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ABSTRACT

EUNSUK LEE: Types of Scrambling in Korean Syntax

(Under the direction of Randall Hendrick)

This dissertation aims to deepen our understanding of free word order phenomena or
“scrambling.” It offers a unified approach to some fundamental limitations on scrambling
both in clauses and in noun phrases of Korean. These would have been attributed to a
headedness parameter in earlier syntactic theories but are problematic in more recent
syntactic theories in the minimalist framework where such a parameter cannot be naturally
stated.

Korean scrambling has several limitations. It is blocked from preposing the verb. It
does not commute noun phrases that bear the same Case, nor does it prepose the right
member of a small clause. I argue that these descriptive generalizations follow from a single,
elegant restriction: only semantically complete or ‘saturated’ constituents can scramble. My
contention is that this restriction is part of Universal Grammar and should be an organizing
principle of all natural languages. The universality of the restriction is challenged by
scrambling phenomena in Turkish which have different properties than their Korean
counterparts. This variation is explained by recognizing two types of scrambling

distinguished by their landing site.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 ISSUES IN THE STUDY OF SCRAMBLING

Some languages, such as English, have a fixed word order in most circumstances.
Others allow considerable variation in how noun phrases of a given sentence are linearly
ordered without a change in semantic value. In Korean, for instance, a nominative noun
phrase and an accusative noun phrase are often inverted in sentences involving transitive
verbs, as illustrated in (1-1) and (1-2). This variation in word order is referred to in the

literature as “scrambling.”

(1-1) A7} )5 o)
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-nun-ta
Chelswu-NOM book-ACC read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

(1-2) 3 & 257} o)
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka ilk-nun-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’



Ross (1967) was the first generative treatment of scrambling. Ross proposed a
transformational rule to account for facts of this type. Although various approaches have
been proposed within generative grammar since then, the free word order phenomenon still
continues to provide a useful test for hypotheses about universal grammar.

This dissertation is written from the perspective of the principles and parameters
approach to syntactic structure and aims to develop our understanding of scrambling in
Korean from that perspective. I investigate this issue by asking the following questions: 1)
Can we present a unified approach to the numerous properties of scrambling in Korean?; 2)
Why are predicates resistant to scrambling in clauses?; 3) Is scrambling within noun phrases
the same as scrambling in clauses? In the Government and Binding framework of Chomsky
(1981), these questions would be answered with a headedness parameter and by
distinguishing landing sites for movement according to whether they could in principle be
directly assigned a thematic role. More recent work in syntactic theory, e.g. the minimalist
framework of Chomsky (1995), prevents the formulation of such answers and requires that
these questions be examined anew.

Scrambling has often been described as a process that applies without constraint.
This is implicit in the very notion of a “free word order” language. However, this traditional
view is overly simplified. According to traditional grammar of Korean such as Nam (2001)
and Martin (1992), there are several restrictions on Korean scrambling. Consider (1-3) ~ (1-

6).



(1-3) A7} 3 2] 7} by M AL TPt
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka pap-ul mekessta-ko  malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM meal-ACC  ate-COMP said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(1-4)%2 57} o] 8] 7} R 4= IR e
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka t; mekessta-ko  pap-ul; malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM ate-COMP meal-ACC said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(1-5y 257} i Holda 9t g}
Chelswu-ka ti pap-ul mekessta-ko  Younghee-ka; malhyassta

Chelswu-NOM meal-ACC  ate-COMP Younghee-NOM  said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(1-6)* 57} EC I EF e gy
Chelswu-ka ti t; mekessta-ko Younghee-ka;  pap-ul; malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM ate-COMP Younghee-NOM meal-ACC said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

In (1-4) ~ (1-6), the noun phrases % 3] 7} Younghee-ka ‘Y ounghee-NOM’ and %} pap-ul

‘meal-ACC’ scrambled over their predicate, the verb = 1T} mekessta ‘ate’. This rightward



scrambling over the verb is not allowed in Korean, and thus (1-4) ~ (1-6) are ungrammatical.

In (1-7) and (1-8), we see another restriction on scrambling in Korean.

(1-7) 7-&©] H] 7} Hrh
kwulum-i pi-ka toy-n-ta
cloud-NOM rain-NOM  become-PRES-DCL

“The cloud becomes the rain.’

(1-8y*H1 7} Tl At}
pi-ka kwulum-i toy-n-ta
rain-NOM  cloud-NOM  become-PRES-DCL

“*The cloud becomes the rain.’

In (1-8), the noun phrase H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ scrambles over the same Case-marked noun

phrase -5 ©| kwulum-i ‘cloud-NOM’. Apparently a noun phrase cannot scramble over
another noun phrase with the same Case-marking.
The unacceptability of scrambling the right member of a small clause is another of the

restrictions on scrambling in Korean. Thus, the bracketed small clause in (1-9) cannot be

scrambled to produce (1-10) ~ (1-12).



(1-9) AF k5 o] e wxE] ARy
salam-tul-i [ku-lul; pwuca-loj] syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM [he-ACC  rich man-as] think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(1-10)*AL 0] A= [1E 1 A7
salam-tul-i pwuca-lo; [ku-lul; ti ]  syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM  rich man-as  [he-ACC ] think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(1-11)* -2 = AbeEol (1= 1 A
pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i [ku-lul; ] syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as person-PL-NOM  [he-ACC ] think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(1-12)* -2 =2 s AbEol [ 1 A
pwuca-lo; ku-lul; ti’ salam-tul-i [ti t ] syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as  he-ACC person-PL-NOM [ ]  think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

In (1-10) ~ (1-12), where the right member of a small clause is scrambled over its specifier

(or small clause subject), the sentences become ungrammatical.



The restrictions on scrambling traditionally observed are a heterogeneous disjunctive
set of properties. One of the purposes of this dissertation is to present a unified approach to
these properties of scrambling in Korean. Minimalist syntax conceptualizes initial merger as
driven by semantic requirements like the ©—criterion. Merger as movement is driven to
remove formal features that cannot be interpreted at Logical Form (LF) (or Phonetic Form
(PF)). In this sense, initial merger forms semantically complete expressions from
semantically incomplete ones. Movement (merger of a constituent already in a tree) forms
syntactic expressions composed of only semantically interpretable constituents. Movement
cannot operate on semantically incomplete expressions and complete them both syntactically
and semantically. The intuition behind this system is that merger (and movement as merger)
are elementary (they can only do one thing at a time) and merger to satisfy the ©—criterion
(semantic completeness) has precedence over merger as movement. From this intuition
follows the basic thesis of this dissertation: scrambling (by movement) of semantically
incomplete expressions is banned.

The empirical content of this thesis can, perhaps, best be seen by considering again

the Korean small clause construction. In (1-10) ~ (1-12), the noun phrase A} = pwuca-lo

‘rich man-as’ is not allowed to scramble, unlike the other noun phrase ~LE ku-lul ‘he-ACC’

in (1-13) and (1-14).

(11328 BAZ Agsol [ ] Az
ku-lul; pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i [t t ] syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC richman-as  person-PL-NOM [ ] think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’



(1-14) 15 Aol [ AR ] A2t
ku-lul; salam-tul-i [t pwuca-loj] syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC  person-PL-NOM [ rich man-as] think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

If we follow the general perspective of this dissertation that only semantically complete

expressions scramble, the contrast between ~L& ku-lul ‘he-ACC’ and F-A}= pwuca-lo ‘rich

man-as’ is explained by the fact that the latter is semantically a function with an unsaturated
argument, while the former denotes an individual.

Scrambling is not completely uniform crosslinguistically. Predicates in Turkish are
mobile in a way they are not in Korean. Why are Korean predicates so resistant to
scrambling? I address this issue by combining Miyagawa’s (2001, 2003) analysis of the
landing site of scrambled constituents with my general claim that only semantically complete
expressions scramble.

My principal thesis can be further tested by its ability to explain the behavior of
complex noun phrases in Korean. Korean has a variable ordering within the noun phrases, as
shown in (1-15) and (1-16). Superficially, this word order freedom appears to parallel the
freedom we have observed within clauses and presents us with instance of scrambling against

which we can test the analysis of the scrambling in clauses.



(1-15) A9 A 2}
Chelswu-uy ku cha
Chelswu-GEN that car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

(1-16) 1 249 A}
ku Chelswu-uy cha
that Chelswu-GEN car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

Korean scrambles pre-nominal modifiers in noun phrases, as illustrated in (1-15) and (1-16).
However, the noun %} cha ‘car’ does not scramble, as shown by the unacceptability of (1-17)

and (1-18). The noun must be final in its phrase even though the other constituents in the

noun phrases are relatively free.

(1-17)* =2}k A9 -1
cha Chelswu-uy ku
car Chelswu-GEN that

‘that car of Chelswu’s’



(1-18)*H 2] AF -
Chelswu-uy cha ku
Chelswu-GEN  car that

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

This behavior of the noun in (1-17) and (1-18) superficially resembles that of the verb which
also appeared phrase finally in case of scrambling in clauses. However, the scrambling in (1-
15) and (1-16) and its restriction in (1-17) and (1-18) are not explained by the hypothesized
ban against scrambling semantically unsaturated constituents in clauses. The limit on
predicate scrambling can tell why V is final in its phrase but cannot be extended to why N is
final in its phrase. The explanation for the restriction on scrambling in clauses relies on
Miyagawa’s claim that an EPP (Extended Projection Principle)-/Focus-feature is the
motivation for scrambling. Because the noun phrases do not have an EPP-feature, our thesis
predicts that there should be significant asymmetries between scrambling in noun phrases

and scrambling in clauses.

1.2 ORGANIZATION

This dissertation is organized as follows.

Chapter 2 presents some fundamental assumptions by identifying the properties that
make scrambling distinct from topicalization and by reviewing why scrambling is given a
movement analysis within a generative grammar rather than a base-generation analysis. The
chapter also presents the motivation for the distinction between two types of scrambling: A-

scrambling and A-bar scrambling.



In chapter 3, I present the general thesis of this dissertation. I show that a unified
approach to the numerous properties of scrambling in Korean can be stated by a ban on the
scrambling of semantically incomplete constituents.

In chapter 4, I investigate the question of why predicates are resistant to scrambling in
Korean. In particular, I address this issue by examining the interaction between Miyagawa’s
EPP-analysis on scrambling and my hypothesis that only semantically complete expressions
scramble.

Chapter 5 examines scrambling within noun phrases in Korean. Specifically, it
presents us with answers for the following questions: Where is the landing site of scrambled
constituents within noun phrases? Is the scrambling within noun phrases A-scrambling or A-
bar scrambling? What prevents the head noun from scrambling in noun phrases? I show that
the EPP analysis that explains scrambling at the clausal level does not extend to the noun
phrase because it lacks an EPP requirement. As a result we expect, and find, significant
asymmetries between scrambling in the two phrasal domains.

Chapter 6 summarizes the main results of this dissertation and briefly addresses its

broader significance.

10



CHAPTER 2. BACKGROUND ASSUMPTIONS ABOUT KOREAN CLAUSAL

ORGANIZATION

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Scrambling is used in the literature as a cover term for a process that derives non-
canonical word order patterns in so-called “free word order languages” such as German,
Hindi, Japanese, Korean and Turkish. In such languages, constituents can appear in a wide
variety of surface orders, without changing the core meaning of the sentence.

Korean, one of these free word order languages, is typologically a Subject-Object-
Verb (SOV) language. That is to say, the basic word order is subject-object-verb. An SOV
language such as Korean is characterized by a verbal predicate that comes at the end of the
sentence. More generally Korean is a head-final language in the sense that dependent
elements usually precede their heads.'

Korean allows scrambling among pre-predicate nominal elements without changing
the core meaning of the sentence. Typical Korean examples are given in (2-1) and (2-2),
where (2-1) is in the canonical order, and (2-2) is its “scrambled” counterpart. The two

sentences have the same meaning in the sense that if one is true, the other is true as well.

! Kayne (1994, 2005) treats head-final languages as derived by a leftward movement of complement from a
universal Specifier-Head-Complement order. He abandons the standard X-bar assumption (Chomsky 1986a)
and proposes that syntactic structure is universally and without exception of the form Specifier-Head-
Complement (SVO). In Kayne’s analysis, the SOV order of head-final languages such as Korean and Japanese
is derived by the movement of complement from the universal Spec-Head-Complement (SVO) ordering.
Compare Larson (1988) and Barbiers (2000) for discussion of SOV order as derived by the generation/merge of
the object on the Spec of its own V yielding SOV order without positing a universal SVO order underlyingly
with extensive use of leftward movements to derive alternative orders.



(2-1) A7} A= ¢l
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-nun-ta
Chelswu-NOM book-ACC read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

@22 A& 457} o)
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka ilk-nun-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

Evidence for the assumption that (2-1) is the canonical word order in contrast to (2-2) comes
from the fact that the nominative or accusative Case markers can be optionally omitted in (2-

1) without affecting its acceptability, as illustrated in (2-3) and (2-4) (Lee and Ramsey 2000).

(2-3) A= & el
Chelswu chyak ilk-nun-ta
Chelswu book read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

12



(2-4)27) A% ol
chyak Chelswu ilk-nun-ta

book Chelswu read-PRES-DCL

“2The book Chelswu reads.’

In sentences where there are no Case markers, such as those in (2-3) and (2-4), the natural
interpretation is that the first noun phrase is the subject, and the second noun phrase is the
object. Since this interpretation is semantically difficult in the case of (2-4), sentences (2-4)
and (2-2) have standardly been taken to be less basic or fundamental than those in (2-1) and
(2-3).

The variation of word order of 2= chyak-ul ‘book-ACC’ from (2-1) to (2-2) is
referred to as scrambling. Ross (1967) was the first person who attempted to model
scrambling in a generative grammar. Since Ross’s pioneering work, various approaches to
scrambling phenomena have been explored within generative grammar.

Section 2.2 investigates two basic approaches that have been highly influential: a base
generation approach (Hale 1983; 1992, Kitagawa 1990, Boskovi¢ and Takahashi 1998, Bayer
and Kornfilt 1994, Fanselow 2001) and a movement approach (Ross 1967, Saito 1985; 1992,
Tada 1993, Webelhuth 1989, Miiller and Sternefeld 1994, Grewendorf and Sabel 1999).

This section presents reason to view Korean scrambling as the result of a movement
operation.

Once it is concluded that scrambling is to be accounted for by movement, the kind of
movement scrambling employs is the next thing to be investigated. Section 2.3 contrasts two

potential types of scrambling cross-linguistically: A-scrambling versus A-bar scrambling.

13



While A-scrambling has the property of A-movement such as passivization and raising, A-
bar scrambling has the property of A-bar movement such as wh-movement and
topicalization.” This section argues that Korean scrambling shows properties associated with
A-scrambling.

Section 2.4 highlights the properties of scrambling that distinguish it from
topicalization, another leftward movement that has the potential to modify the unmarked
SOV order of the Korean clause, since both scrambling and topicalization are referred to as
leftward movement operations.

Section 2.5 summarizes the main results of this chapter.

2.2 TWO DIFFERENT VIEWS OF SCRAMBLING WITHIN GENERATIVE

GRAMMAR

There are two prominent, competing views of scrambling within a generative
grammar: a base generation approach and a movement approach. According to the former,
the free word order is the result of free generation of constituents, not the result of the
movement. On the other hand, the latter claims that the free word order is the result of
movement. In this section [ will outline these two approaches, and then, consider empirical

evidence that leads me to conclude that scrambling involves a movement operation.

 See Chomsky (1981) for this subdivision of movements into A-movements and A-bar movements.

14



2.2.1 SCRAMBLING AS BASE-GENERATION

Hale (1983, 1992) identified two classes of languages: configurational and non-
configurational. The former make use of a hierarchical (binary branching) constituent
structure in which the subject and the other phrases are in an asymmetrical relation to the
verb. That is, a configurational language is associated with a VP node, and the subject is not
a sister of the verb (Fanselow 2001, Neeleman 1994, Saito and Hoji 1983, Bayer and Kornfilt

1994), as shown in (2-5).

(2-5) Configurational language

S
SUBJECT VP
A% OBJECT

On the other hand, the non-configurational word order languages are associated with
a flat phrase structure, in Hale’s analysis. On this view the subject and object are not
separated by a VP-boundary, making it possible that all phrases in a sentence are in a
symmetrical sister, relation to the verb. Hale’s project was to derive free word order
properties of non-configurational languages from this flat sentence structure. Because there
is no VP node in non-configurational languages (Hale 1980), verb-final languages in which

the word order is flexible would look like (2-6).

15



(2-6) Non-configurational language

S

SUBJECT OBJECT VERB
S

OBJECT SUBJECT VERB

What are the properties of non-configurational languages (e.g. Walpiri) that correlate
with its flat structure? The primary property is free linear ordering of constituents, i.e. free
word order. This follows from the flat structure because the nominal arguments of the verb
are not hierarchically distinguished. Their hierarchical symmetry is equated with the ability
of their linear order to commute. Besides free word order, such languages allow extensive
use of phonologically null pronouns and discontinuous constituents. More recent base-
generation analyses have been proposed in the sprit of Hale’s early work to explain the free
word order phenomenon (Kitagawa 1990, BoSkovi¢ and Takahashi 1998, Bayer and Kornfilt
1994, Fanselow 2001).

To see how Hale’s non-configurational account would yield the scrambled word

order in Korean, consider (2-7) ~ (2-11).

16



2-7) A7} A= ¢l

Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-nun-ta
Chelswu-NOM book-ACC read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

(2-8) A& 457} o)
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka ilk-nun-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

(2:9) A7} CEER g F9lnh
Chelswu-ka Younghee-cke chyak-ul cu-ess-ta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-DAT book-ACC  give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

(2-10) E=7} A 3 & of] Al At
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul Younghee-cke cu-ess-ta
Chelswu-NOM  book-ACC Younghee-DAT give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

17



(2-11) A& a7t gl A A
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka Younghee-eke cu-ess-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM Younghee-DAT give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

The non-configurational approach would hold that constituent orders in (2-7) ~ (2-8) and (2-
9) ~ (2-11) are base generated in place without resort to movement operations. On this
account, theta assignment and Case assignment do not universally presuppose adjacency
between assigner and assignee and instead allow discontinuous relations. This makes free
word order a result of free generation of phrases in an arbitrary order as in (2-7) ~ (2-8) and
(2-9) ~ (2-11),since theta-marking and Case marking across an intervening element should
by hopothesis be possible.

However, there is significant evidence that prevents us from viewing Korean as non-
configurational in Hale’s sense. Korean has a VP node unlike the putative non-
configurational languages. Choi (1999) demonstrates that Korean topicalizes (preposes) VPs
which include all non-subject arguments, while it does not allow for VP topicalization with

subject. Consider (2-12) ~ (2-14).

(2-12) 57} A& ¢l 7124} EFdss
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-ki-cocha ha-eyss-ta
Chelswu-NOM  book-ACC read-NMZ-even  do-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu did even read a book.’
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(2-13) A& el 7]z} A7t skl
chyak-ul ilk-ki-cocha Chelswu-ka ha-eyss-ta
book-ACC read-NMZ-even Chelswu-NOM  do-PST-DCL

‘Even read a book, Chelswu did.’

(214257} SHESS g sheict
Chelswu-ka ilk-ki-cocha chyak-ul ha-eyss-ta
Chelswu-NOM read-NMZ-even book-ACC do-PST-DCL

“*Chelswu even read, book did.’

(2-13) illustrates the VP topicalization in which all non-subject arguments are included and
(2-14) does the topicalization of [subject + verb]. The contrast in acceptability between (2-
13) and (2-14) leads us to conclude that Korean has a VP node and that Korean is

configurational.?

2.2.2 SCRAMBLING AS MOVEMENT

Movement operations map one syntactic tree onto a second by targeting a constituent
of the first tree for adjunction or substitution in the second tree. The movement operation
leaves a trace element in the targeted position that constitutes a chain with the moved
constituent. This trace, yielded from movement operation, forms the chain with the

antecedent called antecedent-chain, where every trace should be a member of a chain.

5 apanese and Dutch are configurational in a similar way (Saito 1985, Yatsushiro 1997 for Japanese, and
Neeleman 1994 for Dutch).
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Accordingly, when @& chyak-ul ‘book-ACC’ is targeted for movement in (2-15), we derive
(2-16). Similarly movement of 2= chyak-ul ‘book-ACC’ in (2-17) produces either (2-18)

or (2-19). In the movement structures we form the chain (chyak-ul, t).*

(2-15) A7} A el
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-nun-ta

Chelswu-NOM book-ACC read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

o

1t

(2-16) A& d7F
Chelswu-ka ti ilk-nun-ta

read-PRES-DCL

chyak-ul;
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

(2-17) A7} LR Be F9lch
Chelswu-ka Younghee-cke chyak-ul cu-ess-ta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-DAT book-ACC  give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

Korean has the order of Subject, Indirect Object and Direct Object as a basic order (Choi 1999, Lee and

Ramsey 2000).
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(2-18) A7} A 3 & of] Al Tt
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul; Younghee-cke ti cu-ess-ta
Chelswu-NOM  book-ACC Younghee-DAT give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

(2-19) A& = 3 3]l Al FATH
chyak-ul; Chelswu-ka Younghee-cke ti cu-ess-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM Younghee-DAT give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

In terms of scrambling as a movement operation (Ross 1967, Saito 1985; 1992, Fukui
1993, Miyagawa 1997; 2001; 2003, Grewendorf and Sabel 1999, Miiller and Sternefeld 1994,

Haider and Rosengren 2003 among others), the argument & S- chyak-ul ‘book-ACC” in (2-

15) and (2-17) begins in a local sister relation with its associated predicate, maintaining
adjacency between thematic role assigner and assignee. (2-16), (2-18) and (2-19), where
adjacency between thematic role assigner and assignee is not maintained, are derived from
(2-15) and (2-17) by the movement of 2= chyak-ul ‘book-ACC’ constituents. In this way it
is possible that movement is responsible for scrambling the basic Korean word order.

Under the movement approach, it is claimed that the direct object NP is adjacent to
the verbal predicate underlyingly, from which it receives a thematic role under sisterhood.
So, there is one basic word order where predicate argument relations are represented
structurally, and the alternate orders are derived by means of some sentence-internal

movement operation, producing a syntactic chain.
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2.2.3 THE ADVANTAGE OF THE MOVEMENT APPROACH

The movement approach holds that both the scrambled sentences and its unscrambled
counterpart share a common source at the level of D-structure, in which lexical items are
inserted and receive thematic roles before the movement of constituents.

One could avoid the movement analysis by generating (2-20) and (2-21) from
different initial structures at D-structure. This “base generation” approach would require us
to assign thematic roles in a non-uniform way. In (2-20) the theme relation would be
assigned to the sister of the verb. In (2-21) the thematic relation would be assigned to a non-

sister. The same account applies to the thematic relation in (2-22) ~ (2-23).

(2-20) A7} A& A=
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-nun-ta
Chelswu-NOM book-ACC read-PRES-DCL
‘Chelswu reads a book.’
(2-21) = A7} =
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka ilk-nun-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’
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(2-22) A7} 3 & of] Al A TRt
Chelswu-ka Younghee-eke chyak-ul cu-ess-ta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-DAT book-ACC  give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

(2-23) A& A7} & 3]l A A
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka Younghee-eke cu-ess-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM Younghee-DAT give-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu gave Younghee a book.’

In a minimalist account which abaondos a single level of lexical insertion (i.e. D-
structure), XPs can be directly merged to theta-positions where the formal grammatical
features of arguments enter the checking relation with their head. This method of analysis
makes it possible that different orders of constituents can be generated by merge, so long as
the constituents in question are arguments assigned a thematic role (Fanselow 2001).> This is
because the order of application of merge is free. As a result NPs could be freely base-
generated by merge, one could regard the free word order of Korean in (2-20) ~ (2-23) as the
direct merge of NPs with the same thematic relation to distinct syntactic positions.

Even this updated, base generation approach will not cover all instances of
scrambling, however. As (2-24) and (2-25) illustrate, Korean scrambles non-arguments such

as adverbs in addition to nominal arguments. Since only NPs are directly merged to their

° Pure Merge in theta-position is required of (and restricted to) arguments (Chomsky 2000:103).
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theta-positions, scrambling of adverbs, which have no ®-features, cannot be explained on the

base generation approach.’

(2-24) A7} d3= 7 ol A] Rhstet
Chelswu-ka Younghee-lul kil-yese manna-ss-ta

Chelswu-NOM Younghee-ACC street-LOC ~ meet-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu met Younghee on the street.’

(2-25) Aol A 247t L vt
kil-yese Chelswu-ka Younghee-lul manna-ss-ta

street-LOC Chelswu-NOM Younghee-ACC  meet-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu met Younghee on the street.’

(2-26)* 457} 3= Rbstot Z o) A
Chelswu-ka Younghee-lul manna-ss-ta kil-yese

Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-ACC meet-PST-DCL street-LOC

‘Chelswu met Younghee on the street.’

Within minimalist accounts of syntactic structure that explain that structure by
thematic roles and ®@—feature, the syntax of adjuncts generally is opaque and their interaction
with scrambling is problematic (Chametzky 2000). Since non-arguments lack ®-features and

are not assigned thematic roles, their word order flexibility is unexplained. It is left

% @-features are grammatical features such as person, number, gender and Case (Chomsky 1981, Kerstens

1993).
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unexplained why (2-24) and (2-25) are acceptable in Korean but (2-26) is not. Thus, the

present dissertation will make use of the movement approach.”’

2.3 TWO TYPES OF SCRAMBLING

If freedom in word order results from a syntactic movement operation, a question
arises with respect to whether it patterns with A-movement such as passivization and raising,
or A-bar movement such as wh-movement and topicalization.® The A-movement vs. A-bar
movement distinction comes from the distinction between A-position and A-bar position.
The former is a position to which a theta-role can be assigned (subject and object positions).
For instance, the NPs John and books in the sentence John read books are in A-positions. A-
positions are also known as Argument positions. A position which is not an A-position is
called an A-bar position. For example, the position occupied by operators such as what in
the sentence what did he read? is an A-bar position. A-bar positions are non-argument
positions (Chomsky 1981, 1993).”

Most diagnostics for A-/A-bar movement rely on binding facts. The issue of the

binding properties of the scrambled phrases is a research topic pursued most completely by

" Fanselow (2001) must allow adjuncts to be freely generated in order to explain their flexible ordering. But
because adjuncts are not merged to check a feature or receive a thematic relation, he loses the ability to explain
why adjuncts are blocked from appearing in source positions, such as (2-26). Fanselow’s proposal is also
unable to explain the reconstruction effects that scrambling within a nominal exhibits. See 5.4.2 for presentation
of this phenomenon.

% See Fanselow (1990), Miyagawa (1990), Lee and Santorini (1994), Haider (1991), Lee (1993) for a
discussion of scrambling as A-movement. See Saito (1989), Miiller and Sternefeld (1994) for a discussion of
scrambling as A-bar movement. Webelhuth (1989) identifies some mixed cases of scrambling that are both.

Y Since Chomsky (1986) the A/A-bar distinction is not a theoretically coherent distinction because [Spec, IP] is
not assigned a theta-role directly, so that passivization and raising to subject lose their status as A-movement in
this technical sense. Within the minimalist program the distinction is recast in terms of whether a feature of T is
checked, corresponding to A-movement, or a feature of C is checked, corresponding to A-bar movement.
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Webelhuth (1989) and Mahajan (1990). They asked whether scrambling patterns with A-

movement or A-bar movement with respect to its interaction with binding theory.

2.3.1 A-SCRAMBLING

When elements undergo A-movement, binding relations are entirely determined on
the basis of the surface structure, as illustrated in (2-27) and (2-28): A-movement either
creates a binding relation which does not obtain in the base order, or destroys the binding

relation which obtains in the base order (Biiring 2005).

(2-27)*It seems to himself; that John; is charming.

(2-28) John; seems to himselfi [ t; to be charming].

Scrambling in Korean has this property of A-movement. As illustrated in (2-29) and

(2-30), clausal-internal scrambling, (also termed ““short scrambling”), is A-movement in the

sense that the movement creates a binding relation which does not obtain in the base order.'°

Scrambling with this characteristic of A-movement is standardly called A-scrambling.

10" Clausal-internal scrambling in Japanese also has the property of A-movements in a similar way (Saito 1992,

Nishigauchi 2000).
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(2:29)+A =] Aol RO EE
seloj-uy sensyangnim-i ~ [Chelswu wa Younghee];-lul

each other-GEN  teacher-NOM Chelswu and Younghee-ACC

FA%ch
kkwucic-ess-ta
scold-PST-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers scolded Chelswu and Younghee;.’

(2-30) A==} 43 = A 29 A A o]
[Chelswu wa Younghee]i-lul seloj-uy sensyangnim-i
Chelswu and Younghee-ACC each other-GEN teacher-NOM
F90h

kkwucic-ess-ta
scold-PST-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers scolded Chelswu and Younghee;.’

(2-30), where clause-internal scrambling occurs, has a lexical anaphor 4] = selo ‘each other’.

As an anaphor it must be A-bound for the purposes of Principle A of the binding theory
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(Chomsky 1981, 1986b)."" The lexical anaphor A & selo ‘each other’ is not A-bound in (2-
29) showing the canonical Korean word order, since its antecedent 2 5~} % 8] E- Chelswu
wa Younghee-lul ‘Chelswu and Younghee-ACC’ does not c-command the anaphor. A1 = selo

‘each other’ is A-bound in example (2-30) that exhibits the scrambled word order. The
contrast in acceptability between (2-29) and (2-30) can be explained if we adopt the

hypothesis that the scrambling in (2-30) is a sub-type of A-movement.

2.3.2 A-BAR SCRAMBLNG

Elements which undergo A-bar movement do not affect binding relations, as
illustrated in (2-31) and (2-32). That is, an element which moves to an A-bar position
behaves as though it “reconstructs” to its original base position where its binding relations

are determined (Biiring 2005).

(2-31)*He;j likes John;.

(2-32)*Who; does he;j like t;? (strong crossover)

Strong crossover occurs in configurations in which a wh-element or quantificational NP
undergoes A-bar movement across a pronominal which c-commands the extraction site, as in
(2-32). Who has moved across he in (2-32). The fact that he cannot be co-indexed with t;
(which would yield the reading: which X, x likes x), is referred to as ‘strong crossover’,

because on the intended reading the structure is strongly ungrammatical (Postal 1971, Wasow

"' An NP is A-bound when it is co-indexed with a c-commanding NP in an A-position.
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1972). Since the wh-trace, being a variable, must be A-free, binding by he would constitute a
Principle C violation (Chomsky 1977; 1981; 1982).

Some scrambling in Korean has the property of A-bar movement. As in (2-33) and
(2-34), long distance scrambling is A-bar movement in the sense that scrambling as

movement does not affect binding relations.'” Scrambling as A-bar movement is called A-

bar scrambling.

(2-33)* x| 2 9] A A o] o] 3lo] 2] 5= 9} 3=
seloj-uy sensyangnim-i  [Younghan-i [Chelswu wa Younghee]i-lul

each other-GEN teacher-NOM  Younghan-NOM Chelswu and Younghee-ACC

A Tkar Azttt
kkwucic-ess-ta ko]  saengkakha-n-ta

scold-PST-DCL COMP  think-PRES-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers think that Younghan scolded Chelswu and Younghee;.’

12 Long distance scrambling in Japanese also has the property of A-bar movements in a similar way (Saito
1992, Nishigauchi 2000).
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(2-34)* A 4=} P33 = A 2 9] A8 o] @ ghol

[Chelswu wa Younghee]i-lul  seloj-uy sensyangnim-i Younghan-i

Chelswu and Younghee-ACC each other-GEN teacher-NOM Younghan-NOM

AT CEaEian;
kkwucic-ess-ta ko] saengkakha-n-ta

scold-PST-DCL COMP  think-PRES-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers think that Younghan scolded Chelswu and Younghee;.’

(2-34), where long distance scrambling occurs, has a lexical anaphor 4] = selo ‘each other’,
which must be A-bound. The 4] = selo ‘each other’ is not A-bound either in the neutral
word order (2-33) or in the scrambled word order (2-34). Scrambling in (2-34) does not
change the binding relations in (2-33) and thus is A-bar movement.

Long distance scrambling in (2-34) is not an isolated example of A-bar scrambling.
Korean contains a VP-focus construction which is also an instance of A-bar scrambling in the
sense that scrambling as movement does not affect binding relations. This construction is
formed by attaching a focus marker +=/<> —(n)un (or an accusative Case marker —=/= (l)ul)
to VP. The focused (marked) VP scrambles to clause initial position. This construction

allows preposing of unergative verbs and transitive verbs with their objects, as shown in (2-

36) and (2-38), respectively (Hagstrom, 1997)."

%" The VP-focus construction is discussed further in Section 4.3.3.
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(2-35) A7} (i) Hrle s}l )
Chelswu-ka [(ppalli) ttwi-ki-nun] ha-eyss-ta
Chelswu-NOM  (fast) run-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Run fast, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

(2-36) (2] H71= 47} skttt
[(ppalli) ttwi-ki-nun]; Chelswu-ka ti ha-eyss-ta
(fast)  run-NMZ-FOC Chelswu-NOM do-PST-DCL

‘Run fast, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

‘As for running fast, Chelswu did.’

(2-37) A7} s W 7] = Sich=t
Chelswu-ka ppang-ul mek-ki-nun ha-eyss-ta

Chelswu-NOM  bread-ACC  eat-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

(2-38) < 7= A7) SFAT
[ppang-ul  mek-ki-nun]; Chelswu-ka ti ha-eyss-ta
bread-ACC eat-NMZ-FOC Chelswu-NOM do-PST-DCL

‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

‘As for eating the bread, Chelswu did.’
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(2-35) and (2-37) show the structure before VPs prepose and (2-36) and (2-38) show the
structure with VP-preposing.
Like the case of long distance scrambling in (2-34), the preposed VP in (2-40) has the

property of A-bar movement in that the binding relations do not change.

2-39)M#J7F CoA AR IFE 2NN 77 = stk
M-kwa-J-ka; C-yekye  seloj-uy-chinkwu-lul sokyasikhi-ki-nun  ha-eyss-ta
M-and-J-NOM C-DAT each other-GEN-friend-ACC introduce-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Introduce each other’s friends to C, M and J did.” (each other=M & J)

(2-40) A =] J4-= 27171 M 3} 7} CcolAl a3t
seloj-uy-chinkwu-lul sokyasikhi-ki-nun M-kwa-J-ka; C-yekye  ha-eyss-ta
each other-GEN-friend-ACC introduce-NMZ-FOC M-and-J-NOM C-DAT do-PST-DCL

‘Introduce each other’s friends to C, M and J did.” (each other=M & J)

(2-40), where the VP is preposed, has a lexical anaphor 4] = selo ‘each other’, which must
be A-bound. The 4] = selo ‘each other’ is A-bound both in the neutral word order (2-39)

and in the scrambled word order (2-40). Scrambling in (2-40) does not change the binding

relations in (2-39) and thus is A-bar movement.
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2.4 SCRAMBLING AS DISTINCT FROM TOPICALIZATION

At first glance one might be tempted to assimilate sentences like (2-2), repeated as (2-
41), to ‘topicalized’ constructions like (2-42) familiar to speakers of English.

o] -

A7) 3=

ilk-nun-ta

(2-41) A=

chyak-ul Chelswu-ka

book-ACC Chelswu-NOM read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

(2-42) This book, Chelswu read last night.

In this section, we will compare topicalization with scrambling. We find asymmetries

between topicalization and scrambling that lead us to conclude that scrambling needs to be

distinguished from such topicalized structures.

2.4.1 BASIC PROPERTIES OF TOPICALIZATION

Scrambling is a leftward movement. Topicalization is also a leftward movement. It
is reasonable to ask why we should recognize two distinct kinds of leftward movement. In

this sub-section, we will examine properties of topicalization that lead us to distinguish it

from scrambling.
Topicalization refers to the preposing of some constituents to clause initial position

In Chomsky (1977), the clause initial position is assumed to be [Spec, TopP]. Chomsky

suggests that Top is base-generated in [Spec, TopP] and that there is covert wh-movement
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within CP which occurs to the right of Top as a complement. On this assumption, we might

say that a sentence such as (2-43) would be derived in the manner indicated schematically in

(2-44) below.
(2-43) This book, Chelswu really read.

(2-44) [opp This book; [cp OP; [1p Chelswu really read t;]]]

/F

wh-movement

Unlike topics in English, topics in Korean are morphologically marked by dedicated

topic particles £/ n(un), thus the Korean counterpart of (2-43) is (2-45)."

(2-45)¢] AL A7) A= gl ATt
i chyak-un Chelswu-ka silcyelo ilk-ess-ta
this  book-TOP Chelswu-NOM  really read-PST-DCL

“This book, Chelswu really read.’

The topic particle, +=/<> (n)un, has two functions. One is to mark the topic of the

sentence, and the other is to mark the focus of an element which is contrasted with some

other element, either present or understood, in the sentence or discourse. It is generally

H According to the phonological environment, the topic particles © nun and = un are differently selected.
For example, when there is no final consonant at the ending of the noun, + nun is used, but if there is a final

consonant at the ending of the noun, <= un is taken (Lee and Ramsey 2000).
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reported that a +=/-> (n)un-marked element in sentence initial position receives the topic
reading, as in (2-46), and a +=/=> (n)un-marked element in sentence medial position receives

the (contrastive) focus reading, as in (2-47) (Lee 1993).

(2-46) A= A& Fopgttt
Chelswu-nun chyak-ul cohaha-n-ta
Chelswu-TOP book-ACC like-PRES-DCL

‘As for Chelswu, he likes a book.’

(2-47) 57} 1) Fohgr}
Chelswu-ka chyak-un cohaha-n-ta
Chelswu-NOM book-TOP like-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu likes a book, (but not other things).’

Given the correlation between the topic and contrastive focus readings of a ©=/-2 (n)un-
marked phrase with their position in a sentence, we conclude that it is only the sentence-
initial +=/== (n)un-marked phrases which correspond to “topicalization,” and that such />

(n)un-marked phrases occupy the highest Spec position in the phrase structure.'

o Although it is only the clause initial +=/=> (n)un-marked phrases which correspond to “topicalization”, the

clause initial +=/-> (n)un-marked phrases do not necessarily receive the topic reading. The clause initial =/
(n)un-marked phrase in (2-46) receives the focus reading as well as the topic reading, as in (i) below.

(i) e AL Folgtt
Chelswu-nun chyak-ul cohaha-n-ta
Chelswu-TOP book-ACC  like-PRES-DCL
‘As for Chelswu, he likes a book.’

‘Chelswu likes a book, (but no others do).’
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The second property of topicalization is that only a definite noun phrase can be

topicalized. Non-specific indefinite noun phrases cannot be topicalized, as shown by the

contrast in (2-48) and (2-49).

(2-48) 4 5+ %7}
Younghee-nun Chelswu-ka
Y ounghee-TOP Chelswu-NOM

“Younghee, Chelswu liked.’

(49 7k 2571
nwukwunka-nun Chelswu-ka
someone-TOP Chelswu-NOM

‘Someone, Chelswu liked.’

Folahgirt
coaha-eyss-ta

like-PST-DCL

Folahgirt
coaha-eyss-ta

like-PST-DCL

The third property of topicalization is that wh-phrases cannot be marked with the

/-2 (n)un-marker, as in (2-50). That is, a wh-phrase cannot be used as the topic.
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(2-50)* 457} 317t T3
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka mwues-un sass-nun-ka
what-TOP buy-PRES-Q

Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM

=AUt

mwul-ess-ta

ask-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu asked what Younghee bought.’

The final property of topicalization is that it can license a resumptive pronoun, as

illustrated in (2-51)."

2-51)?28 5+ o 3] 7} =" Zo}sh}
Chelswu-nun; Younghee-ka ku-lul; cohaha-n-ta
Chelswu-TOP Younghee-NOM  he-ACC  like-PRES-DCL

‘As for Chelswu;, Younghee likes him;.’

The above-mentioned properties of topicalization are distinguished from those of scrambling

in the next sub-section.

5" As denoted by ‘?”in (2-51), the use of a resumptive pronoun is somewhat marginal. Nevertheless, the

contrast between (2-51) and (2-58) is clear.
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2.4.2 SCRAMBLING VS. TOPICALIZATION
Topics in Korean are located in the clause-initial position, as observed in (2-46) and
(2-47). In contrast, a “scrambled” constituent in Korean need not be in the clause-initial

position, as shown in (2-52) and (2-53).

(2-52) 4171 7k Sk, 7t} o
eyki-se nya-ka ne-lul kital-eyss-ta
here-LOC  I-NOM you-ACC wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you here.

(2-53) @174 EET 7} Jepeich
eyki-se ne-lul nya-ka kital-eyss-ta
here-LOC you-ACC  [-NOM wait-PST-DCL

‘I waited for you here.’

In (2-53), Y& ne-lul ‘you-ACC’ has been scrambled to a non-clause-initial position.

Secondly, in contrast to topicalization where non-specific indefinites cannot be
preposed, scrambling allows for preposing of non-specific indefinites, as shown (2-54)."" In

(2-54), the indefinite quantifier “7v" 7} nwukwunka ‘someone’ can only be non-specific.

Nevertheless, it freely undergoes scrambling, as in (2-54).

" The example in (2-54) is reproduced from Lee (1993).
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(2-54) T A= BEA e H4=7}

nwukwun-ci-nun molu-ciman nwukwunka-lul Chelswu-ka
who-NMZ-TOP don’t know-but someone-ACC Chelswu-NOM
Folstr}

cohaha-n-ta

like-PRES-DCL

‘I don’t know who she is, but someone, Chelswu likes.’

Thirdly, while wh-phrases cannot be used as the topic as in (2-50), scrambling of the

wh-phrase is allowed, as in (2-56) and (2-57).

(2-55) 57} 987t o= M7t
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka mwues-ul sass-nun-ka
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM what-ACC buy-PRES-Q

e

mwul-ess-ta
ask-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu asked what Younghee bought.’
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(2-56) A=F7} Tl 4387}
Chelswu-ka mwues-ul Younghee-ka
Chelswu-NOM  what-ACC Younghee-NOM
= A
mwul-ess-ta
ask-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu asked what Younghee bought.’

(2-57) FA= A7t 317k
mwues-ul Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka
what-ACC Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM
= At

mwul-ess-ta
ask-PST-DCL

‘Chelswu asked what Younghee bought.’

shevt
sass-nun-ka

buy-PRES-Q

st
sass-nun-ka

buy-PRES-Q

In (2-56) and (2-57), wh-phrase 1= mwues-ul ‘what-ACC’ has been clause-internally

scrambled and long distance scrambled, respectively.

Finally, while topicalization can license a resumptive pronoun, as in (2-51),

scrambling cannot, as illustrated in (2-58).
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(-5 A2 o4 57} 0% zolay

ofN

Chelswu-lul; Younghee-ka ku-lul; cohaha-n-ta
Chelswu-ACC Younghee-NOM  he-ACC  like-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu;, Younghee likes him;.”

2.5 SUMMARY

In this chapter, I have investigated two different views of scrambling. One involves
generating distinct word order patterns initially in the base. The other involves deriving
distinct word order patterns by movement from a single base ordering. In the movement
approach, the non-canonical word orders can be derived from a base word order by syntactic
movement. On the base generation approach, if the construction of a base word order id
determined by checking features and thematic relations during merger, scrambling cannot be
explained. The difficulty is that in Korean scrambling of non-arguments such as adverbs is
allowed despite their absence of ®-features or thematic relations. Yet non-arguments show
the same scrambling properties as arguments. This observation leads us to conclude that the
free word order cannot be reduced to the free generation of constituents, but can be fed by the
movement operation.

Once it is concluded that scrambling is the result of the movement operation, the
question arises what kind of movement is involved: A-movement or A-bar movement. In
connection with this question, two types of scrambling are traditionally distinguished: A-
scrambling and A-bar scrambling. A-scrambling has the property of A-movement in the
sense that scrambling either creates a binding relation which does not obtain in the base order

or destroys the binding relation which obtains in the base order. In contrast, A-bar
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scrambling has the property of A-bar movement in the sense that scrambling does not affect
binding relations.

Since both topicalization and scrambling are leftward movements, I have compared
the syntactic properties of topicalization with those of scrambling and catalogued ways in
which they differ. Firstly, while a scrambled constituent in Korean need not be in the clause-
initial position, topics in Korean are located in the clause-initial position. Secondly, in
contrast to scrambling where non-specific indefinites can be preposed, topicalization does not
allow for preposing of non-specific indefinites. Thirdly, topicalization of wh-phrases is not
permissible, while scrambling of wh-phrases is permissible. Finally, topicalization can

license a resumptive pronoun, while scrambling cannot.
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CHAPTER 3. ASEMANTIC RESTRICTION ON SCRAMBLING IN KOREAN

3.1 INTRODUCTION
In this chapter I explore general limitations on scrambling in Korean. Recall from the
discussion in Chapter 1 that Korean is typologically an SOV language, characterized by a

predicate that comes at the end of the sentence as in (3-1).

(3-1) A7} o %)=
Chelswu-ka chyak-ul ilk-nun-ta
Chelswu-NOM book-ACC read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’

However, Korean sentences routinely diverge from the basic SOV order in (3-1), and the

scrambled sentences like (3-2) are fully grammatical.

G2 AL A7} o
chyak-ul Chelswu-ka ilk-nun-ta
book-ACC Chelswu-NOM  read-RES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a book.’



Traditionally the flexibility of syntactic constituents in Korean is attributed to its rich system
of overt Case-markers. Since the grammatical function of a noun phrase is marked by the
Case-markers, the linear ordering of the subject and the direct object can change, leaving the
underlying interpretation and grammaticality of the sentence unaffected.

Scrambling is often thought of as a process that applies without a constraint (except
the limit of ambiguity). However, this view is overly simplified. According to such
traditional Korean grammars as Nam (2001), Martin (1992) and Jo (1986), there are
important restrictions on Korean scrambling.

Section 3.2 investigates the generality of scrambling in Korean, focusing on three
important restrictions on scrambling: no rightward scrambling over the verb, no leftward
scrambling over the same Case-marker, and no scrambling within small clauses.

Section 3.3, section 3.4, and section 3.5 search for a unified approach to these
restrictions. In section 3.3, I form a hypothesis based on thematic roles. It uses the existence
of theta-roles to conjecture that only theta-role-assigned constituents can scramble. In
section 3.4, | form a competing hypothesis. This hypothesis uses the distinction between
semantic completeness and semantic incompleteness to argue that only semantically
complete constituents can scramble. In section 3.5, after [ compare the two hypotheses
empirically, I conclude that the three restrictions on Korean scrambling are explained by the
single generalization that predicates (semantically incomplete constituents) do not scramble.

Section 3.6 summarizes the main results of this chapter.
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3.2 RESTRICTIONS ON SCRAMBLING IN KOREAN

Traditional Korean grammars recognize limitations on scrambling. In this section,
we present three of those restrictions on scrambling: no rightward scrambling over the verb,

no leftward scrambling over the same Case-marker, and no scrambling within small clauses.

3.2.1 NO RIGHTWARD SCRAMBLING OVER THE VERB

In Korean, the scrambling of the constituents in a sentence is permissible as long as
the verb occurs sentence-finally. That is to say, there is no rightward scrambling over the

verb in Korean, nor can the verb be scrambled to the left of its arguments. Consider (3-3) ~

(3-5).
(3-3) 457} %337} e dgda
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka pap-ul mekessta-ko ~ malhyassta

Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM  meal-ACC ate-COMP said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(3-4)% 2 57} o] 3] 7} Holtha lges vt
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka mekessta-ko  pap-ul malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM ate-COMP meal-ACC said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’
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(3-5)* A7} Hoinar 37t e =
Chelswu-ka mekessta-ko  Younghee-ka pap-ul malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM ate-COMP Younghee-NOM meal-ACC  said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

Each instance of (3-3) ~ (3-5) has two clauses: a matrix clause and an embedded clause. In
traditional Korean grammar, scrambling in (3-4) and (3-5) is not permissible where % 3] 7}
Younghee-ka ‘Younghee-NOM’ and %= pap-ul ‘meal-ACC’ have scrambled over their
predicate, the verb ™ %1 T} mekessta ‘ate’. Scrambling is not permissible when any argument
of (3-3) is positioned to the right of its predicate.

Kayne (1994) is able to correlate linear order with hierarchical order. Abandoning
standard X-bar assumption (Chomsky 1986a), Kayne argues that there is a universal
Specifier-Head-Complement (Subject-Verb-Object) ordering, and that specifiers are the only
instances of adjuncts. Kayne’s claim (combined with the standard ban on lowering
operations) leads us to conclude that there can be no rightward movement operations in any
language (Kayne 2005)."® Following Kayne (1994, 2005), we conclude that the moved

constituent in (3-4) and (3-5) must be the verb ¥ 1 T} mekessta ‘ate’, as illustrated in (3-6)

and (3-7).

18 Although I assume Kayne’s antisymmetry syntax, the structure of the examples in this dissertation is

represented in the framework of standard X-bar assumption for expository convenience.
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(3-6* 57} 3317} Holts  we gl

Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka mekessta-koy pap-ul tx malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM  ate-COMP meal-ACC said
‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

G- a7} H A 927t e RS
Chelswu-ka mekessta-kox ~ Younghee-ka pap-ul tx  malhyassta
Chelswu-NOM  ate-COMP Younghee-NOM  meal-ACC said

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(3-6) and (3-7) illustrate the ban on leftward scrambling of the verb over the arguments.

3.2.2 NO LEFTWARD SCRAMBLING OVER THE SAME CASE -MARKER

Korean prohibits scrambling of a NP over another NP when they are assigned the

same morphological Case (Kim 1989, 1990). That is, there is no leftward scrambling over

the same Case-marker.

(3-8) T-&°I H] 7} a=
kwulum-i pi-ka toy-n-ta
cloud-NOM rain-NOM become-PRES-DCL

“The cloud becomes the rain.’

47



(3-9*1] 7} T80l A
pi-ka kwulum-i toy-n-ta
rain-NOM cloud-NOM become-PRES-DCL

“*The cloud becomes the rain.’

In (3-8), the sentence has two instances of nominative Case marking (realized by ©]-i and 7}-

ka)."” However, when scrambling is applied to produce the sentence (3-9), the result is
ungrammatical.

Kim’s (1989, 1990) descriptive constraint mentioned above also covers the Korean
double accusative construction. This construction admits a second accusative Case-marked
noun if it represents the part, kind, or number of the first accusative Case-marked noun. The
example in (3-10) illustrates the double accusative construction. (3-11) ~ (3-13) demonstrate

that in the double accusative construction sentence, scrambling is not permissible.

(G-10)o®  Agro] 2 eRE 2 ol i}
etten salam-i ku  eyca-lul; pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta

certain  person-NOM the woman-ACC arm-ACC  pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.”

Y In Korean, the nominative Case-markers are ©|-i and 7} —ka. The choice between ©]-i and 7} —ka is

determined phonologically: the former is chosen when the preceding syllable ends in a consonant, and the latter,
when it ends in a vowel (Lee and Ramsey 2000).
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(3-11)*o] ¥ Abgho] g O o= Ao}zl )
etten salam-i pal-ul; ku eyca-lul tj capakkul-ess-ta
certain person-NOM  arm-ACC  the  woman-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

G-12)* 2= of Abo] s B =: AR =1 oLzl )
pal-ul; etten salam-i ku eyca-lul t capakkul-ess-ta

arm-ACC certain person-NOM  the  woman-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(B3-13)* 2= I AqRE oj|wl  A}glo] zro} o) o}
pal-ul; ku  eyca-lul t’ etten  salam-i ti t capakkul-ess-ta
arm-ACC the woman-ACC certain person-NOM pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

In (3-10) ~ (3-13), the sentence has two accusative morphological Cases realized by Case-
markers < —ul and = —lul.*® In (3-10) ~ (3-12), when leftward scrambling over the same
Case-marker occurs, the sentence becomes ungrammatical.

However, even in the double accusative construction, scrambling may occur as long

as the second accusative NP is preceded by the first accusative NP, as in (3-14) ~ (3-16).

 In Korean, the accusative Case-markers are = —ul and = —lul. The choice between = —ul and = —lul is
determined phonologically: the former is chosen when the preceding syllable ends in a consonant, and the latter,
when it ends in a vowel (Lee and Ramsey 2000).
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(3-14) 01" Abgro] o edE Be ol zein)
etten  salam-i ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta

certain person-NOM the woman-ACC arm-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(3-15) 1 A= e ol ARghol ok it
ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; etten  salam-i ti capakkul-ess-ta
the woman-ACC arm-ACC  certain person-NOM pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(3-16) 1 ARE of" Ao & FFopE At
ku eyca-lul; etten salam-i ti pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta
the woman-ACC  certain  person-NOM arm-ACC  pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

In (3-15), both the first accusative NP 1 & Z}= ku eyca-lul ‘the woman-ACC’ and the
second accusative NP Z2- pal-ul ‘arm-ACC’ are scrambled over the nominative NP ]
Al=ko] etten salam-i ‘certain person-NOM’. In (3-16), the first accusative NP 1 &] Z}-= ku
eyca-lul ‘the woman-ACC’ is scrambled over the nominative NP ©] H A} &o] etten salam-i

‘certain person-NOM’. In both sentences, the second accusative NP is preceded by the first

accusative NP.
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3.2.3 SCRAMBLING AND SMALL CLAUSES

Small clauses have the subject-predicate constituent without a finite verb. Instead a

NP, PP, or AP serves as the predicate in such a constituent. Thus the PP in (3-17) and the NP

in (3-18) are standardly analyzed as small clauses with him as the subject.

(3-17) I want [pp him out of my sight]

(3-18) They consider [np him a great thinker]

In Korean, scrambling within a small clause is not permissible. That is to say, in the

small clause, scrambling between the subject and its predicate is not acceptable. Consider (3-

19) ~ (3-22) and (3-23) ~ (3-26).

(3-19) At 0] aE A=
salam-tul-1 ku-lul; pwuca-loj
person-PL-NOM he-ACC  rich man-as

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-20)*AHE] AR s
salam-tul-1 pwuca-lo; ku-lul;
person-PL-NOM  rich man-as  he-ACC

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

51

A7k 8}
syangkakhya-ss-ta

think-PST-DCL
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t syangkakhya-ss-ta
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(3-21)* A= Aol aE RN
pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i ku-lul; t;  syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as  person-PL-NOM he-ACC think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

G2pPAz g Ab gl B 7hgck
pwuca-lo; ku-lul; t’  salam-tul-i i syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as he-ACC person-PL-NOM think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-23) 1 wF7} e ARSI Aokt
ku kyoswu-ka Younghan-ul; SaWi-10j sam-ass-ta
the professor-NOM  Younghan-ACC  son-in-law-as make-PST-DCL

‘The professor made Younghan his son-in-law.’

(3-24)*71 a7} ARSI = i AFkth
ku kyoswu-ka SaWi-10j Younghan-ul; t; sam-ass-ta
the professor-NOM  son-in-law-as ~ Younghan-ACC make-PST-DCL

‘“The professor made Younghan his son-in-law.’
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[e)

7t 3

ol
f

(3-25)*AH$] = ]

SaWi-10j ku kyoswu-ka Younghan-ul;

son-in-law-as the professor-NOM Younghan-ACC
‘The professor made Younghan his son-in-law.’
P o

(3-26)*AH$] = iyl

sawi-roj Younghan-ul; t ku kyoswu-ka

son-in-law-as Younghan-ACC

‘The professor made Younghan his son-in-law.’

the professor-NOM

tj sam-ass-ta

make-PST-DCL

ti tj sam-ass-ta

make-PST-DCL

In (3-19) ~ (3-22) and (3-23) ~ (3-26), when two constituents of a small clause are scrambled,

the sentence becomes ungrammatical. However, in (3-27) ~ (3-28) and (3-29) ~ (3-30), the

sentence is acceptable as long as these two constituents of a small clause preserve their

sequence.
(3-27) L= =, A} S 0]
ku-lul; pwuca-loj salam-tul-i t
he-ACC richman-as  person-PL-NOM

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’
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(3-28) L& Aol A R,
ku-lul; salam-tul-i ti  pwuca-loj syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC  person-PL-NOM rich man-as think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-29) F&= AL = o wETt Ahoket
Y ounghan-ul; SaWi-1oj ku kyoswu-ka ti t sam-ass-ta
Younghan-ACC son-in-law-as the professor-NOM make-PST-DCL

“The professor made Younghan his son-in-law.’

(3-30) J 3= I vt AR = iy
Y ounghan-ul; ku  kyoswu-ka ti  sawi-ro; sam-ass-ta
Younghan-ACC the professor-NOM son-in-law-as  make-PST-DCL

‘The professor made Younghan his son-in-law.’

3.3 AHYPOTHESIS BASED ON THEMATIC ROLES

3.3.1 THEMATIC ROLES
Thematic roles (henceforth ©-roles) have played an important part in linguistic theory

since the ground breaking work in Gruber (1965), Fillmore (1965, 1968), and Jackendoff

(1972, 1976). While ©-roles were identified intuitively in this early work, subsequent work

in formal semantics, particularly Montague Grammar, stressed the importance of entailment

relations between sentences.
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Since Jackendoff (1976) it has been common to use entailment relations to
characterize ©-roles. On this view ©O-roles serve to define classes of predicates that license
similar entailments (Parsons 1990, Dowty 1991). For instance, consider the following two-
place predicates: murder, nominate, and interrogate. These predicates license similar
entailments: 1) the subject argument of each predicate performs a volitional act, 2) it intends
to be the sort of act identified by the verb, and 3) in each case the subject causes an event to
take place involving the object argument. The subject of these predicates has the same O-
role, which we can identify as Agent for expository convenience. Not all subjects of all
predicates are Agents in this sense. The first entailment is not shared by Kill, since non-
volitional things such as traffic accidents can also kill. The second entailment is not shared
by convince or kill, since we can convince or kill unintentionally, but cannot murder or
nominate unintentionally. The last entailment is not shared by look at, since it does not cause
the event to take place involving the object argument. The subjects of these predicates have
distinct O-roles although there is considerable variation among researchers on how to
identify them. Some authors identify the subject of psychological predicates convince as a
source, others take it to be a theme, and still others suggest a distinct role stimulus. More
recently there was often a debate about whether ©-roles can be partitioned into strict classes
with necessary and sufficient criteria.

While there has been a lack of consensus of the inventory of ©-roles, the general
notion of ©-roles has played an important role in syntactic theorizing. ©-roles are integral to

the O-criterion in Chomsky (1981). This condition stipulates that each argument receives
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exactly one O-role and that each ©-role is assigned to exactly one argument. The O-criterion

accounts for the ungrammaticality of (3-31).

(3-31)*Jane loved Mary John.

The two-place predicate love bears two O-roles, but the sentence has three arguments, Jane,
Mary, and John. One of them fails to receive a O-role, and the sentence violates the O-

criterion as a result. It is significant that the ©-criterion applies to ©-roles in general rather
than to any specific role. Further refinements of the O-criterion make it apply to a “chain.”

A chain is a technical object composed of the moved NP and its traces.”’ The chain plays a
central role in the syntactic theory of movement (including scrambling). Unlike an ordinary
relationship between two co-indexed NPs, the chain-relation between an antecedent and its

trace requires that they act like a single NP. We state the O-criterion in terms of chains in (3-

32).

(3-32) O-criterion
Each argument A appears in a chain containing a unique visible ©-position P, and each 6—

position P is visible in a chain containing a unique argument A. (Chomsky, 1986b: 97)

“! In the case of a single NP simply remaining in its base-generated position, the NP is regarded as a one-
member chain.
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3.3.2 AN EXPLANATION WITH THEMATIC ROLES

The ©-roles given in the above characterization can be used to frame a hypothesis to

explain the numerous restrictions on scrambling in Korean in section 3.2. Let us entertain

the hypothesis in (3-33).%

(3-33) X may scramble if and only if X heads a chain containing a unique visible ©-position

P.

The principle in (3-33) only allows X to scramble if it has been assigned a ©-role. In (3-14)

~ (3-16), repeated below as (3-34) ~ (3-36) for the readers’ convenience, we see an

acceptable case of scrambling in the double accusative construction.

(34018 Aol R otz et
etten salam-i ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta

certain  person-NOM  the woman-ACC arm-ACC  pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(3571 4% B oW Aol Holzalr)
ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; etten salam-i ti t  capakkul-ess-ta
the woman-ACC arm-ACC  certain  person-NOM pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

*2 The principle in (3-33) has Fanselow’s (2001) treatment of variable word order (introduced in chapter 2) as

special subcase, namely when chains are singletons.
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(3-36) L A= olH  Apgol eI oAt
ku eyca-lul; etten  salam-i ti pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta
the woman-ACC certain person-NOM arm-ACC  pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.”

In (3-35), the scrambled constituent 1 & X5 23 ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; ‘the woman-ACC
arm-ACC’ has been assigned a O-role by the verb 3o}& ¢l T} capakkul-ess-ta pull-PST-
DCL’ making it available for scrambling.”

However, in (3-10) ~ (3-13), repeated below as (3-37) ~ (3-40), scrambling causes
grammaticality judgments to degrade. The hypothesis in (3-33) will attribute this

degradation to the fact that the scrambled constituent has not been given a ©-role.

(3-37) " Abgtol 1 oARE bR zrol 29t}
ctten salam-i ku eyca-lul pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta

certain  person-NOM  the woman-ACC  arm-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

23 Scrambling of ~L &} A} ku eyca-lul ‘the woman-ACC’ in (3-36) will be explained after the discussion of

(3-40) below.

58



(3-38)*oj®  Apgho] s o A=t b = Ao}zl )
etten  salam-i pal-ul; ku  eyca-lul t;  capakkul-ess-ta

certain person-NOM  arm-ACC the woman-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(3-39)* 2= o'l Abgo] T dRE Zrol 29t}
pal-ul; etten salam-i ku eyca-lul t capakkul-ess-ta
arm-ACC  certain person-NOM  the woman-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(3-40)* 25 I ARE o' Algo] zro} o) o}
pal-ul; [ku  eyca-lul; t’] etten  salam-i [t t ] capakkul-ess-ta
arm-ACC the woman-ACC certain person-NOM pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

In (3-38) and (3-39), the scrambled constituent Z-& pal-ul; ‘arm-ACC” is not given a
©-role. One might think that it is provided a ©-role from the verb 7 o}& ) T} capakkul-ess-
ta “pull-PST-DCL’, but the verbal predicate gives a O-role to the whole NP 1 & X5 Z-&
ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; ‘the woman-ACC arm-ACC’, not just the second NP &S pal-ul; ‘arm-
ACC’. The reason why the verb assigns the O-role to the whole NP in (3-38) and (3-39) is
that the theme of the predicate pull is 72 & X5 Z-& ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; ‘the woman-ACC

arm-ACC’ as a whole, not just &2 pal-ulj ‘arm-ACC’.
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In (3-40), two constituents have scrambled. First the whole NP ~1 ¢ A} & 25 ku
eyca-lul; pal-ul;j ‘the woman-ACC arm-ACC’ has scrambled from its underlying position, and
then the second NP Z-&- pal-ul;j ‘arm-ACC’ scrambles from the intermediate position t;’.

The first scrambled constituent has been given a O-role, but the second scrambled constituent
is not given a O-role. The fact that the second scrambled constituent has not been given a ©-

role gives us the degradation of acceptability in (3-39).
In (3-36), we can see another possible case of scrambling in the double accusative

construction. By the hypothesis in (3-33), the scrambled constituent ~Z ¢ A}-= ku eyca-lul;
‘the woman-ACC’ must have been given a ©-role by the predicate (here the second
accusative NP pal-ulj ‘arm-ACC’). The claim that the second accusative NP 22 pal-ul;
‘arm-ACC’ gives the first accusative NP Z1 ©] Z}& ku eyca-lul; ‘the woman-ACC’ a ©-role

in the double accusative construction is made plausible by the fact that the first accusative
NP always expresses an argument of a relation. In the Korean double accusative
construction, the second accusative Case-marked NP represents the part, kind, or number of
the first one. That is, the first accusative Case-marked NP is an argument of that relation and

receives a O-role from that relation.>*

The same account can be provided for small clause examples in (3-19) ~ (3-22) and

(3-27) ~ (3-28), repeated below as (3-41) ~ (3-44) and (3-45) ~ (3-46).

" The two accusative NPs are in part/whole relations. In terms of Jackendoff (1976), this relation can be

stated as the function BEpogs (2" NP, 1 NP).
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(3-41) A5 o] SR
salam-tul-i ku-lul; pwuca-lo;
person-PL-NOM  he-ACC rich man-as

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-42)* A} E0 pAw  aE
salam-tul-i pwuca-lo; ku-lul;
person-PL-NOM  rich man-as  he-ACC

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-43)* A} = Aol s
pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i ku-lul;
rich man-as  person-PL-NOM  he-ACC

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

t;

(3-44)*F- A} = A= A} &5 o]
pwuca-lo; ku-lul; i’  salam-tul-i
rich man-as  he-ACC person-PL-NOM

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

6 1

ti

A

R
syangkakhya-ss-ta

think-PST-DCL

Zh gt}

syangkakhya-ss-ta

think-PST-DCL

t;

A7k}
syangkakhya-ss-ta

think-PST-DCL

A7k sc}
syangkakhya-ss-ta

think-PST-DCL



(4528 FAR  Awse] R
ku-lul; pwuca-loj salam-tul-i ti t;  syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC richman-as  person-PL-NOM think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-46) L& Aol AR Ry
ku-lul; salam-tul-i ti pwuca-lo; syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC  person-PL-NOM rich man-as think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

In (3-45), which is a possible case of scrambling in the small clause, the scrambled

constituent “L& F-Z} 2 ku-lul; pwuca-loj ‘he-ACC rich man-as’ is given a O-role by the

verb A 7} gl t} syangkakhya-ss-ta ‘think-PST-DCL’. In (3-46), which is another possible
case of scrambling in the small clause, the scrambled constituent ~LE ku-lul; ‘he-ACC” is
given a O-role by the NP predicate -2} = pwuca-loj ‘rich man-as’.

However, in (3-42) ~ (3-44) where the grammatical judgment has been degraded by

scrambling, the scrambled constituent is not given a ©-role. In (3-42) and (3-43), the
scrambled constituent - <} = pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’ has not been given a ©-role. Like the
case of (3-38) and (3-39), one might think that it is provided a ©-role from the verb

23 Z} ) T} syangkakhya-ss-ta ‘think-PST-DCL’, but the verb predicate gives a ©-role to the
small clause L& F-A} = ku-lul; pwuca-1o; ‘he-ACC rich man-as’ as a whole, not just the NP

predicate -%}= pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’.
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In (3-44), again like the case of (3-40), there are two instances of scrambling. The

first one is the scrambling of the entire small clause “ZE F-A}= ku-lul; pwuca-loj ‘he-ACC

rich man-as’ from its underlying position, and the second one is the scrambling of the NP

predicate - A} = pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’ from the intermediate position tj’. The first
scrambled constituent is given a ©-role, but the second scrambled one is not given a O-role.

The validity of this assertion can be found from the fact that the NP predicate of small

clauses is not in A-position. ©-roles can be assigned to only A-positions and the NP

predicate §-Z}= pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’ is not in A-position. In addition, consider (3-47) ~

(3-49).

(3-47) AFEHE 0] A5E naz Az
salam-tul-i Chelswu-lul; pwuca-lo; syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM  Chelswu-ACC  rich man-as  think-PST-DCL
‘People thought of Chelswu as a rich man.’

(3-48) AL E o] RE  AFE vz Az

salam-tul-i motun  Chelswu-lul; pwuca-lo; syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM every  Chelswu-ACC rich man-as  think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of every Chelswu as a rich man.’

6 3



(3-49)* Ak 5] A58 e I
salam-tul-i Chelswu-lul;  motun pwuca-lo; syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM  Chelswu-ACC every  rich man-as think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of Chelswu as every rich man.’

In (3-48) and (3-49), % Chelswu-lul; ‘Chelswu-ACC” is easily quantified but -2} =
pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’ resists being quantified, respectively. The resistance of 5-A} =
pwuca-lo;j ‘rich man-as’ shows that it is a predicate. In (3-41) ~ (3-46), F-Z}= pwuca-lo;
‘rich man-as’ is not assigned a ©-role and thus not allowed to be scrambled.

The hypothesis in (3-33) unifies the numerous restrictions on scrambling by
preventing the scrambling of the phrases without ©-roles. That is to say, only phrases
assigned a ©-role can be scrambled. We have seen that the prohibition of scrambling phrases
that lack ©-roles can explain the pattern of scrambling in both the double accusative

construction and the small clause construction.
This explanation may also explain the restriction on the leftward scrambling of the
verb over the arguments. In (3-6) and (3-7), repeated below as (3-50) and (3-51) for the

readers’ convenience, the scrambled constituent is the verb ™ $1 T} mekessta ‘ate’ and it

lacks a ©-role. Scrambling in (3-50) and (3-51) is not acceptable in the light of (3-33).
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(3-50)* A 7} o] 3] 7}

Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka

Chelswu-NOM  Younghee-NOM

Wl a
mekessta-koy

ate-COMP

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(3-51)*d7} H At

Chelswu-ka mekessta-koy

Chelswu-NOM ate-COMP

317t
Younghee-ka

Younghee-NOM

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

=] KeR
H =2

pap-ul tx

meal-ACC

=] KeR
=

pap-ul

meal-ACC

T
malhyassta

said

T
malhyassta

said

However, the extension of this explanation to the restriction on the leftward

scrambling over the same Case-marker in (3-8) and (3-9), repeated below as (3-52) and (3-

53) for the readers’ convenience, is problematic.

(3-52) T-E°] ) 7} At
kwulum-i pi-ka toy-n-ta
cloud-NOM rain-NOM become-PRES-DCL

“The cloud becomes the rain.’

(3-53)*H]| 7} T5 0] #
pi-ka kwulum-i
rain-NOM cloud-NOM

“*The cloud becomes the rain.’

toy-n-ta

become-PRES-DCL
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In (3-52) and (3-53), both 75 ©] kwulum-i ‘cloud-NOM’ and H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ are
assigned a O-role, but the scrambling of ¥] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ is not allowed.”> To explain
this problem, we need to assimilate it to superiority phenomena.’® Between 75 ©] kwulum-
i ‘cloud-NOM’ and H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’, the former is superior in the hierarchical
structure. When the scrambling is applied to them, it has to be applied to -5 ©] kwulum-i
‘cloud-NOM’. If the structurally inferior H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ is scrambled, then it

violates the Minimal Link Condition of Chomsky (1995), which is designed to capture
superiority phenomena.
The restriction on the leftward scrambling over the same Case-marker is not an

isolated problem. We also find a problem for the hypothesis in (3-33) in (3-55) and (3-56).

G-s4y 7k Bhae] A & Al ek dih- !
nya-ka  hakkyo-yese han si-ye ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta
I-NOM  school-LOC one o’clock-at you-ACC  wait-PST-DCL

‘I waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

%> In terms of Jackendoff (1976), B] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ has a ©-role, as shown in GOpenr (CLOUD, vy,
RAIN).

26 1f a transformation can in principle be applied to two constituents in the structure, it has to be applied to the

one that is structurally superior. This condition on the application of transformations is often called the
superiority condition, after Chomsky (1977).
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(3-55) Shalof A] Wt gk Ao Us
ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta

hakkyo-yese; nya-ka ti  han si-ye

school-LOC I-NOM
‘| waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

one o’clock-at you-ACC  wait-PST-DCL

A !

(3-56) SFaof A g Ao 7}
hakkyo-yese;  han si-ye; nya-ka ti g ne-lul  kitary-eyss-ta
school-LOC  one o’clock-at I-NOM wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

In (3-55), the locative adjunct &} 19| 4] hakkyo-yese ‘school-LOC’ does not have a ©-role,

but it is scrambled nonetheless. In (3-56), both the locative adjunct & 1.9l 4] hakkyo-yese

‘school-LOC’ and the temporal adjunct ¢ A] ol han si-ye ‘one o’clock-at’ do not have a O-

role, but they have scrambled as well. This kind of scrambling cannot be explained by the O-

role hypothesis.

3.4 AHYPOTHESIS BASED ON SEMANTIC COMPLETENESS

3.4.1 SEMANTIC COMPLETENSS VS. SEMANTIC INCOMPLETENESS
In the tradition of formal semantics, expressions are partitioned into two classes. One

class is semantically complete or “saturated.” The second class is semantically incomplete or

unsaturated. Predicates are regarded as incomplete, or unsaturated, and this semantic

incompleteness is made complete, or saturated, by composing them (via functional
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application) with semantically complete terms. There are two types of saturated meanings
which represent semantic completeness: entities (or individuals) and truth-values. In this
analysis, the unsaturated meanings are construed as functions. The unsaturated meanings
take arguments, and saturation consists in the application of a function to its arguments. For

instance, let us consider the simple example (3-57) with an intransitive verb.

(3-57) John smokes.

The semantic composition of (3-57) is translated with the logical notation in (3-58).

(3-58) Ax[smoke’(x)]()

The notation (3-58) tells us that the predicate Smoke is a function from individuals to truth-

values (<e ,t>). This function Smoke is semantically incomplete. As a result it requires a

semantically complete entity as an argument to saturate its incomplete part, the variable x. In

(3-58) the entity ] is applied to saturate this function. This treatment extends to the next

example (3-59) with a transitive verb.

(3-59) John loves Mary.

The semantic composition of (3-59) is translated with the logical notation in (3-60).

(3-60) AyAx [love’(y)(x)](m)()
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According to (3-60), the predicate love is given a function from individuals to functions from
individuals to truth-values (<e, <e, t>>). In other words, this function love is semantically
incomplete in two respects, corresponding to the two arguments required by love. Thus, it

takes the two semantically complete objects m and j as arguments in turn to saturate it.

3.4.2 AN EXPLANATION WITH SEMANTIC COMPLETENESS

The concept of a function as it is used in formal semantics allows us to frame an
alternative hypothesis to explain the limitations on scrambling in Korean. Specifically, let us

entertain the hypothesis in (3-61)

(3-61) X may scramble if and only if X is semantically complete.

(3-11) ~ (3-13) in (3-10) ~ (3-13), repeated below as (3-63) ~ (3-65) in (3-62) ~ (3-65), are

judged unacceptable because of the application of scrambling.

(3-62) 1" Ap&o] I dRE o oLzl o
etten  salam-i ku eyca-lul; pal-ulj capakkul-ess-ta

certain person-NOM  the woman-ACC arm-ACC  pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’
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Geyrolwl Al @& o o Sozale}
etten  salam-i pal-ul; ku eyca-lul t; capakkul-ess-ta

certain person-NOM  arm-ACC the woman-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(643 oW Al ERCEE! Forzart
pal-ul; etten salam-i ku eyca-lul t capakkul-ess-ta
arm-ACC  certain  person-NOM  the woman-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

(3-65)* 2= I SARE olH  Apgol FrobE et
pal-ul; ku eyca-lul; ty’ etten  salam-i ti t; capakkul-ess-ta
arm-ACC  the woman-ACC certain person-NOM pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

The scrambled constituents in (3-63) ~ (3-65) are semantic functions which are incomplete
and by (3-61) they are not permissible candidates for scrambling. In (3-63) and (3-64), the
scrambled constituent &2 pal-ul; ‘arm-ACC’ is semantically incomplete, as 2= pal-ul;
‘arm-ACC’ needs to be composed with ~ ©] A} = ku eyca-lul; ‘the woman-ACC’ to convey
the complete meaning of the object in the double accusative construction (3-62) ~ (3-65).

The unsaturated meaning of the second NP Z-&- pal-ul; ‘arm-ACC’ is saturated by taking an

argument, the first NP ~1 ¢] 2} & ku eyca-lul; ‘the woman-ACC”. In (3-65), there are two
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scramblings. The first one is the scrambling of the whole NP ZL ] A5 Z-S- ku eyca-lul;
pal-ul; ‘the woman-ACC arm-ACC’ from its underlying position and the second one is the
scrambling of the second NP Z-&- pal-ul; ‘arm-ACC’ from the intermediate position tj’. The
first scrambled constituents are not semantically incomplete, but the second scrambled
constituent is semantically incomplete. In both (3-63) ~ (3-64) and (3-65), the scrambling of
the phrases which are semantically incomplete makes each example ungrammatical. That is,
as shown in (3-62) ~ (3-65), the phrases corresponding to functions cannot be scrambled.
Consider (3-66). It is possible to produce (3-67) (repeating the earlier (3-15)) because

the scrambled constituent 1 & A5 - ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; ‘the woman-ACC arm-ACC” is

semantically complete.

(3-66) o1 Algo] A Py e=1 bR zrol 29t}
etten  salam-i ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta

certain person-NOM  the woman-ACC arm-ACC pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

G671 oRE  BE ojd Aol ol oich
ku eyca-lul; pal-ul; etten  salam-i ti t; capakkul-ess-ta
the woman-ACC arm-ACC certain person-NOM pull-PST-DCL

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’
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(3-68) 1 AAE oW A}to)

ku eyca-lul; etten salam-i

the woman-ACC certain person-NOM

‘A certain person pulled the woman’s arm.’

2 golEun
ti pal-ul; capakkul-ess-ta

arm-ACC  pull-PST-DCL

In (3-68), which is another possible case of scrambling in the double accusative construction

(3-66), the scrambled constituent ~1 ¢ X+&- ku eyca-lul; ‘the woman-ACC’ is also

semantically complete.

In the case of the small clauses where the grammatical judgment has been degraded

by scrambling, the scrambled phrases are functions. Consider again (3-20) ~ (3-22), repeated

below as (3-70) ~ (3-72). In (3-69) ~ (3-72), the scrambled phrase -2} = pwuca-lo; ‘rich

man-as’ is semantically incomplete.

(3-69) AbgH=©] aE A=
salam-tul-i ku-lul; pwuca-lo;
person-PL-NOM  he-ACC  rich man-as

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(3-70)* b= 0] AR aE
salam-tul-i pwuca-lo; ku-lul;
person-PL-NOM  rich man-as ~ he-ACC

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’
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(B-71)*F- A= Aol aE RN
pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i ku-lul; tj syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as  person-PL-NOM he-ACC think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

GrprAw Az Al g o] R
pwuca-lo; ku-lul;  t7 salam-tul-i ti tj syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as  he-ACC person-PL-NOM think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

Like the case of (3-63) and (3-64), one might think that in (3-70) and (3-71) the scrambled
constituent is semantically complete. However, in fact, this is not the case since the
unsaturated meaning of the NP predicate -2 = pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’ is supplemented by
taking its argument ku-lul; ‘he-ACC’. The NP predicate A= pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’
functions as a semantic predicate. The validity of this assertion is supported by the
distribution of quantifiers in (3-73) and (3-74). The resistance of an NP predicate -A} =

pwuca-lo ‘rich man-as’ to quantification in small clauses suggests that it is a function (of type

<e, t>).

(3-73) AF 5ol wE  oE HAm PR
salam-tul-i motun  uysa-lul pwuca-lo syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM  every  doctor-ACC  rich man-as  think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of every doctor as a rich man.’
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(3-74y A 5] e mE  BAz Azed
salam-tul-i uysa-lul motun pwuca-lo syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM doctor-ACC  every richman-as  think-PST-DCL

“*People thought of a doctor as an every rich man.’

In (3-72), again like the case of (3-65), there are two instances of scrambling. The
first one is the scrambling of the entire small clause ZE F-A}= ku-lul; pwuca-loj ‘he-ACC
rich man-as’ from its underlying position and the second one is the scrambling of the NP
predicate - A} = pwuca-lo; ‘rich man-as’ from the intermediate position tj’. The first
scrambled constituent is not semantically incomplete, but the second scrambled constituent is
semantically incomplete. In all of (3-70) ~ (3-72), the scrambling of phrases corresponding
to semantic functions is prevented.

On the other hand, in (3-75), which is a possible case of scrambling of the small

clause, the scrambled constituent L5 -Z} 2 ku-lul pwuca-lo ‘he-ACC rich man-as’ is

semantically complete (corresponding to the type <t>).

(3-75) L= =, A} S o) pas- Ral
ku-lul; pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i ti syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC richman-as  person-PL-NOM think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’
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(3-76) L& Aol AR CRE e,
ku-lul; salam-tul-i ti pwuca-lo; syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC  person-PL-NOM rich man-as  think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

In (3-76), which is another possible case of scrambling from the small clause, the scrambled
constituent “LE- ku-lul; ‘he-ACC’ is complete (corresponding to the type <e>). In neither (3-

75) nor (3-76) are the scrambled phrases functions (of type <e, t> or higher).

The hypothesis (3-61) unifies the restrictions on scrambling by preventing the
scrambling of the phrases corresponding to functions. Only the phrases which are
semantically complete can be scrambled. That is, a phrase that is an unsaturated function
cannot be scrambled. The prevention of the scrambling of the semantically incomplete
phrases can explain the scrambling in the double accusative construction and the small clause.

This explanation may also extend to the restrictions on the leftward scrambling of the
verb over its arguments. In (3-6) and (3-7), repeated as (3-77) and (3-78), the scrambled

constituent is the verb ™ 21 T} mekessta ‘ate’. Of course, as a predicate function, it is

semantic incomplete in the sense that it needs to take two arguments to form a sentence of
the semantic type <t>. The scrambling in (3-77) and (3-78) is not acceptable in the light of

(3-61).
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G-1H*A7h 457} H itk
Chelswu-ka Younghee-ka mekessta-koy

Chelswu-NOM Younghee-NOM  ate-COMP

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

(3-78)* A7} o TaL 317t
Chelswu-ka mekessta-kox ~ Younghee-ka

Chelswu-NOM  ate-COMP Younghee-NOM

‘Chelswu said that Younghee ate a meal.’

vl o
H

il

pap-ul tx

meal-ACC

nLo
=

pap-ul ty

meal-ACC

malhyassta

said

malhyassta

said

Finally, unlike the case of the explanation with ©-roles, this explanation accounts for

the restriction on the leftward scrambling over the same Case-marker in (3-8) and (3-9),

repeated below as (3-79) and (3-80).

(3-79) &l ) 7} i}

kwulum-i pi-ka toy-n-ta

cloud-NOM rain-NOM become-PRES-DCL

“The cloud becomes the rain.’

(3-80)*H] 7} FEol A}

pi-ka kwulum-i toy-n-ta

rain-NOM cloud-NOM become-PRES-DCL

“*The cloud becomes the rain.’
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In (3-79) and (3-80), unlike -5 ©| kwulum-i ‘cloud-NOM’, H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ is a
semantic predicate; it is saturated by applying to an argument -5 ©| kwurum-i ‘cloud-
NOM’. The validity of this assertion is again supported by the distribution of quantifiers.
The resistance of H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ to quantification in (3-82) suggests that it is a
function (of type <e, t>). The scrambling of the semantically incomplete phrase H] 7} pi-ka

‘rain-NOM’ is prevented. In this case, we don’t need to use the additional explanatory device

of the superiority condition.

B8HEE  TEO| u) 7} !
motun kwurum-i pi-ka toy-n-ta
every cloud-NOM  rain-NOM  become-PRES-DCL

‘Every cloud becomes the rain.’

(3-82)* -l B m] 7} Ht
kwulum-i motun pi-ka toy-n-ta
cloud-NOM  every rain-NOM  become-PRES-DCL

“*The cloud becomes every rain.’

Therefore, the semantically incomplete H] 7} pi-ka ‘rain-NOM’ in (3-79) cannot be

scrambled to produce (3-80) by the hypothesis in (3-61).
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3.5 THE ADVANTAGE OF THE HYPOTHESIS BASED ON SEMANTIC

COMPLETENESS

In the previous sections, we have tried to explain the restrictions of Korean
scrambling in two different ways. The first way is to use the notion of theta-roles. In this

way, scrambling is permissible if and only if scrambled phrases are assigned a ©-role. On
this view if a scrambled phrase lacks a ©-role, it is unaviailable for scrambling. The second

potential like of explanation is to use the distinction between semantic completeness and
semantic incompleteness. In formal semantics, expressions are divided into two classes:
semantically complete ones and incomplete ones. From this vantage point a phrase is
available for scrambling only if it is semantically complete. If a phrase is semantically
incomplete, then it is unavailable for scrambling.

The two conceptualizations diverge with regard to phrases that are semantically
complete but have no obvious ©-role. If only ©—marked phrases scramble, such a phrase
should be frozen in place. If semantically complete expressions are available for scrambling,
the constituent should be mobile.

The examples in (3-83) ~ (3-88) test these competing predictions. (3-83) contains the

locative adjunct &} 1Lof| 4] hakkyo-yese ‘school-LOC’ and the temporal adjunct g+ A] ¢l han
si-ye ‘one o’clock-at’. Lol 4] hakkyo-yese ‘school-LOC’ and ¢} A ]| han si-ye ‘one
o’clock-at’ in (3-83) are adjuncts and not arguments of the verb 7] T}2] kitary- ‘wait’ in that

they are absent in (3-84) and that long distance scrambling of them is not acceptable in (3-85)

~(3-86).7

"1 assume that (3-83) is the underlying form of (3-87) and (3-88). Under the movement approach to

scrambling, it is generally assumed that the direct object NP 4 & ne-lul ‘you-ACC’ is adjacent to the predicate
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G837k shaLel A 3 Aol EE! 2!
nya-ka  hakkyo-yese han si-ye ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta
[-NOM  school-LOC one o’clock-at you-ACC  wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

(3-84) W7t Sk 71e st
nya-ka ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta
I-NOM  you-ACC wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you.’

(3-85) 94 817}k 7t &} of] A g Al
Younghee-ka nya-ka hakkyo-yesei  han si-ye;
Younghee-NOM [I-NOM school-LOC one o’clock-at
EE 7)ot} A7}
ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta-ko syangkakhya-ss-ta

you-ACC wait-PST-DCL-COMP think-PST-DCL

‘Younghee thought that | waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

71t} F T} kitary-eyss-ta ‘wait-PST-DCL’ underlyingly, from which it receives a ©-role under sisterhood.
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(3-86)*3tmol Al & A9 CER 7

hakkyo-yese;  han si-ye; Younghee-ka nya-ka ti t

school-LOC one o’clock-at Younghee-NOM  [-NOM

ve 71 e gieha A7k ey
ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta-ko syangkakhya-ss-ta
you-ACC wait-PST-DCL-COMP think-PST-DCL

‘Younghee thought that | waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

(3-87) a4 7} 3 Aol EE T
hakkyo-yese; nya-ka ti  han si-ye ne-lul kitary-eyss-ta
school-LOC I-NOM one o’clock-at you-ACC  wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

G88) el Al @ Ald )7} bz g
hakkyo-yesei  han si-ye; nya-ka t ne-lul  kitary-eyss-ta
school-LOC  one o’clock-at I-NOM wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you at the school at one o’clock.’

In (3-87), the locative adjunct 3} 2.0l 4] hakkyo-yese ‘school-LOC’ does not have a O-role,
but it has scrambled. In (3-88), neither the locative adjunct &} 1.9 A hakkyo-yese ‘school-

LOC’ nor the temporal adjunct ¢ A] ]| han si-ye ‘one o’clock-at’ have O-roles, but they
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have scrambled as well. This scrambling cannot be explained by the ©-role hypothesis.
However, by the hypothesis with semantic completeness, the scrambling in (3-87) and (3-88)
can be explained, since both the locative adjunct &} ol 4] hakkyo-yese ‘school-LOC’ and
the temporal adjunct &+ A] ¢l han si-ye ‘one o’clock-at’ are semantically complete.

The examples in (3-89) ~ (3-91) work in the same pattern. (3-89) contains two

temporal adjuncts and two locative adjuncts.

(3-89) W7} AzollA o 7]A dQ ol g Al HE
nya-ka sewul-eyse  eyki-se ilyoil-ye  han si-ye ne-lul

I-NOM Seoul-LOC  here-LOC Sunday-on one o’clock-at you-ACC

g
kitary-eyss-ta
wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you here in Seoul at one o’clock on Sunday.’
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(3-90) A&l A dadel W7t o] 7] 4 g Aol EE

sewul-eyse; ilyoil-yex  nya-ka t; eyki-se tc han si-ye ne-lul
Seoul-LOC  Sunday-on I-NOM here-LOC one o’clock-at you-ACC
)=t

kitary-eyss-ta
wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you here in Seoul at one o’clock on Sunday.’

B9 M&ollA of7IA  dadde] g Al ik Sk
sewul-eyse; eyki-se; ilyoil-yex han si-ye nya-ka t t t i ne-lul
Seoul-LOC  here-LOC Sunday-on one o’clock-at [-NOM you-ACC

)=

kitary-eyss-ta
wait-PST-DCL

‘| waited for you here in Seoul at one o’clock on Sunday.’

In (3-90), the locative adjunct A]-& 1| 4] sewul-eyse ‘Seoul-LOC’ and the temporal adjunct
0]

21 @ 9 ofl ilyoil-ye ‘Sunday-on’ do not have a ©-role, but they are scrambled. In (3-91), two

locative adjunct A&l 4] o] 7] 4] sewul-eyse eyki-se ‘Seoul-LOC here-LOC’ and two
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temporal adjunct & 2. o] 3+ A <] ilyoil-ye han si-yel ‘Sunday-on one o’clock-at’ do not
have the ©-role, but they are again scrambled.

The empirical evidence in (3-83) ~ (3-88) and (3-89) ~ (3-91) illustrates that phrases
that are semantically complete but that lack 6-roles can scramble. This observation leads us
to prefer the hypothesis that semantic completeness is a prerequisite to scrambling and gives
a unified account of the restrictions on scrambling in Korean. In Korean, only semantically
complete phrases scramble. In other words, semantically incomplete phrases (i.e. predicates)

do not scramble.®

3.6 SUMMARY

The aim of this chapter has been to present a unified approach to the numerous
restrictions on scrambling in Korean. Specifically, it has been concerned with explaining
why Korean does not allow for rightward scrambling over the verb, leftward scrambling over
the same Case-marker, or scrambling of the right-hand member of a small clause.

In order to explain these restrictions we have entertained two competing lines of

explanation. The first line of explanation is based on the notion of theta-roles. Scrambling is

¥ The present account is challenged by the acceptability of scrambling in (ii) if quantified expressions are
treated as standard generalized quantifiers, being of the type <<e,t>, <<e,t>,t>>. The problem is that the
expression motun kwaca-lul is not in of itself completely saturated semantically. It may be that the inferences
licensed by the conservativity of determiners would allow us to assimilate examples like (ii) to the small clause
examples that are well behaved on the terms of our analysis.

(i) 9317} 5E ARE 6
Younghee-ka motun  kwaca-lul mekessta
Younghee-NOM  every cookie-ACC  ate
“Younghee ate every cookie.’

() 25 A= 37} AT
motun  kwaca-lul Younghee-ka mekessta

every cookie-ACC  Younghee-NOM  ate
“Younghee ate every cookie.’
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permissible if and only if the scrambled phrase is assigned a theta-role. If the scrambled
phrase lacks a theta-role, then scrambling is not acceptable. The second line of explanation
is based on the notion of semantic completeness (or saturation). In formal semantics,
expressions are divided into two classes: semantically complete expressions and incomplete
ones. From this vantage point we could hypothesize that scrambling is permissible if and
only if the scrambled phrase is semantically complete.

We considered the natural question whether one line of explanation has a comparative
advantage over the other. If phrases with theta-roles but without semantic completeness
scramble, then the first hypothesis has the advantage. If phrases that are semantically
complete but lack theta-roles scramble, the second hypothesis is preferable. The ability of
locative adjuncts and temporal adjuncts to scramble that the second hypothesis is empirically

better than the first.
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CHAPTER 4. THE SEMANTIC RESTRICTION AS IT INTERACTS WITH CLAUSE

STRUCTURE

4.1 INTRODUCTION

In Chapter 3 I argued that scrambling is permissible in Korean when the scrambled
constituent is semantically complete and impermissible when the constituent is semantically
incomplete. If we understand the traditional term ‘predicate’ as denoting a semantically
incomplete expression (of type <e, t> or higher), we can summarize the main conclusion of

Chapter 3 as (4-1).

(4-1) Predicates must not scramble.

The generalization in (4-1) means that in a sentence like (4-2) the predicate -2} = pwuca-lo

‘rich man-as’ is unable to scramble.

(4-2) AFEHE o] 2% BRE Argn
salam-tul-i ku-lul; pwuca-loj syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM  he-ACC  richman-as  think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’



In (4-2) H-AF= pwuca-lo ‘rich man-ro’ is an NP predicate of the small clause 15 F-A} =
ku-lul pwuca-lo ‘he-ACC rich man-as’. Scrambling of the predicate Y-} = pwuca-lo ‘rich

man-ro’ causes the acceptability of (4-2) to degrade, as in (4-3) ~ (4-5).

(4-3) A s o] §Ap B! A7k}
salam-tul-i pwuca-lo; ku-lul; tj syangkakhya-ss-ta
person-PL-NOM  rich man-as he-ACC think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(4-4y A} 2 gl B! A7k}
pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i ku-lul; t syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as person-PL-NOM  he-ACC think-PST-DCL
‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

(4-5)*F- A} = s AlgrEo] B2t
pwuca-lo; ku-lul; t; salam-tul-i ti t  syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as  he-ACC person-PL-NOM think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

On the other hand, the pronoun “LE& ku-lul ‘he-ACC’ is semantically complete (of type <e>).
The small clause ~2E A= ku-lul pwuca-lo ‘he-ACC rich man-as’ is also a semantically

complete expression (of type <t>). The generalization of (4-1) predicts that they should be

available for scrambling. This prediction is confirmed by the acceptability of (4-6) and (4-7).
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In (4-6) and (4-7) below, the scrambled constituent is not a predicate and thus does not lower

the acceptability of the sentence.

(4-6) 15  FAE AbEEel RN
ku-lul;  pwuca-loj salam-tul-i i syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC rich man-as  person-PL-NOM think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

4-7) 1E Aol FAE R
ku-lul; salam-tul-i ti pwuca-lo; syangkakhya-ss-ta
he-ACC  person-PL-NOM rich man-as think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

The generalization of (4-1) forces us to face two questions. The first question is why
(4-1) should hold. The second is whether it holds categorically or needs to be parameterized
in some fashion. With respect to the first question, section 4.2 argues that the generalization

of (4-1) can be derived from other more general claims about how ©—roles are linked to

syntactic phrases or how arguments combine with selecting head functions. In order to
present a theoretical explanation for the generalization in (4-1), I draw on Williams’ (1989)
intuition that arguments of a predicate are in a binding relation with the predicate in some
way. From this perspective, a scrambled predicate moves to a position where it cannot

semantically compose with its argument.
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This semantic account of why predicates do not scramble is especially useful to the
minimalist view of phrase structure. In the Government Binding framework of Chomsky
(1981) heads of phrases are uniquely represented and subjected to strong limits on their
movement. The head movement constraint in particular would block scrambling of the
predicate (either as adjunction to some phrasal projection or as a substitution for a phrasal
position) in such a theory. In the minimalist program of Chomsky (1995) phrases are
labelled by their head as in (4-8b) which replaces the more traditional (4-8a). It becomes
formally difficult to stipulate that only the top instance of ‘see’ can be copied (i.e. “moved”)
to a given landing site. Recognizing this limited expressive power of minimalist phrase

structure forces us to look for a semantic account of scrambling and its limitations. (4-1) fits

that bill.
(4-8) a. VP b. see
Vv’
MP see im
D
D
see him

Section 4.3 deals with the second question of whether the generalization in (4-1) is
categorical or needs to be parameterized. I will draw out the consequences of viewing the
semantic restriction in (4-1) as universal. To maintain this strong claim I will consider in

detail examples of predicate scrambling in Turkish and Korean. Turkish is a language that
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exhibits predicate scrambling generally. In Turkish, APs scramble out of containing NPs (a
phenomenon which Kornfilt (2003) dubs ‘subscrambling”). Subscrambling APs is an
instance of predicate scrambling, since adjectives are predicates in the relevant sense. I also
show that even Korean exhibits a limited form of predicate scrambling in the so-called VP-
focus construction introduced in chapter 2. This construction is formed by attaching a focus

marker <= nun ‘FOC’ to VP. These two phenomena might be taken as prima facie evidence

that the prohibition against the scrambling of predicates in (4-1) needs to be parameterized or
weakened in some other fashion. Closer inspection, however, reveals that this is not in fact
the case. I will argue in this chapter that (4-1) is a categorical ban against predicate
scrambling in UG. The apparent variation will be attributed to how (4-1) interacts with the
clausal syntax of the two languages. Evidence of this interaction comes from a correlation
between predicate scrambling and what have been called reconstruction effects in scrambled
constituents. Reconstuction of predicates is also discussed in Heycock (1995). She argues
that non-referential phrases, including predicates, must undergo reconstruction, while
referential phrases can remain in their displaced positions. My approach in this chapter

similarly places reconstruction effects at the center of cases where (4-1) appears not to hold.

4.2 WHY DO PREDICATES FAIL TO SCRAMBLE?

4.2.1 THETA-ROLES

A thematic role (&-role) is the semantic relation that an argument stands in to the

predicate function of a sentence. In (4-9), John is understood as an agent (the entity initiating
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an action); the car is a theme. In (4-10), Daniel is understood as an experiencer (the entity

that undergoes psychological states), and his girl friend is a theme.

(4-9) John broke the car.

(4-10) Daniel loves his girl friend.

Each thematic role in a sentence is assigned to a single noun phrase, and each noun phrase
bears a unique thematic role. This is the content of the theta criterion proposed in Chomsky

(1981). For instance, for the verb give, which is associated with the ©-roles of Agent, Goal

and Theme, a grammatical sentence might look like (4-11).

(4-11) John gave Mary a book.

In (4-11), the three theta roles are assigned to John, Mary and a book, respectively. The
sentence would be ungrammatical if any of these arguments were absent because of the theta

criterion.

4.2.2 THETA-ROLES AS ANAPHORS (WILLIAMS 1989)

A lexical entry is the portion of the lexicon specifying the properties of a single
lexical item. Every lexical entry includes the idiosyncratic information of the lexical item

such as its unpredictable phonological, semantic, and syntactic information. A ©-grid of a

predicate is one kind of such information. The ©-grid is the lexical specification of the
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thematic properties of the predicate.” It makes a lexical Head, H, induce argument positions
with specific ©-roles in syntactic structure. For instance, the head open has a theta-grid

which induces obligatorily one argument position (theme), and optionally two more (agent
and instrument). This ©-grid accounts for what the sentences in (4-12) ~ (4-15) have in

common.

(4-12) John opened Bill's door (with his key).

(4-13) John's key opened Bill's door.

(4-14) Bill's door opened.

(4-15) Bill's door was opened (by John).

The theta-grid of open is usually represented as in (4-16).

(4-16) OPEN <Agent, Theme, Instrument>

In the minimalist program, arguments of H are initially merged by the need to satisfy the O-
criterion. Arguments of Head are assigned their ©-role as they are merged to form a

syntactic structure. As a result all the arguments of a Head, H, will appear in HY**. Those

arguments will of necessity c-command their selecting head, H.

Y 1t is sometimes identified with the argument structure of a lexical item (Grimshaw 1990).
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Williams (1989) proposes that the ©—role assignment relation is a relation subject to
binding theory and thus derives a c-command restriction on predication. He argues that ©—
role assignment is a relation between two ©—roles. He assumes that nouns as well as verbs
(and adjectives) have a ©-role. In Williams (1989), the verbal ©-role is like an anaphor, and
is subject to binding by the ©-role of verb’s nominal argument. When a predicate scrambles
to above the position of its arguments, its ©-role cannot be bound by its antecedent.

In the spirit of Williams’ (1989) intuition above, let us entertain the proposal in (4-
17). The proposal is formulated in (4-17a) in terms of ©-roles. In (4-17b) it is stated in

formal semantics terms.>°

(4-17) a. A phrase XP saturates a ©-role of a head H only if XP c-commands H.

b. A phrase XP saturates an argument of a semantic function H (by functional

application) only if XP c-commands H.

For the purposes of this chapter the two formulations can be thought of as equivalent,
although the results of the inquiry in chapter 3 would lead us to regard (4-17b) as the more
empirically adequate formulation.

By (4-17a) the arguments c-commanding a ©-role of a predicate can saturate that O-
role. Similarly by (4-17b) the argument of a predicate function must c-command that

predicate in order to be available for functional application. When a predicate scrambles to

%0 Standard formal semantics adopt a strong version of compositionality that requires sisters to compose. Such

theories would require H and XP in (4-17b) to be in a mutual c-command relation.
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above the arguments, the O-role (or argument) of that predicate remains unsaturated.”'

Predicate scrambling thus gives rise to the violation of the Principle of Full Interpretation (cf.
Chomsky 1995) that requires that every element at LF must receive an appropriate
interpretation.

The unacceptability of (4-4), here repeated as (4-18), is explained by the failure of the

saturation of a predicate’s O-role (or argument). (4-19) illustrates the structure of (4-18)
where scrambling of the NP predicate 5~ A} = pwuca-lo ‘rich man-as’ causes the

acceptability of a sentence to degrade. The tree in (4-19) is represented in classic standard
X-bar terms for expository convenience. For the sake of explicitness I also adopt
Miyagawa’s (2003) analysis of scrambling in Japanese and Korean that treats it as an

instance of A-movement to [Spec, TP] triggered to check an EPP feature on the head T.

(4-18)* -2 = AbeE0l aE CEE e,
pwuca-lo; salam-tul-i ku-lul; t syangkakhya-ss-ta
rich man-as  person-PL-NOM  he-ACC think-PST-DCL

‘People thought of him as a rich man.’

*1 If movement leaves a copy in the original base position, as is typically assumed in the minimalist framework,

we would require every instance of X and HP to satisfy (4-17).
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N, NP syangkakhya
ku-tul ti (6i)
In (4-19), the predicate - A} = pwuca-lo ‘rich man-as’ moves to [Spec, TP] and thus it is not
bound by the nominal argument ku-lul ‘he-ACC’. The proposal in (4-17) says that the
scrambling of predicate 5-A} = pwuca-1o ‘rich man-as’ give rise to the failure of its ©-role

(or argument) saturation, which makes (4-18) unacceptable.

4.3 A CATEGORICAL BAN AGAINST PREDICATES SCRAMBLING IN UG

4.3.1 PREDICATE SCRAMBLING IN TURKISH

Historical linguists have sometimes grouped Turkish, Japanese, and Korean into a
single language family, Altaic, and syntacticians have often found it illuminating to compare

closely related languages to observe the parameterization of a general syntactic principle (e.g.
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Kayne 1994).* Like Korean and Japanese Turkish typically exhibits SOV (Subject-Object-

Verb) order in simple transitive sentences as in (4-20).

(4-20) Ayse gazeteyi okuyor (SOV)
Ayse newspaper-ACC  read-PRES

‘Ay se is reading the newspaper.’

Turkish also shows other variant orders such as OSV (Object-Subject-Verb), SVO (Subject-
Verb-Object), OVS (Object-Verb-Subject), VOS (Verb-Object-Subject), and VSO (Verb-

Subject-Object), as illustrated in (4-21) ~ (4-25) respectively (Hoffman, 1992).

(4-21) Gazeteyi Ayse okuyor (OSV)
newspaper-ACC Ayse read-PRES

‘Ay se is reading the newspaper.’

(4-22) Ayse okuyor gazeteyi (SVO)
Ayse read-PRES newspaper-ACC

‘Ay se is reading the newspaper.’

32 Altaic is a proposed language family which includes some 60 languages spoken by about 250 million people,
mostly in and around Central Asia and the Far East. See Anderson (1991).
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(4-23) Gazeteyi okuyor Ayse (OVS)
newspaper-ACC  read-PRES Ayse

‘Ay se is reading the newspaper.’

(4-24) Okuyor gazeteyi Ayse (VOS)
read-PRES  newspaper-ACC ~ Ayse

‘Ay se is reading the newspaper.’

(4-25) Okuyor Ayse gazeteyi (VSO)
read-PRES  Ayse newspaper-ACC

‘Ay se is reading the newspaper.’

These facts suggest that Turkish is a “free word order” language much like Japanese and
Korean. The Korean counterparts to the Turkish (4-20) ~ (4-25) are provided in (4-26) ~ (4-
31) below. Notice that, while the nominal arguments are freely reordered in both Korean and

Turkish, the position of V is restricted in Korean to clause final position.

(4-26) A7} AEL %)=
Chelswu-ka sinmwun-ul ilk-nun-ta (SOV)
Chelswu-NOM  newspaper-ACC read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a newspaper.’

96



(4-27) A= A7}
sinmwun-ul Chelswu-ka
newspaper-ACC  Chelswu-NOM

‘Chelswu reads a newspaper.’

(4-28)* A7} el
Chelswu-ka ilk-nun-ta

Chelswu-NOM read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a newspaper.’

o] -

[e)
e -

I o
T =

(4-29)* 21
sinmwun-ul ilk-nun-ta

newspaper-ACC  read-PRES-DCL

‘Chelswu reads a newspaper.’

(4-30)* ¢} =1F e
ilk-nun-ta sinmwun-ul

read-PRES-DCL  newspaper-ACC

‘Chelswu reads a newspaper.’

o] -
21 -

ilk-nun-ta (OSV)

read-PRES-DCL

[e)

=)
}\T_'TE

sinmwun-ul (SVO)

newspaper-ACC

Chelswu-ka (OVYS)

Chelswu-NOM

Chelswu-ka (VOS)

Chelswu-ka
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257} NES

(4-31)*¢ =t}
sinmwun-ul

(VSO)

ilk-nun-ta Chelswu-ka
read-PRES-DCL ~ Chelswu-NOM  newspaper-ACC

‘Chelswu reads a newspaper.’

In addition to the difference in the placement of V, Turkish and Korean contrast in

whether predicates more generally can scramble. Consider the following Turkish examples

(Kornfilt, 2003).

(4-32) Diin sokak-ta [[cok yasli] bir adam]-a rasla-di -m
a man-DAT meet-PST-1SG

Yesterday street-LOC very old
‘Yesterday | met a very old man in the street.’

(4-33) Diin sokak-ta [[ej bir adam]-a rasla-di -m  ¢ok yasls
Yesterday street-LOC a man-DAT meet-PST-1SG very old

‘Yesterday | met a very old man in the street.”

In (4-33), the AP ¢ok yasls ‘very old” has scrambled out of the NP containing it. An

adjective is a predicate in that it is not semantically complete.

Korean behaves very differently from Turkish. Consider whether APs in Korean

scramble in the way Turkish APs do.
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ol A + HY SE= B okt

(4-34) 71 o)A

nya-ka eoce kil-yese [twu meyng-uy  haksyangtul-ul] po-ass-ta

[I-NOM yesterday street-LOC two person-GEN students-ACC see-PST-DCL

“Yesterday | saw two students in the street.’
(4-35)*F %] W7E il 2 o A] ES Hoxct
kil-yese [ti haksyangtul-ul] po-ass-ta

twu meyng-uy; nya-ka eoce

two person-GEN [-NOM yesterday street-LOC students-ACC  see-PST-DCL

“Yesterday | saw two students in the street.’
(4-36) A7} A e obols HoH
Chelswu-ka [ce cakun ai-lul] po-ass-ta

Chelswu-NOM  that small kid-ACC see-PST-DCL

‘Cheolsso saw that small kid.’

@37rRe A5 A olelg  mgkth
cakun; Chelswu-ka [ce ti  ai-lul] po-ass-ta

small Chelswu-NOM that kid-ACC see-PST-DCL

‘Cheolsso saw that small kid.’

In (4-35) and (4-37), subscrambling an AP out of either a non-specific NP or a specific NP

respectively is not allowed in Korean.
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4.3.2 RECONSTRUCTION AND A-BAR SCRAMBLING

As I explained in chapter 2, it is common to distinguish two types of scrambling: one
that patterns with A-movement such as passivization and the other that patterns with A-bar
movement such as wh-movement (Mahajan 1990, Webelhuth 1989). Mahajan argues that in
Hindi clause-internal scrambling can be either A- or A-bar movement, while long distance
scrambling is necessarily A-bar movement. A-scrambling moves a phrase to an A-position
such as [Spec, TP], while A-bar scrambling moves a phrase to an A-bar position such as
[Spec, CP].%

Based on Japanese data containing the lexical anaphor otagai ‘each other’, Saito
(1992) generalizes Mahajan’s (1990) distinction by showing that it is applicable to Japanese
as well.** Saito (1989) also makes the point that A-bar scrambling is subject to

reconstruction. Consider Japanese A-bar scrambling in (4-39).

(4-38) John-ga [Mary-ga nani-oj hyonda ka] sitta
John-NOM  Mary-NOM  what-ACC read Q  know-PST

‘John knew what Mary read.’

(4-39) nani-o; John-ga [Mary-ga ti yonda ka] sitta
what-ACC  John-NOM  Mary-NOM read Q  know-PST

‘John knew what Mary read.’

%3 Webelhuth (1989) proposes that scrambling is uniformly movement to a third type of position, the non-A-

position/non-A-bar position, and that this position has the binding properties of both A- and A-bar positions.
" See Kawamura (2004) for an argument that clause-internal scrambling differs from regular A-movement and
that long distance scrambling behaves differently from typical A-bar movement.
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In (4-39) which is an instance of A-bar scrambling, the wh-phrase nani-o ‘what-ACC’ in the
embedded clause is in [Spec, CP] of the matrix clause. If the scrambled wh-phrase nani-o
‘what-ACC’ remains in [Spec, CP] of the matrix clause, the wh-phrase must take the matrix
scope. However, the wh-phrase in (4-39) has embedded scope just like (4-38). (4-38) and
(4-39) both have the same interpretation where the wh-phrase has the embedded scope. This
fact suggests that A-bar scrambled constituents can be interpreted at the base position.

Reconstruction is an LF operation whereby fronted constituents returned to their base
positions for interpretation (cf. Chomsky 1981). In the classic formulation of Government
and Binding Theory in Chomsky (1981), reconstruction was limited to elements in A-bar
position. While the original theoretical distinction between A- and A-bar position in terms of
©-marking (Chomsky 1981) is no longer widely assumed, we will understand the specifier
of TP (subject) position to be an A-position and the specifier of CP to be an A-bar position.
We will follow Chomsky (1993) and assume that reconstruction holds only for A-bar
movement, not for A-movement.”> Reconstruction effects are diagnostic of these different
structural positions. We thus expect A-bar scrambling to exhibit reconstruction effects that
are absent in A-scrambling.

This distinction between A-scrambling and A-bar scrambling with respect to

reconstruction effect accounts for variation in anaphor-binding in Korean and Turkish. First,

consider the Korean lexical anaphor 4] & selo ‘each other’ which must be A-bound.*® The
lexical anaphor A] = selo ‘each other’ cannot be A-bound in (4-40) showing the canonical

Korean word order, while it is A-bound in (4-41) showing the scrambled word order. On the

35

But see Lasnik and Hendrick (2003) for a different view.

% An NP is A-bound when it is co-indexed with a c-commanding NP in an A-position (Chomsky 1981).
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other hand, in the case of long distance scrambling, the lexical anaphor 4] = selo ‘each

other’ can be A-bound neither in the neutral word order (4-42) nor in the scrambled word

order (4-43).

(4-40y* 4 9] Aol R EE
seloj-uy sensyangnim-i [[Chelswu wa Younghee];-lul];
each other-GEN teacher-NOM Chelswu and Younghee-ACC
A9

kkucic-ess-ta
scold-PST-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers scolded Chelswu and Younghee;.’

(4-41) A9} 8] 2 A =29 A o]
[[Chelswu wa Younghee];-lul]; seloj-uy sensyangnim-i t

Chelswu and Younghee-ACC  each other-GEN  teacher-NOM

F90h
kkucic-ess-ta
scold-PST-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers scolded Chelswu and Younghee;.’
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(4-42)<A] 2] Aol o ol Ao} 932
seloj-uy sensyangnim-i  [Younghan-i [[Chelswu wa Younghee]i-lul];

each other-GEN teacher-NOM  Younghan-NOM Chelswu and Younghee-ACC

A ATl RN
kkucic-ess-ta ko] syangkakha-n-ta
scold-PST-DCL COMP  think-PRES-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers think that Younghan scolded Chelswu and Younghee.’

(4-43)yd ot F 3= A 7] A A o] o

e

o]
[[Chelswu wa Younghee]i-lul]; seloj-uy sensyangnim-i [Younghan-i

Chelswu and Younghee-ACC each other-GEN teacher-NOM  Younghan-NOM

ATk A7k
kkucic-ess-ta ko] syangkakha-n-ta
scold-PST-DCL COMP think-PRES-DCL

‘Each other;’s teachers think that Younghan scolded Chelswu and Younghee.’

In (4-41), 22} <4 8] & Chelswu wa Younghee-lul ‘Chelswu and Younghee-ACC” is
scrambled clause-internally to the A-position [Spec, TP]. In (4-43), it is scrambled out of a
finite clause to the A-bar position [Spec, CP]. In (4-41), the lexical anaphor A1 = selo ‘each
other’ is A-bound, while in (4-43) it cannot be. The reason is that clause-internal scrambling

moves a phrase to A-position and thus 2 <=2} ¢ 8] & Chelswu wa Younghee-lul ‘Chelswu
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and Younghee-ACC’ does not undergo reconstruction, whereas long distance scrambling
moves a phrase to A-bar position and thus A =<} % 8] & Chelswu wa Younghee-lul
‘Chelswu and Younghee-ACC’ necessarily undergoes reconstruction.

The distribution of the Korean anaphor ] = selo ‘each other’ contrasts with that of

its Turkish counterpart birbirlerinin ‘each other-AGR-GEN’ which, as an anaphor, must also

be A-bound. Consider the following Turkish examples (Kural 1992).

(4-44)*[[Birbirlerinin sekreterleri] adamlari; d{in aramis|

each other-AGR-GEN secretary-PL-AGR-NOM men-ACC yesterday call-PST-AGR

‘Each other;’s secretaries called the men; yesterday.’

(4-45)*Adamlar [[Birbirlerinin sekreterleri] ti diin  aramig]
men-ACC each other-AGR-GEN secretary-PL-AGR-NOM yesterday call-PST-AGR
‘Each other;’s secretaries called the men; yesterday.’

(Kural, 1992)

In (4-45), the clause-internally scrambled phrase moves to the A-bar position and thus
necessarily reconstruct at LF. The reconstruction at LF of the anaphor in (4-45) leads to the
violation of Principle A of the Binding Theory and thus the Turkish lexical anaphor

birbirlerinin ‘each other-AGR-GEN” fails to be bound.
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4.3.3 PREDICATE SCRAMBLING AS A-BAR SCRAMBLING (IN TURKISH

SUBSCRAMBLING)

Miyagawa (2001, 2003) has provided an analysis of scrambling in Japanese and
Korean that recognizes two mechanisms which lead to the OSV order. One is the A-
movement of the object to satisfy the EPP, and the other is an A-bar movement of the object
for focus reasons. In the former case, the object appears in [Spec, TP], while in the latter, it
is adjoined to TP or higher. Because of the absence of reconstruction effects in scrambling to
an A-position and because (4-17) requires the arguments of a verb to c-command the verb,
we derive the prohibition against scrambling of predicates in Korean. At the same time,
because Turkish scrambling is to an A-bar position which exhibits reconstruction effects,
predicates will scramble in Turkish in contrast to Korean.

Miyagawa (2001, 2003) argues that A-scrambling is triggered by the EPP feature on
T. To support his claim, Miyagawa provides evidence from Japanese data involving a

universal quantifier zen’in ‘all’ in the context of negation.

(4-46) zen’in-ga sono tesuto-o uke-nakat-ta (SOV)
all-NOM  that test-ACC take-NEG-PST
‘All did not take that test.’

*not>all, all>not
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(4-47) sono tesuto-o; zen’in-ga  t; uke-nakat-ta (OSV)
that test-ACC all-NOM take-NEG-PST
‘That test, all didn’t take.’

not>all, all>not

(4-46) has an SOV order, while (4-47) has a scrambled OSV order. In both (4-46) and (4-47)
above, a universal quantifier zen’in ‘all’ occurs in the subject position. However, (4-46) and
(4-47) do not have the same reading in that (4-47) has another reading as well as the reading
of (4-46). The reading of (4-46) is a total negation (meaning that none of the people referred
to by zen’in ‘all’ took the test). This reading can be explained by Klima’s (1964) assumption
that negation must c-command a quantifier in order to take scope over that quantifier. In (4-
46), the quantifier zen’in all’ is in [Spec, TP], which is out of the negation domain.”’ (4-47)
has a same reading as (4-46), but it may have an additional reading, a partial-negation
reading. This is the reading that some, but not all, took the test. The negation in this reading
only partially negates the referent of zen’in “all’. In the partial-negation reading of (4-47),
the quantifier zen’in ‘all’ is in the negation domain. What fills in [Spec, TP] is the object,
rather than the subject. The quantifier subject zen’in ‘all’ stays in-situ in [Spec, vP], which is
in the domain of negation.

The scrambling of the sort Miyagawa (2001) observed is A-movement to [Spec, TP]
triggered by the EPP feature on T. Scrambling to check EPP feature is unique and has no
reconstruction effect. Following Williams’ (1989) intuition (discussed in section 4.2.2) that a

verb’s ©-roles are anaphors subject to binding by the verb’s nominal argument, I derive the

%7 We assume that the position of negation is between the vP and T. (see Laka (1990) and Pollock (1989))
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prohibition against the scrambling of predicates from Miyagawa’s scrambling analysis. A
constituent scrambled to [Spec, TP] does not show reconstruction effects. A predicate that

undergoes A-scrambling will position the predicate’s O-roles in a position where the

predicate’s arguments (or its ©-roles) cannot be licensed for (4-17). My proposal thus
correlates the lack of predicate scrambling with the lack of reconstruction effects in
scrambled constituents.

When scrambling is to an A-bar position, it should show reconstruction effects. The
instance of A-bar scrambling is observable in Turkish (4-44) and (4-45), repeated as (4-48)

and (4-49).

(4-48)*[[Birbirlerinin sekreterleri] adamlari;  diin aramis|

each other-AGR-GEN secretary-PL-AGR-NOM men-ACC yesterday call-PST-AGR

‘Each other;’s secretaries called the men; yesterday.’

(4-49)* Adamlar; [[Birbirlerinin sekreterleri] ti diin aramis|

men-ACC each other-AGR-GEN secretary-PL-AGR-NOM yesterday call-PST-AGR
‘Each other;’s secretaries called the men; yesterday.’

(Kural, 1992)

The examples of anaphor-binding in (4-48) and (4-49) indicate that scrambling in Turkish
example (4-49) is movement to A-bar position. If the scrambled object adamlar ‘men-ACC’
were in an A-position in Turkish, (4-49) could not be ruled out. Adamlar ‘men-ACC’ in the

putative A-position would A-bind the lexical anaphor birbirlerinin ‘each other-AGR-GEN’,
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but this is counter factual. The problem in (4-49) does not stem from the position of the
anaphor or the antecedent, since an anaphor inside a NP can be bound from a higher A-
position as shown by (4-50). Moreover, anaphors are not excluded from the subject position,

as illustrated in (4-51) and anaphors can be bound by non-subjects, as in (4-52) (Kural, 1992).

(4-50) Adamlarj [birbirlerininj sekreterlerini] aramis

man-PL-NOM each other-AGR-GEN secretary-AGR-ACC call-PST-AGR

“The men called each other’s secretaries.’

(4-51) Adamlari [birbirlerininj Ahmet’1 aradigini |

man-PL-NOM each other-AGR-GEN Ahmet-ACC call-PST-COMP-AGR-ACC

santyor

think-PRES-AGR

‘The men think [each other called Ahmet].’

(4-52) Ahmet adamlarij birbirlerinej gostermis

Ahmet-NOM  man-PL-ACC each other-AGR-DAT  show-PST-AGR

‘Ahmet showed the men to each other.’

The problem in (4-49) is the relationship between anaphor and antecedent. Kural (1992)
argues that the scrambled object adamlar ‘men-ACC’ is in A-bar position in (4-49), and thus

does not bind the anaphor. I will accept Kural’s conclusion here.
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Once we recognize the correlation between A-bar scrambling of predicate and
reconstruction effects in Turkish, we can attribute Turkish predicate scrambling in (4-33) to
the reconstruction effects of A-bar scrambling. Since subscrambling of adjectives in Turkish
is not to [Spec, TP] for the purpose of the EPP, it must be A-bar scrambling. Thus, we
predict that it undergoes reconstruction effects. This is a desirable prediction, since the

predicate’s ©-roles (or arguments) are able to be saturated when the predicate is

reconstructed to its base position.

4.3.4 PREDICATE SCRAMBLING AS A-BAR SCRAMBLING (IN KOREAN VP-
FOCUS CONSTRUCTION)

My hypothesized correlation between predicate scrambling, reconstruction effects,
and A-bar scrambling is confirmed by the VP-focus construction in Korean. Although
Korean does not scramble AP predicates out of a containing NP, it does have one instance of
predicate scrambling. Korean grammars traditionally identify a “VP-focus” construction.

This construction is formed by attaching a focus marker /<= —(n)un (or an accusative Case
marker —&/< (I)ul)to VP. The focused VP scrambles to clause initial position. This

construction allows preposing of unergative verbs and transitive verbs with their objects, as

shown in (4-54) and (4-56), respectively (Hagstrom, 1997).%*

* In (4-56), the verb must take its object along when it scrambles, as shown in (i-iii).

() A7t & H7= kot
Chelswu-ka ppang-ul  mek-ki-nun ha-eyss-ta

Chelswu-NOM  bread-ACC eat-NMZ-FOC  do-PST-DCL
‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’
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(4-53) 57} (2e)  #H71= AT
Chelswu-ka [(ppalli) ttwi-ki-nun] ha-eyss-ta
Chelswu-NOM  (fast) run-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Run fast, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

(4-54) (&2]) H71= 7} skttt
[(ppalli) ttwi-ki-nun]; Chelswu-ka ti ha-eyss-ta
(fast)  run-NMZ-FOC Chelswu-NOM do-PST-DCL

‘Run fast, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

‘As for running fast, Chelswu did.’

(4-55) A=7F kisss H7)= A
Chelswu-ka ppang-ul mek-ki-nun ha-eyss-ta

Chelswu-NOM  bread-ACC  eat-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

(i)*= 7= A7t ks skt
mek-ki-nun; Chelswu-ka ppang-ul t  ha-eyss-ta
eat-NMZ-FOC  Chelswu-NOM bread-ACC do-PST-DCL
‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

(iii) ™S w7 = A7t shelth
[ppang-ul mek-ki-nun]; Chelswu-ka ti ha-eyss-ta

bread-ACC eat-NMZ-FOC Chelswu-NOM do-PST-DCL

‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

Yatsushiro (1997) offers an explanation for why it is not possible to prepose transitive verbs alone. Yatsushiro
argues that the derivation (ii) results in the violation of some version of the Proper Binding Condition. In (ii),
the VP ™ 7] = mek-ki-nun ‘eat-NMZ-FOC"’ includes the trace of the object ®=- ppang-ul ‘bread-ACC’ and the
trace of the object in the scrambled VP is not bound by its antecedent.
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(4-56) & R A7t ottt
[ppang-ul  mek-ki-nun]; Chelswu-ka ti ha-eyss-ta
bread-ACC eat-NMZ-FOC Chelswu-NOM do-PST-DCL
‘Eat the bread, Chelswu did, (but not other things).’

‘As for eating the bread, Chelswu did.’

(4-53) and (4-55) show the structure before VPs prepose and (4-54) and (4-56) show the

structure with VP-preposing. In (4-54) and (4-56), the VP constituent nominalized by —7] —

ki scrambles to A-bar position above TP. As my hypothesis predicts, the focused VP allows

reconstruction of anaphors, as shown in (4-57) ~ (4-60) below.

(4-5yM#17F CcolAl AMEYITE 2 A 7)1 7] = stk
M-kwa-J-ka; C-yekye  seloj-uy-chinkwu-lul sokyasikhi-ki-nun  ha-eyss-ta
M-and-J-NOM C-DAT each other-GEN-friend-ACC introduce-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Introduce each other’s friends to C, M and J did.” (each other=M & J)

(4-58) A 2 9] R T-= 2NN 7] 7] = M =} J 7} coA s
seloj-uy-chinkwu-lul sokyasikhi-ki-nun M-kwa-J-ka;  C-yekye  ha-eyss-ta
each other-GEN-friend-ACC introduce-NMZ-FOC M-and-J-NOM C-DAT do-PST-DCL

‘Introduce each other’s friends to C, M and J did.” (each other=M & J)
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(4-59*150°] ColA MHAIY ATE 2N 7) 7= skt
kutul-j; C-yekye M-kwa-Ji-uy-chinkwu-lul  sokyasikhi-ki-nun ha-eyss-ta
they-NOM C-DAT M-and-J-GEN-friend-ACC introduce-NMZ-FOC do-PST-DCL

‘Introduce M and J’s friends to C, they did.” (they=M & J)

(4-60)*M 2} J o] JIF-& 2ANA 7] 7] = wAS) collAl sttt
M-kwa-Ji-uy-chinkwu-lul  sokyasikhi-ki-nun kutul-i; C-yekye ha-eyss-ta
M-and-J-GEN-friend-ACC introduce-NMZ-FOC they-NOM C-DAT do-PST-DCL

‘Introduce M and J’s friends to C, they did.” (they=M & J)

In (4-58), the anaphor in the scrambled VP is bound by the subject, and in (4-60), the R-
expression in the scrambled VP is bound by the pronoun in the subject. (4-58) and (4-60)
show that the scrambled VP reconstructs to the base-generated position and thus VP-
scrambling is A-bar movement.

The consideration of predicate scrambling as A-bar scrambling gives us a clue of the
explanation for why the verb cannot move to an A-bar position in Korean (making it like

Turkish). Assuming that such movement requires the morphological marking of ¥=/== (n)un

“TOP’ only to phrases and has the semantics of topicalization/old information, I argue that in
Korean the topic interpretation is correlated with reconstruction effects. Prince (1986) argues
on the basis of variation in the Germanic languages that information packaging requirements
(like topichood) are paired with syntactic structures in a language specific fashion. Suppose
this is true. We could then say that Turkish does not pair topichood status with the A-bar

position (of the specifier in CP) in the way Korean does, speculatively because it does not
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have a topic morpheme dedicated for this position. Turkish will then be able to “scramble”
to the A-bar position in a way that Korean cannot. Korean can only topicalize to that

position.

4.4 SUMMARY

This chapter has investigated the generalization from chapter 3 that scrambling is
limited to semantically complete expressions. In particular, I have probed the basis of this
generalization by raising the following two questions: Why are predicates resistant to
scrambling? Does the ban against predicate scrambling hold categorically or need to be
parameterized?

Regarding the reason of the ban against predicate scrambling, I draw on Miyagawa’s
(2001, 2003) analysis of scrambling and Williams’ (1989) work on the nature of theta-roles.
Miyagawa argues that scrambling to check EPP feature on T is unique and exhibits no
reconstruction effect. Williams argues that a verb’s theta—roles are anaphors subject to
binding by the verb’s nominal argument. From the synthesis of these two general claims, we
can derive the prohibition against the scrambling of predicates in A-scrambling. A
constituent scrambled to [Spec, TP] does not show reconstruction effects. A predicate that
undergoes A-scrambling will position the predicate’s theta—roles in a position where the
predicate’s arguments (or its ©-roles) cannot be licensed. We thus correlate the lack of
predicate scrambling with the lack of reconstruction effects in constituents scrambled to
[Spec, TP].

With respect to the question whether the ban against predicate scrambling is

categorical or not, I have provided empirical evidence that the resistance to predicate
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scrambling is universal for A-scrambling. I have considered instances of predicate
scrambling in Turkish and Korean. In Turkish, adjective phrases acceptably scramble out of
containing noun phrases. Subscrambling of adjective phrases is an instance of predicate
scrambling. The correlation between predicate scrambling and reconstruction effects
identifies predicate scrambling in Turkish as A-bar scrambling. The correlation between
predicate scrambling, reconstruction effects and scrambling to an A-bar landing site is also
confirmed by the VP-focus construction in Korean. When the focused VP with anaphors

scrambles to above [Spec, TP], it allows for reconstruction effects of anaphor binding.
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CHAPTER 5. THE SEMANTIC RESTRICTION AS IT INTERACTS WITH NOUN

PHRASE STRUCTURE

5.1 INTRODUCTION

Scrambling of nominal arguments in clauses is common in Korean. In chapter 3 and
4 T have investigated this word order variability and argued that while scrambling is generally
available, predicates (i.e., semantically unsaturated constituents) do not scramble. This
observation follows from a semantic restriction that requires arguments of a semantic
function to c-command that function (or that requires an argument with a given ©-role to c-
command the head assigning that ©-role). This explanation for why predicates are resistant
to scrambling in Korean is built upon Miyagawa’s (2001) minimalist analysis of scrambling
in Japanese and Korean. Miyagawa treats Korean scrambling as A-movement to [Spec, TP]
triggered by an EPP feature on T. Korean scrambling contrasts with scrambling in Turkish,
which is to an A-bar position. Following the EPP-analysis of scrambling in Miyagawa
(2001), I argued that there is a correlation between the lack of predicate scrambling and the
lack of reconstruction in scrambled constituents. In EPP-driven A-scrambling, scrambling
can create new binding relations, a property associated with A-movement. The scrambled
constituent moves to [Spec, TP] and does not show reconstruction effects. Of course, not all
movement behaves like A-movement. In A-bar scrambling, scrambled constituents move out
of TP. Since the constituents in such A-bar position show reconstruction effects, the

scrambled predicate can satisfy the semantic restriction that arguments c-command their



predicates. In this kind of scrambling, predicates are allowed to be scrambled. The empirical
generalization about scrambling that emerges is that predicates do not scramble to A-
positions.

In this chapter, we turn attention to the behavior of noun phrases with the goal of
determining whether the theory developed in chapters 3 and 4 is consistent with the word
order observable in noun phrases. Korean has a variable ordering within the noun phrases, as
shown in (5-1) ~ (5-2).*° Superficially, this word order freedom appears to parallel the
freedom we have observed within TP and presents us with an instance of scrambling against

which we can test further the analysis of chapter 4.%

3% Kang (1994) and Sohn (1999) suggest that Korean has a definite determiner —L ku ‘the’ which is
homophonous to the demonstrative ~ ku ‘that” and is historically derived from it.

% Scrambling out of a noun phrases is not available, as the contrast below demonstrates. The contrast in (i) ~
(i1) is preserved in (iii) and (iv), although (i) ~ (ii) and (iii) ~ (iv) have a definite embedded nominal and an
indefinite embedded nominal, respectively.

@O H9 Tolel  ARIE et
nya-ka  [Chelswu-uy holangi-uy sacin-ul] sassta
I-NOM  Chelswu-GEN tiger-GEN picture-ACC  bought
‘I bought Chelswu’s picture of the tiger.’

zaelel b He AR
holangi-uy nya-ka [Chelswu-uy sacin-ul] sassta
tiger-GEN [-NOM  Chelswu-GEN picture-ACC bought
“(lit.) The tiger | bought Chelswu’s picture of’

i) W7t H5 7] AR X
nya-ka  [Chelswu-uy nwukwunka-uy sacin-ul] sassta
I-NOM  Chelswu-GEN  someone-GEN  picture-ACC  bought
‘I bought Chelswu’s picture of someone.’

(verzkel  uE AR AR sk
nwukwunka-uy nya-ka  [Chelswu-uy  sacin-ul] sassta
someone-GEN I[-NOM  Chelswu-GEN picture-ACC ~ bought
‘(lit.) Someone | bought Chelswu’s picture of’
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(5-1) A9 SR
Chelswu-uy ku  cha
Chelswu-GEN  that  car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

(522 AFe A
ku  Chelswu-uy cha
that Chelswu-GEN  car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

A pre-nominal demonstrative and genitive noun phrase may be commuted, as shown above.
However, the noun %} cha ‘car’ does not scramble, as shown by the unacceptability of (5-3)

and (5-4). The noun must be final in its phrase even though the other constituents in the

noun phrases are relatively free.

(5-3)*=F  Ha9 1
cha  Chelswu-uy ku

car Chelswu-GEN that

‘that car of Chelswu’s’
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(5-4)*d 9] 2} 1
Chelswu-uy cha ku
Chelswu-GEN car that

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

This behavior of the noun in (5-3) ~ (5-4) resembles that of the verb which also appeared
phrase finally in chapter 3. The scrambling in (5-1) ~ (5-2) and the restriction on scrambling
in (5-3) ~ (5-4) are not easily explained by the proposal of chapter 4 that arguments of a
predicate function must c-command that predicate. The limit on predicate scrambling can
tell us why V is final in its phrase but cannot be extended to explain why N is final in its

phrase. Nouns like %} cha ‘car’ in (5-2) are not in a function argument relation with 2 5=
Chelswu ‘Chelswu’ in (5-2). Assuming this is true, it is unclear why 2 5= Chelswu
‘Chelswu’ must c-command 2} cha ‘car’ as in (5-2) rather than conversely as in (5-3).

The remainder of this chapter is organized as follows. Section 5.2 argues that the
structure of noun phrases in Korean is a phrase headed by a functional category. Following
Abney (1989) and Yoon (1999), this functional category is Delimiter.

Section 5.3 presents three instances of scrambling in noun phrases in Korean:
scrambling between demonstratives and genitives, scrambling between demonstratives and
complement nouns, and scrambling between adjectives and complement nouns.

Section 5.4 investigates the scrambling in noun phrases by examining the following
questions: What position does the scrambled constituent occupy in the structure of Korean
noun phrases?; Is this movement driven by an EPP?; What prevents the head noun in noun

phrases from scrambling?
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Section 5.5 summarizes the main results of this chapter.

5.2 THE STRUCTURE OF NOUN PHRASES IN KOREAN

Following Abney (1987)’s DP-hypothesis, I assume that noun phrases are headed by
a functional category. In Korean this category is Del(imiter) following Yoon (1990). (5-5) is
the configurational structure of Korean noun phrases which we assume. In this section, it

will be discussed how we achieve (5-5).

(5-5) DelP

Sp/\Del’
DP/\Del
DemomD’
NP/\D
Possessiﬁ\l\! ’
AP/\N’
Com@\l\!

5.2.1 ABNEY’S (1987) DP-HYPOTHESIS

Abney (1987) gives NP a structure parallel to IP. His proposal is based in part on the
observation that in Hungarian and Turkish a head noun agrees with the specifier noun phrase,
in the same way that a predicate agrees with the subject NP in a sentence. Abney proposes

that a functional category under which AGR is located heads a noun phrase, just as at the
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sentence level a functional category T (or INFL) carries AGR and serves as the head of the
clause. Observing that determiners and genitive NPs cannot co-occur in English, Abney
suggests that the functional category D, dominating determiners or possessive ’S
(corresponding to AGR), serves as the head of Determiner Phrase. D (AGR) assigns Case to
its specifier, just as INFL (AGR) assigns Case to its subject. The following structure is what

Abney (1987) proposes for English noun phrases.

(5-6) DP
s D
D/\NP
Spec/\ N’
(?mplement

5.2.2 YOON’S (1990) DELIMITER PHRASE ANALYSIS

Adopting Abney’s (1987) DP-hypothesis, Yoon (1990) suggests that the functional
category DP is dominated in Korean by a higher functional category Delimiter Phrase
(henceforth DelP), which is headed by a delimiter. Yoon’s proposal is designed to capture
the fact that delimiters like ¥+ man ‘only’, Z= =} cocha ‘even’, and 7}-A] kkaci ‘up to’ can
occur between N and the case marker in Korean. The complement of Del is DP, which is
headed by D (containing AGR). The order of the AGR morpheme and the delimiter in noun
phrases gives us a clue to the hierarchical order between DP and DelP. Although there is no

person agreement between subject and predicate in Korean, we do see two other agreement
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phenomena between subject and the verb: honorification and number agreement. Consider
(5-7) ~ (5-10).

= PRA IS dssU T

(5-7) E=d =0 - ol A e

sonnim-tul-i puekh-yese  mwul-ul  masiko-tul issupnita

guest-PL-NOM kitchen-LOC water-ACC drink-PL.  being

‘Guests are drinking water in the kitchen.’

(5-8)*=14 o] Fof o A =5 Al 1 s Q&Y

puekh-yese  mwul-ul masiko-tul  issupnita

sonnim-i
guest-NOM  kitchen-LOC water-ACC  drink-PL being
‘A guest is drinking water in the kitchen.’
(5-9) A o] Aol Al A AT
cu-si-ess-ta

sensyang-nim-i Chelswu-eykey chyak-ul

teacher-HON-NOM Chelswu-DAT book-ACC give-HON-PST-DCL

‘A teacher gave Chelswu a book.’

TAI AT

1=
filo

(5-10)*3} 21 0] Aol Al

hain-i Chelswu-eykey chyak-ul cu-si-ess-ta

servant-NOM  Chelswu-DAT  book-ACC give-HON-PST-DCL

‘A servant gave Chelswu a book.”
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In (5-7) ~ (5-8), we observe number agreement in clauses. In (5-7), both the subject NP and
its verb are marked for plural. However, in (5-8), the subject is singular while the verb
contains the plural marker, hence violating number agreement. In (5-9) ~ (5-10), we find
honorific agreement in clauses. In (5-9), the social position of the subject NP X1 A 4
sensyang-nim ‘teacher-HON’ is pragmatically superior to that of the speaker and both the
subject NP and its verb contain the honorific marker 2 nim ‘-HON’ and 4| si *-HON’,
respectively.”’ However, in (5-10), the social position of the subject NP 3}¢] hain ‘servant’

is pragmatically inferior to that of the speaker and the subject NP does not match with its
verb in terms of honorific. The result is ungrammatical.

This pattern of agreement can be seen not only in clauses but also in the DelP.*

(5-11) E=HE=9 =g s
sonnim-tul-uy tochakkwangkeyng-tul

guest-PL-GEN arrival scene-PL

‘the scenes of the guests' arrival’

(5-12)*%F &4 K

il

han sonnim-uy  tochakkwangkeyng-tul
one guest-GEN arrival scene-PL

‘the scenes of one guest's arrival’

"1 nim -HON" is an honorific marker for a noun phrase and 2] si ““-HON’ is an honorific marker for a
predicate.

*2 The examples in (5-11) ~ (5-14) are adapted from Kim (1997) and Yoon (1990).
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(5-13) A8 H 2 ojmd
sensyang-nim-uy eme-nim
teacher-HON-GEN  mother-HON

‘teacher's mother’

(5-14)*3}21 9 SEE
hain-uy eme-nim
servant-GEN mother-HON

'servant's mother’

In (5-11) ~ (5-12), there is number agreement in noun phrases in the same manner as in
clauses. In (5-11), both the genitive NP and its head NP are marked for plural. However, in
(5-12), the genitive NP is singular and the head noun contains the plural marker, hence
violating number agreement. In (5-13) ~ (5-14), there is honorific agreement in noun phrases.
In (5-13), the social position of the genitive NP %1 A 'd sensyang-nim ‘teacher-HON is
pragmatically superior to that of the speaker and both the genitive NP and its head NP

contains the honorific marker ‘2 nim ‘--HON’. However, in (5-14), the social position of the
genitive NP &} %] hain ‘servant’ is pragmatically inferior to that of the speaker and the

genitive NP does not match its head NP in terms of honorific. The tree in (5-15) illustrates

the honorification/number agreement in noun phrases.

123



(5-15) DP

GenitiM>U\

NP

AGR (honorification/number)

The delimiters %+ man ‘only’, =%} cocha ‘even’, and 7} <] kkaci ‘up to’ can be
attached to the noun phrases in (5-11) and (5-14) as illustrated in (5-16) ~ (5-19). Yoon
(1990) uses this evidence to support his claim that delimiters head a functional category DelP.
The order of the AGR morpheme and the delimiter in noun phrases give us, Yoon argues,

evidence of the hierarchical organization of DP and DelP.

(5-16) =H =9l L R =L
sonnim-tul-uy tochakkwangkeyng-tul-man

guest-PL-GEN  arrival scene-PL-only

'the scenes of the guests' arrival only’

(5-17) =HE 9] &G S22 HA]
sonnim-tul-uy tochakkwangkeyng-tul-cocha/kkaci

guest-PL-GEN  arrival scene-PL-even/up to

‘even/up to the scenes of the guests' arrival’
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(5-18) A A <] ofmg-1t
sensyang-nim-uy  eme-nim-man
teacher-HON-GEN  mother-HON-only

'teacher’'s mother only’

(5-19) A8 <) o g -2/ 71
sensyang-nim-uy eme-nim-cocha/kkaci
teacher-HON-GEN  mother-HON-even/up to

‘even/up to teacher's mother’

As can be seen in (5-16) ~ (5-19) above, the delimiters are attached outside the AGR
morpheme. In (5-16) ~ (5-19), the AGR morpheme and the delimiter morpheme are affixed
to the noun. We could attribute this morphological complex to a process of to N-to-AGR-to-
Del raising. On this view we might assume that the N to AGR and N-AGR to Del raising
involves syntactic adjunction to the left of a head. Alternatively the N-AGR-Del complex
could be lexically formed with its component features checked either in the overt syntax by
head to head raising or covertly at LF by feature raising. For the sake of explicitness the
relative order of AGR and Del leads us to assume that the DelP is in a higher position than D,

as illustrated in (5-20).
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(5-20) DelP

b

Spec //////JQEL\\\\\\\\\\

D Del

Genitive NP /D’\
NP ?
]\L’ AGR

5.2.3 THE POSITION OF DEMONSTRATIVES, POSSESSIVE PHRASES, AND
ADJECTIVE PHRASES

Anderson (1984) distinguishes possessor NPs from other genitive NPs in English.
Anderson claims that when occurring before nouns which do not assign a ©-role to the
specifier noun phrase, the genitive ’S represents a lexical morpheme, the possessive. The
lexical morpheme possessive ’S which heads PossP is assumed to be inserted in the base.
Anderson proposes that possessor NPs are generated under PossP. The possessor NP is
assigned not only Case but also a O-role by the lexical possessive ’s. The structure in (5-21)

is Anderson’s (1984) structure for possessor NPs.

(5-21) NP
PossP/\N’
Nll’/\Polss %\I
John ’S book
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Building on Anderson (1984), Yoon (1991) suggests that the possessor NP in Korean

noun phrases is also base generated under PossP. The possessor NP is assigned case and O-
role by Poss €] uy ‘s’. He assumes that the PossP is located in the Spec of noun parallel to

Anderson’s (5-21). The structure in (5-22) is what Yoon (1991) suggests for Korean

Possessor NPs.
(5-22) NP
/\
PossP N’
/\ |
NP Poss N
| | |
A% S
Chelswu uy chyak
Chelswu ’S book

‘Chelswu’s book’

As to the position of demonstratives, Suh (2005) and Jo (2000) argue that
demonstratives in Korean are maximal projections occupying the specifier position of DPs.
They posited that the DP consists of a phonologically null head carrying [DEM],
[DEFINITE] or [SPECIFIC] features. In order to be checked, these features would require
the phrase containing the demonstrative to merge into the specifier position of DP, as

illustrated in (5-23).
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I }
ku chyak [DEM, SPECIFIC, DEFINITE]
that book

The representation in (5-23) entails that, unlike demonstratives in English, demonstratives
are not determiners in Korean. This claim is supported by the evidence that, unlike
demonstratives in English, Korean demonstratives cannot act as pronouns, which are
considered to be determiners in English. Rather, the Korean demonstratives must modify
dummy nouns such as %l keos ‘thing’ and % ¢’ok ‘direction’, as illustrated in (5-24) and (5-

25) below.*

(5-24)*°] 7}

oifN
o

1-ka coh-ta
this-NOM  good-DCL

‘I like this.’

"3 The examples in (5-24) and (5-25) are adapted from Suh (2005).
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(5-25) o] Al ] =t
i-kes-i coh-ta
this-thing-NOM  good-DCL

‘I like this.’

With respect to the location of Adjective Phrases (AP), we follow the natural

assumption that AP is adjoined to N’, as illustrated in (5-26).

(5-26) NP

Spec/\N’
T

5.2.4 THE CONFIGURATIONAL STRUCTURE OF KOREAN NOUN PHRASES

Collecting the strands of research represented by Abney (1987)’s DP-hypothesis,
Yoon (1990)’s DelP-analysis, Anderson’s (1984) PossP approach to possessor NPs, and Suh
(2005) about the internal structure of noun phrases, we can assume that Korean nominals

have the following syntactic organization.
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(5-27) DelP

Spet//\Del’
DP/\DeI
Demonst{tiveP\D’
NP/\D
Possessiv/eP\N ’
AP/\N’
Com@\l\!

In (5-27), Del heads DelP. DP is a complement of Del and NP is in turn a complement of D.

5.3 SCRAMBLING IN NOUN PHRASES

As we noted in section 5.1, Korean scrambles pre-nominal modifiers in a way that
resembles scrambling in clauses. With an idea of the structure of nominals in (5-27) we are
in a position to investigate this word order variation more carefully. Specifically, we need to
answer the following questions. First, what specifier position in (5-27) does the “scrambled”
constituent occupy? Second, is that movement driven by an EPP? Third, what prevents the

head noun in (5-27) from scrambling?
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5.3.1 SCRAMBLING IN NOUN PHRASES BETWEEN DEMONSTRATIVES AND

GENITIVE PHRASES

In Korean, there is no fixed order between demonstratives and genitive noun phrases.

Consider (5-1) and (5-2), repeated as (5-28) and (5-29).

(5-28) d 9] I =
Chelswu-uy ku cha
Chelswu-GEN  that car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

(5-29) 1 HF9 2t
ku  Chelswu-uy cha
that Chelswu-GEN car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

In (5-28) and (5-29), a demonstrative —L ku ‘that’ can be either preceded or followed by a
possessor noun phrase A 5=2] Chelswu-uy ‘Chelswu-GEN’, respectively. The different

word orders do not result in a meaning change.
However, not all constituents in noun phrases can scramble in this fashion. There is

2

a restriction that the Noun must be final in the phrase. In our example, the noun %} cha ‘car

cannot scramble, as shown in (5-3) and (5-4), repeated as (5-30) and (5-31) for the readers’

convenience.
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(5-30)*=F A9 -1
cha  Chelswu-uy ku
car Chelswu-GEN  that

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

(5-31)* 2 9 A
Chelswu-uy cha ku
Chelswu-GEN  car that

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

As mentioned at the outset of this chapter, this behavior of the noun in (5-30) ~ (5-31)

resembles that of the verb which also appeared phrase finally in the last chapter.

5.3.2 SCRAMBLING IN NOUN PHRASES BETWEEN DEMONSTRATIVES AND
COMPLEMENT NOUNS

The scrambling in noun phrases among demonstratives and genitive noun phrases is
not an isolated example. We can also find scrambling between demonstratives and

complement nouns. Consider (5-32) ~ (5-33) and their structure in (5-34).

(5-32) ©}71¢] a of 2 AFZ
aki-uy ku yeyppun sacin
baby-GEN  that  pretty picture

‘that pretty picture of the baby’
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(5331 d®m oyl AR
ku yeyppun aki-uy sacin
that  pretty baby-GEN  picture
‘that pretty picture of the baby’

‘that picture of the pretty baby’

(5-34) DelP

Spet//\Del’
DP/\DeI
Demonst{tiveP\D’
NP/\D
Possessiv/eP\N ’
AP/\N’

\\\ Com@\l\!
| |

B e ol A7
ku yeyppun  aki-uy sacin
that pretty baby-GEN picture

‘that pretty picture of the baby’

In (5-32) ~ (5-33), ©}7] 2] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN’ is the internal argument of the head noun
A2 sacin “picture’. In (5-32) ~ (5-33), a demonstrative —L ku ‘that’ can be either preceded

or followed by a complement noun phrase ©}7]2] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN”, respectively. Again,
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scrambling does not change meaning, as demonstrated in the truth conditional equivalency of

(5-35) and (5-36).

(5-35) 7t o719 I o ARRLE B ottt
nya-ka  aki-uy ku  yeyppun sacin-ul po-ass-ta
I-NOM baby-GEN  that pretty picture-ACC see-PST-DECL

‘I saw that pretty picture of the baby.’

(5-36) 7 2 o o}7] 9] AR = B ket
nya-ka ku yeyppun aki-uy sacin-ul po-ass-ta
I-NOM that pretty baby-GEN  picture-ACC see-PST-DCL

‘I saw that pretty picture of the baby.’

However, not all constituents in noun phrases can scramble freely. Once again there
is the restriction that the Noun must be final in the phrase. In our example, the noun A}

sacin ‘picture’ cannot scramble, as shown in (5-37) ~ (5-38) below.

(5-37)*AF o}7] <] oo
sacin aki-uy ku  yeyppun
picture baby-GEN that pretty

‘that pretty picture of the baby’
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(5-38)*ob7]e] AR I o
aki-uy sacin ku  yeyppun
baby-GEN picture that pretty

‘that pretty picture of the baby’

Clearly, the restriction on scrambling in noun phrases in the previous sub-section applies to
this case as well.

Before we proceed to the next section, let us consider briefly the contrast in (5-39)
and (5-40). Although in (5-32) and (5-33) scrambling between a demonstrative specifier and
a complement noun is illustrated, we can also consider the scrambling possibilities of the
adjective adjunct &l ¥ yeyppun ‘pretty’ as well. As suggested by the second interpretation of
(5-33), the adjective | ¥ yeyppun ‘pretty’ can be adjoined either to the head noun A} 3!
sacin “picture’ or to the complement noun ©}7] 2] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN’. In the first case,
where ©}7] 9] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN’ is the complement noun of the head noun A}%1 sacin
‘picture’, scrambling of & ¥% yeyppun ‘pretty’ is acceptable, yielding (5-39). However, in
the second case, where &l ¥* ©}7] 2] yeyppun aki-uy ‘pretty baby-GEN” is the complement
noun of the head noun A} %! sacin “picture’, scrambling of <] ¥ yeyppun ‘pretty’ is not

acceptable, as shown by (5-40). This asymmetry is part of a larger generalization about
scrambling in the Korean noun phrases that scrambling of an adjunct out of an embedded NP
is prohibited. This generalization is part of the same generalization that prevents adjuncts

from long distance scrambling between clauses.
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(539 oprle] A
yeyppun ku  aki-uy sacin
pretty that baby-GEN  picture

‘that pretty picture of the baby’

(5402 1 or)e] A
yeyppun ku  aki-uy sacin
pretty that  baby-GEN picture

‘that picture of the pretty baby’

5.3.3 SCRAMBLING IN NOUN PHRASES BETWEEN ADJECTIVE PHRASES AND

COMPLEMENT PHRASES

In (5-41) and (5-42), a complement noun phrase can either precede or follow an

adjective phrase, respectively.

(5-41) =Fole] 1 AE a1y
holangi-uy ku  cakun kulim

tiger-GEN  that small picture

‘that small picture of the tiger’
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(5-42) 1 #& T Fo]9 A=
ku cakun  holangi-uy  kulim
that small  tiger-GEN  picture
‘that small picture of the tiger’

‘that picture of the small tiger’

Once again, this word order flexibility does not extend to every subconstituents of

the phrase. The head noun L% kulim ‘picture’ must be final in the phrase. The noun 1%

kulim “picture’ cannot scramble, as shown in (5-43) ~ (5-44) below.

(5-43)r 1 F2 SEolf]
kulim cakun  holangi-uy
picture small  tiger-GEN

‘the small picture of the tiger’

(5-44)x2F2 ¥ sFo]9]
cakun  kulim  holangi-uy
small  picture tiger-GEN

‘the small picture of the tiger’
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5.4 EXPLANATION FOR SCRAMBLING IN NOUN PHRASES

The limits on scrambling in clauses discussed in chapter 3 were attributed to the
movement approach advocated in chapter 2. Following Miyagawa’s (2001, 2005) claim that
A-movement scrambling is triggered by the EPP-feature on T, I argue that there is a
correlation between the lack of predicate scrambling and the lack of reconstruction of
scrambled constituents. In EPP-driven A-scrambling, the scrambled constituent moves to
[Spec, TP] and does not show reconstruction effects. Following the semantic restriction that
requires arguments of a semantic function to c-command that function (or that requires an
argument with a given ©-role to c-command the head assigning that ©-role), scrambling of
predicates to [Spec, TP] is prohibited. This is because the scrambled predicate’s arguments

(or ©-roles) cannot be saturated. In A-bar scrambling, on the other hand, the scrambled

constituent moves to above TP. Since movement to A-bar positions show reconstruction

effects, the predicate’s ©-roles can be bound by their nominal arguments if it is A-bar

scrambled. These two claims force V to remain final in clauses even under scrambling.

The analysis of scrambling within clauses does not extend to scrambling within the
noun phrases. Noun phrases do not express function-argument relations. Furthermore,
although scrambling within clauses is triggered by an EPP-feature, noun phrases lack such an
EPP-feature. If there were an EPP-feature in Korean noun phrase (DelP), its specifier would
be obligatorily filled, which is not the case. Chapter 4 argued that scrambling driven by the
EPP is A-scrambling and lacks reconstruction effects, in contrast to long distance scrambling
that is not EPP-driven and that does show reconstruction effects. Since the Korean noun

phrase does not have an EPP-like requirement, my analysis predicts that scrambling in the
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Korean noun phrase should pattern like A-bar scrambling and should show reconstruction

effects. In the following subsections, we will find corroboration for this view.

5.4.1 SCRAMBLING TO THE SPEC OF DELP

In section 5.2, we assumed that Korean noun phrases are headed by the delimiter Del’,

and that the configurational structure of noun phrases is like (5-27), repeated as (5-45).**

(5-45) DelP

Sp/\Del’
DP/\Del
DemomD’
NP/\D
Possessi{\l\! ’
AP/\N’
Com@\l\!

In the previous section, we have seen that scrambling is permissible among demonstratives,
genitive noun phrases, and complement noun phrases in noun phrases. We need to identify
its landing site. Given the deep hierarchical organization of (5-45) and the numerous

specifier/adjunct positions that could potentially be the the landing site of a scrambled

" In the system of Kayne (1994) there is at most one specifier/adjunct in each phrase projection. This would

require treating the AP in (5-45) as the specifier/adjunct of a distinct phrase than the possessive P. Similarly the
complement of N would originate from its right and move leftward to another specifier/adjunct position. Since
nothing in my argument depends on this claim I have represented (5-27) and (5-45) in the more conservative
format used by earlier researchers.
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constituent, it is worth asking whether we can find any reason to narrow down the landing

site of a scrambled constituent.

Consider the contrast between (5-46) and (5-47).%

(5-46) 1 A9 solel 1d
ku  Chelswu-uy holangi-uy  kulim
that Chelswu-GEN tiger-GEN  picture
‘that picture of the tiger owned by Chelswu’

“*the picture of that tiger owned by Chelswu’

(5-47)1  Tolo] A g
ku  holangi-uy  Chelswu-uy kulim
that tiger-GEN  Chelswu-GEN  picture
‘the picture of that tiger owned by Chelswu’

“*that picture of the tiger owned by Chelswu’

In (5-46), 2 <= Chelswu is the possessor of ‘that picture of the tiger’. It does not mean that
Z 4= Chelswu ‘Chelswu’ is the possessor of ‘the picture of that tiger’. However, in (5-47),
where & &©] 2] holangi-uy ‘tiger-GEN’ is located between the demonstrative and the
genitive noun phrase, the demonstrative L ku ‘that’ cannot specify the noun 2% kulim

‘picture’. That is to say, we cannot get the interpretation ‘that picture of the tiger owned by

Choolsoo’. This suggests that (5-47) is not derived from (5-46) but should be derived from

> The contrast in (5-46) and (5-47) is adapted from Yoon (1990).
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(5-48) by moving the internal argument ~1 & %-©] 2] ku holangi-uy ‘that tiger-GEN” to the

linearly preceding position.

(5-48) 2529 o ZRele ad
Chelswu-uy ku  holangi-uy  kulim
Chelswu-GEN that tiger-GEN  picture

‘the picture of that tiger owned by Chelswu’

There is no meaning difference between (5-47) and (5-48). For this reason (5-49) and (5-50)

are conditionally equivalent.

(547t 3 mFole] A5

nae-ka  ku  holangi-uy  Chelswu-uy kulim-ul po-ass-ta

I-NOM  that tiger-GEN  Chelswu-GEN picture-ACC see-PST-DCL

‘I saw the picture of that tiger owned by Chelswu.’

(5-50) 7 AGo O ZFele a¥s 1 gkrh

nya-ka  Chelswu-uy ku  holangi-uy  kulim-ul po-ass-ta

I-NOM  Chelswu-GEN that tiger-GEN  picture-ACC see-PST-DCL

‘I saw the picture of that tiger owned by Chelswu.’

If (5-47) is derived from (5-48), the position of ~1 & &-©] 2] ku holangi-uy ‘that

tiger-GEN” in (5-47) is a pre-Spec of D position, since A 5~2] Chelswu-uy ‘Chelswu-GEN’,
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an external argument noun phrase, must be placed in the Spec of D.*® This fact supports
strongly that the landing site of the scrambled element in (5-47) is the Spec of DelP in (5-45),

as illustrated in (5-51).

(5-51) DelP

AP/\N’
Com@

A9 [ =3e] 9] ad
Chelswu-uy ku holangi-uy kulim
Chelswu-GEN that tiger-GEN picture

In section 5.3.1, we looked at the scrambling of demonstratives and genitive noun

phrases. Consider (5-28) and (5-29), repeated here as (5-52) and (5-53).

10 Adopting Abney’s (1987) genitive Case assignment mechanism, we can assume that in Korean noun phrases

AGR in D assigns genitive Case to the specifier position of D, as AGR in T assigns nominative Case to the Spec
of TP, the subject.
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(5-52) A9 Z oz
Chelswu-uy ku  cha
Chelswu-GEN that car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

(5-53) L HF9 A}
ku Chelswu-uy cha
that  Chelswu-GEN  car

‘that car of Chelswu’s’

In (5-52), the scrambled element, the possessor noun phrase 4 5=2] Chelswu-uy ‘Chelswu-
GEN?’, is located in a position to the left of Spec of D position. Spec of DelP is the only
position that satisfies this requirement.

The same analysis extends to the scrambling of demonstratives and nominal
complements as discussed in section 5.3.2. Consider (5-32) and (5-33), repeated as (5-54)

and (5-55) for the readers’ convenience.

(5-54) °}71 ¢] O o R
aki-uy ku  yeyppun sacin
baby-GEN  that  pretty picture

‘that pretty picture of the baby’
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(5-55) 7L o o}7] 9] AR
ku  yeyppun aki-uy sacin
that  pretty baby-GEN  picture
‘that pretty picture of the baby’

‘that picture of the pretty baby’

In (5-54), the scrambled element, internal argument ©}7] 2] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN’, is located in

the pre-Spec of D position, which is the Spec of DelP.*’

In section 5.3.3, we took a look at the scrambling of adjective phrases and nominal
complements. We are now in a position to explain those facts in a manner parallel to our
treatment of (5-55). Consider (5-41) and (5-42), repeated as (5-56) and (5-57) for the

readers’ convenience.

(5-56) = o] 2] a2 Fe oy
holangi-uy  ku  cakun kulim
tiger-GEN that  small picture

‘that small picture of the tiger’

4 (5-54) is not the only scrambled version of (5-55). We can have two constituents scrambled in front of ~Z ku
‘that’, as in (i). To explain how two constituents scramble, we must either assume Chomsky’s (1995) multiple
specifier hypothesis or allow ©}7] 2] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN’ to occupy the specifier of ¥ yeppun ‘pretty’. For
the sake of explicitness ©}7]2] aki-uy ‘baby-GEN’ and | ¥ yeyppun ‘pretty’ in (i) are located in the Specs of
DelP, respectively.

@orlel w3 A
aki-uy yeyppun ku  sacin
baby-GEN  pretty that  picture
‘that pretty picture of the baby’
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(5-57) 1 2 S &ol9 A=
ku cakun  holangi-uy  kulim
that small  tiger-GEN  picture
‘that small picture of the tiger’

‘that picture of the small tiger’

In (5-56), the scrambled element, the internal argument %54 ©] 2] holangi-uy ‘tiger-GEN’, is
located in the pre-Spec of D position, which is the Spec of DelP under the analysis offered in
this chapter.

To summarize, we have found converging evidence suggesting that the landing site

of the scrambled element in noun phrases is the Spec of DelP in Korean.

5.4.2 SCRAMBLING IN NOUN PHRASES AS A-BAR SCRAMBLING

The next question we need to ask is whether scrambling in noun phrases is A-
scrambling or A-bar scrambling. To decide which kind of scrambling occurs in noun phrases,
we test the interaction of scrambling with reconstruction effects in this domain. Recall that
A-scrambling does not show reconstruction effects, while A-bar scrambling is correlated
with such reconstruction effects. In the case of scrambling in clauses, A-scrambling is EPP-
driven and does not show reconstruction effects, whereas A-bar scrambling is not EPP-driven
and does show reconstruction effects. The absence of any EPP-like requirement in the
Korean noun phrase (DelP) leads us to predict that scrambling in noun phrases is A-bar

scrambling. (5-58) and (5-59) show that this prediction is born out.
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(5-58) 1SS SEC BT 25
ku haksyang-tul-uy  selo-uy kulim-uy kwuip
that student-PL-GEN each other-GEN picture-GEN purchase

‘that students’ purchase of pictures of each other’

(5-59) A1 =9 miep R 9]
selo-uy kulim-uy ku haksyang-tul-uy  kwuip
each other-GEN picture-GEN that student-PL-GEN purchase

‘that students’ purchase of pictures of each other’

(5-58) is a derived noun phrase with another derived noun phrase as its argument. In (5-58),
the possessive noun phrase ] = 2] 18 2] selo-uy kulim-uy ‘each other-GEN picture-GEN’
is the complement of another noun phrase 7%} kwuip ‘purchase’. In (5-59), we have the
scrambling of 4] 2 2] Z17 2] selo-uy kulim-uy ‘each other-GEN picture-GEN”.
Furthermore, (5-59) has the same interpretation as (5-58). The grammaticality of (5-59)
exhibits the reconstruction effect making it parallel to (5-58). This fact supports the claim
that scrambling in noun phrases is A-bar scrambling.*®

One may think that (5-60) falsifies the analysis just outlined. The problem is

that 4] = 2] selo-uy ‘each other-GEN’ scrambles in (5-60) and the resulting structure is

ungrammatical, unlike the case of (5-59).

18 Proposals that base generate scrambled word orders will have difficulty in explaining why scrambling in the

clause shows no reconstruction effects while scrambling within DelP does. This asymmetry is an important
reason for rejecting the proposal of Fanselow (2001) discussed in 2.2.3.
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(5-60)* A =2 9] a0 ALY 189 2]
selo-uy ku  haksyang-tul-uy  kulim-uy kwuip
each other-GEN  that student-PL-GEN  picture-GEN purchase

‘that students’ purchase of pictures of each other’

Example (5-60) is ungrammatical because it involves scrambling out of an embedded

possessive nominal. To see this point, examine (5-61), the structure of (5-60).

(5-61) DelP

Spet/\Del’
DP/\DeI
Demonsm\[)’
NP/\D
Possessiv/eP\N ’
AP/\N’
Com@\l\!

1 A5 S EEETED ba

ku haksyang-tul-uy  [np selo-uy kulim-uy] kwuip
that student-PL-GEN each other-GEN picture-GEN purchase

‘that students’ purchase of pictures of each other’

The ungrammaticality of (5-60) can be explained by the generalization about scrambling in

the Korean noun phrases. In (5-60), 4] = 2] selo-uy ‘each other-GEN’ scrambles out of the
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possessive noun phrase 4] 2 2] “17 2] selo-uy kulim-uy ‘each other-GEN picture-GEN’.

The possessive is specifier in (5-61) and specifiers are generally islands. Extraction out of
specifier is forbidden by Huang’s (1982) CED, Chomsky’s (1986a) barriers, and Rizzi’s
(1990) relativized minimality.49

We do not discuss the case in which the nouns, L% 2] kulim-uy ‘picture-GEN’ and
T2 kwuip ‘purchase’, scramble. These nouns have to be final in their own projections, as

pointed out in section 5.3. See the following section 5.4.3 for the explanation of the ban on

the scrambling of the head noun in noun phrases.

5.4.3 THE BAN ON THE SCRAMBLING OF THE NOUN IN NOUN PHRASES

Although Korean shows scrambling within noun phrases (DelP), not all constituents
in noun phrases can scramble freely. As noted in section 5.3, there is a strong requirement
that the Noun has to be final in the noun phrase.

Alternatively the restriction that head noun fails to scramble could be attributed to the
character of the formal features on N. To see this alternative lets us examine a recent
treatment of the parametric variation of N in Korean and Spanish.

In Korean and Spanish, there is a parametric variation of N movement. Korean has a
pre-nominal possessive and adjective, as illustrated in (5-62) ~ (5-63) and (5-64) ~ (5-65),
respectively. A post-nominal possessive and adjective are not allowed as in (5-63) and (5-

65).

" If one adopts Kayne’s (1994) analysis of X-bar theory, where the specifier/adjunct distinction is neutralized

the same generalization follows.

148



(5-62) kel A
na-uy  chyak-tul
I-GEN  book-PL

‘my books’

(5-63)*HE U
chyak-tul nay-uy
book-tul I-GEN

‘my books’

(5-64) sk A
haayn cip
white house

‘the white house’

(5-65)% 7] Rials
cip haayn
house  white

‘the white house’
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Spanish, other hand, has the post-nominal possessive and adjective, as illustrated in (5-66) ~

(5-67) and (5-68) ~ (5-69).”°

(5-66) los  libros mios
the book-PL la-GEN

‘the books of mine’

(5-67)*los  mis libros
the my books

‘my books’

(5-68)la  casa blanca
the house  white

‘the white house’

(5-69)*la blanca  casa

the white house

‘the white house’

Chang (2003) argues that this cross-linguistic difference regarding the position of
possessives and adjectives in NP is attributed to the parametric variation of N movement.

Following Cinque’s (1999), Chang assumes that each of the different classes of adjectives is

% The examples in (5-66) ~ (5-69) are adapted from Chang (2003). As for Spanish possessive, not only the

post-nominal possessive (e.g. 10s libros mios ‘the books of mine’) but also the pre-nominal possessive (e.g. mis
libros ‘my books”) is allowed.
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universally base-generated in the specifier position of a functional projection. With this
assumption, Chang explains the parametric variation of N movement in Korean and Spanish
in terms of Kayne’s (1994) antisymmetry of syntax claim where all languages are spec-head-
complement underlyingly. The movement of N to the head of a functional projection which
is higher than the FP where the adjective is base-generated derives the post-nominal adjective
is Spanish, whereas the pre-nominal adjective in Korean is due to the absence of this
movement before Spell-Out.

In other words, Spanish has the strong feature on the head noun, and thus the noun
moves to the head of a functional projection X before Spell-Out in (5-70). On the other hand,
Korean has the weak feature on the head noun, and thus the noun moves to the head of a

functional projection X after Spell-Out in (5-70).”'

°1 The honorification agreement in (i) ~ (iv) could be taken to support the claim that the features on N are

weak in Korean. In Korean, the word which means a ‘meal’ has two different forms with respect to the
honorific status. %1 %] cinci ‘meal’ is a honorific one and ¥} pap ‘meal’ is a plain one. So, as in (i) ~ (iv), 14}
'd sensyangnim ‘teacher-HON” agrees with 21 %] cinci ‘meal” while 3}<] hain ‘servant’ agrees with 5} pap
‘meal’. The features on % #] cinci ‘meal’ and 5} pap ‘meal’ are weak and thus does not need to moves to the
head of a functional projection X (in this case, HONP) before Spell-Out.

(i) A A ¢ Z14]
sensyang-nim-uy cinci
teacher-HON-GEN  meal
‘teacher’s meal’

(i)y* A1 A o b
sensyang-nim-uy pap
teacher-HON-GEN  meal
‘teacher’s meal’

(iii) 3F1 <] bl
hain-uy pap
servant-GEN meal

‘servant’s meal’

(iv)*3t<l 2] Z1A]
hain-uy cinci
servant-GEN meal

‘servant’s meal’
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(5-70) DP

(Kor.) cip

ti

house

If we were to adopt Chang’s (2003) analysis, we could account for why 5! cip ‘house’
cannot scramble to the specifier of DP in (5-70), or the specifier of DelP in our earlier
discussion. We could stipulate that all the features of 5] cip ‘house’ are weak and cannot
overtly move to check a strong feature. Thus the noun  cip ‘house’ would remain at the

final position of its phrase.
The limitation of this account, which attributes the lack of scrambling of the N to the

character of its formal features, is that it correlates with little else empirically. For example,
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we could have attributed the apparent head final character of verbs to the weakness of their
formal features in the same way. But doing so would have prevented any larger
generalization about the scrambling of nominal small clauses or the lack of reconstruction
effects in clausal scrambling that we established in chapter 3 and 4. If we think about why
attributing weak features to N would prevent it from scrambling, it is precisely because the
principle of the economy of derivations prevents weak features from being checked in the
overt syntax. An approach that appeals directly to the principle of the economy of
derivations by saying that there is no formal, semantic, or pragmatic motive for N to
scramble seems preferable to one that says, like Chang (2003), that there is no formal motive

for a Korean N to move overtly.

5.5 SUMMARY

Korean has variable ordering within its noun phrases. A pre-nominal demonstrative,
a genitive and an adjective may easily be commuted. However, the noun must always be
final in its phrase. This behavior of the noun resembles that of the verb which also appeares
phrase-finally. The generalization that predicates must not scramble does not extend to
scrambling in noun phrases. This is because while that analysis of scrambling in clauses uses
an EPP-/Focus feature as a motivation for scrambling, the noun phrases do not have the EPP-
feature.

An investigation of the structure of Korean noun phrases shows that scrambling
within noun phrases is the movement to the specifier of Del, the functional category heading
nominals in Korean. Empirical evidence shows that scrambling of pre-nominal modifiers to

this position is an A-bar scrambling in that it shows reconstruction effects.
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The A-bar scrambling approach does not account for the ban on scrambling of a head
noun in noun phrases, however. I have argued that the principle of economy of derivations
prevents N from scrambling because there is no formal, semantic or pragmatic function that
it serves. In other words there is no potential trigger for the movement. Thus the head noun

should remain in the final position of noun phrases.
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CHAPTER 6. RESULTS AND CONCLUSION

Korean is often characterized as a free word order language. “Free word order”, and
the “scrambling” of syntactic constituents that might derive it, are not well understood. It is
open to debate how free word order languages are to be best analyzed and to what extent
free word order is subject to parametric variation cross-linguistically. This study aims to
contribute to our understanding of the free word order phenomenon by exploring the
properties of scrambling in Korean from a syntactic point of view that is broadly consistent
with the minimalist movement within the Principles and Parameters tradition. My strategy
has been to assume that there is no special scrambling rule that permutes syntactic
constituents but to assume instead that any syntactic element might in principle be
susceptible to scrambling and then to constrain that process by a simple interface condition
with the interpretative semantic component. Minimalist theories make autonomous
syntactic stipulations like the headedness parameter (Chomsky 1981) suspicious and seem
to favor theories like Kayne’s (1994) antisymmetry of syntax that relate hierarchical order
to linearization at PF (cf. Chomsky 1995). From this perspective the rigorous head final
property of Korean even under scrambling deserves deeper explanation.

Korean scrambling has several restrictions: scrambling of the constituent in a

sentence is permissible as long as the verb occurs sentence-finally; scrambling of a noun
phrase over another noun phrase is prohibited when they are assigned the same

morphological Case; scrambling within a small clause is not permissible. These restrictions



have been previously noted in traditional grammars but they have remained as a
heterogeneous disjunctive set.

In order to provide a unified approach to these properties of scrambling in Korean, I
framed two competing hypotheses. One ties scrambling to theta-role assignment. It
contends that scrambling is permissible if and only if the scrambled phrase is assigned a
theta-role. If a scrambled phrase lacks a theta-role, then scrambling is not acceptable. The
other hypothesis is based on the distinction between semantic completeness and semantic
incompleteness. In formal semantics, expressions are divided into two types: semantically
complete expressions and semantically incomplete expressions that are rendered complete by
function application. On the second hypothesis, scrambling is permissible if and only if the
scrambled phrase is semantically complete.

The two conceptualizations diverge with regard to phrases that are semantically
complete but have no obvious ©-role. If only ©-marked phrases scramble, such phrases
should be frozen in place. If semantically complete expressions are available for scrambling,
the constituent should be mobile. Significant empirical evidence involving the scrambling of
adjuncts leads us to choose the second hypothesis that only semantically complete
constituents scramble.

The generalization that only semantically complete constituents scramble follows
from a deeper semantic restriction that requires arguments of a semantic function to c-
command that function. This semantic restriction, when wedded to Miyagawa’s (2001)
minimalist analysis of scrambling in Japanese and Korean, is able to derive the generalization
that predicates fail to scramble in Korean. Miyagawa treats Korean scrambling as A-

movement to [Spec, TP] triggered by an EPP feature on T. On this score, Korean
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scrambling contrasts with scrambling in Turkish, which is movement to an A-bar position.
Following the EPP-analysis of scrambling in Miyagawa (2001), I argued that there is a
correlation between the lack of predicate scrambling and the lack of reconstruction in
scrambled constituents (characteristic of A-movement). In EPP-driven A-scrambling,
scrambling can create new binding relations, a property associated with A-movement. The
scrambled constituent moves to [Spec, TP] and does not show reconstruction effects. Of
course, not all movement behaves like A-movement. In A-bar scrambling, a scrambled
constituent moves out of TP. Since the constituents landing in such A-bar position show
reconstruction effects, a predicate scrambled to such an A-bar position can satisty the
semantic restriction that arguments c-command their predicates. As a result, in this kind of
scrambling, predicates are allowed to scramble. The generalization about scrambling that
emerges is that predicates do not scramble to A-positions. This was held to explain the
variation in scrambling in Korean and Turkish. Turkish scrambling is to an A-bar position.
As a result it exhibits both reconstruction effects and predicate (sub)scrambling.™

Finally I investigated scrambling within noun phrases in Korean. The ordering of
constituents within the noun phrases is variable; for example, a pre-nominal demonstrative, a
genitive and an adjective may all be commuted. However, despite this variability, the noun
must be final in its phrase. The behavior of the noun mimics that of the verb, which also
appears phrase-finally. However, this restriction on scrambling of noun within noun phrases
cannot be explained by the restriction against scrambling semantically incomplete
expressions. It does follow from the standard minimalist notion that movement is

economical in the sense that movement of a constituent requires a trigger. That trigger may

°" The semantic restriction that I have hypothesized constrains scrambling brings minimalist syntax closer to

syntactic theories based on, or sympathetic to, categorical grammars that provide a simple syntax for formal
semantics to operate on.
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be a formal syntactic property that must be resolved or “checked” in the terminology of
Chomsky (1995) because it is uninterpretable at LF or it should make available an added
semantic or pragmatic property associated with the added derivational work (cf. Fox 2000).
From this perspective, we expect scrambling within the noun phrase to pattern differently
from its counterpart in the clause.

Our investigation of the structure of Korean noun phrases shows that scrambling
within noun phrases is the movement to the specifier of DelP, a function projection
introducing noun phrases in Korean. The weight of the evidence also shows that scrambling
of pre-nominal modifiers to this position is A-bar scrambling in that it shows reconstruction

effects and in this regard is quite different from scrambling at the clausal level.
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