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CBBHICRZICRON S B MOSMMEIRA 27201 DX AN X LDRRE RO ERT B
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1. DR 2 H
(1)  Agree: [uF] (2 F2%EHR) 2. 2O c T EZHFEE L., WNET 2[FIOELZGCHFICED %,
(2) a. ba hafid0  Detta sennilega bara verid pid
then have.2PL this probably only been you.NOM
‘Then this/it has probably only been you.’ (Sigurdsson 2004: 74)
b.*b4 hafid  henni sennilega aldrei likad pid
then have.2PL her.DAT probably never liked you.NOM
‘i.e.,Then she has probably never liked you.’ (ibid.)

Agree 375G (activity condition) (Chomsky 2000, 2001) IZf€\>y, [uCase] % FFD i b HaBAVICIT %] & 1T
PILD (BN 0. (3b.c) DL D s — VX T E o,

(3) a. T[uphi][Nom]-DP[phi][uCase]
b. T[uphi][Nom]-DP1[phi][uCase] & DP2[phi][uCase]
c. T[uphi][Nom] & V[uphi][Acc]- DP[phi][uCase]
a. ErldBt ihn {einen guten Mann/ein guter Mann} sein.

he let-38G him a good man-ACC/-NOM Ccop

‘He lets him be a good man.’ (German; adapted from Schiitze 1997: 87)
b. Juma a-li-kuwa a-me-pika chakula.

Juma 3SG-PST-be 3SG-PERF-cook 7food

‘Juma had cooked food.’ (Swahili; Carstens 2001: 150)
c. ngunha watharri-ku  nyurna-yu warrapa-la-ku

that  look=for-PRES snake-ACC grass-LOC-ACC

‘He is looking for the snake in the grass.’ (Panyjima; Plank 1995: 35)

(4a,b) 1TZNZH (3b,c) ICHIG L, —EPHAEMT Agree KXW 2L E2 D LREEARDL, ThbiT,
multiple Agree (Hiraiwa 2005) <> simultaneous Agree (Chosmky 2008) %% x C% (% OWELRHIRIRE (cf. Zeijlstra
2012) DOfBIC) | (4c) D Case stacking (suffixaufnahme) 23KZA & L CRIEE 2 5,

“4)

(5) a. [Which[uQ)] cat] do[Q] you like? (cf. Epstein, Kitahara, and Seely (EKS) 2017)
b. Who[uQ] will[Q] be offended if we invite which[uQ] philosopher? (Reinhart 1998: 36)
c AAHIBAFR DN AL E ~D Agree I3 TE 2\,
2. 12 %
(6) a. [uphi]FEE. EE2F7- 7 WAFARFIIEREEHA v X —7 = 4 A TA[FESM (legibility condition) 1T
XOEE & 5, (cf. Chomsky 2004, EKS 2010, 2017)
b. ¥aBamN TS Z 5 Agree IXE/IMEICHES 6 (Chomsky 2000, 2001)

c. MariED T2 7 NV ICEWREET A v 2 —7 = A AT—BUMB G2 0N 5,
(EKS 2017, 2018, Hayashi in press) (cf. Chomsky 1981, Young 1988)
d. TR IZZ N E N TR 25 ([phi]EE—Kic L V) 52 3, (cf. EKS 2012)

Agree: #atamN CluF]23[vF]DME % Z I HL 5,
(6c): 4 v % —7 = 4 ACuFAFHEEZRDF|DfEZ 7 <V <F, F>% il U CZ T 5,

(7)) [uphi]*°[uCase] STFEE L., i TR G 2 o615 &, ZNENOHNEMERIZT -2 CHIRE NS,
% EICHA D 255 12 [uphi| DESFFERTE 2 ON TR\, 72, ABFFE Tld[uCase] Z T L 72\,
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(8) syntax SM
[vphi] (Agree I3 —E D H) — Agree TH/-fl% —DoK T, oG LoEHR%E ST 2 LT,

[uphi] — g EoEREFH L CHELLEZIT S . 2 DBEROERIFIH T
% D THNITEBOERE IMELATHE,
9) {5 v* {; him[phi] {3 Vlet[uphi] {, be himfphi} a good man'}}}} (a=be, p=R, y=<phi, phi>, 6=v*) (cf. (4a))
(10) {5 Juma[phi] {, T[vphi] {p Jumafphi} { v*[uphi], food}}}} (a=p=v*, y=T, 6=<phi, phi>) (cf. (4b))
(11)  {y look for {p snake {, grassiroci}}} (a=grass, p=snake, y=look for)

3. I-UVE (BEEIRT) AV 72M & — B D S TIFZE (Norris 2014 & Béjar & Rezac 2009)
(12)  Case Concord  (Norris 2014: 150)
a. Let X and Y be two nodes in a single extended projection, Y immediately dominating X.
b. IfY has a valued case feature [CASE: a] (but X does not), then copy Y’s case feature to X.
(13) ZP
[F:a]

Z
[F:ar]
A HEE (bare phrase structure) (Chomsky 1995) 12350 < Norris D43#7 (12) 1. 1. —ZBU/ME A5G- 23 HaEamN T
ETh, 2. 20O DEMB T _INICHNEBER DS, LrL, Habawm C—BMEOMEEZ 5 2 5728, (1) I
Fo < L [uF)/[uCase] BEE DIEZFF T, (d4e) HRIEE 72 5%

(14) a. enamik inimesi b. Enamiku-l inimes-te-l  pole selle-ks raha.
majority people.PL.PAR majority-ADE person-PL-ADE NEG.be this-TRL money.PAR
‘a majority of people’ ‘A majority of people do not have money for this.’
(Estonian; Norris 2014: 180)
(15) a. g-waabm-in b. g-waabm-i
2-see-1.INV 1—2=2 (Inverse Context) 2-see-DFLT. 1 2—1=2 (Direct Context)
‘I see you.’ “You see me.” (Nishnaabemwin; Béjar & Rezac 2009: 49)

(16)  Person Specification in Nishnaabemwin: 3-1-2  (cf. Béjar & Rezac 2009: 43)
a. 3rd: [person]
Ist: [person], [participant]
c. 2nd: [person], [participant], [addressee]
(17)  Derivation of a Transitive vP  (Béjar & Rezac 2009: 48)
Step 0: VP constructed as {V, {V, IA}}; v becomes locus
Step 1: Merge(v, VP) = {vi, {v, {V, {V,1A}}}}
Step 2: Agree(vi, [A)
Step 3: Merge(vP, EA) = {vu, {EA, {vi, {v, {V, {V,1A}}}}}}
Step 4: Agree(vi, EA), if there is still a probe on vy

MIRES: 1. 7V 3EERAN T 2 2 3 D TidZe\> (Seely 2006: 190), 2. 7L 7 = 4 XD FRKICD L
HDT, Agree FZNL VAT, »>v & TZHWTHRICHIRIHF LN S (Béar & Rezac 2009: 48; note 7)

(18)a. {s EA[phi] {, v*[uphi] {5 IA[phi] {u V', FAfphi}}}}}
b. {s EA[phi] {; v* {5 IA[phi] {u V[uphi] , FAfphi}} }}} (a=V, B=<phi, phi>)
¢. {s EA[phi] {; v* {pm - IA[phi] {v V[uphi] , FAfphil} }}} (a=V, p=<phi, phi>)
d. {<pi,pui- EA[Phi] {xeve V-v*[uphi] {<pm, pni- TAphi] {v Vfephi} , FAfphit}}}}

GER A —DICEDF. A v & —7 = 4 ZADET bR BT 0 — oW HE v 5,

(19) A particular functional head F can search the phase for something to agree with:
i. zero times, or
ii. one time, or
iii. two (or more?) times (Baker 2008: 100)

—D DR & L T - Agree TlIfiatam Cluphi] DIE R E 2 D TENU LD —FKIIAA], £ v X2 =724 AT
DFIRICED K BTt MHARBERIERONITZN s 22T, HEO B hE,

<

! Baker 2015 (FR5E4 5 0] OF% % K EH (dependent case) (Marantz 1991) & 73473 % A3, Marantz 1€ 5 & (K17
T 1L AT DAK I B & L A& & SERE O TR O BB ME S SH T & v IR o B ICBI L Tk 40) 25,
2 SREEEMN TR 2 I 9 W T, i [uCase] & V> % 3735 (Norris 2014) & i, [uCase]fE L ICHE % 5 2 % 373 (Deal
2016) 235 Y BETHINITBOBAENEZTFL (12) ZHOCTEROMEZFFC2R/HH 5, 7277 L, Norris,
Deal 28 & b ICHUE T 28GR D EF & 13, WA EEIEEMH (Chomsky 2005) DiEK L W EFE L L Zrvy,
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4. IMEfLIC BT 287 A — & —
(20)  *NP if NP has phonetic content has no Case (Chomsky 1981: 49)
l)a. &TOKEIMENLT 2, ((4c), cf. (15))
b. =D DD BIMENT 5,
i BB B - 75 AR LB 2 R2 b D% HME{L3 % (matching condition, case syncretism)o ((22))
(Groos and Riemsdijk 1981, Zaenen and Karttunen 1984, Young 1988, Riemsdijk 2021)

ii. IdAERKDOBHNENT S, (Babby 1987, Vogel 2001) ((24), cf. (15))
iii. %Al D ZIFENT 5, (Pesetsky 2013, Deal 2016) ((14))
iv. Ehcd—2 LT 3, ((26), (28))
(22) a.*Wen du liebst  ist ein  Halunke.
who.ACC you love.28G COP.3SG a.NOM scoundrel
‘Who you love is a scoundrel.’ (German®; Riemsdijk 2021: 133)
b. Was du liebst  ist Pasta.
what.NOM/ACC you love.2SG COP.3SG pasta
‘What you love is pasta.’ (German; ibid.)

(23)  {<phi.pni> {rr op) Wh[phi] {C {EA{T {v* {<pni, pni> whiphi} {R[uphi], ...}}}}}}} {T[uphi] {v*,..}}}
(24) a. Bogatye nikogda ne zavidujut bednym/*bednyx
the.rich.NOM never NEG envy the.poor.DAT/the.poor.GEN

“The rich never envy the poor.” (Russian; Babby 1987: 95)
b. Ivan vsegda est mjaso. c. Ivan nikogdane est mjasa.
Ivan.NOM always eats meat.ACC Ivan.NOM never NEG eats meat.GEN
“Ivan always eats meat.” “Ivan never eats meat.” (Russian; ibid.)
(25)  {C {EA {T {neg Neg {v* {..IA..}}}}}}
(26) a. Urb-em qu-am statu-o vestr-a  est.
city-ACC.SG which-ACC.F.SG found-PRS.ACT.1SG your-NOM be.PRS.3SG
“The city which I found is yours.’ (Latin; Bianchi 2000: 59, Kholodilova 2013: 97)
b. Ab arbore abs terra pulli qui nascentur, €os in terram  deprimito
from the tree out of the earth sprouts-NOM which-NOM will germinate them-ACC in the earth (you must) layer
“You must layer the sprouts that germinate out of the earth.’ (Latin; Bianchi 2000: 60)
(27)  {<phi. phi> {city ity[phi] {which C EA {v* {<pni, pni> eityfphi} {Vfind[uphi] {whieh, eityfphi}}}}}}} {T ..}}
(28)  Wer/Wen Maria mag, wird eingeladen.
who.NOM/who.ACC Maria likes is  invited
“Who Maria likes is invited.” (German; Vogel 2001: 343)
5. syntax IZ B B
(29)  [A]n element is visible for 8-marking only if it is assigned Case. (Chomsky 1986: 94, emphasis in original)

(30) a.*It seems Mary to be believed ¢ likes John.
b.*It seems Mary to be ¢ here.

(31)  {... { Mary {, to be believed Mary likes John}}} (a=to, B=7?)
(32) a.*who does it seem [e to be intelligent] (Chomsky 1986: 95)
b. {whoC..{sit {; T... {pwhe {cto ...} }}}} (a=p=to, y=T, 6=<phi, phi>, e=<Q, Q>)

(33) a. Mary seems to hit John.
b.*Mary seems to hit.

6. FIE
(34) Aba-kali ni  ba-kuhi.
2-women PRED 2-short

‘The women are short.’ (Kinande; Baker 2008: 171)
(35)  Bantu @EPP: ugp-features have EPP features in Bantu. (Carstens 2005: 222)
Baker (% Bantu IC ( upward Agree 23 0% 72 & F iR,
(36) a. Nosotros com-emos las manzanas. b. Nosotras com-emos las manzanas.
we.M.PL eat-1ps  the apples we.F.PL eat-1pS the apples
‘We eat the apples.’ ‘We eat the apples.’
(Spanish; Baker 2008: 8, translation added)
c. Nosotros estamos list-o-s. d. Nosotras estamos manzanas.
we.M.PL are.lpS ready-M-PL we.F.PL are-1pS ready-F-PL
‘We are ready.’ ‘We are ready.’ (ibid., translation added)

8 N A WVEEIC matching condition 23#) < 2275 2 I AFESH B % (cf. Vogel 2001: 369; note 1),
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(37)  Structural Condition on Person Agreement (SCOPA)  (Baker 2008: 52)
A functional category F can bear the features +1 or +2 if and only if a projection of F merges with an NP that has
that feature, and F is taken as the label for the resulting phrase.

(38) Ni altxa-tze-n probatu [na-@-u-te]aux.
me(ABS) lift-NMz-LOC attempted 1.ABS-SG.ABS-\-3PL.ERG
‘They attempted to lift me.’ (Preminger 2011: 920)

(39) Relative Aptitude for Failed Agreement (RAFA)  (Preminger 2011: 922)
person at-a-distance > number at-a-distance (> any agreement at close range)
(40)  Interpretation by Contain  (Hayashi in press)
Given the structure

{y p Z[F], ..} {o X[uF] {...Y..}}} (0=X, B=Z, y=<F, F>)
1) Y, contained in the set labeled <F, F>, may be given the relevant interpretation according to the label at the
interfaces.

ii) X, immediately contained in the set labeled <F, F>, must be given the relevant interpretation according to the
label at the interfaces.
(41) a. Gianninon ha detto niente a nessuno
Gianni NEG has said n-thing to n-body

‘Gianni didn’t say anything to anybody.’ (Italian; Zeijlstra 2012: 519)
b. [Gianni non[iNEG]-ha [ditto niente[uNEG] a nessuno[uNEG]]] (ibid.)
SCOPA/RAFA *° upward Agree % Bl DJE THE 2 b 11 5 AJREM:
7. ¥t

(42) AEIRTHEH. A vEZ—T A RCBTETNVNDER» O —BUMEB & L7, KIEEIE Chomsky
2013 D7 _RADBPELSOMRERET 2R T2 00 HARRETH D —EME T, v x— 7
A RICENB LT, SEBDEVCENENDEED AT A —2 —1ZIfT 3 L RA[fEL 5,
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