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P er leutter and Orelnik (l973; her eafter PhD) observe tha t Slovenian
exhibits a l l of the syntactic phenomena in fl) through (5), and they propose
tha t these generalizations are nearly sufficient to explain the appearance in
the language of a surprising construction they c a l l the Orphan Accusative
(0rphACC). The additional assueption needed to predict the DrphACC, in PiD's

account, is rule ordering. In the reeainder of this section I will illustrate
the 0rphACC and sletch P&D's analysis, which is couched in tr ans for sa tiona l
te r e s . In the next section l observe that this analysis has several
unfor tunate properties, but tha t they vanish when the analysis is recast in
nontr ansfor sational terss. However, the involveeent of the qraeaatical
fe a tur e of anieacy in these phenoeena tur ns out to he problematic. In
sections 3 -5 I shift (roe Slovenian to Russian and discuss the analytical and
theoretical i s s u e s that ar i s e there froe the interactions of case, gender ,
nueher, and a n i e a c y .

(ii The RCC fore of the NASC SG is identical to the GEN fore f o r
*AN (anieate) Ns, to the NUM fore for -AN (inanieate) Ns; FEH SG
Ns have distinct NUM, RCC, and SEN fa r e s .

(2) Hodifiers - in particular, adjectives and detereiners - agree with
their head Ns in BEND, CASE, and NUH.

(3) A definite pronoun,can s e rv e as an NP earking identity of sense as
well as identity of re fe re nc e .

(I) A definite pronoun cannot serve as a eodified N earkinq identity of
sense, however; instead the N s l ot is espty when ther e are
eo d ifi ers.

(5) All definite pronouns, regardless of the i r reference, are
graesatically +AN; in this respect they are like cer ta in
referentially inanieate nouns tha t a re graeaatically +AN,
like gg ‘aceH

Consider what happens when ee construct a NP containing both en
adjectival modifier and an identity-of-sense anaphor referring back to some
ear l ie r ACC S6 N. According to (3) the anaphor can be a definite pronoun, and
according to (5) such a pronoun will he ORN, bu t according to (4) it w ill not
be r e a liz e d phonoloqically. As for the modifi er , nhat the reeaining
pr inc iples , (l) and (2), predict w i l l depend on the SEND and AN values of the
pronoun. If the pronoun is FEM, then (l) says it has a distinct ACC SB fore,
and (2) says tha t the eodifier has the agreeing features ChSEiACC, 6ENDiFEH,
and NUH:SG; these predictions are verified in (bc).
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Ordering lexical insertion before the syntactic rule of Agreement is a
particularly bad move, since lexical insertion lat least as P&0 sees to
understand itl eakes available the fu l l set of properties of lexical items:
the values of fe a tur e s l i k e AN, the choice of declensional paradige,
presumably even the constituent morpheees within the item and its phonological
properties. That is, this pa r t of the analysis eakes it impossible to
eaintain sharp interfaces between the components of syntax, eorphology, and
phonologyi but see lwicky and Pullum (l986l and references therein for
arguments that the autonomy of components should be maintained if at a l l
possible. lf the component boundary can be breached in this instance, then
ehat sorts of interactions between syntax on the one hand and eorphology and
phonoloqy on the other a re excluded?

Fortunately, Pt0's analysis of Slovenian can be tr ans la ted into one that
is free of the unsatisfactory aspects of the original - indeed, one tha t is
fully consistent with the phrase str uctur e framework of generalized phrase
s tr uc tur e graeear (6PSG; see Gazdar et al. l9B5l. ln such a fraeeuork ther e is

no rule of Pronominalizationi rather, pronouns are distributed freely in
syntactic s tr uc tur e s , subject only to local restrictions on their occurrence
land of course to a nonsyntactic requirement, tha t they must be semantically
interpretablel. Among the pronouns of Slovenian is an empty N, uhich l will
assuee has the fea tur es N(¢PRO, ¢DEF, fNULLl. this is no analytic innovation,
since eepty constituents of several types are now assumed in virtually a l l
frameworks for syntactic description, including GPS6. There is then no Pronoun
Deletion rule, but only principles distributing values of the feature NULL
eithin branchings; one such princi 1 dp e isallous noeinal constructs consisting
of a T-NULL) modifier and a l°NULLl head.

The two aspects of their analysis that PLO tr e a t as specifically lexical- RCC Prediction and Anieacy Prediction ~ will be tr ea ted instead as syntactic
principles, determining the values of CASE and AN, respectively, within a
category on the basis of other features in tha t category las Feature
Co-occurrence Restrictions or Feature Specification Defaults , in the
tereinology of Gazdar et al. 1985). ln particular, lnieacy Prediction eill
require that an N uith the features lvPRO, ODEFJ also has the fe a tur e [ ¢ A N L

3- Coisct scieestissl ssiessriss l

The Slovenian analysis is still not tr ouble -fr ee , however, since a family
of problems surrounds the foreulation of ACC P r ediction. Thus fa r l have
provided only informal characterizations of this principle, character iz ations
in ehich the FEM ACC, the HASC ‘animate ACC’ that is identical in fore to the
GEN, and the HASC ‘ inanimate ACC’ that is identical in form to the NDN a re
systeeatically treated both as instances of a single graeeatical category
lACCl and also as instances of three distinct graeeatical categories (ACC,
GEM, N0nl. l will argue that the cor r ec t analysis does, in effect, have it
both nays, but it is clear that in a nontransformational fraeeeork we cannot
literally assuae tha t an ‘animate accusative' has both the fea tur e CA5EiACC
and the feature CASEiG£N in its syntactic description, for that would be
contradictory. l have elsewhere lin luicsy l?86bl argued that multiple
feature marking should be countenanced in syntactic theory ° but for the
purpose of distinguishing inherent fea tur es froe those imposed by r ule s of
agreement or government, or of distinguishing impositions arising from
different sources, and l cannot see that these proposals a re applicable in the
instance at hand.

I mill begin, then, by considering analyses that choose one or the other
of these fe a tur e assigneents in the syntax. My discussion will use data from



1

I-samaiwd-._ _.L
...ar_..._,... - _ a _ _ _ _ _ _ . ¢ . . a . - . » . » - . , ~ - - a - » - - - -

i

~ 3 2 _

standard Russian r a the r than Slovenian (sieply because I ae more familiar with

Russian), but the eain points are coemon to most, if not all, of the eodern
Slavic languages.

F irst , hoeever, soee th eo retical preliminaries. The feature AN is

centr a l ly involved in the discussion of sections 4 and 5. And it is important
that AM is a covert grammatical category in Russian, like CT (count v e rs us

eass ), HUM (human versus nonhuman), DEF, NH, and TR (transitive versus
in tran si tivel in E nglish. Nhat these featu res share is a morphological
prope r ty, the fa c t tha t they are not inflectional, in a technical sense of
that nord: no in fl ectio n al r ules (of the sort in Zwicky l985a) provide
exponents fo r thee. In this regard they are un like overt grammatical
categories (for instance, CASE and NUH in Russian and English). Covert

categories are conveyed by wholesale distinctions between l e x i c a l items (thg
versus 1 in English) or soeetiees by d erivatio n al morphology (as when
derivation provides #TR verbs corresponding to -TRs, or vice versa), and of
course they are dis tinguishable via th eir different cooccurrence possibilities
(as when SS *CY Ns require an article in English ehile SE -CT Ns can occur
w ithout one). But no rule of infl ect ional eorphology provides an exponent fm
a covert category.

Nithin the (raeework of SPSS, overt categories in a language a re head
features in that language, subject to the Head Fe a tur e Convention (H FC )| that
is, the de fa ul t is fo r the head consti tuent of a construct and the construct
itself to share the i r values f o r such features. Covert categories in a
language, I should like to cla im, are never head features (though they can be
GPSG f oot features); this restriction on the r ol e of covert categories in a
graemar is sim ilar in spirit to the prohibition in Zwicty (l9Bbbi sec 4.3,
citing Cooper | 9 8 6 ) against having ‘silent features' distributed by the HFC.
ln any event, one ieportant consequence of the restriction is tha t covert
categor ies cannot participate in gr aeeatical agreeeent, since the Control
Rgreeeent Principle (CRP) of SPSS, ehich requires tha t certain sister
consti tuents share the i r fea tur e values, applies only to a subset of the head
(eatures in a language.

(l eust stress here tha t which categor ies are overt and which covert isi
parochial matter. Chinese has no overt categories at all; (sex) BEND is
covert in English but overt in Russian and many other European languages; AM
HUH, and CT are covert in English and Russian but ove r t in Swahili and eany
other Bantu languages; and so on.)

But ehy should I want to exclude c ov e r t categories, like AN in Russian
(ron the set of head features and so eueept thee f r o e the HFC and the CAP?
Because l hope to constrain the ieature-eanipulating eechanises of SPSS. The
CAP and HFC together can have the effect of ‘spreading‘ fe a tur e values
throughout trees, b o th horizontally and vertically, f r o e one branching to
another , whereas the Foot Feature Principle (the only comparable mechanism fl
f oot features) is much eore restricted in its effects, being essentially
capable only of spreading a fea tur e value doun from the category in which it
is introduced by rule.

Non the coebined power of the HFC and CRP is demonstrably needed for
standard examples of gr aeea tlca l agreement (to l in k the head N of the subjed
to the head V of the pr edicate , (or instance), but in the absence of
coepelling evidence this power should not be extended beyond its traditiond
doeain, where only in fl ectio n al featu re values - tha t is to say , overt
categories - are spread. Utherwise, ue predict the possibility o( syntacth
dependencies of a l l s or ts between eidel separated words; the appearance o f a
particular head N in the subject (say , gggggrgg or ggggg, bu t not pegggig M
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possible, but I do not believe they occur P encies are logically

4- Essssasni insscfesss ii

On to the facts of Russian T. . - h ACC ' .

?§§:f§ang9;n
a

nurber
of distinct s;ntactiE‘:on:t:E:2?:n:lY dczcribed a’

is ex r a c te d f 1" 0 an u gh

azgueent, that the eorphqiggrrzrl:zs:xr£|Z?|En;E-Y).
I assuee here, Eitgglt

'
‘ F*¢"¢d in r io i ina iiii- (io) - '* l s s i qnea in i an steps
(direct obiect l as a default (oth::l?3reth"6n "rf°"ti‘°| '*1if\00) D0

'
specific contexts) . and (ll) aesiqns ACC. 'lin ‘ditch oth'r GR' in . ° r °ru les w ill as . al e efault CASE f ngto . ° d | * " r ‘ ::9?n°§?;; cases, in particular BEN). Values of Cggi a:e{:§¢::¢
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d. Bare NP expressionslof ::¢:E{r¥-*url _
(ion rn. asf it

ln t’." d"t°"°"°"°‘- “lioht lau value of BR fo r an NP dauqhter of VP or PP is D0.
(ll) The d f Ife au value of CASE for NP[BR;ng) ,g “CC_
"2’ '"‘ C*P ‘\°s»in»r -ith in. Hrci Uth requires that d`§'e values of CASE, BEND, and NUH with their.£e:d|;;r .hire
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0 RCC nnsc 56 #ara -the GEN :ara rar vnu ns'
the NON fore f _. In ACC or ANNs

rc; ss nrsgfvfsuiffrngttsannon ‘°r°
. The RCC PL form I the BEN fgr:C5$ra::NGiN

fores
sthe NON (ore for -pg N,

Th* Qulstlon ie gi |, ,

ghould U. Incorporltrdorntgelt:en?EttPrediction facts, suseariied in (13) Vthe
approach outlined in ( I 4) , rhich ;¢kUlscript|on of Russian. l begin with i

:::h Farti°?lif fo re: are ident ical to‘o;: Exdth I".d.|lY Q". cl“.' In (ls, J‘"“' ° °°fDhological descri ' 'V in so uses in (ldbivt io - tn ' * _
i::§:zi£|9?i:»Agé grather than syntagtic mzchrdsssz b:::nS‘§f0?.:'1°p'd.indo becau;e th eir hgfd-Ed';"" !1!!999 and ggezxi in (I5, h‘v. th.|?g; Uhtthis
r..p 'ct iveIy_

s ave fores identical to the GEN and Nnn'
es heY ,

‘ | * ’ RCC Prediction is entirely ¢ _
l cnggfsé

some realilatio:|.;¢t:Ec°:°m35;hg£ogEaal rules, which I»: ;..f.::.:’:;';:'zz:.:;.;2
` "

,."rr'd to CAS; EEN fo r *nsnx
NUHISS for CRSEiRCC is y

c. Hodifiers a9ree with the cate or?. tgEASEINDH fo r -A N"
re a liz e d on their head Ns,

0 les hat are eorphologically
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~AN nnsc ‘old table'
stary' s tol

staryi'stolstarooo s to l a

(15) *AN HASC ‘old cat'
NUM starfj kot
ACC starogo k o ta
EEN starogo kata

The analysis in (lt) is a disaster from the theoretical point of viee.

Dnce again, the boundary between syntax and morphology eould he breached. To
get the right interaction beteeen t l 4 o l and tl4cl, with morphological
r ea l i z a tion preceding Agreement, e i ther morphological realization must take
place in the syntactic component, or Agreement must take place in the
morphological component, or else the components as eholes must inte r ac t in
exactly the opposite eay from the one ordinarily assumed (in which syntactic
rules are blind to the morphological composition of uords, while morphologicn
r ules can he condi tional on features distributed hy syntactic rules).

Fortunately for component interfaces, (14) is simply erong on (actual

grounds. (here are clear instances of referral r ules for Russian Ns, and in
general these ru les have no consequences whatsoever f o r the (ores modil iers
take . Thus FEM Ns ending in palatalized consonants have an ACC for e tha t
'coincides with' the NUM (as M altzo if (i984: 35) so carefully phrases it), ou
their modifiers never theless distinguish between ACC and NDN, as in the left
column of (lb). And HASC Ns ending in g have the declensional forms of the
corresponding FEHs, including an ACC SG distinct from the NUM and GEN, out in
Klenin (1963: 9) observes) their modifiers nevertheless have syncretic
realizat io n , as in the right coluen ol (lol. It is also true that indeclinabh
Ns never theless have eodifiers with full sets of declensional forms (as in tm
middle column of (16)), rather than an invariable form, as (15) would lead us
to expect.

(lb) FEM ‘ o ld eothef' *AN HASC 'old attache' +AN HASC ‘old unclH
NON staraja mat' staryi attase st aryj diadja
ACC staru iu eat ’ starogo atta!e starogo djadju
GEN staroj materi starogo attafe starogo djadi

A var iant oi the analysis in (ll) tha t requires no extraordinary
component in terfaces can be fraeed along the l i ne s in (17). This approach
allows a descr iption of the facts in the first tuo columns ol (16) - gat: cu
have the value NDN (when its BR is SU) or the value ACC (when its GR is D0)ii
the syntax, and gggggg can have the f u l l range of CASE values in the syntax-
but it founders on the right coluen, since a D0 gjggj- must receive the valw
ACC (so tha t its morphological realization can be distinct from the NDR and
SEN) while its modifiers must receive the value BEN (because oi th eir
morphological realizations), thus contr adic ting the requirements ol Agreemen.

(17) ACE Prediction is managed by syntactic r ules distributing the vahd
NUM, ACC, and GEN l o r CASE f o r 6R:DD NPs.

a. As in (ill, except tha t soee Nm (according to their values M
GEND and AN) require the values MOH or BEN for CASE, rethu
than ACC.

b. As in ((2).
c. Morphological forms are chosen on the oasis of the values M

CASE.

5- Covent sciesaticat catssetics ll
l conclude that the correc t account oi ACC Prediction in Russian is mul

abstract than the ones in (14) and ( I 7 ) , which embody versions of the c laia
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tha t the CRS( ya 5 th _
( 18) ’ “nigh u‘e‘u‘ Teal: .o:P§2§§qyE:lget;*tConsBder instead the lPFroach in
syntactic) ieature CASE. Forms l ike !§!,°gQ ;I;di§CL :istincth:roe a (more

-~ _ If no pro ee in this sor tof analysis. B th h 5 -° ** *"5 l°dl(ier are CASEiACC and (because the N isSEND HASC‘ and °“~) DECL‘2’ Th' N !)!9J' 5010095 to a morphologicallyexceptional subclass ol Ns ehose d l '

vn iis ine A star- inns; tn a 4 1'( '""°"°l~‘°'°' "° """'° ‘°'”‘ F5"
includinq the referral of :he'AEE tonthzhgéggxlnl ‘°r.F *or I 'Ord °‘DEcL35‘
outlined in ((9), the feature AN is appealed to d:r£:ti;?t

°‘thl. approach'

((8) ACC Prediction ~ _" °°" '9°° °Y5Yhtactic ru les distributing a (purelyI h l ,-. »- f:'v:’. :':":.-1; ;::::':,:ff:.r: =i---
l °“~~~=M~-»m~».n.n;x:xrnia?°rr"- As in (12) - - *“ N-

DECL on i **¢lPt that eodifiers also share the value; gf
c. Norphologic 1 f _

DCCL.
J ° r " "' Chvien on the basis of the values of

(19) ACC Prediction is g 5 - . _manage y syntactic r ules distributing value; U(the (co e t 1
a. As in (ll;.r ca 'gory' "‘tur'AN'
b. As in ((2) ¢

an N.
i * ' ¢ I P that modifiers also share the values of on

C. Morphological f _
du.

ores
are chosen on the basis of the values of

From the th t' _
h.c.u" th' '°;* 'til Point of vien. both (I8) and (19) a re suspect,_ Y “*' ¢ I CAP and HFC to s re o threspectively - jug; gh t ‘ P I _ e covert categories DECL ang gg

n1pgm."~M;_nx:Jn1i3:2x3%nwx:““":"""~“'_ e echnical sense; it c 4 ' ; - _ » ‘i_"° inflectional
lilllf has no inllectional e3;oneht?:

th' ch°lc‘ 0' |"§l'ct'°"'l '“|'9» but

There ar °

t
e elp i rical problees as eell, resulting from the fac t tha t inhese analyses qenitive and animate accusative Ns do not constitute a nat 1*Yntactic :las 5 i

han ' n s h u.
S. :hare related to one another only in the morphology, :gaitP | o v e r ere is at le; g _ ,

(gg55,gc¢` 5END:iAsc ,ANI
' _°"¢ Place in Russian syntax ehere

(oar. PncP. iusrni. is aqai:;:"{;¢';E?.£EAsE'6E"J '"6 t"° °t”" °°"‘“‘ °“'*cases [CASEzNDHl [CASE'ACCscuoiusuri icnsc A .
nu_b.r ~°ra‘ _tuoi Eg; sczirceni: ana icnssiacc, scnoinnscf -nuii in,'¢aruinai
direct cases but eith?uqNP

°“' Govern CASEi6EN and HUHi56 within NPs in

x?‘rrJ%“‘"-Jnnthxxcituzhr:uai"%“:"r""*ft a e acts). A . ' rea men o these* * '°'"1¢» three cats' looks throu hl PL ( |qenitive) in th ACC ' A Y e 1
a' in (20). Butlto ‘gizhiég

‘three tables’ has a clear ly SB'head in :h:.ACC:,cardinal nueoer eords. :en:eg.:;rt::§ttthn about CASE 'nd Nu" 9°v'rn.°nt“‘th
4| 4°,.,n9 ‘ c , . “ _th In _esyncretic ACCe that lo o t l i ke GEN
¢,|,9n,.nt o, ,..tu::' “'.: §;“:|g§N;; 7h;ch

is not Possible sith the
'

(20) NDN t ' _
ACC t£k.:°£gtov . t" r . ' c°¢" ‘V3 lfbla 'three t ables'
GE" i f f A kotov ‘rt 't°l°

if dp stolov
cl¢if|Y le need to have it both e*YI In some ea s HASC SB ACdistinct f r o EEN - ' Y Cs

5E“‘ ( d t
° _' ‘"4 “0”*i but in other nays the 'AN ones are the sa:;'asIn he AN ones the same as NUM lcross-cuting assiqnments of fo r t

I ' I
pf°p°" to t"‘t t""'°' ° °""" '" *hs lyntar as exactly Farallel

i

»

"=1ru1.eue
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- i segeents to classes in p thu’to ¢fg;s~cutting assiqneents 0 ' t r. CASE into sets of features,

.iii decoepose the values of the ea u
, . ~ ASE .

splitting RCC i nto several eubC I
' in (18). ¢ tages of the analylli

As I ‘orlal - c y l ' ‘hit Zaesahzttghvolvznspreading a covert categoryzgyi““"° th' "°$°'°gest’ 3:aiiiiniiiin to ni aiu. liiriv fi lv lv ‘**t;2 " _ _

P'Vlit‘ t“' d"°=t ° lq l~“ .d in ¢2ll, and the r oles 9laYed bY
beloul. The Pf°P°“\ “ °“$ t iq; in (22l| note that (22c> says
features X and Y, are sPecilied PYth' '“

b t not ldenticii go, the value Ot

init in¢'viiu¢ no i ii ciaszav "¥:;°:,:°§,,:hniigi¢ii ueiiuiii in ezici,
*"~ Th' '“1" ‘Q (22)‘ tag' 'r nt b t RCC Prediction list ed earlier in

correctly describe a l l of the #lc I I °U

(ll). - ' lues_ , , ¢' les detereining the va
RCC P ediction is e\"i9¢¢ PY‘V"t'° ‘C fu

(211 Y ggi] rdi09 \° th' N"
oi X and Y ln CASE anNICRSEQQ? accu

values of SEND and 1 see -RDD]
V (“Cc)l `h.r. i r .

a. The default value
ofcEASExiorY?P[EAéc‘ _;: *Y}’ and

three lubCh5Es, (9 i i ‘
(a c c , ~ l. ~Yl-

b. Rs in (l2l.
t i r , (gr the Girst oi these_n rnh°l°oi¢¢iiy in. u¢fau1_* ~ i acc sara;c oiuncnsca to ii raiiiieu via the distinct y » `h th rd by r e fer r a

the second by referral to 6ENi *"4 t ° ‘
t0 NUI.

(22) ; lf N is NUHISG, GENDilEUT, CRSEi(RDC)i
'

than in is caseic-x. -Y1-
C

i. if N ii uunise, aennircnylcnsizint
1.

g

then it is CAS§:(+li ' °
b c“sE,¢-y gy),

C. The default is fo r IRI, CASEIIRCC) N 1° 5 ‘

rpgg, -Y); a l l others are obliQU*-
(25) The direct CASEs are NON In d

A

> h an isportant
The decoeposition oi CnSEs i nto ieatur es. ahicg Pl;¥fu:“g‘itl°" il til!". ‘

K. Suc a ec P
r°1' in 'Y ‘“.`y`1.' " an ch.‘?nt:::c1str̀ lt i i i l b elievei the lPProPriate
(or in e IIYQU ““'h" °*°\q'rg;esian the propositions alluded to in (9bl

6
°'°h°"i"‘°r 'tattnq th't andin on th eir leaning; sY“¢l°f¥¢‘11V' acc ‘n

l°V°'“'it“" “cc °' PREP'
:P111 1%+5PA¥l, eo that the ru le in question

PREP °h°uld *hir* ¥ "‘tur.thcss repositions are +SPaTi the obiects oi other

¢tivu\°*"*”‘*_°”"°“°f cnscfclseni incci or cnsc=c+srii, -ncci or
»9~L

P"V°'iti°"° hgxnq 'P°ci*l'd i decomposition of CASE is also anaPPf°Pf\\
°th.r CASE ¢ntlr.lY-thPr;;;;:hot̀ Russian into a direct and an oblique subseh
eethod ior dividing I - u¢,t3°n_
¢DBL beinq the deiault value of the feature in Q

,
» h t al way to describe thi

F t re decoeP0sltion oi CASE is allv 1 * “° 9' UC in'° “ - 1 a es to r instance( Pan’ '"°_L
"'9l“°l "2‘=°t'1̀ §i§?sE:iT‘izguyinigggiianf Russian ran; i:°: ::::;:; ::=c“
?“::;‘ns:d with pa r ti t i v e leaning, and it is(;v:;i:gle\3%:̀ zs‘,' Ru`.i." Lu:

nzunsi otherwise SEN is used for par§i§i::;n‘l*..:ninq' and it is evailabled-
i t of iores used ui N ° ‘ t osi tione y an

;;i¢:;:c;:rt:in HQSC nouns seryingtas oTiei;:lz;°§?.|9;iip;;cl. English IGEI
~ '

d (or oca iona _ d °¢,,,|,y¢
Q5; otheruise PREP is use

.1 “ith gfgdicate possessives an _P _I i`
is a special set of #ores us

g & _,Dig’ 5 Q99; 9! 919,), and I

°°i'°"0' the P"p°'\`l°ng£alI%§;ngi§;;lothereise BEN is used for
h rn‘V°̀ l‘b\'Dnlylior :h‘s5:h'instance, ee can saY t“°t Eh' '@;9‘"°LnEtiEr‘
a

possessives. _n ea g b t diiiers ron 1 D"

one (eature uith its default counterpif U

.
_ 3 ? _

feature: CRSE:PRRl I CA5E:(¢GEN, OPQRT), Ch5E:6EN I ChSE:(t6EN, ~PRRT), for
instance. (hen if rules for the default CASE a re stated in te r s e oi the
shared leature they will cover the earginal CASE as we l l , unless there is a
stipulation specifically to the contrary.

#- Eeeelutine ceeicii

To sue upi Ry proposal tr e a ts what a re soeetiees, rather autuardly,
called the 'anieate accueative' and ‘inaniaate accusative' oi Russian,
Slovenian, and other Slavic languages (as opposed to the plain ‘accusative‘
exhibited by F£H SG Ms) as subCdS£s oi ACC, a sove with par al le ls elseehere in
Russian and in eany other languages. The analysis outlined in (21)-(23) then
describes the iacts oi Russian lithout violating strong universal hypotheses
about the interfacing oi graseatical coeponents and about the r ol e oi covert
graeeatical categories in syntactic rules.

Une lesson to be drawn lroe this discussion is that ee oust insist as
auch as possible on having precise stateeents of graeeatical r u l e s , located
eithin an explicit fraeeuork of assueptions. Truly iorsidable analytic
problees, as se l l as central issues ol theory, say lie concealed within
inforeal e ta te s e nts like the Slovenian RCC Prediction r u l e in (ll or its lore

detailed Russian c nt ` ' ' 'ou erpart in (I3). And traditional scholarship say give
little hint ol these coeplexitiesi ‘lt is a curious tac t tha t questions of
graeaatical aqreeeent uhich ofte n ba ffl e the non-native speaker tend to be
treated in an oifhand eanner in Russian grasears and have not a ttr a c te d such
scholarly attention to date.' (Crockett 1976: ll

Another lesson is that it is easy to underestieate the e xte nt o(

graaeaticization in particular languages, and indeed in Lan ua e The 4' t
V

9 g . i r s

analyses
l considered lo r Russian uere a ttr ac tive largely because they. . , ,e o led the principle that the CASE you see is the EASE you get, a principle

that directly reflects the centr a l sound-eeaning iunction oi systess of
iqreeeent, according to ehich phonological identity signals graaeatical
relationship. lt eight be tha t systeos of agreeeent arise, b o th
diachronicall d

' ' '

y an ontogenetically, to s e rv e this function directly. But it
seees that they becoee graeeaticized, indeed syntactiiied, sith lightning
speed. Despite occasional appearances to the contr a r y , agreeeent systeas do

sat sees to involve phonological or aorphological copying but instead a re
universally matte r s of syntactic fea tur e sharing - a position that is in fa c t
iss e d 'th

’ 'u e ni out argueent in the thoughtiul crosslinguistic survey at agreeeent
phenoaena by Horavceik (1978).

The evidence tr ue Slavic suggests that fairly coeplex systees of
Vaeeatical agreeeent can oe remarkably stable, once established through the
s`d - lr

'

i e e ects of phonological change, through language contact. or uhatever. I
IMI not speculate on the historical origins ol ACC Prediction in Slavic, a
topic with a rich literature ol its oen. Nhat is iaportant here is that the
wtcoee of these events is a synchronic systee that eight be to eoae degree
suted out (like the other coeplex egreeeent systees discussed by P ulluo
H 9 8 4 3 ) is nevertheless iully consistent sith the requireoents of universal
ra e h h.g e ar -n ic is to say that the systee provides an excellent place in which

l _ ,

oenplore the consequences o( particular theoretical hypotheses, such as
Moss concerning coeponent interiaces, cover t graeaatical categories, and the
Internal str uctur e of syntactic (eatures like CASE.
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