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Chapter 8
The Japanese Light Verb Mamoru Saito and
Construction and the Hiroto Hoshi

Minimalist Program

The Japanese light verb construction has been discussed extensively in the
literature.® The Japanese verb su functions exactly like the English main
verb do in examples like (1).

(1) Mary-ga [np suugaku-no) syukudai]-o sita. (= su + ta (past))
Mary-Nom (math-GeN  homework-acc did
‘Mary did the (math) homework.’

But it can also be “void of meaning,” as illustrated in (2)—(3).

(2) a. Mary-ga John-to (kyonen) kekkon-sita.
Mary-Nom John-with last year marriage-did (married)
‘Mary married John (last year).’
b. Mary-ga John-to (kyonen) [np kekkon]-o  sita.
Mary-Nom John-with last year marriage-Acc did
(same)

(3) a. Mary-ga John-to (kinoo) kaiwa-sita.
Mary-Nom John-with yesterday conversation-did (talked)
‘Mary talked with John (yesterday).’

b. Mary-ga John-to (kinoo) [np kaiwa]-o sita.
Mary-Nom John-with yesterday conversation-acc did
(same)

In these examples both Mary-ga and John-to appear as clausal arguments:
if they were within a projection of a noun (e.g., kekkon ‘marriage’ or
kaiwa ‘conversation’), they would have to be accompanied by the genitive
Case marker no.? In (2a) the incorporated noun kekkon assigns -roles to
these clausal arguments, and su functions merely as a “‘category-changing
affix.” In (2b) the O-role-assigning noun appears as the object of su,
and su itself seems to be nothing more than an “‘expletive verb.” The
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construction exemplified by (2b) and (3b) is the so-called Japanese light
verb construction.

In their classical analysis of this construction, Grimshaw and Mester
(1988) propose the operation of argument transfer. According to this anal-
ysis, the noun kekkon ‘marriage’ in (2b) transfers its 0-roles to the verb su,
and the verb discharges them to the clausal arguments. Grimshaw and
Mester discuss some peculiar properties of this construction and attribute
them to the nature of the argument transfer operation. Further supporting
arguments for this analysis are found in Miyagawa 1989 and Tsujimura
1990a.

In this chapter we argue instead for an LF incorporation analysis of the
light verb construction. More specifically, we present evidence that kekkon
‘marriage’ in (2b) raises to the position of su in LF and discharges its 6-
roles at that level.® This analysis provides direct support for Chomsky’s
(1993) Minimalist Program, which proposes to eliminate the Projection
Principle together with the levels of D-Structure and S-Structure. We
argue that it also provides strong support for Chomsky’s (1986b, 1993)
Last Resort principle on movement.

In section 8.1 we briefly review the analysis proposed by Grimshaw and
Mester (1988). In section 8.2 we present a piece of suggestive evidence for
the LF incorporation analysis. In section 8.3 we return to the peculiar
properties of the light verb construction discussed by Grimshaw and
Mester and show that they follow directly from our analysis. In section
8.4 we consider the important observation made by Miyagawa (1989) and
Tsujimura (1990a) that the 6-role-assigning noun in the light verb con-
struction cannot be ergative. There, we show that the LF incorporation
analysis suggests plausible directions toward explaining this fact. In sec-
tion 8.5 we summarize our discussion.

8.1 Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) Argument Transfer Analysis

One interesting property of the light verb construction is that some of the
arguments of the 0-role-assigning noun can remain within the projection
of the noun, whereas others appear as clausal arguments. The examples in
(4) illustrate this point.

(4) a. Honda-ga Amerika-de [np Akoodo-no seisan]-o site-iru.
Honda-Nom U.S.-in Accord-GEN production-acc doing-is
‘Honda is producing Accords in the U.S.’
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b. Mary-ga John-ni/-¢ [np toti-no  zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-Nom John-to/-to land-GEN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

In (4b), for example, the theme argument zozi ‘land’ is within the NP headed
by the 0-role-assigning noun zyooto ‘giving’, as indicated by the presence
of the genitive Case marker. The agent and goal arguments, on the other
hand, appear as clausal arguments, outside the projection of zyooto.
Given this fact, Grimshaw and Mester (1988) propose that the 0-role-
assigning noun can transfer some (and possibly all) of its O-roles to the
light verb su. Roughly put, when zyooto ‘giving’ transfers its agent and
goal B-roles to su, we obtain the lexical entry in (6) from those in (5).

(5) a. zyooto (agent (goal (theme)))
b. su( ) <{acc)H*

(6) zyooto (theme) + su (agent (goal)) (acc)

This accounts for (4b), where Mary-ga and John-nil-e appear in positions
normally occupied by the arguments of the verb.

The theoretically important discussion in Grimshaw and Mester 1988
starts, however, with the authors’ discovery that this operation of argu-
ment transfer needs to be constrained in a systematic way. If argument
transfer is totally unconstrained, then the arguments of the 0-role-assigning
noun should be able to be realized either within the NP headed by the
noun or outside it at the clausal level, quite freely. This is so because any
0-role of the noun can optionally be transferred to su. But Grimshaw and
Mester note the following rather surprising restrictions on the light verb
construction:

(7) a. At least one internal 0-role of the noun must be assigned to an
argument outside the NP.
b. If a 6-role T is assigned outside the NP, then all O-roles that are
higher than T in the thematic hierarchy must also be assigned
outside the NP.

In Grimshaw and Mester’s terms, (7a) means that at least one internal
0-role (in the sense of Williams 1981) must be transferred to the light verb
su. The examples in (8) confirm this generalization.

(8) a. ?Mary-ga [np John-to-no kekkon]-o  sita. (cf. (2b))
Mary-Nom John-with-GEN marriage-acc did
‘Mary married John.’
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b. ?Mary-ga [np John-to-no kaiwa]-o sita. (cf. (3b))
Mary-Nom John-with-GEN conversation-acc did
‘Mary talked with John.’

As Grimshaw and Mester point out, examples of this kind are marginally
allowed with the interpretation whereby su is a 6-role-assigning verb,
corresponding to the English main verb do (hence, ? instead of x). Under
this interpretation, (8b), for example, roughly means that there was a specific
act of engaging in conversation with John, and Mary did it. But (8a,b) are
unacceptable with the “neutral interpretation” whereby su is taken as a
light verb. This is what (7a) predicts, since in these examples only the exter-
nal argument of the 0-role-assigning noun appears at the clausal level.

If theme is the lowest 6-role in the thematic hierarchy, (7b) implies that
when the theme 6-role is realized at the clausal level, all other 0-roles must
also be assigned at this level. Let us use the examples in (4) to see how this
prediction is borne out. It should be noted first that when the theme 0-role
is realized outside the NP at the clausal level, the sentences in (4) become
marginal, as shown in (9).

(9) a. 7?Honda-ga Amerika-de Akoodo-o [np seisan]-o
Honda-NoMm U.S.-in Accord-acc production-Acc
site-iru.
doing-is
‘Honda is producing Accords in the U.S.’

b. ?”?Mary-ga John-ni/-e toti-o [np zyooto]-o  sita.
Mary-Nom John-to/-to land-acc giving-Acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.”

This is because of the presence of two accusative NPs within the sentence.
The relevant “constraint” can be stated as in (10).°

(10) The Double-o Constraint
A simple sentence cannot contain more than one o-marked phrase.

But when the theme argument appears outside the NP and some other
argument occurs inside, the result is completely unacceptable, as shown in

(11)-(12).

(I1) a. *Honda-ga Akoodo-o [np Amerika-de-no seisan]-o
Honda-NoM Accord-Acc U.S.-in-GEN  production-AcC
site-iru.
doing-is
‘Honda is producing Accords in the U.S.’
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b. *Amerika-de Akoodo-o [nyp Honda-no seisan]-o
U.S.-in Accord-Acc Honda-GEN production-acc
site-iru.
doing-is
(same)

c. *Akoodo-o [np Honda-no Amerika-de-no seisan]-o
Accord-acc Honda-GeN U.S.-in-GEN  production-acc
site-iru.
doing-is
(same)

(12) a. *Mary-ga toti-o  [np John-e-no zyooto]-o sita.®
Mary-NoM land-acc John-to-GEN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

b. *John-ni/-e toti-o  [np Mary-no zyooto]-o sita.
John-to/-to land-acc Mary-GEN giving-acc did
(same)

c. *Toti-o  [np Mary-no John-e-no zyooto]-o sita.
land-acc Mary-GEN John-to-GEN giving-acc did
(same)

(I'la—c) are variants of (9a), but in these examples at least one nontheme
argument appears NP-internally: the locative Amerika-de ‘in the U.S.’ in
(11a,c) and the agent Honda in (11b,c). The sharp contrast between (9a)
and (11a—c) clearly shows the validity of the generalization in (7b). The
contrast between (9b) and (12a—c) leads to the same conclusion.

(7a) and (7b) together imply that the subject O-role of the 6-role-
assigning noun must always be realized at the clausal level. This is so
because at least one internal -role must be assigned at the clausal level,
and the subject (external) 6-role is higher in the thematic hierarchy than
any internal 6-role. We have already provided ungrammatical examples
that instantiate this generalization, namely, (11b,c) and (12b,c). More
examples are shown in (13b,c) and (14b,c).

(13) a. Mary-ga John-to [np kekkon]-o  sita. (= (2b))
Mary-Nom John-with marriage-Acc did
‘Mary married John.’
b. *[xp Mary-no John-to-no kekkon]-o  sita.
Mary-GEN John-with-GEN marriage-acc did
c. *John-to [np Mary-no kekkon]-o  sita.
John-with Mary-GEN marriage-acc did
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(14) a. Mary-ga John-to [np kaiwal-o sita. (= (3b))
Mary-Nom John-with conversation-acc did
‘Mary talked with John.’
b. *[np Mary-no John-to-no kaiwal-o sita.
Mary-GEN John-with-GEN conversation-acc did
c. *John-to [np Mary-no kaiwal-o sita.
John-with Mary-GEN conversation-acc did

Grimshaw and Mester (1988) argue that the restrictions in (7) should be
attributed to the nature of argument transfer. They first note that in the
light verb construction the object NP headed by the 0-role-assigning noun
is not an argument and hence must be licensed in some other way. They
then propose that it is licensed by virtue of argument transfer itself. More
precisely, they propose that the licensing obtains when the head noun
transfers an obligatory argument, or an unsuppressed 0-role, to su. This
proposal straightforwardly accounts for (13b) and (14b), where no 0-role
is transferred to su. It also accounts for the generalization in (7a) if the
subject O-role of a noun is suppressed as proposed by Zubizarreta (1985)
and Grimshaw (1990), among others. Let us take the following examples
for illustration:

(15) a. Mary-ga John-ni/-e [np toti-no zyooto]-o sita. (= (4b))
Mary-NoM John-to/-to land-GeN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’
b. ?Mary-ga [np John-e-no toti-no  zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-NOM John-to-GEN land-GEN giving-Acc did
(same)

Like (8a,b), (15b) is unacceptable with the light verb interpretation of su.
The contrast in (15) is expected since zyooto ‘giving’ transfers an internal
(unsuppressed) 0-role to su in (15a), but not in (15b). This is shown in
(16b,c), where unsuppressed 6-roles are in full capitals.

(16) a. zyooto (agent (GOAL (THEME))), su () {accC) ... input
b. zyooto (THEME) + su (agent (GOAL)) <{acc) ... (15a)
c. zyooto (GOAL (THEME)) + su (agent) {AcC) ... (15b)

For the generalization in (7b), Grimshaw and Mester propose that
argument transfer applies in an outside-in fashion, transferring the outer-
most argument first and then affecting the inner ones in accordance with
the hierarchy in the argument structure. If the external/internal distinction
is represented structurally in the lexical specification of the predicate-

T
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argument structure, as argued in Hale 1983, then the ungrammaticality of
(17), in contrast with (15a), immediately follows.

(17) *John-ni/-e [np Mary-no toti-no zyooto]-o sita.
John-to/-to Mary-GeEN land-GEN giving-Acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

In this example the goal 6-role of zyooto ‘giving’ is transferred to su, but
the outer agent 0-role is not, as shown in (18).

(18) zyooto (agent (THEME)) + su (GOAL) {acc)

Further, if the internal arguments themselves are hierarchically orga-
nized in the way proposed in Grimshaw 1990, this account extends to all
instances of the generalization in (7b). Let us consider again the ungram-
matical (12a), repeated in (19).

(19) *Mary-ga toti-o [np John-e-no  zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-NoMm land-acc John-to-GEN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

Here, the theme 6-role, but not the goal 6-role, is transferred to su, as
shown in (20).

(20) zyooto (GOAL) + su (agent (THEME)) {acc)

This kind of argument transfer is barred, as goal is structurally higher
than theme in the representation of argument structure.

As Grimshaw and Mester note, their account for the generalizations in
(7) relies crucially on some hypotheses regarding the lexical representation
of argument structure. First, the external argument must be suppressed
for nouns, as opposed to verbs. Second, not only the external/internal
distinction but also the relative prominence relation among internal
arguments must be represented structurally. Thus, the analysis illustrated
above, if correct, provides support for these hypotheses, which are
explored in detail in Grimshaw 1990.

8.2 LF Incorporation and the Double-o Constraint

Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) argument transfer analysis is based on the
fundamental assumption that all 6-roles must be assigned at D-Structure,
owing to the Projection Principle.” But as noted in Chomsky 1993, works
such as Larson 1988 cast doubt on this assumption. Larson proposes that
the D-Structure representation of (21), for example, is roughly as in (22).
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(21) Mary gave the book to John.
22) 1P

/

I VP
>
NP \'%A
>
Z_MuQ \Y VP
N
e NP \'%A
SN N
the book V 133

AN

gave to John

The most relevant aspect of this analysis is that the verb gave raises to the
higher V position at S-Structure and assigns the agent 6-role to the NP
Mary at this level. This clearly implies that all 6-roles need not be dis-
charged at D-Structure. Chomsky (1993) takes a further step and pro-
poses the Minimalist Program, which dispenses with the Projection
Principle and eliminates the levels of D-Structure and S-Structure alto-
gether. The only requirement on 6-roles, then, is that they be properly
assigned at LF.

Once we adopt the Minimalist Program, a completely new analysis of
the light verb construction immediately suggests itself. That is, the 0-role-
assigning noun, heading the direct object NP, raises to the position of su
in LF and discharges (some of) its 6-roles at this level. According to this
analysis, zyooto ‘giving’ in (23) assigns its theme 0-role within the direct
object NP and then raises to the position of su to discharge its goal and
agent 0-roles.

(23) Mary-ga John-ni/-e [np toti-no zyooto]-o sita. (= (15a))
Mary-NoM John-to/-to land-GEN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

In this section we present a piece of suggestive evidence for this LF

Japanese Light Verb Construction 269

incorporation analysis. Then, in section 8.3, we show that Grimshaw and
Mester’s generalizations in (7) follow straightforwardly from the analysis.

As noted above, the light verb construction is marginal when the theme
argument of the 6-role-assigning noun appears at the clausal level. The
relevant examples in (9) are repeated in (24).

(24) a. 7”Honda-ga Amerika-de Akoodo-o [np seisan]-o
Honda-Nom U.S.-in Accord-Acc production-acc
site-iru.
doing-is
‘Honda is making Accords in the U.S.’

b. ?”?Mary-ga  John-ni/-e toti-o [np zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-Nom John-to/-to land-acc giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

It was also noted above that examples of this kind are ruled out by the
Double-o Constraint, stated informally in (10). But as Sells (1988) points
out, the examples in (24) are only mildly deviant, and they are much
better than the “standard cases” of Double-o Constraint violations. Dis-
cussing the nature of Double-o Constraint violations in some detail, we
suggest below that the better-than-expected status of (24a,b) is due to the
LF incorporation of the 6-role-assigning noun.

As shown by Harada (1973) and Kuroda (1978), among others, there
are two distinct kinds of Double-o Constraint violations. The “standard”
kind, called the abstract Double-o Constraint violation, obtains when two
NPs require abstract objective Case, and it results in strong deviance. The
most typical case of this type of violation is observed with the causative
construction. As shown in (25b), the causee in this construction can be
marked by the objective (accusative) Case marker o or by the postposition
ni.

(25) a. John-ga aruku.
John-NoMm walk
‘John walks.’
b. Mary-ga [John-ni/-o  aruk]-aseta.
Mary-NoMm John-to/-acc walk-made
‘Mary made John walk.’

However, when the “embedded verb” is transitive and has its own object
NP, the causee cannot appear in objective Case: (26b) with Jo/n-o is totally
ungrammatical.
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(26) a. John-ga hon-o yomu.
John-NoM book-acc read
‘John reads a book.’
b. Mary-ga [John-ni/*-0 hon-o yom]-aseta.
Mary-NoMm John-to/-Acc book-Acc read-made
‘Mary made John read a book.’

The other kind of violation is called the surface Double-o Constraint
violation. Roughly put, the marker o in Japanese is ambiguous between
the objective Case marker and an adverbial locative postposition. The
latter type of o appears in examples like (27).

(27) John-ga hamabe-o aruku.
John-NoM beach-on walk
‘John walks on the beach.’

When this type of o coocuurs with the objective Case marker o, the sen-
tence instantiates the surface Double-o Constraint violation, as in (28).

(28) Mary-ga [John-ni/??-o hamabe-o aruk]-aseta.
Mary-NoM John-to/-Acc beach-on walk-made
‘Mary made John walk on the beach.’

This type of violation results only in marginality.

As discussed in detail in the references cited above, there is an impor-
tant respect in which the abstract and surface Double-o Constraint viola-
tions differ, aside from their degrees of deviance. The abstract case
obtains even when one of the “o-marked NPs” is an empty category,
whereas the surface case can be circumvented by dislocating one of the
NPs. The following examples of the cleft construction illustrate this
point:®
(29) a. *[cp Op; [1p Mary-ga John-o  ; yom-aseta] noJ-wa

Mary-NoM John-acc  read-made COMP-TOP

hon-o; da.

book-Acc is

‘It is a book that Mary made John read.’

b. *[cp Op; [1p Mary-ga ¢ hon-o yom-aseta] no]-wa

Mary-NoM  book-Acc read-made COMP-TOP

John-o; da.

John-acc is

‘It is John that Mary made read a book.’
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(30) a. [cp Op; [1p Mary-ga John-o ¢ aruk-aseta] nol]-wa
Mary-NoMm John-acc  walk-made comp-TOP
hamabe-o; da.
beach-on is
‘It is the beach where Mary made John walk.’
b. [cp Op; [1p Mary-ga f; hamebe-o aruk-aseta] no]-wa
Mary-NoM  beach-on walk-made comp-TOP
John-o; da.
John-acc is
‘It is John who Mary made walk on the beach.’

The examples in (29) have two NPs that require abstract objective Case,
and they are completely unacceptable even when one of them is a trace
produced by empty operator movement. On the other hand, the examples
in (30) show that an accusative NP and a locative NP with o are com-
patible as long as one of them is dislocated.

Given this background, let us consider the status of the light verb
examples in (24) in more detail. These examples are only marginal and
clearly are not as bad as (26b) with the o-marked causee. From this,
Sells (1988) concludes that they are merely instances of the weak sur-
face Double-o Constraint violation. It is predicted, then, that when the
theme NP in the cleft construction is dislocated, the Double-o Constraint

effect should disappear. The prediction is indeed borne out, as shown in
(31).

(31) a. [cp Op; [1p Honda-ga Amerika-de ¢ seisan-o site-iru]

Honda-Nom U.S.-in production-Acc doing-is

nol]-wa  Akoodo-o; da. (cf. (24a))

COMP-TOP Accord-ACC is

‘It is Accords that Honda is producing in the U.S.’

b. [cp Opi [1p Mary-ga John-ni/-e f; zyooto-o sita] no]-wa

Mary-Nom John-to/-to  giving-Acc did coMP-TOP

toti-o;  da. (cf. (24b))

land-aAcc is

‘It is a piece of land that Mary gave to John.’

The grammaticality of these examples provides strong confirmation for
Sells’s conclusion.

However, as Sells notes, this conclusion raises an interesting question
for the analysis of the light verb construction. That is, why is it that
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(24a,b) are not abstract Double-o Constraint violations?® Clearly, neither
of the two o-marked NPs is a locative adverbial. Yet it seems that only
one of them needs to be licensed by abstract objective Case assignment
(or checking); otherwise, we should expect an abstract violation. Here, we
suggest that LF incorporation provides an answer. More specifically, we
suggest that the accusative Case on the 0-role-assigning noun is licensed
by its incorporation to the verb, basically along the lines proposed by
Baker (1988) for other cases of noun incorporation. Then, only the accu-
sative Case on the theme NP needs to be licensed by abstract Case assign-
ment (or checking). Thus, we correctly predict that (24a,b) are only surface
Double-o Constraint violations.'”

Examples of cleft sentences such as those in (32) may seem problematic,
but on the contrary, they constitute further evidence for the LF incorpo-
ration analysis.

(32) a. *[cp Op; [1p Honda-ga Amerika-de akoodo-0 7 site-iru]

Honda-NoMm U.S.-in Accord-acc  doing-is

nol-wa  seisan-o; da. (cf. (31a))

COMP-TOP production-ACC is

b. *[cp Op; [1p Mary-ga John-ni/-e toti-o ¢ sita] no]-wa

Mary-NoM John-to/-to land-acc  did comp-TOP

zyooto-0; da. (cf. (31b))

giving-ACC is

In (31) the theme NP is clefted, and the Double-o Constraint violation is
circumvented, as expected. The examples in (32), on the other hand, show
that when the accusative NP headed by the 6-role-assigning noun is
clefted, the result is completely unacceptable. This seems surprising, given
that the weak Double-o Constraint effect disappears when one of the
o-marked NPs is dislocated. But this is exactly as expected under the LF
incorporation analysis. The noun zyooto ‘giving’ in (32b), for example,
must incorporate into the verb su in LF. Otherwise, the subject NP Mary-
ga and the goal PP John-nil-e fail to receive their 0-roles. But the required
LF incorporation would clearly involve lowering, as the light verb su does
not c-command the O-role-assigning noun zyooto. Consequently, this
incorporation is excluded by the Proper Binding Condition or a general
ban on lowering. The ungrammaticality of (32a,b) and the grammaticality
of (31a,b) thus provide supporting evidence for the LF incorporation
analysis.'!

Japanese Light Verb Construction 273

8.3 Some Consequences of the LF Incorporation Analysis

Although Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) argument transfer analysis has a
number of attractive features, it also has some unsolved problems. One
has to do with the status of the argument transfer operation itself. It is
possible that an operation of this kind is allowed by Universal Grammar.
But to the extent that it is employed only to account for the light verb
construction, it is a description of a fact rather than an explanation. Thus,
it seems desirable to eliminate it if possible. The LF incorporation analy-
sis, as an alternative, clearly achieves this goal. In this section we show
that this analysis also solves other potential problems that arise with the
argument transfer analysis.

Recall first Grimshaw and Mester’s important generalizations in (7).
repeated in (33).

(33) a. At least one internal 6-role of the noun must be assigned to
an argument outside the NP.
b. If a B-role T is assigned outside the NP, then all 6-roles that are
higher than T in the thematic hierarchy must also be assigned
outside the NP.

As briefly discussed above, their account for (33b) is that argument
transfer applies in an outside-in fashion. The examples in (34) are ruled
out because an inner argument of the 0-role-assigning noun is transferred
to su, leaving behind an outer argument, as illustrated in (35).

(34) a. *John-ni/-e [np Mary-no toti-no zyootol-o sita. (= (17))
John-to/-to Mary-GEN land-GEN giving-Acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’
b. *Mary-ga toti-o  [np John-e-no  zyooto]-o sita. (= (12a))
Mary-Nom land-acc John-to-GEN giving-acc did.
(same)

(35) a. zyooto (agent (goal (theme))), su () (acc) ... input
b. zyooto (agent (theme)) + su (goal) (acc) ... (34a)
c. zyooto (goal) + su (agent (theme)) {acc) ... (34b)

In (35b) the goal 0-role is transferred to su ““across’ the agent 0-role, and in
(35c¢) the theme O-role is transferred, leaving behind the outer goal 6-role.

Even if one accepts the hypothesis that argument transfer applies in a
particular fashion (e.g., outside-in), one might wonder why this should be
the case. As Grimshaw and Mester note, the effect of outside-in applica-
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tion is that the basic hierarchy among the arguments is preserved even
after argument transfer applies. But argument transfer makes the 0-role-
assigning noun and the light verb su independent 0-role assigners. Thus,
in (35b) zyooto ‘giving’ has two 0-roles (agent and theme), whereas su has
one (goal). Then, it is not clear why the thematic hierarchy must be
observed, after argument transfer takes place, among the arguments of
two independent 0-role assigners. As the main point of the thematic hier-
archy is to specify the order in which 0-roles are discharged, it is natural
to assume that it only affects the structural relation among the arguments
of a single 6-role assigner.

This question does not arise with the LF incorporation analysis, which
in fact provides a much more straightforward explanation for the gener-
alization in (33b). According to this analysis, there is only one 0-role
assigner, namely, the 0-role-assigning noun. In the grammatical (36) the
0-roles are discharged in the way specified by the thematic hierarchy.

(36) Mary-ga  John-ni/-e [np toti-no  zyooto]-o sita. (= (15a))
Mary-Nom John-to/-to  land-GeN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

The noun zyooto ‘giving’ discharges the theme 6-role to zoti ‘land’ within
the NP. Then, in LF, it raises to the position of su and assigns the goal
0-role to John-nif-e. Finally, it discharges the agent 6-role to Mary-ga, the
argument in the highest structural position. On the other hand, in (34a,b)
f-role assignment cannot take place consistently with the thematic hier-
archy. In (34a) zyooto must assign the agent 6-role within the NP before it
raises in LF and discharges the goal 0-role. Similarly, in (34b) it assigns
the goal 0-role within the NP before it discharges the theme 6-role. Thus,
the LF incorporation analysis enables us to explain the generalization in
(33b) without any stipulation. The only assumption needed is that 6-roles
of a single predicate are discharged in a certain order, in accordance with
the thematic hierarchy.

Another remaining problem for Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) analysis
has to do with their account for (33a). As noted above, they hypothesize
that the NP headed by the 0-role-assigning noun is licensed by virtue of
the transfer of an unsuppressed 0-role. In the grammatical (36) the goal
0-role is transferred to su, and thus the NP headed by zyooto ‘giving’ is
licensed. But in (37) only the external agent 0-role is transferred to su.

(37) Mary-ga [np John-e-no toti-no  zyooto]-o sita. (= (15b))
Mary-Nom John-to-GEN land-GEN giving-Acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’
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Since the external 6-role of a noun is suppressed, the NP headed by zyooto
fails to be licensed. Thus, the example is unacceptable as an instance of
the light verb construction.

The account illustrated above is straightforward if nouns do not have
external 0-roles at all. Then, no 0-role is transferred in examples like (37).
But as the external agent 6-role is realized at the clausal level in the
grammatical (36), it is clear that zyooto ‘giving’ has an external 6-role and
that the 0-role can be transferred to su. Thus, as Grimshaw and Mester
note, the external 0-role of a noun must be visible to argument transfer
even if it is suppressed. Then why doesn’t the transfer of a suppressed
6-role count for the licensing of the NP headed by the 0-role-assigning
noun? It seems difficult to come up with an answer as long as we assume
the argument transfer analysis.

The LF incorporation analysis seems to provide a principled solution to
this problem as well. Here, we would like to argue that the generaliza-
tion in (33a) in fact can be derived as a consequence of the analysis if
Chomsky’s (1986b, 1993) principle Last Resort is assumed. Roughly put,
Last Resort states that movement applies only when it is necessary to
satisfy the morphological properties of the moved item. Thus, the move-
ment in (38a) is possible, but that in (38b) is not.

(38) a. Mary; seems [7; to be intelligent].
b. *John; seems to #; [that Mary is intelligent].

In (38a) Mary needs to move to [Spec, IP] to have its Case checked. In
(38b), by contrast, John is already in a Case position before movement
and there is no need for this NP to move to [Spec, IP]. Hence, Last Resort
allows only the movement in (38a). The following contrast is explained in
a similar way:

(39) a. There seems to be a man in the corner.
b. *There seems to a man [that Mary is intelligent].

The expletive there cannot be present at LF and hence must be replaced,
as a result of Full Interpretation. In (39a) the “‘associate NP’ a man needs
to have its Case checked and hence must move to [Spec, IP] in LF. Thus,
there is successfully replaced. In (39b), however, a man is already in a Case
position, and there is no reason for this NP to move to [Spec, IP]. In this
case Last Resort blocks the movement. As a result, the expletive remains
at LF in violation of Full Interpretation. This example clearly shows that
movement cannot take place to save the overall structure, but only to
fulfill a need of the moved item.
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Given Last Resort, we may ask how the LF incorporation in the light
verb construction is motivated. We hypothesized above that in examples
like (24b), repeated in (40), the accusative Case on zyooto ‘giving’ 1s
licensed by virtue of the LF incorporation.

(40) ?Mary-ga John-ni/-e toti-o [np zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-Nom John-to/-to land-acc giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

Thus, it seems possible that the incorporation takes place so that the accu-
sative Case on the 0-role-assigning noun can be checked. However, this
hypothesis immediately faces a problem. If LF incorporation can take
place for Case reasons, then we lose the account for the abstract Double-o
Constraint violations. Let us again consider (26b), repeated in (41).

(41) *Mary-ga John-o  hon-o yom-aseta.
Mary-NoM John-acc book-Acc read-made
‘Mary made John read a book.’

This example is totally impossible since there are two NPs that must be
licensed by abstract objective Case assignment (or checking). We sug-
gested above that (40) does not show the same violation because one of
the accusative Cases (i.e., the one on zyooto ‘giving’) is licensed by incor-
poration. But if Case licensing can motivate LF incorporation, there
seems to be no way to prevent the accusative Case on hon ‘book’ in (41)
from being licensed in the same way. That is, the noun /hon should be
able to incorporate into the verb in LF and have its Case licensed exactly
like zyooto in (40). We then incorrectly predict that (41) has the same
grammatical status as (40). Hence, Case licensing cannot be a “proper
motivation” for LF incorporation (as opposed to NP-movement to [Spec,
IP]).

When we compare zyooto ‘giving’ in (40) and hon ‘book’ in (41), an
obvious alternative emerges. The former noun, as opposed to the latter, is
a O-role assigner and hence must discharge its 0-roles. Then, it is quite
plausible that 0-role assignment motivates the LF incorporation. The
noun zyooto raises to discharge its theme, goal, and agent 0-roles in (40),
and to assign its goal and agent O-roles in the grammatical (36), repeated
in (42).

(42) Mary-ga John-ni/-e [np toti-no  zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-NoM John-to/-to land-GEN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’
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In (41), on the other hand, there is no reason for the noun /on to raise to
the position of the verb, since the noun is not a 6-role assigner. Conse-
quently, Last Resort prohibits the incorporation in this case, and as a result
the accusative Case on the noun cannot be licensed by incorporation.'?

Let us now return to the problematic (37), repeated in (43), which is
unacceptable with the light verb interpretation of su.

(43) ?Mary-ga [np John-e-no toti-no  zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-Nom John-to-GEN land-GEN giving-Acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

Here, as in Grimshaw and Mester’s analysis, we can take advantage of
the fact that the external 0-role of a noun is suppressed, but in a more
direct way. In fact, all we need to assume is that nouns need not discharge
their external 0-roles. Given this uncontroversial assumption, there is no
reason for zyooto ‘giving’ in (43) to incorporate, since it discharges all of
its internal 6-roles within its own projection. Thus, given Last Resort, the
incorporation cannot take place, and the subject NP Mary-ga fails to
receive a 0-role. The only possible way for Mary-ga to receive a 0-role is
from the verb su. Then, su cannot be a light verb, but must be a 6-role
assigner exactly like the English main verb do, a correct result.

As we attributed the ungrammaticality of (43) (with the light verb inter-
pretation) to the failure of Mary-ga to receive a 0-role, a question can be
raised with respect to examples like (44), where no argument (overt NP or
nonexpletive pro) appears in the clausal subject position.

(44) *[np John-e-no  toti-no  zyooto]-o sita.
John-to-GEN land-GEN giving-Acc did
‘(Someone) gave a piece of land to John.’

As there is no argument NP in the subject position, there should be no
problem with 0-marking even if zyooto ‘giving’ does not raise to the posi-
tion of su. However, the example will be ruled out in exactly the same way
as the English (39b). Since by assumption there is no argument NP in
[Spec, IP], this position must be occupied by an expletive pro. And this
expletive remains at LF in violation of Full Interpretation, as no NP can
replace it. In particular, Last Resort prevents the NP headed by zyooto
from moving to [Spec, IP], since its Case is licensed by su.

The analysis outlined above for (43) accounts for all cases of Grimshaw
and Mester’s generalization that at least one internal argument of the 6-
role-assigning noun must appear at the clausal level. If there is no internal



278 Mamoru Saito and Hiroto Hoshi

argument at the clausal level, Last Resort prevents the 0-role-assigning
noun from incorporating into su, and hence, the subject NP fails to receive
a 0-role. If the subject position is occupied by an expletive, which does not
need a O-role, then the expletive ends up violating Full Interpretation at
LF, again because of Last Resort. Thus, this analysis, if correct, provides
strong support for the general idea that movement applies only as a last
resort.

We have shown in this section that the LF incorporation account
enables us to improve on Grimshaw and Mester’s analysis. This consti-
tutes further evidence for the LF incorporation analysis and consequently
for the minimalist hypothesis that the 0-Criterion applies only at LF. In a
sense, the analysis proposed here provides a clearer case than Larson’s
(1988) analysis of the English dative/double object constructions, since it
implies that 6-roles need not be discharged even at S-Structure, as long as
they are assigned at LF.

In addition, our analysis provides support for the major part of Grim-
shaw and Mester’s hypothesis regarding argument structure. Exactly as
in their analysis, we assumed crucially that nouns need not assign their
external O-roles. More importantly, we relied on the specific version of
the thematic hierarchy assumed by Grimshaw and Mester (e.g., agent >
goal > theme). The latter assumption, interestingly, contradicts Larson’s
analysis, which implies the hierarchy agent > theme > goal. (See (22)
above.) Thus, although our analysis directly supports Larson’s general
idea on the way in which 0-roles are discharged, it indirectly supports
alternative analyses of the dative/double object constructions (e.g., those
argued for in Pesetsky 1995, Kitagawa 1994, and Takano 1996).

Our account for generalization (33a) in terms of Last Resort implies
that B-roles constitute part of the “morphological properties” of a 6-role-
assigning head. That is, in the terminology of Chomsky 1995, they are
“formal features” on the 6-role-assigning heads. This is so because
according to our analysis, 0-role-assigning nouns are allowed to move to
discharge (or check) their 6-roles. Chomsky (1994, 1995) presents evi-
dence that the failure of O-role assignment results in a nonconvergent
derivation, not just semantic deviance. Lasnik (1995) suggests the stronger
hypothesis that 6-roles are formal features of the assigner. Boskovi¢ and
Takahashi (1998) argue for a yet stronger conclusion that 0-roles are for-
mal features on both the assigner and the assignee. (See also Boskovic¢
1994.) Our analysis is consistent with these proposals and more specifi-
cally provides direct support for Lasnik’s suggestion. '3
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8.4 Miyagawa’s (1989) and Tsujimura’s (1990a) Ergativity Constraint

In this section we discuss an important fact noted by Miyagawa (1989)
and Tsujimura (1990a), namely, that the 6-role-assigning noun in the light
verb construction cannot be ergative. Our purpose here is to show that the
LF incorporation analysis suggests some promising directions toward
explaining this mysterious fact.

A relevant contrast is shown in (45).'*

(45) a. *Ya-ga mato-ni [Np meityuu]-o sita.
arrow-NoOMm target-to strike-acc did .
‘The arrow struck the target.’
b. Ya-ga mato-ni [y meityuu-sita].
arrow-Nom target-to  strike-did
‘The arrow struck the target.’

(45a) illustrates Miyagawa’s and Tsujimura’s generalization: meityuu
‘strike’ is ergative and the example is degraded. (45b), on the other hand,
shows that an ergative noun is allowed as long as it is combined with the
light verb in overt syntax. If we assume, following Kageyama (1982),
Terada (1990), Tsujimura (1990b), and others, that this case involves
syntactic incorporation, the structures of (45a,b) at S-Structure (i.e., at the
point of Spell-Out) can be represented as in (46a,b), respectively.

(46) a. P
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ty meityuu-sita

Miyagawa (1989) and Tsujimura (1990a) argue that this contrast is
expected given Burzio’s (1986) Generalization, which is stated in (47).

(47) A verb assigns an external 0-role iff it can assign Case.

Assuming Grimshaw and Mester’s (1988) analysis for (45a), Miyagawa
and Tsujimura first point out that argument transfer creates the lexical
entry in (48b) from those in (48a).'*

(48) a. meityuu (& (goal (theme))), su () {acc) ... input
b. meityuu () + su (J (goal (theme))) (acc) ... (45a)

But (48b) is inconsistent with Burzio’s Generalization since su is an accu-
sative Case assigner and yet has no external 0-role. The N-V complex,
meityuu-su ‘strike’, in (45b) does not have this problem: it assigns neither
an accusative Case nor an external 6-role.

As far as we can see, this account for (45a) can be maintained with the
LF incorporation analysis, provided that Burzio’s Generalization holds at
this level. Let us again consider the example in (40), repeated in (49).

(49) ”Mary-ga John-ni/-e toti-o  [np zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-Nom John-to/-to land-Acc giving-Acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’
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This example indicates that after the LF incorporation of zyooto ‘giving’
to su, the N—V complex can still assign accusative Case to (or check the
accusative Case of ) the theme NP roti ‘land’. That is, the Case feature of
su is retained by the N-V complex. But the N-V complex formed in the
LF representation of (45a) does not have an external 6-role, since meityuu
’strike’ is an ergative noun. Hence, its properties are inconsistent with
Burzio’s Generalization.

On the basis of the contrast in (45), Miyagawa and Tsujimura argue
convincingly for their conclusion that Japanese has ergative nouns. But
the task of providing a precise account for examples like (45a) still
remains. Those examples are particularly interesting because Chomsky’s
(1986b) explanation for the standard cases of Burzio’s Generalization
does not seem to cover them. The relevant part of the generalization is
schematized in (50).

(50) *[1p NP [vp V NP]] (order irrelevant)
[ | N

no 0-role Case

Chomsky (1986b) proposes to explain (50), to the extent that it is correct,
by Last Resort. Since the object is in a Case position, this principle pre-
vents it from moving to the subject position in overt syntax. (See (38b)
above.) This implies that the subject position must be occupied by an ex-
pletive. But Last Resort prevents the movement of the object NP not only
in overt syntax but also in LF. Hence, the expletive fails to be replaced
and remains in LF in violation of Full Interpretation. (See (39b) above.)

This explanation for (50) does not seem to extend to examples like
(45a). If nominative Case in Japanese must be licensed within the I pro-
jection at S-Structure (or by the point of Spell-Out), as argued by Saito
(1982) and Takezawa (1987), and assumed here, then the NP ya-ga
‘arrow-NoM’ should be able to move from a VP-internal position to [Spec,
IP] without violating Last Resort. The movement is illustrated in (46a).
Here, there is no need for the accusative NP to move to [Spec, IP] either
overtly or in LF. Hence, Chomsky’s account for (50) in terms of Last
Resort does not cover examples of this type.'®

Thus, Miyagawa’s and Tsujimura’s generalization regarding the light
verb construction still constitutes a problem to be explained. More impor-
tantly, if Chomsky’s explanation for (50) is correct, (45a) should not be
grouped together with the standard cases of Burzio’s Generalization. We
must therefore look for an independent way to explain cases like (45a).
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Although we do not have a precise proposal to offer at this point, we would
like to show in the remainder of this section that the LF incorporation
analysis allows us to approach this problem from a new perspective.

One difference clearly stands out between (45a) and (45b). The NP
ya-ga ‘arrow-NoM’” moves overtly to [Spec, IP] in both (45a,b), as shown in
(46a,b). But this NP-movement differs in the two examples in one impor-
tant respect. Since the 0-role-assigning noun adjoins to su overtly in (46b),
ya-ga is already assigned a 0-role when it moves. On the other hand,
in (46a) the B-role-assigning noun incorporates only in LF. Thus, when
ya-ga moves to [Spec, IP], it is not yet assigned a 0-role. The contrast
between (45a) and (45b) is then captured if the following generalization
holds: "’

(51) An argument NP cannot move from a 0 (non-0) position to a Case
position.

If we attribute the ungrammaticality of (45a) to (51), we are led to a
specific analysis for an external argument subject. Let us again consider
example (42), repeated in (52).

(52) Mary-ga John-ni/-e [np toti-no  zyooto]-o sita.
Mary-NoM John-to/-to land-GeN giving-acc did
‘Mary gave a piece of land to John.’

According to the standard VP-internal subject hypothesis, the subject
Mary-ga in (52) is generated in [Spec, VP] and is raised overtly to [Spec,
IP]. But since the NP receives a 0-role only after the 6-role-assigning noun
zyooto ‘giving’ raises to the position of su in LF, the movement of the
nominative NP originates in a 0 position exactly as in the case of (45a).
Thus, (51) entails that the subject in (52), as opposed to that in (45a), can
be generated directly in [Spec, IP].

It seems that this analysis of (52) in fact should be allowed if our pro-
posals on the light verb construction are correct. That is, even if Mary-ga
in (52) is generated directly in [Spec, IP], it should be able to successfully
receive its 0-role. The 0-role-assigning noun zyooto ‘giving’ can first raise
to the position of su and discharge its goal 8-role to John-nif-e, then raise
to I and assign its agent 0-role to Mary-ga. Hence, nothing seems to pre-
vent the direct insertion of the subject NP in [Spec, IP].®

What we must ensure is that the nominative NP in (46a) cannot be
generated directly in [Spec, IP] and receive a 0-role in the same way.
Otherwise, ya-ga ‘arrow-NoM’ in (46a) need not move from a 0 position to
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a Case position, and the generalization in (51) becomes irrelevant for this
case also. Here, according to Miyagawa and Tsujimura, the crucial dif-
ference between (46a) and (52) is that in the former the 0-role-assigning
noun is ergative. That means that only in (46a) is the nominative NP
assigned an internal 0-role. Thus, the following reasonable assumption
will have the desired effect:

(53) An internal 6-role is assigned within a projection of a lexical
category.

This forces the nominative NP to originate internal to VP only when the
0-role-assigning noun is ergative.

The approach to Miyagawa’s and Tsujimura’s generalization outlined
above is promising if (51) has a plausible interpretation in the overall
syntactic theory. We would like to suggest two possibile interpretations of
this generalization without commiting ourselves to either at this point.

First, it seems possible to group (51) with the general ban on improper
movement from an A position to a Case position. There are examples that
clearly show that movement of an adjunct to a Case position is pro-
hibited. Thus, (54) contrasts sharply with (55).

(54) Yesterday; seemed [rp #; to be the best day to hold the meeting].

(55) *Yesterday; seemed #; [cp that Mary was the leading candidate].
(cf. It seemed yesterday that Mary was the leading candidate.)

(54) shows that yesterday can move to [Spec, IP] if it originates in an A
position. (55), on the other hand, shows that it cannot move from an
adjunct position to [Spec, IP].*°

The standard cases of improper movement also fall under this general-
ization. Examples such as the following have been discussed by Takahashi
(1992) and Sakai (1994), among others:

(56) *[1p John; seems [cp #; [1p it is likely [1p 4 to win the race]]]].

It is not clear what condition on representation this example violates,
especially if the intermediate trace can delete in LF. (See also Fukui 1993
for relevant discussion.) What appears to be wrong in (56) is the second
step of the movement: it takes place from an A position ([Spec, CP]) to a
Case position (matrix [Spec, IP]). Thus, examples like (56) also suggest
that movement from an A position to a Case position cannot take place.

Let us now return to the generalization in (51) and example (45a),
which is repeated in (57) with a more precise structure.
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(57) ™[p Ya-ga; [vp mato-ni ¢ [np meityuu]-o sita]].
arrow-NOM target-to strike-acc did
‘The arrow struck the target.’

Suppose, as seems reasonable, that a VP-internal position counts as an A
position in the relevant sense, unless it is a 0 position. Then, when ya-ga
‘arrow-NoM’ moves overtly from the VP-internal position to [Spec, IP], it
originates in an A position. Hence, the movement takes place from an A
position to a Case position, exactly as in (55) and (56). Viewed this way,
(51) will be a subcase of a more general, well-established generalization.

The second, totally independent way to interpret (51) is in terms of
0-theory. Recall first that in (46b), the representation of the grammatical
(45b), ya-ga ‘arrow-NoM’ moves to [Spec, IP] after it is assigned a 0-role.
But in (46a), the structure of (45a), the same NP is not yet assigned a
0-role when it moves to [Spec, IP]. Suppose then that a 6-role can be
assigned only to the head of a chain. In (46b) ya-ga heads its singleton
chain when it receives a 6-role, and it carries this 6-role along to [Spec, IP].
On the other hand, in (46a), by the time the 6-role-assigning noun meityuu
‘strike’ incorporates into the light verb su in LF, ya-ga is already in [Spec,
IP], heading a two-member chain. If only the head of a chain can receive a
0-role, meityuu is unable to assign a 6-role to ya-ga.

The success of this second approach, in turn, relies on whether there is a
principled explanation for the condition that only the head of a chain can
receive a O-role. We believe that there is. Note first that it is possible to
generalize this condition to (58).

(58) An operation on a chain must take place at its head position.

This would make sense if we adopt Chomsky’s (1993) copy theory of
movement in a specific way. Chomsky proposes that movement consists
of copying and deletion. Thus, movement leaves a copy of the moved item
behind. Let us assume that a chain consists literally of the head and its
copies. It is then possible that an operation on the head also automatically
affects the other members of the chain, which are by definition copies of
the head. The chain remains uniform, consisting of the head and its
copies. On the other hand, an operation on a copy is illegitimate, since it
does not affect the “original.” The head of the chain is not a copy of the
element to which the operation applies. Hence, the operation has no effect
on the head, and as a result, it creates a nonuniform chain where the copy
is no longer identical to the head.
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There is also another explanation for (58), which seems to us more
plausible. That is, (58) follows if A-movement does not leave a trace (or a
copy), and hence, there are no A-chains. Then, ya-ga ‘arrow-NoM’ in (46a)
fails to receive a O-role at LF through its trace simply because the trace
does not exist. Although the elimination of A-traces and A-chains appears
to be a radical move, Lasnik and Saito (1992), for example, come very
close to proposing just that.

Lasnik and Saito first propose a revision of Chomsky’s (1986b) Uni-
formity Condition as in (59).

(59) a. o assigns inherent Case to B only if a 6-marks p.
b. Suppose that B bears a 0-role assigned by o. Then, if y is a
barrier for o, y dominates .

(59a) is identical to the first part of Chomsky’s condition. (59b), on the
other hand, is a generalized version of the second part. Unlike Chomsky’s
original formulation, it extends to examples such as (60), attributed to
Mark Baker, and (61).

(60) *John; seems [cp that [1p it is told  [cp that [;p Mary is
intelligent]]]].

(61) *John; seems [cp[ip[np the belief [1p 7 to be intelligent]] is crazy]].

(59b) amounts to saying that A-movement cannot take place across a
barrier. Hence, it straightforwardly rules out (60) and (61), where John
is moved across a CP/IP pair. For A-movement, it has the same empiri-
cal coverage as Chomsky’s (1986a) proposal that all traces must be
antecedent-governed. One thing that it is designed to explain is Aoun’s
(1982) generalization that ““S’ (CP) breaks A-chains.”

Having motivated (59b), Lasnik and Saito (1992) point out that there
are considerable overlaps among the effects of (59b), Condition A of the
binding theory, the Empty Category Principle (ECP) (in their formula-
tion), and the Locality Condition on Chains. Then, they show that (59b)
in fact suffices to rule out most, if not all, of the relevant ungrammatical
examples. Let us consider (62)—(64) to illustrate this point.

(62) a. *John; seems [cp[1p Mary visited £]].
b. *John; seems [cp[rp 7 is intelligent]].

(63) *John; seems [cp that [1p it is believed [ip #; to be intelligent]]].

(64) *John; seems [cp[ip[np his; belief [1p 7 to be intelligent]] is crazy]].
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(62a) and (62b) instantiate the Specified Subject Condition case and the
Nominative Island Condition case of Condition A, respectively. (63) is an
example of superraising, which Lasnik and Saito (1984) propose to rule
out by the ECP. And Lasnik (1985) appeals to the Locality Condition on
Chains to account for examples such as (64). Examples (62)—(64) are all
excluded by (59b): in all cases the movement crosses a CP/IP pair. On the
basis of examples like these, Lasnik and Saito (1992) suggest that A-traces
are subject neither to Condition A nor to the ECP, and further that the
Locality Condition on Chains can be dispensed with. If this is tenable,
then A-traces and A-chains may in fact be redundant. Unlike Condition
A and the ECP, (59) does not require the presence of A-traces. And unlike
the Locality Condition on Chains, it does not refer to A-chains.?°

The hypothesis that there are no A-traces goes well with our conception
of 6-role assignment. If 0-roles are significant only in semantic interpre-
tation and if thematic relations are simply read off the LF representations,
A-traces and A-chains are clearly needed. However, as noted above, our
analysis of the light verb construction implies that 6-roles are formal fea-
tures of O-role-assigning heads. Then, it is plausible that they can be
assigned (or discharged) in the course of the derivation, and the configu-
ration for O-role assignment need not be preserved at LF. This in turn
implies that A-traces are not necessary to represent thematic relations at
this level.

We have shown so far that there are two plausible ways to approach
Miyagawa’s (1989) and Tsujimura’s (1990a) ergativity constraint on the
light verb construction. Both are based on the assumption that in the
ungrammatical (46a) the nominative NP raises to [Spec, IP] before it is
assigned a O-role. This assumption does not hold under Grimshaw and
Mester’s (1988) argument transfer analysis. In this analysis argument
transfer takes place at D-Structure; hence, the nominative NP in (46a) is
assigned a 0-role before it moves. On the other hand, the assumption is an
automatic consequence of the LF incorporation analysis. Thus, to the
extent that they are tenable, the approaches to the ergativity constraint
suggested in this section provide further support for the LF incorporation
analysis.

8.5 Conclusion

In this chapter we argued for an LF incorporation analysis of the light
verb construction in Japanese. In section 8.2 we motivated the analysis on
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the basis of the pattern shown by double-o examples. In section 8.3 we
argued that the analysis enables us to capture Grimshaw and Mester’s
(1988) insights in a principled way. Finally, in section 8.4 we showed that
it suggests promising approaches to Miyagawa’s (1989) and Tsujimura’s
(1990a) ergativity constraint on the construction.

The LF incorporation analysis implies that 0-roles need not be assigned
at D-Structure or S-Structure, but can be discharged at LF. Thus, it pro-
vides strong support for Chomsky’s (1993) Minimalist Program, which
proposes to eliminate D-Structure as a pure representation of GF-0 rela-
tions, together with the Projection Principle. We also argued that LF in-
corporation is subject to Chomsky’s (1986b, 1993) Last Resort, which was
initially motivated for movement of maximal projections. Our analysis
thus broadens the empirical scope of this principle. The status of this
principle has been debated extensively in the recent literature. Boskovié
(1997), for example, presents arguments for it, whereas Chomsky (1995)
proposes to eliminate it, deriving its effects from the theory of formal
features and the definition of the operation Attract. (See note 20 above.)
Our analysis, as it stands, supports the former view, although it may be
possible to reformulate it and make it consistent with Chomsky’s (1995)
proposals.

Our analysis implies also that 6-roles are part of the “morphological
properties” of their assigners: it is crucial in our analysis that a 0-role-
assigning noun can move to discharge its 0-roles without violating Last
Resort. As noted above, this conclusion accords with Lasnik’s (1995)
suggestion that 0-roles are formal features of their assigners.

Our discussion of Miyagawa’s and Tsujimura’s generalization in
section 8.4 was more speculative. We suggested two possibilities for
explaining it. One was to reduce it to the general ban on improper move-
ment from an A position to a Case position. The other was based on the
elimination of A-traces and A-chains. Further research is needed before
we can choose between these two possibilities.

Notes

This is a revised version of a paper originally written in 1994. A still earlier
version, Hoshi and Saito 1993, was written as a chapter of the research report of
the 1991-93 project on Japanese grammar at the University of Connecticut, sub-
mitted to BBN Systems and Technologies. We thank BBN for its financial sup-
port, and the other participants in the project, Jun Abe and Yoichi Miyamoto, for
their suggestions and comments. We also benefited from discussions with many
other people, including Zeljko Boskovi¢, Howard Lasnik, Hideki Maki, Keiko
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Murasugi, Myung-Kwan Park, and Daiko Takahashi. The early version was pre-
sented in the spring 1993 syntax seminar at the University of Connecticut, and in
colloquia at Cornell University (1994) and Universitdt zu Koln (1995). This
revised version, in its initial form, was given at the Special GLOW Meeting in
Hyderabad (January 1998), and also in the spring 1998 syntax seminar at Nanzan
University. We thank the audiences at these places for comments, and also Chris
Collins, Joseph Emonds, Jay Jayaseelan, Roger Martin, and an anonymous re-
viewer for suggestions leading up to the final revision. The preparation of this
revised version was supported in part by the Nanzan University Pache Research
Grant (Saito) and by grants from the British Academy, the Japan Foundation
Endowment Committee, and SOAS at the University of London (Hoshi).

We are delighted that this final version is included in a volume to honor Howard
Lasnik, a great teacher and good friend to whom both of us owe so much.

1. See, for example, Grimshaw and Mester 1988, Sells 1988, Miyagawa 1989,
Terada 1990, Tsujimura 1990a,b, Aoyagi 1991, Hasegawa 1991, Kajihara 1992,
Matsumoto 1992, 1996, Kageyama 1993, Uchida and Nakayama 1993, Sato
1993, Nakajima 1993, and Dubinsky 1994.

2. As shown in (i), not only NPs but also PPs are followed by the genitive Case
marker within Japanese NPs.

(i) a. [np Mary-no John-to-no kekkon]
Mary-GeN John-with-GEN marriage
‘Mary’s marriage with John’
b. [np Mary-no John-to-no kaiwa]
Mary-GeN John-with-GEN conversation
‘Mary’s conversation with John’

These examples are ungrammatical without the genitive markers.

3. See, for example, Kageyama 1982, 1993, Larson 1988, Terada 1990, Tsujimura
1990b, Koizumi 1995, and especially Hale and Keyser 1993 for relevant discussion
on incorporation and 6-role assignment. An LF incorporation analysis, somewhat
similar to ours, is proposed independently in Dubinsky 1994. Since Dubinsky’s
account for the relevant data differs from ours in many respects, he draws different
theoretical conclusions. But he suggests, as we do, that the 6-role-assigning noun
discharges its 6-roles after its incorporation at LF.

4. The light verb su does not have any 6-role of its own, but is a Case assigner: it
assigns accusative Case to the NP headed by the 0-role-assigning noun.

5. See, for example, Shibatani 1973, Harada 1973, Kuroda 1978, and Poser 1981
for detailed discussion on this constraint. We will consider the exact nature of the
marginality of the examples in (9) in section 8.2.

6. A clausal goal argument can be realized either with the postposition ni or with
the postposition e. However, only the latter is available NP-internally, since ni is
for some reason incompatible with the genitive Case marker, as shown in (i).

(i) a. [;p Mary-ga Nara-ni/Nara-e syuppatu-sita].
Mary-Nom Nara-to/Nara-to departed
‘Mary departed for Nara.’
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b. [np Mary-no Nara-e-no /*Nara-ni-no  syuppatu]
Mary-GeN Nara-to-GEN/*Nara-to-GEN departure
‘Mary’s departure for Nara’

This is why we use only e in (12a) and (12¢): those examples with ni are ruled out
for an independent reason.

7. See Chomsky 1981 for detailed discussion of this assumption.

8. See Kuroda 1978, Hoji 1990, and Murasugi 1991 for detailed discussions on
the cleft construction in Japanese. We follow the latter two works and assume that
the examples in (29)—(30) involve movement of an empty operator to [Spec, CP).

9. It should be noted here that Sells (1988) suggests an answer quite different from
ours. See Uchida and Nakayama 1993 and Dubinsky 1994 for discussion of Sells’s
analysis.

10. The exact mechanism of “Case licensing by incorporation” still needs to be
worked out. The cases of noun incorporation discussed in Baker 1988 involve
movement of the N head of an argument NP at S-Structure. Since our case has to
do with incorporation of a 0-role-assigning noun in LF, it is not clear that Baker’s
mechanism can be applied directly.

One possibility is that in the configuration in (i) the lower segment V, checks the
Case of the incorporated N and the two-segment category V;—V, checks the ob-
jective Case of the theme NP.

H v

/N

N Vv,

This seems consistent with Chomsky’s (1994) proposal that the lower segment and
the two-segment category are independent terms in an adjunction structure. If this
is the correct way to analyze “Case licensing by incorporation,” then the two
accusative NPs in (24a,b) are after all both licensed by abstract Case checking. It
is just that incorporation creates a configuration in which a single verb can check
two objective Cases.

11. Grimshaw and Mester (1988) note that the NP headed by the 0-role-assigning
noun resists relativization and topicalization. As shown in (i), it cannot be pas-
sivized either. (See Sells 1988 for relevant discussion.)

(i) *Kekkon-ga  Mary-ni yotte John-to  sareta. (= su + rare (passive) + ta)
marriage-NOM Mary-by John-with done
‘Mary married with John.’

As far as we can see, our account of (32) generalizes to all of these cases.

12. This implies that the Case licensing of zyooto ‘giving’ in (40) is “accidental.”
The noun incorporates into the light verb in LF only to discharge its 0-roles, but
as a result of this incorporation, the accusative Case on the noun happens to be
licensed.

13. As an anonymous reviewer points out, if 6-role assignment involves feature
checking, interesting questions arise with respect to its locality. It is widely assumed
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that 6-role assignment is possible in the head-complement configuration. On the
other hand, the complement position is excluded from the checking domain of the
head (e.g., in Chomsky 1993). (See also Chomsky 1995 for much relevant discus-
sion.) We may take this as evidence that the definition of checking domain should
be revised. Alternatively, it may be possible to exclude the head-complement
structure from the configurations of 6-role assignment. Unfortunately, the exami-
nation of these possibilities is beyond the scope of this chapter.

14. Miyagawa and Tsujimura show that other ergative nouns, such as zyoohatu
‘evaporation’ and rootyaku ‘arrival’, exhibit the same pattern.

15. The absence of an external 6-role is indicated by ¢.

16. Even if nominative is licensed VP-internally, as argued in Fukui 1986, the
problem is not resolved. This hypothesis implies that the Extended Projection
Principle (EPP) does not hold and there are no expletives in Japanese. This is so
because if ya-ga ‘arrow-NoM’ in (45b) can have its Case licensed within VP and
[Spec, IP] is occupied by an expletive pro, the example is incorrectly ruled out by
Last Resort/Full Interpretation. In fact, given the VP-internal subject hypothesis,
a simple sentence like (i) would lead to the same conclusion.

(i) John-ga hon-o yonda.
John-NoM book-Acc read
‘John read a book.’

But if Japanese is not subject to the EPP and does not have an expletive, there is
no expletive pro in the subject position of (45a). Consequently, Chomsky’s Last
Resort account for (50) does not extend to this example.

17. (51) also subsumes the nonpassivizability of the NP headed by the 6-role-
assigning noun in the light verb construction. See note 11.

18. The specifics of the head movement in (52) depend on how V and I are
merged in Japanese. If V raises to I covertly, as proposed in Park 1991 and Saito
1992, then the O-role-assigning noun incorporates to V and the N-V complex
raises to I in LF. On the other hand, if V-to-I raising is overt in Japanese, as
argued by Tada (1990), Hoshi (1994), Koizumi (1995), and Takahashi (1996),
among others, then the 6-role-assigning noun moves to the position of V and then
incorporates into the V-I complex in LF.

Note that the account suggested here does not necessarily deny the VP-internal
subject hypothesis for all cases. First, it seems needed for cases like (ia), where the
main verb read does not raise to the position of I because of the presence of the
auxiliary verb has.

(1) a. John has read the book.
b. John read the book.

If the main verb in a simple sentence like (ib) raises to I in LF, as argued by
Chomsky (1991, 1993) and more recently by LaPorte-Grimes (1996), the subject in
this sentence can be generated directly in [Spec, IP]. But even in this case it is
possible that the subject can be generated in either [Spec, IP] or [Spec, VP], unless
the latter possibility is excluded by an economy principle.
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19. See Saito and Murasugi 1990 for facts similar to (55) in Japanese.

We use the terms argument and A position in a rather strict sense. Tada (1990),
for example, discusses Japanese scrambling and concludes that the VP-adjoined
position is an A position in a broader sense. Similarly, Murasugi (1991, 1992)
argues on the basis of the distribution of pro in Japanese that locative and tem-
poral phrases are arguments, again, in a broader sense. (See also Miyamoto 1994
for relevant discussion.)

20. Two remarks are in order here.

First, the conclusion reached here does not necessarily hinge on the validity of
the condition in (59b). Note first that (62a,b) violate Last Resort, and (60), (62a),
(63), and (64) are ruled out by Rizzi’s (1990) Relativized Minimality. Chomsky
(1995) proposes to derive the effects of these two principles by refining the theory
of formal features and reinterpreting movement as “attraction.” His Attract F is
defined as in (i).

(1) K attracts F if F is the closest feature that can enter into a checking relation
with a sublabel of K.

As far as we can tell, this can accommodate (61) as well.

If we accept this proposal, (59b) itself should be dispensed with in favor of (i).
But our conclusion is unaffected since (i), like (59b), does not require A-traces or
A-chains. We appeal to (59b), not (i), in the discussion in the text, since it is not
clear to us at this point how the analysis proposed in section 8.3 in terms of Last
Resort should be restated with (i).

Second, Lasnik and Saito (1992) do not go on to propose the elimination of
A-traces because of examples like (i).

(i) *[How likely ¢ to be taken of John]; is advantage; ?

Following a suggestion by Anthony Kroch (personal communication), they argue
that examples of this kind are ruled out by the Proper Binding Condition as
applied to A-traces. (See also Saito 1989.) If A-movement does not produce a
trace, this case requires an independent explanation.

Another relevant case, which was brought to our attention by Chris Collins, is
Huang’s (1993) analysis of the contrast between (iia) and (iib).
(i) a. [Which picture of himself; ;] does John; think Bill; likes 7,?

b. [How ¢ proud of himself; Jilk does John; think Bill; will be #,?

The reflexive in (iib) cannot take the matrix subject John as its antecedent. Huang
proposes that the trace # of Bill in the AP-internal subject position blocks this
binding relation as a “specified subject.” This analysis is incompatible with the
Proper Binding Condition analysis of (i) and hence cannot be taken as additional
evidence for A-traces. Yet, if A-traces are dispensed with, an independent account
is needed for this case also.
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