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Verb movement in Japaneserevisited"
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This paper argues for verb movement in Japanedertrga sushi-o mo tabe-ta 'Taro also ate sushi,'
for example, we claim thatbe 'eat' actually moves past 'also,' as in [Taro-ga sushitQa,e Mo
tabe-ta]. This analysis is supported by the inttgiion of the adjunct clitimo. We further claim that
the verb-movement operation, coupled with the dled&lorphological Merger, successfully accounts
for various data involvingu-support (analogous tdo-support in English). As a consequence, the
present analysis has an important implicationtierlanguage typology on verb movement.

Areas of interest: formal syntax, verb movement

1. Introduction
Languages can be classified depending on whetlesr itvolve V-to-I movement or simply verb
movement. In French, for example, verb movemeabigatory (cf. Pollock 1989):

()a. *Marie ne pas/p regardait ce film].
Marie not watched this film
‘Marie did not watch this film’
b. Marie ney, regardait] pas\/p tv ce film].
Marie watched not thismf

The absence of verb movement results in ungramailidgyicas shown in (1a). This means that verbs in
French cannot stay within VP, but must move tatbad | position of IP, as indicated in (1b). By trast,
verbs in English (except the light verbave andbe) must remainn situ in the head V position of VP.
Observe the following contrast:

(2)a. *Mary |, watched] not\Jp ty this film].
b. Mary | did] not [,p watch this film].

As in (2a), the verb in English cannot move to hjet causes a tense-affix in | to be strandedelmegal,
the stranded affix is not allowed; in that casgyuamy verkdo supports the otherwise stranded affix, as in
(2b). This operation has been traditionally calleesupport.

A general consensus has yet to be reacheitheoipresence or absence of verb movement in
Japanese, however. Let us observe'(3).

“We are thankful to twdJL reviewers for their many constructive comments sughestions. Their constructive critici$ras
been especially important in improving the quatifythis paper. Remaining inadequacies are of coams@wn.

The authors are alphabetically ordered.

! In what follows, abbreviations, brackets, and stations are our own.

2 The following abbreviations are used in this pap&dM (Nominative), ACC (Accusative), DAT (Dative]JOP (Topic), NL
(Nominalizer), PAST (Past tense)s®(Aspect), CL(Classifier).
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3) Taro-ga susi-0 tabe-ta.
Taro-MM sushi-AcC eat-RAST
‘Taro ate sushi’

In (3), it is not clear whether or not the veabe ‘eat’'undergoes verb movement, because Japanese is a
consistently head-final language with SOV word oradhere head elements are always stuck together at
the end of the sentence. This means that the staligiositions of head elements are not directtgctable
solely by linear order, even if V-to-l movementigually operated.

Some researchers have argued for the presémeeb movement in Japanese. For example, Otani
and Whitman (1991) take VP-ellipsis phenomena padase as evidence. Let us briefly summarize their
arguments below. Observe the following:

(4)a. John-wa [zibun-no tegami-o] sute-ta.
John-Op self-of letter-&c discard-RsT
‘Johnthrew out selfs letters’
b. Mary-mo ¢] sute-ta.
Mary-also discardgr
= ‘Mary also threw out sgl$ letters’
= ‘Mary also threw out John'’s letters’ (Otani and Whitman 1991: 346-347)

The point here is that (4b) allows a "sloppy" regdnterpretation: Mary also threw out Mary’s |etteot
John’s. This situation in (4b) and VP-deletion imgiish seem to be very much alike because VP-deleti
is generally assumed to allow a sloppy readingpnéation. This leads Otani and Whitman to claa t
what is deleted in (4b) is not an object alonethatwhole VP except the verb. Otani and Whitmars thu
propose that (4a) and (4b) have the following stme; where the verbute ‘discard’ undergoes verb
movement?

5) Mary-mo [p [ne zibun-no tegami-oly | [v sute]-ta.

% Otani and Whitman assume that the sloppy readirtg)iis licensed under such a configuration abéipw:
()a. John wayJp AX [X [yp X-NO tegami-o}y ]] sute-ta
b. Mary mo JpAX [X [yp X-NO tegami-o}y ]] sute-ta
(i) is the resultant representation after applaratof Williams’' (1977)VP Rule, which accounts for the sloppy reading in
VP-ellipsis contexts in English. A crucial pointraeis that the verb in (i) must raise out of the;\éfherwise different
representations are obtained, as in (ii):
(ila.  John wapAX [X [np X-NO tegami-o] sute]] -ta
b.  Mary mo\p Ax [X [yp X-NO tegami-o] sute]] —ta
(ii), however, is not an appropriate representatiorihe sloppy reading. This is because (ii) pregiihat the verbs in (ii-a) and
(ii-b) must be identical. But this is not the caag shown in (iii).
(iija. John-wa zibun-no roba-o tatiki
John-©pP self-GEN donkey-AcC beat-RST
b.  Bill-mo ker-ta
Bill-also kick-RsT
= ‘Bill, also kicked seffs donkey’
= ‘Bill, also kicked Johis donkey’
Though the verbs in (iii-a) and (iii-b) are diffatefrom each other, (iii-b) has the sloppy readifilgis cannot be explained by
the representation in (ii). Otani and Whitman, #fiere, conclude that the verb must raise out oB¥fhe representations in (i)
show.
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After VP-deletion is undergone in (5), sentence {dlproduced. In sum, verb movement is assumed in
Otani and Whitman (1991) on the basis of the slaaygling in (4b).

Hoji (1998), however, argues against Otani Ahitman’s proposal. Hoji claims that the sloppy
reading in (4b) is not a real one, but rather agigy-like reading" in his terminology. According oji,
the "genuine" sloppy-identity reading is based oartd variable anaphora, while the sloppy-like regdi
is capable when the content of the null argumerggsvered. This means that the sloppy readingbi (
does not have recourse to VP-deletion, since asgymnd in the object position by itself can perform a
similar role. Hoji then concludes that the sloppgding in (4b) cannot be the decisive evidencedob
movement in Japane$e.

Koizumi (1995, 2000) argues for the existence afbveovement in Japanese based on the
different foundation built by Otani and Whitman.oi&umi uses the coordinate structure and the cleft
sentence as the evidence for verb movement in dapan

First, let us show below how verb movemennwlved in the coordinate structure. Observe the
following:

(6) [ve Tom-ga Mary-ni ringo-o 2ty to [ve Bob-ga
Tom-Nom  Mary-DAT apple-Acc2-CL and Bob-KNwm
Mary-ni  banana-o 3-bav] [, [v age]-ta] (koto)
Mary-Dxt banana-&c 3-CL giveAST fact
‘Tom gave two apples to Mary and Bob gavedhrananas to Mary’

Koizumi claims that (6) involves the across-the+oagpplication of verb movement. This means that th
verbage ‘give’ moves simultaneously from within both VRsthe head | position of IP.

Second, Koizumi shows how verb movement wlwved in the cleft sentence. Observe the
following:

(7)a. Mary-ga John-ni  ringo-o 3tuageta (koto).
Mary-Nom John-Da1 apple-Acc 3-CL gave (fact)
‘Mary gave three apples to John’
b. Mary-ga age-ta no-wa [John-ni ringo-@tu] da.
Mary-Mm gave NL-Top  John-DAT apple-Acc 3-CL be
Lit. ‘It is [three apples to John] thary gave’ (Koizumi 2000: 234)

It is generally acknowledged that the focus posibbthe cleft construction must be occupied bingle
constituent. In Japanese, the focus position ircldfe construction has been considered to be lmtwe

wa (nominalizer + topic marker) andh (copula). As shown in the bracketed parts in (However,
apparently two (or three) constituents occupy toei$ position at the same time. To accommodatet¢7b)
the general restriction on the cleft constructioentioned above, Koizumi claims that (7b) has the
following structure:

(8) [Opi [Subjectt; V-v—I ]] no-wa |yp 10 DO |y e]]]i da
(Op: operator, 10: indirect Object, Ddixect object) (Koizumi 2000: 235)

* We will reconsider Otani and Whitman (1991) andibp98) in section 4.
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In (8) the verb moves (toand) to I, and then the remnant VP without thédweoves to the focus position.
As a result, the focus position in (8) is occugigda single constituent, a (remnant) VP, which ol
the general restriction on the cleft construction.

Takano (2002), however, argues against Koizuctaim, proposing an alternative analysis which
can also explain both examples in (6) and (7b)anakalso regards boffom-ga Mary-ni ringo-o 2tu and
Bob-ga Mary-ni banana-o 3-bon in (6), on the one hand, addhn-ni ringo-o 3tu in (7b), on the other, as a
single constituent. They are, however, not "norn@hstituents, but what Takano calls "surprising”
constituents. Let us illustrate here how the ssipy constituents are generated under Takanolysiaa
Take (7b) for example, which is repeated belowwahdse derivation is shown in (9):

(7)b. Mary-ga  age-tano-wa [John-ni argy 3tu] da.
Mary-NoM gave NL-Top John-DAT apple-Acc 3-CL be
Lit. ‘It is [three apples to John] thdary gave’
9)a. e [npaJohn-ni] [ [np2ringo-o 3tu] |, agetal]]
b. e [ne2 Ringo-0 3tu] [ve [np1 John-ni] | ti [v agetal]]]
C. [\/p [sz [Np1 John-ni] [Np2 ringo-o 3tUi[| [Vp tj [V' i [V ageta]]]]

Takano assumes that the indirect objatin-ni is higher than the direct objethgo-o in the underlying
structure. In (9a)John-ni occupies the Spec of VP anaigo-o the sister of V. In this structuréohn-ni
asymmetrically c-commandgngo-o. Thenringo-o undergoes scrambling and adjoins to VP, as shown i
(9b); subsequentlyohn-ni undergoes "obligue movement" and adjoins to NB2heown in (9¢). The
sequen%eJohn-ni ringo-o 3tu results in a single constituent, namely NP2, widah occupy the focus
position:

In sum, Takano claims that his analysis is sup@dadtoizumi’s analysis which assumes verb
movement. He then concludes that examples prowgid¢bizumi do not constitute any strong evidence
for the existence of verb movement in Japanese.

Note that neither Hoji nor Takano, thoughuamg against verb movement in Japanese, proves that
verb movement in Japanese is impossible in priaciplirthermore, their alternative analyses are adth
hoc in nature. In the case of Hoji's analysis, tdren "sloppy-like" is introduced only to cast dowipton
the use of "genuine" sloppy-identity data for thegmse of assessing the structure of VP ellipsishé
case of Takano’s analysis, the prognosis is wanserder to doubt the validity of the evidence fising
the coordinate structure and the cleft sentendeari@proposes the leftward adjunction of Argumeta 1
Argument 2,which he calkhe surprising constituent: [ Argl [Arg2]]. Surprising constituents, however,
have not been attested in other languages. Furtreritihe occurrence of them would be fairly restdc
even in Japanese. This leads us to conclude thatdjlanction of Argl to Arg2 is not a generalized
movement operation available in UG. Therefore,akes no sense to propose surprising constitueats as
alternative to the wholly regular and universalligespread head-to-head movenient.

The organization of this paper is as follosection 2 provides new evidence for the existerfice
verb movement in Japanese on the basis of the sddpe adjunct clitiono ‘also’. Section 3 shows that
the verb-movement operation coupled with the steddWorphological Merger accounts successfully for

® Takano claims that oblique movement is also inedlin the example of the coordinate structure Jn$@e Takano (2002:
271-284) for details.
® We thank alJL anonymous reviewer for calling our attention tis tirgument.
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various data involvingu-support (analogous tin-support in Englishy.Section 4 concludes the paper
and shows a further implication.

2. Evidencefor verb movement in Japanese

2.1. The status of mo

As mentioned above, Japanese is a strictly heatllinguage. This means that V and | are stuckhege
at the end of the sentence. Some patrticles cang\ewintervene between V and I. Let us consider th
following:

(10)a. Taro-ga Susi-0 tabe-ta.
Taro-Nom sushi-AcC eat-RAST
‘Tom ate sushr’
b. Taro-ga  susi-o tabe-mo/sae/dalsi-ta.
Taro-MM sushi -Acc eat -also/even/only doaBt

As for the status of these patrticles, Aoyagi (128®)6), following Sells (1995), convincingly argueat
the particlemo ‘also’ is not a head but an adjunct clitic, basedhe following paradigm:

(11)a. John-wa [susi-0 tabe]-te mita
John-®P sushi-ACC eat-Asp see-RST
b. John-wa [susi-o tabe]-te-mo mita
John-®P sushi-Acc eat-AsP-also see-RST
c. *John-wa [susi-0 tabe]-ni-mo  mita
John-®P sushi-Acc eat-AsP-also see-RST (Aoyagi 1998: 20)

It is generally agreed that a selectional relalioldls under the head-head relatfoRor example, the head
V wonder selects [+wh] C-head but not [-wh] C-head as show@i2):

(12)a. 1 wonder what[+wn ] you ate.
b. *I wonder E .wn that] you ate something.

Now consider (11b) and (11c). The headnNa ‘saw’ selects the head of Aspbut notni. If mo were
also a head, the selectional relation betwksm and mita could not be maintained because of the
intervention of another heado. This leads Aoyagi to claim thato is not a head but an adjunct clitic,
which cannot interfere with the selectional relatietweerie/ni andmita. We also assume tha is not
a head but an adjunct clitic.

Now let us observe the following example:

(13) Taro-ga  susi-0-mo tabe-ta.
Taro-MdM sushi-Acc-also eat-RsT

" For the ease of exposition, we will use the cdeem su-support, even whes, an inflected form ofu ‘do’, supports a
past-tense morpheme (e g-ta ‘do-PAST).

% Strictly speaking, Aoyagi (1998) assumes that lactienal relation holds under sisterhood: a head i&s complement.
However, it is a head that specifies the propedféis maximal projection. So we consider the hbadd relation to be relevant
to a selectional relation rather than the sistedhoioe. This matter, however, in no way affectsdiseussion in the present
paper.
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Given thatmo is not a head, then the vetéibe ‘eat’ in (13) can theoretically move pasb to I.
Accordingly, the structure of (13) can be represéras follows:

(14) Taro-ga\p [ve Susi-oty ] mo] [v. tabe-ta].

As shown in (14), the verabe ‘eat,” which is originally in VP, can move acrab& particlemo into the
head | position in IP. This verb movement doeswviolate the head movement constraint in the sense
explained by Bakar (1988).This is because, as stated above, the pamizie not a head but an adjunct:
a head can move across an intervening non-fi¢ad.

From the argument given above, we can saythieapossibility of verb movement in Japanese
cannot be excluded by any theoretical reasonsragsds we assume functional categories. In the next
section, we will strongly argue for the existent@@rb movement in Japanese.

2.2. The scope of mo
Kuroda (1965, 1992) points out that the senten¢&5h allows multiple interpretations, as showr(lif):

(15) Taro-ga  susi-0 tabe-mo asi-t
Taro-Nom sushi-Acc eat-also  doA3T
(16)a. Taro (not only [drank beer] but) alsp &te sushi].
b. Taro ate (not only [grilled meat] but) algg fushi].
c. Taro (not only [served] but) alsg &te] sushi.

In (16a), the whole VP falls under the scopewofalso.’ In (16b), only the objesus falls under the scope
of mo. In (16c), only the verbabe ‘eat’ falls under the scope ofo. It is noted, however, that the sentence
(15) does not allow the following interpretation:

(17)  (Not only [Jiro] but) alsayp Taro] ate sushi.

This means that the subject position lies outdigestope ofmo.
Many approaches to argument structure, howyéeee proposed that subjects are inserted ieto th
Spec of VP (or the Spec @) position under the VP-internal subject hypothess in (18) below

(18) |vp[vp Taro-ga susi-o0 tabe]-mo]
Taro-MMm sushi-Acc eat -also

The scope is generally defined in terms of the mioand relation. Iimo is adjoined to VP and if the
subject is generated within VP, thew must be adjoined to a place lower than VP; otheswao would
c-command the subject, which means that the supgesition could lie in the scope wb. We, however,

° The Head Movement Constraint is roughly definetbsws (cf. Baker (1988)):
0] A heado cannot skip over another hefatlb move to the other head

a By

19 As an anonymous reviewer points out to us, (ival as (14) is a possible analysis for (13).

0] Taro-ga {p [np [np SUSI-0] MO] tabe ] -ta

However, we will show in Section 2.2 that (13) Haes specific interpretation which can be accoufdedy (14) but not by (i).
This will lead us to conclude thab in (13) is an adjunct clitic that adjoins to VP Imait to NP.

' We thank an anonymous reviewer for calling ouergton to this argument.



Verb movement in Japanese revisited 95

assume that the subject, originated in the Sp&oimoves out of VP to the Spec of IP to fulfilete PP
requirement on | (cf. Kishimoto 2001). Thus theisture of (18) can be represented as follows:

(19) [p Taro-galve [veti susi-o tabe]-mo]]
Taro-Nowm sushi-8¢c eat -also

In the above structurejo does not c-command the subject. We also assurhedbjpe is not interpreted
until at LF - the stage where all the overt movetragerations have been executed. In (19), the subje
Taro-ga, originally within the VP, has moved higher thao. That is,Taro-ga is not under the scope 1wb,
which is a welcome result. See (15) and (16).

Based on the above observation and assumsptiva propose the following in the line of
Kishimoto (2005):

(20) The particleno can take scope over an element A, iff it c-comnsafvét LF.

In (15), both the whole VP and the elements insiBemeet the c-command requirement (20): as in (19),
mo in the VP-adjoined position c-commands the whole WRich makes it possible for (15) to have all the
interpretations in (16).

Now let us reconsider (13) repeated belowere@lverb movement occurs insteadwbupport (cf.
(15)):

(13) Taro-ga susi-0-mo tabe-ta.
Taro-lM sushi-Acc-also eat-RST

Interestingly enough in (13), it is possible to get interpretation in (16a), that is, an interatien in
whichmo scopes over the entire VPnb in (13) is directly adjoined to the object NP, (£8uld not have
the interpretation in (16a) since time does not c-command the VP. This is a piece of eae¢hatmo in
(13) is not adjoined to the object NP but to the VRis in turn suggests that the verb in (13) hased
from within the VP to I, as shown in (21¥:

(21) P
VRN
Taro-ga I
VRN
VP I
SN N
VP mo V I
N | |

susi-oty --->tabe ta

12 As pointed out by an anonymous reviewer, our psapés an alternative to the analysis of (15) iryagiawa (2001). In
Miyagawa’'s work,mo blocks the raising of the verb, so tisat‘do’ must be inserted to | likdo-support in English. In our
analysis, on the other handp does not block verb movement. Besides, as we aidrlargue, verb movement is optional in
Japanese.
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Again, the point here is that, in (21 is adjoined to the VP but not to the N&si-o. Only in this
structure can both the whole VP and the elemesidar’VP meet the c-command requirement (20), which
in turn causes (13) to have the interpretatiori6aj and (16b), but not in (16c).

We do not claim thao cannot be adjoined directly to an NP on any oceasibowever. There are
cases where the only option is foo to attach directly to an NP. In this case, oulysigais supported by
the data showing that, whero is limited to attaching to NP, it cannot scope othex VP. Observe the
following examples where the Ndasi appears with the numeral quantifizkan:

(22)a. Taro-ga [susi-0 2-kan] tabe-ta
Taro-ldM sushi-Acc 2-CL  eat-RsT
‘Taro ate 2 pieces of sushi’

b. [Susi-o 2-kan], Taro-wa tabeta.
sushi-&c 2-CL  Taro-Dpeat-RAST
‘2 pieces of sushi, Taro are’

c. Taro-ga tabeta-no-wa [susi-o -kaf] da.
Taro-ldMm ate-NL-Tor sushi-Acc 2-CL  Copula
‘What Taro ate is 2 pieces of sushi’

d. Taro-wa [susi-0 2-kan] to biwu 3-bai tanonda.
Taro-©p sushi-Acc 2-CL and beer-Ac 3-CL order-RsT
‘Taro ordered 2 pieces of sushi anda3ges of beer’

Susi-0 and2-kan in (22a) can be scrambled together (see (22b)jedliésee (22c)), and coordinated (see
(22d)), all of which provide strong pieces of ewvide that they form single constituent. Following
Kawashima (1998), we providesi-o 2-kan with the following structure:

(23) NumP

/N
NP Num

susi-o 2-kan

Now we are ready to show the case winayes directly adjoined to an NP. Let us consider the
following examples:

(24)a. Taro-ga sushi-o  2-kan tabe-ta &22
Taro-m sushi-Acc 2-CL eat-RsT
b. Taro-ga [susio 2-kan] tabe-ta
Taro-MmM sushi-also 2-CL eatABT

It is in (24b) thamo is directly adjoined to the NP. (24b) has the structure in (25):

131n (24b) the particl® beforemo is deleted.
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(25) NumP
7\
NP Num
AN
NP mo 2-kan

Susi-0

As shown in (25)mo does not c-command any elements outside of thead&yrdingly, it does not
c-command the VP in (24b). So we predict that (2#mnot have the following interpretation, whene
scopes over the entire VP:

(26) Taro (not only [drank 3 glasses of beer] lalgp [p ate 2 pieces of sushi].

This prediction is borne out. In fact, (24b) doesimave the interpretation in (26). Therefores itlear that,
whenmo is limited to attaching to NP, it cannot scope aWer VP. Bearing this in mind, recall here that
(13) has the interpretation whar® scopes over the entire VP. This means thain (13) is adjoined to
the VP, but not to the NP (see (14)).

Furthermore, there is another case which @tpur analysis. Observe the following examples,
wheremo should be adjoined to a VP not to an NP:

(27) Ki-gaooi Taro-wa,

playboy  Taro-©op

a. Haruko-ni  yubiwa-o age-ta bakari-de naku,
Haruko-DaT ring-Acc give-RAST only not

b. Natuko-ni  nekkuresu-mo age,
Natuko-DaT necklace-also give

c. sarani Akiko-ni  iyaringne age-ta.
furthermore Akiko-Br earrings-also giveART
‘A playboy Taro gave Haruko a ring, Natuk necklace, and furthermore Akiko earrings’

The verbage ‘give’ requires two arguments: a given object @sdeceiver. The important point to note
here is that both (27b) and (27c) do allow a "se#ding:mo can scope over both NPs as a set. The
sentence (27c), for example, has the followingrpriation:

(28) Taro gave (not only [Haruko a ring] but) ald@p Akiko] [np earrings]].

This fact makes it clear thato in (27c¢) is adjoined not to the Ndarrings but to the whole VP including
two NPs, as shown in (29}

14 Takano might take (28) as evidence for the olgdjtiining to the indirect object to form a surprgconstituent. As shown in
section 1, however, forming surprising constitueatsot considered to be a generalized movememnatpe available in UG.
Accordingly, the analysis assuming something lilsigorising constituent is ad hoc and unsupportable
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(29) I
RN
VP I
/N
VP mo age-ta
/1N
NP NPtv

.
Akiko-ni iyaringu

Mo in (29) c-commands the entire VP, and so, (27c)thasnterpretation in (28). Thus, this is another
piece of evidence that supports our verb movemealiais: the verb in (27c¢) has moved from withia th
VP to | withmo adjoined not to the object NP but to the VP, aswshim (29).

In sum, we have shown that the possibility@f movement in Japanese cannot be excluded by
any theoretical reasons as long as we assumedunattategories. Since separate sets of factssdiedu
above can be explained solely by the assumptimert movement, it is reasonable to conclude thdt ve
movement actually occurs in Japanese. In the remtiosr we consider how our verb movement analysis
deals with various data involving the dummy vsuksupport.

3. On thenature of verb movement in Japanese
The previous section concludes that Japanese mhsn@ement. This, however, does not necessarily
mean that the operation in question is obligatbey.us consider the following examples:

(30)a. Taro-gap [vp susi-oty ] mo] [v. tabe-ta]. (=(14))

Taro-fm sushi-&c- also  eat#5T
b. Taro-ga\p [vp SUSI-O \[ tabe]]-mo] [ si-ta]. (=(10b))
Taro-fdm sushi-&c eat-also doaBT

We assume that the vetdibe ‘eat’ moves to | in (30a) whereas it stagsitu in (30b); both sentences in
(30) are grammatical. This suggests that verb mewtnm Japanese is not obligatory but optional. The
rest of this section shows that the optional natoireverb movement coupled with the operation
Morphological Merger can nicely account for varialada involving the dummy veso-support.

First of all, we have to introduce the operatf Morphological Merger (henceforth MM). The
definition of MM can be expressed in (31):

(31) Affixal Infl must agree with a V, (a PF prasedistinct from head movement) demanding
adjacency. (Lasnik 1995: 259)

Let us illustrate how (31) works. Consider thedualing:

(32)a. Mary [ ] [vwatch] this film. --> Mary watched this film.
b. Mary| ] not [y watch] this film.
— *Mary not watched this film.
— *Mary watched not this film.

!> MM stands as an equivalent of "affix-hopping" @€homsky 1957) or Rule-R (cf. Chomsky 1981), whgratfixes descend
to their verb hosts.
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In (32a), | and V are adjacent to each other;imghuation, MM enables | to merge with V, whigsults
in the inflected fornwatched as desired. In (32b), on the other hand, theuetdron ofnot between | and
V prevents MM from being applied, resulting in fladure to have the inflected formatched. Likewise,
we assume here that MM does apply in Japaneselbasie English'®

Keeping this in mind, let us consider thédaing set of data:

(33)a. Susi-o tabe-ta.

sushi-Acc eat-RAST

b. *Susi-o tabe-si-ta.
sushi-Acc eat-do-RsT

c. Susi-o-mo tabe-ta.
sushi-Acc-also eat-Past

d. *Susi-0-mo tabe-si-ta.
sushi-Acc-also eat-do-Past

e. Susi-o tabe-mo si-ta.
sushi-Acc eat-also do-Past

In our approach, (33a) has two different derivaionsyntax:

(34)a. [p susi-oty ] [v. tabe-ta] ) [vp susi-o |, tabe ]] [ ta]
b. [p susi-o{ tabe]] | ta] (Underlying Structure)

As argued above, verb movement in Japanese isotigatory but optional. Given this, it follows thae
can give (33a) two different derivations: (34a) &84b). In (34a) the vertabe moves to I, while in (34b)
it staysin situ. MM then applies to both (34a) and (34b) at PBdpcing the same sentence (33a) from the
different derivations. Note specifically that, tlybuthe verliabe and the tense affita ‘Past’ in (34b) are
"syntactically" separated, the two are adjacergach other in the linear order. Therefore, the vtalob
merges withta ‘Past’ successfully at PF in (34b).

Now let us consider (33b), which is repedielbw:

(33b) *Susi-o tabe-si-ta.
sushi-Acc eat-do-RsT

The important point is thau-support is not available in (33b). Let us proptse following constraint
concerningsu-support in Japanese:

(35) Insertsu ‘do’, iff Morphological Merger does not apply.

Given (35), the ungrammaticality of (33b) can becamted for as follows: (33b) has the same two-way
ambiguous derivations as in (34). Observe theolg:

16 Lasnik (1995) proposes to have both MM and verlemtent coexist, as we assume. Note, however, #satik's analysis is
different from ours in a crucial way. In Lasnikgstem, only auxiliary verbisave andbe must undergo verb movement, while
main verbs must undergo MM. Thus, in his systenetivar a verb undergoes movement or MM with Infiefeds solely on the
verb’s lexical property. In our system, on the otteend, every verb can move to Infl and, as fahasdjacency requirement is
satisfied, MM must be applied. There being no coaivig evidence so far, we further assume that nert@erb-movement or
LF verb-movement exists in Japanese.
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(36)a. | susi-oty ] [v- tabe - ta] : (verb movement)

T
si*(su)-support
b. [psusi-o{ tabe]] |ta] : (the verliabein situ)

T
sF (su)-support

In (33b),su-support is further operated at PF. However, neitBéa) nor (36b) allowsi or su ‘do’ to be
inserted between the vetdbe ‘eat’ andta ‘Past’ at PF because MM applies in both casesvdietabe
andta ‘Past’ are adjacent in the linear order and ttarsroerge with each other by MM. This leads to the
ungrammaticality of (33b) due to the violation 86}.

Now let us consider (33c) repeated here:

(33c) Susi-o-mo tabe-ta.
sushi-Acc-also eat-RsT

(33c) has the following derivation:

(37) [vp [vp susi-o |, tabe]]-mo] [ ta]: (Underlying Structure)
)

[ve [ve susi-oty ] mo] [v. tabe-ta]: (verb movement)

As shown above, the vetlibe moves out of VP to I. In this case, the viatte andta ‘Past’ are adjacent in
the linear order and thus can merge with each akineugh MM.
Let us then compare (33c) with (33d), whielhapeated below:

(33d) *Susi-o-mo tabe-si-ta.
sushi-Acc-also eat-do-BST

The derivation of (33d) can be represented as8it (3

(38) [vp [ve susi-o |, tabe]]-mo] [ ta]: (Underlying Structure)
0
I [ve susi-oty ] mo] [v. tabe-ta]: (verb movement)

)

s {su)-support

As in (38),su-support is not available due to (35): after vedvement, the vertabe ‘eat’ andta ‘Past’ in
(38) are adjacent in the linear order and thuswarge with each other through MM. In other wordgeg
the constraint in (35), MM obviates the applicatairsu-support, which leads to the ungrammaticality of
(33d).

Finally let us consider (33e) repeated here:

(33e) Susi-o tabe-mo si-ta.
sushi-Acc eat-also do-#5T
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(33e) has the following derivation:

(39) [vp [vp susi-o tabe] moj fta]

]

S (su)-support

As in (39), verb movement does not occur in (33&)rao ‘also’ intervenes between the vede andta
‘Past’ in the liner order. Given (31), the vedbe cannot merge witha at PF in this situation. Insteas,
‘do’ must be inserted to merge with the otherwisaraled affixta, which results in the grammaticality of
(33e).

In sum, given both the optional verb-movenugrgration in Japanese and the operation of MM, we
can account for all the data in (33) successfully.

4. Concluding remarks
To summarize, we have offered new evidence foe#igtence of verb movement in Japanese on the basis
of the scope of the adjunct clitimo ‘also’. We have further shown that, given both thaional
verb-movement operation in Japanese and the opem@itiMM, various data involvingu-support can be
accounted for successfully.

This conclusion urges us to reconsider someep of "defeated" evidence which Otani and
Whitman (1991) and Koizumi (1995, 2000) propose (&ection 1). Take (4) again for example, which is
repeated below:

(4)a. John-wa [zibun-no tegami-o] sute-ta.
John-Op self-of letter-&c discard-RsT
‘Johnthrew out selfs letters’

b. Mary-mo ¢] sute-ta.
Mary-also discards$?
= ‘Mary also threw out sgl$ letters’
= ‘Mary also threw out John’s letters’

In order to account for the sloppy reading intetgien in (4b), Otani and Whitman assume that @kb)
well as (4a) involves verb movement, as in (5) adpe below:

5) Mary-mo [p [ne zibun-no tegami-oly | [v sute]-ta.

Hoji (1998), however, argues against Otani and Wait's (1991) evidence for the existence of verb
movement, claiming that what he calls the "slopgg-l reading in (4b) comes not from the result of
VP-deletion but from the existence prfo. If both Hoji's alternative analysis and our vertovement
analysis are both valid, then we could provide aWway ambiguous structure to (4b), as shown in &)
(42):

(40)a. Mary-mo\p[np zibun-no tegami-ofy] [v.; sute-ta]
s}

b. Mary-mo\p 7 ] [v-1 sute-ta]
(41)  Mary-mo {p[np pro][v sute]] | ta]
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Since verb movement in Japanese is optional irapalysis, our approach allows the veuke ‘discard’
not only to move to | as in (40a) but also to stegitu as in (41). Though (40b) and (41) share the rasult
sentenceJohn-wa suteta ‘John discarded’, their syntactic structure isfetiént from each other. One
interesting question is whether there are substiadiiferences in interpretation between them. & w
actually have different interpretations, then tb&é serve as another piece of evidence for the verb
movement approach proposed in this paper. Unforgélyyahowever, we have not found any contexts
where such interpretational differences clearly gyae

Last but not least, our analysis has an itapbrimplication for the language typology on verb
movement. As mentioned in section 1, we have uniailypassumed that languages can be classified in
terms of whether or not they involve verb movemEnt.example, verb movement is obligatory in French
whereas it is impossible in English (except théntligerbshave and be). Our analysis, however, has
proposed the third option: optional verb movemendapanese. Now we get the following typological
paradigm:

(42)
Languages Verb Movement
French obligatory
English impossible
Japanese optional

Another intriguing topic related to (42) is whelhe optional value in Japanese comes from. We wlikad

to suggest that it has some relation with scrangblivhich has been considered optional as welSaito
1985) It might be possible to consider that optionahetling and optional verb movement in Japanese
are both reduced to a single parameter settingnillehowever, leave this topic to future research.
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