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Inflectional Features
and the Morphological Module Hypothesis*

Angela Ralli
University of Patras

Introduction

The main purpose of this paper is to explore the idea that inflectional fea-
tures constitute the morphological expression of features inherent to human lan-
guage, whose basic characteristics are governed by feature theory. As such, in-
flectional features are expected to differ from one language to another, depend-
ing upon which features are morphologically strong or weak in that language.

Considering features to be attribute-value pairs, inflectional features are distin-
guished in two categories: interpretable and non-interpretable. It is shown that the
first are subject to the law of morphological percolation and thus visible to other
grammatical modules, while the latter are checked and deleted within morphology.

Nevertheless, since inflectional features are basically inherent, it may be pos-
sible for a given feature to be substantially used in more than one grammatical
module. For example, the postulation of a functional category in syntax may be
based on a feature that has also been used in morphology. It is predicted, howev-
er, that functional categories in syntax should be defined independently from the
role that inflectional features might play in morphology.

This work aims to be a contribution to the discussion in recent literature on the
status of morphology within the grammatical system. Following Chomsky’s (1995)

* A considerable part of this paper has been written under a three-month visit at the Uni-
versity of Quebec in Montreal (UQAM: Nov. 1996 - Jan. 1997). Many thanks are due to
my host A.M. Di Sciullo and her Modularity Research Group. Draft versions were pre-
sented at the Dept. of Linguistics of both UQAM and McGill University (Jan. 1997). I
sincerely thank A.M. Di Sciullo, G. Pigott and the audiences of these two talks for their
helpful and very fruitful comments. A preliminary version of the paper was also present-
ed at the 20th GLOW Meeting in Rabat and is published in the John Benjamins volume
Themes of Greek Linguistics (1998, edited by G. Horrocks, Brian Joseph and Irene
Philippaki-Warburton). I especially thank B. Joseph, Manuel Espanol-Echevarria and
Etienne Tiffou whose precious help and observations made this paper benefit greatly.
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MMMMW_;M imﬂ\m mﬁa the elaboration, by Di Sciullo (1996ab), of a morphological
ork within the minimalist spirit, it is as i .
) , it is assumed that, beside syntax, there is 2
I i . : eisa
" %mmﬂ”%@%%ﬂoﬁ%g:572&:: the computational space of the language faculty. In
2 . a special emphasis is given upon the need to int
: . adopt a feature theo
acting with both modules, whose basic insi o
. 3 ic insights have been long i 1
It is also assumed that the ¢ i inguisti A
$ omputational linguistic system interacts wi i
; ; : itatio s s with a lexicon
Mmgwwn entries of different categories (i.e., words, stems, and affixes) are listed Eamm
e form A.um mom_::w. Jc.:a_wm. Lexical entries are inserted into morphological struc
tures, %Ewg to satisfying the constraints of selection and mccomﬁmo_.wNm%os (lexical
Muoz.w:ﬂﬁawv as well as Eo.mo imposed by the structural requirements of the morpho-
Hom_nm Moavoum.:r ﬂoa:?.ﬁ_:m of morphological configurations pass their features
wo wor .:ommm via percolation, while an operation of feature checking, that is per-
ormed in morphology, renderss features non-visible to syntax. .

In order to exemplify the proposals put forward in this work, evidence is tak
en mostly from Greek and Latin, two highly inflectional F:mcmem 1 o

.Hra paper is articulated as follows: in the first section, it is observed that the us
of Emoo:o.:m; features in generative syntax presents considerable inconsistenci in
that Emwm is no perfect match between inflectional features in morpholo mnaﬁw o
Qim@o n,ocsﬁawzm. It is argued that several of these inconsistencies %\mm e aM
Emwnrg is handled within a morphological module distinct from syntax. In mm« MH _
o:a. moo:o:w structural evidence in favor of the existence of this module m.m iven mm
an Sﬁmw.mo:omw em:: feature theory is proposed. The third section awm_mms:w M_M
properties of these features, as provided by feature theory, and the basic claims om
E.w paper concerning the status of inflectional features within the grammar are ex
@ro:_w stated. A brief description of a morphological module responsible for gene :
m.ﬁ:m s.oz.m structures m..m?m: in the fourth section and an illustration of the :wo EM
MMMnMﬂ:%:m. wwz.uogm:o: and checking, applying to inflectional structures, follows

. The last m.mo:oz of the paper concerns the relation between inflectional fea-
tures and functional categories and the paper ends with some conclusive remarks

1. FEATURES IN GRAMMAR

ﬁﬁsm use of »,m.mncnnm started in phonology (cf. Jakobson et al. 1951), but did
Mo remain restricted to @:.o:ouomw\ for long. Features were also considered for
he encoding of morphological, syntactic and semantic properties of words and

1. Mt‘xmﬂ...ﬁ_mm are used from both Ancient and Modern Greek. When is needed, specific in
ications are provided regarding the exact period of the lang ‘ .
dications s g p guage these examples are
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larger syntactic constituents {cf., among others, Chomsky 1965, Lieber 1980,
Gazdar et al. 1985). Within the Minimalist Program (cf. Chomsky 1995), mor-
phological features in particular have been given a prominent role in syntax, and
inflection usually constitutes the main source of syntactically used features.
Checking certain of these features in specific structural positions, for instance,
motivates movement.

Languages differ with respect to inflectional features. There are those with a

rich inflectional system (e.g., Latin), where a considerable number of features are
spelled-out by specific morphemes, and fanguages with a poor inflectional system
(e.g., English), where very few features are formally realized. Nevertheless, even
in inflectionally rich languages, an inflectional feature may not necessarily have
an overt morphological content. Take, for instance, the feature of [partitive] that
is morphologically present in the inflectional system of Finnish (ct. Mey 1960),
but absent from most inflectionally rich Indo-European Jlanguages such as San-
skrit, Latin or Greek. Therefore, the morphological marking of inflectional fea-
tures belongs to parametric variation across languages. Following Chomsky's dis-
tinction of strong and weak features in morphology, we could say that this param-
eter is related to strength: inflectional features which are morphologically present
in one language may be characterized as strong, while those which do not have an
overt realization are weak. Notice, however, that this interpretation of strong and
weak features does not coincide with what #strong Of a weak feature is generally
considered 10 be in syntax where strength i§ rélated to movement. Sometimes, &
particular feature is proposed on syntactic grounds (e.g., for the licensing of a par-
ticular item) without any correspondent morphological relevance, even for lan-
guages where this feature is supposed to be strong. For instance, Longobardi
(1994) has proposed that a +R (eferential) feature universally characterizes D po-
sitions, and must be checked with at least to one of its values, iff D is interpreted
as being in a chain containing object or non-object referring expressions, depend-
ing on the case. According to Longobardi, Romance languages, have a strong +R
feature for which the morphological realization is missing.

In fact, there is not always a perfect match berween features used for syntac-
tic purposes and their morphological counterparts. In some morphologically rich
languages, there are inflectional features that are exclusively morphological, that
is not visible to syntax: inflection class (ic) may be such a feature.® As proposed

R e

2. The term of “inflection class” refers to the feature that indicates the specific form of endings
taken by a stem when it is used in sentences as an inflected word. Traditionat terms denoting

this form variation of words are “declension” for nominals and “conjugation” for verbs. Differ-

ent words whose endings are alike are thus considered to bear the same inflection-class value.
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MW\ >Mo:o.m,m (1994) .moH hw:& and Russian, and Ralli (1994, forthcoming) for
reek, this feature is not a m:.:n._o €xponent of other morphosyntactic Eowroamaw

morphological engine. In Greek and Latin, for example, inflection class does not

a. . ;
generally participate in the agreement between adjectives and nouns as shown
oy

in (1) below, but serves as a valid pred; i
W, predictor for the right combinati
stems and inflectional affixes: ¢ tions betuween

(1) a. Greek

polemoxar-is anthrop-os?

war-loving-NOM-SG-MASC-ICI man-NOM-SG- ]

e G-MASC-IC1 -IC2

dhroser-i nixt-a

n.oo_-ZOZ\%.OQ/\ OC-SG-FEM-IC3 night-NOM-SG-FEM-IC4

“cool night”

b. Latin

grand-is domin-us

m%m?ZOZ@O-EmOAOw master-NOM-SG-MASC-I1C2

great master”

acr-e supplici-um

terrible-NOM//ACC/VOC-SG-NEU-IC3 torture-NOM/ACC/VOC-SG-
— NEU-IC2

“terrible~ torture™

, :._m also the case that in syntactic analyses, inflectional features are usuall
9&:9:.& in sets entirely different from what appears to be an association ow\
features in morphology. If we look at a proposal put forward by Bobaljik (1993)
case should be dissociated from phi-features (agreement features). Beside gm
fact Em.: case participates in the agreement between determiners, adjectives and
nouns in Greek and Latin DPs, this dissociation is also Eg:m:m_mmm as far as the
morphology of these languages is concerned. If we try to apply this proposal to
Greek and Latin, we end up by having different oﬁms_..wm&o:m of features in mor-
phology and syntax: in these languages, as we see below, gender specifies the

m.HwB s&_«o a combination of number and case characterizes the nominal inflec-
tional affix,

3. W\_omw“_ Oanom examples are given in a broad phonological transcription. Examples
rom Ancient Greek are transcribed according to th ciati i j
e (197 cording to the pronunciation described by Leje-
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On the other hand, sometimes a functional category (i.e., a category that usually
has its source in inflectional morphology) appears to have additional properties in
syntax, which do not show up in morphology. Take, for instance, the functional cate-
gory of T(ense). According to Lasnik (1993), it bears a strong NP feature that trig-
gers movement of T to AgrS and licenses nominative case in Spec-Head position.

Within the Government and Binding framework (Chomsky 1981, 86), a dis-
tinction is made between structural case and inherent case. Structural case con-
cerns the values of nominative and accusative, while there is no structural expia-
nation for the presence of other case values which are considered to be inherent,
that is lexically (or morphologically) assigned. Notice, however, that even for
nominative and accusative there is not always a clear syntactic assignment. For
example, in some syntactic analyses, a default case assignment is often invoked
to explain the presence of nominative case in constructions like the ones under
(2). See works by Philippaki-Warburton 1990 and Catsimali 1990, where the dif-
ferent positions assumed by NPs marked for nominative, in phrases such as the
ones in (2), are claimed to be pragmatically justified.*

(2) a. i fitites, i kathijites tus aghapun
olus
the-NOM students-NOM the-NOM teachers-NOM them-ACC like
all-ACC

»d.

“the teachers like all the students

b. to vuno Olimbos
the-NOM  Olympus-NOM
“the mountain Olympus”

Furthermore, there is no structural explanation for the presence of an accusa-
tive case marking nouns in certain cases, such as in temporal expressions of
Greek and Latin (3ab), as well as in exclamative phrases of Latin (3cd).

(3) a. Greek
ton Iunio tha figho ja tin eksoxi

the-ACC June-ACC T’ll leave for the country
“In June I'll leave for the country”

b. Latin
Annum vivere

4. See Joseph (1991) as well as Joseph & Smirniotopoulos (1993) for a well-argumented
criticism of these analyses,



for a year-ACC 1o live
“to live for a year™

c. Paule te miserum
wm:;,/\OO you-ACC unfortunate-ACC
“Oh Paul, you the unfortunate”

d. adeon hominem esse inuenustum  aut infelicem

so man-ACC be unlucky-ACC or unfort o quemquam
ut  ego sum unate-ACC someone-ACC
like I am

“Is there a man so unlucky and unfostunate like me?”
(cf. Ernout, A & F. Thomas (1964, 2nd ed.). Syntave Latine. Paris: Klincksieck)

Generally, inconsistencies like the ones above are expected to arise if inflec-

tion is handled within syntax. In such an approach, inflectional features are only
selectively used for syntactic purposes. )

In the recent framework of Distributed Morphology proposed by Halle d
Marantz (1993), several of these inconsistencies are accounted for W< m.mma.mmﬂ
ment E_Wm performing a number of post-syntactic operations. They 5m.< m:mm_.z t .
one the features of several nodes, fission those of a given node into m.mm nce,
or add, as well as delete, particular features or feature complexes Zo:.owcwsnw.
ever, that an extensive use of these post-syntactic operations in on@n to mmr.c%-
results Emaﬂm@ syntax cannot is against the general economy conditions _M%
vo,mma by Chomsky (1995) which have a global character and underlie the .
ation of all linguistic expressions.> On the other hand, since Emma:o:m_mwzﬁ.k
tures mﬂ.m on:mwawnoa as syntactic derivations, it seems to be no clear mor :o_::m
cal motivation for the postulation of functional projections in syntax, in Mamwm_-
account for essentially morphological facts, In Uﬂ.mﬁ.:.vﬁoa Zo%:o_uo@s what M

———

5. >nno.&5m 6 .O:oBm_Q Ccou@ wm.v the linguistic system is subject to natural economy
nosa_:n:m which make the derivation of linguistic expressions to try to reach the level of
vrosmmn amm?.umoiwzo: (PF) as fast as possible. As opposed to these conditions, in a ,o
.vro_om_nm:% rich language like Greek, the readjustment rules, which are su mmna ~5W7
introduced m.mm._. Spell-Out by the Distributed Morphology :.m‘z:ns\oza Ememmnnogmo::m
merous, @‘E.Emam:w ordered and induce a considerable aowRa of ::mn,m:mm_n complexity
to the aom_mm of the language. Thus word formation in a language should not be naM:wmw
.8 the application of such rules. It is possible, however, that moﬁfw language-specific read-
Em::Q.: rules may be needed for specific morpho-phonological purposes: for exam Am ﬁm
tfruncation rule is needed to delete the segment {en] from the first oo:n:.:hﬁ: EME%m u i
the Greek verbal compound anevokateveno “come up and down” < w:men:(o.rm”mcn:h ¢

claimed to be morphology is reduced to a set of rules and filters (see Noyer 1997
for the postulation of filters in morphology). Morphological structures of specific
languages are accounted for as linear representations of morphemes - something
which reminds the structuralist tradition - and there is no explanatory power in
the way word formation is handled in languages, particularly in morphologically
rich languages, on configurational grounds.

A tentative solution to the problem referring to the inconsistencies men-
tioned above would be to suppose that the use of features in syntax may be de-
fined independently from the use of such features in morphology. Such an ap-
proach would require inflection to be treated as a morphological process, han-
dled within a morphological component. I focus on this solution and in the re-
maining sections of the paper, I try to show the advantages that this approach
could offer. Inflected words are considered to be inserted in syntax fully speci-
fied for feature values (e.g., case values) and syntactic operations dealing with
features (e.g., feature checking in syntax) are seen as feature-matching proce-
dures ensuring the right combinations between words.®

2. INFLECTION, FEATURES AND MORPHOLOGY: ASSUMPTIONS
AND CLAIMS

This paper elaborates the idea that jnflection belongs to a separate gram-
matical module, i.e., to morphology, and that it is the morphological represen-
tation that accounts for featurized information as far as inflectional expressions
are concerned. In his work of (1993, 1995), Booij takes a similar position with
respect to inflectional features. He examines the distinction between two types
of inflection, inherent and contextual. Inherent inflection designates the mor-
phological expression of inherent morpho-syntactic properties and contextual
inflection the expression of syntactically relevant morpho-syntactic properties,
where properties equal to features. By studying the properties of both inherent
and contextual inflection, he points out that it is difficult to trace a separation
line between the two types. A basic argument in favor of this view relies on the
fact that, sometimes in languages, the same inflectional morpheme may express
both inherent and contextual inflection (Booij 1993: 42). Take, for instance, the
nominal endings of Greek and Latin inflectional paradigms, where the same
ending expresses both number (inherent inflection) and case (contextual inflec-

tion):

6. Notice that this view is not entirely different from Chomsky's (1995) recent views ac-
cording to which items may be inserted fully inflected in syntax.



morphology provides the features with a subcategorizati

interpretable] opposition and i
, illustrates why some
syntax while some other values a . ot

feature checking are the basic pr

(4) a. anmwuwo_oBom “war” < polem os

war  NOM-SG

b. Latin: bellum “war” <  bell um

war  NOM/ACC/VOC-5G

In this paper, I focus on

) ly on feat icipatine in : .
less, in Ralli (1998), eviden ures participating in inflection. Neverthe-

ce 1s provided that such a strong claim may also be

e o ntermats ENWWQMM M_zomﬁwroam are several cases of inflection ap-
, s ore the occurrence of oth i
er word-formation

processes.” The followine exampl
e 9 ples taken from Greek may briefly illustrate this

(5) a. Compounding

wv\w:_mnwwom < nykt-i -lampes
who shines in the night” night-DAT  who shines-NOM
nounekhes < nouy-n -ekxes

“who has brain” brain-ACC  who has-NOM
b. Derivation

1. Prefixation

ipegrapsa ipo-
pegrap: < ipo ¢-grapsa (e- augmentation expressing the past

oo tense)®
i wwwzma under m>mﬂ.§o$-wm-m-~w,mm
2. Suffixation

perazma < pera-s - :
pera-s -ma (-s-: aspectual marker denoting a per-

o fective value)?
passing/passage” pass  ing/age :

B .o . .
Y accepting inflection to be handled in morphology, I explore the claim that
on in terms of the [+/-
: ¢ features are visible to
re not. It is shown that feature percolation and
ocedures applying to featurized information of

——

Cases of compound-internal Inflection are also observed in Sanskrit (cf. Gillon 1995)
\mwn_mruomnm: & Janda (1988) for the analysis of this e- as an inflectional affix .
) . of .
ough the aspectual mark is present within the noun formation, the perfective
> e as-

pectual value plays no role in determining the meaning and the func

(see Booij 1993 for an explanation of similar cases). Hon ot ihe word

most inflected words. !0 After being built within morphology, morphologically
complex words are inserted into syntactic constructions, where featurized infor-
mation resulting from morphological structures may be manipulated by syntactic
mechanisms.

According to this proposal, features characterizing a morphological structure are
submitted to both universal and language-specific constraints. That is morphological
features conform to language-independent principles which belong to both the mor-
phological module and to an independent module of feature theory interacting with
grammar (cf. below).!! Moreover, they are also submitted to language-dependent
constraints: see, for example, the feature co-occurrence restrictions, such as the one
proposed by Harris (1991) and Farkas (1990) between gender and inflection class in
Spanish, or between number and gender in Romanian. Morphological features are
also subject to restrictions imposed by the lexicon and some specific lexical entries. !
For instance, in Greek and Latin, the feature of number is amalgamated under the
same bmorpheme with the feature of case in nominal inflection or with the feature
of person in verbal inflection. As opposed to this, in the morphological system of a
non-Indo-European language like Burushaski (a language spoken in Northern Pak-
istan) the feature of number is independent from both case and person, and appears
closely related to the feature of morphological class (see Tiffou and Pesot 1989 for
details). However, I do not enter into considerations concerning the study of lan-
guage-dependent constraints since it goes heyond the scope of this paper.

In the paper, it is further assumed that morphology has a place of its own
within the computational space of the language faculty. As such, morphology in-
teracts with syntax and interfaces with the performance levels (i.e., the acoustic-
perceptual level and the conceptual-intentional level).!> Beside the fact that the

10. It will be clear below that percolation and checking of featurized information apply to
structures based on concatenative morphology. Notice, however, that in some cases, in-
flected words are not built by concatenation but by means of templatic morphology
(e.g., instances involving an ablaut phenomenon). An account of these cases would
need additional devices to the ones assumed by the system described here.

11. For a similar claim, cf. Rooryck (1994) who proposes the existence of a separate mod-
ule of feature theory accessible to grammar.

12. The lexicon here is seen as a list of items characterized by idiosyncratic properties, of
phonological, morphological, syntactic and semantic nature. Although these properties
do not follow from principles of Universal Grammar, it is considered that the lexicon
provides an optimal coding to the listed items.

. Notice that the idea of an interaction between morphology and syntax has been pro-
posed by Borer (1988). The same idea, but within the minimalist spirit, has been refor-
mulated in recent work by Di Sciutlo (1996ab).

—
W
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two components are subject to the basic laws of linguistic expressions (e.g., the
law of rmmaoazo%v there are cases where morphology may influence o.w.miwz
QQSBEP aspects of syntax and vice-versa: it is morphology, for nxm_.:n,_n which
moﬁ.m:E:@m whether there is overt movement in syntax .Amm G:oamww 1995
claims), m.n.nr as is shown below with respect to inflection, it is syntax which ren-
ders specific some underspecified features of words. ,

Let us see in detail these claims.

3. INFLECTIONAL FEATURES AND FEATURE THEORY

It is already an established fact that phonological theory makes a wide use of
features. The same holds to be true with respect to syntactic theory. If there is a
mwwﬁwﬁ.o morphological component, any theory attempting to mnnora for Em -
phological phenomena has to make reference to features. Rooryck (1994) :M
shown that there is a common ground for the organization of features in WEBW
mar. He proposes that this common ground constitute strong mim_rw:oa fora
separate module in the language faculty, the module of mn.m::wm theory, which

mteracts 2;7 2-@ W— ammar D:Q /<~quW —uwwuo categories »GOQ all rammatica
W m tical

GﬁmO:,o@sw works by Gazdar et al. (1985), Karttunen (1986) and Steele (1995
: 98), itdsqssumed that the following are some of the formal properties of m@mu
ures: -

® Since features refer to the notions of “type” and “content”, they can be repre-
sented as pairs containing an attribute and a value part. The attribute repre-
mmsa\wsw Jﬁm_& the feature while the value refers to the content of the fea-
ure. A possible representation for attribute-value pai i
. - irs -
. pairs of features is the fo!
(6) [number:plural]
[case:accusative]
ete.

This attribute-value representation allows us to further refine the notion of
m:onm\émmw features in morphology. [ would like to propose that a feature be
.oo:m_aw:wa as morphologically strong if at least one of its values is overtly real-
ized. Odrmgmmn‘ the feature is weak. According to this proposal, a feature can be
strong in one language even if one particular value is not concretely realized
The case feature is a good illustrative example. It is strong in Greek or in hm::,
although values such as the partitive is absent (see Finnish or Basque for a con-
crete realization of this feature value), while it is weak in languages where no

Inflectional Features and the Morphological Module Hypothesis

specific value is related to a particular form (.g.. English)." In fact, the distinc-
tion between morphologically strong and weak features may have an impact in
the syntax of these languages, but this is an issue, which remains to be seen.'”

o Features can be fully specified if the value part is filled and underspecified if
the value part is missing. The latter have a fixed attribute but their value part is
filled through an operation. We se¢ below (cf., gender specification in Greek
adjectives), cases where the syntax contributes to the resotution of feature un-
derspecification by providing a specific value to an already existing attribute.
Notice, however, that the notion of feature underspecification does not coin-
cide with the notion of the absence of a feature since the mere absence of a fea-
ture cannot result to a feature mismatch and consequently to a feature clash. It
is also predicted that if an inflectional feature, that is an attribute-value pair, is
absent from morphology, it will not be added through a syntactic operation.

o Features are conceived here as multi-valued attributes. According to Kart-
tunen (1986), a multi-valued attribute has the advantage of imposing a parti-
tioning in more than two subclasses, where a binary attribute imposes 2 parti-
tioning on the set of entities it is defined for in a positive and a negative ex-
tension. As a matter of fact, feature binarity seems to be problematic, not to
say insufficient, for the representatjon of inflectional information in lan-
guages with a rich inflectional mwﬂmB,,w:ws as Greek and Latin, where most of
the features involved have more than two values. For example, sce the values
of case and mood below in these two languages:

(7) a. Greek
Case: nominative, accusative, genitive, vocative (and dative for Ancient Greek)

Mood: indicative, subjunctive, optative, imperative, infinitive

14. Notice that the / fme contrast, which might be considered as an overt realization of specif-
ic case values in English, is not related to particular affixal forms, as is the case of nominal
inflection in Greek and Latin. The English pronoun forms expressing possible case values
should be considered to represent different word allomorphs (see also Note 18).

15. As claimed by Belletti (1988), the partitive case, overtly manifested in a language like
Finnish, is an option universally available even for languages where the morphology
does not make any distinction (e.g., Italian). According to her analysis, Italian unac-
cusative verbs inherently assign partitive case and this explains the ungrammaticality of
sentences like (ia) below, compared to the grammatical (ib) where the post-verbal DP is
indefinite (Belletti 1988:9).

(1) a * All'improvviso e entrato Pvomo dalla finestra
b. All'improvviso ¢ entrato un uomo dalla finestra
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b. Latin

Case: nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, ablative, vocative
Mood: indicative, subjunctive, imperative, infinitive !

The multi-valued representation constitutes an efficient and economical way
of representing features in morphologically rich languages.!” Thus it is assumed
that feature specifications are ordered pairs of the form <attribute-value>,
where an attribute is an atomic symbol and a value has either an atomic charac-
ter or a multi-valued one. For instance, the feature of case in Latin has the fol-
lowing general form:

(8) [case: {nominative, accusative, genitive, dative, ablative, vocative}]

Moreover, since one of the major characteristics of inflection is variation of
both form and meaning/function with respect to a given word, an advantage of
accepting disjunctive values, is that it offers an economical way to capture the
fact that the same inflectional affix may participate in more than one paradigms,
that is in sets of closely related forms of the same word, and that the same affix
may express different functions: see, for example, case syncretism, a phenome-
non which is very common in the above mentioned languages.!®

Let us take a concrete example from both Modern Greek and Latin nominal
inflection'fibrder to illustrate these remarks: -a is an inflectional affix added to
neuter stems in plural, belonging to three different inflectional paradigms (cf.
(9)). It is characterized for one of the three values, nominative, accusative and
vocative, disjunctively specified. Therefore, words built on the basis of -q are am-
biguous with respect to a particular case value.!® The disambiguation of case is
something that is resolved in syntax, when the word is combined with other syn-
tactic constituents. For example, the value of nominative will prevail over the
other values when these words will be inserted in the position of SpecTP (cf.
Chomsky 1995 for a nominative feature-checking procedure in this position).

16. Sometimes in traditional grammars, the participle is also listed under the category of
mood.

17. Farkas (1990) has adopted a similar approach in her analysis of Romanian nominal in-
flection.

18. Notice, however, that the use of disjunctive values does not allow us to predict how syn-
cretism works in languages in general.

19. Words are not ambiguous with respect to paradigms (i.e., inflection classes) though, de-
spite the fact that -a may belong to more than one paradigm. We will see below (section 5)
that this is something which is resolved by checking in morphology.

W
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©) a. Modern Greek b. Latin
Paradigm a spitia < spiti a dona < don a
“houses, nom./ace./voc.” “gifts, nom./acc./voc.”
Paradigm b terata < terat a nomina < pomin a
“monsters, nom./acc./voc.” “nouns, nom./acc./voc.”
Paradigm ¢ vuna < vun a cornua < cornu- a
“mountains, nom./acc./voc.” “horns, nom./acc./voc.”

Elaborating the idea about the existence of a feature theory module interferring
with both morphology and syntax, it is assumed that the primitives of this module
are features inherent to human language, in the sense that they represent general
linguistic properties. All features, however, are not overtly realized in every single
language and each grammatical component chooses the features that are appropri-
ate for its own purposes. For example, the feature of case is not overtly realized in
the inflection of Modern Romance languages? while it existed in their predecessor,
that is in Latin, and in some older stages of these languages (e.g., Ancient French).
Moreover, inflection class is present in Greek and Latin morphology while is absent
from syntax (cf. (1) above). As argued before (section 1), overt realization of a fea-
ture is assumed to be related to the parameter of strength. That is with respect to in-
flection, morphological variation among famguages is expected to result, at least
partly, from the fact that inflectional features'differ from one language to another,
depending upon which features are marked as strong or weak in that language. For
example, Greek that contains a strong case feature has an inflectionally different
nominal system from French where this feature is supposed to be weak.

Notice now that since inflectional features are seen as the morphological rep-
resentation of inherent linguistic properties, and it depends on the particular lan-
guage to pick up the features for its own morphological purposes, we can also pre-
dict that a given feature may be used for distinct morphological purposes. For in-
stance, it may be realized either as inflectional or derivational, depending on the
language. The feature of number provides a good illustrative example of such a
case. It is of a clearly inflectional nature in both Greek and Latin, but seems to
bear derivational properties in the verbal inflection of some Eskimo languages (as
Mithun 1988 has pointed out), and in Burushaski (cf. Tiffou and Patry 1995).

Nevertheless, certain inflectional features are visible to syntactic mechanisms:
see. for example. feature checkine in svntax. What I would also like to orooose is

20. Perhaps with the exception of personal pronouns (e.g., Je / moi in French). However,
even in these pronouns, case does not belong to a separate affix, Its values are ex-
pressed by the use of different word allomorphs (see also footnote 14).
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cusative, while values such as genitive or vocative (e.g.,in Greek) are considered to
be inherent. This proves that case, the most structurally relevant of all features (as
has been defined by Kurylowicz 1964), does not entirely depend on syntactic consid-
erations. Thus, within the spirit of my proposal, the inflectional feature of case
should be treated primarily as a morphological feature containing both an attribute
and a value part. Only some of the values of this feature are manipulated by syntax.

Let us see now how these claims are technically realized within an analysis,
which considers morphology to be a separate module of the grammar interacting
with syntax within the computational space of the language faculty.

4. STRUCTURES OF THE MORPHOLOGICAL COMPONENT

As claimed above, in the computational space of the language faculty, there is a
component generating morphological expressions, which operates in parallel with a
component generating syntactic expressions. We may suppose that Universal Gram-
mar provides options for building morphological expressions which, according to
minimalist views, should underlie on internal coherence, conceptual naturalness and
simplicity. A selection among these options determines the particular morphological
form of a language. For example, there are languages where the morphological ex-
pressions are concatenatively derived (e.g., Greek) and languages with non-concate-
native mosphology (e.g., Semitic languages, McCarthy 1979). Different options of
morphological derivations, i.e., configurational and templatic should be available by
Universal Grammar, within the morphological component, and it depends on the
particular language to choose its own derivation procedures. Therefore, while there
is limited lexical variety, the existence of a morphological compounent may explain
why it is possible to generate an unlimited number of morphological expressions
(i-e., neologisms). It is also true, however, that compared to syntax, the morphologi-
cal component is much more affected by parametric variation and language-specific
constraints, which strongly determine the final output of morphological derivations.
For example, the fact that suffixation is extensively used in most agglutinative lan-
guages (e.g., Turkish), while in synthetic languages (e.g., Greek) suffixation co-oc-
curs with prefixation can be subject to parametric variation among languages.?!

This paper deals only with structures based on concatenative morphology,
which provide a principled account of inflection in languages like Greek and
Latin. Following a theory based on configurationality, concatenative morpholog-
ical structures are represented hierarchically. They derive according to the laws

21. Morphological length, referring to the number of affixes a stem can take in a particular lan-
guage may also be due to parametric variation (see Goeksel 1998 for more details on this).
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of a morphological module, some of which are also m:mﬁ.na by Em &\.:Sm:o mod-
ule (for similar points of view, see, among others, Selkirk 1982, Di Sciullo and
/S:mmam 1987, Aronoff 1994, Di Sciulio 1996ab). .

For the purposes of this work, I assume that morphological expressions are
senerated along the general lines of a framework proposed recently by Di mm_c:o
chcawg. According to this approach, morphological chﬂcanm are binary
_anoEmm. They derive by a general morphological @Q.m:os, called COM-
BINE, which relates heads and non-heads, while projections and Eo<m5w.=r
generally allowed in syntactic derivations, are excluded from .:6 Eo%:oﬁom_nm_
ones. mn.os in this way, morphological combinations are n:m:woﬁ from syntactic
combinations, although both occur within the same noavcﬁm:onm_ space of the
language faculty. Following Di Sciullo (1996ab), morphological expressions are
interpreted at MF, which constitutes the interface Uogmn.n the morphological
component and the two performance systems, the moo:m:.n-@.ﬂnm@?& system
and the conceptual-intentional system respectively. The principle of Full Inter-
pretation applies at MF and requires that each legitimate category of a non-am-
biguous morphological siructure, i.e., a binary structure, be a head or a non-
head. If a category is a head, it must project its features by OOEEZW Among
the laws, which are subsumed by the principle of Full ?.868&:05. FH morpho-
logical structures, is that of Relativized Head (cf. Di mQ::.o wma /S.:_.Edm E.md.
This law refers to the manipulation of featyfized information in _om_:Bm:w bina-
ry branching morphological structures, more ?dan&m% to :.5 close n.&m:o: be-
tween feature percolation and headedness. >oooa.5w to .s:m. 92.0‘5 osE,osw
head with respect to a feature F within a morphological object and it is .m.:m :m.v?
most F-marked category in that expression. We see below that the manipulation
of featurized information is based on this law.

4.1. Inflectional structures in Greek and Latin

Following the general framework briefly sketched mdo<m., inflectional w:.,zn-
tures of Greek and Latin are binary branching. They are built by the o@www:oqu
COMBINE that relates two word-internal constituents, the stem and the inflec-
tional affix. Both are considered to be sets of features, listed as entries in the lex-
icon. For example, inflected words like anthropos “man, person” in Greek and
dominus “master” in Latin are generated as follows:

(10) a. anthropos b.dominus
[\ I
anthrop 0S$ domin us

The inflectional affix is directly inserted from the lexicon while the stem can
be either morphologically simple, that is a lexical entry (cf. 11ad), or have an in-



terne g ic ctur
oﬂmmw_ﬁ _M.om Ewo_om_r_w._ WHQQE e. The latter can be either a derived morphological
€+ @ combination of a stem and a derivational affix .

: . 1x, cf. (11 a
compound one (i.e., a combination of two stems (cf. 11cf)). . tHiben ora
(11) Greek

a. kipos < kip -os
“garden”
kipuros < [kip -ur] -os
“gardener”
¢. anthokipos < [antho -kip] -os
“flower garden”

b.

i~

Latin

d. manus < manu -s
“hand”

e. manualis < [manu -al] -is
“contains in hand”

f. .m:@E.BEEm < [angui -manu] -s
“snake-handed = elephant”

. ﬂ:.m m.ooowamsow. with ::w law of Relativized Head, featurized information char-
cterizing inflectional objects is projected from both the stem and the affix, de
, de-

pending.upon which constituent is cons;
: PO s onsidered to be the head
with respect to a particular feature:22 efthe structure

(12)  anthropos [N, masc., nom., sing.]*

dominus

/ \
anthrop 0s
domin us

[N,masc.]  [nom., sing.]
_—

22, Asli iffi i
Cow%@ﬂ Bzmnw.mﬁ mvmnmwor with respect to headedness in inflection is adopted by Lieber
0 considers inflectional affixes to be non-heads, Accords alysi
Function fs 1 iors inflet ads. According to her analysis, their
pecific the stems, before percolation ized informati
0 N of featurized infor
place from heads. A similar position i i opten ot
. . is also taken by Ralli (1994} wh ifi
tion-based formalism. Ralli in ety ot unifica
s, proposes that Greek inflectional st
stems and that inflectional affixes unityi i ill i fic valnon oy e e oY
S b ing with stems fill in specific values only
% - P e aQ N £, - © ﬁ:o.,
features that are listed as unspecified in the feature bundles representing stems ’ *

23 ‘eni '
23. For convenience, only the value part of the features is given here.
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Since inflectional affixes in Greek and Latin do not change the category of
the base to which they are added, the feature of grammatical category is deter-
mined by the stem. On the other hand, features such as case and number origi-
nate from the affix. Notice that, in nominal inflection of both Greek and Latin,
adjectives share the same inflectional affixes with nouns. Therefore, contrary to
approaches where inflectional affixes are categorially specified (cf. Di Sciullo
1996ab), I suppose that nominal inflectional affixes are not intrinsically marked
by any categorial information: were we to follow an approach where inflectional
affixes bear categorial specifications in their lexical entries, we would have to as-
sume that the same inflectional affixes are registered in the lexicon twice, under
two different categories, as Ns as well as As.%*

In cases where more than one inflectional affix follow the stem (cf. (13)), I
suppose that affixes are cyclically added to the stem according to their lexically
specified selectional restrictions. Since lexical selectional restrictions are partly
responsible for the right combinations between stems and affixes — other well-
formedness requirements follow from feature-matching/checking operations
(see below) - there is no need to postulate in the grammar an a priori feature hi-
erarchy, or a feature organization, as Noyer (1997) has proposed within the
framework of Distributed Morphology. In fact, selectional restrictions character-
izing the different affixal entries allow us to account for the fact that the structur-
al position of a particular affix carrying inflgctional information varies according
to the language. For example, number in"Gteek is always at the extreme right of
the inflected word, while the same affix appears word internally in another lan-
guage like Burushaski (cf. Tiffou and Patry 1995). The lexicon is the right place
to handle these language-dependent peculiarities since it is a depository of idio-
syncratic information.?> At each step of the derivation, the intermediate derived
categories are also stems, and features percolate from daughters to the mother
nodes, according to the law of Relativized Head. For an illustration of this pro-
cedure, look at the structure given under (13), which represents the Ancient
Greek verbal form elysas “you untied, perfective, past, second person, singular”.

24. The absence of categorial information from the feature bundles representing inflection-
al affixes distinguishes them from derivational affixes which, most of the time, change
the category of the base to which they are added. As opposed to inflectional affixes, the
lexical entries of derivational affixes must bear a categorial information.

25. Notice that the problem of the same inflectional material appearing in different struc-
tural positions may also be resolved by the framework of Distributed Morphology
which. however, appeals to the application of a readjustment rule having no other moti-
vation than the rearrangement of the structure, according to the case.
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In this structure, the aspectual affix selects a bare stem, while the tense affix fol-
lows an aspectually marked stem. A .

(13) \m_v\mmm?.%.wnmonncﬁ_ummvw ,&zm;mnaﬁ_mm
[V.perfective,past]elys as[2p, sing., active]
mr,umm\a /:\mﬁﬁmammn:ﬁw_
_u\j\: /m%ﬁ.mmﬁ?&

Having established how inflectional structures may look like within a mor-
phological component, I praceed to an account of how inflectional features are
manipulated within this component and how some of these features become syn-
tactically relevant. The account is basically minimalist in its spirit, and exam N\mm
taken mainly from Modern Greek, illustrate the claims, , e

5. FEATURE-PASSING OPERATIONS IN MORPHOLOGY

We have seen before that there are features relevant only to morphology and
features that may be used for morphological as well as for syntactic purposes
Elaborating on Chomsky’s (1995) distinction of plus/minus interpretable momE,Rw
we may ¢xfend the notion of interpretability and assume that a feature is aoﬁﬁ...
mined as [+interpretable] within the domain of a grammatical module when it
has an impact on the operations of another module. On the contrary, a [-inter-
mRSE& feature should not be visible to the operations of another Em&:_o For
instance, the feature of gender should be characterized as [ +58€R$E.& in
morphology, syntax and semantics since it is visible to all three modules. In lan-
guages like Greek, gender is expressed overtly, participates into agreement and
In a core system, is determined by sex and animateness distinctions (cf. Oozumz,
1991, Di Domenico 1997, Ralli forthcoming). Inflection class, on the other hand
(see below) should be a [-interpretable] feature since it is an_.o<m5 only to mor-
phology. Seen like this, interpretability is not a primitive notion, but a derived
one, whose specific value is determined by grammatical relevance and visibility.

In this section, it is argued that inflectional features manipulated by ma.::
morphology and syntax, that is [+interpretable] features following the above

26. The »os:.:.n of mood is also morphologically realized in the verbal system of Ancient
Oamnrw Since, however, there is a @ morpheme denoting the indicative value, it is ig-
nored for convenience reasons. =
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considerations, are those which percolate from word-internal constituents to the
topmost word nodes, while purely morphological features, that is [-interpretable]
features, are not affected by percolation. It is thus shown that interpretability is
also related to feature percolation since only [+interpretable] features percolat-
ing to the topmost word nodes are involved in syntactic manipulations.?” The
percolation (or the non-percolation of [+/-interpretable] features) provides fur-
ther justification to the atomicity principle (restated in Di Sciullo 1996ab) ac-
cording to which, word-internal information is not visible to syntax. Let us take
an example of a [-interpretable] feature in order to prove these claims. As shown
in Ralli (1994), the feature of inflection class (ic) in a highly inflectional lan-
guage like Greek is an indicator of the form of the inflectional paradigm. It is a
purely morphological marker with no semantic interpretation, whose function is
to fulfill an intrinsic linguistic need for classification and ensure that the stem is
combined with an appropriate set of inflectional affixes. Inflection class does not
participate in syntactic agreement since, as illustrated in (14), adjectives and
nouns agreeing in gender, number and case, do not agree as far as the inflection

class is concerned:

(14) a. polemoxaris anthropos
war-loving-NOM-SG-MASC-IC1 man-NOM-SG-MASC-IC2

“war-loving man”

b. kalos #jitonas -
kal-NOM-SG-MASC-IC2 neighbour-NOM-SG-MASC-IC1

“good neighbor”,

where, -is, -os and -as are the inflectional affixes of polemoxaris, anthropos/kalos
and jitonas respectively.

Moreover, contrary to what has been proposed by Harris (1991) for Spanish,
there is no close relation between gender and inflection class in Greek, since
nouns of different gender values may be inflected in the same manner, i.e., with
the same inflectional affixes, as shown in (15).%8

27. The term “feature movement” could be used instead of “feature percolation” since
within the spirit of this work, morphological features move/percolate to the topmost
word nodes in order to be checked in syntax. I prefer, however, keeping the term of per-
colation since it sounds more “morphologically correct”.

28. The absence of a systematic relationship between the inflectional endings and the gen-
der value has also been observed in Portuguese by Villalva (1994).
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(15)a. anthropos < anthrop -os “man, nominative, singular, masculine”
b. proodhos < proodh -os “progress, nominative, singular, feminine”
c¢. kratos < krat -0$ “state, nominative, singular, neuter”

Since the presence of the inflection-class feature ensures the matching be-
tween the two word constituents, that is the stem and the inflectional affix, we
further suppose that both the stem and the inflectional affix are marked for this
feature. As opposed to the affix, however, which may bear different class values
disjunctively specified (cf. section 3), the stem is lexically marked for only one
class value: the same affix may appear in more than one inflectional paradigms,
while a stem is inflected according to one particular paradigm.

I would like to propose now that in an inflectional configuration, that is in a bi-
nary structure involving the combination of a stem and an inflectional affix (cf. (16)
below), the two constituents enter in a checking relation, where the stem checks its
inflection-class value among the different values borne by the affix. If the value of
the stem is mapped onto one of the values of the affix, this mapping licenses the cre-
ation of an inflected word. If the values conflict, the construction crashes. It should
be noticed that this checking procedure occurs in situ and does not presuppose any
movement. [t succeeds under feature identity, that is in a situation where both con-
stituents contain identical features, but not under strict identity, where strict identity
would presuppose equal number of values borne by the same features. Following
O:oBmwm,mw% 1995) views on feature checking it is further supposed that the success-
ful checking of the inflection-class feature triggers deletion of this feature. As ex-
pected, a deleted feature does not participate into any percolation mechanism of
the word structure. Since it does not belong to the features of the topmost word
node, it cannot be visible to syntax and trigger movement of syntactic constituents.

As said before, inflection class is a [-interpretable] feature for grammatical compo-
nents other than morphology: it is interpreted only in morphology because it has no
function other than ensuring the matching between a stem and an inflectional affix.
An illustration of percolation of featurized inflectional information in the Greek
nominal structure of ferata “monsters” is provided below:

(16) terata [cat: N, gender: neuter, number: plural,case: nom./acc./voc.]
/ \
terat a
cat: N case:nominative/accusative/vocative
gender:neuter number:plural
ic:7 ic:5,6,7%°

29. For the range of Greek inflection classes, cf. Ralli (1994).
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In (16), the inflection-class feature is checked in situ and then deleted’® On
the contrary, the other features, that is the [+interpretable] features of om..ﬂwmo?
gender, case and number, percolate to the topmost word node. Following Ew
Relativized Head Principle, category and gender percolate from the stem ,.zgm
case and number percolate from the affix. From there, these features are visible

to syntactic mechanisms. . .

Let us examine now a situation where there is more than one Eano:oﬁ& m.m.
fix added to a stem, like in the structure given :sa.ﬁ (13) wvoé..,;m question a.
what happens when the inflectional affixes bear different Em@ono:.ﬁmmm values:
are there instances of non-checking or instances of mmwnﬁo mismatch? mmme
ples, typical of this situation, are provided by the >no_oﬁ Oﬁ.mow verb conjuga-
tion, where verbs such as dido:mi “give” display their aorist .mEmc_wn forms with
endings in -ka, -kas, -ke (edo:ka, edo:kas, m%..\%vur ao.mﬁ:a_:m on Ew values of
person and number, instead of those in -sq, -sas, -s¢ which are the oumSmM wm an-
other category containing the vast majority of verbs (e.g., verb fyo: “untie m..ua
its aorist forms elysa, elysas, elyse).3? Let us suppose that the m.SBm of E.w first
verbal category bear the inflectional-class feature ic:1 (do:- [ic:1]), éw:w the
stems of the second are marked for {ic:2] (e.g., by~ [ic:2]). The m%@or.pm_ affixes -
k- and -s- must also be marked for [ic:1] and {ic:2] nmmvo.o%m? while the per-
son/number affixes®* -a, -as, etc. are all B,mwmw@a for [ic:1] since they are common

—

30. Another example of a purely morphological feature ([-interpretable] in Chomsky’s terms)
is the feature of voice in verbal inflection. For example, in deponent <2.c,m,. such as erxome
“come”, there is no reason why the stem erx- should be combined 2..3 &Eﬂ marked »,o,n
passive voice (e.g., (0)-me [Lst person, singular, present, imperfective, vwmmzoc. woﬂ nEm
reason, Ralli (1988) has proposed a distinction between the features of voice and diathesis
in Modern Greek. According to this analysis, the diathesis feature has an impact on do.%
syntax and semantics, but not the voice feature which is nothing v_.: a moﬁ.,a marker. .m,.oﬂ in-
w.x:ﬁm, verbs like erxome “come” or kimame “sleep” bearing QaS.mw, which m:o ??.E_o:m_.
ly analyzed as passive endings are far from behaving as true passive verbs in passive con-
structions. In the same vein, see also Smirniotopoulos (1992) who simply labels active vs.
passive as sets of endings which are selected by different stems marked for the .w@vaow:mnm
features. Within the spirit of the analysis proposed here, the mmwﬁ.E,m c.m voice must be
checked and deleted within the morphological structure, while the diathesis feature perco-
lates to the topmost verbal forms and is further manipulated by syntax. .

1. Notice that, for the particular verbal stem, there is an allomorphic variation dho- in plural.

32. Cf. (13) above. .

33. In Greek, the feature of number is represented by portmanteau Eonvrwa:w\m. In nomi-
nal inflection, number is amalgamated with case and inflection class, é:mm._z <9H_um_ in-
flection it is amalgamated with person, inflection class and sometimes with voice (cf.
Ralli 1988 for more details).
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to both categories.*® When the stems are combined with the appropriate aspec-
tual affixes, stems marked for [ic:1] ask for the form -k- while stems belonging
to the second verbal category combine with -s- (cf. (17ab) below). A checking
relation under feature identity deletes the [ic:1] or the [ic:2] features from the
bottom nodes of (17a) and (17b) respectively, and the resulting forms are fur-
ther combined with the tense prefix e- as well as with the person/number affix
Notice that the tense prefix is common to all verbal, forms, so there is no need
for it to bear an intrinsic mark denoting a particular inflection-class value. The
person/number affix, however, bears an ic feature (cf. note 33), which is as-
sumed to be the [ic:1] for the two verbal categories mentioned here. Since this
affix is the only constituent in the upper binary structure to have an ic feature,
what prevents it from percolating to the topmost word node and, from there,
being visible to further syntactic manipulation? I would like to propose that the
non-percolation of this feature be prevented by a default convention which al-

lows word-internal constituents to acquire the same inflection-class value with

their sister nodes only when they do not have this specification. This convention

makes possible for the constituents edok- and elys- to enter in a checking rela-

tion with the person/number affixes and check the ic feature that is subsequent-

ly deleted.

(17) a. edo:kas “you gave” b. clysas “you untied”

el f /A
edok asfic:1] elys asfic:1}
ficl}c ———1 ficlj< — ——1
/A /A
e dok e lys
[\ /A
do:[ic:1] k(ic:1] ly[ic:2] sfic:2]

We move now to an instance of syntax-morphology interaction where it is
shown that syntax renders specific an underspecified feature of a morphological-
ly created object, Needless to say that this feature specification refers only to fea-
tures characterizing the topmost word nodes since features that are not subject
to percolation are ignored by syntax.

Gender specification in Greek adjectives provides a typical example of a syn-
tax-morphology interaction, where there is also support in favor of the proposal

34, Note that different person/number affixes are requested in other verbal structures (e.g.,
-on, -es, -e in elyon, elyes, elye “Ifyou/he was/were/was untying”), but this is not relevant
for our purposes here.
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put forward in this paper, according to which the syntactic me,\m:.on of moa,do fea-
tures refers to their value part. As shown in Ralli (1994}, mmsaﬂ., in Qn.@@r nouns
should be considered as a feature characterizing mmem and moﬁ inflectional affix-
es because nouns of different gender values are inflected in the same wbmbuwb
i.e.. with the same set of inflectional affixes. mmeE,mm such as the ones given wz-
ao__ (15) illustrate this claim.3® Gender is thus distributed differently from other
{nflectional features such as number or case. v

Since in Greek nouns there is no direct relation between the feature of gen-
der and the feature of inflection class, which is responsible mOw the ?.:: of the in-
flectional affixes, a fully specified gender feature Q.m;. an attribute esm.w a .%,msm__un
value) must be part of the feature bundle representing the stem, while it is ab-
sent from the feature bundle representing Em. affix. .mmm,o;_o gender <m;=.wm
though should not characterize adjectival stems, since adjectives are generally in-
flected for three gender values, masculine, feminine, and neuter.

(18) kalos kali kalo “good, nominative, singular”
masculine feminine neuter

Adjectives thus must acquire their gender specification in wﬁﬁmx.. Zo.:wm,
however, that an approach, which treats a._moaszx nouns from adjectives, with
respect to gender, does not take into oosmaonmso:.;o fact that both wmﬁm-
gories belong to nominals and share oo:m..:mon properties. In oa.m.n to provide a
unified account for both categories with respect to gender mvmoﬁom:oz.v I pro-
pose the following: firstly, I suppose that a gender feature characterizes all
nominal stems, that is both nouns and adjectives. As opposed to nouns, iros.d,r
er, where the gender attribute bears a specific value (cf. (19a)), adjectival
stems are underspecified for specific gendet values (cf. Gogv, 4&2@ mwwi.:ﬂm
underspecification for a stem means that it bears an attribute with no specific
value part

(19) a. anthrop- [gender:masculine] “man”
b. kal- [gender:X] “good”

It is thus the role of syntax to resolve such an underspecification ﬁrm.ommv
agreement between nouns and adjectives. For wx.mBEP gender ::.awawﬁnﬁmow-
tion may be resolved in a Spec-Head configuration, where nouns in head posi-
tion agree with adjectives placed in spec position as far as number and case are
concerned. In such a configuration, an agreement with respect to gender would

35. Linguists who have traditionally dealt with gender (see Eo.nwnﬁ 1958, Oawwsvﬂ.m 1978
and Corbett 1991) have defined the feature of gender as a fixed property of nouns.
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mean that the head renders mmuﬁﬂ—u:.\ the unde mTQC;:m; .UQ.W:QWH feature of the
. . 36 . ‘
mﬁﬂ.ﬁ@h:c@.
Evidence that nw:ﬂm—% contributes to the mm vecification Cm an Czﬁmmmm @@Omm@& m@h

ﬁ.E.o of an Snm.n.:wa S.E.a is also provided by verbal inflection. Consider, for in-
stance, the periphrastic future tense forms in Greek: \

(20) a. tha aghapiso
“I will love”
b. tha aghapitho
“Iwill be loved”

. The forms of aghapiso and aghapitho are morphologically specified for person
.Cﬁ:mc, number (singular), aspect (perfective) and voice ?Q.Zw or passive accord-
ing to the case, but not for a specific tense value. As Ralli (1988) has shown, the
tense value is acquired after these forms are syntactically combined with the “m:_.-
cle tha. That is underspecification of forms like the o:nm listed above is Rmormun_ in
syntax. Within the framework of Chomsky’s (1995) checking theory, tha may be
Q.mm:ma as the functional head of a T(ense) P(hrase) marked for THE.R ,M\._wmn:
triggers verb movement (V raising) in order to moooav:m: feature %aﬁmowao: 37

Hmu sum up, in this section of the paper, I have examined features used for in-
flectional purposes. The basic claim is that these features are morphological

sermd

~

36. This Spec-head configuration may involve the projection FP of a functional category F
;&omn strong nominal features trigger movement of nouns. The head F is the Em:aw
ER for nouns, while SpecFP accepts the underspecified for gender adjectives msm
ﬂ:ﬁco ( .vav for a detailed study on adjectives treated as SPECs of functional s.mmMm
in me.. Since there is no elaborated study on the issue of functional categories in G M
DPs this matter remains open for future research. il o
(i) FP

I

Spec F’

Ay /A

N NP
(N) / \

37. That tha is a future marker as well as the head of TP, is also proposed by Philippaki-
Warburton (1996) and Krapova (1996). In particular, Krapova suggests that a raising of
Em.,\mnu take place because of a weak feature V, borne by rha, which results to w,a:mn.
sation of the verb to the particle. Note, however. that in other approaches (e.g., Ri .
1994), tha is seen as the head of a M(ood)P(hrase). & e
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since they are accounted for in a principled way within the morphological com-
ponent of the grammar, in that it is morphology that computes them. In examin-
ing inflectional features, a distinction was made between [+interpretable] and {-
interpretable] features. The former percolate to word nodes and, from there, are
accessible to syntactic mechanisms. The latter are manipulated by morphology
and disappear after being checked in situ.

6. INFLECTIONAL FEATURES AND FUNCTIONAL CATEGORIES

Since inflectional features are considered here to be morphological, in the sense
that they are visible and manipulated within a morphological component, questions
would arise with respect to the status of functional categories in syntax and their re-
lation to inflectional features in morphology. Notice that a simple repetition of the
same inflectional features under the form of functional categories in syntax would
be redundant and against the spixit of natural conditions of economy as proposed by
Chomsky (19953). If a word is already explicitly marked for some features in mor-
phology, there is no need to repeat this marking configurationally in syntax.

According to the minimalist framework, syntax provides the bare essentials to
the representation of the language faculty. Since functional categories are primari-
ly syntactic, they have to be as language-independent as possible and their exis-
tence should be motivated anvgmoszmw..@a strictly morphological considera-
tions. I suppose that functional categories are cartiers of features inherent to hu-
man language which are crucial for syntax and LF: the presence of a functional cat-
egory in syntax is justified by the fact that a syntactic constituent appears in a par-
ticular position in order to express a particular function overtly or covertly (e.g.,
following Chomsky 1995, constituents in Spec of T are subjects and this is the only
position where DPs can verify their nominative case). I also believe, however, that
it may be possible for some features characterizing functional categories to have a
Bo%:o_ommnm_\iﬁaoaosm_ counterpart, but not necessarily though, since all inflec-
tional marks do not correspond to particular structural positions. In fact, the oc-
currence of inflectional features is closely related to word structure and is very
much constrained by language-dependent characteristics (cf. above considerations
on strong/weak features). As such, strong inflectional features do “exist”, while
possible correspondent functional categories are rather theoretical constructs and
their existence may “perish” depending on the theoretical approach one takes.>®

[

18 In fact, there is much discussion on the status of Agr as a functional category. Following
arguments put forward by latridou (1990), Mitchell { 1594} proposes that Agr has rela-
tiona} properties and should not be listed among functional categories. Agr is also ex-
pelled from the group of functional categories in recent work by Chomsky (1995).
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Since inherent features represent general linguistic properties, it is perfectly
legitimate to suppose that each grammatical component would choose the fea-
tures that seem to be appropriate for its own purposes. Thus, some features are
shared by both components, morphology and syntax (e.g., tense), while some
other features are active in only one component. For example, we have seen that
the general linguistic tendency (i.e., the human desire in Aronoff’s 1994 terms)
for classification is morphologically realized under the feature of inflection class,
in languages with rich inflectional systems such as Greek and Latin. This feature,
however, is not visible to the syntactic system of these languages. On the other
hand, [referentiality], is a syntactically relevant feature (movement trigger, ac-
cording to Longobardi 1994), but morphologically absent in languages where this
feature is supposed to be strong (e.g., Romance languages). Thus, this feature
should characterize only syntactically motivated categories (i.e., the functional
category of D).

An approach which keeps separate the representation of functional cate-
gories in syntax from the representation of inflectional features in morphology
displays several advantages over an approach which would rather mix the two to-
gether. Firstly, it allows functional categories to bear properties that do not
show up in morphology (see the inconsistencies described in the first section of
the paper with respect to this issue). Secondly, specific sets of features in syntax
do not K&¢¥¢:to be dismantled, and rearranged by readjustment rules in order to
account for the morphological facts (sec the approach proposed by Bonet 1991
and subsequently by the Distributed Morphology framework in order to explain
different groupings among features in syntax and their counterparts in morphol-
ogy). Thirdly, syntax does not appeal to movements that seem to be counterintu-
itive and unnecessary in order to accommodate morpheme orderings within
morphologically complex words (see, for example, the lowering movement sup-
posed by Speas (1991a) in order to explain the morpheme ordering in Navaho
morphologically complex words)?. Fourthly, it removes the burden from syntax
to invoke parametric variation in order to explain differences among languages
with respect to scope of functional categories, which are supposed to represent
specific morphemes. For instance, Ouhalla (1990) has proposed that in Arabic
syntax a functional category representing Aspect c-commands a functional cate-
gory representing Tense while the opposite usually occurs in Indo-European lan-
guages.

39. Strong criticism and rejection of the idea of lowering come from Speas (1991b} who is
in favor of a more lexical approach, according to which, morphologically complex words
are formed in the lexicon and syntactic mechanisms are used to check their features.
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Thus, functional categories in syntax must be independently defined of the in-
flectional status of any correspondent features in morphology, éwnnw Sn._m:mn
may be differently associated to other inflectional m@m::o.m and organized in morw
which are not what appears to be associations of features in qu.:mx. %r.o vnovo.mmj
that inflectional features represent information that o,rmwwnﬂm:Nmm _mx_nﬁ m:ﬁ:o.v
and is manipulated in morphology, removes any motivation for supposing 2 MH.T
ori that each inflectional morpheme must correspond to a ?:o:o:&, :,m.m in
syntax.** As a matter of fact, the number of ?:omo:m_.rmmam as well as their nosn._
tent should entirely depend on the number of projections needed for scope an

for checking in syntax.

7. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, I have been concerned with features involved in Emwozowm_
processes. I tried to show that these features are s.d: mn.oocﬁma for within E_“ in-
dependent morphological component, interacting with syntax on mm<.2.ma as-
pects, within the computational space of the language faculty, Three main ideas
have underlain my claims:

a) Bach language chooses its own inflectional features among ::.w range Mm
possible inherent features. This choice is submitted to _mﬁcmmo-_:nwv@d -
ent as well as to language-dependénficonstraints. The former derive from
the requirements of both the Eoﬁ:.o,_omwom_. component and mmmEHJEoo-
ry (see above). The latter are subject to _9‘:8_ 5&:350:2 as sw“ as :w
requirements specific to languages. Thatis 1 ?Q.:Q :%: morphologica
variation can be due to the specific ways in which inflectional features are
organized in sets in the lexicon and also in the way that features are wmm.
dled in structures manipulated by the morphological component of %mo_.v
ic languages. For example, Past Tense is overtly suffixed to verb stems in
Latin, but realized as a prefix in Ancient Greek (cf. the verbal augmenta-
tion e- in forms like e-phygon “Ileft”). Moreover, m@mEﬁo bundles repre-
senting verbal inflectional morphemes of Greek and Latin, where person

40. It is clear that such a position is against the claim that syntax mirror images Eoﬂr.o_om%
(see Baker 1988). Joseph (1991) has shown that this claim is very E.oEwEmcn in at-
tempts to apply it to Greek. Although the entire issue of Ko.ﬁro_om«.mw:amx ::m.amn-
tion does not really depend on it, it may be the case that a limited version of the Mirror
Principle accommodates some syntactic facts related to morphology. ﬂo.n wxm&n_w. the
Mirror Principle can be used as a useful tool for determining the oaw.n with which mor-
phological features can be checked in syntax. This is only mAm:mmmm:oP however, and
needs further elaboration, which goes beyond the scope of this paper.
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and :mB_unn are grouped together under the same morpheme, may differ
from feature bundles representing verbal inflectional morphemes in an-
093 language, for example (Burushaski), where the mark for number is
distinct from the mark of person (cf. Tiffou and Pesot 1989).

Kc_ﬁrc_om% provides an internal organization to inflectional features. Be-
side the basic distinction into strong and weak features, it has been pro-
posed that interpretable features percolate to word nodes and thus are vis-
mzm.ﬁo syntactic mechanisms, while non-interpretable features are checked
in situ .m:m consequently are not visible to further manipulations in the
syntactic component.

b

=

¢) The syntactic manipulation of some of the inflectional features is reduced
to either the checking of specific feature values or to the resolution of fea-
:.=o underspecification in specific syntactic positions {e.g., Spec-Head po-
sitions).

A major question remains open however: how morphological variation
among languages, especially variation related to rich or to poor inflection, pro-
vides a parameterization to the syntax of different languages. This @ﬁoéozwm far
beyond the scope of this paper and is open for future research.

el
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