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1. Introduction

This paper investigates a Case alternation phenomenon in Japanese known as Nominative-Genitive 
Conversion (NGC). NGC is confined to adnominal domains in many varieties of Japanese. Thus, the 
embedded genitive (= -no) subject is possible in (1b) but not in (1a).  

 
(1)  a. Boku-wa Taro-{ga/*no}  warat-ta  to  omotta. 

 I-TOP  Taro-NOM/GEN  laugh-PAST that  thought 
 ‘I thought that Taro laughed.’ 
b. Taro-{ga/no} warat-ta   riyuu 
 Taro-NOM/GEN laugh-PAST  reason 
 ‘the reason that Taro laughed’ 

The main goal of this paper is to argue that NGC can be fruitfully analyzed in terms of the optional 
character of Feature Inheritance (FI) (see Ouali (2008) and Miyagawa (2017)). 
 This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 lays out the main proposal about NGC and Feature 
Inheritance (FI). The main message is that D and T establish a syntactic association by means of Feature 
Inheritance. It will be argued that this D-T association hypothesis accommodates core empirical 
observations supporting the so-called D-licensing approach to NGC (Miyagawa (1993)).  The hypothesis 
is also shown to gain some support from a diachronic perspective. Section 4 extends the D-T association 
hypothesis for NGC to the more familiar C-T association by examining Hichiku Japanese, which allows 
NGC quite extensively. Section 5 provides concluding remarks. 
 
2. Case Conversion and Feature Inheritance 

 
My approach to NGC capitalizes on Feature Inheritance of Chomsky (2008), an operation by which 

formal features on a phase head (such as C and v, and I would like to add D to the list of phase heads) 
are transferred to a head in its vicinity, enabling the latter head to act as a probe for an Agree relation.  
 
(2)  [CP C [TP T [vP ........ DP ... ] ] ] 
       [φ] [φ] 
 
      FT   Agree 
 
According to this hypothesis, nominative Case originates on C and gets passed down to T. Consequently, 
T assigns nominative Case.  
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2.1. Ouali (2008): Three strategies in FI 
 

Ouali (2008) (see also Miyagawa (2017)) argues that FI is not always executed in the manner 
described by Richards (2007) and Chomsky (2008). Rather, FI comes in three types. One type, called 
DONATE, corresponds to what Chomsky (2008) proposes: A phase head transfers its uninterpretable 
feature to a non-phase head, so that a non-phase head probes. A second type, called KEEP, has a phase 
head retain an uninterpretable feature and act as a probe on its own. A third possibility, called SHARE, 
allows a phase head to transfer an uninterpretable feature to a non-phase head while retaining a copy of 
that feature. In this case, both heads probe. (3) illustrates those possibilities with the C-T association. 
 
(3) a. DONATE 

[ C [ ... T  [ ... XP ... ]]]

[CP C [TP ... T [vP ... XP ... ]]]

   CP TP vP  
      [φ]     [φ] 

b. KEEP 
     
    [φ] 

c. SHARE 
[CP C [TP ... T  [vP ... XP ... ]]]     

     [φ]        [φ] 
  

Ouali (2008) motivates this proposal on the basis of the anti-agreement phenomenon in Tamazight 
Berber. See Ouali (2008) for details. 
 
2.2. Japanese adnominal clauses 
 

Let us now turn to adnominal clauses. Following Murasugi (1991) and others, I assume that 
adnominal clauses in Japanese are TPs, lacking C: Complementizers do not show up in adnominal 
clauses in Japanese, as shown in the following example.1  
 
(4)  Taro-{ga/no}  warat-ta   (*no) riyuu 
  Taro-NOM/GEN  laugh-PAST  C  reason 
  ‘the reason that Taro laughed’ 
 
My approach to NGC adopts the so-called D-licensing hypothesis to NGC (Miyagawa (1993), Ochi 
(2001), and others), although it borrows some key insights of the C-licensing approach (Watanabe 
(1996), Hiraiwa (2005)). (5) summarizes the proposal.  
 

1 There are cases in which an overt complementizer is present in the adnominal clause. For instance, -toiuu is a 
complementizer that appears in adnominal clauses. Crucially, NGC is not possible in such cases (see Hiraiwa 
(2005)). 
 
(i) Taro-{ga/*no}  kuru  toiuu uwasa 

Taro-NOM/GEN come that  rumor 
‘the rumor that Taro will come’ 
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(5) a. -ga and -no in the adnominal domain are two distinct manifestations of the same Case that 
originates on D.2  

 b. The phonetic realization of this Case is determined by how Feature Inheritance is executed. 
 
Since adnominal clauses in Japanese are taken to be TPs, and since I assume with many scholars in 
Japanese syntax that T assigns nominative (= -ga), I would like to propose that T inherits the relevant 
Case property from D, a phase head that occurs on top of it. This ‘D-T’ association hypothesis is 
illustrated below.  
 
(6)  a. DONATE 

[DP [NP [TP [vP DP ... ] T ] N]  D]          
             [Case]    [Case]     
     (→ -ga)   

b. KEEP 
 [DP [NP [TP [vP DP ... ] T ] N] D ] 
    [Case]   (→ -no) 

 
When D DONATEs its Case property to T, so that T probes, the assigned Case is realized as -ga, as 
shown in (6a). When D KEEPs its Case feature and acts as a probe, the Case feature is realized as -no. 
In the next two subsections, I would like to show how this analysis accommodates some of the well-
known properties of NGC in a natural way. 
 
2.3. Nominative-Genitive Conversion (NGC) and scope 
 
 One important property of NGC concerns scope. As discussed by Miyagawa (1993) (see also Ochi 
(2001)), the genitive subject of an adnominal clause may scopally interact with the head noun whereas 
the nominative subject in the same configuration always takes narrow scope with respect to the head 
noun. 
 
(7)  a. zen’in-ga  kuru kanousei 
   everyone-NOM come probability 
   ‘the probability that everyone will come’ (*" > probability; probability > ") 
 
  b. zen’in-no  kuru kanousei 
   everyone-GEN come probability 
   ‘the probability that everyone will come’ (" > probability; probability > ") 
 
This empirical observation lies at the core of the D-licensing approach to NGC, which attributes genitive 
Case (= -no) to D. The version of the D-licensing approach advocated here can maintain the essence of 
this approach by assuming that a probed DP may move up to the domain of a probe, but, crucially, no 
further than that. Since the Case on the subject is realized as -ga when T probes via DONATE, the ga-
subject will not move beyond the TP region. Consequently, the ga-subject is asymmetrically c-
commanded by the head noun throughout the derivation, and it cannot take wide scope over the head 
noun.  
 
(8)  a. [DP [NP [TP [vP .. everyone ... ]  T  ] probability ]  D]  

[Case] [Case]        

2  Watanabe (1996) is an important precursor of the idea entertained here, although details are different: For 
Watanabe, both -ga and -no are assigned by T. See also Ochi (2017) for related discussion. 
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b. [DP [NP [TP [vP .. everyone-ga ... ] T ] probability ]  D]
     [Case]    [Case]         

c. [DP [NP [TP everyonei [vP ..ti ... ]  T  ] probability ]  D] 
          [→ unambiguous: probability > "; *" > probability] 
 
On the other hand, -no appears on the adnominal clause subject when D resorts to KEEP and acts as a 
probe. In this case, the probed subject may move to the spec of DP, covertly (Miyagawa (1993, 2017)) 
or (optionally) overtly (Ochi (2001)), making the wide scope reading of the no-subject possible. 
 
(9)  a. [DP [NP [TP [vP .. everyone ........ ]  T  ] probability ]  D]  
              [Case] 

b. [DP [NP [TP [vP .. everyone-no ... ] T ] probability ]  D]

          

          
     [Case]     

c. [DP everyonei [NP [TP [vP ..ti ... ]  T  ] probability ]  D] 
        [→ ambiguous: probability > "; " > probability] 

 
There is evidence discussed in the literature indicating that the ga-phrase and the no-phrase occupy 

distinct syntactic positions in overt syntax. As originally noted by Harada (1971) and later elaborated by 
Watanabe (1997) and others, the no-subject sounds best if it is linearly adjacent to the predicate taking 
it as an argument. Watanabe (1996) took this observation as an indication that the no-subject occurs 
structurally lower than its -ga counterpart. 
 
(10)  a. kinoo  kyooshitsu-de oozei kodomo-tachi-{ga/no} sawaida  koto 
   yesterday classroom-at  many children-NOM/GEN  clamored fact 
   ‘the fact that many children-{ga/no} clamored in the classroom yesterday’ 
 
  b. kinoo  kodomo-tachi-{ga/??no} oozei kyooshitsu-de sawaida  koto 
   yesterday children-NOM/??GEN many classroom-at  clamored fact 
   ‘the fact that many children-{ga/??no} clamored in the classroom yesterday’ 
 
Such observations can be (and have been) analyzed in the following manner. (10b), in which the subject 
is sandwiched between adverbs, is degraded when the subject is marked with -no because the no-subject 
cannot move to the spec of TP. This is because D probes the subject on its own and does not activate T 
via DONATE. On the other hand, the no-subject is fine in (10a), in which the subject follows all adverbs, 
because the subject remains vP-internally in this case.3  

Interestingly, most of the speakers that I consulted find (11) better than (10b) with the no-subject, 
although the no-subject is farther away from the predicate in the former than in the latter.  
 
(11)  (?)kodomo-tachi-no kinoo  oozei kyooshitsu-de sawaida  koto 
      children-GEN  yesterday many classroom-at  clamored fact 
  ‘the fact that many children-no clamored in the classroom yesterday’ 
 
We have a reasonable way to accommodate such an observation if we hypothesize that the no-subject 
has the option of moving up to the spec of DP in overt syntax (see Ochi (2001)) or staying in its original 
vP-internal position (Watanabe (1996), Miyagawa (2017) etc.), as schematically shown below. (11) is 
well-formed because the no-subject has moved to the spec of DP in overt syntax, as illustrated in (12c). 
 

3 The fact that the ga-subject as well as the no-subject can occur following adverbs such as kyoositsu-de ‘in the 
classroom’ in (10a) may suggest that the ga-subject can, but need not to, move to the spec of TP in overt syntax. 
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a. [DP [NP [TP [vP DPsubj DPobj ] T ] N]  D]

(12)  a.  [DP [NP [TP yesterday [vP many children-no clamored ]] fact ] D ] 
  b.  ??[DP [NP [TP yesterday children-noi [vP many ti ... ]] fact ] D ] 
  c.  (?)[DP children-noi [NP [TP yesterday [vP many ti ... ]] fact ] D ] 
 
To sum up, we have good reason to conclude that the ga-subject is licensed by T whereas the no-subject 
is syntactically unrelated to T.  
 
2.4. No intervention effects: SHARE 
 
 Our analysis of NGC that incorporates Ouali’s (2008) proposal would expect instances of SHARE, 
which allows both D and T to probe.  
 
(13)        ...           

   [Case]   [Case] 
   SHARE 

b. [DP [NP [TP [vP DPsubj ...DPobj ]  T  ] N]  D]       
    [Case]   [Case] Probing by D and T 

 
This expectation is indeed fulfilled. Japanese allows nominative object when the predicate is stative. 
And this type of -ga alternates with -no in the adnominal domain, as shown in the following example, 
where the presence of the potential suffix -rare ‘can’ introduces stativity.  
 
(14)  Hanako-{ga/no}  furansugo-{ga/no} hanas-eru  koto 
  Hanako-NOM/GEN French-NOM/GEN speak-can  fact 
  ‘the fact that Hanako can speak French’ 
 
I assume with Koizumi (1998), Nomura (2005), and Takahashi (2010) among many others that -ga is 
assigned by T whether it is assigned to subject or object. An interesting issue, posed by Hiraiwa (2005) 
as a problem for the D-licensing approach to NGC, is why no intervention effects arise in such cases.4 
For instance, when we have -no on the subject and -ga on the object, as shown in (15), T are probing the 
object successfully although the subject located in the spec of vP intervenes between T and the object. 
According to the current proposal, no intervention effects arise here because -ga and -no are two distinct 
manifestations of the same Case originating on D.5 More concretely, depending on how SHARE is 
executed, we get the Case pattern in (15) or the one in (17). The former can be analyzed as in (16) and 
the latter as in (18). 
 
 

4 Hiraiwa (2005) shows that intervention effects are operative in Japanese. In the following pair of ECM examples, 
(ib) is ruled out because the matrix v, responsible for the accusative -o, cannot probe me ‘eye’ across Hanako 
‘Hanako.’ 
 
(i) a. Taro-ga  Hanako-o  me-ga  kirei-da   to omot-ta. 
  Taro-NOM Hanako-ACC eye-NOM beautiful-Cop  C think-PAST 
  ‘Taro thought Hanako’s eyes to be beautiful.’ 
 
 b. *Taro-ga  Hanako-ga  me-o  kirei-da   to omot-ta. 
   Taro-NOM Hanako-NOM  eye-ACC  beautiful-Cop  C think-PAST 
  ‘Taro thought Hanako’s eyes to be beautiful.’ 
 
5 This aspect of the current proposal echoes Hiraiwa’s (2005) analysis that both -ga and -no are assigned by the 
same probe (the v-T-C amalgam for Hiraiwa). 
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(15)  Hanako-no  furansugo-ga  hanas-eru  koto 
  Hanako-GEN French-NOM speak-can  fact 
  ‘the fact that Hanako can speak French’ 
 
(16)  SHARE + probing (pattern 1) 

[DP [NP [TP [vP Hanako no [VP French ga speak can ]] T ] N]  D]            
        [Case]   [Case]  
 
 
 
(17)  Hanako-ga  Furansugo-no hanas-eru  koto 
  Hanako-NOM French-GEN  speak-can  fact 
  ‘the fact that Hanako can speak French’ 
 
(18)  SHARE + probing (pattern 2) 

[DP [NP [TP [vP Hanako-ga [VP French-no speak-can ]] T ] N]  D]

- - -

            
[Case]   [Case]  

 2.5. Diachronic evidence 
 

As stated earlier, a prominent view among the works adopting Feature Inheritance is that nominative 
Case originates on C and gets passed down to T. But according to the D-T association hypothesis 
entertained here, nominative -ga comes from D in the adnominal clause. There is suggestive diachronic 
evidence for this conjecture.6 In pre-modern Japanese, both -ga and -no used to serve as possessive 
markers in noun phrases and subject markers of nominalized clauses. The choice between -ga and -no 
is conditioned by several factors, including a relationship between the speaker and the entity denoted by 
the noun to which -ga or -no is attached. Crucially, this point holds across nominal (that is, ga/no as 
possessive markers) and clausal (that is, ga/no as subject markers) domains, as shown by the following 
Old Japanese examples. 
 
(19)  Possessor 

a. wa-ga ko  
 I-GEN child 
 ‘my child’  
 
b. hito-no   ko 

person-GEN  child 
‘the person’s child’  (Uchibori, Maki, and Jin 2010) 
 

(20)  Subject of a nominalized clause 
a. tada  wa-ga  tatetaru     koto 
 just  I-NOM paid due respect.ADN  fact    
 ‘the fact that I paid due respect (to him)’ 

b. imijiku   hito-no   shiritaru   gen  nare  domo 
 very well person-NOM know.ADN word  be   although 
 ‘although (it is) the word which people know very well’ 
              (Uchibori, Maki, and Jin 2010) 

 
6 Thanks to Asako Uchibori (p.c.) for bringing my attention to the Case property of pre-modern Japanese. 
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According to Yanagida and Whitman (2009), -ga is attached to a personal noun whose referent is 
someone close to the speaker (e.g., imo ‘sister, wife, lover’ and a pronoun with a specific human referent),
and -no is used typically for a nonspecific animate noun (e.g., pito ‘other people’) and for an inanimate
noun. In addition, Uchibori, Maki, and Jin (2010) discuss the distribution of -ga and -no in terms of 
honorification, with -ga being anti-honorific and -no being honorific. Whatever the right analysis turns 
out to be, the fact that the division between -ga and -no crosscuts nominal and clausal domains is 
illuminating in the present context, since it shows that -ga as well as -no was tied to the notion of 
nominality in Old Japanese. Our proposal can capture this point by saying that -ga and -no are 
instantiations of the same Case coming from D in both nominal and clausal domains, and that this Case 
surfaced as -ga or -no depending on the factors discussed by the authors mentioned above.7  
 
(21) a. [DP [NP I ga child] D ] [Possessor: see (19)]     -        

b. [DP [NP person no child] D ]   -   

 

(22) a. [DP [NP [TP ... I-ga .........] fact ] D ]8 [Subject of a nominalized clause: see (20)]          

b. [DP [NP [TP ... person-no .........] word ] D ]      

 
3. Extension: NGC and C-T Association 
 

So far, I have argued that NGC can be fruitfully analyzed by adopting Ouali’s (2008) proposal and 
applying it to NGC in terms of the D-T association where the phase head D transfers its Case property 
to T. Does Japanese allow NGC under the more familiar C-T association? I suggest that this is indeed 
the case. In Hichiku Japanese (HJ), which is spoken in parts of Kyushu Island (located southwest of the 
main island), NGC occurs much more extensively than in other varieties of Japanese (see Kato (2007), 
Nishioka (2014) and Saruwatari (2016) among others). In particular, NGC occurs in non-adnominal 
clauses as well as in adnominal clauses in HJ, which means that this dialect allows genitive (= -no) 
subject in the absence of the D head. Following Saruwatari (2016) and Ochi and Saruwatari (2018), I 
will pursue the idea that -no is licensed by C in such cases. According to this view, NGC is available 
when a phase head that occurs immediately above T can exercise KEEP as well as DONATE, as 
schematically shown below.  
 
(23)  [XP [TP …. DP-{ga/no} ...... T ] X ]  (where X is D or C) 
  a. DONATE:  -ga 
  b. KEEP:   -no 
  c. SHARE:   -ga & -no 
 
Here X is a phase head that occurs on top of T. The previous section focused on NGC in the adnominal 
clause, which is syntactically realized as TP and lacks C. Thus, the first phase head that is introduced on 
top of this adnominal TP was D. I would like to suggest in this section that HJ (but not other varieties of 

7 This complementarity has been lost for the most part in Modern Japanese, although Hichiku Japanese, a dialect 
spoken in some parts of Kyushyu, still retains some traits of it (see Akiyama and Yoshioka (1991)). See section 3. 
8 It is quite possible that -ga in (22a) is assigned by T that inherits the relevant Case property from D (via DONATE). 
If so, -ga in (21a) should also be assigned via DONATE, with D transferring its Case property to a non-phase head, 
possibly N in this case. 
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Japanese) allows NGC in the configuration in (23) with X = C. This line of approach, if tenable, allows 
us to envision a unified analysis of NGC in HJ and other varieties of Japanese.  
 As briefly mentioned above, HJ allows NGC rather freely in embedded clauses and matrix clauses. 
Let us start with NGC examples of HJ in embedded clauses. Note that such examples are ungrammatical 
in other varieties of Japanese including standard Japanese.  
 
(24)  a. Taroo-{ga/no}  100 metoru  oyoida  to-ni(-wa)    bikkurisita. 

 Taroo-NOM/GEN  100 meter   swam  COMP-DAT(-TOP) was surprised 
 ‘I was surprised that Taro-{ga/no} swam 100 meters.’   (Nishioka (2018)) 

b. Hanako-{ga/no}  odoru ka wakara-n. 
 Hanako-NOM/GEN  dance Q know-Neg 
 ‘I don’t know whether Hanako-{ga/no} will dance.’ 

 
Let us entertain the hypothesis that the no-subject is Case licensed by the C head in these examples. 
Support for this hypothesis comes from the distribution of the no-subject in the main clause of HJ. Unlike 
the ga-subject, the no-subject requires an overt complementizer, as shown in (25b) (see Saruwatari 
(2016)).9 
 
(25) a. Hanako-ga  hashi-tta  (bai/yo).  
  Hanako-NOM run-PAST C   
  ‘(Listen,) Hanako ran.’   
 b. Hanako-no  hashi-tta  *(bai/yo). 
  Hanako-GEN run-PAST     C 
  ‘(Listen,) Hanako ran.’  
 
According to the hypothesis entertained here, the Case assigned to the subject is realized as -ga if C 
DONATEs its Case property to T, and as -no if C KEEPs and probes the subject.  
 
(26) a. DONATE 

[DP [NP [TP [vP Hanako-ga run ] T ] C]
[Case] [Case] 

 
 b. KEEP 

[DP [NP [TP [vP Hanako-no run ] T ] C]             
[Case] 

 
Thus, we obtain (25a) when the C head DONATEs, so that T acts as a probe. What about (25b)? I would 
like to suggest that it contains a phonetically null C, which, unlike phonetically overt complementizers, 
must DONATE. Although this conjecture needs verification, it is consistent with Ouali’s (2008) proposal 

9 When the predicate is unaccusative, the no-subject is possible in the absence of an overt complementizer in the 
matrix clause. See Saruwatari (2016) and Ochi and Saruwatari (2018) for a proposal that -no is assigned by the weak 
v head in such examples in a manner that accords well with Miyagawa’s (2012) genitive of dependent tense 
hypothesis. 
 
(i) Basu-{ga/no}  kita  (bai/yo).     [Note: {ga/*no} in SJ] 

bus-NOM-GEN came  C 
‘The bus has come’ 
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that among the three strategies concerning FI, DONATE is the most preferred option.10 It also has some 
resonance with Chomsky’s (2015) proposal to the effect that a phonetically null C in English must 
transfer all of the grammatical properties to T and delete in the syntax.11 
 
(27) a.  C in HJ:   ✓DONATE  ✓KEEP  ✓SHARE 
 b.  Cnull in HJ: ✓DONATE  *KEEP  *SHARE 
 

This line of analysis offers a promising avenue to a unified treatment of NGC in HJ and other 
varieties of Japanese. Recall that NGC is confined to adnominal domains in the vast majority of Japanese 
varieties. I would like to suggest that complementizers in those varieties, like the null C in HJ and unlike 
the overt Cs in HJ, must DONATE, which is why the subject must bear -ga when the complementizer 
is present.  
 
(28) Specification of C with respect to Feature Inheritance options 
 a. Covert in HJ:     ✓DONATE  ✓KEEP  ✓SHARE 
 b. Cnull :     ✓DONATE  *KEEP  *SHARE 
 c. C in other varieties:  ✓DONATE  *KEEP  *SHARE 
 

But are there any motivations for treating NGC in HJ on a par with the more familiar NGC in 
adnominal domains? I would like to highlight two points. First, in both Standard Japanese (adnominal 
clauses) and Hichiku Japanese (adnominal clauses and beyond), the no-subject is incompatible with 
focus. This is a sign that NGC should be treated in a uniform fashion. 
 
(29)  Adnominal domain (both HJ and SJ) 
  Taro-dake-{ga/*no}  itta  kuni 
  Taro-only-NOM/*GEN went country  
  ‘the country that only Taro went’         (See Akaso and Haraguchi (2013) etc.) 
              
(30)  Hichiku Japanese (see Hatsushima (1998) and Kato (2007)) 
  Kon-naka-jaa Taro-dake-{ga/*no}  gaikoku-ni   itta  to bai.  

 these-among-in Taro-only-NOM/*GEN foreign.country-to went  C 
 ‘Among these people, only Taro has been to a foreign country.’   

 
Second, ga/no in HJ shows traits of Old Japanese. Recall that -ga and -no were employed to mark 
possession in noun phrases subjecthood in a nominalized clause in OJ, and that a pronoun with a specific 
human referent was marked by -ga. This is exactly what we see in modern HJ, although this property is 
confined to the matrix clause: see Nishioka (2018) and Sakai (2018) for relevant discussion. 
 
(31)  a. An  byooin-de watasi/aata-{ga/*no}  umareta  tai. 
   That hospital-in I/you-NOM/*GEN  was.born PRT 
   ‘I/You was/were born in that hospital.’ 
 
  b. An  byooin-de Taroo-{ga/no}  umareta  tai. 
   That hospital-in Taro-NOM/GEN was.born PRT 
   ‘Taro was born in that hospital.’ 
 
This shows that modern HJ retains traits of Old Japanese despite the fact that it allows NGC in non-
adnominal clauses as well as in adnominal clauses. Note that other varieties of modern Japanese do not 

10 Ouali (2008) argues that the preference given to DONATE can be deduced from economy consideration. I will 
not adopt this view, because, as discussed in the previous section, KEEP and SHARE are available for the D head 
in Japanese even when DONATE is possible.  
11 Due to space limitation, I cannot discuss SHARE in HJ, but it should be noted that HJ allows -no as well as -ga 
on the object when the predicate is stative, indicating that SHARE is also available in this dialect.  
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show such traits because they do not allow NGC in the matrix clause. All in all, I believe that the two 
points mentioned above add plausibility to the view that NGC in HJ and NGC in other varieties of 
Japanese should be treated alike, despite the fact that NGC enjoys a much wider distribution in HJ. 
 
4. Conclusion 
   
 Working with the D-licensing approach to Nominative-Genitive Conversion (NGC), I have argued 
in this paper that NGC should be analyzed in the spirit of Ouali’s (2008) proposal. Among other things, 
this hypothesis enables us to accommodate the observation that -ga and -no can mix freely in the same 
syntactic domain without triggering intervention effects. It also receives support from a diachronic 
perspective. Most importantly, this hypothesis makes it feasible, for the first time in my view, to envision 
a unified treatment of NGC in Hichiku Japanese and other varieties of Japanese.  
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