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Inthispaper,IarguethatinfinitivalcornpleⅡ旭ntSqft7y-ClassvetbsandwmtLClass

verbsc_SelectCPsandthose.ofbelieve-Classvetbsc-SelectIPs,aSarguedbyChornsky

(1986a)andWatanabe(1993,1996),amOngOthers･Ⅰalsoargue,fo1lowingChorruky

andLasnik(1993),也atPROisalwaysCase-m虻ked,unlikeMbrtin(1992,1996)and

Bo馳ovit(1996,1997),Whoarguethatonly[+tenSe]non血iteIcanCheckNullCase･

TheproposalindmipaperwhichassumestheMinimalistapproachimitiatedbyChomsky

(1993)enablesustoexplaintheweu-knownparadigmconceming血eabove血eeclasses

Ofverbs.

SectionlpointsouttheshortcoⅡ皿gSOfthebinding-theoreticaccountofPROand

suⅡ皿arizesChomskyandLぉnik,s(1993)analysis whichopenS uP aneW WayOf

analyzingtherelevantParadigm.Section2takesupBo馳ovit(1996,1997)andpoints

outsomecontroversialaspectsofhisanalysis･Section3presentsmyanalysiswhich

makesitpossibletoexplaindleWell-knownparadigmconcernmgthethreeclassesof

Verbs.

1.PRO as aCase
Bearer

J.J.乃ビタ尺0乃eoJ℃椚

In Chorruky(1981),PROis claimed to havethe fbature[+anaPhoric,

+PrOnOminal].IfPROisbothananaPhorandapronominal,itmustobeyCondidonA

andBoftheBindingTheoryatthesamethrLe･ConditionArequ甘eSthatitbeboundin

itsgovemlngCategOryandCondidonBrequ甘eSthatitbefreeinthesamedomain･In

ordertomectthetworequ此mentSOrnOttOViolatethem,PROmustnothaveagovernlng

category.ThusthePROTheoremasin(1)isderived･
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(1)PRO血stbungoverned.

Withthisinnhd,COnSiderthefo皿owmg paradigminterms ofrecent X-bar

theoreticnotions:

(2)a･Johntried[cpe[pPROtowintherace]]

b･*Johntried[cpe[pMarytowintherace]]

(3)a･*Johnbelieves[tpPROtohavewontherace]

b･Johnbelieved[ⅣMarytohavewontherace]

In(2),therrntrixvetbcannOtgOVemintotheIPcontainedinthecomplementCP,1eaving

PROungovemedandMaTynOn-Case-marked,Whereasin(3),thematrixverbgovernS

the
subjectoftheembedded clause,eXCludingthe option ofPRO.T山sanalysis,

however,facesanumberofconceptualproblems.

First,itisbasedontheassumptlOnthat,incontrasttoallotherNPs,PROisnot

Case-marked,WhichisproblematictoChomsky(1981,1986b),WhoargueSthatCase

markinglSaprerequisitefbrO-marking.

Second,OnCetheheadednessofCPisbroughtintothetheory,itbecomesdifncult

toexplainthedifftrenceingrammaticalitybetween(2a)and(3a),fbrthequestionarises

WhytheheadofCPdoeshotgovernthespecinerofIPjustasthematrixverbgovemsthe

SpeCinerofIPin(3a).FurdlermOre,thereisapossibilityofPRObeinggovernedbyI

in(2a)and(3a)･InordertoexcludethispossibihtywehavetosdpulatethatIwiththe

fbatureof[-Tense]cannOtbeagovernOr(forexample,Haegeman1991:250).Without

thisstipuladon,IwouidgovernPRObecauseIm-COrrmdsPRO,andIandPROarein

thesamemimalprq)eCtio丘.

Third,eVenifPROhasthefbature[+anaPhoric,+PrOnOniinal],itneverhasbothof

these托aturesatthesamtim:inacertainconstruCtion(SeeWillianlS(1980)andManZini

(1983)).1

Fourth,aCCOrdingtotheMinimalistapproachassum∝lindmipaper,theroleof

headgovernmentisquesdonedanditwi11surelybedesirableifwecaneliminateit,but

thenthePROTheoremitselfwnlbenonexistent･Thus,inthisrespect,tOO,Wehaveto

lookfbrariewwayofexplaimingthedistributionofPRO.

ItmightbepossibletoarguethattranSi也veverbslikebelievehavetochecktheir

AccusativeCaseftatureandthatA∝uSativeCasecheckingispreventedifPROappearS,

1Forexample,COnSiderthefbllowlngObligatorycohtroIconstruCtion:

(i)JohnpromisedBill【PROtoshavehimself]
InthisconstruCtionPROmustrefertoJohn.Inthissenseithasonlythefeatureof

ananaphor.

ー26-



ABOUTTHESTATUS OFINFINITIVAL COMPLEMENTS

Sincetheemibeddedsu句ectchecks NullCaseintheembedddclause.However,We

CannOtaPPlythisargumenttOralSlngpredicateshke･seem,WhichdonothaveA∝uSadve

CasebutstilldonotallowPRO,OrtOthepassiveversionofbelieve-Classverbs･

(4)a･*Itisbelieved[PROtobecompetent】

b.*Itseems(toMary)【PROtobecompetent】

Fromtheabovediscussion,Iconcludethatthe binding-theoreticaccountofthe

distributionofPROmustbeabandoned.

J.2.Cゐ∂∽∫砂αJd上β血た(Jタタブj

ChomskyandL鮎nik's(1993)proposalthatPROisalwaysCase-markedopensup

anewwayofcapturingthedistributionofPRO.They･nOtethat,aSCanbeseenin(5),
PRO must undergo NP-mOVementfrom non-Case posidonsandis notallowed to

undergoNP-mOVementfromCasepositionseventoescapegOVernment･

(5)a･JohntriedPROitObearrestedち.

b･*Wehope[PROitOStrikeりthattheproblemsareinsoluble]]

C･*Wehope[PROitOSeemtOりthattheproblemsareinsoluble]]

ChomskyandL鮎nikarguethatthebehaviorofPROisvirtual1ythesameasotherCase-

markedNPs･Therefore,theungramticahtyof(5b,C)parauelstheungraJrmaticality

Ofthefo1lowlngeXamPles.

(6)a･*Wewant[JohnitOStrikeりthattheproblemsareinsoluble]]

b･*Wewant【JohnitOSeemtO=thattheproblemsareinsoluble]]

TheyproposethatPROhasNuuCase,WhichisrestrictedtoPROandcheckedviaSpec-

headqgreementwithnon丘niteI･IfPROcarriesastruCturalCase,theungrammatic

Of(5b,C)w止1receivethesameexplanationasthatof(6),namely,ViolationoftheLast

ResortCondition,WhichfbfbidsNPmovementftomCase-CheckingtoCase-Checking

positions･2

IntroductionofNu11Case,however,is notwithoutcontroversy･Consider the

followingrepeaぬdas(7)below:

2Theり1astresort"condition･onmovementrequlreSthatmovementlSpermittedonly

tosatisfysomecondition(ChomskyandLasnik1993,523).Thetacitassumptionhereis
thatNPmovementisdrivenbytheneedtochecktheCaseftaturesoftheNPundergolng

movementinaccordanCewithChomsky's(1993)Greed,血ichrequiresthatmoveonlyto

SatisfyarequlrementOnα.
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(7)a.Johntried[PROtowintherace] (=2a)

b.*Johnbelieves[PROtohavewontherace](=3a)

Thegranvnadcalityof(7a)canbeexplainedstraightforwardlyifweassumethatin丘nitival

TensebearsNu且Case.Theungrarrmaticahtyof(7b),however,CannOtbeexplain

itstandsbecausePROshouldgetNu11Caseinthisexample･Iwiuarguelaterinthis

PaPerthatthisproblemissoIvedbyintroducingChainConditiontotheCase-theoretic

approach･Wewi11returntOthisproblemins印tion3･2･2･

J.j.∫〟m椚αワ■

Inthissection,Wehaveseendlatthebinding-theoreticaccountofthedistributionof

PROisnotsadsfactoryandthattheCase-theoreticcounterparthasapossibuityOfopening

upanewwayofanalyzingin丘mitivalcomplements･

Inthe next section,before movlng On tO myanalysis,We Wiu take up

Bo馳ovit(1996,1997)asaneXamPle,Who'treatsinnnitivalcomplementsfromaCase-

dleOreticviewpoint,andwinpointoutthathiss-Selectionanalysisisnottenal)1einthatit

isnotabletoexplainanimportantPartOfthedataconcern1ngWant-Classverbs･

2.Bo差koYiと(19,石,1"7)

Bo馳ovit(1996,1997)argueSthat controlin血Iitives areconsideredIPs ftom

economy consideradons･3 Healso argues thatthe Case-theoretic account ofthe

dis仕ibudonofPROis superiortoChomsky's(1981)binding-theoretic account･His

analysisisbasedonChomskyandLasnik's(1993)assumptionthatPROc訂riesNull

Case,andMartin,s(1992,1996)assurnpdonthatPROisCase-CheckedviaSpec-head

3Bo菖kovit(1996,1997)argues,CitingStovve11(1981),thatthedi$tributionofempty

COmPlementizerscanbeaccountedforiftheyareSubjecttotheECP･In(ia)theempty
COmPlementizerisproperlygovemedbytheverb;in(ib-C)itisnot･
(i)a･Itisbelieved[c,C[pheiscrazy]]

b･*【c,C[pHewouldbuyacar]]wasbelievedatthattime

c.*Itwasbelievedatthattime[c,C[pyouwouldfai1her】】
h丘nitivalclausesbehavequitedi脆rentlyfromfiniteclausesintherelevantreSPeCt･

(ii)a.Itriedatthattime[αC[pPROtofai1her】】

b･【qC[pPROtobuyacar]]wasdesirableatthattime
Hearguesthatthegrammaticalityof(iia-b)suggeststhattheinfinitivesin(iia-b)arenOtCPs

andthereforedonotcontainanu11cbmplementizer.HefurtherargueSthatunderthe
Case-theoreticapproachtothedistributionofPRO,COntrOlinfinitivescanbeIPsandthat

theCPprojectiondoesnothavetobepresentin(iia-b)･Fromaminimalistpointofview,
however,tOinvoke ECPis not desirable because the notion､Of governmentitselfis

nonexistentintheMinimalistProgram･Weleavethisproblemopenhere･
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agreementwith[+tenSe,一血ite]I.FurthermOre,heargueSthatL7y-Classvetbss-Select

nonpropositionalcomplements,Which he reftrs to as"Irreahs,Mandthattheir

complementshave[+tenSe,血ite]Ibecauseof
thisfhct,Whereasbeueve-Classverbss-

selectPropositionwithトtense,-血ite]Ⅰ.Byassumhgtheaboveargum!nt,hetriesto

elinhatec-Selec也oninfavorofs-Selection.

Toclarifyhisargument,COnSiderthefo1lowingparadigm:

(8)a.Jolmbelieved[phimtobecraヱy]

b･*Johnbelieved[pPROtobecrazy]

C.Johntried[zpPROtoleave]

d･*Johntried[phimtoleave]

e.*JohniWaStried[pい01eave]

f.*WhoididJolmtry[p,qtOleave]

A∝OrdingtoBo馳ovit(1996,1997),PROin(8b)isnotCase-markedbecausetohas

トtense,一血ite]Ⅰ,WhichdoesnotcheckNu皿Case,WhereasPROin(8c)isCase-Checked

becauseto has[+tenSe,一丘山te]Ⅰ,Whichchecks NuuCase;hence,thedi脆rencein

granmaticalitybetween(8b)and(8c)･Asfor(8a,d),Bo汰ovit(1996,1997)assurpes

血融A∝uSadveCaseischeckedinSpecAgroPandargueSthathbnin(8a)and(8d)must

undergoLFA,mOVeⅡ蛤nttOthematrixSpecAgroPinordertobeCase-Checked･(8a)is

unproblem如cbecausetocannOtCheckNunCaseinhissystemandtheCaseftatureof

hbnischeckedinSpecAgroP,butin(8d),tOCanCheckNuuCaseandsohbnresultsin

mov皿gfromaCase-CheckingpositiontoaCase>Checkingposition,Whichhearguesis

blockedbytheI-aStResortCondition･Thesameargumentcan.beappliedtoexplainthe

ungrammaticalityof(8e,f)･
LetusnowturntOWmtlClass vetbswithin丘nitivalcomplements･Considerthe

払1iowlng:

(9)a.Iwant【cp[ce][phimtoleave]]

b.*Iwant【c,[ce][pPROtoleave]]

C.Iwant【pPROtoleave]

d.*JohniWaSWanted[cp[ce][pちtOleave]]

e.*JohniWaSWanted[ⅣtitOleave]

f.Johnwantedverymuch[cp[cfor][IPMarytocook]]

g.*Johnwantedverymuch[cp[cfor][pPROtocook]]

Asfor(94),Bo激ovitassumesthat thein丘nidvalcomplementis headed by a nuu

complem:ntizer,aPhonologic址ynullcounterpart ofthecompleⅡ妃nti2WJbTIWhich
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headsthein丘nitivalcomplement
ofwmtin(野)andtha(hbnis Case-Checkedin

essentiallythesam"ayaSin(9f)･ThentheungrammadcahtyOf(9b)and(9g)canbe

deriv由str申ghtforwardly:thedevianCeOf(9b)isattributal)1etothefactthattheCase-

assigningftatureofe-tOremainsuncheckedjustasthedevianCeOf(9g)isa血butableto

thefhctthattheCase-aSSigningfeatureofJb欄remainsunch∝ked.(9c)isgrammadcal

becausethein血idvalclausereceivesirrealisinterpretationanditssuqectpositioncanbe

aNu11-Case-Checking position.(9d)is ungranmadcalbecauseJbhn moves免･Om a

Case-CheckingpositiontoaCase-Checkingposidon,WhichisvioladonofdleI.astResort

Condition･(9e)isexcludedfbrthesamereaSOnthat(8e)is.(9Disunproblematic.

However,hisargumentisuntenableinthefbllowlngreSPeCt:heassumes血atthe

PreSenCeOfjbranditsnuucounterpartis.aresultofthel-Selectionalpropertiesofwm7t

andthattheJbTlわCOmPlementin(9f)andthein血itivalcomplem5ntin(9a)donotcheck

Nu11Case,andhencedonothave[+tenSe,一色nite]Ⅰ.415ButthisdiscussionistantamOunt

tosayingthatonlywhenwm2ttakeseitheraJbTltOCOmPlementムranin血idveintroduced

byanullcounterpartOfjbTINullCasecannOtbecheckedandthatwhenaPROsubject

OCCurSaSin(9c),thein血itivalcomplementhas[+tense,一血ite]Ⅰ,andsoitishighly

StipulA血e･`

ThatBo馳ovies(1996,1997)argumenti豆nottenal)1eisalsocon飽m旭dbythe

fo1lowingfact:heassumesthatthede血ingpropertyofirrealiscomplementsisthatthe

truthofthecomplementsisleftunspecinedatthetimeoftheutteranCe-andarguesthat

truthand払1sitycanbepredicatedofthecomplementofbelievebutnotthoseoftTyand

Wα〝J鮎in(10).

4FollowingPesetsky(1992),heargueSthatinadditiontos-Selection,wi1ich
may

Simplybeacoherenceconditiononsemanticinterpretation,VVeneedselectionforterminal

elements,血ichPesetskyreferstoas"1-SelectionM･Healso suggeststhatl-Selectionis
limitedin scopeandinvoIvesarbitrary selectionforlexicalitemsandfeaturesassocia鱒d
withthemthatcannotbereducedtoeithers-Selectionorc-Selection.However,WeCannOt

helpsaylngthatthiswayofthinkinghasafairlyadhocnatureandsoⅥ聡donotadoptit

here.

5Bo菖koviと(1997)adoptsⅥねtanabe,s(1993)analysis
ofPr-Eo constructions.

AccordingtoWatanabe(1993),jbllEocomplexisgeneratedunderI,withPrundergoing

movementtoCO･Underthisproposal,MaTyin(9f)isCase-CheckedinSpecIPunderSpec-

headagreementwiththePlltOCOmPlex,PriortotheraisingofPr.Bo訣0vitalsoassumes

thattheJbr-tOIchecksAccusativeratherthanNullCase:
6ThesameargumentcanbeappliedtothefbllowlngeXamples:

(i)a･Johnhoped【IPPROtoleave]

b･Johnhoped【cp[cfor】【IPBi11toleave]]

IfwefollowBo馳0vit(1996,'1997),theinfinitivalcomplementin(ia)has【+tenSe,-finite]Ⅰ,

Whereasthejbr-tOCOmPlementin(ib)doesnotcontain[+tenSe,一員nite]Ⅰ.
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(10)a･JohnbelievedPetertohaveplayedfootbal1,Whichwasfalse.

b･*Johntriedtoplayfootball,Whichwasfalse.

C･＼*Johnwantedtoplayfootbal1,Whichwasfalse.

Withthisinmind,COnSiderthefo1lowlng:

(11)a.*IwantedhimtoLeave,Whichwasfalse.

b･*JohnwantedverymuchjbrMbTytOCOOk,Whichwasfalse.

Thefおtthat(11a･b)aredeviantSuggeStSthattheinfinidvalcomplementsinthese

examples should receiveirrealis interpretation anditimphes that the in丘nitival

COmPlementsin(ll)carry[+ten畠e,一丘nite]Ⅰ.

Tbsumm血theabovediscussion;thegranmadcalityof(9a,りrequiresthatthe

infinitivalcomplementsintheseexamplesshouldnotcontain[+tenSe,一丘nite]Ⅰandthe

factthatthecomplementsofwmlt-ClassvetbsreceiveirrealisinterpretadonrequlreSthat

theycany[+tenSe,一丘nite]I;hence,COntradiction.

Summig,althoughtheCase一也eoreticapproachseemstohaveapossibihtyof

OPenmg uP aneW Way Ofanalyzinginfinitivalcomplements,Bo汰ovies s-Selecdon

approach to in血Iitivalcomplements based onthe Case-theoretic account ofthe

dis扇butionofPROisnottenableandhisattempttoeliminatec-Selectionfbrin血itival

COmpleⅡ旭ntShasprovenunsuccessfu1.

Inthenextsection,fo1lowingtheclaimby(追ijk(1997)thatc-Selectionrrmst-be

Sdpulatedindependendyasapropertyoflexicalitems,Iwinpresentac-Selectionanalysis

WhichenablesustoexplaintherelevanteXamPlestakenupabove･

3.An Alternativ

Aswehaveseenintheprevioussection,thereareSOmePleCeSOfevidencethat

indicatethatBo汰ovies(1996,1997)s-Selectionapproachtotheproblemconcernedis

notsadsfactory,althougheconomyconsiderationsfavortheanalysisofcontrolin丘nitives

asIPs･Therefbre,inthissection,Iwould址etosuggestanewanalysisthatenable$uS

toexplainthewellknownparadigmconcernlngthethreeclassesofverbs:tTy-Classvetbs,

Want-Classvefbs,andbelieve-Classverbs.

In3･1･,IwouldliketopomtoutsomeargumentSagainsttheanalysisofcontrol

in丘山tivesasIPs･In3･2･,Iwillpresentmyanalysis･
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j.J.∫0椚gA愕〟椚ぞ旭α糾おJ助g〃}A乃αか∫ね

Radford(1997:147)presentssoⅡ旭SuppOrtingevidenceinfavoroftheeconomy

(IP)analysisofclausessuchas(12b):

(12)a.PhyllisSteinthinks[cp血moneycanbuyeverything]

b.PhyllisSteinthinks[JPmOneyCanbuyeverything]

Heargues,fouowing Bo馳ovit(1994),dlatCOmPlem:n血rle$SClauses such as

thoseitalicizedin(13)below cannOtbecoordinated withclauses containinganOVert

COmPlementizx:rSuChasdzat:

(13)a.*Johnsaid[Ekterldi]and[thatBillkissed Mary]

r b･*Johnreckoned[Peier坤】and[thatBillt血sed Mary]

Furthermore,hearguesthatiftheitalicizedめat-lesscomplernentclausesareIPsbutthe

bold-Printed助肪ClausesareCPs,WeCanattributetheungranunaticalityofsentenceslike

(13)tothefhctthatwehavecoordinatedanIPwithaCP,therebyviol血ngthecondidon

thatwecanOnlycoqolnCOnStituentsbelonglngtOthesameCategOry･

Tusargument,however,is nottenable･ConsiderthefbuowlngCitedfromT7ze

OhiManandtheSeabyEameStHerrungway:

(14)a.Isaw[thatthehookwasinthecomerofhismouth]and[hehaskepthis

mouthtightshut】

b.Thenhedreamed[thathewasinthevinageonhisbed]and[the長was

norther]and[hewasverycold]and[hisrightarmwasasleepbecausehis

headhadrestedonitinsteadofapillow]

C.Hewasa丘aid[thatritmightnauseatehim]and【bewouldvomitandlose

bisstreng也】

d.Iwish[itwereadream]and[thatIhadneverhookedhim]

Thesedatashowthatifwefbllowtheaboveargument,WemuStCOnCludethatthedlaiL

lesscomplemntclausesareCPs,COntrarytOWhatBo馳ovit(1994)andRadfbrd(1997)

argue･

Widlthe abovefactinrnind,letus nowturn tothe ecoIWmy(IP)analysis of

inhitivalcon甲1errmts.Bo汰ovit(1996,1997)argueSthateconomy considerations

favortheanalysis of controlin丘nitives asIPs.Therefore,thefo1lowlng COntrOl

in丘nitivesareIPsinhissystem.
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(15)a.Iwant【tpPROtowinmytournむⅠ】£nt】

b.Ihope[pPROtowinmygame】

Buthisargumentprovesuntenableifwelookatthefo1lowlngdata:

(16)a･Iyant[PROtowinmygame]and[c,forMarytowinhertoumament】

b.Ihope[PROtowinmygame]and[c,fbrMarytowinhertoumament]

Thegramnadcalityof(16a,b)showsthatifweassumetheconditionthatwecanOnly

COqOmCOnStituentsbelonglngtOthe5胤meCategOry,也eitalicizedclausesintheabove

sentencesarenotIPsbutCPs.7

Fromthe above discussion,Iconcludethat the nu11hypothesisisthat control

in丘nitivesofwant-ClassverbsareCPs.

j.2.伽βC〟Jαfわ那

Intheprevioussection,Wehaveseenthatcontrolin丘nitivesofwmztlClassverbsare

notIPs,butCPs･Inthissection,fb1lowmgthislineofargument,Iwilldevelopmy

SPeCuladons･In3･2･l･,Iwintakeupwmzt-Classvefbs,basingmydiscussiononthe

Premisethatcontrolin丘nitivesofwmt-ClassverbsareCPs･In3･2･2･,Iwilltakeup

believe-Classvetbsandqy-Classvefbs,hypothesizingthattheformer-ClassvetbstakeⅡ}s

astheircomplementsandthelatter-ClassvetbstakeCPsastheirco叩1eInentS,although

economyconsiderationsfavortheIP-analysis･

j.2.J.WanトC血∫∫l々rあ∫

hthissection,Itakeupwmt-Classverbs,butbefbreputtingmydiscussionona

COnCretefboting,Ⅰ甲OuldliketomakethefbllowlngaSSumPtions:

(17)ThespeCiner-ftaturesofaheadarecheckedagainstthehead-ftattmsofits

SpeCi丘er;likewise,thecomplement-fba加esofaheadareCheckedagainstthe

head-fbaturesofitscomplementorthehead-fbaturesofthespeci鮎rofits

COmPlement.(A血ptedffomRadfbrd1997:175)

(18)NonfimiteIbecomesaNull-CasecheckeriffPROappearSinaSpec-IP

position.

7Tothose血ofinditdifficulttojudgethefollowlngSentenCeSaSgrammatical,it

SeemStObedifficulttoaccept(16a,b)･

(i)a.IwantforMarytowinhertournament･

b.IhopeforMarytowinhertournament･

However,aCCOrdingtomysurvey,thosewhoaccept(ia,b)alsoaccept(16a,b)･
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(19)EmptyCbecomesanAccusative-Casecheckeriffitcanbereplacedbyan

OVertCOunterPart.

Withtheaboveassump也onsinmind,COnSiderthefo1lowingrepeatedas(20):

(20)､a･Iwant【cp[ce][IPhimtoleave]] (=9a)

b:Iwant[｡P[｡e][pPROtoleave]] (=9b)

C･*JohniWaSWanted[cp[ce][pちtOleave]] (=9d)

d･Johnwantedverymuch[cp[cfbr][pMarytocook]](=9f)

e･*Johnwantedverymuch[cp[cfbr][pPROtocook]](=9g)

(20a)is grammadcalbecauseinmy system,e叩tyC becoⅡ蛤SanA∝uSadve-Case

Checkerandtheheadftatureofhbnischeckedbyit.Incidentally,theclaimthatempty

CplaysthesamerOleasanOVertCOunterPartinthecaseofwmltisconnrmedbythe

払1lowlngeX弧1ples:

(21)a.WhatIwantedwasforhimtoleave.

b.*WhatIwantedwashimtoleave.

Theabovedatashowthatifwemaketheclef【sentence(=(21a))correspondingtoI

WmtedUbT)Billtoleave,jbrisobhgatoryandthisfactimpliesthatwecanaSSumea

COVertCOunterPartOfJbrin(20わ;hence,血evalidityOf(19).Non丘niteI,Ontheother

hand,isirrelevantforCase-Checkingin(20a)sincePROdoesnotappearinthissentence.

ThesamekindofargumentCanbeqpphedto(20b):in(20b),PROappearsasthesuqect

Ofthein丘nitivalcomplerrmt,SOPROisCase-Checkedbynon丘niteI,aaOrdingto(18),

andemptyCitselfisirrelevantforCase-CheckingbecauseitcannOtbereplacedbyan･

OVertCOmPlementizer;hence,thegrandcalityof(20b).Ontheotherhand,(20c)is

ungrammadcalbecauseJbhnmovesfromaCase-CheckingpositiontoaCase-Checking

POSition,WhichisvioladonoftheLastResortCondidon.(20e),tOO,isungraTmical

becausethecompleⅡ旭nt-ftatureofjbrisnotcheckedagainstanOVertNP.Final1y,

(20d)isunproblematic.

TosuⅡlmarizesofar,Wehaveseenthatifweassum:(17),(18)and(19),theCase-

theoretic approach which treatsin丘nitivalcomplements ofwmt-Class verbs as CPs

enablesustoexplainthedataconcernedstraightforwardlywithoutinvokings-Selection･

j･2･2.B曲eve-Cん王∫∫陀血α乃dT甲-Cん‡∬陣血

Inthissecdon,Itakeupbelieve-ClassvetbsandLtTy-Classverbsandshowthatmy

analysisofin丘nitivalcoInPlementsbasedontheCase-theoreticapproachisontheright

track･Furthermore,Iwould址etosuggestarevisedCase-theoreticapproachinvoking
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ChainCondidontoglVeaneXplanationtotheproblemthataccrueSfromintroducingNull

Caseto也etheoけ.

Asfbr believe-Class verbs,fouowing ChorrBky(1986a)and Watmal)e(1993,

1996),ahongothers,IassumethattheircompleⅡ蛤ntSareIPs.Withthisassumptionin

mind,letussechowtherelevantdataareexplainedbyinvoking(18),(19)and(20).

Considerthefollowlng:

(22)a･Johntxdieved[Ⅳhimtobecrazy]

b･*Johnbelieved[ⅣPROtobecrazy]

MyexplanationfbrthegraJTmaticalityof(22a)isbasedonthefbllowingstruCture:

(23) Vt

〈
Ⅴ IP

l /へ､

believed himJ+PRO

/へ､

Ⅰ VP

/へ
Astheal)OVetreeShows,hbnandbelievedareinacheckingcon丘gurationwitheachother

andsotheAccusativeCaseofhbnischeckedbythetranSitivevetbbelieved.However,

asitstands,myanalysisalsoauowsPROtooccurinthesamePOSitionasshownin(23),

Whichcontradictstheungramnuticalexampleabove,i.e.,(22b).T山scontradictioncan

beovercome,however,ifweadoptChainConditionfo1lowingHanaZaki(1995).8

8wyngaerd(1994:48)proposesthefollowingChainCondition:

(i)ChainCondition

If

(a)NP｡isanemPtyCategOry,and

(b)thereisanNPm血ichc-COmmandsNPnandto血ichNPRisO-Subjacent,

Orl-SubjacentifNPnishead-gOVernedthen(NPm,NPn)isachain,雨1ere
NPmisasslgnedoneandonlyonevalue.

HisdefinitionisdifftrentfromminebecausehealsotriestocapturetheCasesinvolving

At-mOVement･Forexample,hearguesthatthefollowlngCOntraStCanbeexplainedbythe

abovecondition.

(ii)a.?Whatdoyouwonderhowtofix⊆皇?

b･*Howdoyovwonderwhattofix⊆旦?(Wyngaerd1994:16)
According to him,in(iia)the adjunct tracelinks toitsanteCedentin the embedded

【SPEC,CP]becausenobarrierintervenesandthepbjecttraceishead-gOVernedbytheverb
and so one barriermay consequentlylnterVene血enitlinkstoits antecedent,i.e.,the

Wh-phraseinthematrix[SPEC,CP]･In(iib),bntheotherhand,theobjecttracesatisfiesO-
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(24)ChainCondition

FormaChainifthereisnobarrierbetwecnαLandαL+1Whichexcludesαl･

Thenotion"chain"andl∝albindingamde丘nedasfo1lows:

(25)C=(αl,…‥,αn)couldbeachainifandonlyit

(i)α1isanNP.]

(ii)αilocallybindsαi..,(=anemptyCategOry)･

(26)αlocauybindsβifandonlyifαandβarecoindexed,αC-COⅡ皿andsβ,there

isnoγCOindexedwithαthatisc-COmmandedbyαandc-COrrmandsβ･

Ⅰ伽血erde丘nethenotionof`barrier"and"exclusion"fo1lowingChomsky(1986a)･

(27)αisabarrierforβiff(i)or(ii):

(i)αimmediatelydominatesY,}†abamierfbrβ

(ii)αisnotL-markedandαdominatesβ.9

(28)αeXCludesβifnosegmentofαdominatesβ.(Chomsky1986a:9)

Letussechowthecondition(24)worksconcerning(22b).In(22b),aChainmust

beformedbetweenJbhnandPRObecausedlereisnobarrierbetweenJbhnandPRO

excludesJohn.However,thischaintannOtbepemittedbecauseithas two O-rOles,

Whichis violation ofthe conditionthatachainhas only one O-rOle;hence,We Can

COrreCdyexclude(22b).
LetusnexttumtotTy-Classverbsandseehowtherelevantdataareexplainedbymy

analysis.Considerthefo1lowlng:

(29)a･*Johntried[pPROtoleave]

b･Johntried[｡,[pPROtoleave]]

C･*Johntried[｡,[phimtoleave]]

d･*John･WaStried[cp[pちtOleave]]

e･*WhoididJolmtry[cp[ptitOleave]]

Subjacencycondition血enitlinkstoitsanteCedentintheembedded【SPEC,CP],butthe
a4junct traceis not head-gOVemedand must satisfy O-Subjacency.This conditionis
vi01atedbecausein(iib)thecomplementCPinterⅥさneSandsothesentenceisruled out.

Wbtake up only an argumentchain here,and so thereis no need to complicatethe

COndition(24).
9αL-marksβiffαisalexical､CategOrythatO-gOVemSβ･(Chomsky1986a:15)

AlthoughIfollowbasic assumptionsoftheMinimalistProgram(Chomsky1991,1993,
1995),Iarguethatthe notion such as O-gOVemmentis necessary untilit provesto be

甘nt¢nable.
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Ifwefo1low Bo馳ovit(1996,1997),thein丘nitivalcomplements of tTy-Class verbs

ShouldbeIPsasshownin(29a).However,theIPanalysisisnottenableinmysystem

becauseifweassu血ethestruCtureShownin(29わ,JbhnandPROendupforrningan

iuicitchain.TYlisstateofaffairsleadsustoassurrw血atthein丘nitivalcomplementsof

hy-ClassverbsareCPs.10 Fouowingthisassumpdon,(29b)isconsideredgr皿tical

becausePROis■Cas占-CheckedunderSpeC-head?greementintheernbedded Spec-IP･

Incidental1y,thecondition(24)isirrelevantifweassumethestruCtureShownin(29b),

fbrachaincannOtbefo和服dbetweemhhnandPRObecauseabamier(=CP)interveneS

betweenthem.Ontheotherhand,myeXplanationfortheungranunaticalityof(29c)is

basedonthefo1lowlngStruCture:

(30) Ⅴ'

/へ
V CP

l /へ＼

血ed C-

/へ＼

C IP

/へ＼

bim It

〈

Itisobviousthatin(30),hbnandtTiedarenOtinacheckingcon丘guradon,becausehimi占

notcontainedinthespecinerofthecomplementofthevetbtTiedandsotheAccusadve

Case fbature of hbn remains unchecked,Whichis not pemi他出inthe Minimalist

Progran Finauy,theungrarnHdcalityof(29d,e)fonowsnatural1yasaconsequence

OftheungrammadcalityOf(29c)･

Tosummi,Ihave shown,inthis section,thatifweassumethatin丘nitival

COmPlementsofbelibve-ClassvefbsareⅣsandthoseoftTy-ClassverbsareCPs,WeCan

10Incidentally,this way ofthinking seems to be compatiblewiththe spirit of

economy.Chomsky(1991)suggeststheconceptofeconomyasfbllows:
Thereisvariedevidencesuggestingthatbothderivationsand representadons

aresubjecttoacertainformof"1easteffort"conditionand&rerequiredtobe
minimaIinafairlywelldefinedsense,withnosuperfluousstepsinderivations

andnosuperfluotJS野mboIsinrepresentadoTR(Chomsky1991:447)(bold

mime)
Inmy system,tO aSSumethattheinfinitivalcomplementsoftTy-ClassverbsareIPsisnot

enoughtoderiveadesiredresult,andsotheassumptionthattheyareCPsarenOtCOnSidered

``superfluous"inhissense･
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explainthe relevant data straightfbrwardly bythe revised Case一theoretic approach

invokingChainCondition.

4.Conclusion

Tosurrmarize,IhavearguedinthispaperthatinhitivalcomplementsoftTy-Class

vetbsandwm2t-Classvefbsc-SelectCPsandthoseofbelieve-Classvefbsc-SelectIPs.I

havealsoarguedthatintroductionofNuuCaseandChainCondidonisnecessary･The

suggestedc-Selectionanalysis enablesus toexplainauthedataconcernmgthethree

classesofvetbsandalsoavoidtheproblemBo馳ovit,ss-SelectionanalysisfacesandsoI

believethattherevisedCase-theoreticapproachtoin丘nidvalcomplementsbasedonc-

Selectioniswell-grOunded.
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