Unifying Gapping and Subject-Verb Deletion in Japanese via ATB-Remnant-Movement

(Backward) Gapping and Subject-Verb Deletion in Japanese

(1) Backward Gapping (BG) (Abe and Hoshi (1997), Abe (2023))
John-ga  Mary-o  (sosite) Bill-ga ~ Susan-o  hometa.
John-NOM Mary-ACC (and) Bill-NOM Susan-ACC praised.

"John [v €] Mary, and Bill praised Susan’

(2) ATB-V-movement (Abe (2023), Zoerner and Agbayani (2000), Johnson (2009))
[t [ [ John [.» Mary t ]]] and [ Bill [» Susan t ]]] praise+T ]

(3) Subject-Verb Deletion (SV deletion) (Sag (1976), Zoerner and Agbayani (2000))
John-ga Mary-ni  hon-o -ageta, John-ga Susan-ni  empitsu-o ageta.
John-NOM Mary-DAT book-ACC gave John-NOM Susan-DAT gave

'John gave a book to Mary, and a pencil to Susan’

Parallelism between BG and SV Deletion
The ban on sprouting (Chung et al. (1995), Orth and Yoshida (ming))
(4) BG
?*John-ga Bill-o
John-NOM Bill-ACC station-at (to)

eki-made (sosite) Mary-ga ~ Susan-o  mukaeni-itta.
Mary-NOM Susan-ACC picked-up

"John [v €] Bill at the station and Mary picked up Susan.

(5) SV deletion
?*John-ga Bill-o
John-NOM Bill-ACC station-at (and)

eki-made (sosite) Susan-o  mukaeni-itta.
Susan-ACC picked-up

"John [v €] Bill at the station and picked up Susan!
P-(omission) stranding (Takano (2002), Abe (2023))

(6) BG
John-ga  Bill(-nituite) (sosite) Mary-ga ~ Susan-nituite hanashita.
John-NOM Bill(-about) (and) Mary-NOM Susan-about talked

"John [v €] (about) Bill and talked about Susan.

(7) SV deletion
John-ga  Bill(-nituite) (sosite) Susan-nituite hanashita.
John-NOM Bill(-about) (and) Susan-about talked

"John [e] (about) Bill and talked about Susan’
® The non-constituency of DP-P string can be captured by assuming (i) that

coordination is at head level or (ii) that coordination is a phrase level, but there exists
some derivational step in which the DP and the P head do not form a constituent.

BG and SV deletion

Both constructions involve structural parallelism (i.e., phrasal-level parallelism).

Proposal: ATB-VP Movement

(8) BG
[re [t [» John [.» Mary; v t; praise ]]] and [» Bill [.» Susan; [w t; praise ]]]] [ t praise ] T ]

(9) SV deletion
[re [re [» John [» Mary; [w t; praise ]]] and [.» Susan; [w t; praise ]]] [w t praise | T |

Kazuma Kimura (National Institute of Informatics)
Analysis
(10) @ [w [or Mary ] | [w send t t ] | [e at the station ] ]

b. [VP [DP Mary] [\/P send t] ]

e In (4) and (5), the targets of ATB-movement are not structurally parallel.
(11) a. BG
e [ Lo [~ Mary, [ [ t; about ] praise ]]] and [« Bill [» Susan; [wee t; about ] praise J]]] [ [ t about ] praise | T ]
b. SV deletion

[ [ [+ [~ Mary, [ e t; about ] praise ]]] and [ Susan; [l t about | praise J]][w [~ t about | praise ] T ]

e P-stranding case: The DPs are evacuation moved out of the PP.
o Non-P-stranding case: The entire PPs are evacuation moved out of the VP.

A Reply to Abe (2023)
Left Branch Extraction (LBE)

(12) John-ga  Mary-no  sosite Bill-ga ~ Susan-o  kodomo-o  hometa.
John-NOM Mary-GEN and  Bill-NOM Susan-GEN children-ACC praised

e Abe (2023): Wipping out the traces created by LBE (its motivation is unclear)
e The current analysis: An instance of evacuation (leftward) movement

Challenges for Traditional Movement Theories
Copy Theory of Movement (CMT) (Nunes (1995))

(13)  *[ [P Mary {[VP Mary praise]) ] ] and [ [VP Susan; [([VP Susan praise]) ] | ([VP 7?7 praise]) ] -]

Multi-dominance theory (Citko (2005))

(14) A string like “...pick up Mary at the station, and Susan at school.”

VP
/\
VP VP
=
\4 VP VP
A /\
picl up NP PP DP PP
Mz‘xry P NP Susan NP
u‘l the station ach‘uul

o CMT and MD cannot capture the so called "sloppy binding” relationship observed in
ATB-remnant-movement.

More on ATB-Remnant-Movement
Deletion under identity (Salzmann (2012), Blimel (2017))

(15) a [..[a;[Bt]and[v[Bt]..]1]1] (evacuation movement)
b CH (a): (B), CH(7): (B)
S [[Btl[ [ei[Btiland[~vi[B t]..]1]] (remnant movement)

d [[Bt][.. [« [B#]and [~ B+t 111 (deletion under identity)

(forked chain formation)

o BG and SV deletion in Japanese cannot be reduced to such deletion operations,
indicating that ATB-movement is a necessary option to derive them.

A Fine-grained Formulation of ATB-Remnant-Movement

Proposal
(16) a. [ [a[Bt]land[~[Bt]..]1]]

b. LF: t=Ax. (x) = x = «, 7 (a variable is bound by two antecedents)
(17) a. A-movement creates a single existentially closed domain for a moved category.

b. An A-bar variable needs to be bound by an antecedent within an existentially
closed domain.

[[Btayy][... [a[Btgland [~y [Btg]...]]] (ATB-movement)
b LF: [Bt]=13s. M (x)(s)
e [[Btl[..[a3d[B...x...]Jand[~3T[B..x...]...]]]1

Reconstruction: the moved category is reconstructed into its original position separately.

4 LF: ’[,3 t]1= 3s. Ax. (x) (s) \ Bt]2=3s. Ax (x)(s)

LF interprets the moved category as two independent categories.

The Derivation of BG and SV deletion

(19) Evacuation movement

a- [... [w [or Mary | [ve praise tor ] ] and [ve [or Susan ] [ve praise tor ] ] ... ]

b LF: t= Ax. (x) = *x = Mary, Susan

(20) ATB-VP-movement

3. [[wpraiset] [ ... [w [or Mary] tw] and [w [or Susan | tw]]]

b LF: [wpraiset] = 3s. Ax. (praise (x) (s))
(21)  [[wpraise t][ ... [» [o» Mary ] 3w praise x ] ] and [ [or Susan | 3[w praise x] ... ] ] ] ]
(22) a.  Existential domain 1 (the first VP): 3s. Ax. (praise (x) (s)) — x: Mary

b.  Existential domain 2 (the second VP): 3s. Ax. (praise (x) (s)) — x: Susan
Conclusion

® BG and SV deletion in Japanese are both derived from ATB-VP-movement.
e Structural parallelism in ATB-remnant movement can be captured by assuming that
the successive A-A-bar movement creates an appropriate logical form.
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