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Abstract

As Kayne (1994) has shown, the theory of antisymmetry of syntax also provides an explanation
of a structural property of morphological complexes, the Righthand Head Rule. In this paper we
show that an antisymmetry approach to the Righthand Head Rule eventually is to be preferred
on empirical grounds, because it describes and explains the properties of a set of hitherto puzz-
ling morphological processes —known as discontinuous affixation, circumfixation or parasyn-
thesis. In considering these and a number of more standard morphological structures, we argue that
one difference bearing on the proper balance between morphology and syntax should be re-ins-
talled (re- with respect to Kayne), a difference between the antisymmetry of the syntax of mor-
phology and the antisymmetry of the syntax of syntax proper.

Key words: antisymmetry, Righthand Head Rule, circumfixation, parasynthesis, prefixation,
category-changing prefixation, discontinuities in morphology.

Resum.L'antisimetria i el costat esquerre en morfologia

Com Kayne (1994) mostra, la teoria de I'antisimetria en la sintaxi també ens déna una explicacio
d’una propietat estructural de complexos morfologics, la Regla del Nucli a la Dreta. En aquest
article mostrem que un tractament antisimétric de la Regla del Nucli a la Dreta es prefereix even-
tualment en dominis empirics, perque descriu i explica les propietats d’'una série de processos
fins ara morfologics —coneguts com afixacié discontinua, circumfixacié o parasintesi. Considerant
aquestes i altres estructures morfologiques més estandards, proposem que una diferéncia que té
a veure amb I'equilibri propi entre morfologia i sintaxi s’hauria de reprendre (re- respecte a
Kayne), una diferencia entre la antisimetria de la sintaxi de la morfologia i la antisimetria de la sin-
taxi de la propia sintaxi.

Paraules clau:antisimetria, Regla de Nucli a la Dreta, circumfixacio, parasintesi, prefixacio,
prefixacié amb canvi de categoria, discontinuitats en morfologia.

The research reported here is part of the research program defined and financed by the Utrecht
institute of Linguistics-OTS. | wish to single out Peter Ackema, Hans den Besten, Reineke Bok, Hans
Broekhuis and Jan Don for inspiring discussion: without them, section 4 would not have existed.
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1. Introduction

This paper is inspired by Kaytsavork on the antisymmetry of syntax (Kayne
1994), and more in particular the section in which he claims that his syntactic
theol deiives the ordering facts that are ordinarily accounted for by the morpho-
logical Righthand Head Rule. In this paper we look into a number of standard
morphologcal structures which are generally discussed by morphologists working
with the Righthand Head Rule. The basic question is whether there are empirical
facts that mightdvour or distvour the antisymmetry approacie have put

the emphasis on the empirical side because —after all— Kaymessthat the
Righthand Head Rule (henceforth RHR) can be subsumed under the antisgmmet
principles,but he does not fully elaborate the morphological issues concerning
righthand / lefthand members of morphological structures.

In thefirst section we will discussvo classical formulations of the RHR,
and we shw that antisymmetry cannot deal directly with most of the traditional
lefthand members of a morphologically coeypivord. The conclusion of this
section is that the syntactic antisymmetry approach is —untill further notice—
empirically inferior to the morphological approach. In the second section we will
discuss one particular group of morphologiciibas, discontinuousffixes.

They cannot bexplained by the RHR, while we alv that the discontinuity can

be explained by the antisymmetry approach. The conclusion of this section is
tha the syntactic antisymmetry approach is empirically superior to the morpho-
logical RHR approach. In elaborating the theory for these particular disconti-
nuous d&fixes, we encountered a number of problems, both of a conceptual and a
technical nature. Section 4 discusses these in a Wagf eventually the solu-
tions proposed in this section bear on all properties of morphdiogection 5,
finally, we stow that the proposals made for independent reasons in section 4
also albw us toexplain the problematic cases of thiest section in a relately
straightforwad way. The grand total of all this will be that the antisymmetry
approad is empirically superior to the morphological RH#t on the other
hand also that the morphological RHR is stronglyficored as a property rele-
vant at a siace-evel —as a property of the string passed to the phonological
component.
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2. Two dassical brmulations of the Righthand Head Rule
2.1. Wlliams’ RHR

The irst formalizaion of the (ancient) idea ththe sufixal pat of momphologi-
cally complex words is the element thdetemines the dagory of the word can be
found in Wiliams (1981), cf (1). Two examples a& gven in (2).

(1) In mompholagy, we defne the head of a mpholagically complex word to be
the ighthand member of thavord.

2a A b. A
vV Asuf __pref A
read able im proper

The wle in (1) is parof the brmalism, in the sense thihdetemines the lael
of the top nodgin a «bottom-up» manndn moke recent teminology we would sy
tha, duiing the meger of two moipholagical constituents, theaghthand consti
tuent is the constituent this detemining the léel of the constituent eded Ly
meige.

On the empical level, Williams (1981) aknowledges the ristence of «sys
temadic exceptions», like ennolte andenlamge —the moe traditional ¢dass of «cte-
gory-changng prefixation». It is dear tha these érm a ether fundamental pblem
for the RHR: thg also &ist in the Romance langges, and in Genanic langua
ges thg are dundant.

On the empical level, it is also vell-known tha English and Genanic com
pounding is diectly accounteddr. Compounding in Romangchowever, presents
another tass of ether fundamental phlems. Examples artimbre-poste(litt.
Stamp-post, post-stamp) essuie-glacélitt. Whipe-windshield windshield-vhi-
per).

Finally, the wle is limited to pefixation and suixation, but does not deal with
the taditional cases of «iidation» or «cicumfixation». We will retumn to cir
cumfixation belav —it is also knan as «paasynthesis».

2.2. Selkik's RHR

The citicisms dilected gainst Wiliams (1981) led Selki (1982) to thedrmu-
lation of the Righhand Head Rulé/gn in (3).

(3) In a word-intemal confguration:
XI"I

P Xm™ Q
where X standsdr a syntacticdaure compla and vhere Q contains no tegory
with the eaure X, XMis the head of X
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The examples @ven dove in (2) ae treded in the dllowing way. If the top-
caegory is A in (2), then the head of this constituent is thetmost element with
the caegory A, hence the siik (in 2a), or the wrd (in 2b). This mle is ormally
different from the one mposed B Williams. It works in tandem with an X-bar
rule system, Wich works in a «top-den» mannerEventualy, it is this top-dan
propety tha endles Selkik to accountdr caegory-changng prefixation and a
number of the Romance compounds, as ilaistt in (4).

da V b. N
\/pref A V/\N
en nobe essuie glace
whipe(r) windshield

With respect to (4a), if the top node is ko (V), then it is necessafor
X-bar theoy tha there be a erbal headand it is tue tha this verbal head (the
prefix) is the ightmost element théhas a ceegory maching the céegory of
thetop node In essencecaegory-chandng prefixation is sohed, but the brmalism
looks \ery rich (it lets intevene both X-bar thegrand RHR). Vith respect to
(4b), this @ample is soled if one taks ony into consideation the céegory.
However, it does not eplain the moe intepretaive popeties of the compound
(the windshield emains the objecttan intepretaional level). In adition,
Selkirk’s goproac does not sobr all Romance compounds: if thetegories of
the two membes ae identical, as in the case tirhbre-poste the pediction is
wrong (postewould be the head acating to (3)). HenceRomance compoun
ding is not eally solved

2.1.3. Di Sciullo & Wliams’ Relaivized RHR

After these tw dassical brmulations of the RHR, Di Sciullo & \Wiams (1987)
defined another one Reléivized RHR. In their angbis, the magohological order
in (4b) eflects the syntactic ovd order; tut they do not adress &amples of the type
in (4a). e will not futther discuss thisute hee. The reason ér the d#sence of
discussion heris tha the notion of «@laive» head in mghology is incompéble
with syntactic stuctures in theifst place (syntax in the GB sengiee situéion
could be diferent in a HPSG &mevork). In other vords, «elaiveness of heads»
presents an issue thgoes bgond popeties of linear oder.

2.4. Kayne's gpproach to the RHR

Kayne (1994) laims tha the antisymmeyr approad tha he deeloped br fully
independent syntactic stctures subsumes the RHR. As an illason he gves
the stucture in (5).
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5) Q
/\
J K T
over turn

The sting can ory be lineaized popety (in the brmal intepretation) if the
result of meing J to K esults in the lbel K for the mopholagical comple. It is
his Linear Carespondence Axiom ultinb@ly tha assues (5). On a lesshatact
level, the LCA assugs (6a). In pactice words like the one in (6b) diete from a
degper souce with two indgpendent heads.

(6) . [1y3p H1 [op H2]l => [y;p H2+H1 [1pt ]
b. moden+ize <=[ iz [ moden ]]

The daim is a \ery interesting ongin the sense thahe quite gneal obser
vation tha all syntactic meement is upward-leftward, is directly relevant for the
righthand headedness ofigttures making use of Head-wement. It cannot be
accidental thialeftward-upward movement of Headsenegtes oders tha mor-
pholagists tend to xplain by the RHR.

Let us frst reconsider the cases thllliams (1981) taimed to be «systema
tic exceptions» —céegory-changng prefixation. Basical, thee ae two possibi
lities, eat illustrated in (7).

(7)a. VP b. AP
Vv AP A VP
en \ noke \
nole en

(7a) gves the caect caegory for the pefixed erb: it is a erb deived from an
adjective. However, Kayne’s formalisaions work in a way in which only left-
adjunction is allwed Right-adjunction is baed, and theefore the corect oder
en+nobe cannot be déred Corversel, if one esots to the peanitted left-adjune
tion, (7a) surfces as the ungmmaical node+en. In other vords, this tass of
verbs cannot be di&ed by using (7a). (7b) on the other hand caeghe ight
order of elements tugh left-adjunctionégn+noke); but (7b) is not the coect
representéion because the tagory of the whole is not carect. All in all, cae-
gory-chandng prefixation cannot be dealt with in thiaghion.

In addition, questions mabe aised with espect to all gfixes. One of the
attractive piopeties of Williams’ rule was thait explained vhy it is impossilte to
detemine the ctegory of a pefix —the pefix is aways to the left of the head
Consider then (8).
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8a ?P b. AP
? AP A ?P
im A proper ?
proper im

(8a) illustiates the same pblem as (7a). Maeing properto the pefix in the
allowed way —left-adjunction— gves the wong linear oder: * proper+im Right-
adjunction is not allwed so the adeiing problem remains. In adition, a decision
has to be tadn as to the ¢egory of the pefix; perhas Ne for this case (it this
is quite toudesomeimproperdoes not seem to function in syntax as giet
simply seems to function as an adjeeli In fact, (8b) &res better: left-adjunction
deiives the caect oder, and the cagory of the complg word is corect. Net to
a decision to tad for the céegory of the pefix, one would be brced to conluide
tha prefixes ae in fact the aginal head of the complement —tt®aNegP is neither
an adjunct, nor a speigf, but a complement. fiis has a counténtuitive flavour
we will not eldorate hee (eg. the scope of mgation). And the counteintuitive
flavour speciftcally holds br this dass of pefixes, not ér all cases (it can be a via
ble solution br a rumber of cases (see last section of thjzeppa

As a contusion to this section, Kae's antisymmeir explandion of the RHR
is & the \ery best empically equivalent to Wlliams’ formulation of this ule. It is
subject to the same type of countgamples, and looks lesalhd if the odinary
prefixes ae not teaded moe extensvely. In section 5, w will retumn to the pefixes.
First, in section 3, @ will shav tha the antisymmeyr approad is cgpable of
treaing a dass of @amples vhich has been lyend the scope of the RHR todie
with.

3. Circumfixation

In a phase stucture ule system, coumfixation (also called «pasynthesis») has
been desdped as a mghological instantigion of the gneal shema of (9).

(9)A->BAC

One of the learest eamples is Bst Ritticiple Formaion in Dutd and Geman.
Initially, this mopholagical rule simpy looks like (10). One tads a erh adls a pe-
fix and sinultaneous} also a stffx.

(10) Past Ratticiple Formation: V. ->ge+ V +t
exX. pak-> ge + pak + t

It is oHigatory to adl both afixes, as illustted in (11). This requirment can
be formulated in a g@neerlized way, as in (12).

(11) ge+huil+d  *ge+huil *huil+d (‘cried’)
ge+twerk+t  *get+twerk  *werk+t (‘worked)

(12) BAC *BA *AC
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The subject has been commentedadiewis, by Spencer (1991).

(13) Some mopholagists regard sud duets as a special kind of discontinous
affix, a cicumfix. Many linguists wuld ague thaall cases of alged cir
cumfixation can beeduced to stifkation and concomitant pfixation.

With respect to these commentdjigh tend to depthe elevance and the mer
existence of cicumfixation, it is relevant to note tw things. Although the iwf-
mal desdption «concomitant» islase to the intuition of the tiae speakrs, it is
not formalized That is, although one mighigeee on thedct tha sufixation and
prefixation ale concomitant in caumfixation, mopholagical theoy never has
given a speci€ formalisaion of the elaion between the tw afixes tha appa
rently exists. In th& sense«maty linguists» should yrto formalize the \ery notion
of «concomitant». & will argue in vha follows tha «concomitant» can be inter
preted as a Spec-healaion.

In these comments it is alsathier dear tha the ppoblem posed ¥ circumfi-
xation stems lagely from the discontinity of the pocess. It is knen tha mor-
pholagical stuctures cannot deal with discontiies. But —cucially— syntactic
theoly can deal with discontisities; in fict, one might setha large pats of move-
ment theoy are motivated ty (linealy) discontiruous eldions in stuctures. At
this point, one of the acial piopeties of Kgne's antisymmetr gpproad is impor
tant: it is based on mrement. Hencedeiving the RHR fom ma/ement theor
opens theaad br the &planaion of mopholagical discontimities. This is in fct
what we ague br hee.

Past paticiple formaion in Dutd and Gaman has been the topic of discussion
in syntax, in phonolgy and in mopholagy. Although not all pphlems hae been
solved the syntactic mpeties of past pdiciples ae dear in isoldion; the same
holds br the phonolgical propeties of past paiciples. It is the mgrholagy (and
the position of the mphological component) thds subject to discussion.

In syntax, past p#ciples ae considezd to consist of onefm, but with sere-
ral inteppretaions. In this espect, consider (14).

(14) a. Hij heeft het boek glezn (perfective paticiple)
He has ead the book

b. Het boek vordt gelezn (passve paticiple)
The book is beingead

c. Het boek is aargkomen (perfective paticiple egative)
The book has aived

d. Het door iedezen gciteede werk (perfective paticiple passie/adjectial)
The [by everyone cited] vork

Current syntactic thegrpostulaes a functional headdART (or PM.) —inde-
pendeny of issues of lseding vs. liilding. In most analses, an atitional AGR
relaionship is postulked —ind@endenyy of the issue of Wwether this &R is an
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independent head or not. Ireigeal, the intepretaive diferences a formulated in
terms of dsoiption of case / theteeftures —no asoption in peréctives, the
Burzio-generlisaion for the othes. There is also discussiorbaut the ctegorial
staus, V or A, vhich we do not engge upon heg (for sale of conceteness, assu
me A for PART, licensing an Eent-\aiiable in the sense of @nshav (1990) br
Event-nominalizéions, see also ijkoningen (1997)).

In phonolay, on the other handART is neither one head nor one element.
There ae simpy two affixes. As &r as (mgoho-)phonolgy proper is ivolved,
there is no gidence vhasoever for the link betveen the dixes. All ules function
propety by taking the dixes in isoléion. In this espect, consider (15).

(15) a. De gpwerkte (*gewerkde) dayen. (‘the worked dgs’)
Het \ertelde (*\ertelte) verhaal. (‘the told stoy’)

b. Hij heeft het hout beerkt (*ge+be+verk+t)
He has the wod be-vork-ed (GE+BE+verk+D)
= He has wrked on the wod

For (15a) one needs a phongitmal rule tha deals with thelzoice betveen /d/
and /t/. his ule is dpendent on theoice of the ihal consonant of theevbal oot,
but ignotes the pefix. In fact, the ule generlizes with the wice-altenation found
with the sufixes br past tense (without gfix in the frst place). In (15b) theris
a phonolgical rule tha may delete the m@fix part of the past paiciple; this ule
ignores the sufx, and ony takes into considetion the other gfix in the imme
diate ewvironment.

To sum up, syntax functions gedy while harving one functional head
(although thez ae two afixes), while phonolagy also functions mpeity while
having two indgpendent dfxes (although therelate to one head). In otherords,
past paticiple formation is a typical mgshological problem —or an interdice
problem.

Shotly above we noted tw impotant poblematic aspects of caumfixation
—the «concomitant» mare of the dfixation process and the «discontity» of
the afixes. Another pyblematic aspect can be ddd to theseln geneal, it has
been impossike to diaw a stucture of the standdrtype Tha is, one might -
pose [[@+V]+], but this one cannot be gect because fg+V] is not an indeen
dent constituent. Altexaively one might popose [@+[V+t]], but this one also
cannot be caect for the sameaason, [V+t] is not an ingendent constituent
either Should one denthe elevance of the d@erion —the constituenthood of the
pait— then the psblem comes bdcin taking a decision as tohich one of théwo
should be coect. The cause is simple: Both subjysain isoldion alre ungamma
tical —as shavn in (11). As a consequence of this, one migbppse tamary bran
ching. But tenaty branding is no longr standat, i.e. theoetically disalloved
Hence thee is no tenble stucture available for past pdiciples.

Now, if there is no stucture available, past paiciples might illustete a typical
interface situion. This tradk has been dehded iy Don (1993). He iges the éllo-
wing pictuie.
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(16) Morpho-syntax V-STEM PART

Morpho-phonolgy  Pref V-STEM Suf

As far as syntaxags, theg is no poblem, thee is one functional heads far
as phonolgy goes, thee is no poblem eitheythee ae two indgoendent dixes. The
problem is the linking betwen the tw components. Dog’pioposal illustates
crossing assodi@n lines. or a theoy of this type it is worthwhile to note thecros
sing associton lines ae not dtested elsehere and pobably only occur with
circumfixation. Again, the solution does not lookipeipled

We contude by saying tha although phonolgy and syntax function ppety
in their avn indegpendent \ay, thee is no pincipled tuely momphological anaysis
of circumfixation.

As we have indicded dove, deiving and &plaining mopholagical ordeling
by lineailization axioms intudes the possibility of m@ment —henceha move-
ment might &plain discontimities in mopholagy. As we hae indicded also bove,
using syntacticelaionships lilke Spec-Head Agement in mgrholagy might
explain the «concomitant» hae of the cicumfixation process. fis gves us the
following proposal —vhich is subject to atitional comments in section 4.

(17) Proposal (frst version)

PART” - PART”
Speé PART’ Speé PART’
prefix prefix :
PART! VP PART VP

suffix ‘ ‘\ ‘
\Y \Y PART V
huil huil,  suffix

As discontimity is explained ly movement, thex ae necessdy two repre-
sentdions. Morement &lls within the boundaes set i the theoy (Head-Maement
Constaint, and 6r antisymmely: left-adjunction). Br syntax, the one functional
projection thais needed is psent; it has the complement it mally takes in syrn
tax. For phonolay, thee ae two afixal pieces, as desid The eldaionship betveen
the two pieces is encoded ISpec-Head Ageement, ¥ using the Sped#r post
tion of FART. This means thave formalize the intuition «concomitant» as a syn
tactic elaion between two mopholagical pieces, not a phonajizal one

As a esult, the tvw most impotant poblems dissole. In adlition, the adi-
tional mopholagical problem also dissols. The sugestion of tenaly branding
need no longr be enteained; the strcture is binay. Wha led to the sugestion of
temary brandhing (the poblem of the constituenthood of the {gralso has dear
angver: & surface-level the stucture is [ge+[V+t]]; [[ge+V]+] is excluded
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Genealizing the poposed angkis, we can satha in eat case a plse suic-
ture rewrite system hasutes of the nare A -> B A C, the cases@ato be dealt
with in the way indicated in (18), a mar genenl recipe br paasynthesis:

(18) Abstract level: B=Spec C=Headaking the pojection of A as a comple
ment.
Surface leel: Head of A mues to C (lg LCA: leftward head adjunction)

When we retum to the main topic of this par, this section essentiglshavs
that the antisymmeyr approad to the RHR is gaeble of explaining cicumfxa-
tion —a taditional mopholagical process thhas emained bgond the scope of
most brmalized mopholaogical theores, induding those making use of the RHR.

This section shes empiical supeiority of the antisymmeyr approac to the
RHR. But it is impotant to emak in adlition tha the RHR itself is also singly
confirmed When one consider(17) gain, it is useful toemak tha the head of
the past pdiciple projection is in &ct the sufx: Inside ARTP the pefix is a spe
cifier and the stiix the head; surface-leel the head occarindeed athe ight-
hand of the compleword. In other vords, as pedicted ly the RHR, theightward
element —the siik— is the head of the past piaiple; circumfixation essentiajl
consists of ading a speciér to this mopholagical head

4., Problems and solutions

Although our poposal in (17) has some&mandory valug it is also subject to a
large number of aditional comments —or @icisms. Tha is, moe geneal pro-
petties of the thegr are incompéible with this anajsis. We will discuss thee of
these in this section.

4.1. The Speciér of PART

One of theifst ciiticisms tha may be aised gainst (16) comes &éim syntax. As
shawn, the functional headdRT has a Sped#r position. But in all angkes | am
aware of, the Speciér position of RRT is used ér movement (@ert or covert)
of maximal pojections. er instancethe Fenc sentence in (19a) is apaéd as
in (19b); in (19b) the Sped@r position of RRT is used k the NP which itself is
related to the head via SpdeifHead Ageement (anditygers actual mgsholagical
agreement).

(19) a. Les paquetsont L, t; PART [amrives {]]
The pakages hae arive+FART(+AGR)

b. PARTP
NP PART’

PART! VP
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This is not an isotad caseln fact, it illustiates a hug problem of the poper
balance beteen mophology and syntax. If one wishes to subsumepholagical
ordering under syntactic linegnation axioms it is necessato adl a viev on the
proper balance —otherwisgasy difference betwen mopholagical and syntactic
structures disapeas.

In order to deal with this mblem, we have the bllowing suggestion. In
Chomsly (1995) one canirid the constituent ™2, The \ery idea of haing a
Tomaxentails thathere should also be &T" . In other vords, inside the syntactic
Head thee is a distinction betaen some «maximal» head and a enemint
mal»head This gves us space taidd the distinction betaen the tw notions of
specifer tha are neededThe Specikr position of the syntactic head is the maxi
mal piojection (as in (19)), hile the speciér position of the mgrhologically
minimal head is the pfix in the sense of (17). In thisay the analsis tales up
a «-1» pojection, or in a ma generl sensethe ideas of Akema (1995) \wo
uses Xnoph-max

Our final proposal is thus thidahe NP in (19) is the Spec of while the pe-
fix in (17) is an intemal Spec of X

(20) Proposal (fnal version)

PART”
Spec PART’
NP
pARTOmax,i
Spe¢ PARTY VP
prefix \ _
Pﬂ
V PARTO V NP
huil, suffix t, t,

4.2. The notion «sped#r» in mopholagy

A second poblem is ormed ly the naure of mopholagical stiucture by itself. In
developing their Righthand Head Rules, bothlidns and Selki built in assump
tions and poposals bout mopholagical stucture. In essenceour poposal entails
that most of these should bevised or eformulated Hete we indicde some impeor
tant diferences ery briefly.
Both Williams and Selki built in a distinction betwen a Head and a Nonhead

but they did not postulte differences among Nonheadslze ormal level. In syn
tax thee ae formal distinctions among Nonheads: complements, specdnd
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adjuncts. As our mposal maks use of Spedir-Head Ageement, w need the
«syntactic» défition of the Nonheads.

Both Williams and Selkik make use of adjunction,ub they do not hae pio-
jection in the brmal sense:\&ery opestion is an adjunction. Although adjunc
tion also &ists in syntax, notvery opeition is an adjunction, theralso is
«projection» in the sense of X-bar thgom other vords, what Selkirk calls an
X-bar theoy for words is essentiglldifferent fom an X-bar thegrfor phiases (as
she heself explicitly admits). As our myposal maks use of Complements and
specifers, we need the «syntactic» d@fion of X-bar stuctures also ér mor
pholagy.

In geneal then, our prposal entails a oth moe «syntactic» défition of
mormpholagical stiuctures (see also Aema (1995)).

4.3. The notion «speddr» in antisymmeyr

The thid problem is ormed ly technical aspects of the antisymmeframevork
as brmulated by Kayne. In my view, they are causedythe fct tha head-muoe-
ment is subject to thexact same mpeties tha Williams and Selkik ascibe to
morpholagical stiuctures. The Kaynian formalisdion is based on a distinction bet
ween a Head and a Nonhead (anieal or a non-teninal), lut Head-meement
always is left-adjunction. fis entails thathe esult of Head-meement alvays is
an adjunction. Considepgain (5), epeded hee for corvenience

®) Q
/\
KR S
[~
J K T
over tum

In (5) thee is no diference betwen the «laver» K (the oiginal head) and the
«higher» K (the constituent obtaineg tread-m@ement): it is adjunctionudt as
in Williams’ and Selkik’s theoies, thee is no diference among §'a surface-
level. In other vards, we cannot hild in the \ery notion «mopholagical speci
fier» because theris no speciér position inside wrds in Kgyne's framavork.

The solution ér this ppblem in itself stems &im the solution w gave for the
two ealier problems. The syntax of wrds is a syntax in the gper sensewith a dif
ference betwen speciérs, adjuncts and complements gtithe syntax of wrds
is of another leel than the syntax of syntax.@Afanspose the lindaetion axiomsn
the same ay: the lineaization of phiases is syntactithe lineaization of words
is syntactic too, thgare of the same type —ubthe lineaization of words tales
place @ another lgel than the linedration of phiases.

Schemdized in a model, the thepof the syntax of wrds gves us (21) —with
an accent op het we said in this section.
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(21) Xmax

I
X bar

| Emd

X0 |

= Distinction Specikr, Adjunct, Complement
X 0max Antisymmety lineaiization

XObar |

| -

XOmin

To condude, the ppposal made in (16) is not singp solution ér circumf-
xation with some dmvbadks. The anafsis entails aather diferent theoy of mor
phological stiucture —a theoy which is icher and mae syntactic thaneneslly
assumedin other vords, the antisymmetrapproad gves esults, It the eact
formalizaions by Kayne ae subject to aumber of blanges. It is not sictly
speaking the syntactic LCA thdeiives the RHR, it is the LCApplied to mor
pholagical stiuctures tha deiives the RHR. Grcial for this diference is theas-
tence of a «mguholagical specifer».

5. Prefixation

In the pevious sections & shaved thd circumfixation can be dealt with in an
antisymmety gpproad. Naw tha we have eldorated the angisis and corladed
that thele ae changes to be made in our thgasf morpholagical stucture itself we
can etum to the initialyy unalgyzed cases of thért section, i.eprefixes, both
caegory-chandgng and ceegory-presewing.

5.1. Pefixation without diange of caegory

In section 3 v noted thiaour concetion of mopholagical stucture entails a «syn
tactic» dvision of Nonheads, a distinction beten speciérs, complements and
adjuncts. Vith circumfixation we discussed speffs extensiely, while assuming
complements without discussion.

The odinary prefixes can gty well illustrate the case of mpholagical adjuncts,
as illusteted in (22).

(22) AOmax

Adjunct AL
im \
AOmin

proper
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The following propeties point &the elevance of the notion «mpholagical
adjunct»: 1. Ading these mfixes is «feex, just lile the adition of adjuncts in
syntax is «fee»: thee ae no had stuctural principles thadictae the pesence of
adjuncts. 2. Rafixes ae in some intgretaive relaion to the head of the gjec
tion, just like adrerbs with espect to grbs: lut thee is not a deect formal syn
tactic relation between the elements —as opposed to sigesifnhich do entelin
a formal syntacticelaion with their heads. 3.ifally, adjuncts a geneally gene
rated on the «left» in gictures.

As a contusion, the pefixes which originally raised questions witlespect to
the empiical validity of the antisymmeyrgpproac can be dealt with in @letively
straightforward manneronce one acgts the moe global danges ppposed in
section 4.

5.2. Cdegory changng prefixation

This leaves us with theifial dass of @amples, the dagory-chandng prefixes,
like ennolbbe. Recall thaWilliams (1981) and Di Sciullo & Wiams (1987) did
not piovide ary solution br theseand the oryl proposal ve hare discussed @i-
naes in Selkik (1982).

For the bref discussion of theseve switch to Gemanic a@ain, and in patr-
cular Dutd. This is basicaill because of the hegamount of xisting litterature,
probably in connection with the full mductvity of the piocess (aleast the -
cess is mch moe pioductive than the English or the Romanceretzes).

In Dutch thee ae thiee diferent pefixes théa may used in the dération of a
verb from an adjectie or a noun, as illugtred in (23).

(23) a. ver+goot(A) =V (‘enlarge’)
b. be+bos(N) =V  (‘provide with wood’)
c. ont+bos(N) =V  (‘undo from wood’)

As an anger to Selkik’'s (1982) vealening of the RHR, therhas been deift
ded an angkis which should einforce Williams’ RHR. Neeleman & Sapper
(1992) poposed a corersion analsis, thus assigning the stture [pref [X + g]]
to these xamples, as illuséted in (24); the angbis caries over toennolbe, as
shawvn in (24c).

(24) a. [, ver[, groot (A) +a (V)]
b. [, ont/be |, bos (N) + @ (V) ]|
c. [y en|, nolde (A) + 2 (V) ]]
Despite its theatical meits, the poposal is subject to a & rumber of coun

teraguments. Tiese basicafllall amount to the use of cegrsion: all gneally
acceted cases of corrsion hae piopeties tha do not gnealize with (24). he
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intempretaion of these ayjuments is thiathe constituents thare postuléed
—J[groot (A) + @ (V) ] eg.— are not indpendeny motivated

We suggest hee thd these a& cicumiixes with a phonolgically empty suf
fix. The fact tha& one of the postutad constituents is not matied ecalls the dis
cussion in section Zbaut the stuctural problems of the cicumfixes: the pas in
isolaion ale not motvated Consider then (25).

(25) a.*Jan |, groot+g] iets
b. * You [, node+g] something
c. * Peter is || en+nolte].
d. * Jan is |, ver+goot].
e. *[AC] *[BA] [BAC]

(25a) shws thd the \erb+sufix in isolaion does notxdst. The same holds
for English, (25b). (25c¢) sk tha the pefix+verb in isoldion does not)ast
either The same holdsf Dutd, (25d). As illustated in (25e), this ggem is
exactly the patem we discussedof circumfixation.

Bok-Bennema (1996) has alsolssted an angkis along antisymmestiines,
but in her elhoration the pefixes ae not speciérs, sut tha there is no link with
the sufix (i.e. the taditional ppblem of «concomitant» ikation also holds gainst
this anaysis).

6. Condusion

In this pger we have made use of the antisymmegpproad to the magpholagi-
cal RHR. It tuns out thathe gproad in itself is empircally supeior to the moe
original formulations of the ule, but only under some ekmrations beaing on the
propeties of mopholagical stucture.

In discussing aumber of cucial cases, @ can gentually sum up thedllo-
wing casesdr lefthand memberof mophological complees:

(26) a. [ X+Ysu[t ]] moden-+ize
b. [ AdjunctPef[ X ]] im+proper
c. [ SpeciferP™ [ X+YsU'[ t ]]] en+nolte+g / \er+goot+g

d. [ SpeciferP [ X+Ysuf[ t ]]] ge+pak+t

In other words, lefthand membsrof a vord can be meed heads of comple
ments, spediérs or adjuncts.

In addition, we remak tha this overview is not echaustve. In the litteeture
there can bedund & least tvo other cases.

First, under both Kgne’s and ny approad thee is no pincipled ban on &
fixes which come to be mfixes ty being a mgohologically dependent head of a
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complement. Mar in paticular, an updte of the anafsis ty Hoeksta et al. (1987)
gives the possibility in (27a)of the &ample in (27b).

(27) a. [XPel+Y [t ]]

b. da hij [,gropde Weg, [be wandelt] [ t; tj]]
tha he the roads BEJ +walks
‘that he walks the oad’

Second the diference in compounding beégn Romance and English /
Gemanic tharemained psblemaic also in pevious accounts, can be lie# up
to a diference betwen @ert and ceert movement, under both Kae’s and ny
approac. Under our intgretaion of mopholagical stuctures (as discussed in
section 3), the dler diference in (28a) can be agyatd ty (28b) and (28c).

(28) a. screwdriver - toune-vis
b. [NO™*screw, drive; er [VOmaXt, [NOmaxt, ]]

c. [NOmax— toum, e [VOmaxt, [NOmaxyis]]

That is, compounding of this type illustes ™" movement to the Speadr
of a higher N™ overt in Frendh, covert in English. The basic dierence betwen
Kayne's anaysis of these and osiiis tha we do a@ree with eg. Di Sciullo &
Williams (1987) in considéng moipholagically complex words diferent from
objects constrcted ly syntactic ules @& some lgel. With respect to (28), da of the
type in (29) povide the distinction beteen Kgne's intepretaion of the LCA
with respect to the RHR and auigven in section 3.

(29) a. | bought a * [lot of scews - diver]
b. J'ai adeté un * [toune-beaucoup de vis]
c. I need it. (it = sawdriver) (*it = screw)
d. J'en ai besoin. (en = toue-vis) (*en = vis)
In sum, sugestions as to thexisstence of «maximal» heads vs. «minimal»
heads (. Chomsly 1995) pove useful ér mophology —and allav us to mak

use of the LCA inside mpholagical stiuctuies while maintaining a thegrin which
mormpholagy and syntaxemain distinct modules.
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