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Abstract

This article explores the applicalion af the phonological notion of underspecifi-
cation to syntactic features. Two notions of feature underspecification are
troduced, a-specification and ti-specification. This proposal is supported with
data from agreement in relative clauses in various dialects of French. It is arpued
that the agreement features of C can be partly transparent {a-value) oF opague
((-value). The system of transparent and opague synractic features is then
compared to transparent and opague vowel harmeony sysfems {van der Hulst and
van de Weijer 1993). An Antribute — Value system for the representation of features
might allow for a feature theary thart iy accessible as a module of the grammar 10
bath syntax and phanalogy.

. Syntactic underspecification

Recently there have been some interesling atiempts [0 extend the phonological
- notion of feature underspecification (for example Archangeh 1984) to features
of syntactic agreement. Burzio (19%9) has made use of the notion of under-
* specification to deseribe the parameterization of anaphors across langnages, and
' wun Gelderen (1992) argues that Dutch her “it" and Middle English it are

05 T would dike 10 thank Riss-Mare Déchaine, Yves d'Hulst, Teun Hoekstra, the sudiences ol
E Guing Romance 1993, University of Utrecht 11-12 December 1993 und the Morphalogy —Syniis
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Probus for usefol distussions and comments. Special thanks to Hurry van der Hulst for lis
invaluable halp in formolizing the comparisos. of morphosyntacte and phonological feateres in
terms of Scobbie’s (19917 atribote — velue featore system, The wsuul disciaimers apply.
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unspecified for number. Kayne (1989) has argued in favor of an underspecifieg
analysis of English so-called “third person’

morpheme does not mark [3rd person] but [+sg] in English. Kayne argues thy
first and second person are unmarked for number. Vanden Wyngaerd (1993)
discusses Kayne's proposal, and convincingly

features has to be represented by zero marked features, which can be taken 1y

be [0 number. Ist person] in the case of !, Similariy, third person -5 should he
[+sg. O person. 0 gender]. Vanden Wyngaerd (1993: 164) shows that un.
markedness cannot corrgspond to the mere absence of features, since the mere
absence of features cannor give rise to o feature clagh, Vanden Wyngaerd 19933

argues that in vou sing the [2nd person, +pl] you co-occurs with the hare form
of the verb which is unma

rked for features. Since in this case the absence of

common features does not give rise to a feamure clash, there should not he &
feature clash either in the co-occurrence of [1st person) / and [+s2
Vanden Wyngaerd concludes therefore that the ahsen
specification of J should be marked by a zero number feature that would clazh
with [+sg] -5, on the plausible assumption that agreement requires strict identity
of features. A feature [0 number] {= Vanden Wyngaerd's 1993 [0 s2]) would
certainly clash with [+sg] -s.

The ides to extend phonological feature theory 1o syntactic feature theory
dates back to the very beginmings of generative grammar, An interesting question
is o what extent this conceptual similarity berween underspecification in the
syntax and underspecification in phonology reflects intrinsic properties of the
representation of featores in the language faculty, If phonology and syntax both
make use of underspecified features, then the notion of underspecification itself,
and, more generally, feature theary itself, might reflect a fairly deep property of
the language faculty shared by reépresentations in phonology and syntax. More
specifically, the question arises as to whether the representation of features as
being specified or underspecified is an intrinsic modular element of the faculty
of language which is shared by planes of representation in phonology and
syntax, There is no logical necessity that the answer to this question be positive:
it might just as well be the case that the cormespondence between (under)-
specification in the syniax and {underjspecificalion in phonology is a fairly
superficial one. and that we are in the presence of two entirely different
mechanisms which only share some surface similarity in that, for instance,
positive and negative values of fearures are present. Before any strong
comclusions are warranted about feature theory as a plane of representation of
both phonology and syntax, it remains to be shown that underspecification in the
syntax and in phonelogy are sufficiently alike.

It is the purpose of this article to show that syntactic and phonological
underspecification are indeed sufficiently similar to allow for a positive answer
to the question raised. We would first like to show that two types of under-
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S,p;;ciﬁcd features should be distinguished in syntax and phonology. More in
particular, it will be argued that there 1s a difference between variable
hﬂlit:rﬁpc‘;jﬁel:t features (o-features) and nomvariable underspecified features
{(-features). “MNonvariable” or O-features should be thought of as “neutral”
feptures: they have no positfive or negative value for a given feature, they simply
mark the absence of a specific feature value. In terms of an Attribute — Value
feature sysiem, this means that a given feature has an Atribute specification
~without a Value, More spectfically, a O-feature for [person] can be represented
“with the Attribute [person ], while o positively specified feature for person
can be represented with both an Atnbute and a Value: [person © 1st]. The
~second type of syniactically underspecified @-features, which T introduced as
yariable underspecified features should be thowught of as “chameleonlike”
features, or C-valued @-features: these [eatures have [0 person, o gender, o
mumber] values, that is, they are sensitive to any value of person, gender,
pumber. “Variable” or o-features do not have a value of ther own: their value
needs to be “filled in" by the features of the elements surrounding them. At first
sight, underspecified o-valued features simply appear to be unspecified features,
but T argue that their complete absence of specification plays a role in the
grammar: “variable” or ¢-features have no “fixed” value, but can “pass on” the
~ features of the elements surrounding them. This can be represented in terms of
an Attribute — Value system by the complete absence of an Attribute — Value
set: an oi-valued Feature for [person] would be specified as | |. Apgain, this
nnderspecification does not merely mean that the Attribute — Value set is simply
unspecified: if the Altribute — Value set were unspecified, it would mean that it
 plays no grammatical role whatsoever, In other words, O-features are inherently

- neutral features, o-features are inherently flexible and “open™ or “ransparent”

for the features surrounding them. This yields the following three-valued system:

{1} underspecified specified
variable ct
: non variable 0 +=)
¢ To the extent that the distinction between (- and o-features is justified in both

syntax and phonology, there is evidence that the notion of underspecification is
" neither phonology-specific nor syntax-specific, and that it should be viewed as
an independent module of feature representation in the language faculty which
s accessible to both syntax and phonology. The system of O-features, c-features
and +/— -features then can be viewed as mdependent of its phonological or
é?ﬁ‘ymﬂmic content.
* 1 will show that both tvpes of underspecification are syntactically necessary
(S ind operative in the domain of agreement in C”, that is, the familiar locus of

b W
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| Rizzi 1990). The Ofoe-distinetion eliminates some stipulations entailed by Rizzi's

\ thar-trace effects in English and French que — qui allernations (Kayne 1976;
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(1990) analysis of agreement in C% and conforms 1o Chomsky’s minimalig
program where all varation is reduced to marphological differences.

The first section of this paper will focus on the synractic motivation for 3
distinction between O-features and m-features, Evidence for this distinction will
be drawn from C" agreement in French {gue — qui), and from a
trace effect in French matrix interrogatives, In both cases, it will he shown tha
Rizzi’s (1990) solution, while essentially carrect, is not morphologically refineg
enough to capture the relevant facis, Finally, T will briefly illustrate that the
distinction between (-features and ce-features js also present in cases gf
phonological vowel harmony, althoogh in a very different guise. This last section
will be devoted to an attempt to represent the phonological and syntactic
Ve-distinetion in the same way,

CUTTCHIS gt

2. Omn O-features and ce-features in the domain of C*
2.1, Que — qui agreement

Rizzi (1990) claims that the that-trace effect 15 @ case of agreement between I°
and C°% A zero C” with Agr features appropriately head-governs a subject trace
in SpecIP (2). By contrast, the C” thar is inert for sovernment, hence the subject
trace is not appropriately head-governed, violating the Empty Category Principle
(ECP). Rizzi (1990) claims that the thar-trace effect thus merely is a special
instance of agreement in Comp, & process present in a vanety of languages from
Kinande to Modermn Irsh.

{2} Who, did you think [ ') *that/@-AgrC® | aersujp i AgrSubj® fefi]]

(3) The thing [ O, that*@-AgrC” [sgssusip L AgrSubi® happened]] is terrible

Under these assumptions, the sentence in (3) raises a problem. Why is it the case
that the C" thar can properly head-govern the adjacent subject trace in the
relative clause of (3), while the very same that is excluded in the case of an
embedded declarative as in (2)? Rizzi (1990) claims that this is due to the fact
that the complementizer that in (3) is in a predicative relation with the NP The
thing which is the “subject” of predication. Rizzi (1990: 70) reasonably assumes
that predication involves agreement, and suggests that there is an -abstract
agreement relation between the head of the relative and the C° thar, which he
calls A-agreement. Rizzi (1990: 67) suggpests that besides the feature [Twh-],
complementizers have a feature [+pred]. Relative thar in (3) is [+pred] while the
declarative that in (2) is [-pred]. Agreement in a relative clause as in (3 []]‘:”
is a result of a [+pred] C7 being subject 10 A-agreement. In (3), the C° that
heading the relative clause has the additional feature [+pred], and is as surt_! an
appropriate head-governor. Zero (@-)AgrC” is [—pred] and is thus excluded in (3).

Rizzei (1990: 5
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Rizzi(1990: 36) then sugpeests that the same analysis applies to the conversion
of the French complementizer gue “that’ to gui in wh-constructions (cf. Kayne
1076} French gui also marks agreement of ,-"sgrSubj” and .ﬂ"tgrf_"”. Since gqui
appedrs in both relative (dc¢) and cmbedded (4a) contexts, Rizzi (1990} claims
qui toes not encede the difference berween the features [+pred] and [—pred].

{"homme, que je crois [t qui [t viendra]]

‘the man who [ think thar will come’

b, hemme; gue je crois [ que/*qui [Jean conpalt t]]
‘the man that T think that Jean knows'

c.  {'howme, [0, qui  est venu]

‘the man who came’

“w e

‘Ju this case, Rizzi (1990) suggests that gue to gui conversion simply is a
restricted form of Spec—head agreement of the C? que: que only becomes gui
" when a subject adjacent to C" is extracted. For Rizzi (1990), qui is a C” that
“aprees both with its specifier and with its complement, and agreement with the
‘complement can only arse when the subject adjacent to que moves through Spec
of CP, Since complementizer gui cannot appear in interrogative clauses, Rizzi

~(1990) suggests it is a —wh-C'.

Rizzi's (1990) [tpred] is inadeguate both theoretically and empirically. On the
* theoretical side, it is not plausible to represent a relational syntactic notion such
'I{::f; predication as a morphosyntactic feature, This equals viewing predication as
* asyntactic primitive rather than as a structurally derived notion. As features go,
~pefentures clearly have morphosyntactic import, and the wh-feature can be
-~ related to quantificational properties, bot it is less likely that predication should
:‘I:'_hL‘. expressed as a feature on heads, since it is essentially a relational notion like
~subject and object, not & semantic or a morphosyntactic one. Moreover, while
= the feature [+pred| does the job of distinguishing both types of complementizers,
Uit amounts to litle more than a diacritic stating that a C" of a (relative) CP that
_?:is predicated is somehow different from a (complement) CP whose C" is

4 zovernad by VY. The real question remains: what is the nature of the feature

¢
b lipred]?
= Empirically, Rizzi (1990) glosses over the fact that hgrﬂu gui transmits

'ﬁ_tp-fe;uurr_-s of the NP to the AgrSubjP of the relative clause.” This feature
g o

e
A

i3 As pointed out to me hy Teun Hoekstra, in Dusch this mensfer of p-features is Case-sensitive;

== i Ik denk aan jou die 2o krap isf Fhent,
. ‘1 think of you who =0 Smart is-350/ame-250."
(31} Jij die zo knap "izhent

“You who 5o smirt 18350 arE256 ...
; (i} Wi die zo knapg zijn Aan ons die 20 knop 2ijn / Aam mii die zo krap s
= We who o smart sre-rL / “To us who so sman gre-pL’ [ 'To me who so sman is-35G"
. 1
1
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transmission comes about via Spec—head agreement with the operator in Specof
CF and the coindexation of this operator with its trace in Spec of IP.

(3] a.  vous-2PLgui £fes-2PL venns

‘you who have come’

b, mous-IPL gui sommes-1PL g
"we who are therg’

However, there are varieties of French where qui does not fully transmit ai]
p-features,” In one variety, the value for person 15 not transmitted as in (6), This
15 most obvious in (6c) where the adjective bears gender and number agreement,
but the verb form is third person, which is unexpected from the point of view
of the standard variety of French.

() a.  C'est moi-18G gui esr-156 vent,

‘It 15 me who has come.’

b.  C'est nows-1PL qui sont-3PL Venus.
‘It is us who have come,’

c.  "..) clest moi qui sera infiniment reconnaissante envers vous,”
It is T who will be-35G extremely grateful-sG:FEM lo vou'
i Lertres adressées & Uagence des Prisonniers de Guerre, Comité
International de la Croix-Rouge, Genéve 1914 sv. quoted by Frei
1929: 163)

In another variety of French, no features seem to be transmitied into the relative
clanse at all, The verb form in the relative unvarably is third person, the
“default™ form of agreement in French:

(7) a.  fln'yaqgue vous qui peot le faire; C'est pas nous qui peuit) y aller.
“There 15 only vou who can-35G do ir; It is not us who can-35G go
thers.’ (Frei 1929: 163)
b, Aw lien que c'esr nos hommes qui boit, ¢'esr nous qui s'soille, 4
ot "heure.

‘Instead of it being our men who drink-35G, it 15 us who get-35G
drunk at this hour.’

(H. Bauche, L¢ langage populaire, Paris Payot, p. 27n, quoted by
Frei 1929: 163)

Jif i the nominative form of *yoo!, jow is the obligue form. If the Case of the NP jij ‘vou®
governing Lhe relative CF coincides with the Case of the trace of the wh-operator in Spec of cP,
the embedded verb form agress in person and number, 1T the Caze of the NP does not Wi"-‘*'"?"‘
with that of the wace of the wh-operator in Spec of CP, agreement §5 only in number, while
aprecment in person reduces 1o°a “default” 3rd person verb form (is “is'f zijn *are’).

3, Thanks to Rose-Marie Déchaine for pointing this out to me.
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fmportantly, Rizzi's 1990} notion of [tpred] cannot explain this type of
uration: the presence of the feature |£pred] either allows for or prevents full
person, number and gender agreement, but it cannot he used to explain the
Fﬂﬁiﬂ.l agreement present in (6)~(7). In Rizzi's (1990) system, some additional
l:;ri_rml.'itil_'lﬂ is necessary hesides [+pred] to exclude person agreement in relative
tiauses of these varieties of French. From a descriptive point of view, com-
plementizer guf itself seems to be sither partly or entirely “fexible” in features,

“and “passes on” the features of the NP of which the relative CP is predicated.
' How should this “feature transfer” property be conceived of? We claim that gui
iin (3) simply has c-valued @-features, [o0 person, o gender, o numberl, which
can pick up any value from the NP the relative CP is adjoined to, and transmit

1o the AcrSubj of the relative clause. The variety of French in (6) has a gui
which is [0 person, o gender, number]; number and gender features are

mnsmitted to the AgrSubj of the relative clause, but person featmes are

sneuiralized” showing up as a “default” third person agreement on the AgrSubj
of the relative clause. The variety in (7) has a gui which is [0 person. O pumber]
fand presumably [0 gender]), which again shows up in default 3rd person
wreement on the AgrSubj of the relative clause. [ have chosen the features

[0 person, 0 number] here rather than the “positive” features [3rd person, +58]

o account for the fact that morphosyntactically, relative qui behaves in a way
wery similar to impersonal i which also iriggers “default™ 3rd person sg
fgrer:mem. It seems a plausible assumption that a nonreferental element such
w impersonal 1 has no positively specified features al all: what could be the
irsuments to endow il “ithe’ in il plear “it rains' with a positive specification
[singular, masculine, 3rd person]?. In the absence of such arguments, T will

*ume if “ithe’ is [0 number, 0 gender, O person].* Also note that gui and il

thare the morpheme /if, which 1s a further argument for their nondistincmness
faturewise. The evidence for O-features in the domain of C° will be further
“corroborated in section 2.2. In any case, the notion of o-valued features is
*tmpirically superior o [Zpred).

- Returning now to the problem of thar-trace cffects in English, [ still have to
-y something about the thearetical problems Rizzi’s (1990) analysis faces with
Citspect to the nature of agreement in Y Recall Rizzi (1990) stipulates a [Fpred]
Cfeamire 1o distinguish between [—pred] declarative and [4pred] relative agreeing

of the wh-operator in Spee of CE,
Case of the NP does not ComERE
peemment is only in pumbet yehile
orm (is Hs'f ziin are’h

s
s =

A In it “personel” wse, fhe pronoun i “itme" marks third person masculing nouns, both animute
& and inunimate (Le traiutdean. il e grerive the eainfean, ivhe amved’). | would Tike 10 sugoesl
B e this 35 nol n inherent property of i Citthe’. bui one that &5 contributed by the seiectional
L resitictivns on the subject of particular verbs. ff *it/he’ then Slways hus Lthe festure specification
{, [0 person, O gender. O number], the Tect that it scems 1w mark mascuiing simply follows {rom
E: the fact that musciline is the “defalt” gendar in Ereneh; ns i evident from sgreement Jear o
_ Marie wont hewrewsiase John and Mary are hoappy™ end the “defuult” masculing geander
Ik

pxocentlric compounds recaive (uahasc Tave-vaisselle 'a dishwesher').
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C%in English, and that he introduces a comresponding difference betweesn A- ang
A-agreement (resp. predication agreement and Spec—head agreement).

We are now in a position to do away with the [tpred] feature,
capitalizing on Rizzi's distinction between
Spec—head (A-)agreement.

c-features are by their very nature “transmitters' of festures, Transmission of
features in declarative C° straightforwardly obtains via Spec—head agreement,
refative CPs, the possibility of Spec—head agreement to transmit features from
outside of the clause is of course not availabie, Now, o-features have no fixeq
value of their own, but “await™ features which they can transmit into the clayss:
As a result, any feature index of the prajection of N” to which a relative CP g5
adjoined will automatically percolate to the a-featured C° head of the relative
clavse. An AerC” with te-features is sensitive to w
near.”

In the analysis presented here. both declarative and relative

Ue-features. Declarative AgrC”s have a-features because syl
features can be

while
predication (A-)agreement ang

hatever nominal features ire

AgrC? have
ject NPs with any
extracted from an embedded clause, without triggering
morphological differences on the AgrC? gui of the embedded clause. Feature-
wise, declarative and relative AgrC? are identical, contrary to Rizzi's (1990)

v
[fpred] distinction. This analysis immediately eliminates Rizzi's {1960)
stipulation that French gui s

the agreeing form of the complementizer, which is
both insensitive to the [£pred] distinction and to the AfA-apreement distinction,
In the analysis advocated here, the identity of French relative and declarative qui
follows straightforwardly from their identity in features: gui is an element
expressing 1"-C" dgresment with w-valued p-features,

We have not yet quite shown however that [pred] can be done away with
altogether: recall Rizzi (1990) uses [+pred] as a descriptive device to distinguish
between [+pred] relative C7 which must appear as thar in 4 configuration where
an empty aperator 1s moved to SpecCP from subject position in a relative clause,
and [-pred] declarative C” which cannot 4ppear as thar when an empty operator,
ar any other wh-NP has moved through SpecCP from subject position. In all
other cases when an empty Operator is moved to SpecCP (from object position),
that is optional. The relevant sentences are repeated hers for convenience:

A, The gxistence of a-feamres fot only makes
also provides a straightforward explanation

end up inside that CP. Cne might eve
predication of adjuncts simply involy
rear fully dressed where an Apr
drecsed, With c-feamres whi

reference 1o 4 feature [Epred] snmecessary, but it
of how the features of the head of the relative OF
n formulate this 1 little more strongly: it might be thar all
s agreement with o-features, for example Jokn drank his
prejection can be assumed 1o “cap of ™ the AP hesded by
ch is pdjoined 1o AprSubjl and therefore absorbs the featores of
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AgrSubj” leftl]

() A Who did you think [es U *that/D-AgrC” [agsuop b
|—pred]
b. The thing [cp O that! *@-AgrC’ [agrsutip b AgrSubj’ happened]]
{+pred]
is terrible
c.  Whao, did you think {cp v, (that) Sue saw ]
d.  The thing [ge ©; (that) Suie saw ]

fiecall also that in Rizzi's system, mavement of an clement from subject position
o SpecCP triggers 1" _C® agreement by transilivity of Spec- head agreement {first
in the domain of TP, and then in CP). With an empty element {operator/irace} in
SpecCP. the complementary distribution of English C” then is as follows. in

Rizzi's sysiem:

e that _f 1°-C” agreement. C? |+pred)
- @ _J1°-C" agreement, C? {-pred}

(that) __J no 1-C" agreement, {Zpred}

]
Y

. Under this analysis, it remains quite oidd that the complementizer thar can at the
same time express 2 [+pred] C" if there is no 1" agreement, while it is only
- capable of expressing a [+pred] 9 if there is 1°-C" agreement. Why would this
= e 507

| would like to say that there is no such causal relation between 1°-C°
agreement and the feature [+pred] because there is no feature [Epred]. The
 distribution of that is not as in (93, but it rather depends on the directionality of
‘0 the domain of C’. Obligatory that eXpresscs hidirectional
the subject of the relative clause moves o SpecCP
1°. and the relative " whose ci-features have
" “absorbed” the features of the NY heading the relative clause, in tum checks the
! [person, number, gender] features of the element in SpecCP. Obligatory that in
|0 sense “exchanges” agreement with the element in SpecCP. The idea here is
“that o bidirectional Spec—head agresment i “srrong” agreement and needs to be
ipefled out overtly. The obligatory absence of thar is reluted to unidirectional
* Spec-head agreement by the element in SpecCP: a declarative C" has no
*{person, number, gender] features to check: rather, it only “receives” both L
 agreement and [person, number, gender] features from the element passing

i tirough SpecCP (Spec—head agreemunn,{’ Optional that then simply marks the

aereement
' Spec-head agreement in C:
| and triggers agreement of C” with

B {1 has come o my attention that the distincrion drawn here betwesn hidireetional -amd
unidirectional sgreement in the domain of € has been independently proposed by Rizs (o

appeark. Rizzi's (Lo ppper) Sl goreenient invoives matching of featuees instontiated on o head
against the feammes of the apecifier (hidirectiony azreement], and his dynatic aEreemenl ECUrs
when o specifier provides the head with its features (unidirectional agreement). Rizzi introducss
\hess potions to account for French hnad as-tu va? " Who Ruve you seen’ where gui “who' endons
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absence of 1IC” agreement.” Frene
sensitive lo the directionality of agreement in C", while English ¢ eXpresses
1°.C" agreement by the obligatory presence or absence of thay. depending an th,
din‘.cljonu]i[}' of the additio

nal [person, number, gender| features,
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the fesiure Fpred] which has been shown o ElVe rise o a fajr number pf
stipulations,
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restricled (o maty interrog
also appear in embeddad n

{10} a.

nee of O-valued g-features in comes from
nch matriy interrogatives,

rogalive complementizer ESI-CE g,
atives in Standard French. This compleme
lerrogatives in colloguial vari

which 5
nlizer can
eties of French,
Est-ce gue £ uphrasie est arrivée?

Is-it-that Euphrasie has arfved?!

b, JSe me sujs demancié
‘1 wondered when j

€. Quand est-co que
"When is-

quand (Flegt e qite) Euplirasie ¢
s-it-that Euphrasic has arrived.”
Euphrasie est arrivée?

it-that Euphrasie has armived?’

W arrivee?

As 4 complex complementizer,
not be analyzed ay ap intervening sentence containing

‘be'. This analysis is of course possible, but the formal propertics of o
as a complex C? and esr-ce e as an intervening se
an imcrvuning senience, with est a verh, esf-ve
and the senlence is interpreted as

est-ce gue, which 1 will gloss as "that,”, should

n inflected form of érre
S-C8 que
ntence are quite different. As
e bears a descending intonation,
‘Docs this mean that Euphrasic has arrived?'.

=J

C with 2 wh-Teature. thys satisfyin
Agresment and unh1irc:.:[:nna!.-‘riyn
of the diswibution of relative apd
bidirectiona) ngTEE
between 0

2 his wh-criterion, The distinciion b
EMic ngrecmient therefore
dectarative O A & ey
ment s nol merely dependent on the
wnd the nominal fead.
ir.dc:;_\-..'ndl.-nil_-.' in the domain of 7
A reviewer notes {har

Iween bidirectional/static
Seems 1o be justified independently
It, the introduction of the potion of
presence of o predicative relation
n ather words, bidirection
while Rizits (1090 [

the solution proposed har
“ineliminatile ambiguity of g

agreemient? 1 think this abjeelion
anly the presence and absence
oF & Symiactic relption, Tt is
morphalo
eleme

Bl dgreement iy justified
tpeed] is no

e for “optional™ thar does not address the
- Why should shar opticnally surface fo mark gbsence of
PTCSUPpPOSES 4 reductionist view of merphological marking:
of morghemes “count™ as hona fide marphalogical manifestations
my contention fhat the apticnality af fhar should b vigwed is a
gical propeny in und by ftzelf: in this weay, obligatory thar and optional frad ore two
ats hat are formally and morphosyntactically different,

The commect answ
this means that s
As 4 complex ¢

eans s It true |
she has armived’;
without triggering
This much shoul
interrogative CF

The C* esr-ce ‘
moved to the dos
of C” and subse
animate wh-pron
other wi-NPs, ine
similarly trigger
e 15 not expres:

(113 a  Ouif
“Wh

b, Que

“Wh

c. Ouel
“Whi

d.  Com
‘How

To the best of my
literature. Importan
SpeclP, ar, for tha

H]

The careful reader
ntemogalive gui ‘v
i5 that only intemog
Hirschbiihler { 1985
of the gue + VUL
properties in G,
0 Que fmr M
what does-M;
As such, pue *what
out of the W10 4
in U
(i) O’ esr-ce g
what that,
This =xcorparation
Kayne (1991} hus di
that clitics are adjot




* agreement, then is not
ile English Y expresses
af that, depending on the
r] features.

wivantageously subsumes
q52 o a fair number of

eatures in C" comes from
atives,

zor est-ve gque, which is
This complementizer can
vaneties of French.

) Enphrasie est arrivée?
us arrived.”

ill gloss as ‘thal,', should
g an inflected form of e
1l properties of esi-ce que
snee are quite different. AS
s 4 descendimg intonation,
at Euphrasie has arrived?’.

netion between bidirectional/static
wemis 10 he justified independently
the inmroduction of the netion of
resence of u predicative relation
irectional asreement is justificd
red] is not.

jonal” that does not address the
illy surfuge to mark absemee of
{ view of morphological marking:

fude morphelogical rrani festacionss

ity of that should be yvigwed 253
ory that and opional th

E

of A W

i what does Mane

n owo fypes of underspecification 217

ould be: Oui, o' est gu’ elle est venue “Yes,

The COMECL ANSWET 10 the question W
e “be’ can be used in the past lense.

this means that she came’. In this case, &
As a complex complementizer, est-ce gie does not bear any intonation, and
mieans ‘1s it true that Euphrasie has arrived?’, with a corresponding answer “Yes,
e has arrived’. In this use of est-ce que, ére cannot be put in the past lense
without triggering falling intonation and a corresponding change in interpretation.

- This much should make it clear that est-ce que functions 45 a single complex

serrogative €.

The C° est-ce que also undergoes guelqur conversion if an adjacent subject is
oved to the domain of C. It appears however that movement to the domain
o € and subsequent conversion 1o est-ce qui i limited to the interrogative
animate wh-pronoun gui ‘who' and the inanimate wh-pronoun que ‘what".® No
ulher wh-MPs, including simplex wh-pronouns such as combien ‘how many’, can
similarly trigger esf-ce gl CONVErsIon if they originate in SpeclP. When est-ce
gue is mot expressed in 7, the sentences are fine.

QuilQu’ est-ce qui est arrivé?

“Who/what that, has arrived?’

b, Quels enfants (¥est-ce qui} [t sont arrives? |
“Which children (that,) have arrived?’

¢ Quel paguet (*est-ce qui} [t est arrivé?]
“Which package (that,) has arrived?'

4 Combien (*est-ce qui) [Len sont arrivés?]

‘How many (that,) of-it have arrived?’

(1 a.

' To the best of my knowledge, this fact has gone unobserved in the generalive

literature, Importantly, est-ce que is possible if the wih-NP does not transit through

| SpeclP, or, for that matter, if any “non subject” wih-element moves to SpecCE:

S8 The coreful reader will have noted that T use the term “movemnent (o the domain of G for

interropntive gui “who' and gue fhat’ racher then “movement o SpecCP”, The reason for this
is that only interrogative gui is 8 wh-NP, which maves to SpecCP. As shown by Bouchand and
Hirschbiihler ( 1988}, interrogative que "what” 15 o +wih-clitic in French which forces movemeent
of the gue + VT AmrSubi” complex o " 20 that interrogative gue *whnt” can check it= +iwlt-
propéerties in C

(e foir Marie? (i1} *Oue Marie fait

what Marie does
AS sich, gue ‘what" is the counterpast of clitic fe *it'. Tnterrogative gue “what' can also move
= Lt of the VI_T'-AgrSubi® complex to C? if the complex complementizer esi-ce gue is present

1 1]
In C":

] i) Qu est-ce que s fais? (iv)  Qu'  estve qui estarrivé?

- what thaly you da’? Wivat that, happened?

This excorporation out of the V-T"-AgrSubj” complex into C extve gue 15 not surprising:
Kayne (1991} hes demonstrated that attachment 1o V" is not an intrinsic propedy of clitics, but
that clitics are adjoined to Tuncticnal projections,
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(2 a  Quels enfanss est-ce que [tn ag
which children is-it-that you have seen
b. 'Combien est-ce gueltw en a  vust]
how many is-it-that vou of-it have seen
¢ {Quand/comment/avec quels arguments) est-ce que tu as
when/ how,/ with which arpuments  is-it-that
convainca Nestor?
convineed Nestor!

vies 1]

you have

Clearly then, the sentences {11b—d

} testify to an pnadultera
in French

malix interrogative clauses, The
possible with interrogative gl “who'
respectively? Clearly, Rizzite {1990) [pred] is of no avail here

The question raised by the examples in (8} is why interrogativ
can agree with the C" est-ce qui, while full wih-NPs
cannot. [ would like to suggest that
o-features that are specified as [0 person,
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it is not very clear what would be the import of features of the type
[=person, —sendar, —number]. As faras ] know, these never Lrigger any syntactic
processes of agreement. Moreaver, a growing body of wark in phonology (for
cxample, Ewen and van der Hulst 1985: Rennisan 1986: Anderson and Ewen
1987) argues in favor of a unary svstem of features
to whether the same move should not he m

system. In what follows, the reasons for my
clearer.

There s independent evidence that nterrogative qui and gue have indeed 0-
specified features. If it js assumed that agrecment involves identity of features,
this evidence will indirectly testify to the O-specified nature of est-ce qui, A first
argument for the O-specified nature of gui ‘who’ comes from binding theory.
Interrogative qui “who’ can agree with the anaphor sof *self":

choice of the O-value will become
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YPES U i

(13) (lui ne pense jamals @ soi?
“Who doesn't ever think of himself?’

Burzio (1989) claims that the anaphor soif-méme) has no @-features, and marks
it with [0 persan, O gender, { number] features, undetermined for person, gender
and number. The anaphor soif méme) indeed only takes for antecedents
estricted set of quantifiers such as chacun ‘everyone’, guicongue "whoever, rout
le monde ‘everyone’, personne ‘nobody” (Grevisse 1980: sections LO83—1084),
[mportantly, it also binds an empty pro object, as in (143,

Chacunl tout le monde pense toujours a soi.
“Everybody always thinks about oneself’

b, La bonne musique réconcilie __ aver sol-méme,
¢. *Good music reconciles __ with oneself.

(14) a

Rooryck (1992) has suggested thal ohject pro is [0 person, 0 number, {) gender]|
o explain the different restrictions on binding of pro by anaphors in French,
Dutch -and English. Note that it would not make much sense o atiribute
|-person, —gender, —number] features Lo pro, and correspondingly to sei-méme
omeself”. Rooryck (1992) argues that English one, and hence aneself, is [+sg]
since it agrees with third person -5 Similarly, Dutch zichzelf arguably has [+3rd
person, O number, (I gender] features. As a result, these anaphors clash with the
- [featured antecedent pro. For French, Rooryck (1992) assumes Burzia's (1989)
daim that sei-méme is entirely underspecified for features. Since both pro and
spi-méme are [0 person, 0 gender, 0 number], the anaphor sof-méme can be
haund by pro. Since interrogative gui ‘who' also agrees with soi ‘sell’, the
requirement of identity of features implicit in binding suggests that interrogative
qui ‘who' is also endowed with O-specified features,

A second argument in favor of the idea that interrogative gui and que have
(-specified features comes from its interaction with the floating quantifier tons
ll” (cf, Doetjes 1992 for a recent analysis). Tous all” can maodify o whi-NF, but
not interrogative qui ‘who' or gue “what':

B3 [Quels enfants/*quilqu'] est-ce que .  as  {ous vy
which children/who/what is-it-that you have all seen

[t might of course be argued that interrogative qui and gue are [+sgl, and
' \herefore cannot co-occur with [+pl] fous "all’. At first sight, this objection seems

1 ¢ . -
'.!_;10 be corroborated by the fact that interrogative gu and gue can co-oceur with

 [#sg] floating four. in the standard variety of French spoken in Belgium:

[16) a.  Qui est-cequetrw as  (fout) v i la fére?
who is-it-that you have all  seen at the party
: b, Qu' est-cequetu as (tout)fait pendant les vacances?

what is-it-that you have all done during the holidays

TIEEF
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In this case, floating rowr adds o specification to the possib
question. Without ront, the answer to (16a) might include
peaple, or even a group. With rout, (16a) can only
never a group. This suggests that the addition of four
possibilitics of interrogative g,
‘what'.

pares down the interpretiya
Muratis mutandis, the same is true for itz

If one is to claim that grilque are [+5g] syntactically, it will have to be
that at feast semantically guilgue can be hoth
gui is syntactically singular, it remains distinctly odd that no other singulir
wh-NP can co-occur with rour in this way. Floating tout with a list
possible with s plural wi-NP, but list-reading
singular NP. !

arzued
plural and singular. However, if

reading iy
foul cannot co-occur with any.

(17 & Quels tableaur esr-ce qUE it as  (tour) vendus cet éié?
which paintings is-ji-that you have (all) sold  this summer
b, Quel livre est-ce quefu a5 (*tour) u?

which bookis-it-that vou have (all) read

This of course could again be attributed to the f:
are the only elements to combine syntactic
[0 number] features. But this answer of course b
syntactic [+sg] features can he
features an theoretical grounds,
interrogative qui and que are O-specified for all ¢-features.
semantically compatible with hoth singular and plural answ
functions as a distributive adverb that does not agree with its antecedent,

The behavior of four in (16) can be interpreted as an argument in Favor of the
O-specified status of interrogative gui and gue. First, gue and gui cannot be [+pl],
since they trigger [+sg] agreement, Secondly, it is clear that gite and gui cannot
be simply [+sg] either, since [+5£] NPs cannot co-occur with list-reading rouw.

it that interrogative ui and que
[+sg] features with semantic
egs the question as to how the
distinguished from the interpretive [0 number]
The conceptually simpler analysis is to say that
As such; they are
ers. List-reading rour

10 A fiest sighr, ficating rour

with interrogative gui and que resermbles Drutch 2ol "among others’
or aifemaal ‘all*,

which also trigger a list reading with interrogative wie “wha':
) Wie heb jo  allemaoiizaq gezien?
who have vou ally among others scen
Singe the appearnce of GUEGRE | Bont seems to be Tin
se influence from Southern Dutch dialects here
traslated as fouiteus, Unlike

nited 1o Belgian French, it i= tempring to
. Nevertheless, Dutch allemand is not adeguately
French tewt/tous *all*, the Duich quantifiers alfemaalizoal can also
Fo-accur with o plural wh-NP, und always yield a list rending:

() Welke hosben el Je alfemanlizeal gelézen?
which books  have you allf amang othors read
Agreeing fawr ‘ol In (17h) does not impose o fist teading, while four in {16 requires & list
reading. If Belgian Frenclh quiligue ... font were due to Ditch influence, it is nol irmmediatey
ubvious why the quantifier roattans was picked, since it does pof require 4 liso reading o
Standard French.
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If it is argued that interrogative gui and gue have no specific feature associated
with number, and in fact have [0 number] features, both observations can be
econciled: 0 number implics that the number feature can be semantically
imterpreted either as singular or as plural. List reading rour then selects the
semantically plural reading. Morphosyntactically, the fact that interrogative gui
swho' and que ‘what' onginating in Spec of IP position trigger third person
aereement should be viewed as default agreement. The third person inflection
[,:;1 the verh with interrogative gut and gue subjects then is similar to that with
impersonal or weather subject i ‘it". Impersonal i ‘it" and interrogative qui and
-que are identical in p-features, they only differ in that interrogative qui and que
also carry semantic [+animate] features,'!

We may conclude that French thus has an AgrC" est-ce gui with O-valued
g-features that can only agree with other O-valved wh-elements, in casu
mterrogative qui ‘wha' and que ‘what® originating in SpecIP position. The result
- of the analysis is that the interrogative animate wh-NP qui as well as the C” est-
ge qui have lotally O-specified leatures, whereas Y gui can have [o-pers, o-zen,
g-num] featwres in Standard French and either [0 pers, & gen, o num] or

[0 person, O gender, O number] features in the varieties of French described by
Frei (1929).' Note that all variation is reduced 1o morphological differences,
in conformity with Chomsky's (1992} minimalist program.

IT. In fact, it should be stated more radically that the third person morpheme & ‘hefit’ s always
underspecified as [0 person, 0 gender, 0 number|. The fact that if *he/it” functions both as so-
called impersonal or wenather i, and as the third person masculing singolar nominative pronoun
i5 nor justa result of homonymy: § ‘hefit™ is always underspecified, and the selectional
properties associated with the argument of the verb ending up in Spec of IP position déemmine
the personal (fanimate) or impersonal status of . Notice that an underspecified analysis of i
‘hefit’ explains why the morpheme fif also shows up on the complementizer gud: #1) *hefit” is
the only morpheme in the subject clitic parndigm that is fully underspecified. As such, it is the
only morpheme compatible with an underspecified complementizer. Under the view that subject

| clitics are heads in or related (o AgrSubj (for example Roberge 1986), Kavne™s (1976) and

Rizzi's (1990) amalysis of complementizer qui marking AgrSubj™AprC” agreement could be
viewed os head movement of (1) “hefit' to C7. 1) *hefit' then is the only sebjeet clitic © so
move since its underspecified nature make it uniquely compatible with o-specified Ang".
Motice that this analysis would still require & change in the type of feature underspecification
of subject clitic if from [0 person, © gender, O number] (o [o person, o gender, o number] of
ifl) "hefit" in complementizer gui, This sume problem anses with respect to the similanity of
ineerrogative gur “who' [ person, 0 gender, O numiber], and complementizer gui which is either
[ person, @ gender, o number] (Stendard French), or a combingtion of 0- and c-valued features
in Monstandard French, T will leave this problem for further research, noting that the anolvss
presented here ot least allows for o descriptive explicitation of the similarities involved.

Uespecified features are presumably excluded from occurring in a declarative C7, since otherwise
extrection out of an embedded sentence would be extremely limited: only interrogative g and

g

quee would be able to move through the domain of C on their-way to the motrix clause, As o
result, D-featured .-'L|-='1Cr' est-ve gui i Freneh will only show up where wi-movement is local:
in mistrix and embedded inemogatives,
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d o-and O-features jn syntax and phonology

Finally, the theoretical relevance of both Ly
should be discussed in the light of underspeci
history of genarative EraAmmar, s
by phonalogical feature theory,
the question arises whether thi
Systems of syntax and phonolo
distinction between 0- and o
If, on the contrary,

yntactic feature theory has always been in
As was already mentioned in the introductign,
s influence ig accidental or not, If the featyra
EY are organized quite differently, the syntactio
features is naot expected to turn up in Fhonology,
the syntactic O/u-distinction does have a counterpart in
phonology, it might reflect an organization of feature theory that would he
shared by bath syntax and phonology,

I will discuss some indications from vowel harmony (the phonalogical
cotnterpart of a agreement) that the latter conclusion is warranted. Tangale, 4

member of the Chado-Hamitic language group spoken in Migeria, has nine vowel

an be represented in the following chart from Jun

2 chi graithmayer
(1971}, as quoted By van der Hulst and van de Weijer (1993,
(18} front back
high i u close/ATR
1 i apen/RTR
mid = 0 close/ATR
E 2 open/RTR
fow a open/RTR

(= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993: [1])

Jungraithmayer (19713 subdivides Tangale vowels into two subsets, the open sct
/14 e 2 a/and the clased gpt /1 u e of, which are called harmonic sets, The open/
close distinction was Tater argued to involve the featurs [ATR] (advanced tongue
root) (van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993). Vowel harmony in Tangale is
stem controlled: a stem with 4 closed vowel trigeer

5 the ATR variant of the
vowel on all affixes, and a stem with an open vowel triggers the RTR (retracted
longue root) variants of the v

owel on the same affixes. Vowels on stems are
fixed, vowels on affixes act like chameleons (van der Hulst

and van de Weijer
15937,
(19 noldede ‘dog’

selr-n ‘look-map’

ken-o ‘enter-iMp’

fe-o ‘Pounding’

Werd-3 larming'

= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993; [2])
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When the neutral
ATR or RTR vari
vowel.
(21} top-a
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suffix:
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doh-ha-g-
i dib-na-n-
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called an opaque +
Van der Huilst
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. e transparent. Th
| “transmission” of 1
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non-round
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Jmportantly, the low vowel /a/ does not show a distinction between .-.m.RTR :mld
4 ATR vowel: there is no harmonic counterpart. The potential distinction is
seutralized (van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993 2). The neutral vowel is
nevertheless classified as RTR since it selects suffixes with vowels from the

DI_‘.(:I!'I sell

{0y ?nkas-ko ‘1 have cut’
*a-na ‘my belly’
war-g ‘po-IMP’

{= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993: [3])

When the neutral vowel /a/ appears in affixes, it simply remains faf, without an

ATR or RTR variant, irrespectively of whether the stem has an ATR or an RTR
vowel.

‘compelled’
‘untied’

1A tap-a *start-non’ peer-ng
tap-a ANSWET-NOM' ped-na
{= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993: [4])

Importantly, when a suffix is added to a suffix with faf, the added suffix does
"ot agree with the stem vowel, but with the /a/ immediately preceding that
~suffin:

‘untied me’

‘compelled me’
dob-na-g-go ‘called you-pL’

(3 dib-na-m-gu ‘cooked for us'

i= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993: [6a])

22y  ped-na-n-ga
peer-na-n-g3

" The neutral vowel /a/ thus blocks the vowel harmony, and is cormespondingly
Ucalled an opague vowel (van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1953).

" Van der Hulst and van de Weijer (1993) point out that not all neutral vowels
nlﬂ opaque: in the Finnish vowel harmony system, there are neutral vowels that

{ are iransparent. These vowels are like consonants in that they do not block the

lmnsmission”™ of the vowel harmony to the vowels of the affixes lower down
- on the line. Finmish has the fellowing vowel system:

S(3) front back
o non-round round non-round round
: o i u high
i g i 0 mid
i a Tow

e

{= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993: [T])

e

1-"Cﬂ'l der Hulst and van de Weijer (1993) define Finnish vowel harmony as an
b sxample of a palatal harmony systerm: vowels in a word are all front or all back.
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(24) g — s *stupid-.t '
tuthinng — sig ‘navghty-1e1”
(= van der

Hulst and van de Weijer 1993: [9))

The vowels /if and fe/ have no back counterparts and

neutral vowels, Importantly, the [front] feature of the
has no influence on vowe] harmony:

are traditionally cajled
teutral vowels /if and o/

{25) & vartting
vartting — Hé — ni - fign
b twoli— g
paltring
paltiina — {la — ni — han

‘spinning wheal'
‘with spinning wheel, as you know'
‘on the chair’
linen cloth®
‘with linen cloth, as vou Know’
{= van der Hulst and van de Weijer 1993- [10-12])
Neutral vowels are therefore
de Weijer 1993,
In essence, then, there are two types of neutral vowels Miervening in a vowel

harmony chain: some black the harmony (T, angale), others transmi the harmony
(Finnish),

called transparent vowels {van der Hulst and van

(26)  For X a feature participating in vawel harmony, and Y a neutral vowel:

B oAk Vg TRE Nes iy C ¥V (Finnish)
X X Y X
‘transparent’
b. ©C ¥ ¢ v g V' G ¥V (Ta zale)
X X Y A
‘apagie’

Now, abstracting away from the CV structure in (26), a similar pattern shows up

in relative clauses in French Recall that there is variation in French regarding
the exact morphosyniactic features that can be transmitted to the embedded
AgrSub;j;

(27)  a.  Clest moi-136 qui suis-15G venu,

It is 1 who have come.”

NCUS-IPL qui sommes-1pL 3

‘we who are there’

Cest mai-156 qui B51-35G venu.

It is me who has come.’

b.  Clest nous-1pp qui Sont-3PL venus,
1t is us who have come,’

b.

(28) a.

In (27), all [person, num ber, pender

| features of the N heading the relative clause
are ransmitted o the

relative clause, since AgrC” qui has o-valued p-featurss

- -
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abstractly as follc

{20) a N
Xpa

b. N
Xper

Both vowel harme
in commoen: both :
the intervening ele
agreement. IF it is g

sufficiently alike i
represent them. In
binary feature syste
of underspecificati
syslems (Rennison
1985). In Governn
move to question il
noled in the introde
of functional heads
(Bernstein 1991; Rj
much less work o
attributes, namely v
Unary system, the fi
Presentation rather ¢

Let us represent

‘silributes and values

attrbute for & furthe

on Attribute — Value
{-features contains t
the Case node here.
b Person; gender and |
b for resp [1st/2nd/3rd
Precise unary rende
Value sets (AV sets)
E other. A sentence su




N

nd are traditionally called
: neutral vowels fif and fgf

wheel’

ming wheel, a5 vou know'
1air’

th’

n cloth, as you know!

w3 [10-121)

els (van der Hulst and van

wels intervening in a vowel
sthers transmit the harmony

ony, and Y a neutral vowel:
W {Finnish)
X

V. (Tangale)
Z

1, a similar pattern shows up
iriation in French regarding
ansmitted to the embedded

N heading the relative clause
gui has c-valued qp-features

225

On rwa types of underspecification

or is "transparent”, in (28) only |gender, number] features are transmitted since
the feature for person has a O-value, or is “opaque”. This can be represented
abstractly as follows:

09y a. N () AgrCP (..) AgrSubj’ (Standard French)
: Xperson  Yperson Hperson
{oe-person)
“transparent”
B N ) AprC {..) AgrSubj® (Nonstandard French)
Xperson  Yperson Zparson
{{:-person) (“default” 3rd person)
“opague”

foth vowel harmony in (26) and the agreement in (22) have several properties

| in common: both are instances of a nonlocal feature dependency, in both cases,

the intervening element does not change itself, despite blocking/transmitting the

. agreement. If it is granted that the phonological and syntactic feature systems are
- suificiently alike in this respect, the question arises as to how to adequately

represent them. In phonology, there has been a move away from the purely

- binary feature systems of the sixties towards binary feature systems making use
- of underspecification {Archangeli 1984) or even more Testrictive unary feature

systems (Rennison 1986; Anderson and Ewen 1987; Ewen and van der Hulst

* 1985). In Government and Binding syntax, there has not been a comparable

- move to question the representation of feature values, except for the references
-~ noted in the introduction. A lot of recent work has gone into the multiplication
of functional heads for feature anribures such as person, gender, and number
(Bernstein 1991; Ritter 1991; Picallo 1991}, but to my knowledge there has been

- much less work on the representation of the values corresponding to those

aitributes, namely values such as <+>, <=>, <0>, or <t Ideally, in a restrictive
| unary system, the features values <+>, <0>, and <ec= would follow from a re-
' presentation rather than be stipulated within the system as feature values per se.
*  Let us represent agreement features as hierarchically structured parrs of
attributes and values, where a value for 2 given attribute can in tum become the

| dltribute for a further value. These terms are faken from Scobbie’s (1991) work
© on Attribute — Value Phonology. In this way, the node representing the attribute

. p-features contains the nodes [pog] and Case as its values. We will not represent
 Ihe Case node here. The node [png) is in turn the altribule for the three values
 person, gender and number. Person, gender and number then are the attributes

E_'fur resp [1st/2nd/3rd person], [sg/pll, [fem/masc] (See the appendix for a more

?mriss unary tendering of terminal feature values). In this way, Attribute —
o

Value sets (AV sets) are obtained which are always partly embedded into each
Lother. A senlence such as (30a) then has a feature representation as in (30b),

'!
;

Y



226 J. Reorvch

where I assume for ease of exposition that

embedding of the various Attribute — Valye 5
purpases only,

nous “we' has [masc] features
The brackets in the structure (30b) are meant 1

O give a representation of the
ets, levels are given for mnemaonie

(30 8. C'est mous-TPL UL SOMIes-1PL Ve, (Standard French)
‘It is us who have come.’

b. [ IST PL Masc ] — G-MASC —m f PL  MaASE
AV sers 4 L r — N6 —»> 1 [ ! l
level 3 IJ’P N G|) (p ]rF'—h-Ler N gl
AV setn I \J'/f’"" "-l \\\ 1 \\\J D }
level 2 Jlmlm] ] [ |m|agai% < ipTgl 2

r il i
AV ser level | l [t—] | [ [p—] 4 | [tn—] [
NP AgrC’ AgrSub;”

Hes LIl

In this structurs, | assume that
number],

structure. As a result, it is tra

AgrC" does have an
but that this attribute does not have a

nsparent with respeet to feature irs

SO veriy

attribute [person, gender,
further Atribute — Value
ansmission: AgrC?

Il:
B a ce
: It |
i b.
AV sty ]
level 3
AV zety
fevel 2

AV set fevel

Since no AV sets
this dialect aof Fr
transmitted down

Interrogative gu
described as elem
are projected, but
value. The feature

- =y

then is completely “neutral™ or “lransparent”
dgrecment into the relative clayse. The absen
SeL corresponds to the value g L
In the relative clauses of nonstandard French, relative giti does have an 4
attribute for person, but no specific value associated with it The presence of the
altribute [person], or rather of the AV sep [[png] : pers], now blocks transmission H
of the tomesponding value of the head noun, triggering “default” third person -
agreement on VO_T! -AgrSubj” complex of the relative clause. This suggests that
the relative AgrSubi” takes over the unspecified person attribute of qui, The
U-value of a feature then corresponds Lo an attribute without a fearure Specifica-
tion: [attribute l.

tive gni ‘who' and

with respect to the transmission of
ce of a completz [attribute - vitlue]

'. (32) Moy {p

l=

Note that the featur
explain their morpk
elements are defing
‘who' and gue “whe
values (are always
L Alribute — Value
b French, [5]), or they
- and gue) without va
The “opague™ aspe
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|
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-
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! - 5 H o . - F Sars
| FAcy, nrong “we'® js always m-specified for gender, This c-specification can be defended in viow | TR |
| F il “ . a - ']
| of the Tact that pender agresment with s twe” depends on extralinguistic context: referring ’

| W0 an pll-female oy

P, Nows semmes carmhenier "Wa grae hoppy-FEM:#L' shows feminine
agreement, while

& mixed Lroup would rigper masculine (defuult) agreement (Nous sommes

|

c v

| covifents 'We are happy-stasoepL Ty, Only a-specification of the gender feature on powr *we' con | |

| saploin this “referentiol” asreement: O-specification would trigger “defuult” or so-called o i
masculine agreement in gl cases,
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(Monstandard French)

{3l) A O est nous-15G gl soni-35G VERILS.
‘Tt 15 us who have come.’
b. r 1sT  PL Masc | — G-MasCc —» [ PL MASC 1|
AV sets { 0 (o 2 4 _ [ e
fevel 3 P N Gl|) [P P>l[p_ N G 1)
AV sets | b | | l i f ]'
level 2 '- EPTE] 1y EFTEI ‘L LPTgl l
AV ser level 1 [o—] [} J L[] J[
NP AgrC’ AgrSubj’
s i SORE VERLS

L cinee no AV sets for number and gender are present on the [png] attribute in
ihis dialect of French, the AV sets for number and gender of nous ‘us’ are
ansmitted down to AgrSubj without encountering anything to block them.

Interrogative gui who' and gue ‘what', with so-called (-features, can then be

described as elements of which the [person], [number], and [gender] attributes
e projected, but without being specified, that is, without receiving a specific

value, The feature specification of nous ‘we’ then compares to that of interroga-
five gui “who' and gue ‘what’ in the following way:

B(32)  nous | person o IST et/ gile |_FK:THUIL :
gender @ MASC gender :
Lnumber : PL | |_number: J

" Note that the feature values of interrogative qui “who' and que *what' now help
* explain their morphological similarity to the complementizers qui and gue: both
' tlements are definable in terms of (- and g-valued features: Interrogative gl
“who' and gue ‘what' always have person, number and gender attributes without

vilues (are always D-specified), complementizer qui and gue have either no
Altribute - WValue sets at all for person, number, gender features (Standard
French, [3]), or they have certain attributes (in the same way as interrogative gui
“and que) without values (Nonstandard varieties of French, [61-[71).

The “opague’” aspect of vowel harmony in Tangale can be represented in a perfectly
similar way. In (33), only the feature set relevant to the hammony 15 represented:

133)

et

[ATR )
] —TR— [TR]
|

1.;"

u

|
TR ITR]
|
v
|
L

|
v € C
|
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The reason why faf is represented without a feature-value
TR is the economy of a unary feature system: no reference to RTR (-ATR) i;
to be made if it is not necessary. Van der Hulst and van de Weitjer (1003; 209
point out that vowel harmony systems such s Tangale have usually besq
described in terms of AT R-spreading. It therefore stands 1o reason that only this
feature-value would be used, while the feature-value RTRE 15 left und-:zrspuciﬁcd,
only to be “filled in" phanetically as a “neutral” or “defaule” iongue rag
position RTR. RTR is a phonetic, not = phonological property, “Defaulr I
person agreement in AgrSubi® arises in the same way in the syntax, The
valueless [TR - ] alsa participates in the vowe| harmony: this stems from the
idea that the harmony/agreement system has no access to what is inside the
Attribute — Value box: the harmony only sces the label TR on the box that is tq
be transmitted. Nothing essential hinges on this idea however,
structure condition that has traditionally been related to the n
namely that the combination of the features [low] and [ATR] is impossible (van
der Hulst und van de Weijer 1993), can here be restated by saying that the
Attribute — Value set [height : low] prevents the attribute [TR] from projecting
the featurc [ATR].

Finally, “transparent” Finnish vowel harmony can be

Wiy as ils syntactic counterpart AgrC? i in Standard
der Hulst and Smith (1986), T will

Finnish, The feature [back] {34b) i
underspecified value of the anribue
Iback] as a phonetic “default™ proced
that the absence of the entire ITE]
spelled out as “defaulr [front

The segment
eutralization,

represented in the same
French. Following van
assume that the feature [front] spreads in
5 not represented as a feature-value, The
[TB] (tongue body) will be “flled in™ as
ure. For the vowels /if and e/, this implies
Altribute — Value set results in their being
| vowels. The feature geometry of the vowels in
(34) is of course not complete: only the features relavant to vowel harmony have
been represented. The other elements determining the feature geometry of /if and
fef (non-round, high/mid), which are not represented in (34), must be thought of
45 constraining the surface phonetic manifestation of vowels without a

phonological [TB] atribute in such a way that /if and Je/ are “filled in™ as the
result of a phonetic process.

(34) a [ front ] fromt ]

TR r — TB-front — { TB J-

i I

C N @ Qo oo
A E
i

m i

-
—
=

L

RTR for the atteibge

T

Tt

M
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ralue RTR for the atttibute, ki r 1
ference to RTR (=ATR) iz | | J.
van de Weijer (1993: 20y | TB J — TB — L TB
angale have usually been l_ | |
nds o reason that only this : C W L& e C v
RTR is left underspecified, | | | |// | | |
or “default”™ tongue root p 3 I t i 1 5
;Jl,ﬁﬂ:,'};:znirh;c ES;:TELE :_;2 f‘_[n Finn]lsh then, there E.li"-i' two ways in which [frFrntJ can he reulizud:.eitl'[cr a:-_:_ a
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bel TR.on the box that is ta that miss 4 [T B_: frnnEl dimension al}ogc:her, ym]}hng Jif and /2/. The phonetic
guos Bservers. The: sesan] [b:s;k] 1::;1[_urf: 15 mullzedl as a “default” value for vowels that have a [TH]
g ey fh TIEUEFEHZl,-ﬁi'II:rlL :l.unhuu.z \uialheui an a.u-.:_:n.:ml‘ari value: [TB : _g. _ _ .
\d [ATR] is impossible (van If |.?1us .]m-s of reasoning is correct, there is evidence of a system of feawre
stitad by SaMitie- Thar The m'!:__amz_zstmn that mllghl be commaon to the rr.mrphnsg_n?lux and the phonology. In
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& Eeatire [iont) spn:uvdﬁ o systems can be represented in 'Lh_c same way, Ihgrefnrc, there scem 10 be good
(o as 8 fentiacsyalise. T ;rcasunB fo assume thiiLﬂI‘.hi: basic elements of [eature Ll1enr;_r m:v: comman (o
IR ~syntax and phonology. Such 4 common ground for the organization of features
inj; }.-'i;.rgtllldkjﬁf l:ltnlit:sdir:-;}ii:: “tonstitutes strong evidence for a .:x'l:pil-r.'llc mudPI? of feature Ehﬁnr‘_.' in the
e s *linguage faculty, based on something like Scobbie’s (1991) Attribute — Value
l”i: 5:1;::]; t:;li:vh::ﬁ ‘rodel. that would be accessible to both syntax and phonology.
kope 1 i
-vant to vowel harmony have
:f:?;j}"i ETE;?;TFI_EH;;[?; :r_'ﬁppendix: The specification of features
tion, of vowels without & g0 reviewer makes the interesting observation that despite the system proposcd
and fe/ are “filled in" as the 5: fere, there are differences in the organization of features in phonology and
- morphosyntax. He argues that phonelogical features are gither maximally binary
3 'i'l:ur, as assumed here, unary, while syntactic features are not binary but can have
“more than two specifications, as is the case for the [person] feature. The
] “thservation made is an important one, and needs some qualification. First of all,

i;it should be specified that classical (say Sound Patern of English) phonology
l_assigns binary features, but that is has been proposed in the literature: that a
phonological feature such as [height] needs to have three feature-values.
| Secondly, the Attribute — Value system used here does not take position with
:tllsj.lcuL to the binary or multiple specification of features: note that one Atrribute
' Value sat always is the Value of another Atiribute — Value set: this creates

L . T g
nesting AV sets. In the system proposed here, the nesting of AV sets is assumed
I
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to be multiple for ease of expasition, as for the [person, number, gender] featyrey  F [45) v,
in (30b), where [png] ends up having three branches. Mothing hinges on thiz o I
however. In a more complete represemation. there ars even a number gf ANV [
arguments to split [png| in a binary way, distinguishing person on the one hand, f! &
and [gender, number] on the other. The separate branch [gender, number] then VLA
divides up further in gender and number. The reason for this would be thar i | i
| anumber of languages, if agreement has gender, 1t also involves number, hut ngt A
i necessarily person (cf. past participle agreement in Romance). The maxima| .
branching of nesting Attribute — Value sets therefore can, and mayhbe should, ha
argued to be hinary, v
il A further issue, and a more crucial one for the binary nature of features, |IL
| concerns the value of the terminal nodes in the Attribute — Value system AV I
I advocated here. Only the terminal nodes are required to have a unary valye, 3 |"
Unce more, the representations in the main text are reductionist and non-unary VAL
b for purposes of exposition. However, in a more constrained system, a feature like |'
| number only has two representations as an AV ser: plural is represented ag : A
[number : plural], and singular, the “default” value, can always be represented :
as a (-feature [number - 1. Stmilarly, feminine gender, being marked, should
be represented as [gender ¢ feminine], and masculine, the default value, should :
be represented as a zero-valued Attribute [gender : ], This last Tepresentation Vi
for masculine does nat show up in the representitions in (3032} in order to |
make the case for “transmission” of features as clearly as possible. As for person A 1'*’
features, it scems at first sight that they imvolve multiple specification: 1st. 2nd. |
rd. However, it has been argued that third person functions as “non person” in o VA,
various languages (Benveniste 1966), In Yorubd, third person is less marked |
morphologically (Déchains 1992). Hale (1973) argues that while st person in ; A
Walbiri should be described with the features set [+, —IT] and 2nd person with
(=L +II], 3rd person is [I, -1I], another way of representing “nonperson’”.
Similarly, in Romance, third person functions as “default” person for agreement .
with impersonal (= nonreferential) subjects. These observations clearly make a | In the representatis
case for distinguishing third person as a D-valued AV set [person ;. ], while Ist gender Trdfifiﬂ“:“ K
and 2nd person could be viewed as constituting their own AV sets binarily "transparent u-lt'al
branching off the person Attribute. In order 10 clari fv this point, 1 represent the - lhe referent, trigg
second person pronouns i *you-sG” and vous YOU-PL/HON:SG, -as well as third content| E".j ‘3‘}3“ dr
person il *it/he’ in French as follows:* ERIUECS 1 MIlCi g
second person plu
these features ope

“default™ value (cf
representations in |
“iransparent” (Non

14, The indexing of A — V sats is intended 10 show mare clearly the “nesting” of AV sets: an
I =g : : = # i | =
Atsibute with index # contains us 11 value # an Attribute — Value et with index = §.

s e P e e

aarili

i L | e
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n, number, gender] features (35) \'A 0 l 0

=5, Mothing hinges on thig, , | | |

e are even a number gf AV, [1st] [2xp] [num]

ing person on the one hand, |

mch [gender, number] then VA, [pers] [num, gen]
wn for this would be that in . =9

s0 invelves number, but not "SH [png]

n Romance). The maximal | |

3 can, and maybe should, be (1 vou-SG°

. . 0 1

» hinary nature of leatures, i | |

Arribute — Value system: | ;L . [1st]  [2xp]

ired to have a unary valoe: 7 |:

: rgduuiiauim and non-unary V/A. [pers] (num, gen]
trained system, a feature like |' E i
ser: plural is represented as: s A [pngi
., can always be represented ;
snder, being marked, should !
ne, the default value, should ; vous *you-PL/you-5G. HON

. This last representation. | Vi 0 0

ions in (30032} in orderto | | |
rly as possible. As for person. & ASV, 0  [num]  [gen]
iltiple specification: 1st, 2nd, . i |

functions as “non person’ in _ VA, [pers] [num, gen]
third person is less marked  § |
aues that while 1st personin. A, [png]
41, ~I1] and 2nd person with |
»f representing “‘nonperson’. il fitthe!

{efault” person for agreement
- phservations clearly make a
4V set [person @ ], while 15t

their own AV sets binanly
rify this point, [ represent the
-PL/HON:SG', as well as third:

"I the representation for mu ‘you-5G°, the complete absence of the AV set for
sender translates the idea that gender for second person fu ‘you' must have a
transparent’ a-valug, since it can be both masculine and feminine depending on
the referent, triggering the corresponding agreement where necessary (Tu es
“tontent(e) ‘you are happy'). The representation for second person veus ‘you'
-f';ipmres its interpretation as either an honarific second person singular, or &
isucnnd person plural: the “transparent™ o-value for gender and number leaves
| these features open. The O-marking of features for il ‘ivhe’ represents its
S default” value (cf. note 107, With this in mind, it is useful to again recall the
epresentations in (30031}, which are either entirely (Standard French) or partly
1 "transparent” (Nonstandard French) for features whose AV sel is left unspecified.

clearly the “nesting” of AV seb a0

& — Value ser with index 5 4 4
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(36) T Q
| |
V v 1A, [pers]
A png ‘a": png

“lransparent” gui in “person-blocking” gui in
Standard French (= [307)

Nonstandard French (= [31T)

It may be that the feature representation | have adopted here is too rich, i
should nevertheless be viewed as an attempt to provide an explicit formalization
of feature blocking and transmission in both phonology and morphosyntax.

Department of Frenchy
Holland lnstitute of Generarive Linguistics

Leiden University
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