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0. Introduction

In the late 1970's, Ken Hale (1980) proposed the configurationality parameter based in part on

observations such as (1).
@ Some languages have arigid word order, while others have a flexible word order.

Thisled Hale and others to suggest the configurationality parameter, which associated aflat, non-
configurational sturcture to alanguage such as Japanese that has flexible word order. However, in
the early 1980’ s, important works such Saito and Hoji (1983) showed convincingly that the
Japanese phrase structure is configurational. By using what are now familiar arguments such as
those based on Weak Crossover, Condition C and quantifier scope, they showed that the empirical
evidence al point to a hierarchical structure. | believe that this important insight addressed two

related issues, asindicated in (2).

2 Andysis: Japanese phrase structure is hierarchical

Theoretical Intuition: Human languages should not vary at such afundamental

level (as structural relationship of argumentsto their heads).



By demonstrating that Japanese -- and by implication other so-called non-configurational languages
-- isidentical inits base structure to the configurational languages, Saito /Hoji and others cleared

the way for aunifying view of human language within the context of UG.

Having successfully argued against the configurationality parameter, Saito (1985, 1992) proposed
the rule of scrambling to attempt to account for the apparent parametric difference observed in (1).
Thisisasdtrictly optional rule that adjoins a phrase to avariety of XPs such asIPand VP (e.g.,
Fukui 1993; Hoji 1985; Saito 1985, 1992; Tada 1989, 1993; Takano 1996). Although thisrule
functions to achieve the word-order flexibility noted in (1) without resorting to the non-
configurational structure, we must ask the question: isthe rule of scrambling consistent with what
we know about universal grammar and movement? The problem with the rule of scrambling as
formulated isthat it isdifficult to constrain. Aslisted in (3), cross-linguistically three types of

movement have been postulated.

3 A-movement, A’-movement, head-movement -- all must be motivated

A property common too all of these movementsisthat they are motivated, by Case, Wh-scope
taking, and so forth. In contrast, by definition, scrarmbling as commonly formulated does not
properly fall into any of these categories of motivated rules becauseit is cast as a strictly optional

rule of movement.

Contrary to the standard “scrambling” analysis, | will assume that all instances of movement within
the core grammar must be motivated (Chomsky 1993, 1995; Miyagawa 1994, in press). As stated
below, this motivation takes a particular form: the feature that drives an XP movement is

assocaited with afunctional head, such as Infl, C.



4 XP movement must be licensed by afeature of afunctional head. Consequently, VP-
adjunction is not a possible landing site for movement. By elimination, only 1P-adjunction
siteislegitimate for “scrambling.” (cf. Koizumi 1995; Ueda 1993; Miyagawa, 1990, 1994

in press)

In Miyagawa (in press) it is argued that | P-adjunction isfor Case (A-movement) or topic-focus

(A’-movement).

| will in particular focus on the V P-internal word-order permuations. | will show that this
permutation arises from base-generation, not scrambling. This resurrects Hale' s (1980) notion that
the different word orders are al base generated. What | will propose isthat the VP-internal word-
order options are of the “Hal€” type, because VP-adjunction is not allowed. On the other hand, the
word-order permutation that places aVP-internal material, such as the direct object, to the left of
the subject, is movement, as argued by Saito (1985, 1992) and others. That this movement is
restricted to the IP-adjunction site, and not also to the VP-adjunction site, isindication that this
movement is licensed by the feature of the funtional head Infl. This, in turn, suggests that this

movement is driven, not optional.

1. Double-object Construction

Asshownin (5), theinternal arguments of a ditransitive verb may freely alternate: the theme

accusative phrase may occur after or before the goal dative phrase.

(5) a John-ga Mary-ni  piza-0 ageta.
John-NOM  Mary-DAT pizza-ACC gave

‘John gave Mary pizza’



b. John-ga piza-o Mary-ni ageta.
John-NOM  pizza-ACC Mary-DAT gave

According to the standard analysis (e.g., Fukui 1993; Hoji 1985; Saito 1985, 1992; Tada 1993),
the dative-accusative word order in (5)ais assumed to be basic, and, as shownin (6), the
accusative-dative order in (5)b derives from the optional operation of scrambling that adjoins the

accusative object phrase to the VP, to the |eft of the dative phrase.

(6) John-ga [vp pizaq [ve  May-ni t agel]-ta].
- I

John-NOM[yp pizzaACC; [vp  May-DAT t; give]]-PAST]]

1. 1. Against VP-adjunction scrambling (Miyagawa, in press)

The so-called V P-adjunction scrambling is claimed to be solely associated with A properties (e.g.,
Saito 1992, Tada 1989). Thus, it does not allow reconstruction, the movement may suppress
weak crossover violation, and the moved element may function as a binder of an anaphor. Given
the A nature of this phenomenon, an alternative immediately comesto mind, in which the
accusative-dative word order and the other order, dative-accusative, are both base-generated. We
would expect the accusative phrase in (5)b to be associated only with A propertiesif it is base-
generated inits position. 1 will first present several arguments from Miyagawa, in press, for this

“base-generated” account.

1.1.1. Chain Condition

Thefirst argument is based on Rizzi’s Chain Condition. Asastarting point, (7) shows that



Japanese observes this Condition.

(7) ? [Johnto  Mary]-o  otagai.-ga t  mita
[John-and Mary]-ACC eachother-NOM t.  saw

‘John and Mary, each other saw.’

The object, * John and Mary,” has moved to the head of the sentence, whereit is presumably 1P-
adjoined. The problem hereisthat the reciproca anaphor locally c-commands the trace of its
antecedent, thereby violating the Chain Condition. Thisis evidence that the object beginsin the

position adjacent to the verb, and leaves atrace as aresult of this movement.

Now, if the VP-adjunction scrambling is the correct analysis for the word-order permutation in the
double-object construction, we would expect to find the same Chain Condition violation.
However, as shown in (8), the expected violation does not arise.

(8)(?) John-ga [Hanako-to Mary].-o (pactii-de)  otagal,-ni () syookaisita
John-NOM  [Hanako-and Mary].-ACC  (party-at) ~ each other,-DAT (t,) introduced

* John introduced Hanako and Mary to each other at the party.’
The antecedent, “Hanako and Mary,” has accusative case marking and occurs to the left of the
dative goal phrase “each other.” Thisis precisely the sufrace order that the scrambling analysis
predicts to have been derived by the VP-adjunction scrambling. However, the fact that this
example failsto violate the Chain Condition suggests that there is no trace, hence no movement has
taken place. Thus, both word orders, dative-accusative and accusative-dative, are best viewed as

being base-generated.

Additional evidence comes from the direct passive. Asshownin (9), itis possible to passivize the



theme object of aditransitive verb.

(99 John-ga Mary-ni (yotte) Hanako-ni syookais-are-ta.
John-NOM  Mary-by Hanako-DAT introduce-PASS-PAST

‘ John was introduced to Hanako by Mary.’

Aswe seein (10), Chain Condition violation fails to occur, suggesting that the base-generated

position of the passivized theme phrase may be to the left of and above the dative goal phrase.

(10) [John-to Bill];-ga Mary-ni (yotte) t  otagai.-ni t syookais-are-ta
[John-and Bill];-NOM Mary-by ti eachotherj-DATt; introduce-PASS-PAST
yes no

‘ John and Bill were introduced to each other by Mary.’

In contrast, if we passivize the object of atransitive verb, Chain Condition violation clearly shows

up, asnoted in Koizumi (1995).

(11) ?[John-to  Bill].-ga otagai -ni t ker-are-ta
[John-and Bill],-NOM each other;-by t kick-PASS-PAST

‘John and Bill were kicked by each other.’

The contrast between (10) and (11) provides further evidence that the direct passive in Japanese
involves movement, as argued, for example, by Miyagawa (1986, 1989), Saito (1982), and Ueda
(1986).



1.1.2. Arethetwo word orders, dative-accusative and accusative-dative, equivalent?

Based on the Chain Condition, we have seen that under normal circumstances, dative-accusative
and accusative-dative word orders are best viewed as being base-generated. The question that
arisesis, are these two word orders equivalent in structure, other than the surface word order?
Thereisevidencethat in fact what we have been calling “dative ni” reflects a case marker in the
dative-accusative order, but is a postposition in the accusative-dative word order. This mirrorsthe
dative-shifted and non-dative-shifted orders in languages such as English. The argument for thisis

based on numeral quantifier.

A “floated” numeral quantifier is possibleif the associated NP has case marking, but not if the NP
has a postposition (e.g., Miyagawa 1989). Haig (1980) observes that the grammaticality of
“floating” the numeral quantifier off the dative phrase differs depending on the position of the
dative phrase relative to the accusative object (see aso Miyagawa (1988)). If the dative phrase
precedes the accusative, asin (12)a, it isfine to float the numeral quantifier construed with the
dative phrase, but if the dative phrase follows the accusative phrase, asin (12)b, the floated
numeral quantifier construed with the dative phrase is marginal for many speakers. | have put this
marginal judgment in parentheses because there is one reading in which the sentenceisfine, as|

will show later.



(12a. Mary-ga tomodeati-ni futari  CD-o0 okutta

Mary-NOM  friends-DAT 2-CL CD-ACC sent
‘Mary sent two friendsaCD.’
b. ???May-ga CD-o tomodati-ni  futa-ri okutta.

May-NOM  CD-ACC  friends-DAT 2-CL  sent

We can capture this difference if we analyze the dative in (@) as case marking and the dative in (b)

as postposition, as schematized below.

) a ..[pplyp-10] [pplyp--10  nii Reflection of Case Marker

b. ..lpplyp- 19 [pplpp- 10 ni:  Postposition

Thisisfurther evidence that both word orders are base generated.

2. New Evidence and Further Analysis

What we have seen based on Chain Condition indicates that the double-object construction has
rigid word order, smply as a consequence that V P-adjunction scrambling is prohibited. The two

word orders, dative-accusative and accusative-dative, do not freely aternate.

Sadakane and Koizumi (1995) look extensively at the occurrence of the particle ni, and conclude
that of the twenty categories of ni in their data, only two qualify as case markers, the rest being
postpositions. Asindicated in (14), the two instances of case-marker ni are the goa indirect object

in adouble object construction, which we saw earlier, and change of position intransitive verb.



(14)

Case markers (Sadakane and Koizumi 1995)

() Goal indirect object (ageru ‘give’, Sraseru ‘report’, etc.)
Emi-wa tomodati-ni san-nin  bara-no hanataba-o ageta.
Emi-TOP friends-DAT3-CL rose-GEN bouquet-ACC  gave
‘Emi gave a bouquet of rosesto three of her friends.’

(b) Change of position with an intransitive verb (noru ‘ride’, kaeru ‘ change’, etc.)
Kanta-wa yuuenti-de uma-ni ni-too notta.
Kanta TOP  amusement park-at horse-DAT 2-CL rode

‘Kantarode three horses at the amusement park.’

As shown in these examples, one operational test for case-markerhood is whether a floated

numeral quantifier may be construed with the assocaited phrase (Miyagawa 1989). According to

Sadakane and Koizumi, these, but not other instances of ni, pass this operational test.

These two instances of ni are the same in allowing a floated numeral quantifier. However, they

differ in an important way. A goal indirect object in the double-object construction can passivized,

but the dative phrase of averb of change of position may not.

(15) a Boku-no gakusei.-ga John-ni t i sigoto-0 atae-rare-ta.

me-GEN students-NOM John-by t good job-ACC give-passive-PAST

‘My students were given agood job by John.’

b. 7 Uma-ga Kanta-ni t  nor-areta

horse-NOM  Kanta-by t  ride-passve-PAST

‘The horse was ridden by Kanta.’



It is possible to passive the goa phrase and strand a goal-oriented numeral quantifier, indicating it

isindeed NP movement that is reponsible for moving the goal phrase to the subject position.

(16)  ”Boku-no gakusei.-ga John-ni t futeri i sigoto-0 alae-rare-ta.
me-GEN students-NOM John-by t 2-CL  good job-ACC give-passive-PAST

‘Two of my students were given a good job by John.’

We can in fact use this example to again illustrate that there is no VP-adjunction scrambling. As
we can seein (17), if the accusative theme object is scrambled to a position that corresponds to the
V P-adjunction position, in front of the stranded goal-oriented numeral quantifier, the sentence

becomes highly marginal.

(17) ?* Boku-no gakusei.-ga John-ni i sigoto—oj t futari tj atee-rare-ta.
me-GEN students-NOM  John-by good job-ACCj t 2-CL tj give-passive-PAST

‘“Two of my students were given a good job by John.’

Let us now look more closely at the double-object construction. In this construction, either the
original dative or the accusative phrase may be passivized. As| indicatein (18), on the standard
view about passivization and Case Absorption, it is reasonable to assume that what we have are

two occurrences of Structural Case.

(18) Emi-wa tomodati-ni hanataba-o ageta.
Emi-TOP friends-DAT  bouquet of flowerssACC gave



may be passivized may be passivized
Structura Case Structural Case

‘Emi gave a bouquet of flowersto her friends.’

Thisiswhat distinguishes the dative goal phrase from the dative phrase of the verb of change of
position we saw earlier in (15)b. For the verb of change of position, the particle ni isan inherent
Case marker, thusit is able to allow afloated numeral quantifier, but it cannot be absorbed, so that

passivization isimpossible, as we saw.

The particular positions to which the Structural Cases get assigned depend on the syntactic analysis
of double-object construction one adopts. One might adopt the layered-VP analysisasin (19), in
which the goal phrase and the theme phrase appear in the Specifier of their respective VPsfor

example, asin Marantz (1993).

(19) VP

Recall that Sadakane and K oizumi (1995) partitioned the various occurrences of ni into case
markers and postpositions. | further divided the case-marking ni into Structural Case, whichis
associated with the indirect object in a double-object construction, and inherent Case, which is
associated with the internal argument of verbs of change of position. Let us further consider the
status of the Structural-Case ni. When we look at the occurrences of Structural Case for internal
argumentsin Japanese, there is virtually a one-to-one correspondence. Structural Case for an

internal argument is Objective Case, and Objective Case is phonetically redlized as the particle o.



The Structural Case on the goal phrase of the double-object construction would be the one glaring
exception to this otherwise straightforward generalization. Let us consider the possibility that even

the goal phrase Structural Caseisin fact Objective Case, asindicated in (20).

(200 ... GOAL THEME Vv

Objective  Objective
Case Case

Thisunifiesall Structural Case in Japanese for internal arguments as Objective Case. To account
for why the first Objective Case does not arise as o, we need only to appeal to Harada' s (1973)

Double-o0 constraint.

(21) Double-o Constraint (Harada 1973): more than one occurrence of o in asimplex clauseis

prohibited.

On this account, ni isinserted as a substitute case particle in order to avoid violating the Double-o
Constraint. Thisisastrictly surface, and language-specific, constraint.t Aswe saw earlier, if the

two phrases are reversed in order, asindicated in (22), the theme argument receives the Objective

Case, but the goal phraseis contained in a postpositional phrase.

(22) ... THEME GOAL v

Objective  Postposition
Case ni ‘to’

Thisis not amatter of word-order flexibility. Word order isrigid, asindicated by the fact that a

1] thank David Pesetsky for first suggesting this line of analysis based on the Double-o Constraint.



change in word order fundamentally alters the nature of case assignment.

Returning to the double-object construction, what | have suggested is by no means out of step with
what has been observed for the double-object construction in other languages. For example, there
isat least one difference between Japanese and English double-object construction. It hasto do
with the nature of Case marking on the theme object. Asshownin (23)a, it is possible to absorb
the Casein Japanese. The presence of the numera quantifier associated with the goal phrase
ensures that we are dealing with a true double-object construction. On the other hand, as shown in

(b), in English, passivizing the theme object leads to marginality.

(23) a. Kunsyoo-ga  sethu-ni(yotte) gakusei-ni san-nin  zyuyo-sareta.
award-NOM  government-by students-DAT 3-CL give-passive-PAST

‘Three students were given awards by the ggovernment.’

b. ???An award was given the student.
c. Anaward was given to the student

d. The student was given an award.

Hale and Keyser (1996) suggest that in English, the theme object receives an inherent Case, so that
it cannot be absorbed. Asshown in (c), it isfine to absorb the the Case assigned to the theme
object in the non-dative shifted construction, in which the goal is marked with the prepositionto.

(d) showsthat it is possible to absorb the Case assigned to the goal phrase in the double-object
construction, just as we saw for the Japanese counterpart. Thus, asindicated in (24), Japanese

and English double-object constructions differ in the type of Case assigned to the theme object.

(24)a. Japanese



..... GOAL THEME \Y,

Objective  Objective

Case Case
b. English
..... GOAL THEME \%

Objective  Inherent
Case Case

Thistype of cross-linguistic variation is not uncommon. For example, according to Bresnan and
Moshi (199 ) and Marantz (1993), among the Bantu languages, Chaga alows either of the internal
arguments in the double-object construction to passive, just as in Japanese, but Chichewa does not
allow the theme object to passive, just asin the case of English. For the non-dative shifted
construction, which in Japanese has the postpostiion ni on the goa and in English the postposition
to, the Case array appears to be identical, with Structural Case assigned to the theme object, as was
shown abovein (22). One striking property of these comparisons between Japanese and English
isthat the word order isidentical: in the double-object construction, it isthe goal phrase followed
by the theme object. In the non-dative shifted construction, it is the theme object followed by the
goal phrase contained in a PP. Thismay ssmply be a coincidence, or it may point to an underlying

universal word order that is unvarying for thistype of construction.

2. Generalization on the Highest Argument

Let us again consider the two possible structures for the goal-theme arguments. The two structures

are repeated below.



(25 a ... GOAL THEME V

Objective  Objective
Case Case

b. .... THEME GOAL V

Objective  Postposition
Case ni ‘to’

Although the two structures clearly differ, there is a generalization about both, which was pointed

out to me by Alec Marantz and givenin (26).

(26) Generdization on the Highest Argment
The highest argument in the VP of a double-argument construction must have Structura

Case.

In (25), the “highest” argument in the VP isthe GOAL phrasein (a) and the THEME phrasein (b),
both of which have Structural Case. Asit turns out, this Generalization makes a prediction of an
existence of yet another structure. Suppose, as given in (27)a, that abaseis generated in the goal -
theme order, just asin (25)a, except that the goal phrase is contained in a postpositional phrase. At
this point, this structure viol ates the Generalization on the Highest Argument, since the higher
argument, the GOAL, isin a PP and failsto receive Structural Case. As a consequence, we predict
that NP movement must apply to move the THEME to the highest position, possibly to the Spec of
VP, asshownin (b).

(27) a ..[pp [GOAL] ni] ~ THEME  V]..

- lyp

b. ...[yp THEME, [GOAL] n] t  V]..

Lpp



Thisisaforced movement. Presumably, the THEME phrase receives Structural Case at this
moved position, which gets phonetically realized as 0. The Generalization predicts this, but does
the structure actually exist? In fact, a number of people have pointed out that it is possible for an
object-oriented numeral quantifier to be stranded precisely in the position of thetracein (b). This

isgivenin (28).

(28) John-ga  hon-o, Hanako-ni t ni-sau watasita
John-NOM book-ACC. Hanako-DAT t  2-CL gave

‘John gave two books to Hanako.” (Koizumi 1995, Ura 1996)

Our analysis also predictsthat in the THEME-GOAL order, there are two structures, one with a
trace of the THEME adjacent to the verb, as we just saw, and one without, which is what we saw
in the section on Chain Condition. Recall, as shown in (29), that there is no Chain Condition
violation in the theme-goal order, which led usto conclude that there is no VP-adjunction

scrambling.

(29) John-ga gakusei-tati-o  otagai-ni syookaisita.
John-NOM  studentssACC  each other-DAT introducted

‘ John introduced the students to each other.’

However, as noted in Miyagawa, in press, and shown in (30), if we put atheme-oriented numeral

guantifier, we get a Chain Condition violation.



(30) ?John-ga gaokusei-tati-o.  otagai-ni t futa-ri syookaisita.
John-NOM  students-ACC,  each other-DAT t, 2-CL introducted

* John introduced two students to each other.’

The Generalization on the Highest Argument has provided an unexpected empirical discovery. Of
course, we must somehow explain the fact that in (30), the reciprocal within a postpositional
phraseis able to c-command the trace, but this is acommon phenomenon among PP's. The
important point to stress is that the movement of the THEME isforced for Case reason, by the
requirement imposed by the Generalization on the Highest Argument. Finaly, in either structure
that hasthe THEME-GOAL order, we predict that floating a goal-oriented numeral quantifier is not

possible. We have seen this already.

3. Extraction out of the Double-Object VP

We have looked at constructions where the dative and the accusative phrases permute within the
VP. What about those cases in which one of these arguments is extracted completely out of the
VP, to the left of the subject? If we extract the direct object in thisway, is the dative Case or
postposition? Recall that one test for distinguishing between these two is the numeral quantifier.
As repeated below, in the accusative-dative order, the dative is a postposition, as indicated by the

marginality of the floated quantifier associated with the dative phrase.



(31) a May-ga tomodati-ni futari  CD-0 okutta.
Mary-NOMfriends-DAT  2-CL CD-ACC sent
‘Mary sent two friendsaCD.’
b.??? Mary-ga CD-0 tomodati-ni futari okutta.
Mary-NOM CD-ACC friendssDAT 2-CL  sent

The question is, what happensiif the direct object, CD-o, occurs to the left of the verb.

(32 7???CD-o Mary-ga  tomodati-ni  futa-ri  okutta.

CD-ACC Mary-NOM friends-DAT 2-CL  sent

‘Mary sent two friendsaCD.’
In Miyagawa (1988, in press), | marked this type of sentence as acceptable (In Miyagawa, in
press, | put a question mark in parentheses). However, a number of people have noted that this
sentenceisjust as marginal as (31)b, as | indicate with three question marks. Thereis, infact, an
independent way to seeif thisjudgment is correct. Recall that it is possible to passivize the dative

phrase, and strand its numeral quantifier.

(33) ”Boku-no gakusei.-ga John-ni t futerri ii sigoto-0 atae-rare-ta.
me-GEN students-NOM  John-by t  2-CL good job-ACC give-passive-PAST

‘Two of my students were given agood job by John.’

This passivization, and the stranded numeral quantifier, indicates that the origina position of the
subject is a Case position. 1f we move the direct object to the head of the sentence, it leadsto

ungrammaticality.



(34) ?*li sigoto-o,  boku-no gakusei.-ga John-ni  t futari atae-rare-ta
| | |
good job-ACC. me-GEN students-NOM John-by t 2-CL  give-passive-PAST

‘Two of my students were given agood job by John.’

Thisis another indication that moving the direct object across the subject forces the dative postion

to be a non-Case position?

What does this set of datatell us about movement of the direct object from a double-object VP to
the IP-adjunction site? What we have seen isthat the dative is a postposition. The only
construction where thisistrueisif the direct object occurs to the left of the dative PP. In other
words, the direct object cannot be extracted when it isto the right of the dative phrase. Rather, the

extraction must take place from the position to the left of the dative phrase.

(35)a * DO SUB-NOM [, IODAT t V]

b DO SUB-NOM [, t GOAL-NI V]

Thisisyet another instance of word-order rigidity. The most natural way to interpret this dataisto
view the direct object as being attracted to the position, by afeature such astopic-focus. Attraction
of this sort islimited to the closest candidate (Chomsky 1995). In the (a) example, whichis

ungrammatical, the phrase further away has been chosen. If thisanalysisis correct, thisisyet

2|f the sentence does not contain a stranded numeral quantifier, it is fine.

@) i sigoto-o; boku-no gakuseij-ga John-ni g atae-rare-ta.
good job-ACC; me-GEN students;-NOM  John-by g give-passive-PAST
‘My students were given a good job by John.’

This suggests that the empty category hereis not atrace, but possibly a small pro. It need not be atrace because thereis no
numeral quantifier that would force atrace.



another indication that this*“ scrambling” movement is feature-driven, not optional.

Asafinal note, recal that it is possible for the direct object to originate adjacent to the verb, and
move to the Spec of the higher VP for Case reason. On this account, the direct object at the head
of the sentence may have two traces.

(36) DO SUB-NOM t  GOAL-NI t V]

[ve

Thefirst chain ([t....t;]) isan A-chain, while the second may be A’- or A-chain.

Takano (1996), who adopts a“ scrambling” analysis to word-order permutation, notesthat A-
movement of a phrase containing a pronoun across its antecedent leads to marginality (cf. also Hoji

1985).

(37) ? Mary-ga  [soitu.-no sensei]j-o [subete-no  gakusei].-ni tj

Mary-NOM [he-GEN teecher]j-ACC [all-GEN  students].-DAT tj

syookaisita.
introduced

‘Mary introduced histeacher to every student.’

On the other hand, if the movement is to the head of the sentence, the interpretation is perfect.



(38) [soitu.-no sensei]j-o [subete-no  gakusei]l-ga  Mary-ni tj
[he-GEN teacher]j-ACC [all-GEN  students].-NOMMary-DAT tj

syookaisita.
introduced

‘His teacher, every student introduced to Mary.’

Takano suggests that this difference arises from two different types of Connectivity: A’-movement
introduces a strong effect of Connectivity, where as A-movement introduces aweak effect of
Connectivity (Burzio 1986, Kitagawa 1994). The strong connectivity arising from A’-movement
allows the construal above, whereas the A-movement in (37) only allows aweak Connectivity,

leading to marginality.

Now, note that the following is also marginal.

(39) ? [soitu,-no sensei]j-o Mary-ga (tj) [subete-no  gakusel],-ni tj
[he-GEN teacher]j-ACC Mary-NOM (tj) [al-GEN students].-DAT tj

syookaisita.
introduced

‘Mary introduced his teacher to every student.’

Because thisis a movement to the head of the sentence, it should have the A’-movement option,
but the fact that it doesn’t indicates that there is aso A-movement involved. Our analysis would
postul ate the trace in the position indicated by the parentheses. Thisisthe only position from

which the direct object may be extracted out of the VP. In addition, thereisan A-chain down to



the original position of the direct object, which is responsible for the weak Connectivity effect.

4. Causative Construction

| suggested that the double-object construction in Japanese involves two instances of Objective
Case. Thereasonswhy only one getsrealized as o is due to the Double-o constraint. The Double-
o constraint was originally formulated by Haradain his 1973 paper essentially to deal with afact
about case marking in causative construction. Asshown in (40), if the verb stem isintransitve, the
phrase corresponding to the embedded subject may be marked with the dative ni or the accusative
0. With ni, thereisa sense that Taroo was allowed to go -- thisinterpretation is what is sometimes
referred to as“let” causative. With the accusative o, thereis a sense that Taroo was made to go,

hence the name “make” causative.

(40) Hanako-ga  Taroo-ni/-o ik-ase-ta.

Hanako-NOM Taro-DAT/-ACC go-cause-PAST
‘Hanako let/made Taro go.’

However, as shown in (41), if the causative verb contains a transitive verb stem, the phrase
corresponding to the embedded subject may only be marked by the dative ni, due to the Double-o

constraint.
(41) Hanako-ga  Taroo-ni/*-o hon-o yom-ase-ta.
Hanako-NOM Taro-DAT/*-ACCbook-ACC read-cause-PAST

‘Hanako let/made Taro read a book.’

Although the case marking fails to aternate between the dative and the accusative, being only



limited to the dative case marker, this sentence is ambiguous between the |et- and make-causatives.

Let us apply the analysis we developed for the double-object construction to the causative
construction. First of, note, as shown in (42)a, that a floated numeral quantifier is unacceptable
with the intransitive-verb stem let-causative. The floated numeral quantifier isfinein the make-

causative, as shown in (b).

a ? Hanako-ga  gakusei-ni san-nin aer-ase-ta.

(42) a. ?* Hanak akusei-ni [ k
Hanako-NOM students-DAT 3-CL return home-cause-PAST
‘Hanako let three students go home.” (cf. Sadakane and Koizumi 1995)

a  Hanako-ga gakusei-o san-nin kaer-ase-ta.
Hanako-NOM studentssACC 3-CL return home-cause-PAST

‘Hanako made three students go home.’

The ungrammaticality in (a) is expected since this dative marking alternates with the accusative
case, as shown (b), so this dative marker is not the phantom marking that functions to avoid
violation of the Double-o constraint. In contrast, as we can seein (43), it is possible for a floated
numeral quantifier to be associated with the dative phrase in atransitive-stem causative

construction.
(43) Hanako-ga kodomo-ni san-nin  hon-o yom-ase-ta.
Hanako-NOM kids-DAT 3-CL book-ACC read-cause-PAST

‘Hanako made three kidsread abook.” (Hurley 1995)

As Hurley 1995 notes, this construal is possible so long as we interpret the example as a make-



causative. And, asshown in (44), it is possible to passivize the causee, again, aslong asthisisa
make-causative, as originally noted by Kuroda 1965. This points to the existence of Structural

Case.

(44) Kodomo,-ga Hanako-ni t san-nin hon-o yom-ase-rare-ta.
kids-NOM  Hanako-by t 3-CL  book-ACC read-cause-passive-PAST

‘Three kids were made to read a book.’

What we have seen is consistent with the analysis of the Japanese causative by Hurley 1995 and
Terada 1990. According to them, the let-causative involves acontrol  structure, and the dative
marking is a postposition that marks the controller in the matrix clause, as shownin (45)a. Onthe
other hand, in the make-causative, the embedded subject -- the causee -- is directly marked, by o if

the stem isinstransitive and by ni isthe stem istransitive. Thisisshownin (45)b.



(45) Hurley 1995, Terada 1990

a. let causative

b. make causative

P
/\‘p
T
VP |

IP  -(9ase

T
NP-o/-ni  .....

According to the analysis we are pursuing, for the make-causative, Objective Caseis assigned to

the causee regardless of the transitivity of the verb stem. Ni shows up to keep this Objective Case

from phonetically realizing as the accusative o if there is another accusative case marking in the

structure. This, of course, assumes that the verb stem and the causative verb form averba

complex at some relevant level of representation. What we have for the make-causative with a

transitive stem isindicated in (46).



(46) make causative

..... CAUSEE THEME V -(9ase

Objective Objective

Case Case
If welook only at the linear order, the make-causative isidentica to the double-object construction.
However, thereis one crucial difference. Unlike the double-object construction, in the make-
causative, thereisan IP node, alegitimate site for adjunction. In (47)a, which is a causee-
passivized sentence, the theme object has been moved to the left of the original position of the
causee. Itisfine. Compare thisto the comparable double-object construction, in (b). The
sentenceis quite margial, as we' ve already noted earlier. Aswe canseein (47)aand b, thisword
order isjust asrigid in the causative construction as we saw for the double-object construction. In
both of these examples, the theme object occurs to the left of the causee, and the examples are
unacceptable. Aswe can seein (c), itisfinefor the theme object to occur in the IP-adjoined
position, which is precisely what we saw for the double-object construction aswell. This suggests
that the word order in (46) above may only be atered with alegitimate movement. |P-adjunction
movement is clearly legitimate, but VP-adjunction is not, apoint I’ll return to at the end of the

presentation.



(47) & Kodomo,-ga Hanako-ni [lphon-oj [ip

t san-nintj yom-ase-rare-ta]].
kids-NOM  Hanako-by [lF,book-ACCJ [pt 3-CL tJ. read-cause-passive-PAST]]

‘Three kids were made to read a book.’

b.?* Gakusei-ga  John-ni [ i sigoto-oj [ypt futeri tj atae-rare-ta]].
students-NOM John-by [,,, good job-ACCj [ypt 2-CL tj give-passivel]

‘Two students were given agood job by John.’

Likewise, in (48), the (a) exampleis of the make-causative, with the theme object having been
moved, presumably to the embedded | P-adjunction position. The (b) example repreats the example
from earlier that shows that in the double-object construction, this permutation of the dative and the

accusative phrasesis not possible if both have Objective Case.

(48) a Hanako-ga [IPhon-oj [[pkodomo-ni  san-nin tj yom-ase-ta]].
Hanako-NOM [IF,book-ACCJ [|pkids-DAT 3-CL tj read-cause-PAST]]

‘Hanako made three kids read a book.’

b. 72?2 Mary-ga [\pCD-0 [p tomodati-ni  futa-ri okut]]-ta
May-NOM [,,,CD-ACC|, , friendsDAT 2-CL send]]-PAST

‘Mary sent two friendsa CD.’

This contrast between (a) and (b) examplesin (47) and (48) provides further evidence that while

the IP node is alegitimate node for adjunction, the VP nodeis not.



(49) ??[,John-ga [ pson0 hon-o [, Bill-ni [.,Mary-ga t motteiru to]
[,pJohn-NOM [, that book-ACC [, , Bill-to [ .,Mary-NOM t have that]

ittal]]

said]]]

‘John said to Bill that Mary has that book.’
However, speakers split on how bad this sentenceis. Interms of processing, there is a burden on
the parser at the fourth phrase, Mary-ga, since no verb has appeared at this point, and clearly the
first four phrases don’t belong to the same clause.  Setting thisaside, | believe that the sentence

improves somewhat if the matrix subject is stressed, asindicated in 2.

5. Conclusion

In thisarticle | argued that the word-order permutation we see in Japaneseis not aresult of the
application of optional scrambling. | argued that there is no such an operation, but rather that all
movement must be motivated by features on functional heads. Accordingly, thereisno VP-
adjunction movement, but, in the case of “scrambling,” only I P-adjunction movement, either for
Case (A-movement) or topic-focus (A’-movement). The prohibition against V P-adjunction
movement straightforwardly accounts for the fact that long-distance V P-adjunction is not possible

(Saito 1994).



(50) 7?[,,John-ga  sono hon-o, [yp Bill-ni [([Mary-ga  t motteiru  to]

[,p John-NOM that book-ACC Bill-to [, Mary-NOM t, have that]

[vp
itt]]]

said]]]

‘John said to Bill that Mary has that book.’

This prohibition against V P-adjunction movement forces usto come up with an analysis of the VP-
internal word-order permutation other than by application of scrambling. For this, | argued that
Hale (1980) was essentially correct in postulating different underlying structures for the different

word orders.

REFERENCES

Bresnan, Joan, and Lioba Moshi. 1990. Object asymmetriesin comparative Bantu syntax.
LI 21, 147-186.
Burzio, Luigi. Italian Syntax. Dordrecht: Reidel.
Chomsky, Noam. 1993. Minimalist program for linguistic theory,
In The View from Building 20, ed. Ken Hale and Samuel Jay Keyser, 1-52.
Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.
Chomsky, Noam. 1995. The Minimalist Program. MIT Press. Cambridge, Mass.
Fukui, Naoki. 1993. Parameter and optionality in agrammar. Linguistic Inquiry 24, 399-420.
Haig, John. 1980. Some observations on quantifier float in Japanese. Linguistics 18, 1065-1083.
Hale, Ken. 1980. Remarks on Japanese phrase structure: comments on the papers
on Japanese syntax,” In MIT Working Papersin Linguistics 2, 185-203.
Department of Linguistics and Philosophy, MIT, Cambridge, Mass.



Hale, Ken, and Jay Keyser. 1996. On the double-object construction. MIT ms.

Harada, S.-I. 1973. Counter-equi NP deletion. Annual Bulletin, 7. Research Institute of
L ogopedics and Phoniatrics, University of Tokyo.

Hoji, Hajime. 1985. Logical Form Constraints and Configurational Sructuresin Japanese.

Doctoral dissertation, University of Washington, Seattle.

Hurley, Heidi. Subjects, eventsand licensing. Doctoral dissertation, MIT. MITWPL.

Kitagawa, Yoshihisa. 1994. Shells, yolks, and scrambled e.g.’s. In Proceedings of NELS.

Koizumi, Masatoshi. 1995. Phrase Srructure in Minimalist Syntax. Doctoral dissertation,
MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Kuroda, S.-Y. 1965. Generative Grammatical Sudiesin the Japanese
Language. Doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Marantz, Alec. 1993. Implications of asymmetries in double object construction.

Sam A. Mchombo, ed., Theoretical Aspects of Bantu Grammar. Leland Stanford
Junior University.

Miyagawa, Shigeru. 1986. Syntactic movement, semanic roles, and predication. Ms.
Ohio State University. Paper presented at the Japanese Syntax Workshop,
Center for the Study of Language and Information, Stanford University,

March 1986. Appeared as Miyagawa (1988).

Miyagawa, Shigeru. 1988. Predication and numeral quantifier. In Papersfromthe
Second International Workshop on Japanese Syntax, ed. William. J. Poser, 157-192.
CSLI, Stanford University, Stanford, CA.

Miyagawa, Shigeru. 1989. Sructure and Case Marking in Japanese, Syntax and Semantics 22.

New Y ork: Academic Press.



Miyagawa, Shigeru. 1990. Functional category and caseredlization. Ms. Ohio
State University.

Miyagawa, Shigeru. 1994. Scrambling as an obligatory movement, Proceedings
of the Nanzan University International Symposium on Japanese Language Education and
Japanese Language Sudies, 81-92. Nanzan University, Nagoya, Japan.

Miyagawa, Shigeru. In press. Against optional scrambling. Linguistic Inquiry 28.1

(Winter 1997).

Murasugi, Keiko, and Mamoru Saito. 1994. Adjunction and Cyclicity. Proceedings of the
West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics 13, 302-317.

Sadakane, Kumi, and Masatoshi Koizumi. 1995. On the nature of the “ dative’ particle
in Japanese. Linguistics 33, 5-33.

Saito, Mamoru. 1982. Case marking in Japanese: apreliminary study. Ms. MIT.
Cambridge, Mass.

Saito, Mamoru. 1985. Some Asymmetriesin Japanese and Their Theoretical
Implications. Doctoral dissertation, MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Saito, Mamoru. 1992. Long distance scrambling in Japanese. Journal of East Asian
Linguistics 1, 69-118.

Saito, Mamoru. 1994. Improper adjunction. In Formal Approachesto Japanese Linguisticsl,
MIT Working Papersin Linguistics 24. Department of Linguistics and Philosophy,
MIT, Cambridge, Mass.

Saito, Mamoru, and Hajime Hoji. 1983. Weak crossover and move a in

Japanese," Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 1, 245-259.

Tada, Hiroaki. 1989. Scramblings. Ms. MIT, Cambridge, Mass.
(Presented at the Ohio State University Workshop on Universal Grammar and
Japanese Syntax, April 1990).



Tada, Hiroaki. 1993. A/A’ Partitionin Derivation. Doctoral dissertation. MIT,
Cambridge, Mass.

Takano, Yuji. 1996 Movement and Parametic Variation in Syntax. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Californiaat Irvine.

Terada, M. 1990. Incorporation and Argument Sructurein Japanese. Doctoral dissertation,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Mass.

Ueda, Masanobu. 1986. On quantifier float in Japanese. In University of Massachusetts
Occasional Papersin Linguigtics. Oriental Linguigtics, 11, 263-310. GLSA,
University of Massachusetts, Amherst.

Ueda, Masanobu. 1993. On the phrase structure of Japanese and English clauses.

Nobuko Hasegawa, ed., Japanese Syntax in Comparative Grammar, 9-44.
Tokyo: Kurosio Publishers.

Ura, Hiroyuki. 1995. Multiple Feature-checking: A Theory of Grammatical Function Splitting.

Doctoral dissertation, MIT.



