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This paper presents a new argument for phasal transfer and anti-locality based on an analysis 
of subjects with accusative Case in Japanese. I first show that the distribution of subjects with 
accusative Case closely interacts with the types of CPs: while both accusative subjects and those 
with the object marker no koto (henceforth accusative no koto subjects) are allowed with CPs 
headed by the Report head to (ReportP), only accusative no koto subjects are allowed with 
CPs headed by the Force head ka (ForceP). I then argue that the distribution of accusative and 
accusative no koto subjects results from phasal transfer and anti-locality: while phasal transfer 
allows accusative subjects to move out of ReportP into matrix VPs, the interaction of phasal 
transfer and anti-locality prevents accusative subjects from moving out of ForceP into matrix 
VPs. Accusative no koto subjects, which are base-generated within matrix VPs, are allowed with 
both ReportP and ForceP because their derivation does not involve movement that violates 
these constraints. I also suggest that when an accusative subject is licensed across a complex 
CP involving both the Report head to and Force head ka, to is externally pair-merged with ka, 
rendering the latter “ invisible.” Implications for improper movement are also discussed. 
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1 Introduction
While subjects with accusative Case in languages such as English are restricted to contexts where 
embedded subjects originate in defective or infinitival clauses (TPs), abundant cross-linguistic 
evidence shows that subjects can indeed receive accusative Case across a CP boundary (Kuno 
1972; 1976; Şener 2008; Fong 2019; Wurmbrand 2019). The primary goal of this paper is to 
examine the restrictions on subjects with accusative Case through an in-depth study of Japanese 
and explore their theoretical implications.

Japanese has several types of CP complements, including those headed by to for reports 
(ReportP) (1a) and those headed by ka for questions (ForceP) (1b) (Saito 2010; 2012; Hiraiwa 
2010a; Yoshida 2019; Tomioka 2020; Nasu et al. 2024):1

(1) a. ReportP Complement
Mary-ga [ReportP Hanako-ga kasiko-i to] omot-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom smart-prs Report think-pst
‘Mary believed that Hanako was smart.’

b. ForceP Complement
Mary-ga [ForceP Hanako-ga kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

While the complement clause in (1a) is headed by the Report head to, the one in (1b) is headed 
by the Force head ka, which receives accusative Case.2 The subject Hanako in (1a) and (1b) 

	 1	 A reviewer pointed out that tazune ‘ask’ requires a dative argument for him/her:

(i) Mary-ga John-ni [ForceP Hanako-ga kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom John-dat Hanako-nom smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked John whether Hanako was smart.’

		  The dative argument John in (i) seems optional as both (1b) and (i) sound acceptable without any preceding context. 
However, the following example, which includes only the dative argument, sounds unnatural without any preceding 
context: 

(ii)�#Mary-ga John-ni tazune-ta.
Mary-nom John-dat ask-pst
‘Lit. Mary asked John.’

		  Based on the contrast between (1b) and (i) on the one hand and (ii) on the other hand, in this paper, I assume that the 
dative argument in (i) is optional, leaving this intra-speaker variation for future research. The arguments presented 
in the text are unaffected by the presence or absence of the dative argument. See, however, footnote 21 for some 
remarks concerning dative arguments.

	 2	 In this paper, I focus on cases where ForcePs are selected by tazune ‘ask’ (for a comprehensive discussion of ForcePs, 
see Saito 2010; 2012; Hiraiwa 2010a; Yoshida 2019; Nasu et al. 2024). Note that ForcePs can appear without 
accusative Case marking. I first discuss cases where ForcePs morphologically realize Case (Sections 2 and 3) and 
return to cases where ForcePs do not realize accusative Case morphology (Sections 4 and 5). 
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receives nominative Case. Interestingly, subjects that receive accusative Case do not behave 
uniformly with the clausal complements introduced above; while both accusative subjects and 
those with the object marker no koto (henceforth accusative no koto subjects) are allowed with 
ReportPs, only accusative no koto subjects are allowed with ForcePs. 

I argue that the asymmetry in the distribution of subjects with accusative Case arises from 
an interaction between phasal transfer (Bošković 2016a; Saito 2017a; b; 2020; 2024a; Takahashi 
2023) and anti-locality (Bošković 1994; 2005; 2015; 2016a; b; Ishii 1999; Saito & Murasugi 
1999; Abels 2003; Grohmann 2003; Takahashi 2023). Accusative subjects cannot be selected 
by either omow- ‘think’ or tazune ‘ask’, indicating that they must originate within complement 
CPs. They can move out of ReportP into matrix VPs because this movement does not violate the 
ban on improper movement owing to phasal transfer. However, the subjects cannot move out 
of ForceP because moving out of ForceP places them “too close” to the matrix VP, resulting in 
an anti-locality violation. By contrast, accusative no koto subjects can be selected by both omow- 
‘think’ and tazune ‘ask’, showing that they can be base-generated within matrix VPs. They can 
appear with both ReportP and ForceP because their derivation does not violate any constraint 
on movement. I also suggest that when an accusative subject is licensed across a “complex” CP 
involving both the Report head to and the Force head ka, to is externally pair-merged with ka, 
rendering the latter “invisible” (for external pair-merge of heads, see Epstein et al. 2016; Saito 
2020).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, I present core observations 
concerning the distribution of accusative (no koto) subjects. In Section 3, I present an analysis of 
the observations based on phasal transfer and anti-locality. In Section 4, I discuss cases where 
ForcePs apparently lack Case and show that such ForcePs pattern with Case-marked ForcePs, 
providing further support for the proposed analysis. In Section 5, I examine cases where a ForceP 
accompanied by the Report head to allows accusative subjects and argue that the Report head to 
in such cases is externally pair-merged with the Force head ka. Section 6 presents the conclusion.

2 On the distribution of accusative (no koto) subjects with ReportP 
and ForceP
This section focuses on the distribution of accusative (no koto) subjects with ReportP and ForceP. 
I show that while both accusative subjects and those with the object marker no koto (accusative 
no koto subjects) are allowed with ReportP, only accusative no koto subjects are allowed with 
ForceP. I also argue that the ban on accusative subjects with ForceP cannot be fully captured by 
the well-known constraints on multiple accusatives. 

Before discussing accusative (no koto) subjects, some remarks on no koto phrases are in order. 
No koto ‘-GEN fact’ appears with objects and is classified into optional and obligatory types 
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(Sasaguri 1999; Takubo 2007; Kishimoto 2018; 2021). First, when an object is selected by verbs 
such as nagur- ‘hit’, the presence of no koto on the object is optional:

(2) Mary-ga Hanako(-no koto)-o nagut-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc hit-pst
‘Mary hit Hanako.’

Example (2) is acceptable regardless of the presence or absence of no koto. Second, when an 
object is selected by verbs such as hanas ‘talk’, the presence of no koto on the object is obligatory:

(3) Mary-ga Hanako*(-no koto)-o hanasi-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc talk-pst
‘Mary talked about Hanako.’

Importantly, no koto cannot appear with subjects:

(4) Mary(*-no koto)-ga Hanako-o nagut-ta/hanasi-ta.
Mary-gen fact-nom Hanako-acc hit-pst/talk-pst
‘Mary hit/talked about Hanako.’

The unacceptability of (4), where the subject Mary is accompanied by no koto, clearly shows that 
no koto appears with objects but not with subjects. 

We now proceed to the discussion on accusative (no koto) subjects (Kuno 1972; 1976; 
2007; Takemura 1975−1976; Saito 1983a; Kitagawa 1985; Kaneko 1988; Oka 1988; Ueda 
1988; Hoji 1991; 2005; Sakai 1998; Hiraiwa 2001; 2005; Kobayashi & Maki 2002; Tanaka 
2002; Takano 2003; Takeuchi 2010; Takahashi 2016; 2021a; b; Kishimoto 2018; 2021). As 
is well known, ReportP allows both accusative subjects and accusative no koto subjects (for 
accusative no koto subjects, see Saito 1983a; Kitagawa 1985; Kishimoto 2018; 2021; Takahashi 
2021b).

(5) ReportP Complement
Mary-ga [Hanako(-no koto)-o kasiko-i to] omot-ta.
Mary-nom [Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs Report think-pst
‘Mary believed that Hanako was smart.’

Hanako in (5) receives accusative Case and can be accompanied by no koto. Interestingly, ForceP 
prohibits accusative subjects (Kitagawa 1985; Hiraiwa 2010a; Takeuchi 2010; Takahashi 2016)  

but (marginally) allows accusative no koto subjects:

(6) ForceP Complement
a.� *Mary-ga [ Hanako-o kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta.

Mary-nom Hanako-acc smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
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b.�??Mary-ga [ Hanako-no koto-o kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

Example (6a), which involves the accusative subject Hanako, is unacceptable. Example (6b), 
which involves the accusative no koto subject, is slightly degraded. Significantly, although the 
judgment can be delicate, (6b) is more acceptable than (6a). Importantly, both (6a) and (6b) 
contain two accusative phrases. The relative unacceptability of (6a) and (6b) thus seems to 
relate to the two well-known double-o constraints (henceforth DoCs), which prohibit multiple 
accusatives in different ways. Following Poser (2002), I call them the surface Double-o Constraint 
(henceforth the surface DoC) and the deep Double-o Constraint (henceforth the deep DoC). The 
surface DoC refers to cases where multiple accusative phrases yield relatively mild degradation 
(Harada 1973; 1975; Kuroda 1988; Poser 2002; Hiraiwa 2010b; Saito 2016; 2017b).

(7)� ??Mary-ga Hanako(-no koto)-o atama-o but-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc head-acc hit-pst
‘Mary hit Hanako on the head.’

Both Hanako and atama ‘head’ receive accusative Case in (7), and the presence or absence of 
no koto on the first accusative phrase Hanako does not affect the acceptability of this example. 
Importantly, the violation of the surface DoC can be circumvented by various strategies, including 
clefting (Harada 1973; 1975; Kuroda 1988; Hiraiwa 2010b; Saito 2016; 2017b):

(8) a. Mary-ga ti atama-o but-ta no-wa Hanakoi(-no koto)-o da.
Mary-nom head-acc hit-pst comp-top Hanako-gen fact-acc cop
‘It was Hanako that Mary hit on the head.’

b. Mary-ga Hanako(-no koto)-o ti but-ta no-wa atama-o da.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc hit-pst  comp-top head-acc cop
‘It was on the head that Mary hit Hanako.’

Hanako(-no koto) in (8a) and atama ‘head’ in (8b) are in the focus position of cleft construction. 
Examples (8a) and (8b) are more acceptable than (7). Notably, (8a) and (8b) are acceptable 
regardless of whether Hanako involves no koto.3 The deep DoC refers to cases where multiple 
accusative phrases lead to complete unacceptability (Kuroda 1965; 1978; Harada 1973; 1975; 
Williams 1981; Saito 1982; 2020; Poser 2002; Takano 2004; Ochi 2009; Miyagawa 2017). When 
the causative predicate -(s)ase ‘cause’ selects an intransitive verb such as hasir- ‘run’, the causee 

	 3	 Some speakers do not accept the accusative Case marker placed before the copula (Hiraiwa & Ishihara 2012). The 
discussion here is based on the judgment of the speakers (including the author) who accept the accusative Case 
marker before the copula. I thank a reviewer for directing me to this point.
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can receive either dative Case or accusative Case. The accusative causee can be accompanied by 
no koto.   

(9) Hanako-ga hasit-ta. 
Hanako-nom run-pst 
‘Hanako ran.’

(10) Mary-ga Hanako-ni/Hanako(-no koto)-o hasir-ase-ta.  
Mary-nom Hanako-dat/Hanako-gen fact-acc run-cause-pst
‘Mary let/make Hanako run.’

When the causative predicate -(s)ase ‘cause’ selects a transitive verb such as yom- ‘read’, the causee 
cannot receive accusative Case, which the deep DoC captures (for a discussion on examples other 
than causatives, see Miyagawa 2017):

(11) Hanako-ga   sono hon-o   yon-da. 
Hanako-nom  the book-acc read-pst
‘Hanako read the book.’

(12) Mary-ga Hanako-ni/*Hanako(-no koto)-o   sono hon-o   yom-ase-ta. 
Mary-nom Hanako-dat Hanako-gen fact-acc the book-acc  read-cause-pst
‘Mary let/made Hanako read the book.’

The causee Hanako(-no koto) in (12) cannot receive accusative Case. Notably, (12) is unacceptable 
with or without no koto on the accusative causee. Importantly, violations of the deep DoC cannot 
be circumvented by clefting (Harada 1975):

(13) a.� *Mary-ga ti sono hon-o yom-ase-ta-no-wa Hanakoi(-no koto)-o
Mary-nom the book-acc read-cause-pst-comp-top Hanako-gen fact-acc 
da.
cop
‘It is Hanako that Mary let/made read the book.’

b.� *Mary-ga Hanakoi(-no koto)-o ti yom-ase-ta-no-wa sono hon-o
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc read-cause-pst-comp-top the book-acc
da.
cop
‘It is the book that Mary let/made Hanako read.’

Hanako(-no koto) in (13a) and sono hon ‘the book’ in (13b) are in the focus position of cleft 
construction. Contrary to (8a) and (8b), (13a) and (13b) are still unacceptable.4  

	 4	 A reviewer noted that (13a) with Hanako-no koto-o is more acceptable than (13a) with Hanako-o. I presented this 
example to three native speakers of Japanese, all of whom are linguists, and they all reported that they did not find 
any contrast between the two versions. I leave the issue of speaker variation for future research.
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We now consider the distribution of accusative (no koto) subjects with ForceP. I show that 
while the surface DoC alone is responsible for the case of the accusative no koto subject (6b), the 
deep DoC cannot be responsible for either (6a) or (6b). Interestingly, while (6a) does not improve 
with clefting, (6b) becomes more acceptable with clefting:

(14) a. �*Mary-ga [ ti kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta no-wa Hanakoi-o da.
Mary-nom smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst comp-top Hanako-acc cop

b. Mary-ga [ ti kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta no-wa Hanakoi-no
Mary-nom smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst comp-top Hanako-gen
koto-o da.
fact-acc cop
‘Lit. It is Hanakoi whether Mary asked ti was interesting.’

The accusative subject in (14a) and the accusative no koto subject in (14b) are both clefted. Example 
(14b) is considerably more acceptable than (14a). The unacceptability of (14a) suggests that the 
surface DoC is at least insufficient to exclude (6a) (i.e., it is not clear if the surface DoC is operative 
here (cf. Hiraiwa 2010b)). Furthermore, the acceptability of (14b) indicates that only the surface 
DoC is operative in (6b). Importantly, (14b) demonstrates that two accusative phrases are, in 
principle, permitted in this construction. The difference between (6a)/(14a) and (6b)/(14b) is further 
motivated by cases of other strategies to avoid violations of the surface DoC. These violations can be 
avoided when the two occurrences of accusative Case markers in a certain domain are separated by 
strategies such as (i) dislocation of one of the two accusative phrases via scrambling (Hale & Kitagawa 
1976−1977; Hiraiwa 2010b) or (ii) replacement of one of the accusative Case markers with particles 
(Shibatani 1978; Hiraiwa 2010b). The following examples illustrate the scrambling strategy: 

(15) a.�??Mary-ga omoikkiri Hanako(-no koto)-o atama-o but-ta.
Mary-nom hard Hanako-gen fact-acc head-acc hit-pst

b. Hanakoi(-no koto)-o Mary-ga omoikkiri ti atama-o but-ta.
Hanako-gen fact-acc Mary-nom hard head-acc hit-pst
‘Mary hit Hanako hard on the head.’ (based on Hiraiwa (2010b: 735))

Example (15a) is a case of surface DoC violation caused by the presence of the two accusative 
phrases Hanako-no koto and atama ‘head’. In (15b), Hanako-no koto is scrambled to the sentence-
initial position. Example (15b) is more acceptable than (15a). The presence or absence of no 
koto on Hanako does not affect the acceptability of these examples. Returning to the case of the 
accusative (no koto) subject with ForceP, the scrambling strategy works only with the accusative 
no koto subject:

(16) a.� *Mary-ga oogoede Hanako-o kasiko-i ka-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom loudly Hanako-acc smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
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b.� *Hanakoi-o Mary-ga oogoede ti kasiko-i ka-o tazune-ta.
Hanako-acc Mary-nom loudly smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked in a loud voice whether Hanako was smart.’

(17) a.�??Mary-ga oogoede Hanako-no koto-o kasiko-i ka-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom loudly Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst

b. Hanakoi-no koto-o Mary-ga oogoede ti kasiko-i ka-o tazune-ta.
Hanako-gen fact-acc Mary-nom loudly smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked in a loud voice whether Hanako was smart.’

The accusative subject Hanako in (16a) and the accusative no koto subject Hanako-no koto in 
(16b) are placed after the adverb oogoede ‘loudly’. Significantly, while scrambling of Hanako to 
the sentence-initial position does not result in the acceptability of (16b), scrambling of Hanako-no 
koto in (17b) does, which corroborates the distinction under consideration. The replacement 
strategy is illustrated below:

(18) a.�??Mary-ga Hanako(-no koto)-o atama-o but-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc head-acc hit-pst
‘Mary hit Hanako on the head.’ (= (7))

b Mary-ga Hanako(-no koto)-o atama-mo but-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc head-also hit-pst
‘Mary also hit Hanako on the head.’

Atama ‘head’ in (18b) is accompanied by the focus particle -mo ‘also’, which suppresses the 
accusative Case maker -o. Example (18a) is more acceptable than (18b). The presence or absence 
of no koto on Hanako does not affect the acceptability of these examples. Returning to the case 
of the accusative subject with ForceP, the replacement strategy works only when the accusative 
subject is accompanied by no koto:

(19) a.� *Mary-ga Hanako-o kasiko-i-ka-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc smart-prs-Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’ (= (6a))

b.� *Mary-ga Hanako-o kasiko-i-ka-mo tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc smart-prs-Force-also ask-pst
 ‘Mary also asked whether Hanako was smart.’

(20) a.�??Mary-ga Hanako-no koto-o kasiko-i-ka-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs-Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’ (= (6b))

b. Mary-ga Hanako-no koto-o kasiko-i-ka-mo tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs-Force-also ask-pst
 ‘Mary also asked whether Hanako was smart.’
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The ForceP complement in (19b) and (20b) is followed by the focus particle -mo ‘also’, which 
suppresses the accusative Case maker -o. While (19a) involving Hanako is unacceptable, (19b) 
involving Hanako-no koto is acceptable, which corroborates the distinction under consideration.

The unacceptability of (6a)/(14a) suggests that (6a)/(14a) violates the deep DoC, which 
means that (14a) could be treated on par with (12)/(13). However, if the deep DoC were 
responsible for (6a)/(14a), it should incorrectly rule out (6b)/(14b) as well. Recall that the 
causative construction with two accusative phrases is completely unacceptable regardless of the 
presence of no koto on the causee argument (12)/(13). Thus, if an account based on the deep DoC 
were to exclude (6a)/(14a), it should similarly exclude (6b)/(14b). If the deep DoC is formulated 
to prohibit more than one (accusative) “objects” (cf. Harada 1975; Williams 1981; Poser 2002; 
Takano 2004), the contrast between (6a)/(14a) and (6b)/(14b) is mysterious. In particular, the 
(relative) acceptability of (6b)/(14b) does not seem to receive a principled account because the 
first accusative phrase in (6b)/(14b) is accompanied by no koto, which marks transitive objects 
(2)/(3). If the deep DoC is formulated to prohibit multiple accusative Case assignment (Saito 
1982; 2020), the relative acceptability of (6b)/(14b) remains mysterious as (6b)/(14b) contains 
two accusative phrases. Therefore, I conclude that the deep DoC is not responsible for the ban on 
accusative subjects with ForceP. 

Note that the ban on the accusative subject in (6a)/(14a) cannot be attributed to the lexical 
property of tazune ‘ask’; one cannot simply say that tazune ‘ask’ disallows accusative subjects. Not 
all verbs allow accusative subjects (Kuno 1972; 1976; cf. Kobayashi & Maki 2002):5

(21) Mary-ga [ Hanako-ga/*o kasiko-i to] donat-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom/acc smart-prs Report scream-pst
‘Mary screamed that Hanako is smart.’

The matrix verb in (21) is donat- ‘scream’. The embedded subject Hanako can receive nominative 
Case, but not accusative Case. Thus, it is conceivable that tazune ‘ask’ simply forbids accusative 
subjects, which would exclude (6a)/(14a). However, this is not the case; tazune ‘ask’ allows 
accusative subjects when the Force head ka is followed by the Report head to (Kuno 1972; 1976; 
Kobayashi & Maki 2002; Takeuchi 2010):6

(22) Mary-ga [ Hanako-o kasiko-i ka to] tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc smart-prs Force Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

Example (22) involves both tazune ‘ask’ and the embedded ForceP. Interestingly, contrary to 
(6a)/(14a), (22) is acceptable. We therefore cannot account for the ban on accusative subjects 

	 5	 Example (21) with the accusative subject is based on an example provided by a reviewer. 
	 6	 I thank a reviewer for highlighting the importance of this example in the current context. 
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with ForceP based on the lexical property of tazune ‘ask’ (see Section 5 for analysis of (22)). The 
main observations in this section are summarized below:

(23) Accusative subjects Accusative no koto subjects
ReportP  (5)  (5)

 ForceP * (6a)/(14a) ??/ (6b)/(14b)

3 Analysis: Phasal transfer, anti-locality, and the KP hypothesis 
After discussing phasal transfer, anti-locality, and the KP hypothesis, in this section, I demonstrate 
how their interactions elucidate the observations summarized above. 

3.1 Theoretical assumptions
3.1.1 Phases and transfer
Regarding phases and transfer, I make the following assumptions:

(24) a. CPs, vPs, and KPs (Case Phrases) are phases (Chomsky 2000; 2013; 2015; 
Takahashi 2011; Arano & Oda 2019).

b. A phase is transferred upon the completion of the next phase up (Saito 2017a: 64).

First, (24a) concerns what constitutes phases. I assume that in addition to CPs and vPs, which are 
usually assumed to be phases (Chomsky 2000; 2013; 2015), KPs (Case Phrases) are also phases 
(Takahashi 2011; Arano & Oda 2019). Next, (24b) concerns units and the timing of transfer. 
Expanding on the phasal transfer hypothesis (Chomsky 2000; Bošković 2016a), Saito (2017a; 
2020; 2024a) proposes (24b). Saito (2017a; 2020; 2024a) further suggests that in languages 
with phi-feature agreement, such as English, the phasehood of C and v is inherited along with 
phi-feature inheritance to T and V, respectively (for feature inheritance, see Chomsky 2013; 
2015). This means that TP and VP in English are transferred upon the completion of CP and 
vP, respectively (Chomsky 2013; 2015). In languages such as Japanese, which lack phi-feature 
agreement, neither are phi-features nor is phasehood inherited from C/v to T/V. Hence, what is 
transferred upon the completion of CP is vP, not TP:

(25) a. Constructing the vP phase: 
[vP SUBJ [VP ...] v]

b. Movement of the embedded subject to Spec, TP: 
[TP SUBJi [vP ti [VP ...] v] T]

c. Constructing the CP phase: 
[CP [TP SUBJi [vP ti  [VP ...] v] T] COMP]

d. Transfer of the vP phase, not the TP complement:
[CP [TP SUBJi [vP ti  [VP ...] v] T] COMP]
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In (25a), the vP phase is constructed. In (25b), the nominative subject moves to Spec, TP. In 
(25c), the CP phase is constructed. In (25d), the vP phase, not the TP complement, is transferred 
in accordance with (24). Saito (2017a; 2020; 2024a) argues that these proposals explain the 
differences between English and Japanese regarding the locality of reflexive binding (Yang 1983). 

3.1.2 Anti-locality and labeling 
Anti-locality dictates that movement cannot be too short (Bošković 1994; 2005; 2015; 2016a; 
2016b; Ishii 1999; Saito & Murasugi 1999; Abels 2003; Grohmann 2003; Takahashi 2023). In 
this paper, I adopt a particular definition of anti-locality proposed in the labeling framework 
(Bošković 2015; 2016b). Chomsky (2013; 2015) proposes that when a syntactic object consists 
of a head and a phrase, the head serves as the label of the syntactic object:

(26) Head–Phrase Merger
[ XP X YP]

Minimal search identifies the head X in (26) as the label of the resulting syntactic object. The 
syntactic object is thus XP. However, when a phrase (XP) and another phrase (YP) are merged, 
minimal search cannot find a unique label/head. Thus, Chomsky (2013; 2015) proposes that 
either feature-sharing or movement is necessary for the labeling of the resulting syntactic object:

(27) Phrase–Phrase Merger
a. Feature-Sharing

[?? [XP [A]X …] [YP [A]Y…]] → [<A, A>  [XP [A]X …] [YP [A]Y…]]
b. Movement

[?? [XP X …] [YP Y…]] → [ [XP     X …]i [ YP ti [ YP       Y …]]]

In (27a), [??] is labeled as via feature-sharing: XP and YP share [A], which makes it possible to 
label [??] as <A, A> via feature-sharing. In (27b), [??] is labeled via movement of a phrase. 
The movement of XP renders the lower copy/trace of XP invisible for labeling, as [??] does not 
properly contain XP. The label of the syntactic object is then determined by (the head of) the 
phrase that does not move (YP). I assume that labeling takes place as soon as possible (Bošković 
2015; cf. Bošković 2016b; Saito 2016). 

Having addressed how labeling takes place, we now turn to anti-locality. I assume the 
following definition of anti-locality:

(28) Movement of A targeting B must cross a projection distinct from B (where unlabeled 
projections are not distinct from labeled projections) (Bošković 2016b: 20).

According to (28), an anti-locality violation occurs when a phrase only moves across an unlabeled 
syntactic object; this is shown in (29).
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(29) [ZP  Z [?? XP YP]]

*

The constituent resulting from the merger of XP and YP in (29) does not have a label ([??]). 
The movement of XP to ZP does not cross a projection distinct from ZP (i.e., the movement in 
question only crosses [??], which does not have a label). Thus, the movement of XP (29) is ruled 
out by anti-locality. 

3.1.3 The KP hypothesis 
Regarding Japanese nominals, I make the following assumptions:

(30) a. Japanese nominals are KaseP (Case Phrase) (Travis & Lamontagne 1992; Fukuda 
1993; Takahashi 2011; Saito 2018; Arano & Oda 2019), where K (Case) selects NP.
[KP  [NP   N] K]

b. KPs are phases (Takahashi 2011; Arano & Oda 2019) (= (24a)).
c. K head has an anti-labeling property (Saito 2018).

Here, (30a) and (30b) concern the structure and phasal status of Japanese nominals. According to 
(30a), Case particles in Japanese are assumed to be heads that select NPs as their complements. 
Meanwhile, (30b) dictates that KPs are phases. Given (24b), this means that once a KP is 
completed, a phase below the KP gets transferred. Further, (30c) concerns how KPs are integrated 
within clausal spines. Saito (2016; 2017b; 2018) argues that Case markers in Japanese have an 
“anti-labeling” property, which explains the availability of scrambling and multiple nominative/
accusative sentences. Slightly departing from Saito (2018), I propose the following anti-labeling 
nature of Japanese Case particles:

(31) Search {α, β} for a label. If search into α yields a K head, then search on the α side is 
suspended and it continues only on the β side (modified from Saito 2018: 387).

Essentially, (31) states that when KP and XP are merged, the resulting object is labeled as XP:

(32) Phrase–Phrase (KP–XP) Merger
[?? [KP … K]   [XP … X]] → [ XP [KP … K]   [XP … X ]]

In (32), KP and XP are merged. As the search on the KP side is suspended, minimal search finds 
X. The resulting syntactic object is thus labeled as XP. This analysis explains why Japanese has 
scrambling. In (33), the accusative KP is scrambled to the TP domain:   

(33) a. Constructing vP:
[vP [KP…K] [vP [VP [KP…KACC] V]v]]

b. Introducing Tense:
[ TP3 [vP [KP…K] [vP [VP [KP…KACC] V]v]] T ]
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c. Subject movement and nominative Case assignment:
[CP  [ TP2 [KP…KNOM]k [TP3 [vP  tk  [vP [VP [KP…KACC] V]v]] T ]] C]

d. Scrambling:
[CP [ TP1 [KP…KACC]i [ TP2 [KP…KNOM]k [TP3 [vP tk [vP [VP ti V]v]] T ]]] C]

In (33a), the KP subject and vP are merged, resulting in vP (32). In (33b), the merger of Tense 
(head) and vP results in TP (TP3) (26). In (33c), the merger of TP3 and the nominative subject 
results in TP (TP2): minimal search into the KP subject yields the K head. Thus, minimal search 
shifts to the lower TP (TP3) and yields T (the lower copy/trace of the moved KP subject (tk) 
is ignored). C is introduced, and the subject KP receives nominative Case. In (33d), the result 
of scrambling of the accusative KP also results in TP (TP1): minimal search into {KPACC, TP2} 
yields the K head, and search shifts to the middle TP (TP2). Search into {KPNOM, TP3} yields 
the K head again, and minimal search shifts to the lowest TP (TP3), yielding T. Importantly, 
when a KP merges with another KP, the resulting syntactic object does not seem to be labeled:

(34) Phrase–Phrase (KP–KP) Merger
[?? [KP1 … K1] [KP2 … K2]  ] → [ [KP1 … K1]i [KP2 ti [KP2 … K2]]  ]

Given (31), minimal search cannot be continued because there is no phrase it can look into; 
minimal search must shift to KP2 by locating K1 but also shift to KP1 by locating K2. Thus, one of 
the KPs in (34) must move to avoid the <KP, KP> configuration, so that [??] does not properly 
contain one of the two KPs. As the only visible head in [??] in (34) is the K head of KP2, the 
syntactic object is labeled as KP2.7

3.2 Analysis 
I now present an analysis of the observations presented in Section 2. The main observations that 
need to be accounted for in (23) are repeated below: 

	 7	 Saito (2018) proposes that Case markers are weak heads (cf. Chomsky 2015). Saito (2018) defines weak heads as 
follows:

(i) Search {α, β} for a label. If α is a weak head or search into α yields a K head, then search on the α 
side is suspended and it continues only on the β side (Saito 2018: 287; emphasis by the author).

		  According to Saito (2018), the underlined portion becomes relevant when a K head and a DP are merged:

(ii) {DP {DP NP, D} K} 

		  When minimal search identifies K in (ii), which is a weak head, it shifts to the (lower) DP and finds D. The entire 
syntactic object in (ii) is consequently labeled as DP. Contrary to Saito (2018), I assume that K projects KP when 
merged with an NP (30a). Therefore, I revise Saito’s (2018) proposal, as shown in (31), to ensure that the shift of 
minimal search triggered by a K head operates only when minimal search looks into constituents that properly 
contain a KP and another phrase. 



14

(35)  Accusative subjects Accusative no koto subjects
ReportP  (5)  (5)
ForceP * (6a)/(14a) ??/ (6b)/(14b)

Note that the Report head to resists accusative Case, whereas the Force head ka (optionally) bears 
accusative Case (Harada 1976; Hiraiwa 2010a; Saito 2010; 2012):8

(36) a. ReportP Complement
� *Mary-ga [ReportP Hanako-ga kasiko-i to]-o  omot-ta.

Mary-nom  Hanako-nom smart-prs Report-acc think-pst
‘Mary believed that Hanako was smart.’

b. ForceP Complement
Mary-ga [ForceP Hanako-ga kasiko-i ka]-(o) tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

Based on the above contrast, I propose the following distinction regarding the presence or 
absence of K:

(37) Case and Complementizers 
a. The Report head to is not selected by K. 
b. The Force head ka is selected by K.9

Let us first consider the examples of accusative (no koto) subjects with ReportP. Notice that 
accusative (no koto) subjects can precede a matrix adverb.

(38) ReportP Complement
Mary-ga Hanako(-no koto)-o tuyoku kasiko-i to omot-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc strongly smart-prs Report think-pst
‘Mary strongly believed that Hanako was smart.’

The accusative (no koto) subject Hanako (-no koto) in (38) precedes the matrix adverb tuyoku 
‘strongly’. The acceptability of (38) indicates that both Hanako and Hanako-no koto can be in the 
matrix VP. An important point to be noted here is that while the accusative phrase cannot be 
selected by omow- ‘think’, the accusative no koto phrase can (Kishimoto 2018):

(39) Mary-ga {?*Hanako-o / Hanako-no koto-o} omot-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc Hanako-gen fact-acc think-pst
‘Mary thought about Hanako.’

	 8	 See Sections 4  and 5 for cases in which the Force head ka does not realize accusative Case morphology.
	 9	 Specifically, (37b) is intended to cover cases in which ka does not co-occur with to. Nasu et al. (2024) claim that the 

ForceP under consideration is selected by n. The analysis presented below can be reconciled with this claim if nP 
projects a phase.
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When omow- ‘think’ takes the sole nominal object as in (39), the latter must be accompanied 
by no koto. No koto in (39) thus corresponds to the obligatory instance of no koto in (3). The 
unavailability of Hanako in (39) shows that the accusative subject Hanako in (38) cannot be 
the direct object of the matrix verb, which means that the accusative subject in question must 
originate within the ReportP complement. Therefore, I assume that while the accusative subject 
moves from the ReportP complement into the matrix VP either optionally (Hiraiwa 2001; 2005; 
Takeuchi 2010; Kishimoto 2018; 2021) or obligatorily (Kuno 1972; 1973; 1976; 2007; Sakai 
1998; Tanaka 2002),10 the accusative no koto subject can be selected by the matrix verb, which 
means that the accusative no koto subject can be base-generated in the matrix VP (Saito 1983a; 
Kitagawa 1985; Kishimoto 2018; 2021; Takahashi 2021b).11 I first provide an analysis of the 
accusative subject with the ReportP complement (38).

(40) a. Constructing the embedded AP:
[AP KP A]

b. Constructing the embedded TP:
[TP [AP KP A]T]

 c. Subject movement:
[TP KPi [TP [AP ti A]T]]

d. Constructing the ReportP complement:
[CP [TP KPi [TP [AP ti A]T]] CReport]

e. Constructing the matrix VP:
 [VP [CP [TP KPi [TP [AP ti A]T]] CReport]V]
f. Movement of the subject:

[VP KPi [VP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]] CReport]V]]
g. Accusative Case assignment:
 [vP [VP KPiACC [VP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]] CReport]V]]v]
h. Transfer of the ReportP complement:

 [vP [VP KPiACC [VP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]] CReport]V]]v]

In (40a), the embedded subject and the adjective are merged, and the resulting object is labeled 
as AP (head–phrase merger in (26)). In (40b), the embedded T and the embedded AP are 
merged, resulting in the TP projection (26). In (40c), the embedded KP and TP are merged. 
The merger/movement does not violate anti-locality because it crosses the embedded AP. The 
resulting syntactic object is labeled as TP (KP–XP merger in (32)). In (40d), the Report head to 
is introduced, forming the ReportP complement (26). In (40e), the matrix V and the ReportP 
complement are merged. The resulting object is labeled as VP (26). In (40f), the embedded KP 

	 10	 Whether the movement is obligatory or optional is orthogonal to the discussion in the text; see footnote 12.
	 11	 What is important here is that no koto subjects can be base-generated in matrix VPs. See Takahashi (2021b) for 

arguments that accusative no koto subjects can also originate from complement clauses. 
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subject moves into the matrix VP, and the resulting syntactic object is labeled as VP (KP–XP 
merger in (32)). This movement does not violate anti-locality because it crosses the embedded 
TP and ReportP. In (40g), accusative Case is assigned to the moved KP by the matrix v/V. In 
(40h), the ReportP complement is transferred in accordance with the phasal transfer hypothesis 
in (24). 

Returning to the case of the accusative no koto subject, I assume the following structure, 
where the accusative no koto subject is base-generated in the matrix VP (Saito 1983a; Kitagawa 
1985; Kishimoto 2018; 2021; Takahashi 2021b):

(41) [vP [ VP1 [KP [NPi-no koto] KACC] [ VP2 [CP … pro … CReport] V]]v]

The accusative no koto KP functions as an object of the matrix verb omow- ‘think’ and binds pro in 
the ReportP complement. The syntactic object formed by merging the ReportP complement and 
the matrix V omow- ‘think’ is labeled as VP (i.e., VP2 in (41)) due to (26). The syntactic object 
formed by merging the accusative no koto KP and VP2 is also labeled as VP (i.e., VP1 in (41)) 
due to (32): minimal search into {KP, VP2} in (41) yields the K head, and search shifts to VP2. 
Search into {ReportP, V} yields V. 

Note that the phrasal transfer hypothesis explains why A-movement out of CP, which is often 
excluded as an instance of “improper” movement, is possible in (40). It is often claimed that 
A-movement out of CP is prohibited by the ban on improper movement (i.e., A-A′-A movement), 
according to which movement from an A′-position to an A-position is prohibited (Chomsky 1973; 
May 1979; Fukui 1993; Obata & Epstein 2011; Fong 2019; Wurmbrand 2019).

(42)� *Ricardoi seems (that) ti   left. (based on Fong 2019: 1)

Here, (42) is analyzed as a case of improper movement.

(43)� * [CP  ti  (that) [TP ti   [vP ti left]]].
 

(A)              (A’)            (A)

The subject first moves from the embedded Spec, TP (A-position) to the embedded Spec, CP 
(A′-position). As its subsequent movement targets the matrix A-position, the movement results in 
a violation of the ban on improper movement. I assume that Spec, CP is uniformly an A′-position. 
The phasal transfer hypothesis adopted here correctly rules out cases of improper movement in 
English. According to Saito (2017a; 2020; 2024a), in languages with phi-features (e.g., English), 
the phasehood of CP is inherited by TP when phi-features on C are inherited by T (cf. Chomsky 
2013; 2015). This means that the embedded TP is transferred when the CP complement is 
completed in English. The embedded subject must therefore move to the embedded Spec, CP in 
(43). A-movement after this step thus results in improper movement.
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Returning to the movement of accusative subjects, the embedded TP in (40) is not transferred 
upon completion of the ReportP complement; it is transferred with the ReportP complement only 
when the matrix vP is completed. The accusative subject thus does not have to move to Spec, 
ReportP (=CP), which is an A′-position, before moving into the matrix VP (Takahashi 2011). 
This means that the movement of the accusative subject can take place from the embedded TP 
(an A-position) to the matrix VP (an A-position). Therefore, the movement of the accusative 
subject does not violate the ban on improper movement.12

I now return to an analysis of the accusative (no koto) subject with ForceP. The relevant 
examples in (6) are repeated below:

(44) ForceP Complement
a.� *Mary-ga [ Hanako-o kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta.

Mary-nom Hanako-acc smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst

b.�??Mary-ga [ Hanako-no koto-o kasiko-i ka]-o tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’ (= (6))

While (44a) is unacceptable, (44b) is relatively more acceptable. I concluded in Section 2 that 
(44b) is grammatical but only violates the surface DoC. On par with the analysis of the accusative 
(no koto) subject with ReportP (38), I argue that while the accusative subject in (44a) must 
originate from the ForceP complement, the accusative no koto subject in (44b) is base-generated 
as a matrix object in the matrix VP. As in (39), when tazune ‘ask’ takes only a nominal object such 
as Hanako, no koto is obligatory.

(45) Mary-ga {?*Hanako-o / Hanako-no koto-o} tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc Hanako-gen fact-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked about Hanako.’

Here, (45) is unacceptable without no koto as part of the nominal object. The unavailability of 
the accusative NP in (45) shows that the accusative subject in (44a) cannot be selected by tazune 
‘ask’, which means that the accusative subject must originate from the ForceP complement. 

	 12	 I do not intend to argue that the embedded KP subject always undergoes movement into the matrix clause (Kuno 
1972; 1976; 2007; Sakai 1998; Tanaka 2002; cf. Takahashi 2021a). I remain agnostic as to whether the movement in 
question is obligatory. What is important here is that when the accusative KP subject moves into the matrix VP, as in 
(40), this movement does not violate the ban on improper movement. The assumptions adopted in this paper do not 
necessarily exclude the possibility that the accusative subject can remain within the ReportP complement (Kaneko 
1988; Hiraiwa 2001; 2005; Takeuchi 2010; Kishimoto 2018; 2021). When the KP subject and the embedded TP are 
merged in (40e), the resulting syntactic object is labeled as TP due to the anti-labeling property of the K head (32). 
The KP subject may thus stay within the ReportP complement. As the ReportP complement is not transferred until the 
matrix vP is completed, the KP subject remaining within the ReportP complement can receive accusative Case from 
the matrix v/V.  
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Recall that (22) shows that tazune ‘ask’ allows accusative subjects in other contexts, which makes 
the unacceptability of (44a) a puzzle. The availability of the accusative no koto phrase in (45) 
shows that the accusative no koto subject can be directly selected by tazune ‘ask’, which in turn 
means that the accusative no koto phrase in (44b) is base-generated in the matrix clause. 

I now present an analysis of the accusative subject with ForceP (44a). I show that the 
accusative subject cannot move into the matrix VP because of an interaction between phasal 
transfer and anti-locality: 

(46) a. Subject movement (= (40c)):
[TP KPi [TP [AP ti A] T]]

b. Constructing the ForceP complement and transfer:
[CP [TP KPi [TP [AP ti A] T]] CForce]

c. Constructing the clausal KP complement:
[KP [CP [TP KPi [TP [AP ti A] T]] CForce] K]

d. Movement and transfer:
[?? KPi [KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]] CForce] K]]

e. Constructing the matrix VP:
 [VP [?? KPi [KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]] CForce] K]]V]

f. Movement of the subject:
[VP [?? KPi [KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]] CForce] K]]V]

*anti-locality

In (46a) (=(40c)), the embedded KP subject and TP are merged. The merger/movement in 
question does not violate anti-locality because it crosses the embedded AP. The resulting syntactic 
object is labeled as TP (32). In (46b), the Force head ka is introduced, resulting in the ForceP 
complement (26). In (46c), the K head is introduced, resulting in the clausal KP complement (26). 
In (46d), the embedded KP subject and clausal KP complement are merged. The resulting syntactic 
object is unlabeled (i.e., <KP, KP> configuration (34)). As the clausal KP complement (KP) and 
embedded ForceP (CP) are phases (24a)/(30b), the latter is transferred in accordance with (24b). 
In (46e), the matrix V is merged, resulting in the matrix VP (26). Importantly, the embedded KP 
subject has to move out to avoid the <KP, KP> configuration (46f). However, movement of the 
embedded KP subject violates anti-locality because it does not cross any labeled projections (28).

An analysis of the accusative no koto subject with ForceP (44b) is presented below. The no 
koto accusative phrase is base-generated in the matrix VP:

(47) [vP [ VP1 [KP [NPi-no koto]KACC] [ VP2 [KP [CP  … pro  … CForce] KACC] V]] v]
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The accusative no koto KP and clausal KP complement are both base-generated as objects of the 
matrix verb tazune ‘ask’ in the matrix VP. The accusative no koto KP binds pro in the clausal KP 
complement. As both the accusative no koto KP and clausal KP complement receive accusative 
Case, (44b)/(47) violates the surface DoC. The syntactic object resulting from the merger of the 
clausal KP complement and matrix V tazune ‘ask’ is labeled as VP (VP2 in (47)) due to (26) (and 
(31)). The syntactic object resulting from the merger of the accusative no koto KP and VP2 is also 
labeled as VP (VP1 in (47)) due to (31): minimal search into {KP, VP2} yields the K head, and 
search shifts to the VP2. Minimal search into {KP, V} yields V.

As a reviewer pointed out, the ban on the accusative subject in (44a) seems to be explained 
by appealing to the ban on improper movement (43) (cf. Takeuchi 2010); if Spec, KP is a uniform 
A′-position, the movement in (46f) (i.e., movement from the edge of the clausal KP complement 
(an A′-position) to the matrix VP (an A-position)) should be ruled out as improper movement. If 
this analysis were to be maintained, the explanation employed in (46) would lose its motivation. 
However, there is evidence that A-movement out of clausal KP complements is possible, which in 
turn suggests that Spec, KP can be an A-position. This suggests that (44a) cannot be excluded based 
on the ban on improper movement. Assuming that Spec, KP can be an A-position, the analysis 
proposed in (46) predicts that the embedded KP subject can undergo further A-movement, taking 
the embedded KP subject “far enough” from the clausal KP complement. Interestingly, long-
distance passive out of ForceP is allowed (for long-distance passives, see Kuno 1972; 1976; Nagai 
1991; Ura 1994; Sakai 1998; Ishii 2012; Kishimoto 2018; 2021):13

(48) Long-distance passive out of ForceP
Sono rironi-ga Mary-ni yotte [ForceP  ti omosiro-i ka]-ga tazune-rare-ta.
the theory-nom Mary-by interesting-prs Force-nom ask-pass-pst
‘Lit. The theory was asked by Mary whether it was interesting.’

Both the nominative subject sono rion ‘the theory’ and the ForceP complement in (48) receive 
nominative Case. Contrary to (44a), (48) is acceptable. The involvement of movement in (48) is 
supported by the following example concerning the movement of the ForceP complement. The 
nominative ForceP complement cannot be followed by the matrix subject:

(49)� *[ForceP ti omosiro-i ka]j-ga sono rironi-ga Mary-ni yotte tj tazune-rare-ta.
interesting-prs Force-nom the theory-nom Mary-by ask-pass-pst

‘Lit. The theory was asked by Mary whether it was interesting.’

The ForceP complement in (49) is fronted to the sentence-initial position. If the subject sono 
riron ‘the theory’ moves from the ForceP complement into the matrix clause, the moved ForceP 

	 13	 I employ an inanimate nominative subject here to guarantee that it cannot be seen as promoted from the matrix 
dative argument.  
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contains an unbound trace (cf. Kuno 1972; 1976), violating the Proper Binding Condition (PBC), 
which requires traces to be bound (Fiengo 1977; Saito 1989). Example (48) is analyzed as follows:

(50) a. Constructing the matrix VP (= (46e)):
[VP[?? KPi

[KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]]CForce] K]] V]

b. Merger of v and vpass:
v-vpass

c. Constructing the matrix vpassP:
 [vpassP by-phrase [VP[?? KPi

[KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]]CForce] K]] V] v-vpass]

d. Subject movement and labeling:
 [vpassP KPi [vpassP by-phrase� [VP[KP ti

[KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]]CForce] K]] V] v-vpass]]

e. Transfer of the clausal KP complement:
 [vpassP KPi [vpassP by-phrase� [VP[KP ti

[KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]]CForce] K]] V] v-vpass]]

f. Introducing the matrix Tense and subject movement:
[TP KPi [TP[vpassP ti [vpassP by-phrase [VP[KP ti

[KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]]CForce] K]] V] v-vpass]]T]]

g. Introducing the matrix C and nominative Case assignment:
 [CP [TP KPi NOM [TP [vpassP ti [vpassP by-phrase [VP[KP ti

[KP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A]T]]CForce] K]]NOM V]v-vpass]]T]]C]

In (50a) (= (46e)), the clausal KP complement is merged with the matrix V, forming the matrix 
VP (26)/(31). In (50b), the passive morpheme -rare (vpass) is externally pair-merged with the 
transitive v (i.e., adjunction of the latter to the former; cf. Goro 2006) (for external pair-merge 
of heads, see Epstein et al. 2016; Saito 2020). I assume v and -rare (vpass) are both phase heads 
(Legate 2003; Saito 2017a; b; 2020; 2024a). The phasehood of the transitive v is “canceled” due 
to the external pair-merge (Epstein et al. 2016; Saito 2020; see Section 5 for further remarks). In 
(50c), this amalgam and the matrix VP are merged, resulting in vpassP (26). The by-phrase Mary-ni 
yotte is introduced as an adjunct to the vpassP. As the phasehood of the transitive v is “canceled” 
due to external pair-merge, the matrix verbal domain consists of a single phase. In (50d), the 
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embedded KP subject and matrix vpassP are merged, and the resulting syntactic object is labeled 
as vpassP (32). As the movement crosses the matrix VP, it does not violate anti-locality. The [??] 
is labeled as KP by the clausal KP complement because the lower copy/trace of the moved KP 
is invisible for labeling (27b). In (50e), the entire clausal KP complement is transferred upon 
the completion of the matrix vpassP (24). In (50f), the matrix Tense is introduced, resulting in TP 
(26), and the embedded KP subject and matrix TP are merged, resulting in TP (31). In (50g), 
the moved KP subject and clausal KP complement receive nominative Case from Tense after the 
introduction of the matrix C.14  Importantly, as the movement of the embedded KP subject crosses 
the labeled constituents (i.e., the embedded KP subject moves across the matrix VP in (50d) and 
the matrix vpassP and TP in (50f)), there is no anti-locality violation.15 

The acceptability of (48) provides further support for the analysis in (46). The analysis in 
(50) shows that the embedded KP subject can move from the edge of the clausal KP complement 
into the matrix TP, which is an A-position. Given the ban on improper movement (43), I conclude 

	 14	 Note that although elements inside the clausal KP complement become inaccessible, the clausal KP complement itself 
remains accessible (Bošković 2016a).

	 15	 Note in passing that the clausal KP/ForceP complement can receive accusative Case in the following “long-distance” 
passive construction:

(i) Sono honi-ga Mary-ni yotte [ForceP eci zyuuyoo dearu ka]-o handans-are-ta.
the book-nom Mary-by important-prs cop Force-acc assess-pass-pst
 ‘Lit. The book was assessed by Mary whether it was important.’

		  In (i), the matrix subject sono hon ‘the book’ and the ForceP complement receive nominative Case and accusative 
Case, respectively. Sono hon ‘the book’ is interpreted as the subject of zyuuyoo dearu ‘be important’, and it does not 
seem to be the object of the matrix verb handans ‘assess’.

(ⅱ)�?*Mary-ga sono hon-o handansi-ta.
Mary-nom the book-acc assess-pst
 ‘Mary assessed the book.’

		  Handnas ‘assess’ in (ⅱ) cannot take sono hon ‘the book’ as its object. Note here that Japanese allows so-called possessor 
passives, where a nominative subject is understood as a “possessor” of an accusative object: (Kubo 1992; Fukuda 
2006; Goro 2006):

(ⅲ) Sono hon-ga (Mary-ni yotte) zyuuyoosee-o handans-are-ta.
the book-nom Mary-by importance-acc assess-pass-pst
‘The importance of the book was assessed.’

		  In (ⅲ), sono hon ‘the book’ and zyuuyoosee ‘importance’ receive nominative Case and accusative Case, respectively. 
Sono hon ‘the book’ is interpreted as the “possessor” of zyuuyoosee ‘importance’. Thus, the following example, where 
sono hon ‘the book’ is a genitive argument of zyuuyoosee ‘importance’, is also acceptable. 

(ⅳ) [ Sono hon-no zyuuyoosee]-ga (Mary-ni yotte) handans-are-ta.
the book-gen importance-nom Mary-by assess-pass-pst

‘The importance of the book was assessed.’

		  Based on the similarity between (i) and (ⅲ), I suggest that (i) is an instance of the possessor passive construction, 
leaving its exact nature open. 
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that the edge of the clausal KP complement can be an A-position. This, in turn, shows that the 
movement of the embedded KP subject in (50d) does not violate the ban on improper movement. 
The ban on the accusative subject with ForceP (44a) therefore cannot be explained by the ban 
on improper movement.

To summarize, the observations made in the previous section receive a principled explanation 
in terms of phasal transfer and anti-locality. I have shown that the phasal transfer hypothesis 
allows accusative subjects to move from ReportP into matrix VPs without passing through the 
edge of ReportP, which circumvents the violation of the ban on improper movement. I have 
also demonstrated that accusative subjects cannot move from ForceP into matrix VPs because of 
the interaction between phasal transfer and anti-locality. Moreover, I have contended that the 
edge of KP can be an A-position, which is essential for elucidating the difference between the 
accusative subject with ForceP and long-distance passive out of ForceP.

4 Apparent Case-less ForceP: Inaudible KP 
This section discusses cases where the accusative subject is blocked in the (apparent) absence 
of accusative Case marking on ForcePs. I argue that in such cases, ForcePs do bear (inaudible) 
Case, projecting a KP. I also show that the apparently Case-less ForcePs behave differently from 
ReportPs, which genuinely do not bear Case.

Note that accusative Case marking on the ForceP complement is optional (Fukui 1986; 
Hiraiwa 2010a; Saito 2010; 2012; Yoshida 2019; Tomioka 2020; Nasu et al. 2024):16

(51) Mary-ga [ForceP Hanako-ga kasiko-i ka]-(o) tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom interesting-prs Force-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’ (= (36b))

Interestingly, the contrast between the accusative subject and accusative no koto remains even if 
the Force head ka does not morphologically realize accusative Case: 

(52) Mary-ga [ Hanako*(-no koto)-o kasiko-i ka] tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs Force ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

While the ForceP with the accusative no koto subject is acceptable, the ForceP with the accusative 
subject is not. The acceptability of (52) with the accusative no koto subject is not surprising. As I 
have claimed above, the distribution of the accusative no koto subject is constrained by the surface 
DoC (47). As two accusative Case markers are not present, the surface DoC is not violated in (52). 
Example (52) with the accusative no koto subject is thus expected to be acceptable. Further, (52) 
with the accusative subject is interesting. I have argued above that the ban on the accusative 

	 16	 The optionality here is distinct from the Case marker drop allowed in the colloquial style (Saito 1983b; Fukuda 
1993). Accusative Case marking of the ForceP complement can be dropped even in the non-colloquial style.
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subject with the (overtly) Case-marked ForceP arises from an interaction between phasal transfer 
and anti-locality, which crucially relies on the presence of the KP projection dominating the 
ForceP complement (46). Given that (52) with the accusative subject is unacceptable, similar to 
(44a), I claim (i) that the ForceP in (52) is dominated by a KP and (ii) that the K head does not 
have to be phonetically realized when it is accusative. 

The claim that ForcePs occurring as a complement of tazune ‘ask’ always bear accusative 
Case is supported by some observations concerning the distribution of ForcePs in the causative 
construction. As we saw in (12), when the causative predicate -(s)ase ‘cause’ selects a transitive 
verb, the embedded object cannot receive accusative Case in the presence of the accusative 
causee, which is attributed to the deep DoC  (Kuroda 1965; 1978; Harada 1973; 1975; Williams 
1982; Saito 1982; 2020; Poser 2002; Takano 2004; Ochi 2009; Miyagawa 2017): 

(53) Mary-ga    Hanako-ni/*Hanako(-no koto)-o   sono hon-o   yom-ase-ta. 
Mary-nom Hanako-dat Hanako-gen fact-acc the book-acc  read-cause-pst
‘Mary let/made Hanako read the book.’ (= (12))

Although a principled explanation of the deep DoC is beyond the scope of this paper, I adopt this 
constraint to assess whether an element bears accusative Case. Note that if the embedded object 
receives dative Case, it can occur with the accusative causee: 

(54) Hanako-ga   Taroo-ni/*o at-ta. 
  Hanako-nom  Taro-dat/acc meet-pst 

‘Hanako met Taro.’

(55) a.�??Mary-ga Hanako-ni Taroo-ni aw-ase-ta. 
Mary-nom Hanako-dat Taro-dat  meet-cause-pst

b. Mary-ga Hanako-o Taroo-ni aw-ase-ta. 
Mary-nom Hanako-acc Taro-dat  meet-cause-pst
‘Mary let/made Hanako meet Taro.’

Example (54) shows that aw- ‘meet’ must take a dative object. While the presence of the embedded 
dative object and the dative causee results in slight awkwardness (55a) (cf. Ochi 2009), the 
embedded dative object can co-occur with the accusative causee without severe degradation 
(55b).

Returning to the clausal complements under consideration, note first that ForcePs that 
morphologically realize accusative Case cannot appear with the accusative causee:

(56) Kyoo-no  nyuusu-ga Hanako-ni/*o  [ForceP Tookyoo-ga hontooni atu-i
today-gen news-nom Hanako-dat/acc Tokyo-nom really hot-prs
ka]-o tazune-sase-ta.
Force-acc ask-cause-pst
‘Today’s news made Hanako ask whether Tokyo was really hot.’
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The embedded ForceP in (56) can appear with the dative causee but not with the accusative 
causee. Importantly, the contrast in (56) persists even if the accusative Case marker is dropped 
from the ForceP:

(57) Kyoo-no  nyuusu-ga Hanako-ni/*o  [ForceP Tookyoo-ga hontooni atu-i ka]
today-gen news-nom Hanako-dat/acc Tokyo-nom really hot-prs Force
tazune-sase-ta.
ask-cause-pst

The unacceptability of (57) with the accusative causee supports the claim that apparently Case-
less ForcePs indeed bear accusative Case, projecting a KP. By contrast, ReportPs, which cannot 
bear Case, can appear with either the dative or accusative causee (Poser 2002):

(58) Kyoo-no  nyuusu-ga Hanako-ni/o [ReportP Tookyoo-ga hontooni atu-i
today-gen news-nom Hanako-dat/acc  Tokyo-nom really hot-prs
to] omow-ase-ta.
Report think-cause-pst
‘Today’s news made Hanako think that Tokyo was really hot.’

The acceptability of (58) with the accusative causee aligns with the assumption that ReportPs 
do not bear Case. Given that multiple accusatives are prohibited in the causative construction, 
we predict that while (58) with the dative causee allows an accusative subject, (58) with the 
accusative causee does not. This prediction is borne out (Poser 2002):

(59) Kyoo-no  nyuusu-ga Hanako-ni/*o  [ReportP Tookyoo-o hontooni atu-i to]
today-gen news-nom Hanako-dat/acc  Tokyo-acc really hot-prs Report
omow-ase-ta.
think-cause-pst

To summarize, I have shown that the apparently Case-less ForcePs do, in fact, bear Case, which 
is supported by the distribution of ForcePs and ReportPs in the causative construction.17

5 Genuinely Case-less ForcePs: External pair-merge of 
complementizers 
In this section, I discuss cases where the Force head ka does not bear Case when it co-occurs with 
the Report head to. I argue that such cases allow accusative subjects when they involve external 
pair-merge of the complementizers.

	 17	 As a reviewer pointed out, a question remains as to how children acquire the inaudible accusative K head that 
appears with ForceP complements, as there seems to be no decisive input regarding the inaudible K. I leave this 
important question open for future research.   
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The Force head ka and Report head to can co-occur within a single clause (Saito 2010; 2012):

(60) Mary-ga [CP Hanako-ga kasiko-i ka to] tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom smart-prs Force Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

Interestingly, as we have seen in (22), the “complex” ReportP/ForceP allows accusative subjects 
(Kuno 1972; 1976; Kobayashi & Maki 2002; Takeuchi 2010):

(61) Mary-ga Hanako-o suguni kasiko-i ka to tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc immediately smart-prs Force Report ask-pst
‘Mary immediately asked whether Hanako was smart.’

The accusative subject Hanako in (61) precedes the matrix adverb suguni ‘immediately’, which 
indicates that Hanako is in the matrix VP. As tazune ‘ask’ cannot select Hanako as the object 
(45), the accusative subject must originate from the ReportP/ForceP complement. Note that the 
Force head ka and Report head to in (60)/(61) do not bear Case, which suggests that the clausal 
complement in question does not project a KP: 

(62) Mary-ga [CP Hanako-ga kasiko-i ka(-o*) to(-o*)] tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom smart-prs Force-acc Report-acc ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

However, recall that the phasal transfer hypothesis (24b) dictates that “a phase is transferred 
upon the completion of the next phase up” (Saito 2017a: 64). Given that CPs are phases (Chomsky 
2000; 2013; 2015), we predict that the ForceP is transferred when the ReportP is completed. 
This means that the embedded subject cannot stay within the complement clause, otherwise 
the embedded subject in (61) would be transferred together with the ForceP before the former 
receives accusative Case from the matrix v/V:

(63) Movement of the embedded subject out of ReportP/ForceP
[ KPi [VP [?? ti [CP [CP [TP ti  [TP [AP ti A] T]] CForce] CReport]] V]]

The embedded subject KP is first merged with the ReportP complement before the ForceP is 
transferred. Here, I assume the following: given that ReportP can undergo scrambling just like 
KP arguments, the Report head to also has an anti-labeling property. Consequently, as both 
the embedded KP and ReportP complement have an anti-labeling property, the merger of the 
embedded KP subject and the ReportP complement yields an unlabeled syntactic object [??] (cf. 
(34)). This unlabeled status thus forces the KP subject to move further. However, the movement 
from [??] into the matrix VP should be ruled out by anti-locality (i.e., the movement does not 
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cross a labeled projection distinct from the matrix VP) and the ban on improper movement in 
(43) (i.e., the movement from an A′ position (Spec, CP) to an A-position (Spec, VP) is impossible). 

However, the problems are resolved once we assume that the complex ReportP/ForceP 
forms a single phase, which makes it possible to analyze (61) on par with (40). It has been 
proposed that when a head is externally pair-merged with a phase head, the latter becomes 
syntactically “invisible” (Epstein et al. 2016; Saito 2020). Takahashi (2023) argues that in the 
potential construction in Japanese, where an object can receive either accusative or nominative 
Case, two phase heads can be externally pair-merged (cf. Bošković 2015), showing that the Case 
alternation of the object reflects the optionality of the pair-merge operation (Morikate 2022). As 
is well known, a transitive object can receive nominative Case when a verb is accompanied by a 
potential suffix, which is a stative predicate (Kuno 1973; Saito 1982; Takezawa 1987):

(64) Kodomo-tati-ga kanzirensyuu-o/ga tuzuke-rare-ru.
child-pl-nom kanji.practice-acc/nom continue-can-prs
‘Children can continue kanji practice.’� (Takahashi 2021c: 154)

Tuzuke ‘continue’ in (64) is accompanied by the potential suffix -rare ‘can’, and the object can 
receive either accusative or nominative Case. Following insights from past literature (Takezawa 
1988; Ura 1999; Takahashi 2011; Moritake 2022), Takahashi (2023) assumes that the Case 
alternation in (64) reflects the optionality of external pair-merge of two phase heads: the potential 
suffix (vcan) and the embedded v: 

(65) a. The accusative object construction: 
[TP SUBJiNOM [vcanP ti [vP PRO [VP OBJACC V] v] vcan] T]

b. The nominative object construction:
[TP SUBJiNOM OBJjNOM  [vcanP ti [VP tj V] v-vcan] T]

In (65a), which corresponds to (64) with the accusative object, the embedded v assigns accusative 
Case and projects the vP phase. The potential suffix (vcan) selects the vP complement. Assuming 
the phasal transfer hypothesis (24), the vP phase is transferred upon the completion of the vcanP 
phase. In (65b), which corresponds to (64) with the nominative object, the potential suffix (vcan) 
is pair-merged with the embedded v (i.e., the v head is adjoined to the potential suffix (vcan)); 
consequently, the embedded v ceases to be a phase head that can assign accusative Case. As there 
is only one “visible” phase head (i.e., v-vcan), there is no transfer upon the completion of the vcanP 
phase. Thus, the object can receive nominative Case from Tense and move into the TP domain 
(Koizumi 1998; Nomura 2005; Takahashi 2023).  

Against this backdrop, I argue that when the movement of the embedded subject takes place 
out of the complex ReportP/ForceP, the two phase heads (i.e., complementizers) are externally pair-
merged. In particular, I propose that the Report head to is externally pair-merged with the Force 
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head ka (i.e., the Force head ka is adjoined to the Report head to). This cancels the phasehood of 
the ForceP complement, and the movement of the embedded subject takes place, as shown in (40).

(66) Movement of the Embedded Subject out of ReportP/ForceP
[vP [VP KPiACC [VP [CP [TP ti [TP [AP ti A] T]] CForce-CReport] V]]v]

The ReportP/ForceP in (66) is not transferred until the completion of the matrix vP. The 
accusative subject thus moves directly from the embedded Spec, TP into the matrix VP, crossing 
the embedded TP and CP. The problems concerning improper movement and anti-locality that 
were pointed out above therefore do not arise.  

The analysis is supported by certain observations regarding the distribution of wh-phrases. 
Note that when a head X is externally pair-merged with another head Y (i.e., Y is adjoined to 
X), Y becomes syntactically “invisible.” For instance, when a head X is externally pair-merged 
with a transitive v, the latter ceases to be a phase head that licenses its dependents (i.e., phrases 
that require Case) (Epstein et al. 2016; Saito 2020; Moritake 2022; Takahashi 2023). I suggest 
extending this idea to complementizers. Given that the Force head ka licenses wh-phrases, we 
expect that the Force head ka cannot license wh-phrases when it becomes “invisible” via external 
pair-merge.18 Specifically, when the embedded subject moves out of the complex ReportP/ForceP 

	 18	 It is important to address the concept of “invisibility” at this point (I thank a reviewer for raising this issue). I posit 
that the “invisibility” of a phase head refers to (i) the cancellation of its phasal status and (ii) its inability to value the 
unvalued features of its dependents (Epstein et al. 2016; Saito 2020; Takahashi 2023). I thus assume that “invisible” 
heads are visible for selection. In particular, I assume that “invisible” heads can select arguments and be selected 
by their hosts. First, as suggested by Epstein et al. (2016) and Saito (2020), heads that become “invisible” through 
external pair-merge can still select arguments. Epstein et al. (2016) suggest that, in bridge verb constructions such 
as John thinks that he will win, the matrix verb is externally pair-merged with the matrix v, which makes the matrix v 
“invisible”:

(i) John [thinks-v* [CP that he will win]]

		  The matrix v here loses its (i) phasal status and (ii) ability to license Case (hence “invisible”). However, the matrix v 
can still select the matrix subject John. Second, heads that become “invisible” must be visible for selection by their 
hosts. Consider the following example, where the subject can be interpreted either as an agent or an experiencer (see 
Inoue 1974; Oehrle & Nishio 1981; Asami 2024):

(ⅱ) Hanako-ga boosi-o tob-asi-ta.
Hanako-nom cap-acc be.flown-caus-pst
Agentive reading: ‘Hanako flew a cap.’
Experiential reading: ‘Hanakoi’s cap got blown off on heri.’ (based on Asami 2024: 2)

		  On the agentive reading, Hanako caused a cap to fly. On the experiential reading, Hanako did not cause the event, 
but simply experienced the event. The agentive reading can be forced by adding an adverb wazato ‘intentionally’. 
Furthermore, the experiential reading can be forced by an adjunct that represents a causer: 
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complement as in (66), which entails that the Report head to is externally pair-merged with the 
Force head ka, wh-phrases fail to be licensed by the Force head ka. This prediction is borne out 
(Takemura 1975–1976; Ueda 1988):

(67) a. Mary-ga [ReportP[ForceP dare-ga gengogaku-ni  kuwasi-i ka] to]
Mary-nom who-nom linguistics-dat familiar-prs Force Report
tazune-ta.
ask-pst

b.� *Mary-ga dare-o gengogaku-ni  kuwasi-i ka-to tazune-ta.
Mary-nom who-acc linguistics-dat familiar-prs Force-Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked who was familiar with linguistics.’

(ⅲ) Hanako-ga {wazato / kyoohuu-de} boosi-o tob-asi-ta.
Hanako-nom intentionally blast-due.to cap-acc be.flown-caus-pst
Agentive reading: ‘Hanako intentionally flew a cap.’
Experiential reading: ‘Hanakoi’s cap got blown off on heri due to the blast.’ 
((ⅲ) with the experiential reading is drawn from Asami 2024)

		  Essentially following Aasami (2024), I assume that the two kinds of subjects are introduced by distinct verbal 
functional heads. Importantly, when (ii) appears with the potential suffix (vcan), we only obtain the agentive 
interpretation regardless of the Case of the object. 

(ⅳ) Hanako-ga boosi-o/ga tob-as-e-ta.
Hanako-nom cap-acc/nom be.flown-caus-can-pst
Agentive reading: ‘Hanako could fly a cap.’

		  The unambiguity of (ⅳ) with the accusative object indicates that the potential suffix vcan must select agentive v. Recall 
that when the object receives nominative Case, the potential suffix vcan is pair-merged with the embedded v (65b). 
The unambiguity of (ⅳ) with the nominative object thus indicates that the selectional relation between the potential 
suffix vcan and embedded v is still preserved when the two are pair-merged.  Returning to the case of complex CPs, 
I propose that even when the Report head to is pair-merged with the Force head ka, the Force head ka selects its 
complement (cf. (i)) and is selected by the Report head to (cf. (ⅳ)): 

(ⅴ) Mary-ga [Hanako-ga/o kasiko-i *(ka) to] tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-nom/acc smart-prs Force Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

		  Example (ⅴ) is unacceptable without ka regardless of the case of Hanako. I follow Saito (2012; 2024b) in assuming 
(A) that when to and ka co-occur as in (v), tazune ‘ask’ only selects the Report head to; and (B) that the report head to 
selects the Force head ka. The ban on the absence of ka in (ⅴ) is then captured by the restriction imposed by tazune 
on the kinds of sentences that to can embed: the complement of to must indicate the content of the question asked 
by the subject. As (ⅴ) without ka is unacceptable regardless of the case of Hanako, ka in both versions of (ⅴ) selects 
the clausal complement and is selected by to. Ka must be visible for selection regardless of whether to is pair-merged 
with ka.
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In (67a), the embedded nominative subject dare ‘who’ is associated with the Force head ka. In 
(67b), the embedded accusative subject dare ‘who’ fails to be associated with the Force head ka.19

Note that, as a reviewer pointed out, the contrast between (67a) and (67b) may simply 
show that the accusative subject is outside the scope (i.e., the c-command domain) of the Force 
head ka, rather than reflecting the invisibility of the Force head ka: (67b) may be unacceptable 
because the accusative subject is positioned above the Force head ka. Importantly, the contrast in 
question is not limited to the accusative wh‑subject. This suggests that the Force head ka indeed 
becomes invisible with the accusative subject. Embedded non-accusative wh-phrases also fail to 
be licensed when an accusative subject is present (Ueda 1988):

(68) a. Mary-ga [ReportP[ForceP Hanako-ga nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka] to]
Mary-nom Hanako-nom what-dat familiar-prs Force Report
tazune-ta.
ask-pst

b.??Mary-ga Hanako-o nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka-to tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-acc what-dat familiar-prs Force-Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked what Hanako was familiar with.’

	 19	 Note that (67b) is still unacceptable without the Report head to (I thank a reviewer for this point; Kitagawa (1985))    

(ⅰ)� *Mary-ga dare-o gengogaku-ni  kuwasi-i ka tazune-ta.
Mary-nom who-acc linguistics-dat familiar-prs Force ask-pst
‘Mary asked who was familiar with linguistics.’

		  This seems to suggest the unacceptability of (67b) is not due to external pair-merge of the complementizers; whatever 
excludes (i) also excludes (67b). I suggest that (67b) and (i) must be analyzed differently. I argued in Section 4 that 
the ForceP complement without an accusative Case marker is indeed the clausal KP complement. Example (i) thus 
receives an account in terms of phasal transfer and anti-locality on par with (44a) and (52) without no koto in the 
text. Note that (i) is unacceptable even if the accusative subject is not a wh-phrase:

(ⅱ)� *Mary-ga kare-o gengogaku-ni  kuwasi-i ka-∅ tazune-ta.
Mary-nom him-acc linguistics-dat familiar-prs Force-K ask-pst
‘Mary asked if he was familiar with linguistics.’

		  The unacceptability of (ⅰ) thus has nothing to do with wh-licensing. By contrast, (67b) becomes acceptable when the 
accusative subject is not a wh-phrase:

(ⅲ) Mary-ga kare-o gengogaku-ni  kuwasi-i ka-to tazune-ta.
Mary-nom him-acc linguistics-dat familiar-prs Force-Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked if he was familiar with linguistics.’

		  The acceptability of (ⅲ) indicates that the unacceptability of (67b) has to do with wh-licensing. Therefore, the 
similarity of (67b) and (i) is only apparent, and they should be treated differently.  
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In (68a), the embedded dative argument nani ‘what’ is associated with the Force head ka, whereas 
in (68b), the embedded dative argument nani ‘what’ fails to be associated with the Force head 
ka.20

Interestingly, the embedded wh-phrases can be licensed by a matrix complementizer 
regardless of the Case of the embedded subject:

(69) a. Mary-ga [ReportP[ForceP Hanako-ga nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka] to]
Mary-nom Hanako-nom what-dat familiar-prs Force Report
tazune-ta-no?
ask-pst-compQ

‘Did Mary ask what Hanako was familiar with?’
‘What is a thing such that Mary asked whether Hanako was familiar with it?’

b. Mary-ga Hanako-o nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka-to tazune-ta-no?
Mary-nom Hanako-acc what-dat familiar-prs Force-Report ask-pst-compQ

� ??‘Did Mary ask what Hanako was familiar with?’
‘What is a thing such that Mary asked whether Hanako was familiar with it?’

Example (69a) involves the embedded nominative subject. The embedded dative object nani 
‘what’ in (69a) takes either the embedded or matrix scope (Yoshida 2019). Example (69b) 
involves the embedded accusative subject. Nani ‘what’ in (69b) only takes the matrix scope. 
Example (69b) is unambiguous because the embedded Force head ka, with which the Report 
head to is pair-merged, cannot be associated with the embedded wh-phrase nani ‘what’. I suggest 
that (69a) is structurally ambiguous because pair-merge of complementizers is optional in this 
case. Note that as the embedded subject in (69a) receives nominative Case, the Report head 
to does not have to be pair-merged with the Force head ka, though nothing blocks the pair-
merge operation in question. When the pair-merge operation occurs, the Force head ka fails to 
license the embedded wh-phrase. Therefore, the only complementizer that can be associated 
with the embedded wh-phrase is the matrix complementizer no, which results in the matrix scope 

	 20	 A reviewer pointed out that (68b) is still more acceptable than (67b) (cf. Ueda 1988). I suggest that the different 
status of the two examples arises from the limited availability of the base-generation of the accusative subject. If 
the accusative subject in (68b), which is not a wh-phrase, is base-generated as a matrix object of tazune ‘ask’, there 
is no need for the external pair-merge of complementizers. The embedded wh-phrase can then be licensed by the 
embedded Force head ka, but the example is still degraded on par with (45) with the accusative object (i.e., tazune 
‘ask’ cannot select an object without no koto). Meanwhile, (67b) does not have such a (marginal) option: if the 
accusative subject, which is a wh-phrase, is base-generated as a matrix object of tazune ‘ask’, it cannot be licensed by 
the embedded Force head ka.



31

interpretation. When the pair-merge operation does not occur, the closest complementizer ka 
licenses the embedded wh-phrase, resulting in the embedded scope interpretation.21,22

Recall that the accusative no koto KP is base-generated in the matrix VP (41). The former can 
also appear with the complex ForceP/ReportP:

(70) Mary-ga Hanakoi-no koto-o [ proi kasiko-i ka to] tazune-ta.
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc smart-prs Force Report ask-pst
‘Mary asked whether Hanako was smart.’

	 21	 A reviewer pointed out that possible scope interpretations of the embedded wh-phrase are affected by the presence 
or absence of the matrix dative argument placed before the matrix verb. According to the reviewer, the following 
example, where the dative argument John is placed before tazune ‘ask’, only allows the embedded scope of nani ‘what’:

(ⅰ) Mary-ga [ReportP[ForceP Hanako-ga nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka] to] John-ni tazune-ta-no?
Mary-nom Hanako-nom what-dat familiar-prs Force Report John-dat ask-pst-compQ

		  I suggest that this observation is related to the prosody of the example (Deguchi & Kitagawa 2002; Kitagawa 2005). 
Deguchi & Kitagawa (2002) and Kitagawa (2005) have pointed out that the scope of wh-phrases correlates with 
emphatic prosody, which involves the pitch prominence of wh-phrases (indicated below with BOLD CAPITAL LETTERS) 
and pitch compression of elements following the wh-phrases (post-focal reduction) (indicated by shading). The 
emphatic prosody is accompanied by interrogative rise (indicated below with ↑) (these notational conventions are 
adopted from Deguchi & Kitagawa 2002 and Kitagawa 2005). The addition of the dative argument seems to facilitate 
the termination of the post-focal reduction at the complement clause, which is indicated by the lexical accent of the 
dative phrase indicated by the  s quare.

(ⅱ) Mary-ga [ReportP[ForceP Hanako-ga NAni-ni kuwasi-i ka] to] J ohn-ni tazune-ta-no↑

Mary-nom Hanako-nom what-dat familiar-prs Force Report John-dat ask-pst-compQ

‘Did Mary ask John what Hanako was familiar with?’
*‘What is a thing such that Mary asked John whether Hanako was familiar with it.’

		  If we carefully control the prosody of the relevant example, ensuring that the post-focal reduction continues beyond 
the complement clause, the matrix scope of the embedded phrase becomes easier to obtain:

(ⅲ) Mary-ga [ReportP[ForceP Hanako-ga NAni-ni kuwasi-i ka] to] John-ni tazune-ta-no↑

Mary-nom Hanako-nom what-dat familiar-prs Force Report John-dat ask-pst-compQ

*‘Did Mary ask John what Hanako is familiar with?’
‘What is a thing such that Mary asked John whether Hanako is familiar with it?’

	 22	 Note the Kase head cannot be pair-merged with the Force head ka; if this option were to be allowed, the Force head 
ka would cease to license wh-phrases without the Report head to. However, this is not the case:

(i) Mary-ga  [ForceP Hanako-ga nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka](-o) tazune-ta-no?
Mary-nom  Hanako-nom what-dat familiar-prs Force-acc ask-pst-compQ

‘Did Mary ask what Hanako was familiar with?’
?*‘What is a thing such that Mary asked whether Hanako was familiar with it?’

		  The complement clause in (i) involves the Force head ka and the Kase head, but not the Report head to. The 
embedded wh-phrase in (i) must take the embedded scope (Nishigauchi 1990; Watanabe 1992). This indicates that 
the Kase head cannot be pair-merged with the Force head ka, rendering the latter invisible for wh-licensing. Here, 
I simply stipulate that the K head cannot be pair-merged with complementizers, leaving the precise nature of the 
constraint on external pair-merge of phase heads open for future research.
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Note that (70) does not involve the accusative subject, which is associated with the external pair-
merge of the two complementizers.  In other words, the presence of the accusative no koto KP in 
(70) indicates that in contrast to (66), external pair-merge of the Report head to and Force head 
ka is not required here. Thus, in cases such as (70), embedded wh-phrases can take either the 
embedded or matrix scope. This prediction is borne out:

(71) Mary-ga Hanakoi-no koto-o [ReportP[ForceP proi nani-ni kuwasi-i ka] 
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc what-dat familiar-prs Force
to] tazune-ta-no?
Report ask-pst-compQ

‘Did Mary ask what Hanako was familiar with?’
‘What is a thing such that Mary asked whether Hanako was familiar with it?’

The embedded wh-phrase nani ‘what’ in (71) can take either the matrix or embedded scope, 
which results from the optionality of the pair-merge of complementizers. We also predict that 
when the complement CP contains only the Force head ka, the embedded wh-phrase must take 
the embedded scope even in the presence of the matrix accusative no koto KP. This prediction is 
borne out (I assume that the K head cannot be pair-merged with the Force head ka (see footnote 
22)):

(72) Mary-ga Hanakoi-no koto-o [ForceP proi nani-ni  kuwasi-i ka]-(??o)
Mary-nom Hanako-gen fact-acc what-dat familiar-prs Force-acc
tazune-ta-no?
ask-pst-compQ

‘Did Mary ask what Hanako was familiar with?’
?*‘What is a thing such that Mary asked whether Hanako was familiar with it?’

The embedded wh-phrase nani ‘what’ in (72) can only take embedded scope because there is 
no Report head to, which can be pair-merged with the force head ka. As the Force head ka is 
closer to the matrix complementizer no in (72), the former must license the embedded wh-phrase 
(Nishigauchi 1990; Watanabe 1992).

To summarize, I have argued that when accusative subjects are allowed with the complex 
ReportP/ForceP, the Report head to is pair-merged with the Force head ka. This claim is supported 
by the distribution of wh-phrases. 

6  Conclusion
In this paper, I have argued that the distribution of accusative (no koto) subjects with ReportP and 
ForceP can be explained through the interaction of phasal transfer and anti-locality. Accusative 
subjects, which must originate in complement CPs, can move out of ReportP without violating 
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the ban on improper movement. However, they cannot move out of ForceP due to the interaction 
of phasal transfer and anti-locality. Accusative no koto subjects, which are base-generated within 
matrix VPs, are allowed with both ReportP and ForceP because their derivation does not violate 
constraints on movement. I have also demonstrated that some seemingly Case-less ForcePs that 
disallow accusative subjects are selected by the K head. Finally, I have suggested that instances 
where accusative subjects are permitted with the complex ReportP/ForceP, which truly lacks 
Case, involve external pair-merge of the two complementizers. This analysis is corroborated by 
observations regarding the distribution of wh-phrases. 
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