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ABSTRACT

This dissertation focuses on definite/indefinitarkings and the occurrence of nominal
phrases that are projected by a determiner heal,asiarticles and demonstratives, in Korean.
Traditionally, Korean nominals are categorized &sdnd demonstratives as adjectives (Fukui,
1995). This idea has been prevalent in analysiooéan nominals since the DP Hypothesis
(Abney, 1987). In addition, Lyons (1999) claimsttbds cannot be projected in Korean syntax
due to the lack of the grammatical D category, iactlisiveness cannot be realized because
Korean has “no formal marking of definiteness.” Hwer, | argue that DPs are universal and are
not parameterized cross-linguistically.

Adopting Chomsky’s (1995, 2001) Minimalist Progra@hierchia’s (1998) Nominal
Mapping Hypothesis, Longobardi’s (1994) N-to-D nags and Baptista’s (2007) T-chain
approach, | present syntactic differences betwees &hd DPs by suggesting that nominals with
[+ref] are DPs while NPs are either non-argumentson-referential nominals. Licensing the
syntactic aspects, [+ref] triggers N to move todvertly at LF in Korean. To support existing D
elements in Korean, | show various cross-linguidtita of nominals in languages such as

English, Italian, Japanese, Chinese, Spanish, Riamgand Creoles.



Following Guéron (2006) and Baptista (2007), | gidghat DP with multi-layers such
as CIP, NumP, and QP, has inherent T-features,aufhgeneric] and [+episodic] tense
features. Those T-features should be eliminatemminals as they are not categorical features
of the nominals. Also, | argue against the ideas ithterpretation of bare nouns is determined by
predicate types or case particles. This study dstrates that arguments with
definiteness/specificity are only merged with Distead of CIP. Demonstratives, as a
Functional Category, have various base-generatsitigogus across languages; in the case of
Korean, demonstratives co-occur with possessiviee slemonstratives do not compete for the
same position with possessives.

This dissertation validates the DP-Hypothesis witah explain parallels between the
domains of sentences and nominals even in langweatfesut articles by allowing
demonstratives and null D to be heads. DPs armdtarguments, external arguments, and non-
arguments with [+ref]. Korean common nounsgdasved mass nounare headed by D.
INDEX WORDS:  Argument, Bare Noun, Classifier LangaaDP Hypothesis,

Demonstratives, Episodic, Feature-Checking, Genli; Mass Noun,
Minimalist Program, Predicate, Tense-Features
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 The DP-Hypothesis

This dissertation aims to pursue the unified stmecof nominals across languages
presenting common semantic features affectingrttegpretation of nominal phrases within
generative syntax. This study, focusing on theri@kestructures of noun phrases based on the
distinction between DPs and NPs, mainly exploresdbrean language, which has been
traditionally considered as an NP language (FUk@®5; Lyons 1999 among others) due to the
lack of articles.

One of the most important issues to be examinbdws (in)definiteness is realized in the
determinerless nominal systems such as bare nouf@éean or Japanese, which are analyzed in
a different way from many Western languages sudbnagtish and Italian that possess articles.
With regard to the syntactic realization of (injdéEness, nominal structures across
typologically different languages such as Japarnébkmese, English, Italian, Korean, and Cape
Verdean Creole will be extensively discussed.

Throughout the literature regarding (in)definitenasd the referential status in relation
to nominal determinations, such as demonstratindsagticles, many controversial ideas
defining the structure of nominals into a dichotoang presented—broadly, nouns in languages
with overt determiners have been analyzed as ndipimases projected with functional

categories, DPs; however, those counterparts withidieles have been NPs. This idea starts



from the simple assumption that languages witheattadeterminers are NP languages (1 b), but

others are DP languages (1 a) (Fukui, 1995; Chierd®98; Lyons, 1999).

(1) DP NP
I I
D’ N
I |
D NP N

a. languages with articles labhguages without articles

In the case of a uniformity of grammatical categsyiAbney’s (1987) study of the
parallel structures between nominal and verbalggg&as provided one of the most influential
theories in generative grammar and has becomenarstone for projecting functional
categories with lexical categories within both noatiand verbal phrases analogously.
Therefore, the DP-Hypothesis, as the most ofteadaitork, has been strongly supported by
empirical evidence cross-linguistically.

Following Stowell (1981) and Chomsky (1986a, 1986W)ich introduce functional
categories C and | as heads of sentences and slaasgectively, Abney (1987) explains both
semantic and syntactic aspects of nominal strustilva behave similarly to verbal structures
within the frame of X-bar theory, which claims sttwral similarities (Chomsky, 1970;
Jackendoff, 1977). The DP-Hypothesis states tifiah@ional category governs a lexical
category (i.e., NP is a complement of D head) amglies the linear ordering between D and N
such as restrictions of co-occurrence among Endkserminers like articles, the possessive
morpheme (-'s), and demonstratives, including proimal possessives (e.g.John’s the book
This phenomenon is closely related to an esserdiatraint on phrase structures displayed in X-
bar theory. As one specifier and one complemenpregent, only one single head, as an

essential category, is allowed within one maxinrajgrtion (namely XP headed by an X), and



therefore, restrictions of co-occurrence of Engtiskerminers empirically proves that more than
two heads are illegitimate in X-bar structures.

Abney (1987) proposes the following structuresrfominals that NP is governed by a
maximal projection DP headed by D where D is atpmsior determiners. His DP-Hypothesis
has given theoretical influence to many studiegeinerative grammar that pursue a unified
account between sentential and phrasal projectitisSDP-Hypothesis attempts to distinguish
lexical categories from functional categories;»xadal category, NP, is dominated by a

functional category, DP, like the parallel symmdiggtween VP and IP (TP):

2) IP DP
I I
Spec | Spec D
|\ |\
I VP D NP
[+AGR] AGR]
a. sentential domain b. para@®main

The DP-Hypothesis suggests that the nominal doDRif2 b) parallels the verbal domain IP
(TP) (2 a) headed by INFL where tensehood is erdtotikewise, a D element (articles or
determiners) has its fundamental function that Moa perform alone, which is to pick out an
entity that is not specified by N and to refertte-a deictic property.

It is also worthwhile to note that Abney (1987)thar explains one of the restrictions of
co-occurrence in English, e.g. pronominal possessiarticles and demonstratives, because they
are all D heads residing in the same syntactidiposiD, and he captures flaws in the following
examples (3 a-d):

(3) a. * John’s the book b. * a John’s book. * the this book d. * that the book

! Under the Split-Infl Hypothesis, Pollock (1989pk@ces IP with AgrP for agreement and TP for tense.
2 The reference function of D is also noted by Ldrayoli (1994).



With respect to the parallel between verbal andinahstructures, Abney provides the following
examples:
(4) (a) [John] destroyed the spaceship
(b) [John's] destruction of the spaceship
(c) [John's] destroying the spaceship (sthfrom Abney, 1987, p.14 (ex. 3))
In (4 a-c), Abney (1987) observes that Nom or GlaingandJohn’s is encoded with the
thematic subjectjohn and PP df the spacesh)pr DP (he spaceshipis a complement of the
deverbal nominals, such dsstructionanddestroying These distinctions are caused by a
different property, relative to the category V aridwever, the subject agreement (AGR) is
overtly performed within both projections; for iaate,Johnis a thematic subject of the three
analogous structures of a verb (4a), of a nomiia), @nd of a gerundive (4c). Abney (1987),
therefore, argues that the DP-Hypothesis explai@stibject agreement due to the presence of
the functional D category, which is analogous witfflectional category in a verbal projection.
To support his premise, Abney (1987, p.16) illusseHungarian data cited from Szabolcsi
(1987):
(5) (a) az en kalap-om, (b)az te kaddp (c) a Peter kalap-ja
the -NOM hat -1sg the you-NOM hat -2sg e tReter hat - 3sg
‘my hat’ ‘your hat’ ‘Peter’s hat’
Based on the nominative-assigned possessor (hemaative possessor) data from Hungarian
in (5 a, b, ¢), Nom is assumed to be the co-ocooa®f AGR and Case under government. He,

therefore, suggests that “The obvious hypothesiseming AGR in the noun phrases is that it



occupies a similar Inflectional position; i.e., thi@e structure of noun phrase and sentence are
parallel in Hungarian” (p.16-17).

The DP-Hypothesis provides another powerful argurmefavor of a concrete structure
for the dual nature of English gerundive constaurddias in (6), consequently ruling out the
exocentric structurevp NP VRng]: John’s building a spacesh{gbney, 1987, p. 19)

(6) DP

DvVP
AGR \
V' DP
|\
V a spaceship
building

Externally, the whole constituent in (6) is a noatiphrase; internally, Voyilding) takes a DP
(a spaceshipas a complement, and VBUflding a spaceshjgs in turn a complement of the
head D, i.e. the possessive morpher®, Therefore, the example of the English gerundive
nominal structure in (6) shows dual aspects of s@md verbs simultaneously.

As previously shown in (3), the DP-Hypothesis agplains that determiners such as
articles, demonstratives, and quantifiers cannotiowith pronominal possessives (e.g., my,
your, John’s and etc.), the D heads; thereforefath@wing ill-formed nominal structures in (7)
are excluded due to the co-occurrence of dual hedalsve to possessives under this theory:
(7) * John(’s) the/that/some book (Abney, 1987112)

However, he raises a delicate issue with respetietpossibility of double Ds in the following

examples in (8 a, b), which illustrate that a prap@un possessive can appear with a quantifier

as an exceptional co-occurrence in English:

% An overt agreement appears morphologically in Hui@ noun phrases. Abney (1987) also shows Yup'ik



(8) a. John’s every book (p. 171)
b. John’s every wish (p. 172)
By exemplifying the examples above, as the excegddAGR in D does not co-occur with
lexical determiners,” he assumes, based on thiesption to the general constraint with respect to
everyand the possessor, that “the possessor does pedirap the same position as lexical
determiners, despite appearances” (p.172). More&mrey (1987) preferthe’s-as-case-
marker analysigor the following two reasons in relation to UG:
(1) historically,’s was a case morpheme; synchronically, analyziag & case marker is
more intuitive than analyzing it as a determiery (2)the 's-as-case-marker analysis
does not generalize to language like Hungariamrevpossessors and lexical determiners
(i.e., AGR and lexical determiners) do co-octhe 's-as-case-marker analysises
generalize to (these) languages. (p. 56)
For instance, see the examples in (9 a-c) below:
(9) a. il mio libro
that my book a(ian; Giorgi & Longobardi; 1991)
‘my book’
b. nay ku chayk
my that book (Korean)
‘my book’
c. John-no ko-no hon
John's this book (JapanEsk&ui; 1995)

‘John’s book’

language nominals containing, AGR, an infl-likerett, which “is identical that on the verb” (p. 30)



In Italian, the definite articlé in (9a)co-occurs with a pronominal possessme. The Korean
example in (9b) shows that a demonstrakivean appear with a pronominal possessiag
and, in the same vein, in Japanese in (9c), thegomoun possessid@hnco-occurs with a
demonstrativé&ko-na Therefore, in the case of Korean, Japanese alianlt D elements such as
demonstratives and pronominal possessives do ao-ced a possessor is assumed to be
located in Spec DP as noted by Abney (1987) a$d (
(12) DP
I
Spec D
[possessor] | \
D NP
[lexical Ds]
However, besides pronominal possessives, the DR{Hgpis currently fails to account for the
phenomenon of the co-occurrence of double lexiet#rthiners in, such as demonstratives and
articles that are widely used as well-formed noistrictures in some languages as shown
below in (13):
(13) a. hal-be:t
this-the-house
‘this house’
b. han-n«swa:n
these (those)-the women
‘these women’ ( Syrian Arabic; Cowell, 1964)

c. ez a kbnyv

this the book

* Even the scrambled forrky nay chackit. ‘that my book’ is acceptable according to inguition; however, this is
reported as ill-formed in Jo (2000). Here, | do ajue about the possibility of the two forms inr&an or about
their syntactic position in relation to linear oraé determiners.



‘this book’ (Hungarian; Spencer, 1992)
d. a vel-ed valo minden/ezen/melyliltazas
the with-2sg being every/this/which  niegt
‘every/this/which meeting with you’ (Hungarian; Szabolcsi, 1994)
e. to kathe pedhi
the every child
‘every child’ (Greek; Szabolcsi, 1994)
f. afto to vivlio
this the book
‘this book’ (Greek; Horrocks & Stavrou, 1986)
g. om-ul acesta
man-the this
‘this man’ (Romanian; Giusti, 399
These cross-linguistic data in (13 a-g) show tleahadnstratives, definite articles, and quantifiers
can co-occur in languages such as Syrian ArabiogHuan, Greek, and Romanian; furthermore,
the data potentially suggest that the co-occurrehoeld not be restricted to only these
languages. Because of the co-occurrence of D elsmehsuch morphemes, subcategorized as
determiners and previously corresponding to D he@addney’s hypothesis, need to be split into
various functional projections headed by each eeleelement projecting different positions and
functions. However, the idea that Quantifier Phi@3le) and Adjective Phrase (AP) were
already projected within DP is evident in Abney&T9 which implies that complex

intermediate levels do exist between D and N. Toeee by opening the possibility for



intermediate functional levels, his DP-Hypothess® auggests that overt determiners are not
merely a realization of (in)definiteness.

Since Abney’s influential work based on the GB feamork, much research has
established the validity of DP-Hypothesis’s attemiptinifying nominal and verbal structures,
i.e., in favor of treating nominal structures amg@los to verbal structures. His proposal has been
strongly supported by empirical data across langsiamd developed through the Minimalist
Program. For example, overt N movement to D indtaby Longobardi’s (1994) N-to-D raising
provides strong support for the presence of a)iulh Romance and Germanic languages such
as Italian and English, respectively. Basic (2084p asserts that nominals in Serbian, one of the
languages that lacks overt articles, are projeaseDP headed by a functional head D just like
English, but the determiner-like elements in thegleage are positioned in Spec DP, in contrast
to those of English, following Progovac (1998) &weteltsvaig (2004) which provide empirical
evidence of a DP projection in Slavic languagefhisascSerbian and Russian. The pioneering
spirit of Abney (1987) has still influenced receesearch of nominal phrases including this
dissertation on Korean bare nominal structures.

1.2 N-to-D Raising

Longobardi (1994) proposes that a nominal can flayole of an argument only if it
occurs with a D element that is associated witbferential feature [R], endowing a nominal
with referentiality, a property required for theumoto function as an argument. The obligatory
association of D elements with a nominal in Italgagument positions manifestly suggests
distinct contrasts between argument DPs and priedis in terms of the movement or

extraction in relation to [R]. Additionally, theskferent behaviors provide a convincing

® Abney (1987) suggests QP and AP “exceedingly nvemy beautiful women” or KP “dozens of the men” are
projected within DP (p. 216: example (403); p. 2&88&mples (424-5)).
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argument for DP projection, even in languages wkhack overt determiners, in pursuing the DP
hypothesis in the frame of UG.

As for the null D, Longobardi (1994) suggests thdten D is empty, proper names
should raise to a D position in Italian, or D shibhe filled with articles. He observes that a
proper name can be preceded by a determiner iartad (14b) and proposes th@aianni, the
head N, moves overtly to D, the other head in (14a)

(14) a.Giannimi ha telefonato
Gianni called me up
b. lIGianni mi ha telefonato
Gianni called me up (Longobardi, 1994, p. 622)
Although this movement does not render the digtinstin interpretations, he claims, in relation
to the presence of possessives suahiasthatGianniin (14a) is not just an optional choice or
the alternation of the pair with an overt determing(14b); wherGianni appears with the
determineiil, it follows the possessiveio; however, it precedes the possessive when ibrseal
as shown in (15) below:
(15) a. Il mioGianni ha finalmente telefonato
the my Gianni finally called up
b. * Mio Gianni ha finalmente telefonato
my Gianni finally called up
c. Giannimio ha finalmente telefonato

Gianni my finally called up (Longobardi, 1994, p. 623)

According to Longobardi (1994), based on the ilixied case in (15b), generics and proper

names have similar interpretations at LF. Bothisterpreted referentially, which is different



11

from pronouns in the nature that they are basergtin D (e.qg., the youy *the land etc.) and
are not interpreted as names or as a kind-refecatggory. Kind-referring bare plural generics
are the “proper names of the kind” (Carlson, 19#@refore, they should be raised to D to
check off the referential feature (i.e., [+ref]yjoRouns and determiners are base-generated in D
while common nouns and proper hames are base-gedénd\ and are raised to D for feature
checking when they are interpreted referentialge 81ore of his examples below:
(16) a. [beavers [big e]] build dams
b. [water [fresh e]] is often drinkable
c. [John [old e]] came in
d. I mio Gianni
the my Gianni
d Gianni mio
Gianni my
d’ * Mio Gianni
my Gianni (adapted from Longobardi, 1994, p. 623-43)
Examples in (16 a-c) show English bare nominalsh sisbeavers, wateandJohn move to the
D position at LF; whereas, in Italian in (16)dthe proper nourGianni, crashes if lefin situ
when a determiner is not present. Longobardi’s sfagiens provide evidence that D is the locus
of referentiality. Based on these examples, Longtil{a994) argues that an Italian proper name
moves to D before Spell-Out; on the other handsaglish N-to-D raising takes place only at
LF.
According to Longobardi (1994) “a ‘nominal expressiis an argument only if it is

introduced by a category D” (p. 620), or for nontén@ function as arguments, they should have



12

a lexically-filled D category. Without those D, lamouns are treated as predicates, NPs.
Therefore, D has a function of converting NPs nati@rential expressions, DPs. He also argues
that bare nouns in Italian (or Romance) are ndiase; bare plurals in Italian can occur only in
restricted positions, and assigning a null D expgdhe legitimate distribution and interpretation
of arguments due to its property of syntactic lgiag (e.g., type-shifting in Chierchia, 1998).
Moreover, a null D, restricted to lexically-govedngositions (i.e., object positions), is associated
with an existential reading; therefore, only anefigite DP argument can occur post-verbally
because the empty D should be properly governevgyb in order to satisfy ECP. His proposal
has been supported by many studies with crossistigevidence.

In this study, | will also argue in favor of DP asldow that the overt realization of a D
head is subject to parametric variations. Followinggobardi (1994) in relation to the
restriction of syntactic positions and interpreiasi, | will examine Korean bare nominals in
Topic positions (i.e., TopP) which are not lexigadloverned. In Chapter 3, | will show that
Korean TopP can be associated with both generiegistential readings, which is different
from what Longobardi (1994) observes with indeéritalian bare nominals that are limited to
lexically-governed positions.

1.3 Nominal Mapping Hypothesis

Chierchia (1998) proposes the Nominal Mapping Higpsis which semantically
explains typological variation in terms of the &libr inability of bare nominals mapped as
arguments; argument NPs are either of type <e> geenantic arguments) or of the type of
Generalized Quantifiers, and all arguments aregeatal; in other words, nominals are
differentiated into two different types based oeitlsemantic differences—nominals in DPs as

arguments versus nominals in NPs as predicates:
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(17)  a.prthe pdog]]

b. DP => e, GQ (Generalized Quantifiers) [arg]

DPs are arguments
c. NP =><e, t>[pred]
NPs (common nouns) asgligates

d. N => [+arg, +pred]: either argumentpredicates (English)

e. N => [+arg, -pred]: arguments (Chinese)

f. N => [-arg, +pred]: predicates (French)

(adapted from Chierchia, 1998, p. 342)

Bare NPs in Romance languages like Italian anddfréire., (17 f) [-arg, +pred] type) do not
appear as arguments in the lexicon; determindisoise languages select NPs to make them into
arguments; on the other hand, Chinese, Japaned€oaaan arguments come out of the lexicon
as a level of (bare) NPs, as (17 e) [+arg, -prga languages, which do not possess determiners
in syntax. Only determiner-like elements such angjtiers and demonstratives select NPs (in
his view, these NPs are arguments themselves bedaess are “kinds”) and shift them into
predicates. Therefore, due to the property of falRibare NPs in languages such as Korean do
not necessarily indicate countability, such as i@ty and plurality in other languages, and the
mass interpretation of Korean nouns lack pluralatwhich is the counting system for atom-
like instances. Languages such as Korean havegaeinumber system for counting mass nouns
because “pluralizing them makes no sense” (Chiard98. p. 347). Since nouns in languages
like Chinese (namely Korean and Japanese) comef dl lexicon as mass nouns sharing

similarity with plurals that denote a set of indivals, in order for them to be individuated, as a
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result, classifiers are widely exploited in Kordancounting nouns just like mass nouns in
English such aa loaf of breadrtwo cups of coffel

Chierchia (1998), asserting that bare nouns areeadiy bare in Italian, observes an
asymmetry between subject and object positiontaliah; both Italian and French are
typologically characterized as [-arg, +pred] lamgegin which determiners make kind NPs into
arguments as discussed in (17); however, bare mmamappear in argument positions in Italian,
which is not possible in French. Therefore, heofol Longobardi’s (1994) proposal that the
bare nouns are licensed when a null D is lexicgdlyerned in Italian, and the interpretation of
the bare nouns is limited to an indefinite readiegause of the property of a null D which is
associated with an existential reading.

Then, can a null D only appear in [-arg, +predplaages like Italian and French?; or are
there any other grammatical systems in Korean ang@hnd Sybesma (1999) propose in
Chinese, such as the head of CIP (the Classifiadehthat plays the compensating role of D? In
a later chapter, I will show that, following AbnéyO87), Longobardi (1994), and Baptista
(2003, 2007), a null D is the locus for definitemes referentiality even in so called [+arg, -pred]
languages due to the unique and inherent propsréyraull head which links to definiteness; as a
consequence, a null D is projected in Korean ak wel

Longobardi (1994) and Radford (1997) state thatinats with [+ref] are DPs that can
appear in argument positions while NPs are nonraegiis such as a vocative, an exclamative,
or a predicative. Following Longobardi (1994), Ghhea (1998) proposes that nominals of

Chinese-type languages, which come out of the ¢exas bare forms, are directly used as

® Similarity between mass and plural denotationcienulative referencer cumulative propertyis also noted by
Link (1983) and Gillon (1992). With respect to maliscussion about mass and plural denotation bgrChia
(1998), see The Inherent Plurality Hypothesis ime@ihia (1996) from which his basic idea comes.
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arguments; without an overt type-shifting functeamely a D category (i.e., articles in English),
type-shifting occurs covertly in Korean mainly dagag on subject or object positions that the
verb takes. If Chierchia’s (1998) approach is vaierentiality and argumenthood should be
encoded together and reflected in Korean synta¥Rssinstead of DPs. In Chapter 2, however, |
will show an incompatibility and discrepancy betwéron)referentiality and
(non)argumenthood, and the following questions ballexplored: are non-referential nominals,
having [-def, -spec], in argument positions NP®Bss, or are referential nominals in non-
argument positions NPs or DPs? As a result, a proloif combining them into one NP layer in
Korean nominals will be discussed. Following Chand Sybesma (1999), Ishii (2000), Li and
Shi (2003), Guéron (2006), and Baptista (2003, 200mong others, | postulate that not only D
but also additional functional categories (i.e.]trayered DPs by Baptista, 2003) such as
NumP or CLP should be projected between D and Kbirean nominalg.If my premise is

valid, Chierchia’s (1998) typological analysis efdrg, #pred] with determinerless languages
(the so called the Nominal Mapping Hypothesis) $thdne reconsidered.

In this dissertation, therefore, an alternativeoact that treats referentiality and
argumenthood separately is proposed within theiftaylered functional categories that DP
projection holds. According to Chierchia (1998)wewer, Chinese-type nominals like Korean
are mass-denoting. This view makes it reasonaldsgame that classifier phrases (i.e., CIP)
used for counting are projected in Korean nominatgch highlights my approach of treating
Korean nominals in terms of individuating functicassLongobardi (1994) points out. According

to Longobardi (1994), D in relation to referentialnas a function of individuating (p. 634); an

" Cheng and Sybesma (1999), dispensing with a fomatilayer D in either Mandarin or Cantonese, dofaeor DP
arguments in Chinese. Instead, they suggest NumiPE#es for indefinite and definite NPs respectivel
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instance that is described by N can be picked pi,kand the identical function, which | assert
in Korean, is performed in CIP or with demonstrasiv

1.4 The Minimalist Program

In this dissertation, | adopt the Minimalist Pragré@Chomsky, 1995) to explain how the
linguistic phenomena such as head movement, feahgeking, theta roles and case
assignment/checking fulfill the DP projection indéan in terms of generative gramrfiar.

(18) Lexicon

Spell-Out

/\

LF PF
In the Minimalist Theoryl.ogical Form(LF) andPhonological Form(PF), replaced witb-

structureandS-structuren the previous GB Theory, are the only linguidéieels which are
interpreted as sound and meaning; in other wohey, @re two interface representations (i.e.,
articulatory-perceptuabndconceptual-intentionasystems respectively) proposed by Chomsky
(1993, p. 2). Lexical items are endowed with Cas®Agreement features such@geatures

like person, number and gender, and all featuresldibe checked off in order to sati$fyll
Interpretation(FI) within a checking domain, which is locallytained via Spec-Head or Head-
Complement. Otherwise, the derivaticrashes According to the feature-checking process, the
principle ofGreed which implies that every movement must satisg/itiorphological property
of the moved element itself, prefgmocrastinatingprocesses of feature-checking to LF, as one

of theEconomy Principle#n the Minimalist Program.

8 Case assignment and case filter envisag&@biernment and Bindin@5B) theory have been refined as case
checking theory in the Minimalist Program.
° Greedstates that “move raisesonly if morphological properties af itself would not otherwise be satisfied in the
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In this computational system, two operations a&duas crucial operations: ondMerge
and the other iMove Merge*“takes a pair of syntactic objects and replacesitby a new
combined syntactic object” (Chomsky, 1995, p. 2R&)ve traditionally applied to the whole
category, is revised as a movement of featuresshwicurs in order to satisfy the
morphological property, based on the principlé&oéed The principle oEconomyin this
program plays an important role in that the mom@emical derivation is selected as the
legitimate operation (Chomsky, 1991, 1993, 1999130Therefore, Chomsky (1995) asserts
that feature movement is more economical than oagagovement in regard to the economy
condition on movement because “F (feature) caaiesg just enough material for convergence”
(p. 262).

The interaction of features also functions as drtb@important devices in this program:
a strong featurassociated with phonological forms is visible dhd must be eliminated
beforeSpell-Out on the other hand, sineeweak featurés not visible to PF, it can be left after
Spell-Out Phonological requirements trigger overt movenuéiategories in syntax, but LF
movement, which is covert feature movement, doéb@cause covert movement is not
legitimate at the PF level. Likewise, if a stromegture remains unchecked befSgell-Out it
will cause the derivation to crash at PF becausseuninterpretable according to the principle of
Full Interpretation(FI) for convergence:

Interpretability of features is determined in tbgiton by Universal Grammar (UG) we

assume, and the distinction must be indicated nigtat that stage but throughout the

derivation. The natural principle is that the uanpretable features, and only these, enter

derivation” (Chomsky, 1995, p. 261). Frascareld@Q) explaindgrocrastinationandLast Resortn the following
way: “Procrastination’ implies that LF movementiéss costly for the system than an overt operasorwhen not
driven by morphological requirements, mavés realized in the covert component. ‘Last Resaltws the
insertion of an element into the computational exystvhen convergence cannot be otherwise met” (p. 5)
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the derivation without values, and are distinguisfrem interpretable features by virtue

of this property. (Chomsky, 2001, p. 5)

For a subject DP to be Nom-checked, for instarieeoves to Spec TP position of the
head TP in which the feature, [+nom], is endowed, those matching features in agreement
relations are erased by the end of the derivatiarder to keep from violating Full
Interpretation (FI), since unchecked features aretarpretable. The structure in (19) adapted
from Chomsky (1993, p. 7) illustrates the featuneaking process in English, in comparison
with Korean®®

Korean is a head-final language, which displaftsverd-branching nodes, in contrast to
English, a head-first language, which has rightwaahching nodes analogously. According to
the Minimalist Program, the distribution of stroagd weak feature distinctions is subject to
parametric variation across languages. First, liskibw how the operation of feature-checking

takes place in a Korean sentence in comparisonayiiérallel sentence from English:

9 Korean is a head-final SOV language; in contrasight-branching, Korean has left-branching sues which
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(19)

a. AgrSP b. AgrSP

)

VI
N
AgrOP  mit-kess-ta,

N

AgrO’

/\AgrO

VP
N
t t

meyli-lul;

Formal features, such as Case, Tense, and agretmatnes, should be erased for the derivation
to converge at LF; specifically, verbs raise totdRheck tense features, and the nominals such
as subjects and objects should move to Spec Agn8Bpec AgrOP respectively in order to
check off their agreement features via Spec-Helatioas. However, verbs in some languages

such as French are assumed to be overtly locat&grid (Pollock, 1989), whereas | assume that

are different from those of English in termstloé Directionality Parameter
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both English and Korean verbs are overtly located iChomsky and Lasnik (1993) argue that
an object’s raising to Spec AgrOP always occuredbx However, according to Koizumi
(1993, 1995), the movement is overt, driven byrangt feature, in contrast to Chomsky and
Lasnik (1993). Koizumi’s (1993, 1995plit-VP hypothesiproposes that V raises to a higher
position (i.e., “shell V") via AgrO, and, as a réstis hypothesis can explain the word order
difference between English (SVO) and Korean/Jama(@®V) in relation to the verb position;
in other words, an object precedes a verb in Kddegranese. Following Koizumi (1993, 1995),
| propose that an object in Korean moves up to Spewia Spec AgrOP, as shown in (19b), in
contrast to English whose object stays in Spec &3 shown in (19a). Due to the strong
features of the Korean object, it overtly movedapec vP; however, weak features in the
English object do not cause the object to overtbyen On the contrary, | assume the Korean
auxiliary kessmoves to the T-head only at LF; the English aaxyishouldis overtly realized in
the T head, because of the strong T-feature ini&imghhereas the counterpart in Koréayss
with weak features is merged with the vemli-ta, without undergoing overt raising to the T-
head at PF level. Therefore, in terms of the seialestomain between English and Korean, the
parallel structures in (a) and (b) illustrate thatametric variation, based on the strength of
features, is licensed by the Minimalist Programwideer, | do not highlight the influence of the
head-directionality with respect to the nominal @many further in this section. In Chapter 4, |
will discuss case particles as D elements in theadio of DP, and | will revisit word order
difference between articles in Western languagedscase particles in Korean.

In relation toMoveand the principlef Economythe following examples in (20 a, b)
illustrate economical and convergent derivation:

(20) a. It seems that [Johwvas believed [t to be [tin the room]]]
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b. * Johrseems that [ti was believed [t to be [tin the room]]]
(Chomsky, 1994)

John the subject of the embedded clause in (20 a¥fiestthe morphological requirements; 1)
the Nom feature was checked off via Spec-Headioakstwvith the verlwas and 2)John in the
embedded clause, satisfies the principl&medbecause further movement is not economical;
therefore, (20a) is grammatical. However, (20blj-®rmed for the following reasonlohndoes
not need to move to the subject position of therimatause because this further movement is
only to satisfy the verbeemswhich violates the principle @reed therefore, since the
previous movements (i.e-t’i and ti->John) are legitimate, this raising sentence (20b) vesa
one ofthe Economy Principlesnd crashes at LE.

The notion of LF movement in the Minimalist Progranovides a clue for analyzing a
null D and bare nominal structures in Korean thiotigs dissertation, in relation to the DP
hypothesis along with N-to-D raising in Longobaft®94). See the example below for LF
movement in Korean:

(21) kay-nun  chwungsilhan tongmul-ita
dog-TOP faithful animal-DEC

‘The/A dog is a faithful animal’

1 GB theory explains this ungrammaticality in terofi€CP violations.
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The bare noukay(dog) in (21) refers to a dog-kind, i.ggnerig therefore; it possesses the
feature, [+def, -spec], which is referential ([4ref., [R] in Longobardi (1994)), based on the
definition of referentiality}? as is examined in the previous section adoptead f2arlson (1977)
and Chierchia (1998Kay moves to Spec DP, and the feature ([+ref]) is kbeéén a Spec-Head
relationship at LF. While this structure is reatlze various ways in English suchthe doga
dog ordogs the Korean generic nominal is restricted to & leminal structure with a null D
due to the lack of overt determiners. In other 8pedreferential feature exists in syntax and
triggers N to move to D at LF in the Korean barenimal structure because, derived by a weak
feature, no phonological requirement forces this@emeent overtly.

Ura (2000) refers tnominal featuress ‘“@p-features like gender, person, or number,
Case-features like nominative or accusative, atebcaical features like D-feature” (p. 16).
Based on his notion of features in terms of theiatist Program, | propose [+ref] as one of the
formal nominal features encoded in a lexical itemyns. For [+ref] to be realized in either overt
syntax or in covert syntax is a matter of parametariation; for example, in Italian, [+ref],
strong and visible at PF, should be checked angirgdited in overt syntax. In the case of
articleless languages such as Korean, howevermptbeess is invisible at PF and is deleted at LF
by the principle oProcrastination Therefore, DP should be projected in Korean fowialing
an appropriate functional domain in which a proaddsead movement and feature-checking
occur within the frame of UG as is also pursuethaspirit of the Minimalist Program. In
Chapter 2, | examine more empirical data that simmwense use of bare nominals in Korean
and their different interpretations relative todftrin detail.

1.5 Referentiality

12 See the next chapter for Lyons (1999) and othiefinitions of “referential.”
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We have noticed from the literature that, crosgtlistically, argumenthood and
referentiality are closely related with respecti&édining the distinction between DP and NP as
referentiality is assigned by the functional catgg® (Szabocsi, 1984; Abney, 1987; Ritter,
1991; Stowell, 1991; Cinque, 1994; Longobardi, 194ddford, 1997; Chierchia, 1998; Baptista
2003, 2007 among others). Before defining and ekxpgidhe referentiality and the referential
feature (i.e., [+ref]) in Korean nominals in latdrapters, | will outline some theoretical issues
with respect to referentiality in syntax, seman#osl pragmatics.

Arguments, participants of actions, bear themabicdles such aagent themeandgoal,
and “each argument bears one and only®rae, and each-role is assigned to one and only
one argument” (Chomsky, 1981, p. 36). External engpts denote artuments in subject
positions, which is outside of VP, while internajaments are objects within VP. Although
referential expressions regarding nouns begankgsmsis of early semantics, argument structures
ando-criteron, originated from semantics, have beerufogopics in generative syntax since
GB theory. See the following examples of non-raféed NPs from Radford (1997):

(22) a. Do all syntacticians suffer from astetiskdoctors (vocative)

b. Dick Head ihead of departmerfpredicative)

c. Poor fool He thought he’'d passed the syntax exam (exclamiati (p. 156)
These italicized nominals, without determinerschion as (22a) a vocative, (22b) a predicative,
and (22c) an exclamative, which makes plausibleotisrvation that only argument nominals
are DPs. Therefore, the nominals in the sentertw@geaclearly show that DPs are referential
expressions while NPs, without articles, have tfope@rty of predicates as adjectives do. Then,
would other referential expressions without arckuch as pronouns and anaphors, be NPs, due

to the lack of overt realization of articles? lethvert determiners, such as articles, were
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obligatory for DPs in the strict sense, this idigcation would cause a mismatch between the
grammatical role and the interpretation of noungé€rms of referentiality). For example, the
pronounhein he ate an applewithout overt determiners, plays both the rolagént(based on
B-criterion) and as an external argument succegsfull

This puzzle leads to the elaboration of the intestraictures of nominals, which are
associated with bare nominals in Korean and otjpaldgically similar langauges, and their
interpretations in terms of the unified DP analysis argumenthood is realized in the structure
of languages without articles in syntax, an exgianeaof those structures without any flaw
within UG may be valuable; if this idea is truemay be also fruitful to supply relevant
empirical data as evidence to help answer theviatig questions: 1) how is this property
‘referential’ applied to nominals in determinerléssguages to make them into arguments? 2)
or, without overt determiners, such as articles,lt@e nouns indicate referentiality? 3) in
addition, without projection of functional categesj then, how can demonstratives or Korean-
peculiar (Japanese as well) function words suatass particles be categorized in syntax? For
the issue regarding demonstratives, case partetesthe position of D, | also follow Guéron
(2006) and Baptista (2003, 2007) who propose tha ttat D hosts not only definite articles but
also demonstratives. However, one of the noticeplmomena in Korean, in terms of
projecting demonstratives (or Italian definite @gs), is the frequent co-occurrence of
demonstratives with the possessive pronoun. | m®@pec DP may be functionally
compensated with the D head in this determinetegguage; in the case of the left-peripheral
co-occurrence of function words outside NP, | artha a0-role assignment plays an important

role where there is a constraint of linear ordetexeding element, (i.e., an article), that takes
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Spec DP position, and the following element, (egpossessive), is either 1) base-generated in
NP, with af-role assigned or 2) base-generated in D with®dtade assignment.

As for a preliminary setting, it is worthwhile tielineate the notion of referential or
referential reading that will work throughout thiissertation. A referential reading is used when
the speaker intends to refer to a referent andeth@ing also tends to be used in referentially
transparentextensionalde re or specific contexts, in contrast with a non-refgial reading that
indicates a referentially opaquetensiona) de dictq or non-specific contexts (Lyons, 1999, p.
166)13

In the case of the definition of a referential ieggddistinctions between referential and
non-referential have been debated in relation ézifipity and identifiability; in the semantics
literature, one view has argued that indefinitesraot referential, regardless of their status as
being specific, because they are not identifiabferents for the hearer. Another view, treating
them as “a matter of pragmatics,” limits refereteésingular terms” such as demonstratives,
personal pronouns and proper names; accordingipiké(1977), Neale (1990), and Ludlow and
Neale (1999), neither definites nor indefinites ‘@@mantic referring.” For the third view, Lii
(1972), Fodor and Sag (1982), Lyons (1999) andrstbensider a specific referent as being
referential, regardless of the presence of defiegs or identifiability, because “there is a
particular object which the speaker is thinkingaefmotivating the choice of description” (Lyons
1999, p. 166). The examples (23a,b) below giveteebunderstanding of the notion of
referential
(23) (a) I bought a car (in the context that | i a friend on the street).

(b) Pass me a bodln the context that | do not know which one).

13 See Lyons (1999, p.166-8) for detailed Englistnepias.
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Indefinite specifia carin (23a) is treated as referential because it sn@ particular entity
picked out inmy mindduring discourse; however, farbookin (23b), on the contrary, it is
obviously non-referential being neither specific rentifiable to the hearer. Therefore,
following Lii (1972), Fodor and Sag (1982), and bga(1999), | claim that a referential reading
is a matter of interpretation (associated withgpeaker’s recognition) within the context, rather
than a matter of quantification.

With respect to bare nouns and scope ambiguitiyeriterature, the Carlsonian view
identifies bare nouns as kinds, an explanatioraoé Imouns associated with the obligatory
narrowest scope behavior (Carlson, 1977; Chierd8i88 among others). According to Carlson
(1977), bare nouns do not possess scope-like prgmees for specific individuals; therefore,
kind-referring bare plural generics are equally patible with the “proper names of the kind.”
Furthermore, this notiogenericis associated with two types of predicatexlividual-level
(stable) andtage-leve(spatio/temporal), which are to be treated disithety in sentences with
bare plurals. He also argues that bare plural stdbgstage-levepredicates cause either a
generic or an existential reading; however, thentenpart ofindividual-levelonly renders a
generic interpretation. The following sentencesehastage-levepredicateavailable see
examples in (24a,b):

(24) a. Firemen are available.
(Ambiguous: generic or existenfjal
b. There are firemen available.
(Unambiguous: existentinl (Bieg, 1992)
Regardless of the samtage-levepredicateavailable in (24b) only an existential reading

obtains whereas (24a) can be interpreted as g#reric or existential. In regard to ambiguity
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embedded in two analogous structures with the smrenoun, Carlson (1977) proposes that,
instead of a bare noun itself, the different enumnents in which the bare noun appears force it
to be construed distinctivel.In this dissertation, the notigreneric defined by Carlson (1977),
plays a crucial role associated with the referéfgi@ure (i.e., [R] in Longobardi (1998) and
[+ref] in this study) which renders a referentiahstrual to nominals in Korean. Adopting the
Carlsonian view, | will explain syntactic movemavithin generic DP in relation to [+ref] in
Chapter 2.

For definiteness effect in the syntactic appro#toh binary feature sets such as [+/-spec]
and [+/-def] also play an inevitable role that alforeferentiality as asserted in the previous
section. | argue referentiality is obligatorily eded in English nominals with a definite article,
the as it implies hearer knowledge (i.e., [+def, 43peout referentiality is not necessarily
endowed in nominals with an indefinite artici(j.e., [-def, -spec]}?

On the matter of indefinites, it will be usefulriote that they can be classified into two:
referential or quantificational expressions (Fofldag, 1982; Heim, 1991According to Fodor
and Sag (1982), a nominal is referential if theagpe is familiar with a referent and intends to
speak about this particular individual. Indefinites be referential because “an indefinite can be
used for the purpose of making an assertion aboutdavidual, even though the individual in
guestion is not identified by the speaker” (p. 380)ey also propose that English indefinites are

ambiguous between specific and non-specific realitng examples, which bear semantic

% This notion in the non-ambiguity Carlsonian viesdeveloped as Derived Kind Predication (DKP) ife@thia
(1998b), which seeks a unifying treatment of genand existential readings of bare nominals thraaeghantic
rules grounded in a kind-based approach.

!> some literature explains that referentiality isedily reflected on a nominal structure; Lyons (@pshows that
distinctive articles are used in Samoan dependinipe presence/absence of referentiality suchfaserdial DPs
and non-referential DPs respectively (p. 58).
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ambiguity, discussed in Fodor and Sag (1982, gxar{d (8)), are repeated below, with which
the nominal itself is realized in the same DP dtmec
(25) a.specific (referential) indefinite
A man just proposed to me in the orangery (thairg much too embarrassed to tell
you who it was).
b.non-specific (quantificational) indefinite
A man is in the women’s bathroom (but | havemritetl to go in there to see who it is).
(Fodor & Sag, ex. (7) and (8))
A manin (25a) is specific because the speaker intemdsfér to a particular referent; this is a
referring expression; on the contraaymanin (25b) is non-specific due to the lack of the sam
intention; this is a quantificational expressfdn.

In order to define referential features and refeadity, a pragmatic approach attempts to
account for the endowment of definiteness in syimaerms of hearer and speaker knowledge.
The table in (26) shows a realization of referdityias a feature associated with the binary
feature set of [+ speaker knowledge] and [+heanenktedge]:

(26) The Binary Feature Set: Sipeaker knowledgéiK=hearer knowledgéadapted from

Fodor & Sag (1982))

'8 The property of this quantificational indefiniteminal is similar to that of quantifiers, for exalemo, manyand
everysuch asno manmany merandevery manSee Fodor and Sag (1982) and Heim (1991) for mxpéanation
of scopalandepistemic specificity
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Knowledge Definiteness/Specificity English Articles
a. [+SK, +HK] [+Def, +Spec] the
b. [-SK, +HK] [+Def, -Spec] the
C. [+SK, -HK] [-Def, +Spec] a
d. [-SK, -HK] [-Def, -Spec] a

The table above shows definiteness is encodedhedher knowledge or ability to identify a
referent, and specificity represents speaker kniydel suggest (26a-c) should be assigned
referential denotation because only (26d) is natlantifiable referent to both the speaker and
the hearer.

According to Heim (1988), definiteness correlatéh familiarity; on the other hand,
indefiniteness relates to the situation when a hiaferent is introduced. Abbotte (2001) also
asserts that the English definite article is retato familiarity which possesses a discourse-
pragmatic property. Before Heim (1988), Kempsorvg)3reats definiteness in terms of
identifiability in relation to the use of the defmarticlethe the feature [+Def] is assigned to the
earlier mentioned referent, and the hearer idestifine definite referent which is spelled out as
the Similarly, Birner and Ward (1994) attribute trediditous use of the definite article to “the
hearer’s (presumed) ability to uniquely identife tteferent” (Birner & Ward, 1994, p. 6).

As shown in the table (26) above, the combinabibdefiniteness and specificity
contributes to conveying unique meanings with daohry feature set. Even though the same
theor the sama is used coincidently in discourse (for examplee apples minelvs. The apple
is a fruitor | bought a boolkhis evenings. Pass me a book they do not guarantee the identity

of the two referents in terms of the inherent prgpsuch as specificity or definiteness; for
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instance, [+def, +spec] (26a) and [+def, -specbf26e overtly realized dhe whereas [-def,
+spec] (26¢) and [-def,-spec] (26d) are realized imsEnglish. However, Lyons (1999),
regarding definiteness as a grammatical featuEnglish, points out that in some languages
definiteness “can be described in terms of idaattifity or inclusiveness. These uses represent
‘semantic definiteness,’ but this is not what aescencode” (p. 159). Agreeing on the relations
between definiteness and hearer knowledge arguéctinpson (1975), Heim (1988), and
Birner and Ward (1994), | assume that the speltingthe feature [+Def] ahein English is a
pragmatic presupposition; therefore, the phonetdization of definiteness lies in parametric
variation across languages. | will return this essfidefiniteness and hearer knowledge in
relation to referentiality in Chapter 2 with Korelaare nominal structures.

Following Fodor and Sag (1982), lonin et al. (20B304) present a lucid explanation
about [+Def] and [+Spec] through the interactioracpeaker and a hearer:

Definiteness and Specificity: informal definitions

If a Determiner Phrase (DP) of the form [D NP].is..

a) [+definite], then the speaker and hearer pressgghe existence of a unique individual

in the set denoted by the NP

b) [+specific], then the speaker intends to redea tinique individual in the set denoted

by the NP, and considers this individual to possesne noteworthy property.

(lonin et al., 2004)
A specific indefinite is used if the speaker intenad refer to a unique individual x, where
X is in the restrictor set denoted by the NP.

(lonin et al., 2003, p246).
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Briefly, they point out botlspeaker and hearer knowledge is reflected on defiess, yet
specificity is realized by the speaker only.

In relation to the issue of referentiality, Longoth (1994) provides an influential
syntactic phenomenon of a variety of bare nomirellive to (overt/covert) movement cross-
linguistically. Longobardi’'s (1994) discussion oftbtD raising in determinerless nominals
describes a situation in which we might encourtterdrucial questions: how can this
phenomenon be realized in Korean, a language witltigles?; and how can the covert
movement be explained in that language? Bapti§td/(Rassumes that determinerless noun
structures are projected as full DPs in her stddyape Verdean Creole nominals, and she
analyzes bare NP as DP with “empty determiners”tdubeir argumenthood status. Similarly, |
propose that the referential feature in a bare noggers N to move to D at LF in Korean,
which follows Longobardi (1994) and Baptista (202807)*’

In Chapter 1, | have discussed some theoretisaéssubstantially associated with the
DP-Hypothesis such as N-to-D raising, the Nominapking Hypothesis, feature-checking in
the Minimalist Program, and the theta-criterioraggeliminary to my work. Hypothesizing that
the DP layer is projected in Korean, | will supptbie argument, as strong evidence of the
existence of UG and parameters, that the mainifumaf D is associated with referentiality.

The organization of the dissertation is as follo@sapter 2 introduces Korean nominals.
| will show that Korean nominals, subcategorizednass nouns, are headed by D based on the
interpretation of bare nominals and the propedietemonstratives. This issue of
demonstratives in Chapter 2 challenges the trawditip held belief that demonstratives are

subsumed as a category of adjectives in Koreangtiery| will show that demonstratives rarely

" More examples are examined in which [+ref] is elgselated to syntactic movement. See Putnam (2006
regarding “middle field scrambling” iWest Germanic.
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share the same characteristics with attributive@edicative adjectivals. In order to support my
argument that they are characterized as one d tdements, | will show that they behave
identically with determiners in so-called DP langes. | will discuss the internal structures of
Korean nominals with the projection of functionategories relative to scrambling in Korean as
well.

Chapter 3 offers nominal structures and interpiata of Japanese and Chinese that have
been traditionally categorized as so called NPuUaggs, including typologically different
languages such as English, Italian, Cape Verdeaol€and more. Definite/indefinite,
specific/non-specific, generic/existential and refdial/non-referential readings are examined in
relation to the DP projection of a variety of laages. By adopting Longobardi’s (1994),
Guéron’s (2006), and Baptista’s (2003, 2007) nuliipothesis, | will argue against NP
projection or one NP layer with the recursion offdt articleless languages in Fukui (1995) and
Chierchia (1998).

Chapter 4 discusses case-marking, case partiof@satization and possession
constructions in terms of the locus of refereriyal multiple-DP layers. An important syntactic
aspect of referential expressions | will revisithis chapter is topicalization in Korean, which is
realized not only syntactically (i.e., sentenceiatlly) but also morphologically with case
particles. Observing the fact that a Korean-pecttipic phrase (i.e., TopP) is inserted in the
extraordinary nominal position, which is a non-argunt position governing TP, | will focus on
the fact that [+ref] feature-checking in the nogtanent nominal projection is a legitimate
process, and, therefore, argumenthood in Korelreissed in Spec TopP. | will further argue
that, in Korean, nominative case is checked by it igaan English within the framework of the

Minimalist Program. This section also discussesastic categories of determiner-like elements
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between D and N, which do not necessarily indioatt determiners. | will investigate number
marking, Number Phrase (NumP) and Quantifier Ph{@$y in Korean in comparison with
those categories in Cape Verdean Creole, Chinapandse, and English. | will show that these
systems compensate for the lack of overt artiahekthe restricted use of countability (plurality).
Therefore, different syntactic behaviors of (mué)pnternal positions within argument DPs are
in charge of encoding each piece of informationjristance, a set of a classifier phrase and a
pre- or post-nominal, (i.e., either [N + QP] or [@M] ) and their grammatical roles are closely
related to various (in)definite interpretationsr Bus reason, it is not possible to draw a cladr-c
boundary of grammatical (in)definiteness in nounaghbs solely in relation to overt determiners
such as definite or indefinite articles.

Chapter 5 concludes the dissertation.
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CHAPTER 2
DEMONSTRATIVES
2.1 Overview

This chapter discusses Korean nominal phrasesini¢w of the DP framework in
relation to demonstratives. Following the idea thehonstratives are the overt realization of D
elements that inherently possess [+def], this @rgpibposes that either the lexically-overt DP
(i.e., visible at PF) or covert DP is determineddayametric variations across languages.

In this chapter, the characteristics of Korean destratives and their positions will be
discussed in relation to definiteness and defimiteeles in other languages such as English,
Spanish, Japanese and Cape Verdean Creole. Intorc@mpare the definite article and
demonstratives in English with Korean counterpamtsst of my English examples are taken from
Lyons (1999) and Baptista (2007).

Korean is well-known as a language that lacks awentking of definiteness by the
definite article; however, definiteness can be egped either with bare nouns or with
demonstratives. The definite article bears bothtiflability and inclusiveness while
demonstratives, possessing identifiability, lacdusiveness. In regard to inclusiveness, Lyons
(1999) states that “the reference is to the tgtalitthe objects or mass in the context which Batis
the description. . . . identifiability is what linkdemonstratives with the definite article” (p..11)
His remark implies that demonstratives are not eamed about a matter of inclusiveness which is
encoded by the definite article:

(1) a. Pass mine book
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b. Pass nthat book (adapted from Lyons, 1999, pp. 17-8)
The bookn (1a) implies that there must be one book, &edibok denotes the totality of the
objects in the contexts that the speaker has innain the other hanthat bookin (1b) suggests
the possibility that there are more books than and,the speaker might accompany the
statement with a gesture to point out which boadst has in mind.
Likewise, demonstratives have the function of fimig out,” equivalent to
deixis Deixis is the property of certain expressions eaiggories (including
tense and grammatical person) of relating thiafiet about to the spatio-
temporal context, and in particular to contextliatinctions like that between the
moment or place of utterance and other momenpéaces, or that between the
speaker, the hearer, and others. Demonstratkethis andthatare deictic
because they locate the entity referred to redativsome reference point in the
extralinguistic context. (Lyons, 1999, p. 18)
In terms of deixis in Englistthis andthatare categorized ggoximalanddistal demonstratives
respectively. The following examples give infornoatiabout the referents associated with
demonstratives in relation to distance:
(2) a. Show mehat (?this) letter you have in your pocket.
b. Tell her to bringhat (?this) drill she has.
c.thisarticle =) ‘the article which | am reading’
i) ‘the article which you and | are discuggin
i) ‘the article which you, | and they argenested in’

(Lyons, 1999, p. 18)

! See Chapter 1 for the definition of identifiabilit
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The example (2a) shows tihe letteris closely related to the hearer, dhd drill in (2b) is
associated with the third person; neither (2a)(8bj refers to the item that is associated with the
speaker. On the contrary, (2c) is associated Viitst person” only; the diverse possibilities with
the articleabove show thahis refers to something that is close to the speaké set of
individuals which includes the speaker.”

As is previously shown in (1a) and (1b), inclusigss is rather a characteristic of the
definite article, and deixis is the property of aerstratives; however, Lyons points out that
demonstratives can also be neutral with respedistance:

(3) a. She prefers her biscuitgbmse | make.

b.  want a coat likehat described in the book.
Thoseandthatin (3) refers tdhe (specific) biscuitandthe (specific) coatespectively; for this
reasonthat andthoseare assumed to possess neutrality with respecdstiande likethe, which
leads to the further idea thifie andthat/thosemay share the feature [-Prox] in Englfsh.

According to Lyons (1999), a referent that can ififerable on the basis of knowledge of
the world” is expressed by the definite articlejlela referent expressed by a demonstrative,
playing the role of “pointing out,” is concernedtivimmediate accessibility to the hearer. See
the following examples:

(4) a. | got into the car and turned thre engine.

b. *I got into the car and turned tns/that engine.
The ill-formed sentence with demonstrative(s) in)(® explained by the fact that cars are
known to have engines, which is inferable to evedybas knowledge of the world. Therefore,

by indicating the referenthis/that enginethe speaker leads the hearer to pay attentian to

2 Lyons provides Egyptian Arabic demonstrativesxasmples denoting no deictic contrast suchagthis” or
“that”); vice versa, some other languages exhibittic distinctions with definite articles. Confing to distance,
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specific car, which is irrelevant in a context sash(4b) because the hearer is already aware of
the presupposition.

In 2.1, | have introduced various interpretatiansl usage of demonstratives in English
sentences from Lyons (1999). In 2.2, following Lgd®999), | argue that demonstratives in
Korean also inherently bear definiteness and refaidy. Demonstratives, visible at PF, are
lexically-filled D elements for indicating a refertepreviously mentioned in the discourse
context. In comparison with English and Cape Vendéeeole, 2.3 shows that demonstratives in
Korean can also be neutral in terms of distanke,those in English and Cape Verdean Creole.
2.4 introduces functional categories, such as TPQdn, and their cross-linguistic characteristics.
Based on 2.4., | argue that demonstratives belmaginctional category, instead of being
adjectives. In addition, in 2.6, | will show thaetly manifestly trigger DP to be projected for the
checking domain of [+ref] as a piece of evidenaehe universal structure for nominals across
languages.

2.2. Demonstratives in Korean

| propose that, unlike English, Korean demonstestiliave both the properties of the
definite article and demonstratives such as ineress and identifiability; in other words, the
roles of those two determiners are combined in destnatives, which are assumed to
compensate for the role of the definite articlsancalled DP languages. The following example,
which repeats Lyons’s example in (1), illustratest tKorean translations do not exhibit the
distinction between inclusiveness and identifigpidiyntactically:

(5) a. Pass mihe book =ku chayk cwue

however, | will discuss the property of Korean desteatives with respect to deictic expressionsijlaimo English.
3 Hawkins (1978) explains this characteristic of destratives with “matching constraint,” comparedhihe
definite article, which directs the hearer to matod entity which is visible and identifiable taethearer based on
previous discourse.
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that book receive
b. Pass méhat book =ku chayk cwue

that book receive
Ku (ku chaykthe book) in (5a) may refer to the totality oé thooks in the context, which
implies the situation that the speaker and thedrdarow that there must be one book; on the
other handku (ku chaykthat book) in (5b) suggests the possibility ia tontext that there are
more books than one, and the speaker might potnaeaompanying a gesture, probably) which
book she/he has in mind as shown in English exalfible Here, one important fact | point out
is that the Korean demonstratike has a function of denoting “totality” that is coatible with
the definite article in English as shown in (5a&gardless of its main function of deixsis;
therefore, the Korean demonstratkeehas the fusion of the dual functionstieé andthatin
English.

The table below shows the comparison between &ngid Korean in terms of the overt

marking of (in)definiteness, which is based on GainHedberg, and Zacharski's (1993)
Givenness Hierarchwhich presents the degree to which a referent i@presumed to be

known to the hearér

(6) Demonstratives and their meanings

* According to Gundel et al. (1993ctivatedandFamiliar are properties of demonstratives base€ognitive
Status however, in this study, | combine the two oridioells into one celldeictic/matchingand add
inferable/inclusivan the next cell for the definite article in orderclarify the semantic meanings.
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morphologicall in focus| deictic/ | totality | inferable/inclusive/uniquely indefinite
marking matching identifiable
English it this/that the the a/an
Korean kukes i/ku/ceo ku -- -

As shown in table (6) above, Korean does not havees. In addition, Korean grammar does
not list the ternmdeterminersinsteadpre-nounsor unconjugated adjectivesdicate equivalent
elements of determiners as in English sucthissandthat. Therefore, demonstratives,
possessive pronouns, and quantifiers are the plausindidates for the category of D.

In general, demonstratives make a twofold disiiimcbetweerpronounsandadjectives
that play roles as nouns and modifiers respectiahglish demonstrativethis andthat,
possess dual functions as (pro)nouns and adjecheeselydemonstrative pronourend
demonstrative adjectives
(7) a.Thisbook is red. Thatbook is yellow. (a demonstrative adjective)

b.Thisis mine.  Thatis yours. (a demonstrative pronoun)
However, in Korean, those two functions illustratied7a) and (7b) are not distinguished
because Korean does not possess a categdgnuinstrative pronouris a strict sense:
(8) a.i chayk-un ppalkansayk-it&ku chayk-un noransayk-ita.
This book-TOP red-DEC that book-TORoye-DEC
‘“This book is red’ ‘That boakyellow’ (a demonstrative adjective)

b.i-kes-un nay kes-ita. ku-kes-un ney kes-ita.

® However, | will discuss possessives and quansifietChapter 4 and, in this chapter, demonstrativeghe main
focus.
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this-thing-TOP my thing-DEC that-thii@P your thing-DEC
‘This is mine’ ‘That yours.’ (a demonstrative deteem)
In Korean, a demonstrative cannot occur alone, isicifferent from the case of English
counterparts illustrated in (8b); as shown in (Bale demonstrativeandku have to co-occur
with a noun they modify (i.e., (&his/that+ booK or (8bthis/that+ thing). Therefore, the
equivalents of English demonstrative pronouns lvays preceded by either common nouns
such aghayk(book) in (8a) or bylependent nounsuch agkes(which means ¢ingand is
used to refer to inanimate referents) in (8b), Whicthe Korean-peculiar phenomerfon.
With respect to demonstrative determiners in Kioyeefer to the following examples in
(9):
(9) a. kukes-ul nwu-ka mek-ess-ni?
that thing-ACC who-NOM eat-PST-Q?  ‘Who ate that?’
b. kuil-ul nwu-ka hay-ss-ni?
that thing-ACC who-NOM do-PST-Q? ‘Who did that?’
The dependent nowkesin (9a) is used when the status of the referesiniple or small whild
in (9b) denotes the referent is rather abstracborplicated; however, both dependant nouns are
translated as the demonstrative prondhat, in English. Therefore, | assert that Korean doms
possesslemonstrative pronounbut it does possesiemonstrative determiners
In 2.1, I introduced English demonstratives imtgrof deixis, namelythis as proximal
andthatas distal. Regarding deixis, an interesting factdte in Korean demonstratives is that

Korean has three types of demonstrative determiKergan possesses another distal

® In Korean, there are several dependant nouns veaichot be used alone; for instaries(thing),i (person), and
ttaymun(reason) are examplesadpendent nourthat are always preceded by other modifiers ssch a
demonstrative determiner, a clause or another giegaoun. See also table in (10). Sohn (19942p4-5) names
them adefective noundRegarding these types of nouns, see Sohn (188#)dre detail.
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demonstrative indicating distance away from bothgpeaker and the hearer (ic); the table
below in (10) illustrate that ku, andce are used as bound morphemes:

(10)’ Deixis in Korean

Near Speaker Near Hearer Away from both S & H
determiners [ ku ce
person(honorific) i-pwun Ku-pwun ce-pwun
thing i-kes ku-kes ce-kes
place i-kos ku-kos ce-kos
time i-ttay ku-ttay ce-ttay

Similar tothisin English,i is used for a referent which is close to the spe#u is for a

referent that is close to the hearer but away fiteenspeaker, which is similar tibatin English.
When a referent is away from both discourse paditis,ceis used; however, English does not
include the equivalent afe meaninghat over therewithin the system while Japanese does, as
(11) shows:

(11) Morphmes of demonstratives in Korean and Jega |

distance Near Speaker Near Hearer Away from both S & H
Korean i- ku- ce-
Japanese ko- So- a-

Based on the table in (11), | provide a morpholalgpgomparison between Japanese and Korean

demonstratives in the following example (12), addgtom Chung'’s (2001) lists of the parallel

" Influenced by deixis, Korean has triglemonstrative locative noussich age-ki(here) ke-ki(there) ande-ki
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morphological structure betweerexpression and demonstratives in English, Japaaese
Korean:

(12)® Morphmes of demonstratives in Korean and Japdhese

Languages Japanese Korean
(this/that/that over there)
ko-re I-pwun
person (honorific) so-re ku-pwun
a-re ce-pwun
ko-no i-kes
thing S0-no ku-kes
a-no ce-kes
ko-ko i-kos
place so-ko ku-kos
a-ko ce-kos

Table (12) shows that Japanese also possessdalaldimonstrative indicating distance away
from both the speaker and the hearerain®, whose counterpart & (that over there) in
Korean;ko- (this), so-(that), anda- (that over there) in Japanese are used as bourghemes

as Korean, ku, andce.

gyonder), which are equivalents of place deternsiseich ag-kos ku-kosandce-kosin table (10).

Chung (2001) states that-expression in both languages is “a paradigmatition with
demonstratives,”embracing Tsai (1994) who discuEsegishwh-expression, which is analogous to that of
Japanese/Korean:

a. English: who, what, when, where, which, etc..
b. Japanesetare ‘who’, doko‘where’,donoN ‘which N’, doshite’how’, nani
‘what’, naze'why’
c. Koreareti ‘where’, enceywhen’, ettehkeyhow’, enu/etterN ‘which N’, elma‘how much’ (Chung,
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Assuming Japanese demonstratives behave like Kameas as shown in this section, |
revisit Fukui’s (1995) analysis for Japanese derratiges. Fukui (1986, 1995) argues that
Japanese demonstratives lack the property of detersin article-languages, for exampleg,

a, le, un and etc.; therefore, they cannot be projectaal@$ead in Japanese (Fukui, 1986,
1995; Tsujimura, 1996). As opposed to English, Whdoes not allow the co-occurrence of
determiners such agddéhn’s this/that/the bogklapanese (and Korean) demonstratives behave
like English modifiers (attributive adjectives) suasjohn-no kono/sono/ano hqdohn’s
this/that/that over there book). Based on thesarlzge data which behave in a different way
from English, Fukui (1995) proposes that demonisatin Japanese are not instances of
determiners but a subtype of adjectives; morealaanese nominals are a projection of
recursive N where there is no Spec position in Japanese,cagnsin (13):
(13) john-no ko-no hon lit. “Johnteg book”

[N” john-no [N ko-no [N [N honl]]]]
Fukui (1986, 1995, 2003), therefore, argues thac3pthe property of a Functional Category,
and Japanese nominals cannot posses Spec asdleeyexical Category due to their recursive
N’ projection as shown in (13). However, | will argagainst Fukui’'s idea that they are listed in
a Lexical Category (i.e., adjectives, in 2.3 ant).2Based on empirical data within the
framework ofthe Minimalist Programandthe DP-hypothesisl will provide a different
perspective on Fukui's (1986, 1995, 2003) anabyfsiapanese, and will show that a determiner
such as demonstratives in both Korean and Japaebsee like those of article-languages,
occupied in the D head, in the rest of Chapter 2.

2.3 Interpretations of Demonstratives

1996).
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In previous sections, | have introduced variotsrpretations and usage of
demonstratives in English and Korean. In 2.3, | shlow that, besides the function of deixis,
demonstratives in Korean can be also neutral mgef distance, by providing examples that
indicate a referent previously mentioned in thealisse context. Here, | follow Baptista’s
(2003, 2007) analysis of Cape Verdean Creole détemnsuch akel (this) andkes(these). |
will compare the similarity okel (this) with Korean demonstratives in terms of piienomena
that demonstratives in both languages have mullypietions such as anaphoric determiners and
definite markers.

According to Baptista (2003, 2007), demonstratineSape Verdean Creole suchka$
(sg.) andkes(pl.) possess another role: a definite determimbich can display
synchronic/diachronic linguistic evidence that destoatives trace back to definite articles. The
following Cape Verdean sentences are all basedapti€da (2007), which are compared with
Korean counterparts in this section.

When definiteness in CVC nominals appekesandkesare used as definite markers;
therefore, they have dual functions of the defiaitiicle and a demonstrative: for instance, the
combination of Englistthe and one ofthis/these/that/thos&el in the following example is used
for its main function, the demonstrative:

(14) a. N ben fazkel kaza li ki pai di fidju da-m.

| came make this house here COMP fasheon gave-me

‘I came to build this house that my sofather gave me’

b. wuri atul-uy abeci-ka na-ekye cutrip-ul ci-urye ow-ass-ta

we son-Gen father-Nom I-Loc give-Rblsthous-Acc build-Int come-Pst-Dec
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The Korean counterpart provides the equivalentrdeter,i (i-cip ‘this house’) as shown in
(14b), which shows th&tel andi perform as demonstratives in each language andists
involved.

The examples below also provide the similarity ®dCand Korean in terms of the co-
occurrence of a demonstrative and a numeral:

(15) a. N sta na poder kiel un fidju
| am in power of that one child
‘| depend on that one child’
b. Na-nutku hanai-lul uycihan-ta
I-Top that one child-Acc depend on-Dec

‘I depend on that one child’

Kel unandku han(that one) in (15a) and (15b) propose that theynat the clusters of the
definite and indefinite articles. Therefokel andku are clearly demonstratives.

Based on data (14) and (15), we have noticed whttout an earlier mention, not only
kel but alsoku obviously perform the role of demonstratives; om ¢cbntrary, they can also be
anaphoric markers with an earlier mention. In Ci\f;ontrast to Korearkel refers to a definite
entity possessing familiarity and saliencytlasin English behaves. Baptista (2007) attributes
this dual function okel/kesto non-systematicity derived from language develept by stating
that “the systematic use will arise when the dertratigse eventually becomes morphologically
distinct from the definite determiner avoiding therent functional overlap and ambiguity.” The
anaphoric function, however, is also found in Korgath demonstratives; bottel andku are
used for known entities in each language, but theegot denote deixis in (16):

(16) a. Mas ami, N ta trabadja azagua.
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but me | TMA work rainy season
‘As for me, | work during the rainy season (CVC)
b. N ta mundkel azaguami so.
| TMA weed DEF rainy season myself
‘I weed during the rainy season’ (CVC)
c. Na-nun cangmachul-ey ilhan-ta
I-Top rainy season-Time work-Dec
‘As for me, | work during the rainy seas (Korean)
d. Na-nurku-ttayhonca cecho-han-ta
I-Top that-time alon weed-Dec
‘| weed during the rainy season’ (Korean)
The first occurrence @zagudthe rainy season’ is not marked kgl in CVC as shown in (16a);
however, in (16b)azaguais preceded biel, as a previously introduced known entkel
azaguain (16b) is interpreted as the definite articlerkeal English nourthe rainyseason
likewise, the counterpart of Korean in (16d) calydoe realized with the demonstrative;
(that), due to the lack of the definite articlethins language. Therefore, Korean and CVC share
the identical function in terms of the usage ofdieenonstrative: botku andkesare used for
referring to the previously mentioned entity inadigrse, instead of deixis. As previously noted
in the table (10) in 2.2, in Korean, a structurétioé demonstrativiku + the dependant noun] for
time ttay (ku-ttay‘that time’) are preferred to the one witku[+ common nouns] in (16d) (i.e.,
ku cangmachetthat rainy season’). Both (16ayaguaand (16cangmachedlso illustrate a
similar pattern between these languages that banesfare preferred when they are introduced

for the first time, instead of being modified byteleniners such deel andku.
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We have seen that the usekefin CVC andku in Korean are closely related to
specificity or referentiality from (14-16)lt is also interesting to note that non-specifitin
referential referents are still modified kglin CVC, whose equivalent useskafwith those
never occur in KorearkKel-marked nominals in (17) illustrate that they areipreted as non-
specific:

(17) a. N ta abanta nha, tres ora madrugada, Répamidjuna pilon mi kun ha fidju.
| TMA get up woman three hour early morninmut DEF corn in pestle, me with my
child
‘I get up, woman, at three o’clock in the mornihgut the corn in the pestle, me and my
child.’
b. Ta resebeba kel dinheru na’N kumbkehbatata kel midjupa nu po katxupa,

TMA received the money for | buy the potatoés. ¢orn for we put katxupa

ta kunprakel fixonpa nu po riba.

TMA buy the beans for we put on stove.

‘We would receive the money so that | would buy plo¢atoes, the corn for the katxupa,
we would buy the beans to cook on the stove.’
The first mentionedorn, money potatoes andbeansare preceded kiel, which also carries the
situation at the same time in (17a) and (17b) kk&is used when deixis is not involved. For this

reasonkelis hard to be restricted to a definite or specifterpretation only.

® According to Baptista (20073pecificis synonymous witheferentialandnon-specifionith non-referential which
is different from my view; as previously noted ih&@pter 1, | propose thabn-specifiaccan bereferentialas long as
a discourse participant can imagine the entityi$thler mind such as dogin A dog is a faithful animallherefore,
in this dissertation, | define only [-def, -spes]ron-referential.
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The following pair of examples in (18) shows mooenplex interpretations witkel
because it can be specific/referential on one hasighown in (18a), and non-specific/non-
referential on the other hand, as shown in (18b):

(18) a. Joana kre deel jugadorkel prezu-ma e ka kre rasebe-| d’el.
‘Joana wants to give the prize to the player -Hautloesn’t want to receive it from her.’
b. Joana kre dkel jugadorkel prezu-ma e ten ki spera te fin di jogu.

‘Joana wants to give the prize to the player —stnat must wait till the end.’

Kel jugador(the playerjn (18) conveys two different readings; (18a) exsika
specific/referential reading &gl jugadoris already identified by the hearer, whereas the
counterpart to that in (18b) shows a non-specificfreferential reading as the speaker and the
hearer do not yet know the particular player basethe context® The same variability in
interpretations does not occur in Korean vkittaskel in (17) and (18); therefore, Korean
demonstratives are restricted to inherent defiegenunlike those of CVC.

Given this aspect of multiple functions and languagolution, CVC determiners tend to
mingle more various functions than Korean deternsicgan:

(19) Functions of demonstratives

Languages

English CcvC Korean
A. Familiarity/Saliency| the kel N/A
B. Anaphoric the kel ku
C. Deixis this/that kel i/lku/ce

19 Baptista (2007) asserts that bare nouns with gityeaategory or a null determiner is favored in CN6ufficient
information is provided such as “the immediate eahtprior discourse, or (in)animacy of the nourtie use of
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With respect to (inherent) definiteness, in thédgh9), English covers the functions A and B
with the, andku in Korean, which lack the function A, covers B @dmoreoverkel in CVC is
rather broadly used to cover those functions.

Demonstratives display interpretive variability @&s languages, and their uniquely
distinguished functions (either multiple or sepadtcaptures parameters as a language-specific
device relative to definiteness. Due to demonsfeatilack of “descriptive content,” however,
their interpretations, restricted to (grammatichdjiniteness, result in the projection of a
functional head D and, in turn, the selection tacal element as its complement (i.e., NP).
Therefore, | argue that, in the same line with CAf@ English determiners, Korean
demonstratives, which possess the properties efm@ters, both syntactically and semantically,
share [+deictic] and [+ref] with CVC and Englishetefore, Korean demonstratives are not
adjectives. In 2.4, the semantic property of dertratiges will be explored in depth based on
Abney (1987) and Fukui (2003).

2.4 Functional Cateqgories

Ever since Aristotle, linguists have attemptedittecentiate Functional Categories from
Lexical Categories; Abney (1987), Fukui (1995), @ikeky (2000) and many others distinguish
Functional Categories from Lexical Categories gt fhunctional Categories lack the semantic
value which is associated with Lexical Categoridserefore, Functional Categories are defined
as “words without meaning” as they lack “descriptoontent.” In other words, Functional
Categories are known as “closed” classes becaageatk the group of words without
“descriptive contents.”

Abney (1987) provides the following properties ofEtional Categorieé

bare nouns and their interpretations across lareguadgl be discussed in depth in Chapter 3.
™ Abney (1987) suggests that “none of the followfmgperties areriterial for classification as a functional
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(20) 1. Functional elements constitute closedcklasses.

2. Functional elements are generally plamoally and morphologically dependent.
They are generally stressless, often clitics fixed, and sometimes even
phonologically null.

3. Functional elements permit only one complemehtch is in general not an argument.

The arguments are CP, PP, and (I claim) DP. Fumaitielements select IP, VP, NP.

4. Functional elements are usually inseparabla their complement.

5. Functional elements lack what | will call “deiptive content.” Their semantic
contribution is second-order, regulating or conttilbg to the interpretation of their
complement. They mark grammatical or relationaluess, rather than picking out a
class of objects. (pp. 43-4)

Presenting the important role of semantic featurebviding those two categories as
shown in (20), Abney (1987) offers the followindfidéion in (21) especially based on the
distinctive characteristics between syntactic @egory) projection (i.eGg-projectionand
semantic projection (i.es;projection:

(21) B is an s-projection af iff

a.p=a,or

b.p is a c-projection of an s-projectionafor

c.p f-selects an s-projection af
According to Abney (1987), the maximajprojectionof V is VP but the maximad-projection
of Vis CP (p. 39). In the same analogy, the maksrarojectionof both | and C are CP like V

because-projectionis “the path of nodes along which its descriptieatent is ‘passed along.”

element” (p. 43).
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Therefore, although Functional Categories do nesess “descriptive content,” they assist
Lexical Categories in “passing along” the contdntexical Categories.

Fukui (2003) embraces some ideas from Abney inrdadmake distinctions between
Functional Categories and Lexical Categories infeHewing way (p. 393):
(22) (i) Lexical categories: the “conceptual” adgeaf linguistic structure.

(i) Functional categories: the “computaatimaspects of linguistic structure.
Fukui (2003, p. 394) also emphasizes that Fundti®ategories are not involved with semantic
interpretations, restricted to “grammatical” or heputational” aspects of language (23). Below
illustrates definitions of those two categoriesdmms of features:
(23) (i) Lexical categories = {categorical featyrgeta-features (theta-roles/theta-grids),
subcategorization features, phonological featietes}
(i) Functional categories = {categoricahfieres, agreement features, subcategorization
features, phonological features, etc.}

As shown in (23), Lexical Categories are involvedheta-role assignment to other phrases,
while Functional categories, without bearing thegties, are not. According to Fukui (2003), the
projection of a Lexical Category is recursive andritinues to project” because the process of
discharging its theta-feature is recursi¢@n the other hand, the projection of a Functional
Category is closed due to its “one-to-one” relatidth agreement features based on Fukui
(1986) and Kuroda (1988) therefore, further projection is impossible imEtional Category.
Moreover, Fukui argues that only Functional Categgotrigger movement in syntax: NP moves

to Spec IP (TP) in passive and raising erhaphrase moves to Spec CP; therefore, Spec in a

2 For this reason, Fukui (2003) proposes a diffedefinition of maximal projectiorfrom the one in %theory as
follows: “The maximal projection of X is a categoXythat does not project further in a given confagion” (p.
394)

13 The projection is assumed to be closed when agretemeeurs (Fukui, 1986).
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Functional Category is “the landing site for moveieHowever, Lexical Categories do not
possess Spec because “they do not have agreeratneteto license Specs.” This proposal by
Fukui (2003) strongly supports my belief tid®-internal NP movemeim relation to
demonstratives does occur in Korean syntax. Ifwither discuss this in 2.4 by means of an
intermediate projection between DP and NP. Theeeflowill argue that demonstratives in
Korean are not lexical elements but functional eeta which trigger movement of DP-internal
NP.
| adopt Abney’s idea which suggests crucial assionptabout Korean determiner
systems with respect to Functional Categories.r@sipusly discussed in table (10), Korean
demonstrativeg ku, andce, cannot occur alone; they are always followed ithyee dependant
nouns or common nouns. The following examples 4) (Bpeat (8) and (9):
(24) a.i chayk-un ppalkansayk-it&ku chayk-un noransayk-ita.
This book-TOP red-DEC that book-TOP yellowD
‘This book is red’ ‘Thiabok is yellow’ (a demonstrative adjective)
b.i-kes-un nay kes-ita. ku-kes-un ney kes-ita.
this-thing-TOP my thing-DEC that-thing-TORur thing-DEC
‘This is mine’ ‘This yours’ (a demonstrative determjner
c. ku kes-ul nwu-ka  mek-a83
that thing-ACC who-NOM eat-PST-Q? ‘Who ate that?’
d. ku il-ul nwu-ka hays®
that thing-ACC who-NOM do-PST-Q? ‘Who did that?’
These examples in (24) illustrate that Korean destratives only function as beiragljectival

not pronominaldue to their property that they cannot separata fiouns. Therefore, (24b-d)
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shows that andku in Korean are not used as pronouns, unlike thegligh counterpartghis and
that This fact is also noted by Abney (1987) as ti@ebperty of Functional Categories such as
“functional elements are usually inseparable front tmenplement.”

Another syntactic evidence can be found from featlistinctions—adjectives (A) are [-
F] while determiners (D) are [+F]. The followingrgane shows that FH} captures the

dichotomy of Functional Categories and Lexical Qatees:

(25) [-F] i
[-N] V, Aux, P(?)}* l,C
[+N] N, A, Q, Adv D (Abney, 1987, p. 43)

(25) shows functional elements such as I, C, amdmain a feature [+F] and select lexical
elements as their complements such as NP, AP, &rdd Mexical elements enter into the
thematic relations such as theta-role assignmahadjunct licensing, which is different from
functional elements that are not associated witltllematic relations. This is how Abney
derives the two distinctive features [+/- F]. A @lional element is [+F]; however, a lexical
element and its complement enter into thematidicgla with [-F]. Returning to the controversial
issue of categorizing Korean demonstratives advtyge of adjectives, demonstratives’ lack of
“descriptive content” makes them restrictively desin a Functional Category. In addition, as
the Korean examples in (24) and tffeptoperty of Functional Categories from Abney eipta
“functional elements are usually inseparable front tmenplement,” Korean demonstratives are
elements of Functional Categories because theymseparable with their complements (i.e.,

either dependant nouns or common nouns which aieleslements)Attributive adjectives

14 According to Abney (1987), the question-markeddans that P stands on both sides of functionattematic
elements.

%] use the ternthematic elements Abney (1987) as a synonymlekical elementsn this studyF-
selectionis “the syntactic relation between a functionaneént and its complement” (p. 39).
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with [-F], describing nominals’ physical and emaoidb states, serve to convey meanings to them
while determiners as D elements with [+F] are etdted to “descriptive content.” Korean
demonstratives are both syntactically and semdlytidestinct from adjectives;erefore, they

may be adjectival but are not adjectives.

In 2.4, | have argued that demonstratives areebhehts following Abney (1987). | claim
that demonstratives “pass along” N’s descriptivetent but specify N with [+deictic]; the
maximals-projectionof N is DP headed by a determiner as a D head;hwhianalogous to the
verbal domain of the maximatprojection—Fense in TP specifies VP headed by a V head. This
syntactic parallelism also shows that determinezg=anctional Categories not Lexical
Categories.

2.5 Demonstratives as Elements of a Functionaldoaye

Traditional Korean grammar has specifigthis), ku (ku), andce (that over there) as
adjectives due to their syntactic behavior of mgdd nouns, which is similar to attributive
adjectives in English. As mentioned earlier, in &m, a definite/indefinite article does not exist
in syntax, and those three demonstrative determigrder definiteness to a noun that is
modified by one of them, in a similar way as atititee adjectives in English do. Therefore, it
seems plausible to have treated them as so caljedti@es odemonstrative adjectives
Korean grammar. However, in this chapter, | argyedrest the idea that they are listed in a
Lexical Category (i.e., adjectives), by showingttieey are D elements in Korean.

Adjectives are distinguished into two types depegdin how they associate with nouns.
An adjective one that precedes a noun, as a modgian attributive adjectiveand the other
that follows a noun they describeaipredicative adjectiveKorean also has these two types of

adjectives; however, the distribution is differénaim that in English as illustrated in (26):
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(26) a.hen cha-lul pal-ko say cha-lul sa-ss-ta
old car-ACC sell-CONJ new car-ACCyi#RST-DEC
‘| sold an old car and bought a new car.’
b. nay cha-nuhen kes-iko  ney cha-nursay kes-ita
my car-TOP old thing-CONJ your car-T@Bw thing-DEC
‘My car is old, but yours is new.’

In Koreanhen (old) andsay (new) are only used as attributive adjectiveshasvs in (26a-b);
henandsaymodify cha(car) and the dependant nckes(thing) in (26a) and (26b) respectively.
On the contrary, the English translation clearlgws the dual distinctive distributions old and
new, namelyattributive (26a) andgredicativeadjectives (26b). For this reason, in traditional
Korean grammar, determinersku, andce, have been categorized as adjectives due to the sa
syntactic behavior dsen(old) andsay(new) whose functions are restricted to precedimd)
modifying nouns, as previously shown. Attributivdjextiveshen(old) andsay(new) possess
“descriptive content” with [-F]; on the contrarypkean demonstrativess,ku, andc, do not
describe emotional or physical status. Thereftwey tannot be a subtype of a lexical category
due to [+F] as discussed in 2.4. In terms of tluperty of determiners, | argue thegn(old) and
say(new) behave like demonstratives; however, theynaanifestly adjectives. On the contrary,
i, ku, andce are adjectival but are not adjectives. For thibigomous nature between Lexical
Categories and Functional Categories that exiKbmean, Abney (1987) already notes that
“none of the following properties aceiterial for classification as a functional element” (p) 43
as shown in the five properties Abney (1987) pregas 2.4. However, once demonstratives are
analyzed as D elements, the categorial ambiguigg ehmt remain as a controversial issue i.e.

whether they are determiners or adjectives. Eveagh Abney (1987) opens the possibilities of
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compatibility between those two categories, | wilbw in 2.5 and 2.6 that demonstratives in
Korean are determiners whose behaviors are closklted to the property of a Functional
Category. My analysis, following the DP-Hypothesigerefore, attempts to show that
demonstratives are D elements, and Korean (anchdapanominals are projected as DP,
contrary to Fukui (1986, 1995, 2003) as discusatat this section.

With respect to first/second language acquisitigeory, much research has reported that
Functional Categories are acquired at a later sthgkildren’s first language acquisition
(Radford, 1990). According to UG-based maturatighabry, a lexical category such as N and V
is acquired at an earlier stage of L1 acquisitimntFunctional Categories such as D and |,
because the former is assumed to have more comoesteings so that it is more identifiable by
children than the latter (Radford, 1990). On thetry, O’Grady (1993, 1997) makes a strong
argument that a given category of words in oneuage is different from the same category of
another language. He provides data showing thedatpiisition of both demonstratives and
other determiner-like elements in Korean and stiaistheir late emergence is not a matter of
functional categories; they are lexical categonbsse counterparts of English are also acquired
at a later stage of L1 acquisition. Therefore, @@ (1993) rejects Radford’s (1990) UG-based
theory with respect to the later acquisition ofdtional categories, and argues that the relatively
late emergence of both English and Korean demdnasas not caused by the fact that they are
functional categories but by the fact that botredeiner-like elements possess relatively abstract
meanings which, as a result, make children neee tnoe to acquire them. Yamashita (1998)
also attributes the later emergence of the detemiike elements in Japanese children’s L1
acquisition to semantics (i.e., abstract semantiep)icating O’Grady’s Korean data (1997) and

following Fukui (1986)’s proposal that Japanesedeiners are adjectives. However, | disagree
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with O’Grady’s (1993, 1997) proposal that determsn@&re adjectives. His idea is closely related
to Fukui's (1995) analysis of Japanese nominalzr@jections of recursive Nwhere there is no
Spec position. The following examples in (27) regé8) in 2.2:
(27) a. *John’s this/that/the book

b. john-no ko-no hon lit. “Jok this book”

[N" john-no [N ko-no [N [N hon]]]]

Based on the data illustrating the possible co-oeoge of Japanese determiners such as (27a,b),
Fukui (1986, 1995, 2003) proposes that Japanesergdratives cannot be projected as D head
because they behave like English prenominal madife attributive adjectives; instead, they are
a subtype of adjectives, and Japanese nominajg@jextions of recursive Nwhere there is no
Spec position as shown in (27b). However, | argyarest the idea that they are listed in a
Lexical Category (i.e., adjectives). As shown i, Zlemonstratives do not possess “descriptive
content”; in addition, even though 2.3 has shovat temonstratives perform as multi-functional
markers such as deictic, anaphoric, and definitlkens, these are limited to grammatical aspects
without contributing to conveying meanings (i.@eScriptive content” such as physical or
emotional status) to nouns. Due to the lack of sdiméeatures, therefore, they are [+F]. In
terms of syntax, Fukui (1995) argues that a dennatiat does not close off a nominal phrase in
Japanese because more than one prenominal moddieppear to the left of it as shown in the
following examples:
(28) a. John-no kono hon

John-GEN this book

‘(lit.) John’s this book’

b. ookina John-no ano kuruma
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big John-GEN that car

‘(lit.) big John’s that car’
In (28), we observe that the nouhsnandkuruma appear in the rightmost position in Japanese
with prenominal modifiers. As opposed to JapanBsepanian nominals have postnominal
modifiers. However, N’s left- or right-peripherabgition does not guarantee the recursive N
node; see the following Romanian example Giust®{)$rovides in relation to N-to-D raising:
(29) aiat-ul acesta (frumos)

boy-the this nice

‘this nice boy’

This Romanian nominal structure in (29) shows thatdemonstrativacestaand the adjective
frumosappear to the right of Raiat If Fukui (1995) is applied to Romanian in (29),tae
postnominal elements may simply be projected asddes, only with their head-directions
opposite to Japanese: [[[boy-the N] thi§ Nice N]. According to Giusti (1997), however, N
baiat adjoins to the definite articld which is base-generated in D; only the demonsgati
acesta based-generated below DP, moves to Spec DP tt tieck referential features, and
this LF movement is obligatory in Romanian. Embmgdiiusti’s (1997) proposal, | suggest that
DP-internal NP movement does occur in Japanes&areghn, and a demonstrative is base-
generated in a functional category below D Recapitulating Fukui’s recursive Ntructure
based on Abney (1987) and Giusti (1997), | promoeew structure in (30b), a multi-layered
DP:
(30) a. john-no ko-no hon (lit. “John’s this bopk”

b. [DP [DP john-no] [D ko-no [NP [N hon]]]]

8 will investigate DP-internal NP movement in Koneia more details in 2.6 in the same line with Raiaa and
Spanish. Even though | take over Giusti's (199€nidf DP-internal NP movement, | disagree withgreposal
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The Japanese nominal phrase in (30) is project@&Pasieaded by the demonstraticeno
(this) denoting [+deictic] which should be checladtivia Spec-Head relations in DP. | also
propose that the landing site of the possegsive-nois Spec DP’

Based on 2.4, | have shown that demonstrativeaparkese and Korean are functional
elements and projected up to a DP level rather Hidevel by examining both semantic and
syntactic aspects; therefore, | argue against Fuki®86, 1995, 2003) proposal that
demonstratives in Korean (and Japanese) are apgubtya Lexical Category. In 2.6, pursuing
the syntactic universality with respectD®-Analysis | will show cross-linguistic evidence from
other languages such as Spanish and Romaniamastigate syntactic aspects of
demonstratives (i.e., DP-internal NP movement) withulti-layered DP in depth.

2.6 Demonstratives in DP: Comparative Study

Various theories have been proposed about thenadtstructure of DP, based on the
properties of demonstratives and their positiotetike to the definite article and the noun. For
example, N-to-D raising and DP-internal NP movenieve been examined cross-linguistically.
In this section, my analysis, based on cross-lstguuniversality, focuses on the position of
demonstratives in Korean, a language which lackgi#finite article. However, | argue that
parametric variation exists in three ways: 1) theebgenerated position of demonstratives,
definite articles, and possessives are differ aclarsguages; 2) the final landing site of those
elements also exhibit cross-linguistic distinctiogBsmovement for feature-checking such as
[+ref] and [+deictic] occurs either before Spellt@u after Spell-Out, depending on the

language'?®

that demonstratives are lexical elements. | wilraine this issue in detail in 2.6 as well.

1n 2.6, I argue that possessives and demonstsagineebase-generated in the intermediate XPAgeR) between
DP and NP, and raise to DP before Spell-Out in Kore

18 |n terms of the cross-linguistic varieties relatto the internal structure of the noun phrasen&eim (2000)
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As previously introduced in 2.5, Giusti (1993, 189Fe most popular cited works with
respect to demonstratives and DP internal strustym®pose that demonstratives are generated
in Spec AgrP (a functional projection) which is jeaied below DP, and they raise to Spec DP
universally. This proposal explains the phenomandaermanic and Romance languages that
there is linear order in the internal structur@oiminals relative to the definite article and
demonstratives (and adjectives); the example @Rpoimanian:

(31) a. acestdiat frumos

this boy nice

‘this nice boy’

b. hiiat-ul (acesta) frumos
boy-the (this) nice

‘this nice boy’

c. frumos-ul Biat

nice-the boy

‘this nice boy’

d. haiat-ul acesta (frumos)
boy-the this (nice)

‘this nice boy’

e. * frumos-ul acestaainat
nice-the this boy

‘this nice boy’ (Romanian; Giusti, 1997)

explains those various phenomena as “robust” oafdvenovement; for example, nouns in Spanish arlaita
(robust) raise higher than nouns in French (weak).
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According to Giusti (1997), a demonstrative is bgseerated in Spec AgrP, which is a
Functional Category below DP, and moves to Speciifersally. As shown in (31b-d),

merging of the articleul with A frumosandN baiat trigger the encliticized elements such as
baiat-ul andfrumos-ulto move, by creating a new Spec position wheralérmonstrative can
move at LF level. However, (31e) shows that AP nnoset across the demonstrataeestais

ruled out because Spec DP is the landing sitentodemonstratives at LF; therefore, this
movement is blocked by the demonstraticestabecause Spec DP cannot host two nodes (i.e.,
Adj frumosand Demacesta. Based on this assumption, Giusti argues thabdstratives in
Romanian, without having the same distribution wtiitl definite article, are not intermediate
heads; if they were, the Head Movement Constr&llM@) would be violated. According to
Giusti (1997), demonstratives are prenominal medifibase- generated in the extended NP, and
they are, therefore, lexical elements like adjagjwnot D elements.

The structure (31d) is given in (32a) in compariggth the English counterpart, (32b):

(32) a. DP b. DP
acesta; , Spec D
(at LF) ’\
D AgrP
this /‘
Agr’
the Spec g

’\ l\
FP Agr NP

F NP

frumos Q

English

Romanian
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According to Giusti (1997) and Brugé (2002), therRmian demonstrativacestain (32a)
moves up to Spec DP only at LF to check off iteflrand [+deictic] after Spell-odf. However,
in the case of English as shown in (32b), bothdigraonstrativehis and the definite articléhe
are located in D, and no further movement is nesgss

As briefly noted with the English counterparts 3219), there are more shortcomings in
Giusti’s (1997) generalizations, which cannot ekpthe impossible co-occurrence of the
definite article with a demonstrative across lamggsaas shown below:
(33) a. * this the book / * the this book (Esb)

b. * le ce livre-ci (Freim

the this book-here
c. * el este libro (Sp=stmi
the this book
If Giusti (1997) is on the right track, there ism@ason that (33dhis the bookn English is ill-
formed becausthis moves to Spec DP overtly, attteis base-generated in D wittookin-situ
in N; therefore, it could be grammatical. In thensdine of reasoning, Giusti (1997) cannot
account for (33 b,c) successfully. See the follguexample in (34) from Giusti (2000) which
can be even argued in a similar fashion by Bem'sté1997, 2000) head movement hypothesis:
(34) a.acest (frumos) haiat
b. hiiat-ul acesta (frumos)

‘this nice boy’ (Romanian; Giusti, 2D00

Different from (34b), the demonstratiaeest which is the reduced form atesta in the highest

position in (34a) can be explained by assumingithmbves to the D head because there is no

19 Bhattacharya (1998) considers the intermediate fiea, a head in AgrP) @ escape hatcfor N-to-D
movement.
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reason for D to remain empty in this case. Thisiargnt is also widely supported by the
traditional assumption that demonstratives aredinehts. For this reason, Bernstein (1997,
2000) argues that prenominal demonstratives anddheite article may occupy the same
position, a D head (cfthis andthe). In turn, Bernstein’s (1997, 2000) proposal pdaa the
solution to (33) examples that illustrate the ingible co-occurrence of the definite article with
the demonstrative in English, French and Spaniskweyer, it faces another problem in the
following example, the Greek DP:
(35) afto to vivlio

this the book (Alexiadou et al., 2007)
The Greek example in (35) shows that the two elésngm not occupy in the same position,
which is closely related to the phenomena in Kor@ath Japanese—the co-occurrence of the
possessive with a demonstrative as discussed préweous section (i.ejohn-no ko-no homand
john-uy ku chaykJohn'’s that book”). Therefore, | argue againsishis (1993, 1997) and
Bruge’s (2002) proposals that demonstratives are passanhdidates for lexical elements
possessing semantic values, and the final landiedos demonstratives (in relation to the
impossible co-occurrence with the definite arteteshown in (33)) is universally Spec DP; for
example, in Romanian that allows the co-occurr@idmth categories, as Giusti (1993, 1997)
proposes, demonstratives are base-generated inAgpec and move to Spec DP overtly;
however, the definite article is base-generatedrandhins in the D head, which shows the
different distribution of the two categories in Ramman; in English, | suggest that once
demonstratives move from Spec AgrP to the D hdwexy, heed not move to Spec DP further,

because their deictic features can be chetksdu, and superfluous movement violaldse

% As Bruge (2002) suggests, both AgrP and FP can be possibldidates for an intermediate-level phrase between
DP and NP. In this study, | use AgrP, following &iu
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Economy PrincipleTherefore, the final landing site for demonstadi need not be universally
Spec DP; in addition, demonstratives’ compatibiitiyh other determiners (such as possessives
and the definite article) or choice of their largisites should be reconsidered in terms of
parametric variation.

In support of Giusti (1997Brugée (2000, 2002) proposes that parameters play crucial
roles in both movement to Spec DP ifositu below DP) and the choice of position of
demonstratives (i.e., head D, Spec DP, or lower R) depending on the strong/weak
referential features; in other words, the strermdtf+ref] can account for the various appearance
of demonstratives (i.e., either the base-geneawsdion in Spec DP before Spell-Out or Spec
DP); howeverBruge (2000, 2002) postulates that the base-generatatiquoof demonstratives
is identical across languages, which is a Spec FP.

In Spanish, when the demonstrative appears pranadly) it is in a complementary
distribution with the definite article, as in Ergjli The following examples in (36) illustrate that
they cannot appear together:

(36) a. *este el libro
the this book
b. *el este libro

this the book
Based on the observation, therefore, | proposeSpanish determiners, such as the definite
article and the demonstrative, are base-genenatie isame position (i.e., Spec FP), because

they compete for the same position and, therefaréy examples (36a-b) are ill-form&d.

% The demonstrative of Spanish in FP projectioraiseol orBruge (2002). However, | propose Spec AgrP as the
equivalent structure below DP in order to allow doiversality between the nominal domain and theesdial
domain, which possesses AgrSP and AgrOP, follovigsti (1993) who initially proposes the intermeadiagrP
level below DP.
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Although in Spanish, the co-occurrence of determsimenot allowed in overt syntax as in
English, the following example in (37d) illustratist, particularly, the co-occurrence of the
definite article with the post-nominal demonstratig obligatory:
(37) a. *este el libro this the book

b. *libro este  book this

c. este libro this book

d. el libro este the book this (adapted fromriee, 2002, p.18)
Bruge (2002) explains the insertion of the definite detin (37d) in terms of kst resort
following Chomsky (1995c3

In addition,Bruge (2002) adopts the proposal by Dimitrova-Vulchanawd Giusti

(1998) who explain that “a Functional Projectionsinioe visible at all levels of representation:
by (a) making the Spec visible and/or (b) makirg ltead visible” (p.346) Embracing
Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Giusti (1998) aBauge (2002) who adopa last resort |
additionally postulate that the occurrence of tastmmominal demonstrativestewith the
lexically filled DP projection in (37d) is assumibe a language-specific phenomenon,
exhibited particularly in Spanish, but not in Esglior in Korean. | also claim that the insertion
of the definite articleel with libro estein (37d) satisfieshe Economy Principlas well because
the Economy Principlerohibits superfluous operations from being useléss they must apply

to. Similarly, when the demonstratiestealready modifies the nodibro as in,este librq

22 pccording to Chomsky (1995c), in the English sene&Do you love me%or example, dummglo-support is used
as alast resortbecause it is used only in order to satisfy trrgnatical requirement, i.e., a strong interrogative
COMP should be filled witldo when there is no other choice; otherwise, thiseseo® crashes as the requirement is
not fulfilled. Moreover, in English interrogativefdr examplewh-movemernis obligatory in order to satisfy the
grammatical requirement of filing COMP overtly; dre contrary, Korean and Japanesaylasn-situlanguages,

do not need to fill COMP in overt syntax. Therefdveth syntactic behaviorah-movemenandwh-in-sity are
determined by strong/weak features as parametriatian across languages. Likewise, in Spanishjrertion of

the definite article makes the DP projection “visitat PF, determined by a strong feature, whichsisumed to be
the grammatical requirement that should be satigfiemitrova-Vulchanova & Giusti, 1998).
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which is overtly visible, and the use of the deérarticleel is superfluous; as a result, the co-
occurrence of Spec DP and Head DP violates Economy Principlesuch as *ste el libroin
(37a).

Based on Brugjs syntactic behaviors of Spanish, including therdW-to-D raising, | provide

the successive formation of example (37d) in (38d\Ww:

(38)
a. DP b. DP
D; este;, D
D FP (AgrP) D  FP(AgrP)

el libro;, /F el/\libro,-

este F
IL\NP / ’\

N!

!

t;
before Spell-Out after Spell-Out

As shown in (37d), in Spanish, when the demonseappears post-nominally, the definite
article should be in DP because this language regjtihat DP should be realized lexically in
syntax. Spanish demonstratives can move to Speapbénally before Spell-Out such as (37c¢);
however, the demonstrative must move to Spec Digaiblily at LF after Spell-Out such as
(37d) which is (38b), in order to check off thetteas such as [+Referential] and [+Deictic],
following Longobardi (1994): “All D positions areniversally generated with an abstract feature
+R (suggesting ‘Referential’), which must be checkaith respect to at least one of its values”

(p. 659). Therefore, | argue that N-to-D raisingipanish overtly occurs due to strong features
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of N (before Spell-Out), by satisfying the VisilbiCondition proposed by Dimitrova-
Vulchanova and Giusti (1998) because the D heaudagly filled byel. On the other hand,
because of weak features of the demonstraste it moves to Spec DP only at LF (after Spell-
Out). To sum up, this derivation converges at hditand PF: 1) [+ref] and [+deictic] iesteare
checked off at LF; 2) the D head is visible wafreven at PF, as well as at LF (i.e. the DP
projection should be visible after Spell-Out in Bish as shown in (38d) and (38d3)uge
(2002) elaborates more about the strategy thatdlizing D overtly, Spanish can avoid being
interpreted existentially, besides the presendbetiemonstrative and the intrinsic property of
libro itself. Therefore, based on Longobardi (1994)¢8 further argues that the demonstratives
in Spanish raise to Spec DP optionally before Spali; however, they should raise to Spec DP
obligatorily at LF.
According toBruge (2002), Spec DP is a derived position for the Sgfademonstrative

to which it should move obligatorily at LF for [#ftehecking. In relation to the possessive in
SpanishBruge (2002) explains that the head D is the positiorttierpossessive; in other words,
only the demonstrative is generated in Spec FPRAghile the possessive is generated in the D
head. With respect to D head for the possessieethsefollowing examples:
(39) a. * Este mi libro de sintaxis this my bamk syntax

b. * Mi libro este de sintaxsis my bookstbn syntax
If the possessive is generated in the D heaBr@s argues, | suggest that (40a, b) should be

well-formed as shown in the following derivation(40):
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F NP F NP
A\ b
libro

The derivation in (40a) may crash at PF by viotatime Visibility Condition because both Spec
DP and Head DP are overtly filled. However, (4Gimmot be explained from the same point of
view, either;estein (40a), which is base-generated in Spec FP,gas8pec DP before Spell-
Out via Spec-to-Spec; in the same wayjn (40b), base-generated in D head, adjoins litb,
which raises form N to D via another head F (NeE-D successively) in (40b). In addition,
avoiding the Minimality Violationestein (40b) raises to Spec DP obligatorily to chetfikte
[+ref] after Spell-Out at LF; as a result, thisidation should be grammatical in exactly the
same way as previously attested in (38) and GauglR97) analysis (eXiat-ul acesta

(frumog). Therefore, these flawless derivations in (4@)ich are not able to capture the ill-
formedness in derivation with determiners, sugtgesBruge’s (2002) explanation is not valid;
therefore Bruge’s (2002) proposal that the possessive is genenaténd D head in Spanish
cannot be justified. For this reason, | argue agj&@mge (2002) by proposing that both the
demonstrative and the possessive in Spanish, leasajed in Spec FP, compete for the same
position, and the complementary distribution oftheads to ungrammaticality in the

derivation?® In Korean, demonstratives do not compete for #meesposition with the

2| will revisit and elaborate the relationship beem the possessive and Spec NP (DP) in terms taf thke
assignment in Chapter 4.
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possessives; in English, on the contrary, the goal® competition causes the co-occurrence of
those two elements to be ungrammatical. Theref@egue that the internal structure relative to
demonstratives is determined by the nature of céitiggeamong D elements rather depending
on the strength of [+ref] features (although | @ @xclude the function of definite features in
demonstratives (such as [+ref] and [+deictic]) #mer applicability to parametric variations in
language).

Korean is not constrained by linear order amomg@minal modifiers, in contrast to
other languages we have seen, such as EnglishisB@ard Romanian, which exhibit rather
strict order; however, Korean does not exhibit postinal modifiers in synta¥ Similar to
Korean, Bosnian does not display the definite lriic syntax; however, it has both pre- and
post- nominal modifiers as shown in (41):

(41) a. knjiga ova ovdje o sintaksi
book this here of syntax
b. ova knjiga ovdje o sintaksi (*ovdie)
this book here of syntax
c. ovaj/onaj lijep momak
this(Masc. Sing. Nom)/that(Masc. Sing. Nom) nicg bo
d. ? lijep momak ovaj/onaj
nice boy this(Masc. Sing. Nom)/that(Masc. Singmo

(Bosnian; Bige, 2002)

4| assume that head-directionality is not relatedisplaying modifiers either prenominally or pastinally; for
instance, Spanish has both types of modifiersdattiead-initial language like English, which doetallow
postnominal modifiers in a phrasal level—an exaepl case is relative clauses. Also, Bosnian hasyasimilar
behavior to Spanish, but it does not exhibit thiénite article in syntax.
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Accordingto Bruge (2002), demonstratives in a language without legiare assumed to move
to Spec DP as other article-languages behave; meredemonstratives are base-generated in
Spec FP which is “lower than all the functionaljpaotions containing APs.” In fact, the Bosnian
example (41d) shows that movement of A@p is blocked by Denovaj/onaj andBruge’s
proposal seems to be applicable to even languajiesutthe definite article. However, Korean,
which also lacks the definite article, does notsvehthe same way as Bosnian.

Before examining the dissimilarity between Bosraad Korean, more Korean examples
will be explored with respect to the linear ordethim DP in comparison with Spanish and
Romanian repeated here as (42) and (43):

(42) a. *este el libro this the book '. &i ku chayk

b. *libro este  book this b'. *chayk i

c. este libro this book c. i chayk

d. el libro este the book this . *Hu chayk i
Although (42 § is not perfect, it is relatively more acceptathlan (42 ) and (42 § because
Korean completely excludes postnominal modifiersthBSpanish and Korean DPs in (42c) and
(42 ©) are well-formed with the structure of [Dem-NPhédfollowing examples also illustrate

Korean in comparison with Romanian:

(43) a. acestdiat frumos 'a*i sonyen chakhan
this boy nice
‘this nice boy’

b. kaiat-ul acesta frumos '.Bsonyen i chakhan

boy-the this nice

‘this nice boy’
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c. frumos-ul Biat ‘cchakhan (ku) sonyen
nice-the boy
‘this nice boy’

d.* frumos-ul acestadmt d chakhan i sonyen

nice-the this boy
‘this nice boy’
As with the Spanish examples in (42), the Romaaikamples in (43) shows that Korean does
not allow postnominal modifiers such as (33nd (43b); however, demonstratives in Korean
can be preceded by adjectives as shown in'Y48w (43d).2°> The Romanian demonstrative
blocks movement of AP across it as (21d) showslewthe identical structure is grammatical in
Korean. As long as modifiers appear prenominallyrd@n DP is licit, less affected by linear
order. Therefore, no strong evidence3oiige’s (2002) proposal can be found in Korean, which
states that the demonstrative occupies the lowsst, &P, which is even lower than Afs.
Nevertheless, it is interesting to note that adinorder constraint cannot be completely
excluded in Korean as shown in (44) below:
(44) a.? ku mina-uy chayk
that Mina-Gen book
b. mina-uy ku chayk
Mina-Gen that book
‘that book of Mina’s’

c. ppalkah-ko cakun mina-uy chayk

% As Korean lacks the definite article, | U the demonstrative as the counterpart of Romaian

% As previously mentioned in Chapterkly nay chaykit. ‘that my book’ is acceptable according to mfuition,
however, this is reported to be ill-formed in JO@R). However, | assume that in terms of the pdggibf the
prenominal modifiers in Korean, there is far lesstriction in their choice of syntactic positionsrelation to linear
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red-Conj small Mina-Gen book
‘lit. the red and small book of Mina’s’
d. mina-uy ppalkah-ko cakun chayk
Mina-Gen red-Conj small book

‘lit. the red and small book of Mina’s’

The Korean examples illustrate that (44b) in whiteddemonstrative is adjacent to the N head is
better than (44a). In contrast to the demonstrativ@uster of the possessive and adjectives in
(44c) and (44d) does not exhibit the same constaaimlready discussed. Based on this
phenomenon, | assume that the demonstrative’s ¢tideand [+ref] attract N’s matching
features, and they should not be blocked by batrigris argument is plausible because, in the
special situation that the speaker and the heasaeéerring to the same entityiina in (44a),

Mina can be marked by the demonstraktvemina‘that Mina,” which is acceptable in Korean.
This phenomenon, therefore, strongly supports Alsngf?-Hypothesis which entails that
demonstratives are elements of a Functional Caydggrause, without “descriptive content,
Functional Elements are usually inseparable frosr tomplement” (p. 43).

Although Giusti (1997, 2002Bruge (2002), and Bernstein (1997, 2000) can hardly
capture the generalized syntactic property of destratives, their attempts to argue for
universality with principled explanations have sty inspired my further research with
Korean. In support of Giusti (1997, 200B)uge (2002), and Bernstein (1997, 2000), | finally
discuss Korean demonstratives in terms of theiitipos within DP.

The Korean example in (45) below also suggestsSpat DP is not a universal landing
site for demonstratives. Following Giusti (1993%Jdim that demonstratives in Korean are also

base-generated in AgrP, the intermediate projedt@iween DP and NP; however, the generated

order of determiners than those in Romance languggel English).
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position is Head AgrP, not Spec AgrP, because dstratives in Korean can co-occur with
possessives. The following example in (45) illustsahat demonstratives and possessives
occupy different positions:
(45) a. kuncha?  kun, John-uy ku cha?
Big car big John-GEN that car(Korean)
‘lit. John’s thiaig car?’

b. DP

—_—

AP DP
—1

big Spec
John'’s;

?,\\

rP
o 5
that;, Spec Agr
t;

As discussed previously, the occurrence of AP ineldo is not constrained by other modifiers.
Therefore, | assume ARun‘big’ is generated initially in (45b). Demonstnas in Korean are
base-generated in the head Agr and then obligatmiove to the head D in overt syntax via
head-to-head movement. Since this derivation doesialate HMC (the Head Movement
Constraint), it does not violagelocality condition either?’ Due to the lack of the definite article
in Korean, both 1) the [+deictic] feature-checkimfore Spell-Out and 2) the movement of
demonstratives to D head at PF level (triggeredtlpng features) make definiteness visible

prenominally in Korean syntax. On the other hangossessive in Korean is base-generated in

?" Head movement cannot skip heads and can procégtboally through the next higher head (Chomsig91;
Rita, 1992 among others).
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Spec AgrP so that it does not compete for the gaoarion with the demonstrative. Therefore, |
argue that demonstratives which possess [+demtid]inherent [+def] are closely related to
referentiality. Consequently, movement of demoristea triggered by feature-checking in the
DP domain and their definite interpretations in &am are legitimate both syntactically and
semantically in the framework of the Minimalist Bram.

Overall, in languages that allow the co-occurrenfcéne definite article with
demonstratives, such as Romanian and Modern Gadeekpnstratives are base-generated in
Spec AgrP (or any intermediate-level phrase sudfPamBruge (2002)), whereas the definite
article is base-generated in the D head. Howemdfnglish, a language that does not allow the
co-occurrence of the definite article with a denmmats/e, both are base-generated in Spec AgrP,
and, move to D obligatorily at PF level for [+rafjd [+deictic] checking; therefore, their co-
occurrence, which leads to ungrammaticality, kebps from competing for the same position.
Moreover, the possessive pronoun in English is atsmmed to be base-generated in the same
position as both the definite article and demontisea: Spec AgrP, and moves to the D head.
Therefore, the co-occurrence of any two elementsngnthose makes English nominals ill-
formed?® Moreover, overt N-to-D movement does not occUEmglish, which shows an
example of parametric variations between Engligsh@panish: the latter performs overt N-to-D
raising in syntax. Based on Spanish examples, elging demonstratives’ complementary
distribution with the definite article or possessonouns, | assume that determiners in Spanish
are base-generated in Spec AgrP as are deternmnenglish. However, the co-occurrence of

the definite article with a post-nominal demonstets a parametric variation caused by the

% Following Abney (1987), | assume the well-formedaccurrence of the possessive pronoun and thetitjeam
John’s every wish is regarded as an exceptionalridiic expression in English, which does not folkbne
generalization.
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language-specific requirement—this requiremenatsBed by the insertion of the definite
article asa last resort

Parametric variation can be found in the behawbisorean and Japanese
demonstratives as well: they co-occur with possessiAs shown in (45) in the Korean example,
the demonstrative is base-generated in AgrP heddha&m moves to D obligatorily at PF level.
On the other hand, the possessive in these langusfase-generated in Spec AgrP, so it does
not compete for the same position with the dematigg. Since Korean does not possess overt
(in)definite articles, demonstratives function lag tefinite article, as found in Cape Verdean
Creole counterparts proposed by Baptista (20037 R0@ssert that languages compensate for
the lack of another category; dual functions of daestratives are caused by absence of another
element, and the demonstratives (especikllysong andkel) perform the compatible role of the
definite article in Korean, Japanese and CVC.

Due to the absence of the definite article in Kborand Japanese, the movement of
demonstratives to the D head at PF level makeddfigiteness visible pre-nominally in syntax.
The feature-checking is triggered by strong [+keflore Spell-Out in these languages.
Throughout in Chapter 2, | have shown that DPIlecas for [+ref] checking across languages;
therefore, DP should be projected in languagesowtitharticles as well. This argument is valid
because none of movement violates Economy Principlesuch aghe Minimality Conditiona
locality conditionand HMC, and the derivation is attested in thengaork of the Minimalist
Program.

This study strongly supports the existence of WGerms of a generating position for
demonstratives, the intermediate level, which siased to be AgrP (between DP and NP), is

universal cross-linguistically. However, there awe different starting positions for
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demonstratives within DP-internal AgrP across laggs (either Head AgrP or Spec AgrP), and
the diverse generating positions account for thetemce of parametric variations. Language
parameters also allow various landing sites for @estratives in overt syntax; on the contrary,
feature-checking triggered by [+ref] and [+deiciit]DP domain at LF is universal.
Demonstratives with both [+deictic] and [+ref] &@eelements possessing one more features than
the definite article has as it does not contaieft+Therefore, languages without (definite)
articles, e.g., Korean, Japanese, CVC, and Bosarargble to denote definiteness in syntax due
to [+ref] in demonstratives. Demonstratives havadtiple functions and behave in various ways

across languages but are still functional elements.
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CHAPTER 3
BARE NOUNS IN KOREAN

3.1 Diesing (1992)

In Chapter 3, | discuss Korean bare nominals aeu thterpretations in comparison with
English, Japanese and Cape Verdean Creole. Thitechadso explores the functors and
condition that affect the interpretations of bapenmals in terms of syntax. In this chapter, based
on Longobardi’s (1994) N-to-D raising and Baptisté2003, 2007) null D hypothesis, | will
review the syntactic aspect of bare nominals veferential features (i.e., [+ref]), as
demonstrated so far in Chapter 1 and Chapter 2. Séution will also verify the whole array of
the hypothesis that the Functional Category D etdraot only referential features (i.e., [+ref] or
R in Longobardi (1994)) in N but also T-featureNr(i.e., 1) [+Generic] or [Hgen], 2)

[+Existential] or [4exist]) in order to check off the uninterpretabtedf] or [+gen]/[texist]) in
D.

3.1 reviews Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesisathexplains that predicates, such as
state-level predicates and individual-level prettisaare different from each other: stage-level
predicates are associated with raising INFL, axd/idual-level predicates are associated with
control INFL. The different construal of subjeatsgach structure is closely related to those
types of predicates that take either control INFlcassing INFL. However, in 3.2, | demonstrate
that, based on Guéron (2006) and Baptista (200&)ifferent interpretations of bare nominal
subjects are not necessarily determined by thosdypes of predicates; instead, | argue that

tense (T), as a binder, plays an important rolaéninterpretations of subjects. In 3.3, I will
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recapitulate Guéron’s (2006) and Baptista’s (200:€hain approach and develop my proposal
in relation to the feature-checking process whitecss the interpretations of bare nominals
cross-linguistically. As a result, | will show that can maintain the VP-Internal Subject
Hypothesis, upheld within the framework of the Mmailist Program.

Milsark (1974) and Carlson (1977) have influendeslgrammaticality and
interpretations with respect to bare nouns; fomgxa, the theory of the quantified meaning of a
subject in a sentence, such as indefinite barealslugenerics, and an existential/universal
reading, has been pursued as syntax-semantickogeCarlson’s (1977) distinctions between
the two types of predicates, suchstege-levepredicates anohdividual-levelpredicates are
originally introduced in Milsark’s (1974) propogalgarding the distinctions betwestate-
descriptiveandpropertypredicates. Carlson (1977) states that “A stagenseived of as being,
roughly, a spatially and temporally bounded mamdésn of something...An individual, then, is
(at least) that whatever-it-is that ties a serfestages together to make them stages of the same
thing” (p. 68). Later, these two distinctions asveloped more in Kratzer (1988) and Lumsden
(1988); Kratzer (1988) proposes that individualelepredicates lack an “inherent spatiotemporal
argument” while stage-level predicates hold it. lsaien (1988) also claims that stage-level
predicates denote events whereas property is iadohith individual-level predicates. These
contrasts are exemplified by the following examples
(1) a.Dogs have ears. -> Universal reading

b. Dogs run into the house -> Existential reading
Dogsin (1a) denotes a universal reading because gH Have ears; howevelpgsin (1b)
represents an event in which some, not all, dogsnto the house. Therefore, (1) illustrates that

the same bare nominal phrase (bare NP, convengpnahder different interpretations
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determined by different VP. | provide more predésain the following table that affect the

interpretations of bare nominals based on Carl&éi{, 1979):

Objects Stages Kinds
know how to dance run into the room be extinct
Types of Predicates have ears found a match be widespread
(be) intelligent be sick be common
Readings Universal Existential Generic

Objectsare regarded as a set of possible individualsciastitute entities, which select a
universal readingstagesare spatiotemporal pieces of individuals thatfopan existential
reading, andindsare embodied as individuals due to their allocatibindividual's realm. An
interpretation, particularly entailed Bynds is termed a generic reading that distinguishssfit
from a universal reading associated with the breage of the categorindividual. In this
study, however, universal (objects) and generiedg) are regarded as the same terms.
Additionally, it should be noted that the striatltbtomy of the predicates in determining

the meanings of the sentence reveals shortcomegube diverse interpretations of bare nouns,
such as existential or universal, do not depeniedybn the predicate types. For example,
Levise (1975) points out that the quantified megroha bare plural subject can be determined
by adverbs:
(2) a. Flagsometimesave stripes on them.

b.Soméflags have stripes on them.

c. Flagsalwayshave stripes on them.

d.All flags have stripes on them.
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According to the table above, based on Carlson{l%ave + NPshould entail a universal
reading because this structure belong®lgects a set of individuals that constitute the whole
entity. However, as shown in (2a,c), the italicizetverbs affect the different interpretations,
such as an existential reading wétbmetimesn (2a) and a universal reading wétwaysin (2c).
In addition, those sentences with adverbs canfiferased with an existential quantifeame
and an universal quantifiail as (2b,d) show respectively. Therefore, examplé8)ishow that
the predicate itself does not trigger the meanintp@ bare plural subject.
In the similar fashion, the following examples shitve puzzle of whether the

interpretation of bare nouns is elicited from thhedicates or the quantifiatl:
(3) a. Dogs have ears.

b.All dogs have ears.

c. Koreans eat Kimchi.

d.All Koreans eat Kimchi.
Based on the observations in (2) and (3), attriigutihe universal/generic reading to the predicate
types only may require more stipulation in ordeseek for triggering factors beyond their types.
Therefore, | claim that syntactic structure shdagdexamined mutually with a condition placed
on the interpretations of bare nouns because thardé aspects of the predicates themselves
cannot provide a crucial device to solve this paeizZzhe next section considers syntactic aspects
as possible factors that affect the interpretatafrisare nouns across languages.

Diesing (1992) classifies predicates into two @ags.e. stage-levehndindividual-level

predicates); this approach was a semantically baiséidction established earlier by Carlson
(1977) in relation to the emergence of differeméipretations of bare plurals. As previously

mentioned, particular temporal/spatial instantiagiare termed stagewhile the union of the
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whole sets of the kinds isdividual (Carlson, 1977); however, this type of purely setica

contrast could not capture the syntactic distimgtemd Diesing (1992) sheds light on the two
types of predicates in terms of syntax. Accordm@iesing (1992), the subject of the stage-level
predicate is VP-internal (Spec VP) and successivalyes to Spec IP, while the subject of the
individual-level predicate is base-generated incSpe and Spec VP is occupied by PRO; a bare
plural subject obtains an existential reading & @dominated by VP at LF because bare plurals
contain indefinites. Additionally, existential clo® is only allowed at the VP node in a tree. The
following structures show that external argumemngsassigned to Spec VP or Spec IP depending

on the predicate types:

(4) a. Stage-Level Predicate b. Individual-Level Predicate
IP P
/ \ [\
NP, VP NP VP
/ /
it PRO

According to Diesing (1992), the subject in Spedslihterpreted either as specific/generic or
existential in Spec VP in (4a); on the other hand4b) with an individual-predicate, Spec IP is
the only subject position due to PRO in Spec VP, asd result, is interpreted as specific or
generic. Following Heim (1982), who elaboratesmattite quantificational structures,
originally from Lewis (1975), Diesing (1992) hype#izes that syntactic structures are
correlated to tripartite quantificational structsirand this idea is summarized as the Mapping
Principle (Diesing, 1992, p. 15). She explains thaterial from VP is mapped into the nuclear
scope, material from IP is mapped into a restrctlause.” However, Korean sentences with
bare nominals present counterexamples to the dezatian because the interpretation of the

subject of an individual-level predicate does mdioiv what Diesing (1992) proposes:
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(5) a. [[[kayka cicnun-ke$ [f] un 0] tangyeonhat#level]
dog-Nom bark-Dep-Top natural
‘It is natural that dogs, and no otheexkb
b. [[[kayfiun cicnun-ked]] i [] tangyeonhatélevel
dog-Top bark-Dep-Nom natural

‘As for dogs, it is natural for them tark (rather than anything else).’

According to Lee (1984), the interpretations & itlentical bare nouns with the same
individual-level predicatéangyeonhatanatural’ can be determined differently (i.e. heit
universally or existentially) depending on the cpadicles; in (5a), the embedded clause itself
with the nominative-marked bare nokay (i.e.,kay-ka cicnun-kgshas an existential meaning
(D) due to the nominative markesa;, however, the matrix sentence, whose subjeciisapic-
marked embedded claudeaj/-ka cicnun-kesun], has a universal readingl). On the contrary,
in (5b), the embedded clause, in which the topi&enanunappears, has a universal reading
(0); however, the matrix clause obtains an existergeding () due to the nominative-marker
kawhich appears as a subject of the matrix sentéimrefore, the meaning of the entire
sentence in (5b) holds an existential reading igss of the individual-predicatangyeonhata
Similar to Lee (1984), the following examples revbat the individual-level predicate does not
always guarantee a generic interpretation of a fagect:

(6) [[[nhaksayngt kongpwu yeolsimhi hanun-ké$ un[J] paramcikhatd-level]

! Kes literally thing, in (5) is a type oflependant nouin Korean. There are several dependant nouns vaaichot
be used alone; for instandaes(thing),i (person), anttaymun(reason) are examplesadpendant nounthat are
always preceded by other modifiers such as a demadinge determiner, a clause or another precedinmnHere,

the dependant nolkesis preceded by the claus&ay-ka cicnuror kay-nun cicnurffor dogs to bark.’ See also table
in (10) in Chapter 2. Sohn (1994, pp. 204-5) nathem aglefective nounsRegarding these types of nouns, see
Sohn (1994) for a more detailed discussion.

2 According to Heim (1982), indefinites are regardsdsariables, and the quantificational element sisevery
some not, and abstract existential)(are operators that bind indefinites unselectiv@ly the contrary,] is a
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student-Nom study  hard do-Dep-Top desirable

‘It is desirable that students, and no others,yshatd.’

[[[haksayngun kongpwu yeolsimhi hanun-keg| i [] paramcikhata-levell

student-Top study hard do-Dep¥N desirable

‘As for students, it is desirable for them to stindird (rather than anything else).’

The subject of the matrix claukes-unandkes-irespectively show that the former with a topic
marker denotes a universal reading due to the topi&er, while the latter with a nominative-
marker has an existential reading, based on Le#4{18ee argues that case particles are functor
expressions that map common nouns to bare nouhgywéntified meanings. | acknowledge

that, technically, those sentences in (5) and @y have different meanings because, obviously,
each sentence is expressed with different casilpartin terms of pragmatics, however, Lee’s
proposal is not convincingly defended because dise particles in (5) and (6) are
interchangeable in colloquial Korean without sigrahtly affecting meaning; therefore, my idea
is not entirely in agreement with Lee (1984) evsough | concede that the individual-level
predicate does not always ensure a generic intatfme of a bare subject.

Additionally, as | have demonstrated in this settiwhich supports Jun (1999), | argue
against the idea that case particles, such asdheal topic markenn/nunand the nominative
markeri/ka, trigger or determine the various meanings ofséretence, such as a generic and an
existential interpretation. The counterexample&)rfurther support my findings that the
different types of predicates are not necessaisiydjuished by case markers in both Korean
and Japanese:

(7) a. Minaaun [yeowuka kyohwalhata-ko] sayngkakha-ess-ta Kor¢an)

d. Minawa [kitunega zuru-to] omo-tta (Japanese)

universal quantifier, which denoteaH.
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Mina-TOP fox-NOM cunning-QT  think-PSIEC
‘Mina thinks that foxes are cunning.’
b. Say-ka Mina apey ddeleci-ess-ta.
bird-NOM Mina front fall-PST-DEC

‘A bird fell in front of Mina.’

Mina-nun [sayka cwuk-ess-ta-ko] sayngkakha-ess-ta (Korean)
b’. Minawa [tori-ga  shinda-to] omo-tta (Japanese)
Mina-Top bird-NOM die-PST-DEC-QT think-PST-DEC

‘Mina thought that the bird was dead.’

If a case particle triggered a given interpretatiothe embedded clause as Lee (1984) argues,
embedded clauses in both languages in (7) shouwilel dra existential reading due to the identical
nominative-markeka andgain both languages. However, (73,aith the bare nominal subject
yeowuandkitune‘fox’ and the individual-level predicatekyohwalhataandzurui‘cunning’)
emerge with a generic reading in spite of the natne marker&a andga. On the other hand,
(7b,b) with the stage-level predicates (i@yuktaandshin‘die’) have an existential reading
with the same subject in (78 avith the individual-level predicates (i.&yohwalhataandzurui
‘cunning’).

As shown in (5), (6), and (7), the inconsisten¢iptetations in relation to case particles,
within the embedded clauses, reveal the shortcaronhthe traditional approach that attempts to
attribute the diverse interpretations of bare ndoreither predicate types or case particles.

In 3.2 and 3.3, | further attempt to account fa warious readings and the functor
expressions of Korean bare nouns syntacticallprdier to capture the problem of the traditional

analysis relative to the bare nominal interpretetiand the predicate types, Diesing (1992)
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should be reconsidered in depth. Therefore, Ingilisit Diesing and develop my own proposal
in the rest of this section; in addition, not onBw relations between case particles and
nominal/sentential interpretations but also anotiyee of functor expression that affects their
interpretations will be presented.

As already mentioned, a bare plural subject obtamexistential interpretation only
when it has a stage-level predicate. Diesing (1882mpts to explain the phenomenon in
German and English with a syntactic device thggers the various interpretations of bare
nominals in the following way: the subject of timelividual-level predicate is restricted to Spec
IP, and INFL assigns a theta-role to Spec IP; haney also assigns a theta-role to Spec VP,
but this assignee is PRO since it does not co@ase. On the other hand, in the structure of the
stage-level predicate, the subject is base-gemkratepec VP and is assigned a theta-role by V;
this subject in Spec VP moves to Spec IP to redéage. The subject of the stage-level
predicate can occur either in Spec IP or Spec MFFaand a bare plural subject is in Spec VP
since no indefinite can receive an existential irlg@dutside VP at LF. The following schemes in

(8) summarize Diesing’s (1992) assumption:

(8) a. Stage-Level Predicate b. Individual-Level Predicate
IP IP
0 / \ 0
Subj VP
\ / \
Subj RO

<Raising INFL> <Control INFL>
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Diesing (1992) refers to the INFL in (8a) as “ragiNFL” since the subject in Spec VP, after
receiving a theta-role, raises to Spec IP to rec€ase, and refers to one in (8b) as “control
INFL” because they have a control relation betwidensubject in Spec IP and PRO in Spec VP.
The structures in (8) illustrate that both arehi@ tiomain of the existential closure. When the
bare plural subject is outside thelomain, the sentence receives a generic/univexading
because the generic operator binds the variabkerefdre, a generic reading is possible for an
indefinite (bare plural) subject in either typepoédicate as long as the generic operator binds the
bare plural subject outside thelomain. However, only the subject of the stagell@vedicate
with a bare plural subject in Spec VP at LF camrireean existential reading since the subject in
this position can be assigned the theta-role, dawugther the scope of existential closur (
therefore, no existential reading is obtainableafioy indefinite (bare plural) subject outside fhe
domain at LF. Diesing’s assumption can be conciseitgymarized in the following way: 1)
Stage-Level Predicate => either a generic or exiistereading; 2) Individual-Level Predicate =>
a generic reading. However, these schemes aresnessarily related to raising or control INFL
due to its imprecision; for example, the sentenith thie stage-level predicate may not occur
with raising INFL (unlike the structure of the stalgvel predicate) given in the structure in (8a).
The examples below in (9), regarding the approacdhe individual-level predicate associated
with control INFL, illustrate the empirical problem

(9) a. Kay-ka (Dogs)p PRO [, cic-nun-ta (bark)]]
I I
b. Kay-ka (Dogs)p PRO |, cic-ess-ta (bark-ed)]]

I I
b". Kayi-ka (Dogs) [ve ti [v cic-ess-ta (barked)]])

t |
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c. Kay-ka (Dog$9) [ve ti [adve Ci-kum (now)] [ cic-nun-ta (bark)]]
t |

As proposed by Diesing (1992), (9a) is a contrdfllNtructure sincelogsreceives a generic

reading with an individual-level predicate. Howe@®b) obtains an existential reading because
the past tense indicates the meaninggsbate dogs barkedgt a certain period of time in the past.
The predicatdarkeddoes not maintain the same tense as in (9a), vehiotvs that tense itself
can change the type of the predicate (i.e., frashvidual-level denoting [+present] to stage-level
denoting [+past]); as a result, the interpretabbdogschanges from generic to existential as
well. Therefore, we encounter a puzzle whethectmrol INFL structure should be maintained
as in (9b) or not. If Diesing (1992) is on the tighack, | suggest that sentences with specific
temporal features such as [+past] in (9b) and (@bd)the adverbowin (9c¢) should be
reanalyzed as a raising INFL structure becausédhe subjects manifestly undergo the semantic
change (i.e., from the conventional generic reatbnipe existential reading) in this situation;
even though the subjedbgsstays in Spec IP, it remains in Spec VP at LFeteive an episodic
interpretation. As a result, there is no reasaosufgportbarkedor bark nowas a generic/universal
reading as shown in (9b) and (9c). Based on thergason above, in the case that tense is
specified with tense features such as (9b") angd ¢ategorizing the predicate type into
individual or stagedoes not guarantee the correct interpretationtefbee, it is misleading to
divide the predicates between raising INFL and mnNFL categories. Otherwise, we may
maintain the type dbarkedor bark nowas an individual-level predicate and assumedbgsis
lowered to Spec VP in order to be inside fhdomain; however, this assumption is incorrect

because the movement is blocked by PRO in SpeaiPrightward movement is prohibitéd.

® Following Kayne's (1994) ‘antisymmetry proposaidaJeong’s (2003) ‘additionath-effect’ in head-final



88

For this reason, | hypothesize that subjects ase-ganerated in Spec VP universally. The
examples (10) and (11) below also show the fadtttieatemporal approach convincingly
explains that the interpretations of both bare madsiin CVC and the proper noun with the
individual-level predicate in English can be inteted existentially:
(10) a. Ifthe child has a toy, she is happy (universal reading)

b. Yesterday, whenevéhme child had a toy, she was happy. (non-universal reading)

c. a. Smininu ten brinkedu, el ta fika ketu. (Generic)

if child has toys, s/he ThNdfays quiet
‘If a child has toys, s/he stays quiet ((50), (51) & (52) in Baptista, 20Q7.,77)

Baptista (2007) explains that the example (10a) thie definite generithe childin English
receives a generic/universal reading when the tsngeneric; specifically, (10a) bears generic
tense, while (10b) has episodic tense. The equigalef (10a) is illustrated in (10c), the CVC
sentence with the bare nominaininu ‘child,” which is also affected by generic tenadhe
same way as English, and accordingly, it gets @g&nniversal reading. Regarding the
individual-level predicate, the examples below gisesent straightforwardly:
(11) a. John is French

b. John was French (fro®) (@ Kim, 1993, p. 201)
The example (11a) bears a generic tense, whergéb¥y\lth the past tense demonstrates that
Johnis not French anymorélherefore, Kim (1993) argues that while the pné$ense cannot
change the individual-level predicate into the stiyel predicate, the past tense can; in other
words, [+present] cannot be compatible with thevilddial-level predicate, but [+past] implies

“change of property.”

languages, such as Korean and Japanese, | assatroalthleftward adjunction is legitimate, regasfieof the head-
directionality. Kayne (1994) explains that “spesifhead-complement, and not the reverse, is thearder
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The examples in (12) below illustrate how the passe can affect interpretation, in line
with the temporal approach with respect to therpretations of bare nominals in Korean as
well:

(12) a. sang-ul pat-ta = to take a prize (aestagel predicate)
prize-Acc receive-DEC
a’. yongkamha-ta = to be brave (an individual-lgaredicate)
brave-DEC
b. sungca-nun sang-ul paiR-ta = Winnerdake a prize (universal)
winner-Top prize-Acc receive-PRES-DEC
b". sungca-nun sang-ul m@EEsta = Winnergook a prize (existential)
winner-Top prize-Acc receive-PST-DEC
c. sungca-nun yongkamhd-taWinnersare brave. (universal)
winner-Top  brave-DEC
c’. sungca-nun yongkamless-ta = Winnerswvere brave.  (existential)
winner-Top  brave-PST-DEC
d. sungca-nun lisepseon-ey chotay+eta = Winnersare invited to the reception.
winner-Top reception-Loc invite-become-PRES-DEC (existential)
d". sungca-nun lisepseon-ey chotay-tss#ta = Winnerswere invited to the reception

winner-Top reception-Loc invite-becomeTPBEC (existential)

available to the subcomponents of a phrase” (p. 86¢ Kayne (1994) and Jeong (2003) for more disuus.

* Following Jun (1999), | argue that the sentendé tie nominative-markesuingca-kgwinner-Nom) in (9c) is
also a generic sentence. The only difference betireetopic-markedungca-nuriwinner-Top) and the
nominative-markedungca-kgwinner-Nom) is that the former &topic-genericand the latter ia contrast-generic
sentence, so calledpeaking of winnergs.winners, no othersespectively, in the case of a generic reading as
(9b) and (9c). However, with these examples, | dibdiscuss the Korean case particles’ compatibaity the
subject or the distribution of them. Chapter 4 wibvide a more detailed discussion regardingiterpretations of
Korean nominals with the case particles in termthefDP-Hypothesis.
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Sang-ul pat-tgto take a prize) in (12a) itself is a stage-lgweldicate; however, the bare noun
subjectsungcain (12b) receives a universal reading as the idainsubject with the individual-
level predicatgyongkamhatgbrave) in (12c). Based on Diesing (1992), | asstmat both
sungcain (12b) and (12c) is in Spec TP (IP) at LF, du¢hie distinction caused by the
existential closure between TP (IP) and VP—the baren subjecsungcareceives a universal
reading outside the closure. Therefore, it is diifiti to generalize that the predicate type
determines the interpretations of bare nominaktebd, the past tense-marked counterparts of
each sentence in (12b”) and (12c¢") (i.e., [+pa$ihw that both subjecssingca(winners) are
interpreted existentially. In addition, the subgeat stage-level predicates with [+present] in
(12d) and [+past] in (12d") pair have an existéméading. We have observed here that the
stage-level predicate is associated with eitharigeusal or an existential reading (i.e., (12b) vs.
(12d)) as explored in Carlson (1977), Krazter ()988d Diesing (1992); however, [+past] is
only related to an existential reading, regardtddbe predicate type, and the interpretations of
bare nouns are more strongly controlled by tenae the type of the predicate itself in Korean as
well.

| argue that if there is no tense (i.e., [-tenskicl is neither [+present] nor [+past]),
there is no distinction between the stage- and/iddal-type. | provide small clauses as evidence
for this phenomenon in (13). With respect to tessa functor of a nominal interpretation, Kim
(1993) supports my proposal in the following waye temporal approach can account for why
nominals in small clauses do not carry the contsastreen the individual-level and the stage-
level predicate in terms of the interpretationshaf subject as illustrated in the examples below:
(13) a. | saw [someone naked]

b. | consider [someone intelligent] (adapted from Kim, 1993)
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Small clauses in (13a) and (13b) do not denotetd®ase, which is [-tense]. The perceptual verb
seeselects the stage-level predicaskedin the small clause in (13a), whereas the indizidu
level predicatentelligentis allowed to occur witlkeonsiderin (13b), which takes “a permanent
property denoting verb” (Park, 1998jccording to Diesing (1992), an existential reagiis
only licensed by a stage-level predicate. Howether example (13b) with the individual-level
predicatejntelligent can be also compatible with an existential regyd@md the subject in the
small clauses above have the same quantified dubggsomeong regardless of the predicate
type, an existential reading with the quantifiedjsatsomeon&anoccur in both sentences
which contain [-tense]. Therefore, Kim (1993) psiout that these small clauses in (13a) and
(13b) exemplify that various interpretations of noats are determined by tense, rather than the
predicate type.

| claim that 1) if a temporal element is specifigithin a sentence (no matter what the
tense-related element is), (e.g., tense featudsasi[+past] or time adverbs suchabsays
nowandsometimes or 2) if no tense is marked, such as [-tens@] #mall clause, an individual-
level predicate is not necessarily related to &ensal reading. | argue that time or T plays an
important role in the interpretation of bare nontsn# universal reading, which is associated
with generic tense, can be called a generic readmghe other hand, an existential reading is
associated with episodic tense, and entails ameigiseading, as opposed to a generic reading.
Unidentified tense refers to a non-specific timéjchi is analogous to a generic entity that refers
to non-specific members of a kind/species/categotiye world.

As | have asserted in 3.2, when treating tenselation to the interpretation under this
predicate type approach, a crucial factor mustdséied: tense in a generic reading is tenseless,

while tense in “a present reading” contains granntabtense feature, [+present], which is also

® According to Higginbotham (1983) and Svenonius9@)9seeandwantareperceptionverbs oremotiveverbs.
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pointed out by Kim (1993). As shown in (12), [+praf is not compatible with the individual-
level predicate, given in the ungrammatical serdesuch asdogs bark novand firemen are
intelligent now Kim (1993) supports this argument that tensedbithe arguments involved in
the event if they are variables. In other words,db-called default existential quantification is
possible only when tense or other binder appearsi94). Likewise, since tense in (12d) is
realized as [+present] that is a binder, the stilsj@iegcais quantified as a variable; as a result, it
receives an existential reading. On the other hsindge tense is not obtainable in (12b) and (12c)
as a quantifier, the subjesingcais not able to be quantified, regardless of tlesljmate types.
Similarly, the following small clause pair, whichpeats (13), illustrates that the predicate type
itself does not necessarily play an important noldhe interpretations of a quantified subject as
well:
(14) a. | saw [someoneMing [t; naked]]

b. | consider [someonEMing [t intelligent]]

c. na-nun [nwukwunka-kd mina-ka [t; palkabes-unkes-ul]] po-ass-ta

I-TOP someone-NOM / Mina-NOM  naked-DEP-AC§ee-PST-DEC
‘| saw someone / Mina naked’
d. na-nun [nwukwunka-ka mina-ka [t; ciceki-lako]] sayngkakha-n-ta
I-TOP someone-NOM / Mina-NOM intelligent-QT  thkiPRES-DEC
‘| consider someone / Mina intelligent’

The only difference in examples between (13) add id that | provide the proper nodina as
another possible subject. (14c) and (14d) are Koceanterparts of (14a) and (14b)
respectively. Let us consider the sentences wétptbnominal subjedomeoneFirst, both

(14a) and (14b) fail to obtain default existentjabntification simply because there is no tense,



93

as a binder, which is supposed to quantify a stibgescl have argued. Now, there are two
remaining options: universal/generic or specifictHe case of a bare (plural) subject as in (12b)
or (12c), it receives a universal/generic readimyyever, those two readings are not possible in
(14) because the quantified pronominal subgecheongrevents itself from being interpreted
universally or generically. As a result, a speai@ading is attained as a possible choice with the
subject in the small clauses that bear no tendeeiexamples above. Let’'s consider Korean data.
The Korean small clause, as a complement, occtioseba verb because Korean is SOV
language. Therefore, the Korean equivalents shewedhntrasting verb position between the
English and the Korean sentences. Lee (1984) athagbare) nominals in Korean or Japanese
nominals are affected by case patrticles, so tleatrtbaning change (stage vs. individual) caused
by the case patrticle is unavoidable in these |laggsiaHowever, contrary to Lee (1984), | argue
that case particles are not distinguishable basdteproperty-denoting individual-level
predicate (e.ggiceki-ta‘intelligent’ in (14d)), and the emotive stage-lépeedicate (e.g.
palkabes-tanaked’ in (14c)). Instead, both predicates maimtae same nominative markiea.
What is significant here is that the Korean pronmhsubjechwukwunkdsomeone’ also

obtains a specific reading, regardless of the petditype, in the same way that its English
counterpart doesiwukwunkan (14c) and (14d) fails to obtain default exigtaihquantification
since there is no binder, tense, which has thetiimof quantifying a subject. A universal or
generic reading is impossible as well becauseairtherently quantified meaning of the lexical
item, nwukwunkdsomeone.’ Consequently, a specific reading isotfilg possible interpretation
for the Korean and analogous English examples4ipljg&cause small clauses inherently contain
no binder (i.e., [-tense]). In terms of the MinimsaProgram’s syntactic movement at LF,

therefore, | argue that all subjects are base-gée@in Spec, VP. Specifically, the subject
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someondor nwukwunkan Korean) andMina are all base-generated in the internal position of
both embedded clauses (i.e., small clauses) watatmarked; then, it raises to the external
position of the embedded clause in order to gee@asn the matrix verb (i.e., ACC is checked
via Spec-Head relations in AgroP in the matrix sewithsawin (14a) anctonsiderin (14b)).

In short, the subject of an individual-level preadi (i.e.jntelligentin (14b) ancticeki-tain

(14d)) explicitly undergoes raising in the same \&aya stage-level predicate. Likewise, we have
observed that Kim’s (1993) English examples and<mogean empirical data strongly supptiré
VP-Internal Subject HypotheSiwhich entails that the subject is theta-marke&/tand base-
generated in Spec VP (Kuroda, 1988; Koopman andtiSpe, 1991; Radford, 1997; Yoshimoto,
1999, and many others), regardless of the predica t¢ypss-linguistically. As there is no
necessity to maintain control INFL which correspeital the individual-level predicate in
Diesing (1992), we can assure that all subjectdase-generated in Spec VP and undergo
raising to Spec TP (IP) in order to check off Case.

In this section, | have demonstrated that the entignal approach to explaining the bare
nominals’ interpretations with predicate typestiatly developed from Carlson (1977) and
Milsark (1974), has shortcomings; for example, Dig's (1992) syntactic structures based on
the predicate types are at odds with the situatiovhich tense is involved; also, Kim (1993)
inadequately accounts for the mechanism of baremadsi receiving universal/generic or

existential/episodic interpretations in relatiorctse particles. For these reasons, | suggest that

® Since Pollock’s (1989) Split-INFL Hypothesis, thead | in IP should be split into two projectioA&R for
agreement features and T for temporal feature3.1nit was not necessary to consider linear dogéveen AGR
and T. In 3.3, however, | will use TP as the egleinbaphrase for IP in 3.1 and 3.2. because tenswadved as an
important functor in relation to the interpretasoof bare nominals.

" Following Chomsky’s (1995, p. 315) Minimalist Pragn, Yoshimoto (1999) proposeB-Internal subject
HypothesisYoshimoto (1999) argues that the subject in Japais base-generated not in VP but in vP, i.e. a
maximal projection of a light verb, in order to @& the conflict between Tateish (1994) who arghesthe
subject in Japanese is typically base-generatesideuV/P (i.e., Spec, AgrP); however, | try to swgide this section
that the subject of a predicate is universally bgesgerated inside VP, regardless of the typessdhmalled the
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tense plays a more fundamental role than the digtims between the stage- and the individual-
level predicate. Accordingly, we can propose thiagubjects are base-generated in Spec VP and
undergo raising to Spec TP (IP) to check off its&€avhich makes the VP-Internal Subject
Hypothesis licit. In 3.2, | develop the idea in ttepbout how tense affects the interpretations of
bare subject nominals, based on Guéron (2006) aptisa (2007).

3.2 Guéron (2006) and Baptista (2007)

Diesing’s (1992) approach with stage- vs. individeael predicate distinctions,
proposed by Milsark (1974) and Carlson (1977) hgificantly influenced the field of syntax-
semantic interface in terms of the interpretatib(bare plural) nominals. However, Diesing’s
(1992) line of approach has presented inadequdoieimistance, the unwarranted interpretations
between those two types of predicates in relatbdpare nominals when tense is involved,
specifically, when a small clause (or an embedd@ase in Korean) is projected, bearing [-
tense], the interpretations of bare subjects arel@@rmined by the type of predicates, as shown
in the previous section. Fernald (2000) also pamitsDiesing’s unclear association between the
predicate type and raising INFL in the following @graph:

Diesing is inexplicit about what prevents ILPs {(indual-level predicates) from

appearing with the raising INFL. If the dependeiscgiue to category selection,

Diesing would have to posit that ILPs and SLPagstlevel predicates) are

distinguished by some syntactic category featifitbe distinction were to be

made by semantic selection, the restriction imgaseVP by Infl would have to

follow from the assignment of a particular thet¢éerto VP, rather than simply the

presence or absence of a theta-role assignedliy the specifier of IP. (pp. 51-2)

individual-/stage-level. Therefore, in this sectibdo not discuss the conflict regarding this sfieposition further.
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Likewise, | argue that various interpretationshsd {indefinite) bare nominals are not entirely
determined by the different types of predicatebp¥ang Kim (1993), Park (1996), Guéron
(2006), and Baptista (2007), | suggest that tenséributes to the determination of the
interpretation of bare nominals rather than thetypthe predicate itself.

Among several others, Baptista (2007) providesreicging explanation for the data of
CVC bare nominals with respect to tense and agpe6tl-105). In this section, | explore
Baptista (2007) which offers a novel approach talhe interpretation of bare nominals. Her
findings from CVC data will pave the way for invigstting not only Korean but also other cross-
linguistic data that show tense crucially affetis interpretation of bare nominals. Based on
Guéron’s (2006) proposal, Baptista (2007) makesndisons between Speech time and Event
time, which are associated with C and T. | call tBa@’s (2007) explanatiotihe T-chain
approachbecause nominal interpretations are dealt withénchain-linked construction
between C and T. Baptista (2007) points out tAAC ®are nominals are also affected by tense:

. . . episodic and generic tense also affectintieepretation of the bare noun

whether it is in subject or object position. Marecisely, other elements in the

sentence such as Tense, Aspect or a topic timeddverbial, see below) can lead

the hearer to correctly interpret whether the Ioanen is referential (definite/indefinite)

or generic. In sum, episodic versus generic teasepredictably affect the interpretation

of bare noun. . . . In CVC, the bare noun is pteted as referential when tense is

episodic; if the tense is generic, the bare neunterpreted as non-referential/generic.
According to Baptista (2007), a nominal interpretatcan be a type of interaction between T
and C, the sentential units. C is associated wpegh time and T with Event time; both Cand T

can be indexed 0, 1 or 2, and it is called a “matgimdex” when they are indexed with the same
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number; Present and Past are indexed 1 and 2 tegbgcand if T is indexed 0, a generic
reading appears because event space and discpacseae not linked to each other in such a
setting. Therefore, operators, such as generigisteatial, are not necessary to differentiate
episodic from generic sentences, as opposed tanQi€k992). In (15) below, | provide
Guéron’s proposal from Baptista (2087)
(15) Guéron’s basic assumptions:

The constraint in (i) plays a pivotal rateLF structures:

(i) The situation a given sentedescribes must be placed in the space and tinfesof t
discourse world, i.e., the world of the speakea @rorld which the grammar makes
accessible to the speaker.

(i) vP is viewed as the domafrspatial interpretation whereas TP/CP is the doma

of temporal interpretation.

(iii) A sentence is episodic if tense node bears a positive tense index and geheri
its tense node carries a zero index or no indeis dittails that a sentence is
ambiguous between an episodic construal and aigerrstrual. The same
syntactic structures derive both episodic and gersentences. In other words,
across languages, the same DPs refer to eitheemétiés (‘real dogs'for
instance) or to the mental concept associatedtwithexical item (‘the concept of
dog).

(iv) To reflect the interactionvabrk between sentential units, Guéron proposes a T

chain rooted in the complementizer node C assatiaith the Reference or

& | will use TP instead of IP, based on Pollock'8§3) Split-INFL Hypothesis, the head | should bt spto two
projections: AGR for agreement features and Tdargoral features.

® Following Cheng and Sybesma (1999), | argue #mltentities, for example, “real dogs” are encodid DP
while NP refers to the mental concept, “the concdptogs.” See Chapter 2 for a detailed explanation
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Speech time, continues with the tense node T assalcwith the Event time and
ends with V. If C is indexed 1 for Speech time dnd also indexed 1for Event
time (1 for Present and 2 for Past), then the Etisr@ is construed as anaphoric
to the Speech time and results in an episodic pteBer Generic, T has a zero
index. In a generic sentence, there is no linkbdistaed between event space and
discourse space. The basic hypothesis is thatrifudf getting of the index on T is
sufficient to distinguish episodic from generic t&tes. If so, no generic
operator is needed.(pp. 78-9)
Based on these assumptions by Guéron, BaptistZ ) 20@lains the system and the contrast
between episodic tense and generic tense with GAr€ mominals in (16), which is adapted from
Porterfield and Srivastav (1988, p. 266):
(16)'* a. Simininu ten brinkedu, el ta fika ketu. (Generic)
if child has toys, s/he AMtays quiet
‘If a child has toys, s/he stays tjuie
b. (Gosimininu ten brinkedu, el ta fika ketu. (EpisQdic
now child has toyss/he TMA stays quiet
‘(Now) the child has toys, s/he will stay quiet.” (from Baptista’s (54) & (55))
The diverse interpretations fika ketu'stays quiet,’ (i.e., either generic or episodin)(16) can
be explained on the grounds of the different indgxaf the T-chain. In (16a), the T-chain

connects C (for Speech time) that is indexed 0 (TEvent time) that is indexed 0, and a

10 Baptista (2007) lists six tenets of Guéron’s psgipbut | select four out of them; for more deitliscussion,
see (Baptista, 2007, pp. 78-9).
Y The examples in (16) are CVC equivalents of Englishtences, adapted from Porterfield and Srivd3@&8, p.
266), as previously introduced in the examples {A@).1:

a. If the child has a toy, she is happy (univiersading) -> generic tense

b. Yesterday, whenever the child had a toy, shehaapy (non-referential reading)-> episodic tense
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generic interpretation appears because “The Ewaptdannot be construed as anaphoric to the
Speech time” (p. 79). On the contrary, in (16bhb® and T are indexed 1, which denotes that
the sentence receives an episodic reading becthes&vent time is construed as anaphoric to
the Speech time” (p. 79). This interpretation medtra distinguished by number-indexed T and
C can be represented in the following structurdsvioe
(17) a. [CP C1 [TP mininu TO [VP ten brinkedu]3€neric interpretation)
b. [CP C1 [TP mininu T1 [VP ten brinkedupisodic interpretation)
(Baptista, 2007, p. 79)

Both (17a) and (17b) contain the same syntacticire; on the other hand, within the T-chain,
they carry a different index on their T. Withouirae adverbial, however, the topic time is
licensed because “the Event time interval mustdasmbed in order to satisfy that interface
constraint”; also “One way to bound a time intengalo place the event the sentence denotes in
the scope of a bounded topic time” (p. 79). In &ddito this proposal, Baptista (2007) extends
the TP-chain to DP domain in order to explain aegiefepisodic interpretation in bare nominals
in languages such as CVC and Korean and proposesimtihe following way:

.. .if T carries a zero index and ends within (& domain of spatial interpretation, then

D will also carry a zero index whether D is fillednot, yielding a generic, non-

anaphoric interpretation for the sentence. Ifantcast, T carries a 1 or 2 (index for

present or Past), then D will match the index tredepisodic, anaphoric reading will

then emerge. . . the subject of a sentence iedin& the discourse world by the anaphoric

or non-anaphoric construal of its determiner. @&haphoric construal of the determiner is

obtained by matching D1 to T1 and the non-anapreaamstrual by pairing DO to TO.

(pp. 79-80)
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By providing an alternative proposal to Diesingl992) raising/control structure, Guéron’s
(2006) and Baptista’s (2007, p. 79-80) explanatib@VC nominal interpretations and
structures with T-chain above further support nguanent that the conventional functor
expressions, such as individual/stage-level preégli@@arlson, 1977; Diesing, 1992), case
particles in Korean or Japanese (Lee, 1984), amthgécontrol structure (Diesing, 1992), do not
entirely account for the interpretation of nominas there is no necessity to maintain control
INFL which corresponds to the individual-level pieade in Diesing (1992), we can assure that
all subjects are base-generated in Spec VP andgmdasing to Spec TP (IP) in order to check
off Case. As a resulthe VP-Internal Subject Hypothesian be maintained as a universal
device. Also, the view of a generic operator asimmecessary device in Guéron’s (2006) and
Baptista’s (2007) T-chain model correspondthes Economyprinciple in the Minimalist
framework. Contrary to English that displays owdterminers encoding definiteng¢bks and
indefiniteness, the Korean DP, inherently bare nouns, are notifieddwvith determiners. For
instance, in English, the DP subject within a gensgntence is realized with the indefinite
article (i.e.,a childin (16a)), whereas the counterpart in an episseiitence is encoded with the
definite article (i.e.the child. Similar to CVC nominals, however, the Korean iBRot

encoded with articles in both sentences. For #ason, it is useful to account for how the
interpretation of bare nominal subjects in CVC &uaidean emerge generically or episodically
without the overt marking of definiteness, as ogao® other Western languages such as
Englisha child andthe childin (16), adapted from Porterfield and Srivaste®88, p. 266). The
next section, based on the universal T-chain syst@kas a new approach to contributing to an
explanation for the interpretations of Korean haweninals.

3.3. The Revised T-chain Approach and the Applocato Korean Bare Nominals
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Following Baptista (2007), | attempt to explain theerse interpretations of Korean
nominal phrases and suggest a more elaboratels&ubat marks more specific tense with
binary features in a tree. Baptista’s (2007) DReesion of the TP-chain, based on Guéron’s
proposal, implies that the matching construal existtween D and T, for example, DO/TO and
D1/T1, and is associated with feature-checkindneMinimalist Program.

| propose two distinctive T features are realized tree: T indexed with 0 entails
[+generic] for a generic/universal interpretationdd indexed with 1 or 2 carries [+episodic] for
an episodic/existential interpretation; due tortlsemplementary distribution (i.e., [-generic])
refers to the latter and [-episodic] to the formespectively. | propose that those matching
features in both T and the (bare) nominal subjdetaile erased in order to satisfy the principle of
full interpretation (Chomsky, 1995) because theaimng unchecked feature at LF would cause
the sentence to crash. The problem we face isshether [+generic] and [+episodic] are
interpretable semantic features or uninterpretgldenmatical features. | suggest the following:
when they are realized on T, they contribute t@aeining meaning because they have semantic
content as category features (i.e., T-featuresyeiver, when they are realized on nominals,
which are base-generated in Spec VP, they areateyary features of those nominals; therefore,
those T-features in subjects should be checkedgafinst the matching features in T in Spec-
Head relations by raising to Spec TP. Consequethttyuninterpretable features are erased in
order for the derivation to converge at LF; othemyithe derivation crashes with the remaining
uninterpretatible features. Under this further tenet only can T-features in the (bare) subject
nominals and those on T be checked but this alsages an explanation which is consistent
with the Minimalist framework’s licensed featureecking. For a detailed consideration, refer to

the following ambiguous examples:



(18) a. Kay-ka cikum cic-nun-ta. (‘Dogs bark noexistential/episodic)

a’. Well-trained dogs run fast now.

b. Kay-nun/ka cic-nun-ta.
b’. Well-trained dogs run fast.

c. Kay-ka cikum cic-nun-ta.

c’. Well-trained dogs run fast now.

(existential/episodic)
(‘Dogark’: universal/generic)
(universal/generic)
(‘Dogs bark now’:rfiversal/generic)

(*universal/generic)
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The bare noudogin (18a, 4 with the individual-level predicate can be grantoe with an

episodic reading when the time adverlmialvappears. On the other hand, the others in (18)

exhibit either a universal/generic reading (18b,do ill-formed generic sentences (1809, ¢

which entails that an individual-level predicat@wcat be compatible with present tense when

they bear a generic/universal meaning. Likewise gitammatical sentences in (189, @nnot

be interpreted as a universal/generic reading al(tepres] specified with the advecikkumand

now. Their tree structures are given in (19):

(19) a. Kay-ka cikum cic-nun-ta

Episodic Reading
CP

bropisodie} T VP

1 ﬂ

\Y,

b. Kay-ka cic-nun-ta

Generic Reading

CP

|
C”\

c P

1 ,

D TV\
VP

frgenerie}

0
+genericl

\%
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Both subjects are base-generated in Spec VP, legarof the predicate type, and move to Spec
TP to get Nom checked. C is a realm for Speech tivaeis indexed 1 in both structures, while
Event time is indexed differently: with 1 in (19&)d 0 in (19b). Therefore, the former T-chain
has a matching index, while the latter does noé Jiibject DPs, bearing matching T-features
(i.e., [+episodic] and [+generic] respectively),yedo Spec TP, and the uninterpretable features
are checked off in Spec-Head relations. As a resatth derivation in (19a) and (19b) converges
at LF, and the bare noun subjdogsis interpreted episodically or generically. At game time,
the feature-checking mechanism explains why théeses*Dogs bark nowin (18) fails to

obtain a generic reading; let us assume that thentéal subjectlogsbears a generic feature

in (18c). T cannot be indexed with O because Etierd is specified in VP with the adverbial
now. Dogs bearing [+generic], moves to Spec TP in ordahieck off its NOM, and this
derivation obtains up to that point. However, thangmatical feature [+generic] dbgsin Spec

TP cannot be erased because T does not contamatcaing feature; therefore, the remaining
formal feature leads the sentence to crash at LF.

In the same way, the revised T-chain approachigstudy also explains the ongoing
controversial issues regarding case particles agdigate types in Korean/Japanese. The
following Korean examples repeat (12) and (18):

(20) a. kay-nun talli-ta = Dogs run (a universal reading)
dog-TOP run-PRES-DEC
a. kay-ka apwu-ta = (Some) Dogs are sick (an existential reading)
dog-NOM  sick-DEC
b. sungca-nun sang-ul pain-ta = Winnerdake a prize (a universal reading)

winner-TOP prize-ACC receive-PRES-DEC
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B. sungca-nun sang-ul pagsta = Winnerdook a prize (an existential reading)
winner-TOP prize-ACC receive-PST-DEC
C. sungca-nun yongkamha-ta = Winreesbrave. (a universal reading)
winner-TOP  brave-DEC
C. sungca-nun yongkamlegs-ta = Winnerswvere brave.  (an existential reading)
winner-TOP  brave-PST-DEC
The revised T-chain approach in this study als@sttp Jun’s (1996) argument; conventionally,
generic interpretations have been analyzed sdtbgtcannot be encoded with Nom-marked
bare nominals such &ay-ka(dog-Nom) andnu-ga(dog-Nom) in Korean and Japanese
respectively. According to Jun (1996), howevergegaarticles in Korean do not guarantee the
particular interpretations of bare nominals becabeeNOM-marked bare noun subj&ety-ka
can be also interpreted as a focused generic, vemgihasizes the kind/categorydufigs(i.e.,
kay-ka tallin-ta‘’dogs, no other species, run’), as opposed to DB-marked generic (i.&kay-
nun tallin-ta‘dogs run’) in (20a). Therefore, based on Jun ()@@l Baptista (2007), | argue
that the different interpretations of the same lmemenkayin (20a — generic) and (20b —
episodic) are not a matter of case patrticles; (R@a) is indexed with 0, which gives a generic
meaning, because the Event time is not specifiedt@llin-ta ‘to run’), while T in (20b) is
indexed with 1 because of its specified Event t{imee, apwu-ta'‘is sick’). Additionally, in
(20Db), T is indexed with 2 as a result of the specite@nt time, [+past] (i.epat-ass-tatook’);
however, T in (20b) is indexed with 0 due to thiesatting of Event time. Similarly, in (20c)
with the property-denoting individual-level prediegongkamha-tabrave,’ T is indexed with O
because of the off-setting of Event time, whilenT{20c) is indexed with 2 due to the specified

Event time, [+past] (i.eyongkamha-ess-tavas brave’). In (20b) an(0c), sungcawhich is
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base-generated in Spec VP, bearing [+generic], mxtav&8pec TP in order to check off its NOM,
and then, the grammatical feature [+genericuwigcan Spec TP is erased by the identical
matching feature of T; therefore, this derivatibaing licensed by a generic interpretation,
converges at LF. As considered in (20a) with resfmeambiguity between generic tense and
present tense, the examphey-ka talin-ta(dogs run) may be interpreted in two ways because
tense inalin-ta (run) is phonetically ambiguous betwesrsolute present tengee., [+present]:
lit. Dogs run noyandgeneric tenséi.e., [+generic]: litGenerally speaking, dogs ruwhich is
tense-neutral. However, there are no specific man@s irtalin-ta (run), which contribute to
distinguish those two tenses. In other words, tbepmeme {-n}, denoting present tense in
Korean, does not necessarily indicate [+presenf] @or Event time.

Guéron (2006) and Baptista (2007) previously pairet the nominal interpreting
mechanism between a bare DP subject and an individs. stage-level predicate (efg.run
vs.to be sickasillustrated in (5), in the Korean examples aboBgptista lends further support
to Kim (1993) who explains why an individual-leyekdicate is not compatible with [+present]:
“T carries a zero index and ends within VP (the donof spatial interpretation), then D will
also carry a zero index whether D is filled or rya¢)ding a generic, non-anaphoric interpretation
for the sentence” (Baptista, 2007, p. 81). Likewibe incompatibility of [+present] with an
individual-level predicate, which holds genericdern Korean is explicitly realized with an
uncontrollably obligatory use of the morpheme {that indicates present tense originally. |
propose that neither an individual-level nor a sthyel predicate is compatible with present
tense when the (bare) subject bears a genericfgaivaterpretation, even though Kim (1993)

argues that only an individual-level predicateas compatible with [+present].
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Speech time on C in Korean is categorizedas present andfuture and they are
realized with exclusively distinctive morphemes; éaample, the morphemes suchess/-ass-

n/-nun and-kess/-ulrefer to [+present], [+past], and [+future] repesdy:

Past Present Future

mek-ess-ta meknun-ta mekkess-ta / mekul-kess-i-ta
eatPST-DEC eatPRES-DEC eatFTR-DEC

‘ate’ ‘eat’ ‘will eat’

The table illustrates that the verb stemak-‘to eat’ is conjugated with three different tense-
indicating morphemes, anrdunexplicitly shows it marks present tense. In catirgvent time
on T is not absolutely identified by tense morphgnparticularly, in the case that a verb holds
the morpheme {-n}, which exhibits [+present] illtesied in the following examples in (21).
Note that in the following examples of predicateg, morpheme {-n} denotes present
tense, but it does not always retain its originalction:
(21) a. [CP C1 [TP kay-nun TO [VP tahHa]]] (generic interpretatjon
dog-Top ruRES-DEC
‘Dogs run’
b. [CP C1 [TP holangi-nun TO [VP san-eyrs#a]]] (generic interpretation)
tiger-Top moaini-Loc live-PRES-DEC
‘Tigers live on a mountain’
c. [CP C1 [TP sungca-nun TO [VP sang-ul pai-ta]]] (generic interpretation)
winner-Top prize-Acc receive-PFREEC

‘Winners take a prize’
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All predicates in (21) contain {-n}, and only (21leas a stage-level predicate, while both (21a)
and (21b) contain individual-level predicates. Agac interpretation, indexed with O in T-
chain, is tense-neutral, and the morpheme {-n} dagsecessarily exhibit [+present] with both
types of the predicate in Korean. As shown in (Zia) (21b), the morpheme {-n}, which marks
present tense itallin-ta ‘run’ and san-ta‘live,” would be used as [+present] on C in Spegate
due to {-n}, even though it does not guaranteestr@e role on T in Event time, indexed with O.
Similarly, the morpheme {-n} does not fulfill iteihdamental role of designating [+present]
within a stage-level predicateang-ulpat-nun-ta‘take a prize,” as well since T is also indexed
with 0 in (21c) as (21a) and (21b) are, despitedifferent types of the predicate. Therefore, |
argue that tense morphemes, especially, a morpfamepresent], do not help distinguishing
between generic and absolute present tense; atltipneither the individual-level predicate
nor the stage-level predicate is compatible witbo#lite [+present] when they bear a
generic/universal interpretation. This is in costri@ Kim (1993) who argues that only an
individual-level predicate is not compatible wittpfesent], while “only generic reading of the
present form occurs with the individual-level pate”(p. 201).

The following CVC and English examples that refé&) further support my argument:
(22) a. [CP C1 [TP mininu TO [VP ten brinkedu]]]é@eric interpretation)

b. [CP C1 [TP mininu T1 [VP ten brinkedu]Hpisodic interpretation)
(23) a. ‘If the child has a toy, she is happy.’i@nsal reading) -> generic tense
b. ‘Yesterday, whenever the child had a toy, she appy.’ (non-referential reading)
-> episodic tense )

The CVC predicatéen brinkedustay quiet’ in (22) can be interpreted either giécally (22a) or

episodically (22b). Also, the English predicasgppyin (10) is interpreted universally (23a) or
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existentially (23b) depending on the tense it takkesrefore, the interpretation is affected by
Event time, which is realized on T, rather thandlehotomy of the predicate type. Moreover, |
have demonstrated that it is difficult to stricthassify the type ofen brinkedustay quiet’ or
happyby looking at the predicate itself, for instanefether one is a stage-level or an
individual-level predicate because, in fact, therdmtary of the predicate types are blurry without
specified tense.

Bare noun subjects, base-generated in Spec Vimaddied by tense. In particular,
arguments (i.e., bare noun subjects) in Spec VRa@aables, are bounded by operators such as
present or past tense, which are indexed with eftloe 2 respectively on TP. In the case of off-
setting of tense, the generic operator is not reqdusecause a generic/universal reading does not
require tense; in other words, when Event time asifidexed with 0, it entails that there is no
guantifier to bind variables because “the link bbshed between event space and discourse
space is off” (Baptista, 2007, p. 84). If a stageel predicate alone can be bound by [+present]
at any rate, as Kim (1993) argues, the bare subjexstage-level predicate should be
interpreted existentially by all means. Howeveis th not true because absolute tense is not
allowed even with the stage-level predicate whearnEtime on T is off; cross-linguistic data in
this chapter have shown that neither a stage-faeelicate nor an individual-level predicate is
bound by [+present] when they bear a generic/usaleeading. The unconventional behavior of
the tense morpheme {-n} in Korean demonstrates[th@aesent] may not play its original role as
tense operator either with an individual- or a stéyel predicate. Based on this evidence,
therefore, | disagree with Diesing (1992) and Kir893) who believe that bare nominal
interpretations are determined by the predicate,tgpd a subject of an individual-level

predicate is base-generated in Spec TP (IP).



109

Moreover, | argue that all subjects are base-gésdia Spec VP, and they are assigned
theta-roles before they move to Spec TP becaussuhaze there is no possibility that they
undergo lowering or downgrading from Spec TP (iR iSpec VP in order to receive an
existential/episodic reading. T-features in thgectDP such as [+generic] and [+episodic]
should be checked off against the categorical featun T in Spec-Head relations; if they remain
unchecked in N, the derivation crashes at LF becthase features are uninterpretable formal
features (as they are not categorical N featureg;hware interpretable).

Carlson (1977) and Diesing (1992) have not beémtalcapture a solution for the
complicated phenomenon of bare nominals’ obtainimgpnventional episodic interpretation
with the so-called individual-level predicate arsbehave faced a problem in interpreting
empirical data as | have shown in this chapterh@lit being limited to insignificant distinctions
of an individual- or stage-level predicate in riglas to raising/control structures in syntax, the
revised T-chain approach in this study, based o&r@u(2006) and Baptista (2007), further
accounts for the mechanism of how the bare noujestin Spec TP, indexed with O, receives a
generic interpretation across languages. Thisdfrepproach also leads to the theory of
Universal Grammar pursued by the Minimalist Progtermough maintaining the base-generated
position of subjects in Spec VP, their theta-rasignment, and the cross-linguistic feature-

checking process.
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CHAPTER 4
MULTI-LAYERED DP
4.1 Number
In previous chapters, | have argued that nominapeojected as DPs as long as

referentiality emerges, irrespective of the preservan overt article. In this chapter, | will show
that nominals can be realized as more than jusswngle unit of DP or NP; for example, the
bare NP can be analyzed as more complex unitsairaulti-layered unit of the maximal
projection of DP, which is composed of other maxiprajections such as Number Phrase
(NumP) and Quantifier Phrase (QP) between DP andriskead of one single NP node (Li,
1998; Tang, 1990, 2004, 2005; Ishii, 2000, CherySybesma, 1999; Li and Shi, 2003, and
many others}.Besides, NumP and QP, | propose that case partitiéorean, such as topic
markersun/nun nominative markergka, accusative markersd/lul, and the genitive markery,
are realized as D elements within the multi-laydd&d In 4.1, following Nemoto’s (2005) idea,
in conjunction with Chierchia’s (1998) nominal mapphypothesis, that Korean/Japanese
common nouns are different from conventional maasg, | investigate the typological
characteristics of Korean bare nominals and thelrmumarking system by revisiting Chierchia
(1998). 4.1 discusses the semantic and syntaatbaufeatures in terms of morphosyntactic
analysis, based on Heycock and Zamparellii (20B&jptista (2007), and Stark (2008). The
intermediate level of a functional category betwbleimP and NP will enlighten the inevitability

of the split-number hypothesis in syntax crossdisgcally. In addition, | explore CIP in so-

! | borrowa multi-layered DFrom Longobardi (1994) and Baptista (2007). Baptisor example, uses this term in
her analysis of bare nominals in CVC. CVC nomirsaiks also composed of a series of layers, such aslINRP,
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called classifier languages. | will show that QRernal NP movement is not licensed by
specificity or definiteness without merging withhiead yet, as a result, the phenomenon has a
different motivation from scrambling in Korean alapanese. Similar to the overt N-to-D raising
in Romance (e.g., ltalian; Longobardi, 1994), Koread Japanese undergo overt N’s raising to
Spec QP or Q-to-D raising at LF when the (bare) inaia bear specificity/definiteness, which is
supported by empirical data from Japanese, ChimeskKorean. 4.2 presents the possibility of
case particles as D elements in the DP hypothesilénd with structural similarities between
English determiners and Korean particles undec#tegory of D. | will further argue that, in
Korean, the nominative case is checked by T &siiit English within the framework of the
Minimalist Program. In addition, | show that Koregagculiar TopP and topicalization are
associated with case alternations and inalienaidegssion constructions; moreover, in
comparison with TopP, the internal structure ofé&r bare nominals is analyzed by means of
the projection of a multi-layered DP.

4.1.1 Singular vs. Plural

4.1.1 explores the number system in Korean aslerpnary step for the investigation of
the multi-layered DP in later sections, and howitiierpretation of number in common nouns is
related to the syntax of DP in Korean. Accordinditik (1983), who treats the domain of
entities as an algebraic (nominal) structure, ibgrattion between count and mass nouns are
marked by different syntactic and semantic featysadicularly, nouns have the following

denotations for semantic domains:

Nouns Count Mass

Semantic domains Atomic join-semilattices Non-atjoin-semilattices

and DP, with which their maximal projection is fiead.
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Plural entities and mass nouns are classified asatmms, whereas only the singular entities are
atoms® The distinction of semantic domains (i&gomic join-semilattic@ndnon-atomic join-
semilatticg captures similarities and dissimilarities in terof properties of count and mass
nouns respectively. However, Stark (2008) assuhmsiominals do not exhibit specific
interpretations regardingpuntor massdenotations because those denotations are “mesdy
of singleton elements irrespective of their morpigadal number,” following Heycock and
Zamparelli’'s (2005) proposal with respect to Erglisdefinite nominals. When the
interpretation of a noun is “semantically pluratiZeit is assumed that the noun leapin-
semilattice structuréHeycock & Zamparelli, 2005). | assume that, bgdg the notion o&
join-semilattice structurén this study, nouns in so-called classifier laages such as Korean,
Japanese, and Chinese have inherent semanticiphtid, which is also supported by semantic
typologists who argue that the function of the siféers in those languages show that classifiers
play a role of individualizing nominal notions (@reerg, 1972, 1975; Gil, 1989, 1994). The
following examples exemplify Korean does not apgedrave syntactic count and mass
distinctions:
(1) a. manhun haksayng-i 0-ass-ta.
many student-NOM Com-PST-DEC
d. manhun haksayngi-i 0-ass-ta.
many student-PL-NOM Com-PST-DEC
‘Many students came.’
b. ever-land-eyse manhun tongmuwl-ulbo-ass-ta.

Ever Land-LOC many animal-ACC  s&FFDEC

2 Collective nouns such &sriture andclothing can be divided into smaller units suctchairs, closets, shirts,
skirts,and etc. Therefore, they may be semantically at@siwell, whereasandandsnoware particulate. However,
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b'. ever-land-eyse manhun tongmuulhul bo-ass-ta.
Ever Land-LOC many animal-PL-ACC  $¥eT-DEC
‘() saw many animals in Ever Land.’
Korean displays singularity and plurality with theesence and absence of the plural morpheme
tul such as the counterpart of Englisthdoes. However, the data in (1) illustrate thatgheal
connotation is successfully conveyed without thegdlmarker in Korean as (1a) and (1b) show,
which is different from English—the singular forrhlmth haksayndstudent’ andongmwul
‘animal’ are compatible with the adjectimeanhun'many,” which triggers the semantic property
of ‘being plural.’ Therefore, it seems that the &an plural marker is optional. However, we
cannot jump to this mistaken conclusion only basethis data in (1) because there is restriction
in Korean in terms of using the plural marker. Ha¢a in (1) introduce two important matters to
be highlighted in this section: first, how is pllityg including the plural marker, distributed in
Korean syntax; and second, which type of restmdi@e.g., semantic features) triggers the
different behaviors of nominals (including the nidtyered DP) in Korean.

Some languages, such as Korean, Japanese, andg&doenot distinguish the
count/mass denotations in treating common nouisghees Western languages do, and they adopt
classifiers (CL) in syntax:

(2) a. sakwa twu kay = twu kay-Uysakwa
apple two CL two CL-ATT apple
‘two apples’

b. mwul twucan = twucan-uy mwul

| do not discuss those classifications of mass sa@uny further in this study.

% Uy is used as genitive particlén Korean; however, the same morpheme is also sggeahymously aan
attributive possessive particleikewise, the Japanese genitive partioe,is used for both functions as well. There
are semantic differences between the constructitinthie prenominal CL and the NP-initial constraoati| will
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water two CL = two CL-ATT water
‘two glasses of water’
(adapted from example (1) in Kang, 1993,)p. 2
As shown in (2), the count nosakwa‘'apple’ in (2a) and the mass noomwul ‘water’ in (2b) do
not differ in their syntactic behavior as long las aippropriate classifiers are used. Therefore,
Korean has the unmarked quantificational structuméke English (Lee, 1989; Im, 1991; Kang,
1993, and many others). However, as Kang (1993jtpaiut, Korean also exhibits the

distinction between the count nouns and the magssim syntax, which is similar to English:

(3) a. sarantul ‘people’ "awu saramtul ‘two people’
b. kaytul ‘dogs’ "q{?) twu kaytul ‘two dogs’
c. sakwatul  ‘apples’ .d?) twu sakwaul  ‘two apples’
d. *mwultul  ‘waters’ '"d*twu mwul-tul ‘two waters’

In (3a), (3b), and (3c), the count noseram‘person,’kay ‘dog,” andsakwa‘apple’ are
compatible with the plural markeul* in Korean (cf., althougkay-PL andsakwaPL are also

acceptablesaramis more well-matched wittul than the former); however, the mass nowwl

discuss the difference in 4.2.1 in detail.

% The Korean plural marké¢ul has been studied as diverse functional morpheitissnteresting to note thatl is
optional in syntax and even can flexibly occur vathverbs, locatives, and sentence enders attachbdm.
Accordingly, it has various names in literature;lsasubiquitous plural marke(Song, 1975)agreement plural
marker(Park & Sohn, 1993}0py plural marke(Kuh, 1987; Lee, 1991¥purious plural markef1994),extrinsic
plural marker(Song, 1997), and so forth. Those various behawbig are provided in the examples below:
a. esdul 0-se-yo
quickly-PL come-Hon-Pol
b. ese o-se-yat
quickly come-Hon-Pol-PL
c. esetul 0-se-ydul
quickly-PL come-Hon-Pol-PL
‘Come, quickly!
As shown the examples above, the optional plurakeraul follows any word, phrase, clause, or sentence
(therefore it iubiquitousaccording to Song) “to indicate distributive plitywabf the subject nominal.”(Sohn, 1994,
p. 349) Alsotul can occur any position that is marked [] as iliatgtd below:
d. aitul-i Tom-eyke-[] ppang-ul-[]  manhi-[] cwuesseyo-[]
child-PL-NOM Tom-to bread-ACC  alot gave



115

‘water’ with the plural marketul is rarely used in Korean. It is interesting to nibtat when
numerals precede, the mass/count distinctions get miear: only [Num+saram+Plih (34) is
acceptable as a well-formed structure, whereas [Ny or sakwa+PL] in (3band (3¢ are
awkward, and the parallel structure with the mamsymwulin (3d) is not acceptable.

Based on these Korean data, Korean does revealctigndistinctions between count and
mass nouns, although the differences are notiasatrin English. Then, what makes the
distinctions, even “to a lesser degree than in iEhg(Kang, 1993), between those two types of
nouns in Korean? In order to find the answer, aseolation of cross-linguistic data from
Japanese and Chinese, which show similarities Kotiean, would be helpful.

In turn, | recall Chierchia (1998). Bare nomindlare NPs) are widely used as external
arguments (subjects) and internal arguments (a)jecKorean. This phenomenon provokes
controversy with the conventional generalizatiost tinly DPs are arguments, and non-argument
NPs denote kinds. For this reason, Chierchia (18B#ns that arguments in Chinese-type
languages such as Korean and Japanese come batlekicon as a level of bare NPs, e.g.
[+arg, -pred] type languages, which do not posdessrminers in syntax. Only determiner-like
elements such as quantifiers and demonstrativest9¢Ps and shift them into predicates. In his
view, these NPs are arguments themselves becasareh “kinds.” Therefore, due to the
property of “kinds,” bare NPs in languages sucKaean do not necessarily indicate
countability, such as singularity and pluralityather languages, and the mass interpretation of
Korean nouns lack pluralization. However, the galimation of Chinese-type languages is

incorrect. Chierchia (1998) further argues thagleages such as Korean and Chinese have a

‘The children gave Tom a lot of bread.’ (Lee, 1991, p. 81)
® Kang (1993) proposes that the sequence of [NP+Nilthas the canonical quantificational construction
Korean; however, | follow the natural sequence ofrider Phrase in Western Languages and Cheng arsi8gb
(1999), and propose [Num+CL+NP] as the default tooton, whose sequence is different from Kan%93)
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unique number system for counting atom-like massadecause “pluralizing them makes no
sense” (p. 347). However, as we have observedidbasis not true. Korean bare nouns can
appear in argument positions, being pluralizedhasva in (1), and, particularly, they can
function as subjects or objects; therefore, theyaagument expressions (i.e., DP).

My argument is straightforwardly supported by Neon(@005). She states that “bare
nouns of Korean/Japanese can refer to a speatficidtual, but mass nouns cannot,” and
generalizes Korean and Japanese bare singulansdasekerring arguments, whereas bare
plurals are not. As Nemoto (2005) shows, Korearaldape bare nouns can be pluralized, and
anaphoric NP arguments behave like count noundewmglish mass nouns cannot be
pluralized. Without determiners, English mass natarmot refer to specific individuals, while
Korean/Japanese bare nouns can refer to the eguisalithout determiners. The singular form
of bare nouns in Korean/Japanese can be kind-agndtbwever, plural nouns cannot. In
contrast, English plural nouns can be kind-refgrremd the kind-referring expressions are true
mass nouns. In the following table, | summarizedifierence between Korean/Japanese bare

nouns and conventional mass nouns that ChiercB8jlcategorizes, based on Nemoto (2005):

English Korean

not pluralized ex) furnitures pluralized exkakwu-tul ‘furniture-PL’

do not refer to specific individuals furnitur | refer to specific individuals -kakwu

e *[+def, +spec] [+def, +spec]

PL nouns can be generic exjgs PL nouns cannot be generic (not number-neut
ral) ex) *kay-tul‘dog-PL’

true mass => kind-referring expressions mass =>knuah-referring arguments

canonical quantificational construction in Korehwill discuss the sequence of the Number Phraskepth in 4.1.2.
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As pointed out in Nemoto (2005), we face a puzzigry can’t nonhuman plural nouns

appear in generic/kind-predication sentences?4Q3), as specified in the following examples:

(4) a. *kay-tul: Mass + PL d. kay: Mass (‘dogQ’)
b. *kakwu-tul: Mass + PL b'. kakwu: Mass (‘furniture’)
c. hankwuksaram-tulCount + PL ‘chankwuksaram: Mass (‘Korean’)

As shown in the examples above, all bare singuwdans are kind-referring and behave like
conventional mass nouns suchfasiture in English; therefore, botkay ‘dog’ in (4a) and
kakwu‘furniture’ in (4b) cannot have the plural suffitul due to their property of mass
denotation, such darniture in English. In contrast, botmankwuksaraniKorean'’ in (4c) and
hankwuksaram-tuKorean-PL’ in (4¢) with a plural suffix are all well-formed. | suggie
hankwuksaramKorean’ in (4c) should “come out of the lexicontivmass denotations” initially
like other bare nouns, but the original type o$ tleixicon shifts from mass to count denotation
by the type-shifting functor, [+human]. Consequgnthis nominal turns into a count noun and
can be pluralized as illustratedhankwuksaram-tuKorean-PL’ (4¢) with a suffix. My

proposal finds corroboration in Baptista (2003) vexplains that “the plural marker shows a
preference for nouns with [+human] which we consaleonsequence of its sensitivity to a
semantic principle that takes a [+human] featurkeasg more individuated than items that are [-
human]” (p. 20). Therefore, human nouns are supéariterms of being individuated with the
feature [+human] and undergoing type-shifting tardanouns in a so-called classifier language,
Korean. | propose [+human] triggers the defaultsr@sinotation to undergo shifting into the
count connotation in Korean syntax; D is univerbal, the type-shifting of count/mass

denotations, depending on [+human] in syntax,l&@guage-specific phenomenon as a type of
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parametric variations. For example, English nonsirail not undergo this kind of type-shifting
with [+human], but Korean bare nominals do.

Conventional English mass nouns and Korean/Japdaesenouns show a crucial
difference; if mass nouns cannot be pluralized lzesr€hia (1998) argues, Korean/Japanese, as
NP [+arg, -pred] languages, should not able tolbeajized. On the contrary, Korean/Japanese
bare nouns can be pluralized, and “anaphoric ndrangaments behave like count nouns,”
while English mass nouns cannot be pluralized ,(&gynitures). Without determiners, English
mass nouns cannot refer to specific individualg. (éurniture), while Korean/Japanese bare
nouns can refer to the equivalents without deteensinThe singular form of bare nouns in
Korean/Japanese can be kind-denoting; howevemlplouns (e.g., *dog-PL) cannot. In
contrast, English plural nouns can be kind-refgrremd the kind-referring expressions are true
mass nouns. In addition, Korean/Japanese bare moem®t fundamentally kind-referring

arguments, as opposed to Chierchia’s (1998) prdposa

(5) a. bakkath-e haksayng-i issta
outside-LOC student-NOM exis (Korean)
b. soto-ni gakusei-ga imasu
outside-LOC student-NOM exist (Japanese)

‘There is/are a student/students outside’ (adapted from Nemoto, 2005, p. 398)
Both haksayngandgakuseistudent’ demonstrate that Korean and Japanesenoams are
interpreted existentially in (5), rather than gecedty, which implies that these bare nominals are
not mass nouns. Therefore, Nemoto (2005) arguésikhee nouns in an NP [+arg, -pred]
language denote kinds and come out of the lexidtmmass denotations,” as Chierchia (1998)

proposes, only when “they retain mass denotatidowever, “when DP and CIP are projected,



119

they trigger the mass to count denotation shifalthoughgakusei/haksayngtudent’ with a
mass denotation argakusei/haksayntiat denotes a specific singular individual are
phonologically the same, they are not syntactidhléysame: the former is an NP, whereas the
latter is a DP” (pp. 402-4). For better understagdi provide the following Korean examples in
line with Nemoto (2005):
(6) a. Tom-un laksayngrita
Tom-Top student-Dec
‘Tom is a student’
b. sunsayngnim-umksayngrul cal cito-hayyahan-ta
teacher-Top student-ACC well teawust-Dec
‘Teachers have to teach students well’
c. ku sey-myeng-uyngksayng)
that three-CL-ATT student
‘three students’ (Korean)

Haksayngstudent’ in (6) are classified differently: a Niredicate (a), DP argument (b), NP
within CLP whose maximal projection is DP (c); a®sault,haksayndgstudent’ has different
semantic features such as [-def] with (a) and [Jraéh (b) and (c). Therefore, the interpretation
of Korean/Japanese bare nouns and their countingtssctions are far more complicated than
Chierchia (1998) proposes.

Embracing Nemoto (2005), which provides a way txeéin between the general mass

connotation in Chierchia (1998) and Korean/Japabase nouns, | separate Korean/Japanese
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bare nouns from conventional mass néumgh agurniture and define the former akerived
mass nounand the latter asue mass nouns

| agree with Chierchia (1998) and Nemoto (2005) walgue that Korean/Japanese bare
nouns, including all argument expressions, do coutef the lexicon with a mass denotation,
and | further propose there are two ways of recateigpg of Korean/Japanese bare nouns to
count nouns; one is recategorization with classifiand the other is recategorization with D
possessing [+human]. When CIP is projected, thee&obare NP is explicably recategorized
into count denotation because of CIP, which is@g@ls to English mass nouns with classifiers
such as cup of coffe@andtwo pieces of furnitureAs a result, [DP [CIP [NP]]] structure
(possessing type-shifting functors such as DP wwtrt determiners and CIP with classifiers) is
projected as a recategorized full DP cross-lingea#ly. Likewise, in Korean, a bare form itself
turns into a count noun with type-shifting functstech as CLP or with the overt determiners
such as demonstratives. Additionally, | propos¢ ffRlauman] in D also plays as a type-shifting
functor as demonstrated in (4).

Turning to the nature of common nouns with [+humarforean, we have seen that a
null D is also realized with [+human] in some baagninals (e.g., the kind-referring bare noun
hankwuksaranKorean’), which is even pluralized with the suffitul. Accordingly, Korean has
a characteristic of so called [+arg, +pred] (eEmglish) or [-arg, +pred] (e.g., French) language.
Based on this manifestation, | claim two forms—imeass vs. count denotation, are compatible

with each other in Korean syntax, even though lia&sthat the default type is mass nouns as

® According to Corbett (2000), the bare form of asmaoun turns into a singular form when it is “tegarized” to
a count noun (p. 81). For example, English massscan be “recategorized” (Corbett, 2000, p. 8otant nouns
after undergoing type-shifting; likewise coffeeis a recategorized count noun as shown below:
a cup afoffee (mass denotatign
coffee (mass denotation) ----[
aoffee (count denotation
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Chierchia (1998) proposes. Referentiality is reslias bare nominal forms in Korean, and a null
D is a locus for those kind-referring bare nomihedéerential features (i.e., [+def, -spec]) or
[+human] to reside. The following figures in (7)pda&in the feature-checking process at LF

occurring in a bare nominal phrase with a null D:

(7 a. DP b. DP
I I
Spec D $pb’
frreft |\ —f+humda |\
N D NP N D NP
kay+ref] | hankwuksarapthuman|
"N N
| |
it |it
(argumerkay ‘dog’) (argumeihtankwuksarankKorean’)

[+Human] has no phonetic value. N moves to Spe@OFH-. In regard of D’s [+human] as well
as [+ref], D offers a position for [+human] to deecked off via Spec-Head relations within DP
that is a maximal projection of bare NP. Althoughyiman] is a categorical feature of N, which
is interpretable, it should be eliminated in D hesmit is uninterpretable in D. | propose
[+human] triggers the default mass connotationnengo shifting into the count connotation in
Korean syntax; D is universal, but the type-shgftof count/mass denotations depending on
[+human] in syntax is a Korean-peculiar phenomes®a type of parametric variations.

| have modified Chierchia’s (1998) theoryradminal mapping hypothesamd have
investigated the property of Korean bare nomingliarents. As | previously defined,
Korean/Japanese bare nominalsdeeved mass nourigecause they show both typological
characteristics from NP [+arg, +pred] languagesRd+arg, -pred] languages as categorized

in Chierchia (1998). In addition, | have shown ttiegre are two kinds of type-shifting functors
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in Korean: classifiers (CL) and [+human]. Koreamebaouns originally “come out of the lexicon
with mass denotations,” which is NP [+arg, -prezlfy( Chinese); however, in order to shift to
the property of NP [+arg, +pred] (e.g. Englishgyhundergo type-shifting with CL and
[+human]; as a result, they can turn into countodiaions as well. However, Korean does not
seem to obtain the utmost level of count denotaa®much as NP [-arg, +pred] languages (e.g.
French) attain. For this reason, Korean’s presutyygalogical unfeasibility as NP [-arg, +pred]
level might have resulted from Chierchia’s assertltat Korean nominals hold fundamental
mass denotation in lexicon as a mass-denotingifttadanguage. In contrast, this study shows
that Korean bare nominal arguments entail the cleawatic of both NP [+arg, +pred] and NP
[+arg, -pred]. [+tHuman] as a categoryasfimacyimplements a crucial role in the distribution of
the plural suffix, and consequently, the distribatof the plural suffix gives rise to different
interpretations of bare nominals in Korean. Theef@hierchia’s (1998) theory abminal
mapping hypothesishould be revised in accordance with the factdistinctions between DP
and NP languages are inexplicable in terms of #tera of non-mass-like Korean bare nominal
arguments due to their pluralization and [+humaaldre.

4.1.2 Split Number Hypothesis

This section offers a morphosyntactic analysiswhber. | propose the application of the
feature-checking process aagreementn the Minimalist Program to the multi-layered DP
when the number feature, such as singular [SGlusalPL], is concerned. Morphological
discrepancy in terms of the (plural) number marlgggtem arises among languages; for
example, as we have shown previously, the Korearalpinarkertul can be optional even with a

count noun, but the counterpart in Western langsiagg. Englisk-s is generally obligatory.

"It is well-known that English plural suffix is negstricted to s; for instance, English hadld Englishremnants in
its plural suffixes, which include thosestrong nounssuch a®xen (-en), children (-rengndmen (-en)inherited
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Emonds (2000) points out the morphological diffees) which are salient, between Japanese
and English:

(8) Number Filter The functional heads (I and D) must be specifogchumber (PLURAL) at
PF in certain languages (e.g., English but notiega). (p. 20)

This study treats Korean NumP in the same walheglentical category in Japanese, as
those of other linguistic behaviors do so, andtie®ry ofNumber Filterabove would be
applied to Korean. Emonds (2000), supporting Kurd®®2) who states that number features
are closely related to the D head, proposes thattie “canonical locus of PLURAL.” Even
though | agree that the level of the number agret¢med the morphological plural marking in
Korean and Japanese are not as strict as thos&list; my proposal is not fully in agreement
with his: | suggest the number filter is NumP, Bé&t, because | hypothesize D itself is rather the
locus of specificity, definiteness, or referentiglthan a locus for number features.

Baptista (2007) supports my argument that numbaominals is associated with NumP,
rather than DP. She also postulates that N-to-fingiin CVC nominals is involved via Num for
checking [+Plur] (i.e., plural features) at LF whagsre nominals denote definiteness/
referentiality, as shown in the scheme below:

(9) a. Definite specific plural
Kaza di es aldeia e rdta
House of this neighborhood is cheap

‘The houses in this neighborhood are chieap

from a common Proto-Germanic ancestor.
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[+Plur]
ti’ ti

4

b. Libru sta riba di menza
book is top of table

‘The book is on top of the table.’

DP
b D’

Spec D

Spec

o Num

librui pec N
[-Plur]

t/’
i |

The trees in (9aand (9 illustrate the process of a plural feature cheglof the examples in

(9a) and (9b) respectively. The bare plural nkarma‘house’ contains [+Plur] even though it is
not PL-marked morphologically; however, the de@rsingular specific/referential bare nouns
such adibru ‘book’ has [-Plur], and those nominals enter iptBlur] checking process via N-to-

Num before N-to-D. She also suggests that generic bare Ns and mdasKNsumber (NumP):

& In my analysis of Korean NumP, Baptista’s (200@31[ir] in NumP is divided into two domains: i) Nurfo?
numerals and ii) PIP for semantic number features (+LATT]), which is based on Heycock and Zamparelli



(10) a.Katxor ka gosta di gatu [DP[NIP [N katxor]]]]
dog NEG like of cat
‘Dogs do not like cats’
b.Agu di es fonti e freska ma salgada [DPafii [NP [N ti]]]]
water of this spring is fresh but salty

‘The water in this spring is fresh but salty’

DP
NP

Spe
Spec

katxor
agui ti

4 |
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Baptista’s (2007) analysis of determinerless ndtuctires shows that CVC bare nominal

arguments are projected as full DPs consistingufiftayered nominals including CL, Num, N,

and D, which are identical with my current analysfigorean. She analyzes bare NP as DP with

“empty determiners” due to argumenthood statusréfbee, the generic bare nokatxor‘dog’

in (10a) is projected as DP without NumP, whereamas noun N such agu ‘water’ in (10b)

is raised to D, i.e., N-to-D raising, and is alsojected as DP, being devoid of NumP, when

definite. It is interesting to note that CVC nonigiean denote definiteness with movement

either from N to Num (count Ns) or from N to D (medss), whether determiners in CVC bare

nouns are present or not. Therefore, Baptista’8{p&nalysis of N-to-Num raising with the

agreement operation withPtur] in CVC number marking provide crucial evidertbat

(2005).
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morphological number and semantic number are distand that number features are closely
associated with NumP, rather than DP.

Similar to Baptista (2007), Heycock and Zampa(@d05) argue for a split of semantic
and syntactic number—[PLUR] or [SG] feature is assted with syntactic number, consistent
across all DP constituents, such as determinersiamals, even including adjectives (elgs
arbres verty French has agreement in number among an adjectigieterminer, and a noun.
The number feature-checking process, associatédNumP as the number filter, in the
following examples show how NumP is involved witlnmerals cross-linguistically:

(11) a. Ot hajot lattam
5 shiRing | saw
b. Hajokat lattam
ship$iur | saw
‘| saw five ships’ (Huagan, Heycock & Zamparelli, 2005. p. 228)
c. Taset saram-ul po-ass-ta
5 magngACC see-PST-DEC
d. Saram-tul-ul po-ass-ta
mepu-PL-ACC  see-PST-DEC
‘| saw five ships’ (Korean)
In the examples (11) above, | provide the Koreamberpart that corresponds to the Hungarian
data from Heycock and Zamparelli (2005). Both laaggs illustrate the same behavior in the
given data: when numerals occur, the noun is maogjnzally singular in (11a) and (11c);

however, plural morphemes are used without numerdlslb) and (11c).



127

Based on the Hungarian and Korean data, followiegdek and Zamparellii (2005), who
propose the feature-split approach, | verify thaitactic and semantic number features should be
split. If those two features (i.e., semantic anatagtic number) were concomitant with each
other, the mismatch between [5 + SINGULAR] in (1&ay (11c) would be ill-formed.

However, they are grammatical in both languagesgfore, the cross-linguistic data in (11) is
strong evidence for the feature-split approachamdigg the semantic/syntactic number. A more
detailed explanation of the feature-split is gilaetow:

The semantic feature we will call LATT (for “latgt). It has two possible

values: -LATT (semantically singular) or +LATT (santically plural, i.e.,

“having a join semilattice structure”). The semaré&ature LATT is distinguished

from the gfeature for syntactic number, indicated as +PLigf{actically plural)

and —PLUR (syntactically singular)PUR belongs to the more general group of

agreementeatures...semantic pluralization (meaning by thesdreation of a lattice

structure, via * or +) is not performed at N (seyth the application of plural

morphology to the noun root), but is left to thestaact functional head PI, which takes

the NP as its complement. P| can perform twontistsemantic operations, depending on

the value of its feature PLUR at LFBlur) denotes star (*), the pluralizer for count
nouns, Rl ur) denotes div), the pluralizer for mass nouns. (Heycock & Zarefiar

2005, pp. 219-36)

They assume that a phonologically empty Num headaHalLATT] by merging PIP. Therefore,

“Nump.arr) is equivalent to a cardinal with the meanamge and Num. at) to a cardinal (set)

® Heycock and Zamparelli (2005, p. 219) adopt Chorssid 995, 2000) checking theory of features, whitdtes
that “features without a value crash at Spell-OHiivever, different from Chomsky, they do not assuhat
“features that receive a value in the course ofitrévation are deleted before the level of intetgtion is reached”;
on the contrary, they believe that those featuriéis values play an important role in “determinimg tspecific
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meaningmore than oné Adopting Heycock and Zamparelli (2005), | propdkat Korean
numerals can be phonologically (overtly) realizedNum head, and Pl has [+LATT] as its
inherent, categorial features, while N, the loctigie morphological number, has [SG] or [PL]
as its intrinsic features. In addition, | reviseittsystem in a simple way and do not use Qv (
for pluralizer for mass nouns; instead, irrespect¥ count/mass denotations, | use a different
binary scheme, which is either PL* or P, inste&dime with PI. | assume, in terms of the
semantic number, we generally recognize numbePlkalsdr [SG], rather than [Mass PL], [Mass
SG], [Count PL], and [Count SG]. Therefore, thédaing regulation is enough: 1)i>1, the
semantic value is marked as PI*; 2h#0 or 1, the semantic value is marked as P, (i.e., neithe
with star (*) nor with div {)).*°

Based on Heycock and Zamparelli (2005), Stark (2@08 the checking theory
(Chomsky, 1995), I apply the agreement procesBeosémantic number (PI*) and the syntactic
number (SG or PL) to a syntactic computation witihie NumP. In this computation, PIP is only
concerned with the semantic number, and it is @spaonsible for the morphological number. As
a result, the morphological number in Pl shouleétssed; otherwise, the remaining
morphosyntactic number features in Pl cause thigatam to crash at LF because they are
uninterpretable features in PIP. However, the nurfdstures in NP can remain after Spell-Out
at PF because they are interpretable (categofeati)res on nouns (Stark, 2008). Vice versa, the
semantic number features on N should be checkeduetdie Spell-Out as they are

uninterpretable on N

semantic function.” See Heycock and Zamparelli &d0r more discussion.

9 Following Heycock and Zamparelli (2005), Stark@@palso explains that merge of N with PI* creates
[+LATT] denotations, regardless of “the morpholagioumber of N”; then, PIP is merged with Num thasts
cardinals. See Stark (2008) for more discussich@bBgreement operation.

" Stark (2008) has a similar approach with this wtalifferent from mine, her analysis is based andhecking
theory withprobe and matclandvalue and delet@n the latest versions of the Minimalist Progra@in¢msky, 2000,
2001, 2005; Pesetsky & Torrego, 2004). She alsensxtely discusses partitive elements and gendeeatgnt
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Now, the following agreement process can explainy 6it hajot‘five ship,” taset saram
(five man),taset ai(five child), andwu sonyer{two boy) are grammatical, in contrast to

English, as we have observed so far. Before thatse Bnglish examples are presented:

(12) a. NumP b. NumP
I |
Num Numi
| \ | \
Num PIP Num PIP
n=0 / | n=1 / |
water PI (@ boy PI
parg |\ par |\
Pl NP Pl NP
[-LATT] | [-LATT]
sg N sg N
I I
N N
I I
i t it
[SG] [SG]
[-LATT] [-LATT]
water (MASS) a boy (COUNT

The mass nouwaterin (12a) has the features [SG], morphological nemand [-LATT], pure
semantic number. [4ATT] feature in Pl needs not be checked becaussariterpretable in Pl as

a categorial feature. In the same way, [SG] in Bnisnterpretable, categorial feature of itself;
therefore, [SG] in Pl and [-LATT] in N should beased against to each other. N moves to Spec
PIP to check off the uninterpretable [-LATT] viag&tpHead relations with Pl. Finallg=0 in

Num informs the lack of overt numerals in the whabteninal phrase (i.e., NumP). Similarly, the
count noura boy(12b) has the features [SG] and [-LATT]. N moves$pec PIP for checking its
uninterpretable [-LATT] against Pl via Spec-Healhtiens. The only difference from the
computation withwaterin (12a) is specified in Num positioa:boy, as a count noun, Num has

the valuen=1, and this value results in taking the indefinitecke a, which corresponds to an

inside the Romance nominal, which is controlledNuym. See Stark (2008) for more detailed discussion.
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indefinite singular nominal in the overt syntax.e6lb computations of agreement operation show

how the English mass nowaterand the count noua boyare interpreted differently in relation

to semantic and syntactic number features andyesuét, converge at LF. Therefore, | argue

that NumP is the filter of number in nominals, B®. Also, the same process is applied to the

cross-linguistic data given in (13):

(13) a. NumP
I
Num
| \
Num PIP
n=5 /[ |
five child, PI*
farr |\
PI* NP
[+LATT] |

English (*five childg)

b. NumP

|
Numni

| \
Num PIP
n=5 / |
tasea| PI¥
par |\
*P NP
[+LATT]
s N
I
N
I
it
[SG]
[+LATT]

Korean (tbakg)

As we have already observed, cross-linguistic datav that, with the absence of overt (or

morphological) number agreement, not only in Hurageidt hajot (five ship) but also in Korean

such agaset sarantfive man),taset ai(five child), andwu sonyer{two boy) are grammatical,

which is different from English. In both trees,lémiing Heycock and Zamparelli (2005), Pl is

marked as PI* because * identifies the fact thatdbmantic number valuens> 1. The count

nounchild in (13a) has the features [SG], morphological nemand [-LATT], pure semantic

number, in N, which is different from the Korearuaterpart because the Korean N has

[+LATT]. Childin (13a) moves to Spec PIP in order to checkteflininterpretable feature [-
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LATT]; however, the checking process fails duehte mismatch between [-LATT] in Spec and
[+LATT] in Head. Therefore, the derivation crasla4.F because of the remaining
uninterpretable feature in N at LF; as a resuét,Emglishfive childis ungrammatical. On the
other hand, the Korean exampdeet ai‘five child’ is grammatical in the following waysi
with [SG] and [+LATT] enters into the same checkprgcess as English, but the uninterpretable
feature [+LATT] in N is successfully erased in Sppéead relations after movement at LF.
Therefore, this derivation converges at LF.
The projection of PIP in nominals also plays impaottrole in distinguishing a NP

predicate and an indefinite NP (i.e., DP) as shbelow:
(14) a. Mary becamf\NP a nursg].

d. lam[NPanurse].

b. Yesterday, Mary m¢DP a doctor].

b | talked with[DP a doctor].

(15) a. NumP b. NumP
| |
Num Nuni
|\ |\
Num  PIP Num PIP
n=1 / | n=1 / |
a nursePl (a) doctorPl
pearry | poary |\
Pl NP Pl NP
[-LATT] | [-LATT]
ise) N se) N
| I
N N
| |
i t it
[SG] [SC]
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A doctorin (14b, B) is a DP argument, whereasursein (14a, § is a predicative NP (i.e., non-
argument). These two parallel schemes highlightieial difference between the indefinite
articlea in NP and DP frames with respecthe split-number hypothesi& in [NP a nurse] in
(14a) is base-generated as a numeral in the Nuthbezause it purely corresponds to the
numerall, without engaging in any referential interpretatimt number; in this casadoes not
play any role but a number marker. The countegfd®omance language data, for example, is
realized without an indefinite article, suchJassuis infirmierg* Je suis une infirmiejan
French, which also supports the classificatioa of (14a) as a number marker, rather than a
semantic marker. Therefor@jn (14a) denotes purely a number (i.e., SG), wis@dmbiguously
homophonous to the indefinite article. On the otieerd,a in [DP a doctor] in (14b) is an
indefinite article, which is base-generated inEnhkead as a determiner. Therefore, the roke of
in (14b) is originally an indefinite article; howew due to its homophonous counterpart (i.e., the
number markea in (14a)), it is not only involved as an indefeniharker but also as the numeral
1 at the same time. In order to distinguish thosewerds, | mark an indefinite article in Num as
(a) in the tree in order to highlight that it is nahflamentally an element of Num but an element
of D, as shown in the tree (14b).

| assume that the distribution of the uninterprigtdbature [t ATT] in N is arbitrary;
therefore, the Englisthild in (13a) contains [-LATT], whereas the Korean ceupartai has
[+LATT]. Based on only these two examples, howewer,cannot jump to the conclusion that
this phenomenon would be an instance of a paramedriation. The following example
demonstrates that the arbitrary distribution_dfA¥T] in N is not just restricted to a parametric

variation:
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(15) a. NumP b. NumP
I I
Num Nuni
|\ |\
Num PIP Num PIP
n=1/ | n=3 /[ |
one fish Pl abr fish PI*’
peary |\ prar |\
Pl NP *P NP
[-LATT] | [+LATT]
sar N | . NII
N N
| |
i t it
[SG] [SG]
[-LATT] [+LATT]
one fish three fish

An English collective noun such &shin (15) is ambiguous between a plural and sindialian
due to its lack of explicit morphological markiragditionally, the semantic value of either [-
LATT] or [+LATT] is randomly distributed in N, suchsone fishandthree fish which are
analogous to (13a) (i.e., [-LATT]) and (13b) (i(€LATT]) respectively. Therefore, the arbitrary
distribution of those features can occur languagennally either in Korean or in English, or can
occur across languages as well. As | have demaadiray looking at the morpheme itself, e.g.
fish, committeeand so forth, does not contribute in determirifregdistribution of the semantic
number feature in language; as a result A¥T] are not directly associated with the number
morphemes. This argument strongly supports HeyaockZamparellii's (2005) feature-split
approach that suggests the semantic number featagesdless of the morphological marking,
are controlled by PIP with the agreement operatioaddition, | assume that [+LATT] are
relatively more distributed in (bare) nominalsamduages regarded as a mass-denoting NP

group characterized by Chierchia (1998) (e.g., Eordapanese, and Chinese are characterized
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as NP [+arg, -pred]) than nominals in other lang@sa@.g., Western languages), because bare
NPs in NP [+arg, -pred] languages “come out ofiéxécon with mass denotations” (Nemote,
2005), which are already “semantically pluralizédencok & Zamparellii, 2005), and the nouns
exist as “a set composed in all the ways in whidsé (elements) can be grouped together into
pluralities”(recited from Stark, 2008, p. 65). Ewiough | do not have a full agreement with
Chierchia’s (1998) proposal that defines Korean asict mass-denoting (i.e., NP [+argument, -
predicate]) language, | believe his proposal iscedrable based on this indisputable evidence of
more distribution of [tATT] in Korean (bare) nouns than English countetpan addition to

this idea, | confirm my previous argument againchhasserts that Korean bare nominals are
derived mass nourigecause they originally “come out of the lexicathwnass denotations,”

but, when they take CL or [+human], they flexiblydergo type-shifting in order to turn into
count denotations. This line of approach is in agrent with Cheirchia’s (1998) proposal to a
certain extent.

4.1.3 QP, NumP, and CIP

In this section, | argue that quantifiers shouldlsinguished from determiners as a
lower functional projection, in favor of diversenittional heads, which are internally realized
within DP (Giusti, 1997; Baptista, 2007). | propd3eantifier Phrases (QP) can widely refer to
any phrases denoting quantities, numerals, theasiyatnumber, and even universal quantifiers
such asll andevery therefore, QP may contain NumP (Number Phrasg )R (Classifier
Phrase). Language-specifically, Korean CIP, pregddgenumerals, is always dependant on
NumP. These preliminary outlines of QP in relatiotNumP and CIP roughly result in my
presupposition that the latter two phrases arelgingplaced with QP in this study. | will revisit

this point again.
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Heycock and Zamparelli (2005, p. 218) also sugthesinevitability of NumP in the

multi-layered DP:
(16) a. [DP those [NumP ... [NP children]]]

b. [DP B[NumP two ... [NP children]]]

c. [NumP two ... [NP children]]
In (16a), D is occupied by the overt determinieose and (16b), with a null D, functions as an
argument; however, (16c¢), without a null D, is agicate, not an argument. Therefore, the
example (16c) shows that even bare NumP existgigimilar way as bare NP does
(i.e., non-argument bare NP). A determinerless nams introduced by numerals in the
example given in (16c), and it validates the awmlity of “a post-determiner position for
numerals.” Also, | follow Stark’s (2008, p. 59) pasal that the projection of NumP inside
nominals? are widely accepted; number in some languageséssively realized with CIP, but
some languages use CIP rarely, because languagéicspeenomena do exist, and “language-
specific features triggering different overt reatinns of nominal determination” (p. 59) are
found cross-linguistically. Likewise, the exampsg®wn below also highlight the different

syntactic realization of number between English Kockan:

(17) a. * this boys b. * theswyb
c. i sonyen-tul d. i-targ/en
this boy-PL this-moy

‘these boys’ ‘thdsmys’ (re@an)

The equivalent Korean data in (17) exemplify timet lack of number agreement between the

determiner and the head noun does not result irmomgaticality in Korean. In contrast to

2 5ee Munn and Schmitt (2005), Zamparelli (2004 5)Gd Baptista (2007) for more detailed discussiufin
NumpP.
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English and other Western languages, Korean areh&ap do not exhibit number agreement
between determiners and head nouns; instead,f@essire widely used with numerals. In this
study, as previously stated, | treat [QP] as [NumH[IP] or [NumP with CIP]. Therefore, in
this section, | do not distinguish QP from NumP &tB unless specification is necessary. The
following English data imply that not only QP bus@NumP and CIP are the possible
candidates for sub-layers within a multi-layered DP
(18) a. all cows =[DP [QP all [NP cows]]]

b. two cows = [DP [NumP two [NP cows ]]]

c. a herd df cattle = [DP [NumP a [CIP herd.of [NP cattle]]]] (English)
Compared to English, however, the Korean lexicavigles more abundant categories of
classifiers. Before exploring syntactic aspectslassifiers in Korean, | present meanings and
usages of classifiers as an essential part ofabae nategory.

To illustrate the specific nature of classifiergrenclassifiers from Korean and Japanese

are explored in depth in this section. First, Iyie Korean and Japanese classifiers in the table

below*

(19) Classifiers in Korean and Japanese

3 The English prepositioaf functions asttributive genitive(ATT) in (1c), whose function is identical to the
Korean and Japanese genitive markayandno respectively. They initially play a role of casariicles; however,
the function ofattributive genitivas derived after losing their original nomenclauBased on these data, | assume
this cross-linguistic phenomenon may be treategtasmmaticalizatiorin a broad sense becaggammaticalization
can refer to “shifts in function of syntactic cangttions” (Delancey, 1993).

1 The table is from Downing (1996, p. 64), origigdlom Sanches (1977). Sanches (1977) and Matsu(h88&y)
report children’s acquisition pattern of the cléissisystem in Japanese. It is interesting to tiud¢ the general
inanimate classifietsy, is acquired during children’s earlier time, wreeselassifiers for abstract referents are not
acquired in the earlier stage of acquisition, dr&ytare frequently replaced with the general inaténclassifietsu
Downing (1996) attributes the earlier acquisitidrism andnin to the predominance of those two classifiers intad
usage. | assume the same analogy may be reflecteoreéan classifier system in relation to the fiesstguage
acquisition (pp. 46-7).
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Meanings of CL Korean Japanese
inanimate general CLkay tsu

long, slender objects  carwu hon

flat, thin objects cang mai
people myeng/pwun nin
animals mari hiki
vehicles, machines tay dai

Animate referents are divided into human classfsrch asnyengor pwun(honorific form of
myeng and animal (non-human) classifier suchresi. Classifiers for inanimate concrete
referents are composed of “quality-based” classifseich asarwufor long and thin objects
(e.g., pens and pencils) acangfor thin and flexible objects (e.g., paper aneédrseaweed) and
“kind-based” classifiers such #sy for machinessongifor flowers andchayfor buildings;
therefore, the choice of classifiers is also asdgediwith the property (i.e., fixity and density) o
nouns, like the animate classifiers such as humdman-human types. The occurrence of
abstract referents, however, is restricted, contper@nimate and inanimate referents, and the
inanimate general classifikayis used often with those nouns as a neutral élassi Korean,
similar to Japanedsuas “a last resort,” because “. . . the numerasifeer is a semantic unit
which is inherently most useful with respect to @@te, perceivably individuated entities”

(Downing, 1996, p. 75Y

15 Downig (1996) also points out “the destructiortie semantic rationale” or “semantic adulterationtelation to
classifier systems among different languages; sitassifier systems possess “a limited number ohbregs,” in the
case of abstract referents, for instance, the géfeefault) forms such dsuin Japanese arigyin Korean are
frequently used, and these limited members, beilagted to “representability,” are encoded with sifésrs which
are originally used for concrete referents, instelidventing the new categories; for examlaru originally refers
to a long, thin referents such as weapons and;tbolgever, it is even broadly extended to the aatggf bags.



138

Similar to Korean and Japanese, Chinese nomialals well-known as a so-called
classifier language, demonstrate that classifiersvadely used in Chinese syntax in the
examples below:

(20) a. nei-tiao Ilu
that-Cl road ‘that road’

b. san-zhang zhuozi

three-Cl table ‘three tables’
c.ji-ge ren

several-Cl person ‘several people’ (Chinese; Truscott, 2004)
d.y-l mi

one-CL rice ‘one grain ofaic (Chinese; Borer, 2005)

The examples in (20) demonstrate that Chinese cammaons whose counterparts are treated as

count nouns in English behave as mass nouns, wbitfirms the proposal that contrasts

between a dearth of plural inflections and abundariclassifiers correlated with each other and

that is associated with mass denotations in NRy[+ared] languages.

Turning to syntactic functions of classifiers inn€an, | modify Ishii’s (2000) Japanese
nominal structure that is adopted from Li (1999)support of Li's (1999) analysis of NumP and
CIP in Chinese, who applies [+def] to Chinese DRtigulating that NumP, headed by quantity
expressions, dominates NP, Ishii (2000) suggestfoltowing tree for the Japanese multi-

layered DP construction:

This dilution is a universal strategy of includialy similar referents into one category without geating larger
ones.
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(21) DP

NumP D

/I \ |
Num [+Def]
I\

CIP Num

I\

CI[+P]]

I\
NP CI

[eD+PI]

A

gakutati  san-nin

stad®L 3-CL (Japanese: ‘three stisig
According to Ishii (2000), a numeral and a classife.g. san-nin‘three-PL’) co-occur in the CL
head where classifiers are base-generated, ardutinenead hosts the plural marker (Korean)
andtati (Japanese). Due to the empty Spec NumP in Japdahesatire Japanese nominal
phrase can raise to Spec DP cyclically, free froofating Head-to-Head movement constratht.

Adopting Ishii’'s (2000) demonstration of cyclidsimg of NP to Spec CIP, Spec CIP to

Spec NumP, Spec NumP to Spec-DP, | claim the ptigsithat Korean nominals behave as
determiner phrases (DP) hosting CIP and NumP. Hewéwo not follow Ishii’'s (2000)
sequence of [NP-NumP-CIP] as a default structulgo, A am not in agreement with Ishii (2000)
that the CL head hosts both numerals and classibecause of the following empirical
evidence: in Korean, numerals can appear aloneutittiassifiers, but classifiers are always

dependent on numerals in Korean. (e.gaidges‘child-three’ 2)ai-se-myundchild-three-CL’

c) *ai-myengchild-CL"). Therefore, | split Ishii’s CL into nanerals and classifiers in a strict

18 1shii (2000) applies the head-directionality dt4eard branching to DP tree which is parallelhe TP domain
with head-final languages such as Korean and Japahwever, | will specify the head-directionalitith case
particles in the next section. Therefore, in theameéme, regarding the DP projection in nominaldo Inot pay
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sense. However, Ishii (2000) and my assumptionwooe the point that when the NumP is
associated with the plural markei or tati, the Num head is not phonologically visible; NumP
only headed by the feature [+PL], wheréar tati, the most relevant counterpart of Enghsh
is suffixed with common nouns, and [+PL] percolaipgo the higher projection.

Following Baptista (2002, 2007), Li and Shi (200&)d Stark (2008), who establish
prenominal Num head in DP, | define the sequendtie prenominal heads such as [NumP-CIP-
NP] (or QP-NP) as a default sequence. As a ra@saigan nominals, as mass nouns, are
projected as multi-layered DP with prenominal gifens. In other words a quantifier phrase
(QP) in this study can be replaced with Ishii’'s@PNumP and CIP, because | regard both
numbers and classifiers as comparable elementgaoitijers in a broad point of view. More
crucially, I suggest that NumP and CIP might bated as one constituent for the fact that, in
Korean and Japanese syntax, CIP always co-occthisywwmerals. Therefore, the following tree
is what | propose for Korean nominals:

(22) sey-myeng-uy haksayng-tul

3-CL-ATT student-PL (Korean: ‘thrswidents’)

attention to the parametric difference in termshef head-directionality, which is different fronhiis(2000).
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(22) DP
[\
"D
[\
D MNB
[+Def] A
Numi
[\
Num CIP
+H] / \
| Cl
sey [\
Cl NP
| [+Def, +PI]

myeng-uy A

haksayng-tul
In terms of the prenominal construction, such aB-fL.-Num-CL], NPhaksayng-tulstudent-
PL’ can freely move to Spec NumP (or Spec DP) yacSCIP which is empty, by percolating up
features such as [+PL] and [+Def]. | assume eagbtg®pec position yields the movement to
higher layers for feature-checking, without viatatiHead-to-Head movement constraint as Ishii
(2000) asserts. This overt NP movement up to SpeoPN before merging with the D head,
implies a crucial discrepancy in relation to scrantp | will revisit this movement operation
later with respect to scrambling.

Previously proposed in Chapter 2, | follow Giyd®97) that nominal phrases contain
agreement phrases (AgrP) within the maximal pragaadf DP, which is analogous to the
sentential domain; therefore, AgrP is realized leetwwDP and NP as an intermediate level, when
demonstratives are projected as DP in Chapter @ieMer, | propose that no AgrP is needed as
an intermediate level when CIP is projected; asgk@®93) points out, the mismatch between
CL and NP in Korean is not solely judged in the samay as the uniform system of English

agreement features such as gender, number, antb@zemase agreement of those features lack in
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Korean syntax’ For this reason, | assume agreement in relati@iRas different from
grammaticality, and suggest a different type okagrent exits in this language, which is
associated with semantic harmony between classiied nouns. For example, Korean is an
“honorific” language in which the honorific morpherand different vocabulary are used,
depending on the relations between the speakethantearer. Therefore, | distinguish this
Korean-peculiar agreement syst&ritom the general formal features such as gendse,@nd
number.
The different types of agreement harmony in Kor€arare discussed with (23) with the
asterisked examples:
(23) a. (John —uy) sgwun—uy sensayngnim —kkeyse
John POSS 3 -CL-ATT teacher - NOM (honoyific
a. (John —uy) sensayngnim seypwun —kkeyse
John POSS teacher 3 - CL -NOM (homrif
a’ * (John-uy) sensayngnim seykwen-i
John POSS teacher 3-CL-NOM
‘three teachers (of John)’
b. (John —uy) seykwen —uy chayk —i
John POSS 3 -CL-ATT  book -NOM
b'. (John —uy) chayk sey -kwen —i

John POSS book 3 -CL-NOM

In Korean, pronouns are rarely used especialgplloquial Korean; instead, social titles, names aero
anaphors are widely used replacing with the sulegoglements.

'8 Korean carries some distinctions from English atiar Western languages in conveying informatiarthsas
topic and referent mentioning; Korean is a discedrased, topic-prominent language, and (subsegiyeefeated
referents are avoided in either discourse or eugttew texts. However, | assume that this phonaaigy null
subject is different from “pro-drop” in some Romananguages because the Korean predicates dodicate
morphemes based on person, number and gender theslexk of agreement features (AGR) in Koreampums
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b”. * (John —uy) chayk sey-myeng-i
John POSS  book 3 -CL -NOM
‘three books (of John)’
c. (John —uy) seynyeng—uy chinkwu —ka
John POSS 3 -CL-ATT friend -NOM
¢’ (John —uy) chinkwu seymyeng —i
John POSS  friend 3 -CL -NOM
c”. * (John —uy) chinkwu seyeang—i
John POSS friend 3 -CL-NOM
‘three friends (of John)’

d. [DP [QP [NP]]]

d [DP NH [QP 1]]
The example (23) illustrates that each NP has ahirgg classifier, such gsvun(honorific form
of myeng with sensayngninfteacher)kwenwith chayk(book), ancchinkwuwith myeng The
overt movement of NPs in (23a(230), and (230 is allowed under the circumstances that they
maintain the same classifiers and case partickes NOM). | assume that the classifier and the
NP share matching (agreement) features, and thébdison of classifiers in relation to each NP,
therefore, supports the percolation of agreemeaitifes and case features inside the whole DP.
Turning to AgrP projection with CIP, AgrP would nao¢ an appropriate choice. It would be
plausible to apply AgrP to CIP on the base of tkdanation of the percolation of agreement
features; however, due to the lack of agreemenngnfmrmal features in Korean syntax, |
assume CIP may replace the role of AgrP in thisiligrcsetting. Therefore, the ill-formedness

caused by the feature-mismatch between the clasaifid the noun is a matter of morphological

like Japanese as Chomsky (1981) asserts.
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errors or a problem of pragmatics, not a matterafnmaticality:” Moreover, since matching
features between QP and NP are not able to be-thked to each other in (233, (23b"), and
(23c"), the mismatch between CL and NP in those threenples results in ill-formed sentences.
The examples (23a), (23b), and (23c) undergo Heddied movement from N to D, with each
N chain-linked to QP before movement and after moaa as well like (233, (23b), and
(23c¢) show. The scheme is illustrated in (23d) and (R3ased on this observation, | propose
that the overt head movement (cf., N-to-D raisingpgobardi, 1994) does occur in the multi-
layered DP construction in Korean.

Now, let us turn to the semantic aspects of theesaxamples, exemplifying DP-internal
NP movements. The examples with the extracted-NR3d), (23b), and (23¢), derived from
the default construction (i.e., [DP [QP [NP]]]),roatete rather specific interpretation than the
default structure. Downing (1996) also points &t bearing of the specific interpretation in
Japanese extracted-NP structures in the followiag: By contrast, the nominal in Pre-nominal
constructions co-occurs with the numeral classgar in a single constituent of the sentence,
and that constituent serves to define the groupirggiestion with a single stroke” (p. 223). The
following Japanese and Korean examples accourhéodifferent property of the default
constructions and the derived Pre-nominal constmust
(24) a. ? San-nin-no hisho-o asadfe-imasu.

3-person-ATT secretary-ACC loakior-be

‘I am looking for three secretaries.’

a. Hisho-o san-nin sagashitasm
secretary-ACC 3-person looking.for-be

‘I am looking for three secretaries.’ (Japmmeadapted from Downing, 1996, p. 222)

9 leave the legitimacy of projecting the AGRP beén CIP and NP open, and | do not discuss thisemagte.
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b. ? Se-myeng-uy pise-lul chacko-iss-ta
3-CL (person)-ATT secretary-ACC looking.fae-DEC
‘I am looking for three secretaries.’
b'. Pise-lul se-myeng chacko-iss-ta
secretary-ACC 3-CL (person) looking-be-DEC
‘I am looking for three secretaries.’ (Korean)
The default construction in (24a) and (24b) ({HumP [CIP [NP]]]), bears specificity because
the Japanese and Korean nominals (NP) pick outpkat individual members of the category,
whose number is introduced by QP (i.Qump three Eip person]]). The interpretation of (24a)
and (24b) would be, therefore, brought up in theegion that the secretaries are known to both
the speaker and the hearer; it would make senke €EO says, for example, “the meeting starts
soon. Where are those three secretaries? | amnigpddir them”; in this particular situation, (24a)
and (24b) would fit into the situation because &hsscretaries are already identified by the CEO.
On the other hand, in the situation of hiring, ini@h nobody knows about the identity of those
three secretaries, the indefinite/non-specific ireads natural, and (24sand (240 are only
legitimate in both languages because the sentenagbe interpreted naturally in the following
way: the company has to pick out the three qudlifiecretaries, whoever they are, but the
secretaries are not identified yet. Therefore, [2did (240 are well-formed due to their non-
specific/indefinite readings, whereas (24a) and)24e unacceptable. Therefore, | propose that
definiteness/specificity is more focused on (oated to) QF than the extracted Nftshoor
pise‘secretary’ in Korean and Japanese multi-layem@tstructions, as shown in (24).
Specificity triggers obligatory covert movement®fi.e., Num + CL) at LF within the multi-

layered DP structure. And the legitimate landirtg & the (null) D head, which confirms Q’s
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raising to D (cf., the N-to-D raising) in Koreandadapanese. However, the extracted NP is
optional movement, not triggered by specificityd &P overtly moves to Spec QP (i.e., [QP; NP
[CIP [t]]). As this movement is not an obligatory feataireren movement, the feature-checking
of [+spec] is irrelevant between the NP in Speca@® Q. As a result, this movement does not
affect specific or definite interpretations. Thdddwing Korean examples also support my
proposal:
(25) a. Minsu-nun han-tay-uy tampay-lul  cwumeni-sok-ey,
Minsu-TOP 1-CL-ATT cigarette-AC@ocket-inside-LOC
tto han-tay-uy tampay-lul son-ey  tul-ess-ta
another 1-CL-ATT cigarette-ACC nldaLOC have-PST-DEC
“Minsu had one cigarette in his pocket #melother in his hand.”
b. Minsu-nun tampay-lul  han-tay piwu-ess-ta
Minsu-TOP  cigarette-ACC 1-CL  smoke-PST-DEC
“Minsu smoked a (non-specific) cigarétte.
C. ? Minsu-nun han-tay-uy  tampay-lul piwu-ess-ta
Minsu-TOP  1-CL-ATT  cigare®&sC smoke-PST-DEC
“Minsu smoked a (specific) cigarette.”
In the same line with (24), the pre-nominal QPhi@ Korean example in (25a) shows than-
tay-uy tampayone cigarette [NumP [CIP [NP]]]’ attains a spécifeading, whereas the
extracted NP structutampay-lul han-tayone cigarette [NPNumP [CIP [i]]] in (25b)
receives a non-specific reading. On the contr&¥yc) with a pre-nominal classifier construction
IS unacceptable, in contrast to (25b), becaas®way(a cigarette) need not be a specific one in

this situation becausdinsumust have picked up a cigarette randomly. These afabvert NP

2| have regarded both the number (NumP) and tresifier (CLP) as QP.
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movement and covert (LF) QP movement within thetrtayered DP show crucial dedication to
the relationship between NP and DP—the bare notimeimulti-layered DP is a true NP which
does not contain specificity/definiteness; as altegs overt movement to Spec QP (or NumP),
restricted to its own maximal DP boundary, doesdealicate to a specific reading as Q is not a
locus for specificity. However, the whole DP canvaalue to its semantic value in the given
scheme (26¢) below:
(26) a. [TPr [VP v [DPp [QP o [NP ][]

b. [TPr [VP v [DPp [NP [QPq ti ]1]]]

C. [DPip [QP o [NPn]]] TP [VP vt ]]

Therefore, the structure in (26c¢) further expldhegt a bare NP with a null D head, which
exhibits that definiteness/specificity should bstidguished from the pure NP in (26a) that lacks
the semantic value within the multi-layered DPadtdition, (26¢) brings the construction of
scrambling in languages whose word order is ratbesidered as flexible such as Korean and
Japanese. | will discuss scrambling in relatiotheobare NP and specificity in (26). To sum up,
we can induce that once the multi-layered DP mawg®f VP, triggered by the semantic force,
the whole structure may exhibit specificity or aéness, but the true NP itself cannot move out
of DP due to its lack of semantic force.

4.1.4 Scrambling vs. DP-internal NP Movement

Regarding the whole DP movement in relation tcsjdy, | provide scrambling data in
this section. Demonstrated earlier in the same agaf26), both Japanese and Korean examples
in (24) and (25) confirm that there are distincidretween the extracted NP and the pre-nominal
classifier constructions within multi-layered DRsd the interpretation based on

definiteness/specificity plays a crucial role irpkining overt/covert movement of each element.
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With regard to syntactic movement and specifigtyrambling is one of the phenomena
affected by specificity. Both Korean and Japangsées frequently exhibit scrambling. The
widely accepted view has proposed that scrambéranioptional movement without driving
force (Saito, 1989, 1992, 2004, 2005; Kuroda, 1%&&ui, 1993; Bailyn, 2001 and many
others); however, Lee (1993) and Boskoand Takahashi (1998) propose that scrambling is in
consistency with the Last Resort Principle (Chom4di991, 19925* Although both Lee’s (1993)
and Boskouw and Takahashi’'s (1998) analysis are based onakeResort Principle, BoSkayvi
and Takahashi (1998) argue against the view ohdaliag as movement; instead, they
hypothesize LF lowering and a base-generatingtsireievhich corresponds to the surface
structure. Lee (1993) also claims that scramblasgA-movement, is a consequence of case-
driven obligatory movement, and Lee (2006) arghas scrambling forces the semantic aspect
to contribute to a syntactic movement. Embracirggdioposal of Lee (1993) and Lee (2006), |
follow their “Scrambling-as-Movement” account, wieasxamples are exemplified below:

(27) a. (na-nun) kil-eyse tongcen-ul cwu -ess-ta
I-TOP street-LOC coin-ACC pick up -PST-DECL
‘| found a coin in the street.’
a. (na-nun)ongcen-ul  kil-eyse cwu-ess-ta
I-TOP coin-ACC  street-LOC pick up -PST-DEC
‘| found a (particular)/the coin in the street.’
(adapted from Kim, 2004, p. 249, example (8))

b. Minho-ka [(pro) lotte hotel-eyseyumyeng violinist-lul poassta-ko] calanghayssta.

2 According to the Last Resort Principle, superflsiomovement, such &dary in the scrambled position, is
prohibited in the following examplé:Mary; seems tq that she is smarfThe movement to another A-position is
unnecessary in this example becaMsey has already received Case before movement (BaSKoVakahashi,
1998, p. 350).
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Minho-NOM lotte hotel-LOC famous violinist&?C saw-COMP said proudly
‘Minho said proudly that he saafamous violinist at Hotel Lotte.’
b’ Minho-kayumyeng violinist-luli [(pro) lotte hotel-eysta poassta-ko] calanghayssta.
Minho-NOM famous violinist-ACC lotte hotel-LOSaw-COMP said proudly
b” yumyeng violinist-luli Minho-ka [(pro) lotte hotel-eyste poassta-ko] calanghayssta.
famous violinist-ACC Minho-NOM lotte hotel-LOC sa@OMP said proudly
‘Minho said proudly that he saav(specific) famousviolinist at Hotel Lotte.’
dépted from Lee, 1993:127, examples (355) & (356))

The examples in (27a) and (27b) show that theaenisiguity between specificity and non-
specificity in objectsn-situ; however, ambiguity disappears in the scrambleargptes in (273,
(270), and (278) due to the manifestly remaining specific readaftgr scrambling. As Kim
(2004) points out, scrambling has a similarity watssive constructions, Engligt-phrases,
and topicalization in terms of the constructiont tihe derived, left-peripheral nominal is not
adjacent to the theta-role assigner (i.e., a v&a3ed on this characteristic of scrambling, |
assert that the pure trigger of this type of moueiniesemantic value (i.e., specificity), because
there is no strong cause for the overt movemetitade nominals to the sentence-initial position
after the nomianls’ Case are received/checkedhafl,their theta-role assignment is satisfied. In
order to support to my view, | provide the paraighmple of ungrammatical nominal fronting in
(28). The following example of NP that lacks of cifieity (and definiteness) supports my
argument that specificity affects overt movement

(28) a. meyli-ka  kanhosa-ka toy-ess-ta

22| define NP as nominals without specificity/defiariess, and non-argumenthood, regardless of tta&qion of
D elements. Therefore, in the senterdary became a nurse nurseis not DP although it has the “word class”
determineia, due to its lack of the function of argumenthoodélation to specificity. Therefora,nurseis regarded
as being synonymous of non-referential in the pnevichapters.
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Mary-NOM  nurse-NOM become-PST-DC
*b. kanhosa-ka meyli-ka toy-ess-ta
nurse-NOM Mary-NOM become-PST-DC
‘Mary became a nurse’

The nominakanhosanurse) in (28) functions as a predicate. Thiseigher a referential noun
(as it is indefinite and non-specific) nor an argumin(as it cannot be assigned a theta-rdle).
contrast to DP argument, undergoing scramilfrtgis NP cannot be moved out of the predicate
because this movement is neither driven by Caséwyntheta-roles; this superfluous movement
violates the Last Resort (Chomsky, 1993) as wedlaAkesult, this sentence is ruled out.

In the similar line with scrambling of Korean arapdnese DP, Li (1998) also proposes

that Chinese DP is closely related to semanticesdiie., (in)definiteness), whereas NumP is

2 With respect to theta-role assignment in scramblirmgree with Lasnik (1995), Kim (1997), and Botik and
Takahashi (1998) who maintain the position thaetdlroles are formal features and are thereforaltamf driving
movement”(BoSkowi & Takahashi, 1998, p. 35), which is closely redatie the strength of theta-features depending
on languages; however, | leave open the controwghgther, compared to English, Korean and Japdmeseweak
theta-features (as they assume) or not.
%4 The traditional view of “Scrambling-as-Optional Mement” explains that “Scrambling does not providg a
semantic import, undergoing “radical reconstructioack into the original position at LF. Radicatomstruction is
such a phenomenon where the head of chain is pneeduvhile the tail of the chain is interpretedugithis
movement is claimed to be completely optional sedantically vacuous. This amounts to saying theatrebling
actually takes place at PF” (Lee, 2006, p. 32). fDilewing Japanese data support the view of “Sdilarg-as-
Optional Movement”:
a. John-ga [Taroo-ga sono hduaita to] omotteiru.
John-NOM Taroo-NOM that book-ACC bought that &sn
'John thinks that Taroo bought that book.'
b. Sono hon-oJohn-ga [Taroo-ga katta to] omotteiru. (adapted from Saito34,.91985, 2004)
Saito states that although the object of the embedthuse is in the scrambled position, the scradhlP in (b), by
adjoining to the matrix 1P, should be interpretaside the embedded clause. According to Saitorgdiag is
neither a Case-driven movementsaso horis already received ACC within the embedded clansedoes it
establish “an operator-variable relation,” unlike-movement. Therefore, scrambling is an optional @ment.
However, BoSkowi and Takahashi (1998) argue that the scrambleds MBSe-generated in its surface position and
undergoes obligatory LF movement (e.g., LF loweriagthe position where it obtains a theta-roles (2006),
following the view of “Scrambling-as-Obligatory Memnent,” argues that scrambling is uniformly drivsnthe
edge feature (EF) under the spirit of the Minintafisogram (Chomsky, 2005, 2006). Embracing Jun@Z2@ho
claims that the A/Adistinction is determined by the properties ofrésgment-inducing features of a head,” Lee
(2006) argues that the scrambled position “driveiEB is not necessarily arl-position but can be an A-position.”
Therefore, as long as the same features, suclE®&FOCUS and C EF/FOCUS, are involved, Spec TPSmet
CP can have A-position properties in her analysis.
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quantity-denoting expression (Li, 1998; Wei, 20€7)i's (1998) analysis of Chinese NumP
structure and its non-specific interpretation suppty argument and analysis of Korean (and
Japanese) multi-layered DP—cross-linguistically.it3€If is related to non-specificity, whereas
the extraction of QP at LF is triggered by spetificand the null D is the locus for
definiteness/specificity in languages without deic The identical pairs of Chinese nominal
structures in six sets of dialogue, provided by (2807, pp. 115-16), demonstrate the different
syntactic structures (i.e., sequence of either [WE®P+NP] or [NumP+NP]), according to their
interpretation:
(29) a. A: Wo bu zhidao Zhangsan ji-ge 2rzi
I not know Zhangsan how-many-Gi so
‘I don’t know how many sons Zhangsas.h
B: Zhangsan [NumP liangge erzi]
Zhangsan two-Cl son
‘Zhangsan has two sons.’ (Quantity)
b. A: Mali shen le liangge erzi ma?
Mary give-birth-to Par two-Cl son Q
‘Did Mary give birth to two sons?’
B: shide, Mali [e] [DP liangge erzi]
yes Mary two-Cl son
‘Yes, Mary gave birth to (the) two sdr(Definite reading)

c. A: Wo bu zhidao nazhi mao jizhi agP contrast

% Unlike Li (1998), Cheng and Sybesma (1999) use NumP to pomeso Chinese indefinite NP and CLP to
definite NP, because Cheng and Sybesma (1999nasstain about the existence of D elements in Gleine
therefore, this study agrees with their NumP an@ @tojection of Chinese but contrast with theirgmsal that D
elements are absent in a language without artigle<hinese.
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| not know that-Cl cat how-manyf@ot
‘I don’t know how many feet that caslia
B: Nazhi mao [NumP sanzhi jiao]
that-ClI cat three-Cl foot
‘That cat has three feet.” (Quantity)
d. A: nazhi mao zhi sheng sanzhi jiao ma?
that-Cl cat only left three-Cl foQ
‘Does that cat have only three feetXeft
B: shide, nazhi mao [e] [DP sanzhi jiao]
yes that-Cl cat three-Cl feet
‘Yes, that cat has only (the) three feetéfiDite reading)
e. A:ni you jifu hua.
you have how-many-Cl picture
‘How many pictures do you have?’
B: Wo yifu hua.
I one-Cl picture
‘I have a picture.’ (Quantity)
f. A: ni shouchang tade hua ma.
you collect his picture Q
‘Do you collect his pictures?’
B: you, wo [e] [DP yifu hual].
have | one-Cl picture

‘Yes, | have one of his pictures.’ (Definitesg
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Following Li (1998), who proposes that the sequesfd®um-CL-N] is analyzed either as DP,
which bears (in)definiteness or NumP that bearg quéantity, | further suggest that, not only in
Korean/Japanese but also in Chinese, the extraatiQ® (to a null D head) occurs covertly (at
LF), whereas the extraction of NP occurs overtlitarean and Japanese. Here, | also treat the
sequence of [Num-CL] as [QP] as | defined previpuSpecifically, (29a, c, €) have quantity-
denoting NumPs with indefinite or non-specific mpiestation, whereas (29b, d, f) exhibit
definite or specific readings because the inforamatf NPs, such as the numbeledti ‘sons,’
jiao ‘feet,” andhua‘picture,’ is already focused in questions asszaiurse topic. The former
NumPs stays-situ; however, the latter NumPs move to D head at tigéred by [+spec] or
[+def], and the NPs attain definite/specific int@tation, with it chain-linked to Num in the D
head. Now, based on the data, | generalize thewolily structures of the multi-layered of DP:
Chinese [DP [QP [NP]]] => IN SITU => Non-Specifiodefinite or Quantity Denoting

[DP Qi [QP ti [ NP]]] = > COVERT => Definite Dendian
Korean/Japanese [DP [QP [NP]]] => IN SITU => NoreS8ific/Indefinite or Quantity Denoting

[DP Qi [QP ti [ NP]]] = > COVERT => Definite Dendian

[DP [Ni QP [NP ti]]] => OVERT => Non-Specific/Indmite or Quantity Denoting
Both Chinese and Korean/Japanese undergo coverdQ-ising by means of the null D when
they bear definiteness; however, this movemeneifopmed only at LF level because, after
Spell-Out, this movement does not apply to PF fater, and it is invisible. Therefore, this cross-
linguistic phenomenon is also supported by the Malist Program because movement after
Spell-Out is preferred according to the Economwétple under the framework of UG
(Chomsky, 1995, 2001, and many others). This agpr@aconsistent with Longobardi (1994)

and Baptista (2007) who argue for the presencealb)) without the null D, this covert
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movement would not be legitimate. On the other h#melovert N movement to Spec QP, in
Korean and Japanese, is not driven by specifi@tyideness as | argued previously because QP
itself is not directly associated with specificdgfiniteness. Therefore, the overt N movement in
the multi-layered DP, in those languages, is thghtyidriven by the case particles, not by the
motivation of semantic features.

At LF, Chinese QP moves to the null D head, whedults in a definite reading after
merging with the D head; however, @Rsitu causes quantity denotation only. Cheng and
Sybesma (1999) propose a bare CIP that lacks nisreard demonstratives as an inherently
definite phrase. However, based on the observafi#orean, Japanese, and Chinese data, |
argue against Cheng and Sybesma (1999) becauag]iregN-to-CL movement, | further argue
that N moves completely up to the D head at LRivéaempty Cl heatf. Therefore, | assert that
QP or NumP/CIP itself is not inherently definite.dontrast to Cheng and Sybesma (1999), Li
and Shi (2003) assert the existence of the D headacus for definiteness. Li and Shi (2003)
propose that NPs in Chinese occur in argumentiposito that type-shifting functions do not
necessarily apply in Chinese. The definitenesstcaingin Chinese can be realized with [N-
mer], the plural expression, which is always interpdeas [+def] in (30a) and (30b). Therefore,
this expression cannot occur existentially with pheal marker (Rygaloff, 1973; Yorifuji, 1976;
lljic, 1994, recited from Li & Shi, 2003):

(30) a. 'you ren-men cfyou ren
have person+PL have person ‘tiefege person(s)’

b. *mei you ren-men cf.mei you ren

% |n contrast to Li (1998), Cheng and Sybesma (1988)NumP to correspond to Chinese indefinite NPGItP to
definite NP respectively because Cheng and Sybésa®®) are uncertain about the existence of D eftsria
Chinese; therefore, this study may be in agreeméhttheir NumP and CLP projection of Chinese, ibabntrasts
with their proposal that D elements are not preseatlanguage without articles like Chinese.
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not have person+PL  not have personétienobody’

c. [DP [D xueshengNumP [Num t-men [CLP [CL [NP t 1]]111]

d. [DP [D zhe/na-xie [NumP [Num xueshemgen [CLP [CL [NP it]]]11]]
In (30c) and (30d), N is merged witmen(PL) in Number via Classifier where this is empty,
and raise to D to check off [+def]. This is how thefinite N in Nmen(N-PL) is derived in
Chinese. In any case, eitharsheng-mefstudents’ orze/na-xie xusheng-méhese/those
students,’” being raised to D to be checked off {lydieese nominal phrases denote definiteness.
Significantly, the possible final landing site ofdshengs the D head in (30c) where the
demonstratives such abe/na-xiéthese/those’ also reside as shown in (30d), hedrtovement
of xueshengstudent’ to the D head shows obvious evidencelhig the locus of [+def], and
DPs are realized syntactically in Chinese as Wélé feature-checking process is illustrated in
the tree below:

(31)
DP

D NumP

xueshengi
zhe/na—xie

Num CIP

t’~men /\
xueshengi-men

Cl NP

ti

Li and Shi (2003)

According to Li (1999)menis a pure plural marker without relating to angdfcation for
definiteness. A relevant question needs to be amslv#/hy can [a common nourmier] only
occur with definite interpretation? First, basedio& N to D movement via NumP (e.g.,

xueshenygin (30c) and (31), | do not assume threnin the Num head has an intrinsic definite
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feature, and my assumption supports Li's (1999ppsal that Num is a pure plural marker in the
following way. The ill-formed definite interpretath ofren + men‘person + PL’ within the
existential sentence in the example (30a) and (0lginally from Li and Shi (2003), is not
caused bynenbut caused by N’s raising to the definite domaimerefore, the Chinese plural
markermenitself is not associated with definiteness inttlesiamples in (30a) and (30b).
Consequently, I can verify thegn in the existential sentences in (30a) and (30hptsorojected
as DP, but NP with [-def, -spec], on the basidefrelationship between DP argumenthood and
the distribution of semantic (i.e. non-referentietures (Li, 1999). The Korean and Japanese
data show that the plural market andtati can be compatible with the existential sentence:
(32) a. haksayngil-i issta

student-PL-NOM exist (Korean)

b. gakusdati-ga arimasu

student-PL-NOM exist (Japanese)

‘There are students’
The parallel structures in (32) demonstrate thegplmarkers themselves in Korean and Japanese
do not have a definite construal, which suggeststtie Chinese plural markerenis nothing
but a plural marker, possessing inherent indefiieiés/non-specificity. Therefore, if the
traditional hypothesis is on the right track (itee plural marker such &gl (Korean)),men
(Chinese) anthti (Japanese) should be treated as the Num heatP@9; Ishii, 2000; Li & Shi
2003, and many others), those elements of the Nead Ho not bear inherent [+def] or [+spec]
unless they undergo raising to the D head. Theg,doles only Chinesemenhave definite
interpretation, whereas Korean and Japahdsendtati can be interpreted existentially? |

assume the Visibility Condition may answer this sjion:
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The D Head Visibility Condition
(i) A Functional Projection must be visible atlaNels of representation by (a) making the Spec
visible and and/or (b) the Head visible.

(adagbfrom Dimitrova-Vulchanova & Giusti, 1998. p. 346
(i) If the D head is specified as definite, thgdahas to be made phonologically overt by filling
the Spec, the Head or both.
(i) If the D head is not specified for definitesg no phonologically overt element can appear in
either Spec DP or the D head.
(iv) There is a two-layer split in the encodingreferential properties (Szabolcsi, 1994;
Campbell, 1996; Hoekstra & Hyams, 1996; Bruge, 2@iRasti, 2002, among others). The
higher layer is the DP layer and the lower layghesQP (NumP/CIP).

ad@pted from Sio, 2008)

Based on Sio (2006) and Dimitrova-Vulchanova anasG(1998), | assume that the D head,
which was adopted from the original S head, fumdias a higher layer; in addition, not only
CIP but QP (or NumP) can perform the identical fiorcof CLP as a lower layer in the original
version if the D head Visibility Condition is apgdl to the Chinese exampl&®u ren'there
is/are person (s)’ in (30) can be explained base(iip, thatren, without definiteness, the D
head in Chinese tree needs not be filled phonaddigieither. On the contrary, based on (ii), the
D head should be phonologically filled withesheng-merandxueshengaises to the D head in
order to be phonologically overt at the same time @ its definiteness. Overalén-menin
(30a) and (30b) undergoes LF raising, and conselyuérreceives [+def] interpretation in the

same way agueshengn (30c) does; in other worden andxueshengnove to the empty CL

"In Sio’s (2006) version, the D head is specifisdtee S head originally. In this study, howeveomtrive
synthesis by embracing both Dimitrova-Vulchanove &iusti (1998) and Sio (2006). For a more detailed
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first and adjoin to NumP node. Wheen moves to the D head, they obtain a definite/specif
reading, withyou andren chain-linked. On the other hand, in (30d), asRhgosition is occupied
by the demonstratives, the common nouns do notrgondarther movement; in other words, the
interpretation of [+def] is satisfied with the otlgrvisible D head, i.e. the demonstrative.
Therefore, Chinese common nouns that are not agsdawvith the plural markenenneed not to
be DPs; rather, they need to be NumPs becauseursPs do not merge with the D head,
based on the Visibility Condition implying that tBehead needs not be visible with
indefiniteness. Therefore, the plural markéus,tati, andmen do not inherently contain
definiteness/specificity; however, language-speally, Chinesenenis inclined to be associated
with a definite reading, which can be explainedwitite Visibility Condition.

According to the Visibility Condition (especiallgy Dimitrova-Vulchanova & Giusti
1998), the D head (or Spec) should be “visiblefi@itat PF or at LF; in turn, the Visibility
Condition implements a crucial function of DP putjen in relation to case particles in Korean
and Japanese, which will be discussed in depth2inBtiefly, due to the lack of case particles,
when the D head is overtly filled by a common nouhinese, the Visibility Condition is
satisfied with the phonologically filled D by attémg obligatory definiteness. On the contrary,
Korean and Japanese have case particles that jgcéorse off the maximal unit of nominals,
which is parallel to articles in many Western laages as D elements, which also close off a
component of nominals (Suh, 2005). It is plausihbg the insertion of a case patrticle in the D
head can be explained in terms of “a last resarfissociation with the Visibility Condition,
analogous to Western languages; for instance, amiSp, when a demonstrative follows a noun,
an article in D is obligatory (Cinque, 2002). Sianly, | conclude that a case particle in the D

head is obligatory in Korean and Japanese whenpdPaas, as subject or objects, in order to

discussion of the S head Visibility Condition, retie Sio (2006).
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satisfy “a last resort” and the Visibility Conditidi.e., D position should be phonologically

filled anyway (either articles in Spanish or pdescin Korean) when a definite reading emerges)
following Cinque (2002). This hypothesis signifitigmpaves the way for projecting case
particles as D elements in the later section thnall lexplore with Korean case particles.

This section has discussed the sub-layers withinB2Bed on Nemoto (2005) and
Chierchia (1998), | have explored Korean commomsand the plural markéul. | define
Korean common nouns derived mass nouriscause they hold both characteristics of so-gtalle
classifier languages and NP [+arg, +pred] languéige€nglish. Korean common nouns are
compatible with the plural marker, unlike Chierchigl998) proposal; however, the widely used
classifiers and wider distribution of [+LATT] in Kean common nouns than those of English
counterparts confirm Korean’s typological charastar as close-to-mass denotation. Following
Baptista (2007) and Heycock and Zamparelli (200%,semantic number and the syntactic
umber should be separately realized within DP, igillghting the crucial role of PIP (e.g., PI*
and Pl heads). In the frame of the feature-checgingess and the agreement operation, the
semantic number in count and mass nouns are dissimed, irrespective of the morphological
number.

Also, we have seen that DP hosts not only numiaufes which are split into semantic
and syntactic features but also classifiers inadled NP [+arg, -pred] languages, typologically
distinguished from English (NP [+arg, +pred]) anghince (NP [-arg,+pred]) languages.
However, without the D head, the interpretatioddft or [+spec] cannot be explained across
languages. Therefore, this section strongly suppgbe DP Hypothesis (Abney, 1987), which has
long been investigated in literature, especiallgpag the typologists who argue for or against

the existence of the D elements in languages withdicles, such as Korean and Japanese.
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The overt movement of N in the multi-layers wittire DP domain is purely motivated
by the case particles because the N does not matig¢he D head, the locus of
definiteness/specificity; as a result, this oveovement of N to Spec QP in Korean and Japanese
is not triggered by specificity, as opposed to sdrng, which is dependent on semantic
features. Therefore, N’s raising to Spec QP ingbigtion sheds light on scrambling among
languages that possess case particles—I have ghawscrambling, occurring within TP
domain, is associated with semantic features aB enBvement, in contrast to the overt N
movement restricted to DP domain. In turn, the ysialof Korean and Japanese empirical data
in this study superiorly provide the answers fa& pluzzling issues, summarized as follows: 1)
scrambling is not optional movement assisted bg pasticles; 2) the overt N movement to Spec
QP in multi-layered DP is not driven by semanticcé Finally, Cheng and Sybesma (1999)
immensely contribute to the building of bridgesviextn classifiers and bare nouns in languages
without articles.

My investigation of the multi-layered DP in Kore@nd Japanese) is in agreement with
Cheng and Sybesma (1999) who argue that NumP laeegntly [-def]. However, there is one
crucial distinction between their proposal and mimeegard to CIP; | argue against their
proposal with respect to the aspect that, due Rot@ling up the function of D, bare nouns are
not so bare; as a result, they are argument (CRedygpesma, 1999). However, | argue that CIP
itself, as well as NumP, is inherently [-def], ahd only domain for [+def] is DP. My empirical
data from Korean and Japanese reveals a shortcarh@@geng and Sybesma (1999), by
showing that, Korean and Japanese even preverft@iPbeing projected without numerals in

syntax because they are one constituent, whiclsaspminted out by Ishii (2000, p. 12). Bare
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nouns are not so bare, and they are certainly aggtaif and only if they are merged with
definiteness/specificity in DP, instead of CIP.

4.2 Case Patrticles as D Elements

4.2 focuses on the distinction between NPs anddaBed on (in)definiteness and
referentiality in an argument/non-argument positioterms of case particles in Korean. Lyons
(1999) purports that DP cannot be projected in Korgyntax due to the lack of the grammatical
D category, such as articles; instead, in Korean;grammatical definiteness is correlated to the
pragmatic notion, identifiability. However, in tievestigation of English, Italian, Japanese,
Chinese, and Cape Verdean Creole, bare nominakstes show (in)definiteness is reflected
even in Korean syntax, without articles. Therefdrgue that Korean is not a counterexample
to DP languages; a functional head D occupies laehigosition than nouns in Korean,
analogous to nominals with overt determiners in ynAtestern languages. Moreover, in 4.2, |
propose that definite/referential nouns in a nayuarent position (TopP), as a “TP(IP)-external”
or a “subject-peripheral” position, and | attribtités mismatch between distribution and
interpretation to the property that DP is neitherahy the norm of scrambling nor
argumenthood. Therefore, | suggest that DP is us@é@nd is not parameterized cross-
linguistically.

4.2.1 Case Particles and the DP Hypothesis

Adopting Longobardi (1994), Chierchia (1998), Radfi997), and Baptista (2003,
2007), 4.2.1 starts with a review of the syntadistinction between NP and DP that | have
discussed previously. In relation to the propeftipB, NP is categorized as a non-argument

nominal without referential features, which carspecified with a binary feature set, [-def, -



162

spec]?® Before | discuss the DP-Hypothesis in relatioth@case particles, | will briefly
introduce Korean case particles. There are sevasa particles in Korean, and some of which
have phonologically conditioned allomorphs. Amohgse, | provide four categories of case

particle in the table below:

particles un/nun i’lka ul/lul uy

functions Topic Nominative Accusative Genitive/Ressive

The Korean topic markeran andnun nominative markersandka, and accusative markaek
andlul are phonologically conditioned allomorphs; therefa noun takes different topic
markers depending on the final sound, as showestamples below:
(33) a. Meyli-nun haksayng-ita

Mary-TOP student-Dec

‘Mary is a student.’

b. Tom-un haksayng-ita
Tom-TOP student-Dec

‘Tom is a student.’
For example, the topic markenin, matches wittMary, due to the lack of the final consonant in
Mary; howeverunis compatible with the preceding final consonarhsasTom-unin (33a), in
contrast tavlary-nunin (33a). Likewise, nominative markers and theugative markers show
the same behaviors in Korean. Besides these caseg®m the Korean lexicon includes
abundant delimiters and particles as well, sudo éslso) andnan(only), as an agglutinative

language. However, | do not discuss these furtheglation to the typological distinction here.

8 |n previous chapters, | regarded indefinite speeci referential as long as a speaker picks oeispecific entity
in his/her mind; for example, carin | bought a catis referential. See Chapter 2 for more detailsdwbsion.
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In this study, | argue that Korean case partictedaelements by which nominals are ultimately
headed; for example, the possessive marlsgEnglish) or—uy (Korean) are D heads.
Additionally, the nominative marker is projectedsomP; the accusative marker as DaccP;
and the possessive marker as DpossP. | will regiDP projection headed by case particles in
depth with more empirical data in later sectionsstFsyntactic behaviors and interpretations in
Korean nominals are investigated.

The following example, a non-referenetial nominéhvi-def, -spec] (i.e., without
referential features) shows a predicate as conweadtiNP. It is obvious that NP does not
function as an (internal) argument in (34):
(34) a. meyli-ka kanhosa-ka  toy-ess-ta

Mary-NOM  nurse-NOM become-PST-DEC

*b. kanhosa-ka meyli-ka toy-ess-ta
nurse-NOM Mary-NOM become-PST-DEC
‘Mary became a nurse’

The nominakanhosanurse) in (34) functions as a predicate. Thisoisa referential noun
because it is indefinite and non-specific; alsa thuits lack of a theta role, it is not an argumen
The NP example shows a behavior of predicates inhikanhosanurse’ cannot be moved out
of the whole predicate.

| propose, however, that, first, arguments witheuef] can be DPs when they function
as either a subject or an object; and second, rgqumveents can be DPs when they bear [+ref] to
be checked off at LF. The following example suggeshon-referential nominal should be
categorized in DP:

(35) [-def, -speckay-lul  sa-I-kka-yo?
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dog-ACC buy-FUT-QS-POL
‘Shall we buy a dog?’
Thebare nourkay(dog) in (35) is non-referential as the K&hhosanurse) in (34) is; however,
kayis an object of the verka-ta(to buy); thus, this bare noun functions as aerivdl argument
and is projected as a non-referential DP. A nonsau@nt with [+ref] in relation to topic will be
discussed in later section in the category of DRillInow postpone in depth discussion
regarding non-referential argument (i.e. non-rafeaé DP) for later consideration in this study.
As | argued in Chapter 3, N-to-D raising is closediated to referentiality (i.e., [+ref]),
by triggering N to move to D, within DP domain, wlas genericity (i.e., [+gen]), as a
categorial T-feature, is involved in a sentent@ingin, by triggering N to move to Spec TP in
order to check off its T-feature via Spec-Headtretes:
(36) a.Thedog is very cute => [+def, +spec], [+ref], [-gen]
b. Thedog is a faithful animal => [+def, -spec], [+ref], [e0]
Both subjectsthe dog as arguments with [+ref] have the same defintiela in (36); however,
the definite, specific dog in (36a), which is indebwith1 in the event time T1, has a non-
generic interpretatiohe dogn (36b), on the other hand, is indexed vitim the event time TO
and interpreted generically. This process is erpldiin the following way: [+gen] in DP subject,
which is base-generated in Spec VP, is checkeith @pec TP via movement, and (36b)
converges at LF. Howeveahe dogin (36a), which is indexed within the event time T1, does
not contain the uninterpretable [+gen] feature D be eliminated and cannot be interpreted
generically. As a result, the example (36) showas tihe same phonetic forms (ethg) do not

guarantee either the same grammatical functiotiseointerpretation of the whole sentence.
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Parallel to the English artictbe the following examples illustrate the identicaepomenon
that Korean case particles are phonetic misleaeEnglish articles can be:
(37) a. Johnun ka -ss -ta
John-TOP (NOM) go -PST-DEC
‘(No other person) John went’
b. Jane-i Johmin cohaha-n-ta

Jane-NOM John -TOP (ACC) like -PRES-DEC

‘Jane likes (no other person) John’
John-unin (37a) and (37b) does not denote the same grémahunction in each sentence even
though each nominal has the same partien-unin (37a) is a subject whose case (NOM) is
assigned by T in Spec TP, whiehn-unin (37b) is an object whose case (ACC) is assidmned
the main verltohahatalike’ as an internal argument. Instead, the tap&rkerun only gives
the meaning ‘contrassuch aso otherto Johnregardless of the grammatical functions (NOM
or ACC) in each sentence in (37). Two differentriat features, such as [+Nom] and [+Acc], are
distributed in the same phonetic form of DP in (3atad (37b) respectively, which should be
checked off, because they are uninterpretablefeaseres in order to converge at LF. Thus,
following the investigation of Korean particlegropose that they are D elements, with
referentiality, close off the nominal; specifica(37a) [[DP Johnjn DnomP] and (37b) [[DP
John]un DacP]. In terms of head-directionality, the case jgéet in Korean occur head-finally,
whereas articles are head-initial. | consider tyye of different headedness as parametric
variations.

Previously, | have shown that the multi-layerediBBomposed of QP (i.e., NumP or

CIP) and NumP. | assume that case particles canttjirnerge with those sub-layers only with
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the category of DP. Moreover, the D head conveatlgmosts the sub-layers, such as QP and
NumP. Based on these, | argue that case partidd3 alements.

Interestingly, case particles, which are also é@ats a D element throughout this section,
can be attached to even QP or NumP, as well aswidh, in turn, fruitfully explains that case
particles close off those sub-layers of DP. Thengas below support my proposal that case
particles are D elements:

(38) a. tokkika [QP cenbwu] [CIP sumwu-mari] issta

rabbit-NOM all twenty-CL exist
a. tokki-ka [QP cenbwka] [CIP sumwu-marka] issta
rabbit-NOM all-NOM twenty-CL-NOM exist

‘There are twenty rabbits totally’
b. tokkika [QP cenbwka] [AdvP yeppukey [*ka]] sayngki-ess-ta
rabbit-NOM all-NOM beautifully [*NOM]] look like-PST-Dec
‘All rabbits looked pretty’
c. tokkika [QP cenbwlkta] [AdvP pparukey [*ka]] tali-ess-ta
rabbit-NOM all-NOM fast [*NOM]] run-PST-Dec
‘All rabbits ran fast’
Unlike general adverbials suchyeppukeybeautifully’ andpparukeyfast’ in the above
examples in (38b) and (38c), the subject parti&iecan be attached to the quantifiers such as
cenbwuall’ and sumwu-maritwenty-CL.” This phenomenon clearly suggestspbssibility
that QP is base-generated inside DP as an elerhamholti-layered DP, and case particles close

off the domain of nominals.

29 [CL+ case particles] are commonly found in Japasgsgax as well:
ex) a. gakusei-tati [san-ngg-kita
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Adopting Ishii’s (2000%° raising of Japanese NP to Spec DP, | have propbsed
possibility that Korean nominals may behave asIDPay proposal, Korean nominals,
characterizing as mass nouns, have a classifiaspH{CIP), which is replaced with Ishii’s
(2000) NumP and CIP (c.f., both numbers and cligssifire under CIP in my proposal) with the
maximal projection of DP. | repeat the examplesWwel
(39) a. con-uy  sey-pwun-uysenseyngnim-kkeyse

John-GEN 3-CL-degree teacher-N(GIDN)
a.con-uy senseyngnim sey-pwun-kkeyse
John-GEN teacher 3-CL-NOM (HON)
‘three teachers of John’
b. con-uy sey-kwen-uychayk-i
John-GEN 3-CL-degree book-NOM
b'. con-uy chayk sey-kwen-i
John-GEN book 3-CL-NOM
‘three books of John’
C. con-uy sey-myeng-uyhinkwu-ka
John-GEN 3-CL-degree friend-NOM
c' con-uy chinkwu sey-myeng-i

John-GEN friend 3-CL-NOM

student-PL three-CL-NOM came
b. san-nin-no [gakuseiHgh kita

three-CL-ATT student-PL-NQidme

‘The three students came’ (from the example (6) in Isk@00, p. 3)
As shown in the Japanese examples above, the niiveimaarkerga is attached to not only CL but also PL. Parallel
structures are extensively seen in Korean,tefsayng-tul-{student-PL-NOM) ohaksayng-tul se-myeng-i
(student-PL three-CL-NOM). In Chapter 4, | havdroked DP as a higher level of NumP whose head,zedlvith
the plural marketul (Korean) ottati (Japanese), is merged with case particles inlaotiuages; based on these
data, | can account for the base-generation of gatiles in the D head.
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‘three friends of John’
| assert that overt movement of NPs in (39@91), and (396 shows that the distribution of
honorific suffixes and classifiers in relation tacd NP supports the percolation of agreement
features and case features inside the whole DRefidre, | argue against Fukui's (1995)
proposal that there is not even an NP node in &ggalpecause noun phrases are not “closed,” so
called, recursive with the genitive particle (cf., Korean genitive marker isy), however, based
on my proposal, | recapitulate Fukui's recursivesiucture and propose a new operation in
(40c), a multi-layered DP, highlighting the locud+ref]. These nominal phrases are projected
as DP, headed by the demonstrakeeno(this) denoting [+def, +spec] in (40):
(40) a. john-no ko-no hon Lit. “John’s this book.”

b. Fukui (1995) [Njohn-no [N ko-no [N [N hon]]]]

c. Revised operation [DP john no [D ko-no [NP [Nlj{

Fukui (1995 Revised version

N’ DP

/ John-no D’
John-no N’ ’\
NP

ko-no (N T
N ko—no/‘\p
| AP T

hon

hon

Korean has traditionally been regarded as an N§ukge (Fukui, 995; Lyons, 1999) because of
its lack of articles. However, throughout this gattthe internal structure of bare nominals has

been examined cross-linguistically within the patien of DP and has shown that semantic

%0 Refer to 4.1 for detailed discussion regardingj’tsf2000) discussion.
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features are reflected in D. In addition, Koread dapanese DP arguments with case particles,
denoting [+def] or [+ref], host both NumP (CIP) adB within the multi-layered phrase, which
suggests that the lack of articles does not gueeathie property as an NP language. I, therefore,
argue against Lyons’s (1999) notion of the lacklefiniteness and Fukui’s (1995) denial of a DP
projection in Korean (and Japanese).

4.2.2 TopP in Korean

This section shows that Korean peculiar TopP iati@h to topicalization (which carries
non-argumenthood) can be projected as DP, bast#te@resence of [+ref]. In addition, in
comparison with TopP, case alternations and passessnstructions will be continuously
examined in relation to the projection of DP in Kan in 4.2.3.

According to Taylor (1996), “topics” are differefnbm non-topics in that “topics” have a
tendency to assign “a cluster of properties” suxtdafiniteness, givenness, and animacy
(human beings)”; he also points out that “topization’ denotes the phenomenon whereby
some element, other than the grammatical subjppgaxs in initial position in a sentence. . . .
This element functions as a “psychological subjéetilliday, 1970, p.159), concerning which
some statement is madiahn, | can’t stand the bastarBiven an initial clausal subject may be
topicalized:Me, | can’t stand hirh(p. 208). In Korean, however, topicalization igéerently
realized not only in the position left-peripherala subject (i.e., sentence-initially) as the Esigli
examples above, but also morphologically (i.e.tipalarly with topic markersin/nun), which
differentiates Korean from many Western languafekerefore, suggest that topic is neither
just a pragmatic notion nor just a matter of intetation; rather, topic is projected as its own
phrase, (e.g., TopP in Korean), governing TP, andserted in the unusual nominal position in

Korean (and Japanese) which is a non-argumentqasit
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Topic-marked nominals function as subjects quiteroin Korean although the
interpretation of them is slightly different frorne one with nominative-marked nominals. This
idea leads to the assumption that topic-marked nalsican function as external arguments;
therefore, they are DPs. Then, could all topic-radrkominals, regardless of their syntactic
properties, be argument DPs? In Korean, there amatches in terms of the syntactic
properties among topic-marked nominals; for instambserve each topic-marked noun phrase
in the following examples:

(41) a.na-nun  meyli-lul  cohaha-n-tésubject)
[-TOP Mary-ACC like-IN-DC
‘I like Mary’
b.meyli-nun kho-ka yeppu-t@possessive)
Mary-TOP nose-NOM pretty-DC
‘Mary’s nose is pretty’
c.kwail-un sakwa-ka masiss-{topic)
fruit-TOP apple-NOM delicious-DC
‘As for a fruit, an apple is delicious’
Topic-marked nominals are distributed sentencéaltytas shown in (41); however, each of
them shows their different syntactic status, sg #re positioned in different places—I argue
that (41ana-nunis a subject (i.e., DP or DnomP in Spec TP), (44éYli-nunis derived from a
possession construction and is converted to a {api¢c DP or DpossP in Spec TP), and (41c)
kwail-unis a topic (i.e., DP in Spec TopP). However, interesting to note that the movement
of those case-marked nominals is restricted to ston@nals, and | provide examples that

illustrate movement constraint in (42). | assuna the constraint demonstrates that topic-
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marked nominals do not guarantee the same syntdatics or behaviors among themselves; this
notion led me to closely observe the following seces:
(42) a.kwail-un sakwa-ka masiss-ta
fruit-TOP apple-NOM delicious-DC
*d. sakwa-ka kwail-un  masiss-ta
apple-NOM fruit-TOP delicious-DC
*a'. kwail-uy sakwa-ka masiss-ta
fruit-GEN apple-NOM delicious-DC

‘As for a fruit, an apple is delicious’

TopP
DP Top

/

kwail-un

Top TP
T)
DNomP VP T
DNom’ masiss-ta
1
DP DNom'
| |
sakwa ka

b.meyli-nun kho-ka yeppu-ta
Mary-TOP nose-NOM pretty-DC
b. kho-ka meyli-nun yeppu-ta

nose-NOM Mary-TOP pretty-DC
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b’. meyli-uy kho-ka yeppu-ta
Mary-GEN nose-NOM pretty-DC

‘As for Mary, (her) nose is pretty’ TopP

Top’

Tm
DNomP VP/Jf

| |
DNom’

yeyppu-ta
DNom
DP |
ka
0
meyli ——
D NP
uy kho
nun
ka

In (424d), the generic subjesakwa‘’apple’ does not undergo scrambling whereas it'j4Rho
‘nose’ does. In (421, the topic-marked nominal can be converted tqthesessive-marked
nominal such ameyli-uy whereakwail ‘fruit’ in (42a’") cannot. Within the domain of\awP,

the movement okho‘nose’ in (420) is free; however, as Top is a barrgskwa‘apple’ in (428)

is not able to cross over the barrier and dweail ‘fruit.” Therefore, this derivation is ill-formed

in (424d). Likewise, these two sentences (42a) and (42bnde have the same structure, but the
investigation of the two pairs provides their diffet syntactic behaviors. Based on the

distinction between them, | propose two differenictures below:
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(43)
TopP (TopP)
I
(Top)
a. Ap, b. l\
o l\ (Top)/Tf
. T p TP ,
kwail DNamP T
/‘ Y
T DNom’
DnemP /I s | wP T
| v T DNom
DNom’ . ka yeyppu-ta
masiss-ta meyli
sakwa Diom
uy
ka nun kho
ka

Kwail-un ‘fruit’ is realized in the independent Spec TopR48a), whose fixed particle witim
(i.e. irreplaceable with other particles) strongiypports my argument thiatvail-unin (43a) is an
element of TopP; howeveaneyli-nunin (43b) is positioned in Spec TP viadaP, specifically,
as a complement of the subject markarnun,or uy, (i.e.meyli-nun kho-ka) assume that
meyli-nunis originally generated as a possessor nmay/i-uy as a default form, and the
possessor markeiy is simply converted into the topic markarnas shown in (43b). Moreover,
interestingly, the optional conversion into thejsabmarketka is even possible in Korean as
illustrated above. The frequent occurrence of edteenations in Korean within the multi-
layered DP implies the different roles of TopP &ng,P, which are headed by the same
morphemaun/nunin Korean.

4.2.3 Case Alternations

As noted throughout the previous section, casemat®ns are one way of the proposals
which have been made in dealing with case assigtiohecking related to (double) case
marking in Korean. Among the diverse approachesse marking, | adopt Lapointe’s (1998)

proposal that argues against a movement approgeahdiag double case marking in Korean, and
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explain case alternations in terms of the DP-Hypsith Lapointe (1998:) proposes that the
DAT/LOC marking is not “a deletion” of a NOM markkut “an alternative” to the NOM-
marking (p. 472). Note the following examples:
(44) a.Chulswuekey ton-i manh-ta
Chulswu-DATmoney-NOM  much-DC
= b. Chulswika ton-i manh-ta
Chulswu-NOM money-NOM much-DC

‘Chulswu has a lot of money’

C IP

/ \

Spec NOM |
/ \

VP | <+NOM>
/ \
Spec NOM V

[\

NP V <+DANOM>
We might hypothesize that the NP, which is the DAd@rked subjecChulswu-ekeyn (44a),
moves to Spec VP with NOM checked, and, next, tRedves from Spec VP to Spec IP; this
assumption is not plausible because there is remrefor the latter movement to be fulfilled (i.e.,
from Spec VP to Spec IP), since NOM is already kbdadn the previous derivation. Therefore,
this movement violates the Economy Principle @fast resort Chomsky 1995). On the other
hand, Spec VP is the position for an interveningUNgbvernor which can block Case
assignment. If the NP, passing over this positiayes directly to Spec IP position for NOM
checking, “a minimality violation” occurs. There&rLapointe (1998) points out the typological

characteristics of Korean which also inclué#ésrphological Casegin contrast to other languages
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with Abstract Casdpp. 473-74). He further accounts for reasons brean undergoes case
alternations, in the following way:
Now many case marking languages have only a smglphological “slot” in which
case markers can occur. In such languages, dtipassible for double surface case
marking to arise, since all of the case markezscampeting for a single position, and
only one can occur there at a time. However, Kohgés demonstrably have two separate
slots for case markers - an inner slot for inheocersemantic case markers and an outer
slot for structural or grammatical case endingsd-smthe morphological structure of
Korean allows for the possibility that double gesnent of Abstract Case to a particular
NP will lead to double surface case marking.
Based on his explanation, | stipulate that twosséot intertwined in Korean syntax: one slot
arises for morphological case, controlled by Plesilsice, and the other for abstract case,
required by interpretations at LF-interface. Thmalgsis concurs with the Minimalist Program;
in terms of the Minimalist Program, the Case Filtas two interfaces: LF-visibility and PF-
visibility (Lasnik, 1992). All argument chains sHdunave case at the LF interface for theta-roles
to be visible. Morphological case is extended tevidibility; however, LF-visibility only
pertains to argument chains, irrespective of maiiocal case. Therefore, abstract case is
obligatory for well-formedness at LF. Due to casetiples, both levels of case (i.e., PF and LF
interfaces) are satisfied in Korean syntax, in @sttto English that lacks morphological case.
Consequently, Lapointe’s (1998) argument for a @dtsenation approach is strongly supported

by both theoretical and empirical grounds; morepaerase alternation approach, maintaining
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the spirit of the Minimalist Program, supports nmalysis of the ambiguous topic-marked
nominal structures in Korean, previously explome@42) and (435!

In 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, | hypothesize the topic mankewchinal,meyli-nun-khan (42b), is
base-generated as a possession construction.éldtisrsshows that this phrase originates from
an inalienable possession construction. The fohgvaxamples from Yoon (1998) illustrate that
two DPs, headed by the same genitive maikge(i.e., DoosP in this study) have different
structures:

(45) a. Chelswu-uy son
Chelswu-GEN hand
‘Chelswu’s hand’ dlrenable possession)
b. Chelswu-uy chayk
Chelswu-GEN  book
‘Chelswu’s book’ (alienable possession)
According to Yoon (1998), an inalienable possesd#®rChelswuin (45a), generated within an
NP, receives a theta-role directly from a posseli§&son‘hand’ and is raised to Spec DP to
check its GEN feature as an argument of the possdéB,son More of Yoon’s explanation
continues in the following way: “. . . the possessaf relational nouns likeon‘hand’ have
usually been called “inalienable” possessors iriteeature, in contrast to the “alienable”
possessors of non-relational nouns kkayk‘book™ (Yoon, 1998, p. 516). On the contrary, the
possessor of an alienable noun MRelswuin (45b), base-generated in Spec DP, receives GEN
case from the D head, but a theta-role is not asdi¢o it. Therefore, she points out that the

relation between the alienable possessor and tsepsee NP are semantically different from

3L All nominals are inflected with case. For exampletween the pronounin 1) and 2) in the following examples,
e.g, l)itis interesting!; 2) I'll throwit away, the pronouit is not morphologically distinguished; this invishtase



177

the pair of an inalienable counterpart. Her propsspresented with two distinctive trees below,

which indicate the different base-generating posgiof the possessor NP as well:

(46)
a. DP b. DP
/\ /\
DP D’ DP D’
VAN X
chelswu-uy/ NP D chelswu-uy NP D
Case ——1L<GEN> Case ———-r <GEN>
N’ N’
N
t7 ——— N(x) N
thetll—role |son chayk

Yoon (1998)

Therefore, the different base-generating positiuh presence/absence of theta-role assignment
in a nominal (i.e.,ChelswdGEN]) is not constantly determined by the morphatal case
marking, in the same way as (44) and (45). Follgwiioon (1998), | recapitulate Giorgi and
Longobardi’'s (1991) analysis of co-occurring ofatatiners in Italian such @smio libro ‘the
my book’ and suggest the following new structuré4inb):
(47) a. [DP [D il [NP mio [N libro]]]] (fromGiorgi & Longobardi, 1991, p. 203)

b. [DP il [D mio [NP libro]]] (Revised structure)
In il mio libro, one crucial constraint existario does not bear a theta-role; it is not an
inalienable possession structure, such as (45),camsequently, its external theta-role is not
generated inside NP. Thus, | suggest that, indise of co-occurring D elements in Italian,
where there is a constraint of linear order, agaew element (i.e., an article) takes Spec DP

position, and the following element (i.e., a possas is either 1) base-generated in NP, with a

is Abstract Case
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theta-role assigned, and raised to D to check GEd),(an inalienable possession) or 2) base-
generated in D (e.g., an alienable possessionpulith theta-role assignment as shown in (47hb).
Therefore, based on Yoon (1998) and Lapointe (1,998ue against Giorgi and Longobardi’s
(1991) proposal of a uniform structure—in theirdstuboth the external theta-role and possessor
(or R-relationin their terminology) are generated in NP, irrespe of the discernments

between the two constructions.

Similar to (in)alienable possession structures amgan (45) and Italian (47), | apply the
control phenomena (PRO) and possessives to thegsiss structures in (45) and (47). |
propose two different possession constructionsm#ipg on the property of possessor nouns.
DP is headed by determiners, angldP is headed by the possessar(e.g., English) oruy
(e.g., Korean), in contrast to a theta-marked aeqptrm Spec B,sf. Giorgi and Longobardi
(1991) point out, in terms of control phenomenat #n argument receiving a theta-role cannot
co-occur with PRO that is an intrinsically thetarkesl argument:

(48) a. yesterday's PRO attempt to leave

b. the PRO attempt to leave

c. *John’s/my PRO attempt to leave

(adapted from Giorgi & Longobardi, 991,198)

Yesterday'sandthein (48a) and (48b), which are non-theta markedp#si function as
determiners. They are Ds but not arguments. In)(48avever, a theta-marked DIyhn’s(or
my) cannot occur with PRO. Based on the English exesmggarding control phenomena, |
propose two different DP structures below sugggstiat, in (49),John(andmy) are obviously
DP arguments whilgesterdayandthe cannot be due to the lack of a theta-role:

(49) a. [DP [D Yesterday’s [NP [N attempt]]]]
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b- [D’osP [DP JOhn] [DossJS [NP [N attempt]]]]

C.
[fP DpossP
D’ DP DpPoss’
/\ |
D NP John DpPoss NP
yesLerday’s aLtempt ‘s attelnpt

As a result, my proposal in (49c) shows manifedifierent constructionszesterday’sonly
functions as a determiner without a theta-roleth@ncontrary,John’sis theta-marked by the
possessor head, i.epds which is different fronyesterday’qi.e., D), irrespective of the same
morpheme. Therefore, we have seen that not onlgdfobut also other Western language data
demonstrate the legitimacy of the reflection ofecaad theta-roles in DP.

In relation to argument/non-argument structurésmve examined an (in)alienable
possession construction, a possessor theta-rogmasent, and control phenomena. Based on the
relations between DP and argumenthood, a distimttedween B,,P and TopP is considered
with Korean topic-marked nominals presented agaihis section. | have claimed that case
particles in Korean are D elements. Additionallguggest topicality can be realized even inside
DP: specifically, an argument:B}P, as irmeyli-nun(Mary-Top) in (50), which is headed by a
topic marker. More clarification is provided withQ) that repeats (42) and (43) and the
constituency test in (51):

(50) meyli-nun  kho-ka  yeppu-ta
Mary-TOP nose-NOM pretty-DC
‘As for Mary, (her) nose is pretty’

(51) <Constituency Test>



180

Statement: As for Mary, her nose is pretty.

Question: What is pretty?

Answer 1: Mary’s nose (Answer 2: *Mary / Answer 3: * Nose)
This constituency test clearly shows that the fbs<giorrect answer is only [Mary’s nose]
because it is one constituent functioning as aesiilgf the predicate ‘pretty’; in other words, the
subject of the predicatepputa(to be pretty) is ‘Mary’s nose,’ not ‘Mary’ or ‘rs@’ alone.
Moreover, this constituency test shows that thectaparked noummeyli-nun‘Mary-TOP’ gives
referentiality and topicality to the postnominab&e’ within Dro P by virtue of the topic marker
nunthat is also realized within the domain of DP.(i,,P). For this reason, the interpretation
(e.g., topicality/referentiality) imeyli-nun‘Mary-TOP’ in DropP is parallel to the corresponding
interpretation in the Korean-peculiar topic nomiimeSpec TopP that dominates ¥R52)

below repeats (43):

(52)

TopP (TopP)

|
(Top)
a'Apy b l\
DP J)\ (Top) T
kwail DN T
un/‘ f /l
DnomP T Diom

— | W T
| VP/IT DP DNom
Nom’ . ka yeyppu-ta
sakwa DNom
uy
ka nun kho
ka

32 particularly, Korean is a topic-prominent languaBeerefore, | confirm that TopP, which dominatds(1P), is
projected in Korean syntax as an additional maxipnajection in the sentential domain in this langgia
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The following presents an overall summavieyli-nun‘Mary-TOP’ (i.e., Do P) differs from the
general topic nomindwail-un‘fruit-TOP’ syntactically: 1)Mary is base-generated in Spec DP
with a conversion of D elements (i.e., the paricfeomuy to nun) rather than reflecting

syntactic movement as Lapointe (1998) argues mgef case alternations; 2) their sentence-
initial occurrence (e.gkwail-unandmeyli-nur) and the taking of the same particle makeyli-
nunhomophonous to typical TopP; however, they ocouwbo different independent positions
such as Spec DP and Spec TopP; 3) without overemet to Spec TP or TopP, (i.e.,
topicalization), by virtue of case particles regm@sng topicality in Korean, a possessor noun can
denote topicality with the topic marker even witR)R, while the domain of topicality in English
is limited to Spec TP (IP) (or, possibly, Spec TajpEnglish topicalization is subsumed as
movement outside TP (IP) to TopP). Tylor (1996)raft that the English possessor nominal is
positioned initially in the construction to demaecéhe referential possibility” as a “local

topic,” just as in Korean/Japanese topic constouasti Korean topic constructions can be realized
morphologically, and the topic marker is possitdplaced with the possessive marker within the
projection of DP (i.e., Bys$ and BopP respectively), when the nominal is derived from a
possession construction as shown in (46) and BE3ed on observation of these phenomena, |
assert that both referentiality and a possessimstnaction must be closely related to topic,

which is the syntactic category of topicality.

With regard to the two types of nominal phrasess lifd DPs, | demonstrate that [+ref]
and the syntactic status (e.g., argumenthood) miimals should be examined instead of the overt
realization of the D head. 4.2 has shown that #&jycin Korean can be encoded with DP and
TopP within a nominal domain, as DP, specificaltyagument B,,P, in contrast to a non-

argument TopP, within a sentential domain; moreokerean topic constructions (inherent
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topicality), are realized both syntactically (sertte-initially), and morphologically (with case
particles). Regardless of the status of nominablnaargument/non-argument, however, [+ref] in
Korean can be exhibited even in the non-argumesitipn TopP, just like proper names and
kind-referring generic nominals that lack the ou2thead. | summarize the relationship between

DP/NP and argument/non-argumenthood in the tabtebe

DP DP DP NP
Externa & Externa & Non-Argumen | Non-Arg (e.g. predicates/vocativi
Internal Internal (e.g., TOP) exclamatives/ QP-internal NP)

Argument (e.| Argument (e.g
g., sukj/obj) | ., sukj/obj)
+ref -ref +ref -ref

The difference between NPs and DPs is that NPsaraeferential, non-argument expressions
such as vocatives and predicates. In additionxasimed in 4.1.3 and 4.1.4, | assert the QP-
internal NP belongs to this NP category, in corttashe scrambled DP argument, when the QP-
internal NP is not function as argument expressiimthe contrary, even though nominals in
TopP are in non-argument position, outside TP, HreyDPs because it bears [+ref]. Therefore,
DPs contain the three properties listed below;tetaie
DPs are 1) internal arguments
2) exterarguments
3) norgaments with [+ref]
Korean, without being headed by articles, exhiditpumenthood and referentiality,

including definiteness and specificity with bare@ular) forms. Based on the observation of
cross-linguistic empirical data, by means of theparative syntactic analysis, | have argued that

DPs are universal and are not parameterized cirogsitically because DP is neither merely the
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norm of scrambling nor of argumenthood; therefidre,functional head D should be projected in

Korean in the spirit of UG.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

In this final chapter, | will summarize the maonclusions of this dissertation based on
empirical findings and theoretical justification.

My dissertation focuses on the occurrence of nohpheases that are projected by a
determiner head, such as articles and demonssatwe definite/indefinite markings in Korean.
| believe that functional heads are found not anllanguages with articles but also in languages
without articles because the only difference betwthem is whether the semantic interpretation
is realized phonetically (overtly) or not (covejtly

In Chapter 2, | argued that parametric variatioistexn three ways: 1) the base-
generated position of demonstratives, the defentiele, and the possessive vary across
languages; 2) the final landing site of those eleialso denote cross-linguistic distinctions; 3)
movement for feature-checking such as [+ref] ardi[etic] occurs either before Spell-Out or
after Spell-Out depending on the language. Indhagpter, | have suggested that, in English,
once demonstratives move from Spec AgrP to thedd hibey need not move to Spec DP any
further, because their deictic features can bekdtho-situ, and superfluous movement violates
the Economy PrincipleTherefore, the final landing site of demonstregivieed not be
universally Spec DP; in addition, demonstrativeshpatibility with other determiners (such as
possessives and the definite article) or choidbeif landing sites should be reconsidered in
terms of parametric variation. On the contrarySpanish, N-to-D raising occurs overtly due to

strong features of N (before Spell-Out), by satrsfythe Visibility Condition proposed by
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Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Giusti (1998) becauselheead is overtly filled by the definite
article,el. Due to weak features of the demonstraéiste howevergstemoves to Spec DP only
at LF (after Spell-Out). Therefore, this derivatiarSpanish converges at both LF and PF: 1)
[+ref] and [+deictic] inesteare checked off at LF; 2) the D head is visibléhwei even at PF, as
well as at LF (i.e., the DP projection should b&ible after Spell-Out in Spanish. In this study, |
have also confirmed that the demonstratives in Spaaise & Spec DP optionally before Spell-
Out, but they should raise to Spec DP obligatorily at LF, which was previously attested by
Longobardi (1994) and Bruge (2002). However, Bruge’s (2002) proposal that the possessive is
generated in the D head in Spanishneabe justified. For this reason, I have argued against
Bruge (2002) by proposing that both the demonstrativethagossessive in Spanish, base-
generated in Spec FP (or AgrP), compete for theegasition, and the complementary
distribution of them leads to ungrammaticality ne erivation. Based on empirical findings,
this study demonstrates that in Korean, demongéstio not compete for the same position
with the possessives; in English, on the contramglogous competition leads the co-occurrence
of those two elements to ungrammaticality. Themfbhave claimed that internal structures,
relative to demonstratives, are determined by #iare of competition among D elements rather
than the strength of [+ref] features (although Ihad exclude the function of definite features in
demonstratives, such as [+ref] and [+deictic], dredr applicability to parametric variations in
language).

Spec DP is not a universal landing site of dematisrs. Adopting Giusti (1993), | claim
that demonstratives in Korean are also base-geateiratAgrP, the intermediate projection
between DP and NP; however, the generating possfici@monstratives is Head AgrP, not Spec

AgrP because demonstratives in Korean can co-authipossessives. In other words,
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demonstratives in Korean are base-generated iAghe head and then obligatorily move to the
D head in overt syntax via head-to-head movementeShis derivation does not violate HMC
(Head Movement Constraint), it does not violatecality condition either. Due to the lack of
the definite article in Korean, both 1) the [+d&iLfeature-checking before Spell-Out and 2) the
movement of demonstratives to D head at PF lexighéred by strong features) make
definiteness visible prenominally in Korean synt@x the other hand, a possessive in Korean is
base-generated in Spec AgrP, so it does not confyetiee same position with the
demonstrative. Therefore, | have argued that detratihvges that possess [+deictic] and inherent
[+def] are closely related to referentiality. Cogpsently, movement of demonstratives, triggered
by feature-checking in DP domain, and their dedimiterpretations in Korean are legitimate
both syntactically and semantically in the framewok the Minimalist Program.

This chapter emphasized parametric variation vagipect to complementary distribution
of D elements and their obligatory/optional movemmeithin the nominal domain across
languages. Overall, in languages that allow theanirrence of the definite arteclvith
demonstratives, such as Romanian and Modern Greek, demonstratives are base-generated in
Spec AgrP (or any intermediate-level phrase such as FP in Bruge (2002)); however, the definite
article in those languages is base-generated iD thead. However, in English, a language that
does not allow the co-occurrence of the definitelarwith a demonstrative, both are base-
generated in Spec AgrP, and move to D obligatatliF level for [+ref] and [+deictic]
checking. Therefore, their co-occurrence, whichi¢ei® ungrammaticality, prevents them from
competing for the same position. Moreover, the bMeto-D movement does not occur in
English, which shows an example of parametric viana between English and Spanish—

Spanish exhibits the overt N-to-D raising in syntaased on Spanish examples, exemplifying
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demonstratives’ complementary distribution with tiedinite article or possessive pronouns, |
conclude that determiners in Spanish are base-gieaein Spec AgrP like determiners in
English. The co-occurrence of the definite artglth a post-nominal demonstrative is a
parametric variation caused by the language-spa&juirement—this requirement is satisfied
by the insertion of the definite article asast resort Parametric variation can be found in
Korean and Japanese demonstratives as well; thegao with possessives. The Korean
demonstrative is base-generated in AgrP head amdntioves to D obligatorily at PF level. On
the contrary, the possessive is base-generatgokin AgrP so that it does not compete for the
same position with the demonstrative. Since Koka#s not possess overt (in)definite articles,
demonstratives function as the definite articlamsalso found in Cape Verdean Creole
counterparts proposed by Baptista (2003, 2003sérded that languages compensate for the
lack of another category; dual functions of demi@istes are caused by absence of another
element, and the demonstratives (especikllysonq andkel) are the alternating functors of the
definite article in Korean, Japanese and CVC. Shigly strongly supports the existence of UG;
in terms of a generating position for demonstratjtke intermediate level, which is assumed to
be AgrP (between DP and NP), is universal croggilstically. However, there are two different
generating positions for demonstratives within DEginal AgrP across languages, (either Head,
AgrP or Spec, AgrP), and the diverse generatingipns account for the existence of
parametric variations. Language parameters alewalarious landing sites for demonstratives
in overt syntax; on the contrary, feature-checknnggered by [+ref] and [+deictic] in DP
domain at LF is universal. Demonstratives are Dnelats that possess one more features than
the definite article possesses, which are bothigtidgand [+ref]. For this reason, languages

without (definite) articles, for example, Koreaapanese, CVC, and Bosnian, can denote
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definiteness in syntax. Demonstratives have maltiphctions and behave in a variety of ways
across languages but are functional elements.

Traditionally, Korean (and Japanese) nominals ategorized as NPs (Noun Phrases)
and demonstratives as adjectives for two reasoss; there are no articles in Korean, and
second, Korean demonstratives are adjectival amglrdcursive, so they coexist with possessive
nouns and pronouns. This idea has been prevalém ianalysis of Korean nominals even after
the DP (Determiner Phrase) Hypothesis (Abney, 198idsti (1997) and Fukui (1986, 2003)
argue that demonstratives are prenominal modifierse-generated in the extended NP, and they
are, therefore, lexical elements like adjectived,h elements. However, this study manifestly
showed that demonstratives function as determimestead of adjectives, and Korean
demonstratives like(this), ku (that),ceo(that over there) cannot be subsumed under the
category of adjectives; consequently, | arguedregdbiusti (1997) and Fukui (1986, 2003) who
claim that demonstratives are lexical elementsdi#tectives, not D elements.

Chapter 3 explored Korean bare nominals and th&grpretations in comparison with
English, Japanese and Cape Verdean Creole. Thitechaviewed Longobardi’'s (1994) N-to-D
raising and Baptista’s (2003, 2007) null D hypotbéxy suggesting that the functors and the
condition of outside N (e.g., time) can affect thirpretations of bare nominals in terms of
syntax. This chapter cooperates with Chapter 1Girapter 2 because the syntactic aspect and
the interpretation of bare nominals are both lgc@le., within the domain of DP) and
extensively (i.e., in the domain of TP) investighie terms of the feature-checking involving
referential features (i.e., [+ref]). This chaptiyoaverified the whole array of the hypothesis that

the Functional Category D attracts not only refaedeatures (i.e., [+ref] or R in Longobardi
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(1994)) in N but also T-feature in N (i.e., 1) [eferic] or [Hgen] 2) [tExistential] or [4exist]) in
order to check off the uninterpretable [+ref] ogén]/[texist]) in D.

According to Diesing’s (1992) Mapping Hypothesisge-level predicates are associated
with raising INFL, and individual-level predicatage associated with control INFL. The
different construal of subjects in each structsrelosely related to those types of predicates that
take either control INFL or raising INFL. Howevédemonstrated that, based on Guéron (2006)
and Baptista (2007), the different interpretatiohbare nominal subjects are not necessarily
determined by those two types of the predicatesead, | argued that tense (T), as a binder,
plays an important role in the interpretationsud$jects. More specifically, Diesing (1992)
classifies predicates into two classes (s@ge-levebndindividual-levelpredicates); this
approach was a semantically based distinction kesttall early by Carlson (1977) in relation to
the emergence of different interpretations of hdneals. According to Carlson (1977), particular
temporal/spatial instantiations are termedagewhile the union of the whole sets of the kinds is
individual, however, this type of purely semantic contrastidmot capture the syntactic
distinction, and Diesing (1992) sheds light onekamination of the two types of the predicates
in terms of syntax. According to Diesing (1992% #dubject of the stage-level predicate is VP-
internal (i.e., Spec VP) and successively movedptec IP, while the subject of the individual-
level predicate is base-generated in Spec IP, pad 8P is occupied by PRO. A bare plural
subject obtains an existential reading if it is dwabed by VP at LF because bare plurals contain
indefinites. However, Carlson (1977) and Diesing9@) have not been able to capture a solution
for the complicated phenomenon of bare nominal&giang unconventional episodic
interpretation with the so-called individual-ley®kdicate and also have faced problems in

interpreting empirical data as | showed in thisptba
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In turn, my dissertation provided a solution testehortcoming in their approach to
predicate types, such as raising/control structreyntax; as a result, this study showed that the
revised T-chain approach, based on Baptista (2@an)account for the mechanism of the
interpretation of the bare noun subject in Specel§., when T is indexed with 0, the (bare)
subject receives a generic interpretation acroggulages). This approach also makes the theory
of Universal Grammar legitimate under the MinimaRsogram by maintaining the base-
generated position of subjects in Spec VP, theitatnole assignment, and their cross-linguistic
feature-checking process.

Based on this evidence, therefore, | disagreed Biiglsing (1992) and Kim (1993) who
believe that bare nominal interpretations are detegd by the predicate type, and a subject of an
individual-level predicate is base-generated incSiie (IP). Moreover, | argued that all subjects
are base-generated in Spec VP, and they are adsligta-roles before they move to Spec TP
because there is no possibility that they undesgeting or downgrading from Spec TP into
Spec VP in order to receive an existential/episoeialing. T-features in the subject DP such as
[+generic] and [+episodic] should be checked oHiagt the categorical features in T in Spec-
Head relations; if they remain unchecked in N,dbavation crashes at LF because those
features are uninterpretable formal features (@ #ine not categorical N features, which are
interpretable). As a result, | confirmed that the-Wternal Subject Hypothesis should be
maintained in the spirit of the Minimalist Prograim.addition, by recapitulating Baptista’s
(2007) T-chain approach, | developed my proposatiation to the feature-checking process
which affects the interpretations of bare nomimatss-linguistically.

Chapter 4 discussed the sub-layers within DP. Basddemoto (2005) and Chierchia

(1998), | explored Korean common nouns and theaplaarkertul. | have defined Korean
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common nouns aderived mass nourigecause they hold both characteristics of sotalle
classifier languages and NP [+arg, +pred] languége£nglish. Korean common nouns are
compatible with the plural marker, unlike Chierchigl998) proposal; however, the widely used
classifiers and more frequent distribution of teenantic plural features, [+LATT], in Korean
common nouns than those of English counterpartBrooKorean’s typological attribute of
close-to-mass denotation. Baptista (2007) and Heyaad Zamparelli (2005) motivated me to
distinguish semantic number from syntactic numbiéniwwDP, and these number features,
separately realized within DP, are attested by aogbidata across languages. Therefore, this
study highlights the crucial role of PIP in trigopgy different interpretations of (bare) nominals,
such as PI* (with semantic plurals) and Pl (witmsaatic singulars). In the frame of the feature-
checking process and the agreement operation, semamber in count and mass nouns are
distinguished, irrespective of the morphologicater. Also, | showed that DP hosts not only
number features, which are split into semantic edactic features, but also classifiers in so-
called NP [+arg, -pred] languages, typologicallstisiguished from English (NP [+arg, +pred])
and Romance (NP [-arg,+pred]) languages. Howeviénpwt the D head, the interpretation
[+def] or [+spec] cannot be explained across languages. Ther&bapter 3 strongly supported
the DP Hypothesis (Abney, 1987), which has longhieeestigated in literature, especially,
among the typologists who argue for or againsethistence of the D elements in languages
without articles such as Korean and Japanese.

Besides quantifier constituents, such as CIP, NuanB®,QP, | have claimed that the overt
movement of N in the multi-layers within the DP damimis purely motivated by case particles
because N does not yet merge with the D headpthes lof definiteness/specificity; as a result,

this overt movement of N to Spec QP in Korean aphdese is not triggered by specificity, as
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opposed to scrambling, which is dependent on seofaattures. Therefore, N’s raising to Spec
QP in this section sheds light on the long-debasdge regarding the investigation of scrambling
among the languages that possess case particles+e-shown that scrambling, occurring within
TP domain, is associated with semantic featur@s@B movement, in contrast to the overt N
movement restricted to DP domain. In turn, the ysialof Korean and Japanese empirical data
in this study superiorly provides the answers imzzing issues, summarized as follows: 1)
scrambling is not optional movement assisted bg pasticles 2) the overt N movement to Spec
QP in multi-layered DP is not driven by semanticé Cheng and Sybesma (1999) contribute
immensely in building bridges between classifierd bare nouns in languages without articles.
My investigation of the multi-layered DP in Kore@nd Japanese) is in agreement with Cheng
and Sybesma (1999) who argue that NumPs are irthefatef]. However, there is one crucial
distinction between their proposal and mine in rdda CIP; while | agreed that bare nouns are
arguments, | disputed Cheng and Sybesma’s (198 ¢hat CIP performs the function of D
and therefore bare nouns are arguments. | argaedCtR itself, as well as NumP, is inherently [-
def], and the only domain for [+def] is DP. My emgal data from Korean and Japanese have
revealed a shortcoming of Cheng and Sybesma (1B9%howing that, Korean and Japanese
prevent CIP from being projected without numeralsyntax because they are one constituent,
which is also pointed out by Ishii (2000). Bare nsare actually not so bare, and they are
certainly arguments if and only if they are mergeth definiteness/specificity in DP, instead of
CIP.

Chapter 4 focused on the distinction between NE#Ps based on (in)definiteness and
referentiality in an argument/non-argument positioterms of case particles in Korean. Lyons

(1999) purports that DP cannot be projected in Horgyntax due to the lack of the grammatical
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D category, such as articles; instead, in Korean;grammatical definiteness is correlated to the
pragmatic notion, identifiability. However, the mstigation of English, Italian, Japanese,
Chinese, and Cape Verdean Creole bare nominatstescshows (in)definiteness is reflected
even in Korean syntax, without articles. Therefotgave argued that Korean is not a
counterexample to DP languages; a functional headdbpies a higher position than nouns in
Korean, analogous to nominals with overt deternsimemany Western languages. Moreover, |
have proposed that definite/referential nounsmomargument position (TopP), as a “TP(IP)-
external” or a “subject-peripheral” position, byrdguting this mismatch between distribution
and interpretation to the property that DP is rezitinerely the norm of scrambling nor
argumenthood. Therefore, | have suggested thasDRiversal and is not parameterized cross-
linguistically.

In regard to the two types of nominal phrases, &lREDPs, | demonstrated that [+ref]
and the syntactic status (e.g. argumenthood) ofimamshould be examined instead of the overt
realization of the D head. Topicality in Korean danrealized within DP, specifically an
argument BopP, in contrast to a non-argument TopP; moreovere&o topic constructions
(inherent topicality), are realized both syntadticésentence-initially), and morphologically
(with case particles). Regardless of the statusafinals as an argument/non-argument,
however, [+ref] in Korean can be exhibited evethi& non-argument position, TopP, just like
[+def] in proper names and kind-referring genenmimals can be encoded with the D head,
regardless of the status of D’s (phonetic) reabratl summarized the relationship between
DP/NP and argument/non-argumenthood in Chaptéreddifference between NPs and DPs is
that NPs are non-referential, non-argument expsassuch as vocatives and predicates. In

addition, | asserted that the QP-internal NP beddnghis NP category, in contrast to the
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scrambled DP argument, when the QP-internal NP doefinction as argument expression. On
the contrary, even though nominals in TopP areomargument position, outside TP, they are
DPs because they bear [+ref]. Therefore, DPs aotita@ three properties listed below;
DPs are 1) internal arguments
2) extararguments
3) norgaments with [+ref]

Korean, without being headed by articles, exhiitpumenthood and referentiality,
including definiteness and specificity with bare@ular) forms. Based on the observation of
cross-linguistic empirical data, by means of theparative syntactic analysis, | argued that DPs
are universal and are not parameterized crossiihgally because DP is neither merely the
norm of scrambling nor argumenthood; therefore ftinetional head D should be projected in
Korean in the spirit of UG. Finally, | expect tlissertation will pave the way toward a new
paradigm of nominal categories and their interpgi@bta across languages under the UG.

From GB theory to the current Minimalist Programrroborating that all phrases follow
parameter settings, head parameters have captmdedying variations from language to
language. English is a head-first language; inresiit Korean is an extreme head-final language
because only postpositions exist as bound morphamnibs language. My study, however,
shows that demonstrativasKu, andceg and the possessive particlg){ are positioned head-
initially ([DP [NP]]), whereas the other case pads (including delimiters) occur postnominally
([INP] DP]) as a so-called head-final language.WWéspect to this inconsistency between the
head-final parameter and the exceptional structar&®rean, further analysis would be
indispensable; therefore, we need to embark ortiaddl research that can modify the

anomalously reversed setting of Head Directionality
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