NOTES ON MOVEMENT OF ANTECEDENTS

1. Introduction

One issue in syntax hotly debated in recent years is how to treat what has traditionally
been analyzed in terms of referential dependencies. One instance of this general issue has to
do with the treatment of obligatory control. The traditional approach to obligatory control
claims that the subject of the control complement clause is a phonetically null pronominal
element called PRO and that this PRO is controlled by an element in the higher clause, as
shown in (1a). On the other hand, since Hornstein's (1999, 2001) influential work, an
aternative approach has been pursued by a number of researchers according to which the
controller-PRO relation is replaced by a movement relation, so that the controller moves from
the subject of the control complement, as shown in (1b), where the material surrounded by
angled brackets shows an unpronounced copy of the moved element (for arguments for and
against this analysis, see, for example, works cited in Takano (2010)).

() a John tried [PRO, to leave].

b. Johntried [<John> to leave].

This move has aso affected the analysis of binding relations. Thus, a number of authors
propose that what has traditionaly been analyzed in terms of binding be replaced by
movement, in such away that antecedents moves from the position of pronouns or reflexives
(Hornstein (2001), Motomura (2001), Kayne (2002), Zwart (2002), Fujii (2007), Lasnik
(2007), Miyamoto (2008)). According to this proposal, the binding relation between John
and he in (2a) should be captured in terms of movement of John from the position of he, as
shownin (2b).!

(20 a John thinksthat he is smart.



b.  John thinksthat <John> heis smart.

Hornstein (2001) and Kayne (2002) argue for the movement approach shown in (2b) by
reducing the effects of binding conditions A, B, and C to properties of movement. One
direct consequence of the movement approach, according to Kayne, is that it
straightforwardly explains condition C effects of the kind shown in (3a) without appea to
condition C.

(3 a * He thinksthat John; issmart.

b. <John> he thinks that John is smart.

In the movement approach, the sentence in (3a), on the intended coreferential interpretation,
involves a derivation illustrated in (3b), where John has moved from the matrix clause to the
embedded clause. This movement is an instance of lowering, which is generally prohibited
in syntax. Thus, the movement approach reduces this kind of condition C effect to the
general property of movement. Hornstein and Kayne discuss other effects traditionally
attributed to binding conditions A, B, and C, in an attempt to capture them in terms of
properties of antecedent movement.

Given this background, it isimportant to ask whether there is other empirical evidence for
antecedent movement. In this paper, | will present new empirical evidence for antecedent
movement based on certain properties of multiple cleft constructions in Japanese.? | will
show that to account for those properties, we need to consider antecedents to have moved
from the position of the pronouns or reflexives they bind. The result will thus lend new
support to the approach shown in (2b).

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, | will discuss multiple cleft
constructions in Japanese and show that they exhibit properties that support the hypothesis
that the antecedent moves from the position of the pronoun/reflexive. In section 3, | will
consider the nature of antecedent movement, again from the perspective of Japanese multiple
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clefts, and suggest that antecedent movement is a new kind of A-movement in that it does not
obey minimality, but it does obey island constraints. In section 4, | will summarize the

discussion.

2. New Evidence for Antecedent Movement: Multiple Clefts in Japanese

In this section, | provide an argument in favor of antecedent movement from a novel
perspective, by considering certain properties of cleft constructions in Japanese. Let us
begin by looking at general properties of cleft constructions in Japanese.

Japanese has a cleft construction that freely alows multiple elements to appear in the
focus position. The examplesin (4b, ¢) are cleft sentences formed on the basis of the simple
sentence in (4a).

4 a Kenga Mari-ni  hon-o ageta.

Ken-Nom Mari-Dat book-Acc gave
‘Ken gave abook to Mari.’
b. Ken-ga hon-o ageta no-wa Mari-ni  da
Ken-Nom book-Acc gave Comp-Top Mari-Dat Cop
‘Itisto Mari that Ken gave a book.’
c. Hon-o ageta no-wa Ken-ga Mari-ni  da
Book-Acc gave Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen to Mari that gave abook.’
In (4b) the dative object appears in the focus position between the topic marker and the copula
and in (4c) the subject and the dative object appear there. In this paper, | refer to cleft
constructions with multiple foci, asin (4c), as multiple clefts.

There are two important properties of the cleft construction exemplified in (4b, c) relevant

for the present discussion. First, this type of cleft construction involves movement of the
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focus element (Hoji (1987)).° Second, in multiple clefts, the focus elements must be

clausemates (Koizumi (1995, 2000)).* The contrast between (6) and (7), both of which are

formed on the basis of the sentence in (5), shows the second property.

©)

(6)

(7)

Masao-ga Yumi-ni  [Ken-ga  Mari-ni  hon-o ageta to| itta.

Masao-Nom Yumi-Dat Ken-Nom Mari-Dat book-Acc gave Comp told

‘Masao told Yumi that Ken gave a book to Mari.’

a

a

b.

[Ken-ga Mari-ni hon-o ageta to| itta no-wa
Ken-Nom Mari-Dat book-Acc gave Comp told Comp-Top
Masao-ga Yumi-ni  da

Masao-Nom Yumi-Dat Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isMasao Yumi that told that Ken gave abook to Mari.’

Masao-ga Y umi-ni [Ken-ga  ageta to] itta no-wa

Masao-Nom Yumi-Dat Ken-Nom gave Comp told Comp-Top

Mari-ni  hon-0 da

Mari-Dat book-Acc Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isto Mari abook that Masao told Yumi that Ken gave’

* Masao-ga [Ken-ga  Mari-ni  ageta to] itta no-wa
Masao-Nom Ken-Nom Mari-Dat gave Comp told Comp-Top
Yumi-ni  hon-0 da
Yumi-Dat book-Acc Cop
(Lit.) ‘It is Yumi abook that Masao told that Ken gaveto Mari.’

* Yumi-ni  [Ken-ga hon-o ageta to| itta no-wa
Yumi-Dat Ken-Nom book-Acc gave Comp told Comp-Top
Masao-ga Mari-ni  da
Masao-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
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(Lit.) ‘It isMasao to Mari that told Yumi that Ken gave abook.’
In (6) the two focus elements come from the same clause, whereas in (7) they come from
different clauses. Only the examples in (6) are grammatical. Thus, there is a clausemate
restriction imposed on Japanese multiple clefts.
However, there are exceptions to this generalization. One exception has been pointed
out in Takano (2002). There | observe that (8b) is acceptable, in contrast to (8a).°
(8 a * [Billlga aeru to] omotteiru no-wa John-ga  Mary-ni
Bill-Nom meet-can Comp think Comp-Top John-Nom Mary-Dat
da
Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isJohn Mary that thinks that Bill can meet.’
(John thinks that Bill can meet Mary.)
b. [pro, aeru to] omotteiru no-wa John-ga  Mary-ni da
meet-can that think Cop-Top John-Nom Mary-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isJohn Mary that thinks that he can meet.’
(John thinks that he can meet Mary.)
The unacceptability of (8a) is consistent with the clausemate restriction, but the acceptability
of (8b) constitutes an apparent counterexample to it. The crucia factor that makes (8b)
acceptable seems to be the presence of a phonetically null pronoun (pro) bound by the matrix
subject. In fact, the example is acceptable only on the reading on which the pro is bound by
the matrix subject John; if the pro refers to some other person, the sentence is unacceptable.
Although | discussed only (8b) in Takano (2002), the effect is quite general (see aso
Kuno (2007)). For example, it is not just a pro that has this effect; the overt reflexive zibun
also works the same way:°
(9 [Zibun-ga aeru to] omotteiru no-wa John-ga Mary-ni  da
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Self-Nom meet-can  Comp think Comp-Top John-Nom Mary-Dat Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isJohn Mary that thinks that he can meet.’

(John thinks that he can meet Mary.)

The following examples show the same point.
(100 a * Ken-ga [pro/zibun-ga ikuto] itta no-wa
Ken-Nom self-Nom go Comp told Comp-Top
Yumi-ni  Americae da
Yumi-Dat Americato Cop
(Lit.) ‘It is Yumi to Americathat Ken told that he would go.’
(Kentold Yumi that he would go to America.)
b. Yumi-ni  [pro/zibun-ga ikuto] itta no-wa
Y umi-Dat self-Nom go Comp told Comp-Top
Ken-ga  Americae da
Ken-Nom Americato Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen to Americathat told Y umi that he would go.’
(Kentold Yumi that he would go to America.)
(11) a * Yumi-ni [pro; iku-beki da to] itta no-wa
Y umi-Dat go-should Cop Comp told Comp-Top
Ken-ga Amerikae da
Ken-Nom Americato Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen to Americathat told Y umi that she should go.’
(Kentold Yumi that she should go to America.)
b. Ken-ga [pro, iku-beki da to] itta no-wa

Ken-Nom go-should Cop Comp told Comp-Top

Yumi-ni Amerika-e da



Yumi-Dat America-to Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isYumi to Americal that Ken told that she should go.’

(Kentold Yumi that she should go to America.)
The deviance of (10a) and (11a) can be attributed to the clausemate restriction, given that the
two focus elements come from different clauses. The improved status of (10b) and (11b), on
the other hand, apparently runs counter to this restriction. The factor distinguishing
(10a)/(11a) and (10b)/(11b) is the presence/absence of a binding relation between the focus
element from the matrix clause and a pro/reflexive in the embedded clause.’

Furthermore, apparent counterexamples to the clausemate restriction are not limited to
cases having a pro/reflexive in the subject of the embedded clause. They can also be found
in cases where a pro/reflexive isin the object of the embedded clause. The examplesin (12)
duplicate the patternsin (8) and (9).

(120 a * [Masao-ga Mari-o  suisensu-beki da to] omotteiru

Masao-Nom Mari-Acc recommend-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga sono kaisya-ni da
Cop-Top Ken-Nom that company-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen to that company that thinks that Masao should
recommend Mari.’
(Ken thinks that Masao should recommend Mari to that company.)
b. [zibun-ga Mari-0o  suisensu-beki da to] omotteiru
self-Nom Mari-Acc recommend-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  sono kaisyani da
Cop-Top Ken-Nom that company-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen to that company that thinks that he should recommend

Mari.’



(Ken thinks that he should recommend Mari to that company.)
Now observe (13).
(13) ? [Masao-ga zibuni-o  suisensu-beki da to] omotteiru
Masao-Nom self-Acc recommend-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  sono kaisyani da
Cop-Top Ken-Nom that company-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen to that company that thinks that Masao should recommend
him.’
(Ken thinks that Masao should recommend him to that company.)
This examples, like the one in (12b), improves on (12a) though the reflexive is placed in the
direct object of the embedded clause.®
So far we have seen that the presence of a pronominal (a pro or a reflexive) in an
embedded clause that is bound by the matrix element saves the example from violating the
clausemate restriction. However, it is not the case that the mere presence of a bound
pronominal in an embedded clause ensures this effect.” To seethis, let us consider (14).

(14) a * [Masao-ga [Yumi-ga au koto]-o yurusu-beki da to]
Masao-Nom  Yumi-Nom meet Comp-Acc permit-should Cop Comp
omotteiru no-wa Ken-ga Mari-ni  da
think Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that Masao should permit Y umi to meet.’
(Ken thinks that Masao should permit Y umi to meet Mari.)

b. ? [Masao-ga [zibun-ga au  koto]-0 yurusu-beki da to]
Masao-Nom self-Nom meet Comp-Acc permit-should Cop Comp
omotteiru no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni da
think Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
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(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that Masao should permit him to meet.’
(Ken thinks that Masao should permit him to meet Mari.)
Each of these examples contains two embedded clauses. (14a) violates the clausemate
restriction and is indeed unacceptable.  (14b), on the other hand, has a pronominal bound by
the matrix subject in the lower embedded clause and it does improve on (14a). Compare
now (14b) with (15).
(15) * [zibun-ga [Masao-ga au koto]-o yurusu-bei da to]
self-Nom Masao-Nom meet Comp-Acc permit-should Cop Comp
omotteiru no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni  da
think Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that he should permit Masao to meet.’
(Ken thinks that he should permit Masao to meet Mari.)
Like (14b), (15) has a pronominal bound by the matrix subject, but here it is in the higher
embedded clause and the sentence is much worse than (14b). This shows that the mere
presence of a bound pronominal does not save the example from violating the clausemate
restriction.  In fact, the examples that we have seen so far indicate that the saving effect can
be seen only when the bound pronominal is a clausemate with the focus element from an
embedded clause. In (8b), (9), (10b), (11b), (12b), (13), and (14b), this situation obtains, but
in (15), it does not.
These observations lead us to the following generalization about the clausemate restriction
on multiple clefts.*
(16) X, Y =focuselements
When X isfrom the matrix clause and Y isfrom an embedded clause, the sentence
is acceptable only if (i) thereis a pronominal bound by X and (ii) the pronominal

isaclausemate with Y.



The next question is, why should this be the case?

We can derive this generdization straightforwardly under a movement approach to
binding, in which the antecedent moves from the position of the pronominal it binds. Thus,
under this approach, the examplein (17a) receives the analyses givenin (17D, c).

(177 a Ken-ga [pro/zibun-ga Mari-ni  aeru to] omotteiru.

Ken-Nom self-Nom Mari-Dat meet-can Comp think
‘Ken thinks that he can meet Mari.’
b. Ken-ga[<Ken-ga> pro Mari-ni a-eru to] omotteiru
c. Ken-ga[<Ken-ga> zibun-ga Mari-ni a-eru to] omotteiru
In the analyses in (17b, c), the unpronounced copy of Ken and Mari are clausemates. Thus,
there is a stage in the derivation at which Ken and Mari are clausemates. Then the
generdlization in (16) fallsinto place: the apparent exceptions to the clausemate restriction all
meet the restriction before movement of the matrix element.

Note that we cannot achieve the same result under a non-movement approach to binding,
where the relevant matrix element stays in the matrix clause throughout the derivation. In
such an analysis, (8b), (9), (10b), (11b), (12b), (13), and (14b) would violate the clausemate
restriction and hence their acceptability would be left unaccounted for.

Given that movement of antecedents plays an essential role in deriving the generalization

in (16), the present proposal constitutes new evidence for positing antecedent movement.

3.  Onthe Nature of Antecedent Movement

Having seen that multiple clefts in Japanese provide new evidence for antecedent
movement, | turn to exploring the nature of antecedent movement, again on the basis of
Japanese multiple clefts. The purpose of this section is to provide a few observations,
leaving afuller discussion and an explanation for future work.
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There are two consequences about the nature of antecedent movement that follow
immediately from the proposal in the previous section. First, the cases falling under (16)
show that A-movement out of a CP is possible. In those cases, the antecedent moves out of
an embedded clause that is clearly a CP (as evidenced by the presence of an overt
complementizer). It is aso clear that the antecedent undergoes A-movement, given that it
moves to a 0-position in the matrix clause. Boskovi¢ (2007) and others cited there claim, on
various grounds, that A-movement should be allowed to take place out of aCP. The present
proposal lends additional support to their claim.

The other consequence is that movement of antecedents shows no minimality effects.
This can be seen clearly in (10b), (13), and (14b), where A-movement of the antecedent
Crosses an intervening argument (a matrix object in the case of (10b) and an embedded
subject in the case of (13) and (14)). Kayne (2002: 161) has already suggested that there are
no minimality effects with antecedent movement. The proposa here thus supports Kayne's
suggestion on independent grounds.

Let us turn now to a property of antecedent movement that has not been noted in previous
studies. The relevant property has to do with the locality of antecedent movement in terms
of syntactic islands.

We have already noted that antecedent movement can cross a CP boundary and hence that
it can belong distance. Let us also observe (18).

(18) a * [Masao-ga au-beki da to] omotteiru no-wa

Masao-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think Comp-Top
Ken-ga Mari-ni  da

Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that Masao should meet.’

(Ken thinks that Masao should meet Mari.)
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b. [zibun-ga au-beki da to] omotteiru no-wa Ken-ga
self-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think Comp-Top Ken-Nom
Mari-ni  da
Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that he should meet.’
(Ken thinks that he should meet Mari.)
c. ? [[zibun-no tomodati-ga] au-beki da to] omotteiru no-wa
self-Gen friend-Nom  meet-should Cop Comp think Comp-Top
Ken-ga Mari-ni  da
Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that his friend should meet.’
(Ken thinks that his friend should meet Mari.)
d. ? [[[zibun-no tomodati-no] hahaoya-ga] au-beki da to] omotteiru
self-Gen friend-Gen mother-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni  da
Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that his friend’s mother should meet.’
(Ken thinks that his friend’ s mother should meet Mari.)
We have seen that multiple clefts show contrasts like the one between (18a) and (18b). The
improvement of (18b) over (18a) is due to the presence in the embedded clause of a reflexive
bound by the matrix subject. The reflexive in (18b) is a subject of the embedded clause.
The examples in (18c, d) show that the same saving effect that is seen in (18b) can be seen
when the reflexive is a possessor of the subject noun (18c) and is further embedded in the
subject DP (18d).
Consider also (19), which is repeated from (14b).
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(19) ? [Masao-ga [zibun-ga au  koto]-0 yurusu-beki da to]
Masao-Nom self-Nom meet Comp-Acc permit-should Cop Comp
omotteiru no-wa Ken-ga Mari-ni  da
think Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that Masao will permit him to meet.’

(Ken thinks that Masao will permit him to meet Mari.)
This example has two embedded clauses, and one focus element comes from the matrix
clause and the other from the most deeply embedded clause, thus apparently violating the
clausemate restriction.  The acceptability of (19) is due to the fact that there is areflexive in
the most deeply embedded clause bound by the focus element from the matrix clause.

From the perspective of movement of antecedents, the grammatical status of (18c, d) and
(19) backs up the observation that antecedent movement can be long distance, crossing DP or
CP boundaries. However, the sentence degrades significantly if the antecedent crosses a
syntactic island, asin (20).

(200 a * [[zibun-no kawari-ni] Masao-ga au-beki da to] omotteiru
self-Gen stead-in - Masao-Nom  meet-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni da
Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that Masao should meet instead of him.’
(Ken thinks that Masao should meet Mari instead of him.)

b. * [[zibun-to] issyoni Masao-ga au-beki da to] omotteiru
self-with  together Masao-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni da
Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that Masao should meet together with
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him.’
(Ken thinks that Masao should meet Mari together with him.)
c. * [[zibun-to Masao-ga| au-beki da to] omotteiru
self-with  Masao-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni da
Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that he and Masao should meet.’
(Ken thinks that he and Masao should meet Mari.)
d. * [[zibun-ka Masao-ga]  au-beki da to] omotteiru
self-or Masao-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think
no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni da
Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that he or Masao should meet.’
(Ken thinks that he or Masao should meet Mari.)
In (20a, b) the reflexive is embedded in an adjunct PP headed by ni ‘in’ and to ‘with,
respectively. In (20c, d) it is embedded in a coordinate structure.*  Note that the examples
in (20), like those in (18b-d) and (19), meet the generalization in (16). Yet the examplesin
(20) are much worse than those in (18b-d) and (19).
The same pattern can be seen in (21).
(21) a * [Masao-ga yorokobasetato] itta no-wa Ken-ga
Masao-Nom pleased Comp sad Comp-Top Ken-Nom
Mari-o  da
Mari-Acc Cop
(Lit.) ‘ItisKen Mari that said that Masao pleased’
(Ken said that Masao pleased Mari.)

14



b. [zibun-ga yorokobasetato] itta no-wa Ken-ga Mari-o
self-Nom pleased Comp said Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Acc
da.

Cop
(Lit.) ‘ItisKen Mari that said that he pleased’
(Ken said that he pleased Mari.)
c. * [[[zibun-kara-no] tegami-ga] yorokobasetato] itta no-wa
self-from-Gen letter-Nom pleased Comp sad Comp-Top
Ken-ga Mari-o da
Ken-Nom Mari-Acc Cop
(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that said that aletter from him pleased’
(Ken said that aletter from him pleased Mari.)
The fact that (21c) is significantly worse than (21b) indicates that the saving effect cannot be
seen when the reflexive is embedded in an adjunct PP inside the subject DP.

The contrast between (18b-d), (19), and (21b) on the one hand and (20) and (21c) on the
other falls into place if movement of the antecedent Ken from the position of the reflexive
zZibun obeys island constraints. Adjuncts and coordinate structures constitute syntactic
islands and zibun is embedded in those islands in (20) and (21c). As a result, those
sentences necessarily violate either island constraints or the clausemate restriction.*

The discussion in this section suggests that movement of antecedents exhibits island
effects, contra Hornstein (2001: 176-179) and Kayne (2002: note 42). Since idland effects
are one of the well-known signs of movement, this discovery makes the hypothesis that
antecedents move from the position of pronominals even more convincing.

At the same time, this claim leads to important questions. We have seen that antecedent
movement does not show minimality effects. Putting these observations together, we reach
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the conclusion in (22).

(22)  Antecedent movement shows island effects but no minimality effects.

Thus, antecedent movement looks like a completely new kind of A-movement not attested in
previous studies.

If correct, this conclusion raises important questions. why should this be the case?, how
can it be explained?, why does antecedent movement behave exactly this way, not the way
other A-movement behaves?, what is specia about antecedent movement?, how can
grammatical cases like (23), where zibun and its antecedent are separated by a syntactic island
(cf. (20a)), be explained?, what will the theory of movement be like to accommodate these
properties of antecedent movement?, and so on.

(23) Ken-ga [[zibun-no kawari-ni] Masao-ga Mari-ni  au-beki da

Ken-Nom  self-Gen stead-in - Masao-Nom Mari-Dat  meet-should Cop
to] omotteiru.

Comp think

‘Ken thinks that Masao should meet Mari instead of him.’

These questions set a stage for further inquiry and | hope that future research from this
perspective will provide us with new insight into the nature of antecedent movement and the

theory of movement in human language.™

4. Summary

In this paper, | have discussed, from the perspective of multiple clefts in Japanese, the
hypothesis that the relation between pronominals and their antecedents involves movement of
the antecedent from the position of the pronominal. | have shown that certain properties of
Japanese multiple clefts provide new empirical evidence for this hypothesis. | have aso
suggested that antecedent movement exhibits the puzzling property of obeying island
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constraints but not minimality.

17



References

Abe, Jun (2009) “Locality of Empty Pronouns,” ms., Tohoku Gakuin University.

Abe, Jun (2012) “Backward Anaphorain Japanese: Cases of Condition C Violations,” Paper
presented at FAJL 6..

Boskovi¢é, Zeljko (2007) “On the Locality and Motivation of Move and Merge: An Even
More Minimal Theory,” Linguistic Inquiry38, 589-644.

Fujii, Tomohiro (2007) “Cyclic Chain Reduction,” The Copy Theory of Movement, ed. by
Norbert Corver and Jairo Nunes, 291-326, John Benjamins, Amsterdam.

Hasegawa, Nobuko (1985) “On the So-Called “Zero Pronouns’ in Japanese,” The Linguistic
Review, 289-341.

Hasegawa, Nobuko (1997) “A Copula-Based Analysis of Japanese Clefts. Wa-Cleft and
Ga-Cleft,” Researching and Verifying an Advanced Theory of Human Language,
Grant-in-Aid for COE Research, Report (1), 15-38, Kanda University of International
Studies.

Hasegawa, Nobuko (2011) “On the Cleft Construction: Is It Simplex or Complex?,” Sientific
Approaches to Language, 13-32, Center for Language Sciences, Kanda University of
International Studies.

Hiraiwa, Ken and Shinichiro Ishihara (2002) “Missing Links: Cleft, Sluicing and “No Da”
Construction in Japanese,” The Proceedings of Humit 2001, MIT Working Papersin
Linguistics 43, 35-54.

Hiraiwa, Ken and Shinichiro Ishihara (2012) “ Syntactic Metamorphosis: Clefts, Sluicing, and
In-Situ Focus in Japanese,” Syntax 15, 142-180.

Hoji, Hajime (1987) “ Japanese Clefts and Chain Binding/Reconstruction Effects,” Paper
presented at WCCFL VI.

Hornstein, Norbert (1999) “Movement and Control,” Linguistic Inquiry 30, 69-96.

18



Hornstein, Norbert (2001) Move! A Minimalist Theory of Construal, Blackwell, Oxford.

Huang, C.-T. James (1984) “On the Distribution and Reference of Empty Pronouns,”
Linguistic Inquiry 15, 531-574.

Kayne, Richard (2002) “Pronouns and Their Antecedents,” Derivation and Explanation in
the Minimalist Program, ed. by Samuel David Epstein and T. Daniel Seely, 133-166.
Blackwell, Malden.

Koizumi, Masatoshi (1995) Phrase Sructure in Minimalist Syntax, Doctoral dissertation,

MIT.

Koizumi, Masatoshi (2000) “String Vacuous Overt Verb Raising,” Journal of East Asian
Linguistics 9, 227-285.

Kuno, Susumu (2007) “Revisiting Subject Raising in Japanese,” Current Issuesin the History
And Structure of Japanese, ed. by Bjarke Frellesvig, Masayoshi Shibatani, and John
Charles Smith, 83-105, Kurosio Publishers, Tokyo.

Kuroda, S.-Y. (1965) Generative Grammatical Studies in the Japanese Language, Doctoral
dissertation, MIT.

Kuwabara, Kazuki (1996) “Multiple Wh-Phrases in Elliptical Clauses and Some Aspects of
Clefts with Multiple Foci,” Formal Approaches to Japanese Linguistics 2, MIT
Working Papersin Linguistics 29, 97-116.

Lasnik, Howard (2007) “A Family of Questions,” ms., University of Maryland.

Miyamoto, Y oichi (2008) “A Derivational Approach to Scope Interaction between
Wh-Phrases and Quantifiers,” Canadian Journal of Linguistics 53, 219-336.

Motomura, Mitsue (2001) “Zibun as a Residue of Overt A-Movement,” Formal Approaches
to Japanese Linguistics 3, MIT Working Papersin Linguistics 41, 309-325.

Sloan, Kelly (1991) “Quantifier-Wh Interaction,” More Papers on Wh-Movement, MIT
Working Papersin Linguistics 15, 219-237.

19



Takano, Y uji (2002) “Surprising Constituents,” Journal of East Asian Linguistics 11,
243-301.
Takano, Y uji (2010) “Scrambling and Control,” Linguistic Inquiry 41, 83-110.
Zwart, Jan-Wouter (2002) “1ssues Relating to a Derivational Theory of Binding,” Derivation
and Explanation in the Minimalist Program, ed. by Samuel David Epstein and T. Daniel

Seely, 269-304.

20



FOOTNOTES

1 There are two mgjor proposals about what exactly happens in the subject of the embedded
clause. Hornstein (2001) assimilates it to obligatory control, claiming that John is merged
directly into the subject 6-position of the embedded clause and moves from there, with its
copy spelled out as the pronoun he. Kayne (2002) proposes an aternative in which he and
John get merged first to form a constituent and this constituent is merged into the embedded
subject position, and then John moves out of this constituent (in fact, Kayne proposes the
same analysis for obligatory control; thus, in this analysis, John and PRO in (1) form a
constituent, this constituent is merged into the embedded subject position, and John moves
out of this constituent to the matrix subject position). In this paper, | remain neutral on the
choice between the two analyses.

2 There are two previous studies based on Japanese that argue for antecedent movement.
Motomura (2001) proposes that certain properties of the Japanese reflexive zibun can be
derived in a uniform way under the hypothesis that the antecedent undergoes overt
A-movement from the position of zibun. Miyamoto (2008) also argues for antecedent
movement by proposing that the effects of bound pronouns on scope interactions between
wh-phrases and quantifiersin English of the kind discussed by Sloan (1991) can be accounted
for by positing antecedent movement (see also Lasnik (2007)), and extends the analysis to
similar effects caused by Japanese zibun.

3 To be precise, Hoji (1987) proposes an analysis in which the focus element is
base-generated in the focus position and a null operator corresponding to the focus element
moves inside the presuppositional clause. In this analysis, the sentence in (4b) has the
structure shown in (i).

(i)  [cr Op [+r Ken-ga <OP> hon-o ageta] no]-wa Mari;-ni da.
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An dternative analysis has been proposed and defended by Hasegawa (1997, 2011) and
Hirailwa and Ishihara (2002, 2012) according to which the focus element itself moves
(leftward) to a focus position, followed by (leftward) movement (topicalization) of a remnant
to ahigher topic position. Inthisanaysis, the sentence in (4b) is derived as shown in (ii).
(i) a Ken-gaMari-ni hon-o agetano da. —> movement of focus phrase
b. Mari-ni Ken-ga<Mari-ni> hon-o agetano da. > topicalization of remnant
Cc. [x Ken-ga<Mari-ni>hon-o ageta no]-wa Mari-ni <X> da.
Here | am not committed to either aternative, though I use the term “movement of the focus
element” for expository purposes.
4 There are two maor proposals to derive this generalization. One proposal is made by
Koizumi (1995, 2000) and Kuwabara (1996), and an alternative is proposed by Takano (2002).
For present purposes, it is sufficient to simply assume the generalization.
5 The judgments are relative. The example in (8a) sounds better than those in (7), but |
abstract away from this difference, marking (8a) with a star. What is important is the
contrast between (8d), which is degraded, and (8b), which is perfectly acceptable. The same
reservation holds throughout this paper.
6 In fact, Takano (2002: note 16), | judged (9) to be dlightly degraded, as compared with
(8b). Although there may be a dight difference between the two in this direction, | believe
now that (9) is fairly acceptable and contrasts significantly with (8a). As also noted in
Takano (2002: note 16), the sentence becomes unacceptable if we replace zibun in (9) with
the overt pronoun kare ‘he':
(i) * Kare-ga aeru to omotteiru no-wa John-ga Mary-ni da
He-Nom meet-can Comp think Comp-Top John-Nom Mary-Dat Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isJohn Mary that thinks that he can meet.’
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(John thinks that he can meet Mary.)
However, it seems that (i) is unacceptable for reasons having nothing to do with multiple
clefting. It is very hard, to begin with, for kare in the presuppositional clause to be
interpreted as coreferential with afocus element, as shown in (ii).
(i) Mary-ga kare-no syasin-o miseta no-wa John-ni  da

Mary-Nom he-Gen picture-Acc showed Comp-Top John-Dat Cop

‘It isto John that Mary showed his picture.’
The cleft sentence in (ii) has a single focus. The sentence is acceptable if kare takes a
discourse antecedent, but is unacceptable if it takes John as its antecedent. The sentence in
(i) is probably unacceptable for whatever reason makes coreference between kare and John
impossiblein (ii).
7 We cannot use the reflexive zibun in the embedded subject in (11) because zibun is
subject-oriented and hence cannot have a matrix object as its antecedent.
8 There may be adight difference between (12b) and (13), such that (13) is alittle worse than
(12b). Here I take the improvement of (13) over (12a) to be an important fact that calls for
an explanation. Note also that it is not easy to use a pro in place of zibun in (13) due to the
intervening fact that coreference between Ken and the embedded object pro is hard to get.
This is because coreference between the matrix subject and the embedded object pro is not
natural in its non-cleft counterpart in (i) (see Kuroda (1965), Huang (1984), and Hasegawa

(2985) for discussion of this fact in Japanese).

(i) Ken-ga [Masao-ga sono kaisyani pro suisensu-beki da to]
Ken-Nom Masao-Nom that company-Dat recommend-should Cop Comp
omotteiru.
think
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‘Ken thinks that Masao should recommend him/her/them/etc. to that company.’
It isvery hard to interpret the proin (i) to refer to Ken.
9 1 am indebted to Mamoru Saito (persona communication) for bringing this point to my
attention.
10 Kuno (2007) puts forward asimilar generalization. While Kuno's generalization is
restricted to cases where the “pronominal” in (16) is phonetically null (i.e., PRO, pro, or
trace), the present generalization also covers cases whereit isovert (i.e., zibun). | thank
Hideaki Y amashita (personal communication) for bringing Kuno’s work to my attention.
11 Thanks to Kensuke Takita for pointing out the cases involving coordinate structures to me.
12 Consider (i) below.
(i)  * [[[zibun-ga gitteiru] hito-ga] au-beki da to] omotteiru
self-Nom know  person-Nom meet-should Cop Comp think

no-wa Ken-ga  Mari-ni da

Comp-Top Ken-Nom Mari-Dat Cop

(Lit.) ‘It isKen Mari that thinks that someone he knows should meet.’

(Ken thinks that someone he knows should meet Mari.)
Here zibun is embedded in a relative clause and the sentence is unacceptable. However, as
pointed out to me by Mamoru Saito, we cannot attribute the unacceptability of (i) to an island
effect, given that zibun and the base position of Mari are in different clausesin (i), violating
the generalization in (16).
13- Abe (2009, 2012) also proposes a movement analysis of binding for null subjectsin
Japanese in which the antecedent moves from the subject of an embedded clause to the
subject of the higher clause. However, Abe claims that this movement of the antecedent is

local in that it cannot cross an argument. At present it is not cleat how we can reconcile the
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present claim with the evidence Abe adduces in support of hisclam. Thisisanother area

that we need to look at in future research.
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Abstract

Hornstein (2001) and Kayne (2002) propose that referential dependencies between
pronoung/reflexives and their antecedents, which have traditionally been captured in terms of
binding, be analyzed as deriving from movement of the antecedent from the position of the
pronoun/reflexive. This paper provides a novel empirical argument for this proposal based
on facts about multiple cleft constructions in Japanese. It is shown that certain properties of
these constructions follow straightforwardly under the hypothesis that the antecedent moves
from the position of the pronoun/reflexive it binds. It is also pointed out that movement of
the antecedent in those cases reveals striking properties, namely, that it obeys island

constraints, but not minimality.

Keywords: island effects, Japanese, minimality, movement of antecedents, multiple clefts
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