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ABSTRACT 

This dissertation investigates how subj ect and obj ect 

empty categories (ECs) in Japanese behave with respect to 

anaphoric construal in the focus construction, and how their 

interpretive behavior can elucidate the syntactic identity of 

ECs. 

The thesis also presents discussion of the syntactic and 

semantic behaviors of the following three constructions: i) 

the behavior of the focused phrases themselves iii) the 

behavior of the reciprocal expressions; and iii) the behavior 

of another focus construction, pseudo-clefts (PCs) , in 

Japanese. As for (i), we explore the differences between 

association-with-focus (AWF) and in-construction-focus (ICF) , 

based on island effects, and conclude that the former, but not 

the latter, is subject to Quantifier Raising. This follows 

from Chomsky's (1991, 1992) economy principle which prohibits 

unnecessary movement. In the case of (ii), the Japanese 

reciprocal expressions with otagai (each other) and sorezore 

(each), a nonmovement analysis such as Heim, Lasnik and May's 

(HLM'Si 1991b) is found more desirable than a movement 

analysis as in HLM (1991a), though there is still a problem, 

i . e. the interpretation of ECs in t.he sentences with the 

interaction of reciprocals and focus. And for (iii), we argue 

that there are two types of PCs, g£-PCs and ~-PCs, based on 

----------~----.----"--- ------------
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semantic differences and movement effects. 

The construal of ECs in the AWF construction, the rCF 

construction, and PCs exhibits some subject/object asymmetries 

with respect to the bound variable (BV) reading vs. the 

referential reading, i.e. while a subject EC allows something 

like a combined reading of the BV reading and the referential 

reading, an obj ect EC does not allow the BV reading. We 

discuss the two analyses of the syntactic identity of ECs, one 

by Hasegawa (1984/84, 1988) and the other by Hoji (1985), 

neither of which gives a full account of the data given, and 

conclude that an subject EC can be some kind of pronominal but 

not an object EC. 

~-- -- --------------.---------------
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

This dissertation investigates how subject and object 

empty categories (ECs) in Japanese behave with respect to 

anaphoric construal in the focus construction, and how to 

analyze the syntactic identity of ECs using their 

interpretations. The sections that follow outline some 

background assumptions we will adopt in this thesis (Section 

1) and the problems pursued (Section 2) . 

1. Background 

Binding Theory, one of the subsystems of the Principles

and-Parameters theory, is concerned with the relations between 

anaphors and pronouns and their antecedents. Considering the 

distribution or typology of ECs, the simplest assumption is 

that it is exactly the same as that of lexical NPs (i.e. 

anaphors and pronouns) (cf. Chomsky (1981), Bouchard (1984)). 

Employing the binding f ea t ures [ + / - A (naphor)] and [ + / -

P(ronominal)], the following is the distribution of overt and 

empty NPs: 
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(1 ) a. [ +A, +P] 

b. [+A, -P] 

c. [ -A, +P] 

d. [-A, -P] 

(2 ) Overt: (3 ) Empty: 

a. 0 a. PRO 

b. anaphors b. NP-trace 

c. overt pronouns c. pro 

d. R-expressions d. variables 

This inventory implies that ECs behave exactly the same as 

their corresponding lexical NPs as far as anaphoric relations 

are concerned. 

Montalbetti (1984), however, argues against this mirror

image distribution, showing that overt and empty pronouns in 

Spanish do not have the same interpretive behaviors in certain 

syntactic configurations: 

(4) a. Nadiel cree que el.1/2 es intelligente 

(NobodYl believes that he'1/2 is intelligent) 

b. Nadiel cree que prol es intelligente 

(NobodYl believes that (he)l is intelligent) 

(Montalbetti 1984:26) 

~-~--- --.. --.. --.~ .. -.-----.--~------- .. - .. - ... 



11 

While the overt pronoun (el) in (4a) must be free, the empty 

pronoun (pro) in (4b) can be interpreted as a bound 

variable. Based on this kind of behavior, Montalbetti 

proposes the Ove~t Pronoun Constraint (OPC): 

(5) oPC: Overt pronouns cannot link to formal variables iff 

the alternation overt/empty obtains. 

It should be noted here that although Montalbetti employs 

Higginbotham's (1983, 1985) Linking theory to capture 

anaphoric relations, we will make use of indices in this 

thesis, with the standard theory of their interpretation, in 

which coindexing must be interpreted as coreference and 

contraindexing as disjointness of reference. 1 

Montalbetti (1984), along with Saito (1985) among others, 

also discusses Japanese briefly and argues that a similar 

effect can be found in Japanese, i. e. overt pronouns cannot be 

bound variable but empty pronouns can. 2 

Except where these two devices and Barss' (1986) Chain 
Binding mechanism give different interpretations of the data. 
Cf. Higginbotham (1983, 1985), Barss (1986), Lasnik (1989), 
Fiengo and May (forthcoming). 

Unlike in Spanish, he correctly points out, Japanese 
overt pronouns cannot be bound even if the sentence has an 
intermediate bound EC. 

i) Daremo1 -ga [ ~l 
everybody NOM 
to ] omotteiru 

kare*1/2 
he 

-ga kashikoi to] itta 
NOM smart COMP said 
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(6) a. Daremol-ga karewl/2-ga kashikoi to omotteiru 

(EverybodYl thinks that hewl/2 is smart) 

b. Daremol-ga .§.l kashikoi to omotteiru 

(EverybodYl thinks that (he)l is smart) 

However, the assumPtion here is that the subject EC in (6b) is 

an empty pronoun (pro). We will see if this is right, 

examining the interpretive behaviors under focus. The 

Japanese NP-types allowed in argument position are: short- and 

long-distance reflexives, overt pronouns, and thematically 

independent empty categories. So, we will in particular 

examine the various behaviors of overt and covert arguments 

with respect to types of construal. 

The mirror-image distribution above also implies one of 

the two major approaches to how ECs are assigned to NP-types, 

i.e. the functional determination presented in Chomsky (1981, 

1982). Under this hypothesis, all ECs are assigned binding 

features depending on the syntactic environments in which they 

occur by the following algorithm: 

COMP think 
(EverybodYl thinks that (he) 1 said that he*l12 is 
smart) 
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( 7) a. An EC is a pronominal [-A, +P] if it is free or 

locally A-bound by an antecedent with an independent 

8-role. 

b. An EC is an anaphor [+A, -P] if it lS locally A-

bound by an antecedent that lacks an independent 

8-role. 

c. An EC is a variable [-A, -P] if it is locally A'-

bound and is in A-position. 

Moreover, these features can be changed ln the course of a 

derivation. 

The other approach to EC feature-assignment is the 

intrinsic feature theory, where all non-pronominal ECs 

introduced by movement automatically obtain their features as 

NP-traces [+A, -P] and WH-traces [-A, -P] (when the antecedent 

is moved to an A- or A'-position, respectively); while PRO and 

pro are lexically specified with the intrinsic features [+A, 

+P] and [-A, +P] respectively. 3 Thus, to capture the 

distribution of pronominal ECs, we need to specify the 

conditions that formally license them and the way in which 

their content/reference is recovered or identified (cf. 

For arguments against the functional determination of 
ECs, see Epstein (1983/84) and Chomsky (1986). 
C f . See Brody ( 19 8 4) for a third approach, where ECs are 
freely assigned features and other principles of grammar rule 
out improper assignments. 



14 

Chomsky (1981, 1982), Jaeggli (1982), Rizzi (1986), among 

others) . 

Next, we will assume the classification of the uses of 

pronouns, following Evans (1980); i.e. there are four uses of 

pronouns. 

(8) a. Pronouns used to make reference to objects in the 

world (free pronouns) . 

b. Pronouns understood as being coreferential with a 

referring expression which occurs elsewhere in the 

sentence (coreferential pronouns) . 

c. Pronouns which have quantificational expressions as 

antecedents and are bound by them (bound pronouns) . 

d. Pronouns which have quantificationsl expressions as 

antecedents but are not bound by them (E-type 

pronouns) . 

And these pronouns can be also di vided into two groups: 

referential pronouns (free, coreferential, E-type) and bound 

pronouns, depending on their roles. 

Finally, we present the rough semantic and/or pragmatic 

notion of focus and presupposition which will be assumed 

throughout the thesis. The presupposition of a sentence is 

the information in the sentence which is assumed by the 

speaker to be shared by the speaker and the hearer. On the 

~~. ~--------------~---.-.---------
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other hand, the focus of a sentence is the information which 

is assumed by the speaker not to be shared with the hearer, 

and to be given to the hearer by the utterance. And as for 

the function of focus, we will basically characterize it as 

asserting one proposition, denying a set of variants (cf. 

Chapter 2). 

2. Organization 

Chapter 2 examines the interpretive behaviors of Japanese 

subject and object ECs with referential, quantificational, and 

focused antecedents. The data show that there seem to be some 

subject/object asymmetries with respect to the bound variable 

reading vs. the referential reading, 

reading vs. the distributive reading. 

and the collective 

Then, we will show the 

differences between association-with-focus (AWF) and in

construction-focus (ICF) , based on island effects, and 

conclude that the former, but not the latter, is subject to 

Quantifier Raising (QRj cf. May (1977, 1985)), aiming at a 

possible reason why this is the case. And, regarding the 

syntactic status of subject and object ECs, two analyses, the 

one proposed by Hasegawa (1984/85, 1988) and the other by Hoji 

(1985) among others, are discussed, with reference to their 

interpretive behaviors examined earlier. 

In Chapter 3, we introduce some data on reciprocals. 
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Looking at the compatibility of two relevant expressions, 

otagai (each other) and sorezore (each), we suggest that 

otagai is a reciprocal NP (bound by a hidden D(istributor) 

operator attached to its plural antecedent) and sorezore is an 

adverbial which distributes events. The movement theory of 

reciprocity, as in Heim, Lasnik and May (1991a; henceforth 

HLM), seems to run into trouble since there are no island 

effects involved in either Japanese reciprocal constructions. 

Another problem for HLM-type of analysis comes from 

interpretation of ECs with focused antecedents (i.e. lack of 

the bound variable readings under focus). We try to argue 

this peculiar phenomenon in terms of event arguments in the 

sense of Davidson (1967). 

Chapter 4 investigates another focus construction in 

Japanese, i.e. pseudo-clefts (PCs). Based on semantic 

differences and movement effects, we conclude that there are 

two types of PCs; g£-PCs and ~-PCs. 
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CHAPTER 2 

FOCUS AND EMPTY CATEGORIES 

In this chapter, we will first examine how empty 

categories (ECs) in Japanese are construed under focus, and 

how to identify ECs with respect to their interpretation in 

the focus construction. Especially, we will see to what 

extent the range of interpretations available to subject and 

object ECs with focused antecedents are different, and to what 

extent they are similar to those with other NP types 

(especially, overt pronouns). Second, the data exploring the 

distributivity possibilities of argument ECs when they have 

other types of antecedents and when they in turn act as the 

antecedent for reciprocals and singular/plural reflexives will 

be given. This will show that there seem to be some 

subject/object asymmetries with respect to the bound variable 

reading vs. the referential reading, and the collective 

reading vs. the distributive reading. Then, we will present 

the differences between association-with-focus (AWF) and in

construction-focus (ICF) , based on island effects, and 

conclude that the former, but not the latter, is subject to 

Quantifier Raising (QR; cf. May (1977, 1985», aiming at a 

possible reason why this is the case employing Chomsky's 

(1991, 1992) Minimalist theory. Finally, regarding the 
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syntactic identity of ECs, two anlyses, one proposed by 

Hasegawa (1984/85, 1988) and the other by Hoji (1985) among 

others, will be discussed, with reference to their 

interpretive behavior examined earlier. 

1. Interpretation of ECs under focus 

1.1. Bound variable reading vs. referential reading 

In English, it has been noted (since Partee (1975)) that 

he in a sentence like (1) where it has a focused NP as its 

antecedent is ambiguous. 4 

(1) Only John thinks he will win. 

That is, he can be interpreted as a variable bound by the 

focused NP only John (the bound variable reading), or he can 

just corefer to John (the referential reading). Under the 

bound variable reading, John is the only person who thinks he 

himself will win, and no one else thinks he/she will win, with 

a possibility that other people may think John will win; while 

4 Strictly speaking, this sentence is three-way ambiguous: 
the pronoun can be bound, coreferential, or free, the last 
construal being available as overt pronouns always can. 
See Evans' (1980) "use-typology" of pronouns discussed in 
Chapter 1. 

~-- ----_._._---------------_._---_.-
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under the referential reading, the only person who thinks John 

will win is John and no one else, though each of the others 

may think he/she will win. Suppose we have a set of people in 

a given situation, say {John, Bill, Mike}. The following are 

the propositions asserted and/or denied in each reading: cf. 

Fischer 1968, Jackendoff 1972, Kratzer (1989).5 

(2) a. Bound variable reading 

Asserted: John thinks John will win 

Denied: Bill thinks Bill will win 

Mike thinks Mike will win 

b. Referential reading 

Asserted: John thinks John will win 

Denied: Bill thinks John will win 

Mike thinks John will win 

In other words, the function of focus is roughly first to 

construct some possible set of propositions in a given 

discourse by introducing a variable, the subject of the verb 

thinks in this case, and second to select those that are true 

In Kratzer (1989), which modifies Rooth's (1985) theory 
of focus, a focused phrase brings about two representations; 
one in which the focused phrase is given its ordinary 
translation, and the other in which it is translated as 
designated variables, which determines p-sets that capture the 
alternatives created by focus. Here, for expository reasons, 
we divide p-sets into two groups: the propositions asserted 
and those that are denied. 



20 

from this set. 

1.2. Empty categories in Japanese 

Japanese has a wider range of NP-types allowed in 

argument position: long/short-distance reflexives, overt 

pronouns, and thematically independent empty categories. So 

it would be worth examining the interpretations of Japanese 

focus constructions from the point of view of how ECs are 

contrued when their antecedents are focused. First, consider 

the following Japanese sentences with overt pronouns, given a 

discourse set of people {Tatsuya, Keigo, Masashi}. 

(3 ) Tatsuya dake-ga [Yuka-ga kare-o 

only NOM NOM he ACC 

hometa to 

praised COMP 

(Only Tatsuya said Yuka praised him.) 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Denied: Keigo said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

itta 

said 

Masashi said Yuka praised Tatsuya (referential) 

(4) Tatsuya-ga [Yuka-ga kare dake-o hometa to] itta 

(Tatsuya said Yuka praised only him.) 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Denied: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Keigo 

Tatsuya said Yuka praised Masashi 



(5) Tatsuya dake-ga [Yuka-ga kare dake-o hometa to] itta 

(Only Tatsuya said Yuka praised only him.) 

Asserted Tatsuya said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Denied (a) : Tatsuya said Yuka praised Keigo 

Tatsuya said Yuka praised Masashi 

Keigo said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Keigo said Yuka praised Keigo 

Keigo said Yuka praised Masashi 

Masashi said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Masashi said Yuka praised Keigo 

Masashi said Yuka praised Masashi 

Denied (b) : Tatsuya said Yuka praised Keigo 

Tatsuya said Yuka praised Masashi 

Keigo said Yuka praised only Tatsuya 

Masashi said Yuka praised only Tatsuya 

21 

As shown in (3), a Japanese pronoun kare only has the 

referential reading, unlike in English, where a pronoun can be 

anaphorically related to a focused antecedent on the BV 

reading. This is very much like the fact that overt pronouns 

in Japanese cannot be bound by an operator like QNPs (cf. 

Montalbetti (1984), Saito (1985), among others). 

In (4), kare only corefers to the matrix subject Tatsuya 

but the focused NP kare dake-ga introduces a variable. This 

sentence has the narrow scope reading and the wide scope 
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reading: Tatsuya said that Tatsuya is the only person who Yuka 

praised (narrow); and, Tatsuya is the only person who Tatsuya 

said that Yuka praised (wide). This might suggest that there 

is some movement of the focused phrase involved here. 

And (5) shows the similar kind of ambiguity, depending on 

whether the embedded focused phrase takes narrow scope or wide 

scope. Under the wide scope reading (5a), the lower focused 

phrase somehow gets absorbed into the higher one: [only for x 

= Tatsuya & y = Tatsuya] x said Yuka praised y, and both 

focused phrases introduce independent variables to construct 

a set of possible propositions. 6 This reading also indicates 

6 This is like the "independent" reading of May (1985). As 
for the "dependent" reading in which multiple quantifiers 
scopally interact, it is not clear to me whether we can get 
the other two possible readings. One is the case where the 
higher focused phrase takes scope over the lower one: [only 
for x = Tatsuya] [only for y = Tatsuya] x said Yuka praised y, 
whose denied propositions would be: 

i) D: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Keigo 
Tatsuya said Yuka praised Masashi 
Keigo said Yuka praised Tatsuya 
Masashi said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

The other is the one where the lower focused phrase takes 
wider scope than the higher one: [only for y = Tatsuya] [only 
for x = Tatsuya] x said Yuka praised y, whose denied 
propositions would be: 

ii) D: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Keigo 
Tatsuya said Yuka praised Masashi 
Keigo said Yuka praised Keigo 
Masashi said Yuka praised Keigo 
Keigo said Yuka praised Masashi 
Masashi said Yuka praised Masashi 
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that focused phrases can undergo movement. 7 We will discuss 

this kind of behavior of focused phrases in detail later in 

Section 2. And (5b) is the narrow scope reading: [only for x 

= Tatsuya] x said that [only for y = Tatsuya] Yuka praised y. 

Note that in either reading the pronoun kare (he) is 

interpreted as a constant, referring to Tatsuya, which 

excludes the third possible reading that the corresponding 

English sentence allows, i.e. [only for x = Tatsuya] x said 

that [only for x = Tatsuya] Yuka praised x. The denied 

propositions would be as follows: 

(6) Denied: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Keigo 

Tatsuya said Yuka praised Masashi 

Keigo said Yuka praised only Keigo 

Masashi said Yuka praised only Masashi 

Under this reading, the pronoun is interpreted as a variable, 

Cf. Longobardi (1991) argues that when only XP phrases in 
Italian occur mUltiply in the same sentence, they do not show 
any absorbed interpretation, claiming that only-phrases in 
Italian always contain a negative operator; hence, only the 
reading with a double negation (ii) is available for the 
sentences like (i). 

i) Solo Gianniha amato solo Maria per tutta la vita 
(Only Gianni has loved only Maria for the whole of 
his life) 

ii) Not (3x; x * Gianni, 3y, y * Maria) such that 
x loved y ... 
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but this option is not possible in Japanese, hence the 

unavailability of the third reading. 

The same can be said about sentences with an overt 

pronoun kare in the subject position as in (7)-(9) below. 

(7) Tatsuya dake-ga [kare-ga Yuka-o hometa to] itta 

only NOM he NOM ACC praised COMP said 

(Only Tatsuya said he praised Yuka) 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Denied: Keigo said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Masashi said Tatsuya praised Yuka (referential) 

(8) Tatsuya-ga [kare dake-ga Yuka-o hometa to] itta 

(Tatsuya said only he praised Yuka) 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Denied: Tatsuya said Keigo praised Yuka 

Tatsuya said Masashi praised Yuka 



(9) Tatsuya dake-ga [kare dake-ga Yuka-o hometa to] itta 

(Only Tatsuya said only he praised Yuka) 

Asserted Tatsuya said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Denied (a): Tatsuya said Keigo praised Yuka 

Tatsuya said Masashi praised Yuka 

Keigo said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Keigo said Keigo praised Yuka 

Keigo said Masashi praised Yuka 

Masashi said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Masashi said Keigo praised Yuka 

Masashi said Masashi praised Yuka 

Denied (b): Tatsuya said Keigo praised Yuka 

Tatsuya said Masashi praised Yuka 

Keigo said only Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Masashi said only Tatsuya praised Yuka 

25 

In sum, when the overt pronoun kare has a focused NP 

antecedent, it ony has the referential reading, i.e. overt 

pronouns are only interpreted as a constant, referring to the 

matrix subject in this case. This differs from English, since 

the pronoun he can either be a bound variable or a constant, 

as we have seen in (2). And this holds even when an overt 

pronoun itself is focused, though when it is focused, it can 

take both wide and narrow scope, due to some quantificational 

force of focus. 
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What about the cases of empty categories, then? Let us 

take a look at sentences (10) and (11). 

(10) Tatsuya dake-ga [Yuka-ga ~ hometa to] itta8 

(Only Tatsuya said Yuka praised (him» 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Denied: Keigo said Yuka praised Tatsuya 

Masashi said Yuka praised Tatsuya (referential) 

(11) Tatsuya dake-ga [~ Yuka-o hometa to] itta 

(Only Tatsuya said (he) praised Yuka) 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Denied: Keigo said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Masashi said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Keigo said Keigo praised Yuka 

Masashi said Masashi praised Yuka 

As seen in the propositions asserted and denied, the object EC 

in sentence (10) only has the referential reading. Notice 

that this is exactly like sentence (3) in which the object is 

an overt pronoun, kare, and only has the referential reading. 

In contrast, the subject EC in (11) has a different 

reading, something like a combined reading of the BV reading 

8 For some people including myself, it is less 
coreference between the EC and the matrix subject 
place. Cf. Hasegawa (1984/85, 1988), Kuroda 
Section 3 in this chapter. 

-----_._---_ ... _--_ ..... _- - .' 

easy to get 
in the first 
(1965), and 
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and the referential reading, as Hasegawa (1988) correctly 

points out; i. e., Tatsuya is the only person who said he 

himself praised Yuka and the only person who said that Tatsuya 

praised Yuka. In other words, only Tatsuya is an x such that 

x said x praised Yuka and there exists no person y such y said 

x praised Yuka. 

It might be thought that ECs simply cannot have the BV 

reading, but ECs can recei ve the BV reading when their 

antecedent is a quantificational NP (QNP), as shown in (12). 

(12) Daremo-ga [& Yuka-o horneta to) itta 

(Everybody said (he) praised Yuka) 

Asserted: Tatsuya said Tatsuya praised Yuka 

Keigo said Keigo praised Yuka 

Masashi said Masashi praised Yuka 

(bound variable) 

Thus, there seems to be some difference in terms of 

interpretation between focused NPs and 'regular' quantifiers 

(which may include wh-phrases); namely, QNPs can bind an EC 

(as a regular variable) 9 but focused NPs may not (at least in 

a strict sense). This of course raises the question of 

whether [NP dake) is an LF operator like QNPs, but the 

This does not seem to be the case when antecedent QNPs 
are plural. See discussion in Section 1.3. 
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question we also have here is whether or not this kind of 

subject/object asymmetry is peculiar to the focus 

construction. The semantics of the focus construction (e.g. 

the difference between "John left" and "Only John left") is 

attributed, by all treatments of focus, to the semantics of 

only or that of the focused phrase or both. And what is 

really odd about this combined reading is that it seems to be 

induced by the EC itself, not its antecedent. The same thing 

might be said about the obj ect EC in (10) above. In the 

following subsection, we will show some data regarding the 

interpretation of ECs with other kinds of antecedents. 

1.3. ECs and various antecedent NPs 

The following English sentence is ambiguous in that the 

embedded pronoun can be either bound or coreferential, as 

pointed out in Montalbetti (1984): 

(13) Many students believe that they are intelligent. 

a. [Many x: student (x)] x believes that they are 

intelligent (coreferential) 

b. [Many x: student (x)] x believes that x is 

intelligent (bound) 

(13a) and (13b) are rough logical representations of the two 
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readings. (13a) is often referred to as the group or 

collective reading; each member of the set satisfying many 

students believes all the members of that set are intelligent. 

On the other hand, (13b) can be called the distributive 

reading; each member of the set many students believes he/she 

him/herself is intelligent. 

This ambiguity can be captured syntactically in terms of 

Higginbotham's (1989) distinction between the bound anaphora 

and the unbound anphora. Higginbotham illustrates these two 

types of anaphora (and argument anaphora) on the assumption 

that the anaphor-antecedent relation is indicated by 

antisyrnrnetric links, as in Higginbotham (1983, 1985). In his 

framework, for pronouns to be bound anaphora, they should be 

linked to an A-position occupied by a trace, and to the 

quantificational antecedent if they are to be unbound 

anaphora. In our discussion, the bound anphora is interpreted 

to have the bound variable reading, and the unbound anaphora 

the referential reading. 

(14a) and {14b) below are the LF representations for 

(13a) and (13b) respectively after QR has applied. 

(14) a. 

b. 

[Many 

[Many 

students1[ t believe that th~y are ... ] 
-t-..::J 

students] [ t~-b-e-I-i~e-v-e--t-h-a-t---t-h'ky are ... ] 
~ 

In (14a) the pronoun they is linked directly to the QRed QNP 
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many students (A'-position), which has the referential 

reading; while in (14b) the pronoun is linked to the subject 

position (A-position) occupied by the tarce of the QNP, which 

has the bound variable reading. Notice, however, that the 

pronoun they in (14a) is not exactly the same as what 

Higginbotham calls the unbound anaphora, since one of their 

properties he gives is that the quantifier does not c-command 

the pronoun at LF. So we assume here that the pronoun can be 

directly linked to the QNP which is not in A-position even if 

the QNP c-commands it to have the referential reading. The 

point here is whether the pronoun is linked to the trace or to 

the QNP. 

Now let us examine some Japanese sentences corresponding 

to (13). 

(15) Ooku-no gakusei-ga [karera-ga kashikoi to] omotteiru 

many GEN student NOM they smart think 

(Many students think that they are smart) 

It seems that this sentence only has the referential reading, 

which might indicate that overt pronouns in general (e.g. 

kare/kanojo (he/she), karera (they), etc.) cannot behave as a 
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bound variable10 • In Higginbotham's sense, it would indicate 

that overt pronouns in Japanese can only be linked directly to 

the QNP, hence the unavailability of the bound variable 

reading. 

(16) (LF structure for (15» 
.,£! 

[Ooku-no gakusei-gaJ [ ~ 
"t...--1 

What about ECs then? 

, 
karera-ga ... J ••• J 

(17) a. Ooku-no gakusei-ga [ ~ kashikoi to] omotteiru 

(Many students think that (they) are smart) 

b. Ooku-no gakusei-ga [ Nozomi-ga ~ paatii-ni yonda 

party to invited 

to] omotteiru 

(Many students think that Nozomi invited (them) to 

the party) 

10 (15) has a grammatically plural pronoun karera as in the 
English counterpart (13). If the pronoun is a grammatically 
singular one, the result will be neither the referential 
reading (perhaps due to the <P-feature crash in number) nor the 
bound variable reading (for the same reason dicussed above) . 

i) Ooku-no gakusei-ga [kare-ga kashikoi to] omotteiru 
(Many students think that he is smart) 

Sentence (i) only means that many students think someone who 
is not a member of the set many students is smart. 

---~"--~----.-----.. --. 
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(18) (LF for (17a» 

a. [Ooku-no gakusei-g~ kashikoi to] ... ] 

b. [Ooku-no gakusei-g£] [ t [ ~ kashikoi to] ... ] 
~ 

(19) (LF for (17b» 

* [Ooku-no gakusei-ga] [ t Nozomi-ga 
I ... ] ... ] a. §. 

~ 

b. [Ooku-no gakusei -gj] [ t Nozomi-ga I ... ] ... ] .§. 
'1:--.1 

(17a)is ambiguous between the BV reading and the referential 

reading; while in (17b) the referntial reading is available 

but the BV reading seems to be hard to get. LF structures in 

(18) and (19) with the linking device would suggest that the 

ambiguity in (17a) rests on the possibility of either linking 

the subject EC to the trace of the QRed QNP as in (18a), or 

dirctly to the QNP as in (18b): the EC in (18a) is interpreted 

as the unbound anaphora (the referential reading), and the EC 

in (18b) as the bound anaphora (the BV reading). While the 

contrast in (19) seems to indicate that an object EC can only 

be linked to the QRed QNP, not to the trace: (17b) has the 

group coreferential reading only. 

As mentioned before, the coreferential construal of the 

pronoun shows plurality, and the bound construal shows 

singularity. Then, in English sentence (13) , the 

grammatically plural pronoun they exhibits both plurality and 

singularity. However, if both readings are possible in 

Japanese sentence (17a), does this mean that a phonetically 
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null NP can have singularity/plurality distinction as well, 

although in general there is no grammatical phenomenon 

suggesting that the so-called ~-features consist of person, 

gender and number in Japanese?ll This might be the case, 

since we can at least find singularity/plurality distinction 

in the case of overt pronouns. 

Now consider the seeming asymmetry between the subj ect EC 

and the object EC when they have plural QNPs as their 

antecedents, i.e. the observation that while the subject EC 

shows both the BV and referential (or singular and plural) 

readings, the former reading appears to be hard to get with 

the obj ect EC. 12 There seems to be a piece of evidence in 

favor of viewing this asymmetry this way; namely, whether ECs 

can be antecedents for a reciprocal otagai (each other) and a 

short-distance reflexive kare-jishin (he-self). Both otagai 

and kare-jishin have to be locally bound by their antecedents, 

but while otagai has to have a plural NP as its antecedent and 

11 For example, the denotations of bare common nouns in 
Japanese can be either singular or plural (and either definite 
or indefinite), depending on the context: gakusei (student) 
means one of the following; a student, students, the student, 
the students. And there is no subject-verb agreement in these 
features. 

12 The same can be said about QNPs other than ooku- (no) 
(many) as long as they are understood as plural; e.g. oozei (~ 
lot), hotondo (most), subete, minna (all), and daremo 
(everyone), etc. 
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distribute the entities denoted by that Np13, kare-jishin 

cannot take a plural antecedent. 

(20) a. Nozomi-ga Tadashi to Toshitaka -ni [otagai -no 

NOM and DAT each other GEN 

e]-o miseta 

picture ACC showed 

(Nozomi showed Tadashi and Toshitaka each other's 

picture) 

b. *Nozomi-ga Tadashi to Toshitaka -ni [kare-jishin-no 

he-self GEN 

e]-o miseta 

(Nozomi showed Tadashi and Toshitaka he-self's 

picture) 

Thus, if an EC behaves as plural, it can be the antecedent of 

otagai but not of kare-jishin, and vice versa if it behaves as 

singular, which seems to be the case, as shown in (21). 

13 For discussion of reciprocal expressions in Japanese In 

more detail, see Chapter 3. 
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Hotondo-no gakusei-ga [ ~ [otagai-no e] -0 

most GEN student NOM e.o. GEN picture ACC 

sukida to] omotteiru 

like think 

(Most students think that (they) like each other's 

picture) 

b. Hotondo-no gakusei-ga [ ~ [kare-jishin-no e]-o 

he-self 

(22) a. 

sukida to] omotteiru 

(Most students think that (they) like he-self's 

picture) 

Hotondo-no gakusei-ga [Nozomi-ga ~ [otagai-no 

e.o. 

e]-o miseta to] omotteiru 

showed 

(Most students think that Nozomi showed (them) 

each other's picture) 

b. *Hotondo-no gakusei-ga [Nozomi-ga~ [kare-jishin-no 

he-self 

e]-o miseta to] omotteiru 

(Most students think that Nozomi showed (them) he

self's picture) 

Sentences in (21) indicate that the subject EC has both the 

singular bound variable reading and the group coreferential 
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reading. On the other hand, the contrast in (22) might 

suggests that the object EC can have the group reading but not 

the singular reading. The following are the LF structures for 

(21a,b) and (22a,b). 

(23) [QN~~ [ 
I [otagai-no ... ] ... ] ... ] a. ~ 

b. [QNP] [ ~ [kare-jishin-no ... ] ... ] ... ] 
~ -

(24) a. [QNP"j [ t [ N. -ga ~ [otagai-no ... ] ... ] ... ] 
~ 

b. [QNP1 [ t ~ [kare-jishin-no ... ] ... ] ... ] N.-ga ~ 
~ 

The subject EC in (21) can be either linked to the QNP as in 

(23a), or to the tace as in (23b): the EC in (23a) can serve 

as the antecedent of otagai (each other) because it is 

interpreted as plural (the referential reading), and the EC in 

(23b) as the antecedent of kare-jishin (he-self) because it is 

interpreted as singular (the BV reading). On the contrary, 

sentences in (22) seem to indicate that the object EC can only 

be linked to the QNP, very much like in (17b): it can only act 

as the plural antecedent of otagai, not the singular 

antecedent of kare-jishin, as in (24a). In (24b) the EC is 

interpreted as plural due to the linking from the EC to the 

plural QNP but the reflexive kare-jishin cannot take a plural 

antecedent; hence ungrammaticality. 

Recall that we have seen the asymmetry in the 

interpretations of Ees under focus, i.e., subject ECs have 
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something like the combined reading of the bound variable 

reading and the referential reading, while object ECs only 

have the referential reading. If we assume that the bound 

variable reading amounts to the singular distributive reading 

and the coreferential reading to the plural collective 

reading14
, the contrast found in (22) might correspond to 

this asymmetry, especially with respect to the unavailability 

of the bound variable reading of the object EC. 

2. Behavior of focused phrases: Association-with-focus vs. 

in-construct ion-focus 

Before discussing the syntactic status of ECs in 

Japanese, we will in this section examine the syntactic 

behavior of focused phrases themselves with respect to the 

theories for and against LF-movement. 

2.1. Movement theory vs. in-situ theory 

Chomsky (1976) and Jackendoff (1972), among others, argue 

that in focus constructions there is movement involved in the 

LF component, based on the similarity in behavior of WH-

phrases and stress-focused phrases as follows. 

14 See Section 1.3. in Chapter 3 for a little more details 
of this distinction with respect to plurality. 

---------_.-------------_._- ---. 
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(25) Who did his mother see? 

a. for which person x, did x see his mother? 

b. #for which person x, did x see x's mother? 

(26) His mother loves JOHN (where JOHN is stress-focused) 

a. for x = John, his mother loves x 

b. #for x = John, x's mother loves x 

These sentences in (25) and (26) exhibit the phenomenon called 

Weak Crossover (WCO) , the term being originally devised by 

Wasow (1972). For example, the indexed S-structure of (25) is 

as follows: 

(27) *? Who1 did his1 mother see .t1 

which does not allow the bound interpretation of the pronoun, 

i. e. the construal in which the pronoun is bound by the 

operator who. The descriptive generalization we need here is: 

(28) In a configuration where a pronoun P and a trace Tare 

both bound by a quantifier Q, T must c-command P. 

(Lasnik and Stowell (1991)15 

15 For a variety of theories of WCO, see Chomsky (1976), 
Reinhart (1976, 1983), Koopman and Sportiche (1982), Safir 
(1984), May (1985), etc. The choice of these anlyses does not 
matter to our present discussion. 

----------- -------
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As for the WCO configuration in Japanese, Saito and Hoji 

(1983) modifies this type of generalization as follows: 

(29) A variable [=a trace bound by a quantifier/operator] 

cannot be the antecedent of a pronoun or an anaphor that 

it does not c-command. 

Since in Japanese overt pronouns like kare (he) and kanojo 

(she) cannot be A' -bound by the operator in general (cf. 

Montalbetti (1984), Saito (1985), etc.), we will test WCO 

effects by the use of an anaphor, a reflexive. There are 

three kinds of reflexives in Japanese: i) jibun (self), which 

is a long-distance reflexive and subject-oriented; ii) jibun-

jishin (self-self), which is locally bound by its antecedent 

and non-subject-oriented; and iii) kare-jishin (he-self), 

kanojo-jishin (she-self), etc., which are local reflexives and 

non-subject-oriented. 16
,17 The following is such as instance. 

16 As for the first type of reflexive, jibun, there have 
been some studies which suggest that its binding takes place 
at LF. E.g. Katada (1989, 1991) claims that jibun is an 
operator which undergoes LF-movement, and Abe (1991) argues 
that it is a distributor which is raised at LF. 

17 There is another kind of lexical item which can be 
construed as a bound variable, i.e. soitsu (that guy) 
discussed in N.Yoshimura (1990, cited in Hoji (1991». 
However, as pointed out in Ishii (1991), in order to serve as 
a bound variable, soitsu has to take indefinite or 
"unfamiliar" antecedent like dare (who), since the definite 
description like names cannot be its antecedent, as follows. 
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(30) a. [Tatsuya-ga jibun1-no sainoo-o utagatta koto]-ga 

NOM self GEN talent ACC doubted fact NOM 

Nozomi1-o ochikomaseta 

GEN depressed 

(The fact that Tatsuya doubted self'sl talent 

depressed Nozomi1) 

b. ?* [Tatsuya-ga jibun1-no sainoo-o utagatta koto]-ga 

dare1-o ochikomaseta no ? 

who Q 

(Who1 has the fact that Tatsuya doubted self'sl 

talent depressed?) 

Returning to the English sentences in (25) and (26), both 

sentences lack the bound variable reading of the pronoun his. 

This similarity can be accounted for if we assume that a 

focused phrase binds a variable that is the trace left behind 

by its movement at LF just as a WH-phrase binds its variable 

which is the trace left by syntactic movement. Hence, focused 

phrases will be assigned scope in LF in this theory .18 ,19 

i) Dare1-ga [SOitsu1 -no hahaoya]-o aishiteiru no 
who NOM that guy GEN mother ACC love Q 
(Wh01 1.1 loves that guy' S1 mother?) 

ii) *Tatsuya1-ga [soitsu1-no hahaoya]-o aishiteiru 
(Tatsuya1 loves that gUY'S1 mother) 

18 As for the landing site for focused phrases, we just 
assume, following Culicover and Rochemont (1983) and May 
(1985) among others besides the references mentioned above, 
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However, there are some problems which arise with the 

movement theory of focus. One has to do with the absence of 

the ECP effect, as noted in Chomsky (1981) as a puzzle; i.e. 

focused phrases can occur in the non-properly governed subject 

position of a tensed clause. 

(31) *Who do you think that t left? 

(32) I don't think that JOHN will win. 

that they are adjoined to IP like other quantificational 
phrases., having clausal scope. 

19 Cf. Heim (1982) and Haik (1983) have a different view 
that WCO does not affect focused NPs (and indefinites). For 
example, in Haik's account, coindexing in (i) is ruled out 
because neither coreference nor binding, two possible ways of 
interpreting the relation by coindexing, is allowed. 

i) ?* His 1 mother likes everyone1 

Coreference is not allowed since while the pronoun his denotes 
a single individaul, everyone denotes a set of individuals, 
and hence they do not denote the same objects. And binding is 
not permited because everyone does not c-command his, given 
the condition on variables following Reinhart (1976): An 
element X is interpreted as bound (directly or indirectly) by 
an element y iff X is c-commanded by Y at S-Structure. This 
is WCo. 

Since a relation of coreference between a focused NP and 
a pronoun is possible as in (ii), Haik concludes that 
something else but not WCO rules out coindexing in (iii). 

ii) JOHN1 came. He1 was drunk. 

iii) ?* His1 mother likes JOHN1 

In our present discussion, behavior of focused phrases 
will be examined mainly with respect to island effects, not 
only with respect to WCO effects. 
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(31) exemplifies the that-trace effect, which has been 

subsumed under the ECP; the sentence is ungrammatical because 

the subj ect trace is not properly governed. On the other 

hand, if there exists LF-movement of focused phrases, sentence 

(32) should be out since the subject trace left by LF-movement 

is not properly governed either. Chomsky offers a solution to 

this problem, based on a suggestion by Dominique Sportiche, in 

which the logical representation for (32) is not as in (33a) 

but as in (33b). 

(33) a. 

b. 

for x = John, I don't think that x will win 

I don't think that, for x = John, x will win 

(Chomsky 1981:238) 

In (33b) the focused phrase has scope in the embedded clause, 

not the matrix clause, and the variable is properly governed 

by a local operator, hence no ECP violation. 

Besides this problem, however, there is another that 

poses a more serious problem to the movement theory; namely, 

this movement of focused phrases does not exhibit other island 

effects which are major diagnostics for movement, as pointed 

out in Rooth (1985), Kratzer (1989b), and Higginbotham (1989) 

among others. For example: 

---------- --
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They only investigated the question whether you know 

the woman who chaired F [the Zoning Board] 1. 

(where F[ ••• ] indicates a focused phrase) 

b. * [Which board] 1 did they investigate the question 

whether you know the woman who chaired e1 ? 

( = Kratzer's (8) & (9)) 

(34b) shows one of the island effects, the Complex NP 

Constraint violation, of WH-movement. If the focused phrase 

in (34a) undergoes LF-movement 20
, the sentence should have 

the same grarnmaticality as (34b), since the sentence structure 

is exactly the same except the phrase which is supposed to 

move. This is one of the main arguments for the in-situ 

theory which states that focused phrases should be interpreted 

in sitU. 21 ,22 

20 Here, the focused phrase is adjoined to the position 
which is sister to only, assuming that the surface position of 
only determines its scope. 

21 For another argument with respect to the construction 
involving the VP anaphora, see Kratzer (1989). 

22 Cf. See May (1977) and Rodman (1976) for the argument 
that the constraints on the variable-binding of quantified 
expressions are similar to those on syntactic movement; e.g. 
the constraint on extraction from relative clauses. 
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2.2. Japanese focus construction 

In this subsection, we examine Japanese focus 

constructions in terms of the problems discussed in· the 

previous subsection. And we provide three types of evidence 

which support the LF-movement theory if a focused phrase has 

dake (only) in itself: island effects, the WCO effect, and the 

ECP effect. At the same time, we see that association with 

focus does not show island effects. Finally, we try to 

explain this distinction with respect to Chomsky's (1991, 

1992) economy principle/Minimalist theory. 

2.2.1. Island effects 

The first question we consider is whether or not the 

focus constructions in Japanese exhibits island effects. 

Consider the following sentences with focused phrases 

contained in a simple clausal complement structure and a 

variety of islands. 
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(35) Clausal complement structure: 

Tadashi-ga [watashi-ga Kazuma dake-o sukida to ] itta 

NOM I NOM only ACC like COMP said 

(Tadashi said that I liked only Kazuma) 

a. Tadashi said that the only person I liked was Kazuma 

(narrow scope reading) 

b. The only person that Tadashi said I liked was Kazuma 

(wide scope reading) 

Sentence (35) is ambiguous between the narrow scope reading 

(35a) and the wide scope reading (35b): the focused phrase can 

get both narrow and wide scope. That is, focused phrases 

undergo LF-movement to get their scope. 23 

(36) CNPC island: 

a. Tadashi-ga [[[Kazuma dake-ga katta] to yuu] uwasa] 

NOM only NOM won COMP rumor 

-0 kiita 

ACC heard 

(Tadashi heard the rumor that only Kazuma won) 

23 For the same ambiguity in a sentence with a stress-
focused phrase, see fn. 24. 
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b. Tadashi-ga [[[Tatsuya-ga Kazuma dake-o hometa] to 

NOM only ACC praised 

yuu] uwasa]-o kiita 

(Tadashi heard the rumor that Tatsuya praised only 

Kazuma) 

(37) WH island: 24 

Tadashi-ga [Kazuma dake-ga nani-o katta ka] 

only NOM what ACC bought Q 

shiritai no 

want to know Q 

(Does Tadashi want to know whether only Kazuma bought 

what?) 

(38) Adjunct island: 

Tadashi-ga [Kazuma dake-ga sono inu-o katta kara] 

only NOM the dog ACC bought because 

odoroita 

was surprised 

(Tadashi was surprised because only Kazuma bought the 

dog) 

On the other hand, in these sentences in (36) - (38), the 

focused phrase only has the narrow scope reading. For 

24 In the following sentences, I will omit the cases where 
the embedded object NP is focused, since the judgements are 
the same as in the cases with the focused subject NP. 
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example, sentence (36b) means: Tadashi heard the rumor that 

Tatsuya praised no one but Kazuma, but it does not have the 

wide scope reading: Tadashi heard the rumor that Tatsuya 

praised Kazuma, and heard no other rumors that Tatsuya praised 

anyone else. That is, these sentences obey the island 

constraints. 

However, recall that the sentence used to argue against 

the movement theory is the one in which the association with 

focus (the term being introduced in Jackendoff (1972) i 

henceforth AWF) occurs2S i i. e. only is associated with the 

2S In simple clausal complement structures like (i) below, 
a focused phrase containing a focus-sensitive particle only 
can take both the embedded scope and the matrix scope. 

i) I knew he had learnt only Spanish. 
a. I knew he hadn't learnt any other language (narrow) 
b. I didn't know he had learnt any other language 

(wide) 
(Taglicht 1984:150) 

And the same ambiguity can be found in the following Japanese 
sentence having a stress-focused phrase in the embedded 
clause. 

ii) Yuka-ga [Tadashi-ga FURANSUGO-o naratta to] itta 
French learnt said 

(Yuka said that Tadashi had learnt FRENCH) 
a. Yuka said Tadashi had learnt nothing but French 

(narrow) 
b. Yuka ditln' t say that Tadashi had learnt any language 

other than French (wide) 

Notice that this is not a case of association with focus 
discussed below, i.e. the wide reading is possible even 
without dake in the matrix clause. 

The availability of a wide scope reading is also found in 
the cases of stress-focused WH-phrases. 
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focal stress on some constituent, having some semantic effects 

like those on truth conditions. For example: 

(39) a. 

b. 

I only introduced BILL to Sue. 

I only introduced Bill to SUE. 

(where capital letters indicate stressed-focus) 

(Rooth 1985: 2) 

In the situation that I introduced Bill and Tom to Sue and did 

no other introductions, (39a) is false and (39b) is true. 

Now what about the Japanese cases involving this kind of 

AWF? Do they still show some island effects? The answer 

seems to be negative. 

(40) CNPC island: 

Tadashi-ga [[[KAZUMA-ga byookida] to yuu] uwasa]-o 

sick COMP rumor 

kiita dake da 

heard only 

(Tadashi only heard the rumor that KAZUMA was sick) 

iii) Yuka-ga [DARE-ga nani-o katta ka] shiritai no 
who NOM what Ace bought Q want to know Q 

(Who1 does Yuka want to know what2 tl bought t 2?) 
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(41) WE island: 

Tadashi-ga [KAZUMA-ga nani-o katta ka] shiritai 

what ACC bought Q want to know 

dake na no 

only Q 

(Does Tadashi only want to know whether KAZUMA bought 

what ?) 

(42) Adjunct island: 

Tadashi-ga [KAZUMA-ga sono inu-o katta kara] 

the dog bought bought 

odoroita dake da 

was surprised only 

(Tadashi was only surprised because KAZUMA bought 

the dog) 

In sentences (40) - (42), the stress-focused phrase seems to 

take the wide scope only; e.g. in (40), Tadashi didn't hear a 

rumor that any other person was sick, and it does not mean 

that Tadashi heard the rumor that any other person wasn't 

sick. In other words, in AWF constuctions, dake (only) marks 

the scope domain of the focus, just like in Egnlish. 

-~----.--~----------.---.------------- .- .. -
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(43) John only heard a rumor that Mary was sick. 

a. John didn't hear a rumor that any other person was 

sick (wide) 

b. # John heard a rumor that Mary and no one else was 

sick (narrow) 

Notice in passing, that these sentences have other readings, 

depending on the scope of the focused phrase. Kuroda (1971) 

has shown that if a focus-sensitive particle like dake (only) 

(or fuku-joshi (adverbial particle) so traditionally referred 

to) is assigned to a verb, a kind of focus inheritance, 

discussed in Selkirk (1984), takes place. Consider the 

following. 

(44) John wa Syntactic Structures 0 yomi dake sita26 

TOP ACC read only PAST 

(John only read Syntactic Structures (henceforth S.S.)} 

( = Kuroda's (86)) 

(44) is three-way ambiguous, depending on which constituent 

26 Here, dake occurs between the verb stem and the element 
literally translated as did (the past form of ~ (do)) which 
just serves as a carrier of the past tense. In the sentences 
with islands discussed above, I used another form, i.e. the 
form in which dake occurs after the verb plus its inflection 
meaning the past tense, but it has the same ambiguity in 
question. 

----- ------------------
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dake takes scope over: i) John read nothing other than s.s. 

(NP); ii) John did nothing with 5.5. other than to read it 

(V); and iii) John did nothing other than to read 5.5. (VP). 

Returning to sentences with islands, e.g. (40), this 

shows the same kind of ambiguity: i) Tadashi heard nothing 

other than the rumor that Kazuma was sick, e. g. he didn't hear 

the claim that Kazuma was wrong about his marriage (NP); ii) 

Tadashi did nothing with the rumor that Kazuma was sick other 

than to hear it, e.g. he didn't believe it (V); and iii) 

Tadashi did nothing other than to hear the rumor that Kazuma 

was sick, e.g. he didn't read the book about marriage (VP). 

In sum, when a focused phrase containing dake occurs in 

an island, the sentence exhibits island effects (i.e. only 

narrow reading available); henceforth, we will call this type 

of construction as in-construction-focus (IeF). However, when 

AWF takes place, i.e. dake is associated with a stress-focused 

phrase contained in an island, it does not obey the island 

constraints (i.e. only the wide reading available) . 

By the way, since dake can associate only with some 

phrase which is given a focal stress (cf. Tancredi's (1990) 

Principle of Lexical Association) 27, if dake is assigned to 

27 Tancredi (1990) provides sentences like the following as 
a piece of evidence that association cannot take place with a 
non-phonetic element: 

i) Which woman did you only kiss ~ ? 
ii) I only kiss MARY. 

------_._------ -----.------
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the matrix verb but there is no lexical item which it can 

associate, i.e. if ECs occur in the embedded clause, we would 

because the question like (i) cannot be answered easily with 
the statement (ii). 

iii) Principle of Lexical Association (PLA): An operator like 
only must be associated with a lexical constituent in its c
cormnand domain. 

As for the c-cormnand domain, it follows that no lexical 
element cannot be extracted out of the c-cormnand domain of 
only. E.g.: 

iv) John only like Mary. (He doesn't like Sue) 
v) *Mary1' John only like 1.1 

where the postverbal object NP with which only is associated 
cannot be topicalized. 

It seems that the similar phenomenon can be found in 
Japanese. 

vi) Tadashi-ga dare-ni kisushita dake na no ? 
NOM who DAT kissed only Q 

(Who did Tadashi only kiss?) 
a. # Tadashi-ga Naoko-ni kisushita dake da (Nozomi-ni 

kisushinakatta) 
didn't kiss 
{Tadashi only kissed Naoko (he didn't kiss Nozomi» 

b. Tadashi-ga Naoko-ni kisushita dake da (kanojo-o 
she ACC 

dakishimenakatta) 
didn't hug 
{Tadashi only kissed Naoko (he didn't hug her» 

vii) Naoko1-wa [Tadashi-ga 1.1 kisushita dake da] 
TOP 

(Naoko1, Tadashi only kissed .L) 
a. # Tadashi kissed no one but Naoko 
b. Tadashi did nothing other than to kiss Naoko 

I leave these kinds of cases related to the PLA in Japanese 
for future research. See Aoun & Li (1993) for discussion how 
only interacts with QPs and wh-in-situ in English and Chinese, 
the PLA being applied (at LF) . 
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not expect the distinction we have discussed. 

(45) Yuka-ga [ ~ katta to] itta dake da 

won said only 

(Yuka only said that (she) won) 

(45) only exhibit the ambiguity given by focus inheritance, 

but not the ambiguity of wide and narrow readings of the EC. 

And there is no distinction between the bound variable reading 

and the referential reading discussed in the previous section. 

This can be shown readily by looking at the propositions 

asserted and denied. 

(46) a. 

b. 

Asserted: Yuka said that Yuka won 

Denied: Yuka did something else (VP) 

Yuka said something else (CP) 

Yuka did something other than to say that 

Yuka won (V) 

#it is not the case: Yuka said any other 

person didn't win (narrow) 

#it is not the case: Yuka didn't say any 

other person won (wide) 

#Naoko said that Naoko won 

(bound variable) 

#Naoko said that Yuka won (referential) 
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(46b) indicates that any propositions showing the ambiguity of 

narrow/wide readings and of bound variable/referential 

readings are irrelevant to the truth condition of the 

sentence. As for the interpretation of the EC here, the 

sentence only tells us that the EC corefers to the matrix 

subject. 

2.2.2. WCO 

Next, consider the case of WCO configuration as follows. 

(47) Yuka-ga [Naoko-ga ~ au mae-nil Tadashi dake-o yonda 

meet before only called 

(Yuka called only Tadashi before Naoko met (him)) 

This sentence lacks the bound variable reading of the (object) 

EC, which can be accounted for by assuming that the focused 

phrase Tadashi dake (-0) (only Tadashi) moves at LF, hence 

showing a WCO effect. 28 

28 For discussion of this configuration under focus in more 
detail, see Section 3. 
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2.2.3. ECP 

Finally, let us see whether focus constructions give rise 

to an ECP effect. As is well-known, in Japanese, ECP effects 

are found in the argument/adjunct asymmetry rather than the 

subject/object asymmetry that occurs in English (cf. Huang 

(1982), Lasnik and Saito (1984, 1992), Saito (1985), among 

others) . 

(48) a. *Yuka-ga [[ [ .§.1 naze sono inu-o katta]] hitod 

why the dog ACC bought person 

-0 sagashiteiru no 

ACC look for Q 

(Why is Yuka looking for the person who bought 

the dog t?) 

b. Yuka-ga [[[ dare-ga ~1 hometa]] hito1]-0 

who NOM praised 

sagashiteiru no 

(Who is Yuka looking for the person who (m) t 

praised? ) 

c. Yuka-ga [[[ gl nani-o katta]] hito1]-o sagashiteiru 

no 

(What is Yuka looking for the person who bought "t?) 



(49) a. 

b. 

*Who do you think that t left? 

Who do you think that Mary likes t? 
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The contrast between (48a) on the one hand and (48b) and (48c) 

on the other indicates the contrast in extraction between 

adjuncts and arguments; i.e. the argument trace is properly 

governed but not the adjunct trace. On the other hand, the 

sentences in (49) exhibit the contrast in extraction between 

subjects and objects; i.e. the object trace is properly 

governed but not the subject trace. 

Now if Japanese shows the ECP effect only in the case of 

adjunct extraction, we have to examine whether a focused 

ajunct naze (why) takes a wide scope reading. 

(50) ??Yuka-ga [[[ ~l NAZE sono inu-o katta]] hito1]-o 

why the dog bought person 

sagashiteiru no 

(Yuka is looking for the person who bought the dog WHY?) 

The sentence itself seems to be improved a little, but the 

point is that even if this sentence is acceptable, it only has 

the narrow scope reading, not the wide scope reading (Yuka is 

looking for the person who bought the dog for which reason; # 

What's the reason such that Yuka is looking for the person who 

bought the dog for that reason?). Hence, an ECP violation. 

----------------------------- -
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This can also be explained by assuming LF-extraction of a 

focused phrase. 

2.2.4. A possible solution 

What we have now are three pieces of evidence which 

support the LF-movement theory for focused elements29
; the 

construction shows island effects, the WCO effect, and the ECP 

effect. We also have one instance which might argue against 

the movement theory, namely, the fact that AWF does not obey 

extraction constraints. This suggests that the mechanism for 

interpreting focused phrases containing dake (ICF) and that 

for AWF are different. If a focused phrase contains no focus-

sensitive particle dake in it, it can be interpreted in situ 

via the Rooth/Kratzer in-situ theory, within the scope domain 

which of dake elsewhere marks. On the other hand, if a 

focused phrase has dake in itself, it has to undergo LF-

29 Very much like the LF-movement of wh-phrases in Japanese 
which is subject to island constraints (though this issue 
whether Japanese LF wh-movement obeys Subjacency is somewhat 
controversial; see Huang (1982), Saito (1985) and Lasnik & 
Saito (1984) among others, for arguments against LF Subjacency 
effects) . See Nishigauchi (1986, 1990) among others for 
argument that the CNPC in Japanese obeys Subjacency with the 
mechanism of 'pied-piping.' Also, in the cases of CNPC 
island, Adjunct island, Nonbridge verb island, and WH-island, 
LF-extractions of wh-adj ucts in Japanese are claimed to 
exhibit Subjacency effects, with ~ (why) in Fukui (1988) 
and how many/much N' (in idiom/measure phrases) in K. Yoshimura 
(1990, 1992), based on the data with incremental grammatical 
judgments. 
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movement to get scope. The semantics developed by Rooth 

(1985) and Kratzer (1989b) is adequate to capture the meanings 

of focus with or without movement, so the choice between a 

movement theory and an in-situ theory is syntactic, not 

semantic. The question is why rCF should be forced to undergo 

LF-movement. This might be elucidated in terms of the economy 

principles which have been subsumed under the Minimalist 

theory (Chomsky (1991, 1992)): unnecessary movement is 

prohibited, or movement is allowed only when movement is 

necessary. 

Epstein (1992) provides the consequences of this 

principle for the long-standing problem of why overtly moved 

wh-phrases cannot be re-moved to a different position in LF. 

Consider the following. 

(51) a. Who wonders where we bought what ? 

b. [who1 [ ~l wonders [where2 [we bought what b ]]]]] 

In the LF structure of (51b) , who remains in the matrix Comp 

and where in the embedded Comp. That is, a wh-phrase 

occupying a particular [+wh] Comp at S-Structure necessarily 

occupies the same Comp at LF. Epstein's basic idea is as 

follows: if a wh-phrase has already satisfied some specified 

set of filters, e.g. it has been assigned its scope, no 

further movement is justified, i.e. unnecessary movement is 
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prohibited by the economy principle. 

Going back to the distinction between AWF and ICF in 

Japanese, suppose the following: i) dake is a scope marker; 

ii) [NP dake] cannot remain in argument position at LF to get 

its scope (cf. May's (1977, 1985) QR) because it is not 

assigned scope in an A-position and (being non-referential) it 

is not interpretable; and iii) due to the economy principle 

mentioned above, once a scopal element is assigned scope, it 

must remain there. So, in the case of AWF, since dake occurs 

alone in a scope position, it cannot move elsewhere at LF, 

showing no island effects. On the other hand, since [NP 

dake] , ICF, is in an argument position, it must undergo QR to 

get scope; therefore, it must move, exhibiting island effect. 

In sum, we have shown that AWF and ICF in the Japanese 

focus constructions behave differently; the latter, but not 

the former, undergoes LF-movement, and concluded that this 

distinction can follow from the economy principle/Minimalist 

theory in Chomsky (1991, 1992) which prohibits unnecessary 

movement. 

2.3. Bound variable vs. referential again 

This subsection gives some more data concerning the bound 

variable reading and the referential reading of the subject EC 

and the object EC under focus (cf. Section 1 in this chapter). 

----------~-----~~-- ~ 
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First, consider the following sentences which contains a CNP. 

(52) a. Tatsuya dake-ga [[ [ ~ kinoo paatii-de ~1 atta]] 

only yesterday party at met 

hito1] -0 hometa 

person ACC praised 

(Only Tatsuya praised the person who (he) met at the 

party yesterday) 

b. *Tatsuya dake-ga [[ [ ~l kinoo paatii-de ~ atta] ] 

(53) a. 

hi tod -0 hometa 

(Only Tatsuya praised the person who met (him) at 

the party yesterday) 30 

[[ [ .§. kinoo paatii-de § atta]] hito1]2-0 Tatsuya 

dake-ga ~ hometa 

(The person who (he) met at the party yesterday, 

only Tatsuya praised) 

b. * [ [[ .§.l kinoo paatii-de ~ atta]] hito1] 2-0 Tatsuya 

dake-ga ~ hometa 

(The person who met (him) at the party yesterday, 

only Tatsuya praised) 

30 In the English sentences corresponding to (39), as shown 
in the translations, it seems that the bound variable reading 
is available. 

i) Only John praised the person who he met yesterday. 
ii) Only John praised the person who met him yesterday. 
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[ [[ ~ kinoo paatii-de .§. atta]] hitod -ga Tatsuya 

dake-o hometa 

(The person who met (him) at the party yesterday 

praised only Tatsuya) 

b. *[[[.§. kinoo paatii-de ~ atta]] hito1 ]-ga Tatsuya 

(55) a. 

dake-o hometa 

(The person who (he) met at the party yesterday 

praised only Tatsuya) 

Tatsuya dake2-o [[ [ .§1 kinoo paatii-de .§. atta]] 

hito1 ]-ga ~ hometa 

(Only Tatsuya, the person who met (him) at the party 

yesterday praised) 

b. *Tatsuya dake2-o [[ [ .§. kinoo paatii-de ~ atta]] 

hito1 ]-ga ~ hometa 

(Only Tatsuya, the person who (he) met at the party 

yesterday praised) 

All the (b) sentences in (52) - (55) are ungrammatical, while 

all the (a) sentences are grarnmatical. 31 In (52a), both the 

bound variable reading and the referential reading are 

available. (53a), in which the matrix object is scrambled, 

31 Actually, people seem to vary in their judgments in the 
(b) sentences: some, including myself, do not accept them at 
all, and others do not have much difficulty in accepting them. 
The difference seems to come form whether ECs in question can 
be interpreted as a relative trace, but I do not know why 
people vary in this point at this time. 
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In (54a) , only the 

referential reading is possible, which makes sense since this 

is a WCO configuration. In (55a), both readings seem to be 

available. 

The next sets of sentences exemplify the adjunct island 

configuration and the WH island configuration. 

(56) a. Tatsuya dake-ga ~ Nozomi-ni au mae-nil heya-o 

deta 

went out 

only DAR meet before room ACC 

(Only Tatsuya went out of the room before (he) met 

Nozomi) 

b. Tatsuya dake-ga [Nozomi-ga ~ au mae-nil heya-o deta 

(Only Tatsuya went out of the room before Nozomi met 

(him) ) 

(57) a. Tatsuya dake-ga [ e nani-o kau beki kal 

what ACC buy should Q 

shitteiru 

know 

(Only Tatsuya knows what (he) should buy) 

b. Tatsuya dake-ga [dare-ga ~ hometa kal shitteiru 

who NOM praised Q 

(Only Tatsuya knows who praised (him)) 
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In (56) and (57), if the EC is in the subject position, it can 

have both readings. Interestingly, both the BV reading and 

the referential reading seem to be available with the object 

EC, too. 

In the section that follows, we will discuss the 

syntactic status of ECs in Japanese, with reference to the 

data given in the previous sections. 

3. Analyses of empty categories 

3.1. Hasegawa (1984/85, 1988) 

Although many recent works (e. g., Fukui (1986), Hoj i 

(1985, 1991), Saito (1985» adopt the position that ECs in the 

subject and the object positions may be empty pronominals, 

i.e., pro, the issue is as yet unsettled. A challenge comes 

from Hasegawa's works (1984/84, 1988), who extends Huang's 

(1984) theory of generalized control. 

According to Hasegawa, ECs in the subject position (of a 

tensed clause) can be either a PRO, or a variable bound by an 

operator (OP) in COMP, assuming INFL in Japanese ·to only 

optionally govern the subject. 32 That is, if INFL governs 

the subject, the subject EC cannot be a PRO because PRO, being 

32 Cf. Chomsky (1981b) classically characterizes pro drop as 
±INFL moving onto VO before S-Structure. 
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; 

a pronominal anaphor, must be ungoverned; hence a variable. 

If INFL does not govern the subject, the EC can be a PRO. 

While those in the object position should be taken as a 

variable bound by a null OP (the object position is always 

governed by a verb) 33 • Her arguments are based on the 

asynunetries between subj ect and obj ect and between complements 

and adjuncts, originally noted in Kuroda (1965). Consider the 

following sentences. 

(58) a. Keigo1-ga [ .§.1/2 Sawako-o nagutta to ] itta 

NOM ACC hit COMP said 

(Keigo l said that hew hit Sawako.' 

b. Keigo1-ga [ Sawako-ga .§.?*1/2 nagutta to ] itta 

(Keigo l said that Sawako hit him?*1/2) 

Subject ECs may corefer either with the matrix subject or with 

a (null) Topic (e.g., some person identifiable in the 

discourse): cf. Huang (1984), as in (58a). In contrast, 

33 Chomsky (1991, 1992) and Chomsky & Lasnik (1991) argue 
that a lexical element checks its features in a local 
configuration to a functional head. That is, the checking 
configuration is either the Spec-Head relation (for a relation 
between a head and an NP) or adjunction (for a relation 
between one head and another). In this framework, a null Case 
assignment, instead of government, explains the distribution 
of PRO. PRO has to be assigned a null Case, i.e. PRO must 
occur as the Specifier of a null Case assigning head. So now 
the question in the case of the subject EC is whether INFL can 
assign a null Case or not; while the obj ect EC is in an 
adjunction configuration. 
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object ECs may not core fer with the matrix subject (58b). 

Hesagawa adopts the functional determination of ECs 

presented in Chomsky (1981, 1982) and Huang (1982, 1984) 34, 

which is informally stated as the following. 

(59) The functional determination of ECs: 

a. An EC is a pronominal [-A, +P] iff it is free or 

locally A-bound by an antecedent with an independent 

a-role. 

b. An EC is an anaphor [+A, -P] iff it is locally A-bound 

by an antecedent that lacks an independent a-role. 

c. An EC is a variable [-A, -P] iff it is locally 

A'-bound and is in A-position. 

d. An EC is a non-anaphoric pronominal iff it is locally 

governed (and identified) by AGR. 

(59d) is to restrict pronominal ECs in that PRO must be 

ungoverned and pro must be properly identified. 

34 The functional determination of ECs has been refuted in 
the literature since originally proposed in Chomsky (1981, 
1982) (e.g., Brody (1984), Chomsky (1986), Epstein (1983184)). 
According to the intrinsic feature theory they argue, all non
pronominal ECs introduced by movement automatically obtain 
their features as NP-traces ([+A(naphor), - P(ronominal)]) 
and WH-traces ([-A, -P]), while PRO and pro are lexical items 
with the intrinsic features [+A, +P] and [-A, +P] 
respectively. The question of the status of ECs in Japanese 
certainly needs to be discussed in this viewpoint, too. 
Cf. See fn. 37. 
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Adopting the well-formedness conditions for ECs above, 

she concludes that an empty category in the object position 

can neither be an anaphor [+A, -P] since it is bound by an 

antecedent with an independent 9-role, nor be a PRO [+A, +P] 

since it is governed by the verb, nor be a pro [-A, +P] since 

Japanese is not 'rich enough' in its agreement system. Thus, 

the object EC in Japanese must be a variable [-A, -P] which is 

bound by a null OP that is coindexed with a (null) topic. By 

the same token, EC in the subject position can neither be an 

anaphor [+A, -P] nor be a pro [-A, +P]; it can be either a PRO 

[+A, +P] or a variable [-A, -P], given optionality of INFL 

government. This analysis, together with the following 

crucial assumptions, accounts for the asymmetry in (58). 
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(59) a. 

b. 

Movement to COMP obeys the Subjacency Condition. 

A null OP is PRO and cannot be governed, hence, it 

cannot .occur in the COMP of a complement clause, but 

is allowed in the ungoverned COMP such as the COMP 

of an adjunct, a matrix clause, or a relative 

clause. 35 

c. PRO, including null OP, is subject to the Control 

Rule. 36 (Hasegawa 1988:52) 

( 60) (= (5 8b) ) 

[TOpi~2] [Keigo1-ga [Sawako-ga ~ nagutta] [coMPb to]] 

itta] [COMPOPZ]] 

(61) (= (58a» 

a. Keigo1-ga [[PR01 Sawako-o nagutta] to] itta 

b. [Topi~zl [Keigo1-ga [[,g, Sawako-o nagutta] [coMPb to]] 

i tta] [COMPOP2] 1 

In (60), the availability of the l. reading is due to the 

35 This assumption crucially relies on the view that VO 
governs the Spec of its complement clause. For discussion of 
this view, see Chomsky (1986), Kiss (1985), Torrego (1985), 
among others. 

36 The Control Rule stated in Hasegawa (1984/84, 1988) which 
is a modified version of Manzini (1983) is as follows. 

i) An anaphor without a governing category finds its 
antecedent in its domain-governing category. 

ii) ~ is a domain-governing category of u iff: 
a. ~ is the minimal category with a subject containing 

the c-domain of u, and 
c. ~ contains a subject accessible to u. 
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movement of a null OP to the matrix COMP, since it cannot stay 

in the complement COMP, and due to the possible coindexing of 

the OP with a null Topic; while the unavailability of the 1 

reading is accounted for in terms of the status of a variable 

in the Binding Theory, i.e., it cannot be bound (Condition 

This predicts that in the configuration as the 

following, where the embedded clause of (58b) is scrambled, 

i.e. A'-adjoined to the higher IP, the 1 reading of the object 

37 Hoji (1985) raises a question about Condition C 
effects, i.e. the ungrammaticality found with the 1 reading in 
(58b) is not so total as the one we can find in typical 
Condition C violation cases like (i) below. Answering to it, 
Hasegawa (1988) points out that these effects differ depending 
on what type of NP the binder is. 

i) * Kare1-ga [John1-ga Mary-o nagutta to] itta 
(He1 said that John1 hit Mary.' 

ii) John1-ga [John1-ga Mary-o nagutta to] itta 
(John said that John hit Mary) 

iii) ?* John1-o [John1-ga [Mary-ga ~l nagutta to] itta] 
(John1, John1 said that Mary hit ~l) 

In (i) an R-expression is bound by a pronoun, while in (58b) 
the binder is a name. (ii) shows that if a name is bound by 
a name, there is no obvious Condition C effect. Finally, in 
(iii), where scrambling of the embedded object has taken 
place, Condition C effect seems not that strong as in (i). 
Assuming that scrambling is A'-movement, (iii) exemplifies a 
case where a variable is bound by a name, the second John, in 
this case, with the configuration being just like (60). 

Cf. Hoji (1991) discusses more differentiations of overt R
expressions in Japanese, adopting Lasnik's (1986) new typology 
of lexical categories in terms of the three features 
[anaphor], [pronominal], and [referential], in greater detail. 
However, whether this typology is extendable to empty 
categories still remains to be examined. 

Cf. See Barss (1986, 1988) for discussion that the entire 
class of ECs are all featureless in English. 



EC becomes available, since the variable is not bound. 

(62) [[Sawako-ga §. nagutta [COMP OP1 to]]2 [Keigo1-ga 

.t.z itta]] 

(That Sawako hit (him), Keigo said~) 
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The null OP which stays in the adjoined clause gets its 

reference from the NP Keigo within its domain-governing 

category (DGC); hence, the prediction is borne out. 38 

The availability of the l. reading in (61b) can be 

accounted for in the same way as in (60) and the other reading 

available in (61a) is due to PRO controlled by the matrix 

subject. 

Now let us look at the following sentences with adjunct 

clauses. 

38 Huang (1988, 1991) claims that object ECs in Chinese 
might be a null epithet which has the features 
[+pronominal] [+referential] (cf. fn. 37). One piece of 
evidence comes from the fact that the subject EC but not the 
overt pronoun ta (he) in subject position can be interpreted 
as a bound variable, while in object position both an EC and 
an overt pronoun can be construed as a bound variable. Given 
Montalbetti's (1984) Overt Pronoun Constraint which states 
that overt pronouns cannot link to formal variables if and 
only if the alternation overt/empty obtains, this fact shows 
that an empty pronominal (pro) cannot occur in object 
position, but a referential expression (null epithet) can. 

However, this claim cannot be extended to Japanese, as 
Huang points out, since in Japanese the overt pronoun kare 
(he) cannot be interpreted as a BV either in subject or in 
object position. 



( 63) a. 
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Keigocga L~.1/*2 Sawako-o naguru mae-ni] naiteita 

before was crying 

(Keigol was crying before hel/*2 hit Sawako) 

b. Keigol-ga [Sawako-ga ..§.1/*2 naguru mae-ni] nai tei ta 

(Keigol was crying before Sawako hit himl/*2) 

(64) (=(63b)) 

[TOpi~2] [Keigol-ga[ [Sawako-ga ,gl naguru]OPl maeni] ... ]] 

Crucially, a null OP in A'-position, PRO, has to stay in the 

adjunct COMP because otherwise the movement would violate 

Subjacency, and hence cannot be coindexed with a Topic and 

has to be bound by the antecedent Keigo both in (63a,b). 

3.2. Hoji (1985) 

Hoji (1985), among others, argues against Hasegawa's 

analysis and claims that ECs may be pro. Hoji's argument, 

regarding the behavior of the EC in focus constructions, 

roughly goes as follows: empty categories behave both like a 

referential pronominal and bound variable, just like he/she in 

English, with respect to how they are construed when the 

antecedent of an EC is an NP with focus. This would indicate 

that ECs in Japanese can be pure pronominals, i.e., pro [-A, 

+P], a covert counterpart of English pronouns. 

However, the interpretations seem to be more complicated, 
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as Hasegawa points out and we have shown in the previous 

section. That is, there seems to be an asymmetry in the 

reading between the subject EC and the object EC. Consider 

the following pair of sentences. 

( 65) a. Keigo dake-ga [~katu to] omotteiru 

only win COMP think 

(Only Keigo thinks (he) will win) 

b. Keigo dake-ga [Sawako-ga ~ nagutta to] omotteiru 

hit 

(Only Keigo thinks Sawako hit (him)) 

As seen in Section 1, the empty category in (65a) has 

something like a combined interpretation of the bound variable 

reading and the referential reading; i.e., Keigo is the only 

person who thinks he himself will win and there is no one else 

who thinks Keigo will win. On the other hand, the empty 

category in (65b) only has the referential reading: Keigo is 

the only one who thinks Sawako hit him but no one else thinks 

Sawako hit Keigo, (though each of them may think Sawako hit 

him/herself). Both readings remain a puzzle if we regard an 

EC in Japanese as a pro both in the subj ect and obj ect 

position. In Hasegawa's account, the reading of the object EC 

in (65b) is due to the independent coreference between the 

topic and the matrix subject, i.e., it gets its referent 
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through the Topic, not through the matrix subject Keigo dake, 

as shown in (66). 

(66) [TOPi¥'d [[Keigo dake-ga [[Sawako-ga .tl V) b to V) [OPd ) 

(where Topic = John) 

Next, let us examine the following sentence of a 

parasitic gap contruction taken from Hoji (1985), in which a 

parasitic gap is licensed by A'-movement (scrambling in this 

case). How can this analysis provide an account? 

(67) Keigo dake-o [Sawako-ga [Masashi-ga e au mae-nil ~ 

yonda] 

called 

only-ACe meet before called 

(Only Keigo, Sawako called before Masashi met (him)) 

This sentence is ambiguous between the bound variable reading 

and the referential reading. The referential reading is as 

follows: Keigo is the only person who was called by Sawako 

before Masashi met Keigo (though someone, say Aiko, might have 

been called before her own meeting with Masashi) (referential 

reading). The BV reading is: Keigo is the only one who Sawako 

called before his own (= Keigo's) meeting with Masashi, but 

nobody else got called by Sawako before his/her own meeting 



(bound variable reading). 

would be like this: 
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The structure of this sentence 

(68) Keigo dake2-0 [Sawako-ga [[Masashi-ga.fu au] 

OPt mae-ni]12 V] 

Recall that a null OP, PRO, has to stay in the adjunct COMPo 

But then A'-moved PRO has to get its reference from the~. Is 

it possible to do so? Even if it is possible, this still 

makes a wrong prediction, i.e. it is the trace of the whole 

focused NP Keigo dake that PRO can get its reference from, and 

hence it should have the bound variable reading only. And if 

not, there is no way of getting its reference (except Sawako 

within the DGC). The problem here is that the NP Keigo dake (-

21 is outside of the DGC, so OP cannot freely pick up its 

reference from the whole NP and from the NP inside. Then, 

there seem to be three possible solutions to this problem: i) 

if we modify the definition of the DGC so that the higher IP 

can be that domain, e.g. somehow the adjunction behaves 

differentlYi ii) if we assume some kind of reconstruction at 

LF, i.e., we have to assume that the Control Rule applies (at 

least) at LFi and iii) if there are two different structures 

for the two readings, e. g . the bound variable reading by 

binding and the referential reading by independent 

coreference. However, the options (i) and (iii) are not 
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desirable for Hasegawa's framework. If we allow the higher IP 

to be the DGC as in (i) or get the referential reading by 

independent coreference as in (iii), the structure would be 

like the following. 

(69) a. [Keigo dake1-o [ Sawako-ga [[ Masashi-ga § au] 

OP1 mae-ni] .t.l V] 

b. [Topic0d [[ Keigo dake2-o Sawako-ga [[ Masashi -ga 

.§.l au] OP1 mae-nil 12 V] (where Topic = Keigo) 

Notice that (69a) and (69b) look just like (64), repeated 

below, in which coindexing with a Topic is prohibited. 

(64) (=(63b)) 

[TOPi~2] [Keigo1-ga [[Sawako-ga § naguru] OP1 maeni] ... ]] 

On the other hand, if we assume, following Hoji (1985), 

that the object Ee is pro, this ambiguity can be accounted for 

by stating that the object EC can take its reference both from 

the whole focused NP and from the referential NP. Although 

Hasegawa has assumed the functional determination of empty 

categories, her analysis of a parasitic gap construction can 

be translated to Chomsky's (1986) explanation in terms of a 

chain composition which involves two A'-movements, (Keigo 

dake, t, OP, e), given that Scrambling is an A'-adjuction to 

--_._-----.---- •.. ------------.-. _. 
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IP (the intrinsic feature theory) . 

Hasegawa has modified Manzini's (1983) Control Theory as 

it is (see fn.36) in order to allow the OP in (70) below to be 

able to pick up its referent from the object NP. 

(70) Keigo-ga [[Sawako-ga!:.l yomu] OP1 mae-ni] sono hon-o 

suteta 

discarded 

read before the book 

(Keigo threw away the book, before Sawako read (it)) 

This structure looks parallel to an instance of the 

WCO configuration, where there is no c-cornmanding relation 

between the variable and the pronominal, which is from Hoji 

(1985) . 

(71) Sawako-ga [Masashi-ga ~ au mae-ni] Keigo dake-o yonda 

meet before only called 

(Sawako called only Keigo before Masashi met (him)) 

The structure of this sentence would be: 

(72) Sawako-ga [[Masashi-ga ~1 au] OP1 mae-ni] Keigo dake-o 

yonda 

------------"-~~----------------"""--"-" 
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Hasegawa's theory predicts that the null OP can freely core fer 

with the antecedent in its domain-governing category. That 

is, the antecedent could be either Keigo dake or ~eigo, hence 

ambiguous between the bound variable reading and· the 

referential reading. However, this sentence only has the 

referential reading: the person Sawako called before Keigo had 

a meeting with Masashi was Keigo, and no one else was called 

before that meeting. At LF, the whole focus NP Keigo dake (-0) 

would be outside of the domain-governing category of the PRO, 

assuming a movement analysis of focus, so the null OP could 

not pick up its referent from it; hence, the same problem as 

in a parasitic gap construction. On the contrary, in the 

framework of Hoji, this configuration actually shows a WCO 

effect, i.e., no bound variable reading. However, Lasnik & 

Stowell (1991) argue that if a pronoun is contained within an 

adjunct clause in English, there is no WCO effect, as shown 

below. 

(73) a. Who1 did you say Lt1 was a lier] [before you met him1] 

b. Who1 did you say [she admited £1] [in order to 

please him1 ] (= Lasnik & Stowell's (16» 

So the unavailability of the BV reading of (71) might be due 

to something else, i.e. this needs not support that an object 

EC is pronominal. 
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Also, consider the case where the EC is in the subject 

position in this configuration. 

(74) Sawako-ga [ ~ Masashi-ni au mae-nil Keigo dake-o yonda 

(Sawako called only Keigo before (she) met Masashi) 

The point here is that the EC cannot refer to Keigo (dake), it 

can only corefer to Sawako. The unavailability of the bound 

variable reading cannot be due to the WCO effect, since this 

sentence also lacks the referential reading. And if both ECs 

in the subject and object position are pro, this 

interpretation of the EC in (74) cannot be predicted. 

To summarize, we have examined two analyses of ECs: i) 

subj ect EC is a variable or a PRO, while obj ect EC is a 

variable; and ii) subj ect and obj ect ECs are both pro. 

Neither analysis, however, seems to give a perfect account of 

how ECs are construed when the antecedent of these ECs is a 

focused NP. 

4. Summary 

In this chapter, we have examined how argument ECs in 

Japanese are construed with focused antecedents (and other 

types of antecedents), and how different they behave 

especially from overt pronouns. The following is a summary 
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chart of: i) antecedent type; ii) dependent element type; iv) 

position; and v) construal. 

(75) (1) (ii) (iii) (iv) 

a. focused NP kare (he) subject referential 

object referential 

b. QNPp1 kare subject neither 

object neither 

c. QNPp1 karera subject bound variable 

referential 

object * ?bound variable 

referentail 

d. focused NP EC subject "combined" 

object referential 

e. QNPp1 EC subject bound variable 

referential 

object *?bound variable 

referential 

The construals of overt pronouns kare and karera (75a,b) can 

be accounted for by claiming that overt pronouns in Japanese 

cannot be bound by an operator, hence the unavailability of 

the BV reading. In (75b), the pronoun kare also cannot 

core fer with their antecedent because the antecedent is non

referential, so it has neither the BV reading nor the 

--------~------ ---~-.-----
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referential reading. For (75a) , the pronoun is interpreted as 

a constant, referring to the referential part (NP) of the 

focused phrase, showing the referential reading. (75c) is an 

exception, and we discussed this case in the framework of 

Higginbotham (1983, 1985, 1989). While the subject plural 

pronoun can be either linked to the trace of the QRed QNPpl or 

direcly to the QNPp1 ' giving both the BV and referential 

readings, something blocks the linking from the object plural 

pronoun to the trace, only the referential reading being 

available. 

Interestingly, the same distribution holds in the case 

where argument ECs have QNPpl as their antecedent (75e). Both 

a gramrnaticality plural pronoun and a phonetically null EC can 

be interpreted either as plural or singular when they are in 

subject position; they can only be plural when they are in 

object position. We will discuss the plurality issue again in 

the following chapter. And the peculiarity of a combined 

reading is still a- question to be solved. 

As far as the syntactic identity of argument ECs is 

concerned, as we examined in the previous section, neither 

Hasegawa's analysis nor Hoji's analysis gives a full account 

of the data: i.e. subject/object asymmetries in 

interpretations remain a puzzle to the latter, and the 

interpretive behavior of ECs in the PG and WCO configurations 

to the former. 

----.---------------
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CHAPTER 3 

RECIPROCALS 

In this chapter we will examine reciprocal constructions, 

realized by sentences woth the reciprocal expressions otagi 

(each other) and sorezore (each) 39, and discuss some 

interactions with focus regarding the inter-pretations of 

empty categories in Japanese. 

1. Otagai vs. sorezore 

1.1. Compatibility of otagai and sorezore 

Otagai is a reciprocal NP, the Japanese counterpart of 

each other, and is morphologicaly simple; and sorezore40 can 

be traslated as each, and is morphologically complex41 • 

Unlike in English (as shown in the translation), 

39 Cf. See Ishii (1990) and 
discussion of the other type of 
exemplified by sentences like 
reciprocal verbal element ~. 

Nishigauchi (1992) for 
reciprocal construction, 
(i) which contains the 

i) Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga sonkeishi-aw-te iru 
and NOM respect AW be 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi respect each other) 

40 Ono-ono and mei-mei can also be translated as each. 

41 It might be formed by reduplication. 



sentences like (1) are grammatical in Japanese. 

(1) Tatsuya to Nozomi -ga sorezore otagai -0 

hornet a 

praised 

and NOM each each other ACC 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi each praised each other) 

81 

Then why is it the case that the Japanese two lexical items 

related to reciprocals, otagai and sorezore, can cooccur? 

Several explanations have been given for the 

incompatibility of each with a reciprocal NP in English. One 

is semantic; sentences like "John and Mary each praised each 

other" is semantically ill-formed. For example, Gillon (1984) 

following Higginbotham's (1981) ideas about the interpretation 

of reciprocals and pluralities, offers an account. 

Higginbotham proposes that a plural NP denotes some set

like object, a plurality, which consists of some members or 

elements. The relevant definitions of partition are as 

follows. 

(2) a. A subplurality Q of a plurality P is a plurality each 

member of which is a member of P. 



b. A covering of a plurality P is a family C of 

subpluralities of P, such that every element of P 

belongs to some member of C. 

c. A partition of P is a covering of P such that the 

members of Pare pairwise disjoint. 
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Suppose we have the plurality consisting of {Tatsuya, Nozomi, 

Tadashi}. Subpluralities are: {Tatsuya}, {Nozomi, Tadashi}, 

{Tatsuya, Nozomi, Tadashi}, etc. A covering, for example, is: 

C = {{Tatsuya}, {Nozomi}, {Nozomi, Tadashi}}. Note that this 

is not a partition because {Nozomi} is the member of both 

subpluralities {Nozomi} and {Nozomi, Tadashi}. Partitions of 

the plurality are like: {{Tatsuya}, {Nozomi}, {Tadashi}}, 

{{Tatsuya}, {Nozomi, Tadashi}}, {{Tatsuya, Nozomi, Tadashi}}, 

etc. 

He also introduces the following as an interpretive 

principle. 

(3) [5 NPplural VP] is true whenever the plurality P denoted ~ 

NP admits a partition C such that [8 A is VP] is true f o r 

every A in C. (Higginbotham's (17)) 

For example, the truth value lS assigned to sentence ( 4) 

below, applying (3). 
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(4) Handel and Wagner wrote operas. 

The plural subject NP in the sentence denotes the two-member 

plurality, {Handel, Wagner}. (4) is true if Handel wrote 

operas and Wagner also wrote operas. In other words, (4) is 

true when the property represented by wrote operas holds of 

each member of the partition of the plurality: {{Handel}, 

{Wagner}}. 

Considering a sentence whose VP contains a reciprocal 

expression, Higginbotham points out that the reciprocal 

requires the members of the partition of the plurality denoted 

by the subject to have at least two members. 

(5) John and Mary praised each other. 

For sentence (5), the partition has to be {{John, Mary}}, not 

{{John}, {Mary}}. 

Going back to the incompatibility of each and each other, 

Gillon (1984) claims that each, unlike each other, forces each 

member of the partition to be a singleton. For instance, 

(6) John and Mary each wrote operas. 

is true if John and Mary each, separately, wrote operas; thus, 

the property of wrote operas has to hold of each singleton 

----------------------------------
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member of the partition {{John}, {Mary}}. So, although with 

the reciprocal each other the members of the partition of the 

plurality denoted by the subject NP have to have at least two 

members, with each the members of the partition has to be a 

singleton, hence semantically incompatible. 

Heim, Lasnik and May (1991a,bi henceforth HLM (1991a,b» 

more recently give a similar explanation but with different 

formal devices. HLM, incorporating Link's (1983, 1987) theory 

of plurality set, propose that reciprocal NPs (e.g. each 

other) contain a quantificational distributor each that is 

adjoined to a group-denoting antecedent NP; and a reciprocator 

[e other] which is adjoined to a predicate VP. The whole NP 

plus each (which is a distributed NP) undergoes Quantifier 

Raising (QR) to IP, taking the reciprocated predicate ([~ 

other] + VP) as its argument. The following exemplifies this 

operation. 

---- .. --~-~ -. 
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(7) a. The men saw each other 

[vp saw e3]]]] 

d. [\ix:x.I1[the men] ] [\iy:y.I1[the men] & y * x] 

x saw y42 

(7d) is the logical representation of sentence (7a). Assuming 

that plurals denote individual sums (i-sums), which have 

proper subparts including atomic subparts, (7d) is to be 

interpreted as: for all x such that x is a proper atomic 

subpart of the plural i-sum denoted by the men, and for all y 

such that y is a proper atomic subpart of the i-sum denoted by 

the men and x * y, x saw y. 

Returning to the incompatibility of each other and each, 

since a distributor ranges over atomic parts of the referent 

of the NP which it applies to, another distributor cannot 

apply to an already distributed NP, hence, any sentence with 

both applied to the same plural NP will be semantically ill-

formed. 

42 TI is the proper-part-of relation; for example, 
[John] TI [John and Mary] where [ ] is a function assigning to 
an expression a of the language an interpretation [aD of the 
approriate type. HLM further define a subrelation of TI, .TI 
which is the proper-atomic-part-of relation, i.e. the domain 
of the relation has to be composed of atomic individuals, and 
the counterdomain has to be individaul sums. 
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HLM also discuss the operation of Absorption (cf. 

Higginbotham & May (1981)) with respect to this 

incompatibility. The rule of Absorption in Higginbotham & 

May's sense collapses a pair of quantifiers into a new 

operator which ranges over pair of individuals. Compare the 

sentences (8) with (9). 

(8) *John and Mary each respect each other. 

(9) John and Mary read each other's books in each other's 

languages. (= HLM's (100» 

In (9), coindexed reciprocal distributors are absorbed into a 

single distributor since both each's are coindexed and of the 

same semantic type. On the other hand, in (8), each cannot be 

absorbed with the reciprocal distributor since they are not 

the same (lexical items), i.e. they do not have identical 

interpretations, on the assumption that absorption affects the 

same lexical items only. HLM treat each as a genuine 

quantifier with universal quantificational force, while the 

quantificationalforce of each of each other is determined 

together with a cooccurring quantifier. This accounts for the 

ungrammaticality of the following sentence. 

(10) *Most students here each own a car. (= HLM's (102a) 
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(10) is semantically out because a quantifier each cannot 

cooccur with another quantificational determiner which 

quantifies the same NP. 43 

Now if the Japanese counterpart of each, sorezore, is 

also a quantifier, we would expect the same kind of 

incompatibility in Japanese. 

(11) a. Rotondo-no gakusei -ga sorezore kyoku -0 kaita 

most GEN student NOM each music Ace composed 

(Most students each composed a piece of music) 

b. Subete-no gakusei-ga sorezore kyoku-o kaita 

all 

(All students composed a piece of music) 

As seen in (11), sorezore can cooccur with other quantifiers 

like hotondo (most) and subete (all), which indicates that 

sorezore is not a quantifier. The precise semantics 

contribution of sorezore will be taken up later in Section 

1. 5. 

Considering the grammaticality of sentences like (1), 

which is repeated below, it looks like some process akin to 

Absorption taking place. 

43 This also follows from Sportiche' s (1988) theory of 
floating quantifiers. 



(12) Tatsuya to Nozomi -ga sorezore otagai -0 

and NOM each each other ACC 

hometa 

praised 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi each praised each other) 
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By HLM' s reasoning, otagai and sorezore would have to count as 

tokens of the same lexical item. This predicts that they can 

feely interchange. However, it does not seem that otagai and 

sorezore belong to the same category and are hence simply 

interchangeable. 

(13) a. Sono onna-tachi-ga sorezore hometa 

the women pl. NOM each praised 

(The women each praised (somebody)) 

b. Sono onna-tachi-ga otagai-o hometa 

each other ACC 

(The women praised each other) 

(13a) and (13b) do not mean the same, as shown in the 

translations. 
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1.2. More about otagai 

In this subsection, we will examine some more syntactic 

behaviors of otagai and discuss how it can be analyzed. 

First of all, like the English counterpart each other, 

otagai is subject to the Binding Condition A, i.e. it has to 

be bound in a local domain44
, as shown in (14). 

(14) a. *Tatsuya to Nozomi1 -ga [Tadashi-ga otagai1 

and NOM NOM each other 

-0 aishiteiru to] omotteiru 

ACC love COMP think 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi1 think that Tadashi loves 

each other 1) 

44 Here, I will not pursue the issue of the precise 
definition of the binding domain which relates the whole 
behavior of anaphors in Japanese. 
Cf. Ueda (1984) argues that the c-commanding SUBJECT (subject 
or Agr) defines the binding domain of otagai, considering 
sentences like (i) where otagai occurs as the subject of the 
complement clause. 

i) Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga [otagai-ga Tadashi-ni atta to] itta 
and NOM e.o. NOM DAT met COMP said 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi said that each other met Tadashi) 

In (i) otagai has no c-commanding subject within the 
complement clause, so the matrix clause is its binding domain, 
and the matrix subject can act as SUBJECT because Japanese 
lacks AGR. 

---- .... _------ ---



b. *Tatsuya to Nozomi1-ga [Tadashi-ga [otagai1-no 

e.o. GEN 

shashin]-o mita to] omotteiru 

picture ACC saw 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi1 think that Tadashi saw each 

other1's picture) 
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Next, what about island effects? That is, is there any 

difference in behavior between English each other and Japanese 

otagai? 

As we mentioned before, HLM (1991a) present a discussion 

of the syntactic and semantic behavior of reciprocals in 

English, assuming the syntactic device of each-movement. This 

is because in English each other obeys some extraction 

constraints as shown below. 

(15) They muttered that they are taller than each other. 

(= HLM' s ( 83 ) ) 

(16) John and Mary criticized Max when they defeated each 

other. (= HLM' s ( 84) ) 

(15) is an example of the island introduced by "nonbridge" 

verbs and (16) is a case of adjunct island. 

Nonbridge verbs such as mutter, whisper, ~ introduce 

an island for wh-phrases, while bridge verbs like think, ~ 



do not. Consider (17). 

(17) a. Who 1 do you think that John saw ~l ? 

b. *Who1 do you mutter that John saw b ? 
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Wh-phrase who can be extracted out of the embedded clause in 

a sentence with a bridge verb as in (17a), but not with a 

nonbridge verb as in (17b). Also, wh-phrases cannot be 

extracted out of adjunct clauses, e.g.: 

(18) a. *Who1 did you leave [because John criticized ~1] ? 

b. *What1 did you leave [when John bought ~l] ? 

HLM claim that sentences (15) and (16) which have each 

other exhibit the same kind of island effects, since in both 

sentences, only the narrow scope construal of the reciprocal 

is available. For example, compare (15) with (19) which 

minimally differs from it by containing the verb think, a 

bridge verb, rather than mutter. 

(19) They think that they are taller than each other. 

Suppose both occurrences of they in (19) refer to John and 

Mary. Then (19) has the following two readings, the ambiguity 

originally discovered by Higginbotham (1981). 
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(20) a. John thinks that John is taller than Mary, and Mary 

thinks that Mary is taller than John. 

(the wide scope reading) 

b. John thinks that John is taller than Mary and Mary is 

taller than John, and Ma~T thinks the same thing. 

(the narrow scope reading) 

Note that in (20b) John and Mary have the contradictory 

thought, "We are taller than each other." Sentence (15), on 

the other hand, only has the contradictory meaning, i.e. the 

narrow scope reading. 

HLM argue that the unavailability of the wide scope 

readings of (15) and (16) can be accounted for if each 

undergoes (LF) movement to get its scope, since movement is 

blocked across a nonbridge verb or from an adjunct clause. 

However, a broad reading seems to be possible in the 

cases of other islands, as pointed out in Moltmann (1990). 

(21) Complex NP constraint (CNPC) island: 

John and Mary heard rumors that they exceeded 

each other. (= Moltmann's (20b)) 

(22) WH-island: 

The enemies wondered what they should do to each 

other. (= Moltmann's (20a)) 
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(23) Factive verb island: 

John and Mary know that they love each other (but they 

don't know whether they are loved in return) . 

(= Moltmann's (43a)) 

If English each only obeys certain islands, then perhaps 

"movement effects" are only apparent, i.e. there is no actual 

each-movement involved45
• 

1.2.1. Problems for movement analysis 

Returning to Japanese, it seems that the broad construal 

of otagai is available in all the island constructions46
, 

i.e. otagai does not seem to obey any extraction constraints. 

45 HLM (1991b) actually proposes an alternative to this 
analysis involving movement, i.e. a each-binding analysis in 
which the each of each other stays in situ but is obligatorily 
bound by some implicit D(istributor) operator. The semantics 
could stay basically the same, but these apparent island 
effects could not be explained, as they admit that this 
variant "would have been equivalent for every purpose 
elsewhere. II However, as we will see below, this alternative 
seems more desirable in the Japanese cases. 

46 Cf. See the references cited in fn.28 for discussion that 
LF wh-movement in Japanese obeys island constraints. 

--- ._------_ ......... -
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(24) Nonbridge verb island: 

Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga [ ~ otagai-o aishiteiru to] 

e.o. love 

sasayai ta47 

whispered 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi whispered that (they) love each 

other) 

(25) Adjunct island: 

Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga ~ otagai-o hinan shita ato-de] 

e.o. criticized after 

ochikonda 

depressed 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi got depressed after (they) criticized 

each other) 

(26) CNPC island: 

Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga [[ ~ otagai-o hometeiru to yuu] 

e.o. praise COMP 

uwasa]-o kiita 

rumor heard 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi heard the rumor that (they) were 

praising each other) 

47 For the reason why an empty category subj ect and not 
karera (they) is used in the island, see the discussion below 
(Section 1. 4) . 
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(27) WE-island: 

Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga [ ~ nani-o otagai-ni subeki 

what ACC e.o. DAT should do 

ka] wakara nai 

Q understand NEG 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi don't know what (they) should do to 

each other) 

(28) Factive verb island: 

Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga [[ ~ otagai-o gokai shiteita] koto] 

e.o. misunderstood fact 

-0 kookai shiteiru48 

regret 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi regret that (they) misunderstood 

each other) 

Sentences (24)-(28) allow both the broad reading and the 

narrow reading, just like in a simple complement clause 

construction as shown below. 

48 Factive verbs in Japanese typically take koto (fact that)
complements rather than to(that)-complements. This suggests 
that a factive verb island in Japanese may be treated as a 
subcase of a CNPC island. 
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(29) Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga ~ otagai-o sukida to] omotteiru 

and NOM e.o. ACC like COMP think 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi think that (they) like each other) 

a. Tatsuya thinks that Tatsuya likes Nozomi, and Nozomi 

thinks that Nozomi likes Tatsuya. (wide) 

b. Tatsuya thinks that Tatsuya likes Nozomi and Nozomi 

likes Tatsuya, and Nozomi thinks the same thing. 

(narrow) 

The availability of both readings indicates that there is no 

movement involved in Japanese reciprocal constructions. 

1.2.2. Motivation for nonmovement analysis 

Recall that HLM (1991a) give an account of English 

reciprocals by the use of LF adjunction of a distributor each 

to a group-denoting antecedent, since this movement obeys (at 

least some) extraction constraints. But this analysis is not 

desirable in Japanese, where there are no island effects with 

otagai. There is an alternative, however, without resorting 

to movement, proposed in HLM (1991b)i i.e. what they call a 

"each-binding variant". This analysis states, assuming that 

every plural NP is optionally represented with an adjoined 

D(istributor), that each can stay but has to be bound by this 

D operator, for the sentence to have reciprocal inter-

---------------------
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pretation. 

One of the motivations for an optional D operator on a 

plural antecedent comes from one of Williams' (1991) arguments 

against their (1991a) movement analysis. Williams claims that 

their theory cannot capture the relation between the 

distributive readings of the following sentences. 

(3D) a. John and Mary told me that they should leave. 

b. John and Mary told each other that they should leave. 

Sentence (3Da) has the reading as follows: John told Mary that 

she, Mary, should leave and Mary told John that he, John, 

should leave. 49 In HLM's (1991a) account, this reading is 

represented as in (31). 

(31) John and Maryl each2 told [e2 other]3 that theY2 should 

leave 

where the distributor is derived from the reciprocal. On the 

other hand, to get this kind of distributive reading for 

(30a), there should be some hidden distributor anyway, since 

the sentence has no reciprocal expression from which some 

49 HLM call this the "you" reading. We will discuss this 
reading and the other readings available in the sentence later 
in Section 2.2. 



98 

distributor derives. Thus, HLM's (1991a) analysis cannot give 

an unified explanation. 

Now, consider (32). 

(32) a. 

b. 

The men saw each other. 

(32b) is the LF representation of (32a), in which D has the 

(distributive) quantificational force, binding each, and the 

basic semantics remains the same; except, of course, that each 

has the semantics the trace did in the movement analysis, and 

Q has the semantics the moved each did. 

Since Japanese does not show any island effects in 

reciprocal constructions, we would expect the same kind of 

analysis as the each-binding variant to extend to the parallel 

cases in Japanese. However, there is another problem; namely, 

the morphology of otagai. As we mentioned in the beginning, 

the Japanese counterpart of each other, otagai, is 

morphologically simplex, unlike each other which is 

compositional in that it has a distributor part and a 

reciprocator part. 50 Thus, to apply HLM's theory (or some 

50 Cf. Gerfen (1992) observes that Spanish simples clitic 
reciprocal (se) allows the scope ambiguity when embedded, but 
the complex full reciprocal (el uno al otoro) only has the 
narrow scope reading. This is just the opposite of the 
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extension of it) to Japanese, we have to posit some" internal" 

structure to otagai. There seem to be two possible solutions 

to this problem: 1) otagai has an implicit reciprocator in it, 

in the case of which otagai has to be bound by some D operator 

attached to the plural antecedent; or 2) otagai has some kind 

of implicit argument which has to be bound by D operator, 

while otagai itself serves as a reciprocators1 • The 

following show the analyses which employ these two possible 

structures. 

English case discussed in HLM (1991a). 
following. 

Consider the 

i) John and Mary think they look like each other 
ii) John and Mary think they look alike = HLM's (79a,b» 

Sentence (i) is ambiguous between the broad and the narrow 
interpretations, while (ii) can only have the narrow reading. 
They attribute this distinction to the fact that each other, 
being morphologically complex, has a distributor part which 
can undergo movement but the morphologically simplex alike 
cantains no detachable distributor. 

An alternative explanation of the contrast between (i) 
and (ii) would be as follows. The verb alike requires a 
semantically plural subject, while in HLM's account the 
embedded subj ect pronoun they is interpreted as singular under 
the wide scope reading; therefore, only the narrow scope 
reading is available in (ii). 

51 The second position is taken in Abe (1991). 
Cf. Nishigauchi (1992) posits otagai with a movable 
distributor: [D[otagai]], though he did not discuss island 
effects. 



(33) a. Sono onna-tachi-ga otagai-o hometa 

the women NOM e.o. ACC praised 

(The women praised each other) 

b. [IP[NP[NP sono onna-tachid D2 ]2[IP e2 [VP[NP 

otagai2 R3 ] [vp e3 hometa]]]] 

c. [IP[NP[NP sono onna-tachi1 ] D2 ]2[IP e2 [VP[NP e2 

otagai] dvp e3 hometa]]]] 
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At this time, it is not clear that there should be any 

particular reason why the one is more preferable to the other 

(as long as they capture the appropriate semantics of the 

reciprocal constructions). 

Let us examine the scope ambiguity in Japanese discussed 

before in light of this kind of nonmovement analysis. 

(34) Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga ~ otagai-o sukida to] omotteiru 

and NOM e.o. ACC like COMP think 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi think that (they) like each other) 

a. Tatsuya thinks that Tatsuya likes Nozomi, and Nozomi 

thinks that Nozorni likes Tatsuya. (wide) 

b. Tatsuya thinks that Tatsuya likes Nozomi and Nozorni 

likes Tatsuya, and Nozorni thinks the same thing. 

(narrow) 

For the (34b) reading, the subject EC serves as an expression 
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denoting the group of Tatsuya and Nozomi which can get 

distributed by some D operator, i.e. it is interpreted as a 

distributed plural. In contrast, the EC is construed as a 

singular BV for (34a). In either case the EC has to bind 

otagai since otagai has to be bound in a local domain. For 

(34b), the EC in turn is bound by the plural matrix subject; 

while, in order to be a variable, the EC with the (34a) 

reading has to be bound by the trace of some QRed operator. 

Since we will not pursue the issue of the precise internal 

structure of otagai any further as we mentioned above, the 

schematic LF structure under consideration can be more easily 

captured under Higginbotham's (1983, 1985, 1989) linking 

theory discussed in the previous chapter. 52 

(35) a. [[NPpd Dill [ ~ ... otagai ... J ••• J 

b. N~Pl [ ~ ... otagai ... J ••• 

In (35a), the whole plural NP with an adjoined D operator 

undergoes QR, due to its quantificational force, leaving a 

trace behind. The EC is linked to that trace, giving the BV 

reading: for x, y, each of [NPp1], x thinks x likes y and y 

thinks y likes x. This corresponds to the wide scope reading. 

On the other hand, in (35b), the EC gets its reference from 

52 For another analysis of the same kind of ambiguity 
involving movement, see Nishigauchi (1992). 

----------- -------------- .. 
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the NPp1 by linking, and then this group-denoting expression 

has to be distributed to get the narrow scope reading: for x, 

y, each of [NPp1], x thinks x likes y and y likes x, and y 

thinks x likes y and y likes x. That is, some D operator has 

to be adjoined to the EC. Recall that we observed an EC can 

be both singular and plural in the case as the following. 

(36) Many students think that they are smart 

(37) Ooku-no gakusei-ga ~ kashikoi to] omotteiru 

many-GEN student NOM smart COMP think 

(Many students think that (they) are smart) 

Both sentences are ambiguous between the collective reading 

and the distributive reading. The embedded subj ect EC, 

although a phonetically null, can have the same 

singular/plural distinction53 as the grammatically plural 

S3 Just like some subj ect PROs of the embedded clause in 
English: cf. Higginbotham (1989), HLM (1991a). For example: 

i} They wanted [PRO to visit each other] 
ii} They tried [PRO to sit next to each other] 

Sentence (i) is unambiguous, allowing the wide scope reading 
only, but sentence (ii) is ambiguous between the wide and the 
narrow reading. That is, PRO in (i) is interpreted as 
singular and undistributed, while PRO in (ii) can be both 
singular and plural, and can be distributed or undistributed. 
As for the distinction between (i) and (ii), HLM (1991a) 
claim that PRO, when obligatorily controlled, strictly 
"inherits" the ditributed or undistributed (collective) 
property of its controller. 
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pronoun they. 54 So that an EC can get distributed as long as 

it shows plurality, by linking to the plural NP in this case, 

the narrow scope reading of (34) can be accounted for. 

Notice that this behavior of ECs itself does not support 

any claim about their syntactic identity, since as long as 

they are anaphoric elements, they can be either singular or 

plural. Then, consider the following sentence which differs 

from (34) in having the complex matrix subject. 

(38) * [[ .fu Tatsuya to Nozomi1-ni atta] hit02] 2-ga 

and DAT met person NOM 

~ otagai-o sukida to] itta 

e.o. ACC like COMP said 

(The person who met Tatsuya and Nozomi said that (they) 

liked each other) 

In (38) the plural NP Tatsuya to Nozomi is contained in a CNP. 

The possible antecedents for the (second) subject EC which 

binds otagai are either the NP Tatsuya to Nozomi or the whole 

complex NP Tatsuya to Nozomi-ni atta hi to (the person who met 

Tatsuya and Nozomi). The latter option is ruled out since the 

complex NP is singular and a singular EC cannot serve as the 

antecedent for otagai (unless it is linked to some trace as we 

54 See the relevant discussion in Section 1.3. in Chapter 2. 



104 

discussed above). The point here is that the EC in question 

cannot corefer with Tatsuya to Nozomi (and a binding relation 

is not possible either), though the relation of coreference 

between these positions is possible in (39) below if we have 

the overt pronoun karera (they) instead. 

(39) [[ § Tatsuya to Nozomi1-ni atta) hito2)2-ga 

[karera1-ga otagai-o sukika to) itt a 

(The person who met Tatsuya and Nozomi said that they 

liked each other) 

(39) has the narrow scope reading with respect to reciprocal 

binding with coreference: the person who met Tatsuya and 

Nozomi said that Tatsuya likes Nozomi and Nozomi likes 

Tatsuya. 55 

Since neither the whole complex NP nor the plural NP can 

be the antecedent for the EC in (38), the sentence is out. As 

for the syntactic identity of a (subject) EC, if we assume it 

is a pure pronominal pro, a covert counterpart of English 

pronouns, the coreference would be possible, and hence the 

sentence would be grammatical. On the other hand, if we 

regard it as PRO, the ungrammaticality of the sentence can be 

55 See HLM (1991a) for argument that the wide scope reading 
is not possible due to the lack of each-binding out of "scope 
island. " 
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accounted for. That is, PRO must be controlled by the matrix 

subject, the whole complex NP in this case, but otagai cannot 

take a singular antecedent. So, this might be a piece of 

evidence that a subject EC can be identified as PRO. 

To sum up this subsection, the fact that the wide scope 

reading is available as well as the narrow scope reading in 

island constructions shows that the movement theory is not 

tenable to explain the reciprocal constructions in Japanese. 

1.3. Plurality: Distributive vs. collective 

Since reciprocals have to have a plural NP antecedent, in 

this subsection we will look at some properties of plurals, 

especially the distinction between the distributive reading 

and the collective reading and its interaction with the 

interpretation of ECs and other anaphoric expressions in 

Japanese. 

Consider the following sentence. 

(40) The women think they are cheerful. 

a. The collective reading: The women think they-as-a

group are cheerful. 

b. The distributive reading: Each of the women thinks 

that she is cheerful. 
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In English, sentence (40) has two readings: the collective and 

the distributive readings; accompanied by two syntactically 

plural NPs, one of which is referentially dependent on the 

other. Now consider the following data in Japanese that have 

similar constructions to this. 

(41) Sono onna-tachi-ga [~genkida to] omotteiru 

the women NOM cheerful COMP think 

(The women think (they) are cheerful) (ambiguous) 

This sentence has both the collective and distributive 

readings; an empty category (subj ect) behaves like they. 56 

This EC has been variously analyzed as pro, PRO, and a 

variable, raising the question of whether close examination of 

the interpretation of overt elements might resolve this issue. 

Then how do Japanese overt "pronouns" behave if they occur in 

the embedded subject position with a plural NP as a matrix 

subject? 

(42) a. Sono onna-tachi-ga [kanojo-ga genkida to] omotteiru 

she 

(The women think that she is cheerful) 

(neither reading) 

56 Very much like in sentences with a plural QNP antecedent. 
Cf. Section 1.3. in Chapter 2 and the previous subsection. 
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b. Sono onna-tachi-ga [kanojora/kanojo-tachi-ga 

they (fern.) 

genkida to] omotteiru 

(The women think that they (fern.) are cheerful) 

(collective reading) 

In (42a), kanojo cannot be construed as one of the members of 

the women; it has to refer to somebody else. In contrast, in 

(42b), kanojora/kanojo-tachi can core fer with the matrix 

plural NP subject. One might say that singular kanojo simply 

cannot corefer with plural NPs, which excludes the collective 

reading in the first place, but the singularity does not seem 

to be the only factor here. The following contains singular 

reflexive iibun instead of singular overt pronoun. 

(43) Sono onna-tachi-ga [jibun-ga genkida] to omotteiru 

self 

(The women think that self is cheerful) 

(distributive reading)~ 

Singular reflexive jibun here can be construed as one of the 

57 If the embedded subject is plural reflexive jibun-tachi, 
the sentence will have both readings. See Kawasaki (1989) for 
further discussion of semantic translation of jibun-tachi (and 
jibun), which is extension of Link's (1983, 1987) theory of 
distributivity. 
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members of the women; i.e. jibun can take either singular or 

plural (or, atomic or non-atomic) NPs as its antecedent, but 

when it takes a non-atomic antecedent, the sentence requires 

the distributive reading, as pointed out in Kawasaki (1989). 

Thus, which reading(s) the sentence with a plural antecedent 

as the matrix subject will have does not simply depend on the 

singularity of the embedded subject. 

Returning to (42a), a possible explanation for the 

unavailability of either of the two readings is Chomsky's 

(1981) Avoid Pronoun Principle: use ECs when possible instead 

of overt pronouns. That is, as shown in (41) with an embedded 

EC having the both readings, there is no need to use an overt 

pronoun to get either reading. However, this account is not 

tenable. The availability of the collective reading in (41) 

would pressure the collective reading in (42b) with a plural 

overt pronoun, which is not the case. Or, since verbs like 

think need their subject to be distributed (because everyone 

has his/her own thought and nobody else can have exactly the 

same thought), and/or if we assume, following HLM (1991a,b), 

that every plural NP can have a hidden distributor optionally 

attached to it, the unavailability of the distributive reading 

can be accounted for by saying that overt pronoun cannot be 
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bound by the trace of the QRed [NPp1 + D] which is a 

variable. 58 This might provide a piece of evidence in favor 

of HLM's quantificational analysis of reciprocals. Then, the 

distributive reading could be the bound variable reading, and 

the collective reading the coreference reading. 59,60 

Higginbotham and Schein (1989) offer another way to look 

at the distinction between the distributive reading and the 

collective reading. They argue that the ambiguity between 

these two readings is a matter of scope, i.e. it can be 

accounted for in terms of scope interaction between 

"Davidsonian" event quantifier and plural NP, given the 

assumption that all verbs have an abstract event argument, 

originally suggested in Davidson (1967) .61 The following is 

58 Overt pronouns in Japanese cannot be bound by an operator 
like WH-phrases (cf. Montalbetti (1984), Saito (1985), among 
others) . 

59 Cf. Evans' (1980) typology of pronominals discussed in 
Chapter 1. 

60 The same point seems to be made in Grimshaw and Rosen 
(1990) I taking into account the readings of sentences like the 
following. 

i) Many students expect themselves to leave. 
ii) Many students expect that they will leave. 

However, Grodzinsky and Reinhart (1991) argue that the 
ambiguity between the two readings cannot be reduced to the 
coreferential vs. bound distinction, considering the following 
sentence. 

iii) Ben and Lucie expect themselves to be a perfect couple. 

61 Cf. Higginbotham (1985, 1986), Schein (1986), etc. 
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a rough translation of the ambiguity of the sentence "The men 

left" . 

(44) The men'left. 

a. [~x: man (x)] [3e: event (e)] left (x,e) 

b. [3e: event (e)] [~x: man (x)] left (x,e) 

(44a) represents the distributive reading, and (44b) the 

collective reading. In (44a), for every man there is an event 

of leaving and hence there are multiple events that each of 

the men left, while in (44b) there is a single event that all 

the men (as a group) left. At this time, I just leave this 

scopal explanation for the ambiguity as it is, since it is not 

clear to me what consequence(s) it brings about, except giving 

a couple of unclear points. For example, it seems that (44a) 

does not tell us that each event has to occur at a different 

time; i.e. (44a) does not really entail that there are 

different events62
, parallel to the fact that the reading of 

62 That is, (44a) cannot capture the sense that for each man 
there is a different event. A similar problem arises in 
Boolos' (1981) sentences like "For every drop of rain that 
falls, a flower grows." Boolos maintains that this sentence 
holds if and only if there is a one-to-one correspondence 
between (all of) the drops of rain that fall and (some and 
possibly all of) the flowers, which cannot be illustrated in 
the notation of first-order logic like (ii) below. 

i) For every A, there is a B. (A and B monadic) 

ii) # ~x (Ax -> 3y By) 
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the sentence, "Everyone loves someone" ('v'x3y x loves y), 

allows there to be (by coincidence) only one loved person. If 

multiple events take place at the same time, does this still 

confirm the ambiguity in question? And if there is another 

operator, say, NEG in negated sentences like "The men didn't 

leave, II this theory would predict six possible interpretations 

for a sentence, which sounds really strange, unless there is 

some rule which prohibits the impossible meanings 63
• 

In the subsection that follows, we will return to 

reciprocal constructions in Japanese and discuss the 

difference between otagai and sorezore in terms of event 

theory (but not in the same way as Higginbotham and Schein's 

and more or less following the idea that the distributive 

reading might be the bound variable reading and the collective 

reading the coreferential one). 

63 Independently, NEG always takes wide scope over the event 
quantifier. For example, sentence (i) only means that there 
was not an event of leaving by John, not that there was an 
event which was not a leaving by John. 

i) a. NEG [3e: event (e)] left (j, e) 
b. # [3e: event (e)] NEG left (j, e) 

So this will eliminate three out of six possible 
interpretations. 



112 

1.4. More about otagai and sorezore 

One of the semantic characteristics of reciprocals 

pointed out in Moltmann (1990) is that the sentence with 

reciprocal describes a single event rather than a set of 

disconnected events, so sentence like (45): 

(45) John and Mary looked at each other. 

usually means that there was a single reciprocal activity of 

seeing (by John and Mary) involved. However, Fiengo and 

Lasnik (1973) argue that this follows from the general 

properties of plurality and hence has nothing to do with 

reciprocals proper. That is, since the "joint" reading of 

plurals is typically unmarked and the antecedent of a 

reciprocal sentence has to be plural, in reciprocal sentences 

the reading in which one event is referred to is preferred64
• 

Recall that we have seen the sentences with plurals can have 

both the collective reading and the distributive reading, and 

if the single-event-referring reading amounts to the 

64 Does this hold of all kinds of verbs? For example, 
consider the following. 

i) John and Mary looked at each other. 
ii) John and Mary praised each other. 
iii) John and Mary respected each other. 
iv) John and Mary knew each other. 
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collective reading, as suggested in Higginbotham and Schein 

(1989), does this mean that the collective reading is a 

preferred reading in reciprocal constructions? It does not 

seem to be quite plausible, especially assuming with HLM 

(1991a,b) that all plural NPs can have an implicit 

D(istributor) operator attached to them. Notice that if we 

follow Higginbotham and Schein to explain reciprocal 

constructions, there will be the same problem we observed in 

the previous subsection. In Higginbotham and Schein's 

account, sentence (45) would have rough translations such as 

the following. 65 

(46) a. [3e: event (e)] [~x: x in [John and Mary] 

[~y: y in [John and Mary] & y * x] 

x looked at y at e 

b. [~x: x in [John and Mary] ] [~y: y in [John and 

Mary] & y * x] [3e: event (e)] x looked at y at e 

(46a) is the single-event-referring reading, and (46b) which 

can give the multiple-events-referring reading does not 

require different events, events being accidentally the same. 

These translations themselves do not tell us whether the 

single-Oevent-referring reading (46a) is preferred, if this is 

65 More precise logical translation with reciprocals will 
be given later in Section 2.1. 
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the case. 

Now let us examine the difference between otagai and 

sorezore in terms of these two readings and/or events. Recall 

that otagai and sorezore can cooccur in the same sentence as 

follows. 

(47) Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore otagai-o hometa 

and NOM each e.o. ACC praised 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each praised each other) 

If otagai distributes the plural subject NP, as we discussed 

before, sorezore cannot distribute that already distributed 

NP. Then, what does this sorezore add to the meaning of the 

sentence with otagai only? The answer seems to be that 

sorezore distributes the events, i.e. it requires multiple 

events. 

First, compare (47) with (48) which does not have 

sorezore in it. 

(48) Tatsuya to Keigo-ga otagai-o hometa 

(Tatsuya and Keigo praised each other) 

This simple reciprocal sentence prefers a single-event 

reading, as we discussed above. In contrast, sentence (47) 

with sorezore requires a mUltiple-events reading. 



(49) a. 

b. 
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Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore kyoku-o kaita 

each music composed 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each composed a piece of music) 

Tatsuya to Keigo-ga otagai-ni kyoku-o kaita 

e.o. DAT 

(Tatsuya and Keigo composed (to) each other a piece 

of music) 

Similarly, while in (49a) there should be distinct music

composing events (by Tatsuya and Keigo), (49b) can mean that 

there is a single event of music-composing. And with respect 

to the interpretation of EC in the sentences below: 

(50) a. Sono onna-tachi-ga otagai-ni [e genkida to] 

the women e.o. cheerful 

omotteiru 

think 

(The women each other think that (they) are 

cheerful) 

b. Sono onna-tachi-ga sorezore [~genkida to] 

each 

omotteiru 

(The women each think that (they) are cheerful) 
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(50a) is ambiguous between the collective reading and the 

distributive reading, while (50b) only has the distributive 

reading. The availability of the distributive reading for 

(50b) might indicate that there are multiple events of 

thinking. However, actually this is not a good case to see 

that point, since verbs like omotteiru (think) need its 

subject distributed anyway. 

Another piece of evidence for the requirement of multiple 

events with sorezore comes from the interpretation of plural 

reflexive iibun-tachi (selves) in the following sentences. 

(51) a. Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore jibun-tachi-o 

hometa 

praised 

each selves ACC 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each praised selves) 

b. Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore mado-ni utsutta 

each window at reflected 

jibun-tachi-o mita 

selves ACC saw 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each saw selves reflected in a 

window) 

The plural reflexive jibun-tachi allows both the collective 

reading and the distributive reading when it takes a plural NP 

._-_._---_. __ ._-- . 
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as its antecedent, as pointed out in Kawasaki (1989). The 

following exemplifies this ambiguity 66. 

(52) Tatsuya to Keigo-ga jibun-tachi ni tsuite hanashita 

selves about talked 

(Tatsuya and Keigo talked about selves) 

a. Tatsuya and Keigo talked about a group including 

Tatsuya and Keigo (collective) 

b. Tatsuya talked about a group including Tatsuya, and 

Keigo talked about a group including Keigo 

(distributive) 

However, jibun-tachi in (51a) and (Sib) only allows the 

distributive reading, i.e. Tatsuya respects a group including 

Tatsuya, and Keigo respects a group including Keigo (in 

(51a)), which shows that there are different events involved 

here. 

So far we have examined sentences with eventive 

66 Note that this ambiguity is not the same as the ambiguity 
found in the corresponding English sentence. 

i) John and Mary talked about themselves 

ii) a. John and Mary talked about John and Mary 
b. John talked about John and Mary talked about Mary 

Cf. HLM (1991a,b) assume that the interpretation of an anaphor 
is exactly the same as its antecedent, which is not compatible 
with the ambiguity in (52). 
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predicates or Carlson's (1977) "stage-level" predicates. 

Stage-level predicates roughly correspond to temporal states 

and activities, e.g. available, hitting Keigo. The other type 

of predicates are called 11 individual-level" predicates which 

are noneventi ve permanent-like states, e.g. smart, having 

black eyes. 67 Our argument that sorezore distributes the 

event predicts that it cannot cooccur with individual-level 

predicates. 

(53) a. *Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore kashikoi 

and NOM smart 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each is smart) 

b. Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore Nozomi-o sonkeishiteiru 

ACC respect 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each respect Nozomi) 

It seems that the prediction is borne out in (53a) but not in 

(53b), but a closer look at the meaning tells us that sorezore 

in (53 b) means 11 separately. 11 Then one might say that sorezore 

which cooccurs with stage-level predicates also means 

"separately.~~ Perhaps so, since there can be multiple events 

anyway when sorezore means .. separately.. with stage-level 

67 For more discussion of syntactic and semantic behaviors 
of these two types of predicates, see Carlson (1977), Kratzer 
(1989a), and Diesing (1990), among others. 



predicates. However, consider the following. 

(54) *Tatsuya to Keigo-ga sorezore shinda 

died 

(Tatsuya and Keigo each died) 
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The verb shinda (died) is a stage-level predicate but the 

multiple-events reading is ruled out, i.e. the event of dying 

usually occurs only once. This might indicate that if there 

is no predicate which can get distributed, sentences with 

sorezore will be out. That is, sorezore in this case still 

may serve as an event distributor. 

In sum, while otagai distributes its plural antecedent 

NP, sorezore distributes events or predicates, requiring 

multiple events. This explains the compatibility of otagai 

and sorezore in Japanese, unlike the incompatibility of each 

other and each in English. 

2. Focus constructions 

In this section, we will look at some peculiar 

interpretations in focus constructions with reciprocals, i.e. 

sentences with reciprocals and focused plural NPs as the 

matrix subject. 
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2.1. Focused antecedent and reciprocal otagai 

Before examining the simple reciprocal sentence with 

focused plural subject, we review what the bound variable (BV) 

reading and the referential reading under focus with the 

following sentence. 

(55) Only John thinks he will win 

(56 ) Suppose s set of people {John, Bill, Mike} : 

a. BV reading 

A(sserted) John thinks John "vVill win 

D(enied) Bill thinks Bill will win 

Mike thinks Mike will win 

b. Referential reading 

A John thinks John will win 

D Bill thinks John will win 

Mike thinks John will win 

As shown in the asserted and denied propositions, under the BV 

reading (56a), John is the only person who thinks he himself 

will win, and no one else thinks he/she will wini while under 

the referential reading (56b), the only person who thinks John 

will win is John and on one else. Now, consider (57). 
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(57) Tadashi to Toshitaka dake-ga otagai-o sonkeishiteiru 

and only NOM e.o. ACC respect 

(Only Tadashi and Toshitaka respect each other) 

In (57) the BV reading is available, not surprisingly assuming 

that otagai is an anaphor: suppose a given discourse has the 

following set of people, {Tadashi, Toshitaka, Yuka, Naoko}, 

the proposition asserted and one of the denied propositions 

are: 

(58) a. 

b. 

A(sserted) : Tadashi and Toshitaka respect each other 

D(enied): Yuka and Naoko respect each other 

That is, if there is a pair of people other than the members 

of the set {Tadashi, Toshitaka} who respect each other, the 

sentence (57) is false. Interestingly, there seems to be the 

referential reading also available in (57). 

(59) a. 

b. 

A: Tadashi and Toshitaka respect each other 

D: Yuka respects Tadashi and Naoko respects 

Toshitaka 

What (5gb) means that for the sentence (57) to be true, there 

should not be a pair of persons, here {Yuka, Naoko}, one of 

whom respects one member of {Tadashi, Toshitaka} and the other 
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respects the other member. If my judgement is right, this is 

a problem for HLM's (1991a,b) quantificational analysis of 

reciprocals, since their theory only gives the BV reading for 

reciprocals. In HLM's account, the semantic representation of 

a simple reciprocal sentence "John and Mary love each other" 

would be as follows: 

( 60) ['ix: x.n I john $ mary I ] ['iy: y.n I john $ mary I & Y * x] 

x loves y 

(For all x such that x is an atomic part of the 

individual-sum, [John and Mary) I for all y such that y 

is an atomic part of the i-sum, [John and Mary], and y 

is not equal to x, x love y) 

So, what HLM's analysis would give for the BV reading of 

sentence (57) is (61). 

(57) Tadashi to Toshitaka dake-ga otagai-o sonkeishiteiru 

and only NOM e.o. ACC respect 

(Only Tadashi and Toshitaka respect each other) 



(61) [Only for X = Itadashi $ toshitakall [Yx: x.TIXl 

[Yy: y.TIX & y * xl x respects y 
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(For all x such that x is an atomic part of X where X is 

a variable over i-sums, for all y such that y is an 

atomic part of X and y * x, x respects y, which is 

true only if the value for X is [Tadashi and Toshitaka] ) 

Then what about the referential reading? The logical 

translation would be something like: .• 

(62) [Only for X = Itadashi $ toshitakall [Yy: y.n Itadashi 

® toshitakal & y * xl x respects y 

(For all x such that x is an atomic part of X, for all y 

such that y is an atomic part of [Tadashi and Toshitaka] 

and y * x, y respects x, which is true only if the value 

for X is [Tadashi and Toshitaka]) 

Andy Barss (p.c.) suggested to me that this ambiguity 

might be syntactically captured on the assumption that the 

plural NP uhdergoes QR out of the focused phrase after the 

focused phrase itself has QRed, and that otagai can either be 

linked to the QRed focused phrase or to the QRed plural Np68 

68 Recall that we omitted the issue of the internal 
structure of otaqai. 



(63) a. 

b. 

[NPp1 ] d [ b dake] 2 [ 12 otagai. .. ]]] 

[NPpd 1 [[ .t.l dake] 2 [ 12 otagai ... ]]] 
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(63a) has the BV reading, while (63b) has the referential 

reading. This might indicate that otagai has to be (locally) 

A'-bound, unlike the assumption in HLM (1991a) which states 

that g in [g other] in English has to be locally A-bound. 

However, this raises another problem in the case of 

association-with-focus (AWF) constructions with otagai. 

Recall that we argued in Chapter 2 that in-construct ion-focus 

(ICF) [NP dake] undergoes QR but AWF does not, based on the 

island effects fact. Now consider the following. 

(64) Yuka-ga [TADASHI TO TOSHITAKA-ga otagai-o 

NOM and NOM e.o. ACC 

sonkeishiteiru to] kiita dake dal kiki dake shita 

respect COMP heard only hear only did 

(Yuka only heard that TADASHI and TOSHITAKA respect 

each other) 

Sentence (64) seems to have the BV reading only. The 

unavailability of the referential reading can be explained due 

to nonmovement of the plural NP antecedent, but the 

availability of the BV reading cannot be accounted for because 

there is no movement involved for the first place and otagai 
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cannot have a local A'-binder. 

2.2. Interpretation of ECs 

Consider the following. 

(65) Sono onna-tachi dake-ga [~genkida to] omotteiru 

the women only cheerful think 

(Only the women think that (they) are cheerful) 

Another peculiarity seems to manifest itself here regarding 

the interpretation of EC with focused plural antecedent: (65) 

seems to allow the collective reading (or the referential 

reading) only. The seeming unavailability of the BV reading 

can be found in reciprocal sentences. First, consider the 

following English sentence (without focus). 

(66) John and Mary told each other that they should leave. 

a. John told Mary that they should leave and Mary told 

John the same thing. (We-reading) 

b. John told Mary that she, Mary, should leave and Mary 

told John that he, John, should leave. (You-reading) 

c. John told Mary that he, John, should leave and Mary 

told John that she, Mary, should leave. (I-reading) 

---- ------------------------
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Sentence (66) is three-way ambiguous (actually, four-way, 

since We-reading is either distributive or collective). 

Similarly, the corresponding Japanese sentence (67) has three 

readings. 

(67) Tadashi to Toshitaka-ga otagai-ni [~shuppatsu subekida 

to] itta 

said 

e.o. DAT leave should 

(Tadashi and Toshitaka told each other that (they) should 

leave) 

However, when the matrix plural NP is focused, the 

interpretation of EC seems to be different from that without 

focus. 

(68) Tadashi to Toshitaka dake-ga otagai-ni [~ shuppatsu 

only 

subekida to] itta 

(Only Tadashi and Toshitaka told each other that (they) 

should leave) 

In (68) the EC can only have We-reading. This also presents 

difficulties for HLM's theory. 

-----_._. --------
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According to HLM's analysis, the semantic representation 

for the sentence (66) is something like: 

(69) John and Mary told each other that they should leave. 

[V'x: x.IlI john $ mary I 1 [V'y: y .Ill john $ mary I & Y *" xl 

x told y that z should leave, where Z: 

i. is a variable bound by x (I-reading), 

ii. is a variable bound by y (You-reading), or 

iii. corefers with I john $ mary I (We-reading) 

(For all x such that x is an atomic part of the 

individual sum, [John and Mary], for all y such that y 

is an atomic part of the i-sum, [John and Mary] and y is 

not equal to x, x told y that ... ) 

When the plural NP antecedent is focused, the sentence will 

mean something like that [John and Mary] is the only group or 

i-sum within which reciprocity holds. Hence, the semantic 

representation for the sentence "Only John and Mary told each 

other that they should leave" would be: 

(70) Only John and Mary told each other that they should 

leave. 

--- -- - --.-.-.-----.-

[V'x: x .I1X] [V'y: y.IlX & y *" xl x told y that ... where X 

is a variable over i-sums, whcih is true only if the 

value for X is [John and Mary]. 
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Returning to the interpretation for (68), this kind of 

approach cannot account for the fact that only We-reading is 

available. Notice that the change in the semantic 

representation occurs in. the restriction part; one might 

expect We-reading will be affected, which is not the case, 

i. e. We-reading remains available. On the other hand, nothing 

has been changed in the second half (nuclear scope part); 

hence one might expect no change for I/You-readings, but these 

are the readings which disappear. This indicates that somehow 

these constructions prevent the BV reading, which is also 

confirmed by the fact that We-reading seems to have the 

collective reading only. So, it looks like: i} the EC cannot 

take the trace of QNP (matrix subject) as its antecedent (but 

this wrongly blocks the I-reading without focus), and ii} the 

EC cannot take the reciprocal trace as its antecedent (but 

this incorrectly bolcks the You-reading without focus). A 

paradox. 69 

69 The same contrast seems to be found in the following 
sentences. 

i} Tatsuya to Nozomi-ga otagai-o 

semeta 
blamed 

and NOM e.o. ACC 
~ shuppatsusuru mae-nil 

leave before 

(Tatsuya and Nozomi blamed each other before (they) 
leave) 

ii} Tatsuya to Nozomi dake-ga otagai-o 
only 

mae-nil semeta 

~ shuppatsusuru 

(Only Tatsuya and Nozomi blamed each other before 
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Whatever the reason for the unavailability of the BV 

reading, this makes some prediction about the control 

construction. PRO, in an obligatory control construction, has 

to be bound. Then if focused NP somehow prevents the BV 

reading, we would expect that the control sentence with 

focused antecedent is unacceptable. 70 

(71) a. Tadashi to Toshitaka dake-ga otagai-ni [PRO 

only e.o. DAT 

shuppatsusuru to) yakusokushita 

leave promised 

(Only Tadashi and Toshitaka promised each other to 

leave) 

b. Tadashi to Toshitaka dake-ga otagai-o [PRO 

only e.o. ACC 

shuppatsusuru yoo) settokushita 

leave persuaded 

(Only Tadashi and Toshitaka persuaded each other to 

leave) 

(they) leave) 

(i) is three-way ambiguous just like the corresponding English 
sentence discussed in HLM (1991a) is; while (ii) seems to 
allow We-reading only. 

70 Assuming that there exists PRO, hence a control 
construction, in Japanese. 
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However, the sentences in (71) do not seem to sound odd, with 

the readings expected, i.e. only the I-reading for (71a) and 

only the You-reading for (71b) is available. 

Why is it the case that some reciprocal sentences with 

the focused antecedent do not exhibit the BV reading? Is the 

reason related to the properties of reciprocals, or to those 

of focus? These are the questions we have to answer. 

It might be the case that this unavailability is due to 

the binding of the event argument. Kratzer (1989) examines 

Carlson's (1977) stage-level predicates and individual-level 

predicates, and argues that they differ in that stage-

predicates have an abstract event argument, while individual-

stage predicates do not. One of her arguments for this 

distinction has to do with variable binding, based on the 

following contrast. 

(72) a. *When Mary knows French, she knows it well. 

b. When Mary speaks French, she speaks it well. 

(72a) only has individual-level predicates, know, so there is 

no event argument introducing a variable, which will violate 

the prohibition against vacuous quantification71 i hence, 

71 The definition of this condition is as follows. 

i) Prohibition against vacuous quantification: 
For every quantifier Q, there must be a variable x such 
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ungramrnatical72 
• On the other hand, (72b) contains the 

stage-level predicate speak which introduces a free variable, 

which will not violate the prehibition against vacuous 

quantification. Hence, the contrast in judgement in (72) can 

be accounted for depending on whether a given predicate has an 

event argument which introduces a free variable. 

Molly Diesing (p.c.) pointed out to me that there are 

some cases where binding is not possible, even if the 

predicate in this kind of sentences is not an individual 

predicate, as shown in (73). 

(73) *When Mary dies, she dies slowly. 

The activity of dying usually occurs just once; so, the 

ungrammaticality here can be explained by assuming that if a 

given event occurs only once, an event argument cannot 

function as a variable. 

Considering the interpretation of (68) again, we can say 

that an EC cannot function as a real bound variable when a 

given event occurs only once, here a reciprocal saying event. 

that Q binds an occurrence of x in both its restrictive 
clause and its nuclear scope. (Kratzer (1989: 9» 

72 For arguments with respect to this kind of binding, 
see Lewis (1975), Kamp (1981), Heim (1982), among others. 

On the assumption that when-clauses restrict the domain 
of some operator, Kratzer posits an adverb of quantification 
like "always" as the available binder. 
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This leaves the other reading, i.e. the referential reading 

(We-reading). Hence, the unavailability of the BV reading (1-

reading and You-reading) can be accounted for. To test this 

hypothesis, it seems that we have to consider focus 

constructions with other kinds of focus operators such as ~ 

(~) which impose different restrictions on the construal, 

especially in terms of events. Putting the precise semantics 

of ~ (.§Y§l) aside, suffice to say here that there are 

multiple events involved; e.g. for the sentence "Even John 

left" to be true, there should be other leaving events (by 

other people). So this predicts that there is no need to rule 

the BV reading out for an EC in a similar construction. Then 

look at the following sentence wnich minimally differs from 

(68) by having ~ instead of dake. 

(74) Tadashi to Toshitaka sae(-ga) otagai-ni §. shuppatsu 

and even NOM e.o. DAT leave 

subekida to] itt a 

should COMP said 

(Even Tadashi and Toshitaka told each other that (they) 

should leave) 

In (74), We-reading (the referential reading) is readily 

available. Are the other BV readings, You-reading and I

reading, available, too? Probably so, though I-reading seems 
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to be harder to get than You-reading (and You-reading seems to 

be harder to get than We-reading). Judgments are subtle, so 

we may not take this result as concrete evidence. Some more 

details about this issue need to be explored. 

Another possbility about the peculiar interpretation we 

have here. It might be the case that a theory of reciprocals 

involving the BV anaphora (BVA) such as HLM's itself causes 

problems. That is, there are readings which are generated 

.. incorrectly" by this kind of theory, as Andy Barss (p. c. ) 

pointed out. One of such cases is concerned with de dicto/de 

.E.§. distinction. 

First, consider the following sentence to see the scope 

treatment of de re/de dicto contrasts (cf. Chierchia & 

McConnell-Ginet (1990)). 

(75) a. Bill believes that a woman in that house is an 

assassin. 

b. [[a woman in that house]l[Bill believes that 

[ 1.1 is an assassin]]] 

c. [Bill believes that [[a woman in that house]l 

[ 1.1 is an assassin]]] 

(75b) expresses a de re belief, i. e. a belief about a 

particular individual, and (75c) a de dicto belief, i.e. a 

belief about what is said (the propositional content of a 
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sentence). That is, in (75b) , there exists a particular woman 

such that Bill believes of her that she is an assassin; while 

in (75c) , Bill's belief is not about any particular 

individual, but in the world Bill believes himself to be in 

some woman or other is an assassin. As shown in (75b) and 

(75c), the de re/de dicto distinction can be accounted for in 

terms of scope, i.e. a woman in that house takes widest scope 

to have a de re reading, and narrow(er) scope (than the matrix 

verb believes) scope to have a de dicto reading. 

Now, compare the following pair of sentences. 

(76) a. Bill thought that John and Mary were taller than 

each other. 

b. Bill thought that John and Mary were taller than 

each other are. 

(76a) has the de dicto reading: Bill had the contradictory 

thought that John was taller than Mary and Mary was taller 

than John. In contrast, (76b) , which has the additional verb 

~ at the end, has the coherent de re reading: Bill thought 

that John and Mary were taller than he and she actually are. 

Before arguing what is the problem with the theory involving 

the BVA, consider simpler cases without reciprocals like (77) 

below. 



135 

(77) Bill thought that John was taller than he ~s. 

The meaning, Bill thought that John was taller than he, John, 

actually is, can roughly be translated as follows. 73 

(78) [for the degree y such that John is actually y tall] 

Bill thought that [John was z tall, z > y] 

Note that the first bracketed part regarding the degree of 

height in reality has to take the widest scope to get de re 

reading. 

Going back to (76b) with the de re coherent reading, than 

each other are is the part in question. The quasi-logical 

representation of (76b) would be: 

(79) [than each other are [ y tall]] Bill thought that 

[[John and Mary} were z tall, z > y] 

The point is that if the interpretation of each other involves 

the variable bounding, this translation with the de re part 

having the widest scope would be out. That is, a bound 

variable must be within the scope of the operator it is 

73 We omit the issue of the exact syntactic structure of 
the sentences in question here, since it does not matter to 
our present discussion. 
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semantically bound to, but the variable in (79) cannot be 

bound since the operator. or John and Mary with some 

distributive operator in this case, occurs down below, and 

hence no interpretation can be available for this (f~ee) 

variable. Therefore, if our assumption that an expression has 

to take the widest scope to get the de re reading is correct, 

a theory involving the BVA of reciprocals cannot give the 

correct reading, unless we assume that some kind of 

reconstruction takes place here. 

3. Summary 

In this chapter, we have demonstrated that a movement 

theory of reciprocals such as HLM's (1991a) analysis is not 

tenable in Japanese because the Japanese reciprocal 

constructions do not obey Subjacency. We also showed that 

even the nonmovement analysis of HLM (1991b) runs into trouble 

with respect to the interpretation of ECs in Japanese. The 

question is whether this problem originates with focus or with 

the theory involving the BVA itself. To answer this question, 

we provided a possibility in terms of events, i.e. the problem 

may be attributed to the function of focus. On the other 

hand, a brief discussion of the de re/de dicto distinction in 

English might suggest that such a theory itself causes 

problems. 
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CHAPTER 4 

PSEUDO-CLEFTS 

In this chapter we will examine the construction referred 

to as pseudo-cleft (PC), which is another way to realize the 

focus construction, in Japanese. First, we will look at some 

characteristics of this type of sentence and argue that there 

are two kinds of pseudo-clefts in Japanese. Next, some data 

about the interpretations of empty categories will be given. 

1. Two kinds of pseudo-clefts in Japanese 

The following sentences exemplify the pseudo-cleft 

construction in Japanese. 



138 

(1) a. Toshitaka-ga kooen-de mitsuketa no ~ koinu da74 

NOM park-in found NO WA puppy be 

(What Toshitaka found in the park was a puppy.) 

b. Toshitaka-ga kooen-de mitsuketa no ~ koinu da 

GA 

These sentences have a different particle after nQi the one 

has ~ and the other has~. We will call these as ~-pseudo-

clets (~-PCs) and ~-pseudo-clefts (~-PCs) respectively. 

These seem to be two essentially different types of PCs, as 

Hoji (1987, cited in Hasegawa (1988)) originally observed. 

Let us then examine some differences in syntactic and semantic 

behavior. 

74 We assume here that nQ in the pseudo-clefts in Japanese 
is a nominalizer, following Nakau (1973) and Kitagawa and Ross 
(1982). Nakau argues against the claim that no is treated as 
a pronoun such as presented in Makino (1%8) and Muraki 
(1970b), based on the sentences like the following. 

i) Toshitaka-ga koinu-o mitsuketa nQ wa kooen-de da 
(Where Toshitaka found a puppy was in the park) 

ii) *Toshitaka-ga koinu-o mitsuketa tokoro wa kooen-de da 
place 

(The place where Toshitaka found a puppy was in the park) 

The QQ in (i) cannot be replaced by a lexical noun like tokoro 
(place), as shown in (ii). 
Cf. Hoj i (1990, cited in Murasugi (1991)) suggests the no ia 
cleft sentences is c. 

--~--- ---------~~------------------- --
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1.1. Differences 

First of all, unlike in English, there are some 

constraints on the phrases which can be the focus phrase in 

terms of syntactic category in Japanese PCs, and the two PCs 

differ in this respect; in ~-PCs NP, PP, AP can be the focus 

phrase but VP cannot, while in g£-PCs only NP and AP can be 

focus. 

(2) a. Tadashi-ga soko-de mitsuketa no ~ [koinu] da 

NOM there found puppy be 

(What Tadashi found there was a puppy) 

b. Tadashi-ga koinu-o mitsuketa no wa [kooen-no 

NOM puppy-ACC found park-GEN 

naka] da 

inside be 

(Where Tadashi found a puppy was in the park) 

c. Tadashi-ga soko-de mitsuketa no g£ [koinu] da 

d. Tadashi-ga koinu-o mitsuketa no g£ [kooen-no 

naka] da 

(3) a. Tadashi-ga koinu-o mitsuketa no ~ [kooen-no 

NOM puppy-ACC found park-GEN 

naka de] da 

inside at be 

(Where Tadashi found a puppy was in the park) 
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b. *Tadashi-ga koinu-o mitsuketa no ~ [kooen-no naka 

de] da 

(4) a. Tadashi -ga yonde iru no ~ [totemo omoshiroi] 75 

is reading very interesting 

(What Tadashi is reading is very interesting) 

b. Tadashi-ga yonde iru no ££ [totemo omoshiroi] 

(5) a. *Tadashi-ga maiasa suru no ~ [kooen-o 

every morning do park-ACC 

sanpo suru] da 

take a walk be 

(What Tadashi does every morning is take a walk in 

the park) 

b. *Tadashi-ga maiasa suru no ~ [kooen-o sanpo suru]' 

da 

Notice that the focus phrsases in (2b) and (2d) are NPs 

categorially, while those in (3) are PPs (i.e. each consisting 

of an NP and a Postposition de (at) following it) .76 

The fact that Japanese PCs cannot have an VP as their focus 

75 In the case of APs, whether to take the copula da seems 
to depend on each lexical item. 

76 Sentences (2b) and (2d) on the one hand and (3) on 
the other actually seem to have the different nuance in terms 
of what is focused, as Kitagawa and Ross (1982) pointed out: 
in (2b) and (2d) focus is on the particular location 'inside 
the park', while in (3) focus is more on the event which took 
place at that location. 

----------_ ... _------_ .. -
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does not mean that there is no way of expressing sentences 

like 'What Tadashi does every morning is take a walk in the 

park': if the phrase after the ~/g£ is nominalized with koto 

(fact), the sentence will be grammatical, taking an NP 

focus. 77 

(6) Tadashi-ga maiasa suru no wa/ga [[kooen-o sanpo suru]-

koto] da 

Second, bedides the categorial differences, there is 

another distinction with respect to what can be focus in the 

two pes; namely, there are some 'quantificational' expressions 

which can occur in ~-PCs but not in g£-PCs. 

(7) a. Nozomi-ga soko-de mitsuketa no ~ koinu dake da 

there found puppy only 

(What Nozomi found there was only a puppy) 

b. *Nozomi-ga soko-de mitsuketa no g£ koinu dake da 

77 The same thing can be said in the case of APs, but only 
when the 'gap' seems to be an VP; for example: 

i) *Tadashi-ga kinoo shita no wa/ga [hidoi] 
yesterday did terrible 

(What Tadashi did yesterday was terrible) 
ii) Tadashi-ga kinoo shita no wa/ga [[hidoi]-koto] da 

It is not clear to me why it is the case at this time. 
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(8) a. Nozomi-ga kinoo atta no wa Tatsuya ka 

yesterday met or 

Masashi da 

(Who Nozomi met yesterday was Tatsuya or Masashi) 

b. *Nozomi-ga kinoo atta no Q£ Tatsuya ka Masashi 

Third, ~-PCs can occur in a question-answer pair but Q£-

PCs cannot, as shown in (9) and (10). 

78 The quantifier-like properties of A ka B (A or B) are 
dicussed in Kuroda (1965, 1969, 1970) and Hoji (1985). For 
example, A ka B can bind a reflexive iibun but not an overt 
pronoun kare, just like QNPs such as daremo (everyone). 

i) a. Daremol-ga [jibunl-ga kashikoi to] omotteiru 
everyone NOM self NOM smart COMP think 
(Everyonel thinks selfl is smart) 

b. *Daremol-ga [karel-ga kashikoi to] omotteiru 
he 

(Everyonel thinks hel is smart) 
ii) a. Tatsuya ka Masashil-ga [jibunl-ga kashikoi to] 

or 
omotteiru 
(Tatsuya or Masashi l thinks selfl is smart) 

b. *Tatsuya ka Masashi1-ga [kare1-ga kashikoi to] 
omotteiru 

(Tatsuya or Masashi l thinks hel is smart) 

For more syntactic evidence, see Hoji (1985). 
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(9) Tatsuya-ga nani-o kooen-de mitsuketa no 

NOM what-ACe park-at found Q 

(What did Tatsuya find in the park?) 

a. Kare-ga mitsuketa no ~ koinu da 

he found puppy be 

(What he found was a puppy) 

b. *Kare-ga mitsuketa no ~ koinu da 

(10) Tatsuya-ga sono koinu-o doko-de rnitsuketa no 

that puppy-ACC where-at found Q 

(Where did Tatsuya find that puppy?) 

a. Kare-ga sore-o rnitsuketa no ~ kooen-no naka da 

it-ACC park-GEN inside 

(Where he found it was in the park) 

b. *Kare-ga sore-o mitsuketa no ~ kooen-no naka da 

Fourth, the negation of the copula can only take place in 

~-PCs. 

(11) a. Masashi-ga soko-de mita no ~ koinu de wa nai 

there saw puppy be NEG 

(What Masashi saw wasn't a puppy) 

b. *Masashi-ga soko-de mita no ££ koinu de wa nai 

'7 
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so-called 

"connectedness" effects, ~-PCs do not. 

(12) a. Yuka1-ga soko-de mita no ~ [jibun1-no shashin] da 

there saw self-GEN picture 

(What Yuka1 saw there was self1's picture) 

b. *?Yuka1-ga soko-de mita no ~ [jibun1-no shashin] da 

The following is a summary chart of these differences. 

(13) ~-PCs ~-PCs 

a. focus NP, AP NP, AP, PP 

(VP if nominalized) (VP is nominalized) 

b. can have no yes 

Q-like expres-

sions in Focus 

c. can answer no yes 

WH-question 

d. can negate no yes 

the copula 

e. connectedness no yes 

effect 
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1.2. Semantic explanations? 

So far we have seen there are some behavioral differences 

in the two types of PCs. In this subsection, we will see 

whether these differences can be accounted for semantically, 

i.e. whether ~-PCs and ~-PCs show distinct interpretaions. 

1.2.1. Presupposition and focus of PCs 

It has been assumed that the pseudo-cleft construction 

(and the cleft construction also) is divided into two parts 

semantically and/or pragmatically (cf. Akrnajian (1970), 

Chomsky (1971), Jackendoff (1972), Higgins (1976), etc.): 

namely, presupposition and focus. The presupposition of a 

sentence is roughly the information in the sentence which is 

assumed by the speaker to be shared by the speaker and the 

hearer. The focus of a sentence, on the other hand, is the 

information which is assumed by the speaker not to be shared 

with the hearer, and to be conveyed to the hearer via the 

utterance. In English PCs, the constituent before the copula 

be correponds to the presupposition part, and the post-copular 

phrase to the focus. 

(14) What John bought yesterday was a book. 
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So in (13) [what John bought yesterday] is presupposition and 

the NP [a book] is focus part; the speaker presupposed that 

John bought something yesterday (i. e. (3x) (John bought x)) and 

gives the information that that is a book. 

The term "presupposition" has another definition such as 

a proposition that must be true in order for the sentence to 

have truth value. In the case of (14), it must be true that 

there is something that John bought yesterday, which is the 

case indeed. However, you have to be careful when you take a 

look at the sentences like (15), where the presupposition part 

has negation. 

(15) What John didn't buy yesterday was a book. 

The presupposition here is not that John didn't buy anything 

(i.e. NEG (3x) (John bought x)), but that which must be true is 

that there is something that John didn't buy 

(i. e. (3x) NEG (John bought x)). 79 We are not sure at this 

time whether the presupposition relevant to pes requires this 

truth-conditional definition, but the first definition would 

be enough in the discussion below. 80,81 

79 Or the meaning of the sentence is: there is something 
that John bought yesterday but it is not a book?? 

80 So it might be wiser to use Jackendoff's (1972) 
distinction between "inherent" presuppositions introduced by 
a "factive" verb such as know and realize (cf. Kiparsky and 
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Now, let us see Japanese pes in terms of presupposition 

and focus. Since the distinction between these two notions is 

semantic (and/or pragmatic), we expect the interpretation of 

the Japanese PCs to also divide into these two parts. But is 

there any complication with respect to the difference between 

~-PCs and g£-PCs? To discuss this question, we will first 

examine the functional difference between the particles ~ and 

According to Kuno's (1973) categorization of the 

functions of ~ and g£, the ~ which occurs in pseudo-clefts 

seems to be the thematic ~.82 The thematic ~ is for the 

theme of a sentence and can be translated as speaking of. .. or 

talking about... . The objects and concepts which can become 

themes of sentences are those that have been already mentioned 

or introduced into the present discourse; therefore, the 

thematic ~ can perfectly function to mark the presupposition 

Kiparsky (1971)) and "focal" presuppositions. In the case of 
factives, the complement of the verb (i.e. presupposition) is 
understood as true whether or not the main clause is negated. 

81 The idea of the first definition here seems to be close 
to that of the term "familiarity" in the sense of Kartunnen 
(1968) and Heim (1982), or that of "D(iscourse)-linking" of 
Pesetsky (1987),e.g.: 

i) *Who the hell did it was John. 

In (i), the "aggressively non-D-linked" wh-phrase who the hell 
cannot occur in the presupposition part of PCs. 

82 The other one is called the contrastive ~. 
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part of PCs. 

On the other hand, the g£ in PCs seems to be the 

exhaustive-listing g£. 83, which can be translated as X (and 

only X) or it is X that .... The following are some examples 

of this usage of gao 

(16) a. Naoko-~ gakusei da 

student be 

( (Of all the people we are talking about) Naoko (and 

only Naoko) is a student) 

b. Naoko-~ Eigo-ga dekiru 

English can/be able 

{Naoko (and only Naoko) can speak English) 

These sentences sound awkward, if not unacceptable, if they 

are uttered out of context. Thus, it seems that the ££ in PCs 

can mark the constituent (or proposition) before it as having 

some kind of presupposition, but probably in a little 

different way from the cases of ~-PCs. 

83 The other two .9£' s are: i) the descriptive ill!. for neutral 
descriptions of actions or temporary states, and ii) the 
objective ill!. for the object of stative transitive verbals. 
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(17) Naoko-ga mitsuketa no ga koinu da 

found puppy be 

(What Naoko found was a puppy) 

The meaning of sentence (17) is not just the one so translated 

in English, but rather: (Of all the things we're talking 

about) what Naoko found (and only what Naoko found) was a 

puppy. What seems to make the meaning of the sentence more 

complicated is that in (17) the expression Naoko-ga mitsuketa 

(Naoko found) in the pre-ill!. constituent as well as the post-S@, 

NP [koinu] (a puppy) gives a new information. In other words, 

the speaker can utter the sentence (17) without assuming that 

the hearer shares the information that Naoko found something. 

The meaning is more like: there are a variety of things under 

discussion (hence the shared information), but X-ill!. serves to 

make X newly prominent. In the following subsection, we will 

discuss this meaning difference in terms of Higgins' (1976) 

semantic distinctions of pes, together with some of the 

behavioral differences shown above. 
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1.2.2. Predicational, specificational, and identificational 

interpretations 

Higgins' (1976) study of English pseudo-cleft sentences 

demonstrates that they have three distinct interpretations: 

namely, predicational, specificational, and identificational. 

Especially, Higgins examines the phenomenon called 

"connectedness" in PCs with respect to this semantic 

difference. Consider the following setences. 

(18) a. 

b. 

c. 

What John read was very interesting. 

What John read was that book. 

What John read was Shakespeare's Twelfth Night. 

- . 
Sentence (18a) shows the predicational reading: there is an 

object which is identified independently by the use of the 

phrase [what John read], and the sentence asserts that a 

certain property, i.e. interesting-ness, holds of that object 

(or the property [very interesting] is predicated of [what 

John read] ) . Sentence (18b) is an example of the 

specificational reading: it does not talk about the subject 

[what John read] nor about the predicate [that book]; the 

subject describes some list-like thing or delimits a domain, 

and the predicate specifies a particular member of that 

domain. The identificational reading is shown in (18c): the 

---- --------- . 
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subject [what John read] is referred to or identified 

independently, and the predicate, whose reference is the same 

as that of the subject, gives a name to its reference. Notice 

that the subjects in the predicational reading and the 

identificational reading are referential, i.e. they refer to 

or denote something in the world, but not in the 

specificational reading. 

Now, consider the following sentences which exemplify the 

phenomenon called "connectedness". 

(19) a. 

b. 

What John is is important to himself. 

What John is is important to him. 

(19a) has the specificational reading, while (19b) has the 

predicational reading with coreference; without it (e.g. him 

= Mike) it can be ambiguous. Sentence (19a) means "John is 

important to himself"; the property [important to himself] is 

predicated of John directly. On the other hand, (19b) says 

nothing about John directly and means "Some unstated property 

of John is important to John"; [what John is] denotes 

something, say, some position of John's, and the property 

[important to him] is predicated of that thing. Notice that 

in the specificational reading, the property is predicated of 

John directly as if that AP were in the position of the "gap" 

inside the subject phrase. This is because this sentence has 
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the "connectedness" effect. We will look at this phenomenon 

more in detail from the syntactic view later, but the 

environment of this effect is roughly like this: a sentence is 

well-formed (even though the anaphor (here, himself) is not c

commanded by its understood subject (John) at S-Structure), as 

if the phrase containing the anaphor (important to himself) 

were in the position of the "gap" which is c-commanded by the 

antecedent. 

(20) [what John1 is.§] is [AP important to himselfd 

Higgins (1976) shows that the sentences with a 

specificational reading exhibit syntactic connectedness but 

those with a predicational reading do not. 

Now, returning to the two Japanese types of PCs, recall 

that only ~-PCs show this connectedness effect. 

(21) (=(12» 

a. Yuka1-ga soko-de mita no ~ [jibun1-no shashin] da 

there saw self-GEN picture 

(What Yuka1 saw there was self1's picture) 

b. *?Yuka1-ga soko-de mita no qa [jibun1-no shashin] da 

Does this mean that the specificational reading is realized as 

~-PCs and the predicational reading as .£@.-PCs respectively in 
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Japanese? Yes and no. As shown in (21a), this sentence of 

~-PC actually has a specificational reading. However, not 

all the ~-PCs exhibit this interpretation; ~-PCs also have 

a predicational reading but not an identificational one, as 

shown in (22). 

(22) a. Yuka-ga esa-o ageta no wa koinu da 

fed puppy be 

(What Yuka fed was a puppy) 

(specificational; not identificational) 

b. Yuka-ga yondeiru no wa ornoshiroi 

is reading interesting 

(What Yuka is reading is interesting) 

(predicational) 

Thus, it is not the case that the ~-PC in Japanese is solely 

the way of realizing the specificational reading. 

What about the .lli!.-PC? Interestingly, it does not exhibit 

the specificational reading, but it does show the other two 

readings. 
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(23) a. Yuka-ga esa-o ageta no ga koinu da 

fed puppy be 

(What Yuka fed was a puppy) 

(identificational; not specificational) 

b. Yuka-ga yondeiru no ga omoshiroi 

is reading interesting 

(What Yuka is reading is interesting) 

(predicational) 

We have seen at the end of the previous subsection that the 

sentence like (23a) sounds strange out of context: its meaning 

is "(Of all the things we are talking about) what Yuka fed and 

(only what Yuka fed) was a puppy." The situation is like 

this: the people were talking about a variety of things, and 

someone asked (very strangely), 'What is a puppy?', then the 

speaker, seeing Yuka feeding a puppy, can utter sentence 

(23a). In other words, in this sentence the subject [Yuka-ga 

·esa-o ageta no] (What Yuka fed) refers to something which is 

the same as the reference of the predicate having the name 

koinu (puppy); hence, identificational reading. 84 

84 This seems to be the reason why the following sentence in 
which the subject phrase contains negation sounds odd. 

i) ??Yuka-ga esa-o agenakatta no ga koinu da 
didn't feed puppy be 

(What Yuka didn't feed was a puppy) 

See the discussion of other differences below. 
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In sum, while ££-PCs allow an identificational reading 

and a predicational reading, ~-PCs show a specificational 

reading and a predicational reading. 

That ££-PCs exhibit an identificational reading but not 

a specificational one seems to give accounts of four other 

behavioral differences we looked at before. The following are 

the sentences which exemplify these, repeated here. 

(i) As the focus phrase, ~-PCs can take NP, PP, and AP, 

but ££-PCs can only take NP and AP. 

(24) Tadashi-ga soko-de mitsuketa no wa/ga [koinu] da 

NOM there found puppy be 

(What Tadashi found there was a puppy) 

(25) Tadashi-ga koinu-o mitsuketa no wa/*ga [kooen-no 

NOM puppy-ACC found park-GEN 

naka de] da 

inside at be 

(Where Tadashi found a puppy was in the park) 

(26) Tadashi-ga yonde iru no wa/ga [totemo omoshiroi] 

is reading very interesting 

(What Tadashi is reading is very interesting) 
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(27) *Tadashi-ga maiasa suru no wa/ga [kooen-o 

every morning do park-ACC 

sanpo suru] da 

take a walk be 

(What Tadashi does every morning is take a walk in 

the park) 

(28) Tadashi-ga maiasa suru no wa/ga [[kooen-o sanpo suru] 

koto] da 

fact 

(What Tadashi does every morning is the act of taking a 

walk in the park) 

The reason why g£-PC with an PP focus in (25) is out is that 

both the subject [Tadashi-ga koinu-o mitsuketa no] (Where 

Tadashi found a puppy) and the predicate [kooen-no naka de] 

(in the park) cannot be referential, and the sentence cannot 

be identificational, hence, ungrammatical. The sentences in 

{27} and (28) indicate that if an bare VP is nominalized, the 

resultant NP can be the name of the act, and the sentence ln 

(28) is a grammatical identificational sentence with g£. 
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(ii) Certain II quantificational II expressions cannot be 

focus in .9:E:,-PCs. 

(29) a. Nozomi-ga mitsuketa no wa/*ga koinu dake da 

found puppy only 

(What Nozomi found was only a puppy) 

b. Nozomi-ga kooen-de atta no wa/*ga Tatsuya ka 

park-at met or 

Masashi da 

(Who Nozomi met in the park was Tatsuya or Masashi) 

"Quantificational" expressions surely cannot refer to anything 

and cannot be names; therefore, ~-PCs which show an 

identificational reading cannot be acceptable. 

(iii) Ga-Pcs are out in some question-answer pair. 

(30) Tatsuya-ga nani-o kooen-de mitsuketa no 

what-ACC park-at found Q 

(What did Tatsuya find in the park?) 

Kare-ga mitsuketa no wa/*ga koinu da 

he found puppy 

(What he found was a puppy) 

The question is asking the thing Tatsuya found in the park, 

----- ----- --------_ .. _.-
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not asking about the identification of some particular thing, 

here a puppy; the ~-PC cannot be a felicitous answer with an 

identificational reading. 

(iv) The matrix copula cannot be negated in ~-PCs. 

(31) Masashi-ga mitsuketa no wa/*ga koinu de wa nai 

found puppy be NEG 

(What Masashi found wasn't a puppy) 

It is not quite clear why g£-PC is out here; probably, because 

it is odd to use negation when you give a name to some 

reference. This is an instance of an identificational 

reading; then, what about the predicational reading? 

(32) Masashi-ga yondeiru no wa/*ga omoshiroku nai 

is reading interesting NEG 

(What Masashi is reading isn't interesting) 

As shown in (32), the predicational reading is OK with ~ but 

not with ££. That is, although both ~- and ££-PCs allow a 

predicational reading, the negation of the copula can occur in 

~-PCs but not in g£-PCs. Why is it the case? The answer 

seems to come from the meaning of ££ itself. Recall that we 

dicussed the ££ in PCs is the exhaustive-listing ££ (X (and 

-------------------------_. 
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only X) or it is X that ... }. So the meaning of sentence (32) 

with g£ is something like: (Of all the things under 

discussion) what Masashi is reading (and only what Masashi is 

reading) isn't interesting. The sentence sounds odd perhaps 

because the negated property omoshirokunnai (not interesting) 

is predicated of the expression Mashashi-ga yondeiru no (what 

Masashi is reading) which is made newly prominent by g£. 

Returning to the connectedness effect, if the pseudo

cleft construction exhibits this effect only when it has a 

specificational reading, the distinction between ~-PCs and 

g£-PCs in Japaneses can be accounted for. That is, ~-PCs can 

show a specificational reading, and the connectedness effect 

arises, while g£-PCs does not have a specificational reading, 

hence no syntactic connectedness. Now we have to answer to 

the question why this is the case. In the subsection that 

follows, we will examine some syntactic behavior in the two 

·kinds of PCs, and will return to this question with respect to 

the connectedness effect. 

1.3. Syntactic explanations? 

English pseudo-clefts consists of the three parts: 

namely, the subject which takes a free relative as its form, 

the copula be, and the post-copular predicate. 
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(33) [What John bought ~] was [that book] . 

In (33), the free relative subject is [what John bought e], 

the copula is ~, and the NP [that book] is the predicate. 

The existence of a WH-phrase (relative proun) indicates that 

there is some kind of (A'-) movement involved here. 8s 

However, Japanese pseudo-clefts like (34) do not have an 

overt WH-phrase: 

(34) [Aiko-ga ~ katta no] wa/ga [han] da 

bought NO WA/GA book be 

(What Aiko bought was a book) 

85 As for the internal structure of the subject free 
relative, Barss (1986) argues, based on the facts that it has 
the internal structure of an CP and that it is understood as 
a definite description, that it is like in (i) below: 

i) [cp what i [IP John bought .§J 1 

He rejects the view that the free relative is dominated by an 
NP: 

ii) [NP [CP what [IP John [vp bought 1.1] 1 ] ] 

since this is not desirable in terms of typical X/ schema: the 
NP does not have any noun as its head. 

The WH-phrase is interpreted as a definite determiner, 
and the IP inside the CP acts to restrict this quantifier, 
which maps (i) directly onto an interpretation like (ii). 

iii) [the x [John bought xl] 

--------------- - ---
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In this subsection, I will argue that even though there 

is no overt clue such as a WH-phrase indicating the 

involvement of movement here, there is some kind of (A'-) 

movement involved in Japanese PCs like in English, based on 

some island effects, Weak Crossover (WCO) effects, the 

licensing of the parasitic gap, and the connectedness effects. 

1.3.1. Island effects 

First, let us see some data which exemplify island 

effects, as shown in (35). 

(35) a. * [Tatsuya-ga [NP[CP[IP Nozomi-ga e l au] to yuu] 

NOM NOM meet COMP 

yakusoku]-ni hantaishita no] wa/ga Kazuma l da 

promise -DAT disagreed 

(Lit. Who Tatsuya disagreed with the promise that 

Nozomi would meet was Kazuma) 

b. * [Dare-ga e l yonda no] wa/ga kono hon l na no 

who-NOM read this book Q 

(Lit. Was [what who read] this book?) 

Sentence (35a) is an example of the violation of the Complex 

NP Constraint (CNPC). It is well known that Japanese does not 

exhibit the (overt) CNPC effect with respect to the argument 
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WH-phrases, as follows. 

(36) Tatsuya-ga [NP[CP[IP Nozomi-ga nani -0 katta] to yuu] 

NOM NOM what ACC bought CaMP 

koto]-ni hantaishita no 

fact DAT disagreed Q 

(What did Tatsuya disagree with the fact that Nozomi 

bought?) 

If LF-movement of WH-phrases does not obey the CNPC in 

Japanese86
, why does the PC construction show the CNPC 

effect? One possible answer is that whatever the movement 

involved here may be, this movement takes place at the S-

Structure. 87 Or, if LF wh-movement obeys the CNPC, i.e. if 

the violation of the CNPC is only apparent, as Nishigauchi 

(1986, 1990) among others claims, the fact that PCs exhibit 

the CNPC effect might suggest that Subjacency is effective 

both in syntax and in LF. Next, consider the sentence (35b). 

86 For the claim that there is no Subjacency effects at LF 
in Japanese, based on this kind of evidence, see Huang (1982), 
Lasnik and Saito (1984, 1992), and Saito (1985) I among others. 
And for arguments against this claim, see Nishigauchi (1986, 
1990) and Pesetsky (1987), among others. 

87 Cf. Watanabe (1991, 1992) for argument that wh-in-situ in 
Japanese involves S-Structure movement of an invisible 
element, based on the data about mUltiple questions and wh
island effects for overt movement (comparative deletion, 
ordinary scrambling, and scrambling reconstruction) . 
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This seems to be an instance of a WH-island Constraint 

violation. If Japanese does not have syntacitic WH-movement, 

i.e. all WH-movement takes place in the LF component, does 

this WH-island effect indicate that the other movement 

involved here also has to take place at LF? Not necessarily, 

since if we assume the movement here goes into some position 

which will block WH-movement on the way to the highest Spec of 

CP, the movement in question can occur either at S-Structure 

or at some later stage like LF. 

Thus, we have four questions to answer here: i) is there 

actually some kind of movement involved in pseudo-clefts in 

Japanese?; ii) if so, when does this movement happen?; iii) 

what moves? ; and iv) where does the item which undergoes 

movement land? 

1.3.2. WCO and parasitic gaps 

As for the first question, recall that one type of 

Japanese PCs, i. e. the ~-PC, exhibits the connectedness 

effect, as in (37) below. 

----- --------------- ---
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(37) [Tatsuya1-ga.fu mita no] wa [zibun1-no shashinh da 

saw self GEN picture 

(What Tatsuyal saw was a self1 's picture) 

If this phenomenon is considered to be a diagnosis of 

movement, we can conclude that there is some movement 

involved. 

Now, let us examine other effects which also seem to be 

evidence for the movement: namely, the Weak Crossover effect 

and the licensing of parasitic gaps. 

(38) a. [~l [ jibun1-no hahaoya]-o aishiteiru no] 

self GEN mother Ace love 

wa/ga Tatsuya1 da 

(Who loves self' Sl mother is Tatsuya1 ) 

b. *[[ jibun1-no hahaoya]-ga §. aishiteiru no] 

wa/ga Tatsuya1 da 

(Who self'sl mother loves is Tatsuya1 ) 

The contrast in judgements88 between (38a) and (38b) suggests 

that there is some operator movement (or A' -movement) involved 

88 Unlike in English where PCs lack WCO effects in the 
corresponding cases like: 

i) ? [Who1 his1 mother was talking about e 1 ] was John1 

(Lasnik and Stowell (1991)) 

---_._------- .. 
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in the pseudo-cleft construction. 

Finally, consider another piece of evidence for the 

movement in question, i.e. the parasitic gap (PG) 

construction. 

The following sentence is an instance of the PG 

construction. 

(39) Which bookl did you recommend!.l [without reading ed 

As for the derivation of PGs, we assume that PGs are the 

traces left behind by the movement of a null operator (i.e. 

variables), following Contreras (1984) and Chomsky (1986) .89 

Then, consider the following Japanese sentence. 

(40) [[Toshitaka-ga [Yuka-ga ~ au mae ni] e1 yonda no] 

meet before called 

wa/ga Tadashil da 

(Who Toshitaka called e1 before Yuka met e1 was Tadashi 1 ) 

Assuming that licensing of PGs is one of the characteristics 

of A'-movement and that PGs must be licensed at S-Structure, 

the grammaticality of (40) can be taken to indicate the 

89 Based on the observation that a PG cannot occur in 
islands within the adjunct clause. For another analysis of PGs 
as base-generated empty categories, see Chomsky (1982) and 
Koopman and Sportiche (1982). 

------ ----------_. 
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existence of A'-movement in the syntax. 

So far we have seen that there is actually some movement 

involved in Japanese pes and that to account for the data on 

connectedness effects, WCO effects, and PG constructions, it 

would be quite plausible to assume that this movement is an 

operator or A'- movement which takes place in the S-Structure 

component. 90 

Now it is time to return to the questions with respect to 

the difference in connectedness effects between the two types 

of pseudo-clefts in Japanese. 

1.3.3. Connectedness effects 

The . observation relevant here is that connectedness 

effects manifest themselves in ~-PCs but not in ,£ill-PCS, as 

shown in (41). 

90 Cf. Ishii (1991) argues that Japanese (restrictive) 
relative clauses involve a similar kind of movement, based on 
connectedness effects and WCO effects. 
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(41) a. Toshitaka1-ga mita no ~ [kare-jishin1-no 

saw he-self GEN 

shashin] da 

picture 

(What Toshitaka1 saw was a he-self'sl picture) 

b. *?Toshitakal-ga mita no ~ [kare-jishin1-no 

shashin] da 

In his discussion of the connectedness effect in English 

pseudo-clefts, Barss (1986) shows that there are three 

possible explanations: i) the literal reconstruction analysis, 

ii) the chain binding analysis, which is based on his 

modification of the Binding Conditions in terms of chain 

binding, and iii) the predication analysis, as in Williams 

(1983) . 

In this subsection, we will first consider some more data 

concerning connectedness effects and then examine if any of 

the three analyses can account for them. 

Japanese PCs exhibit connectedness effects involving 

Binding Condition A, as discussed before. 91 

91 Here, we will only examine the PCs which exhibit 
connectedness effects, i.e. wa-PCs, and will return to the 
distinction later when we wil~discuss the three analyses. 



(42) a. [Kazuma1 -ga ~ mita no] wa [kare-jishin1 -no 

shashin] 2 da 

(What Kazuma 1 saw was a he-self's 1 picture) 
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b. [Sono onna-tachi1 -ga ~ kaita no] wa [otagai 1 

(43) a. 

the women wrote each other 

-ni tsui te] 2 da 

about 

(What the women 1 wrote was about each other1 ) 

[Kazuma1-ga [Tatsuya2-ga ~ hometa to] omotteiru 

praised COMP thinks 

no] J wa [kare-j ishin112 -no ronbun] 3 da 

he-self GEN paper 

(What Kazuma 1 thinks that Tatsuya2 praised was a 

he-self' s 112 paper) 

b. [Sono onna-tachi 1-ga [Kazuma2 -ga ~ hometa to] 

the women 

omotteiru no]] wa [kare-jishin2 /otagai 1 -no 

he-self each other 

ronbun] 3 da 

(What the women1 think that Kazuma2 praised was a 

he-self's2 /each other's 1 paper) 



c. [Kazuma1-ga [sono onna-tachi2-ga ~ hometa to] 

omotteiru no]] wa [kare-jishin1/otagai2-no 

ronbun] 3 da 
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(What Kazuma1 thinks that the women2 praised was a 

he-self'sl/each other's2 paper) 

The sentences in (42) pose no problem for the literal 

reconstruction analysis which asserts that the focus phrase is 

put into the position of the gap in the subject at LF, at 

which the binding conditions apply. These sentences are also 

no problem for Barss' (1986) chain binding analysis in which 

a chain headed by the focus phrase will terminate in the gap 

in the subj ect . The chain in (42a) would be like: (kare-

jishin no shashin, Op, ,g,).92 

As for the sentences in (43), they can be accounted for 

in terms of chain binding, but not literal reconstruction, 

since there are some cases of binding which cannot be 

explained if literal reconstruction took place. For example, 

in (43a) licensing of kare-jishin by Kazuma should be 

impossible, because this reflexive is a local reflexive. The 

same thing can be said about licensing of otagai by sono onna-

tachi in (43b) and that of kare-jishin by Kazuma in (43c). On 

92 We put QQ. here due to our discussion in the previous 
subsection, i.e. there is something like an operator or A/
movement involved in pes. 
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the other hand, there is no problem for the chain binding 

analysis, since there is a chain, one member of which is c

commanded by the anaphor's antecedent. 

Now we have to think about the distinction between the 

two types of PC in terms of connectedness effects: only ~-PCs 

show them. Recall that we argued that ~-PCs but not ~-PCs 

exhibit the specificational reading, hence connectedness 

effects. So the literal reconstruction analysis has to 

provide an explanation for why reconstruction is blocked in 

the identificational (i. e. non-specificational) case. This is 

probably because the value of the gap is not determined by the 

focus phrase with an identificational reading; actually its 

value is determined independently. On the other hand, with a 

specificational reading, the focused phrase determines the 

value of the gap in that it specifies a particular member of 

the domain which is delimited by the subject. So, given the 

assumption that if the value of the gap is not determined by 

the focused phrase, there is no need for reconstruction, the 

literal reconstruction analysis can give an account. As for 

the chain binding analysis, the similar thing can be said, 

only in this case it cares about whether there is a chain 

which associates the anaphor and its antecedent. 

Then, how about the third type of analysis, i.e. 

Williams' (1983) predication analysis? In Williams' 

predication theory, every predicate (which can be AP, NP, VP, 
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or PP) must have an antecedent or subject. Arguing for the 

distinction between referential NPs and predicational NPs, he 

claims that two types of English PCs, the one with a 

specificational reading and the other with a predicational 

one, have just the opposite relation of predicate and its 

subject in terms of free relative part and focus part: 

(44) a. 

b. 

predicational PCS 

[subject What S] is [predicate XP] 

specificational PCS 

[predicate What S] is [subject XP] 

Williams also argues that connectedness effects arise only in 

the specificational PC because of the assumption that a 

subject is syntactically connected to its predicate (and not 

vice versa). However, he does not discuss the other type of 

PC, i.e. the identificational PC, and hence his theory cannot 

give an account of the identificational PC in Japanese which 

we are more interested in than the predicational one. 

To sum up, based on connectedness effects with kare

jishin (he-self) and otagai (otagai) and the distinction 

between a specificational reading and an identificational 

reading, the chain binding analysis, which states that 

connectedness takes place only when there is a chain, one 

member of which is c-cornrnanded by the anahpor's antecedent, 

----------------- --
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seems to be most desirable among the three analyses. 

2. Interpretations of ECs in PCs 

In this section, we will show some data with respect to 

the interpretations of empty categories (ECs) in Japanese 

pseudo-clefts. But first, let us take a look at 

Higginbotham's (1989) discussion of focus in English. 

Considering the properties of control, he first provides 

the following pair of sentences. 

(45) a. Only John expects that he will win 

b. Only John expect [PRO to win] 

While (45a) shows the ambiguity between the bound variable 

(BV) reading and the referential reading (as it has been noted 

since Partee (1975); see Section 1.1. in Chapter 2), (45b) is 

unambiguous, i.e. it has the BV reading only. In his (1980) 

analysis, this difference was accounted for by proposing that 

the pronoun in (45a) can be coindexed with either John (i.e. 

coreference with a non-c-commanding referential NP) or with 

the whole phrase only John (i. e. bound by an QNP). In 

contrast, only the latter possibility is available for (45b), 

because PRO has to be controlled by the c-commanding phrase 

only John. However, in his (1989) discussion, he rejects this 
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argument, concluding instead that there is an intrinsic 

property of PRO that it admits only what he calls the 

"covariant" interpretation, while pronouns can have either the 

covariant interpretation or the "invariant" interpretation. 

The covariant interpretation of the pronouns is the one where 

its reference shifts with that of its antecedent, and the 

invariant interpretation of the pronoun is the one where its 

reference is fixed throughout. That is, in our discussion, 

the covariant interpretation corresponds to the BV reading and 

the invariant interpretation to the referential reading. 

The reason why Higginbotham takes this view comes from 

the fact that there are some cases where the same differences 

in construal can be found but the choice of the antecedent is 

not the only factor to account for them. The following are 

such cases. 

(46 ) a. We only asked whether Mary said JOHN expected he 

would win 

b. We only asked whether Mary said JOHN expected to win 

(47) a. It isn't John who Lt. expects [he will win]] 

b. It isn't John who Lt. expects [PRO to win]] 

Sentences in (46) exemplify the association-with-focus (AWF) 

where unlike (45) only focuses the NP JOHN although they do 

not form a constituent together; (47) are instances of clefts. 
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In both cases, the pronoun he is interpreted as either the BV 

or the referential reading, but PRO can only allow the BV 

reading. 

In Higginbotham's sense, the contrast in (47) for example 

can be accounted for as follows. 

(48) (=(47a» 

isn't [t I 
will win] ] a. It John who expects [he 

.1:; :r 

b. isn't 
N; 

[h'e will win]] It Jolin w,p.o t expects ,.. 
(49) (= (47b» 

'" 
i 

a. It isn't John who t expects [PRO to win]] 
'1:: I" 

(47a) is ambiguous, depending on whether he is linked to the 

tace of wh-movement as in (48a) (the BV reading), or to the NP 

.John as in (48b) (the referential reading). On the other 

hand, (47b) is unambiguous since the controlled PRO must be 

linked to the trace as in (49). 

Now that we saw the same differences in construal can be 

found in the three types of constructions in English: 

constructions with only NP (i.e. our in-construct ion-focus 

(ICF», those with AWF, and clefts, it would be worth 

examining whether this is the case also in Japanese with 

respect to the interpretations of ECs. 

Recall that in constructions with ICF such as the 

following a subject EC seems to behave differently from an 
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object EC in terms of their interpreations (cf. Chapter 2) . 

(50) a. Tadashi dake-ga [ ~ Naoko-o hometa to] itta 

only NOM ACC praised COMP said 

(Only Tadashi said that (he) praised Naoko) 

b. Tadashi dake-ga [ Naoko-ga ~ hometa to] itta 

(Only Tadashi said that Naoko praised (him)) 

That is, the subject EC in (50a) has something like a combined 

reading of the BV reading and the referential reading: Tadashi 

is the only person who said he himself praised Naoko and the 

only person who said that Tadashi praised Naoko. In contrast, 

the object EC in (50b) only allows the referential reading: 

the only person who said that Tadashi praised Naoko is Tadashi 

and no one else. 

Next, what about the AWF cases? 

(51) a. Tadashi-ga [TOSHITAKA-ga 

NOM NOM 

uwasa]-o kiki dake shita 

rumor ACC hear only did 

~ katsu to] itta to yuu 

win COMP said COMP 

(Tadashi only heard the rumor that TOSHITAKA said (he) 

would win) 

- ------------
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b. Tadashi-ga [TOSHITAKA-ga [Naoko-ga ~ hometa to] itta 

NOM praised 

yuu uwasa]-o kiki dake shita 

(Tadashi only heard the rumor that TOSHITAKA said 

Naoko praised (him)) 

As we argued in Section 2 in Chapter 2, AWF does not show 

island effects, so association can occur in (51) with a CNP 

island. Sentences in (51) seem to exhibit the same pattern as 

in (50). (Sla) means that only Toshitaka is an x such that 

Tadashi heard the rumor that x said x would win and that x 

said Toshitaka would win (the combined reading); while (Sib) 

means that only Toshitaka is an x such that Tadashi heard the 

rumor that x said Toshitaka would win (the referential 

reading) .93 

Then, this pattern also can be found in PCs. 

(52) a. ~ g reesu-ni katsu to] omotteiru no] wa 

race win COMP thinks 

Tadashi da 

(Who thinks (he) will win the race is Tadashi) 

93 These judgments are actually not as clear as those in the 
other two cases to me. I do not have any explanation at this 
time. 
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b. ~ [Naoko-ga ~ hometa to] omotteiru no] wa 

praised 

Tadashi da 

(Who thinks Naoko praised (him) is Tadashi) 

In (52a) the subject EC in the most embedded clause seems to 

have something like the combined reading of the referential 

reading and the bound variable reading, and the object EC in 

(52b) seems to have the referential reading only, just like in 

the simple focus constructions (50). 

That all the focus constructions (i.e. those with ICF and 

AWF, and PCs) seem to show the same differences in 

interpretation might not be considered suprising, given that 

the similar thing happens in the English cases, though the 

pattern of differences is not the same. That leaves the 

question: if the judgments are right, what makes the 

difference in interpretive behavior of subject ECs and object 

ECs under focus? And provided that Higginbotham (1989) 

resorts to intrinsic properties of pronomianls (i.e. PRO and 

pronoun) to capture the whole set of data, we might have the 

difference of intrinsic property between subject ECs and 

object ECs. 

Finally, consider cases where focus and reciprocals 

interact (cf. Chapter 3) as the following. 



(53) [~otagai-ni [~shuppatsu subeki da to] itta no] wa 

each other leave should COMP said 

Tatsuya to Nozomi da 

and 

(Who told each other that (they) should leave was 

Tatsuya and Nozomi) 
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It seems that (53) allows We-reading only, maybe You-reading 

(??) but not I-reading. This restriction is again the same as 

in the simple focus constructions. 

3. Concluding remarks 

In this chapter, we examined the pseudo-cleft (PC) 

construction in Japanese. There are two types of pes, namely 

~-PCs and gg.-PCs. Looking at the meaning of these two 

constructions, it seems that ~-PCs exhibit the 

specificational reading but gg.-PCs do not, which accounts for 

some behavioral differences between these two types. We also 

argued that there seems to be something like an operator or 

A'- movement involved in Japanese PCs, based on the 

observation about island effects, connectedness effects, WCO 

effects, and parasitic gap constructions. 

As for the interpretation of ECs in PCs together with the 

cases with in-construction-focus (ICF) and association-with-
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focus (AWF) , the question of an asymmetry between subject ECs 

and obj ect ECs discussed in Chapter 2 remains. That is, while 

a subject EC allows something like a combined reading of the 

bound variable (BV) reading and the referential reading, an 

obj ect EC does not allow the BV reading. Recall that it seems 

to be hard to get the BV reading of the object EC also in the 

cases with other quantificational phrases. Also, we have the 

same problem in the case where focus (in ICF constructions and 

PCs) and reciprocals interact as we examined in Chapter 3. 

In Chapter 2, we explored the differences in behavior of 

ICF and AWF and concluded that the former, but not the latter 

undergoes LF-movement. This can follow from Chomsky's (1991, 

1992) economy principle which prohibits unnecessary movement. 

Chapter 3 demonstrated the Japanese reciprocal 

expressions with otagai (each other) and sorezore (each), 

claiming that unlike the cases with focus a nonmovement 

analysis is more desirable than a movement analysis. In 

addition, we provided some cases which pose problems fqr HLM 

(1991b) type of analysis involving the bound variable 

anaphora, hinting a possible solution in terms of events. 

We also disussed the two analyses of the syntactic 

identity of ECs in Japanese; one by Hasegawa (1984/85, 1988) 

and the other by Hoji (1985), among others. The former states 

that a subject EC can be either a PRO, or a variable bound by 

a null operator (OP) and an object EC should be a variable; 
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while the latter claims that both subject and object ECs are 

empty pronominals pro. However, neither analysis was found to 

give a full account of the data examined. The construal 

behavior of ECs examined in this dissertation, i. e. the 

asymmetries regarding whether an EC can be interpreted as a 

BV, suggests that a subject EC can be some kind of pronominal 

but not an object EC. 



181 

REFERENCES 

Abe, J. 1991. The nature of anaphors and distributivity. Ms. 
U Conn. 

Aoun, J. and Y.A. Li. 1993. Wh-elements in situ: Syntax or LF? 
LI 24:2, 199-238. 

Akmajian, A. 1970. On deriving cleft sentences from pseudo
cleft setences. LI 1:2, 149-168. 

Barss, A. 1986. Chains and anaphoric dependence: On 
reconstruction and its implications. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

________ . 1988. Paths, connectivity, and featureless empty 
categories. In, A. Cardinaletti et al., eds., Constituent 
structure. Papers from the 1987 GLOW Conference, 9-34. 

Boolos, G. 1981. For every A there is a B. LI 12:3, 465-467. 

Bouchard, D. 1984. On the content of empty categories. 
Dordrecht: Foris. 

Brody, M. 1984. On contextual definitions and the role of 
chains. LI 15:3, 355-380. 

Browning, M. 1987. Null operator constructions. Doctoral 
disst. MIT. 

Carlson, G.N. 1977. Reference to kinds in E~glish. Doctoral 
disst. U Mass, Amherst. 

Chierchia, G. and S. McConnell-Ginet. 1990. Meaning and 
grammar: An introduction to semantics. Cambridge, MA: 
MIT Press. 

surface structure, and 
D.D. Seinberg & L.A. 

183-216. (reprinted) 

Chomsky, N. 1971. Deep structure, 
semantic interpretation. In, 
Jakobovits, eds., Semantics, 
Cambridge: Cambridge univ. Press. 

__________ . 1976. Conditions on rules of grammar. Linguistic 
Analysis 2:4, 303-351. 

1981a. Lectures on government and binding. 
Dordrecht: Foris. 



182 

__________ . 1981b. A note on non-controlled PRO. Ms. MIT. 

__________ . 1982. Some concepts and consequences of the theory 
of government of binding. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

__________ . 1986. Barriers. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Cole, P. 1987. Null objects in universal grammar. LI 18:4, 
597-612. 

Contreras, H. 1984. A note on parasitic gaps. LI 15:, 698-701. 

Culicover, P.W. and M. Rochemont. 1983. Stress and focus in 
English. 19 59:1, 123-165. 

Davidson, D. 1967. The logical form of action sentences. In, 
D. Davidson, 1980, Essays on actions and events, 105-122. 
Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press. 

Diesing, M. 1990. The syntactic roots of semantic partition. 
Doctoral disst. U Mass, Amherst. 

Epstein, S.D. 1983/1984. A note on functional determination 
and strong corssover. The Linguistic Review 3:3,299-366. 

____________ . 1984. Quantifier -pro and the LF representation 
of PROarb • LI 15: , 499-504. 

Evans, G. 1980. Pronouns. LI 11:2, 337-362. 

Fiengo, R. and H. Lasnik. 1973. The logical structure of 
reciprocal sentences in English. In, H. Lasnik, ed., 
1989, Essays on anaphors, 37-57. Dordrecht: Kluwer 
Academic. 

Fischer, S.D. 1968. On cleft sentences and contrastive stress. 
Ms. MIT. 

Fukui, N. 1986. A theory of category projection and its 
applications. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

1988. LF extraction of ~: Some theoretical 
implications. NLLT 6, 503-526. 

Gerfern, C. 1992. Reciprocity in Spanich: Two puzzles of 
scope. Coyote Papers 8, 36-53. 

Gillon, B. S. 1984. The logical form of quantification and 
plurality in natural language. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

----------------- --



183 

Grimshaw, J. and S.T. Rosen. 1990. Knowledge and obedience: 
The developmental status of the binding theory. LI 21:2, 
187'-222. 

Grodzinsky, Y. and T. Reinhart. 1991. The innateness of 
binding and the development of coreference: A reply to 
Grimshaw and Rosen. Ms. Tel Aviv Univ. 

Haik, I. 1983. On weak crossover. MITWPL vol.5, 

1984. Indirect binding. LI 15:2, 185-223. 

Hasegawa, N. 1984/1985. On the so-called "zero pronouns" in 
Japanese. The Linguistic Review 4, 289-341. 

___ ~ __ . 1988. Remarks on "zero pronominals": In defense 
of Hasegawa (1984/1985). In, Tawa & Nakayama, eds., 
proceedings 0 fJapanese syntax workshop: Issues on empty 
categories, 50-76. New London, CT: Connecticut College. 

Heim, I. 1982. The semantics of definite and indefinite noun 
phrases. Doctoral disst. U Mass, Amherst. 

Heim, 1., L. Howard, and R. May. 1991a. Reciprocity and 
plurality. LI 22:1, 63-101. 

_______________ . 1991b. On "reciprocal scope". 
LI 22:1, 173-192. 

Higginbotham, J. 1980. Pronouns and bound variables. LI 11:4, 
679-708. 

_________ . 1981. Reciprocal interpretation. Journal of 
Linguistic Research 1, 97-117. 

__________ . 1983. Logical form, binding, and nominals. LI 
14:3, 395-420. 

1985. On semantics. LI 16:4, 547-593. 

1987. On the varieties of cross-reference. 

1989. Reference and control. rivista di 
Linguistica 1:2, 301-326. 

Higginbotham, J. and R. May. 1981. Questions, quantifiers and 
crossing. The Linguistic Review 1, 41-80. . 



184 

Higginbotham, J. and B. Schein. 1989. Plurals. NELS 19, 161-
175. 

Higgins, F.R. 1976. The pseudo-cleft constructions in English. 
Doctral disst. MIT. 

Hoji, H. 1985. Logical form constraints and configurational 
structures in Japanese. Doctoral cisst. U of Washington. 

____ . 1987. Two types of cleft in Japanese. paper presented 
in WCCFL 4. 

____ . 1990. Sloppy identity in Japanese. Ms. U of Southern 
California. 

____ . 1991. Theories of anaphora and aspects of Japanese 
syntax. (to be published by the MIT Press) 

Horn, L.R. A presuppositional analysis of only and ~. CLS 
5, 98-107. 

Huang, C.-T. J. 1981/1982. Move wh in a language without wh 
movement. The Linguistic Review 1, 369-416. 

_________ . 1982. Logical relations in Chinese and the 
theory of grammar. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

_________ . 1984. On the distribution and reference of 
empty pronouns. LI 15:4, 531-574. 

____________ . 1987. Remarks on empy categories in Chinese. 
LI 18:2, 321-337. 

___________ . 1988. Comments on Hasegawa's paper. In, Tawa 
& Nakayama, eds., 77-93. 

1989. Pro-drop in Chinese: a generalized 
control theory. In, O. Jaeggli & K. Safir, eds., The null 
subject parameter, 185-214. Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic. 

__________ . 1991. Remarks on the status of the null 
object. In, R.Freidin, ed., Principles and parameters in 
comparative grammar, 56-76. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

Ishii, Y. 1990. Reciprocal predicates in Japanese. preceedings 
of ESCOL 6, 151-161. 

_____ . 1991. Operators and empty categories in Japanese. 
Doctoral disst. U Conn. 



185 

Jackendoff, R. 1972. Semantic interpretation in generative 
grammar. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Kamp, H. 1981. A theory of truth and semantic interpretation. 
In, Groenendijk et al., eds., Truth, interpretation and 
information, Dordrecht: Faris. 

Karttunen, L. 1968. What makes definite noun phrases definite? 
Santa Maonica, CA: RAND Corporation Repart No. P3871. 

Katada, F. 1988. LF-binding of anaphors. WCCFL 7, 171-185. 

-----------· 1991. The LF representation of anaphors. LI 22:2, 
287-313. 

Kawasaki, N. 1989. Jibun-tachi and non-coreferential anaphora. 
Ms. U Mass, Amherst. 

Kiparsky, P. and C. Kiparsky. 1971. Fact. In, D.D.Seinberg & 
L.A.Jakobovits, eds., Semantics, 345-369. (reprinted) 
Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. 

Kiss, E.K. 1985. Parasitic chains. TLR 5, 41-74. 

Kitagawa, C. 1981. Anaphora ln Japanese: kare and zibun. 
Coyote Papers 2, Tucson: U of Arizona. 

Kitagawa, C. and C.N.G. Ross. 1982. Prenominal modificaiton in 
Chinese and Japanese. Linguistic Analysis 9:1, 19-53. 

Koopman, H. and D. Sportiche. 1982 I 83. Variables and the 
bijection principle. The Linguistic Review 2:2, 139-160. 

Kratzer, A. 1989a. Stage-level and 
predicates. Ms. U Mass, Amherst. 

individual-level 

1989b. The representation of focus. Paper 
presented at the LSA Linguistic Institute, Tucson. 

Kuno, S. 1973. The structure of the Japanese language. 
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Kuroda, S. -Y. 1965. Generative grarrunatical studies in the 
Japanese language. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

1969. Remarks on the notion of subject with 
reference to words like also, even, or only. Part 1. 
Annual Bulletin 3, 111-130. Tokyo: Research Institute of 
Logopedics and Phoniatrics, U of Tokyo. 



186 

___ ~ __ . 1971. Remarks on the notion of subject with 
reference to words like also, ~, or only. Part 2. 
Annual Bulletin 4, 127-152. Tokyo: RILP, U of Tokyo. 

Lakoff, G. 1971. Presupposition and relative well-formedness. 
In, D.O. Seinberg & L.A. Jakobovits, eds., Semantics, 
329-340. Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press. 

Langendoen, D.T. 1978. The logic of reciprocity. LI 9:2, 177-
197. 

Langendoen, D.T. and E.L. Battistella. The interrepation of 
predicate reflexive and reciprocal expressions in 
English. 

Lasnik, H. 1986. On the necessity of binding conditions. In, 
Lasnik, ed., 1989, Essays on anaphora, 149-167. 

___________ . 1990. Anaphoric intentions. Ms. 

___________ . 1992. Operators and obviation. Ms. U Conn. 

Lasnik, H. and M. Saito. 1984. On the nature of proper 
government. LI 15:2, 235-289. 

1992. Move (l. Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press. 

Lasnik, H. and T. Stowell. 1991. Weakest corssover. LI 22:4, 
687-720. 

Lebeaux, D. 1983. A distributional difference between 
reciprocals and reflexives. LI 14: , 723-730. 

1984/85. Locality and anaphoric binding. The 
Linguistic Review 4, 343-363. 

Lewis, D. 1975. Adverbs of quantifiction. 
ed., Formal semantics of natural 
Cambridge: Cambridge Univ. Press. 

In, E.L. Keenan, 
language, 3-15. 

Longobardi, G. 1991. In defense of the correspondence 
hypothesis: Island effects and parasitic constructions in 
Logical Form. In, C.-T.J.Huang & R.May, eds., Logical 
structure and linguistic structure, 1-23. 
Kluwer: Dordrecht. 

------------------------



187 

Link, G. 1983. The logical analysis of plurals and mass terms: 
A lattice-theoretical approach. In, R. Bauerle et al., 
eds., Meaning, use and interpretation of language, 302-
323. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter. 

1987. Generalized quantifiers and plurals. In, P. 
Gardenfors, ed., Generalized guanitifiers, 151-180. 
Dordrecht: Reidel. 

Makino, S. 1968. Some aspects of Japanese nominalization. 
Doctoral disst. U of Illinois. 

Maling, J. 1976. Notes on quantifier postposing. LI 7:4, 708-
718. 

Manzini, M.R. 1983. On control and control theory. LI 14: , 
421-446. 

May, R. 1977. The grammar of quantification. Doctoral disst. 
MIT. 

1985. Logical form: Its structure and derivation. 
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press. 

Moltmann, F. 1990. Multiple syntactic functions and bipartitie 
interpretation of NPs. FLSM 1, 205-221. 

Montalbetti, M. 1984. After binding: On the interpretation of 
pronouns. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

Muraki, M. 1970a. Presuppositions and pseudo-clefting. CLS 6, 
390-399. 

1970b. Presupposition, pseudo-clefting, and 
thematization. Doctoral disst. U Texas, Austin. 

Murasugi, K. 1991. Noun phrases in Japanese and English: A 
study in syntax, learnability and acquisition. 
Doctral disst. U Conn. 

Nakada, S. 1973. Pseudo-clefts: What are they? CLS 9, 428-441. 

Nakau, M. 1973. Sentential complementization in Japanese. 
Tokyo: Kaitakusha. 

Nishigauchi, T. 1986. Quantification in syntax. Doctoral 
disst. U Mass, Amherst. 



188 

1990. Quantification in the theory of grammar. 
Dordrecht: Kluwer Academic. 

1992. Syntax of reciprocals in Japanese. 
Journal of East Asian Linguistics 1:2, 157-196. 

Partee, B.H. 1975. Deletion and variable binding. In, E.L. 
Keenan, ed., 16-34. 

Pesetsky, D. 1987. Wh-in-situ: Movement and unselective 
binding. In, E.J.Reuland & A.G.B.terMeulen, eds., The 
representation of (in) definiteness, 98-129. Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press. 

Reinhart I T. 1976. The syntactic domain of anaphora. Doctoral 
disst. MIT. 

1983. Anaphora and semantic interpretation. 
Chicago: The Univ. of Chicago Press. 

______ . 1986. Center and periphery in the grammar of 
anaphora. In, B. Lust, ed., Studies in the acguisition of 
anaphora l vol.1, 123-150. Dordrecht: Reidel. 

Rodman I R. 1976. Scope phenomenal "movement transformations, II 

and relative clauses. In, B.H.Partee l ed., Montague 
grammar, 165-176. NY: Academic Press. 

Rizzi, L. 1986. Null objects in Italian and the theory of pro. 
LI 17:3 1 501-537. 

Rooth, M. 1985. Association with focus. Doctoral disst. 
U Mass, Amherst. 

Safir, K. 1984. Multiple variable binding. LI 15:4, 603-638. 

1987. The anti-c-command condition on parasitic 
gaps. LI 18:4, 678-690. 

Saito l M. 1985. Some asymrnetiries in Japanese and their 
theoretical implications. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

_______ .1987. Three notes on syntactic movement in Japanese. 
In, T. Imai & M. Saito, eds., Issues in Japanese 
linguistics, 301-350. Dordrecht: Foris. 



189 

________ ' 1989. Scrambling as semantically vacuous A'
movement. In, M.R. Baltin & A.S. Kroch, eds., Alternative 
conceptions of phrase structure, 182- 200, Chicago: 
Chicago Univ. Press. 

Saito, M. and H. Hoji, 1983. Weak crossover and move a in 
Japanese. NLLT 1, 245-259. 

Schein, B. 1986. Event logic and the interpretation of 
plurals. Doctoral disst. MIT. 

Selkirk, L. 1984. Phonology and syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT 
Press. 

Sportiche, D. 1988. A theory of floating quantifiers and its 
corollaries for constituent structure. LI 19:3, 425-449. 

Stowell, T. 1981. Origins of phrase structure. Doctoral disst. 
MIT. 

______ , 1985. Licensing conditions on null operators WCCFL 
4, 314-326. 

Szabolcsi, A. 1986. Operator binding and reconstruction. 
MITWPL 8, 266-280. 

Taglicht, J. 1984. Message and emphasis. London: Longman. 

Tancredi, C.D, 1990. Not only ~, but even only. Ms. MIT. 

Torrego, E. 1985. On empty categories in nominals. 
Ms. U Mass, Boston. 

Ueda, M. 1984. On the Japanese reflexive zibun. 
Ms. U Mass, Amherst. 

von Stechow, A. 1990. Current issues in the theory of focus. 
Universitat Konstanz. 

Wasow, T. 1972. Anaphoric relations in English. Doctoral 
disst. MIT. 

Watanabe, A. 1991. Wh-in-situ, 
formation. Ms. MIT. 

Subjacency, and chain 

________ ~-. 1992. Subjacency and S-Structure movement of WH
in-situ. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 1:3, 255-291. 



190 

Williams, E. 1980. Remarks on stress and anaphora Journal of 
Linguistic Research 1:3, 1-15. 

______ . 1983. Semantic vs. syntactic categories. L & P 6, 
423-446. 

_________ . 1991. Recirocal scope. L1 22:1, 159-173. 

Yoshimura, K. 1990. LF extraction of 'adjuncts' in Japanese. 
Ms. U of Arizona. 

1992. LF Subjacency condition in Japanese. 
Coyote Papers 8, 143-162. 

Yoshimura, N. 1990. Parasitic pronouns. Ms. USC. 

Xu, L. and D.T. Langendoen. 1985. Topic structures in Chinese. 
1:.0. 61:1, 1-27. 

Xu, L. 1986. Free empty category. L1 17:1, 75-93. 


