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- interface ICBH L €. FEEMIC 1 dominance, m-command % F > 7z representational model % {F %,

1. Minimalist Program & labeling theory

1.1. Minimalist Program & label

(1)

2)

3)

“4)

)

(6)

()

(8)

We can regard an account of some linguistic phenomena as principled insofar as it derives them by efficient
computation satisfying interface conditions. 4 very strong proposal, called “the strong minimalist thesis,” is that
all phenomena of language have a principled account in this sense, that language is a perfect solution to interface
conditions, the conditions it must satisfy to some extent if it is to be usable at all. If that thesis were true, language
would be something like a snowflake, taking the form it does by virtue of natural law, in which case UG [Universal
Grammar—NH] would be very limited. (Chomsky (2009: 26), emphasis added)
[M]iminalism is nothing more than a willingness to seek scientific explanation, not just description. A research
goal is to determine the exact nature of derivation, at a deep, explanatory level, and not to describe data using
whatever stipulated technicalia seem to do the job, nor are convenient (non-explanatory) definitions over
representations allowed even if they seem to do the trick. (Epstein, Kitahara & Seely (EKS) (2011: 302))
Minimalist Program Q¢ RIT XD W FNHICHE I b D THRITFNIER b kv,

. basic properties of language (structure-dependency, discrete infinity, ...)
. the interface conditions (bare output conditions)

. the third-factor principles

. PF«—syntax—LF

. SM«syntax—C-1

fEFR S A 7 2 (B\ > 1% mapping system) & L T interface D)% %& 2 5,

Merge (X,Y)={X,Y} (cf. (32))
For a syntactic object SO to be interpreted, some information is necessary about it: what kind of object is it?
Labeling is the process of providing that information. (Chomsky (2013: 43)) (cf. (3b, ¢))

. {o X, YP} (0=X)

. {« XP, ¥P} (0=X)

. {y {« X[uF], WP}, {3 Y[F], ZP}} (=X, B=Y, y=<F, F>)
VP—V+NP

(1), (3),(5) &Y. Merge IFEAZIED . interface 1Z label ZFICEA LN T 5, 72720, Z DFHHEL
HI D KA D& Z 13 phrase structure rule (8) 2> HZ5H 5 72\,
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label (ZB8 L C phrase structure rule & (3 (FRAERIIC) & 5 15

labeling algorithm

bare phrase structure (Chomsky (1995a, b))
LIHT & T [HE1E D label=category | DEFER 72 BIRIZM 72 b | lexical item M UF feature 7% label & L
THRES 2 X 9 ic72 b HEEMIE & IR L DB X W BRI T TRING X ) ik o7z,
Merge, label, Contain % interface IC 35 2 AN & L E 2 5,

%% Chomsky (2008) IZ3 1) 3 label

Each SO generated enters into further computations. Some information about the SO is relevant to these
computations. In the best case, a single designated element should contain all the relevant information: the /abel

[...]- The label selects and is selected in EM [external Merge—NH], and is the probe that seeks a goal for

operations internal to the SO: Agree or IM [internal Merge—NH].

(Chomsky (2008: 141), emphasis in original, underline added)
Chomsky’s (2008) LA (Chomsky (2008: 145))
In {H, a}, H an LI, H is the label.

. If a is internally merged to B, forming {a, B} then the label of B is the label of {a, B}.

We therefore have two syntactic relations: (A) set-membership, based on Merge, and (B) probe-goal. Assuming
composition of relations, (A) ferm-of and dominate. These seem to be the minimal assumptions about the available
relations. If we add “sister-of,” then composition will yield c-command and identity (the latter presumably

available independently). Whether c-command plays a role within the computation to the C-I interface is an open

question. I know of no clear evidence that it does, so will keep to the relations that seem unavoidable, set

membership and probe-goal. (Chomsky (2008: 141), emphasis in original, underline added)

1.2. Chomsky (2015)

(13)
©

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)
(18)

®

®

®

The first-located lexical item by Minimal Search (henceforth, MS) serves as the label of the set.

MS 1Z 4] % LAC minimal 7z D %>?

Kitahara (2020)

XY {Z, Wi}} (a=Y, B=X)

. 4 B ITD T path (X) = B, path (Y) = (B, a)
. BE a it DWW T path (Y) = a, path (Z, W) = (a, ...)

F 77 @ path 23 5 F /5 D path @ proper subset IZ 72 > T 35HIC T X3 —FINICHRE 5, (but see
also Krivochen (2021))

{« X, Y}

path (X) =path (Y) =«

X 3y, )}

path (X) = (v, B), path (Y) = (v, ®)

{y {p X[uF], ..} {a Y[F], ...} } (a=Y, =X, y=<F, F>)
(e 6Z, ...} {4 X .} {0Y, 3}

path (X) = (&, v, B), path (Y) = (e, v, @), path (Z) = (¢, 5)
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(19) a. CHHED B PR3 (Kuno (1973: 71))

(20)
21

(22)

(23)

24

(25)

(26)

27)

(28)

b.

]

B

{5 DP[uCase] {y DP[uCase] {g DP[uCase] {, T[Nom], ...} }}}
(a=T, B=<Nom, Nom>, y=<Nom, Nom>, 8=<Nom, Nom>)
Ha Yo b B X, et ) (a=Y, p=y=X)
to take [an SO] a to be ‘in the domain D’ if and only if every occurrence of a is a term of D.
(Chomsky (2013: 44))
Chomsky (2015) DHHE
Semantic root R in every language is too weak to serve as the label because of its indeterminacy of the category.

English T is too weak to serve as the label because of its deficiency of inflection of [phi] features.

. Weak SOs are strengthened to serve as the label by the label <phi, phi> immediately above.

n+VSEE—sight

. viVSEE—see

John likes Mary.

. {« R, Mary[phi]}
. {p Mary[phi] {« R, Marytphi}} }
. {s John[phi] {, v*[uphi] {g Mary[phi] {o R, Maryfphi}}}}}

{s John[phi] {, v* {s Mary[phi] {o R[uphi], Maryfphi}}}}} (a=R, B=<phi, phi>)

{s John[phi] {; R-v* {<pni, pi- Mary[phi] {r R[uphi], Maryfphi}; | } }

{n Cluphi] {¢ John[phi] {s T {5 Jehntphi} {y R-v* {<hi phi> Mary[phi] {r R[uphi], Maryfphi}}}}}}}}

{n C {¢ John[phi] {; T[uphi] {5 Jehntphi} {y R-v* {<ni phi- Mary[phi] {r R{uphi], Maryfphi}}}}}}}}
(y=0=R-v*, e=T, (=<phi, phi>)

{n C {<phi phi> John[phi] {r T[uphi] {r- John[phi] { r-v¢ R-v* {<phi, pni> Mary[phi] {r R[uphi], Mary[phi]}}}}}}}

{c C {<phi, phi> John[phi] {r Tuphi] {r-+ John[phi] { -+ R-v* {<phi, pi> Mary[phi] {r R[uphi], Mary[phi]}}}}}}}

Phase Level Operations

feature inheritance

. MS for labeling
. R-to-v* internal pair-Merge

. the application of the phase impenetrability condition (PIC)

The Phase Impenetrability Condition (cf. Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2008))
Keep the phase domain intact except for its edge (the phase head and its spec).

*Who do you think that likes Mary?

{5 that {; who[phi][uQ] {p T[uphi] {. whefphi}[#Q} likes Mary}}}} (0=R-v*, B=T, y=<phi, phi>)
{e who[phi][uQ] {5 that {, whefphif#Q} {s T[uphi] {. whefphi{f#Q] likes Mary}}}} } (a=R-v*, B=y=77)

. Chi credi che verra a visitarci?

who think.2SG that come.FUT INF visit

‘Who do you think that will come to visit?’ (Pesetsky (1982a: 299), glosses added)
s who[phi][uQ] {s that {, whofphilf«@} {5 T[uphi] {u whofphilf«Q} likes Mary}}}}} (0=R-v*, B=y=T)



(29)

(30)

€2))

(32)

(33)
©

®

. {eRv* {Bill {, R {sto {oBill, win}}}}}
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Who do you think likes Mary?
{5 that{uphi] {; who[phil[uQ] {s T {u whofphi}fuQ] likes Mary}}} }
{5 that {, who[phi][uQ] {s T[uphi] {» whefphi}fuQ] likes Mary}}}} (a=R-v¥, B=T, y=<phi, phi>)

- {s {y who[phi][uQ] {p T[uphi] {u whefphif#Q} likes Mary} | } }

Phase Level Operations
feature inheritance

MS for labeling

. deletion of C
. the application of the PIC

What is the general condition for the labelizability of heads, that is, their ability to serve as labels?

richness of agreement inflection for T

. (in)determinacy of a category for R

John expects Bill to win.

(a=R-v*, B=??, y=R, 6=<phi, phi>, e=R-v*)
(B2 WA ZTERENT,

infinitive T ° HAGED T @ labeling D[ (cf. Saito (2016, et ceq.))o

2. HEmEEE
2.1.c-command ® & TdH & TR ESR

(34
(35)
(36)
(37
(3%)
(39)

(40)

(41)

(42)

(43)
(44)

Klima (1964), Ross (1967), Langacker (1969): in construction with, command

Reinhart (1976, 1981), Aoun & Sportiche (1981), Chomsky (1981): (representational) c-command
Epstein et al. (1998): (derivational) c-command

Chomsky (2000, 2001): (compositional) c-command

Merge ({X }, {Y }) = {K {X }, {Y }}
Sister: Sister (X, Y), Sister (Y, X)

. Immediately Contain: IC (K, X), IC (K, Y), IC (K, K) (=reflexive)
. Immediately Contain |3 transitive: Relation R (a, b), R (b, ¢) — R (a, ¢)

Merge ({W }, {z }) = {X {W }, {Z }}

Ak xdw gz v g (cf. (38))

IC (K, X), IC (X, W) — (immediately) Contain (K, W)

Immediately Contain= Contain

the elementary operation of composition of relations

(Sister(Sister)) — Identity

(Sister(Contain)) — c-command

Epstein et al. (1998: 8, 24): representational c-command | non-explanatory,

Chomsky (2000: 146, note 67): derivational c-command IZfA[#{ “Contain” DHEZ2IA - TL % D2,

Minimalist Program C 3 derivational c-command %> compositional c-command ® &5 & 2 IZHE 5



BESEYau X7 L 2021/7/10

2.2. Agreement Effect
2.2.1. Two Types of Agreement
(45) a. probe-goal Agree: {.. X[uF]...{...Y[F]...}...}
b. spec-head agreement: {...{ypr {xr X[F], ZP} {yv Y[uF],...}}
(46)  {y C {c John[phi] {, T[uphi] {s Johnfphi} {; R-v* {<pni pn- Mary[phi] {x Ruphi], Masyfphit} }}}}}}
(y=6=R-v*, e=T, {=<phi, phi>) (=(24h))
© spec-head agreement (% X'-schema % Hi$2!C L CT\> % 72 %, Minimalist Program “C | probe-goal Agree 2 H
WHND D, ZHTDH weak head 2358 (L X 415 D 13 agreement Tid 7z { spec-head relation I X Y 5-2 &
5 label D728 TH Y | spec-head relation |FFEFHD FITHK > T 5,

2.2.2. Problems with Agree
(47) EKS (2017, 2018)

a. {5 Cluphi] {, SUBJ[phi] { T {. SUBHphi}, v¥P}}}}

b. {s C {y SUBJ[phi] {p T[uphi] {. SEBHphi}, v¥P}}}} (o=R-v*, B=T, y=<phi, phi>, 6=C)
© feature inheritance DBRICIZFFEIL D 5 copy IC72 > T\ 5,
(48) Chomsky (2019)

a. {5 Cluphi] {, SUBJ[phi] { T {. SUBHphi}, v¥P}}}}

b. {s C[vphi] {, SUBJ[phi] {3 T {. SUBIHphi}, v*P}}}}

c. {5 C {; SUBJ[phi] {p T[vphi] {« SEUBHphi}, v¥P}}}} (o=R-v*, B=T, y=<phi, phi>, 6=C)
© probe-goal Agree—feature inheritance
(49) “HHORMME

a. Which girl does John like?

b. {5 {y which[uQ], girl} {p C[int] {, John T like whiehgirl}}} (o=<phi, phi>, f=C[int], y=which, d=<int, int>)
© C[int] % wh[uQ]® c-command FEIEIC X HE VS,

2.2.3. Agreement without Agree (EKS (2017, 2018))
(50) a. The label <F, F> only has the information of the valued feature.
b. A natural place for feature-assignment (valuation) to [uF] is the morpho-phonological component.
c. MS replaces probe-goal Search.
(1) {n C {cJohn[phi] {; T[uphi] {5 Jehnfphi} {; R-v* {<pni pni- Mary[phi] {r R[uphi], Maryfphit}}}}}}}
(y=0=R-v*, &=T, {=<phi, phi>) (=(24h))
(52) a. Which girl does John like?
b. {5 {y which[uQ], girl} {p C[int] {, John T like whiehgirl}}} (o=<phi, phi>, f=C[int], y=which, é=<int, int>)
(=(49b))
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(53) a. Framework with (syntactic) Agree

©

i) Valuation of [uF] via Agree and ii) MS in syntax for labeling — iii) Morphological assignment at the SM

interface

. EKS (2017, 2018)

i) MS in syntax (labeling and agreement are executed simultaneously) — ii) Morphological assignment to [uF]
via the label <F, F>

Agree % M L T % morphological assignment |3 #4%,

2.2.4. Interpretation by Contain

(54) a. C-command is insufficient to capture the agreement phenomena.

©

(55)

(56)

(57)

(58)

(59)

(60)
(61)

b. The agreement effects should be relegated to the interfaces.

interface Tl Merge 238 X #1172 \> D T, Merge IC%-D < (derivational/compositional) c-command BA5t
Db DA BB A,
(X {uY,Z}}

. locating the member of the set
. identifying the merge-mate set of X
. identifying the intra-set member Y (Z)

. forming some relation between X and Y (Z2)

Interpretation by Contain

The interpretation of an SO X is defined by the identification label of the set containing X.

McCawley (1968a: 244, emphasis added)

A tree is a finite set of objects (called ‘nodes’) with three relationships p ‘directly dominates’, A ‘is to the left of”,
and a ‘bears the label,’ satisfying the following axioms: (1) there is a node Xo such that for no node x does xpxo
(x0is called the ‘root’ of the tree); (2) if x is a node distinct from X, then xop*x, where p* is the relationship which
holds between two nodes a and b if there is a chain of nodes aj,...,a, such that apai, a, aipay,..., anpb (p* can be
read ‘dominates’; this axiom asserts that a tree is ‘connected’);...

Aspects DE 7 /LT Z dominance, precedence, label D =D 725 tree DEFS o 72, % A5 precedence (%
SM interface DEIREIC 7z o 72728, 5 % @D X dominance (Z Z TP Contain) & label,

{y {8 Z[F), ...} {o X[uF] {..Y[uF]...} }} (=X, B=Z, y=<F, F>)

. XIY OuF|I3EE y=<FE, F>Ic&E N5 2 LI X Y interface TR G 2 b 5,

. X-Z: local (spec-head) agreement, Y-Z: long-distance agreement

Immediately Contain

A set A with label L immediately contains an SO X iff X provides (part of) L.

£4 v 13 Z, X % immediately contain, Y % contain 3~ %,

Given the following structure and some operation that can assign [F’]

{v {8 Z[F], ...} {o X[uF] {..Y[uF]...}}} (=X, B=Z, y=<F, F>)

then, the interpretation of [#F] on Y may be [F] or [F'], whereas [uF] on X has to receive the interpretation of [F].



(62) a.

(63)

ii.
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v=<F,F>235-2 5% ® X Minimal Search TH272>% Z[F] & X[uF]D 2’ nondistinct TH % 728, fit -
T, y=<F, F>% 5.2 2D interface T X 23[F] & distinct 7z [F' D% 1525 Z £ I TZ a\,

. HFRITH S 2 identify L T 2 EE TR T 2 @R %2 210 2 T il e 5 72w,

Interpretation by Contain

Given the structure

{y {s Z[F], ...} {« X[uF] {..Y...} }} (=X, B=Z, y=<F, F>)
Y, contained in the set labeled <F, F>, may be given the relevant interpretation according to the label at the
interfaces.

X, immediately contained in the set labeled <F, F>, must be given the relevant interpretation according to the

label at the interfaces.

2.2.5. A-Over-A Principle

(64)

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)

(70)

®

®

o

b.

The A-Over-A Principle
[1]f a transformation applies to a structure of the form
[s.-[a.Ja-]s
for any category A, then it must be so interpreted as to apply to the maximal phrase of the type A.
(Chomsky (1968: 45), emphasis in original)

John kept the car in the garage. (Chomsky (1968: 45))
. What (garage) did John keep the car in? (Chomsky (1968: 45))
[pp [pp the car] in [pp what]]

. [ve [ve kept the car] in [pp what]]

A/A principle I X U (66b) DHEE D b D H what DK % H L 23A[HE,
Ross (1967): A/A principle (35 2 M T T ¥ T T, H 2 EKTIEF T & 244,
—island DHEE,

Chomsky (1968: 49): the A-over-A principle has a certain naturalness

. Fukui (1999: 110-111): the [A-over-A] principle, despite its naturalness and attractive generality, has been largely

ignored or even forgotten in the subsequent development of the theory of locality, such as subjacency, the Barriers
system, etc.

The Modified A-Over-A Principle with Labels

Under the following configuration, Y cannot refer to the inner label A.

{Y. . {a.{a.} )}

(69) 1IFEBDOFHIFITI1Z 7 < R,

Chomsky (1973: 235):

Notice that the condition ([64]) does not establish an absolute prohibition against transformations that extract a
phrase of type A from a more inclusive phrase of type A. Rather, it states that if a transformational rule is
nonspecific with respect to the configuration defined, it will be interpreted in such a way as to satisfy the condition.

the A-over-A Condition to be an integral part of an evaluation measure
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T B TR TORRZEI interface condition T & Y representation ICHE > THit % i Al 3~ 5 . representational
c-command, X'-schema 23ZEH] X 172 DX % 11 5 D representational theory 2% why question ICE 2 5 Z &
BTEFT, Q) oEKkEWMAZTLETERWAE®, 727 L. Chomsky (1995a: 223) I
representational/derivational model D &5 & A3IE L \» & i~ Twr7e\y (cf. Ishii (1997: 42)),

2.3. Beyond C-Command

(71) a.
b.
c.

(72) a.

(73)

®

(74)

(75)

(76)

o

©

Condition A: An anaphor must be locally c-commanded by its coreferent nominal.

Condition B: A pronoun must not be locally c-commanded by its coreferent nominal.

Condition C: An R-expression must not be c-commanded by its coreferent nominal.

Condition A: An anaphor must be locally contained in the set labeled <phi, phi>, whose value comes from its

coreferent nominal.

. Condition B: A pronoun must not be locally contained in theset labeled <phi, phi>, whose value comes from its

coreferent nominal.

. Condition C: An R-expression must not be contained in theset labeled <phi, phi>, whose value comes from its

coreferent nominal.
{a ...anaphor[uphi]...} (a=<phi, phi>)
condition A/B % domain D3E\>, [ L condition C (see also Ishii (1991)),

John is so careless that the idiot will get killed in an accident one of these days.

. Only JOHN likes John.
. John only likes JOHN.

. A linguist working on binding theory was so devoid of any moral sense that Ae forced a physicist working on

particles to hire the linguist’s girlfriend in his lab.

(%= Nediger (2017: 100), emphasis in original)
Nediger: R-expression (¥ anaphor % pronoun & ANz ClH U EMEZ HITHAICEEZ v (cf
Schlenker (2005), Reinhart (2006)),
Someone in every city loves its; (*their, *hisy) weather. (Baker (2008: 122))

. Every boy;’s mother dislikes his; friends. (Norris (2014: 35))

bound variable 1% c-command 23 < T % A HE,

3. Labeling without Weak Heads

(77) a.

b.

©
(78)

(79)

John likes Mary. (=(24a))
{5 C {;y John[phi] {p T[uphi] {, Fehn {R-v* likes Mary}}}}} (0=R-v*, B=T, y=<phi, phi>, 6=C)
[uphi] % interface  C unvalued, SM interface THEMR 235 2 H 3 5, —C-linterface Tl3?

The Full Interpretation (Chomsky (1995a: 27))

[T]here can be no superfluous symbols in representations.

C-l interface C D [uphi] % fiik 3~ % J7ik

[+CI] feature Z{RE T %, (EKS (2010, 2017, 2018))
Full Interpretation % 2{E 3 %,



(80)

(81)

(82)
(83)

(84)

(85)

(86)

(87)

(83)

(89)

©
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Sportiche (2016: 1): [The Full Interpretation] applies to syntactic objects rather than their occurrences (for
example to a chain — a set of movement copies — rather than to each individual copy), an assumption that is in fact

already routinely made, albeit often implicitly.

. C-linterface T ® label <phi, phi>

The Full Interpretation (revised) (cf. Hazout (2004: 403))
Every symbol in the structure must have any contribution to the C-I or SM interface.

All LIs, including English T and R in every language, are strong and are qualified as labels.

*Who do you think that likes Mary?

{c who {5 that {, whe {g T {, whe likes Mary}}}}} (a=R-v*, B=y=T)

that-trace effect ¥, label <phi, phi>23 > & |

T D[uphi]2® SM interface THAFRDSRIE X L7\ 720, (EKS (2017, 2018))
. (Agree 3H 572 & L TH)who D Case T (Z label <phi, phi>H3 757z 9, (section 6)

Italian: [phi]% v* (V) 23FFD, (Goto (2017))

love: am-o (1.SG), am-i (2.8G), am-a (3.SG), am-iamo (1.PL), am-ate (2.PL), am-ano (3.PL)
Italian v* bears the information of [phi] features in itself, by which [uphi] on Italian T is always assigned the

appropriate interpretation.

R-v*[phi]
. R-v*[phi]-T[uphi]

John expects to win. (=(32a))
. {R-v* {5 John[phi] {; R[uphi] {p to {, Jehnfphi} win}}}}} (a=win, f=to, y=R, 6=<phi, phi>)

BEDVATERNT, (=33))
~dypro (pC LT {3305 (a=T, p=C, y=<Top, Top>)

HAGE D pro i null topic (Huang (1984)).

4. Head-Internal Relative Clause (HIRC)
4.1. HIRCs and Their Kin

(90)
C2))

(92)

(93)

(94)
(95)

®

KEBIZ[TETF Y AZEHICE W72 D)% BTz,
[D] @ category
Kitagawa & Ross (1982), 21l (2002): pronominal modifier

. Murasugi (1994), &#F (2001): C

S (1999), Shimoyama (1999), Hiraiwa (2005, 2008): nominalizer
KESIZAEFBPUCE N AT 2B,
[f3~] O theta-role (FED X HICHZHNDDH,
Kuroda (1999), &1 (2002): (5¢f0) KRRk fF 5
=J& (1994), Hoshi (1995), Murasugi (1999), Shimoyama (1999), Nishigauchi (2004), Kitagawa (2005, 2018),
Kubota & Smith (2007), and Grosu & Hoshi (2016): pro

FHIFIEND > T2 0B FRICR 2 EHE A v A VIRD L 72 (EH (1999: 36))
AL RRER AN T OBRAICEN TV EDICZ DA ITHRE L7 (LH (1999: 68))
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(96)  {vp ... {cp .. D}H/IT pro V}

®) HIFAfIICS [o] 2Mflibh s,

97)  KERBAETHVATETHF—MCl oTEWEDE {pro/ZNE T oZ VBT LE -7,

(98)  Mary 23[[John XA O FEDPELELRREZREL 2L 1HEL Tz KIfZ$EH L 72,
(Watanabe (1992: 259))

© [0 | fFEIGH & L CTdEW729, (98) 13X HIRC, 3FAT 22082 13MEAZESH O (Grosu & Hoshi
(2016)). AL W AIX HIRC ® X 9 72 d O3 CHEIFRI & L THRRL Twb (Z5 (1994), Murasugi
(1999)),
(99) Change RC
a. John i Mary 2% v~ %R L TL T o720 E2 R EBZ, (Hoshi (1995: 14))
b. John ¥ Mary 23 % V= ZHER L TCLE 72 {LD2/D DI ZLLLLRENT, (Hoshi (1995: 13))
© (D] 23 % 1 2 AIRE,
(100)  *KEBIFTET 230 A ZTZHUCE N {22/ D} 2 BT,
© i 7z HIRC TIEARIEE (Hoshi (1995: 16)).
(101)  John I¥ Mary 284 v = ZHEV T W B E) W IO\ 7z, (Hoshi (1995: 14))
© change RC I3 gapless RC & —fi, (Hoshi (1995))

4.2. B (1999)

(102)  KERIZ[MET B AT EZVICE 2D Z BTz, (=(90))
(103)  *[John 2 [[FHEMED L WX ZEHEWZZIANZED Tz 0BT iz, (Watanabe (1992: 261))

(104)  Mary 23[[John 2 A D EDPBEERRMEZREL Z L JHEBL T 20O XIFEEIE/HL 72, (=(98))
(105)  [[Mary 23\ DO % {1 _EF % 2] John 2% Tom ICF AT W72 D) HRK S L7z,

(F£FH (1999: 74), cf. Watanabe (1992: 261))
© REAEESEIR T A-over-A condition LASMT1Z5] 2 222 6 7x vy,

43. W1l (2002)
(106)a. KESHHET DA% H - T & LD)EIY EF 7z,
b KERA[IETF DAL EH > TE 2 LY LT 72,
. *RESDRMETBEREEH o CTE /22 LR HY LT 7=,
d. REED[HABRBAETDHHREH > TEL LS LT 2 01D LT e,
e. "NERD[AABBHETHEREZEH - TEZLWI T LIREL TV 2D]2]Y L7,
(ETER (2002: 9-10))
(107)  ?*[John A¥[[Mary 233805 & L WERSC A BV 72 & W 5 ] 2 BV 72 D125 IR & 7,
(Watanabe (1992: 261))
(108)  [RERHIHET A D LR A # £ 0 512 LRI T 01 I L7
(Kuroda (1999: 73))

© (106e) b SLIERT,
© FAI (2002): BHDHTTIE (106¢, ¢) DiEWVGAFHIH X iz,
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(109)

(110) a.

(111)

(112)
(113)
(114)
(115)

(117)

©

BESEFSau*7 4 2021/7/10

[K]oto is used for nominalizing a proposition and forming an abstract concept out of the proposition, while ro is

used for representing a concrete event. (Kuno (1973: 221))
Al John 8K B {D % /*T & &M MFEo T, (Kuno (1973: 221))
CFANFHFUSERIDES NS (D %/ E R MFo TV E T, (Kuno (1973: 221))

The Relevancy Condition (Kuroda (1976-7), (Kuroda 1992: 147))
For a p.i. [pivot-internal=head-internal—NH] relative clause to be acceptable, it is necessary that it be interpreted

pragmatically in such a way as to be directly relevant to the pragmatic content of its matrix clause.

KERIZAET W AT %MD FiciE V72D %2> T... (Kuroda (1992: 148))
HREBIZHETF ) AT R RERILD FICiE W72 D)% HL-> T, (Kuroda (1992: 148))
KERZAET W AT ZEHILD FICEWTE W=D 2 - T... (Kuroda (1992: 149))

Kuroda (1992: 154): Ffi23% 3 event & HIRC 733K 3 event 2% superordinate event D %37 & L TR & 1
BTN B R,

sequentiality/continuity/purposive connotation %* superordinate event % {F %,

(106¢): [ Z & | Tl event 253+ 72\ 72 ® relevancy condition 3& %,

(106e): [ Z & | IFEMDHENEA LG D729 A/A principle :IBK Z 5| 2 & 7y,

RAN Do

[ve [op [ip ...IH...] D] V]

. *[VP [DP [lp [Np ...IH...complex N] ] D] V]

V 23D % local ICER, % D% D 2% internal head (IH) ICXf L probe-goal Agree % 1T\>, long-distance
selection 1Z H. 2 5 % %ﬂf %o
BEANIYFRAVIRBEZBOL T TWED)RIHE 272,

[ 274 28 1H

[=vie] 2% H
HH: [¥ 27 %+2 V2] 25 HH (split antecedent)—»Kigtagawa (2005: 1258): Z Daidid [ A& H | 23H
> THI® THfE,
Agree Tl ambiguity 23 2 D 1178\,

4.4. Proposal

(118)
(119)

(120) a.

(121) a.

(122)

For an SO X and a predicate P, X receives a theta-role from P iff X is contained in the set labeled P.  (cf. (56))

The Modified A-Over-A Principle with Labels (=(69))

Under the following configuration, Y cannot refer to the inner label A.

{Y. . {a.{a.} )}

KEBIMETBYW AT EIICE -1 2 BT, (=(90))
Ay fp {u L IHLY DY VY (0=T, p=D, ;=B 72)

*[John 2[RI S L WX ZEHE WA Z2EBD T2 D8 HRE vz, (=(103))
e THLY AL DLV (0=T/C, B=N\, y=D, d=H}K & 1 72)

A I REEIZEFOELBAEL 20 % CEEICHEIHENL T To TR o 2% 5 77,
(Hoshi (1995: 98))

11



(123) a.

(124)

(125)

(126)

BESEFSau*7 4 2021/7/10

BEERRIFRAVIRBEZBOL T TWED)RIHE 272, (=(117))

by Y2 [l 2VIERLVITH OV (0=V, B=T, y=<nom, nom>, =0, e~ ¥ z 72)

Tanaka (2010: 10): external argument D /528 IH IC72 ) ° 3\,

[FHRZIN Y FCIRICKZFHA TR > T 72D 0O DRIC 2R D 1% ®H Tw7z, (Tanaka (2010: 9))
HIRC1: [RH8] 2% H,

HIRC2: [#] 2% IH,

. HIRC3: [+ ] 23 TH,

BIGAAD: Wi 325 L prods TR 26T 5 A,

context: - IZJUN/NR—JERKITZEIE L TW»W 5, HLIZ WL 2D RIZHNM TR E o 72 233k
FoTwv, B, ETAHNMSRE o T WIROBDEAIZBAX THIT T2
BIER[[E T2 MDD 5B 3 B FHRARE S v }:]IO“Cb\t@]{@/%}éﬁt%ﬁ?%%{xf%
J7=

CBIEREFLIAMD SIS 5 BLAHBHBRE LWL T 2D {(* D/ % VBT % B 2 T

7=,
<4y DLY & {p {ale]-gen BOLHT 2 BAT)> (a=B1E4 T, B=V, y=adverbial C, 5=# %z )

4.5. Explaining Properties
4.5.1. Relevancy Condition & % DFEf2

4.5.1.1. Relevancy Condition

(127)

(128)
(129)
(130)
(131)

(132)

(133)a.
. {{{.JH..}no} V}  (HIRCs)

(134) a.
CKEBIZAEF20 A T EPLICE D)% ’iz,

The Relevancy Condition (Kuroda (1976-7), (Kuroda 1992: 147)) (=(111))
For a p.i. [pivot-internal=head-internal—NH] relative clause to be acceptable, it is necessary that it be interpreted

pragmatically in such a way as to be directly relevant to the pragmatic content of its matrix clause.

KEBFMET WA T ZIND Eic@EW72D]1% - T... (=(112))
HKERIZAET W AT ZEHILD EICiE W20 %H-> T ... (=(113))
KEBIFET W AT ZEHILO EICENTE W D] 2 - T... (=(114))

[Elither a verb phrase in which all theta-roles are assigned or a full clause including tense and force. Call these
objects propositional. (Chomsky (2000: 106), emphasis in original)
A phase (v(*)P or CP) must represent one event to construct a consistent proposition.

{<RC, head>V} (head-external relative clauses (HERCs))

HERC % pair-Merge I X > C matrix event ICHEDIAT I, 2K —DD event K+ 523, HIRC 1%
DIEAE DA AIRE 72 D T C-1 interface CDJWY) 72 fi#fR % fREE T 5 72 9 1T relevancy condition % i 7z 3T T
ZOD event BER N T NI D R,

KEFFAEF Y AT ZHICEB Wz D)% BT, (=(90))

12
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4.5.1.2. Coordinate Structure Constraint & Adjunct Condition

(135) a.

b.

*Here’s the whisky which I went to the store and Mike bought the-whisky. (Ross (1967: 168))
Here’s the whisky which I went to the store and bought the-whisky. (Ross (1967: 168))

(136) a. {c I went to the store} and {c Mike bought the whisky}

b. {c {I {went to the store} and {bought the whisky}}}

(137) a.

b.

©

(138) a.

(139)

Here’s <the whisky {c I go to the store} and {c Mike buy ¢} }>

Here’s <the whisky {c I {vp went to the store} and {vp bought ¢}}}>

(136a): D DiFI| X 3172 CPevent A S TR I NS,

(137a): —2® RC 3D ® irrelevant independent events % & A T D fiFfA 5 £ W ia

(137b): linear coordination (Postal (1998: 53)) IC X D, Z=D®D VP % &% CP 25—DD event Z KT 5,

*What did John drive Mary crazy [fixing what]? (Truswell (2007a: 1358))
. What did John drive Mary crazy [trying to fix what?] (Truswell (2007a: 1358))
John drove Mary crazy [fixing the plumbing]. (Truswell (2007a: 1358))

(139): matrix event & adjunct event (¥ (136a) D X 9 IT coordination IC & o> TR I 5,

(Truswell (2007a, b), Boskovi¢ (2020))
(138a): wh ZEHIC X U BT coordination % 3% 721 CTIXMEMR T & 7o\, wh operator 7% matrix wh
interrogative clause DK & 72 5 T\ % 72 %, matrix event & adjunct event 2337 D event % 2 L T
W B GEA. % D wh clause I3 supraevental 72 H D & 7n o TL T WHEIRATRE, > T, DD event 2%
superordinate event % E % X 9 7% adjunct DA TR T NITIKEH L 23 TE 2\,

452, 7Ok
452.1. &

(140) a.
b.

(141)
(142) a.

a.
b.
(143)

TRV IRT—TAD LICBE L ZI B VAT ABE O TE W02l TRERT,
*rVRBOLZI BRI IR T T A0 LY ATEBECTEL 20 R o TR,
(Hoshi (1995: 23))

CFET VRV T =T AD LI YWAZTEEWTEWZ[BWLZ ) ADE -, TR,

(Hoshi (1995: 23))
Adjuncts pair-merge to their heads so that they are contained in the set labeled by the heads.
a smart student of syntax
{s a <, smart {p student {, of syntax}}>} (a=of, p=student, y=student)
smart 23 student Z1EHiTE 5 D%
smart 73 student % label & 3 554 B I pair-Merge L T3 728,
smart 73 student % label & 3 554 B IC Contain SN TV 5728,
{<o adj {» ...IJH...D}>}

4.5.2.2. Maximality Effect

(144)
(145)

John (¥[Mary 22 “{HDO W AT %L\ T =D % [e]B T2, (Hoshi (1995: 131))
John (F[ZfHD[Mary BT N7z]W AT E BT, (Hoshi (1995: 131))
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(146) ZLTBilllZZ0KY DY ATEBERT,

(147)a. EDHAED[{Z VDD pro} FHEMR—N—%2 ZFEF D)2 SR L 72,
b. [[.IH..D]% [e]] V
© Shimoyama (1999): [e]{iZi& IC E-type pronoun % K7€

Kubota & Smith (2007): [e]fiZi& (8 # @ null pronoun % 7€
(148)  (147a) IZiZ =D D event: the writing—three-papers event & the turning-in-three-papers event 23% Y | % DJij
# % superordinate event O | TR 3~ 2 72 ¥ 1T 1% covarying DR 23 58 H X N 5,

4.5.2.3. Split Antecedent
4523.1. T—X

(149) ZEARYIFBAVEZEVATTWED)E (DAL D) il 27, (cf. (117))

© it TZANE D | 23H 2 8E1C split antecedent 23 F[HE 7 D A*, Kitagawa (2005: 1258) (X Z D ek A
pronoun AT DAL E 5,

© (D% | ZHW2 (149) XREIFH O D 5720, [OD | OX%EEZ 5,

(150)  KERIZ[AWIEABRIEZ B2 T T2 D)0 HEE PLL ko T o7z,
(151)  *John 2XKEFZAET % 5 7=,

45232, —oHDIR

© S H ® long-distance selection (& Z Z TIZHA 72> (argument proliferation @ [{7#),
(152)  {v { N {are ST BRI 0D B{R ZPC ¥Eo Ty
© [PeoTJ X TZPE] % argument & L T select 5, — [H{K] 2D theta-role b 5 % 5413 Full

Interpretation O i/,
(153)  {v {n {2 {nwre. JEACIE B RAS..0 Dy PRy Bk} YEo T}
(154)a. —IEDffi %
b. Jins Pt 3

© [ZPE] 2% (153) 2L BEIT 2 AlHEE. £ 0%E. (150) 1 CP ffi+prenominal modifier [ |,
(155) DLWz *(D) KEEE (Kitagawa & Ross (1982: 28))
© (150) X HIRC Df Tl 7w,

4.5233. o HODKGE

© DD argument ¥ — 2D V 7 select T 5,

(156)  John & Bill & Mary (&) 235\, Bw, il 7z,

(157)  John & Bill & Mary (&) BAZNZNE W, B, 5L 72,

© Fukui (2015), Tanaka et al. (2019): group reading & cross-serial reading ® 2, [Z N Z | BEVEHE
group reading D 5 23E 24, cross-serial reading @ 72 ¥ IC 1% order % {5E 3 2 LEHL B 5 % Merge HIRIC
T2 O E N0, FIRRIC, (150) b [ZPLe b | WSS —DD %A argument L5 Z & 2H
R, TR b | 238 25A. TZ2nZh] LRRIGEE ZFFE R vatsanalige &k,

(158) WmAIFAZAZ B X2 HORICENT W,
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© facilitating expression 2% & % 55 1C (3 argument proliferation D[ EMFER T 5,

(159)a. HHERB[HOFERREZREY CTE D12 =A@ TR 2T 72, (FEH (1999: 44))
b. *ETFD[RESBAEZH - 72 1= E - 72, (BRI (2002: 11))
c. *KERIZ[THDBILE DD D)% = ATz, (ERJ (2002: 11))

(160) Al (2002): V-D @ local 7z selection & D-IH @ Agree 28% % Z & T HIRC DA EHED Q-N
relation 23 T N5,

(161)  [ve [op [1p ..TH...] D] V] (=(116a))

© Vg & T=AN] Oiff% select 35 Z &1 X o T relation 2532 X5, (159b,¢) TIZ 2D
selection 23\ 72 O FE A X n o,

4.5.3. JLEE~D contribution

4.53.1. EPP

(162)  For an SO X and a predicate P, X receives a theta-role from P iff X is contained in the set labeled P.  (=(118))

(163) a. John likes Mary. (=(24a))
b. {s C {; John[phi] {p T[uphi] {,John {r.+ likes Mary}}}}} (0=R-v*, =T, y=<phi, phi>, 6=C) (=(77b))

(164)  subject raising 3.
a. a D labeling D7z,

b. B D labeling D7z &, (Chomsky (2015))
c. THFFD[uphil® 729,
d. John © Case D7z ®, (section 6)

e. theta-role D78,
(165)  Alexiadou & Anagnostopoulou (1998): V-to-T F58/jiC X > T EPP % i 72 3~ C & 23 [ fE,
(166)  {s RvE-T {5 EA {, R {5 1A {u R, FA} 1} )} (a=R, p=<phi, phi>, y=6=27, g=R-v*-T)
© subject raising 23f T % theta-role 2352 b L 5%,

4.5.3.2. S-Selection
(167)  *I ate that John made a pizza.
© FESGEME IR,
a. semantic type mismatch D7z %,
b. ate D FFD[uphi]iC 1% label<phi, phi>23 W EE72 A3, that filX[phi] % Fi7z 7\ 729,
s-selection (I (FRZD D D & L TiF) My,  (cf. McCawley (1968b), Pesetsky (1982b), Chomsky (1995a))
© HIRC 233F & 11 % D I3 nominalizer 2% % 5 i (Hiraiwa (2005, 2008))o nominalizer D 7z ¥ ICHFETH 5
h7-fEB RN D,

@]

5. Interrogatives
5.1. Introduction
(168)  wh operator 2*[uQ]: unvalued quantificational feature % FF0,
(cf. Nishigauchi (1999), Chomsky (2015), Saito (2017))

15



(169) a.

(170) a.

(171) a.

(172)

©
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Who likes Mary?

- {¢ who[phi][uQ] {: T[uphi][int] {s whefphi}f#Q} {; R-v* {s Mary[phi] {. Rfephi}, Maryfphi}}}}}}}

(a=R, B=<phi, phi>, y=0=R-v*, =T, (=<phi, phi>/<int, int>)
Whom does John like?

- {o whom[phi][uQ] {y C[int] {¢ John[phi] {. T[uphi] {5 Jehnfphi} {, R-v* {5 whemfphilfsQ} {. Rfuphi,

whemtphilfwQ1} 1} )} }} (0=R, B=<phi, phi>, y=6=R-v*, &=T, {=<phi, phi>, n=C, 6=<int, int>)
*Which dog do you wonder John likes?

. {, which dog[1Q] do[int] you wonder {5 which-degl#Q] {, C[int] John likes which dog[+Q]}}}

(a=p=C[int], y=<int, int>)
The label <int, int> is interpreted as a wh interrogative and the label of C[int] is interpreted as a yes/no
interrogative. (cf. Chomsky (2015: 8))
(171b) TiZ B 25 yes/no 5Ef & L TR E 1L % 72 gibberish,

5.2. Multiple Wh Interrogative

(173)

(174)

il.

(176) a.

177)

(178) a.

(179)

Scope Determination Rule of Wh Operators (First version)
Wh operators take the scope of the set labeled <int, int> containing them.

Who wonders where we bought what?

ED X 51T what DuQCTERDB G- 2 i b D2,

. ED X 5 IT what D scope DIRIE XD DD,
. A what D scope D &3 HH 72 D B,

Interpretation by Contain (=(63))
Given the structure

{y {s Z[F), ...} {« X[uF] {..Y...} }} (=X, B=Z, y=<F, F>)
Y, contained in the set labeled <F, F>, may be given the relevant interpretation according to the label at the
interfaces.

X, immediately contained in the set labeled <F, F>, must be given the relevant interpretation according to the
label at the interfaces.

Who wonders where we bought what? (=(174))

. {s who[uQ] {, T[int] ... {p where[uQ] {. C[int]...what[uQ]}} (0=C, B=<int, int>, y=T, 6=<int, int>)

Scope Determination Rule of Wh Operators (Second version)

Wh operators may take the scope of the set labeled <int, int> containing them.

. Wh operators immediately contained in the set labeled <int, int> must take the scope of the label.

In order to foil this plot, we must find out which agent has bats that are trained to kill which senator.

(Hankamer (1974: 67))

. {<int, in> WhuQ]...{crerj that...wh[uQ]}}

#Who wants to meet a girl who studies what subject? (Karttunen (1977: 33), judgement in original)

long-distance feature assignment @ boundedness IZ B L T speaker variation 15 0 ?
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(180)

(181)
(182)
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Who wonders where we bought what? (=(174)) (cf. Baker (1970), Hankamer (1974))
Q1: for which <x, y>, x knows where we bought y

Al: John knows where we bought pizza, Tom knows where we bought books...

. Q2: for which x, x knows where we bought what

A2: John and Tom (knows where we bought what).

Who will be offended if we invite which philosopher? (Reinhart (1998: 36))
Wrong interpretation (Reinhart (1998: 36))
for which <x, y>, if we invite y and y is a philosopher, then x will be offended

{P|(F<x, y>) & P="((we invite y and y is a philosopher)—(x will be offended)) & true(P)}

. Lucie will be offended if we invite Donald Duck.

Who will be offended if we invite which philosopher? (=(181))

. for which <x, £> if we invite f(philosopher), x will be offended (Reinhart (1998: 41))

{P|((F<x, £>) (CH(f) & P ="((we invite f(philosopher))—(x will be offended)) & true(P))}
(Reinhart (1998: 41))
Scope Determination Rule of Wh Operators (Third and Final version)

Wh operators may take the scope of the set labeled <int, int> containing them.

. Wh operators immediately contained in the set labeled <int, int> must take the scope of the label.

. The Choice Function yields a pair-list interpretation by assigning in-situ wi operators with the scope of a higher

wh operator.

Who wonders where we bought what? (=(174))

. {s who[uQ] {, T[int] ... {p where[uQ] {. C[int]...what[uQ]}}}} (0=C, B=<int, int>, y=T, 6=<int, int>)

pair-list fEFR D 72 9 1T 1 what % who/where D\ T 3> & pair ICF 5 Z & BV, who & pair I3 5 R
IC13 where B2 5 T & 178 5 A3, interface Tl label % D & 1T L 7z locality % 2 5 & . where HIR1Z
label IC72 > T/ Z N %z 5 T L IZREZR N,

5.3. Wh Island
5.3.1. Illegible Case

(186) a.
b.

©
(187) a.

b.
©

*What did you ask where she ate?
{s what[uQ)] {5 did[int] you ask {, what{#Q} {p where[uQ] {. C[int] she ate what{#Q]}}}

(a=C, p=y=<int, int>, 5=C[int], e=<int, int>)
FiRk: what 13EAy LES e DL H 51T D immediately contain T TIH Y | FJE L 7z scope BE R I
% 729 IEX,
{y what[uQ] {g where[uQ] {. C[int], ...} } (B=y=<int,int>)
{y whatf#Q]} {p where[uQ] {. C[int], ...} } (B=y=<int,int>)
derivational history IC access C ¥ 7z V> interface |3, multiple spec @ (186a) & . copy DA A[1RIES> & label
PR E B (186b) DXGIAID2>F . [/ % immediately contain T3 &5,
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(188) a.

(190)
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What do you wonder who saw?

. {, what[phi][Q] do[int] you wonder { what{phil[#Q] {, who[phi][1Q] T[uphi][int] saw whatphill#Q]} }

(0=P=<phi, phi>/<int, int>, y=<int, int>)
label <phi, phi>iC X Y what I35 #A B IC immediately contain TN T & R Iz,
Kitahara (2020)

labelable multiple spec construction: two [¢F] and one [F]

{y ZP[uF] {p YP[uF] {o X[F], ...} } } (0=X, p=y=<F, F>)
. unlabelable multiple spec construction: one [uF] and two [F]

{y ZP[F] {p YP[F] {o X[uF], ...} }} (0=X, B=<F, F>, y=?7)

{...DP2[phi] ...{;, BPafphi} {3 DPi[phi] {o T[uphi], ...} }}} (=T, p=y=<phi, phi>)

5.3.2. Legible Case

(191)
(192) a.
b.

(193)

Neglect (Sportiche (2016)) 1% (186) IZ 3B T % 7z \» (determinacy O i),

Which person do you wonder what present to give to? (Kiss (1993: 86))
{s which person[uQ][Foc] {5 did[int][uFoc] you wonder {, which—persenfxQ{Eoe} {p what present[uQ] {, C[Q]
to give to which-persen{uQiFoel} }} (0=C, p=y=<int, int>, 6=C, e=<int, int>/<Foc, Foc>)

AR5 7% feature 23 H AL FIFE D EFE2ME % island %K 2 H 4% (cf. Haegeman (2012))s

5.4. Japanese

(194)
(195)

(196)
(197)

Bldfz g7 0?
In-situ languages have wh-particles. Languages with wh-particles are in-situ languages.

(Cheng (1997: 18), but see also Bruening (2007))
The label of wh particles suffices to mark the clause as an interrogative one in in-situ languages.

Required Labels for Interrogative Clauses

a. English: the label <int, int>

b. Japanese: the label <int, int> or the label of wh particles

(198)
(199)
©

(200)

(201) a.

[[REAF W2 IR]D HH LV, (Saito (2017: 2))
[P ECZIANB—FHL TT 0?2 (Nishigauchi (1990: 11))
wh 25— 72 D T Choice Function 1¥ffi 2 72>, L 72> L. operator FBEID TE 7\,

Scope Determination rule of Wh Operators  (Japanese)

Wh operators may take the scope of the set with the label of the wh particle containing them.

Wh operators immediately contained in the set labeled <int, int> must take the scope of the label.

The Choice Function yields a pair-list interpretation by assigning in-situ wh operators with the scope of a higher

wh operator.

Blxfz 702 (=(194))

CBEVAZTERERD?
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(202) a.

b.

(208) a.

(209)
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FEFUBRELABRICT—AVERS DY
EPD consists of, first, an emphatic accent on the Wh-focus, which consists of sharp rise of FO (indicated by BOLD
CAPITALS) followed by its fall, and second, post-focal reduction, which virtually (though not entirely)

suppresses all lexical accents up to the end of some clause by compressing their pitch and amplitude ranges

(indicated by shading). (Kitagawa (2005: 304-305), emphasis in original)

Ishihara (2002, 2003): post-focal reduction 7% wh operator % bind 3~ % wh-particle F THt < .

John [Z[Mary 23MA % B_72 281D 72285 T % D2 (Takahashi (1993: 657))

fil% John (Z[Mary 23R ~722H1 D 722385 T % D2 (Takahashi (1993: 657))

Takahashi: JCHZE T3 [ ] 1% matrix/embedded scope FJ, scrambling % 3~ % & matrix scope D & H],

MRICZFA Y[~ ) BB ECHEZRALZL]ZIICH L LD (Ishihara (2002: 191))
CRBICEFAYIEI[ ) BRAETHEEERALZL]Z LD H LZDT (Ishihara (2002: 191))

Ishihara: Y] 7z prosody % 5 z AL ATHE,
~ Y APAEF B EOREZHFH I OMEV L2V E->TnE L

L 2EDEE TP BHET B EOARERBI S S0 2 L n MY 2o Tnb T

Saito: long-distance scrambling (¥ LF C undone— [ £ DA | @ copy 28 [ 2] % label & 3 % AT contain
INTWBH, (200) IZ X Y embedded scope 23 5-2 H L5,

(205) D D DR

{, Whe.. {p wh {o ...5%k..Cun} }...Cy)

. {y wheo.{p wh {o..-wh..Cyn} }...Cun}

(206a) ICFH VT, wh 2 EEH v IT immediately contain XTIk 7a b 78\,

<, wh..<gwh {o .. wh...Con}>...Cym> (0=B=Cun, Y=Cym)
. <, whe.<pwh { .. wh..Cyn}>..Con> (0=B=Cy/n, Y=Cut)
Additional Wh Effect
?2John (Z[Mary 23] % E 5 72> & 5 2>]Tom I &4 72 D? (Watanabe (1992: 263))
. John ¥ [Mary 2MAl % E o 722> & 5 »JHEICF Rz D2 (Watanabe (1992: 263))

. Kitagawa (2005: 318): 3#t/] 7z prosody IC & ¥ additional wh fE L CAFEA[RE, —(209a) (X (203) & [F L,
. Watanabe & [F] U HI¥r—

(209a): [{A[] A% label [2> & 5 2> %#KZ T matrix label Clint] & R E N5 2 L 3%k Ean 3,
(209b): Choice Function 23 2 % 7= @ [ | 1% [F] & pair 17 23R, & & THE 7R D3 wh operator
Zpair iC3 522 THY . label (ZMEEARZ: D T label [2>& 9 22] @ intervention IZ#E Z & 72\,

5.5. Criterial Freezing

(210)

Assumptions in English Interrogative Clauses (EKS (2015: 229))
There is only one Cq in the (English) lexicon, appearing in both yes/no- and wh-interrogatives (Chomsky (1995a)).
Every syntactic object must be labeled at C-I (Chomsky (2013)).

A CP with the label Cq, unaccompanied by a wh-specifier, is interpreted as a yes/no-question at C-1.

A CP with the label Q, when Q is shared by the two heads Cq and WHg (the latter being the head-feature of a wh-
phrase in “Spec, CP”), is interpreted as a wh-question at C-I (Chomsky (2013)).
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*Which dog do you wonder John likes? (=(171a))

. {, which dog[1Q] do[int] you wonder {s which-degl#Q] {, C[int] John likes which dog[+Q]}}}

(0=B=C[int], y=<int, int>) (=(171b))
Required Labels for Interrogative Clauses (=(197))
English: the label <int, int>
Japanese: the label <int, int> or the label of wh particles
Jayaseelan (2012): yes/no interrogative I3 disjunctive operator % £f 5, % L2 fii % open sentence IC 3 5,
The set with the label <int, int> is interpreted as an interrogative in English;
if the set immediately contains the disjunctive operator, the set serves as yes/no interrogative clause, and
if the set immediately contains a wh operator, the set serves as a wh interrogative clause.

*Which dog do you wonder John likes? (=(171a))

. {5 which dog[1Q] do[int] you wonder {, which-degft+Q} {5 op[uQ] {. C[int] John likes which-deg}}}}

(a=C[int], f=<int, int>, y=<int, int>, =<int, int>)

{y which dog[uQ] do[int] you wonder {p which-degft+Q} {, C[int] John likes which-dog}}}
(0=p=C[int], y=<int, int>)

. (214b): which dog |54 v IC immediately contain & 41, contradicting scope 2352 H i1 5,
. (2l4c): HEH B A HEED interrogative 1T A 7x label % Fi7- 7\ 72 ®IEC,

6.1. Case

(215)

(217) a.

(218) a.

(219) a.

Case Determination Rules (cf. EKS (2012))

The set labeled <phi, phi> by a nominal and T assigns nominative Case to a nominal contained.

. The set labeled <phi, phi> by a nominal and R assigns accusative Case to a nominal contained.

John likes Mary. (=(242))

- {n € {¢ John[phi] { T[uphi] {s John[phi] {, R-v* {s Mary[phi] {a R[uphi], Mary[phi]}}}}}}}

(a=R, p=<phi, phi>, y=6=R-v*, e=T, {=<phi, phi>, n=C)

John, Mary (3% L% 1L label <phi, phi>% £fD A 1T immediately contain T D, FIFEH 7 Case &

55,

It was I whom public opinion eventually condemned. (Smits (1989: 300))
. It is me who(m) John is after. (Akmajian (1970: 152))

?There am I. (Schiitze (1997: 136))
. There’s me. (Schiitze (1997: 136))

{s C {yit[phi] {p T[uphi] {« PRN[phi], ...} }} (a=C (RRC),p=T, y=<phi, phi>, 6=C)

. {5 C { there[person] {p T[uphi] {. there[person], SUBJ[phi]}}}}

(a=SUBJ[phi], =T, y=<person, person>, 6=C)
immediately contain X #1C\»72 \» nominal @ Case |¥ Contain L T\» 5 5EA D label D b D %>, default Case
LDEL LD,
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(221)
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Er laBt ihn  {einen guten Mann/ein guter Mann sein.

he let-33G  him a good man-ACC/-NOM

‘He lets him be a good man.’ (German; Schiitze (1997: 87))
Eg taldi {hana/*han} vera {kennara/*kennari}.

I believed her-AcC/*she-NOM  to.be  teacher-ACC/-*NOM

‘I believed her to be a teacher.’ (Icelandic; Maling & Sprouse (1995: 170))

S ralH @ variation 5 Y , Baker (2015) 1% (220) @ accusative Case % dependent Case (Marantz (1991)) &
3%, L2>L. Marantz ICfi€ 5 & default Case (% last resort T& % 72 %, default nominative Case & @
optionality 23%Ef & L CTH 5,

. Agree IC X % Case assignment: (216) DFEHM 7 Case & (217), (218), (220) D optional Case D FtHA 23T

T\,

b. [uCase]iC X % Agree (Bogkovié (2007)): (217), (218) @ nominative Case D FtBH2 T & 7\,

6.2. Agreement

6.2.1. One-to-Many Agreement

(222)  Activity Condition (Chomsky (2001))

For an SO to enter into an Agree relation, it must have some [uF].

(223) a. T[uphi][Nom]-DP[phi][uCase] ()
b. T[uphi][Nom]&V[uphi][Acc]- DP[phi][uCase] *)
¢. T[uphi][Nom]-DP1[phi][uCase]& DP2[phi][uCase] *)

(224) Juma a-li-kuwa  a-me-pika chakula.

1. 3SG-PST-be  3SG-PERF-cook  7food

‘Juma had cooked food.’ (Swahili; Carstens (2001: 150))
(225) Er laBt ihn  {einen guten Mann/ein guter Mann sein.

he let-33G  him a good man-ACC/-NOM

‘He lets him be a good man.’ (=(220))

6.2.2. Norris (2014)

(226)

(227)

(228)

Feature Copying (Norris (2014: 126))

The features of the closest c-commanding K° to any particular Agr node are copied onto it.

“closest” is determined on the basis of domination (or more properly, inclusion) rather than c-command.
(Norris (2014: 132))

Case Concord (Norris (2014: 150))

. Let X and Y be two nodes in a single extended projection, Y immediately dominating X.

. If Y has a valued case feature [CASE: a] (but X does not), then copy Y’s case feature to X.
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(229) a.

(230)

(231)

(232)
(233)

(234) a.

(235)
©
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*Ema  praga-s [koiki kooke s06-va-d| poisi labi.

mother scold-PST.3SG allLPL.PAR  cake.PL.PAR  eat-PRS.PCPL.-PL.ACC  boy.ACC  through
‘Intended: Mother scolded the boy eating all the cakes.’ (Estonian; Norris (2014: 119))
Ema praga-s [koiki kooke s06-va) poisi labi.

mother scold-PST.3SG allLPL.PAR  cake.PL.PAR  eat-PRS.PCPL.-(SG).ACC  boy.ACC  through
Speaker volunteered alternative to ([(229a)]) (Estonian; Norris (2014: 119))
Case stacking (suffixaufnahme)

ngunha  watharri-ku nyurna-yu  warrapa-la-ku

that look=for-PRES  snake-ACC  grass-LOC-ACC

‘He is looking for the snake in the grass’ (Panyjima; Plank (1995: 35))
Compound Tense

Masungd  ma-kil i m-a-yik-u-a.

6yam 6SA-be.still  6SA-A-cook-PASS-FV

‘The yams are still being cooked.’ (Kilega; Carstens (2005: 230))
Carstens (2005): uo-features have EPP features in Bantu.

Baker (2008): Bantu {% downward Agree % L 7z \>, upward Agree D &,

Norris (& & Z TOHRZE) Tl Bantu O generalization # e x b3 5, F 7z, Carstens (2011) | gender
agreement 23341 % Z & C concord 23 F[REZZ & F5R T % A3, Norris (2014: 246) Tk~ 2 X 51T, gender
2% agreement ICHIANL 7R WEFETD concord 3B 5 T L 3B L5720, ZOREIFIEL K Zr\y,

Norris: {x {x X[vphi]/[vCase], {...}} {...Y[uphi]/[uCase]...}}

. T T TORRZE: {opni phi> {x X[uphil, {...}} {z Z[phi], ...Y[uphi]...}

nominal concord IZ2>T ¥ Norris & [F] U, verbal concord IZ-2\>C, Norris [ syntax ® H1C agreement
BT B Z LT (label & 72 5 head H3VF]ZFFOMEN B 2 720), T TORETRLTLDZ D
TlE 7R\,

agreement (3 SM interface C D [,

upward Agree (Bjorkman & Zeijlstra (2019)) 25 0 72\~ Z & 2B T% %2

6.3. Further Issues

6.3.1. Cyclic Agree

(236) a.

g-waabm-in

2-see-1.INV 1—2=2 (Inverse Context)

‘I see you.’ (Nishnaabemwin; Béjar & Rezac (2009: 49))
g-waabm-i

2-see-DFLT.1 2—1=2 (Direct Context)

‘You see me.’ (Nishnaabemwin; Béjar & Rezac (2009: 49))
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(237)

(238)

(239) a.

(240)

(241)

il.

iii.
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Derivation of a Transitive vP (Béjar & Rezac (2009: 48))

Step 0: VP constructed as {V, {V, IA}}; v becomes locus

Step 1: Merge(v, VP) = {vi, {v, {V, {V,1A}}}}

Step 2: Agree(vy, IA)

Step 3: Merge(vP, EA) = {vu, {EA, {vi, {v, {V, {V,1A}}}}}}

Step 4: Agree(vi, EA), if there is still a probe on vy

Person Specification in Nishnaabemwin: 3-1-2 (cf. Béjar & Rezac (2009: 43))
3rd: [person]

Ist: [person], [participant]

. 2nd: [person], [participant], [addressee]

999

Seely (2006: 190) suggests that “the syntax can’t ‘use’ the label at all, the label is not a ‘functioning element.

. Labels are determined at the end of the phase, before which Agree occurs in the labeling theory (cf. EKS (2017,

2018), Chomsky (2019)).

Deducing Cyclic Agree

{s EA[phi] {, v*[uphi] {s IA[phi] { V , ¥Afphi}}}}}
- {s EA[phi] { v* {s IA[phi] {o V[uphi] , FAfphi}}}}} (a=V, B=<phi, phi>)
- {s EA[phi] {; v* {<pni, pni> IA[phi] {v V[uphi] , FAfphit}}}} (a=V, B=<phi, phi>)
. {s EA[phi] {; V-v*[uphi] {<pni, phi> IA[phi] {v Vephi] , FAfphil}}}} (y=V-v*, =<phi, phi>)

A particular functional head F can search the phase for something to agree with:

zero times, or

one time, or

two (or more?) times (Baker (2008: 100))
Agree %3 % & syntax Tluphi] DfE2S R E % D TZ AL LD agreement (I4°F], label 123D < interface
TD agreement DH & 13 L E D agreement 23 A[RE L 72 5, EIFDE N2

6.3.2. The Structural Condition on Person Agreement (SCOPA)

(242)

(243) a.

SCOPA (Baker (2008: 52))
A functional category F can bear the features +1 or +2 if and only if a projection of F merges with an NP that has
that feature, and F is taken as the label for the resulting phrase.

Nosotros ~ com-emos las  manzanas.

we.M.PL eat-1pS the  apples

. Nosotras com-emos las manzanas.

we.F.PL eat-1pS the  apples
Nosotros estamos list-o-s.

we.M.PL are.1pS ready-M-PL

. Nosotras estamos manzanas.

we.F.PL are-1pS ready-F-PL
(Spanish; %4=C Baker (2008: 8))
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(244) Ni altxa-tze-n probatu [na-@-u-te]aux.

me(ABS) lift-NMz-LOC attempted 1.ABS-sg.ABS-V-3pl.ERG

‘They attempted to lift me.’ (Preminger (2011: 920))
© long-distance person agreement O,
(245)  Relative Aptitude for Failed Agreement (RAFA) (Preminger (2011: 922))

person at-a-distance > number at-a-distance (> any agreement at close range)

© SCOPA % UF RAFA I3 immediately contain @ J I,

6.3.3. More Cases of Case
(246) a. Externalize all Cases.

b. Externalize only one Case. (by some economy condition)

(247)  Matching Effect

a. Wer nicht stark ist, muss klug sein.
who-NOM  not strong is must clever be
‘Who isn’t strong must be clever.’ (German; Groos & Riemsdijk (1981: 177))
b. *Wen/*wer Got  schwach geschaffen hat, muss klug  sein.
who-ACC/NOM  God  weak created has must clever be
‘Who isn’t strong must be clever.’ (German; Groos & Riemsdijk (1981: 177))
c. Was du mir gegeben hast, ist prichtig.
what-NOM/ACC you me given have is  wonderful
‘What you have given to me is wonderful.’ (German; Groos & Riemsdijk (1981: 212)
© matching effect |3, C-Iinterface THJE L 72 1EHASFF S N7z (186) [FIERICHJE L 72 SM information 23
FENmnI LIk o TEL B,
© SM interface TOFJE L 721G # 1% C-linterface & $272 V) 7272 B I illegibility Z 5 & 2 3 b 1F TlI %\,

—Case stacking (Suffixaufnahme) D 1§l (230),
(248)  Inverse Case Attraction
Urb-em qu-am statu-o est.
City-ACC.SG ~ which-ACC.F.SG found-PRS.ACT.1SG  be.PRS.3SG
“The city which I found is yours.’ (Latin; Kholodilova (2013: 97)
(249)  {s city[phi] {s which[uQ] C[rel] I[phi] T[uphi] {, v* {s citytphi} {u Vfind[uphi] {which, citylphi}}}}}}}
(0=R, B=<phi, phi>, y=v*, d=<rel, rel>, e=city)
(250)  Externalize the marked Case.
(Bergsma (2019), cf. (238)), see also Pullum & Zwicky (1986), Babby (1986, 1987), Young (1988))
(251)  Externalization ? parameter

a. Externalize all Cases.

i. Cases can be different. (cf. (230))
ii. All Cases must have the same exponent. (cf. (247))
b. Externalize one prominent Case. (Case syncretism, (250) , cf. (238))
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6.3.4. Case in Syntax
(252)  Visibility Condition (Chomsky (1986))
A Chain must include a Case position to assign the theta-role to the nominal.
(253) a. *It seems Mary to be believed ¢ likes John.
b. *It seems Mary to be ¢ here.
(254)  EKS (2014): Merge-over-Move from Labeling

a. *There is likely a man to be ¢ in the room.

b. {... { aman {, to be aman in the room}}} (a=to, =7?)
(255)  Visibility Condition from Labeling
{... {p Mary {q to be believed Mary likes John}}} (a=to, =7?)
(256)  Remaining Problem
a. *who does it seem [e to be intelligent] (Chomsky (1986: 95))
b. {iwhoC..{sit {, T ... {pwhe {4t0....}}}}} (0=B=to, y=T, 6=<phi, phi>, e=<Q, Q>)
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