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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-syntactic features between morphology and syntax
Morphology:
Inventory of inflection markers

Syntar:
Distribution of inflection markers

Syntactic structure
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Paradigm 1: Pronominal inflection in German

[-pl] [+pl]

| [ [+masc] [ [+neut] [ [+fem] || [+masc] [ [+neut] | [+fem] |

“+nom]| -er -es -e -e -e -e
+acc -en -es -e -e -e -e
+dat -em -em -er -en -en -en
+gen -es -es -er -er -er -er
(3) dass Fritz diesem Mann traut
that Fritz,e, this mangg; trusts
(4) /CP\
¢ I N
dass NP \%4

l T

Fritz NP \%
[+dat,+masc,—pl|
,/\

DP N — traut
[+dat,+masc,—pl] 4—/[m7pl]
/ /
diesem Mann

Observation:

Here it looks as though one could assume that the morpho-syntactic features that
are relevant in the morphological component (inventory) and the morpho-syntactic
features that are relevant in the syntax (distribution) are identical.

Asymmetries

Problem:

There are asymmetries between morphology and syntax with respect to morpho-
syntactic features. Two examples:

(i) Inflection class features are relevant in morphology, but irrelevant in syntax.

(ii) Underspecification is relevant in morphology, but (typically) not in syntayx.

Necessity of inflection classes

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

Independently motivated features (morpho-syntactic features like gender, phonological
features like soft or hard stem ending, semantic features like animacy) do not suffice to
correctly predict the inflection class for a given stem in all cases. It seems that specific
inflection class features on stems are unavoidable.
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Paradigm 2: Russian noun inflection, inflection class [1], singular : [+masc]

I
zavody, (‘factory’) student,, (‘student’) Zitel, (‘inhabitant’)

nom/sg || zavod-0 student-0 zitel’-0
akk/sg || zavod-O 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
prep/sg || zavod-e student-e Zitel-e

Paradigm 3: Russian noun inflection, inflection class [2], singular: [+fem], [+masc]

11

komnaty ucitelnicy nedel’y muzcing,

(‘room’) (‘teacher’) (‘week’) (‘man’)
nom/sg || komnat-a ucitel’nic-a nedel-ja | muZCin-a
akk/sg || komnat-u ucitel’nic-u nedel-ju muzéin-u
dat/sg || komnat-e ucitel’nic-e nedel-e muzfin-e
gen/sg || komnat-y ucitel’nic-y nedel-i muzéin-y
inst/sg || komnat-oj(u) | utitel’nic-ej(u) | nedel-ej(u) | muzcin-oj(u)
prep/sg || komnat-e ucitel’nic-e nedel-e muz€in-e

Necessity of inflection classes

Observation:

Most of the variation concerns the choice of the plural marker. However, in the singular,
too, inflection class features must be postulated in order to capture the assignment of
stems to inflection classes: strong vs. weak masculine nouns. Again, independently
motivated features of stems do not suffice here. (Cf., e.g., [fanimate| — see Dirigent
‘conductor’ vs. Planet ‘planet’).

Syncretism and underspecification

Observation:

There are many homonymies of inflection markers: syncretism. (There is a narrow
notion of syncretism: one marker for more than one case. There is also a more general
interpretation: formal identity of different cells in any given paradigm. I adopt the
latter notion.) It is not a priori clear to what extent syncretism can be viewed as
systematic, and to what extent it might be accidental. However, it is uncontroversial
that at least some instances of syncretism are not accidental. Consequently, the
question arises of how to account for the phenomenon.

Ezample and Analysis

Example:

There are 24 different paradigm cells in paradigm 1, but there are only 5 distinct
markers: -e, -er, -en, -es, -em. Thus, there is only one marker for the morpho-syntactic
feature specifications [+dat,+masc,—pl] and [+dat,+neut,—pl|: -em; and this marker is
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Paradigm 4: Russian noun inflection, inflection class [3], singular: [+fem]

111
tetrad’y (‘notebook’) mys’y (‘mouse’) do¢’y (‘daughter’)
nom/sg || tetrad’-@ my§’-0 do¢’-0
akk/sg || tetrad’-Q my§’-0 do¢’-0
dat/sg || tetrad-i mys-i doc-er-i
gen/sg || tetrad-i mys-i doc-er-i
inst/sg || tetrad’-ju mys’-ju doc¢-er’-ju
prep/sg || tetrad-i myS§-i doc-er-i
Paradigm 5: noun inflection in Russian (simplified)
[pl] [+pl]
| [ O] [[2]] (3] [0 [ =] Bl ]

fnom|[| -0 | -a -0 i i i

+ace] |-9/-a|-u -0 -i/-ov(-¢j) |-i/-0| -i/-€j

+dat -u | -e -1 -am -am -am

-+gen -a | - -1 -ov(-ej) | -0 -ej

+inst] || -om [-o0j -ju -ami -ami | -ami

+prep||| -e |-e -1 -ax -ax -ax

different from all the other markers in paradigm 1.

Analysis: natural classes and underspecification:

A common basis of the instances of a given syncretism is sought — a property that
the different contexts exhibiting an identical marker have in common. This property
characterizes a natural class of morpho-syntactic specifications. In the case at hand,
[+dat,+masc,—pl]- and [+dat,+neut,—pl] contexts differ only with respect to gender
information. Assumption: [+masc] and [+neut] form a natural class. Natural classes
can be derived from a decomposition of the standard morpho-syntactic features into
combinations of more abstract primitive features.

(5) Decomposition of gender features in German:
a. masculine = [+masc,~fem)]
b. feminine = [~masc,+fem]
c. neuter = [~masc,~fem]|
d. [ ] = [+masc,+fem]

Underspecification:

The idea then is that inflection markers do not have to be characterized by fully
specified morpho-syntactic features; they can also be characterized by underspecified
morpho-syntactic information. For instance:

characterized as [+dat,+masc,~fem,—pl] or as
Rather, this marker is characterized by a feature specifi-

The marker -em is not
[+dat,~masc,~fem,—pl].
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Paradigm 6: German noun inflection, inflection classes [1]-[4]
(1] 2] 3] [4
Hund,, | Schaf, Baum,, | Buchy, Mann,, Strahl,, Augey,
‘dog’ ‘sheep’ | ‘tree’ ‘book’ ‘man’ ‘ray’ ‘eye’
nom/sg || Hund-@ | Schaf-@ | Baum-@ | Buch-@ | Mann-@ | Strahl-Q | Auge-0
acc/sg || Hund-@ | Schaf-@ | Baum-@ | Buch-@ | Mann-@ | Strahl-Q | Auge-0
dat/sg || Hund-@ | Schaf-@ | Baum-@ | Buch-@ | Mann-@ | Strahl-Q | Auge-0
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 | Mann-er | Strahl-en | Auge-n
acc/pl | Hund-e |Schaf-e |Bdum-e |Biich-er | Madnn-er | Strahl-en | Auge-n
dat/pl || Hund-en | Schaf-en | Baum-en | Biich-ern | Mann-ern | Strahl-en | Auge-n
gen/pl | Hund-e |Schaf-e |Badum-e |Biich-er | Mann-er | Strahl-en | Auge-n
Paradigm 7: German noun inflection, inflection classes [5]-[8]
[5] [6] (7] [8]1
Planet,, | Ziegey | Mausy Drangsaly
‘planet’ ‘goat’ ‘mouse’ | ‘distress’
nom/sg || Planet-Q | Ziege-@ | Maus-@ | Drangsal-0
acc/sg | Planet-en | Ziege-@ | Maus-@ | Drangsal-Q
dat/sg | Planet-en | Ziege-0 | Maus-@ | Drangsal-0
gen/sg || Planet-en | Ziege-0 | Maus-@ | Drangsal-0
nom/pl || Planet-en | Ziege-n | Maus-e | Drangsal-e
acc/pl | Planet-en | Ziege-n | Mius-e | Drangsal-e
dat/pl | Planet-en | Ziege-n | Mius-en | Drangsal-en
gen/pl || Planet-en | Ziege-n | Maus-e | Drangsal-e

cation that is underspecified with respect to gender: [+dat,—fem,—pl]|.

Observation:

The same situation arises with case features. Consider again paradigm 1. The marker -es
is employed for both nominative neuter and accusative neuter contexts. This syncretism
is in line with a basic Indo-European principle, and thus certainly not accidental.

(6)  Reconstructed case system of Proto-Indo-European, singular only

*e/o stems other stems
MASC/FEM NEUT  MASC/FEM NEUT
NOM  *-s *m *5/*0) 0
voc  * *m *_() *_()
Acc  *m *m *m 0

The syncretism with -e in nominative feminine and accusative feminine contexts in
German looks systematic in the same way (the same may also hold for the plural).
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Paradigm 8: Noun inflection in German (simplified)

| [mn [ 2l [ Bl | B | Bl | 61y | 7y

8] ]

-+nom,—pl| -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0 -0
“+acc,—pl -0 -0 -0 -0 |-(e)n| -0 -0 -0
+dat,—pl -0 -0 -0 -0 |-(e)n| -0 -0 -0
+gen,—pl -(e)s | -(e)s | -(e)s | -(e)s |-(e)n| -O -0 -0
+nom,+pl| || -(e) | -"(e) | er | -(e)n |-(e)n|-(e)n| -"(e) | -(e)
“ace,+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) [ "(e) | er | -(e)n |-(e)n [-(e)n | -(e) | -(e)

Analysis (Jakobson (1962a,b), Bierwisch (1967)):
The cases are decomposed into combinations of primitive features.

(7) Decomposition of case features in German:
a. nominative = [-obj,—obl]
b. accusative = [+obj,—obl]
c. dative = [+obj,+obl]
d. genitive = [-obj,+obl]

Consequence:

Nominative and accusative form a natural class.
Genitive and dative form a natural class.
Accusative and dative form a natural class.
Nominative and genitive form a natural class.
Nominative and dative do not form a natural class.
Accusative and genitive do not form a natural class.

Alternative accounts of syncretism

Side remark:

Deriving syncretism by (feature decomposition and) underspecification is a well-
established research strategy. However, there are also other theoretical approaches
to syncretism, including those in (8) (none of these alternative approaches is inherently
incompatible with underspecification).

(8) Alternative approaches:

a. Paradigm geometry
Refs.: Johnston (1996), McCreight & Chvany (1991), Plank (1991b), Postma
(1998), Gallmann (2004).
The main idea is that syncretism are derivable from an appropriate placement
of the various paradigm cells (e.g., adjacency of paradigm cells in appropriately
revised, or designed, paradigms).

b.  Rules of referral
Refs.: Zwicky (1985), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Stump (2001)

1.2 Morphology/Syntax Mismatches 9

Rules of referral state the identity of markers but make no further attempt to
actually derive it.

c. Impoverishment rules
Refs.: Bonet (1991), Noyer (1992, 1998), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994),
Bobaljik (2002b), Frampton (2002)
Impoverishment rules are a central building block of Distributed Morphol-
ogy. Impoverishment rules reduce morpho-syntactic feature specifications on
the way from syntax to morphology; morphology then operates on simplified
structures, and a retreat to the general case results.

Consequence of underspecification:
Underspecification typically has the effect of producing a competition of different mark-
ers for one and the same morpho-syntactic contexts.

1. Such a competition can be resolved by invoking an extrinsic ordering of inflection
markers (alternatively, of rules that introduce these markers).
Refs.: Bierwisch (1967), Wurzel (1987, 1998), Halle (1994).

2. An alternative (and conceptually far more attractive) concept relies on the notion
of specificity. Cf. the Subset Principle (accompanied by a notion of specificity),
the Elsewhere Principle, the Blocking Principle, Panini’s Principle, the Proper
Inclusion Principle, etc.

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

A simple approach employing underspecification

Preliminary assumption:

Assume as given (a) a stem and (b) the smallest set of fully specified morpho-syntactic
feature structures for this stem encoding the range of possible word forms. This set
includes both features that are inherent to the stem, like (for nouns) inflection class
and gender, and features that are variable and non-inherent, like (for nouns) case and
number. This information creates a paradigm whose cells need to be filled. For each
pair of (a) and (b), the correct word form (or filled paradigm cell) is determined by
choosing a compatible inflection marker according to the Subset Principle.

Subset Principle (and Specificity)

(9) Subset Principle:
An inflection marker F'is merged with a stem S for a fully specified feature structure
M iff (i) and (ii) hold:
(i) The morpho-syntactic features of F are a subset of the morpho-syntactic fea-
tures of M.
(i) Fis the most specific inflection marker among those that satisfy (i).

(10) Specificity of Inflection Markers:
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An inflection marker F; is more specific than an inflection marker F; iff F; has
more (relevant) morpho-syntactic features than £}.

Theories of Inflection
Stump (2001) devises a useful taxonomy of theories of inflection.

(11) Stump’s tazonomy of theories of inflection:

‘ incremental || realizational ‘

‘ lexical || inferential ‘

1. Incremental analysis:
Inflection markers add morpho-syntactic features that would otherwise not be
present on a word form.

2. Realizational analysis:
Inflection markers do not add morpho-syntactic features; all pieces of morpho-
syntactic information is independently available.

3. Lexical analysis:
Inflection markers are associated with (possibly abstract) morphemes that exist
independently, as separate objects in the mental lexicon.

4. Inferential analysis:
Inflection markers do not have morpheme status and do not exist independently,
as separate objects.

Some theories

(12) a. lexical-incremental:

Lieber (1992), Wunderlich (1996, 1997b,a) (Minimalist Morphology)

b. lexical-realizational:
Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994) (Distributed Morphology)

c. inferential-incremental:
hardly attested

d. inferential-realizational:
Matthews (1991), Anderson (1992), Corbett & Fraser (1993), Aronoff (1994),
Stump (2001), Blevins (2004) (word (or stem) and paradigm approaches)

Differences Abstracting away from underspecification, (13) shows different treatments.

(13) a. Lexial approaches (incremental or realizational):
StUdentu[+N,+dat,+masc,7pl]
<~ /Student/[+N,+masc,class[1]] + /u/[+dat,+masc,7pl,class[1]]
dlesem[JrN,erat,+masc,7pl] -~ /dies/[JrD] + /em/Hdat,erasc,fpl]
b. Inferential-realizational approaches:
StUdentu[+N,+dat,+masc,—pl]
<« word form of the stem /student/ for the specification [+dat,—pl]

1.3 Distributed Morphology 11

diesemHD,+dat,+masc,7p1]
< word form of the stem /dies/ for the specification [+dat,+masc,—pl]

Comment

The type of theory sketched above is lexical (i.e., inflection markers exist as separate
objects) and realizational (i.e., inflection markers do not contribute new features that
the word form would not have otherwise). However, as will become clear, this approach
differs significantly from Distributed Morphology.

1.3 Distributed Morphology

Lit.: Halle & Marantz (1994, 1993)

1.3.1 Halle & Marantz (1994) on clitic object pronouns in Spanish

Goal:
Halle and Marantz set out to introduce some basic assumptions of Distributed
Morphology on the basis of the system of clitic object pronouns in Spanish.

Question:
Where does the name Distributed Morphology come from?

Answer (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.”

Assumption:

The basic element of morphology is the vocabulary item. A vocabulary item pairs
phonological features on the one hand with morpho-syntactic (and semantic) features on
the other. The latter features encode the possible context of insertion of the vocabulary
item; the former is also sometimes called signal.

(14) Structure of vocabulary items:
/phonological features/ <> [morpho-syntactic features|

Three central assumptions of Distributed Morphologie:
(i) late insertion

(ii) underspecification

(iii) syntactic hierarchical structure all the way down
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1.3.1.1 Late Insertion

(15) Late Insertion:
Morphology follows syntax; morphology realizes abstract syntactic structures.
The syntax itself merely deals with abstract categories that are bundles of morpho-
syntactic and semantic features: so-called f-morphemes (functional morphemes)
and so-called [-morphemes (lexical morphemes).
[At least, late insertion holds for f-morphemes; as for l-morphemes, proponents
of Distributed Morphology do not necessarily agree, and both options have been
pursued in Distributed Morphology.|
Syntactic X categories (i.e., morphemes) are morphologically realized by inser-
tion of vocabulary items (vocabulary insertion, VI). This way, (f-) morphemes get
phonological features.

Consequences of late insertion

Remark:

A crucial assumption is the distinction between (abstract) morphemes and (concrete)
vocabulary items (inflection markers, inflectional exponents). This difference is not
recognized in (standard) theories that rely on early insertion.

Observation:

In contrast to early insertion, late insertion leaves room for possible modifications of
syntactic structures with their morpho-syntactic features before morphological realiza-
tion (vocabulary insertion) takes place. One such operation that changes syntactic
structures before morphology applies is impoverishment.

1.3.1.2 Underspecification

(16) Underspecification:
The morpho-syntactic features (which make up the ‘context of insertion’) of
vocabulary items are often underspecified. Such an underspecification makes
a simpler, more economical description of inflectional systems possible, and it
significantly contributes to an account of instances of syncretism.

Remark:

As a consequence of underspecification, constraints are needed that regulate the correct
insertion of vocabulary items and decide the competition between different vocabulary
items in the case of conflict: Subset Principle, Specificity.

1.3.1.3 Syntactic Hierarchical Structure All the Way Down

(17) Syntactic Hierarchical Structure All the Way Down:
Morphological insertion is sensitive to syntactic operations that manipulate (f- or
l-) morphemes and create word forms: head movement, syntactic lowering.

1.3 Distributed Morphology 13

In addition, genuinely morphological operations (which apply after syntax but
before insertion) manipulate syntactic items and respect syntactic principles (to a
certain degree). Among these purely morphological operations are merger, fusion,
fission, and impoverishment.

1.3.1.4 Structure of the Grammar

Observation:

In practise, Distributed Morphology typically (though not necessarily) envisages syn-
tactic structures that employ many different functional categories. In that respect, the
approach is very much compatible with a certain type of syntactic approach developed
within the general Principles and Parameters framework (or, possibly, the Minimalist
Program); see, e.g, studies based on cartography. (That said, in other respects, the
approach will turn out not to be easily compatible with recent kinds of Chomskyan
theories of syntax.)

(18) Structure of the grammar:
Syntax —
1
Morphology (Morpheme/feature insertion, merger, fusion, fission, impoverish-
ment)
vocabulary insertion

1
Phonology

Logical Form (Semantics)

1.3.1.5 Impoverishment

An important concept: impoverishment:
Refs.: Bonet (1991), Noyer (1992, 1998), Halle & Marantz (1993, 1994), Bobaljik
(2002b), Frampton (2002)

Impoverishment rules reduce morpho-syntactic feature bundles between syntax and
morphology; rules of the morphological component (like vocabulary insertion) then
operate on impoverished (simplified) structures, and this effects a retreat to the general
case.

Note:

The classical concept of impoverishment fully corresponds to (and in a way comple-
ments) underspecification of vocabulary items:

(i) underspecification of vocabulary items: “underspecification”

(ii) underspecification of syntactic categories: “impoverishment”
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1.3.1.6 Syntax vs. Morphology

Observation:

(i) Normally, underspecification of morpho-syntactic features does not play any role
whatsoever in the syntax.

(ii) Therefore, impoverishment of syntactic structures can only apply after syntax has
done its work.

(iii) Hence, impoverishment (or, more generally, underspecification of syntactic struc-
tures) is possible only in theories that rely on late insertion.

1.3.1.7 Examples

(19) An abstract example (Halle & Marantz (1994)):
a. Category X:

(i) Pa < [F1,Fy

(ii) Pp < [Fy]

[x F1,F2,F3]

(vocabulary item A)
(vocabulary item B)

(f-morpheme)
Fo—0/[X[]Y] (impoverishment)
[ [x F1,E5F3] Y| (f-morpheme after impoverishment, before insertion)
Insertion applies to Pp, not to P4 (even though the latter is more specific).

e a0 o

(20) A concrete example: Adjectival markers in Norwegian (Harley & Noyer (2003),
Sauerland (1996)):
a. Vocabulary items:
(i) /t/ < [-pl+neut] /Adj__
(i) O < [-pl,neut] /Adj__
(i) /e/ [ | /Adji_
b.  Impoverishment:
[£neut] — O in syntactic contexts with wek inflection

Paradigm 9: Adjectival markers in Norwegian

STRONG | [-neut] | [+neut]
-l 0 /t/
+pl] /e/ /e/
WEAK | [-neut] | [+neut]
[-pl] /e/ /e/
[+pl] /e/ /e/

1.3.1.8 Clitic Object Pronouns in Spanish

(21) Structure of object clitics (as with nouns):
[Det [Det Det Theme | Number |

1.3 Distributed Morphology 15

Assumption:
Vocabulary insertion applies cyclically, from left to right (from the stem to the edge),
according to the Subset Principle.

Subset Principle and Specificity

(22) 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
features of M.
(i) Vis the most specific vocabulary item that satisfies (i).

(23)  Specificity of vocabulary items:
A vocabulary item V; is more specific than a vocabulary item V; iff V; has more
morpho-syntactic features than Vj.

Vocabulary Insertion 1: Det markers

(24) Det markers (‘stems’):
/n/p = [LPers|] /_[+p]]

/m/gm < [1.Pers]
/Q/ — |2.Pers| /__[+pl]
[t/ < [2.Pers]
/Y o [ ]/_[case]
/sy < [ ]

Assumption:

After insertion of the stems, but before insertion of theme vowels and number markers,
the two redundancy rules in (25-a) and (25-b) apply, in this order.

(25) Redundancy rules:
a. | | — ] /__|dat]
b. [ | — [l /__[+fem]

Remark:
At least redundancy rule (25-a) should possibly be understood in such a way that it
applies only in the context [3.Pers|:

[ ] — [LL1] /__[dat],/3.Pers]
Otherwise, it seems that wrong predictions would be made for [2.Pers|-dative contexts.
But see below.
Vocabulary Insertion 2: Theme vowels

(26) Theme vowels and inflection class features:
Je/ «— |HI]
Ja/ < U]
fo/ = ]
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Vocabulary Insertion 3: Number markers

(27) Number markers:

/s/ e
© -

[+pl]
[ ]

All Vocabulary Items

(28) Det markers (‘stems’):
— [L.Pers] /__[+p]]

/11/[11
/m/
/D)
[t/
/1/

/8/

[1.Pers|

[2.Pers| /__|+pl]

[ ]/ _[case]

>
—
— [2.Pers]
—
—

[ ]

(29) Redundancy rules:

a. |
b. |

[111]
(1]
[ ]

(31) Number markers:

/s/ e
© -

[+pl]
[ ]

| — [111] /__|dat,3.Pers]
] — [11] /__[+fem]

(30) Theme vowels and inflection class features:
e/ <
ja/ <
jo/ <

Paradigm 10: Clitic object pronouns in Spanish

Chapter 1. Introduction

[-pl] [3.Pers] [2.Pers] [1.Pers]
[+masc] | [+fem]

Acc /1/-/o/-© [V py-/a/-O | /t/qm-/e/-O | /m/q-/e/-O

Dat | /1/gm-/e/-9 | VN gug-/e/-9 | /t/jm-/e/-O | /m/j-/e/-O

Refl | /s/mm-/e/-9 | /8/py-/e/-Q | /t/pm-/e/-9D | /m/jm-/e/-O

[+pl] [3.Pers| [2.Pers] [1.Pers|
[+masc] | [+fem]

Acc | /I/-Jo/-/s/ | /Y m-/a/-/s/ | ©-[o/-/s/ | /n/m-/o/-/s/

Dat | /Vpm-/e/-/s/ | N qu-/e/-/s/ | ©-[o/-/s/ | /n/m-/o/-/s/

Refl | /s/um-/e/-O | /s/qm-/e/-D | ©-/o/-/s/ | /n/m-/o/-/s/
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1.3.1.9 Comments

Remark:
The inflection class features typeset in boldface in paradigm 10 do not come from
inflection markers, but from the two redundancy rules.

Problem: How can the distribution of number markers be derived in the Refl-Plural
domain?
Questions

e What is the theory-internal reason for the (few) differences between accusative and
dative marking? And what is the reason for the (few) gender-related differences?
Not a single inflection marker (vocabulary item) bears case features; case features
are only mentioned in redundancy rule (25-a). Similarly for gender features and
(25-0).

e The analaysis involves a highly specific zero marker for stem positions. This
assumption may not be completely unproblematic (from the point of view of
iconicity at least). What is the theory-internal task of this zero marker? And why
can be problem not be avoided by a slightly different specificaiton of the context
of insertion of some marker? How would the whole system have to be changed so
as to be able to dispense with the highly specific zero marker?

The zero marker blocks /t/. /t/ could in principle be restricted to singular contexts;
but then /I/ or /s/ would have to be inserted instead. Consequently, these latter
markers would also have to be classified as incompatible with 2.Person contexts.
Such an approach might eventually be viable, but it contradicts the assumption that
one marker is usually radically underspecified. (We will come back to this issue.)

Questions 2

e Inflection class [I] is the default class; the vocabulary item /o/ in (26) does not de-
pend on the presence of this feature for insertion. Why, then, is the stem marker
/n/ equipped with this feature in order to trigger subsequent /o/ insertion (in
contrast to /1/ and /@/). Perhaps this assumption can simply be dispensed with?
A problem can only arise if a redundancy rule can apply in this context that in-
stantiates a different inflection class feature. By assumption, [+fem] is irrelevant
for [1.Pers]; therefore, the only problem would be created by the dative-related rule
(25-a). However, as noted above, this rule may only hold for [3.Pers| contexts;
would it also apply in [2.Pers| contexts, O would also need class information ([I]).
Thus, the sole remaining scenario under which [I] would be needed for /n/ would
be one where (25-a) holds for [1.Pers] [3.Pers/, but not for [2.Pers/.

e Why do vocabulary insertion and the redundancy rules have to apply cyclically,
from the center to the periphery?
Insertion of a stem marker and the two redundancy rules create the context for
theme vowel insertion. Among the redundancy rules, the order of application is
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crucial; and similarly, the fact that both rules only apply after insertion of stem
markers is very important.

1.3.1.10 Observations

First observation:
In American varieties of Spanish, the clitic pronoun /os/ for 2. person plural contexts
is missing.

Analysis:
This can be traced back to impoverishment rule.

(32) Impoverishment rule for [2.Pers]/:
[2.Pers| — @ /[+pl]

Consequence:

There is a retreat to the general case: In the plural, the [2.Pers] features is deleted.
Therefore, ) cannot be inserted, and the same goes for /t/. As a result, the most
specific remaining stem marker is /1/. Consequently, /los/ shows up in the context
[2.Pers,+pl,Acc]. Still, to ensure that the output form is /les/ and not /los/ in
[2.Pers.,+pl,Dat] contexts, (25-a) needs to be able to apply before theme vowel
insertion. (In this context, Halle & Marantz (1994, 283) state: “Note also that like
other 3. Person clitics and unlike its singular counterpart, the erstwhile 2. Person
Plural clitic is subject to Case distinctions.”) This means that the redundancy rule at
hand cannot be confined to 3. Person. No problem arises if [3.Pers] is characterized by
an absence of features.

Second observation:
“Spurious se”: se shows up if a clitic 3. Person Dative pronoun is adjacent to a clitic 3.
Person Accusative pronoun.

Analysis:
Again, an impoverishment rule is at work.

(33) Impoverishment rule for [Dative]:
[Dat] — @ /__[+Acc]

Consequence:
In Acc-Dat contexts, /1/ is blocked for the dative position because there is no case
feature left. Therefore, the maximally nonspecific form /s/ is used.

Spurious ‘se’

(34) Spurious se (based on Bonet (1995)):

a. el premio, lo dieron a Pedro ayer
the price  [3.Acc] have[3.P]] to Pedro yesterday
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b. A Pedro, le dieron el premio ayer
to Pedro [3.Dat] gave[3.P]] the price yesterday
c. A Pedro, el premio se lo dieron  ayer (*le lo, *lo le)

to Pedro the price  se [3.acc|] gave[3.Pl] yesterday
‘Yesterday, they gave Pedro the price.’

Interaction of impoverishment rules

Prediction:

The two impoverishment rules just discussed can interact in varieties of American Span-
ish.

(35) [2.Pers,Dat]+Theme+[+pl] & [3.Pers,Acc]+Theme+[-pl]

= [ |+ Theme+[+pl] & [3.Pers,Acc]+Theme+[-pl]
a. FEuropean Spanish:

Os lo di ‘I gave it to you.’
b.  American Spanish:

Se lo di ‘I gave it to you.’

Syntactic structure all the way down:

So far, we have evidence for (i) late insertion (because of impoverishment) and (ii)
underspecification (motivated by syncretism). What’s still missing is evidence for (iii)
syntactic hierarchical structure all the way down. The argument can be provided on
the bsis of Spanish imperatives, which may co-occur with clitic object pronouns.

(36) 2.Pers.Plural imperatives with clitic pronouns, Spanish mit klitischen Pronomina,
Standard-Spanisch:
a. d- e n- I o- S
give IMP 2.PL 3. ACC THEME PL
‘You give them (to someone).’
b. d- e n m- e- l- 0
give IMP 2.PL 1.DAT THEME 3.ACC THEME
‘You give it to mel’

(37)  2.Pers.Plural imperatives with clitic pronouns, Carribean Spanish :
a. d- e n- I o- S
give IMP 2.PL 3. ACC THEME PL
‘You give them (to someone).’
b. d- e m- e- I- o- n
give IMP 1.DAT THEME 3.ACC THEME 2.PL
“You give it to me!’

Generalization:

In Carribean Spanish (or, more precisely, a version thereof), clitic pronouns that have
no plural suffix end up in the middle of the imperative verb — after the imperative
marker, but before the plural suffix of the verb.
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Analysis:

The clitic cluster is a D(eterminer) category. Post-syntactically (but pre-vocabulary
insertion), it is left-adjoined to Agr by means of the operation of merger, and therefore
comes to be part of the verb.

1.3.1.11 Structures
(38) Structure in Standard Spanish:

Agr
Agr D
- /\
T Agr me lo
/\ /
S
d e

(39) Structure in Carribean Spanish:
Agr
Agr T
T Agr
T D Agr
\ —— ]
e

me lo n

Comment:

This operation illustrates that inflectional morphology is sensitive to subtleties of syn-
tactic phrase structure. The observable effect cannot possibly be purely phonological
in nature because there are cases where /n/ is a part of the imperative verb but not a
plural sufix; and these cases do not trigger a reordering of the clitic pronouns.

(40) No reordering with other kinds of /n/:
a. pon-me(-lo)
“You put (it) for me!’
b. *po-me(-lo)-n
“You put (it) for me!’

Consequence for Other Theories

Claim:

This systematic morphological effect cannot be captured in other, classical theories of
inflection (e.g., in word and paradigm approaches) because the account presupposes
that (a) highly articulate syntactic structure is needed for morphology, and (b)
syntactic structure needs to be modifiable before morphology.

The Trigger for Impoverishment
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What triggers impoverishment is that (in Carribean Spanish) abstract morphemes with
person and case features need to show up to the left of an abstract morpheme with a
plural feature. Therefore, there is no reordering if the clitic pronoun itself is plural:

(41) a. d-e-n-l-o-s
b. d-e-n- n-o-s

*de-lo-n-s, *de-los-n
*de-no-n-s, *de-nos-n

Like other kinds of merger, this merger operation satisfies a general peripherality con-
dition: If (e.g.) me in (42) comes to show up to the left of an abstract morpheme with
a plural feature, it cannot satisfy the condition by merger, “since it does not fall at the
right periphery of the relevant domain” (p. 287). (On the other hand, there is no reason
for such a movement because me already is located to the left of a plural morpheme.)

(42) a. d- e n- m- e l- o- s
geben IMP 2.PL 1.DAT THEME 3. ACC THEME PL
“You give them to me.’
b. *d- e- m- e n- I o- s
geben IMP 1.DAT THEME 2.PL 3. ACC THEME PL
“You give them to me.’

Concluding remark Data such as (37-b) argue against the existence of paradigms as
genuine objects of grammar (rather, they are epiphenomena). Here is why: If the set of
possible word forms for a verb were to be fully characterized by a paradigm, this would
also mean that, e.g., the combinations of all possible clitic pronouns with verbs would
have to be part of this paradigm. Such an approach would be implausible.

1.3.2 Halle & Marantz (1993): Fusion and Fission

Fusion vs. Merger

Background:

Fusion vs. merger):

(i) Merger leads to independently available morphemes that separately trigger vocabu-
lary insertion.

(ii) In contrast, fusion combines two morphemes in such a way that only one vocabulary
item can be inserted after the operation has taken place.

(iii) Thus: Merger is not (as in nuclear physics) the same thing as fusion.

Fusion: Definition

(43) Fusion (Halle & Marantz (1993, 116)):

a. Fusion takes two terminal nodes (morphemes) M; and Mj that are sisters,
and fuses them into a single terminal node M,.
M, has the features of both M; and Ms.

c. At this point, only one vocabulary item V can be inserted in M,; insertion is
regulated by the Subset Principle.

Assumption:
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In the syntax, there is a functional head Case and a functional head Number in nominal
domains. In the case of fusional noun inflection in Indo-European languages, there is
post-syntactic fusion of the two heads into a single morpheme.

Fission

(44) Fission; based on Halle & Marantz (1993, 1661f)):
a. Fission separates a feature bundle / from a terminal node (morpheme) Mg,

such that two terminal nodes M; and My come into existence.
b. M;j has the features §; My has the features of M,—(.

Note:
For Halle and Marantz, fission is the opposite of fusion: It takes a signle morpheme
and creates two morphemes by splitting of features.

Side remark:

The concept of fission in Noyer (1992) is different. (Noyer’s version may be a bit more
widely adopted in the recent literature.)

The two concepts of fission

(45) Fission, (Halle & Marantz (1993)):

a. Fission separates a feature bundle 5 from a terminal node (morpheme) Mg,
such that two terminal nodes M; and My come into existence.
b. M;j has the features ; Ma has the features of M,—0.

(46) Fission, (Noyer (1992)): If insertion of a vocabulary item V with the morpho-
syntactic features [ takes place into a fissioned morpheme M with the morpho-
syntactic features o, then « is split up into § and a—3, such that (a) and (b)
hold:

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

1.3.3 Verb Agreement in Georgian

Ezample:

Agreement markers on the verb in Georgian (based on Anderson (1992); also see Stump
(2001)). Halle & Marantz (1993, 1161f) analyse the agreement marking on the verb by
presupposing functional clitic morphemes that have undergone fusion.

(47)  Paradigm
With a 3.Pers object — X paints 3.Pers.:

a. v-xatav “I paint him.”
b. v-xatav-t “We paint him.”
c. O-xatav “Yousy paint him.”
d. O-xatav-t “Youy, paint him.”
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e. xatav-s “He paints him.”

f.  xatav-en “They paint him.”
With a 3.Pers subject — 3.Pers. paints X
g. m-xatav-s “He paints me.”
h. gv-xatav-s “He paints us.”
i. g-xatav-s “He paints yous,.”
jo g-xatav-(s-)t “He paints youy.”
k. xatav-s “He paints him.”
l.  xatav-s “He paints them.”
With 1.Pers. and 2.Pers. — 1.Pers. paints 2.Pers. or 2.Pers. paints 1.Pers.
m. g-xatav “I paint you.”
n. m-xatav “You paint me.”
0. g-xatav-t “We paint you/youpl.”
or “Ipaint youy;.”

p. gv-xatav
(. gv-xatav-t

“Yousy paint us.”
“Youy; paint us.”

Fusion — fission — insertion

Assumptions about fusion:

(i) The clitic cluster incorporates, under a single head, all pronominal 1.Pers and 2.Pers
arguments (normally, this does not hold for 3.person arguments; there are exceptions
that will be ignored here).

(ii) The terminal nodes in the clitic cluster fuse into a single terminal node.

(iii) After fusion, the rule of fission in (48) applies.

(iv) Finaly, vocabulary insertion takes place.

(

48)  Fission of clitic clusters in Georgian:

[c1 - [+Dp)] ... ] + stem — [+pl] + Cl + stem, where

a. linear order is irrelevant; and

b. fission does not apply if [+pl] is part of an argument bearing the features
[+1],|DAT].

Further assumptions

1. A fused T/Agr-head (tense/agreement head) follows the clitic cluster and the verb
stem. This head agrees with a [NOM|-marked argument with respect to person and
number. the vocabulary items that are inserted i