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OnFeatureCheckingintheMinimalistProgram

HisaoYamamoto

1 rntroduction

Chomsky'S(1992)recenttheory,"theminimalistprogram",has

greatlydepartedfromhisearlierframeworkinseveralrespects.Oneof

hisnewassumptionsunderdiscussioninthepresentpaperisthatwehave

twotypesofAGREEMENT (henceforceAGR)node- AGRISand

AGR-0.Theformeristheheadofaclause,playingacentralrolein

agreementbetweensubjectandverb,thelatterdoingsobetweenverband

object.Forexample,theinflectionalderivationofthesentencein(1)

proceeds,accordingtoChomsky(1992),asfollows:theverbloveraisesto

theTenseposition,makingacomplexTense,whichinturnraisestothe

AGR-Snode,makingacomplexAGR-S,[AGR_Slove-T-AGR-S]:

(1)JohnlovesMary.

In(i),thesubjectJohnisinSEPC-headrelationinX-bartheoreticterms

withtheheadofthecomplexAGR-S.Thus,wehaveasubjecトverb

agreementphenomenoninEnglish,whichismanifestedonthe-(e)s

morphemeforthirdpersonsingularformsinthepresenttense.

English,however,hasparticularexpressionswhichuseadummy

auxiliaryverbin negativeand interrogativeconstructions- "D o I

Support"operation.Thisverbalelement,likenormallexicalverbsbut
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unlikeModalauxiliaries,showsagreementfornumberandpersonwith

subjectinfiniteclausesinthepresenttense:

(2)a.Ⅰ/we/you/theyCわnotloveMary.

b.JohndoesnotloveMary.

Chomsky(1991)assumesthatthedummy(ゐ isinsertedinaModal

positionandarguesthatitsinflectionalderivationadvancesthrough

adjunctionofAGRandⅠ(NFL)toくわ.He,however,doesnotrefertothe

exactpositionくわcanoccupywithnoviolationofX-barprinciples.The

precisepositioningofdo,orforthatmatter,Modal auxiliaries,have

consequenceforfeaturecheckingproposedinChomsky'sminimalist

approach.Iwilldiscussthistopicinthenextsection.

Intheminimalistprogram framework,Chomsky(1992)assumes

thatCasetooisafeaturewhichnounsbearinthelexicon.Ifweadopt

hisassumption,thenwewillseethattheremightariseaproblemwiththe

numberofCasefeaturesagivennounbearsinthelexicon.Since

ChomskydoesnotimposeanyrestrictiononthenumberofCasefeatures

tobeassignedinthelexicon,itfollowsthathistheoryallowsanominal

itemtobearmorethanoneCasefeature.Thus,in(3),thesubjectNPthe

manwillpossiblyhavebothAccusativeandNominativeCase.I

(3)Themanmetthegirl.

HerethereisnoproblemwithcheckingofNominativesincethesubject

NPisintheSPEC-headrelationwithAGR-S.ButiftheNPbears

AccusativeCasefeatureatthesametime,howisitcheckedinthesubject

position? TheSPEC-headrelationisnotavailablebecauseAGR-Shas



OnFeatureCheckingintheMinimalistProgram 263

performeditspartincheckingNominativeCasefeatureanddisappeared.

TheremainingpossibilitywouldbethattheverbmetcheckstheAccusa-

tiveCasefeaturethesubjectNPhasinthematrixspecifierposition.

This,however,willbeimpossiblesincetheverbcheckstheAccusativeof

theobjectNPthegirlanddoesnothaveaccesstocheckingofthesubject

NP.Thenthesentencein(3)ShouldberegardedasdeviantatLFbythe

conditionofFulllnterpretation(FI)ifthatprincipleisvisibletoaremain-

ingfeatureofalexicalitem.Ofcoursethesameargumentholdsforthe

objectNP,wheretheoffendingCasefeatureisNominative.Howcan

theseCasefeaturesbecheckedappropriatelyinChomsky'sapproach?

ThisisanothertopicIwilldiscussinthethirdsection.

2 Do-Support

AsIsaidinSection1,Chomsky(1991)assumesthattheEnglish

dummyverbdoisinsertedinaModalposition.Nowletusseewhich

positionModalsoughttooccupyintheframeworkofhisminimalist

prOgram･

Chomsky(1992)takesthebasicstructureoftheclausetobe(4):
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(4)(Chomsky'S(2))

CP

Eiii～S
SPEC C′

電i 十二
AGR-S′′

/- 〈 - - ＼

Spec AGR-S′

璽Eiii～ S
AGR-S TP

璽i 謬
T AGR-0′′

璽iiiS
SPEC AGR-0′

E E ii ヨ l

AGR-0 VP

Wherecan(orshould)thedummyとわ appearin(4)? Beforediscussing

thismatter,wewilltakeabrieflookatwhereaModalitemcanoccurin

thestructure.

Chomsky(1992)adoptsthegeneralizedtransformation(GT)to

generatephrase-markers.Thisisasubstitutionoperation.Further-

more,hesaysthatGTandMove-aextendthetargetphrase-marker,for

example,Ⅴ′toV〝.Therequirementthatthesubstitutionoperation

alwaysextendsitstargethasgreatsignificancetomyimmediatediscus-

sionoftheModalposition.

Oneoftheconsequencesof"extension"requirement,accordingto

Chomsky,isthatwehaveaversionofthestrictcycle:thatis,the

violationofHeadMovementConstraint(HMC)canbeexplainedinterms

ofthisnotion.In(5),wecanraisefZxtoadjointoC,laterinsertingcan

fromthelexicontoform"fixJohncanithecar?"(violatingHMC):
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(5)[C′C[vpfixthecar]](Chomsky'S(19ii))
(6)*FixJohncanthecar?

Chomskydoesnotgiveadetailedaccountofthereasonwhyinsertionof

cancausesthestrictcycleeffectin(5),soIwillgivemyownideaofwhat

heintendstosayin(5). fJ

-Sincetheungrammaticalityof(6)isbroughtaboutbytheviolation

ofHMC,itwillfollowthatcanworksasaninterveningheadwhich

preventsfZxfromraisingoverit.SeeChomsky(1992,fn.27),wherehe

saysthatthesubstitutionoperationinsertingcanviolatedthecycle

yieldingtheHMCviolation.Thenitmustbethatcanisinsertedina

headposition;OtherwisewewillhavenoHMCviolation.Themost

plausiblepositionforcanin(4)shouldbeAGR-S.i Becauseinsertion

operationissubstitution,wewillhavenomoreAGRSafterinsertingcan

inthisplace.WhydoesthisleadtotheHMCviolation? RecallthatGT

extendsthetargetphrase-marker.Insertionoflexicalitemsisonesuch

operation.Alsorecallmyproposalthatcanisinsertedinandsubstituted

forAGR-S.ThenwewillhaveAGR-S′′nodeimmediatelydominating

AGRIS',whichinturn,now,immediatelydominatescaninsteadof

AGR-S.Therelevantsubstructureof(6)wouldbe(7):

10fcoursetheheadofTcouldbeanalternativecandidatetargetposition.
Butifitistrue,inEnglish,thatModalsshowmorphologlCalinflectional
variationfprtense,notforagreement,WemaytakeAGR-S,whichisindeed
unpreferable,ratherthanT,foratargetpositionforthem.Thisisbecause
theinsertedcanmakesTcompletelydisappear,andwethereforewillhaveno
tense-markeranymore,asIsayinthetext.
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(7)
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CP

/へ ＼
SPEC C′

電 十 ii～S
AGR-S′′

璽;ii～S
spEC AGR-S′

fix
巳;iiE欝
can TP

Nowwehaveaclearviolationofthestrictcyclein(7)ifweadoptthe

generallyacceptedargumentthatAGR-S′′(traditionalIPorS)isacyclic

node.TheinsertionofcanafterraisingftlxtoCinthecyclicCPnodeis

tooperatebackwithinalowercycle,whichcanbereducedtotheHMC

violation,withcanfunctioningasaninterveninghead.Thusweareable

togiveanaccountfortheHMCviolation,goodevidencethatcanis

insertedinAGR-Sposition.

NowletusturntotheDo-SupportphenomenoninEnglish.Ifmy

scenarioaboveiscorrect,theModalpositionistheheadofAGR-S′(and

AGR-S′′),whichleadsustotakethepositionofthedummyくわasthehead

ofAGR-S′(andAGR-S′′)underChomsky'sassumptionthatくわisinserted
inaModalposition.Butweencounteraseriousproblemwiththisidea.

NoticethatEnglishModalauxiliariesrealizenomanifestmor-

phologicalsubject-Verbagreementinflecteduponthem.Thiswillbeno

problemifweacceptthestructurein(7)asrightsinceAGR-Shasalready

beenreplacedbycan,aModal,andthereisnoagreementfeatureatthis

point.Butくわ,unlikeModals,showssubject-verbagreement,aswesaw

in(2),repeatedhereas(8):
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(8)a.I/we/you/theydonotloveMary.

b.JohndoesnotloveMary.

Thegrammaticalityofthesentencesin(8a)and(8b)illustatestheun-

plausabilityofChomsky'sassumptionthatthedummy(ゐisinsertedina

Modalposition.Thenwhatisanalternativeposition? Theremaining

potentialpositionistheheadofTP.Butthispositionsuffersthesame

problem.Seefootnote1.Sinceくわ alsomanifeststenseinflectionfor

presentandpast,theinsertionofdointheTPheaddoesnotworkwell.

ThesubstitutionoperationforcesTensefeaturetodisappearafterinsert-

ingdo.

Alltheconsiderationssofarpointtoapossibilitythatthedummy

dobelongstoanothersubclassofauxiliaries.Forexample,Akmajian,

Steele,andWasow(1979)proposethefollowingphrasestructurerules

(omittingheresomeoftherulesirrelevanttoourdiscussion):

(9)(Akmajian,Steele,andWasow'S(2))

Aux- (:e.ndSaeldo)
TeIISe-

V3- (have)V2

V2- (be)VI

Vl- (be)Ⅴ(NP)-

PttingasidethevalidityoftheirargumentforthesePSrules,animpor-

tantthingisthattheyseperatethedummyくわfromModals.Bycontrast,

Radford(1988)includesdoinaclassofModals.Hesetsvarioussyntac-

ticcriteriatotestwhetheraverbalitemshouldberegardedasaModal
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orasaNonmodal.He,then,concludesthattheperiphrastic(dummy)とわ

mustbeanModalauxiliary.Sowecannotentirelygiveuptheassump-

tionthatthedummyくわisinsertedinaModalposition.

TheanalysisImadeconcerningtheHMCviolationin(5)and(6)

seemtobepreferable:theModalcanisinsertedintheAGR-SPosition.

TheEnglishdummydo,ontheotherhand,manifestsinflectionalvaria-

tionforTenseandAgreement.Thereforelconcludethatitisinserted

fromthelexiconinthepositiondominatedbyT′(orTP),thatis,thehead

positionofthe(perhapsVP)complementofT.ThisとわraisestotheT

position,itsTensefeaturebeingcheckedbyT,andnexttotheAGR-S

position,itsAgreementfeaturebeingcheckedbyAGR-S.Thisisa

reverseprocessofChomsky'S(1991)assumption.Ofcourseifmyconclu-

sionhasseriousimproperconsequenceforthemodularsystem ofUG

theory,itmustberejected.Wh etherornotthisisthecase,Ileaveopen.

3 Case-FeatureChecking

Chomsky(1992)assumesthatlexicalitemsbearfeaturesinthe

lexicon.Forexample,theverbVmaybetakentobeasequenceV-(α,

INFL1,...,INFLn),whereaisthemorphologicalcomplexlRIINFL1-...-

INFLn].RarootandINFLianinflectionalfeature.WhenV is

adjoinedtoafunctionalcategoryF(say,AGR-0),thefeatureINFLlis

removedfromVifitmatchesF;etc.IfanyINFLiremainsatLF,the

derivationcrashesatLF.Inaddition,heassumesthatCaseisalso

assignedtothenounNinthelexiconlikeotherfeatures(number,person,

andgender).SeeSection1ofthispaper.Thesefeaturesaresupposed

tobecheckedbyfunctionalcategoriessuchasAGRandTenseatLF.In

otherwords,underhisminimalistanalysis,Caseisnotassignedat

S-Structure,butcheckedatLF,theformersyntacticlevelbeingdispensed
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withasasuperfluouslevelofrepresentation.Butifwemakeacareful

examinationintohistheory,Wewillfaceanapparentproblem with

regardtoCase,inparticular,thenumberandtypeofCasefeaturestobe

bornebyNinthelexicon.Therestofthissectionisdedicatedtothe

discussionofthattopic.

Oneimportantthingrelevanttomydiscussionhereisthatalthough

Chomsky(1992)assumesthelexicalitembearsfeatures(includingCase)

inthelexicon,hedoesnotrefertothenumberandtypeofCasefeatures

thenounmaytakethere.Doweneedtostipulatethemordotheyfollow

asanaturalconsequencefromgeneralprlnCiples? Iarguethatthelatter

isright:thatis,wecanresorttotheconditionofFI,whichwillhandle

legalandillegalCasefeaturesofthenoun,justasitaccommodates

V-features.

First,SupposethatthenumberandtypeofCasefeaturesofNare

fixed一一一一一一づingle,and,tentatively,Nominative.Then,forinstance,the

NPJohnalwayshasasingleCasefeature,andappearswithNominative

ineveryposition.Thereisnoproblem whenitoccursinthesubject

positionsinceinthatposition,NominativefeatureischeckedbyAGR-S,

satisfyingtheSPEC-headrelation.However,thestateofaffairsisnot

sosimpleandclear.WehavenorestrictiontotheeffectthattheNP

Johnmustalwaysoccurinthesubjectposition.Itcanfreelyappearas

acomplementofverbs(andotherlexicalitems).A grammarthat

imposessuchaconstraintonNP'Swillberejectedordisregardedas

unnatural.Ifso,thenwewillhaveasentenceinwhichtheNPJohnisa

complementofaverb,asisshownbelow:



2/TO 人 文 研 究 第 88 輯

(10)a.JohnhitBill.

b.BillhitJohn.

Thegrammaticalityof(10a)isstraightfoward,aswesawabove.But

(lob)isproblematicbecauseofoursuppositionthatJohnhasNominative

Casefeaturealone.Why? TheansweristhatJohnisnotinagreement

relationwithAGR-S.ThoughitisinagreementrelationwithAGR-0,

thisdoesnotsolve仏eproblem.Wewillnotbeabletomakeuseofthe

mechanism ofCasecheckingbyAGR-0itselfsincetheelementwhich

checkstheCaseofJohnin(lob)istheverbhit.Admittingthatwe

permittheNominativeCasetobecheckedbyAGE-0,thefeaturehit

bearstousetochecktheCaseofitscomplementdoesnotplayitsroleand

remainsatLF.Theremalnlngfeaturewillcausethederivationtocrash

atLFifitisamemberofthefeaturesequenceofV.

Atthispointonemightsuggestthatthefeatureverbshavewith

whichtochecktheCaseoftheircomplementshouldnotbelimitedto

Accusative,thatis,thatverbscancheckeitherNominativeorAccusa-

tive.Soin(lob),onemightproposethathitcancheckNominativeofits

complementJohn.Butthissuggestionwillmakenotheoreticalsense

sinceverbshaveabasicX-barstructuralrelationwiththeircomplements,

whichmustmorphologicallyrealizedinanAccusativeform,asisexem-

plifiedbypronouns:

(ll)a.Johnlovesme.

b.*Johnloves∫.

Ontheotherhand,thecategorywhichchecksNominativeandwhichisin

X-bartheoreticalrelationwithsubjectisTense.Thustheclaim that
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verbscancheckNominativeCasedoesnothaveempiricalsupport,and

wehavestrongevidencethatVhasacheckingfeatureonlyforAccusa-

tiveandnotforNominative.

Returningto(lob),thenundertheassumptionthattheNPJohn

bearsNominativeCasefeature,itsderivationispredictedtocrashatLF,

incontrastwithitsfullgrammaticalityandacceptability.Incidentally,

thesameistrueof(10a)whenwesupposethatJohnisassignedonly

AccusativeCase.HerethesubjectJohnisinagreemrntrelationwith

Tense,thelatternowbeingraisedintheAGR-S~position.Recallour

arguemntthatThasonlyNominativefeatureforchecking.Thisfeature

doesnotmatchAccusative.SotheCasefeatureofJohnremainsatLF,

andthederivationcrashes.Thedegreeofdevianceof(10a)ismore

seriousbecausewehaveacrashatPFaswell.ThereasonisthatTalso

cannotdischargeitsfunctionandthereforeremainsitselfatPF.Tosum

up,thelimitationofthenumberandtypeofCasefeaturesoftheNPto

asingleandspecificoneleadstoinevitabledeviantderivations.The

derivationsalwayscrashatLF,atleast.

TheoptionformultipleCasefeaturesisclearlyuselessinsolving

theproblem.RemembermyclaimthatAGRhasonlyoneCasefeature

withwhichtocheckthecorrespondingfeatureoftheNP.Eventhough

oneoftheCasefeaturesoftheNPischeckedbyAGR-S,theotherCase

feature(S)shouldalwaysremainunchecked.Thederivationcrashesat

LF.Thusthemultiple-Case-featureanalysishasnoadequatevalidity

owingtoitsinevitableviolationbfFIifweinterpretthatprincipleas

beingresponsibleforthecheckingofCasefeature,too.Thenhowcan

weaccomplishalegalderivation,aderivationthat,inChomsky'stermi-

nology,converges?

Myearlydiscussionofthesingle-Casefeatureanalysisdependedon
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theassumptionthatthekindofCasefeaturetobeassignedtoanNPin

thelexiconisfixed:whenanNPbears,forexample,Nominativeinthe

lexicon,itappearsineverypositionwiththatCasefeature.This

approachdidnotsucceed.SoletussupposethatthetypeofCase

featuresisnotfixed- arbitraryorunspecific,maintainingtheclaim

thatitsnumberislimitedtoone.Thenwewillhaveseveraloptionsfor

Casecheckinginthesentencesin(10),repeatedhereas(12):

(12)a.JohnhitBill.

b.BillhitJohn.

In(12a),whentheNPJohnbearsNominativeCasefeatureinthelexicon,

itwillbecheckedproperlybyAGR-S,andthederivationconvergesatLF.

IfJohntakesAccusativeinstead,theCasefeaturewillnotbecheckedby

AGR-S,andthederivationcrashesatLF.Theconverseprocessholds

for(12b).OnlywhenJohnbearsAccusativeinthelexicondoesthe

derivationconvergeatLF.ThesameistrueoftheNPBill.Thenit

followsthatthederivationsconvergeatLFwhenalltheNP'sina

sentencechooseanappropriateCasefeatureinthelexicon.In(12a),for

example,thederivationconvergeswhenJohntakesNominativeandBill

takesAccusativerespectively;everyotheroptionleadstoadeviant

derivationwhichcrashesatLF.

Tosummarizemydiscussionsofar,wehaveseenthatthenumber

ofCasefeatureswhichNPtakesinthelexiconmustbelimitedtoone,

andthatthetypeofitsCasefeaturesshouldbeunfixed.Thesetwo

notionsneednotbestipulated.Theyfollowwillfollowfromthecond-

tionofFIifweinterprettheprincipletoapplynotonlytothefunctional

categoriesremainingatPFbutalsototheremainingfeaturesoflexical
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itemsatLF.Notethatthesecondnotion,thetypeofCase,mightextend

tootherCasefeaturesaswellasNominativeandAccusative:Oblique

Casefeature,andalsoPartitiveCasefeatureifBelletti'Stheoryof

PartitiveCaseassignmentiscorrect.ThusChomsky'S(1992)minimalist

approachraisesnoproblem withCasechecking,sincewecanhave

convergedderivationsifweadopttheanalysisofarbitraryCasefeature.

4 Conclusion

lnthisarticle,itookupanddiscussedtwotopicswhichhavemuch

todowiththefeaturecheckingproposedbyChomsky(1992).ⅠnSection

2,IfocusedattentiononsO-called"DoISupport"phenomenon,arguing

thattheEnglishdummyとわ isinsertedintheTenseposition.The

evidenceinsupportofthisclaimcomesfromthefactthatitmanifests

differentinflectionsforagreementandtenserealizedphonetically.This

factcannotbeaccountedforundertheassumptionthatくわisinsertedin

aModalpositionifinsertionofModalsisasubstitutionoperation,which,

inmyopinion,willcauseacompleteremovalanddisappearanceof

AGR-S.Thenwewillhavenoelementtochecktheagreementfeature

ofdo,though nosuchproblemwillarisewithpureModals,whichshow

noagreementrelationbetweensubjectandthem,atleastinEnglish.

InSection3,Idiscussedaproblemwiththenumberandtypeof

Casefeaturestobebornebynounsinthelexicon,andconcludedthatit

isanapparentone.Theywillfollowfrom theconditionofFIifwe

extendandinterprettheprincipletoapplytofeatures(includingCase)of

lexicalitems.WhenanNPcontainsanimproperandsuperfluousfea･

tureremainingatLF,thederivationcrashesandinterpretedasdeviantby

FI.ThereforethefeaturechekingsystemproposedbyChomsky(1992)

Willhaveatheoreticallyvalidstatus,
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