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(37) a. Embedded adjuncts can precede ECMed subjects (cf. (34)).
b. Embedded adjuncts can precede matrix adverbs when accompanied by ECMed
subjects (cf. (36)).

3.2. A New Analysis of the Distribution of Embedded Adjuncts

In this subsection, I propose a new analysis of the distribution of embedded adjuncts, which
relies on the availability of a “free ride” in A-movement. It is well known that adjuncts can
undergo otherwise illicit long-distance A’-movement when moved together with arguments
(i.e., A’-movement of arguments allows adjuncts a “free ride) (see Sohn 1994, Kitahara 1997,
Boeckx and Sugisaki 1999, and Koizumi 2000, among others). Following this insight, I propose
(38):

(38) A-movement also allows adjuncts a free ride.

Let us now consider how the above observations are accounted for. The case where the
embedded adjunct fails to move into the matrix VP is repeated in (39):

(39) Movement of the Adjunct across the Matrix VP Adverb
*  Mary-ga [ve [gakkyuu-iin kurai] tuyoku Hanako-o
Mary-NOM [vp [class-representative as] strongly Hanako-ACC
mazime da to omottei]-ru.

earnest COP Report think]-PRS

‘Mary strongly believes that Hanako is as earnest as a class representative.’

(= (362))

I suggest that this case is analyzed as an instance of the long-distance movement of adjuncts,
which is assumed to be impossible (cf. Saito 1985; Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998):

(40) Movement of the Adjunct across the Matrix VP Adverb
a. Step 1: Constructing the embedded TP:
[t NPuanako Adjunct ]
b. Step 2: Movement of the subject and the adjunct to the edge of the ReportP phase:
[Reporte NPi Hanako Adjunctj [rp & 4 ]
c. Step 3: Merger of the matrix V and movement of the ECMed subject:

[vp NP; Hanako [Reportp i Adjunct; [t 4 & ]] V]
d. Step 4: Merger of the matrix VP adverb:
[vp Adverb NP;iHanako [ReportP Adjunct; [te & 4 ]] VI
e. Step 5: Movement of the embedded adjunct into the matrix VP:
* [vp  Adjunct; Adverb NPiHanako [ReporP f; [re & 4 1 VI

In (40a), the adjunct and the embedded subject are introduced into the derivation. In (40b), they
both move to the edge of the ReportP phase. In (40c), the matrix V is introduced and the
embedded subject moves into the matrix VP. In (40d), the matrix VP adverb is introduced. In
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(40e), the embedded adjunct moves across the matrix VP adverb. Here, the embedded adjunct
and the embedded subject move into the matrix clause independently. The unacceptability of
(39) is thus subsumed under the ban on the long-distance movement of adjuncts (cf. Saito 1985;
Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998).

Let us return to the case where both the embedded adjunct and the ECMed subject move
into the matrix VP:

41) Movement of the Adjunct and the ECMed Subject across the Matrix VP Adverb
(?) Mary-ga [ve |gakkyuu-iin kurai] Hanako-o tuyoku
Mary-NOM [vp |[class-representative as]| Hanako-ACC strongly
mazime da to omottei]-ru.
earnest COP Report think]-PRS

‘Mary strongly believes that Hanako is as earnest as a class representative.’
(= (36b))

I propose that this case is analyzed as an instance of a free ride effect in A-movement:

(42) Movement of the Adjunct and the ECMed Subject across the Matrix VP Adverb
a. Step 1: Constructing the embedded TP:
[P NPanako Adjunct ]
b. Step 2: Merger of the adjunct and the embedded subject (i.e.. free ride):
[tp  [np Adjunct; NPHanako | & |
c. Step 3: Movement of the embedded subject to the edge of the ReportP phase
[Reportp [NPp Adjuncti NPhanako lj [tp 4 #]]
d. Step 4: Merger of the matrix V and the matrix VP adverb:

[ve Adverb [reporp [N Adjuncti NPhanao ]; [t 4 4]] V]
e. Step 5: Movement of the embedded subject into the matrix VP:
[ve [np Adjuncti NPanako]; Adverb [Rreportp t [tr 4 #]] V]

In (42a), the embedded adjunct and the embedded subject are introduced into the derivation. In
(42b), the adjunct is merged with the subject (i.e., the adjunct gets a free ride; cf. Sohn 1994;
Takano 2002, 2017). I assume that the resulting syntactic object is an NP (i.e., the adjunct is
invisible). In (42c¢), the embedded subject with the adjunct moves to the edge of the ReportP
phase. In (42d), the matrix V and the matrix VP adverb are introduced. In (42¢), the embedded
subject with the adjunct moves across the matrix VP adverb. Importantly, the embedded adjunct
can move into the matrix VP without the illicit long-distance movement of adjuncts. The above
analysis therefore shows that the embedded adjunct can move into the matrix VP, contrary to
the (tacit) assumption adopted in the optional raising analysis.
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3.3. Returning to the Argument for the Optional Raising Analysis

In this subsection I return to the example that motivated the optional raising analysis above
and provide an analysis in terms of a free ride. The free ride analysis discussed above leads us
to a reconsideration of the example that motivated the optional raising analysis:

(43) Argument for Optional Raising 2: Embedded Adjunct
Mary-ga [Report [gakkyuu-iin kurai] Hanako-o mazime da
Mary-NOM  [Rreport [class-representative as] Hanako-ACC earnest COP
to] omottei-ru.

Report]  think-PRS

‘Mary thinks that Hanako is as earnest as a class representative.” (= (34))

If the adjunct gakkyuu-iin kurai “as a class representative’ in (43) must be within the ReportP
complement, then the ECMed subject must also be within the ReportP complement, which
provides evidence for the optionality of raising in the ECM construction. However, the adjunct
and the ECMed subject are adjacent in (43). (43) can thus be analyzed under the obligatory
raising analysis once we assume that A-movement allows a free ride:

(44) Reanalyzing (43) under the Obligatory Raising Analysis
a. Step 1: Constructing the embedded TP:
[T NPuanako Adjunct]
b. Step 2: Merger of the adjunct and the embedded subject (i.e.. “free ride™):
[t [np Adjuncti NPxanako] ]

c. Step 3: Movement of the embedded subject to the edge of the ReportP phase:

[Report [NP Adjuncti NPanaolj [Tp 4 4l]
d. Step 4: Merger of the matrix V:

[vp [Reportp [Np Adjuncti NPuanako lj[Te 4 &]] V]
e. Step 5: Movement of the embedded subject into the matrix VP:
[ve [np Adjuncti NPanako ]j [Report 4 [te 4 &]] VI

In (44a), the embedded adjunct and the embedded subject are introduced into the derivation. In
(44b), the embedded adjunct is merged with the embedded subject (i.e., the adjunct gets a free
ride). In (44c¢), the embedded subject with the adjunct moves to the edge of the ReportP phase.
In (44d) and (44e), the matrix V is introduced and the embedded subject with the adjunct moves
into the matrix VP. The distribution of embedded adjuncts is thus consistent with the obligatory
raising analysis.

3.4. A Further Prediction of the Free Ride Analysis

This subsection provides further evidence for the free ride analysis on the basis on an
examination of the raising-to-subject construction in Japanese. I have argued that both A-
movement and A’-movement allows adjuncts a free ride. The proposed analysis then predicts
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that the free ride effect should be observed in the raising-to-subject construction, which
involves A-movement into TP Spec. This point is schematically shown below:

(45) Raising-to-Subject and Free Ride
a. Step 1: Constructing the embedded clause:
[ NP  Adjunct ]
b. Step 2: Merger of the adjunct and the embedded subject (i.e., “free ride”):
[ [xe Adjunct; NP] 6 ]
c. Step 3: A-movement into TP Spec:
e [ne Adjuncti NPJjnowmy [ f ] T]

In (45a), the subject and the adjunct are introduced within the complement clause. In (45b), the
adjunct is merged with the subject (i.e., the adjunct gets a free ride). Importantly, in (45¢), the
embedded subject with the adjunct moves into the matrix TP.

This prediction is indeed borne out. It is useful to first consider the following example of
the raising-to-subject construction:

(46) Raising-to-Subject in Japanese (cf. Ura 1994; Hiraiwa 2010; Takano 2015)

a. [T (pro) [ve kodomotati ni-yotte [reporr [Yankiisu kurai]
[Tp [ve  children by [Report [Yankees as]
[ano tiimu-ga] tuyo-i to] omow-are-tei]-ru].
[the team-NOM] strong-PRS Report] think-PASS-ASP]-PRS]

b. [t [Ano tiimui-ga] [vp kodomotati ni-yotte [report [Yankiisu kurai] #
[t [the team-NOM][vp children by [Report [Yankees as]
tuyo-i to] omow-are-tei]-ru].
strong-PRS Report] think-PASS-ASP]-PRS]

“The team is thought to be as strong as the Yankees.’

In (46a), the NP ano tiimu ‘the team’ appears as the subject of the ReportP complement. The
matrix TP Spec is occupied by the expletive pro (cf. Ura 1994; D. Takahashi 2000). In (46b),
the NP ano tiimu ‘the team’ moves into the matrix TP. The adjunct Yankiisu kurai ‘as the
Yankees’ stays in the ReportP complement. Significantly, the embedded adjunct yankiisu kurai
‘as the Yankees’ can move into the matrix TP only if the embedded subject also moves into the
matrix TP:

47) Raising-to-Subject and Free Ride
a. *? [tp |Yankiisu kurai]i (pro) [ve kodomotati ni-yotte [Rreport &
[tr [Yankees as] [ve children by [Report
[ano tiimu-ga] tuyo-i to] omow-are-tei]-ru].

[the team-NOM] strong-PRS Report] think-PASS-ASP]-PRS]
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b. [t [Yankiisu kurai]i [ano tiimuj-ga] [ve kodomotati ni-yotte
[tr [Yankees as] [the team-NOM] [vp children by
[Report & & tuyo-i to] omow-are-tei]-ru].
[Report strong-PRS Report] think-PASS-ASP]-PRS]

“The team is thought to be as strong as the Yankees.’

In (47a), the adjunct Yankiisu kurai “as the Yankees” alone moves into the matrix TP. In (47b),
both the subject ano tiimu ‘the team’ and the adjunct Yankiisu kurai ‘as the Yankees’ move
into the matrix TP. (47b) is better than (47a). The unacceptability of (47a) is subsumed under
the ban on the long-distance movement of adjuncts, whereas the acceptability of (47b) is
accounted for in terms of a free ride:

(48) Raising-to-Subject and Free Ride
a. Step 1: Constructing the embedded TP:
[T NPueteam Adjunct ]
b. Step 2: Merger of the adjunct and the embedded subject (i.e., free ride):
[tp [np Adjunct;  NPine cam] & |
c. Step 3: Movement of the embedded subject to the edge of the ReportP phase:
[ReportP [NP AdeHCti NPihe tcam ] i [TP i 4 ]]

d. Step 4: Constructing the matrix VP and the matrix TP:
[Tp [vp by-phrase [reportr [Np Adjuncti NPueicamlj [Tp 4 & 111 T]
e. Step 5: Movement of the embedded subject into the matrix TP:

[t [~ Adjuncti NPicicam |j [vp by-phrase [reportp ¢ [t 4 & ]1]T]

In (48a), the subject and the adjunct are introduced within the embedded TP. In (48b), the
adjunct is merged with the subject (i.e., the adjunct gets a free ride). In (48c¢), the subject with
the adjunct moves to the edge of the ReportP phase. In (48d), the matrix VP and the matrix TP
are constructed. In (48e), the subject with the adjunct moves into the Spec of the matrix TP.
We can thus conclude that A-movement in general allows adjuncts a free ride.

4. Conclusion

I have argued that the two observations used to support the optionality of raising in the
Japanese ECM construction can be accounted for even if we assume that raising is obligatory.
In particular, it has been argued that the distribution of ECMed indeterminate pronouns and the
distribution of embedded adjuncts can be accounted for under the obligatory raising analysis
once we assume that (i) the distribution of indeterminate pronouns is analyzed in terms of a
condition defined on Transfer domains, and (ii) A-movement allows adjuncts a free ride.

At this point, many questions remain open. Among these is the status of Agree for Case-
licensing in Japanese. Recall that the optional raising analysis crucially relies on Agree for
Case-licensing of the ECMed subjects:
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(49) Optional Raising Analysis (cf. Hiraiwa 2001, 2005) (= (4))
[ [Reporte Hanakopigyiaccy [ 11" Report] Viug]v]
Agree

When the ECMed subject stays within the ReportP complement, the former must receive
accusative Case via Agree (but see Taguchi 2015 and Abe 2016). As (two of the) major
arguments for the optional raising analysis and Agree can be reanalyzed without assuming the
optionality of raising or Agree, it is worth considering if Agree is really operative for Case-
licensing in Japanese (see Hiraiwa 2001, 2005, Nomura 2005, Ura 2007, Takahashi 2011, 2017,
and Saito 2016, for discussion). I leave the question open for my future research.
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