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1. Introduction
One of the main issues in the minllnalist program, which has long been assumed and researched since the launch of generative grammar, is the question
of which domains constitute cycles for syntactic derivations. The most recent
concept in this regard is phase, which was introduced by Chomsky (2000).
Phases play a number of important roles in relation to lexical array, cyclic
Spell-out, and escape-hatch positions etc. Fox & Pesetsky (henceforth F&P)
(2005a) have come up with another interesting role that phases are supposed
to play with respect to the ordering of syntactic elements. They have proposed
that once established, the relative ordering among elements in a phase should
be maintained throughout the whole derivation. Thus, phases are domains
that should keep the record of orderings and have influence on the orderings
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over the derivation at large. F&P call this aspect of ordering Cyclic Linearization
(CL).
Drawing on F&P (2005a), Ko (2007) has claimed that puzzling but interesting phenomena related to scrambling in Korean can be successfully explained
under CL. Her analysis hinges crucially on some subject-object asymmetries in
Korean scrambling and the host NP-numeral quantifier (NQ) constituency,
and on vP's status as a Spell-out domain. In this paper, I criticize her analysis
particularly with respect to the host NP-numeral quantifier constituency and
determination of Spell-out domains. Against her analysis, according to which
a case-less numeral quantifier and its host NP comprise a constituent, I adapt
Miyagawa's (1989) mutual c-command analysis in tandem with a current
minimalist development (Chomsky 2008), and propose that they do not form
a constituent but do enter into an anaphoric relation. On the other hand, with
Ko's (2007) analysis of vP as a Spell-out domain subject to criticism, presenting some serious theoretical problems it makes. It should be noted that this
criticism would apply to F&P's (2005a) original proposal. Consequently, I will
show that the intriguing phenomena observed by Ko (2007) can be reasonably
accounted for in the way proposed in this paper.
The organization of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the notion
of CL and its application to Korean scrambling by Ko (2007). Section 3 addresses the problems with F&P's CL approach and Section 4 presents other
problems with Ko's (2007) CL analysis. Section 5 provides the basis for our
alternative analysis by introducing recent developments in the minimalist program and suggesting some necessary revision. Section 6 presents the alternative analysis of the puzzling phenomena of Korean scrambling without recourse to the CL approach. Section 7 concludes the paper.

2. Cyclic Linearization
2.1. F &P' s Order Preservation
Since Chomsky (2000), it has been extensively assumed that the mapping
between syntax and phonology occurs cyclically in a derivation. This cyclic
mapping is called cyclic (or multiple) Spell-out (cf. Uriagereka 1999). F&P
(2005a) pay attention to a particular aspect of Spell-out: linearization. Rather
than using the term phase, they employ the term Spell-out domain. 1 Under their
proposal, once a domain is spelled-out, the elements in the domain are lin-

I

Though similar, F&P's Spell-out domain and Chomsky's phase are different in that the fonner
indicates the domain itself that is transferred to phonology, while the latter refers to the domain
that provides edges as escape hatches and contains some phrase to be spelled-out.
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earized, and the ordering information is kept throughout the derivation. If another Spell-out domain, in turn, is constructed, its elements are also linearized
by Spell-out, and the ordering information is also accumulatively stored. Thus,
the gist of their proposal can be expressed as follows:
(1) Order Preservation
Information about linearization, once established at the end of a given
Spell-out domain, is never deleted in the course of a derivation.
With this notion of Order Preservation, F&P provide a clear and intriguing
analysis of the phenomenon of Scandinavian Object Shift (OS). They show
that their theory of cyclic linearization with the Order Preservation can explain
ordering restrictions associated with Scandinavian OS without recourse to any
complication of linguistic levels as presented by Holmberg (1999). Given that
F&P's list of Spell-out domains includes at least CP, VP, and DP, the theory of
cyclic linearization explains the word order restrictions imposed on Scandinavian OS in the following way.2
(2) OS + V-C movement
a. Jag kysste henne inte [yp tv to]
I kissed her not
b. VP: [vp V 0]
Ordering:
V<03
c. CP:

b

~

{'

II

S V b'P ts 0 adv [vp tv to]]
Ordering:
S<V
V <0

V<O
O<adv
adv<VP
(2a) is a legitimate example of OS in Swedish, in which the object henne 'her'
has moved to a position outside VP and the verb kysste 'kissed' to C in terms of
V2 in this language. In some step of the derivation of this sentence, VP is constructed and spelled-out as a Spell-out domain, where the ordering of V<0 is
established and recorded as in (2b). The derivation goes on to the point of CP
as in (2c), where a new ordering information is provided, which creates no
contradiction to the ordering information established by the previous Spell-out
domain VP CV still precedes 0 in the domain of CP). Thus, the whole deriva2

The Swedish data below are taken from Holmberg (1999), which have been also used in F&P

3

The symbol < indicates linear precedence, and hence 'V<0' means that V precedes O.

(2005a).
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tion involves no violation of the Order Preservation, and hence the sentence is
grammatical.
Now, let's turn to a sentence that contains an illegitimate instance of OS.
(3) OS without V to C movement (embedded clause)
a. * ... att jag henne inte [vp kysste to]
that I her not
kissed
b. VP: [vp V 0]
Ordering:
V <0

~

I

c. CP: b C hp S 0 adv [vp V to]]
Ordering: C<8
V <0
8<0
O<adv
adv<VP
adv<V
(3a) shows an embedded clause where V-C movement does not occur but OS
takes place nonetheless. The first Spell-out domain VP establishes the order
'V<O.' However, when the derivation reaches the second domain, CP, the
ordering information includes 'O<adv' and 'adv<VP.' Since V is contained
within VP, which entails V is preceded by adv, and hence by 0, the ordering
information from CP contradicts that from VP, rendering (3a) ungrammatical.
On the other hand, if a matrix clause like (4a) has an auxiliary verb that
moves to C while V remains in situ, OS is blocked.
(4) OS without V to C movement (matrix clause with auxiliary verb)
a. *Jag har henne inte [vp kysst to]
I have her not
kissed
b. VP: [vp V 0]
Ordering: V <0
c. CP:

~
~
I
I
fer S aux [TP ts 0 adv taux [vp V to]]
Ordering:

8<aux
aux<O
O<adv
adv<VP

V<0

adv<V

Here again, the two Spell-out domains, VP and CP have contradictory ordering information, which causes the ungrammaticality of (4a). We find that
F&P's (2005a) proposal has impressive simplicity. While previous proposals,
including Chomsky (2001), Bobaljik (1995), and Holmberg (1999), involve
complicated problems with verbal morphology and non-syntactic operations,
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F&P's analysis appears to be nice and clear. Thus, their proposal would be
much more convincing if it were possible to apply it to complex problems in
other languages also in a nice and dear fashion. In this sense, Ko (2007) provides a great support for their proposal. The next subsection will take a look at
her analysis of some puzzling phenomena related to Korean scrambling.

2.2. Cyclic Linearization and Scrambling Puzzles
Ko (2007) takes a puzzling subject-object asymmetry in Korean as the starting point of her analysis. As shown below, when scrambling involves subjector object-oriented Numeral Quantifiers (NQs), the subject may intervene between the object and the object-oriented NQ, while the object cannot intervene
between the subject and the subject-oriented NQ.
(5) a. John-i
maykcwu-lul sey-pyeng
-Nom beer-Ace
3-CL
'John drank three bottles of beer. ,
b. maykcwu-lul John-i
sey-pyeng
beer-Ace
-Nom 3-CL
'John drank three bottles of beer. ,

masi-ess-ta.
drink-Past-Dec
masi-ess-ta.
drink-Past-Dec

(6) a. haksayng-tul-i
sey-myeng maykcwu-lul masi-ess-ta.
student-PL-Nom 3-CL
beer-Ace
drink-Past-Dec
'Three students drank beer.'
b. *haksayng-tul-i
maykcwu-Iul sey-meyng masi-ess-ta.
student-PL -Nom beer-Ace
3-CL
drink-Past-Dec
'Three stduents drank beer.'
(6b) runs parallel with the Japanese example below that has been presented by
Saito (1985), who has claimed, based on this example, that subjects can never
be scrambled.
(7) *gakusei-ga

sake-o
san-nin
student-Nom sake-Ace 3-CL
'Three students are drinking sake.'

nondeiru.
drinking

Given that Japanese allows multiple scrambling as shown by (8), Saito (1985)
raises the question of why (9) cannot be a possible representation for (7).
(8) [s sono hon-oJ [s JOhn-ni2 [s Mary-ga [yp t2 tJ watasita])]] (koto)
that book-Ace
-Dat
-Nom
handed
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(9) [s Gakusei-gal [s sake-0 2 [s tl sannin [vp t2 noneiru]]]]
Saito's (1985) answer to this question is the assumption that subjects are not
assigned abstract Case in Japanese. As Saito (1985) takes scrambling as A'movement, the trace left behind by scrambling is a variable, which is supposed
to have abstract Case. Since the trace of the subject gakusei-ga does not have
abstract Case in (9) accordingly, Saito's (1985) final conclusion is that subjects
in general cannot be scrambled at all in Japanese. 4
However, Ko (2007) claims that there is some evidence that subjects can indeed be scrambled. According to her, this claim is supported by such data as
(10) and (11).

(10) haksafng-tuh [na-nun
student-PL-Nom I-Top

[t

sey-myeng Mary-lul manna-ass-ta-ko]
3-CL
-Ace meet-Past-Dec-Comp

sayngkakha-n-ta.
think-Pres-Dec

t

I

(11) haksayng-tul-i 1 pwunmyenghi tl sey-myeng maykcwu-lul
student-PL-Nom evidently
3-CL
beer-Ace
masi-ess-ta.
drink-Past-Dec

In (10), the embedded subject moves to the sentence initial position via longdistance scrambling. Though in order to advocate the impossibility of subjectscrambling, one would claim, as Saito (1985) does, that the embedded subject
is not actually moved, but the matrix subject is lowered to be a downgraded
parenthetical expression, Ko (2007) argues that adverbs like pwunmyenghi 'evidently' are vP-extemal and hence the subject in (11) is scrambled to the effect
that it moves across the high adverb pwunmyenghi.
With this argumentation in favor of the possibility of subject-scrambling, Ko
(2007) points out that the ungrammaticality of (6b) should be explained in
terms of CL. In order to provide an analysis based on CL, Ko (2007) makes
the following assumptions. s

4

5

Note that Saito (1985) gets his hypothesis about subject Case marking in Japanese subject to the
framework of the so-called GB theory, which is difficult to subsume under the minimalist program. His hypothesis, hence, doesn't seem to be available in the current approach.
I will address problems with these assumptions in the next section. Meanwhile, I will just follow
her analysis here.
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(12) a. vP and CP are the Spell-out Domains (phases) in Korean.
b. XP in(side) [Spec, a P] canno~move to [Spec, a P] of the same head
a. (c£ Ko's (2005) Edge Generalization)
c. NP and N Q are merged as sisters.
With these assumptions, Ko (2007) first provides an analysis for the unproblematic case of scrambling in (Sb).

n

(13) a. [0 1 S t1 NQ,bj V]
maykcwu-Iul1 John-i t1
sey-pyeng masi-ess-ta.
beer-Acc
-Nom 3-CL
drink-Past-Dec
'John drank three bottles of beer. ,

fI

b. [vp 0 1 [v' S t1 NQ,bj V v]]
Linearize vP: O<S<NOQQj<V<v
c.

fI

.

b hp 0 1 [vp t1 [v' S t1 NQ,bj V v]] T] C]
Linearize CP: O<vP<T<C ~ Ordering in CP:
O<S<NPQQj<V<v<T <C

As graphically seen from (13b) and (13c), the object scrambles over the subject
to the outer Spec-v and then to Spec-Co In vP the relative ordering between the
object and the subject is established as O<S, which is maintained in the domain of CP, and then yields no ordering contradiction between the two domains. 6
For the ungrammatical example (6b), Ko (2007) explores three possibilities,
all of which are eventually rejected in some manner. A first possible derivational scenario is shown in (14).

6

A problem with this analysis is that there is another route through which an ordering contradiction can appear. Since Ko (2007), as well as F&P (2005a), does not rest on the Phase Impenetrability Condition (plC), it is possible to extract the object from within vP without moving it to
Spec-v. This will result in the ordering in vP as S< ... O .. , which contradicts the ordering in CP
'O<S.' Ko (2007) seems to assume that this scrambling case without going through Spec-v is just
not allowed with the derivation ruled out at PF. A different, but related, problem arises with
F&P's (2005a) account o[OS under CL. In order to yield V<O order in OS constructions, F&P
(2005a) claims that Spec-V is not available for OS. Though they try to explain this restriction in
terms of Case checking, this claim has been criticized by some of the authors (peter Sells, 0ystein Nilsen, Jonathan D. Bobaljik, and Elena Anagnostopuoluo among others) involved in
discussing the pros and cons of F&P's (2005a) CL approach in Theoretical Linguistics (TL) 31
(2005). Another issue concerning this problem is the domain internal movement triggered by CL,
which will be discussed in Section 3. Also, see G-S Moon (2007).
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(14)

f}l

I

t

I

a. *[S2 0 1 t2 N(1ubj tl V]
*haksayng-tul-iz maykcwu-lu1l tz sey-meyng t1 masi-ess-ta.
3-CL
drink-Past-Dec
student-PL-Nom beer-Acc
'Three stduents drank beer.'

b. [vp 0 1 [v' S N<1u~ tl V v]]
Linearize vP: O<S<N0mili<V<v

tI

c. [cp 0 1 [vp tl [v' S tl NQ,~ V v]] T C]

I

t

d. [cp S2 0 1 [vp tl [v' t2 tl NQ,bj V v]] T C]
Linearize CP: S<O<N(1ubj<V<v<T<C [ordering constradiction!]

In this scenario, the object scrambles over the subject in the vP domain, which
establishes the ordering that places the object in front of the subject. After the
object moves further to Spec-C, the subject undergoes scrambling over the object. The final ordering in CP includes the subject placed before the object,
which contradicts the ordering in the previous Spell-out domain vP. Hence,
this scenario is ruled out.
A second scenario presented by Ko (2007) allows the object in situ in the vP
domain as shown in (1Sa).
(15) a. [vp S N(1ubj 0 V v]]
Linearize vP: S<NQg<O<V<v
b.

b

t

t

I

I

S2 0 1 [vp t2 N(1ubj tl V v]] T C]
Linearize CP: S<O<N~<V<v<T<C [ordering contradiction!]

Since it does not undergo scrambling, the object follows both the subject and
the N(1ubj in the vP domain as the linear ordering in (lSa) shows. In (lSb)
both the subject and the object move out of the vP domain to the upper CP
domain. After this CP is spelled out, the ordering between the subject and the
object is consistent in this case, but the newly established linear order between
the object and N(1ubj is differentiated from their ordering in the vP domain.
This discrepancy renders the sentence ungrammatical.
There is a scenario for the derivation of (6b), which, according to Ko (2007),
is not available since it violates the Edge Generalization as stated in (12b).
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(16) Unavailable scenario: subject scrambling from Spec-v to Spec-v

t

~

I

I

[vp Sz [v' 0 1[v' [oP tz NQUbj] [VP t1 V] v]]]
The problem with the derivation in (16) is that the subject is moved from
within the DP that is in a specifier position ofvP, and then it is raised to another specifier position of the same head v. Ko (2007) argues that this kind of
movement should be severly banned since the probe feature of a head cannot
c-command into an element that is within its specifier; the probe cannot search
the goal in such a situation (cf. Chomsky 2000,2001).
Along this line of analysis, Ko (2007) is apparently successful in claiming
that there is no "ban on subject scrambling" and the subject-object asymmetry
in scrambling follows from the structural probe-goal relationship and CL.
However, since there are also some problems with Ko's (2007) analysis and,
ultimately, with F&P's theory of cyclic linearization, we will discuss them in
the next sections.

3. Problems with CL7
In the Principles-and-Parameters approach, prevailing in the 1980s and
1990s, it was assumed that movement leaves a trace, which is co-indexed with
the moved element. However, the trace is not an element that can survive in
the minimalist program, since it necessarily requires certain objects like indices,
which the inclusiveness condition never allows to be present in the computational system of human language.8 Thus, the inclusiveness condition forces
the grammar to employ the copy theory of movement. The element left behind
by a movement operation is a copy of the moved element itself, which is selected from the lexicon (via numeration). Suppose that movement involves
copying operations, and extraction from a Spell-out domain leaves a copy.
Then, does the copy left behind participate in the ordering table? Here, the CL
analysis finds itself in a predicament. If the answer to this question is negative,
the ordering table contains no information about linearization between the
7

Some comments on the discussion in this section are in order. One of the reviewers pointed out
that the CL approach has been very extensively discussed in Theoretical Linguistics 31 (2005).
Hel she seemed to regard the discussion in this section as just repeating some of the contents in
that journal. Though I'm grateful to himlher for indicating what I should have done with the
prior work, the discussion in this section is different from those in the journal, which is the reason
why I did not specifically cite individual papers. At any rate, I will indicate the relevant work in
the course of discussion in this section in order to avoid such misunderstanding.

8

The inc1usiveness condition requires that no new objects be added in the course of computation
apart from rearrangement of lexical properties. Note also that the trace itself is difficult to regard
as an object from the lexicon.
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moved element and others that are still within the Spell-out domain. On the
other hand, if the answer is affinnative, the ordering table may never be completed when there arises a domain-internal movement within a single Spell-out
domain. Consider the following example. 9
(17) Successive-cyclic wh-movement + V-movement to C

n

Ven3 kysste2jag [vp t3 t2 t3] ?
who kissed I
In (17), the final ordering table of the CP domain should linearize ven 'who'
followed by kysste 'kissed.' This relative order between the two elements, in
turn, should entail that they are linearized in the same order within the lower
Spell-out domain, VP, as presented graphically by the arrowed line in (17).
The problem, then, is how one can linearize the two copies of ven (=t3) in this
domain. Since one of these two copies should not participate in the ordering
table, the CL approach seems to find out a way to ignore one of them in determining the linearization of the VP domain. F&P (2005a: 41) attempt to
break through this predicament by abandoning the copy theory of movement.
They admit that if movement of a constituent CL with phonological properties
P is viewed as a process that produces a copy of CL and merges the copy in a
new position, then the grammar must include some statement that prevents
one of the two copies from being pronounced, i.e., one that prevents P from
being copied along with the other properties of CL (cf. Groat and O'Neil1996,
Pesetsky 1998). Thus, they adopt the view that movement is a process that
takes a single instance of CL and remerges it, and hence the issue of multiple
realization ofP does not arise (cf. Chomsky's (2000) idea of occurrence).
However, their selection of the remerge operation over the copying operation does not seem to solve the problem since a spelled-out domain becomes a
chunk from which no element can be extracted. This means that if an element
participated in an ordering table, it could not be extracted from the Spell-out
domain. On the other hand, if one tries to have an extracted constituent CL in a
Spell-out domain, there is no such constituent as CL under the hypothesis of
movement as remerge. Moreover, there is a serious flaw in the analysis that
posits domain internal movement as in the VP of (17). If dislocation of an
element involves domain-internal movement as in (17), it necessarily targets
the projection of the same head it has first merged with (cf. Grohmann 2003).
Pesetsky himself, in the famous work co-authored by Torrego (P&T 2001),

9

In (17), the traces and their indices are used only for convenience's sake. They should be regarded as copies of the moved elements.
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claims that this kind of movement should be banned. 10
(18) Ban on Domain Internal Movement (BDIM)
The movement of complement to its head has the effect of merging it
with the same head twice.
The movement within VP in (17) vertically violates (18). In fact, if a movement is required to use an edge of a Spell-out domain through domain-internal
movement, it always violates (18). Thus, F&P (2005a) should have motivated
such a domain-internal movement in order to explain why CL cannot help
using it in some cases. But I don't see any possibility for them to present supporting evidence for such a kind of movement. 11
Let's assume, nevertheless, that F&P (2005a) can somehow evade the problem with the domain internal movement. Even in this case, they encounter
further counter-evidence against their theory of CL. Richards (1997, 2001) has
claimed that there are instances of tucking-in movement in languages where
multiple movements to Specs to a single head occur. At first glance, tucking-in
movement of two affected elements is consistent with the CL analysis by F &P
(2005a) because the affected elements maintain their original relative order in a
lower domain as presented by the following Bulgarian examples. 12
(19) a. KOgOI kakv02 e pitallvan [vp tl t2]
whom what aux asked
b. ?*Kakv02 kOgOl e
pitallvan [vp tl t2]
what whom aux asked
Without recourse to the tucking-in movement hypothesis by Richards (1997,
2001), F&P's (2005a) CL seems to successfully account for the contrast between (19a) and (19b). Assuming VP as a Spell-out domain in Bulgarian just
10

11

12

Chomsky (2001, 2008) claims that complement-specifier distinction is useless except that complements are first-merged and specifiers are later-merged. He bases this claim on the biolinguistic perspective, which takes the Merge-triggering feature EF as undeletable, and hence yielding
an infinite range of expressions. We can derive the BDIM in (18) from this biolinguistic perspective so as to eliminate complement-to-specifier movement within a single head's projection.
The domain internal movement has been addressed by Sells, Bobaljik, Nilsen, AnagnostopouIou, and F&P themselves in TL 31 (2005). However, the focus of these authors' concem has
been put on the usability of the VP-edge as an escape hatch with respect to the Inverse Holmberg Effect (llffi), which F&P have labeled for the Quantifier Movement (QM) in several
Scandinavian languages. The main point of this issue is what is the reason why OS should not
use the VP-edge while QM with JHE should make use of it. Though this issue is not trivial, I
will not further discuss it. The reader should refer to the work in TL 31 (2005) and the references
cited therein.
Williams (2005) has also given Serbo-Croatian wh-movement cases that provide the same puzzle for the CL theory.
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as in Icelandic, we can explain the ungrammaticality of (19b) by showing that
the final ordering between kakvo 'what' and kogo 'whom' contradicts the ordering in VP (tl<tZ).
However, when dealing with Bulgarian sentences containing more than two
wh-elements moved to the Specs of a single head, the CL analysis fails to apply
since according to Richards (1997, 2001), ordering between wh-elements other
than the highest one can be freely varied. Richards contrives a principle to explain such freer ordering among multiply moved elements.
(20) Principle of Minimal Compliance (pMC; Richards 1997,2001)
If the tree contains a dependency headed by H which obeys constraint
C, any syntactic object G which H immediately c-commands can be
ignored for purposes of detennining whether C is obeyed by other
dependencies.
In order to see how aptly the PMC works with Bulgarian multiple whmovement cases, consider the following examples.

(21) a. Kojl
who
b. Kojl
who

kogoz kakvo 3 tl
whom what
kakvo3 kogoz tl
what whom

e
aux
e
aux

pital [vp t2 t3]
asked
pital [vp t2 t3]
asked

(21a) is parallel with (19a) except for the addition of the subject wh-word,
which occupies the most sentence-initial position. Furthermore, the other two
wh-words maintain the same order as that in VP (t2<t3), and hence seem to
support the theory of CL by F&P (2005a). However, the picture is different
with the ordering between kakvo and kogo in (21b). The ordering thatlinearizes
kakvo in front of kogo clearly compromises the ordering between t2 and t3 in the
lower Spell-out domain, VP. Here, F&P's (2005a) CL hypothesis fails but
Richards' (1997, 2001) PMC succeeds. The choice we should make with this
example is evident: discarding the CL hypothesis, and finding a new approach
or accepting the PMC.
Before ending this section, I would like to present an additional problem
with F&P's (2005a), as well as Ko's (2007), CL hypothesis. F&P (2005a) assumes that the list of Spell-out domains includes CP, VP and DP at least. According to their analyses of OS and QM in Icelandic, vP should be excluded
from this list in Icelandic. On the other hand, Ko (2007) puts vP in the Spellout domain list at least in the case of Korean with VP as another Spell-out
domain. This means Spell-out domains can be parameterized. However, given
that one of the reasons why Spell-out domains are needed is that the burden of
working memory can be greatly reduced in terms of Spell-out's chunk-making
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effect (Chomsky 2000), the domains for Spell-out should be universal rather
than language-specific because it doesn't seem to make sense to claim that different language speakers adjust to different working memory burdens. In one
of their footnotes, F&P (2005b) have stated that they do not argue that Spellout domains do vary across languages, but that external merger of an external
argument may occur before or after Spell-out. Thus, in a language in which vP
doesn't appear to be as a Spell-out domain, specifiers and adjuncts of vP are
merged after the Spell-out ofvP. However, this is likely to be another case of
ad hoc parameterization though we might be required to wait for F &P presenting decisive evidence that will feed this timing parameterization. Meanwhile, it seems reasonable to reject the CL hypothesis as an adequate device
for explaining word order variations across languages.

4. Problems with Ko's (2007) Analysis
In the previous section, we looked at some arguments with which it is reasonable to reject the CL hypothesis as an adequate theory of word order variations across languages. However, as we saw in section 2, Ko's (2007) analysis
of Korean scrambling facts under the CL hypothesis gets impressive achievements. Despite the flaws of the CL hypothesis, I feel that we cannot help admitting its strengths in explaining actual linguistic phenomena, and hence that
it is necessary to explore whether there are troubles specific to Ko's (2007) own
analysis. I see some problems with Ko's (2007) analysis despite its seeming
success in explaining Korean scrambling facts. Thus, I will present them putting aside the inherent problems with the CL hypothesis presented in the previous section. 13
The first problem with Ko's (2007) analysis comes from her explanation of
the DP-NQ constituency and quantifier floating. With respect to the structure
of the DP-NQ combination in Korean, Ko (2007) assumes that the host-DP
and the case-less NQ are combined as a single DP underlyingly at least, and
later can be dissociated in the same way that the inalienable possessor is dissociated with the possessee. However, this analysis runs counter to the Subject
Condition, which expresses the (universal) restriction that no element can be
extracted from within subject constituents (cl. Huang 1982, D Kim & Y-H
Kim 2002).14 Consider the following contrast between quantifier floating in
13

This does not mean that the above discussed problems with the CL hypothesis do not hold for
Ko's (2007) analysis. Rather, the problems with CL should be regarded as inherent to the theory
itself, which Ko's (2007) analysis is supposed to have in addition to the problems to be addressed in this section.

14

Recently, Chomsky (2008) has addressed the Subject Condition within a different context. Presenting some cases involving subject extraction, Chomsky (2008) proposes a constraint that in-
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Korean and subject wh-extraction in English.

(22) a. haksayng-i1 [vp [DP tl han-myeng] maykcwu-lul masi] nota.
student-Nom
one-CL
beer-Acc
drink Pres-Dec
'A student drinks beer.'
b. *It was the car [ofwhichh [[the driver td caused a scandal.
One can insist that Korean quantifier floating cases are different from subject
wh-extraction cases in English since Korean allows subject extraction at large
while English does not. Furthermore, it can also be claimed that quantifier
floating is possible with host DPs even in English, which might suggest that
subject-associated quantifier floating should not be compared with subject whextraction (cf. Sportiche 1988, Fitzpatrick 2006). However, the point I would
like to make in this section is the same as this claim. I think that quantifier
floating may involve different derivational steps from those related to subject
extraction. In other words, as quantifier floating is different from subject whextraction, it is also different from inalienable possessor raising cases in languages like Korean.
There is crucial evidence that suggests the possibility that the host DP-NQ
constituency is different from the inalienable possessor-possessee constituency.
Based on previous studies (H-S Choe 1987; Ura 1996,2000, S Cho 2000) and
her own arguments,15 Ko (2007) advocates the so-called constituent approach to
the inalienable possessor raising construction (IPRC) that argues that the possessor is a direct argument of the possessee and is extracted from the DP that contains both of them. Recognizing the parallelism between the IPRC and the
quantifier floating construction, she further claims that her account of quantifier
floating constructions directly extends to the corresponding IPRC constructions.
However, there is an asymmetry between the two kinds of constructions, which
Ko (2007) has missed unfortunately. Consider the following examples.
(23) a. haksayng-i
han-myeng maykcwu-lul masi-n-ta.
student-Nom one-CL
beer-Acc
drink-Pres-Dec
'A student drinks beer.'

hibits movement from within Specs of phase heads but not extraction from Specs of non-phase
heads. In fact, the expression "universal" enclosed by parentheses might be eliminated regarding the Subject Condition since there are cases where subject extraction is possible as in languages like Japanese and Spanish. This issue has triggered much interest and related debates.
See Homstein et al. (2007) and references cited therein.
15

We will not discuss Ko's arguments here since I basically agree with her in taking inalienable
possessor raising constructions to be underlyingly constituents. I have addressed this issue in
other independent work (see Y-H Kim 2008).
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b. *cheIswu-ka
tongsayng
hakkyo-ey tani-n-ta.
-Nom younger brother school-to come andgo-Pres-Dec
'As for Chelswu, his brother goes to school.'
(24) a. haksayng-i
han-myeng-i maykcwu-Iul masi-n-ta.
student-Nom one-CL-Nom beer-Acc
drink-Pres-Dec
'A student drinks beer.'
b. cheIswu-ka
tongsayng-i
hakkyo-ey tani-n-ta.
-Nom younger brother-Nom school-to come and go-Pres-Dec
'As for Chelswu, his brother goes to school.'
sayngsen-ul han-mali mek-ess-ta.
(25) a. chelswu-ka
-Nom fish-Acc
one-CL eat-Past-Dec
'CheIswu ate a fish.'
b. *cheIswu-ka
sayngsen-ul soksal mek-ess-ta.
-Nom fish-Acc
fillet
eat-Past-Dec
'Chelswu ate the fillets of a fish.'
sayngsen-ul han-mali-Iul mek-ess-ta.
(26) a. chelswu-ka
-Nom fish-Ace
one-CL-ACcc eat-Past-Dec
'Chelswu ate a fish.'
b. chelswu-ka
sayngsen-ul soksal-ul mek-ess-ta.
-Nom fish-Acc
fillet-Acc eat-Past-Dec
'Chelswu ate the fillets of a fish.'
What is notable with these examples is that genuine IPRCs don't allow the
possesse not to be case-marked (23a, 25a) whereas quantifier floating constructions may have NQs without a case marker (23b, 25b). 1bis is crucial because
Ko (2005, 2007) analyzes case-marked NQs as adverbial elements basegenerated separately from their host NP IDPs. One can ask why IPRCs differ
from quantifier floating constructions in behavior with case-marking if, as Ko
(2005, 2007) claims, the possessor-possessee constituency resembles the host
DP-NQ constituency contrary to fact. Thus, from the contrasts shown in (23)(26), we can infer that there is something wrong with Ko's presentation of the
host DP-NQ constituency.
On the other hand, there are some impressive data presented by Ko (2007),
which, she claims, provide further evidence in favor of her host DP-NQ constituency. See the following examples.
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(27)

a. *John-i
kong-u1 apeci-ka
cha-n-ta. 16
Jonn-Nom ball-Acc father-Nom kick-Pres-Dec
'John's father plays soccer.'
b. John-u1
Mary-ka
tali-lu1 cha-ass-ta.
John-Acc Mary-Nom leg-Acc kick-Past-Dec
'Mary kicked John's leg.'

What Ko (2007) emphasizes in applying the possessor-possesse structure to the
host NP-QP constituency with respect to scrambling is that the asymmetry
found between the possessor raising examples (27a) and (27b) has been also
witnessed between the quantifier floating examples (5b) and (6b), repeated
below.
(5) b. maykcwu-lu1 John-i
sey-pyeng
-Nom 3-CL
beer-Acc
'John drank three bottles of beer.'
(6)

masi-ess-ta.
drink-Past-Dec

b. *haksayng-tu1-i
maykcwu-lu1 sey-meyng masi-ess-ta.
student-PL-Nom beer-Acc
3-CL
drink-Past-Dec
'Three students drank beer.'

Just as the object kong-ul cannot intervene between the double subjects John-i
and apeci-ka in (27a), the object maykcwu-lul cannot come between the host NP
haksayng-tul-i and the NQ sey-myeng in (6b), while the subjects Mary-ka in (27a)
and John-i in (Sb) don't do anything harm when they intervene. With this parallelism between IPRCs and floating quantifier constructions, Ko argues that
her CL analysis for the latter can be directly extended to the former. Thus, it
seems that the two types of constructions are subsumed under Ko's (2005)
Edge Generalization (EG).

16

(27a) is not identical to Ko's (2007) original example in its tense fonn. I have purposefully altered the past tense in her original example into the present tense since even with the ordinary
order the sentence does not have a nonnal status.
i) ??John-i
apeci-ka
kong-ill cha-ass-ta.
-Nom father-Nom ball-Acc kick-Past-Dec
'John's father kicked a ball.'

This fact seems to be related to some aspectua1 restrictions on Korean double subject constructions, which we will not address here. See Y Kim (1980) for a detailed account.
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(28) The Edge Generalization

aP

A

a

(Z)

I

rAa

l

AA
X

Y

(JP

a

If X and Y are dominated by a noncomplement (Spec) yP of a Spell-out domain uP, X and Y cannot be separated
by an uP-internal element Z that is not
dominated byyP.

6... z ...
I think that EG makes sense and is descriptively correct. However, it is not
clear whether the ungrammaticality of (27a) is due to the violation ofEG and
CL as Ko (2007) assumes, because she has missed the following contrast.
(29)

a. *kong-ul John-i
apeci-ka
cha-n-ta.
ball-Acc
-Nom father-Nom kick-Pres-Dec
'John's father plays soccer.'
b. maykcwu-lul haksayng-i sey-myeng massi-ess-ta.
beer-Acc
student-Nom three-Cl
drink-Past-Dec
'Three students drank beer.'

If Ko (2007) is right in claiming that the ungrammaticality is due to the violation ofEG and CL, (29a) should be grammatical in parallel with (29b) contrary to fact. If the deviant status of (27a) and (29a) can be explained by some
interpretive reasons,17 we can dispense with CL (though not with EG). Given
the problems with CL as discussed in section 3, I do not see any reason that
we should pursue the guidance provided by CL.
Another point that Ko (2007) has missed is related to an aspect of scrambling that includes subjects with covert Case in the sense ofY-H Kim (1998,
1999). Korean allows the subject to have non-overt nominative case (hence
covert Case) in certain transitive sentences while the object is marked with
overt Case. 18 Curiously enough, the object cannot scramble over the subject in
17

18

The deviant status in question seems to be related with the topic/focus statuses of the double
subjects. Though I cannot determine what the reason is for this deviant status, some relevant
discussion about the statuses of the double su~ects can be found in J. H-S Yoon (1987).

In Y-H Klm (1998, 1999), I claimed that covert Case is fully possible with subjects in Korean.
But some researchers have argued against subjects with covert Case in Korean. Among them,
Ahn and Cho have claimed in a series of their work related to this issue (H-D Ahn and S Cho
2005, 2006a,b, 2007) that in fact, seemingly covertly case-marked subjects in Korean are left dislocated elements (for related issues, see also D Lee (2003), W Lee and S Cho (2003), K Choi
(2005), Y-T Hong (2004), and H-P Im (2007) among others). Though I should admit that sub-
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such sentences.
(30) a. chelswu

maykcwu-lul masi-n-ta
beer-Ace
drink-Pres-Dec
'Chelswu drinks beer.'
b. *maykcwu-lul Chelswu masi-n-ta

(31) a. chelswu-ka
maykcwu-lul masi-n-ta
-Nom beer-Ace
drink-Pres-Dec
b. maykcwu-Iul Chelswu-ka masi-n-ta
For whatever reason (30b) is impossible, it seems clear that we are not able to
deal with this example under Ko's CL analysis since the minimal difference
between (30b) and (31b) (and between (30a) and (31a» lies in the manner of
case marking, which is not directly related to word order. 19 What I want to
note with respect to the implication of these examples is the contrast between
(33a) and (33b).
(32) a. haksayng-i han-myeng maykcwu-lul masi-n-ta.
student-Nom one-CL
beer-Ace
drink-Pres-Dec
'A student drinks beer.'
b. haksayng-i han-myeng-i maykcwu-1ul masi-n-ta.
student-Nom one-CL-Nom beer-Ace
drink-Pres-Dec
(33) a. *haksayng-i maykcwu-lul han-myeng masi-n-ta
student-Nom beer-Ace
one-CL
drink-Pres-Dec
'A student drinks beer.'

jects with covert Case are not always possible in Korean, I still believe that they have some differences from left dislocated elements in the SerlSe ofKim (1991). I will not pursue this issue here,
but the reader should refer to Y-H Kim (1998, 1999) for detailed discussion.
19

One of the reviewers has daimed that there is no reason to suppose that Ko's (2007) theory
should account for all restrictions on movement or scrambling. Hence (30b) could well fall under her account with some extension. I agree with him/her that it could be possible to extend
the CL analysis proposed by Ko (2007) to cover these data. However, notice that my argument
presupposes the problems inherent in the theory of CL. It is doubtful that we should depend on
the CL analysis with such an additional exterlSion despite its inherent problems. Moreover, I
cannot see a clear way to have (30a) subject to the CL analysis without an additional
independent restriction on case marking.
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b. haksayng-i
maykcwu-Iul han-myeng-i masi-n-ta20
student-Nom beer-Acc
one-CL-Nom drink-Pres-Dec
'A student drinks beer.'
Though more complicated factors are involved in determining the ungrammaticality of (33a) than in accounting for the deviant status of (30b), they have
something in common in regard of object positions for accusative case checking and scrambling. It could be possible to deal with the problems of ungrammaticality of data like the above ones under Ko's or F&P's CL analysis with
some revision or make-up of their theory. However, I'll attempt a totally different approach to these data and show that they can be accounted for without
recourse to the CL, which has serious problems both conceptually and empirically. But, before proceeding toward presenting my analysis, an additional
note is necessary for the DP-NQ relation.
In fact, Ko's analysis of quantifier floating faIls within the stranding analysis,
which, together with the adverbial analysis, has comprised the main stream in
the analysis of quantifier floating.21 Drawing mainly on the contrasts among
sentences like (23-26) and between (30) and (31), Y-H Kim (2008) claims that
the adverbial analysis is more plausible for Korean quantifier floating constructions than the stranding analysis?2 According to him, floated NQs are adverbial QPs that contain the anaphoric empty pronominal PRO. For convenience's sake, let's take Y-H Kim's (2008) claim without argument. Then, an
NQ and its host DP do not form a constituent but are merged separately.
Their relation is a kind of anaphor-antecedent relation constrained by a condition like Miyagawa's (1989) mutual c-command,23 though we cannot accept
Miyagawa's (1989) mutual c-command condition because it adopts multiple
branching structures. Instead, adapting Miyagawa's (1989) mutual c-command condition, I tentatively posit the following immediate c-command con20

21

22

23

A reviewer has pointed out that it is not desirable for me to offer no account of (33b). Though I
have my own analysis of data like this example, I will not provide it due to the limit of space.
However, it should be noted that my analysis is just the reverse of Ko's (2007) in that the parallelism with lPRCs should be applied to (33b), given the contrast between (25a) and (25b), and
the inertness of the subject condition in examples like (22a). See Y-H Kirn (2008) for the details
of my analysis in this context.
I follow Fitzpatrick (2006) in dividing the approaches to quantifier floating into two categories:
namely, the adverbial analysis and the stranding analysis.
A reviewer criticized my treatment of floating quantifiers as adverbials (hence the adverbial
analysis) for its being hardly new. I have never claimed that the adverbial analysis is a novel and
original proposal made in this paper (as the reviewer pointed out, B Kang (2002) already adopt
the adverbial analysis, for example). I just claim that the adverbial analysis is more convincing
than the stranding analysis, which will prove to serve as a useful means for explaining scrambling facts in floating quantifier constructions.

For similar approach to the relationship of a floating quantifier and its host DP, see Bobaljik
(1995).
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dition. Here, Cl. immediately c-commands
commanded by Cl. and c-commands ~.

~

iff there is no y such that y is c-

(34) A DP or its trace should immediately c-command its associate NQ.24
Though the immediate c-command condition (34) is not an established principle, it can serve to cover the data we have been trying to explain. Thus, we
have partly set up the stage for explaining cases that do not appear to be handled by Ko's CL analysis. In the next section, to provide a plausible alternative
to Ko's CL analysis, I will present a further proposal for completing the stage,
which includes some recent theoretical issues related to the explanation to be
provided in this paper, and then present a novel analysis of the relevant data.

5. Verb phrase Architecture and Parallel Movement
5.1. Feature inheritance and v*P structure
As researchers in the field of the rninimalist syntax know well, Chomsky has
tried to limit phase heads to C and v* (and possibly D 25). Especially, he claims
in Chosmky 2001 that T (or INFL) is a kind of substantial category to the effect that its finiteness and <p-completeness are determined by C. This claim has
become more strengthened in Chomsky 2008, where he argues that INFL
inherits features, especially its Agree-features, from C, and hence has them

24

A reviewer asks whether there is empirical evidence that shows DPs other than the host DP
cannot c-command the associate NQ. He points out the following example as counter-evidence
to the immediate c-cornmand condition (34).
i) Speaker A: i

chayk cal

phalli-eyo?

this book well sell-Comp
'Does this book sells well?'
i chayk-u! ney-myeng saka-ass-eyo.
Speaker B: onu! haksayng-tuI-i
buy-Past-Comp
today student-PI-Nom this book-Acc four-Cl
'Today, four students bought this book.'
The sentence uttered by Speaker B challenges to any approach to quantifier floating in Korean.
Ko (2007) also admits this phenomenon but does not intensively address it. So many complicated matters including focus, stress and intonation etc. are involved in sentences of this type
that I can't fully address this problem here, but a possible solution to this problem can be found
in Miyagawa and Arikawa (2007).
25

Chomsky has shown a reserved attitude toward the establishment of the phasehood of DP in
that he has only alluded to the possibility ofDP being a phase head. There are so many different
proposals about determining phasal categories that some researchers have even argued every
maximal phrase functions as a phase (cf. Boeckx & Grohmann 2007). For the time being, we
will not touch the problem ofDP as a phase head. For relevant discussion bearing on this issue,
see Uriagereka (1999), Boskovi6 (2005), Hiraiwa (2005), Boeckx and Grohmann (2007), and YH Kirn (2005).
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only derivatively. In addition, he also admits the possibility, a la Miyagawa
(200Sa,b), of focus features inherited by INFL. Let's assume, with Chomsky
(2008) and Miyagawa (2005a,b), without argument, that Agree- and focusfeatures (and the edge feature) of C is inherited by (or transmitted to) INFL
only derivatively. Can this inheritance mechanism be accommodated by v*-V?
On this matter, Chomsky (2008) argues that on optimal assumptions, transmission of Agree-features should be a property of phase-heads in general, not
just of C. According to him, v* has to transmit its Agree-features to V, which
due to the inherited Agree-features should be able to raise an object to Spec-V.
1bis is highly analogous to subject- raising to Spec-INFL. Chomsky seems to
keep ECM constructions in mind while taking this analogy to be generally
applicable to raising to Spec-V. He presents the following example as one that
indicates the plausibility of the analogous raising to Spec_V.26
(35) *The slave] expected [the picture of him]] to be somewhere else.
Here, the pronoun him should not be bound by the subject the slave, which suggests that the object DP [the picture of him] does not occupy the position of
the subject of the embedded infinitival clause. If this DP has been raised up to
Spec-Vas Chomsky (2008) suggests, the impossibility of the co-reference of the
subject DP and the pronoun can be accounted for by Binding Condition B.
However, though Chomsky's analysis in (35) seems to be effective for
ECMed objects in general, it conflicts with the following statement by Chomsky (2008) himself
(36)

The number of specifiers is unlimited; the specifier-complement distinction itself reduces to first-Merge, second-Merge, etc.

Suppose that we have a language that has overt object-movement for Case
checking and it targets V as Chomsky (2008) assumes. Due to (36), this
movement is the second-Merge of the same goal to the same probe, which
should be strictly banned because one of the natural consequences of (36) is as
follows.
(37) The movement of complement to its head has the effect of merging
with the same constituent twice.

26

A reviewer claims that (35) is fully grammatical with the co-reference of the slave and him. Since I
have no available argument for the grammaticality status of the example, I will follow Chomsky
(2008) in treating the co-indexing as impossible.
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As graphically shown by (38), the movement of the object Obj targets the same
head (in fact, a projection of the same head). Allowing this kind of movement,
we seem to be unable to block infinite movement that targets Specs of the
same head.
To avoid such an undesirable result, we should try to look for another route
while maintaining feature inheritance system within the verbal phase v*P. For
this purpose, I will adopt Y-H Kim's (2005) idea that the position of object for
accusative Case checking is lower than that of the external argument EA.27 yH Kim (2005) further claims that this movement is not Object-Shift in the
sense of Holmberg (1986), and thus it should be called Case-shift (cf.
Svenonius 2000). However, the analysis of Case shift within v*P structure by
Y-H Kim, as well as by other researchers mentioned in note 27, has a couple
of conceptual problems. First of all, it distinguishes outer and inner Specs as if
they have different statuses: the outer Spec as the position for EA and the inner
Spec as the position for Case shift. As the statement in (36) indicates, if the
distinction between the specifiers and the complement is only a matter of the
order of Merge, the same logic should be applicable among specifiers: i.e.,
specifiers should not be distinguished in their statuses. Secondly, if Chomsky
(2008) is correct in establishing C-INFL relationship for feature inheritance,
which enables A-movement for Case checking (i.e., Case shift), it will be desirable for v* to have a feature-inheritance relationship with some element
other than V. In this sense, using distinction between inner and outer Specs of
v* is likely to fail to facilitate A-movement for Case checking.
Here, a speculation about C's and v*'s roles is in order. Given their status as
phase heads, the relevant question is this: Are C and v* are parallel in their
functions? The answer to this question is of course negative. Consider some of
their roles listed below, which are quoted from D Kim and Y-H Kim (2007).
(39)
27

C: the locus of the EF and Agree-feature, being a phase head ....

This idea is not totally new since there have been some researchers who make a similar suggestion. To my knowledge, Bobaljik (1995) is the first who has argued for the lower position for object shift, followed by Y-H Kim (1998), and C Yim (2007). Ura (1996,2000) also allows inner
Spec-v to be used for object shift (OS) though he claims that outer Spec-v is also an available position for OS.
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(40) v*: the locus of the EF and Agree-feature, being a phase head, providing the configuration for EA's theta-role, determination of verbal
category, providing the position of OS or Case shift .....
Why are much more burdens of roles imposed on v* than on C? With respect
to this question, of the roles listed in (39), "determination of verbal category" is
noteworthy. This role is related to Marantz's (1997) theory that lexical categories are introduced without categorial features, but their categorial statuses are
determined later by the functional heads associated with them (cf. Chomsky
(2008), Hiraiwa (2005) and work in distributed morphology including Halle
and Marantz (1993) and Harley and Noyer (1999)). Then, a lexical root R is
determined as V when it is associated with v*, and as N when associated with
n, a functional element corresponding to v*. With respect to this theory, we
can ask whether this n head has the same function as v*'s? It should be noted
that the asterisk as in v* is added because the little verb with a full argument
structure (i.e., the transitive little verb) should be distinguished from the little
verb associated with unaccusative verbs (cf. Chomsky 2001, Legate 2003).
Though it is not clear whether Chomsky (2001) makes substantial distinction
between v* and v, it is v, not v*, that makes a lexical root R verbalized in the
case of unaccusative constructions. Thus, suppose that v* and v are distinguished from each other, and that v always appear with R for category determination independently from v*. Then, we can get a desirable advantage: reducing the burdens on v*. To sum up what we have discussed so far, the following verbal phrase structure can be given to us.
(41) ~
EA

v*

~
v*

v

~
Obj

v

~
v

V-root

~
V-root

Obj

In this structure, accusative Case is assigned to NPs/DPs (except EA) in the
v*-v domain, and hence the v*-v relationship, not the v*-V relationship, is parallel to the C-INFL relationship. Hence, we can improve the feature inheri-
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tance system and the weakness of inner-outer Spec distinction.
5.2. Parallel Movement and Scrambling
Chomsky (2008) considers some cases where Huang's (1982) CED does not
hold. His examples include the sentences in (42).
(42) a. It was the car of which the driver was found.
b. Of which car was the picture awarded a prize?
(43) a. *It was the car of which the driver caused a scandal.
b. *Ofwhich car did the picture cause a scandal?
Chomsky (2008) claims that the reason for these examples not showing CED
effects comes from the fact that they have passive or unaccusative verbs. Admitting that CED effects still hold with the examples in (43), he suggests a new
way of deriving the examples in (39). He assumes that it is not INFL that yieds
A-movement of the subjects to the Spec-INFL position in (43). Instead, he
claims that A- as well as A' -movement must be triggered by C's features. Thus,
merged to the structure, some wh-accessing feature of C28 attracts the whphrases within the object DPs to its Spec and the object DPs to the Spec of
INFL, which inherits relevant agreement-features from C. This results in the
dissociation of the A-chain from the formation of the A' -chain in parallel as
shown by (44)

(44)

JC t T [v [V [the (driver, picture)
I
I
ofwhich]]]]

Chomsky (2008) further claims that this dissociation should hold for whconstructions in general. Thus, according to him, A- and A' -positions are distinguished not by their structural status within a phrase marker, but by the
manner in which they are derived. The object wh-phrase in a passive or unaccusative construction never undergoes movement to Spec-C through SpecINFL, but rather the relevant A- and A' -movement must occur separately. To
see this, let's look at an example from Chomsky (2008).
(45) a. C [INFL [who [v* [see John]]]]
b. Who i [C [whoj [INFL [whok v* [see John]]]]]
c. Who saw John
28

Chomsky (2008) abandons wh- or Q-feature as an uninterpretable feature triggering whmovement, but proposes that wh-movement is made possible by the same mechanism that induces other A' -movement like topicalization.
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With relevant feature checking accomplished in the v*P, C's probe features
seek their goals. In this case, C's edge feature (+EPP feature) raises who to
Spec-C, and its Agree feature (=<p-feature), inherited by lNFL, raises the same
who to Spec-lNFL. (4Sb) shows the result of these operations. Here, whoi and
whok have a direct relation with each other, and the same is true for whoj and
whok• However, whoi and whoj never have any relationship regarding chain
formation. Though invisible, the A-chain (whoj , whoJ exists indepently of the
A' -chain (whoj , wh00. This is supported by examples like those presented below.
(46) a. Who was never seen?
b. *Who was there never seen?
The minimal difference between (46a) and (46b) is the existence of there, which
occupies the position that should be provided for the independent Amovement of who. This example suggests that A'-movement can take place
only when the relevant, but independent, A-movement is carried out in parallel.
Now, let's turn ourselves to scrambling. Suppose that the mechanism of parallel movement proposed by Chomsky (2008) should apply to A' -movement
in general. What do we expect to happen with scrambling? Though there has
been much work devoted to scrambling with respect to its A-movement
properties (see Webelhuth (1992) and Mahajan (1990) among others),
scrambling is most reasonably treated as A' -movement. D Kim and Y-H Kim
(2007), briefly addressing scrambling from the perspective of parallel movement,suggest the following.
(47) As a bona-fide A' -movement, scrambling must include Case-shift: i.e.
Scrambling of the object over the subject should include Case-shift of
object to Spec-v and movement to Spec-v* in parallel.
(47) includes what (46a) has suggested above to the effect that A'-movement
can occur only when the relevant, but independent, A-movement takes place
in parallel.
With (47) and the mechanism of parallel movement, we can present an interesting analysis of those scrambling cases that involve NPs/DPs with covert
Case in the sense ofY-H Kim (1998, 1999). According to him, overt Case indicates the activation of lNFL's and v's EP feature (inherited from C and v*
respectively), whereas covert Case indicates the inertness of the same feature.
See the following examples.
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(48) a. *maykcwu haksayng-i
beer
student-Nom
'A student drank beer.'
b. *maykcwu-lul haksayng
beer-Acc
student
'A student drank beer.'

masi-ess-ta
drink-Past-Dec
masi-ess-ta
drink-Past-Dec

In (48a), the object maykcwu has undergone scrambling without any case morphology, which means that it has covert Case. The parallel movement mechanism requires the object to move to Spec-v in parallel with its movement to
Spec-C through Spec-v*. However, as is meant by its covert Case, the object's
movement to Spec-v is impossible due to the inertness ofv's EF feature; hence,
the ungrammaticality. On the other hand, there are no problems with the
movement of maykcwu-Iul in (48b), but in this case, the subject haksayng, which
has covert Case, induces the ungrammaticality due to the inertness ofINFL's
EF feature. Note that (48b) resembles (46b) in that the necessary A-movement
is blocked in the two cases.
Now, we are ready to analyze our problematic data presented by Ko (2007),
which are repeated below.
(49) a. haksayng-i sey-myeng maykcwu-lu1 masi-ess-ta.
student-Nom 3-CL
beer-Ace
drink-Past-Dec
'1bree students drank beer.'
b. maykcwu-lul haksayng-i
sey-myeng masi-ess-ta.
beer-Acc
-Nom 3-CL
drink-Past-Dec
'John drank three bottles of beer. ,
c. *haksayng-i
maykcwu-lu1 sey-meyng masi-ess-ta.
student-Nom beer-Ace
3-CL
drink-Past-Dec
'1bree stduents drank beer.'

In the next section, I will present my analysis of these examples based on the
discussion so far.

6. Analysis
Let's first consider the derivation of (49a). This sentence will reach the
following stage of the derivation.
(50)

[v*p haksayng-i sey-myeng [vp [vp maykcwu-lul masi] v] v*]

Here, v inherits Agree-feature and EF-feature from v* as we discussed in the
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previous section. Let's assume with Y-H Kim (1998, 1999) that DPs with
overt Case moves to its Case-checking position overtly (Case shift). Then, the
object maykcwu-lul should undergo Case shift to Spec-v since it is overtly casemarked.
(51) a. [v*p haksayng-i sey-myeng [vp [yp maykcwu-Iul masi] v] v*]
(feature inheritance by v from v*)
b. [v*p haksayng-i sey-myeng [vp maykJu-Iul l [yp
(Case shift)

t

masi] v] v*]

Then, INFL and C is merged with v*P in turn, and the subject haksayng-i
moves to Spec-INFL after the feature inheritance by INFL from C is carried
out.
(52)

~

I

.

b [IP haksayng-i2 [v*P t2 sey-myeng [vp maykcwu-Iul l [yp tl masi] v] v*]
ess]

tal

There are no problematic steps in the derivation, and hence the resulting sentence is grammatical.
(49b), which includes object-scrambling, shares with (49a) the steps ~p to
(51a). At the stage of (51a), the object undergoes parallel movement to Spec-v
and Spec-v* as showin in (53).

~

t

11.

(53) [v*P maykcwu-Iul l haksayng-i sey-myeng [/lP maykcwu-Iul l [yp tl masI]
v] v*] (parallel movement)
Then, the object in Spec-v* further moves to Spec..c after C and INFL is introduced, and the subject raises to Spec-INFL by the Agree-feature inherited
by INFL from C. Here, the movement of the object to Spec-C precedes the
subject's Case-shift because the former will induce the DIC (Defective Intervention Constraint) effect in the sense of Chomsky (2001) unless it opens up
the route for the subject raising to Spec-INFL by moving to Spec-Co

(54) a.

b

~

1

maykcwu-Iul l [IP [v*P tl haksayng-i sey-myeng [vp maykcwu-Iul1
[vp tl masi] v] v*] ess] ta (further A' -movement)

~.

1

.

b. rep maykcwu-Iu11 [IP haksayng-I2 [v*P tl t2 sey-myeng [vp tl [yp tl masI]
v] v*] ess] tal (subject raising to Spec-INFL)
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The analysis presented so far shows that the course of the derivation of (49b)
also has no problematic steps, and hence the sentence is ruled in.
To get the ungrammatical sentence (49c), we can take three routes towards
the resulting sentence. Let's look at each of them.
A first possible course of derivation includes the stage of (53), but this time,
the object does not undergo further A' -movement to Spec-C after C and INFL
is merged. In turn, INFL with the Agree-feature and EF inherited from C
should raise the subject to Spec-INFL. However, the object in the outer Specv*, with its relevant features checked off, induces the DIC (defective intervention constraint) effect, which renders the sentence ungrammatical.

~

t

maykjwu-lul1 haksayng-i sey-myeng [vp maykjwu-lul1 [vp tl
masi] v] v*] (parallel movement)
b. *(cp GP haksayng-i2 [v*P maykjwu-lul1 t2 sey-myeng [vp tl [vp tl masi]
v] v*] ess] tal (DIC)

(55) a.

[v*p

In order to avoid the DIC effect, the object has to move to Spec-C to opens up
the route for the subject's Case shift, but in this case the resulting sentence will
be (49b) rather than (46c). Note that this analysis resembles Chomsky's (2001)
partially representational treatment of wh-movement cases like the following.
(56) (Guess) whatobj [JOhnsubj T

[v*P

tobj [tsubj read tobj]]]

For (56), Chomsky (2001) provides the argument that the phonological edge
ofv* occupied by what should be vacated for John to be accessible to T's probe
features. This means that the object in the outer Spec-v* always leaves for an
upper position or undergoes stylistic/phonological operation like OS. The
movement of haksayng-i to Spec-INFL is impossible for the same reason.
In another possible route towards (49c), the feature inheritance by v from v*
is carried out after the introduction of the NQ sey-myeng even though the subject is not yet merged to Spec-v*. The merger of sey-myeng should be considered possible for its adverbial nature.
(57)

[v*p [vp sey-myeng [vp maykjwu-Iul masi] v] v*] (feature inheritance by
v from v*)

At this point of derivation, the object moves to Spec-v and Spec-v* in parallel
before the subject is merged to the outer Spec-v*. The resultant v*P contains
the NQ sey-myeng not immediately c-commanded by its host, the subject. Since
there is no way to establish the immediate c-command relation between the
subject and its associate NQ, the sentence is ruled out «58a) and (58b».

269

Against Cyclic Linearization: Scrambling and Numeral Quantifiers in Korean

~

t

11

maykjwu-lul\ sey-myeng [vp maykjwu-lul\ [vp t\ masi] v] v*]
(parallel movement)
b. [v*p haksayng-i maykjwu-lu1\ haksayng-i [vp maykjwu-lu1\ [w t\
masi] v] v*] (immediate c-command violation)

(58) a.

[v*p

The other possible course of derivation goes through the same derivational
steps as those for the previously considered derivation. Those steps are summarized as follows.
haksayng-i sey-myeng
inheritance from v* to v)

[vp maykjwu-lul masi] v] v*] (feature

(59) a.

[v*p

b.

[v*p

c.

b maytgw't-lu1\ [IP [v*P haksayng-i sey-myeng
v*] ess] tal (further A'-movement)

t

[vp

maykjwu-lul\ haksayng-i sey-myeng
masi] v] v*] (parallel movement)

t

[vp

t
11
maykjwu-lul\ [vp t\
[vp

t\ [vp t\ masi] v]

To get the word order in (49c), the subject targets the outer Spec-C while it also
undergoes the movement to Spec-INFL in parallel.

(60)

t

.

t.r;
1u I\ r_
h ks t
. [11
[
[cp haks ayng-12 maYI>o.JwuUP a ayng-12 v*P t\ t2 sey-myeng vP t\
[vp t\ masi] v] v*] ess] tal

Here, the problem is the subject's movement to the outer Spec-C. Note that
this movement is triggered by the EF feature of C, which also affects the object
raising to the inner Spec-C. This suggests that the movement of the subject to
the outer Spec-C should have been carried out in the tucking-in fashion in the
sense of Richards (1997, 2001), who has claimed that multiple movements
targeting the same single head must obey the tucking-in restriction. Thus, we
can treat (60) as a case of the tucking-in violation with the two movements to
the specifiers of C triggered by a single EF feature of C.
Though using the tucking-in restriction is a possible means to account for
the illegitimate status of (60), I have to admit that we can only tentatively attempt to block (60) since it seems to be very difficult work to prove that the
tucking-in restriction holds for a wide range of, if not all, movement types in
Korean. However, a possible case involving the tucking-in fashion movement
comes from -key ha causative constructions in Korean. See the following contrast.
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(61) a. che1swu-eykey chayk-ul yenghi-ka ilk-key
ha-yess-ta.
-Dat book-Acc
-Acc read-KEY do-Past-Dec
'Yenghi made Chelswu read a book.'
b. ??chayk-ul chelswu-eykey yenghi-ka ilk-key ha-yess-ta.
Assume that the dative-marked causee chelswu-eykey is base generated as an
argument of the matrix verb ha. 29 Then (61a) is derived at least from a structure like the following.
ha-yess-ta.
(62) yenghi-ka
chelswu-eykey chayk-ul ilk-key
-Nom
-Dat
book-Acc read-KEY do-Past-Dec
'Yenghi made chelswu read a book.'
With chelswu-eykey superior to chayk-ul in (62), the deviant status of (61 b) naturally follows if the tucking-in restriction works in Korean. That is to say, as the
two moved elements in (61) are supposed to be raised by the EF feature of the
single matrix C, they should observe the tucking-in restriction, hence the ungrammaticality of (61 b). 30 Of course, there might be many complicated factors
involved in the discussion of the applicability of the tucking-in restriction in
Korean, but those examples above suggests that it is applicable to Korean.
In sum, the analysis and account presented in this section, I hope, show the
possibility that the puzzling examples in (49) can be explained by means of the
recent minimalist mechanisms without recourse to the dubious CL approach.
Though one can hardly say that it is impossible to revise and extend the CL
approach so that it can resolve the problems presented in this paper, the analysis in this section suggests that the CL approach is unnecessary for explaining
the scrambling puzzles in question.

7. Conclusion
In this paper, I have examined the strengths and weaknesses of the theory of
Cyclic Linearization (CL) proposed by F&P (2005a), and its application to
Korean scrambling data presented by Ko (2007). Despite the merits of the CL
29

_key ha causative constructions, also called periphrastic causatives, have three ways of case mark-

ing the causee: namely, nominative, dative, and accusative. I will concentrate only on the dative
causee case for the purpose of avoiding complex matters associated with the structural description of -key ha causative constructions. Note also that the current discussion draws heavily on Y
Kim's (1993) account of the structures of the constructions.
30

Note incidentally that the CL seems ineffective in providing an account of the deviant status of
(6Ib) when it runs into the following (mid-distance) scrambling of chayk-ul.
i) yenghi-ka chayk-uli chelswu-eykey t, ilk-key ha-yess-ta.
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analysis, I could not accept Ko's CL analysis of scrambling in Korean as well
as F&P's original proposals, since they cannot help allowing undesirable operations to be introduced and Ko (2007) has missed some crucial facts about
Korean scrambling and case marking. Thus, adopting the adverbial analysis of
quantifier floating in the sense of Fitzpatrick (2006), I have presented a novel
analysis of the problematic data presented by Ko (2007) under Chomsky's
(2008) recent proposals including the parallel movement among others. I think
that my analysis is successful to the effect that it covers the same range of data
as Ko (2007), but does not bring about any of the conceptually and empirically
undesirable assumptions involved in her analysis. If the analysis presented in
this paper proves tenable, it ultimately can contribute at least to rethinking the
viability of the theory of CL.
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