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Yang,Dong-Whee.2010.A MarkednessTheory ofMovement.TheLinguistic

AssociationofKoreaJournal.18(2).1-25.Thispaperproposesandmotivatesatheory

ofmovementbasedonthenotionof"unmarked"vs."marked"internalmerge(IM)

inplaceof"A-/A'-movement."UnmarkedIM isaconsequenceoftheunmarked

edgefeature(EF)(Chomsky2008)whereasmarkedIM isaconsequenceofthe

markedEF.TheunmarkedEFisthedefaultEFforeverylexicalitem(LI),whichis

"optionallydeletable"(Chomskypc),whereasthemarkedEFistheresultofblocking

the"optionaldeletability"ofthedefaultunmarkedEF.Hence,unmarkedIM should

beafreeoptionaloperationtriggeredbyanunmarkedEFwhereasmarkedIM

should bean exceptionalobligatoryoperationtriggered byamarked EF.To

conclude,movementsacrosslanguagesshouldbecharacterizedaseitherafree

optional"unmarked"IM oranexceptionalobligatory"marked"IM accordingtothe

markednesstheoryofmovement.
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1. Introduction

Theprobe-goalcheckingtheoryofmovement(Chomsky2000,2001)isa

“deterministic”theoryofmovementinthesensethatmovementislicensedor

“determined”throughafeature-checkingmechanism.Consider(1a,b):

*AnearlierversionofthispaperwaspresentedatameetingoftheLinguisticSocietyofKorea

atKonkukUniversityonJanuary5,2010.Thispaperhasbeengreatlyimprovedbythe

commentsfromtheaudienceofthemeetingandananonymousreviewer'scomments.
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(1)a.[CPYouwilldecide[CPthatJohniweshouldnotinvitetitoour

party]].

b.[CPJohniyouwilldecide[CPthattiweshouldnotinvitetitoour

party]]. 

Accordingtotheprobe-goalcheckingtheory,(1a,b)wouldbederivedas

follows.In(1a)thetopicfeaturepositedintheheadoftheembeddedCP

functionsastheprobeundergoingfeature-checkingwiththegoalofthetopic

featureofJohn,whichwouldlicenseor“determine”TopicalizationofJohnin

termsofthetresortcondition.1)Inthederivationof(1b),however,weseethat

TopicalizationofJohnin(1a)neednotbea“deterministic”processunderthe

lastresortcondition;infact,itshouldbeanoptionalprocesssothatJohnmay

stayattheedgeoftheembeddedCPormoveuptotheedgeofthematrixCP,

eithermovementservingfortheTopicalizationofJohn.Toconclude,foroptional

processeslikeEnglishTopicalization,thelastresortconditionoftheprobe-goal

checkingtheoryofmovementisnotnecessaryorrelevantsinceanoptional

processcannotbesubjecttothelastresortcondition.

Movementservesasalastresortforconvergence,overridingtheeconomy

considerations,whenthemovementistheonlyroutetowardaconverging

derivation.Inthecaseofoptionalmovement,however,obviouslyitsapplication

isnottheonlyroutetowardaconvergingderivation.Ifconvergenceisassured

withoutthenecessity ofmovement,economy considerationswould block

movementunderlastresort;hence,lastresortdoesnotapplytooptional

operation.

Hence,weshouldabandonthelastresortconditionformovementslike

Topicalization.Otherwise,weshouldassumethatTopicalizationisanobligatory

operation(Rizzi2006)sothatitinvolvesthelook-aheadproblem inthesense

thatinthederivationof(1b)themovementofJohntoSpecofthelowerphase

headshouldbedoneinanticipationofthetopicfeaturecheckingwiththe

higherphaseheadsincenotopicfeatureisavailableintheSpecofthelower

1)ItisassumedthatTopicalizationinEnglishmayinvolvetucking-in(Richards2001)aswe

see in(1a)wheretheTopicalizedelementJohnismovedtotherightofCIam ignoring

herthintermediateadditionallandingpositions(Spec*)forTopicalizationofJohnaswesee

i(1a,b)



AMarkednessTheoryofMovement∣ 3

phase,unlessadummytopicfeatureisposited forthecheckingofthe

intermediatelinkintheSpecofthelowerphasedhead.

ThispaperoffersandmotivatesanalternativeviewtoTopicalizationasan

obligatoryoperation,i.e.,Topicalizationasanoptionaloperationintermsofthe

markednesstheoryofmovement,whichwouldeliminatetheproblemsofthe

look-ahead,thepostulationofthedummytopicfeature,etc.

2. Edge Feature

Themarkednesstheoryofmovementisbasedonthenotionofedgefeature

(EF)(Chomsky2008).EFisaninherentfeatureofeverylexicalitem(LI)forthe

propensityofbeingmerged.EFischaracterizedas“optionallydeletable”along

withtheconditionthatthe“optionaldeletability”ofEFmaybeblocked

(Chomsky pc).OtherpropertiesofEFsnaturally follow.Firstofall,the

unmarked ordefaultEF should beoptionalsinceitischaracterized as

“optionallydeletable;”hence,theunmarkedEFmayinduceoptionalmovement

orthe“unmarkedIM”.

EFisanuninterpretablefeaturesinceitisnotsemanticallyinterpreted;

hence,ifitwasnot“optionallydeleted”fromthebeginning,ithastobedeleted

bybeingsatisfiedthroughmerger.The“optionaldeletability”ofEFmaybe

blocked;hence,thedefaultunmarkedEFmaybecome“marked”orobligatory,

inducingobligatorymovementora“markedIM”.AnLImayhavemultipleEFs,

sinceitisnotstipulatedthatanLIshouldhaveonlyoneEF;infact,multiple

EFsperLIareusuallyjustifiedorrequiredbyothermotivatedconditionsand

principleslikethetheta-criterionorthemultiplicityofmodifiers.Infact,given

only thecharacterization ofEF as“optionally deletable”along with the

conditionthatthe“optionaldeletability”ofEFmaybeblocked,thenotionofEF

optimallyfunctionsalongwithothermotivatedconditionsandprinciples.2)

EFisaformalrepresentationofthenotionofmerge,thefundamental

propertyofhumanlanguage:itinducesinternalmerge(IM),whichcharacterize

2)TheEFtheorycanbeconceptualizedas“Merge-α”justlike“Move-α”inthegovernment

indingtheory(Chomsky1981).
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movement,aswellasexternalmerge(EM),whichcharacterizesphrasestructure

formation.JustasunmarkedandmarkedEFsinduceunmarkedandmarkedIMs

respectively,theyalsoinduceunmarkedandmarkedEMsrespectively.Both

unmarkedIM andunmarkedEM areoptionalfreemerges,whereasboththe

markedIM andthemarkedEM areobligatoryforcedmerges.Hence,Iclaim

thatboththemarkedIMandthemarkedEMare“unusual,”3)aswillbefurther

discussed.

GiventhemotivationofunmarkedandmarkedIMsintermsofEFastwo

typesofmovementsinhumanlanguagesinthispaper,themarkednesstheory

ofmovementbasedonthenotionofunmarkedandmarkedIM willprovidea

newcharacterizationofmovementsinhumanlanguages.

NotethatthenotionofunmarkedIM oroptionalmovementhasnotbeen

formallyrecognizedintheminimalisttheoryofmovement(Chomsky1995,2000,

2001,andMiyagawa2010),inwhichmovementhasbeencharacterizedonlyas

inducedbythelast-resortcondition.Inotherwords,thenotionofmovement

hasbeencruciallycharacterizedasinvolvingthelast-resortconditioninthe

minimalism.Hence,thenotionofoptionalmovementhasbeenassumedtobe

somethinginformalorexceptional.

3. Unmarked vs. Marked IM

OptionalmovementslikeEnglishTopicalizationareinducedby“unmarked

IMs,”which yield outputeffectscalled “D-effects”.4)D-effects,named for

“discourseeffects”sincetheyincludediscourse-relatedmeaningsliketopicand

focus,arepredictedbyageneraloutputeffectconditiononoptionaloperations

(2):

(2)Optionaloperationscanapplyonlyiftheyhaveaneffectonoutcome

(Chomsky2001).

3)Therepresentativecasesofthemarked IM and temarked EM aretraditionalEP

phenomena.Theapparentobligatoryselectionoftheobjectbythetransitiveverbisusually

capturedbythsemanticinterpretationforthetransitiveverbandtheobjectforthe

unmarkedEM ofthem.

4)“D-effects”includescope-relatedoutputeffectsofunmarkedIMs,asdiscussedfurther

below.
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Inotherwords,theunmarkedIMofoptionalEnglishTopicalizationasin(1a,b)

inducestheD-effectoftopicfortheTopicalizedphraseJohnaccordingto(2)and

thattheD-effectisinterpretedattheinterfacefortheunmarkedIM appliedat

narrowsyntax.

Giventheprinciple(3),themarkedIM alsoyieldstheoutputeffectcalleda

“Non-D-effect”justastheunmarkedIM yieldstheoutputeffectcalleda

“D-effect”asdiscussedabove:

(3)Everymergeoperationinducesa(new)interpretation.5)

ThenotionofD-effectandthenotionofNon-D-effectareincomplementary

distributioninthattheformerisdeterminedbytheoptionaldispositionof

elementsduetotheunmarkedIM accordingtotheprinciple(2)asdiscussed

above,whereasthelatterisdeterminedbythelexicalpropertiesofthehead

inducingthemarkedIMandtheelementundergoingthemarkedIM,sothatthe

Non-D-effectsmaybesubjecttowideidiosyncraticvariationsduetothelexical

propertiesoftheelementsinvolved.6)Forexample,consider(4):

(4)Whatidoyouthink[CPtithatJohnboughtti]?

In(4)theNon-D-effectofwh-scopeforthewh-phraseisinducedbythemarked

EF property oftheC head and thewh-property ofthewh-phrasewhat

undergoingthemarkedIM,butin(5)belowtheNon-D-effectoftheexpletive

thereshouldbenullduetothelexicalpropertyoftheexpletivetherealongwith

themarkedEFontheThead:

5)Infact,(2)shouldbeaspecialcaseof(3).Chomsky(2008)describesthesemanticeffectsof

everymergeoperation(EM andIM)asfollows(i):

(i)EM yieldsgeneralizedargumentstructure(thetaroles,the“cartographic”hierarchies,

and similarproperties);and IM yieldsdiscourse-related propertiessuch asold

informationandspecificity,alongwithscopaleffect.

6)Infact,theNon-D-effectofamarkedIM mayhappentobethesametypeofeffectasthe

D-effectofanunmarkedIM.Forexample,themarkedIM ofWh-MovementasinEnglish

mayinducetheNon-D-effectofwh-scopeandtheunmarkedIM ofWh-Scramblingasin

KoreanmayinducetheD-effectofwh-scope,aswediscussfurtherbelow.
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(5)[TPThereiseems[TPtito[v*Pbeamanintheroom]]].

NotethatsuchvariabilityofoutputeffectsisrestrictedtotheNon-D-effect.The

D-effectisnotsubjecttosuchvariabilityasduetotheprinciple(2),asdiscussed

above.Hence,themarkednesstheoryofmovementalongwiththenotionof

Non-D-effectaccountsforwhyanexpletivemayundergoamarkedIM butnot

anunmarkedIMacrosslanguages.7)Notethatifanexpletiveshouldundergoan

unmarkedIM itwouldviolatetheprinciple(2)sinceexpletivesareunableto

carryD-effects.

Giventhemotivationofthemarkednesstheoryofmovementtotheeffect

thatbothunmarkedandmarkedIMsinducetheinterpretiveeffects,i.e.,D-effect

andNon-D-effectrespectively,itwillbeclaimedinthispaperthatthenotionof

feature-checking(Chomsky2000,2001)isreplacedbythenotionofinterpretive

effectsinthemarkednesstheoryofmovement.

4. Unmarked IM

TheprototypicalunmarkedIM isScramblinginlanguageslikeKorean,

Japanese,etc.Bothlong-distanceandclause-internalScramblingwouldbebest

accountedforbythenotionofunmarkedIM.Consider(6),along-distance

ScramblingofanadjunctinKorean:

(6)[CPnayili[TPJohn-i[CPti[TPtipi-kaol-kes-i-la]-ko]malha-ess]-ta].

tomorrow J.-NOM rain-NOM come-FUT-DEC-Csay-PAST-DEC

‘Tomorrow,Johnsaidthatitwillrain.’

7)Thisstatementmaybegeneralizedas(i):

(i)AnexpletivemayundergoamarkedIM/EM butnotanunmarkedIM/EM across

languages.

Inotherwords,theinsertionormovementofanexpletivecanneverbeoptionalacross

languages.
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In(6)theadjunctnayil‘tomorrow’undergoesLong-distanceScrambling,an

optionalnon-Agreephasalmovement,whichwouldbebestanalyzedasa

phasalunmarkedIM sinceitisclearlyanAgree-freeoptionalmovementand

inducestheD-effectoffocusonthefinallinkofthesuccessive-cyclicmovement

oftheadjunctnayil.8)

Chomsky(2008)claimsthatnon-AgreeEF-movements,orunmarkedIMsin

thispaper,arerestrictedtophaseheads,i.e.,onlytriggeredbyphaseheads

only,asweseein(6).ButIclaim thatunmarkedIMsarenotnecessarily

restrictedtophaseheadsaccordingtothemarkednesstheoryofmovement.

Consider(7)theVP-internalScramblinginPolish(Wilandinprep.):

(7)a.Piotrmogl[v*P(szybko)dac[VPjakiemuschlopcukazdamonete].

Piotrcould (quickly)give someboy everycoin($>")

b.Piotrmogl[v*P(szybko)dac[VPkazdamoneteijakiemuschlopcuti].

Piotrcould (quickly)give everycoin someboy(">$&$>")

TheVP-internalScramblingoftheaccusativephrasekazdamonete‘everycoin’,

deriving(7b)from (7a),inducesthepropertiesofunmarkedIM inthatitis

optionalandinducestheD-effectsofscopechangeandoldinformation,i.e.,in

(7b)theaccusativephrasekazdamonetemay carry widescopeand old

information,unliketheaccusativephrasekazdamonetein(7a).NotethatV

alwaysraisestov*inPolishsothatin(7a,b)theaccusativephrasekazdamonete

whichoccurslowerthantheVP-adverbszybkocannotbeassumedtoeverbein

Spec-v*;hence,themovementoftheaccusativephrasekazdamonetecannotbe

inducedbytheEFofthephaseheadv*butbytheEFofthenonphaseheadV.

ForsimilarevidenceofunmarkedIMinducedbyanon-phasehead,consider

(8)VP-internalScramblinginKorean:

(8)a.[TPMary-ka[v*P(ppalli)[VPsonyen-eykeymotuntongcen-ul]

M.-NOM (quickly)boy-DAT everycoin-ACC

cu]-ess-ta].

give-PAST-DEC

8)ItwillbediscussedlaterwhytheD-effectisrealizedonlyonthefinallinkofthesuccessive

cyclicmovementofunmarkedIM.
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‘Maryquicklygaveaboyeverycoin.’ ($>")

b.[TPMary-ka[v*P(ppalli)[VPmotuntongcen-uli sonyen-eykeyti]

M.-NOM (quickly)everycoin-ACC boy-DAT

cu]-ess-ta].

give-PAST-DEC

‘Maryquicklygaveeverycointoaboy.’ (">$&$>")

InKoreanabareDPisambiguousbetweendefiniteandindefinite,soin(8a,b)

thebaredativephrasesonyen-eykey‘boy-DAT’maybeinterpretedasdefiniteor

indefinite.Whenitisassumedtobeindefinitefortheexistentialquantifier

reading,itreceivesonlythewidescopereadingasin(8a),whereasitreceives

boththewideandnarrow scopereadingsin(8b),exactlyasinthePolish

example(7b)above.Hence,wecanassumethattheVP-internalScramblingof

theaccusativephrasemotuntongcen-ul‘everycoin’,deriving(8b)from (8a),

inducesthepropertiesofunmarkedIM inthatitisoptionalandinducesthe

D-effectofscopechangeandoldinformation,9)i.e.,in(8b)theaccusativephrase

motuntongcen-ulcarrieswidescopeandoldinformation.

Notethatin(8b)theScrambledaccusativephrasemotuntongcen-ulmay

appearbelowtheVP-adverbppalli‘quickly’sothatitcannotbeassumedtobe

inSpec-v*;hence,themovementoftheaccusativephrasemotuntongcen-ul

cannotbeinducedbytheEFofthephaseheadv*butbytheEFofthe

nonphaseheadV.

Phase-internalunmarkedIMscanbeidentifiedintermsofbindingrelations.

ConsiderGermanexamples(9a,b)(Putnam2007):

(9)a.… dassseinen Vateri jeder ti besuchthat.

that his fathereveryone visited has

‘… everyonehasvisitedhisfather.’

b.*… dassderJörg seinen Vateri jedem ti gezeikthat.

thattheJörg his fathereveryone shown has

9)NoteagainthattheD-effectofanunmarkedIMcanbemultiple,assuggestedearlier,sothat

heD-effectoftheunmarkedIM ofScramblingoftheaccusativephrasemotuntongcen-ul

‘everycoin-ACC’inb)isrealizedasscopechangeandoldinformationjustasinthePoish

example(7b).
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‘… Jörgshowedhisfathertoeveryone.’

In(9a)apparentlytheobjectseinenVater‘hisfather’hasundergoneaphasal

unmarkedIM tothephasaledge,Spec-v*,sothatitcanreconstruct,resultingin

agrammaticalsentenceinwhichthegenitivepronounseinencanbeboundby

thequantifierjeder.Ontheotherhand,in(9b)theobjectseinenVater‘hisfather’

hasapparentlyundergoneaphase-internalunmarkedIM toapositionbetween

thesubjectderJörgandthequantificationalindirectobjectjedem ‘everyone’;

hence,itcannotreconstructsothatthegenitivepronounseinencannotbebound

bythequantifierjedem,resultingintheungrammaticalityof(9b).

Thus,thebindingdifferencebetween(9a,b)providesevidenceforthe

phase-internalunmarkedIM.Notethat(9b)wouldbegrammaticaljustlike(9a)

ifitwerenotforthequantifierbindingproblem.TheunmarkedIMoftheobject

seinenVaterin(9a,b)hasbeenclaimedtoinduceasemanticeffectorD-effectof

referentiality(Putnam 2007).

Theweakcrossoverphenomenacanbeusedtoidentifyphase-internal

unmarkedIMs.Consider(10a,b):

(10)a.*Whoidoeshismotherloveti?

b.Weni hatti seineMutterimmerti geküßt? (German)

whom has his motheralways kissed

‘Whomdoeshismotheralwayskiss?’

TheEnglishexample(10a)isungrammaticalduetotheviolationoftheweak

crossoverconstraint.ButitsroughGermancounterpart(10b)isgrammatical.For

thisdifference,ithasbeensuggestedthatin(10b)theGermanwh-phraseWen

‘whom’undergoesanon-phasalmovementtoanon-phasalpositionbeforeit

reachestheSpec-Corphasalpositionunlikein(10a),sothatitavoidstheweak

crossoverconstraint.

SuchanintermediatemovementoftheGermanwh-phraseasin(10b)cannot

beaphasalmovementbutshouldbeaphase-internalunmarkedIM;infact,I

claim,in (10b)theGerman wh-phraseWen undergoesthephase-internal

unmarkedIM andthenthephasalmarkedIM (Wh-Movement),forminga

Wh-Movementchain.Asdiscussedearlierwithrespectto(4),theintermediate
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linksofsuccessive-cyclicmovements(markedaswellasunmarkedIMs)should

beunmarkedIMssincetheycannotqualifyasmarkedIMs.

Clause-internalScramblinginKoreanmayalsoeliminatetheweakcrossover

effect,whichmeansthatitfunctionsasakindofA-movement,whichinfact

shouldbeaphase-internalunmarkedIM.ConsidertheKoreanexamples(11):

(11)a.*[TPkui-uy chinkwu-ka nwukwui-lulttayli-ess-ni]?

he-GEN friend-NOM who-ACC hit-PAST-Q

'Hisifriendhitwhoi?'

b.[CPnwukwui-lulj[TPtj[TPkui-uychinkwu-ka tj ttayli-ess-ni]]]?

who-ACC he-GENfriend-NOM hit-PAST-Q

'Whoididhisifriendhit?'

(11a)showsthattheweakcrossoverconstraintobtainsinKoreanasinEnglish.

Butthe weak crossover effectdisappears ifthe wh-phrase undergoes

Wh-Scramblingaswecanseein(11b)unlikeinEnglish.Thisphenomenoncan

beaccountedforasfollows.UnlikeinEnglish,inscramblinglanguageslike

KoreanandJapanese,Clause-internalScramblingmayinduceanadditional

A-positioninanouterSpec-TasweseeinthemultipleSpecsofTin(11b);that

is,in(11b)thetraceofthewh-phraseintheouterSpec-T(A-position)functions

asthevariableforthepreposedwh-phrase,eliminatingtheweakcrossover

effect.10)

TheClause-internalScramblinginducinganadditionalA-position effect

through outerSpec-T asin (11b)cannotbean obligatory Agree-driven

movement;ithastobeanon-phasalunmarkedIM,whichinturnfunctionsas

anintermediatelinkfortheunmarkedIM chainoftheWh-Scramblingin

Korean.

ThereareotherexamplesofClause-internalScramblinginJapaneseand

Koreanthatshouldbeconsideredasphase-internalunmarkedIMs.Consider

10)Evenifin(b)theClause-internalScramblingofthewh-phraseisassumedtohavestopped

attheouterSpec-Tasitnormallywoulddo,thestructureisstillfreefrom theweak

crossover effectsinceacovertmovementliketheLFmovementofthewh-phraseto

Spec-Cfrom the outerSpec-T(A-position)wouldnotinducetheweakcrossovereffect,

whichonceagain confirmstotheA-movementpropertyofClause-internalScrambling.
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(12)-(13):

(12)?[TPkarera-oi[TP[otagai-no sensei]-gatihihansita]].(Saito1992)

they-ACC eachother-GENteacher-NOM criticized

‘*Them,eachother’steachercriticized.’

(13)[TPJohni-eykey[TP[cakii-uytongsayng]-itikacang towumtwe-n-ta]].

J.-DAT self-GENbrother-NOM mosthelpful-PRES-DEC

‘ToJohni,self’sibrotherismosthelpful.’

IntheJapaneseexample(12),theobjectkarera-oismovedtotheouterSpec-Tby

Clause-internalScrambling,becomingthebinderoftheanaphorotagai‘each

other’,whichmeansthatClause-internalScramblingcanbeanA-movement,

thoughitisnotanAgree-drivenmovementbutanEF-drivenmovement,i.e.,a

phase-internalunmarkedIM.Notethatin(12)theobjectkarera-ocannotundergo

AgreewithT,whichapparentlywouldhavealreadyundergoneAgreewiththe

subjectphrase.

IntheKoreanexample(13),thedativephraseismovedtotheouterSpec-T

byClause-internalScrambling,becomingthebinderoftheanaphorcaki‘self’,

whichmeansthatClause-internalScramblingcanbeanA-movement,thoughit

isnotan Agree-driven movementbutan EF-driven movement,i.e.,a

phase-internalunmarkedIM.Onemightarguethatin(12)thepreposedobject

karera-oundergoesAgreewithV thathasundergonehead-movementtoT

(Miyagawa2003).Butsuchanargumentcannotworkfor(13),wherethe

preposedphraseisadativephrase,whichisnotsupposedtoundergoany

Agree.

5. Marked IM

MarkedIMisinducedbyamarkedEF,whichisrealizedwhenthe“optional

deletability”ofthedefaultunmarkedEF11)issomehowblocked(Chomskypc).

11)IassumethateveryLIisgivenoneormoredefaultunmarkedEFsinthelexicon.
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Whatblocksthe“optionaldeletability”ofthedefaultunmarkedEFmaybe

itemssuchasthewh-featureassignedtothematrixC asintheEnglish

Wh-question(14):

(14)Whatidoyouthink[CPtithatJohnboughtti]?

Butwhatactuallyattractsthewh-phrasewhattotheedgeofthematrixCPisnot

thewh-featureorQ-particlehead(Cable2007)assignedtothematrixCbutthe

markedEFrealizedthroughblockingthe“optionaldeletability”ofthedefault

unmarked EF in thematrixC.Accordingly,in amarked orobligatory

successive-cyclicmovement,themarkedIMmayoccuronlyatthefinallinkand

alltheintermediatelinksshouldremainasdefaultunmarkedIMs.Hence,in

(14)onlyoptionalunmarkedIMsneedtooccurattheintermediatelinksforthe

markedIM atthefinallink,andthemarkedIM atthefinallinkofthe

Wh-MovementinducesordeterminestheNon-D-effectofwh-scope.12)

Ontheotherhand,inanunmarkedoroptionalsuccessive-cyclicmovement,

allthelinkshavetobeunmarkedIMsandthederivationnaturallystopswhen

itchoosestostopandthefinallinkwillreceivetheD-effect.13)

Whatblocksthe“optionaldeletability”ofthedefaultunmarkedEFfora

markedEFmayshowupasaspeciallexicalitem orparticleacrosslanguages.

ConsiderGungbeFocusMovement(15):

(15)[CPhǐlόi wέ  Sέná sè [CP ti ό  Rέmí zé ti]].

knife Foc Sena hear thatRemitake

‘TheknifeiSamheardthatRemitookti.” (Aboh2004)

12)AD-effectisnecessarilyinducedbyanunmarkedIM,butaNon-D-effectmaybeinduced

withoutinvolvingamarkedIM oranymovement.Forexample,wh-elementslikewhether,

if,etc.,insertedbyEM,mayhavethesamesemanticeffectofwh-scopeinducedby

Wh-Movement.Even thewh-adjunctwhyin English,which should induceitsown

wh-scope,isclaimedtobenotmovedtobutinsertedinSpec-C,justlikewh-elementslike

whether,if,etc (Ko2006).Hence,theD-effectisadefaultinterpretationoftheunmarked

IM whereastheNon-D-effectofthemarkedIM ispartofthegeneralinterpretationfor

obligatorymergerdue toEF.

13)LaterIwilldiscusswhyandhowonlytheinallinkofanunmarkedIM chainwillreceive

D-effect.
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GungbeFocusMovementasin(15)canbeaccountedforasamarkedIM with

thefocusparticleheadwέ (Aboh2004)blockingthe“optionaldeletability”ofa

defaultunmarkedEFforamarkedEFinthematrixChead.14)Theclaim that

GungbeFocusMovementlike(15)cannotbeanunmarkedIM butamarkedIM

isfurthersupportedbytheprinciple(16):

(16)Anobligatoryprocesstakesprecedenceoveranoptionalprocess.

InGungbeFocusMovementthefocuseffectisnotdeterminedbytheprinciple

(2)involvingoptionality,butlexicallydeterminedbythepositionandnatureof

theobligatoryfocusparticlewέ.Inotherwords,theobligatoryoptionof

interpretingthefocuseffectintermsofobligatorymarkedIM takesprecedence

overtheoptionaloptionofinterpretingthefocuseffectintermsofoptional

unmarkedIM.

Consider(17a,b):

(17)a.[TPAmaniseems[TPtito[v*Pbetiintheroom]]].

b.[TPThereiseems[TPtito[v*Pbeamanintheroom]]].

Theobligatory Subject-Raising in (17a,b)can beaccounted forby the

markednesstheoryasfollows.ThemarkedIM ofthesubjectin(17a,b)is

inducedbyamarkedEFrealizedthroughblockingthe“optionaldeletability”of

thedefaultunmarkedEFonT.Whathasblockedthe“optionaldeletability”of

thedefaultunmarkedEFforamarkedIM onTcanbeconsideredtobethe

phi-featureonT.ThemarkedEFrealizedonTwillinducethemarkedIM ofa

manortherein(17a,b).

Theintermediatelinksin(17a,b)willremainasunmarkedIMs.Ithasbeen

claimedthattheedgeoftheembeddedTPin(17a,b)isalsoanEPPposition,

14)OnemightclaimthatGungbeFocusMovementisanunmarkedIMsincethefocusparticle

wέ appearsoptionallywhichinducesthefocusmovement.Note,however,thatitisdifficult

tomaintainthatthefocuseffectofGungbeFocusMovementissimplyinducedbyan

unmarkedIM intermsoftheoutputeffectprinciple(2),sinceitcanbeclaimedthatthe

focuseffectisinducedlexicallybythefocusparticlewέ,whichconformstohemechanism

forthe Non-D-effectofamarkedIM.
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whichdoesnotseem tobenecessaryforthemarkedIM analysisof(17a,b).

WithoutpositingtheEPPconditionontheedgeoftheembeddedTPin(17a,b)

therewould benoproblem fortheanalysisof(17a,b)intermsofthe

markednesstheoryofmovement,asdiscussedbelow.

Notethatjustasthewh-featurepositedontheCheadfortheobligatory

Wh-movementasin(14)andthefocusfeatureorparticlepositedontheChead

fortheobligatory FocusMovementasin (15)may block the“optional

deletability”ofthedefaultunmarkedEFforamarkedIMontheChead,sothe

phi-featurepositedontheTheadfortheobligatorySubject-Raisingasin(17)

mayblockthe“optionaldeletability”ofthedefaultunmarkedEFforamarked

IM ontheThead.

Ontheotherhand,justasthewh-featureposited on theC head is

interpretedforthewh-scopeeffectduetotheobligatoryWh-movement,andthe

focusfeatureorparticlepositedontheCheadisinterpretedforthefocuseffect

duetotheobligatoryFocusMovement,soIclaimthephi-featurepositedonthe

TheadisinterpretedfortheAgreeeffectduetoobligatorySubject-Raising.

Furthermore,Iclaimthatjustasthewh-scopeeffectandthefocuseffectmay

beinducedbyotherthanthemarkedIM oftheobligatoryWh-movementorthe

obligatoryFocusMovement,sotheAgreeeffectmaybeinducedbyotherthan

themarkedIM ofobligatorySubject-Raising.15)Hence,weconcludethatthe

Agreeeffectshouldbeinterpretedintermsoftheinterpretivesystem rather

thancheckedintermsofthesyntacticfeature-checkingsystem.

JustasthemarkedEFforamarkedIM islexicallydetermined,theoutput

effectortheNon-D-effectofamarkedIM isalsolexicallydetermined,as

discussed earlier.The Non-D-effectofwh-scope forthe marked IM of

Wh-MovementinEnglishislexicallydeterminedbythewh-headofthematrixC

andthewh-phraseundergoingthemarkedIM asin(14).TheNon-D-effectof

focusforthemarkedIM ofFocusMovementinGungbeislexicallydetermined

bythefocusheadwéofthematrixCandthefocusphraseundergoingthe

markedIM asin(15).TheNon-D-effectofindeterminatespecificityforthe

marked IM ofSubject-Raising in English islexically determined by the

phi-featureheadofthematrixTandthesubjectphraseundergoingthemarked

15)NoticetheAgreeeffectbetweenthesubjectamanandthematrixThead(asindicatedby

thematrixverbseem)in(i)(i)Thereseemstobeamanintheroom
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IM asin(17a).

NotethattheNon-D-effectofindeterminatespecificityforthemarkedIM of

Subject-Raisingasin(17a)showsthattheNon-D-effectmayvarydependingon

speakersincaseslike(17a),asdiscussedearlier.IclaimthattheNon-D-effectis

lexicallydeterminedsothatitmayvarywidelyoridiosyncratically;infact,it

maybenull,dependingonthelexicalpropertiesoftheheadthatinducesthe

markedIM andthephrasethatundergoesthemarkedIM.Wehavetoconclude

thatthemarkedEFofthematrixTheadandtheexpletivepropertyofthere

induceaNon-D-effectwhichisnullin(17b).16)

ConsiderRussianunaccusativeconstructions(18a,b):

(18)a.[TPSoldatai [VPranilo ti pulej]].

soldier-ACCwounded-3PNSbullet-INSTR

‘Asoldierwaswoundedbyabullet.’

b.[TPPuleji [VPranilo sodata ti]].

bullet-INSTRwounded-3PNSsoldier-ACC

‘Abulletwoundedasoldier.’ (LavineandFreidin2002)

Russian unaccusativesentenceslike(18a,b),which involvean obligatory

A-movementtoSpec-T,areaccountedforintermsofthemarkednesstheoryas

follows.ThemarkedEFonTheadissatisfiedbythemarkedIM ofthe

unaccusativenominalsodataortheinstrumentalphrasepulejtotheedgeofTP

in(18a,b).ButthetwomarkedIMsarenotforthephi-featurecheckingbetween

theraisedphrasesandTsincetheyarenotnominativephrases,unlesswe

introduceandmotivateaspecialAgreefeaturecheckingbetweentheaccusative

orinstrumentalphraseandT.Hence,wehavetoconcludethattheremustbe

someotherfactorthatwouldblockthe“optionaldeletability”ofadefault

16)Idonotsaythatincaseslike(23b)themarkedIM oftheexpletivetherinduce no

Non-D-effectbutthatthemarkedIM oftheexpletivetherinducestheNon-Deffectofno

effect,accordingtotheprinciple(i)discussedearlier:

(i)Everyoperationinducesa(new)interpretation.

AnexpletivemaynotundergoanunmarkedIM,sinceanunmarkedIM ofanexpletive

wouldcontradicttheprinciple(2)asdiscussedearlier.
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unmarkedEFforamarkedEFincaseslike(18a,b)..

6. Interpretive Effects

Accordingto(19)discussedearlier,everymergeoperationshouldinduce

someinterpretiveeffect(s):

(19)Everymergeoperationinducesa(new)interpretation

Inotherwords,everyEM inducesfunctionaleffectslikethetheta-effects

whereaseveryIM inducesscope-relatedeffectsliketopicand focus.And

unmarkedIMsandmarkedIMsinduceD-effectsandNon-D-effectsrespectively,

whichIclaim cruciallycharacterizesthemarkednesstheoryofmovement,as

suggestedearlier.

Inasuccessive-cyclicmovement,theinitiallinkshouldbeanEM,which

inducesafunctionaleffect,andtheintermediateandfinallink(s)shouldinduce

anIM,whichinducesscope-relatedeffects.Thescope-relatedeffectsthatmaybe

inducedbyIM aregivenin(20):

(20)a.Discourseeffects:focus,topic,givenness(oldinformation),

highlighting,etc.

b.Semanticeffects:specificity,definiteness,etc.

c.Scopaleffects:quantifierscope,wh-scope,etc.

Itmaynotbealwayspossibletopinpointwhichinterpretiveeffect(s)willbe

inducedbywhichmergeoperation.ButIclaim thateveryIM necessarily

inducessomeinterpretiveeffect(s)accordingto(19),asfollows.

InterpretiveeffectsofIMs,which aremainlyscope-related effects,are

characterizedasderivedfromthec-commandconfigurationproducedbytheIM

itself,exceptsomeinherentlexicalpropertiesofnon-D-effects.Inotherwords,a

mergeoperationnecessarilyproducesac-commandconfiguration,whichdefines

ascoperelation.Thestructuralscoperelation defined by ac-command

configurationinducedbyamergeoperationmaynotbeclearlymanifestedfor
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interpretive effectslikedefinitenessorspecificity ofvery shortIM like

Clause-internalScrambling.Butitisclearlymanifestedforinterpretiveeffects

likequantifierscopeofveryshortIMClause-internalScrambling,17)asweseein

VP-internalScramblinginKorean(21a,b):

(21)a.[TPMary-ka[v*P(ppalli)[VPsonyen-eykey motuntongcen-ul]

M.-NOM (quickly)boy-DAT everycoin-ACC

cu]-ess-ta].

give-PAST-DEC

‘Maryquicklygaveaboyeverycoin.’ ($>")

b.[TPMary-ka[v*P(ppalli)[VPmotuntongcen-uli sonyen-eykey ti]

M.-NOM (quickly)everycoin-ACC boy-DAT

cu]-ess-ta].

give-PAST-DEC

17)TheparaphraserelationmaybeusedtomaketheinterpretiveeffectofaveryshortIMlike

Clause-internalScramblingclearly manifested withoutusing thequantifierscopeof

quantifierphrases.ConsidertheKoreanexamples(i)and(ii):

(i)a.John-i Mary-eykey senmwul-ulcu-ess-ta.

J.-NOM M.-DAT present-ACC give-PAST-DEC

‘JohngaveapresenttoMary.’

b.?*John-iMary-eykey senmwul-lomalhamyen cu-ess-ta.

J.-NOM M.-DAT present-as for give-PAST-DEC

‘*JohngavetoMaryasforapresent.’

(ii)a.John-i senmwul-u Mary-eykey cu-ess-ta.

J.-NOM present-ACC M.-DAT give-PAST-DEC

‘JohngaveapresenttoMary.’

b.John-isenmwul-lomalhamye Mary-eykey cu-ess-ta.

J.-NOM present-asfor M.-DAT give-PAST-DEC

‘*JohngaveasforapresenttoMary.’

(ia,b)showthattheobjectmaynotbeparaphrasedasatopicphrasebyaddingthetopic

particle-lomalhamyen‘asfor’toitwhentheobjecthasnotmovedatall.But(iia,b)show

thattheobjectmaybeparaphrasedasatopicphrasebyaddingthetopicparticle-lo

malhamyen‘asfor’toitwhentheobjecthasundergoneaveryshortIMlikeClause-internal

Scrambling.Inotherwords,evenaveryshortIM likeClause-internalScramblinginduces

an interpretiveeffectliketheD-effectoftopicality.
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‘Maryquicklygaveeverycointoaboy.’ (">$&$>")

VP-internalScramblingoftheaccusativephrasemotuntongcen-ul‘everycoin’,

deriving(21b)from (21a),inducesthepropertiesofunmarkedIM inthatitis

optionalandinducestheD-effectofscopechangeandoldinformation,i.e.,in

(21b)theaccusativephrasemotun tongcen-ulcarrieswidescopeand old

information.

Itisnotthecase,however,thattheinterpretiveeffectinducedbyeveryIM

isrealizedasanewscope-relatedeffect:onlytheinterpretiveeffectinducedby

thefinallinkofeveryIM chainisrealizedasnewscope-relatedeffect.Consider

(22)again:

(22)[CPJohniyouwilldecide[CPthattiweshouldnotinvitetitoour

party]]. 

InthechainforJohnin(22),theinterpretiveeffectoftheinitiallink,whichis

duetoEM,isrealizedasatheta-effectofpatient,whereastheinterpretiveeffect

ofthefinallinkisrealizedasascope-relatedeffectoftopicorfocus.Butthe

interpretiveeffectsoftheintermediatelinksarenotrealizedasanyrealsemantic

effect,whichfollowsfromthecondition(23):

(23)Phonologicalandsemanticinterpretationsshouldgohandinhand.

Accordingto(23),theintermediatelinksinthechainforJohnin(22)maynot

keep the semantic interpretive effectsince the intermediate links lack

phonologicalinterpretation.Itisclaimedthattheinitiallinkofachainhassome

phonologicaleffect18)sothatitcankeepitssemanticinterpretive(functional)

effectliketheta-effects,satisfyingthecondition(23).

(23)also accounts forthe phase-internalcovertmovement,i.e.,the

phase-internalmovementwheretheinitiallinkratherthanthefinallinkis

pronounced orreceives the phonologicalinterpretation.In otherwords,

18)Theinitiallinkofachainmayhavesomenon-nulleffect,i.e.,itmayberealized asan

overtpronoun(resumptivepronoun)orotherlexicalelements,anditmay haveaformal

effectlikeavariable(A’-trace)orananaphor(A-trace).
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accordingto(23)allthelinksofasuccessive-cyclicmovementwithinaphase

willreceivethephonologicalandsemanticinterpretationshandinhandsince

theywillbetransferredtogetherwithinonespell-outdomainforaphasal

interpretation.Hence,forA-movements,whichareinherentlyphase-internal,the

constituentthatwasmovedovertlyorcovertlyisautomaticallyinterpretedboth

phonologicallyandsemanticallyinthesamephase.(23)willalsoaccountfor

whyQRacovertmovementshouldbelocal,asfurtherdiscussedlater.

7. Interpretive Effects and the Notion of Agree

UnmarkedIMs,Agree-relatedornot,induceD-effectsaccordingtothe

outputeffectcondition (2)discussed earlier.Iclaim thatthe optional

Agree-relatedmovementsareinfactunmarkedIMsplusAgreeinsituaccording

tothemarkednesstheory ofmovment.19)ConsideroptionalAgree-related

movementsinIcelandicshownin(24):

(24)a.Nemandin las [v*Pekkiþrijá bækur]. (non-specific)

student-the read not three books

‘Thestudentsdidnotreadthreebooks.’

b.Nemandinlas[v*Pþrijá bækuri ekki ti].(specific)

student-the read three books not

‘Thestudentsdidnotreadthreebooks.’

(24a,b)show thatobjectshift(OS)isoptionalinIcelandicevenifitis

apparentlyanAgree-relatedmovement.Infact,asshownin(24b),theoptional

OS consistently induces the D-effect of specificity,20) unlike obligatory

Agree-relatedmovements.21)

ThisshowsthatevenanAgree-relatedmovementinducesaD-effectifitis

19)AgreeinsituisacaseoftheAgreeindependentofmovement.

20)TheEF-drivenmovementofindefinitephrasestotheedgeofv*Pusuallyinducesthe

D-effectofspecificity.

21)ObligatoryAgree-relatedmovementsormarkedIMsinducetheNon-D-effectlikefocus,

distinctfromtheD-effectlikespecificityofunmarkedIMs.
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optional.ThiscanbeaccountedforbytheclaimthattheoptionalAgree-related

movementisanunmarkedIM alongwithAgreeinsituaccordingtothe

markednesstheoryofmovement.HereweseethattheD-effectofunmarkedIM

isnotatypologicalstipulationbuttheevidentialconsequenceoftheoutput

effectcondition(2).Thatis,aD-effectisapropertyofanoptionaloperation

accordingto(2)irrespectiveofthetypologyofthemovements.

ThesamephenomenonmaybeobservedintheIcelandicexampleofoptional

SubjectRaisingasshownin(25):

(25)a.Ífyrraluku[VPvístþrírstúdentaröllum prúfunum].(non-specific)

lastyear finishedapparentlythreestudentsallexams-the

‘Lastyeartherewerethreestudentswhofinishedalltheexams.’

b.Ífyrralukuþrírstúdentari[VPvísttiöllum prúfunum].(specific)

Lastyearfinishedthreestudents apparently allexams-the

‘Threestudentsapparentlyfinishedalltheexamslastyear.’

(25a,b)show thatSubjectRaisingisoptionalinIcelandic,even ifitis

apparentlyanAgree-relatedmovement.Indeed,asshownin(25b),optional

SubjectRaisinginducestheD-effectofspecificity.Thiscanbealsoaccountedfor

byclaimingthattheoptionalAgree-relatedmovementisanunmarkedIM along

withAgreeinsituaccordingtothemarkednesstheoryofmovement.To

conclude,theunmarkedIM approachtooptionalAgree-relatedmovements

accountsforwhyoptionalAgree-relatedmovementsinduceD-effects,though

obligatoryAgree-relatedmovementsdonot.

ConsiderSubject-to-ObjectRaisinginKoreanshownin(26b)incomparison

withtheECM constructioninEnglishshownin(26c):

(26)a.[TPJohn-i[CPMary-ka kuil-ey cekimca-i-la-ko]

J.-NOM M.-NOM thework-forbestone-is-DEC-C

sayngkakha-]-ta.

think-PRES-DEC

‘JohnthinksthatMaryisthebestpersonforthework.’

b.[TPJohn-IMary-luli[CP[TPtikuil-ey cekimca-i]-la-ko]

J.-NOM M.-ACC thework-forbestone-is-DEC-C
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sayngkakha-n]-ta.

think-PRES-DEC

‘JohnthinksthatMaryisthebestpersonforthework.’

c.JohnconsidersMaryi[TPtitobethebestpersonforthework].

Subject-to-Object(S-to-O)Raising derives(26b)from (26a)by raising the

embeddedsubjectMarytotheobjectpositioninthematrixclausealongwith

caseconversion,asshownin(26b).ThisS-to-ORaisingdiffersfromtheEnglish

counterpartECMraisingasfollows.First,S-to-ORaisingisoptionalinthesense

thatboththestructuresbeforeandaftertheapplicationofS-to-ORaisingare

grammatical,beinginaparaphraserelation,withthecasebeingcontextually

determined,unliketheEnglishECM raisingin(26c).22)Second,S-to-ORaising

inducestheD-effectoffocusorhighlightingontheraisedsubjectunlikethe

ECM raisingin(26c).

TheassignmentorlicensingoftheaccusativecaseoftheS-to-ORaisedobject

asin(26b)cannotbealastresortoperationrequiredundersomestructural

conditionsinceS-to-ORaisingitselfisoptional.Iclaimthatitshouldbedueto

theCaseLicensingCondition,23)whichisnotrelatedtothenotionofAgree.

Hence,S-to-ORaisinginKoreanshouldbeanunmarkedIM inducingaD-effect

offocusorhighlighting,whereastheEnglishECM raisingshouldbeamarked

IM inducingaproperNon-D-effectoftheweakornullsemanticeffect.

22)EnglishECM raisingisobligatoryinthesensethattheEnglishECM structuretowhich

ECM raisinghasnotappliedyetisungrammatical

23)IthasbeenclaimedthatoneoftheinterfaceconditionsforlanguageslikeKoreanisaCase

Licensing Condition, a PF interface condition (Marantz 1991), which captures

generalizationsoncasethatareindependentofAgree.In fact,theCaseLicensing

Condition.

(i)wasproposedfortheKoreancasesystem independentofAgreebyKang(1993):

(i)CaseLicensingConditioninKorean

a.[+ACC]islicensedby[-stative]V.

b.[+GEN]islicensedbyN.

c.[+OBL]islicensedbyP.

d.[+NOM]islicensedforNPswithoutthespecifiedlicensers.(DefaultCaseLicensing)
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8. Implications

Themarkednesstheoryofmovementnaturallyderivesfrom themerge

theoryofmovementintermsofEF(Chomsky2008).Itleadstonewlinguistic

generalizationsin termsofthenotion ofunmarked IM.Forexample,it

eliminatesthelastresortconditionasillustratedinthecaseofTopicalizationin

English.Italsoleadstothenaturalresolutionofconstraintslikelook-ahead

conditionintermsofthenotionofmarkedIM asillustratedinthecaseof

Wh-MovementinEnglish.Italsoleadstothenon-deterministictheoryof

movementintermsofthenotionofinterpretiveeffectsinplaceofthenotion

feature-checking.Finallyitalsoleadstonew perspectivesinthestudyof

movementinthatcognitiveandpsycolinguisticinvestigationofmovementis

morereadilyavailableintermsofthenotionofunmarkedvs.markedIM.
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