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Abstract

The goal of this dissertation is to study a specific type of complex word-formation,
namely compounding, and its relation to the morphology-syntax interface, with the
ultimate aim of gaining a better understanding of the phenomenon. Different aspects of
compounding are explored in this work, of which the main questions addressed in each
chapter are outlined below.

The first chapter presents some evidence for the plausibility of a theory of
grammar in which word syntax and phrasal syntax (which will be referred to as
morphology and syntax respectively) are two distinct modules within a bigger syntactic
module (cf. Jackendoff 1990, 1997, 2002, Ackema & Neeleman 2004), as well as
evidence for the generation of compounds within word syntax/morphology. A
morphological account of compounding, based on Ackema & Neeleman’s (2004)
morphosyntactic competition theory, is explored, tested with some English and
Romance (Catalan and Spanish) compounds and contrasted with Harley’s (2004, 2008b)
syntactic analysis of compounds, based on Distributed Morphology (cf. Halle &
Marantz 1993, Marantz 1997a, b, 2001, 2007, a.0.). The data examined in this chapter
favour the morphologically-based account over the syntactically-based account of
compound formation. For example, the former account can explain contrasts like *zo
meat-eat and to computer-generate, while the latter cannot.

The second chapter starts by establishing the existence of heads in morphology
and showing their crucial role in the classification of compounds. Then, the nature of
the compounding elements in English and Catalan is examined, which is followed by a
brief overview of some compound classifications. The most promising classification is
that of Bisetto & Scalise (2005), according to which there are three overarching macro-
types of compounds: subordinate, attributive, and coordinate, each being subdivided
into endocentric and exocentric types. Another level of analysis is added to their
original classification and the resulting scheme is applied when carrying out an
exhaustive study of compounding in English and Catalan. Although initially adopted,
Bisetto & Scalise‘s tripartite classification changes substantially in the course of the
chapter. The three macro-types of compounds are reduced to one compounding type,
based on a head vs. non-head relation, from which the different interpretations arise
(subordinate, attributive). The existence of coordinate compounds and exocentric

compounds is argued against.

vil



The third chapter first explores Snyder’s Compounding Parameter (Snyder 1995,
1996, 2001, 2002). After identifying which complex predicates must count as relevant
to the parameter, its workings are considered in a few languages. The validity of the
Compounding Parameter is questioned. It is concluded that a strict application of the
compounding/complex-predicate parameter cannot be maintained nor can the alleged
dependence of complex predicates on NN compounding. The second part of the chapter
considers the possibility of a real connection between resultatives and compounding. To
this end, two syntactic analyses of resultatives (Kratzer’s 2005 and Mateu’s 2000, 2010)
are briefly reviewed. The conclusion is that compounding and resultative constructions
seem to be two rather different phenomena. Finally, the question of why in some
languages - like Catalan - NN compounds are productive, albeit to a lesser degree than
NN compounds in a language like English, is addressed.

The fourth chapter brings together the main findings of this dissertation in a

compact form.
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Chapter 1. The Morphology-Syntax Interface

In this chapter, we initially sketch Jackendoff’s model of grammar (1990, 1997, 2002)
(section 1.1), since the morphology-syntax interface theory to be developed in the
chapter can be seen as zooming in on one of his three generative components, namely
the syntactic one. Section 1.2 provides some evidence for the separation of word syntax
and phrasal syntax (which will be referred to as morphology and syntax, respectively)
within the syntactic component. It will also be shown that complex words cannot be
formed by syntactic principles used in phrasal syntax, but must be formed by principles
specific to word syntax. With this background in mind, section 1.3 presents Ackema &
Neeleman’s (2004) competition model between syntax and morphology, which they use
to explain the existence of compounds (among other structures) in the morphological
component. The competition model is applied to English and Romance (Catalan and
Spanish) compounds, and the conclusion is that most of the data can be accounted for,
provided a semantic constraint assumed in the model is refined. Although some
evidence is provided for the generation of compounds in morphology (in section 1.2),
there are also syntactic analyses of compounds available in the literature. For this
reason, we felt it necessary to contrast a morphologically-based account of
compounding (which we adopt) with a syntactic approach to the phenomenon. To this
end, section 1.4 presents the core assumptions of Distributed Morphology, a model of
grammar which endorses the view that all word formation is syntactic (cf. Halle &
Marantz 1993, Marantz 1997a, b, 2001, 2007, a.o.). Framed within this model, Harley’s
(2004, 2008b) analysis of compounds is introduced and examined. Some implications
and problems of her analysis and of the framework in general are discussed. Finally,

section 1.5 contains a summary of the chapter.

1.1 Jackendoff’s (1990, 1997, 2002) tripartite parallel model
Jackendoff (1990, 1997, 2002) presents a theory of grammar which clearly clashes with

one basic tenet of traditional generative grammar, including its latest development
known as the Minimalist Program (MP) (Chomsky 1995a and subsequent work).
According to the MP, syntax is the only source of generativity, and phonology and



semantics are just interpretative components that follow from syntactic structure.'
Jackendoff rejects such a view and proposes that syntax, phonology and semantics are
three creative components, which are independent of each other, though connected by
interface systems. Such an approach to grammar, known as the tripartite parallel
architecture, is based on the fact that each component has its own units/primitives and
principles of combination, neither of them being shared by the other components (cf.
Grimshaw’s 1986: 748 and Borer’s 1989: 46 definition of a component).” Hence, the
impossibility of phonological and semantic structures being read off syntactic
structures. To illustrate the point, let us look at some concrete examples. Concerning
syntax and phonology at the sentence level first, syntactic phrases do not have exact
counterparts in phonology; that is, they do not exactly correspond to a unit in the
phonological structure. Consider the following example, borrowed from Jackendoff

(1997: 26, ex. 7):

(1) a. Syntax: [a [[big] house]], [a [[[very] big] house]]
b. Phonology: [a big] [house], [a very] [big] [house]

As can be seen, [a big] and [a very] form a phonological word but have no equivalent
bracketing in the syntactic representation, which indicates that phonology cannot simply
follow from the syntactic structure. In a parallel fashion, intonational phrases (IntPs), a
unit of phonological structures, cannot be identified with any syntactic unit (and the

example in (2) cannot be regarded as a performance error, as Chomsky 1965: 13 does):

(2) a. Syntax: [this is [the cat [that [ate [the rat [that [ate [the cheese]]]]]]]]
b. Phonology: [this is the cat] [that ate the rat] [that ate the cheese]

Not any intonational phrasing is possible, though. Note that the sentence in (3a) can

have two possible intonational bracketings (3b, 3c), but a break after Children’s in (3¢)

"In Chomsky’s (1995b: 390) terms: “L [language] is then to be understood as a generative system that
constructs pairs (7, A) that are interpreted at the A[rticulatory]-P[erceptual] and C[onceptual]-I[ntentional]
interfaces, respectively, 7 is a PF representation and A an LF representation (...)”. Similarly, Chomsky
(2004: 107) remarks that “® [the phonological component] and X [the semantic component] apply to
units constructed by NS [narrow syntax], and the three components of the derivation of <PHON, SEM>
proceed cyclically in parallel. L contains operations that transfer each unit to @ and to X”.

? See Jackendoff (2007) for a comparison of Parallel Architecture with other theories like mainstream
Generative Grammar (where syntax drives the derivation, cf. previous footnote) and Cognitive Grammar
(where syntactic formation rules are eliminated).



is not allowed, for example (see Jackendoff 1997: 27, 2002: 118-119 for discussion of
these examples and for the complete syntactic bracketing of the sentence, which has

been omitted here for expository reasons):

(3) a. Syntax: Sesame St. is [a production [of [the Children’s Television
Workshop]]]
b. Phonology: [Sesame St. is a production of] [the Children’s Television
Workshop]
c. Phonology: [Sesame St.] [is a production] [of the Children’s Television

Workshop]

In short, although syntactic structure does not uniquely determine phonological
bracketing, there are some syntactic constraints that phonology has to obey. Similarly,
there are also some phonological constraints that syntax has to observe. Whereas
English is generally very strict about the adjacency requirement holding between the
verb and its internal argument - in not allowing adverbs like yesterday to intervene for
instance (4) - there are some cases in which such intervention is possible and, in fact,
forced by prosodic constraints (5). Such constraints require IntPs to be of the same
length and to place the longest IntP at the end preferably. In the case at hand intonation

clearly constrains syntax.

4) a. John bought a computer yesterday.
b. “John bought yesterday a computer.

(5) a. "[John bought several expensive pieces of hardware that he’s been dreaming
about for months] [yesterday]
b. [John bought yesterday] [several expensive pieces of hardware that he’s been
dreaming about for months]

Jackendoff (2002: 120, ex. 20)

The interaction between syntax and phonology is then mutual for Jackendoff: the
different bracketing structures in each component cannot be derived from the other. In
addition, the vocabulary used in each component (as can be deduced from the previous

examples) is not the same. For example, phonological notions like stress, phonological



word and IntPs are unknown to syntax and, by contrast, elements like syntactic phrases
and functional categories like Aspect and Tense play a role in syntax but not in
phonology.

In short, syntax-phonology mismatches show that the units and principles of
combination in syntax and phonology are different, with the result that neither
component can be reduced to the other (for further elaboration, see e.g. Liberman &
Prince 1977, Selkirk 1984, 1986, Nespor & Vogel 1986, Wilchli 2005). Given the
syntax-phonology mismatches, an interface between the two systems is necessary for
them to communicate: the structures resulting from the two systems must be matched
up, and there are constraints regulating this interface (on this point see e.g. Jackendoff
2002: 118-119). A similar picture is obtained when the relation between syntax and
semantics is considered, to which we now turn.

Although both syntactic and semantic structures have structural relations, their
principles of combination are different. For example, whereas syntax has the
head/complement relation, semantics makes use of the predicate/argument relation. The
units used by syntax and semantics are not shared either. Syntactic categories like N and
V, or syntactic phrases like NP and VP are absent in the semantic component where
instead “entities like individuals, events, predicates, variables and quantifiers” are
present (Jackendoff 2002: 124).

As was the case with the mapping between syntactic and phonological
structures, there are also a number of syntax-semantics mismatches, two of which will
be considered at the end of this section where some criticisms against Jackendoff’s
approach will be presented and discussed. For the time being, let us consider the

examples in (6):

(6) a. Colorless green ideas sleep furiously.

b. Wooden turtle’

The sentence in (6a) (borrowed from Chomsky 1965) is well-formed syntactically but
not semantically, which indicates a dissociation between syntax and semantics well-
formedness. As for the phrase in (6b), it involves coercion: the default interpretation of

turtle as an animal has to be changed to a more marked interpretation (to that of an

3 Example (6b) is taken from Jackendoff (1997: 65).



object) to avoid semantic anomaly. Coercion is not motivated by syntax (see Jackendoff
1997: chapter 3 for other examples involving coercion). In short, although syntax may
constrain semantic interpretation, the latter does not seem to be determined by syntax.
The relation of syntax to conceptual structure is then not as simple as it may
seem initially. Other examples which illustrate the absence of a one-to-one

correspondence between syntax and semantics are presented in (7).

(7) a. Norbert is, / think, a genius.
a’. I think Norbert is a genius
b. An occasional sailor walked by.

b’. Occasionally a sailor walked by

Jackendoff (1997: 38, ex. 25)

In both (7a) and (7b) the italicized words are not interpreted in their surface syntactic
position. As the sentences in (7a’) and (7b’) show, they are interpreted higher in the
structure. Again, these examples indicate that the semantics and the surface syntax do
not always match (see Jackendoff 1997: 33-36, 2002: 138-149 for other mismatches
between syntax and semantics).

In short, the mismatches between syntactic and semantic representations seem to
suggest that, like syntax and phonology, syntax and semantics are two autonomous
generative systems, each with their own units and principles of combination. For the
two components to be able to communicate, an interface mediates between them and
constrains their relations to avoid an unrestricted interface where all imaginable
relations are allowed (see Jackendoff 2002: 138f).

Not only are the types of mismatches discussed so far found at the sentence level
but also at the word level (cf. Sproat 1985, Zubizarreta 1985). For example, bracketing
paradoxes like wumhappier and ungrammaticality are standard examples of the
mismatches holding between the phonological and syntactico-semantic structures (cf.
e.g. Sproat 1985, 1988, Spencer 1988, 1991). Let us consider unhappier. From a
phonological point of view, the —er suffix requires that it attach to an adjective with a
single foot so that happy and -er must be merged first, with the result merging with un-
(8a). By contrast, from a semantic point of view, happy needs to be merged with the
prefix first and with the suffix last, in order to derive the correct interpretation (not ‘not

more happy’ (8a), but ‘more not happy’, i.e. ‘less happy’ (8b)).



(8)  a. [un+[happy+er]]*
b. [[un+happy]+er]

Data from language acquisition show mismatches between the acquisition of a
(morpho)syntactic form and its (morpho)phonological representation. In English,
children first grasp the (morpho)syntactic properties of the agentive suffix —er before
they learn its phonological form. That is, children give the correct interpretation of
agentive nouns with —er like kicker, which suggests that the syntax and semantics of the
suffix are acquired. However, when asked to produce agentive nouns, the initial forms
produced by the same children are underived, with no overt suffix, until they learn that
the overt realization of the suffix is —er. Then, because —er is the most productive
agentive suffix in English, its use is overgeneralized to agent names that take suffixes
other than —er (e.g. —ist, -ian) until children’s production becomes adult-like (cf. Clark
& Hecht 1982, Clark 1993, Clark 2003). The different stages in the acquisition of
subject names show that the semantics and syntax of an affix may be acquired first
while its overt realization (its phonological representation) is acquired later. A model of
grammar like Jackendoff’s can explain the dissociation between the acquisition of the
(morpho)syntactic (as well as semantic) features of an affix and the acquisition of its

(morpho)phonological features, whereas the same facts are hard to explain in

YA sign has been used to signal the two elements of the affixed word. As will be seen later on,

compounds in Catalan can be spelt as one word, as two words or hyphenated. The same ‘+’ sign has been
used to signal the two elements of the compound when they are spelt as one word (e.g. cobre+llit
(cover+bed) ‘bedspread’), unlike English compounds. The rest of the compounds have been written as
they are conventionally spelt (e.g. with a hyphen, as two separate words), like the compounds in English.
In the gloss of the Catalan compounds, though, the ‘+’ sign has not only been used to separate the
compounding elements when the compound is spelt as one word (see the example above) but also when it
is hyphenated (e.g. busca-raons (look.for+reasons) ’troublemaker’. The ‘+’ sign has been used for the
latter case to avoid confusion: grammatical information in the gloss, written in small capitals, is separated
from a lexeme by a hyphen: e.g. pometa (apple-DIM) ‘small apple’. For the same reason the ‘+’ sign is
also used in the gloss, for example, to separate a verb and a clitic (separated by a hyphen in the spelling):
e.g. menjar-les (eat-INF+them) ‘to eat them’.

The same glossing system has been applied to all non-English examples which required a
detailed gloss to understand the phenomenon in question, with the exception of those cases in which the
source was not explicit enough. In those cases, the gloss from the source has been incorporated without
making any changes, with the consequence that different strategies for glossing coexist in this work.

Note also that the terms noun(s), verb(s), adjective(s) and adverb(s) are usually spelt as such, but
when their use is very frequent in some passages, the abbreviated forms N(s), V(s), A(s) and Adv(s) are
used instead. The shorter forms are also used in the syntactic analysis of some (parts of) words: e.g.
[[book]y sellery]n. When doing syntactic analysis using square brackets, the grammatical information is
expressed by means of a subscript, as in the previous example, instead of a hyphen. This option is chosen
to avoid a cumbersome analysis. (See the list of abbreviations)



nonmodular theories. The same type of dissociation presented here can also be observed
in the acquisition of synthetic compounds like wagon puller (cf. Clark, Hecht &
Mulford 1986; see also Ackema & Neeleman (A&N) 2004: 139-144 and 154-159 for
principles that constrain the mapping between morphosyntax and morphophonology and
for an interpretation of the results in Clark, Hecht & Mulford 1986, respectively; cf. also
A&N 2002).°

In short, facts like those discussed above led Jackendoff (2002: 125) to propose

the model of grammar depicted in (9) (where interface systems are indicated by double

arrows):
)]
Phonological Syntactic Conceptual
formation formation formation
rules l rules rules
Phonological Syntactic Conceptual
structures structures structures
Interfaces to PS-SS SS-CS Interfaces to
hearing and interface interface perception
vocalization rules rules and action
PS-CS
interface
rules

A consequence of such a model of grammar is that a lexical item (LI) is not inserted in
its entirety in syntactic structure, as in the MP (Chomsky 1995a and subsequent work).
That is, a LI is not inserted with all the syntactic, phonological and semantic features
from the beginning, with the phonological and semantic features being inert throughout
the derivation until they reach the appropriate components. Instead, Jackendoff

understands a LI as the result of linking the relevant phonological, syntactic and

> See also Jackendoff (2007) for an illustration of how NN compounds in English have a simple syntax
but a complex semantics (which can include multiple coercion functions, cocomposition of these
functions, etc.), with the result that there are no one-to-one correspondence rules between syntax and
semantics.



semantic structures in all three components (for example, by sharing a numerical

index).® In Jackendoff’s (1997: 89-90) terms:

(10)  “(...) a lexical item is to be regarded as a correspondence rule, and the lexicon
as a whole is to be regarded as part of the PS-SS [Phonological Structure-
Syntactic Structure] and SS-CS [Syntactic Structure-Conceptual Structure]
interface modules. On this view, the formal role of lexical items is not that they
are “inserted” into syntactic derivations, but rather that they license the
correspondence of certain (near-)terminal symbols of syntactic structure with
phonological and conceptual structures. There is no operation of insertion, only

the satisfaction of constraints.”

Although the phonological/syntactic/conceptual formation rules in (9) are intended to
apply at both word and phrasal levels (see Jackendoff 1997: 113 for an illustrative
table), it is not clear whether the units and principles of combination in each
subcomponent (e.g. word semantics and phrasal semantics)’ are the same. Jackendoff
(1990) holds that they are the same (at least the “basic alphabet™), while Jackendoft’s
(2002) position is uncertain.® On this point we will follow A&N (2004), who have
proposed a model of grammar similar to that in (9), with mapping principles between
phonology, syntax and semantics, as shown in (11) (see also Ackema 1999a: chapter
5)’: they take the word and phrasal subcomponents of phonology, syntax and semantics
to have their own vocabulary and principles of combination although some of them are
also shared by the two subcomponents by their being inserted in larger phonological,

syntactic and semantic components. The quotation in (12) makes this point clear.

% The possibility of having addresses in the form of an integer to identify lexemes in the lexicon has
already been suggested in the literature (cf. e.g. Lyons 1977; compare also A&N 2004).

7 As mentioned, ‘phrasal syntax’ and ‘word syntax’ will be referred to as ‘syntax’ and ‘morphology’ for
ease of exposition.

¥ Jackendoff (1990: 18) says “Thus we can regard each component in Figure 1 [equivalent to our (9)] as
divided into lexical principles (those that apply within words) and extralexical principles (those that apply
to domains larger than the word level). However, the basic alphabet of primitives and principles of
combination is shared by the two components.” and Jackendoff (2002: 129) says “(...) phrasal syntax and
morphosyntax might be regarded as semi-autonomous tiers with related but not identical organizing
principles. Alternatively, they might be treated as different scales of phrasal syntax with different
behaviour (...). Working out even a sketch of these alternatives is, however, beyond the scope of the
present work.”

? For other proposals similar to that of Jackendoff in the sense that there are principles mapping syntactic,
phonological and semantic properties of words, see Sproat (1985) and Beard (1995), among others.



(11)  SEMANTICS SYNTAX PHONOLOGY

PhrasallSemantics Phrasal Syntax Phrasal Phonology
Phrasal semantic Phrasallsyntactic Phrasallphonological
structure structure structure
INSERTION PG INSERTION P INSERTION
Word semantic Word syntactic Word phonological
structure structure structure
Word gemantics Word Syntax Word Phonology

A&N (2004 4)

(12)  “(...) notions like nominal, verbal, head, merge, c-command, argument,
complement, etc., belong to the big syntax module (...), and hence are shared by
phrasal syntax and word syntax. In contrast, notions like EPP, wh-movement,
and scrambling exclusively belong to the phrasal syntactic submodule, while
notions like germanic versus latinate and the features that encode declension
classes restrict merger in word syntax, but not phrasal syntax.”

A&N (2004: 6)

Like any framework, Jackendoff’s is not free from criticisms. While some authors (cf.
e.g. Ackema 1999a, Gracia et al. 2000, A&N 2004, Lieber 2004) have adopted,
extended or elaborated on the model proposed by Jackendoff, others have categorically
rejected it. In this respect, there are several works which propose a simpler syntax-
semantics interface (cf. Baker 1985, 1988, 1997, Bouchard 1995, Hale & Keyser
(H&K) 1993, 1998, 2002, Mateu & Amadas 2001, Mateu 2002). For example, Mateu
(2002) strongly criticizes two arguments, put forward by Jackendoff, for a complex
mapping between syntax and semantics. Let us consider the strength of each argument

in turn.

First, some alleged evidence that Jackendoff provides for syntax-semantics
mismatches is the fact that syntactic categories do not uniquely correspond to one

conceptual category. This is illustrated by looking at the category N (or at the NP),



which can express things (pen), events (concert) and properties (whiteness); and PPs,
which can express places (in the house), paths (to the church), times (in a week), or
properties (in luck). In the same way that a syntactic category can correspond to more
than one conceptual category, the latter can also be expressed by more than one
syntactic category: properties can be expressed by both NPs (the whiteness) and PPs (in
luck); events can be expressed by VPs (sing a song) and NPs (concert). From this,
Jackendoff concludes that there is no one-to-one correspondence between the units of
syntax and the units of semantics, which suggests that the two components are
independent of each other.

Adopting H&K’s (1993, 1998, 2002) framework, which is in agreement with the
proposal of homomorphism between syntactic and semantic structures, Mateu (2002;
see also Mateu 2005 for related discussion) argues that there are three basic argument
structure types, as shown in (13). Each type is associated with a particular relational

semantics, thus deriving the direct syntax-semantics interface in (14).'°

(13) a. X b. x
/\ /\

X 'y zZ X

/\

XYy

(14) a. The lexical head x in (13a) is to be associated to an eventive relation.
b. The lexical head x in (13b) is to be associated to a non-eventive relation.

c. The lexical head x in (13c¢) is to be associated to a non-relational element.

Such homomorphism is possible because Mateu (2002: 44) understands meaning in the

following way (see also Mateu & Amadas 2001):

' The data in (13) and (14) correspond to (46) and (47) in Mateu (2002: 29). Note that Mateu’s three
argument structure types are taken from H&K’s (1998, 2002) four argument structure types. Mateu
eliminates the H&K type whose morphosyntactic realization is prototypically an adjective in English,
which is argued to be unnecessary. As for the rest of the types, H&K observe that in English the head (x)
is prototypically a V in (13a), a P in (13b) and a N in (13c). See below for further discussion. Examples
for each type are to laugh ‘to MAKE (x) laugh (y)’ for (13a), to shelve books ‘to PROVIDE books (2)
with (x) a shelf (y)’ for (13b) and cow for (13¢) (MAKE and PROVIDE should be understood as abstract
verbs and the words in bold are what is structurally represented in the trees in (13)). Finally, note that
(14a-b) are relational elements and together with non-relational elements (14c) constitute the primitive
elements in Mateu’s theory of argument structure (cf. Mateu & Amadas 2001, Mateu 2002, 2005).
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(15) “Meaning is a function of both (non-syntactically transparent) conceptual

content and (syntactically transparent) semantic construal.”

According to Mateu, a uniform syntax-semantics interface is possible because it is the
semantic construal part of the definition, and not the conceptual content part of it, that
should be taken into account in the mapping. In other words, the interface is interested
in more abstract semantic notions than those that express conceptual content, the latter
being full of idiosyncrasies.'' Accordingly, a one-to-one mapping between syntactic
categories and semantic notions is possible. A summary of such correspondences is
given in (16). Adjectives and adverbs are not included in (16) because Mateu takes them
to be derived categories, resulting from the conflation of a non-relational element with a

relational one.'?

(16) a. Ns express non-relational elements.
b. Vs express eventive relations.

c. Ps express non-eventive relations.

In short, by considering a deeper level of semantics, Jackendoff’s argument for many-

to-many mappings between syntactic units and semantic notions has to be dismissed.

A second criticism of Jackendoff by Mateu (2002) comes from where
Jackendoff (1997: 34-35) observes that the syntactic position of the internal argument
can be occupied by a wide range of theta roles, such as Theme/Patient (e.g. Emily threw
the ball), Goal (e.g. Joe entered the room), Beneficiary (e.g. George helped the boys),
and Experiencer (e.g. The story annoyed Harry), among others. From this observation,

Jackendoff concludes that the Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH), or

"' While a few other authors distinguish conceptual semantics from linguistic (grammatically-relevant)
semantics, their implementation may vary in each case. For example, the linguistic meaning can be
characterized syntactically, as H&K (1993, 1998, 2002) and Mateu (2002, 2005) do, or semantically, as
Rappaport Hovav & Levin (1998), Lieber (2003, 2004) and Levin & Rappaport Hovav (2005) do. We
will not enter into the details of each proposal since it is not relevant to the present discussion, but the
interested reader is directed to the original works. Note that authors like Jackendoff (1990, 1997, 2002)
and A&N (2004) do not distinguish the two types of semantics, which are both taken to be part of the
semantic module of grammar.

2 Mateu & Amadas (2001: 16) and Mateu (2002: 45-46) add that “In non-predicative contexts, Adjs
typically modify non-relational elements, while Advs modify relational elements”. See also Amritavalli &
Jayaseelan (2003) and Kayne (2009), for the proposal that adjectives are not a primitive category but are
the result of incorporating a noun into an adpositional marker.
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any equivalent principle, cannot be correct. According to the proposals endorsing
UTAH, some structural aspects of semantics are read off the syntactic structure: for
example, identical theta-roles originate in the same syntactic position in the tree. Then,
given UTAH (i.e. syntax-semantics homomorphism), the wide range of thematic roles
present in the syntactic position of the internal argument in the examples provided by
Jackendoff above imply that each NP coming after the V is associated with a different
underlying syntactic structure (which, in turn, implies syntactic movements to derive the
surface sentences). Mateu (2002: 60-61) rejects Jackendoff’s argumentation by
appealing to the distinction drawn in (15). That is, the UTAH should be guided by
semantic construal, and not by conceptual content (for further discussion, see Mateu
1999: 3-9, Mateu & Amadas 2001: 17-21)."

Although we agree, in line with Mateu, that no proliferation of theta roles is
desirable, we will present some evidence that speaks against a strong correlation
between theta roles (as understood by H&K or Mateu) and structural positions. Padrosa-
Trias (2005a, b, 2006, in press, a) adopts Reinhart’s (2000, 2001) theta system and
applies it to the derivation of en-prefixed verbs in Catalan, Spanish and English. By
proposing two binary features: [+/-c] and [+/-m], Reinhart (2000, 2001) derives the ®-
roles of the ‘Theta theory’ found in the Principles and Parameters framework (Chomsky
1995a). Seeing that causality is crucial in thematic structures and observing that there is
an overlap between the Cause and Agent roles, Reinhart labels the shared property [c],
“cause change”. Since agency, unlike causality, involves volition and intention, this
feature is labeled [m], “mental state of the participant”. By assuming two features and
two possible values for each, the system generates eight feature bundles, given that not
all feature bundles need to consist of two features. There is a (strong) correspondence

between the clusters and the ®@-roles, of which the relevant one is given in (17):"

13 Mateu & Amadas (2001: 19) provide the following correlations (compare Baker 1997):

@) a. An Originator is the specifier of the functional projection FP.
b. A Figure is the specifier of the non-eventive relation.
c. A Ground is the complement of the non-eventive relation.

'* Here are the remaining correlations established by Reinhart (2001: 3).
(1) [+c+m] agent

[+c-m] instrument

[-ctm] experiencer

[+c] cause (unspecified for /m; consistent with agent and instrument)

[+m] (unspecified for /c) with verbs such as love, know, believe (externally generated);

laugh, cry, sleep (requiring an animate argument)

12



(17) [-c-m] theme/patient

Padrosa-Trias (2005b: 52) shows that “in the case of denominal Vs the [-c-m] features
originate in the prefix in locative Vs [e.g. encaixar EN+boxy ‘to box’ and encaputxar
EN+hoody ‘to put the hood on somebody’s head’], but in the N’s reinterpreted R-role in
Vs of creation [e.g. enraiar EN+trafty ‘to make/create a raft’]”. If this is the correct
analysis, no direct mapping between thematic roles and syntactic structure is possible,

contra UTAH (see Borer 2003: 40 for related discussion).

While Mateu’s first argument against Jackendoff may hold, the second one does
not seem to, or at least we feel more evidence is needed to support it. In addition,
Mateu’s (2002: 44, fn. 48) explicitly says that he will not discuss “for reasons of space”
other arguments provided by Jackendoff (1997: chapter 3), which precisely present
some problems for a direct syntax-semantics interface (see the examples in (6) and (7),
and the original work for more problematic data). In short, despite the fact that
Jackendoff should be more careful about and revise some of his arguments, there is

evidence for a non-uniform mapping between syntax and semantics.

On the other hand, there are further shortcomings present in theories of argument
structure which propose that the semantics can be read off from the syntactic structure.
H&K’s theory is a clear exponent of such a direct syntax-semantics mapping and three

weaknesses of this theory, as far as we can see, will be considered to illustrate the point.

First, H&K’s basic idea is that syntax is divided into l(exical) and s(entential)
syntax. L-syntax, which is constrained by principles of s-syntax like head-to-head
movement, is the locus where words like denominal verbs (e.g. fo shelve) are formed. It
is not clear to us why syntax is divided into lexical and sentential syntax, and then
principles of s-syntax guide word formation in l-syntax. If the division is real, why is I-
syntax not constrained by its own principles? Or, if word formation is guided by
principles which are really syntactic (which form part of s-syntax), why is the division

between l-syntax and s-syntax needed after all? To us, such a division sounds artificial

[-m] (unspecified for /c) usually expressing subject matter/locative source

[-c] (unspecified for /m) usually expressing internal roles like goal, benefactor (typically
dative or PP)

13



and ad hoc, convenient to avoid criticisms like those in Fodor (1970). That is, H&K can
circumvent Fodor’s arguments against lexical decomposition (e.g. kil/ from ‘cause to
die’) by arguing that such arguments are only applicable at s-syntax and not at l-syntax.

Also, note that they do not explain how Il-syntax is to be linked to s-syntax.

With Jackendoff (1997: 232), it is not clear to us either how the phonological
form of shelve and bathe, among others, are brought about if the I-syntactic derivation
starts out with the Ns shelf and bath respectively. Even if, for example, shelf and shelve
constitute two separate lexical entries in the lexicon, with idiosyncratic phonological
realization, the V is formed as a result of inserting the N at the bottom position of the I-
syntactic tree and by the N moving up the tree via head movement until it gets to the V
position. Given this picture, we do not understand how the change from N to V also
implies a change in its phonological shape (shelf — shelve). In this respect, it is
interesting to note that Carstairs-McCarthy (1992: 152, citing from Spencer 2003a: 238)
reaches a similar conclusion: “the head-movement analysis, unfortunately, is

incompatible with the existence of allomorphy™.

Finally, we just want to point out the convenient changes that H&K’s first
proposal has undergone in order to be able to explain some data (exceptional data in
their original proposal). Initially, Vs are derived by conflation of an N or an A into a
higher empty phonological V base, thus providing it with phonological content. At this
stage, H&K (1993, 1998) understand conflation as a standard head-to-head movement
operation, with traces being left behind as the N moves up. Accordingly, a sentence like
We shelved the books is expected but a sentence like We shelved the books on the top
shelf 1s not, given that the position occupied by the alleged trace has been filled with
new material (on the top shelf). When faced with such data, H&K (2002: 103)
conveniently change their understanding of conflation to “it is merely the binding
relation that holds between the semantic features of a V (phonologically overt now) and

features of the nominal head of its complement”.

To sum up, although a theoretical framework, like that of H&K, which endorses
a direct mapping between semantic and syntactic structure should, in principle, be
favoured for economy and transparency between interfaces, we have seen that it suffers
from several shortcomings. In addition, despite rejecting some of the arguments

provided by Jackendoff for non-transparent interfaces, we have seen that such non-
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isomorphic interfaces are, nonetheless, necessary, a conclusion reached by considering
other facts that pointed to the plausibility of a model of grammar similar to that
postulated by Jackendoff or A&N. Given this brief view on plausible models of
grammar, and while expecting new data and evidence to (dis)confirm our provisional
conclusions, the following section is devoted to the syntactic module and its internal

composition (i.e. word and phrasal submodules).

1.2 Looking inside the syntactic component

Despite the large number of works dedicated specifically to morphology and to the
interaction between syntax and morphology (e.g. Anderson 1982, 1992, Aronoff 1976,
1994a, Borer 1998, Di Sciullo 1997, 2005, 2007, Feliu et al. 2006, Lieber 1992, 2004,
Piera & Varela 1999, Spencer 2000, 2003a, Varela 1999, 2005, a.o.)15 , there is still no
agreement in the literature as to whether morphology should be differentiated from
syntax, or rather subsumed under it. This section provides some evidence for the need to
distinguish them. The final outcome is that morphology and syntax constitute two
distinct submodules. The fact that some vocabulary and principles apply to both
subcomponents makes plausible the view that they are placed inside a bigger syntactic

component, along the lines proposed by A&N (2004) (cf. 11).

1.2.1 Morphology and syntax: one component or two?

Not until the 1970s (Chomsky 1970, Halle 1973, Aronoff 1976) was morphology
studied in its own right, being no longer reduced to phonology (Chomsky & Halle 1968)
or to syntax (Lees 1960), as it had been in previous years. A fruitful period of work on
morphology (known as lexicalist morphology, cf. Scalise 1984) followed. Some years
later, though, works like Sproat (1985), Baker (1985, 1988) and Lieber (1992)

questioned the idea of morphology being a component on its own, and entertained again

' Spencer (2003a: 235) notes that the denial of an autonomous morphology should not be based on the
fact that there is no good characterization of the object of study, e.g. wordhood, (cf. Julien 2002), because
the very same problem is present, for example, in syntax and phonology (where key notions to these
fields are not fully understood either). Spencer (2003a: 236-237) further observes that “the only
reasonable course of action (...) is to assume that morphology is at least partly autonomous and to
investigate the principles that might be unique to it”. The reasoning behind his observation is as follows:
If morphology and syntax are really two different components, research on the former will uncover
principles specific to morphology. If, by contrast, morphological and syntactic principles prove to be
identical, nothing will be lost because the results of studying morphology and syntax separately can be
put together. However, if one assumes from the beginning that morphology and syntax are the same, no
one will ever know if there are principles unique to morphology.
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the possibility that syntax could also explain morphological constructs. Since then, such
a debate has not been settled and the dilemma still persists.'® Recent models like
Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz 1993, Marantz 1997a, b, 2001, 2007, Harley
& Noyer 1999, Harley 2008b, a.o.) also challenge the autonomy of morphology and
explain word-formation by means of syntactic principles (see section 1.4) (for other
recent syntactic approaches to word formation, see e.g. Baker 2009, Borer 2008, 2009,

Emonds 2006 and Julien 2002, a.o.).

If word-formation like compounding and affixation could entirely be accounted
for by syntactic principles, a simplification of the grammar would result: there would be
no need for a morphological component because syntax would explain both words and
phrases. However desirable this picture may be, there is evidence for a morphological
component, separate from the syntactic one. In fact, a number of authors have argued
for the separation of morphology and syntax (A&N 2004, 2007, Bisetto & Scalise 1999,
Borer 1989, Di Sciullo 2005, 2007, Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, Padrosa-Trias 2007a,
b, Selkirk 1982, Williams 2007, 2008). For example, Bisetto & Scalise (1999) defend
the view that morphology and syntax have their own domain, each with distinctive
properties. Such a distinction permits differentiating compounds like capo+stazione
(‘station master’), which fall into the domain of morphology, and compound-like
phrases like produzione scarpe (‘shoe(s) production’), which despite sharing some
properties with compounds, are nevertheless syntactic in nature (see the original work
for details). Illustrative is also Di Sciullo’s (2005) observation that if morphology were
subsumed under syntax, additional rules would be necessary to explain morphologically
specific properties.'” In what follows some evidence will be provided for the

morphology-syntax division.

There are several phenomena that indicate that morphology and syntax should be
treated as two separate modules, with the consequence that words and phrases should

also be treated differently. First, only words (as opposed to phrases) can delimit the

' For a good summary of how the status of morphology as a component of grammar has evolved since its
origins until nowadays, see e.g. Fabregas (2006) and Val Alvaro (2006) (both in Feliu et al. 2006), and
Borer (1998).

7 In Di Sciullo’s (2005: 175) terms: “One problem with this view [i.e. that of identifying morphology
with syntax] is the increase of the computational load of the grammar. A single syntactic derivation for
both words and phrases requires additional rules to derive word-internal properties in addition to the rules
deriving phrasal properties, because syntactic and morphological properties are not coextensive”.
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boundaries of vowel harmony (cf. Archangeli & Pulleyblank 1994, Hualde 1998, Pilar
Prieto p.c.). If words and phrases are dealt with by the same module, such diverging
behaviour with respect to vowel harmony is not expected.

Second, unlike syntactic rules, morphological rules may need to refer to the
phonological structure of the word before they can apply. For instance, expletive
infixation requires a very specific phonological context: e.g. infixes like bloody and
fuckin’ can only be inserted in a word if they immediately precede a stressed syllable
(cf. e.g. Siegel 1979, Aronoff 1976).

Third, a number of authors (Chomsky 1970, Bresnan & Mchombo 1995) have
noticed that parts of words seem to be invisible to syntactic principles and have called
such a property lexical integrity, which, if correct, signals a major difference between
syntactic objects and morphological objects. Syntactic rules cannot access the internal
structure of words, with the result that a morphologically complex word and a
morphologically simplex word behave the same with respect to syntax. This explains
why words are called syntactic atoms (cf. Di Sciullo & Williams 1987, A&N 2003):
words are atoms in that their internal structure is invisible to syntax. Contrasting with
words, the internal structure of phrases is visible to syntax and, consequently, syntactic
rules can apply to their parts.

Whether lexical integrity is a property that follows from a principle or from the
architecture of the grammar itself will not be considered here (on this point, see e.g.
Fabregas et al. 2006 and Gaeta 2006).'® For expository reasons, such a property will be
called the Lexical Integrity Principle (LIP for short) and some predictions which have
been claimed to follow from such a principle will be examined since, if true, they will
constitute prima facie evidence for distinguishing words from phrases (i.e. morphology
from syntax). Despite the controversy of some phenomena (for discussion, see A&N
2003, Anderson et al. 2006, Lieber & Scalise 2006),"” there are facts that clearly show
the validity of the LIP (for a detailed study, see Bresnan & Mchombo 1995): they show

'8 By attributing a particular configuration to words, Fabregas et al. (2006) derive the same effects as the
property of lexical integrity. In a constructional-based morphology, Gaeta (2006) also argues for the
validity of such a property by making recourse to schemas: conflated schemas (be they phrasal, affixal,
etc.) do not look into each other’s internal structure, thus observing lexical integrity.

' Notice that some threats to the LIP are only apparent. For example, by assuming that edge features are
syntactic and by showing that their phonological realization is subject to the lexical properties of the word
to which they are attached, Anderson et al. (2006) conclude that syntax occurs internally to words, and
hence the LIP is violated. Such a conclusion is unwarranted: edge features are inflectional features (e.g.
case markers), but no reason is given to treat edge features as syntactic. If they prove to be morphological,
then no incursion into the LIP is necessary.
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that the internal structure of words behaves differently from that of phrases. First, one
piece of data which appears to be controversial will be considered; next, clear evidence
for the separation of morphological units from syntactic ones will be presented.

It follows from the LIP that a word cannot contain a phrase, because it implies
that the latter would have accessed the inner structure of the word, which is assumed to
be impossible according to the LIP. And it is precisely to rescue a violation of such a
principle that some authors have claimed that phrases are somehow fixed and
lexicalised, not freely formed, when they appear in a word (see subsection 2.2.1 in
chapter 2). Other authors, though, provide evidence for the opposite view: any phrase
can be inserted as part of a word in Germanic languages like English, Dutch, German
and Afrikaans (cf. Bauer 1983, A&N 2003, 2004, Meibauer 2007, a.o., whose position
is summarized in subsection 2.2.1 in chapter 2). Once the latter view is accepted, it
needs to be seen whether the LIP is necessarily violated. If we understand that a word
(X°) contains a phrase as such (YP), the LIP is clearly violated, but if the phrase acts as
an atom inside the word, then the principle is not violated. Such a view is proposed by
A&N (2004): according to their proposal, insertion is unselective and can occur
between the two subcomponents in each big component (syntax, phonology and
semantics). Regarding the syntactic component, A&N’s proposal views as viable the
insertion of morphological units (treated as syntactic atoms) into a syntactic terminal
but also the insertion of syntactic units (treated as morphological atoms) into a
morphological terminal.”® In other words, the internal structure of the material that gets
inserted into a different subcomponent is invisible in such a subcomponent, thus not
violating the LIP (see A&N 2007: 341-349 for potential counterexamples). Once the
apparent controversial data have been explained away, let us consider how
morphological and syntactic units differ with respect to each other.

The LIP predicts that movement out of words is not possible, which seems to be
the case as a number of studies has shown (cf. Bisetto & Scalise 1999, A&N 2003: 100-
103, 2004: 35-36). In a similar vein, the LIP also predicts the impossibility of
movement into words. In this respect, A&N (2003: 107-110) show that Baker’s (1988)

2 A phrase can appear in the non-head position of an NN compound if the features of the phrase match
those of the terminal where the phrase is inserted. The phrase can be an NP but it can also be a CP or an
AP, which can be seen as a problem when it comes to the matching mechanism: which features of the CP
or AP are to be matched against the nominal features of the terminal where the phrase is inserted? (See
Meibauer 2007: 242-243, Lieber & Scalise 2006: 22 for discussion on this point). For the insertion to
work, A&N must assume that there are just very few restrictions on the non-head position of a compound
(Ad Neeleman: p.c.).
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arguments for incorporation, i.e. syntactic head movement of one head to another head,
are not well-founded (see also Spencer 2000: 329-331 for a summary of some problems
concerning Baker’s 1985, 1988, 2009 approach). Their argumentation will not be
reviewed here, but just notice that if syntactic movement can generate complex heads,
these are expected to behave differently from morphological complex heads, a
prediction borne out by the data. For example, morphological and syntactic complex
heads behave differently with respect to headedness. Whereas English morphology is
right-headed (Williams’ 1981a Right-hand Head Rule), English syntax is left-headed
(VPs, PPs) (18a vs. 18b). Regarding Catalan (and Romance in general), morphological
and syntactic complex heads are not subject to the same principle of headedness either.
Verb-clitic combinations, argued to be syntactic heads by Jaeggli (1986) and Borer
(1984), can be right-headed (19a) or left-headed (19a’) depending on the form of the
verb (finite or non-finite respectively). Regarding morphological complex heads,
derivation is typically right-headed (19b) and compounding left-headed (19¢) (see
Selkirk 1982, Scalise 1984 and also subsection 2.3.2 in chapter 2), with the result that

morphology and syntax are guided by distinct factors with respect to headedness.

(18)  English
a. [madanessy]n, [computery-generatey |y

b. [to the sky]pp

(19) Catalan

a. [lescL menjaray ]y
them eat-FUT.3SG
‘(s/he) will eat them’

a’. [menjary-lescy Jv

eat-INF+them

‘to eat them’

b. pometa
apple-DIM
‘small apple’

c. faldilla pantal6
skirt  trouser

‘skort’ (i.e. a type of skirt that resembles a pair of trousers)
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More evidence for the separation of morphology from syntax comes from a constraint,
the so-called complexity constraint, in Dutch, which syntactic complex heads are
subject to, but morphological complex heads are free of (cf. Neeleman 1994, A&N
2003, 2004). A syntactic complex head which functions as a complex predicate like
particle-verb or resultative-verb combinations cannot undergo further predicate

formation. Consider (20).

(20) a.dat Jan en Piet [samen werken]

that John and Pete together work
‘that John and Pete cooperate’

b.dat Jan en Pietzich [kapot werken]
that John and Pete themselves to+pieces work
‘that John and Pete work themselves to death’

c. *dat Jan en Piet zich [kapot [samen werken]]

that John and Pete themselves to+pieces together work

A&N (2003: 112, ex. 33; 2004: 33, ex. 29)

The syntactic complex predicates in (20a, b) do not involve recursion, which explains
their grammaticality. That is, the particle verb samen werken and the resultative verb
kapot werken do not undergo further predicate formation. By contrast, in (20c), the
particle verb samen werken heads a resultative complex predicate, which is prohibited
by the complexity constraint.”’

If the complexity constraint holds for syntactic complex predicate formation, as
shown in (20), Dutch verbal prefixation, suffixation and compounding must be
morphological and cannot be syntactic. Unlike syntactic complex predicates, complex
verbs formed by prefixation, suffixation and compounding are not subject to the
complexity constraint and can head a complex predicate. The case of prefixed verbs is
illustrated in (21): the verb ver+groot must be formed in morphology as it does not

block further complex predicate formation in syntax.*

21 An alternative approach to the complex predicate analysis for the data in (20) is the Small Clause (SC)
analysis (cf. Dikken 1992, Hoekstra & Mulder 1990 but see Farrell 2005 for a recent critique of the SC
analysis and Mclntyre 2009 for some arguments in favour of the complex predicate analysis).

22 See A&N (2004: 34-36, 2007: 337-339) for other differences between morphological and syntactic
complex heads.
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(21) a.dat Jan de foto’s [ver groot]
that John the pictures en larges
b.dat Jan de foto’s [uit [ver groot]]
that John the pictures out en larges ‘that John completely enlarges the picture’

A&N (2003: 113, ex. 35b, b’; 2004: 34, ex. 31b, b’)

In short, the LIP has provided some evidence for generating morphological and
syntactic objects in two different components. As we have seen, the LIP is, in principle,
incompatible with word-formation in syntax. This explains why some proponents of
syntactic word-formation (via head movement) like Baker (1988) are forced to stipulate
some kind of filter to derive the same effects of the LIP (i.e. the opacity of complex X°
categories).”

There are other factors like stranding, inheritance, referentiality, possible
functions of non-heads, and derivational economy which provide more evidence for the
view according to which complex words are generated by an independent
morphological system (cf. Ackema 1999a, A&N 2003, 2004, 2007, Mclntyre 2009,
Padrosa-Trias 2007a). Such arguments supporting the morphological generation of
complex words will not be discussed here for reasons of space, but the reader is referred

to the works cited above.

To recap, some evidence has been provided for the separation of morphology
and syntax, and for the generation of complex words in morphology and not in syntax
(see also sections 1.3 and 1.4). Recall that, although separated into two subcomponents,
morphology and syntax are inserted into the same component (i.e. the syntactic one),
which explains some shared vocabulary and principles (cf. 11, 12). Now two more
pieces of data and some positions of authors sharing the same view will be presented to
reinforce the plausibility of such a model. First, notice that recursivity is a property
shared by morphology and syntax, and that in both cases it is limited by extra-
grammatical factors (e.g. limitations on computation and short-term memory).

Traditionally, though, recursivity has been a property characterizing syntax, not

2 See Ackema (1999a) for a proposal according to which morphology and syntax, although segregated,
are regulated by the same principles, which, when applied to the domain of morphology, derive the
effects of the LIP.
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morphology, and sentence embedding has been the case par excellence to illustrate it.
Regarding morphology, the limited number of prefixes and suffixes that can be used in
a word, for example, has usually been taken as an indication of the non-recursive nature
of morphology (as opposed to syntax). However, sentence embedding is limited by the
way cognitive systems interact in the same way that morphological processes are.

Consider (22).

(22) a. This is the malt that the rat that the cat that the dog that the cow tossed
worried caught ate.
b. His great-great-great-great-great-great-great (...) -grandfather was killed in a

Viking raid on Holy Island.
Bauer (1983: 67)

In both cases, the sentences are grammatical but difficult to process. We can then
conclude that recursivity is present in both syntax and morphology. ** To convince the

sceptical reader about the use of recursivity in morphology, consider (23):*

(23) kindercarnavalsoptochtvoorbereidingswerkzaamhedendrukte
child-carnival-s-parade-prepare-ing-s-work-ly-hood-PLUR-busy-ness
‘activity in connection with the preparatory work in progress for a parade at the
children’s carnival’

Battus (1985: 137, cited in Ackema 1999a: 211)

Second, despite initial appearances, Ackema (1999a: 211-212) shows that the

conditions to which conjunction reduction in syntax is subject, also apply to

#* Other illustrative examples of recursivity in morphology and syntax are provided by Pinker (1994).
First, consider examples where recursivity applies to morphology: unmicrowaveability (as applied to e.g.
French fries), a toothbrush-holder fastener box and ‘floccinaucinihilipilification, defined in the Oxford
English Dictionary as “the categorizing of something as worthless or trivial”’, to which Pinker applies
other word-formation processes: floccinaucinihilipilificational,  floccinaucinihilipilificationalize,
floccinaucinihilipilificationalization, etc. (p. 129-130). Second, consider the sentences below where
recursivity has also applied ((i) with right-branching, (ii) left-branching, and (iii) multiple embedding) (p.
203-205):

)] Remarkable is the rapidity of the motion of the wing of the hummingbird
(i1) The hummingbird’s wing’s motion’s rapidity is remarkable

(1i1) The rapidity that the motion that the wing that the hummingbird has has has is remarkable

5 For some examples of how recursivity affects morphology in Romance, see e.g. Piera & Varela (1999:
4379-4380) and Varela (1999: 265) for Spanish.
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morphology. One such condition is that the elided part in a conjunction must be next to
the coordinator, a constraint satisfied in both syntax and morphology ((24) and (25)

respectively):

(24) a.Die muziek imponeerde haar maar __ interesseerde hem niet
That music impressed her but interested ~ him not
b. *Zij bewondert die muziek maar hij verafschuwt

She admires  that music but he despises

(25) a.woordintern en _ extern
wordinternally and externally
b. *woordintern en zins

wordinternally and sentence

The conjunction itself in (25) is syntactic (i.e. it is a conjunction of two full words), but
notice that in morphology the elision takes place within the word (see chapter 2 for

discussion on the role of conjunctions inside compounds).

Other authors have also pointed out some principles shared by morphology and
syntax. For example, Ralli & Stavrou (1997) argue that morphological and syntactic
expressions share the principle of binary branching. Similarly, Bok-Bennema &
Kampers-Manhe (2006) believe that morphology and syntax respect the same rules and
principles of Universal Grammar (UG) and consider that the morphological component
is an impoverished version of the syntactic component. Di Sciullo (2005, 2007) and
Williams (2007: 355) hold a similar view: the word system instantiates a subset of the
relations/properties present in the phrase system.”® (See also Bauer 2003, Varela 1999
and Piera & Varela 1999 for other properties shared by morphology and syntax). In
short, several authors find some identical principles which are present in the two
components, but not for this reason they want to say that there is in fact only one
component. They keep the two components distinct because there are other properties

which differentiate them.

%% For example, Di Sciullo (2005: 16) holds that although “asymmetry is a basic property of relations in
grammar and thus part of syntax and morphology”, morphology is more restricted than syntax because
syntax has other properties of relations (e.g. symmetry, antisymmetry) which are absent in morphology.
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To conclude, it seems that a model of grammar like that of Jackendoff (1990,
1997, 2002) or A&N (2003, 2004, 2007) in which morphology and syntax are separated
(by each one heading its own submodule) but at the same time tied in some way (by
being inserted in the same module) is flexible enough to capture the data, some of
which have been provided here. It has also been shown that complex words are formed
in the morphological subcomponent. The next section is devoted to presenting the
basics of A&N’s (2004) competition model, which will be crucial to understand
compounding in their morphologically-based account and which will be used to contrast

the syntacticocentric approach to compounds of section 1.4.

1.3 Compounds in morphology

This section focuses on the core concepts of A&N’s (2004) model of morphosyntactic
competition in order to grasp their view on compound formation, which has to be
understood as taking place in the morphological component (subsection 1.3.1). The
predictions made by the competition model are tested with some English compounds
first (subsection 1.3.1.1) and with some Catalan and Spanish compounds later
(subsection 1.3.1.2). It will be seen that the competition model can account for most of
the data examined here if one of the conditions used to establish the competition (i.e. the
semantic requirement) is better characterized.

1.3.1 Ackema & Neeleman’s (2004) competition model?’

A&N endorse a view according to which syntax and morphology are two competitive
generative systems, since they argue that in principle two lexical items can be combined
in either component. Whether there is a syntactic or morphological preference to
combine lexical items depends on the type of language. In languages like English
syntactic merger will be the unmarked option, whereas in polysynthetic languages
morphological merger will be the preferred option. Although A&N propose that all else
being equal in languages like English and Catalan syntax wins over morphology,
morphological merger is also possible under certain conditions, i.e. when there is no
syntactic competitor. There is competition between syntax and morphology when both

the categories merged and the semantic relation obtained are the same in the syntactic

%7 This subsection is drawn from Padrosa-Trias (2007b) with minor modifications. Note that the examples
and tree representations are borrowed from A&N (2004).
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and morphological structure. A&N (2004: 51) provide the constraint in (26), which

summarizes the formal and semantic conditions just mentioned.

(26) Let o, and o, be syntactic representations headed by a. a; blocks a, iff
(1) in o (a projection of) a is merged with (a projection of) B in syntax, while in
a (a projection of) a is merged with (a projection of)  in morphology, and

(i1) the semantic relation between a and B is identical in a; and a2.28

When A&N establish the morphosyntactic competition in terms of semantic identity
between the morphological and syntactic structures (cf. (26i1)), they initially refer to the
fact that the elements forming part of the two structures must bear the same argumental
or adjunct relation in the two derivations. For example, it cannot be the case that a N is
an argument of the V in the syntactic construction, and an adjunct in the morphological
construction. If the latter scenario were the case, there would be no competition and the
two structures would be allowed to coexist. However, it will be seen that A&N’s initial
proposal for semantic identity has to be refined to account for the coexistence of certain
syntactic and morphological structures sharing the same argument structure. The issue
of refining the semantic part of the constraint in (26) will be taken up later on
(subsection 1.3.1.2), after some concrete examples have been considered. For the time
being let us consider A&N’s initial proposal for the constraint in (26), which is

illustrated in (27) abstractly and in (28) with a concrete example.

(28) +a. They drive trucks vs. 'b. They truckdrive

(27)
Vo oP b, Va. VP b. V
L xR A A
A% NP N V
P
¢ B| b o drive | truck drive
N
b trucks

% The competition between morphological and syntactic structures that A&N propose could be seen as
one structure blocking the other when the conditions in (26) are observed (see Embick & Marantz 2008
for different types of blocking and for their own understanding of blocking in the framework of
Distributed Morphology; see also Aronoff 1994b).
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In both (27) and (28) there is competition between the two structures. As for (27), the
same categories, o and B, are merged and the semantic relation between them is the
same in the two generative systems. Similarly, in (28) the same categories merge, i.e. a
N and a V, and in both structures the N is interpreted as the object of the V.
Competition is at work resulting in the syntactic structure as the winner.

As already said, morphological merger is allowed in certain circumstances, i.e.
when different categories merge or the semantic relation between them is different in
the two structures. A&N (2004: 52) express the difference in semantics in the following
terms: “Morphological merger of o and  may result in a semantics that cannot be
expressed by the result of syntactic merger of the two”. (Recall that they associate
having the same or different semantics with having the same or different argument
structure in the two structures). To illustrate how the constraint in (26) works, let us
look at some examples. First, let us consider the syntactic derivation in (29) and contrast

it with its morphological counterpart in (30).

V(29) NP \(30) N
N FPy A/ N
/\ /\ /\ er
V N F NP N V
drive er of ‘ truck drive
N
trucks

Although they both involve the same semantics (i.e. fruck is understood as the internal
theta-role of drive in the two cases), the merger of different categories in the two
structures makes the morphological merger viable. In (29) the merger of drive and —er
results in a N, which in turn merges with the N #rucks (functional projections do not
count, cf. A&N 2004: 61, but see Langacker 1999: chapter 3 for a different view).” In
contrast, in (30), the merger of fruck and drive crucially results in a V, which
subsequently merges with the nominalizing suffix -er. To put it differently, only in (30)
are truck and drive merged directly, which is what makes the morphological structure

possible.

¥ Langacker (1999: 90) states that “of is a consistently meaningful element whose grammatical behaviour
reflects its semantic value”. In this author’s view, every formal element has some meaning.
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Let us consider (29) again and now contrast it with (31), another possible

morphological derivation.

V(29) NP N3 N
N FPn N N
/\ /\ truck  /\
V N F NP V N
drive er of ‘ drive er
N
trucks

In this case, the two structures have the same categories merged. That is, in the two
structures the V drive merges with the nominalizing suffix —er, resulting in a N, which
is subsequently merged with the N fruck in the two tree representations (recall from
above that the functional projection of does not count). However, (29) and (31) differ in
their semantics, which allows the existence of the morphological derivation. Whereas
truck is interpreted as the internal argument of drive in (29), it is a modifier in (31). In
short, (31) is only allowed iff fruck is not the internal argument of drive but a modifier.
The compound truck driver could refer to a driver of a car who has a picture of a truck
on his T-shirt (cf. Lieber 2003: 250).

Focusing now on the two morphological representations (i.e. (30) and (31)),
there are some arguments which favour the structure in (30) and not the one in (31) for
synthetic compounding. Put differently, if #ruck is the internal argument of drive, the
correct morphological derivation is (30) and not (31). The empirical evidence for this
conclusion is based on different facts, among which there is the impossibility of
inheriting internal arguments with an idiomatic interpretation: contrast the synthetic
compound ice breaker (which must have the structure in (30)) with *breaker of the ice
(in the idiomatic reading). As a consequence, the N truck in (31) must necessarily have
unpredictable semantics, because otherwise it would be blocked by (29), the syntactic
counterpart which has the same merger of categories but has compositional semantics.

A&N adopt the general assumption that lexical storage should be as little as
possible, with the consequence that only unpredictable information will be stored.
Given that syntactic merger blocks morphological merger where both can apply,

morphological merger must be triggered. The trigger may be related to unpredictable or
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idiomatic readings of the morphological derivation. A&N specify the morphological
locus of merger with the diacritic M, as in <y af>. This will suspend the
morphosyntactic competition and the morphological merger will be possible. That is the

case with the root compound colour code in English. Contrast (32) with (33).

V(32) VP V(33) \Y%
N
Vv N N Vv
code colours colour code

The structure in (33) is possible because colour code, due to its unpredictable semantics,
is stored in the lexicon, which gives it the possibility of being morphologically realized.
The semantics involved in (33) can only be derived in syntax via the P with. The
expression code with colours is not in competition with colour code, due to the fact that
different categories merge in the two derivations. The syntactic derivation contains the
lexical preposition with, which is absent in the morphological structure (see A&N 2004:
48-88 for the details of their morphosyntactic competition analysis).

The following subsection presents the morphosyntactic competition interacting

with some English data.

1.3.1.1 English®

Given the competition model just outlined, if two lexical items can be combined both
syntactically and morphologically, they should have different semantics, or the two
derivations should involve merger of different categories. This seems to be the general

picture for English. Let us consider some examples.

(34) a. achild-molester
a’. a molester of children
b. a story-teller
b’. a teller of stories
c. the habit-forming
c¢’. the forming of habits

30 Parts of this subsection are drawn from Padrosa-Trias (2007b).
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d. the gum-chewing
d’. the chewing of gum

Roeper & Siegel (1978)

(35) a. the task assignment
a’. the assignment of the task
b. the cake baker
b’. the baker of cakes
c. the trash removal
c’. the removal of trash
d. the housecleaning
d’. the cleaning of the house
e. the consumer protection
e’. the protection of the consumer

Selkirk (1982)

The morphological merger of the lexical items in (34) and (35) is allowed in each case,
because the compounds are not in competition with their corresponding syntactic
counterparts. The two derivations involve merger of different categories, as can be seen
in the following representations (which are the same representations as those given for

driver of trucks and truck driver in (29) and (30)).

V(36) NP V(37) N
N  FPy v N
/N /N /N ing
V N F NP N V
chew ing of | gum  chew
N
gum

The element responsible for having different merger of categories is a category-
changing suffix (i.e. the nominalizing suffixes —er, —ing, -al, -tion and —ment in (34) and
(35)). In the case of (36), the nominalizing suffix —ing merges with the underived V

chew, the result being a N, which is crucially merged with another N subsequently; in

29



(37) the suffix merges with a compound V (i.e. gumchew), the result of merging the N
gum with the V chew. In short, only in the morphological representation do gum and
chew merge directly.

Other examples in which syntactic and morphological mergers of lexical items
involve different categories are those in which the first element of the compound is not
the internal argument of the base V but an adjunct which is introduced by a lexical

preposition in syntax, as is shown in (38).

(38) a. home-grown
a’. grown at home
b. handmade
b’. made by hand
c. feather-filled
c’. filled with feathers

The preposition introduces a new category in the syntactic derivation and prevents the
morphosyntactic competition, which explains why the two derivations (e.g. 38a vs.
38a’) are possible.

All the examples so far illustrate that the formal condition of the constraint in
(26) seems to be really at work when there are two possible structures (one
morphological and one syntactic) with the same semantics. When it comes to the
semantic part of the constraint, (26ii) also seems to correctly distinguish between those
morphological structures which are allowed from those which are not, by comparing
their semantics to that of their syntactic counterparts. Let us consider one example to
illustrate how the semantic condition of the constraint in (26) explains the coexistence

of (39a) and (392’).

(39) a. to manhandle a referee

a’. to handle a man
In this case, the two structures are allowed because the V manhandle is not interpreted

literally, which is how the syntactic alternant in (39a’) is interpreted, but roughly as

‘handling roughly’. The idiosyncratic meaning attached to the compound V allows it to
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be listed in the lexicon, which in turn gives it the possibility of being morphologically

realized.”!

Rice & Prideaux (1991) reach the same conclusion as A&N (2004): they observe
that compound stems of the form NV rarely show up as finite verbs. They illustrate their
observation with sentences like those given in (40), in which verbs used in present
simple and past tense (b), infinitival form (c) and present progressive (d)* are
ungrammatical, while those in participial constructions (e, f) and nominalizations (g) are

acceptable (Rice & Prideaux, 1991: 284, ex. 3).

(40) a. They moved pianos during the music festival.
b. *They piano-move/piano-moved during the music festival.
c. *They used to piano-move during the music festival.
d. ?7They’re piano-moving during the music festival.
e. The piano-moving company was hired during the festival.
f. Piano-moving is hard work.

g. The piano-movers were well paid.

The paradigm established in (40) is what the competition model predicts to exist. On
this model, the ungrammaticality of (40b, c, d) is explained because there is a syntactic
counterpart with the same meaning and merger of categories. Rice & Prideaux (1991:
284, ex. 1), though, present some more controversial data for the competition model and
for their own conclusion that compound verbs of the type NV hardly ever show up as

finite forms.

(41) a. He lifts/lifted weights professionally.
b. *He weightlifts/weightlifted professionally.
c. 7?He used to weightlift professionally.

d. He’s weightlifting as part of his training program.

3! Even if the two derivations of (39) could be interpreted literally, one could then argue that man has a
different function in the two structures, namely a modifier in (39a) (given that the V is still transitive and
needs an internal argument present in syntax) and an argument in (39a’). Because the semantic relation
between the elements merging would be different in the two derivations, there would be no competition
between the two structures and both would be allowed.

32 The speakers consulted find this sentence ungrammatical. In addition, a Google search for the
progressive of piano-move was unsuccessful.
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e. The weightlifting competition is next.
f. Weightlifting is a good complement to aerobic exercise.

g. He’s a champion weightlifter.

The grammatical judgements given in (41) for (b) and (c) do not quite match those of

the speakers consulted and the results of a Google search, some of which follow:

h. He weightlifts and jogs every single day to look healthy and fit.
i. He weightlifted for approximately 7 years and recently completed 4 years in
the Marine Corps (...).

j- T'used to weightlift and do lots of hiking in the mountains out west (...).

The finite verbs with an incorporated N (i.e. 41h, i) and the infinitival form in (41j) are
predicted not to exist because they involve the same merger of categories as their
syntactic equivalents. Rice & Prideaux (1991: 285-288) provide more examples which

present the same problem (42a-h):

(42) a. He bullfights for a living.
b. He lipreads because he can’t afford a hearing aid.

c. Next Tuesday, they’ll sightsee.

d. He bartends for a living.
e. He beachcombs every morning before work.

f. He stagemanages the company.™

g. He's deerhunting regularly now.
h. As on previous Christmas Eves, they’ll be carol-singing for appreciative

audiences.

3 This sentence as such would not constitute a real problem for the morphosyntactic competition
analysis. Recall the discussion for manhandle in footnote 31. The word stage in the compound (42f)
seems to be a modifier since the compound V still requires an internal object (the company), which
contrasts with the syntactic counterpart (fo manage the stage), in which stage would be the internal
argument of the V manage. This difference in argument structure between the two derivations is
sufficient to suspend competition between them. Note, though, that there is one use of the compound verb
which is more difficult to accommodate within the competition model. Consider the sentence John
stagemanages for the Royal Theatre. In this compound stage seems to act as the internal argument of the
verb in the same way as it does in its corresponding syntactic structure.

32



i. I have seen a few when I was deer hunting but I have never harvested a buck
in velvet.

j. Joshua, a pupil at Brighouse High School, was carol singing with his friend
(...) when the attack happened in Fairfax Crescent, Southowram.

k. For the first time in many years I was carol singing last night.

To rescue the morphosyntactic com