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Paradigmsthatcombinesynthetic(one-word)andperiphrasticformsin complementarydistri-
butionhaveloomedlargein discussionsof morphologicalblocking (McCloskeyandHale 1983,
Poser1986,Andrews1990).Suchcompositeparadigmspotentiallychallengethelexicalistclaim
that wordsandsentencesareorganizedby distinct subsystemsof grammar. They areof course
grist for themill of DistributedMorphology, a theorywhich revelsin everykind of interpenetra-
tion of morphologyandsyntax.But theyhavepromptedevenParadigmFunctionMorphologists
to introducesyntacticconstructionsinto their morphology. I shall argue,instead,for a lexicalist
treatment,which is basedon theideathatblockingis afiltering devicethatappliesto theoutputof
thegenerativesystem,ratherthanoperatingdirectlyonits derivations(Wunderlich1996).I present
this approachto blockingin section1, andshowin section2 how it dealswith the intricatecom-
positeverbparadigmof Latin, wheretheperiphrasticperfectpassivesuppliesthemissingpieces
of an otherwisesyntheticinflectionalsystem. This part of Latin verb morphologyhasrecently
beentreatedfrom theperspectiveof DistributedMorphologyandParadigmFunctionMorphology.
I comparemy solutionto thesetreatmentsandarguethat it is superiorin two respects:it predicts
the complementarityof the syntheticandperiphrasticformationsandyet allows their respective
morphologicalandsyntacticpropertiesto becaptured,andit readilycoverssomebasicdatathat
theotheranalysesgetwrong.

1 Blocking in three morphological theories

1.1 Blocking in lexicalist morphology

Centralto theapproachto blockingadoptedhereis theideathatblockingis nota relationbetween
competingword-formationrules,but betweencompetingexpressions. This approachis a natural
consequenceof anynon-rule-basedapproachto word-formation,includingbotholderanalogical
theoriessuchasPaul’s (1886)andrecentOT theories.Wunderlich1996pointedout that,properly
articulated,it offers a straightforwardaccountof the constitutionof paradigms.On his view a
grammarconsistsof two components,agenerativecomponentandafilter. Thegenerativecompo-
nent— which includesthe syntax,lexicon,andmorphologyin the traditionalsense— specifies
thepotentialexpressionsof the languageandtheir potentialinterpretations.Thefilter consistsof
a blockingmechanismwhich selectsthe language’s actualexpressionsandtheir actualmeanings
from thisset.1 Wunderlichmakesanumberof furtherassumptions,which togetherdefineatheory
thathecallsMinimalist Morphology. Theseadditionalassumptionswill not beat issuehere. So

1Thefilter is thusquitedifferentfrom thatsuggestedby Halle1973,whichcontainslanguage-specificconstraints.
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for presentpurposesI will refer to any theoryof morphologywhich is both lexicalistandtreats
blockingasa relationbetweenexpressionsas“lexicalist morphology”.

Theblockingmechanismoperatesby resolvingthecompetitionbetweenthepotentialexpres-
sionswhosemeaningis compatiblewith agiveninputmeaning(think of it asthe‘intended’mean-
ing). I will assumethat the competitionholdsonly with respectto meaningfeatureswhich are
paradigmaticallyexpressedin the languageby morphologicalmeans.(For example,worsecom-
peteswith badder, but wine doesnot competewith fermentedgrape juice). I take it to be un-
controversialthat somemorphologicalcategoriesin a languageareparadigmaticandothersnot,
andthata givencategorymaybeparadigmaticin onelanguageandnon-paradigmaticin another
(e.g.feminineis paradigmaticin FrenchandGermanbut not in English). And I takeit to be an
unsolvedproblemwhy thatis thecase.Pendingasolutionof thisproblem,theparadigmaticstatus
of a featuremustsimplybestipulated.

Compatibilitywill be understoodasidentity or subsumption.Thus,blockingadjudicatesbe-
tweenthoseoutputswhichexpresseitherall of theinputmeaning(featurecontent)or somesubpart
of it. This is doneby two constraints:

(1) a. ECONOMY: Avoid complexity.

b. EXPRESSIV ENESS: Expressmeaning.

In OT terms,ECONOMY is amarkednessconstraint,which requiresthat,otherthingsbeingequal,
thesimplestexpressionbechosen,2 andEXPRESSIV ENESS is a faithfulnessconstraint,which re-
quiresthat,otherthingsbeingequal,all of the input meaningshouldbe expressedby theoutput
expression.The‘otherthingsbeingequal’clauseis notpartof theconstraints,of course,butcomes
from OT constraintranking.3

The interactionbetweenECONOMY andEXPRESSIVENESS givesrise to four typesof situa-
tions.4

(2) a. Amongequallyexpressiveexpressions,thesimplestis optimal.

b. Amongequallysimpleexpressions,themostexpressiveis optimal.

c. Amongequallyexpressiveandunmarkedexpressions,theseconstraintsmakeno deci-
sion.Unlessotherconstraintsapply, thereis “free variation”.

d. When EXPRESSIV ENESS andECONOMY conflict, their rankingdecides. If they are
freely ranked,thereis againfreevariation:eachrankinggivesadifferentwinner.

Cases(a) and(b) arethestandardtypesof blocking: semanticblockingandmorphologicalblock-
ing, respectively. Cases(c) and(d) yield two kindsof freevariation.

An exampleof blocking is the relationbetweenworseandits potentialrivals, amongwhich
badder, morebadandplain bad arethemostinteresting.All thecompetingexpressionsmustbe
generatedby thegrammaticalsystemandfilteredout by theblockingsystem.Thoughall of them
indeedhaveacceptableuses,nonecanmeanworse— andthatis whatblockingmustensure.

On our lexicalist assumptions,worseandbad are listed in the lexicon, with their respective
meanings.*Badder is generatedby the morphology, and*more bad is generatedby the syntax.

2We shall assumeherethat complexityis measuredby the numberof morphemes,but otherreasonablemetrics
wouldgive thesameresultsfor thecasesconsideredhere.

3SeeKoontz-Garboden2002for astochasticOT treatmentof blockingwhichalsousesconflictingmarkednessand
faithfulnessconstraints.

4SeeKiparskyMS for moredetailsandempiricaljustification.
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The constraintsEXPRESSIV ENESS andECONOMY in (1) explainthe distributionof the four ex-
pressionsasfollows.

Considerfirst theformsbadderandmorebad. In sofar astheymeanthesamethingasworse,
they competewith it. The compositionalforms aresupersededby the synonymoussimpleform
becausetheyviolateECONOMY. This is aninstanceof case(a) in (2): synonymstie on EXPRES-
SIVENESS, sothecompetitionbetweenthemis necessarilyresolvedby ECONOMY.

Whataboutbad? Inasmuchas‘worse’ subsumes(implies)‘bad’ (at least,‘bad’ in comparison
to someother,‘better’ thing),badandworsecompetefor themeaning‘worse’.5 However,because
bad doesnot expressthe semanticcontentof the comparative,it incursa violation of EXPRES-
SIVENESS which is not incurredby worse. Thereforeworse is the bettercandidate.This is an
instanceof case(b): thecandidatesareequallysimple(bothbeingmonomorphemic),so theytie
on ECONOMY, andthecompetitionbetweenthemis resolvedby EXPRESSIVENESS.

Why thenarethe threeotherformseveracceptableat all? Becausetheyhavecertainspecial
meaningswhich worse(for variousreasons)doesnot have.Worsedoesnot havebad’ssecondary
meaning‘tough,mean’(whichmustberecordedin thelexicalentry),sothecomparativeof bad in
thatparticularsensemustbebadder. And “external” comparatives,asin morebadthanunlucky
‘more appropriatelydescribedasbadthanasunlucky’, canonly beperiphrastic,presumablyfor
goodsyntactico-semanticreasons.For thesemeanings,thereareno competingexpressions,and
no blocking.

As ourexampleillustrates,theblockingmechanismis thesourceof paradigms. Paradigms,on
this view, arenot listed,or generatedby rulesor constraints;theyemergethroughblockingfrom
the competitionbetweenexpressions.We cansaythat a morphologicalfeatureF is intrinsically
PARADIGMATIC if thereis a morphemewhich is specifiedonly for F (a ‘default’ morpheme),and
thataparadigmis COMPLETE if thereis adefaultmorphemefor everyfeature.

In this paper,I shall only discusscompetitionamongfree forms, that is, wordsandphrases.
In reality, therole of blockingprobablygoesdeeper. Within thelexicon,blockingcanbeseenas
theprinciplethatorganizesallomorphsinto morphemes.A morphemeis itself a micro-paradigm
composedof thebasicallomorph(thegeneralcase)pluspossiblya setof competingallomorphs
restrictedto specificcontexts(thespecialcases).However,thisextendedconceptof blockingwill
playno role in whatfollows.

To summarize,blocking

(3) • is a relationbetweenexpressions,notbetweenrulesor constraints,which

• resultsfrom competitionbetweenEXPRESSIV ENESS andECONOMY, and

• organizesexpressionsinto PARADIGMS.

1.2 Paradigm Function Morphology

A very different view of blocking andparadigmscanbe found in Stump2001. Stumpregards
blockingasa relationbetweenmorphologicalrules,andtreatsparadigmsasprimitivesof thethe-
ory. For him, blockingis effectedby a versionof the familiar “Elsewhere”conditionwhich says
thatspecialrulesblock generalrules:

5Sincethe conversedoesnot hold, they do not competefor the meaning‘bad’. Therefore,worse is the only
candidatefor thismeaning(amongtheexpressionsconsideredhere).
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(4) Pān. ini’s Principle: If two or more rules in the sameblock are compatiblerelative to an
expressionX anda completeandwell-formedsetσ of morphosyntacticproperties,thenthe
narrowestof theserulestakesprecedenceovertheothersin theinflectionof X for σ. (Stump
2001:22)

Thenotionof paradigmis itself definedin termsof asetof morphologicalcategories.

(5) ThePARADIGM of a lexemeL is asetof CELLS; eachsuchcell is thepairing< Y, σ > of an
inflectedform Y of thelexemeL with acompletesetσ of morphosyntacticpropertiesfor L.
(Stump2001:43)

Theseare amongthe core tenetsof ParadigmFunctionMorphology. For this theory, the two
hallmarksof paradigmaticity, thateachcell is filled, andthatit is filled only once,hold in virtueof
Pān. ini’sPrinciple,with thestipulationthatthattherelevantrulesmustbelongto thesameblock.

A generaldifficulty for this approachis the fact that it leavesno room for morphologically
underspecifiedforms in paradigms. To say that every cell of a lexeme’s paradigmmust have
a completeset of morphosyntacticpropertiesfor L in effect deniesthat inflectional categories
canbe optional. Yet languagescanhave“defective” categorieswhich representneutralitywith
respectto oneor moreinflectionalcategories.An exampleis the injunctivein Sanskrit,which is
a tenseless(albeitfinite) verb form (Kiparsky1968,KiparskyMS).6 Instantiatingcase(d) in (2),
suchinflectionallydepletedexpressionscompetesuccessfullywith moreexpressiveones— syntax
permitting,of course.

The decisionto treat blocking as a relation betweenmorphologicalrules hasconsequences
for the treatmentof paradigmswith a mixtureof monomorphemicandmorphologicallycomplex
forms, andof paradigmswith a mixture of syntheticandperiphrasticforms. This is clear from
Stump’s treatmentof the Englishcomparative.In order to accountfor the blocking of *badder
by worse, heassumesthat thegeneralrule which introduces-er is blockedby a specialrule that
introducesworse:

(6) a. RR1.{DEG:compar},A(<X,σ >)=def<Xer′, σ >

b. RR[1.0]{DEG:compar},BAD(<X,σ >)=def<worse,σ >

But positingrealizationruleswhich outputmonomorphemicportmanteauwords,suchas(6b) is a
questionableartificeunlessit is donein ageneralwayonprincipledgrounds(asin Kiparsky1982).
In PFM,theonly reasonfor makingworsetheoutputof arealizationruleseemsto betheblocking
effectitself, becauseof theinitial assumptionthatblockingis necessarilya relationbetweenrules.
As far asI cantell, nothingin thetheorypreventsjust listing worseasalexicalentry, in whichcase
it would not block *badder. In effect, this amountsto stipulatingtheblockingeffect, ratherthan
derivingit from principlesof thetheory.

Paradigmsthatmix syntheticandperiphrasticformsalsohaveunhappyconsequencesfor this
approach.Becauseit excludesblockingbetweenmorphologyandsyntax,it mustgeneratemixed
paradigmswithin themorphology. But allocatingtheperiphrasticcomparativeto themorphology
doesnot sit well with the fact that more (unlike -er, of course),is syntacticallyseparablefrom
its adjectivalor adverbialheadby deletionandparentheticalexpressions,aspointedout by Poser
1986.

(7) a. Is it lesssuccessful,or more(so)?

b. This oneis moreimpressive,or at leastexpensive.(= or at leastmoreexpensive)7

6Similar claimshavebeenmadefor theimperfectivein classicalArabic.
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c. It is amore— shallwesay— delicateundertaking.

More is just asindependentsyntacticallyas,say, very is. In manylanguages,includingLatin (see
below) theauxiliary of theperiphrastictensesis asfreely positionedasanyverb. Thereforeit is
notpossibleto treatsuchperiphrasticformationsassinglewords.

1.3 Distributed Morphology

Thedistinguishingclaimof DistributedMorphology, asdevelopedby Halle,Marantz,Noyer,Em-
bick andothers,is thatmovementandothertransformationaloperationsareresponsiblefor word-
formation. Lexical morphology, of course,rejectsthis positionandclaimsthatwordsareformed
by combiningmorphologicalobjects(suchasroots,stems,andaffixes)subjectto morphological
principles.But exceptfor thisoneimportantpoint,DistributedMorphologyis notall thatdifferent
from lexical morphology. Notablythetwo approachesagreein recognizingmorphemesaslexical
objectswith intrinsic properties,in countenancingconstituentstructurein words,andin separat-
ing morphologyfrom (morpho)phonology. In contrast,ParadigmFunctionMorphologyeliminates
morphemesby takingmorphologicalrulesandoperationsasits basicentities,deniesthat words
haveconstituentstructure(exceptfor compounds),andclaimsthatmorphologicalform is thesame
asphonologicalform.

For DistributedMorphology, compositeparadigmswould seemto beno problemat all at the
technicallevel; it canreadilyderivetheEnglishcomparativeparadigm.Actually, thetheorymakes
availabletwo distinct devicesfor copingwith what Lexical MorphologyandParadigmFunction
Morphologytreat in a unified fashionasa singleempiricalphenomenon.The first deviceis the
SUBSET PRINCIPLE on lexical insertion(Halle 1997:427),which correspondsto ParadigmFunc-
tion Morphology’s(6) andour EXPRESSIVENESS principle(1b).

(8) Thephonologicalexponentof avocabularyitemis insertedintoapositionif theitemmatches
all or a subsetof the featuresspecifiedin the terminalmorpheme.Insertiondoesnot take
placeif thevocabularyitem containsfeaturesnot presentin themorpheme.Whereseveral
vocabularyitemsmeettheconditionsfor insertion,theitemmatchingthegreatestnumberof
featuresspecifiedin theterminalmorphememustbechosen.

DistributedMorphology’s seconddevicefor dealingwith what areostensiblyblockingeffectsis
thesyntacticmechanismof morphologicalmerger(postsyntacticlowering). Wherethis operation
is obligatory, only the syntheticform occurs,andwhereit is inapplicable,only the periphrastic
form occurs.Mixed paradigmsresultfrom restrictionson merger.

DM in effectstipulatesblockingtwice: onceby positingthatmergerprocessesareobligatory
— an undesirablestipulationin itself — andsecondlyasthe SubsetPrinciple(8). On the other
hand,the mergeroperationis both unmotivatedandunconstrained.Considerthe discussionof
the Englishcomparativein Embick & Noyer 2001. They proposethat more is loweredonto the
adjectiveto form thesyntheticcomparative,

(9) ti smart+eri

providedof coursethatthefamiliar prosodicandotherconditionsaresatisfied,e.g.:

7Note that more is not omissiblewhen the precedingcomparativeis synthetic: This one is better, or at least
expensivecan’tmean‘This oneis better,or at leastmoreexpensive’.
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(10) a. Johnis smarterthanBill.

b. Johnis moreintelligentthanBill.

c. *Johnis intelligent-erthanBill.

d. ?*Johnis moresmartthanBill.

In supportof the loweringanalysis,EmbickandNoyerclaim that theoperationin (9) is blocked
whenthereis an interveningelement(amazinglyin (11)), which apparentlyindicatesa syntactic
locality constraintatwork.

(11) themo-stamazinglysmartperson.. . 6→ *the amazinglysmart-estperson

However,the constituentstructureof (11) is (12a),not (12b) asEmbick andNoyer’s argument
presupposes.

(12) a. [mostamazingly]smart

b. most[amazinglysmart]

This is shownby thefact thatmostmodifiesjust theadjectiveor adverbthat immediatelyfollows
it. Thedatain (13)illustratehowmostin suchphrasesis selectedby theadverb,andhasnorelation
to theadjectivethatfollows.

(13) a. themostrecentlyelectedmember(mostrecently, *mostelected)

b. *the mosthardlyrespectedmember(*mosthardly, mostrespected)

Thedatain their entiretyfollow from theassumptionthat thereis no “lowering” processandthat
most(like veryandotheradverbsof its class)immediatelyprecedesits head.

Sincethis failed argumentis all thatEmbickandNoyeroffer, theyhavenocasefor a lowering
analysisof syntheticcomparatives.Nor, asfar asI know, hasany seriousargumentof this form
everbeenproducedfor any mergeranalysisin any language.And the othertypesof arguments
for mergerarenot empirical,but internal to non-lexicalistversionsof Minimalist syntax. Since
Minimalist syntaxcanalsobeimplementedin away thatis consistentwith lexicalistassumptions,
I concludethatthereis no supportfor a theorywhich makesmergera theoreticaloption,let alone
a preferredoption. Theburdenof accountingfor blockingshouldthereforedevolvesolelyon an
appropriateversionof theSubsetPrinciple(8), which,asI haveargued,is (1).

2 Periphrasisand mixed paradigms: the Latin perfect passive

2.1 A lexicalist analysis

To betterassessthe relativemeritsof the threeapproachesto morphologyandto periphrasisin
particular,let us turn to a morecomplexsetof data. Thecompositeconjugationsystemof Latin
is an idealsubjectfor this purposebecausetherearerecentreasonablyexplicit analysescouched
in both ParadigmFunctionMorphology (Sadler& Spencer2001)and DistributedMorphology
(Embick 2000). I proposeto showthat, in spiteof the theoreticalchasmthat separatesthe two,
bothencounterrathersimilar difficulties, andthat the lexicalistapproachprovidesa simplerand
betteranalysiswhichavoidsthosedifficulties.

Theinterestof theLatin perfectpassiveis that it is a periphrasticformationwhich occupiesa
slot in anotherwisesyntheticinflectionalparadigm.Thefollowing tableshowsthe3.Sgformsof
laudat ‘praises’andits passivelaudātur ‘is praised’in thedifferenttense/aspectcombinations.

6



(14) Non-Perfect Active Passive
Present laudat‘praises’ laud̄atur‘is praised’
Past laud̄abat laud̄ab̄atur
Future laud̄abit laud̄abitur

Perfect
Present laud̄avit laudātus/ā/um est
Past laud̄averat laudātus/ā/um erat
Future laud̄averit laudātus/ā/um erit

Lexical Morphologysuggeststhefollowing straightforwardblockinganalysis.

(15) a. Latin morphologylacksperfectpassiveinflections(thereis a principledreasonfor the
locationof thisgap,aswill beseenbelow).

b. Theperiphrasticconstructioncompletestheparadigmin thesyntax.

c. By ECONOMY (1a),theperiphrasticforms(theboldfacedformsin (14))areusedonly
whenthereis nosyntheticperfect.

What is “passive”? It is well-known that passivemorphologyin Latin hasseveraldistinct
functions,mostbut notall of themdetransitivizingin somesense:

(16) a. Passivemorphologymarkssyntacticallypassiveverbs. In fact, nearlyall suchverbs
haveobligatorilypassiveinflection.

b. However,a few verbs,suchas facit ‘makes’ andperdit ‘destroys’don’t takepassive
morphologyin the presenttense. Let’s call suchpresentstemsACTIVA TANTUM .
Their missingpassiveform is suppliedby activeverbs:fit ‘becomes,is made’,periit
‘perishes,is destroyed’.Theseverbsarenot just passivebut alsofunctionasnormal
(unaccusative)intransitiveswith no impliedagent.

c. On the otherhand,passivemorphologyis alsooneway of markinglexical reflexives
andreciprocals,mostlybelongingto thecharacteristicsemanticclassof verbsdenot-
ing grooming,equipping,andsimilar actions(seeKiparsky2002bfor discussion)e.g.
ungitur ‘anointshimself’, cingitur ‘girds himself’.

d. In addition,passivemorphologymarksintransitivescorrespondingto transitivemotion
verbs(inchoatives),e.g.vertitur ‘turns,is turned’(from vertit ‘(causesto) turn’), volvi-
tur ‘revolve’, congregitur ‘gathers,is gathered’,vehitur ‘rides, is carried’, mov̄etur
‘moves’. Someof theseintransitivescanalsohaveactiveendings,e.g.vehit ‘rides’,
movet‘moves’.

e. Finally, and most perplexingly, passivemorphologyis an idiosyncraticfeatureof a
classof syntacticallyactivebutmorphologicallypassiveverbs,theDEPONENTVERBS.

Theparadigmof deponentverbscorrespondingto (14) is shownin (17).

(17) Non-Perfect Present hort̄atur‘exhorts’
Past hort̄ab̄atur
Future hort̄abitur

Perfect Present hort̄atus/̄a/umest
Past hort̄atus/̄a/umerat
Future hort̄atus/̄a/umerit
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Deponentverbsincludenot just unaccusatives,suchasmoritur ‘dies’, but verbsof anysemantic
type:

(18) • unergatives:loquitur ‘speaks’,queritur ‘complains’

• transitives:sequitur‘follows’, hortātur ‘encourages’

• psych-verbs:ver̄etur ‘fears’, mirātur ‘wonders’

TherearealsoSEMI-DEPONENT verbs,which havepassiveinflection in theperfectonly, suchas
gāv̄ısusest‘he hasrejoiced;thepresenttensegaudet‘rejoices’ is activein form.

Thesedatasuggestthat passiveinflection in Latin is a conjugationalfeature— we’ll call it
[±Passive]— which canbelexically specified,for verbstemsaswell asfor inflectionalendings,
or left unspecified.This featureclassifiesstemsandendingsinto threetypeseach:

(19) a. Verbstems:

1. Unspecified:verbswhichmaybeactiveor passivee.g. laudā- ‘praise’
2. [+Passive]:deponents,e.g.hortā- ‘exhort’
3. [–Passive]:activatantum, e.g.perdi- ‘destroy’

b. Endings:

1. Unspecified:indifferentendings,e.g.Pres.Part.-ns(/-nt-s/)
2. [+Passive]:passiveendings,e.g.3.Sg.Passive-tur

3. [–Passive]:activeendings,e.g.3.Sg.Active -t

Most verbsare unspecifiedfor the feature[±Passive]. Theseverbscan unify with any in-
flectionalending. Whenthey receive[–Passive]endingsor unspecifiedendings,their argument
structureremainsunmodified.[+Passive]inflectionstriggeroneor moreof theoperationson the
verb’s argumentstructurelisted in (16), forming passives,aswell aspossiblyreflexives,recipro-
cals,andinchoatives,dependingon further,partly idiosyncratic,propertiesof theverb.

(20) a. laudat ‘praises’

b. laudāns‘praising’

c. laudātur ‘is praised’

Deponentverbsareinherentlyspecifiedas[+Passive],andcanthereforeunify with a[+Passive]
or unspecifiedinflectionalending,butnotwith a [–Passive]ending.

(21) a. *hortat

b. hortāns‘exhorting’

c. hortātur ‘exhorts’

Activatantum(like facit) areinherentlyspecifiedas[–Passive],andcanthereforeunify with a
[–Passive]endingor with anunspecifiedinflectionalending,but notwith apassiveending.

(22) a. facit ‘does’

b. faciēns‘doing’

c. *facitur ‘is done’

Theendingswhichareundifferentiated(unspecified)for thefeature[±Passive],hencemorpho-
logically compatiblewith all typesof verbs,areall nonfinite.Theyincludethepresentparticiple,
thefutureparticiple,thegerund,thesupine,andsometimesthe3.p.imperativeendingsSg.-tō, Pl.
-ntō, e.g.ūtunt̄o ‘let themuse’.
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(23) a. Fromregularverbs(stemsunspecifiedfor [±Passive]):laudāns‘praising’ (not ‘being
praised’),laudātum‘in orderto praise’,laudand̄o ‘by praising’

b. Fromdeponents(stemsspecifiedas[+Passive]):loquēns‘speaking’,hortāns‘encour-
aging’, homoratiōnemūtēns‘a personusingreason’,hortātum ‘in order to exhort’,
potitum‘in orderto possess’

c. From activa tantum (stemsspecifiedas [-Passive]): perditum ‘in order to destroy’,
perdend̄o ‘by destroying’,faciend̄o ‘by doing’

Therearesomeexceptionalcases.They canbe treatedby morefine-grainedmorphological
markingof thefeature[±Passive].In particular,theclassof semi-deponentverbs(suchasgaudet,
gāv̄ısusest ‘rejoices’, audet,aususest ‘dares’)havePerfectstemswhich mustbe listedasinher-
entlypassive.This listing is oftennecessaryanyway, becausetheperfectstemstendto beformally
irregular,or at leastunpredictablefrom thepresent.

2.2 Paradigm Function Morphology

Theideaof accountingfor therelationof periphrasticandsynthetic(one-word)formsby extending
the resourcesof morphologywasfirst proposedby Börjars,Vincent,andChapman(1997),and
elaboratedin theframeworkof ParadigmFunctionMorphologyby SadlerandSpencer(2000).

SadlerandSpencerpresenttwo argumentsagainstderivingtheperiphrasticformssyntactically,
andtherefore,againstthekind of blockinganalysisI proposedabove.Their first argumentis that
theperiphrasticformsof theLatinperfectarenotcompositional,becausetheimperfect(ive)form of
thecopulais usedto expressperfect(ive)tense/aspect.Theassumptionbehindthis argument,that
wordsmustcombinecompositionally, is questionable.Numerousidiomsconsistof partswhichare
placedby syntacticrulesbutwhosesemanticsis noncompositional,e.g.verb-particlecombinations
suchassendhim up ‘ridicule him’. Therefore,evenif therelationbetweentheauxiliary andthe
participlein theperiphrasticperfectwerepartly or fully noncompositional,it doesn’tfollow that
theperiphrasticperfectis amorphologicalformation.

But in any case,the argumentdoesnot go throughfor the more immediatereasonthat the
periphrasticperfect,in bothitsmainuses,iscompositionallyderivedfrom themeaningsof itsparts.
Thepresentperfectis a‘relativetense’whichdenotesthepastin thepresent(and,correspondingly,
thepastperfectdenotesthepastin thepast).Thepastparticipledenotesthepast.Therefore,the
meaningof the periphrasticperfect is a compositionalfunction of its parts. In fact, calling it
‘periphrastic’is amisnomer— rather,thesyntheticperfectis aportmanteau.

Although the pastparticiple is often called the ‘perfect’ participle, its temporalmeaningis
clearly ‘past’ andnot ‘perfect’. This canbeseenclearly in thoseindependentuseswhereit does
not combinewith a presenttenseto form a perfect. A nice exampleis the Finnishtense/aspect
system,illustratedherewith the1.Sg.formsof puhu-‘speak’.

(24) Affirmative Negative
Present puhu-n e-npuhu ‘I (don’t) speak’
Past puhu-i-n e-npuhu-nut ‘I spoke,didn’t speak’
Pres.Perf. ole-npuhu-nut e-nolepuhu-nut ‘I have(not) spoken’
PastPerf. ol 6e-i-npuhu-nut e-nol-lut puhu-nut ‘I had(not) spoken’

Negationis expressedby theauxiliarye-, which inflectsfor personandnumber,andmustcombine
with a non-finiteverbform, eitherthepresent(which hasthesameform astheimperative),or the
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past(whichendsin -nut). Sincenegation+ -nut= negatedpast,it follows that-nut= past.Thus,the
‘presentperfect’,formally present+ -nut, is thepastin thepresent,andthe‘pastperfect’,formally
past+ -nut, is thepastin thepast.

TheReichenbach-styletreatmentof theperfectasa relativepastexploitspreciselysuchacom-
positionalanalysis.8 TheFinnishtensemorphemesin (24)havethefollowing temporalmeanings:

(25) a. Present(morphologicallyunmarked):the eventE extendsover a time t that extends
over“now”

b. Past(-i-, -nut): E extendsovera time t thatis pastw.r.t. “now”

c. PresentPerfect(be-Present-nut): E extendsovera time t1 that is past(-nut-) w.r.t. a
time t2 thatextendsover“now” (Present)

d. PastPerfect(be-Past-nut): E extendsovera time t1 that is past(-nut-) w.r.t. a time t2
thatis past(-i-) w.r.t. “now”

I.e. hasspoken= Pres(Past(speak)),had spoken= Past(Past(speak)).Wheneverthe pastpar-
ticiple appearswithout theauxiliary, its statusasapasttense(ratherthanperfect)is obvious,asin
Sanskrit,whereparticiplescanfunctionasheadsof clauses.

Theovertsyntaxof periphrasticconstructionsin languageafterlanguageshowsapresenttense
auxiliaryin combinationwith apasttenseform, in line with thesemanticdecompositionsuggested
here. TheMarathiperfectis formedby combiningthe imperfect(past)tensewith thepresentof
theauxiliaryas(Ashwini Deo,p.c.).Theparticipleagreesin numberandgenderandtheauxiliary
agreesin personandnumber.

(26) Imperfect
SG PL

1-M dhāv-l-o dhāv-l-o
1-F dhāv-l-e dhāv-l-o
2-M dhāv-l-ā-s dhāv-l-ā-t
2-F dhāv-l-ı̄-s dhāv-l-ā-t
3-M dhāv-l-ā dhāv-l-e-t
3-F dhāv-l-ı̄ dhāv-l-yā-t
3-N dhāv-l-a dhāv-l-ı̄-t

Perfect
SG PL

1-M dhāv-l-o āhe dhāv-l-o āho-t
1-F dhāv-l-eāhe dhāv-l-o āho-t
2-M dhāv-l-ā āhe-s dhāv-l-ā āh̄a-t
2-F dhāv-l-ı̄ āhe-s dhāv-l-ā āh̄a-t
3-M dhāv-l-ā āhe dhāv-l-eāhe-t
3-F dhāv-l-ı̄ āhe dhāv-l-yā āhe-t
3-N dhāv-l-aāhe dhāv-l-ı̄ āhe-t

SeeSteever1993,Ch.3 for Dravidianparallels.

TheLatin perfecthasanothermeaning:it is aperfectivepast(expressingthepasttenseof telic
predicates).Thisuseof thePerfecttriggerspastsequenceof tenses,like theimperfect,whereasthe
relativepastuseof thePerfecttriggerspresentsequenceof tenses.This perfectivepastcontrasts

8For theevidence,seeKiparsky1998,2002a.
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with theimperfectivepast— thepasttenseof predicatesdenotingstatesandactivities— expressed
by theImperfecttense.

(27) Imperfect:E extendsoverastatewhichextendsovera time t thatis pastw.r.t. “now”.

Thesecondmeaningof theLatin Perfectseemsto be indistinguishablefrom thatof a pasttense.
This meaningresultsfrom treatingthe auxilary as tenseless(leavingits Presentfeatureuninter-
preted). SinceLatin participlescannotfunction asfinite verbs,a finite auxiliary mustbe added
thepastparticiplewhenit is aclausalpredicate.Sincefinite verbsmusthavemorphologicaltense
in Latin, this auxiliary musthavetense,andit canonly bepresenttense,which is unmarkedand
thereforecanremainuninterpreted.9

The simplepastmeaningof the Latin perfectis availableonly with telic predicates.This is
dueto blockingby a competingtense,the imperfect.Theimperfectis intrinsically specializedto
atelicpredicates,andin thatdomainit pre-emptstheextendedperfect.In otherwords,thereis no
constrainton theLatin perfectitself which limits its plain pastuseto telic predicates;it is simply
anothercaseof blockingby thegeneralEXPRESSIV ENESS constraint(1b).

SeeKiparsky2002afor furtherdiscussionof thethedifferentmeaningsof theperfectin cross-
linguistic perspective.I arguetherethatperfectis a universalcategorydefinedasabove,andthat
thevarietyof its meanings(existential,universal,resultative,recentpast,andstativepresent)are
semanticallyandstructurallydistinct (and not just pragmaticallydistinct) and that they emerge
from alternativemappingsof thepredicate’seventstructureontotheparametersthatdefinetempo-
ral relations.

If the‘periphrastic’perfectis asemanticallycomplexcategory, thenit follows thatthemorpho-
logically simplesyntheticperfectis aportmanteauwhich folds thosecategoriestogether. And that
makesimmediatesenseof thegapin themorphologicalparadigm(14): themissingsyntheticper-
fect passiveendingwould expressthethreefeaturesPRESENT, PAST, andPASSIVE, which would
havemadeit the only triple portmanteauin (14). As is well-known, morphologicalcomplexity
is oneof the factorsthat typically determinethe distributionof gapsin paradigms.A synthetic
perfectpassiveis obviouslynot impossible,but if thereis a gapin the paradigm,this is a likely
placefor it to occur. Thefirst argumentof Sadler& Spencer,then,is invalid if thecompositional
natureof theperfectis recognized.

Sadler& Spencer’s secondargumentis thatdeponentverbsare“active in meaning”.

Therefore,their form cannotpossiblybe derivedfrom a syntacticconstruction
which realizespassivecontent. Therefore,the periphrasticconstructionmust form
partof the(morphological)paradigmof theverbbecauseit expressesanoppositionof
form which is notnecessarilyanoppositionof content.(p. 78).

This argumentis basedon thepremisethat ACTIVE andPASSIVE arecategoriesof contentrather
thancategoriesof form. For thereasonssketchedoutabove,thereis no “activemeaning”or “pas-
sivecontent”,nor indeedanysyntacticallyrelevantfeaturePASSIVE in anylanguage.At thelevel
of morphology, [±Passive]is a morphologicalfeature(analogousto featuresthatdistinguishcon-
jugationsandother form classes).At the level of syntaxandsemantics,it correlates(but only
imperfectly)with a propertyof a verbalpredicate’s lexical representationthat restrictsthe way
its highestTheta-role(its logical subject)is assignedto syntacticarguments.Lexical reflexives,

9In Sanskrit,whichdoesnothavethefinitenessrequirement,pastparticiplesfunctionfreelyaspasttenses.
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reciprocals,andinchoativesarealsoclasseswith particularlexical argumentstructures(Blumen-
feld, this conference).Syntactically, passivepredicateshaveno specialproperties:the form of a
language’s passivesentencesis entirelydeterminedby independentrules/constraintsof its syntax.
Justasthe rulesof syntaxcareaboutthe genderof a nounbut not whetherit is formally of the
first or seconddeclension,so the rulesof syntaxcareabouttheargumentstructureof a verb but
not whetherit is formally activeor passive.That thereis no “passivesyntax” is actuallystandard
anduncontroversialin modernsyntactictheory, andthat thereis no “passivemeaning”is equally
uncontroversialin semantics.Theseassumptionsproveusefulin Latin aswell: theymakea rea-
sonableanalysisof deponentverbspossible,see(20)–(23).But, if thereis nosyntacticor semantic
feature[±Passive],Sadler& Spencerhavenoargument.

Startingfrom their conceptionof the perfectand of the passive,Sadler& Spencerpropose
ananalysisaccordingto which, conversely, theperiphrasticperfectsblock thesyntheticperfects.
Theyadopttheframeworkof ParadigmFunctionMorphology, andarguethattheLatindatasupport
that framework. Accordingto this approach,morphologicalparadigmsaregeneratedby realiza-
tional rules.Morphemes,therefore,donotexistaslexicalentities,andhaveno intrinsicproperties
(Stump2001).In additionto regularrealizationalrules,thetheoryallows“transderivational”real-
izationalrules(RULES OF REFERRAL) which makereferenceto theoutputsof otherrealizational
rules.

Sadler& Spencerproposea“constructional”treatmentof periphrasis,accordingto whichboth
theauxiliary andtheparticipleare“pure forms”, in themselves“devoid of meaning”. Only their
combinationmeansPERFECT ASPECT. This is the diametricaloppositeof our claim that the
perfectis compositionalandnotaprimitive semanticfeature.

Thekey ideaof Sadler& Spencer’s analysisis thatRulesof Referralcanintroducesyntactic
constructionsinto morphology, sothatperiphrasticformscanbecomeexponentsof cellsin inflec-
tional paradigms.In detail, their proposalworks like this. Theperfectivepassiveis a subtypeof
thePREDICATIVE ADJECTIVE CONSTRUCTION (pac) which theydefineby therule reproducedin
(a) below. This subtype,thePREDICATIVE PARTICIPLE CONSTRUCTION (ppc), is definedin rule
(b). Rule(c) definesthedeclensionalclassof thepassiveparticiple,(d) is a rule of referralwhich
definestheppcastheexponentof themorphologicalfeaturesPerfectivePassive,and(e) assigns
deponentandsemi-deponentverbspassivemorphology. (M-featuresaremorphologicalfeatures.)

(28) a. pac=Complement:[AP. . .A[Subj Agr:[. . . ]. . . ]]
+Head:[V Type:Copula]

b. predicative-participleconstruction(ppc)
=Complement:[AP. . .A[m-Vform:PassPart,]]
+Head:[V Type:Esse,[m-Aspect:Imperfective]

c. [Vform:PassPart]⇒ [m-Class:1/2]

d. Givenaverballexeme,m-featuresetσ (excluding[m-Voice:Passive,m-Asp:Perfective]),
then
[m-Voice:Passive,m-Asp:Perfective,σ](X) =def ppc

e. If lexemeL is marked[Class:Deponent],thenfor all featuresetsσ, if
([Class:Deponent:Semi]& [Asp:Perf]),or ([Class:Deponent:Full],⊂ σ
then[m-Voice:Active]⇒ [m-Voice:Passive]

Realizationrule (28d),therule of referralwhich introducestheperiphrasticperfects,is morespe-
cific thanthe other ruleswhich realizethe PerfectandPassivefeatures,andthereforeoverrides
them.Thusperiphrasticperfectsblocksyntheticperfects.
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Treatingthe periphrasticperfectasa constructionalidiom is undesirablefor severalreasons.
First, it losessomeimportantcross-linguisticgeneralizations.

• TheperiphrasticPerfectis built on thepastparticiple(andnot,e.g.,on thepresentparticiple
or someotherverbform).

• ThepresentPerfecthasapresentauxiliary, andthepastPerfecthasapastauxiliary(andnot,
e.g.,theotherway round).

• As in manylanguages,it is theperfectthatis periphrastic,andnot thepresentor imperfect.

Secondly, it implies thatdeponentverbsshouldhavethe samemorphologyaspassiveverbs.
This is adirectconsequenceof rule (28e).But, aswe haveseen,theydon’t. Thefact is thatdepo-
nentverbs,like activeverbs,but unlike passiveverbs,havepresentparticiples,futureparticiples,
gerunds,supines,andthird personimperatives.

Third, thenotionthatperiphrasticperfectsblock thesyntheticperfectsmissesthefact thatdis-
tributionalgeneralizationswhich determinetheir respectivedistributionarealwaysmoreperspic-
uouslystatedon thesyntheticforms.Gapsin theinventoryof syntheticformsareoftenmotivated
by phonologicalor morphologicalconstraintsonwords,butasfar asI knowthereareno instances
of gapsin theinventoryof periphrasticformswhicharemotivatedby anypropertiesstatableonthe
periphrasticformsthemselves.This meansthatgapsin theinventoryof periphrasticformsarethe
resultof blockingby syntheticforms,andcannotbesensiblyrestatedin termsof theperiphrastic
formsthemselves.

TheEnglishcomparativeis a simpleinstanceof this situation,inasmuchasthedistributionof
thesyntheticandperiphrasticform is governedby prosodicconstraintson thedistributionof the
affix -er. Therearemuchmorecompellinginstances.In Sanskrit,syntheticperfectsareblocked
justwhenreduplicationis impossiblefor somemorphologicalor morphophonologicalreason.The
missingformsarethensuppliedby periphrasticperfects,whichareformedby combininganauxil-
iary verbin theperfectwith anominalizedverbform derivedby affixing -āmto thepresentstem.10

Thereareseveralclassesof caseswherethe syntheticperfectis unavailable.Vowel-initial roots
with superheavysyllables(V̄C or VCC) do not reduplicate(becausethereduplicatedform would
eitherbeidenticalwith thenon-reduplicatedform, or phonologicallydeviant,for obviousreasons),
andform periphrasticperfectsonly.

(29) a. ı̄ks. ‘see’ (middle)

b. * ı̄ks.e ‘hasseen’

c. ı̄ks. ām. cakre‘hasseen’

Secondly, only monosyllabicunsuffixedrootscanundergoperfectreduplication.Whenthe root
is polysyllabicor hasoneor morederivationalsuffixes(causativeetc.),theperiphrasticperfectis
usedinstead.

(30) a. cint-ay- ‘think’ (active)

b. *cicintaya ‘hasseen’

c. cintaȳamāsa, or cintaȳam. cak̄ara ‘hasseen’

10Notethatthefeaturesof theperfectaredistributedin adifferentway in theseperiphrasticconstructions.
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Third, whenthesyntheticperfecthasanonstandardsemantics,theperiphrasticformationsupplies
theperfectwith thestandardmeaning.11

(31) a. veda‘knows’, bibhāya ‘fears’ (formally perfects)

b. *veda ‘hasknown’, *bibhāya ‘hasfeared’

c. vidām. ca-k̄ar-a ‘hasknown’, bibhaȳam. ca-k̄ar-a ‘hasfeared’

Sadler& Spencer’s reasoningfor Latin wouldalsoapplyto Sanskritperiphrasticperfects.Sothey
wouldhaveto beformedin themorphologyby aRuleof Referralon thebasisof thesyntactically
derivedperiphrasis.Theperiphrasticperfectsformedunderthespecialcircumstancesillustratedin
(29)–(31)wouldthenblockthesyntheticperfect.Thisanalysisdestroysthephonologicalrationale
for thedistributionof perfecttypes.Why wouldrootswith superheavysyllablespreferperiphrastic
perfects?No reason.But thereis anexcellentphonologicalreasonwhy theyshouldavoidsynthetic
ones: superheavyvowel-initial syllablescan’t be reduplicated.This showsthat syntheticforms
blockperiphrasticforms,not,asSadler& Spencerclaim, theotherway round.

2.3 Distributed Morphology

Embick (2000)hasdevelopeda comparablyelaborateanalysisof the Latin periphrasticperfect
basedonDistributedMorphology. Two assumptionsbehindit are:

(32) Lateinsertion:syntaxfeedsmorphology.

(33) FeatureDisjointness(E 188)
Featuresthatarephonological,or purelymorphological,or arbitrarypropertiesof vocabu-
lary items,arenot presentin thesyntax;syntacticosemanticfeaturesarenot insertedin the
morphology.

Accordingto Embick,periphrasticandsyntheticperfectsarederivedfrom thesamesyntactic
structure.Thedifferencebetweensyntheticandperiphrasticperfectsis thatsyntheticperfectsun-
dergoaprocessof Merger,whichpostsyntacticallyfusestheAspectnodethathousestheauxiliary
with themainverb,by adjoiningtheTense+Agrnodeto Asp. Theresultingmergedstructuresare
thenspelledoutassyntheticperfects,while theunmergedstructuresarespelledoutasperiphrastic
perfects.

Fordeponentverbs,Embicksuggeststheyarenotderivedfrom thesamesyntacticstructuresas
truepassiveverbs,thoughtheysharewith themtheabstractfeature[pass].Thedifferencebetween
deponentsandtruepassivesis thattheabstractfeatureis realizedonadifferentnodein thesyntax.

Thefollowing derivationshouldmakethegeneralideaclear.

(34) Passive(outputof syntax)

11A small numberof verbsform both syntheticperfectsandperiphrasticperfects. This is to be expectedfrom
variationin theacceptabilityof thesyntheticperfect.

14



TP

T

T AspP

Asp

Asp vP

√
−v Asp v

√
P

[perf] t . . . t. . .

(35) Merger(movementof T-Agr to
√
−v-Asp)

TP

T

T Asp

Asp vP

Asp T v
√
P

√
−v Asp T Agr t . . . t. . .

Technicallya solutionof this kind is hard to implement. Somehowthe feature[pass]must
block movementof perfectaspectto T (so that perfectpassivesanddeponentsdo not undergo
Mergerandremainperiphrastic).Also, perfectaspect,whennot selectedby T, mustselect[pass]
(sothatperfectparticiplesarealwayspassiveor deponent).Embickconsidersthreeformaloptions
andfindsthateachrunsinto conceptualand/ortechnicaldifficulties.

(36) • Solution1: A morphologicalfeature[pass]blocksMerger. The problemis that the
auxiliary in the periphrasticperfectcanbe separatedfrom the participleby syntactic
processes(in the sameway asany verb canbe separatedfrom its complement).But
thesesyntacticprocessesmust follow Merger, lest they bleedit. This requirestwo
roundsof syntax,pre- and post-morphological,with Vocabularyinsertionbetween,
clearlyanundesirableoption.

• Solution2: An uninterpretablesyntacticfeature[pass]blocksMerger. The featureis
below v whenv doesnot licensean externalargumentsyntactically(in passivesand
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unaccusatives).For deponentverbs,a [pass]featureis generatedsyntacticallyin the
headof v’s complement(the positionwhereRootsare inserted),anda constraintis
imposedon deponentsthat they canonly be insertedinto [pass]Root nodes.This is
undesirablebecauseit leadsto massivesyntacticcomplications.

• Solution3: Roots(at leastdeponents)arevisible in thesyntax.Theproblemwith this
solutionis a theory-internalone;it is incompatiblewith theprincipleof LateInsertion
(see(32)).

Regardlessof which of thesethreeimplementationsis adopted,the DistributedMorphology
analysishassomeempirical weaknesses,which interestinglyenoughare ratherparallel to the
weaknessesof ParadigmFunctionMorphologythatwe identifiedearlier.

As above,wecanagainaskwhy it is theperfectthatis periphrastic,andnot thepresentor im-
perfect.I arguedthatthis is dueto thecompositionalnatureof theperfect.Featuremanipulations,
on theotherhand,merelystipulatethis.

Theclaim thatdeponentverbshavethesameinflectionalparadigmaspassiveverbsis simply
incorrect: deponents,like activeverbs,but unlike passiveverbs,havepresentparticiples,future
participles,gerundives,andsupines,asseenin (23) andfollowing examples.In orderto capture
this distinction,further featuremanipulationswould berequiredso that the feature[pass]canbe
blockedfrom “merging” with presentparticiplesandtheothercategoriesin questiononly in true
passives.It is not clearhow this couldbedone.Themorphologicaldifferencesbetweensyntactic
passivesand deponentsproveas troublesomefor Embick’s analysisas they were for Sadler&
Spencer’s.

Finally, theSanskritperiphrasticperfectis clearlyincompatiblewith lateinsertion.Themerger
operationmustseeboth thephonology(syllablestructure)andthemeaning(whethertheperfect
hasaperfector presentinterpretation)but theresultingstructureis subjectto syntacticmovement,
e.g.vidām. vā ı̀damayam. cakāra ‘he truly knewthis’. This is exactlythekind of situationwhose
existenceDistributedMorphologyis designedto exclude.

Towardstheendof hisarticle,Embickbriefly criticizeswhathesupposesa lexicalisttreatment
of theLatin systemwould look like. Thecritiqueconsistsof oneargument:sincedeponentverbs
havepassivemorphology, lexicalismpredictsthat theyshouldhavepassivesyntax. (Recall that,
for Embick, the differencebetweendeponentsandpassivesis a matterof which syntacticnode
theabstractfeatureis realizedon.) This is not so. Theansweris that [+Passive],a morphological
(quasi-conjugational)feature,affectsargumentstructureonly when it is assignedby affixation.
When[+Passive]is inherentlyspecifiedon a stem,its effect on the verb’s argumentstructureis
overriddenby whatis specifiedin theverb’s lexicalentry. This is simply the‘derivedenvironment
effect’, which wasexpressedin rule-basedphonologyasthegeneralizationthat rulesareblocked
if theyareapplicablewithin the lexical entry itself. Thederivedenvironmenteffect is evenmore
commonin morphology. Forexample,Latin nounswhich inherentlybelongto thefirst declension
(stemsendingin -ā) maybeeithermasculineor feminine(e.g.nauta‘sailor’) — whereasderived
nounsof that declensionformedby suffixing -ā areinvariably feminine(e.g.serva‘female ser-
vant’). Similarly, in Sanskrit,thesuffix -ay makescausativesfrom simpleverbs,e.g.kār-ay-a=ti
‘causesto make’from kr

˚
- ‘make’, butsomeverbshaveobligatory-ay-, andthesearenotnecessar-

ily causatives,e.g.cint-ay-a-ti‘thinks’. Wordslike nautaandcint-ay-a-ti— whichcouldbelisted
adlibitum — areformally analogsto deponentverbs,andarereadilyaccommodatedin lexicalist
morphologyalongthelinessuggestedabovefor Latin deponents.Theyall illustratethegeneraliza-
tion thatonly derivedaffixesmustpasstheirpropertieson to theirstems.Oncethisgeneralization
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is understood,Embick’ssoleobjectionto lexicalmorphologyfalls apart.

3 Conclusion

Themainfindingof thisstudyis thatafiltering approachto blocking,superiorto rule-basedblock-
ing in its ownright,alsoprovidesthekeyto periphrasticinflection.Blockingorganizesexpressions
into paradigmsthrougha competitionbetweenfaithfulness(EXPRESSIVENESS) andmarkedness
(ECONOMY). Fromthatperspective,paradigmsthatmix syntheticandperiphrasticformsdo not
invalidatelexicalistmorphology, butactuallyprovidenewsupportfor it. Thiswasarguedontheo-
reticalgroundsandjustifiedempiricallythroughananalysisof Latin verbinflection.

The larger questionis whetherand to what extent the weaknessesof the other two analy-
sescountasevidenceagainstParadigmFunctionMorphologyandDistributedMorphology. That
dependsof courseon how rigorously the analysesactually follow from thosetheoriesandhow
strongthe evidenceis that thoseanalysesreally arewrong. In general,a theory is falsified if it
imposesa wrong analysison a language,or allows an analysiswhich is impossiblefor any lan-
guage.Clearly we don’t asyet havethe first type of falsification. For neitherSadler& Spencer
nor Embicknor I haveshownthattheanalysesin questionarestrict consequencesof thetheories
in question;moreoverneitherParadigmFunctionMorphologyandDistributedMorphology(nor
lexical morphology, for that matter)haveso far beenformulatedpreciselyenoughto evenallow
sucha demonstration.Arguablywe arecloseto thesecondtypeof falsification,though.Sadler&
SpencerhaveshownthatParadigmFunctionMorphologycanrathernaturallyexpressgrammatical
analysesin which periphrasticformsblocksyntheticforms. In reality it seemsto betheotherway
round:syntheticformsalwaysblock periphrasticforms.EmbickshowsthatDistributedMorphol-
ogydivorcesphonologyfrom combinatoricmorphologyin awaywhichleadstowhatwehaveseen
is thewronganalysisof mixedparadigmslike thoseof LatinandSanskrit.A lexicalmorphological
approachsuchastheoneadvocatedherepredictsthecorrectdirectionof blockingandallowsfor
thewell-attestedtypesof phonology-morphologyinteractions.So,if therespectivecross-linguistic
generalizationsarecorrect,ParadigmFunctionMorphologyandDistributedMorphologymustbe
rejected,whereaslexicalmorphologyremainsaviabletheoryof morphology.
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BÖRJARS, KERSTI, NIGEL VINCENT, AND CAROL CHAPMAN. (1997),Paradigms,periphrases,
andpronominalinflection:afeature-basedaccount.YearbookofMorphology1996,155-120.

EMBICK , DAVID . 2000. Features,syntax,andcategoriesin theLatin Perfect.LinguisticInquiry
31.185-230.

HALLE , MORRIS. Prolegomenato aTheoryof Word-Formation.LinguisticInquiry 4.3-16.

KIPARSKY, PAUL . 1968. Tenseandmoodin Indo-Europeansyntax. Foundationsof Language
4:30-57.

KIPARSKY, PAUL . 1982. Lexical Morphology and Phonology. In Linguistics in the Morning
Calm(LinguisticSocietyof Korea,ed.),3-91.Seoul:Hanshin.

KIPARSKY, PAUL . 1998.Aspectandeventstructurein Vedic.YearbookofSouthAsianLanguages
andLinguistics, 29-61.

KIPARSKY, PAUL . 2002a. EventStructureand the Perfect. In David I. Beaver,Luis D. Casil-
las Martı́nez,Brady Z. Clark, andStefanKaufmann,TheConstructionof Meaning. CSLI
Publications.

KIPARSKY, PAUL . 2002b.Disjoint ReferenceandtheTypologyof Pronouns.In Ingrid Kaufmann
andBarbaraStiebels(eds.),More than Words. StudiaGrammatica53. Berlin: Akademie
Verlag.

KIPARSKY, PAUL . MS. Blockingandtheinjunctive.

KOONTZ-GARBODEN, ANDREW . 2002. Morphologicalblocking, variation, and Optimality
Theory:Therealizationof Spanishprogressiveaspect.MS, Stanford.

MCCLOSKEY, JAMES AND KENNETH HALE . 1983.On thesyntaxof person-numberinflection
in modernIrish. NaturalLanguageandLinguisticTheory1:487-533.

PAUL , HERMANN. 1886.PrinzipienderSprachgeschichte.Tübingen:Niemeyer.
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