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1 Introduction

In this article | discuss and reanalyze data which have memtas evidence
that certain morphological Case markings of German nounscanust be

“dropped” under specific syntactic circumstances (cf. @afin (1990), Gall-

mann (1996), Gallmann (1998), Miiller (2002), judgmentsftbe literature

cited):

(1) Accusative:
a. einOrchestephne Dirigent
an orchestrawithout conductor
b. *ein Orchester ohnBirigent-en(Singular)
einOrchesteohne eigen-erDirigent-en
an orchestrawithoutits-own conductor
d. *ein Orchestephne jedwederDirigent
an orchestrawithoutany conductor
(2) Dative:
a. einSchiff aus Holz

a ship made-ofwood
b. *ein Schiff ausHolz-e

c. einSchiffaus hart-emHolz-(e)
a ship made-othard wood

o

These examples show that a noun can appear inflected or wiedfleithin
its DP, but the inflected form is only possible in combinatigith another
inflected element. Even if a Case-less form is not possilslayith genitive
singular nouns in (3), the generalization seems to hold @#se marking

*Thanks to Sam Featherston, Gereon Miller, and my SyntaxskGMS 2002/3 for inspir-
ing discussion. Usual disclaimers apply.



of a noun is grammatical only in conjunction with anotheranfed element
within its DP:

(3) Genitive:
a. dieVerarbeitung d-es Holz-es
the manufacturingof-thewood
b. *die VerarbeitundgHolz-es
c. dieVerarbeitung tropisch-enHolz-es
the manufacturingof-tropical wood
d. *die Verarbeitungd-eg (tropisch-en Holz

| will compare two analyses of the phenomenon: one whichgeds in
terms of Optimality Theory and another which accounts fer data within
a (minimalist) checking theory. | will argue that the OT agobruns into
difficulties on conceptual and empirical grounds, wherkaghecking theory
may account for the data in a less problematic, descrigtiere adequate
way.

2 An OT Analysis

The general rule obeyed by the data above seems to be thaifato

(4) If N is Case marked, there exists another Case marked@rénal el-
ement (an adjective, adjective phrase, or a determinercthatnmands
N) within N's DP.

Let us call this Gallmann’s agreement rdile.

As has been observed by Miller (2002), however, this ruledsstrong
because it would predict that the following data are ungratioal, contrary
to fact:

(5) a. Holzmit [pp® Nagel-n]
woodwith nail-s

!Gallmann’s original wording is given in (i):

(i) Nomen sind kasusindifferent, auBer wenn sie mit einer Wantinit Kasussuffix kon-
gruieren.(Gallmann (1996, p. 290)) “Nouns are Case indifferent ekedyen they agree
with a word form that has a Case suffix.” And likewidéominal word-forms are under-
specified with respect to Case (and therefore necessarilg ha Case suffixes), unless
they are preceded by an adjectivally inflected word-fornhv@ase suffix within its DP
Gallmann (1998, p. 151)



b. [pp 0 Kinder-n] gebiihrtmehrAufmerksamkeit
children deservemoreattention

c. [pp (Europas)) Walder-n] dront  derTod
Europe’s wood-s threatenghe death

The dative plural Case affix is in fact obligatory, i.e. canipe omitted with-
out causing severe ungrammaticality. Miller thereforéimisiishes between
primary and secondary affixes. Given the following tablehefinost frequent
inflectional paradigms,it is the optionale-affix (marked by ! in (6)) and the
dative and accusative singulé)n-affix in P; which are secondary affixes
and which therefore can be dropped; all others are priméigeafand cannot
be dropped.

(6) Staaf Mann| Hund| Streik| Vogel| Jungg Frau| Wurst| Bar| Mutter
state| man | dog | strike| bird | boy | frau | wurst| bar| mother
SG N| 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
G| es| es | es | es s n 0 0 0 0
pl@E)| )| @E )] )| o n! 0 0 0 0
Al 0 0 0 0 0 n! 0 0 0 0
PL N| en | er e s 0 n [en]| e s 0
G| en | er e s 0 n |en| e s 0
Dl en|ertn|e+tn| s |P+n| n | en| e+n| s | O0+n
Al en | er e s 0 n |en| e s 0
Pr | P | Ps Py Ps Ps | P- | Ps | Po| Pio

Note in particular that genitive affixes, even when beloggmthe so called
weak inflection R, cannot be omitted:

(7) des Bar*(-en),des Junge*(-n)des Dirigent*(-en)
of-thebear, boy, conductor

In his OT-analysis, Muller assumes that the OT-input costanorpho-
logically fully specified N-forms, whereas the output camsaCase-less and
Case-marked N-stems. The relation between input and oigtgoverned by
the rules summarized in (8):

(8) a. Don'tdrop primary Case.
b. Agree (= Gallmann’s rule stated in (4)).
c. Don't drop secondary Case.

2| have ignored Umlaut, which is partly predictable (cf. Welr¢1998)) but plays no role
in the following, and the inflection of names, the discusgibwhich would exceed the limits
of this paper.



(8-a) is ranked highest, which means that the relevant datare looking
at involve dropping of secondary forms only, cf. also the rangmatical-
ity in (7). Then comes (8-b), which is violated in (5); thisolation is ac-
ceptable, however, because removing the Case affix in codsatisfy (8-b)
would violate (8-a), because the dative plural affix is dfeexs as primary.
The data in (1) can now be explained by the ranking betweda) éd (8-c):
(1-b) (=*ohne Dirigent-ej violates (8-b), and (1-a) Ghne Dirigenj vio-
lates (8-c), but since (8-b) is ranked higher than (8-cg)Xt+ins and (1-b) is
ungrammaticaf. | will discuss the data in (2) and (3) below.

3 Some Problemsof the Analysis

In his (1996) paper Gallmann assumes a principle to the teffet more
specific forms are to be preferred over less specific onesoikdqul out by
Muller, this condition is at odds with the fact that in theidatof P, to Py
bothdem Manrmanddem Mann-ere possible: as the latter has more specific
Case marking than the former (which has no Case marking)atadlwould
expect that the second blocks the first one. In fact, howehewe-dative is
old fashioned and dispreferred; nonetheless it is judgddllsgsggrammatical.

In order to account for the optionality in (2-c) we must tHere guarantee
that (9-a) does not block (9-b):

(9) a. ein Schiff aubartem Holze
b. ein Schiff ausartem Holz

Muller's analysis solves the problem by a standard assamti Prince and
Smolensky (1993), namely that the generator GEN can proghueelistinct
input formsHolz/Mann/. . .andHolze/Manne/. . It is then assumed that two
outputs that go back to different inputs do not compete wattheother. The
analysis of (2-a) and (2-b) then proceeds more or less aseébefo

This solution, however, somewhat weakens the theory pezpbscause
the distinction between primary and secondary inflectiotobees factually
irrelevant for thee-affix. More importantly, the assumption of parallel gen-
eration of non-competing forms only goes halfway and dodstaie into
account that the secondagnform is also beginning to perish. To illus-
trate, there is overwhelming evidence that the presenceabsence of the
accusative and dative suffixes in (10-a) are equally acbbeptavhereas the
n-affix sounds old fashioned in (10-b).

3Some speakers do not share these judgments, a matter towdighurn immediately.



(10) a. der Barthe beal, des Bar*(-en), dem Bar(-en), den Bar(-en)
b. der Storchthe storR, des Storch*(-s/?-en), dem Storch(??-en),
den Storch(??-en)

As has occasionally been pointed out in reference grammrasss like (10-b)
indicate a gradual change of the inflection class, in pddicisince thes-
genitive in (10-b) does not belong to the original paradiggm(dhd Storch
ended up in B). The question then arises why the OT analysis discussed
above treats the-dative and the secondary forms of Bo differently. In
particular, the analysis would block the coexistence ofitiflected and un-
inflected forms in (10-a), a wrong result. Chosing the samgau as in the
case of thee-dative implies thaBar belongs to two different paradigms, with
the new paradigri, -en, (}, §) not being listed in (6).

At the same time, however, the old paradigm still exists, iarfdct only
a subclass of lexical items ofsFs involved. That is, not all members of P
behave likeBar in (10-a), i.e. some nouns irgRlo not lose their inflection.
So | do not find the following instances of Case marker dropngnatical
(where (11-b) is constructed parallel to (1-a)):

(11) a. der Expertedes Expertendem Experte*(-n),den
the,., expert, the,., expert, the;, exp., the,..
Experte*(-n)
exp.

b. *eineKommissionohne Experte
a comission withoutexpert

Note that this finding is inconsistent with the assumpticat the endings in
Ps are secondary, otherwise all forms in (11) should be graticaiaihe OT-
theory under consideration therefore would need a furtlstindtion between
primary and secondamn-affixes (or otherwise a new inviolable constraint to
the effect that the secondary affix in (11) cannot be dropped) distinction
(or a principle) which is not required in an account that gggses that nouns
may belong to different inflection classes.

In fact, the assumption that there is a second paradigm élapeld from
Ps is not a standard assumption of traditional grammar — witribe most
prestigeous refererence grammar of German, which treatsuhject under
the heading “Nicht anerkannte Unterlassung der Deklin&ffanauthorized
omission of declensigibuden (1998), 8438) without specifying who could
authorize the omission. DUDEN also specifies a list of nowmswhich a
missing declension has been observed as a “strong tentemsged this list



(given below) by lettingAltavistasearch for inflected and uninflected items
of the form specified in (12):

(12) einemX einemX-en demX demX-en einenX einenX-en
Bar 179 1145 696 2428 430 2542
Bub 22 219 165 662 56 571
*Bursche 0 271 2 794 0 450
Elefant 61 1684 136 1676 117 3359
Fink 5 8 33 22 4 13
First 27 571 398 3727 31 543
Geck 5 4 8 16 9 10
Graf 35 520 509 6609 36 436
Held 143 1066 342 3233 150 2402
Hirt 2 535 30 967 16 630
Kamerad 20 811 42 443 9 1719
Mensch 537 32637 2748 73322 594 54935
Mohr 9 26 72 178 22 72
Narr 13 373 77 552 38 1691
*Ochse 0 383 0 991 2 321
*Pfaffe 1 41 0 198 1 109
Prinz 49 525 629 3752 152 1117
Soldat 38 1586 90 1896 49 2283
TSpatz 80 30 318 98 181 73
1Steinmetz 169 13 140 24 170 16
Tor*
Vorfahr 34 191 12 101 18 234
Automat 59 1571 494 5543 71 1384
Barbar 22 66 58 318 18 176
Diplomat 8 146 19 208 9 266
Dirigent 36 74 74 3314 4 564
Dramaturg 1 24 6 203 0 27
Exponent 13 198 29 303 4 184
Fabrikant 2 88 5 338 1 78
Gendarm 5 47 57 74 20 70
tGnom 88 2 219 16 121 11
Jurist 6 1011 15 1004 5 805
Komet 15 670 34 1016 27 794
Kommandant 3 115 105 2281 5 116
Konkurrent 7 1489 23 2844 8 4040
Lakai 4 37 9 22 8 39



einemX einemX-en demX demX-en einenX einenX-en

Leopard 52 156 161 154 88 254
Obelisk 34 162 99 239 46 207
Paragraph 17 260 197 540 39 569
Passant 4 588 12 270 6 1345
Philanthrop 1 7 1 10 0 0
Prasident 45 1700 843 29932 32 2266
Regent 8 40 73 348 3 90
Therapeut 10 1250 61 2722 6 1359
Vagabund 4 35 7 a7 3 48
Zar 3 8 91 713 11 23
15,22% 21,18% 11,46%

It is obvious that items ending with a schwa should not beuihet! in the list.

Moreover, some items have lost their inflection in presegt@arman more
or less completely, these two types of exception are markedhlasterisk and
a dagger respectively. For the remaining items | calculttecpercentage of
non-inflected occurences for each item; the last line shbe/srtean percent-
age of non-inflected occurrences for all the remaining iteaken together.

Given that the expectation that a particular lexical iteatsurence is un-
inflected is about 16%, one cannot claim that lack of inflect#osubstandard
or ungrammatical; rather it follows that the rule which tec¢he deletion of
secondary Case must be abandoned. In particular, it isumtds seems to be
suggested in the exposition of the DUDEN, that Case omisaifatts only
an idiosyncratic subclass of nouns. On the contrary, apart the exception
mentioned above, hamely nouns ending with a schwa, omis$idative and
accusative Case ingHs a verygeneralphenomenon which even does not
require a specific syntactic context.

Now, giving up the prohibition against the omission of setamy Case
implies that only two rules remain, one of which simply ssatehich Case
inflections cannot be deleted. All it does is to define the doro&applica-
tion for the second rule, the agreement rule. Given thie sthiffairs, it is
clear that nothing would remain that an OT-analysis couttbant for in an
explanatory way. In particular, the theories’ presuppasithat lack of Case
is the result of an “unfaithfulness” to the input would nodemn be convinc-
ing, since an alternative input without Case would alwaysabailable. In
consequence, the condition on secondary Case and thectistitbetween
primary and secondary Case could be dropped entirely, uiittoss of de-
scriptove adequacy.

“This item cannot be tested because it is semantically ambig¢ool vs. goal), with the
two lexemes belonging to different declension classes.



Note that this reasoning does not affect the validity of theeament rule
for inflected Ns as such; indeed it seems that this part of tiadysis still
might survive, if only as a rule that is violable, as in (13),

(13) ?eine Kommission ohne Expertesingularn

which is still questionable but still much more acceptahkmnt(12). Nonethe-
less, there are in fact a number of exceptions to the agraemlen A case
in point is Case agreement constructions like “him/me asr&s@m”, where
him/meandChristianagree in Case. AAltavistaresearch confirms that both
the Case marked and the unmarked forms are acceptable:

(14) Christ-en  Christ
ACCUSATIVE ihnals 22 16

mich als 56 277

DATIVE ihm als 7 10

mir als 20 73

The Case marked forms pose a problem for the agreementinde,there is
no other agreeing form within the DP of thés-Phrase. | will discuss similar
cases further below.

Another set of data (from the COSMAS Corpus, IDS Mannheinhjlai
ing disobedience to the agreement condition is (15):

(15) a. dieDoppelmoral manch Arbeitgebers

the double-standardsf-many-anemployer

b. zumanch Theaterfreund&ntzicken
to many-atheater-lover'sdelight

c. Der“Riecher"manch Trainershat ausgedient
the “nose” of-many-acoach hashad-its-day
‘Certain coaches no longer have a nose for sniffing out thé bes
players’

d. derVater manch Gedankens
the fatherof-many-anidea

e. aus Fehlern manch  Vorgangers[lernen]
from mistakesof-many-apredecessdtearn]

f. ...,der sich (berdie Egomaniemanch \orgdngers
...,whoREFLat theegomaniaof-many-apredecessor
mokierte
sheered



According to the logic of OT, we are obliged to find some deeprgnatical
priciple that outranges the agreement condition; but itnse®® me that no
such more general and more important principle can be found.

Let us now turn to the data in (3), repeated as (16):

(16) Genitive:
a. die Verarbeitungl-es Holz-es
b. *die VerarbeitungHolz-es
c. die Verarbeitungropisch-en Holz-es

Here the problem is to account for the ungrammaticality @&-§) which
differs from (16-a) in not having a determiner to agree witlote that the
constructions in (16) cannot compete. In order to rule oGtllwe would
expect it to be blocked by (17), which unfortunately is umgnaatical as well:

(17) *die VerarbeitungHolz

Here, Muller discusses Gallmann’s idea that besides Caggedd forms we
are also allowed to throw thersatzform(18) into the competition.

(18) dieVerarbeitung [ppvonHolz ]
themanufacturing of wood

Lack of Case-marking is grammatical in (18), because thpgsigon von
governs (abstract) dative Case. It is not clear, howevesr this can be
worked out without construction specific assumptions. Omdlpm, which
we will not discuss here, is that additional constraints tnfaesinvoked that
allow for overriding the faithfulness to the primary infledtinput (16-b). A
more recalcitrant problem, however, is that such a solutiaght work only
with postverbal DPs; there is no such way out in other syittamintexts
where the genitive is governed by a verb, as in (19-c):

(19) a. *WirbedurftenHolz-es
we needed wood
b. *Wir bedurften von Holz
c. *Erenthielt sich (von)Widerstand-es
herenouncedimself(of) resistance
(from Gallmann (1998, p. 156))

Since anErsatzformlike (18-b) is not available, and since the Case marked
forms are ruled out by Miller’s highest constraint (whiclsthat a genitive
has to agree), we would expect that (20) is the winner of tinepegion.



(20) a. *Wir bedurften Holz
b. *Er enthielt sich Widerstand

Since all conceivable alternatives are ungrammatical,eve have to face the
standard OT problem of ineffability. Although most OT-syetitions accept
a solution in terms of a null-parse, one would clearly prefieranalysis that
could do away with Gallmann’s use Bfsatzformen

4 The Genitive Condition

As mentioned by Miiller in a footnote, his analysis does notageount for
the ungrammaticality of (21-d):

(21) a. deffraummanch-esSchiler-s
the dreamof-many-apupil
b. der Traum manch-en Schiler-s
c. der Traum manch-es Dirigent-en
d. *der Traum manch-en Dirigent-en

Manch-can either bear strong or weak inflection as in (a./c.) and.jlre-
spectively, or no inflection at all, as will be discussed dludtrated below. As
(21-d) shows, this difference of inflection is significanbllBwing Gallmann
again, the relevant condition seems to be that within a igerfitP there must
be at least one genitiveror -esaffix. This condition is satisfied in (21-a,b,c)
but violated in (21-d); it is further confirmed by the exangpie (22):

(22) a. (i) Der Traum manch klug-en Schiker
(i) der Traum manch*g9 (klug-en) Student-en
(iii) *der Traum manch(-en) (klug-en) Student-en
(iv) der Traum manch*gr) Studentin
b. (i) Er bedurfte(zwei) Uberzeugener Beweis-e
He needed (two) compelling proofs
(i) Er bedurfte zwei*(er) Beweis-e
(i) *Er bedurfte Beweis-e

Formulating this generalization in Miller's rule formag.ias a condition on
the Case features on N, and refering to éreand esaffixes as to g-strong
inflection, one could assume a rule as given in (23).

(23) If a genitive N does not have g-strong inflection, sonfeoagreeing
element within DP has.

10



Given that some such condition is needed independentlyeofitita the OT
theory attempts to account for, it is suggestive to slightfprmulate (23) in
such a way as to cover also the ungrammaticality of (3-b) diswiach is not
yet excluded by (23). We might therefore replace the comdditi statement
(23) by a stronger existential statement as formulated4ix (2

(24) Within a genitive DP there is some non-nominal inflectighich is
either g-strong itself or agrees with a g-strong inflection.

Since both agreement conditions hold without exceptioméndata consid-
ered so far, (24) could very well be part of the generatindesgsGEN, in
the same way as (23) could be. Likewise, the agreement camddr the
dative e-affix also cannot be violatetlthis leaves only the-affixes in R, as
reasonable candidates for an OT-like i.e. violable coonliti

The relevance of the agreement rule for th€ase is, however, not undis-
putable: On the one hand, judgments concerning (1), inquéati (1-c), vary
considerably, on the other hand it is not clear whether theisureally rele-
vant (but violated) in Cases like (13): The reason is that wald/expect the
construction to become more acceptable if an agreeing etesmadded:

(25) ?eineKommissionohne exzellenterExperten
a comission withoutexcellent expert

It seems to me, however, that this is not the case. What ma&&sq(es-
tionable is the lack of a determiner which is normally regdifor Ns in R
(animated masculine Ns) in the singular.

Given that the agreement rule either holds without excapfio the e-
dative or might be irrelevant for the weak N-inflection, iesgs that there is
no violable constraint left that an OT theory could reastnabcount for.

5 Feature Checking within DP

In this section and the section to come | will show how rul&e I23) and
(24) can be implemented technically in a minimalist chegkilystem that
generates the forms fully specified for Case inflection. Tystesn has been
developed more fully in Sternefeld (2003).

As an example for the general checking format assumed im&tdd
(2003), consider the preliminary (and simplified) analydithe dative plural

5Counter-examples are idioms lika Kreuze kriechen, zu Grabe tragen, zu Tode trampeln
for other counter-examples see section 6.

11



phraseden Steuerif'the taxes’)®

(26) ?
[DAT,PL,FEM] T
D N SYNTAX
[DAT,PL,FEM] [DAT,PL,FEM] MORPHOLOGY
D F N F (3
[sTRONG [*STRONGK] [ n-DATIVE] [* N-DATIVE %]
[DAT,PL,FEM] [FEM] [DAT,PL]

d- -en Steuer -n

Consider first MORPHOLOGY. Given that the determiner has lmemngen-
der, and Case, these features are generated by the affiadtdrized by the
letter F) and are projected onto the word level, where theyhaad features
of D. Likewise, the Case and number feature of the nomindfik-are pro-
jected onto the word level, where they are head features dti.features
[sTRONG and [n-DATIVE] are formal morphological features that character-
ize the inflection class of the respective stems D and N; tteedares must be
checked inside morphology by affixation. Checking procegdshe corre-
sponding featureskE TRONG«] and [« n-DATIVE %] respectively in a MERGE
configuration, where features of the forag fand [«a:x] are sisters.

The feature fEM] of N is an inherent feature of the stem and is therefore
projected onto the word level. Within inflectional morphgypfeatures must
be projected from both the stem and the inflectional elenuehéss they enter
a checking relation. As defined above, such a configuratigesif and only
if features of the form+ax] and [o] are sisters. If so, a feature of the form
[xasx] cannot project any further; concerning its counterpaft features of
this form will not project if they are “contextual” (in Chorkygs terminology:
non-interpretablg but they must project if they are “inherent” (Chomsky’s
term: interpretabl§g. We assume that Case features are contextual but that
number and gender features of this form (i.e. without aslteire inherent.
All features of the form fax] are contextual. Contextual features must, at
some point of the derivation, enter into a checking relatioherent features
need not.

5The simplification primarily concerns the affim, which should rather be analyzed as two
affixes, namely a plural affixn plus a dativ affixn which can attach only to a plural N.
"In recent literature it has been proposed that checking outr within a “phase”, but

12



All nodes are composed of features only, so that F should katare as
well. But obviously it does not project, which according be tabove should
be necessary, as the inflectional structure is double-kdeatieerefore assume
that F, which marks the level of morphology as a purely noteti device,
should in fact be interpreted as a subcategorization fea&trictly speaking
then, the F ofenshould be interpreted as (or replaced bap):f], and that of
-n should be replaced byfix].

Turning next to SYNTAX, features behave in the same way exttesi
only one branch can be the head. That is, features can powjsctip to their
maximal projection, i.e. the non-head of a branching stmectWe thus have
to decide whether D or N in (26) is the head of the constructiss will
become apparent further below it is decisive that D be thd.Eae question
then arises how agreement can be captured in the checkitegrsypsitlined
above. A natural way of doing so is to assume that the featird are
complement featur&sthe result is shown in (27):

(27) DP
A

D NP
[*DAT,PL,FEMx] [DAT,PL,FEM]

d-en Steuer-n

This accounts for agreement within DP. Assuming that makpmgections
are maximal because their features cannot project anyeiutthe features of
the NP cannot percolate to the DP. Since D is the head of DP,ugeassume
that the features of DP are the head features of D, as shov28)n (

unless no movement is involved we can assume that a featies ehecking within its X-bar
projection line. This is an extremely restrictive conditive will adhere to throughout the
paper.

8We thus distinguish between head and non-head featuredptimer projects to the
phrasal level, whereas the latter, being features of tha fewx], only partially project unless
they merge with their counterparts of the forod.[ Complement features are features which
must be satisfied before specifier features can.

13



(28) DP
[DAT,PL]
D NP
[*DAT,PL,FEMx] [DAT,PL,FEM]

d-en Steuer-n
[DAT,PL]

Since gender of a DP plays no role in the syntactic system om@e |
decided not to represent the gender feature of the DP. Odlyjdhe relation
between the features of F, nametasg] and [NUMBER] and the correspond-
ing features $§CASEx] and [xNUMBER=], is not arbitrary: the values of these
feature dimensions must be identical. | will discuss thésigsfurther in sec-
tion 8.2.

Concerning agreement with adjectives, a crucial fact ofnter is that
determiners subcategorize for the inflection class of tHeviing adjective.
Traditional grammar distinguishes the three classes elif@ddor the mas-
culine singular paradigm in (29):

(29) MASC.SG. weak (A;) mixed (Ay) strong (A)

NOMINATIVE -e -er -er

GENITIVE -en -en -en
DATIVE -en -en -em
ACCUSATIVE -en -en -en

The weak class is selected by strongly inflecting deterrajrtee mixed class
is selected by weakly inflecting determiners, and the stadags can provi-
sionally be analyzed as being is selected by the null-detentf Given that

subcategorization is a matter of complement selectionatljectival mor-

phology must be a complement of D. We would therefore expeattsires

as in (30) (irrelevant features of the DP being omitted):

(30) a. theold man:

Note that identity of gender under coindexation is not ciesid a matter of syntax be-
cause it does not obey syntactic restrictions.

%More accurately, it seems that the strong class is seleaeduise it stands in for the
inflection of the determiner, in fact, the strong forms of &re identical to that of a strong
determiner. | will account for this further below.

14



DP

/\

d-er AP
[*NOM,A 1] [NOM,SG,MASC,A]
A NP
[*NOM,SGx] [NOM,SG,MASC]
[NOM,SG,A1]
alt-e Mann

b. anold man:

DP
ein AP
[*NOM,Ax] [NOM,SG,MASC,A5]
A NP
[*NOM,SGx] [NOM,SG,MASC]
[NOM,SG,A5]
alt-er Mann

However, since adjectives do not subcategorize for NP cem@hts, but
rather govern DPs, PPs or CPs, we assume a more abstrattrstyon-
taining an additional “agreement phrase” with an AP as iecsgr. This
functional projection forms a shell that hosts the AP; letcall its head a

functional adjective FA:

(31) einmir fremd-erMann
a to-mealien man
‘a man alien to me’

15



D FAP
| T T
ein AP FA
A /\
mir fremd-er FA NP
| |
0 Mann

(31) implies that the head features of FAP are checked byd3gtfeatures are
located in FA and agree with the features of the AP and/or fReaklsubcases
of head specifier and head complement agreement (for tlee, lett section
8.2). Alternatively, a more direct relation between thddess selected by D
can be established by assuming that the adjectival infleiattached to the
functional adjective FA rather than to A itself. This is showm (32), where
the information selected by D is realized as an affix of FA,ahtin turn has
to be incorporated into the adjective via head moverhént:

(32) DP
D FAP
[*DATIVE ,Ag%] [DATIVE ,As]
ein-em AP FA
/\ [DATIVE,A5]
mir fremd FA NP
[*DATIVE %], [DATIVE]
[DATIVE,As5]
FA F Mann(e)
[*DATIVE %],
[DATIVE,A5]
0 en

HAgain, the relation between F’s head featumaifive] and its complement feature
[«DATIVE %] is not arbitrary, a matter | will discuss in section 8.2. liwéturn to head move-
ment in section 8.1.
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5.1 Prenominal Participlesin German

The basic function of FA in (32) is that of a phrasal affix. \ress its moti-
vation seems to be more or less theory internal in (32), thetstre (32) can
be justified independently by looking at prenominal paptiiconstructions,
which are traditionally analyzed as phrasal affix constomst in German.
Here the function of the FAP is to host a VP rather than an ARidjaes
come in three forms: a present participle, a modal part@cighd a past parti-
cle. The firstis illustrated in (33):

(33) d-er d-en Brief les-en-d-eMlann
the,om the,.. letterreading man

DP
D FAP
[*NOM,A 1] [NOM,A1]
d-er VP FA
[INF] [*INFx]
[NOM,A4]
den Brief les-en FA NP
[«NOM:] [NOM]
[*INF]
[NOM,A{]
FA F Mann
[*INFx] [*NOM=x]
[NOM,A{]
-d -e

The second has exactly the same structure, but differs ferfirst in that FA
selects an infinitive (a modal passive form) wii(“to”); the third selects a
past participle and is empty-headed:

(34) a. [ppder[rap [ve zulesen][ra [ra -d ][F -€ Jl[np Brief ]]]
the to read letter
‘the letter to be read’

b. [ppder[rap [vp gestern verloren][ga [Fa O ][F -€ N[ np
the yesterdayost
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Brief ]]]
letter
‘the letter lost yesterday’

Traditionally, only an overt phrasal affix turns a VP into aR i the structue
[AP [VP ... ] affix ]. The phrasal analysis thus nicely fits irdgar account
of agreement which independently assumes the existenctio€tonal pro-
jection “above” AP.

5.2 Disagreement in Russion DPs

Additional evidence for a functional projection that medgabetween deter-
miner, adjective, and noun comes from constructions whegertflection of
the noun and the adjective depend on the determiner in eliffeindepen-
dent ways. The relation between the determiner and the nawst tinen be
mediated by a functional projection, rather than the abljedtself. A case
in point is agreement with number words in Russian (cf. Meft£1984)).
In general, numerals agree with the adjective and the nawevwer, number
expressions ending with 2, 3, and 4 (except 12, 13, and 14)rrimative and
accusative DPs are followed by genitive marked As and Nseitikiat num-
bers are Ds, these special numerals have the featamnNfk]. The relevant
observation now is that N is marked singular, whereas A iketaplural:

(35) dv-a  bol'$-ix stol-a
two-nombig-gen,pltable-gen,sg

Given that the affixes have only one single specification mnber, and given
that a complement feature of an adjective should agree tgithaad feture,
the problem arises how to account for the singular of N. Itasigible then to
assume that a functional category like FA can host both pie€mformation

as specifier and complement features at a time, passing se features to
the relevant morphemes. Assuming that the above mentiamater expres-
sions have the featureNiP,GEN,SGx] it is clear that they must be passed on
from FA to NP. At the same time, however, the determiner hadé¢htures
[*FAP,GEN,PLx]. In addition, feminine DPs prefer a nominative marking on
the adjective (instead of an equally grammatical genitive)

(36) dv-e bol's-ie  komnat-y
two-nom,fembig-nom,plroom-gen,sg

The following structure accounts for these requirements:
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(37) DP

[NOM,PL,FEM]
D FAP
*NP,GEN,SG,FEMx NP,GEN,SG,FEM
[ ] [ ]
[*FAP,NOM,PLx] [NOMm,PL]
[NOM,PL,FEM]
dv-e AP FA
| [NP,GEN,SG,FEM]
bol's [NOMm,PL]
FA NP
[*NP,GEN,SG,FEMx*] [GEN,SG,FEM]
[NP,GEN,SG,FEM]
[NOMm,PL]
FA F komnat-y
[*NP,GEN,SG,FEMx] [NOMm,PL]

[NP,GEN,SG,FEM]

) -ie

Note that in structures with more than one adjective, it ihltbe features of
the FA head (which in earlier work | called AgrN) and the infation in the
F head which would have to be passed on to the subsequent FAP.

Further evidence in favor of functional A-projections canfimm order re-
strictions between iterated APs, a matter discussed inugito95, p. 298).
These properties can be captured as subcategorisatioarpesmof FA-shells,
a matter | will not discuss here any further.

6 Implementing the Genitive Condition

Returning now to the distinction between the strong and wggaiitive af-
fixes, assume next thagr and-eshave an optional feature&sfsTRONG that
matches with a complement featuresfSTRONGk]. As a formal way of im-
plementing (23) | adopt the following lexical redundancieru

(38) Any genitive determiner which itself does not have miygenitive in-
flection has the complement featuresfSTRONGH].

19



This feature must then either match with a strong adjeciiviction, as in
(39-a), or go to the head of FAP. At FA it cannot be realized, ibstead

requires a complement feature of the same type, as in (38t@r(features
being omitted):

(39) a. DP
D FAP
[*G-STRONGK] [G-STRONG
manch AP FA
[G-sTRONG
klug FA NP
[G-sTRONG
FA F Schilerin
[G-sTRONG
0 er
b. DP
D FAP
[*G-STRONGk] [G-sTRONG
manch AP FA
[G-sTRONG
klug FA NP
[*G-STRONGK] [G-STRONG
[G-sTRONG
FA F Schdler-s
[*G-STRONGK]
[G-STRONG
0 en

This way, we can derive that at least one element of the DPtr@amgyenitive
inflection. It then remains to account for the contrast in (40

20



(40) a. *derGeschmackpp () [np Wein-es]]
the taste of-wine
b. der Geschmacksp () [Fap gut-en Wein-es ]
c. die Doppelmoralfpr manch fp Arbeitgeber-s ]
d. der Traum pp manch gap gut-en Schiler-s ]]

Note that in (40-c) Gallmann’s rule and the stronger agregmeée (24) are
both violated; we therefore cannot directly implement tigeeament con-
dition as one would expect. Recall that we provisionallyuassd that the
empty determiner selects strong adjectival inflection,hsd it now seems
that this sort of selection would be obligatory in (40-a). painted out to
me by Gereon M&ller (p.c.), however, it would seem arbittargay that an
empty determiner selects strong inflection as a compleneattife; doing so
one would miss the generalization that strong inflectioriguably occurs at
the left edge of a DP. Observe also that the strong adjedtiflatction does
not have the same status as @& A,, because it does not necessarily agree
with subsequent adjectives, cf.:

(41) gut-emy, alt-eny, Wein
good old wine

Most importantly, the A paradigm is identical to the strong paradigm of
strong determiners. Given that we already accepted affixemewnt for FA
projections, it is now compelling to conclude that the styonflection in (41)
and (40) in fact originates from the inflection of a zero detieer, as shown
in (42):

(42) [op [ap gut][py 0-em [eap [ap alt J[par 0-en [ne Wein T]]]]

Accordingly, the empty determiner actually has strong meiger inflection
which can be realized morphologically only on the adjaceljgctive.

In consequence, we have to assume that APs as well as pusdeBsican
be specifiers of a zero determiner, implying a theory thaiadIfor multiple
specifiers, cf.:

(43) [pp[ppdes Kaisers J[ap neu][p 0-e [np Kleider ][N
of-the Emperor new clothes

Moreover, we have to assume that an uninflected determkemianchcan
be expelled from its original position as an uninflecte dateer by an in-
flected zero determiner with an adjectival specifier, astitated in (44):
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(44) [op manch e gut J[pr 0-em [rap [ap alt J[gar 0-en [ne Wein ]]1]

It follows that manchhas a dual status either as an uninflected determiner
as in (40-c) or as a specifier with the same distribution aspteaominal
possessive DP in (43).

Given this we may now say that the peculiarities of genitiies[zan be
derived from two properties: We either have to look for gst inflection
somewhere within the DP or we should find (g-strong) inflecté the zero
determiner.

From these conditions we can derive two further conseqemndech
cannot be captured by the agreement rule. First note thagahitive -s is
grammatical without an agreeing prenominal element whiowong prepo-
sitions:

(45) a. wegen Meckern-sdes Platzesverwiesen
because-ofvhingeingfrom-theplace expelled
b. trotz Todesfall-sgetffnet
despitedeath open

We can easily account for (45) by assuming that the compleaf¢ie prepo-
sition is an NP rather than a DP: Since there is no D involvetthése cases,
there is no trigger with a{G-sTRONGk]-feature.

As a second consequence we can account for the data firstomehtin
Schachtl (1989):

(46) a. *dieVerarbeitung lila  (brasilianisch-en)Holz-es
the manufacturingourple(Brasilian) wood
b. dieVerarbeitung lilafarben-en Holz-es
the manufactoringpurple-coloredvood

The relevant observation is that adjectives like which cannot be inflected
cannot occur at the left edge of a genitive BRhis is directly captured by
the assumption that the empty determiner is inflected. Usttdtl determin-
ers may occur at the left edge and do not seem to have an effeciaflected

adjectives, as shown in (47):

(47) a. deffraummanch rosaSchwein-es
the dreamof-many-apink pig

2Note that changing the order of the adjectives does not rutkeé example, since there
are independent order restrictions that kbegsilianischenadjacent to the noun, cf. Cinque
(1995, p. 298).
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b. derTraummanch fett-enSchwein-es
the dreamof-many-afat  pig

In consequence, (47-a) confirms the dual status of uninfiectench Only if
manchcan retain its status as a determiner we do not need to posinpty
determiner in (47-a) and in consequence we do not expectgstrdlection
on the adjective.

Summarizing so far, we derived the properties of genitiveking from
two kinds of visibility conditions: a special condition oulhdeterminers
that makes them "visible” via strong inflection, a more gaheondition
that checks for a g-strong morphology.

7 Implementing the Agreement Condition

Given our checking mechanism for g-strong inflection, itasyeto see that an
analogous procedure can account for the distribution okthffix. Assume
that this inflection has a contextual feature $TRONG that must somehow
be checked. As a potential checking element, any other tidtewill suffice,
so that the required lexical redundancy rule is (48):

(48) Any F with the featuredATIVE] can optionally acquire the feature
[*D-STRONG].

This explains the data in (2) as well as the judgment in (48)edives that
cannot be inflected cannot bear an affix which could help tolckiee strong
dative affix of N:

(49) *aus  [pp 0 [Farlila O [np Holz-€]]]
made-of purple wood

Returning to the data in (1), repeated below, we already ioreed that judg-
ments vary considerably.

(50) a. einOrchesteohne Dirigent
an orchestrawithout conductor
b. einOrchesteohne jedwed-erDirigent-en
an orchestrawithout any conductor
c. *ein Orchester ohne Dirigent-¢aingular!)
d. *ein Orchester ohne jedwed-en/eigen-en Dirigent

Some speakers judge (50-c) as grammatical and (50-a) ardt) @Dungram-
matical, which would conform to a dialect whebérigent still follows the R
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paradigm. Others share the acceptability judgments in adhmenting that
(50-c) should nonetheless be considered grammatical thigawus between
the singular and the plural form (which applies to all affikeBs, whereas the
affixes of D and A are unambiguous), and that therefore Gassefbrms are
marked exceptions that can only be chosen in order to aveidrtibiguity. |
will show below that this explanation is likely to be erronsoWithout fur-
ther empirical investigations it is hard to decide what aruaate description
of the data should build of At least for some idiolects (including my own),
the contrast between (50-b) and (50-c) seems to be real aid ie@sonably
be attributed to the agreement condition discussed above.

Assume, then, that dative and accusative weak N-inflectas & fea-
ture that must be checked in the same way we proposed for the da
morpheme. What about the exceptions to the agreement rtee o (14)?
Within the checking account there is an easy way to handlepgians by
stipulation: all we have to do is assume that the syntactitest may (ex-
ceptionally?) license the weak Case inflection, als showBIj

(51) DP
[Acc,sd]
DP asP
[Acc,sq] [xDP,ACC,SGx]
ihn as NP

[*NP,ACC,SG,WEAK%*] [ACC,SG,WEAK]
[*DP,ACC,SG]

als Christ+en

Case agreement is accounted for by the fact that ¢«] is both a head fea-
ture and a complement featureai$; the only additional assumption needed

13A possible explanation for the paradigm in (50) could be Hase the fact that nouns
in Ps are animate and therefore should not occur without a detemm the unmarked case.
Thus, all sentences in (50) should be ungrammatical. Howpuepositions allow such deter-
minerless constructions, cf.:

(i) Er ging ohne Hutnach Hause
He wentwithout hat home

One might speculate, then, that lack of Case and lack of ardeter are particular idiosyn-
crasies of this kind of construction.
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is thatals can check the weak Case feature of its complement.
Likewise,manchconstructions seem to allow for another exception to the
agreement rule, namely the lack of accompanying inflectigi2-a):

(52) a. Nachrubingen verschlagerat esschon manch Student-en
To Tuebingerbrought hasit alreadymany-astudent
‘Many students have ended up in Tuebingen’
b. ??Nach Tubingen verschlagen hat es schon manch Student

Under the OT theory we would expect that (52-a) is ungranuakhtbecause
Gallmann’s agreement rule is stronger than lack of secgn@ase. Within
the checking approach, a simple way to rule in (52-a) is totkaymanch
exceptionally allows for the checking of weak inflectionrhpaps as a residue
of the inflected formrmanchen Studentefiurning to the unacceptability of
(52-b), this remains a mystery on both accounts. Note inipgigbat (52-b)
is unambiguously singular, whereas (52-b) is as ambigusu&@:c) with
respect to number; nonetheless | strongly prefer (52-a) @2b). This im-
plies that an explanation in terms of ambiguity avoidenceiilser on the
wrong track, or that some additional property of (52) isvetel

Let us finally turn to an additional agreement problem in aarigen-
itive constructions. Apart from the partitive genitive i63), which obeys
the agreement condition, there is also another constryatadled appositive,
which shows Case agreement as exemplified in (54):

(53) a. mit [par einemGlas [gen kiihl-enWasser-4]
with a glass cool water
b. *mit einem Glas Wassers

(54) a. mitpar einem Glas far kiihl-em Wasser ]]
b. miteinem Glas Wasser

The construction becomes ambiguous when the higher DReIEatgenitive.
The following data are taken from Gallmann (1998, p. 156):

¥The conditions under which Case-lemanchis acceptable have to be studied more care-
fully — a topic that is beyond the scope of the present papernhe only point out that a
www-based search in the COSMAS corpus yielded the followasyilt. Although | got 8990
hits for uninflectedmanch only 937 were combinations afianchplus N. The vast majority
of these Ns are nominalized adjectives, leaving only 376 Nsout adjectival inflection. Of
these only few are inflected, and only a handful, nanfalguren, Passanten, Interessenten,
Klassenkollegen, Herrrand Experten belong to B and could reasonably be interpreted as
being non-plural. AS a result | did not find a significant numbgcases like (52-a), but |
also did not find a single instance of an uninflected form a§2ak). A Web-based seach for
selected items likenanch Kunden/*manch Kungfeustomer”) corroborated this result.
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(55) a. derGenuss [cen einesGlaseq gen kilhl-enWasser-4]
the consumptiorof a  glass of cool water
b. der Genuss eines Glases Wassers
c. der Genuss eines Glases Wasser

Now, Gallmann judges (55-c) as grammatical, but (55-b) agammatical.
This contrasts sharply with many speakers who get the oppgigments.
The problem for Gallmann would be that the grammaticalit{5&b), if real,
would contradict the agreement rule. But as we saw abovesdems to be
possible in other appositive constructions like (51) asl.w&ain, within
a checking theory, we might easily enlarge the grammatioatexts that
allow for additional checking requirements: Given that #ppositive con-
struction is an agreement constuction parallel to the or{(4 we can as-
sume that an empty head mediates betw&aaserand(eines) GlaseNow,
within a checking mechanism we only have to supply the empgdhwith
construction-specific features, in particular one thaeéctehn NP. In conse-
guence, lack of an empty determiner implies lack of a stypintflected ad-
jective, which is what we see in (55-b).

8 Background Assumptions

8.1 Sideward Movement

As is evident from the above the analysis crucially reliestanconcept of
affix movement. | will show in this section that this mechamis not a PF
rule but a genuine instance sfdeward movement notion discussed by
Epstein et al. (1998) and Nunes (2001).

Note that the NP/DP of comparatiads-constructions in German either
has nominative Case or it agrees with its correlate:

(56) a. dadWirken|[pp Albert Schweitzergey ][ als [np
the activity  A. Sch. as
Tropenarztrons 1]
tropical doctor
b. das Wirken [p Albert Schweitzersi] als [np Tropenarzte{gsEN
]] (DUDEN §1310)

Case agreement is handled informally here by co-supetiseriplThe same
kind of construction can also be found in prenominal pastés, cf.:
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(57) a. demysr alsKundeyoas getarntem 4 V-Mann
the as customer masked ClA-agent
b. dempar als Kundem 47 getarntem 4 V-Mann

Given that nominative Case can be assigne@lbynd that dative Case can
be derived only by co-superscription, we must assume anyesyfject in
(57) which serves as the antecedent for Case:

(58) dempar [ve PRO, 41 als Kundeh, , getarntem 47 | V-Mann

But given the analysis of verbal participle constructiobs\e, we expect to
generate the structure shown in (59):

(59) [pp dempar [Fa [ve PRO,,, als Kundeh,, getarnt 10-enp a7 [np V-
Mann 1]]

Whatever the details of Case checking of (empty) subjedts itiis clear
that the relevant Case information in (59) is outside the W& hosts the
agreeing phrases. It thus follows that Case assignment@(BRI therefore
Case agreement witlls) is possible only after the adjectival morphology has
been incorporated into the verb. This shows that affix movejrethough
constrained by adjacency, cannot be purely a PF-phenonfauntomust be
a genuine instance of sideward movement. Only after haviogrporated
inflection into V is it possible to procede as in the case of maitive checking
(which, given that German does not have an INFL-projectibnSternefeld
(in preparation), is handled VP internally) and check theedat PRO by the
same mechanism that account for the Case of overt nomimaihjects.

8.2 Head Complement Agreement

Above we have tacitly assumed that if D has a head featdfeahd if the
complement must be specified for the same type of feature,Dhabligato-

rily has the feature4as]. Likewise, if FA has Case, number and gender fea-
tures, its complement also has these features and FA hasitesponding
feature Jax]. This simply means that a functional head and its complémen
must agree. Whereas specifier head agreement is generatigvdedged,
this type of agreement has not yet received particular ttgnor its exis-
tence has been explicitly denied in theories that excluseptements from
the “checking domain”. In fact, however, whereas specifeacagreement
within DP does not exist in the analysis we proposed, spedcifimplement
agreement is the rule. We may generalize this observatidrstate the fol-
lowing head complement agreement rule:
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(60) If afunctional head X has a featuke] fand if X's complement must be
specified for the feature dimension f][ then X has the complement
feature kas].

Besides the cases mentioned above (60) has a number ofrfapiblcations,
some of which are the following:

(61) Case selection via functional prepositons:
a. weil ich[yp[ppan[ppihn ]] denke]

because of himg.. think
b. weil ich[ap[ppan[ppihm ]] interessiert] bin
because in himg,: interested am

Generally speaking, locative prepositions in German seletative, while
directional prepositions select an accusative. For oeoges of prepositions
without lexical content, as those in (61), the Case seleatamnot be pre-
dicted from properties of the preposition alone but is deteed by the verb
or adjective that selects the preposition. This is illusdlain (62) (‘think of
her/interested in héj:

(62) a. VP b. AP
PP v PP A
[AN,AKK] [*AN,AKK %] [AN,DAT] [*AN,DAT*]
P D denke P D interessiert
[*AKK %] [AKK] [#DAT] [DAT]
[AN,AKK] [AN,DAT]
an sie an ihr

The relevant fact here is that the Case marking of the funatipreposition
(which cannot be realized morphologically on the preposjtiautomatically
induces its complement Case feature.

Another case in point is the selection of clauses by verbsansiillus-
trated in (63):

(63) a. deMersuch[cp PRO zuentkommen

the attempt to escape
b. derBeweis[cp dasssie entkommersind]
the proof that theyescaped are
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Verbs and nouns must be subcategorized for finite or norefomimplements,
and this property is realized both in the complementizedh@and in the
complement of the complementizer, which is either a finidar a the non-
finite inflectionzu

(64) Selection of the Complementizer:

a. der Versuch CP
[x—Tx] [—T]
/\

C VP

[*—Tx] [—T]
0 DP \Y;

[-T]
/\
PRO F V
[-T]
Zu entkommen
b. der Beweis CP
[*+Tx] [+T]
C VP
[*+T%] [+T]
[+7]
|
dass DP V
[+T]
sie \ \Y

[+T]

entkommen  sind

Again the feature of C is passed on to its complement.
A possible counter-example would be the featusesfrRoNg of FA in
(39-a) which does not require another feature-ETRONGx]. The solution
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might be that this property does not defindimensionin the sense that all
Ns or As are specified as-[z-STRONG. Rather it reflects an idiosyncratic
property of morphemes. It follows that the situation ilhaséd in (39-a) re-
quires an additional descriptive redundancy rule whickest¢hat an empty
FA-element with -STRONG has an additional complement featuresf
STRONGH].

The complement agreement rule, then, seems valid for adkeagent phe-
nomena of German. As a potential counterexample to the razivealidity of
(60), reconsider cases like (35) where the nominative hegttife has no cor-
responding complement feature. On the other hand, givérthtbayenitive is
a historical residue of a patrtitive construction (ashia two of thery we can
assume that the relevant Ds still behave more like Ns thanvbBish means
that the number expressions do not belong to a fulhctional category, as
would be required by rule (60). It might then still be truettha a default rule
(60) may claim to be universal.

9 Conclusion

The only rule of grammar used in the OT analysis discussedealsothe
agreement rule, which imposes a restriction on the occesentsecondary
Case suffixes. If such an account is to be maintained it woelddzessary
to state plausible rules that can handle the counter-exeanglalysed above.
These counter-examples are construction-specific, andawe $hown that
construction-specific properties can easily be built it@ ¢hecking mech-
anism. On the other hand, construction-specific assungptonld also be
used within OT to overrule the agreement rule and to accaurthe excep-
tions. The plausibility of such an account then rests on thestion whether
these additional assumptions are general enough to coynatestially uni-
versal constraint, so as to make an OT account more explgritaem a purely
descriptive checking mechanism. At present | do not see ot additional
rules could qualify as good candidates for reasonable @$tcaints.
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