
Saito&Murasugi 1990 N'-deletion in Japanese

p.87 “We suggest that Japanese in fact has N-'deletion,
and discuss the properties of N'-deletion in both Japanese and English. In the
following section, we present some data indicating that Japanese has N'-deletion. Then,
in Section 3, we argue that the N'-deletion phenomenon provides support for the DP
hypothesis, proposed by Fukui and Speas (1987), Abney (1986), and Kuroda (1986),
among others. We propose, accordingly, that N'-deletion should be reanalyzed as
NP-deletion.”
p.88  



<<<There are apparent exceptions:
I read 3 books and you read 4 books

      Adjectives, though, won’t do it:
*You read a good book and I read a bad book

The usual generalization is the one S&M put forth, with some stipulation about the numeral ones.
Later, we’ll look at Lobeck’s discussion of this.
And it’s not just numerals. Other quantity modifiers work too:
            I read few books but you read many books >>>

p.89

We can test this, S&M note, because ‘no’ is a pro-form only for concrete nouns. But we can get 
ex’s parallel to (9) even with abstract noun antecedents:
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pp.90-91

Potential problem: While (13) can’t involve the pronoun ‘no’, why can’t they be derived via N-
deletion?

Now note that the same problem arises in English. The English translations of (13) are also bad.
Anderson (1983) had already noted this problem, giving the following paradigm:
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S&M will argue that the DP hypothesis provides a solution, and explains other properties of “N-
deletion” as well.

p.92

<While this is stated in terms of the licensing of a base-generated null category, it could be re-
stated as triggering of deletion. This is what Merchant does for ellipsis in general.>
<In (23)a and (24)a, Infl, carrying tense and agreement, licenses VP ellipsis, while in (23)b and
(24)b, there is no Infl node carrying tense and agreement, so ellipsis is not licensed.>

p.93
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Problem:

<S&M then observe that Sluicing behaves similarly:
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<<This last point is developed in detail by Roger Martin in his 1996 UConn thesis. He argues for
the Chomsky-Lasnik proposal that PRO is, in fact, Case-Marked (a special Case Chomsky and
Lasnik call ‘null case’). The reasoning is that Case and agreement go together, so if PRO agrees
with the non-finite Infl here, it is reasonable to think that it is Case-licensed by it. This would also
explain the impossibility of A-movement of the subject of this kind of infinitive, since A-
movement from a Case position is generally impossible. Now consider the following pair:

  I want Mary to be a good linguist, and you want Susan to [be a good linguist]
*I believe Mary to be a good linguist, and you believe Susan to [be a good linguist]

And now notice that the embedded Infl in the latter instance does not license null Case:
*I believe PRO to be a good linguist

Further, this time movement from complement subject position is possible, unlike the previous
situation:

  Mary is believed t to be a good linguist
*Mary is wanted t to be a good linguist

On this approach, the properties correlate nicely.>>

S&M go on to show how the DP hypothesis can explain this paradigm (alluded to earlier):
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