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Cross-Modular Parallels in the
Study of Phon and Phi

ANDREW NEVINS

11.1 Introduction

As the variety of papers in this volume makes apparent, g-features are relevant
to many different domains of the grammar: syntax, semantics, morphology,
pragmatics. Conspicuously absent from this list is phonology. In th‘e cur-
rent chapter, I wish to discuss the underlying unity of processes affectmg -
features in different domains of the grammar, and [ will argue that operations
performed on ¢-features in the syntax, in the morphology, and even in tl:le
pragmatics strongly parallel operations performed on articulatory features in
the phonology.

Below, I will consider two main case studies. The first (Section 11.2)
concerns the Person Case Constraint, which bans various clitic/agreement
combinations. Although widely attested crosslinguistically, the constraint ?s
subject to variation; for instance, some languages permit the clitic combi-
nation you + to me, whereas others ban it. I propose that the full scope of
variation can be captured in the same way that variation between systems of
vowel harmony is captured in phonology. This leads to the claim that Agree
is parameterized to be sensitive to all feature values, or to marked ones, or to
contrastive ones.

The second (Section 11.3) concerns the ways in which the realization of ¢-
features can deviate from what is straightforwardly expected. Close inspection
reveals that the morphology can simplify complex ¢-bundles by, for instance,

This chapter incorporates elements of Nevins (2006, 2007), and a talk“given at the Iielpzxg Mor-
phology Workshop in June 2006, at which Klaus Abels, Jonathan Bobal;lkz Gereon Muller,‘loc_:lfen
Trommer, and Dieter Wunderlich provided cogent feedback. I thank Daniel Harl?our for inviting
my coatribution to this volume and for depthless and buoyant encouragement in the. course of
writing, and Andrea Calabrese whose work in phon influences nearly every word I have said about ¢
here.
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deleting some features or by splitting the entire bundle. Interestingly, not only
do these same types of operations affect articulatory features in the phonology,
but they act under the same circumstances, namely, when feature bundles, or
combinations of feature bundles, are excessively marked.

Finally, some pragmatically surprising uses of the first person inclusive are
discussed in Section 11.4. These uses involve symbolic effacement either of
speaker or of hearer and show that feature deletion can have interpretative
correlates.

11.1.1 Features as the currency of structure-building

One of the elements of Phonological Theory and Phi Theory that enables
very close comparison, and perhaps unification, of the representations and
operations in both domains, is the fact that the basic currency of both phono-
logical segments and of morphological exponence is the feature. When binary,
features can be interpreted as boolean predicates that are true or false of, in the
case of phon, a given articulatory configuration, or, in the case of phi, a given
referential set.

(1) [+F]==[-F

Thus, the phonological height features {+high} and [+low] are binary predi-
cates such that:

(2) a [+high] is true if the tongue body is raised above the midline of
the oral cavity
[—high] is true otherwise
c.  [+low] is true if the tongue body is lowered below the midline of
the oral cavity
d. [—low] is true otherwise

Given the definitions in (2), it becomes evident that although the
combination [+high +low] is impossible, as the two predicates cannot be
both true simultaneously, the combination [—high —low] is well formed
and defines a configuration in which neither [+high] nor [+low] are true,
namely a configuration in which the tongue body has been neither raised
nor lowered from the midline and the resulting predicate is true of mid
vowels.

Thus, although there are three categories of vowel height, phonological
theory has pursued representations in which there are two binary features,
rather than a single ternary feature. That is, one might imagine that a simple
[height: n] feature, where n can range over {1, 2, 3}, might be in some way
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simpler. Clearly a ternary valued system cannot appeal to the tools of binary
predicate logic of (1). This in and of itself would be a surmountable issue; the
real problems are empirically motivated.

In a [height: n] system, there is no possibility of grouping and thus no
prediction that, for example, high and mid vowels are more likely to behave
together to the exclusion of low vowels than, say, high vowels and low vowels
to the exclusion of mid. In the system in (2), however, there is no natural class
containing high and low vowels to the exclusion of mid that can be read off
from the values of the features themselves. This is a positive result, as there
are no known phonological processes (e.g., vowel harmony, apocope, etc.) in
which high and low vowels pattern together to the exclusion of mid.

The same decision, then, to represent a three-category system using two
binary features rather than a single ternary feature, is a decision that the
human mind seems naturally to employ for the morphological category of
person in the domain of ¢. Thus, although the traditional Aristotelian labels
“first, second, and third person” yield the appearance of a ternary-valued
system, a great deal of research has revealed that the category of person is
represented with two binary values, as in (3).

(3)  PErSON FEATURES (Noyer 1992, Halle 1997, Nevins 2007)

a. [+author) true iff the reference set contains the speaker
b. [+participant] true iff the reference set contains one of the
discourse participants

[+author +participant] = first person
[—author +participant] = second person
[—author —participant] = third person

d. [+author —participant] = logically impossible

(4)

SIS A

Thus, the feature assignments in (4) create natural classes between, for
example, first and second person, to the exclusion of third person, and at
the same time, do not, on their own, create natural classes between first
and third person to the exclusion of second. A wide variety of phenomena
in morphological exponence reflect a grouping of first and second person,
including patterns of syncretism in agreement, patterns of anaphoric binding,
and patterns of gender and plural marking in pronouns.’

In the discussion of both vowel height and person, it is important to empha-
size that although these two binary features yield four combinations, of which

! The pattern of 1/3 syncretism found throughout Germanic may still be well-modeled through an
Impoverishment-based treatment within this system of features; see Nevins 2003, Harbour 2006 for
analyses.
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one is impossible, this does not mean that the representational vocabulary is

“wasteful’, as it creates the prediction that if a syntagmatic operation yields the
impossible configuration [+high +low] or [+author —participant], the result
will have to be repaired.

(Of course, the logic developed thus far does not require that all features be
binary. If the negative value of a feature is never referred to in any syntagmatic
process and if the negative value of a feature does not create any groupings
that behave alike, then there is little evidence to recommend the negative
value of a feature. For example, Steriade (1995) proposes that [nasal] is a
privative feature and that [—nasal] is never a feature activated in assimilation
or dissimilation processes. In Section 11.4, based on similar considerations, I
will discuss the existence of a privative feature, [addressee], whose privative
status has been proposed in McGinnis (2005), Nevins (2007) and Harbour
(2006).)

As it turns out, a similar situation, of three categories being represented by
two binary values, arises once again in Phi Theory for the category of number.
For systems with singular, dual, and plural, the following binary values create
groupings which are empirically motivated.

(s) NUMBER FEATURES (Harbour 2007, Nevins 2006)

a.  [+singular] = Ax[atom(x)]
b.  [+augmented] = APAx3y[P(x) A P(y) A y T x]

(6) a. [+singular —augmented] = singular
[—singular —augmented] = dual
¢.  [—singular +augmented] = plural

11.1.2 Contrastiveness and markedness

Given a set of phonological features like those for vowel height, person,
and number above, two important properties may single out certain sets of
features: contrastiveness and markedness.

Contrastiveness refers to whether a given feature serves to uniquely deter-
mine a category in the inventory or not. For example, in the presence of the
feature value [—low], the feature [+ high] is contrastive, as it serves to uniquely
identify high versus mid vowels. On the other hand, in the presence of the
feature value [+low], the feature [+ high] is not contrastive, because [+low]
alone uniquely determines a low vowel.

Markedness refers to whether one value of a binary feature is “singled
out” asymmetrically in paradigmatic relations (i.e., implicationally
in inventory acquisition, or diachronic change) or in syntagmatic
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relations. Markedness can be context free, as for example in phonological
representations, the feature [—strident], characterizing apicodental fricatives
/0, 8/, among the most difficult consonants for children to acquire, and the
crosslinguistically most marked consonants in English. A marked feature
is also one for which additional contrasts are more limited; in the case of
[—strident], we may observe that the voicing contrast is limited, with a very
small number of minimal pairs (either, ether) and a very limited distribution
of the [+voice] value in initial position, occurring only in determiners,
demonstratives, and complementizers. This last aspect of markedness,
leading to fewer subdistinctions within a marked category, is dubbed _the
syncretizational aspect of markedness by Greenberg (1963). Reinterpfetlr}g
the typological research of Harley and Ritter (2002) for g-inventories in
a bivalent feature system leads to the following context-free markedness
statements:

(7) CoNTEXT-FREE MARKEDNESS

a. Marked value = + for both [+ participant] and [+author]
b. Marked value = — for [+ singular]

In the above cases, markedness is directly read off from one value of a binary
feature. Markedness may, however, also be context sensitive—in which case,
neither value of a feature is inherently marked, but in a given combination
with other features, one of the values is more marked. For example, few pho-
nologists would claim that either value of [+ back] is marked. However, in th'e
presence of the feature [+round], the feature [—back] is marked. The combi-
nation is “unstable”, and often leads to diachronic loss of one of these features,
as for example in the history of English, where words containing /ii/ (repre-
sented by the letter <y>) came to be pronounced with /i/ instead, due to loss
of [+round], or in modern borrowings of French/German /ii/, which English
speakers pronounce with [+back] /u/, as in the American pronunciations of
Miinich by movie-goers or au jus by sandwich-lovers. This combination of
features is inherently unstable, due to the fact that [+round] and [ —back] have
opposite effects on the second formant (F2) of a vowel: while {+round] lowers
F2, [—back] raises it. In a similar way, while neither value of [+augmented]
is inherently marked, the feature [—augmented] is marked in the context
of [—singular], namely, the category dual, whose marked behavior can be
established implicationally (the presence of dual implies presence of plural but
not conversely), acquisitionally (cf. Ravid and Hayek 2003 on late dual acqui-
sition in Arabic), and syncretizationally (case distinctions are lost in Sanskrit,
Zuni, and Slovene in the dual). The combination of [—singular —augmented]
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is unstable in the sense that it expresses the fact that a cardinality of
two is the most minimally nonsingular that one can get, that is, the clos-
est nonsingular to singular. This context-sensitive markedness is expressed
in (8).

(8) CONTEXT-SENSITIVE MARKEDNESS
{—augmented] marked in the context of [—singular]

Having established that the concepts of contrastivity and markedness apply
to ¢-features in a manner that parallels phonological features, we turn to
a set of phenomena that establish the far-reaching explanatory value of this
representational vocabulary in expressing syntagmatic agreement restrictions
and in triggering morphological operations.

11.2 Contrastiveness, markedness, and syntagmatic visibility

In this section, I examine syntactic agreement restrictions involving combi-
nations of g-features in ditransitive arguments, namely, those restrictions on
the features that may cooccur on the indirect and direct object which have
been grouped under the label of Person Case Constraints (PCC). I discuss
how the ¢-feature system proposed above allows a restrictive typology of PCC
effects that arise from the way that agreement works within the syntax. The
current proposal stands in contrast to accounts of the PCC that focus on the
*me lui effect (the fact that combinations of a third person dative and a first or
second person accusative are banned) as the result of the fact that third person
is “underspecified for person”. As a wide range of morphological phenomena
point to the fact that third person must consist of a full specification of features
(namely [—author —participant]), among them, the spurious se phenomenon
in Spanish (called the *le lo constraint in Nevins 2007), one of our goals is
to pursue a theory in which third person can be simultaneously visible for
some phenomena but “insufficient” or “invisible” for others. Such a theory,
developed below, is inspired by value-based relativization in phonology, with
central appeal to the properties of contrastiveness and markedness.

11.2.1 Contrastive visibility: phonological parallels

I will begin by reviewing a formally identical problem in phonology. Much as
in syntax, underspecification was pursued as an attempt to “make invisible”
or render deficient those objects which behaved differently (Archangeli
1984). However, immediate problems arose. Consider the plight of coronal
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underspecification: many researchers attempted to treat coronals as under-
specified for place, due to their transparency in assimilation phenomena.
However, Mohanan (1991), McCarthy and Taub (1992) and Steriade (1995)
pointed out a number of problems for underspecification in phonology: while
underspecification made a feature F invisible for process X, it turns out that
feature F is required to state the environment for some other process Y. The
solution to this problem came with Calabrese (1995), who proposed that it
is not F which is underspecified, but X and Y which are relativized in their
domain of visibility. More specifically, Calabrese proposed that rules may be
parametrized to include reference to all values, only contrastive values, or
only marked values. Calabrese’s idea was that the invisibility of noncontrastive
values on certain segments is part of the conditions of a particular rule, but not
part of the inherent representation of those segments, since other rules may in
fact have to refer to the presence of those values.

Let us consider a case study, based on the behavior of Finnish vowels.
Finnish has the inventory in (9), for both short and long vowels.

(9) FinNisH VOWEL INVENTORY

[—back] [+back]
[-round] [+round] [-—round] {+round]

[+high —low] i i u
[—high —low] e 6 0
{—high +low] a a

The language is famous for its vowel harmony, whereby suffixes must agree
in [+back] with the root vowels (see, e.g., Ringen 1975). However, a well-
known exception is the transparency of [—low —back —round] vowels in
harmony. Thus, in a word such as koti-na ‘home-ESSIVE} the essive suffix takes
the [+back] form -na (rather than -nd), because of the [+back} root vowel
0 in the first syllable of the root. The high front vowel i is ignored for the
purposes of computing the harmonic value of the suffix. Based on (9), some
researchers have proposed that /i/ is underspecified for [+back] throughout
the phonology, hence literally invisible at the point at which harmony applies.
This solution achieves the goal of making all harmony essentially local, as,
by hypothesis, the representation for /i/ lacks [—back] until after harmony is
computed.
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A problem is caused by depriving /i/ of its [~back] feature, however:
the rule of Finnish assibilation (Kiparsky 1973b) turns a coronal stop into
a fricative before /i/, as shown in (10). (This rule applies only in derived
environments and hence not within roots. It is subject to further conditions,
as discussed extensively by Anttila (2003), who points out the important role
of metrical conditioning.)

(o) a t—s/_ _ [-round —back +high]
b.  /tilat-i/ ‘order-psT’ — [tilasi]

It is difficult to make a case that assibilation occurs after vowel harmony;
thus, judicious ordering of [—high] fill-in after harmony but before assibi-
lation enjoys little support (and no generality as a solution to the problem
of underspecification; see Steriade (1995) on other problems with ordering of
“fill-in” rules). The process in (10) can be understood as having a phonological
basis in the fact that [+high —back] vowels often cause palatalization and
lenition of obstruents, in particular, ¢ to s, with president~presidency as an
example of spirantization in English (Chomsky and Halle 1968: 161) beside
a host of other crosslinguistic examples, such as affrication of coronal stops
before high front vowels in Brazilian Portuguese (Cagliari 1997). In fact, Hall
and Hamann (2006) characterize the high, front quality of /i/ as aerodynam-
ically crucial in causing assibilation. However, if Finnish /i/ literally lacks
[—back], assibilation cannot be characterized in these terms, because the
conditioning feature is, by hypothesis, absent from the representation. Thus,
while depriving /i/ of [—back] does work in making it invisible for harmony,
such a representation leaves it puzzling why that same vowel should trigger
assibilation. k

The proper solution, then, is one in which /i/ is fully specified for [—back]
throughout the phonology, but in which different processes (e.g., harmony
versus assibilation) are differentially sensitive to marked or contrastive feature
values. In this case, as /i/ is noncontrastive for the feature [+back] (since
there is no other [+high —round] vowel in the inventory to distinguish it
from by backness), one can understand Finnish suffixal harmonic alterna-
tions as restricted to conditioning by contrastive values of [+back].? So, in

* An interesting cognitive parallel arises in Sedivy et al. (1999), who made use of the real-time eye-
tracking paradigm in an experiment with spoken language and visual contexts. Given a scene with a
pink comb, a yellow comb, and a yellow bowl, subjects were given instructions such as Pick up the yellow
comb. Sedivy et al. found that at the onset of the word yellow, subjects looked much faster and more
frequently at the yellow comb, even before they had heard the head noun. The only logical explanation
is that subjects understood that, given spoken instructions, their interlocutor would be more inclined
to use the predicate yellow when it was contrastive for the object to be manipulated. That is, even
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Finnish, vowel harmony is a rule of feature-valuation relativized to .contrastnfe
values of [+back] (see Nevins 2004 for a more detailed application of this
roposal).

’ T[;Ie k<)ey idea here, to be adopted in the treatment of person—case effects
below, is that certain syntagmatic processes may be restricted in their access
to all values of a given feature. Calabrese’s proposal for phonol(?glca‘l processes
such as vowel harmony, which across languages seem to have differing locality
conditions and to involve different sets of participating segments, was that the
core grammatical principle was the same, but that the search for a feature may
be restricted to, for example, only contrastive values of a feature:

(11) VALUE RELATIVIZATION -
For a feature [+F], a search may be relativized to be sensitive only to
the contrastive values of [+ F], or only to the marked values of [+ F], or

to all values of [+ F].

This parametric variation in which values of a feature are.in.cluded in a
search turns out to be very useful in understanding microvariation bt?t\.«veen
languages that have the same inventories, but different 1tefns that participate
in a given grammatical process. Within this chapter, I will extend tbe gen-
eral approach to cases of microvariation within person—case effects in clitic

clusters.

11.2.2 Conditions on Multiple Agree

The general approach that I will take to person—case effects is that they arise
when both pronouns/clitics are within the same agreement q?maln. [ will
adopt the insight of Anagnostopoulou (2005), Béjar and Reza¢ (2903?, at;ld
Adger and Harbour (2007) that the PCC is a result of two DPs within the
domain of a single probing head. Thus, within the framework fc.)r z.igreement
proposed in Chomsky (2001) and subsequently refined by Hiraiwa (2001,
2004), (Multiple) Agree is a featural relation between a probe and a set of one
or more goals. . .

The following two conditions on Multiple Agree will be C{'UC'lal to the
account. These are inspired by Anagnostopoulou (2005) and lea%wa (%0(?1,
2004), but formalized differently here. The first pertains t? locality w1.thm
an agreement domain: that, once the visibility parameter is §et.for a given
domain, the highest argument within that domain must fall within the scope
of that visibility parametrization.

j i et
though the predicate yellow was true of both the comb and the bowl, the subjects preferred to interpr:
it in a contrastive use.
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(12) CONTIGUOUS AGREE
Vx € Domain(R(F)) Vy [[F > y Ay > x] > y € Domain(R(F))],
where R(F) is a relativization of the probe F

Informally, anything between a probe and an element in its relativized domain
is itself in that domain. The second condition pertains to feature identity for
elements within that domain: they must match in value with each other.

(13) MATCHED VALUES
Vx € Domain(R(F)) Vy € Domain(R(F)} [val(x, F) = val(y, F)],
where R(F) is a relativization of the probe F

Informally, all elements within the domain of the relativized probe F have the

same value for E Both conditions are crucial to the present understanding of
the PCC.

11.2.3 Varieties of PCC

In this section we explore a variety of person—case effects that have been
investigated throughout the literature. Bonet (1991) and Anagnostopoulou
(2005) discuss the “weak” and “strong” versions of the PCC, which involve
different constraints on licit clitic combinations. However, in actuality, four
varieties must be distinguished.

(14) Typeof PCC (12) 21) (31 (32
weak X X
me-first X X
strictly-descending X X X
strong X X X X

Each of these is illustrated below.

The weak PCC bans (3 1) and (3 2), where the first element in each
pair is the dative and the second element, the accusative. In other words,
a [—participant] dative cannot dominate a [+participant] accusative within
the same domain. Consider the following examples from Catalan (Bonet 1991:
178—9); note that clitic order is independent of Case.3

3 Number and its indication are systematically disregarded thoughout this section.

(15) Te ‘m van recomanar  per ala feina
1DAT/ACC 2ACC/DAT AUX recommended for the job
“They recommended you to me for the job.” (12)
“They recommended me to you for the job.” (21)

(16) *Aen Josep,me li  va recomanar la Mireia
to the Josep, 1acc 3DAT AUX recommended the Mireia
“She (Mireia) recommended me to him (Josep).” *(31)

(17) *A en Josep,te li  va recomanar la Mireia
to the Josep, 2ACC 3DAT AUX recommended the Mireia
“She (Mireia) recommended you to him (Josep).” *{32)

Next, we examine the strong PCC, which bans all of the configurations of the
weak PCC above, as well as excluding configurations in which there are two
[+participant] arguments in the same domain that bear different values for
the feature {+author]. In other words, in addition to the ban on (3 2) and
(3 1) from the weak PCC, in the strong PCC, (1 2) and (2 1) are also banned.
An example of such a language is Greek (Bonet 1991, Anagnostopoulou
2003).

(18) *O Kostasmu se sistise
the Kostas 1paT 2acc introduced
“Kostas introduced you to me.” *(12)

(19) *O Kostassu me sistise
the Kostas 2pat 1acc introduced
“Kostas introduced me to you.” 21

(20) *Thatu me stilune
FUT 3DaT lacc send
“They will send me to him.” *{31)

(21) *Thatu se stilune
FUT 3DAT 2acc send
“They will send you to him.” *(32)

We now turn to the me-first and strictly-descending PCC, which are inter-
mediate in restrictiveness between the weak and strong PCC, and less widely
encountered than either.

The me-first PCC bans configurations in which a [—author] argument
dominates a [+author] argument; in other words, if there is a first person
argument, it must be first in the domain (that is, first in the notation (1 x), not
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necessarily first in the clitic cluster). This is illustrated in Romanian (Farkas
and Kazazis 1980; Ciucivara 2004):

(22) Mariame- te- a prezentat
Maria 1pat 2acc has introduced
“Maria has introduced you to me.” (12)

(23) *Mariatie- m- a prezentat

Maria 2part 1acc has introduced

“Maria has introduced me to you.” *21)
(24) *Mariai- m- a prezentat

Maria 3pat 1acc has introduced

“Maria,, has introduced me to her,” *(31)
(25) Mariai- te- 2 prezentat

Maria 3par 2acc has introduced

“Maria,, has introduced you to her,” (32)

Akin to the me-first is the strictly-descending PCC. It differs from the
aforementioned in banning (3 2) too. This is illustrated by Classical Arabic
(Abdelkader Fassi-Fehri p-c., and Fassi-Fehri 1988: 116; see Fernidndez-Soriano
1999: 1297 for parallel facts in Spanish).

(26) Pafta:- ni:- ka

gave.3sUBJ- 1DAT- 2acC

“He gave you to me.” (12)
(27)  *?afta:- ka- ni

gave.3sUBJ- 2DAT- lacc

“He gave me to you.” *21)
(28) *?aftay-ta-  hu:- ni

gave-  2SUBJ- 3DAT- lacc

“You gave me to him.” *(31)
(29) *?aftay- tu- hu:- ka:

gave-  1suBj- 3pAT- 2acc

“I gave you to him.” *(32)

11.2.4 Account of the PCC

Turning to a syntactic account of these PCC effects, 1 will adopt
Anagnostopoulou’s (2005) idea that the strong and weak (and, I claim, the
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other versions of the) PCC all arise in the same conﬁguratio.n: when two
weak DPs are in the domain of the same head. An interestlyg cha!lel.lge
here is to understand and explain how there can be so much mlcrovanatlorf
reported for dialects of Spanish/Catalan; in the words of Bonet (1991: ;7:1)28
“The judgements concerning combinations of first ar.1d sgcond person ¢ ;, ¢
vary considerably from speaker to speaker.” Ideally, this microvariation s be "
understood in terms of a microparameter on the head that facilitates suc
configurations.

(30)  DESIDERATUM _ '
All versions of the PCC should be explained by the same syntactic
mechanism, differing only in relativization to which (values of which)
features must obey the constraint

The crucial idea that I will adopt here is that the locus of variation is in
the search domain as set by the probing head in charge o.f agreem.ent w%thm
this domain (the proposal is consistent with this head l?elng identified elF(}iler
as v or Appl, and no commitment is made here). I will tl:‘us adopt an”1 ;t:
that is inspired by Béjar {2003): variation in the agreement prefe.rences 0f X
given multi-argument configuration are due to the featural requirements to
t by the probe.
agr’l?flrt?sfmr::hery thag viewing PCC effects as arising from the nat.ure
of the representations specified on arguments (e.g. “3rd person Qan:';:
have no person feature in Spanish”), what I will pursue here 1ls -
idea that “strength” of PCC depends on how many values are exclu el
by the relativization domain as set on the agreeing hegd. thfat cor;trc;1 s
the domain. Once the parametric choice of value—relat1v1za§10n o the
domain is chosen, the conditions on an Extended Agree domain .(w1th no
interruptions/interveners in the domain) and on Matched Values (with ag}r:;v
ing values for the chosen feature) must be‘met.‘ Let. us proceed. t(') seef o
varying relativizations of the search domain will yield the varieties o
PCC.

11.2.4.1 Deriving the weak PCC In the first scenario to consider, the‘: fearch
has been relativized to the marked (i.e., positive) values of [+ p.alrtlapar(llt‘]
(7). For a convergent derivation to occur, therefore, the following cor;( 1(;
tion must be met (CA—Contiguous Agree): there cannot be any unmarke

values of [+participant] that intervene between the probe and elemeg’fs
with the feature specifications it is looking for. Note t.hat a second condi-
tion, MV (Matched Value), is trivially met when th.ere is marked relatxwza;
tion to a single value of a binary feature (as in this case), as there canno
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be elements within this domain that have differing values for the feature
?n question. The possibilities for clitic ordering are given below (31), and,
in each case, a ‘X’ indicates that the configuration fails to meet a condi-
tion on Multiple Agree.* Checkmarks (/') are used to indicate convergent
derivations.

(31) Weak PCC: Ir Acc1s 1/2, THEN DaT 15 1/2
Relativization: Marked [+ participant]

CA MV
v/ (13)
voOo(12)
SO
vo(23)
B1 X
32y X

To summarize the intuition behind the weak PCC within the current
syntactic implementation: the probe is searching for marked values of
[+ participant]. Configurations such as (3 1) and (3 2) constitute viola-
tions of the Contiguous Agree domain, because a nonmarked value of
[+ participant] interrupts the Agreement span. Independent of the particu-
lar implementation in terms of Multiple Agree given here, the general logic
behind the claim is that given the feature [+ participant], a marked value
o}f this feature cannot be only on the lower argument within the domain of
the vP.

11.2.4.2 Deriving the strong PCC  The strong PCC results from relativization
of a probe to contrastive values of [+author]. According to the definition of
contrastiveness, whereby a feature [+F] is only contrastive in a feature set S
if both values of [+F] may occur in S, [+author] is not contrastive in the
context of [—participant], that is, in third persons. Given this relativization
on the probe, the condition on Continuous Agree will be contravened when a
noncontrastive value of [+author] intervenes in the agreement span, namely
when a third person dominates a first or second person in the domain.

4 This is pure.ly for presentational purposes; readers who see an affinity with optimality-theoretic
tableaux are reminded that these conditions are inviolable and unranked.
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Moreover, given this relativization, as Multiple Agree can potentially apply
within combinations of first and second person, the condition on Matched
Values for Multiple Agree will lead to an illicit derivation when there are
conflicting contrastive values for {+author], namely [+participant +author]
and [+participant —author]. The possibilities for clitic ordering are given

below (32).

(32) StroNG PCC: AcC MUST BE 3
Relativization: Contrastive [+author]

CA MV
J (13)

(12) X

21 X
J (23)

31y X

32y X

Summarizing the strong PCC intuition, since the probe is searching for con-
trastive values of [+author], configurations such as (3 1) and (3 2) constitute
violations of the Contiguous Agree domain, because a noncontrastive value
of [+author] interrupts the Agreement span, while configurations of 1 and
2 constitute violations of the Matched Value condition. Independent of the
particular implementation in terms of Multiple Agree given here, the general
logic behind the analysis of the strong PCC here is that given contrastive values
of [+author], there cannot be distinct values of this feature within the domain

of the vP.

1.2.4.3 Deriving the me-first PCC The me-first PCC has received little ana-
lytical attention in the literature. The constraint is that if the dative is 2/3,
the accusative cannot be first person. This constraint arises when there is
a relativization on the probe to agree with marked values of [+author],
which are the positive values according to (7). For a convergent deriva-
tion to occur, therefore, the following condition must be met (CA): there
cannot be any unmarked values of [+author] that intervene between the
probe and elements with the feature specifications it is looking for. Note that
the second condition, MV, is again trivially met. The possibilities are given
below (33).
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(33)  ME-FirsT PCC: Acc CANNOT BE ]
Relativization: Marked [+author]

CA MV
voo(13)
/o(12)
2n x
/(23)
31 x
v (32

To summarize the me-first PCC intuition, the probe is searching for marked
values of author. Configurations such as (3 1) and (2 1) constitute violations
of the Contiguous Agree domain, because a nonmarked value of [+author]
interrupts the Agreement span. The general logic behind the claim is that given
the feature [+ author), a marked value of this feature cannot be o

nly on the
lower argument within the domain of the vP.

1.2.4.4 Deriving the strictly-descending PCC Descriptively, the strictly-
descending PCC is the sum of the me-first and the weak versions. Theoret-
ically, it is the conjunction of the relativizations of these versions: marked
[+author] and marked [t participant]. That the strictly-descending PCC
requires this joint relativization may go some way to explaining its rar-
ity. A convergent derivation requires that there be no unmarked values of
(+author] and no unmarked values of [+ participant] that intervene between
the probe and elements with the feature specifications it is looking for. The
possibilities are given below ( 34). The features, [—author] or [—participant],

(34)  STRICTLY-DESCENDING PCC: Acc CannoT BE 1; NOR 2 17 DAt 15 3
Relativization: Marked [+author], marked [+ participant]

CA MV
v {13)
v (12)
21y x [—author]
v (23)
31 X [—author] [~ participant]
32y «x [—participant]
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that intervene and cause the derivation to crash are indicated on the
iate lines. ' ’

a‘ppTlc-)Ospurrl:i:narize the strictly-descending PCC intuition, the. probe is searcl;ng
for marked values of author and participant. Configurations such as (rked
and (2 1) constitute violations of Contiguous Agree, because a no:rSI:laCh ”
value of [+author] interrupts the Agreement'span. Conﬁgu;atlone uch as
(3 1) and (3 2) constitute violations of Contiguous Agree, eca;; o
marked value of [+ participant] interrupts the Agreement span. N eegi et
logic behind the analysis of the strictly-descending PCC given efr b that
given the features [+ author] and [+ participant], a markefi \{alue od e e
these features cannot occur on only the lower argument within the doma

the vP.

11.3 Impoverishment rules and repair operations

While the last section explored the logic of contrastivex.less and ma;kfdn_e:
of ¢-features with the syntax proper, in this section I discuss _mor[; ec})( :rilicne
processes that apply to these features. In th? first two subsc;ctlons o]
cases of postsyntactic feature deletion involving the marke.d' eature Hauthor]
with a case from English (Section 11.3.1), marked [+participant] wnt e
from Basque (Section 11.3.2.1), and contextually.marked [—augm'en eanother
a case from Warlpiri (Section 11.3.2.2). In Sectlo.n 11.3.3 [ e'xamm.eh ther
markedness-induced postsyntactic repair operation, breaking, with a
from marked privative [addressee].

11.3.1 Repair via impoverishment

Of central interest to morphological theory are cases of mxsn}atchefs: th_’leltlutiz
combinatorics of syntax create a structure, but the rea‘hzat}on o l(p-. ea ures
deviates from what is expected. As a working assumption in e:)q;x olrmg e
matches between what the syntax generates and what th‘e morpho ogl?'ior "
izes, we adopt a model in which all syntactic' computation occ(tilzlsig or ©
morphological realization of ¢-features. That. is, we adopt a r}:lo o o]

the syntax operates with abstract morphological features such . z;lst}:e roces;
[+singular] and combines and copies these featufes, ?fter whic ﬁn;;erting
of Vocabulary Insertion occurs. Vocabulary InserFlon isa p;ocests ot  insering
phonological material (i.e., an exponent) that realizes a set o syn z;cu fearel
present at a particular syntactic node. One of the most canonic rficulaf o
principles governing the selection of an ex.ponent to reahie af pzrln teuar oo
of ¢-features at a node is the Subset Principle, based on the for

Halle (1997).
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(35) a. THE SUBSET CLAUSE
A phonological exponent realizes a feature bundle (syntactic
node) if the item matches all or a subset of the grammatical
features specified in the syntactic node. Insertion does not take
place if the vocabulary item contains features not present in the
syntactic node.
b. TuHe MaxiMAL SUBSET CLAUSE

Where several vocabulary items meet the conditions for inser-
tion, the item matching the greatest number of features specified
in the syntactic node must be chosen.

(It is important to note in passing here, while drawing phi-phon parallels, that
(35) closely resembles the Elsewhere Condition of Kiparsky (1973a), governing
the selection of which phonological rule to apply when more than one matches
a phonological string.)

Our focus here is on cases in which the operation of (35) is not sufficient
to explain the phonological exponents that are chosen to realize a given set
of morphological features, and in fact, in which (35) alone might lead us to
expect a wholly different outcome. As an introductory case, we may con-
sider the “amn’t gap”, discussed by Francis (1985). Although contraction of
a pronoun and a copula in a sentence with negation is licit (e.g., I'm not
lucky), when negation and the auxiliary contract due to question-inversion,
the expected amn’t form cannot surface; thus *Amn’t [ lucky is not a possi-
ble output in British or North American adult English. The resulting amn’t
gap is not something we would want to model as a syntactic restriction:
there is little motivation for a syntactic rule that bans head-movement of
negation together with first person copula to the complementizer position.
More damning for a syntactic account of this phenomenon is the fact that
the result of attempting to ask a negated-copula question with a first person
subject is not ineffable. Speakers who wish to convey such questions do so
through the use of morphological exponents for the copula that exhibit a clear
mismatch:

(36) a. Aren’tIlucky?
b. Isn’t Ilucky?

Speakers who utter (36a) exhibit a mismatch in the feature of number: the
vocabulary item are is not used with first person singular subjects, though it
is used with first person plural subjects. Speakers who utter (36b) exhibit a
mismatch in the feature of person: the vocabulary item is is not used with
first person singular subjects, though it is used with third person singular
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subjects. Such phenomena are captured very well in a model of postsyn-
tactic realization of features. In our pursuit of cross-modular parallels, we
may note the fact that it is quite common to observe in phonology a sit-
uation in which a syntagmatic process creates and the resuit must undergo
subsequent “repair”. Thus we may assume that the syntax operates with
the same process of head-movement of negation and copula to the com-
plementizer position in questions, regardless of the ¢-features on the cop-
ula, but that the result may not ultimately contravene the following feature

cooccurence ban:

(37) Amn’t Ban
*[+author +singular] on the same node as [+negative] under C?

In examining (37), we may attempt to understand it in terms of markedness:
as negation is marked, [+author] is marked, we may understand the ban in
(37) as a reaction to the doubly marked presence of these features on the same
node. In understanding (37) in terms of markedness, we are doing more than
attempting a post hoc motivation for the existence of the ban: we are crucially
predicting, for example, the nonexistence of a pattern, in any language, such
as the following:

(38)  ImpossiBLE PATTERN GIVEN THE MARKEDNESS ACCOUNT

a. Ban: *[—author +singular] on the same node as [+negative]
b. Allowed: [+author +singular] on the same node as [+negative]

Thus, the formalization of the amn’t gap as a ban on feature cooccurrence
as in (37), with direct reference to the ¢-features, allows for implicational
predictions based on markedness. Perhaps even more importantly, the formal-
ization of the amn’t gap as a ban on feature cooccurrence as in (37) permits
scenarios in which there is more than one way to resolve the cooccurrence
restriction. At this point, a very important parallel with phonological theory
emerges, sufficient to motivate a brief overview of the process of metaphony in
Italian.

Metaphony is a process that involves the spreading of the feature [+high]
from a final vowel onto the stressed vowel, which is usually penultimate in
Romance nouns, and will be penultimate in all of the examples we consider.
This process of spreading a height feature gives rise to alternations such as
those in (39), in which the stressed underlyingly mid vowels e, 0 raise to juasa
result of the presence of a high final vowel. The following Veneto examples are
from Calabrese (1998: 31); all examples of metaphony discussed in this section
are from Calabrese (1998).
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(39) a. vedo “Isee” te vidi “you see”
b.  coro “Irun” te ctiri “you run”

The relevant dialects of Italian for our discussion have the seven-vowel system

illustrated in (40), given the vowel features [+high], [+low], [+back], and
[+ ATR] (advanced tongue root).

(40) [—back] [+back]
[+high +ATR —low] i
[+high —ATR —low] * *
[—high +ATR —low] e 0
[—high —ATR —low] € )
[—high —ATR +low] * a

Importantly, the system in (40) contains a feature cooccurrence ban: vowels
composed of the following features are simply disallowed in these dialects:

(41) CoOOCCURRENCE RESTRICTION
*[+high —ATR] under the same [—consonantal} node

A feature set contravening the ban may be generated under the normal appli-
cation of metaphony: when [+high] is spread to a stressed vowel that also
happens to be [~ATR], [+high —ATR] results and, in virtue of (41), must be
“dealt with”. Consider Foggiano Italian, which has straightforward spreading
of [+high] to the [+ATR] mid vowels:

(42) a. moffa “soft.rem” muffu “soft.Masc”
b. Kéna “full.rem” Kinu “full.masc”

When [+high] spreads to [—low ~ATR], the result contravenes (41). As a
repair, Foggiano Italian deletes [—~ATR] from the feature set (Calabrese 1998:
44). The result is an alternation between a mid [—~ATR] vowel and a high
[+ATR] vowel, a phenomenon sometimes known as “hypermetaphony”:

(43)  a. grissa “big.rEM” grussu “big.masc”
b.  péte “foot.sG” piti “feet.pr”

The result in (43) is straightforward if we understand Foggiano as responding
to the ban in (41) through the repair operation of feature deletion:

Parallels in Phon and Phi 349

(44) FocGaiano RepaIr .
Delete [—ATR] when on the same node as {+high]

>Let’s return now to the amn’t gap. Resolution of (37) may occur via deletion
of one of the offending features, in very much the same manner as (44). In
particular, in response to (37), one may delete [+author].

(45)  POSSIBLE amn’t REPAIR . q
Delete [+author] when on the same node as (+singular| an
[+negative] under C°

In order to have the appropriate effect, (45) must occur after the sy'ntax has
already generated the offending combination, and ‘before vocabulary insertion
has applied to insert the form of the copula. Deletion rules 'that qperate onllgo(-1
features after syntactic computation but before vocabul.ary msertlof are ca i :
impoverishment rules, as they “impoverish” a node of its fe.atural nchr’less .
Thus, in order to see the potential effects of (45) in remedying the amn’t gap,
we must first state the relevant vocabulary items for the English present tense
copula:

(46) /am/ < [+author +singular +copula +present]
/is/ < [+singular +copula +present]
/are/ & [+copula +present]

It will be noticed that am is the most highly specified vocabulary item.
Thus, when the output of the syntax contains a node with .the feature set
[+author +singular +copula +present], am will always be msertc;d rather
than the other two vocabulary items. The other two vocabularY. items are
compatible with such a feature set, but do not constitute the mfzxtmal avail-
able subset, in accordance with (35). Thus, in normal scefxarxos, the out-
put of syntax with the (partial) feature set [+author +singular +copula
+present] triggers insertion of am. However, when such a node cooccur;
with [+negative] under the node CY, as the result of .head-movement arll)
question formation, the result contravenes the filter in (37) and must be
ired.
repl::lluch like the case of metaphonic [+high] spreading to [—ATR] vow-
els, then, we have a scenario in which combinatorial operation§ create, I?ut
the result must be repaired. Impoverishment rules are a repair operation

i L it is
5 Though we follow the terminology established by Bonet (1991) an_d subsequent autl;f)rs he;:e :'m]
important to emphasize that deletion rules such as (45), as an imperative to dele.te offend uflg m e 8
are perhaps more akin to a “purge” of something unwanted, rather than impoverishment of som: g
that was treasured.
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for taking care of a set of nodes that contravene a filter like the one in
(37). Impoverishment, as a feature deletion rule, occurs in response to
context-sensitive markedness in this case. Importantly, as the context-sensitive
markedness involves the features {+author] and [+singular] together with
[+negative], in principle, either of these features could be deleted in order
to satisfy (37). In fact, we find precisely two different repairs occurring, under
just this logic.

The first of these repairs is in much wider distribution, especially in North
America:

(47) RepaIr TO Amn’t FiTer [
Impoverish [+singular]
(Result prior to vocabulary insertion: [+author +copula +present])

Given the vocabulary items in (46), the impoverishment rule in (47) will yield
a set of features that is realizable by are, and the result will be dialects that deal
with the amn’t gap by saying Aren’t I lucky? (Francis 1985).

The other repair, somewhat less well-known, is to impoverish person:

(48)  REPAIR TO Amn’t FILTER 11
Impoverish [+author]
(Result prior to vocabulary insertion: [+singular +copula +present])

Given the vocabulary items in (46), the result of impoverishment will be a
set of features that still contains the number feature [+singular], and thus
realizable only by is. The result occurs in dialects that say Isn’t I lucky?

Importantly, then, the system of filters-and-repairs, implemented in terms
of morphological markedness and impoverishment rules, bears a great deal
of similarity to scenarios in phonology, in which the same filter may be
repaired in various ways. Consider, for example, hiatus of two vowels, which,
as discussed at length in Casali (1998) and Calabrese (2005), may be repaired
by various different operations, such as deleting the first vowel, deleting the
second vowel, coalescing the two into a single vowel that shares the features of
both, or performing glide formation. An important result emerges for cases
like the (37) filter: the morphological microvariation documented by Francis
(198s5) is the consequence of different repairs to the same filter.

11.3.2 Impoverishment: additional case studies

11.3.2.1 Basque [+participant] We turn to a second case study that illustrates
th_e same phenomenon of microvariation as a result of different repair oper-
ations to the same markedness filter. Basque auxiliaries show agreement with
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both the ergative and absolutive arguments (and with datives and allocutives
as well, though these will not be relevant for the current discussion). In Bizka-
ian dialects of Basque, there is a “dissimilation” constraint that bans adjacent
[+participant] features on the same auxiliary, dubbed the “g/z-constraint”
by Arregi and Nevins (2006), owing to its morphological exponents. The
g/z-constraint is always resolved by feature-deletion, although which feature
deletes may be a point of microvariation. The structural description for the
application of the impoverishment rules is in (49). Note again that this is a
syntagmatically marked configuration, and recalls a number of phonological
configurations in which adjacent identical values of a feature are banned.

The g/z-constraint disallows two structural descriptions: (i) second person
ergative and first person plural absolutive (*you-us); and (ii) first person
plural ergative and second person absolutive (*we—you):

(49) Ergative Dative/Absolutive
[+participant] [+participant]
and either
{—author] [+author —singular]
or

[+author —singular] {—author]

What is common to all dialects is that the structural description contains two
adjacent [+participant] features, which is what triggers dissimilatory repair.
Just as phonological theory incorporates a notion of the Obligatory Con-
tour Principle as a trigger for segmental rules of feature-deletion (e.g., Yip
1988), impoverishment rules repair configurations generated by the syntax
that contravene (49). Importantly, as (49), like any syntagmatically marked
configuration, contains two potential repair sites, we expect microvariation to
emerge in dictating which repair is chosen. In two Bizkaian dialects, Maruri
and Ondarru, we find just this microvariation. The same combination of
pronominal arguments, a second person ergative and a first person plural
absolutive, is repaired by impoverishment of the former argument in Maruri
but impoverishment of the latter argument in Ondarru.

In (50), the second person ergative agreement on the auxiliary is deleted;
thus the expected suffix -su surfaces instead as default ergative suffix -@ (which
is employed for third person). This is the result of an impoverishment rule
deleting [+participant] on the ergative agreement node in repair to (49)-

(50)  (Suk gu ikusi) g- aittu-su — g- aittu-@
(You us seen) 1PL.ABS-TR- 2SG.ERG —> 1PL.ABS-TR- 3SG.ERG
“You have seen us.” (Maruri; de Yrizar 1992, vol.1: 651)



352 Andrew Nevins

In (51), the 1pL.ABS agreement on the auxiliary is deleted; thus the expected
prefix g- surfaces instead as default d-, employed with third person absolutives.
This is the result of an impoverishment rule deleting [+participant], as well as
the concomitant features [+author —singular], on the absolutive agreement
node in repair to (49).

(51) (Suk gu ikusi) g- aitxu-su — d- 0- su
(You us saw) 1pL.ABS-TR- 25G.ERG —> 38G.ABS-TR-2SG.ERG
“You have seen us.” (Ondarru; Ikuska Ansola, p-c.)

This impoverishment rule has an additional effect in that the auxiliary
root HAVE normally displays an allomorph -aitxu in the presence of a
[+participant] absolutive, but as a result of impoverishment of [+participant]
on the absolutive node, the elsewhere auxiliary root -0 appears instead.

In both examples, we can tell that the impoverishment rule is a postsyn-
tactic effect, as the pronominal arguments retain their first and second person
features. The impoverishment rule specifically targets adjacent feature identity
on the auxiliary that arises as a result of agreement processes during the
syntax. It is important to contrast this with the PCC effects in Section 11.2,
therefore: PCC effects cannot be “repaired” through a postsyntactic impover-
ishment operation on the verbal agreement, and are prohibited by the very
mechanisms of syntactic agreement. The amn’t gap and the Basque g/z-
constraint, on the other hand, arise as a result of agreement-as-usual, with

postsyntactic repair of a marked configuration created by the combinatorics of
syntax.

11.3.2.2 Warlpiri dual Impoverishment of ¢-features in a syntagmatic con-
figuration arises as the result of two types of phenomena: (i) head-movement
of a lower node, as in the case of Neg® moving to T and onwards in ques-
tion formation, thus placing subject agreement features on the same node as
[+negative], or (ii) multiple-argument agreement, as in the case of Basque, in
which two sets of ¢-features may come to be realized on the same auxiliary.
In both cases thus far, we have observed that the marked features [+author]
in (37) and [+participant] in (49) lead to a cooccurrence restriction requiring
repair. We turn to a further case of impoverishment in repair to a syntagmat-
ically marked configuration created by multiple argument agreement, for the
contextually marked feature [—augmented], which is marked in the context
of [—singular] (8).
We begin by noting the following constraint:

(52) WESTERN WARLPIRI NUMBER CONSTRAINT
*[—augmented —singular] on a clitic adjacent to a [—singular] clitic
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Like Basque, Warlpiri auxiliaries agree with b(.)th the ergative and the abso.}z:
tive argument. Whenever there is a dual clitic on the same node ;; a nsult
singular dlitic, the [—augmented] feature of the dua.l is deleted. The res ‘
of deletion of [—augmented] on a node bearing [—singular], of course,l is

feature set that will allow insertion of plural, rather.than dual morph;) ogy-.
Impoverishment of [—augmented] on a dual, lead%ng to dua'l—plu;aV.SYI(la
cretism, is a crosslinguistically common feature-deletion operation (cf. in 2
2001 on Sami). In Western Warlpiri, the combination qf a dual argument th :
a plural (or dual) argument yields plural agreement instead of the expecte

dual:

(s3) maliki-tjara-lJu ka- lu- tjana wawiri- patu nja-nji
dog- pL- ERG PRES-3pL-3PLO kangaroo-pc Se(’:-TQPST )
“Two dogs see several kangaroos.” (Western Warlpiri; Hale 1973: 330

Notice that the dual marker still remains on the sub?ect argumentZ and t'hﬁs
it is only the agreement node that is affectedf by v1.rtue f)f lcombl:n:t\(::lllz:esy
creating multiple argument agreement witl‘x ad)facent 1dent.1ca mar eWarl iri
The impoverishment rule that repairs the violation to (52) in Western p

is the following:

REPAIR
(54)  WESTERN WARLPIRI NUMBER ; - _
Delete {—augmented] on a [—singular] clitic when adjacent to a

{—singular] clitic

Importantly, given the formulation of (54) in term‘s of deletxo; of .the ui;);l]—
textually marked feature [—augmented] in the environment 0 [1_S~mg bOt};
when a configuration arises in which both arguments are dua‘ (ie., v
[—singular —augmented]), (54) will require deletion of both mstanceslize
[—augmented]. As a result, when both clitics are dual, they both neutra

with plural:

(55) patjara-lu ka- nalu- njara njumpala nja-nji
1EX.DL- ERG PRES-1EX.PL-2PLO 2DL See-NPST‘ . -
“We two see you two” (Western Warlpiri; Hale 1973: 330)

.. . . in
The case of adjacent duals in Warlpiri is yet again a scenario, holw:ieverr,i
which microvariation is attested. In Eastern Warlpiri, the structural descrip
tion of the cooccurrence filter is subtly different from (52):

CONSTRAINT
(56) EASTERN WARLPIRI NUMBER R .
*[—augmented —singular] on a clitic adjacent to a {—augmented

—singular] clitic
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Thus, while (52) eliminates a contextually marked feature in the environment
of adjacent identity for the feature responsible for the context of markedness,
(56) eliminates a contextually marked feature in the environment of adjacent
identity for the feature responsible for the context of markedness and the
marked feature itself, i.e., total identity. This is a point of variation that we
might expect precisely with context-sensitive markedness: syntagmatic dis-
similation may be triggered by the feature itself, the context, or exclusively
by the combination of both. As Eastern Warlpiri has impoverishment only
under syntagmatic identity of both [—augmented] and —singular], impover-
ishment of { —augmented] does not occur in dual-plural combinations, such
as (53), but does occur in dual-dual combinations, such as (s5).

In addition to variation in the structural description of the filter, Eastern
Warlpiri differs from Western Warlpiri in the nature of the repair. Specifically,
in certain combinations of dual-dual, only one of the dual arguments is
impoverished. The choice of which dual argument is impoverished is based
on the person features of the arguments. Hale (1973: 331) remarks that a
“hierarchy” appears to govern dual impoverishment in Eastern Warlpiri, such
that 1 > 2 > 3;in other words, when a first person and second person are both
dual, the second person will be the one to undergo impoverishment, and when
a third person and a first or second person are both dual, the third person will
be the one to undergo impoverishment. This is illustrated by the following
examples of 1pL-2pL and 2p1-1pL combinations, in which it is always the 2pL
argument that undergoes [—augmented] impoverishment, yielding surface
appearance of the plural morpheme.

(s7)  npatjara-lu ka- litjara- njara njumpala nja-nji
1EX.DL- ERG PRES-1EX.DL-2PLO 2DL see-NPST
“We two see you two” (Eastern Warlpiri; Hale 1973: 331)

(s8)  njumpala-lu ka- nkulu-tjaragku natjara nja-nji
2pL- ERG PRES-2PL- 1DLO IDL  see-NPST
“You two see us two” (Eastern Warlpiri; Hale 1973: 331)

We may capture this hierarchy without explicit reference to a hierarchy. The
logic of the Subset Principle (35), formulated for maximally specified fea-
tures for the operation of Vocabulary Insertion, may be extended to choosing
between disjunctive application of impoverishment rules with overlapping
structural descriptions. Thus, consider the following three impoverishment
rules, all of which arise as repairs to the structural description in (56).

(s9) a. Delete [—augmented] on a {—singular] clitic when adjacent to a
[—augmented —singular] clitic that is [+author +participant]
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b. Delete [—augmented] ona [—singular] clitic when adjacent to a
[—augmented —singular] clitic that is [+participant]

¢. Delete [—augmented] on a [—singular] clitic when adjacentto a
[—augmented —singular] clitic

Clearly, (59a) will trump (59b—¢), and (59b) will trump (59¢), simply in virtue
of the quantity of feature specification in the statement of the rules; again, in a
manner reminiscent of Kiparsky’s Elsewhere Condition, the most specific rule
(repair) is chosen, where specificity is determined by maximal subsethood of
¢-features.®

The Warlpiri data provide a case study of a syntagmatic rule of markedness
reduction operating in the context of multiple dual morphemes, further
support for the conclusion that dual is a marked category, and evidence of
microvariation in the nature of markedness-based dissimilation in terms of
both its structural description and chosen repairs.

11.3.3 Repair via breaking

Thus far our discussion has focused on filters such as (37), (49) and (52), (56),
which ban the cooccurrence of feature-values [aF] and [BG] on the same
morphosyntactic node N, and repairs to these filters by deletion of [aF], [BG],
or both. There is, however, another way to circumvent a filter of [aF] and
[BG] on N without deleting anything: namely, generating a new node N'. Like
two chemical compounds which must be kept in separate beakers, as long as
[aF] remains on N and [BG] remains on N, the cooccurrence filter will be
respected. Such cases, of generating a new node to host one of the offend-
ing features, is a strategy we will call “breaking’, following Calabrese (1998),
who investigates such repair operations in the context of Italian metaphony.
We thus return to the phonological feature cooccurrence filter (41), repeated

below:
(60)  *[+high —ATR] under the same [—consonantal] node

Recall that metaphony is the spreading of a [+high] feature to the stressed
vowel, resulting in a change in height of the stressed vowel, whose output must
ultimately respect (60). In Arpino Italian, the effect of metaphonic spreading
of [+high] from plural suffixes has undergone morphologization: although

6 Incidentally, the Eastern Warlpiri dual impoverishment pattern provides a further argument that
person should be captured with [+author] and [+ participant]. The alternative system of binary
[+author] and [+addressee] (actually proposed by Hale, and many others subsequently) cannot
naturally capture the fact that second person, and not first person, undergoes dual impoverishment
in (57) and (s8), as there is no natural subset relation between putative [+author —addressee] (“first
person” in that system) and [—author +addressee] {“second person” in that system).
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the number endings have become reduced to schwa, the effect of metaphony
remains, inducing height alternations in which an underlyingly mid vowel
in the singular corresponds to a raised vowel in the plural. Morphologized
metaphony affecting [+ATR] mid vowels is illustrated in (61):

(61) a. méso “month.sG” mis> “month.prL”
b.  fjors “flower.sG” fjiirs “flower.pL”

Arpino Italian has the vowel system in {40) and thus has underlying [—ATR]
mid vowels which can potentially serve as targets for metaphony. However,
recall that when metaphonic (+high] feature-docking affects [—ATR] vowels,
the [+high —ATR] result must be “dealt with” Arpino Italian “breaks” this
illicit combination through diphthongization (Calabrese 1998: 19): a [+high]
glide is created, in order to host the offending [+high] feature.

(62) a. véms “worm.sg”
b.  firta “strong.sG”

vjérmo “worm.pL”
fwdrto “strong.pL”

The nature of breaking in segmental phonology yields diphthongization:
when the cooccurring features [+high —ATR] occur on the same node N, the
Iepair is to generate a secondary node N’ to the left, and send [+high] to the
first node, send [~ATR] to the second node, and keep {~low around] on
both.

Cases of breaking with ¢-features may arise when a paradigmatically
marked feature set is copied via agreement: instead of impoverishment, break-
ing is another possible repair operation. Consider the category of inclusive we,
which is well-known to be marked on both implicational and formal grounds.
We adopt the view of McGinnis (2005) that systems with first person inclu-
sive involve a language-specific adoption of the privative feature [addressee].
The feature representation of inclusive we (“inclusive”) is thus the following
marked combination:

(63) FEATURE REPRESENTATION OF inclusive
Marked combination of [+participant +author —singular] with
[addressee]

The feature set in (63) is paradigmatically marked: the feature set on its own is
marked, independently of multiple argument agreement or head-movement
by negation. Given the marked combination in (63), we can envision various

repair operations. For example, Mam deletes the entire set of features in its
suffixal node:
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(64) Mam EMPHATIC POSSESSOR MORPHOLOGY (England 1983)

Possessor  x’s cat

1sG n-wixh-a
25G t-wixh-a
3sG t-wixh
1EX g-wixh-a
1IN q-wi:xh
2pL ky-wi:xh-a
3rL ky-wi:xh

The vocabulary items for the prefixes are straightforward:

(65)  PREFIXAL VOCABULARY ENTRIES
/n-/ & [+author +participant +singular]
/t-/ ¢ [—author +singular]
/q-/ & [+author +participant —singular]
/ky-/ < [—author —singular]

In this case, there is simply no vocabulary item that is speciali.zed for ‘the
inclusive; the same prefix is employed for both inclusive and exclusive 1pL (i.e.,
with and without the presence of [addressee]). Syncretism here: emerges as the
result of underspecified vocabulary items and shared. feature 1d'ent‘1ty a’mon%
the syncretizing categories. However, when we consider fhe dl‘strlbutlorli'od
the suffixes -a and -@, a syncretism emerges between the 1nclquve and thir

person. Clearly these two categories have no features i.n common in the syster?
of person features adopted here. Putting aside the inclusive for a moment,

consider the following vocabulary entries:

(66)  SUFFIXAL VOCABULARY ENTRIES
/-a/ < [+participant]
/-9/ <11

Given the markedness of the inclusive in (63), an impoverishment rule ofpe}:—
ative in the suffixal position of exponence can potentially delete all of the

offending features.

(67) Delete all features in the set [+participant +author —singular
addressee] on the suffixal node
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The result of (67), prior to vocabulary insertion, will render the resulting
feature set only eligible for realization by the elsewhere vocabulary item -@
in (66). The inclusive/third person syncretism thus results from the fact that
the former undergoes paradigmatic impoverishment, rendering it featurally
available for insertion by only the elsewhere item, which is also chosen to
realize the latter.

Syncretisms such as inclusive/third person, which cannot be the result of
shared feature specification, may thus be understood as the result of impov-
erishment. As we are maintaining the strict hypothesis here that impover-
ishment is markedness-driven, we thus expect the possibility of a different
repair to the same cooccurrence filter. We find a case of breaking as repair
in Algonquian pronouns.

In Potawatomi, when the set of morphological features in (63) is gen-
erated on the same node, the result is repaired by breaking, in very
much the same manner as Arpino Italian above, for phonological fea-
tures. Specifically, where there are two nodes, [addressee] is sent to
the first node, [+author] sent to the second node and [+participant
—singular] is kept on both. The pronominal forms for each category
are:

(68)  PorawaTroMi PRONOUNS (Déchaine 1999)

Gloss Pronoun

i1sG nin
1EX ninan
2sG kin

1IN kinan
2PL kinwa
3sG win
3pL winwa

The vocabulary items for the prefixes and suffixes are the following:

(69) a. PrEFIXAL VOCABULARY ENTRIES
/k-/ < [addressee]
/n-/ & [+participant]
/w-/ < {—participant]

b. SurriXAL VOCABULARY ENTRIES
/-an/ < [+author +participant —singular]
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/-wa/ & [—singular]
/-D/ < [+singular]

As a result of breaking of the inclusive, the “volatile combination” of
[addressee] and [+author] on the same node are kept apart, and therefore
the following feature sets are present at prefix and suffix:

(7o) a. [+participant addressee —singular]y [+author +participant
—singular] v
b. Result after vocabulary insertion: k-in-an

In a sense, the Potawatomi inclusive is a “constructed inclusive,” much like
the “constructed duals” of Hopi and Zuni; neither the prefix nor the suffix
position alone realizes the set of features in (63), but the union of all of these
features does represent inclusive we. The fragmentation of these features into
two distinct positions of exponence, which keep apart the marked [+author]
and [addressee], is precisely what breaking accomplishes. The constructed
duals of Hopi (Noyer 1992; Harley and Ritter 2002) illustrate exactly the same
point, although at a phrasal level:

(71)  pam wari
he ran

(72) pimayitti
they ran.pL

(73)  pima wari
they ran
“They (two) ran”

The four vocabulary entries are the following:

(74) /pima/ < [—singular]
/pam/ < [+singular]
/wari/ <> [—augmented]
/yitti/ < [+augmented]

This pattern is not limited to pronouns: determiners syncretize dual/plural
(although nouns do not) as the following examples demonstrate (Jeanne

1978: 73):

(755 mi? maana paki
that.s girl.sG entered
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(76)  mima mamant yip¥a
those girl.p  entered.pL

(77)  mima maanat paki

those girl.oL entered

All pronouns and demonstratives differentiate only [+ singular] (Jeanne 1978:
76):

(78) SINGULAR  DUAL/PLURAL
Gloss [+singular] [—singular]
1 ni? Pitam
2 ?im ?ima
3 pam pima
“this” i? ?ima
“that” (removed) mi? mima

A large number of verbs occur in suppletive pairs, in addition to “enter” and
“run” (Jeanne 1978: 87):

(79) SINGULAR/DUAL PLURAL
Gloss  [—augmented] [+augmented]

die mooki so?a
sleep  piiwi took’a
exit yama noépa
stand  wini hoor’a
fall po?si lsho
arrive  piti ?06ki

eat tiimoyta noonova
sit qati yeese
climb  wiivi yayva

Other verbs distinguish plural and non-plural using reduplication, infixation,
or suffixation. The fact that all pronouns only distinguish [+singular] and
that all verbs only distinguish [+augmented] cannot be taken as accidental
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properties of the vocabulary items realizing these categories. This systematicity
is indicative of a filter against the realization of these features on the same
node in pronouns and on verbs (though not nouns). The fact that there is no
dedicated dual marker in either pronouns or verbs smacks of a cooccurrence
filter. I propose that agreement occurs between the subject pronouxg (and
in the case of demonstrative-noun pairs, between features of the D° head
of the subject DP) and the verb, copying [+ singular] and [+augmented] fro.m
the former to the latter. Notably, Hopi is not a pro-drop language, des?plte
the fact that it is polysynthetic (Gronemeyer 1996). I wo?ﬂd like to tentatively
propose that the items labeled as pronouns and de'terr.nmc'ers are the spgll'out'
of postsyntactic “breaking” of [+singular] into realization in subject position:

(80) Hori BREAKING RULE
Split the features [+singular] off from verbal agreement onto a sepa-
rate position of exponence in subject position

Admittedly, the Hopi breaking rule is cumbersomely stated, as this is a phrasal,
rather than word-internal case of breaking. An alternative might emerge under
the view that the feature [+augmented] is spelled out on the verb as the unfier—
lying result of an agreement chain with features on the' pronominal subject.
In this case one could view the fact that [+singular] is spelled out on the
pronoun whereas [+augmented] is spelled out on the v.erb as a very partlculz.ir
repair to cooccurrence of these features: namely spelling out [i.smgu.lar] in
the head of the chain and [+augmented] in the tail of the chain. 'I:hlS t)fpe
of repair would resemble the strategy proposed in Boskovic ‘(2001), in which
the decision to pronounce copied features in the tail of a chain may be forced
in order to respect a cooccurrence filter at the head of the chain; in the case
he discusses, the cooccurrence filter involves adjacent occurrences of the tf/h—
word $ta “what”. Whatever the preferred implementation of Hopi brt;:)akl})g
may be, I believe that the similarities of the marked “c.onstructed df.lal with
the marked “constructed inclusive” above are too similar to pass without an
attempt at unification.

11.3.4 Interim conclusion

On the view developed here, impoverishment theory emerges as a feature-
based formalization of repairs to syntagmatic and paradigmatic con.fig—
urations involving marked categories. Thus, like phonological neutral{za-
tion rules that operate as repairs to marked configurations—e.g., [+voice]
in obstruents, [+high —ATR], adjacent feature identity (the. OCP)—
impoverishment rules and breaking rules may be viewed not as arbitrary, but
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rather as resulting from a comprehensive theory of morphological marked-
ness. In Fhe next section, I turn to some interesting consequences of taking
impoverishment as feature deletion extremely seriously.

11.4 Pragmatic effects of ¢-deletion

Pursuing the postsyntactic treatment of marked inclusive, in this section I
draw attention to some pragmatically surprising uses of the inclusive, which
become understandable when viewed in the context of deletion of either
marked [+author] or [addressee]. If analyzed as feature deletion, impover-
%shment becomes much more than a formal expression of contra;t neutral-
ization in the strictly morphophonological sense. Consider what happens
when the exponent of [+author +participant addressee] is used in scenarios
in which its referent is not inclusive we. There are two opposite cases to
consider.

The first is the Tamil inclusive naam as a “super-honorific”, which can
be used “by lower-status persons to address higher-caste perso,ns” (Brown
and Levinson 1987: 202). The second is the Santali inclusive, which can be
Esfd when threatening someone (Cysouw 2005: 221). The latter is illustrated

elow:

(81)  dakadohoe-mear ba-m  dohoe-khan-do nahak’-lag
rice put-2sG and NEG-2sG put-if-Top just-IN.SJNCT
ger-gitic’-gotme-a ar  boge-te-lay thays-me-a
bite-lie-2sGO-1ND and good-INSTR-IN.SJNCT kick-25GO-iND
“Put the rice down, and if you don’t put it down, I shall just bite you
that you lie there, and I shall give you a good kicking”

It is impossible to conceive of these cases as purely morphological; that is
one cannot claim that, for example, in Santali, the subject agreemen’t is s :
tactically { —author +participant addressee +singular] (normal second persy:n
singular) and is transformed, via morphological operations, into {+author
+participant addressee —singular]| (first person inclusive nonsingular), as the
morphological operations are quite irregular—if they can effect this tr;nsfor-
mation, then they are apparently unbounded in power: switching signs from
marked to unmarked, unmarked to marked.

Under the “Y-model” of grammatical computation, adopted here, syntactic
computation feeds both LF and PF, which are independent of e;ch other.
What we have called impoverishment, and dealt with thus far, have beer;
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postsyntactic feature deletion operations on the PF branch. In such cases,
given the independence of PF and LF as postsyntactic components, the ¢-
features that have been deleted in the course of morphophonological com-
putation remain intact on the parallel LF branch. Indeed, Sauerland (this
volume), discussing the LF interpretation of ¢-features, makes the proposal
that a given ¢-feature may be marked on the PF branch but unmarked on
the LF branch; in particular, he makes this claim for [+singular].” Given the
existence of distinct LF operations on and markedness of a given ¢-feature,
and given the existence of PF-branch feature-deletion (namely, impoverish-
ment), there is naturally the logical possibility that the converse may hold as
well: features may be deleted on the LF branch, while surviving intact on the
PF branch. Such cases have been amply documented, see for example Heim
(this volume) on bound pronominal variables in cases such as Only I did my
homework, which can be analyzed as deletion of [+author +participant} on
the LE branch, but clearly not the PF branch. I propose that the cases above
are instances of deprivation, an LF operation of deleting otherwise interpreted
¢-features. Other potential instances of deprivation worth exploring might be
instances of second person pronouns used in generic contexts, which could
be analyzed as deletion of {—author +participant] on the LF branch, under
binding by a (silent) generic operator.

While Heim’s cases of deprivation are syntagmatic, occurring under
variable-binding, the cases of deprivation discussed here are paradigmatic,
and apply to the marked inclusive regardless of interconstituent relations.
These cases of deprivation as postsyntactic deletion of a complex {marked)
feature set on the LE branch are the analog to impoverishment of the complex
feature set on the PF branch observed in Mam above.

While their surface interpretive effects are opposite, Santali and Tamil are
similar to each other in that the use of the inclusive displaces a debased
participant. In Tamil, the speaker debases themself and uses “you and I”
for “I”; in Santali, the speaker debases the hearer and uses “you and I” for
“you”. Conversely, the superior, non-debased, participant retains their normal
identity. What this amounts to, at the pragmatic, or social, level, is a denial of
the independent identity of the debased participant: “I am so humbled that I
do not even have a will/identity independent of you”, “You are so lowly that
you do not have a will/identity independent of me”. Hence, a grammatical

7 Though see Krifka (2005), who on the basis of the lack of cardinality presuppositions for Indone-
sian bare singulars, remarks that the LF-markedness of [+singular] in English may be language-

specific. On the contrary, I know of no convincing language-specific case in which [+singular] is PF-
marked.
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form is chosen that represents the speaker—hearer dyad simultaneously. Prag-
matically, this is understood as involving feature deletion of the intrusive argu-
ment. For instance, in Santali, the inclusive [+author +participant addressee
—singular] ¢-agreement is understood as [+author +participant +singular];

this involves deletion of [addressee), therefore reinstating the independence
of the author.

1.5 Outlook

The core idea explored above is that the human mind has a unity of design
and an economy of mechanism, and thus employs highly similar mechanisms
and operates using formally identical principles across two seemingly different
domains of data: phonological features and @-features.
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