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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Basic Assumptions

Central questions:

1. To what extent can marker homonymies in inflectional paradigms be derived sys-
tematically?

2. What should a theory of inflectional morphology look like that is compatible with
basic tenets of the minimalist program?

Central claims:

(1) Syncretism Principle (meta-grammatical):
Identity of form implies identity of function (within a certain domain, and unless
there is evidence to the contrary).

(2) Inflectional morphology in a minimalist grammar:

a. s lexical-realizational (DM, PFM)

b. employs underspecification and specificity-based competition (DM, PFM,
MM)

c. relies on decomposition of features for grammatical categories (case, person,
number, gender, inflection class) (DM, PFM, MM)

d. is pre-syntactic (MM)

1.2 Morphology/Syntax Mismatches

Morpho-syntaktische Merkmale zwischen Morphologie und Syntax
Morphologie:
Inventar der Flexionsmarker

Syntaz:
Distribution der Flexionsmarker
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Paradigma 1: Pronominale Flexion im Deulschen
[-pl]

| [ [+mask] | [+neut] | [+fem] ]| [+ mask] | [+neut] [ [+fem] |

[+pl]

+nom| -er -es -e -e -e -e
+akk| -en -es -e -e -e -e
+dat -em -em -er -en -en -en
+gen -es -es -er -er -er -er

Syntaktische Struktur

(3) CP
/\
(\3 VP
/\
dass NP %4

l T

Fritz NP \%
[+dat,+mask,—pl]|
’/\

DP N — traut
[+dat,+mask,—pl| 4%,1)1]
/

diesem Mann

Beobachtung:
Hier sieht es so aus, als kénne man annehmen, dass die morpho-syntaktischen Merk-
male, die in der Morphologie (Inventar) und in der Syntax (Distribution) relevant sind,
identisch sind.

Asymmetrien

Problem:

Es gibt Asymmetrien zwischen Morphologie und Syntax bzw. der morpho-syntaktischen
Merkmale. Zwei Beispiele:

(i) Flexionsklassen sind in der Morphologie relevant, in der Syntax nicht.

(i) Unterspezifikation ist in der Morphologie relevant, in der Syntax (typischerweise)
nicht.

Notwendigkeit der Flexionsklassen

Beobachtung (Aronoff (1994), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Fraser & Corbett (1994), Halle
(1994)):

Unabhingig motivierte Merkmale (morpho-syntaktische Merkmale wie Genus, pho-
nologische Merkmale wie weicher oder harter Stammauslaut, semantische Merkmale
wie Belebtheit) reichen nicht aus, um in jedem Fall korrekt die Flexionsklasse fiir
einen Stamm zu bestimmen. Spezielle Flexionsklassenmerkmale auf Stimmen scheinen
notwendig.

Flezionsklassen Deutsch 3
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Paradigma 2: Russische Nominalflexion, Flezionsklasse [1], Singular: [+mask]

I
zavody, (‘Fabrik’) student,, (‘Student’) Zitel,, (‘Einwohner’)

nom/sg || zavod-@ student-@ Zitel’-Q
akk/sg | zavod-@ student-a Zitel-ja
dat/sg | zavod-u student-u Zitel-ju
gen/sg || zavod-a student-a Zitel-ja
inst/sg ||zavod-om student-om Zitel-em
prip/sg || zavod-e student-e zitel-e

Paradigma 8: Russische Nominalflexion, Flexionsklasse [2], Singular: [+fem], [+mask]

11

komnaty ucitel’nicy nedel’s MuZCin,

(‘Zimmer’)  (‘Lehrerin’) (‘Woche’)  (‘Mann’)
nom/sg || komnat-a ucitel’nic-a nedel-ja | mu#cin-a
akk/sg | komnat-u ucitel’nic-u nedel-ju | muZéin-u
dat/sg || komnat-e ucitel’nic-e nedel-e muz&in-e
gen/sg | komnat-y uditel’nic-y nedel-i muz&in-y
inst/sg | komnat-oj(u) | ucitel’nic-ej(u) | nedel-ej(u) | muZcin-oj(u)
prip/sg || komnat-e uditel’nic-e nedel-e muzéin-e

Notwendigkeit der Flexionsklassen

Beobachtung:

Der Grofteil der Variation betrifft die Wahl des Pluralmarkers. Aber auch im Singu-
lar zeigt sich, dass Flexionsklassenmerkmale postuliert werden miissen, um die Zuge-
hérigkeit von Stimmen zu Flexionsklassen in jedem Fall abzuleiten: Starke vs. schwache
Flexion der Maskulina. Auch hier reichen unabhéngig motiverte Merkmale auf Stim-
men nicht aus (wie etwa [tbelebt] — vgl. Dirigent vs. Planet).

Synkretismus und Unterspezifikation

Beobachtung:

Es gibt massive Flexionsmarkerhomonymien: Synkretismus. (Enges Verstindnis: Ein
Marker fiir mehr als einen Kasus. Weites Verstdndnis: Zusammenfall von Formen in
einem Paradigma.) Es ist nicht a priori klar, in welchem Mafi diese Synkretismen
systematisch sind, und in welchem Maf zufdllig. Aber es ist unumstritten, dass
zumindest einige Synkretismen nicht zuféllig sind, und damit stellt sich die Frage, wie
man das erkldrt.

Beispiel und Analyse

Beispiel:

In Paradigma 1 gibt es 24 Paradigmenzellen, aber nur 5 verschiedene Marker: -e,
-er, -en, -es, -em. So gibt es etwa nur einen Marker fiir die morpho-syntaktischen
Merkmalskontexte [+dat,+mask,—pl|] und [+dat,+neut,—pl]: -em; dieser Marker ist
anders als alle anderen Marker in Paradigma 1.
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Paradigma 4: Russische Nominalflezion, Flexionsklasse [3], Singular: [+fem]

111
tetrad’y (‘Heft’) my3’y (‘Maus’) doc¢’s (‘Tochter’)
nom/sg || tetrad’-@ my§’-0 do¢’-0
akk/sg || tetrad’-@ my¥-Q do¢’-@
dat/sg || tetrad-i my§-i dog-er-i
gen/sg || tetrad-i mys-i do&-er-i
inst/sg | tetrad’-ju mys’-ju doc-er’-ju
prap/sg || tetrad-i mys-i doc-er-i

Paradigma 5: Substantivflexion im Russischen (vereinfacht)

l [+pll
| [ 0] [i20] ] [ [eRr] B
fnom[|| -0 |-a 0 G i i
+akk] [[-@/-a| -u -0 -i/-ov(-€j) |-i/-@| -i/-€j
+dat -u | -e -1 -am -am -am
-+gen -;a |- -i -ov(-ej) | -@ -€j
~+inst| || -om |-0j -ju -ami -ami | -ami
+prip||| -e |-e -i -ax -ax -ax

Analyse: Natiirliche Klassen und Unlerspezifikation:

Es wird eine gemeinsame Basis fiir Synkretismen gesucht, eine Eigenschaft, das die un-
terschiedlichen Kontexte mit identischem Marker gemeinsam haben. Diese Eigenschaft
charakterisiert eine natirliche Klasse von morpho-syntaktischen Spezifikationen. Im
vorliegenden Fall unterscheiden sich [+dat,+mask,—pl]- und [+dat,+neut,—pl]-Kontexte
nur bzgl. der Genusinformation. Annahme: [+mask| und [+neut] bilden eine natiir-
liche Klasse. Natiirliche Klassen kénnen gewonnen werden durch Dekomposition der
iiblichen morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale in Kombinationen von abstrakteren, primi-
tiveren Merkmalen.

(4) Dekomposition von Genusmerkmalen im Deutschen:
a. Maskulinum = [+mask,~fem]

b. Femininum = [-mask,+fem]

c.  Neutrum = [-mask,—fem]

d. | | = [+mask,+fem|
Unterspezifikation:

Die Idee ist nun, dass Marker nicht unbedingt durch vollstindig spezifizierte
morpho-syntaktische Merkmale gekennzeichnet sein miissen; sie kdnnen auch durch
unterspezifizierte morpho-syntaktische Information charakterisiert sein. Also:

Der Marker -em ist nicht als [+dat,+mask,—fem,—pl] oder als [+dat,~mask,~fem,—pl|
charaktiersiert. Vielmehr ist er durch die bzgl. Genus unterspezifizierte Merkmal-
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Paradigma 6: Deutsche Nominalflezion, Flexionsklassen [1]-[4]

(1] 2] 3] [4]

Hund,, | Schaf, Baum,, | Buch, Mann,, Strahl, Auge,
nom/sg || Hund-@ | Schaf-@ | Baum-@ | Buch-@ | Mann-@ | Strahl-@ | Auge-Q
akk/sg || Hund-@ | Schaf-@ | Baum-@ | Buch-@ | Mann-@ | Strahl-@ | Auge-Q
dat/sg || Hund-@ | Schaf-@ | Baum-@ | Buch-@ | Mann-@ | Strahl-@ | Auge-Q
gen/sg || Hund-es | Schaf-es | Baum-es | Buch-es | Mann-es | Strahl-s | Auge-s
nom/pl || Hund-e | Schaf-e |Bdum-e |Biich-er | Mé&nn-er | Strahl-en | Augen
akk/pl || Hund-e |Schaf-e | Bium-e | Biich-er | Mé&nn-er | Strahl-en | Auge-n
dat/pl || Hund-en | Schaf-en | Bdum-en | Biich-ern | M&nn-ern | Strahl-en | Auge-n
gen/pl || Hund-e |Schaf-e |B#um-e |Biich-er | Mé&nn-er | Strahl-en | Augen

Paradigma 7: Deutsche Nominalflezion, Flexionsklassen [5]-[8]

[5] [6] [7] [8]1
Planet,, | Ziegey | Mausy | Drangsal;
nom/sg || Planet-@ | Ziege-@ | Maus-@ | Drangsal-@
akk/sg | Planet-en | Ziege-@ | Maus-@ | Drangsal-@
dat/sg | Planet-en | Ziege-@ | Maus-@ | Drangsal-Q
gen/sg || Planet-en | Ziege-@ | Maus-@ | Drangsal-@
nom/pl || Planet-en | Ziege-n | Maus-e | Drangsal-e
akk/pl | Planet-en | Ziege-n | Mdus-e | Drangsal-e
dat/pl || Planet-en | Ziege-n | Mius-en | Drangsal-en
gen/pl || Planet-en | Ziege-n | Maus-e | Drangsal-e

sausstattung [+dat,—fem,—pl] charakterisiert.

Beobachtung:

Dieselbe Situation ergibt sich fiir Kasusmerkmale. Man betrachte wiederum Paradigma
1. Der Marker -es wird fiir Nominativ und Akkusativ Neutrum gebraucht. Dieser
Synkretismus entspricht einem indoeuropiischen Grundprinzip und ist gewiss kein
Zufall. In &hnlicher Weise systematisch scheint der Synkretismus bei -e in Nominativ
und Akkusativ Femininum (und vielleicht auch im Plural).

Analyse (Jakobson (1962a,b), Bierwisch (1967)):
Die Kasus werden dekomponiert in Kombinationen primitiver Merkmale.

(5) Dekomposition von Kasusmerkmalen im Deutschen:

a. Nominativ = [-obj,—obl]
b. Akkusativ = [+obj,—obl]
c. Dativ = [+obj,+obl]

d. Genitiv = [-obj,+obl]
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Paradigma 8: Substantivflezion im Deutschen (vereinfacht)

| [[Tn [ Pl [Blwm [ [4mn [ Bl |

61, 1 7y

8], |

-++nom,—pl| -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0
+akk,—pl] -0 -0 -0 -@ |-(e)n]| -9 -0 -0
+dat,—pl -@ -0 -0 -@ |-(e)n]| -9 -0 -0
+gen,—pl -(e)s | -(e)s | -(e)s | -(e)s |-(e)n| -0 -0 -0
+nom,+pl] || -(e) | -(e) | -%er | -(e)n [-(e)n | -(e)n | -(e) | -(e)
+akk,+pl| -(e) | (e) | -"er | -(e)n |-(e)n | -(e)n | -"(e) | -(e)
+dat,+pl -(e)n | -”(e)n | -"ern | -(e)n |-(e)n | -(e)n | -"(e)n | -(e)n
+gen,+pl] | -(¢) | (e) | "er | -(e)n [-(e)n]|-(e)n] () | -(e)
Konsequenz:

Nominativ und Akkusativ bilden eine natiirliche Klasse.
Genitiv und Dativ bilden eine natiirliche Klasse.
Akkusativ und Dativ bilden eine natiirliche Klasse.
Nominativ und Genitiv bilden eine natiirliche Klasse.
Nominativ und Dativ bilden keine natiirliche Klasse.
Akkusativ und Genitiv bilden keine natiirliche Klasse.

Alternative Ableitungen von Synkretismen

Nebenbemerkung:

Die Ableitung von Synkretismen durch (Dekomposition und) Unterspezifikation ist
eine gut etablierte Forschungsstrategie. Es gibt aber auch noch andere theoretis-
che Mdglichkeiten, Synkretismen abzuleiten, u.a. die in (6) (keine dieser alternativen
Méglichkeiten ist mit Unterspezifikation per se inkompatibel).

(6) Alternative Ansdtze:

a. Paradigmengeometrie (paradigm geometry)
Lit.: Johnston (1996), McCreight & Chvany (1991), Plank (1991b), Postma
(1998), Gallmann (2004).
Die Idee hier ist, dass Synkretismen iiber die Anordnung verschiedener
Paradigmenzellen erschliefibar sind (z.B.: Nachbarschaft von Paradigmenzellen
in entsprechend geformten Paradigmen)

b. Verweisregeln (rules of referral)
Lit.: Zwicky (1985), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Stump (2001)
Verweisregeln konstatieren die Identitdt von Markern, versuchen sie aber nicht
weiter abzuleiten.

c. Verarmungsregeln (impoverishment rules)
Lit.: Bonet (1991), Noyer (1992, 1998), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Bobaljik
(2002b), Frampton (2002)
Verarmungsregeln sind ein zentrales Konzept der Distribuierten Morphologie.
Sie reduzieren morpho-syntaktische Merkmalsbiindel von der Syntax zur Mor-
phologie; die Morphologie operiert dann auf vereinfachten Strukturen, und es
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resultiert ein retreat to the general case.

Konsequenz der Unterspezifikation:
Unterspezifikation bewirkt typischerweise, dass es zu einem Wettbewerb von verschiede-
nen Markern fiir ein und denselben morpho-syntaktischen Kontext kommt.

1. Ein solcher Wettbewerb kann aufgel6st werden durch das Konzept der extrinis-
chen Ordnung von Flexionsmarkern (bzw. von Regeln, die diese Flexionsmarker
einfiihren).

Lit.: Bierwisch (1967), Wurzel (1987, 1998), Halle (1994).

2. Ein alternatives (und aus theoretischer Perspektive weit attraktiveres) Konzept
beruht auf dem Begriff der Spezifizitdt. Vgl. z.B. ein Prinzip wie das Teilmen-
genprinzip (Subset Principle) mit dem dazugehdrigen Konzept der Spezifizitét,
auch bekannt in verschiedenen Variationen unter den Namen Spezifizitdtsprinzip
(Specificity Condition), Elsewhere Principle, Blocking Principle, Panini’s Princi-
ple, Proper Inclusion Principle, etc.

Lit.: Kiparsky (1973), DiSciullo & Williams (1987), Fanselow (1991), Anderson
(1992), Lumsden (1992), Noyer (1992), Williams (1994), Halle (1997), Williams
(1997), Wiese (1999), Stump (2001).

Ein einfacher Ansatz

Vorliufige Annahme:

Gegeben seien (a) ein Stamm und (b) die Menge vollstindig spezifizierter morpho-
syntaktischer Merkmalsstrukturen fiir diesen Stamm, die den Spielraum mdoglicher
Wortformen kodiert (diese Menge beinhaltet sowohl dem Stamm inh&rente Merkmale
wie — beim Substantiv — Flexionsklasse und Genus, als auch variable Merkmale
wie Kasus, Numerus). Diese Information spannt ein Paradigma auf, dessen Zellen
gefiillt werden miissen. Es wird fiir jedes Paar aus (a) und (b) durch die Wahl eines
kompatiblen Flexionsmarkers gemif dem Teilmengenprinzip die korrekte Wortform
(bzw. gefiillte Paradigmenzelle) determiniert.

Teilmengenprinzip (und Spezifizitit)

(7) Teilmengenprinzip:
Ein Flexionsmarker F wird mit einem Stamm S bei einer vollstindig spezifizierten
Merkmalsstruktur M verkniipft gdw. (i) und (ii) gelten:
(i) Die morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale von F sind eine Teilmenge der morpho-
syntaktischen Merkmale von M.
(i) Fist der spezifischste Flexionsmarker, der (i) erfiillt.

(8) Spezifizitit von Flexionsmarkern:
Ein Flexionsmarker Fj; ist spezifischer als ein Flexionsmarker F; gdw. er iiber mehr
(relevante) morpho-syntaktische Merkmale verfiigt.

Theorien der Flexzion
Stump (2001) entwirft eine niitzliche Taxonomie der Flexionstheorien.
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(9) Stumps Einteilung der Flezionstheorien:

| inkrementell H realisational ‘

| lexikalisch H inferentiell ‘

1. Inkrementelle Analyse:
Flexionsmarker tragen morpho-syntaktische Merkmale bei, die ansonsten nicht da
sind.

2. Realisationale Analyse:
Flexionsmarker tragen keine morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale bei; alle morpho-
syntaktische Information ist unabhéngig vorhanden.

3. Lezikalische Analyse:
Flexionsmarker sind korreliert mit (moglicherweise abstrakten) Morphemen, die
als eigensténdige Objekte im Lexikon existieren.

4. Inferentielle Analyse:
Flexionsmarker haben keinen Morphemstatus und existieren nicht als unabhingige
Objekte.

FEinige Theorien

(10) a. lexikalisch-inkrementell:
Lieber (1992), Wunderlich (1996, 1997b,a) (Minimalistische Morphologie)
b. lexikalisch-realisational:
Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994) (Distribuierte Morphologie)
c. inferentiell-inkrementell:
kaum attestiert
d. inferentiell-realisational:
Matthews (1991), Anderson (1992), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Aronoff (1994),
Stump (2001), Blevins (2004) (Wort-(Stamm-)und-Paradigma-Ansétze)

Unterschiede Von Unterspezifikation einmal abgesehen ergibt sich:

(11) a. Lexikalische Ansétze (inkrementell oder realisational):
studentuf; N +dat +mask,—pl]
< /Student/[+N,+mask,class[1]] + /u/[+dat,+mask,—pl,class[l]]
diesem[+N,+dat,+rrlask,—pl] < /dieS/H—D] + /em/[+dat,+rrlask,—pl]
b. Inferentiell-realisationale Ansétze:
studentup N 1 dat,+mask,—pl)
< Wortform des Stamms /student/ fiir die Spezifikation [+dat,—pl]

diesem(; b, | dat,+mask,—pl]
< Wortform des Stamms /dies/ fiir die Spezifikation [+dat,+mask,—pl]

Bemerkung
Der oben vorausgesetzte Theorietyp ist lexikalisch (Flexionsmarker existieren als
eigenstiandige Objekte) und realisational (Flexionsmarker tragen keine neuen Merkmale
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bei). Er unterscheidet sich aber, wie sich zeigen wird, wesentlich von der Distribuierten
Morphologie.

1.3 Distributed Morphology

Lit.: Halle & Marantz (1994, 1993)

1.3.1 Halle & Marantz (1994) iiber klitische Objektpronomina im Spani-

schen

Ziel:
Halle und Marantz wollen einige Grundideen der Theorie der Distribuierten Morpholo-
gie anhand des Systems der klitischen Objektpronomina im Spanischen vorstellen.

Frage:
Wieso heifit es eigentlich Distributed Morphology?

Antwort (Halle & Marantz (1993, 111-112&171)):

“We have called our approach Distributed Morphology (hereafter DM) to highlight
the fact that the machinery of what traditionally has been called morphology is not
concentrated in a single component of the grammar, but rather is distributed among
several different components.”

“The term Distributed Morphology and the general view that it incorporates resulted
from discussions with David Pesetsky.”

Annahme:

Grundeinheit der Morphologie ist das Vokabularelement (vocabulary item). Dieses paart
phonologische Merkmale auf der einen Seite mit morpho-syntaktischen (und semantis-
chen) Merkmalen auf der anderen Seite. Letztere beschreiben den mdglichen Einset-
zungskontext (context of insertion) des Vokabularelements; erstere heiffen auch Signal.

(12) Struktur von Vokabularelementen (vocabulary items ):
/Phonologische Merkmale/ < [morpho-syntaktische Merkmale]

Drei Hauptannahmen der Distribuierten Morphologie:

(i) Spite Einsetzung (late insertion)

(i) Unterspezifikation

(iii) Syntaktische hierarchische Struktur bis nach unten
(syntactic hierarchical structure all the way down)

1.3.1.1 Spite Einsetzung

(13) Spdte Finsetzung:
Die Morphologie folgt der Syntax; sie realisiert abstrakte syntaktische Strukturen.
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In der Syntax gibt es nur abstrakte Kategorien als Biindel morpho-syntaktischer
und semantischer Merkmale, und zwar sog. f-Morpheme (funktionale Morpheme)
und sog. l-Morpheme (lexikalische Morpheme).

[Zumindest gilt spite Einsetzung fiir f-Morpheme; bei -Morphemen sind beide
Optionen im Rahmen der Distribuierten Morphologie verfolgt worden.]

Die syntaktischen X°-Kategorien (d.h., Morpheme) werden morphologisch real-
isiert durch die Einsetzung von Vokabularelementen (vocabulary insertion, VI).
So erhalten (f-) Morpheme phonologische Merkmale.

Konsequenzen spéiter Einsetzung

Bemerkung:

Zentral ist also die Unterscheidung zwischen (abstrakten) Morphemen und konkreten
Vokabulareinheiten. Diese Entscheidung wird in (Standard-) Theorien, die auf friher
FEinsetzung (early insertion) basieren, nicht gemacht.

Beobachtung:

Spite Einsetzung ldsst anders als frithe Einsetzung die Mdglichkeit zu, dass syntaktis-
che Strukturen mit ihren morpho-syntaktischen Merkmalen vor der morphologischen
Realisierung noch verdndert werden, z.B. durch Verarmung (impoverishment).

1.3.1.2 TUnterspezifikation

(14)  Unterspezifikation:
Die morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale (der “Einsetzungskontext”) von Vok-
abularelementen ist oft unterspezifiziert. = Das ermdoglicht eine einfachere,
Okonomischere Beschreibung von Flexionssystemen und tragt zur Ableitung von
Synkretismen bei.

Bemerkung:

Daraus ergibt sich, dass Beschrénkungen gebraucht werden, die die korrekte Einset-
zung von Vokabularelementen regeln und im Konfliktfdllen den Wettbewerb zwischen
Vokabularelementen entscheiden kénnen: Teilmengenprinzip, Spezifizitét.

1.3.1.3 Syntaktische Struktur bis nach unten

(15) Syntaktische hierarchische Struktur bis nach unten:

Die morphologische Einsetzung ist sensitiv fiir syntaktische Operationen, die (f-
und 1-) Morpheme manipulieren und Worter bilden konnen: Kopf-Bewegung,
Senkung (lowering).

Genuin morphologische Operationen (nach der Syntax, vor der Einsetzung) wie
Verschmelzung (merger), Fusion (fusion), Spaltung (fission), Verarmung (impover-
ishment) manipulieren syntaktische Einheiten und beachten syntaktische Prinzip-
ien.
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1.3.1.4 Struktur der Grammatik

Beobachtung:

In der Praxis ist es so, dass in der Distribuierten Morphologie hdufig syntaktische Struk-
turen angenommen werden, die eine Vielzahl verschiedener funktionaler Kategorien in-
volvieren. In dieser Hinsicht vertrégt sich der Ansatz gut mit einer bestimmten Variante
von Syntaxtheorie im Rahmen des Prinzipien-und-Parameter-Programms (bzw. des
Minimalistischen Programms). (In anderer Hinsicht vertragt sich der Ansatz vielleicht
nicht ganz so gut damit.)

(16) Struktur der Grammatik:
Syntax —

!

Morphologie (Einfiigung von Morphemen/Merkmalen, Verschmelzung, Fusion,
Spaltung, Verarmung)
Vokabulareinsetzung

1
Phonologie

Logische Form (Semantik)

1.3.1.5 Verarmung

FEin zentrales Konzept: Verarmung (impoverishment):
Lit.: Bonet (1991), Noyer (1992, 1998), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Bobaljik
(2002b), Frampton (2002)

Verarmungsregeln reduzieren morpho-syntaktische Merkmalsbiindel von der Syntax
zur Morphologie; die Morphologie operiert dann auf vereinfachten Strukturen, und es
resultiert ein retreat to the general case.

Bemerkung:

Das klassische Konzept der Verarmung ist die vollstindige Entsprechung zur Unter-
spezifikation von Vokabulareinheiten:

Unterspezifikation von Vokabulareinheiten: “Unterspezifikation”

Unterspezifikation von syntaktischen Kategorien: “Verarmung”

1.3.1.6 Syntax vs. Morphologie

Beobachtung:

(i) In der Syntax spielt Unterspezifikation (normalerweise) keine Rolle.

(i) Verarmung syntaktischer Strukturen kann daher erst erfolgen, nachdem die Syntax
ihre Arbeit verrichtet hat.

(iii) Verarmung (bzw., allgemeiner, Unterspezifikation syntaktischer Strukturen) ist da-
her nur moglich in einer Theorie, die auf spater Einsetzung beruht.
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1.3.1.7 Beispiele

(17) Ein abstraktes Beispiel (Halle & Marantz (1994)):
a. Kaltegorie X:

(i) Pa < |Fi,Fs (Vokabularelement A)

(i) Pp « [Fyq (Vokabularelement B)
b. [X Fl,FQ,Fg] (f-Morphem)
c. Fo—-0/[X]Y] (Verarmung)
d. [ [x F1,BE5F3 Y] (f-Morphem nach Verarmung, vor Einsetzung)
e. Eingesetzt wird nun Pp, nicht das spezifischere P 4.

(18) Ein konkretes Beispiel: Adjektivendungen im Norwegischen (Harley & Noyer

(2003), Sauerland (1996)):
a. Vokabularelemente:
(i) /t/ < |-pl,+neut] /Adj__
(i) © < [-pl,neut] /Adj__
(i) e/ <[ |/Adj_
b.  Verarmung:
[£neut] — O in syntaktischen Kontexten mit schwacher Flexion

Paradigma 9: Adjektivendungen im Norwegischen

STARK [neut| | [+neut]
] % /t/
+pl| /e/ /¢/
SCHWACH | [-neut] | [+neut]
[-pl] /e/ /e/
[+pl] /e/ /¢/

1.3.1.8 Klitische Objektpronomina im Spanischen

(19) Struktur der Objektklitika (wie bei Substantiven):
[Det [Det Det Thema | Numerus |

Annahme:

Vokabulareinsetzung (vocabulary insertion) erfolgt zyklisch, von innen nach aufen (von
links nach rechts), gem&f dem Teilmengenprinzip (Subset Principle.

Teilmengenprinzip und Spezifizitdt

(20) Teilmengenprinzip:

Ein Vokabularelement V wird in ein funktionales Morphem M eingesetzt gdw. (i)
und (ii) gelten:

(i) Die morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale von V sind eine Teilmenge der morpho-

syntaktischen Merkmale des M-Kontexts.
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(ii) Vist das spezifischste Vokabularelement, das (i) erfiillt.

(21) Spezifizitit von Vokabularelementen:
Ein Vokabularelement V; ist spezifischer als ein Vokabularelement V; gdw. es
mehr morpho-syntaktische Merkmale hat.

ViIs 1: Determinativmarker

(22) Determinativmarker (‘Stimme’):

/n/m — [1.Pers] /__[+p]]
/m/pm < [1.Pers]
/D/ — [2.Pers] /__[+p]]
[t/ < [2.Pers]
/1/ <~ | ]/_[Kasus]
/s/ 1081 [ ]

Annahme:

Nach Einsetzung der Stdmme und vor der Einsetzung von Themavokalen und Numerus-
markern applizieren die beiden Redundanzregeln (23-a) und (23-b), in dieser Reihen-
folge.

(23) Redundanzregeln:

a. | |—[I1] /_]|dat]
b. [ |— [ /__[+fem]
Bemerkung:

Zumindest Redundanzregel (23-a) ist moglicherweise so zu verstehen, dass sie nur im
Kontext [3.Pers| appliziert:

[ ] — [1I] /__[dat],/3.Pers]
Waire dies nicht der Fall, ergében sich falsche Konsequenzen fiir [2.Pers]-Dativ-Kontexte.
Aber s.u.
VIs 2: Themavokale

(24) Themavokale bei Klassenmerkmalen:
Je/ « [II]
/a/ = (]
fo/ < []

Vis 3: Numerusmarker

(25) Numerusmarker:

/s/ < [+pll
© < 1)
Alle Vs
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(26) Determinativmarker (‘Stimme’):
/n/py < [LPers| /_[+pl]

/m/my <+ [1.Pers]

/D/ — |2.Pers] /__[+p]]
[t/ < [2.Pers]

/1/ — | |/_|Kasus]
/s/ 1081 [ ]

(27) Redundanzregeln:
a. [ |—[11] /__[dat,3.Pers]
b. [ ] — [ /__|[+fem]

(28) Themavokale bei Klassenmerkmalen:
Je/ — ]
/a/ < U]
/o < ]
(29) Numerusmarker:
s/ = [+pll
@ < [

Paradigma 10: Klitische Objektpronomina im Spanischen

[-pl] [3.Pers] [2.Pers| [1.Pers]
[+masc] | [+fem]
Akk /1/-/o/-@ /1/[11]'/3/'9 /t/[III]'/e/'® /m/[m]'/e/'®
Dat | /1/jug-/e/-9 | /V/juy-/e/-9 | /t/p-/e/-9Q | /m/ju-/e/-O
Refl /S/[III]‘/e/'® /S/[HI]-/G/‘® /t/[HI]'/e/‘@ /m/[III]‘/e/'®
[+p]] [3.Pers] [2.Pers| [1.Pers]

[+masc] | [+fem]
Akk | /1/-/o/-/s/ | /Vuy-/a/-/s/ | ©-[o/-/s/ | /n/m-/o/-/s/
Dat | /V/qu-/e/-/s/ | /V/u-/e/-/s/ | ©-/o/-/s/ | /n/m-/o/-/s/
Refl | /s/pm-/e/-O | /s/pu-/e/-D | ©-/o/-/s/ | /n/m-/o/-/s/

1.3.1.9 Kommentare

Bemerkung:
Die fett gedruckten Klassenmerkmale in Paradigma 10 gehen nicht auf Flexionsmarker
zuriick, sondern auf die beiden Redundanzregeln.

Problem: Wie ergibt sich die Numerusmarkerverteilung im Refl-Plural-Bereich?
Fragen

e Was ist die Theorie-interne Ursache fiir die wenigen Unterschiede von Akkusativ-
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und Dativ-Markierung? Und was die fiir die wenigen Genus-bezogenen Unter-
schiede?

Kein Marker redet iber Kasusmerkmale; nur die Redundanzregel (23-a) tut dies.
Analog bei Genusmerkmalen und (23-b).

e Die Analyse involviert einen hoch-spezifischen Nullmarker fiir die Stammposition;

dies ist vielleicht keine ganz unproblematische Annahme. Was ist Theorie-intern
die Aufgabe dieses Nullmarkers? Warum kann das Problem nicht einfach durch
eine etwas andere Spezifizierung des Einsetzungskontexts eines Markers gelost
werden? Wie miisste das ganze System umgebaut werden, um auf den spezifischen
Nullmarker zu verzichten?
Der Nullmarker blockiert /t/. /t/ kinnte zwar auf den Singular beschrinkt werden;
aber dann missten /l/ oder /s/ eingesetzt werden. Auch diese Marker missen also
als mit der 2. Person inkompatibel charakterisiert werden. Das miisste gehen, aber
es wiederspricht der Idee, dass immer ein Marker vollkommen unspezifiziert ist.

Fragen 2

o Klasse [I] ist die Default-Klasse; der Marker /o/ in (24) ist auf dieses Merkmal bei

der Einsetzung nicht angewiesen. Warum ist dann der Stamm-Marker /n/ mit
diesem Merkmal versehen worden, um nachfolgende /o/-Einsetzung auszulGsen,
anders als /1/ oder @7 Ist dies eine {iberfliissige Annahme?
Ein Problem kann nur auftreten, wenn eine Redundanzregel hier angewandt wer-
den kann, die ein anderes Klassenmerkmal instantiiert. [+fem/] ist per Annahme
irrelevant fir [1.Pers]; das einzige Problem wére damil die Dativ-bezogene Regel
(23-a). Diese Regel darf aber wie gesehen ohnehin nur fiir [3.Pers] gelten; wiirde
sie auch fir [2.Pers] gelten, briuchte auch @ Klasseninformation ([I]). Das einzige
Szenario, wo [I] bei /n/ gebraucht wiirde, wire eines, wo (23-a) fir [1.Pers] und
[3.Pers| gelten wiirde, aber nicht fiir [2.Pers].

e Warum miissen Vokabulareinsetzung und Redundanzregeln zyklisch, von innen
nach auflen, erfolgen?
Die Stamm-Marker-Einsetzung und die Redundanzregeln schaffen erst den Kontext
fiir die Themavokaleinsetzung. Unter den Redundanzregeln ist die Reihenfolge
entscheidend; ebenso wichlig ist die Tatsache, dass diese Regeln nach der Stamm-
Marker-FEinsetzung applizieren.

1.3.1.10 Beobachtungen

1. Beobachtung:
In lateinamerikanischen Varietéten des Spanischen fehlt das klitische Pronomen /os/
fiir die 2. Person Plural.

Analyse:
Dies geht auf eine Verarmungsregel (impoverishment rule) zuriick.
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(30) Verarmungsregel fir [2.Pers]:
[2.Pers| — @ /[+pl]

Konsequenz:

Es gibt einen retreat to the general case: Im Plural ist das [2.Pers]-Merkmal gelGscht.
Daher kann @) ebensowenig wie /t/ eingesetzt werden. Der spezifischste passende
Stamm-Marker ist damit /1/. Somit erscheint /los/ im Kontext [2.Pers,+pl,AkK].
Damit es aber /les/ und nicht /los/ heisst in [2.Pers.,+pl,Dat]-Kontexten, muss (23-a)
vor Themavokaleinsetzung applizieren konnen. (Halle & Marantz (1994, 283) sagen:
“Note also that like other 3. Person clitics and unlike its singular counterpart, the
erstwhile 2. Person Plural clitic is subject to Case distinctions.”) Dies bedeutet,
dass diese Redundanzregel nicht nur auf die 3. Person beschrinkt sein kann. Kein
Problem ergibt sich, wenn [3.Pers] letztlich durch die Abwesenheit von Merkmalen
gekennzeichnet ist.

2. Beobachtung:
“Unechtes se’: se erscheint, wenn ein klitisches Pronomen der 3. Person Dativ zu einem
klitischen Pronomen der 3. Person Akkusativ adjazent ist.

Analyse:
Wiederum ist eine Verarmungsregel am Werk.

(31) Verarmungsregel fiir [Dativ]:

[Dat] — @ /_|+Akk]

Konsequenz:
In Akk-Dat-Kontexten ist /1/ fiir die Dativposition blockiert, weil kein Kasusmerkmal
mehr vorhanden ist. Also tritt die maximal unspezifische Form /s/ ein.

Unechtes ‘se’

(32) Unechtes se (nach Bonet (1995)):
a. el premio, lo dieron a Pedro ayer
der Preis  [3.Akk| gaben|3.P]] an Pedro gestern
b. A Pedro, le dieron el premio ayer
an Pedro [3.Dat] gaben[3.P]] den Preis gestern
c. A Pedro, el premio se lo dieron ayer (*le lo, *lo le)

an Pedro den Preis se [3.akk| gaben|3.P]| gestern
‘Sie gaben Pedro gestern den Preis.’

Interaktion der Verarmungsregeln

Vorhersage:

Die beiden Verarmungsregeln kénnen in lateinamerikanischen Varietiten zusammen-
wirken.

(33) [2.Pers,Dat]+Thema+[+pl] & [3.Pers,Akk]+Thema+[-pl]
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= [ |+Thema+][+pl] & [3.Pers,Akk|+Thema+[-pl]
a. Furopdisches Spanisch:
Os lo di ‘Ich gab es euch.’
b. Lateinamerikanisches Spanisch:
Se lo di ‘Ich gab es euch.’

Syntaktische Struktur bis unten:

Damit gibt es Evidenz fiir (i) spite Einsetzung (wg. Verarmung) und (ii) Unterspezi-
fikation (wg. Synkretismen). Es fehlt noch Evidenz fiir (iii) Syntaktische hierarchische
Struktur bis nach ganz unten. Das entsprechende Argument ergibt sich bei der Be-
trachtung von spanischen Imperativen, die mit klitischen Objektpronomina zusammen
auftreten.

(34)  2.Pers. Plural-Imperative mit klitischen Pronomina, Standard-Spanisch:
a. d- e- n- |- o- S
geben IMP 2.PL 3. ACC THEMA PL
‘Thr gebt sie (jemandem).’
b. d- e~ n-  m- e- I- 0
geben IMP 2.PL 1.DAT THEMA 3.ACC THEMA
‘Thr gebt es mir!’

(35) 2.Pers. Plural-Imperative mit klitischen Pronomina, karibisches Spanisch:
a. d- e n- I o- S
geben IMP 2.PL 3. ACC THEMA PL
‘Thr gebt sie (jemandem).’
b. d- e m- e l- o- n
geben IMP 1.DAT THEMA 3.ACC THEMA 2.PL
‘Thr gebt es mir!’

Generalisierung:

Im karibischen Spanisch (bzw. einer Variante davon) landen klitische Pronomina,
die ihrerseits kein Pluralsuffix haben, mitten im Imperativverb, und zwar nach dem
Imperativmarker und vor dem Pluralsuffix des Verbs.

Analyse:
Das Klitikcluster wird als D(eterminator)-Konstituente mithilfe der Operation Ver-
schmelzung (merger) post-syntaktisch, aber vor VI ins Verb bewegt (an Agr links ad-
jungiert).
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1.3.1.11 Strukturen

(36) Struktur im Standard-Spanischen:
Agr
Agr D
T
T Agr me lo
— /
\% T n

! [
d e

(37) Struktur im karibischen Spanisch:
Agr
Agr T
T Agr
T D Agr
e

= /

me lo n

Argument Bemerkung:

Dieser Prozess veranschaulicht, dass die Flexionsmorphologie Bezug nimmt auf die Fein-
heiten syntaktischer Phrasenstruktur. Der sichtbare Effekt kann nicht rein phonologisch
sein, denn Félle, wo /n/ als Teil des Imperativverbs kein Pluralsuffix ist, 16sen keine
Umstellung der klitischen Pronomina aus.

(38) Keine Umstellung bei anderem /n/:
a. pon-me(-lo)
‘Du legst (es) fiir mich!’
b. *po-me(-lo)-n
‘Du legst (es) fiir mich!’

Konsequenz fiir andere Theorien Behauptung:

In anderen, klassischen Theorien der Flexion (z.B. Wort-und-Paradigma-Ansétzen)
ist dieser systematische morphologische Effekt nicht erfassbar, weil dazu sowohl (a)
artikulierte syntaktische Struktur fiir die Morphologie notwendig ist, als auch (b) von
der Syntax zur Morphologie ein Umbau der Struktur vorgenommen werden k&nnen
muss.

Ausléser fir Verschmelzung

Der Ausloser fiir die Verschmelzung ist, dass (im karibischen Spanisch) abstrakte
Morpheme mit Person- und Kasusmerkmalen links von einem abstrakten Morphem mit
einem Pluralmerkmal stehen miissen. Daher bleibt die Umstellung auch aus, wenn das
klitische Pronomen selbst im Plural ist:

(39) a. d-en-l-os
b. d-e-n- n-o-s

*de-lo-n-s, *de-los-n
*de-no-n-s, *de-nos-n
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Wie andere Typen von merger erfiillt auch dieser eine generelle Peripheralititsbedingung:
Wenn z.B. me in (40) links von einem abstrakten Morphem mit einem Pluralmerkmal
zu stehen kommen will, kann es dieses Gebot nicht durch die angezeigte Verschmelzung
erfiillen, “since it does not fall at the right periphery of the relevant domain” (p. 287).
(Andererseits gibt es ja auch keinen Grund fiir eine solche Bewegung, denn me steht ja
schon links von einem Pluralmorphem.)

(40) a. d- e n- m- e l- o- s
geben IMP 2.PL 1.DAT THEMA 3. ACC THEMA PL
‘Thr gebt sie mir.’
b. *d- e m- e n- 1 o- s
geben IMP 1.DAT THEMA 2.PL 3. ACC THEMA PL
‘Thr gebt sie mir.’

Abschlussbemerkung Daten wie (35-b) sprechen gegen die Existenz von Paradigmen als
echten Entitaten der Grammatik. Denn wenn der Formenbestand eines Verbs durch ein
entsprechendes Paradigma charakterisiert wére, dann wiirde das bedeuten, dass z.B.
auch die Kombinationen aller moglicher pronominaler Klitika mit Verben Teil dieses
Paradigmas sein miisste. Das ist unplausibel.

1.3.2 Halle & Marantz (1993)

Fusion und Spaltung

Aus Wikipedia (http://de.wikipedia.org):

“Als Kernfusion wird der Prozess des Verschmelzens zweier Atomkerne zu einem schw-
ereren Kern bezeichnet.”

“Die Kernspaltung bezeichnet in der Kernphysik eine Reaktion, bei der ein Atomkern in
zwei oder mehrere Bestandteile zerlegt wird. Seltener wird die Kernspaltung auch als
Kernfission bezeichnet, ein Begriff, der nicht mit Kernfusion verwechselt werden darf.”

1.3.3 Fusion und Spaltung

Fusion vs. Verschmelzung

Hintergrund:

Fusion (fusion) vs. Verschmelzung (merger):

(i) Verschmelzung fiihrt zu unabhingig vorhandenen Morphemen, die jeweils separat
Vokabulareinsetzung erfordern.

(ii) Fusion dagegen fiigt zwei Morpheme so zusammen, dass nur noch ein Vokabularele-
ment eingesetzt werden kann.

(iif) Also: Verschmelzung ist nicht (wie in der Kernphysik) dasselbe wie Fusion.
Fusion: Definition

(41) Fusion (fusion; Halle & Marantz (1993, 116)):

a. Fusion nimmt zwei terminale Knoten (Morpheme) M; und My, die Schwestern
sind, und fusioniert sie zu einem einzigen terminalen Knoten M.
b. M, enthélt die Merkmale von M; und von Mo.
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c. Jetzt kann nur noch ein Vokabularelement V in M, eingesetzt werden; die
Einsetzung folgt dem Teilmengenprinzip.

Annahme:

Es gibt in der Syntax einen funktionalen Kopf Kasus und einen funktionalen Kopf
Numerus, und bei fusionierender Nominalflexion in den indo-europiischen Sprachen
liegt Fusion dieser beiden K&pfe zu einem Morphem vor.

Spaltung

(42) Spaltung (fission; Variante nach Halle & Marantz (1993, 166ff)):
a. Spaltung gliedert aus einen terminalen Knoten (Morphem) M,, ein Merkmals-

biindel 3 aus, so dass zwei terminale Knoten M; und My entstehen.
b.  M; hat die Merkmale 3; My hat die Merkmale von M,—[3.

Bemerkung:
Spaltung ist bei Halle und Marantz das Gegenstiick zu Fusion: Es macht aus einem
Morphem durch Merkmalsausgliederung zwei.

Nebenbemerkung:

Das Konzept der Spaltung (fission) bei Noyer (1992) ist anders. (Noyers Konzept ist in
der jlingeren Literatur wohl etwas weiter verbreitet.)

Die zwei Spaltungskonzepte

(43) Spaltung, (fission,; Halle & Marantz (1993)):
a. Spaltung gliedert aus einem Morphem M mit den Merkmalen « ein Merk-
malsbiindel 8 aus, so dass zwei terminale Knoten M; und My entstehen.
b. (i) M;j hat die Merkmale .
(ii) Ms hat die Merkmale a—4.

(44) Spaltung, (fissiony; Noyer (1992)):
a. FEin gespaltenes Morphem M mit den Merkmalen « wird bei Einsetzung eines
Vokabularelements V mit den Merkmalen (3 in zwei Merkmalsbiindel 5 und
a—(3 zerlegt, so dass (a) und (b) gelten:
b. (i) o ist fiir weitere Einsetzung gemif Teilmengenprinzip zugénglich.
(ii) O ist fiir weitere Einsetzung nicht zugénglich.

1.3.4 Verbkongruenz im Georgischen

Verbkongruenz im Georgischen

Beispiel:

Kongruenzmarker auf dem Verb im Georgischen (nach Anderson (1992); vgl. auch
Stump (2001)). Halle & Marantz (1993, 116ff) analysieren die Kongruenzmarkierung
auf dem Verb unter Bezug auf die Annahme von funktionalen Klitik-Morphemen, die
fusioniert sind.

Paradigma

(45) Mit Objekt der 3.Pers — X malt 3.Pers.:
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a. v-xatav “Ich male ihn.”
b. v-xatav-t “Wir malen ihn.”
c. O-xatav “Du malst ihn.”
d. O-xatav-t “Thr malt ihn.”
e. xatav-s “Er malt ihn.”
f.  xatav-en “Sie malen ihn.”

Mit Subjekt der 3.Pers.: — 3.Pers. malt X
g. m-xatav-s “Er malt mich.”
h. gv-xatav-s “Er malt uns.”
i. g-xatav-s “Er malt dich.”
j- g-xatav-(s-)t “Er malt euch.”
k. =xatav-s “Er malt ihn.”
L. xatav-s “Er malt siep;.”

Mit 1.Pers. und 2.Pers. — 1.Pers. malt 2.Pers. oder 2.Pers. malt 1.Pers.

m. g-xatav “I male dich.”

n. m-xatav “Du malst mich.”
0. g-xatav-t “Wir malen dich/euch.”
oder “Ich male euch.”

“Du malst uns.”
“Thr malt uns.”

p. gv-xatav
q. gv-xatav-t

Fusion — Spaltung — Einselzung

Annahmen iber Fusion:

(i) Das Klitik-Cluster inkorporiert unter einem einzigen Kopf alle pronominalen Ar-
gumente der 1.Pers. und 2.Pers. (normalerweise nicht der 3.Pers; allerdings gibt es
Ausnahmefille, die hier ignoriert werden).

(ii) Die terminalen Knoten im Klitik-Cluster fusionieren zu einem einzigen terminalen
Knoten.

(iii) Nach dieser Fusion appliziert die Spaltungsregel in (46).

(iv) Schlieflich erfolgt Vokabulareinsetzung.

(46) Spaltung von Clitik-Clustern im Georgischen:
[c1 ... [+Dp]] ... ] + Stamm — [+pl] + Cl + Stamm, wobei
a. die lineare Abfolge irrelevant ist und
b. die Spaltung nicht erfolgt, wenn [+pl] Teil eines Arguments mit den Merk-
malen [+1],[DAT] ist.

Weitere Annahmen

1. Dem Klitik-Cluster und dem Verbstamm folgt noch ein fusionierter T /Agr-Kopf
(tense/agreement-head), der mit einem [NOM|-markierten Argument bzgl. Person
und Numerus kongruiert. Die Vokabularelemente, die in T /Agr eingesetzt werden,
sind geméif sog. “screeves” organisiert.

(Hier handelt es sich um ein Lehnwort aus dem Georgischen; es geht um spezifische
Konjugationsmuster bzw. Konjugations-“Reihen”, die den Tempora vergleichbar
sind.)
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2. Eine (nach VI applizierende, phonologisch ausgerichtete) Readjustment Rule tilgt
ein /-s/ der 3.Pers.Sg. vor einem Plural /-t/.

3. Eine Verarmungsregel (impoverishment rule) tilgt einen terminalen Plural-Knoten,
wenn dieser irgendeinem T/Agr-Knoten mit den Merkmalen [+3],[+p]] folgt.

Vokabularelemente
(47) Vokabularelemente fiir Klitikposition(en):
a. /gV—/ A [+1],[DAT],[+pl]
b. /m-/ < [+1],|DAT]
¢ /g/ < [+2],[paT]
d. /V—/ — [+1]
e. O« [+2]

(5) Vokabularelemente fiir Plural:

f. /-t < [+pl]
Vokabularlemente fiir T//Agr fiir die Beispiele im Paradigma oben:
a. @ < [+1] oder [+2]

b /-s/ < [+3];[pl]
¢. /-en/ < [+3],[+pl]

(48)

Spezifizititsprobleme

Frage:

Es ist nicht ganz klar, ob sich der Wettbewerb der Vokabularelemente in (47) immer
aus der Spezifizitdt ergibt. Wie Halle und Marantz bemerken, braucht man in (47) bei
der Wahl von (b) vs. (¢) (in anderen Kontexten, wo “both sets [in einem Klitik-Cluster|
in principle might be pAaT” Halle & Marantz (1993, 120)), und bei der Wahl von (d)
vs. (e), wohl noch Zusatzannahmen. Zwei Moglichkeiten werden erwogen:

1. Spezifizitét ist sensitiv fiir geeignete Merkmalshierarchien; hier:
[+1] > [+2]

2. Es gibt eine extrinsische Ordnung von Vokabularelementen.

Stumps Kritik

Nebenbemerkung:

Stump (2001, 281, fn.3) wirft Halle & Marantz (1993) vor, dass sie eine extrinsische
Ordnung in ihrer Analyse der Verbkongruenz im Georgischen bendtigen; genauer gelte:
“The ordering of /g-/ before /v-/ [...] is just stipulated.” Dies muss nicht so sein:
Das Vokabularelement /g-/ in (47) hat mehr Merkmale als Angabe seines mdglichen
Einsetzungskontexts als das Vokabularelement /v-/ in (47).

(Eine Indeterminiertheit bzgl. Spezifizitdt konnte es nur geben, wenn ein Element o nur
dann spezifischer sein kann als ein anderes Element 3, wenn die Merkmale von « eine
echte Obermenge der Merkmale von [ sind. So etwas ist zwar vorgeschlagen worden,
aber unter den gegenwirtigen Annahmen nicht der Fall.)

Syntax
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(49) Syntaktische Struktur fir die Vokabulareinsetzung:
1 2 3 4

[c1 {Pers.,kAS,NuM} {Pers.,kAS,NuM} | [ Stamm | [ T/Agr | [+p]]
Bemerkungen zu (49):

1. Position 1 enthédlt das Klitik-Cluster
Merkmalsbiindeln (der 1. oder 2. Person).

mit bis zu zwei Kasus- und &-

2. Position 2 kodiert den Verbstamm.

3. Position 3 enthélt ein Kasus- und ®-Merkmalsbiindel, das Kongruenz mit dem
Subjekt (dem Nominativ-markierten Argument) realisiert.

4. Position 4 wird nur bei Spaltung aktiviert. Dass das aus dem Klitik-Cluster abges-
paltene [+pl]-Merkmal als (finales) Suffix realisiert wird, muss per Annahme nicht
stipuliert werden, sondern folgt aus dem Suffix-Status des fiir dieses Merkmals-
biindel einzig moglichen Vokabularelements /-t/.

Syntax
Abgeleitetes Paradigma fiir xatav im Georgischen:

Subj—| 1.8g. | 1.PL 2.Sg. 2.PL. 3.5g. 3.PL.
Obj|

1.5g. - - m-xatav-()| m-xatav-t| m-xatav-s |m-xatav-en
1.PL - - gv-xatav-Q|gv-xatav-t| gv-xatav-s |gv-xatav-en
2.Sg. |g-xatav-Q|g-xatav-t - - g-xatav-s | g-xatav-en
2.Pl. | g-xatav-t |g-xatav-t - - g-xatav-(s-)t| g-xatav-en
3.Sg. |v-xatav-Q|v-xatav-t| D-xatav-0 |D-xatav-t| O-xatav-s |(D-xatav-en
3.PL. |v-xatav-O|v-xatav-t| D-xatav-0|D-xatav-t| O-xatav-s |D-xatav-en
Bemerkungen:

e /-s/ bei 3.5g.—2.Pl. wird per Readjustment getilgt.
e Bei 1.PL.—2.Pl. sollten zunéchst einmal 2 /-t/ stehen.

e In z.B. 1.5g.—3.PL oder 2.Sg.—3.Pl. kommt kein /-t/, weil 3.Pers.-Klitika nicht
inkorporiert werden.
Alternative (?): [£pl]-Verarmung bei 3.Pers. im Klitik-Cluster.

Konklusion: Georgische Verbkongruenz
Schluss:

e Fusion (fusion) wird in dieser Theorie gebraucht, weil in transitiven Kontexten im
Georgischen zwei Argumente kodiert werden miissen, aber in der dafiir relevanten
Position vor dem Verb offenbar nur genug Platz fiir die Kodierung eines Elements
ist.
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e Spaltung (fission) wird in dieser Theorie gebraucht, weil in transitiven Kontexten
das “unterlegene”, nicht in der préverbalen Position kodierte Argument immer-
hin bzgl. Numerus noch in der post-verbalen Position kodiert werden kann (vgl.
1.Pers.Pl.—2.Pers.Sg.: g-zatav-t).

1.3.5 Spaltung
Lit.: Frampton (2002)

1.3.5.1 Grundannahmen

Zentrale Behauptungen:

(i) Die klassischen Personenmerkmale (1, 2, 3) in der verbalen Konjugation miissen
dekomponiert werden in Kombinationen primitiver Merkmale [£+1], [£2]; Vokabularele-
mente kdnnen bzgl. dieser Merkmale unterspezifiziert sein, was Synkretismus erfasst.
(ii) Die Analyse erfordert die post-syntaktischen Operationen Verarmung (impoverish-
ment) und Spaltung (fission); insofern, als sie als erfolgreich gelten kann, ist sie somit
ein Argument fiir die Distribuierte Morphologie.

(50) Verarmung (impoverishment):
Verarmungsregeln reduzieren morpho-syntaktische Merkmalsbiindel von der Syn-
tax zur Morphologie; die Morphologie operiert dann auf vereinfachten Strukturen,

und es resultiert ein retreal to the general case.

Bemerkung:
Das Konzept der Verarmung ist Standard; Spaltung ist nicht wie bei Halle & Marantz
(1993) definiert (Spaltung,), sondern wie bei Noyer (1992) (Spaltung;).

(51) Spaltung, (fission,; Halle & Marantz (1993)):
a. Spaltung gliedert aus einem Morphem M mit den Merkmalen o ein Merk-
malsbiindel (8 aus, so dass zwei terminale Knoten M; und Ms entstehen.
b. (i) Mj hat die Merkmale 3.
(ii) Ms hat die Merkmale 4.

(52) Spaltung, (fissiony; Noyer (1992)):
a. Ein gespaltenes Morphem M mit den Merkmalen « wird bei Einsetzung eines
Vokabularelements V mit den Merkmalen [ in zwei Merkmalsbiindel 5 und
a—(3 zerlegt, so dass (a) und (b) gelten:
b. (i) -0 ist fiir weitere Einsetzung gemif Teilmengenprinzip zuginglich.
(i) B ist fiir weitere Einsetzung nicht zugénglich.

Bemerkung:

Spaltung eines Morphems ist rekursiv; d.h., nach Einsetzung eines Vokabularelements
in ein Morphem ist dieses Morphem mit seinen (u.U.) iibrig gebliebenen Merkmalen
wiederum Gegenstand von Spaltung.
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(63) Teilmengenprinzip:

Ein Vokabularelement V wird in ein funktionales Morphem M eingesetzt gdw. (i)

und (ii) gelten:

(i) Die morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale von V sind eine Teilmenge der morpho-
syntaktischen Merkmale des M-Kontexts.

(i) Vist das spezifischste Vokabularelement, das (i) erfiillt.

Bemerkung:
Frampton nennt dieses Prinzip “Principle of Decreasing Specificity” (PDS).

(54) Spezifizitit von Vokabularelementen:
Ein Vokabularelement V; ist spezifischer als ein Vokabularelement V; gdw. es
mehr morpho-syntaktische Merkmale hat.

1.3.5.2 Synkretismus in der englischen Verbflexion

(55) a. be b. work
| |[prés|prit] | [ pris] prit |
1 sg|| am | was 1 sg|| work [worked
2 sg|| are \were 2 sg|| work [worked
3sg| is |was 3 sg|\works|worked
1 pl|| are \were 1 pl|| work |worked
2 pl|| are |were 2 pl|| work [worked

3 pl| are |were 3 pl|| work [worked

(56) Generalisierungen:
a. Im Préteritum gibt es einen Synkretismus von 1. und 3. Pers. Sg.

b. Im Plural gibt es keine Person-Unterscheidung.

Annahme:

Diese beiden Generalisierungen sind nicht zuféllig; sie sollen durch daher nicht durch
arbitdre Eigenschaften von Vokabularlementen abgeleitet werden, sondern durch Ver-
armungsregeln, die syntaktisch vorgegebene Merkmalsstrukturen fiir die Morphologie
systematisch reduzieren und vereinfachen, und somit bestimmte Synkretismen als
Systemeigenschaft vorhersagen.

Beobachtung:
Zumindest der 1./3.-Synkretismus ist eine fundamentale Eigenschaft der germanischen
Sprachen; er gilt z.B. auch im Isldndischen.

Grundproblem:
Wie kann der 1./3.-Synkretismus mit Hilfe des Konzepts der natiirlichen Klassen erfasst
werden?
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Plank (1991a, 19):

Dies zeigt, dass Synkretismus auch ohne irgendeine “Bedeutungsiahnlichkeit” vorliegen
konne; 1. und 3. Person seien intuitiv keine natiirliche Klasse (“no natural class on any
plausible criterion”).

Annahme (Wiese (1994)):

1. und 3. Pers. sind sehr wohl eine natiirliche Klasse (auf die sich Flexionsmarker
dann per Unterspezifikation beziehen kdnnen); man muss nur Personmerkmale dekom-
ponieren.

(57) Dekomposition von Personmerkmalen bei Wiese:

a. [fdemonstrativ]
b. [*adressierend]

(58) Personen bei Wiese:
a. [-d,—a] = 1. Pers.
b. [+d,+a] = 2. Pers.
c. [+d,a] = 3. Pers.
d. [-d,+a] = - (1. Pers. inkl.?)

Ergebnis:

1. und 3. Person sind eine natiirliche Klasse: [-adressierend]

Bemerkung:

Unabhingig hiervon, aber unter Bezug auf Noyer (1992), schldgt Frampton eine ganz
dhnliche Dekomposition vor.

(59) Dekomposition von Personmerkmalen bei Frampton:

a. [£]1]
b. [£2]
Es gilt:

i) [+a] bei Wiese = [+2] bei Frampton
i) [-a] bei Wiese = [-2] bei Frampton

iii) [+d] bei Wiese = [-1] bei Frampton
iv) [-d] bei Wiese = [+1] bei Frampton

A~ S~

Resultat:
Wiederum sind 1. und 3. Person eine natiirliche Klasse: [-2].

(60) Personen bei Frampton:
a. [+1,-2] = 1. Pers.
b. [-1,42] = 2. Pers.
c. [-1,-2] = 3. Pers.
d. [+1,+2] = 1. Pers. inkl.

Bemerkung:
Die primitiven Merkmale werden semantisch interpretiert; ob [+1,+2] koh#rent inter-
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pretiert werden kann, ist Gegenstand der Parametrisierung. In (z.B.) indo-européischen
Sprachen steht die Kombination wegen fehlender semantischer Kohdrenz nicht zur Ver-
fligung.

(61) Vokabularelemente bei ‘be”
a. /am/ < [+1,-2,—pl,—prit]
b. /1/ < |-2,-pl,—prit]
c. /are/ < [-prat|
d. /was/ < [-2,—pl,+prit]
e. /were/ < [+prét]
Problem:

Der Synkretismus ist jetzt durch Dekomposition von Personmerkmalen abgeleitet, aber
er wird als eine Zufélligkeit eines Lexikoneintrags (vgl. (61-d)) analysiert, nicht als
systemweite Generalisierung.

Annahmen iber die syntaktische Struktur

(62) a. Vereinfachte Satzstruktur vor Kopfbewegunyg:
[Agrp [agr Agr [P [z T [ve .. V... ]II]]
b.  Resultat der Kopfbewegung:

[agr [T V T ] Agr |

Bemerkung:

Hieraus lassen sich die abstrakten Paradigmen in (63) ableiten. (Diese abstrakten
Paradigmen sind nicht als genuine Objekte der Grammatik anzusehen, nur als General-
isierung dariiber, welche vollstdndigen Spezifikationen alle durch Vokabulareinsetzung
zu fiillen sind. Im Einklang mit der restlichen Literatur zur Distribuierten Morphologie
geht Frampton davon aus, dass Paradigmen keine Objekte sind, auf die morphologische
Beschriankungen zugreifen konnten.)

(63) Durch Vokabularelemente zu realisierende Spezifikationen, Version I:
I+117277p1] [+17727+p1]
a. V+ [7prét] + [*1,-{-2,*[)1] [+17+2a+pl]
[_17_27_pl] [_17_27+p1]

[+177257p1] [+17727+p1]
[71 a+2 17p1] [+ 1 7+25+pl]
[_1 5_27_pl] [_1 7_27+p1]

b. 'V + [+prét] +

Annahme:
Durch Verarmung wird (63) vereinfacht.

(64) Verarmung fir den Plural im Englischen:

[+1,£2] — @/ _[+pl]

(65) Durch Vokabularelemente zu realisierende Spezifikationen, Version 2 (nach Ver-
armung):
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[+177257p1] [+pl]
a. V + [-prét] + [-1,+2,-pl] [+pl]
[71,72,71)1] [+pl]
[+1,-2,-pl] [+pl]
b. V + [+prit] + |[-1,+2,-pl] [+p]]
[_17_2,_1:)1] [+pl]

Konsequenz:
Es kann nun keine Vokabularelemente geben, die fiir Personunterschiede im Plural sen-
sitiv sind.

1.3.5.3 Synkretismus in der altenglischen Verbflexion

(66) Schwache Verben: démen (‘urteilen’)
pras prat

dem-e | dem-d-e
—1,+2,-pl] ||dem-est|dem-d-est
[1,-2,pl] ||dem-ep| dem-d-e
[+1,-2,+pl]||dem-ap|dem-d-on
—1,+2,+pl]||dem-ap|dem-d-on
-1,-2,+pl] ||dem-ap|dem-d-on

+1172a7pl]

Starke Verben: singan (‘singen’)
pras prat
sing-e | sang
—1,+2,—pl] ||sing-est| sung-e
[-1,-2,—p]] ||sing-ep| sang
[+1,-2,+pl]||sing-ap|[sung-on
—1,+2,+pl|||sing-ap |sung-on
-1,-2,+pl] ||sing-ap jsung-on

+1172a7pl]

(68) Suppletive Verben: sindon (‘sein’)
pras | prat
+1,-2,-pl] || eam | waes
—1,+2,—pl| || eart | waer-e
-1,-2,—pl] is waes
[+1,-2,+pl]||sindon|waer-on
[-1,+2,4pl]||sindon|waer-on
[-1,-2,+p]] ||sindon|wzer-on

Annahme:
Die systematischen Synkretismen im Plural und im Prit der 1. und 3. Pers. Sg. sind
durch Verarmung abzuleiten.
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(69) Verarmungsregeln:

a. [+prét] wird zu einem privativen Merkmal [prat], [-prét] wird getilgt.
b. [+pl] wird zu einem privativen Merkmal [pl], [-pl] wird getilgt.

c. [£1] — O/[prét]__.

d. [£1,£2] — @/_|pl].

Bemerkung:

(69-cd) sind die entscheidenden Regeln.

(Es ist nicht ganz klar, ob man (69-ab) tiberhaupt braucht. Frampton fiihrt die Regeln
als ‘Privativierungsregeln’ ein, aber es scheint klar, dass es sich um Verarmung handelt.)

Konsequenz:
Aus (63) wird jetzt statt nur (65) das abstrakte Paradigma (70); dies legt die moglichen
Einsetzungskontexte fiir altenglische Verbflexionsmarker exhaustiv fest.

(70) Durch Vokabularelemente zu realisierende Spezifikationen, Version 8 (nach Priva-
tivierung und zweifacher Verarmung):

[+1,-2] [pl]

a. V +|[-1,4+2][p]]

[-1,-2] [pl]

(2] [p1]
b. 'V + [prét] + |[+2] [p]]
(2] [p1]

(711) Vokabularelemente:
a. /was/ < sindon/__[-2,prit]
b. /weer/ < sindon/__[prét]
c. 0« [prat]/vstark_
d. /d/ « [prit|
e. D < [2]/Vsark,[prat]__
f. /e/ A [+2]/Vstarka[prat]—
g /eb/ « [1,2]
h. Jest/ < [+2]
i e/ o [2]
. fon/ < [pl]/[prt]_
k. /ab/ < ol
[+1,-2] [pl] [-2] [pl]
(72) a. V +|[-1,+2][pl]] b. V + [prat] +|[+2] [p]]
[1, 2] [p]] (2] [pl]
Problem:

Warum erscheinen keine Flexionsmarker bei den Suppletivformen von sindon im

Prisens?
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Lésung:
sindon (= V) und Agr fusionieren, wenn sie adjazent sind (also wenn kein T[prét]
interveniert).

(73) a. Jeam/ < sindon,[+1,-2]
b. /eart/ < sindon,[+2]
c. [is/ < sindon,[-2]
d. /sindon/ < sindon,|pl]

Komplezitit:

Frampton weist darauf hin, dass unter dem Teilmengenprinzip (a) erst einmal die Vok-
abularelemente ermittelt werden miissen, die fiir einen gegebenen Kontext passen, und
dann (b) der spezifischste Marker unter den passenden determiniert werden muss. Bei
Annahme von Verarmung werden beide Prozesse signifikant verkiirzt. Daher sei die
Theorie unter Komplexitatsgesichtspunkten attraktiv.

1.3.5.4 Synkretismus in der deutschen Verbflexion

(74) Schwache Verben: glauben

pras prat
glaub-e | glaub-te
—1,+2,-pl] ||glaub-st |glaub-te-st
-1,-2,—pl] || glaub-t | glaub-te
+1,-2,+pl]||glaub-en|glaub-te-n
—1,+2,+pl]|| glaub-t | glaub-te-t
~1,-2,4+pl] ||glaub-en|glaub-te-n

+1172a7pl]

(75) Starke Verben: singen

pras | prat
sing-e | sang
—1,4+2,-pl] ||sing-st |sang-st
-1,-2,—pl] || sing-t | sang
+1,-2,+pl]|sing-en|sang-en
—1,+2,+pl||| sing-t | sang-t
[-1,-2,+p]] ||sing-en|sang-en

Suppletive Verben: sein
pris| prét

bin | war

bi-st| war-st
is-t
sind |war-en
seid | war-t
sind |war-en

[+117277p1]

+1,-2,—pl
—1,+2,-pl
-1,-2,—pl]
+1,-2,+p]]
—1,+2,4p]|
-1,-2,+pl]

war
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(77) Verarmungsregeln, Deutsch:

a. [+prét] wird zu einem privativen Merkmal [prat], [-prét] wird getilgt.
b. [+pl] wird zu einem privativen Merkmal [pl], [-pl] wird getilgt.

c. [£1] — O/[prét]__.

d. [£1] — @/_|pl].

(78) Durch Vokabularelemente zu realisierende Spezifikationen (nach Privativierung
und zweifacher Verarmung:
[+1,-2] [-2,p]]
a. V +|[-1,+2][+2,p]]
[-1,-2] [-2,p]]
[-2] [-2,pl]
b. 'V + [prét] + |[+2] [+2,p]]
(2] [2,p]]
(79) Vokabularelemente:
a. O < [prat]/Vsark__
b. /te/ < [prit]
c. /el < [+1,2]
d. /t/ < [F1,-2]
e. /n/ < [-2,p]
f. /t/ < |+2,p]
g /st/ = [+2]
[+1,-2] [-2,p1] [-2] [2,p]]
(80) a. V4 |[-1,+2][+2,pl]] b. V + [prat] + ([+2] [+2,p]]
[1,2] [2,p]] [2] [2p]]

1.3.5.5 Kabyle-Berber

Herkunft: Afroasiatisch, Algerien

Plot:
Es gibt hier bei der Konjugation zwar keine Evidenz fiir Verarmung, aber dafiir gibt es
Evidenz fiir (i) die Dekomposition der Personmerkmale, und (ii) Spaltung.

(81) Spaltungy, (fissiony; Noyer (1992)):
a. Ein gespaltenes Morphem M mit den Merkmalen o wird bei Einsetzung eines
Vokabularelements V mit den Merkmalen ( in zwei Merkmalsbiindel # und
a—03 zerlegt, so dass (a) und (b) gelten:
b. (i) a3 ist fiir weitere Einsetzung gemiR Teilmengenprinzip zuginglich.
(if) G ist fiir weitere Einsetzung nicht zugénglich.
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(82)

(83)

Chapter 1.

Completive verbal paradigm:

Sg p!

lmask|| wala-y | n-wala

1fem || wala-y | n-wala

2mask|[t-wala-d’| t-wala-m

2fem |[t-wala-d’|t-wala-m-t

3mask|| i-wala | wala-n

3fem | t-wala | wala-n-t

Abstraktes Paradigma:

[+1,-2,-pl,~fem] [+1,-2,+pl,~fem]
[+1,-2,—pl,+fem] [+1,-2,+pl,+fem]
[-1,+2,-pl,~fem] [-1,42,+pl,~fem]
[-1,+2,—pl,+fem] [-1,42,+pl,+fem]
[-1,-2,—pl,~fem] [-1,-2,+pl,~fem]
[-1,-2,—pl,+fem] [-1,-2,+pl,+fem]

'

Bemerkung:

Hier ist bei jedem Vokabularelement wesentlich, ob es ein Suffix oder ein Préfix ist

(dementsprechend steht ein Strich vor oder hinter dem Element).

(84)

Vokabularelemente:

/1_/ A [71’7257p177fem]
/n/ < [-1,-2,+p]|

/n-/ < [+1,+pl|

/¥/ < [+1]

[-m/ < [+2,+p]]

/-4’ < [+2]

[t/ <[]

[t/ < [+fem]/[-1,+pl]_

=@ e a0 o

Weiterentwicklung von Framptons Ansatz in Miiller (2006)

(5) a. Schwache Verbflezion: glauben b. Starke Verbflerion: rufen
Présens |Préteritum Présens|Priteritum

[1,sg]|glaub-e |glaub-te [1,sg]||ruf-e |rief

[2,sg]||glaub-st |glaub-te-st [2,sg]|ruf-st |rief-st

3,sg]/|glaub-t |glaub-te 3,sg(|ruf-t |rief

1,pl]||glaub-en glaub-te-n 1,pl]|fruf-en |rief-en

2,pl]|glaub-t |glaub-te-t 2,pl]|[ruf-t  |rief-t

3,pl]||glaub-en|glaub-te-n 3,pl]|ruf-en |rief-en
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c. Suppletive Verbflezion: sein

Présens|Prateritum

1,sg]|{bin war
2,sg||bi-st  |war-st
3,sg]|lis-t war
1,pl]|lsind  |war-en
2,pl]||seid war-t
3,pl]||sind war-en

(85) Zwei Verarmungsregeln fir die Verbflezion des Deutschen:

(86)

a. [+1] — O/[-2,-pl,+prat]__

b, |1 — O/[-2+pl__

Markerinventar:

a. /te/ < [+prit,—stark]

b. /s/ < [+2,-p]]
¢ /n/ < [=2,4pll

d. /t/ — [71]
e. /() =[]

(87) FEinsetzung in verarmte T-Morpheme im Deutschen

[ prat] [+prét]

T [-stark]|[+stark]| |T [-stark] |[+stark]
[+1a72a7pl] /e/ /e/ _'_157277131] /te/ /0/
[1,+2,pll |[/s/-/t/|/s/-/t/|  |[FL+2,p1] |/te/-/s/-/t/| /s/-/t/
[71,72,7];)1] /t/ /t/ [_1_’7257131] /te/ /0/
[+ 2,+pll| /n/ | /n/ [+ 2,+pll| /te/-/n/ | /n/
[715+2a+pl] /t/ /t/ 71a+27+pl] /te/_/t/ /t/
[-2+pll|| /n/ | /n/ —-2,+pll|| /te/-/n/ | /n/

1.4 Paradigm Function Morphology

Lit.: Stump (2001)

1.4.1

Hintergrund Stump (2001) entwirft eine Taxonomie der Flexionstheorien.

Inferentiell-Realisationale Morphologie

(88) Stumps Einteilung der Flexionstheorien:
inkrementell[Jrealisational|

‘ lexikalisch || inferentiell |

1. Inkrementelle Analyse:
Flexionsmarker tragen morpho-syntaktische Merkmale bei, die ansonsten nicht da
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sind.

2. Realisationale Analyse:
Flexionsmarker tragen keine morpho-syntaktischen Merkmale bei; alle morpho-
syntaktische Information ist unabhéngig vorhanden.

3. Lexikalische Analyse:
Flexionsmarker sind korreliert mit (md&glicherweise abstrakten) Morphemen, die
als eigenstédndige Objekte im Lexikon existieren.

4. Inferentielle Analyse:
Flexionsmarker haben keinen Morphemstatus und existieren nicht als unabhéngige
Objekte.

FEinige Theorien

(89) FEinige Theorien:

a. lexikalisch-inkrementell:
Lieber (1992), Wunderlich (1996, 1997a) (Minimalistische Morphologie)

b. lexikalisch-realisational:
Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994) (Distribuierte Morphologie)

c. inferentiell-inkrementell:
kaum attestiert

d. inferentiell-realisational:
Matthews (1991), Anderson (1992), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Aronoff (1994),
Stump (2001), Blevins (2004) (Wort-(Stamm-)und-Paradigma-Ansétze)

Empirische Evidenz fiir realisationale Theorien 1: Erweiterte Exponenz

(90) Erweiterte Exponenz:
Die morphosyntaktischen Eigenschaften, die mit einem flektierten Wort (einer
Wortform) assoziiert sind, konnen durch mehr als einen Exponenten in der Mor-

phologie des Wortes ausgedriickt werden.

(91) Pluralbildung bei Diminutiva im Bretonischen:
a. bagig ‘kleines Boot’
b. bagotigou ‘kleine Boote’
(92) Negative Priteritumformen im Swahili:
a. tu-li-taka ‘wir wollten’
b. ha-tu-ku-taka ‘wir wollten nicht’
ku = neg.prét, ha = neg.
(93) Partizip 2 im Deutschen:

a. sprechen

b. ge-sproch-en (3 Exponenten)

Empirische Evidenz fiir realisationale Theorien 2: Unlerdeterminierung
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(94) Unterdeterminierung:

Die morphosyntaktischen Eigenschaften, die mit einem flektierten Wort (einer
Wortform) assoziiert sind, konnen die Eigenschaften, die mit dem Wort als ganzen
assoziiert sind, unterdeterminieren.

(95) Imperfekt und Aorist im Bulgarischen: krad (‘stehlen’):

H ‘ Imperfekt | Aorist ‘
1sg| krad-’a4-x | krad-o-x
2sg| krad-é-S-e krad-e
3sg| krad-é-5-e krad-e

1plkrad-’a-x-me|krad-o-x-me
2pl| krad-'4-x-te | krad-o-x-te
3pl| krad-'4-x-a | krad-o-x-a

Problem:
Was stellt in einem inkrementellen Ansatz sicher, dass eine Form wie krad-’d-z mit der
morphosyntkatischen Eigenschaft 1.Pers.Sg.-Kongruenz assoziiert wird?

Standardlosung:

Ein leeres Suffix tut dies (bzw. eine Regel, die keine Formverinderung bewirkt).
Konzeptuelle Fvidenz fiir realisationale Theorien: Inhalt vs. Kontext

Unerwiinschte Ambiguitdt:

Ist eine morphosyntaktische Eigenschaft eines Flexionsmarkers eine Eigenschaft seines
Inhalts oder eine Eigenschaft seines Kontexts?

Evidenz:
Im Bulgarischen gibt es eine Klasse von Verben, die ein besonderes Suffix m in der
1.Pers.Sg.Prés. haben: ddvam (‘ich gebe’).

Entscheidungsproblem fir die Analyse:

(i) Ist m ein Suffix mit den Merkmalen 1.Pers.Sg., das einen Présens-Stamm subkate-
gorisiert?

(ii) Ist m ein Suffix mit den Merkmalen 1.Pers.Sg.Prés.?

Ausweg:
Kein Problem in inferentiell-realisationalen Theorien, denn:

(96) Exponenz ist die einzige Art der Assoziierung von Flexionsmarkierung und mor-
phosyntaktischen Eigenschaften.

Die Morphologie-Syntaz-Schnittstelle

(97) Nullhypothese:
Ein flektiertes Wort X der Kategorie Y, das mit einer Menge o von morphosyntak-
tischen Eigenschaften assoziiert ist, wird als Kopf einer Phrase YP in der Syntax
eingesetzt, deren morphosyntaktische Eigenschaften nicht von o distinkt sind.
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Beobachtung:

Es gibt vier méogliche Herausforderungen fiir diese Sichtweise:
(i) Randeigenschaften

(ii) Formalternationen

(iii) Superlexeme

(iv) Periphrase

Randeigenschaften

(98) Wenn X mit einer Randeigenschaft (rechts oder links) p assoziiert ist, dann wird
X am (rechten oder linken) Rand einer Phrase eingesetzt, die p tragt.

Beispiel:
Ein Wort wie children’s muss (a) wg. (98) am rechten Rand einer possessiven NP

eingesetzt werden, und (b) wg. (97), als Kopf einer Plural NP eingesetzt werden.
Formalternationen

(99) Phonologisch bedingte Allernation beim indefiniten Artikel im Englischen:

a. a bird
b. an apple
(100) Bretonische Viter:
a. hotad ‘euer Vater’
b. edad ‘sein Vater’
c. vazad ‘mein Vater’

(101) Regeln:
a. Die Form zad wird eingesetzt nach einem Spirantisierungsausldser wie va.
b. Die Form dad wird eingesetzt nach einem Lenisierungsausloser wie e.
c. Die Form {ad ist der elsewhere case.

Superlexeme

Generalisierung:

Eine morphologische Realisierung, mehrere (adjazente) syntaktische Positionen und
morphosyntaktische Eigenschaften.

(102) Verschmelzungsformen:
a. zu der, zu dem

b. zur, zum

c. Iwould

d. I'd

(103) Klammerparadoze im Sanskrit:
amhér uru-cakrih
amhor ‘distress’(abl.sg.)
uru- ‘relief’
cékrih ‘causing’

‘causing relief from distress’
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a. Syntaktische Struktur:

[ap [np [Np @mhor ] [y uru- ]] cakrih ]
b. Morphologische Struktur:
[n amhor | [a [n uru-] [a cakrih ]

(104) Klammerparadoxe im Deutschen:

a. gekochte Schinkenplatte
b. Genschers Beliebtheitskurve bei den Wahlern

Periphrase
Es gibt in (synthetischen) Paradigmen oft Liicken, die systematisch durch analytis-
che Formen aufgefiillt werden. Hier gilt:

Generalisierung:
Mehrere morphologische Realisierungen, ein morphosyntaktisches Merkmalsbiindel
(eine syntaktische Position?).

(105) Lateinische Verbflezion:

a. amat Préasens Aktiv: ‘Er liebt’
b. amatur Présens Passiv: ‘Er wird geliebt’
c. amavit Perfekt Aktiv: ‘Er hat geliebt ’
d. amatus est Perfekt Passiv: ‘Er ist geliebt worden’

1.4.2 Paradigmenfunktionen
Hintergrundannahmen 1

(106) Grundannahme:
Die Verkniipfung eines Wortes mit einer bestimmten Menge von morphosyntak-
tischen Eigenschaften determiniert eine Kette von Regelanwendungen, die die

Flexionsform des Wortes bestimmen.

(107) Traditionelle Terminologie:
a. Wort (‘Wort’, ‘Lexem’): z.B. BucH; Worter haben Paradigmen.
b.  Wortform (‘Flexionsform des Wortes’): z.B. Buches; Wortformen sind Teile

von Paradigmen.

(108) Paradigmen (Behauptung):
In dieser Theorie sind Paradigmen keine Epiphdnomene; vielmehr “konstituieren
sie ein zentrales Prinzip der morphologischen Organisation”. Paradigmen sind

das Ergebnis von Paradigmenfunktionen

(109) Drei Typen morphologischer Ausdriicke:
a. Wurzel (‘root’): die “ultimative Default-Form” eines Lexems (Wortes).
b. Stamm (‘stem’): ein Ausdruck, an den Flexionsexponenten angefiigt werden
konnen (jede Wurzel ist ein Stamm, nicht jeder Stamm ist eine Wurzel).



40 Chapter 1. Introduction

c.  Wortform (‘word’(!)): eine freie, voll flektierte Form, die eine Paradigmen-
zelle besetzt

Hintergrundannahmen 2

(110) Realisierungsregeln:
Paradigmenfunktionen werden durch speziellere Realisierungsregeln definiert.

(111) Informelles Beispiel:
Der Wert der Paradigmenfunktion (<Mutter-,{dativ,plural}>) ergibt sich aus
dem Ergebnis der Anwendung zweier Realisationsregeln — einer, die die Umlaut-

variante des Stamms wéhlt, und einer, die -n suffigiert.

Terminologie:
< Mutter-,{dativ,plural}> ist ein FPSP (‘form/property-set pairing’).

(112) Regelblocke:
a. Die Realisierungsregeln einer Sprache sind in Blécke organisiert.
b. Regeln im selben Blick konkurrieren miteinander; nur die spezifischste Regel
kann applizieren (Paninis Prinzip; Spezifizitdtsprinzip).
c. Regeln in verschieden Blocken konkurrieren nicht; so treten in einer Wort-
form verschiedene Exponenten hintereinander.

Bemerkung;:

Die Exponenten kommen durch Regeln in eine Wortform und haben keinen eigen-

sténdigen Status. Die Theorie ist also amorphematisch (vgl. Anderson (1992)).
Slogan:  Paradigmenfunktionen sind statische Wohlgeformtheitsbedingungen fir

Zellen.

Definitionen

(113) Wohlgeformte Menge morphosyntaktischer Eigenschaften:

Eine Menge 7 von morphosyntaktischen Eigenschaften fiir ein Lexem der Kat-

egorie C ist wohlgeformt in einer Sprache L nur dann, wenn 7 die folgenden

Bedinungen in L erfiillt.

a. Fiir jede Eigenschaft F:ver gilt: F:v ist fiir Lexeme der Kategorie C
zugénglich und v ist ein erlaubter Wert fiir F.

b. Fiir jedes morphosyntaktische Merkmal F, das vi, vo als mdgliche Werte

hat, gilt: Wenn v; #vy und F:vi€7, dann Fivad 7.

Extension:
Falls o und 7 wohlgeformte Mengen morphosyntaktischer Eigenschaften sind, ist
o eine Extension von 7 gdw. (a) und (b) gelten.

(114)

a. Fiir jedes atomwertige Merkmal F und jeden erlaubten Wert v fiir F gilt:
Wenn F:ver, dann Fiveo.
b. Fiir jedes mengenwertige Merkmal F und jeden erlaubten Wert p fiir F gilt:
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Wenn F:per, dann F:p’e 7, wobei p’ eine Extension von p ist.

Unifikation:

Falls o und 7 wohlgeformte Mengen morphosyntaktischer Merkmale sind, ist die
Unifikation p von ¢ und 7 die kleinste wohlgeformte Menge von morphosyntak-
tischen Eigenschaften, so dass p eine Extension sowohl von o, als auch von 7
ist.

(116) a.

(115)

{TNS:pres,AGR:{PER:1,NUM:pl}} ist Extension von {AGR:{PER:1,NUM:pl}},
{AGr:{NUM:DI}}, { }, usw.

b. {TNS:pres,Mo0D:ind,AGR:{PER:1,NUM:pl}} ist die Unifikation
{TNS:pres,AGR:{PER:1}} und {TNS:pres,M0O0D:ind,AGR:{NUM:pl}}

von

Definitionen 2

(117) Eigenschaftskookkurrenzrestriktionen (bulgarische Verbformen; Ausschnitt):
Eine Menge 7 von morphosyntaktischen Eigenschaften fiir ein Lexem der Kate-
gorie V ist wohlgeformt nur, wenn 7 eine wohlgeformte Extension o hat, so dass
gilt:

a. o ist eine Extension von {VFORM:fin} gdw. fiir ein zuldssiges « gilt: o ist
eine Extension von {MOOD:«a}. (wenn Finitheit, dann Modus (Ind oder
Konj))

b.  Wenn o eine Extension ist von {MOOD:impv}, dann ist o eine Extension von
{AGR:{PER:2}. (wenn Imperativ, dann 2. Person)

c. Fiir jedes zulissige « gilt: o ist eine Extension von {TNS:a} gdw. o eine
Extension ist von {MooD:indic} oder von {VFORM:pple}. (V hat Tempus
wenn es Ind. oder Partizip ist)

d. Fir jedes zuldssige o gilt: o ist eine Extension von {AGR:{GEN:a}} gdw.
o eine Extension ist von {VFORM:pple}, und o ist eine Extension von
{AGR:{PERs:a}} gdw. o eine Extension ist von {VFORM:fin}. (Wenn
Genus, dann Partizip; wenn Person, dann Finitheit)

Vollstindigkeit von Mengen morphosyntaktischer Merkmale:
Eine Menge o von morphosyntaktischen Merkmalen fiir ein Lexem einer Kate-
gorie ist vollstindig gdw. (a) und (b) gelten:

(118)

a. o ist wohlgeformt.
b. Fiir jede Menge morphosyntaktischer Merkmale 7 (so dass o nicht eine Ex-
tension von 7 ist) gilt: die Unifikation von 7 und ¢ ist nicht wohlgeformt.

Definitionen 3

Paradigmenfunktionen:

Eine Paradigmenfunktion ist eine Funktion in der Menge der FPSPs, die auf einem
Wurzelpaar <X,0> appliziert (wobei X die Wurzel eines Lexems L ist und o eine voll-
standige Menge morphosyntaktischer Eigenschaften fiir L ist) und eine o-Zelle <Y,0>
im Paradigma von L ergibt.
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(119) Format von Paradigmenfunktionen:
PF(<X,0>) = <Y,0>

Realisierungsregeln (‘realization rules’; ‘rules of exponence’):

Eine Realisierungsregel ist eine Funktion in der Menge der FPSPs. Im Unterschied
zu einer Paradigmenfunktion muss aber das Argument nicht unbedingt ein Wurzelpaar
sein, und der Wert muss nicht unbedingt eine Paradigmenzelle sein.

(120) Format von Realisierungsregeln:
RRn,T,C(<X,0>) = <Y/,O'>

Terminologie:

n: Blockindex

7: Eigenschaftsmengenindex (die wohlgeformte Menge morphosyntaktischer

Eigenschaften, die die Regel durch ihre Anwendung realisiert; o muss Extension

von 7 sein — Unterspezifikation)

e C: Klassenindex (Klasse der Lexeme, deren Paradigmen die Regel mit definieren
kann)

o Y': im Default Y, aber Moglichkeit der Uberschreibung durch morphonologische

Regeln

Bulgarische Verbflexion

(121) Vier imperfektive Verben im Bulgarischen:

a. KRAD (‘stehlen’): 1.St. = krad, 2.St. = krdd
b. 1GRAJ (‘spielen’): 1.St. = igrdj, 2.St. = igrd
c. KOVA (‘filschen’): 1.St. = kov, 2.St. = kova
d. DAVA (‘geben’): 1.St. = ddva, 2.5t. = ddva

Zwei Stadmme:
1. Stamm: Préasens, Imperfekt
2. Stamm: Aorist

Zwei abstrakte bindre Flexionsklassenmerkmale: [+t(runcating)], [+-c(onsonantal)]:
[-t]: 1./2. Stamm: identisch zur Wurzel
[+t]: 1. Stamm: C, 2. Stamm: V
Auf diese Flexionsklassenmerkmale (auch unterspezifiziert) wird in Realisierungsregeln
und morphonologischen Regeln Bezug genommen.

(122) a. KRAD: |-t,+c]
b. IGRAJ (‘spielen’): [+t,4c]
c. KOVA (‘filschen’): [+t,—<]
d. DAvVA (‘geben’): [-t,—~]|

Paradigmen der bulgarischen Verbflexion
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(123) Abstrakte Paradigmen des Indikativs ohne morphonologische Regeln:
KRAD DAVA IGRAJ KOVA
Konjugation [t,+c] [t,—] [+t,4¢] [+t,—]
Présens 1sg|krad-e-o ddva-e-m  |igrdj-e-o kov-e-o
2sg|krad-e-3 ddva-e-§ igrdj-e-§ kov-e-§
3sg|krad-e—e ddva-e-e igrdj-e-e kov-e-e
1pl\krad-e-m  |ddva-e-me |igrdj-e-m  |kov-e-m
2pl\krad-e-te  |ddva-e-te  |igrdj-e-te  |kov-e-le
3pl|krad-e-ot  |ddva-e-at  |igrdj-e-at  |kov-e-ol
Imperfekt ||1sglkrad-A-z  |ddva-A-z  |igrdj-A-x  |kov-A-z
2sglkrad-A-z-e |ddva-A-z-e |igrdj-A-z-e |kov-A-z-e
3sg|krad-A-z-e |ddva-A-z-e |igrdj-A-z-e |kov-A-z-e
1pl|krad- A-z-me|ddva-A-x-me|igrdj-A-z-me kov-A-z-me
2pl|\krad-A-z-te |ddva-A-z-te |igrdj-A-z-te kov-A-a-te
3pl\krad-A-z-a |ddva-A-z-a |igrdj-A-z-a |kov-A-z-a
Aorist 1sg|krdd-o-x ddva-o-z igrd-o-x kova-o-z
2sg|krdd-e ddva-e igrd-e kova-e
3sg|krdd-e ddva-e igrd-e kova-e
1pl\krdd-o-z-me |ddva-o-z-me |igrd-o-z-me |kova-o-z-me
2pl|krdd-o-z-te |ddva-o-z-te |igrd-o-z-te |kova-o-z-te
3pl|krdd-o-z-a |ddva-o-z-a |igrd-o-z-a |kova-o-z-a
Realisierungsregeln
(124) a. Block A:
Al RRa (TNsiaor},v(<X,0>) =gy <Y',0>, wobei Y der 2. Stamm von X
ist.

A2 RRj [ }v(<X,0>) =gey <Y',0>, wobei Y der 1. Stamm von X ist.
b. Block B & Block C:
B1 RRB,{TNS:pres},V(<X70>) =def <X€/,0'>
B2 RRB,{TNS:iInpf},V(<X7J>) —def <XA/70>
B3 RRp (TNS:a0r,PRET:yes),v (<X,0>) =g <X0',0>
B4/C1 Wenn n = B oder C:
RR,, (TNS:a0r, PRET:yes, AGR: {PER:3,NUM:sg}},V (<X,0>) =gy <X',0>
C2 RRe (PRETyes) v (<X,0>) =gey <X/,0>
c. Block D:
D1 RRD {TNS:pres, AGR{PER:1,NUM:sg}},V (<X,0>) =gef <Xo',0>
D2 RRp {TNS:pres, AGR{PER:1,NUM:sg}},[CONJ:—T,—] (<X,0>)
<Xm,o>
D3  RRD {TNS:pres, AGR{PER:2,NUM:sg}},V (<X,0>) =gey <X&,0>
D4 RRp (AGR:(PER:3.NUM:g)) (<X,0>) =gep <X€/,0>
D5  RRD {TNS:pres, AGR{PER:1,NUM:pl}},([CONJ4+TJU[CONT:+C]) (<XK,0>) =de
<Xm,o>
D6 RRp (AGR:{PER:1,NUMp1}}V (<X,0>) =gep <Xme',0>

=def
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D7 RRp (acr:(PER2,NUM:p1}},V (<X,0>) =qcp <Xi€,0>
D8 RRp {TNS:pres, AGR{PER:3,NUM:pl}},V (<X;0>) =gy <Xot',0>
D9 RRp (acr:(PER:3NUMp}}V (<X,0>) =gep <Xd',0>

(125) Verweisregel (‘rule of referral’; informelle Variante):
Im Prateritum (Aorist und Imperfekt) richtet sich die 2.Pers.Sg.

3.Pers.Sg.

nach der

Regelanwendung 1: Spezifizitil

(126) Paninis Prinzip:
Es sei o eine vollstindige Menge
schaften fiir Lexeme der Kategorie
Narp(Nar¢(Narg(Nara (<X,0>))))

von morphosyntaktischen FEigen-
V. Dann ist PF(<X,0>) =4y

(127) Nar,-Notation:
Falls RR,, ;¢ die engste Regel in Block n ist, die auf <X,0> anwendbar ist,
so reprasentiert ‘Nar,(<X,0>)’ das Resultat der Anwendung von RR,, ;¢ auf

<X,0>.

(128) Enge und Anwendbarkeit (vereinfacht):
a. RR, s ist enger als RR,, ¢ gdw. o eine Extension von 7 ist und o # 7.

b. RR, ;¢ ist anwendbar auf <X,o0> gdw. RR,; c(<X,0> definiert ist.

(129) Regel-Argument-Kohdrenz:
RR,-c(<X,0> ist definiert gdw. (a) o eine Extension von 7 ist (s.0.); (b) L-
Index(X) € C ist; und (c) o eine wohlgeformte Menge von morphosyntaktischen

Eigenschaften fiir L-Index(X) ist.
Regelanwendung 2: Identitdtsfunktion

(130) Default der Identititsfunktion:
RRn,{ },U(<X,U>) =gdey <X,0>

Bemerkung:

Dies ist so etwas wie ein Nullmarker, der als minimal spezifische Regel in jedem Block
(n ist eine Variable iiber allen Regelblécken, U iiber allen Lexemklassen) zur Verfiigung
steht und dafiir sorgt, dass es immer weiter geht. Beispiel:

(131) Beispiel:
a. o = {vFORMin,
AGR:{PER:1,NUM:pl}}
b. Narg(<kradé,o>) — RRe  yu(<kradéo>) — <kradé,o>

VCE:act, TNS:pres, PRET:no, MOOD:indic,

Regelanwendung 3: Verweisregeln und Synkretismus

Manche Synkretismen kann man im Prinzip durch Unterspezifikation, auch bzgl.
abstrakter morphosyntaktischer Merkmale ableiten ([pret:yes/no] ist ein solches); oder
durch vollstdndige Unterspezifikation bzgl. einer grammatischen Kategorisierung (vgl.
den Synkretismus bei der 3.Pers.Pl. im Aorist und Imperfekt: D9 vs. D8). Es gibt aber
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auch andere Synkretismen, wo Stump nicht diesen Weg geht: Bisher hatten wir die
folgende informelle Version einer Verweisregel, die einen systematischen Synkretismus
bei der 2.Pers.Sg. und der 3.Pers.Sg. ableitet.

(132) Verweisregel (informelle Variante):
Im Préteritum (Aorist und Imperfekt) richtet sich die 2.Pers.Sg.

3.Pers.Sg.

nach der

Jetzt kann die Regel préziser formuliert werden:

(133) Verweisregel (saubere Variante):

Angenommen, (a)—(c) sind der Fall:

a. T ist eine beliebige Extension {PRET:yes,
AGR:{PERS:2,NUM:sg}}.

b. nist ein beliebiger Regelblock in A-D.

c. o =o/{AGR:{PER:3}}. (lies: o modifiziert durch {AGR:{PER:3}})

Dann gilt:

RR, - v(<X,0>) =4y <Y,0>, wobei Nar,(<X,0'>) = <Y,0'>

vollstandige von

Konkrete Paradigmen des Indikativs inkl. Morphonologie

KRAD DAVA IGRAJ KOVA
Konjugation [-t,+c] [t,—c] [+t,+c] [+t,—]
Prisens 1sg|krad-8 ddva-m  |igrdj-o kov-3
2sg|krad-é-3 ddva-§  |igri-e-§  |kov-é-§
3sg|krad-é ddva igrd-e kov-é
1pl|krad-é-m ddva-me |igrd-e-m  |kov-é-m
2pl|krad-é-te ddva-te |igrd-e-te |kov-é-le
3pl|krad-st ddva-t 1grdj-at kov-gt
Imperfekt ||1sglkrad-’d-z ddva-x igri—ex kov-"d-x
2sg|krad-é-3-e  |ddva-3-e |igrd-e-3-e |kov-é-3-e
3sglkrad-é-3-e |ddva-$-e |igri-e-$5-e |kov-é-3-e
1pl|krad-d-z-me|ddva-z-me|igrd-e-z-melkov-"d-z-me
2pl|krad-’d-z-te |ddva-z-te |igrd-e-z-te |kov-’d-z-te
3plikrad-’d-z-a |ddva-z-a |igri-e-z-a |kov-’d-z-a
Aorist 1sg|krdd-o-x ddva-x  |igrd-z kovd-x
2sg|krdd-e ddva 1grd kovd
3sg|krdd-e ddva 19Td kovd
1pl|krdd-o-z-me |ddva-z-me|igrdé-z-me |kovd-z-me
2pl|krdd-o-z-te |ddva-z-te |igrdi-z-te |kovd-z-te
3plikrid-o-z-a |ddva-z-a |igri-z-a  |kovd-z-a
Annahme:

Fiir jede Realisierungsregel gibt es eine ungeordnete Menge ® von morphonologischen
Regeln, die bei jeder Anwendung die Evaluation der Realisierungsregel beschrianken.
Morphonologische Regeln und Metageneralisierungen
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(134) Regeln (Pg): Falls RR, rc(<X,0>) =45 <Y',0>, s0 gilt:

a. Wenn der L-Index(X) € [CONJ:-T,~C|] und Y = X]|Vokal|Z, dann fehlt
[Vokal] in Y'.

b. Wenn X = W[Vokal;| und Y = X[Vokaly]|Z, dann fehlt [Vokal;] in Y’, und
[Vokals] wird betont in Y/ gdw. [Vokaly| in Y betont wird.

c. Wenn X = W[Vokal| und Y = X[Vokaly|Z, dann fehlt [Vokaly] in Y.

. Wenn Y unbetont ist, dann wird Y’ auf seiner letzten Silbe betont.

e. Wenn X = WC (C ein Velar mit C als alveopalatalem Gegenstiick), Y =
XVZ, und V ein vorderer Vokal, dann hat Y’ C anstelle von C.

f. Wenn Y = WAZ, dann hat Y’ ein e anstelle von A.

g. WennY = WAC;VZ und V ist ein vorderer Vokal, dann hat Y’ ein ¢ anstelle
von A.

h. Wenn Y = WAZ, dann hat Y’ ¢ (mit Palatalisierung eines unmittelbar
vorangehenden Konsonanten) anstelle von A.

(135) Metageneralisierungen:

a. Fir jede Regel R in Block B, C oder D gilt: (134-ae) € ®p.

b. Fiir jede Regel R in Block B, C oder D gilt: (134-b) € & gdw. R eine
Extension von {TNS:pres} realisiert; ansonsten: (134-c) € ®p.

c. Falls R in Block B ist, gilt: (134-d) € ®p.
Falls R in Block D ist, gilt: (134-fh) € ®p.

€. (134—g) S (I)Dzl,, dp1.

1.4.3 Wettbewerb

Argumentkodierung im Georgischen

Stand der Dinge bisher:

Der Wettbewerb zwischen Realisierungsregeln in einem Block wird durch die spezifis-
chste (engste) Regel gewonnen (das Paninische Prinzip). Es stellt sich aber heraus,
dass es hiermit Probleme geben kann, so dass noch mehr gesagt werden muss.

Beispiel:

Realisationsregeln fiir argumentkodierende Préfixe im Georgischen in (136) (Stump
(2001, 70)). (Das System der Argumentkodierung im Georgischen ist notorisch komplex;
hier wird nur ein ganz kleiner Ausschnitt abgehandelt.)

(136) a.  RRprer {AGR(su):{PER:1}},V(<X,0>) =gy <vX' 0>

b. RRprer {AGR(ob){PER:1}},V (<X,0>) =gep <mX',0>

¢ RRprer {AGR(ob){PER:LNUM:pl}},V (<X,0>) =gep <gvX',o>

d. RRprer,{aGR(ob):{PER:2}} v (<X,0>) =gep <gX' 0>
Problem:
Was ist die korrekte V-Realisierung fiir “Ich werde dich téten”? Die morphosyntaktis-
chen Merkmalsmengen von (136-a) und (136-d) stehen nicht zueinander in einem Ex-
tensionsverhiltnis; also sollten beide passen. Empirisch ist aber korrekt, dass (136-d)

1.4. Paradigm Function Morphology 47

angewendet wird und so (136-a) blockiert.

Praverb Prifix Stamm Suffix

(137) mo-  g- klav ‘Ich werde dich toten’
*mo-  v- klav ‘Ich werde dich toten’
mo-  g- klav -t ‘Ich werde euch toten’

Lésungen fir das Dilemma

(138) Euxtrinsische Regelordnung (Anderson (1992)):

Regel (136-d) appliziert per Stipulation vor Regel (136-a).

Ezpandierter Modus (Stump (2001)):
Regeln konnen aufgeblasen werden und sind dann maximal spezifisch.

(139)

(140) Regelformate:
a. Unexpandierter Modus:
RR,, rc(<X,0> =gef <Y',0>
b. Expandierter Modus:
RR, 0 (<X 0> =ge5 <Y',0>

“— 7 —” bedeutet vereinfacht, dass 7 maximal erweitert wird.
Konklusion: Regel (136-d) im Georgischen arbeitet im expandierten Modus:

(141) RRpref,H{AGR(ob):{PER:Z}}H,V(<Xaa>) —def <9X,10—>

1.4.4 Synkretismus

Typen von Synkretismus

Erste Unterscheidung:
Ganzwortsynkretismen vs. Blocksynkretismen. Beide sollen erklart werden (vgl. dazu
aber Baerman et al. (2005)).

Zweite Unterscheidung;:

o unidirektionaler Synkretismus Verweisregel
o bidirektionaler Synkretismus Bidirektionales Verweisprinzip
e unstipulierter Synkretismus Unterspezifikation

e stipulierter (z.B. symmetrischer) Synkretismus ~ Metaregeln fiir symmetrischen

Synkretismus

Unidirektionaler Synkretismus Der Synkretismus in der 2./3.Pers.Sg. Prit (Aorist und
Imperfekt) im Bulgarischen ist unidirektional:

e In allen Tempora konnen Formen der 3.Pers.Sg. eine Endung -e haben.
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e Nur in den Préteritaltempora haben Formen der 2.Pers.Sg. eine Endung -e.

(142) Verweisregel (mit expandiertem Modus):

Wenn n ein beliebiger Regelblock in A-D ist, dann gilt:
RRn,<—{prct:yes,ag'r:{per:2,num:sg}}—>,V(<Xa0>) —def
Nar, (<X,0/{AGR:{PER:3}}>) = <Y,0//{AGR:{PER:3}}>

<Y,0>, wobei

Bidirektionaler Synkretismus 1
Rumaénische Verbflexion:

o Alle aufier 1. Konjugation: 1.Sg. = 3.PL in indikativischen Paradigmen.

e Manchmal ist die 3.Pl. der abhingige Teil: a umplea, a sti. (Die u-Form taucht
nur in der 1.Sg. in der 1. Konjugation auf.)

e Manchmal ist die 1.Sg. der abhingige Teil: a fi. (Der Stamm sin{ taucht auch

sonst im Plural auf.)

(143) Prisens-Indikativ-Formen einiger rumé&nischer Verben:
a invite a umplea a sti o fi

einladen fiillen wissen sein

Konjugation: 1 2 4 4

1sg invit dmpl-u gti-u sint
2sg invit-i  dmpli  gti-i étt-i
3sg invit-a dmpl-e sti-e éft-e
1pl invit4-m dmple-m gti-m sinte-m
2pl invitd-ti dmple-ti sti-ti sinte-ti
3pl invit-a dmpl-u gti-u sint

Bidirektionaler Synkretismus 2
Annahmen:

o Jede Verweisregel RR,, ;¢ hat eine Verweisdomdne D, mit C als Teilmenge von
D.

o Die Existenz einer Verweisregel impliziert die Existenz einer inversen Verweisregel,
gemif (144).

(144) Bidirektionales Verweisprinzip:
Die Existenz einer Verweisregel ‘RR, .c(<X,0>) =4 <Y,0>, wobei
Nar, (<X,0/p>) = <Y,0/p>’ mit Verweisdomine D impliziert die Exis-
tenz einer zweiten Verweisregel ‘RR, ./, p—c(<X,0>) =4y <Y,0>, wobei
Nar, (<X,0/7>) = <Y,0 /7>’ mit Verweisdoméne D.

(Wenn eine Regel C als Verweisdoméne hat — der Normalfall —, dann ist die inverse
Regel uninteressant, weil sie sich auf eine leere Menge von Ausdriicken beziehen muss.)
Bidirektionaler Synkretismus 8
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(145) Erste Verweisregel:
Falls n = 0 oder 1: RR,, fagr(su):{per:num:sgitia fil <X,0>) =dgey <Y,0>, wobei
Nar,(<X,0/{AGR(su):{PER:3,NUM:pl} } >) = <Y,0/{agr(su):{per:3,num:pl}}>
Verweisdoméne: V

(146) Implizierte Verweisregel:
Falls n = 0 oder 1: RRn,{agr(su):{per:B,num:pl}},V—a ﬁ(<X70>)
=qef <Y, 0>, wobei  Nar,(<X,o0/{AGR(su):{PER:],NUM:sg}}>) =

<Y,0/{AGR(su):{PER:1,NUM:sg} }>

Verweisdoméne: V
Symmetrischer Synkretismus

Verbflexion im Hua (auch: Yagaria; Neu Guinea):

Formen der 2.Sg. und der 1.Pl. haben immer dieselbe Endung (ein Blocksynkretismus,
kein Ganzwortsynkretismus), in allen Tempora und Modi. Man sieht aber nicht, wie
es sich hier um eine natiirliche Klasse handeln kénnte; und der Synkretismus ist auch
nicht direktional.

(147) Metaregel fiir symmetrischen Synkretismus:
RRyro(<X,0>) —def <Y,0> < RR,, 7/, 0(<X,0>) —gey <Y,0>

(148) Metaregel fir Hua:

Es sei 7 eine Extension von {AGR(su):{PER:2,NUM:sg}}. Dann:
RR[L7—7V(<X,0'>) —def <Y, 0> < RRII,T/{agT(su):{per:l,num:pl}},\/(<Xa0>)
—def <Y,0>

Alternative (Chomsky (1965), Chomsky & Halle (1968a)): a-Notation: Variable iiber
Merkmalswerten.

(149) a.  [+1,-2][+pl|
b' [717+2] 3 [7p1]
c. a-Notation: [al,~«a2],[ap]]

1.5 Minimalist Morphology

1.5.1 Basic Assumptions

Lit.: Wunderlich (1996, 1997b)
e pre-syntactic approach
e lexical-incremental approach
e no abstract morphemes
e no zero affixes

e maximal underspecification
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e no inflection class features
e three information sources:

— lexical entry of the stem (plus stem alternations)
— lexical entry of the affix

— organization of paradigm structures

e paradigms as filtering devices blocking overgeneration: compatibility and speci-
ficity

(150) Principles of affization:
a. Monotonicity: The output of affixation must be more informative than the
input.
Adjacency: The input requirements of affixes must be met locally.
c. Affix order: The order of affixes must conform to the hierarchy of functional
categories, i.e., affixes that express lower ranked categories must be attached
first.

(151) Paradigm principles:
a. Completeness: Every cell of a paradigm must be occupied.
b. Uniqueness: Every cell of a paradigm is uniquely occupied.

Observation:
Most candidate word forms have fewer specifications than the form that defines the
paradigm.

(152) Selection Principles:

a. Output Specificity: Word forms with more feature specifications take prece-
dence over those with fewer feature specifications.

b. Input Specificity: Word forms with underlying (lexically specified) feature
values take precedence over those with derived values.

c. Simplicity: Strings made of fewer affixes take precedence over those made
up of more affixes.
(Note: Simplicity is ranked below Output Specificity.)

Basic assumption:
Word forms that are maximally specific define the dimensions of a paradigm!

Consequence:

In contrast to what is the case in DM and PFM, specificity does not select the most
specific (underspecified) form for a fully specified (— syntactic) context; rather, it selects
the most specific (underspecified) form for a paradigm, which need not be fully specified.

(153) Affizes (verb inflection in German):
a. [t/ — [+2,+p]]

1.5. Minimalist Morphology 51

st/ — 1+2]
/n/ — [+pl]
/te/ — [+pret]

e/ — [+1]/_|-pret]

[t/ = [ ]/_|-pret]

(154) Simple application (weak verbs, present tense):
[+l [-p]]
[+2]|bau-t|bau-st
[-2] lbau-n| bau-e

0o o0 o

Note:

Given that affixation by (the most specific marker) /t/ instantiates the dimensions of
the present tense (indicative) paradigm, it seems that an additional assumption might
be necessary to integrate 3.5G. forms into the paradigm: [£1] is not a dimension
introduced by the most specific marker. Then again, /t/ may define a subparadigm of
its own.

(155) Candidate word forms (strong verb inflection in German):
warf-t [+2,+pl,+pret,+V]
warf-n-t  [+2,+pl,+pret,+V] *Simp
warf-n-st  [+2,+pl,+pret,+V] *Simp
werf-te-t  [+2,+pl,+pret,+V] *In-Spec, *Simp

werf-te-n-t [+2,+pl,+pret,+V] *In-Spec, *Simp
werf-te-n-st [+2,+pl,+pret,+V] *In-Spec, *Simp

warf-st [+2,+pret,+V]

werf-te-st  [+2,+pret,+ V] *In-Spec, *Simp
warf-n [+pl,+pret,+V]

werf-te-n  [+pl,+pret,+V] *In-Spec, *Simp
warf [+pret,+V]

werf-te [+pret,+V] *In-Spec, *Simp

1.5.2 Feature Deletion by Constraint Interaction

Background:

MM has a technical means that is comparable in its effects to impoverishment (DM)
and rules of referral (PFM): The interaction of violable constraints in an optimality-
theoretic system may lead to unfaithful output realization of features that are part of
the input (MAX, DEP violations).

Empirical domain:
Genitive/accusative syncretism with animate nouns tems in Russian

Lit.: Wunderlich (2004)

(156) Russian nouns with animacy split in forms that are used in accusative contexts
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inanimates animates
class 2|class 3|class 1|class 4| class 2 | class 3 | class 1
fem. | fem. |masc.| neut. | fem. fem. masc.
‘map’ | ‘door’ |‘table’|‘word’|‘squirrel’|‘mother’| ‘student’
N.sg.| kart-a| dver’ | stol |slov-o| bélk-a | mat’ | studént
Asg.|\kart-u| dver’ | stol |slov-o| bélk-u | mat’ |studént-a
G.sg.| kart-y | dvér-i | stol-4 [slov-4| bélk-i | mater-i | studént-a
N.pl. || kart-y| dvér-i | stol-y [slov-4| bélk-i | mater-i|studént-y
A.pl.| kart-y | dvér-i | stol-y |slov-4| bélok |mé4ter-ej|studént-ov
G.pl.| kart |dver-éjstol-6v| slov | bélok |mater-ejjstudént-ov
(157) Case features:
a. Nom = ()
b. Acc = (4hr)y
c. Gen = (+hr)y
(158) Suffizes
a. /-y/, +pl N.pl (class 1,2 & 3)
b. /-a/, +pl/neuter N.pl (class 4)
c. /-u/, (+hr)y / 4 A.sg (class 2)
d. /-y/, (+hr)n / a] v PaL] G.sg (class 2 & 3)
e. /-a/,+hr /C]V o] A/G.sg (class 1 & 4)
f.  C], +pL+hr / a] V o A/G.pl (class 2 & 4)
g. /-€j/, +pl,4+hr / PAL] A/G.pl (class 3)
h. /-ov/, +pl,+hr A/G.pl (class 1)
(159) Lexical entries for some Russian case affizes
inanimates animates
class 2 class 3 | class 1 class 2 class 3 | class 1
‘map’ ‘door’ ‘table’ ‘squirrel’ |‘mother’| ‘student’
N.sg. a PAL] a PAL|
Assg. [/, (+hn)v [/, (Fhn)y
G'Sg' /_y/i (+hr)N /_a‘/a +hr /'Y/a (+hr)N /_a‘/7 +hr
N.pl. /-y/s +pl /-y/s +pl
A.pl
G.pL. Cl, /€if, | [ov/, cl, /€i/, | Jov/,
+pl,+hr |+pl,4+hr| +pl,+hr +plL,+hr | +pl,+hr| +pl,+hr
Observation:

The interaction of the suffixes alone does not yet make the correct predictions in all
cases.

Assumption:
In addition, the distribution of suffixes is regulated by a system of violable constraints
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in an optimality-theoretic approach.

(160) Constraints

a. *(+hr)/y inanim. Do not realize the feature [+hr] in accusative contexts of
inanimate nouns.

b.  Max(+hr). Realize the feature [+hr].

c. Ranking of the constraints:

*(+hr)/y inanim > MAX(+hr) > *(+hr)/y anim

(161) More constraints
a. MAX(+4hr)/ —pl, a
b. SPECIFICITY
Choose the affix with the more specific selectional information.
c. COMPATIBILITY
Do not insert a form in a context in which the categorial specifications are
incompatible.

(162) Ranking of the constraints
Spec, Comp, MaX(+hr)/-pl, a] > *(+hr)/y —anim > MAaX(+hr)

Put into words: “Realize both accusative and genitive, unless inanimate nouns occur
in accusative contexts, excluding class 2 nouns (ending in -a, where there exists the
accusative morpheme /-u/).”

(163) Selection of optimal forms in an accusative singular context
a. Inanimate class 2 nouns ( a] )

Spec;CoMp  MaX(+hr)/[*(+hr)/y [Max(+hr)
: !l g —anim
karta | ! *| *
kart-y P
wkart-u ! !
b. Inanimate class 1 nouns (masc)
SpeC, CoMP | MAX(+hr)/[*(+hr)/y [MAX(+hr)
! ! plal —anim
wwstol I | *
stol-a | : *|
stol-y P
c.  Animate class 1 nouns (masc)
Spec,CoMP MaxX(+hr)/[*(+hr)/y |Max(+hr)
! ! pla —anim
student I I *|
wstudent-a | |
student-y X
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d. Animate cl

ass 3 nouns ( PaL])

Chapter 1.

SPEC, COMP; MAX(+hr)/
7p15 a]

*(+hr)/v MAX(+hr)
—anim

=mat’

*

mater’-i

1 *| 1

(164) A/N and A/G syncretisms in Russian nouns

Note:

Introduction

A/N syncretism

appears because

is blocked because

A/G syncretism

appears because

is blocked because

no affix is

an affix is

available (class 3) |available (class 2)

only underspec-
ified affixes are
available (class
1 and plural)

two specific
affixes are
available
(class 2)

a higher-ranked
constraint block:

the existing affix

(class 1, class 4)

an even higher-

s |ranked constraint
forces the existing
affix to appear
(class 2)

only one specific
genitive affix is
available (class 3)

This analysis can be extended to the plural.

(165) Selection of optimal forms in an accusative plural context

a. Inanimate class 2 nouns ( a] )

SPEC,; CoMP  MAX(+hr)/[*(++hr)/y [MaX(+hr)
: I -pl g —anim
wwkart-y | | *
kart-ov| *! | : *
kart ! ! *

b. Animate cl

ass 2 nouns ( a] )

SPEC,; CoMP; MAX(+hr)/
‘ _plv a]

—anim

*(+hr)/y |[MaX(+hr)

belk-i

*!

belk-ov

zhelok

I |

| |

X| T T
° | |

| |

Chapter 2

Class Features

2.1 Introduction

Question:':

What is the status of class features in languages with fusional noun inflection (Russian,
Greek, German)?

Claims:

(i) Class features are present in morphology:

They are needed to predict marker choice for a given stem in morphology (gender,
phonological, semantic features of the stem do not suffice).

(ii) Class features are binary (e.g., [£a], |[£03]), not privative (e.g., I, II):

They combine to yield the classical inflection classes (natural classes of inflection classes
can be formed that permit a systematic account of syncretism across inflection classes).
(iii) Class features are uninterpretable in syntax:

They do not project, and syntactic operations do not refer to them.

(iv) Class features are absent in syntax:

Their presence in syntax would violate the Legibility Condition.

(v) Class features act as probes on noun stems that trigger a morphological Agree op-
eration with an inflection marker that acts as a goal before syntax is reached (in the
same way that, e.g., LF-uninterpretable ®-features on T trigger movement in syntax
before LF is reached).

(vi) A pre-syntactic approach to class-driven inflectional morphology respects both
the Legibility Condition and the Inclusiveness Condition; inner- or post-syntactic ap-
proaches violate at least one of these conditions.

2.2 Class Features in Morphology

Observation:

The noun inflection systems of Russian, Greek, and German exhibit massive syn-
cretism (i.e., identity of two forms with a different morpho-syntactic function), both
within an inflection class (intra-paradigmatic syncretism), and across inflection classes

!This chapter is joint work with Artemis Alexiadou.
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(trans-paradigmatic syncretism).

Paradigms:
Paradigms are epiphenomena; they do not exist as genuine entities that, e.g., con-
straints may refer to (see Harley & Noyer (1999), Bobaljik (2002b), among many others).

(1) Syncretism Principle (meta-grammatical):
Identity of form implies identity of function (within a certain domain, and unless
there is evidence to the contrary).
(Null hypothesis for child and linguist.)

Assumption:

There is less evidence against systematic syncretism than is sometimes made out
(Carstairs (1987), Zwicky (1991), Williams (1994)). However, we will not try to derive
syncretism across numbers.

Caveat:
Throughout, we focus on the core systems of noun inflection in Russian, Greek, and Ger-
man. We disregard minor inflection classes, stem alternations, stress patterns, lexical
idiosyncrasies, etc. These issues are ultimately important in comprehensive morpho-
logical accounts; but they arguably do not significantly contribute to the issue of class
features.

2.2.1 Noun Inflection in Russian

References:
Jakobson (1962a), Jakobson (1962b), Neidle (1988), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Fraser &
Corbett (1994), Halle (1994), Franks (1995), Stump (2001).

2.2.1.1 Data

T1: Inflection class I, Sg.: masc

zavod,, (‘factory’) || student,, (‘student’) || tovarisé,, (‘comrade’)
nom %] 7] 7]
acc (%] a a
dat u u u
gen a a a
inst om om em
loc e e e

Observation:
(i) Gender features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (Njy,qsq can be
T or II; Ny can be IT or TIT).
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Ty: Inflection class 11, Sg.: masc, fem

komnaty (‘room’) || ucitel’nicy (‘female teacher’) || nedel’s (‘week’) || mud¢in-,, (‘man’)
nom a a ja a
acc u u ju u
dat e e e e
gen y y i y
inst oj(w) g B) 0i(w)
loc e e e e

T5: Inflection class 111, Sg.: fem

tetrad’s (‘notebook’) || mys’s (‘mouse’) || do¢’; (‘daughter’)
nom (%) (%] (%]
acc [7] [7] [7]
dat i i (er)i
gen i i (er)i
inst ju ju (er’)ju
loc i i (er)i

Ty: Inflection class 1V, Sg.: neut

mest, (‘place’) || jablok. (‘apple’) || syscestv, (‘being’)
nom 0 0 0
acc 0 0 0
dat u u u
gen a a a
inst om om em
loc e e e

(i) Phonological features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (e.g.,
N(fem) ending in a soft (|-back|) consonant can be IT or I1I); and there are no theme
vowels, despite claims to the contrary (Wunderlich (1996), Wunderlich (2002)).

(iii) Semantic features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (e.g., N{anim)
can be IV).

Conclusion:
Class features are needed.

2.2.1.2 Analysis

Note:

Intra-paradigmatic syncretism can be accounted for by decomposing privative case feat-
ues into more primitive, binary case features that are cross-classified (yielding natural
classes of cases). These primitive features are semantics-based in Jakobson (1962a),
Jakobson (1962b), Neidle (1988), Franks (1995)), and syntax-based in Bierwisch (1967),
Wiese (1999), Miiller (2002); we adopt the latter view.
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T5: Syncretism within and across inflection classes in Russian

| [ T [Hym [0 [V, ]

nom | @ a D] o
acc ||9D/a] u Q| o
dat u e i u
gen a i i a
inst || om | oj ju | om
loc e e i e

(2) Decomposition of cases in Russian: [tsubject|, |[governed], [+oblique]

nominative:  [+subj,—gov,—obl]
accusative:  [-subj,+gov,—obl]
dative: [-subj,+gov,+ob]]|
genitive: [+subj,+gov,+obl]

instrumental: [+subj,—gov,+obl]
locative: [-subj,~gov,+obl]

Note:

Trans-paradigmatic syncretism can be accounted in the same way by decomposing pri-
vative class features into more primitive, binary class features that are cross-classified
(vielding natural classes of inflection classes); see Halle (1992) on Latvian noun inflec-
tion ([+marginal|, [+marked] in addition to the “standard” class features A, B); Nesset
(1994) on Russian noun inflection ([nom-end] and [a/igen-end]); Oltra Massuet (1999)
on verbal inflection in Catalan; Stump (2001) on verbal inflection in Bulgarian; Miiller
(2005) on Icelandic noun inflection; Trommer (2005) on Amharic verbs. Also see Bor-
jesson (2006) (Slovene noun declension), Opitz (2006) (Albanian noun declension), and
Weisser (2006) (Croatian noun declension).

(For natural classes of Russian noun inflection classes without feature decomposition,
see McCreight & Chvany (1991), Wiese (2003).)

(3) Decomposition of inflection classes in Russian: |+a], [+]

I [+a] zavody, (‘factory’)

I [Fa,+1] komnaty (‘room’), muséin-p, (‘man’)
I [Fa,—] tetrad’y (‘notebook’)

Vi [+a,+9] mesty, (‘place’)

(4) Inflection markers (singular):

/oj/: {[-+N]:[- e+, [+subj,-gov,+obl }
/iu/: {[-+NL[- @, ~;[+subj, gov,+obl|}
/Om/: {[+N]aMa[—l_subjfgova'}_Obl]}

/e/:
/e/:
/o/:
/D/:

{[+N],[-a,+9],[-subj,+gov,+obl|}
{[-+N],[=(-a;7)],[-gov,+obl]}
{[+N]=H’O‘7+V]7[_Obll}
{[+N]amd70bu}

P oo
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i Ju/ {[+N],[-subj,+gov]}
\REYE {l+N}

Note:

Underspecified class information is underlined in inflection marker specifications.

Assumption:

Noun stems enter morphology with fully specified case, number, gender, and class fea-
tures. They must combine with an inflection marker. Choice of inflection marker follows
the Subset Principle (Kiparsky (1973), Lumsden (1992), Williams (1994), Halle (1997),
Noyer (1992), Gunkel (2002)).

(5) Subset Principle:
An inflection marker I is merged with a noun stem N iff (i) and (ii) hold:
(i) The morpho-syntactic features of I are a subset of the morpho-syntactic fea-
tures of N.
(i) Tis the most specific marker that satisfies (i).

(6) Specificity of inflection markers:
a. If two inflection markers I;, I, differ with respect to the rank of their features,
I; is more specific than I; if it has a higher-ranked feature.
b. If two inflection markers I;, I; do not differ with respect to the rank of their
features, I; is more specific than I; if it has more features.

(7) Hierarchy of features:
Number > Class > Case

Ts: The interaction of inflection markers in the singular in Russian

\ [ Lltar] [ Wlavty] [ o] [IV: [+a,4]]
nom: /0 Jaf /077 | o/
[+subj, gov, obl] (/a/") (/a/") (/a/")
acc: /9/? /a/' /277 /o/7
[-subj,+gov,—obl] || (/u/*, /a/’) (/a/’) (/u/*, /a/’) | (/u/*, /a)’)
at Juf’ e/ A Jal
[-subj,+gov,+obl] || (/a/) | (/i/", /u/% [a/’) | (/u/" [a/?) | (/a/’)
gen: /a/’ /A" /A" /a/’
[+subj,+gov,+obl] (/a/") (/a/")
inst: /om/* /oj/* » /ju/? » /om/°
[+subj,—gov,+obl] || (/e/%, /a/”) | (/e/*, /i/*, /a/") | (/i/", /a/") | (/e/*, /a/")
loc: /e/ /e/* /" /el
[-subj,—gov,+obl| (/a/’) i/", [a/?) (/a/") (/a/’)
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(8) Inflection markers (plural):
Jax/:

/ami/:

Jam/:

Jov/:

/D/:

/i/:

/a/:

® mea 0o
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{ [+N] ’ [+p1] ) [7subj ,*gOV,-%»Obl] }
{ [+N] ’ [+pl] ) [+SUbj ,7g0V,+Ob1] }
{ [+N] ) [+p1] ) [7SUbja+g0Va+0bl] }
{[-+NL,[+pl],|-1,|+subj,+gov,+obl]}

{I+NL[+pl],[+9],[+subj,+gov, +obl|}
{[+NL[+pI [~(+a,+7)],[-obll}

{[-+NL,[+pl],[-obl]}

T7: Minimal interaction of inflection markers in the plural in Russian

| || I: [+a,—] | IL: [~ 4] ‘ I1I: [-a,—] ‘ IV: [+a,+7] |

nom: /i/? /i/7 /i/7 /a/?

[+subj—gov,—obl] || (/a/?) (/a/f) (/a/f)

acc: /i /i/7 /i/7 /a/?

[-subj,+gov,—obl] || (/a/) (/a/?) (/a/?)

dat: /am/¢ /am/¢ /am/° /am/°
[-subj,+gov,+obl|

gen: [ov/? /9/° Jov/* /9/°

[+subj,+gov,+obl]

inst: /ami/b /ami/b /ami/b /ami/b
[+subj,—gov,+obl]

loc: Jax/® /ax/¢ /ax/¢ /ax/®
[-subj,—gov,+obl]

Singular vs. plural markers:
Plural markers do not fit into singuar contexts, but singular markers compete in plural
contexts. However, since singular markers do not have a number feature, they can
never become the most specific markers for a given context.

Note:

The systems relies on two rules of referral (Zwicky (1985), Corbett & Fraser (1993),
Stump (2001)) to account for accusative/genitive syncretism with animates.

(9) a.

A rule of referral for accusative/genitive syncretism in the singular:

I{[+a,——y]7[_subj,+gov,—obl]} - I{[+a,—’y],[+subj,+gov,+obl]}/[+anima‘te]—'
b. A rule of referral for accusative/genitive syncretism in the plural:

I{[+pl],[—subj,+gov,—obl]} - I{[+p1],[+subj,+gov,+obl]}/[+anima‘te]—‘

2.2.2 Noun Inflection in Greek

References:

Mackridge (1985), Babiniotis (1986), Ruge (1986), Ralli (1994), Ralli (2002), Alexiadou

(2004).
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2.2.2.1

Data

Assumption (Ralli (1994)):
There are eight inflection classes. (Traditional view: three classes)

Ts: Inflection classes I-1V
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I: masc I: fem II: masc I1I: fem IV: fem

kip,, (‘garden’) || psifs (‘vote’) || mawit(i)m (‘fighter’) || avi(i); (‘yard’) || pol(i)(e)s (‘city’)
nom/sg 0s 0s s [9) [9)
acc/sg o(n) o(n) [7] [7] [7]
gen/sg u u (%] s s
voc/sg e e [9) [9) [9)
nom/pl i i es es is
acc/pl us us es es is
gen/pl on on on on on
voc/pl i i es es is

Ty: Inflection classes V-VIII
V: neut VI: neut VII: neut VIII: neut
vun, (‘mountain’) || krat, (‘state’) || spitin (‘house’) || soma(t), (‘body’)

nom/sg 0 08 (9] (9]

acc/sg 0 08 (%) D

gen/sg u us u 08

voc/sg 0 08 %) [9)

nom/pl a i a a

acc/pl a i a a

gen/pl on on on on

voc/pl a i a a

Observation:

(i) Gender features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (Npmasq can be
Lor 1I; Nifp can be I, 111, or IV Ny, can be V-VIII).
(ii) Phonological features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (thematic
vowels are either part of the ending, in which case they cannot encodde inflection
class by definition; or they are part of the stem, where they fail to unambiguously
encode inflection class; see, e.g., mazil(i) (‘fighter’) vs. papa(d) (‘priest’) vs. papu(d)
(‘grandfather’) in class 1I).
(iii) Semantic features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class.

2.2.2.2

Analysis
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Tio: Syncretism within and across inflection classes in Greek

‘2.decl.’ ‘1.decl.’ ‘3.decl.’

~~

Ly [ILn|HI;|  IVy  |Va|VIL,|VIL, | VI,
nom/sg 08 s | O [9) o|os | O 9]
acc/sg om) | O | O [49] o|los | O [9)
gen/sg u Q| s s uf|u | u 08
voc/sg e 0|0 %) o|os | O %)
nom/pl i es | es is a | i a a
acc/pl us es | es is a | i a a
gen/pl on on | on on on|on | on | on
voc/pl i es | es is a | i a a

(10) Decomposition of cases in Greek: [+governed|, [foblique] (,[£subject])

nominative: [-gov,—obl]

accusative: [+gov,~obl]

genitive: [+gov,+obl]

(vocative:  [-subj,—gov,—obl])

(11) Decomposition of inflection classes in Greek: |tal, [£0], [£7]

I: [+a,+8,+7] kipy, (‘garden’), psif; (‘vote’)

Vi 4o +569] vun, (‘mountain’)

VI [+a,—3,+7] spiti, (‘house’)

VI [+a,8,] soma(t), (‘body’)

VL [a,4+8,+7] krat,, (‘state’)

IvV:  [o,08,+1] pol(i)(e)s (‘city’)

II:  [~o,+6,] mazit(i) (‘fighter’)

L [-a,-8,7] avl(i)y (‘yard’)

(12) Inflection markers (singular):

a. /o(n)/: {[+N[,[+e,+8,+7],[+gov,-obl|}

b. /OS/: {H—N]a[+aa7ﬁa77]a[+gova+0bl]}

C. /US/Z {[+N]a[7aa+ﬁa+7]a[+g0va+0b1]}

d. /o/: {I+N[.[+a,+8,~y],|-obl]}
Jos/: {[-+NL[+8, 49, [-obl|}

f. /S/: {[+N]a[70‘7N6]1[7Ng0V77NObl]}

g /u/: {[-+N],[+-al,[+gov,+obl|}

h. /@) {[+NI}

Note on R-notation with /s/:

Assuming that variables ranging over feature values can show up in morpho-syntactic
specifications of inflection markers, the two /s/ markers in Il and I11/IV emerge as one:
N ranges over +. The N-notation (originally: «-notation) is introduced in Chomsky
(1965), Chomsky & Halle (1968b), and has been used in morphology in Noyer (1992)

2.2. Class Features in Morphology 63

(but see Harley (1994)), Johnston (1996), and Wiese (2003), Borjesson (2006), Georgi
(2006), Lahne (2006), and Opitz (2006). Without this notion, there would have to be two
/s/ markers, one specified as {[+N],[-a,+0],[-gov,~obl]}, and one specified as {[+N],[-
a,—0],[+gov,+obl]}. However, the R-notion captures the gist of what is traditionally
known as the “s-principle” (IT uses /s/ where III/TV does not, and vice versa, see Ruge
(1986)). (Also note that, other things being equal, markers with variables over features
values count as less specific than markers without such variables.)

(13) Inflection markers (plural):

a. /on/: {[-+N[,[+pl],[+gov,+obl[ }
b. /is/: {[+N],[+pl],[-o,~B,+7],[-obl] }
c. Jus/: {[-+N],[+pl], [+, +8,4],[+gov,-obl] }
d. Jes/: {[+N[,[+pl],[-a,],[-obl] }
e. /i/: {[+NL[-+pl,[+8,+91,[-obl] }
f. /a/: {[+N]a[+p1]a[70bl]}

Th1: The interaction of inflection markers, singular and plural, in Greek

I: 1I: I11: 1V: V: VI: VII: VIIIL:

[+a+B+91| [Fat B | [Fa=BAl | [FaB+] | [+at+B] | [Fat+B+9] | [+aB+] | [+a-B]
nom/sg: /os/* /s/7 /0" /o/" /o/? /os/* /o/" /o/"
[-gov,—obl], /o | o/ (/o/" (/s/7,
[-pl] /9/")
acc/sg: Jo(m)/* | /@/" /0" /97" /o/? /os/ /o/" /o/"
[+gov,—obl], || (/os/*, vo/ty | o/
[-pl] /9/")
gen/sg: /u/? /o/" /s/7 /s/7 /u/? /us/* /u/? /os/"
[+gov,+obl], || (/@/") o/ | v/ | e/ | g/ | v/t | (u/
[ pl] /9/")
nom,/pl A | Jes/T | Jes)” | As' | Jai | Al | Jal | Jal
{*g%\llrobl]: (/a/?) (/a/f) | (fa/") | (/a/") (/a/")
+p
acc/pl: /us/® /es/? Jes/? /is/® /a/’ /i/° /al’ /aj7
[+gov, obl], (/i/<, (/a/’) | (a/h) | (Ja/7) (/a/”)
[+pl] /a/%)
gen/pl: Jon/® Jon/¢ /Jon/® Jon/¢ Jon/® Jon/¢ /on/® Jon/¢
[+gov,+obl],
[+p!]

2.2.3 Noun Inflection in German

References:
Blevins (2000), Eisenberg (2000), Wiese (2000b), Wiese (2001), Miiller (2002), Sterne-
feld (2004).
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2.2.3.1 Data Th4: Syncretism within and across inflection classes in German

[ [T [ 1o [T, [TVenm | Vin [ VI [ VI, [ VIO |

Ti2: Major inflection classes I-1V

nom/sg || @ (0] (0] (0] Q|0 (%] (%)
I: masc, neut II: masc I1I: neut IV: masc acc/sg Y 2 2 @ |(en| O Y 2
Tischy (‘table’), Schaf, (‘sheep’) || Baum,, (‘tree’) | Buch, (‘book’) || Strahl., (‘ray’) dat/sg || @ | @ | @ @ |(en| O | O [9)
nom/sg [9) [9) [9) [9] gen/sg || (e)s | (e)s [(e)s| (e)s |[(e)n| @ | O %)
acc/sg Y Y 2 9 nom/pl | (e) | "(e) | %er | (e)n |(e)n|(e)n| "(e) | (e)
dat/sg [9) [9) [9) 9] acc/pl || (e) | "(e) | "er | (e)n [(e)n|(e)n]| "(e) | (e)
gen/sg (e)s (e)s (e)s (e)s dat/pl || (e)n|”(e)n|”ern| (e)n |(e)n|(e)n|”(e)n| (e)n
nom/pl (e) *(e) Yer (e)n gen/pl || (e) | ™e) | "er | (e)n [(e)n|(e)n| ™(e) | (e)
acc/pl (e) (e) Yer (e)n
dat/pl (e)n “(e)n “ern (e)n (15) Decomposition of inflection classes in German: [tal, [£5], [£7]
gen/pl (e) ”(e) Yer (e)n
I: [+a,~8,+7] Tischy, (‘table’), Schaf, ‘sheep’
1I: [+a,—6,] Baum,, (‘tree’), Nagel,, (‘nail’)
Ti3: Major inflection classes V-VIII I [4a,+8,+9I Buch,, (‘book’), Kalb, (‘calf’)
V: masc (‘weak’) VI: fem VII: fem VIII: fem Ve [ontfiml Strahln ( ‘ray ), /}ugen ( eye‘) ,
Planet, (‘planet’) || Zieges (‘goat’) || Mauss (‘mouse’) || Drangsaly (‘distress’) V: [ +5,47] Planety, (‘planet’), Bolen, (‘messenger’)
nom/sg 5] 5] @ %] VI [Fo,+58,] Ziegey (‘goat’)
acc/sg (e)n 4] [9] [7] VI [~a,-8,—] Mausy (‘mouse’)
dat/sg (e)n 9 % 1) VL |-a,—3,4+7] Drangsaly (‘distress’), Finsternisy (‘darkness’)
gen/sg (e)n [4) [9) [4] ’
nom,/pl (e)n (e)n "(e) (e) (16) Inflection markers (singular and plural):
acc/pl (e)n (e)n ””(e) () a. /”ern/: {[+N] , [+pl] , [+a,+[)’,+7] s [7subj,+gov,+0bl]}
e o e O b [rer/: (N ol [, 8,441}
C. /(e)n/: {[-l—N],[—‘rpl],[*ﬁ,—‘r’y_,[*Sub‘],—I—gOV,—l-Obl]}
d. /”(e)n/: {[+N]a[+pl]1[7ﬁf’7 _a[ﬁSUbjﬂ'i'gOVa—i_Obl]}
Note: e. /(e): Nl Bl
On this view, /s/-plurals do not belong to the core system of German noun inflection. £ /(e)/: {[+N],[+pI],[ 8,1}
Observation: g. /(e)n/: {[-+NL[+pll,[+8]}
(i) Gender features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (Npmnasq can be h. /(e)n/: {[4+N],[-a,+8,+9],[+gov]}
I 11, IV, or V; Nifep can be VI, VII, or VIII; N,y can be I or ITI). i /(e)s/: {[+N],[+¢],[+subj,+gov,+obl] }
(ii) Phonological features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class. j. /9 - {[+N]}
(iii) Semantic features on the stem do not suffice to predict inflection class (e.g., not all
members of V (weak masculines) are Nigp,,), and not all masculine Niyp;,, stems are
in V.) 2.3 Class Features in Syntax

2.3.1 Class Marker Phrases

Claim in Bernstein (1993):
Class markers have a syntactic reflex (see Haegeman (1998) for a generalisation of this

2.2.3.2 Analysis

(14) Decomposition of cases in German: [+subject|, [governed], [+oblique]

nominative: [+subj,—gov,-obl] proposal).

accusative: [-subj,+gov,-obl]

dative: [-subj,+gov,+obl] Assumplion:

genitive: [+subj,+gov,+obl| Languages that provide the morphological evidence for class markers, e.g., Spanish

(Harris (1991)), have a functional projection in the DP, associated with them in
addition to DP and NumP, namely CMP.
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T15: The interaction of inflection markers, singular and plural, in German

I: II: 111: Iv: V: VI: VIIL: VIIL:
[+a=Blll+a=B= [+atB+y] |[+etsAl|l-etB+rll-at+Blll-a-Bl|l-a-A+]
nom/sg| /@) | /D) /9/ /D) /D) | /OF | /9F | /D)
acc/sg || /@) | /@) /o) /o7 /((/E(gf/lj/)h /o7 | /or | /o/
dat/sg | /@) | /@) 2 /o) /((/277/; /@) | jor | /oF
gen/sg || /(e)s/" | /(e)s/’ /(e)s/’ /(@)s/" | /(e)n/" [ j@/ | j@) | jo/
(/9/°) | (/2/) (/2/°) (/2/) | (/2/)
nom/plfl /(e)/* | /™(e)/’ (//(’";T//b) /(e)n/? | /(e)n/? | /(e)n/? | /(e)/T | /(e)/°
en/?
ace/pl || /(e)/ [ /(e)/’ (//(’";r//b) /(e)n/? | /(e)n/? | /(e)n/? | /(e)/7 | [(e)/°
e)n/?
dat/pl || /(e)n/* [/*(e)n/?|  /Pern/ /(e)n/* | /(e)n/? | [(e)n/? |/(e)n/| /(e)n/*
(/e/) | (/e/") |(/7ex/", [(e)n/?) (/7e/T) | (/e/)
gen/pl || /(e)/* [ /7(e)/’ [er/® /(e)n/? | /(e)n/? | /(e)n/? | /(e)/7 | [(e)/°
(/(e)n/%)
Tig: Inflection markers in Spanish (from Aronoff (1994, 64)):
Marker Class | Gender| Example | Gloss
/o/ I masc | muchacho |’boy’
/o/ I fem mano ’hand’
/a/ 11 masc | dia ‘day’
/a/ 11 fem muchacha |’girl’
/D/ 111 masc | cid cid’
/D/ I fem sed "thirst’
/D/ (e inserted) |III masc | padre "father’
/@D/ (e inserted) |11 fem madre 'mother’

(17) [pp [Numbp [omp [ ]]]

Note:

According to Bernstein,these languages
(a) are characterized by the presence of headmovement within the DP and
(b) exhibit indefinite nounellipsis.

(18) Ewidence:

a. la muchacha americana

the girl american
b. uno pequeno
a small (one)

c. ared ball/*a ball red
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d. *asmall

Assuming that both in English and Spanish adjectives arelocated in the specifier of
NP (Cinque (1993)), in the Spanish example (18-a) the head noun moves from its base
position to a higher head in the functional domain, while it remains in its base position
in English:

(19) DP
/\
D NumP
A
N CMP
A
NP
A
Adj
Note:

Bernstein attributes this difference to the presence of class markers in Spanish, as op-
posed to their absence in English.

2.3.2 Problems for Bernstein’s Correlation

Class features are not syntactically active (Alexiadou et al. (2001)).

First problem:
There are languages that exhibit N-movement and indefinite noun ellipsis in the
absence of distinct class markers.

Observation I:
French is similar to Spanish, although its noun morphology differs from that of Spanish
considerably, i.e., it has no obvious class markers.

(20) N-movement and N-ellipsis in French:
Un cube rouge est sur le coin gauche de cette table. Un bleu
a cubered is on the left corner of this table,  a blue (one)
est sur le coin droit
is on the right corner

Observation 2:
Italian is similar to Spanish, although it is not immediately transparent whether the
language has class markers (see Bernstein (1993)):

(21) N-movement and N-ellipsis in Italian:

a. uno libro grande
a  book big
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b. uno grande

a big one

Second problem:
There are languages that lack N-movement in the presence of inflectional class distinc-
tions (but have no system of nominal class markers comparable to that of Spanish).

Observation 1:

Greek has class-driven noun inflection (see previous section). However, no noun move-
ment seems to take place, given that the head noun always follows adjectives. (N-ellipsis
is possible.)

(22) No N-movement in Greek:
a. *to spiti meghalo/paljo/oreo
the house big/old /nice
to meghalo/paljo/oreo spiti
c. i amerikanid-a ginek-a
thefem.sg.num Americanfem.sg.num WOman fem,sg.nom

(23) N-ellipsis in Greek:

I Maria tha agorasi ena prasino vivlioki
Marynom fur buy-3sg a green book

ego ena kokino

andl a red (one)

‘Mary will buy a green book and I a red one

Observation 2: Russian permits indefinite N-ellipsis. N A order is also possible, as shown
by the examples in (24). However, there is good reason to doubt that this phenomenon
involves head movement. The reason is that N may end up in front of numerals (Franks
(1995)), determiners, and even outside the DP. For this reason, the phenomena in (24)
are probably better analyzed as instances of (potentially remnant) NP scrambling,

(24) N-movement and N-ellipsis in Russian:
a. FEto [np, vopros | sloznyj t1
this is questiony, o, complicated,om
b. My tam zili [np, goda]| dva t;
we there lived yearge, two

c. [pp, [Np, Razgovor | étot t; | ja nacal ty naro¢no

conversation this I began intentionally
d. [np, t2 Celovek | on  [pp neploxojs t1 |
person  he is not bad
(25) U menja bol’aja mag§inaa u  nego [pp malen’kaja [ — |
with me  big car and with him small (one)

Observation 3:
German has N-ellipsis, but no N-movement.
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(26) No N-movement in German:
Er hat [pp ein neues Buchy | / *|pp ein Buch; neues t1 | gekauft
he has a mnew book a book new bought
(27) N-ellipsis in German:
Er hat [pp ein neues [ — || gekauft
he has a new (one) bought

Third problem:

There are languages that lack inflectional class distinctions but show evidence for head-
movement, and indefinite noun ellipsis. Hebrew is a case in point (Aronoff (1994, 75-79)
— Danon (1996), Ritter (1991)).

(28) N-movement in Hebrew (Ritter (1991)):

[pp ha smalot; ha yapot t1 ||
the dresses the nice

(29) Ellipsis in Hebrew:

[pp ?arba?a sgulim [y — ]
four purple

ra?ti  Slofa praxim ?adumim ve
(I) saw three flowers red and

Ty7: Distribution of class features, ellipsis, and NA order:

Language | Indefinite ellipsis | N movement | Inflection classes
Spanish + + +
French + + (-)
Ttalian + + )
Hebrew + + -
Greek + - +
Russian + () +
German + — i

2.3.3 General Considerations

Observation:
Verbs do not impose inflection class restrictions on their arguments.

Note:
There is no verb-subject agreement with respect to inflection class. In fact there is even
no noun-adjective agreement with respect to inflection class.

(30) a. la chica inteligente
the girl intelligent

b. el chico inteligente
the boy intelligent



70 Chapter 2. Class Features

Conclusion:
Syntax cannot interpret class features. Class features are necessary in morphology but
uninterpretable in syntax.

(31) Legibility Condition (Chomsky (2000), Chomsky (2001)):
Morpho-syntactic features can be present in some component of grammar only if
they are interpretable in this component.

Further conclusion, given the Legibility Condition:
Class features are absent in syntax.

2.4 Proposal

Note:

Features that are uninterpretable at LF must be deleted in syntax, and they can be
deleted by participating in an Agree operation. Agree applies under matching of a
probe and a goal if both involve uninterpretable features (and may be accompanied by
Merge (movement)).

Proposal:
Class features act as probes in morphology.

Assumption:

(i) Agree operates in syntax to remove LF-uninterpretable features before LF is reached.
(ii) Agree operates in morphology to remove syntactically uninterpretable features be-
fore syntax is reached.

(32) Components of Grammar:
Lexicon — Morphology — Syntax — PF, LF
a. Lexicon: list of exceptions
b. Morphology: includes probe-driven Agree (=fusional inflection), pure
(selection-driven) Merge (perhaps incl. derivational morphology)
c. Syntax: probe-driven Agree (incl. movement), pure (selection-driven) Merge
(perhaps incl. derivational morphology, see Borer (2002), Alexiadou (2001))
(33) Fusional noun inflection:

a. Noun stem is taken from the lexicon with its inherent features (incl. class,
gender features).

b. Non-inherent features (incl. fully specified case and number features) are
added in morphology.

c. A class feature on the noun stem acts as a probe and requires an Agree
operation resulting in Merge with an inflection marker (the goal).

d. All of an inflection marker’s features (including often underspecified — class
and Case features) are inherent.

e. The inflection marker determined by the Subset Principle is selected from the
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lexicon and merged with the noun stem, resulting in Agree.

f.  The class feature of the noun stem, and all morpho-syntactic features of the
inflection marker, all deleted in morphology.

g. Theinflected noun enters syntax, bearing only fully specified and syntactically
interpretable morpho-syntactic features.

Note:

Underspecified inflection markers give rise to a well-known problem: Syntax needs
fully specified Case information, not the underspecified Case information provided by
inflection markers. This problem does not arise if the morpho-syntactic features of an
inflection marker are automatically deleted by inflection operations.

Side remark:

In the terminology of Stump (2001), the present approach qualifies as “realizational”
despite being a lexical item with morpho-syntatic features, an inflection marker does not
actually contribure any morpho-syntactic information to the noun that it combines with.

Observation I
By assimilating inflection and syntactic operations, the Subset Principle can in fact be
dispensed with in favour of Chomsky’s (2001) principle Mazimize Matching Effects.

(34) Specificity as Mazimize Malching Effects:

a. /tetrad’/ - /i/
[+N,-bel,—pl,{—es—=+,{-subj,+gov,+obl}] [+Nf-eaF{t+ebl}]

b. /tetrad’/ - /u/
[+N;be1;p1,-%az,—+},{fsubj,+g0v,+obl}] [_'_NT{_Sﬁ'bja_._geﬁ]

c. /tetrad’/ - /a/
[+N,~bel,—pl,{—e+—=+,{-subj,+gov,+obl}] [+}

Observation 2

The approach also offers a straightforward account of indeclinable noun stems in Greek
and Russian for which separate inflection classes have often been stipulated; see, e.g.,
reportery, (‘reporter’), plazy (‘beach’) in Greek, burfua, (‘bourgeois’), kofen, (‘coffee’)
in Russian. These noun stems simply lack a class feature — hence, a probe that might
trigger inflection.
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2.5 Further Issues

2.5.1 The Status of Derivational Morphology

(35) DP
/\
D NumP
A
Num NP
/\
N AspectP
-7 /\
-ion Aspect VoiceP
/\
Voice VP
|
v
katasérof—
destroy-

2.5.2 The Timing of Inflection

Note:

Class features are needed in morphology to account for noun inflection markers Russian,
Greek, and German. A priori, there are three possibilites concerning the timing of
inflection:

(36) a. Noun inflection applies pre-syntactically.
b. Noun inflection applies in the syntax.
c.  Noun inflection applies post-syntactically.

Given that there is reason to assume that class features are absent in syntax, we have
suggested a pre-syntactic approach to noun inflection where class features are deleted
before the noun enters syntax. What about the alternatives?

Intra-Syntactic Approaches

1. Intra-syntactic approaches:

Class features trigger inflection in the syntax; however, a class feature that shows up
in the syntax is incompatible with the Legibility Condition.

Post-Syntactic Approaches

2. Posl-syntactic approaches (as in Distributed Morphology; see Halle & Marantz
(1993), Harley & Noyer (1999)):

There are two possibilities:

(i) Class features trigger inflection post-syntactically; but they are present in syntax
already. Then, the same problem as with 1. arises: At the point where a late insertion
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approach needs a class feature, the Legibility Condition has long forced its deletion.
(ii) Class features trigger inflection post-syntactically; they are not present in syntax,
but enter the derivation after syntax (Embick (2000)), perhaps by a dissociation oper-
ation (Embick (1998)). They might then act as probes in a post-syntactic morphology
and undergo deletion before PF is reached. Such an approach may at first sight seem
to be able to accomodate the gist of our proposal. However, it invariably violates the
Inclusiveness Condition.

(37) Inclusiveness Condition (Chomsky (1995, 2000, 2001)):
Nothing can be added in the course of the derivation.

Conclusion:
A pre-syntactic approach is compatible with both the Legibility Condition and the
Inclusiveness Condition; inner- and post-syntactic approaches are not.

Consequence:

The present approach would seem to support a syntactic analysis of Agree operations in
terms of checking rather than valuation (or assignment). 1f morpho-syntactic features
are not valued before syntax, morphological realization cannot take place before syntax.
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Chapter 3

Fission and Impoverishment

3.1 Syncretism and Iconicity in Icelandic Noun Declensions

3.1.1 Icelandic Noun Declensions

Table 1: Weak inflection classes

Mw Nw Fw
penn aug hif
(‘feather’) | (‘eye’) | (‘cap’)
nom sg || penn-i aug-a | haf-a
acc sg | penn-a aug-a | haf-u
dat sg | penn-a aug-a | haf-u
gen sg | penn-a aug-a | haf-u
nom pl || penn-ar |aug-u |haf-ur
acc pl || penn-a aug-u | haf-ur
dat pl || penn-um |aug-um | hif-um
gen pl || penn-a aug-n-a | hif-a
Table 2: Strong feminine inflection classes
Fa Fa’ Fi Fcl Fc2
vél (‘ma- drotining mynd geit vik
(chine’)  (‘queen’) (‘picture’) | (‘goat’) | (‘bay’)
nom sg || vél-@ drottning-@ |mynd-@ |geit-@ |vik-@
acc sg | vél-0 drottning-u |mynd-@ |geit-@ |vik-@
dat sg || vél-Q drottning-u |mynd-@ |geit-@ |vik-@
gen sg | vél-ar drottning-ar |mynd-ar |geit-ar |vik-ur
nom pl || vél-ar drottning-ar |mynd-ir |geit-ur |vik-ur
acc pl | vél-ar drottning-ar |mynd-ir |geit-ur |vik-ur
dat pl || vél-um  drottning-um |mynd-um |geit-um | vik-um
gen pl | vél-a drottning-a |mynd-a |geit-a |vik-a
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Table 3: Strong masculine inflection classes
Ma Mi Mu Mc
hest stad fioro fot
(‘horse’) | (‘place’) | (‘fjord’) | (‘foot’)
nom sg | hest-ur |stad-ur |fjord-ur |fot-ur
acc sg |hest-@Q |[stad-@ |fjoro-0 |fot-0
dat sg |hest-i |stad-@ |fird-i feet-i
gen sg |hest-s |stad-ar |fjard-ar |fot-ar
nom pl | hest-ar |stad-ir |fird-ir feet-ur
acc pl |hest-a |stad-i |fird-i faet-ur
dat pl |hest-um |st6d-um |fjord-um | fét-um
gen pl |hest-a |stad-a |fjard-a |fot-a

Table 4: Strong neuter inflection class

Na
bord (‘table’)

nom sg | bord-@

acc sg | bord-@
dat sg | bord-i
gen sg | bord-s
nom pl | bord-@
acc pl | bord-@
dat pl |bord-um
gen pl | bord-a

3.1.2 Properties of the Inflection System

3.1.2.1 General Properties: Syncretism and Iconicity

(1) Syncretism Principle:

Identity of form implies identity of function (within a certain domain, and unless

there is evidence to the contrary).

(2) Iconicity Principle:

Similarity of form implies similarity of function (within a certain domain, and

unless there is evidence to the contrary).

3.1.2.2 Language-Specific Properties
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Table 5: Icelandic noun inflection classes

1 2 3 4 |56 |78 9 10 | 11 | 12

Ma|Na | Fa(’) | Mi | Fi |Mu|Mc |Fcl |Fc2||Mw | Nw | Fw
nomsgllur | @ | @ |ur| @ |urfur| Q| Q| i a | a
accsg | O | QO |Q(u)| Q|0 |0 |00 | Q| a| a|u
datsg | 1 |1 |Q(u)|OQ|O|i1i]|i|0|O| a| a]|u
gensg | s | s | ar |ar|ar|ar |ar|ar |urf a | a | u
nom pl| ar | @ ar ir | ir |ir [ur{ur | ur | ar | u ur
acc pl a || ar i|ir | i |urf{ur|ur | a | u | ur
dat pl |{um|um| um |[um|um|um |um|um | um |um | um | um

genpl | a | a a alalalalal| a| a|(nal(na

(3) Language-specific properties (Pétursson (1992, 70-71), Thrainsson (1994, 154)):

a.

b.

Strong declensions (except for Fa’) do not have an overt marker in accusative
singular contexts.

Strong feminine declensions (except for Fa') do not have an overt marker in
non-genitive singular contexts.

Neuter declensions have identical markers for nominative and accusative in
both singular and plural contexts; these markers never end in /r/.

Weak declensions never use /r/ in the singular.

Feminine declensions have identical markers in nominative and accusative plu-
ral contexts; these markers begin with a vowel and end in /r/.

Masculine declensions (except for Mc) have a marker beginning with a vowel
and ending with an /r/ in nominative plural contexts; the accusative plural
marker equals the nominative plural marker without the /r/.

All declensions have the same markers for dative plural and genitive plural
contexts.

3.1.3 Analysis

3.1.3.1

Background Assumptions

(4) [N-cn ]

(5) Subset Principle:
A vocabulary item Vis inserted into a functional morpheme F iff (i) and (ii) hold:

(i) The insertion context of Vis a subset of the set of the morpho-syntactic features

of F.

(if) Vis the most specific vocabulary item that satisfies (i).

(6) Specificity of vocabulary items:
A vocabulary item V; is more specific than a vocabulary item V; iff there is a
feature class < such that (i) and (ii) hold.

(i) The insertion context of V; has more features in ¥ than the insertion context
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of Vj.
(ii) There is no higher-ranked feature class 3’ such that the insertion contexts of
Vi and V; have a different number of features in <.

(7) Hierarchy of feature classes:
Gender, class > case
3.1.3.2 Natural Classes and Feature Decomposition

(8) Decomposition of cases: [+n], [v], [fobl]

nominative:  [-n,—v,—obl]

accusative: [-n,+v,—ob]]
dative: [-n,4v,+obl]
genitive: [+n,+v,—obl]

(9) Natural classes of cases:
a. {nominative, accusative, dative} — [-n]
b. {nominative, accusative, genitive} — [-obl]
c. {nominative, accusative} — [-n,—obl]
d. {accusative, dative, genitive} — [+v]
e. {accusative, dative} — [-n,+v]

(10) Decomposition of inflection classes:

[+w]
T
[+1] [-1]
| T
HIC] [Hln] [*I’n] [w]
Fw [—&—‘a] [—&-'c] /\
Mw Nw [-+] []
/\ /\
[+al [-al [-+m] [-m]
T~ T~ T~ o~
Fa [+al [+ [l [+l l-al  [+al |-al
| [
Fa’ Fi [+c] [-c] Ma [+i] [i] Na -
Fcl [+ -~ Mi [+c] [-]

I i \
Fc2 Mc Mu

3.1. Syncretism and Iconicity in Icelandic Noun Declensions

(11) Hierarchy of feature classes (extended):

Weak/strong >> gender > a-type >> case

(12) Inflection classes:
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1 Ma: [-weak| |[fem| [+masc| [+a-type] [-i-type] [-c-type]
2 Na: [-weak| [fem] [-masc|] [+a-type] [-i-type] [c-type]
3 Fa(’): [-weak| [+fem] [-masc|] [+a-type| [i-type] [c-type] ([+a’-type])
4 Mi: [-weak] [-fem] [+masc] [-a-type] [+i-type] [-c-type]
5 Fi:  [-weak| [+fem]| [-masc] [-a-type] [+i-type] [-c-type]
6 Mu: [-weak| [-fem| [+masc| [-a-type| [--type| [-c-type]
7 Mc: [-weak] [fem] [+masc| [-a-type] [-i-type] [+c-type]
8 Fcl: [-weak] [+fem| [-masc] [-a-type] [-i-type] [+c-type]
9 Fc2: [-weak] [+fem]| [-masc] [-a-type] [-i-type] [+c-type] [+c'-type]
10 Mw: [+weak] [-fem] [+masc| [+a-type] [-i-type] [-c-type]
11 Nw: [+weak| |[-fem| [-masc| [-a-type| [-i-type] [+c-type]
12 Fw: [+weak] [+fem] [-masc] [-a-type] [H-type] [+c-type]
3.1.3.3 Impoverishment and Fission
(13) Impoverishment operations in cn:
a [obl] — 0 / {[-plll-n+v]}
b. [fobl] — @ / {[-pl],[+fem],[-n]} __
c. |xv,n,—obl] - @ / {|-masc,fem|}
d. [xobl] — @ / {[-pl],[+weak]}
e. [-obl] — @ / {[+pl],[+masc,—c-type],[-n,+v]} __
Table 6: Fealure specifications on cn after impoverishment
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Ma Na | Fa() | Mi Fi Mu Mc Fcl Fc2 Mw Nw Fw
nom|| [-n—v [-n—v]| [n~ || nv]| [ oV | [0~V | [-n~v]|[-nv] || [ 0] [-n—v]|
sg —o| —o| —o| —0]
acc ||| n+v] [ n+v]|[ n+v]|{[ n+v]|[ n+v]|{[ n+v]|[ n+v]|[ n+v]|[[ n+v] [ ntv]
Sg
dat || [-n+v|[n+v|[-n+v]| [-n+v [[-n+v]| [0+ | [-o+v | [o4v][[o4v] || o] | [Fodv] | o]
sg +o] | +o] +o] +o] | +o]
gen ||[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v| [+n+v]|[+n+v]|[+n+v]
sg || o] | ol ol ol o] of of of
nom|| [-n—v [n—v | [V |[nv|[nvV|[Dnv|[nvV|[Dnv]|[DvVv [-n—v
pl || - o] | o | o | o] | of | of | o] | 9 -]
acc ||[-n+v] [[n+v{[n+v]|[ n+v|] n+v]|[ n+v|[ n+v || n+v |[[ ntv] [ n+v
pl —o| —o| —0] —0] —o| —o|
dat |[[-n+v|[n+v|[-n+v|[-n+v|[n+v|[n+v|[-n+v | [-nt+v | [0+ | [0+ | [0ty | [ntv
pl +o] | +o] | 4+o] | +o] | +o] | 4+o] | +o] | +o] | +o] | +o] +o] +o]
gen [+n-]|—v [+n-]|—v [-I—n-]l—v [+n—]|—v [+n—]|—v [+n—]|—v [-I—n—]l—v [-I—n—]l—v [+n-]ﬂ—v [+n—]{—v [+n—]}-v [+n—]|—v
pl —0 —0 —0 —0 —0 —0 —0 —0 —0 —0 -0 —0
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3.1.3.4 Vocabulary Insertion

(14) Vocabulary items:

Chapter 3. Fission and Impoverishment

I /r/ < {[obl]}

I /a/ < {[-pl],[-weak],[+n]}
/Ju/  — {[pl],[-weak,~fem],[-v]}
/i/ < {[-pl],[ weak,fem,-i-type|,[+obl]}
/s/ < {[pl],[-weak,fem,+a-type],[+n,~obl|}

/u/a < {[-pl],|-weak,+fem,+c’-typel,[+n]}
/u/s < {[-pl],|-weak,+fem,+a’-type|,|-n,+v|}

I /a/ < {|-pl],[+weak]}
/11/ A {[—pl],[+weak,+fem],[+v]}
/1/ - {[7p1],[—&—weak,ﬁ—masc],[fn,fv]}
IV /a/ < {[+pl],[n]}
/u/ < {[+pl],[-a-type|}
i/ < {[+pl],[-a-type,—c-type|}

fum/ = {[+pl],[ n,+v,+obl]}

/a/2

- {[+pl] ’ [-‘rIl,-‘rV,*Obl]}

Syncretism and Iconicity in the Singular of Strong Declensions
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Table 8: Vocabulary insertion in the singular of weak declensions

10 11 12

Mw Nw Fw
nom|| [-n—v] [-n—v]
sg i a a
acc || [-n+v]| [-n+v]
sg a a u
dat || [-n+v] | [n+v] | [-n+v]
sg a a u
gen || [+n+v]|[+n+v]|[+n+v]
sg a a u

Syncretism and Iconicity in the Plural

Table 9: Vocabulary insertion in the plural

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Ma Na | Fa(’) Mi Fi Mu Mc Fcl Fc2 Mw Nw Fw
nom|| [-n—v [V |[nv|[nv|[nvV|[2nV|[nv]||[DvV|[Dnv [-n—v
pl —o] o] | o] | o] | —o | —o] | o] | —o | o o]
a-r (0] a-r i-r i-r i-r u-r u-r u-r ar u u-r
acc |[[-n+v] [-n+v |[[-n+v]| [n+v [[-n+v]| [n+v | [-n+v | [-n+v |[-n+v] [-n+v
pl o] —o] —o] | —o] | -of —o]
a ? a-r i i-r i u-r u-r u-r a u u-r

dat [[[-n+v|[n+v|[-n+v |[-n+v|[n+v|[-n+v | [-n+v | [n+v | [-n4v | [-n+v | [-o4v | [-n4v
pl | 4o | +o] | +o | +ol | +ol | +ol | +o] | +ol | +ol | +ol | +o] | ol

Table 7: Vocabulary insertion in the singular of strong declensions um | um | um | Um | UM | um | um | um | um | um | um | um
gen [|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+n+v|[+ntv|[+n+v|[+ntv|[+n+v|[+ntv
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 pl o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o] o]
Ma Na Fa(’) Mi Fi Mu Mc Fcl Fc2 a a a a a a a a a a (n)a | (n)a
nom|| [-n-v-o] [-n—v] | [[n—v-0] | [n—V]| [[n—~v—o] | [n—v—o] | [n—v] | [-n—vV]
sg u-r %) ur u-r u-r
acc [-n+v] [n+v]| [n+v] [[n+v]| [n+v] | [-n+v] |[[-n4v]|[ntv]
sg (9] D (u) [9) [9) [9) [9) 9] 9] 3.1.4 Eine Variante ohne Verarmung?
dat || [-n+v+o]|[-n+v+o]|[-n+v]|[n+v+o]|[-n+v]|[-n+v+o]|[-n+v+o] [ [n+v]|[-n+v]
sg i i @ (u) %} 4] i i o 9] Annahme I:
gen || [+n+v | [+n+v [[+n+v| [+n+v |[+nt+v| [+n+v | [+n4v ([+ntv|[+nty Statt des Konzepts von Spaltung bei Noyer (1992), Frampton (2002) werden von vorn-
58 7;)] 7;’] ;O] ;O] ;O] ;O] ;O] ;O] o] herein zwei Morpheme angenommen, bzw. zwei unterschiedliche Regelblocke im Sys-
- -T T -T -T T u-r
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tem von Anderson (1992), Stump (2001). (Ob das Konzept der Spaltung bei Halle &
Marantz (1993) zugrundegelegt werden kann, ist nicht ganz klar; vermutlich nicht, denn
in beiden Morphemen miissen ungefihr dieselben Merkmale zugénglich sein.)

(15) Spaltung, (fission,; Halle & Marantz (1993)):
a. Spaltung gliedert aus einem Morphem M mit den Merkmalen « ein Merkmals-
biindel 3 aus, so dass zwei terminale Knoten M; und M3 entstehen.
b. (i) Mj hat die Merkmale .
(i) Mg hat die Merkmale a—0.

Annahme 2:
Kasusdekomposition erfolgt wie oben.
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Annahme 3:
Genusdekomposition erfolgt anders.

(16) Genusdekomposition:
a. Mask = [-neut,~fem]
b. Fem = [-neut,+fem)]
c. Neut = [+neuter]

Annahme 4:
Flexionsklassen werden ebenfalls dekomponiert; die Dekomposition erfolgt dhnlich, aber
nicht identisch wie oben.

(17) Dekomposition der Flexionsklassen:
[4[a56[8789[c(p123()][e10[r 1112 ][]

Annahme 5:
Es gibt keine Verarmungsregeln.

(18) Vokabularelemente:
a. Morphem 1:

Jur/ « {[-pl],[-neut,~fem],[-n,~v]}
/u/ = Pl [o,+v] 3]}
/i/ A {[—pl],[—fem],Hobl],HA,—E]}
/ar/ < {[-pll,[+nl,[-El}
/s/ < {[-pll,[-fem],[+n],[+D]}
/ur/ < {[-pll,[+nl,[+9]}

/i/ < {[-pl],[-neut,~fem],[-n,~v],[+10]}

/a/ < A{l-plLI+E[}
fu/ = APl vl [+12]}
/a/ A {[+pl]a[ineuﬂa[fnafobl]a[+ca7F]}

/i/ A {[+pl]a[7nfobl]a[7B]}
/11/ A {[+pl]a[7nafobl]a[72]}
um/  {[+pl,[-+obl]}
b. Morphem 2:
/I"/ A {[+pl]7[7neut]a[7nafobl]}
/Q/ A {[+p1],[*Ileut,ffem],[7n,+v,—0bl],[—7]}
/a/ < {[+pl],[+nl]}

Konsequenzen:

(i) Das System macht empirisch die richtigen Vorhersagen.

(ii) Durch den Verzicht auf Verarmungsregeln konnen die System-definierenden Eigen-
schaften der isldndischen Nominalflexion nicht abgeleitet werden.

(iii) Es gibt allerdings eine Ausnahme: Der Subtraktionseffekt in (3-f) (wiederholt als
(19)) folgt.
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(19) Maskuline Deklinationen (aufer Mc) haben im Nominativ Plural einen Marker,
der mit einem Vokal anfingt und mit einem /r/ aufhort; der jeweilige Marker
fiir den Akkusativ Plural ergibt sich, wenn man vom Nominativmarker das /r/
wegstreicht.

Beobachtung:

Dieser Effekt folgt systematisch, weil es fiir Morphem 2 einen hochspezifischen
Nullmarker gibt, der die Einsetzung eines konkurrierenden, weniger spezifischen /r/
blockiert.

Bemerkung:

Dies entspricht exakt der Theorie der Verarmung per Vokabulareinsetzung, die in Trom-
mer (1999, 2003a) entwickelt wird.

Beispiel:

Trommer (1999) iiber ein Verbparadigma des klassischen Arabisch (eine Reanalyse von
Halle (1997); 2fem, 3fem sind ausgeblendet).

(20)
Singular Dual Plural
1 ?aktub  n-aktub n-aktub
2mask t-aktub t-aktub-aa t-aktub-uu
3mask y-aktub y-aktub-aa y-aktub-uu

Annahmen:

(i) Verarmung tilgt in der 1. Person den Unterschied zwischen Plural und Dual, ndmlich
das Merkmal [+d]].

(ii) Person und Numerus werden in zwei separate X’s gespalten.

(21) Vokabularelemente:

a. /?-/ < [+1,-3,-p]]
b. /n-/ < [+1,-3,+p]|
c. /t-/ «[-1,-3]
d. /y-/ < [+3|
e. /-aa/ < [+pl,+d]]
f. /-uu/ < [+pl]

(22)
‘ | 1. Dual [ 2. Dual 3. Dual ‘
Syntax [+1,-3,+pL,+d]] | [-1,-3,+pl,4+d]] | [-1,+3,+pl,+d]]
Verarmung | [+1,-3,+pl] [-1,-3,+pL,+d]] | [-1,4+3,+pl,+d]]
Vokabular- | n-X t-X-aa y-X-aa
einsetzung

Konsequenz:

Es kann nicht der Fall eintreten, dass in der 1. Person Dual und Plural unterschieden
sind.
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Trommers Idee:

Verarmung muss nicht durch eine gesonderte Regel bewirkt werden; Verarmung kann
schlicht aufgefasst werden als Ergebnis der Einsetzung von Nullmarkern. (“Impoverish-
ment is simply the effect of zero-VIs that consume features.”)

(23) Struktur von Vokabularelementen bei Trommer:

a. abstrakt:
(Phon Context Target Deletes)
b. konkret:
((pref 2)  ({H}) {AH)EHEH)}  {(T+H)E)(P1)}
Bemerkung:

“Target encodes the necessary features of the target Feature Structure where insertation
can take place and Deletes enumerates the features which are deleted when the VI is
inserted.”

Trommers Vorschlag:
Die Verarmung des Dualmerkmals bei der 1. Person ergibt sich aus einem entsprechen-
den Null-Vokabularelement:

(24) Verarmung des Duals bei der 1. Person:

(@) ({H) AaHE) e} {(d+H)})

Potentielles Problem:
“The empirical question remains if the VIs which have to be stipulated under this
analysis conform to the specificity hierarchy assumed for VIs.”

Bemerkung:

Um ein zuverldssiges Funktionieren der Verarmungs-Null-Vokabularelemente zu
gewahrleisten, werden diese z.T. hochspezifisch sein miissen. Dies ist. u.U. (aus der
Perspektive der Ikonizitét) problematisch.

Ein weiteres Beispiel (Trommer (2003a)):

Verarmung bei Verbkongruenz im Georgischen bei Halle & Marantz (1993). Annahme
dort: Eine Verarmungsregel tilgt einen terminalen Plural-Knoten, wenn dieser irgen-
deinem T/Agr-Knoten mit den Merkmalen [+3],[+pl] folgt. (Der Plural-Knoten kommt
hinter die T/Agr-Position durch Spaltung.)

(25) Vokabularelemente fiir Klitikposition(en):

/gV—/ A [+1],[DAT],[+pl]
b. /m-/ < [+1],[DAT]

&

¢. /g/ < [+2],[paT]
A /v-/ o [+1]
e. 0« [+2]

(5) Vokabularelemente fiir Plural:
f. /-t < [+p]]
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(26) Vokabularlemente fir T/Agr:
a. @ < [+1] oder [+2]
b. /-s/ < [+3],]-P]|
c. /-en/ < [+3],[+p]]
(27) Syntaktische Struktur fir die Vokabulareinsetzung:

1 2 3 4
[c1 {Pers.,kas,Num} {Pers.,KAS,NuM} | [ Stamm | [ T/Agr | [+p]]

Bemerkung:
Verarmung ist hier wichtig, weil sonst /en/ und /t/ gleichermafen in der 3. Pers. Plural
auftreten konnen sollten. Dies ist aber nicht der Fall:

Abgeleitetes Paradigma fiir xatav im Georgischen:

Subj— 1.Sg. 1.PL 2.5g. 2.PL 3.5g. 3.PL.

Obj|

1.Sg. - - m-xatav-@) | m-xatav-t | m-xatav-s | m-xatav-en
1.PL — — gv-xatav-0 | gv-xatav-t | gv-xatav-s | gv-xatav-en
2.Sg. | g-xatav-0 | g-xatav-t - - g-xatav-s g-xatav-en
2.Pl. | g-xatav-t | g-xatav-t - - g-xatav-(s-)t | g-xatav-en
3.Sg. | v-xatav-0 | v-xatav-t | O-xatav-@ | O-xatav-t | O-xatav-s | O-xatav-en
3.PL. | v-xatav-@ | v-xatav-t | @J-xatav-@ | O-xatav-t | (-xatav-s | ()-xatav-en

Trommers Beobachtung:
Eine bei Halle und Marantz vorausgesetzte Verarmungsregel wie (28-a) ist reformulier-
bar als Eintrag fiir ein phonologisch leeres Vokabularelement wie in (28-b).

(28) a. [+pl] — @ /[+Nom,+3,+pl]
b. @ < [+pl] /[+Nom,+3,+pl]

Problem:

Léasst sich diese Analyse auf alle vorgeschlagenen Félle von Verarmung generalisieren?
Schwierigkeiten kénnen dort entstehen, wo der Verarmungs-Nullmarker wegen des Teil-
mengenprinzips (mit der Spezifizitdtsbedingung darin) so spezifisch sein miisste, dass
er erwiinschte Vokabulareinsetzung auch zu verhindern droht.

3.2 Global Impoverishment in Sierra Popoluca

3.2.1 Introduction

Goal:

An analysis of verbal argument encoding morphology in Sierra Popoluca on the basis
of Distributed Morphology that is maximally economical and accounts for all instances
of syncretism (marker homonymy).

Main claims:
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1. Morphological underspecification is needed.

2. Person features and case features must be decomposed into smaller units ([+1,£2];
[£gov]).

3. Impoverishment is needed.

4. Tmpoverishment is brought about by deletion rules (Halle & Marantz (1993,
1994)), not by the interaction of feature co-occurrence restrictions and feature
hiearchies (Noyer (1992)).

5. The local domain of impoverishment can be larger than the functional morpheme
(Q-morpheme).

6. Post-syntactic vocabulary insertion can be replaced by pre-syntactic probe-driven
Agree (Alexiadou & Miiller (2005), based on Chomsky (2000, 2001)); post-
syntactic impoverishment can be reformulated as a pre-syntactic operation.

3.2.2 The Syntax of Argument Encoding in Sierra Popoluca

Sierra Popoluca:

A Mixe-Zoque language spoken in Mexico (Isthmus of Tehuantepec, Veracruz, Sotea-
pan: ‘Soteapan Zoque’); speakers < 30.000.

Lit.: Elson (1960a,b), Elson & Pickett (1964), Lind (1964), Marlett (1986).

Note:
Sierra Popoluca is a head-marking, ergative language.

Head-marking:

The encoding of primary arguments in Sierra Popoluca does not proceed by dependent-
marking (case-markers on DPs); it proceeds by head-marking (Nichols (1986)): The
prefixal agreement morphology on the verb is sensitive to the distinction between
external and internal arguments; i.e., there is case marking on the verb, in addition
to person marking (Elson (1960a, 29-30), Elson (1960b, 207-208)). Overtly realized
argument DPs are optional throughout.

Assumptions:

(i) The argument encoding prefixes of Sierra Popoluca are morphological realizations of
person and case features bundles on the functional categories T and v (Chomsky (1995,
ch. 10)) that agree with DP arguments merged in vP/VP; they are not incorporated
pronouns (Jelinek (1984)).

(ii) The DP arguments that the person and case feature bundles on T and v agree with
may be phonologically empty pronouns throughout, or (where possible) overtly realized
DPs (see Baker (1996), Phillips (1993), Bruening (2001) for some of the options that
arise).

Ergative marking pattern:
The encoding of primary arguments in Sierra Popoluca does not follow an accusative
marking pattern; it follows an ergative marking pattern: The external argument of a
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transitive verb is singled out and marked with special verbal markers (ergative); all
other verbal arguments are encoded by other verbal markers (absolutive).

Table 10: Accusative vs. ergative pattern of argument encoding (Plank (1995))

accusative pattern

DPea:t'Vi DPint'Vi
DPczt‘Vt DPint‘Vt

nom acc

ergative pattern

DPext'Vi DPmt'Vi
DPE(L't_Vt DPint‘Vt

erg abs

Historical note:

(i) Elson (1960b) calls the two kinds of markers ASSOCIATE and PARTICIPANT.

(ii) Marlett (1986) explicitly identifies the underlying encoding pattern as an ergative-
absolutive pattern; he calls the two kinds of markers A and B.

(iii) Following much recent work on Mesoamerican languages (see, e.g., Bickel &
Nichols (2001) and references cited there), I use the labels ERGATIVE and ABSOLUTIVE.

Assumptions:

(i) Ergative case and absolutive case are features on functional heads (v, T) that value
(or match with) corresponding features on argument DPs under Agree.

(i) Ergative case is located on v; absolutive case is located on T. Hence, ergative is
the inner, governed case (on a par with accusative in nominative-accusative patterns),
and absolutive is the outer, default-like case (on a par with nominative in accusative-
nominative patterns). Thus, in an ergative-absolutive pattern, the inner case shows up
on the external argument DP, and the outer case shows up on the internal argument
DP in transitive contexts. In intransitive contexts, v does not bear a case feature, and
all arguments (external or internal) bear absolutive case regulated by T. See Murasugi
(1992), Miiller (2004).

(See Chomsky (1993), Bobaljik (1993), Laka (1993), Rezac (2003), Bittner & Hale
(1996) for other options within the minimalist program; Kiparsky (1999), Woolford
(2001), Stiebels (2002) for other options in optimality theory.)

(iii) Head movement of V to v, and of v+V to T yields a complex word T+v+V.

(

29) Absolutive markers in intransitive contexts:
a. A-nik-pa
1.ABS-go-INC
‘I am going.’
b. A-piEid
1.ABS-man
‘I am a man.’
c. Ta-hoy-pa
1.INCL.ABS-take.a.walk-INC
“You and I take a walk.’

(Marlett (1986, 364))
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d. @-Wi%k-pa
3.ABs-eat-INC
‘He eats.’
e. (-Nik-pa giwan

3.ABS-go-INC John
‘John is going.’

f.  @-Ko’c-ta:-p giwan
3.ABS-hit-PASS-INC John

‘John is being hit.’ (Elson (1960b, 208))

(30) Absolutive and ergative markers in transitive contexts:
a. A-0-ko’c-pa
1.ABS-3.ERG-hit-INC
‘He hits me.’
b. @-Ag-ko’c-pa
3.ABS-1.ERG-hit-INC
‘T hit him.’
¢. M-ag-ko’c-pa
2.ABS-1.ERG-hit-INC
‘I hit you.’
d. ©@-I-ko’c-pa
3.ABS-3.ERG-hit-INC
‘He hits him.’
e. @-I-ko’c-yah-pa
3.ABS-3.ERG-hit-3.PL-INC
‘They hit him.’/‘He hits them.’/“They hit them.’

(Elson (1960b, 208))

(Elson (1960b, 209))

Note:

The ergative markers also show up in two other contexts:

(i) Ergative markers act as possessive markers in DPs (see Benveniste (1974), Anderson
(1992)).

(i) Ergative markers appear with the distribution of a nominative marker in a
nominative-accusative system in certain types of embedded clauses: in those tempo-
ral adjunct clauses that do not have a Spanish adverb, and to some extent in clauses
embedded under intransitive verbs.

(31) Ergative markers as possessive markers:
a. an-tik
1.ERG-house
‘my house’
b.  M-an-hatuy
2.ABS-1.ERG-father

‘You are my father.’ (Elson (1960b, 208))

(32) Ergative markers in adjunct clauses:
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mu an-nik

als 1.ERG-go
‘when I went’ (Elson (1960b, 208), Marlett (1986, 364))

(33) Syntactic structure of ergative/absolutive marking (for (30-b), simplified):

(34) Order of verbal affizes in Sierra Popoluca:
PERS.ABS — PERS.ERG — V — NUM — PASS — ASP

Note:

Number, passive, and aspect markers are ignored here.

(i) Number marking is of secondary importance in Sierra Popoluca (on nouns as well as
on verbs; see Elson (1960b, 209, 219), Noyer (1992, 211-215)), and does not contribute
to argument encoding.

(ii) Passive and aspect markers may either show up on V (under Agree with relevant
features in v and T, respectively), or may be suffixal realizations of the relevant features
in v and T (which might then argue for autonomous morphological structure).

3.2.3 The Morphology of Argument Encoding in Sierra Popoluca

Table 11: Fusional case/person markers in Sierra Popoluca

ABS|ERG

1. 2 | an | [ABs — ERG]
L.inc|| ta |tan 1—-2 man

2. mi | in 2 -1 an

3. Ol i

Two difficulties for head-marking languages:

(i) There is no reliable encoding of arguments in 3./3. contexts. Some languages
solve this problem by employing strategies like gender (class) agreement or obligatory
passivization (Nichols (1986, 112-113), Aissen (2002)); other languages don’t. Sierra
Popoluca belongs in this latter class.
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(ii) There is less space in a word than there is in a clause. Consequently, in transitive
contexts where a priori two markers would be expected to co-occur, it often happens
that portmanteau markers are created (which merge the expected markers into a single
marker), or that one of the two markers simply fails to show up: participant reduction.
This is also known as a neutralization effect (Noyer (1992)). Both situations can be
found in Sierra Popoluca.

(35) Marker clash in Sierra Popoluca:
a. Iflocal person (1./2.) and 3. person co-occur, only the marker for local person
shows up, irrespective of its status as ABS or ERG.
b. If 1. and 2. person co-occur, complex markers arise via /i/ deletion; the order
is ABS-ERG:
(i) 2.ABs « 1.ERG = mi-an > man
(i) 1.ABS « 2.ERG = a-iii > an

Note:
(i) Reflexivity is marked by a suffix on the verb.
(i) Nothing special happens when two 3. persons co-occur (non-reflexively).

Observation:

Participant reductions like the one at hand can be accounted for straightforwardly by
invoking optimality theory (Prince & Smolensky (2004)). See Trommer (2003b) on the
ban on simultaneous realization of 1-sUBJ and 2.0BJ in Ainu.

(36) An optimalily-theorelic analysis:
PARSE-1./2. > ALIGN(PERS)-LEFT >> PARSE-3, PARSE-CASE

Problem:
Such an approach takes the markers in table 11 as given and ignores the fact that they
consist of very few recurring building blocks: the segments /n/, /a/, /i/, /m/, and /t/.

Consequence:

A maximally simple approach that accounts for all instances of syncretism within the
inventory of case/person markers in Sierra Popoluca must involve subanalysis of the
markers in table 11.

Claim:
A subanalysis of the markers in table 11 automatically accounts for the participant
reduction effects.

Problem (Elson & Pickett (1964, 51-52), also cf. Elson (1960b, fn. 7)):

“Morpheme cutting may sometimes be extended beyond the point of diminishing
returns, when further analysis makes the results more complicated than they might
be otherwise. Analysis beyond this point is called subanalysis. Sierra Popoluca has
nine prefixes marking person of subject and object which occur with transitive verbs
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[...] Clearly, there are some further morpheme cuts that can be made [in table 11]: t-
adds the second person to the first; a- always involves the first person; man- (I-you)
can be dissolved into mi- + an-, and an- ‘you-me’ into a- + [ifi]; but further cuts
become more difficult. The best solution seems to be to leave the nine forms as a set
for describing the grammar of Sierra Popoluca, and perhaps mention in a footnote that
some subanalysis is possible.”

Solution:
These objections disappear if underspecification of markers and impoverishment (un-
derspecification of syntactic contexts) are available.

3.2.4 A Distributed Morphology Approach

3.2.4.1 Background Assumptions

(37) Late vocabulary insertion:

a. Functional morphemes like v and T contain fully specified bundles of morpho-
syntactic features in syntax; however, they do not yet contain phonological
material.

b. Inflection markers are vocabulary items that pair phonological and (often un-
derspecified) morpho-syntactic features; they are inserted post-syntactically
in accordance with the Subset Principle.

(38) Subset Principle (Halle (1997)):
A vocabulary item Vis inserted into a functional morpheme M iff (i) and (ii) hold:
(i) The morpho-syntactic features of V are a subset of the morpho-syntactic fea-
tures of M.
(ii) Vis the most specific vocabulary item that satisfies (i).

Specificity of vocabulary items (Lumsden (1992), Noyer (1992), Wiese (1999)):

A vocabulary item V; is more specific than a vocabulary item V; iff there is a class

of features IF such that (i) and (ii) hold.

(i) Vi bears more features belonging to F than V; does.

(ii) There is no higher-ranked class of features F such that V; and V; have a
different number of features in F'.

Impoverishment (Bonet (1991), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Bobaljik (2002b),
Frampton (2002)):

Morpho-syntactic features can be deleted post-syntactically before vocabulary in-
sertion takes place; this effects a “retreat to the general case”.

Fission (Noyer (1992), Frampton (2002), not Halle & Marantz (1993)):

If insertion of a vocabulary item V with the morpho-syntactic features 3 takes
place into a fissioned morpheme M with the morpho-syntactic features «, then «
is split up into 3 and a—0, such that (a) and (b) hold:

a. a—( is available for further vocabulary insertion.
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b. [ is not available for further vocabulary insertion.

Assumption:
T and v in Sierra Popoluca are fissioned morphemes.

3.2.4.2 Case and Person Features

Assumption:

Cases and persons are decomposed into combinations or more primitive binary features.
Underspecification with respect to these features encodes natural classes (of cases and
persons) that vocabulary items and impoverishment operations can refer to.

(42) Case (Bierwisch (1967)):
a. ERG = [+gov]
b. ABs = [-gov]

(43) Person (Noyer (1992), Wiese (1994), Frampton (2002)):

a. 1 = [+1,2]
b. 1incl - [+1a+2]
. 2 =[1,42]
d 3 =[1,2

(44) Natural classes of persons in Icelandic verbal inflection:

[B] Strong conjugation, class 3:
sleppa (‘slip’)

[A] Weak conjugation, class 1:
krefia (‘demand’)

present | past present | past
1.Sg. | kref | krafoi 1.Sg.|| slepp | slapp
2.Sg. || krefur | krafdir 2.Sg.|| sleppur | slappst
3.5g. || krefur | krafoi 3.Sg.|| sleppur | slapp
1.PL. | krefjum |kr6fdum 1.PL. ||sleppum |sluppum
2. PL.|| krefjid | kr6foud 2.PL. || sleppid |sluppud
3. Pl.|| krefja | krofou 3.PL.|| sleppa | sluppu

Analysis:

Two impoverishment rules ensure that the system-defining nature of two kinds of syn-
cretism can be derived:

(i) In past singular contexts, [+1] is deleted, and 1. and 3. person become indistin-
guishable: [-2] (Frampton (2002), also see Wiese (1994)).

(ii) In present singular contexts, [+2] is deleted, and 2. and 3. person become indistin-
guishable: [-1].

(45) Feature hierarchy (for determining specificity):
[£gov] > [£1] > [£2]
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3.2.4.3 Subanalysis of Sierra Popoluca Argument Encoding Morphology

(46) Vocabulary items:
a. /n/ < [+gov]

b. /a/ < [+]]

c. [i/ <[]

d. /m/ < [+2] ([-gov])
e. [t/ < [+2] ([+1])

Note:

The insertion contexts for /m/ and /t/ include features in brackets; this captures the
difference between primary exponence and secondary exponence (Noyer (1992, ch. 1)).
Features in brackets may have been targetted by earlier insertion operations.

(47) Impoverishment rule [A] (local):
[agov] — O/[-al,—a2]__ =
(i) [+gov] — O/[-1,-2]__
(ii) [-gov] — @/|+1,+2]__

Note:

a is a variable over +; see Chomsky & Halle (1968b), Halle (1992), Noyer (1992),
Harley (1994), Johnston (1996), Alexiadou & Miiller (2005). (47) unifies two separate
impoverishment rules:

(i) Ergative is deleted in 3. person contexts.

(ii) Absolutive is deleted in 1. person inclusive contexts.

(48) Impoverishment rule [B] (global):
[1,2] = @/[ govl__

Crucial assumptions:

(i) Rule [A] applies locally, in the minimal functional morpheme (T or v).

(i) Rule |B| applies globally, in the maximal functional morpheme (T including v).
(Alternatively, the local domain is the phase; Chomsky (2001, 2005).)

(iii) The rules do not apply iteratively; they apply either once or not at all in their
respective domain. (This is to avoid unwanted massive deletion by the global rule [B].)

Note:

The co-existence of rules [A] and [B] is incompatible with Noyer’s (1992) tenet that im-
poverishmenet is produced by feature co-occurrence restrictions plus feature hiearchies,
and not by rules. The reason is that [A] and [B] together closely resemble the scenario
in (49). Noyer’s approach rules out such a scenario because impoverishment here must
be triggered by a filter *[c,3] in interaction with a universal hierarchy of features which
must rank one of the features higher than the other one (which is then deleted).

(49) Noyer’s impossible scenario:

a. a—0Q/8
b. f— 0/a
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(50) Results of cyclic vocabulary insertion (from the inside out):
a. ABS:

(i) [+1,2, gov] — /a/
(i) [+1,4+25gev] — /t-a/
(iii) [1,42, gov] — /m-i/
(iv) [F2 gov] — %
b. ERG:
(i) [+1,2,4gov] — /an/
(i) [+1,+2,+gov] — [t-a-n/
(iil) [1,42,+gov] — /in/
(iv) [-1,-25+gev] — /i/
C ABS-ERG
(i) [+1,-25 gov| [+2,+gov] (2 — 1) /a-n/
(i)  [F5+2,-gov] [+1,25+gov] (1 — 2) /m-a-n/
(iii) [F525-gov] [-1,-2r+gev] (3 — 3) /i/
(iv) [H525-gov] [+1,-2,+gov] (1 — 3) /a-n/
(v)  [H52gov] [-1,+2,+gov] (2 — 3) /i-n/
(vi) [+1,-2,-gov] [F25+gev] (3 — 1) /a/
(vii) [-1,42,-gov] [F5—25+ge¥] (3 — 2) /m-i/

Effects of rule [A]:
(i) Occurrence of /t/ instead of /m/ in the context 1j,q.ABS.
(ii) Absence of /n/ in the context 3.ERG.

Effects of rule [B]:

(i) Absence of a marker in a simple context 3.ABS.
(i) Absence of a marker for 3. person if the other argument is also 3. person.
(iii) Absence of a marker for 3. person if the other argument is 1. or 2. person.
(

iv) Absence of /i/ in the transitive contexts 1 — 2, 2 — 1.

Conclusion:

The system of argument encoding morphology in Sierra Popoluca can be given a
maximally simple analysis that accounts for all instances of syncretism in a systematic
way and derives both the inventory of inflection markers and the participant reduction
effects in transitive contexts. The following concepts proved necessary:

(i) Underspecification of case/number markers.

(ii) Fission.

(iii) ITmpoverishment, including global impoverishment.

Question:

Can global impoverishment be avoided by assuming fusion of v and T (Halle & Marantz
(1993)), which would create a complex v-T morpheme without internal structure?
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Answer:
No. Vocabulary insertion must be restricted to the simple v and T morphemes through-
out, and cannot combine features from v and T to provide a single insertion context.

3.3 A Pre-Syntactic Alternative

Observation:

Given optimal design considerations (Chomsky (2001, 2005)), splitting up inflection
markers into two separate units (f-morpheme and vocabulary item) looks like an
imperfection. The null hypothesis would be that the elementary operations of syntax
(Merge, Agree, Move) also active in morphology, and specific morphological operations
like vocabulary insertion can be dispensed with.

Claim:

This presupposes a pre-syntactic morphology that nevertheless employs underspecifi-
cation (like the system in Wunderlich (1996)). Such a system, based on minimalist
assumptions, is developed in Alexiadou & Miiller (2005) (see chapter 2).

(51) Components of Grammar:
Lexicon — Morphology — Syntax — PF, LF

(52) Sketch of verbal inflection:

a. A verb stem is taken from the lexicon with its inherent features (e.g., class
features).

b. Non-inherent features (incl. fully specified case and person features) are added
in morphology; these features provide the context for underspecified inflection
markers.

c. Al of an inflection marker’s features (including underspecified case and person
features) are inherent.

d. The inflection marker determined by (an appropriately revised version of) the
Subset Principle is selected from the lexicon and merged with the verb stem,
resulting in Agree.

e. Syntactically uninterpretable features of the verb stem, and all morpho-
syntactic features of the inflection marker, are deleted in morphology.

f.  The inflected verb enters syntax, bearing only fully specified and syntactically
interpretable morpho-syntactic features.

Side remark:

In the terminology of Stump (2001), this approach qualifies as “lexical-realizational”,
just like standard Distributed Morphology: Despite being a lexical item with
morpho-syntatic features, an inflection marker does not actually contribute any
morpho-syntactic information to the stem that it combines with.

Question:
Can a pre-syntactic approach to inflection handle fission and impoverishment?
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Impoverishment:

Impoverishment can be viewed as a pre-syntactic operation, provided that the features
that are affected are invisible for morphology, but not for subsequent syntactic
operations. On this view, impoverishment of T applies in the morphological component
after its features have been added, but before the Agree operation with (matching
features of) an inflection marker is carried out. Impoverishment marks features as
morphologically inaccessible, but it does not delete them (cf. Chomsky’s (1995)
difference between deletion and erasure).

Fission:

Suppose that the defining property of fission is that a class feature probe that has
triggered an Agree operation (Alexiadou & Miiller (2005)) does not delete immediately,
but may trigger further Agree operations, and only deletes when no further Agree
operation is possible anymore. l.e., a “fissioned morpheme” emerges as a certain kind
of class feature probe (in a morpheme).

Note:

This may be straightforward for Icelandic noun declension, but Sierra Popoluca does
not have different inflection classes for verbs. The inflection class feature triggering
inflection in Sierra Popoluca must therefore be trivial. See Aronoff’ (1994) definition of
inflection classes:

(53) Inflectional Class:
An inflectional class is a set of lexemes whose members each select the same set of
inflectional realizations.

Aronoff (1994, 182): “Strictly speaking, a language whose major lexical categories each
have only one inflectional class will still have inflectional classes.”

Note:

A similar approach suggests itself for multiple wh-movement in Bulgarian (assuming
that such multiple movement is a homogenous phenomenon, but cf. Boskovi¢ (2002)):
The wh-probe feature on C does not delete after checking the first wh-phrase; it deletes
when there is no further wh-phrase left.

(54) Multiple wh-movement in Bulgarian:
[cp Koj1 kogoa kakvos C [Tp t1 e pital to t3]] ?
who whom what asked
(55) An Ezample ((30-b) again):
a. Select ko’c-pa|+a] (‘hit’) from the lexicon. (|+«] is the trivial inflection class
feature.)

b. Add fully specified case and person features (plus, irrelevantly, others):
ko?c-pa[+al:{[-1,-2,~gov],[+1,-2,+gov]|} (‘I hit him’)
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c. Apply impoverishment rule [A] (once per feature bundle, vacuously).
d. Apply impoverishment rule [B] (once per feature set):
ko?c-pa:{[3—2—gov|,[+1,-2,+gov|}
e. Merge /n/ according to Subset Principle:
ko?c-pa[+a]:{[=F2-gov],[+1,2,+gov]} + /n/:{[+gov]} —
n-ko?c-pal+al:{ [=h-25-gov][+1,-2,gov]}
f.  Merge /a/ according to Subset Principle:
n-ko?e-pal-+al:{[-2-gov] [ +1,2, +gov]} + /a/:{[+1]} —
a-n-ko®c-pal+o]:{[F—2gov],[+1,-2, +gov]}
g. The (trivial) inflection class feature that has triggered all inflection operations
is finally deleted.
a-n-ko®c-pal+a]:{[42-gov],[+1,-2, +gov|} —
a-n-ko?c-pa:{[=+2 gov],[£1,2, +gov]}
h. The inflected verb form enters syntax, with all morpho-syntactic features
(whether affected by impoverishment, affected by Agree, or not affected at

all) accessible to syntactic operations.
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Chapter 4

Morphological Richness

4.1 Introduction

Main claims:

(i) An approach to German verb inflection in terms of Distributed Morphology (Halle &
Marantz (1993, 1994)) that relies on fission and impoverishment can derive all instances
of syncretism in a simple and maximally general way; this provides further evidence
for these two operations as means to capture systematic mismatches of morphology
and syntax.

(ii) The present analysis can be transferred from a post-syntactic approach to in-
flectional morphology based on late insertion, to a pre-syntactic approach based on
Agree-driven Merge (as assumed for syntax in Chomsky (2001, 2005)).

(iii) In a pre-syntactic approach, inflection can be shown to behave like other (syntactic)
structure-building operations (conceptual argument).

(iv) A pre-syntactic approach to inflection can offer a new way of measuring morpho-
logical richness, as it plays a role in pro-drop (empirical argument).

Plot:

1. Section 2: I develop a Distributed Morphology approach to German verb inflec-
tion. The approach makes crucial use of standard techniques like (i) decomposition
of person features and (ii) underspecification of inflection markers. In addition, it
employs two mechanisms that only exist in Distributed Morphology: (iii) fission;
and (iv) impoverishment. Fission permits a subanalysis of markers; impoverish-
ment derives system-wide palterns of syncretism.

2. Section 3: I argue that given minimalist assumptions, post-syntactic vocabulary
insertion should be replaced by pre-syntactic probe-driven Merge; post-syntactic
fission and impoverishment then should be reformulated as pre-syntactic fission
and impoverishment.

3. Section 4: I show that post-syntactic inflection is incompatible with an approach
to pro-licensing that is (i) syntactic, and (ii) relies on the richness of morphological
inventories, and I sketch a pre-syntactic alternative according to which a certain
type of impoverishment blocks licensing of pro.

99
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4.2 A Distributed Morphology Approach to German Verb Inflection

4.2.1 Background Assumptions

(1) Late vocabulary insertion:

a. Functional morphemes like v and T contain fully specified bundles of morpho-
syntactic features in syntax; however, they do not yet contain phonological
material.

b. Inflection markers are vocabulary items that pair phonological and (often un-
derspecified) morpho-syntactic features; they are inserted post-syntactically in
accordance with the Subset Principle.

(2) Vocabulary insertion into functional morphemes:
[TP [T lv Vv V] T] [vp by [Vp Loty ]]]

(3) Subset Principle (Halle (1997)):
A vocabulary item Vis inserted into a functional morpheme M iff (i) and (ii) hold:
(i) The morpho-syntactic features of V are a subset of the morpho-syntactic fea-
tures of M.
(i) Vis the most specific vocabulary item that satisfies (i).

(4) Specificity of vocabulary items (Lumsden (1992), Noyer (1992), Wiese (1999)):
A vocabulary item V; is more specific than a vocabulary item Vj iff there is a class
of features IF such that (i) and (ii) hold.
(i) Vi bears more features belonging to IF than V; does.
(i) There is no higher-ranked class of features F’ such that V; and V; have a
different number of features in F'.

(5) Feature hierarchy (for determining specificity):
Tense > Number > Person

(6) Impoverishment (Bonet (1991), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Bobaljik (2002b),
Frampton (2002)):
Morpho-syntactic features can be deleted post-syntactically before vocabulary in-
sertion takes place; this effects a “retreat to the general case”.

(7) Fission (Noyer (1992), Frampton (2002), Miiller (2005)), not Halle & Marantz
(1993)):
If insertion of a vocabulary item V with the morpho-syntactic features 3 takes place
into a fissioned morpheme M with the morpho-syntactic features «, then « is split
up into S and a—03, such that (a) and (b) hold:
a. o—f is available for further vocabulary insertion.
b. [ is not available for further vocabulary insertion.

Assumption:
T in German is subject to fission.
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4.2.2 German Verb Inflection

(8) a. Weak conjugation b. Strong conjugation c. Suppletive conjugation

glauben (‘believe’) rufen (‘call’) sein (‘be’)

Présens |Priteritum Présens | Préteritum

1.5G || glaub-e |glaub-te 1.5G || ruf-e rief

2.5a || glaub-st | glaub-te-st 2.5G ||ruf-st  |rief-st

3.Sa || glaub-t | glaub-te 3.5G || ruf-t rief

1.PL || glaub-en | glaub-te-n 1.PL | ruf-en |rief-en

2.PL || glaub-t | glaub-te-t 2.PL || ruf-t rief-t

3.PL || glaub-en | glaub-te-n 3.PL| ruf-en |rief-en
Présens | Prateritum

1.SG || bin war

2.8¢ || bi-st war-st

3.5G || is-t war

1.PL || sind war-en

2.PL || seid war-t

3.PL || sind war-en

Generalization:

There are four instances of syncretism that I take to be non-accidental:
(i) 1.Pers.Sg.Past = 3.Pers.Sg.Past in all paradigms.

(ii) 1.Pers.Pl = 3.Pers.Pl in all tenses and paradigms.

(iii) 3.Pers.Sg.Pres (¢) = 2.Pers.PL.Pres ({) in (8-ab).

(iv) 2.Pers.Sg (st) = 3.Pers.Sg.Pres (1), except for the initial s.

(

9) An observation supporting the systematicity of syncretism (iii) (Fanselow & Frisch

(2005)):
a. Er oder ihr wohnt in Frankfurt
he or  you.PL live-3.5G.PRES/2.PL.PRES in Frankfurt

b. Wir oder sie wohnen in Frankfurt

we or they live-1.PL.PRES/3.PL.PRES in Frankfurt
c. *Ich oder du wohne/wohnst in Frankfurt
I or you.Sa live-1.SG.PrEs/live.2.SG.PRES in Frankfurt

State of the art (Wiese (1994), Wunderlich (1996), Eisenberg (2000), Frampton (2002)):
(a) Syncretisms (i) and (ii) can be derived (but only Frampton derives them as the
general, system-wide properties that they are, via impoverishment).

(b) Syncretisms (iii) and (iv) cannot be derived (see, however, Bierwisch (1961, 62-66)
for an early attempt to derive syncretism (iii).)

Strategy for an analysis that derives all instances of syncretism:
(i) Feature decomposition creates natural classes of persons.
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(ii) Underspecification of vocabulary items captures such natural classes of persons.
(iii) Fission ensures that st can emerge as the combination of two vocabulary items /s/
and /t/.

(iv) Impoverishment also refers to natural classes of persons and can thus derive system-
wide syncretism patterns.

(10) Person (Noyer (1992), Wiese (1994), Wunderlich (1996), Frampton (2002)):

a. 1 =[+1-2]
b. 1incl - [+17+2]
. 2 =[1,+2
d 3 =[1,2
(11) Two ®-feature impoverishment rules that apply to T in German:

a. [+1] — O/[-2,—pl,+past]__
b. [£1] — @/[-2,+p]__

(12) Vocabulary items:
a. /te/ < [+past,—strong]
b /s/ < [+2,pll
c. /n/ < [-2,4p]]
d. /t/ < [-1]
e. /() =[]
(13) Vocabulary insertion into impoverished Ts in German
[-past] [+past]
T [-strong] | [+strong] T [-strong] | [+strong]
[+1,-2,pl] || /e/ /e/ [+-2,-pl| /te/ /9/
A2l | /s/-/t | [s/-/t 1,42, pl] || /te/-/s/-/t/| [s/-/t/
7157277[)1] /t/ /t/ _1T2a7p1] /te/ /®/
24l | /n/ /n/ 5 2,4+pl | /te/-/n/ /n/
“LA2pll] /t/ /t/ SLA24pll | Jte/-/t/ /t/
[=-2+pll | /n/ /n/ |-2,4pl] | /te/-/n/ /n/

Assumptions about /(e)/:

(i) Radically underspecified default markers are inserted iff there is no other marker in
the functional morpheme (this also precludes unwanted iteration of /(e)/-insertion; cf.
Waunderlich’s (1996) Monotonicity Principle)).

(ii) The vocabulary item /(e)/ is somewhat more abstract than the other markers in
(12) in the sense that it requires a minimal indication of deviation from the present
tense stem. Hence, /(e)/ — @ whenever there is stem alternation in past tense contexts
(strong verbs), or a specific past suffix (weak verbs); and /(e)/ — e in present tense
contexts when there is no other marker.

Observation:
(i) 1.Pers.Pl.Past = 3.Pers.Pl.Past in Middle High German.
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(ii) 1.Pers.Pl.Pres # 3.Pers.Pl.Pres in Middle High German.

(Analysis: Person impoverishment was confined to past contexts.)

Diachronic evidence:

The marker for 3.Pers.Pl.Pres was /n/-/t/, as predicted under the present analysis: If
there is no impoverishment rule deleting [-1] in 3.PL contexts, /t/ is predicted to show
up. Cf. hélfen, 1.Pers.Pl.Pres. vs. hélfent, 3.Pers.Pl.Pres.

4.3 Pre-Syntactic Morphology

4.3.1 General Assumptions

Observation:

Given optimal design considerations (Chomsky (2001, 2005)), splitting up inflection
markers into two separate units (f-morpheme and vocabulary item) looks like an
imperfection. The null hypothesis would be that the elementary operations of syntax
(Merge, Agree, Move) are also active in morphology, and specific morphological
operations like vocabulary insertion can be dispensed with.

Claim:

This presupposes a pre-syntactic morphology that nevertheless employs underspecifica-
tion. Such a system, based on minimalist assumptions, is developed in Alexiadou &
Miiller (2005) (we should all know that by now).

(14) Components of Grammar:
Lexicon — Morphology — Syntax — PF, LF

Assumplion (slightly more radical than it has been so far):

Inflectional morphology (of the type under consideration here) takes place in the nu-
meration (cf. Chomsky (2000)), more precisely, in that part of the numeration that
corresponds to V’s extended projection (see Grimshaw (2000)) — crucially, not the lexi-
cal subarray, because V and T must be in the same local domain for this purpose (unless
the lexical subarray of v includes T; see Richards (2004, 2007)).

(15) Sketch of verbal inflection:

a. V is taken from the lexicon with its inherent features (including — possibly
trivial but fully specified — class features that act as probes).

b. T and v are taken from the lexicon and enriched by features, including fully
specified ®- (person, number, gender) features; these features provide the
context for underspecified inflection markers (which realize subject or object
agreement).

(Note that this is assumption is slightly different from the one made in the
preceding chapters, concerning the question which item provides the fully
specified syntactic context.)

c. The inflection marker determined by the Subset Principle is merged with the
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verb stem, under Agree, driven by V’s class feature, with the fully specified
context provided by T and v, which themselves do not participate in Merge
(yet). All of an inflection marker’s features (including underspecified case and
®-features) are inherent.

d. Syntactically uninterpretable features of the verb stem (class), and all morpho-
syntactic features of the inflection marker, are deleted in morphology; T and
v remain unaffected.

e. The items of the numeration (inflected V, v, T, ...) enter syntax, bearing only
fully specified and syntactically interpretable morpho-syntactic features.

Note 1, (15-b):

The effects of the Subset Principle follow if we make the (standard) assumption
that Agree requires feature matching, and the more specific assumption that Agree
also requires a maximization of matching effects (see Chomsky (2001, 15)). The
latter condition then is to be understood in such a way that as many high-ranked
features are affected by an Agree operation as possible, where quality outranks quantity.

Note 2, (15-b):
There is a technical issue with (15-c) that must be clarified: Where does the inflection
marker that is merged with the verb stem come from?

Two possible answers:

(i) An inflection marker is taken out of the lexicon when the need arises. This implies
that operations in the numeration can still have access to the lexicon (and carry out
search in the lexicon, selecting the most specific compatible item).

(ii) The complete inventory of inflection markers of a given type (e.g., realization for
V-T in German) may enter the numeration as a single set, and the inflection operation
(Merge) picks out one item of this set. This implies that not all material that enters a
numeration will have to be used in the syntactic derivation.

4.3.2 Fission and Impoverishment

Question:

This pre-syntactic approach to inflection relies on decomposition and underspecifica-
tion. Can it handle fission and impoverishment? (Yes, we have seen in the last chapter
that it can. Still:)

Impoverishment:

Impoverishment can be viewed as a pre-syntactic operation, provided that the features
that are affected are invisible for morphology, but not for subsequent syntactic
operations. On this view, impoverishment of T applies in the morphological component
after its features have been added, but before the Agree operation with (matching
features of) an inflection marker is carried out. Impoverishment marks features as
morphologically unaccessible, but it does not delete them (cf. Chomsky’s (1995)
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difference between deletion and erasure).

Fission:

Suppose that the defining property of fission is that a class feature probe that has trig-
gered an Agree operation does not delete immediately, but may trigger further Agree
operations, and only deletes when no further Agree operation is possible anymore. l.e.,
a “fissioned morpheme” emerges as a certain kind of class feature probe (in a morpheme).

Remark:

A similar approach suggests itself for multiple wh-movement in Bulgarian (assuming
that such multiple movement is a homogenous phenomenon, but cf. Bogkovi¢ (2002)):
The wh-probe feature on C does not delete after checking the first wh-phrase; it deletes
when there is no further wh-phrase left.

(16) Multiple wh-movement in Bulgarian:

[cp Koji kogoa kakvos C [rp t1 e pital to t3 ] ?
who whom what asked

(17) An illustration of pre-syntactic inflection:
a. Selection of glaub:{V, [-strong]} from the lexicon.
b. Selection of T from the lexicon; addition of fully specified ¢- and tense features:
T:{[-1,-2,+pl,+past]
c. Application of impoverishment rule (11-b) to T:
T:{[713727+p1a+pa‘5t] - T{[_172a+pla+pa5t]
d. Agree-driven Merge of (matching, most specific) /te/ with V:
glaub:{V, [-strong|}, T:{[%-2,+pl,+past]} + /te/:{[+past,—strong]} —
glaub-te:{V, [-strong]}, T:{[-4-2,+pl,+past|}
e. Agree-driven Merge of (matching, next specific) /n/ with V:
glaub-te:{V, [ strong]}, T:{|— 2+pl, +past]} + /n/:{[-2,+pl]} —
glaub-te-n,:{V}, T:{[-35-2,4pl,+past]
f. T and the inflected V enter syntax, with all remaining morpho-syntactic fea-
tures (whether affected by impoverishment, affected by Agree, or not affected
at all) accessible to syntactic operations.

Conclusion:
A pre-syntactic approach in terms of Agree-driven Merge can rely on fission and im-
poverishment, but additional assumptions are necessary.

4.4 Pro-Drop

4.4.1 Morphological Richness

Observation (Bobaljik (2002a)):
If inflectional morphology is post-syntactic, properties of the morphological inventory
cannot be held responsible for V-to-T movement in syntax: The Rich Agreement
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Hypothesis according to which V-to-T movement takes place if a language has a
sufficiently rich morphological system of verbal inflection (Roberts (1993), Vikner
(1997), Holmberg & Platzack (1995), Rohrbacher (1999)) must therefore be given
up in a Distributed Morphology approach. If there is any synchronically rele-
vant correlation at all (see Alexiadou & Fanselow (2000)), it must go in the other
direction: Rich verbal morphology can be a reflex of movement, but not the reason for it.

Note:

The same reasoning applies to licensing of pro: Assuming post-syntactic morphology,
pro-licensing cannot be determined by morphological properties (‘richness’) because
these properties are not yet visible at the point of the derivation where they would be
needed; therefore, either (18-a) or (18-b) must hold.

(18) Consequences of post-syntactic morphology for pro-drop:

a. Licensing of pro is a syntactic phenomenon but independent of the richness of
morphological inventories (Grimshaw & Samek-Lodovici (1998), optimality-
theoretic syntax in general).

b. Licensing of pro is a post-syntactic (PF) phenomenon that may or may not rely
on a notion of morphological richness (Perlmutter (1971), Holmberg (2004),
Adger (2003)).

Observation:
This consequence does not arise if inflectional morphology is pre-syntactic.

(19) Conceptual and empirical problems with the notion of “richness”:

a. It has proven difficult to properly define morphological richness.

b.  Morphological richness is usually determined on the basis of standard, fully
specified paradigms which are arguably pure epiphenomena (i.e., descriptive
generalizations) but not objects that grammatical principles can refer to.

c. Richness is a global property that cannot be checked locally for any given T
node — the ‘local’ richness of inflection marking in T is irrelevant (cf., e.g.,
fully distinctive null markers).

Hllustration:
There is no pro-drop in German despite seemingly rich verb inflection.

(20) Absence of pro-drop in German:

*Ich denke, dass [Tp [vp pro gesungen habe ||
I think that sung have-1.sG

Side remark:

I assume that constructions involving meteorological predicates, impersonal passives,
subject inversion, and the like, never involve an expletive or ‘quasi-argumental’ empty
category pro, in contrast to what is argued by Rizzi (1986) for Italian, Platzack (1987)
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for Icelandic, and Grewendorf (1989) for German. For evidence against such a view,
see, e.g., Haider (1988), Rohrbacher (1999).

State of the art:

The absence of pro-drop in German is unexpected under most approaches that rely on
morphological richness.

(i) Jaeggli & Safir (1989): Pro-drop is possible in languages with morphologically
uniform inflectional paradigms, where an inflectional paradigm counts as uniform iff
it “has either only underived inflectional forms or only derived inflectional forms”.
This excludes non-pro drop languages like English and French, which have bare-stem
inflectional forms in their verbal paradigms; however, it also wrongly predicts that
German is a pro-drop language.

(ii) Rohrbacher (1999): A language can have pro-drop if “in at least one number of
one tense, the person features [1] and [2] are distinctively marked”. Again, German is
wrongly expected to be a pro-drop language.

General problem:

These approaches presuppose a concept of inflectional paradigm that corresponds to
the traditional notion adopted in reference grammars, but that is incompatible with re-
cent devlopments in theoretical morphology, where paradigms are either epiphenomena
(Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Bobaljik (2002b)), or abstract grammatical objects that
bear little resemblance to the traditional reference grammar notion (Williams (1994),
Wunderlich (1996), Wiese (1999)).

Assumptions:

(i) Pro-drop involves a syntactic empty category pro (Chomsky (1982), Rizzi (1986),
Grewendorf (1989)).

(ii) Some notion of morphological richness is relevant for the licensing of (argumental)
pro (Rizzi (1986), Jaeggli & Safir (1989)). The task then is to show that a local
determination of richness can be provided in a pre-syntactic approach to inflectional
morphology.

4.4.2 A New Proposal: Impoverishment Blocks Pro-Drop

Suggestion:

The crucial property that determines whether argumental pro is licensed by T whether
or not T is affected by a certain type of impoverishment in the numeration (this can be
checked locally).

(21) Pro Generalization:
An argumental pro DP cannot undergo Agree with T if T has been subjected
(perhaps vacuously) to ®-feature neutralizing impoverishment in the numeration.

Terminology:
Neutralization of a feature implies that a distinction between two categorizations (e.g.,
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1.pers. vs. 3.pers., or sg. vs. pl.) is not made anymore.

Consequence:

Only a system-defining syncretism (derived by impoverishment) can preclude licensing
of pro; syncretisms that are solely due to underspecification of inflection markers and
accidental syncretisms cannot.

4.4.3 Icelandic

(22) Absence of pro-drop in Icelandic (Platzack (1987), Holmberg & Platzack (1995),
Rohrbacher (1999)):
a. Hann dansar
he  dance-3.SG
b. *pro dansar
dance-3.SG

(23) Icelandic verbal inflection (Kress (1982)):

Weak conjugation, class I
krefja (‘demand’

Strong conjugation, class 3:
sleppa (‘slip’)

present past present past
1.Sg. kref krafoi 1.Sg. || slepp slapp
2.5g. | krefur | krafdir 2.Sg. || sleppur | slappst
3.5g. || krefur | krafoi 3.5g. || sleppur | slapp
1.P1. || krefjum | kr6foum 1.PL || sleppum | sluppum
2. PL. || krefjid | kr6foud 2.PL. || sleppid | sluppud
3. PL. || krefja | krofou 3.PL. || sleppa | sluppu

Analysis:

Two impoverishment rules ensure that the system-defining nature of two kinds of syn-
cretism can be derived:

(i) In past singular contexts, |[+1] is deleted, and 1. and 3. person become indistin-
guishable: [-2] (Frampton (2002), also see Wiese (1994)).

(ii) In present singular contexts, [+2] is deleted, and 2. and 3. person become indistin-
guishable: [-1].

(24) ®-feature impoverishment on T:
a. [+1] — O/[-2,-pl,+past]__
b. [£2] — @/[-1,pl,—past]__

Consequence:
It follows that Icelandic cannot have an argument pro, despite exhibiting what looks at
first sight like “rich” verbal inflection.

4.4. Pro-Drop 109

More generally:
All Germanic languages (including, e.g., Gothic) exhibit a system-wide syncretism of 1.
and 3.Pers.Sg.Past. Consequently, the prediction is that they all do not permit pro-drop.

However:

Whereas Modern German does not have pro-drop, there are claims in the literature that
Old High German did. The data may or may not be reanalyzable as involving deletion
operations; however, it is instructive to note that the domain to which such ®-feature
impoverishment in T applies grows steadily from Old High German via Middle High
German to Modern German.

4.4.4 Modern Irish
(25) Pro-drop in Modern Irish (McCloskey & Hale (1984, 488)):

pro isteach ar an  phost sin gheobhfa pro é
on that job get-2.5G.COND it

D4 gcuirfea
if put-2.Sc.CoND in

‘If you applied for that job, you would get it.”
(26) Verbal Inflection in Modern Irish: Two Paradigms (McCloskey & Hale (1984)):

a. b.

‘put’ subjunctive ‘put’ indicative
1,-p]| chuirf-inn 1,-p]| chuir-im
2,pl] chuirf-ea 2,pl] chuir-eann
[3,-pl,m] || chuirf-eadh [3,~pl,m] || chuir-eann
3,pLf] || chuirf-eadh 3,pLf] | chuir-eann
1,4+p]] chuirf-imis 1,4+pl] | chuir-eann
2,4pl] | chuirf-eadh 2,+pl] | chuir-eann
3,+pl] || chuirf-eadh 3,+pl] | chuir-eann

Observation:

There is syncretism in these paradigms (which combine synthetic and analytic forms),
but it cannot be derived from general, system-defining impoverishment rules (which
tend to hold across paradigms); furthermore, it resists an account in terms of under-
specification in general (since it is difficult to invoke natural classes to cover the least
marked forms). In both paradigms, the syncretic forms are simply the maximally
underspecified elsewhere cases, blocked by more specific markers where the latter are
compatible with the morpho-syntactic context provided by T.

Consequence:

It is correctly predicted that Irish has external argument pro-drop even though “Irish
is not a language which is in any general sense rich in its system of person-number
marking morphology for verbs” (McCloskey & Hale (1984)). (Something extra needs to
be said about why only synthetic verb forms permit pro-drop.)
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4.4.5 Russian

(27) Verbal Inflection in Russian, present tense:

‘read’ || present
1,-pl] || ¢ita-ju
2,-pl] || Gita-es’
3,-pl] | Cita-et
1,4pl] || ¢ita-em
2,+pl] || Cita-ete

[3,+p]] || ¢ita-jut

Observation:

There is no syncretism, hence, no impoverishment rule. Consequently, external argu-

ment pro-drop is predicted to occur.
(28) Pro-drop phenomena in Russian:

[cp ¢to [Tp pro imee¥’ v vidu idti v
that have-2.SG.PRES in mind go to

pro ponimaju
understand-1.SG.PRES

koncert |

concert

Note:

There is disagreement as to whether Russian has pro-drop (alternatively, subject
pronoun omission is treated as an instance of contextually licensed ellipsis).

(i) Russian has pro-drop:

Riizicka (1986), Miiller (1988), Demjjanow & Strigin (2000, 98-99), Perlmutter &
Moore (2002, 632)

(ii) Russian does not have pro-drop:
Franks (1995, ch. 7), Avrutin & Rohrbacher (1997)

Perlmutter & Moore (2002):

“Like many other languages, Russian has what has come to be known as pro-drop: sub-
ject pronouns can be silent. [...] Pro-drop in Russian is subject to discourse conditions
that make it much less common than pro-drop in Italian or Spanish.”

Rizicka (1986):

There is an asymmetry between 1./2. and 3. person pro-drop.

Miiller (1988): Russian differs from some other pro-drop languages in that overt subject
pronouns can be unmarked in non-emphatic contexts. However, in some cases, using
pro is in fact the only possibility to achieve a certain reading.

(29) Generic interpretation of subject pronoun as ‘one’ (Miiller (1988, 99)):
a. Ob  étom pro mnogo govorjat
about this — much talk-3.PL
b. Proprosjat | PRO ne kurit’ |
— ask-3.PL not to smoke
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c. Etu knigu pro procityvaes’ za dva casa
this book — read-2.sG. in two hours

Potential problem:
Things are slightly more difficult because Russian has radical person impoverishment
in the past tense. Shouldn’t this imply that there is no pro-drop at all in this language?

(30) Verbal Inflection in Russian, past tense:

‘read’ || past.masc | past.fem | past.neut
[1,p]] Cita-1 Cita-l-a | ¢ita-l-o
[2,—p]] Cita-l Cita-l-a | Cita-l-o
[3,pl] Cita-l | dita-la | &ita-l-o
[1,+pl]|| ¢ita-li | Cita-l-i | &ita-ld
[2,4pl]|| cita-l-i | Cital-i | &ita-l-i
[3,+pl] || cita-l-i | Cita-l-i | &ita-ld
Observation:

Pro-drop can also take place in these contexts (Miiller & Rohrbacher (1989, 19), Razicka
(1986)).

(31) Pro-drop in Russian past tense contexls:

[cp stat’ vracom ||
to become doctor

[cp Eto pro resila
that she decided

Anna postupila verno
Anna acted correctly

Towards a solution:

A diachronic perspective: The inflected past tense forms in (31) are historically K
participles (with the originally accompanying auxiliaries dropped in modern Russian);
as such, they never had any person features in the first place (those features had been
located on the auxiliaries). Hence, the most plausible analysis of these forms is not
that an impoverishment rule deletes all person features in past tense contexts, but
rather that the inflection markers for past tense are not specified for person features
for essentially historical reasons: The markers did not bear person features to begin
with; they have been re-analyzed as finite markers in parallel with the disappearance
of associated auxiliaries, and they simply have not acquired person features in their
new function. This explains why subject pro-drop is possible in Russian, and in all
tenses. A similar analysis can be given for pro-drop languages like Japanese, Korean,
and Chinese: The generalization in (21) can be met because if there are no ¢-features
in the first place, there is no motivation for invoking a designated impoverishment rule
that deletes ¢-features — and it is only the presence of such impoverishment rules that
may block pro licensing under present assumptions.

4.5 Pro-Drop in the Presence of Syncretism

Cysouw (2001) offers a comprehensive discussion of possible person syncretisms from a
typological perspective, and he also provides information about pro-drop options in the
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relevant languages. Based on his work, I go through six relevant cases in this section.

1. two languages involving syncretism that affects 2. and 3. person (Wambon and
Kenuzi-Dongola)

2. two languages involving syncretism that affects 1. and 3. person (Spanish and
Koiari)

3. two languages involving syncretism that affects 1. and 2. person (English and
Hunzib).

By and large, the conclusion will be that the impoverishment-based approach to
morphological richness and pro-drop is corroborated by the empirical evidence.
Claim:
Among the languages that exhibit syncretism in their verbal paradigms, those that do
not permit pro-drop do suggest morphological analyses incorporating impoverishment,
and those that do permit pro-drop do not lend themselves to morphological analyses
that rely on impoverishment. This way, we can make sense of the observation that
pro-drop may freely occur in languages despite the presence of syncretisms in verbal
paradigms, and despite the possibility that these syncretisms may be amenable to an
account in terms of natural classes of persons. As a result, a standard counter-argument
against correlating morphological richness and pro-drop (see, e.g., Cysouw (2001, 51)
and Zifonun (2001, 57)) can be rebutted.

4.5.1 Wambon

Wambon is a Trans-New Guinea language (spoken in the Indonesian part) that exhibits
syncretism of 2. and 3. person forms in its verbal paradigm (data from Vries (1989),
cited after Cysouw (2001)); see (32).

(32) Verb inflection in Wambon
a. andet-ep-mbo
eat-1.SG-PAST
‘I ate.
b. andet-@-mbo
eat-2./3.5G-PAST
“You/he/she/it ate.’

Unlike languages like Icelandic and Dutch, which show the same pattern of syncretism in
verb inflection, Wambon has free subject pro-drop. Consider now possible morphological
analysis of the 2./3. person syncretism in Wambon, as in (33).

(33) a. (i) -ep < [+1,-2]
(i) d<1]

b. (i) -ep< [+1,2]
(i) I [1]

c. (i) -ep<[+1,-2]
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(i) -o o [-1,+2]

(i) -6 [1,2]

() -0 |

(v) [#2]—0/[H]__ (impoverishment)
d. (i) -ep e [+1,-2].

(i) -a o [-1,42]

(iii) -0 o [1]

(iv) [+2]—0/[1]__ (impoverishment)
e. (i) -epe[+1,-2]

(i) -<1]

(i) [£2] — O/[-1]__ (impoverishment)

(33-a) involves radical underspecification of -¢J, and (33-b) regular (minimal) under-
specification; neither approach involves impoverishment. In contrast, (33-cde) rely on
impoverishment. These latter approaches ensure that even if there were alternative
markers like -« and -3, these markers could never be used in Wambon verb inflection
because the syntactic contexts for morphological realization are impoverishment in such
a way that the feature specifications of -a and - are never a subset of a target specifi-
cation on a functional head. However, there is evidence arguing against impoverishment
analyses of Wambon verb inflection. First, no system-wide pattern of syncretism can
be detected in Wambon verb inflection. Second, the analyses in (33-ab) are obviously
simpler than the analyses in (33-cde) since they require fewer marker entries (and fewer
pre-morphological operations). Third, it is not clear how markers like -a or -3, which
might motivate impoverishment analyses, could be acquired in the first place, given that
they are always suppressed by impoverishment; this leaves only option (33-e) among
the impoverishment analyses, where impoverishment applies vacuously. Fourth and fi-
nally, there is a strong cross-linguistic tendency for null marking () to correlate with
radical underspecification; this is an instance of a meta-grammatical Iconicity Principle
(see Wiese (1999); also see the pertinent remarks on null markers in Halle & Marantz
(1993)). Iconicity considerations then argue against the analyses in (33-b) and (33-d),
where the null marker is not radically underspecified. We may thus conclude that, from
a purely morphological point of view, (33-a) is the best analysis of the Wambon person
markers in (32). This analysis does not rely on impoverishment, and the availability of
pro-drop is thus respected under present assumptions.

4.5.2 Kenuzi-Dongola

Consider next verb inflection in Kenuzi-Dongola, a Nubian Nilo-Saharan language (data
from Reinisch (1879), discussed in Cysouw (2001, 43)). Again, there is a syncretism of
2. and 3. person (-im), with another marker (-ri) reserved for 1. person contexts.

(34) Verb inflection in Kenuzi-Dongola

a. ai tog-ri
1.5G.PRON beat-1.5G
‘I beat.’
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b. er toég-im
2.5G.PRON beat-2./3.5G
‘You beat.’
c. ter tog-im

3.5G.PRON beat-2./3.sG
‘He/she/it beats.’

Some of the morphological analyses that are a priori possible are given in (35).

(35) a. (i) -rie [+1,2]

(i) -im | |
b () -ries [+1,-2]

(i) -im o |1]
c. (i) -rie [+1,-2

(i) oo [1,+2]

(i) -6 (1,2

(iv) -im < [-1]

(v) [+2] = 0/[-1]__ (impoverishment)
A () -rie[+1,-2]

(i) -im o [ 1]

(i) [+2] = 0/[1]__ (impoverishment)

The interesting fact about Kenuzi-Dongola is that pro-drop seems to be prohibited,
with personal pronouns showing up in unmarked environments. This would then sug-
gest impoverishment at work. The question then is whether there is any evidence for a
system-wide pattern of syncretism in this language; and indeed there is: The personal
pronouns for 2. and 3. person (er and t-er) are extremely similar in their segmental
make-up, and they differ a lot from the personal pronoun for 1. person (ai). Given
subanalysis, this may then plausibly be taken to indicate that a uniform system-wide
impoverishment rule of the type in (35-d) is active in Kenuzi-Dongola.! A look into
Reinisch’s (1879) original grammatical descriptions provides an even stronger argu-
ment for impoverishment in Kenuzi-Dongala verb inflection. The inflection markers for
present tense and aorist are listed in (36).

(36) Kenuzi-Dongala conjugation, present tense and aorist

Present | Aorist Present | Past
1.8G || -ri -si 1.PL ||-Tu -su
2.8G || -im -sum 2.PL|| -tu -su
3.5G || -im -sum 3.PL || -ran -san

1Still, further research is required to substantiate this point, and to account for the initial ¢ with 2.
person pronouns. Furthermore, it is not yet clear whether -im in (35) should be radically underspecified
([ 1), or specified as [-1], assumed in (35-d); but considerations related to iconicity might favour non-
radical underspecification.
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(36) clearly shows that the syncretism affecting 2. and 3. person in (34) is part of a
system-wide pattern because it shows up both in present tense contexts and in aorist
contexts, with different forms. Thus, an impoverishment analysis is strongly supported.?

The data presented so far are from the Dongola dialect of Kenuzi-Dongola; interest-
ingly, the Kunuz variety described in Abdel-Hafiz (1988) has slightly different markers
but instantiates essentially the same pattern.

4.5.3 Spanish

Cysouw (2001, 43) notes that Spanish exhibits a 1./3. person syncretism (as it shows
up systematically in the Germanic languages in singular past tense contexts; see above),
but only in some paradigms. Still, pro-drop is possible throughout. The syncretism of
1. and 3. person forms that shows up in the pretérito imperfecto is shown in (37).

(37) Spanish pretérito imperfecto:
a. habla-ba
speak-1./3.5G.PAST
‘1/he/she/it spoke.’
b. habla-bas
speak-2.5G.PAST
“You spoke.’

Again, there is no evidence for an impoverishment approach: The syncretism is not
part of a system-defining pattern (in other paradigms, 1. and 3. person are formally
distinguished). The most straightforward analysis presumably views -(b)a as a separate
tense/aspect marker (via subanalysis; compare comia vs. comias). The ending -s is
specified as [-1,42], and -@ emerges as a default marker, with a [ | specification.

4.5.4 Koiari

Like Wambon, Koiari is a Trans-New Guinea language (spoken in Papua New Guinea).
Like Spanish, it exhibits syncretism in 1. and 3. person contexts in its verb inflection
system; see (38) (the data are from Dutton (1996), cited here after Cysouw (2001, 44)).

(38) Verb inflection in Koiari:
a. da ereva-nu
1.PRON see-1./3.5G.PAST
‘I saw it.’
b. a ereva-nua
2.PRON see-2.SG.PAST
“You saw it.’

?Incidentally, the same conclusion can be drawn on the basis of the plural markers for 1. and 2.
person.
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c. ahu ereva-nu
3.PRON see-1./3.PAST
‘He/she/it saw it.’

Koiari does not exhibit pro-drop; Cysouw states that “these pronouns [...] are obliga-
torily used”. Under the general approach adopted here, we are therefore led to expect
that impoverishment is involved: |-1,+2] contexts and |[-1,-2| contexts are neutralized
to [-1] contexts for morphological realization. For the time being, I will leave it at that;
to decide this question, a more careful morphological analysis of the whole system of
argument encoding is called for.

4.5.5 English

If one confines attention to the pattern in (39), it seems that English exhibits a syn-
cretism of 1. and 2. person.

(39) Verb inflection in English present tense singular contexts

a. | walk-¢
b. You walk-&J
¢. She walk-s

The first thing to note here is that English, as a Germanic language, has inherited a
system-defining syncretism for 1. and 3. person singular in past tense environments.
Given that this Germanic syncretism is systematically derived by impoverishment, the
fact that English does not have pro-drop is accounted for, independently of whether the
syncretism in (39) can be traced back to impoverishment or not. Indeed, closer inspec-
tion reveals that that the 1./2. person syncretism in (39) does in fact not instantiate
a system-wide syncretism pattern (see Williams (1994)): With verbs like be, 1. and 2.
person are distinct: I am vs. You are. Moreover, the syncretism in (39) is part of a
more general regularity: The syncretic form also shows up in all plural contexts (We
walk, You walk, They walk), and in the infinitive (to walk). Clearly, the null form -@
is simply the radically underspecified default form that fits everywhere (see Halle &
Marantz (1993) and Williams (1994), among others).

4.5.6 Hunzib

Finally, let me turn to an instance of syncretism that affects 1. and 2. person in
Hunzib, a Nakh-Daghestanian language. Relevant data are given in (40) (from Berg
(1995), cited after Cysouw (2001, 46)).

(40) Verb inflection in Hunzib:
a. do hiyaa-¢ acu
1.PRON open-1./2.PRES door
‘I (shall) open the door.’
b. mo bok’o.l-¢o heXxe
2.PRON gather-1./2.PRES walnut
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“You will gather nuts.’
c. oiul hiyaa-@ 3cu
DEM open-3.PRES door

In contrast to what we have seen in English, this time there is really a syncretism
affecting 1. and 2. person. The inflection marker -¢(0) is used for 1. and 2. person
in present tense contexts, and a null marker -¢J is used for 3. person. This suggests
that 1. and 2. person form a natural class in Hunzib. Given that [£3] also belongs
to the inventory of primitive person features that is in principle available for languages
(Trommer (2006a,b), Nevins (2007)), we can assume that 1. and 2. person in Hunzib
form a natural class characterized by the feature [-3] (either [+1] or [£2] is then also
needed to distinguish 1. and 2. person in Hunzib). The crucial question is whether
the syncretism in (40) is due to pure underspecification of an inflection marker, or
to a systematic impoverishment rule. Again, the available evidence does not quite
suffice to settle this issue. However, there is one fact that would seem to support an
impoverishment approach: As noted by Cysouw (2001), the same syncretism pattern
shows up with different markers in Lak, which is a related Nakh-Daghestanian language;
this situation is reminiscent of the situation in 1. and 3. person singular past tense
contexts in the Germanic languages.?

If the preceding reasoning is on the right track, the prediction is there should be no
pro-drop in Hunzib, and this seems to be the case.

4.6 Conclusion

To sum up, by looking at a variety of typologically different languages, 1 have tried
to substantiate that only system-defining patterns of syncretism are relevant for de-
termining morphological richness; other kinds of syncretisms are not. This difference
is captured by the interaction of impoverishment and underspecification of inflection
markers in a version of Distributed Morphology that must be pre-syntactic so as to
allow morphology to have an influence on syntactic operations. In line with this, I
have argued that the abstract notion of impoverishment may offer a better means of
measuring morphological richness (as relevant for pro-drop) than is available in more
traditional conceptions of morphology.

4.7 Owutlook

Note:
A pre-syntactic approach to inflection does not imply that other morphological

3Note that in general, an alternative to postulating the three primitive features [+1], [+2], and [£3]
as part of the universally accessible inventory of person features would be to assume only two primitive
person features, and derive the remaining natural class by introducing variables over feature values;
i.e., by adopting the system of « notation proposed in Chomsky (1965) and Chomsky & Halle (1968a).
However, this would not be compatible with an impoverishment approach.



118 Chapter 4. Morphological Richness

operations cannot take place within syntax, or post-syntactically. In fact, many of the
post-syntactic displacement analyses in Embick & Noyer (2001) could be maintained
in the present approach.

Open question:
To what extent could other core concepts of Distributed Morphology also be employed
in a pre-syntactic approach?

(41) Core concepts of Distributed Morphology:
a. Merger (Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994))
b. Local dislocation (Embick & Noyer (2001))
c. Dissociated morphemes (Embick (2000))
d. Fusion (Halle & Marantz (1993))

(42) Fusion (based on Halle & Marantz (1993, 116)):
a. Fusion takes two terminal nodes (morphemes) M; and My that are sisters and
combines them into a single terminal node M,.
M, contains the features of both M; and Ms.
c. M, behaves like a single primitive morpheme: Only one vocabulary item can
be inserted, in accordance with the Subset Principle (modulo fission).

Problem:

It is difficult to formulate fusion in a pre-syntactic approach: Two separate functional
heads would need to merge their feature sets while staying structurally distinct in the
numeration.

However:

Many (though not all) of the cases of fusion discussed in Halle & Marantz (1993) involve
fusion of case and number, or fusion of tense and agreement. In current syntactic theory
(cf. Chomsky (1995, ch. 4)), it is often assumed that T and Agr are a single node (T)
in the syntax. Similar conclusion may apply in the case of case and number (i.e., there
is only one relevant head in the syntax that bears both types of features).

Chapter 5

Enrichment

5.1 Introduction

Background (Matthews (1972, 82), Matthews (1974, 149)):
Extended (multiple) exponence in Greek verb inflection, English verb inflection, etc.

Extended exponence:

Cases of morphological realization where a single morpho-syntactic property seems to
be expressed by more than one exponent (i.e., inflection marker, in the cases to be
considered here).

Claim:

Extended exponence can be accounted for in Distributed Morphology by assuming
enrichment rules, which are complementary to well-established impoverishment rules,
and without resort to a notion like secondary exponence (Noyer (1992), Wunderlich
(1996), Bobaljik (2000), Frampton (2002)).

Empirical domain:
Interaction of argument encoding and number/person marking in:

e German (case-marking on nouns, number marking)
e Archi (case-marking on nouns, number marking)
e Timucua (agreement morphology on verbs, person marking)
e Sierra Popoluca (agreement morphology on verbs, person marking)

Also addressed:

e Tamazight Berber (verb inflection)
e Swahili (verb inflection)

5.2 Extended Exponence in Argument Encoding Systems

5.2.1 German

Observation:
Plural can be marked twice on nouns in dative (DAT) contexts in German (Eisenberg
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(2000), Wiese (2000a)). Note: n must be a DAT plural marker rather than a simple DAT
marker because it does not show up in the singular.

(1) Extended exponence in German nouns:

a. Kind-er-n b. *Kind-n (German)
child-PL-DAT.PL child.sG-DAT.PL
c. Tisch-e-n d. *Tisch-n

table-PL-DAT.PL table.SG-DAT.PL

5.2.2 Archi

Observation:

The same phenomenon exists in the Daghestanian language Archi (Kibrik (1991, 2003),
Mel’¢uk (1999), Plank (1999)). Archi exhibits an ergative-absolutive (ERG-ABS) pattern
of argument encoding. For a stem like gel (‘cup’), the ERG plural is created by adding
the plural marker um and the ERG plural marker ¢aj (in that order); for a stem like ¢fin
(‘bridge’), the ERG plural is derived by adding the plural marker or and, again, the ERG
plural marker caj; see (2-ac). As before, it is clear that daj must be a marker of both
case (ERG) and number (plural): This marker cannot be used in the singular, where the
case markers [i, i are used for marking ERG instead.

(2) Extended exponence in Archi nouns:

a. gel-um-caj b. gel-li (Archi)
cup-PL-ERG.PL Cup.SG-ERG
c¢. qlinn-or-¢aj d. qlonn-i

bridge-PL-ERG.PL bridge.sG-ERG

5.2.3 Timucua

Observation:

A similar phenomenon can be found in the domain of verb inflection in Timucua, an
extinct language isolate from Florida (Mithun (1999, 520); the discussion here is based
on Granberry (1990)). Arguments are encoded by head-marking, i.e., case-sensitive
agreement morphology on the verb; the pattern is a nominative-accusative one (NOM-
ACC). (Assumption: case-assignment depends on Agree operations involving matching
features (in the sense of Chomsky (2001)), so structural case (like NOM) is present both
on the case-marked DP and the case-marking head; see, e.g., Bobaljik & Wurmbrand
(2003)).)

(3) Prefiz markers:
a. The internal argument of a transitive verb is encoded by an “object”,; i.e., ACC
prefix.
b. Other primary arguments, including the external argument of a transitive verb,
are encoded by a “subject”, i.e., NOM prefix.
c. A NoMm prefix precedes a ACC prefix in transitive contexts; the two markers
occupy positions no. 1 and 2 in the template identified by Granberry.
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d. These prefixes encode person (but not number) in addition to case:
(i) two 1.NoM markers ho- and ni- (which “occur with approximately equal
frequency”; Granberry (1990, 86))
(i) a 2.NOM marker ci-
(iii) a zero 3.NOM marker @-.

(4) Suffiz markers:

a. Many more types of affixes show up on the inflected Timucua verb, but they
are all suffixes.

b. Among these: number markers indicating plural (in 7th position in Granberry’s
template):

c. Crucially, these plural markers also involve case (NOM) and person (local vs.
3) information and thus qualify as combined PERS.NUMBER.NOM markers (not
too unlike typical subject agreement markers in Indo-European languages like
German or Icelandic).

d. The markers are -bo (for 1./2.PL.NOM arguments) and -ma (for 3.PL.NOM ar-
guments).

(5) Extended exponence in Timucua verbs:
b. ni-huba-so-si-bo-te-la (Timucua)
1.NOM-love-TR-REC-1/2.NOM.PL-ASP-LOC
‘We love each other.’
d. ci-huba-so-bo-te-le
2.NOM-love-TR-1/2.NOM.PL-ASP-LOC
‘“You,, love (someone).’
@-ini-ma-bi-la
3.NOM-be-3.NOM.PL-ASP-LOC
‘They are just now.’

a. ho-ini-ta-la
1.NOM-be-ASP-LOC
‘T am.’

c. ci-huba-so-te-le
2.NOM-love-TR-ASP-LOC
‘You,, love (someone).’

e. ano @-hewa-na-no f.
man 3.NOM-speak-ASP-LOC
‘The man is speaking.’

Note:

e (5-ace) involve singular subjects (1., 2., 3. person), with a prefix encoding person
and case.

e (5-bdf) are corresponding examples with plural subjects (1., 2., 3. person) that
exhibit extended exponence of case and person marking in Timucua.

(Other markers, irrelevant here: ASP (aspect, here: durative or bounded action), LoC
(or TENSE: proximate vs. distant time), TR (transitivity), and REC (reciprocity); also
note that te/ta, le/la are variants.)

5.2.4 Sierra Popoluca

Observation:

Sierra Popoluca (Mixe-Zoque, Mexico) employs a head-marking system of argument
encoding that follows an ergative-absolutive pattern (ERG-ABs) (Elson (1960a, 29-30),
Elson (1960b, 207-208)). As in Timucua, person can be marked twice on the verb.
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(6) Extended exponence in Sierra Popoluca verbs, intransitive contexts:

a. A-nik-pa
1.ABS-go-INC
‘I am going.’

b. A-pisin
1.ABS-man
‘l am a man.’

c. Ta-howy-pa
1.INCL.ABS-take.a.walk-INC
‘You and I take a walk.’

(Sierra Popoluca)

(Marlett (1986, 364))

(Elson (1960b, 208))

(7) Extended exponence in Sierra Popoluca verbs, transilive contexts:
a. A-0O-ko’c-pa
1.ABS-3.ERG-hit-INC
Popoluca)

(Sierra

‘He hits me.’

b. @-An-ko’c-pa
3.ABS-1.ERG-hit-INC
‘I hit him.’

c. @-Tang-ko’c-pa
3.ABS-1.INCL.ERG-hit-INC

‘You and I hit him.’ (Elson (1960b, 208))

(8) Order of verbal affizes in Sierra Popoluca:
PERS.ABS — PERS.ERG — V — NUM — PASS — ASP

Note:
Number, passive, and aspect markers are ignored here.

(9) Apparent fusional case/person markers in Sierra Popoluca:

| [ABs | ERG |

1. 2 | an \ [ABS — ERG]
1.INCL || ta | tan 1—2 man

2. mi | in 2 -1 an

3. Q| i

Note:

This time, the evidence is not quite as direct, but it is there under an analysis that pro-
vides internal structure for the markers in (9), via subanalysis based on a decomposition
of person features as in (10). The simplest analysis (that accounts for all instances of
syncretism) will have to postulate that a is [+1], and that ¢ is then marked [+1,42]
(Miiller (2006)). If so, there is extended exponence of [+1] in Sierra Popoluca.

(10) Decomposition of person features (Frampton (2002)):
a. [+1,-2] = 1. pers.
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b. [-1,42] = 2. pers.
c. [-1,-2] = 3. pers.
d. [+1,+2] = 1. pers. incl.

Conclusion so far:
Extended exponence exists in the argument encoding systems of German, Archi,
Timucua, and Sierra Popoluca.

Note:

That said, there are several cases where extended exponence has been argued to show
up that may not be fully convincing upon closer inspection. For instance, Matthews
(1974) argues for extended exponence on the basis of German plural formation per se,
based on the fact that plural may be realized by a combination of segmental plural
marker (like er) and Umlaut of the stem vowel, as in Buch (‘book’) vs. Bich-er
(‘books’). However, this evidence for extended exponence loses its force if we assume
that Umlaut is encoded on plural markers as an abstract (‘floating’) feature; cf., e.g.,
Wiese (1996). Similar conclusions may be drawn in the case of deverbal noun formation
in Kujamaat Joola discussed in Aronoff & Fudeman (2005, 154), where a class marker
change is accompanied by vowel tensing.

Question:
For which kinds of approach does extended exponence pose a problem?

(i) Lezical-incremental approaches (e.g., Wunderlich (1996)):

Extended exponence is prima facie unexpected.

(i) Inferential-realizational approaches (e.g., Matthews (1972), Anderson (1992),
Aronoff (1994), Stump (2001)):

Extended exponence is expected.

(iii) Lexical-realizational approaches:

Distributed morphology — next section.

5.3 Distributed Morphology

(11) Late vocabulary insertion:
a. Functional morphemes (F) contain fully specified bundles of morpho-syntactic
features in syntax; however, they do not yet contain phonological material.
b. Inflection markers are vocabulary items that pair phonological and (often un-
derspecified) morpho-syntactic features; they are inserted post-syntactically
in accordance with the Subset Principle.

(12) Vocabulary insertion into functional (F) morphemes:

a. [FVF]
b. [FNF]
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(13) Subset Principle (Halle (1997)):
A vocabulary item V'is inserted into a functional morpheme M iff (i) and (ii) hold:
(i) The morpho-syntactic features of V are a subset of the morpho-syntactic fea-
tures of M.
(ii) Vis the most specific vocabulary item that satisfies (i).

(14) Specificity of vocabulary items (Lumsden (1992), Noyer (1992), Wiese (1999)):
A vocabulary item V; is more specific than a vocabulary item V; iff there is a class
of features F such that (i) and (ii) hold.
(i) Vi bears more features belonging to F than V; does.
(ii) There is no higher-ranked class of features F’ such that V; and V; have a
different number of features in F’.

(15) Feature hierarchies:
a. Verbal domain: Tense > Person > Number > Gender
b. Nominal domain: Number > Class > Case

(16) Impoverishment (Bonet (1991), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Trommer (1999),
Bobaljik (2002b), Frampton (2002), Nevins (2003), Miiller (2005)):
Morpho-syntactic features can be deleted post-syntactically before vocabulary in-
sertion takes place; this effects a “retreat to the general case”.

Note:

As it stands, the Subset Principle ensures that only one vocabulary item can be inserted
into a given functional morpheme. This is not the case when a further post-syntactic
operation has applied, viz., fission.

(17) Fission (Noyer (1992), Frampton (2002), not Halle & Marantz (1993)):
If insertion of a vocabulary item V with the morpho-syntactic features 3 takes
place into a fissioned morpheme M with the morpho-syntactic features a, then «
is split up into 3 and a—p3, such that (a) and (b) hold:
a. o—f is available for further vocabulary insertion.
b. [ is not available for further vocabulary insertion.

Assumption:

The functional morphemes in this talk are subject to fission. (Background: Assuming
that there are no semantically empty functional categories (Chomsky (2001)), fissioned
morphemes will be far from exceptional.)

Consequence:

Vocabulary insertion into fissioned morphemes discharges morpho-syntactic features.
This property makes it difficult to account for extended exponence.

5.4 Noyer’s Analysis of Verb Inflection in Tamazight Berber

(18) Prefix Conjugation in Tamazight Berber (Noyer (1992, 145-149)):
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| dawa (‘cure’) [ Sa | PL |
1 dawa-y |n-dawa
2 MASC t-dawa-d | t-dawa-m
2 FEM t-dawa-d | t-dawa-n-t
3 MASC i-dawa dawa-n
3 FEM t-dawa | dawa-n-t
Observation:

2. person can be expressed twice in a single verb form.

Assumption:

To reconcile extended exponence with the feature discharge in fissioned morphemes,
Noyer introduces the concept of secondary exponence of morpho-syntactic features: A
vocabulary item may presuppose that some feature (like [2]) has already been discharged
prior to its insertion. This is formally encoded by adding the secondary feature(s) in
brackets (also see Wunderlich (1996), Frampton (2002)).

(19) Feature hierarchy: Person > Number > Gender

(20) An impoverishment rule that applies to (V-)F in Tamazight Berber:
[£fem] — @/[2,pl]__

(21) Vocabulary Items:

/n-/ < [1];[+pl]

/¥/ <

/] < [2]

/-m/ < [+pl],[-fem] ([2])
/=] < [-pll,|-fem]

[t/ < [-pll;[+fem]

/-d/ < Il (2])

[/ < [+pl]

[t/ < [+fem]

FER e a0 o

Properties of the system:

(i) Discontinuous bleeding (follows from fission)

(ii) Extended exponence (follows from secondary exponence)

Assumption:

Secondary exponence may be conceptually problematic since it threatens to undermine
the notion of discharge. It may also raise problems for determining specificity. (Do
secondary features count for the purposes of specificity?)

5.5 Enrichment

Suggestion:
Given that there is impoverishment, there is every reason to assume that the comple-
mentary operation also exists: enrichment.
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(22) Enrichment:
Morpho-syntactic features can be added post-syntactically before vocabulary in-
sertion takes place.

Potter’s problem:
e Deletion applied to some structure can only affect material that is part of the

structure; but with insertion/epenthesis, things are more complicated because it
is a priori unclear exactly what kind of material can or must be inserted into a
given structure.

e Prof. McGonagall: ‘So ... today we are starting Vanishing Spells. These are easier
than Conjuring Spells, which you would not usually attempt until NEWT level,
but they are still among the most difficult magic you will be tested on in your
OWL.’ She was quite right; Harry found the Vanishing Spells horribly difficult.”
(J.K. Rowling, Harry Potter and the Order of the Phoenix. London: Bloomsbury,
2003, p. 232.)

Assumption:
Enrichment can only insert features into a given structure that are already present:
enrichment is doubling.

Differences to other approaches that involve adding material:

e Enrichment differs from dissociation (Embick (1998) and Embick & Noyer (2001)):
Dissociation is a post-syntactic operation that introduces new features as part of
new, ‘dissociated’ morphemes; also see Arregi & Nevins (2006) for the opera-
tion of ‘obliteration’, which differs from impoverishment in roughly the way that
dissociation differs from enrichment.

e The impoverishment/enrichment dichotomy parallels the MAX/DEP constraint
dichotomy in optimality theory (Prince & Smolensky (2004)), used in inflectional
morphology by Wunderlich (2004): An optimal violation of some MAX constraint
can effect a non-realization of input features (which produces impoverishment
effects); and an optimal violation of some DEP constraint can trigger a realization
of features in the morphological output that are not present in the input.

Observation:
Both these approaches can introduce new material (morphemes, features).

Note:
Here and in what follows, standard person feature decomposition as in (10) is assumed
((20) then has [2] replaced with [-1,+2]).

(23) An enrichment rule that applies to (V-)F in Tamazight Berber:
0 — ['1:+2]/[_1a+2]—
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(24) Vocabulary Items:
a. /'m/ A [71,+2],[+p1],[7fem]

. /t-/ < [-pl],[+fem]
b. /Il—/ A [+1,*2],[+P1] g
h

/i-/ < [ pl],| fem]
/-n/ < [+l
[t/ < [+fem]

C. /_d/ A [*1,—5-2],[71)1]
d. /y/ < [+1,-2]
e [t/ [ 1,42

5.6 Verb Inflection in Swahili

Observation (Stump (2001, 162-163)):
Noyer’s concept of secondary exponence is empirically problematic since there are cases
where one and the same inflection marker must act as a primary exponent of a morpho-
syntactic property in one context, and as a secondary exponent of the same morpho-
syntactic property in another context.

(25) Past tense and negation in Swahili 1. plural contexts:
a. tu-li-taka
1.PL-PAST-want
‘We wanted’
b. ha-tu-ku-taka
NEG-1.PL-NEG.PAST-want
‘We did not want’

(positive)

(negative)

(26) Future tense and negation in Swahili 1. plural contexts:

a. tu-ta-taka (positive)
1.PL-FUT-want
‘We will want’

b. ha-tu-ta-taka (negative)

NEG-1.PL-FUT-want
‘We will not want’

(27) Vocabulary ilems (past tense, partial list):
a. /ku/ < [past,neg]
b. /li/ < [past]
c. Jtu/ < [+1,-2],[+p]]
d. /ha/ < [O] ([neg])

(28) Vocabulary items (future tense, partial list):
a. /ta/ < [future]
b. /tu/ < [+1,-2],[+p]]
c. /ha/ < [neg|
Note:
This problem does not show up under an enrichment analysis (assuming for the purposes

of the argument that all the inflection markers in Swahili verb inflection are inserted
into a single functional morpheme F).
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(29) An enrichment rule that applies to F(-V) in Swahili:
@ — [neg]|/[neg,past]__

(30) Vocabulary items (past tense, partial list; revised):
a. /ku/ < [past,neg|
b. /li/ < [past]
c. /tu/ < [+1,22],[+p]]
d. /ha/ < |neg|

5.7 Enrichment Rules for German, Archi, Timucua, and Sierra Popoluca

5.7.1 German
(31) Eztended exponence in German nouns:
a. Kind-er-n b. *Kind-n (German)
child-PL-DAT.PL child.sG-DAT.PL
c. Tisch-e-n d. *Tisch-n

table-PL-DAT.PL table.SG-DAT.PL

Brute force solution (Alexiadou & Miiller (2005)):
The extended exponence problem in DAT plural contexts is denied by treating ern, en
in Kind-er-n, Tisch-e-n as primitive markers.

Assumption:
A single F (Kase/Number) head accompanies an N stem in the syntax in German.

(32) An enrichment rule that applies to (N-)F in German:
@ — [+pll/[+pll,[dat]__

Restrictions on dative plural /n/:

The additional n marker that signals extended exponence in DAT plural contexts shows
up only in a proper subset of the inflection classes in German declension: It occurs
with inflection classes that have /-e/ or /-er/ as the plural marker, but it does not
occur with inflection classes that have /-n/ or /-s/ as the plural marker (cf. the DAT
plural forms Mensch-en vs. *Mensch-en-(e)n, Auto-s vs. *Auto-s-(e)n).

Possible analyses:

o The inflection classes that give rise to extended exponence form a natural class
characterized by a primitive inflection class feature (like [+0]); see Alexiadou &
Miiller (2005). The enrichment rule in (32) would then be confined to [+4], so
that the DAT plural marker /n/ could be radically underspecified with respect to
inflection class, and still only be inserted in the proper contexts.

e Enrichment applies throughout, with the vocabulary item /-n/ confined to [+0]
environments.

What remains unaccounted for under these views:
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o All inflection classes that have a general plural marker /-e/ or /-er/ permit a DAT
plural marker /-n/.

o All inflection classes that have /-n/ or /-s/ as a general plural marker disallow an
additional DAT plural marker /-n/ (there is more than one class at least in the
cases of /-e/ and /-n/, based on differences in the singular, and with respect to
Umlaut).

Conclusion:

Both the enrichment rule in (32) and the feature specification associated with the DAT
plural marker /-n/ are not restricted to certain inflection classes; rather, the illegitimate
combinations are excluded on phonological or morpho-phonological grounds (Eisenberg
(2000, 161)).

(33) (Simplified) Vocabulary items:

a. /—er/ A [+p1]ﬂ[+aa+ﬁ1+7]

b. /-e/ < [+pll,[ 5, +7]

¢. /< [+pl]dat]
Note:
Primitive class features (like [£a], [£5], [£7]) that encode natural classes of inflection
classes (Oltra Massuet (1999), Alexiadou & Miiller (2005), Trommer (2005)) outrank
case features on the hierarchy of features. Thus, /-er/, /-e/ are inserted into fissioned
(N-)F morphemes before /-n/ is.

5.7.2 Archi
(34) Extended exponence in Archi nouns:
a. gel-um-¢aj b. gel-li (Archi)
cup-PL-ERG.PL Cup.SG-ERG
c. qlinn-or-¢aj d. qlonn-i

bridge-PL-ERG.PL bridge.SG-ERG

(35) An enrichment rule that applies to (N-)F in Archi:
@ — [+pll/[+pl];[erg]

(36) Vocabulary items:
a. /-um/ < [+pl];[+a]
b /-or/ < [+pl],[-of
. /-Caj/ < [+pl]|erg|

Note:

Oblique case forms are generated on the basis of the ergative form: parasitc (Priscianic)
formations (Matthews (1972); Mel’¢uk (1999, 8)). These forms are unproblematic if case
features are also decomposed (see Bierwisch (1967), Franks (1995), Wiese (1999); and
Kibrik (2003, 60-61) for an approach along these lines).
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(37) Paradigms of cases for ‘gel’ (‘cup’), ‘qlin’ (‘bridge’):

\ [s6 | PL |
absol}ltive gc} . ge}—um . | qlin (‘Briicke’) ‘ sg | ol |
e:}i?:iw: g:1_1; o gzl_ﬁz_;ﬂn absolutive qlin-@ glonn-or
gativev gel:li:s gel:um:ée:s ergative glinn-i | glonn-or-&aj

- g - & genitive qlinn-i-n | glonn-or-¢e-n

comparative || gel-li-Xur | gel-um-Ze-Xur dative Tinnois | afonn-or-cess
comitative gel-li-tu gel-um-¢e-tu a a4
permutative || gel-li-L’ana | gel-um-¢e-L’ana

5.7.3 Timucua

(38) Extended exponence in Timucua verbs:
b. ni-huba-so-si-bo-te-la (Timucua)
1.NOM-love-TR-REC-1/2.NOM.PL-ASP-LOC
‘We love each other.’
d. ci-huba-so-bo-te-le
2.NOM-love-TR-1/2.NOM.PL-ASP-LOC
‘You,; love (someone).’
@-ini-ma-bi-la
3.NOM-be-3.NOM .PL-ASP-LOC
‘They are just now.’

a. ho-ini-ta-la
1.NOM-be-ASP-LOC
‘T am.’

c. ci-huba-so-te-le
2.NOM-love-TR-ASP-LOC
‘You,, love (someone).’

e. ano @-hewa-na-no f.
man 3.NOM-speak-ASP-LOC
‘The man is speaking.’

(39) An enrichment rule that applies to (V-)F in Timucua:
@ — [ul,v2],[nom]/[p1,v2],[nom]|__

Note 1:

U, v are variables over feature values (+,-) (see Chomsky (1965, 175 & 233), Chomsky &
Halle (1968b, 83), Halle (1992, 39), Noyer (1992), Alexiadou & Miiller (2005), Baerman
(2006); and Harley (1994), Johnston (1996) for critical evaluation).

Note 2:

The case, person, and number features in (V-)F can be realized both by prefixation and
by suffixation, as argued by Noyer (1992) for Tamazight Berber.

(40) Vocabulary items:

a. /ho-/ (/ni-/) < [+1,-2],[nom]

b. /ci-/ < [-1,4+2], [nom]

¢. /@) e [-1,2], [nom]

d. /-bo/ < [nom],[+pl]

€. /'ma‘/ A [71,72],[n0m],[p1]
Note:

e /-bo/ is the elsewhere marker for NOM plural; it is blocked in 3. person contexts
by the more specific NOM plural marker /-ma/.

e As it stands, the feature hierarchy predicts suffixation to precede prefixation,
except with underspecified /-bo/, where the order is reversed. This consequence
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is empirically unproblematic; but it can be avoided by assigning to /-bo/ the
person specification [p1,~12].

5.7.4 Sierra Popoluca

(41) Apparent fusional case/person markers in Sierra Popoluca:

\ | ABs | ERG |

1. a | an \ | ABs — ERG ]
l1.NCL || ta | tan 1—2 man

2. mi | in 2—1 an

3. (0] i

(42) Impoverishment rules
a. [aerg] — @/[-al,~a2]__

b, [1] — O/ 2, erg]__ (global)

(43) An enrichment rule that applies to F(-V) in Sierra Popoluca:
@ — [+1]/[+1,+2] _

On this basis, the analysis of the argument encoding system of Sierra Popoluca in Miiller
(2006) can dispense with secondary features.

(44) Vocabulary items:

a. /n/ < [+erg]

b. /t/ < [+1,+2]

c. Ja/ < [+1]

d. /i/ < [H]

e. /m/ < [+2],[ erg]
Note:

The vocabulary items /t/ and /m/ are now more specific than in the analysis in the
earlier approach (assuming that secondary features do not count for specificity), and
this may create problems for marker order. Assuming ERG to be ranked high on the
verbal hierarchy, and ABs low, and assuming a ranking [£1] > [£2] (as in the earlier
approach in Miiller (2006)), all of the order facts follow, except for one: /t/ insertion
is predicted to precede /a/ insertion. The fact that the order is nevertheless /t/-/a/-
(/n/)-V can plausibly be linked to the fact that /t/ and /a/ realize the same feature
(and to autonomous morphological structure).

5.8 Conclusion

1. The existence of post-syntactic enrichment in Distributed Morphology is expected
for reasons of symmetry alone (given post-syntactic impoverishment); and by
assuming enrichment, extended exponence can be accounted for without secondary
features.
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2. The present analysis differs from one in terms of secondary features in an impor-
tant respect: Just as system-wide, non-accidental patterns of syncretism can be
better accounted for by impoverishment than by accidental feature specifications
of individual vocabulary items (Bobaljik (2002b)), only enrichment (and not an
approach in terms of secondary features) makes it possible to treat extended ex-
ponence as a system-wide property. For instance, the fact that case and person
can be realized twice on verbs in Timucua can be expressed as such by an enrich-
ment rule, and is thus more than an accidental by-product of individual marker
specifications.

3. An enrichment-based approach does not imply that extended exponence is a com-
pletely unmarked phenomenon that comes for free (as in Stump (2001), Anderson
(2005)). Rather, it always takes a specific post-syntactic operation to bring it
about: In the unmarked case, a single morpho-syntactic feature is not realized by
more than one exponent (cf. Wurzel (1984)).

5.9 Pre-Syntactic Morphology

Obvious question:
Can enrichment be implemented in the pre-syntactic approach to inflectional morphol-
ogy laid out in the previous chapters?

Answer:
Yes. The copy operations apply in the pre-syntactic, morphological component (e.g.,
the numeration), in the same way that pre-syntacatic impoverishment does. Perhaps
the additional features should be accompanied by a diacritic that precludes their use in
syntax.

Chapter 6

Paradigm Economy

6.1 Introduction

Background:

(i) In Distributed Morphology, paradigms do not exist as genuine objects that, e.g.,
grammatical constraints can refer to. Rather, paradigms are epiphenomena — essentially,
empirical generalizations that need to be derived in some way.

(ii) This view is incompatible with a more traditional view according to which paradigms
exist as genuine entities in the grammar.

(1) Some constraints on paradigms:
a. The Paradigm Economy Principle (Carstairs (1987))
b. The No Blur Principle (Carstairs-McCarthy (1994))
c. The Basic Instantiated Paradigm Principle (Williams (1994) vs.
(2002b))
d. Optimal Paradigms (McCarthy (2003) vs. Bobaljik (2003))

Bobaljik

Observation:

(i) Constraints like the Paradigm Economy Principle and No Blur restrict the number of
possible inflection classes that can be generated on the basis of a given set of inflection
markers (for a given grammatical category).

(ii) If such constraints cannot be adopted for principled reasons, there is a danger that
the theory is not restrictive enough.

(iii) Principled reasons that preclude adopting constraints on the number of possible
inflection classes (on the basis of a given marker inventory):

e non-existence of paradigms in morphological theory

e decomposition of inflection class features in order to account for trans-paradigmatic
syncretism (see Halle (1992), Oltra Massuet (1999), Stump (2001), Alexiadou &
Miiller (2005), and below).

(Compare Noyer’s (2005) Interclass Syncretism Constraint, which is similar in its
effects to No Blur, and fundamentally incompatible with a decomposition of inflection
class features.)

133
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Two possible strategies:

(i) argue that the question of how inflection classes can be constrained is irrelevant
from a synchronic perspective;

(ii) argue that restrictions on the number of possible inflection classes (based on a given
marker inventory) follow from independently motivated assumptions, without invoking
specific constraints that explicitly impose restrictions on possible inflection classes.

I adopt the latter strategy.

A meta-principle that restricts possible inflectional systems (null hypothesis for both
child and linguist) (Alexiadou & Miiller (2005)):

(2) Syncretism Principle:
Identity of form implies identity of function
(within a certain domain, and unless there is evidence to the contrary).

Claim:

Accompanied by two simple and widely accepted auxiliary assumptions (which T call
Elsewhere and Blocking), the Syncretism Principle significantly restricts the number of
possible inflection classes by itself:

(3) Inflection Class Economy Theorem:
Given a set of n inflection markers, there can be at most 2"~ inflection classes,
independently of the number of grammatical categories that the markers have to
distribute over.

6.2 Paradigm Economy

6.2.1 The Paradigm Economy Principle

Background question:
What is the largest number of inflection classes (paradigms) which a given array of
inflectional resources can be organized into?

(4) The Paradigm Economy Principle (Carstairs (1987, 51)):
When in a given language L more than one inflectional realization is available for
some bundle or bundles of non-lexically-determined morphosyntactic properties as-
sociated with some part of speech N, the number of macroparadigms for N is no
greater than the number of distinct “rival” macroinflections available for that bundle
which is most genereously endowed with such rival realizations.

Consequence:
The number of (macro-) inflection classes does not exceed the greatest number of allo-
morphs.
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(5) An impossible paradigm (Carstairs-McCarthy (1998)):

| Class A ‘ Class B ‘ Class C|Class D ‘
Cell 1 a a f f
Cell 2 b e e e
Cell 3 c c h h
Cell 4 d d d g

e number of inflection classes: 4
e greatest number of allomorphic variation: 2

(6) Hungarian present indefinite verb inflection

\ | Indicative | Subjunctive |
Sg 1|0k, ek, 6k, om, em, &m | ak, ek am em

2| (a)sz, (e)sz, ol, el, &l 0, al, é

3 Q, ik on, en, on, ék
Pl 1 unk, tink unk, tink

2| (o)tok, (e)tek, (6)tok | atok, etek

3 (a)nak, (e)nek anak, enek

Logical possibility:

Given complete independence of distribution of markers over (macro-) inflection classes:
276.480 inflection classes.

Actual (macro-) inflection classes:
very few. How many exactly?

(7) Some Hungarian verbs

[Indicative |
olvasni ilni enni érteni irni
‘read’ ‘sit’ ‘eat’ ‘understand’ | ‘write’
Sg 1 |olvas-ok il-6k esz-em | ért-ek ir-ok
2 | olvas-ol iil-sz esz-el ért-esz ir-sz
3 |olvas-0 il-0 esz-ik ért-0 ir-Q
Pl 1|olvas-unk |iil-ink |esz-unk |ért-iink ir-unk
2 | olvas-tok |iil-tok esz-tek | ért-etek ir-tok
3 |olvas-nak |iil-nek esz-nek |ért-enek ir-nak
| Subjunctive |
Sg 1 |olvas-ak iilj-ek egy-em | értj-ek irj-ak
2| olvas-@/-al | ilj-D /-6l | egy-€l | értj-@/-é1  |irj-@ /-4l
3 | olvas-on ilj-en egy-ek | értj-en irj-on
Pl 1|olvas-unk |iilj-link |egy-link |értj-iink irj-unk
2 |olvas-atok |iilj-etek |egy-etek |értj-etek irj-atok
3| olvas-anak |iilj-enek |egy-enek |értj-enek irj-anak
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Conclusion:

Abstracting away from differences that are (morpho-) phonologically predictable, there
are only two (macro-) inflection classes: the normal conjugation and the i conjugation
(each with a back-vowel and a front-vowel version).

(8) Hungarian present indefinite conjugalions: analysis

|  Indicative | Subjunctive ]
normal ik normal | ik
Sg 1|0k om ak am
2 | ol (after sibilants) | ol Q/al | 0/al
asz (elsewhere)
3|0 ik on ék
Pl 1|unk unk unk unk
2| (o)tok (o)tok || (o)tok | (o)tok
3| (a)nak (a)nak || (a)nak | (a)nak
Observation:

The Paradigm Economy Principle crucially relies on the notion of macro-paradigm (or
macro-inflection class).

(9) Macro-Paradigm:

A macro-paradigm consists of:

a. any two or more similar paradigms whose inflectional differences either can be
accounted for phonologically, or else correlate consistently with differences in
semantic or lexically determined syntactic properties (like gender);
or

b. any paradigm which cannot be thus combined with other paradigm(s).

(10) German noun inflection

I: masc, neut IT: masc III: neut, masc || IV: masc, neut
Hund,, (‘dog’), | Baum,, (‘tree’)| Buch, (‘book’), || Strahl, (‘ray’)
Schaf,, (‘sheep’) Flog,, (‘raft’) || Mann,, (‘man’) | Auge, (‘eye’)
nom/sg 0] (0] (0] (0]
acc/sg 0] 0] (0] 0
dat/sg (0] (0] (0] 0
gen/sg (e)s (e)s (¢)s (e)s
nom/pl (e) ”(e) Ver (e)n
acc/pl (e) ”(e) Ver (e)n
dat/pl (e)n ”(e)n “ern (e)n
gen/ol G ) (e
V: masc (‘weak’) VI: fem VII: fem VIII: fem
Planet,, (‘planet’) || Zieges (‘goat’) | Mausy (‘mouse’) ||  Drangsaly
(‘distress’)
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nom/sg ) (0] (0] 0]
acc/sg (e)n 0] 0] )
dat/sg (e)n 9] 0] 0]
gen/sg (e)n 0] 9] )
nom/pl (e)n (e)n "(e) (e)
acc/pl (e)n (e)n "(e) ()
dat/pl (e)n (e)n ”(e)n (e)n
gen/pl (e)n (e)n "(e) ()

German noun inflection and paradigm economy:

The classification in (10) is that of Alexiadou & Miiller (2005), but there is a similar
taxonomy of inflection classes in Carstairs (1986, 8). (Carstairs actually has 14
inflection classes, including ones with s as a plural marker.)

Observation:
The greatest number of allomorphic variation is 4 (nom/acc/gen plural; 5 if /s/ is
included).

Conclusion:
There can at most be 4 (5) macro-inflection classes.

(11) Macro-inflection classes for German noun declension

a. I (7er-plural)

b. 'V (so-called ‘weak masculines’)

c. IV/VI (en-plural; gen/sg s for masc/neut; gen/sg @ for fem)

d. TI/VII ("e-plural; gen/sg s for masc/neut; gen/sg @ for fem)

e. I/VII (e-plural; gen/sg s for masc/neut; gen/sg @ for fem)
Problem:

It seems that (11-de) must be combined into a single macroclass, with Umlaut accounted
for independently (viz., (morpho-) phonologically). Carstairs (1987, 58): Stem allomor-
phy does indeed not give rise to different macro-inflection classes (there is “a distinction
between affixal and non-affixal inflection”).

(12) Russian noun inflection
a. Singular

\ [Ta/lb,, [a/1lby,, [ 1a/I1by [1Va/IVb,, |

nom/sg| O a (0] o
acc/sg d/a u 0] 0
dat/sg u e i u
gen/sg a i i a
inst/sg | om 0j ju om
loc/sg e e i e
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b. Plural
| [1a/Ib,, [ 11a/ITby,, | Ia/I1Tby [ TVa/IVh,, |
nom/pl ||y y i a
acc/pl ||y/ov |y/O i/ej a/0
dat/pl ||am am jam am
gen/pl | ov 0] €j 0]
inst/pl || ami ami jami ami
loc/pl || ax ax jax ax
Problem:

1. If the [acc < gen| animacy effect with class I noun stems and all plural noun
stems gives rise to different inflection classes in each case, the number of inflection
classes would have to be 8.

2. However, the greatest number of allomorphic variation is 4 (accusative singular).
Solution:

e The variation in acc/sg (class 1) and acc/pl (all classes) contexts correlates consis-
tently with differences in semantic properties (animacy), and is thus predictable:
8 — 4.

e The differences between class 1 and class 4 are also predictable on the basis of
gender: 4 — 3.

e Thus, there are only three macro-inflection classes in Russian noun declension.

Conclusion:

Given the concept of macro-paradigm (or macro-inflection class), counter-examples to
the Paradigm Economy Principle can be explained away. On this view, if a different
inflectional pattern can be described by invoking gender features, semantic features
(like animacy), phonological features, or if it involves non-affixal inflection, it is
irrelevant for paradigm economy: Only those differences count which are absolutely
irreducible.

Problem:

(i) Without a concept like that of a macro-paradigm, the Paradigm Economy Principle
would be much too restrictive; it would exclude many of the attested inflection patterns
in languages with inflection classes.

(ii) However, assuming such a liberal notion of macro-paradigm reduces the Paradigm
Economy Principle’s predictive power.

6.2.2 No Blur

Background:
The No Blur Principle is proposed in Carstairs-McCarthy (1994) as a successor to his
earlier Paradigm Economy Principle.
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(13) The No Blur Principle (Carstairs-McCarthy (1994, 742)):
Within any set of competing inflectional realizations for the same paradigmatic
cell, no more than one can fail to identify inflection class unambiguously.

Underlying idea:
There is typically one elsewhere marker that is not specified for inflection class, but no
more than that.

Note:

Just like the Paradigm Economy Principle, the No Blur Principle blocks (what looks
like) a constant re-use of inflectional material in various inflection classes, and thereby
restricts the number of possible inflection classes over a given inventory of markers.
(Comment: However, this is exactly what seems to happen in inflectional systems of
various types, again and again. Moreover, No Blur, at least as a tendency, is in conflict
with the existence of trans-paradigmatic syncretism).

(14) Strong feminine inflection classes in Icelandic

Fa Fa/ Fi Fcl Fc2

vél (‘ma- drotining mynd geit vik

(chine’)  (‘queen’) (‘picture’) | (‘goat’) | (‘bay’)
nom sg || vél-@ drottning-@ |mynd-@ |geit-@ |vik-0
acc sg || vel-0 drottning-u |mynd-@ |geit-0@ |vik-0
dat sg | vel-0 drottning-u | mynd-@ |geit-@ |vik-O
gen sg || vél-ar drottning-ar |mynd-ar |geit-ar |vik-ur
nom pl || vél-ar drottning-ar |mynd-ir |geit-ur |vik-ur
acc pl || vél-ar drottning-ar |mynd-ir |geit-ur |vik-ur
dat pl ||vél-um  drottning-um | mynd-um | geit-um | vik-um
gen pl || vél-a drottning-a |mynd-a |geit-a |vik-a

Analysis (Carstairs-McCarthy (1994, 740-742)):

e Genitive singular and nominative plural are the leading forms (‘Kennformen’; cf.
Wurzel (1987)).
e Markers for gen/sg: ur < gen/sg, class Fc2; ar < gen/sg.

e Markers for nom/pl: ar < nom/pl, class Fa; ir <> nom/pl, class Fi; ur <> nom/pl

Problem:

The No Blur Principle makes wrong predictions if the complete system of Icelandic noun
declension is taken in to account: In both gen/sg and nom/pl contexts, there is more
than one marker that fails to unambiguously identify inflection class.

(15) The complete system of inflection classes in Icelandic noun inflection (Kress (1982),
Miiller (2005)):
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1] 2 3 415|678 9 10 | 11 | 12
Ma|Na | Fa(’) | Mi | Fi |Mu|Mc |Fcl|Fc2 ||Mw| Nw | Fw
nom sg|| ur | @ ur [ @ |ur|jur| @ | @ | i a | a
accsg | O | QOO O O O O|O| a|a|u
datsg | i |i|[Qw)|@O|O|i|i|O|O| a|a]|nu
gensg || s | s ar |ar|ar|ar |ar|ar|ur| a | a | u
nom pl | ar | @ ar ir [ir |ir |ur|ur | ur | ar | u ur
acc pl a | O ar i |ir | i |ur|ur| ur | a u | ur
dat pl |[um|um| um |[um|um|um |um|um|um |um | um | um
genpl | a | a a alal|alalal|a|a|(nal(na
Solution:

e No Blur holds only for a set of inflection classes of the same gender-.

e However, this still does not seem to suffice: In masculine nom/pl contexts, neither
ar (Ma, Mw) nor 4r (Mi, Mu) unambiguously identifies inflection class.

Trans-paradigmatic syncretism and No Blur:

This problem is indicative of a more general potential problem that is raised by the No
Blur Principle (as well as by Noyer’s (2005) related Interclass Syncretism Constraint):
Trans-paradigmatic syncretism is a recurring pattern of inflectional systems. This
pattern has successfully been addressed by standard techniques (Jakobson (1936), Bier-
wisch (1967)) involving feature decomposition and underspecification (which permits
a reference by inflection marker specifications to natural classes of inflection classes).
See Halle (1992), Oltra Massuet (1999), Wiese (1999), Stump (2001), Alexiadou &
Miiller (2005), Miiller (2005), Trommer (2005), Bérjesson (2006), Opitz (2006), Weisser
(2006). In all these approaches, more than one of the inflection markers competing
for a given instantiation of a grammatical category fails to unambiguously identify
inflection class, in violation of the No Blur Principle.

Conclusion:

(i) Paradigm Economy Principle and No Blur Principle (Noyer’s Interclass Syncretism
Constraint) reduce the set of logically possible inflection classes (based on a given in-
ventory of markers) to a very small set.

(ii) However, these constraints constantly face the danger of being {oo restrictive.

(iii) Furthermore, these constraints are incompatible with the view that paradigms are
mere epiphenomena, and with the view that trans-paradigmatic syncretism can be ac-
counted for by invoking class feature decomposition and underspecification.

(iv) This warrants looking for alternative ways of bringing about paradigm economy.
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6.3 Paradigm Economy as a Theorem

6.3.1 Claim

(16) Inflection Class Economy Theorem:
Given a set of n inflection markers, there can be at most 27~ inflection classes,
independently of the number of instantiations of the grammatical category that
the markers have to distribute over.

Note:

The number of 2"~ inflection classes encodes the powerset of the inventory of markers,
minus one radically underspecified marker. For instance: Assuming an abstract
system with five markers and six instantiations of a grammatical category (e.g., case),
the Inflection Class Economy Theorem states that there can at most be sixteen (i.e.,
251 = 2%) inflection classes, out of the 15.625 (i.e., 5%) that would otherwise be possible.

Claim:

The Inflection Class Economy Theorem follows under any morphological theory that
makes the three assumptions in (17), (18), and (19), which I call ‘Syncretism’, ‘Else-
where’, and ‘Blocking’.

(I basically presuppose an approach along the lines of Distributed Morphology (Halle
& Marantz (1993, 1994), Noyer (1992)), but things are exactly the same under alterna-
tive morphological theories, e.g., Minimalist Morphology (Wunderlich (1996, 1997b)),
or Paradigm Function Morphology (Stump (2001)).)

(17) Syncretism (first assumption):
The Syncretism Principle holds: For each marker, there is a unique specification
of morpho-syntactic features.

Note:

The Syncretism Principle underlies much recent (and, based on the Jakobsonian tradi-
tion, some not so recent) work in inflectional morphology; it provides simple and elegant
analyses, and it has been empirically confirmed for a variety of inflectional systems in
the world’s languages.

(18) Elsewhere (second assumption):
There is always one elsewhere marker that is radically underspecified with respect
to inflection class (and more generally). Other markers may be underspecified to
an arbitrary degree (including not at all).

Note:

(i) Underspecification as a means to account for syncretism is employed in most recent
theories of inflectional morphology, including Distributed Morphology, Minimalist Mor-
phology, and Paradigm Function Morphology.

(i) The assumption that there is always one radically underspecified elsewhere marker
in inflectional systems is quite common (see, e.g., Stump’s (2001) Identity Function
Default rule).
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(ii-a) It is well-motivated empirically because it can account for ‘discontinuous’ occur-
rences of markers in paradigms (where natural classes captured by non-radical under-
specification is unlikely to be involved).

(ii-b) It ensures that there are (usually) no paradigmatic gaps in inflectional systems
(which should otherwise be an option, given underspecification).

(19) Blocking (third assumption):
Competition of underspecified markers is resolved by choosing the most specific
marker: For all (competing) markers «, 3, either « is more specific than 3, or 3
is more specific than a.

Note:

A Specificity constraint along these lines is adopted in Distributed Morphology
(typically as part of the definition of the Subset Principle, see Halle (1997)), in Min-
imalist Morphology (see Wunderlich (1996, 1997b, 2004)), and in Paradigm Function
Morphology (Stump (2001) calls the relevant constraint Panini’s Principle).

Consequence:

(i) Syncretism is systematic in the sense that only one specification of morpho-syntactic
features is associated with any given inflection marker (with the qualifications made in
(2)).

(ii) For any given fully specified context, there is always one inflection marker that fits.
(iii) For any given fully specified context, there is never more than one inflection marker
that fits.

(Elsewhere and Blocking emerge as two sides of the same coin; see ‘Completeness’ and
‘Uniqueness’ in Wunderlich (1996, 99).)

Two remaining issues:

(i) How does the Inflection Class Economy Theorem constrain inflectional systems?
(i) How does the Inflection Class Economy Theorem follow as a theorem from Syn-
cretism, Elsewhere, and Blocking?

6.3.2 Illustration

(20) Two versions of the basic question:
a. Given an inventory of markers for a certain domain (e.g., noun inflection),
how many inflection classes can there be?
b. Given an inventory of markers with associated features encoding a grammatical
category (e.g., case) for a certain domain (e.g., noun inflection), how many
inflection classes can there be?

Assumption:

(20-a) is the more interesting question: It does not presuppose that the specification
of a marker for a grammatical category (e.g., with respect to case and/or number) is
somehow privileged, i.e., more basic than its inflection class features. (Carstairs (1987)
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only tries to answer (20-b).)

A system without restrictions:

If, in a given domain (e.g., noun inflection), there are n markers for m instantiations
of a grammatical category (e.g., case), the markers can be grouped into n™ distinct
inflection classes (i.e., the set of m-tuples over an input set with n members). [Thanks
to the compdling toolbox, UMass linguistics.]

Abstract ezample 1: 3 markers, 4 cases: 81 (= 3%) possible inflection classes

aaaalabcalbabalbcaalfcacal|cchba
aaablabcb|babblbcabi|cacbilccbb
aaac|labcc|babc|bcaci|cacc|ccbec
aabalacaalbacalbcbalcbaal|ccca
aabblacab|/bacb|bcbblcbablccchb
aabclacac|/bacc|bcbc |cbaci|cccec
aacalacbalbbaalbccalfcbba
aacblacbb|bbab|bccbilcbbb
aacc lacbc |bbac|bccc |cbbec
abaalaccalbbba|caaal|cbca
abablaccb|bbbbifcaabi|cbchb
abaclaccc |bbbc |caac |cbcec
abbalbaaa|bbcajfcaba|ccaa
abbb|/baab|bbcbifcabbiccahb
abbc |baac |bbcc|cabc|ccac

Note:

(i) The letters a, b, and ¢ stand for the three markers.

(ii) All four-letter rows (4-tuples separated by either a vertical line or a line break)
correspond to one inflection class, with the first marker in a row being used for the first
instantiation of case (e.g., nominative), the second one for the second instantiation of
case (e.g., accusative), the third one for the third instantiation of case (e.g., dative),
and the fourth one for the fourth instantiation of case (e.g., genitive).

(iii) It is unlikely that a language can be found in which eighty-one inflection classes have
been generated on the basis of three markers and four instantiations of a grammatical
category.

(21) Predictions for example 1
a. Paradigm Economy Principle, worst case scenario:
3 inflection classes: the size of the inventory
b. No Blur Principle, worst case scenario:
9 inflection classes: ((3-1)x4)+1
c. Inflection Class Economy Theorem, worst case scenario:
4 inflection classes: 237!

(22) Ezplanation of worst case scenarios, Paradigm Economy Principle:
All three markers can be allomorphs for a single case specification (e.g., a, b, and ¢
can all be accusative markers); still, there can then only be three distinct inflection
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classes.

(23) Ezplanation of worst case scenarios, No Blur Principle:

a. There is one default marker (say, a).

b. One class consists only of default markers (aaaa).

c.  All the other inflection classes differ from this class by replacing one of the a’s
with either b or ¢ (baaa, abaa, aaba, aaabd, caaa, acaa, aaca, aaac), so that all
classes respect the No Blur Principle.

d. Adding another class with more than one b, or more than one ¢, or a — perhaps
minimal — combination of #’s and ¢’s (cf. bbaa, or aace, or abca, etc.) will
invariably lead to a violation of the No Blur Principle because either b or ¢
(or both) will cease to be inflection-class specific.

e. In general, the No Blur Principle predicts that there can at most be ((n-
1)xm)+1 inflection classes, for n markers and m instantiations of a gram-
matical category: Every marker except for one — the default marker, hence
“~1” — can appear for a given instantiation of a grammatical category only in
one inflection class; and “41” captures a class consisting exclusively of default
markers.

Note:

Assuming default markers that are specific with respect to instantiations of a grammat-
ical category (such that, e.g., a is the default marker for the first instantiation, & for
the second, ¢ for the third, and perhaps again a for the fourth) instead of an extremely
general default marker a, does not change things: This would be compatible with No
Blur, but it could not increase the number of possible inflection classes. In the case at
hand, the maximal set of inflection classes would include abca, bbca, cbea, aaca, acca,
abaa, abba, abch, abec.

Abstract ezample 2: 5 markers, 3 cases: 125 (= 5%) possible inflection classes
aaalada|bbal|lbea|cca|daa|dda|eba |eea
aabladb|bbb|beb|ccb|dab|ddb]l|ebb b
aac |adc |[bbc|bec |ccc|dac |ddc |ebc |eec
aad|ladd|bbd|bed|ccd|dad|ddd|ebd|feed
aacec|ade |[bbe |bee|cce |dae |dde [ebe [eece
abaljlaealbcalcaalcda|dba|dea|eca
abblaeb|bcb|cab|cdb|dbb|deb]l|echb
abc|laec |bcc|cac|cdc |dbc |dec |ecc
abdlaed|bcd|cad|cdd|dbd|ded|ecd
abe|laee |bce|cae|cde |[dbe |[dee [ece
acalbaalbdalcbalcea|dcaleaaleda
acb|/bab|bdb|cbb|ceb|dcbleabledb
acc |bac|bdc |cbc |cec |dcc |eac |edc
acd|/bad|bdd|cbd|ced|dcd|ead]|edd
ace |bae|bde |cbe|cee |dce |eae |ede

(24) Predictions for example 2
a. Paradigm Economy Principle, worst case scenario:
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5 inflection classes: the size of the inventory
b. No Blur Principle, worst case scenario:
13 inflection classes: ((5-1)x3)+1
(E.g., assuming a as a default marker, aaq, baa, aba, aab, caa, aca, aac, daa,
ada, aad, eaa, aea, aae)
c. Inflection Class Economy Theorem, worst case scenario:
16 inflection classes: 257!

(25) Predictions for example 3

a. Paradigm Economy Principle, worst case scenario:
5 inflection classes: the size of the inventory

b. No Blur Principle, worst case scenario:
17 inflection classes: ((5-1)x4)+1
(E.g., aaaa, baaa, abaa, aaba, aaabd, caaa, acaa, aaca, aaac, daaa, adaa, aada,
aaad, eaaa, aeaa, aaea, aaae.)

c. Inflection Class Economy Theorem, worst case scenario:
16 inflection classes: 2°~!

Conclusion so far:
The Inflection Class Economy Theorem restricts possible inflection classes in a way that
is roughly comparable to the Paradigm Economy and No Blur Principles.

6.3.3 Deriving the Inflection Class Economy Theorem

Recall:

(i) Syncretism: Only one morpho-syntactic feature specification is associated with each
marker of the inventory for a given morphological domain (exceptions apart).

(ii) Elsewhere: There is always one marker that in principle fits into every context of
fully specified morpho-syntactic features.

(iii) Blocking: There is always only one marker that can in fact be used for any fully
specified context of morpho-syntactic features.

(26) Argument via marker deaclivation combinalions:

a. Since each inflection marker M can only be associated with one specification of
morpho-syntactic features (because of Syncretism), it follows that for each
inflection marker M and for each inflection class I, it must be the case that M
is either compatible with 1 or incompatible with I.

b. A marker is compatible with an inflection class I if it bears no inflection class
feature, if it bears fully specified inflection class information that completely
characterizes I, or if it is characterized by a set of underspecified inflection class
features that is a subset of the fully specified set of features that characterize
the inflection class.

c. M is activated for 1 if it is compatible with it; and deactivated for 1 if it is
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incompatible with it.

(If a marker is activated for an inflection class I, this does not imply that it
will actually be used by I — there may well be a more specific marker that
blocks it.)

Blocking ensures that each inflection class can be defined in terms of the
markers that are active in it: For all competing markers a and /3, it is fixed
once and for all by the markers’ feature specifications (and independently of
inflection classes) that either 5 is more specific than «, or « is more specific
than 3.

Hence, if the same set of markers is activated for two inflection classes Iy and
12, 1} must be identical to ls.

Conversely, since every marker is either activated or deactivated for any given
inflection class, it also follows that if the same set of markers is deactivated
for two inflection classes Iy and Iy, I; and Is must be the same inflection class
(because the same set of markers is then activated for I; and Iy, because a
marker /x/ can only have one specification [¢], and because specificity relations
among competing markers are fixed).

In order to determine the maximal number of inflection classes on the basis
of a given inventory of markers, it now suffices to successively deactivate all
possible marker combinations.

Starting with the full inventory of markers, we can proceed by successively
deactivating all combinations of markers, which yields class after class.

Thus, all markers of the inventory are compatible with class I;; all except
for marker o are compatible with class I; all except for markers a, b are
compatible with class I3; and so forth.

However, by assumption (Elsewhere), one marker always is the elsewhere
(default) marker: It is compatible with all inflection classes because it is rad-
ically underspecified; and therefore it cannot be deactivated by definition.
Consequently, all possible marker deactivation combinations are provided by
the powerset of the set of all the markers of the inventory minus the elsewhere
marker: 2"~ !, for n markers.

Thus, given a set of n inflection markers, there can be at most 2"~/ marker
deactivation combinations.

Since marker deactivation combinations fully determine possible inflection
classes, it now follows that given a set of n inflection markers, there can be at
most 2"~ inflection classes.

This reasoning is independent of the number of instantiations of the grammatical cat-
egory (e.g., the number of cases) that a set of markers needs to distribute over. In
contrast to what is the case under the No Blur Principle, an increase in instantiations
of a grammatical category does not induce an increase in possible inflection classes over
a given inventory of markers. Hence:
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(27) Inflection Class Economy Theorem:
Given a set of n inflection markers, there can be at most 27~/ inflection classes,
independently of the number of grammatical categories that the markers have to
distribute over.

6.3.4 Examples
6.3.4.1

Note:

In order to illustrate the possible marker deactivation patterns, the case categories are
now called 1, 2, 3, and 4. Given an inventory of three markers, there are 23~! = 4
deactivation combinations.

A First Example

(28) Ezample 1 revisited:
a. 3 markers: {a, b, c}
b. 4cases: 1,2,3,4
c. Deactivation combinations: { {b, c}, {b}, {c}, {} }

Observation:

Of the 81 inflection classes that would logically be possible under, only four remain,
given Syncretism, Underspecification, and Blocking (i.e., the Inflection Class Economy
Theorem). This result holds under any specificity-induced order of the markers, and
under any assignment of case features to markers.

(29) A possible assignment of case specifications to markers:
a. Markers:
W) /a/ =1
(i) /b/ < [12]
(iii) /c/ < [234]
b. Specificity:
/b/ > [/ > [a/

c¢. Deactivation combinations and inflection classes:

{b, c} — aaaa
{b} — accc
{c} — bbaa
{} — bbcc

(30) Another possible assignment of case specifications to markers:
a. Markers:
(i) /a/ <[]
(i) /b/ < [234]
(iii) /c/ < [4]
b. Specificity:
/c/ > /b/ > [a/

c. Deactivation combinations and inflection classes:
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{b, ¢} — aaaa
{b} — aaac
{c} — abbb
{} — abbc

Note:
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The question of how the cases 1, 2, 3, 4 are derived from more primitive decomposed
features (e.g., how [234] can be a natural class), and how systems with apparently
unnatural classes (under minimal decomposition) are derived, is orthogonal.

6.3.4.2 A second example

(31) Ezample 3 revisited:
a. b markers: {a, b, c, d, e}
b. 4cases: 1,2,3,4

(32) A possible choice:

a. Markers: a.

(i) /a/ <[]

(i) /b/ < [23]
(i) /c/ < [14]
(iv) /d/ < [3]
(v) /e/ < [34]

b. Specificity: b.
/d/ > [e/ > [c/ > /b] > [a/
¢. Deactivation combinations c.

& inflection classes:
{b, ¢, d, e} — aaaa

{b,c,d} — aaee
{b,c,e} — aada
{b, ¢} — aade
{b,d, e} — caac
{b, d} — caee
{b, e} — cadc
{b} — cade
{¢c,d, e} — abba
{c, d} — abee
{c, e} — abda
{c} — abde
{d, e} — cbbce
{d} — cbee
{e} — chdc
{} — chde

(33) Another possible choice:

Markers:

i) /a/ =1l

(i) /b/ <[]

(i) /e/ < [1]

(iv) /d/ < [2]

(v) e/ < [34]

Specificity:

/c/ > [d/ > [e/ > /b/ > ]a/
Deactivation combinations

& inflection classes:

{b, ¢, d, e} — aaaa
{b,c,d} — aaee
{b,c, e} — adaa
{b, ¢} — adee
{b,d, e} — caaa
{b, d} — caee
{b, e} — cdaa
{b} — cdee
{¢c,d, e} — Dbbbb
{c, d} — bbee
{c, e} — bdbb
{c} — bdee
{d, e} — cbbb
{d} — cbee
{e} — cdbb
{} — edee
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(34) A third possible choice: (35) A fourth possible choice:

a. Markers: a. Markers:
W) fa/ <] (M) fa/ <]
(i) /b/ < [234] (i) /b/ 1]
(iii) /c/ < [134] (iii) /c/ < [2]
(v) /d/ < [123] (v) /d/ = 3
v) fe/ 123 V) fe/ 4

b. Specificity: b. Specificity:
/d/ > [e/ > [¢/ > /b] > [a/ e/ > [d} > [c/ > [b] > [a/

c. Deactivation combinations c. Deactivation combinations
& inflection classes: & inflection classes:
{b, ¢, d, e} — aaaa {b, c, d, e} — aaaa
{b,c,d} — eeea {b,c,d} — aaae
{b,c,e} — ddda {b,c,e} — aada
{b, c} — ddda {b, c} — aade
{b,d, e} — cacc {b,d, e} — acaa
{b, d} — eeec {b, d} — acae
{b, e} — dddc {b, e} — acda
{b} — ddde {b} — acde
{c,d, e} — abbb {c,d, e} — baaa
{c, d} — eeeb {c, d} — baae
{c, e} — dddb {c, e} — bada
{c} — dddb {c} — bade
{d, e} — cbee {d, e} — bcaa
{d} — eeee {d} — bcae
{e} — ddde {e} — bcda
{} — ddde {} — bede

Note:

Again, the issue of what the decomposed case and inflection class features that encode
the deactivation patterns in systems like (32)—(35) would actually look like is strictly
speaking orthogonal to present concerns. Still, for the case at hand, in the worst case
there would have to be four binary inflection class features [to], [£6], [£7] and [£d]
whose cross-classification yields the sixteen inflection classes (with individual markers
underspecified as, e.g., [+a]); two abstract grammatical category features (e.g., case
features such as [tgoverned|, [+oblique], as in Bierwisch (1967)) would suffice for all
systems but (34), where either reference to negated specifications would be necessary,
or a third primitive feature would have to be invoked.

6.4 Conclusion

Scope of the resull:

There may be minor imperfections in inflectional systems that can be traced back to
historical factors. In particular, these deviations from optimal design show up in the
form of isolated markers that cannot be given unique specifications, resulting in a case
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of non-systematic homophony. In such a situation, the set of possible inflection classes
is mildly increased; it is 277 1%, for z additional marker specifications required by
unresolved, accidental homophony.

Abstractness of inflection markers:

The notion of “marker” is to be understood in a somewhat more abstract way
that ignores allomorphic variation which is phonologically or morpho-phonologically
conditioned (and not morphologically, as with variation determined by inflection class
membership). For instance, Halle (1994) argues that the marker realizations ov and
ej for genitive plural in Russian are allomorphs whose choice is morpho-phonologically
determined; on this view, there is but a single marker /ov/, accompanied a single
underspecified set of morpho-syntactic features (perhaps involving underspecified
inflection class features, as suggested in Alexiadou & Miiller (2005) in order to account
for fact that this marker exhibits trans-paradigmatic syncretism).

Note:

The same reasoning applies to

(i) the use of disjunction or negation in marker specifications (see, e.g., Bierwisch
(1967), Wunderlich (1996)), but only if contradictory feature specifications are involved;
(i) the use of variables over feature values in marker specifications (i.e., o notation
(see Chomsky (1965), Chomsky & Halle (1968a) for the original concept, Noyer (1992),
Harley (1994), Johnston (1996), Alexiadou & Miiller (2005), Bérjesson (2006), Georgi
(2006), Lahne (2006), and Opitz (2006) on its use in morphology).

On the other hand:

The 27! formula captures worst case scenarios. Overlapping marker specifications
reduce the number of possible inflection classes further. Moreover, for an inflectional
system to fully exploit the logical possibilities for developing inflection classes as they
arise under the Inflection Class Economy Theorem is extremely unlikely — typically, far
from all marker deactivation combinations will be employed.

(36) Consequences for other morphological operations:

a. Fission (Distributed Morphology; Halle & Marantz (1993), Noyer (1992)), rule
blocks (stem-and-paradigm accounts; Anderson (1992), Stump (2001)). Both
concepts give rise to instances of subanalysis, in the sense that what may look
like a complex marker at first sight turns out to be best analyzed as a sequence
of smaller markers, each with its own specifications (Janda & Joseph (1992),
Bierkandt (2006)): unproblematic as long as it is understood that no more
than one inflection class can determine a sequence of subanalyzed markers in
each case.

b. Impoverishment (Distributed Morphology): Given that standard impoverish-
ment (as feature deletion) can be reanalyzed as insertion of a highly specific
null marker (Trommer (1999)), each impoverishment rule also increases the
set of n’s (for which the powerset is created) by one.
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