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The generative enterprise

Recent developments in the minimalist program

a. LSJ 161 (November 22, 2020)
Noam Chomsky "Minimalism: where we are now, and where we are going'
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X4FONSVVVuw

b. WCCFL 39 (April 8, 2021)
Noam Chomsky "Genuine Explanations"
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F6SbPKmVNVQ

The biolinguistics framework

a. Language is a property of the organism, a computational system coded in the human brain.
For each individual, the computational system recursively generates an infinite array of
hierarchically structured expressions.

c. Each expression formulates a thought, each potentially externalized in some sensory-motor (SM)

medium.

For language, there are two kinds of explanation needed.
a. For individual languages, explanations are provided by a generative grammar.

b. For the faculty of language FL, explanations are provided by Universal Grammar (UG).

Three seemingly contradictory conditions that UG must meet:

a. Learnability: it must be rich enough to overcome the problem of poverty of stimulus (POS).
Evolvability: it must be simple enough to have evolved under the conditions of human evolution.

c. Universality: it must be the same for all possible languages, given that language is a species

property common to humans.

The Strong Minimalist Thesis (SMT, Chomsky 2000)

“Language is an optimal solution to legibility conditions.”
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(6) Legibility conditions (Chomsky 2000)
“Suppose some even reorganizes the brain in such a way as, in effect, to insert FL. To be usable, the
new organ has to meet certain “legibility conditions.” Other systems of the mind/brain have to be able
to access expressions generated by sates of FL ((I-)languages), to “read” them and use them as

“instructions” for thought and action.”

Structure dependence:

(7) a.John is/*are in the room.
b. The boys and Mary *is/are in the room.
c. The boys or Mary *is/*are in the room.

d. The boys or Mary will be in the room.

(8) Language has two distinct components:
a. theI-language that generates the linguistic structures of thought, and

b. asystem of externalization that maps the generated structures to some SM medium.

(9) a. The man who met the boys or Mary is/*are in the room. ambiguous
b. The man who met Mary or the boys is/*are in the room. unambiguous

c. The man who met Mary or the boys will be in the room. ambiguous

(10)Genuine Merge-based explanations for other fundamental properties of language
a. The Basic Property is a product of Merge-based computation.
The ubiquity of displacement with reconstruction follows from the subcase of Merge, Internal
Merge (IM).
c. The subcase of Merge, External Merge (EM) is a reflection of the fact that argument structure

requires EM-generated structures

(11)The fact that these properties of language exist provides evidence that language conforms to SMT, and
from this perspective, there are two functions that SMT serves:
a. SMT serves a disciplinary function as a constraint on what can appear in language.

b. SMT also serves an enabling function as a facilitator of the richness of human language.

2. Assumptions clarified

(12)Merge is the simplest structure-building operation.
(13)The Workspace (WS) determines the current state of the derivation.



(14)Normal recursion (e.g., propositional calculus):
a. LEX={p,q 71, ....,~ V]
b. WS1=[p, ~p]

c. WS2=[p,~p, ((~p) v q)]
(15)Stability: the inscription p appearing more than once in WS are all occurrences of p.

(16)Resource Restriction (RR):
Merge (P, Q) should yield no more than {P, Q}.

(17)No need for REMOVE
a. WS1=[P, Q]
b. WS2=[P,Q, {P,Q} ]
c. WS3=[{P,Q}]

(18)Derivations are strictly Markovian.
(i) For normal recursion the history of derivation is contained in the current state.

(ii) For language, the derived Workspace does not contain items that were generated earlier.

(19)Merge (P, Q, WS)=WS' =[{P, Q}, W, Y ], where Z (Chomsky 2021, cf. Chomsky 2019; 2020)
a. Merge applies to P, Q, WS, and it forms a new workspace WS’.
b. WS’ is the set containing the new item, the set {P, Q} and then a bunch of other things.

c. W is whatever is unaffected by the operation, hence carried over.

d. Y is whatever added to WS’, but under RR, Y is null.
e. Zis the condition that the operation must satisfy (i.e. SMT and language specific conditions such
as RR and Duality).
(20)Varieties of Merge
a. EM (3->4):
given WS=[a, b, c ], MERGE(a, b, WS)=WS'=[ {a, b}, ¢ ]
b. IM (5->6):

given WS = {a, {b, c}} |, MERGE(c, {a, {b, c}}, WS)=WS'=[ {c, {a, {b, c}}} ],
where lower c is inaccessible under Minimal Search
c. Parallel/Sideward Merge (4-6):
given WS =1 a, {b, c} ], MERGE(a, c, WS)=WS'=[ {a, ¢}, {b, c} ]
d. Late Merge (6->8):
given WS = {a, b}, {c, d} ], MERGE(b, {c, d}, WS)=WS'=[ {a, b}, {b, {c. d}} ]



(21)Duality of Semantics (Duality):
EM is associated with theta roles and IM with discourse/information-related functions.
(22)The univocal property of theta theory:

A single theta assigner cannot assign two theta roles to the same element.

(23)Copy Formation (CF) assigns the relation Copy to certain identical inscriptions.

a. CF selects an element X, then selects a structurally identical element Y, and assigns the relation

Copy to X and Y.
b. Suppose CF is not subject to conditions that hold for the structure-building operation Merge (such
as Duality).
c. Then we expect to find configurations subject to CF but not Merge. Call such configurations IM-
gaps.
(24)a. * John saw. ‘John saw himself.’

b. John1 INFL [John2 [v [saw John3]]

(25)a. John was seen.
b. John1 INFL [was [seen John2]

(26)a. John tried to win.
John1 INFL [John2 [v [tried [ John3 to win ]]]]
b. * John tried [ Mary to win ].
John1 INFL [John2 [v [tried [ Mary to win ]]]]]

3. Unbounded, unstructured sequences

(27)a. John ran.
b. John, Bill, my friends, ... ran, danced, took a vacation, ....
(28)a. Which farm does John live near the border next to with his family?
b. * Which farm does John live near the border next to and with his family? : *CSC

(29)Form Sequence: <(&), X1, ..., Xo>
a. strict matching condition among Xs
b. Set formation {Xy, ..., Xn}
c. Merge & (optional) :<&, Xy, ..., Xo>



Understanding the Enabling Function of SMT
LR AR (kitahara@icl.keio.ac.jp)

I. Assumptions

(1) Merge(P.Q, WS) =WS'=[{P, Q}, W, Y], where Z
() Merge applies to P, Q, WS, and it forms a new workspace WS'.
(i) WS'is the set containing the new item, the set {P, Q} and then a bunch of other things.
(i) W is whatever is unaffected by the operation, hence carried over.
(iv) Y is whatever added to WS', but under RR, Y is null.
(v) Zis the condition that the operation must satisfy (i.e. SMT and language specific conditions such as Duality and RR)

Merge automatically provides both EM and IM, but its application is restricted to the Duality of Semantics (Duality):
(2) Duality of Semantics (Duality): EM is associated with theta roles and IM with discourse/information-related functions.
To keep search space minimum, Merge should yield no more than one new accessible term. Call it Resource Restriction (RR):
(3) Resource Restriction (RR): Merge(P, Q) should yield no more than {P, Q}.
Under RR, there is no way to know whether identical inscriptions are copies or repetitions. Call it the Markovian property of derivations.
(4) The Markovian Property of Derivations: there is no way to know whether identical inscriptions are copies or repetitions.
Thus there must be some operation that assigns the relation Copy to certain identical inscriptions. Call it Copy Formation (CF):
(5) Copy Formation (CF) selects X and Y that are structurally identical, and assigns the relation Copy to X and Y.
At each phase, CF applies in accord with Minimal Search, and yields the representations that satisfy Theta Theory (TT):
(6) Theta Theory (TT):
(i) asingle theta assigner cannot assign two theta roles to the same element
(if) an argument must be linked to a theta position
Given this much, there will be a gap that counts as a lower copy, but has nothing to do with movement. Call it the IM-gap:
(7) IM-gaps are elements that count as lower copies, but have nothing to do with movement.
IM-gaps would have no reason to exist if language did not abide by SMT. Call it the Enabling Function of SMT:
(8) The Enabling Function of SMT: IM-gaps would have no reason to exist if language did not abide by SMT.
Il. Derivations
(9) John saw John.
a.{v, {saw, Johni}}
b.{Johny, {v, {saw, John4}}}
EM, not IM, forms (9b) (by Duality)
CF does not apply to (Johnz, Johns); otherwise, it would violate TT (i).
c. {Infl, {Johny, {v, {saw, John4}}}}
d.{Johns, {Infl, {Johny, {v, {saw, John}}}}}
IM, not EM, forms forms (9d) (by Dulaity)

e.{C, {Johns, {Infl, {Johny, {v, {saw, John1}}}}}}
CF applies to (Johns, Johny); otherwise, it would violate TT (ii).



(10) John tried to win.
a.{v, {tried {C {John {to, win}}}}}
b. {Johny, {v, {tried {C {John {to, win}}}}}}
EM, not IM, forms (10b) (by Duality)
CF applies to (Johnz, Johny); otherwise, it would induce a Case-theoretic problem.
John1 is an IM-gap that counts as a lower copy of Johns, but has nothing to do with movement.
c. {Infl, {Johny, {v, {tried {C {John1 {to, win}}}}}}}
d.{Johns, {Infl, {Johny, {v, {tried {C {John; {to, win}}}}}}}
IM, not EM, forms (10d) (by Duality)
e.{C, {Johns, {Infl, {Johny, {v, {tried {C {John {to, win}}}}}}}}}
CF applies to (Johns, Johny); otherwise, it would violate TT (ii).

Unbounded, unstructured sequences motivate FormSet (FST), Merge &, and FormSequence (FSQ):

(11) a.FormSet (FST): {X1, ... Xa}
b.Merge &: {&, {X1, .... Xn}}
c. FormSequence (FSQ): <&, X1, .... Xo>

(11a,b) may be reducible to Merge by dispensing with binary restriction:
(12) Merge(X1, ... Xa, WS) = WS’ = [{X1, ... Xa}, W, Y], where Z
The empirical facts suggest that (11c) is necessary, but is it a departure from SMT?

(13) (we thought) John arrived and met Bill.
a.{v, {arrived, Johni}}
b. {Johny, {v, {met, Bill}}}}
c. {{v, {arrived, John4}}, {John, {v, {met, Bill}}}}}
FST forms (13c).
d.{&, {{v, {arrived, John4}}, {Johny, {v, {met, Bill}}}}}}
Merge & forms (13d).
e.{Infl, {&, {{v, {arrived, John4}}, {Johny, {v, {met, Bill}}}}}}}
f. {Johns, {Infl, {&, {{v, {arrived, John}}, {Johny, {v, {met, Bill}}}}}}}}
IM, not EM, forms (13f) (by Duality)
g.{C, {Johns, {Infl, {&, {{v, {arrived, John4}}, {Johny, {v, {met, Bil}}}}}}}}}
CF applies to (Johns, John1) and (Johns, Johns); otherwise, it would violate TT (i) and/or induce a Case-theoretic problem.
Either John1 or Johnz is an IM-gap that counts as a lower of copy of Johns, but has nothing to do with movement.
h.{C, {Johns, {Infl, <&, {{v, {arrived, John.}}, {Johny, {v, {met, Bill}}}}}>}}}
FSQ forms (13h).

(14) (we wondered) what John liked and Bill hated.

a.{John, {Infl, {whats, {John, {v, {liked, whato}}}}}}

b. {Bill, {Infl, {whats, {BIll, {v, {hated, whats}}}}}}

c. {{dohn, {Infl, {whats, {John, {v, {liked, what }}}}}}, {Bill, {Infl, {whats, {Bill, {v, {hated, whats}}}}}}}
FST forms (14c).

d.{&, {{John, {Infl, {whats, {John, {v, {liked, what}}}}}}, {Bill, {Infl, {whats, {BIill, {v, {hated, whats}}}}}}}}
Merge & forms (14d).

e.{Cq, {&, {{John, {Infl, {whats, {John, {v, {liked, whata}}}}}}, {BIill, {Infl, {whats, {BIill, {v, {hated, whats}}}}}}}}}

f. {whats, {Cq, {&, {{John, {Infl, {whati, {John, {v, {liked, whata}}}}}}, {Bill, {Infl, {whats, {Bill, {v, {hated, whata}}}}}}}}}}
IM, not EM, forms (14f) (by Duality).
CF applies to (whats, what1) and (whats, whats); otherwise, it would yield vacuous quantification or a mismatch problem.
Either what or whats is an IM-gap that counts as a lower of copy of whats, but has nothing to do with movement.

g.{whats, {Cq, <&, {{John, {Infl, {whats, {John, {v, {liked, what:}}}}}}, {BIll, {Infl, {whats, {Bill, {v, {hated, whats}}}}}}}>}}
FSQ forms (14g).



(15) (we wondered) what John filed without reading.
a.{whatj, {without reading what,}}
b.{John, {v, {filed, whats}}}
c. {{John, {v, {filed, whats}}}, {whats, {without reading what,}}}
FST forms (15c).
d. {whats, {{John, {v, {filed, whats}}}, {whats, {without reading what}}}}
IM, not EM, forms (15d) (by Duality).
CF applies to (whats, whats) and (whats, whats); otherwise, it would yield vacuous quantification. (Note the matching condition is absent.)
Given the Adjunct constitutes an island, what+ is an IM-gap that counts as a lower of copy of whats, but has nothing to do with movement.
e.{whats, <{John, {v, {filed, whats}}}, {whats, {without reading what,}}>}
FSQ forms (15¢).
f. {Ca, {John, {Infl, {whats, <{John, {v, {filed, whats}}}, {whats, {without reading whatz}}>}}}}
g.{whats, {Cq, {John, {Infl, {whats, <{John, {v, {filed, whats}}}, {whats, {without reading what2}}>}}}}}
IM, not EM, forms (15g) (by Duality).
CF applies to (whats, whats); otherwise, it would yield vacuous quantification.

(16) a. The analysis keeps to mechanisms that satisfy the joint conditions of learnability, evolvability, and universality.
b. Control, ATB and PG constructions fall out as cases, enabled by IM-gaps.
c. IM-gaps would have no reason to exist if language did not abide by SMT.
d. SMT serves not just as a constraint on what can appear in language, but as a facilitator of the richness of human language.
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“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, 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)

a. [ Internal Merge (IM)DBEfZ23 22 D %, Copy Formation %471 L C copy DBHREFF> T
% LFEIRT 5 2 L A3 ATEE, - >ATB gaps - Parasitic gaps

b. ATB gaps X Parasitic gaps %5313 % 72 O OFFI7Z0E BNr CIIRE,
(cf. null operator movement, chain composition, sideward movement, Parallel Merge 72 &)

c. ZOETI/VTREL STV % Copy Formation i & LC, ATB gaps < Parasitic gaps 23
D,

<1>ATB
(3) What did John buy e and Bill hand e to Tom?

(4) Copy Formation applies at the phase level. (Chomsky 2021)

(5) a. 1* conjunct: [John bought what;]

2 conjunct: [Bill handed whats to Tom)]
b. 1% conjunct: [[v»whats [John bought what,]] --- > Copy Formation
2" conjunct: [[v» Whats [Bill handed whats to Tom]] --- > Copy Formation
¢. 1* conjunct: [John Infl [\ewhat, [John bought what,]]]
2 conjunct: [Bill Infl [y whats [Bill handed whats to Tom]]]
d. C [[John Infl [\»whats [John bought what,]]] and [Bill Infl [» whats [Bill handed whats to Tom]]]
e. what; C [[John Infl [\,pthau [John bought what]]] and [Bill Infl [» whats [Bill handed whats to Tom]]]]

1 Copy Formation

what; & whats |3, [E£Z IM ORIRIZZ2VA, I e —0DRfRIZZe 5,

(i) "7 LU LR

©)

*| know a man who [Bill saw €] and [e likes Mary]. (Williams 1978:34)

(7) a. [[ Bill Infl [\» whoy Bill saw whoy]] and [;» whos Infl [\» whoa likes Mary]]]

b. [C [[r Bill Infl [\» who: Bill saw who]] and [i» whos Infl [\» whos likes Mary]]]]
C. [whos [C [[e Bill Infl [,» who: Bill saw who]] and [i» whos Infl [v» whos likes Mary]]1]]

1



(8) Vacuous movement hypothesis (George 1980, Chomsky 1986)
EEIOFFED wh A% CP DFEITEE L7220,

(9) Vacuous movement hypothesis 235N A5 HilfI7Z2E 9% & what 238)T 20T, (Te)DIRAENE
FrIZRTE R,

(10)  [ceWhoi [C [[» Bill Infl [\» who, Bill saw whos]] and [i» whoa Infl [y whos likes Mary]]]]]
| Copy Formation

(L) EHiOTRE wh A% CP DFFTEROD wh AjE = B —DBREFERZ LI TE AR,
(12) I know the man who [John likes €] and [we hope e will win]. (Williams 1978: 34)

Derivation of (12)
(13) I know the man who; C [John Infl [,pwhozJohn likes whol] and [we Infl [v» whos [we hope [whos will win]][I1]

(i) In-situ wh 71 % ATB R 255 S 7220
(1da YarNEDODANEELT AT V—NEDAEMATHNDD? (Citko 2005: 489)
b. EFONETa ) e BLT AT U—n0 e ATWSHD? (Citko 2005: 490)

(15) a. which person x, John likes x and Mary hates x (ATB f#fR)
b. which person X, John likes x and which person y, Mary hates y

(16) Ltconjunct: [p > 2 > [p Y a v BEDAEEL ]
2™ conjunct: [ip A7 U —2 [p AT V=R EDAZEIEATND]]

(17) oD wh a] 23814 ¢ phase domain (28 %, 2 SO wh AJDOMIZ, 2 B —BIRE1ED Z L3 T&
720N, - > (15) DAFIR

<2> Parasitic Gaps
(18) Which paper; did you file t; without reading pg:?

(19) The adverbial clause adjoins to VVP.



Derivation of (18)

(20) a.
vP IM to the edge
which paper; vP
Vv
/\
VP
/\
VP CP

file

Whlc@\

without reading

which paper

hich paper,
b. vP

hich paper. VP

you

CP

which paperg/\

without reading which papera

file

TR
hich paper.

FAEZET E S DI island (ZHEDIATe Z L IXTE ARV, (Kayne 1983)
(21) * Which book; did you borrow ¢, [after leaving the bookstore [without finding pg]]? (Nunes 2001: 327)

(22) (20)C, fHhnEAROH @ which papers (2 Internal Merge i C& 72\ A3, Copy Formation |33 FH ©
& HDIFIEN?

(23) There is an operation SIMPL that converts <a, 3> to {0, B}. (Chomsky 2004: 118)

—>IM %92 B CEHIN DITRZ 72V MIIRIAS, Copy Formation %3 2 Bl T 7 &
AHJRE,



(i) In-situ wh A)I T FFAZERTZH8 7] L7ZRVY, (Engdahl 1983: 14)
(24) * Who filed which report; without reading pg:? (Nunes 2001: 330)

(25) VP
/\
who v
/\
v VP
/\
VP CP

file (_ which paper. which paper3/\

without reading which papers

(i) FAEZEFTORE AN B DRSS (Engdahl 1983: 20)
(26) *1 wonder which man; t; called you before you met pg:. (Nunes 2001: 332)

(27) I wonder which papers; John [said t; were unavailable [before reading pgi]]. (Nunes 2001: 332)

Derivation of (26)
(28) vP

called you w /\
before you met which man;
Derivation of (27)
(29) vP
which paper; vP

John

were unavatlan

hich paper53/\

before reading which paper
4



|(30) ANCEDN D AN—{EZ Copy Formation Z i35 Z 1T TE 20, I

Improper Movement
(31) *[John seems [cp John-that [ it is likely [i» Jobn to win the election]]]]
A A A

(i) ABEN L, FAZEFTEFRAITEZ RV, (Engdahl 1983: 13)
(32) *The book was filed t; without my reading pg: first. (Chomsky 1995: 75)

without my reading the book;

(33) a *Whoa t; sent a picture of pg? (Engdahl 1983: 20)
b. *Who; [v»Who, sent a picture of whoz]?

A A
¢. *Who [»who; sent [ppwhoy [a picture of whos]]?
A A —>DP %, phase

(34) a. Who did [John’s talking to pg] bother t the most? (Engdahl 1983:14)
b. CP

[who [John’s talking to who| v VP

bother who the most



FL
(35)a. HHIZREENI CHIGE LR Th, VAT A FAEE7: Copy Formation &9 A =K LD
fti& LC, ATB gaps <> Parasitic gaps #7195 Z L3 C& %, Copy Formation D% &, =2/
b — L &7 B DY AT RE,
b. A(LED S A 2 X—{7E|Z Copy Formation %42 = & 13X T& 70y,
c.DP %, phase TH 2,
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1. ZLHIZ
(1) Recap.
a. EEE IM IZX > TUIFROFITF 62y 2 DOALE %, Copy Formation
(CRNZ Lo THEOMHIT 5 Z &£ 3 TX % (strictly Markovian)

b. CF %, [ U phase NIZH 5 & DDA HAEE (locality)
c. HIZONEIZEM TEAZ{LS (Duality)

d. ADSH A~D CFIIARFHE (ADAADA,ADA, *ADA’)

=>» ATB gaps * parasitic gaps LASMZ CF 2388 5- L% 5 7p8ige L L T, Tough ##
Xy EF 5B, EO XD iR N E L e BET D

(2) Tough #3C & %= DT DAl REM:

a. John is easy to please.

b. 1. Direct A-movement (cf. Rosenbaum 1967)

[1p John, 1s easy [cp (¢'1) C [to please #1]]]

Restructuring (cf. Chomsky 1982, Montalbetti, Saito and Travis 1982)
[1p John, 1s easy-to-please ¢ ]

i1. Null operator (cf. Chomsky 1977)
[1p John is easy [cp Op: C [to please #1]]]

Complex null operator (cf. Hicks 2003, 2009)
[1p John; 1s easy [cp [Op t2]i C [to please #1]]]

iii. Copy Formation (Z X 2 JRAE D wIHEME?
[1p John is easy [cp Fok# [to please #1]]]
T EM?

UARRFONEIL, ATHHETK - PR —K & OHFRFFED—HBIzIESL,
1
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2. HEE

(3) KEHERE
a. This book; is difficult [to convince people [cp that they ought to read e;]].

(adapted from Chomsky 1981:314)

b. A guy like John; is hard [to imagine any woman [believing [she could ever

resist [falling in love with e]]]] (adapted from Hicks 2003:43)
c. 1. [Ip DP be ZOMgh [? ejto...e ... ]] (Cf (23))
A A/A A
il. [p DPbetough[reito...[...[cpe2C][... e5...]]11] (cf. (3a-b))
A A/A A A

DCF F*ADANIZ Lo TT Ry 7 INHIET
(4) parasitic gaps DFE ]
a. The book is hard to buy # without reading e. (adapted from Chomsky 1982:56)
b. [ the book is hard [X; to buy X, [X; without reading X4]]]
A A A A A
> RBEHBENEG L T 2RWEE L, X T AOHEZR -

(5) EHIEFEMEOME (T 2019 L 2H)
a. Itis easy [to please John]. <> (2a)

b. 1. Tabs were kept on Mary.
i1. *Tabs were easy to keep on Mary. (Lasnik and Fiengo 1974:541)
c. 1. It would be easy to kill a man/someone with a gun like that.

ii. *A man/Someone would be easy to kill with a gun like that.
(Lasnik and Fiengo 1974:544)

d. 1. *The park was tough for there to be men sitting in.

ii. *The money was tough for John to lack.
(Dalrymple and King 2000:14)



3. HAEE

6) ~LFUWWIZ< VW] (FF_E 1976, Inoue 1978, Montalbetti, Saito and Travis

1982, Saito 1982, Kuroda 1987, Takezawa 1987, a.o.)
a. ZORND (KERIZE > 0) [FEA]RTVVIZ< W

b. ZOFOHEEN (T aiZE o) [[er BH e
NSRS A

c. ZOFDOAKRN | (FRMUZE > T [BHDFAEIT [cp
W E] T RS AT

(7) BONEDKAN (adapted from Takezawa 1987:203)

| EHIESE L TV 5 &

WEY e BEATES N

a. ZOFONIEN | (EEITE S5O [[[er LLTZ] AME BELIRT W

b. ZIHWVIFMILD | (FAZE 5 TO) [[[er BV2] FAENE B LT

(8) PP EGE%A £ 9 Tough ##3C
a. ZOXEENLN [Azx BWHERT W

(adapted from Montalbetti, Saito and Travis 1982:360)

b. HAREZATOLIEED (TVaiZllk>0)]c

pe; AIFL THUWE]

FOFEIZE VIS WY (adapted from Takezawa 1987:196)

(9) BD%hAE (adapted from Takezawa 1987:215-216)
a. *BHABRIATOLMEN | (TVaillosT)]
Z ROTnNI<w

[[er FEBEL TV D] H]

b. *ZT VI EBMBERENLN (T a il o) [[[W2ob e BEE

72 EMEY TWB] AR EAHLIICS W

(10) AR vs. B2H)
a. 1. [1p NP, il WP ... PFOL ... V]’?‘)'ﬂﬂl/\]

[
il. [IPNP17\I)§ [VP...[CP...pl’Ol...C]...V]'%)'é‘l/\]
111. [Ip NP, i [vp [island ... proi ] V]%j‘l/ \]

b. 1. [1p NP/PP, yip [vp Op1 R ] V]'?Dﬁ‘b \]

11. [Ip NP/PP; yibl [vp Op1 [Cpl"l R ST C] V]’?Dﬁ—l/\]
i11. *[;p NP/PP, R [wo Op: ... [istand --- & -..] ... V]’%’@—U\]




(11) T~OPFHHEE/ S LVY/INEEZ/FE LV
a. (FAMZTE - TIX) 2D Dm0 fH/IR 7

b. (FAZE->TIX) ZOIR (EEZE T5D]08 L3 LUWVEELW

(2)fHERO: Fib Bk
a. i. (FATE > TUI/EMN[Z DN BHDHD)HN fHEHZS Ly

ii. *(FMT &> TUI/EDD) [Z DO KD T
b. i. (FAMZE > TIHRAMD)[ZDOHLT 1EET 2 D] RFEEZ/EE L
ii. *(FMT L& > T/ RAD) [ZOHLT FEE LT W

(13)FH3E 51 (@): NPI
a. HITE-oTUT [[FARZELE BTIRTL]L A2

b. *BUZ LTI [[FARZELE BTHDOD RELL]D 220

(14) B &
a. IP b. IP
/\ /\
XP-73 r XP-7)5 IP
/\ /\
AP I CP-73 r
/\ A /\
vP A ...(NPD) ... Vv © AP I
oSl T vy
... (NP]) ... V-v tcp A
=L

(15 EDOZEDKI (<(9))
a. 1. ZOKEEENOLN [KE2 RO fHEZ/S L

ii. HARIATOEMEEN |(Pailé>T0) (e MELTSH
W E] KGEIZE O D) IREE/EE L

b. i. BHAREZATOLEMEED (Taile o) ][[er fEHELTWD]

Bz Rl 2 m)h R/ 1

ii. TOWIHIERERENLN (P a il O[V2ob e B4E%E

T EAMED TWD] NE ERT D10 INEEZ/HEL v




(16) T~D AL/ &S LUVIHEERAE L 0Ba

N I
N
AP I
T A
IP C fcp A
2 L
[cptep FEEE L CTHWWE] KEIZE D
b. IP
v
/\
CP M I
N
//////iEL\\\\\\ AP 1
/\ /\ VY
[1sland [lPP ﬁ;bﬁﬂibwcl/\éﬁ]]%f 1P
L

tisland E‘O j—ZD

(17) T~F iz v DA

G BB A ﬁ//\\k

0~
tisland EAOU—

2> (16b) & (17a-b) Z X B3 2 B 13T 722

5



(18) / Hii D¢l
a. (FAMZT &S TIX) DD [{BED/FB -T2y D]AS 1 Hy/ IR #E 7=

b. ZORERENLD Az (BIL/HAEATYON RS LW

(19)= > ke —/)L & OFEE
a. John tried [cp C [rp Fohnt to win]]

b. KRS fear K< [9R {75/ L72 K912 Zeoic
(based on Fujii 2006:14; see also Uchibori 2000)

(20)parasitic gaps & O L
a.  Which paper did you file ¢ without reading e?

b[Wsziffmmm¥gggkwﬂnmm@wmm

RHEBDNFEOFHEO

a. *BHARIATOEEEN (Y aile>O[RBOFNS [[ef FElE
LTWA] Blx Ao 250108 INEEZ/#H Ly

b. *F WV ERIEEEN SN (P a Nl E S O LDEND [[VWob e
Ber- SAMMED TWB] ANE BHT DA Kt/

c. [PP-7% [cp[ip KEDHFHND [l [igana PP ... top ...] BOF]15] DI
FELU

(22) B DN FEOFHEO
a. *BHAREATOIMEED | (EZEITE 5O [[ene [[one [e1n R LTZ]

Blae BRLIZEF)Z fHE 2 D010 KEEZ/#HE LV
b. *HAREZ A TOLMELEDN | (EERIZE 5 0) [[ene [[one [er FEES L 72]

Pz BRLpER]Z fME s <w
C. [lp PP-Z)§ [Ip [CP ce [islandZ PP tpp ] . ] [IP tisll :‘Fﬁi %_5] @]753 ;‘:ﬁbb \]]

4. 2%
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2021 4F 11 H 13 H  SEER 25 39 iR (v 7 4 Vi)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL ©H. % Set formation/Form sequence & #E M0 —% Wi ¥7

JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & RO —BIRR*

P ST CRAETRY)

uchibori@cce.t.u-tokyo.ac.jp

1. Unbound unstructured sequences & Structure dependence (Chomsky 2020, 2021)

(4)

There are unbounded unstructured sequences that cannot be generated by the binary set formation,
MERGE.
John, Bill, my friends, ... ran, danced, took a vacation, .... (Chomsky 2020)
a. John arrived early, met Bill, got a good seat. (three independent events)
b. To arrive early, meet Bill, and get a good seat, seem(*s) to be what John wants.
(a single compound event)

c. To arrive early, to meet Bill, and to get a good seat seem(s) to be what John wants.

(a single compound event/three independent events) (Chomsky 2021)
Chomsky (2021): [...] two steps are required. The first [...] step is just the general operation of Set
Formation which is free [...] the core operation I already mentioned. The second step is to merge ‘and’ and
form a sequence. [...] Forming set will yield something like “John lived on a farm with his family.” We have
the set {on a farm, with his family} could be many endlessly extended. The second step will lead to “John lived
on a farm and with his family.” [...] There are matching conditions for both the set and the sequence but
they’re much more stringent for the sequence in fact the coordinate structure constraint is just a violation
of the more stringent condition, matching condition on sequences.
a. John lived {on a farm, with his family}.
b. John lived <on a farm and with his family>.
c. Which farm did John live {[on ], [with his family ]}?
d. *Which farm did John live <[on ] and [with his family] >?
Set Formation: {XI, ..., Xn}
Form Sequence: <(&), X1, ..., Xn>
<John, Bill, my friends, ...><ran, danced, took a vacation, ....>
{John, Bill, my friends, ...} {ran, danced, took a vacation, ....}
Structure dependence
Chomsky (2021): It's the deepest general property of language with very rich consequences.
a. The boy and the girl *is/are fine.
b. The boy or the girl is/*are fine.

c. The boys or John *is/*are in the room.

TARROEEL B AMRIC TN T T2 I HRFFEAA T4 7 A F—0 40, WOEHPL LF kv, 72, A%
K EHBALT (UEAKRYE) & oEfTHRoIFEIFFRICHEOW-CE Y, JSPS BHFZ JP18K00576 (RF7efE# : LHH
F) KU JSPS BHITZ: JP17K02691 (FFFEAKFHE + WIEH ) DB % 521 T 5,


mailto:uchibori@cce.t.u-tokyo.ac.jp

2021 F 11 A 13 H  HEE¥RFE 39 MA=x (v 7 4 vhlfg)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

2. JSLicRon3ERDOWS] : 2 BEOIEFIHERSR

TOP

(10) /H¥EH N—T4— HP W3/ WMEHOoN—7 4 —T, HPDHo7
YESTERDAY PARTY  TANAKA DANCE

(11) JEFHEEGE NM(M) (Non-Manual Marker) (ex. Topic NMM: RBd% - J§ L - [H)

TOP hnl

(12) /HEH N—T 4 — W fEEE A s o |t/
YESTERDAY PARTY  TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DRINK

(13) hnl: FED [ 237\ EE X

TOP hnl

(14)* /WEH PN—=T 4= Hdr W2,/ ‘MEHO =7 4 —C, HbB -7
YESTERDAY PARTY TANAKA DANCE

(15) (11) DR = * HH 35 - 72 &AEBEDSH o 72 &R A 727 /3 A3 —FEIC[A L 2 & & L7’ /K3
A2 DZ &% L7z GEDMT % L7253 4A8H)  — AP SR L

TOP hn2 hn2

(16) /MeH =74 — W B R K MK S
YESTERDAY PARTY TANAKA DANCE SATO SING HAYASHIDRINK
WEHD =T 4 —C, HF o 72 &IERED K > 72 &MRDIERA 72

(17) hn2: BEAS L F 2 & LU ORE X

TOP hn2

(18)* /WEH =74 — M g M s W LS
YESTERDAY PARTY  TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DRINK

TOP hnl hnl

(197 /WEH =74 — HMHP #2s  fEFE #KS K ;S
(20) YESTERDAY PARTY  TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DRINK

(21) [CHR) WEH S—TF 4 =3B o> T, BRI SMLE L, SH, X—T 4 —CRFELE=KEDPD
BEERH T, B LT T, KE [MEHD N—F 4 —, HEZERXMTAD, AT —JI1C R
STNRT =<V RARTEHZ o Tk, #RME2 L0, HATNR? ] FA, KiE
W& 2T

(22) THh, ke, #25, Wio<T, o<T, FMlik.)] —HFE®RDY

2



2021 F 11 A 13 H  HEE¥RFE 39 MA=x (v 7 4 vhlfg)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

TOP hnl

(23) /HEH R—TF 4 — Hr ek R 5 WO FmT b wbby )/
YESTERDAY PARTY TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DO-MAGIC-TRICKS PERFECTIVE
P2 o 72 &NERED K o 72 KRBT L 727 — EFPERZA L

TOP hn2 hn2

(24) /WEH =7 4— W s Rk KO M T s/
YESTERDAY PARTY  TANAKA DANCESATO SING HAYASHI DO-MAGIC-TRICKS
WEHD =T 4 —C, HF o 72 &IEREDH > 72 MDA F ML 72

TOP hn2 hn2 hn2

(25)* /WEH =74 — M ok M s Mo FTsS
YESTERDAY ~PARTY TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DO-MAGIC-TRICKS

TOP hn2 hn2 hn2 hn2 hn2 hn2

(26)* /WEH =74 — M L A s WO FMTDES
YESTERDAY PARTY TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DO-MAGIC-TRICKS

TOP hnl

Q@n*/WEH =74 — W ek AR s o FMTS illg
YESTERDAY PARTY  TANAKA SATO HAYASHI DANCE SING DO-MAGIC-TRICKS SEPARATELY

(28) WU - 574 (2021:(28)): JSL T2 XMIEIAIEDE X 225, X DEIMRIC AL #7443 & & 2 HEL
Vi, HICHFED XD FClit]) e —20 DX BHE S 720, —DDX PR T, ZRPLYCTITESH
HDXRFET B Z & PG ICIFTE o,

(29) hnl: Set formation I X %5+t v b Zf/R ?
(30) hn2: Form Sequence (T & % F{hiing # Bn (‘& ok El)

(31) hn2 = [& ] ([f - 7/-¥8(2011:50)—&FF M)
_ hn2 hn2
(32) /PTi' Bk ~7A4 1/  REHBANT AT
I SISTER HAWAII GO
([« 7738 (2011: 50) https://www.bbed.org/com/sikumi/chapter2/meisi/ By X #£ 2 L)

(33)hnl: set DEfBICH L, NP © set #1ER ?

(34) hn2: member D% A ICHI, NP - TP/vP # 5K & T %, & & merge & 172 sequence IR (<
WIS 3 % P O B E & [RIFEE D matching condition 25EH T 3),

(35) [UIR] &7k, $K, ok, MITKGETT, 4735, BRLKEDEFTZ L CWET, &

VPT ik MEE L), FRECFIEZoAHHEE (X280 %R) 257,
3
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2021 F 11 A 13 H  HEE¥RFE 39 MA=x (v 7 4 vhlfg)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

KRS, Flt, EEEMBMI2%2FRVE L, EE0WE L (B HEZzoBicwied), =
T THETITHARICHEML T
~ hn2 __WH
(36) Fan kg 5Eb 27 = S ¢
RECENTLY SATO SELL HAYASHI BUY WHAT
‘Balt, EXMT%ZTES T, M (ZEnZ)E o720 ?” (Lix12)

hnl hnl WH

(37) /Bl ek sts M HS O S
RECENTLY SATO SELL HAYASHIBUY = WHAT
Boll, PRI (h2)580 7ee MH(ZENE)E o7z (ZIUDM?” CLH 3 DILsr DN B D 5 OK)

(38) hn2: ATB % 7F 3 S hiikhihihE 2 1F 2

WH

(39) /PT2 B3 i/
YOU  EAT  WHAT

‘BT EREREZD 7

(40) JSL o Ehr#EseinEHfER (N (2009: (16) —HRHNZE)
__WH
*/[PT2 B3] [PT3 Vva B3] {1/
YOU EAT (SSHE APPLE EAT WHAT
‘BT EBERT, WEOB) TR0’

~ hn2 ___WH
(41) */[PT2 A&~x3] [PT3 Vva &3] fi/
YOU EAT (SSHE APPLE EAT WHAT

3. JSLic RN 3 EREFEOH : FEBOBEML 0—K
(42) FEESEEICB T 2 0bwW 2 —E@&H 12, FiEe HEED AFRBEE~D0—K %R,
(43) JSL ic B F 2 B o sk ic B b 2 524 L (7 - 7RYE(2011: 56) —EBIN&E)
SwB S SIS Fas (AFRFBEEIIR L Twirn)
(44) /5 /=vbw 3 —EEh(44)
/359 1/ Agent: =AM — Goal: —AFFR

(45)a. AFF 1 HE=FFEFE AT I IN—T5A
b. AT 2R =FF - AJ A X Faik : ZADOFKSMERICFAE (Ksigning space LD FDff
BICX D, ZOBICFAKICWEALD2LDHEDIE D DIXFIRTE 3)
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2021 F 11 A 13 H  HEE¥RFE 39 MA=x (v 7 4 vhlfg)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

¢ KF3E=IEHZAMEA <> 1 Hd : SAORESMEICRE OKREIL)

- WIS = SARRIA > b BB DIES AR TEORBL & 2 2IC U7t
TR 1 E =S53R USRI [ L3S

FHHS =% MO B AR & 3 A< b (% DRI 45— 7 Tl A1)

) o,

=

(46) [CHR) FAoftE B o TV B3 EBIESLHVE L, TD, ATZF0BEMEHEET 2 2L 20
LT, KiE (H, EE W) cx2oiEr2 LELE, 2Oy —F%, &, AR h-Icitilg
LTWw3 & ZA Tt (Hh, £ HiZZofjicnwigiA),

hnl RS

(47)a. JHH g M fiE R4z 355 (hF1E - FF30)/
TANAKA SATO HAYASHI MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY:
‘W, g, (2 D)FEEA R BWwEE o7k
_ hn2 _ hn2 _ hn2 RS
b. HY fERE A M RAZ&Ww 355 (FF1E - FF3MH),/
TANAKA SATO HAYASHI MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY:
‘W, g, MH2(Z D)FEEA R BWwEE o7k

hnl RS
(48)a.* /Hh fefE K s RAkw 3595 (F2lEd)/
_ hn2 _ hn2 _ hn2 RS
b* /Wt kg M I RAGw s55.(FxlEd)/
__hnl RS
(49)* M e Ak il R<ZAw 3895 1(WFINERED), *FEEEBRENA ~ v FEidk
hn2 hn2 _ hn2 RS

GO) /MR fElE M S B Av 355 1 HRRIEEE) S KRR A < b b

(51) hnl<hn2: FGEDOy FOflc DAV AN—ZR bR - Bons («(15)ky POz DX v —
FEEICH NI ORI E R ?)
__hn2 _ hn2
(52)=(32)/PTy % »~74 </  FAEBHEBAT LT
I SISTER HAWAII GO

OR

~_ hn2  hn2
(53) /PTy Bk  ~74 7 Eob?,/ FrPHEESBBATAITITL?
I SISTER HAWAII GO WHICH

(54) hn2 + NMor — ‘OR’



2021 F 11 A 13 H  HEE¥RFE 39 MA=x (v 7 4 vhlfg)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

RS

(55) & e BL7Zw 35951 PTyw/
ALL MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY: PTsaw
ER(Z D)EBE R R E o7 (B 1|, mFREEm, F %83 OK)

(56) JSL O3CRIEE L+ FiBET 2 1355 ER o AR L —2 (WHE2005), HBE(1991), J& - B
(2013), Uchibori (2016), Uchibori and Imanishi (2017), WN¥E - £ 76(2021))

hn2 hnZ2 RS

G7) /M ek R Bimw 3895/ CFzEY, 2hlltoshl OK)
TANAKA SATO MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY;
& s (2 D)FEIE B RL vt F o7z

OR

b2 2 ( rob) RS
(58) /7H ke (Fob) HEME RLA7%mw 3891/
TANAKA SATO EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY:
Hh A EED (2 DRI R e o7
(FF 1EOK, *KF2[E, *WFREKE, *FruEd)

OR

k2 2 ( rob) RS
(59) /Ht B (LFobh) #illF RLIkw 3551/
TANAKA ALL EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY:
‘HH DD (2 DOIEERR RV E o7z
(FF 1EOK, *FF2[E, *WFRHEKE, *FruEd)

OR

_hn2  ha2  (__ ¥ob) RS
(60) %  H (LFobd) i  RBLAkw 35951/
ALL TANAKA EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD 3SAY:
HOHP(ZOEERR BV EF o7
(FF 1EOK, *KF2[E, *WFHEKE, *FruEd)

RS
(61) /Hrh fEg R7Zzmn B 5 PTsqum/ SRS =FE—EE@hE
TANAKA MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PTs(ranaka)
23 (Z D)FEBERRE L vt B o7z

2 1o0%y McHHT 2 2R0HE® hn2 ZFHEAICTHFEICE >TWwWa,
6



2021 £ 11 A 13 H  HEER¥RH 39 AR v 74 VElfiE)
V—2vay 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis % 7z 3" UG D StBAEER ¢ Z D58 & BLariR#L
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

RS
(62) /B #iE Rz 5 PTya/ (8eai3 Pl 7213 —29ixig3 PT; OK)
ALL MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PTsaLn)
HE(F D)EIER R R B o7

~ hn2  hn2 RS
(63) /M #HIE  RLiAgw BS5  PTs msdei)
TANAKA SATO MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PTj3(ranaka&saTo)
‘& AERED (2 DIFEIE R R v e B o7’

OR

_hn2 ha2 ( ¥ob) RS
(6)* /W ik (Eobp)  HilE Bz w 5 PTs gy /PTs w /
TANAKA SATO EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PTscranaxa /PTs(sato)
‘HH DD (2 DIFEIE AR e & B o 72

OR

__hn2 hn2 ( Eob) RS
(65) /H  fhfE  (Eobh)  HEIE Rz B5 PTs;/ PTs=bound pronoun
TANAKA SATO EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PTs3

OR

b2 k2 (¥ ob) RS
(66) /HH & (Eobp) #flE RBLgw M5 PTs/
TANAKA ALL EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PTj)
‘D2 (2 DOIFEIEA R e B o7z (PTs ¢y =*8e% T PT 3, — 0% 453 PT:OK)

OR

b2 k2 ( ¥ob) RS
(67) /% H  (¥ob) #illF  RIZzw E5 PTy/
ALL TANAKA EITHER-ONE MARRIAGE NO-GOOD THINK PT;
EHrHP(ZDO)EER R R e Bo (PTs ¢y =*8C% T PT 3 , —0FT%453 PT:OK)

(68) JSLICkF 2 FEoHFEML 0 —BEHISL « OFfF, @3 RIEX L — Structure dependence

(69) Set Formation/Form Sequence i€ X 2R & W5 B2 5 @ FIESETIRBENICHCEZENRT
WSBRBR LI w7, (EREDORR Z) XX EWIIINCORT T SBRBIEL 2D
nd (DB, RS (Referential Shift) & MFiE 5, FEEZ RIS 2 X 5 @ EET %, JSL @
RS 2838 3 2 BHEEFEIE I D v Tl R - PNIE(2021), PO (2019), JITRE(R02DZ) , 2o X5



2021 F 11 A 13 H  HEE¥RFE 39 MA=x (v 7 4 vhlfg)
7—2avy 7% 2% Strong Minimalist Thesis Z {723 UG O FHHE : £ OWEE & BLSRRHI
[JSL TR % Set formation/Form sequence & #ERMEO—3] WNIE T

X DAH % AE % T Set Formation 72> L Form Sequence 238\ > C\» 2 A]gEM:, Bl H strict
binary T3 WHEEZFo CW A AIREMEDR H 5 L T, ZoRICET ISR SEL Fifs
FELOEREEPIEZONDE D LI\,
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1. The locus of language variation under SMT

(1) Three conditions that UG must meet (Chomsky, 2020a: LSJ)
Learnability: it must be rich enough so that can overcome the poverty of stimulus
Evolvability: it must be simple enough to have evolved under the conditions of human evolution
Universality: it must be the same for all possible languages, given that language is a species property

common to humans

(2) More on language variation (Chomsky, 2020a: LSJ, FRFHIZKFEIZ L D)
- Now we have the sharp distinction between internal language based on Merge, yielding linguistic
formulation of thought on the one hand, and externalization to a sensory-motor medium, on the other.
- Externalization connects two entirely unrelated systems; that’s an operation that can be carried out in many

ways and is likely to be complex and unstable. It’s very natural candidate for the properties of variation,

complexity and mutability, which would then not be properties of language, but properties of an

amalgam of language and unrelated organic systems.

(3) parametrization and diversity, then, would be mostly — possibly entirely — restricted to externalization.
(Berwick and Chomsky, 2011: 37)

(4) a. Borer-Chomsky Conjecture (cf. Baker, 2008; Roberts, 2019)
All parameters of variation are attributable to differences in the features of the functional heads in the
Lexicon.
b. Phonology/Prosody (e.g., Tokizaki, 2011; Tokizaki & Kuwana, 2013; Dobashi, 2019; 4%, 2021, FlJil)
c. Rule ordering (Obata et al., 2015; Epstein et al., 2017)
d. Bundling of functional items (Bliimel et al., 2021; cf. Bobalijk & Thainsson, 1998)



2. Head Movement under SMT

(5) Chomsky (2020b: UCLA Lectures)
- Head raising has none of the right properties. It violates the Extension Condition.
WS =[{a, {b, {c,d}}}]
Merge (a, c, WS) = WS’ =[{a, ¢}, {a, {b, {c,d}}}]
|[WS| <|WS’| > *Resource Restriction
- Head raising has properties that cross syntax and phonology. So it’s almost entirely like

phonological processes in that it doesn’t have semantic consequences.

(6) Hisa’s proposal
WS =[C, {T, VP}, ...]
b. Pair-Merge (C, T, WS) = WS’ = [<C, T>, {T, VP}, ...]
c. Merge (<C,T>, {T, VP}, WS*) = WS” =[{<C, T>, {T, VP}}, ...]

(See also Omune, 2018 for recent analyses of head movement under SMT.)
(7) Under SMT, ...
a. Language variation = Externalization
b. Head Movement is difficult to formulate.
c. Head Movement does not have semantic consequence.
3. A& (2021, FIRIH) on Head Parameter
(8) K={X,YP} > Minimal Search finds X in K.
(9) Prominent element (PE): A lexical item detected with Minimal Search
(10) Adjacency: Linearization determines what is next to what.
(11) Two logical possibilities
a. To make PEs adjacent to each other
b. Not to make PEs adjacent to each other

(12) L= {s XP, {, Y,{ s ZP, {s W, QP}}}} PEs=W and Y

(13) PEs are adjacent > XP-ZP-QP-W-Y Head-final structure



(14) PEs are not adjacent
a. XP-Y-ZP-W-QP  Head-initial structure
b. XP-Y-ZP-QP-W
c. XP-ZP-W-QP-Y

(15) Generalized Role Reversal (cf. Nasukawa & Backley, 2015)
a.  Syntactic heads are phonologically weak.

b. Syntactic dependents (complements and specifiers) are phonologically strong.

(16) a. XP-Y-ZP-W-QP > S-W-S-W-§
b. XP-Y-ZP-QP-W 2> S-W-$-§-W
c. XP-ZP-W-QP-Y > $-§-W-S-W

(17) Clash avoidance: *s-s

4. Back to Head Movement

(18) PEs are adjacent
- XP-ZP-QP-W-Y Head-final structure

(19) KERDSR—/V %Wt~ 7=,
[tp Taro-ga [vp ¢ [ve booru-o ket-] v-] ta]

(but see Hayashi 2016 for evidence in support of head movement in Japanese)

(20) PEs are not adjacent
- XP-Y-ZP-W-QP Head-initial structure

(21) Taro kicked the ball.
[tp Taro T [,p ¢ v [ve kick the ball ] ] ]

(22) English vs. French (cf. Pollock, 1989)
a. John (often) speaks (*often) Italian.

b. Jean (*souvent) parle (souvent) I’italien.

(23) Probe-Goal Contiguity (Richards, 2016: 117)
Given a probe o and a goal B, o and B must be dominated by a single ¢ (phonological phrase),

within which f is Contiguity-prominent.



(24) Match Theory (e.g., Selkirk, 2011; Elfner 2012)
a. Every syntactic (possibly complex) head corresponds to a prosodic word o.
b. Every XP corresponds to a phonological phrase ¢.

c. Every clause corresponds to an intonational phrase 1.

(25) a.  English has prosodically active left edges of ¢.
b.  French has prosodically active right edges of ¢. (cf. Liaison)

(26) John (often) speaks Italian.

Syntax: [tp [ppJohn] T [wtv [vp speak [pp Italian] ] ] ]
Prosody 1: (dtp (ppp JOhn T (dvpv (dbvp speak  (¢ppltalian *Probe-Goal Contiguity
Prosody 2:  (¢tp (¢pp John (ppp T-v-speak Italian
T
(often)

(27) Contiguity Adjunction (Richards, 2016: 108, 58 IZRIEIZ K D)
Take a pair of adjacent prosodic nodes and make one of them a daughter of the other.

(28) V and Obj cannot be separated in English.

(29) Jean parle (souvent) I’italien.

Syntax: [t [ppJean] T [wtVv [ve parle [pp I’italien] ] ] ]
Prosody 1: Jean ¢pp) T v parle I’italien ¢pp) dvr) dvp) O1P)
*Probe-Goal Contiguity
Prosody 2: Jean T-v-parle ¢pp) I’italien ¢pp) dpvr) dvp) O1P)
T
(souvent)

(30) Subj and T cannot be separated in French.

5. Conclusion

(31) Under SMT, the following things converge (hopefully).
a. Language variation = Externalization
b. Head Movement is difficult to formulate.

c¢. Head Movement does not have semantic consequence.
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