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Abstract: This article examines the distribution of the Japanese conjunctive
particle z0 which is duplicated on the final conjunct in a coordinate structure (cf.
A-to B-to ‘A and B’). It has been observed in the literature that duplication of
the coordinator 70, a phenomenon known as conjunction doubling, is possible in
coordination in which conjuncts coordinated by 7o are nominal constituents and
also in the so-called ‘non-constituent’ coordination, where conjuncts coordinated
by #0 do not appear to be syntactic constituents (see, e.g., Koizumi 2000, Takano
2002, Fukui and Sakai 2003 for related discussion). Although previous analyses
that deal with these constructions commonly assume that the duplicated 7o,
which I refer to in this article as the repetitive coordinator 7o (RC-10), is realized
optionally (cf. Fukui and Sakai 2003, Ito and Chaves 2008, Vermeulen 2008), 1
show that the distribution of RC-70 is more restricted than previously assumed,
based on three sets of observations: (i) the inapplicability of ga/no conversion in
the presence of RC-#0; (ii) the non-occurrence of RC-#0 in the predicate position
of a copular sentence; and (iii) the fact that RC-#o exhibits different behavior
with respect to two types of focus particles. It is compatible with dake ‘only,’ but
not with sae ‘even’ or mo ‘also.” I also point out that a piece of the presented data
is problematic under the analysis of non-constituent coordination as proposed
by Vermeulen (2008). Considering these observations, I propose that RC-# is
a focus particle that carries an implicature of exhaustivity in a manner similar
to dake, and show that this proposal accounts for several previously unidentified
properties of RC-z0.*
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1. Introduction
It is well-known that the particle 7o in Japanese that coordinates nominals may be
duplicated on the final conjunct, as shown by (1).

*I would like to thank two anonymous Gengo Kenkyu reviewers for their insightful and
constructive comments that significantly contributed to improving the quality of the article.
Their comments allowed me to clarify my argument in some very important ways, explore
new research areas, and eliminate a number of errors. I am also grateful to Ako Imaoka,
Yukino Kobayashi, Mana Kobuchi-Philip, and Yohei Oseki for helpful suggestions and sen-
tence judgments. All remaining errors are my own.
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(1) Taroo-ga Hanako-ni  ringo to banana (to) -o ageta.
Taroo-NOM Hanako-DAT apple and banana and -ACC gave

“Taroo gave apples and bananas to Hanako.’

Duplication of the coordinator 7o as seen in this example, a phenomenon known as
conjunction doubling, is also possible in the so-called ‘non-constituent’ coordina-
tion, where conjuncts linked by 70 do not appear to form syntactic constituents, as

illustrated by ).

(2) Taroo-ga  [Hanako-ni  ringo] to [Kumiko-ni  banana] (to)
Taroo-NOM Hanako-DAT apple and Kumiko-DAT banana  and
-0 ageta.

-ACC  gave

“Taroo gave apples to Hanako and bananas to Kumiko.’

While sentences with coordination in Japanese, in particular those with non-
constituent coordination as given above, have been widely discussed by researchers
(cf. Koizumi 2000, Takano 2002, Fukui and Sakai 2003, Fukushima 2003), the lit-
erature lacks a detailed investigation of the nature of the duplicated 7o that occurs
in these constructions. In this article, following Zhang (2008) and others, I use
the term “repetitive coordinators” for such identical coordinators and refer to the
repetitive coordinator 7o as RC-zo.

Previous analyses in the literature that deal with data such as (1) and (2) com-
monly assume that RC-# is realized optionally, though these analyses vary in
detail (cf. Fukui and Sakai 2003, Ito and Chaves 2008, Vermeulen 2008). The main
aim of this article is to provide evidence that this assumption is not entirely correct
and to suggest a new analysis. The data that I will present include sentences like
(1), where conjuncts coordinated by 7 are nominal constituents, and also sentences
with non-constituent coordination like (2). Based on these data, I propose an
account that captures the behavior of RC-# in both types of coordination.

The article is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces three sets of observa-
tions on RC-#0, pointing out one problem that arises in the analysis of non-con-
stituent coordination as proposed by Vermeulen (2008). Section 3 offers a novel
analysis of this particle. Finally, section 4 concludes the discussion.

2. Distribution of RC-fo
In this section, I present three kinds of data concerning RC-#0. As we will see, the
distribution of this particle is more restricted than previously assumed.

2.1. Ga/no conversion
The first observation is concerned with nominative/genitive case alternation
in subject position of embedded clauses—often referred to as ga/no conversion

! 1n this article, “a conjunct” is referred to as a sequence of items coordinated by 7o such as
‘indirect object — direct object’in (2), irrespective of whether or not it forms a syntactic con-
stituent. Brackets are used to indicate such conjuncts.
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(Harada 1976 and many others)—found in examples like the following:

(3) [Taroo to  Ziroo -ga/no nonda | wain
Taroo and Ziroo -NOM/GEN drank wine

‘the wine that Taroo and Ziroo drank’

'The nominative case marker ga that follows the coordinate complex in (3) can be
replaced with the genitive case marker zo. However, this conversion fails to apply,
when RC-# is present, as shown by (4).

(4) [Taroo to  Ziroo to -ga/“no nonda | wain
Taroo and Ziroo and -NOM/GEN drank wine

‘the wine that Taroo and Ziroo drank’

'The unavailability of ga/no conversion in the presence of RC-7o is also observed in
non-constituent coordination, as shown by the examples in (5) and (6).

(5) [Tookyoo-kara amerikazin to Oosaka-kara doituzin -ga/no
Tokyo-from  American and Osaka-from German -NOM/GEN
sankasita] kai
attended  party
‘the party that Americans attended from Tokyo and Germans from Osaka’

(6) [Tookyoo-kara amerikazin to Oosaka-kara doituzin to
Tokyo-from American and Osaka-from German and
-ga/*no sankasita] kai
-NOM/GEN attended  party
‘the party that Americans attended from Tokyo and Germans from Osaka’

Ga/no conversion is permitted in the embedded clause in (5), where RC-# does
not appear, while the conversion is impossible in (6), where RC-#0 shows up after
the coordinate complex. These data are puzzling, if the insertion of this particle is
totally optional.

2.2. RC-#oin predicate position
The second observation concerning the behavior of RC-# comes from copular
sentences. Consider the examples in (7) and (8).

(7) Tarooto Hanako -wa sensei to gakusei (*to) dearu/da.
Taroo and Hanako -TOP teacher and student and are
“Taroo and Hanako are a teacher and a student.’

(8) Tarooto Ziroo to Hanako -wa  satuzinhan to sono itimi
Taroo and Ziroo and Hanako -TOP murderer and his  band
(*to) datta.

and were
“Taroo, Ziroo, and Hanako were the murderer and his band.’

The occurrence of RC-#o that follows the predicative expression in these examples
yields an unacceptable result. This again shows that RC-# is not always realized



100 Yuko Asapa
optionally.

2.3. RC-#o followed by focus particles

The third set of data that I would like to present involves focus particles. Consider
the example in (9), where the coordinate structure is marked by sae ‘even’ or mo
‘also.?

(9) Taroo-wa (ringo nominarazu) [mikan to banana (*to)] sae/mo
Taroo-TOP apple not only orange and banana and even/also
tabeta.
ate
“Taroo ate (not only apples but) even/also oranges and bananas.’

The example is acceptable without RC-#0, but when this particle is present, the
result becomes unacceptable. Curiously however, it is not the case that RC-# is
always incompatible with focus particles. Consider the example in (10), which
contains dake ‘only.

(10) Taroo-wa  oyatu-ni [ringo to banana (to)] dake -o tabeta.
Taroo-TOP  snack-DAT apple and banana and only -ACC ate

“Taroo ate only apples and bananas for his snack.’

In this example, unlike in (9), the insertion of RC-#0 is permitted. The contrasted
behavior of RC-#0 with respect to the two types of focus particles—sae/mo and
dake—is also found in the examples with non-constituent coordination in (11).

(11) Kyoo-no oyatu-ni ~ Taroo-wa [Ken-ni ringo-o huta-tu ]
today-GEN  snack-DAT Taroo-TOP Ken-DAT apple-ACC 2-CL
to...
and
‘For today’s snack, Taroo gave two apples to Ken and...

a. *[Yuri-ni banana go-hon] to sae/mo  ageta.

Yuri-DAT banana 5-CL and even/also gave

...even/also five bananas to Yuri.’

b. [Yuri-ni banana ip-pon] to dake -o ageta.
Yuri-DAT banana 1-CL and only -ACC gave

...only one banana to Yuri.’

2 The example in (9), where RC-70 is followed by the additive particle 720, should be distin-
guished from examples like (i), where the comitative postposition # ‘with’is followed by mo.

(i) Taroo-wa (ringo-o) [mikan to banana] to mo  (issyoni) tabeta.
Taroo-TOP apple-ACC orange and banana with also  together ate

“Taroo also ate apples, together with oranges and bananas.’

To avoid possible confusion, the example in (9) is presented with the ‘not-only’ adverbial
phrase, which may help understanding the intended context.
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In (11a), RC-# is followed by sae or mo, and in either case, the example is deviant.
However, in (11b), RC-# is followed by dake, and the result is much more accept-
able. Such asymmetries are unexpected if RC-70 is merely an optional element
as assumed in previous analyses (cf. Fukui and Sakai 2003, Ito and Chaves 2008,
Vermeulen 2008).

Furthermore, I would like to point out that examples like (11b) present a
problem for the analysis of RC-#0 in non-constituent coordination as proposed
by Vermeulen (2008). For the sake of discussion, let us briefly review her pro-
posal. Consider the following example that illustrates a crucial observation in her

analysis:

(12) Taroo-ga [Ken-ni ringo-o huta-tu] to
Taroo-NOM Ken-DAT  apple-ACC  2-CL  and
[Yuri-ni  banana san-bon ] -to-o/*-o-to ageta.

Yuri-DAT banana 3-CL -and-ACC/-ACC-and gave

“Taroo gave two apples to Ken and three bananas to Yuri.’

RC-70 that appears after the second conjunct is followed by the accusative case
marker o, but importantly, it cannot follow the case marker. This order restriction is
puzzling, because the case marker that follows RC-#0 seems to be associated with
the direct object in the second conjunct, but it must appear outside the conjunct.
Based on this observation, Vermeulen proposes that RC-#0 as in (12), being a
coordinator, initially attaches to the conjunct and hence follows the case marker
o that is inside the conjunct, but the two particles are subsequently reordered by
a phonological process as shown in (13) (see also Ito and Chaves 2008: 113, for a
similar analysis of RC-#0).

(13) ...[NP [,, NP QJ-o]-to — ...NP, NP Q-to-o  (Vermeulen 2008: 349)

Given this reordering rule, the surface word order #0-0 in (12) is properly derived.

Now, returning to our data above, let us consider how the example of (11b)
would be dealt with by Vermeulen’s analysis. According to her proposal, RC-# in
this construction initially appears after the case marker and is subsequently reor-
dered with it in the phonology. However, in (11b), dake appears between #o and o.
'This focus particle, which bears semantic content, is not likely to be inserted pho-
nologically. Instead, on the general assumption, dake is syntactically adjoined to its
adjacent phrase (cf,, e.g., Futagi 2004: 90-91, Aoyagi 2006: 23-24). Therefore, the
sequence fo-dake-o in (11b) cannot simply result from her phonological reordering
in (13), unless we provide additional conditions with respect to exactly where in a
syntactic constituent RC-70 should be inserted phonologically. Rather, the occur-
rence of RC-# that immediately precedes dake, which is an element represented
in syntax, suggests that RC-#0 is also represented in syntax, not inserted in the
phonology.

In this section, I have presented three sets of observations on the distribu-
tion of RC-70, showing that the common assumption that this particle occurs
optionally is not entirely adequate. I next explore a new approach in an attempt to
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account for the observed distributional properties.
3. RC-to as a Focus Particle

3.1. Proposal

The properties of RC-#0 described above, in particular the incompatibility with
a certain class of focus particles, suggest that RC-# has a specific function. In
the research of coordination, such a view is not new. A number of researchers
argue that repetitive coordinators and also “correlative” coordinators such as bozh
and either are focus-related elements (see e.g. Hendriks 2004, Johannessen 2005,
Zhang 2008). Under this line of analysis, | propose that RC-7 is a focus particle.
Specifically, I assume that it carries an implicature of exhaustivity, in a manner
similar to dake ‘only.’3 To see more clearly the effects of exhaustive implicatures
induced by the two focus particles, let us first consider the example with dake in

(14).

(14) *Watasi-no sukina  kudamono -wa  hokani mo ikutuka aru ga
I-GEN  favorite fruit -TOP other also some are but
ringo to itigo dake da.
apple and strawberry only are
Lit."My favorite fruits are only apples and strawberries, though there are
some others.’

'This example is infelicitous due to the semantic incompatibility between the impli-
cature associated with dake and the context of the example. On the one hand, the
presence of dake yields an exhaustive reading such that besides apples and straw-
berries, there are no other relevant items on the list of the speaker’s favorite fruits.
On the other hand, the adverbial clause ‘though there are some others’ gives rise to
the interpretation that the list of enumerated items, i.e., apples and strawberries, is
non-exhaustive. This is why the example is infelicitous. Next, consider the example
in (15), where RC-70 appears in a similar context.

(15) Watasi-no sukina  kudamono -wa  hokani mo ikutuka aru ga
I-GEN  favorite fruit -TOP other also some are but
ringo to  itigo (Pto) da.
apple and strawberry and are
‘My favorite fruits are apples and strawberries, though there are some others.’

'This example is fine without RC-#o, but it becomes less acceptable when RC-#o is
present, inducing an effect analogous to (14). This observation is accounted for if
RC-10, just like dake, carries an implicature of exhaustivity. Note, however, that the
two particles are not exactly the same. As shown by the relative contrast in accept-

3 For detailed analyses of the syntactic and semantic properties of dake, see Kuroda (1970),
Futagi (2004), Aoyagi (2006: 52-55), Numata (2009: 17-58), Hayashishita (to appear),
among many others.
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ability between (14) and (15) with RC-# (indicated by * and ¥), the exhaustivity
implicature associated with RC-70 is not as strong as that associated with dake. 1
suggest that this is because RC-70, in contrast to dake, implies exhaustive speci-
fication, rather than exhaustive exclusivity.4 There is another notable difference
between the two particles: only RC-7o is parasitic on its associate conjunction 7o,
that is, its occurrence depends on the presence of the other.” Thus, precisely speak-
ing, RC-#0 should not be considered as the same type of foci as dake (see also dis-
cussion below). Nevertheless, I assume that these differences are not crucial to the

present discussion, and will show that my proposal can accommodate the proper-
ties of RC-7o listed above.®

3.2. The data revisited
Let us now revisit the three sets of data discussed in section 2. The first one is con-
cerned with ga/no conversion as seen in (16).

(16) [Taroo to Ziroo to -ga/“no nonda] wain
Taroo and Ziroo and -NOM/GEN drank  wine
‘the wine that Taroo and Ziroo drank’ =(4)

The fact that ga/no conversion is blocked in this example may be accounted for, if
we consider the generalization proposed by Horie and Saito (1996) and Nambu
(2013) to the effect that the conversion fails to apply if the ga-marked subject is a
focus of the embedded sentence. This is illustrated by the example in (17).

* This difference may become clearer with the following examples that show the contrast in
cancelability of the exhaustive interpretations induced by RC-70 and dake.

(i) Among Taroo, Ziroo, Hanako, and Kumiko, who passed the exam?

a. Taroo to Ziroo to-ga ukattayo. —*Ato Hanako mo ukatta.
Taroo and Ziroo and-NOM passed in addition Hanako also passed
“Taroo and Ziroo passed the exam. — In addition, Hanako also passed.’

b. Taroo to Ziroo dake-ga ukattayo. — *Ato Hanako mo ukatta.
Taroo and Ziroo only-NOM passed in addition Hanako also passed
‘Only Taroo and Ziroo passed the exam. — In addition, Hanako also passed.’

The first statement with RC-70 in (i-a) simply specifies an exhaustive list of persons who
passed the exam, and hence, it is not infelicitous to cancel exhaustivity by adding another
name on the list. In contrast, the exhaustivity associated with dake in (i-b), being exclusive,
resists such cancellation.

5 To capture this parasitic nature of repetitive coordinators, Zhang (2008) proposes the
“cluster-splitting” analysis, under which it is assumed that a repetitive coordinator and its
associate conjunction are base-generated as a cluster, and that the cluster is split later, creat-
ing a conjunction “double.” I leave for future work the question of whether the distribution
of RC-70 and its associate conjunction 7o can be dealt with in this line of analysis, and thank
an anonymous reviewer for pointing this matter out to me.

 As suggested by a reviewer, if RC-70 is a focus element as I propose, we expect that it
displays properties specific to focus, such as scope effects. To pursue this interesting topic,
however, is beyond the limits of this article.
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(17) [Taroo dake-ga/*no tanonda] ryoori-wa esukarugo ryoori desita.
Taroo only -NOM/GEN ordered dish-TOP escargot ~ dish  was
“The dish that only Taroo ordered was an escargot dish.’
(Adapted from Horie and Saito 1996: 142)

Given this generalization, if RC-z0 is indeed the focus element I propose, the fail-
ure of ga/no conversion in (16) can be regarded as a violation of the general ban
on focus in genitive subject position of embedded clauses. It thus seems likely that
the inapplicability of ga/no conversion in (16) can be explained by some principle
responsible for the inapplicability of the conversion in examples like (17), whatever
it is.

Second, we discussed the unavailability of RC-z0 in the predicate position of a
copular sentence. The relevant example is repeated in (18).

(18) Tarooto Ziroo to Hanako -wa  satuzinhan to sono itimi
Taroo and Ziroo and Hanako -TOP murderer and his band
(*to) datta.

and were
“Taroo, Ziroo, and Hanako were the murderer and his band.’ =(8)

The fact that this example results in unacceptability when RC-70 appears in the
predicative expression follows from the current analysis. Predicates denote prop-
erties, not entities or individuals. However, the occurrence of RC-#o after the
predicate nominal in (18) induces an exhaustive specification concerning entities
or individuals. This creates semantic incompatibility between the predicate and
RC-#0, making the example unacceptable.

The third observation that we made above is the variable behavior of RC-#
with respect to the two classes of focus particles: it is compatible with dake ‘only,
but not with sae ‘even’ or mo ‘also.”’This is illustrated by the examples in (19)—(20).

(19) Taroo-wa [ringo to banana (to)] dake -o tabeta.
Taroo-TOP apple and banana and only -ACC ate
“Taroo ate only apples and bananas.’

(20) Taroo-wa (ringo nominarazu ) [mikan to banana (*to)] sae/mo

Taroo-TOP apple not only orange and banana and even/also
tabeta.

ate

“Taroo ate (not only apples but) even/also oranges and bananas.’ =(9)

Under my proposal, such contrasts as seen between (19) and (20) are explained in
terms of semantic (in)compatibility between RC-#0 and the two types of foci—
dake, on the one hand, and sae/mo, on the other. Let us first consider the example
in (19), where dake follows RC-#0. Dake, just like RC-#0, carries exhaustive impli-
catures, and hence, there is no semantic conflict between the two particles. This
accounts for the grammaticality of this example. Next, in (20), RC-7o is followed
by sae or mo. As noted in the literature, sentences with this type of foci do not
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express exhaustivity, but rather implicate that in addition to the proposition explic-
itly mentioned in the sentence, there is another relevant proposition which is true
(Kuroda 1970, and many others). Therefore, in case of (20), the presence of sae/mo
yields the reading that besides oranges and bananas, there is another fruit or thing
that Taroo ate (which is also explicitly stated by the ‘not-only’ phrase in the exam-
ple). This is in direct conflict with the interpretation induced by RC-#o, in which
the items that Taroo ate are exhaustively specified as being oranges and bananas.
'This is why (20) becomes degraded when RC-# is present.7 Now, if this line of
analysis is correct, we expect that another focus element that expresses exhaustivity,
dake, is also incongruent with sae and mo. This is indeed what we observe:

(21) *Taroo-ga ringo dake sae/mo tabeta.
Taroo-NOM  apple only even/also ate
Lit. “Taroo ate even/also only apples.’

Finally, let us return to the data concerning the order restriction between
RC-#0 and a case marker in non-constituent coordination discussed in section 2.3.
Recall that RC-#0 in this construction may be followed by the case marker o, but
cannot attach to it, as shown by (22).

(22) Taroo-ga  [Ken-ni ringo-o huta-tu ] to
Taroo-NOM Ken-DAT apple-ACC 2-CL. and

[Yuri-ni  banana san-bon | -to-o/*-o-to ageta.
Yuri-DAT banana 3-CL -and-ACC/-ACC-and  gave
“Taroo gave two apples to Ken and three bananas to Yuri.’ =(12)

'This order restriction is consistent with the current analysis of RC-z0. Let us first
discuss why the sequence -o-70 in (22) is not permitted. The fact that RC-# can-
not follow a case marker is not unexpected, in light of the parallelism between this
particle and dake. As noted in the literature, dake exhibits rather complex behavior
with respect to a case marker (cf. Futagi 2004, Aoyagi 2006: 52-53, Numata 2009:
17-35).% The following examples provide a closer look at instances in which dake
and RC-70 appear before and after case markers:

(23) {Taroo-dake / Taroo to ~ Ziroo to} -ga/-no/-o/-ni
Taroo-only Taroo and Ziroo and -NOM/-GEN/-ACC/-DAT
(24){(*Taroo-ga dake /*Taroo(-ga) to Ziroo-ga to } Kkita.
Taroo-NOM only ~ Taroo-NOM and Ziroo-NOM and came
Lit. {Only Taroo/Taroo and Ziroo} came.’

7 The semantic characterization of the two types of focus particles—dake/RC-z0 and sae/
mo—rprovided here also captures the fact that the two particles of the latter type, sae and o,
can co-occur in a sentence, as illustrated by (i) (thanks to a reviewer for bringing this up).

(i) Taroo-ga oyatu-ni  ringo sae mo tabeta.
Taroo-NOM  snack-DAT apple even also ate
Lit. “Taroo even also ate apples for his snack.’
§ Tam grateful to two anonymous reviewers for bringing this point to my attention.
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(25){*Taroo-no dake /*Taroo(-no) to Ziroo-no to} kaban
Taroo-GEN only  Taroo-GEN and Ziroo-GEN and  bag
Lit. ‘the bag of {only Taroo/Taroo and Ziroo}

(26) Taroo-ga  {*banana-o dake /*banana(-o0) to ringo-o to }
Taroo-NOM banana-ACC only  banana-ACC and apple-ACC and
tabeta.
ate

“Taroo ate {only bananas/bananas and apples}.’

(27) Taroo-ga banana-o {Ken-ni dake / *Ken(-ni) to
Taroo-NOM banana-ACC Ken-DAT only  Ken-DAT and
Jun-ni to ]} ageta.

Jun-DAT and gave

“Taroo gave bananas {only to Ken/to Ken and Jun}.’

Date, just like RC-7o, can precede a case marker, as shown by (23), and it also pat-
terns with RC-#0 in that it cannot follow the nominative and genitive case mark-
ers, ga and 7o, as shown by (24)—(25). Yet, the two particles do not behave alike in
positions after the accusative o0 and the dative ni: only dake is permitted, as shown
by (26)-(27).? Thus, at first glance, given (26)—(27), the parallelism between the
two particles so far pursued in the present work seems to break down. However,
this discrepancy can be reconciled in terms of the dual status of dake as discussed
by Futagi (2004: 11-14) and Hayashishita (to appear). These authors show, on
independent grounds, that dake that occurs to the right of a case marker as in
(26)—(27) and the one that precedes a case marker as in (23) have different scope
properties, arguing that the two types of dake are to be distinguished (let me refer
to them as external and internal dake, respectively, following their terminology).
In particular, Futagi puts forth the proposal that external and internal dake are
morphologically indistinguishable but syntactically different, the former being a
particle and the latter being a noun. Therefore, along this line of analysis, we can
hypothesize that RC-70 belongs to the same class of foci as internal dake, and
regard the non-occurrence of RC-#o after a case marker as seen in (22) as a prop-
erty common to this specific class. On this view, the impossibility of the sequence
-o-fo in this example is not so surprising, putting aside the question of what
explains this property.10

Let us next consider why the sequence -#o-o0 is permitted in (22). The discus-
sion so far suggests an answer to this question. If RC-#0 is a focus, it is likely that
it does not function as a coordinator. Under this hypothesis, the string ‘indirect
object (10)-direct object (DO)-z0-’in (22) can be analyzed as I0-[[,DO]-to]-o,
where #0 adjoins to its adjacent NP (DQO), just as focus particles generally do, with-

? There is variation in acceptability judgments in the case of NP-o-dake. To cite a few, while
Aoyagi (2006) considers the sequence NP-o-dake as acceptable (I thank a reviewer for this
reference), Futagi (2004) and Hayashishita (to appear) note that o does not precede dake.

Various attempts have been made to explain the ordering patterns between dake and a
case marker. See Futagi (2004: 55-110), Aoyagi (2006: 85-98), among others.
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out coordinating the IO and the DO into a unit. On this analysis, it readily follows
that RC-# in (22) can precede the accusative case marker that is associated with
the NP. Recall at this point that the example with non-constituent coordination in
(11b), in which dake appears between RC-#0 and the case marker o, is problematic
for Vermeulen’s (2008) phonology-based account of RC-7o. Unlike her analysis,
the present hypothesis naturally derives the word order TO-DO-z#0-dake-0’ in this
example, since it can be analyzed as TO-[ [, ,[DO-to]-dake]-o0,” in which dake is
adjoined to the NP complex already formed with RC-z. It is also worth men-
tioning that if RC-#0 is not a coordinator, the IO and the DO that appear in the
second part of these examples (cf. Yuri-ni banana san-bon in (22)) do not constitute
a conjunct and in this case, an apparently problematic ‘non-constituent’ conjunct—
the source of much debate in the literature—disappears from the second half of
these examples. Interestingly, this view is compatible with the analysis by Ito and
Chaves (2008) developed within the framework of Head-Driven Phrase Structure
Grammar, according to which a sentence like (22) does not contain any ‘non-
constituent’ conjuncts. Roughly speaking, they assign a structure like (28) for (22),
where two verbal predicates are conjoined by the abstract coordinator lexeme g1
and the first occurrence of the verb is deleted under identity.

(28) Taroo-ga [Ken-niringo-o huta-tu age ] -#- [ Yuri-ni banana san-bon-to-o
age] -ta.

In this analysis, Ito and Chaves, like Vermeulen (2008), considering that RC-#0 is
a coordinator, make the assumption that the one in a sentence like (22) originates
to the right of the accusative case marker and further “floats” to its left. By contrast,
if RC-#0 is not a coordinator as I suggest, we do not need such a stipulation, and
importantly, we can maintain the standard VP-coordination analysis as in (28),
where the problem of non-constituency does not arise any more.

1 Specifically, Ito and Chaves assume that the coordinator lexeme ‘#-" has two possible mor-
phophonological realizations, the nominal conjunction #0 and the predicate conjunction ze.
12 A reviewer suggests that the VP-coordination analysis discussed here can apply to ex-
amples like the following:

(i) *Taroo-ga Ken-ni ringo-o huta-tu to
Taroo-NOM  Ken-DAT apple-ACC  2-CL  and
Yuri-ni mikan-o mit-tu to  ageta.

Yuri-DAT  mikan-ACC 3-CL and gave

Lit. “Taroo gave two apples to Ken and three oranges to Yuri.
(ii) Taroo-ga Ken-ni ringo-o huta-tu to # [tuzuite]

Yuri-ni  mikan-o mit-tu to # ageta.

This pair of examples shows an interesting repair effect: the example in (i), where RC-#0 oc-
curs to the right of the case marker o, is unacceptable, but it becomes acceptable if two z0-s
(both initial and RC-70) are followed by a prosodic break (indicated by #), and in particular,
if we assume that there is a silent connective marker like zuzuite ‘then’ (indicated by [ ]) after
the initial #0, as shown in (ii). Clearly, this construction needs more investigation, which I
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4. Conclusion

In this article, I first showed that the occurrence of RC-7o0 is not always optional,
on the basis of three pieces of evidence: the inapplicability of ga/z20 conversion, the
non-occurrence in the predicate position of a copular sentence, and the incompat-
ibility with the focus particles sae and mo. I also pointed out that a piece of the
presented data is problematic under the analysis of non-constituent coordination
proposed by Vermeulen (2008). Second, I proposed that RC-# is a focus particle
that carries an implicature of exhaustivity, showing that the proposal accommo-
dates a number of properties of this particle.

The present work serves as a preliminary examination of the nature of RC-z,
and given the scope of the article, leaves many important topics untouched, such as
the precise characterization of its semantic and pragmatic properties. Nevertheless,
several previously unidentified characteristics of RC-z#0 revealed in this paper may
shed new light on the research of coordination in Japanese as well as conjunction
doubling across languages.

Abbreviations
ACC: accusative, CL: classifier, DAT: dative, GEN: genitive, NOM: nominative,
Q: quantifier, TOP: topic

References

Aoyagi, Hiroshi (2006) Nihongo no joshi to kinoohanchuu. [ Particles and functional categories in
Japanese]. Tokyo: Hituzi Syobo.

Fukui, Naoki and Hiromu Sakai (2003) The visibility guideline for functional categories:
Verb raising in Japanese and related issues. Lingua 113: 321-375.

Fukushima, Kazuhiko (2003) Verb-raising and numeral classifiers in Japanese: Incompat-
ible bedfellows. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 12: 313-347.

Futagi, Yoko (2004) Japanese focus particles at the syntax-semantics interface. Doctoral dis-
sertation, New Brunswick Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey.

Harada, Shin-ichi (1976) Ga-no conversion revisited. Gengo Kenkyu 70: 23-38.

Hayashishita, J.-R. (to appear) On adnominal ‘focus-sensitive’ particles in Japanese. Japa-
nese/Korean Linguistics 13.

Hendriks, Petra (2004) Either, both and neither in coordinate structures. In: Alice ter Meu-
len and Werner Abraham (eds.) The composition of meaning: From lexeme to discourse,
115-138. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Horie, Kaoru and Noriko Saito (1996) “Ga-no kootai” ni kaserareru goyooronteki jooken ni
kansuru ichikoosatsu. [A study on a pragmatic constraint on ga-no conversion in Japa-
nese]. In: Handbook of the 111th meeting of the Linguistic Society of Japan, 141-146. The
Linguistic Society of Japan.

Ito, Chizuru and Rui P. Chaves (2008) Apparent non-constituent coordination in Japanese.
In: Stefan Miller (ed.) The proceedings of the 15th international conference on Head-driven
Phrase Structure Grammar, 95-115. Stanford: CSLI Publications.

Johannessen, Janne Bondi (2005) The syntax of correlative adverbs. Lingua 115: 419-443.

must leave for future research.



On the Nature of the Repetitive Coordinator 75 in Japanese 109

Koizumi, Masatoshi (2000) String vacuous overt verb movement. Journal of East Asian Lin-
guistics 9: 227-285.

Kuroda, S.-Y. (1970/1992) Remarks on the notion of subject with reference to words like
also, even, and only. In: Japanese syntax and semantics: Collected papers, 78-113. Dor-
drecht: Kluwer.

Nambu, Satoshi (2013) Nominative/genitive alternation in Japanese: Theoretical implica-
tions of a quantitative study. In: Yelena Fainleib, Nicholas LaCara and Yangsook Park
(eds.) The proceedings of the 41st annual meeting of the North East Linguistic Society,
41-53. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Numata, Yoshiko (2009) Gendai nihongo toritateshi no kenkyuu. [A study of toritate focalizers
in modern Japanese]. Tokyo: Hituzi Syobo.

Takano, Yuji (2002) Surprising constituents. Journal of East Asian Linguistics 11: 243-301.

Vermeulen, Reiko (2008) Nonconstituent coordination in Japanese: A case of phonological
reordering. Linguistic Inquiry 39: 345-354.

Zhang, Niina Ning (2008) Repetitive and correlative coordinators as focus particles para-
sitic on coordinators. SKY Journal of Linguistics 21: 295-342.

Author’s contact information: [Received 9 March 2013;
Shimomeguro 6-20-26-501, Accepted 24 January 2014]
Meguro-ku, Tokyo 153-0064, Japan

e-mail: yuko1010@105.itscom.net

(2 EB]
BAREOFUEHERAEINEEHICONT

&M T
BRI [ E AR T

KL, TODATENFFLEER] OBICH D L) e HARGEOS MGG [& ] oFE
B (the repetitive coordinator #0) (BLF, [RC- & 1) O5Ai 2 MiEES %, FBATHIZEICB W T
X, [RC- & ] BIHENERTH L EHEINTWDSAH (Fukui and Sakai 2003, Ito and Chaves
2008, Vermeulen 2008 7 &), Z05Aild, RO 3HHOBLEIVRT LI, FEREESKT
Wb X DHIBRITH % (1) [RC- & | SHERIBME O FFEMEICENS &, FRBFO [235-
DR BHFENS () [RC- &1 1%, T2 T XOBIBICBINL Z EDTE L (id)
[RC- & &, Bkl [7207]) Liddblec& 525, [32] KO TH] Liddb2TE .
F 72, Gi) OB L TARPERT 57— 1L, Vermeulen (2008) 2%8%E3 % [RC- & |
DG > THEE 2D, ChoOMmEHE 2, A, [RC- &1 & [7217] 27

[RC- & ] OFEEZRR DI ENTEDLILEIRT,



