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Introduction

Theme of SICOGG 25:
The Syntax and Semantics of Polarity and Questions

Goal.:

- Presenting unprecedented empirical data for Japanese
copulative short-answers

- Arguing that there are two distinct anaphoras that differ in
size in syntax.



Introduction

Main data (approximate translation in English)
(1) Speaker A: Didn’t Ken run?

Speaker B: a. (lt)is so. (So-Anaphora Answers, SAA)
b. (It)is . (Copular Short Answers, CSA)

Claim:
(2) While, semantically, they appear similar,

they involve different syntactic derivations.
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(3) Speaker A: Ken-wa hasiri-masi-ta-ka-ne?
Ken-TOP  run-HON-PAST-Q-SFP

‘Did Ken run, didn’t he?’

Speaker B: a. Soo- da-ne. (SAA)
SO- COP-SFP

‘(It) is so (= He ran).

b. Da-ne. (CSA)
COP-SFP

‘It)is  (=Heran).



Data

Similarities: honorifics does not make any difference

(4) Speaker A: Ken-wa hasiri-masi-ta-ka-ne?
Ken-ToP run-HON-PAST-Q-SFP

‘Did Ken run, didn’t he?’

Speaker B: a. Soo- desu-ne. (SAA)
So- COP(HON)-SFP

‘(It) is so (= He ran).

b. Desu-ne. (CSA)
COP(HON)-SFP

‘(It)is  (=Heran).



Data

Similarities: polarity does not make any difference

(5) Speaker A: Ken-wa hasiri-mas-en-desi-ta-ka-ne?
Ken-TOP  run-HON-NEG-COP(HON)-PAST-Q-SFP

‘Did Ken not run, did he?’

Speaker B: a. Soo- {da/desu}-ne. (SAA)
SO- COP-SFP

‘(It) is so (= He did not run).

b. {Da/desu}-ne. (CSA)
COP-SFP

‘(It)is (= He did not run).



Data

Naive analysis:

(6) Naive hypothesis: Soo is optionally deleted.

This hypothesis is, however, untenable, given their differences:

10



Data

Differences:

Observation 1: Co-occurring phrases (Sakamoto 2020)

-+ An object cannot co-occur with a soo replacement.

(/) a. Rubii-o Taroo-wa [w[c» Hanako-ga & nusun-da to]| danteisi]-ta.
Ruby-acc Taro-top Hanako-nom  steal-est C  assert-pst

‘A Rubyi, Taro asserted that Hanako stole ti’

b. * Daiamondo;-0 Ziroo-wa [w SO00-si]-ta.
Diamond-acc Ziro-Top SO-dO-PST

‘A diamond, Ziro did so.
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Data

Differences:

Observation 1: Co-occurring phrases (Sakamoto 2020)

= A subject can co-occur with a soo replacement.

(8) a. [Akai nanikal-ga [dono heya-ni-mo tiok]-are-ta-no-wa sitteita-ga,
red something-NOM every room-in-mMo  put-pass-psT-c-ToP  knew-but

‘I knew that something red was put in every room, but...

b. [Aoi nanika]-ga [\» soo-s]-are-ta-no-wa siranakatta.
blue something-nom SO-d0-PASS-PAST-C-TOP  KNnow.not

‘I didn’t know that something blue was done so.
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Data

Differences:

Observation 1: Co-occurring phrases

(9) A: [Kinoo-wa zen’in-ga [eigo-0 zyoozuni hanas-e-masi]-ta-nel].
yesterday-top all-nom English-acc well speak-caN-HON-PST-SFP
“Yesterday, everyone could speak English well.

B: a. (Kinoo-wa) (zen’in-ga) (*eigo-0) [soo]-{dat/desi}-ta-ne.
yesterday-top all-nom English-acc sO-CcOP/COPHON)-PST-SFP

‘(Yesterday, everyone,) (it) is/was so.

b. (*Kinoo-wa) (*zen’in-ga) (*eigo-0) [ ¢ Jdat/desi}-ta-ne
yesterday-top all-Nom English-acc COP/COP(HON)-PST-SFP
‘(It) is/was.
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Data

Differences:

Observation 2: Embedded uses

The no clause can embed a soo phrase, but not null soo ( ¢ ).

(10) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. [Soo-dat-ta-no-ka]-wa wakaranai.
Ken-nom  came SO-COP-PST-C-Q-FOC know.not
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘I don’t know if (it) was so.

b. *[ Dat-ta-no-kal]-wa wakaranai.
COP-PST-C-Q-FOC know.not
‘I don’t know if (it) was.
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Data

Differences:

Observation 3: Interaction with a sentence-final particle (SFP)

CSA is ungrammatical without a SFP. But SAA is not.

(11) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. Soo-{da/desu] ({yo/ne}).
Ken-nom came SO-COP/COP(HON) SFP
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘It is so.
b. {Da/desu} *({yo/ne}).

COP/COP(HON) SFP
‘(Lit) It is.
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Data

Differences:

Observation 4: Co-occurrence with a negation marker

CSA cannot be followed by a negation marker.

(12)A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. [[Soo-de]-wa nai]-desu-ne.
Ken-nom  came SO-COP-FOC NEG-COP(HON)-SFP
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘It is not so.
b. *[[ De]-wa nail]-desu-ne.

COP-FOC  NEG-COP(HON)-SFP
‘(Lit.) It is not.
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Proposal
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Proposal

- soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

* null soo ( ¢ ) needs to be licensed by the overt SA, whose
morphological realization can be a sentence-final particle (SFP)

/SAA SAP N\ /csA SAP I

/\ /\
CP SA (ne/yo) CP =null soo ne/yo
P~ C I |
WP=%00 T licensing

\_ AN /

21




Analysis
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Proposal

= soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

/SAA SAP \
T
CP SA (ne/yo)
TP C
vP = so/o\ T
\ /

/ CSA SAP \
/\
CP =null soo ne/yo
licensing
o /
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Analysis : the position of soo/null soo ( @)

* soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

(3) A: Ken-wa hasiri-masi-ta-ka-ne?
Ken-TOP run-HON-PAST-Q-SFP

‘Did Ken run?’

B: a. Soo-da ne.

SO-COP/COP(HON) SFP

‘(It) is so.” (SAA)

/

~

SAP
CP SA(ne/yo)
/\
TP C
/\
PredP T
/\
kvP=soo da /
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Analysis: the positions of soo/null soo ( ¢ )

soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

(3) A: Ken-wa
Ken-TOP

‘Did Ken run?’

B:

b. da ne
COP SFP

(It) is. (CSA)

hasiri-masi-ta-ka-ne?
run-HON-PAST-Q-SFP

-

\_

/\
CP=¢p da-ne/yo

/\
TP

SAP

C

~

/
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Analysis: the position of soo

- soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

(9) A: [Kinoo-wa zen'in-ga [eigo-o zyoozuni hanas-e-masi]-ta-ne].
yesterday-top  all-Nom English-acc  well  speak-CAN-HON-PST-sFP
‘Yesterday, everyone could speak English well’

B: a. (Kinoo-wa) (zen’in-ga) ("eigo-o) [soo]-{dat/desi}-ta-ne.
yesterday-top  all-Nom English-AcC  SO-COP/COP(HON)-PST-SFP
‘(Lit.) (Yesterday, everyone,) (it) is/was so.

[[cP topic [TP subject [vp=S00 *object ]-cop T] C]SA]
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Analysis: the position of soo
"+ soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

'(9) B: a.(Kinoo-wa) (zen’in-ga) ("eigo-o0) [soo]-{dat/desi}-ta-ne.
yesterday-top  all-Nom English-acc  SO-COP/COP(HON)-PST-SFP
/ SAP \
I
CP ne
topic/\C’

TP C

subject/\/'l"\
PredP ta

vP= i
vP=soo /des
VP %
/\
\ *object \Y; J
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Analysis: the position of null soo ( ¢ )

soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

(9) A:[[Kinoo-wa zen’in-ga zyoozuni hanas-e-masi-ta]-ne].
yesterday-top  all-Nom English-acc well speak-CAN-HON-PST-SFP
‘Yesterday, everyone could speak English well.’

B: b. (*Kinoo-wa) (*zen’in-ga) {dat/desi}-ta-ne.
yesterday-Top  all-NOM English-acc  COP/COP(HON)-PST-SFP
‘(Lit.) (Yesterday, everyone,) (it) is/was.’

[[cP=¢ *topic *subject ] cop SA]
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Analysis: the position of null soo ( ¢ )

soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

(9) B: b. (*Kinoo-wa) (*zen’in-ga) (*eigo-0) {dat/desi}-ta-ne.
yesterday-Top all-NoM English-acc  COP/COP(HON)-PST-SFP

/ SAP
/\

C datta/desita-ne
/\ C’

*topic
TP~ T
*subje{\ T

PredP
T e

Pred

il
V-
\ *object V / .




Proposal

- null soo (¢ ) in CSA needs to be licensed by the overt SA, whose
morphological realization can be a sentence-final particle (SFP)

C e A

/\
CP=¢g da-ne/yo

U/

licensing Cf. VP-Ellipsis must be the complement of

K a morphologically realized T head.
(Potsdam 1997)
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Analysis: licensing of null soo ( ¢ ) by the overt SA/SFP

Empirical support 1: short answers with only SFP

(13) A: (John-wa) hasiri-masi-ta yo ne.
(John-ToP) run-HON-PAST-Q SFP SFP
‘Did John run, didn’t he?’

B: (da/desu) ne.
(COP/COP(HON) SFP
‘(Intended) It is so.
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Analysis: licensing of null soo ( ¢ ) by the overt SA/SFP

Empirical support 2: CSA is ungrammatical without a SFP. But SAA is not.

(11) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. Soo-{da/desu} ({yo/ne}).
Ken-Nnom  came SO-COP/COP(HON) SFP
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘It is so.
b. {Da/desu} *({yo/ne}).

COP/COP(HON)  SFP
‘(Lit.) It is.
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Analysis: licensing of null soo ( ¢ ) by the overt SA/SFP

Empirical support 3: Embedded uses

The no clause can embed a soo phrase, but not null soo ( ¢ ).

(10) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. [Soo-dat-ta-no-ka]-wa wakaranai.
Ken-nom  came SO-COP-PST-C-Q-FOC know.not
‘Did Ken come?”’ ‘I don’t know if (it) was so.

b. *[ Dat-ta-no-kal]-wa wakaranai.
COP-PST-C-Q-FOC  know.not
‘I don’t know if (it) was.’
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Analysis: licensing of null soo ( ¢ ) by the overt SA/SFP

Empirical support 3: Embedded uses

The no clause can embed a soo phrase, but not null soo ( ¢ ).

(10) A: Ken-ga kita?
Ken-NOM came
‘Did Ken come?’

B: a.[Soo-dat-ta-no-kal]-wa
SO-COP-PST-C-Q-FOC

wakaranai.
know.not
‘I don’t know if (it) was so.” (SAA)

Csna )\

ForceP/\V
FinP ka
/\
IR e
PredP T(-tq)

K vP =®a /
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Analysis: licensing of null soo ( ¢ ) by the overt SA/SFP

Empirical support 3: Embedded uses

The no clause can embed a soo phrase, but not null soo ( ¢ ).

(10) A: Ken-ga kita? ﬁSA * P \
Ken-NOM came
‘Did Ken come?’ ForceP \Y
B: b.*|Dat-ta-no-ka]-wa wakaranai. FinP ka
COP-PST-C-Q-FOC  know.not sﬁ\ no
‘I don’t know if (it) was. (CSA) N
CP=¢pp datta

v
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Analysis: Co-occurrence with a negation marker

CSA cannot be followed by a negation marker.

(12) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. [[Soo-de]-wa nai]-desu-ne.
Ken-nom  came SO-COP-FOC NEG-COP(HON)-SFP
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘(It) is not so.
b. *[[ De]-wa nai]-desu-ne.

COP-FOC  NEG-COP(HON)-SFP
‘(Lit.) (It) is not.

Previous literature: Distinct positions for desu (Miyagawa 2022, Yamada 2023).

(14) [sAP [cP [TP[NegP [PredP [vP vV | desu] Neg | T | desu | ne ]
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Analysis: Co-occurrence with a negation marker

CSA cannot be followed by a negation marker.

(12) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. [[Soo-de]-wa nai]-desu-ne.
Ken-nom  came SO-COP-FOC ~ NEG-COP(HON)-SFP
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘(It) is not so.” (SAA)

(15) [sAP [cP [TP[NegP [PredP [vP =soo | desu] Neg ] T ]desu ] ne ]
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Analysis: Co-occurrence with a negation marker

CSA cannot be followed by a negation marker.

(13) A: Ken-ga kita? B: a. ¥ Del]-wa nai]-desu-ne.
Ken-NnoMm  came COP-TOP NEG-COP(HON)-SFP
‘Did Ken come?’ ‘(It) is not.

@ ok SAP @ SAP
CP=op ne
CP— wesu TP/wesu I
V—
TP C
/\
NegP i
/\
PredP nai

o G T /
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Extension: SAA/CSA in Korean? (p.c. An Duk-Ho)

(16) A: Ken-i tali-ess-ci?  =When a question ends with -ci, the speaker is

biased for a positive response.

Ken-NOM  run-psT-Cl )
In Korean, the sequence “so+copula” is

‘Ken ran, didn’t he?’ unattested. The copula can only be used after a
, . noun. After other categories, it is not overtly
B:a. Kuleh-ci.  b. "i-ci. realized. Whatever “so” is, it is not a noun. The
so-Cl. COP.Cl overt copula cannot follow so.

. : A -Normally, the copula in Korean behaves like a
Itis so. (LIt)IS"  suffix. It should be attached to the preceding
noun.
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Conclusion
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Conclusion

- soo in SAA replaces vP, while null soo ( ¢ ) in CSA replaces CP

‘null soo ( ¢ ) needs to be licensed by the overt SA, whose
morphological realization can be a sentence-final particle (SFP)

Empirical differences between SAA and CSA

i) compatibility with the topic and subject

i) sensitivity to the embedding C

iii) requirement of the sentence final particles
iv) compatibility with the negation

(
(
(
(

41



References

Acelbrecht, Lobke. 2010. The Syntactic Licensing of Ellipsis, John Benjamins, Amsterdam and Philadelphia.

Haegeman, Liliane & Virginia Hill. 2013. The syntacticization of discourse. In R. Folli, C. Sevdali, & R. Truswell (eds.),
Syntax and its limits, 370-390. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Lobeck, Anne C. 1990. Functional heads as proper governors, NELS 20, 348-362.
Miyagawa, Shigeru. 2022. Syntax in the Treetops. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Nishiyama, Kunio. 1997. What does the copula do? University of Pennsylvania working papers in linguistics, vol. 4,
227-243.

Nishiyama, Kunio. 1999. Adjectives and the copulas in Japanese. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 8, 183-222.

Portner, Paul, Miok Pak, & Raffaella Zanuttini. 2019. The addressee at the syntax-semantics interface: evidence from
politeness and speech style. Language 95(1), 1-36.

Potsdam, Eric. 1997. NegP and subjunctive complements in English. Linguistic Inquiry 28 (3), 533-541.

42



References

Saito, Mamoru and Keiko Murasugi (1990) “N’-deletion in Japanese: A Preliminary Study,” Japanese/Korean Linguistics 1,
285-301.

Saito, Mamoru. 2015. Cartography and selection: Case studies in Japanese. In Ur Shlonsky (ed.), Functional sequence:
The cartography of syntactic structures, Volume 10, 255-274. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Sakamoto, Yuta. 2020. Elliptic Do So in Japanese. Proceedings of the 55" Annual Meeting of the Chicago Linguistic
Society, 365-380.

Speas, Peggy & Carole Tenny. 2003. Configurational properties of point of view roles. In A.M. Di Sciullo (ed.),
Asymmetry in grammar, 315-344. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Yamada, Akitaka. 2023. Looking for default vocabulary insertion rules: Diachronic morphosyntax of the Japanese
addressee-honorification system. Glossa: a journal of general linguistics 8(1). doi:
https://doi.org/10.16995/glossa.8338

43



Core-to-Core Program
Acknowledgements 3

This work was supported by JSPS Core-to-Core Program (A. Advanced Research
Networks “International Research Network for the Human Language Faculty”
(\W#JPJSCCAJ221702007), as well as JSPS Grant-in-Aid For Scientific Research (C)
(\#22K00507; to Akitaka Yamada), (\#23K00590, 21K00586 (PI: Nobuaki Nishioka)
to Masako Maeda) and JSPS Grant-in-Aid For Research Activity Start-up
(\#22K20030 to Shiori Ikawa).

44





