MORPHOSYNTAX:

THE SYNTAX OF VERBAL INFLECTION

by
Jonathan David Bobaljik
B.A., Russian and Slavic Studies

McGill University
(1990)

Submitted to the Department of Linguistics and Philosophy
in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements
for the Degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
at the

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
June 1995

© Jonathan David Bobaljik
All rights reserved.

The author hereby grants to M'];I‘ permisgion to reproduce and to distribute
publicly paper and electronic ggpies of £ fis document in whole or in part.

epartment of Linguistics and Philosophy
May 26, 1995

Noam Chomsky
Institute Professor
Thesis Advisor

David Pesetsky
Professor of Linguistics
Thesis Advisor

Accepted by — ) ‘/

Wayne O'Neil
Head, Department of Linguistics and Philosophy

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE
OF TECHNOLOGY

JUN 26 1395

LIBRARI=S






MORPHOSYNTAX:
THE SYNTAX OF VERBAL INFLECTION
by
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for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Linguistics

ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the interaction of the morphological process of verbal inflection
with the syntactic process of verb movement and the distribution of the principal
arguments.

In Part I it is proposed that two apparently syntactic phenomena in the Germanic languages
are accounted for by allowing the merphological component to fiiter syntactic derivations.
First (Chapter I), it is proposed that the parametric variation in the licensing of the specifier
of TP (an intermediate functional projection) can be derived from the verbal inflectional
paradigms; certain morphological patterns require fusion, a requirement which in turn
places restrictions on possible syntactic derivations. In Chapter II it is proposed that verbal
inflection may take place via morphological merger, which requires adjacency. Syntactic
operations which would disrupt the adjacency relation in the morphology are therefore
blocked.

In Part IT the assumptions, common in the literature, which underlie the syntactic analyses
in Part I are reconsidered. In particular it is argued in Chapter III that the base and derived
positions of the principal arguments are stacked; that is, objects do not cross over subjects
in moving to their derived position. In Chapter IV the view that floating quantifiers mark
the positions of traces of their antecedents is challenged.

Part III attempts to salvage and extend the accounts of Part I in light of the revised
assumptions proposed in Part II. In Chapter V I introduce the Free Agr Parameter,
which states that languages vary with regard to the presence or absence of Agr-Phrases.
The specifiers of Agr-Phrases are the derived positions for arguments as evidenced by
object shift and other phenomena. It is also proposed that the presence or absence of an
Agr head dominating Infl determines whether or not the verb raises out of the VP in non
verb-second environments, correctly predicting a further point of parametric variation in the
Germanic languages. Chapter VI investigates the possibility of pursuing these analyses
while maintaining that the syntactic derivation cannot be filtered by the morphophonological
component(s). It is argued that this is possible, if the grammar admits of a process
determining which copy of a moved element is pronounced. The morphological procedure
determining which copy is pronounced is constrained by other morphological
considerations, especially the adjacency condition on morphological merger investigated in
Chapter 11

Thesis Supervisors: Professor Noam Chomsky, Institute Professor
and Professor David Pesetsky, Professor of Linguistics
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“The time has comz,” the Walrus said,
“To talk of many things:

Of shoes-and ships-and sealing wax—
Of cabbages—and kings—

And why the sea is boiling hot-

And whether pigs have wings.”

Through the Looking Glass, L.. Carroll.
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Abbreviations

The following abbreviations are used in the examples in this dissertation:

NEG negation

1,2,3 first, second, third (i.e. NPI negative polarity item
grammatical person) cbj object
3A, 3E third person absolutive / PAR partitive (case) - Finnish
ergative agreement Part participle
3s/3p, ... third person singular pc personal communication

acting on third person [tperf] + perfective (of

plural (of portmanteau participles)

agreement) PERF perfective aspect
o] item in brackets is an affix (Bambara)
ABS absolutive (case) II;IR 0G plural .
adv adverb progressive

. psn person

on SSMP complementizer, the head REL relative particle (Bambara)
ERG ergative (case) gg smgpiliar
[fin] Hinite pec SpESLIcT
FOC focus subj subject »
[impers] impersonal form of verb [ftr], [Ftrans] transitive / intransitive (of
(Irish) agreement paradigms)
I, Infl the head of IP

For consistency, I have used the following conventions:

When the internal structure of a word is not immediately relevant, but requires more than
one word in the English gloss, I have separated the English words by a dot with no
space, e.g. Icelandic: Jélasveinarnir is glossed in the word-by-word glosses as:
“Christmas.Trolls.the”,

When proper names are used in foreign language examples, I use only the initial in the
word-by-word gloss,

The source and language of every non-English example is given after the example. All
examples for which no source is given are taken from native speaker informants.
The informants are listed in the acknowledgements.
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If you wonder about the erection,

Of trees, word by word or by section,
If you’re locking to T's,
What'’s certain to please,

Is The Syniax of Verbal Inflection.

Anonymous Linguist / Poet. 1995.

Introduction

The syntax of verbal inflection

I he interaction of verbal inflection and syntactic operation is the focus of Chapters I,
II, V and VI of this thesis. The first two of these approach the problem in a quite
different manner from the later chapters, though. Overall, the thesis is divided into three

parts, each consisting of a pair of chapters.
Part I: Morphosyntex I

In Chapters I and II, I argue that the syntax must be filtered by a morphological
component. That is, syntactic operations can be forced (Chapter I) or blocked (Chapter II)
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if the derivation would otherwise lead to a structure which, though syntactically well-

formed, is uninterpretable in the subsequent morphophonological component.

Chapter I presents in this vein a morphological grounding for a syntactic parameter
motivated for the Germanic languages: the Spec, TP Parameter of Bures 1993, Bobaljik &
Jonas 1994. The Germanic languages split in two groups, identified by a cluster of
syntactic properties. This clustering has been explained by the (non-)availability of an
intermediate functional specifier in a complex of inflectional projections, the specifier of
T(ense)P. This parameterization plays out in the syntax as the difference between two
different syntactic derivations which concatenate the verb and the heads of the inflectional
projections. In this Chapter, I argue that the different concatenations of heads each admit
different possibilities for the insertion of vocabulary items (morphemes) in the subsequent
morphological component. The inventory of inflectional elements in a language, and the
possible competition among them for insertion at a given node, determines which syntactcic
derivation that language must make use of. Since the different derivations have different
syntactic consequences in terms of the available argument positions, the verbal inflection in

an interesting way determines the syntactic distribution of arguments in these languages.

In Chapter II, I examine a further restriction on argument positions in the Germanic
languages. In a subset of the languages, local, leftwards movement of the object (Object
Shift) is constrained by verb raising. The cbject may not shift unless the verb has also
moved (Holmberg 1986). However, this restriction does not hold in all of the Germanic
languages. The deciding factor seems to be headedness. The generalization is a valid
characterization of the SVO languages, but not of the SOV languages. The analysis I offer
is again ultimately dependent upon verbal inflection. I argue that the appearance of
inflectional morphology on verb stems may be derived by either of two processes:

concatenation in the syntax (head-to-head movement) or a later morphological process,
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merger (Marantz 1989). This account derives the properties of the English verbal system
on few assu:nptions. Returning to the analysis of do-support offered by Chomsky
1955[1975), the distribution of do is correctly predicted in a wide range of environments: if
the verb has not raised overtly to the inflectional affix, then the affix may merge with the
verb under adjacency. If the relation of adjacency is disrupted, for instance by not, then
the pleonastic verb do is inserted to support the stranded affix. Extending this to the
phenomenon of object shift in the SVO languages, I propose that when the verb hes not
raised, leftwards movement of the object to a position intermediate between the inflectional
affix and the verb stem will disrupt the adjacency require for affixation. Thus, the syntactic
operation is blocked by morphological considerations. In the verb-final languages, the
verb and affix are both on the right periphery of the clause, and leftwards movement of the
object will never disrupt the required adjacency relation. Two phenomena from other

languages (Irish and Bambara) are also considered in this light.

Part II: Syntax

The analysis of Chapter I rests crucially on a very specific family of syntactic analyses
which we may call the Spec, TP analyses. These analyses in turn rely on the architecture of
the clause introduced by Chomsky 1991 — not only the “Split IP Hypothesis,” but more
importantly the hypothesis that the specifier position to which object must move is to the
left of the base position of the subject. The hierarchical structure of a transitive clause is at

least (1):
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(1)  Argument positions I: (after Chomsky 1991).

Derived
Subject Derived

The structure in (1) competes for currency in the relevant literature with (2), in
which there is no crossing of the paths of movement. While there are base and derived
positions for each argument, the hierarchical relations between the arguments remain

constant.

2) Argument positions II: (after Koizumi 1995, Travis 1992)

Derived

Subject Subject

Derived
0@&

In Chapter I, I will compare and contrast the two proposals, drawing on data from
the Germanic languages as these display very clear evidence of derived and non-uerived
positions for DP arguments. The arguments in favour of (1) are, we shall see,
inconclusive in a number of respects, especially — though not exclusively — when the
domain of inquiry is expanded to include double object constructions. There are likewise

few arguments to be made from the Germanic data in favour of (2). As I will show, the
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two views of clausal architecture have the same empirical coverage, but to capture this data
the structure in (2) requires only a subset of the assumptions necessary under the view in
(1). Applying Occam’s Razor, we are led to prefer the structure without crossing paths (2)
over that in (1). With this, however, we pull the rug out from under the Spec,TP analysis
of the clustering of syntactic properties within Germanic. As this is one of the assumptions
underlying the account of Chapter I, that analysis must be abandoned. A reconsideration of

the facts of that analysis is the first part of Chapter V.

One of the arguments offered in favour of the structure in (1) in the literature comes
from the distribution of floating quantifers in Icelandic. A commonly held view, since
Sportiche 1988, is that floating quantifiers mark the positions of traces of the DP arguments
they are associated with. In Chapter IV, I claim that this analysis is untenable and offer in
its place the proposal that floating quantifiers are adverbs adjoined to the left edge of
various types of predicates. The argument takes the following form. The positions in
which traces are standardly posited are in large part coextensive with the positions in which
adverbs may appear. For instance, the left periphery of the VP is a well known adjunction
site for adverbs (VP or V), just as it is the commonly-posited position of the subject trace
(Spec,VP or [NP, Vmax])  Therfore, I investigate the positions where the two views do
not coincide in their predictions. Without exception, floating quantifiers are illicit in
positions where a subject trace is motivated but which do not coincide with the left edge of
a predicate (e.g. in passive and unaccusative constructions). Conversely, they are licit in
positions where no trace of the antecedent DP is plausible, but which are the left periphery
of predicates modifying that DP.

I also consider, and reject, the possibility that the trace theory be expanded to allow
floating quantifiers as part of PRO as well as traces. Such a view makes the wrong

predictions in a variety of cases, and requires a radical altering of the standard assumptions
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about the distribution of PRO. Further, in languages which show agreement on the
floating quantifier, in the case of a feature mismatch (typically Case) between PRO and the
controlling argument, the determination of agreement on the quantifier is determined
locally. A floated quantifier demonstrably “floated off” PRO agrees with PRO (Sigurdsson
1991), but a floating quantifier occupying the position where the expanded trace theory
would have to posit [ all PRO] cannot agree with PRO. On the adverbial theory, this
floating quantifier is higher than PRO and its agreement as expected is controlled by the

matrix argument.

Part III: Morphosyntax Revisited.

As noted above, if the conclusions of Chapter III are correct, then the analysis of the
relation between verbal morphology and argument positions developed in Chapter I is
undermined. I therefore revise the approach significantly in Chapter V. However, this
revised approach does not have the character that morphology need filter the syntactic
derivation, questioning the underlying theme of Part I. Since the question has been raised,
I devote Chapter VI to an exploration of the possibility that the syntactic derivation is
entirely blind to morphophonological considerations, focussing in particular on the analysis
of Chapter II. The logic of presenting the thesis in this way is the following. Chapter I is
built on assumptions which are reasonably standard in the literature. I show how these
assumptions may lead to a specfic account of certain phenomena. Chapter V is built on
much less standard assumptions. I present both analyses leaving a decision between them
to independent motivation of the respective sets of assumptions. This appiies all the more
to Chapter VI. Whereas Chapter V was forced since I rejected some of the key
assumptions of Chapter I in Chapters III and IV, there are no such considerations regarding
Chapter I1. Rather, the rejection of the possibility that the morphosyntax may filter

syntactic derivations is offered as a research programme. If we reject that possibility, then
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we must reconsider the analysis of Chapter II, and I believe the discussion in Chapter VI is

an interesting direction in which one could proceed.

In Chapter V, I will motivate the Free Agr Parameter, extending a proposal of
Thrdinsson 1994. On this view, some languages have Agr-phrases, the specifiers of which
are derived positions for subjects, objects and indirect objects. Other languages, such as
English, lack these functional projections, having for instance an unsplit (pre-Pollock
1989) IP. Thus, they lack a derived versus non-derived asymmetry for arguments which
have not undergone grammatical function changing operations (such as passive). I will
show that the heads of these functional projections play an important role in the synitax of
these languages as well, determining the varying patterns of verb raising in the Germanic
languages without appeal to arbitrary valence of abstract features. The fact that the verb
apparently raises to Infl independent of the verb-second (V2) phenomena in some
languages but remains in situ in the VP in the same environments in others is shown to
follow from the Free Agr Parameter on the assumption that all local relations are

(potentially) checking relations.

Unlike the analysis of Chapter I, the analysis of Chapter V does not entail or
assume that the syntax is filtered by the morphophonology. Given the striking lack of
syntactic operations sensitive to phonological environment, it is, in my view, worth
considering the possibility that the syntactic computation is uniformly blind to the
ramifications of its output in the morphophonological component. To this end, Chapter V
reevaluates the analysis of Chapter I in these terms. I show that, maintaining the bulk of
the analysis of Chapter II, we are led to what I will call Single Output Syntax. The
morphology is fed by the final output of the syntax, i.e. there are no syntactic operations
after Spell-Out. The overt versus covert distinction is recast as variable pronunciation of

copies. Overt movement is pronunciation of the highest copy of a single element, while
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covert movement is pronunciation of a lower copy. The syntactic computation is thus not
filtered by the morphology. The effect of a covert versus overt distinction is the product of
a purely morphological phenomenon - pronunciation — interacting with the morpho-

phonological restriction of adjacency governing morphological merger.



Part one

Morphosyntax
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And as in uffish thought he stood,
The Jabberwock, with eyes of flame,
Came whiffling through the tulgey wood,
And burbled as it came!
One, two! One, two! And through and through
The vorpal blade went snicker-snack!
He lefi it dead, and with its head
He went galumphing back.

Through the Looking Glass, L. Carroll.

Chapter one

Fitting fused functional heads

In this chapter, I present the first of two analyses which suggest that the solutions to

some apparently syntactic problems lie in the morphological coiponent.! The analyses
of this chapter, and of Chapter II, rely on the idea that the morphology (or
morphophonology) may act as a filter on syntactic derivations. That is, a derivation which

obeys all syntactic constraints may nevertheless be illicit if it concatenates the terminal

1 {1 have been fortunate to have had the opportunity to present the ideas in this chapter to a number of
audiences, first in Hoskuldur Thréinsson’s Comparative Scardinavian Linguistics seminar at Harvard (Fall
1994), and later to audiences at MIT (Fall 1994), the 10th Comparative Germanic Syntax Workshop and the
University of Durham, UK (Jan 1995) and McGill University (Feb 1995). In addition to colleagues who
commented on these ideas within the larger framework of the thesis who I have mentioned in the general
acknowledgements, I would like to thank Mark Baker, Kyle Johnson and Rolf Noyer for written :omments
on an earlier draft of this chapter.
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elements in such a way that the morphology is unable to insert appropriaie vocabulary

items.

The narrow aim cof this chapter is to show that the Spec, TP Parameter (Bures 1993,
Bobaljik & Jonas 1994, sze below) can for the most part be derived from properties of the
overt inflectional morphology of the languages in quastion. The analysis will beg:n with a

consideration of the inflectional paracigms of Icelandic and English:

) Iceiandic: kasta ‘to throw’ English: tren:ble
Piesent  Past Present Past
1 psn sg Zasta kasta -8 tremble tremble -d
2 psr: 58 kasta -r  krsta -8i-r tremble tremble -d
3 psnsg kasta -r  kasta -0i tremble -s  tremble -d
i psnpl kist -um  késtu-Ou-m tremble tremble -d
2 psn pl kast -i0  kostiz-Ou-0 tremble tremble -d
3 psn i kasta kostu-Ou Wtremble tremble -a

In English, the past tense marker (-ed) and the overt agreement marker (3rd sg. -s)
are in complementary distribution, as can be seen from the table ia (i). In Icelandic, there
is no such complementarity. Past tense markers (-8, -du) cooccur freely with agreement
markers. Adopting what is essentially an Itein-and- Arrangement view of morphology such
as Distributed Morphology (DM) articulated by Haile & Marantz (1993) and Noyer (1992),
the complementarity seen in English is taken as evidence that the vocabulary items -ed and
-s are competing for insertion at the same node. Specifically, it appears that the presence of
a marker of the past tense blocks insertion of an agreement marker. The lack of such
cempetition in Icelandic suggests that there are at least two distinct nodes which may serve

as the locus of vocabulary insertion.

I will show that, given two syntactic derivations which concatenate the various

inflectional heads of a “split” IP, only one of these concatenates them in a way that is
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compatible with the morphelogical competition evidenced in English. English must
therefore make use of that syntactic derivation. For independent reasons, this derivation
has a syntactic consequence: the exclusion of exactly that cluster of properties which define
one setting of the Spec,TP parameter (see below). In this way, the morphology of English

determines (a part of) its syntactic behaviour.

The chapter is organised as follows. In section 1, I examine the aspects of
Germanic syntax which are relevant for subsequent discussion. In particular, I note the
cluster of properties which co-vary in the Germanic languages as observed by Bures 1993,
and sketch the accounts provided by him and by Bobaljik & Jonas 1994. These accounts
invoke parametric variation in the licensing of the specifier of TP (i.e. in addition to the
specifier of Agr-P) as a position to or through which the subject may move. In section 2,1
outline the theory of morphology which I am adopting, in particular, the relevant
assumptions from Halle & Marantz’s 1993 Distributed Morphology (DM), the framework
in which this discussion is couched. Section 3 is the application of the theory to the full
range of variation in the Germanic languages. In addition to Icelandic and English, I
discuss the various apparent problems raised by the lack of variation for agreement in the
present tense conjugations of the Mainland Scandinavian languages (§3.2.2), by the lack of
a simple past tense in Afrikaans and Yiddish (§3.2.3), and by a syntactic dialect split with
no morphological correlate in Modern Faroese (§3.2.4). Section 4 expands the theoretical
discussion, in particular focusing on the issue of learnability, and the tension between

differing requirements in the morphology and the syntax.

1. Syntax: The Spec,TP Parameter.

Before proceeding to a discussion of the grounding of the Spec, TP Parameter in

morphology, I will outline the syntactic motivation for this parameter in the analyses of
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Bures 1993 and Bobaljik & Jonas 1994. For reasons of space, I will not discuss the
assumed syntactic derivations in any great detail here, nor will I attempt to motivate any of
the assumptions. For discussion and motivation, see Bobaljik & Jonas 1994, Jonas 1995a
and references therein (especially Bures 1993, Chomsky 1993). In this section, I will
simply state the syntactic account I am assuming throughout. The architecture of the clause
is assumed to be that given in (2), as in Chomsky 1991 et seq. The labels (“AgrO” versus

“Asp(ect),” “F,” etc.) are not important for the present discussion.

2) Clausal Architecture:

Subject v

Verb Object

Bures 1992, 1993 has observed that the Germanic languages co-vary with respect
to a cluster of syntactic properties. These include the possibility of Object Shift
(“A-Scrambling”) of full NPs, exemplified in (3), and the acceptability of Transitive
Expletive Constructions, illustrated in (5). I assume without comment that object shift is

movement of the object NP to the specifier of AgrO-P in (2).2 Bobaljik & Jonas 1994 and

2 The syntax of object shift is discussed in much greater detail in other chapters of this dissertation; see
especially Chapters III and VI. In particular, I assume that pronoun shift, which has a much wider
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Jonas 1994a extend Bures’s observations, showing that there are other syntactic properties
which split the languages along the same lines, including effects of adverb placement and
semantic type, of the sort investigated by Diesing 1990 et seq. Diesing has shown that
German has two distinct positions in which subjects may surface, the one to the left of a
sentential adverb or particle, the other to the right of the adverb or particle. Jonas &
Bobaljik 1993 showed that similar effects obtain in Icelandic, as illustrated in (4) below.
Each position has predictable interpretive consequences. For example, the left position
(higher) is associated with generic readings of bare plural NPs and with definite, specific
arguments, while the right position (lower) is associated with existentials, and non-specific
indefinites. According to Holmberg 1993 and Jonas 1994a, there are no such position /
interpretation cormrelations in the Mainland Scandinavian languages and Faroese I3 As far
as this has been investigated, the distribution of “Diesing effects” within Germanic is the

same as the distribution of Object Shift of NPs and Transitive Expletive Constructions (35).

3) Object Shift of NP
Grammatical in Icelandic:

a. J6lasveinamir bordudu  bjigun ekki.
Christmas.Trolls.the  ate  sausages.the; [yp not t; ]
“The Christmas Trolls didn’t eat the sausages.’
(Icelandic: Bobaljik & Jonas 1994:1)

Ungrammatical in Swedish:

b. * Tomtarna it keorvarna inte.
Christmas.trolls.the ate sausages.the; {yp not t;]
(The Christmas Trolls didn’t eat the sausages.)
(Swedish)

distribution within the Germanic languages, is a distinct process — not movement to Spec,AgrO-P. See
Déprez 1989, Mahajan 1990, Bures 1993, Bobaljik & Jonas 1994, Jonas 1995a and especially Josefsson
1992 for this view and arguments in favour of it.

3 Intriguingly, it is not the case in the languages which do not show Diesing effects (except in Danish)
that the sentential adverbs are in a fixed position following the subject, as one might expect. Constraints
on adverb placement in these languages have not been investigated in the generative literature in any great
detail to my knowledge. However, Jonas 1994a provides minimal pairs from the two Faroese dialects,
showing clearly that Diesing’s correlations with interpretation are systematically present in Faroese I and
just as systematically absent in Faroese II.
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(4)  Diesing effects in Icelandict

a. [ ger  Kkldrudu (pessar mys) sennilega (?*pessar mys) ostinn.
yesterday finished (these mice) probably  (these mice) the.cheese
DEF

‘These mice probably finished the cheese yesterday.’

b. { ger  kl4rudu (?margar m§s) sennilega (margar mys) ostinn.
yesterday finished (many mice) probably (many mice) the.cheese
INDEF INDEF

‘Many mice probably finished the cheese yesterday.’
(Icelandic: Bobaljik & Jonas 1994:2)

&) Transitive Expletive Constructions

Grammatical in Icelandic:

a. pad hafa margir j6lasveinar bordad biidin.
there have many Christmas.trolls eaten  pudding

‘Many Christmas Trolls have eaten pudding.’
(Icelandic: Bobaljik & Jonas 1994:1)
Ungrammatical in Swedish:
b. *Det & manga tomtar korvarna.
there ate many Christmas.trolls sausages.the
‘Many Christmas Trolls ate the sausages.’
(Swedish)
Bures 1993 and Bobaljik & Jonas 1994, among many others, show that, assuming
cyclicity of syntactic operations, object shift of full NPs (3) requires that the subject NP
move to or through the specifier of TP, on its way to the specifier of AgrS. Further, these
authors argue that the specifier of TP is crucially implicated in transitive expletive

constructions.> They therefore propose that the systematic variation which Bures observed

is due to pararnterization of the licensing of the specifier of TP.

4 Dianne Jonas points out, personal communication, that not all Icelandic speakers disallow definite
subjects in the lower subject position (though they disallow them in Transitive Expletive Constructions).
The clear tendency, though, is as reported in the text and in Bobaljik & Jonas 1994. These effects are
discussed in more detail in Chapter IIl. The distinction, I claim there, is not definite versus indefinite but
more along the lines of specificity or indexicality. This would account for the appearance of
morphologically definite or indefinite DPs in the less canonical orders.

5 The arguments and analyses of Bures 1993 and of Bobaljik & Jonas 1994 are different in many ways;
however, for present purposes, these differences are not important.
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(6) The Spec,TP Parameter (cf. Bures 1993, Bobaljik & Jonas 1994)

Some languages licenise Spec, TP as a potential landing site for the subject NP,

other languages do not license this position.

Languages which permit object shift of full NPs or transitive expletive
constructions must be [+Spec,TP] languages. Such languages include Afrikaans, Dutch,
one dialect of Faroese (Faroese I)6, German, Icelandic, and Yiddish. The languages which
allow neither object shift of NPs nor transitive expletive constructions are Danish, English,
(the other dialect of) Faroese II, Norwegian, and Swedish. These are thus [-Spec,TP]
languages. The distribution of the relevant properties summed up in the table in (7). For
data supporting this table, see Bobaljik & Jonas 1993, 1994.

0)) The Spec,TP Parameter in Germanic

Trans. | Diesing
Expl. |Effects
Language Constr. Parameter Settirﬁ_
Afrikaans no 7
Dutch yes yes
Faroese 1 yes yes :
Frisian yes n [+ Spec,TP]
German yes yes
Icelandic yes yes
Yiddish yes yes
_l_)anish no (no)
| English no no
Faroese I no no [- Spec,TP]
Norwegian 1o {no)
Swedaish no no

Bobaljik & Jonas suggest tying the (non-)availability of Spec,TP to differences in
syntactic derivations (see also Bobaljik & Carnie 1994). They argue that if a language does
not license Spec, TP, then the head T must raise and adjoin to AgrS prior to verb raising -

the “independent” raising of T proposed in Chomsky 1993.7

6 On the dialect split in Faroese, see Jonas 1994a.
7 See Jonas 1994b, 1995a for a development of this idea. The argument that the derivation in (8) is forced
in a language which does not allow Spec,TP is as follows: Assume that the head T has streng N features
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(8) Independent T-Raising

AgrS-P

The other possible derivation, that sketched in (9) below, is possible only if a
language allows case-checking in Spec,TP:

9 Successive Cyclic Raising

AgrS-P
o~

e
4

For Bobaljik & Jonas, the choice of derivation (8) versus (9), and the differences
among the Germanic languages, follow from a point of arbitrary parametric variation,

viz. the setting of the Spec, TP Parameter (6).

In what follows, I will attempt to show that the parameter itself is derivable. In
particular, I claim that the overt verbal morphology of a language, its “pieces of inflection,”

are subject to principled constraints on insertion and concatenation, which in turn will

which must be checked in the overt syntax (the Extended Projection Principle in Chomsky 1993:31). if a
language does not license Spec, TP for checking, then the head T must raise and adjoin to some higher head
(e.g. AgrS) and check its features against an NP in the specifier position of that higher head.
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decide between (8) and (9). In a nutshell, the inilectional morphemes of some languages
do not “fit” into the complex head created by (9). The syntax of such languages is
therefore restricted to the derivation (8), which excludes the possibility of case-checking in
the specifier of TP.8 This in turn underlies the variation in Germanic as analysed by Bures
and Bobaljik & Jonas.

2. Morphology: Fusion and complex heads.

Before proceeding to the analysis, I will spell out some assumptions of the theory
of morphology to be developed here. For concreteness, I will assume an Item-and-
Arrangement theory of morphology, for the most part a version of Distributed Morphology
(Halle & Marantz 1993, Noyer 1992 and others).? One point on which I differ from the
assumptions of Halle & Marantz 1993 is that in what follows, I will argue that the
morphology must act as a filter on syntactic derivations. See McGinnis 1995 for additional
arguments in favour of this view. Important for present concemns are two assumptions

which set DM and related theories aside from “lexicalist” approaches.

8 Note that the derivation in (8) should violate the Head Movement Constraint (Travis 1984). Such a
violation is not incurred if the raising of V+AgrO does not “skip” the intervening trace of T, but rather
substitutes for it, subsequently raising and adjoining to AgrS. Such substitution, I assume, would mean
that any NP in the specifier of this projection would have to check features not against T, but rather against
V+AgrO. Hence, the subject could not legitimately move through this position. See Epstein 1993 for
discussion in a similar vein of the status and character of the inflectional beads at LF. Alternatively, if
“shortest” or “closest” is determined from the point of view of the landing site, and not of the moved
clement (a proposal which originates as far as I know with Murasugi 1992, Oka 1993 and is adopted in
Chomsky, forthcoming), then (8) may behave like multiple wh-movement to a single CP. The head T is
initially closest to Agr, and therefore is attracted first, but being raised to AgrS, it does not intervene for
subsequent determination of closest, and Agr may attract the next closest head, viz. AgrO. I will not
gursue this here as it takes us too far afield at present. See Chapter V, section 4, for some discussion.

See Pesetsky 1985 for related ideas which are in some ways a precursor to many of the proposals in
Halle & Marantz 1993 and subsequent work. Pesetsky offers a view whereby there are rearrangements of
morphemes at an abstract level. For him, this abstract rearrangement is at LF, where selectional
requirements are taken to hold (see Pesctsky 1982). On the view adopted here, the rearrangements such as
fusion and merger take place prior to phonological realization, in the mapping from syntax (where
selectional restrictions hold) to phonology. Note that Pesetsky’s view of what constitutes a “morpheme” is
quite different from that of Halle & Marantz.
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The first assumption has been called “late insertion”, namely, the view that
Vocabulary Items (VIs) (i.e. “morphemes” in a loose sense) are inserted discretely, at
separate terminal nodes (X°) generated and concatenated in the syntax (Marantz 1994). For
instance, where Chomsky 1993 assumes that a verb is drawn from the lexicon fully
inflected, and merely checks its features against phonologically contentless functional heads
such as T and Agr, DM assumes instead that the different vocabulary items — the verb stem,
the tense marker, and so on - are discrete in the syntax and inserted at different terminal

nodes.

The second assumption concerns complex terminal nodes, such as those generated
by head movement in the syntax. An assumption of DM is that VIs are atomic, i.e. they
have no internal complexity. If a vocabulary item expresses features of more than one node
in the syntax, then these nodes must be fused in order for insertion to take place.
Similarly, if VIs which express different features are in complementary distribution, then
they may be said to be competing for insertion at a single, fused node which expresses both

sets of features. Consider the hypothetical complex head below:

{10)
w
o~
A X
A~
X Y

Let us assume that there is some VI which expresses the features X and Y. This
item must be inserted at a discrete, atomic node. The only nedes which dominate the
necessary features are the root node (the higher instance of W) and the higher instance of
X, both complex. Since insertion at internally complex nodes is not possible on DM’s
assumption of atoniicity, operations to rearrange the nodes are necessary prior to insertion.
One such operation is fusion, whereby two nodes are joined into one. Thus, X and Y

fuse, with the resulting structure in (11):
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(11) Fusion

Insertion of our hypothetical VI is now possible at the atomic, i.e. non-branching
terminal node [X/Y). For Halle & Marantz (p. 116), fusion is restricted to applying to
sisters.!0 Consider, in this light, a slightly more complex head:

(12)

In this tree, the lower instances of X and Y (circled) are not sisters, hence fusion is
not directly possible between them. But, if Y and Z first fuse, creating [Y/Z], then this

latter node is a sister to X, and fusion may apply to create [X/Y/Z] — one atomic node:

10 The same condition, in a different context, is motivated in Pesetsky 1985.

Note that if one sees vocabulary insertion as actually replacing syntactic nodes (composed of
features) with vocabulary items, then the combined effect of the restriction of fusion to sisters ana the
atomicity requirement follow straightforwardly. Rewriting (11) in these terms, let us assume that our
hypothetical Vocabulary Item is the phonological matrix [wug]. We may insert it at any X" (not only
atomic nodes), but doing so replaces that X' and all the features (i.c. nodes) which it dominates, with the
lexical item:

®
w w

T
WMM
X Y

The two views are different in the formalisin, but, as far as I can tell, extensionally equivalent. I will
continue to use the formalisms of DM in the present text, so that we have two assumptions: fusion may
only apply to sisters, and insertion may only occur at atomic nodes.
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(13)

Note, importantly, that this creates one terminal node which includes all of X, Y
and Z. If there are separate vocabulary items expressing {X,Y} (i.e. our hypothetical VI
from the preceding paragraphs) and {Z}, then these are in competition. Either item, {X,Y}
or {Z}, may be inserted at the fused node, but not both, since only one item may be

inserted at a given node!l.

Recall now the two derivations which permit checking of the features of T,
discussed in §1. I repeat them here for convenience, and, since this will be the core of the

proposal, I have detailed the complex heads created by each derivation.

(14) = (8) [Spec,TP blocked]

AgrS-P
A~
AR iy
" Aor
}G'.Ri. AGRs /\V“P
t

AGRo T

AGRs

11 DM derives this from disjunctively ordered lists of what VIs are in competition for insertion at a single
node, ordered in standard fashion from most to least specified. This of course als» follows from the
replacement idea in the previous footnote.
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(15) = (9) [Spec,TP possible]

In the next sections, I suggest that, given the restrictions on fusion and insertion
within the theory of DM, the morphology of a subset of the Germanic languages includes
pieces which will only “fit” in the head created in (14). This state of affairs thereby
restricts such languages to this syntactic derivation, thus prohibiting the use of the specifier

of TP.

3. The Analysis

3.1 Icelandic versus English

Recall now the inflectional paradigms of Icelandic and English from the

introduction.
¢)) Icelandic: kasta ‘to throw’ English: tremble
Present  Past Present Past

1 psn sg kasta kasta -0 tremble tremble -d
2 psn sg kasta -r  kasta -8i-r tremble tremble -d
3 psn sg kasta -r  kasta ~&i tremble -s  tremble -d
1 psn pl kist -um  kdstu-Ou-m tremble tremble -d
2 psn pl kast -i0  kdstu-Ou-94 tremble tremble -d
3 psn pl kasta kostu-0u tremble tremble -d
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Note that Icelandic has three distinct VIs which must be inseried into the complex
head: the verb stem, tense, and subject agreement.!2 Such items can easily be inserted into

appropriate atomic nodes in the complex head created by either derivation (14) or (15).

English, however, is different. We saw at the outset of the section that in English,
Tense and Agreement morphology are in complementary distribution. In the past tense,
there is a marker of tense, but no marker of agreement, while in the present tense, there is a
marker of agreement (i.e. in the 3rd person, singular), but no overt marker of tense. I
claim that this complementarity is evidence that tense and agreement Vocabulary Items are
competing for insertion at the same node. That is, there is a fused node in English,

containing both tense and agreement, a situation which does not obtain in Icelandic.

The English case is the one we considered abstractly at the end of §2.1, with a
single VI expressing X and Y. For vocabulary insertion to proceed in English, the nodes T
and Agr (separate in the syntax) must first fuse, as did X and Y in (11). In the complex

head created in (14), this fusion process is straightforward.

(16) Fusion of T and Agr in (14) [-Spec,TP]

AGRs AGRs
AGRo AGRs —» AGRo @
V. AGRXI  AGRBs v AGRo

The single VI expressing Tense and Agreement may be inserted at the atomic

terminal node circled on the right side of the arrow in (14), i.e. after fusion.

12 Object agreement never appears in the Germanic languages. The adjectival agreement which surfaces on
participles in some languages is not the object agreement which would be associated with an AgrO head.
For arguments to support this claim, see Bobaljik 1992, §4, and Chapter V of the present work.
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Turning to the complex head in (13), the (atomic) nodes T and Agr are not sisters.
This is like the case in (10) above, with X, Y and Z such that X and Y are not sisters. In
order for T and Agr(S) to fuse, V and Agr(O) must first fuse, and then the node [Agi/V]
must fuse to T, which may in turn fuse to AgrS:
(17) =(15) the [+Spec,TP] head.

AGRs

AGRs |
= 8 [AGRs/T/AGRo/V|
AT/ AGRo / V_DAGR:

Only if the entire complex fuses into one single atomic terminal node may the single
VI expressing T or Agr be inserted. However, in such a case, insertion of the item
expressing T or Agr (i.e English -, or -s) would block insertion of the verb stem, just as
insertion of the hypothetical “Z” in (12) above was blocked. That is, only one VI may be
inserted at a given terminal node. This is the basis of the competition idea. The
complementarity between Tense and Agreement in English, I claim, is evidence that they
compete for insertion at one node, the fact which drives the fusion. Only one of either
tense or agreement Vocabulary Items may be inserted for a given verb stews, but not both.
Inflection is not in complementary distribution with the verb stem, however, which by the
same logic indicates that the inflectional markers and the verb stem are not inserted at the
same node. Such a configuration of heads, we have just seen, is impossible in (17), i.e. in

the head created by (15).
Since English verbs consist of a stem plus a fused “slot” for a Tense / Agreement

VI, vocabulary insertion is impossible if head-movement in the syntax has created the

complex head in (15). Vocabulary insertion is only possible in (14). In Icelandic, which
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does not have fused VlIs in the verbal inflection, vocabulary insertion is possible iz either

complex head.

Now, we know independently that the complex head in (14) is the result of a
derivation which does not allow the use of Spec,TP, whereas (15) does not rule out this
position. Neither derivation is blocked in the syntax, per se, either in Icelandic or in
English. However, derivation (15), which uses Spec,TP, is blocked in English by the
(overt) morphology. In this sense, English morphology acts as a fiiter, blocking derivation
(15), the only derivation which allows Spec,TP, and thus English cannot make use of

Spec, TP in the syntax.

In sum, the syntax aliows either complex head to be derived, but the morphology —
the vocabulary items in a given language’s store — acts as a filter on possible heads. If a
head which is derived in the syntax is incompatible with vocabulary insertion given the
vocabulary store of a given language, then the derivation cannot be legitimate at PF; it

crashes, since the morphology just doesn’t fit.

3.2  The Full Paradigm

We have seen that the system works to predict a syntactic difference between
Icelandic and English on the basis of overt inflectional morphology. The complementarity
of Tense and Agreement morphology (Vocabulary Items) in English indicates that the
. terminal nodes expressing these features are fused into one node. This fusion in turn
serves ultimately to block the projection of Spec,TP in the syntax, thus excluding
constructions such as transitive expletives and overt Object Shift of full NPs. In Icelandic,
the nodes are not fused, and thus the morphology does not serve to block any relevant

derivations. Spec,TP is therefore a possible position for the subject. Hence, Icelandic
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shows the cluster of properties associated with allowing subjects in Spec,TP. Note that the
implication developed is one-way:13
(18)  The morphological condition for fusion

If a language has T+Agr VIs in complementary distribution,

then derivation (9) is blocked.

This says nothing of the syntax of languages without fused morphology, beyond
the fact that (15a) and (15b) are both potential derivations. There may well be independent
factors blocking one or other derivation, just as there are certainly other factors involved in

TEx constructions and Object Shift, beyond the simple licensing of Spec,TP.

The onus is now upon me to show that this analysis extends to the remaining
Germanic languages. In particular, it is incumbent upon me to show that the languages
listed in (12) as not allowing Spec,TP all have fused T+Agr nodes, predictable from their
morphology, and further, to show that those languages which do license Spec,TP do not
have fused morphology. In doing so, we will find that there must be positive evidence of
fused morphology in order for the child to posit that (15a) is not a possible syntactic
derivation. In the absence of such positive evidence, all else being equal, the child will not
rule out the derivation and thereby will not a priori exclude the possibility of Spec,TP.
There emerges in this sense a clear defau!t and marked member of the pair of constructions

involved.

13 Johnson 1990 derives a condition similar to this, but with finer distinctions, by ordering the functional
heads (he has more heads than I assume) and having the verb raise only as far as the highest head for which
there is an overt morpheme. See Chapter V for an analysis of verb raising in the VO Germanic languages.
The ramifications of Johnson’s proposal for argument positions have not been considered and I will not do
so here, primarily for reasons of space.
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3.2.1 German and Dutch

Consider representative inflectional paradigms of German and Dutch:

(19)
German: sagen ‘to say’ Dutch: lachen ‘to laugh’
1 psn sg sag -e sag -te | lach lach -te
2 psn sg sag -st sag -te -5t  lach -t lach -te
3 psnsg sag -t sag -te i lach -t lach -te
1 psn pl sag -en sag -te -n { lach -en lach -te -n
2 psn pl sag -t sag -te -t i lach -t lach -te (-n)'4
3 psn pl sag -en sag -te -n | lach -en lach -te -n

We see clearly that Tense and Agreement are not in complementary distribution
throughout these paradigms. Rather tense and agreement can easily be seen as separate VIs
(morphemes) when one looks at forms such as German sag-te-st ‘say’-past-2sg, or Dutch
lach-te-n ‘laugh’-past-1/3pl. These paradigms thus do not implicate fusion of T and Agr in
the morphology. Since the implicature motivated above is one way, the prediction is that
the morphology of these languages does not preclude the derivation which uses Spec,TP.
As it happens, these two languages both appear to require Spec,TP at least in some
constructions (i.e. they have transitive expletive constructions and object shift of full

NPs)13,

14 The second person distinction in the Dutch plural past tense forms is rather outmoded, as pointed out by
Jan Wouter Zwart and Fleur Veraart, p.c. Modern Dutch, then has only singular versus plural distinctions
in the past tense. We will return to this in the discussion of Faroese, below.

15 Ken Wexler reminds me that the simple past in German and Dutch are rarely used, and especially rare in
the data to which chiidren are exposed. To the extent that these forms are thus not readily available to the
child for determining the nature of its language, German and Dutch resemble Yiddish and Afrikaans
discussed below. Hence, if the reader believes it is correct to exclude the German and Dutch simple past
from the input set for the child, due to its low frequency, then that reader is asked to lump German and
Dutch with Yiddish. The conclusions of the paper remain the same. A more interesting case would be an
English-type language where the simple past tense is rarely used. I know of no such language within
Germanic, though I am not aware of any systematic studies focusing on this question.
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3.2.2 Mainland Scandinavian.

The paradigm in (20) is from Swedish, but is representative of the standard dialects of the
modern mainland Scandinavian languages:16

(20) Swedish: (art) smaka ‘to taste’

Bresent Past
1 psn sg smaka -r smaka‘-de
2 psn sg smaka -r smaka -de
3 psn sg smaka -r smaka -de
1 psn pl smaka -r smaka -de
2 psn pl smaka -r smaka -de
3 psnpl smaka -r smaka -de

This paradigm smacks of fused Tense and Agreement, since, as in English, there is
only one “slot” after the verb stem. This is as it should be, since the Mainland
Scandinavian languages, like English, are [-Spec,TP] languages. However, unlike
English, the Mainland Scandinavian languages do not show any variation for person in the
present tense. It would seem that a possibility at least, is that these can be analysed as
having only tense morphology, and no agreement.}? If there is no agreement, there is no

direct evidence for complementarity.

However, reflect again upon the languages so far discussed. None of the Germanic

languages ever show more than one “slot” after the verb in the present tense, even those

16 As far as I am aware, the dialects of Swedish and Norwegian which do retain agreement paradigms retain
these only in the present tense. As with English, in these dialects the agreement is blocked by the presence
of Tense morphology. In my terms, these languages should have fused morphology and thus behave like
English and Swedish described in the text with respect to the TP parameter. As far as I know, this
prediction is correct.

17 Historically, this is clearly not the case. The invariant -7 in the present tense forms of all verbs, even
auxiliary ha-r ‘has’ and a-r ‘is’ was originally the sccond person singular agreement marker. It later
generalized through 3rd singular (cf. Faroese, Icelandic), to singular generally, and finally to al! forms in the
present tense (see Haugen 1982). Of course, the child does not have access to Haugen's study, or historical
evidence generally and I see no compelling reason that the child could not assume that the -r is a present
tense marker in Modern (standard) Mainland Scandinavian.
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with the richest inflectional systems (eg. Icelandic, German). The relevant morphological
distinctions are only ever visible in the past tense. As there are never overt morphemes
corresponding to the present tense, evidence for competition between tense and agreement
morphemes, and thus evidence for fusion of the T and Agr heads, is only available in the

past tense. We restate the implicature in (16) as:

(1)
If the appearance of Tense morphology blocks the appearance of Agreement
morphology, then Tense and Agreement Vocabulary Items are in complementary
distribution and T and Agr must be fused.!8
Keeping this in mind, let us look at Yiddish and Afrikaans, and we will find further
support for (21).

3.2.3 Yiddish and Afrikaans

Yiddish and Afrikaans present a more interesting situation. Both are [+Spec,TP]
languages, patterning syntactically with Icelandic, Dutch and German. Neither has a
simple past tense, i.e. both make use of auxiliary + participle constructions to express the
past tense. While Yiddish shows agreement morphology in the present tense, Afrikaans

shows no verbal inflection for agreement or tense whatsoever:

18 The fact that if only one of tense and agreement is to be expressed via overt morphology, then it will be
tense, is undoubtedly not accidental. Noam Chomsky suggests (p.c.) that this may well be due to the fact
that tense has semantic import (in terms of Chomsky forthcoming it is “interpretable”), whereas agreement
generally redundantly expresses features expressed elsewhere in the clause. For the discussion in this thesis,
we are concarned only with the tense / agreement interactions. Finer-grained distinctions may well be
necessary. johnson 1990 proposes that there is an implicational hierarchy in Germanic among the features
expressed in a given language. Thus, person distinctions exist only in those paradigms which show a
number distinction, number distinctions exist only in paradigms which distinguish “addressee” (i.e. second
person) from other forms, and these distinctions in turn exist only in paradigms which have tense
dictinctions. The hierarchy is not without problems. Yiddish, for instance, shows rich perscn and number
agreement, but has no simple non-present tenses. It could be claimed that there is a tense distinction
nonetheless; as Rex Sprouse, pc, points out Yiddish shows vowel quality changes between finite and non-
finite verb forms. However, to the extent that Johnson's or similar finer-grained distinctions are mandated,
the simple interpretable versus non-interpretable distinctions will not alone suffice. A promising direction
is to explore morphological feature hierarchies, as discussed in Noyer 1992, Harley 1993. If these are
universal, then they may ultimately reduce to a more refined notion of “interpretability” than the binarity
suggested by Chomsky, just as recent work in phonology has suggested that feature hierarchies are grounded
in articulatory / phonetic realitics (see, c.g. Halle 1995, Archangeli & Pulleyblank 1994 and references
therein).
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(22) Yiddish: ‘toheal’ (Birnbaum 1979, David Braun, pc.)

Present Past

1 psn sg heyl Non-present

2 psn sg heyl -st tenses are

3 psn sg heyl -t auxiliary
constructions

1 psn pl heyl -n

2 psnpl heyl -t

3 psnpl heyl -n

(23) Afrikaans: ‘to work’ (Donaldson 1993)

Present Past

1 psn sg werk Non-present

2 psn sg werk tenses are

3 psn sg werk auxiliary
constructions

1 psn pl werk

2 psn pl werk

3 psn pl werk

Previous accounts attempting to correlate syntax and morphology in Germanic,
working from a notion of “richness” of inflection (eg. Johnson 1990, Roberts 1992,
Rohrbacher 1994, also Holmberg & Platzack 1993 for Scandinavian) have often been
derailed by Afrikaans, or make exactly the wrong predictions about it.!° Syntactically it
behaves like the most richly inflected languages, yet it is the most poorly inflected of all the
Germanic languages, showing no tense/agreement inflection at all (though it does have

tense suppletion in the verb ‘be’).

19 The focus of these accounts has been primarily correlations between “richness” of inflection and patterns
of verb raising, with no attempt made to connect verbal inflection and argument positions. Jonas 1995a is,
I believe, the first to observe that the Spec, TP Pararaeter correlates with parametric variation in verb raising
(although Vikner 1991 identifies the correlation between V-to-Infl in non-V2 environments and the
possibility of shift of full NP objects in the Scandinavian languages). In the present analysis, I see no
obvious way in which the morphology correlates with verb raising. In Chapter V, I return to this on a
revised set of assumptions, offering a unified account of the effects of the Spec, TP Parameter and the verb
raising correlations. The discussion is postponed since that chapter relies on different assumptions about
the nature of the syntax.
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On the account I offer here, Yiddish and Afrikaans behave exactly as predicted by
(21). The revised statement of the implicature is still only a one-way implicature. That is,
a language which has evidence of fused morphology will behave syntactically as a
[-Spec,TP] language. However, such evidence by (21) is only available from simple past
tense forms. Since Afrikaans and Yiddish have no simple past tense, they a priori cannot
have evidence for fusion, and are thus expected to behave as +Spec,TP languages.

Nothing more need be said.

It is not, then, “richness” of morphology which determines the syntactic behaviour,
but rather the presence or absence of a specific morphological configuration. Fused
Tense/Agr vocabulary items orly fit into the heads created by one of the two possible
syntactic derivations, i.e. (8). If a language does not show competition between tense and
agreement, then the “richness” of the morphology is irrelevant; the language learner will
not be forced to either of the derivations above by the morphological evidence. In this
sense, there emerges a markedness effect: the derivation (9) is the default, or unmarked
case. The derivation (8) is posited only if there is compelling morphological evidence that

it is necessary. We return to the markedness and learnability issues in section 4.

3.2.4 Faroese

Faroese appears to pose an immediate problem to the analysis I have developed thus
far. As noted above, Jonas 1994a has shown that there is a dialect split in Faroese with
respect to the relevant syntactic properties. One dialect (Farcese I) licenses Spec, TP (eg, it
freely permits transitive expletive constructions), while the other dialect (Faroese IT) is a [-

Spec,TP] language. Dianne Jonas (p.c.) also reports that there are essentially no
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morphological correlates of this dialect split. Thus, the paradigm below is the same for
both the [+Spec,TP] and the [-Spec,TP] dialects.20

(24) Faroese: kasta "throw"

Present Past
lpsnsg  kast -i kasta -8
2psnsg  kasta -r kasta -8
3psnsg  kasta -r kasta -0i
1 psn pl kasta kasta -Ou
2 psn pl kasta kasta -Cu
3 psn pl kasta kasta -Ou

Unlike the (standard) Mainland Scandinavian languages, Faroese shows variation
in the past tense. However, unlike Icelandic and German, such variation is only for
number and not for person.2! The intuition which I would like to capture formally, (see in
a different context, Holmberg & Platzack 1993, and references therein), is that number
agreement has a different status from person agreement, though I will not go so far as to
posit a separate syntactic projection for number. In particular, I would like te claim that
number agreement in the past tense is not sufficient evidence to determine whether or not
Tense and Agreement are fused. The child faced with number agreement in a paradigm like

(24) must look elsewhere to determine whether this is fused morphology or not.

That is, I suggest that the forms -&, -du, may be analysed as the tense marker -J-

plus an agreement marker, which varies only for number -i, -u. Or, they may be taken as

20 Jonas reports one difference in the morphological paradigms of the two dialects. The second person
singular marker in the strong verbs, -st is preserved to some degree in Faroese II, but not in Faroese 1.

21 There are dialects of Swedish and Norwegian which also show number agreement. At least one of these
shows number agreement only in the present tense, and hence poses no interesting questions since we have
seen that the present tense paradigm is irrelevant. It would appear that these languages behave like Faroese
11 in not licensing Spec,TP, in that they do not allow OS of full NPs. There is no evidence that I am aware
of that they allow TEx constructions either, but the data i¢ extremely scant. Given what we are saying is
the nature of the ambiguity in Farosse, we predict only that if any of these languages have number
agreement in the past tense, then should behave like either dialect of Faroese, admittedly, not a very
interesting prediction.

49




Bobaljik Chapter 1 - Fused Functiona! Heads

evidence for fused morphology, a single tense marker with vowel quality allomorphy for

number.22

Given the underdetermination of the analysis by the morphology, the triggers must
come from elsewhere. I suggest that there is an interplay between morphological and
syntactic triggers, such that in the absence of sufficient evidence from one component,
sufficient evidence will come from the other, or the learner will maintain default

assumptions. In the case at hand, given insufficient morphological evidence to posit

22 Vowel quality allomorphy conditioned by number and tense is quite pervasive in Germanic. Compare
the Faroese inflection with the Icelandic paradigm for the same verb, given above, repeated here:

@) Icelandic: kasta ‘to throw’

Present Past
1 psn sg kasta kasta -6
2 psn sg kasta -r kasta -8i-r
3 psn sg kasta -r kasta -Oi
1 psn pl kost -um kostu-Ou-m
2 psn pl kast -id kostu-Ou-8
3 psn pl kasta késtu-Bu

In addition to the actual agreement markers (-7, -m, -d...) Icelandic shows a number variation in
the vowel of the tense marker -8i ~ -du. This of course is the same variation which we see in the Faroese
forms.

Throughout the Germanic languages, vowel quality alternations in the stem vowels are
characteristic of the “strong” verbs. In English, such alternations are conditioned by tense, and stem class
(participle, etc...): sing, sang, sung (also song 7). In many of the languages, inciuding Icelandic, stem
vowel quality alternations in preterite stems are also conditioned by number. Take, for instance, the stem
forms of the verb bjoda ‘to offer’ (data from Einarsson 1945):

Present: bjed- from which the infinitive and present tense forms.
Preterite, sg: baud- the singular past tense forms:

Preterite, pl: bud-  the plural past tense forms:

Participie: bod

There is an additional vowel quality change in the present stems which is historically, though not
synchronically, phonclogically predictable. Thus, the first person, singular present tense form is (Eg) byd
‘I offer’, the change from /jo/ to /y/ being historically triggered by a suffix /i in the singular forms, now
lost.

Halle & Marantz (1993) point out that vowel stem allomorphy in Indo-European is independent of
the presence or absence of a tense suffix. Thus, there are verbs which have (i) the dental past tense suffix,
but no vowel quality alternations (jump, jumped), (ii) vowel quality alternations and the dental past tense
suffix (buy, bough-t), (iii) vowel quality alternations with no tense suffix (dig, dug), and (iv) neither vowel
quality changes nor a past tense suffix (hir).

Thus, we have strong reasons, within Germanic at least, not to treat vowel quality alternations
necessarily as separate vocabulary items. I thank Morris Halle and Kolde Sainz for discussion.
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morphological fusion, the child must look for syntactic evidence which would necessitate
the use of Spec,TP. In one dialect, such evidence is availablc, while in the other dialect it
is not.

(25) Transitive Expletive Constructions in Faroese

FarI: Tad bygdu nakrir fslendingarhis { Havn.
there built some Icelanders houses in Torshavn.

FarII: *Tad bygdu nakrir islendingarbhis { Havn.
there built some Icelanders houses in Torshavn.

‘Some Icelanders built houses in Torshavn.’
(Faroese, Jonas 1994a:20)

In section 4, I will flesh out the interplay between morphological and syntactic

triggers within the context of some thoughts on learnability.

3.3 Summary

In this section, 1 have been concerned with combining the syntactic analysis
assumed in §1 with the morphological theory outlined in §2. I showed how a difference in
the inventories of overt inflectional vocabulary items among the Germanic languages
predicts certain aspects of the syntactic behaviour of these ianguages. The descriptive
generalization which I proposed was the following:

(21) Evidence for fusion
If the appearance of Tense morphology blocks the appearance of Agreement

morphology, then Tense and Agreement Vocabulary Items are in complementary
distribution, and T and Agr must be fused.

This descriptive generalization was shown to play out rather straightforwardly in
terms of the theory of morphology. In order to have competition between tense and
agreement for insertion at a single node, T and Agr must be fused. Such fusion is only
possible in the complex head which is the output of derivation (8). The derivation (9),

equally licit in the syntax, does not concatenate the heads in such a way that the necessary
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fusion could occur. Languages with the complementarity indicative of fusion must use
derivation (8), and therefore cannot utilise Spec,TP in the syntax. They must all be
[-Spec,TP] languages. I also iilustrated how the data from the various Germanic languages

support this conclusion, on plausible assumptions.

The approach developed above suggests that the connection between morphology
and syntax is at least in some instances a question of determinism in the acquisition stage.
Thus, (21) could well be an informal statement of a morphological “trigger,” providing a
key clue to the child learning its language. For this reason, I devote the next section to a
brief discussion of some issues which this paper raises for learnability. In particular, I
point out a tension between morphology and syntax, with interesting consequences for

situations like the underdetermined nature of Faroese (§3.2.4).

4. Learnability and morpho-syntax tensions.

From the morphological perspective of the theory discussed above, the availability
of the [+Spec,TP] derivation (9) seems to be the default case. That is, the child acquiring a
Germanic language does not posit the derivation in (8) unless there is overt evidence of
fused morphemes. On a global scale, there would seem to be a serious flaw at this point.
Surely (8) permits a proper subset of the syntactic constructions or configurations admitted
by (9). Given that the child is exposed to a subset of its language, acquisition should
proceed from subset to superset and not the other way round. If the default assumption is
that the specifier of TP is available, why would the child not simply posit the absence of
any syntactic evidence for the position as a gap in the input data, instead of restricting the

rar;ge of syntactic derivations to a subset of the default cases?

52




Bobaljik Chapter I - Fused Functional Heads

The answer lies, I believe, in an intriguing tension between the syntax and the
morphology. True, the implication of (8) in the syntax is that it admits only a subset of the
derivations permitted by (9), excluding those derivations involving Spec,TP. However,
the complex head created by (8) allows insertion of a superset of the vocabulary items
which can be inserted into the head from (9). Insertion of discrete VIs at every terminal
node is possible in either tree23, but it is only (8) which in addition admits insertion of
competing Tense/Agreement morphemes, i.e. at a fused node. Thus the derivation which
is more restrictive in one component turns out to be the less restrictive derivation from the

standpoint of the other component. How might the grammar resolve such a tension ?

Recall that the tension is one of learnability, moving from subsets to supersets,
from more restrictive to more permissive, on the basis of positive evidence. The
discussion then leads us to the following situation. What is at stake, at the beginning, is

the decision between two derivations, (8) and (9).

In the morphology, the null hypothesis is perhaps that each syatactic terminal node
corresponds to a potential locus of insertion. Only if there is positive evidence of fusion,
i.e. if the presence of a tense marker preempts the possibility of an agreement marker, must
the child move to the morphologically more permissive derivation, (8). The syntactic

ramifications of this morphologically-driven step are as discussed above.

In the syntax, the null hypothesis would have no reason to begin with constructions
utilising the specifier of TP. Note that non-use of the specifier of TP is compatible with

either (8) or (9); while (8) blocks the movement of the subject to or through Spec, TP, there

23 Also, both heads allow total fusion - i.e. full suppletion, such that inflected verbs are inserted as a
single, morphologically unanalysed unit. If children do make use of all the functional projections at an
carly stage, then the total suppletion stage would be that stage at which they make no mistakes of over-
generalization in their use of inflected forms. That is, there is much evidence that children start with
something like total suppletion before they posit that morphological concatenation is rule-governed and that
inflected verbs are decomposable.
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is nothing intrinsic to the derivation (9) which forces inovement to this position. Given that
the superset/subset relations are the inverse in the syntax of what they were in the
morphology, syntactic evidence must be of the sort that entails the use of the specifier of
TP (object shift of NP, or transitive expletive constructions), forcing the child to opt for the
syntactically more permissive derivation (9). The morphological consequence of this

syntactically-driven step is that fusion of T and Agr will be impossible.

Thus, my claim is not that acquisition is purely morphology-driven, nor is it that
acquisition is driven by purely syntactic triggers, but rather that information can come from
either source. However, in the model of grammar I have assumed throughout, there are
many instances in which a move driven by one component has ramifications, perhaps quite
extensive, in the other component. In the case at hand, the resolution of an open option i.e.
the decision between (8) and (9), can be based on evidence from either morphology or
syntax; however, the source of the evidence will determine in what way the option is to be

resolved.

We have seen both cases above. For English and the Mainland Scandinavian
languages, the morphology dictates that (8) be the only possible derivation, precluding
derivations utilising Spec,TP. For Faroese, the morphology provides insufficient evidence
and syntactic triggers are decisive. Thus, in Faroese I, the child has evidence of the use of
the specifier of TP, and selects the appropriate derivation (9). Both morphological and

syntactic triggers are invoked.

The prediction of the theory, then, is that no single grammar could ever provide
truly conflicting evidence. That is, no language, with the general properties of the
Germanic languages, should have positive evidence of fused T and Agr (entailing (8)), yet

at the same time display positive evidence of derivations involving the specifier of TP,
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entailing (9). Within Germanic, as I have shown above, this seems to be borne out quite
nicely. The prediction is, of course, independent of the learnability issue, as such a
language would violate either syntactic principles (§1) or morphological cnes (§2) as I have
presented them. I point it out in the context of the present discussion only to show that the

tension between the two components need never entail contradiction.

5. Concluding remarks.

In this chapter, I have sketched an account of one way in which an apparent
syntactic parameter may in large part be derived from morphological facts of the languages
in question. Among the Germanic languages, a substantial cluster of properties has been
shown in earlier literature to reduce to a simple parameter: whether or not the specifier of
TP is licensed in a given language. Here I have shown that this parameter in turn reduces
to whether or not tense and agreement vocabulary items are in competition. If they are in
competition in a given language, then that language must fuse Tense and Agreement nodes
prior to vocabulary insertion in the morphological component. Such fusion is possible
within one syntactically legitimate complex head, but not in another. In this manner, the
morphology serves to distinguish between equally legitimate syntactic derivations. The
effects of the Spec,TP parameter follow directly, since the derivation excluded for
morphological reasons in some languages is the only one in which the specifier of TP can

be licensed syntactically.
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“Good morning, Pooh Bear,” said Eeyore
gloomiiy. “If it is a good moming,” he said.
“Which I doubt,” said he.

“Why, what’s the matter?”

“Nothing, Pooh Bear, nothing.

We can't all, and some of us don’t. That’s all
there is to it.”

Winnie-the-Pook. A.A. Milne.

Chapter two

What does adjacency do?

The previous chapter offered an account of parametric variation in the Germanic

languages in terms of their inflectional morphology.! In particular, I posited that the
morphological component may act as a filter on syntactic derivations — ultimately, that
morphological criteria may decide between otherwise legitimate syntactic derivations. In

this chapter, I will offer another account which has in part the same flavour, considering

' This chapter is a revised and expanded version of Bobaljik 1994a. My thoughts on the ideas presented
here have benefited from the comments of audiences at the MIT post-generals’ workshop and the
Morphology-Syntax Connection (MIT), and as a part of larger talks at the University of Durham (UK),
the University of California at Berkeley and McGill University, especially from questions and comments of
Mark Baker, Cleo Condoravdi and Paul Kiparsky. Many other colleagues have given me invaluable
suggestions and comments in the larger context of the dissertation — see the thesis acknowledgements.
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for the most part related data from the same range of languages. The specifics of the

account, however, are quite different.

With respect to the object shift phenomena discussed briefly in Chapter I, there is
an asymmetry in the behaviour of the SVO and SOV Germanic languages.2 As first noted
by Holmberg 1986, object shift of NPs and pronouns alike in the Scandinavian languages
is restricted to those environments in which the main verb raises overtly out of the VP.
However, this restriction does not hold in those Germanic languages which display
evidence of underlying OV order. This