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1. Introduction

Japanese is among the languages that allow nulirengts. Thus, both subjects and
objects can be null, as shown in {1).

(1) Tarogpwa Hanakpni [kinoo  A; kooen-de A; mikaketa to] itta
Taroofop HanakobpAT yesterday  park-in saw C said
‘(lit.) Taroq said to Hanakdhat [A; (= he) sawj; (= her) in the park yesterday]’

Since Kuroda 1965, these null arguments have beatyzed aspro, which is the
phonologically null counterpart of pronouns.

It has been noticed that there are some cases wHisrpro analysis does not
seem to work, however. The examples in (2), disise Otani and Whitman 1991,
illustrate one such case (see also Huang 1987nilas observations in Chinese).

(2) a. Taroo-wa |[zibun-no hahaoya]-o0 sorikeisi
Taroorop selfGEN motherAcc respect
‘Taroo respects his mother’
b. Hanako-moA sonkeisiteiru
Hanako-also  respect
‘(lit.) Hanako also respects(= Taroo’s mother/Hanako’s mother)’
c. Hanako-mo kanozyo-o sonkeisiteiru
Hanako-also hevec respect
‘Hanako also respects her (= Taroo’s méthanako’s mother)’

" | thank Hiroshi Aoyagi, Johnny H.-T. Cheng, Chis&uiji, C.-T. James Huang, Jungmin Kang,
Keiko Murasugi, Koichi Otaki, Junko Shimoyama, Wéth Snyder, Seichi Sugawa, Koji Sugisaki, Daiko
Takahashi, Masahiko Takahashi, Lyn Tieu, Hideakm#ahita, and especially Mamoru Saito for their
valuable comments and discussions. All errors arenPart of this work is supported by the Research
Fellowship of the Japan Society for the PromotibSa@ence (JSPS) for Young Scientists (#20-6511).

! Throughout this paper, | use the symhadb indicate a null element theory-neutrally.
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(2a) sets up the context for (2b-c). The exampld2in) is ambiguous, allowing the
missing object to refer to either Taroo’s motheHanako’s mother. The former reading
is called the strict reading, and the latter tlopgy reading (cf. Sag 1976, Williams 1977).
On the other hand, the example in (2c), where tre@t@ronoun appears in the object
position, is unambiguous; the sloppy reading is pussible. This suggests that it is not
likely that the null element in (2b) igro, given thatpro is the phonologically null
counterpart of overt pronouns.

To accommodate this observation, several typesalyaes have been proposed
in the literature. This paper provides supportdgrarticular type of analysis, based on a
novel observation regarding the behavior of Negafolarity Items formed with the
suffix -sika (henceforthrsikaNPIs). Specifically, | show thasika NPIs can be null when
they qualify as arguments, while they cannot béwhben they are construed as adjuncts.
| also argue that the Argument Ellipsis analysigpoised by Oku (1998) and Kim (1999)
(see also Saito 2004, 2007, and Takahashi 200B) 2@Qurally capture the observation,
while the VP-ellipsis analysis proposed by Otand athitman (1991) and the null
indefinite analysis advocated by Hoji (1998) haiféadilties accounting for it.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 byriebviews the previous
analyses. In addition to introducing some relevamperties of-sika NPIs, Section 3
provides the novel observation concernhsgka NPIs. In Section 4 | argue that the
Argument Ellipsis analysis is empirically supertorthe others. Section 5 concludes the
paper.

2. Previous Analyses of the Basic Data

This section reviews the previous analyses bytitsig how they account for the basic
data exemplified by (2). | start with Otani and \han’s (1991) VP-ellipsis analysis. Let
us first consider the English VP-ellipsis examplg3a), where the second clause has the
schematic structure in (3b) (hereafter, elidedspare indicated by strike-through).

3) a. John respects his mother, and Mary do&so
b. ..., andqp Subj T{,-Obj}]

The fact that (3a) allows both the strict and sioppadings suggests that the sloppy
reading results from ellipsis.

Adopting Huang’'s (1987) analysis of similar exanspia Chinese, Otani and
Whitman (1991) propose that (2b) has the schersaticture in (4), where VP-ellipsis is
preceded by V-to-T raising.

4) frp Hanako-alsc{x,ap—[se#s—me%he}'—tl\,&_\/:T]

2 Although | indicate ellipsis in terms of PF-deteti for ease of exposition, it can be easily
translated into a framework that adopts LF-copyimighout affecting the main arguments of this paper
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Due to V-to-T raising, VP-ellipsis elides only tbéject, deriving the surface string in
(2b). Moreover, the availability of the sloppy resgl naturally follows, since ellipsis is
involved in (4), just as in (3b).

The Argument Ellipsis analysis proposed by Oku @)98nd Kim (1999) is
similar to the VP-ellipsis analysis in that it irkes ellipsis. However, under this analysis
what is elided is not VP but an argument of thedjwmate® Thus, (2b) is analyzed as
having a structure like (5) under the Argument @sils analysis, where the object is
directly elided®

(5) [rp Hanako-alsdyp f{selsmothef V] T]

Since ellipsis is involved, the availability of telppy reading also follows.

Let us turn to the null indefinite analysis proptd®y Hoji (1998). Under this
analysis, Japanese is claimed to have a null imdefnoun (cf. Ishii 1991). Thus, (2b) is
analyzed to have a structure like (8%{ser Stands for the null indefinité).

(6)  [rp Hanako-alsdve €Gnget V] T]

Notice that unlike the other analyses discussed/ggbellipsis is not involved in this
analysis. Why then is the sloppy reading availét€2b)?

Hoji (1998) explicitly denies that (2b) has thepglg reading. According to this
analysis, the relevant reading is possible becd@use compatible with the situation
described by a sentence like (7), which has thet aveefinite nourhahaoya'mother’ as
its object.

(7) Hanako-mo hahaoya-o0 sonkeisiteiru
Hanako-also mothacc respect
‘Hanako also respects a mother’

That is, the reading where Hanako respects herroather is available for (2b) because
it can be inferred from (7).

3 Although Oku (1998) and Kim (1999) call the ellppprocessNP-ellipsis, | use the term
ArgumentEllipsis, following Saito (2004). One of the reasdehind this choice is to stress that being an
argument is a crucial factor for an element to bigjext to this ellipsis process (see Section 4r2His
point).

* Unlike the VP-ellipsis analysis, the Argument fdiis analysis does not directly bear on the issue
of whether V raises to T. Throughout this papesé the structure where a verb remains in-situ i6\M-
raising is not an issue in order to avoid unneagssamplications.

® Although space limitations prohibit me from goiimgo detail, Tomioka (2003) and Moriyama
and Whitman (2004) suggest that the null argumiengsiestion result from NP-ellipsis (traditionadslled
N’-ellipsis; see Jackendoff 1971, Lobeck 1990, Saito and Murasugi 1990, among many others). ldeav
for future research the comparison of their analygith the Argument Ellipsis analysis.

® As far as the materials discussed in this papercancerned, V-to-T raising is not an issue for
the null indefinite analysis. Hence, | use thedtite where V remains in-situ.
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So far, all the previous analyses can accountHerbasic data in some way or
another. In the next section, | provide a cruciagervation regardingsika NPIs, which
helps us to decide which analysis is empiricallyesior to the others.

3. Observation
3.1. Propertiesof -Ska NPIs

Since the crucial observation provided in this isechas to do withsika NPIs, | begin
by illustrating some of their relevant propertidset us consider the examples in (8).

(8) a. Taroo-ga ringo-o tabeta

TarooNoM appleAcc ate
‘Taroo ate apples’

b. Taroo-ga ringo-sikatabena-katta
TarooNOM applesika eatNEG-PAST
‘Taroo ate only apples’

c. Taroo-ga ringo-o tabe-katta
TarooNOM appleACC eatNEG-PAST
‘Taroo didn’t eat apples’

(8a) is the baseline example. In (8b), the ohjicfo ‘apple’ is turned into an NPI by the
suffix -sika (henceforth-sika NPIs are underlined). Consequently, the negat®n i
required ((8b) is ungrammatical if the negationmgssing). Taken together with the
negation, Xsika means ‘only X'. One property that becomes crucralthe later
discussion can be seen by comparing (8b) with (8bjch contains the negation but not
the -sika NPI. Although both of them have negation, (8b) tigth-conditionally
incompatible with (8c); (8b) entails (8a) where@s)(contradicts (8&).

Let us consider the examples in (9). (9a) is regmb&tom (8b). As observed by
Aoyagi and Ishii (1994), asika NPl may co-occur with another NP which is asseciat
with it, as shown in (9b) (hereafter the associ&téd are boxed).

(9) a. Taroo-ga_ ringo-sikatabena-katta
Taroo-no apple-sika eat-neg-past
‘Taroo ate only apples’
b. Taroo-ga _ ringo-sikdkudamonodo tabea-katta
Taroo-nom apple-sika fruits-acc ead-past
‘Among fruits, Taroo ate only apples’

" See, for instance, Muraki 1978, Takahashi 199@a8band Ishii 1994, Kato 1994, Tanaka 1997,
and Saito 2005 for detailed discussion of otheperties of-sika NPIs. The examples | provide mainly
contain objectsikaNPIs, but subjectsikaNPIs basically behave in the same way.

Although | cannot go into detail due to space latidns, the suffixpakkeyin Korean seems to
share some basic properties wisika but has a slightly different distribution. | thahlkroshi Aoyagi (p.c.)
and Jungmin Kang (p.c.) for discussion.

% In this respect;sika NPIs are different from the ‘any-type NPIs in dapse, which are formed
by combining indeterminate nouns suctdase ‘who’ andnani ‘what’ with the particlemo.
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In addition to the linear order exemplified by (9B)I of the following linear
orderings between a subject;stka NPI, and its associated NP are possible, keepiag t
position of the verb constant (glosses and traosistare omitted):

Taroo-ga kudamon|o-o ringo-sika tabena-katta
Kudamonoio Taroo-ga ringo-sika tabena-katta

(10) a

b.

c. | Kudamonoto _ ringo-sika Taroo-ga tabea-katta
d

e

. _Ringo-sika  Taroo-ga kudamond)-o taba-katta
. _Ringo-sika kudamonojo Taroo-ga tabakatta

This indicates that the linear ordering ofséka NPI and its associated NP is quite free.
Note that they can even be separated by otheritmrds such as a subject, as in (10b)
and (10d), suggesting that they do not form a dtestt at least at surface structdre.

Finally, | assume that thasika NPIs in sentences like (9a), which do not have an
associated NP, are arguments but those in sentdikeeg9b), which do have an
associated NP, are adjuncts. Accordingly, | rebethe former asargumentalsika NPIs,
and the latter asdverbial -sika NPIs. In the rest of this subsection, | providenso
evidence for this assumptidf.

One standard diagnostic that distinguishes argusnémm adjuncts is the
possibility of long-distance scrambling. That idjuacts, unlike arguments, resist long-
distance scrambling. Thus, (11a) does not havénteaded reading where the sentence-
initial adverbyukkurito‘slowly’ modifies the embedded verb.

(11) a*Yukkurito; Hanako-ga [Taroo-ga  boorutp nageta to] itta
slowly Hanaketom TarooNoM ball-acc  threw ¢ said
‘(lit.) Slowly, Hanako said [that Tardpthrew a ball]’
b. _Yukkurito-sikaHanako-ga [Taroo-ga boorutahagena-katta to] itta
slowlysika HanakonoM TarooNom ball-Acc throwNEG-PAST ¢ said
‘(lit.) Only slowly, Hanako said [that Tardpthrew a ball]’

Sugisaki (2000), however, observes one interegkagption. As shown in (11b), if an
adjunct is turned into asika NPI and the negation appears in the lower claiissgn
undergo long-distance scrambling. That is, the ment/adjunct asymmetry with respect
to long-distance scrambling seems to break dowmvitheomes tesikaNPIs.

There is a way to avoid this interfering factorpewer. First, compare (12a) with
(12b) below. In both cases, the negation appeatheémmatrix clause. If thesika NPI
remains within the embedded clause as in (12a)sémence is ungrammatical. This

° In this respect, the relation of-sika NPI and its associated NP is similar to that dfoating
guantifier and its host NP. As far as the materitidsussed in this paper are concerned, it iseveait to
the analysis whether -aika NPI and its associated NP form a constituent endburse of the derivation.
Hence, | leave this open.

19| thank an anonymous reviewer of NELS 39 for rajsthis issue, and Hiroshi Aoyagi (p.c.) and
Masahiko Takahashi (p.c.) for detailed discussiothis matter.
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indicates that-sika NPIs obey a certain kind of clause-mate conditidrhe
grammaticality of (12b), then, suggests that loigathce scrambling provides a way to
circumvent a violation of the clause-mate condifjoin Tanaka 1997 and Saito 2005).

(12) a*Hanako-ga [Taroo-ga ringo-sikaabeta to] iwana-katta

HanakaovoM TarooNOM applesika ate  C SayNEG-PAST
‘Hanako said [that Taroo ate only apples]’

b. Ringo-sikaHanako-ga [Taroo-ga t; tabeta to] iwana-katta
applesika HanakoNOM TarooNOM ate C SayNEG-PAST
‘(lit.) Only apples Hanako said [that Taroo g

c.*Yuukurito-sikg Hanako-ga [Taroo-ga boorutpnageta to] inana-katta
slowlysika HanakonoM TarooNOM ball-acc  threw C sayNEG-PAST
‘(lit.) Only slowly, Hanako said [that Tardpthrew the ball]’

On the other hand, the ungrammaticality of (12djdates that long-distance scrambling
of adjunct-sika NPIs cannot prevent a violation of the clause-ntatedition. That is,
unlike (11b), (12c) does not have the intendedinegd

Let us now compare (13a), which is repeated froBb)1lwith its adverbialsika
NPI counterpart in (13b).

(13) a. _Ringo-sikaHanako-ga [Taroo-ga t; tabeta to] iwana-katta
applesika HanakonNOoM TarooNOM ate C SayNEG-PAST
‘(lit.) Only apples Hanako said [that Taroo &g
b.*Ringo-sika Hanako-ga [Taroo-ga t; tabeta to] iana-katta
applesika Hanakonom TarooNOM  fruitSACC  ate C SayNEG-PAST
‘(lit.) Among fruits, only applesHanako said [that Taroo &g

(13b) patterns with (12c), indicating that tistka NPI in (13b) behaves as an adjunct.
The contrast between (13a) and (13b) in turn sugdkat thesikaNPI in (13a), namely
the argumentaisikaNPI, qualifies as an argumefit.

3.2.  Crucial Observation

This subsection provides a crucial observationnaigg -sika NPIs. Let us start with the
examples in (14), which involve the argumensataNPIs.

1 Boskovi and Takahashi (1998) observe thatadjuncts behave in a similar way.

2| thank Junko Shimoyama (p.c.) for pointing oug ossibility that thesika NPI in (13a) is
base-generated in the matrix clause, so that (hd@a)a meaning such as the following: Hanako said
something only about apples, and what she saibais TTaroo ate them. As in (i), however, the anaphor
contained within thesikaNPI can be bound by the subject of the embeddadsel This suggests that the
sikaNPI is indeed scrambled from the embedded clause.

0] [Zibun,;-no ringo-sika] Hanakgga [Tarogga t, tabeta to] iwana-katta
selféEN  applesikaA HanakoNOM TarooNOM ate C SayNEG-PAST
‘(lit.) Only self's apples Hanako said [that Taroo atg t
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(14) a. Taroo-wa _ [zibun-no tukutta ringd}ssitabena-katta
TarooroP selfGEN grew  applesikA eatNEG-PAST
‘Taroo ate only the apples that he hadvgio
b. Hanako-mo A tabena-katta
Hanako-also eREG-PAST
‘(intended) Hanako also ate only the apptat she had grown’

(14a) sets up the context for (14b), in which thgect is missing. The fact that (14b)
allows the intended NPI reading indicates thatatgeimentatsika NPI can be null.

Let us now consider the adverbiaika NPl counterpart of (14). The relevant
examples are given in (15).

(15) a. Taroo-wa _[zibun-no tukutta ringdssikudamonodo tabea-katta

Taroorop selfGEN grew  applesika fruits-Acc eatNEG-PAST
‘Among fruits, Taroo ate only the appleatthe had grown.’
b*Hanako-mo A tabma-katta
Hanako-also fruitsec eat-NEG-PAST
‘(intended) Among fruits, Hanako also atdy the apples that she had grown’

Unlike (14b), (15b) does not allow the intendeddirg. The same pattern is observed
even though different associated NPs are useddiol #ve awkwardness of repetition, as
shown in (16) below.

(16) a. Taroo-wa _[zibun-no tukutta mono]ssikyasai-b tabea-katta
TarooroP selfGEN grew  thingsikA vegetableCcC eatNEG-PAST
‘Among vegetables, Taroo ate only thedhkithat he had grown.’
b*Hanako-mo A tabea-katta
Hanako-also fruitsec eatNEG-PAST
‘(intended) Among fruits, Hanako also atdy the things that she had grown’

The impossibility of the intended NPI reading fabb) and (16b) indicates that adverbial
-sikaNPIs cannot be null, unlike their argumentakaNPI counterparts.

To sum up, | first introduced the following propest of-sika NPIs: (i) sentences
with -sikaNPIs are truth-conditionally incompatible with seothat have negation but not
a sikaNPI; (ii) the relative linear order of-aikaNPI and its associated NP is quite free;
(iif) a -sikaNPI behaves like an argument if there is no assediNP, but it behaves like
an adjunct if its associated NP is present. | thevided the crucial observation that
argumentatsikaNPIs can be null but adverbial ones cannot.

4. Discussion

In this section, | argue that the crucial obsepratinade in the previous section provides
support for the Argument Ellipsis analysis. In $att4.1, | focus on the fact that
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argumentatsika NPIs can be null. I illustrate that the null indée analysis does not

work at least for this case, while the VP-ellipasisalysis and the Argument Ellipsis
analysis can accommodate the facts, confirmingpSaj2007) argument against the null
indefinite analysis. Section 4.2 turns to the faet adverbiatsikaNPIs cannot be null to

show that the Argument Ellipsis analysis is supetiothe VP-ellipsis analysis. More

specifically, | argue that this helps us to complkéim’s (1999) argument against the VP-
ellipsis analysis, and that the argument/adjunginasetry favors the Argument Ellipsis

analysis over the VP-ellipsis analysis, as disalisyeOku (1998) and Saito (2007).

4.1.  Ellipsisor Null Indefinite?

This subsection focuses on the fact that argumesited NPIs can be null. The crucial
examples in (14) are repeated as (17).

(17) a. Taroo-wa _ [zibun-no tukutta ringdfssitabena-katta
Taroorop selfGEN grew  applesikA eatNEG-PAST
‘Taroo ate only the apples that he hadvgio
b. Hanako-mo A tabena-katta
Hanako-also eBEG-PAST
‘(intended) Hanako also ate only the appiat she had grown’

What is important for our purposes is that (17b)ves the intended NPI reading.

Let us first consider the structure in (18), whibk null indefinite analysis would
assign to (17b). If the null indefinite in (18) rieplaced by an overt indefinite noun, a
sentence such as (19) results.

(18) ... fp Hanako-alsdvp €Gnaet V] Neg T]

(19) Hanako-mo ringo-o0 tabena-katta
Hanako-also appkesC eatNEG-PAST
‘Hanako also didn’t eat apples’

Crucially, however, the relevant reading availdole(17b) cannot be inferred from (19),
due to the peculiar semantic propertysikaNPIs. (cf. (8)). That is, the intended reading
obtained in (17b) is truth-conditionally incompagilwith the reading available for (19).

Suppose that the range of possible interpretatbtize null indefinite is extended
so as to include the data in (17). It then becomgsterious as to why (20) lacks the
intended NPI reading.

(20) Context: Taroo didn’t eat anything but #pples that he had grown.
SpeakefTaroo-wa A tabepa-katta
Taroarop eatNEG-PAST
‘(intended) Taroo ate only the applest he had grown’
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Hence, we can safely conclude that the null indefianalysis is not adequate, at least in
the case of argumentalika NPIs.

This argument confirms Saito’s (2007) argument rgjaithe null indefinite
analysis. His argument is based on examples likg (2

(21) a. Sensei-wa subeta-no itinensei zibuprno booru-o keraseta
teacheropr all-Gen first.grademAT selfGEN ballacc made.kick
‘The teacher let all the first-graderskkibeir own balls’

b. Demo, ninensei-ni-wa A kerasena-katta
but second.gradeyaT-TOP made.KiCkNEG-PAST
‘(lit.) But, she/he didn't let the secogdaders kickA’
c. Demo, ninensei-ni-wa booru-d&kerasena-katta
but second.gradeyaT-TOP ball-aAcC made.kickNEG-PAST

‘But, she/he didn’t let the second gradeck balls’

(21a) sets up the context for both (21b) and (2Bo}h (21b) and (21c) contain negation,
but (21b) has a null object whereas (21c) has teet andefinite nourbooru ‘ball’ as its
object. If the null object in (21b) is the null cdarpart of the overt indefinite noun in
(21c), these two sentences should have the saermpratation. However, this is not the
case: Suppose that there are two second-gradérsada Bill. Although (21Db) is true in
the situation where John kicked Bill's ball andlBiicked John’s ball, (21c) is false in
this situation. This leads Saito (2007) to concltlti the null indefinite analysis cannot
deal with these cases. Note here that (21b) wighstbppy reading and (21c) are not
truth-conditionally incompatible. In the case-sika NPI, however, (17b) with the sloppy
reading and (19) are indeed truth-conditionallyomepatible. In this sense, our argument
strengthens Saito’s (2007) conclusion.

On the other hand, the VP-ellipsis analysis andAhgument Ellipsis analysis
straightforwardly accommodate the data in (17)jgassg the following structures to
(17b):

(22) a. ...{pHanako-alsdyrfsels-grew-appldsSHA-t,} V+Neg+T]
b. ... fpHanako-alsdyp {selfs-grew-applesSHA V] Neg T]

In (22a) the VP that contains teika NP1 is elided, and in (22b) tleka NP1 itself, being
an argument (see Section 3.2.), is elided. Hemmeeavailability of the intended reading
naturally follows. Moreover, it also follows tha2Q) lacks the intended NPI reading.
Given that ellipsis is surface anaphora in the s@fidHankamer and Sag 1976, ellipsis is
not licensed in (20) since it lacks a linguisti¢eanedent.

Summarizing so far, | illustrated that the null éfidite analysis has difficulties in
accounting for the facts regarding argumergéta NPIs, while the VP-ellipsis analysis
and the Argument Ellipsis analysis do not. | alsguad that the discussion strengthens
Saito’s (2007) argument against the null indefiaibalysis.



Kensuke Takita

4.2.  What isElided, VP or an Argument?

Turning to the observation regarding adverkséta NPIs, this subsection argues that the
Argument Ellipsis analysis is empirically superitar the VP-ellipsis analysis. Before
discussing the relevant facts, | introduce onehaf strong arguments against the VP-
ellipsis analysis of Kim (1999). His argument haglo with part-whole constructions in
Korean, exemplified by (2345.

(23) a. Mike-nun James-lul tali-lul keteebs-ta
MikeTor JamesxccC legAcc kich-PAST-IND
‘Mike kicked James on the leg’ (Kim 1999:258)
b. fp Subj yp whole-NP part-NP V] T]

As schematically shown in (23b), a whole-NP preseatipart-NP in this construction.
Let us then consider the examples in (24) below.

(24) a. Jerry-nun [caki-uy ai]-lul phdl-u ttayli-ess-ta
JerryroP selfGEN child-acc armAcc  hit-PAST-IND
‘Jerry hit his child on the arm’
b. Kulena Sally-nunA tali-lul ttayli-ess-ta
but Sallyrop legAcc hit-PAST-IND
‘(lit.) But Sally hitA (= Jerry’s child/Sally’s child) on the leg’
(Kim 1999:259)

(24a) has the anaphoaki ‘self’ within the whole-NP, and it sets up the taxt for (24b).
(24b) allows the sloppy reading in which the migsmhole-NP refers to Sally’s own
child. That is, the sloppy reading is possibledentences with missing whole-NPs.

Given the structure in (23b) for the relevant comdton, (24b) would be
analyzed as having a structure like (25) undeMBeellipsis analysis.

(25) .. bp Sallylraprled)i fuefunoen seitsehildl-t-t] V+T]

In order to derive the required surface string, Wiele-NP must stay within the VP.
Moreover, the part-NP must move out of the VP, sirgy the whole-NP. The
ungrammaticality of (26) below suggests that a-péttcannot be moved across a whole-
NP, however.

13 See, for instance, Yoon 1989 and Maling and Kir82L%r detailed discussions of the part-
whole construction in Korean. It is not completatypossible to replicate Kim’s (1999) argument using
Japanese examples, but the result is obscurecetgotiiblee constraint (cf. Harada 1973), which, roughly
speaking, blocks a single predicate having more thee instance of Accusative marked NPs. | thank
William Snyder (p.c.) for raising this issue.

10
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(26) *Kulena Sally-nun tali-lyl [caki-uy ai]-lul t ttayli-ess-ta
but Sallyrop legAacc  selfGEN child-Acc  hit-PAST-IND
‘but Sally hit her child on the leg’ (Kim 1999:259)

Hence, the VP-ellipsis analysis fails to capture délvailability of the sloppy reading in
sentences such as (24b).

On the other hand, (24b) has the structure depict€d7) under the Argument
Ellipsis analysis.

(27) Erpsa”y [VP{WhGJe.N.p—Se”—S-Gh-I-ld} [part.Npleg] V] T]

Since Argument Ellipsis directly targets the whblB; which is an argument of the verb,
the part-NP does not have to move across it. Toerethe availability of the sloppy
reading is readily captured.

Bearing this argument in mind, let us return to Japanese adverbiaika NPI
case. The crucial examples in (16) are repeatexhbat (28). Recall that (28b) does not
allow the intended interpretation. Under the VRpsis analysis, (28b) would be
analyzed as having a structure like (29), whereagsociated NP and the verb have been
moved out of the VP.

(28) a. Taroo-wa _[zibun-no tukutta mono]ssikyasai-b tabea-katta
TarooroP selfGEN grew  thingsikA vegetablecC eatNEG-PAST
‘Among vegetables, Taroo ate only thedhkithat he had grown.’
b.*Hanako-mo A tabaa-katta
Hanako-also fruitsec eatNEG-PAST
‘(intended) Among fruits, Hanako also atgy the things that she had grown’

(29) ... fe Hanakos[\,cp{se#—s—gm;—thing&#—a—w} ¥+T]
]

As discussed in Section 4.1, ellipsis of a VP tmttains asika NPI should be possible
(cf. (22)). Recall here that the relative lineadanr of a-sika NPI and its associated NP is
quite free (cf. (9b) and (10)). Hence, the struetur (29) should be legitimate. Thus, the
VP-ellipsis analysis predicts that (28b) is gramoastwith the intended reading, contrary
to fact.

The examples given in (30) illustrate this poineewnore clearly.

(30) a. | Yasaijo Taroo-wa_[zibun-no tukutta mono]-sika tabena-katta
vegetablesec TarooToP selfGEN grew  thingsika eatNEG-PAST

‘Among vegetables, Taroo ate only thegftimat he had grown’

b*Kudamono-6 Hanako-mo A tabena-katta

fruitsacc Hanako-also e8EG-PAST
‘(intended) Among fruits, Hanako also atdy the things that she had grown’

(31) ... frrvegetablgsHanakofvefselts-grew-thing-SHA-t—t} V+T)
I 1
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In (30), the associated NPs are presumably movédfothe VP. Nevertheless, (30b)
lacks the intended reading. This indicates thatsthecture in (31), which the VP-ellipsis
analysis would assign to (30b), is not availablekdn together with Kim’'s (1999)
argument, the VP-ellipsis analysis undergeneratesthe case of the part-whole
constructions in Korean, and it overgenerates enddise of the adverbiadika NPIs in
Japanese.

On the other hand, the Argument Ellipsis analyais capture the impossibility of
the intended readings for (28b) and (30b). Letinss €onsider the examples given in (32),
discussed by Oku (1998) and Saito (2007).

(32) a. Taroo-wa [zibun-no sippai]-de kaisy kubininatta
Taroorop  selfGEN mistake-for compangec was.fired
‘Taroo was fired from the company becanfsieis mistakes’
b.*Hanako-mo A zimusyo-o kubininatta
Hanako-also officeec  was.fired
‘(intended) Hanako was also fired from dfice because of her mistakes’

In (32a), the anaphor is contained in the adjuhbe fact that (32b) lacks the intended
sloppy reading suggests that adjuncts cannot be nul

The fact that arguments can be null as in (2) bjurects cannot be null as in (32)
suggests that it is necessary for the requireghsadli process to be sensitive to the
argument/adjunct distinction. VP-ellipsis is blitalsuch a distinction since it targets the
VP without looking into it, while Argument Ellipsisieets this requirement by definition.
Recall at this point that adverbiadika NPIs are adjuncts, as discussed in Section 3.1.
Hence, it follows that (28b) and (30b) lack theemded reading, just as the relevant
reading is not available for (32b). Our observatibat adverbiatsika NPIs cannot be
null thus provides further support for the ArgumEtiipsis analysis.

Summarizing so far, | illustrated that in the catéhe part-whole constructions in
Korean, ellipsisis possible, despite theestricted word order, while in the case of
adverbial-sika NPIs in Japanese, ellipsisnst possible, despite thieee word order. In
this way, Kim’s argument against the VP-ellipsislgsis is completed. | also argued that
the required ellipsis process must be sensitivehéoargument/adjunct distinction, and
that our observation regarding adverbisika NPIs further confirms this distinction,
supporting the Argument Ellipsis analysis.

5. Concluding Remarks

In this paper, | first provided a novel observatiooncerning the null argument
phenomena in Japanese. In particular, | showedthkaNegative Polarity Items formed
with the suffix-sika can be null if they count as arguments, while tbagnot be null if

they are adjuncts. Based on this observation,uktilited that the Argument Ellipsis
analysis is empirically superior to the VP-ellipaiglysis and the null indefinite analysis.
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Finally, 1 point out here some implications of tigaper. One of the interesting
research topics regarding Argument Ellipsis is dt®ss-linguistic distribution. As
discussed by Takahashi (2007), it is controvenrsiather null arguments in languages
other than Japanese, for instance, Chinese, Baagdeylongolian, are also derived by
Argument Ellipsis. Since the properties-stka NPIs sharply distinguish the Argument
Ellipsis analysis from the others, if we can findreents similar tesika NPIs in those
languages, they should help us to solve the coatsyvIn a similar vein, recent works by
Sugisaki (2007) and Otaki (2008) examine whethgradase-speaking children have
knowledge of Argument Ellipsis from the earliestsetvable stagesSika NPIs should
provide a more accurate tool for these attempts.
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