8 - Opposite Constraints and Parametrization

1. Constraint conflicts vs Parameters

(1) Common belief: language specific parameter equivalent to language specific ranking of conflicting constraints. Incorrect but tempting reasoning goes like this:

We observe pattern A in L1 and pattern B in L2.
 Create constraints A and B. 

Then L1 follows when A>>B and L2 when B>>A.

(2) Reasoning is wrong! It fails to consider the interactions that A and B may have with other constraints. These can determine a richer typology than the one supplied by parameters. We already saw the case of partial focus patterns available in English and French. A further particularly interesting counter-case: availability of mixed patterns, where the same language allows for structures satisfying pairs of opposite constraints, which is impossible under a parametric perspective. 

2. Mixed Pattern in Structural Focus.
(3) Conditions on structural focusing:

- AFRight:
Italian (Calabrese 1982, 1992; Cinque 1993; Samek-Lodovici, 1994, 1996); Catalan (Bonet, 1990); Spanish (Zubizarreta, 1999); Optionally in French and English internal arguments only (Zubizarreta 1999, Rochemont & Culicover 1990; Rochemont 1986).

  - AFLeft:
Podoko, Western-Bade (Tuller, 1992); 

Hungarian (Kiss, 1981, 1987, 1990;  Horvath, 1986; Brody, 1990);

Basque (Ortiz de Urbina, 1989).

(4) Optimality: Two constraints, Align-Focus-Left (AFL) and Align-Focus-Right (AFR).

Complementary-distribution between leftward and rightward focus becomes possible when an additional constraint C conflicts with the top ranked focus constraint under some input B but not under some other input A, A(B. Under input B the lower focus constraint determines which structure is optimal. 
Mixed focus pattern: 
C >> AFL >> AFR
	Input A
	C
	AFL
	AFR

	( Leftward focus
	
	
	*

	

Rightward focus
	
	*!
	

	

No structural focus
	
	*!
	*


Mixed focus pattern: 
C >> AFL >> AFR   


HERE LOWER AFR PLAYS CRUCIAL ROLE

	Input B
	C
	AFL
	AFR

	

Leftward focus
	*!
	
	*

	(
Rightward focus
	
	*
	

	

No structural focus
	
	*
	*!


(5) Parametric theory: no partial focus pattern, no mixed focus pattern (i.e., coexistence of leftward and rightward focus within the same language).

	PARAMETERS
	+ LEFT
	- LEFT

	+RIGHT
	Mixed Pattern - Impossible
	Rightward Focus L’s

	- RIGHT
	Leftward Focus L’s
	L’s with no structural focus


(6) The complementary distribution predicted possible under OT given the appropriate constraints and interaction cannot be derived under a parametric approach without making the definitions of the original parametric values more complex. 

Even if positive parametric values for AFR and AFL co-existed in the same languages –letting structures choose which parameter to satisfy and which to violate– they would predict an unattested free distribution of the two focus types, with optional leftward or optional rightward focus, whereas the optimality analysis predicts a complementary distribution between the two. 

(7) Theoretical result: even when using identical conditions -here prescription of leftward vs rightward focusing- the crosslinguistic typologies predicted by constraint interaction and reranking is substantially different from that produced by parametric interaction. It follows that OT is NOT a notational variant of parametric modeling.

3. Kanakuru

The Chadic language of Kanakuru offers a case of mixed focusing pattern of the kind predicted above (grammar by Newman 1974, main analysis by Tuller 1992; ‘ɓ’ is a glottalized labial stop). 

(8) Clause-wide focus: <S V O IO> order. 


Ambo-i
wù joɓe landa-i.
























(Newman, ex. (10a) p.18)




boys-the perfect.3pl wash clothes-the.




‘The boys washed the clothes’.

Verb assumed in Iº. Particle wù is a pronominal tense marker, encoding perfect tense and agreeing with the 3rd person plural subject.

3.1 Leftward focus in Kanakuru

(9) Focused subject: the tense marker is suppressed. 

Focused subject follows the verb and the object. 

(In contrast, focused objects and indirect objects show no word-order effects.) 

 
Joɓe landa-i ambo-i.




























(Newman, ex. (10) p.18)


wash clothes-the boys-the.


‘the boys washed the clothes’.

(10) Analysis for 9 above and all similar cases (based on Tuller; 1992).

· Focus occurs in postverbal specVP position.

· Object is Iº‑incorporated, as schematized below, in order to get case under case-adjacency.
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(11) Evidence for object-incorporation and leftward focusing:

(i) Subject cannot be rightward focused because it necessarily precedes an indirect object, while if rightward focused it should follow it. (‘ɗ’ is a glottalized alveolar stop.)
 
 a.
Dame [bi ɗeno-i] lowo-i [la gaw-i].

















(Newman, ex. (24), p.64)





swept  outside shells-thei  boy-the ti from-in room-the.





‘the boy swept the peanut shells from the room’.


  


b.
Are lowo-i jewe-i [la lushu].





















(Newman, ex. (11), p.64)





bury boy-thei slave-the ti in bush.




‘the slave buried the boy in the bush’.

(ii) Focused subjects precede particle ane, which is a verb-related particle similar to English up. 

According to Newman (1974:77‑79), ane always follows an object and always precedes a time or locative modifier. It should thus analyzed as VP-adjoined. Particle ane thus delimits the right edge of the lowest VP node. It follows that a subject preceding ane cannot be rightward adjoined to VP.

 
a.
At [ɗeno-i] shire ane.


























(Newman, ex. (11), p.78)




ate peanuts-thei she ti uptot-feat.



 




‘she ate up the peanuts’.

(iii) Object with relative clauses strand the relative clause in the object position, between the focused subject and ane.

· The relative clause is a phrasal projection and therefore it cannot incorporate into Iº as the nominal head of the object does. The relative clause also precedes ane, and thus it marks the original position of the object.
· The focused subject precedes the relative clause, and is thus in its base-generated specVP position.



a.
Ade [shiruwo-i] ŋgadla-i [mǝ shée wura] ane.










(Newman, ex. (16), p.79)





ate fish-thei cat-the [DP ti [RM she fried]] uptot-feat.





‘the cat ate the fish that she fried’.

(12) Syntactic structure for all above examples: 
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(13) Leftward focus analysis also accounts for the lack of word-order effects with respect to focused objects and indirect objects within the available data:

· An object focused in leftward VP‑adjoined position follows the unfocused subject in specIP and the verb in Iº, and precedes in‑situ indirect objects, matching the word-order of unfocused objects in focus neutral contexts. 

· A focused indirect object in leftward VP‑adjoined position follows the unfocused subject in specIP, the verb, and the incorporated unfocused object in Iº, matching the word-order of unfocused indirect objects in focus-neutral contexts. 

· The only predicted word-order effect concerns stranded object-related relative clauses, which should be preceded by focused indirect objects. Unfortunately none of the available data covers this case. 

(14) Summary: when object incorporation is possible, structural focus occurs in leftward position.
3.2 Rightward focus in Kanakuru

When noun incorporation is blocked, case-adjacency between the case-assigning verb and the object forces focus to occur rightward, in right VP-adjoined position. 

(15) Consider objects involving reduced relative clause consisting of just a relative clause marker (RM) introducing an adjective phrase. In these cases, a focus subject follows the entire object.

Analysis: 

· relative clause is a phrasal projection and cannot incorporate. 

· object cannot incorporate either because adjective-clause cannot be stranded behind.

· The following focused subject must be focused rightwards. 

 
Nai [gwa m ɗwal-i] nani.
























(Newman, ex. (20a), p.64)


drank water RM cold-the I.




‘I drank cold water’.

Structure is fully productive, and constitutes the standard way to express postnominal attributive adjectives. Several examples can be found in Newman (1974:98). 

(16) Rightward structural focus in absence of object incorporation.
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(17) Above analysis confirmed by marginal occurrence of alternative structure where object incorporates and subject precedes reduced relative clause as expected.

 
a.
nai [gwa m ɗwal-i] nani.



















(Newman, ex. (20a), p.64)



drank water RM cold-the I.


‘I drank cold water’.


b.
nai [gwa-i] nani [mǝ ɗwal].

















(Newman , ex. (20b), p.64) 

 

drank water-thei I ti RM cold.



‘I drank cold water’.

(18) Alternation between stranded full relative clause in (11.iii) above and normally unstranded adjectival relative clause in (15) is not unusual. A comparable alternation is present in English, where full relative clauses can be extraposed and stranded by a raising DP, whereas APs cannot.



a. Full relative clauses allow for extraposition and stranding (Doherty 1993):







-Rel-clause extraposition: 

 






I gave a dog to Mary [that I bought in Milan]







-Rel-clause stranding by NP-raising: 

A mani arrived  [dp  ti  [that I met in Milan]]





b. APs disallow for both extraposition and stranding:







-AP extraposition: 








*I gave a dog to Mary [unusually cute]







-AP stranding by NP-raising: 

*A mani arrived  [dp  ti [unusually tall]

(19) Correlation between rightward focus and lack of incorporation also supported by examples below. 

(a) object containing pre-nominal adjective heading its own phrasal projection. Object head mǝna ‘house’ follows, and therefore cannot have incorporated. Focused subject follows to the right.


ɗǝk [pǝ mǝna-i] amna-i.
























(Newman, ex. (27), p.65)


built  new  house-the chief-the.

‘the chief built the new house’.

(b) object is a proper name, which are standardly analyzed as maximal projections, hence cannot incorporate. Focused subject follows to the right.

 
àl [Báshà] mòlki.





























 (Newman , ex. (8), p.16)


saw Basha (his)-brother.


     


‘his brother saw Basha’.

(20) Empirical generalization – mixed focus pattern:
- When object incorporates,
subjects are focused leftward.

- When object remain in their base generated position, subjects are focused rightward

4. The OT-analysis

The mixed pattern is straightforwardly derived in terms of the interaction of AFleft and Afright  with other universal constraints of grammar..

(21) Constraints:
AFleft, Afright, Subject, Stay: as for previous handout.

CaseAdj (C.A.): case-assigners and case-assignees must be adjacent.

 Chomsky (1981), Stowell (1981), Rizzi (1991), Neeleman (1997).



Assumptions:

(i) Traces do not count as adjacency blockers.

(ii) Incorporated object does not constitute adjacency blocker relative to specVP subject, because Iº remains adjacent to it.

(22) Case assumed to be assigned from the final position taken by the case-assigner and to the highest A‑position taken by the case-assignee (Burzio 1994, Samek-Lodovici 1996). 

Consequences: 

(iii) A verb in Iº assigns case from Iº, not from its trace. 

(iv) When a focused subject intervenes between Iº and the object, CaseAdj is violated unless the object incorporates into Iº. 

(v) A focused subject right-adjoined to VP gets case through its specVP trace, which is the highest A-position within its chain (Samek-Lodovici, 1996:102).

(23) Kanakuru: CaseAdj >> AFL >> AFR >> SUBJECT >> STAY

When object can incorporate: 
CaseAdj satisfied, and focus leftwards.

When object cannot incorporate: 
Satisfaction of CaseAdj forces AFL failure, letting effects of 





lower ranked AFR emerge.
4.1. Competing Candidates
(24) Candidate-set: (i) Position of focused subject Sf, (ii) ± Hº-incorporation. 

	1



V             
[vp  Sf
tv
DP ]

	2              

Sf
V            
[vp ts  
tv
DP ]

	3  



V
[vp
Sf
[vp
ts
      tv
DP ]]

	4            


V
[vp

[vp
ts 
tv 
DP ]

 Sf]

	5 
V
[ip
Sf
tv


[vp
ts 
tv
DP ]]

	6



V+Hi


[vp
Sf 
tv
[DP  ti CP]]

	7 


Sf
V+Hi 


[vp
 ts
tv
[DP  ti  CP]]

	8 



V+Hi [vp
Sf
[vp
ts

tv
[DP  ti CP]]]

	9  



V+Hi [vp

[vp
ts 
tv
[DP ti  CP]]
  Sf]

	10 
V+Hi [ip
Sf 
   tv


[vp
ts 
tv
[DP  ti  CP]]]


(25) Competing candidates for each input:  crossed-out candidates are h-bounded, hence never optimal.

(Candidate order rearranged to show h-bounding relations)

	
	C.Adj
	AFL
	AFR
	Subj
	Stay

	1



V             
[vp  Sf
tv
DP ]
	*
	
	*
	*
	*

	6



V+Hi


[vp
Sf 
tv
[DP  ti CP]]
	
	
	*
	*
	* *

	8 x



V+Hi [vp
Sf
[vp
ts

tv
[DP  ti CP]]]
	
	
	*
	*
	* * *

	3 x 



V
[vp
Sf
[vp
ts
      tv
DP ]]
	*
	
	*
	*
	* *

	2              

Sf
V            
[vp ts  
tv
DP ]
	
	*
	*
	
	* *

	7 x


Sf
V+Hi 


[vp
 ts
tv
[DP  ti  CP]]
	
	*
	*
	
	* * *

	10 x
V+Hi [ip
Sf 
   tv


[vp
ts 
tv
[DP  ti  CP]]]
	
	*
	*
	
	* * * *

	5 x
V
[ip
Sf
tv


[vp
ts 
tv
DP ]]
	*
	*
	*
	
	* * *

	4            


V
[vp

[vp
ts 
tv 
DP ]

 Sf]
	
	*
	
	*
	* *

	9 x 



V+Hi [vp

[vp
ts 
tv
[DP ti  CP]]
  Sf]
	
	*
	
	*
	* * *


(
	Competing when object head incorporation POSSIBLE
	C.Adj
	AFL
	AFR
	Subj
	Stay

	1



V             
[vp  Sf
tv
DP ]
	*
	
	*
	*
	*

	2              

Sf
V            
[vp ts  
tv
DP ]
	
	*
	*
	
	* *

	4            


V
[vp

[vp
ts 
tv 
DP ]

 Sf]
	
	*
	
	*
	* *

	6



V+Hi


[vp
Sf 
tv
[DP  ti CP]]
	
	
	*
	*
	* *


	Competing when Object head incorporation IMPOSSIBLE
	C.Adj
	AFL
	AFR
	Subj
	Stay

	1



V             
[vp  Sf
tv
DP ]
	*
	
	*
	*
	*

	2              

Sf
V            
[vp ts  
tv
DP ]
	
	*
	*
	
	* *

	4            


V
[vp

[vp
ts 
tv 
DP ]

 Sf]
	
	*
	
	*
	* *


4.2. Leftward vs. Rightward Focus in Kanakuru
(25) Full ranking for Kanakuru: 


CaseAdj >> AFleft >> AFright >> Subject >> Stay

(26) Object incorporation allowed: leftward focus and stranding of object relative clause.

	Object incorporation allowed.
	C.A.
	AFL
	AFR
	Subj
	Stay

	a.( V+Hi 





[vp
 
Sf

tv 
  [DP  ti CP] 
]
	
	
	*
	*
	**

	b.


 V







[vp

Sf

tv     


DP


]
	*!
	
	*
	*
	*

	c. 


 V


[vp



[vp

ts

tv     


DP 


]
Sf ]
	
	*!
	
	*
	**

	d.
Sf
 V               

[vp

ts  

tv   


DP 


]
	
	*!
	*
	
	**


(25) Object incorporation disallowed: rightward focus.

	Object incorporation disallowed.
	C.A.
	AFL
	AFR
	Subj
	Stay

	a.          


V            

[vp
Sf

tv 
DP ]
	*!
	
	*
	*
	*

	b.  (   

  V

[vp    

[vp
ts 

tv  
DP ]  Sf ]
	
	*
	
	*
	**

	c.    

Sf

V           


[vp
ts

tv  
DP ]
	
	*
	*!
	
	**


NB: if AFright were not part of the grammar of Kanakuru the optimal candidate in (b) would lose to (c). 

The presence of AFleft in the grammar of Kanakuru, and its higher rank with respect to Subject, is thus essential for determining the focus pattern of this language, even if it occurs lower ranked than AFL.  

(26) No word order effects for focused objects (assuming traces count for focus alignment).

	T3. Focused objects yield no word-order effects.
	C.A.
	AFL
	AFR
	Subj
	Stay

	a. (
S

V

[vp
Of

[vp
ts
tv
tobj
IO ]]
	
	
	*
	
	***

	b.  


S

V

[vp



[vp
ts
tv
tobj
IO ]   Of ]
	
	*!
	
	
	***

	c.    



V

[vp
Of

[vp
S

tv
tobj
IO ]]
	*!*
	
	*
	*
	**

	d.    

S

V






[vp
 ts
tv
Of

IO ]]
	
	*!
	*
	
	**


5. Conclusions

· A grammar with ranked opposite OT-constraints is NOT equivalent to one with opposite parametric values: interaction with other constraints may determine additional patterns showing a complementary distribution between structures that satisfy each the opposite constraints.

· Lower ranked status is not synonymous of ‘inactive’: conflicts between higher constraints can provide lower constraints with a window of opportunity for asserting their conditions. 
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