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In th i s  thesis I argue against the view that there is a separate 
w~rd-formtian m p m t  of the g r m r ,  a component which has usually been 
termxi the in the recent morphological l i terature.  I argue 
rather that the lexicon is what has been called the permanent lexiccn, 
namely the dam structure m m i n i n g  the informatian about stems and 
affixes ana idiosyncratic compositicns of the language, and tht word 
formation is actually s p l i t  between the syntax and tk phanology In dlat it 
is principles of syntax which deermine t h e  syntactic well-formedness of 
words, and principles of phonology which determine phcnological 
we l l - fo rmess .  

In the f i r s t  chapter I argue iAmt morphological Bracketing Paradoxes, 
including phmological cli t icization provide crucial evidence tbt words 
must have a t  least  two levels of representation, in particular a syntactic 
one and a phmological me. I show that a simple b p p i n g  Principle governs 
the relationship becwe~ the two levels of representation. Subsequently, in 
Chap-rs 2 and 3 I show that the syntactic well-formedness and behavior of 
a word, l ike that  of a phrase, can be determined by syntactic principles 
including, but not l i m i u d  to, X-kar Theory, 'Iheta-Theory, Blnding Theory, 
Case Theory and 'h Projection Principle. 

In Chapter 4 it is argued tkit lexical phcnology Is not i n  principle 
dis t inct  f i a u  w h t  h a  come to be termed post-lexical phmology, in that 
principle8 such a s  Cyclicity and Bracketing Erasure, which have generally 
been argued to  be hllmerrks of lexical phmology are either not needed or 
not  unique to lexical phonology. I argue tm that  the theory of Lexical 
Phonology m o t  be taken to be a tbeory of word farmetion, but a t  most is 
a theory of phmological we l l - fo rmess .  I propose an alternative b 
Lexical Phmology based upcm Uze dist inct im between phmological words and 
sms 

Finally, in the fifth chapter I surmuarize t h  psychological evidence 
pertaining to word-formtian. 1 argue t b t  the approach to morphology 



taken here is a t  least a s  canpatible with suck evidence as otLInr theories 
of word-formtian, such as Lexical Phonology. I also discusr  ;om residual 
canceptual issues raised by the approach taken i n  iAis thesi:.. 

Thesis Supervisor: Kenneth Lmke Hale 

Title: Fer ra r i  P. Ward Professor of Linguis t ics  



I should be very surprised indeed if I turned out to oe the only p e r m  
who found the Acknowledgments section of the i r  thesis to be m e  of the most 
d i f f i c u l t  parts to write: the grea tes t  problem, needless to say, is t tm t  
there is a l m y s  the chance that someme's name is going b end up b e i ~ g  
omitted from the list, someme, perhaps, who in a seemingly ins ig r~ i f i can t  
way c m t r i b u M  great ly  tx the amelioration of be- a graduate student in 
general, or t o  the production of the t h e s i s  i n  par t icular ,  the l a t t e r  being 
in many ways the culminatlm of the former. S t i l l ,  no guta no glory: I 
t r u s t  it is not  too c l i c k d  t o  express the hope that nobody got  lef t  out  
who should be k r e .  

I wish first  to acknowledge the people who h v e  aided me most in the 
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on everything. h r t l c u l a r l y  useful has k e n  h i s  unequaled knowledge of 
languages; he often comnented an t k  implications of my ideas for 
constructions i n  languages I had never even thought of looking a t ,  and the 
f a c t  that he h s  never produced any strmg counterevidence from t h i s  s tore 
of knowledge h s  given me some amount of m f i d e n c e  'that my ideas must have 
somewhat cn the r i g h t  track. Ky other camittee members, Noam Chomsky, Jim 
Higinbatham and Daxa Steriade have a l s o  made a substant ial  cmtribu+,ion. 
N o a m  pointed out a number of flaws In my thinking which h d  not  occurred tc 
me. Jim's help with the seccnd and th i rd  chapters,  especial ly in regard to 
the semantics was invaluable. Dcnca, mdoubtedly the f innickies t  member of 
my camittee put more red m k s  a? the f i rs t  d r a f t  of this thesis than the 
rest of the cornnittee combined: her careful  a t tent ion  to d e t a i l  and her 
constant denrands for  c l a r i f i ca t i a?  of my ideas often W e  me rea l i ze  how 
much I had been taking fo r  granted and how l i t t le  I sometimes unders tcd .  

Anumber of o i b r  people have given me ideas and encouragemt  i n  the 
preparatfcn of t h i s  thesis. Morris Ha1112 read the &p@r cn lexical 
Phmology and we spent a couple of p l e a l m t  afternoms diecusslng, often 
w i t h  great energy m Morris1 part, tLre various implications of what I 
wanted say. Tan h p e r  gave me Interest ing compents on the secund 
chapter. Alec M a n t z  read and m ~ t e d  a? =the f i r s t  chap-r ; Alec was, 
i n  f a c t ,  one of the two people who f i r s t  made me rea l ize  wkt it was I 
wanted to do for my thesis, since k ( r i g h t l y  I t h h k )  suggested that the 
problem of Bracketing hradoxes  was a t  the heart of an mderstandlng of 
morphology. The other of the two mentors is David Pesetsky; although I 
lambast his approach to Bracketing Paradoxes fn the first chapter,  i t  is to  



h v i d  that I owe the realization that there might, after a l l ,  be nothing in 
the idea of a separate word-r'ormatim m p m e n t .  

Turning now to the more general issue of graduaix educatim, a number of 
people, some of whm have already k n  mentioned, gave a great deal to my 
educatimai experience a t  MIT. I t  was Noam who, i n  h i s  lectures, and in my 
meetings with h i m ,  made me realize what it was about science that was 
fascinating; my understanding of science in general and linguistics i n  
particular, meager though it may b e ,  would be substantially more meager had 
it not been for Noam's insight. Morris Ml le  never l e t  anyone get away 
with mything. his s e m d  semester phmology course was for IIE me of the 
more painful experienoes of my tenure here. However, when my work did 
finally w i n  his approval I knew for certain that I was learnhg to be a 
linguist. Ken h l e  has been a msmt source of encouragement. Since my 
work in the past has dealt  with somewhat exotic languages he has always 
taken great interest  in what I have been doing. To .J im Higghbothm I owe 
much of what I know about formal systems ; his courss In f~rmel  language 
theory, which we were a l l  obliged to take our f i r s t  semester k r e ,  has 
proven invaluable to me over t k  years. Bob Berwick of t k  D e p a r m t  of 
Eleclrical Ehgineering and Computer Science extended that knowledge into 
cmpulatimal linguistics. Paul Kiparsky is probably the person moat 
responsible for stimulating my interest  in morphology. I also tad some 
interesting discussions m topics that often exmded beymd linguistics 
w i t h  J i m  M r i s  and Wayne 0' Neil. Finally, Jay Keyser , mong a l l  of the 
faculty deserves special recogniticn. While he was head of the 
Department--and undoubtedly now too that he bas l e f t  for the higher planes 
of administraticn--his schedule was cnly equalled In kct icness  by Noam's. 
Nevertheless, he was nearly always available for advice, Khich I certainly 
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wiser prscm than Jay. 
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lfWords, words, words. If 

Hamlet, kt 2, Scene 2.  



Despite the f e i r l y  s u b s m t i a l  body of research on the nature of the 

Word-Formation C r m p e n t ,  there remains, to my mind, an assumpticxl that has 

not  a t  a l l  been adeqllately justified, namely t h a t  sclch a componcmt of the 

grammar e x i s t s .  This thes i s  is an argument that the Lexicon does not 

e x i s t ,  i f  by Lexicon we mean Word-Formticm component. 

There a r e  a number of pieces of evidence which support t h i s  view, and I 

deal with these in .turn. The f i r s t ,  which has a l s o  been discussed by 

Pesetsky (1985), is that i f  we are  to seriously deal with the large number 

of cases which have come in the l i t e r a t u r e  to be known a s  Morphological 

Ekacketlng Paradoxes, we must allow that word sWuc.ture minimally consists  

of two levels  of representation. The part icular  levels  I argue for  in the 

f i rs t  chapter a re  syntact ic  and phcnologicaL levels  of representation. I 

argue tht a simple mapping re la t ion  holds between the two levels ,  which 

basical ly slates that two e n t i t i e s  A and B which a re  sisters in syntact ic  

represenlation must have the i r  phmological cout~*rparts adjacent a t  

phonologic=al representation; see a l so  Wantz (Am). 

T k  s e m d  point is that the syntact ic  represmtaticm of words does not  

need to be derived In a special  Word-Formation Coanpcment, but rather can be 



r e d u d  to  well-formedness conditions m syntact ic  representation, which 

m d i t i m s  are simply familiar syntact ic  principles  such a s  X-bar Theory, 

Binding Theory, Case and Theta W o r y ;  I show t h i s  i n  Chapter 2 .  

h p h o r i c  Islandhood, too, which has been assumed to be a -sequence of a 

separa* Word-Formation Compment is shown, in the th i rd  chapter, to be a 

t r i v i a l  msequence of t h  f a c t  t h a t  words do not  (cancxlically) corltain 

maximal p ro jec t ims ,  whereas u ~ ~ i r n a l  project ims-- i .e . ,  ar$urnents or 

predicates--must be present for  anaphoric re la t ions ,  such a s  p r m m h l  

coreference and binding, to take place. 

Turning to lexica!. phcnology, and in part icular  the theory of Lexical 

Fhmoiogy and Morphol~gy, I show that lexica l  phmology does not r ea l ly  

d i f f e r  in its essent ia l  properties from wbt has cane ta be termed 

post-lexical phonology. In pa r t i cu la r .  Bracketing Erasure can be dispensed 

with en t i r e ly ,  Structure Preservation, depending upon how t h i s  notion is  

i n l x r p r e w ,  is not  necessarily Wue of lexical  phonology, and cycl ic i ty  is 

neither c k a c l x r i s t i c  of nor limiw to lex ica l  phonology. As f a r  as 

phmological s t r a t a  are m c e r n e d ,  these would s e e m  to be reducible to 

s p e c i f i c a t i m s  on the (phonol~gica l  e n t r i e s  o f )  a f f ixes ;  I suggest an 

al-krnative approach to k x i c a l  Phmology which encodes phonological s t r a t a  

in the argmbly more useful notions of phonological word and phmological 

Final ly,  in  the last chapxr  I discuss some theoretical points including 



the notian of llcmpmmt of the g r m I 1  and the questim of morphclogical 

blocking. I also look a t  the psychological evidence, based. on speech 

errors, secret languages and speech recognition, for the Iexical k v e l ,  

whlch is the output of the lexicm In Lexical Phonology; I suggest that  

while this evidence m y  be correct--and is therefore evidence for any 

theory which allows for a level of representatim, such a s  the Lexical 

'Level or the Word Level, cocrespmdlng roughly ts the Taxoncwnic Phmemic 

level--it is nevertheless clear that language processing does have access 

to deeper lexical levels of representation thm just th is  level. The 

l l l e x i m l l  is tk re fo re  not a domain opaf.;!e to language processing as is 

inplied by Mohananls (1982) model of kx ica l  Phmology. 

A basic theme running throughout this dissertation is that while me 

could we11 assume that a Word-Formation Campment exists,  it does not seem 

*A be a necessary assumptim and that, in fact ,  we can explain much more i n  

many cases without t h i s  assumptim. A t  best, then, the Word-Formation 

canpcment becanes excess baggage, a t  warst a hindrance to explanation. 



It is an interest ing charac ter i s t ic  of important problems in any f i e l d  

mt they are very often the or ig inal  problems which were p a e d  a t  the 

f i e l d ' s  inception, and y e t  which bave eluded soluticm for  g m e r a t i m s  

despi te  repeated attempts. I t  l a  for  'chis reason, I suppose, that 

(Western) philosophy is often termed llFooinot;es to P l a t d f :  great Pbatunic 

q u e s t i m s  such a s  the origin and nature of howledge, and the referen? of 

such e t h i c a l  term as w J u s t i c e ~  reuaain Important topics of d e b *  mcng 

philosophers to  date. 

There are subs tant ia l ly  more modest problem which ahare w i t h  the great 

m e s  t h i s  ckac-kr is t ic  of cotemporaneity w i t h  the founding of the f i e l d  

under which they a r e  subsumed. Cne such modest problem is Vat of 



Bracketing F?wadoxes The morphological forms that would come to be hown 

as Bracketing Paradoxes were noticed--and such forms were analyzed--in 

Siegelf s (1974) dissertatian, which was m e  of the f i r s t  treatmmb of 

morphology w i t h i n  Generative Gramar. There hve been various ways of 

dealing with the problems caused by these f~rms, either by making different 

assumptims a b u t  the nature of particular affixes (Siegel, 1974; Allen, 

1 q 8 ;  Selkirk, 19.9 ; b b b ,  1984), by argumg for the nm-application In 

certain cases of otherwise supposedly general rcorpho/phcnological 

pr incipies ( Kiparsky , 1983) , by arguing for special noticns of 

word-structure lnterpretatim (Williams, 1 m a ,  1984; Strauss, 1982 ) or, 

finally, by arguing that there is mre than me level of representatlm for 

word structure, as Indeed for other linguistic entities ( Bsetsky, 1 979, 

1985 ; Marantz, I gF34a, b ,c; Spra t ,  1984). This la-r approach is the cne 

Wch w i l l  be taken in this dissertatian. 

Insofar as I w i l l  provide a solutim to this problem, it w i l l  turn out  

that Bracketing hradoxes are in no sense paradoxical and hence tht, the 

problem always has been a trivial me. In another sense, hollrever , the 

problem has always been significant since providing a solution could i n  

principle--and I shall argue in fact does--give a very deep Insight into 

the nature of gramrwtical organization. In particular, based partly on the 

evidence fran Bracketing Paradoxes, I shall end up arguing that there is no 

lexica?, if by i i leximil  we mean the canpcnent of the grarrmsr which is 

respcnsible for word forcuatim. I shall, of course defend this particular 



mjecture  i n  the reminder of the thesis. 

En this chapter, rtm, I shall provide a characterization of the problem 

of Bracketing Paradoxes, which I feel gives a natural and satisfactory 

solutim, and a t  the same time forces a pzrticular view of the organization 

of t k  gramnar. I s tar t  by tracing the history of the problem- 

1 .I .2 Siegells m o r y  of Ordering. 

Siegel, in b r  (1974) dissertaticn, put forward the hypothesis that 

derivaticmal word-forrmtlm in Ehglish consists of two levels of affixatim 

and that these two levels are ordered with respect b m e  another. These 

two levels cor respd  +n Chm.s!cy =ld Hallels (I=) two types of affixes, 

the ' + !  affixes and the affixes. affixes are usually what has been 

termed latinate affixes--affixes such as -ity, - in- and so an. affixes, 

rn -the other hand, are izatfve affixes such as -less and -ful.  Following 

SPE, she notes t b t  the affixatim of these two classes of affixes results 

in different phcnological effects. For example, the latinate affixes, 

which she calls Class I ,  generally result in  stress shift ,  whereas the 

nm-latinate #I bomdary affixes, generally do not  result in stress 

shift. Examples are given below: 

grmgtic€il gramatioal+ity 
special special+iTy 
%Gal equal Tity 



In the above words, the primary s t r e s s  is marked by underlining the 

appropriate vowel. The (by now very famil iar)  contrast  ktween the + I  

a f f i x  -iEy and the I # '  a f f i x  q e s s  is that the f o r w r  s h i f t s  s t r e s s  in the 

word to which it at taches whereas the ' # '  a f f i x  -ness does not .  

Siegel a l s o  n o w  that ' + I  af f ixes  such a s  - i t y  a t tach  to stems a s  well 

as t~ f l l l ly  for& words, whereas I# '  af f ixes  a t t ach  m l y  to words. For 

example, - iW at taches to stems such a s  prosper in  prosperity,  whsreas 

+ess q n  do no such thing: *prosperness. Her cent ra l  thesis was tkt the 

two fundamental properties of +I af f ixes ,  namely s t r e s s  shift and 

af f ixa t ion  ta nm-words were re la ted ,  and were i n  part icular  a msequence  

of the ordering hypothesis stated a s  follows: 

( 2 )  Ordering Hypothesis ( Siegel,  1974) 

A. In Ehglish, Class I a f f i x a t i m  precedes Class I1 aff ixa t ion .  
B. The cycl lc  swess ass igment  ru les  follow Class I aff ixat ion 

and precede Class I1 affixatim. 

The elaboration of t h i s  hypo tbs i s ,  in t h s  work of Allen (1 978), 

Pesetsky (1 W9), Mohanan (1 982 ) and Kiparsky (9 983, etc. ) h s  led to what 

Is now t e r d  Stratum-Ordered bbrphology, a topic  to which I w i l l  return in 

some depth i n  the fourth chapter of t h i s  diss iar ta t im.  

The Ordering Hypothesis obviously k s  the desired e f f e c t s  for  the data 

in (1 ) since -I@, being a Class I a f f i x ,  Kil l  a t tach  to a word (or  a stern) 

and will be in t h  domain of stress assi-t, which postcedes its 

aff ixat ion.  -kss m the other t-mnd is Class I1 and cmm after stress 



assigment and therefore obviously cannot affect  stress.  

As Siege1 notes, the organization of the morphology implied by t h e  

bdering Hypothesis makes a predictim besides the predictims it already 

makes concerning stress p l a c e m t :  Class I affixaticxl ought to corisisently 

appear inside Class I1 af f ixa t im,  but the reverse should never be true. 

I For the most part,  th is  seem to be correct . To take a simple example, 

these is a contrast between the two negative prefixes nm- - and &. Ncn- 

is Class I1 whereas is Class I ,  and t h i s  correlates v i t h  the fact  that 

me can find - in- inside nm- - b u t n o t n m -  - Inside -I h-. nm-illegible va. 

*In+m-legible, though ncn-legible is fine. This predicticn , of course, 

should carry over to cases *re m e  of the affixes is a prefix and the 

other is a suffix; that is, we should never (or a t  least  rarely), according 

to the Ordering Hypothesis find words of the form [[Prefix X] Suffix] , 

where the bracketing is arguably as  given, and ye t  where the Prefix is 

Class I1 and the suffix is Class I .  

1 . &~ugh see Aclcmoff (1976) and & ~ o f f  and S r i d h r  (1 983) for arguments 
that  it is not. @in, I shall be looking more closely a t  the correctness 
of Stratum-Ordered krphology in Chapter 4 ,  and I shall discuss konoff and 
S T : W 1 s  ideas cn M a  there. I should point out a t  th is  juncture, 
though, tht the ultimate correctmess of Stratum Ckdered Mbrphology has no 
effect  on the discussion to he given below concerning ttae paradoxical 
status of forms like mgramaticali ty.  Irrespective of one's theory of 
morphology, there are reasms for saying that -ity is bracketed Inside 
a s  far as the phmology is mcerned: kmoff  and Sri- end up with thls 
ccnclusian despite their arguments agalnst Stratum-Ordered brphology. 



Yet there are examples of precisely that form, a id  even in Siege17s day 

they must have seemed sornewkat paradoxial. A famous class of cases are 

the nouns of the form m-X-ity *re X is an adjective and ~ihere the  

bracketing looks as if  it must be [[m X] i ty] ; the reason for this 

asserticm comes from the fact that m , as Sfegel noted, attaches - 
productively only to adjectives (we  are not, of course, talking about the 

verbal prefix - m- which is arguably different from the adjectival prefix.) 

We shall argue for the correclmess of th is  claim a b u t  the 

subcategorizaticn requirements of un- - below. 

Now, - iW is a Class I suffix, and t k  questim of whether m-X-Ity 

forms are paradoxical depends upan the status of K; if it is Class I then 

there is no problem shce  the Crderlng Hypothesis says nothing In general 

about the affixation of Class I to other forms derived by Class I 

affixatim. If, cn the other hand, it is Class 11, then we have a problem 

since the m-X-ity forms look like counterexamples tc, the Ordering 

Hypotlwsis. - Ilm- does indeed seem to have some characteristics of Class I1 

affixation ; f i r s t  of ail it Is  a native affix and does not appear to 

require tkt ttme adjective to whlch it attaches be l a t h - .  So we have 

forms such aa mhappy but not *Inhappy, and unmade but not *lnmade~irnPade. 

In- also attachser apparently to stems, as el1 as to words, wkreas un- - - 
does not (though there are exceptims, c.f. *couV~ versus uncouth). The 

following examples are from Allen (19'78): 



*placable implacable *implacable 
*-trepid intrepid +ImWepid 
*sipid insipid *msipid 
+maculate immaculate *unmaculate 

Yet Siege1 had what appeared t o  be good argunenta to suggest that - un- 

was Class I ,  and hence that adject ives of the form un-X-ity were 

unproblematic for  the Ordering Hypothesis. For m e  thing, she no-s that 

un-X-less forms are bad: 

( 4)  +untmrrnless, *mspeechless , *mhopeless, *untasteless.  

Now, -less is a Class I1 s u f f i x - a o t e  that we have already shown a t  it 

does not  shift stress. If - un- =re a Class T I  prefix then we would expect 

it to a t m c h  to these adject ives,  and yet  it does not.  If it is Class I ,  

however, we would not  expect the forms i n  ( 4 )  t o  be good, a s  indeed they 

are not.  So, by c k r a c t e r i z i n g  - m- a s  Class I ,  we simultaneously ru le  out 

forms such a s  %harmless and predict  the occurence of other forma such as 

Furthermore, cer ta in  m-X forms undergo a ru le  of d e s t r e s s h g  on m- - 
when the m- precedes a stressed sy;:zkle in the adjective: mable, 

unaided, mopen. 8ccordin.g to Siegel , Destressing does not  occur with 

Class I1 prefixes: me such exmple is the word d i s l n c l i n a t i m  which Siegel 

claims h a  the structure #[dis#],[#inclinatim#l&. In terma of the 
L - - - 

Ordering Hypothesis, kstresslng, a s  p a r t  of the block of cycl ic  stress 



assignment rules of Ehglish, applies after Class I affixation, but before 

Class I1 affixatim. I t  w i l l  therefore necessarily be blocked with Class 

I1 affixes. Yet - un- seems to be destressed in  the forms l i s ted  above, and 

this suggests tht - m- is Class I. 

Siege1 would thus appear to have napped Ln the bud a problem for the 

Order- Hypothesis. I t  s h ~ u l d  be noted, before we go on to discuss 

Allenls arguments against the Class I-hod of that Siegells analysis 

has in effect been reintroduced into the literature by Slkirk  (1932). 

Selkirk claims that un,qralrmaticaliQ' and other such Paradoxical forms can 

be handled i f  we allow - m- to behave as a Stratum I ( i . e . ,  Class I )  

prefix. S l k i s k  does not deny the evidence of Allen (1978; and also 

Kiparsky, 1983a; Mhman, I = ) ,  that un- - has Stratum I1 (Class 11) 

properties, and she suggests in fact that - m- is both Class I and Class 11. 

I t  will becane clear that this approach is unnecessary; - m- w i l l  be Class 

11, and still be able to  attach "inside" Class I affixes. In any event, 

Selkirkls approach is less desireable than Siegells: even though it w i l l  be  

shOm momentarily that Siegells characterization of unn, as Class I is 

wrmg, a t  least Siegell s theory had the property that it made strmg 

predictians about the kinds of words we should expect to find. 

Characterizing as  both Class I and Class 11, is a weaker theory of 

morphology than we might like t o  have, unless we have very strong evidence 

that such a weakening Is necessary. 



1 .I .3  Allen's Treatment of m-. - 

As noted abnve, &re are  problems for the analysis  of a s  a Class I 

a f f ix .  There is no doubt that tht would be a necessary conclusion if  one 

wanted to account for  the existence of many un-X-iw f o m s  given that 

d w s  no t  productively a t t ach  to noms. Fbwever, a major contribution of 

Allen's work to this issue was the d e m s t r a t i a n  t h a t  this m c l u s i m  is 

never the less  un*nable. 

We k v e  already seen me of Allen1 s arguments in the l a s t  section, 

namely tht, k, which is unques t imbly  Class I--it is l a t i n a t e  a f t e r  

al l --at taches to stems whereas t n l y  at taches to  fully-formed words. 

h o t h e r  important blow to S iege l ' s  analysis  is the f a c t  that although - un- 

does no t  a t tach  to adject ives of the form X-less it does attach to 

adject ives which are for& by other Level (Class) I1 processes ( Allen, p. 

W l t  the ar-t does not  hold. If it d id ,  then adject ives of 
the following types should not  e x i s t .  

But a l l  t k a e  adject ives are well-attested types; mbending, 
mterraced,  ~nzmenl mfr iend l  , 

d d e d a r  1 y examples in 
s t r ik ing  becam of t k i r  para l le l ian  ta the n m e x i s t e n t  mses 
in -less. There ace inmerable words of the type m-X-fbl, for  
w h i c h  nust assum a bracketing ident ica l  to t h a m  



n m s x i s t e n t  m-X-less type ; i .e. , [m [ X-full A, uneventful, 
mcheerful ,  unsuccessful, m f a i t h f u l ,  unfru i t fu l ,  m i n d f u l ,  
~ r c i f u l ,  mthoughtful,  untruthfuP, uncesentful, ungrateful, 
unhelpfi l ,  unforgetf i l .  I t  is a l s o  qui te  clear  that - -ful is a 
Level 11, word-boundary, suff ix.  Siege1 a c t u i l l y  presents a 

lengthy argument to this effec t2 .  

The upshot of this is that - m- cannot be a Class I a f f i x ,  since otherwise 

me m o t  accomt  for  %he exweme productivity of the aff ixat ion of - un- to 

adject ives which must b e  derived by Class I1 aff ixa t ion .  The f a c t  that 

un-X-less forms a re  ted is a t t r i b u w  by Allen to the following condition 

(=her 59, a t t r ibuted  by her t o  Zimr ) :  

(5  1 
C m d i t i m  on - un- prefixation (Generalized): - Unl s base m y  not 
have negative mtent 

This accounts not m l y  for the )un-X-less forms, but a l so  for  the 

non-existence of the following forms ( a l l  examples from Allen): 

Siege17s other argument for  the Class I+ess of - m-, namly the 

des-essing of upl- c'lirectly before s tressed syl lables  is claimed by Allen 

rn be trased an a misanalysis of the data. The fact is that E, unlike 

clear Cla~ls  I affixes is never reduced to 0-stress  by the destresslng 

ru le .  In particul.ar,  Allen claim there is no difference between the 

2 .  Though see Chapter 4 where I argue t b a t  the evidence for  t h i s  property 
of -ful is not  EJO c lear .  



s t ress ing  on - un- h the A forms in the following example, where the 

destressing environmePlt is met, and in the B forms where it is not ( =  

Allen's 38) : 

A B 
unable unexcitable 
'JnOPen une;!entful 
urlordered unkind 
melevated mof f4 cia1 
uneven unor &iris1 

If th i s .1~  correc t ,  of course, then there is no phcmological evidence for 

the Class I status of m- - 

O f  course, a l l  of t h i s  leaves US in  a quandary as to what ta do about 

the m-X-ity forms, which now s e e m  to be paradoxical hd&. As Allen 

notes,  i f  WE assume the  Ordering Hypothesis, the Clzss I-ness of - i ty ,  the 

Class 11-ness of - un- and the submtegorizat im res t s i c t i an  on - un- that it 

can only a t tach  to adject ives,  then we s e e m  to be forced into the 

canclusion that m-X-ity forms must on the one hand h v e  the bracketing 

(since Class 11 af f ixes  must be outside Class I a f f i x e s ) ,  and on 

the other hand the bracketing L[m X] i t y ]  ( since - m- a t b c k s  mly b 

adject ives and X-im forms a r e  dead jec t iva l  nouns, not  adjectives.  ) 

The solution tkt Allen proposes is t h a t  me of the a s s m p t i m s ,  namely 

that a t tacks mly to adject ives,  is incorrect.  She notes f i rs t  of all 

that m- - does not  productively a t tach  to X-ity forms (p. 33) : 



Even a cursory examinatim reveals  that is  completely 
unacceptable in the vast  m j o r i t y  of cas=ith X - i t y ;  e .g.  
%sobriety,  * m a g i l i t y ,  *mpr>opriety, *unopacity, 
'+unsincerity, ~ c i v i l i t y ,  "unpur iv ,  *unfe r t i l i t y ,  

A d  a s  she shows W t h e r  - un- apparently does a t t ach  ta nouns: 

uninvolvement, unemployment, u n f u l f i h m t ,  unacceptance. 

If this is a correc t  assessment of the s t a t u s  of m-X-ity forms, of 

course, then t h s e  forms do n o t  constitute Bracketing Paradoxes; the 

bracketing required by the se lec t ional  requirements of the affix - un- l i n e s  

up exac t ly  with that required by the Class s t a t u s  of Uue af f ixes .  I t  all 

turn ou t ,  perhaps unsurprisingly,  that even if  Allen s assessumt  is 

correc t ,  then we will n o t  k v e  buried the Bracketing hradox i ssue  since 

there  are other examples, to be discussed below, which do not  involve the 

a f f ixa t ion  of - un- and -iQ, but which nevertheless have the same apparent 

s t ruc tu ra l  paradoxes. 

Nevertheless, I shall show that Allen's characterization is incorrec t ,  

and tht m-X-ity forms ax paradoxical fo r  a theory of morphology which 

only allows fo r  me s t ruc tu re  fo r  words, in par t icu lar  for the 

Watum4kdered b r p h l o g y  discussed in Allen, and furthered in the work of 

Kipacsky and lbbanm. Before I d e m s t r a t e  this, h o m e r ,  I d igress  to 

discuss  Fgbbts analysis of - m-X-& forms, which is essentially the sane a s  

ttlat of Allen. 



1 .I .4 Fbbbls analysis and an Rgument against F'abb and 

Allen. 

h b b  (I%), who is concerned wit31 the partial reduction of Stratum 

edering in Phmology to  prir~ciples of selection on affixes--a topic IXI 

which I relam in a later chapter--notes that m-X-ity forms are 

problematic for his theory in +& following way. By assuming that latina-te 

affixes. such as - i ty  select for a feature such as [+latinate] on the stem 

to which they attach and that they themselves carry that feature, and by 

further assuming that native affixes such as y p  are not restricted ipl 

their attachment, but  do not carry the feature [+latinate] he is able to 

derive the fact that iatinate affixes occur inside native affixes, bu t  tkat 

native affixes do not occur inside latinate affixes. He argues 

mvinclngly that these selectiansl restrictions, and also the feature 

[+lathate] (as also noted by kmofr", 4 g 6 ) ,  are necessary qu i t e  

i n d e p e n d ~ t l y  of the questim of whether or not there are Strata of word 

formtim as c l a i m  by Allen, Kiparsky mci Mohanan. As already noted, I 

w i l l  be retuning tn the questim of the status of Stratm-Ck.dering in a 

la-r chap-r and -refore all not dwell on t h i s  issue here. For the 

present purposes it is mfficfent to note that given Fhbb s analysis, 

m-X-iw forms are as problematic for him as they were In the model Allen 

was assuming. 'kat is, if  =must attach to adjectives, then a form such 

as ungranmaticality must be bracketed as follows: Urn q a m ~ t i a i l J  ity]. 



But given F'abbls asswnptims, it turns out  t h a t  ungrammtical - would end up 

not  bearing l2te feature [+ la t ina te ]  and therefore 9 would not be able ta 

attach to it. 

So F'abb ends up W i n g  the sane assuaptim a s  Allen does, namely that 

m- attaches ta noms a s  well as to adjectives.  He actual ly makes a more - 
speci f ic  claim th;Li that, slxt ing mt - m- at taches to words which refer  to 

states, whether t h y  k adject ives or nouns. He gives the following 

examples of words where - m- k s  attached mequivocally to a noun ( =  h i s  

( 7 )  
m-dis~rtay, un-CCPlcern, m-balance m-belief , unembarrassment, 
m-'involvmt , lm-ostentaticn , un-acceptance , m-alarm , 
un-psmise, m-bias,  m-chariv, tn?-eoployme~lt, un-fulfilment, 
uricmpassbm, m-be- 0 

To this list could tx added such forms as unhealth and unease which are 

acceptable for a t  least some speakers, including myself. 

Nevertheless, despi te  the obviously large number of cases where 

clear ly  at tacks to nouns, I will argue t h a t  neither the more speci f ic  

thesis p r e m t d  by h b b ,  nor indeed the rwre general version of the 

analysis  presented by Allen is sat isfactory.  I will not  attempt to deny 

that these a r e  caws where at taches to nouns; to do so  would be absurd 

in ligh't; of the examples given above. Rather, I s h a l l  deny that -- un- 

productively a t t a c k s  to  anything but adjectivea. 



'Ihere i s ,  despite Allen's claims to th contrary, a great difference 

between m-X-17 forms and the other - un-N formr, which she gives. The fact 

of the mtter is t h a t  while we m o t  predict whether a givm noun will 

take as a prefix, we can say that, In a lzrge class of caws (see 

sectim 1 .3 .3  for a more detailed treatment), if un-X occurs, &re X is an 

adjective, and if X-ity also occurs, then m-X-ity w i l l  occur. NOW, it is 

a fact that not  a l l  adjectives accept K. Some examples are given below: 

(a) 
??magi he, ??mopaque, %msincere, +unpure . *unfertile , 
%regular 

Some of these forms (pure, fertile, remlar, sincere). have negated forms 

w i t h  the latinate 2refix - 9  in-* the nm-existence of un-A forms for these 

adjectives m y  thus k explained by morphological blocking (sse in 

particular, konoff, 196) .  The ather two (??magile and ??opque) do no t  

s e e m  explainable h this way, but  in any event, they seem had. It i s  not 

my purpose a t  t h i s  point lx investigatz +h class of adjectives to which 

m- attaches; for a fairly nice description, see kcnoff (1 976, p .  63 ; and -- 
see below, sectim 1.3 .I .1) . 
The astute reader will Rave noticed that the adjectives listed as  bad 

here are t k  beae forms for m y  of the  - i ty  words which Allen l is ts  a8 not 

taking E. 'Brus, to  repeat the examples: 



A reasanable theory of morphology should relate the nm-exis+&nce of the 

forms in ( 9 )  w i t h  the nm-existence of the correspmding adjectives. W l t  

this is what Allen's, and subsequently Fabbls, theory precisely f a i l  to 

do. In fact, far from king problematic for the claim that un-X-ity forms 

are bracketed urn X I  ityl as Allen argues, the lack of forms such as those 

in ( 9 )  is precisely what would be  expected under such a theory, given that 

the m-A forms are lacking. (31 +a other hmd, these forms are problemtic 

for Allenls and Fabbts theories precisely because there is no reason, given 

t;he fact that attaches both to adjectives and noms, why should 

fa i l  to attach to any of the base -1ty forms in (913. The forms are 

especially problematic for Fabb since a l l  of the nouns refer to s t a e s  and 

therefore ought to be affixable by E. 'let they are not.  

Several of the other examples given by Allen are irrelevant as far a s  a 

theory where only attaches productively t o  aQectlves i s  mcerned, 

though they remain problematic for Allen. These are +Lslpropriety, and 

?mtaospitaliW. The queetim k r e  is ,  what is the base adjective i n  these 

3. N o t e  that the absence of many of these forms can be explained by 
mcrphologial blocking by the corresponding in-----ity forms: so, 
insincerity will blmk 9msinceriw. But  this i s  missing the point Insofar 
a8 given that - m- at tachmt to Ns is independent of its attachment ta 
adjectives, there is no r e a m  why we could not  find pairs of the form 
in-A, m-A-ity; i .e., why could m- not  attach to ainceri in preference - 
to independently of the fact-t the related a + jective is Insincere. 
Allen and Fabb's analysis ought, if anything, to predict complete 
independen- for or - in- of an adjective and I t s  .-ity form, ubich is not 
ctraracteristically fomd. 



forms to which - i ty  is attaching? It  is cer ta in ly  not  +proprl, or 

*hospital since there are no such adjectives. ( If the base adjective of 

propriety is proper, then t h i s  example f a l l s  under the cases discussed 

above since, again, +%mproper is bad, being blocked by improper.) I t  

should be obvious that a theory wkre m- - attacks productively mly t o  

adject ives makes no claim that it w i l l  a t tach  productively to a l l  noms 

ending In -1m. h fact it makes precisely the opposite claim. The forms 

are problematic for  Allen and Fabb, houever, since again, they a r e  both 

nouns (which refer to states) and *re should be  not  r eam off-hand why 

m- should f a i l  to a t tach to them. - 

Where m- - does a t tach  to adject ives however, it is often the case tha t  

there is a mrrespmding -1ty word w i t h  - un-: 

(10) 
mcanputable 
unpar sable 
wrecognizable 
mthinkable 
mprmomcea ble 
mgracmmtical 
mhmogeneous 
mhytkmical  
unpractical 
unveracioua 

moomputability 
unparsability 
unrecognizability 
unthinkability 
unprmomceabllity 
ungrarmraticality 
mhomogeneity 
unrh*icality 
unpracticality 
unveraciw 

These are my o m  judgumtg, In m y  cases. This is not to say that such is 

always t k  case and a mope m p l e t e  Weabbent Is given in section 1.3.3. 

Some of the %-X-ity words l i s t ed  by Allen m s t i t u t e  such exceptims: 

+u?ssbriety despite msober, and -civi l i ty despite  mc iv i l .  In m y  such 



cases, however, we my again be deal- with blocking; e.f.,  the existence 

of inciviliQ- and insobriety. Often, however, especially in X-able 

adjectives, the generalization is quite powerful. TMs is a significant 

fact because it is precisely w h a t  is ex,%cted given the restriction on 

attachment to adjectives, and the assuaptlm W a t  in un-X-fty adjectives, 

the is somehow, attached inside the -iw. m a  of this is expected m 

Fkbb's or Allents accomt, however, shoe the attachment of - m- to a noun 

is qu i t e  Independent of whetbr or not it attaches to the correapmdhg 

adjective. 

Wht, then, do we say about the cases where - m- clearly does attach to a 

noun? I claim that these cases ahsti tute an irregular set and are not 

instances of the regular affixat$cn of - m-. This should not seem like a 

surprf sing cmclusf cn: m y  af fhes  regularly subcategorize for words of a 
i 

particular class, but attach, +h the m k e d  case to words of a different 

class. To take just me example, agentive - +r attaches mly to verbs, bu t  

there are 'quite a few examples where it attaches to  noms w i t h  an agentive 

meaning: 

(11 
footballer *to football 
?baseballer *to br3ettall 
carpet -bagger *to carpet-bg ( except ,  perhaps 

via back-formatim) 

Fbbb may indeed be correct in conjecturing tbat the property of referring 

to a state is relevant'even in the irregular affixation of k: and t h i s  



may, in turn, be  pa ras i t i c  off  of the f a c t  that - m- prcductively at taches 

to adject ives,  which usually refer to  stalxs. 

I t  seems, however, tkvst ur,; a f f ixes  productively only to adJectives.  and 

that e want to derive the existence/nm-existence of many u n - X - i t y  forms 

frm the e x i s ~ c e / n m - e x i s t e n c e  of the correspcnding - un-X forms. Needless 

to say, this ends u s  up w i t h  precisely the same paradox as the me which we 

stacted out w i t h  since we still want to maintain the Class II-neos of - m- 

for  the r e a m s  outlined in Allen (19'78). Eht, a s  noted a b v e ,  and as  we 

shall see In the next sec t ion ,  the existence of morphological Wacketlng 

hradoxes  is clear  frm examples which have nothing to do wlth this rather 

part icular  problem Fn Ehglisk morphology. 

The t reabnmt  of Russian phcnology which Pesetsky provides i n  this paper 

is me of the seminal analyses leading to the theory of kxical Phmology 

a s  discussed in Mohenan (1982) and Kiparaky (I-). In this paper he 

provides an analysis  in whlch a f f ixa t i cn  is ccncomitant with phmology in 

that newly affixed forms are sutxaitted to the phmology a s  som a s  they are  

created. In addit icn to the importance for  the theory of phmology of the 

analys is  of Ftussian presented in this paper, ksetsky  a l so  provides 

important data which are paradoxical in the same way as we have seen 

m-X-ity f o r m  ta be, t h u  dem.s t ra t ing  that Ekacketlng Paradoxes a r e  rea l  



and not  merely an artifice of one problem of affixatim i n  Ehglish. 

The f i rs t  examples Pesetaky notes are from Russian. In Russian as i n  

m y  languages, there are many verbs which cmsist of a compound of a verb 

rmt  w f t h  me of a set of preverbal particles. Now, insofar as  the 

Refix-V structure does not have a semantic interpretaticn canpsitianal of 

the meaning of the prefix and the verb (c.f . ,  the analogous cases in 

Ehgliah, such as forget, forgo, withdraw, mderstmd) , the prefix and the 

verb do, form a lexical i t e m .  Therefore, when Inflectional suffixes are 

added m e  would expect that they would be bracketed outside the prefix and 

the verb, for the purposes of semantic interpretatim, as fo1.iows: 

(12 1 
[ : Prefix V] inflectianal-aff ixes] 

But there is phmological evidence that the bracketing must go the other 

my, 

(13) 
[ Prefix [ V  Fnflectimal-affixes] ] 

To W e  a specific example, the prefix pod;- up tof and the verb stem 

a 'burnt m b i n e  to form a verb meaning 'set fire to . Now this meaning 

is ,  tcr be m e ,  related to the ming sl" the base verb, but it i a  not  

predictably related. As such, we would expect that, for the purposes of 

~ t l c  interpretatim, the prefiw and the verb would be bracketed 

together as a mstituent and InterpreM as a single unit idiomtimlly. 
* v 

l h i s  would yield the bracketing [[mu zrg] inflectional-affixes] . 



there is evidence mt the bracketing fo r  &he Intents and purposes of the 

phmology must Cr jpod6 [i lR inflectiml-affixes; the argument here has 

to do with the ccr rec t  statement of the rule of =-lowering, which 

k s e t s k y  argues ca~l be stated in  a maximally simple way if  w assume that 

prefixes a r e  indeed external t o  the verbal root  plus its f i f l e e t i m n l  

af f ixes .  We thus appear to have a buna f i d e  paradox. 

Pesetsky argues, however, that morphological bracketing paradoxes are by 

no means uncommn. I-k cites an example from Warlpiri which Involves, 

again, verbal preflxes and inf lec t ional  suffixes, and is therefore 

completely analogous to the Russian case. So, the word p r d i - m i  means 

larise+NONPASTt and t i r l - p a r d i a l  m a n s  'open ( a s  of an eye)+NOI@AST. W l t  

even though this obviously suggests the bracketing I [tir  1 pardl] m i  ] , Nash 

(1979) provides phcnological evidence from cycl ic  slress assignment that 

the bracketing must be 1 t i r  1 [ pard1 m i ]  1. 

Closer to home, %re is the problem of un-Cozeparatives - in Ehglish. The 

comparative a f f i x  - -er is r e s W i c W  p ~ o l o g i c a l l y  in the types of 

adject ives to which it can attach. 'Jhe generalization is that  it at taches 

to nrvtimally bisyl labic adject ives ( examples from Pesetsky , 1 985) : 

(14) 
a .  blacker, softer, r i p e r ,  tougher, e u e r  . . . . 
b. happier, heavier, luckier ,  kindl ier ,  p leasmter  .... 
c. +eloquenter , *irrascibler  , "importanter . . . . . 
Actually, there are bisyl lablc  adject ives to which - -er will not a t tach ,  for 



example : 

(q5) 
"directer , *aeti ver , *complexer. . . . 
Pesetsky suggests that the restr ict la  i s  probtrly strcnger, and +ht - -er 

will not  attach to bisyllabic adjectives w i t h  a heavier s e m a  syllable 

(though note tha t  th is  does not apply to active). In any event, as he 

notes, wha*ver the preciae characterization of the phanological 

restrictim is ,  it is clear that w i l l  not attach ta IrisyLlabic 

adjectives. Given this, it i s  obvious en~ugh what needs to be said about 

the following forms: 

(16) 
mhappier , unpleasanter , unluckier . . . 

Since the addition of - m- turns WE base bisyllabic adjective into a 

WisyPlabic adjective, the bracketing of the words must be as follows: 

(17) 
[m [happf er]], [m [pleasant er l l ,  [m [lucki er11 

But, again, there i s  good reasan to believe that this cannot be t he  

right structure as far as the seumntic inbrpretation of the words i s  

moerned. Aa Peset&y notes, for example, mhappier does not mean 'not  

more happy1 but rather 'more not happyt . Prat is, if w say that J o h  i s  

not more happy .tkan B i l l ,  then it might be the ma? tbt Jotn i n  equally 

happy wit31 Bill; i f  Joha is unhappier than B i l l ,  Wen it must be the case 

that J d n  is happy to a lesser extmt than B i l l .  Ihf 8,  of course, implies 



tha t  the bracketing of the words i n  (16) must be: 

(18) 
[ [w  b p p q !  e r ] ,  [[m pleasant] er], [[m lucki] e r ]  

@in, we have a paradox. 

So there are copious data which suggest t b t  Bracketing Paradoxes are  

real, and not  l imi ted  to a small c lass  of mrphological processes in 

Ehglish. lhe problem is, rather msurprisirmgJ.y. what to do about them. 

'Ikere h v e  basically been two methods for  h d l l n g  the Paradoxes of the 

kind discussed here, and for  the sake of discussion we oan dub them "Che 

Structurett analyses and the ttTwo Structurett analyses. Che-structure 

analyses have been discussed by Strauss ( A % ) ,  Williams (lw ) and most 

recently by Cuerssel (1985), whose proposal is by f a r  the most interest ing 

of this class.  Two-structure analyses h v e  been proposed by Klparsky 

(1 983c), Pesetskcy (1 985), and by W a n t z  (1 9 8 4 ~ ) .  llse analysis  to be 

presented ,here Al l  a l so  be a two-struclxre analysis.  

Bse-ky, In his or ig inel  paper, provides \strat would be ternued under 

ME! class i f ica t icn  a me-structure analysis.  #e a s d  that t k  

s l ructure  dictated by the phmological analysis  was the correct  s tructure 

and that eanplex verbs were b u i l t  up by the Level-ordered morphology 

accordingly. Rules of semmtic in tmpreta t icn  of the following form would 

thn be Invoked ( =  R?setskyls (126)): 



(19) 
Abstract Meaning of P r e f i x - h s t r a c t  Meaning/Root--->Idiosyncra tic 
-1% 

In the next few sect ians I br ief ly  discuss the other Che-structure 

analyses. I tkn  go on tu discuss the proposals of K i p s k y  and Pesetsky,  

which are more similar to my own. 

1 .I .6 Williams (1 961 ) 

In this paper, Williams gives a ~ r a c t e r i z a t i m  of the n o t l m  of 

lexica l  relatedness in terms of his n o t l m  of head. He defines head fo r  

the purposes of (Ehglish) morphology as follows ( p .  248): 

In morphology, we deflne the head of a morphologically complex 
word to  be the r i  htAand member of that  word. Thus, the head f - 
is i t a l i c i zed  in 9 , b ) :  

re ins t ruc t  

Call this d e f i n i t i m  the Righthand -- b a d  Rule (RHR) . 

Williams examlnes cases of th following form, which he terms ll!?elaWdness 

madoxesI1 : 



/ / \ 
hydro e l e c t r i c  ity 

The poirpt here is *t hydroelectricity,  although it has the s t ruc ture  

indicated In (20), nevertheless is related to hydroelectric. Meedless to 

say, these are precisely the Bracketing Paradoxes which we have been 

discussing up till now. 

As, William9 notes,  the structure of 211 of these paradoxes is as In 

(21 ) below: 

That is, X l a  VelatedW to +& word that would msist In the moatenation 

of the two m o r p b s  bracketed here as Y. 

How do e get r e l a w e a s  to f a l l  out  if we assume that the structure of 

X is no t  samehow re~mlyzedl? Williams makes the fullowing proposal, 

re fer r ing  to the structure given in (21) above: 



What we need is a d e f i n i t i m  of " r e l a t d "  which will let X and 
Y be r e l a w  In such a structure.  Suppose we said t h a t  X could 
be related to Y i f  Y would be the r e s u l t  of removing the head 
of &-then X and Y could be relatgd to  Y in  such a swuctwe. 
For example, the head ( o r ,  me of the heads) of We1 number in^ 
[ s i c ]  is -ing--if we remove this h a d ,  we g e t  Godel 
number..... 

We Ki l l  want to  generalize t h i s  s l ight ly .  Tb relate 
m a c r o e m m i s t  t o  mcroecmombc, we will wanf; to say that WO 
words can be related if  m e  a n  be derived f r m  the other by 
varying: me of the heads: 

/ ! \ 
macro econom ic  f istl 

We will a l s o  want t o  r e l a t e  mcro@canmic to microecmomic, 
where the nmheads a r e  d i f f e r e n t .  Suppose we define the 
n m h a d  of a word a s  follows: 

(48) -.- Nonhead: the highest l e f t  branch of a word. 

... We may tben defin relatedness a s  follows: 

(3) X can be re la ted  ta Y i f  X and Y d i f f e r  only i n  a k a d  
p o s i t i m  ,=the nanhead position 

I have nothing in part icular  b say about Williams1 proposal; it works 

we11 enough in covering the data he has set ou t  to a v e r 4 .  I t  does involve 

4. Though, a s  S t r a m s  (1Wa) notes, there is a problem w l t h  th d e f i n i t i m  
of subcaQegorhizatian if we assume that ungrarenaaticality has t h  structure:  



sum? d e f i n i t i m s  ( lbmheadv,  l lrelatedll)  which I would claim are 

m e c e s w y ,  or a t  least ought In follow from more general p r h c i p l e s .  

Also, Lieber (1980) has argued against Willims' notion of "headI1 of a 

word, and the reader is referred to her discussion on that. I t  w i l l  hum 

out ,  in any event, that the proposal that I will present will cover a 

broader range of data than Williamst can including sane f a c t s  which 

heretofore have no t  been a s i d e r e d  to k par t  of the saw phenomenm a s  

Bracketing FBsadoxes. Insofar a s  this w i l l  be a correct  amalgamation, my 

proposal all have legitimately broader covepage, and hence be an 

improvement over Williams1 . 

1 .I .7 Strauss (1982b) 

I w i l l  have even less t o  say about S t rauss t s  proposal than I had to say 

about Williams'. Strauss ( C b p t e r  2 )  notes that forms such a s  

We no t  mly have t o  accomt  fo r  why mgr-ticaliW is related to 
~ a m a t i c a l ,  but also why is allowed syntac t ica l ly  to a t t ach  to the 
nom gramrrraticality despi te  i t a  selection for ad jectlves.  



m~amaticality are problematic f o r  a sWaau8-ordered morphology. In p a r t  

to account f o r  this, he proposes a model of morphology which is 

stratum-ordered, bu t  which has p r e f i x a t i m  and su f f ixa t i an  a s  separate  

p r e s s e s .  This allows f o r  p re f ixes  W be adjoined t o  stems independently 

o f  the s d j u n c t i m  of  suf f ixes .  In pa r t i cu l a r ,  +hr -el al lows f o r  the 

p r e f i x a t i m  of Ncompornding element~~~--namely t r u e  words and class I1 

pref ixes ,  which Strauss  argues have a ~~cclppound statusw--prior a the 

a.fffxati.cn of Class I suf f ixes .  His finite state diagram f o r  eke model is 

as follows (*re P=pref i xa t i an  , C-~=anpmding, SI=Class I suff hat ian ,  and 

SII=Class I1 suff i xa t lon ) : 

Note in pa r t i cu l a r  that placing a loop f o r  SI at State 2 allows for the 



suffixaticm sf Class I suffixes after the prefixatim of canpowding 

elements, including Class I1 prefixes. 

Nctae%heless, while -this model undoubtedly derives the right results, it 

appears to give l i t t le  insight Into th nature of the probiem; e couLcl as 

easily imgine a state diagram with a totally different set of 

speciffsatfms. Besides, it should not  be necessary t o  stipulate that 

prefixes and suffixes behave as if  they are independently affixed. Indeed, 

this Independence of behavior all follow from 'the accomt of kacketlng 

FLaradoxes to be presented k r a .  

1 .I .8 Cuerssel (1985) 

Cuerssel, following work of kame (see in particular, mame 1%; and 

also Cuersael, 1%3), argues for a theory of morphology In which 

suffixatIan is mceived of as applying a fmctim tz a base, and that 

successive suffixatla is simply the mpositim of such fmctions. 1k 

notes that in Ehglish prefixes enjoy a different status fran suffixes, i n  

tht while the lams have head-like properties, the former do not  (m, 

again, William, l w a ) .  From thls he argues that whereas suffixes select 

for tkeir basee, prefixes are selecW for & the heads of their bases. In 

o t h r  worda, auffixee are f i x ~ c z ~ ~ ~ e  which take arrgumen.t;B which are their 

bases, whereas prefixea are the a rgnen t s  wt-lich are selected for by the 

head of the word. 



?lo see how this a l l  works, consider a bracketing paradox such as 

mderivabflity. The c u n p e n t s  are -9 m- which is an argument which 

Wrssel notates as A ~ ;  derive is a verb, w h i c h ,  being a syntectic 

argument taker itself,  is a functim, notated F". Finally, -able and -ity 

are frnctims notated Pble and FitY respectively. Now, given tht 

adjectives in -able apparently select for m---note Ule fact that 

productively attaches to any such adjective-and also that -ity selects for 

Fable, can derive the fact that mderivability is w11 formed. First, 

derivable i s  well forwed since able  selects for verbs: 

(23) Fa bl% Fv 

Next, underivable is well formed insofar as mpos i t i cns  of the form 

Fable F' select for A ~ :  

(24) (Fab1% F ' ) ( A ~ )  

Finally, mderivability is well for& since - i t y  selects for -able: 

v m (25) ($% F ) ( A  ) 

T k  satisfaction of the requiremats of ity follows fran the associativity 

of sanpoaitlm--which ia stipulated aa a part of Ekaa~ and CXte~ssel's 

theory--since FiW and Fable m y  be composed together before conpoaiticn 

w i t h  the other fmctims: 



The associativi-ty of c m p o s l t i m  i n  Beam and Cuerssel ls  theory is 

mirrored, as we sha l l  see, i n  the associa t iv i ty  of m c a t m a t i c n  (') m th2 

theory I shll  be preat . ing  below. CXKrsselfs approach is therefore quite 

similar in s p i r i t  to mine. QI the other hand, the theory of grammar which 

merssel is assuning (namely thst of kame) is so  u t t e r l y  d i f fe ren t  from 

the m e  which I an going to  be assuming Lhat ,smious c a n p i s o n  of the two 

Is d i f f i c u l t .  

We now turn t~ a discuss im of proposals Wch a r e  similar to the m e  i 

in-d to make. What Kiparsky suggests is that there is a process or ru le  

of rebracketing which takes place in the lexicon and which rebracketx 

s t r u c m e s  which are ill-formed into s t ruc tures  which zre -11-formed 

(assuming such a reanalysis e x i s t s ) .  72ae principles  which govern this rule  

are as follows (pp. 24-51 

(27) -I. A form of the Rroject im Principle holds in the morphology. It 

s t i p u l a t e s  tht aplbcategorizatian r e q u i r e m t s  of a f f ixes  must be = t a t  

every level .  

2.  Reanalysis of mrphological bracketing is f ree ly  permi- a t  any point 

in the derivat ian,  subject to the above f lProjec t im Principle .I1 



He then goes on tn show how q r a m r w t i c a l i t y  would be formed. F i r s t  of a l l  

a t  S t r a m  I, af f ixa t ion  of -ity would take place yielding a structure of 

the following form: 

[g-ti=l* i%l 

kt Stratum 11, aff ixa t ion  of - m- takes place As already noted 

attacks to  adJectivea and not  to nouns, so the bracketing obtained by 

attaching - un- to pmtical i~ c m o t  stand as is. R a a r  it must be 

reanalyzed so a s  to s a t i s f y  the morphological Ro jec t i cn  PrMciple inta the 

following structure: 

[[m gr-ti=lAl ityNl 

Now the subcategorizaticn requirements of both - un- and -ity are both 

satisfied an8 the s t ruc ture  is ruled in. 

This approach, howver,  is not  unproblemtic i n  Klparskyts framework. 

Although he is assLaning that there are, in effect two structures for  

k a c k t i n g  Wadox cases such a s  mgracmnaticalJ 2--i .e. , the me g e n e r a w  

by the blind application of morphological ru les  a m r d i n g  to the Strantun 

Ordered mcrphology, and the m e  given by the r u l e  of reanalysis,  he is 

nevertheless assuming mt there is, a t  any given time, m l y  one s.tructure 

f o r  the word. That is, the ru le  of reanalysis looks a t  the same s t ruc ture  

as the ru les  of the phmolagy look a t  and this is where the problere lies, 

kcem Kipafaky also a s s m a  tht *re is a  general convention which 



applies in the lexiccrm erasing internal brackets a t  the end of every 

stpaem of mrd-formtian. This mventicn is termed the Bracketing 

Pasure ~~~~vent ian ' ,  end is given below in (28): 

(28) Bracketing Erasure Convaticn 
Internal bracketx are erased a t  the a d  of every level. ( =  s'bratum) 

According t o  this principle, after a word, such as grar~r~a.ticality, i s  

formed at S w a m  P in the morphology the brackets which delimit tamg 

morphemes cancatenated a t  that Stratwn are erased. Thus, when further 

affixatian i s  dme a t  subsequent Strata there is no way for those 

affixation processes, or the rules ccxlcom1Wt wlth them, to diatlnguish a 

morphologically mplex word (such as pamaticality) from me which i s  not 

morphologically complex (such as happy). How then can reanalysis occur in 

a form like qqramaticality at the S e a m  a t  which - un- i s  atmched, if 

there should be no principled way t o  see that gr-ticality is 

morphologically complex (and hence cantains an adjective to which - m- can 

attach) at that Stratum? Kiparsky, of courae, realizes that this is a 

problem, and mkes the following proposal (p.  25; again, for "levelfs read 

"sIratLBlln ) : 

Because of Ekacketing Erasure at the end of each level only the 
sb=ucZure a s s i m  a t  a given single level w i l l  ordinarily be 
available for reanalysis to operate a. This blocks cases l i k e  
(28) [see below, RS] from king derived. The marked cases such 

5. Mobrum (1932) has an equivalent Cpacity Principle. See Chapter 4 for a 
discussion of these principles. 



as u n g r ~ m m a t i c a l i t y  are -then distinguished as exceptims t o  
Bracketing Ekasure. If the bracketing assigned to 

amaticality a t  level 1 i s  retained into  Level 2, tkrera the 
%ve principles [see (27) above, RS] permit ungramuticality. 

?he cases prevented from being reanalysed which Kiparsky cites are as 

(29) 
*mequalize +synyhmy orchestrate 
%on-ficitimalize *Music Deparl2mtal 
*chair -per m i f y  *outboard motor i ze 
*ske t+ t~ l l i c  +fie& acciden-1 
*witch doctoral +white elephantine 

We wi l l  return to these cases below. For ROW, note that Kiparskyt s 

analysis predicts that nm-rebracketing , as in (29 ) ,  should be the norm1 

state of affairs insofar as such words are not marked exceptimal to the 

otherwise general principle of kacketing Frasure. This predicticm alcne 

seem suspct; we have men that Elracketing kradmes occur productively i n  

m y  languages, including Warlpiri, Ehglish and Russian and it seems 

therefore mlikely that me can get away with saying that they are a marked 

occurmoe. 

There are some much more important problems w l t h  Kiparskyts analysis, 

however, which make it wtenable as a solutian b the problem, and which 

also suggest tht the erolutim mt abancicn the assumption that there is 

mly one level of representation for word-structure. The f i rs t  problem i s  

tbt appealing to exceptimal nrarking of certain words explains nothing 

about why &sane words behave i n  this way and others do not. Wht precisely 



is it about -ity noms that mkes t n e m  exceptims to Bsacketing Fcasure, 

whereas, for example, verbs ending in - -ize are not? I shall suggest below 

that the relevant difference i s  synlxctic productivity and semantic 

compositiona~ity, but given this, we hindlately suspect that the  solutim 

has n o w  to do w i t h  the phmolcgically motivated Bracketing Erasure 

mventim in the f i rs t  place. Kiparsky does not  propose a reasm for the 

difference in behavior of certain affixaticn processes so we really cannot 

6 say vhat might be going an . 
The second problem is already suggesM by the f i rs t .  As noted, the 

Elracketing Ekasure Canventiar has generally been assumed w i t h b  theories of 

Lexical Fhcnology and Mrphology to accomt for the general failure of 

phonological rules to look inside morphologi~lly mplex words and see the 

morpheme bomdaries which were present a t  earlier levels. No- that this 

is a different requiremt from the Strict Cycle s h e  the latter condition 

does not preclude IncPuding a left or right bracket in tbe statemat of a 

phcmological rule end having that rule apply on a cycle on which the 

relevant bracbt is as deeply embedded as you like, so l q  as reference is 

6. Mgw (1985) argues that In Sekani, an Athapaskan language, there i s  
evidence tht cerain affixes are exceptims to Bsacketing Erasurs on 
phcmelogical goulds, and she mcludes that there is a principled 
mtivatim behind Kiparakyls proposal that affixes may be exceptional with 
respect tc~  th is  principle. However, her evidence is irrelevant for 
Elracketing kradoxee of Ule kand discwsed by Kiperaky insofar as the 
latter kve no accompanying phmologicel evidence for being  exception8 to 
Ekacktlng Ekasure; see below. 



made t o  some material Fntrcduecl on the cur ren t  cycle. The Bracketing 

Erame &mventim, hocaver, does preclude such a r u l e  a p p l i c a t i m  for  the 

l r i v i a l  reasm that  internal brackets w i l l  never be present  a t  subsequent 

strata. Claiming that  words l ike  prarnnaaticality are exceptims to 

Bracketing Ekasure mans, however that such r u l e  a p p l i c a t i m s  ought to be 

a l b o M  f o r  suck forms. lhat is, n o t  only should such words be exceptlanal 

In that they allow reanalpis tio b k e  p l a e ,  but they are in pr inc ip le  

e x c e p t i m l  phmologioel ly .  Yet *re seems to be no evidence of  t h i s  

expected except icnal i ty .  This is in me sense a weak argument agains t  

Kiparskyls proposal since me could merely claim that, for  Ehglish a t  

least, no relevant  phcmological r u l e s  e x i s t  wtdch would show up the 

e x c e p t i m a l i t y  wNch the lack of  Wacketing Qasure would allow. In 

another sense, hor~eves, it is a ser ious  objection s h o e  such ru l e s  could i n  

p r inc ip l e  e x i s t  and we would thus have a weaker eheory of morphology 

insofar as mre d e r i v a t i m  types would be allowed, Wch  muld  otherwise be 

ruled out.  The fact o f  the ma-r is that, as w shall me, thc Bcacketing 

Paradox cases are no t  the r i g h t  t y p e  of da-t;a to force us to abandon t h e  

7. bs it turns ou t ,  Bracketing Erame may well be i l l -motivated in Lexical 
Phmology and so my el1 n o t  be a pr inc ip le  of the g r ~ m r w r  anymy; again, 
I d iscuss  this poin t  in Chapter 4. Nevertheleea, a problem still remains 
f o r  Kfparsky inlsofar a8 hi8  version of  Lexical Rmology aasuwes t h i a  
m v e n t i m  a d  the appeal to its excep t imabf l i t y  m the basis of 
Bracketing ~ e d o x e s  seems a t  best ad hoc. In any event, i f  the BEC is 
thrown o u t a l t n g e t k r  as I suspect it should be, we tkn have the reverse  



b e  of MY is to say tht evidence could not be fomd, perhaps i n  some 

language other than Ehglish, tbt Bracketing Paradox cases are exceptional 

phonologically in the relevant  way; i . e . ,  that there is phmoPogica1 

evidence for  exceptimal  k a c k e t  Retentim in these cases and these alone. 

Nor 1s there any principled r e a m  why a (phmologically based?) 

motivaticm could not  be given for  the except imal i ty  of certain forms and 

n o t  of others.  hilm such a t  the present t%, however, I turn to a 

discuss im of a theory of morphology which allows that words have m e  than 

me level  of representaticn. 

1 . I .I 0 Pesetsky again . 

The remarkable thing about every analysis of Bracketing hradoxes 

investigated so far is the impl ic i t  assmption tha t  there is me level  of 

representation fo r  morphological f o r m  and that the hradoxes must be 

somehow resolved a t  tht level .  Eht why make that assmption? Qle might 

imagine t h t  words are representel in me way or another a t  d i f fe ren t  

levels  of the grammar-+ .g., a t  D-slructure, S-slructure, PF and LF. Why 

should we l z h  it as the umwked assumptim tihat there is m l y  me level 

of representa t im f o r  words? Rather, what seems natural is that there 

should be di f fe ren t  word s t ruc tures  a t  the di f fe ren t  levels ,  each 

---------- 
prclbhem, f ~ r  K i p s k y ' s  theory, of no lcnger being able to  ru le  out  the 
ncm+xistent m b l ~ d s l l  whose non-exis.t;ence K i p s k y  a t t r i b u b s  to  the B E .  



determed by principles a t  those various levels. Ws i s  the thesis which 

I shall be pursuing in this work, and it is also the t k s i s  which Pesetsky 

introduces in his qui te  novel--and already qui te  influential--analysis of 

the Elracketing madox problem. 

A.l important point which an analysis such as Klparskyf s obscures is that 

in every case of backeting Paradox which w Lrave examined so far the two 

bracktings which seem required to coexist with me another were required 

for two different se- of reasons ; that is, a morpho/syntactic set of 

requirements seemed to require the ane bracket-, wfiile a phcnologfcal set 

of requirereen- eemd to require the other. To t i a h  t k  familiar 

lm.granmticality example again, the bracketing j[m flammatical] fty] is 

required because the prefix needs to be adjacent to an adjective; that 

is, it syntactically subcategorizes for an adjective. Ch +& other hand, 

tkae bracketing lun [granarrsl t ical  i ~ ] l  is required for reams having to do 

with, e .g . , t k  tkory of Stratan Crdered E%mology. Reaetaky reakes the 

quite sensible suggeaticn that these two types of requirements, namely 

syntactic requirements such as c(a*gorial) selection and phmological 

requirements such as Stratum Ordering are propepties of different 

caupanenlx of the gramm. So, Fesetse suggests that words have 

repremtatims a t  more than one level; and these representatlms need not  

be isomorphic to me another. 

The question, Vm, i s  what are the two gramnettical levels of 



representation relevant fo r  representing the two levels  of word-structure? 

Fkselxky suggeslx that they are S-structure for the phmologically 

motiva'd bracketings zr~d LF for  the s y n t a c t i c / s e m t i c a I l y  motivated 

bracketings. 'Ihls decision is by no mans  arb i t rary .  Following the 

analysis  of Russian quantification presented in h i s  d i s s e r t a t i m  (Pssetsky, 

I=), he claims that categorial selectim takes place a t  LF, r a t k r  than 

a t  some other syntact ic  level .  In this sense, then the ascript ion rn LF of 

the syntac t ica l ly  motivated bracketing of words is a sound me. The 

phc~?ologically m o t i v a ~  bracketing e x i s t s  a t  S-smucture; from there it 

can be fed d i r e c t l y  i n t o  FT to be interpre-kd with a bracketing isanorphlc 

to  its S-structure bracketing by the phonological cunpcnent. 

Given that there are two levels  of representa t im for  words, we need now 

to define a mpping between those two levels .  k s e t s k y  suggests that 

precisely the r i g h t  mapping already ex i s t s ,  and that it is the ru le  of QR 

or ig ina l ly  discussed In May's d isser ta t ion  (1 97'7). His analysis  of a case 

like ungranmmticality, therefore, proceeds aa fallows. A t  S-structure e 

have the following s t ruc ture ,  which, as already noted, is precisely the 

structure motivated a? phanological grounds: 

/- -\ 
/ \ 

I \ 
grmtical l t y  



No categorial  informatim is represented here since it is not  relevant. 

Now, M&g, as &setsky suggests, QR a s  being a r u l e  which appl ies  

generally in the mpping frm S-structare to LF, and In par t icu lar  is not  

reslricted to apply to barn f i d e  quant i f ie rs  (of which - i ty  is surely not 

me), we can ass- tkit t h e  mapping from the s t ruc tu re  In (30) t o  the 

desired LF struzture is mediated by this ru le .  Two p o s s i b i l i t i e s  e x i s t ,  

each of,which Pesetsky presents. In the first  possibilitqr, QR does not  

leave a trace md in the s c m d  it dms .  The first poss ib i l i t y  is the 

simplest ,  and y ie lds  a s 2 u c t m e  like t k  follouing: 

That is, assuming th% percolation a n v e n t i m s  of Lieher (1980) (see Chapter 

P I  for the exact  sla+enwat of the a n v m t i m s )  , the n d e  damhating 

ungramatical wi l l  be labeled as an adject ive.  This w i l l  mean t ha t  the LF 

representation of ~ a m n a t i c a l b ~  will have - i t y  s i s t e r  tx an adjec t ive  

and knee s a t i s f i e d  aa f'ar as its c-selectim requirements are mcemed. 

Ihe node dunhating t b  whole word will, again by the sme t;onventia?s, be 

labeled M. 



'he other poss ib i l i ty ,  namely tht a f f i x  QR does leave a .trace, is 

somewkat more complicatixl, and requjres the following s t i pu l a t im  ( =  

Pesetsky's 73): 

(32) P a c e  Stipulation: Thie trace of an a f f i x  belongs to the 
nu l l  category class 0. 

?he r ep r e smta t im  of the word mpammt i ca l iQ  mder th is  analysis will be 

as follows: 

Given that the t race  - e isr of category 0, and again given Cieberls 

percola t im mven t i cna ,  W node daninating pamatical foilowed by the 

trace of - i t y  will k v e  its features percolated from t k  adjective and wil l  

Mce t~ arn adjective. We w i l l  return to  the issue of traces in morphology 

below. 

Pesetsky, with ttae mech~ims he ln~oduces, is able to accomt for a 

number of Ekaeketing Wadox examples. ?here is a problem, however, In 



that QR as the mapping between S-structure and LF' generally allows for 

reordering In interpretatian. ~ o u  examples such as the following serve 

illustra* this point: 

(34) 
a. mery man loves a w o m m .  
b. (Vx): x a man [ b y ) :  y a warm, x loves y] 
c. (3y): y a woman [(Wx): x a x loves y] 

In ( b )  lnterpretatim of (a)  has Jevery i - 2  and Ja w m l  In the order 

of their appearance in S-structure. (c) , however, hao thm reversed in 

Given PesetsQ1s analysis ,  what is ta rule out words l i k e  

*analyzftiable, which is obviously bad, and which could have the LF 

representation as follows (assuming the trace analysis though this is 

irrelevant for the present purposes)? 

I \ 
/ \ 

V able 

A quick examlnatim of this construction reveals that It I s  well-formed 



according ix Pesetakyts pr inc ip les ,  since -able is sis*r to a verb, which 

m a s  lht it is happy, and -iq is next  to  an adjec t ive ,  which means that 

it should be happy. ksetsky , howver , does have a way of r u l  h g  ou t  these 

constructions.  If w suppose that the mapping t o  LF ftan S-structure 

omurs  cyc l i ca l ly ,  and if constructicms m u s t  be well-formed a t  every level  

then we can claim that * m l y z i t a b l e  is ruled ou t  because at the l eve l  at 

M c h  - i t y  is attached to the verb a n a l y z ,  its s u b c a ~ g o r i z a t i m  

requirements ( [ + A ,  +V]) cannot be m t l s f i e d .  So * w l y z i t a b l e  is out f a r  

the same r e a m  as *analyzi%y is out. 

?&e sane log ic  does no t  car ry  over to examples of the following form, 

f i r s t  pointed out  in arcat (1984a) and also discussed by Pesetsky in the 

most r e m t  i n c a m t i m  of this paper. Wee a word such as +natlmalhood, 

which is obviously horr ib le .  Now, there is no questicn t h t  n a t i m a l  is 

w e l l - f o r d ,  and given that ,  there is no reason why me could n o t  tllen 

submit it f o r  f'urther a f f i x a t i m .  Affixing -hood t~ it of course vio la tes  

subcategorizat im requirements of t b t  a f f i x ,  which takes a noun and 

forms noms  . Wlt this ought to be salvageable by the seme method used to 

save wanrmaticall ty,  namely by raising thc Internal a f f i x :  



N hood 

h d  the word a u l d ,  in principle have a reamable enough in*rpretatIm 

such as 'pertaining t o  nat1mhwd1. ?his is perhaps a l i t t l e  mfair 

insofar as may well not be semantically canpositimal, Mce not fully 

productive. As I shall discuss in the cantext of my om analysls of 

Eracktlng Paradoxes, even classic Bcacketlng hradox reanalyses seem to 

fall consistently enough with this affix ( c .f . , Kiparskyt s +witch-doctoral 

example given above.) Even 80, me g e t s  the impression that not  only do 

such forms as +laaticnalhood not get t k  required interpretatla?, but  that 

they would be horrendously bed mder any circumstances. W r e  are other 

example8 which ought to be allowd to reorder in Interpretatim, and a iist 

is given below (frola Sproat, 1954) : 

l h r e  in-rpretaticn would be as followe: 



(38) 
as of a l i t t l e  adventure (adventure+let+ous), t o  mk (like) a 
l i t t le  code (code+let+ify), the actim of being resisting 
(resist+ing+ance), to make somewhat active (active+ish+ate) 

Now, the same criticism about semantic opaciv and productiviQ could be 

raised against any of these examples, but I believe lht there is a strong 

sense in which these forms are out for much more basic reams  than M s .  

Actually a t  least me of the reorderings i s  an almost plausible word, 

m m l y  ?de l e t i@;  tkre hterpretatlm of thls word is clear enough, but it 

is equally clear t h a t  * d i f y l e t  absolutely cannot have this 

interpretatim, and indeed is bad albgether 

ksetsky suggests that the solution to this problem, if it is real, is 

in a restrictim of IAe following form: 

(39) Strim Vacuomess RestricWcn 
The lzrminal string output of QR does not  differ £ran the 
terminal s.tring input. - 

We return shortly to t h i s  propoaed mdi t im .  Fksetaky notes, howver, 

that there are - o m t i a l  comterexamples to (39), cases wkre we m i g h t  want 

to say that reordering in lntespretaticn as predicted by the QR m d e l  of 

rebracketing does occur. Qle of WEE forms i s  misreattach and other verbs 

of tht form. & s e w  claims that this cen be InterpreW w i t h  - re- 

outside mieab-tach. He gives the following example: 

(40) 
all1 miattached the antenna mce . > Then, after checkhg the 
instructim, he mt back and mis-re-attackd - it! 



kcording tn Pesetsky, this sentence is  gina ally allowable with the 

obviously intended interpcetatim that misreattached means 'rnisattached for 

a second tifne.' Hobever ksetsky also notes that m y  speakers do no t  

share t h i s  inmition. I fall inm the latter category. 

His other example comes from Spanish. kcording to Besetsky, there are 

dialects of Spanish where esferoidita lspkreesort-of+dhinutivel is 

ambiguous between its straightformrd reading of f a  l i t t l e  spheroid1 and 

the QR reanalyzed reading of almost ( sort of) a l i t t l e  spheref . Ihe 

analcgous th ing  can also happm with esferiwide, whose most natural 

interpretation i s  'ahmat ( sort of) a l i t t l e  sphere' and reanalyzed 

interpretatim i s  f a  l i t t l e  spheroid'. kverthelesa, P e ~ t s k y  nobs tht 

these reanalyzed interpretations are a t  best marginal. 

So in evidence against the String Vacuousness Cmditim w hve  a couple 

of quite marginal examples, and in evidence for it we have sane fairly 

clear caws which do not allow reordering in  interpretaticn. Needless t o  

say, then, ths evidence is strmgly in favor of having such a m d i t i o n .  

Yet this M d i t i o n  is by no means unproblemetic since in order for it tx 

make any uaef'bl clah uMmever about t l ~  putative morphological mapping 

between %structure and LF it necessitabs the assumptian, otherwise 

m t i v a t e d  I believe, that linear order, a8 opposed merely to scopal 

( i .e., c-cainmnd) relations, is relevant for LF representations. To see 

why t h i s  is so w i n e  rather that LF representaticns, as is usually 



assumed, care m l y  about c-cammcl and not about linear ordering . Then the 

representxtim of mpamaticality and %tianalhood will be as follows, 

#here, linear order is irrelevant: 

hood N 

In these representatims there is no apparent difference between 

+natimalhood and ~ngramaticali.ty~ Pat is, there is no sense in which 

- i t y  is ladjaantt to ,qraomatical In a uay in which - -a1 is no t  'adjacentt 

to naticn. Of course, there - is a Zllfference, and that is tht in tk 

rngrammatical case ue are dealing with two suffixes, and in the grammatical 

case we are dealing with a suffix and a prefix. But these facts, which are 

based m linear orderin@;, sholdd in prbciple be irrelevmt a t  LF. This i s  

not t o  say tbt a mapping principle could not be fomd; s a ~ e  modified 

versim of the Mapping Rinciple which I will be proposing (secticn 1.2.2. ) 

could be reinterprebd as characteristic of the napping f r c m  S-structure to 

LZ rather thm of the mapping from S-structure t o  PF as I shall suggest. 

E!ut it is also clear that Eesetak@ s String h c w m e s s  Resffiction fail s 

mless e make otherwie mmrranlxl stipulatims about W; note agein t h a t  



it is never necessary assume that syntactic QR is restricted by linear 

ordering . 
There is one other class of mses wtvch %setsky argues h i s  analysis can 

handle and those are cases where idiosyncratic interpretation is involved. 

h example 1s The word - I ~ c ! 3  ... which can refer to the state of being rare or 

to a p t i c d a r  kind of object which is rare. m t r a s t  i s  brought out  

by the following examples (modeled a? kset;skyls): 

a. We =re shocked by the rarity of these books. 
b. A f i rs t  edition of The Canterbury Thles is a rarity. 

In the aemd senace, rarity has t k  idiosyncratic interpretation. Now, 

Pesetsky notes tht - un- cannot prefix to the idiosyncratic word rarity. So 

there is no csulterpart to ( a b ) :  

(43) 
a. We were shocked by the unrarity of these books. 
b. *A ffrsp; editim of The Cgnterbury Wles is an ulrarity. 

In the case that QR does n o t  leave traces ehe analysis is straightforward 

i f  = mke t k  quite reasamble asmpticn that the idiosyncratic 

interpretatim ia cmly available wt.len the items which are to be 

idiosyncratically interpreted are sisters, thus forming a constituent a t  

the relevant level of interpretation. m a  characteristic;; of idioms h s  

been noticed elsewhere insofar as idiosyncratically internpreted forms tend 

to act like f r o m  expressima, rersisting pssivizsltlm and - w h ~ v ~ t .  

In any event, given this asamption, a 2 q  with the assmpticm? tht 



mrphological QR does not  leave a trace, the LF repremtatim of mrariw 

must be: 

ity 
1 \ 

/ \ 
m rare 

In th is ,  case, theP?, -ity and rare are not sisters, do not  form a 

mstituent, and are therefore not interpretable idiosyncratically. 

The trace analysis is sapevht more problematic since it muld yield an 

LF structure like the following: 

rare el 

Eht me may w11 ask why the trace m o t  stand In for the raised affix in 

interpretatim; tkt is, why rare + e m o t  be interpreted as  if t t i i  -1ty 

wee still -re for the purpoees of t k  ~ t i c s .  As Pese-ky suggestas, 

thfs is a troubling, though perbps not shocking problem. He notes for 



insmce that &re are cases o f  syntac::ic moveumt which preclude 

iditmatic intepretation for instance l-kavy NP Shift: 

( 46) 
a. ?Jdm gave Bill e yesterday the answer. 
b. *Job gave B i l l  e - yesterday the f inger.  

Ch the other hand, there are also cases of syntactic m v m t  which allow 

for idi~matic in te rpre ta t im.  So, with sentence idiom such as  l'Rie shit 

h i t  the fan1 or 'The cat is out of the bag1 it is perfectly possible to 

raise the subject of th? idiocnatic sentence: 

( 47) 
a. The s h i t  seems e to have h i t  t k  fan. 
b. lhre cat seema - e-to be out of the bag. 

(48) 
a. The shit was believed - e to have h i t  the fan. - 
b. Zhe cat wa~ believed - e to be  out of the bagB. 

I have no eouble  interpreting these sentences idiomatically, and tbat 

suggesb Vat traces may, in sane cases, be in*rpreM in place of 

idiamtic antecedents. So the issue is not a t  a l l  clear, and there may be 

a genuine problem for the analysis  of morphological QR with -aces which 

k ~ e t a k y  presents ( see my o m  accomt, sectim 1.3.1.2. ) 

&setsky also analyses the behavior of themtic role a s s i ~ C  in 

8. Noam anorrmsky h a  sqggested tn me that the contrast between (46) and 
(47-48) m i g h t  have to do with the difference between internal a r m i t s  and 
external a r m - .  We w i l l  not pursue this question here. 



d e v e r h l  forms. I shall n o t  discuss  his examples here, but  ra ther  return 

b the problem of deverbal morphology in Chapter 11, where I present  my own 

analys is  of the data. 

I have traced the h i s to ry  of the Ekacketing Paradox problem from the 

time wbn such forms were f i rs t  noticed in the literature to the present. 

Various analyses have been presented and m y  of them have proved 

m a t i s f a c t o r y  fo r  various reams. Pesetskyf s analysis ,  which in many 

ways is c loses t  to the one I wish to propose, is quite problematic since I t  

turns out  to be M d  to find a motivatml mst ra ln t  fo r  the p u a t i v e  

a p p l l c a t l m  of QR tn morphological form. I should no* that I am not; 

claiming and nei ther  am I conv ind  that genuine QR does no t  apply to 

a f f i x e s  in sane cases, espec ia l ly  a f f ixes ,  such as the comparative, 

which my well be quan t i f i e r s  after ell (see S e c t i m  I .3 .I .I . fo r  a 

d$scussion of this p i r a t . )  Hoever ,  I would claim that it is simply w r q  

t o  characteriz~ backeting Paradoxes as a product of the mpping from 

S-structure to LF. I %herefore turn now t o  my o m  analys is ,  and the 

a r g m m t a  In support of it. But first SUE backgromd an the model of 

gamar I a l l  be assuming. 



1.2 ?he bpping  f r o m  Syntax t;o PF. 

1.2.1 Background: 'h model of grammr. 

The general model of gramm which I shall be assumhg is as outlined i n  

Chmsky (1 981 ) , developed in subsequent work w i t h i n  tihe Government and 

Binding. Pamework and diagramned in (49) below: 

J' 
\ 

F'F 
L 
LF 

Tt-e model ccmsists of two syntactic levels, D-structure and S-structure. 

D(eep)-structure, which ia intended to  be a pure represeoltation of the 

thematic sWucture of lexical i t m a  i n  that a l l  and only the argmmts 

required by a particular itere are present a t  tkt level. In p t i e u l a r ,  

expletives such aa - it and - these w i l l  be absent from D-structure 

represen-ticn. The mpping be- D-strucime and S(ha1low)-structaue is 

f m p l m b d  by the general rule bve-alpha (or m e  generally 



lfAffect-alphall, Lasnik and alto (1 984) ) , which can llmove anything 

anywkrel1, and which is Itself res t r ic ted  in it8 a p p l i c a t i m s  by general 

m v e n t i c n s  such a s  the Projec t im Principle,  Boumdirzg 'Iheory, Qse Sheory, 

Binding Theory, and so an, w h i c h  eieker govern the r u l e ' s  app l i ca t im or 

else apply to ita output. I assum familiariQ w l t h  Wsese principles  and 

wil l  therefore abstain from a desc r ip t im of them. 

Ran S-structure, there is a mapping to both of th so-called 

in terpre t ive  campments, E( ogical ) F( orm) and P( h m e t l c )  F( o m ) .  I t  is 

generally ass& tkt the logical  interpretat ion,  along wleh the Interface 

to the semantics resides a t  LF, whereas in  '%he PF' c c l m p e n t  lies the  

phmological part of tbe gamw, though wbt exactly comts as 

~phmologicalf l  has rare ly  been clear ly  stated. The mapping to LF, called 

Quantifier Raising, or QR was f i rs t  studied in d e t a i l  by May (1977) and has 

received a substant ial  amomt of a t t m t i m  since t h a t  time. The 

correspmding mapping f r m  S-structure t o  PF has received far less 

a t tent ion  'than it deserves; it is my intention here to take a shot a t  the 

problem. 

Che may well ask if  there is anything missing from the diagram above. 

In particular, where is the camnpanent of t k  graanw~ which has generally 

 en cal led the lexicm? Perhaps the most e x p l i c i t  and canprehensible 

&el of gs-, withh the CB-framwork, which a t k m p b  to give a precise 

loeatla? of the l e x i m  with respct to the other cuopents is that 



developd in Pranka (1983). Qle o f  the great insights, I feel, of t h i s  

work was the realization that the process Wt had tradi t imlly been 

termed fflexical insertimv was In fact the cmflatim of two separate 

processes which should be vieM as residing in two separate comp~lents of 

the grammar. The f i rs t  of these processes Prmka called Itcategorial 

ms.tructiont1 (CC); this takes place a t  D-structure and m s i s t a  in the 

lfprojectim of the lexicon of the categorial InformatPm m a i n e d  In the 

lexical items that ccnstitute a sentencell (Pranlg , p. 15). In her model, 

this informatian m s i s t s  of nothing more than feature bmdles. In m y  

current views of gramar, following s3uell (1 981 ) , there h u  been a sharp 

turn away frm the use of phrase structure rules, a strang preference 

rather being shown for deriving phrase s ~ u c t w e  entirely from the lexical 

properties of particular lexical items. Thus in a sentence like 'Jolm 

hates rutabagasf there is no need Ix have a rule that rewrites a VP as a V 

followd by an W since we need in any event specify that hate i s  a verb 

which takes me internal argument, the fhtee. l  Other cmstraints an 

phrase structure can be seen to fall out from principles of 

Case-assi-t, theta-assigmmt, and so cm (see, St;o~11, 1981 ; K m v ,  

1984; Travis, 1984; Sprat, 1985a). Rmkaf s CC therefore is simply the 

proJectim a t  D-swucture of the properties of lexical item. 

me o tk r  half of lexical inserticm is w h a t  Pranka terms PhmoLogical 

Inserticn or PI. ?his occurs, smewhat msurprislngly, a t  PF, a d  consists 

in the insertion into the struc-e for a derived sentence of the 



phonological mter ial associated w i t h  particular lexical items. Pranka 

dms ass= tha* %re is a separate (Stratum-Ordered) morphological 

component and Wt WE relatimahip between the material inserted by CC and 

that inserted by PI is governed by the workings of the morphology. Her 

model i s  diagramed below: 

list of lexical entries -1--CC---> d-str"ctllre 

word formtia? component I , I level -I 
I 

Ranka also assumes an operation, much in the spirit of %rantz (1937, 

1%) which allows syntactic operatims to merge feature bmdles origlmlly 

Inserted by CC into D-structure; this operatim takes plrnoe between 

D-structure and S-s~ueture. &us feature bmdles a t  S-structure m y  

m t a l n  mre fnfomtfm than those a t  D-structure, accsmting for the fact 

that in m y  lmguages single words may mtah elements which me would 

want to argue are syntactically separate a t  D-structure. A t  PF, PI maps 

the appropriate phological forms to the feature bundles present a t  



S-structure. ?he l e x i c a ,  thul ,  is the m a m e  which generates 

phmologicab forms which will meet up w i t h  their syntac t imly  derived 

comterpar ts  a t  PF. l h i s  idea is similar to me developed by Wantz  (1981) 

which suggestx t2~1-t lexica l  I rwer t im occurs a t  every level and =that 

whenever affixaticm occurs by some syntact ic  operatian sf merges, the 

l e x i m  is called upon to provide an appropriate form to be h%ested in to  

syntac t ic  slruclaxe . 
There are a couple of conceptual problems with Prankals &el to which 

ke now turn. First of all, it it i  not  clew wtmt she views as be- the 

relevant  l i a t  of "lerricaP en t r i e su .  Is it just m r p h e ~ ,  or might it; 

mtain f u l l y  f o r d  mrpklog ica lhy  m l e x  words? ?he former mceptim 

is surely wrong simply because m y  morphemes simply do not  have the r i g h t  

properties t o  be inserted into D-structure. For example, if e =take a 

derived nominal such as d e s t r u c t i m  what we want to say is lhat whst 

llprojects ern the is tk nmina l  properties of the word, plus 

whatever properties it has inherlBed by' being derived from des-ay. Wlt  

there is no sense in  which the two lexical  items destroy and - -ion project  

independently of ore =ot te r ;  I hope to c l a r i f y  the problem of project iar  

ita the next chapter. So what we mnt to say is t h a t  morphological1.y 

complex worde can project Weir feature bundles. But i f  this is the case, 

it is no t  obvious w h t  me jFunctlm of the Stratum-ordered morphology is in 

this model. If msrgkslogically m p l e x  words w e  in principle avai lable 

f o r  CC, then why do need a machine t~ generate such words? Ira the 



normal canceptim of k x i c a l  Pbrphology (c.f . , Klparsky, 1983a ; bhanan, 

19831, the Stratmajrdered l e x i m  is t h  very machine dnfch derives the 

morpho-phmological and mrpho-synect ic  properties of words. Yet sane of 

those properties muat already be present txfore  we en*r the l f lexim,l l  

according tx Prankals model. Perhaps, then, w h i t  she Intends is t h a t  the  

Stratum-ordered machinery is only present for purposes of generating the 

phmological form of words--i.e., that it essen t i e l ly  deliesmlneu the 

phclnolcgial e l l - f o r m c h e e e  of the words to be inset-W by PI. If so, it 

is hard to see why this i sn' t  merely a part of the PF canpen t ,  rather 

than being a separa* caepent  of the graamr; &r a l l ,  i f  the PF 

component is an in terpre t ive  component which ccnoerns itself with the 

well-formedness of phanological expressians t k ~  w ought to expect 

principles which determine such well-formdness to apply at that l e ~ e l .  

Yjo, I skill argue in this thesf s ( ee Chapter 4 ) ,  the Stratum-ordered 

phmolsgy, insofar as It is correc t ,  does nothing more or less ehan 

determine phmological w e l l - f o r m e s s  a t  PF. 

The 0 t h -  problem with Pranlotfs model bas to do w i t h  sum recent work by 

Mark Baker (1985a) having to do w l t h  a principle he terms I 1 ' l k e  Mirror 

W*incipleH. Baker notea tht languages which have m p l e x  morphology 

m~lrking syntactic o p e r a t i a s  exhibi t  in that mrphological av~klng the a~uae 

orlcier ae me would argue the corresponding syntactic opera t ime occur in .  

For example, hke the  following examples from QwecPlua (due to M)r~!;cn 

(19131 1): 



(51 ! 
a )  hqa-naku- ya- chi- n 

bat-recipdur-cause-3s 
He is ceusing themi to beat each other i. 

b) hqa-chi- naku- rka-n 
beat-cause-recip-pl- 3s 
I W y ,  let  someme beat each other i. 

3 

EMcer observes that t k  differmce in morphological structure in these two 

examples i s  also indicative of a difference in syntactic structure. In WE 

f i rs t  example the reciprocal affix is Internal mrphologically to the 

causative affix. Now, the interpretatim, namely tkit & a w e  Is 

identical in reference to the reciprocal, the object of 'beat1, is 

consistent wit31 a (D-structure) syntactic strucme where the causee and 

the reciprocal are clausmates and -re "Che subject !he1 is represented as 

the subject of the abstract verb CAUSE, which heads a naat~?ix clauae 

mbedCing the !beatt clause underneath it. Causative foramtian thus 

occurs, in effect, after the interpretatia? of the reciprml and the 

subject of 'beatt as coreferential. In the semd se~ltenoe, the caueative 

affix occurs internal to the reciprocal, suggesting that causativizatim 

occurs before the interpretation of th reciprocal and t h  subject of CAUSE 

as coreferential. This hand-in-handness of morphology and syntax, Beker 

states as follows: 

(52) Mrror Principle 
Morphologiml derivatims mt directly reflect syntactic 
derivatims (and v i c e  versa). 



He suggests a model of gsammr M e h  incorporates this principle by having 

a constant in-ractim between mrphology and ~jrntax ira the mapping from 

D-structure (which, again, is intended to be a pure representation of the 

lexical properties of lexical items, and which therefore is devoid of the 

kinds of morphological int r iacies  discussed by Baker) to S-structure: 

(53) 
Lhderlying Structure root 

I 
Process A 
(morphology and 6ynIz.x) 

Process B 
( morphology and syntax ) 

al root+afA+afB 
I 
I 

Surface Structure JI 

Thus, syntactic operations, along with the morphological operatims which 

spell ttmem out go kind in hand. 

Returning to  Prankals model, it is taard t o  see how one can derive this 

effect (except of coure by stipulatlm) i f  the morphology is a &?parate 

llblack b x n ,  operating wholly under 1- om principles and separate from 

l 3 ~  l e x i m .  mt is, i f  the syntax derives featwe bundles which are 

associated with phonological representatians a t  PF, what principle 

debrdnes that the phanological representations should prewrve t h  order 

in which the feature bmdles were built up, given tht the lexicon derived 



t t ~  phmological representatim according to its o w  principles. 

So, Ebkerts f indings  suggest that  there is a very intimate relatimshlp 

indeed between syntactic opsatians and ttre morphology which spells out 

those operatims. Also, given the validity of my other criticism of 

Prankats model, we bring Into question the status of tbe l ex im as a 

word-building device. Qle of the questims which Pesetsky raised i n  h i s  

paper (1985) is the status of the cuu,ment called the lexicm. "1s there 

a l e ~ i c a n ? ~ ~  , he asks, and I would like to suggest tkt the answer is no. 

Pat is ,  there is no lexica? if "lexiccnI1 is taken to be a word-forniatim 

mchirne, a component of the gramw canpletely separate from syntax (and 

possibly from phcnology) . mt I shall suggest, rather, is that the 

lexicon i s  what has come to  be termed the flpermanentll lexicm; l.e., a l i s t  

of morphemes, and idiosyncratic words, phrases, etc., with their 

properties. General principles applying a t  the various levels of the 

gr- such as D-structure, S-structure, PF and LF will determine Ule 

ell-fsrmedness of various collocatians of these lexical items. The 

subsequent c2xap-r~ of t h i s  theais will be an investlgatian Into precisely 

what t t ~  principles which apply a t  th various levels, in particular in the 

Syntax and the PF caupent ,  m i g h t  look like. 

Notice that I am not claiming that there are no principles of 

word-etructure; In Chapter 2 I will be fnveatigatlng t k  properties of 

deverhl noms, and it will turn out that a t  Peast some of We syntactic 



principles which determine well-formedness of such colloeatims a t  t k  X' 

level will be cnly pa r t ly  similar in their behavior to the behavior of 

principles which determine well-fomdness of projected ( i .e . , % , n)O) 

items. If me insist3 tkt, for instance, the set of principles which 

applies collocatims which would generally be called lexical in fact 

must be termed Ifthe lexiccnI1, I kave no particular objection, bu t  not ice  

that t h i s  i s  only an artificial distinctim: special principles presumably 

apply to nom phrase structure, yet no me, I suspect, would be w i  1 ling to 

argue that there is a %para* lENoun-Phrase Canp~nent~~ in t h  gramm. Why 

should it be any different for words? Well-forwdness for word structure 

(as originally suggested, I believe, by Lieber) can be derived in m y  

cases from principles of categorial seletim, and as 1 s h l l  a l s  argue, 

thematic role a s s i p m t  and possibly Chse assignment (see also Fgbb, 1984, 

an this last possibiliQ), principles which may operate differently a t  the 

word level, bu t  which are syntactic principles ncnetheless. QI the 

phmological side, there are principles of lexical stress a s s immt  as 

w11 ass principles of phrasal stresa assigmmt. k x i c a l  Phcnology, wi l l  

w a i s t  sf phological rules and principles which apply differently within 

phmological words cnly lnmfar as phmological words are generally b u i l t  

up by h affixatIan of item whlch phmologically llselectll for other 

im. hst-lexical phslogy wi l l  ccrmsist of phcnological operaticns 

which do not occur mder affixation. This wi l l  hopefully become clearer in  

G~p-t;er 4, where I discuss t h i s  topic, but I note here lkat more or less 



We sme suggestim has actual ly  already been mde within Lexicai 

Phonologyp by %harm (1982) insofar a s  he suggests t h a t  in m y  cases the 

same ru le  m y  apply both lexicably and pos t l ex iml ly ,  t h  dif fer ing  

applicat icn resulting from the p r o p r t i e s  of the lexiccm in the former case 

and the lack of those propepties in? the latter. 

I s h a l l  suggest, then, that a l l  words (whether t h y  be "derived 

pre-syntacticallyst) or b u i l t  up by the operation of synlmc, a la h k r ,  

have a r e p r e m a t i a n  a t  a level  of syntax. ~ r l v e d  words, such a s  derived 

n m h a l s  in Ehglish, for instance, wil l  be represented a s  bracketings of 

morphemes a t  D-sWuctwe and will be left  maffecw In the mapping from 

D-slructure to S-seucture.  l b i r  wll-formedness or ill-formechess wil l  

be determined by s y n h c t i c  principles  such a s  categorial select ion,  theta 

ro le  ass igment ,  and so forth.  Synac t i ca l ly  determined morphology wl l l  be 

derived via syntact ic  a f  f ixat ion ( following, of cow se , the Mirror 

P r h c i p l e )  . I wil l  have very l i t t le  to say about thls kind of morphology 

henceforth9. Zhe syntact ic  s t ruc tures  will then be mapped cnb 

pkonologiml r e p r e m t a t i m s ,  which wil l  themselves be  subject to ru les  and 

principles  of the phcmology. To lake a simple example, tke word 

pramnatic=eliQ will have two syntac t ica l ly  represented morphemes, which we 

shall represent as GRAMWICAL arid ITY. CRAW#rICAL is an adjec t ive ,  and 

9. Note that syntact ic  morphology of this kind may well involve Bracketing 
hradoxes. For such a case from Georgian, see k r a n t z  (1 984b). 



we shall notate this by subscripting it w i t h  A, as per normal usage. ITY 

is an affix which subcategorizes for adjectives and forms nouns (we will 

state the affixatim requirements of ITY more f u l l y  below). This we 

abbreviate w i t h  the subscript <A,N>; ira general, in such a pair <A,B>, w i l l  

be the property of a morpheme which selects for another morpkme of class 

A, and produces me of class B. This notatim is really just a variant of 

the notatim suggested in Lf e k r  (1 980). The synhctic representation for 

the word 8;r~mnaticaliQ, then, will b as below: 

This, 1 would claim, is the bracketing for this word a t  both D-structure 

and S-structure, and presumably also LF. It i s  obviously well-formed 

according to the principles of categorial selectim. In addit ion,  i t s  

seraantic Interpretation will be derived from the particular semantic 

entries for the two affixes, and the general principles of compositional 

semntics ; Che important thing to note about this structure, and t o  bear 

in Blind during the rest of the discwsicn in this chap%%- is that there is 

no linear ordering implied in the diagram above. In fact, I claim that 

linear ordering is irrelevant, though not necessarily ncn-existent for 

syntactic structure, a t  least tbat of words, (see also Mantz, 1 984~). 'She 

relative order of morp~"lemes, we may assume, i s  dm to  the phmological 

properties of those morphemes, such as the property of be* a prefix, or a 

suff ix ,  and so forth. Therefore, in no case should linear ordering i n  a 



10 particular syntactic representation be mstrued as king  important . 
A t  PF the phmological informatla about the word i s  represented. So, 

the fact tht -i ty is a suffix, and that it attaches to la t lmte  stems, the 

fact that gramatical - is a swword which is latinate, and so for th  are 

a l l  represented kre .  So, the phmological represenatim for (54) will 

be : 

The question which now arises is: What governs the mapping between the 

two levels? I turn now to W s  questicn?. 

Mantz  (1984~) has suggested that there i s  an adjacency relation m 

mapping between morphological s-ucture and phmological structure. W s  

statefpent of tmpplng principle is as follows: 

* ! ? t o  [B] in morphological structure then [ A] 
must mmtamte with [B] In phcnological structure: 

1 . left/right amcatmatian: lest member of [ A] ad j o h e  to  

10. I skirt the issue of whether some linear ordering, e.g. phrasal 
ordering, is relevant a t  S-structure, as argued by Pavia (1 4841, Koopman 
(1984), and 600dall (1984). It wi l l  make no difference to my analysis 
either way. 



f i r s t  member of [B] ( left concatmation) or f i rs t  member of 
ad joins last umber of [B] (right cancatenation). A ffmemberll 
could be the whole unit, tkh& left/right-most constiment, or 
anythlrg in between in size. 

2.  nonlinear amcatenation (e  .g., Arabic verbs) 

lPle besic idea, then, is that if A and B are sisters in morphological 

! i .e., syntactic) structure, they are adjoined or adjacent in phcnological 

structure. Nt th is  i s  t k  right kind of principle wlll become abundantly 

clear in the discussion below. 

Howver , although t h i s  is cerbinly the right idea, there is a tectmical 

problem with &antzf s statensent of tlva kpping  Principle, a t  least i f  the 

above is ta be taken literally as a formal definitim of ekvz Pfinciple. 

'Pake the standard example ungramatioelity, which Marantzls Principle is 

intended t o  cover. We want the MappFng Principle to explain why a 

syntactic represmtatim like J[un flamatical] ityl can be represented a t  

PF as [un [gramrrratical i ty]] .  Tkere is no problem with -ity: since t h t  is 

a sister to mgramaratical a t  S-structure, it can adjoin to the Last member 

of tht collocatfm, which is precisely what it does, slrice I t  affixes to 

pramrratical. I-kwever, - m- would appear t o  violate Mantzfs  md l t im:  it 

is a s i s b r  to  tical a t  S-structure, hence it should adjoin to 

grarmratical a t  PF. But it does not; it adjoin8 to pramaticality, which is 

the cmtalner of paummtical, a relatim which techically ought to 

preclude this frm being a proper adjmcticm? for t h i s  particular 

S-structure representatian ; that is, left/rightmst member of a 



morpheme mi be a3 large as the m r p W  i-belf, but not  larger.  I sha l l  

remedy this s i tua t ion  in the d e f i n i t i m  of the Mapping P r h c i p l e  t o  be 

11 given here . 
F i r s t  of a l l ,  howver, let us define same basic n o t i m s  which wil l  k 

useful In giving the formal d e f i n i t l m  of the b p p i n g  k b c i p l e .  We a n  

imagine a lexica l  entry to be a two-place vector,  the f i r s t  entry of which 

is the syntac t ic  r ep resmta tbm of the entry,  and the s e m d  of whlch is 

the phcnological representat im.  We w i l l  adopt the amvention of naming 

such a vector by a primed upper-case spel l ing of the normal phonological or 

orthographic representation of l 2 ~  morpheme, and the syntact ic  enwy by the 

correspmding m p r W  upper-case spelling. For example, the following are 

lex ica l  e n t r i e s  of Ehglish: 

(The n o t a t l m  d,O> on - UN merely means tkt that m r p b  a f f ixes  to an 

adject ive snd tht it does not  change ehe cafzgory of th item to which it 

atmchs. h Lieberl s (1980) theory, this would be sb%ed by saying that  

UNs does not have a category of its om.)  We a l s o  define the following - 

11 . This deficiency, as pointed out  to me by k a n t z ,  is not  charac ter i s t ic  
of the approslch &ken in Want2 (lgg4a), *re mmtmat im and 
adjmction are separate processes (see Marantz, .f934a, pp. 286-9). 



useful re la t ions  and p r d i c a t e s :  

( 58) 
a. S(M)cdef  the syntact ic  entry for  M. 
b .  4k!)=def the phcnological entry for  II. 

c. sis( A B) , a predicate which applies  in the 
syntac t ic  representatian and which is t rue  i f f  A and 
R are sisters 

d. aJPrf( A), a predicate which applies  a t  PF and which is 
true of A i f f  A is a suffix. 

e. pm( A) a p r d i c a t e  which applies  a t  PF and which is 
true of A i ff  A is a prefix.  

We wi l l .  now intrcduce the operamr * , which can be read I f i s  adjacent t o  ," 
and which applies  to pairs of phonological representa t ims,  and ppoduces a 

th i rd  phmological representa t im which is the r e s u l t  of adjoining the two 

or ig inal  representa t ims according to the principles  of autosegmental 

phmology in l he  case of a f f ixa t ion ,  or simply cmcatmaticm In -the case of 

sisters which do not  ac tua l ly  a f f i x  to euch other1*. 'Ibis operator is 

canmutative so  that FkWk It is no t  associat ive,  so that ( PB)*C is not  

generally equal to AF(%W). 

However, it dl1 generally be the case, in c m c a m t i v e  morphology 

(though no t  in ncn-concatmative mospholsg~~, which is why w need *) , that 

12. Thus * (and a l s o  ') are deliberately ambiguous between operators, which 
is w k t  they are matbmatically,  and predicate8 which is what m y  a r e  
interpreted as l inguis t ica l ly .  For the purposes of this word it w i l l  
suffice to in te rp re t  an asaer t ian  such as (a%) as k i n g  a shorthand for  
the  following: This phmological representa t im is such tht a is adjacent 
tQ b* 



e i w r  A or B is specified a s  a suffix or a prefix so  tht they adjoin in a 

par t icular  order.  We therefore introduce ', an ordered (non-conreutative) 

operator defined a s  follows: 

(59) Definiticn of A for  Affixatim: 
If 
( 1 )  mB), then PB=API3#E-A; 
( i i )  pre(B), then IbPCB=rkAAB. 

In f a c t ,  it will more generally be t k  case tbt order- is specified for 

syntac t ic  reascns too; e .g. t k  language may be Lad-f ina l  or 

head-Ini t ial ,  thus ordering the ~ s t i ~ e n t s  a t  PF; i n  this case we would 

introduce ' t o  replace *. Although ' is no t  comutat ive,  it is 

associat ive,  v l l ike  , in mt if ( AaB)'C comts a s  a phmologirsal 

representation for  sabe X, then so  do Aa(rC)  and ( A T C ) .  

We now define the re la t i an  AH which rela&s syntact ic  representations to 

phonol~gica l  r e p r e m t a t i i o  a s  follows: 

(60) The b p p i n g  Principle. 

(i) If B is a morphee, then m(S(B))=P(B). 
( i i )  If &s(A 8) then W(A B)=(RI(A)*RI(B))'~. 

'Ihis is more or lees equivalent to Fbrantzss principle of adjacency, but as 

13. In Ehglish this says the following: ( i )  i f  B is a morpheme then the 
phonologial  mapping of t k  syntact ic  representation of B is just its 
phmological entry, i .e. RB( B) ) ; ( i i )  if A and B are sisters, then P)1I A) 
and W(B) are adJaoent; 1 .e . , the phanological representation of [ AB] is 
such that W, A) and H E )  are adjacent.  



we shall see, it does not suffer from the tectmical problem discussed 

above. 

To see how this a l l  vorks, consider WE simple a s e  of the word 

jgamaticality. The necessary stipulations are listed below: 

As we have seen, the syntactic representation of the word is JGRhMlQPCAL 

ITY]. Now, given zk mapping principle, t h i s  w i l l  convert a s  fol.10~8: 

Since sls((=R~#rICPL ITY), 

PH(C;RMDICL ITY)=(PH(GRPPIMATICAL)*HI( ITY) )=(gramatikal+ity) and since 

suf ( i ty) ,  this is equivalent to (gramatikalaity), which is the result  we 

want of course. 

A t  'chis jmcture, it will be informative to discuss h o w  suppletion f i t s  

into this model. b w  do we represent the fac t  t ha t  mt stands in for GO 

and PAST, which would normally be expresssd in the PF compment as two 

morphemes, but for tk fac t  that @ is irregular? I suggest that this is a 

fac t  about PF', and t ha t  there is, in such a case, a cmversfcm rule which 

maps phanological adjmctbms onto single phonological  morpheme^. So, for 

instance, in Ehglish t k r e  is an entry for went as fallows: 



I assume that  this rule is subjec t  to th Elsewhere Ca~ditim (Kiparsky, 

1983a) ira the sense that whenever such a rule e x i s t s ,  it rdll supersede the 

more general output of the m c a t s n a t i c n  of two morphems. 

There a l s o  is a kind of inverse of suppletion?, which is c m m  in 

m r p h l o g i c a l  systems and which w s h a l l  term ttantfsuppl.etim .It  This is 

where two or more phmological r n o r p ~ s  represent  a single syntac t ic  

mrpkme.  h example from Ehglish would be the word paduce  - 9  where the PF 

representation calsista i n  the m c a t e n a t i m  of pro- :md -duce, and where 

we might assume there is no in te rna l  r e p r e s a t a t i o n  as far as the syntax is 

conserned, f o r  the simple reason that the two morpk!w!s of the  phmologfml 

repsesen-tim act merely as phonological f o r m t i v e s ,  having r13 p r d u c t i v e  

syntactic' or semantic cantribution to the words which they form. So 

PRODUCE1 will bave m en t ry  as follows: 

(63) FROD'(lC131=QRODUCE, (p ro ,  d&)> 

The following statements about P;i4% phonological t ; r o r p b s  will b 

necessary: 

(64) p d p r o ) ,  d d b )  

With a l l  sf W e  preliminary wabrial out of the way, then, we turn  tc, a 

14. Though me could argue that since Mum fcbrms are invariably verbs, 
t kn  4 u c e  m a t  k v e  a syntactic representatitm and percolate its V featme 
to tk-d that dminates it. 



discussion o f  Bracketing hradoxes. 

'I .2.3 Simple C3ses of h a c k e t a  kadoxes  . 

k t  us now turn to an example lika qqsammticality. We livt the  

necessary facts below, saue of which are already familiar: 

It will W n  out that there are sumwbat m r e  stringent r e q u i r m t s  m the 

affhat im of Int thin suggested here, but the defhftial  above will serve 

I the purpose for this d%scussim. As we have em, the syntactic 
I 

requirements d i c t a t e  the foliowing syntactic bracketing f.'or 

Now, the question Wckn arises is whether I&[~amatikality]1 is an 

acceptable phmological bracketfslg fo r  mgrammticality; it will turn out 

from the definitim of the mapping relatim given in the last ~ ~ c t i c m  that 

it is. It is easy to prove this: 

Since as( UN CIRAWATICfL), 

an( UN CRW.BTICAL)=(m C R M b C T I C A L ) * ~  UN))=(gramatikal*.) . Since 



p r e h ) ,  W s  i s  mvertible to  (Ih'gramatibl). k w ,  shce sis([UN 

CE~MATICAL] ITY) , [UN GRM¶#LIICAL] ITY] ) =( H[UN QIPMMKI'ICL]+PH( ITY) ) . 
But this i s  just ((h'gramatikal)*ity) which is convertible to 

( ( / t n ' ~ ~ t i k a l ) A i t y ) .  J3ut since ' i s  associative, W s  is equivalent to 

(Ilna(gramatikal'ity) ) , which is the desf red bracketing. 

So, we have shorn that the desired rebrackting i n  the PF component is 

permissible, given the Mapping Principle inlroduced in the last sectim. 

But what forces th is  rebracketing to occur in t k  f i rs t  place? ?he answer, 

of course, as already discussed in previous sectims, i s  t h t  phcnological 

prlxiples applying in the PF compnent decide which of the permissible 

bracketings i s  the correct me In this case, the fact that, say, ity i s  a 

S t r a m  I suffix whereas, is a Stratum II prefix will force ttbe 

bracketing [gramatikal i . t ;~r l .  

I t  i s  fairly obvious that any of the bracketing paradoxes introduced i n  

the literature such as Peset&yts (1979) original examples from Russian, 

and other examples such as unhappier can be hmdled analogously tu 

wn&[rarmmsticslity. Jut  to  give anotkr couple of simple examples, cmslder 

f i re t  of a l l  the Ehglfeh verb forwent, paat tmse of forgo. Now, it seems 

that we wit to say that  the syntactic bpacketing is J[FOR CO] Pm, for 

the simple r e a m  that forgo l a  a verb in its om right, and in particuler 

does not have a meaning which is campoeitlanally derivable frm - for and 

. PAST, we may assume, is attached outside a t  S-seucture as a result of 



attaching IWL to  the outside of V. bwever, we want to say that the 

phmological oansituency i s  for wntl  for +h obvious reason that went is - 
a s a l e  phmological constituent, suppleting for GO and PAST. That this 

mpphg i s  allowed is clear, since 1 [FOR GO] PdST] will mver t  into 

((forAgo)'ed), which is equivalent to (for'(goAed)), and given the 

mppletim given in (62) in the last secticn , this w i l l  mver  t' tx 

( f o r A m t )  . 
Note also tkt thu Mapping Principle will allow rebracketing of 

structures w i t h  arbitrary depw of embedding. Wee the example 

~ammtical i f lcatPcn (discussed also in Sprat ( l w 5 b ) )  which 1s 

admittaily contrived, bu t  which I believe i s  interpretable. 'ke word is In 

fact ambiguous bebeen "the actim of doing & reverse of making 

garmrratical,I1 which has the bracketing J[UN [GRM#rICAL IkT]] #IIPON], 

where - m- here is * reveraatlve verbal prefix, and Itthe action of maklng 

not gramnaticalql, which would have th9 s.tcucture [ [UN CRMATICAL] IML 

AI'ION], with - un- be- the adjectival negative prefix. Now, in both 

a s e s  the PF bracketing mat be L f i  [ [mamatikal] i f i :  k] a:tMnl, since An- - 
is Class 11, and a l l  of the suPfixea are Class I. W l t  thia result follow8 

from hpping kinciple; take for instance the case where - UN is the 

adjectival prefh, since t h l a  involves tkae greatest amomt of 

rebracbtfng. This will map to (((hAgramat1kal)'ifi:k)'a: tlh), which, 

given that " 1s asmiative, can rebracket--and, indeed, m t  do so since 

& must be exlzrnal to the suffixes--to (h"((gamatih'l)^ifi:k)"a:tfi). 



So, we see how tk Mapping Pr~lciple developed here can handle arbiwarily 

deep rebracketings, something which is apparently necessary. 

I .3 Handling Bsacketing Paradoxes. 

We now turn f rm these rather trivial examples to an examhatim of 

harder cases, same of which have appeared in the literature already and 

have been reviewed above. Wrst of all, we examine two points ralsed by 

k s e b k y  (1985). 

1 3 . 1  bridling Pesetsky1 s data 

The two facts I wish to discuss here are the behavior of Idioms with 

respect t o  rebracket- and the non-existence of reordering in reanalysis. 

We examine the s e m d  p i n t  f i r s t ,  

1.3.1 .I No reordering in analysis 

k t  UB maider again the exmple +natianalhd, which we polnted out  

above, would be allowed to h v e  the following LF swuctwe under Pesetskyls 

analysis ,  asrsNming thrat there is no llStsing Vacuousness Conditimfl: 



/ \ 
/ \ 

N hood 
/ \ 

/ \ 

Now, mder the analysis of word-structure presented here, *!a qlWtl 

representatim for ++natimalkmd would have to be the S-structure 

repreaentatim for this word. That is, since the syntactic 

subce~gorizatian requireme of the affixes wt be met in the syntax, 

the cnly my for this group of morphemes to correctly bracket 1s as 

follows: 

Now,  it is fairly clear t b t  this could not map %o Llnertim all h d ]  a t  PF 

sirace the b p p i n g  Principle w l d  yield ((rGtimahZM)'al), and aince ' is 

not commutative there is no way to reorder .thee affixes to get the other 

bracketing. Of courae, the bracketing that i a  actually yielded by the 

Napping Rinciple muld be ruled out since - -a1 is Class I and -hood is 

Claas 11, or in l;$bbla (1984) terms, - -al affixes to [+latinate] stems, 

wbreas -kood produces mly [-latina-] s m .  

h t  abu t  the reputedly g o d  cases of reordering that Peaetsky 



ciiscusses suck as the misreanalyze case from Ehgliah and the esferoid i ta  

example fraa Spanish? Obviously my analysis  m o t  h d l e  these and 

insofar a s  WEE are qui te  marginal ( I  can a t  least say tht with cer ta in ty  

with regard to Ehglish examples), this is probably a l l  for  the bet ter .  

Nevertheless, as I suggested in tk previous discussion of %setsky's 

analysis ,  I have no evidence tht QR or some similar m p p i ~ ~ g  never applies  

to affixes. Rather, I suggest t h a t  if it does, it has nothing whatever to 

do w i t h  the large c l a s s  of examples cal led Wacketing Madoxes. It i a  

in teres t ing  tm that in such cases, a t  least some of "& af f ixes  involved 

might ac tua l ly  q m t i f i e r s ,  k c e  making it plausible that something 

l i k e  QR m i g h t  be involved after a l l ;  so mis- is a negative pref ix ,  and 

hence hs  sane of the -tic properties of a quantifier, and  ye^: means 

roughly 1tagah4t, which Is a l s o  arguably q u m t i f i c a t i m a l  in nature. As 

possible evidence of these assert ions,  I offer  the following examples, 

using the  s y n ~ c t i c a l l y  separate words incorrect ly and again: 

( 69) 
a. Duane Gish incorrect ly analyzed the transition from r e p t i l e s  

~ mmals; he completely ignored t b  existence of 
DiarthrogmtP-Rls. After so doing, Glsh PncmredAy 
amallyzed taBe repUle/mnml l r m s l t i c m  q@n. 

b. Duane Gf sh analyzd the r e p t i l e / ~ l  t rans i t Ian  again. 
But  as it kppens, he ~~~y -1- 
m p k l l e / m  ?mamitam qpin; he fa i l ed  to note WE 
existence of Diarthrognathus. - 

,In the f i r ~ l t  caae the meaning of the boldface s e n m c e  is that Cish  

rmi~alyzed the relevant data fo r  a seccnd time. In tkbe s e m d  example, 

which has the same l inear  order- a s  the f i rs t ,  t k  meaning is that he 



Incorrectly reanalyzed the data. I t  my be, of course, that the difference 

in meaning here is ascribable to a difference in syntactic structure, in 

which case the examples are irrelevant for arguing for the quantifier-hood 

of items meaning again and &correctly. Ch the other hand, it may be that 

the difference lies in differing LF representatims, paraphrased as 

( 70) 
(a )  For some E, agaln(E) , where hcorrect(E), E an event of 

analyzing the reptile/mmal tzansitirm?. 
( b) For, some E, incorrect( E )  , where again(E) , E an event of 

analyzing t k  reptile/mamml tsmsit im. 

There is me other example that h s  been discussed by ksetsky and 

others and which might arguably involve a quantificaticnal affix, and that 

is the comparative affix - +r which, of course, participates in  Bracketing 

madoxes. It may even be plausible to suggest that it raises. F'abb 

(1%4: pp. 117-12) even goes so far as to suggest that - +r raises to 

affix to the entire AP a t  LF. This is also true of the degree modifier 

more. Thke, for example, the phrase more destructive of h i s  toys. This, - 
accord- to Fhbb, must have an S-sWuctwe such as 

more destructive of h i s  



fo r  t k  simple r eam tlmt the phrase more des t ruc t ive  a n  be topical ized 

out ,  s t randing the m p l e m e n t ,  thus suggesting t h a t  more des t ruc t ive  is a 

cons t i ta~ent  independently of the ccanplenmt: 

(72) b r e  des t ruc t ive  though J o h  is [ o f  his  toys], . . . . 
Howver, t h i s  is not the LF representat icn according to h b b ;  rRther he 

suggests that it is as follows: 

1 \ 
more /\ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

/ \ 
des t ruc t ive  of  his tnys. 

The reasm is that the i n t e r p r e t a t i m  of this phrase can be "he was i n  a 

state of being l des t ruc t ive  of  his t oys t  ; now he is mre so h d  as Fhbb 

observes : 

The phrase does n o t  mean that he was in a state of k f n g  
des t ruc t ive ,  now he is more d l e s ~ u e t i v e ,  and he is more 
des t ruc t ive  s p e c i f i c a l l y  of  his toys. 

Be that as it my, the  allmmative LF bracketing does seem p o s s i b l e ,  as in: 

(74) 
Wry is far more des t ruc t ive  of  her t ~ y s  tbn she is of her 
clothes.  

What t h i s  clearly means is tha t  Wry I s  in a state of being more 



destructive with respect to her t ~ y s  tkm she is w i t h  respect to her 

clothes. This suggests the opposi& LF bracketing f r~m F'abbt s example, in 

fact, tk S-structure brackthg suggested. above. Notice that if we were 

to say that Fabbfs bracketing were right for t h i s  example, then following 

his reascning, we would have t o  say that the sentence means t ha t  Mary 1s i n  

a state of being destructive of k r  tnys and being destructive of her 

clothes, bu t  that she is more [Qestruceive of her toys] than [destructive 

of k r  clothes]. Since =the LF placement of - more would be outside the AP, 

then we are e smt ia l ly  claiming (as Fgbb implici+,ly does for the 'more 

destructive of his toys' example) that - more is comparing two A€%, which 

refer to different states of affairs; the state of affairs of being 

destructive-of-her-Wys and the state of affairs of being 

destructive-of-her-clothes. These are essentially j u s t  two diffsrent 

predicates, and we would be thus mparing two u t t ~ r l y  different states of 

affairs. But  this d w s  not appear to k~ what's going m k r e ,  since the 

semantics of the canstructim are clear. To reiterate, the meaning would 

appw to tie that M y  is more destructive vis-a-vis her toys thm she is 

vis-a-vis her clotks.  SQ, we have suggest& tkt - more need not attach to 

A?, though it my do so. What about - -er? h b b  suggests that the LF 

sWucture of a phrase 'happier with us1 is as follows: 



happy [e l  w i t h  us e r  

So the smtence J o h  is happier with us now can mean that J o h  was In a 

state of being happy-with-us and now he is in a state of being more 

happy-with-us. Ch the other hand, a sentence l i k e  Nary is h p p i e r  w l t h  her 

toys than she is w i t h  her new c l o t k s  sugests the  opposite bracketing, 

with the ~mraised  dekree modifier, a s  argued above. So there does not  seem 

to be anything to force the LJ? rais ing,  though it seems a s  though it may 

S t i l l ,  although it my not  be clear  tht - -er must r a ~ s e ,  *re I s  

nevertheless a genuine problem here. What forces degree modifiers such as 

+r to occur outside m-? Ulder the LF analys is  of r eb rach t lng ,  this must - - 
happen o t h r w i s e  t k  interpretaticm of m-X-er a s  'more not  ?C1 and not  

'not  more XI m o t  be forced. lhder the analysis  sf' Bracketing Paradoxes 

presented here, a a m i n g  that -t-he possibly r e a l  LF ra is ing  of degree 

modifiers has nothing to do ui th  the rebracketing, then the ques t im caws 

dow to  how we force the syntact ic  bracketing J[m X] erl ,  and do not  allow 



the alternative bracketing. I suspect that the mswer may have to do w i t h  

the syntactic subcategorization requirements of t h  prefix - ur,- rather than 

,with any properties of - -er. Although we seated above that - un- attaches 

freely to adjectives, this is nct quite true and *re are restricticris. 

konoff (19'76) shows that - tm- attaches more or less productively to 

adjectives ending w i t h  certain suffixes ( p .  63): 

( 76) 
a. Xfn (where - en is the marker for past participle) 

c . f . : meaten, mbought , unkll  led, unbroken. . . . 
b* pi3 

c.f.: unsatisfying, uninspiring, uninteresting. ... 
c. Xyable 

c.f.: unparsable, uncanputable, uninsertable, .mderivable.... 
d. Xy 

c .fa : unworthy, h p p y  .. . . 
e .  Xly 

c .f . : unseemly, unsur ly. . . . 
f a  %I 

c.f.: unmditional, ungramwtical uncomical... . 
g. Xful: 

c.i.: u n ~ e f u l ,  unmindf'ul, msorrowful.... 
h. Xlike: 

c.f.: unwarlike, m-MIT-like, undoglike .... 

Examples exist, to be sure, where -- un-X forms where the - X is not an 

adjective ending with one of the above suffixes: unfit, mkind. .. W l t  

these seem t o  be less comnon ; c.f . , the oddness of ?mice,  ?r.ri?ocld -- - , 
?mad..., - though saute of these, such as maad [my have to do with Allen's 

(1 978) restricticm ~1 attaching to negative bses ,  discussed above 

(sectim 1 .I . 3 . ) .  In any event, it seems plausible to suggest %hat - m-X 

forms are either listed, as In the case of m f i t  and mkind, or select for 



adjectives kaded by particular affixes. This property of head selection 

is ,  of course, n o w  new in morphology ( see, also, the discussion of 

Guerssel s theory above) . many cases abound, me of the more famous mes 

being the seleetim of -mat for verbs formed w i t h  the preflx en-: 
enjoyment, enrichwnt, employment, encasement.. . . If this is the r ight 

analysis of e, W s  #ill force the syntactic representation to have un- - 
Inside - -er for  l 2 ~  slmple r e a m  tht m- - does not select for =w- as me of 

the adjectival heads to  kiich it attacks. The repremtation for 

unhappier K i l l  thus be: 

1.3.1.2 Idiosyncratically Interpreted Words. 

We now turn to the discussim of the issue of lexical idims, e t op ic  

W c h  wi7.1 also be important in our answer to sane of Kipar&y1s examples 

of non-rebrocketing. WE, again, Fksetskyl s example war i t y ,  where, as 

discussed above, it is impossible to interpret rarity as h v i n g  the 

idiosy~lcratic interpretation of la particular item wNch is a rare object 

of its ?&E reader wi1 . l  recall tbt; t h i s  was fairly naturally 

accamda- in kset&yts analysis with 'IQRM leaving no traces (and 

somewtsat less naturally i f  I1QR'I dws leave a trace) mder the asmptim 

Vat idionra~ic interpretation of a pair of items requires t h a t  those items 



be sisters--i.e., part of the same mstituat. We m carry the sane 

explanatim radi ly over in to  our analysis here: that i s ,  the reason that 

vlrarfty m o t  h v e  l h  1dio;lsstfc interpretatiaa is that Bn order for 

rarity to be interpreted idiosyncratically, it will be necessary for the 

syntactic htepretatim of the word to  have the following bracketing: 

W l t  this slrucWe will obviously be ruled out teause of the 

subcategorizatlcm requiremen- of z. 

We now W n  t o  a discussim of the examples discus& in Uparsky 

(1983~) far which he notes that rebracketing is impossible. I shall 

suggest that in many or a l l  of these cases, the reasan? rebracketing is 

impossible is because the particular Level I suffix is shply either not  

productive syntactically, or not predictable in it8 sementie m t r f b u t i o n  

to th word it is forming. ?his will mean, tka, lht words having that 

suffix will merely have to be lfeeed, and w i l l  thus behave precisely like 

leximl ldims (such as rarity) with respect to  kacktlng Paradoxes. 

We give his examples again here (see secticn 1 .I .9.): 

*symphmy orchestrate 
*Music DeparaenhP 
+outbard motorize 
*freak aecj.denal 



*witch doctoral. "white elephantine 

k t  US start w i t h  the easy examples. First of a l l ,  there i s  nc  reason to 

suppose that - elephantine is anything b u t  a listed form. The fact is that 

- h e  is not a productive affix, although it seems IZI m a !  a fairly - 
predictable e m t i c  contribution t~ the word to Wch ~t attaches. 

(Websterqs dictia~lary lists it as having the meaning of 'Ihaving the n a m e  

of, likev1. So elephantine means Iflike an elephantv; similarly adaman-tine 

m s  "like adammttt (dimmd) and crystalline m s  "like a crystaln.) 

W l t  it is by no m s  productive. So, the following words do not exist: 

I t  seems reasatable, therefore, to suppose tht the reasm we do no t  get 

*white elenbantine although w do hve white elephant and elephanthe - is 

beesue the s-mtactic rapresentation of elephantine ruuat have ELEPHANT ma 

INE adjacent; such uords are therefore much l i k e  synbctic idioms i n  mt 

they must be listed. Therefore tk bracketing of wfiite elephantine muld 

bve  to be I-, wh ich  we would not expect t o  bave any 

mean@ associated with k + i t e  elepkmt; note that white elephant is itself 

45. Che interesting point is that phcmological reanalysis in  general is 
impossible when the l e f t  member is an idiom. Note the following: 



Notice t h a t  what is being claimed is lht  the nm-productivity of 

affixes such as - -ine w i l l  force the llsting of the syntact ic  representation 

of a l l  words in which they occur. They +bus have the status of syntac t ic  

i d i m s ;  not ice that kick the buckt  and shoot WE bill1 w i l l  have he 

listed simply bemuse t k y  are s e m n t i c a l l y  nm-canpositional. Similarly,  

-ine does not  predictably a-ch to nouns, and h c e  a l l  its formatims a r e  - 
listed. !his is In marked mtrast  to, say, agentive -er (on which see - 
U l a ~ t e r . 2 ) ~  w i t h  which forms can be productively prduced ,  hence generally 

eliminating the need fo r  l i s t i n g .  

A siallar p o h t  can be made f o r  - i fy  a s  Fn *chairperscnlfy. W ~ i s  su f f ix  

a t t a c k s  to nouns and adjec t ives  to make verbs, but  it is not productive. 

Wherm it does a t b c h  often it h s  a causative reading, though t h i s  is often 

vague as in  the word persmify, where there  is mly a remote relat ionship 

to prsm.  M t r  mes a r e  lisW below: 

(81 
l iquefy l ~ m h  liquid" 
dignify " i a b w  w l t h  d i g l i t y "  
g l o r i f y  ltlmbue with glory" 

++trigger -happier 
gtr igges-hpplness  
+cneaeier ( i .e, more measyl  where uneasy is no t  not  easy) .  

'This may Indicate  a stronger requirement for idioms than for  other 
syntac t ic  m p o s i t i o n s ,  to the effect that the phonological represmta t ian  
of an idiom must have a bracketing isanorpNc t o  its syntac t ic  
repremta-ticm. h d  i f  this is correct wfiite elephantine might be ~ u t  a l s o  
because - -he would h v e  to attach p h m o l ~ o u t s i d e  - white elephant.  



putrefy N ~ c m e  putridf1 

@in, however, it is probably the case that forms in - i fy  a r e  g a d r a l l y  

listed as such, since other such forms are lack-: 

"parsmify I1make l ike  a parsantl 
*squalefy l t W e  squalidft  
"lucefy " W e  lucidIf 

Tkre probably are cases where - i fy a t t a c k s  outs ide Level I1 a f f ixes ,  as 

in the scnnewht m t r i v e d  example ungranrmatical i f ia t im,  - which I gave in a 

previous s e c t i m ;  this is not a problem for  my ana lys is ,  h o e v e r ,  as these 

my be merely l i s t e d  w i t h  tkvz appropriate syn tac t i s  representatian. 7.m 

point  is t h a t  we will no t  g e t  productive rebracketb-ga--such a s  

cha i rpersmify ,  which we might otherwise expect gfvm the exis+mce of 

chairperson and personify. 

A similar point can be m d e  fo r  *outboard motorize. - -ize is a f a i r l y  

c m m  affix, but wldle it is f a i r l y  productive w i t h  ad jec t ives ,  forming 

causatives,  it has unpredictable meanings with noms. k r e  is a sample of 

the meanings of X- ize  noms in r e l a t i m  to the m e a n i n g  of the base: 

(83) 
motorize Itprovide u i t h  a motorf1 
hospi ta l ize  "put In hospitalI1 
lionize "treat as a e l e b r i t y "  ( i d i m a t i c )  
c r y s h l l i z e  n b i ? ~  a c r y s h l w  
winterize "prepare for winterw 

I t  seems r e a m b l e ,  -t;krsn, to suppose that such - -ize words a r e  l i s t e d ,  and 

as such we would not  expect rebracketing. 



T k  same s to ry  will hold a l s o  of *symphmy orchestrate .  - -ate is no t  a 

p r d u c t i v e  v e r b - f o r w  suf f ix ;  it is not  a predictable  fact that, fo r  

instance, orchestrate  mans  ' to arrange fo r  o rches t r a1 .  lblequalize is 

in t e res t ing  in that although it is odd, i t  is c l ea r ly  k W , r  than the 

a l t e rna t ive  with the Stratum I negative pref ix _in-, *inequalize-, and hence 

my r e a l l y  be a ease of rebracketing after a l l .  

&e examples in - -al, namely "Music departmental and *freak accidental ,  

and In *-ic, - namely *sheet metal l ic ,  seem prob lemt ic  Lnsofar as they 

ccn t ra s t  w i t h  examples (also f r m  Kiparsky) where reanalysis  w i t h  these 

a f f i x e s  is possible: arch-ducal,  ice-presidential, cross-sec t imal ,  

root-parasi t ic ,  s t  m o r e t i c ( a l ) ,  lord myora l ,  double he l ica l .  The 

si tuati~~l with - -a1 seems espec ia l ly  ;~roblematic insofar as it seems l i k e  a 

f a i r l y  productive a f f i x ,  with a f a i r l y  predictable  m i n g  of 'per taining 

t o '  : 

( 84) 
pres ident ia l  = qpertahlng to a president1 
mayoral = 'pertaining to a mayort 
ducal = fpertainlng to a duket 

Ekmewkt l e e s  clear cases are -- accidental  which does not  r e a l l y  mean 

~ p e r t a i n i n g  to  an acc iden t t ,  but  r a t k r  'by accident1 and doctoral ,  which 

means tpertaPning to a doctort  a l l y  in the r e ~ t r i c t i v e  sense where doctor 

is sameme with a Fb.2. IT m y  be, however, t h t  w w i l l  have t;o say, in 

fact, that -- -al adjec t ives  a r e  l i s t e d ,  despi te  the apparent p r d u c t i v i t y  of 

WE a f f i x :  t t ~ I s  my  we11 be the reasaa? why *freak accidental and *witch 



doctoral do not  work ( b u t  see fbotaote (14)  above). ?his  would wan too 

that cases where - -a1 is apparently bracketed outside Stratum I1 affixes 

must a l s o  be  lisw. This is not a s  mdesirable 2s it might seem, since 

even with part icular  bases which par t ic ipa te  in such Bracketing Paradoxes, 

not  a l l  Stratum I1 prefixes or cornpornding w i t h  these bases yie lds  a 

wll-forme8 word when aff ixed w i t h  A: 
(85) 
a)  wFnd Mstrmm-ta l ;  but ??brass ins-trmtal 
b) c r o s s - s e c t i m l ;  but '6.001 sectimal 
c) v ice~pres iden t i a l  ; but "club presidential  

T k  same point can ke made for the cases in - -ic, such a s  root-parasitic.  

So while M s  word is re la t ive ly  acceptable, it is prohably listed 

nonetheless; compare ??dog-parasitic, ??lmg-parasi t ic  ... 

Note that certain a f f i x e s  seem to be productive with semantically 

definable classes of words. For instance, -ist f a i r l y  productively 

a t t a c h s  to words refer r ing  to f i e l d s  of study, producing noms which refer  

to pe r sms  who engage in such study ( see Marchmd , i 569, pp . 30&-9; note, 

too, t h a t  Were are problems with allomorphy In s m  of these examples): 

( 86) 
physics 
chemistry 
botany 
lir@stics 
phmology 

physicis t  
chemist 
botanist 
1 inguist 
phmologist  

h d  these appear to productively form Bracketing Paradoxes: 



(w) 
atomic physics atomic phys ic is t  
organic chemistry organic chemist 
cryptogamic b o m y  cryptopmic botanis t  
Mstur  ical l i n g u i s t i c s  h is tor  f cal l i n g u i s t  
metriel phmology me-ical phonologist 

I have suggested, then, t h a t  the relevant  c r i t e r ion  for  whether or not ,  

say, a Stratum I suffix w i l l  syntac t ica l ly  bracket itself oulxide a Stratum 

I1 pref ix ,  or a canpound, is the Syntactic productivity or semantic 

transparency of that pref ix.  The f a c t  of the matter is, howver , that it 

is o f m  d i f f i c u l t  to assess the productivity of a par t icu lar  a f f i x ,  even 

when it is obviously fomd in a large portian of the vocabulary. What does 

it mean to say that an a f f i x  is productive anyway? I attempt lx ans=r 

this q u e s t i m  ira the next  sect ion with a study of the  a f f ixa t ion  

requiremenlx of  - i t y ,  an a f f ix  which is seemingly productive in m y  

classes of cases, and which also o f m  occurs in Elracketing kradoxes.  

We start by examining a class of ad jec t ives  where the a f f i x a t i m  of -im 
is ccwpletely predictable  and regular.  Tkls is the class of deverbal 

ad jec t ives  in -able. A number of these are given below, and I believe tht 

there is no q u e s t i m  that the corresponding -ity noms a r e  granrmatical: 

(a> 
act ac table  a c t a b i l i t y  
beat beatable bea tabi l i ty  
catch cat-.chble c a t c h b i  1 i t y  
dent dentable den tab i l i t y  
eat ea table  e a t a b i l i t y  



fry fryable f ryabi l i ty  
get gettable get txbi l i ty  

b y  more such examples could be given. This suggesta that there is a 

featwe on -able which allows a t h c h t  of - i ty  to any words formed by 

that affix . k t  us use an arbitrary diacritic, say [ +ity] . A word like 

parsability wlll thus have the following struclxre: 

( 89) 
N 

I \ 
/ \ 

I \ 
A (A, N> 

I 

I 
v 
I :+ivb a, A> 
I 
I 

r +ivl 
I 

I I 
parse able 

kcording ta the feature percolation ocnventims of Lieber (1980), the 

diacritic f+ i ty1  prcola.tes f r m  th? affk to Ule node dominating it. This 

is indicated in the diagram. O f  course this feature will also percolate 

to higher A nodes if there are m y  and this predicts tbat - un- ought to 

freely occur in m-X-able-ity forms: 



A (A, N> 
I 

/ 
/ 

/ 
<A, O> 

un 

v 
I 
I 
I 

[ +i tyI  
I 

I I 

parse able  

This is correc t ,  I believe: 

(9) 
u n a c m b i l i ~ ,  m b e a t a b i l i t y  , uncatchabili ty , undentabili ty , 
mea-bi l i ty ,  m f r y a b i l i t y ,  unget tabi l i ty . .  . . 
Given this, we might expect to have to say t h t  it is no t  s u f f i c i e n t  for  

- i ty to a-ch to an adjec t ive ,  but that  in order fo r  it to  do ao 

prcductively, there must a l s o  be an inducing d iac r i t i cq6 .  What  about 

affixes other than - -able? - -Al seems to be productive enough: aver an 

eighth of the - i ty  words list& In the version of Webster's dic t ianary  

16. See, again, CXlerssel (1985) (and section 1 .I .8. above), who m k s  the 
same point about -able and -ity. 



which is m-llne on tkse TOPS-20 s y s W  are based an adjectives ending In 

a l ;  this compares fairly favorably with -able adjectives, which form f u l l y  - 
one third of the - i ty  words. Here are scrne of the a l  adjectives fsm that - 
list: 

( 92 ) acatality, m a l i t y ,  bestiality, cardinality, m t r a l i Q ,  
evm-lity, lmli'cy , mrality , natianality , pr incipaliQr, 
reality, speciality, vitality 

Nonetheless, it is also clear that m y  of these words have fairly 

idiosyncratic meanings Wch are not productive of the meaning of WE base 

adjective plus -Ity. So actuality does not p r i ~ i l y  refer to 'the statx 

of being actual, but  rather to a fact, something which is ac:tually true ; 

n a t i m l i t y  does not mean I t k  s b t e  of being natianal ; speciality is not  

Ithe state of be- special1 ; and principaliw is not  the 'state of being 

principal.' Moreover, there are a number of - -a1 adjectives which do not 

take -1W: 

Ttzis suggests, again, that despite the large numbers of -aliQ noms, the 

suffix - -a1 jut doe9 not a l l ~ w  of -ity affixation productively. ?INS, 

m, is in m k d  canwast to - -able which always allows -iQ. So we 

probably need to say that -ality words are j u s t  listed. What then of cases 

like m g r ~ t i c a l i t y ,  which have been tbe center of debate cn Ekacketing 

Wadoxes? If ~;raamaticality just h s  to be listed as JGRM#17ICAL ITYl in 

syntactic structure then why is t h i s  particular Ekacketing Paradox allowed 



in the first place? The answer might be that ungranmticality i s  also 

listed, aga ir: as 4 CRPt4MA!i'ICAL] ITY] , wad 1 s no t  a productive product of 

the fact that - i t y  a t tacks  freely to adjectives ending in a certain 

affixes. This m y  not be as undesirable a cmclusim a s  it a t  f i r s t  seems 

since naive speakers actwlly find wcrds ~f this form odd, although they do 

accept un-X-ability words fairly freely. Nevertheless, it is s t i l l  

possible that in a hubset of the adJectives, there is productive 

rebracketing going on, a t  least Fn the cases, like 

grwticali-ty-mfl-ticality, erriwriality-ex*a@rrforiality, 

mtricality'extrametricali~, where the - i ty  has the more or less 

productive meaning of state of . 
Mjectives ending i n  -ous are inbresting. Ps discussed in kmoff 

(1976), Xacious and Xocious regularly drop the -ous ending before -iQ; 

c.f., mordaciousmmordacity, - precociousmprecocity. %cious adjectives 

regularly retain it, spelled as - -os, though this is actually a misleading 

generalization since there are b u t  a kldful  of -eciosity words (two in the 

TOPS40 a- l ine  kbsterl  3); I suspect tkt Ikcious does not form a natural 

class of adjectives. As kmoff points out, other classes of - -ow 

adJectives ere mp~dlc tab le  as to *ther or not they retain -ous before 

(94) 
nebulous 
creduloila 

+net;ul i t y  
credulity 

nebulosity 
*credulosi t y  



Lh-  does not seem to fl-sly attach to -ity words derived from Xous - - 
adjectives: 

M y  of these cases can probably be fairly well ascribed to tl-R fact that 

UP?- doesn't attach to the base adjective either: - 

Others, such as mprosperous and unscrupulous are okay, even though their 

- i ty  derivatives are not. I s w s t ,  then th~t - i t y  forms of - -ous 

adjectives are lisW. 

What we =em to have to say about -I@ is that it arnches in the 

unmarked case to adjectives, and it forms noms frm ' h m ,  but it may ally 

freely do so if they are formed b i t h  a suff l x ,  of which we have found 

exactly m e  so far, which llinducesll the at-tachent. @in, this property 

of one affix inducing the a f f achmt  of another me is not  manu usual in 

morphology; c.f. the strong propensiv of -amt to attach to words 

prefixed with en-, - mentimed above. 



1.4.1 A curious piece of Ehglish morphology. 

We now turn to an in teres t ing  and informative problem in Ehglish 

morphology which turns out  to have a f a i r l y  natural  statement in terms of 

the Mpping PPinciple given here. 

Verb-particle forms in Ehglish h v e  Inspired a f a i r  amomt of debate i n  

the l i t e ra taxe  (see Yip 1978; Lindner 1981 ; Ltol l re l l ,  1981 for  d iscuss ims 

md analyses of various face t s  of t h i s  problem)' Che thing which generally 

seems to be agreed u p  is that the syntact ic  represmtatim of the verb 

pa r t i c l e  m s t r u c t i o n s  In sentences has the pa r t i c l e  appearing essen t i a l ly  

as a sis-r to tk verb w i W n  the verb phrase. For example: 

/ \ 
NP 

I 
VP 

I / I \  
J o h  / I \  

/ I \  
/ I \  

/ I \  
v 
I 

NP P 
I I 

I I I 

gave it up 

Suppose that we assunre tht as in the verb phase the particle occurs as 

sister to the verb In anly constructian In which the verb could occur by 



itself. 

Now, when one of these verbs is nominal.ized v ia  "nul l  a f f i ~ a t i o n ~ ~ ,  it 

#ill follow that tk p a r t i c l e  would becane tlfrozenu in the sense tht no 

nominal a f f i x a t i o n  could occur inside it and an t h e  verb stem itaelf. That 

is, the structure will be something l i ke :  

V (V,N> P 
I I I 
I I I 

Wy 0 o u t  

Nominal a f f i x e s ,  such as the p l u r a l ,  will be sister to the M node, and 

hence at-hch ou ts ide  and could n o t  a t t a c h  ~ the verb stem (al though it 

might be t h t  w y  phcmologieally rebracket  and a t t a c h  to the p a r t i c l e ) .  

(98)  
try ou t s  
make ups 
p ick  ups 
take ou t s  

f 01 lowing : 

*Wies ou t  
'+u&es up 
*picks up 
" takes  o u t  

What will happn when an a f f i x  such as the agent ive  - -er , an a f f i x  whose 

s y n t a c t i c  a d  sesmntic p rope r t i e s  I shall be inves t iga t ing  in th nex t  

chapte r ,  attaches to the verb? ?he syn tac t i c  sWucture  f o r  such a form, 

given lh a s s m p t l m  that - ER m t  be sister to V and that the particle w l l l  

a l s o  tx sister to V is as f o l l o i a :  



PICK UP ER 

?his structure has the following properties: 

(100) 
1 . SIB( PICK UP) 
2. sle(P1CK ER) 
3. S P S ~  U P )  

Thds immdia*ly implies the i'ollowing, given the hpplng Principle: 

This means essentially that a l l  of morphemes are (nm-~'ortuitously) 

adjacent, which is an impossibility. Sanething has tn give. Plausibly, 

the part that gives is the statemaat (pick%p), which says that pick and UJ 

are adjacent; this is often observationally false a t  PF anymy, as in 

sentences wit!! particle movemazt, for instance. We are thus lef t  with: 

Mow, since -er is a suffix, this m v e ~ t s  to: - 



Eht the m l y  PF s t r u c t u r e  wbich allows fo r  these m d i t i m s  to be 

s i m u l ~ e o u s l y  met is one where -er is e s s e n t i a l l y  l ' r edupl ica tAt l  a s  i n  - 
picker-upper. I n t e r e s t i ng ly  enough, such forms are q u i t e  productive,  as 

pointed o u t  by Yip (1 978): 

(la) 
picker upper 
pu t t e r  downer 
taker  outer 
m k e r  upper . . . . 

Other forms are poss ib le ,  such as picker up and pick u p p r ,  and these could 

be obtained by suppressing eitber me of tk statements in (la). 

This is obviously n o t  the whole story; sane forms are markedly worse 

with I ~ r e d ~ p l i c a t i o n ~ ~  : ??looker aramder , ??fucker areunder,  "screwr 

overer... Resunably s m  phcnologicel m s t r a f n t s  do apply to such 

forms. kt the  c r u c i a l  point is #at there 18 no r e a m  whatsoever to 

suppose t ha t  there are two s v n t a c t i e  instances of -er in any of W s e  - 
forms, The fact -t two phonological. instames way occur is Interesting, 

and follows with only a few a u x i l i a r y  a a e m p t i m ~ ,  frm the Mapping 

17. Ken Hale inform me that M a  klnd of morpheme doubling is mcn In 
languages. S e  lppmdlx to t h i s  chapter for a ddscusaia~l  of a poaalbly 
r e l ~ t e d  example in Berber. 



1.4.2 Rebracketing of Separate Words 

The next class of cases I shall examine are cases where there is a 

dsrnetch between the syntactic definition of a word and the lexical 

definition. A typical example of this phenomenon involves prepositions in 

m y  languages. !Lk syntactic represen-tia~ of a Repoaiticnal Phrase 

presumably Las a preposition sister to the NP which it governs, 1.e.: 

The preposl%im is a syntactically separate word. Q? the other hand, in 

many languages f ~r a large class of prepositicns, there is r e a m  to 

believe that the phmologicaP representatim h s  the prepositian bracketed 

w i t h  whatever the f i r s t  member of the NP is, as a single word: 

Franka (1 983) has notel the existence of this phenmm in several 

languages, m d  calls it VUsiann. Qle very claw case of fusim Is the 

Rmch word - du which ~ t a n d s  for ehe prepositim 2 followd by the 

masculine definite article - le. This is in marked m t r a s t  to the feminine 

def ini te  article - la which dms not (obviously) fuse w i t h  the prepositicn. 

Now, presumably the syntactic structure of the PPs are identical in  either 

case, mamely: 



The h p p h g  R i n c i p l e  wi l l  allow the preposition to amcatenate with the 

f i rs t  element of -t;he MP, if we mark the preposition a s  being a pref ix ;  '&is 

is probably a f a i r l y  reascmable analysis  Insofar a s  in m y  languages, 

prepsititma also fmct ion  a s  prefixes ( c.f., Latin, Greek, Ehglish. . . ) , 
and they often behave ident ica l ly  to prefixes in their phcmological 

behavior, a s  iil the case of Welsh, t o  be discussed below. In the case of 

DE followed by IE, we will have the fo l l swhg  suppletive rule: 

(I 08) P( DE' )'P( LE' )---> du 

b r a n t z  has a l so  discussed these forms (Am), uhich k terms " a r f a c e  

Hergervf and relates them to the c lase ic  mses of Bracketing Wadoxes 

( 1 9 8 4 ~ )  

In the next  subsection, I give a case study of one such system, t k  

consa?ant mutating prepositions of Welsh. In the subsequent subsect im,  I 

discuss how my k p p i n g  Principle might r e l a t e  to  p r o p o d s  of b b e c k  and 

Ka i s se  (1984) fo r  h ~ d l i n g  similar data In other languages. 

1.4.2.1 Cmeca~ant M t a t i a n  in Welsh 

It fa  not my intmticn here to delve Into the Intricacies of the 

phonology of Cel t ic  cunmant  muta t f cn ;  f o r  treatmmts of t h i e ,  see 



Thms-Flinders (IrA ), a r o a t  ( IW),  C r i l P  (I 935), and somewhat less to 

the point bsm (1 983), Lieber (1983) m g  others. 1 shl l  point out 

that however me treats the phcmologiml changes induced under cmscmant 

mutatlan, we will need to a s s m  Wt the phmology i s  lexical even when it 

appears to apply across word bomdarieo. 

'Ilse major cansonant alternaticns of Welsh are 1is.M belaw: 

Radical knitim *irantization Nasalization 

Of a l l  the mutatims, lenition is by far t h e  ccmmest. It occurs in 

the following envirammlx, amg others: 

( I) After m y  prepoeitlane: e .g., - 1 tot , kardia Qlrdiffl , i nardis 

to Cardiff' 

( i i )  After sane of the possessive prmouls: e.g. - i his1 , - k i  'dog1 , 1 
& his dogt 



(iii) In feminine singular nouns a f t e r  the def in i t e  a r t i c l e  and in 

adject ives modifying feminine norns: e .g. - a r  'the1 , & 'garden1 I -  maw 

'b ig1 , o r  ar3 vawr ' the big garden. ' 

( Fv) Mter  the grea t  nrajority of prefixes: e .g., - kam- l m i s l  , deaf - 
' understand1 , k m h 3  misunderstandt . 

(v) In caapmds: - kox red1 d l  - l black1 , koxsi b r o n i s h q  . 

t b z a ~ l z a t i m  occurs i n  the following e n v i r m e n t s :  

( i) M t e r  the preposi t im en - i n t  ; e.g. kardf i  Girdiff l , m$rdi% i n  

W d i f f '  . 

( i i j  Mte r  the possessive 'my'; e.g. - k i  'dog1, v+k1 'my dog' 

( iii) M t e s  prefixes such as an- - !not1 ; e .g. diolxgar 'thankful1 , 
aniolxgar l unthankfult 

Final ly,  spirantizatdan occurs: 

( I) Afbr saae prepositions ; e .g . 5 witht k&et l knife1 , a xe3& wf th 

a knife1 

( i i )  M t e r  the possessive prcnom - 1 'her1; e.g. - k i  'dog1,  1 x i  'her 

dog' . 
( i i i )  Mte r  some prefixes; e .g., - tra- lover1 , & I  ' h c k l  , traxevn 



These l is ts  we by no means exhaustive, bu t  they cio give a fairly 

representative sampling of +h eravirmments in which the various mutaticms 

OCSW . 

The questlan arises, given the wide range of environmmts 1istA above, 

exactly wht compcmerit of the phanology the rules occur in. In fact, there 

i s  good reasm to believe that the rules are lexical. Note f i rs t  of a l l  

that they apply In lfclassicalrq lexia l  m v i r m t a  such as canpounding and 

prefhatim; lenition, which i~ pticular4y prevalat in the lexical 

phonology of Welsh, i s  also used to mark f d n i n e  gender m adjectives. 

h d  interestingly enough, the so-called syntactic applicaticms of tk rules 

fall into a very narrow class of cases, namely prepositims, and prmmlnal 

clitics, two classes which have been characterized in oUler languages a s  

behaving phmologically as affixes. It  is significant, for instance, that 

in no car& in Welsh does a rule of mutatim occur, say, between two noma 

which just happen to be cantlguou in Z h  syntax. 

Fbrthermore, there is evidace that mutation not mly can be lexical, 

but in fact must be lexir#lb; that is ,  it has properties which make it 

appear to  be as lexical as any other arguably lexical rule. In particular, 

leutatims are aubject to lexical marking In that th?y are associated w i t h  

particular prepositima. So Spirantizatim occurs with g with, but not 

w i t h  'in,' which induces Nasalization or c, ths particle which precedes 



predica* nomFnals and adjectives, which causes 1,enition. 'Ihis is parallel 

to the clearly lexical cases of prefixes: so *a- 'overf induces 

Epirmtizatim, whereas - an- 'not' induces Nasalization and - d i -  'not1 

induces h i t i a n .  

What then do we need to say about tk prepositiuns and c l i t i c s  which 

induce mutation? We w i l l  say that syntactically they kheve a s  separa-& 

words but that phmolqically they are mrked as affixes. Pgsuming that 

phmological affixes in the unmrked case attach to tk adjacent 

phcmological word, then we will get the result  that a prepositicn such as - f 

'bt, for bstanoe, w i l l  attach to whatever phonological msd follows it. 

l3-e lexical entry for W s  prepositim w i l l  look, in part, as follom: 

h NP such as i @rdiS ' t o  Qrdiff t  , w i l l  have a synactic representatim 

as  follom: 

(111 1 

[ 1 [, C ~ ~ D l I  

and a phaaolsgfcah representation as follows: 



Similar examples can be drawn f r m  I r i sh ,  a s  discusL& by Pranka (1 983) 

and a l s o  hsm (1 9 3 ) .  In that language prepositions supple* with 

following d e f i n i t e  articles, much l i k e  du - in fiench. For example, the 

sequena - le ' w i t h 1  and - an Ithe' becomes lels an which, al thcugh it is 

witten as two w r d s ,  is r e a l l y  a single phcnological word. llhe 

i n t e re s t ing  thing here, discussed by Pranka, is that t h i s  suppletion can 

o m  across sentence boundaries: 

 for fhaPl si leis [an mbrk  a t h & i i l ]  
n o t  wait[+past] she w l t h  the shoe to pick-up 
'She cUdnvt w i t  to pick up the shoe.' 

In this example, - le syntac t ica l ly  governs the e n t i r e  embedded clause [an 

rnbrdg a th6gdill. Ihwever, it plvnologically t'uses \rim the a r t i c l e  of  the 

objec t  NP sf the clause. This kind of behavior is expected given that the 

mapping from S-structure to  PF m l y  spec i f i e s  t h a t  two items, such as - le 

and - an must be or can be adjacent, and in particular does no t  specify their 

PF bracketing, lh %be PF cmpanent, items which form m p l e k l y  separate 

syntactic mrds are thus free to  form single p h o l o g i c a l  words. This is a 

Bracketing Rtradox jm excellence, going far beymd the damin of what m a  

mubd normally thWr of as m o c p h l w .  Me now turn to a d i w s i m  of sane 

proposals by b b c k  and ibisse (1984) for  handling pknmma similar to tk 

me8 diacuseed here and in P r m h  (1983) and k a n t z  ( l W 3 , b ) .  



1.4.2.2 Other l1IacalPtyr! Ph%n- 

Lokck and Kaisae (198.4) discuss a number of cases of synhctically 

governed phonological phomena. Che such pbenmcrm is l m i t i m  in the 

hleo-Sikrian 1-e Ci lyak,  phmologfal side of which is a rule 

which spirantizes a c c n s m t  when following a vowel and voices it when 

following a nasal. This occurs in enviranments such as the follovlng: 

c. possessive pranom-noun 
pax !paint1 
geg baX lour p i n t r  

d . direct  ob ject-ver b 
gas*pd@ 'throw away b e l t 1  
kinvokzd Itbrow away s h e 1  N 

4 P 

It fa i l s  to occur in the cases such as the following: 

(115) 
a. subject W-ver b 

teqo/pek+ I t h e  knife disappearedt 



b. NP subject-W object ;  NP object-NP object.  
n i / a q o / p  b kon k t  id 
I knife to-brother gave *v 

N h h  w w  

G i v a  the examples above, h b e c k  and %.is= are able to mke the following 

(1 16) 
k n i t i m  occurs between - a and - b *re b c-commands - 
a. - 

In discussing wenna contraction in Ehglish, they note t h t  c - m d  

between a t  and - to is a requirement for  this subs th tu t lm to take place: 

(11 7) 
a. I want [ t o  go hane] 

m 

b. I [persuaded [the guest [you want]] [to come]] 
"m 

ln example from Postal and Rl lm shows that  this c a d i t i a n  is not  

~UfflcimB, as Lobeck and Kaiaae note: 

(118) 
I d m t t  [mt [[lz flagellatx? m e s e l f ]  to become standard 

"mma 

practice in %Ns ma~lastzry]] 

lh this case, although - want doea c-d - to, it Is separated frm - to by 

two S -nodes. Lobeck and Kaisse make the following gmeral iz~ntion:  



(119) 
Gmtractian may occur when the host verb governs the minimal St 
containhg g. 

In fact, since such examples ln\tolve Infinitives, there i s  no reasan t o  

suppose that the embedded clauses are S 1 ,  rather thm S. Given this, 

another way of stating this gmeralizatim, and a way which f i t s  the  data 

as w l l  as b b c k  and I(afssels s t a t amt  is the following: 

(120) 
Contraction my occur when the host verb i s  sister to the minimal 
S conaIning to. 

In fact, assming, as is generally done, that - to i s  in INFL and INF'L is the 

bead of S, this reduces to: 

(121 1 
&.traction m y  occur the host verb is sister t o  S headed by 
to' - 

Lmking back at the data from Gilyak, a similar generalization can be rrrade: 

(122 
k n i t i o n  occurs between - a and - b *re - b is sister to 
X headed by a. - 

Ageneral m d i t i m  m these syntactically governed m d h i  processes 

thePl might be simply that m e  of the words whose phmological 

repremtatim engages im process is sister to the phrase headed by tlre 

o t h r  wrd. l k i a  implies, of course, given the  kipping Frincipbe, that the 

f i r s t  word and the phmological reprewntatim of l 2 ~  phrase must be 

adjacmt. Given that the e m d  word--the k d  of the phrase--la initial 

In the phrase and therefore adJacent a t  PF, then the rule can apply; the 



rule is blocked frm applying be-heen items which are too far separated by 

the constraint tht the item within the adjacent phrase w t  be the head. 

1.5  Ch some cases which might seem to support morphological 

E 

In t h i s  last sect ian I turn to some examples which bave k e n  c i t e d  in 

support of  a Ql? &el of  morpho log id  i n t e r p r e t a t i m  such as tha t  outlined 

by Rsetsky (1985). In the first subsectim I d iscuss  data from MvaJo as 

a n a l y a d  by Spas (1%). In t k  following s u b s c t i a s  I specula* cm sane 

o t k r  maes which are s imi la r  to Navajo, 

1.5 .1 brphlogical QR in IJava jo? 

Qle in t e re s t ing  thing about k v a j o  verbal mrphology is that a good many 

verbs cons i s t  of  a preverb and a verb stan -&re these tm canpments do 

not  occur separately,  and thus are idiosyncratf  a l l y  interpreted as a 

single lexical iWn. me such verb is ya+tif ' t a l k t ,  where neither ya nos - 
ti' appears separately. This is no t  odd in itaelf, but  wht is cdd is that - 
no mattes how idiosylacratlc the interpretatIan of the preverb p lus  the 

verb, t h  inflectiml morphology attaches ins ide  the preverb/verb complex ; 

f o r  example, yaah t i t  '1 t a l k f ,  where - s h  l a  the f i rs t  p e r m  singular 

marker, and /I/, the voice marker, drops out  by a regular phonological 



rule .  In f a c t ,  qui- a large number of affixes can occur kt= the 

preverb and the verb. h d  the in teres t lng  UlFng about these affixes is 

that m y  of them mcur i n  the opposite order,  r e l a t ive  to the verbal stem, 

to what is generally fomd across lan-es. !he surface ordering is as 

follows: 

Notice in p r t i c l r l a r  tkat the object occurs outside the subject,  which is 

comter to tke ordering m m m l y  fomd across languages with double 

agreement. ( Plolwever , voice occurs wi- the subject and ob j e e t  markers 

which - is ccnmwm cross-linguistica1ly.) 

There a r e  two problems here, then, namely how to get the preverb and the 

stan interpreted together, and how to g e t  the af f ixes  interpreted in the 

Itright" order. %eas nsakes the suggestian that this is accmplished via a 

QR-mpping to  LF. 'Ib see how th is  #ill work, let u;sl haghe \se have the 

following (S-structure) representa t im for  a word, *re W ,  X, Y and Z are 

all prefixes: 

Speas makes the following claim: 



A ccwmota mstraint an mapping from me level of representation 
t o  amother is a "no crossing constraint .It Insofar a s  such a 
mst ra in t  is empirically motivated jn the mapping sf syntax to  
LF, it is reasamble to expect that the mapping from the 
structure t o  * -tic representation of a word will also 
obey a "no crossing c a n ~ t r a i n t . ~ ~  Assuming that dominance 
relat ions are relevant for W but precedence relatims are not, 
the prediction sf a theory l i k e  that of &setsky e t - a l . ,  
supplemented by a no-crosssing canstraint, is that surface 
poistion of affixes must be either precisely the order needed 
for inlx?rpretatlcn of scope relatims, or the mirror image of 
that order, ag show in (21 ) a and b,  respectively. h y  other 
order will violate the no-crossing m s t r a i n t  in mapping from 
word-structure to semantic representatim , as shown by (21 )c. 

(21 [ S-structure : RS] [LF: RS] 

W X Y Z s ~  
1 1  1 1  

s m  W X Y Z  
1 1 1 1  

l l l j  1 I  I  ! 
I l l  
I I J  

I  I 
J I i 

I  I 
I I 

I I 
I I 

I I 



/ /\ / !\ 
/ / /\ / / /\ 

/ / / A  
W X 'i Z stem 

/ / / / \  
I I I I  

y x z w s m  
I I I I  

I I I I -  1 I 
I I I I I I - 1 I 

AcWlly,  it 13 far from obviou that  the ltMa-wossing caPlstPaMt1I i z  

correct for W, a t  least not t k  real that e f ind with q m t i f i e r s .  

!Bike a classic sort of mbiguous example like the following : 

In e i t k r  case we assme that QR has taken place, but mly Fn the ( c )  

reading is nNo crossingtt preserved. 

Wen granting tha t  IINo crossingw is a valid caaslraint  m morphological 

"QRN, w a s t  claim-that ksetakyt a theory predicts that interpretaticm 

must o c m  either in the surface order or in the reverse of lht order--is 

false. First of a l l ,  w h t  forces affixes to raise? In the msea like 

~ ~ t i c e l i t y ,  me can certainly claim that - ity Is raiEled sa as to 

allow be adjacent to an adjective,  but it is not obvious wha.t will 

force the raialng of the Navajo affixes since t h y  are a11 verb1 affixes, 

and ace certair~ly a t tachd  to a verb, even a% S-structure . Yet if they 

need not raise, md supposing that only sane of them do, then there is 



n0Wn.g to prevent various 'l~crambled~~ orders of inerpretation from 

occur ing . 

Say, &hen, that we do have a rquirement that such affixes raise. Then, 

canwary to Speasls c lah ,  if linear order i s  genuinely irrelevant for LF 

(as she rightly assumes), then anly the reverse order of interpretation is  

possible, a result we surely do not  mt. Ler US see why this i s  SO. 

Speas claims tht the linear order has been imposeol in the diagrams above 

anly for the purposes of presentation, but  the fact is t h t  they are 

crucial for allowing the S-atructuPe order of interpretatim~ be 

maintained in the (a)  example. I t  is cnly bemu= the string W X Y Z is 

dram an t k  right uf the a m  that the mpping works for this example; i f  

you are m ~ v i n c e d  by this, try t o  come up with a diagram tbt represents 

this mapping (with W internal to X Internal to Y internal to Z a t  LF) w i t h  

the appropriate swing of characters writtm on the left of the stem. The 

fact is, t h t  the ordering in these diagrams is crucial, and, if it is ta 

be claimed Wt these represmt the legal mpplngs from S-elxucture to LF, 

then it i s  implied that ordering is relevant for LF too. Eht if such 

diagrams are representative of this mapping, then again, tbere is nothing 

to stop ecrambled orders of hbrpretatim. I h v e  provided such an 

example in the diagram blow: 



If, rn the other band, linear ordering is genuinely irrelevant for LF, 

and assuming a Mo-crossing canventian, WE wn easi ly  see that only the 

reverse interpretation is possible, if  aff ixes  m u s t  r a i w .  

i n b r p r e t h g  >' as lc-cammdst , and <* a8 '1s c-coaslmulded byt , then we 

can see t ha t  if W>X)Y>Z a t  S-structure, then raising a l l  the aff ixes  should 

reverse that order to Wa((YCZ. 

So, e have seen that *east Navajo data do not provide the evidence for 

Pesetskyts rule of QR tha t  they might i n i t i a l l y  seem to. They rather seem 

to -use problems for that analpis, s h e  to claim anything; interesting, 

#e seem to have .t;Q s t ipula te  a P 4 ~ ~ o s s I n . g  canvention which m y  not be 

othervise mot lvaM for the mapping from S-structure to W, and possibly 

a l so  assme tbt Linear order- is relevant (which, as we have aeen, also 

leads to complications; we have actually already run up against this 

problem of linear ordering a t  LF in the discuasim af Pesetakyts String 

Aa a solution to t k ~  problem, I propose the following. kit S-structure 



the verb and tbe preverb are represented as s is te~ 3. The affixes are 

adJoined IXI =th verb, via syntactic affixaticn , in the "r i&tn order of 

interpretatim, so that the whole swucture looks like the fallovlng: 

(127) 
[S1&JECT [PIODE '[DIREXT-ORJECT [ DIST [ lTW [VOICE [PREVERB SlXl!] 3 ] ] ] ] ] 

Die bpping k2nciple will necessitate that the following hold af PF: 

b n  tim do w get ih r i g h t  surface form, with the affixes kt- t h  

preverb and the stem, and linearly arranged with the most external affixes 

more adjacent to t k  stem? kk seem to need to say Vat that eech of the 

affixe,~ is in fact an infix and that the most external infixes end up more 

internal towards t k  stem ; the af f ixatian would be non-oencatenative . 
Interestingly enough, this is exactly what $eas clahs is going cn in the 

f i rs t  half of her paper. Se argues for a model of Navajo verb mrphology 

where the affixes are infixed Into pknologfcal Insertion frames. A? 

example of a derivatian is given below ( = -st (17) ): 



hlniahghl ' 1  arrived wrigglingf 

stem conjugation 

ineert  voice element 

c v c  c v c  

insert V iP1 env. C C  
I 

- 
111 

C V C V  C V C  
1 1 1 1  I l l  
1 1 1 1  / I l l  

h i l g h l  ----------------------------------------------------------------- 
insert /ni/ ( =  perfective mode) 

a v *  cv_(c>aV)w 

insert /sh/ ( =  subj. I) 
h m v .  - CV(V)C# 

C V C V C  c v c  
1 1  1 
I I I I I  / : ! I  
h i n $ s h l g h a l  

&+l+ghal--->shghl 

So, both the perfective ( = ale) and the subject are infixed into the 

stem. In fact, the  ordering of lnfixatim given in this example fe voice 

before w d e  before subject (the exactly tht necessitated by the syntactic 



bracket- given above. ) Given this, Navajo verbal morphology can thus be 

seen not  to supgort k s e t a k y t s  theory a t  a l l ,  bu t  rather the Mapping 

R i n c i p l e  suggest& here. 

To see this in more d e t a i l ,  m s i d e r  the syntact ic  representation of 

h i n i s h g h l ,  which he may take to be a s  follows: 

[M [NI [L [ H ~ ~ 1 1 1 1 1  
mode subj  voice preverb stein 

Ibis will ccnvert to the following, via the k p p i n g  R,tnciple: 

(1 31 1 ( sh+(ni*( l*( 1) ) 1 

Given tkrat - h is a pref ix ,  this wil l  further m v e r t  to: 

(132) (sh+(niu(l*(hAghal)))))  

Now, - sh, n i  - and - 1 a r e  specified a s  inf ixes  as p a r t  of t k i r  phanobogical 

subcategoclzatian properties.  So, we inf ix  these af f ixes  in the order 

specified by the output of the a p p i n g  Principle,  namely - 1 first, followed 

by n i ,  - then - sh. 

F'irst - 1 will insert kt= the preverb and t he  stera, to yield the 

following: 

(1 33) 
c v c  c v c  



Pasming for the s a b  of convmierpce of exposition a Watun CPdered 

phmology as envf s i m e d  by *east be wil l  pass CUI to Stratum I,  where / i /  

will be inserted by p k m o l o g i a l  rule: 

(134) 
C V C V  C V C  
I I I I  I 
I I I ,  / I  I I 

h i  l g h a  1 

At &atm 11, n i  - will be her- as specified by Speas in CV-CVC#: 

m l l y ,  &I will be inserted in  - CVC#: 

(136) 
c v c v c  C v C 
1 1 1 1 1  
1 , 1 1 1  / 1  1 1  
h i n i s h l g h a  1 

We will Wen apply the rule m v e r t i n g  tk equmce /sh+l+ghal/ to ahghal: 

(137) 
C V C V C  C v C  

We have thus derived tafit surface phazological form of t h l a  &vajo verb from 

t l ~  r e p r e m t a t i m  derived via, t k  Wpping Winciple ,  which had the reverse 

s-1 order. brpholcgical QR is t h u ~  superfluous. 



Note, too, Vat the interpretstion t o  * (adjacency) k r e  f s a perfectly 

coherent me; tw  objecta m y  be mid t o  be adjacent for the purposes of 

%he phmology i f  The  phaology caubfmes tnose two objects via - sane proass 

of affixatim: I . em,  either by simple meatemtion (via the intermediate 

operator ^),  or by infixaticn, or by more cornpiex autosegmental mans such 

as t h  non-c~lcatenatfve mcrrphology of Rabic ( kBcWthy, 1979). 

1 .5.2 Other Q x : 3  Ldk NvaJo 

Ctf coursep providing a solution to the Navajo s l ~ t i m  almg the line8 

proposed in +h previoous sectian dces not necessarily solve the problan of 

parallel cansWuctdons in other l-es. I t  i s  not  clear Vat +easf 

infixation analysis for Navajo could be extended, for instance, to 

Georgian, which as discussed by brantz (1 W b )  , also bas verbal forms of 

the following swucture: 

(1 38) [Preverb [ Inf lectional-Kfixes Verb-stem] ] 

h Georgian, as in F?~~~sien or Navajo, the preverb is idbos~eratically 

associated with the verb stem. Pn fact, the s i t ~ t i m  in Georgian is even 

wrse than in Navajo, since Georgian kas, for example, adjectives Mch are 

derived from verbs where the adjective forming affix 0cc:xe between the 

preverb, i f  there is me, and the verb s-bx~. So, fran - &r- write ,' which 

has no preverb, e have sa-&r-i q i d a  - writing table ,I w i t h  the addective 

fsmfng prefix - era- and the suff ix - -f (data f im konlam, I=, p.  181). A 



verb such as da-lev- 'drink ,' which has the preverb dl%-, has '& related 

f o ~ m  da-sa-lev-i 'beverage,' tkre prefix - sa- intervenes between da- - 

and - lev-. &is would preslmnably have the following syntactic structure: 

PREV A 
' / \  

oh \ 
a,lD v 

' / \  
s; / \ 

v 
I 

I 
I 

LEV 

&ch a structure, however, would precluje the analysis of such preverb 

simtims, sugges-ted in Spr-t (I=), whereby the reasm that structures 

of the form LIAev[$nflectim-Verb11 are allowed is that preverbs could 

attach to any verbal projection of their selected verbal stems; i n  t h i s  

a a e ,  D A is attaching to an adjective . 
Ihe suggesticn of krantz  (1984b) is more to the point, namely that in 

these s i tuat ims  a be-a lpha  re la t im holds bet= the mocphosyntac-tic 

repremtaticm of such form and their phmological representation. lh 

particular, the following relation holds: 

(140) 
[Rev [ X  . . . .. Verb I ]  

i i 
bye-alpha 



In our term, we could even postulate that the bve-alpha relatim is 

&men D-structure and S-structare and + h t  a t  D-structurethe prcverb and 

the verb ape s is ters ,  and that a t  S-strucwe the preverb I s  adjoined ta 

the highest )LO category dominating the verb. For dasalevi t h l a  would imply 

mv 'v 
1 I 
I I 

DA LEV 



Note in particular, that thf a is not a mapping between S-structure and LF. 

Be that as it my, it may be t h u g k t  that in being forced to posit such 

an operatim of Move-alpha irn morphological forms k~ end up with a weaker 

theory of morphology. krhaps this I s  so, but it may be timt we can get 

away w i t h  aseakening the theory mly in selecM places. Notice, in fact, 

that th parallel situeticm to the Georgian case exists  w i t h  respect W the 

verb particle m s t r u c t i m s  in Ehglish: although, say, - look and % are 

associated idiosyncraticalhy in t 4 ~  ver4b Lmk up, it is nevertheless th? 

case that they are separated in many matructimn,  lncludlng eolatructlms 

w i t h  ca*gory4xmging morphology: 

(1 42 
a. Ihe book was lookpdV up. 

b. Ihe book remined \nlookpdA up. 

c. Ik look@# up of the book. 

(Eht cantrast tkis with the - -er examples discussed above. ) It is 

premmbly no coincidence, 4x0, tbt preverbs in Georgian, as well as in 

m y  otkaer lengmgee, like t h  p r t i c l e s  In Ehglish, are r e l a w  to 

directional prepositima. So, according to PPmsm (p .  a), - da- can m 

'dom ,I whereas another prevarb , E,  means out, away. 

It my be then that the Georgian and Ehglish caws represent a natural 



class phenomena, a case of universally discontinuous morphology. Why 

this d i s m t h u i t y  should be chwac-ristic of this part icular  c l a s s  of 

cases, I do not  know, but  I hypothesize that suck cases of discontinuity,  

when fomd,  will be limited in thi; m y  t o  a f a i r l y  e l l 4 e f l n e d  

morphological c lass .  

1.6 Cenclusims and a grospectus 

I have argued in this chapter that word s ~ u c l m e  is b e s t  v i e e d  a s  

m s i s t i n g  of tho levels  of sepresenta t im,  namely a synbctic level  and a 

phonological l eve l ,  and that m y  of the so-called bsphological  Backeting 

Fgradoxes should be seen as f a l l i n g  out  as a amsequence of t k  mapping 

between these two levels  of representat im.  

h v i n g  s p l i t  rnorphology in this way, it now remains to determine the 

ns_ture of the principles  which deeerrnine well-formechess of word-structure 

a t  the v a r i o u  levels.  As I m t i m e d  ear lie^, I am not  going to be very 

concerned u i th  the status of morphology W c h  In terac ts  heavily with syntax. 

in the sense of  k m t z  (1 W , 1 W )  or Baker (I 9 5 ~ ) .  I shll be looking 

Fore closely at  the kinds of principles  wRfeii deszrmlne well-formchess of 

more derivat ianal / lexical  morphology. As noted in the in t reduct im b the 

thesis, in th next - p e r ,  I sh11 be looking f a i r l y  closely a t  deverbal 

morphology in Ehglish and other lmgmges, with a view especllally %o 



de-terminhg th effects of the nminalizing a f f i x e s  on We t;hmatfc 

structure of the base verb. In Chapter 3,  I shall be concerned w i - t h  the 

so-called Lexical In-grity Hypotksis and its supposed ro le  in deriving 

%he haphor ic  Islandbod of words. In C h p t e r  4,  I turn to a discussion of 

the slratum orderkg &el of phonology. Final ly ,  i n  Chapter 5, 1 discuss 

the psycholhguls t ic  evidence which b a r s  on morphological theory, and 

argue that it is a t  l e a s t  a s  canpatible with the approach to morphology 

taken here as it is with other approaches. 



1 A Further Casllseqmce of  %he Mathemtical Propert ies  -- of * 

and .̂ 

Suppose that we have a syn tac t i c  bracketing [ [ A  B]C]. Suppose fur ther  

that A is spel led out p h o l o g f c a l l y  as a prefix--call  it a snd that C is 

spel led ou t  as an unordered affix--e .g. as a CV template a s  in 

Arabic--11 it e. Also, let  b be the phcplological spe l lou t  of  0. Then it 

will fol!.ow that FH( [ [ A B]C] ) must be ( (aAb)+c) . In pa r t i cu la r ,  kc=ause of 

the ncxi-associativity of  *, it wi l l  follow d i r e c t l y  t h t  this m o t  

rebracket to (aA( PC) ) . 
To g ive  a hypotRetfce1 example, suppose that a language has a pref ix  - T I 

whose phmological form f a  -? t- which is equivalent  to Ehglish - un- in that 

It  syn tac t i ca l ly  attachs m l y  to adjec t ives  and forms ad jec t ives  fran 

them. Suppose flu°=Cher -t;Prat there 13 a deadJectiva1 nominal which 

phmological ly  involves provldirng a CV template o f  the form CCK;  l e t  US 



call this af f ix  - X. Finally, suppose t h a t  there is an d ~ e c t i v e  of the form 

kan which can be affixed with X to form kkan and with T tx form tkan. What - - - - - 
w i l l  be the p h o l o g i c a l  form of the following bracketing? 

(1 ) [[*<A,o> K 9 N l ~  X a , ~ > l ~  

Given tb spec i f i ca t im that - t- - Is a prefix and + h t  CCVC is (c lea r ly )  no t  

crde~sd wit21 respct to ib base, we will derive followFng via tkrz 

Ihpping Principle: 

(2 )  ((tAkanjsCCVC) 

This w i l l ,  given the am-associativity of *, become: 

t k a n  
I I I I  
I I I I  

C C V C  

Tt?a.t is, CCVC af f ixes  to the whole of tkan. What cannot happen Is for CCVC 

to associate m l y  vim - kan, to  yield t h  following a s  final output: 

(4 )  
t k  a n  
I I I  

C C C V C  

(Wk assumre in this hypothetical case that such a represe~mtatim would not  

be ruled out  an phcnotactic grounds. ) 

Lhforhmately, although this prediction l a  fairly c lea r ,  I how of na 



data which d i r e c t l y  bear an this point.  For me t h i ng ,  In lmgttages such 

as M i t i c  which do make use of CV-templates k a v i l y ,  there  is not  much 

relevant  pref ixa l  or suf f ixa l  morphology t o  allow one to test out  this 

m s e q m c e  of t l ~  theory. This ques t lm therefore awaits f w t h e r  data.  

2 Ch Examples of Stratum I Prefixes outside Stratum I1 suf f ixes  

in Jihgbish. 

Strauss ( 1 W b )  has argued (pp. 40-42) that the Stratum I pref ix en- - 
attacks outside ths Strabm I1 su f f ix  -en in examples l i k e  embolden, - 
enl ighten,  and so  m; the reader is referred t~ Straussl  d iscuos im fo r  

arm-tz to t k  e f f e c t  tht t h i s  is in f a c t  what is going m. Apart from 

t h i s  possible case, examples of S t r a m  I pref ixes  outside Stratam I1 

suf f ixes  do no t  exact ly  abound. Part of the reason for  this is undoubtedly 

that there are very few S t r am I pref ixes  wkiich a r e  su f f i c i en t ly  

productive and semtlcally transparent so a s  to allow a t h c b t  to 

h a i c a l l y  an- tht h s  the r i g h t  syntac t ic  and serrrantic proper t ies ;  

reaaembr fran t k ~  dlscurjsim in Chapter I that semantic and syntactic 

product ivi ty  were argued to  be c ruc ia l  fi ellowirg Ekacketirag kradoxes  to 

occur a 

Che other example besides Straussl  doea exist, howver,  a t  l e a s t  in 

s l i g h t l y  earlier forms of EQlfsh .  WEE are cases h which the negative 



pref ix  - In- h s  a p p a r a t l y  a t h c k d  syn tac t i ca l ly  outside the adjec t iva l  

p a r t i c i p i a l  suffix - 4. A large number of such cases a r e  l i s t e d  in 

(5) il limit&, I n e l a b o r a W  , inamfused , 
lnexhausted, inextended, I n e d i W ,  incircuw=ised, inc iv i l ized  , 
incampred, incomposed, inconcerned , inccsmected , hcon t ro l l ed  , 
i n c u l t i v a t d ,  indigested, indiscusaed, indisputed, InexpecW,  
iplfoplaed ( = unformed), insu.spected. 

(Note #at Inexperienced - is the m l y  such example still in coamm use.)  

Wse presumbly hslve the syntactic bracketing: 

( 6 )  [ I N [  V Dl1 

Now, given that in the earlier forms of Ehglish 4 was Stratum 11, and in- - - 
was S-tratum I, we predic t  the fo l lowhg phonological bracketing; 

(7) [ [ i n v l  4 1  

In fact, g i v m  that - in- a t h c h e s  mly to latinate forms ~ h m o l o g i c a l l y ,  it 

ought to follow tbat such ccnstruct ians are m l y  possible with latinate 

b a s  verbs, whlch - in- c=an thus be adjacent to and hence bracket w i t h .  In 

fact, this seems @ be precisely correct in t h a t  a l l  of the verbs In 

brchpuld's list are l a m * .  Indeed, even in p resen t4ay  r n l i a h ,  the 

examples givm in b r c h d  seem f a i r l y  plausible ,  i f  no t  e n t i r e l y  

p r i s t ine .  However, examples of the following form seem u t t e r l y  

implausible: 



Independently o f  this,  I assume that the reason that b c h n d f s  examples 

are not in use tsday is tkrat* adjectives simply s e l e c t  for rather 

m - in-. 

3 hother Possible Brample sf Morphme hubl ing .  

In the previous chapter I discussed the doubling of  the morpkne - -er in 

Ehglish forms such a s  picker-upg>er and giver-upper. k r e  I give another 

7 example fran Berber of wktatmay la.rn out lx be  the same p h m m  . 

In Berber w-km the subject of a clause is extracted, the verb is made 

into a participle ,  formed by the prefix y- and Uze suff ix  5: 

( 9 )  
a. y- au wyaz aysum 

3sg a t e  man meat 
ltThe man ate meat." 

b.  w- ay- y a i -  n - aysum 
who canp eat(perfective root) meat 

\ 1 
I I 

participle  

I 1 # h o  ate the 

So, In the (b) example, ttfe subJect of the clause has been extracted, 

---------- 
1. lhanks to bhand Guerssel for the data in this sectim. 



leaving the verb in the p a r t i c i p i a l  form. I n t e r e s t h g l y ,  when there is 

subord ina t im,  as with a m W o l  verb such as - want, and the subjec t  of the 

( highe~ ) clause is extracted, both the matrix and the subordinate verb may 

appear in the p a r t i c i p i a l  form (note the ( b) example) : 

(10) 
a. bgN-x ad- x aysum 

m t - I  sg fut eat-lsg meat 
"1 want to eat meat.!' 

b.. w- ay- y-bgha-n ad- y a -  n aysum 
who camp want f u t  eat(aorist r o o t )  meat 

/ \- - \ / 
p a r t i c i p l e  pas t l c i p l e  

lW'ho wants to eat meat?I1 
(wawbghan l a b r  becanes wiggbghan by regular  
phglological  r u l e s )  

This is a e a m t a b l e  for m d e r  the Mapping Pr inc ip le  i f  we can assume that 

the two verbs m y  be reanalyzed t o  be: 

Sac indicatim, in&penden?t of the morphxte doubling facte, that 

r eana lys i s  must be going cn is given by the fact Vat in cases where the 

sub jec t  is ove r t ,  it may occur In the l o c a t i m  either of  the sub3ec.t o f  the 



matrix clause, or in the subject of the subrdinate  clause: 

(12) 
a. y- b g b  wryaz ad- y- aysum 

3sg want man fut 3sg eat meat 
"The eran wants to eat  oaeat.Ib 

b. y-bgh ad-y-%8 wryaz aysum 
I q l h e  m wants to eat meat 

The existence of the second example here seems to indica- that the mtrix 

and subordinate verbs have Beern reanalyzed to form a single verb at 

level of represenaticn. We would thus have a s*ucme of the foliowing 

form for the ( b) sentence: 

(13) L S  I V  mt a t ]  mat] 

Since man - in th is  representation is the subject of the clause headed by 

want (as well as by eat) we can derive the fact that m is amstrued as - - - 
the subject of the higher verb. Presumably, them, (lob) is derived by 

wh-movment from t k  subject positim of the kmeanslyz& verb complex. Of - 
course, as (12a) shows, such reanalysis i a  not  required suggesting that we 

should not always expect to find it in the case of subJect wh questfcms - 
either; indeed, r m l y a i s  (leading t o  morpheme doubling) is not necessary 

as the following grarmatical variant of ( lob)  shows: 



. . -  

w- ay- y-bgha-n ad- y- % aysm 
who m p  m t  fut 3sg eat meat 

\ / 
\- I 
participle 

gtlho wants to eat meat?" 

Here the - w h - i t e m  has apparently been exiracted from t h  matrix subject 

psi t im  * 

So, this example frm krber might be a flirther case of the type  of 

morpheme doubling exhibited by 2 doubling in bglisk. 



2 . I  Introduction 

In this ckpter I investigate the properties of m e  classes of deverbal 

morphology, mostly in Ehgllsh, bu t  Including discussims of relatA 

phenomgna in other languages. The ihme#ork for semantic hterpretatim 

and thematic role assignment which I a151 going to be assuming is that of 

Higginbotham (1%5b), and I discuss this framework In  t k  next section. I 

am also going to  be assunfig s m  recent work by Choreaky (1 984) , which I 

shall also discuss briefly in the next sectlcn. Afsr  this background I 

shall be investigating (Sectim 3 . )  Zhe properties of agentive - +r 

affixation In Ehglih, and c a n p i n g  my appsosich with a resent proposal by 

Lieber (1983) f i r  hmdlhg these forms. In the subsequent section I shal l  

be inveetfgatlng the rather complex m t  of properties associated w i t h  

derived nminals Finally, In sections 5 and 6 I shall discuss extensions 

of my &el to o t k r  types of morphology, Including some facts of 



deadjectival morphology of J3-giisk. 

I t  is important to keep in mind the reasm why the investigation i n  this 

c h p t e r  is necessary for  my purposes. P have claimed tht -re is no 

separate word-formtim component and tht the properties of words a t  

various l eve l s  of representa t im should follow frm the various principles  

of graimar which apply a t  those ievels  If we wish to mainUin this view 

we are encumbered with the r e s p ~ l s i b i l i t y  to a t  least i n i t i a t e  the 

inves t iga t im Into what the relevant principles  of the grammar might be, 

and furthermore wht the properties of the various lexical item--i.e., 

stems, roots ,  affixes and so  f o r t h - m s t  be in order for  the system to 

work. For the lex ica l  p r e s s e s  whlch I sh l l  be investigating here, it 

w i l l  turn out  that the relevant principles  for  determining well-formedness 

w i l l  have very l i t t le  that is lexica l  about t h e m .  Needless %o ~ y ,  t h i s  

h i g h l i g h b  m e  point which has always, in my opinion, been mysterious in 

all of the  recent work m morphology within generative gramtar: apar t  f r m  

the obviou~  case of Lexical Phanology, a s  d i s t i n c t  from Post-Lexical 

Phmology, b h t  precisely does the term I1lexical1l man? Given, as  has 

often been noted (c.f. Lieber, 1980; Selklrk,  I=) t h a t  &re is a 

lfsyntax o f  words1I, what precisely does the lex ia i lness  af this syntax 

ccnsist .in? I sklb suggest here tht the answer is "nothing at aP1.I1 

Note that a massive distlnctim Setween lex ica l  compoeitims and 

syntac t ic  ~ p o s l t i m s  is cer ta in ly  conceivable. In par t icular ,  cer tain 



operatims such as the intermlizatim or externalizatim of arguments 

might be argued to be available specifically for forms derived i n  the  

lexdcm ; indeed Williams (1 981 b) has mde precisely such an argument, 

namely thgt the derivation of lexical passives in Ehglish involves the 

externalizatim of the internal theta role. Nevertheless this is not  

obviously correct, and kvin  and Happaport (1984) in particular have argued 

tht the extemlizatim of WE internal argument in t k  lexical passive 

follows from independent principles. 

2.2 Backgromd: Higainbotham (1 985b) and Chmsky (1984). 

2 -2.1 HiggiPlbotlsaml s Semantics. 

In this section I give a brief introductim to the theory of semantic 

interpretatim as outlined i n  recent work by Higgfnbotha. :t is no t  my 

purpose ta justify any of the asamptims Implicit in this system here, as 

that muld lead u s  m o  far astray, but ratter t o  give an overview of the 

main point8 which are going to h e  crucial for my discussfan of deverbal 

morphology. The reader* is referred to Higginbotkmts paper for the 

relevant ~ ~ t a .  

To begin, let us  cmsider the following phraas marker for the sentence 

'John s a w  PtSlryt, where we all take +p to be an indication on INFL that the 



sentence I s  pas t  tense: 

! I \  : INFL w 
I I 
I I I \  
I V W  
I I  I I  
I 1  I 1  

Jotm +p see Mwy 

We will cmsider the set of nodes N={S, NP, IEJFLt , INFL, VP, V, W) to be a 

set of points, these points being related t o  me another i n  the obvious way 

by operators marking dmhmnce and linear precedence (for a discussim of 

the formalizatim of these notims see Higginbothm (1 98%) ) . In fact, a 

phrase marker is precisely j u s t  such a set of points like N ,  and any 

appropria* subset of N will also be a phrase mrker , tlappropriatetl here 

referring to whether or not the particular subset chow is a ccnstituent 

of the entire phrase ararker, as die-rmined by the r e l aam of (exhaustive) 

dominance. So, in N, {W, V, NP2) is a phrase-mrkr , although (VP, V, 

NPI ) is not since VP does not dominate NP1. 

The la& of sennsntic theory, according UJ Higglnbothm (1985b), is to 

determe the values of various points In phrase markers. In particular, 

we are interested in the behavior of the primitive predicatx v, which h s  

five places, read as follows: 



x is a value of the phrase marker P, wsidered as 
a sub-phrase marker of the phrase &ker Q, in m t e x t  
C, mder a s s i g n m t  - f . 

IPI gerreral we will m l y  consider the f i r s t  two places of v, the others 

t!€?fng impl ic i t  m l y .  

A simple task of semantic theory to determine that for  R g l i s h ,  the 

fellowing statement holds: 'John saw m y t  is true, if and only if J o h  s a w  

M y .  We turn now t o  a d iscuss im of this example. F i r s t  sf a l l ,  we w i l l  

need to introduce the notion of thematic p , i d .  

Following Stowell (1981 ) , Higginbotham adopts the mcept of t h e m t i c  

gr id ,  which is part of the lexica l  entry of every word and which determines 

the number of arguments the word can take and a l so ,  given mt the s l o t s  in 

the gr id  a r e  m k e d  with tkmtic  informt ian  about ro le ,  the nelare of 

those arguments. For example, the word - see dl l have t k  f 01 lowing entry: 

This says that - see is a verb, and h s  three places .  Although it is n o t  

mked  in? ( 3 ) ,  the I ta rwent  is the designated external argmmt follcwing 

Williams (1960), md the 2 argumt is tkae a r g m t  aasipged by tkbe verb to 

its in ternal  argument, Mary in this example. Also not marked is t k  

thematic informt ian  such as the f a c t  that the 1 argmmt correspcnds to 

the themtic ro le  PlGEMT and We 2 argument the sole  of THEME (following, 



or ig inal ly ,  Gruber, 1965, and subsequently m y  others)  ; th is  i n f o r m t i m  

would be present in the full-fledged entry fo r  the verb see. The other - 
argument of - see, the me labelled E is the e v m t  place. which Highbotham - 
a s s m s  is present in the representation of a11 verbs, following an 

origlnal  suggestim of h a l d  Davidsm (1 966) that verbs of c-e or 

act ion have such an event position. 'Ihus, the meaning of the sentence 

'Job s a w  b r y '  wil l  be the assert icn that there was an event of seing 

perpetrated by John on Nary. The reader is referred to Higglnbothm and 

also Davidscm!~ original  paper for  jus t i f ica t ion  of th is  position. 

To see the n o t i m  of value in a c t i m ,  let us  examlne the value of the 

pint V im the seritmce S o h  saw Wry1 , diagramed above. The value of 

t h i s  point is obviously completely determined (modulo the m t e x t  and t4e 

value ass igment)  by the lexica l  entry of - sx. In f a c t ,  it should he given 

as follows: 

Wbt -this says is that t k  value of the node V is Wt set of ordered 

t r i p l e s  g,x,z>, desimated - s, where it is the case t h t  for a m  - x and 

scme l, and sane event g, g is an e v m t  of x ' s  - seeing 1. 

Similarly the value of [dP2 would be given aa: 

( 5 )  ar(y,W) <<=>> y = m y  

which says simply that y is a value of NP2 i f  and only i f  jl is Mary. 



The value for WP all be given by combining the values of V and of MP2 

as follows: 

This reads as follows: the value of VP is the set of ordered pairs a p e >  - - if 

and only if there is some y such that W- 7-b of t r i p l e s  G,y,g> is a value 

of V and y is a value of NP2. Given tk values for the two s t a t x m t s  of 

tk canjunctim in (61, given in ( 4 )  and (5)  above, (6) reduces to: 

so that t t ~  value of VP is that set of pairs (x ,e)  - - such that e - is an event 

of - X I  s seeing Mary. 

Applylslg this method up the Wee we will finally get to a statement of 

the form: 

(8) S is true <G>> (k) see(Jotm, M y ,  g) 

or, Fn other words, I J o h  s a w  Mary' is true if and cmfy i f  there is an 

event of John's seeing m y .  

% much for semantic interpretatim. W l t  how do we guarantee that the 

correct NPs get nsa%ched up with the correct thematic rolea? Thfs is 

de-mined-by t h e  syntactic properties of the canetpucticn, in canjmctian 

with eonditims m themtic role aesigmimt. A central problem for any 



theory of g ~ t i ~ ~  Icnowledge is the quest iar  of how themtic ro les  

(henceforth, t k t a - r o l e s ,  following Chansky (1 981 ) ) , usual ly  associated 

with m m i c a l  argument-takers such as verbs, a r e  assigned to arguments. 

In par t icular ,  it is generally assumed tht there is sme form of 

bimiqueness ccnd i t im cn theta-role assignment to the e f f e c t  mt each 

theta-role is mtcM w i ' t h  me argument and each aswent  is matched w i t h  

me thew-role.  Qle sucl? bimiqueness cmdi t i cn  is the 'Ihel~ Criterion of 

Chaansky ( 1981 ) , given below: 

( i)  &ch w g m t  bears m e  and m l y  me theta-role , and 
1 (ii) each theta-role is assigned to m e  and only one . 

In the work of Kiggirat>othi,  t h i s  cand i t im 'cakes m a sane&mt 

di f fe ren t ,  though equivalent, f o r m t  ad we shall see. 

Take again the senteace 'John saw h r y t  . The internel tk ta  ro le  of 

is assig~red to Nary. Following Higginbothm, we w i l l  call this part icular  

kind of assigment l%heta markingll. Theta marking will txrn out  to be m l y  

me way in which theta roles can be discharged. Higghb-t tmm notates  tbeta 

role discharge in the following; way: say t h t  themetic g r i d s  a r e  percolated 

up the tree frm the heads, In this case the verb. At  each node where a 

I .  !i%is fosmlaticm is scane*t inaccurate with respect to current theory 
(Cham@, 1984). In par t icular ,  t k  mta c r i t e r i m  fa  atatcrd i n  term8 of 
chains where each c h i n  h e  m l y  me theta p o a i t i m  but each theta-poei t im 
m y  h v e  a number of t k t a - r o l e s .  



thematic ro le  is discharged we notate  that fact by placing an asterisk next  

to the appropriate role .  For instance, the VP 'see m r y l  Kil l  have the 

following represen-tim: 

('10) 
VP, B ,2* ,E> 

/ \ 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

V, Cl ,2 ,E> MP 
I 

I i 
see h r y  

So, here we h v e  nota- the fact t h a t  the 2 argument has t e n  discharged 

to k y  , in this case mder tbeta-msrking . 
b o t h e r  way of d i s c h r g i n g  the- ro les  is vltheta bindingbt. In 

par t i cu la r ,  we say that INFE binds the event positlorn in a thew grid 

insofar as it restriem the set of even- which a r e  permissible referents 

of the sentence. So, pas t  tense restricts the  events to being e ~ e n t s  In 

the pas t  i n  t k  mse tht if IJoh SBW Maryt 1s to be true, then it must 

be the a s e  that there is an event - e which is an event of J o h l  s seelng 

M y ,  and f'urthrmre, - e must have marred te fo re  the t i m e  of utterance of 

the sentence. So DFL d i s c h r g e s  - E via tkta-binding, and the 

r e p r ~ s e n t a t i m  sf INFLg wil l  be a8 follows: 



(11 1 
INK' , B ,2* ,EY> 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ 

INFL 
\ 
W, d ,2*,E> 

/ \ 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

V, C1,2 ,E> NP 
I I 
1 I 

see ~ P Y  

J o h  w i l l  f inally k t h e t a m k e d  with t b  1 theta role,  under - 
predicaI3.m frau the VP. The entire representation w i l l  thus appear as 

follows: 

INFL VP, d ,2*,E> 
/ \ 

hother cam of binding wizich w i l l  become important i n  the secticn an 

neminaallzatims is the binding of a nominal theta position by the SPEC of 



NP. Higginbotham suggests that a noun l ike  dog has an open place, or w t a  

positim, i n  it, and hence refers to "each of  the various dogs.!' Its entry 

will be: 

In the NP Ithe dog1 p -  the as a specif ier  #ill bind the 1 ro le  of dog: 

(1 4)  
NP, a*> 
/ \ 

/ ,  \ 
SPEC N1  ,d> 

I I 
I I 
1 I 
I I 
I N d >  
1 I 
I I 

+he dog 

Che f ina l  method of theta d i s c h r g e  which we w i l l  be m a i d e r i r ~ g  is 

"theta i d e n t i f i ~ a t i m . ~ ~  A particular instace o f  *this is rncdificaticn, a 

simple example being the phrase 'white house1. The intu i t icn  we want to 

caplxre is tkt 'wfiite Lrouseq refers to those entities ,which are both white 

and a house. Assumin@; tht both - white and house have a theta role, we will 

say that those theta roles are ident i f i ed ,  this ident i f i cat ion  being 

notated by a line mecting the two relevant places i n  the grids:  



white house 

The semantics will be given as  follows: 

Given idmtificaticn, we can say, x=y, md thus the Nf value will be given 

by: 

(17) dy,N1 ) <G>> wfiite(y) & bouse(y) 

We have discussed three methods of thew discharge. How does theta 

disckrge relate to the l'heta Cfi sr im?  Hlgginbotham essentially 

translates the ?hew (kiterim as given in Chomsky (1W ) into the 

following terms: 

(18)  Theta Criterim (Higglnbotbm, 198fib) 

1) If X discharges a thematic role In - Y ,  then it 
cli~-&argee canly me.  

11) Every thematic positim is discharged. 

I will have cam to refine this formulatim in the course ~f the 

hvestigaticna of properties of productive deverbal morphology. In 

particular, ( i i )  w i l l  have to be stalzd w i t h  reference to a reformulation 



of the Projection Priraciple which I shl l  introduce in Sect im 2.3 below. 

For now, however, we have given suff ic ient  introductian to the d e l  of 

semantics proposed in Hlgglnbothslm (1984). I now turn to a brief 

discussion of some ideas in  Chmsky (4984) which K i l l  a l so  be important for 

my analysis.  

3r. "iis i m k ,  Chomsky introduces sane important modificatians of various 

principles discusged in (Plansky (1981 ). Che such modification has to do 

with zhe Binding 'Iheory. In the old Binding Theory it wae slxted tht a 

prmoun had to be f r e e  In its minimal governing mtegory whereas an anaphor 

had t o  be bound. The mFniml governing category (U) was defined as the 

minimal ca*gory containing a subject ( i .e., [NP, NP] or [NP, S] ) and a 

governor for  the prmom or m p h o r .  As such, the Bincihg Theory c m o t  

accomt  for  the following f a c t s  (see momsky, 1 W, pp. 240ff) : 

(19) 
a .  7he childreni l ike  [each other' si fr iends]  

b. The childreni l i k e  [theiri friends] 

(19b.) is not  a problem since the NP does main a governor for their and 

a l s o  a subject,  m m l y  t k i r  itself. 'Pbe prmom is free in i ta N C .  Ch 

the other hand (1%. ) is problemtic  precisely because the same reaaming 

abut  the structure of the NP applies, yielding the m c l u a i m  that each - 
other is f ree  in its MGC, which is an Incorrect cunclusion since the 



sentence would thus be ruled out  (on m y  indexing),  y e t  it is good on 

prec ise ly  the  indexirag given to it in the example abve .  

Chomsky thus  Introduces I2-e n o t i m  of F3T-compatibility, defined as 

follows : 

In 811 expressicm E with indexing I,  I is BT-compatible 
with (a ,  b)  i f :  
(A) a is an amphor and is bomd in b mder  I 
(B) a is a pronominal and is free in b under I 
( C )  a is an r ~ x p r e s s i m  and is free in b mder  I. 

The l icensing m d i t i o n  fo r  a category a governed by g in the expreeaim E 

w i t h  Indexing I ,  is introduced as follows: 

(21) For sane b such that ( i )  or  ( i i ) ,  I is i3T-compatible with 
(a, b): 

( i )  a is an r ~ x p r e s s i a ?  and ( A) i f  a heads its chain 
or  ( B )  otherwise: 

(A) b = E 
(B) b is tk ~CII[BBFPI of  the head of the chain of a .  

( i i )  a is an m p h o r  o r  pronominal and b is the least CFC 
cmta in ing  g for  W c h  *re is an indexing J 
BT-c~rmpatible w i t h  (a, b). 

CFC denotge ehe tlCmplete Functional Complext1, '& governing ca-gory i n  

which a l l  the ttgrammtical f u n c t i m s  a m p t i b l e  with the head are rea l ized  

in itt1 (Chun*, p. 238), including the subject .  

What a l l  of this e n t a i l s ,  aamg other  thlngs, is that the two sentenses 

given above in ( I  9)  are gramrratfcal . To quote Chmsky ( p. 243) : 



If a is the subject of the NP b, then it is governed by the 
head N and b has a subject so it is the Governing Chtegory i f  
there is an indexing I BT-compatible w i t h  (a, b) .  There is 
such an I if a is a prmaninal (namely, wi th  a free) [so ( I  gb) 
is gramatical: M] bu t  there is nane if  a is an anaphor, so in  
t h i s  case the minimal CF'C cmtaining b is the Governing 
Category in which a must be bound [namely, the whole S, in the 
case of (1%)" meaning lht that sentence is a l so  gramatiml 
w i t h  the appropriate b h d i n g ,  RS] . 

'I% other modffimtian which all be important for us  is that  of Case 

theory. In CAomsky (I981 ) it was assumed that the only Case assigners were 

V, INFL and B. In the newer version Case assignment is s p l i t  into two 

categories, Inherent Case assignment and Structural Case assfgmmt. 

Inherent C2se assignment occurs a t  D-structure mder government and 

theta-markmg fYm P, N OP A. Structural Chse assignment, on the other 

hand, is assimed, purely mder g o v e r m t ,  a t  S-structure from V or INF'L 

cmtaining PCR. The reason thew-marking is not crucial i n  this case i s  in 

order t o  accomt for, m the m e  M d ,  Exceptlam1 Case krkFng, which 

occurs mder government but  not theta-marking, and m t k  other, the fact 

that INFL assiws &se to the subject even though it does not assign i L  a 

thela-role. It turns out  also to be neeessary to distinguish inherent Csse 

assignmmt, which occurs a t  D-structure, from the realization of t ha t  Case, 

which occurs a t  S-aWucWre. Che reason has to do with the now c m m  

assmptian that (?ase-easigmmt is d i rec t iml ly  miform (see Kos-, 

1984 . Travis, 1934; also Sprsat, 198%). Id9 Ehgllsh it 1s clear that P md 

V both assign -8e rlghtwkwds, and the mue would seem to be true for N1s, 

as in (22a,b) below, *re we can assume tht inherent Chae is aselgned to 



the csmplemat of destructim: 

(22) . . 
a. the Cdes~ucticn [the city11 
b. zhe [destructim of [the & y ]  ] 
c. [the cityi ] ' s [destruction el] 

However, as (22c) shows, genitive C$se my also appear m an NP to the l e f t  

of the head, 'Ihfs suggests that there i s  reason to separate Chse 

assignment a t  D-structure, fsan Case sealizatim a t  S-structure; it is (Bse 

assignment which is directimal, and in the mapping fsm D-structure to 

S-swucture, an NP which has assigned inherent Chse may move to a 

nm-Case position. 

(Even though w will zssume ttat this charactecizitim is more or less 

correct, me m o t  kelp noticing tht there are problem wlth maintaining 

the view that Chse assignment i s  uniform in Ehglish. For m e  thing, while 

the analysis worked for (22c) above where it could be cmvinclngly argued 

that the NP the city was movd fran its D-structure positim in the 

cmplement of the luP t o  the NPts subject (c.f. h d e r m ,  ITg), it is not 

a t  a11 clear how we would accomt for tkie presence of genitive Case on the 

NP the Roman8 in t k  following example: 

(23) 
a. [the Rmmm] [desizuctPcm [the city] ] 
b. [the Rmms] [destructla? of [the city]] 

In this Chse, since the NP the R m s  is t k  subject of the larger NP, it 

makes sense to assume that it started out in WE initial position of the 



W, but  if th is  is true, it must k tb case that inherent mse assignment 

m y  occur lef-ds af-r a l l .  The other sticky point j.n the analysis is 

INFL which might appear to Case assigtl to the left ;  see Sprat (1 98%) far 

an analysis of VSO languages based on the premise that in  VSO languages, 

INFL Chse assigns rightward almg with the categories V and P, whereas i n  

SVO languages, INFL i s  not constrained to Caseassign in any particular 

2 direction .) 

Assuming that ~ m s k y ' s  distinction between Case assignment and Case 

realization i s  a valid me, and is motivated by the data discussed above, 

it turns out to be necessary to assume that the ldessociatim of inherent 

a s e  and theta-marking extends to Chse-realizatim as we11 as 

Case-assigrunent1I (mansky, 1984, p.  271 . ) He proposes the following 

(24) Uniformity Condition, Chomskgr (1 984) 

If a is an inherent CBse-mmker, then a Cerw-marks 
NP if and mly if a tkta-nwks the chain haded by 
NP. 

lWxie-markangll m TMS case refers both Case-assignmnt and 

2. Still, as Noam Clvmsky b s  pohW out to  me, we could use the rea~ming 
in Bavis (1984) to the effect that  in general not  a l l  directimlity 
reguiremen~ are satisfiable a t  once. In particular, for - the Rawst 
8es.tructim of the c a ,  rightward Chse assignmmt, (astuning also Chse 
adjacency ( Stowell, 1W ) , can only occur one of the NPs. If this is 
restricted, say, to the internal a b g m t ,  then -- t k  Rotnans w i l l ,  in  order 
t o  also be adjacent to its Olse assigning noun, have to appear to the left. 



Case-realizatim, 'Ibis condition turns o u t  to be necessary, in part, t o  

block the realization of inherent Case cm NPs which do not receive 

theta-roles, for instance, there in the following example: 

(25) *there( s) destructim of the city 

Since *re i s  an expletive, it m o t  be receiving a theta -role from the 

head destructim. By the Lhiformlw CaPldftion it m o t  be @ase marked by 

destructia? either, which means that realization of genitive (3% on it is 

illegithate. Ch the other h d ,  there must get &,se since as an NP with 

phmetlc caatent it is subject to the Case Filter. 'Iherefose, the 

structure is out altogetkr . 
We all re- to the matters introduced here in subsequent sectims. 

2.3 The Formtion of kent Nauiraals. 

h this secticn we investigate WE syntactic and semantic properties of 

a particularly productive morphological operatian, that  of &at N o m i n a l  

fosmtim. Examples of lh kinds of canstruetims which we w i l l  be 

investigating are given below: 



(26 
a. John is s cooklearaker. 
b. J o h  is a maker of: cookies. 

C. ?heyi s a w  three admirers of 

d.  'Beyi s a w  each othersqi admirers. 
e. Markisadriver. 
f . *&rk is a driver in a car. 

The cilatim of some of these examples a t  this point  m y  seem somewhat 

mysterious. The mystery should clear up In subseque~lt discussim. 

The interesting thing a b u t  PgePlt Naniraalizatim cross-linguistically i s  

that it is often the mly productive process of Nominalimtion i n  m y  

languages. Also, hm-PgentNoun campounds are often the cnly compounds in 

the language. The la-r is more or less the situatim i n  Chichwa, whre 

Rgent nminalizatim, by mans of a prefix is productive as are compounds 

.for& w i t h  these: 

(27) 
a. sodza ' f i sh  (V)' ; msodzi fisheraan' 
b. chi- linaa- mpmga 'rice cultivator1 

CLM cultivate rice 
C. m -la pa m l a  'rock sit ters 

CLASS s i t  on rock 

The gloss of t h  prefixes chi- and m- - as #;ENT would be inaccurate sin- 

t hee  are reably jut two of the m y  noun class prefixes camm in this 

language, ars iPr other Bantu languages, hence the designation in the gloss. 

Nos  tht (27c) really is a campmd and has the structure: 



(28) 
m [khala pa mwala] 
CLASS sit a1 rock 

I shall argue for th is  structure for Chichem agent namitlals l a b r  i n  this 

section (2.3.7). For now, I turn to a discussion of the  semantics and 

synmx of the -.er affix in  Ehglish. - 

Let LEI s t a r t  off by asking the following questim: Given that  bent 

Nominal formatian is semantically transpasent as  it clearly is, what is the 

semantic cmtributicm of the -er affix to the word which it forms? That - 
i s ,  given the m i n g  of the verbal stern what meaning do we have to assume 

is given fol; - -er such tha t  the maning of the V-er noun is predictable - 
given these two parts plus the rules of seamtic conrpositim? 

Agent n m s  refer in general to perscns or things which typically engage 

in some activity or other. lkat is, a driver is me who typically engages 

In an aczivity of driving, and a catcher is me who typically engages in an 

activity of oakhing. What we went to say (following a suggestion to me by 

Alec Mxultz) is tht -er refers to  an ktor in an event. ktor is a term - - 
suggested originally by Gruber to rn what is generally referred to 

nowadays as b\gint. Let ua extend the meaning of Actor here to mean any 

"agenty" sor t  of role such as Pgmt or Instrmental . This Actorhood of -er - 
rn be sea most clearly, in fact ,  in certain cases h r e  -er a t tacks  - 



irregularly tn nouns. Some examples are given below: 

(29) footballer , carpet-bagger , messanger. . . . 

A footballer , af course, i s  soreerne who plays footbll  . 'Ikere is however 

no verb *to football meaning 'Q play football,f and it i s  clear W a t  the 

structure of this word is something like: 

(30) [FOOTBN+,ERIN 

Nevertheless t k  ktorial meaning associated u l t h  +r is clear since - 
footballer refers to an ktor in an event of football-playing. A similar 

smry holds of l f ~  other examples: carpet-bagger i s  not derived frm a verb 

b u t  rather from t k ~  nourn-noun cmp~md carpet-%, the referent of Ws 

term being, of course, a particular group of individuals of sawwhat 

questionable moral status who invaded the South from the North af&r the 

b r i m  Civ i l  War for the purpose of making g d  a t  the expense of t h e  

war-ravished South, and who could often be identified by the aspet-bags 

which they carrid.  In t h i s  case, w i n ,  the *r impart8 an ktoria', - 
meaning, W e  specific meaning being  soerethhg like 'one who carries a 

carpet-bag. 

I suggest, thm, that productive - e r  has the following Lexical entry: 

I have notated the theta-role of - +r on the syntac+,ic h l f  ( i . e . ,  t h e  left 



half) of the entry for  the  aff.ix. 

In the case of regular affixation of - -er to verbs we want to say that 

the 'I ro le  of - *r I? linked up with the e x t e m l  theta ro le  of the verb to 

which it a t t a c k s ,  in case that theta ro le  spcifles an k t a r  of some kind 

(1 .e. , &tat, ar possibly Insai;rummt). This restricticn m the thematic 

ro le  associated w i e h  the external ehe& ro le  of the verb s e e m s  necessary 

s h e  there are verbs wNch have n m - k t o r i a l  external theta ro les  which do 

n o t  have corret~pcmding - -ec nosninals. Che such case is the verb surround 

(32 
a. The trees surround VE h o w .  
b .  "The trees are surrounders of houses. 

In WS a s s  the external theta ro le  of surround Is a ?heme, and is hence 

inappropriate for  th@ linking fa the ro le  of - -er. 

But precisely how d w s  the 1 ro le  of the a f f i x  link b the 1 role of the 

verb? To answer W s ,  le t  u s  ccnsider the notfcn llExternal R g ~ m r n t , ~ ~  a 

notion W c h  was introduced in Williams (Am, 1 M). The EScternal k g m t  

is, by def in i t im, ,  the last argument (I .e., outermost) to be sa t i s f i ed  in 

m y  syntactic sb:uctwe. This is clear in an example like the f'ollawing: 

(33) Joeiah Q. Smdley put  tb scknauzer into the box 

Put satisfies i'ts two obligatory intern1 wgwm1t.9 Ins ide  the VP, m d  anly -- 
then does tk -ntire VP assign the extxml theta ro le  to Ve siib,ject IJP 

Jcsiah Q. Wley. We shall see below a very similar behavior IJI derived 



nminals, althugh in that case there Is no maxim1 proJection present to 

act as a predicate for the subject. 

Of course, it is also possible for the External Theta Role t o  be 

dispensed mth entirely, as in the so-call& middle cmstructims as  

discussed by Keyser and Roeper (1 934): 

(34)  
a .  Wlreaucrats bribe easily. 
b. This meat chew8 well. 
c. That car drives camfor-bly. 

Under normal circumstances, given that the external thematic roles are 

assigned internal to t k  VP, and given a theory of Redimtian, such as 

that ~f Rothstein (1 983), which claims that Predicates must have subjects, 

it w l l l  turn o u t  that the VP must assign some thematic role and since there 

i s  nothing else around at this stags t k  External Theta Role w i l l  be the 

me aasimed. However, Keyser and Rcleperls data show that in certain cases 

the ex&rnal theta role my be dispensed wi th .  

kt u s  therefore take the following definition as a guiding ansmption: 

(35) Definition of External Theta Role. 

'We &term1 Theta Role, if it i s  assigned a t  a l l ,  is always 
the lase (i .e. outermost) role to get assigned in 
any synrnctic structure. 

The determinatim of whether, in m e  specific case, The External The- 

Role must be aasimed is de-krmined by other principles of the gramar such 

as the principle of predicatim mentioned above. In terms of 



Higginbothamls theory l e t  u s  reformulate this statement as follows: 

(36) Definition of External Theta Role (Reformulated.) 

The External Iheta Role, if i t  is discharged a t  a l l ,  is always 
the last  ( i .e. ou~rmost)  role to get discharged in 
any syntactic sWucWe. 

Given this, it is clear that the Fx-rnal Theta Role of the verb cannot 

be discharged to the a f f i x ,  unless perchance a l l  other t k t a  roles of the 

verb are discharged a t  the point a t  which -er attaches. W l t  this will - 
never be the case since even in m d i c  predicates, -re will still be the 

Event theta role, which would be mdischarged a t  the relevant level (What 

does happen ta the Ehmt will be discussed below.) - 

L e t  me suggest, thf?n, that the theta role of the affix is discharged 

under identificatian - to the Ekterml 'Iheta Role of the verb, assmlng, of 

course, that the verb's External Theta Role is of the appropriate thematic 

type. l h i s  means that a l t h u g h  t k  affix is t h  syntactic head, the verb 

will act as the semantic I1head1l of the mstruc t im , and will percolate its 

theta grid. Note that this is similar what t a a p p s  when an adjective 

discharges its t h e h  role under identification with t k  noun, with the noun 

prmlatimg P t a  thta grid ,  with the difference being tbt the noun is also 

the syntactic head: 



V, B , ~ , E >  '(v,N>, CI > 
I \ / 
I '7 

drive er 

whib goose 

h effect,  then, - +r acts a s  a predicate modifying ( in purely form1 term) 

the verb to which it ataches.  

We will investigate what happens to external and internal theta 

roles of tk verb shortly. What happens, however, to the Event? Noms do 

not canmlcally allow event positfmw. Tbat is to say, there is no sense 

In which dog has a free event positlm referlng t o  a particular event of 

Being a dog. Nouns may well - refer to events, as  we sbll see in the 

diacuasim of derived nminals in d q e  course, but =they do not carry a 

dlsthgulshd event position. Something therefore has to be dm@ with th is  

psiticn in t h  percolatian across the N category Bomdary. Let us suggest 

that in t h i s  cae the event poaitim is existentially bound. We v i l l  

notate this in the diagrams by starring t k ~  positicn of eke Event In the 



nom as usual, though we may equally well say that the Evmt position is 

simply absent a t  the N node: 

1 \ 
1 \ 

I \ 
V,d ,2 ,E>  (ar,N>,d> 

I \ I 
'I I 

drive er 

What will the semantics of these forms be then? For V and a , N >  we can say 

the following: 

Given this, and given t k t g  and - x are identif ied,  we get the following 

result for a: 

That is, driver refers to any ktor 5 for which there is an event - e which 

is an event of 5' B driving acme y or o-r. This is the r i g h t  

interpretatim. 

I should point out a t  t h i s  jmcture that languages other than Ehglish 

seem to empksize s l i g h t l y  different aspects of Actorhod when forming 



 gent nminals .  For instance, in Kalkatmgu ( Blake, 1 % 3 ) ,  a lmgmge 

spoken in Queensland, the morphene whch translates Ehgldsh - -er with the 

same morpheme as it uses fo r  can, to be able.' Thus s c % t  c~ln be used 

both as  a verbal affix, which we m y  assme is attached syntact ical ly,  or 

as s deverbal nminal iz ing  aff ix,  as show? by the following examples 

(Blake, p. 76): 

a .  cum caa kmtu palku W c i t  
c ~ 1 a m a n  that not  slow ';Pun-cam 
'la m l m m  that can run no t  slop = 

b. -a mil t ip ia  mpic in  n a p l n t i i c i t  
thet ey%m take-ing see-&-can 
qltht which. hen taken u p  the eyes, can make m e  seev1 = llspectaclesll 

d.  wakini-wakini kuu anpaicit 
turn turn water fetch-er 
I1windmi1 1" 

Evidently, in Kalkalmgu, it is tlme general propensity towards doing a 

particular actim which is being emphasized by use of the morpheme -nci t .  

Irr CMchewa, as noted above, and a8 I s h e l l  discuss more fu l ly  below in 

this secticn, ttmg affixes corresponding to Ehglish - -er are Noun Class 

affixes, affixes which are wed in e much ulder range of g.lichwa 

mrphohogfcal strilctwes than just in forming deverbal n m h a l s .  It might 



seem that it would mke little sense to assume tha t  the entry for these 

affixes includes a spcifimtion that there l s  a thematic role associated 

with the affix, and that this role must be hooked up with an &tor. In 

fact, I shall suggest below that in CMchewa, the llagentlv affixes are i n  

fact nothing more than mominalizers. This w i l l  be shown to derive an 

interesting ansequence for that language. 

Getting back to Ehglish, we have seen that the regular rules of thematic 

l irMng.and semantic interpretatim allow u s  to derive a form such as 

driver which has the eorrect m i n g .  !lhe final form of this word is 

repated below: 

V,C1,2,E> cV,N>,d> 
I \ / 
I- 
1 I 

drive er 

The 1 role of verb has become the derived now's own thematic role; we may 

assme that this is the case since it is the me which is linked, after 

a l l ,  t o  the syntactic k d  of the msWuctim. I h e  2 role is still free, 

and presumably am be assigned. ?his, of courae, is correct, as the 

following forms &ow: 

(44 )  
a. John is a driver of large trucks. 
be Hortense is an admirer of pink aardvarks. 



c. Edgar is a Lover of Hunan cuisine. 
d.  Peter is a painter of lurid landscapes 

a, in ( 4 b . I  the W large trucks is getting the theta role--.the 2 --which 

would normally be assigned by the verb to  its Internal a r g m t .  Thus, 

(44a. ) has roughly tk same meaning as: 

(45) John I s  a ,person who drives large .trucks. 

We a n  derive W,?l fac t ,  as follows. We m y  asme that the relevant 

syntactic structure of (443.)  is: 

SPEC MI 
I 
I / 7 

a / \ 
/ \ 

N N" 
I \ / \ 

/ \ / \ 
I \ --- -- 

I \ large trucks 
V (V,N> 
I I 
I 1 

drive er 

Filling in  the -tic roles, w hve:  



/ \ 
SPEC 

I 
I ?'id t 2 C 9 E + >  

1~ -\ 1. -\ 
/ \ ----- 

/ \ large .trucks 
/ \ 

drive er 

This w i l l  have the following interpretatim: 

(48) v(x ,  - - W) <<=>> - x=a - -  z [ & ,  drive(g, large .trucks, e ) ]  - 

Thus, a driver of large trucks - is sane - z such ehat there is an evmt  e - 
such tht -g is an event of driving large-Wucks by - z .  

Of course, we fully expect that a verb which requires an internal 

argument will also  yield an - -er nanjslal which requires such an a~gment. 

!This is correct: 

( 49) 
a.  John put the  book on the table. 
b. J o h  is a pu-r ~f b k s  mto h b l e s .  

c .  *John put the book. 
d .  +Job is a putter  of books. 



e. *Job put  m t k  table. 
f . *John is a p t k r  anto tables .  

( W )  
a. B i l l  &s cookies. 
b. B i l l  is a nraker of cookies. 

hrthermore, i f  a verb has certain of its internal arguments opt imal ,  or 

i f  a verb alternates between being transitive and htransitive, we expect 

these possibilities to show up in the nanfnals also. A fairly clew 

example of this is given below: 

(51 
a. Fred drinks tea 
b. Red is a drinker of tea. 

c. Fred drinks. 
d.  Fred is a drhker. 

In (51a ,b )  drink assigns an internal tkta-role , in th is  case to tke object 

tea. In (SIC), m the other hand, drink Is intransitive, and has the very - 
specific m h g  imbibe alcoholic beverages. As (51 d )  shows, the 

ln~ansi t iv i ty  carries over to the - +r nominal. Indeed, the particular 

nseaning 'imbibe alcoholic beverages' also carries over. Wt is ,  t o  say 

that Fk& is a drLqker i s  not to be making tkbe claim that Fred, like a l l  of 

the rest of us, drinks liquids, but rather to be making the claim 't;hat 

Red, like mly m e  of the rest of us, is a regular imbiber of various 

e m 0 1  products. We may assume tht the following my of representing the 

two readings of drlnk is appropriate: 



(52) Two ( s y n ~ c t i c / ~ t l c )  e n t r i e s  

i )  DRINK, V, C1 ,2,E> ' I  imbibes 2...' 
ii) DRINK, V, d,E> '1 imbibes alcoholic  beverages . . . I  

In (52) we are essent ia l ly  claimlng t h a t  there a r e  two verbs drink. Under 

this scheme the informt ion a s  to which verb is king nomlnalizedl will be 

w r i e d  over to the - -er nominal by vir tue of the percola t im of the grid 

from the verb m the nominal, a s  the reader w i l l  be able lxo eas i ly  verify 

a t  t h i s  point. 

There is another coaasequerace s f  this theory. Randall (1984) has 

digcussed what she calls the I n h e r i m c e  of theta roles .  She notes that 

wi-ier~ cer ta in  morphological operations appear to  block the assigrrme~lt of 

various themtic ro les  of the stems, usually verbs, to which they apply, 

they a l s o  seem to block assignment of thematic ro les  lower m the Thematic 

Hierarchy, which she takes t o  k:  

(53) 'lherne>Pgent>lns-imment, Source, Goal. 

A par t icular ly  clear  case of tMs involves - +r affixatim. This a f f ix  

blocks the assi-.t of the external theta ro le ,  invariably the agent 

1 ,  p 74): 

(54) the flyer of the kite  *by experts 

This &a sen= of course under our approach since t b  n&al which is 

p r d u d  g the agent, and the Ek-rnal Theta Role of th verb can m l y  be 

assigned to the referent  of the NP headed by the nmfna l ,  under binding 



f r m  SPEC. What is interesting for Randall is that other thematic roles 

such as InsWment or Direction seem to be blocked also3: 

( 5 5 )  
a. *the f lyer  of #e plane to  Race 
b. *the cutter of staaps off of envelopes 
c.  *the destroyer of the city w i t h  a machete 

( I should note in passing that  I disagree w i t h  m y  of Randal 1 s 

grameraticality judgements, especially w i t h  regard to obligatorily 

subcategorized PPs. For me - a pster  of stamps mto envelopes is fine, - - 
despite flarrdallts claim ta the m t r a r y ,  and this makes mse  i f  we assme ,  

as I believe us must, that paste ,  a t  least an me reading, requires two 

internal tkta roles,  me of which is expressed by a P@. In any event, I 

agree with Randall's judgments in the cases of the nm-subca~gor ized 

PPs.) To accomt for t k s e  data, she states the fol lowhg principle: 

3. Ps pointed out to me by Alessandra Giorgi , m t m t i a l  cmplepnents are 
ccnsiatently Dad kre:  * A  believer ----- that the world is flat. I have no 
explanaticn fo r  this r'acz. 

4. Tau Roeper has pohW out  the following examples to me: 

( i )  *a lemr of dogs intz h u e s  
( i i )  *a -per of people in, j a i l  

where surely ?he d i r ec t  object and t;h@ preposi t imel  object a r e  both 
subcategoriad for. It may be the case, thm, that even m y  
subca-kgasiad PPs artl obl igator i l  linked to the event position (see my 
account f o r  milts f a c t s  blow.); If this were true of -- into houses in 
( I ) ,  t h i s  would acxximt for wily the example is apparently bad. 



(s) Tkmtic  Inheritance Binciple, (Randall, 1984, p. 77) 
A category-changing operatian which blocks the assignment of 
a @-role blocks the assi-t of a l l  &roles lower-on the 
6-Hierarchy. 

So, in the case of - -er affixation, we block the a s s i v t  of the &at, 

and we therefore also block the assignment of the h s t r m t ,  Directim and 

so forth. 

But this fact is derivable under the theory presented here without 

resorting lx a 'Ihwsatic Inheritance kinciple applying specifically to 

lexical items. I t  is assmd crucially ( H i g g ~ b o ~ ,  1985b, a d  p . c .  ) 

that m y  verb-phrasal PFs act as adverbial modifiers of the Event. For 

hstance: 

V, d ,E> PP, d.29 

So in W k  drives --- i r ~  a cer the PP in a car h s  an o p .  position which it 



discharges to t k  event p o s i t i m  of the verb under theta ident i f ica t ion ,  

thus d i f y i n g  it, and giving thc reading that there is some event e ,  where - 
e is a driving by b r k ,  and e is in a car (see also hvidson,  IS.) - - 

Given t h i s ,  the Thematic Inheritance R i n c i p l e  e f fec t s  can be derived 

straightforwardly fo r  - +r n m l n a l s  since in those cases, as fsr .most  nouns, 

there is no evmt.  The awucture would be; 

dr iver  in a car 

?fa@ 1 p o s i t i m  of WE PP needs to l ink  to m s t h i n g  bit it m ~ ? o t ,  in 

par t icular ,  link .ta t k  E positian s h c e  tha t  98 alrsadp dj scharg~d. 

Tmrefore We W m o t  refer to somata who is .In t-&bit 02 driw,13g in 

a sake Of course, the I p8ltlm can l ink  tO s m m g ,  w.d a3 diagramed 

i~ (58)  it bin169 to the 1 psitian of the r.om, yielding the reference for 

the whole MP cf a p e r m  who drives and who is i n  a aar , 4lknick is, of 

course, what the W m a .  

We have sen thm how p r t  of Rm&il's  tic hherltmce Principle 

fall8 out naturally from the notation adopted bere. k Kill  dimu~s more 



of t h i s  principle i n  subsequent sections and it w i l l  m n  out (see Section 

2.7) t ; h 4 ~ t  it is ccmpletely derivable and ~ E R Z  is not a separate principle 

of the g r a m r  . 
We IIOW turn ta adz apparent problem for the t!!eory of 5~ affixatim 

developed as far. 

2.3.3 R o  jeeticm , Pro jectf an, and %eta Indexing. 

Despite the obvioue p r d u c t ? v i t y  of - -er affixation in h g l l s h ,  and the 

mmitant seamtic .t;r&~sparmcy of such forms there ssems to be a 

problem. I t  w i d 1  mclsubtedly have been noticed that t k r e  are -er forms - 
which do not seem to be semantically transgarmt Itn t h  same way as, say, 

driver is. Some examples are: 

(59) fryer = 'chicken sui-ble for f ry ingq ,  propeller :. 'propeller of a 

ship1, computer = imputing mechine', slnker = 'weight uaed i n  fishing to 

h b b  (1 9%) lists a number 06 these. He says ( p .  2 6 ) :  

-& at tach8 to verbs and produces noms; the derived noun has - 
a relatim b t b  verb characterfatic of t k  relatim betwem 
the external argmmt a d  the verb. For example, a warbler' 
is rhe agent - external argument of 'warble1. In the 
following examplea we eee that the V-er nmlml  denotes the 
external argprment of the verb,  wb'2her Wt external argument 
is agent, source, thane as befac to r :  



(5.16) exbrnal arglnnent is EENT 
gambl-er, s t r i k e s ,  wrbl-er, march-er, r a w e r  
brewer, lectur-er , plaster+r, teach-er , retriev-sr 

(5.17) external argment is SOURCE 
gush-er , Wail-er , creep-er 
sf lenc-er , fertil iz+r , thr i l l  er , cook-er , scrap-er 

(5.1 8) external, argument is THINE (ergative verbs) 
twis te r ,  break+r , crack-er , vibrat-or 

(5.1 9 )  external w g m t  ic B ~ ~ R  
hear -er , learner discover er , inherit-or 

The special meaning of -er noms is derived from the -er 
suffix, In some way. We can not, bwver ,  simply say that the 
suffix is source1 or 'agent1 , and percolate this property t o  
the wrd, because whether the word is a source, agent, or theme 
of an actim depends m thee-gr id of the underlying verb. 
The suffix is 'agent' i f  the external argument of the verb is 
Iagent1, and tsourcel if  the external ar-t of the verb is 
source1 , and theme1 i f  the external argmenl; of the verb is 
'theme'. . . 

Wkat Fabb fa i ls  to notice, however, is that, in the vast majority of 

cases, unless the noun does refer to arl ltagenty1! sort of thing--such a s  the 

Pgmt or Itistrument, etc.--it does not inherit the verb1 s WIXI grid i n  the 

way described in the last  section (despite Fabbt s claim, p. 209, that in 

general Er does not appear tu affect the internal wgmenb in the 

theta-grid W which it attaches.Is) Take for instance ttle word fert i l izer ,  

wMch Fabb claims expresses tbe Source of the verb fertilize. I do not 

Wink, hoever, that me am refer to 'a fertil izer of the field1 unless 

m e  is specifically referring .to the perscm who is r e s p s i b l e  for the 

f t l i .  For arrotkr example, take discoverer, which FaSb claims is a 

Benefactor. I do not know ira what sense a discoverer is a Benefactor i n  

any cam, but it seems fairly clear that i f  I say that Leif Eirikssm ma 

the discoverer of VhPand, that I am claiming tkat he actively set out an a 



voyage and discovered it and that therefore he is an Pgent Fn Vinland's 

discovery. 

What is even more s t r i k i n g  a b u t  many of these words is that they are 

specific i n  referace. Whereas driver can refer to myme or anything that 

drives, or drinker can refer to anyme ar any-thing tbat drinks, a gusher 

generally refers to a gushing oil  find and twister generally refers only to 

a tornado. h k e r  refers to an lnslrment of cooking, though not jut any 

instrument; it h s  to be a gas or electric range and it m ~ l d  not be an 

open f i re  even though an open fire can certainly be used to cook things. 

In fact,  the cases where - -er picks up some argment of the verb other 

Wm bent,  or Instrment, seem to behve just like some obviously 

exceptional cases W r e  the - -er does not even pick up the ex.krna1. #eta 

role. Fabb gives tke following examples ( p .  208): 

(60) respirator, howler, roaster, rmper , confesmr , merger 

'Ilhus, respirator is not scmethirag Wat respirates, but  rather something 

W c h  aids in respiratim. A roaster is a chlckm or some other mat 

~ui table  for roasting ( see also the ,?xmple fryer, given above. ) Again the 

reading is quite specific. A9 pointed out to we by 73x1 Roeper, if I am 

lying ou t  in the sm an the beach and I get  sufficiently b m t  oa? both 

sides so as to be able ?XI say that I have roasW in t t ~  m, it would 

nmetbeless not be possible t o  refer to me as a 'roaster.' Similarl.y, i f  I: 

am delivering mouth to mouth resuscitaticm to somebody, and am L\us 



obviously a i d h g  them in their respiratian, I would not be referred to as a 

'resp1rator.l A Irespiratorl is a kind of' machine used to aid i n  

respiration. 

O f  course, not a l l  Instruraeultal products of - -er affixatim are 

semantically or t l -e~~tical l ly  productive in the sense discus& in the l a s t  

subsection. So, propeller am b~ used In the following way: 

(61) This is the propeller of the ship 

Howlever, in the usual reading of t h i s  sentence it Is clear that t he  NP the - 
ship is not acting as a Theme, in the same way as, say, t h  car is in the 

NP the driver of the car. Rather, the s h i p  is the possessor of the 

propeller, and there is no reason to suppose therefore that the ship is 

king assifled tkme lheme role originating in the Theta grid of prowl.  To 

see this, we mly need to note Mrat the propellers of the QE2 will still be 

the propellers of tfie QE2 even if the engianes f a i l  and the passengers are 

a l l  told ta break out th paddles. In thAs ca-s the passengers w i l l  be 

the propellers of tkhe QEZ in t k  productive sense. 

What I suggest for a l l  of the cases discus& in t h i s  subsection is t h t  

the word8 have W f r  syntactic r e p r e m t a t i m s  l is ted,  just a s  the word 

elephtfne k s  1- syntactic representation l is ted;  they are I1lexical 

idimstl i n  the sense discussed in the lbst chapter. h d  tear in mind that 

also in  the sense of the last chapter, there is no iwplicatim In t h i s  as 

lx theis phonological behavior; tk forms discussed in this subsection are,  



I believe, a l l  phmologically regular. So, a word like propeller would 

wrely be l i s t ed  as, say 

(62) [ P R O m v  ERapN> I N 

w i t h  the lisw referent being the fan-like thfigie on the back of a ship. 

W W r  or not anything of the Actorla1 nature of - -er is inherited depends 

u p  how semantically transparent the mstruction is. In tlae case of 

propeller, the mstuction is reasonably transparent, whereas i n  the case 

of roaster it is iairly untransparent. Also, which of the theta roles of 

the verb the - -er affix picks up will depend again on h o w  transparent the 

ms t ruc t im i s ;  in the case of propeller WE theta role is the Instrument, 

which may a t  lease metimes act as an external role (c.f., " M a  device 

propels the ship.' ), whereas in the case of roaster the t k t a  role picked 

up by - -er is the Theme or Patient role of the verb roast--an in-teml 

role. 

Even Wougk nme of these forms are productive, we want some way of 

indicating which t k t a  role the - -er affix is associa= with. Ts mark 

this, I inlzoduce theta-indexing, which w i l l  freely cohdex a positim i n  

an (affix's) theta grid with sane positim in the theta grid sf the atem, 

So, roaster uould be represented as follows5: 

5. Jim Hbgginbothm has suggesw ~XI me W i t  theta Lndexing is really just 
theta-identification. The repreentation of roaster would therefore be: 



/ - \ 
V,C1 ,2i,E> ( V , N > , C I i >  

I 
I I 

roast er 

We m y  a s m e  ttat the coindexaticn of the role of - -er w i t h  that of th@ 

!heme of roast overrides the specificatim t h a t  - -er refer to an Actor. 6 

Mote that this thsta-indexing h ~ s  nothing in ccmm with the similar 

formalism u s d  in Stowell (19801, or Fgbb (1%) and Roeper (1984). In 

those theories, indexing with a pasitim i n  a tht-+grid ma a notation for 

what we have *rmed, f c\llowing Higginbotham, themtic discharge. Here, 

Although tNs  is an interesting ~uggesticm?, there are details i n  the 
~ l ~ t a t i m  of t h i s  idea which remiin to be worked out. 

6. Ole my mder why - +r m o t  pi,ck up the Event positim, ye% so fur as 
I know, there are no noms of this form. I suppose that there mt tae sane 
further restrictim on - -er which requires that it refer to m t i v  of 
some kind, rather t h n  to an event. 



theta indexing is only used to notate Ume (irregular) associaticti sf 

positions In grids. Note that T: have assumed that theta-indexing is only a 

property of affixes. 'Ihus, obligatorily subcategorizing entities such as 

nominalizlng affixes m y  elect not to discharge a theta-role of the form to 

which m y  attach. 'Ihis device will be used In the analysis of Chickem 

synthetic campuns ( see 2.3.7. ) , *re. it is argued, the relevant 

nauinalizing affixes, mlike - -er In Ehglish, are merely general 

noun-forming affixes, and hence are not mksd specially to identify w i t h  a 

verb1 thew-role, 

An important property of the diagram given in (64) above is that the 

thematic grid of the verb does not percolate, unlike the regular cases 

discussed in the last aubsectim. Why is this? Obviously we have assumed 

that there is n o W g  in principle blocking the percolation of thematic 

grids across categories. What I w i l l  suggest is that  thematic grids are 

required t o  percolate from stems to dcmlm$Sng nodes o f  a different 

category cnly  w i m  the grids are associated w i t h  the (grids of) the affixes 

by sane regular mtkaod of discharge such as -ta rrrarking, theta binding or 

theta identification. I state th is  principle as  follows: 

In a structure [ A  (A,B>IB where A is a lexical item of category A 
<A,B> is an affix forming words af category B fran lexical 
items of category A and the whohe structure is thus of 
category B, the theta-grid of A i a  mly required la 
permlate to 0 where A and (A,B> are associated 
by some regular process of thematic dfacharge. 



However, this brings up the question of how the thematic r ~ l e s  of a 

lexica l  item, such as roas t  In roaster a r e  sa t i s f i ed .  Evidemtly they are 

not s h c e  nme of thela are dd.sdmrged ( m l e s n  we muxi *to say that they 

were discharged by some ex i s t en t i a l  blndlng of each of the posi t ions);  they 

are, in e f f e c t ,  ttlocked up" In the morphology. Yet why is this allowed? 

Why, given the Theta a i t e r i a n  aro we allowed, a s  we apparently must be, 

tc ignore the themtic sequ i re imta  of lexical 1- in this way? The 

answer lies, 1 believe, in the correct  interpretation sf the Projec t im 

R i n c i p l e ,  the p r h c i p l e  which requires  that 7 p s i t i o n  be p r e m t  a t  every 

level  of syntact ic  representatian for  a themtic ro le  to,k discharged b. 

Its f o r m l a t i a n  in Chnsky (1 W ) is aa  follows: 

Representations a t  each synkictlc level  ( i .e . , LF and D- 
and S-sizuctirej are p r o j e c w  from the lexicon, in that 
they observe the subcategor ia t ion  properties of lexical  
items. 

What I would l i k e  ts suggest is a t  .this not ion  of projection is linked 

crucia l ly  to another notion of p r s j e t i m ,  t k  n o t i m  of p ro jec t im 

familiar Para  X-tar theory. Specifically,  I would l ike  P;o suggest that the 

following g r h c i p l e  holds: 

?he Projection R i n c i p l e  applies  to a in a s t ruc ture  

[g 
. . .a.. . .] -re g d i r e c t l y  dominates 

a, and g is of the m e  category as - a. 



So, i n  a structure l i ke  

t h e  Projec t im R inc ip l e  wil l  not apply to V--since N is [+N,-V] and V is 

[-N,+V]--in the sense that its t h e m t i c  ro les  will not  be d isckrged.  It 

w i l l  apply to  the a f f i x  <V M> since, f o l l o ~ d n g  Lieber (1 980) , it is of the 

category [+N,-V] Fra that it determines a form of that category. C$I the 

other hand, in 

since VP is of category [ +V, -N] and daninates ( i n  f a c t ,  13 projected from) 

V, the Projec t im k i n c i p l e  wil l  apply. 'Jhis cacep t ian  of the Project im 

Principle I s  similar in some respects .t;o Rorert s (1 984) idea that the 

Rejection Principle does not  apply in the lexicon. In my terms, the 

Projec t im Rirrciple does not  apply to lexical  iems embedded in certain 

kinds sf structures. Of course, the themtic gr ids  of V in the struct-ure 

(68) may perco1a-k to the dominating N node and thus be inherited by the 

nom--1.e. i f  required to by the (loss-htegorial Theta-Grid Percolatim 

Ccnventim. Wmt t h i s  is not to a y  that the Projection k l n c i p l e  is 



satisfied for  V, but rather  that the N is a form derived from V which h s  

inherited V ' s  thematic grid.  Of course, the  R o j e c t i m  R i n c i p l e  w i l l  

apply t o  N i f  it heads an NP, r e q u i r h g  tha t  the thematic ro les  be 

discharged; that this is the r i g h t  r e s u l t  has already been shown in Sectian 

2.3,2. 

This mstra in t  m the Projectfan Principle w i l l  be crucial  in  the 

discussion of synthet ic  cornpornding in  Sec t im 2.3.5. below- Before we g e t  

to a discuss im of the properties of synthet ic  m p u n d s ,  howver, I would 

l i k e  to digress  m a m t a r i l y  to discus8 saoe of the in teres t ing  binding 

propert ies  of - -er NPs. 

2.3.4 (h Binding in - -& WS. 

In in teres t ing  fact a b u t  - -er noinlnals is tha t  although the external 

theta ro le  of .the verb is identif ied with the d e ~  ived noun13 own -theta 

ro le ,  it still ac ta  as a subject  fo r  the purposes of the Binding 'Iheory. 

So, while both of (70e ,b) a r e  good, these is a wkea2 m t r a s t  for  moat 

( 70) 
a. Ihe meni saw [ the i r i  admirers] 

b. The menl s a w  [each other si admirers] 

(71 1 
a. Ihe meni saw [admirers of themi] 

b. *The man, s a w  [admirers of each otheri] 



This is comparable to the sftuatian with picture nmhals  with overt 

sub~ects ( i .e . , possessor NPs) , though it contrasts marldly with picture 

nmlnals with no overt subject: 

(72) 
a. Ihe meni saw [theiri pictures] 

b. Ihe meni s a w  [each other' si pictures] 

(73) 
a. The meni saw [Billt s pictures of themi] 

b. *The meni saw [Bill 's pictures of each otheri] 

a. 'Ihe meni saw [pictures of themi] 

b. The meni saw [pictures of each otheri] 

We will not be concerned here with the cases where the psmom or WE 

reciprocal are in t k ~  subject; positim of the NP since these, as we hve 

already noted are taken care of by the new Binding Theory. What is 

interesting is the m t r a s t  between (71 b) and (743). It seeras as if there 

is something within the W headed by admirer which acts as a subject and 

hence forms a eQmplete f h c t i m l  W l e x  (Chomsky, 1984; and see section 

2.2.2 ) for the anaphor each other . Egch other will then have to be bound 

w i t h i n  NP, but t k  mly NP aromd b bind it would k the entire W 

itself, which yields an i - w i t h i n - i  violatian (Qlansky, 1981 ) : 

(75) 
[the [admirers of each orheri]Ji 



What could t k  subject be? Could it be the head noun admirer itself,  a 

logical guess shce that noun does after a l l  pick up the external theta 

role of the verb admire. The problem canes in examples l ike  (70b) where 

the reciprocal is in the possessive position of the W. In this txse there 

w i l l  be a govemx for t h  reciprocal and a subject non-idmtial to it, 

a l l  of which would imply that the NP should s t i l l  act ae the relevant 

7 binding d m f n  for the reciprocal + 

%y thm tht t k  SPEC p s i t i m ,  or its c a n t a t a ,  acts as the subject of 

the NP. 7 M s  is not a t  a l l  implausible either, insofar as thfs is the 

positim normally referred to as the subject of NP (see hdessm,  1979, 

amng otkre.)  Q1 ehe other hand, there 9s a difference, as we have seen, 

betmen the admirer cases and the picture cases insofar as whatever is i n  - 
SPEC ~II the former must comt as a subject, whereas mly overt NPs, or 

perhaps a tthiddm prancahaltl (&ansky, 1984), count as subjects Fra picture 

NPs; the point i s  that picture NPs need not hve  a subject whereas admirer 

MPs apparently do. 'INS my not  seem so strange, however, when we conssder 

the fact Mat the SEX in admirer binds a pos i t im in a l h t a  grid which i s  

n o m P  assirned to a subject, whereas the reciprocal is receiving the 

in*rnal theta role from tha t  = grici. TIE SgEC is therefore, in some 

7. Though we could assume, as suggested to me by tiam Clamky , ekrat the 
whole sermtenc@ is still W e  binding damin in (70b) since the matrix verb 
see also governs this position. - 



sense, themt ica l ly  the subject. The structure of  (71b) would thus be, 

s c ~ t i c a l l y :  

( 76) 
*[The meni [saw [SPEC [admirers of each otheri] ] ] ] 

'r d ,2:, "6 

Of course, when an W headed by an &ent nanhal such a s  admirer is 

predicated of anothr  NP, the external tketa .role of the verb will end up 

being assfmeel mder prdicaticm to IAe other NP. Ira this case, this 

external NP wlP1 ac t  a s  the subject, and should therefare be allowed to 

bind into bent W. This is correct: 

('77) I cmsider J o h  and M y I  admirers of each otheri 

lk f s  presumbly has the structure: 

( 78) 
I [consider [ J o h  md [admirers of [each otherIi]] 

T d ,2> 
I I I 

'I' 
I I I I 

Predication Wmrking 

This in fact is in line w i t h  the observation (due t~ WIPlim and pointed 

out to QE by Jim Higginbothm) that u~ea tua ted  categories of which 

predicates are a p t l c u l a r  instance, are not dmains for bindhg.  



2.3.5 QI Synthetic Compounding. 

We now came to m e  of the central parts of this chapter, the treatment 

of synthetic mpoulding w i t h  - -er nmina l s .  Some of the analys is  here will 

follow that  of IAeber (1 993) and I s h b l  po in t  out  the places where these 

two approaches agree. I shall postpme a f u l l  cornparim of the two 

approaches till a later sectim. 

2.3.5.1 The X-bar Stsltua nf Synthetic Compounds. 

Consider synthetic campomds of t h s  following form: 

(79)  
a. J o h  is a city-achirer 
b. M y  avoids r u b m a - l o v e r s  
c. Charlie is a worm-hunter 
d. Fbed is an h e r i m  History lxacher 

I shall assme, f o l l o m  Lieber , t h t  the synlxctic structure of me of 

=these is mre or less as in (80). I s k l l  j u s t i f y  this assumptim a l l y  

below . 



N 
/ \ 

/ \ 
1 \ 
V er 

/ \ 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

N 
I 

v 
I 

I I 
rutabaga love 

ktua l ly  & left-hand member In Ehglish must be somewktt more cmplicated 

than a simple noun as evidenced by forms such as h r P m  Histmy teacher. 

h e  thing which is clear, however, I s  t ha t  'the left-hmd wmber must not be 

a f u l l  NP, a p r o p r t y  which is shared by root compounds. b b b  (1984) gives 

evidence for  this khich is quite striking: even proper names which take tbe 

def in i t e  article as part of their normal structure such as The Eronx or - The 

m e  m o t  have these spec i f i e r s  in compounds. Thus, one can be a Paw. 

hater ,  but  n o t  a *The &mx hater. 

Why should this be so? To a& the qllrvtian more precisely,  why fa  it 

that we find swuctures such as (8-la,b) but not (8lc) (iinear order 

i rrelevant)? 



P r o p e n t s  of a separate autonomous lexical  c m p e n t  might think that they 

have an easy a n s e r  t o  this ques t im:  they would simply claim that the 

relevant m p o r n d s  are formed in the l e x i c a ,  where phrase bullding 

operations are non-existent: No phrase building operaticns, n=, p l ~ a s e s .  I 

do not  believe the w~swer can be that simple, h o e v e r ,  iw two reasons. 

The f i r s t  reasm has to do with examples from Ehglish of the fol'iowlng 

form: 

(82  ) Atti la  the Hun m k r ,  Jack in the Box admirer, Jack the 
Ripper chaser 

These examples are perhaps a l l  a l i t t le musual, but I think ehat they are 

passable. 'Iheir s e u c m e  is presmably all soraethlng l ike:  



All of these, %n, cantah phrases, which would argue aminst the positim 

t h a t  the reason no m i m l  phrases occur a s  s i s ters  to V in synthetic 

cmpmds i s  that synthetic mpounds are formed Itin t h  l e x i ~ m . ~ ~  O f  

course, me could fairly abject that all of the examples I gave are highly 

lexicalized phrases and that they tkrefore  must, be llsi-A in the lexicon 

myway ; as phrasal entities, therefore, they would be excegtimal . 
Howves, notice tht the same vould seem to be true of names such a s  

kcrmx or The Hague and yet, as we have seen, the d e f i n i t e  article in thoee 

NPs does nct occur Fn syntkietic m p m d s .  What dms this mean? W h a ~  it 

seems to man is that the relevant cunstraint is that the s is ter  ta V 

Che my wbl wcnder why me does not find more compomds of the form of 

tho- In ( 8 2 ) .  Fbr instance, why are the follaving odd? 

(84) ??dog ira a hat catcher, ??mice  with lice chaser, ??cat with a 
black spot fancier 



I suspect that this has to do with a sparate ''adjacency mstrainctl  t o  the 

effect tht In the normal case, heads in  a mstructicn such as synthetic 

compounds have tc, be adjacent. So, a and catch in ??dog In a hat catcher - 

are not adjacent and therefore the cunstruction is odd. In the case of 

Jack in the Box admirer, Jack i n  the k u ,  - - even though it is clearly phrasal 

in msWuctian, is still sawhow tihe relevant semantic head (of itxelf) 

and therefore my comt as the kad for the purposes of t h i s  cmstraint. 

Medless to say, there are a few ideas W c h  need to  be firmed up here, but 

there is some evidence for such a ms t ra In t  independent of t h s e  

particular examples. %bb ( I  m), notes that AP complements are impossible 

in attributive adjective cmatructicns in Ehglish: so ,  *a capble of every 

8acrifice friend is bed. In Germ, however, as Rabb notes, the 

complements in the AF may precede the adjective, M c h  also precedes the 

modified noun. .hd in Germ tke equivalent of the bad Ehglish example 

just given is perfectly gramamtical: 

( 85) 
ein j d e s  mfer faehiger Reund 
a of-every ~ c r i f i c z  capable friend 
'la friend capble of every sacrifice" (Fhbb, p. 131 ) 

W e  would predict that In l-ea such as Germ or Lhtch, where 

complanmta of noma and adjectives my precede tbeir heads, Notn 

cmstzuctims mtainlng full  N B  ernuld be perfectly granmtical i n  

apehetic osmpomds since the head of the Nt could nevertheless be adJacent 

to the verb. Ws prediction is borne out by the following data from Dutch 



(timka to lasilo k a c z  for provid- these dafa): 

!&I 

a. de van de boom vallende appels e t  -er 
the from the tree falling apples eat-er 
rlt!! eater of apples falling from the treer1 

b. de i n  de oven gebakkm cake e t  -er 
the the oven baked cake eat-er 
Ifthe eater of cakes baked in the ovens7 

c. de in de tudn groeinde tamaten bemder-aar 
the in t k  garden growing tunatoes admire -er 
I 1 t k  admirer of tomatoes goKing in the gardenr1 

The strucQre of the Pgmt N in (85la) is: 



P 
I 

N' ' 
1 / \ 

v a n / \  
/ \ 

SPEC N1 
I I 
I I 

de N 
I 
I 

boan 

8 Eut this clearly contains a m a x i m l  projec t im . 
hother piece of evidmce tkrat the sister of V in synthetic compounds is 

8. It is In t e r e s thg ,  too, that the t#u examples we have seen, where head 
adjacency is required, namely modifies-had constrbct ims and synthetic 
compomds ( on the semantics sf wfiich see sectim 2.3.5.2., below) , born are 
argued t~ invalve thmt ic  discharge via t k t a  identif icat im-1 .e. 
modificatim. Perhaps such head adjacency is required of theta 
identif icat ion c o n s ~ u c t i o n s .  



formed i n  the syntax comes from the f a c t ,  already noted, t ha t  adject ive 

nom m s t r u c t i o n s  occur within synthetic ccmpomds: 

(88) [ her ican History] teacher,  [green dog] catcher, [gray elephant] 

hunter, [ blue China] smasher 

llnless Stowell (I  981 ) is r i g h t  i n  assuming thst adject ive nom 

m s t r u c t i m s  are m p o s e d  in the lexicon, these cans t i tu te  further  

evidence for the syntact ic  nature uf synthetic canpornding. 

I shall now try t o  answr the questiak as to why the nominal e l e n a t  t o  

the left  of V in synthetic cornpornding must be nm-maximal. The problem 

rea l ly  reduces to the following: Given a slz-ucture such as 

m we deduce the non-maximality of n, that is, tht nQ? Ihe answer i s  

yes, I believe, as I: argue next. 

2.3.5.2 'Ilaeb k k i n g  within Minim1 Projections. 

kt us assume that the following principle holds of marking ( h k e n  

in the formal sense of Higgitabothm, 1935b, as discused above) : 



X? discharges its the- ro le  to Y via theta-marking If 
and only if  n=l . 

What this says is that an element discharging its the- role  to a 

m p l e W n t  m y  only d i s c h r g e  t o  said complement via t k te  marking when the 

element is head of an increasing sequence of projections, i .e., of a 

phrase. Fbrthermore, i f  a head of a phrase discharges its theta ro le  ta a 

cmplement, then it must do so v ia  theta nrarking. So, a verb w i l l  

theta-mark its object ,  and a N may theta mark its complement within an NP, 

but an adject ive may not discharge its theta ro le  to the noun i t  modifies 

via theta marking. 

Given t h i s  assmptim, it w i l l  follow that the sis*r of V within 

synthetic compomds may not  be a maximal projection. F i r s t  of a l l ,  since V 

is dmirmated by another node of t k  m e  category (nameby V) it will follow 

tht the Projectim Frhcigle wlll apply to a m s ~ u c t i a n  of the followirag 

form (see slfc'i.im 2.3.3. fo r  discussion) : 



The Projection Principle will require that. a l l  internal argments of V must 

be sa t i s f i ed  within this projec t im.  How cm Ure in';erral theta ro les  be 

discharged? By tk assumption we have j u s t  mde, they cannot be discharged 

by the V the ta  =king the the- Thea binding is presumably out since there 

Is no appropriate binder. 'lht leaves theta Iden t i f i ca t im.  We n i l 1  thus 

have to  identify the internal  themtic ro le  of the verb witb some other 

thematic ro le ,  and since we want to discharge the verb's ro le  to the f I t  

follows, frm the fact t h a t  i d e n t i f i c a t i m  l i n k s  two open positions, that 

there will have to  be an o p n  p s i t i c n  i n  the thematic gr id  of the s i s t e r .  

But it will then fo l lov  that the s i s t e r  could not  be a maximal projection 

since In  that case there would be no open position (since a l l  theta 

positions a r e  d l schrged  within a nominal maximal p ro jec t im) .  

TtPe structure lht 1: am proposing for  the whole synthetic colllpocnd will 

ehus I r k  following: 



1 \ 
I \ 

V,d ,2+,E> f l , N > , q >  
\ / 

/ \ 'I 

/ \ er 
/ \ 

N,d> V,d,2,E> 
1 \ / 
I I- 

car drive 

The * cm the 2 a t  the top V n d e  indicates, as  usual, tht that theta role 

h s  been discharged, this tiere under identificatim. The seamties of this 

form should be: 

9 This seems to be the correct. reading 

Note however that (9) is  not absolutely correct. We have t;s i n s i s t ,  I 

9. St i l l ,  for saw speakers N-V cmst~uctims such as flower .arrange m y  be 
trans1 tive : 

( i )  I flower-arranged the tulips. 

Psslnning tkat the relation betwen flower and arrange here is identical 
wlth that in the osrrespmding synthetic cunpomd flower-arraner, the 
questim arises as to where the hbml thpta-role really is closed off .  
it1 s clearly closed off for the synthetic canpomd as a whole (*he1 -- s a 
oookie+mker -- of oreos), but  i t 's possible tht it is not cloEled off a t  V as  
slaggested above. Still, examples l ike  ( I )  are not generally agreed to be 
g d ,  so the issue i s  n o t  clear. 



believe, t h a t  N project  to N' in  any case i n  these m s ~ u c t i m s .  In t h t  

case, since M now itself projeces to a dominating node of %he same 

category, its o m  theta gr id  must be sa t i s f i ed .  We could then say t h a t  the 

internal  the- role  of the verb and the theta ro le  of the noun discharge t o  

each other via identif icat ion.  Thils k d l l  mean that the nom i n  e f f e c t  -- 
modifies the positim in the verb's grid,  and t h a t  simultaneously the verb 

discharges its theta-role under i d e n t i f i c a t i m  - to the noun. This point 

about modificatim is crucia l  since we would expect similar behavior 

between synthetic mupounding and adject ive noun mcdiflcaticn; m e  such 

similarity has already k e n  found, namely the head adjacency r e q u i r m t  

discussed in section 2.3.5.1. The important consequence of t h i s  added 

assumption that N p r o j e c b  t o  N q  is the following: r e l a t i m a 1  nouns ( such  

a s  other - -er nmina l s )  wi l l  have to, by tbe Wojec t im Principle,  somehow 

have their thematic requirements sa t i s f i ed  within t k  N 1 ;  given t h a t  t h i s  

is h p s s i b l e  In rmy cases fo r  other r e a m s  (c . f . ,  the possible adjacency 

requirement discussed a b v e )  , forms such a s  *maker hater should be bad, a s  

indeed t h y  are. Wker has an internal  theta ro le  (derived from the verb 

make), wtzich must be sa t i s f i ed .  Since the N1 does not  allow a complement, 

by the adjacency rquiremmt, it cantlot be sa t i s f i ed  in this way, yet  it 

mat be satisfied, so the m s t r u c t i c n  is out: 



I \ 
N' , d ,2> V, 4 ,2 ,E> 

I \ /' 

1 -  
M,C1,2> hate 

I 
I 

maker 

Contrast t h i s  w i t h  cookie maker hater, which is fine. 

2.3.5.3 Ck the $pl icat ion of P ro j ec t im  Principle  within 

Synthet ic  Compounds. 

The applicatim of the P r o j e c t i m  Principle  to t h e  V in  synthe t ic  

compounds has the effect of  forcing a l l  of  the internal theta roles of the 

verb to be satisfied within the verbal p ro jecz im.  This has the  

m s e q u e n c e  that c a n s t r u c t i m s  of  the following form are bad: 

(95) +shelf-putter of books, +book-putter m shelves.  

E3rampTes of W s  form have k e n  noted and discussed in L l e b e ~  (1983) and 

Sel lurk  (1 982). h d e r  the cu r ren t  approach these forms w i l l  be out  f o r  the  

following r e a m :  ~t h a  two obl igatory internal theta ro les .  Since t k  

R o j e c t i r n  R i n c i p l e  app l i e s  to the [V N V] ccmstltuent of the hepounds it 



w i l l  be necesswy f o r  the verb to discharge the two theta r o l e s  within t he  

compound. It  cannot discharge two theta roles to one argument, because of 

Wlz C r i t e r i m ,  y e t  i n  both of t he  examples i n  (95) t he re  is but  me 

nominal preceding lhe verb. The.- forms should %bus be out  since m e  or 

other  of the two theta r o l e s  will be l e f t  mdischarged.  

(This s y s t m  of p r inc ip l e s  and assumptions k s  much the effect of 

Selkirk1 s F i r s t  &der Project ion Cmdit ion ( Selk l rk ,  199 ) . She writes: 

In f a c t  it seems appropria te  zo see these restrictions m 
compmds as instances of a mow. general  m d i t i o n  on the 
s a t i s f a c t i m  of argument sWuc+,ure in s y n t a c t i c  
r e p r e s m t a t f m .  I will state the cancl i t im in (2.41 ) and 
swest thwt first order p r o j e c t i m  be defined a s  in  (2  42): 

(2.41 ) The F i r s t  Wder Project ion rmdf l i o n  ( FOPC) ---- 
All ncm-SUN arguments of a l ex i ca l  category Xi must be 

~ a t i s f i e d  within t he  f i r s t  order project ion of  Xi. 

(2.42) 'Ihe f i rs t  order project ion (FOP) o f  a category 

f, is the category i .  that immediately 
J 

daninatee f in s jmtao t ic  r e p r e s e n t a t i m  ( i .e . . i n  either 
S[entence] -syntactic or W[ ord] -s,vntactic s t r u c t u r e )  . ) 

Q?e m y  wll ask why the following c m s t r u c t i m  is not  possible:  



N 
/ \ 

I  \ 
V ( V , N >  

\ I 
/ \ er 

N V 
I I \  

sklf / \ 
/ 

N 
\ 

I 
v 

I 
I I 

book put  

Tnat is, why is m l y  one nominal a l l o w  in such a canstruction? I shsll 

suggest +ht the answer is ase, and I discuss th is  next. 

2 .j .5.4 Case Assigrzment M Synt.k-G.c: Compounds 

I would l i k e  to suggest that, i n  addition t o  Wta ro le  discharge which 

is obviously relevant for analyzing synthetic compomds, ( s t ruc tura l?)  

Case assignment Is a l s o  relevant;  thgt is, t k  verbal head will assign Case 

to its nmina l  coanplemmt. So in car dr ive r ,  dr ive w i l l  assign &se to its 

nminal c a n p l m t  - car. Assmlng t h a t  Case assignment is only possible 

mder adjacency (see Stnmll, 1W ;, it w i l l  follow tbat a verb could only 

Chse mark m e  canplement. Therefore a form such ao *shelf -- book put te r  

would be out  aimply because -- shelf could not ge t  case". 

10. me might wonder why -- overt  morphological case is not  found i r  canpounds 
(no t  in Ehglish, of couree, but  in other lmguages).  The answer t o  this 



Qle thing which is s t r ik ing  about t h i s  assumption is lht, i f  it 

correc t ,  then Case mking  will be to the l e f t  in these c n s t r u c t i m s  ( a t  

least when %he ordering is imposed in the PF caanpcment) , unlike the  phrasal 

assignnent of Bse In Ehglish, which is to the r igh t .  'Lbe saw point can 

be made fo r  the verb's thematic discharge M c k  is a l s o  +& the r i g h t  in  

phrases in Ehglish, but to the left in synthetic canpomds. lkavis  (1984) 

notes t h i s  fact and states ( p .  106): 

In Ehglish w see an example where only head-ini t ial / f inal  need 
be specified and the direct ion of &role assigpntmt wil l  
follow. The VP is head- in i t ia l  so complemmts follow the verb 

(1 50).  f s ,  howver , are head-final , so  complements must 
precede the verb. 

(1 50) keep boom 
( 1 51 ) bkkeeping,  b - p r  

Travis anly mentions theta-role ass igment ,  but we can a s  eas i ly  extend the 

analys is  to Case. l h i s  asymmetry betveen phrases and f s in h g l i s h  is 

undoubtedly a h i s t o r i c a l  relic of a time when Ehgliah, l i k e  its West 

Germanic re la t ives  b tch  and G e r m ,  was bead-final. In Chlchewa, as we 

shall see below, synthet ic  cmpomds follow t h e  ordering of phrases and 

are thus head-ini t ial  (Chlckwa is SVO~" . 
- --------- 
might be that such overt  &se morphology is IfmiW to mrking Case 
assigned to NPs. 

11. %ill, there is another way t;o look a t  this which b s  nothing to do 
w l t h  C?ae direc t ional i ty .  As we have noted, we a r e  analyzing synthet ic  
compounds a s  cases of modificatian; the N1 modifies the V by identifying 



Che Interesting ansequence of the assumption that C3se is involved i n  

synthetic compounding is that there are  no synthetic compomds formed wi th  

unaccusative verbs. lhaccusatives ( c . f .  Perlmuekr, 1978) such as -- arrive 

have standardly been assumed within the GB l i terature,  following Burzio 

(7981 ) (who cal ls  t h e m  ergatives) to  assign internal the- roles bu t  no 

e x ~ r n a l  theta roles ctl the m e  hmd,  and no Case on the other. This lack 

of &se ass ipcent  forces the object NP t o  mve to f i nd  Case, and it does 

so to .&he subject posltim: 

(9'7) John, [arrived t i ]  

So the surface structure of a sentence w i t h  an unaccusative verb ends up 

looking hike the surface structure of a mtmce w i t h  a true 

intransitive--i.e., a verb like - walk which actually assigns an external 

tkmatic  role. 

We cannot t e s t  tkE lack of synthetic compounds with inaccueatives using 

-er forms since, because of the lack of external argurrent, *re would be - 

its theta-role with a position i n  the V ' s  grid. Now, ln Ehglish, modifiers 
manica l ly  precede heads, which would derive the order N-V. In Chlckua, 
modifiers come after heads, which would derlve the order V-N. The latter is 
also true of Romance,  where we find canstructims such as French 
caisse-tout ( ' b reakal l '  , i .e.  k l u t z )  or Spanish tucadiscos ( play-disks, - --- 
i .e . disk- jockey. 



nothing for the - -errs  our. thematic role W l i n k  to. However we can show it 

#1+& - -in2 nminals. W s e  forms have m y  of the same properties as -er - 
compounds as the following examples illustrate: 

(98) 
a. dog catching (c.f. dog catcher) 
b . green dog catching ( c. f  . peen dog catcher ) 
c. *shell putt ing of W k s  (c . f .  *shelf putter of tooks) 

Itsseems as though, threfore,  the - -in2 canpounds have th verb's internal 

*&matic role assigned to the sislzr of the verb j u s t  as in the 

cmpounds. However, examples such as the following are ill-formed: 

(99) --arriving, "ship-sinking (out as "The s h i p  sinks 
no t  as  lSmebody sinks the skip1 ) ,  *star rising 

This makes sense if we assume that Chse assignment is relevant in synthetic 

compounds since a verb like arrive dl1 not have a Qse ix assign lx its 

sister.  

CXle class of cases which is interesting are compounds where the sister 

b v expresses a locaticm or directim: 

(1 00) church-goer , tkalxr-goer , wall-si-r . . . 

These are not derived from verbs such aa *church-50, *theater-go, *wall-sit - 

and are thus l i k e  regular - -er canpounds in this respect. It  seems i n  fact 

-that they involve the regular assignment of e themtic role w i t h i n  the 

V-projectlcn. Yet the inlzenal theta role of verbs like gg and - sit i s  

asslmed In sentences to  NPs governed by dlcectlmal or %cational  



preposi t ims : 

(101) go tochurch ,  go to the t a ~ a t e r  siton the wall. . .  

I do n o t  have anything par t icular ly  in teres t ing  to say a b u t  these 

forms. I t  my well be the case that verbs such a s  - sit and g l ~  exceptimally 

allow Case assigpumt within synthet ic  canpomds. This would be  msisten?t 

w i t h  the f a c t  taaat not  a l l  9uch verbs allow compounds of these forms: 

(1 M ) *church-comer, "bed-lier , ??floor -standera . . . 
So sit and g may w e l l  be mrked. Also, it is interest ing that in 

Chichem, as I shall describe in more d e t a i l  below, similar verbs (such as 

l ie  and sit) allow p r e p s i t i m - l i k e  element9 w i t h i r i  the s y n t k t l c  cmpomd, - - 
apparently to mark case yielding forms with the following stpucture: 

We have presented an account of synthetic 2 compounding. This is far 

frm a discuse im of everything in teres t ing  which -re might be to say 

a b u t  such forms. k v e r t k e l e e s ,  I think iht I have suca?ed& in showing 

that the core propert ies  of these m s . t r u c t i m s  follow f a i r l y  natural ly 



from reasanable principles of grananar, i n  particular, without recourse to 

the assumptim that synthetic mpomding is done In the lexicon. I now 

turn to a mparism of I2d.s approach with  that of Lieber ',1983), the most 

recent and complete treament of synthetic compounds In the GB literature. 

2.3.6 A skor t history of the study of Synthetic Corepomdlng and 

a cornparism w i t h  Lieber ('1983). 

b e  thing which has k e n  observed about the element which cmpounds with 

the V In synthetic mpounds is tlrat it is the element which occurs 

inmediately to the right of the verb fn W.e correspmding sentence. In 

terms of our story, of COWSF?, this utakes Sense insofar as the f i r s t  sister 

is generaliy the subcategorized and Case-mked ccrmplement of the verb in 

the sentence, and given the analysis presented i n  the last sectim, th is,  

and mly t h i s ,  w i l l  be l i c i t  as a sister of V i n  the synthetic compound. 

k p e r  and Siege1 (19'78) *re the f i r s t  to formulate a principle 

describing th is  s a t e  of affalrs. ?hey called it the First Sister 

Principle : 

(704) 

First Sister (FS) Principle 

All verbal canpomde are formed by incorpratlm of e word i n  the 
f i r s t  sister pos i t lm of the verb. 

?he mechanism that they propme for doing this is the Gmpound Rule, 



f~rmulated as follows: 

[[empty] + verb + affix] [ X[ iN] + word ] W ==> 

I 2 3 4 5 1 

[ [ +  word] + verb + affix] W 
4 2 3 0 5  

What this is is a tranelormtim (a "lexical txanqf~rmatian~~, to use Hoeper 
I 

1 and Siegell s terminology, originally due, aceordbg to them, to Vergnaud) 
I 

which W e s  a [+N] element generated in the firstisister position after tk 

verb, and moves it into a slot provided in the dev/srbal m p m d  to its 

lef t .  For example (a )  will be transformed into (b,) : 

(1 05) 
i 
I 

(a) [[empw] + drive + er ] [N truck] W ==> 
I 

i 

( b )  [ [ ~ u c k ]  + drive + er]  W 

Lieber (1983) presents argmenQ against Roeper and Siegells story. In 

particular, as she points out ,  their analysis mkes use of same very 

powerfil mcbnisms, including the lexical t rmsfomt im stated above. 

with gwd r e a m ;  their effecta are often reducible to principle which 

~ l v e s r  can be argued to have fairly general application, thus yielding 

a more plaueible and explanatory system. 

Lieber provides an analysis of Ehglish synthetic canpmd which makes 

we of a set of principles capable of making the right prdictimu. a te  of 



these principles is her Prgument-Linldng Principle: 

( 106) b$lgment-Linking Principle 

a .  In the configuration [ ] {v PI []-or[ I , [  l ( v p j ,  
where a ranges over a l l  categories, {V P) must be able to 
l i n k  a l l  in.krna!. arguments. 

b. If e stem [ ],is free in a cmpound which also contains an 
argument-taking stem, czc must be interpretable as  a s a m t i c  
argument of ';& argument--king s t e m ,  i .e . a3 a Locative, 
Manner, kentive, Instrumental, or Bmefactive A-t. 

In a case l i k e  h ~ d  weave, the verb weave passes its argument structure 

mto the entire canpound, and since t h i s  canpound is i tself  the head of a 

phrase, it satisfies its argument structure outside the mgound; hand is 

therefore free in Ure compound and must be interpre-ble as a semantic 

argument, in this case an instrumental 

I I 
I 1 

hand weave 

Turning now to syntktic cua~pomds, we f ind that the left-knd m b e r  can 

be assigned a thematic role by the verb. So, in truck&iver, truck 

satisfies tlw internal 0-role of drive. Why d o e s n t t  driver necessarily 

satisfy it3 w g m t  strucaule outside? Ldeber suggests the following ( p .  



. . .since I t  [%he verb, RS] is contained w i t h i n  a noun, its 
argument s t ruc ture  m o t  percolate to any node higher i n  the 
cmpomd tree. ( I t  is assumed t h a t  features of m e  category 
cannot percolate to a node daninated by mother  category.) 

So i;l truck-drives, argument sh'ucture is blocked from percolating across 

me category change from V to  N. The argument s tructure of drive may thus 

be s a t i s f i e d  inside the campound: 

I I 
1 

truck drive 

Although Lieber anly mentims tk f a c t  that category c h g e  blocks argument 

s t ruc ture  permlatim as a parenthetical renrark, it is crucial  for  her 
I 

analysis ,  since this is the mly reasm why -- drive i n  X4river  would no t ,  

l i k e  its main-verbal m m t e r p a r t ,  obl igatori ly a t i s f y  ita argument 

s t ruc ture  outside, i f  it satisfied it a t  a l l .  

Ch class refhectian, though, it is not  a t  a l l  obvious that the  

r e a t r i c e i m  i a  mtivalzd .  I t  is cer ta in ly  no t  motivated by Lieber s own 



(1 09) Feature kccolation Conventicns (Lieber , 1980) 

All fealxres of a s t e m  morpheme, including category features, 
percolate to the f i r s t  non-branching n d e  dominating that 
morpheme, for example: 

All features of an affix morpheme, including category features, percolate 
to the f i r s t  branching node dominating that morphem. For 
example : 

If a branching node falls to obmin features by Convmtim 11, 
features f r m  the next lowest lateled node automatically 
percolate up to t k  unlabeled branching node. For example: 

counter sign 



d. Conventim I V .  

If two stem a r e  sisters ( i .e . , they form a cmpomd ) , features 
from the right-hand stem percola- up t o  the branching node 
dominating the sterns. For example: 

N 
I 

N 
I 

I I 
dog h o w  

I t  is m v e r r t i m  111 which is of i n w r e s t  to us .  This could be interpreted 

to mean that j u s t  in case a branching node f a i l s  to g e t  man features a t  a l l  

via h v e n t i m  11, then and only then w i l l  fea tures  from the next lowest 

node percolate to the mother node. While this is a possible 

in terpre ta t ion ,  apparently this i s n f  t the intended me as evidenced by m y  

examples f ran  Lieber (1 980) . The following example from Marantz (1 984a) 

serves to i l l u s t r a t e  the poirr tnicely.  In Russian Were is a dliuinutive 

suffix -ushka which atkicks to nouns ending in - -a of ei ther  masculine or 

feminine gender. 'Ihe in teres t ing  c h r a c b r i s t i c  of this suff ix is that it 

does n o t  change the gender of the now .to W c h  it attaches. So, where 

d ' a d t a  'mclet is msculine, so  is dlad'ushka 'uncle dimin.', whereas w i t h  

him l g r a n d m t k r ' ,  W c h  is femlnbe, we h v e  babushka which is a l s o  - 
ferninhe. Now, -whka presumably does have information of its own, such as 

tk fact tht it forms diminutives, and this information would presumable 

percolate via Canventim 11. I t  does not ,  howver, carry fea tures  for  

gender, and these must percolate, via Cbnventian 111. We therefore g e t  a 



representatla such as: 

(110) 

'he bnMded interpretation of Chvent ion 111, then, is t b t  a brancNng 

node gets feames  from the next lowest node whenever those features are 

not filled in via percolation frm the affix. 

Turning now to the synthetic compounds, it is not easy ta see, give12 

&~ventim 111, why the argment structure should not percolate up from the 

V to the N In a swucture such as: 

V er 
1 
I 
I 
I 

drive 



lkder Lieber s analysis ,  a t  least;, - -er does n o t  carry an argument s t ruc ture  

of its om.  Therefore, the argument sWucme of drive ought to be f r e e  t o  

percolate. I t  is not  obvious what principle (other  than mere s t ipula t icn)  

would r u l e  it out. 

In f a c t ,  even if  the percolation m v e n t i m s  were tu ru le  out 

percolation from a V node to a dominating N node, this would not  be a 

desirable r e s u l t  since there a r e  cases, as we have seen, where it is 

necessary to argue tht the verbal theta gr id  is i n k r i t e d  by the noun: me 

most t d l i n g  examples a re  the ones l ike  +maker vs .  cookie maker or makes 

of m k l e s  a s  discussed in s c t i m  2.3.2. Liekr l  s analyais predicts ,  

apparently, that nraker of cookies should be bad simply bemuse, given the 

fact tbt theta ro les  for her do not  percolate across categories,  there 

should be no way i n  which the internal  a r g m t  of make - could be sa t i s f i ed  

outside a d  further  how cookies could eherefore get  a theta role in the 

f i p s t  place. It  should be no-, too that Liebervs analysis  wrmgly 

predic ts  that verbal theta ro les  m o t  be ass iwed  by derived nomlmla--on 

which see ,secticm 2.4. 

In the analysis  presented in the preceding sectims of synthetic 

cornpornding, we showed how an interpretat ian of the ProJectim Frinciple 

could derive the fact that if  the V is present in the relevant 

amfiguration, t kn  a l l  of it8 Lnteml -tic s t ruc ture  must be 

discharged within caiqsmd. This is pert ( a )  of Liehrf  s kgument 



Linking principle,  and t h l s  now be s e n  to reduce .t;o the Projection 

Principle and the E ~ t a  Criterion. ( FBrt ( b)  I essent ia l ly  agree with; 

that 1s the part which, ammg other things, governs interpretation in Root 

canpounds such as dog house. ) Also, since we do no t  stipulate t h a t  

thematic structure my not  percola* across categories,  we are able to 

accomt  for the large c lass  of cases &re Lgent nminals discharge their 

theta ro les  outside ehe canpmd. 

Howv.er, if deverbal nouns my in gmera l  inher i t  t t ~  argument s tructure 

from the verb, and i f  t h i s  argument swuc-e may be satisfJed o u t s i d e - a d  

both of these seem tu ke correc t  g m e r a l i z a t i m s ,  tbePl we have lost the 

explamtim that U e k r  has for tlw existence of syn-tic coanpomds versus 

tke ncm-existme of M-V compounds where t4e verb1 s argument sWucture is  

s a t i s f l e d  within the cuqmwrd; note the nm-existence of such (verbal) 

compounds as *dog-kill, *deer -shoot, baby-see : 

a. *Job dog-kills. ( P  .e. k i l l s  dogs) 
b. *&y deer-shot . ( 1 .e . , shot a deer ) 

c. * ~ a c h l  --liked. ( i .e. ,  likeci a baby)'' 

The u n g r a m t k . a l i ~  of these w i l l  follow from Lieberls formulatim since 

the argument s-ucture of the verb must be satisfied outside: again, this 

12. Scme speakers accept cumpoulds such es flower wrmg;e, as Lieber points 
out. 



is because t k  V heads a VP and th theta-grid of the V thus m ~ q t  percolate 

to t k  :'P and k satisfied within that d m i n ,  rather tkrl merely wi th in  

the d m i n  of the capomd. This #ill caneast with ttze synthet ic  

compomds where the argunmt structure may be s a t s i f i e d  inside: 

(173) 

a. J s h  is a dog-klller. 
I . k y  is a deer-shooter . 
c. hchel is a baby-liker. 

Yet if  arguoent structure can IE satisfied outside derived noms,  as  we 

have ahowl, there can be no blocklng of a r g m m t  structure percolation by 

category changes, and the difference between verbs and deverh l  nouns 

disappears Ln this regard. Iherefore, I t  seems t;hat there must be same 

reascm why, for  a l l  speakers, sentences such as those in (172) above are 

bad. 

why are m s t r u c t i a n s  of the following form tad? 

where N picks up (me of)  the internal theta r o l e ( s )  of V? I t  e o ~ i l d  In 

fact be tht a prhciple very similar to Lieber's conception of the 



operatlm of t k  percolatian conventions kt ~ ' ~ z h  instances Is the 

appropriaL idea. We might assume for instance, that given a pat:. of 

nodes In a tree of the form: 

where n>=m>=. . .>=p,  then the t k a ~ t i c  role must be dischrged within the 

maximal allowable i, where 1 is an eleumt of {n, m ,..., p}, Ws of course 

being subject to other mstrainta  such as Case assignment and so forth. 

We might then insist, following t h i a  idea, that a V which is in a chain of 

V projectims up to VP, actually discharge its theta role a t  the level of 

t k  VF, that is via theta marking to a phrasal cmpleinent. The ideas here 

obviously need to be worked out more formally, but I believe them to be 

essentially m the raght Wack. b te  also that synthetic ccmpomds %re 

meis ten t  with this idea in that the verb's theta-role is discharged 

w i t h i n  the maximal projection of V, which is in this case s i ~ t e r  to - -ere 

What  I have argued, t k m ,  in this brief discussion of Lieber Is analysis 

of synthetic carapomding in Ehglish is t h t m y  own analysis is able ta 



handle her data and does n o t  suffer from the drawtacks of hers, i n  

part icular  the incorrect  stipulatiapl tbat theta grids m y  not  percola* 

across a t e g o r i e s .  I muld  now like to turn to a quick discussion of kent 

nominal mpounding In Chichem, which d i f i ? r s  in  sane interesting ways 

from Olhe w r r e s p d i n g  Ehglish ca?structicms. 

2.3.7 A shor t  note on Chichem synthet ic  compomda . I 3  

Chichem, a Bantu Language spoken in blawl, has synthetic canpomds 

which resemble In m y  ways those of Ehglish, but  wlth sane interesting 

differences as ke shall note.  In p r t i c u l a r ,  prepos i t ims are allowed a s  

Case+mrkers for  the complement of V in synthet ic  canpmda  in Qlickwa; 

furthermore, as we shall see, a s s i g p t m t  of the theta ro le  outside the 

derived noun is no t  possible in Chiche#a, and there is thus no Chichem 

equivalent of mker of cookies. Below, I give saw examples of mch 

(116) 
a. m- pala- matab= 'carpenter1 

Class scrape wood 

b. chi- ptra- d m  beautiful -' 
Class kill m 

c. m- khala p mwala ' rock s i t t e r 1  
Class sit m rock 

13. I wish ta thank Sam Mchambo, who is a nat ive speaker of the QhinyanJa 
dia lec t ,  f o r  providing moat of the data in this sectim. 



d. chi- Lima- mplmga ' r ice  cultivator1 
Class dig rice 

?he pref dxes - m- and chi- a re  regular nom class markere In Chickwa. M- l a  - - 
the (singular) prefix for Class I ,  t t ~  so called 'p rscnal l  clasa (Watkins, 

1937) into which f a l l  a large number of noms referring to people. Chi- is - 
ttae (singular) prefix for Class VI, which ooralxin~ i l~ t .ms 0,- referring to 

ncm-fuaimte W h g s .  Some of these foms are highly metaphoric and k c e  

lexicalized, such as the ( b) example. Ch the other hand, forma l i k e  ( c)  

show this to be a very productive process since Plchcmba Informed me tht 

W a  particular example was coined by him and a friend of his to refer t ' o  

an individual whom they regularly s a w  si t t ing on a certain rock on the side 

of a path. 

I shall assume that the structure of these is as in (117) below We 

will not cancern o u r ~ l v e s  a t  Ul is  point w i t h  the role of the class marker; 

I r e w n  to a discwsicm of this below and canoentra.te for the time k i n g  

cn the properties of ccnstituent k d e d  by the top  V: 



!his is more less tfie structure given for these canstructions by Mchomb 

( i 978). Trhe Rojectllm Rinciple,  given that this is the right structure, 

a11 therefore require th*. verb's internal arguments be satisfied 

withiin the cmpomd. By the suggestion given In secticm 2.3.4.2. above, it 

will follow that the verb w i l l  have t o  discharge its theta role via 

idmt l f ica t im.  Wrefose the m t i r e  structure for ehe \I m s t i t u e n t  will 

Therefore, as in Ehglish, a s  also argued in  2.3.4.2. the s is te r  of the V 

cannot be a m a x ~ l  projectla?. This is correct since In fact ,  mcheba 

seems to disallow anything bu t  a plain nom here, as the following example 

indicates : 

??m- lrusa agaluakuda 
Class mtch dog black 

black dog ca tckr  ' 

W=lhrmore, it should not be possible tz have forms amlogous to 

+child-giver of candy or *candy-giver to  children and this is also correct: 



b. *m- pereka-siwiti h a  ma 
Class h d  swets to child 
a sweez-;ader to children 

That bse-assignment is relevant in these ccnatructims is indicateeJ, by 

two facts. First  of all, there can, as in Ehglish, be a t  most m e  N within 

the V conseituent even when thematic requirements would dictate that two 

(121 
'%I- pa--am- s i w i t i  
Class hmd child s ~ t s  

We a r g d  that tk absence of such carmstructions in Fhglish should be 

reduced to  Qse assi-t. 

The other Indication that Qse is Involved has to do with intransitive 

verbs which allow their nominal complemnta to be Chae-marked w i t h  a 

preposition such as pa on. - m (following the analysis of khanbo (I 978). ) 

(122) 
a. m- khala pa mwaba rock sitter' 

Claes sit m rock 

b. chi- gahe D- h m  ' d r m b d '  
Class sleep in bar 

c.  chi- lim pa dzala dmp digger1 
Class dig  on dump 



Ebllswlng k h m ~ o ~ s  o m  ana lys i s ,  we w i l l  say t h t  these have the followiilg 

structure : 

'rock sittert 

k r e ,  ? is same projectlm of P, though not necesearily a ?; i n  any 

event, *e may a s s m e  that the status of P" is not particularly important 

insofar as the apparent flmctim of the prepsftimal element in  these 

mstructicns is t o  assign Case #here the verb f a i l s  to do so m its om. 

!ppasently, no such mechanism is ava i lab le  in Q l i s h .  

Ufaccusat?,ves m o t  be tested s i n e  there is no syntktic cmpomdfng 

in mcbecla equivalent t o  b g l i s h  ,.-ing mpomds. 

Fina l l y ,  In Wchm, mlike Ehglish, Case and theta-role assigmmt is 

rlghtwwds within synthetic cumpounds jus t  as it is in phrases; for 



(124) 
m b ~ i  21- - m ~ y + i  chi kho 
goats subj-pat-mash-indic g c s d  
'The goat3 m s k d  the gourd. " 

We have examined a few of the properties of the V-constitumt in aichewa 

synthetic compomds, a d  p o h M  out the similarities md the differencss 

between those and the Ehglish equivalents. On tb whole, it seems that tho 

cans~uctims are quite similar in both languages, and since them 

lang-s are obviously mpletely m r e l a w  and furthermore mpl . e t e ly  a t  

variank w i t h  me another when it -s to the syntax a t  large14, it seens 

t b t  whatever prhciples me brings to b a r  upan these sorts of 

mstructims must be very basic and widespread in applicatim. 

We now turn to the Class prefixes a d  their role i n  the mutructims. 

'Ihe prefixes - chi- and m- - really are general noun farming prefixes (the 

examples are transbiteratzd from %he lists i n  Watkins (1937)): 

(125) 
Class I: mmtu p e r m 1  ; mkm Chem person' ; rnzamba 

midwife ; msi friend , neighbor . 
Class V I :  chichewa t ~ i c h e w  lar&pgef ; chinangwa lmssava' ; 

chiwale csccnut treet ; chatanda corpst 

Now, it seem r e a m b l e  to suggest that thee prefixes have argment 

positims of their o m  which are tPlen perwlated to the nom dminating 

14. In particular, CPlicbwa, mlike Ehglish, has a complex morphology for 
=king grmmtical function changing; see bran tz  (1m) and ale0 Baker 
(198%) 0 



them;  it a l s o  seems r e a m b l e  that Were might be s a w  restrictlms k-hich 

generally apply to the referents  of nouns created by thsse affixp.3. The 

e n t r i e s  thus might look If :re: 

So - m- and - chi-  are a f f i x e s  which a t tach  to other elemen- and make noms. 

They have a single argument position M c h  is specified a s  being human or 

n m - h m - t h i n g  respectively. ?hey are therefore simply nmina l i ze r s  and 

carry no s p c i a l  semantics with them other than WE referenoe h m  

versus nonhmm. 

Mhat does not  seein appropriate is to suggest t ha t ,  l i k e  Ehglish -, +r - rn- 

and chi- have t h  alternate specif icat ion that the I m y  k an Actor. In 

Ehglish - -er is u e d  p~oduct ive ly  m l y  in producing Pgmt naminals. ?he 

Chichem prefixes,  m the other hand, are 4 for a whole variety of 

nouls, the only restrictims which generally apply being that noms in m- 
are h m m  and noms in - c h i -  are n e t  and generally refer  to ehings. 

15. - Mu is the actual  phonological form; see Watkine, p. 27. 



Sey, then, that the prefixes are not s p e c i f i e d  as Ac'eors and are 

tkrefore not marked, as is Ehglish - +r, b l h k  up to the external theta 

role of tkz verb. &in, a l l  t k s e  p r e f h e s  are are nomir%allzers; they do 

not occupy a special place in CAlckm grammar like Ehgliak - -er. In ehe 

examples we k v e  s m ~ ,  a l l  of the internal tkbeta roles have beem 

di schrged ,  and we my assume tatat the Event is dischargd, as In Ehglish, 

v ia  binding, although there is a slight t r i c k  here since we had assumed for 

Ehglish that Event p o s l t i m  was discharged in the tcmsitim frm V to 

N .  The external tbta role need not be discharged a t  a l l ,  in fact, and it 

m y  mereby be indexed w i t h  t k  pref ix :  

We have not developed a sewnties fos theta indexing, in part because ,f 

the fact that it tas Lnlrodued for capturing relatims in mi-e or 

less m.tsan8pmt morphology. Nevertheless, I suggest that t h ~  following 

be taken ta be tbe semantic representation of (127) : 



Ss indexing equates sane object w i t h  a particular positla? in a theta grid, 

although it does not disckrge that positim. Remember tht #E! 'have 

assumed that the Ek-cnal thematic role n& not be dischrgedl. 

This set of assumptions for Chichem synthetic cuupomds, if i t  is right 

k s  an interesting prediction. Given that the nom prefixes - m- and - chi- 

ape not specified to identify w i t h  (+ht I s  disclwge their themtic role 

under identificatim to) the external ( &tor) theta role of +& verb, it 

should follow that a verb: s *tic roles will not need ta percola* 

across the categorial break fran V to N (see t he  CYose-categoriel 

Theta-grid krcolatim Cknvmtim, section 2.3.3.) In fact, sfnoe the 

affix, %he sptactic head of the word has i t s  om theta grid to percolate, 

i'c will follow that the verb's m o t  percolate. This predicts that NPs of 

W-e form driver of the car w i l l  be mgfammtical in Chichem with these 

synthetic ampounds sine no therna$lc grid is fnkerilzd on the n o m  from 

the verb. l h i s  seam to be correct shce forms equivalent to the h g l i s h  

examples are ncn+cislmt in Qaickem, according to k h b o  ( p c. ) . There 

Pa another form w h i c h  looks similar to thee, but  which is f o r d  with the 

relativizhg prefixes - usa ( ==>wo-) - . These clearly cmtrast with .the 

synthetic canpmds, in tbat the recipient of the internal theta role & 

phrasal; me way to test  t h i s  is with referentiali-ty: 



(129) 
a.  %- dye mkonoi si- a- mi- kana  ndi jamu 

Class eat husks no t  subj obj(them) l ike  with Jam 
* I  A huski-eatec doesn't like themi with jam.' 

a. wo- dye tmkohol si- a- wei- h d s  n d i  jm 

re1  eat husks not  subj  obJ(th A) l i k e  with jam 
'Ih eater of husksi doemtt l ike  themi with 
jam. 

As has been oberved for a long time now (c.f .  Fbstal 1%9), words are 

anaphoric is lands (see a l so ,  Clmpter 3 of this -sf s. ) 'he f a c t  that 

(129b) is grammtiml is evidence that In this example makoko olltside the 

word wodya. C h  tAe other band (129) clear ly  shows tht miya-mkoko is me 

word, and i n  f a c t  must be me word, canfirming the pred ic t im made above 

that synthetic compomds in m- - and - chi- m o t  assign the verb1a thematic 

roles outside. 

O f  course, given that - m- and - chi- can index a thematic role without 

discharging it, we would expect that they could form deverbal nsms which 

Ifpick upn me of the in ternal  t b t a  ro les  of the verb. ?his appears to be 

correct  : 

structure of me of these is given aa follows. 



N,d> 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

/ \ 
N,N> Cl i> V, C1 ,2i,E> 

I I 
D I 

chi pangan0 

The verb's otker theta ro les  am of course, just sit &re ,  locked up in  

iae morphology, as we saw in the Ehglish examples discus& in section 

2.4 BE Syria and %mantics of Derived hinals. 

We now turn to a discussIan of me of t k  more popuiar topics  in the 

l i t e r a t u r e ,  namely the behavior of derived nominals. This is another 

example of a hgh ly  productive process which w i l l ,  as I sha l l  show, 

demonstrate the v i a b i l i t y  of an analysis  of word-formation whereby 

syntact ic  and senrrantic well-formedness is derivable from general principles 

of syntax and semantics ra tkr  than speci f ica l ly  lexica l  principles.  A 

typical example is the folbowlng: 

(132) 
a. Elric destroyed the jungle f o r t .  



16 b. Ekicss des~uczim of the jungle fort was a surprise 

In (132a) destroy assigns the intern1 theta ?ole of Patient ( =  destroyee) 

to the NP tdae jungle fort; the entire VP assigns, via predication, -the 

extxrnal t h t a  role of Pgent ( =  destrayer) to kit. Similarly, in (132b), - 
the W the j q l e  fort is assign& t k  theta role of Petis ' ; ,  and smehow 

or other, -ugh presumably not v i a  predicaticn, Ekic picks up the ex te rna l  - 
them role of Bent. kky not via predication? Because predicatim is 

canmially ass& to be asslgmble from maximal projectlms, and %bere is 

no maximal projecticol available here. Contrast (1331) and (133b): 

16. This particular. example is interesting in that it brings up the point 
of Intensiwli~, familiar from sententla1 complesnea?ts in belief m t x x l ; s ,  
for example. Derived nanlnals can be opaque cesntexta: If Clrrk  Kentt s 
destructIan of the Elmpire State Bullding wae a surprise t~ m!, it d~es not 
follow Wt Supem's desz;rucW~~~ of the mire State Euildtng Mae a 
surprise to me since I might not how that Clark Kent is Sup!rm. Derived 
nomitlals can also be iollensimally Interpreted in d ways: ;in pestfcular, 
she bcrmb's exglosim was a surprise rn man that the fact W s t  the bomb 
exploded w s  surpriafng or altenne-ly the way Sa! which It e;~ploded was 
surprising. 'The latter Interpretatia~ is not available in It was 
surprising that t h  h u b  exploded. I a l l  not deal further-w-this issue 
hre  . 



SPEC N' 
1 / \  

w / \  
I / \ 

Jotm / \ 

M 
1 \ 

NP 
I 
I 

destruction the j. f. 

Since the N' 1s not a maxim1 projecticn it  m o t ,  mder standard 

assuaptims, be a predicate of t k  subject of the NP ( see Fioths*in, 1 9b?l ; 

Williams, 1980; Higginbotham. 1985b.) '~ There are searsntlc r e a m s  tso  fn- 

believing that prediaitim does not take place in NPs; as Hlgginbotham 

(1984) poitltrrr out, Were Is no ceascn, given that Nf could 'be predicated of 

the subject of the W ,  why J o h t  s dog could not m *ht J o h  is a dog. 

17. For mvincing wrgummts on the intmml structure of NP, in particuler 
ca the existence of Nq , see Giorgi (1%). 



I t  c lea r ly  does not  rn t h i s .  Similarly Ekicl s desWuctim of the ,junale 

f o r t  does not  man that Ekic deslzoyed the jungle f o r t .  Rather it re fe r s  

to tkae act ion,  o r ,  as I s h a l l  suggest, the Event ,  of kit's deatroyhg the 

jungle f o r t .  

2-1 t h i s  wrk I shall be m c e r n e d  primarily w i t h  a sawwhat d i f fe ren t  

question than wht ha8 interested researchers m this topic in the past.  I 

s h a l l  be investigating morphological r e l a t i m s h i p  between derived 

ncmineila and the verbs from which they a r e  formed. b w v e r ,  I shall a l s o  

be msidering the syntac t ic  behavior of these forms, but mainly with an 

eye to uncovering %heir morphological structure. 

2.4.1 The Secret of NCM: the brphologicxil relat ionship 

betwxn Verbs and k r i v e d  hinals.  

kt US assume, to begin with, t h a t  there is an abs t rac t  morpheme--call 

it M--which is resyxnsible fo r  n m h a l i z l n g  verbs. It  w i l l  have various 

phmological spell outa depending u p  the part icular  verb. Here are  same 

examples : 

(134) 
a. F;rBcts DESI1RUCT-Na of the t h  jvlgle f o r t  

destructIan 

b. J o b 1  s Em-Na of the rumbagas 

c. MlaplQ1s SUE-NCM of t k  problem irn Lie Al.gebrae 
solving 



d. Ihe  hood's EVPDE-NOPI of the CIA 
evasim 

e .  Tbe engineers DRAIN-NOM of the water from the pond 
drainage 

Ira m y  cases W4 will  be spelled ou t  a s  -tian in  m y  others  a s  -ing and 

i n  still o-rs as sane other affix such as +qe. M o t e  that the  in^ 

n a n h a l s  have often been cal led I1actim nominalsN a s  d i s t i n c t  from derived 

naninals;  there seems to be l i t t le  reascn t o  separate them since both seem 

to  involve a nanha l i za t ion  which would, in current  jargon, be called 

lllexicaltl (see Baker, 1985b, f o r  instance for  a discussicm of tlae 

difference between ehe lex ica l  action nominals and the syn-ctic gerunds.) 

I stall henceforth assume that they are p a r t  of the m e  process. 

Wht does the lex ica l  entry of NOM look l ike? Obviously its 

phunological entry,  given what we have sa id ,  cannot be a cmstant, but w i l l  

depend upm the p t i c c l a r  verb to which the affix is a.tta&sd; thsre  is 

nothing musual in th is ,  of course, since in many languages *re are sets 

of verbal or nominal paradigms h r e  a part icular  hae or tense a f f i x  is 

spelled out  d i f ferent ly  according to the part icular  paradigm chosen. We 

will therefore ccncmtrate an th syntact ic  and -tic p a r a  of the 

entry. I ~uggest tbt these 1mk a s  follows: 

NOM is therefore an affix which attaches -to verbo and makes nouns. 



Furthermore, like - -er , it has a role of its own, which in Ws case is 

marked as referr ing to an event. Following the discussion in Sec t im 

2.3.2., we w i l l  a s s m e  tht the affix's t k t a  r o l e  is discharged under 

i d e n t i f i c a t i m  to the appropriate position in the themtic gr id  of the 

verb, in t h i s  case  ti^ Event ps i t im.  We suggest again that  since NOb! is 

the syntact ic  b d  of the c m s t r u c t i m ,  it determines the particular v e r b 1  

t k t a  r o l e  which the naninal picks up as belng the me to which it re fe r s .  

Hoever,  since the verbal theta roles r a i n  undfschrged, ond since there 

is a productive process of thematic disckrarge relating me of the posi t icns 

in the grid rrsdf21 ehe syn.tac-tic head of & construction, then, foblowing 

the &om-Cstegorial 'Iheta-Grid E e r m l a t i m  h v e n t i m ,  the verb 's  theta 

r o l e s  must be percolated t o  the dm,inatiPlg N n d e .  In the diagram below, I 

notate  the fact tha t  ehe Event p o s i t i m  Is t k  one t o  W c h  the N r e f e r s  by 

ordering that  position f i r s t  in the grid of the derived naninal: 

The semmtica of t h i s  mstructicn w i l l  be as follows: 



That is e , x , y >  is the referent of N jus t  in a s e  e is an event and e is Fn - - 
particular a event of x ' s  - destroying 1. This seems to be the correct 

18 meaning for this noun . 

W x t  why 1.3 the percolation of the Event positicn l i c i t  here? kmemkr 

tkt we said that noms could not have e v a t  positicns, but not that they - 
could not - refer to events. The l a t t e r  claim would obviously be false 

w . p y  since noms l ike  event clearly refer  to eventa. What noma cannot 

do, as & argued In the secticn m s r  nminals ,  is have an Event positicn - - 
in addition to referring to samething or other. Bu t  this is not uhat is 

go- m here; destruction actually refers  to an event of destroying. 

The above formulation of the process of nominalimtions has a number of 

ca sequences and makes a number of predicticns, when coupled w i t h  f a i r l y  

standard assmptians about the structure of NPs, and w i t h  the de f in i t im  of 

t h  &*rnal Tk ta  Role a s  given above in sectla? 2.3.2. I discuss these 

cmsequences for the remainder of this subsectim. 

18. Intereatlngly, J o h m  (1985) suggests that the following ccnstraint 
hold8 of argmmta: h a r g u m t  m y  bcar an &BdT theta-role i f  and cmly i f  
it is in subject p s i t i a n  of an eventive predicab.  Thus, a verb l ike  
surround In  The *=PI surrounded the houses, insofar aa Ws does not 
assim en Pgent theten role,  also does not have an Event positicn. This 
correlates with WE face that an Event nminal  is impossible k r e :  *the - 
*eest surroundins7; of the house. 



2.4.1 .I Tke krived MomiPlalfs Reference -to an Event: Some 

The f i r s t  fact that ~g obviously derive from the representation of Kt4 

as formulated above is tlat the entire derived naninal should, by 

definition, be able to refer ta an Event (m t h i s ,  see also Thonrascn 

(1985); Barwise and Fkrry (1983)). l h i s  seems to be true as  the following 

examples show: 

(138) 
a. I would msider  that (to be) destruction of 

everythmg that youhave ever -tried to achieve. 

b. Johnf s deslmctim of the jmgle fort lasted three 
hours. 

In (138a) tkE! NP destruction of everything tht you have ever tried to  

achieve is predicated of the NP - that; the sentene is entirely analogous to 

'1 consider that fa tg  where - fa t  is a predicate of that. Clearly in (138a) 

wha t  - that refers to i tself Is an actim or Event of xm kind. The 

structure of ' k k  relevant part of (138a) would Ulus be: 

/- -\ 
v 

\ 
N P ~  NP,Qi,...a> 

I I I 
I I I 

msider  tht destructim.... 



The indexing here m k s  pred ica t im  between the Event theta role of the bP 

and the NP - that. Similarly,  in (138b), it is clear that the thing which 

l a s t ed  t h e e  hours is the event of Jokm's destroying tihe jungle fort,. 

A clear predict ion that is mde by having the derived ncminal refer t o  

the Event is tbt PF% which in senmces modify the Event, such as  

hstrmtals or  Lmatianals, should be ava i lab le  Frl such derived 

nomlnals. This is correct. Thus, while me m o t ;  say sm-tences such as 

(140-142a), as noted in the previous sectim of this c h p t e r ,  me can say 

any of the examples in (1 4 0 1  42b): 

a.  *Job is a destroyer of  jungle f o r t s  w i t h  a machtel  '. 
b. J o h  l s des-tructim of  the jwle for t  w i t h  a machete 

Pasted three hours. 

(1 41 ) 
a. "Jones is a b u t k r e r  of toast with a knives in b a ~ ~  a t  

midnight. 
b. Jmes1 but ter ing of the toast with a knife in th bathroan at midnight 

was an musual event to be sure. 

(142) 
a .  +Those engineers me drainers of ponds with Sweethear @ 

straws. 
b. The engineersf drainage of  the pcnd k i t h  Sweethear @ 

straw8 was n o t  approved by the Municipal Water Board. 

l k i a  fact W e  per fec t  sense given that the PP h s  a themtic r o l e  l i n k  

19. I.e., the b d  reading is the me where John m s  a machete to destroy 
the jungle f o r t s .  



b sc3metblng, and that in t h e e  canslructica?~ it wlll lipLk to the theta 

role associated w l  th the noun i t s e l f - m l y  the Event--and will thus 

modify the b a d  noun: 

SPEC N ' , d , 2 * s E >  
I 
1 
NP 

1 \  7 
I 

I \ \ 
I I \ 

John1 s I 
\ 

I \ 
N,d,2,E> W 

\ 
1 1 

PP, 4,2+> 
I 
I 

/ 
I \-iF\ 

destxucticn 
/ \ with a machete 

/ '\ 

1- \ 
the jmgle fort 

Tfae semantics of t h  N1 will be: 

jmgle fort,  - e) ]  

t t ~  N' deatructlcm of the j q l e  fort with a mckete refers lx an Went 

e where e is an evmt of x ' s  destroying the jmgla f )rt and e is with a - - - - 

Note that this prdic t im is counter to Randall ( 1 9 4 ) ,  who claims tbt 

these constructims are ungramatical. l h l s  ungranmratioality, she wants to 



claim, follows f ran  tbae Themtic hkr i - tmce Winciple insofar as derived 

nminals, such as destruction my also refer ta resulta. So destructim 

my, a t  Peast marginally, refer to t k  r e su l t  of the destruction ( t h e  

rubble, or In the case of a jungle fort, t h  Lracked-up banana shoots. ) 

&is part icular  interpretat ion of deat ruct im,  which I s h 1 1  argue in a 

subsequent section is a d i f fe ren t  m s t r u c t i o n  frm the derived nominal 

that I have been discussing here, picks up tke in ternal  theta ro le  of the 

verb destroy and as such, it m o t a s s i g ~  it. Given t h i s ,  and given $he 

Tbnratlc Inheritance Principle, repeated below, we muld derive the 

eanseque~lce that, if the two de8tructians are me and the same, *at 

thematic roles  lower on the hierarchy ttm the Them, such as the 

Instrument or the Location should be blocked. 

(145) Thematic hkri lmae Principle ( F h d a l l ,  1984; = (56) above) 
A c a t e g o r y ~ i n g  operation which blocks the assignment of 
a +role blocks the assi-t of a l l  8-roles lower m the 

Howver, I have never fomd myme who agrees with Randall's judgment t h t  

these MFs are ungrammatical, so I suspect tkit one rea l ly  can inherit the 

ability to take an InaWmemtal  or a LoeatIan from the mderlying verb in a 

derived n-1. M a  fact is predicted by the treatment of derived 

n a i n a l s  given here. 

What discharges WE Event p s f t i m  inherited by the nominal? I assume 

that th is  is discharged, as is n a m l  in NPB, via binding frm SPEC. This 

is interest ing insofar as not mly does S E C  bind the Event position, but 



the NIP in SPEC, if there is me, is the- mrked with the external the- 

ro le  of the verb inherited h t a  the tkta gr id  of the derived nomiPlal; I 

s h a l l  discuss th is  in more deta i l  below. We thus have a picture which 

looks l i k e  the following20: 

(146) 
[W [SPEC [ W  J O ~ ] ]  [Ns destruc+;im [NP the c i 5 ] ] ]  

r' I  a,1 ,2> I  
I  I  

I I  I l l  I 
I  1 
I  I  

I l l  I 

1 
I 

1. ' 8-5arkIng 
. : 

1 
gmarkirag j-I 

Note t h a t  under this schema, t h  external theta ro le  of t b  verb ( the 1 ) ,  

will be discharged last of a l l  Insofar as it wil l  be discharged a t  the same 

time a s  the Event, which vies  with the external ro le  for last place in this 

case. Wlt how are the in ternal  and external theta ro les  discharged 

preciself l  I turn to this in the next two parts. 

The internal theta role is dfsckged, I assume, straightforwardly via 

theta m k l n g ,  just as a verb d i d m g e s  itx theta ro le  to its object.  

This is allowed for  the derived ncminal since it governs its object.  The 

20. I do not mean to iaply by #is diagram that SPEC mcl th p!x-ase which 
it ccmtahs are necessar i ly  d i s t i n c t .  The distinctim is made i n  the 
diagram fo r  expository reasma m l y .  



structure for the N1 will thus be: 

(1 47) 

/ \ 
the jmgle f ~ r t  

Why the internal theta role? The external tkeb role, as w have ass-, 

must be assigped last; therefore the mly the- role which could be 

assigned internal to l h e  Nt is the htemal theta role if  *re is me. 2 4 

h e  major difference between verbs and nmiraals is tkit verbs assign 

structural Case regardless of theta g o v e r m t  whereas noms assign 

inherent Case under tkta governmat wfiich must b reelized in some fashion 

such as genitive mkhg or the insertia? of a d m  Qse-markLng 

preposition. F o l l o ~  Chmsky (1984) I assume t h t  the preposition - of may 

21 . It Q h t  be objected tihat with mergatfve intransitives l i k e  t b  
extmml the- role cen be a s s i w  before the Event is dimhrged ,  i .e . 
intern1 to th Mt : % going of Jslm.' However, 'CNs does not seem to be 

erally true: Yme a c t G  of John ('Job acts ); ++The walkin of Joh 
E o b  walkt 1, *E I~FIV-O~= ( IJom leaves1 . ~ h i i  E - 
suggested to me by~hm~ggin&5iiiii~ the go- of Soh m y  well b9 an 
mecuaative mstruct icm aFter all, not an mermtive. Note that it 
m o t  refer to an event of Jotm9s dllfbl going: *the intmtimal going of 
JoM versus *John's intentional going. 



be inserted, presmably a t  S-sWucture, to realize the Inherent mse 

assigned under theta government a t  D -structure. That is, whenever , the 
thee role of a verb is not asmiat& with a preposition (such as to In - 
the case of the Goal in a verb like give), the Chse on t k  theta rmrked NP 

in the derived naninal can be realized vl+h - h the following 

examples show, an internal theb role receiving NP of a derived nmlnal i s  

marked w i t h  - of wherever the corcespmding verb phrasal W is Chse marked 

directly by the verb: 

(1 48) 
a. Eric destroyed the jungle fort. 
b. Jikicfs destructioa! - of the jmgle fort. 

(1 49) 
a .  Jotm evaded the CIA for .t;lwee weeks. 
b.  J o h l  s evasim - of the CIA for three weeks 

(1 50) 
a .  Kyle drank zhe coffee before I could get to it. 
b. Kyle's &irking - of the coffee before I could get to it 

(1 51 ) 
a. The USSR invaded Afgtmisian. 
b. '1Re USSR's invasion - of Afgxmfstan 

(1 52 1 
a. Fred d a t e d  himself to t h  cannibals' meat f b d .  
b. k e d f s  dmaticm - of himself - to the mibalsf meat fwd 

(13) 
a. kirk apnded into a gas giant, 
b. Markf e expanaim into a gas giant 

22. Orf C O W ~ ,  these are well horn cases, such as The meral  cmmmded 
the troops vs .  the @erels  s camaand to the t ; r o o p s x r e  o nsertim is - - -- 
not possible. These we discuss below i n  section 2.4.2. 

g.rr 



(154) 
a. Fdm part ic ipated i n  the pogo-stick race. 
b. M a ' s  prticipatim tk pogo-stick race 

Note a l so  t b t  Ctsse assigning propr t les  of nouns a re  unrelated to that 

of tkhe verbs which f r o m  which t h y  are derived: a se -a s s iw t  is a 

syn tac t i c  properw having t o  do with the lexical  c l ass  t o  which a word 

belmgs and having nothing to do with ita de r iva t i aza l  h i s tory ;  in this way 

it is u t t e r l y  unlike theta ro le  assignment, a t  Least as I have suggested. 

A eoa?eqmw of  this is t h a t  -re is absolutely no r e a m  why the 

internal argument of a derived nanhal should not appear as t h  objec t  of 

the nominal, even wba the c o r r e s p d i n g  verb i a  m c c w t i v e ,  hence unable 

t o  assign s t ructura l  Case. Tfifs is mfirmed, of course, by f a i r l y  

well-known examples such as the iol'lowlng: 

(1 55) 
expanded PBrk inb a gas giant. 

+ ?here * *  *ft \ 
b. The e x p s i m  of Mark into a gas giant was annoying to 

t h  other ckss  players. 

(' gkrJ arrived J o h  . 

b. arrival of Jotn caused a caa~motioa?. 

v m3.d 
b. The explosim of the bcsnb ms loud. 

So, t k  intemh argmmta of verbs may be satisf ied in derived nomimils by 

theta marking analogously to the way in which they are satisfied within 



VPs. The m l y  difference has to do with Case -king, a difference which 

I s  associated with the category difference ~~ verbs and noms. Before 

we go sn to the %amewhat more t r icky questim of tk discharge of t h  

external theta role, let us review a few more properties of t 4 ~  derived 

nminah which mke it different f rm the verb from which it is desivd. 

Ole properw is %he lack of dative s.hiX:; a-. derived nominals, noted and 

(1%) 
a. Mary gave a car to Harry. 
b. k y  gave W r y  a m. 

(1  59) 
a. M y ' s  gi f t  of a car to Harry. 
b. *.Mryf s g i f t  of Harry of a car. 

(1 a) 
a. Joh  purchased facts for the CIA. 
b. J o h  puretrased the CIA facts. 

(161 
a. J o h l s  purchase of facts for the CIA 
b. *Jotnl s purchase of the CIA of facts 

Why should this te? hderscm mggeslx t h t  the r e a m  has to do w i t h  the 

meaning of t k  nanimls derived fran dative verbs. h r d i n g  to hdersan, 

the lldative nom andl its ~ p l ~ t  name the same entity. Dative noms 

tend to name things r a m r  thm actims .I1 Sxe examples, ft.m hderscm, 

are: 

(162) pymmt, a m d ,  delivery, laan, shipment, prepratfm 

h r d i n g l y ,  hderson suggests that the  reason tPmat dative shift is 



impossible in Ws is beaus@ in these cases the of i s  lexically inserted; 

thus gif t  of a car is s e t h i n g  like ' g i f t  which is a (In our terms, 

gif t  is not - giftaKM.) Thus ( h d e r m ,  1977): 

If it can be rmhtained that a l l  dative noms have this 
property [namely tkt of Is lexically InsertA, RS] it wi l l  be 
possible to explain whyhtive bvemmt does not apply i n  NPs. 
Those noma w i t h  prepositional phrase complement8 wl l l  have no 
object positim to move an indirect ob3ect into. Ran this 
analysis .... it follows tha t  nouns frm this semantic class w i l l  
not allow NP Prepsing. 

There is, however, s t r a g  evidence that the lack of h t ive  Movement i n  

derived nominals has nothing whatever to do with the referent of the 

derived noms of Dative verbs. Dative shift also fails in l 2 ~  following 

cases: 

(163) 
a. John is a giver of books to charity. 
b. *Job IS a giver of charity of books. 

(164) 
a. The giving of books to charity is charitable. 
b. *'RE giving of ctwrity of books i s  charitable. 

(165) 
a. J o h  is a purchaser of facta for the CIA. 
b. *John is a purchaser of t k  CIA of facts. 

(1%) 
a. The purchasing of facts for th? CIA is inmoral. 
b. *lhe purchase of lh CIA of facts is inmoral. 

So, neither giver 9c1r 61vlq am be said to refer to  the result of the thrs! 

act of $1~- eince the former refers to the Actor and the latter to the 

event or actlan of giving. Nevertheless, Detive Shift  fails, 



There have been a number of analyses besides h d e r s m r s  which atbrnpt to 

hmdbe these data ; mmg t h e m  see Kayne ( I  983) and also Rappaport (1 983) 

for a ccitfcisnn of an earlier versim of Kaynels paper plus a proposal 

w i t h i n  the LFG f r m w r k  for haadling t k  facts. M k  Baker h a  sugges-kd 

to nae that the lack of Dative S i f t  In NP may be r e l a w  ta the fact tht 

noms assign hherent Case mly under mta government, invoking t k  

lhiformity Ckaditim, given above in (24) and r e p e a w  here: 

If a is an inherent (he-marker, tLnen a Case-marks 
NP if m d  cnly if a tk ta+mrks  the chain headed by 
NP. 

The idea is that in the case of the (3x1 or Benefactive argument of a verb 

such a8 e, the verb does not WIzi w k  the NP wgmat directly, but 

rather does so to tkae PP, the head of whlck (a prepositlm - to or - for) 

finally disch3rges the appropriate role to the NP. Assuing tht this 

property of indirect theta marking carries over to the derived naninal, It 

will follow from the Mifermity m d i t i a n  that  Dative Shift is not possible 

since the nominal doe8 not theta mark (directly) t b  (c'min headed by) NP. 

b ~ c e  the shifted NP could not receive Case from the n b l .  In the case 

of verbs, howver, n o w  blocks tk applicatim of a h t i v e  Shift since 

the a M f W  NP - can get Chse from the verb, verbs being s.tswtural rather 

thara inherent Chse asaimera. 

hother properv of derived ncsmlnala which follows fcm the IhiformiQ 



Cgldi t im is the lack of ESrceptiuml Chse h k l n g ,  as pointed out  by 

C&mw ( 1 984) (and as also discussed in Pndersm (1 979) , who ctmracbrized 

it a s  a restrf ctim a? Raising. ) In a sWuc-i;ure such as: 

INFL m o t  assign Chse to the subject of S1 since it is nm-f in i t e  (o r  

lacks AX). Case wuld thu heve to care frm outside, but this would be 

impossible given that the head of N1 may subcategorize for and hence theta 

mark the entire S f ,  but that it cer ta in ly  does not theb m k  the subject 

of St . Thus the following derived naninals (the primed examples) are 

predicted bad: 

(1 69) 
a. Eric permilxed [ J o b  to be an aardvark] 
a. *Ekicl s permission of [ J o h  to be an aardvark] 
b. Bill klieves [Fred tn be a comcd] 
b . l "Bill l s belief of [Red t o  be a coward] 
c. The grad=* students amsidered [the selectlm 

camittee to be taking lm l m g  tc declde] 
c.'  "the graduate studenlx' ccnsfderhtim of [the selectim 

camittee to be taking too lang ta decide] 

Presumably a l so  derivable from the Lhdformity Cbnditim is the lack of 

Raising in N B .  This is en t i re ly  analogow lx the previous cases wit21 

ExceptPcml Case blclng. So, the nminal  cannot assim the P e a ~ s a i v e  

&st? te ite eubjlect if that subject is not tkta mrM by the nominal. If 

the NP osigiPlated as a domata i rs  subject,  then it w i l l  not be so theta 

marked. 'R?e followhg are tkus predicted bad: 



(1 70) 
a. * B i l l ' s i  belief [ ti to be intelligent] 
b. *Redt si colsideratim [ ti to be a fool] 

c. *Erict si pemisaion [ ti t o  be an aardvark] 

Of course, theta marked NPs will be more or less freely able to prepose 

(In 1 
a. The jlngle fortivs destructim ti (by John) 

b. 'I'he playi1 s performance [ by the cappany) 

c. Afghanistani9s invasim (by the Soviet Ulim) 

d. Louis XVIil s decapitatiln (by the revolutimries) 

The struclmre of one of these would be given more f u l l y  as: 

23. I way more or less because there seem to be mstrainta gl what kinds 
of objects may be peposed having to do with llaffectedneas,tl as hdersm 
(1 977, I 979) term it. So in howl-e of algebra t k  NP algebra is not 
affected by the actim of the verb and I t  turns out  that the NP m o t  be 
preposed: "algebra's knowledge. 'Ihe precise nature of thia  constraint 
muld be interestim Lo work out. Not@ too that it mkht be thtit the 
canstraint i a  on I& kind of theta-role that I s  can (Bse-mark 
(i .e., be associated w i t h ) ,  hence not a constraht a1 prrpsing per se. 
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So, zk NP b u i s  XVI is generated in the object positicn of deap i ta t ion ,  

#here it alao gets assigned the intemP tkta role. I t  then moves to the 

subject position of t.h NP where it ultimately get9 assigned i%ssessive 

Case. The Latter Case assippnent is allowed by the Uniformity C!mditl.cn 

slnce t k  ncalnal decapitat im thew m k s  the c h h ,  via the trace fn the 

object positim . 
Of course, there is another assumption which is necessary i n  order to 

make a l l  of this mrk out, and that is that the subject of the NP can be a 

thee-bar position. That is, if  a t h t a  role were to  be assigned to  the 

would be e violatian of the t k t a  m i t e r i m ;  it would be ruled out for  

precisely the reascm a s  the following s k u c t w e  would be ruled out: 

So (175) cannot mean the same thing as J o h  saw himself -- since i n  the 



structure above, tlm chain ( - J o h ,  t) is receiving two theta roles.24 me 

same would hold of the chain ( h u i s  X V I ,  t) if the external theta ro le  of -- 
decdpiut ion  were to be a s s i g e d  to the subject pos i t im.  In f a c t  t h e  

external theta ro le  does not  s e e m  to be assigxxl a t  a l l ;  there is no 

&-phrase (in the vers im which does not cmta in  the PP & the - 
revolutianaries) and there is f u r t h e m r e  no other place to which we could 

assume tkat the theta ro le  is discharged. In par t icular ,  we m o t  assume, 

foPlowirag kker, Johson and Robrts (in progress) or cTaeggli (1%) that 

the rcxternal theta ?ole is actually picked up by a passive morpheme as may 

be the case in syntact ic  passive, since there is no passive morpheme in 

derived nminals .  What we seem to have to say is t h t  the exlmnal  theta 

ro le  is simply not  i n h e r l e d  by the derived nominal In this case, a 

suggestion which is ind icabd  in  the above example by the absence of the I 

in the theta grid. Of course, as claimed in section 2.3.2. it is possible 

for t k  external theta ro le  to go mdischarged and it is therefore possible 

for  the external tk ta ro le  not  to be inherited by a derived n m i m l .  If 

it is not  Inherited, then obviously it cannot be assfwed to the subject 

p o s i t i m  of t h  h i  e i w r  and the subject poaiticn can be a theta-bar 

position. ah i s  set of assumptima, apparently neceesary i n  order to be 

able ta acmmt for the poss ib i l i ty  of NP prepoaing, has sane interesting 

ccmaquenws m whish #e now m. 

---------- 
24. Ch the m c e p t  of c h i n s  see Barss (1984); ChmsQ (1%). 



2.4.1.3 Ch t k  Discharge of the  E3rternal ' h t a  Role. 

'In derived nmlnals  such as the following, where the External Theta Role 

clearly - is a s s w e d ,  we can assume tht t k  discharge of the external theta 

role will b k e  place mder govezwnant from the nmPnal head: 

(1 74) 
a. Parkqs e x p s i u l ?  into a gas giant 
b. Pic 's  deseucticm of the  jungle f o r t  
c. Mike's evasion of the CIA 
d . .  the R e v o l u t i m i e s f  decapitatfm of b u i s  XVI 

So, in (1 74b) , for example, destructim governs - B i c ,  and can therefore 

theta rmrk it. Fbrthrmsre, the &ternarl Theta Role will be dischargeable 

to this position since the m d f t f o n  tht t k  ESrternal Role be d i s c k g e d  

last is met. Finally, by the Ikaiformity Conditim, shce destruction w i l l  

tkta govern the subject, it w i l l  a lso  be able to assign i n k r a t  Case t o  

it. TPnw - & i c  w i l l  show up with possessive. 

However, as w ZBW in the discussim of the MP Preposing examples in 

sectlan 2.4.1.2. ve have to allow t h a t  t k  &*ma1 ' h t a  h l e  of the verb 

ra tah  mdischargd,  a possibil i ty w h i c h  we have assumed is true in the 

general case a n p y  mless other m d i t i m a  force its assignment. h t  

then of t k  follo#ing examples? 

(1175) 
a. the destruct im of .the city 
b. the evasion of the CIA 
c. the performance of the play 
d .  the singing of the aria 



Is tk ESrteml Theta Role assigned i~ere? General cmsiderat ians lead us  

t o  suppose that it n d  not be, yet QlmW (:=) has argued that in tkse 

examples th &tern1 Role - is assigned, and the a s s i p m t  takes place to a 

tlhiddm prmominalqt in the position [SPEX, W]. Let us  call this prcnmiraal 

R O N  and assme that, for  same ream, it can mby occur in the subject 

position of tbe n a m ~ l .  This a s sup t i on  seems justified given that the  

following MPs are sa tical with the given interpretat ion (this f a c t  

has been noted by, ammg others, Roeper (19841, kbeaux (1%)):  

(1 76) 
a. * J o h t  s des t ruc t im ( = J o h  destroyed sanething or other)  
b. *'Ihe workerst cans t ruct im ( =  =the workers ccnstructed 

s m e t h h g  or other) 
c. gThe plicmmq s dispersal ( =  the policemen dispersed 

smecme or other) 

Givm that RON could occur in object p o s i t i m  of N', there is no reason 

why the slructwe of (176a) could not  be: 

( I  n) [ J O ~  [destructlan mm]] 

'This would give the reading which W s  W cannot have. 

G e t t i n g  back to t k  question of t k  external theta ro le ,  #ere is :lo 

r e a m  why -re could not be an empty prmomirral in the p s i t i o r .  [SPEC, 

W] which pick8 up tkt r o l e ,  and which acts as a subject of the W. lhat 

this is cer ta in ly  possible is indicated by the following examples: 

(1 78) 
a .  3he postdocs and the gradmte studmtsi agcnized over [the 



decision about themi]. 
b. 'Ihe FBI and the CIAi expected [the evasion of themi] 

c. Afghanistan and Grenadai should have anticipated [the 

invasicn of themi] 

The Interpretation o i  a l l  of these, ascording to naive informants, is tht 

the agent of the derived nuuinal is smsme other thm the object party 

(i.e., In t k  case of (178a), s-e other tbn the postdm and the 

graduate students). Pssmislg that this e x ~ m l  tkta role iz assirned to 

F'RON, which is t:m &om arbi t rar i ly  to refer to same other perscn , the 

prcnaem in object positim can tkerl be marM aa dis3oint in reference frun 

the subject of the NP, and will thus have a BT-compatible index@ (see 

Section 2.2.2., above). It will . ' course be free to corefer w i t h  the 

subject of the m t r i x  sen-Wce, as indica+& in the above example. 

The problem canes w l t h  examples such as t k  following: 

( A  79) 
a. The FBI and the CII\I expected [the evasim of each 

o a r i ]  
b. Ihe postdocs and the graduate studentsl agcnized 

over [the decision about each otheri] 

&cording to sane of my infornmnts, and 1 am hcl ined to agree, these 

sentePlces may h v e  t h ~  lnterpretatim that  ame other p r s m  is the evader 

or the decider, respectively. So (17%) m man that the FBI expected 

that smetmdy or o t k r  would evade the CIA and the C I A  expected t h a t  

~~y or other would evade the FBI. Suppose then, that a PROM is 



present in these examples. If it is chosen to have w b i t r a r y  reference, as 

the g r i m y  interpretat ion of these examples d ic ta tes ,  then i t  will follow 

t h a t  there is no m-compatible indexing for  the reciprocal which \sib1 yield 

t k  i r ~ t e r p r e t a t i m  that each other is c x e f e r e n t i a l  with the subject  of the 

mtrix clause; this is a e  case since the n a n h a l  head would be a governor 

fo r  the reciprocal a d  PRCN would act as the subject. The reciprocal muld 

thus h v e  to be l o a l l y  bound wlthin the NP, which would require,  that it 

be b m d  to the subject of the NP, yielding Upe in tecpre ta t im that, in 

(17%), t k  FBI and the CIA expest& tht sum g r o w  of people would evtide 

some other group of people, and vice versm? Yet this is not  the 

interpretat la?.  &e m l y  s t r u c b r e  which would be c m a i s t m t  with th 

InterpretatIan given t~ these sepltences, plus the fact that they are 

*bl-formed with t h  indexing given, is where the Exkrnal  Theta Role is 

not  discharged a t  a l l ,  #faere -re is therefore no AiON in the subject 

g o s i t f m ,  hence no subject ,  and where each other is therefore free to be 

bmd the whole amtence rather  thm m l y  w i W  the NP. ?Pie agent 

of destroying, Insofar as It Is not  syntactically ral izEtd,  would 

presumbly be cham to be a rb i t r a ry  by the pragmatics. 

Note t h a t  not  a l l  s p a k e ~ s  agree w l t h  these judgments, and neither do 

ageders who agree m t k s e  allow aimilar m s l r u c t f m a  In a l l  cases. 

Thus, me of my informtx!  f e l t  that the fo l lowhg example required that 

the glgent (the invader) be the as the subject of the sentence: 



(1 80) Af-istan and &ensdai should have anticipated [the 

invasim of each other i] . 25 

This might well m that a RON was present, cofndexed with the 

reciprocal, md wmt ro l l edN in sane sense by the subject of t he  m$x-lx 

clause. 

However;, *re is a mked m t x a s t  between W s e  cases wkre the 

subject of the NP, i f  present a t  a l l ,  is non-overt, and the follok-fig cases 

where the subject is obviously present: 

(Am 1 
a. *The postdocs and the graduate studentsi agmized 

over [tbe search comnimsl declsim about 
each other i. ] 

b. vIhe FBI and the CIAl expected [the Russian and the 

&st German ager~ts~ evasion of each otheri] 

c. * Afghanisfan and should have anticipated [the 
Russians and the Awricansl invesim of each otheri.] 

In a l l  of t k s e  cases the subject of the NP clearly blo& coreference of 

the reciprocal w i t h  tk subject of t h  matrix clause, as predicted by the 

Bin- Thecry. !bere 18 no disagr-t m m y  of these examples. 

25. The in*rpreWtion my i r l fo rmt  gave t o  th is  i s  actually rather 
surprlslng, nanaely tht Mghmistan shodd k v e  anticipated that Grenada 
would invade Afghmislm and Grenada should have anticipa+& t b t  
Afghanistan would i n s &  Grenada. 



This point is, I feel, s tr ik ing .  It simply does not  generally seem t o  

be t k  case t k t a  subject of a derived nmwl is required any wcre than 

tb subject of a picture noun ( see also Ckomskgr, 19M) : 

(182) 
a.  Lucia and Drnaldoi espied [nude photos of each 

o-ri I 

b. Asimov and %gani saw [docrmmtary films about 

each otheri] 

c. Edmrnd and Georgei k a r d  [nasty stories about 

each o t k r i ]  

If this is a correct assessment, it is cer ta in ly  as demanded by the theory 

given tkit the External ?Preta Fiole need not; be d i s c k g e d .  It is also 

demanded by th fact that NP preposing may W e  place in  NP, as pointed out 

in 2.4.1 -2. Of cowe ,  *re are m y  hterestlng q w s t i c n s  to be 

exasnwd. What, for M s t a ~ c e ,  determines, fo r  those speakers who get those 

j-ts, that (17%) is okay without a subject whereas (180) might  we11 

require a subject? It might be tht pragmatic a s i d e r a t i m a  play a large 

part: Ff postdscs and graduate studmta are agonizing over a d e c i s i m  about 

them, ( ~ l v e s ,  each other) it is very l ike ly ,  Im the current state of 

t h  world, that sclarebody else is doing the deciding. Similarly, tLae normal 

expeelatlan (possibly factually fake) is that the FBI and t k ~  CIA will not 

be erpadlng each other, but ra*r tht they w i l l  be evaded by acneme 

else. Why, If K g k n i s t a n  and Grenada are anticipating the fnvasim of 



each other, they should be anticipating tikt they would be the invaders is 

less than clear (especially since real wsbd knowledge would seem to force 

a di f  fermt hterpretation) . kvesthebess, whatever de*rrnInes this m y  

well be ex~a l iqy i s t i c .  I mclude, then, that the E#%erab Wta Role 

need not be assigned in derived nminals, and hence that FROM need not  be 

present. 

COm*r to this suggestim, Chaeagky has mde the following argment ts 

show mt a prmominarl must in gmeral exist in the subject positim of a 

derived n a n d 1  (Ch&y, 1984, p. 244): 

Cornpare the examples (234): 

(234) ( i )  ue thought thst [S[NP any attempt to hurt each 
other] would fail]  

(ii) ws thought that [S[NP any attempt to hur t  us] 

muld fai l]  

In (i), it is - our attempt Wt we think w i l l  fail,  while i n  
(ii) it is somgane else's atbmpt, cansistmt d t h  the 
requirements of the Binding Wary if  we assme a t  the 
Determiner of t k  subject off thre embedded c l a u ~  m t a i n s  a 
hidden p~momiml. 

But t h a e  examples seem dubious simply because ,  on independent gromds we 

m derive the presence of the hidden prmamln%l in cases -re control is 

involved. Thglt isp a ncnninal such ea attempt,  w k n  it h k e s  an Pnfinitival 

c o m p l m t ,  almys acts as a damin for control in a t  its subject is 

consistently mstrued as being identical to  ttae subject of the embdded 

c l a w .  But  a s  just means that  R O N  must be present in case there Ps an 



Infinitival as a c a n p l m t  to such a ncmbnal. These examples c e r b h l y  do 

ne t  argue that such a pronaninal mst generally be present in derived 

nminalls. 

2.4.1.4 SMne koblems with and Redictions of the Me1 . 
h th is  secticm I discuss somz random facts which bear on the mode% for 

derived noaninals and theta role asslgrmt presented here. 

Che possibly problematic fact for tixi? whole analysis presented here is 

tkte fact th% & phrases seem to be able to discbarge t h  Fxter-1 Theta 

(183) 
a. the destructim of the j q l e  fort by Jolm 
b. the evasim of the FBI by the hoods 
c. t h e h k f n g o f  t h e c a k e b y t h e c h e f  

This would be psoblenmtic if the &-phrase discharges external theta 

role and if it is within Nt , since it would seem that Fxtesnal 'hta 

Role would be getting discharged before the merit positim, which is bomd 

by t h  SFE, We could perhps allow this to happen by relaxing the 

definition of Ekema1 The- Role t~ allow that the Event does not count; 

in fact, It does not seem that the precise m e r  or lcmtim of ?Ae 



Evsntls discharge is really crucial for 't'ke Pternal %eta  ole.^^ What I s  

crucial is the relationship b e t w e n  the Yxternal Theta Rcle and the 

Internal Wta Roles, namely that the fornrer must be discharged after the 

l a t t e r ,  a relatiatship which #e an assume is preserved In the examples In 

(983) 

It is also ccabceivable, however, l2mt the &-phrase does not hang off of 

time as the Event, namely under Ns' . Piis supposition is certainly 

cansistmt w i t h  the following data: 

(184) 
a .  the destruction of himselfi by Jomi 

b. '?*the desizuctian of Jotmi by himselfi 

Allowing t h t  the PP dmiiisting the &-phrase does not count in the 

detemiPlatfm o f  c-mmmd (and is t h e  like a - to goal phrase, see %inMt 

(1W6)), t k  structure of the NPs would be: 

26. We afd aawape (secticm 2.3.2 .) in -es naminalizatim that the 
mdiecharggd Event could block eke di&ge of the kternal Theta Role 
under identlf' lcatim, in the irmtransitives, to the t h t a  role  of - -er. 
Mvertheleers, M a  turns out not to be crucial sin- even if this were to 
happen, the Frmterpretatlcn of the forins would be the same. 



( i indexing * , j indexing okay) 

This structural asymmetry would help explain the observed binding data, 

aasuning kbhartt s (1 97'6) d e f l n i t i m  o f  c-coswarsd: (1  84a) is okay sin- 

himself is bound by a c - a m m d i n g  anaphor. (184b) is bad s ince himself is 

unbound, a s  - John d w s  not c-camand it. However, if tk &-phrase were 

instead to hang mder N1 , we could not explain the asyrrmetry . 27 1n any 

event, I expect tkmat the problem with &-phrases can b@ cleared up purauing 

Bae interesting questian a r i s e s  when we canalder what happens if we base 

generate AlON In tb object poa i t lm of NP. We have c l a w  t h e  it m o t  

remain there, but these is no reaam to assume it m o t  be generated 

there; presumably i ta  absence frm the object  position may, like FRO, be 

de*rmined by S-structaue ccndltimrs. Therefore, provided that the sub3ect 

27. See Giorgi (1  984) , for a similar argunmt Frau Italian leadlng to the 
mclusians for Vat language. 



positlm of the NP is a tkta bar position--i.e., the external theta role 

is not assigned--we will be able .to move RON from the object positim to 

the subject positim yielding a structure like the following: 

This prediclx, correctly, that the followixlg event n m h l s  with no overt 

a r g m t a  should be fine: 

(187) 
a. kstructim with a naache- i s  fun. 
b. Ca?s~uct.ion w i t h  pile drivers can be hard an the 

nerves. 
c. The perforraance lasted w e e  hours. 
d .  Dispersal with tear gas is t h  preferred method. 
e. Canfirmation muaiPy W e s  about three weeks. 

( Sme of these, such aa (1 87a ,b) mmd k e t k ~  far saw r e a m  wlthout the 

def in i t e  article.) Note that this analysis of event nmhals lacking overt 

a r g m t s  necesmrily links t b s e  came-tt.ucticna t o  cases of NP prepoelng. 

We mlght therefore expect that examples *re NP preposing is impossible, 

such as the cases cited by hderscrm where the object of the actim i s  not 

affected by the actim, should be ill-formed with these mnatruct~ons~~.  

ahis is correct, I think, although the j w e n t a  are delica*: 

28. Though ma I s  not so clearly correct Insofar as w might imagine, as 
suggested previsaly in footnote 23, that Ifideraan's canstraint should be 
amstrued as a carstralnt m Chse-assigppnt by I s  rather than me on W 
movement. In this Case, sinm FROM presmably not need Qae (einm it 
has zero phmoPogical omtent), te m u d  expect that no restricticner would 
hold of th Qpes of namwls -re FRON my s r ~ g f n a ~ i n  the abject 
p s i  t i m  . 



(1 88) 
a. *the c a t 1 s  pursuit  by a l l y  
a' . ?Fursuit with a machine g m  is often not  recormnended. 
a' . Fbrsuit of pwsy cats w i t h  machine g ~ w s  is not  ethical. 

b. + M y t  s di%cussim by John 
b.' ?Discussion over coffee is often nice. 
b . I t  Discus~~fm of W y  over coffee is the only my t o  resolve 

this problem. 

3mamarizit-g so f a r ,  we have argued that the discharge of Internal Theta 

Role8 p r o d s  uithin NPs as it d e s  in verbal projectiana, and that the 

discharge of the ESctesnal Theta Role is o p t i m a .  In t h i s  l a b s t  section 

we have d i s cused  a couple of minor problems with and msequences for  the 

analysis .  In the next s e c t i m ,  I discuss synthetic compmmds with derived 

n m h l e .  

2.4.1.5 01 Synthetic Oompomds with M. 

Since NOM is an affix whose only syntact ic  spec i f i ca t im 1s that it 

subcategorizes for a verb md makes a nom,  there is no reasm why it could 

not  a t t ach  to a verb which is formed from a noun compomded w i t h  a verb; 

synthet ic  compounds with derived naaninals should thua ex i s t .  Thie 

expectation appear8 to be canfirmed by the following data: 

(189) - - .  
a. Juiwle-fort-destructim w i t h  a raachete usual ly takes 

about thee  hours. 

b. ~ ~ t e - a n n i h i l a t i m  with iplrsecticide is of grave 
mcern to the Society for the FVewrvatim of 
Aardvark H~bi ta t s .  



c. Play-performance should no t  take place in =the back 
a l ley .  

d. Roblem-solvlrq by computers is f a s t e r  than w i t h  
a s l i d e  rule. 

e. I bg4e tec t im  using advanced radiometric techiques i a  
seldom faswr thaan tl?e old Ifsausage lureff method. 

f. Fkiend-achowldgnmt is usually expected of a 
d i s s e r t a t l m  writer. 

g. Grain-importatian ca ships is invariably the method 
chosen. 

h. Klnpdecapftatim is a nrethud used by revolut ianaries  
who are tired of the current *ad of State.  

Sane of these examples are perhaps more nrarginal than others  but  they a l l  

seem t o  be interpretable in the appropria* way, namely *t the l e f t  

member of the canporndl is picking up the h l x r n a l  theta ro le  of the verb. 

I therefore propose that the struclaxe f o r ,  for example, (1891) is: 



So, as w i t h  synthtic compounds in - +r the left sister diachwges the 2 

positian of WE verb. The 1 positim of the affix all discharge tr the 

Event  positim of the verb, thu m i n g  tkt, as in non-cmpomded derived 

nooliPlala the Event will become the referent of the nctninal, and also 

predicting, as indlicaM in the above example, that hstsmtals and 

similar W f i e r s  of Events should be possible in t k s e  mat~uct ims.  l h e  

seamtic fnterpretatim of the derived ncmdmf w p m d  all be: 



Tkbe internal theta roles, following the Projectim Principle, w i l l  have 

to be satisfied within the cmpomd. This is correct as show by the 

follouing examples (sane of which have been already discussed i n  Section 

(1 9 
a. *child-givl~g of candy 
b. *candy-givlng to children 
c. ~ t 4 ~ t i m  to the cannibals 
e. *ccsnnibah-daaza'tkon of meat 

Finally, the Fxteml Theta Role w i l l  be satisfiable outside the 

mpomd since it I s  n o t  res l r i cw by the PCo,jectim kbnciple to occur 

inside the m p m d .  Thus overt external argumePlts ought to be allowable. 

This is correct: 

(1931 
a. Their city4estructim should always be brought 

to  tkre a m t i o n  of the proper authorities. 

b. Edna1 s termite~md-mnihilatim w i t h  a can of hi@ 
was disturbing to the aardvarks. 

c. Politiclan-defanation by t h i s  repor*r is beaming men 
in th is  newspaper. 

d .  Ihe mthematicianl s problem-solving with a pencil and 
paper took a I*, l a g  the. 

Sarne of the somd prbaps a l i t t le  strange since, for sane reascn, it 

seeme preferrable to inbrpret these campmds as referring to generic 

rather t2-m specific events; that is. city4estscction - seems to be better 

interpreted as the elaatl of even- of destroying of cities, rather than a 



part icular  instance of such destruction. Otlzer tkran that, the examples 

seem flne. 

These canapomds are, of course, Eracketing hradoxes. The particular 

spel lout  of NOPi depends upon the verb chosm, and it thus seems appropriate 

to claim at this affix brackets with the verb alme i n  the mapping to PF. 

We thus have the fol%owing mismatch between the s y n a c t i c  and the 

phmological representa t ims sf the following example: 

I will omit the proof t h a t  th is  is possible sine proofs for entirely 

anahgous s imtdms b v e  been given in the last chapter. Note in 

particular mt whatever phonological spell out  of M is chosen by the 

verb will  show up 5n the cmpomd . Thus, the event nominal of solve is not 

so lu t ion  but  rather solving;; s o l u t i m  is a r e su l t  naninal (see the next 

section). So if we have a structure of the form in (1%) we expect to g e t  

a phmobogical form l i k e  tRat in (195b) not  l i k e  that Fn ( 1 9 5 ~ ) .  This 

predicticm is amfirmel: 

Ekamples of this form bring up an Interest ing point. If we assume that 

the analysis  of mpounds  presented in this section is correct then w ~ !  are 



forced to the cmclusim, given these examples, that the a f f i x  we are 

attaching synlxtically is an abstract affix such as M, rather thm a 

more specific affix such as -tian. The r eam for this is as follows. 

Suppose that we m & d  W claim ttmt Event nore.inalizatim could be mediated 

productively at t k  aynQctic level by a large number of specific affhes ,  

including -%im. We might then say that the only s~rntactic speciffcatim 

an these affixes w s  the specificatim that we have assurd i s  marked on 

NOEUI, namely t i n - t ;  they subcategorize for verbs and produce nouns. The 

pirtlcular affix would then be check& in the PF-companmt fcr 

well-fosmdness; In particular -tim would pass the test a t  FF if it i s  

attached to  any of a large class of latinate verbs. Now, consider what 

hapgens w k n  we have a verb such aa solve. When -tim, as opps.sed to -in& 

attacks syntactically ta &is verb alme--that is, solve unmgomded with 

anything--we get a special interpretatfa?, m l y  that of result. 

FLaPtkrmore, t h i s  i s  the mly lnterpretatlm possible so it will be 

necessary to list smewhere that the syntactic cornstructiun [SOLVE TION] 

m u a t  get the result hterprelaticn ; this is sf csurse needed m anybody's 

t k o r y  since th is  is presmbly not  a predictable fact. So far so go&, 

but what kppens  w k n  we attach - -tian -to a cormpomd w i t h  mlve such as a 

mstrueticn like [FROBLlN SOLVE]? Since [PROBLEM mVE] is not the same 

as SOLVE there is no reasan why any special rules of interpretation should 

be invoked Inere and the semantics sbuld be perfectly happy interpreting 

this mstruct im as ~ a n i n g  the same thing as problem solvina;. In the 



mapping to PF the phological forms of SOLVE and TION will rebracket with 

me ano-r and tkey will pass the PF filter requiring that -tion be 

attached ta a latmte form and we will thus have problem-solution as a 

perfectly well-formed word referring to the event or action s f  psoblem 

solvmg. This, of course is canpletely wmg. Thus, w~ seem for& to the 

al-rnative m c l u s i m ,  m l y  that -re is a more abstract event 

nminalizatim affix, which we k v e  called NOPJI, and whose phanobogfml 

shape is mly determined in mapping to PI?, the determinatim being 

sensitive ta t k  particular verb in all cases. Of course, m e  could hock 

down t h i s  whole ar,pmt if me =re to a s p ,  m the cantrwy, that me 

cannot assume that the cocepo~mds discussed PI this sectim w e  s p t k t i c  

mpomds. Yet t k y  behave like synthetic compounds, as I have argued, and 

there seems therefore to be no principld r e a m  to deny that  that is 

precisely wht Zhey are. We therefore seem led to WR mclusim that NCM 

is a real syntactic entity, and spells itself out phmologicsllly w i t h  

a f f i x e s  s, -tian, m t ,  -ace  .... , each c a e  dewding u r n  

particular verb &sen2'. lhis oolclusim t-as nm-trivial implicetians for 

acquisitban, whish m taxn to In the next e c t i m  (2.4.2. ). Before we tarn 

t~ that, bwver ,  1 would l i k e  tm discuss a couple of other kinds of data, 

29. Though it generally seems t o  be true dht - i n ~  is available with t h i s  
reading for most verbs. ba has been often noted, ho\r~ver, there seems to 
be sort  of blocking going on insofar a8 if ,  sey, -tim is wed with a 
particular verb, then -fPS@; m m d s  distinctly odd: c.f .-oh' s destroying 
of the city, va. J o h f s  solving sf the problem. 



discus& in t h  literatare which have a bearing ori the analysis presented 

here. 

The f i r s t  fact is discussed by h b b  ( 9  984, pp. 187-8). He no.ks the 

following contrasts. 

c. f d  nm-spoilage, *food r.m-spoil in I 3  
& uses these facta to argue Vat *re is a difference, m t r a r y  to wtat I 

h v e  suggested k re ,  between ( lat inate)  derived nominal mpomds,  and 

familiar cases of synthetic caupomds in -% and 2; So, in the -ing/+r 

cases, nm- - would intervene betwen the verb and WE noun uilich would ruean 

tkt the noun could not get mse and the m a t r u c t l m  should thus be ruled 

out under. both Fhbb' s and my analysis of synthetic m m d s .  If t k  

examples with -tim md other lathate affixes are a t  Peast marginal Vim 

this suggeslx that these might acml ly  not  be synthetic eompomds after 

a l l .  

To my ears, a t  l e a s t ,  these examples are d i s t inc t ly  odd; even Fhbb 

admits that they are ra tkr  wginal..  Wht is even reore interesting is 

that We me a m p l e  which ssmds at  least plausible,  namely govermn.t  

nm-interventi.cn, has the i n b r p r e i a t i m  that g o v e m t  is picking up the 



External Theta Role of the verb, rather t h  an Wte rna l  theta role; af-r 

a l l ,  in-rvme does not have an internal theta robe. T~LEI,  this could not  

be a synthetic mpomd anyway. What it could k is a r w t  m p m d  w i t h  

the left  member being assigned the lfsamtic role" (s2e Ldeber, '1993) of 

Agent. I believe that this, in f a c t ,  is what is going on in a l l  the 

examples which h b b  provides; that is, the left  member forms a root  

carrapownd w i t h  the -- nm-N c m s t r u c t i m ,  and is interpreted s'sereanticallyll as 

picking cap the internal tRe@ role, wNch is presumably possible far 

semantic arguments30. This asslrmptiirn seems to be cmfimed by the f a c t  

that in general the intervention of ram- is not possible, and we can 

therefore reasmably assume 'that the interpretation of such forms is a l w y s  

going to be by sane marginal roundabout m s :  

('1 4) 
a. *Asrdwk nmanraihilatim is preferred. 
b. "Dog nm-detecticm is a real poss ib i l i ty .  
6. *Meat nm-msuenptim is usual, 

I therefore do not  believe t h t  exatcples of ~ t M a  form danmstrate that 

( l a t i na t s )  derived nooeinal eccepomds are necessarily not  synthetic 

3Q. As examples l ike CIA-informant ( =  'me who informs the CIAf), h~ f a c t ,  
suggest; -ant is an affix which selects for sme verbs but  not  fo r  the 
mjor i ty ,aP ld  it is therefore likeby not to ke the case that - CIA is 
syntactically brackew Inaide -ant. W r e f o r e ,  it must be outside, 
forming a root  campound with h*t, a d  thus picking up the in ternal  
theta ro le  as a semantic argmmt. 



k t  u s  turn now briefly to  sane examples discussed In &setsky (1985) 

and Selklsk (193). Ebth of these researchers note that, examples such as 

the folfowbg a re  bed ( f r o m  Pesetsky, p. 236): 

(1%) 
a. *Weather changing is Qpfcal  of Western bsmchbasetts. 
b. *Time elapsing worries philosopkrs. 
c. Weart &tin$ is a g d  sign of life. 

In a l l  of these examples WE t k ta  ro le  obviously intended for the l e f t  

umber of the mp',md is the &&ma1 Theta Role. Tkfs asaigmm-t; seems 

to be impossible. Selkirk captures this straightforwardly wit21 the 

fodlowing s t ipulat icm (p .  35) : 

(9 99) The external arguumt of a lexical i-m may not be 
satisfied h m p m d  slructure. 

Pesetsky has a sornewhat different  anr! more complicated wsy of deriving this 

fact. I will not discuss his analysis &re but r a w s  refer the reader to 

Pesetskyl s paper. 

How do we derive t h i s  fact? We cai as- first of a l l  that the 

following structure would be impssible for these forms with the desired 

InterpretatIan : 

(260) i m  V l  MI 

If there is an intern1 role to discharge, then by the Projectim Principle 

tht role  m u s t  be di-ged within the compomd and therefore the External 

Agummt cannot occur t b r e  especially givm the fact that  it must be 



sa t i s f i ed  after a i l  internal arguments. If the verb is medic  as In tkbe 

above examples, then it wI11 not a Case a s s i e e r  myay,  so the N would 

not be getting mse. Tw cmstruction would therefore be ruled out by the 

hse f i l t e r .  'Ilme m l y  other possj.ble s tructure would be: 

(201) [ M [ V M l l  

The oanstruction would thus be a root canpmd rather than a synthetic 

canpound, and the lef t  member would be h t e ~ p r e t e d  as t91e semantic &at 

(following Lieber (1983), again) of .the actim ei ipresa  by the verb. 

Mwever, we would expect that  t h  l n t e rp r e t a t im  of semantic Agency for  

these forms would be as sporadic and idiosyncratic as the h b r p r e t a t i m  of 

semantic arglmnenta usually is. In f a c t ,  *re are forms, W e h  Pesetsky 

notes,  where the h t e r p c e t a t i m  sxms fhe: 

(2M 1 
a. Dog barking can be eliminated w i t h  a m z l e .  
b. Child dePncJa is forbidden. 
c. Sabdent swiromFng is allowed mly cm 'Ihursday3. 

The sila~tfa? seems en t i re ly  parallel  to t h  siabatim w i t h  lexical p a c ~ i v e  

compomds; sorrse allow the kent, sane d a f t  (see sls;r Li2ber (Igl33]): 

(203 1 
a. Indian4~~1de _pottery goes cm sale a t  half- ice tanorrow. 
b. c l o ~  is usually god. 
c. ?Rwm2r-ldlld chickma are nice to eat. 
d. *miat -p layed 9ona-s ~~s mmd nice. 

Mte a l m  t h a t  this lack of predic tabi l i ty  seems ts w r y  over to  

nmina19zatims in (phanological) a f f ixes  other then --: 



(2041 
a. Government interventim f s scmetimes s necessary evil. 
b. ?St;udent destructfm is cammp1ar;e these days. 
c. ??kg expnsicm is an inevitable cni3equence of overfeeding. 
d .  *Clovemmmt deleticn is the ultimate fate of embrassing 

evidmce . 
e. *Industry p l l u t i c m  i s  a fact of l i fe  ln the 20th century. 

(k sure always ta prcnounce these with compound stress ( i  .e, , w i t t i  the 

stress an the fPrat mmber of iAe campound) since these forms can also be 

interpreted syntactically as being of the form Adjective Pbm, *re the 

l e f h d  nouns governmat, stxdent, and so mi, are being used as 

adJectf ves . ) 

I suspect, therefore, tht the possibility or impossibility of 

lnbspre-ting tk left-hand member in the examples discussed above is going 

to be subject in part to the vagaries of semantic ar-t interpretation. 

That is to say that I k v e  explained why these forms cannot be s-ynthetic 

cmpomdo (hence reliably and predictably interpretai w i t h  the left-hand 

member as the external a r g w t ) ,  but  I have not explained why in 

particular cases -the interpretation is or is not  possible as a root 

compsmd. This may seem msatisfyhg insofar a s  Selkirk and Pesetsky both, 

af&r a faeMm, provide explanations for this fact.  C h  the other hand, 

since the p h m m  e x - k n d ~  beyond t k  d m i n  of these Event nominals, i 

suspect that their exglamtims are false. 



2.4 -2 Not All Derived Naminals are Cream Qua1 . 

The reader who is a t  a l l  familiar w i t h  the field of derived nminals 

will undoubtedly have been annoyed fop some time t ~ t  I have virtually 

completely ignored t k  following well-known fact: I t  is simply not  true 

that a11 ncuninals related to verhs allow for the internal a r g m t  of the 

verb to be expressed with an NP governed by - o f ;  it i s  qu i t e  often the caw, 

rather, ' that a different prepositim is required, me which it car1 be 

fairly cmvinclngly argued i s  sslected cn the basis of its semantic 

apprupriateness for the task of assigning tLbe particular theta role. Wne 

fairly well-horn examples (some of l%m3e from Rappaport (1983)) are given 

below: 

a. krbie promised Louise to w r i t e .  
a l .  *Mrbfets promise of buise tu write 
a1 . I-k?rbiels promise - to Louise to write 

b. .The general canrmiar?dled the troops =to leave. 
b l .  *The gmeralls command of t b  troops to leave 
b1 ' . 7he generalq s cammd - to the troops tO leave 

c, S e p u r  permi-d Irving t;o take a break. 
cf . *Seymour s pmiss im of Irving lz take a break 
c".  Seymour's permlssim - t o  Irving to Me a break 

d. John solved the problm, 
d B .  * J o h l s  solutim of the p r o ~ l m  
dl . Johl  s mlutim .t;o the problem 

e. J o F m f l e d t k c i t y .  
el. *Johqs flight of the city 
e l 1 .  Jokmfs flight from the city 



f .  The so ld ie r s  entered the city 
f 1  . *WE sold! ? r s l  en t ry  of the city 
f I 1 .  The so ld iers1  entry into +h c i q .  

Why should these examples exist? What do we need to say about these 

daverbal nouns that would predic t  that t b y  behave di f fp-p? t ly  from the 

exmples  discussed in WE last sectim? Clearly what we need. IXI say is 

-1; these d e v e r h l  forms are sanehow irregular--U-rat is, no t  produced by 

aff ixaticm a f f i x  such Then, If 

i n h e r i t  the thematic r o l e s  a t  a l l  from their base verb it #ill mly be 

sporadically that they do so. W11t is these evidmce that forms such as 

those discussed above are t r u l y  d i f f e r e n t  frm tk NOM n a n h a l s ?  There is: 

in fact, the evidence is qu i t e  striking. 

F i r s t  of a l l ,  n o t  a l l  of the forms given above even r e fe r  to events; the 

ones that do not could not be cases of the a f f i x a t i m  of M. For those 

forms which do not r e f e r  to evmta, we would expect that h s t r m n t a l s  and 

other modifiers of the Event posi t ion would be unavailable i n  the nminal. 

(206) 
a. a?e~eralccrmrnandedtketroopsirithgus~.  
a1 . *The general1 s caamrand t o  the troops with gusto 

imgresd his faea. 
a .  The peralls coarnaan?ding of the troops w i t h  gusto 

amprost3ed his foes. 

b. Joh? solved t h  problem wit41 a ca lcula tor .  
b l .  *Job's solutim ta the problem with a c a l c u l a b r  

was un9atlsfactory. 
b1 Johl's solving of the problem w i t h  a calculator  

was un~tlsfac-tory. 



31 In fact, forms l ike  soluticn, promise and cmmmd a re  resultnominals . 

Other examples do seem to  be reasonable: 

(207) 
a. Johnv s f l i g h t  from the ciw in a car.. . . . 
5 .  The soldiersq entry into the c i ty  with a battering ram... 
c. The sai lorsf  attack m J o h  w i t h  knives.... 

( c. f . The sa i lo rs  altacked J o h  with hives. ) 

So, f l i gh t ,  entry, attack and presumably others do refer to events. 

Nevertheless, following our assumptim that #ese are not the product of 

NOH a f f i x a t i m ,  we can give the followhg lexical entries for t k  forms 

promise and Tlight (assuming a t  prcmlse is a three-place verb with 

1 
1 

flee 

So, the meaning of the nom prrsrnise is got i n  part by index ing the 3 

pos i t im  of the verb; reimnber tht theta indexing dm8 not discharge m y  

roles,  but rather merely marks which role is k i n g  p i c k l  up by the derived 

3'1 . This is p s e m b l y  t rue ,  as h d e r m  ( 4  977, I m) gugges-ta , of m y  
" h t l v e  Nomesf mch aa g i f i ,  which, nevertheless, take abJecta with of .  
Mweves, it seems plausible t~ say here that of has a seamtic fmctr& 
here and a c t m l l y  mans something l i k e  ' m s i ~ i n g  of : thus a gift of $5 
is a gif:t consisting of $5. 'Ibis is basically what hdersm claims too. 



word. Similarly, flight is indexed w i t h  the Event positim. I m, of 

course, ignoring as mlmportant the affixes - -0 and - -t whick do, 

presumably hawe a syntactic represenlati cm. 

So, i f  the argments sf the verb a re  to be llexpsessed" a t  a l l  it will 

only be by choosing an appropriate prepositim to tkta mark as well as 

mse mark the NP. In that way, it will be possible to  recover the intended 

meaning crf fh NP. So, in the general's comaand b the troops, - to rnrarbca the 

fact tht the Inbrnal argument of the verb is, i n  fact, a Coal. Fkm is 

picked for flight for similar reams.  This is sirailar to Rappaport's 

claims about the flunction of prepositions in derived nminals in general. 

The external theta role of the verb does semi lx be readily identifiable 

w i t h  the possessive, but this is presurmbly because the possessive takes a 

rather wide range of serysntic values in any case (see Williams, 1 9 ,  in 

particular, on th is  ) 

If these form are irregular in that they are not formed by a productive 

syntactic process such as NQ13 affixatia? but  rather have t b i r  synlxtic 

forms lislA, it sho~lld follow that synmetic mpowds with these forms 

will be out,  for the EWLE reason as forms Pike *;Jkite elephantine, 

discussed in m p b r  'I, are out; tbre nominal, form is related to a 

particular verb, not Just any verbal. node which M p p s  to mtah this 

verb. This is i n  uiarkd contrast to WM which can apparently affix to any 

verb. The predictim seems to be borne out: 



(209) 
a. ??Poop-cammd is fun. 
b. * A  friend-pramlse should not  he broken. 
c. *Dog-prmissim Is not  permitted. 
d. 3Froblein-soluticm is often k d .  
e. ??City-flight =takes about three hours. 
f .  * C i t y e t r y  should take place through the West Gate. 

Note t h a t  I am not claiming that a phonologically i rregular  derived 

n m h l  is necessarily Irregular--i.e., must be l i s t e d - a t  the syntac t ic  

level .  h example which my not  be i r regular  i n  the relevant sense, even 

though it is irregular  phmologically is sale. Evidence for  th is  is, 

f i r s t l y ,  that  it W e s  objecta with - of and allows for  modifiers of Events: 

(21 0 )  
a. John sold -the apples m the l a m .  
b. J o h l s  sale of the apples cn t h  lam 

and, secondly, it allows apparently p s d u c t i v e  compounding which appears to  

be synthetic: 

(21 1 ) book-sale, car-sale.. . . 

What does appear to be true, however, is that there is evidence that 

n m i n a l i z a t i m  dwpl n o t  cane In me flavor: there is praductlve and 

semantically t r a n s w e n t  nmlraal izat lm with NOha, and thm exwples  of 

namiraalizatlems which are not productively produced and wNch a r e  rather 

j u s t  listed a s  bing derived from parxieular verbs. Of course, the af f ixes  

may well be phanologfcally the saw in either as. For instance, -tion is 

used both productively, as in dea t rue t im , m s l x u c t i o n  ( Event readlmg) , 
and so an, and m p r d u c t i v e l y ,  a s  in s o l u t i m  m s t r u c t l m  (Result 



reading), e w t e r a .  Zhis, given the viability of the entire analysis 

presenw here, l.s a11 the more evidence for the autcsamy of syntax with 

respect to phmology and of phmoiogy w i t h  respect to syntax, even a t  the 

level of I1word formation . I 1  

W l t  there i s  a question here, lurking in the backgromd. How is such 

knowledge acquired? t b w  do I tell, given t h a t  there is no reliable 

phmological hdicatim of WE fact, tha t  it is the prductive MOPi which i s  

involved In a particular word, or that t h  word i s  seamtically 

idiosyncratic and mst simply be l i s t d ?  I believe the answer must be tha t  

the learner a s s m s  tht the affixatiars i s  prductive mless there fs overt 

evidz~ce to the m t r a r y .  That i s ,  given tha t  the learner can ascertain 

lhe  fact that a given noun is related to sane verb--a nm-trivial problem, 

but  a separab me &om the problem which we are ccnsidering, he w i l l  

continue to  assme that it is -how predictable in its m i n g  unless he 

h s  overt evidence tht he must simply list it. G i v e n  tht NCM exists as 

the productive affix referring to  even-, he might well j u s t  a s s m  that 

this is tk reading aasocfaW with the nom. Overt evidence to the 

m t r a r y  could m a i s t  i n  any number of t M q a  such as the use of 

semantically mtcntful prepositions ta express asgmmts of '%he nominal, 

or We obvious intended referent of a particular noun as being the result 

of an actim. 

How would t h  lamer  discover the existence of W In the firat place? 



e r t a i n l y  derived naninals referring t o  even- are not u n c m  

cross - l i rqy i s t iml ly ,  so it may be that the existence of such nmina l s  will 

be expected given UG. If this a s s m p t i m  seems unappealing, Wen m e  m - 1  

a P ~ y s  assume that suff ic ient  overt evidence for  the existence of a 

llprocess" of e v m t  ncaninalizatim-+videno& such as exposure to examples 

l ike  J o h l s  desWuct%m of the city--is enough to key the learner i n  to the 

ex i s tmce  of an affix with the lexical  entry we b v e  assumed for Nm. 

Wl'ess to  say, -this is a11 speeulat lm.  I h o w  of no evidence from 

a c g u i s i t i m  which would bar an this questicn. In my event,  it would seem 

to be an area worthy of further lnvestigatian. 

2.4.3 A Discussion of kbeaux (1 984). 

kbeaux in a recent paper p r e s e n w  an analysis  of derived nomhals in 

Ehgliah which d i f f e r s  in a number of a y s  froin the analysis  presenbd 

here. Assming k s e t s k y l  s (1 985) thsory of CR in morphology, he suggests 

tkaat w'm a derived nominal, such as destruction lcnks as  i f  it is 

assigning the thematic r o l e s  of the verb, it r e a l l y  is the verb that is 

assigning %he thematic slxucture, the affix having LF moved to a position 

adjohing t k  appropriate phrasal projecticm of V. Ccnsider tk fo l lowhg 

examples : 

(212) 
a. the des t ruc t im (extended over several blocks) 
b. the destruction of tke c i t y  (was t e r r i b l e )  
6. J o h l  a destructicn of the c i t y  (was ruthless) 



Lebaw: assigns the following LI; rpepresentatims to Wse, respectively: 

Lebeaux is abbe to derive a number of facts from this assumption. First 

of a l l ,  as suggested by the abye examples, and as also n o M  in my 

discussion of tk top ic  in the preceding sections, the subject my cmly be 

a s s i g e d  a theta role if  the object k s  its -&eta role assigned, and this 

follows frm the analysis insofar as the affix may ra ise  to adJoin tn V t l ,  

where the subject theta role m y  be assigned, only if it has alsr, Itskipped 

overv the V' where, by the Projectim Principle ,  the internal object is 

required, and thus gets ita theta sole. Ulder my analysis, as  we have 

seen, this set of facts falls out frm the def in i t ion  of the Ext~rnal ?Ph?h 

Fble ; it is always %he last to be d i s h r g e d  so that the internal role is 

guwante~si be discharged before it, and i n  f ac t  i t  is free -to not even 

be hkriW by the derived n m h a l  In which case it is not there to be 

tis3irned by t k  n m b l  in the f i r s t  place.  

hother fact nhich kbeauxls analysis accounts for is t k  fact that t!! 

cases where me am clearly tell that verbal theta roles are being assiged 

Mve process ~ead lngs ,  wbceas the realbat n a n h l s - -  those *re no roles 

a r e  aasimed, have no process reading. This f o l l o w  if we ar3sume, as 



diagram& above, that tk verbal tkta roles are assigned jus t  in case 

there is a verbal projection present. If there is a verb% projectla, 

then we can d e l y  assume tkt a processual reading is present and there 

ought to be overt evidence such as t k  existence in these forms--but not  ir-A 

%he result forms--of temporal adjuncts. This is correct: 

(22 4 )  
a)  The presmtaticn of this material while groggy frm 

cold medicine would be ill-advised. 

b) +The presmtatim ( =  result) while groggy from 
cald n&icine was b r h g .  

But these examples are compatible wim the analysis I have presented here 

insofar as temporal adjunct3 are plamibly mdifiere of events. That is tu 

say, if J o h  presented the mterial while groggy from wld medicine then 

there was an event e - wkre e was a presenting of the material by J o h  and g 

took place while (John) =a groggy with cold medicine. W l t  if  lchis is 

right, then this falls out froen my analysis since, as bs have seen, 

nmlnals which assign verbal thta roles also refer to events, which thus 

predicts that modifiers of even- ought to be allowable. Howver, result 

nomiYlgll.8 clearly do not refer to events, predicting =that evalt mdification 

would (obviously) be h p s s l b l e .  

We have. m, then, that kbeaux s Wor pr4ietima really fall out 

just as easily mder my analysis. Given that I have argued against 

ksetskyls morphological m other grounds (see chapter 1 ) it seems 

plausible t o  suggest t h a t  QR is not  what 's  involved here either, since 



there seema to be a perfect ly reasonable arlalysis of these facts which 

doesn't it--volve it. 

me might wander brhy kbeaux ' s  analysis  would not predict that 

verb-phrasal phmomernsl such as dat ive shift and Ekceptimal Chse Mking 

would occur in derived nmhals. I suspect that t h l s  is not rea l ly  a 

problem f o r  him, however, insofar as these processes a r e  associated with 

verbal projectians in the syntax and not  a t  W. If can assume that 

dative ahlft has some- to do w i t h  @se ass igment ,  as suggested above 

( p. 198-1 9 9, then both of these p k ~ m m a  are presumably r e l a w  to the 

p a r ~ i c u l a r  rnse-assi@ng properties of verbs; verbs, Mng s-tructwal &se 

assigners, are not  canstrained by the lhiformity Principle. Derived 

n m l m l s ,  for  Lebeaux, are rn ly  verbs a t  LF, where isms of Qse 

a s s i p m a t  are presumably i r re levant .  

2.5 Cmcernlng Self-analysis.  

h previous secticne of W s  chapter 1 have argued that obviously 

syntac t ic  c a d i t i o n s  such as m t a - r o l e  assignment and Case theory are 

relevant to tb deterrnhatfora of well-formedness in sWuctures which are 

conaidered to ke mrphological.  In this, I agree in a large part 

wlth the general tiruse of Fgbb (I 984). In this secticn I would l ike  to 

m s i d e r  sane data which suggest tht t k  Bindfng aheory applleo i n  



morphological cc~lstructims--apparently the same w y  as it applies in 

syntax. The data I sPal' be using a s  evidence are l q c a n p ~ d s l g  formed w i t h  

the Ehgliah prefix self- .- 

The data we will be discussing in th is  sectim are exemplified i n  the 

(21 5) 
a. Job i s  a self-admirer. 
b. Self-dest~uctim in this si lxation would be advisable. 
c. , J o h  is self4estructive. 

I am go- tu be rmking the following assumptima: f i r s t  of all, I w i l l  

assme that - self is, like its syntactic comterparts ( i  . e m ,  himseif, 

krself..  . ) an m p h r  and therefore is subject in the  general case to 

m d i t i m  A of the binding theory. I shall alsu assume the Binding Theory 

applies to these cmstructicas in precisely the same way that it applies in 

the syntax. In particular, I shall be assuming that -- self- in such forms is 

in general syntactically bomd, and not lexically bouad as it might 

appear. 'ke M e f i t  of this move all be that it f s perfectly possible to 

mike interesting predictions about the #a)r that these mstructims k k v e  

withQut any special assumptime abut  t k  Binding Theory in lexical 

ocnert~ucticars. Finally I shall be assuring that - self, being a prefix 

rather than a nom, doe8 not require Csw. The importance of this 

32. M y  of the data in this sectim *re hvestlgated h1 collaboraticm 
w i t h  Kyle Johscr?. Thmks to Kyle for much useful discussion. 



assmptim will tPe clear whm I discuss  a&ectbval forms l i k e  

,4e l f4estruct~ve,  and also cases -re self has apparently attached .to a - 
nom . 

For now, observe t h t  there is a t  least p ~ o l o g l c a l  evidence tht self - 
really is a prefix. - Self lfeompundsw do not receive m p m d  swess, so 

chat the stress falls m s i s t e n t l y  m the secm~d member. 

(21 6) 
1 1 1 1 

self -desWuctim, se l f -ev idmtia1 ,  self-admiser, self -explanatory 

In the above, a 1 w k s  the main stress in the l ~ ~ p o m d l t .  Note the 

m t r a s t  with clear cmpomd cases which usually h v e  t k  stress an t h  

f i r s t  member: 

(21 7) 
1 1 1 

city-destructirn, cat-admirer, dog-houm,... . 
%re i s ,  of course, a nom s e l f ,  but this is presumably a different 

lexical itm. In fact ,  a form such as is m b l ~ o u s  if me 

does not know the ~Wess;  a self-deny- philosopher is a philosopher who 

denies himself (the pleasures of life, etc.) if said with swess on 

deny- wkreas he is a philosopher who denies the e x i s ~ c e  of the entity 

termed the - S%lf if said w i t h  stress a? the f i r s t  member of the m p m d .  

I t  also appears that - self carn be sister to a member of any ca*goi:;, sqd 

tbt the resulting form is of the same category as the form which the 



affix attacks. I shall argue that the following three caws are examples 

of attachment of - self to a verb, a nom, and an adjective respectively: 

(21 8) self-admirer, self-love, self-destructive 

This means t h t  - self is of the type a,O>, that is it ataches to anything 

and does not percolate a category specificatim. We therefore give the 

Lexical entry for - self as follom: 

( I  assume a predicate h q h r  which is true of x if and mly If x i s  an 

anaphor.) M o t e ,  too, that since self is here given with its o m  theta-role 

which it identifies w i t h  the verb's internal thew role, it; is formally a 

predica-t;e. This is not unnatural when we note t h t  it w i l l  eventuely  pick 

up its semantic content f r m  its antecedent and therefore be a predicate 

with precisely the sane content as the ant;e&ent. 

Let us turn now b a diecussim of the vs r lo~s  form htroduced above 

and see how the lexical entry for - self given above, almg w i t h  assumptia~s 

of the Binding theory and Case theory serve to make the correct 

predictions. 



2.5.1 - -Ek f~rms w i t h  - self. 

Following the discussim i n  previous secticns, I assume that the 

structure for a form such as self-admiper is :,s follows: 

I \ er 
/ \ 

Cl,O>,d> V , d , 2 , E >  
I  \ I /  
I I - 

1 
self adraf re 

So, theta roles are assised under identlficatim between the internal 

theta role positicm of the verb's grid and the 1 positlcm of the affix1 s 

grid. According ta the explicit a s m p t i m  W e  above, Case w i l l  not be 

assigned here given that - self does not require Case, but  that is actmlly 

irrelevant for this example. 

What about the wphoric status of - self? kcording to the Binding 

Theory (frm morn- (lw), and given above In (20-1 ) ,  - e l f  w i l l  have tcr 

bve a m-canpatible indexing wiw i t a  minim1 Complete kmctlmal 

Complex (CFC) . What f s the minimal CrFC sf self? Since it is being 

asaigned an internal arglanent of the verb admire, the m i r l h l  CFC of self 



will be th~t d m i n  i n  whlch a l l  of the arguments of W. /erb are 

satisfied,  including the subject. Since the Ekternal Theta Role is finally 

dlschwged by SPEC In the NP, WE CFt for these examples will be the entire 

NP. M t  is the antecedent of self? I suggest that the antecedent is -er - 9  

the s u f f i x  has a l l  of the right properties in the sense thet it both 

c-coannanas the smaphor, and it identifies its thew role w i t h  the external 

theta role of the verb, thus giving us  the right reading. The structure 

w i l l  thus be as follows, f i l l i ng  In the appropriate indexing: 

I i 
self admire 

k t  us assum that this kind of coindexatim of antecedent3 w i t h  

amphora such as - self Introduces an equatian of tk form x=y intu the 

semantic formula, where x is t k  an*cedent and y is the amphor . Tbis 

equatlm ~ust idmt i f iee  the two pointa in t h  phrase marlr~er as denoting 

the same obJect. The semantic value of a nom such as self-admirer w i l l  

therefore be as follows: 



We can simplify this expresslm by making use of the equatian: 

So a self-admirer is some - x such tkt x - i s  an Astor and more specifically 

there is an - e such t k t  - e i s  an event of - x's admiring x ,  which Pa, of - 
course, the correct interpreatim. 

Qne questim which might arise is ,  given t h a t  the Ct;r: is really the 

whole NP, why self would have to be b m d  by the -er. Why could it no t  be - - 
bound by the subject of the NP, i f  there i s  me? In fact, it carmot, as 

examples o? the following form show: 

(224) 
a.  *Join'si selfj-admirer is late today. 
b. *Frankf ai selfi-redeemer i s  a fool. 
c. *Charliersi selfi-flagellator i s  enjoying himself. 

In fact, a l l  of these are bad with the indicalxd indexing; J o h l s  

self-admirer simply cannot mean sanebody or other who admires Jotm, bu t  

rather refers to a self-admirer who happens to be In sowe sort of 

relatimehip, expreaeible by the possessive, to  J o h .  

Yet there is evidence that for sane reascn or other the subjects In 

e s e  cases are not within the CFC of the - self prefix; tkrat is, t h y  are 

somehow oulxide the theta domain for Ume anaphor as far as the Bhdlng 



Tkory  is mc~rned.  This can be s k m  w i t h  clear ly  syntact ic  ref lexives 

W c h  a re  receiving the internal theta ro le  of ttie verb from the derived 

Bgent noun ra'hr thm from taae verb d i rec t ly  via cornpornding: 

(225) 
a.  * J o h l  si admirer of himselfi  is l a t e  today. 
b. *Franklsi redeemer of bimselfiis a fool.  
C. *ChaPlielsi f l age l l a to r  of himselfi is enjoyk!g himself. 

So, (225a), if  it means mything a t  a l l ,  r e f e r s  again to a prsm who 

admires hbmelf and who is sanehow related to Jokl. k t u a l l y ,  I f ind forms 

such as admirer of himself f a i r l y  d d  anyway, a s  do a number of other 

speakers whom I h v e  asked (though see Ciorgi (mrk in progress) for  data 

from Italian in which such farms are apprently goodl.) In any event, there 

seems t o  be sawthing blocking coreferencr between ar. amphor which is the 

internal arguumt of a form such a s  admirer and the subject position of the 

NP in these cases. I do not  h v e  an explanation for  this, though 

presumably the Nf is somehow act ing  a s  a danain for  the Binding W o r y  in 

these m s t r u c t i m s ,  fo r  whatever ream. Similar julgmmta carry over, I 

thhk, to picture NPs also: so ,  Jo tn ' s  s t o r y  about himself is fine as long 

as J o h  is the one who is telling the s tory ,  but for scme reas.m the 

judgmt for  me degrades if  someme else h s  to ld  the story,  and J o h  just 

happens to om rt writtePI transcript of the W1Ln.g. In any event, whatever 

t k  explanation for +he f o r m  is, it will surely w r y  over to examples 

of the form &c-hls self-admirer. 



2.5.2 Self- in Derived M h a l s .  

We next turn to examples of the :€allowing form: 

(226 
a. J o h l s  self-flagellatim was a pi t i fu l  evmt to observe. 
b. 'Ihe aardvarks1 self-annihilatim was pleaslng to 

the termites. 
c.  Self-destructicn by Kamikaze pilots was often 

effective in achieving its goals. 

I assune tht the skucture is as follows, and that -- self is bomd by the 

subject (or agent) of the NP: 

SPEC N1 , a,? ,P> 
I I 

a,O>,d> V,d ,2 ,E>  
I \ I / 
I I 

I 
selfi f lagel late 

The -tic interpretation, simplifying using the equation given by the 



So, the NP refers to an 2, where - e is an event of Jotn flagellating J o h .  

W h t  about cases l i k e  the following, #here there is no overt subject or 

agent in the NIr? 

(229) 
a. Self-flagellaticn is not a ccamm practice these days. 
be Self-destsuctim is not a desirable a d .  
c. Slf-castigation is often required for moral rectitude. 

Binding appears b be local here since the m i n g  of (22%) for instance 

is WmC for me to flagellate meself is not a camm practice these days. 

In fact, it is obligatorily local as the following examples show: 

(230) 
a. They expectd self-annihilatim tn be required. 
b. They expected self-destructim not to be very nice. 
c. The m a n h  thought self-flagellatian to be o u a a w .  

The crucial point a b u t  these examples is that although self can refer to 

the same set of individuals a8 specified by the m W i x  subdect, it can only 

do so i f  the a w t  of the nominal I s  understad as being also coreferential 

w l t h  the mtzlx subject. This is different from the case of phrasal 

anaphors, which we discussed in Section 2.4.1.3, where it m a  observed that 

in m y  case8 an anaphoric object of a nominal could be irnterpseted as 

coreferential with a mtrix subject, even i f  the (mderstod) subdect of 

the nominal was Interpreted as being distinct in reference. Tkls we 



a t t r ibu ted  to  the f a c t  that the External 'Beta Role is general not  

necessarily discharged, although there seems to be v a r i a t i m ,  as also noted 

in the previous d l scuss im,  across speakers and across d i f fe ren t  example 

sentences. 

Fht why m o t  something of th is  form ocqur here? Why m o t  the 

&term1 'Ilpeta Role simply go undischarged in the - se l f -nmlnal  

ccns t ruc t fms,  thus simultaneously allowing for  f r e e  interpretat icn of the 

understood subject and for  binding of the anaphor self outside the NP? Ss, 

why cannot (230b) man t h a t  t k y  anticipated that samebody or 0 t h -  

destroying tha muld not  be nice? 

I think the answer l i e s  in the correct  interpretat ion of the n o t i m  of 

Complete F m ~ c t i s ~ l a l  Complex. We assumed above ( see the diagram in (1 75) ) , 

perhaps Implici t ly ,  that i f  an ESrternal Theta Role were to  go undischrged 

in a derived nominal it would be mdischarged across the cawgory change 

from V to  N. That is, the Ektenal Theta Role would be repres . , i t 4  in the 

theta gr id  of the verb and not  of the d o m t n a t b ~  nom: 

admire NOM 



Let us propose a t e r m  fo r  t h i s  iaclc of discharge of the &*ma1 lbsta 

Role: we w i l l  say that the ESrterm:L Theta Role bmga across A and B, A and 

B being nodes h a tree T, i f  it is uninherited in a theta gr id  transfer 

words, speci f ic  kind 

example, if the External Wta ?ole is no t  inherited by a derived nominal 

a l q  with the r e s t  of the verb's theta-grid, then it w i l l  be said -to 

hang. So, in the above s t ruc ture ,  th i k b m l  Theta Role %rigs acrose V 

and N. If N has an anaphoric object ,  V e n ,  there !A11 be no subject for t k  

anaphor to m h  t k  NP count a s  a CFC fo r  that anaphor and it will 

therefore be bomd outside. 

bwever,  a r e  is a difference with tkme prefix -- s e l f  in tbt ;  aebf is not  

a sister of N but a sister of V dmirmaM by N. In pa r t i cu la r ,  V is the 

governor of - self and also assigns it a thta ro le  so  the CFC for - self will 

be defined in terms of V, not  in terms of whatever N might inherit f r m  V. 

Piesmably, thm, the Ek-ml Theta Role of V is present In the grid (it 

has not  hmg) and is therefore takm to be p r t  of the d e f i n i t i m  of the 

CFC for  self insofar as self must be bound w l t h i n  a dolnain Wrat  s a t i s f i e s  

the t h t a  requlreumts expressed a t  the level  of its theta assigner. If 

t he  & t e r n 2  Iheta Role must be sa t i s f i ed  as part of the d e f i n i t i m  of the 

ClFC of - s l f ,  it cannot kng across Vand N. So N will then .Inherit the 

EScternal The- Fble and w i l l  therefore be obliged to discharge it i n  some 

,ay  or  other. W s  discharge will take place t o  the subject p o a i t i m  of 

the W ,  mless there is a &-phrase, in which case it w i l l  be discharged to 



that.  So, the presence of t h e  subject will be forced and the binding all 

necessarily be local .  

In the nex t  sectiaa I cmsider  me f ina l  set of cases which seem 'r;o 

support the analysis  presmted here. 

2.5.3 Self- Pt'efixarklm to Nouns and Mject ives.  - 

S l f -  a l s o  prefixes lx clear  cases of noms and adject ives,  such as the 

(232 
a .  A se l f -por t ra i t  was seen hanging in the Louvre. 
b. Self-love can be object imable.  
c. J o h  is rea l ly  self-destruct ive.  

There is presumably no doubt that se l f -por t ra i t  is an example of a f f i x a t i m  

of self to a noun. The other two cases are  less obvious. 3, why is self - - 
not  at taching to  V-e verb love in (232b) which is subsequently ncininalized, - 
and why is self- not amching to deswoy with subsequent a f f i x a t i m  of 

-ive? - 

In fact, I t h h k  tbat love is not  a case of a f f i x a t i m  of NCM to a verb, - 
but  is, l i k e  other d e v e r h l  now8 which lack overt  marking of the i r  nominal 

s t a m ,  simply a form which is listed as  related to love; see section - 
2.4.2. for a discussfan of such c a e s .  ?his form i a  interestdng i n  t h a t  it 

apparcntly has a theta gr id  like that of the verb love, a s  evidenced by - 
examples of the form J o b ' s  love of &ry, bbnty's love of Lie Algebras, and - 



so  for th .  Nevertheless, ccmpomds such a s  *worn - love, *cat love and so 

f o r t h  a r e  bad if interpreted as synthetic m p m d s :  root  compounds such as 

puppy love a re  okay. This makes sense i f  we assume, on the me hand, t h a t  

whatever nominalizatim process is going on in verbs l i k e  love is w k e d  

for  a part icular  verb, hence disallowing t k  n m h a l i z e r  tx~ be bracketed 

syntac t ica l ly  outside an [ N  VIV s t ruc ture ,  and m the other that a naninal 

element m o t  adjoin to the left  of a deverbal noun such a9 love and be 

interpreted a s  a t A e a ~ t i c  a r g m t  since in order to be ~ c c  interpreted, by 

the Lhiformitgr Condition, Case would have to be assignable which it would 

not  be; the l e f t  member of a noun-noun compomd is p r e s m b l y  no t  a Clse 

position. QI the other hand, self- being an a f f i x ,  does not  need Gse and 

13 therefore f r e e  t o  a t tach  t o  such forms and be t h e m t i c a l l y  interpreted. 

In f a c t ,  self- is generally af f ixable  in f~rms ~ u c h  as tkse: 

(233) self-love ("banan-love) ; self-heed ("dog-hatred) ; self-howledge 

( "algebra-howledge) 

Thrning now to  -the adjec t iva l  cases, there Is very clear  evidence t h a t  

self- must be a W c h h g  outside the adjlective in example8 such as 

self4eatruc%ivee ---- - -Ive is a f a i r l y  prcductlve ~ u f f i x  changing verbs in to  

noms. However , it is not a semantically .tPansparent suffijt ; ad jectdvos 

formed from verbs plus -1ve are not  p r d i c t a b l y  related ta the verbal 

bases. So although destruct ive m y  well have as its referent  the s t  of 

e n t i t i e s  which have a propensiw tomrds destroying, it IB n o t  the case 



tbt c m s t r u c t i v e  is c e l a a  to construct  i n  a similarly predictable  way. 

S imi la r ly ,  m d u c i v e  is n o t  obviously r e l a M  to cmduct .  Of those that do 

seem to be related in an obvious my, m l y  very few allow for cmplernenlx: 

(234 1 
a.  ( ? )  John is des t ruc t i ve  of everything t h t  he has tried to 

achieve. 
b. * b r k  is productive of work. 
c. * M y  1s n o t  permissive of lew3ness. 
d .  ?&ic is saremunicative of his ideas .  

It seems that what w want to say a b u t  - -ive ad jec t i ve s  is t h a t  (when they 

are r e l a t e d  more or less t ransparen t ly  the verb) t h y  are formed by 

indexing a posi t ion in the tkta g r i d  of the a f f i x  with the external 

pos i t ion  in the g r i d  of the verb. 'Il&is w i l l  in general y ie ld  a s t r u c t u r e  

of t k  following form, where the verb ' s  thematic g r i d  is n o t  inher i ted  by 

the adjec t ive :  

A, d > 
/ \ 

/ \ 
/ \ 

V,a i , 2 ,E>  <V,lu,ai> 
I 1 

I 
permit i v e  

Destructive is simply marked In apparent ly  allowing (though n o t  requi r ing  ) 

that the -tic grid of t k  verb is i n h e r i t x i .  However, we my f a i r l y  

assume that in any event, the -ive deverbal ad jec t i ve  must be h general 

3.: sted with p t i c u l m  verbs insofar as f t does n o t  normally have a 



productive relatimship with its base verb. 

Given this, for forms l i k e  destructive, it is fairly clear that 

synthetic canpornding will be Impossible. Therefore, cmpomding will have 

to  be with the adjective as a whole. Tkis will rule out  N-A compunds such 

as *city4estructive, again because the Miformity Conditim requires &se 

assignment, which is impossible in this case. Self- h s  no Bse 

requiremat, however, arid is thus ell-formed with such examples. It 

behaves.perfectly normably fn  being disckrged the internal theta role. 

The CFC will be defined as the entire mplex in which there is a governor 

for self-, namely the adjective, and in  which the theta grid of the 

adjective--in this case including tbe E3rternal Theta Role, which is the 

role assigned by the adjective to  it^ modifbee--ia satisfied. In a 

predicate adjectival ms-truction this may be the entire sentence: 

( 236 1 
CFC for self - 

--=. 

There is me other fact which is interesting, and which supports the  

idea that - s l f -  in its vmpomdsfl is syntactically bound and not  Peximlly 

bomd. Assuming th~t noms like portrait have an optional theta role wkich 

they om essim to the I*objec%l1 of the portrait, tbm - self mn be argued ta 



be getting a '&b role from the grid of por-trait in tk m s t r u c t i o n  

self-portrait. Yet, although I t  is clear %Fiat a self-psrfa'ait refers to a 

pakiting which m e  tas done of oneself, %re also seems to be a very 

strcng desire an the past of speakers to have the self- bound by the 

subject of the NP. In fact, although it is perfectly obvlous w h t  such 

cmstructims would meen, speakers reject sentmces of the following form: 

(237) *"Be Museum of Mern R t l s  self-portrait by Picasso I s  
hanging cn display w i t h  the other cubis t  paintings. 

There is a strong tendency to infdspret the - self as referring -?D the 

subject, which is absurd in th'.s case, and ~Prfiich further m s  tkt the 

&-phrase is otiose. This seems to be a s t rmg  indication, then, that; 

self- is syntactically bound, and not  bomd Itin the l e ~ i m . ~ ~  - 

%his m c l d e s  the discussim of self- l l c a n ~ u n d s l l .  I have a rgud t h a t  

.the dis7ributiora of these forms in the general case can be explained by the 

Bindlng 'Iheory as ms l rued  in Chmky (1984), with some auxiliary 

asswnptim~ about the @se requiremta for self-. Insofar as L have been 

successful, I have shown mt Wre is no particular reasm t x ~  claim, as 

some have (see G - r i m s h w  (1983)) that -re is a different klnd of blndlng 

in lexical ccnstructims from w k t  te find in syntax. Cer tah ly  there 

appear to be differences m the surface Insofar as 1-1 binding is 

f o r d ,  which is not the case for  phrasal anaphors. However, I have 

that W s  follows fram the correct fntx?rpsetatim of tb notim of 



In the next section of t h i s  chapter I discuss exteneicns of the idem 

in t~oduwd in the previous sectims to slightly different kinds of 

morphology, including adjectival passives and deadjectlml nominals. 

2.6.1 A %rt Discussim of Abjectfval Passives. 

In t%lls sectian 1 discuss saw facts about adjectival passives in  

Ehglish which seem to mfirm t h ~  ideas introduced in this ctmptm. I 

skll  be adopting the excellent r e a t  treament of these forms by k v i n  

and w v a p o r t  (1 985 1 

hv in  and Rappaport assume Wt t t ~  formation of adjectival passives 

~msists In tm operatias. f i r s t  part is the formtim of a 

participle from t h  verb. The participle ending -en kas the property that 

33. Though Norvn Chcmdq has n o w  ( p . c . )  Jotmt s ,self-port-aita are rot for 
sale w i t h  l 2 ~  m i n g  that  Jahl has a collectim of self-prtraj ts  and that - 
his eollectfm is not for sale. I happen to find this judgmmt r a w r  
dubious. Km lble has pointed out  examples l ike  That is WIT-destructive. 
where *re seem to be no overt antecedent. I suggest that them are 
parallel to b k s  a b u t  meaelf are m o y h q ,  where, again , there is no 
overt antecedent; most l i ke ly ,  l h r e  is an understood - me which is the 
binder in such cases. 



it suppresses the Pte rml  Theta Role of the verd4. m syntax, following 

Jaeggli (1984), and hker ,  Johnson and Roberta ( in  preparaticm), this 

suppressim takes place mder discharge via predicatim to - -en, which is 

presumably in INFL. So in these mses it acts as an argument. In the 

l e x i m ,  under my analysis t h i s  m o t  happen since the internal theta 

rohe(s) will still remain undiscbarged a t  this stage. I asslane then t k t  

the direct af-fixaticn of - -en to a verb simply allows external theta 

role t o  hang fn the sense introduced in the previous part of this chapter. 

?Ime s e m d  part of tk formation of adjectival passives involves a rule 

which m g e s  prticiples into adjectives. This is schwsatized by kvin 

and Rappapor t as follows: 

They suggest Wt the externalization of the internal argument is due ix 

this mvers im to an adJective. ?his Is m t r w y  to Williamst ( 1 W )  

account where he explicitly states a rule of internal theta role 

extemlizatim. ?hey suggeac, in  fact, that thie externalizaticm of the 

34. Though Fhbb (1 984) argues ( pp. 49-59 ) that -en k h v e s  differently 
when governed by the aux il lar y hve  as in I h a v e 1  led the rutabaga. He 
is canem& with Chse a s s i m 5 a t h e r  than with thta role assignment, 
and notes that while, under the iXa3 analysis, -en abssrbs Cgse in passives, 
it is m o t  be said to do so in perfects. k T g e s t a  that the Case 
assigning potentla1 of the verb i a  relnetated by the premse of h v e  which 
nh16mcee out the [Qae] features of the sentence.It Samething c l x y  also 
needs to be said a b u t  the theta properties of - -en t o  mke t h i s  stary work. 



internal theta role(s) i s  simply the unmarked property of the conversim 

35 from verbs to  adjectives . 
Che way to look a t  thia proczss is ta view thematic structure as being 

arranged somewhat like t h  layers of a small  onion, with the external thela 

position being the ou-r layers, and internal positims occuping m e  or 

more inner layers. ?he suppressim of t k  &tern1 Theta Role, as i n  the 

conversim from a verbal participle to an adjective could be viewed as 

peeling away the outer layer, and discarding igG. 

me important point which they demma*ate i s  that i f  a verb ha3 more 

than one internal theta role, thm any me may be the externalized role of 

the ad~ectival pssive b u t  a l l  of of the obligatory mes mt be satisfied 

(and a l l  of the o p t i m a l  mes my be satisfied). This polnt is show by 

35. Evidence for th is  are forms with the af f ix  -able which clearly picks up 
the Mt@rnal argument in soroe way: So '?his sen= i s  parsable' clearly 
m s  that t M s  sentence is such tht scrmeotle can parse I t .  kvln and 
hppaport do not  discuss this particular class of evidence for ihe 
asserutim (though t h y  do give other evidence),  but it seems as though this 
property of intern1 role extemlizatim is fairly colnnan In very 
semmtially transparent adjective formatian. 

36. In fact, g i m  Vkt the salient property of adjectival amversion f s 
tbat of exlmmlizing the inbrnel theta role, it my be possible to 
explain wfiy +n participles my became adjectives i n  the f i rs t  place, as 
opposed to other participles, which generally do not. (Ch this, see h b b  
(1 9841, p. 212. ) Since - -m suppresses t h  &Ceml mta Role, it h s  m e  
of the salient properties of an ad3ecP;Ival a f f i x .  Given th ia ,  we might 
actually assme that the fact t h t  participles i n  -m can be adjectives 
follows f ran  their ability to  suppress tk Externamle, rather the 
other my aromd . This is a sanewhat speculative a t  the moment, houever . 



the following (tee rn 41, 42 in k v . h  and Fbppaport): 

cram WE freezer: t h e  freezer remained crammed 
'cram the food: *the food remained cramoed 
cram the food into the freezer: the food remained cratmned 
into the freezer 
stuff the pillow: the pillow remained stuffed 
*stuff dhe feathers: *the feathers reumined stuffed 
stuff the feathers In to  the pillow: the feathers 
remained stuffed into t k  pillow 

In the remainder of this sec t im,  I discuss a couple of properties of 

adjectival passives M c h  f a l l  out of a cornbinatIan of my analysis with 

that of k v f r ~  and Ftappaport. 

F i rs t  of a l l ,  ms t ruc t ions  of the followlng form are bad i n  Ehglish, 

w i t h  the read- t h a t  the l e f t  hand member is an Internal argunent of the 

verb : 

(240) *chicken-killd, "dog-seen , *house-painted +baby-fed . . . . 

This is presmably because t b  internal theta role of t k  verb would be 

absorbed by t k  left-hand nmlnal,  and there would be no theta role for the 

adjective to inherit. Or" course, where there are two internal theta roles, 

such cans~uctims muld still be ruled out, this time by the RoJeztim 

Frincfple, as dizxuaeed in secticn 2.3.5.3. So, *freezer-cramned food or 

*The food remairaed freezer-cramned are out for the same r e a m  as 

*skelf-putter of books is out. 

Interestingly, Lardil contrasts with Fhglish i n  this respect; assignment 



of the internal tkb ro le  - is possible in  seernlngly l e x i a l  passives, and 

shows up an interesting way in Pgernt nminals In Wt language ( t b n k s  

to Ken? Hsle for  pointlr i  out these examples and for  providing the da ta ,  and 

see a l s o  Hale et .  al .  ( 1  The a f f i x  - -n in b r d i l  is the equivalent 

of Ehglish ( +r ) . It shows up in c a n s k u c t i m s  such as: 

(241 ) 
Wka-nee -n 
p e r m  kill +r 
( =  someone who k i l l s  people) 

Constructims such a s  this me are presumably exactly l ike  W i r  Ehglish 

Hoever,  the p a s i v e  morpheme may a l s o  appear In these 

cons-tructims, b e t w e n  the verb and -n, and wkn it does, it forms an 

(242 ) 
dengkane -yi -n 
perscxl-kill pasalve -er 
( =  something w i t h  which to k i l l  people) 

&ere l a  a ready e x p l m a t i m  for  th ia  b e h v i o r ,  given tbe observatiun that 

-& in Lardi l ,  m l i h  - -a? in Ehglish, never forma adjectives. What in  fact 

seems to be happening in form such as (24.2) is that the internal  theta 

r o l e  is aesimed t~ the noun which is sister to t k  V ;  the passive a f f i x  is 

then attached, but In t h i s  case we can actually discharge the Fk.ternal 

Wta Role to it, since the i n b r n a l  me is already discharged ( igna rhg ,  



again, the Event, which all be dischrged in the change from V to N . )  

Since there is no V to A ccnversion in Lardil ,  there w i l l  be no requirement 

for an internal tkta role to t>e aromd. Finally, Mhen - -n attaches, there 

is no Ex*ml %ta Role f3r it to be attached to, and we my assme 

therefore that it defaults somehow to  InstrumenWl, whlch seems to be the 

secand most ccmm interpretatlcm of - -er in Ehglish, following the Pgent 

interpretatfm. Qle possibility, irn fact, I s  that it is so interpreted 

under ideartificatim w i t h  t h e  Ehmt position. The m s ~ u c t i m  w i l l  be a3 

fsllows :, 

M, d >  V, A ,2,E> 
I \ / !  

dangb nee 

TYw Interpretatla of this, given t b a t - y i  is interpreted existentially, 

and the linking be-hen  - -n and the event h a  sane appropriate notatim ~ u c h  

as wlth(e ,n) would be as follows: 



Final ly,  note that expressed lgents in cc3mpounds with passive 

p a r t i c i p l e s  in Ehglish, such as man mde are necessar i ly  semantic 

wgunents,  as argued by Lieber (1 983). This follows since at taching a 

nominal to a verb inside the - -en m o t  r e s u l t  i n  the nomfnalls receiving 

t h e  EStternal Theta Role, as argued in previous sect ions,  and a-ching it 

outside the p a r t i c i p l e  w i l l  mean that it can cmly be infmpre-td 

s m m t i c a l l y  as the agent, since the Fkternal Rgunent is suppressed. This 

fact h s  an In teres t ing  ccnsequence fo r  self- Nccmpomdslv w i t h  

par t i c ip l e s .  It d l 1  man tkt the anaphor is n o t  being assigned a tbta 

r o l e  ern a g r id  of an argument taker and that therefore it w i l l  no t  have a 

CFC. This should predic t ,  given that the Binding Theory only appl ies  to 

anaphors within CFCs, that the anaphor wi l l  not need to be bound 

s y n h c t i c a l l y .  M s  seem to be r i g h t  for such forms. So In 

self-addressed m 3  that the Bent of t k  addressing addressed sanething 

or  o=br to himself. mt this Pgent need not be syntac t ica l ly  present as 

in A self-addressed envelope is required. Similarly in IXl tcR ( EkPc 

Reuland, p . c . )  , zelf-gerepareerde auto ( = self-repaired - a s )  can r e fe r  to a 

car which is repaired by the omer  himself, as opposed t o  being taken to a 

garage. B u t  the &ent of the repair ing does not  need ta be syntac t ica l ly  

prelsent. W i t h  this, I mcluie t h i a  mctim adjec t iva l  paasives. I t u n  

next lx a shor t  discuaaicm of deadJectiva1 nominals. 



In this section I take a quick lmk at me cless of deadjectival 

nominals in Ehgbfsh, namely those formed w i t h  the suffix -iQ. Even though 

I argued In the last chapter that a barge clam - i t y  noms are listed, 

insofar as it is not  predictably the case tk,t j u s t  any lath=k adjective 

can take the suffix, it does nevertheless s e e m  to be the case that the 

mstructicxls are smmtically predictable. l h i s  i s  especially clear, 

perhaps unsurprislngly, in cases *re -iw is clearly syntactically 

productive a n ~ . y ,  namely the. deverbal adjectives in - -able. I shall assume 

hacefortb that - i ty forms are semmtically predictable in the gmel>al 

case, and that the necessity of listing a large class of adjectives i s  due 

to a reslrictim a t  sme other level of t h  grammr, perhaps a t  Uae 

syntactic level, as in fact suggestA in the analysi~ In ths last chapter. 

In fact it seems that there is god  r e a m  to argue t h t  9, like NOki 

or - +r is an affix which allom inheritance of its sisterls therrrstic grid. 

To - th is ,  msider  t t ~  following exatuplee: 

(245) 
a. lhis senbmce is garsable. 
b. parsability of this senlmce i s  indisputable. 

h (24%) the predlicatz adJective p s a b l e  is assigning a theta 

role--ultimately the intern1 theta role of the verb pe--b taae subject 

sf the sentence. In (245b) it i s  precisely the same theta role which i s  



being assigned to the m p l ~ t  of the  nom passabilfq.  So, somehow or 

other, the internal tkta role of parse is being inherited first by the 

adjective parsable and subsequently by the noun parsability. 

But what does the NP parsability of this sentence r ~ f e r  to? Clearly 

what it refers b Is some state of affairs ,  in particular the state of 

affairs of sane particular sentenoets being parsable; w h a t  (245b) is 

claimiezg as indisputable is this state of affairs. -how this notlm of 

state of affairs is introduced by the affix -iW. Let us suggest then t h a t  

the full eney  for -ity be given as follows: 

n u s  -i ty has tm t k t a  roles, me  which is t k  bteml Pale of the affix 

(and ultima-ly of the noun) and a c h  refers to a state of affairs ,  and 

the other which will link under identification w i t h  WE Ekternal Theta role 

of the adjective to  which -ity attacks, arld which expresses the particular 

kind of state of af f ia rs  denoted by the adjective. A word Pike passability 

all h v e  t h  following form, ass* (as discussed in a previous sec t im)  

that the adJgctiva1 a f f i x  -able has  the effect of hanging the External 

'Eheb Role of the verb and externalizing (me  of the) internal arguments: 



parse able 

The interpretatim of t h i s  form should k: 

So, parsability refers to some - x ,  where - x is the s la te  of affair8s of yvs 

being passable, for some y. E. full NP such as the parsability of this 

mtmce muld be hterpelzd as follows: 

There is a certain parallel here with derived nminals insofar a3 

derived nmlnals refer to an Event of s m  partiest pr fo rmce  of the  

actim of the associated verb,  whereas deadJectival forms In -ity refer to 

states sf affairs of sane entity or ctherf s having the attribute of the 

associated adjectivd7. The difference is that the Event of derived 

---------- 
37. ?his fact was n o d  by Jespersen ( I  99-49),  volme 4.  p.  85. 



nmhals canes f'sm the verb, wt-tereas the state of affairs interpretation 

of -iQ adjectives comes from th:! affix, and not from tk adjective. 

Also, there is another parallel hetween -iw forms and derived nminals, 

and that is that s ~ n e  -ity forms optionally hsve the equivalent of the 

r e ~ u l t  intmpretaticn of certxin specific ncaninals. The forms to which I 

am referrhg are the idiosyncratically interpreted words such as rarity 

with the meaning of slsareething which is rare1' rather thm state of 

'being rare.1$ Rarity in $his inlzrpretatim refers to an entity which h s  

the property sf be- rare. Similarly, mst ruc t im in the result 

interpretatim refers to an entity wM& has the property of being 

cmstructd.  In t k  caae of the derived nominal, I assme t k t  N014 is 

optimally able to be indaxed w i t h  the internal t k t a  role of the verb, 

hose theta grid is therefore not percolated and remains locked up within 

the mrphology. Similarly, - i ty may be rrrarked in e ~ t a i n  cases tc index 

me of its %hew roles to the theta role of the adjective. Lf we assume 

that this f s tfBE! 2 role, t 2 -m the &tern1  Role (VE 1 ) might j u s t  hang. 

This would yield structures, for the two forms, as follows: 



A, Q>  
/ \ 

/ \ 
1 \ 

A, Cl i> (A,N>, CI ,2i> 
I I 
I 

rare i& 

2.7 ~ c l u s i m :  Overview and R o s p c t u s .  

In this ckmtnpt~r I have given an accomt af syntacti~19ly p r d u c t i v e  and 

seraantically predictable morphology. I have made a nmkr of assmptims 

a b u t  the my varfoue coorpents  of the g r a m m  m r k ,  m d  I have a l s o  mde 

asampt ions  about the form of .the lexical entries of the  various affixes; 

most of t h e e  a s s q t i m s  I feel have k e n  su f f i c i en t ly  justified. 

Tfie haic thrust of w h a t  I have tried to argue is that various 

cmpments of l 2 ~  gsamw, such as Binding Theory, a s e  'heory, Theta 

Theory, anad so m ,  play a large ro le  in determining wll-formedness of 

supposedly lex ica l  constrbasticns; fwtkrmre, and this i a  p e r h p e  the more 

surpris ing pint me needs -tn make few assumptions about the m y  



 set^ of principles  operate in Nlexicalll  constructions in order to  derive 

the r i g h t  properties. So, I lave suggesw that Case W o r y  and Tkta 
I 

I 

Theory, applying apparently a s  they do in the syntax, largely deixrmine I 

w e l l - f o r m e s s  of s y n t k t i c  canpounds, and the Binding Theory, again 1 
I 

applying as it does In the syntax, determines the well-formedness of 1 
m s t r u c t i a a s  ccn-ining the lflexicabW anaphos - self. 

Qf course, certain mechmims - have h e n  a r g d  to apply in collocations 

of lexical items (stems and af f ixes )  which a r e  subphasal ,  but not  in the 

corresponding phrasal constructions; it is cer ta in ly  tk a s e ,  for 

instance, a s  we have seen in the discussion of synthet ic  canpornding, that 

theta discharge frsm a verb to its argment  is not  via the same 

mechanim--namely theta marking--as it is in V B ,  b u t  sather via the 

mechanim of theta i d e n t i f i c a t i m .  We derived t h i s  f r m  the assumption 

tbat the- w k b g  occur8 only fi a darnin of mlml p ~ o j e c t i m s ,  a 

par t icular  notion being given of w h t  it means to be "in the domain of a 

maxhl p r ~ j e c t i a n . ~ ~  So cer ta in  central &dm assmptlangl hve  groved 

necessary even though tkre eo~pments of the g r a m w  thmseLves bebave 

o t k r w i s e  t k  same. Ae I pointed out in the last chapter, ale could refer  

to these a a m p t i m s  about the behavior of sutmwimal projections as being 

Itthe lexierjplW or, to use a r a tk r  trendy term, "par t  of the a l p h a k t  of 

morpholqy." ht to do so  would h v e  l i t t l e  theoret ical  s i g n i f i m l s e ,  I 

f e e l ;  me could as e a s i l y  claim that NPs m e t i t a r k  a separate ~omlpmmt of 

the grammar because it is clear that nominals behave d i f ferent ly  from verbs 



in a l l  s o r t s  of s a l i e n t  respects.  But  there is l i t t l e  sense in this 

notiaa , I suspect,  in~ofar  as genuine components of the gra4mrrar , such as 

syntax and phcmology, r ea l ly  - do have properties which, I assme, are ~ t a t e d  

in terms of two markedly d i f fe ren t  vocabularies. Fdone of this should be 

taken to m t h a t  words do not  ex i s t .  This no more follows from wkat I 

have said tkn fh t  the (presumably correct)  assert ian that there is no 

l lW-cuupent l l  would imply that there are no NPs. All I am claiming is 

that Were does not m to be a reasm for positing a separate campment 

of w r d  formaticm. 

lkedless  to say, these Ideas are  in d i r e c t  mf ra ra ta t lon  of much recent 

work in morphology which argues that even productive morphology of the kind 

that I have s-Mied Pn this chapter is governed by p r t i c u l a r  morphological 

or lexical principles  of ~ 1 1 - f o r m c h e s s .  M y  s lxh  well-formchess 

conditims kave hem proposed and I have no Intention of giving an 

exhaustive discussim of these; tk Pnbreated reader is referred to m r k  

by Williams (Am, in progress) , Randall ( I  93, 1 W )  , Grimshaw (1  983) , 

Gr&sh%w and kster ('19851, and many others. What I will dc here is 

ampare my approech with me recent propoaal for  a morphological pr inciple,  

namely the !hemtic Inheritance Fkhc ip le  of M d a l l  (1 932, 1984). Since we 

have already discussed t h i s  principle elsewhere in the chapter, this 

discussion is by bpay of review. 

The Thematic hher i t ance  hinc ip l e  is r e p a m  agaln below: 



(251 ) Themtic I n k r i m e  Principle ( Randall,  1984) 
A category-changing operation which blocks the 
a s s i ~ l  of a +role blocks the assigrslent of a l l  
&roles l o w r  en the 0-hierarchy. 

w.kre, +hierarchy is g ivm as: Them?;&ent>Instrument, Source. . . . 

In previous secticms of the chapter w have seen how tw effects of the 

Themtic Inheritance Principle are in f a c t  derivative. M r s t l y ,  Pgent 

n m h l s  in - -er, which block assijqxrm t of the bent insofar as they are - 
the kmt, a l s o  block Instrunentx, and o t k r  obliques. P d s ,  w a r m ,  

m s  derivative of the assumptian t h a t  ,such, obliques are rea l ly  modifiers of 

Evmta, an aasmptim which is based on f a c t s  about the senantics of 

sentences, and goes back to bv idson  (1 s). Since noms do not  have Event 

p o s i t i m s  (althaugh noms my refer to events),  such rncdificatim is 

predicted to be impossible in bent nmfnala a n p y .  Derived n m l n a l s  - do 

haw Event positions insofar as they refer  to even-, so we muld predict 

that Event modifying obliques, such as I n s t r m e n a l s ,  should be possible 

k re .  l h l s  is correct apparently, s h e  a l l  speakers I h v e  msu l t .&  have 

no Wouble w i t h  m s . t r u c t i m s  of WR form; this is ccntrary Randall who 

takes such forme to be  tical. 

The explmatim of the absence of Event mcdifiers in &mt nominals 

ex-de to cover lhei~ absence in adJectives, under t k  a s a m p t i m  that 

adject ives,  l i k e  noms, do not mmically have event; p o s i t i m s .  The 

fo1louIn.g are thu predicted bad, in agreement wlth Randall : 



(252 ) 
a. The plane is flyable (*to Rance) 
b. ?ke plane unflom (+into the wind) 

?here is me other class of oases which Randall discusses, and that 1s 

where a noun or adJective lnkri ta  the Theme from the verb. It i s  

predicted by the 'hematic Inheritance Pcirneiple that the !gent should be 

This fact i s  predictable under my accomt under either of two assmptbms. 

Suppoae f i r s t  of a l l  tkdt - -ee is not  semantically productive i n  which case 

it i s  s h p l y  theta indexed, under my approach, with the lhternal kgunmt. 

Tn tlrat case, there will- simply be no inheritance of thematic grid and 

the kent should therefore be inexpressible. Now suppose that there is a 

thematic grid Wrl tance ,  wed tht - -ee picks up the Intern1 Wta Role, 

presumably under theta identification. That will mean that the Internal 

role i s  discharged via binding from *ec since it 1s now expressed as the 

head af MP. But  if the bent Rrase were internal to NP, as in a by-phrase, 

it wuld m tkrat tk h t e m l  Theta Role is belng discharged before the 

Internal one. B4-8 this i s  mt ra ry  to deflnitim and i s  thus impossible. 

The case w i t h  derived adjectives is less clear. ?he Themtic 

Mheritance Rinciple predica them bad w l t h  bents, as does the idea, 

discussed here (fran Levin and Rappaport (1985)) that ln adjectives the 



ktemal 'ha Role rS shply d i s p s l s d  w i t h .  But this !3e11lf3 not  slays to 

be so clearly true, as the f'oblouing w e l l - f o r d  examples suggest: 

(254 
a .  'IMs gram~nr is unlearnable by childrern. (example from 

b p r  , 1984) 
b. W house renmbned surrounded by W e a .  
c. I t ' s  certainly unconlmhaW by any cheese. 

th the o t h r  Mid, tk following are clearly bad, as Mdall notes: 

(255) 
a. *The k i t e  is flyable by experts. 
b. ??The k i t e  a s  mflom by exper*. 

So this suggests l3mt an alternative approach, such as that of Williama 

(1981 ) for the wssive, wt-rich ker t k  effect of internalizing t k  Ekternal 

Rgwnmt, m o t  be right either, since it predicts that in such caees the 

4ent ought to be generally available. I do not know wht t h  answer here 

is, but  as k v i n  and Rappaport (1 985) point o u t ,  It[t]he cmdftims which 

govern w h e n  the agent a r g m t  can and m o t  be exsreased are subtle.u38 

Ss e have seen tht my approach fares j u s t  as well with the facts as 

does Randallls, without positing a separate principle of mospholoay to  do 

so. Itather, the fa& fall  ou t  from general principles, coupled w i t h  - 
particular lexical entries for affixes. 

38. Ken mle has suggested that mly real &mta are blocked: ( I )  The house 
ma uns~~~rornded by t rees ,  versus (ii) *Ihe house ws msurromded by 
troops . 



W t  Lids of qemmtically Waneparent, eheta gr id  l n h r i t h g  morphology 

a r e  l ike ly  to te present in  the world's languages? I dould predict ehat, 

a s  In Ehglfh, theta gpida should be Inheritable by Pgmt nanlnals wklch 

w i l l  be able to m t i c a l l y  mark Internal kgunents, but w i l l  not be able 

to take Evznt modifiers. Event nmlna l s  wil l  essent ia l ly  inher i t  the 

en t i r e  theta grid of the verb, though they w i l l  be constrained di f ferent ly  

fFam the verb, by v i r b e  of being nouns, with regard to th? discharge of 

t k  p o s i t i m s  in the grid.  Finally, a nanbial referr ing to an Internal 

Role wuld  be able to i nhe r i t  the en t i re  Inlmnal  part of the g r id ,  but n o t  

the Ekternal b l e  for  reasons just discussed; the  GEternal Role w i l l  hang 

ac ros s  tk change fran N to V. Wse predictians ob~ ious ly  need to be 

tested cross-linguistically. ?he l i t t le  work that 1 have dme an the 

s y n m  of naninalizatbane In other languages suggests tkt they are correct  

but c lea r ly  more work neecfs t o  be dcne. 

But wht of theta indexLlg, the process by which an affix can be indexed 

with a positlcn in an mproJected U ~ t a  grid? @XI -re be a theory of 

this process? I have made use of this notation to mark what I h v e  termed 

s t a m t i a l l y  mtranaparent morphology, i.e., that morphology which does not  

allow tbta gr ids  to be inherited. I suspect tht a t h o r y  of This process 

is pseaible,  although such a theory would k v e  to be able to explain 

somehow whm me is a l l o w d  to pick mne part icular  pos i t fm  Ln the grid to 

index, and when stme other position must be picked. I t  w i l l  have to 

account for  the f a c t  that, in the following examples, t h  k t e r n a l  'Iheta 



Role (25Era), tkE Event (256b) and the Internal Wia Role ( 2 % ~ )  a r e  picked 

up: 

(2%) 
a. a bore, a cheat, a thief(?) 
b. a kick, a run, a mlk 
c. a kill, a cumand, an order 

What I have swied here is a c l a s s  of part icularly productive and 

stmantically predictable affixatian processes. Of course, there is a l o t  

more to prodluctive morphology thaPl that. So what of verbal affixes mch as 

re- which k s  interestfng properties ( s e  Rmdall (1 W )  , and others) ,  and -' 
uhat of the part icularly productive though ,not semantically transparent 

process by which verbs can be zero-derived f r o m  noms (see Uekr (Am), 
Kiparsky (1*3), and others)? h d  what of root  canpornding which is often 

interpreted based m pragmatic i n f o m t i m ,  but which is cmetheless 

completely productive in a language l ike  Ehglish (see Doming, (1977)). I 

suspect that much prduc t i ve  morphology will be show to be reducible in 

i t ~  propecties to principles of g r a m n r ~ ~  needed independently. 

Nevertheless, the sanantics of sane perfectly productive processes such as  

root compmding will undoubtedly evade my a-pt to reduce them to 

lingui~tic canstsafnte, narrowly ccnstrued. Root campomding and 

zero-der1vatic.a of verbs from noms seema to be governed as much by 

reeal-world knowledge a8 by anything obviously l inguis t ic ,  and tbey are thus 

not m l y  extra-syntactic, but they are extra-lingui~tic as wll. Eht apar t  

from these possibly intractable cases, I suspect t h a t  m y  o f  the 



principles apparently necessary in the government of well-farmdness of 

lexical forms will be reducible W mse general principles of grammatical 

organization. mi3 m y  well turn out: ta be a wild claim, but I feel that 

it makes for an interesting research project, What I habe dme in .this 

chapter is attempt to show that this project shows sane prmise for 

SUcCeS8 m 



In this chapter I examine the haphsric Islandhood o f  lexical items. 

This phenmmon is illustrated by the following examples: 

( A  1 
a .  Drivers of trucksi f i l l  themi up w i t h  Rco Diesel. 

b. *Trucki4rivers fill themi up w i t h  kco Diesel. 

In ('la), -re trucks is an NP object of drivers, it is perfectly possible 

to hterpret  t he  prcnsm - them as being coreferentdal with trucks. In ( I b) , 
m t k  other M d ,  Wuck is mtained within the callporndl truck-drivers, 

and it is impossible to understand tk them as king coreferential with 

truck, except in s a ~ ~  peripheral way. I t  seems i n  general, in f a c t ,  that - 
parts of words m o t  be referred to by pra?oma; In fact, prmouna cannot 

occur inside words either: 



(2 )  ' B i l l  is a Reaganiilz, but I ' d  never be a h i m i i t e .  

Mote too, that  h p h o r i c  Islandhood of words holds of other languages 

besides EhglLsh. The following examples f r m  Chic:km i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  

point: 

(3)  
a. +m- d p r n a k ~ k o ~ s i - a -  mi- h d a  ndi jam 

Class eat h u k s  not subj obj(theiu) like w i t h  jm 
* A W i , + a t e r  doesn1 t l i k e  with j u ;  

a. wo- dya makokoi si- a- =I- kanda ndi jamu 

re1 eat h u s h  not  subj obj ( tkm)  l i k e  w i t h  jam 
b eater of husksl d o e r n t t  l i k e  themi w i t h  

jam.' 

P~stal (1%) xis the f i r s t  researcher to discuss these facts within 

Cenesative Gramraar. The main intentim behfrtd h i s  paper was to uphold +?h 

theory of Generative S m m t f c s  which was developing a t  that time, in 

opposi t im to t k  theory of I n b r p r e t i v e  Senantics which was under 

development by Chc#nsky and others  a t  MIT. Within Generative Semantics two 

apparently unparallel  forms such as pork and - w o m b a t m e a t  e r e  derived from 

JMEAT] from [PIG] and [ME#r] frm [WOiuiBK'l respectively. Both of them show 

h p b r  ic Island effects: 

( 4 )  
a. *The best wtmhlmeat canes fim young ones. 
b. *!the best pork m a  frm yomg mes. 

Postal used this parallelism lx m s i z u c t  a rather conlrllved argment that 

Generative Seamtics could accomt for  the data in ( 4 )  by showing both 



c a s s  to ar ie  fsm parallel m d e r l y h g  structures.  In tkbe remining 

d i scws icn ,  I will, needless b say, not be concerned with examples l i k e  

(4b). There is no r e a m  to suppose t h a t  psrk is mderlyingly 

morphologically m p l e x ,  and its h p h r f c  Ialand properties will t k r e f v e  

be a t r i v i a l  msequmce of th is  f a c t  (see a l s o  Fodor et.  a l . ,  (IW)), 

for arguments against ttae mrlx of deflnitima whlch Generative Semantics 

assumed underlay m y  apparently m o r w a r p k i c  words. ) I t  is examples such 

as (4a) in M c h  we s h a l l  be inbresw. 

This p h o m e n m  has also been taken of la& to provide evidence for  W e  

independence of syntax and morphology. Since syntactic processes such as 

preincminal coreference apparently m o t  llseell inside words, +his seems to 

indicate that fo r  some r e a m  or o t k r ,  words do no t  h v e  my Internal 

structure as far a s  the syntax is mcerned. Yet words - do have an internal 

structure, so it seems plausible to suggest t h a t  t h i s  swucture was derived 

in a ccrmpent of the grammr which was divorced from syntax in m y  

s a l i e n t  respects. 

I am proposing a t k o r y  of gramar in which there is no such divorce 

ktwen word structure and syntax. Syntax, t k r e f o r e ,  could in principle 

"seeI1 inside wrda. The kraphoric Is lmdhmd e f f e c t s  must be derived frm 

s a a e w  other than a aepra t icm of m p m b ,  therefore. In fact, I 

shall argue -that it f o l l o m  t r i v i a l l y  from the fact that the morphology 

deals  eamtlally exclulsively in nm-mximal pro jec t ims ,  and given the 



reasonable aasmption a t  only referent ia l  expressfms--b.a,, m i m l  

projectime- can serve as antecedents to pronoms, haphorlc Islandhod is 

to be expeceed. 

In the next sectim of the chapter I discuss S i m p m l s  (1983) analysis 

of krepnoric Islandlmd, which is a f a i r l y  clear example of a theory which 

lPlskes use sf ~TE supposed separatim of syntax and morphology. I shal l  

argue that although her theory certainly derives the facts, there l a  a 

canceptual problem with it which makes it seem implausible as the eocreat 

solutim. In the f o l l o w  sectim I then premtmy o m  analysis.  

In developirag a theary of the morphology and syntax of Warlpiri i n  LFG, 

S h p m  suggests that m e  of the guiding principles should be the L e x i c a l  

Integrity  thesis (LIH) ,  which she gives in a revised versim as follows 

(P* 75): 

CQnatitumt-structure prwesses  (which incluie m o t a t f a n  of 
fmctlmal informtias, and indexing of m p h o r b c  
infomtdm) are blind to t h  internal structure of words. 

From %his principle, given the asamptian In LFG lht worh are inserted 

into mn t i l xen t  sWucture fu l l y  formed, Sfmpm derives three properties 



of lexical l+-. 

First of a l l ,  she argues that the LIH prevents gapplng frm applying ta 

parts of words: 

(6) 
a. J o h  wid the electricity bills, and k r y  the gas bills. 
b. +Job liked the play, and M y  dis- it 

In the ( a )  example the secmd occurence of the verb p i d  is gapped out, 

leaving a perfectly pamatical mstructfcn. (h the other hand, i n  the 

( b )  example, it is not  possible to g i p  the secmd occurence of - like f im 

t k  mrphological ccmatructim -- dislike. 

Nevertheless, as Simpm polnta out i n  a fooMote, this issue i s  by no 

means clear cut  insofar as there are cases where gapping d e s  seem to be 

possible, with Level I1 affixes: 

(7) 
a ,  J o ~  13 father - and mother less. 
b. ?Job is father- and M y  motkrless 

though parallel anstructicns with other lexical items are bad: 

( 8 )  
a. *Job is hope- and careless. 
b. *Job is hope- and k y  careless. 

Simpsa? m s t s  tht in the oases where the examples are good, the 

argment sWucture is relatively transparent. So, in (7), fatherless and 

mthsless  both have fairly semantically transprent maninga heofas as 

they both mean roughly lacking. an X, wbere X i s  father or mother. Hopeless 



and aweless hve somwtrat less transparent meanings, on the other hand. 

Apparently l ~ m c r e l m e s s  (father as opposed to hope) is lmpor'mlt for 

interpreting somethhg as an Simpem suggests that Mgi~iPlg up 

the L e x i a l  Integrity HypthesPs for the sake of this restric*d set of 

examples seems...un~rranted.~~ bkvertheless, it i s  obviously the mse that 

We LIH is a t  the very least not  as strmg a m d i t f m  as i t s  formlatim 

would lead one t~ 'wlieve; its appliatim seems to be affected by issues 

1 such as. semantic transparency . In fact, it may well be the case that 

Simpm has h.it the nail a? the head as far as finding the correct 

conditim is coaoerned: it might well be tht a cmbinatlm of semantic and 

2 93 prosodic msideratims i s  what i s  really a t  work in governing gapplng . 
In fact, it is wll-horn that sewantic factors are a t  work in gaverning 

gapping i n  syntactic applicatims. For instance, identity of meaning is 

generally ass& between a gapped element and its licenser. Hen=, the 

I. Boob j (1983), argues that similar examples of coordination recfuctian i n  
IXptch and @pusan, are subject to anditims of prosodic structure, - i c h  
adds aiozher diraensim to the possible spec of candlticning factors for 
th is  process. 

2. See the previous fmtnote. Mote in this regard that the fact that 
gapping and oanjmctlm reduction is bed when S t r a m  I affixes are 
involved my have ta do w i t h  tke fact that Stratum I affixes are stress 
determining and thus affect the prosodic structure of the lexical. iTms to 
which they attach. 

3. As #gn kbe has pointed out to me, Spanish cosrdinatlm-reduction facts 
such as  cPara- y distintmmte ( lclear(1y) and dfstiPlctlyl ) are in line 
with "r;his observatim. W t  only are the -- X-menlx formatims in questian 
phcmologicrally transparent, but  they are also muantically Wansparent. 



following are bad: 

( 9 )  *;TOM killed a fly and &try a mlversatim. 
(90) *Hortense shut her mouth and F l h  the door. 
(11) *Eric bagged two deer and Reda %he groceries.  
(12) * B i l l  pulled the rope and Fred a muscle. 

In each of these examples two meanings of the sanae verb, m e  of them 

xme#fiat mure i d l a m t i c  than the other,  occur in the two m J o b . e d  halves  

of the sentence. It is not possible to gap the s e m d  occwence of the 

verb, since the r e s u l t  of do- this is apperatly  tical, and is 

only possible if a hmorcus effect is desired. This 1s en t i r e ly  analogous 

to the difference between (7) and ( 8 ) .  h father- and motherless the 

s u f f i x  -less has the aame meaning ( i .e . ,  I withoutt ) in both halves  of the 

mjmctlm.  In *hope- and careless - th is  18 n o t  Wue; both hopeless a d  

careless are idfomatlc in the sense t h a t  both mean something more specific -- 
than I being without hope' and 'being without a r e .  I Hopeless in  part icular  

r a re ly  rnseans 'without hopet bu t  1s r a w s  u d  tc; refer b sawthing or 

soosetxle that is beymd help. So it seems a s  t h i g h  the gramaatical 

examples that SLmprsasl umtims r e a l l y  might serve a s  mmterevidence to the 

LIH, and rather  point fAe way to a more adequate i n t e r p r e a t i m  of the@ 

data. 

A semd c lass  of cases which Simpm m s i d e r s  as derived frm the LIH 

are cases of inf lec t ional  morphology, such as Tense, C%se and Plumber 

maskera. h LFG th is  Und of morphology, as every o-ther kind of 

morphology, is done i n  the lexicon. In fact, the LIH would prevent things 



f'rm being otherwise. However, it does not  e r n  that ccmsequences favoring 

LFG arise from t b i a  decisirn4. 

Flnal ly,  Simpsm argues that the haphcrric Islandhood of words is 

derivable f r m  the LIH. Pssunlng that coreference betwen pronouns and 

a n ~ c d e r a t s ,  for instance, is noated by sane s o r t  of indexing in  

const i tuent  slructure, and given that t h i s  kind of coindexing is a s i d e r e d  

as a r e l e m t  syntactic process by the LIH, the: Lt will follow that 

indexings such as the following will be illicit: 

(13) 
a. *Wuckt4rivers  f i l l  t h e m i  up with diesel. 

b. *Wambati-meat is best f rcm t k  young olesi. 

C. *Reagmi-haters would never be seen standing nexz to  

d.  * B i l l  is a Mc&thyiite and Red is also a himi-ite. 

Is the EIW an independent principle of grsmnar? The answer, according 

to Sinpaan, i a  in f a c t  "no;" she argues, following Pesetsky ( I  979), who 

4. Ken Hale (p.c.) has point& out  an example frun I%- which might 
actcrally be problematic for  such a view: 

what lbnr-2pag equatiml-particle fit s t a t i v e - p r d  .marker 
' W t  w i l l  you be?' 

In ahia example the - -k is a stative predicate marker which is mstrued 
with p c u  w h t .  However, it is stranded by the operatian of 
w h - m o v m t ,  suggesting that the lexical  u n i t  formed by smcu+k is not an - 
island for  synwct ic  processes 



or ig ina l ly  made the suggestion, and M o h m  (1 932 ) , tht.  the LIH Is 

derivable  f ran  t 4 ~  k a c k e t i n g  Easure Canvmtim (BE). Remember t h a t  in 

Lexical Pb3nology and bbrphology the B E  is supposed to  apply a t  the end of 

every stratum in the ~ e x i c a n  eraslng internal b r s c k e b :  its effect is to 

make 'the morphbogical s k u c t u r e  of a m r d  derived a t  S t r a t m  n inv i s ib l e  

to phmslogical and morphological operations which apply a t  Swam n+l .  

Given that the B E  also app l i e s  a t  the end of the last Stretun (following, 

in p r t i c u l a r  , Mohanan) , it w l l l  follow t h a t  the internal s t ruc ture  of a 

word is inv i s ib l e  to s y n m .  In particular, as far as the s y n a  is 

ooncerned, the saP.uctwe of tsuck driver w i l l  be the unanalyzable 

[truckdriver 1. Slnce *&re are no internal brackets,  tbere  is simply no 

way to index the relevant  p a r t  of the word. 

As appealing as this idea might seem, however, it su f fe r s  from a 

m c e p t u a l  problem. Tke BEC, as was argued also in - p e r  I, is motivated 

( if at a l l )  on phonological g o m d s .  It  seeme strange, t t m ,  that 

phm~logical  msideratims should have an e f f e c t  m syntac t ic   operation^ 

such as indexing; whsever would h v e  thought that coindexatim Is dcne on 

mol~feel string#? Wthernmore, if as K i p s k y  (1983) suggests, and as 

h r g u  ('l985) a l s o  argues, the I% may be excepticnable wlth certain 

affixes, the qwstim i a  ra iaed as to . h t h e r  or n o t  the r educ t im of the 

LIH to the B E  is even feas ib le .  

Needless W say, in a +Aeory of  morphology such as  t k  me being 



presented in this disser tz i t im,  the reducticn of the LIH to  the BEC is not; 

even possibl3. In par t icular ,  even i f  Ekackting masure is motivated for 

the phmologimb m p o n e n t  of the grammar, t k i s  w I P 1  have no e f f e c t  

wblzoever m the syntactic representation of words Insofar as the syntax 

will still k able to Ifseelt the fact that truck driver is morphologically 

ccmglex. We must therefore seek motkrer way in h l c h  to derive the 

haphor ie  Island effects. We turn to this question irmediately. 

3.3 (31 Xhe Nm-referentiali ty of Subparts of Words. 

3.3.1 Ranoms and W h p h o r s .  

Why are m s t r u c t i m s  of the following form b d ?  

Such forms are out In because the pranom must be d i s j o i n t  in reference 

w i t h  the m t a i n h g  NP, and it h e  often been ass& that there is e i the r  

a grarmaatical mditim (such as the i-within-i c a d i t i o n ,  (Chmsky , 
I gS1) ) , or acme sort of condition m semantic interpretat ion,  which rules 

them out. So, for saw reasa? or othar it m o t  be nm-dia jo ln t  with the - 
NP which damhates it. W l t  why can it no t  be n o n 4 i o j o i n t  w i t h  the head of 

the oonetruct im, namely picixre? 



The reasm fos this has to do with a principle which kas usually been 

ass& bu t  never formally stated, to my knowledge, and that Is that 

anaphori c or prmominal NPs m a t  h v e  argumen ts--1 .e . NPs--for 

antecedents. Picture is a noun, not  an NP, hence not  an argument, znd as 

such, it does not  h v e  a reference of its o w .  It  cannot therefore be 

cohdexed with - it. kt u s  sta* this r e s t r i c t i o n  as fo1.l.o~~: 

(1 6 )  h p h o r i c / ~ m c m i n a l  kgunent Indexing Conditim. 

In a m f i g u r a t i o n  ... a...b.. . (linear order 
i r re levant )  *re a is the anteoedent of b, 
and b is an argmmt, then a must a l s o  be an 
argument. 

Why are NPs---I .e.. argmenta--the mly re fe ren t i a l  naninal expressims? 

N o t e  (following Higginbtbam) a t  a noun such a s  d a ,  has  in open position 

which will everratally be discharged via binding from SPEC, or under 

predication to some othsr NP. 'Dog , -V +M, d > lldenotea each of the 

var1~u.s dogs1' (Higginbothm, p. 23) .  I t  does not  refer  in the sense that 

it does no t  pick out  any part icular  dog or any part icular  set of dogs. 

Chly NPs have th is  property. 

Given (16), the h p h o r i c  Islandhood of words ~ollows t r i v i a l l y .  Word 

fornratim deals  exclusively in s u ~ i m e l  projec t ims.  So, we wgwd in 

the last chapter that  the left umber of synthet ic  campomds are rrraxlmally 

Nt . Fur$hermore, it seems f,o be generally t r u e  t h a t  a f f ixes  s e l e c t  for 



. nodes of type %. ~ i v e n  this, the following examples will be ruled out: 

(1 7) 
a. *Job is a Reagani-ite but  I d o n ' t  l i k e  himi. 
b. *Trucki4rivers  f i l l  themi up with d iese l .  
c. *Aardvarki-hunters r a re ly  find themi cm the Veld. 

N o t e  in par t icu lar  that the nom Reagan apparently must be NO s h o e  it 

occurs in the word kaganite. Despite the fact t h a t  the intended referent  

of Reagan here is obvious, it is still the case that (16) appl ies  to the 

m s ~ u . e t . l m  in (17a) to r u l e  it out.  (16) is therefore a syntac t ic  

m d l t i m  which is n o t  d i r e c t l y  sens i t ive  to aemantlc opac iQ.  

Axthermore, given t h e  reasmable  assumptian that pronoms ouch as he - 
and anaphors such as himself obligatorily subtend NPs, t b  following dl1 

be ruled ou t  m purely syntactic gromds: 

(18) 
a. *Fred is a kaganiite but I an not  a himi-ite. 
b. +Edna is an aarvarhjhmu?r but I am no t  a 

themi-hmter . 
c. +Wuck14rivers are often k f t y  individuals  and 

themj-drivers are also quite often fomd LI 
t ruck stops. 

So an conzs.tructim such aa "them dr iver  a11 be ruled ou t  for  the t r i v i a l  

reaam that - them Is an NP, whereas the left-ahember of a compomd m o t  be 



TIE same argment can he applied to examples with the verbal anaphor do -- 

so; such cases =re a l so  discus& by Posml, and sane of his examples - 
follow: 

(1 9) 
a. *[&oke] jrs r ea l l y  shouldnf t [do so] i. 
b. +People who hand[carveIi pipes cornpew with those 

vho dm'  t hand[do s3Ii 

Ds so apparently refers to VP predicates, and--we might also f a i r l y  

assume--sublxnds a VP also: 

(20) 
a. Jokn looked at M y  and B i l l  did so too. 
b.  * J o b  looked a t  M y  and B i l l  did so a t  S l l y .  
c. Bit tnmb aardvarks and Mrtense does so too. 
d. "Ekic hum- aardvarks and Hortenae does so pigs. 

Since VP predicates (o r  predicates in  general in f ac t )  do not occur within 

lexical  farms such as compounds, it is therefore not surprising t h e  do so 

is unable to refer  back t o  a verb within a m p o m d ,  or mt do so m o t  

itself occur within a cunpowd. This all, of course, require an extension 

of (16) to cover not just argumta but predicates a s  -11: 

In a canflgwatian . . .a. . .be . . ( linear order 
i r re levant)  where a is tbe antecedent of b, 
md b i a  an arg-t/predieate, then a must also be an 
argumt/predicalx. 

Note that this m d i t i m  w i l l  extend to the following type of example, 



pin t& out  to me by J. Hlgginbstham: 

(22) Bill cmsiders Joe [a foolIi b u t  I dm1 t consider him 

=1 

Clearly, since - so Is anaphoric for a fool, which i s  an NP predicate, the 

mditdm (21 ) applies to detsrmae the well-formhess of the example. 

We have thus  been able to derive hphorie Island effects from a 

generalizatim about the indexing mstraints  on NP anaphors, a 

generalizaticn which sxms motivaM for reasms independent of 

msideraticms particular to the determination of well-fomedness of 

l1lexicalf1 cansWuctims. We now lxrn to sane residual cases. 

3.3.2 M-haphoric-Islandhood with Submaximal 

Projectians: Sane Ekamples. 

Note, that the Indexing CoPlditicm? only applies to anaphors which are 

maurinssl projectims. IR the last ckpter we argued tint self- i n  compounds 

such as ,self-admirer was b m d  locally by i h  a f f i x  - -er . Now, -er is - 
presmbly not a referential expression since it is not a maximal 

projeetim, but  this Is irrelevant since the Indexing Canditim has nothing 

t~ say about W a  p t i c u l a r  indexing, as self- i a  not an NP. Of course, 

e l f -  g be coindexed with an W antzoedent, as In Joh l s  



s e l f 4 e s l r u c t i o n ,  but there is no requirement tha t  it do so5. 

Also mmstrained by the Indexing Cmdftlon are examples of f m v m t  

into morphological m s % r u c t i m s ;  such phmmena are d i s c u s s 4  extensively 

in  Baker (1 9 5 ~ ) .  Che such example is MOm Incorgoraeim, briefly 

mentimed in the l a s t  chapter, and investigated h E?aker (1W; 1 9 5 ~ ) .  

N8m Incorporatim c r e a t ~ s  s t ruc tures  of the following form: 

( 2 )  . [ [ N - . . J [w  I N  t i ] .  . . . ] I . .  . . w V " '  i 

@in This type of structure is l ic i t  according to tk Indexing h ~ d i t i o n ,  

s h e  the trace, an anaphor to  be sure, is nevertheless not  a m i r n a l  

proJection and is W r e f o r e  not  omstrained by the Indexing Canditim. 

As Baker notes (e  - Sedock, 198Q) there are apparent violat ions of the 

haphor ic  Island m d i t i m  in Noun Incorporatim Languages such as 

C;reenlmdic f3skimo: 

5. A form l i ke  a R e m i i t e 1  s se l f i4es t ruc t i cn  will, of course, be ruled 
out simply by the fact &t f & ~ - w o u l d  - not  c-camand self-: 



(24) 
Suwlut tiwnisastu-lioq-poq. (pro) suluusaqar- poq 
Wren-abs airplane -ruake-3sgIndic it wings Mv@ 5sghdic 

aquute-qar - llun i 1 u 
rudder have 4sInf-and 

"SOren made an airplanei ( lit. airplanei-mede) . 
Iti had wings and a rudder .I1 

This f a c t  is mprsblematic, haever, since e my fair ly assume that what 

the pronoun 1s coindexed wltb is the MP subcategoriaxi for by tkre verb, 

r a tk r  than directly w i t h  the fncorporatd NO. So, the strun bture of the Wl? 

in the f i r s t  sentence, aceording to  B b r ,  is: 

airplane make 3sgIndic 

The pro in the following mtmce is not wrer'erential w i t h  the 

incorporaw now timmisartu, but rather with the stranded W. -- 
Q?e class of case8 which might seem problematic for the Indexing 

COPlditim are tk fmf liar cases of pro-drop fn mau?ly lmguslges. Here, at 

same level of abstracticm we f i n d  structures such as the following: 



G R  i s  a governor of the NP subject pro, since it is past of INFL, and 

it is also mindad witb pso, apparently an NP prmom can be cohdexed 

w i t h a  s ~ i m l  projection (assmL; that is what El3 is) after a l l .  The 

particular problem arises, of course, 13-can the fact that i n  m y  languages, 

ffiR merges with the verb at SUM point In the syntax to form a single 

lexical itern. Thus, apparently mindexaticn of a pronoun w i t h  an 

t!arnte&mtfl within a leximl i t e n  i s  allob~able. 

Wlt this kind of example is really irrelevant for the Indexing Ccrndltim 

since the latter explicitly m s t r a h s  cases of antedent  coindexatim of 

p r m m a  and anaphrs,  and the ccaindexatim f s surely not a 

coindexatim of this kind. iGR is not  - an anteasdent of E. In fact, if 

it were, such mstructims would surely be violatims of Canditicm B of 

the Binding Theory, since a pcmom would be locally bomd by an 

m$ecedent. Reaumabby, rather AX licenses the existence of wader 

coindexatim. Ih ia ,  for example, is the position taken in kCloskey and 

hle(1984), who suggest a mditicn such as the following ( =  their 82): 

(27) 
* ro mleas governed by JGR 
fa~l  [ff Fl 
where bF] irs sme m b i m t i o n  of persm-mumkr features. 

Wa is a mdit lm of Picens- rather than anteeEtdence, which m k s  the 

Index 5ng M d i  t im irrelevant for such forms. 

M l e s a  to my, a similar way out  of Wer apparent problem is neeesmry 



in a lexical framework such as LFC. E b ,  an affix which marks for third 

singular an verbs would be listed with the following equations: 

(28) 
( 7  SUBJ FRED) = 'PRO' 
(.fSWNUPI) = S e  
(tSUBJPHSS) = 3  

O f  course, therefore, syntactic p r e s s e s  (which are sensitive to the 

subJect of a pro-drop sentence in anybody's theory) -- can see inside a 

Lexical, itere, if the notim of - see is broadly m s . t s M .  

Possibly problematic for the present analysis are cases fivolving t k  

Identity of Sense prmgelnal 'ane. - - Che does form  tical examples 

with compomds: 

( 29 )  
a. "John is a dog-lover and I am a me-lover tuo . 
b, * b y  is a cat-fancier but I don't fancy me.  

The reasm th;3L% .such examples rnlght be problematic is Wt - me apparently 

m y  be an NO. So it may head NPs, as the following examples from Travis 

(30) 
a, I s a w  a picture of Debbie in the living roan and one of 

bradl  in t b  dlnlng r m .  

b. the picture of Julfa and the cne sf Summe 

CE -use,  - me m y  RIM ~ublxnd an NP as h - I saw a picture of W r y  and 

you saw me too, m tha t  might be the r e a m  that examples like (29) are 



bad. However, ane can force the interpretatim that me is s u ~ i m l  by - 
d i f y i s a g  - m e  with an adjective. Such examples do not  improve in 

(31 
a. *I am a [black dog] -fancier but you are a [brown me] -fancier 
b. *Job loves the red Porsche but I: am n o t  a [red me]-lover 

However, there is reasm to assume t b t  such c m s t r u c t i m s  w i t h  - cme must 

always be coristrued as NPs. Thus, even though - me in green mes is not  an 

NP, the.wkmole m s t r u c t i m  must be. TIE reason is simply that in order rn 

be in te rpre ted  as a prcnominal expression, forms with - me mst be  

arguments. Such a state of affairs wrould, of course, inmediately rule ou t  

examples l ike  (31 ) since kere WE - m e  n m i n a l s  could not be maximal 

projections, k h c e  n o t  argumnts. 

Independent evidence for this assertfa m e s  from the fact that - me 

ncmninals m o t  be a t t r i b u t i v e .  Cansfder examples such as the following: 

(32) I have a white egg mlet te  but J o h  has a b r o w  egg cmelette. 

Here the Nv and are modifiers of the k d  noun 

- l e a ;  the accentual pattern of both Ws, wlth the  primary accent b h g  

acl awlem indicates *t these m o t  be compomds. Similar ly ,  white egg 

and brow @a; are N1, not mpmds,  again because of Ule accentual pattern 

(with primary stress m w). However, while (93a) is yossible,  (33b) is 

d e f i n i t e l y  not: 



( 3 3 )  
a. I like a white egg but  S o h  prefers a brow me. 
b. *I like a white egg mle t t e  but  J o h  prefers a brown me 

mlettje. 

The m s t r a i n t  would appear lx be t k t  - m e  nominals cannot occur in 

nm-argment positdms; i .e., in order to be able to be cmstrued 

prmmlnally, they must be arguments. Modifiers are not argunents and are 

therefore not mlml projectims (see ~ g g f n b ~ ,  1985b.) Bhlt this In 

turn mans that they must be Ws, which precldes them from occuphg within 

cuupomds. - Che nminals are therefope not a problem for the analysis of 

haphoric Islandhod proposed here. 

3.3.3 Wkpn Wimb Rejections Do Occur within "Lexicaltt 

mstructims . 

There are cases, mmetheless, where, fqr various reasms having to do 

with tke syntactic properties of tkLe particular lmgmge, f u l l  maximal 

projectims my occur within nlexicalfl mstruct ia~s .  We saw sane such 

cases frm Dutch in the last Ghapter: 

a. de araa de born vallende appels e t  -er 
tb? fran the .tree falling apples eat-er 
"the eaer of apples falling fran the treeft 

b. de in de oven ge$akken cake e t  *r 
the i n t h e o v e n h k e d  cakeat-er 
!'the eater of &s baked in the ovenn 



c. de in de tuin groeinde tumten bewmder-aar 
the in the garden growing tornabs admire -er 
lsthe admirer of tawtoes growing in the gardengs 

Is it possible to refer  t o  such NPs? Perhaps not surprisingly the 

answer is "not1 ( th~k to P. h y s h  Zor t h i s  example) : 

(35) 
*De van de boomi vallende appels e t  -er 
the fcm t b  tree falling apples eat-er 
I 1 Z h e  eater of apples f a l l i n g  from the treei 

look& a t  the leaves from-St 
looked a t  itits leaves." 

d 
This might seem tx be problematic, but I suspect that there is a 

straightforward explanatlot? for  this fac t .  me might suggest, for  

instance, t h a t  since compomds such as Pgent nminal s y n ~ t i c  canpomds 

refer to generic a c t i v i t i e s ,  it is impossible to force a definite 

inwrpre ta t ion  of an NP within a campomd, which is presumably what e 

prm-1 l i ke  ervan would seem to require. Ck the other hand, however, 

the explamt.lm might be purely s t ruc tura l ;  although the prcnm doe8 not  

c-camand its intended antecedent, it is nevertheless the case that t k  

antecedent is qui* deeply erabedded ccanped t o  the prarrom. Notice, in 

fact, that t k  Ehgllsh t r ans l s t i cn  of this example sohslds d i s t i n c t l y  odd, 

as do t b  following cases: 



(36 1 
a .  +&meme who l i k e s  dogs with hatsi doesn't wear themi. 

b. ??People who drive trucks w l t h  large t i r e s i  don't like 

+hemi. 

In each of these cases, the intended antecedent has the m e  level of 

embedding as de does in the Dutch exsmplr so, in (36a), hats is 

embedded (1 ) as a camplanen% of tke W " ~ d e d  by dogs and is further 

abdded (2)  mder the re lat ive  c l a w  1" and finally (3) mder the MP 

headed by saneme. Similarly, de tam is e m M ~ ~ e d  (I ) mder the M' headd 

by a w l s  w h i c h  is ernbedded (2 )  as the object of the verb em.  which l a  

embedded ( 3 )  further mder the NP headed by eter : 

(37) 



N / \ 
\ I \  / 

/ \ keek naar de 
/ \ bladeren er vani 

In m y  .vent, whtever *he precise cmetraint my be, It seems to be the 

cam that it applies to Nlexicail~t and nm-lexical cans~uctims alike. 



O f  course, if m could f i n d  exceptianal lexical coolatructims where an 

NP does occur which i s  not too deeply embedded, then we would certainly 

expect t o  tPe able tn get apparent violatims haphoric Islandhood. Such 

case8 occur appesently in Warlpiri (thanks to Mary Laughren md KePl k l e  

for the data in th is  discussicm.) Warlpiri has a nminalizing suffix -ngu 

#hich attacks to verbs to form nouns. Apparently, with the exceptim of 

lexiealized forms such as kar1a-ng-u (digtqqu) 'digging stick', such 

constructim~a are obligatorily in t k  form of synthetic canpomds: so, 

wwirri-pu-u (kangarw+kll l+~u) l kangaroo killer i s  ffne , bu t  +pu-na 

'killer1 f s not. NPs are allowed in these cmstt.uctims as the m p l a m b  

of W verbal h a d  which implies that prmaninals ought to be fine w i t h i n  

these form, and be able t o  have a n t e d e n t s  which are also the left  

6 members of a -ngu compomd . A1 of thfs is evidenced by the following 

example : 

6 .  We m y  a s m e  th.t since the sister of V i s  in  fact an NP, that the 
discbm%rge of tk verb's intern1 t h t a  role is via theta marking rather 
'than via theta identiflcatim. This will imply, In turn, tht the 
prsjectia? of V wfm the c ~ p o r n d  is maximal, given the discussion in 
sectlcn 2.3.5.2 of Ule Past chapter. Brhslps, then is W,N> 
subcategorizing for VPs and forroiri noms. This might derive the fact tht 
~ p 2 ~ W  of Vare obligatory in the general case, since the 
Frojectim Principle would require their presence. Howver, the derivation 
would not be t r i v i a l  insofar as Wlpirll allom mpty prmoms a3 a normal 
syntFnctic expressim of (definltePy inlxrpreted) objects; one would have to 
explain why such prmoms do not mur in synthetf c cmpomds headed by 
%!k- 



(30) 
Janpi jinpa [ [mwirri yalmpu-~ardingki]~ pu] n g u .  

kangaroo thet place k l l l  -er 

?Japaljarri [nymmgui pu] ngu-yijala. 

that klll-er also 

71Jempijinpa is a killer of [kangaroos in that placeI1. 

Japeljarri k i l l s  thosei also.It 

The Warlpiri example is perhaps a l i t t le  odd insofar as it i s  hard to 

interpret the left  member of t k s e  cmn~mds as being specific in 

reference, which is what a prcmom suck a s  nyanungu implies, Other than 

that, %he= constructicms are appareratly bell-for&, which is what is  

predicted by the analysis of haphoric Islandhood pressnM here. 

3.4 A -ins Up. 

In t h i s  short chapter I have presented asl analysis of UE 1%-observed 

h p h o r i c  Islmd p h m m  associated with "lexicaln met ruc t ims .  I 

have argued tkat the relevant d a l ~  are explained by a cmditim an indexlng 

of argmmt and predicate prmmimls a d  anapbrs--a m d i t i o n  which i s  

arguably required for r e a m 8  independent of the questdm of the haphor ic  

Islanahooa of words. I t  seem, therefore, as If ekis property of words is 

not Indicative of *ir being derived in a %parate mponent of the 

graoanar from the syntax, and hence lnimnally 'qinvisiblet~ la syn+ectic 



processes. Rather, synlactic processes m y  well llseell the internal 

structure of words, but  fail t o  make use of t h i s  fact for the t r i v i a l  

reasm tha t  such ccmstpuctims lack the r ight  propert ies  for coindexatlon. 



IPI this c k p t e r  I .turn to a d i s c w s i m  of t h e  theory of Lexical 

Phcnology and Morphology (LM), which has been developed over the past few 

years by a number of researchers l n ~ l ~ f n g  Klparsky (1 983a ,b )  , Mohanan 

( I % ) ,  khanan and Pbhanan (I=), h l l e  and Mowan (1985), and 

Pul leyblank ( 1 983 ) . 

In t h i s  section I give a brief overview of the theory of LPM. I a l s o  

show t h a t ,  as  a Wary of tk organization of the p h o l o g y ,  LPPi is 

no t  necessarily incampatible with the approach taken in  this thesis. In 

tthe a e d  secticn, I argue that LPM is no t  a Wary of word-formtian; i n  

par t icular ,  I s h a l l  attempt to show, contrary to the claims of Kiparsky and 

others ,  that stratum ordering does not constrain word formation per se, end 

that apparent stratum ~ r d e r i n g  effects oan bt? reduced -b other 

(independently needed) principles;  this point is important fo r  ny approach 



to mrphology as I argue below in the a e c t i m  where l h s e  questions are 

addressed. Final ly,  in the th i rd  slectim, I s h a l l  examine LPPI as  a theory 

~f ttbe o r g a n i m t i m  of the phmology. I shall i n  part icular  be examining 

issues such as Ekacketing Erasure Cyclicity, and Structure Preservat im. 

I s h a l l  suggest that LPF4 is no t  as useful a theory of phmologiml 

organizat im as it might a t  f i r s t  seem and I shall sketch an alternative 

theory which, though Less highly structured is j u s t  as explanatory as LFM. 

It will turn out  t h a t  phmology applying ifin the l e x i m r v  is not obviously 

eistinct in its b e h v i o r  from post-lexical phmology, a t  l e a s t  no t  as 

d i s t h c t  a s  envlsimed by L P M .  

4.1 .I A E!irief overview of LPM 

In this chapter I shall be assuming soroe fami l iar i ty  with LPM and I 

s h a l l  therefore no t  give an exhaustive review of the t k o r y ;  m y  of the 

more substantive claims of the various v e r s i m s  of LPM wil l  come up in 

subsequent d i m s s i m  anymy. TIE following is m l y  intended a s  a brief  

overview of ttvz main points. 

One of We p r o b b m  with discussing LPIJ! is that there is rea l ly  no me 

theory of ehia &el of  p h o l o g y  end morphology; *re are a t  least two, 

namely that of Kiparsky (1983,b 1984) and Mohnan (1982). What is 

generally agreedl u~cr? current ly,  h u e v e r ,  is t h a t  the mrpb2ogy is 

organized into a nmber of strata of word-formatim. A t  each of these 



s t r a t a ,  certain affixatim processes occur. A t  sme point,  either after 

each affixatim a t  the given stratum or after a l l  affixations which are to 

be done a t  that s t r a m ,  the derived farm is submitt;ed to the phonology 

ulwe it is checked for r u l e  application1. A phcnological rille w i l l  apply 

to a morphologically derived farm just in case two ccnditicns are met; 

f i r s t  of a l l ,  of course, the s t ruc tura l  description of the rule must be 

satisfied, and s e m d l y ,  it must be marked to apply a t  the particular 

stratum a t  which the morphological operation has applied. A diagram of 

this model is given belo$: 

I. The former would b a cyc l i c  stratum, the latter a nm-cyclic s i x a m .  
The idea that both kinds of  strata m y  exist is proposed in ~~ and 
khanam (1994) and Hall@ arid bhanan (1983). Kiparslky assumes t h a t  a l l  
s e a l s  are cyclic.  

2 .  Ran Ba4ckngel.i (I%&). This part icular  diagram actually illustrates a 
mudel w i t h  only cyc l i c  strata (note the back and for th  arrows between the 
morphological levels  and the phonology. ) 



lllldcrived lex ica l  item4 
I 

rule 1 ,  
stratum i ,  j 

I 

rule 2, 
stratum k.. . 

So, each rule is listed in the phonology as tu the particular stram a t  

W c h  it applies.  Stratum n+1 i n  t h i s  diagram represents the post-lexical 

stratum; after a word has been formed in the lexicon, it is Inserted into 

syntactic structure where it will be subjected to principles and rules  of 

syntax, but also to f b t h e r  (post- lexical)  rules o f  the phmology. What is 

the distinctim between lexical and post-lexical rule applicatims? A 

fairly neat m y  is given by Pulleyblank (1983) : 

(2 1 
LEXICAL 

a. m y  refer to mrd- 
intern1 s*ucture 

b. may not apply across 
words 

a, cannot refer to word- 
internal structure 



c. my be c y c l i c  c, m o t  be c y c l i c  

d. i f  cyc l i c ,  then subject d. nm-cyc l i c ,  h c e  across-  
to strict cyc le  the board 

e. structure-preserving e . need n o t  be struc.ture- 
preserving 

f .  may have l e x i c a l  e x c e p t i m s  f .  m o t  Lbave l e x i c a l  
e x c e p t i m s  

g. must precede a l l  post- g. must follow all l e x i c a l  
l e x i c a l  r u l e  applicatiopfs r u l e  appl ica t ions  

h e  point which n&s to be c l a ~ i f i e d  is w h t  it mans to t~ stsucaKte 

preserving. Lexical r u l e s  are claimd to be  structure preserving in t4w 

sense t h a t  they do not  add to th l e x i c a l  segu~nta l  phcmoiogical inventory 

of a pa r t i cu l a r  lmgmge (see, e.g., Pulleyblank, 1B3, pp. 24-51; to be 

s*ucture preserving, f o r  Instance, r u l e s  m a t  Introduce d i s t i n c t i v e  

segments into t b  l ex i ca l  phm4?logy which a r e  n o t  l e x i c a l l y  d i s t i n c t i v e  

Tb g ive  a simple example o f  tlnis, no l e x i c a l  r u l e  of Ehglish phonology 

Introduces a s p i r a t i m  m voiceless stops; such aspiraticm I s  n o t  l e x i c a l l y  

distinctive. Bst-lexical r u l e s ,  however, need not be s l zuc lx re  preservhg 

according to this theory. Mce it is a post- lexical  r u l e  which is 

respcolsible f o r  a s p i s a w  voice less  s tops .  That this l a  Lrmdeed a 

post- lexical  r u l e  is con f i rd  further by its other proper t ies :  It does not 

refer to word-jlnteml s l r u c t w e ,  there is no reason to bel ieve t ha t  it is 

c y c l i c ,  it has no l ex l ca l  e x c e p t i m s  and it is know to follow a t  l e a s t  me 

group o f  l e x i c a l  r u l e s ,  namely those r u l e s  assigning stress. We w i l l  have 

more la say about Struc ture  Remrvatim later in  the chapter. 



There are a couple of other cknracteristfcs of the theory which we need 

to discuss k r e .  Qle, which we have already sea mtla~ed in previous 

chapters is the Bracket masure Cmventim (BEC; also ca l l ed  Vie -city 

Principle ( ~ ~ ,  1982). ) The particular version quo-ted bere is from 

klPe and P b k m  (1985): 

( 3 )  Backet Erasure Cawentian 

After the applicatim of a11 rules an a s t r a m ,  the 
brackeb between the morpkmes are &let&, so t;hat reference to 
the mstituent morpheaes becomes impossible a t  subequent 
strata. 

I will discuss in a subsequent sectim then supposed support for  is 

Finally, according to most researchers now, following originally Mohanan 

(1 9321, there f s %Lre stipulatfm Wt i f  a phonological rule R applies a t  

both stratum m and stratum n .  where n>m, then R must also apply an a l l  

strata msl through n-I . &is is stated by b.eohanan ( p. 21 ) as the Stratum 

t h m i n  Hypothesis (SDH): 

( 4 )  The datain of a rule is specified as a set of mtinuous strata. 

Having now given a brief overview of the generally-agreed-urn claims of 

lexical phmology, I now turPl to e discusaim of the canpatfbility of LPM, 

viewed as a theory of the organizatfm of the phmology, wia the approach 

to  morphology being presented in W s  dissertation. 



4.1.2 L M  as a 'Iheory of Phonological Well-formedness 

In previous c h p t e r s  of this Mes l s ,  c h p t e r  two in  par t icular ,  I have 

argued that  syntact ic  wll-formalness of a word can be dealt with in the 

syntax, by examining the properties of the part icular  m~rphemes which make 

up a word. For example, a ward like p s a b i l d t y  is wlP-formed because 

parse is a verb, able - I s  an a f f i x  which takes verbs and makes adject ives,  

and is an affix which t a k a  adject ives and makes noms. 

In Chap-r 1 ,  I argued t h a t  in the mapping from the S-structure 

representatim cf a word to the PF mpment, hpplng  P r h c i p l e  exerts 

a minimal requirement on the character of the phmological represepltatfm 

of the word. W e  again a word l i k e  ungramatPcahL, which I have t a k  

to have the following syntacZic sepresesltatim ( l inear  order irrelevant): 

/ \ ITY 
I 

A 
\ 

I 
(A, o> 

I 
I I 

GRMrnICAL UM 

lial the Napping R i n c i p l e  requipes (and the reader I s  referred to the 

relevant sectlcner of Chapter I fo r  extensive discussion,) is t h a t  - m- 1;~ to 



the l e f t  of pamatical and adjacent to it, and tht -1ty be adjacent to 

a d  (HI the r ight  of the phanological represmtatim of IGRMATIcPL UN]. In 

the notatdm developed in Chpte r  1 ,  this a9t of constraints would be 

notated a s  follows: - u n ^ g r a m x i t i ~ a l ~ ~ ~  

The questia that we are now Interested in is how the phanslogy 

in te rp re t s  such a swing. Wt is, w h t  s t ruc la re  ( i f  any) would the 

stratam ordered phmology a s s i a  to this part icular  linear orderhg of the 

p h m o l ~ g i c a l  r e p r e s m t a t i m s  of these aff ixes? 

Suppose, f i r s t  of a l l ,  that the prefix apd the suffix are to be added a t  

the same s t r a m ,  according to  the part icular  notatian m the affixes; such 

would be the case, fo r  example, w i t h  the ward inabf llty, which has two 

stratum I aff ixes.  Ihen, assming t h t  m l y  me phmological a f f ixa t ion  

bkes place a t  a time, presumably either of the two following phanological 

b r a c k t i n g s  is possible: 

( 6 )  [Cfn a b i l l  i tyl, [in f - ~ l l  

Howlever, FR might asstme that there is  a principle such as the following: 

(7) Default  Phonological Interpretatim R i n c i p l e  (DPIP) 

When the p h s l o g y  imposes no regu8~emmts of its om an 'the 
phmolsgical bracketing of a stzing, pick an 
Interpretation which yield6 a bracket- m g s u e n t  to tht of the 



syntact ic  representa t im . 3 

This principle seems necessary, for  instance, to accomt for the f a c t  that 

in canpunding, VE phanological bracketing apparently mamics the syntact ic  

bracketing. So c i t y 4 o g  house with the meaning of !la house for  dogs which 

dwell in cities,It has a di f fe ren t  s izess  pattern from city doghouse ( =  "a 

h o w  fo r  dogs, which f s hi the city .I1) : 

(8) 
1 4 3 

city-dog ~ I E E  
1 3 4  

c i t y  doghouse 

'Jlhis is derivable,  according to most theories  of stress assignment ( e . g . ,  

Qlansky and fhlle, (1 w)) , if E a s s m e  that in tk former case, city m d  

dsg are phmologically joined together, fo l lowd by city-dog and house. 

The o + h r  compound will take the al%m-nte route. 

What, then, i f  the phmology does require that the phcnologica'l 

bracketing be nm-congruent -to t h  syntact ic  bracketing? For insimce, 

take a classic Bracketing hradox such as ungcamnaticality. Here the 

s u f f i x  -ity must be phmologicalPy inside the prefix - m- for  the simple 

r e a m  that -ity 1s ordered a t  a earlier stratum (Seatun I) to ( m c h  

3. bkrarntz ( 1 W b )  , suggeslx tbt the ccmstraint is -t phsnological 
representations ace m g l i c a l l y  right-brancking. This is an in teres t ing  
suggestjlan hmfar as it &es the  correct p red ic t im that In m y  
l-es the prefixes are phcnologically external  ti? t k  suffixes.  I 
shall not  be investigatirag M a n t z t s  suggestion kre .  



is ordered a t  Stratum 11). me string - un^eparmrtaticalIr~ #fiich is provided 

by the Happing Principle will thus be Pnbrpreted as follows: A t  S t r a m  I, 

- i ty  wi l l  be pkirnologfcally affixed b th stxm grmt i ca l  and relevat 

ru les  of the phmology will be applied. Then Stratum I will be exited and 

Stsalm I1 entered. &re, - m- will be aff ixed to gramat ica l iQ  and 

relewmt phanological ru les  applied. A11 that is required in general,  i n  

fact, is that there be a phmological fmterpretaticn of the syntact ic  

representation which is b ~ t h  cmsistmt w i t h  l inear  ordering hmpsed by 

the hpplng  R i n c i p l e  and a l s o  msisml w i t h  the StratLlw Ordering 

r e s t r i c t i c n s  cm? the affixes ( o r  if  there are no such p h s l o g i c a l  

r e s t r i c t i m s ,  with tkse DPIP. ) Clearly, a r e p r e m t a t i m  for 

mqanmraticality such as Im [manars~ltical ity]l is msistent with -the 

r e p r e m t a t i m  provided by the Mapping Principle since it preserves - t h  

ordering i n  ehat representation. This point  was, of course, extmsively  

discussed in Chapter 1. 

In additim to picking a well-formed phmological repremixi t ian  for a 

par t icular  msspho-syntactic bracketing, k x i - 1  Phoplology , inkrpn*eted as a 

theory of phaaologfoal well-fomedness, can r u l e  out  a part icular  

m s ~ u c t i c n  if these is no such well-formed phmological representation. 

Ts tak@ another previowly discussed example, a nun-word such as 

++mtionhosdaP would have the perfect ly e l l - f o ~ m e d  syntac t ic  

repramtatim: 



The hpping Rinc ip l e  will yield the following minimal requiremmt m the 

phmological repremetion: natim'hodaal. -- h d  it wil l  turn out, 

clearly, that ckre is no possible phmslogical in terpre- ta t im of this 

string #hick will satisfy the requirements imposed both by the s t r ing and 

t k  stram-ordered phanology. This is simply because i n  t h i s  case, u n l i k e  

the case of mpammt i ca l i t y ,  there is no ambiguity as tn which affix must 

be attached f i r a t .  Clearly the order af phar.1~1ogical affixatim must be 

-hod fo l lowd by - -al. But tkis is ruled out  by the fact that in order fo r  

the phmolsgy to proceed in this fashim, we must mter Stratum I, where 

- a d  is attached, fter we Pave applied ru les  at 3%ratm 11, where -hood is - 
attached. Wlt since *atmi I is ordered b e f ~ r t  matun 11, t h i s  is an 

impossibl.lity. s t ruc ture  w i l l  thus be ruled out in the PF compment 

even though it is apparently w e l l - . f o t . ~  frun the point of view of the 

syntax. 

!thus, if we allow that LPM i a  a We1 of the well-fortcsdnes~ of the 

pharnological reprt2altation mrresponding to  syntactic cmstituent 



structures, *re is no i n m s i s ~ c y  &!tween that model and the m e  which 

I am proposing for morpho-syntactic well-formehess in this thesis. 

&I the other hand what is not  possible i s  to interpret LEW as 3. theory 

of word-formation. In prticuler it m o t  constrah the syntactic 

well-formedness of a word. Consider the following: Suppose tht a 

qm-tzctic representation [ [ A B] C] , linear order irrelel~ant, is 

well-formed, aqd that the altepna* bracketing [ [  A C] B] is ill-formed, 

where A is one of [ +-N, +-V] , and B and C are affixes. Suppose further 

that a, b, and c are the phmologiml representatims of A, B and C 

respectively, and that b is a prefix and c i a  a suffix, and finally that b 

is stratun-erderd a f b r  e. This would yield the following phmological 

representatim: [b [a c] 1. This is ,  of course, a classic Becketing 

Paradox. LFt4 would prdict ,  as h d e d  it does for Bracketing Paradoxes i n  

general, give1 that there are no exmsims TO the theory (such as the 

suggestion of Kiparaky discussed in Chapter 1 ), that such cases would 

always be mgracmtical. The only possible syntactic representatim for [b 

[a c ]  ] would k the sangrwt [ B  [ A C] 1, which we stated above to be 

ill-formed. 'Ihus, the stratum ordering in LPM can restrict the 

wll-formdnese of words which muld be ell-formed cn purely syntactic 

grounds. In ccmtrast, the theory I am propoahg here would clearly claim 

t h a t  such cases will alwys be grammatical, unless of course, tbere are 

other principles ( including, but  not l i m i t d  to, morphslogical blocking) 

which would rule out  e i t h r  or both represenbtims. My basic claim i s  



that provided a ell-formed phmological in-krprehticm exists for a string 

which is prov:lded by the kpplng Principle for a particular syntactic 

structure, then there is no general principle which would rule out the 

word; a word muld mly be ruled out if there were no such phanologi~l  

structure. So LPM m o t  be a theory of word-formation in the sense that 

it m o t ,  according t o  my theory, be allowxi to strongly cmstrain the 

relatianship between the synlxctic mcl p h o l o g i c a l  repreoentation ~f a 

word. A corollary of this is at; there is no sense In which a 

mrpho-syntactic operation, such as the general process i n  sane language of 

formirag mrds of me cabgory from mrds of another category can be said to 

reside a t  any p t i c u l a r  seatun sf word-fomtim. Cmpomding in 

particular cannot be stratum ordered a1 my account: affixes may b v e  

s-tra-tum ordering effects in that  me group of affixes may, by virtue of 

their phonological requirmenta, occur witkin another a e t  of affixes; 

however, mpomding is not like this in thwi; phanologic3ally it cms i s t s  in 

the adjmctim of stems or words which do not in my sense phanologimlly 

select for me another. So, a compoundls syntactic representation is 

interpreted phmologically in me way or another but there can b no 

s ~ a ~  ordering of this process inaofar as there is no syntactic stratum 

order- and flrthermore there is no phcnologica: mativaticn, such a s  

w l e c t i m  , for imposing an ordering. However, f t has beern claimed, i n  

particular hv Kiparsky (1 98%) anal bhanau? (1982) tkat word-formatim 

should be restricted by LFM in precisely t k i a  my, and it is l-~ these 



claims t ha t  we turn di rec t ly .  

4.2 Against LPM as a Theory of Word-Fomtion 

In this sectim I discuss a number of cases put formrd by Kiparsky and 

bbanan whish would appear to provide empirical evidence that s e a t u n  

ordering must tae allowed to m s t r a i n  word f o r m t i m  quite strongly, and 

that it is m s e q u e n t l y  no t  merely a theory of phcnological well-formedness 

as suggested In the l a s t  sec t i rn .  

A l l  of the examples that 1 discuss here h v e  the following 

charac ter i s t ic :  if the LPM analysis  of them is correc t .  and there is 

therefore evidence that stratum ordering canstrains word fo rmt ion ,  then 

there a11 be a serious problem for my theory in  that I wil l  need to also 

pos i t  saw s o r t  of level  ordered word-formtim device in  a d d i t i m  to the 

checks cn syntact ic  well-formdneas which I have argued take place in the 

syntax. This would make my approach appear baroque and a t  best  a 

ns ta t iazal  variant of M. What I h o p  to show, then Is that the examples 

put forward by the remchers  in LRvI a r e  either questicnable emp8rically, 

or explainable by other independently necessary pr inciples  . 
This sectim, tlm, will be a potpourri of examp1.e~ Erm the LPM 

literatwe and comterargumenta to those examples. In particular, I shll 



discuss msphological blocking, the inflectim of compounds, Malayalam 

s u k m p u n d i n g  and coc~snpolwding and f l n a l l y  one of the more intriguing 

problems introduced by LPM, namely the treatnent, in Ebglish, of regular 

i n f l e c t i m s  inside canpounds (c.f. Klprsky,  I D ;  l'bhamn, 19%; k1Ze 

and khanan, 1 985 ; and against the LPM appr mch,  see 'Ihms-Flhder s , 
1983.) The reasm fo r  discussing these examples is that - b y  represent the 

s t r m g e s t  arguments of which I am aware to the e f f e c t  t h a t  canbination ~f 

morphrrses is stratum ordered i n  and of itself. Again, campomding figures 

prominently in this discussion Insofar a s  there is no sense in which the 

mstituen-ts of a c a n p m d  nay be said t o  p h o l o g i c # l l y  select for  me 

a n o t k r  ( i .e . , they are not  specified as phmological a f f ixes .  ) Ratks , 

m p u n d s  m my amount have t k i r  syntactic properties derived in  the 

syntax, and a r e  merely interpreted phmologically in the phmology; their 

formticm thus  cannot be stratum ordered. 

4.2 .I bbrphological Blocking and Stratum Order Sng . 
Blocking ( k m o f f ,  1876) is a coanaan process In morphology (and, I sh l l  

suggest in the final chapter, elsewhere too) whereby a more specific word 

f o s m t i m  process blmks the application of a more general word formation 

proceee. To give an example, the i r regular  plural  - feet in Ehglish blocks 

tkme regular plura l  *feota. - 

Klparsky (1  983) claims that Ifan absolute ms t r e in t  , . . . seerns to be tha t  



a blocking process can cn ly  be 1ocaM a t  these same level  (=stratum) or a t  

an earlier leve l  than the process it b l o ~ l c s . ~ ~  The -- fee t / foots  example is 

already i l l u s l z a t i v e  of  t h i s  point since, according .i;o LPP1, an isregular  

p lu ra l  such a s  - feet would t>e formed a t  a stratam (Stratum I)  e a r l i e r  than 

l 2 ~  stratum a t  which the regular p lu ra l s  are f o r m 4  (e i the r  Stratum 111 or 

I V ,  depending u p  the v e r s i m  of LPM.) So, - feet would be formed a t  

Skatun I, and a t  the stratum a t  which regular p lu ra l s  are f o r d ,  its 

existence would block the appl icat ion of the regular plural  rule. 

ESramples such as these are ac tua l ly  no t  p rob lemt ic  for my approach, 

c o u p l d ,  *in, wim the interpretat!* of LPM as a theory of phmological 

wll-formedpless. To see this, m s i d e r  a the  syntac t ic  representation of 

the two noms  - feet and dogs. &ere is presumably no reason to suppose that 

there  is a difference in the syntac t ic  representation of the two merely 

bet=au.se there is an obvious difference i n  the p h m o l o g i c ~ ~ l  r e p r e m t a t i c n ,  

so they would be represented roughly as follows4: 

4. A good example i l l u s t r a t i n g  the independence of syntax and phonology i n  
hflectimal morphology was pointed out  to me by Ken M l e  (and m also 
Jeanne, Rmka and khe (1 93.4) ) . In Hopi, coordinated clauses allow for 
oy=ticml de le t i an  of +h s e m d  verb stem, thus strmding the a f f i x e s  < OBV=obviatIve ) : 

' 41.m y&'t& -k-q p '  fm t h m t  [ ~ ] - p + ~ i  
(you:nmsg) rm:pb-k-OBV tkn w allso pl fut 
"You run and l3m we will alsow 

What has been deleted here is the verb stem for  run, stranding, i n  
particular, the p lu ra l  suffix -yg. However, thxll form of the verb, 



Now, the affix PL will presuuably have as part of its phonological m t r y ,  

the fact tha t  w i t h  cer ta in  s-tems it has an irregular  spell out. A partial 

entry might look as follows: 

at= =a,O>' 

{-sf 
Umlaut w i t h  foot, man.. . .)> - -  

where Umlaut is some set of appropriately defined phonological rulea5. 

Now, if  we list such phanological ru les  as h l a u t  as applying a t  Strata.rm I 

and regular p h o l o g f c a l  a f f ixa t ion  prooeaes such as t t ~  affixatim of -s - 
at Stratum 111 (or IV) , we w i l l  thus allow blockirag to apply; the Elsewhere 

affix - -s will be blocked by the presence of a phonological form such as 

- 6 feet already spel l ing out thie plural  form of foot  . If the al ternat ive  

which would be y$l%P-ksa% has the plural form of taae verb stem, which is 
suppletive fo r  - uari fsm:sg'+~. Clearly, tkn, the d e l e t i m  operation 
takes p l a ~  over a level  of representnt im where the verb is represented 
separately from the plural affix, i r r e a p c t i v e  of the eventual pl~mological  
form of the verb. 

5. Though it might be mre ts the point to eay t ha t  p lura ls  l ike  - feet are 
suppletive fo r  fmtss; see Section 4.2.2.4. 

6. Net that suck a stsatu-srdered approach would ke necessary for t k s e  
p r t i c u 1 a r  examples; the very exiatmce of the more part icular  r u l e  of 
U s u t  would block the affixatim of -s anyway, according to the ElsizFhere 
hd i t i ca? .  I know of litble e ~ i d e a r a e ~ t  the i r regular  p lura l  r u l e s  of 
Ehglish n& apply a t  any par t icular  stratum In the lexic%P phonology, with 
the possible exception of the facts mcerr:bng plurals withln compounds to 



ordering were picked--i.e., h l a u t  a t  matun I11 and regular affixation a t  

S t r a m  I,  the blocking e f f e c t  would go in the opposite direct ion and 

b l a u t  would always be bled. 

The d i f f i c u l t y  would come where two separate a f f ixes  a re  involved which 

mark the %sme informt ian .  In par t icular ,  i f  one of %k af f ixes  is 

attached a t  Stratum n and the other a t  Stratam n m ,  m>O, WE af f ix  added a t  

Stratum n should, according to LW, be able  to block the affix a t  S k a t m  

nm. Blocking should not occur in  the other d i rec t ion ,  however. If this 

kind of d i s t r i b u t i m  of data were to  s t o w  up, t k r e  would k a problem for 

my theory shse ,  any event,  the two a f f ixes  should have syntact ic  

r e p r e m t a t i c n s  which have no S t r a t m  e d e r i n g  s p e c i f i c a t i m s  m them; 

blocking should thus In principle be possible i n  both d i r e c t i m s .  R.l 

exanple of *is kind of s i tua t ion  would be t h e  two negative a f f ixes  - i n . .  and 

m- in EhgPish. In LPFi where the word formation ru les  affixing and - 
occur a t  d i f fe ren t  swam--in- - a t  Stratm I and a t  Stratum 11--me 

could argue that a f f i x a t i m  of - in- blocks  the a f f  ixation of - m -. So. we do 

not  get  *mpossfble because Urnere is already impossible. Supposedly, 

b ~ v e r ,  the blocking does n o t  go t b  o t h r  way; that is, there is no smse 

in wNch - m am ever be said to block the aff ixa t ion  of - h-. 

---------- 
Ix discus& below. So these my be no reasm to assume &hit there is a 
seatam order- distllrac-tim between b l a u t  and the regular a f f i x a t i m  . 
W s  example m s  merely given as an I l l u s t r a t i v e  example of h o w  this would 
a l l  work. 



&ah,  in my approach such facts m i g h t  be d i f f i c u l t  to accomt for. The 

syn&ctic representatim of both words would be: 

(12) [IN [POSSlIlLE]] [UN [KESIBLE]] 

In the PF c m p m t  these two forms would be represented with tk 

appropr iab  phological representatims a t  the appropriate s w a b .  Now, 

of course, - I N  could - e l 1  block the affixatim of UN In tkbe synixctic - 
representation; presumably POSSIBLE is simple w k e d  .to take IN and this - 
fact blocks -th~ affixatim of UN. T k  questim is why the blocking cauld - 

not go the o t k r  way; why could a form not be wkerl to take UN and thus - 
block the affixatfan of - IN? In fact, cases wfdch look renarkably like this 

(13) 
unable 

Presumably a l l  of the base adjectives in these forms must be available a t  

~ t r a t m  I since e l l  of them must -id. ~o why do they not t a k e  in-? - 

must simply he listed in these 
form. thedistributicnof negative 
preflxes in the able/equab paradigm could be explained by stratum orderhg 
insofar as -1ty attaches to the adjective marked with the negative prefix; 
the latter could therefore riot bz m- becaw of stratum ordering. Of - 
cow=, this explanation evaporates as aoan as we are forced to accomt for 
t 4 ~  much larger class of EPacketing hradoxes. 



The answer would seem to be that t k y  do not  take - in- because they a re  

marked tc take - m-. Yet if  t h i s  f s correct, then we have a case of 

blocking csoulter tm the direction of the ordering sf the strata. This 

seems perfectly natural ln a theory where word formatim (i.e.,  the 

@smporsitim of tLE mrpho-syntactic r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  of words) is not 

Stratum-ordered . 

Kiparsky (1983) observes that ws do not  get irregular inflection of 

verbs which have been derived from n m L m l  compounds. For example, the 

compomd nom pandstand may also be converted into a verb to grandstand -- 

As Uparsky notes, this verb does not receive an irregular past & ~ T I  

inflectim despite t k  fact that it mda in slmd Mch. muld normally be 

irregular : *grandsW. versus ,qmdstanded. Within ( IUparskyt s version 

of) LEM, this would be ascomted for as follows. At Si;ralm I, verbs are 

carrverted into noms . A t  %-a-am 11, ccxupomdlng occurs, as doe8 nsm to 

verb mversicm (a procese which is very regular and productive in 

Ehglfah.) Finally, a t  Stratum I11 regular infleetian takes place. Thie is 

smmwf& in the following diagram (adapted from K i p s k y ) :  



Stratum 11: grandA + standN ----> grandstandN 
grandstandN ----> grmdsmdg 

Clearly, s h e  the verb ~ands tmd is formed after the stratum a t  which 

irregular verb inflection is available there is no question of irregular 

Fnflect~im of such forms. 

Never-theless, I believe that there is a straightforard account of these 

facts wWch does not invoke stratuu ordering. 'b basic assumption which 

we need--and which I feel is mpletely justified by the facts--is t h a t  

irregular verbal inflection, irrespective of the level a t  which ft occurs, 

must be listed w i t h  the particular verbs which take it. The masst 

straightforwcl justification for this assmptim tha t  I know of i s  that 

new verbs which are coined (no matter what their source) never to my 

howLedge receive irregular inflectimal morphology. If I W e  up a verb 

ta z i rq  man@, my, to h i t  w i t h  am aardvark1 s mout, l it would not  t~ 

inflected irregularly, with past tense *zang, but  would rather receive 

regular inflectioa?; th is  i a  despi te  the claim tlmt Kiparsky ('1 98%) mkes 

that verbs ending in the string 1-1 are virtually exceptimallessly 

inflected a - q .  

kmed with this assumption?, we can now derive the  ~bserved pat tern.  



First of a l l ,  w m y  assme t h a t  the n o m  stand is derived (in the 

morpho-synta#) from the verb s m d  by an abs t rac t  affix --i .e., m e  which 

h s  no phmological contmt--which e wi l l  c a b 1  01 . So the noun will have 

the f s l  lowing representa t im 

(1 5 )  
W 

/ \ 
/ \ 

V (V,N> 
I I 
1 1 

STAND O'l 

Let us assme t h t  the entry for an affix like -- 01 ~3.11 be as follows: 

(16) 0lf=a ,O> 

The pkanological side of the affix C A I ,  namely - 01 is neither a suffix nor a 

prefix (such a desiwtion muad, after a l l ,  make l i t t le  sen= for 

something w i t h  zero phmalogical content .) 

Asscasing tkit there fa another abslxact affix,  which we w i l l  call 02, 

which converts nsms into verbs, tb morpho-syntactic structure of the 

entire verb form gandstmdeci muld be as followa: 



Given the Mapping Principle (and asming tihat Ri(PAST) is a suffix, and 

that there is saw principle--such as righthand kadedness--b order 

-waPMB) and WSTAND)), we have the following direct  phcmological 

eracoding of the above syntactic structwe: 

The question as ta h y  the phanological spellout of PAST m o t  

Ispaaitfzef'  off of the irregular morphology of stand is now answerable: in 

order for this to happen, PPI( PAST) wuld new~mrf Py have to be 

phmologically adjacent to stand--,I .e. ,  in the technical sense inWduced - 
in th f i rs t  chapter, stand"PH(PAST). S i n e  * is not  an associat ive 

oprawr, this all not be poesdble. (For a discuss im of the mtkmatical 



properties of " and * see Chapter 1 . ) So, it is perfectly possible to cme 

up w i t l a  s r e a m b l e  a m m t  of the facts Kiparsky discusses without 

resorting to the assmptim that word formtfm itself is stratum ordered. 

Note, too, how the grandstand case differs from a case like withstand 

#Mch does h v e  PrreguSr~Ly inflected stand. In %his case the syntactic 

representatim is: 

v a , o >  
/ \  ' 

/ \ ~ h r  
/ \ 

WITH V 
I 
I 

STAMD 

lhis m v e r t s  to the Following: 

(20) ( (with"stand)'Ri( PAST) ) 

In this case, givm the associativity of ^, rea3son,iatlm is possible: 

( 21 ) ( witPr" ( stmda.W( PAST) ) ) 

S@~~"FI#(PAS!T) will then be spelled out as stood. 

Of mmse, mder my approach, it ought in principle t~ be possible far a 

verb derived frm a nminal mpomd to be -- b1sW as having an irr~gulae 

past tense. I b v e ,  in fact,  fomd an example which would appear to be of 



tkt form. The verb to hamstring 1s apparmtly derived, a t  least 

synckcmially, from the noun hamstring; the meaning of the verb is to cut 

tke hmstrings' and would thus appear .to be derivative f r m  the nolm in the 

saae way as to elbw is derivative from the noun elbow. Mow, hamstrlnq, 

the noun, would appear to be a compomd, derived from string and - ham 

(referring to the back of the leg or thigh, though I suppose that this 

probably has the status of a cranberry morpheme for m i y  or most speakers) ; 

note that the form has canpund stress: 

Inlxrestingly, a t  least  according tn the herican kri-e Dictimary, the 

past lxnse of this verb is hmsWwnq. I t  i s  of course possible under my 

approach Ix list W s  verb as having an irregular past tense, although W s  

is surely a m%d optim. I t  is not so clear however, that this could 

easily k a c m n t e d  in ~d. 

0. Support for the analysis of hmstringv given here comes from the  

following qmta t im fim Fowler (196):  

With h ( m s t r h g ~ ,  no doubt of the r ight  form is possible ; i n  to 

verb, -&hat is, is mede noat; from the two words - h u  and sffin& 
b u t  f r a  the noun hamstring; it must therefure make 
t . m l s W ~ @ d .  

Fowler, who was a prescriptive grarrmarian, was clearly consciously aware of 



Kiparsky also discusses another set of data which, although they have 

nothing to do with cccnpounds, reduce to the sane analyses as given above. 

Withln M, as not& before, verbs my be derived f r o m  noms a t  Stratum 11. 

k w i t h  the compomd grandstand, such nowis may ultimately be derived from 

verbs. h example of W s  Pa the Irregular verb ring, which has the 

related noun ag9 from which the verb r l n ~  (as io 'ring the castle with 

troops1 ) is derived. This l.atter verb is, of course, in f l ecw w i t h  

regular. Lnflectianal morphology. Wi+& LFM this fact is captured i n  

exactly the mne way as the previous case with pandstand: since the secxxld 

verb ring is derived a t  Stratm 11, af*r the irregular verbal inflection 

is available, it will follow tkt rirq m o t  have irregular hflecticn. 

Needless to  say, the same apprmch t k t  I outlined above within my own 

approach for the verb prrandslmd would carry over to this example. Rin,qed, 

+Ae past tense of the s e m d  verb rina;, w u l d  bve  a morpho-syntactic 

representation such as the following: 

---------- 
both the 8tatu.a of the verb bmtr- and of the  generallzatian encoded i n  
WM and also derivable frm my apprmch. Nevertheless, despite Fowlerls 
moerns ,  and presmbly m the analogy w i t h  8V%, km8trLqq b s  come to 
be listed w i t h  the irregular past tense ; I a s a m ,  however, that speakers 
are no lees aware of its derived m w e .  

9,  &ouglm W w  relatimship ie admittedly mly historical. In m y  event, 
the explanaticn given below for why r Q V  derived from r i q ,  does not 
irregularly inflect carries over to the case where r l n ~  is not derived 
from irregular r l n ~ ~ .  



v a, o> 
/ \ I 

I 

/ \ PlsT 
/ \ 

N a9n 

/ \ I 
I 

/ \ a? 
/ 

V 
\ 

I 
(V,N> 

1 
I I 

RING 01 

The direct mapping of this will be: 

&ah,  due to the nm associativity of *, this m o t  be reanalyzed htn a 

sepremtatim *re BW(PAST) is aQacent (') to ring. M c e  there is no 

reason to expect t tm t  the I ~ c m d  verb ring would be inflected irregularly. 

O f  course, it i s  still possible for- such an entry to merely be 

exceptionally marked as being so inf lecw,  just as h a m s t r i n ~  h a  to be so 

marked. I have as yet been unable to find mch examples, however. 

hother set of mpomds wtlich Upssky discusses are the exocerrtric or 

hhuvrihi c9mpmds. Stme examples of these follow: 



What makes these clmnpmds exocentrlc I s  that nei ther  of the members of the 

ccmngnmd, in p r t i c u l a r  the righthand member, is the semantic head. So 

sabertooth, ml . ike m i l k t o o t h  or wisdau tooth is not  a tooth, but rather a - 
kind of cat. A whitewall is not  a wall, but a klnd of t i r e  

The notable thhg about these forms is that they a l l  i n f l e c t  w i t h  

regu1.w morphology. As Kiparsky notes: 

. . .exocm-taic ( bahuwihi) compomds ace character i s t i c a l l y  
inflected a t  level  3 even if  their secmd umbers are by 
themselves inf lected a t  level  1 ,  whereas e n d m t r i c  compounds 
re-in the inf lec t icn  that their s c a d  m b e r  has by itself. 
m s i d e r  e.g. milk t e e t h  (endocentric) vs. saberlmths 

saber tmth  t i g e r s n  (exocentric) . Bs in the verb compound jus t  
 discus^ [i .e.,  grandstand RS] , mdocentric compomds are 
:formed a t  level 2 by combining words, incllxiing words derived 
a t  level  1 such as teeth, E k o m t r i c  mpomds however, m u s t  
cn our assumptims be assigned zero d e r i v a t i m a l  w ~ f f i x e s  since 
they otherwise would s k e  tm properties of the i r  heads, i .e. 
be endocentric. ~ t . . . . d e s l v a C i m a l  suffixes cannot be add& 
b 2  derived p lu ra l s  [a point which Uparsky no*s elsewhere, 
W]. Therefore exocentrlc m p o m d s  come out  of level  2 w i t h  
exclusively singular morphology and can receiwe plural endings 
a l l y  a t  level  3 where they are adjolned b Wme whole corapomd. 

@in, hQ#ever, there is a ready explanat im fo r  the facts which does 

no t  a p p a l  ix slzatm ordering. F i r s t  of a l l ,  note that I t  I s  perfect ly 

eaay to a m m t  for  the f a c t  t h a t  - endocentric mpomds eosatalning heads 

W c h  i n f l e c t  i r regular ly  for  p lura l i ty  also inflect irregularly.  In f a c t ,  



mlFke L M ,  it is not  necessary to assume that a form l i k e  milk t e e t h  is 

derived separately fb.m milk tooth. The syntactic structure of the plural 

form of milk tooth would be: 

The hpp ing  Principle yields the f o l l o a  repre,satatim; 

which is ccnvertible to: 

So this is just like withstnod. 

T u n i n g  now to the e x m t r i c  cases, let us assume tbt; Kipa~sky is 

correct in positbig an abstract bead for t k s e  mpounds. In fact,  

although tk a r g m t  w i l l  not be a f e c W  by this decision, it may be 

possible tbt this abstract head i s  a full-fledged noun, which we w i l l  call 

0; after a l l ,  saber~lm=tb is in sane sense I1short fori1 saberhth tiger, so 



we mlght ass- tht the rigkthmd member of the I a W r  m s t r u c t i m  is 

still present fn the former i n  the mse that it acts as the syntactic 

h a d .  The sWucture for sabertooth would therefore be as follows: 

The stsucture of the plural fom muld therefore be: 

&ah, by' the Mapping Principle, this d l 1  yield: 



Pssming, again, that there is no justificatim for linearly orderhg a 

n u l l  phas log ica l  entity, it will again follow that the phmological 

splbout  of the plural will not  be rebracketable with tooth, due to the 

nmacrsociativity of * . 
So, as for the verb praqdstand, we h v e  an explanatim for the fact that 

bahuvrihi cornpmds do not irregularly infl.sct even though the righthand 

membsr m y  well do so. &ah, however, exwptims should in principle be 

possible: tenderfoot w i t h  the secondary plural tenderfeet provides an 

example sf such m exceptim. 

In the next section I turn to a discussim of same examples of 

mpomding from klayalam , as df scussd by Mokm ( 1 ) . 

4.2.2.3 Malaya lam Subcompounding and Colcmpomding 

Mohanan (1982) (pp. 35-64) discusses an interesting set of data from 

hlayalam which would appear to suggest that a large class of word 

formation prlocesses ia sWatm ordered. h that language there are two 

classes of mpomda, which Motman refers t o  as subcompmds and 

~ p o m d s .  Subcanpomdn zre essentially like Ehglish nom-noun 

mpomds; acmrdlng to b h a n  they have the swuctwe ' modifier + head. 

Cocomgounda, a? the other hand, have a mrdinate structure, stem + stem + 

. . . . . ; they refer to the cmJmctian of the items raferred to by the 



individual stem. S u m  examples sf each class follow: 

b.  h a m - a m  'forest tree1 
(kaai fores t1  p -  maFam treet ) 

!ya&m; ldnrGan; p@-mm; aadi ' e k e 1  
'pl . '  

Mom observes at there a r e  two phonological ru les ,  which 

d is t inguish  cocompomds from sumpomds. Che is gemination; I t  occurs i n  

subcmpmds md not  In cocaapmds. The other is stress and t m e  

assignmint, which apparently occurs a t  the stratum of compmdhg (see 

the diagram k low)  , and nowhere else In addition, there a r e  two other 

rules whish occur in both aubwmpomding md cocmpomding, though not  

d e r i v a t i m l  or lnflecticslal mrphology. These are nasal deletion and 

vow1 mdhP. We return to sowe of t k s e  rules  ~ ~ i l y .  

Mohman w e s t s  tht the following t~ bken to be the s t p u c k e  of the 

shtaim ordered lexim for klayalam: 



Sea-tum 1 : derivations 

Stratum 2: subcompoundhg 

I 

W i t h  respect tu m p o m d h g ,  this mak~s the prediction tht subcmpomds 

am o m  within ~ p o u t m d s ,  which is indeed the cae: 

(34) 
ma-tseqeehpabiwiclweesam - - - tinother' love and wife b.tredt 

Ibwever, it is also true, as  b m  phts out, that m r n p m d s  m y  occur 

within subcanpolands. It is in fact possible to have a whole sequence of 

nestfngs of eubcoespomds w i t h i n  oomwmds within subcQmpurads, as the 

(35) 
[ < ~ ~ ~ ~ @ l [ ~ ~ ~ l > < ~ ~ i l [ v i _ d ~ 3 e ~ l > ) [ w i k a a ~ q l  ale1 

mother love wife hatred emtian pural  ? 
'-the eratimer of mother love and wife hatredt 

(where O9 delimits suBccmpomda and ( ) dellmits 
cocompmds 

To account for this, Mohsnan introduces into  the theory of Lexical 



Phanology the device of the Loop, which is illlustfated Fn the diagram 

below: 

stratum & inflectims 

'ihus, even though the ordering of the slrata in the basic d e l  of 

klayalam morphoPogy daes not allow cocrmpounda within subcompmds , taze 
Limp now allows for this possibility since it Is possible In the revised 

d e l  to do an operation of cocanpomding at Stratum 3 ,  and then rc?tx!rn, 

via the loop to the semd stratum in order to do an opesatial of 

sub compound^ , 

Nevertlaeless, bbhanan argues, the ordering must still be assumed to be 

as in A below, and not as in B: 



The a r g m t  for 'this k s  to do w i t h  the behavior of stress end tune in 

klayalam, to  which we now turn. 

The p i t c k  m t o w  for Malayalam is sf the form W ,  &re the L tone is 

anchored W #E primary sb-essed vowel. M~hana~? gives the rules for sWess 

and m e  assigmmt as follows ( p.  5 6 )  : 

a.  (3mstruet feet m a l l  lang VOWPS 
b. M k  the f i r s t  syllable as extramewical if it 

has no .foot and is follobled by a foot. 
c. CensWuct feet an Initial md f h l  vowels. 

Word Tree 

Canstruct a left branching tree cn feet. 

m e  

PI spreads to a l l  [of the rimes dominated by the: RS] tree. 

A sauple derivation is given below: 



Foot Constructiorm (a)  

l t  II ( C) 

Word Tree 

Interestingly, while subcor~pomds act as a unit for the purposes of 

stres~/tcme aeslgmmt,  mmpmds do not, as ilbustraW by the following 

examples: 



a name husband p l .  
'Tars's husbsnds' 

[ [[LC-] [&ma] ~ m a a ~ e  
L H L H  
fa tkr  mother p l .  

' p m t s '  

%, In the submpomd there Is an ly  m e  primary stress, as indicated by 

the presence of the single low m e ,  whereas in the mcmwmd there are 

These facts, plus the fact, which may be observed in the examples above, 

that inflectianal affixes are apparently outside the d m h  sf sees% and 

m e ,  lead h h n a n  to place t h  rules of s t r e s s  and tone assignment a t  the 

s t r a m  of cocompomding in the organlzat im of the  l e x i m .  So, a 
/ - \  \ 

s u k m p o m d  l i k e  t a a r a w m F a  is formed a t  Stratum 2 ,  and Is then run 

through Stratum 3 (the cocanpomding stratum), where it is assigned a 
/ / 

miqw prf mar y stress. A cocmpomd such as act-Fa, a1 the other 

hand, receives as m y  primary stresses as %here are compounded steins. 

This happens because the stems (acshan .-- and - amma) m*r the axmpomdh~g 

stra-t;m, are sm through the stress and 'me rules,  and are then compoamdF?d 

toptkrc  into a c ~ m p m d .  F i n ~ d . 1 ~ ~  a t  W a r n  4,  inflectiml affixes 

are atlackti, which are -refore outai.de the domain of stress and tcne 

Note th t ths facts can mly be ammW for  under Mohman' s model of 



LPM under the assumption that the ordering (irrespective of .the h p )  is as 

in (37A) above and not a s  in (37B); if  the la t ter  were true, thet? 

individual stems would be assigned stress a t  the c o c ~ p o ~ , . i  stratum (which 

in the B model precedes the subcompomd level) before they are 

subccmpomded together. This would predict, counlzrfactually, that 

subcmpomds in  hlayalam should exhibit more than me primary stress.  

We have now Intrcdu& the model which Mobanan proposes wi th in  LPM for 

accounting for the Pacts of canpunding for bklayalam and it is time to 

look more closely a t  th i s  model. A fa i r  cri;icism of LPM h s  to do w i t h  

the status of ck h o p .  ?he problem is tht the b o p  has a rather 

questimable status in a theory which would seem a t  f i r s t  sight to be 

mzking the rather strang (hence inbrestirig) claim that processes of word 

formation are organized into s t ra ta  which are themselves s t r i c t ly  ordered 

anmg ~ s e l v e s .  The inWoduc-tion of the b p  btween tm levels is a 

aenial of t k  s e m d  p r t  of this claim, namely that the strata are 

ordered; that is, phanologial processen m y  well be associated wi th  

particular kands of word formation, but t h e  lntroducticn of the Loop is 

tantamomt to saying tirert there is no ordering axmg the particular strata 

~f word f o m t i c n  h-en which the Loop has been InWduced. 

Howver, tk Lmp might still be en Interesting device, if it could ke 

shorn %t there ma evidence f r c m  phmology that it existed. That is, i f  

we could show tht the phmological form of sane output or tkre lexicon 



exhibited evidence that I t  had v i s i t d  S t r a m  m, moved on t o  Stratum n ,  

and then revisited Stratum m and n again via the Loop, we would have 

positive evidence that the Loop m s  sanething more than a way of encoding 

+ !E fact  tht, after a l l ,  word formatim per se is not castrained by 

Stratum ordering. I know of no such convincing evidence and the Wlaplam 

data, which are the mly da ta  which I know to bear on this question, seem 

to indicate rather that there is sanething wrong with the idea that the 

Loop w i l l  show up in the phonologiml output. 

The Malayalam example is m e  example which bhnm presents as  being in 

support of h i s  model. Consider the following cxrmpomd ( where, again, ' O1 

delimits subcompounds and { ) delimits compmds) : 

caste i-eligim hatred 
I hatred of caste and religion1 

A s  bbhanan notes, mlike ordinary s u b p o m d s ,  the interesting thing about 

W s  example 3,s that the subcagpomding of ,jaaum.f;am and wi&e@gam allows 

for  a primary stress on the s e m d  member, a s  evidenced by the i i m c :  m 

wldmqam. Mohmm gives the following derivation for t h i s  form (p .  @I, = 

his (40)): 



aff ixat ion 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

F F F F 
Cornpornding I [jaa.til [m-tam] Stress and tune 

I 
I 
I L I '1 M 1 - 1  
I 
I 

L H 
I 
I 
I 
I 

F F F F 
I [Cjaatil [mmll mupornding 
I 
I I - 1  1 - 1  
I 
I 

Subcornpornding I 
I F F F F  

F F F F  
[[Jaatimata] [ w i d w e y ]  ] 

I 'I I 'I 
- nasal delet ion 

I 
I 

Cocanpomding I I 
I 
I 
I 

P F F F  F F 
I [j tima$awi_d e 7-1 I i 7 TI Stress and Tone 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

L H L H  L H 
1 
I 
I Cornpornding 
I 
I 



However, a c loser  look a t  t h i s  der iva t ion  r evea l s  that it cannot be 

c o r r e c t  according to  t k  pr inc ip l e s  of Lexical Phonology. ?he Opacity 

R i n c i p l e  ( b k i a n ,  (1982)), which h s  also been termed Bracketing Ekasure 

by Kiparsky (1 987,c), following Fksetsky (l m), guarantees that a t  the 

po in t  a t  which the s e m d  a p p l i c a t i m  of the stress and m e  r u l e s  

occurs--1 .e . , in the e c m d  pass through the compounding cycle--the 

intern.al  struc.ture o f  t h e  compould, which is derived a t  the subcompounding 

cyc le ,  is i n v i s i b l e  to any r u l e s  o f  phonology and morphology. In other  

words, the s t ruc tu re  is a s  follows: 

(43) A n  
S W S W  
F F F F  

[j a d = e p I  
I I T  

I t  is less -than clear how the st;ress r u l e s  a r e  supposed to apply to a 

s t r u c t u r e  l ike  this. If be rnake use of the idea discussed by K i p s k y  

(19%) that a s t r u c t u r e  such as (43)  counts as underived, and hence m o t  

be affected by s t r u c t u r e  changirag r u l e s ,  -then w w i l l  c e r t a i n l y  der ive  the 

fact that stress and tme r u l e s  applying an the .second pass thro lxh  the 

cocampomding stratum m o t  o b l i b r a *  o r  ctmge the metr ical  and 

autosegmmtal structure a l ready  present ;  this much is c e r t a i n l y  i n  keeping 

with the facta. h d  w could presmably  der ive  from this 'tht swess and 

tone r u l e s  can anly apply to the ~ l g h t b n d  part  of the word over which no 



metr ica l  s t ruc tu re  is a l ready  b u i l t .  Wlt what we cannot do is to get t h e m  

t~ apply so as to der ive  the co r r ec t  output. For how can ue defhe the  

i n i t i a l  s y l l a b l e  appropriately fo r  the a p p l i a t i c m  of p a r t s  b. a?d c. of 

the Foot c o r i s ~ u c t i m  ru les?  'IPre s y l l a b l e  a is n o t  the f i r s t  s y l l a b l e  In 

the cunstruct ian fn (43) ;  only if there were a left  bracket  preceding it 

could it be so def ined,  y e t  a l l  of the i n t e rna l  brackets  have been d e l e t d  

in accordance w i t h  the -city R i n c i p l e .  What  is worse is that even i f  we 

could def ine  as i n i t i a l ,  it still could n o t  comt as extraanetrieal 

since it is n o t  per ipheral  in the ccnsWuction (see hyes  (1 9 9 ) ;  Harris 

( 1 9 3 ) ;  amcng m y  o the r s  w i t h  respec t  to the pe r iphe ra l i t y  m d i t i m  on 

ex l r ame t r i ca l i t y ) .  If it is n o t  ex-ametrical, however, the stress r u l e s  

will create a foot over it and ~#e will get the f o l l o ~  output: 

( 4 4 )  A 
9 W S W S  5 d W ,  

F F F F F  F F 
[j g i m ~ w i d w e e ~ ]  

$ 1 1 1 1  I I 
L H L H L  H H 

?his is, of course, wrmg. 

How then could we derived t h e  correct r e s u l t s  w i t h i n  Mohananls model? 

In f a c t ,  the correct results a r e  derived i f  we assume t h a t  widkeesam 

rece ives  itx stress and tme a? its own, independently of its r o l e  in t h e  

compound. kcord ing  to the stress r u l e s ,  this word w i l l  receive exac t ly  

t k ~  same m e  asslgtlment independently a s  it apparent ly  does in  the  



compound. What  seems t o  have happened, then, is tht e have looped around 

through the subccmptnding stratum and cocompoundfng stratum a secmd time 

so a s  ts sinply m e c h i c a l l y  allow for the ccrmpomdl s d e r i v a t i m ,  and ye t  

there I s  no phmologfcal e v i d e n a  to show for the supposed f a c t  that t h e  

f u l l  n a p o m d  has made a pass through tk sbess and t m e  assignment ru les  

hother way around the problem muld be to use the following approach. 

Sppose' t h a t  the stress ru les  are given as follows, abstract- away frm 

the m e  ru les  which we take to be the same a s  in  Mohanls  accomt  (with 

the difference Wt H spreads to a l l  WTEs): 

(45)  
mmching rimes are dominant 
( I  ) Foot h s t r u c t i m :  

(i) Canstruct a foot  cn the final rime. 
(ii) Group the remaining r i m s  into left dominant mbomded 

feet, 

(2 )  Prestress  kstressing: Delete a nanbrmching foot 
iiuulmting a n m - b r m c h l q  rirrre when it precedes a 
branching rime. 

( 3 )  m i l d  a lef t4minan-b word tree on the f e e t .  

10. 
ita 
th@ 

CE wmse, were metrical s t ruc ture  to be derived cn w-.l&eegam k f o r e  
mpamdhg with , jamlam,  tk form would still comt as m d c r i v d  on 
final pass l2rough the cocompomding cycle and the stress and m e  

rules could sireply not  apply since they w u l d  otherwise change s l r u c t m e .  
Nevertheless, M a  is as good as s y h g  that there is no evidmce Wt they 
are even given a chance to epply. 



For example : 

( 46) 

R R R  
l " i5  R  R  R 

' A*' 1 
2 

wig . Sam ------ > &LA ------ > 



R R R R  R R  R R  
A A A r  

l ! i h P i h l t  
mmgam-daagirasaayanam ------ r,JJk RBB R Y  > m e  -daacjiFasaayanam 

This a c c o m t  is able to derive i&e facts, and does not  mike use of 

extrametricaliv. T h r e f o r e ,  the object ions to bhanants sy~tem with 

respect to extrameb-icality would no t  car ry  over to t h i s  accomt. In 

p a r t i c u l a r ,  for j a a ~ l m l p w l ~ w e e ~  wle would simply build metrical s t ruc tu re  

over that part of the word which had n o t  wen previously a s s i ~ e d  

s t ruc tu re  : 

Of course, this would still be indistinguishable from the situatlm where 



jaa$lmam and widweem both had their stress pat terns assigned previously 

to k i n g  compomded together. 

S t i l l ,  there is another problem for Fbhanm's LM analysis  of 

hlayalam. Given tha t  separate words m u s t  anyway pass through the 

cocompounding stratum to be a s s i g e d  swess, and given also the existence 

of .tke h p ,  what principle is to prevent the follawing derivatim? 

Compounding : 

So, mam end wldweqam need t o  be able t o  pass through the cumupomding 

stratum in any e v e n t  so a s  to be assigned s t r e s s  a s  separate words. Eht 

given that, what is to stop u s  returning to the subcornpornding stratum and 

canpounding the two s-essed words togetkr? 'Ibis derinti.cn, needless to 

say, yie lds  incorrect resu l t a ,  but  it is not  obvfou how we rule it out  i n  

principle.  

Tbmlng now away from the LEY accomt of hlayalam subcompoulding and 

cocmpounding, how can we provide an analysis  of these data which is both 

able to accomt  for wbt LPM is able to acccmt  f ~ r ,  end does not  suffer  



from conceptually s e a n g e  formulatims such as the  Loop or from &ct-nical 

d i f f i c u l t i e s  such a s  bkananl  s a c m m t  of streso an.d M e  vitrhin 

Cur s ta r t ing  point will be w k t  I shall pos i t  a s  the syntact ic  

s t ruc tures  of the two campound m e .  With respect to U s  question 

Mohanan h s  the following t o  say ( p. fA) : 

'Ihe assunptim that lay behind ow analysis  of subcorepomds and 
cocompmds was that they are generated by ru les  (66)a and b 
respectively: 

There a re  no node l abe l s  that dist inguish be- the two kinds 
of compomds, such a s  bJSUb and p. hua, the subcompomd 
pa-lkkkunikala l c a l v e s t ,  and the mca~pould  acch-k  
'parentst  wi l l  have identicel  m f i g w a t i m a l  s tructures:  

N N ~  
I I I 
I I I 

pa% kugi kai 
cow child p l  . 

N 
I 

N I 
I I 

I I 

a c c t m  anma ~ A F  
father  mother p l .  

11. Presumably Mobmn r e a l l y  means N ---> N M W+ here since %re must 
actual ly  be a t  least EWO members of a co6anpomd for  it to come as a 
cocanpomd; thia is a d i f fe ren t  ru le  frm me l i k e  VP ---> V NP PP* where 
it is r e a l l y  intended that there m y  be any number of PPa including none. 



?he dis t inc t ion  between subcowpmds and compmds is mde in  
terms of the stratum a t  which the s*m3 a r e  put together. 
(a) has the subcompounding stratum a s  its damin,  and (66b) , 
the compounding stratum. 

Mohavlan goes an to discuss how subcanpounds and coccrmpomds a r e  

distinguished semantimlly by having the appropriate ru les  for semantic 

in terpre ta t icn  apply a t  the part icular  s t r a m .  

Nevertheless, it is by no means obvicus tbt the assumption which 

Whanan makes is jus t i f i ed .  Suppose in f a c t  tbt there is a s t ruc tura l  

difference be- subccmpomds and compounds; then we could argue t h a t  

the di f fe ren t  phonol.ogical behavior of these two classes of mpomds is 

depived from the fact tkat the differ- t  syntac t ic  s tructures are encoded 

di f fe ren t ly  phcmologically. This is precisely w k t  I sha l l  now argue i s  

going an. 

Cansider Ehglish m s ~ u c t i c m s  of the following form: 

(49) 
father wd-scn team 
meat-and-potato eater 
dog-and-at fancier 
footiand-mouth disease 
knife-for k-snd-spocm cleaner 

In a l l  of these cases a set of amjoined N t s  occurs within a m p o m d .  ?he 

Interesting thing W note a b u t  the left  kind parts of these compounds is 

at, a s  far as I can tell they a l l  have f a i r l y  level stress m m g  the 

amjmc.ts, and cer ta in ly  do no t  have the primary s e e a s  of the c m j m c t  

f a l l i n g  m the f i r s t  member: 



( 5 0 )  
1 1 3 

foot-and-mouth disease 

1 1 1 3 
knife-fork-and-spoon cleaner 

?his fact suggests that such Ehglish cosrdina* cmstructions are n o t  N s  

b u t  r a t k r  N ' s ,  a cmclusim further suggesw by the ~ ~ t i c a l i t y  of 

tt?e following: with the readirg that - -s kas scope over the collective: 

(51 1 
*father -and-sms 
+dog-and-cats 
* f o o t ~ d - ~ u t h s  
"knife-fork-and-spocns 

Inflectional affixes in Ehglish pres-bly cnly attach to  I? categories, 

and this muld thus rule out  the mst ruc t ims  in (51 ) mder the assum~tim 

that t k y  are NU$*. 

Now, suppose tkrat from a syntactic point of view the hlayalam 

cmpounds are identical to t k  Ehglish canjmcta in every respect except 

that the resulting complex is an N rather than an Nt . Assuming binary 

branching ( i@orIng, of course the mjmction)--and I can see no argment 

against it--the structure for y a J r c g a k ~ - a g ~ ~ h r  wrunaa?a ' Yaksh  ' s , 

12. Ihotgh Ken Hale has pointed out to me t h  example ball-and-chin ( =  
' r e s p s i b i l i t y t ) ,  which has t k  plural tall-and-chains. Tkis may well be 

an NO. 



W a l s ,  and Gendharwalsf would be13: 

(52) 

The most obvious phmological difference betwen h l a y a l m  a d  Ehglish, 

then is going to turn out  to be that i n  the former l m w e ,  the  syntac t ic  

amjunct ion is n o t  phcnologically spel led out  in these c m s t r u c t i m s .  

Now, this s e u c t u r e  for  %lapPam cocompomds ce r t a in ly  has the e f f e c t  

of imrrzdig*ly giving the r i g h t  seapantic in t e rp reb t i cm.  kcording to 

Mohanan, these m p m d s  cons is ten t ly  have the i n t e r p r e t a t i m  ' X  and Y and 

Z and.. . , soolething which follows a u t m a t i c a l l y  fran assuning the 

syntactic structure in (52) aboveq 4. Thus we would not  need to a s s m e  

13. I am ig~srlng for 9he present discussian the questicn of how 
cocanpounds might b represented in terms of Godall's (1984) theory of 
coordinate s t ructures .  

14. Whifmey (1889) observes ( p .  485) that the same is t r u e  most of the 
tinre of Bmskrit d m d v a  compounds, which are analogous to klayalam 



spec ia l  semantic rules which apply a t  the l eve l  a t  which cocompounds are 

formed" 5. 

Slappose now tht we make t h e  following four assumptims: (1  ) St re s s  and 

lme apply a t  the word leve l  in blayalam. (See Klparsky (1983b) on the 

n o t i m  of word l eve l ,  and see a l s o  la&r in this chapter .) In pa r t i cu la r ,  

a phmological word in mlayalam is anything that has a streas pat te rn  

assigned by the ru l e s  of s t r e s s  and Ime assignmat. ( 2 )  Cbcanpomds 

( phmological ly)  are con j u n c t i m s  o f  ( ful ly-s t ressed)  words. k n c e  stress 

and tclgle r u l e s  must h v e  apr l ied  before cocompoulding Wes place.  ( 3 )  

Subcmpuunds h v e  no such r e q u i x m n t s .  In f a c t  they must compound 

(unstressed)  stems. ( 4 )  I n f l e c t i m a l  a f f i x e s  anly attach t~ f u l l y  formed 

words. !hey are themselves thus exempt from stress. 

&fore we see how these assumptions help us ,  let  us  j u s t i f y  them. 

Assmptim (1 ) is f a i r l y  straightforward; stress and tane i n  k l a y a l m ,  

unl ike their comlxrpa r t s  in  Ehglish, are not  s ens i t i ve  t o  the 

morphological s t ruc tu re  of words. Hence they are n o t  cyc l i c  r u l e s  and can 

be analyzed a s  applying as l a b  as the word leve l .  They cannot be later, 

however, since words are stressed according t o  the phanological s t ruc tu re  

of the word and not of  the phrase in which the word is embedded. 

---------- 
compounds.  

15. The latter phrase ' a t  the level  a t  which cocompomds a r e  formed1 would, 
of course, be n m s e n s i m l  in .Yre model I am proposing anyway. 



Pssmption (2 )  requires a l i t t l e  more justificatim. Bcoi j (1 983) 

argues that coordinatdcn red~c t ian  across words is a rule which refers to 

prosodic s ~ u . c ~ e .  In particular, in the following IXltch examples involve 

reduction of a phmolo~ical ward (on which s w  Selkfrk (1 980) and also 

below) : 

c. zljangerschap en moederschap ===> 
I pregnancy and motherhood 

What also seems clear in fact, i s  that the elemen- which are left bekind 

apparently must a t  least be phmological words. bte the following Ehgiish 

cases (see also the short discussim of this topic in Ckreptxr 3): 

(54) anti - end pro-abortim, father and 
mtherlees, pro- and wmter -malysPs 

h each case, We 1tsWmdedf9 form must be a phmolcglcal wrd i n  +:?at it 

mat be able to bear stress and furthermore "look liket1 a mrd 

phmolsgica~ly. Resunably t h i s  would accomt for tk fact that forms such 

as *F&ti&l- md mgramaticality are almys bad ( m t r a s t  w i t h  t h i s  



the far bet ter  ?gramat ica l  and ungramaticalness .) Say, in f a c t ,  that 

there is a miversa l  ccnd i t im an c o o r d f i a M  stzuctures: 

( 55) Cbordination Condition. 

CoordinaM elements must mlnirnelly be phonological words. 16 

Assumption ( 2 )  will now f a l l  out  from this plus WE assumptim that 

blayalam oocampolnds are nothing more thsn canjunctions of ( syntac t ic)  NO. 

Assumptime ( 3 )  and ( 4 )  a r e  f a i r l y  straightforward. Pssumption ( 3 )  is 

necessary to derive t h  f a c t  t h a t  basic subccmpomds apparently act a s  i f  

they a r e  one word for  the purposes of stress and tone. Xf we assume that 

subcampounding occurs a? stems tkn we can capture th is  behavior since the 

stress and m e  ru les  will therefore treat the string of phmological sbms 

as one u n i t  in fornning a word. ( 4 )  merely states the genera l iza t im t h a t  

in k l a p l a m  fnflectiolnal a f f ixes  also must a m c h  tx pka~ological  words. 

Note tkt (3 )  and (4 )  may e l1 have t o  be language speci f ic  (learned) 

properties of klayalam. Ch the other M d ,  w i t h  respect t o  ( 4 )  it seems 

to be coerr#rm for  i n f l e c t i m l  a f f ixes  to attach to phmological words; t h i s  

is apparently eue in Ehglish and a l s o  in Kannada ( R m o f f  and S r i d h r ,  

I=). Wther, note t h a t  there is a general prohibition m inf lect ion 

within capomds in hhlayalam. This is, of course, accomted for  In the 

16. Dmca & ~ l a d e  h s  pinted out  to me that this m d l t i m  m y  not  hold 
of Classical S n s k r i t  dvandvas, wh.l.ch have me stress per m p o m d .  



LPM d e l  by s t r a t m  ordering. bwever , we might a l s o  inraghe that there 

is a semantic constraint which requires that nminals within cornpounds be 

ummked for  number. A s  we s h a l l  a l s o  see i n  the next sectim, t h i s  

cmstraint plays a large pa r t  i n  Ehglish d e s p l b  the f a c t  t h a t  

morphological p lura ls  do occur within b g l i s h  compomds. 

To see how this a l l  works, l e t  us f i r s t  discuss the fol lowlw simple 
- - 

examples: the s u b p o m d  ;taaraa-'i) m a ' s  husbands, and the 

cocmpound acc-7s 'parenbl (lit. ' fa tker(and)mther+pl l ) .  'Ihese 

#ill have the following syntac t ic  s4ructureu: 

Given the kpping  Principle,  these wlll map d i r e c t i y  to: 



and since M( MD)=O, (57b) essentially reduces to: 

(58 )  (acchanaamnaa)̂ maa% 

h s u m h g  that there is nothing forcing a different; phanologiml bracketing 

frm the m e  given we my assum that the Default; Fhmological kacketing 

Principle applies and that the phonological bracketing is therefore 

congruent te the syntactic brackeeing. 

In the case of the submpomd, we assume t ha t  the phcnological entries 

of TAAR-A - fTwat and KAANTPN - - Ihusband1 are listed as stems1'. Mce we 

merely concatenate the &o stems together. Homer, in order to  attach the 

plural affix -mare t o  the canpound, we require (assmptlon ( 4 ) )  that the 

compound be convertd fran a s m  to a phonologl~l word, which w i l l  entail 

that it be assi@ed stcess. 'Iherefore #e will end up with the tase 

pattern: 

17. The mjmcticn & here stmds for the assertlm that a l l  of the 
ccp?ditims mentimed-mt h l d  . 
18. See, again, the final section of this chapter for a discussim of the 
stem/wrd theory I am aesming here. 



(59) I \ , 
- t a a m - m r  a - 
L H H  H 

The same requirement would be invoked, of course, i f  we were merely to 

insert the word di rec t ly ,  without an i n f l e c t l m a l  afflx, into a 

phonological phrase. Ehch is the case, for instance, In ma~uidwegam 

' r e l i g i m  hatred,' *re no inflectimal a f f i x  is added, but it still mus-I; 

be the case that the compomd be a phmological word. Note, a l so ,  that the  

( hJ.ayalam specif ic)  statement t b t  only stem m y  be subcompomded 

(&sumption 3)  removes the possl.bility of a derivation, such a s  that given 

in example (a), wkre it was show -that b h m a n l s  model wuld  allow doubly 

stressed subcompomds. Since stems a r e  stressless by d e f l n i t i m ,  I t  w i l l  

follow that there caii cnly be me primary stress per canpomd. 

'lhrning now to the cocomp~md, reca l l  that the Coordination Cbnditim 

wlll require that the phcnologiml spel louts  of the m J m c t s  be 

phonological words in order for  the whole construct lm to  comt a s  a 

correc t  phmological representatia? for the syntact ic  representatia?. 

'Ihus, in act-h w e  w i l l  require stress assignment an both -- acchan 

and - mm, before they crvl be con jo in4  together. This w l l l  predict that 

the ampomd will have the stresa pattern given below, which is, of course, 

correct: 



In particular,  -m&o will be satisfied insofar as it w i l l  be attaching to 

a stressed item, hence to a word. 

Let us now turn to the compound ,jaa$ima@wi~weegam 'htred of caste and 

r e l i g im .  I assume tht the structure of this is as follows: 

W s  will ultimately translate lx: 

'he compound jaa$ha@m will, aa in previous example, have to r e c e i v e  

stress an both cmjmcts yielding W following tme p t t em:  

jaa@na-@m 
L H L H  

The following questicm then canes up: how does the sbrn widereegam receive 

stress when it l a  attached to Jaatintaf;gm? W e s m b l y  it m a t  do so In 

order for the whole canpmd to ccamt as a phmological word (which it muet 

do a t  sorae point before it Becomes part of a phmological. phrase) ,  but  



where does this take place? In fact, we can just assume the derivatim 

given i n  (47), whereby metrical structure is assiged to that part of the  

word Which does not  already have metrical structure, namely widweegun. 

FOP a more complicated example such as 

ma$m~eekapajgii#isweegawika@aqrp4 l the emotions of mother love and wife - 
hatred1 I predict the folPowing tmal pattern: 

mother love wlfe hatzed emoticn p l  

bhm does not give tk tam1 pattern for this word, however. 

Thus, we have provlded an accomt of P.lalayalaa mpoulding without 

appealing to the idea that word formation--leee, the syntagmtic 

eombinatim of morphes--is itself Stratum ordered. I t  remains to 

note briefly that tbe rules of Na~sll kleticn, Vowel mdhl and Gemination 

can be accounted for fairly straightformrdly. The first  t#o rules occur 

with both subcanp~wde and cocompomds (the reader is referred to bhananl s 

discussion for examples) and I shall suggest that these rules occur 

autapatically uhenever the pholological reflexes of two flt s are 

ccrmcatmaM together. Geminaticm is trickier Insofar as it only occurs in  

smpounds  (and cmly In Eravidlm stem.) I-kmever, a morphophmologlcal 

process occuring only In ordinary cunpoulds--"canpmd formative~~~--is by 



no m s  unprecedented ; see Massam (1 983) , for instance, for a sugeestim 

that lenitim in Irish i s  used as a ~kcmpomd f~rraative.~~ 

In the preceding discwsia?, I have tacitly assumed the following basic 

principle governing the applimtim of phcnoiogicsll rules: Phonological 

rules apply only when m y  kve to. For instance, i f  a rule i s  defined as  

being cyclic thn it must be tested for applicatia? m every cycle. If a 

rule i s  defined as being related to a particular affixatla then it must be 

tested for application whenever W e t  affixation occurs. Final ly ,  if a rule 

is defined as being a criterion for well-formedness of sane phonological 

canstituent-e.g., root, stem, word--then it will be *sted for applimtim 

to a form ,haever it i s  required that that form be inbrpreted as a member 

of the particular class of phonological mstituent. So, in  hlayalam, a 

sequence S of stems concatena- in  a subcanpamd r m l s t  undergo the rules of 

mrd-level phanslogy, in particular stress and m e  a s s i m t ,  In order to 

allow t h  affixatim of an inflec.eimal affix, or to allow the further 

canpunding cf these s m  Into cocompou~ds. I return to  a fuller sketch 

of such a model of phonology in t k  laat section; hoever, givgn tbt the 

whole sequence S must be a phanologicel mrd, stress rules only need apply 

.t;o the whole of S and never to subparts of it. 

I do not clala in t h i o  diacussian t o  have solved a l l  of the intricacies 

of hlayalam canpornding and its phmology. I am certain that there mat 

be ffiuch more to be discussed on this topic. What  I: have dme, h~wever, i s  



to t r y  t~ give an account which does not  simply describe the facts by 

stipulating the ordering of word formation presses .  In m y  ways the LF?! 

model seems alluring as a theory of uord formatim and its lnteracticm w i t h  

phmology in that it manages to accomt for much data in an apparently neat 

and simple my. llme predictive power of an LPPl male1 for a par-1;icular 

language can be qu i t e  powerPd1 tm. Nevertklesa, it m easily be  

overlooked tht Stsatm Pderlng merely stipulates t h e  structure of mrds 

rather %ban explaining t h t  sWucWe. OP course, In sane cases we might 

be able to do no bemr than merely stipulate a prticubar ordering. 'Ihfs 

is not  almys the case, hoever, and it i s  i n  particular, not the caw with 

E$Xayalam cornpornding as I hve shorn. So why should VE stress and tane 

rules interact in the way that they do Kith tb~? two types of campomding? 

LRvI h s  an answer which amounts to  stipulating the obervd p k r m m .  It 

is a relatively menlightening point, for instance, tbt the submpomd'mg 

and cocaapounding strata in %layalm heppm to be ordered in the uay that 

they are and -that the rules of stress and tms assigment occur where they 

do; me a u l d  easily Imagine mother arrangamt. kbllrever, h we try to 

account far WE facta without positing this machinery, as I have erne, we 

are f o r d  to look ware deeply a t  what m i g h t  be going m. The s'cory given 

kse for t b  difference in s u ~ p o u n d s  and coccmnpomde not m?.y appears to 

b able to aocourt for th% facb, but it also links the cocmpomding 

structure in an apparently insightful my to superficially different 

mrdfaatian cmslructions in other languages. 



4 -2.2.4 Inf lectims within Ehgl i s h  Compounds 

We now turn to a discussSon of the problem of regular versus irregular 

inflectimal morpholosy within Ehglish nominal compounds. 

I t  h s  been horn for a long time (Jespersen, 1-49; Marchand, 1%9) 

t h a t  the lef t  kind member of a nominal compound in Ehglfsh is generally 

uninflected, no matter what the interpretation that member intended 

to be with respect to plurality. So msider  the following exi;aples: 

(65) 
dog- lover +dogs- lover 
rat-chaser *rats-chser 
1 og - c u m r  + logs-cutcer 
hand-made +hds-made 
finger-bowl "finger s-bowl 
mat-rack "coats-rack 
three-twmkie lunch "three-twinkies lmch 

So a dog-lover is a person who, presumably, loves dogs in  general, rather 

than j u s t  m e  dog. Similarly, a rat-chaser must surely chase more tharn one 

rat in order t o  qualify as a rat-chaser, yet the singular form is 

apparently used anqaray. (h tk basis of suck data m e  would be tempted to 

(66) I h e  left member of a compound must be uninflected for number. 

19. See Qlurma (1 983), however for a dlscussim of the idea that 
m a ~ u c t i a n s  of t k  form - Ns-N are ~lphmostylisticallyt~ bad. 



Ehglish overtly mrks plural r~urnkr mly. Singular is unmarked and is 

therefore phcmologically identical with the uninflected f~rrn. So, given 

constraint (€6) it will appear as i f  Ehglish has singular left-members even 

when those lef t  members are interpreted as plural. This constraint is also 

presumbly a t  least ccasistent w i t h  the interpretation of members of 

compounds as h v m g  generf c reference. 

All this would k fine b u t  for the fact tht it has been noticed by 

researchers within the theory of kxical  Phmology that me ca~l apprentby 

find irregularly inflected plurals within canpounds. The following are 

typical examples (the following list adapted from the discussim i n  

Dmms-Fl inder s , 1 983) : 

( 67) 
feet-first 
mice-Infested 
teeth-=kg 
a l m f  club 
menfolk 

Notice, again, the mtras t ing  mpomds containing regular plurals: 

Supposing that this is the relevant m t r a s t ,  LFM h a  a ready explanalim: 

irregular plurals, insofar as they are necessarily idiosyncratic, are 



formed a t  S t r a m  I ;  mpounding takes  place a t  a later stratum, say 

Stratum 11, and regular inflectim. takes place a t  a still later stratum, 

say Stratam 111. The model then takes on the following form (Klparskjr, 

1983 ; and see bkanan '1 982 ; k l l e  and bhanan, 1985 for  a somewfiat 

different ( b u t  for these purposes equivalent) model) : 

( 69) 
Stratum I: Irregular Inf lecticn 

I 

Stratum 11: Canpounding 
I 
I 
1 

v 
Stratum 111: Regular Inf lectim 

This model, of course can handle the m t r a s t  noted above; it could hardly 

not do so given that it is essentially an encodhg of tb facts. In 

particular, cmsbaints such as (%) now seem meessa ry .  

Froblems would seem -ta return, however, #hen we notice tht regular 

plural forms apparently can occur within mpomds This point has been 

noticed by a nrrmber of researchers including Klparaky ( 1 9 ~ 3 a ) ~ ~ ,  Selhirk 

(1982), Bmas-Flindere (?983), kkummd (1984), &dm (1984) the 

20. He noticed a t  least that morphologically regular luralia iantum--1.e. 
-r form plural nouns such as alms. odds, which have no eorreepding s 

( c.f. the mgranrmat i~ tyof*a lm,  - *=)--do occur within compounds: 
alms-giving B - odds-takinq 



following list is from Hanmmd (1984): 

( 70) 
systems analyst  
Brks d e p a r m t  
human subjects committee 
ra t ings  book 
numbers racket 
p a r t s  department 
jobs program 
rese rva t ims  desk 

Needless to s y ,  this f a c t  would seem to be problematic for  the LPM mdel. 

Nevertkless ,  there would appar  to be a way out ,  which h s  been 

suggesW by psopcnents of that mdel ( c . f . ,  Gordm, 1%). I t  can be 

argued that  the plura ls  in the left-:kind pa r t s  of the m p m d a  take on an 

idiosyncratic or col lect ive interpretat ion.  &us, a sys-s analyst  is not  

one who analyzes just any old ays-, but mst analyze systems of sum 

specif ic  sort-+.g. cmpu*r systems, economic systems, etc.  A 

Parks-department is a depar-t no t  of  j u s t  any old parku, but  rather of 

sane speci f ic  set of parks. In numbers racket the reading of numbers is 

c lea r ly  i d l o s y n c ~ a t i c  since it re fe r s  to a part icular  kind of gambling 

based on pick- a number from txme s p c i f i e d  set of numbers. 

h s u m h g  that this I s  correct--and there is c lea r ly  somethi% r i g h t  

about it--we can semiragby solve tbe problem within LFM by proposing that 

since the semantic i n t e r p r e t a t i m  of the plura ls  in such cases is 

idiosyncratic,  the collocatim of the - -s ending and the b a ~  noun in f a c t  

takes place a t  Stratua I rather -than a t  Stratam 111. Stratun I is the 



locus fo r  the more idiosyncratic morphological processes within LR'I (see, 

in par t icular ,  K i p s k y  (1983a) for  a discussion of this), and we therefore 

apparently have good r e a s m  for  placing such plural  formatims, along with 

plura l i a  tantun, which must apparently be listed anyway, a t  Stratum I. But ,  

i f  we can say this, then we have solved the problem since these p lura ls  

should, given the organizat im of LPM given in (69 ) ,  be able t o  occur 

within m p m d s .  

W l t  there is a t x k n i c a l  problem which is introduced by this solut icn.  

In principle,  s i n e  such idiosyncratic p lu ra l s  are derived a t  S t r a m  I 

they ought to be e l i g i b l e  for S t r a m  I phmologfcal processes; this w i l l  

hold as 1% a s  we take seriously the idea tht, as outlined in LPPI, 

morphological, phmological and seamtic prowsses go hand In hand. 

Nevertheless, I how of no evidence tht this f s the case. In f a c t ,  a l l  

idiosyncratic p lura ls  with regular plural morphology, bcluSLrlg G u r a l i a  

tantun have exactly the same phonological processes occurlng within t h e m  as 

perfect ly regular rm-of-Wi+nil l  plural  forms such a s  cats, dogs, and 

fishes have.  he /-S/ assimilates in voicin8 '  : odds, ( ! c z / )  ; p t x ,  

. Schm iner t im takes place wlren the /-S/ Is affixed to a c o r a l  

mthwnt: 1 m ) g h s a e s ,  /w/.  This is not  leerely a metaphysical point; 

there are phonological processes which take place at W a t m  I which could, 

22. We can a s s m e ,  for the ~ k e  of argument, that the regular plural suff ix 
is mspecifid fo r  voicing, though this is hardly a crucial  point here. 



in prirnciple, apply tu such for%, and y e t  apparently fail to do so. 

To see this, msider the tt.mbr~ent of irregular past .tense forms i n  

I-falle md k h a n  (1985). We are intereslxd here in forms of the following 

type ( their examples (1 22) ) : 

(71 
a. bereave--bereft, cleave, creep, deal, dream, feel, keep, 

heel, lean, l a p ,  leave, man, sleep, s w p ,  weep 

c. lose-lost 

AC~ordiPlg tO k l l e  and bhmm, ~ e e  al l  involve afflxatim of /t/ a t  

St ra tm I. Since tbis createa a final cansoglant cluster in these verbs the 

voels become subject to Cluster Shortening, which Halle and f6zhman 

formulate as follows and wkich occurs a t  3"tratun I: 

i h r e  a qmce of two / t / s  Pa created by the afflxatim, Degemimtim 

occurs, but mly after t h ~  applicatim sf Cluster Shorbening; I-Ialle and 

ltbhanen ?In fact place Degeminatim a t  the Fbstlexical Stratm, bu t  tbfd 1s 

irrelevant for ow purposes. There is also a rule of Voicing Assirnilatim 



which is needed to handle a l t e r m t i m s  such as bereave--breft and 

build-built. A sample derivstim is given below: -- 

Affixet im [ [bere: v]  t] [ [b i :  t]t] 

Cluster s h ~ m i n g  [ [ berev1 t l  E l bit1 t l  

Postlexical Stratum: 

Voicing Assimilatim [bereft]  

Mow, E@mthee~s, wNch accomta for schwa Insert.lon in regular plurals 

such a s  - laces and a l s o  regular past tenses such a s  r a w  occurs, according 

to Halle and Mohanan, at  Stratum IV. I t  cannot apply to a form such as 

d b i t t ]  a t S t r a t u n I V s i n w ~ t i s n o t d e r i v d a t t h a t S t r a t u m .  Some 

questicm #Nth m ~ s  up irrmediately is why9 if Idiosyncratic regular 

plurals are derived a t  Stratam I ,  do k e  find emthesis exhibited In them? 

Why is gleases /gla=/ and no-t; /glas/? Furthermore why can Cluster 

Shsrtaing not  apply? 'Ib show that it does not m s l d e r  the following 

example. If a cify ha8 a ccmmiasim in charge of -11 building8 I could 



well imagine it being termed a highriaes coannissian, in para l le l  with parks 

axmission - and h m m  services connnissim. Nevertheless, not  only has 

highrises  undergone Egen ths i s ,  but it has fa i l ed  to  lndergo Cluster 

Shortening. Yet, mder the  assumptian tht such forms a r e  produced a t  

Stcatm I,  this ought lx be possible, since the representat im for  this 

form a t  Stratum I would be: 

I : \  I ; \  I f  
X X X X X X X X  

Obviously *highria ( /hayrIs/)  is not  a possible output. So, * seem to 
have strong evidence that p lu ra l s  inside oompomds are not  phmologically 

exceptional as might be expeew i f  m y  h v e  to  be ordered a t  S w a m  I. I 

do not  doubt t h a t  there remain ways around t h i s  problem which would allow 

us to maintain t h a t  these plura l s  are derived a t  Stratum I. Nevertkless ,  

such devices would, it would seem, merely obfuscate the obvious point that 

there is nothing exceptimal  about idiosyncratic plurals-even p lura l ia  

tan=bm--frm the phcnological pint of vie$*. Notice that there is a 

s t r ik ing  ccnwast b t m m  these mses and the  examples of i r regular  past 

tenses discused In b l l e  and Mohamm wkse there a r e  genuine phcnological 

22. Of course, even if  one were to  adopt such machinery, the very f a c t  that 
I can freely f o r m  caupomds like w i s e s  carmisaim suggests tht there 
is something f ishy about a s s i p l n g  mcb case8 to Stratum I,  even allowing 
fo r  the mewhat idiosyncratic or collect ive interpretat ion sf the plural .  



maotivatiwiu for ordering the irregular a f f lxa t im a t  Stratum I. 

Given th is ,  we may want t o  r ems ide r  whether or not LFM really does 

provide en adequate accomt for the facts of inflection within canpornding 

in Ehgliah. %ppose in fact ,  that w reintroduce ccnstraint (66) in  the 

following form23: 

(75) The l e f t  member of a cmpomd must be =ked for number, unless the 

plural is interpreted collectively or idiosyncrstically. 

PLis is, needless to say, a rough h r a c t e r i z a t i m :  this topic hes 

f#rtainly not been investigated sufficiently wll so as  to allow for a 

clearer statement of what is going m. Nevertheless, thfa does seem t o  

provide a fa i r  characterizatim of a t  ieast  sane of the facts. In 

particular, the contrast between cases like drink-binet versus 

drinks-cabinet seems do be captured roughly by ( 75). So, drink-cabinet 

could be any cabinet in which potable items are stored; drinks .cabinet ( a s  

pohted out by Cordcn (1 984)) seems to refer preferentially ta a cabinet 

for alcoholic drinks, where drinks is Interpreted Idiosyncratically. 

W i t h  respect to  pluralia tanlam, since they have no corresponding 

singular form, they murst merely be idiosyncratically listed a s  plurals. 

23. In sape ways th is  is similar a t  least  in s p i r i t  ta Iiammdl s (1984) 
Inflectional Pr=cess Ca?straht. 



Therefore, they should regularly occur within compounds; examples like 

pats-pocket, odds-la kin^, alms-aiver, s w e s t  that they a t  least can do 

so. Nevertheless, there is sane further idiosyncrasy here; no& 

acisaor-blade and Wouser-pocket, the latter,  in particular, conbasting 

with p t a - p o c k e t  (+pant-pocket). ?his wuld appear to be evidence that 

while such forms must be listed as occuring mly i n  plural forma as 

=para- words, the mmrked base must also be a lexical item. 

Of course, a principle such as (75) would also predict ttrat irregular 

plurals should be clxlstreined in the same way, and hmce be musual within 

cmpomds in the normal course of events. In fact, this is clearly not  an 

mdesirable maequence insofar as although irregular plurals can occur 

with plural in-rpretatim w i t h i n  cxnnpomds, a much larger number of 

canpmds exist with an a t  least pragmatically plural in*rpretatim of the 

left-hand anember, bu t  where this nom , although it is inf lest& 

irregularly, nonetheless occurs in  the singular. T h  following examples 

are from Thoseas-Flinders (1 983: p. 130), who points this out: 

(76) toothbrush, toothpaste, tmthpoder, footgear, footbinding, footpath, 

footmar, maan chaser, wmhater  . 
So, a ~ ~ u a h  is used for bruskiing more - c h  one lxo%h, footwear i s  used 

cm tmth feet, and a m u m  chaser fa  saaeane who chases after w a n e n .  

Nevertklese, despite %he fact ektat -- tsoth, - foot and womn a l l  have 

irregular plurals, thls fact is apparently not made use of in forming these 



mpomds desplte the meaning. In fact, in my experience, speakers ud.suall;r 

reject c m s ~ u c t i m s  of tk form mice-racing on f i r s t  hearing them and 

strmgly prefer lbe singular form (muse-racirg): there really does seem to 

t~? a strang mstpaint  against using plural form wlthfn compomds except 

when a collective (parks-deparmt) or idiosyncratic (drinker-cabinet) 

interpretation is intended24. 

Nevertheless, there still is a problem here insofar as a form like 

mice-infested is slightly better, if ever so marginalby, than - 
rats-infested; a t  the very least, it .seems as Ulough me muld have less 

trouble mvhcing  oneself that the former is well-formed than that the 

latter is wll-for&. ?his difference is fu r tk r  brought out in an 

experiment performed by Gorda? (1 984) which apparently shows that even 

young children are amre of t h i s  caaeast. Gordon tested children ranging 

from 3;2 to 5;10 in age. In the experiment singular, plural and compound 

forms (+& latter a l l  of the form X-eater) were elicited from the children 

for nouns which were e i t k r  ( I )  regularly inflected (ii) irregularly 

inflected or (lii) pluralia t m t u m .  Even the youngest children of this 

group knew t k  rzs.ilar plural rule as this is something which is learned a t  

a very yomg age (Besko, 19%). The relevant reeults were a s  follows: when 

24. This canatraint even seems to extmd to inherently ~ l u r a l  words such as 
people. I remember that the ccmpornd peopleamver, whkh I f i r s t  heard 
when visiting Disneyland, sounded considerably wore than the alternative 
personinover. 



children were dealing with regular nouns (o r  noms that, through lncanplelx 

acquisi t im , t h y  treated \qs regular --e .g . , feetMfeets, rnoweamouses) they -- - 
practically invariably placed t k  singular form inside the mpomd. C h  

the other M d ,  wim Irregular plurals, the children invariably placed the 

plwgll form within the m p m d .  Now, in t k  m t e x t  of t h e  experiment a s  

described by Crordm, in both cases the pragmatic interpretation of tbe 

forms within the mpomd was plural. To ke sure, W s ,  plus a certx1.n 

amsmt of cueing f r a m  the previously e l i c i w  plural form muat play a part 

in the explanatim for why the children invariably placed the irregular 

plurals inside cannpomds. Meverthless, he correcxly observes Wt this 

pressure to produce a plural form mly works w i t h  irregular plurals; i n  

regular plurals it fails, apparently because of sane canslraint whlch 

blocks such forms. The m s t r a i n t  k a r w s  for is me LP14 model; i n  

particular, he suggests tkat much of the structure of LPM must be present 

to  begin with and that therefore children w i l l  exhibit behavior ccmsistent 

w i t h  that structare even without much external evidence. In fact, he asks, 

what exernal evidence - could the child hive that irregular plurals within 

campould8 are fine ira m t r a s t  to regular plurals? A s  we already have 

noted, i n  adult speech neither mst ruc t im is commopl. If we assme, 

however, t h a t  children are somehow geared towards placing irregular 

inflection at an early stratum in the LR4 mxlel, and canpmdfng and 

regular inflection later, we can explain why no learning is apparently 

necessary. 



Still, while thls explanatim appears lm account for the facts, I 

suspect it i s  wrong simply because, despite the results of this experiment, 

plurals of any sort within canpomds are not  commxr except in the 

restricted set of c i r c m s ~ c e s  already described. Nevertheless, we are 

obligatd to provide an alternative story about these facts, especially 

since the data frm the experimt are so striking. ?he explamtim, I 

believe, is not hard to caw up w i t h ,  i f  w ass-, which 1 think we must, 

tht irregular plurals are simply listed as the plural variants of noms 

already listzd elsewhere. mder this interpretaticn, tkey are not  for& 

at- sll by m y  process, but  rather are merely selected as the appropria* 

form ira the translatioat from syntactic structure to phmological 

structure. Given that these forms have a somewhat separate exismce from 

I2-e regular singular forms, it is perhaps mnurprising Vrat they could be 

elicited in mpoulds; since as Gordm himself suggested, cueing from the 

previously elicited plural must a t  least be present in the elicitation of 

the mpoimds in  the e~~erimeot?~ it seems likely thet what the children 

were doing was @eating t h  irregular plurals such as mice - and --- teeth as 

words more or less d i v w d  frcm t h i r  singular counbrparts.  ' b y  would, 

of course, still be violating Canatraint (75), since such noms would be 

25. Otherwise how could we explain why plural forms were nearly exclusive1 + used w i t h  irregular noms w i t h i n  ampounds by the children, which s 
counter to a normal tmdency, a t  least in adults, to use a singular form 
even when an irregular plural is available? 



marked aa p i w a l ,  but this v i o l a t i m  would be less obvious Vm t h e  

correspanding violat ian with regular p lu ra l s ;  i n  l a t t e r  mse there  1s 

no questam that a form l i k e  -- ratn is t h e  plura l  of the noun rat; i n  the 

case of - m i c e ,  however, insofar  as it is a separate l e x i m l  entry, I t  a u l d  

equal ly we11 be *eat& as a rrom divorced .t'rm mouse, ~ q d  which j u s t  

h a p p e d  ta have a p lura l  Fn.tzrpretatlon. This s tory ,  whlle hardly 

prec ise ,  might e l l  be m ';he r i g h t  track Wwerds explaining why, an tk 

me hand, forms l i k e  mice-eater - a r e  ulusml, but ,  a? the o t k r ,  

nevertheless  possible.  The same s to ry  would presumably accomt for  the 

d i s t i n c t i m  which adu1.t speakers give to - mice-infeaM and r a t s - I n f e s W .  

Why must we assw? Ulat m i @  - is a separate entry fran mouse? 'Ihere is 

evidence fcr t h i s  a s s e r t i m ,  although I t  is, m f o r t m a t e l y  , of a somewhat 

anecdotal nature: Within the  pas t  few years an increasing number of 

Mgh-resolut im graphics terminals k v e  been equipped w i t h  a gadget which 

k s  been termed a - mouse, presumably k c a u s e  of its superf ic ia l  resemblance 

to  said a n b ~ ~ l .  What is the plura l  c,f W s  word? I n b r e s t i n g l y  enough, a 

number of p a p h e ,  myself included, have a certain amomt of d i f f i c u l t y  in 

making the: extxns im of t h i s  idiosyncrat ic  meaning of - mouse to the expected 

plura l  form mice. - Of course, this is the form which is u l t i m t e l y  used; 

??mouses -- seems even mre add than mice. - But it is no t  without some m o u l t  

of  strain *t We extension is mde. I suppose that there would be no 

difficultqr w i t h  a regular plural :  e r e  m e  t o  cane up with a larger  

mouse, which might be t e r m &  a - rat ,  there would presumably be no d i f f i c u l t y  



In farming t h e  plural - re-. This anecdotal evidence suggests that there i s  

something in the idea that mouse and m i c e  - are separate lexical entrieo i n  

the sense that they occupy two separate slots in  the permanent lexicon more 

or less as p e r m  and people would, and this In turn allows for the s tyle  

of explmt im offered in the preceding paragraph. 

In this sectim, then, I have attmptA 'to offer an alimnative to the 

LPM account of plural nouns w i t h i n  mpomds. As with the discussim of 

hlayalam cornpornding, I do not claim to have provided a f u l l y  adequate 

accomg6; In particular, I think t b t  a great deal of reaearch needs to be 

done to determine t k  exact nature of the CQlstraint (75), which 

nevertheless must be on the right eack. If my discussion of Cardon's 

experiment is correct, it seems as if  we do not need to assme that the 

skelelm of a stratum ordered morphology is knom by children before they 

start learning a language. A l l  that t h y  would need to know is sanething 

i i k e  Omstraint (75), which might well reduce to a more bssic principle 

having ta do w i t h  t h  interprelxtim of genericity. Md to that their 

(acquired) knowledge of listed forms, and we can account fairly 

straightfmmdly for ehe behavior p t k r n  observed. If a l l  of this i s  

right then, we my have achieved the reductim of yet another *:lass of 

26. I should say in defense of th is ,  though, that the P M  accomt is 
acaroely Fully adequate either since it suffers from a number of problems 
as I have outlined above. 



supped evidence that ( syntactic/semmtic) mr ghoiogical opera t i ans  are 

stratum ordered. In the next sectim w turn a t  lrng last to an 

examinatim of the behavior of the phanolcgy as it i s  cktaracterized within 

LPM. 

4.3.1 What are the Rinciples of Lexical Fhmologfl 

I argued in the f i rs t  sectian of this ckpter that LFM'is  consistent 

with the approach to morphology takm here, if we take it to be a theory of 

phonologial wll-formdness. In this section w examine how useful a 

theory of the latter EPPl really is. In particular I examine various 

canskaints andl principles which have been claimd in the LPM literature to 

be characbristic of the behavior of the phonology when it applies i n  the 

l ex im.  In 4.3.2 I shall sketch an allzrnative phmological theory lx 

LPM. 

In t h i a  subeectian I &all be looking specifically a t  the following 

topi-: Bracketing kasure (-city Rinciple) and t b  argments for it; 

Cyclicity, in prticular the question as to whether al l  lexical rules are 

cyclic and i f  postlexical rulea may be cyclic; and finally whether 

Structure Preservatim can be maintained as a principle of lexical rules. 



Ehch of these pr inc ip les  have been argud to be c o n s t r a h f l g  of the l ex i ca l  

phonology i n  ~ t i c u l a r ,  as opposed to the p o s t l e x i m l  phonology. By 

arguing, as I shall, tht Bracketing Ekasure is superfloua,  tha t  Cycl ic i ty  

is ne i the r  t r u e  of  all l e x i c a l  rules nor resb- ic ted %s l ex i ca l  r u l e s ,  and 

f i n a l l y  that Struc ture  Preservation is problematic as a cons t r a in t  m 

Lexical phmology, we wi l l  h v e  reduced the d i f f e r ences  between l ex i ca l  and 

post- lexical  phmology (no te  the list of such supposed d i f fe renzes  given 

above, s@ctim 4.1.1 .) ahus, p h o l o g y  Itin the is n o t  in pr inc ip le  

d i s t i n c t  f r a n  other  kinds  of  phonology. I take each of W s e  t op i c s  up in 

turn.  

4.3 .-l .I Ekacketlng Ekasure . 
P b h a n  (1982) slates the following cms-traint  on the appl ica t ion  of 

l e x i c a l  ru les :  

(77)  -city Pr inc ip le  (Ibhanan, 1 w )  

The internal s t r u c t u r e  a t  m e  s t r a m  is i n v i s i b l e  to the 
processes a t  a n o t k r  . 

This h s  h e n  reformulated, In pa r t i cu l a r  by Klparsky as Wacketlng 

27. ksetsky (7979) formulatd Ekacketlng Ekaswe as applying a t  the end of 
every cycle .  



Internal  brac'kets a r e  erased a t  the end of every level  
( =stratum). 

The amsequence of e i the r  formulation is obvlous any ru le  of phonology 

cr mrphology which appl ies  a t  Stratum n will be unable to make use of any 

of UE internal s t ruc ture  of words derived a t  Sham n-I or a t  .previous 

strata. So, fo r  t he  purposes of Stratun I1 phano:ogy and morphology in 

Ehglish, a word like organizational wil l  be indistinguishable,  as f a r  as 

ita in terna l  morphological s t ruc ture  is concerned, from a word l i k e  

elephant,  which is p r e s m b l y  n o t  morphologically complex. 

What I wish examine is We val id i ly  of the argumas=ta that suck a 

pr inc ip le  is in f a c t  necessary; i f  it is necessary Wen it seems a s  i f  

there is a reasm to believe that lex ica l  phonology i s  organized in to  

well-defined s t r a t a ;  i f ,  however, it is not  necessary, as I suspect, then 

the  argmmta for  a spec i f i ca l ly  lex ica l  m e r  of phonological r u l e  

applfcat ians is somewht weakened insofar as the s t s a t a ,  which are 

supposedly part of the organiza t im of the phmology, will no t  have the 

same conslraining e f f e c t  that they do mder  the Bracketing masure model, 

me thPng that wi l l  be important t o  bear in mind is h o w  Bracketing 

Pasure relates to w strict Cycle (becar6, l9'76), w ~ c h  shl l  assume 3s 

a val id c m s t r a i n t  on the applicat ion of cyc l i c  ru l e s .  Kiparsky (1983a ,b)  

d i s c u s e s  a t  length the necessi ty  of assmirig tht the S t r i c t  Cycle does In 

fact hold, and I shall take the posit ion that t h i s  is in  f a c t  the a s e .  



The questicn w i l l  a.se with st least one of the arguments for EPacketing 

masure as t o  whether or not it is really not just an argument for the 

Strict Cycle2'. ht before i.. examine that point, is there reasan to 

suppse  that Str ict  Cyclicity alme is sat!.sfactnry and t h t  kacketing 

mame m v  be mecessary? 

kt us examine W s  question. The two principles do, of course, make 

different predictfms, and it would be useful to mpare thm. In fact ,  

l e t  us mpare the following two theories; 

( 73) 
A. A theory with the St r ic t  Cycle and no Racketing Erasure. 
B. A theory with the St r ic t  Cycle and Bsacketing Easure. 

Theory - E is basically We theory of Lexical  Phmology: both Backetlng 

Baswe and St r ic t  Cyclicity are supposed to hold. - A is a more 

impveriskd theory of the organizatim of the phonology. 

Imagine, then, the following situation: Suppose we have a langwe which 

h s  the followfng mganizatian: 

28. This was pointed out to me by Dcnca Steriade. 



(60) -- Stratum - edered Fhanology of H y l j o ~ t i c a l  Languag e - A. 

S t r a m  I: Morphology: Arffix -a 

Stratwn 11: krphology: Affix -b 
Affix -at (which is a d i f fe ren t  

afflx f r m  -a but 
phcnslcgicaiIy 
ident ica l  Kith it) 

Phcnolody ( r u l e s  ordered as given): 
Rule 1: a-->q/J b 
Rule 2: a-->r/ - b 

Cmaider now the following strings of morphemes md m s i d e r  how each would 

in f a c t  'be t r e a t x i  mder theories A and B: - - 
(81 

( I )  xab(mcnanorphemic) 
(iP) xa+b 
(d.ii)  x+a+b 
( i v )  x+al+b 

In the first case both theories  muld cl:e the m e  prediction since the 

form - xab is mawrphemic:  it muld pass through Stt.alm I, where no 

morpl~of.ogy would take place. It would then pass m tn Stratum 11, where, 

again, no morphology would take place and nme of the phmological rules 

would apply: Rule 1 could not  apply anyllffly since its s t ruc tura l  descriptim 

is not met; Rule 2 a u l d  a t i l l  no t  apply since it muld k v e  t o  v io la te  

S t r i c t  Cyclicity to do so, assuming tht Strict Cyclicity disallows 

applicatim to forms tha t  are not derived wltb respect to the current cycle 

(of which there is none, in t h i s  case, since there is no opera t im of 



Now cmsider  t k  s e m d  case. Pgain, both theor ies  wl l l  mke the  same 

prediction. The stem - xa will pass through Stratum I ,  where nothing will 

eeke place. k t  Spatun 11, a f f ixa t ion  of - -b w i l l  take place yielding the 

s t ruc tu re  J [xalbl .  Rule I w i l l  still be inapplicable i n  e i the r  theory 

since its s t ruc tu ra l  descr ip t ien  is never mt. Rule 2 wlll be applicable 

under both theor ies  since it would c ruc ia l ly  involve material introduced on 

the current  cycle. TAe f i n a l  output under both theories muld  therefore be 

xrb. - 

Let US sk ip  dom to case four.  &re, y e t  again,  both theories  wl.11 make 

the SEE predictions.  - x wi l l  paas through S e a m  I wlth nothing sventful  

occuring. A t  Stratun I1 the a f f i x e s  - 3' and -b are aff ixed yielding the - 
phmologiml  form [[[x]a]b] an the relevant  cycle.  Now, s ince the 

n p p l i c a t i m  of Rule 1 would be permi tkd  mder both theories ,  we wi l l  apply 

it and derive ttae form s. 

Final ly,  consider case three. k r e  is where the two theor ies  d i f f e r .  

F i r s t  of a l l ,  M s i d e r  theory - A, whleh, as will be reca l led ,  is the t b o r y  

with no B s a c k t h g  k a m e .  At Stratmi I - -a will be concatenated with x - to 

yie ld  the form L[x]al. Passing cn to Stratum 11, we derive U[x]a]b1,  

which, as with the previous exariiple will bcorpe xqb, by the applicat ion of 

Rule 1 ,  bleeding M e  2. 

Theory B, howver,  w i l l  treat this form d i f f e ren t ly .  l [ x ] a l  wi l l  be 

derived a t  Seatun I but a t  the e x i t  o f  that Stsatum the i n t e rna l  brackets 



wil l  be erased fn accordance w i t h  the E k a c k t h g  Erasure &mventim, 

yielding Ixa] a t  e n e y  to Stratann 11. -b wi l l  then be affixed to yield - 
a ] .  Rule I wil l  be inapplicable to t h i s  form, bu t  Rule 2 wil l  be able 

ta apply y i e l d h g  - xrb. 

SmmrizLng, the following are the predicted outputs of Hypthetic3al 

language A for  the two theories: 

(i) xab 
( i i )  xa+b 
( i i i )  x+a+b 
( i v )  x+al+b 

xab 
xr b 
xqb 
xqb 

xab 
xrb 
xr  b 
xqb 

So the two m r i e s  are substantively d i f fe ren t ;  they c h r a c t e r i z e  

nm-identical  intersect ing languages. 

The examples could be run through w i t h  ec,uivalmt results replacing 

phmological ru les  1 and 2 w i t h  morphological ru les ,  but the essent ia l  form 

of the argument #auld be the sane. The q w s t i c n ,  then, is whwr the 

predictions of Theory B (LPM) in this hypothetical cam are  m s l s ~ t l y  

exemplified in natural lmgweo or if there are..cases where Theory A is a 

mre adequate model. Qse ( iii) is obviously the crucial  example; what w 

need to find in order to argue against LPM are examples of phcmological or 

morphological ru les  wlhich reference to a morphological bracketing, and 

do in fact apply even wkn t h a t  bracketing is derived a? a previous 



stratum; LFM, w i t h  Ekacketing Basme, naturally rules such cases o u t  in 

principle . 
In fact, as l-kiirg~s ( 1 9 5 )  argues, such cases do in fact exist i n  t h e  

&hapaskan language Sekanf. I w i l l  not review a l l  of the cases which she 

discusses but  merely give the following exzllrple. In Skani , there i s  a 

derivatiaral process which i s  characterized by Ithe d i n e d  prefixation of 

kfe and na, the latter of which is the custmary/hbitual prefix. hrgus - - 
terms this the lfpermbulativefl derivatim. h example is given below (from 

p. 31 31, where the numkrs mderneath the glosses refer to prefix 

posieims : 

- 
per C 2sS clf V:skate 
2 5 12 13 stem 
( cl f =classif ier ; 2sS=2 sing. ;sub j . ) 
'you [sg] skate around1 

Ulder certain mdi t ima ,  this sequence of prefixes mdergoes a rule which 

Mrgus term Perambulative Mucticn, which she f i rs t  formulates as  

folloW8: 
\ 

( 84)  kl'ena ---> kf an/ - (c)[( clf) stem] 

The result of this rule i s  aeen in a form like k'\gbeh he, she swims 

aromdf from klb-d-beh  (see p. 314 of brgus). 

Note that the environment is s-ted i n  terms of only pa r t i a l ly  



phonological information. In particular, Hargus argues it crucially refers 

to a morphclogical bracketing which cmtains an optimal classifier 

follcwed by the stem. Now, mrgus argues elsewhere U-rat the structure of 

the Sekani l e x i m  with respect to affixation is as follows: 

( 85) 
Stratum I aspectual suffix 

classifier prefix ( position 13) 

Stratum I1 msit ims 9-12 

Stratum I11 Positions 7-8 

According to this model then, and assuming Rracketing aasure, the 

sbucture of tlw bracketing containing the classifier and the stem, which 

bracketing is derived a t  Stratum I, should certainly be invisible to the 

krambulative Reductim rule, which, given that - k l e  ( p s i t i m  2 )  and na - 

(position 5) are allfixed a t  Stratm I V ,  must also apply a t  Stratum I V  at 

the earliest. Nevertheless, krgus argues that the formulatian the rule 

given above is correct insofar as there Is no way to make the rule work 

correctly without crucially referring to those bracke+s. The final versim 

of the rule is given as follows: 
\ 

(86)  k1\e- ---> ktm/ - (C)[, 

We will return to the meaning of the subscript1 manmtarily. 

For now, notice tht t k i s  is precisely the kind of example we were 



lookfig for: the real rule of S e h i  behaves much as Rule I of Hypothetical 

Language A did  w i t h  respect t o  msrphological bracketings derived a t  

previous strata. This, p lus  the other examples from Sekmi which fbrgus 

discusses, would seem to m s t i t u t e  swong evidence against the Bcacketing 

Ekasure Conventim. 

Never~ less ,  hrgus has a different Interpretation of the Sekani 

facta. She argues, following a suggestim by Wparsky (1983), that 

Bracketing masure I s  excepticnable in tbe sense that particular 

morphological operatiazs may specify that the brackets that t 2 ~ y  intrduce 

be retained against the ravages of Bracketing Erasure. 'Ihis is what the 

subscript 1 in the later formulatim of the rule means; In % h i ,  stems 

and classifiers introduce brackets which are exceptions t o  kacketing 

masure, and m y  m k  those brackets witb some notational device like a 

subscript, so tbt Pracketlng basure w i l l  how that it should leave t h e m  

alone h the t h e  canes far its application. 

I t  w i l l  be recalled from Chaplm 1 that Kiparskyls suggestim tha t  

Ekackethg & a w e  my be exceptionable was based m Ekacketlng Paradoxes. 

I argued mere l2mt t h i a  was not the right kind of motivatim for assuming 

that Ekacketing same ~ W S  violable since, in particular, such an approach 

would classify Bsacketing kradoxes as being not mly tlcddlt from the point 

of view of morphological structure, but  also from the point of view of 

phcnology, for which I argued that there is no evidence. Mrgus, on the 



other b n d ,  has provided precisely the right kind of evidence for 

demcms~atlng mt Kiprskyts claim is in  fact valid. 

Nevertheless, one umders, in the face of the Stcan1 cases, what the 

motivatlm for keeping Ek-acketlng Baswe i s  altogether. Is the evidence 

for it so strcmg that ue need to maintain it as a constraint m the lexical 

operaticn of phmological rules? I believe, in fact, that the evidence is 

not strcng a t  a l l ,  and that the a r g m t a  for it are e i t h r  faulty, that 

the facts a n  te explained by other means, or In fact are argunents for 

scmthing else, namely t h  Strict Cycle. I turn to this qwst im 

irrmaediately. 

Che a r g m t  for Ekacketing Ekasure due t o  bhanan (I=) h s  ta do with 

Ule Ehglish rule of morant syllabifiatim, which accom-ts for pairs such 

as hinder"hindrance. -- Motman observes that the rule only fails  to apply 

with matum I affixes: note hindering, *hindrh~.  This is captured i f  w 

assume that smorant syllabification applies a t  Stratum 11, and i s  stated 

as follows: 

In a form like Mndranse, the internal brackets w i l l  be erased around 

hinder before the rule has had a claance ta apply a t  seatun 11. Hindering, 

m the other t m d  will allow for this rule's applicatim since, a t  St;rabrn 



11, its sWueture will be 1: [ h i n d r ] i n ~ ] .  

Nevertheless, me could j u s t  as e a s i l y  a s s m  that the r u l e  app l i e s  a t  

S t r a m  I1 and is stated as follows (an the notat ion,  see k v i n  (1985)): 

This just says that an msy l l ab l f i ed  scnorant b e c m s  a sy l lab le  nucleus. 

In the case of hindrance, the /r/ will already have been sy l lab i f ied  s o  

(88) wi l l  no t  apply. It  will apply to hinder yielding a sy l l ab i f i ed  /r/.  

Hirnderina is i r r e l evan t  since -ing will a t t a c h  on the cycle after the r u l e  

Las applied; given tbt ( 88 )  is a structure-building r u l e  there is nothing 

within WM to stop it applying to forms underived a t  Stratum 11. ( I n  the 

last section of the shap&r I shall argue tht this r u l e  is a word-level 

r u l e  and that -In& atlaches to phmologicaL words ) 

mgus  herself provides a n o t h r  suppod argumnt fo r  t k  Eiracketing 

fiasure oanventim, hsed data frm E b h m  (1982). She argues that in 

order for th@ sbess and me r u l e s  to apply cor rec t ly  to subcanpounds i n  

h l a y a l m  (see Sectlm 4.2.2.3. above fo r  a lengthy d i scuss im of these 

facts), w must ass- kacketlng IPasure. Recall that a subcompound such 

as I[mb][widweesamu ' r e l i g i m  hatred' i a  s t ressed  a t  the cocompomd 

stratum as follows: 



Of course, the ru le  cannot be a l l o m  to see the in-rnal s t ructure of the  

composition otherwise it might misapply to yield a cocampomd s t r e s s  m WE 

form: 

Bracbting masure guarantees this, of course. Nevertkless ,  we could also 

argue that stress rules apply to tk m i m l  damin  allowable, which would 

be the whole word in this case29. 

h o t h e r  example is due to Kiparsky (1 98%) . These examples have t o  do 

with Ehglish zero4erived d a a n i n a l  verbs for& a t  S t r a m  11. Kipsrsky 

notes *t while such verbs may be formed l'rm noms which are themselves 

derived a t  S t r a m  I ,  such a8 to propositicn, or to engineer, it does not  

seemi to be possible w i t h  nouns derived a t  S t r a m  11: 

( 91 ) *to singer, *to freedan, +to promptness, *to alcoholism, 
.*to sisterhxl 

The m s t r a i n t  proposed states Wt z r o  a f f ixes  m o t  be added In Ehglish 

---------- 
29. This possiblitqr was pointed out to me by I)onca Steriade. 



to nwrpholcgisally complex forms: 

(92) * lxlP1 

lhis wil l  derive the r e s u l t s  mention& above since a word l i k e  proposi t im 

will n o t  be morphologically m p l e x  a t  Stratum 11, where the c m s l r a i n t  

must apply, whereas a form like singer #ill be complex. 

Nevertheless, I think t h a t  the generalization t h a t  t h i s  process is 

generally possible with Statam I noms bu t  never with Stratum I1 noms is 

false. Ccnsider the example to sticker (as in J o h  s t i c k r e d  the wall 

yesterday.) ?his somds l i k e  a f a i r l y  plausible verb to me, ye t  it looks 

a s  if it is derived fran a morphologically cmplex form derived (by  

af f ix ing  - -es to s t i c k )  a t  Stratum 11. I am unable to  tNnk of further 

examples a t  -the present t i n e ,  so  it may seem as i f  Klparsky' s point is 

valid. Nevertheless, not ice that bma f i d e  examples Involving Stratum I 

suffixes do not  exactly a h m d .  Note the m g r m m t i c a l i t y  of the 

following: *to g r a m a t i c a l i t y ,  *to religion, *to s c i e n t i s t ,  +to - 
evasicn.. . . If anything, it aems as  if Kiparsky's ccnstralnt m y  i n  fact 

be applicable to affixed noms no miter what their de r iva t ima l  his tory;  

forms like to proposi t lm,  to engineer and to sticker will simply be 

excepti-1, in mt c a d ' .  CE course, such a view would imply that 

30. PlarchEvld (1969: pp. 372-3) makes precisely this point. Furthermore he 
mkes the followiflg state!nmt:  



Ikacketing hasure is false. 

Sekani provides another example, according to Hargus. Tnere is a r u l e  

which Hargus calls Mjugation 8 - Dele t im,  and which s k  fi;rrrmlabs as 

follows: 

stern] 

This r u l e  appl ies ,  as k r g u s  puts  it,  her^ no pref ixes  of the subject  

(pos i t i cn  12)  OP male (pos i t i cn  11 ) pref ix  p o s i t i m s  intervane betwen t k  

ccn jqp t im  cr mide pref ix  and the o p t i m a l  c l a s s i f i e r  or verb sten.I1 The 

foblowing two examples i l l u s t r a t e  the point, with %he target vowel being 

under 1 ined : 

hother r e a m  seems to be still more important. M y  of t he  
n m i n a l  mffixes derive substant ives  &om verbs, and it muld 
be  cmtrary to season to form such verbs as a r r i v a l ,  guidance, 
improvement, - organfza t im whm a r r i v e ,  p i d e ,  improve, oraanize 
e x i s t .  

There m y  well be samething t o  this; note that k c c h a n d t s  m s t r a i n t  is 
similar  to mrphological  blocking. 



na -so 4 -hi ==> naskwi 
rev-63-c~f-V:  vomit 
5 10 13 stem 
'he, ske vomitedg 

In the f j  rst  example the first singular subjec t  pref ix  lnlx!rvenes and 

blocks the r u l e r s  appl ica t ian ,  whereas Fn the s e m d  example no such pref ix 

intervenes and the r u l e  appl ies  de le t ing  the - of  the cmjugatim pref ix .  

Why do pos i t icn  11 and 12  pref ixes  block the r u l e t  s appl icat ion wkreas 

c l a s a f f i e r  pref ix  does not? k r g u s  suggests t h t  since classifier 

pref ixes  are added a t  Stratun I ( see above) and p o s i t i m s  10, 11 and 12 are 

a l l  added a t  Stratum 11, tht applicaticm of Bracketing Easure betwen the 

two strata can explain why the S t ram I pref ix  dces not block the r u l e t s  

appl ica t ion ,  whereas Stratum I1 pref ixes  do; the latter wi l l  be v i s i b l e  

*reas t h  f o m r  will not.  Mever%less, me could pr.?smably also j u s t  

say that the r u l e  fai ls  to apply when phonological material  i n l m v m e s  

b e t w e n  the schwa and t h  c a n s t i t a m t  I ( c l f )  s t e m l .  This is exact ly  

Harguaf informal statenmt of the r u l e  above, bu t  it is n o t  obvious t h a t  it 

is any less explanatory than the more sophis t icated explana t im W i n g  use 

of  B a c k e t b g  Ekasure. 

T k  final example caws from MalayaXam and is discussed i n  Mohanan 

(1 982, pp . ,C2-3). ~~ notes  tha t  a m p m d  such as 

Q a k i n n a T a k k u u ~  'a group of Yakshas and Kinnaras, derived frm y a k w  



' Yaksh, can Kinnara, ' and kuu* 'group, exhibits gemination on 

the initial /k/ of the last member according to the regular rule of 

Gemhaticn in subcooapoulds. The questim is why t he  /k/  of kinnakn does 

not  also geminate. b h a n  gives the following derivatim: 

Cocmpomd [ [ P ~ W ]  [ k i ~ ~ a n ] ]  compounding 
[[Ya+l[kinna?.anl] nasal deletion 

v o ~ l  sandhi 

Subcanpound [ [pk@--4 [ ~ U W I  1 compomdbg 
[ [yakpkinnaI.a] [ kuu*] ] nasal  deletim 
[ [ y a W a 1  [m- I  . . I gminatim 

Gemlnatim, which k h a n  gives as follovs ( p. 40) : 

(%) mset ---> /\ % I C 

applies a t  the ~mpounding Wabm to the initial /k/ of k u u m ,  which 

i s  ad jamt  to a lef t  bracket preceded by a right bracket (gemination is a 

mirror-image rule.) It does not  apply t o  /k/ i n  kinna>an because the 

intern1 brackets of yakgakinnal.an have been deleted in accordance with the 

Opacity Winciple (BEC). Nevertkless, it is also clear that the Strict 

Cycle Omdltim would rule out this applicaticxl since nothhg In 

-an is derived on the cycle a t  which h u m  Pa added. Hence 

these data really just argue for the Strict Cycle m d i t i a n ,  rather than 

for the BE. 

This mcluclzs the examination of a r p e n t s  for the kacketing Erasure 



Cmvmtim. I have show, I believe, tht the evidmce for such a 

ccxlve~ticm i s  weak and it i s  therefore questionable that the applicatim of 

the p b o l o g y  to lexical cmstructims is ccnstrained in this fashim. 

k d l e s s  to say, if EPacketing Pasure is wmg, there i s  one less argmmt 

for dbsthguiahhg lexical phazology in  prtf.cular from, say, i t s  

applicatim above the word level. 

We next turn our attePlCim to cyclicity. 

4.3.1.2 Ch Cyclicity in Lexical mmology. 

There are two questims which I would like to examine in this sectlm. 

The less hportant me is whether lexical rules need be cyclic The more 

important questfm from my sCeuldpoht is whether post-lexical rules m y  be 

cyclic; Lexical Phonology k s  claimed ttrat they cannot be ( see section 

4.1 .I .) b u t  I t  is far from obvious that this i s  in fact the case. 'ke 

answers to both of these questims will be couched in terms of: a short 

review of the available literature m the subject. 

The f i rs t  question, then, is: muat phonological rules be cyclic? The 

answer ta this queatim is certainly mequivocally no. It is not  much of 

an isaw that, aa Klparsky (1983b) discllsses, a rule such as the /n/ 

deletim rule of Ehglish, Khich is resmsible for the following 

alternation8 ( fran Ki~arsky's exx. 81, is acyclic: 



A phmologiml rule suck as the following ( =  (9))  would accomt Zor it: 

(98)  n ---> g/ [ +  m a l l  -1 

However, notice tht ilx applicatim In a word like dam i s  already a - 
violation of *e Strict Cycle CondPtim since dam i s  an mderived - 
envirammt. Arule which does not  obey tk Strict Cycle m o t  be cyclic; 

w i t h i n  current phmological theory P-c i s  taken to be the case that a rule 

i s  cyclic i f  and only if it  obey^ the Strict Cycle. FePace (98) i s  not  a 

cyclic rule. That it m u s t  be lexical, a t  least under any reamable 

understanding of that term, is indicated by t k  fact that I t  occurs before 

the affixes which, in  kxical Phornology, would be added a t  Stratum 11. So 

lexical rules can be non-cyclic. 

Of course, it Ps a reasable  question to ask as ta whet2x:r m e  can 

restrict the d-im of nm-cyclic lexical rtilea ; If m y  rrile a u l d  be 

nm-cyclie a t  any tine, mast or a l l  of cantent of Strict Cyclicity 

m u d  be &shed i n a ~ f a r  as whenever me {*am across an example which 

semd to require tk addled power of violating the *let Cycle h ~ d i t i o n ,  

me could mrely say that t he  phmologfcal rule asamiaizd w i t h  the 

particular example m a  nm-cyclic. Eht phmological theory is n o t  

mtentless i f  we rn reetrict the d m i n  of such rules b particular 



l eve l s  of represenbt icm and i f  furthermore t h y  are restricted in the way 

that they apply a t  tbat l eve l  then we may be saying sanething subs tant ia l .  

Indeed, K ip r sky  (1 983b) suggests tht non-cyclic l ex ica l  r u l e s  must !x 

r e s t r i c t e d  to WE word l e v e l ,  wMch is Stratum 11. This claim is a l s o  made 

by h l l e  and ?rlohmm, (1985). Also, see the discussion of stemjword 

phmology in sectim 4.2.2. 

kt us turn now to the second =in qwstfm to be addressed in this 

sectla., which m s  whether cyc l i c  ru l e  appl icat icn is mique  to the 

l e x i m .  The mswer , apparently,  Is in the negative,  and this is sonrething 

which seems to have bxm h ~ w ?  fo r  quite some tlme. 

G i v a  lht c y c l i c i t y  Is due to the f a c t  that phonologica~ ru le s  

intermingle w i t h  processes of canposition--i .e . , a f f ixa t ion  more broadly 

mstrued---re is ce r t a in ly  no reasm why we should expect that the  

e l a m  of LPM should be correc t ,  and there ce r t a in ly  e x i s t  counterexamples, 

which I shall now b r i e f l y  mer?tim. 

The moat famous set of cases comes from Catalan and is due to k s c a r o  

(1976). b s c m b  discusses the Catalan rule of Glide Formation, which he 

formulates as foilom: 



(#, stands for any number of boundaries. ) So, an rnstressed high vowel is 

turned into a glide after (any number of boundaries preceded by) a vowel. 

wscar6 argues that this rule applies cyclically and shows also that it 

applies across words as in pruduir~wksidosy6 it will produce ~xidation,~ 

which he derives as follows: 

1st cycle 
Glide Form. -- -- 
Ikstress . 1 a 
Vow 1. Red. -- u 

2nd cycle 
Glide Form. -- 
Destress . 
Vowel. Red. 

kstress . -- 
VOW~. Red. -- 

Note that, even in the obviously postlexical applicatim cm the third cycle 

we still find Strict Cyclicity obeyed in that the rule does not change / f /  

into /y/ in the sequence 4uir. This would, of course, violate the Strict 

Cycle Coplditian, which is a strang argunart for seying that the rule is 

cyclic--asawning again the bicmdftimal Cyclic if and mly if Strict 

Cyclic--even in post-lexical application, ccntrary to the expecCatima 

of EFM which would claim that even if the rule applies cyclically in the 



Pexican, nevertheless it must apply nun-cyclically in the post-lexical 

component. More recently, Dresher (1983) argued for the cjrcI.1~ application 

of a post-lexical rule in  Tiberim &brew. ?he reader is referr& to his 

paper for the argmmts. 

In sumnmsry, w have argued for two points: First of a l l ,  as is fairly 

mccntroversial anyway, not a l l  lexical applications of rules are cyclic; 

there must exist rules which apply nm-cyclically though lexically a t  the 

word level. Secandly, ere m o t  expect tbat post-lexical rules should in 

principle be exempt frm cyclicity. In effect then, cyclicity is not a 

special fact about l ex ia l  as  ~2goaed lx nm-lexicel phmolo~.  We tarn 

now to the issue of Structure a 'eerva t im.  

4.3.1 -3 Structure Preservation. 

Structure Preservaticm is a remarkably hard thing to  say anything about 

bsofar as the mly formalizations of which I am amre, and wNch are clue 

to  U p s k y ,  are stated in  such a my that It would be hard fn principle 4x1 

falsify them; w can falsify particular lnterpretatims of than eince, as I 

shall suggest, a t  least some intRrpretatims of them are, in  fact, false. 

Still ,  the most general possible interpretation seems t o  say very little 

which is mtentful; largely because of this, the following sectias? w i l l  

probably seem t h  mast speculative EJO far. 

CansLdec the followhg discusslm from Kiparsky (1983): 



The seccmd system governing lexical representations comprises 
canditims on what feature values may be marked. For example, 
in Ehglish voicing is distinctive for obotruents  b u t  not  for 
saploran-. We express this by a marking m d i t i m  which 
prohibits voicing f r o m  being marked cm sonoranta In the 
lex icm : 

A language in which voicing is nan-distinctive also for 
obstruents would have the marking, cmditim 

By structure-preservatirn I mm that marking cmdftims such 
as ?16), (17) must be applicable not mly to underived lexical 
repremtatims but  also to derived lexical reprasentatims, 
inclding the output of word-level rules .[Footnote: We may wish 
t o  waken t h i s  in various mys, e.g. by allowing marking 
m d i t i m s  to l%um off" a t  sane level of the l ex im,  like 
phmological ruels, b u t  I shall not investigate this 
possibility f'urther here. 

Ely assuming mrking ccnditirns I do not mean to claim that the 
learner a s sms  that a l l  features are available for =king 
unless the langmge has specific evidence t o  ffie ccntrary. The 
reverse would be closer to the lruth: the learner begbras with 
the maximal reslrictima and relaxes them mly when he has to. 
breover, uliversal gramm wi l l  mst ra ln  this process by a 

of features which defines their accessibiliQ to  
marking. 

Structure-preservatim greatly cmtr ibutes  to 
restckctiveness of t k  theory since it de-rmines point-blank 
that any rule which introduces specificatians of lexically 
nm4istlnctive features must be postlexical. &us the various 
rules for aspiratim, g l o ~ l i z a t i o n ,  fntmatimal features 
etc. in Ehglish could not be lexical. mom the viewpoint of 
learnability this i s  an irnpor.tant matraint  because it meens 
that th leaner does not have to fix the docneln of ehese rules 
by checking their ordering or other properties. 

Nevertheless, despite the apparent benefits t o  be gained frm Structure 



Reserwtian, I believe that there are serious problems in i t s  

interpretatian . 
Cne questim whlch arises is how the marking conditims are determined; 

that is, m what basis do e determine a prior1 for same language that a 

particular set of feature nsarkings is nm-distinctdve? Che particularly 

slratlg and therefore inbresting interpretatim might be that a leximl 

rule my never inwoduce a feature which is not distinctive i n  underlying 

representatimp . So, i f  it is never necessary to assume that feature F 

is marked for any particular value so as to distinguish the mderlying 

represmtatims of two separate morphemes, then we a u l d  intzoduce tbe 

marking m d i t i o n  *bF] which would v a n t e e  that no rule in the lexical 

phmology would ever have access to that feature. Mforlamately this 

stranger hypotksis cannot be maintained, a t  least in t k  l i gh t  of the . 

results of hl.ranan and bkdn (1 W )  , who argue ehat blay-alm 

distfnguPshes m l y  five plaoes of articulatfm for msa?ants 

underlyingly--i.e., bilabial, alveolar, palatoalveolar, retroflex and 

velar--and even places a t  the output crf the lexicon--i.e., bilabial, 

dental, alveolar, relroflex, palatoalveolar, palatal and velar. For 

nasals, in fact, m1y three mderlylng specificatims seem neceswy, 

nar~ePy bilabial, alveolar and retroflex, whereas the mil seven are 

31. Or, a t  least In mderlying sepresentatim, plus whatever redmd.mcy 
rules a la kchmgeli (1 9W) m y  be necessary for the langwge. 



instant iated a t  the l e x i m l  level ,  the output of the  l e ~ i c a n .  In the 

strangest  sense, tken , such a system is massively ncn-structure - 
preserving. 

Qf caurse, there are t r i c k s  which one can use to mainbin this stronger 

sense of S$.uc*e R e s e r v a t i m ,  and yet have a phcnological system which 

seems a t  first s igh t  to massively viola-te it. a c h  systems have been 

proposed; m s i d e r  the following accomt of & e m  coramant mutatim as 

proposed by Olrlyle (1983): In Bsetm, a s  in Welsh (Sproat,  1982, and a e  

a l s o  the shor t  discussian in chzpter 1 ), msanant3 undergo various 

mumtion processes, processes which wou3.d appear to be lexical  ru les  by any 

criteria. 'Ihe underlying inventory of consaplan- i n  Beta? must a t  l e a s t  

dis t inguish the following segments: /p t k b d g f s z x m n 1 r / .  

Robably some of W s e ,  In part icular  the eormal  f r i ca t ives ,  do not  need 

t o  be as specified as I have Implied here: fo r  instance, we probably do not 

need to specify /s z/ as [ +  s t r iden t ] ;  in m y  event, this is beside tk 

poin t  for  this discussion. #hat is to tfSe pint is t b a t  the p h m o l o g f ~ l  

rules of mutation affect t k s e  s e p m t a  in kwys which are potent ial ly 

comterexemplary f'ran the point of view of the sWmg view of Structure 

Reservatim. But f i r s t  let  us ccnsider how this view of Structure 

Preservation might ac tua l ly  buy UB m e t h f n g .  The ru le  of spirm%izat lon 

takes the ~ ~ t a  /p t k/ and m v e r t s  them to the correapandlng 



f r i c a t i v e s ,  uhich turn ou t  to  be /f z x/3*; /b d g m/ are unaffected by the 

rule. Now, Carlyle assumes ( with Lieber ( 1 983a) ; Sproat ( 1 982 ) , for  Welsh) 

lht thi? segments /p  t k b d g m/ are mderlylngly wspeci f ied  for  the 

fea ture  [mtinuant] , in cont ras t  with /f s z x / ,  which a r e  marksd 

[ +mthuant] .  Furthermore, s k  takes the r u l e  of s p i r a n t i m t i m  to be a 

r u l e  l inking the s p e c i f i c a t i m  [+antinuant] to a c m s m t a l  naabix. In 

/f s z x/ ,  of course, this will apply redmdantly whereas in /p t k/ it 

will convert thee to the correspmding oantPnmt. Why does the  l inking 

n o t  apply to /m b d g/33? Cgrlyle argues thet the s t r rng  form of Structure 

k e s e r v a t i m  would prevent this since there are no voiced ccntlnuants in 

the mderlying inventory of Bretcn segments. So far,  then, Structure 

Preservation seems to be buying us sanething in explanatnry power s ince it 

canstrains the applicat ion of a phmological r u l e  in such a way as to allow 

the maximilly simple statemmt of  that rule; in particular, we would not  

have to state IZE fact that sp i ran t iza t ian  app l i e s  only to voiceless  

segmts since this follows fran Structure Reservatian. 

'hrning now to lmitim, we rm h t o  canplfcalfons. M i t i m  osllwerts 

32. 9he voicing of /z/ is &&en care of by a later rule. 

33. As w see below, /m/' - does l en i t e .  



the rue-ts /p t k b d g m/ into /b d g v z x v/34. Assuming, as Carlyle 

does, %hat the difference between voiced and u n v o i d  segmmta mder lyhg ly  

is that the former are marked as [+voiced], and the l a tk r  are mspecified 

for voicing, there is no problem witk the voicing of the voiceless 

ccnsanantx: w my simply assume tht lenitim links t k ~  feature [+voice&] 

to the aegnmt. This will not violate the strong form of Structure 

Preservatim. Eht how are we to turn a voiced cansmant into a 

[+ccrmtQuint] while s t i l l  mintainlng a t :  ( 1) *re are no underlying 

voiced m t l n m t s ;  ( ii) the strong form of Structure Reservation i s  

correct; and ( 111) msanant mutatim is a lexical rule? Tn fact, Carlyle 

assmes t ba t  there ic  a feature [ - m s e ]  which is added to a l l  lenited 

segments lexically, and that *re is a rule canverting [+voiced,-tense] to 

[+cant5nmt] psstlexically. We thus seem to twe circumvented the 

conditim m Struchre Preservation b ~ ' ~  mly by what amomts to "sneaking 

in the back door." I t  seeras as if w genuinely m have both Sbucture 

Reaervatlm and apparent violaticns of it in the same Still, 

the criticism of such an approach mmt really be directed not  a t  this 

analysis specificably but  a t  the tkory of phmslogy in general: Insofar as 

34. @in, the devoicing of W velar fricative canes about by a later 
rule. 

35. Note iht adding [--el to lexical repreeentaticns could be taken 
as a violation of Structure Preservation given tht [tense] is not 
underlyhgly distinctive. 



phmology is abs t rac t  and phonological features do not correspmd in any 

simple way to a r t i cu la to ry  features--a cmcep t im which h s  underlain most 

of the work in Generative P h m o l w  and appeass to  have much to recamend 

it, it is not  clear how we can rule out  such analyses in  principle: Ws 

could cer ta in ly  imagine a nark- m d i t i m  f o r  heton which says 

+[-tense], but w would then be d m d  to  having such m d i t i o n s  for any 

f e a t w e  which me a u l d  ame up with. Yet without such mst ra in ts  

Structure Preservaticm, even In its s t rmger  sense, becomes vi r tua l ly  

m t m t l e s e  . 
In m y  event, g i v m  t k  WLayalam evidence, this strmger i n t e r p r e b t i m  

seems wcng anyway. Wht is the wakes interpretation? The waker 

interpreMA.cn is tht lexiual  phmologimb ru les  may not InWoduce 

features which are non-distinctive a t  the lex ica l  level ,  i .e., a t  the  

output of the lexican. This thaa, claims that no phonological ru le  my 

apply in a lexica l  derlvatlon which would Pntroduced a feature which would 

be nm-dist inct ive of words. I t  is worth noting that even th is  weaker 

c m e t r a i n t  m y  be #rang &I iix s t r m g e s t  sense: brgus (1985) n o b s  the 

following (p .  62):  

Rounding is ps edictable ( i .e . , nm-dis t inc t ive)  for [ thigh, 
+back] voslela In &&i, suggesting t;het the feature [round] is 
no t  mkd for high, back vowels. However, t h  output of 
Vocalizatian la  a high, back, romd vowel. Ihus t 4 ~  
p rohibf t im against marking high, back vowls for  m y  value of 
[rolmd] m o t  hold throughout tk S e h i  lexiccm. 

Thus, the suggest im which Kiparsky mikes in a foot mot^ (see above) to the 



effect that a marking m d i t i o n ,  like a phonological rule, may op t  to 

"switch offn a t  some point in the lexical phmology, m y  we11 be more 

accurate. So even the weak versim of Structure Preservatim may be too 

strang. 

Even given the weaker version, howver, there still remains the questim 

of how we detersline the right set of erarkhg mdi t ims  for a language, or, 

in other words, what, precisely the lexically distinctive features are. In 

fact, let us examine this questicm from the p o h t  of view of a language 

learner. If a chi ld  i s  learning Ehglish there will a t  somt! point be the 

determbatim that aspiration is nm-distinctive. Tbt is ,  there will 

36 never be a s e a m  ta contrast words m the basis of aspiration . In fact, 

it is reasanable to assume lht children lean this fact about Ehglish 

before they know much, i f  anything, about the lexical phmology of tbt 

language. So, a t  some point the learner will set up marking condltims 

such as *[aspread-glottis]. But notice that the rules introducing such 

features, h ich  e my fairly well assume are learned as early as the fact 

that the features are nm-distinctive, w i l l  have been learned before the 

setting up of such marking m d i t i o n s .  Meedless to say, tkn, Structure 

PreservaUa? doea not aid a t  a l l  in acquisition since such mklng 

36. It goes practically without say@ that t b  learner could not  know this 
about Ehgliah beforehand since it could be exposed to  Korean or helent 
Greek where the cantrast is indeed relevant. 



cmditions must be set after the fact. This is not to say -that there is no 

t k s r y  of phmological markedness (for which see, Kean ( 1 9 4 ) ) ,  which will 

aid in the acquisition. Eht such markings are language specific and would 

appear to be set up after exposure to evidence for t k  relevant rules, and, 

crucially, before mu& if  anming i s  know about the lexical phonology. 

If this discussian is correct as I feel it is ,  it Is interesting to 

consider the following pint about the history of generative phanology. 

chm~ky.  and h l l e  (-I%), following Qmlsky (19641, and *lie (1959) =g 

o t k r  work, eliminated the taxmmic phmmic level of represmbtion 

which m s  current in structural linguistics; there axsued to them to be 

l i t t l e  motivaticn to keep it and W r e  were certainly m y  theoretical 

problems associaw w i t h  it. Wvertkless, this h s  alkiays seem3 somewkt 

#rang. More recently kx iml  Rmology has reintroduced this level of 

representation as the lexical level. k h a n  claims, for instance, that 

me idea tbt the taxmanic phmemic level had something to offer was his 

major motivation for developing Lexical  Rmology. l-k does in  fact equate 

t k  level of m m m i c  phglemics dl21 the lexical level, but notee the 

follo#lng (p .  1%): 

All the classical argmenta against the ta#cnanic phonemic 
Pevel of repremtatia?. .... have been essentially arguments 
against a wci f i c  level of representatim ~ t i s f y h g  
cmditim% Pike bimiqumem, 1m1 determlmcy, invariance, 
and linearity. S h e  +& level of lexical repremtatfms does 
not  o b y  any of the mditicns, t b  obJecticna do not apply 
to & lexical Pevel. 



In particular tg?Sucm&c Ptrmmics focussed on the r e s ~ i c t i m s  on the 

mapping b e t w e n  levels I1 and I11 [the phocemic and the phmetic: RS] , 
M l e  Lexical PkoPlology ccmacentra*~ or. t h  mapping bet- levels I and I1 

[ the  m d e r l m  and the l e x i ~ l :  EiS].In Qf course, despite a l l  this e s t i l l  

need to ask what t k  lexical level buys me.  khanan claims tht it is the 

level which is accessible to various psychological processes such as speech 

errors and 1-e games; I shll be critiquing this view in the final 

chapter, though I should say now that I W k  tbt it is largely correct. 

But  what does it buy the theory of phmology itself? What it buys, it 

muld seem, is the determination of what rules my and my not  be lexical 

and t h i s  in turn ccnnee dom to the waker interpretation of Skucture 

Preservaticn which ME have barn discussing. bt while tk Lexical 

PhanologPst may w e l l  be mcerned not  w i t h  the relatiunship bet= the 

lexical and phcmetic levels, it i s  p t m t l y  clear mt the language learner 

must f i rs t  be prharily moerned with those levels. I t  is obvious that 

the learner, who &arts off k n o w  n o w  about =the lexical phmology of 

t k  language to which it is exporn, m o t  ke mcemed w i t h  the 

relatimship between W lexical level and the mderlying level since the 

latter be presumbly W o w ?  to it and can cnly be determined after a l o t  

of acquIsiti~~1-+nmy years in the case of Ehglish latinate morphology. 

So, while Lexical Rmology my ~ l l  allow us to have the lexical level, 

and while this my buy us sornethhg in the detr?rmination of the 

phcmolegical sys- and in psychlogical reality, w hve nevertheless 



reintroduced a level wMch apparently must be learned from the bottarn 

up--mre or less, in fact, as a Thxanmic Fhonmicist might llacquirels the 

phmemics 02 an mhom language. h d  while this level my in fact be 

necessary, cm-a Chcmnsky and Mlle, it .seems that  it cannot be v i e d  as a 

special benefit of Lexical Pixnology since that theory does not apparently 

make thg level any less problematic In the lmg rm. 

A8 prmLse8, M i a  sectfm has been speculative. kvertheless, it does 

seem clear a t  least tht Structure Reservation, which s e a s  like desirable 

mstra in t ,  is nevertheless not mproblematic in its interpretation. 

In sumnary, I have argued in this section that Bracketing Erasure i s  of 

questimable value and motivatim, tht cycliciw i s  probably not a 

characteristic of lexical rules per se, and +that Structure Preservatim, 

and the lexical level which it Implies, i s  not any more or less problematic 

i n  Laxical Phonology than in o th r  higinable systems which do not make use 

of the m s t r u c t s  which LFM uses. In ih previous section, I arg~ecl that 

LFM, as a theory of word formtian i s  of l i t t l e  cantmt, a t  leeaJc i n  part 

becam of the necessity of t k  hop, and that doing amy wf-th the strata 

as w e x p l ~ t i m s n  for apparent mrphologicaP ordering canstralnta not mly 

forces us to look deeper inw what is really going an Ibn the mphology of 

languages, but is actually potentially successfil i n  making strides in 

mderstanding this topic. 

It seems tkn, as i f  not as much i s  explained as we might l i k e  from a 



t k o r y  which claims tkt m r p h o p h o n o l o g i ~ l ,  morphosyntactic and 

rnorphosemantic ru les  a r e  a l l  neatly bmdled up in a h igh ly  organized 

m p m t  of the gsamm t e r m 4  the Lexicon. In par t icular ,  there seems to 

be no evidence that phonological ru les  behave Itin the lexiccnfl In any wys 

mssdvely di f fe ren t  from the my itl which *y behave in We post-lexical 

comporaent, beymd the cases *re spec i f i c  a f f ixes  make specific demands 

that par t icular  ru les  apply or not  apply. In the next and final. section I 

shall ,. ery briefly sketch a theory of (morphojphm~logical. organization 

which is cer ta in ly  n o t  or ig ina l  but vhich would seem to afford an 

intereating view inta the workings of phanology. 

4.3.2 A Sketch of an Alternative to Lex ica l  R~mology. 

I turn rrow ta the discussion of an ap~rwch  which is an appealing 

a l t e rna t ive  to Lexical hmology, namely what 1 stall call the slxm/word 

approach. Ps far as I can tell, .there are two methods current ly invoked to 

capture the f a c t  that d i f f e r e n t  phmological a f f i ~ e s  have di f fe ren t  classes 

of mtities to  which W y  can attach. Che method is stratum ordering which 

is t k  mthod used by Lexical RKnology. The other m e w  is to make a 

ddstinctfa? kt= morphophmological entities such a s  s m s  and words and 

assme that various morphophmologisal proeases  se lec t  for m e  or the 

other of these. The latter appreech is taken by researchers such a s  

S l k i r k  ( A % ;  I=), kanoff and 3 i d h r  (1983), and htera=l (1983, 

1w5); t k e  reader is referred to these sources for expositions which w i l l  



be more complete in m e  respects from the m e  to be given here. In this 

section I shall discuss the advantages of such an approach over k x i c a l  

Phonology and I sb l l  give a sketch of how it would tie i n  with my approach 

to morphosyntax. 

A stem/word theory of morphophmology claims that there is a limited 

inventory of morphophmolsgical ca-gories and that a f f ixes  s e l e c t  ammg 

those categories much a s  an a f f i x  m y  ~ r p h o s y n t a c t i c a l l y  s e l e c t  for  a 

s y n b c t i c  category such a s  verb or nom. In a langmge l ike  Ehgllsh there 

would be two such types of e n t i t i e s ,  namely stem and words; for  a language 

like R a b i c  it might a l s o  be useful to dist inguish roots  insofar a s  

t r i l i b r a l  and quadr i l i t e ra l  roots  play ar. important pa r t  In the morphology 

of that language (%Carthy, 1W9). We m y  assme tht this is a marked 

optiaa, howver . But  what are stems and words? Stems I take b be the 

form in which besic l e x i a l  e n t r i e s  are l i s t ed .  Fbrthermore, stems may be 

d e r i v d ,  as we s h a l l  see b l o w ,  from basic stems plus af f ixes  which se lec t  

fo r  stems. Words are the m i n i m a l  mits which h v e  phonological 

independence-i .e., that can occur in phonological phrases or in  citatim 

form. Qe course, these a r e  purely f lmct imal  def in i t ions ;  I know of  no 

independent criteria fc\r determining what a word is a s  opposed to a stem 

cross-llnguiatically.  



&sic lexica l  e n t r i e s  a r e  listd as  stzms. Stem-level a f f ixes  

se lec t ive ly  a t tach  to stems. For Ehglish, such a f f ixes  would comprise the 

nm-s t ress  neutral  a f f ixes  such as -im, - t ian,  and so  forth.  Word-level 

ru les  m y  apply k~ stems a t  sane pint to a v e r t  them In to  words. 

Word-level a f f ixes  a t t ach  to phmolcgical words. Affixes such a s  - 9  -ness 

4cm -hod -s, -% and so for th ,  are word-level a f f ixes  in Ehglish. - 9  -9 - 
Phmological ru les ,  l i k e  pkonological a f f ixes ,  wl l l  be listed as applying 

either to stems or t6 w r d s ;  the only except ims to  this all be ru les  

which apply with  specific af f ixes ,  and which must therefore apparently be 

l i s t e d  with those a f f i x e s ,  more or l e s s  a s  p a r t  of the phcnological 

lvspeP1-outtt of those af f ixes .  A possible example of t41.Is In Ehglish would 

he a rule like Velar Softening W c h  seems to be more or l e s s  a spell-out 

of the feature [ + la t ina te]  . 
How does this a l l  work? 'hke a simple case l ike  tfie by now very 

familiar word u n p ~ t i c a l i t y .  Sdpping for  the manent the questla? of 

how we derive t k  actual  morphophmological bracketing &om the set of 

o p t i m s  given by the Happing Principle,  a topic  to  which I turn in the next 

subsecticn, w will  proceed as follows: praamtbcal  w i l l  tx l i s t e d  as a 

a d 7 .  Shoe such W n g s  aa stress are predictable by ru le  in h g l i s h ,  it 

37. &&lesa to my,  it m y  be arguable t tmt evar the form amrrratical is 
morphologically m p l e x .  This is an mimportant point for  
d i  scuss im , however. 

b 



will  be the cam, ammg other things, tkt * stem is not  l i s t ed  with 

mirkings for  metrical s t ructure ,  unless, of course it is exceptimal  in 

t h z t  respect In which case it h i 1 1  have some melz?ical information lis.ted. 

The eney for this stem wuld be something l ike  the following: 

Igralnatihl]. 

Now; as Flparsky has convincingly argued (1983a), it is possible to view 

cycl ic  phmological rules not  only as applying cycl ical ly,  but a l so  

applying so a s  to  fill in features an lexical  ent r ies .  In this capacity, 

s t ruc ture  building rules such a s  slzess will apply to f i l l  i n  features 

which are lexica l ly  unspecified; s tructure w i n g  rules cannot apply 

hcause of the strict cycle (Kiparsky, 1 9 5 b ) .  Applicaticn of stress to 

grammatical yields I p a m  Atikall. Now, - i t v  is listed a s  a stem-selecting 

affix (and is a l so  m k e d  a s  requiring a [ +lat ina te]  base .) As such. it 

can a t t ach  to grandtical and will do so. 

There are a couple of points to make a t  this Jmcture.  Say that when a 

stem-level affix atlxehes to a stem it always p rduces  a stem. 'Ibat is, 

*ere are no a f f ixes  which wil l  a t tach  to stems and thereby produce words, 

since t k  latter must he derived by further word-level phonology. If this 

is the case then the composite form g r m t i c a l i t y  wil l  a lao be a a i m .  

Given M s ,  we c m  enforce the r e a a m b l e  requirement that, a s  a stem, it 

must look l i ke  a a m  in that stem-level phonology must apply to it, 

h c l u l i n g  such phonology aa  f i l l s  Pn redwidant features or s t ructure ,  and 



that,  from th? p i n t  of vlew of its segmental compsitim , it must also 

look like a stem in that it must in principle be enterable in stem 

lexican and h c e  must choose solely fran the vocabulary of segrnents 

allowed by tha t  level of repremtatim. If this is correct, then we w i l l  

have derived Cyclicity and the semg intzrpretatim of Structure 

Reservatim f rm the same source, namely ttat a s W  produced by an 

affixation process must nevertheless look like any ether stem in terms of 

its phmological structure. 

?his mceptian has a t  least me definlte  advantage: it i s  no lcnger 

necessary to build cyclicity into the model in q u i b  the my tht it is 

apparently stipulated in LEM: cyclicity w i l l  be derived frm affixatim 

mupled wit21 a well-forme8ness requirmt an representatims. Notice too 

tht we bve linked Structure Preservatim to cyclicity in a special way. 

We have claimed, possibly falsely and definitely falsifiably, that no 

cyclic rule which applies a t  some level, say the steru level, may change the 

inventory of segmmta which is available a t  that level. So if P denotes 

ths set of segments specifiable in lexical entries of stems for some 

ltmguage L, thern it wi l l  follow that a l l  stems whether basic or derived 

m u a t  pick exclusively fran P. 

However, nan-cyclic rules will raot t~ canstrained in this way. In 

particular, rules which m v e r t  staus into phological mrds will not  be 

required to limit thmselves to producing outputs which e l e c t  mly &an 



the underlying set of phanemes. Rather there w i l l  be a second set of 

phonemes, possibly, though no t  necessarily, properly mtafning the f i rs t ,  

from which well-formed words are formed. We w i l l  need, then, two 

alphabets, one which is given a t  the (s*m) level of mderlying 

representatims and me which i s  given a t  the word-level. The latter will 

correapd to the taxananic phonemic level or the lexical level of k x i c a l  

Pkonology. ?his is noc really a new suggesticn insofar as the latter level 

is cerq';sinly necessary in LPM to derive Structure Reservatfm , whereas the 

former is also necessary to check well formedness of underlying 

repremtatims. I t  is interesting to note 1;7 this ccntext that the mly 

phcnologioal systems which have, to my knowledge, been discussed in the 

litera4me, which are massively nan-Seueture Preserving in the strcng 

sense are hlayalm and Celtic; In neither of these cases i s  it neessary 

to assme that the new segment creating rules are cyclic. 30, MQhanan and 

Mohanan (1984) mg4e that there fs no reascm to suppose that the rules 

creating new msanant segments in blayalam are cyclic. h d  in Sproat 

(1982) I argued Wat not  cnly was Welsh ccnsmant mutatIan -which, l i k e  

that in & e m ,  would appear to pose a mmterexample to the strongest form 

of Structure Preervatim--not necessarily cyclic, b u t  that it could not be 

cyclic. Note too that we might expect that word-level rules are 

miveraally acyclic. The correctness of this assertIan i s  suggested by 

bile and M w m n t s  (1985) discussion of Ehglfsh and Vedic, i n  both of 

Wch the word-level is acyclic. 



The o t b r  point to  be made abu t  word-level rules which apply to 

phonological stems to create phonological words is that, Insofar as -they 

are not cyclic, they are mmstrained by Strict Cyclicity. This of coww 

has been noticed before about word-level rules. Kiparsky, for example, 

def.ines Strict Cyclicity more or less In these terms. Note t be  following 

(181 
SSC: If W is derived frm a lexical entry W' , where Wt i s  
nmdistinct from XPAQY and distinct XPE!QY, then a rule 
A--->B/XP - QY does not apply to W m t i l  the word level. 

In the case of ,qranmatfcality nothing of any great in.t;erest happms in the 

mveraim from stem to word and -@ un- for Instance, wi l l  be able to attach 

to the phmological word p m n a t i c a l i ~ .  A more interesting case i s  a form 

such as mi%. Here, the msyllabified /n/, which is l i s m  as part of 

the lexical entry of the stem and shows up in such stem-level morphological 

forms as darmaticn, is de l ew  by the word-level rule which we discussed in 

a previous sectim. This all be a prerequisite for the attachent of a 

word-level affix such as -%. In this sense, following kaaoff and 

%id& (1983), we CBP~ say that the difference between word-level affixes 

and stem-level affixes is that the former produce e llclosureli on their 

bases--i.e., they force tkrem to cease to tie stems and become words--whereas 

the latter fail to do so. So dermlng shows up as / c b m I r ~ /  simply bemuae of 

the fact that -in@( must attach to  a phonological word. 

It is worth noting a t  this point tkt a stem/word approach t o  



morphophmclogy is more r e s t r i c t i ve  than L P M  insofar a s  the l a t t e r  predicts 

an a rb i t r a ry  number of levels  of morphophology wkreas the former would 

claim that in principle there could m l y  be two; t h i s  point is a l so  made i n  

R m o f f  and Sridharls paper. Of course, LPM could be more r e s t r i c t i ve  if  

it were to  amstrain the number of levels  miversa l ly .  

Note a l so ,  *in fallowing konoff and Sridhar,  that a stm/word 

approach does not  predict  ordering of p h o l o g i c a l  affixing. This f s a 

desirable ccmaequence since. as t h y  argue ( following Arcmoff, 196) ,  there 

a r e  facts frau Ehglish morphology which are problematic for a stratum 

ordered theory such a s  LPP4. Cxslsider forms such a s  parsabi l i ty  and 

ccmpartmentalizatim. In many respec- -able and - -ize behave l i ke  Strabm 

I1 affixes insofar as t k y  both seem to a t t ach  b phmological words ; note 

t h a t  they do not  s h i f t  stress and c lear ly  word-level ru les  such a s  Sonarant 

SylPabificatian and N-Deletion apply to them: hinderable versus "hindrable_, 

damOable versus and vinterize versus *wlntrize. Furthermore, 

what are for  LPM Stratum I1 mrphological processes, such as denomlnal verb 

fo rmt i cn ,  fed t h  aff ixa t ion  of -- -able: pwndstandable. Yet apparently 

Stratum I affixes wch as -ity and -atim attach to  these forms. This f a c t  

a u l d ,  of c a r = ,  be handled in LPPlI by the inizoductia? of a Lxpop between 

38. DamP?able with the /n/ prmomced is a word, but it has the very 
idiosyncratic meaning of ' d e ~ p i c a b l e . ~  Hence it is not simply damn plus 
prductive -able. 



Strata I and 11, but this would merely increase the adhocity of the model. 

Within a stem/word approach these f a c t s  would be handleable a s  f~llsk-,. 

W e  the example with - -able. - -&Le would be  listed a s  a word-level affix 

and it would be *erofore required that it be phmologically attachable t o  

a f u l l y  for& word. However, it itself would be l i s t e d  a s  a ( latinate) 

stem and stem-level a f f i x e s  such a s  -1ty would attach to it and would hence 

form s-s with i 2 ~  a i m i t t ? n t  p h o l o g i ~ a l  changes Such a s  Stress 

shift. It  is interesting t;o note,  however, that the s t r e s s  s h i f t  never 

affects the verbal base cmto which -able and -1ty attach: 

(la) f 
compact caP&cctabll i t y  

gr\sds&dabil ity 

h t k r a b f  lity 

'Ibis suggests that the s t ruc ture  f ran  the po in t  of view of the phmological 

i n t e r g r e t a t i m  of  such forms is: 

(1 03) (oom&ct)(abflity) 

Indeed, CWrssel ( 1 9 5 )  and k m o f f  and Sridhar (1983) argue for  precisely 

this phanologicerl s t ructure.  We shlP see In the next sectim that this 

s t ruc ture  will be deducible from the requirements of t k  aff ixes .  

We tun now to #@ question sf how this a l l  fits in w i t h  the k p p i n g  

Principle and -the theory of morphosyntax presenlxd ?n chapters 2 and 3. 



4.3.2.2 Stem/Word Eibrphology and the Wpping Rinc ip le .  

In the f i r s t  sectim of this chapter I argued that k x i c a l  Phmology 

interpre* as a tkEory of the o ~ g a n i a t i o n  of the ptxnology and not as a 

theory of word-formatian, is ccmple*ly compatible w i t h  t k  assumption that 

the syntac t ic  r ep reen ta t ion  of words is d i f fe ren t  f ran  the phonological 

representation. However, we have argued n o t  m l y  t h t  LPItP m o t  be viewed 

a s  a -ory of word-forr~aticn, but a l s o  t h a t  it is questionable how correct 

it is a s  a theory of the organizaticn or" the phmmology, and we are now 

sketching an a l t e rna t ive  to it. Therefore, it is incumbent upon u s  to show 

that t k ~ e  is as easy a f i t  between the l a t t e r  approach and the Mapping 

Principle,  as there is between LSM and t k  Mapping Pshciple . 

This is not  d i f f i c u l t  t o  show. M s i d e r  an example l ike  

unmdetmabi l i ty ,  which will have the following syntact ic  bracketing: 

('104) cm [CONDEMN BLEII  In1 

The Mapping Principle will make the following general asrsertima: 

(1 05) unaccndam*ableaity . 
HOW, thm, l a  tke phcnology to in te rp re t  this? That is, how is the 

phonology going to met ehe requirements specified by the Rapping 

Principle,  and still be able ts phmologically in te rp re t  string? The 

requirements will be a s  follows: -able must be adjacent t o  a phanologi~al  



word to its left, fwhereas - un- must be adjacent to me to its r i g h t ;  

furthermore -Ity has to be adjacent to a (latinate) sten. Given the= 

facts, we wi l l  be forced to proceed as follows: m d e m  will  have to be 

converted from its underlying representation as a stem into a word. This 

will Involve the s m  level  process of stress assi-t, follo.wd by the  

word-level process of b s y l l a b i f i e d  N-Deletim. This w i l l  yield an output 

like /kmdE 'm/ .  - U1- is now free  to a t t ach ,  but can -able a t h c h ?  Notice -.- 

t h a t  if ,  it does a t tach  it w i l l  form the - word m m d e m b l e ,  but since W s  

is a word -i ty could no t  attach. -I@ must -refore a-ch t o  -able 

before t h a t  a f f i x  is a t t a c M  f i n a l l y  to mmdeaa?. In terms of cycl ic  

danaina, we have derived the following phmological s W u c t u ~ e  for  this word 

from the Mpping Frinciple plus the phmological r e q u i r e m t x  of the 

a f f i x e s  : 

(106) [[m [condem] ]Cab11 ity] ] 

Thus we have derived the s t ruc ture  lplhich has been argued for  an similar 

gromds by Gwrssel, and k m o f f  and Sridhar . 
In m e c t i m  with the mapping i'run syntact ic  s t c u c h r e  to phmological 

s t ruc ture  it is worth mtiming ma other p o h t  here and that is WE 

r e h t i m n h i p ,  which has often k e n  noted, bebeen the p h o l o g i c a l  opacity 

of stem-level affixes, and their a p p e n t  semantic opacity an the m e  hand, 

and 9he phmological transparency of the word level  affixes and t h e i r  

apparent sman%ic: '~zmsparency. I have n o t  encoded t h i s  In the theory 



because I am not  wholly convinced of the correcwess of the 

genera l iza t ims.  Certainly many highly semantically transparent operations 

such as inf lec t ianal  morphology are often phmologically encoded in 

stem-level aff ixes:  Lath presents f a i r l y  typical  examples of this. 

Ekvertheless, it d w s  seem to be true t h a t  semantically opaque morphology 

is often encoded in stem-level phmological a f f ixa t ion .  We might even want 

t c ~  state this a s  an implitxitiom1 mdversal t o  the e f f e c t  t h a t  i f  sarnething 

is a s e m t i c a l l y  opaque process, then it will necessarily involve 

stem-level phmology. 

This concludes the discuss im of LPM wtrich we began a t  the start of t h i s  

chapter. I have argued that LFM is n o t a  theory of word formtior?, and 

that therefore there r e a l l y  a r e  no stratum-ordering effects in  

word-formtim. Furthermore, a l t b u g h  I s h o d  that in principle LPP1 as  a 

theory of phmological organizatian is compatible with the material 

discussed in t k  first  W e e  c h p b r s ,  I argued that thxe are nevertheless 

s e r i o w  questicns with regard to h o w  useful LPtrl is a s  a theory of phmology 

and how di f fe ren t  lexica l  phonology is from post-lexical phmology. In  

this l a s t  sectl.cn I discussed an a l te rnat ive  approach to morphophanology, 

me which I have also argued is ampat ib le  with the material in Chapters 

1 -3. 



In the next and f inal  chapter I discuss a few ather issues t h a t  are 

raised by the approach to morphology taken in this thesis. Before we leave 

this discussion, however, it is worth noting that there is a residue of LPPlI 

which is still, I think, more or less correct. There does seem -to be a 

sePlse in which phmological rules can Itenterqt the phonology with some 

aff ixa t im process, and Itleaveq1 it w i t h  anotherR. W e ,  of course, is 

part of the amtent of strata in LPM. The effect  shows up quite n i c e l y  in 

S e h i  a s  discussed in great detail  by (1985). *re t k r e  seem to 

be very definite Iqbreakslq in the sequence of affixes which del imi t  t h  

domains of various phmolagical rules. I have n o m g  to say about this 

interesting phenanmcn except that, while it is cerlzilnly consistent with 

LW, the mere existence of darrains of phmological rule application do not, 

in my opinicrl, warrant building an entire theory W c h  is centered aromd 

this m e  point. 

---------- 
39. Tharnks to D r x l a  Steriade for d i s ~ ~ ~ s i a r  m this point. 



In this f ina l  chapter I wish to look a t  a few residual Issues which are 

brought up by t k e  foregoing discussicui. F i r s t  of a l l ,  I shall look a t  some 

further theoretical points: the rlalalre of morphological blocking the 

noticn ~ k a n ~ m t  of the gramw,l1 and the impormce of +h Projection 

Rinc ip le .  The s e m d  section vil 'l be devo9ed to what m y  be termed 

llpsychologfcab isslles:I0 i.bhmm (; w) in particula h a  c l a i d  t h t  tw 

lexical level--i.a., the level of ?he output 3f the lexical in LPtil--is an 

imporlmt level frm a psycholinguistic point  of visw insofar ar it 1,s the 

level a t  which such .thdngs as 1- w e e ,  s-peech e r ro r s ,  tir.d speech 

processing W e  place. I shall be exmhlng tie correctmas of -those 

claim. Finally, In the third sectiar , I outl ine a lL"utxe research program 

for mrpholsgy, ur&r the assumption tint morpholugy is not  Vcne in the 

Pexiccn ." 



5.1 Somi? Theoretical Issues. 

5 .I .I PBerphological Blocking 

Imagine for a merit that the l ex im i s  simply an array of a ( ~ ~ s a l b l y  

infinite) nutrhr of pigemholes. Bath of these pigemholes is associaW 

wiTh a particular cancept or grmsmtial f'unctim. Imagine kther that 

each pigemhole may be filled w i t h  exactly me word Wch i s  appropr1nt;e 

for the particular concept or gramtiatlee1 functian sssocieted wi th  t h t  

pigemhole. In this m b x t  mrpkiiiogiml blocking as a principle 

specifically of morphology would make a great deal of sense; we would be  

W i n g  the rather natural claim that for m y  givm slot which we need to 

f i l l ,  there muld be space for exactly me i t e m .  More specific rules, 

insofar as tkey would be ordered before more general rules wuld always 

have a chance a t  filling the slots f i rs t  and h o e  would always block the 

more general rules. 

In the last chapter I argued t h t  it war not gensrally true that affixes 

which me,  in LFM, added a t  a later s W a m  than other affixes, are 

neesaasfly mable t~ block affixes Wcb are added a t  an mrlier stratum. 

In p t i e u l w  - m- and in- seem to block each other ha ale m s e  tht there - 
are words whf ch presumably have a l l  the right properties t c ~  take, my, -' in- 



but would never'theless appear t o  merely be marked to take un-. h t t i n g  - 
that issue aside,  haever,  it m s  as i f  the pigeonhole cancept outlined 

above, though appealing, is nct quite  r ight :  h e  could cer ta in ly  imagine, 

following K i p s k y  (lgg3a) (anmg others) ,  that every time a process of 

a f f ixa t i cn  is performed, the product of that af f ixa t ion  is entered a s  a 

lexica l  item; if  by I1enbr a s  a lexical  we mean to aclxal ly enter the 

form into sane array of pigeonholes such a s  t h a t  j u s t  described, then the 

blocking e f f e c t  falls out  natural ly.  ?he r e a m  this approech is no t  qui te  

r i g h t ,  however, is the following: it seems as i f  blocking, or something 

which looks SQ much l i k e  blocking t h a t  it might as well be called blocking, 

occurs not  anly between items which arguably could be (o r  should be) 

stared,  but also between i-tems where m l y  me of the pair--the m s t r u c t i a l  

whJ.ch blocks--is arguably entered in the l ex icm.  

The b e s t  example of +his point of which I am aware cares from I r i s h  and 

has ta do wl.th the behvior of subJect agreement in that langwge. It  is a 

f a i r l y  well-horn fact, and me which h a  moat recently been discus8ed by 

McCloskey and k l e  ( I % ) ,  that I r i s h  absolutely prohibi ts  verbal agreement 

-ever there is an overt  subject ;  t h i s  much Irish has in cormmn w i t h  

other Geltic languages such as ketm.  What l a  unique to I r i s h  ( a s  also 

diseusaed in bClsskey and Hale) is the f a c t  t h a t  a m a t r u c t i m  of tke 



form V [ -Inflmm]   ma&' , is used if and cnly i f  there is no Inflected 

form of the verb corresponding to this part icular  syn-ctic cmstructim. 

So, consider the following paradigm fo r  the Conditimal of the verb ciclir - 
put,' in the Ulster d i a l e c t  (examples from McCloskey and Hale ( p. 489) ) : 

(1  
Singular Plural 

1 chuirfinn chuirfimis 

. 2  chuir fe; chuirfeadh sibh 

3M chuirfeadh se/ 
F chuirfeadh sf chuirfeadh siad 

Notice that sane of the forms, namely t h  f i r s t  and second persons 

slngular , and the f i rs t  persan plural  . are f u l l y  inf lected,  whereas the 

other e n t r i e s  are composed of chuirfeadh, which is the w r k e d  form in 

this mood, f o l l o e d  by the appropriate prnorn--either - s6 'he, d, she. 

sibh 'you ( p l . )  ,' or - siad 'they.' Now, it is mgr~lrrmatical In I r i s h  to put 

a prcnorn after an inflected form: *chuir f lm d, where & I n  the f i r s t  

person singular prmom; p r m o m s  or f u l l  W s  m y  only occur after the 

mmrked, minflecW f o r m  of the verb. This is explained by McCloskey and 

Hale's analys is  and the reader is referred to their paper. However, what 

is also h%eresting is that whern an infleclxxl form e x i s t s ,  although the 

c o r r e s m d i n g  form with the uninflected verb followed by a pronown ought, 

1 . Where Pranom is ths subject ;  I r i a h  is a VSO language. 



in pr inc ip le ,  to be a l louable ,  it is in f a c t  a l m y s  ungrammtical. Thus, 

*chuirfeadh d I would put,!  is completely mgngramatical though it is as 

syn tac t i ca l ly  well-formed according to  McCloskey and b l e ' s  pr inc ip les  a s  

chuirfeadh d would put.! How is this blocking to be cccounted for? 

Hale and McCloskey suggest the followirng: 

There are d i f f i c u l t  questicns of principle  here, bu t  ra ther  
than answer tho= questions,  we would l i k e  to suggest tlyt they 
contain a c lue  as t~ how the ungamat i a l  *ckuirfeadk me. . . is to be d e a l t  w l t h .  We t h h k  t h a t  the necessary mchanism 
1s that of morphological blocking--the phenomencxl whereby the  
appl icat ion of  a mrphological r u l e  of limited productivity 
(e.g. the r u l e  mt derives - went from E ) ,  blmks  appl icat ion 
of a more productive r u l e  to the same s t e m  ( *g&). 

I completely agree w i t h  McCloskey and h l e l s  a s s e s m m t ,  but  not ice  that 

there  is a problem here. Certainly the blocking here is c a n s i s t m t  with 

standard examples of morphological blocking: in general,  blocking occurs 

between more spec i f i c  processes and more general processes, But what 

m o t  be upheld In these examples is the view that blocking cons is t s  of 

two morphological processes vying for  a s ingle  locatim In an ar ray ,  with 

the more specific process a l m y s  winning out.  The r e a m  f o r  ttij 8 is that 

presumably a sequence of a verb followed by a pranominal subject  is not  a 

word, except perhaps pkglologlcally if the prcnoun k p p n s  to be a e l i t i c .  

There i a  therefore no r e a m ,  a t  least under most m c e p t i m s  of tlx 



lexiccn, to assume that such a canposite is entered anywhere2. In f a c t ,  

not  m l y  does blocking have nothing to do with the l i s t i n g  of both forms, 

the blocker and the blockee, but it a l s o  does no t  appear t o  k specif ical ly 

morphological, since apparently a morphologiozil form may block a syntact ic  

canposi t im . 

Interest ingly,  Kiparsky ( 1 9 8 3 ~ )  proposes a ccmstraint which is very 

close to being r i g h t ,  generalizing sanewhat. What  he suggests is an "Avoid 

SyncnymyI1 principle,  as foPPows (p .  16) :  

( 2 )  The output of a lexica l  ru le  may no t  be synmymous w i t h  an exis t ing  

lexical item. 

So f a r  this is a statement a b u t  lexical  ru les ,  but the statement may be 

general1 zed: 

( 3 )  No (morpho-)syntactic cmpositim my be synonymous w i t h  an exist ing 

lexica l  i t e m .  

This captures the mtire c l a s s  of morphological blocking ca,ses, as f a r  a s  I 

can tell: that is, as lcng a s  we tave t o  as-, a s  I think we must, tht 

spec i f i c  forms are merely l i s t e d ,  then (3) w l l l  apply. I t  a l s o  captures 

2. 'IMs is not to say tht Verb Subject sequences, almg with even larger 
syntac t ic  chunks, are not  stored physically in the brains of speakers of 
I r i s h ;  this is a d i f ferent  question however (see s e c t i m  2 of t h i s  chapter 
for  a discussicn of this. ) 



t he  Irish facta: it is an idiosync~atic fact abut the particular mood of 

the Irish verb paradigm that certain parts of the paradigm have specially 

inflected forms associated w i t h  whereas others do not: a form like 

chuirfinn3 must be specially noted, therefore, as existing since this is 

not  predictable an independent principles. So this special form wi b l  

block, as PIcCloskey guad h l e  rightly suggest, the more generally available 

msWuctim . 
( 3 )  h s  another effect, also suggested by Kiparsky for his versim of 

the principle4, and that is Mat it will block syncnymy between two 

morphologically simple forms. The basic claim being mde is that two 

consWuctiona, whatever their complexity, m o t  be synmymous. If there 

i s  a more spcif ic  ccnstructim--i.e., one which m u s t  be listed 

anyway--then Wt w i l l  always #in out over a more general mstruction, 

which would normally mean the same thing, either by blacking it entirely, 

or by forcing it to take a? a meaning which might well be within its 

semantic domain, bu t  to which it muld not normally be restricted5. What 

3. @ a t  least X - f l m ;  i .e., that this particular ccmbhticm of 
persm~umber , mood and tense features exists as a verb1 affix. 

4. Both in the paper cited, and in Class Lectures, MIT, Fall 1982. 

5. ln example of the latter case (&an Kiparsky, 1383~) would be drill  
W c h  blocks driller from referring to tb ins t rument  and forces 
retain cnly the referent of 'person who drills.! 



if there are lm morphologically simple words? The "Avoid SynmymyIt 

pr inc ip le  would, as Kiparsky argues, block such from k i n g  synanymous, 

s h o e ,  given t h a t  m e  of the t w o  must be entered w i t h  a par t icu lar  meaning 

i n  order fo r  there even to be a ques t im of synonymy, the other w i l l  

subsequently blocked from h v i n g  t h a t  meaning. Given this,  it.Ps 

unsurprislng that there a r e ,  a t  least in Ehglish, few m v i n c i n g  cases of 

synanymy amcng basic l ex ica l  iteras. I s h u l d  note  that lssynmymoustt here 

m s  rnore than j u s t  having the same denotaticn. Two words my el1 denote 

the same abjec t ,  such as cop and poli- , but  fa i l  to be synmymous h 

that t h y  have d i f f e r e n t  uses, or d i f f e r e n t  s t a tuses  in the language. So 

cop is more col loquial  than policeman and hence has a d i f f e r e n t  soc ia l  

status; the two words mean d i f f e r e n t  things insofar as they impart 

d i f f e r e n t  information about the social cantext  i n  which they are u&. 

S t i l l ,  the principle  is so strong that people w i l l  often assume even 

before they know t b  exact  meaning of  two words, that t k y  must ac tua l ly  

denote d i f f e r e n t  things. A f a i r l y  standard case would be m e t h i n g  l i k e  

a sh  - and - elm, which almost any a d u l t  speaker of Ehglish would b o w  to be 

names fo r  t r e e .  Few people, howver , would be ab le  to re l i ab ly  ident i fy  

the r e fe ren t  o f ' e i t k r  of these terms, but there Is n e v e ~ t h e l e s s  a very 

strmg principle  which would appear to be blocking the assumptim that the 

two words meau? the same tblng. A principle  such a s  (3)  muld a c m p l i s h  

t h i s  insofar as a speaker would know t h a t  whatever semantic value would end 

up being associaeed with one of The pa i r ,  WE same semantic value muld  



simply be forbidden f i a m  being associated with the o t k r  member of the 

pair , 

Blocking, we k v e  argued, is not  a speci f ica l ly  morphological pr inciple;  

tht is it does no t  constrain the application of speci f ica l ly  morphological 

ru les ,  but rather applies  much more broadly. 'Phis is, of course, en t i r e ly  

consistent  with the approach to morphology which I h v e  taken in this 

dissertaticm. 

In t h i s  thesis I have argued that the lexicon should not  be cmsfdered 

t o  be a c a n p e n t  of the gramar; that is, it should not  be m s i d e r e d  t o  

be a separate ttplacevf where m e  does word-formatla?. But what is a 

c a n p e n t  anyway? I believe that the r i g h t  ct.msracbrizaticm of the notion 

compment is t h t  it is a coherent oubsystem of ru les  that forms a level of 

6 representa t im or relates t h a t  level  to  another level  . In the LF 

compa~lent, for instance, Binding Theory applies  to check well-formalness of 

Binding Rela t ims,  and the Generalized ECP a l s o  applies  to check the 

well-formedness of m s t r u c t i m s  involving empty categories. A t  

D-structure, it can be argued that the lhta r e q u i r ~ t s  of lexical i @ m s  

6. Thanks to Noam Qlomsky for this part icular  way of formulating the  
n o t i m .  



In a o o n s ~ u c t i m  are checked and tht X-bar theory applies.  h d  in the PF 

comporuxt phonological pr inciples  apply to in te rp re t  s y n b c t i c  

cans t ruc t ims;  other principles  such as Case-theory have a l s o  been argued 

to  apply here. 

But  in what a s e  is the l e x d m ,  word-formatim device a 

ccmpment? The idea tht it is such, and that there a r e  speci f ica l ly  

lexica l  pr inciples  which apply to  c a n s ~ u c t i m s  below the word-level--which 

cmstruct ions  are l n t g m l l y  invis ib le ,  a t  l e a s t  to syntax--is a comma? 

me, I believe, and is by no means incoherelt .  Qle could e l l  imagine a 

model of t h  grarmRr where the lexim is a campcxlmt orthogazal to all of 

the others ,  and which looks a t  words which a r e  given (as atomic units) a t  

the various other compents of the grana#c, checking via its om 

pr inc ip les  wbether such words are well-formed. A schematic diagram of such 

a cancepticm is given in Figure '1. 

[ INSEWr FIGURE 1 HERE] 

In tkls diagram the word which the l e x i m  sees as 1 x[y z u  is projected 

to  the other m p e n t s  of the gr.mmr a s  atomic u r l i t a ,  represented here by 

the mlid lozenges. So the lexica? llsupervises,ll a s  it were, p a r t  of the 

gramw in that it is responsible for the well-formechess of words. The 

result is a f a i r l y  appealing m c e p t i c n  of the hteractim of independent 

componmts . 

I have argued, h o e v e r ,  f o r  a d i f fe ren t  cmception. I have pushed 
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forward a model where morphology is d i s t r i b u t d  over the various compments 

of the grammar, or a t  l e a s t  in  the syntax and in the  PF compcnent. That 

is, principles  such a s  X-bar theory the syntact ic  Projectfan Principle,  

Chse theory, Bind- theory, Theta theory, 'and so  fo r th  apply to dets~mine  

the syntac t ic  well-formdness of words in general; such an approach was 

a l s o  taken by Fbbb (IW), as has a l ready  been no-, but he liml-kd 

himself to what he ermed ltsyntaetic a f f ixa t im. l l  Q1 t h  o t k r  s ide  of the 

fence, the phmology a c t s  a s  interpret ive compment, interpret ing the 

strings derived via the hpping  Pririciple from We syntact ic  representation 

of words; what kinds of phonological pr inciples  might be a t  work were 

discussed in the previous chaptier, Ulder this m c e p t i m ,  there is no 

word-fosmatim component. There is h o e v e r ,  a lexicon, and this w i l l  

cons is t  of w k t  has cxme to be termed the I U p e r m e n t  or the data 

s t ruc ture  cantaining a l l  idiosyncratic forms in the language. This data 

s t ruc ture  in te rac t s  with the o t k r  compents of the gramtar by projecting 

the requirements of the part icular  lexical  mWies to the relevant 

ccmpents of the grammar. A diagram of t h i s  model of the gamw is given 

in P i g r e  2. 

[ INSERT FIGORE 2 HERE. ] 

In this diagram X1 and Yt represent differcmt morphemes which are l i s t e d  i n  

the permanent l ex im with -9s syntact ic  and p h s l a g i c a l  halves - X, - Y and 

5, y, respectively. h c h  morpheme projects  its requirement separately to 



FIGURE TWO 



the various other levels  of g r m .  In par t icular ,  i n  the syntax the 

mllocaticm of -. Xand - Y is checked for ~11-formedness and in the phonology 

the sequence XJ w i l l  IE in-rpreted. 'RE lexicon itself is some s o r t  of 

data s t ruc ture  which holds i n f o r m t l m  about morphemes and idiosyncra+,ic 

complex forms. 

There are two thlngs of note here. F i r s t l y ,  i f  my approach is t k  

correct w y  to view morphology, then we have come almost fu l l - c i r c le  to the 

of SPE with respect t o  what the lexicol  itself is. Despite much 

research an the l e x i m  a s  word- fomt im cornpen t ,  however, I do n o t  know 

of any convincing evidence t h t  the SPE concepticxl was wrong. In fact, the 

vast majority of the research m the l e x i m  qua word-formatian cmpmt 

h s  focussed a?, a d i f fe ren t  ques t im,  namely how the phmology 1s 

organized, which is of mwse, a very in teres t ing  problem; but an answer to 

that question need not  show that words themselves must be viewed a s  having 

a l l  of their properties d e ~ i v e d  in me separate l o c a t i m  of the ,gmrmir. A 

jump f ran  the clear ly  correc t  idea that phmological a f f i x a t i m  and 

p h o l c g i c a l  r u l e s  wt k intermingled in a way f i rs t  suggested by 

Pesetsky (1979) to the view Wt a l l  facetxi of word-formatim must take 

place "ln the leximfl involves, a s  far as I can see, c-unpletely fa l i sc ious  

reasming. b e d l e s z  to say, such reasoning has bem taken seriously: 

Lfekr (I=) argued, m purely morphophcraaalcrgical gromds tht inflecticm 

m u s t  be done in the l e x i c a .  men assuming that her argmenix a r e  correc t ,  



howver7, the f a c t  t h a t  i n f l e c t i c n e l  morphology behaves exac t ly  

phonologically l i k e  de r iva t i ona l  morphology, tells us  prec i se ly  nothing 

about the way that h f l e c t i m a l  morphology should be t r ea t ed  i n  th,? 

syntax8. Nevertheless, Lieberl  s arguments have been the basis for many a 

claim tkt a t k o r y  such as LFC. where the bulk o f  syntax is done "In IAw 

lexican1! must be mre c o r r e c t  than other t heo r i e s  where t h i s  is no t  the 

9 cast . When the syntactic/semantic aspec ts  of word-formatim a r e  s e p a r a t d  

from the phmological  a spec t s  oi the same, as I think they r m l s t  be ,  the 

argunents f o r  a separate  l e x i c a l  c a n p e n t  look much less m v i n c i n g .  

The second point is t h a t  what I bave ca l l ed  t he  (permanent) lexicon, i s  

by no means an min te r l e s t i ng  ob jec t .  'Ihe reason that I d id  no t  r e f e r  to i t  

a s  a Pist, b u t  rather with the more vague term da ta  s t ruc tu re  is t h a t  the 

former implies that t k r e  is nothirig p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n t e r e s t i ng  about t he  

r e l a t i m s h l p s  k M e n  the entries i n  ths list, whereas the l a t k r  has no 

such implication.  Indeed, as Rappa:)ort and Levin (1985) m d  niuch other 

work in l e x i c a l  senrantics has suggested, *re may indeed be a very r i c h  

s t r u c t u r e  to this datatmw. Needless to say9 this has n o t  been t h e  t op i c  

7. See Thanes-Flinders ( I  983) for evidence t h a t  they are n o t  co r r ec t .  

8. l h r e  m y  be genuine s y n t a c t i c  argunen- f a r  n o t  df s t inguishing tkse 
two types of morphology; see brantz  (1984b) cm this question.  However 
this is an e c t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  Issue. 

9. See & e m  (1932: p o  307), for  instance, mcng others .  



of investigatim here, but I feel that much Interesting work has  y e t  t o  be 

dme on the lexicm, viewed a s  a database of basic and idiosyncratic 

lexical i t e m s .  

In describing Figure 2 above, I r?oM that  well-formedness of words (and 

indeed phrases and clauses) could be determined by examining the 

requirements of the various component lexical items which have been 

projected from t !  lexicon. This notial of projection is a familiar me 

for s y n m  , but it I s  perhaps not so familiar for phcnology. I t u r n  to 

th i s  point In the next sectian. 

5.1.3 On the Pt'ojectictl Principle. 

Let us repeat here the definition of the Projection Principle a s  given 

( 4 )  Pro ject im Rinciple . 
Representations a t  each syntactic level ( i .e. , LF, and D- 
and S-skucture) are project& fran the lexicm, in tht 
they observe the subategorizatim properties of lexical 
items. 

lltae Projectim Principle, then, is taken t;o be a properw of syntactic 

representaticns. h fact ,  I have argued ( Cbapter 2 )  lht the ~ o j e c t i c m  

Principle not mly  holds of lexical items which are lnserted inlx phrases, 

but in fact in general for any % whenever it is the head of a ccnstructicm 

and thus duninated by a node of category X: 



(where n>=O) 

This will include not  m l y  the phrasal i n s m c e s  where X is the head of a 

maximal projection, but a l s o  i n s m c e s ,  whlch have usually been assigned to 

the lexlcal  component, where X is not  dominated by a mw lma l  p r ~ j e c t i o n :  

such a r e  the synthet ic  canpounds discussed a t  ltmgtb in Chapter 2,, The 

Projectla? Principle wi l l  also be a t  work in morphology in assuring t h a t  a t  

a l l  relevant levels  of representation, an a f f i x  which subcategorizes for an 

item of cztegory X, will be sister to such an i t e m .  

What is generally beld, however, is tha t  the  Projec t im Principle d02s 

not  hold of PF. That is to say, i f  a verb such a s  - see requires an object ,  

then there must be some NP, if  only an empty category, which is governed by 

see a t  D-structure, S-slzucture and LF. Ch the other hand, there is no - 
reason to suppose lht .the Projection Principle requires that there be a 

representation for  the object  of - see a t  PF. In fact, why should it? Since 

the Pro jec t im R l n c i p l e  is staM a s  holding over U:C syntac t ic  

requirements of lexical items, there is no reasm why PF, which w take to 

be the output of the Phonological Component, should evm be concerned w i t h  

the syntact ical ly relevant Projec t im Rinc ip le .  



Nevertheless, I think that a form of the Projectim Principle does hold - 
in the FF-compment, and t tmt  the kojectfcn Principle as  stated above 

should k generalizd so as  to account for this. Remember from Chapter I 

tht we have envisicned a lexical enwy a s  having the following form: 

L 8 ,  a lexical enwy, is a vector whose components msist of L, the 

syntactic representatim of tk morpheme, and 1, the phonological 

representation of the morpheme. Now,  the standard Projection Principle 

will apply t o  L a t  any level in which tkt half is relevant--basically, 

D-sWucture, S-s*uc.ture, and, we may assume, LF. Wlt a projection 

requirement of a scr t  holds of 1 in that,  in the PF-canponent, 1 is 

constrained to behave in a particular way. For example, suppose for a 

minute that 1 is list& a s  a phmologically bound morpheme--a phmological 

affix.  In that case, cerlain phmological requirements will hold of 1--due 

to the lexical p ropr t i e s  of 1--in that it is constrained to attach t o  

certain kinds of phonological m s t i t u e n t s  such as  stems or words, or a t  a 

e r a i n  s t r a t m  i f  e take a stratum-ordered approach to morphology. Even 

supposing mt 1 is not an aff ix ,  hence phmologically m b m d  it must 

project properties of i t se l f  to the PF level of representatim. In 

particular its representatim a t  PF (which we may take, following Chmsky 

( lw), to be the level of phmetic representation) must be a canposition 

of its lexical represen-htion ( i .e . , w h a t  is actually listed 8s the second 



component of L') w i t h  the phonological rules of the language, taken as  a 

function from underlying to surface forms. 

This point t-as been expressed, i n  fact ,  by Chomsky (1 984 138-1 4 3 ) ,  

under the guise of the Full Intmpretation Principle: 

We might express m y  of these ideas by saying tbt there is a 
principle of Full Interpretation (FI) that  requires that  every 
element of PF and LF, taken to be the interface of syntax ( i n  
the broad mse)  with syslma of language use ,  must receive an 
appropriate interpretation -must be licensed i n  the sense 
India-. Pkne m be simply disregarded. A t  the level of 
PF, each phmetic elemmt must be licensed by some plysicai 
Interpretatim. The word b k ,  for example, k s  Use phmetic 
representaticn [buk] . I t  could not be represer~ted as  [ fburk] . 

Chansky goes on to note Wt there cannot be sentences of the form l[wno] 

John s a w  B i l l 1  where there is vacuous quantifl.catim, which is simply 

ignored; t h i s  is not a m s t r a i n t  m form1 languages in general since 

statements such a s  ( Ax )(2 +2 =4) ' have a perfectly straightformrd 

interpretation by simply ignoring the quantifier. QI the other hand FI  

seems to be a property of natural langmge. 

Nevertheless, while it is not clear how the LF h l f  of F I  f i t s  Into 

th is ,  it seems aa i f  the PF half, exmding the notim from llphysical 

interpretaticnfl tx phmological interpretaticn, is really just a case of 

Projection applying h me PF compment; fburk is not a possible 

representaticn for the phmological/phcnetic h l f  of tk! lexical entry 

BOOK1 t r iv ia l ly  becap.% the ProJectim Rinciple would require that the 

extraneous segmnta be p r o j e ~ M  b.b the phcnology. I therefore 



generalize the Projection Principle a s  follows: 

( 7) Pro ject im Principle. 

Representations a t  each level of Grammar are projected from 
the lexicon: representations a t  each syntactic level 
( i .e., LF, and D- a d  S-structure) are p r o j e c w  i n  that 
they observe the subcaegorization properties of the 
syntactic companent of lexical items; representations in the PF 
compmmt are projected in that they observe the phonological 
requirements specified by the phcnologicral coiimmt of lexical 
items. 

We nQw turn from these theoretical points to some questions about the 

psychological slzitus of the l e x i c a  and of word formation. 

5.2 Psychological Issues. 

5.2 .I QI Productivity, Listing and the Sparation of 

Word-Formtion from the & s t  of Linguistic Knowledge: 

What is the Relationship between the Theory of 

brphology and My Knowledge of Words? 

I t  was Ranoff (1 W 6 ) ,  following in the footsteps of k l l e  (1 m), who 

argued that the study of morphology is the study not of the aclxal words of 

somebody or other's lexicon, but rather of the possible words of a 

language. W r e  is a good r e a m  for th is :  you or I ,  as speakers of 

Ehglish know a great deal about the struc-e of words, but  which words you 

happen to know and M c h  ones I heppa? to how are highly idiosyncratic, 



based an experience and therefore not  of g rea t  theoret ical  h t e r e s t  from 

the point of view of l inguis t ics :  it is i r re levant  to the study of 

morphology tht I might know the word basidiocarp and you might no t ;  or 

that I can never sees t o  use the word for tu i tous  correct ly whereas other 

people do not  have this problem. Wht is important is w h ~ t  a speaker of a 

langmge knows about the (productive) morphology of tha t  langcrage. ?hat 

is, whether or n o t a  speaker of Ehglish, for instance, would cmsider  t h a t  

a word such a s  oligarchical is a believable word of D-lglish even if he or 

she Is no t  familiar with it. 

Of course, *re a re  many f a c t m s  which m t r i t . , u t e  to such a decision, 

not  a l l  ~f them s t r i c t l y  w i t h i n  the d a m h  of morphology. A c lass ic  case 

of the l a t t e r  would be the nm-existent  but possible (manorphemic) 

Ehglish word bl ick,  which is cer ta in ly  non+;xistent but cer ta in ly  possible,  

no t  fo r  morphological reasms, but for reascns having to do w i t h  Ehglish 

sy l lable  s tructure.  

O f  course, despite the ideal  mcdels that a morphologist may construct,  

the fact will still remain t h a t  no t  cnly a r e  the actual  words of saneme's  

lexiccn idiosyncratic and hence u l h t e r e s t i n g ,  but t h a t  wtrat each 

FndividuaP speaker will know a b u t  the productivity of various a f f ixes  w i l l  

also be highly idiosyncratic. For instance, for  me, almostany Latinate 

sovlding word which I e i t h r  h o w  to be or can believe to be an ad3ective 

can take -ity: basidiocarpiciQ,  and b lop i t i c i ty  a r e  both reasanable 



sowding  words to me; b s i d i o c a r p i c  is an ad j ec t i ve  which I know, although 

I have never a c t u a l l y  seen t h e  -ity noun derived from it; b l o p i t i c  does n o t  

e x i s t  f o r  me, but  if it d i d ,  1 could well bel ieve tha t  it would be an 

ad j ec t i ve  and t h a t  it would take  -1ty. Now, a speaker of Ehglish who is 

fo r tuna t e  enough n o t  to have spent  +h l a s t  two and a h l f  years  thinking 

about  t h i s  kind of stuff is very l i k e l y  n o t  t o  Pmcw; for him -ity 

a f f i x a t i o n  may n o t  be productive a t  a l l ,  bnd may have t~ be listed with the 

few words which he h o w s  which ccntaln the uorpheme. So, when a spea~ker of 

Ehglish asks ,  as I have been asked m y  t imes,  "is that a word?", w h a t  

would appear to be going m is that t h e  speaker is simply mswe a s  .to the 

product ivi ty  of the p a r t i c u l a r  morphemes involved. 

Of course ,  the canparable question w i t h  phrasal  syn t ac t i c  u n i t s  would be 

absurd: no Ehglish speaker,  f o r  inskmce ,  would question whether snarfed 

the rutabaga cheesecake is a possible  verb phrase of  Ehglish. So, one 

might imagine n a n p r d u c t i v i t y  to be the  k l l m a r k  of the lexicon: 

non-productive processes might be s a id  to take  p l a w  within a separate  

component of the gramw from syntax, which d e a i s  only i n  productive 

processes. 

Well, In me sense, I agree: Ulprduc t ive  formations must be listed 

under a n y M y t s  theory. That is, i f  any part of  a l i n g u i s t i c  composition 

is i r r e g u l a r ,  either phanologically,  or because of syn t ac t i c  o r  semantic 

i r r e g u l a r i t y  , then this fact must be notated somewhere, presumably by 



l ist ing the irregularity. lhat place, I have suggested, is Ule perment  

lexicon, for which I have reintroduced the term l t l e x i m V  in i ts original 

SPE sense. C h  the o-r hand, it does not follow from this by any means 

that there is a separate word-formaticn cornpent which deals ammg other 

things, in idiosyncracies. We do not need this notion. For one thing, 

there is much tht would be considered lexical tkrat i s  unquestionably 

regular in salient respects. Canpornding, for instance, appears i n  

theories of morphology which have been developed recently, but there is no 

question of irregularity here: Nobodjr doubts that nonce-compoulds such as  

bg-dog, hog-log, rutabaga-demolition and scurvy-avoider are possible words 

of Ehglish. W i t h  respect to the s e m d  two, since they are synthetic 

compounds, there muld be l i t t l e  doubt a s  to their semantic 

interpretatim. W i t h  respect to the f i r s t ,  insofar as root cmpomds are 

of lm idiosyncratially inbrpre*d (see Downing (1977)), there wi l l  not 

necessarily be agreemat a s  to what they mean although syntactically no me 

w i l l  be in  doubt. Of course I lied before when I said that  there was 

nothing irregular a b u t  these formatims since idiosyncratic Interpretation 

wuld certainly f a l l  under that  rubric. But  notice that the Irregularity, 

a s  Doming mvlnclngly a rgud ,  is not cmditioned by linguistic factors 

anyway so it would not help me  to have a bexiccn qua word formation device 

so as to take care of t h i s  se t  of examples which in  terms of syntactic 

swucture are quite  regular. Sa-called Stratum I1 affixes such a s  -ness 

enjoy a status similar .to compomds in Ehglish: w i t h  shaaginess, nurdiness, 



weightiness, there is l i t t l e  question as to interpretation or 

The fact of the matter is that productivity does not  slice the pie 

correctly with respect to the divis ion of cornpenes as m y  theories of 

word-formatian would have it. O f  course, m e  c ~ u l b  hck  dcw from t h i s  

position and claim that mly idiosyncratic processes belong in the lexicon 

word-formation compment. 'kis is the position taken in h b b  (1 9841, 

where it is claimed, for instance, that affixes such as -ness and 

ca?s~ucticns such es synthetic compomds are not lexical bu t  syntactic. 

Less productive formtims, such as noms derived from adjectives via -ity, 

muld be formd in t k  lexica?. Sti l l ,  I see no r e a m  for rmking even 

this disthctian. Let us  grant, for the sake of argment, that - i ty 

affixation is not productive. A word like gramtica.1ity will therefore 

have t o  be  listed in the perrmnent lexicctl; this is a reasonable assmption 

insofar as either ( i )  an affix is productive In which case nothing formed 

f r m  it need be listed, unless a particular form is idiosyncratic Fn some 

way, ar ( 11) an af f ix  is not productive in which case a l l  of its formatims 

must be lis-. Still, i f  we a s s m  that anything a t  a l l  is know a'mut 

10 -1ty as an affix--i.e. its phcnological and morpho-syntactic properties , 

70. h d  i f  * m o t  a t  least assume this, then we are claiming essentially 
that a word like gramrwtial i ty is completely idiosyncratic and hence ~ 1 1  
of i t s  levels of representation must be listed; it is not  llforrndll under 
anybodyt s story. 



then there is r i g h t  auay no reason for assuming t h a t  it is formed anywhere; 

its properties can qui te  e a s i l y  be checked in the  syntax and phonology--to 

which compmenb it must be projected by our assumptions, anymy--and word 

fo rmt ion  "in the lexicm" can be dispensed d t h  ent irely.  

Che other thing needs to  be mentimed before leaving this topic.  

Ranoff has claimd as a f a c t  about words the following ( p .  18): 

..words a r e  peculiar,  not  cnly in tkrat not  a l l  of those that 
should e~is t  actual ly  do, but a l s o  h that those which do e x i s t  
do not  alweys m a  Wh3t they are supposed to mean, or evm look 
l i k e  what they are supposed tm look l ike.  Words, mce formed, 
p e r s i s t  and change; they take cn idiosyncrasies,  w i t h  the 
r e s u l t  tht they are sm no longer generable by a simple 
algorithm of any generality.  We word gravi ta tes  toward the 
sign. 

There is, of course no doubt whatsoever that is true of words, bu t  is 

it -true exclusively of words? I think not. Noun phrases, for instance, 

a r e  a l s o  able to take on idiosyncratic meanings: l im's  share cer ta in ly  can 

be interpreted l i t e r a l l y ,  but  there is a preferrable in terpre ta t ian  for  

Ehglish speakers who know this idiom which is a t  best  metaphorical and 

certainly not predictable. The prepositicnal phrase in the red ance had a 

very Wansparent reading in the days whm accomtants  muld enter debits in 

red ink; now it is used to mean 'in debtf by people who have no knowledge 

of thie t radi t im".  h languages such as F'rench, Spanish, I talian,  Welsh 

11. Notice that it Is really a frozen expression: *in sane red, *in a red, 
*cn tLbe red, so it is not j u s t  an idiosyncratic readlng of - red. 



and k a b i c  which do not  have a productive cornpornding strategy, many things 

which a r e  in Ehglish formed by cornpornding are full-fl-ed, but 

idiosyncrat ical ly  interpreted norn phrases. Rench %lie 2 manger 'dining 

room1 ( l i t e r a l l y  'room for  eat ing1 ) is a good example of this as is 

y s t a f e l l  wely lbedrooml ( l i e r a l l y  'room of Bed1 ) from Welsh. 

This is a hardly surpris ing fact r e a l l y ,  and me which must be deeply 

r o o M  in psychology. N o t  only do speakers of languages physically s t o r e  

many wcrds which have idiosyncrat ic  in te rpre ta t ions ,  but they must sure ly  

a l s o  store much larger  chmb, even ones which are perfect ly  Wansparent in 

t h e i r  construction and in terpre ta t ion .  I doubt, for  instance, t h a t  every 

time I hear saneme say 'c lose t k  windowf I n e d  ta canpute from scratch 

the semantic s t ruc ture  of this sentence. I have heard it so many t b e s  

that it almost goes without s y i n g  t h a t  I have it represented sanewhere or 

other in my mind a3 a chmk, even though a per fec t ly  analytic chmk. 

Evidence fo r  this is that I can remember, fo r  Instance! that someme might 

have sa id  this par t icu lar  sentence W me on a certain day a t  a cer ta in  time 

and tht there ms a p r t i c u l a r l y  e i r d  my in which this person sa id  i t ;  

perhaps it ms smg b the tune of the Little Fugue in Gininor. Given tht 

I can remember haw this sounded (and what it meant, given that I a l s o  

remember going to IAe window and shut t ing i t )  , it seems unlikely t h a t  I 

would, every tLme I recall this evmt, basegenerate the smtence, perform 

wha*ver syntac t ic  and phonological opera t ima a r e  required and then ru? it 

through a ccnveniently ava i lab le  L i t t l e  F'ugue in h i n o r  f i l t e r  so as b 



reconstruct the recol lect icn.  b r e  plausibly, I remember the whole thing 

as a chmk. So, I think that  there is reason t o  believe t h a t  larger units 

than words must in f a c t  be actual ly,  physically entered, indepeldently of 

their productivity. From tk point of view of psychology, however, this 

 put^ words along w i t h  larger chmks on the same bas is  with respect to one 

point,  namely storage. W l t  i f  larger uni t s  - can be stored, then they can 

a l so ,  l i k e  words, be stored w i t h  part icular  idiosyncratic meanings 

associated w i t h  them. Of course s ~ c h  meanings w i l l  no t  generally block the 

productive canpositional in-krpretation: it is possible, though d i f f i c u l t  

except in m t e x t a  M c h  force the l i t e r a l  i n b r p r e t a t i c n ,  to in te rp re t  

kick the bucket or chew the f a t  l i t e r a l l y .  W l t  this is a l s o  l rue  of m y  

lexical  l l i d i m . l l  Pansmission has a very special  meaning associated with 

it: it re fe r s  to a pa r t  of an aubmobile. W l t  t h i s  does not  in general 

block the other,  productive, naninal iza t im,  as in '?he t r ~ n s m i s s i m  of 

information via s a t e l l i t e . '  I should note in closing, t h a t  the point about 

syntact ic  chunks king stored is not  original:  it has been made by 

Langacker (1 982) for  ins.tance who discusses a theory of linguistics which 

used t~ be cal led Space Grampar and for  which t h i s  apparently correc t  f a c t  

about knmran cognitIan is a cent ra l  point. Pawley too (see especial ly,  

1983) has argued fo r  allowing syntact ic  chunks tO be stored. 

In mummy, then, there is nothing In the way that a speakerf s o w  

idiosyncratic howledge of gr-r is instant iated thet muld lead me to 

believe t h a t  word-formetion enjoys a separate ex i s tmce  psychologically 



from the reminder of grammatical knowledge. Productivity, in par t icular ,  

does no t  serve a s  a critel-ion for dividing word-formtim from the r e s t  of 

the gannnar. 

5.2.2 C h  the Psychological Reality of the Lex ica l  Level. 

In the  l a s t  c h p t e r  we examind the ques t im a s  t o  whether Lexical 

Phonology, by _positing a l e x i m l  level ,  correspcmding roughly t o  the 

taxmanic phcne.uk level ,  is able to help lnderstand the acqu i s i t i a l  of 

phmology. I t  was argued tht while such a level  is surely necessary, it 

is not  c lear  that the acquisition of V e  phmology is made simpler in  the 

long run: the  lexical  level w i l l  k v e  to be recovered without benefitt ing 

from the advantages LR3 has over Wmomic R?memics with respect to the 

theoret ical  s t a m  of t h a t  level ,  sirace nothing about the lexical  phonology 

of the language in questian would be h o r n  a t  tha t  phase. 

In t h i s  secticn I examine some other claims, due to b h a n  (I%), t h a t  

the lexical level  is explanatory w i t h  respect to ttpsycholinguistictt data. 

In par t icular ,  I wi l l  be looking a t  speech e r ro r s ,  language games, and 

speech recomitim. I shl l  suggest t h a t  insofar a s  khanants claims tht 

language processing a r e  correct  they are evidence for any theory such 

pos i t s  such a level of representation a s  tk lex ica l  level  or word level .  

I shall point out, h o e v e r ,  tht there is evidence t h a t  language processing 

acesses (productive) ru les  a t  levels  more deeply emvbedded than the 



lexical level, a fact which is a t  least ccnsistent with my approach tr) 

morphology insofar as while t k  lexical level or word level I s  important, 

it i a  not sanctified as the output of the lexicm qua wrd-formation 

cangment as it is In LRrI. Ottvar levels of representatim should thus be 

accessible t o  1-e processing. This is n o t  so clearly true of a t  least 

ibtmanls ccmception of LW, where the lexiccrm seems to be viewed as a 

domain opaque to language precessing. 

I t  has long be argued (c.f. Garrett, 19'76) that speech errors provide 

informatim about how language is processed. khanan argues, m the basis 

of phonological speech errors, that language productim crucially makes use 

of the !.sxical level of representatim in that such errors always involve 

the transpsitian substitution or copying of lexical level phonemes. For 

instance, me never finds examples like linear set lzanspo,sed to *l[e]near 

s[ay]t, bu t  cnly to l[e]near s[ I]t .  So it makes no difference that the 

mderlyhg vow1 in the f i r s t  morphme of 1Inea.r is ten= (c.f., - l ine), bu t  

mly that I t s  lexical level form is lax. Altsrna&ly, we do not find 

postlexical processes such as aspiraticn In Flhglish transposed with their 

segmmts: s[t]otch [khlape is an expected error for scotch tape,  never 

*s[th]otch [klape. So, while speech productim seems to mrk off of the 

lexical level, it is not so late as to apply arter post-lexical rules have 

applied. 



I believe that this is essentially correct, although me h s  to be 

slightly careful. me does, for instance, see examples of lexical rules 

applying i n  speech errors: Mlsapplicatlms of Ablaut in cases l i k e  brang 

for brought are evidence of this. Since so many verbs ending in 4 have 

this Pblaut pattern it is perhaps not too surprising t h a t  a speaker should 

overextend it in some cases. But this would appear to m t ha t  access is 

being made by language processing to  levels deeper thnn the lexical level. 

5.2.2.2 Language Games. 

Mohman notes that Sc-e t  Langlrages do not seem to access levels of 

representatim lower thn the lexical level. So the a* Secret language, 

which is based an Ehglish, must apply after lexical rules, for instance, 

velar softening: cr f t ic im becanes k.raybftayb@ybizaybam and not 

*taybftaybl@ybizaybem. Ch t k  other hand, it m o t  apply after 

/ .  
aspiratim: painter becanes pybe h f 'yntaytur and not * p y ~ y n t a y b ~ r .  

Still, McCkrthy (in progress) discusses Secret Languages which do access 

earlier levels of represmtatim. So, In a Bedouin Hijazl Rabic secret 

language, encoded -ards are produced by Interchanging the conscnants of the 

root. So, a mrd like dafa9 might becane dagaf, fadag and so  an. However, - -- 
a word like nka- In which only the bold-face msmts are part of the 

root, the /n/ K i l l  be left in place and the coot canscnants intercbnged: 

w&ar, nsarak, nrakae, and so forth. A mrA with a quadriliteral root 



such as tarzam w i l l  allow a l l  four cmsmants to interchange: r a m z ,  

ramat and so forth. McQrthy argues that this shows that speakers of 

Bedouin Hijazi hve access to the rmr; level of representation. This i s  

encoded by asslBning that the scrambling applies only a? the root tier 

(MchrW, 1979): 

n a 
I h 
I I w. 
c c v c v c  

I I I 
I I I 
s k r  

h this representation, /s/ , /k/ and /r/ will k interchangeable, bu t  not 

any of the 0 t h -  segnents. 

Needless to say, this involves access to a level of representation below 

the lexical level since w may fairly assune that a t  the latter level, 

words are represazted mly as strings of segmen-tx with accompanying 

prosodic informaticn. Still, it is s i @ i f i m t  mt here too, the language 

game is making use of a part of the 1-e that is very productive. As 

McWthy ( 7 9 ' 7 9 )  argued, Rabfc speakers are w e l l  a w e  of the root and 

pattern name of the morphophmology of their language, and it is hardly 

uurpr1ain.g that speech productim should hve  access to  this. 



Finally, bhenan (p .  145) suggesu tha t  it "muld not  be mreasmable 

t o  assume that speech recognition involves the identification of the  

lexical representatim of phonetic ~ k i n g s . ~ ~  Ch this view, a speech 

recognition system would not  have t o  cancern itself overly much--or indeed 

a t  all--with the khavior of lexical rules. This idea has more recently 

been made use of in the design of a speech recognition system by Church 

(1983), Fk states: 

The lexical rules w i l l  be used in the parser In an Indirect 
fashim as cues for cmstituent bmdaries. So, for example, 
we W i l l  use the restricted distribution of lax vowels, which Is 
an indirect ansequence of lexical rules such as laxing, in 
order to mswain the possible foot structures. 

Ch the other hand, postlexical rules w i l l  play z much more 
major and direct role for a variety of reascns. First, 
postlexical rules are easier to apply in the reverse direction 

lexical rules because postlexical rules are 

(284a) acyclic, 
(284b) f'ree of lexically marked exceptions, and 
(28462) b l h d  to the lexical category and Internal morphological 

structure of the word. 

Moreover in addition to tAe fact that postlexical rules are 
easier to run In the reverse directla?, there are several 
seaaans why they almost have be rm in reverse a t  rm time 
by the speech r e ~ i t i a ?  device. In particular, postlexical 
rules are 

(28%) the sole source of phmetic allophones, and 
(285b) the only rules that cross word hmdariee. 

I believe that this is largely correct, though again we must be 

cautious. For me thing, we can hardly seriously expect to eliminate the 

need to process lexical rules altogether; a s  Church suggests, there i s  



useful information which is t o  be derived from them. hrthermore, in 

languages with more canplex morphology than Ehglish, such as  Finnish or 

blayalam, such lexical processing becomes almost a necessity since it is 

not reasonable to expect that  a l l  possible words in a l l  of their inflected 

forms are going to be l isted in the lexicon. 

What I think there - is a good argunent for is factoring the t a s k  of 

speech recognitim into t w o  parts, the f i r s t  of which is speech recornition 

proper, which is cancerned only with the discovery of the lexical level of 

representatim, and the s e m d  of which is the mtylng of the lexical 

phcnolcgical rules, a task which k s  come to be know a s  morphological 

recognitim; f ~ r  systems of the la t ter  type see Koskmiemi (1%3), 

Karttmen (1983) and also Eproat (1%). 

In t h i g  secticn we have examined the relevance of the lexical level of 

representatian for various psycholinguistic and computatimal processes. 

C h  t b  whole, bhanants point is we11 takm, though of course, the facts 

are evidence for any theory which crucially makes use of sanething 

equivalent to the lexlal  level or mrd level of phonological level of 

represenbtim, not just M. Still, w have to be sanewhat careful 

insofar a s  it seem a8 i f  almost any process, lexical or not, which is 

perceived by the speakers of a 1-e to be productive, or characteristic 

of the language, i a  open for incorporation into secret code languages or 



speech errors .  

5.3 Some General Conclusims and a Prospectus. 

In this disser ta t ion  I have argued for a very strsighfforward point: 

there is no separate m r d  fo rmt ion  canpcment, what has cane to be termed 

the l lLeximfl  i n  recent years. Rather , I have s u g g e s w  , the  

ws11-formedness of various aspecta of word s l ruc ture  is taken care of by 

pr lnc ip les  applying in the various canpcnents of the grarm#r. In Q.lapter s 

2 and 3 ,  I s h o e d  that  the syntact ic  behavior of a large c l a s s  of lexical  

constructicns was essen t i a l ly  derivat ive of principles  which are familiar 

from syntax. In Chapter 4 I suggested t h a t  there may not be a s  g rea t  a 

d is t inc t ion  be- lex ica l  and postLex1cal phmological ru les  a s  has been 

suggested in M, and that,  i n  any event,  the phonological c a n p e n t  

insofar a s  it has a s W u c W e  similar t~ that of LPM, should be cmsidered 

to be a ckcker of -11-formedness of phonological representations, and 

nothing more. In Chepter 1 I argued tht there is a very simple mpping 

r e l a t i m  be- UE two l eve l s  of representation which I have p o s i w .  

What I have no t  - done here is to provide a theory of morphology. What I 

have dme is to provide the rudiment8 of a theory of morphoayntax and an 

out l ine  of a theory of morphophmology, and a mapping celatlon which holds 

bet= the tm levele.  Given w h i t  I have sa td ,  I could no t  h v e  provided 



a theory of morphology per se, s:ince morphology i t s e l f  is not  a unified 

entity. 

I t  may be thought that i f  we take this approach e w i l l  h v e  returned to 

the pre-Ranarks days when, for  instance, morphosyntax and syntax were not  

d i s t i n c t  e n t i t i e s q 2 .  W e l l ,  In a sense this is t rue ,  since we would no 

langer have access to a ccncelvably d i s t i n c t  set of principles  applying Ifin 

the l e x i c a  . I t  In f a c t ,  to my howledge, nobody has m v i n c i n g l y  argued 

that they are d i s t i n c t  m ~ y .  'lhken another way, it is f a l s e  since the  

approach I have taken here is lexical  In a vary important sense: so ,  i n  

Chap*r 2 I a r m  tht Ulere m s  an abs t rac t  a f f i x  NOM which a t taches  to 

verbs and produces notns which refer to events;  the (syntac t ic)  

wll-for-ess of such nouns would be checked a t  the syntact ic  l eve l s  of 

repreaentat im.  However--and t h i s  is the crucial  point--ere have not  made 

use of powerful transformations in We sense of k s  ( l s g )  for  taking 

whole sentences and transforming thm into nominals. &ch approaches, or 

ramt;her t h e i r  modern equivalenk,  may be appropriate for  sune ccns t ruc t ims 

such a s  germds, wt.zich appear a t  D-structure to  display sen-tial 

proper ties and a t  S-structure to display ncminal proper ties ( see Baker , 
1985b). Fht our, naninalizations are not  fvde~?ivedfl i n  the syntax ; a nom 

12. Note that k m o f f  (1976) pointed out that Chanskyf s (19'70) paper was 
the primary incentive within Generative @anmar ta start lmklng seriously 
a t  mor~hology Insofar as the relat ionship betwen destroy and desWuctian 
and other such v e r h o m  p a i r s  ma pushed out  of the syntax. 



is a noun a t  a l l  syntact ic  levels  of representat im.  h d  

a l l  that  oms sky meant by the I ~ x i c a l i s t  y l p o ~ s i s ,  

namely that syntax itself does not  have t r a n s f o r m t i m s  which would 
I 

actual ly  handle the relat ionship between words l ike  destroy and 
I 

destructla?.  1 
I 

me of the ss sa t i s fy ing aspects of LFM, a s  discussed In the previous +- 
chapter, is 1 way in which it s t ipu la tes  the order ammg lexical  

proceaser . In many ways, a s  I t r ied  to show there in my discues im of 

Ehglish and Ma ayalam campomding, it would be useful to esckw the Stratun 

ordering "expl La timu for  the apparent ordering of l e x i ' a l  Frocesses and 

fry.'? look mo A e deeply into ths mtter. I hwe P i e d  to provide a I 
framewrk in wtjich W s  is possible and I feel lht much can be l ea rn t  from 

I 
of morphosynW, morphophanology and the r e l a t i m s h i p  

betwen them, 4thout malting use of the idea of a highly structured 

lexicm; t h a t  dtructure is surely derivative of more basic principles .  
I 

it would do wll  t o  point out  t h a t  this is by no means 

the f irat  tim 'that the distinct;im ktmm morphology end otLvtr m p c n e n t s  I 
of .the @mmarl especial ly syntax, has L?eer denled. The idea was of course r 
impl ic i t  in Odm- and Hslle (1 968) , but  it predates tbt. For Instance 

de Sauasure (1 959) rmde the following claim ( p a  1%): 

F h c t i a r a l l y ,  therefore,  the lex ica l  and the syntact ical  m y  
blend. 'Ihere is basical ly no dis t inc t ion  between any word tbat 
is not  a simple, irreducible u n i t  and a phrase, which is a 
synlactical, f ac t .  ?he arrangemat of the  s u b m i t s  of th? word 



obeys -t;he same flmdamental principles as the arrangement of 
groups of words in phrases. 

In shor t ,  although the t radi t ional  divis ions of ~~~,IIXIW [ i . e .  
morphology and syntax: RS] may be useful in pract ice,  they do 
not  correspond to namra l  d is t inc t ions .  To build a grammar, we 
must look for  a d i f fe ren t  and higher principle.  

!%re recently,  Langacker (1 982: p. 38) b s  claimed that llnatural 

divisims....do no coincide neat ly fran one parameter to  the next in such a 

way t h t  ~3 would be jus t i f i ed  in carving up the lexicon-morphology-syntax 

spectrun into discre* c a n p e n t s  .!I 

It must always be borne in mind that the c m i t m e n t  b the nan-existence 

of a word-formatla? c o m p e n t  does not  e n t a i l  the c ~ i ~ t  to the 

non-exis*- of words; the second simply does not  follow fran the f i r s t .  

In f a c t ,  it is far f r o m  clear  tbt the existence of words h s  any bearing 

cn the "r ight  theory" of morphology insofar a s  j u s t  saying that there is a 

separate c a n p e n t  of w r d  formation does not  go far i n  explaining w h t  

words are. In any event, i f  * proceed in the fashion I have proposed here 

a i r  take seriously the idea that mrphosyntax and morphopha~ology should be 

weated largely separately and a s  parts of syntax and phmology 

respectively, +A it wi l l ,  I believe, turn out  t h a t  much of the s t ruc ture  

encoded in r e m t  tkories of morphology is reducible .to other principles.  

In this m y  e can make s t r i d e s  in mderstmding what is going a? in 

morphology though  deriving the lexicon. 
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