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Overview 

 

1. The basic tenets of minimalism (MP ‟95) 

2. GB vs. Minimalism within the P&P model 

3. Cyclicity in syntax (DbP, BEA) 

4. Predication and Edge effects (CL) 
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Syntax? 

 

Investigation of syntactic knowledge:  

 

Syntactic knowledge is part of an I-language [a speaker‟s tacit 

knowledge of his/her language] that is concerned with the ways that 

sentences are put together out of basic parts. This is what we construct a 

theory of. 
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Formal Syntax? Syntax as cognitive science 

 

By formal, we mean that they are developed as systems which are 

explicit and contain well-defined concepts. Certain aspects of 

human psychology are similar to phenomena of natural world, and 

linguistic knowledge is one of those aspects.  

   

Descriptive adequacy  

 

     & Explanatory adequacy 
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Universal Grammar 
 

(apparent) cross-linguistic diversity & poverty of stimuli:  

 

A theory of UG will state the commonalities that hold across all 

possible languages (Principles) and in what ways individual I-

languages may diverge from these commonalities (Parameters) 

 

Principles and Parameter‟s model (P&P model) 

 

PLD (primary linguistic data) => UG => GL (Grammar of language) 
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Minimalist Syntax! 

 

Minimalism is not a theory so much as a program for research. We 

will have a family of minimalist programs, each animated by similar 

general concerns but developing accounts that respond to different 

specific criteria of evaluation or to different weightings of the criteria. 

 

Least effort notions are natural sources of grammatical principles 

- economy, minimality, features, interface, cyclicity
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Architecture of the grammar 
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Two distinctive features of the Minimalist Program (MP) 

 

A. Derivations and representations conform to an “economy” 

criterion demanding that they may be minimal:  

no extra steps in derivations, no extra symbols in representations, etc. 

“Affect α” in place of a variety of distinct transformation rules 

 

B. The theory itself is developing in the direction of minimality.  

a syntactic representation consists not of the familiar four levels 

(DS, SS, LF, PF), but rather only the latter two – the (apparently 

irreducible) “interface” levels, PF and LF.  

 

+ cyclicity in syntax 
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(1) Some basic premises 

 

a. L = (π, λ)  

We take L to be a generative procedure that constructs to pair (π, λ) 

that are interpreted at the articulatory-perceptual (A-P) and 

conceptual-intentional (C-I) interfaces. => No DS or SS 

 

b. Full Interpretation (FI) 

If a generated representation consists entirely of “legitimate objects”, 

it satisfies the condition of Full Interpretation.  

 

c. A derivation (computation) converges if it yields a representation 

satisfying FI at both interface levels, PF and LF; otherwise, it 

crashes.  
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d. objects “displaced” from those in which they are interpreted => 

Minimalist assumptions suggest that the property should be reduced 

to morphology-driven movement.  

 

The displacement reflects disparity between morphology (checking 

of features) and θ-theory (assignment of semantic roles) => 

introduction of features!!! 

 

e. Language meets the condition of inclusiveness condition; the 

interface levels consist of nothing more than arrangements of lexical 

features; no indices, bar levels, trees 
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D-Structure within GB:  

theta assignment, Phrase Structure rule, Binding 

 

S-Structure within GB: Case, Binding, EPP, Subjacency, 

cross-linguistic variation 

 

 

=> MP aims at eliminating DS and SS [non-interface 

levels] without losing their empirical coverage and 

explains new data 
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The Basic Tenets of Minimalist Program [„95] 
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The Basic Tenets of Minimalist Program [„95] 

 

- Lexicon 

- Phrase Structure Theory 

- Movement and Economy 

- Feature Checking: Attract F 

- Interpretability of features 
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The Lexicon 

 

The lexicon is a list of “exceptions”, whatever does not follow from 

general principles. 
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Lexical categories 

 

{book} = a collection of properties, some idiosyncratic, some generality 

o sound-meaning relations 

o category N (=> entails it has Case and φ-features) 

o it should not specify phonetic or semantic properties that are 

predictable  

(by UG or English specific rules) 

 

In the numeration, Case and φ-features of nouns are specified, whether 

by the lexical entry (intrinsic features, e.g. scissors) or by the operation 

that forms the numeration (optional features, e.g. plural). 
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functional categories 

 

postulation of a functional category has to be justified, either by 

output conditions (phonetic and semantic interpretation) or by 

theory-internal arguments: {T, C, D, Agr}  

 

{T, D, C} = semantic properties, phonological properties, formal 

properties 

 

{Arg} = no semantic properties, formal properties 
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The Phrase Structure Theory 

post X-bar theory => Bare Phrase Structure 

 

 minimal and maximal projections 

a category that does not project any further is a maximal projection XPmax 

one that is not a projection at all is a minimal projection Xmin 

 any other is an X', invisible at the interface and for computation 

 Merge α and β => K = {γ, {α, β}}  

α and β are constituents of K; γ is the label of K 

 

In a convergent derivation, iteration of operations of CHL maps the initial 

numeration N to a single object at L 
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The Phrase Structure Theory 

 

       α1           the 

  3              3 

α2           β                       the    boy 

  

the minimalist assumption that phrase structure is “bare”, excluding 

anything beyond lexical features and objects constructed from them. 

[e.g. no constraint can target lines/index/bar levels, etc.] 

 

 complement and specifier [e.g. no such thing as government] 

The head-complement is the “most local” relation; head-specifier for 

all other relations (cf. adjunction structure) 
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Movement  

 

 L= {γ, {α, K}}: suppose that α raises to K 

K = target that project. γ is the new label after movement of α 

 

 Chain, CH= (α, t(α)) is replaced with Copy Theory of 

Movement: a two-element chain is a pair <α,β>, where α=β. 

 

e.g. What do you like <what>? 
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Movement  

 

 Merge = Move: external-merge always applies at the root, but 

internal-merge may or may not (e.g. covert raising, head-adjunction). 

 

External Merge          Internal Merge [Move] 

           C          

3 

A   B 

 

            D 

    3 

C   A 

       3 

B       <C> 
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Movement as last resort 

 

(25)  α can target K only if 

a. feature of α is checked by the operation (Greed: Suicidal Greed) 

 

b. feature of either α or K is checked by the operation (Enlightened 

self interest) 

 

c. the operation is a necessary step toward some later operation in 

which a feature of α will be checked (e.g. cyclic movement?) 

 

d. a feature of K is checked by the operation (Attract F => later 

probe-goal relationship in Chomsky (2000, 2001, 2005, 2007). 
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Features 

 

Types of features:  categorial features 

     φ-features 

     Case features 

     strong F, where F is categorial  
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Features 

 

 Interpretability: certain features of FF(LI) enter into interpretation 

at LF while others are uninterpretable and must be eliminated for 

convergence.  

 

 

interpretable on nominals: catergorial feature, φ-features  

=> accessible at LF 

   

uninterpretable feature: Case   

=> inaccessible at LF, must be eliminated at LF 
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Attract F: K attracts α only if there is no β, β closer to K than α, such 

that K attracts β.  [last resort, minimality, economy] 

 

 

(26) Superraising and Minimal Link Condition 

a.  seems [that it was told John [that Mary is beautiful]] 

b. *John seems that it was told t [that Mary is beautiful] 

 

I cannot “see” beyond it, so only that intervening element can raise, 

causing the derivation to crash. 
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D-Structure within GB:  

theta assignment, Phrase Structure rule, Binding 

 

S-Structure within GB: Case, Binding, EPP, Subjacency, 

cross-linguistic variation 

 

 

=> MP aims at eliminating DS and SS [non-interface 

levels] without losing their empirical coverage and 

explains new data 
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A Case Study:  

Binding as a (non-)argument for DS and SS 

 

(2) a. *Mary1 said that [Joe liked these pictures of herself1] 

 b. Mary1 said that [Joe liked these pictures of her1] 

 c. *[He1 said that Mary likes these pictures of Joe1]  

 

 

(3) Binding Theory 

a. Principle A: An anaphor must be bound in its domain (TP) 

b. Principle B: A pronoun must be free in its domain (TP) 

c. Principle C: An R-expression must be free (everywhere) 
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Binding at DS and/or SS? 

 

Condition A 

(4)  Johnk wondered which pictures of himselfi/k Fredi liked. 

DS: John wondered Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

SS: Johnk wondered <which pictures of himselfk> Fredi liked 

[50%] LF: Johnk wondered <which pictures of himselfk> Fredi liked 

 

Condition B 

(5)  Johni wondered which pictures of himi/*k Fred k liked. 

DS: John i wondered Fred k liked <which pictures of himi/*k> 

*SS: John i wondered <which pictures of him*i/k> Fred k liked t 

*LF: John i wondered <which pictures of him*i/k> Fred k liked t 
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Binding at DS and/or SS? 

 

Condition C 

(6) *Mary wondered which picture of Johni hei liked. 

 

DS: Mary wondered [hei liked [which picture of John*i/k]] 

*SS: Mary wondered [which picture of Johni] [hei liked t]] 

*LF: Mary wondered [which picture of Johni] [hei liked t]] 

 

 

On the surface, it seems that LF alone cannot explain binding. So, do we 

need something like DS and SS [back to the past]?  
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Copy Theory of Movement to the Rescue under MP 

Remember that there is no trace under MP =>  

Traces are replaced with copies. 

 

(7)  Whose mother did you see? 

 

GB: Whose mother1 did you see t1? 

 

MP: Whose mother did you see <whose mother>? 

 

     PF spell-outs the higher copy in English.  

 

cf. Whose mother did you see <whose mother>  

[LBC violation in Slavics]
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Copy Theory + Binding A: 

 

(4)  Johnk wondered which pictures of himselfi/k Fredi liked. 

 

Copy theory + LF-deletion: ambiguity 

(8) Johnk wondered which pictures of himself Fredi liked <which pictures of himself> 

 

LF-1: John wondered which x, Fred liked x picture of himself 

(10) Johnk wondered which pictures of himself Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

 

LF-2: John wondered which x, x picture of himself, Fred like it 

(9) Johnk wondered which pictures of himselfk Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 
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Copy Theory + Binding B: 

 

(11) Johni wondered which picture of himi/*k Fred k liked 

 

Copy theory  

(12) John wondered which picture of him Fred liked <which picture of him> 

 

LF-1: John wondered which x, Fred liked x picture of him => selected! 

(13)  Johni wondered which picture of him Fredk liked which picture of himi/*k 

 

LF-2: John wondered which x, x picture of him, Fred liked it  

(14)  Johni wondered which picture of him*i/k Fredk liked which picture of him 
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(11) Johni wondered which picture of himi/*k Fred k liked 

 

LF-1: John wondered which x, Fred liked x picture of him => selected! 

(13)  Johni wondered which picture of him Fredk liked which picture of himi/*k 

 

LF-2: John wondered which x, x picture of him, Fred liked it  

(14)  Johni wondered which picture of him*i/k Fredk liked which picture of him 

 

 

(15) Preference principle 

Try to minimize the restriction in the operator position under MP:  

LF1 is preferred wherever possible! 
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Copy Theory + Binding C: 

 

(16)  Mary wondered which picture of Johnj hek/*j liked 

 

Copy theory  

(17)  Mary wondered which picture of John he liked <which picture of John> 

 

LF-1: Mary wondered which x, he liked x picture of John => selected! 

(18) Mary wondered which picture of John hek/*j liked which picture of Johnj 

 

LF-2: Mary wondered which x, x picture of John he liked it 

(19) Mary wondered which picture of Johnj hej liked which picture of John 
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What about Binding A and preference principle? 

 

LF-1: John wondered which x, Fred liked x picture of himself     PP 

(10) Johnk wondered which pictures of himself Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

 

LF-2: John wondered which x, x picture of himself, Fred like it   [??] 

(9) Johnk wondered which pictures of himselfk Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

 

 

The preference principle can be violated for convergence.  

Anaphors move covertly to a position where they can be licensed by 

their antecedents. 
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What about Binding A and preference principle? 

 

LF-1: John wondered which x, Fred liked x picture of himself     PP 

(10) Johnk wondered which pictures of himself Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

+ anaphor movement 

(10') Johnk wondered which pictures of himself Fredi +  liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

 

LF-2: John wondered which x, x picture of himself, Fred like it    okay 

[*PP, but necessary for local anaphor movement] 

 

(9) Johnk wondered which pictures of himselfk Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 

(9') Johnk +  wondered which pictures of himselfk Fredi liked <which pictures of himselfi> 
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Other Advantages of LF-theory of binding: 

(20)  John wondered which pictures of himself Bill took 

i) take „snatch away‟: himself = John or Bill  

ii) take as a light verb: himself = Bill, but not John 

 

„snatch away‟: both readings are possible with two binding possibilities 

(21) John wondered which pictures of himself Bill took which pictures of himself 

(22) John wondered which pictures of himself Bill took which pictures of himself 

 

„take a picture of‟: idiomatic reading only in (24); DS cannot explain it. 

(23) *John wondered which pictures of himself Bill took which pictures of himself 

(24) John wondered which pictures of himself Bill took which pictures of himself  
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Summary: Binding and MP 

 

Strong evidence for DS and SS from binding can be explained by 

MP without postulation of the non-interface levels.  

 

Using LF and copy theory of movement, we can explain the 

binding theory, and  

 

moreover, some data that cannot be explicable under DS-theory of 

binding can be explained under the MP.  
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Recent innovations in MP after Derivation by Phase 

(Chomsky 1998/2001 ~):  

 

 

Cyclicity and feature theory in syntax 
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Derivation by Phase (Chomsky 2001): 

 

 

Uniformity Principle: 

In the absence of compelling evidence to the contrary, assume 

languages to be uniform, with variety restricted to easily detectable 

properties of utterances. 

  

 

[Hagit Borer and others: parametric variation is restricted to the lexicon] 
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Derivation by Phase (Chomsky 2001): 

 

Minimalist Premises 

 No levels apart from the interface levels 

 Inclusiveness condition: no introduction of new elements in the 

course of computation: indices, traces, syntactic categories, or bar 

levels, and so on. 

 

“Cost Free” Recursive System 

 Merge takes two syntactic objects α and β and forms the new object 

γ= {α , β}.  
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Derivation by Phase (Chomsky 2001): 

 

“Imperfection” and Displacement in syntax 

 Agree: The agreement relation removes the uninterpretable features from the 

narrow syntax, allowing derivations to converge at LF. 

 Displacement is implemented by selecting a target P and a related category K to 

be moved to a position determined by P- P a probe that seeks K under c-command. 

 Uninterpretable features of P and K render their relevant subparts active, so that 

matching leads to agreement.  

 Locality conditions yield an intervention effect if probe P matches inactive K that 

is closer to P than matching M, barring Agree (P, M), properties that may be 

nuanced.  
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 Case/agreement system 

 

a. probe: uninterpretable φ-features ;  

goal:  interpretable φ-features + structural Case 

b. Once the Case value is determined, N no longer enters into agreement, and is 

“frozen in place”. 

c. Structural Case is not a feature of the probes (T, v), but it is assigned a value under 

agreement, then removed by Spell-Out from the narrow syntax. 

 

 Defective Features 

a. E is defective when E is unable to inactivate a matched element by deleting its 

unvalued features. 

b. A nondefective probe is φ complete; a defective one is not. 

 

 e.g. participle-object constructions, raising constructions, ECM constructions 
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(27) [Susan        Tcompl  seems    [__   Tdef   to be  sleepy   __ ]] 

 

Move (ii)            Move (i) 

 

Move i:  

Tdef has φ-features, Susan has Case-features, both Active: they Agree 

  Susan’s φ-features are complete, so Tdef‟s φ-features delete. 

  Tdef‟s features are incomplete, so Susan‟s Case feature remains. 

  EPP forces actual movement to Spec,TP. 

 

Move ii: mutual annihilation: Tcompl has complete φ-features, as does Susan,  

  so both lose their uninterpretable features and become inactive.  
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Cyclic Spell-Out 

 

 The Spell-Out operation removes LF-uninterpretable material from 

the syntactic object K and transfers K to the phonological 

component.  

 Spell-out must be strongly cyclic  

 no overt/covert distinction with two independent cycles. Rather, it 

has a single narrow-syntactic cycle.  
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Phase 

 The derivation of Exp (expression) proceeds by phase, where each phase is 

determined by a subarray LAi of LA, placed in “active memory”. 

 

 The phases are “propositional”: verbal phrases with full argument structure and 

CP with force indicators, but not TP alone or “weak” verbal configurations lacking 

external arguments (passive, unaccusative).  

 

 If so, phases are CP and v*P, and a subarray contains exactly one C or v*. 

 

The choice of phases has independent support: these are reconstruction sites, and 

they have a degree of phonetic independence.  
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Spell-Out and PIC 
 

 Spell-Out seeks formal features that are uninterpretable but have 

been assigned values (checked): these are removed from the narrow 

syntax as the syntactic object is transferred to the phonology. 

 

 The computational burden is reduced if earlier stages of the cycle 

can be “forgotten”: Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) 
 

For strong phase HP with head H,  

 

The domain of H is not accessible to operations outside HP; only H and its edges are accessible to such 

operations. – the edges being the residue outside of H', either specifiers (Specs) or elements adjoined to 

HP.  

 

[ZP Z …  [HP  α  [H  YP]] 
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Successive cyclic movement is derived from the PIC  

(Chomsky 2001, Nissenbaum 2000): 
 

 

 
 

(28)   What do you [vP _ think [CP _ that John [vP bought _ ]] 
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Summary so far: 

 

Minimalism is a model of formal syntax as a branch of 

cognitive sciences: methodological and theoretical 

economy is the central premise of the program. 

 

- features, bare phrase structure, movement, probe-

goal Agree, cyclic Spell-out, PIC 

 

Now, we will take a look at some debates on the 

current minimalist program; we will see how data from 

Korean [and Japanese] may contribute to the debate. 
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Two central issues in Cyclic Syntax 

 

The domain and nature of cyclic Spell-out 
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“Phase” - the state of the art 
Proposition-based phase approach (Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2005) 

 

The domain issues: phases are v*P and CP;  

propositional (at SEM) and isolable (at PHON) 

 

“We have good reason, then, to regard vP and CP (but not TP) as phases [fn. 

omitted]. Why should these be the phases, and the only ones? Ideally, phases 

should have a natural characterization in terms of IC [interface conditions]: 

they should be semantically and phonologically coherent and independent. At 

SEM, vP and CP (but not TP) are propositional constructions: vP has full 

argument structure, CP is the minimal construction that includes Tense and 

event structure [fn. omitted] and (at the matrix at least) force. At PHON, these 

categories are relatively isolable (in clefts, VP-movement, etc.). (Chomsky 

2001b BEA, pp.23-25) 
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“Phase” - the state of the art 
Proposition-based phase approach (Chomsky 2000, 2001, 2005) 
 

The Spell-out issues: PIC and subsequent cyclicity reduce computational complexity 

 

„The cycle is so strict that operations cannot “look into” a phase α below its 

head H. H itself must be visible for selection and head movement; hence, its 

Specs must be as well. The Phase-Impenetrability Condition yields a strong 

form of Subjacency [...] The Phase-Impenetrability Condition requires that A'-

movement target the edge of every phase, CP and vP. There is evidence from 

reconstruction effects and parasitic gap constructions that this may be true [fn. 

referring to Fox and Nissenbaum]‟ 
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“Phase” - the state of the art 

 

Certainly, however, Chomsky‟s phase-approach is not the only view in 

the current minimalist literature and the literature often points to 

empirical and conceptual problems with it. 
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Regarding the domain issues  

(heavily indebted to discussion of Matushansky 2005 and Den Dikken 2007c) 

 

Conceptually, the reason why propositions should be the unit of phase was 

not defend for. Even if we take it granted that propositions must be the unit of 

phase, it was not discussed in any serious level why vP and CP, only they, are 

propositions. To accept his view, we must ignore/abstract away from event, 

world, time variables, etc – which is by no means an innocuous assumption (i.e. 

phase ≠ simply, type <t>).  
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Regarding the domain issues  

 

PF-isolablity tests do not make a consistent prediction: it is NOT the case that only v*P 

and CP are PF-isolable (a-d), and that v*P/CP are always isolable (e,f).  

  

 

(29)  PF-isolablity tests 

a. I have been wondering whether, but would not positively want to state that, [TP your theory 

is correct]. (TP-RNR, Bresnan 1974, recited from Den Dikken 2007c) 

b.  What Goneril did was [TP to blind Gloster] (TP-pseudo-clefting) 

c. Alice1 seems [t1 happy] (DP (A/A'-)movement, in general) 

d. Alice didn‟t leave – [TP Didn‟t leave]? What do you mean, [TP didn‟t leave]? 

e. *It‟s [vP doubt that Desdemona was faithful] that Othello did.  

f. *[CP That Cordelia was no longer his favorite daughter] 1 it certainly seemed t1. 
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Regarding the domain issues  

 

Alternatives: phases other than v*P and CP 
 

VP (Fox and Pesetsky 2005, Ko 2005, 2007),  

PP (Abels 2003, Sabbagh 2007),  

some variety of Appl(E)-P (McGinnis 2001),  

RELATOR-P (predication)/extended RP (Den Dikken 2007ab, Ko 2009) 

DP (Matushansky 2005), 

Small clause (Matushansky 2001) 
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Regarding computational complexity  

 

Is computational complexity decreased by proceeding in vPs and CPs? 

not obviously. 

 

If the reduction of complexity is with respect to the number of items in active memory, no 

discussions on modifiers pose a serious problem. There is no theoretical upper limit on the 

number of modifiers of such vPs and CPs (e.g. unmodified IP can be less complex than 

modified vP with multiple adverbials.) The proposed system does not consider the fine 

structure of IP and CP, either. If we restrict our consideration of clausal structure to VPs, 

vPs, TPs and CPs, the actual reduction in computational complexity (from four to two) is 

virtually non-existent (a summary from Matushansky 2005). 
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Regarding computational complexity  

 

Is PIC and subsequent successive cyclicity empirically correct? Do all movement 

target the edge of every vPs/CPs? not obviously; sometimes less dense than that... 

 

For instance,   

a.  Fox and Pesetsky (2005): Scandinavian Object Shift does not (and must not) proceed via 

phase-edges though wh-movement does move through phase-edges. [VP = phase] 

b. Rackowski and Richards (2005): long wh-movement in Tagalog proceeds through vP-edges, 

but not through embedded SpecCP (when the matrix verb agrees with C). 

c. Den Dikken (2007a): in a language with v(-to-T-)to C movement, long wh-movement 

proceeds through the local vP-edge, but then straight to SpecCP in matrix clause. Also, v 

may loose its phasehood due to phase-extending head movement of v via T to C.  
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 On “phases”: The jury is still out there... 
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Proposal on Syntactic Edges (Ko 2007, 2009) 
 

- The domain Issue [cf. proposition-based phase]:  

Inherent Phase (Den Dikken 2007a) 

An inherent phase is a predication (subject-predicate structure). 

 
 

- Computational Complexity [cf. PIC-based phase] 
Cyclic Linearization (Fox and Pesetsky‟s 2005) 

 

syntactic structures undergo cyclic Spell-out at the PF-syntax 

interface, and that as a result of cyclic Spell-out, syntactic units are 

linearized [≈flattened] (see also Uriagereka 1999) 
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Floating Q in Korean: 

 

(30)   a. 학생이 한 명       adnominal 

     b. 학생이 한 명이     adverbial/secondary predicate 

      

c. 학생 한 명이 

      d. 한 명의 학생 

      e. *한 명 학생이 
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Long-standing Puzzles on the distribution of floating Q 

 

(31) 맥주를 철수가 세 병 마시었다. 

 

 

(32) *?학생들이 맥주를 세 명 마시었다.   

 

 

 

Cf.  (33) 맥주를 철수가 세 병을 마시었다. 

      (34) 학생들이 맥주를 세 명이 마시었다.       
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Long-standing Puzzles on the distribution of floating Q 

 

(31) 맥주를 철수가    t  세 병 마시었다. 

 

 

(32) *?학생들이 맥주를      t     세 명 마시었다.   

 

 

 

Saito 1985: no subject scrambling! 

 
[Saito 1985, Han 1989, Choi 2001, and references cited in Ko (2005: Chapter 2, 2007); cf. cf. Sohn 1993, Shi 2000 

for a parsing/Control approach and a possible response to it by Ko and Oh 2008) ] 
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But, there are some cases where we need subject movement!  

 

(32) *?학생들이  맥주를   t   세 명   마시었다.   

 

 

(35) 학생들이 분명히 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 

 

(36) 학생들이 어제 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 

 

(37) 학생들이 집에서 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 
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Further Asymmetry between subject and object 

 

(35) 학생들이 분명히 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 

 

 

(38) *?학생들이 일부러 세 명 공을 받았다. 

(39) *? 학생들이 열심히 세 명 공을 받았다. 

 

 

(40) 공을 학생들이 일부러 세 개 받았다. 

(41) 공을 학생들이 열심히 세 개 받았다.  



한국언어학회 2009 겨울학술대회 [2009.12.10-11] 

 65 

Summary of the data 

 

  주어의 이동은 목적어의 이동 보다 많은 제약을 받는다.  

 

(42) 맥주를 철수가 세 병 마시었다. 

(43) *?학생들이 맥주를 세 명 마시었다 

 

  그러나, 주어의 이동이 완전히 불가능한 것은 아니다 

 

(44) 학생들이 분명히 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 

(45) 학생들이 어제 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 
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  부사구의 종류에 따라서 주어의 이동의 제한성이 달라진다. 

 

- 시간/장소/평가적 부사구: 

(46) 학생들이 어제 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 

 

-태도/방법/양태 부사구: 

(47) *?학생들이 열심히 세 명 공을 받았다. 
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  목적어의 경우, 부사구의 종류에 따라서 이동의 제한성이  

달라지지 않는다. 

 

-시간/장소/평가적 부사구: 

(48) 공을 학생들이 어제 세 개 받았다 

 

-태도/방법/양태 부사구: 

(49) 공을 학생들이 일부러 세 개 받았다. 
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Proposal: Cyclic Syntax 

 

- the restriction on floating Q is a result of PF-syntax 

interaction 

 

- Computational Complexity [cf. PIC-based phase] 
 

Cyclic Linearization (Fox and Pesetsky‟s 2005) 

 

certain syntactic structures undergo cyclic Spell-out at the PF-syntax 

interface, and that as a result of cyclic Spell-out, syntactic units are 

linearized [≈flattened] (see also Uriagereka 1999) 
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 Cyclic Linearization  

(Fox and Pesetsky‟s 2005) 

 

Certain syntactic structures [Spell-out 

domains] undergo cyclic Spell-out at the 

PF-syntax interface, and that as a result 

of cyclic Spell-out, syntactic units are 

linearized [≈flattened]  

 

(see also Uriagereka 1999) 
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Cyclic Linearization (Fox and Pesetsky 2005) 

 
 

Information concerning linear precedence of the “whole” Spell-out 

domain including specifiers, complement, and head is shipped to 

phonetic component at Spell-out. (cf. PIC) 

 

Cyclic Spell-out forces monotonicity of syntactic derivation, and 

consequently, the linear ordering of syntactic units is fixed once and for 

all at the end of each Spell-out.    

 

The linear ordering of syntactic units is affected by Merge and Move 

within a Spell-out Domain, but is fixed once and for all at the end of 

each Spell-out Domain. 
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(50) Spell-out without domain-internal movement 

a.   [D2    [D1 XP  YP   ZP]]: XP<YP<ZP at D1  

 

b.  √[D2  XP   YP  [D1  tXP   tYP  ZP]]: XP<YP<ZP at D2 

 

 

(51) Spell-out with domain-internal movement 

a.   [D2      [D1  ZP   XP  YP  tZP]]: ZP<XP<YP at D1 

 

b.  *[D2 XP   YP   [D1  ZP  tXP  tYP   tZP]]: contradiction!  
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Movement as a last resort  
 

(52) Probe-goal Agree (Chomsky 2000, 2001a) 

A probe can search a goal only in its c-command domain. 
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Edge Generalization: a result of CL and Agree 
 

If X and Y are dominated by a specifier γP of a Spell-out 

domain αP, X and Y cannot be separated by a αP-internal 

element Z that is not dominated by γP. 

 
 

Spell-out domain αP (cf. Den Dikken 2007a) 

An inherent Spell-out domain is a predication 

[subject-predicate structure]. 
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Constraints on subject movement 
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Prediction on Edge Effect in vP domains: The primary predication 

domain vP will show the Edge Effect. The elements merged in the 

specifier of vP cannot be separated by a vP-internal element (e.g. PP-

argument, low adverb, DO, IO). 

 

(43) *? 학생들이 맥주를 세 명 마시었다 

(47) *? 학생들이 열심히 세 명 공을 받았다. 

 

cf. (46) 학생들이 어제 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 

(44) 학생들이 분명히 세 명 맥주를 마시었다. 
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Prediction on domain-external movement from the edge in vP domains: 

the elements in the specifiers of vP can be separable by vP-external element 
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Prediction on the non-edge in vP domains: 

In contrast to the subject, may be separated from its associate NQobj 

“rather freely” by vP-external or vP-internal elements. 
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The distribution of non-edge element, object  

 

- 주어 개입 

(42) 맥주를 철수가 세 병 마시었다. 

 

-시간/장소/평가적 부사구: 

(48) 공을 학생들이 어제 세 개 받았다 

 

-태도/방법/양태 부사구: 

(49) 공을 학생들이 일부러 세 개 받았다. 
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Further evidence: object on the edge 

 

 

Cyclic Syntax and „again‟ [tasi vs. tolo] 
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The syntactic structure of ‘again’ 

The meaning of the adverb „again‟ is ambiguous when combined with 

telic verbs. The distinctions are commonly called the repetitive and 

restitutive reading. [see Dowty 1979, Von Stechow 1996, Beck and 

Johnson 2004, Nam 2004, 2005, Yoon 2007]  

 

(53)   Sally opened the door again 

(54)  a. Sally opened the door and that had happened before (repetitive) 

b. Sally opened the door and the door had been open before 

(restitutive) (Beck and Johnson 2004: 106) 

 

(55)  [vP Subj v-CAUSE [VP BECOME [SC the door open againrestitutive]] 

againrepetitive]  
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Korean: The same type of ambiguity is observed with the Korean 

‘again’ tasi. In Korean, the two readings of „again‟ can be 

disambiguated by using a different lexical item: i) the adverb tolo 

„again‟ with the restitutive reading of „again‟ only. ii) the adverb tto 

‘again’ the repetitive reading of „again‟ only (cf. Yoon 2007). 

 

(56) 샐리가 그 문을 다시/도로/또 열었다. 

 

a. „Sally opened that door, and she had done that before‟ 

[repetitive 또 „again‟] 

b. „Sally opened that door, and the door had been in the state of 

being open before‟ [restitutive 도로 „again‟] 
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It is extremely odd to use tolo with verbs of creation or pure 

activity verbs since the relevant event does not contain the original 

state that can be repeated: 

 

(57)  a. 철수가 쿠키를 다시/또/#도로 구웠다. 

    b. 철수가 바이올린을 다시/또/#도로 연주했다. 

 

 

Hypothesis:  [vP againrep [VP [SC  O   againres  PRED] BECOME] v]  

 

In Korean, tasi can be merged either under or over the BECOME verb, just 

like English again. In contrast, tolo must be merged below BECOME, whereas 

tto must be merged higher than BECOME.  
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Edge Effects and ‘again’ in Korean 

 

Prediction: the object and its NQ can be separated by the repetitive 

„again‟ (non-domain-mate), but not by the restitutive „again‟ (domain-

mate) => Edge Effect again! 

  

[vP O   againrep [VP [SC  O   againres   [DP   <O>  NQobj]  PRED] BECOME] v]  

 

 

(58)  산사태가 동굴을 두 개 다시/도로/또 막았다.  

 

(59)  산사태가 동굴을 다시/#도로/또 두 개 막았다.  
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Summary  

 

Edge Effects are consequence of CL and probe-goal Agree, which 

cannot be captured by previous non-cyclic syntax. A number of facts on 

current syntactic issues can be newly (and fruitfully) explored due to the 

basic premises of MP.  

 

 

Hopefully, we can deepen our understanding of the human mind under 

the Minimalist Program. So, please stay tuned ~!  
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Thank you! 
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