Stepstowards a minimalist analysis of Japanese -no

It is well-known that the Japanese grammatical partidée.g.,Naomi-no bag ‘Naomi’s bag’)
occurs in a much wider variety of contexts than the tradélagloss of ‘genitive case’ sug-
gests. Some of the context®o-appears are shared with Englishor Frenchde. Descriptively
the Japanese generative literature distinguishes betwag@usno particles: a genitive case
marker, an attributive copula, a pronoun, a complementaz@&ominalizer, a sentence exten-
der and a modification marker (Kuno 1973, Murasugi 1991, dgata and Ross 1982 among
others). This raises the analytical question of how manfeiifnt ‘no’s Japanese has. From
a theoretical and acquisitional point of view, an optimadwaar would be that there is only a
single ‘no’, i.e. all contexts in which ‘no’ occurs projettet same substructure, which follows
from the properties aofio. Comparing Tokyo and Toyama dialects, | show that many ukes o
are in fact instantiation of only or: a reduced relativizer Ba counterpart of English 'of".
Tokyo and Toyama Dialects Table 1 shows that in both Toyama and Tokyo dialecisappears
following a reduced clause in the frame of [DP/PP/SC-no Mighie, with a possessor preceding
a possessed NP. This clearly has the same function across the two dialects, ait@lEnglish

of (eg.apicture of John, the way of solving the problem, cf. Kayne 2002). i.e. they are the same
morpheme, which | will analyze as reduced relative D, atingcXP with [+nominal] feature to
its specifier. When the head noun is suppressed, howgavappears in place of the head noun
only in Toyama dialect. Then what is the Tokyo counterpaifafamaga? (Note that for ease
of comparison, Toyama dialect is rendered into Tokyo disd&cept the particles.)

Table 1 Tokyo | Toyama
{Ken/Losu-kara}-no tegami-ga  hosi-i.
1.[DP/PP-no NP] {Ken/LA-from}-NoO letterNOM want-PRS

‘() want {Ken'’s letter/a letter from LA’
Hahaoya-ga zyoyuu-no -syoonen o sit-tei-ru
2.[SC-no NP] [mother-ga actress}o boy-acc know-asp-pres
Lit. ‘I know a boy of his mom being an actress.’
{Ken/Losu-kara}-none-ga hosii. | {Ken/Losu-kara}-no ga-ga hosii.
2.[DP/PP-no] {Ken/LA-from}-NO re-Nom want | {Ken/LA-from}-NO gaNOM want
‘(I) want {Ken's /the one from LA
Two possibilities: one is that Tokyo dialect has a pronoojand successive usesraf undergo
simplification, and are realized as only amz(i.e. DP-nono). The other is that Tokyo dialect
has a silent pronoun. | pursue the first option here, along ®itno (1973) and Murasugi
(1991). Support for this claim comes from the distributidrheadless RC. In Tokyo headless
RC (3),no appears in place of the pronogain Toyama headless RC.
Table 2 Tokyo Toyama
4. Headless RC kino katta no-o yon-da. kino katta ga-o yon-da.
yesterday bought no-acc read-pstyesterday bought ga-acc read-pst
‘(1) read the book that (1) bought. |
5. Nominalizer | Ken-ga hikkosi-ta no-o sit-ta. | Ken-ga hikkosi-ta ga-o sit-ta.
K-nom move-pst no-acc know-pst K-nom move-pst ga-acc know-pst
‘(1) got to know that Ken moved.’ |
6. Pseudo-Cleff kino kat-ta no-wa hon-da. kino kat-ta ga-wa hon-da.
yesterday buy-pst no-top book-coyesterday buy-pst ga-top book-cop
‘What | bought yesterday is a book.’ \
7. Sentence kino hon-o katta no-da. kino hon-o kat-ta ga-da.
Extender yesterday book-acc bought no-copyesterday book-acc bought ga-cop
‘It is that (I) bought the book yesterday.’
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What is interesting is the consistent appearancgaah Toyama dialect in contexts given in
Table 2. Generally, these usesnafin Tokyo dialect are distinguished from possessigand
are known as nominalizer (4-6), and sentence-extendeC@ftrary to the standard classifica-
tion, Toyama'’s pattern naturally leads to a hypothesisdhaif these instances in fact involve a
singleno—a pronoun ‘no,” which is the same as the one that appears or (3). This proposal
is not surprising given that ‘no’ in these positions can l@aeed with an overt DP.
8. a. Ken-ga hikkosi-ta (to iwu) {no/koto/zizitu}-o  sit-ta.

Ken-NoM movePsTC say {no/matter/fact-AcCc know-PST

‘(1) knew the fact (which says) that Ken moved.’

b. kino kat-ta {no/mono}-wa hon-da. ‘The thing | bought yesterday is a book.

yesterday buyrsTt{no/thing}-Top book-cor
Sentence extende&o given in (6) is used to provide an explanation (often a repgmmwhat
has been said (Kuno 1973:227). The appropriate head noucahaeplace thiao depends on

the type of explanation. Kuno (1973) translates it as 'ltle(case) that ..., and | found the
following example with the noutame ‘cause’ very natural:
9. a. Doo sita? Kao.iro-ga warui-yo. ‘What happened? You look pale.

b. kino nomi-sugi-ta {no/tame}-da.

yesterdaydrink-exceedrsT {no/causé-cop

Int. ‘Itis {because/the case thdtdrank too much yesterday.’
If no in table 2 is indeed a pronoun, this opens a possibility ofyaiag these instances as
relative clauses, similar to Kayne’s (2008) proposal thaglihthat is a relative D. In Japanese,
however, this D, which attracts XP [+XP] feature to its sfieciis silent unlike Englistthat.
noin [DP/PP-no NP] Let us now return to cases in whiob appears after a reduced XP. Recent
analyses, such as Saito et al. 2008, assume that there ar® {pasticles in the [DP-no NP]
context-one introducing arguments and one introducing adjuroésed on the distributional
differences with respect to nominal ellipsis (eken-no (hon) ‘Ken’s (book) vs.ame-no *(hi)
‘rainy day’). If thisisindeed the case, itis conceivablattthe two no’s are realized as different
morphemes in Toyama dialect. However, this is not the casg, (eain-no day’ is realized
with no in Toyama dialect). Note that Saito’s analysis cruciallpeieds on the mechanism of
nominal ellipsis (see Watanabe (2010) for a different psapof licensing ellipsis). Further,
‘DP-no’ subject behaves differently from ‘DP-no’ objectterms of possessor-raising: only the
former can undergo possessor-raising and move to a DPrekteyminative position. Thus the
dichotomy is not necessarily arguments vs. adjuncts (affigage NP). Based on the data in
Toyama dialect and the distribution in terms of possesaising, | argue that it is too hasty to
abandon the uniform accounted in the [DP/PP-no (NP)] context.
Proposal Contrary to Saito et al. (2008), | motivate a (reduced) netelD analysis oho given
in (10) (cf. Kayne 1994, Koike 19990 is a type of “D”, which merges with a CP complement
(i.e., a relative clause), and which has an EPP-featurariegua [+nominal] (with PP being
nominal) specifier.

10.  [op [xe +tnominal] [ O [cp [c [xp =NPPred—=}]]] ]

The CP contains an XP of different sizes, and provideA-d#anding site to the relativized NP
(if raising fails, the construction would not be headed).e TaBmnant XP raises to the Spec,
no, satisfying the EPP property ab. For example, the stringme-no hi ‘rain-no day’ is built
from an elementary silent predicage (day BE rainy). First, ‘day’ raises to Spec,CP, then
the remnant XP containing ‘rain’ raises to Spec,DP. Theirequent of XP being [+nominal]
comes from the fact that once an AP (in general, ‘AP(*-no) N®embedded under a nominal
elementno appears (e.gatui-dake-* (no) piza ‘hot-only-no pizza’ the pizza that is only hot’).
Selected Reference Kayne 2008 “Why Isn’fThisa Complementizer.” Ms.
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