Parasitic gap

2  n

I.4 & | R b
I. g9+ N. A &
I.A &

80l HolEwHA RE HEL A 3, AP AU s YeFe, F2F9 7]
SFoel Azgt dF7h ¥ AP=

90dd] HEdT B, YdE Foi ook, Auy sle] AA 2 FYRe AA HE F
=gy Aoz oo, Fo Mo st 355 cha2A G, $AY Aoz o2

dojdtell oiél AFE o9l 47} gict. 19813 Chomskyr} Lectures on Government and
Bindingolzgt: ¢ WA GB theory d77F AFASHIURL ol 44, 2std 19864
Knowledge of Language$} Barrierg &%3ted doltt Aol 8§ 2o+ did¥ye] 9o 3t
o}

o gelFele 712 e ‘Hio gior AuY o] E A} Aolth

olo] =¥l Chomsky: o3 el o A7 ¥¥& At e Relot

To achieve descriptive adequacy, it often seems necessary to enrich the system of
available devices, whereas to solve our case of Plato's problem we must restrict the
system of available devices so that only a few languages, or just one, are determined

by the given data.l

* ol 2oy FojdEetz
1) Chomsky, N. Knowledge of language(New York : Praeger Publishers, 1996), p.52.
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2 AZdYE =T AR (AL - A23ew)

I
»

49 tez Hdo Fx4E AFE Ee]E (rich renough but meager enough theory)g
e Hold.

oA7[A “Hae felolal ¥ YL BAY oA W (theoretical devices)THe: AW, VLY
= T3z, "Hoe 554"z 2 By AA Aol FA ERE Yo

AdoldToll QoA A7) 443 e £4, & dojE 4ol AYFaY FHA Holch

AT AL 4 S AAste] FAse A9 el dzstedor st o4
42 "% .7H4d (null hypothesis)” WA ol AZste] $2j7} A2 AR3E do] 2z
422 3tedof it

22y 2t 2tz ek Aol Fostedel feth Foll Bolt 249h2 A7ss] Aey A
AZ Foll Rolx) Gt 24E F¥3 YA /15T 22 Yol AT Aoz 473 F2Y s}
A7t dE Aoz A2 AFsF RiE AYPsin o

olol & E&olM ol ol gt o] 24 F Empty categoryoll 434 F28 ¥
3 715E %2 At J1AFF (parasitic gap)ll Y Se{7hA 24H 215 ¥4, d7szA
gt

zq
2%

0']-1—-
T o

J

I. 34H3 (Empty category)

we will assume that individual head words may choose certain tvpes of phrases as
complements and that the head and its complements. if there are any, join together to make
a minima! phrase. This minimal phrase will represent a basic action, event, or state.?

+®¥ 4 715 (Grammatical Function)2.2 o]+ ¥ (head)®} .35 o] (complement) 28] #7}o]
(Adunct), XA o] (specifien)Z o] Fo]A 2 =] Fof - Wo] - ZHolF o FHA 7eg sl 3
£ Heith

¥ (head)= .%o (complement)sl] 2]=|™ (6—role)d ¥ F3dl ¥ (head)d BFolt HLH(
minimal phrase)§ *-Eth.

2 H4BE 7|€Hql action, event, state 5& ¥d 3= Holcl

FATF(VP), BAT(NP), ¥&ATF(AP) 282 AAAF(PP)E Z7 FAHV), HAHN),
HEAH(A), 22z HAXA(P)E 2 H(head)Z #HElz Yojxl& 23 o (complement)”t X<}

AFAA 8FAL 9EAL 1284 5 HA Bl FAE FEHoY A ol E o3
3 W F (Lexical category)®t u] o] 3| F (nonlexical category) 279 o] W32 Uiz oW

2) Baker, C. English Syntax(Cambridge; MIT press, 1989), p.49.

-106-



Parasitic gap 3

(Lexical category)x (N, :V)el Z&. A4 (feafure)oll 7|2F 2 =HAH((+N, —V)), 54
((=N, +V]), ¥&A((+N, +V)), 28z AXA—FA((—-N, -V))$} & W3z Y&y
i d] oJHHFE COMP(Complementizer)®t INFL(Inflection)& E%3}o} INFLE A ( tense),
AA(AGR), HYEAH(moda)e X3l k. & 6709 WFz FE32 Qe Holo)

FAEHAMN A FLHAEA when if after 5 P2 Fsln 24, YEAE of Po] A
2 HF3n Aok BAE e olF 4 gonz 38 EAA YA Qg

45 (Empty category}= ol Bo|A| 9+ 8.4 (not phonetically realized element)2 4 &4
ZHPFYF 8l 242 47 67] WFF 32 NPol 43l2 =3 COMP: 1 ¥34d Y= #AS
E ok S47h7 glevd $88 93 7% (Grammatical Funtcion)g 3t 9= o},

2 PRO, pro, trace, variable 5 47§ 3WF2 7133 COMPex T W3ol L3 Ao}
B3 ez o7

o422 ujReo] NPE overt element$} Empty element 27}x]12 oY 4 ol=d overt
element Foll X o] 2.4 (Phonetically realized element)® john, he, the man, himself 5 o]
it Empty elemunt= Foll 2]z 9+ 94 (not phonetically realized element)® 4] PRO, pro,
trace, variable % 4712} 8.4 o]},

NP =% A}(Pronominal), =82} @naphor), 2] A A}(R—expression) 2.2 ¥, ((+A, —P))
+ trace, ((—A, +P))t pro, ((—A, —Pl)t variable, ((+A, +P))= PROS] E4(
Feature) & Z Ut Holof.

prox INFLo| &8 2 a7} S4gEat € 4 A2, =8 3o Ay ogo: ¢ 4 Q=
S48 o7]= ol F4E S Ut F olei |9} o] pro Bl (pro drop language)ol
A Fo] zgle] Jephts Rojct F2 FTHFel dg A7+ PROY trace ¥ 71A & o o
Fo] X variable® traced] WFol EHAIA AFF 3z Y Helth

PROE 71A oA A A=l (base-generated) T84 0] trace o] F(Move—a)oll 9t Azl T
84 ojr}

PRO$} trace®] 53¢ Chomskyt (1981 oh-&3 Ze] FE3xn otk

(1) trace is governed
(i) the antecedent of trace is not in a @-position
(il) the antecedent-trace relation satisfies the subjacency condition °
PRO lacks ail of these properties: it is ungoverned : its antecedent (if there is one)
has an independent B-role, as does PRO : the antecedent-PRO relation ( where PRO has
an antecedent) need not satisfy the subjacency condition. Furthermore, PRO need have no

antecedent. 3

—_—

3) Chomsky, N. Lectures on Government and Binding(Dordrecht : Foris Publications, 1982),
p.56.
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4 AZRGE =23 ARA (UL - ALshR)

@ It is unclear (what (PRO to do t]]

® I'd much prefer (pPRO going to a movie)

® I bought a book [ COMP PRO (PRO to give t to Marry})

FHEY R UM 49 e 22 o7|of PROS AHAHE =324 Yo}

<7 @4 PROt infinifived] Fol2 vehix 2z, 3 @14 PROE NP2 Feoz o
Bl 9l el

a2y £ @A PROE 479 =3o] o2 2ot Chomsky (1981 COMP2] $ 3o PRO
7} JdElgtcin o % @9 COMPA el PRO7} €& 4 2tz oy PROE 7Z|AclA A
A =] (base- gernerafed) ¥ 8.4-0], 244 ungovernsleel 3= g COMP = 2jo] PRO7} €& 4
Utz FFse RE F EAAe] Ak £ § COMPo 3l PROE S-Stof4 gived %
Mol el AW 847t olF =] variable Al slmg COMP o+ PRO7} - o}d wh-
phrase 42§ A4z, PROY AAE A old 24 % Empty operator’} vehdciz ¥o}
of epg Zojct

T2 @04 PROS AdAE gl 3 @A PROY APAE 12 ¥lof ¢ Holdd, 28
=2 PRO:E AdAE 7H4E AT A T 4= ddvd AfAst g 4% o Adas
PROE FAM%t 3t o]F F Aol (control theory)etz e}

@® PRO finishing his work on time is important to John.

@ PRO finishing his wark on time is important to John's development.

T2 ©l4 PROS| AdAl= johnelz % @4 PROS AfAe d4] johnoltt. & O@
o4l PROS & A& (controller= johne] =& Hojcl. olg} o] AahAl7l Fojxl A4 o]F A
A %A (remote control)ebi. o}

(® They heard [(PRO stories about them)

® (The realization that John would fail) bothered him

Chomsky (1986a) % QoA =HA72 FYF Folz 4 PROF 4Ased Z<%o]E(Binding
theary)& A=8lz glch. 22y PRO: ungovernslddef 3122 PRO7I A Hoz € 4 g=
Rolh. 224 olg & PROE tj3t “PROS Z& 84 (PRO-like element)2tigt L&l g}
.

=28 £4 @M= DET Aol realization?] F6]24 PROS fAHY FA1H =3 o] AUtz
78] Z<o| & (Binding theory)F AHsz U+ Holct.

@ John will promise Marry (PRO to leave)
4 3ol PRO2} ¥ A (controller)e Johndlx| MarrylAl #4317 §&d.

MDP
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Parasitic gap 5

An infinitive a selects as its controller the first NP that combines with a constituent

containing a .9

HEFE EHslod ¥l
1P
N\
| AN
VP

PRO to leave
promise  Marry

Thomason(1976), Bach(1979), 2] Partee(1980) 5 3% (Categorial Grammar) #=}&
wez £4sid

John will promise to leave

John Promise Marry to leave

Promise Marry to leave

/ N\

Promise Marry

FAH(verb)st £ o] BALE infinitiveg AMYsn e FAHLE o]FZ clidl Stowelld
o] A& FH4LE sl A 7l5E 22 9 = promised} Marry= AAHos By of3%
Al (complex lexical verb)24] infinitiveZ stv}e] Zaolz stz oz st ol

2322 infinitived Eg¥ shviel 7449 ZYsl Auls NP: Johne]=2 PROS %=
2= Johnelt),

o5 move-a o 23t 471 FWF(Enpty category)oll ti#A =8 vz #=xh.

® John seems to be happy

@ John was killed

% O3 @+ NP7} move-a & Zald 23 Dol

4) Larson, R.(1991) Promise and the theary of control, Linguistic Inquirey 22, p.120.
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6 AFdta =¥y 32 (AL - AsiFuy)

I \
=L T~
| - AR

Johng t& '37|o o]% #}=d] VPs} Barrierd ol 3l Exl7h 47 28y Spece
head agreementol] 2}%}e] Barrierz} ofvici.

Seem& VY2 Xel I8 o]F 3l _VOlI% o 4] t-§ 27|+ head+o head movement7} o|F
o]z £ ZHelct.

John¢ embeded clauseo4] case® g 4 gorc2 cased 7] Y3)A matrix claused]
IPe] specEl2 ol§3HE Zolch

% @F 249
IP
\ I,
S~
spec
I / T~y
was, | ¥ ‘
b :
killed i

Johnd cased & 4 @171 ALl IPS spec X2 ol F3tedo} 8} t, & 6-governsl=z
properly govern¥|¢] Empty category principled ©o17}=l %A o}

bet IZ o] F 5|9 inflected fornno] S]o] wasZ sdA t& ¢2ch. A YTl %
®9¢] D-st= Someone killed Johne2 F3¢ HAAZAoY 2L =EA B ups} 7o)
NPel 4 S-Stz =M o]F=ict= Helct.

o3& wh-tel] disjA 4s wA

(Whose daughter), did you see t,

for which x, x a person, you saw (x's daughter)
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Parasitic gap 7

oJ7]e§ 4 whose daughter7t NPel4 t& ‘3719 specz ol§sl&dl 2749 3 (Barier) &
VPst IP§ A At [Pt del A¥o] ofvjzl VPR ¥ FHAYE Aol o] "ot 2
B2z 89 AHZ7(Subjacency condition) & Hulsled ulEg2d FFoz 29187 4t

2y o At 2l A JET2E PN AdFA §F, &5 CP, [P, VPR =]

Aed $4 didy °lF& 4% Bd dide C2 o]F= vl P& 222 o] Hx X

r is a BC for 8 iff r is not L-marked and r dominates 5.
r is a barrier for 8 iff (a) or (b):

a. r immediately dominates §, & a BC for 8.

b. ris a BC for 8, r # IP.9

IPE &2 AuFAz Fe e Ag DS o)A 222+ Fo| =z Rz
head to head movementz} A&d=lo] F=7} == .
dids] &3 t7} 95 =¥ UF Aslest 4 24

a properly governs 8 iff a 8-governs or antecedent-governs 8.6

t7b L f-=ul slojop sl dide t& A¥AL A vi(antecedent government) 22 3§-2)ul
sle] F¥F Ui (Empty Category principle)¥ & A|# A9 ZHo] gict

9] #4} whose daughter?] o]F& CPqte] specZ ¢]Fo] sj&d ol& fé did7} CP¢] head
ql Co) $ =2, whose daughteri= CP9] spec $| X2 o]%5 322 X-bar theoryol] &3l verb
second phenomenong] 9lae]c}.

5) Chomsky, N. Barriers(Cambridge : MIT Press, 1986), p.l4.
6) Ibid., p.17.



8 Azdittn £33 A7 (AT - A3ze)

Whose daughter?} seee] 3o z2jell4] CP9 Specz 2 H olFslAl =l VP, IP F79
barrier AU 7}A] 5o} Subjacency conditiong oJ7]A slo] 47} k. a2y Chomskys o
+3 L F3(Adjunction) HElE AAz A olF A gt ’

Adjunction is possible only to a maximal projection (hence, X% that is a
nonagrument.”

Z VPol %3 3ic}s} CP9) specz o] §&twl IP sugt A7l sloj o]+ barriers} ofy=2
subjacency conditiong =tF A|7jl2g A7 A v Aol

22Xt seeo] oJ3led B-governs|mE mfA|u] 5o} empty category principleol] $]ul 5
A ¢¢o o2 whose daughter o]F ol olF& Zx7 gictn &}

a-olF% 2AH Bof Frx] FFo] gl vl vladse] ot WA e dFctst e A

¥ A% (Insertion) E-= o} X] (subsititution) ©] 2} ¥ John seems to be happy & el4 John
o] matrix clause?] IP2} specZ o|E3%t 7Z$E oixz ¥l

=3 uizes} vpaslo] oA G Fol W2gckrl 7= 3$E 42 Adjunction) o] g} Sl
8 &4l whose daughter7l VPoll ®i3gichsl 7l 79qid 3¢ o573 2L 4o
olfeoixlxn Utn ¥ 4 U

® A @ A
l r
RN E g
C D

Bel E7} ¥-2txictn ¥, E7} A A Bell £as& He] oz Bl = 3} BEF e
e 3 A“i u‘l- 0-]2] B°“ E7]' TZ}‘QD}J_ ﬂ":}'

v
Whose daughter,. did you see N
I VP
I S \VP
9 Aol whose daughters} VPel| -2t=ig)clr} ¢ t I
CPe Specz o|3stdl X 2 o3 2o}, ’ v
RN
' NP
see lt,

7) Ibid., p.6.
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Parasitic gap 9

e t Atololl Ao $A} 3 (maximal projection category): VP shijelul tt JgsiAa t’
+ FEEA Xstzme wAYY z2d 5

a excludes § if no segment of « dominates 5.8

azlog VPE A9 (Barrier)o] A R

whose doughteri= VPoll4] CP#] specZ o]§slidl o] FA: IP Wof glozg PE YUl
&2 BHo] 52 X322 O-subjacency® slo] AWy E£3o] 5= Ho|c}

Who likes everyone

# #7314 whot CP¢ specs® o]Fo| 52 everyone QR WA ol o8] VPol %ato] 5
L [Pol] slxvdel ot @ ®2 ¢ 4 Ut

@ who.l[n, everyonej[n,e]. likes e).]]

® who, [n:,ei [‘,Peveyonej (yplikes ej]]]

®ol 4 everyonet IPel| 2/3] #Y =t o] [P+ whot HYslA £sl=z whort 3¢ &
BA(wide scope) & ZETHL ¥ 4 % =¥ whoo] £ et whooll gste] T4 = ujs]e]
empty category principle- ul3lA] & 4= @+ superriority conditiong® $Jui3led whoo)
€3 e7} empty category principleg #ul3lA s Hysicin ¢ 4 o

gdetA ®7F dEFe] sHol AYscdz ¢ 4 ot

AF7A NP ol§, wholg, %434 olg5& A% wgttd wholF& CP specs Az
ol &8 A& 2o%ch wh olFel osted 4z AL variableolal Yo 2ojd 2 Az}
g ol FUF(empty category)ohe] FAF AFH ruA d=u ool g THR(
parasitic enpty category)e]rt}.

F 714 FUFE wh oI5 94 42 B4 LAY BA Ax Aels
o 7148 F¥F

John persuaded Bill that he should leave. o] ®#tojA] 2ao] Bill& persuadedol Al 4] 4
5 it Agte 6-role $E2.2 4 licensex 2 that he should leave %*} persuadedd| Al 4
459 dgolel= 6-roled o w22 A license Hr}.

8) Ibid., p.9.
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10 AFdiga =53 MRA(AE - A8 3h3)

37kl 2 8qld dHohAe 2EAR & FAA/EHE Aued Jdddaz 2isd
persuader 53 L 6-grids T glo=e el Foje AL MY 4 Ut

persuade [+NP —— NPS’)

persuades= complementel | § 6-role¥} FojolA] F 6-roled &l 7FA 2 glojM ojF 6-role
 FHols} o] 223 Fojol 27 Wb (discharge) Y22 M E-Hojs} Bof 131 Folt 7
z} 6-roles o} license®| i #7}A <l persuader £l 71X U O-roles} 77+ A3 W
Hoz2 4 X3}(saturation) =it}

a. John was persuaded to leave
b. (John); was persuaded e, (PRO to leave)

(John, e)& #++9] chaing ¥4 g, chain® 84% s}v}s} 6-positionol] glojol &
o}

et persuade® 4§ 6-roleg $ouwtn gl? PROE: £33 6-roled Lodtm g}

e Persuadeol| A4 A5 wh 2ghe 6-roled Y97 PROL: to leaved]| A4 6-roled
o ¢z gledl ek est PROZ gickd 6-roled ¥edg ch4e] glo] ungrammatical
sentencez} X},

& ez Johne] olF#lA 47 EAHelm, PROE 7|Ao]H AAH TyFo|c}

a2 olFel &3t A7 trace ol ZlA el 47 PROE obd EWF = wh o]%d
Sste 42 A3 dAs] 420 FHFE, oL 74 U3} gt

a what did you file t (before reading €)
b. what did you file t (before you read e)
c. *who (t met you (before you recognized e)

t= real gapo]li et parasitic gapolth. t+= who]§ol &dled A7l EAql variable¢ld] e=
empty operator7} o] E#4 Azl oAt

One basic property of parasitic gaps is that they are typically licensed by a wh-trace
(or other operator-bound trace) in object position but not in subject position. 9

9) Ibid.,, p.54
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Parasitic gap 11

714 Fade] Y AdA £33 @DONA e FHo] Aol U+ whrl olFHA 4zl
EA o] 23l lisenseXitl= Zold

28 ©F%elAE Fo HHd At whrt o5 #A 471 Ao sisle licensesis] =&
o] ungrammatical sentence?} 5= Aol

a *a man who (t lolks old {whenever I meet e])
b. a man who (whenever | meet e] [t looks old)

subject can license a parasitic gap that it does not c-command,1®

@B 3L 3o $HlM wh ojFo] Azl Hfoln}

@t ulEdd ®c AEoldh o)A wh o]Fol oste 471 Aol 714 FHFE c
command# g ¥]£e] HIZ c-commaudslA] o HEe] s ARelch

a3en @d4A t+ ed c-commandd 2z u]Eoln BolH t= ed c command3d}x] &3}
22 AH¥old.

a. 7 who did you convince that Tom should visit Bill befare we talk to

b. 7*who, did you convince t,(that (,Tom should (ypvisit Bill[PPOj[Ppbefore
[Ipwe talk to tj]]

t,;& who?} o]§ 8|4 447l real gapelZ t = empty operator & o7} ol g4 4] parasitic
gape|tt.

IP= {2 Barrier?} ofujx|gt o] 73¢ Barrier2 7}5=t}(counting the most embedded tensed
IP as a barrier) 22{.22 O,% real gap Atelelx VP, IP, CP 378 H= F471 ged ol
A% Barrier7} Xrc}.

The empty operator of the parasitic gap is O-subjacent to the licensing gap
371¢] Barrier7} 9le=2 3-subjacency’t 5o u]Eoz it oz 4 <ot
The empty operator of the parasitic gap is not ¢ command by the licensing gap.

t7h 0% c-command st=it 81A Grib st LAz A7lEd ot deistxz el ot
g4 o2A £3¢ 2 e Aol

10) Ibid., p.54.
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12 AFdiga =3 ARA(AE - A224H)

28} c-commanddlz A P& AHALgs oj$4 t, Alojol = 3712 Barrier7} ez g u|%
28 do} ¥ Zo|c}.

The idea that the operator that binds the parasitic gap is the same operator that
binds the primary gap is standard in those theories that analyze parasitic gaps as pro-
nominal elements. Most theories that analyze parasitic gaps as traces have assumed that
the parasitic chain is headed by a null operator that is licensed in some way by the
primary chain, !V

parasitic gap& ¥4 ¥AFo 2+ adjunct parasitic gapz Fo]@ FojFol 2+ sub-
ject parasitic gapel ¢ltdl parasitic gapS Z<3s+ operator®t real gapg AL
operatort coindex X o} oF &1 parasitic gap& null operatorel] 2%l chaine] =i=d| real
gap?] tracee] ¢35l licensesiti. =z elx anti-c-command condition® subjacency
conditiong 873l ¢}

a. which books about himself did John file befor Marry read.

a’ . (which bocks about himself), did John file t, [PPOj[PPbefore[cpMarry read tj]
b. which book about herself did John file before Marry read.

b’ . (which book about herself), did John file t, [Ppbefore{Marry read tj]

@14 which book about himselfr} Z52 o]F=o] t £HE 2l

tjl:-_- null operator7} PPoll F-#slA @zl %9 pronominal®} L 84 elc} ti= real
gapeli tj% parasitic gapelch. t& oj-%_- c-command3d}x] ¥ <¢le] anti- - command
conditiong =& A7l ¢ =¥ subjacency conditionk =EFE A FH tj=t,-°]13-

grammatical sentence® 3 xc}, 22y himself7} Binding theoryo] $wislz ¢ic).

a fronted phrase cannot simultaneously bind (a reflexive or a pronoun) and
reconstruct (i) a fronted phrase cannot simultaneously bind (a reflexive or a pronoun)
and license a parasitic gap. This clearly implies that scrambling does not take place to
a mixed position.!2

o]% = AL pronouno|y} anaphorg bindings}x &1 =3 parasitic gap2 Binding ¥ A

11) Frampton, J.(1990) Parasitic gaps and the theory of wh- chains, Linguistic Inquiry 21,
p.50.

12) Mahajan, A. The A/A-bar distinction and movement theory (Cambridge : MIT press,
1990), p.55.
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Parasitic gap 13

2ilng vjEeg o77] 494 Binding theory applies at LF, where wh-phrase are
returned to their DS position.

% fronted phrase= DS position® 2 o]%3le] Alwjulo} %lc}.

which books about himself$ t, Z2l2 7}<d Binding theory (A)7} 2% s]o] Grammatical
Sentencez} Xt}

®oll 4 which book about herselfr} =52 o]Ex]dda EA t& @7z tj-‘f null operator
7} PPej| Halsld s Yl 8 4&o)c) te oj% c-command 3}x %332 subjacency condition
+ A3t oo t=toln2 o s}A| parasitic gap ZAE WFAA PEoz A=A 4

+

a®y} herself-¢ Binding3ls A¥Ars gQezmz o] 242 ungrammatical sentenceo|t).

@ a man who [ fled after meeting.

a’ a man, mho I fled t, after meeting PGi

b. who do you always send picture of to

b’ who, do you always send (EO, (pictures of PG) to t]

parasitic gap A @4} 5 empty operatorzt o} A bound EH:vk s TAE FoulUE Aol
. @l fledd) FHolo] 23l bounds} @4 EOE= whool 939 boundslz it}

If the EO is locally A-bound by an overt wh-phrase, the EO functions as an
independent wh-quantifier : if locally A-bound, the EO is completely dependent on its
binder. 13

3 @l whoo] £l toll 2lsted EO7} bound o toll kA8 E&n glev ®el

A+ EO7} wh- phraseol] 23t A-bound=ln 318 535 wh-phrases} L 7[5& ¥3H
Lig=3

A parasitic gap is licensed by ans S-Structure wh-trace. 14

Parasitic gap& s-structure wh-traceol 3}ed licenses: o] F 4oz oo AL
parasitic gap A8 ALl EOe 2|3l licenses]= Aoz tol & FHolcl,

13) Seely, T.(1991) On weak parasitic gaps, Linguistic Inquiry 22, p.222.
14) Lasnik, H and Uriagereka, I. A course in GB syntax(Cambridge : MIT press, 1988), p.33.
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14 AFdda ¥4 AR (UL - A3344)

a.? Allen, whose movies I alwarys send reviews of to.
(Allen), [whosei movi&s]j] (I always send (reviews of tj] to WPG,
b. A]leni, whoi 1 always send pictures of t, to PGi.

®A A t ¢} PG (parasitic gap)= coindex=le] flct. & real gapql t, 9} parasitic gapdl PG
+ coindex¥ 2 bindingslt Aelch. 28y} @Al whose moviessl ©]F3l9 A7 £3Hql
real gax; t¢} parasitic gapql WPG= coindex?} =] %332 <t}

oj8} zke] wh phrases} o|F3led M2 £ <l real gap? parasitic gapel coindexsz] &
parasitic gap& weak parasitic gap(WPG)elx #lc}.

the variable that apparently licenses a WPG is one with which the gap is not
coindexed. 15

licensing®|+ variable® ¥4 WPGE c-command 3% ¢ PG} WPGE coindex 3}
= gtk 2" WPGE o9 84 93ty bindsl=vk sic 71 42k

H % @A &zt EO7} wh-phrase 43¢ Ztx gleo2 COMPY specs A2 o5
4 Uk

Allen, ({whose, movies]l. EO, (I always send reviews of t, 4o WPG,

Whoset= EOE weak c- commad¥ic}.

His, dog bit Bi]lidlli his= Bill$ weak c- command3}e] Binding theory 3 $wid}= =
.

whoset EO§ weak c-command® =32 bind 3}% weak license 374 =¢] grammatical

sentence’} 5= Aeo|c}

a. man whose book I read after meating
a’ man, (whose, book]j I read t, (EO, ofter meeting e)

whose book7} ©]5- 314 471 £ t it real gapelth. 23d] e t 3} coindexs|x gorz
parasitic gap HAlo] $uislct 28jng e ¢4 parasitic gapo] ol o9} L 24§
weak parasitic gapelal 3ic}.

15) Seely, T.(1991) On weak parasitic gaps, Linguistic Inquiry 22, p.219.
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Parasitic gap 15

EQt COMP Hxl2 o]5¥¢ 4 2+ 22 whosedl Al weak c- command =& binds
=22 e9 AYA+ whose & mano] 5o grammatical sentencezt ¥ 4 it}

v A =

€ EToHE FYF (Empty category)d] 7€ 3l F8-& oF2 T HF
AL A 7143 4T (parasitic gap) HE FF3d.

AEAA $2le 3 E40 AdolM F2 Fol Kol 24 (phonetically realized elements)et
<+ 4oz 477} olFoizin

T3 A7yl doly AFol SE=HA FAY, HHEFS F2 Fol Boj: 4A2H A
HF9 Alzoll o A7 uwhge e} 2o

ool Ao M elF ool o4 AT U, F ol Role K40 iy AT} Fol
Ro]x] 9§ 24 (not phonetically realized elements)ell Shdt A7} o]lFeixdA o] FHLE
A ol Bolx 9 4o iy AFIl WeisiA AdgsA Hdc

FH5F (Empty categary)y= ¥oll Bo|x| & 84X FYH 715 (grammatical function)® %
A Y FHFNA T2 8 s Aok Aol A

FHFAANE ZIAA YA K (base- ganerated) 249 o] Foll ozt QAR 2471 Qc}.

714 oA 449 FYUFE PRO, null subject S0l oj§ol o3led 471 FHFE= NP-t,
wh-t, I-t, v-t &= LFol4 QRel 2l3le] 471 FHFEo|of.

THFY QA 7lE, FAL S4, A0l ¥ TR AAsE A, AGzAE, LS
FA G3n IRl ARG dst Hdes 2 EFeMde dAHA oFFch

714 Y F (parasitic gapy= wh-tol 2|3l licenses]loz clg W o: Ao} chac)

AR, $AFol 2+ adjunct parasitic gaps Fe1d, Fojo] 2+ subject parasitic gap
o] 2t}

S-structuresi| 4 anti- c-command condition, subjacency condition, coindex. binding £
Z70] %E 5o real gapell 23l license ¥ ojo} 3=t real gap?} parasitic gape] coindex
s]ojo} 3} o] parasitic gaps} 7/l 2422 s|m 9l real gaps parasitic gap A}o]el
coindex~} 9} == parasitic gap& weak parasitic gapelat #ic}. -

714 ZHFol did A7+ Chomsky (1982, 1985)0 23ty 2AMo 2 A7} Alswdy &
Aol AL 7HAA =, o] dAFo] XF o Hololld AT E AL o). goz
A7E Aol B& ez o=,

P

s 544 4
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16 AFcfda =3 ARA (AL - A3 =}e)

Summary

Parasitic Gap

Yang Woo-jin

The traditional/common views on language;

“Language is learned through experience” but language is infinite and therefore,
unlearnable.

Modern views on language:

Language is unique to humans; crucial human faculties like thing, imagination,
mathematical conceptions, etc. are deeply related to and derived from language faculty.

The question of the nature of empty categories is a particularly interesting one for a
number of reasons. The study of such elements, along with the related investigation of
anaphors and prononouns, has proven to be an excellent prob for determining properties
of syntactic and semantic representations and the rules that form them. These properties
can hardly be determined inductively from observed overt phenomena, and therefore
presumably reflect inner resources of the mind.

We have the following properties of trace;

1) trace is governed 2) the antecedent of trace is not a 6-ppsition 3) the antecedent-
trace relation satisfies the subjacency condition. But PRO lacks all of these properties.

One basic property of parasitic gaps is that they are typically licensed by a wh-trace (
or other operator-bound trace) in object position. A subject can license a parasitic gap
that it does not c-command.

A further property of these constructions is that the parasitic gap shows all of the
typical island effects.

A parasitic gap and a licensing are conindexed. ,

The empty operator of the parasitic gap is O-subjacent to the licensing gap.

A weak parasitic gap is not coindexed by a licensing gap.
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