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On Weak Phases
3

0.

(1) Along with Transfer, all other operations apply at the [strong] phase level. IM [Internal
Merge] should be driven only by [strong] phase heads.
(Chomsky 2005: 9)

(2) [..] we take CP and VP to be phases. [...] there remains an important distinction between
CPA*P and others: call the former strong phases and the latter weak.
(ibid. 2001: 12)

(3) Every child, doesn’t seem to his; father to be smart. (every > not), (not > every)'
(Sauerland 2003 310)

(4) a  Every child; doesn’t seem to his; father [rp every-ehild, to be smart]
b.  Every child, doesn’t seem to his; father [every-ehild, to be smart].

©)
Edge

11

(6) a. [ypnet) [every child doesn’t seem to his father [every-ehild to be smart]]] (every >not)
[sp NOt Y’ [every child doesa’t seem to his father [every-ehild to be smart]]] (not> every)

(7) a  Everystudent mustn’t getan A. At most a third of them get one. (not > every)
b.  Every student usually doesn’t follow. In fact, half of them usually don’t follow.  (not>every)

" not every every doesn’t
“In fact, half of them aren’t smart.”
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(8) a Janmustn’tgetan A. #In fact, he could getan A ora B. *(not > must)
b. Tom usually doesn’t follow. #In fact, half the time he doesn’t follow.  *(not > usually)
(ibid: 309)
9 must  usually
A3) (4b)
1.2
(10) Every child; doesn’t [,p every-child; [,p seem to |his; father| [1p every-child; to every-child; be
A A A
smart]]]. A |

(11) Intermediate positions of successive cyclic A’-movement do not induce binding effects or
have other A-position properties. (Chomsky 2005: 16)

(12) a.  Two women; seemed to each other; to twe-wemen; be dancing with every senator.
(*every > two)
b. QR is impossible out of a raising infinitival. (Seurland, 2003: 312)

(13) Sauerland (2003)
a. Inverse scope interpretation is derived by total reconstruction to a position to Spec vP.
b. A-movement across VP can proceed through an intermediate vP-adjoined A-position
where apparently no feature checking takes place.

* Lasnik (2003) A

(i) Every coin is 3% likely to land heads. (every > 3% likely), *(3% likely > every)
(Lasnik 2003: 121)

Park and Park (2002) (ii)~(iv) likely n% how
(@) (vb)
inverse scope

(i) a. Thereis likely to be a riot.

b. Advantage is likely to be taken of John.
(iii) a. *How likely to be a riot is there?

b. *How likely to be taken of John is advantage? (Park and Park 2002: 236)
(iv) a. *There hopes to be a dog in the barn.

b. *The shit hopes to have hit the fan. (Hornstein 2001: 25)

(V) a. A unicom is likely to be apprehended. =1t is likely that a unicorn will be apprehended.
b. A unicorn is eager to arrive. = #/*1t is eager that a unicorn will arrive.
(Park and Park 2002: 237)
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(14) IM (Internal Merge) should be driven only by phase heads (C, v¥).
(15) a. vP Internal Merge

b. vP A

(16) 1t seems to be T that is the locus of the @-features that are involved in the Nominative-
agreement system, and raising of the external argument subject or unaccusative/passive object
to SPEC-T. (Chomsky 2005: 9)

(17) T manifests @-features and tense if and only if it is selected by C.  These features are inherited
from C, the phase head.

(18) A as well as A’-movement must be triggered by probes in C.
a. The Edge-feature (EF) in C attracts the wh-phrase to the edge of C.
b. The Agree-feature in C, inherited by T, raises the DP to T.

(19) a.  who saw John

b. C|[T [who [v* [see John]]]]
c.  whos [C [who, [T [who, v* [see John]]]]] A = (whoy, whos)
— A =(whoy, whoy), (whoy)

(20) EF can be inherited from the phase head along with the Agree-feature. [...] by some kind of
feature spread, this extends to all T’s in the phase. (Chomsky 2005: 22)

(21) Uninterpretable features of C must be inherited by an element selected by C [...] but it cannot
be v*, which already has features.’ (ibid. 2006: 15)

(22) — / v C Edge

@) A )

V V V

(¢ [DPT [DRv [BRT[.BP.]]




24) a. A : T v
b. A Edge

(25)

12 19

a. [At which of the parties that he; Mary, to] was every man, i introduced to her, *?

*[At which of the parties that he, invited Mary, to] was she; * introduced to every man, *?
(Legate 2003: 507)

(26) )

a. [At which conference where he; mispronounced the invited speaker,’s name] did every

organizer;’s embarrassment l/ escape her, *?

b.  *[At which conference where he; mispronounced the invited speaker’s name,] did it, *

escape every; organizer entirely *?

(ibid- 508)

(27) a.  [...] successive-cyclic wh-movement proceeds through passive [and unaccusative] VPs, as

well as transitive vPs.

b. [...] unaccusative and passive VPs are [strong] phases as well.

(28) Legate (2003)

a. / VP ?)
b A (11)
(29) (22)
a. / vP
b. (253) (26a) wh WP A
(30) a v C Edge
b. A vP
3. CP

(31) a.  *Sam, who I know [cp; when you said you saw 7], is a famous linguist.

b.  Sam, who I know [cp; when to try to see 7], is a famous 1inguist.5

Y (26a-b) escape 2 ‘forget’
> (31) Frampton (1990: 69)

(ibid: 506)
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(32) a. ‘*karera;-o [[otagai;-no sensei]-ga [Mary-ga 1 hihansita to] itta] (koto).
they-ACC each other-GEN teacher-NOM Mary-NOM  criticized that said fact
“Them, each other's teachers said that Mary criticized.”
b. ?[kareraj-o [John-ga [[otagaij-no  sensei]-ni, [ ¢ homeru yooni tanonda]]]]
they-ACC John-NOM each other-GEN teachers-DAT — praise to  asked

(koto).
fact
“Them, John asked each other’s teachers to praise.”
c. [karera-o [John-ga [[otagai;no sensei]-ni  syookaisita]]] (koto).
they-ACC John-NOM each other-GEN teachers-DAT introduced  fact
“Them, John introduced to each other’s teachers.” (Aoshima, 2001: 44-45)

(33)
a. *Janeza; je njegovioce rekel, [da se  bojiy].
J-GEN AUX his father said COMP REFL fear
"Janeza, his father said that he fears."
b. Janeza;je  njegov;oce sklenil [poslati # v semenisce].
J-ACC AUX his father decided send-INF  to theological-seminary
"Janeza, his father decided to send to the theological seminary." (Marusic, 2003: 2-3)

(34) Control infinitivals not introduced by an overt complementizer must be IPs.
(Boskovic, 1996: 301)

(35) a. *John said [Peter left] and [that Bill kissed Mary]. (Radford 1997: 149)
b.  John expected [to write a novel] but [that it would be a critical disaster].(Boskovi¢, 1996: 133)

(36) Only identical categories can be conjoined, idiomatically. (Radford 1988: 76)
(37) a.  What he suspected was [that Bill saw Monument Valley].
b.  *What he suspected that was [Bill saw Monument Valley]. (Koster and May, 1982: 132)

c.  *What the terrorists believe is [they will hijack an airplane]. (Boskovic 1996: 282)

(38) a. What he wanted was [for Bill to visit Monument Valley].

b. What he wanted was [to visit Monument Valley]. (Koster and May, 1982: 132)
(39) a. CP
b. CP
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(40) a. CP
b A 0
C.
A
(41) a. 6
| VT v v
[cxp C* [1p John T [,+p Johna v [vp Mary V [cp C [1p T [i+p Mary v* .. ]]111]]
v v v
0 % 0
b.
| V \4 4
[c+p C* [1p John T [,p John v [vp (Mary) V [cp C [1p T [, John v* 11111
v v
0 %
(42) Homstein (1999) — 0
a. John persuaded Mary to leave.
b. [tpJohn T [,+p John persuade+v*[d] [vp Mary V[6] [cp C [1p to [,p Mary leave]]]]]].
A
A\
(43)
a. Eg skipadi hann a0 vera godur/gddan.
1 asked him-ACC Comp be-INF good-masc.sg. NOM/ACC
“I asked him to be good.”
b. Eglofadi honum ad vera gddur/*gédum/*gddan.
1 promised him-DAT Comp be-INF good-masc.sg. NOM/*DAT/*ACC
“I promised him to be good.” (Anderson, 1990: 263)
VY v vrvACC
(44) & [cp C* [rp I T [ysp 3 v* [yp him V [ep C [1p T [be him good]]]11]
L A A NOM
Vv Vv vy NOM
b. [C*P C* [Tp 1T [vp Iv [Vp himV [cp C [Tp T [be 1 gOOd]]]]]]]
LA AA NOM
6 C c* C C
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v*
b - C
V —
\V4 7
d C \"

(46) [PRO] is the sole NP that can bear null Case. [...] the infinitival element (with null agreement)
and the head of ING of gerundive nominals check null Case [...].

(Chomsky and Lasnik 1993: 561)

47) a. Ipersuaded the men (all) to (all) resign.
( p gn
b.  The men (all) promised me (*all) to (all) resign.8

(48) a.  [cop C*[rpIT [xpv* [xp the men X [vp themen V [cp C [tp T [+ the-men v¥]]]]]]]]
\%4 \2 \

|
b.  [cop C* [rpthemen T [,p themen v [yp me X [vpme V [cp C [1p T [,+p themen v¥]]]]]]]]

(49) TP VP
4.
(50) a.
Edge A
b Cp
A
7 .
promise
Hornstein (2001) \'%
Lasnik (1999), Chomsky (2000)
8 Baltin (1995: 222)
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