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|. Background
1.1. Introduction to the Affix Hopping system

Lasnik (1994) proposes the following system to explain the difference between English have and

be and English main verbs:

() a INFL isfreely anaffix or aset of abstract features
b. Affixal NFL must merge with aV, a PF process demanding adjacency
(“Affix Hopping”)
On this story, we suppose that a PF merger process exists, and can take structures created by syntactic
movement and provide phonological shape, including “strong” changes such as irregular past tense forms. 1
The typological variation between English, French, and Swedish with respect to the verb-raising

behavior of main and auxiliary verbsis then captured as follows:

(2 a Endlish:  Auxiliaries come from the lexicon fully inflected, main verbs come from the
lexicon as bare stems. INFL features are strong.
b. French: All verbs come from the lexicon fully inflected. INFL features are strong.
¢ Swedish: All verbs come from the lexicon fully inflected. INFL features are weak.

Below are some brief discussions of some issues which arise if we take up the proposal in (1) and
(2), pointing out some difficulties and areas for future research. The discussion will be set against a
backdrop of recent proposals within the “Minimalist Program” set out in Chomsky (1993, et seq.),
particularly those involving Attract-F, which are sketched below. Note that (1) and (2) was proposed by
Lasnik in the context of aframework which was a predecessor to the Attract-F framework, and the goal of

the present discussion isto discover how Lasnik’s proposal faresin this new setting.

1.2. The Attract-F framework

Although afull discussion would be misplaced, a brief overview of the “ Attract-F” framework will
be helpful for discussion.

It has recently been suggested (Chomsky, 1994b, who in turn credits the suggestion to John
Frampton) that the “movement” component of the human language computational system can be described

in terms of asingle operation “Attract-F[eature].” Attract-F isa movement rule, but from the perspective of

IWhether this process has access to some component of the lexicon (such as the Vocabulary of Distributed
Morphology in Halle & Marantz (1993)) or whether lexical items undergo derivation with afull paradigm
of phonological features from which the merger process may chooseisirrelevant to present concerns and
unlikely to be empirically separable.



the target of movement. In the proposed framework, a“feature” is an element of alexical entry involved in
the computation which yields PF (the phonological output from the computation) and LF (the interpretable
form of the representation, presumably an input to other cognitive modules concerned with semantics and
interpretation) from an instance set of lexical items (or “numeration”). These features can be classified into
three types. “formal,” “semantic,” and “phonological.” The semantic and phonological features are only of
relevance to modul es outside the syntactic computational system, but the formal features have a direct
impact on the course of a syntactic derivation. One of the innovations of Chomsky (1994b) involves the
explicit recognition of features being either “interpretable”’ or “uninterpretable” at the (LF) interface; this
distinction captures the difference between, for example, Case features which play no role in the semantic
interpretation, and number features, which do. In order for aderivation to successfully “converge” at LF,
we assume that no uninterpretabl e features may remain, where the removal of uninterpretable featuresis
caused by erasure under a*“ checking relation.” An uninterpretable feature may be either “strong” or
“weak,” where a strong uninterpretabl e feature must be erased (checked) before “ Spell-Out,” the point in
the derivation at which the structure built by the syntax is submitted to the morphol ogical/phonol ogical
processes that yield PF.

Attract-F itself is an operation which, given a phrase marker (the “target”2), locates the closest
available feature which can enter into a checking relation with the target. For two featuresto bein a
checking relation they must match and be in an appropriate structural “checking configuration” (which
includes at least Spec-Head and head-adjoined configurations). Which isthe “closest available”
appropriate feature for an Attract-F operation can be ssimply stated in terms of c-command intervention by
alternate candidates, modulo “equidistance” relations created by head-movement chains (basically
unchanged from the version in Chomsky 1993).

In this framework, the apparent overt movement of categoriesis considered to be “ generalized
pied-piping,” which moves (only) enough to satisfy morphological/phonological requirements of the PF
output, where we assume that, in general, nothing smaller than an X° head (e.g., afeature) is
morphologically well-formed.

Asthey become important, other aspects of the Attract-F framework will be introduced or
clarified, but this concludes the brief summary of the syntactic framework into which we will be

considering adopting Lasnik’s proposalsin (1) and (2).

1.3. Advantages of the Affix Hopping system

Lasnik discusses a number of advantages to adopting the system he proposes. Among them is that

we would not need to suppose that have and be are immune to covert movement processes by virtue of their

2| use the terminology “target” here to maintain consistency with earlier terminology under Move theories,
where the target is the destination for the moved elements.



alleged semantic vacuity.3 As Lasnik points out, there are reasons to doubt both parts of this supposition:
be appears to be capable of having semantic content in English, 4 and we expect to find the crosslinguistic
analogs of have and be to be required to raise by L F—even in languages, such as Swedish, in which they
always appear in situ overtly. The Affix Hopping system in (1) and (2) provides an aternative explanation
for the contrasting movement properties of English auxiliaries and main verbs by suggesting that main
verbs need not move because they co-occur in numerations with “affixal I NFL,” which has no strong verbal
features to check, allowing the verb to remain in place at least until Spell-Out. The actual implementation
of this system will need to be modified somewhat from that presented in Lasnik (1994), and will be the
subject of much of the following discussion.

The main achievements of the systemin (1) and (2) are that it allows arevival of a natural account
of “do-support” (dating back to Chomsky (1957), but more recently reconsidered in Bobaljik (1994) and
Halle & Marantz (1993) as well), and that it provides an account of the ellipsis facts which form alarge part
of the presentation in Lasnik. In these respects, if successfully translatable, the system proposed in Lasnik

isan empirically desirable extension to the Attract-F framework.

I1. Discussions and clarifications

2.1. Discussion of the ellipsis data

We turn now to the éllipsis facts presented by Lasnik. Through consideration of additional data,
we will come to some dightly different generalizations from those arrived at by Lasnik.

The main goal of the discussion in Lasnik (1994) was to show that we have a natural account of
some instances of VP-éllipsisif we assume that main verbs undergoing ellipsis are in bare form in the
syntactic structure and that ellipsis occurs under identity. As evidence, we see an ability to do ellipsis with
mismatched inflected main verbs, while similarly mismatched have and be are not elidable. Here, we will
also seethat all verbs, including have and be, appear to be “bare” (under this interpretation of the facts)
whenever they are non-initial in astring of verbs. Asanillustrative corollary of thisidea, been isnever
taken pre-inflected from the lexicon but is aways the result of affixation to a bare stem.

Toreview, the basic ellipsis facts presented in Lasnik are repeated below. First, we see that finite

main verbs may elide under unmatched inflection.

(3 John slept, and Mary will sleep too.
John deeps, and Mary will sleep too.
John has dept, and Mary will sleep too.

?John was dleeping, and Mary will sleep too.

(S

3Compare with Chomsky (1993), where it is suggested that have and be are distinguished from other
English main verbsin that they cannot move covertly due to their semantic vacuity, and thus have no
alternative in a convergent derivation but to move overtly.

4| asnik suggests the sentence Thereis a solution in connection with thisidea, where is has the meaning of
“exists,” yet acts no different from other instances of be.



The suggestion made by Lasnik isthat ellipsisis possible because the structures are those shown in (4),
where the inflectional affix is separated from the bare verb stem structurally, and thus does not interfere
with ellipsis under identity.

John -ed deep, and Mary will sleep too.

John -s sleep, and Mary will degp too.

John has -en sleep, and Mary will sleep too.
2John was -ing sleep, and Mary will sleep too.®

4

QOoo

Strengthening the point is the fact that have and be behave differently from main verbsin this respect.

Below, we see that mismatched forms cannot undergo ellipsis:

(5) a *Johnwas here, and Mary will be too.
b. *Johnishere, and Mary will betoo.
¢ *John was being obnoxious, and Mary will betoo.
d. *John hasleft, but Mary shouldn’t haveleft.

Lasnik ends his discussion by considering imperatives and present subjunctivesin English, which
appear to be capable of elipsiswith bare forms without regard to the main/auxiliary verb distinction.

Examples of this are shown in (6), and supporting facts indicating that such verbs do not raise (as indicated

by their position with respect to negation) are shown in (7).

(6) a | demand that you be civil, and | expect that you will be-civil.

b. | recommend that you leave, because one of us must leave.

¢ —Leave. —I will not leave. | do not want to leave.

d. —Bequiet. —I will not bequiet. | do not want to be quiet.
(7) a | order that you not be returned to society.

b. 1 insist that you not leave yet.

¢ Donot leave.

d. Do not be quiet.

Lasnik suggests that the behavior of the verb formsin (6) and (7) might be explained by supposing that the
subjunctive and imperative of have and be are not preinflected in the lexicon—or that they lack inflected
entries. What | would like to suggestS is that the formsin (6) and (7) are coming from the lexicon as bare
stems not because the lexicon lacks such forms but by more general principles of bare stem insertion. In
particular, | suggest that the subjunctive formsinvolve a null modal 7 which occupies the “initial position”
inthe “verb string” and that all verbs not in initial position are taken from the lexicon bare. For the
imperative, | suggest adopting the alternative proposal suggested by Lasnik, namely that the imperative
affix is strictly affixal and is therefore incompatible with a preinflected verb. That the imperative form

involves an affix isindicated by the appearance of do-support in (7c-d).

S\t is possible that the attribution of “?’ to this sentence may be the result of interpreting it as John was
dleeping, and Mary will be sleeping too, which has an identical surface form. See also fn. 8.

6Note that these suggestions, and particularly the terminology used to formulate them, presuppose the
acceptance of (1) and (2). For thisdiscussion, | will presuppose the Affix Hopping framework, but note
that alternative explanations will be considered in later sections.

7 Citation pending—Emonds? Ross? Who first suggested this?



In support of the idea that non-initial verbs are taken from the lexicon as bare stems, consider the
examplesin (8), where main verbs and auxiliaries alike appear to be elidable in a variety of non-initial
contexts. Notice that, as mentioned earlier, this view implies that been is always a product of PF merger of
be and -en since been never occursin initia position, aview which is contrary to that in Lasnik (1994).

The ellipsisfactsin (8c-d) appear to indicate that thisis correct, however, leaving the examples provided by

Lasnik as as-yet-unexplained counterexamples.8

8 | had been polite, but John would not bepalite.

| had eaten the cheese, but John would not est the cheese.

Peter has been polite, but Mary refusesto bepolite.

Peter has | eft the country, but Mary refuses to leave the country.

| will leave once | am told that John has left.

Itislikely that | will be arrested if everyone else has been-arrested.

| will eat after everyone else has eaten.

Q@rpan oo

One final comment is that we do not have much indication that even identically inflected forms of
be and have can undergo ellipsis. Comparing examplesin which identically inflected be undergo ellipsisin
(9a-b) below with example (9¢), in which the forms are mismatched, there seemsto be a dight contrast, but
the factsin this case are unimpressive. The difficulty in these examples may be attributable to the fact that
these sentences could only be formed through a process of TENSE-bar €ellipsis, which might be
independently ruled out. If so, thisis not necessarily relevant evidence either for or against the Affix

Hopping approach. It does, however, leave us with no positive examples of the elidability of identically

8The examples given in Lasnik (1994) which were purported to show the pre-inflected nature of been and
being were those given below as (i) and (ii):

(i) *Thechildren have been very good here. | wish they would be very good at home
(i) *John was being obnoxious and Mary will be-ebnoxious too.

In the case of (i), however, the facts are far from clear. For example, (iii) appears to be aminimally
different sentence, yet is fully grammatical (example provided by David Pesetsky, p.c.):

(i) The children have been very good here, just as | said they would bevery good.

Moreover, it also appears that been has trouble eliding with itself in contexts like (i), as shownin (iv). The
datum in (iv) has been noticed before in the literature, but with varying interpretations (Baker, Johnson and
Roberts (1989) rate similar examples with a“?’ and disapprovingly cite Lobeck (1986) for assigning them
a“*" as| do below):

(iv) *The children have been very good here. | wish they would have beenvery-good at home.

Asfor example (ii), this may be the result of agenera difficulty in-ing ellipsis. Consider the
paradigm below in (v):

(V) John was being obnoxious and Mary was being-cbnoxious too.
John was eating cheese and Mary was eating-cheese too
* John was being obnoxious and Mary will be obRoxious tao. (=ii)
??* John was eating cheese and Mary will eat-cheese too. (~3d)
(cf. 2John was eating cheese and Mary will beeating-cheese too.)

ocooow

Notice that the pattern of behavior in (v) appears to be basically the same for main and auxiliary verbs
alike, which defuses the argument regardless of the explanation of the facts. See also section 3.3 below for
further speculation on the treatment of progressive forms.



inflected forms (since under the Affix Hopping theory, inflected have and be alwaysraiseto INFL before
Spell-Out), only negative examples showing inelidability of mismatched forms.

(9 a 7??2Johnisannoyed and Tom is-annoyed too.
b. ??John was annoyed and Tom was-annoyed too.
¢ *They were annoyed and Tom was-annoyed too.

2.2. The Ellipsis Facts—A possible alternative

Although the ellipsis facts discussed above can be explained by adopting the systemin (1) and (2),
an aternative approach might be possible under the Attract-F framework. What will be suggested hereis
that this might be the result of ellipsis holding under “interpretable identity.”

In most “minimalist program” systems, the “initial position in averb string” that figured
prominently in the discussions in the preceding section has a particular status: it is the verb which raisesto
TENSE. On any of the versions of the theory, this movement happens overtly if this verb ishave or be, and
otherwise is assumed to happen covertly in some fashion. In thisvocabulary, the generalization from the
preceding section might be the following: VP-éllipsis may ignore tense incompatibilities unless one of
verbsinvolved is adjoined to TENSE.

This generalization makes sense if we suppose that ellipsis requires identity of a particular sort,
namely interpretable identity. Given the concept of “interpretable features’ proposed in Chomsky (1994b),
it would seem entirely plausible that tense features would be interpretable for the functional head TENSE,
but not interpretable for the verb. Under this view, if these features are present on the verb (which we
might assume they are, based on the presence of overt inflection), they are erased when the verb movesto

TENSE. Inlight of this, we might again restate the generalization as the following:
(10) A form may be deleted only under identity of interpretable features.

A suggestive paraphrase of (10) isthat “aform may undergo ellipsis only under LF identity,”
which brings up an interesting curiosity about the condition in (10). If we suppose that ellipsisisa PF
process, it must be sensitive to identity modulo uninterpretable features, some of which may still be present
at Spell-Out. Aside from extrasystematic pressures of comprehension, this interdependence between PF

and LF is rather mysterious, although we aready assume that the computation is sensitive to the



interpretable/uninterpretable distinction insofar as Attract-F only ranges over unchecked, uninterpretable
features. 9,10

If this alternative explanation is correct, it leaves much of the main evidence for the Affix Hopping
story somewhat undermined. However, the explanation of the raising behavior of have and be and the
explanation of do-support remain unaffected, and they may still constitute adequate grounds to adopt the

Affix Hopping framework in some form.

2.3. The empirical advantage—do support

Lasnik suggests that accepting the system in (1) and (2) gives us an otherwise unavailable

explanation for why sentences like (11) are ungrammatical.
(12) * John not likes Mary.

The difficulties, which Lasnik suggests that Affix Hopping avoids, involve the supposition that the
verb must inevitably raise over NEG, either overtly or covertly, which appears to implicate the Head
Movement Constraint. 11 Given that the data forces our theory to allow the verb (or its relevant features) to
get over NEG, it is not clear what would block (11) in the Attract-F framework. We may have other
reasons to doubt the HMC as the correct statement of the generalization it is meant to capture, but the
ungrammaticality of Lasnik’s example remains unexplained since we nevertheless do not expect the HMC
to apply in this situation.

Accepting the Affix Hopping approach, in this case, does appear to be empirically desirable,
although this explanation of these facts relies on only part of the Affix Hopping system. In particular, it

9This oddity might be taken as indirect support for views such as those suggested in Pesetsky (1994) in
which PF is derived from LF (by pronouncing, in cases which would involve “covert movement” under
minimalist approaches, a part of the movement chain other than the head). Although such a notion does not
fit seamlessly into the minimalist program frameworks, it is interesting to notice that on such a story, we
would expect it to be impossible for uninterpretable features to count toward identity, since they would
presumably have been erased by LF and thus by PF afortiori. Having mentioned the argument, | leave any
further pursuit of thisideafor another time, but see also fn. 10 below.

101t would also be interesting to see if the generalization in (10) could be extended to sloppy DP ellipsis
cases like | read my book and they did too, but it would require closer examination than can be given here.
In the Attract-F framework, we assume, for reasons having to do with “multiple agreement,” that the
nominal arguments have interpretable ¢-features, and the evidence carries over equally to pronouns;
however, given the impossibility of asimilar reading of | read John’s book and they did too, pronouns may
be specia in some other respect. If we assume that pronouns raise out of the DP (not an unfamiliar ideain
the semantics literature) and that the ellipsis processis not sensitive to the tails of chains, we have only the
insensitivity to number featuresto explain. In thisregard, it might be useful to distinguish features further,
following a suggestion in Chomsky (1994b), as “inherent” and “non-inherent.” Under this view, number
features are not inherent to either nominal or verba elements, although they are interpretable on the
nominal elements. The ellipsis generalization might then need to be stated in terms of inherent identity,
which would somewhat defuse the argument in fn. 9 above since both inherent and noninherent features
must be present at LF if they are interpretable.

110f course, thisis under the assumption that not is Neg® which is not uncontroversial. It may turn out to
be true that not is actually in SpecNegP, in which case thereisn’t really an issue of HMC violation here,
though in fact, this makes a purely Attract-F story even more difficult.



does not rely on the mechanism for differentiating movement of have and be from nonmovement of main

verbs, but only on the affixal property of tense.

2.4. “Fredly affixal” and “Featural” | NFL—Unification

Lasnik also suggests that | NFL can be freely chosen either as an affix or as a set of features, where
compatibility of the verb and INFL is guaranteed by the fact that a mismatch would cause a crash at the
interfaces; however, in the context of the Attract-F framework this argument isless clear.

In the case where we have (incorrectly) chosen to include in the numeration a purely featural INFL
and a bare (main) verb, Lasnik wishes to show that the verb will not raise to TENSE and thereby leave an
uninterpretabl e feature unchecked, crashing the derivation. For this argument to work, we must assume
that the verb does not move to TENSE in order to check an uninterpretable V feature of T ENSE (since the
categorial feature V will be present on the verb whether it is“bare’ or preinflected, by virtue of its
interpretability), but that the verb instead movesto TENSE to check uninterpretable tense features either on
TENSE or on the verb. Notice, though, that it is unlikely that we will want to suppose such features are on
the verb asit runs counter to the intuition of what it meansto be “pulled bare” from the lexicon, yet it is
also somewhat nonsensical to say the tense features are uninterpretable on TENSE, since this renders
TENSE very nearly functionless.

The difficulty is centered on two facts. Thefirst isthat tense features must be interpretable on
either the verb or on TENSE, and by virtue of being interpretable need not be checked in the course of the
derivation. The second fact isthat verbs bare or preinflected are not differentiated in their interpretable
categorial V feature, meaning that if we suppose that TENSE has an uninterpretable V feature, bare forms
would be as capable of checking that feature as preinflected verbs.

A further complication comes about if we follow Chomsky (1994b) in supposing that the forced
overt subject raising (“EPP") is caused by an uninterpretable D feature of TENSE, since we must then
assume that this feature is present in both featural and affixal | NFL, given that we have obligatory subject
effectsin either case. This combined with the preceding discussion which suggested that it is only
uninterpretabl e tense features on preinflected verbs that drive movement to TENSE, makes the distinction
between affixal and featural I NFL increasingly fuzzy. Both have an uninterpretable D feature, neither
directly causes verb raising, and in any situation in which affixal INFL is stranded, it is simply pronounced
as inflected do.

A simpler view would be to reject (1) in favor of auniform INFL which has interpretable tense
features and an uninterpretable D feature, and which comes through PF merger as an affix if near a host or
as doif not. Inthisview, T ENSE can check uninterpretable tense features on verbsif present, allowing the
four cases discussed in Lasnik (1994) to be reduced to the two cases of abare verb and a preinflected verb.
Thus, the issue of “incompatible choice” does not arise. Notice also that this conception of TENSE, where

tense features are interpretable on TENSE, is fully compatible with the story of ellipsis given in section 2.2.



2.5. Noncomplications of Objective Case checking

Accepting the Affix Hopping system causes fairly direct complicationsin minimalist frameworks
prior to Attract-F because objective Case checking is assumed to require movement of the object to
SPECAGROP, even in languages where there is no overt reflex, and this further requires that the verb move
in order to make the object accessible (via“equidistance”) to movement into AGROP. Accepting Affix
Hopping implies that the verb does not need to move, which would then be expected to “freeze” the object
inits VP-interna position, causing all derivations involving transitive verbs to crash.

In the Appendix to his paper, Lasnik briefly discusses thisissue, suggesting that the verb, despite
coming from the lexicon as a bare stem and without features to check overtly, would neverthelessraise to
AGRO by LF (perhaps to check some features which are “ignored for ellipsis,” perhaps for an unspecified
reason tied to a distinction between AGRO and AGRS), but thisis rather clearly an unwelcome addition to
the system.

Fortunately, this difficulty may be avoided if Chomsky (1994b) is correct in supposing that A GR
projections only exist where they are strong, since in English (the only case at issue) we are led to assume
that A GRO does not exist and that any uninterpretable features of the object need raise only to the verb to
be checked. Thisisinteresting, sinceit derails one of the larger threats posed by the Affix Hopping system

to minimalist syntactic frameworks.

2.6. Summary of the modifications and clarifications

| have suggested above afew amendments and clarifications to a system in which Affix Hopping

is assumed, which | summarize below.

(12) a Tensefeatures are interpretable on TENSE, and uninterpretable on the verb.
b. TENSE (in English) uniformly has an strong uninterpretable D feature (EPP) and
interpretable Tense features.
¢ A verb preinflected in the lexicon is a verb which has uninterpretabl e tense features,
which motivate the movement to TENSE.
d. TENSE, when nonadjacent to averb at PF, isrealized as do, otherwise as inflection on the
verb through PF merger.

This view aso forces arestatement of the suppositionsin (2), which are given below in (13).

(13) a English: Auxiliaries come from the lexicon preinflected, main verbs do not come from
the lexicon preinflected. Tense features are strong on preinflected
verbs.

b. French:  All verbs come from the lexicon preinflected. Tense features are strong on
preinflected verbs.
¢ Swedish: All verbs come from the lexicon preinflected. Tense features are weak on

preinflected verbs.12

12 3onathan Bobaljik (p.c.) suggests that Swedish might be more correctly characterized as having an
adverbial negation element, which thereby does not disrupt adjacency for the purposes of PF Merger, and



Notice that this brings out a significant difference between the assumptions here and the
assumptions under other minimalist program frameworks, namely that the strong features which cause verb
movement are a property of the verbs and not a property of the INFL elements. This property, at least in
English, seems plausible to the extent that it derives the effect (discussed in section 2.1) that verbs which do
not move to I NFL appear without overt inflection; if the numeration were chosen otherwise, the derivation
could not converge, since there would remain unchecked strong features on these lower verbs which would
not be subject to at Attract operation due to the closer intervening verb(s). This argument worksif we
suppose cyclicity holds of overt operations, since, if TENSE isthe target of the Attract operation, only the
uppermost verb will host the closest unchecked tense features, yet once that feature has moved, movement
of the lower verbsis prohibited by virtue of being countercyclic, but required for convergence by virtue of
having strong tense features.13 This also relies on another plausible assumption, namely that the unchecked
tense features of lower verbsin the verb string cannot check against unchecked tense features of other verbs
in the verb string, but only with the tense features of TENSE. Whether these properties hold up under
crosslinguistic examination, however, remainsto be seen. The prediction would be that languages which
have strings of auxiliaries like English would also, like English, only show tense marking on the first of
them.14

I11. Some Future Directions

3.1. Implications for Language Universals?

One of the most striking things about the proposal made in (2) isthat it would appear to be an
astronomically improbable coincidence that only two English verbs (have and be) are drawn from the
lexicon in preinflected form, like every verb in French and Swedish, but unlike every other English verb. It
isunlikely that this could be purely coincidental, particularly in light of the fact that go, a highly suppletive,
irregular, and frequent English word has nevertheless failed to enter the English vocabulary as preinflected.

One natural assumption we might make, faced with such facts, isto suppose that the copulais

uniquein language in its universally preinflected nature, perhaps only one of a number of waysin which

thus all verbs can come from the lexicon as bare stems. This has the potential advantage of obviating the
need for astrong/weak distincion in the Tense features, but | leave this avenue unexplored. See also
Bobaljik (1994) for aspects of this analysis.

13This leaves unexplained the impossibility of choosing to pull the first of a series of verbs from the
lexicon as a bare stem, allowing the first verb chosen preinflected to raise to TENSE, as pointed out to me
by David Pesetsky (p.c.). | will have to leave this as an open question at present.

14An immediate counterexample to this generalization might appear to be provided by the complex past
tense forms in Romance languages like French. It appearsthat, in light of exampleslike J ai parlé a... (“I
spoketo...,” literally “I have speak[past] to"), we are forced to analyze these constructions as a close analog
to the English | have spoken past participles, possibly involving an analog to the English -en affix aswell.
The facts are further complicated by issues of auxiliary selection, which affects the appearance of certain
subject agreement on the past participle. Thiswould seem to be agood place to begin testing the
plausibility of the assumptions behind the Affix Hopping approach, although such explorations will not be
possible in the present paper.

10
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the copula might differ from verbs generally.1® Thisimpliesthat either have somehow fallsinto the same
class as the copula, or more naturally that Kayne (1993), following Freeze (1992), is correct in supposing
that have isactually be with an additional incorporated element.

Another candidate for language universality is the characteristic discussed previously that all verbs
which occupy positions non-initial in averb string are taken from the lexicon in bare form. Because we
seem to be at |east partially able to derive this result for English from the assumptions about the
computational system, it would be theoretically pleasant to be able to locate this behavior
crossinguistically.

Clearly, thereis aresearch program here—namely to ascertain if these properties either hold
(where detectable) in all languages or correlate crosslinguistically with other properties shared with
English. Of course, | cannot begin to give an answer here, but it is clearly arelevant question for future

research if the Affix Hopping approach is adopted.

3.2. Typological distinctions

If we accept the basic Affix Hopping system, we are led to expect that the parameters of
typological variation between languages will need to be adjusted from those assumed in work within the
Minimalist Program. While most such work has assumed that much typological variation can be derived
from the strength of four features (the N and V features of TENSE and AGR), the introduction of the
possibility of bare/inflected verbs introduces another degree of freedom. However, it is aso true that the
difference between French and English, formerly associated with the strength of the V feature of AGR,
would under an Affix Hopping approach be located on the morphologica shape of the verbs as they come
out of thelexicon. We might suppose that thiswill allow us to reduce the number of features whose
strength we need to specify as alanguage-particular parameter.

A typological survey is beyond the scope of this paper, but this presents another direction for
future research if we adopt the Affix Hopping approach.

3.3. The Behavior of Stranded Affixes and Affix Location

Another point of interest in the Affix Hopping story is the fact that English deals with “stranded
affixes’ in differing ways. Lasnik provides evidence that -ing affixes cannot be stranded in a grammatical
sentences, as shown below: 16

(14 a * John slept, and Mary was sleeping too
b. *John -ed sleep, and Mary was -ing sleep too (<119

I5Note that if the analysis suggested by Jonathan Bobaljik for Swedish (cited in an earlier footnote) is
correct, this generalization does not hold up, since Swedish auxiliaries would be analyzed as bare stems.
16Note that this is the converse of the situation in (v) of fn. 8. Presumably, these two facts are related.
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Y et not all affixes behave this way; the story of do-support which Lasnik hints at and which is
assumed here isthat a stranded -ed affix (tense) is simply spelled out as an inflected form of do. A third
distinct behavior is exhibited by the -en affix, which appears to be freely strandable, 17 asin the examples
below.

(15) a John may be questioning our motives, but Peter hasn't beenguestioning
our-motives.
b. | am afraid to be polite, but Peter could have beenpolite.
c | suggest you be polite, since Peter has been-polite.

Given the differing behaviors exhibited by these affixes, it is possible that we should
consider the -en and -ed affixes as adifferent sort of entity from -ing. Notice also the correlation
between the crashing effects and the degree of phonological affectedness of the verbs in question:
-ing verbs are completely regular in English and will crash aderivation if stranded, while both -en
and -ed may induce dramatic (even entirely suppletive) changes in the verb stems and both can be
stranded without crashing.

One possible explanation is ssimply that the progressive feature is interpretable on the
verb and that -ing forms are pulled from the lexicon with -ing already attached. However, such an
explanation weakens the concept of being pulled “bare” from the lexicon.

A more attractive possibility is that -ing heads its own functional projection which takes a
VP asits complement, 18 coming in with a strong feature (perhaps aV feature) that forces the verb
to move up overtly. If thiswerethe case, -ing differsfrom -en and -ed in that it is a process of
incorporation rather than PF merger, which might explain the difference in phonological
affectedness if we suppose that PF merger has more liberty than incorporation to effect strong
phonological changes. This story might also explain the inability to elide progressive forms as
well (as shownin (14) and in (v) of fn. 8), since the verb will be forced to incorporate with -ing
prior to Spell-Out and will therefore no longer be structurally identical to a nonprogressive verb.
Noticethat it is possible to elide two progressive forms, where under these assumptions they

would once again be structurally identical.

(16) a John was eating and Mary was eating too.
b. John had been eating and soon Mary would be eating too.
C John is eating, just as Mary has been eating.

Asfor the other affixes, we already suppose that -ed islocated in TENSE, but we don’'t yet have
any strong reasons for placing -en at any particular point in the syntactic structure. We do know, however,

that under the Affix Hopping approach (and indeed under the Attract-F approach for the most part), very

17Perhaps, as Lasnik tentatively suggests in afootnote, -en can be stranded as aresult of having a“ stranded
elling” of “@,” on apar with do as a stranded spelling of the tense affix.
18A very similar suggestion is also made by Watanabe (1993) ch. 4.
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little moves in the (English) VP before Spell-Out, so the order of the affixes on the surface is very likely to
be the order of the affixes underlyingly and the structures must be set up accordingly.

(17) a John was eaten by a boa constrictor Jwas -en eat by ab.c.
b. Johnisbeing eaten by a boa constrictor Jis -ing be -en eat by ab.c.
¢ John has been eaten by aboa constrictor Jhas-en be-en eat by ab.c.

Additionally, it is probably important to tie together the past perfect -en forms and the passive -en
forms, since they appear to be related crosslinguistically aswell asin English. Theideal way to do this
would be to suppose that the -en affix is the same affix in both cases, which will further constrain the
possible syntactic |ocations and properties of this affix.

One possible starting point, for example, would be to attempt to update the analysis of the passive
construction in Baker, Johnson, and Roberts (1989), which appears to predict correct surface orderings.
There, the proposal was that the -en morpheme was actually occupying a subject position, and was capable
of accepting the thetarole normally assigned to the subject. This approach brings about several
complications, among them the category status of -en, given that it is not recruited for the EPP (thus
presumably isnot a DP) yet is till capable of accepting a theta-role (which we might expect only nominal
elements can do), as well as considerations of crosslinguistic incompatibilities brought up in Watanabe
(1993, ch. 4) with respect to other types of passive constructions and causatives. Note, though, that the
theory of passive which is presented in Watanabe (1993) does not seem to provide an appropriate location

for the -en affix to yield the correct ordering. Clearly, there are many issues here for future research.

V. Concluding remarks

The preceding discussions clearly only scratch the surface of issues which must be considered in
depth if we wish to adopt the Affix Hopping proposal. By adopting it, we avoid some uncomfortable
statements about the effect of the semantic content (or lack thereof) of have and be on the syntactic
derivation, and we have a reasonable account for English do-support and the overt movement of auxiliaries
but not main verbs. If we choose not to adopt the proposal, these issues remain open and troublesome,
despite the fact that the ellipsis facts might have an alternative explanation in terms of interpretable identity.

What remains to be determined, as always, is whether by introducing the distinction between bare
and inflected verbs we have introduced complications greater than those which are required to explain the
facts without the distinction.

References

Baker, M, K. Johnson, and |. Roberts (1989). “Passive Arguments Raised,” Linguistic Inquiry, 20(2):219-
251

Baobaljik, J. (1994). “What does adjacency do?’ The Morphology-Syntax Connection, MITWPL, vol. 22.

Chomsky, N. (1957). Syntactic Sructures, The Hague: Mouton.

Chomsky, N. (1993). “A Minimalist Program for Linguistic Theory,” The View From Building 20,
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Chomsky, N. (1994a). Bare Phrase Sructure, MITWPL Occasiona Paper #5.

Chomsky, N. (1994b). Linguistic Sructures, Fall 1994 class lectures, MIT.



Freeze (1992). “Existentials and other locatives,” Language, 68, 553-595..

Halle, M. and A. Marantz (1993). “Distributed Morphology and the Pieces of Inflection,” The View From
Building 20, Cambridge: MIT Press.

Kayne, R. (1993). “Toward a Modular Theory of Auxiliary Selection,” CUNY ms.

Lasnik, H. (1994). “Verbal Morphology: Syntactic Structures meets the Minimalist Program,” U. Conn.
ms.

Lobeck, A. (1986). Cited in Baker Johnson Roberts 1989.

Pesetsky, D. (1994). Topicsin Syntax, Fall 1994 class lectures, MIT.

Watanabe, A. (1993). Agr-based Case theory and its interaction with the A-bar system, Ph.D. diss., MIT.

14



