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466 - Final Essay

Length: 4500 words;



Deadline: 4pm, April 24th, 2006
Delivery:  
-TWO copies to the Italian Departmental Office. 

-Do NOT send me your essay by email.

-Delivery by recorded post accepted, in which case send it by the deadline to:

 Vieri Samek-Lodovici, Italian, UCL, Gower St., WC1E6BT, London, UK. 

 
 KEEP A COPY OF YOUR WORK IN CASE THE POST LOSES IT.

Goals: show that you master the concepts and technical aspects of Optimality Theory (OT), i.e. that:

(i) You understand the OT-perspective on language grammar and on crosslinguistic variation;

(ii) You are able to interpret OT-tableaux and understand their relation to grammaticality and cross-linguistic typologies;

(iii) You are able to work with OT-tableaux and understand how new ranking relations among a set of constraints, or new ranking relations involving a new constraint affect the analysis of a specific linguistic pattern.

(iv) You are able to provide your own tableaux and argumentation where necessary to prove a specific point of your essay. 

Guidance: 
You are welcome to come and speak to me about your project at any stage. Since I might be

be unavailable in April, I strongly encourage you to speak to me during the remaining part of the   

term.

Possible Topics: Some interesting topics. You may also propose a topic of your own.

 [1] COMPARISON AND INTEGRATION OF EXISTING ANALYSES. The analyses that we have seen in class do not use the same set of constraints, whereas Optimality Theory maintains that all constraints are universal. We may therefore study to what degree different analyses are compatible with one another, as in the two examples below.

· Hidden Assumptions in A&N’s analysis
Which of A&N’s assumptions are crucial for their analysis of multiple-wh interrogatives (and hence very much part of the analysis) and which are not? 
(i) Ackema and Neeleman’s paper proposes a definition of STAY based on the notion of ‘shortest step’ (or ‘minimal link’), whereas in all the other analyses STAY is not sensitive to the distance covered by a movement operation. Let us call A&N’s constraint SS (for ‘Shortest Step’) leaving the name STAY for the definition sensitive to the number of movement operations alone. Your essay could consider whether both constraints are actually needed or whether one can be replaced with the other. In particular, you may want to know whether:

(a) Is SS crucial to A&N’s analysis of wh-movement, or is the analysis equally successful with STAY. If it is not necessary, show that SS can be replaced by STAY without losing any of the results of A&N’s analysis.  If instead SS is necessary, where exactly in their tableaux does it play a role and why?
(b) Consider the reverse side of the problem: can STAY be replaced with SS in any of the analyses that use it? Is there an analysis where using STAY rather than SS is actually necessary?

(c) If both constraints are necessary, are there cases in any of the analyses seen so far where the two constraints interact with each others (possibly giving rise to new optimal structures, hence modifying the overall crosslinguistic typology predicted by the original analysis)? 
(ii) A&N’s do not use the IP projection. The auxiliaries are generated in Vº. Is this aspect crucial for their analysis? If we kept IP and assumed that auxiliaries are generated in Iº, would anything go wrong in the analysis of any of examined languages? Could a discrepancy arise between interrogatives using simple tenses (expressing tense on the verb and lacking an auxiliary) and those using compound tenses (involving an auxiliary) for some of the examined languages? 
(iii) A&N’s analysis counts the repeated VP-nodes created by VP-adjunction in Czech as a single VP node determining a single violation of SS. The same is not true when assessing Q-scope, which is assumed to be satisfied even when a VP-adjoined wh-operator c‑commands the lowest VP-node. How crucial are these different ways to consider VP-segments. Would the analysis still work if we counted each VP-segment as a separate node in SS, or vice versa if the notion ‘VP’ always referred to the entire series of VP-segments, and hence Q-scope required wh-operators to c-command all three VP-segments? 

· Decomposing STAY
In our final classes, we will consider Jane Grimshaw’s decomposition of STAY into simpler structural constraints that derive the effects of STAY without referring to movement. The proposal is developed from a theoretical point of view. You could check whether STAY in the analyses that use this constraint can actually be replaced by Grimshaw’s constraints. In particular, You could take a specific analysis that uses STAY and examine:

(a) what rankings involving the new constraints preserve the results of the original analysis;

(b) whether specific rankings involving the new constraints determine new optimal structures that were not part of the crosslinguistic typology determined by the original analysis.

[2] EXTENSION and/or MODIFICATION OF EXISTING ANALYSES. Did you conceive an interesting alternative definition for one or more constraints of any of the examined analyses that you believe determines the same empirical results? You may explore your intuition further and work out its details. You should carefully and precisely define your new constraint(s), then determine which data of the original analysis they cover and which they do not. You may also consider whether they make cause additional structures that were not optimal in the original analysis to become optimal, and what advantages/disadvantages your proposal brings about.

A potential application concerns the analysis of agreement. In the analysis examined in this course, we had a single constraint NO-FEATS militating against any agreement features, whereas we indexed the constraints AGRf and EXT-AGRf  to each specific agreement feature. Is it possible to take the opposite perspective and index NO‑FEATS to specific features, giving rise to the set of constraints NO-GENDER, NO-NUMBER, and NO-PERSON (or more generally, NOf, where ‘f’ is the feature of choice)? What advantages could follow for the definition of AGR and EXT-AGR? Would the original analysis remain viable, and if so, what rankings of the new constraints would be now needed?

[3] A NEW OT-ANALYSIS. You might have observed a linguistic paradigm that you wish to analyze in optimality terms. This is a more difficult exercise, because you need to build your own analysis, but you are very much welcome to undertake it. If you do, make sure that you: 

(i) Provide the paradigm at issue and describe the empirical aspects in it that you wish to analyze;

(ii) Provide a precise definition for all the constraints that you use (you can of course also use constraints from any of the analyses studied in class, or published elsewhere);

(iii) Carefully work out their OT-interaction;

(iv) Ensure that your OT-analysis determines a significant portion of the paradigm at issue;

(v) Point out any apparent problematic prediction of your analysis (most likely to occur under constraint reranking), and possibly explain why no simple alternative definition of your constraints is sufficient to account for it.
(vi) Determine what crosslinguistic typology your analysis predicts (but you need not show that the predicted typology corresponds to an actual one, as this task is too time consuming).  

· REFERENCES

If you want to consider OT analyses for syntactic phenomena that we haven’t covered in class, the following two books contain some. You may also find additional OT-syntax analyses with convenient short abstracts by examining the syntax papers downloadable at http://roa.rutgers.edu. Most listed papers are for phonology; to find syntax analyses replace ‘author’ with ‘area’ as the searching field of relevance, and then search by typing ‘syntax’ in the search input space.
Geraldine Legendre, Jane Grimshaw, Sten Vikner (eds.), Optimality-Theoretic Syntax. Cambridge: MIT Press.

J. Beckman, L. Walsh Dickey, S. Urbanczyk (eds.), University of Massachusetts Occasional Papers 18:589-606. Amherst: UMASS.
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