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1. Where does Form Copy apply?

1.1. General architecture

(1

2)

3)

“4)

)

C-1 C-1

syntax Transfer interface system

v

external/internal Merge
(EM/IM) T SM SM

interface system

phase level operations

* Minimal Search

[T]he sensorimotor interface SM for external realization ER and the conceptual-intentional interface CI for what
is loosely termed thought: interpreting experience, reflection, inference, planning, imagining, etc.
(Chomsky 2014: 2)
At the C-I interface, global principles of interpretation such as Condition C of the Binding Theory and the
unboundedness of operator-variable dependencies (including “reconstruction” effects|...]) suggest the same
conclusion: transferred phases remain accessible, but they cannot be modified at later cycles.
(Chomsky, Gallego & Ott 2019: 241)
Notice that throughout this discussion, I haven’t used the interface level, conceptual-intentional interface. That
hasn’t been mentioned. It’s not needed. At any point in the derivation, the interpretative system can apply to a
phase, that’s been constructed. (...) We can say the same about the sensory-motor interface. (...) So, it maybe then
that conceptual-intentional and sensory-motor systems are dispensable. They can be eliminated just as D- and S-
structures were eliminated. All that remains is generation and access by language external systems.
(Chomsky 2020a; 1:50:17)
(language system IZ [E# ® module & L ) C-I interface I3 fF7EE 3. [EHE (phase #IC) language external
systems 287 7 2 X3 %,
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syntax

external/internal MERGE (generation)

JAN JAN
phase 1 phase 2
/ \ / \
phase level operations phase level operations
* Minimal Search * Minimal Search
* INT (Form Copy) * INT (Form Copy)
Language External Systems Language External Systems
SM system C-I system SM system C-I system
Externalization Meaning Externalization Meaning

. phase % B Z 7z wh B8 D R

. QR/scope/reconstruction 5 O fi# R
. theta-role D fiF#AR

. pragmatics %523 8) < B

C-l interface IEL o ThH, SF T [BEWRICBET ZHRFEMRE] L LT 2b 0 EL REDT
T3\, LEBEICTHAL Tz D132

1.2. Form Copy

®)

)

(10)

For expository convenience I’ll assume that there’s an operation interpretation call it INT which takes a look at
the current stage of the derivation that is the workspace and it decides what can be done next. That’s INT. Viewing
the workspace, INT can detect the kind of structure that is created by internal Merge, let’s call that an internal
merge configuration. But INT lacks access to history so strict Markovian. It doesn’t know how that IM
configuration was constructed. So there has to be an operation; let’s call it Copy Formation that assigns the copy
relation to the actual cases of internal Merge. (Chomsky 2021; 28:11)
Copy formation yields two kinds of IM configurations one is just verifying the IM operation. One is configuration
formed in some other way the latter type let’s call IM Gap. Copy formation adheres to the general properties of
all operations: minimal search, so it’ll have the same combinatorial properties of merge but for Form Copy, bare
output conditions are irrelevant. It’s important principle of distinction. (Chomsky 2021; 29:26)
John; tried [John, to Jehns win]

Johns & John; DBAFRIZ IM IC X 2BENTH Y | John; & John, ZXNLNEM ICX VBEAThZb D7
25, INT TIZZ N5 DERD XA A DA 7%\, INT Tlid, &H 5 b Form Copy iIC X Y (bW 3)copy
BfREO NS,
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2. How
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The man who read the book liked the book.

. So, if we have a sentence like The man who read the book liked the book, could be the same book or not. The

intonation would be slightly different. If it’s the man who read the book liked the book, that’s the result of the

deletion operation; that’s reduced copies. But it could be either. And that's general. (Chomsky 2020a; 58: 17)

. So, in The man who read the book liked the book, the two things could be copies, but minimal search can find

both of them. So, therefore, they’re not deletable. (Chomsky 2020a; 59: 18)
phase %k 2 7- 23[R 42 1C b Form Copy 258 H 3 % ?2—i. & D15 D Form Copy 13 syntax T X 5 H D
Tl372 { (language external) interpretation system ({>® C-I interface) TH % 2% H D, ii. PIC domain (T
b Form Copy (ZiBH AIRE, iii. B %, FEERITIZ Z 4 1E Form Copy OFITIE 7\,

syntax |C 3\ >C phase % C3# H X 415 Form Copy (IM configuration)

i.IM TT¥% % IM Copy

ii. EM CT¥ % IM Gap

. syntax D%} C (unbounded Z) Form Copy 23 4112 H D,
. Form Copy & (3 fERI{R D [F—F57R,

(12b) % syntax (AL % & PIC domain {C Form Copy 23 Al HE & 72 % 43, % 4L1% Resource Restriction
DIER, (12b) ZHAICHEE T 20O A BILAHE Z 52

(11a) % syntax DHLD (12b) Dfll2> Form Copy & IZIEEA{RTH 5 (12¢) Dl

He’s up early.

. John loves his mother.
. Every man loves his mother.

. Few M.P.s came to the party but they had a good time.

(4T Evans 1980: 337-338)
DIF-ClE. INT, Form Copy % syntax . phase level T & 2 2 % 5 o

does Form Copy apply?

2.1. Preliminaries

(16)
(17

©
(18) a.
b.

John INFL {Bill;, {V, {Bill, to leave}}}} (V=expect or persuade) (Chomsky 2021; 34:05)
Well, there's no time to go into it. We'll have to take it on faith but across the board movement and parasitic gaps
and fall out special cases of all of this. (Chomsky 2021; 54:04)
across the board (ATB) movement & parasitic gap (PG) 13572 2 SRR E%E R 7,

*How sick; did John look # without actually feeling pgi? (Postal 1993: 736)
How sick; did John look # and (Betty) say he actually felt #;? (Postal 1993: 736)
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Z ZTifS PG DR
adjunct clause N CTHEIE X 2 1T I 70 O R WFEHE
adjunct clause 2> 5 DR ZF L 3 A[EEIC R o T 5 X 9 ICH X 2 H5E

. PG 2 real gap IC parasitic TH % FHE

PG {iZ{& T I reconstruction 25#2 & 72 W 9

ATB movement & ¥7z ) category 28 DP T7alJ Lid 7 b 7 WHE

predicate DP (% PG I 72 4172 W R

ABETDH PG VR S 2 FHE

H%EIC X % gap #° PG % c-command L TlE\W1J e\

INT, Form Copy I syntax P, phase level TiifH X423, (=(15))
phase level [RFIC workspace ICT-7E 3 % accessible Td % H 3 IC Form Copy 23EFH T 5,

Form Copy

ZODHEFEMIC IM configuration (IM TTZ % IM Copy & EM TTZ % IM Gap) #1F Y 19,

. ZODEHREMPMT theta-role ZHf-> TWALIX, IM Gap & L CTERT 5,

ZODHEFED path 2 HE 7 5 B4 Minimal Search 23— T O EZEEZHKHZ L AW db D& T35, (cf. (11¢))
{BX{aY...X}} (IM Copy+deletion)
Ll X Y} (X, Z}) (IM Gap-+no deletion)
XY X 2} (IM Gap-+deletion)
X HX Y} {XZ}}} (IM Gap+IM Copy-+deletion) (cf. Nunes 2004: 95)

2.2. Analysis

2.2.1. Part I: basic properties

(25)
(26)

27
(28)

(29)

Which article did John file without reading?

IM Gap
[ 1
{¢ WH; ... {s {5 VYHz {y John file WH3}} { without WHj4 {, reading WHs}}}}
L L | J
IM Copy IM Copy IM Copy

phase level: a, v, {

adjunct clause N CHEI 2 & 7 T L7 b 2 WHEE (19a):

INT 73 phase level Tiif X415 72® (cf. 0-subjacent requirement in Chomsky 1986).

*7This is the man, I interviewed #; before reading the book you gave to pgi. (cf. Chomsky 1986: 55)
IM Gap

[ 1
{o man; .. {n {¢ man, {¢ I interviewed ma}m} {5 before many {, reading {p mans{, the book you gave to mane}}}}}
L J oL |

IM Copy IM Copy IM Copy IM Copy

phase level: a, v, €, 6

adjunct clause 2> 5 DK Z H L A3 A[REIC 7R > TW 5 X H 1T 2 5 FHHE (19b):

IM IC X 5 Tisland Z# 2 T\ 2D 1F Tld7a\>, [Al— phase WICH 5 (EM THEA TN 72) EFHRIC IM Gap
DEARBESL L, Z D IM Gap DI T2 L 7244

*Which article; did John met Mary without reading pg?
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PG 7 real gap T parasitic T»H % HF (19¢):
real gap 23\ & | i) which article, & pgi 3[F]— phase T72 72 ® Form Copy 23EH & 117z v, i) which
article; 2° theta-role % Ff72 723728 IM Gap & & 78 T 1170,

which books about himself; did John file #; before Mary read pg:? (Chomsky 1986: 60)
. *which books about herself; did John file #; before Mary read pg:? (Chomsky 1986: 60)
one interpreter each; seems to have been assigned ¢, to the diplomats (Chomsky 1981: 61)
. *one interpreter each; tried [PRO; to be assigned to the diplomats] (Chomsky 1981: 61)

each @ distributive DfFfR % 15 % 72 9 1T 13 one interpreter each & the diplomats % & L WAZIEIC S 5 72
¥ T reconstruction 23 4%, IM Gap DBEfRIZ EM TES 172 D TH D | reconstruction I 1% IM 23 HL
7743 &, (3la,b) DXFIAAHE,
INT can't distinguish them [two kinds of IM configurations] but other operations can and they do.

(Chomsky 2021; 32:24)
PG f\Z1& IC I reconstruction 232 % 72 WEHHE (19d):
PG & FEHiD wh operator I (X IM Copy D BRI 728,

2.2.2. Part II: IM Gap and theta-role

(33) a.
b.

(34)

(35)

(36)
(37

FTE: (—ERD) DP D A2 theta-role %3211 %,
Jfs: (—E D) DP D & A IM Gap DEIfR O RICTHR 5,
*How sick; did John look # without actually feeling pg1? (=(18a))
IM Gap
{c WHip - {o {s WHy £, John look Wi} } {p without .. WHy {u feeling WHyjs}} 1}
IM Copy IM Copy IM Copy

phase level: a, v, {
ATB movement & 5272 U category 7% DP CTZz i #LiX 72 H 7 WEFE (19e):
DP T7z i #1iZ theta-role 2352 533, IM Gap & A7 T 7\ 728 (cf. DP restriction in Cinque 1990,
Postal 1994 and references therein),
How sick; did John look #; and (Betty) say he actually felt #,? (=(18b))
IM Copy
(& V\:/Hl - {s WH2 {, John read WHu}} {5 V\IIIH4 {u Mary criticize WHs} }}
IM Copy IM Copy IM Copy

phase level: a, v, €
ATB movement C (3 IM Gap I3 L3, category D[R,

They turned into derelicts.

. [What kind of derelicts]; did they turn into #,?

*[What kind of derelicts], did they analyze #, after their children turned into pg>?
*[What kind of derelicts],3 did they turn into # after their children analyzed pg,?
(%> T Postal 1994: 84)
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predicate DP (X PG IC 72172 WEHHE (190):
predicate nominal [ & 1% theta-role %3 JHL S 37, IM Gap DR & 72 b e\ 728

2.2.3. Part III: structural identity

(39)

(40)

(41)
©

(42)
(43)

(44)
(45)

(46)
(47)

We form, in a course of derivation, if there are two structurally identical elements, we may or may not take them

to be copies. It’s totally free. (Chomsky 2020a; 58:02)
ME: IMGap & AR INDE _DODHEFEFAAMEICETHHEL T ARTNIEER DL R0,
John; tried [John; to Jehns win] (=(10))

John; ¥ tried 7> » (agent) theta-role % 3Z \JHL 2 A fi&E, Johny ICD\W T, i)to & John, Tl & %> D[phi]
agreement % 7/~ 335 (Kanno 2020). ii) Form Copy Dt DFE John; DAETE £ E Y John, ~DEE) 5
HENGAEDOWTNLTHNIETAMETH 2720 A REE LT 5, KA, control #5E& T (strong)
phase Z{RGE L. John %3 spec CP ICALE S 2 6. ADLE & 72 0 WifTHEMR 72N WAlREE D B 5,
*John, was killed ¢, by a tree falling on pgi. (Engdahl 1983: 13)
IM Gap
{s John; T {, killed John,} {p by John; {, a tree falling on Johna}}}
le I IM Copy I

phase level: a, &
John;s |+ phase edge TH Y ANLETH 273, Johnp (T I d AMETH Y, WATHESEME RN
L2
A'TEE) T D & parasitic gap 23i8F] T L5 FHE (19g):
IM Gap I 2>2> 5 Wif TR0 728
*Who; #; met you before you recognized pgi? (Chomsky 1986: 54)
IM Gap
{s WH; T {; WH; met you} {s WH3 before {, you recognized WH4}}}
Iml I IM Copy |

phase level: a, v, 6
WH; (3 ADZE 7228 WH, 1 A BZE D 72 & IM Gap OBR23 KT %, WH, IZ Chomsky 2015 IZfiEV> spec

P IC 35> T<phi, phi>/<Q, Q>DM /T D T XN % HZTwb &z 5L, ZONEIT A/A RO %
FioZ it a2, Z2o5ED AFESREZ G Z 3L F 2 %, IT, WH, 2° outer spec v¥P (WH, 5)
CBEIL, 2% WH MEICEHIT2LE25E, WHsIZAMESLZRY WHs & IM Gap DEAGRAS
AbNDBEEZLNDD, Z D% WHis 2> b WH, OFBEIA, WH, D FF2 A Ffihic X v, —FD improper
movement & L T, IM Copy DRI KM T 5,
Which papers; did John decide to tell his secretary #; were unavailable before reading pg:? (Chomsky 1986: 54)

IM Gap
{n WH; ... {¢{: WH2 {5 tell his secretary {, WH3 were unavailable}}} {p WH4 before {, reading WH5} 1}
I M Copy IM Copy IM Copy

phase level: a, 8, 1
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F5ED whoperator T® - T b . long-distance movement D515 1T (3 phase edge Z#EH L. Z @D copy (WH,)
25 AR RO 720, WHy & IM Gap DBEIfRICA S,

FB#c X % gap 8 PG % c-command L CiZ\W i 22 WHHE (19h):

IM Gap IZ2>2> % Wif TSt D 729,

2.2.4. Remaining issues

(48) a.

subject DHIUCAE T 2 PG 1 adjunct WD PG (ZHR e - 2R Z R T T L HBH LN TS, HED
JE T2 W T Johnson 1985, Kurogi 2014 b £,

. DP restriction % theta-role TatAz 5 & & OFZ 44,

. Postal 1998, 2001 %2378 % | anti-pronominal context % theta-role T& Z £ T2 b1 5 B,

. PG 1T 1% pro B\ I resumptive pronoun 237>2># - T % Cinque 1990, Ouhalla 2001 & o B,

. 2 TOFE% Form Copy TaiFHT 2 2 & D %4 (Nissembaum 2000 (¥ A’-movement restriction, anti-c-

command condition % semantic composition 2> & 5[ % H3),
Lasnik and Stowell 1991 C crossover 1 B3~ % JH{EIM: 23454 < 41T > 5 topicalization. tough construction &
) b

2.3. Another illustration

(49) a.
b.

C.

©

(51)a.

the picture of himself that Bill likes
the picture of Bill; that he; likes
*the picture of Bill; that he; took

(4> Munn 1994: 402)
JE1T5 @ reconstruction I3 optional TH b, TN ZNIREDN R 5, (cf. Aoun and Li 2003)
Kayne 1994 @ head raising analysis: reconstruction @ optionality % ftFH3 2 D I A~ 147,
Chomsky 1977 @ operator movement analysis: i) wh operator % f8) X & C, FE)E CHIBRT 2 BIFD %Y
4. i) null operator % AH7E 3~ 2 %A, Al null operator 7° argument & L TR 2 2 2 D5 & \» 9 [,
Sauerland 2003: relative deletion

the man Mary likes

. [the man; [the man, C Mary likes the mans]

Z ¥ T relative deletion [XBAMRETICHIA L EIECTH o 7223, BITEIZ Form Copy Z HHWCTHRAIET C &
PATE,

the picture of himself; [that Bill likes the picture of himself,]

the picture of himself;; 1% IM Copy

the picture of Bill; [the picture of Bill, that he likes the picture of Bills]

the picture of Bill;;; 13 IM Gap
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Appendix

(52)  [Which boy]; did John ask [which boy], [which boy]s Bill met [which boy]4 (Chomsky 2020b: 46)

(53) Here 1 c-commands 3. That means that at the phase level, | c-commands both 2 and 4, each of which has a theta
role, a violation of duality of semantics. So 1 and 3 must be repetitions, not copies. And we do not have an ATB-
type interpretation. (Chomsky 2020b: 46)

© which boyi; 2% copy 1 7% b 72 WEREH 1T theta-role I & Y Form Copy 23 CTZ 730 b Tld ey, (25
) THLHZcopy & LTLE H &, —DD whoperator 7° matrix/embedded scope % i /7H{ % representation
I 5 720,
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