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Paradigmghatcombinesynthetic(one-word)andperiphrastidormsin complementaryglistri-
bution haveloomedlargein discussion®f morphologicalblocking (McCloskeyand Hale 1983,
Poserl986,Andrews1990). Suchcompositeparadigmgotentiallychallengethe lexicalistclaim
that wordsand sentencesre organizedby distinct subsystemsf grammar They are of course
grist for the mill of DistributedMorphology a theorywhich revelsin everykind of interpenetra-
tion of morphologyandsyntax. But they havepromptedevenParadigmFunctionMorphologists
to introducesyntacticconstructionsnto their morphology | shallargue,instead for a lexicalist
treatmentwhichis basedntheideathatblockingis afiltering devicethatappliesto the outputof
thegenerativesystemyratherthanoperatingdirectlyonits derivationdWunderlich1996).1 present
this approachto blockingin sectionl, andshowin section2 how it dealswith theintricatecom-
positeverb paradigmof Latin, wherethe periphrastigperfectpassivesuppliesthe missingpieces
of an otherwisesyntheticinflectional system. This part of Latin verb morphologyhasrecently
beentreatedrom the perspectivef DistributedMorphologyandParadignfunctionMorphology
| comparemy solutionto thesetreatment@andarguethatit is superiorin two respectsit predicts
the complementarityof the syntheticand periphrastidormationsandyet allows their respective
morphologicalandsyntacticpropertiesto be capturedandit readily coverssomebasicdatathat
theotheranalysegetwrong.

1 Blocking in three morphological theories

1.1 Blocking in lexicalist morphology

Centralto theapproacho blockingadoptecdhereis theideathatblockingis notarelationbetween
competingword-formationrules, but betweencompetingexpressionsThis approachis a natural
consequencef any non-rule-base@pproacho word-formation,including both older analogical
theoriessuchasPaul’s (1886)andrecentOT theories Wunderlich1996pointedout that,properly
articulated,it offers a straightforwardaccountof the constitutionof paradigms.On his view a
grammarconsistof two componentsagenerativeeomponentindafilter. Thegenerativeeompo-
nent— which includesthe syntax,lexicon,and morphologyin the traditionalsense— specifies
the potentialexpression®f the languageandtheir potentialinterpretations Thefilter consistsof
a blocking mechanisnwhich selectshe languages actualexpressionsindtheir actualmeanings
from this set! Wunderlichmakesa numberof furtherassumptionsyhich togethemefineatheory
that he calls Minimalist Morphology Theseadditionalassumptionsvill not be atissuehere. So

IThefilter is thusquite differentfrom thatsuggestetby Halle 1973,which containdanguage-specificonstraints.



for presentpurposed will referto anytheoryof morphologywhich is both lexicalistandtreats
blockingasarelationbetweerexpressiongs*“lexicalist morphology”.

The blocking mechanisnoperatesdy resolvingthe competitionbetweerthe potentialexpres-
sionswhosemeanings compatiblewith agiveninputmeaningthink of it asthe‘intended’mean-
ing). | will assumehat the competitionholdsonly with respectto meaningfeatureswhich are
paradigmaticallyexpressedn the languageby morphologicalmeans.(For example worsecom-
peteswith badder but wine doesnot competewith fermentedyrapejuice). | takeit to be un-
controversiathat somemorphologicalcategoriesn a languageare paradigmaticand othersnot,
andthata given categorymay be paradigmatian onelanguageandnon-paradigmatian another
(e.g.feminineis paradigmatidn Frenchand Germanbut notin English). And | takeit to bean
unsolvedproblemwhy thatis the case.Pendinga solutionof this problem the paradigmatistatus
of afeaturemustsimply be stipulated.

Compatibilitywill be understoodasidentity or subsumption.Thus,blocking adjudicatese-
tweenthoseoutputswhichexpressitherall of theinputmeaningfeaturecontent)or somesubpart
of it. Thisis doneby two constraints:

(1) a. EcoNnomY: Avoid complexity
b. EXPRESSVENESS: Expresgnmeaning.

In OT terms,EcoNOMY is amarkednessonstraintwhich requiresthat, otherthingsbeingequal,
the simplestexpressiorbe choser?, and EXPRESSV ENESS is a faithfulnessconstraintwhich re-

quiresthat, otherthingsbeingequal,all of the input meaningshouldbe expressedby the output
expressionThe‘otherthingsbeingequal clausds notpartof theconstraintspf courseputcomes
from OT constraintanking?

The interactionbetweenECoNOMY and EXPRESSVENESS givesrise to four typesof situa-
tions?

(2) a. Amongequallyexpressivexpressionghe simplestis optimal.
b. Amongequallysimpleexpressionghe mostexpressiveas optimal.

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

d. When EXPRESSVENESS and ECONOMY conflict, their rankingdecides. If they are
freely rankedthereis againfree variation: eachrankinggivesa differentwinner.

Caseqa) and(b) arethe standardypesof blocking: semantidlockingandmorphologicablock-
ing, respectivelyCasegc) and(d) yield two kindsof freevariation.

An exampleof blockingis the relationbetweenworseandits potentialrivals, amongwhich
baddeyr morebad andplain bad arethe mostinteresting.All the competingexpressionsnustbe
generatedby the grammaticabystemandfiltered out by the blocking system.Thoughall of them
indeedhaveacceptableisesnonecanmeanworse— andthatis whatblockingmustensure.

On our lexicalistassumptionsworseandbad are listed in the lexicon, with their respective
meanings.*Badder is generatedy the morphology and*more bad is generatedy the syntax.

2We shall assumeherethat complexityis measuredy the numberof morphemesbut otherreasonablenetrics
would give the sameresultsfor thecasesonsideredhere.

3SeeKoontz-Garbode@002for astochasti©T treatmenbf blockingwhich alsousesconflictingmarkednesand
faithfulnessconstraints.

4SeeKiparskyMS for moredetailsandempiricaljustification.
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The constraintsEXPRESSVENESS and ECONOMY in (1) explainthe distributionof the four ex-
pressionssfollows.

Consideffirst theformsbadderandmorebad In sofar astheymeanthe samething asworse
they competewith it. The compositionaforms are supersedetly the synonymoussimpleform
because¢heyviolate ECONOMY. Thisis aninstanceof case(a) in (2): synonymgie on EXPRES
SIVENESS sothe competitionbetweerthemis necessarilyesolvedoy ECONOMY.

Whataboutbad? Inasmuchas‘worse’ subsumesgimplies)‘bad’ (atleast,’bad’ in comparison
to someother, 'better’ thing), badandworsecompeteor themeaningworse’.®> However,because
bad doesnot expresghe semanticcontentof the comparativejt incursa violation of EXPRES
SIVENESSwhich is not incurredby worse Thereforeworseis the bettercandidate. This is an
instanceof case(b): the candidatesre equallysimple (both beingmonomorphemic)sotheytie
on EcoNomy, andthe competitionbetweerthemis resolvedoy EXPRESSVENESS.

Why thenarethe threeotherforms everacceptablat all? Becauseéhey havecertainspecial
meaningsvhich worse(for variousreasonsyloesnot have.Worsedoesnot havebad’s secondary
meaningtough, mean’(which mustberecordedn thelexical entry),sothe comparativeof badin
that particularsenseanustbe badder And “external” comparativesasin morebad than unlucky
‘more appropriatelydescribedasbadthanasunlucky’, canonly be periphrasticpresumablyfor
goodsyntactico-semanticeasons.For thesemeaningsthereare no competingexpressionsand
no blocking.

As our exampléllustrates the blockingmechanisnis the sourceof paradigms Paradigmson
this view, arenot listed, or generatedy rulesor constraintsthey emergethroughblocking from
the competitionbetweenexpressionsWe cansaythata morphologicalfeatureF is intrinsically
PARADIGMATIC if thereis amorphemenwhichis specifiedonly for F (a‘default’ morpheme)and
thata paradigmis COMPLETE if thereis a defaultmorphemdor everyfeature.

In this paper,| shall only discusscompetitionamongfree forms, thatis, wordsandphrases.
In reality, therole of blocking probablygoesdeeper Within thelexicon,blockingcanbe seenas
the principle thatorganizesallomorphsinto morphemesA morphemas itself a micro-paradigm
composedf the basicallomorph(the generalcase)plus possiblya setof competingallomorphs
restrictedio specificcontextythe specialcases) However this extendedconceptof blockingwill
play norolein whatfollows.

To summarizeplocking
(3) ¢ is arelationbetweerexpressionsjot betweerrulesor constraintsyhich
e resultsfrom competitionbetweerEXPRESSV ENESS andECONOMY, and
e Organizesexpressionnto PARADIGMS.

1.2 Paradigm Function Morphology

A very different view of blocking and paradigmscan be found in Stump2001. Stumpregards
blockingasarelationbetweemmorphologicakules,andtreatsparadigmsasprimitivesof thethe-
ory. For him, blockingis effectedby a versionof the familiar “Elsewhere”conditionwhich says
thatspecialrulesblock generakules:

5Sincethe conversedoesnot hold, they do not competefor the meaning'bad’. Therefore,worseis the only
candidatdor this meaninglamongthe expressionsonsideredhere).
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(4) Panini's Principle: If two or morerulesin the sameblock are compatiblerelativeto an
expressiorX anda completeandwell-formedsets of morphosyntactipropertiesthenthe
narrowesbf theserulestakesprecedencevertheothersin theinflectionof X for o. (Stump
2001:22)

Thenotionof paradigmis itself definedin termsof a setof morphologicakategories.

(5) ThepPARADIGM of alexemel is asetof CELLS; eachsuchcell is thepairing< Y, o > of an
inflectedform Y of thelexemelL with acompleteseto of morphosyntactipropertiedor L.
(Stump2001:43)

Theseare amongthe core tenetsof ParadigmFunction Morphology For this theory the two
hallmarksof paradigmaticitythateachcell is filled, andthatit is filled only once,holdin virtue of
Panini’s Principle,with thestipulationthatthattherelevantrulesmustbelongto the sameblock.

A generaldifficulty for this approachis the fact thatit leavesno room for morphologically
underspecifiedorms in paradigms. To say that every cell of a lexemes$ paradigmmust have
a completeset of morphosyntactigropertiesfor L in effect deniesthat inflectional categories
canbe optional. Yet languagesan have“defective” categoriesvhich represenneutrality with
respecto oneor moreinflectionalcategories An exampleis theinjunctivein Sanskritwhichis
atenselesgalbeitfinite) verb form (Kiparsky 1968, Kiparsky MS).® Instantiatingcase(d) in (2),
suchinflectionallydepletedexpressionsompetesuccessfullyvith moreexpressiv@nes— syntax
permitting,of course.

The decisionto treat blocking as a relation betweenmorphologicalrules hasconsequences
for the treatmenbf paradigmswith a mixture of monomorphemi@andmorphologicallycomplex
forms, and of paradigmswith a mixture of syntheticand periphrasticforms. This is clearfrom
Stumps treatmentof the Englishcomparative.In orderto accountfor the blocking of *badder
by worse he assumeshatthe generalrule which introduces-er is blockedby a specialrule that
introducesworse

(6) a. RRl.{DEG:compa},A(<XyU >)=ger<Xer, o >
b. RR1.0}pEG:compa,BAD (<X, >)=ger<WOrseg >

But positingrealizationruleswhich outputmonomorphemiportmanteawords,suchas(6b) is a
questionablartificeunlesst is donein ageneralay onprincipledgroundgasin Kiparsky1982).
In PFM, theonly reasorfor makingworsetheoutputof arealizationrule seemso betheblocking
effectitself, becaus®f theinitial assumptiothatblockingis necessarilyarelationbetweerrules.
As far asl cantell, nothingin thetheorypreventgustlisting worseasalexical entry, in whichcase
it would not block *badder. In effect, this amountgo stipulatingthe blocking effect, ratherthan
derivingit from principlesof thetheory

Paradigmghatmix syntheticandperiphrastidorms alsohaveunhappyconsequence®r this
approachBecauset excludeslocking betweermorphologyandsyntax,it mustgeneratemixed
paradigmswithin the morphology But allocatingthe periphrasticcomparativeo the morphology
doesnot sit well with the fact that more (unlike -er, of course),is syntacticallyseparabldrom
its adjectivalor adverbialheadby deletionandparentheticaéxpressionsaspointedout by Poser
1986.

(7) a. Isit lesssuccessfulpr more(so)?
b. Thisoneis moreimpressivepr atleastexpensive(= or atleastmoreexpensive)

6Similar claimshavebeenmadefor theimperfectivein classicalArabic.
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c. It isamore— shallwe say— delicateundertaking.

More is just asindependensyntacticallyas,say veryis. In manylanguagesincludingLatin (see
below)the auxiliary of the periphrastidensess asfreely positionedasanyverb. Thereforeit is
not possibleto treatsuchperiphrastidormationsassinglewords.

1.3 Distributed Morphology

Thedistinguishingclaim of DistributedMorphology asdevelopedy Halle, Marantz,Noyer,Em-

bick andothers,is thatmovementndothertransformationabperationsareresponsibldor 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 Notablythe two approacheagreein recognizingmorphemesslexical

objectswith intrinsic propertiesjn countenancingonstituenistructurein words,andin separat-
ing morphologyfrom (morpho)phonologyin contrastParadignfunctionMorphologyeliminates
morphemedy taking morphologicalrulesand operationsasits basicentities,deniesthat words
haveconstituenstructurg(exceptfor compounds)andclaimsthatmorphologicaformis thesame
asphonologicaform.

For DistributedMorphology compositeparadigmsvould seemto be no problemat all at the
technicallevel;it canreadilyderivethe Englishcomparativgparadigm Actually, thetheorymakes
availabletwo distinct devicesfor copingwith what Lexical Morphologyand ParadigmFunction
Morphologytreatin a unified fashionasa single empirical phenomenonThe first deviceis the
SUBSET PRINCIPLE on lexicalinsertion(Halle 1997:427)which corresponds$o ParadigmFunc-
tion Morphology’s (6) andour EXPRESSVENESS principle (1b).

(8) Thephonologicabxponenbf avocabularyjtemisinsertednto apositionif theitemmatches
all or a subsetof the featuresspecifiedin the terminalmorpheme.Insertiondoesnot take
placeif the vocabularyitem containsfeaturesnot presentn the morpheme Whereseveral
vocabularnjtemsmeettheconditionsfor insertion theitem matchingthegreateshumberof
featuresspecifiedn theterminalmorphememnustbe chosen.

DistributedMorphology’s seconddevicefor dealingwith what are ostensiblyblocking effectsis
the syntacticmechanisnof morphologicaimerger(postsyntactitowering). Wherethis operation
is obligatory only the syntheticform occurs,andwhereit is inapplicable,only the periphrastic
form occurs.Mixed paradigmgesultfrom restrictionson merger

DM in effectstipulatesblockingtwice: onceby positingthatmergerprocessesareobligatory
— anundesirablestipulationin itself — andsecondlyasthe SubsetPrinciple (8). On the other
hand, the mergeroperationis both unmotivatedand unconstrained.Considerthe discussiorof
the Englishcomparativean Embick & Noyer 2001. They proposethat moreis loweredonto the
adjectiveto form thesyntheticcomparative,

(9) t; smart-er,
~—

providedof coursethatthe familiar prosodicandotherconditionsaresatisfiede.g.:

"Note that more is not omissiblewhen the precedingcomparativeis synthetic: This oneis better or at least
expensivean'tmean This oneis better,or atleastmoreexpensive’.



a. Johnis smarterthanaBill.

b.  Johnis moreintelligentthanBill.
c. *Johnis intelligent-erthanBill.

d. ?*Johnis moresmartthanBill.

In supportof the lowering analysis,Embick andNoyer claim thatthe operationin (9) is blocked
whenthereis aninterveningelement(amazinglyin (11)), which apparentlyindicatesa syntactic
locality constraintat work.

(11) themo-stamazinglysmartperson. . /4 *the amazinglysmart-esperson

However,the constituentstructureof (11) is (12a), not (12b) as Embick and Noyer’s argument
presupposes.

(12) a. [mostamazingly]smart
b. most[amazinglysmart]

Thisis shownby the fact thatmostmodifiesjust the adjectiveor adverbthatimmediatelyfollows
it. Thedatain (13)illustratehowmostin suchphrasess selectedy theadverbandhasnorelation
to theadjectivethatfollows.

(13) a. themostrecentlyelectedmembermostrecently *most elected)
b. *the mosthardlyrespecteanember(*mosthardly, mostrespected)

Thedatain their entiretyfollow from the assumptionthatthereis no “lowering” processandthat
most(like veryandotheradverbf its class)immediatelyprecededts head.

Sincethisfailed arguments all thatEmbickandNoyer offer, theyhaveno casefor alowering
analysisof syntheticcomparativesNor, asfar as| know, hasany seriousargumentof this form
everbeenproducedfor any mergeranalysisin any language.And the othertypesof arguments
for mergerare not empirical, but internalto non-lexicalistversionsof Minimalist syntax. Since
Minimalist syntaxcanalsobeimplementedn away thatis consistentvith lexicalistassumptions,
| concludethatthereis no supportfor atheorywhich makesmergeratheoreticaloption,let alone
a preferredoption. The burdenof accountingor blocking shouldthereforedevolvesolely on an
appropriateversionof the SubsePrinciple(8), which, asl havearguedjs (1).

(10)

2 Periphrasisand mixed paradigms: the Latin perfect passive

2.1 A lexicalist analysis

To betterassesshe relative merits of the threeapproache$o morphologyandto periphrasisn
particular,let usturn to a morecomplexsetof data. The compositeconjugationsystemof Latin
is anideal subjectfor this purposebecauseherearerecentreasonablyexplicit analysesouched
in both ParadigmFunctionMorphology (Sadler& Spencer2001) and Distributed Morphology
(Embick 2000). | proposeto showthat, in spite of the theoreticalchasmthat separateshe two,
both encounterrathersimilar difficulties, andthat the lexicalistapproachprovidesa simplerand
betteranalysiswhich avoidsthosedifficulties.

Theinterestof the Latin perfectpassivds thatit is a periphrastidormationwhich occupiesa
slotin anotherwisesyntheticinflectionalparadigm.The following tableshowsthe 3.Sgforms of
laudat‘praises’andits passivdaudatur ‘is praised’in thedifferenttense/aspectombinations.
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(14) Non-Ferfect Active Passive

Present laudat'praises’ laudatur'is praised’

Past laudabat laucabatur
Future laudabit laudabitur

Perfect
Present laudavit laudatus/a/um est
Past laucaverat laudatus/a/um erat
Future laudaverit laudatus/a/um erit

Lexical Morphologysuggestshe following straightforwardlockinganalysis.

(15)

a. Latin morphologylacksperfectpassivanflections(thereis a principledreasorfor the

locationof thisgap,aswill beseenbelow).

b. Theperiphrasticconstructiorcompleteghe paradigmin the syntax.
c. By EcoNoMY (1a),theperiphrastidorms(theboldfacedformsin (14)) areusedonly

whenthereis no syntheticperfect.

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

(16)

a. Passivemorphologymarkssyntacticallypassiveverbs. In fact, nearlyall suchverbs

haveobligatorily passivanflection.

. However,a few verbs,suchasfacit ‘makes’ and perdit ‘destroys’don’t take passive

morphologyin the presenttense. Let’s call such presentstemsACTIVA TANTUM.
Their missingpassiveform is suppliedby activeverbs: fit ‘becomesjs made’, periit
‘perishes,is destroyed’. Theseverbsare not just passivebut alsofunctionasnormal
(unaccusativeintransitiveswith noimplied agent.

. Ontheotherhand,passivemorphologyis alsooneway of markinglexical reflexives

andreciprocalsmostly belongingto the characteristicemanticclassof verbsdenot-
ing grooming,equippingandsimilar actions(seeKiparsky 2002bfor discussionkg.g.
ungitur ‘anointshimself, cingitur ‘girds himself.

. In addition,passivemorphologymarksintransitivescorrespondingo transitivemotion

verbs(inchoatives)e.g.vertitur ‘turns,is turned’ (from vertit ‘(causedo) turn’), volvi-
tur ‘revolve’, congregitur‘gathers,is gathered’,vehitur ‘rides, is carried’, mowetur
‘moves’. Someof theseintransitivescanalsohaveactiveendings,e.g. vehit ‘rides’,
movetmoves'.

. Finally, and most perplexingly passivemorphologyis an idiosyncraticfeatureof a

classof syntacticallyactivebutmorphologicallypassivererbs,the DEPONENTVERBS.

Theparadigmof deponenterbscorrespondingo (14) is shownin (17).
(17) Non-Rerfect Present hortatur‘exhorts’

Past hortabatur
Future hortabitur

Perfect Present hortatush/umest

Past hortatusA/umerat
Future hortatush/umerit



Deponentverbsincludenot just unaccusativesuchasmoritur ‘dies’, but verbsof any semantic
type:
(18) e unergativesloquitur ‘speaks’,queritur ‘complains’

e transitives:sequiturfollows’, hortatur ‘encourages’

e psych-verbsveretur ‘fears’, miratur ‘wonders’

TherearealsoSEMI-DEPONENT verbs,which havepassivanflectionin the perfectonly, suchas
gavisusest‘he hasrejoiced;the presentensegaudetrejoices’is activein form.

Thesedatasuggesthat passiveinflection in Latin is a conjugationalfeature— we’ll call it
[+Passive}— which canbe lexically specified for verb stemsaswell asfor inflectionalendings,
or left unspecifiedThis featureclassifiesstemsandendingsnto threetypeseach:

(19) a. Verbstems:

1. Unspecifiedverbswhich maybeactiveor passivee.g.lauda- ‘praise’
2. [+Passive]deponentse.g. horta- ‘exhort’
3. [-Passive]activatantum e.g.perdi- ‘destroy’

b. Endings:

1. Unspecifiedindifferentendingsg.g. Pres.Part.-ns(/-nt-s/)
2. [+Passive]passiveendingsge.g.3.Sg.Passivetur
3. [-Passive]activeendingsge.g.3.Sg.Active -t

Most verbsare unspecifiedfor the feature[+Passive]. Theseverbscan unify with any in-
flectionalending. Whenthey receive[-Passivelendingsor unspecifiedendings,their argument
structureremainsunmodified.[+Passivejnflectionstrigger oneor moreof the operationon the
verb’s argumentstructurelistedin (16), forming passivesaswell aspossiblyreflexives,recipro-
cals,andinchoativesdependingon further, partly idiosyncratic propertiesof theverb.

(20) a. laudat‘praises’
b. laudans‘praising’
c. laudatur ‘is praised’

Deponenverbsareinherentlyspecifiedas[+Passive]andcanthereforeunify with a[+Passive]
or unspecifiednflectionalending,but notwith a[-Passivekending.

(21) a. *hortat
b. hortans‘exhorting’
c. hortatur ‘exhorts’

Activatantum(like facit) areinherentlyspecifiedas[—Passive]andcanthereforeunify with a
[-Passivepndingor with anunspecifiednflectionalending,but not with a passiveending.

(22) a. facit‘does’
b. faciens‘doing’
c. *facitur ‘is done’

Theendingswvhichareundifferentiatequnspecifiedjor thefeaturgl +Passive]lhencanorpho-
logically compatiblewith all typesof verbs,areall nonfinite. Theyincludethe presenparticiple,
thefuture participle,thegerund the supine andsometimeshe 3.p.imperativeendingsSg.-to, PI.
-nto, e.g.utun ‘let themuse’.



(23) a. Fromregularverbs(stemsunspecifiedor [+Passive])laudans‘praising’ (not ‘being
praised’),laudatum‘in orderto praise’,laudand ‘by praising’

b. Fromdeponentgstemsspecifiedas[+Passive])loquens‘'speaking’,hortans‘encour-
aging’, homorationemutens‘a personusingreason’,hortatum‘in orderto exhort’,
potitum‘in orderto possess’

c. From activa tantum (stemsspecifiedas [-Passive]): perditum‘in orderto destroy’,
perdend ‘by destroying’ faciend ‘by doing’

Thereare someexceptionalcases.They canbe treatedby more fine-grainedmorphological
markingof thefeature[+Passive]ln particular.theclassof semi-deponenterbs(suchasgaudet,
gavisusest‘rejoices’, audet,aususest‘dares’) havePerfectstemswhich mustbe listedasinher-
ently passive Thislisting is oftennecessargnyway becaus¢he perfectstemgendto beformally
irregular,or atleastunpredictabldrom the present.

2.2 Paradigm Function Morphology

Theideaof accountingor therelationof periphrasti@andsynthetiqone-word)ormsby extending
the resourcef morphologywasfirst proposedoy Borjars, Vincent,and Chapman(1997),and
elaboratedn theframeworkof ParadigmFunctionMorphologyby SadlerandSpence2000).

SadlerandSpencepresentwo argumentagainsderivingtheperiphrastidormssyntactically
andtherefore againsthekind of blockinganalysisl proposedabove.Their first argumentis that
theperiphrastidormsof theLatin perfectarenotcompositionalpbecaus¢heimperfect(iveform of
the copulais usedto expresgerfect(ivetense/aspecilheassumptiorbehindthis argumentthat
wordsmustcombinecompositionallyis questionableNumerousdiomsconsistof partswhichare
placedby syntacticulesbutwhosesemanticss noncompositionak.g.verb-particlecombinations
suchassendhim up ‘ridicule him’. Therefore evenif therelationbetweenthe auxiliary andthe
participlein the periphrasticperfectwere partly or fully noncompositionalit doesn’tfollow that
the periphrastigerfectis amorphologicalformation.

But in any case,the argumentdoesnot go throughfor the more immediatereasonthat the
periphrastigerfect,in bothits mainusesjs compositionallyderivedfrom themeaning®f its parts.
Thepresenperfectis a‘relativetense'which denoteghe pastin the presen{and,correspondingly
the pastperfectdenoteghe pastin the past). The pastparticipledenoteghe past. Therefore the
meaningof the periphrasticperfectis a compositionalfunction of its parts. In fact, calling it
‘periphrastic’is amisnomer— rather,the syntheticperfectis a portmanteau.

Although the pastparticiple is often called the ‘perfect’ participle, its temporalmeaningis
clearly ‘past’ andnot ‘perfect’. This canbe seenclearlyin thoseindependentseswhereit does
not combinewith a presentenseto form a perfect. A nice exampleis the Finnishtense/aspect
system|llustratedherewith the 1.Sg.formsof puhu-‘speak’.

(24) Affirmative Negative
Present  puhu-n e-npuhu ‘| (don't) speak’
Past puhu-i-n e-npuhu-nut ‘I spokedidn’t speak’
Pres.Perf. ole-npuhu-nut e-nolepuhu-nut ‘I have(not) spoken’

PastPerf. olg-i-npuhu-nut e-nol-lut puhu-nut ‘I had(not) spoken’

Negationis expressethy theauxiliary e-, whichinflectsfor persorandnumberandmustcombine
with a non-finiteverbform, eitherthe presen{which hasthe sameform astheimperative),or the
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past(whichendsn -nut). Sincenegationt -nut= negategast,it follows that-nut= past.Thus,the
‘presentperfect’,formally present+ -nut, is the pastin thepresentandthe‘pastperfect’,formally
past+ -nut, is the pastin thepast.

TheReichenbach-styleeatmenbf theperfectasarelativepastexploitspreciselysuchacom-
positionalanalysis® The Finnishtensemorphemesn (24) havethefollowing temporaimeanings:

(25) a. Presentmorphologicallyunmarked):the eventE extendsover a time t that extends
over‘now”

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

c. PresenfPerfect(be-Presentnut). E extendsoveratimet; thatis past(-nut-) w.r.t. a
timet, thatextendsover“now” (Present)

d. PastPerfect(be-Rast-nut). E extendsoveratimet; thatis past(-nut-) w.r.t. atimet,
thatis past(-i-) w.r.t. “now”

l.e. hasspoker= Pres(Past(speakhad spoker= Past(Past(speak)Wheneverthe pastpar-
ticiple appearsvithoutthe auxiliary, its statusasa pasttense(ratherthanperfect)is obvious,asin
Sanskritwhereparticiplescanfunctionasheadf clauses.

Theovertsyntaxof periphrasticonstructionsn languageafterlanguageshowsa presentense
auxiliaryin combinationwith apasttenseform, in line with the semanticlecompositiorsuggested
here. The Marathi perfectis formedby combiningthe imperfect(past)tensewith the presentof
theauxiliary as (Ashwini Deo,p.c.). The participleagreesn numberandgenderandtheauxiliary
agreesn personandnumber

(26) Imperfect
SG PL
1-M dhav-l-o  dhav-l-o
1-r dhav-l-e  dhav-l-o
2-M dhav-l-a-s dhav-l-a-t
2-F dhav-l--s dhav-l-a-t
3-M dhav-l-a  dhav-l-e-t

3-F dhav-li  dhav-l-ya-t
3-N dhav-l-a  dhav-l-I-t
Perfect
SG PL

1-Mm dhav-l-oahe dhav-l-oaho-t
1-r dhav-l-eahe dhav-l-oaho-t
2-m dhav-l-aahe-s dhav-l-aaha-t
2-F dhav-l- ahe-s dhav-l-aaha-t
3-M dhav-l-aahe dhav-l-eahe-t
3-F dhav-l-lahe dhav-l-yaahe-t
3-N dhav-l-aahe dhav-I-1 ahe-t

SeeSteeverl993,Ch. 3 for Dravidianparallels.

TheLatin perfecthasanothemeaning:it is a perfectivepast(expressinghe pasttenseof telic
predicates)Thisuseof thePerfectiriggerspastsequencef tenseslike theimperfect whereaghe
relative pastuseof the Perfecttriggerspresentsequencef tenses.This perfectivepastcontrasts

8FortheevidenceseeKiparsky1998,2002a.
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with theimperfectivgpast— the pasttenseof predicateslenotingstatesandactivities— expressed
by thelmperfecttense.

(27) Imperfect:E extendsovera statewhich extendsoveratimet thatis pastw.r.t. “now”.

The secondmeaningof the Latin Perfectseemdo be indistinguishabldrom that of a pasttense.
This meaningresultsfrom treatingthe auxilary astenselesgleavingits Presenffeatureuninter-
preted). SinceLatin participlescannotfunction asfinite verbs,a finite auxiliary mustbe added
the pastparticiplewhenit is a clausalpredicate Sincefinite verbsmusthavemorphologicatense
in Latin, this auxiliary musthavetense andit canonly be presentense which is unmarkedand
thereforecanremainuninterpreted.

The simple pastmeaningof the Latin perfectis availableonly with telic predicates.This is
dueto blockingby a competingtense theimperfect. Theimperfectis intrinsically specializedo
atelicpredicatesandin thatdomainit pre-emptshe extendederfect.In otherwords,thereis no
constrainton the Latin perfectitself which limits its plain pastuseto telic predicatesit is simply
anothercaseof blockingby thegeneralEXPRESSV ENESS constraini(1b).

SeeKiparsky2002afor furtherdiscussiorof thethedifferentmeaningf the perfectin cross-
linguistic perspectivel arguetherethatperfectis a universalcategorydefinedasabove,andthat
the variety of its meaninggqexistential,universal resultative recentpast,andstativepresentyare
semanticallyand structurallydistinct (and not just pragmaticallydistinct) and that they emerge
from alternativemappingof the predicates eventstructureontothe parameterghatdefinetempo-
ral relations.

If the‘periphrastic’perfectis asemanticallycomplexcategorythenit follows thatthemorpho-
logically simplesyntheticperfectis a portmanteawvhich folds thosecategoriesogether And that
makesmmediatesenseof the gapin themorphologicabaradigm(14): the missingsyntheticper-
fect passiveendingwould expresghethreefeaturesPRESENT PAST, andPASSIVE, which would
havemadeit the only triple portmanteaun (14). As is well-known, morphologicalcomplexity
is one of the factorsthat typically determinethe distributionof gapsin paradigms.A synthetic
perfectpassives obviouslynotimpossible butif thereis a gapin the paradigm thisis alikely
placefor it to occur Thefirst argumenbf Sadler& Spencerthen,is invalid if the compositional
natureof the perfectis recognized.

Sadler& Spencess secondarguments thatdeponentverbsare“active in meaning”.

Therefore,their form cannotpossibly be derivedfrom a syntacticconstruction
which realizespassivecontent. Therefore,the periphrasticconstructionmustform
partof the (morphologicalparadigmof theverbbecausé expresseanoppositionof
form whichis not necessarilyanoppositionof content.(p. 78).

This argumenis basedon the premisethat ACTIVE andPASSIVE are categorie®f contentrather
thancategorie®f form. For thereasonsketchedutabove thereis no “active meaning”or “pas-
sivecontent”,nor indeedany syntacticallyrelevantfeaturePAssIVE in anylanguageAt thelevel
of morphology[+Passive]s a morphologicafeature(analogoudo featureghatdistinguishcon-
jugationsand otherform classes).At the level of syntaxand semanticsjt correlates(but only
imperfectly) with a propertyof a verbal predicates lexical representationhat restrictsthe way
its highestTheta-role(its logical subject)is assignedo syntacticarguments.Lexical reflexives,

%In Sanskritwhich doesnot havethefinitenessequirementpastparticiplesfunctionfreely aspasttenses.
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reciprocalsandinchoativesarealsoclasseswith particularlexical argumenttructuregBlumen-

feld, this conference).Syntactically passivepredicatehaveno specialproperties:the form of a

languages passivesentencess entirely determinedy independentules/constraintsf its syntax.
Justasthe rulesof syntaxcareaboutthe genderof a nounbut not whetherit is formally of the

first or seconddeclensionso the rulesof syntaxcareaboutthe argumentstructureof a verb but

notwhetherit is formally activeor passive.Thatthereis no “passivesyntax”is actuallystandard
anduncontroversiain modernsyntactictheory andthatthereis no “passivemeaning’is equally
uncontroversiain semantics.Theseassumptiongroveusefulin Latin aswell: they makearea-

sonableanalysisof deponenterbspossible see(20)—(23).But, if thereis no syntacticor semantic
feature[+Passive]Sadler& Spencehavenoargument.

Startingfrom their conceptionof the perfectand of the passive,Sadler& Spencempropose
ananalysisaccordingto which, converselythe periphrasticperfectsblock the syntheticperfects.
Theyadopttheframeworkof ParadignFunctionMorphology andarguethattheLatin datasupport
thatframework. Accordingto this approachmorphologicalparadigmsare generatedy realiza-
tionalrules.Morphemestherefore do not existaslexical entities,andhaveno intrinsic properties
(Stump2001).In additionto regularrealizationakules,thetheoryallows“transderivational'teal-
izationalrules(RULES OF REFERRAL) which makereferenceo the outputsof otherrealizational
rules.

Sadler& Spenceproposea“constructional’treatmentf periphrasisaccordingo which both
the auxiliary andthe participleare“pure forms”, in themselvesdevoid of meaning”. Only their
combinationmeansPERFECT ASPECT. This is the diametricaloppositeof our claim that the
perfectis compositionahndnot a primitive semantideature.

Thekeyideaof Sadler& Spences analysisis that Rulesof Referralcanintroducesyntactic
constructionsnto morphologysothatperiphrastidormscanbecomesxponent®f cellsin inflec-
tional paradigms.In detail, their proposalorks like this. The perfectivepassives a subtypeof
the PREDICATIVE ADJECTIVE CONSTRUCTION (pag whichtheydefineby therule reproducedn
(a) below This subtypethe PREDICATIVE PARTICIPLE CONSTRUCTON (ppc) is definedin rule
(b). Rule(c) definesthe declensionatlassof the passiveparticiple,(d) is a rule of referralwhich
definesthe ppc asthe exponenwof the morphologicalfeaturesPerfectivePassiveand (e) assigns
deponenaindsemi-deponenterbspassiveanorphology (M-featuresaremorphologicafeatures.)

(28) a. paccComplementyp...A[SubjAgr:[...]...]]
+Head:|, Type:Copula]
b. predicative-participleconstruction(ppc)

=Complementyp. .. Alm-Vform:PassPart,]]
+Head:|, Type:Esselm-Aspect:imperfective]

c. [Vform:PassPart}= [m-Class:1/2]
d. Givenaverballexemem-featureseto (excludingim-Voice:Passivan-Asp:Perfective]),

then
[m-Voice:Passivan-Asp:Perfectiveg](X) =qef PPC

e. If lexemel is marked[Class:Deponentthenfor all featuresetso, if
([Class:Deponent:Semd] [Asp:Perf]),or ([Class:Deponent:Fullk- o
then[m-Voice:Active]=- [m-Voice:Passive]

Realizatiorrule (28d),therule of referralwhich introduceghe periphrastigerfectsjs morespe-
cific thanthe otherruleswhich realizethe Perfectand Passivefeatures,and thereforeoverrides
them. Thusperiphrastigerfectsblock syntheticperfects.
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Treatingthe periphrasticperfectasa constructionaldiom is undesirabldor severalreasons.
First,it losessomeimportantcross-linguistigeneralizations.

e Theperiphrastid?erfectis built onthe pastparticiple(andnot, e.g.,onthe presenparticiple
or someotherverbform).

e ThepresenPerfecthasa presentwuxiliary, andthe pastPerfecthasa pastauxiliary (andnot,
e.g.,theotherwayround).

¢ Asin manylanguagesi is the perfectthatis periphrasticandnot the presenor imperfect.

Secondlyit impliesthat deponenterbsshouldhavethe samemorphologyas passiveverbs.
Thisis adirectconsequencef rule (28e). But, aswe haveseentheydon’t. Thefactis thatdepo-
nentverbs,like activeverbs,but unlike passiveverbs,havepresenparticiples, future participles,
gerundssupinesandthird personmperatives.

Third, thenotionthatperiphrastigerfectsblock the syntheticperfectsmisseghefact thatdis-
tributionalgeneralizationsvhich determinetheir respectivalistributionare alwaysmoreperspic-
uouslystatedon the syntheticforms. Gapsin theinventoryof syntheticformsareoftenmotivated
by phonologicabr morphologicakonstraintonwords,butasfar asl knowtherearenoinstances
of gapsin theinventoryof periphrastidormswhich aremotivatedby anypropertiesstatableonthe
periphrastidormsthemselvesThis meanghatgapsin theinventoryof periphrastidormsarethe
resultof blocking by syntheticforms, andcannotbe sensiblyrestatedn termsof the periphrastic
formsthemselves.

The Englishcomparativas a simpleinstanceof this situation,inasmuchasthe distributionof
the syntheticand periphrastidorm is governedby prosodicconstraintson the distributionof the
affix -er. TherearemuchmorecompellinginstancesIn Sanskrit,syntheticperfectsareblocked
justwhenreduplications impossibleor somemorphologicabr morphophonologicaleason.The
missingformsarethensuppliedby periphrastiperfectswhichareformedby combininganauxil-
iary verbin theperfectwith anominalizedverbform derivedby affixing -amto thepresenstem?°
Thereare severalclassef casesvherethe syntheticperfectis unavailable.Vowel-initial roots
with superheavyyllables(VC or VCC) do not reduplicatgbecausehe reduplicatedorm would
eitherbeidenticalwith thenon-reduplicatedorm, or phonologicallydeviant.for obviousreasons),
andform periphrastiqerfectsonly.

(29) a. Iks'see’(middle)
b. *1kse ‘hasseen’
c. Ikamcakre‘hasseen’

Secondly only monosyllabicunsuffixedroots can undergoperfectreduplication. Whenthe root
is polysyllabicor hasoneor morederivationalsuffixes(causativeetc.), the periphrastiqerfectis
usedinstead.

(30) a. cint-ay-‘think’ (active)
b. *cicintaya‘hasseen’
C. cintayamasa or cintayamcakara ‘hasseen’

ONotethatthefeaturesof the perfectaredistributedin a differentway in theseperiphrasticonstructions.
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Third, whenthesyntheticperfecthasa nonstandardemanticsthe periphrastidormationsupplies
the perfectwith the standardneaningtt

(31) a. veda‘’knows’, bibhaya‘fears’ (formally perfects)
b. *veda‘hasknown’, *bibhaya‘hasfeared’
c. vidamca-kar-a ‘hasknown’, bibhayamca-kar-a ‘hasfeared’

Sadler& Spencessreasonindgor Latin would alsoapplyto Sanskritperiphrastiqerfects.Sothey
would haveto beformedin the morphologyby a Rule of Referralon the basisof the syntactically
derivedperiphrasisTheperiphrastigerfectdormedunderthespecialkcircumstanceslustratedin
(29)—(31)wouldthenblockthesynthetigperfect. Thisanalysisdestroyghe phonologicakationale
for thedistributionof perfecttypes.Why wouldrootswith superheavgyllablespreferperiphrastic
perfects™o reasonBut thereis anexcellentphonologicaleasorwhy theyshouldavoidsynthetic
ones: superheavyowel-initial syllablescan’t be reduplicated. This showsthat syntheticforms
block periphrastidorms,not,asSadler& Spenceclaim,theotherway round.

2.3 Distributed Morphology

Embick (2000) hasdevelopeda comparablyelaborateanalysisof the Latin periphrasticperfect
basedon DistributedMorphology Two assumptiondehindit are:

(32) Lateinsertion: syntaxfeedsmorphology

(33) FeatureDisjointnesqE 188)
Featureghatare phonological,or purely morphological,or arbitrary propertiesof vocabu-
lary items,arenot presenin the syntax;syntacticosemantifeaturesarenot insertedn the
morphology

Accordingto Embick, periphrastiandsyntheticperfectsarederivedfrom the samesyntactic
structure.Thedifferencebetweersyntheticandperiphrastigerfectsis thatsyntheticperfectsun-
dergoa proces®f Merger,which postsyntacticallyusesthe Aspectnodethathousegheauxiliary
with the mainverb, by adjoiningthe Tense+Agmodeto Asp. Theresultingmergedstructuresare
thenspelledoutassyntheticperfectswhile theunmergedtructuresarespelledout asperiphrastic
perfects.

Fordeponenverbs,Embicksuggestsheyarenotderivedfrom thesamesyntacticstructuress
truepassiveverbs,thoughtheysharewith themtheabstracteature[pass]. Thedifferencebetween
deponentaindtrue passivess thattheabstracteatureis realizedon a differentnodein the syntax.

Thefollowing derivationshouldmakethe generaldeaclear
(34) Passive(outputof syntax)

A small numberof verbsform both syntheticperfectsand periphrasticperfects. This is to be expectedrom
variationin theacceptabilityof the syntheticperfect.
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Technicallya solution of this kind is hardto implement. Somehowthe feature[pass]must
block movementof perfectaspectto T (so that perfectpassivesand deponentsio not undergo
Mergerandremainperiphrastic).Also, perfectaspectwhennot selectedby T, mustselect[pass]
(sothatperfectparticiplesarealwayspassiveor deponent)Embickconsiderghreeformal options
andfindsthateachrunsinto conceptualnd/ortechnicaldifficulties.

(36) e Solution1: A morphologicalfeature[pass]blocks Merger The problemis that the
auxiliary in the periphrasticperfectcan be separatedrom the participle by syntactic
processesgin the sameway asany verb canbe separatedrom its complement).But
thesesyntacticprocessesnustfollow Merger, lestthey bleedit. This requirestwo
roundsof syntax, pre- and post-morphologicalwith Vocabularyinsertion between,
clearlyanundesirableption.

e Solution2: An uninterpretablesyntacticfeature[pass]blocksMerger The featureis
belowv whenv doesnot licensean externalargumentsyntactically(in passivesand
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unaccusatives)For deponentverbs,a [pass]featureis generatedsyntacticallyin the
headof v's complement(the positionwhere Rootsare inserted),and a constraintis
imposedon deponentghatthey canonly be insertedinto [pass]Rootnodes. This is
undesirabldecausdt leadsto massivesyntacticcomplications.

e Solution3: Roots(atleastdeponentsarevisiblein the syntax. The problemwith this
solutionis atheory-internabne;it is incompatiblewith the principle of Late Insertion
(see(32)).

Regardles®f which of thesethreeimplementationss adoptedthe DistributedMorphology
analysishas someempirical weaknessesyhich interestinglyenoughare rather parallel to the
weaknessesf ParadigmFunctionMorphologythatwe identifiedearliet

As above we canagainaskwhy it is the perfectthatis periphrasticandnotthe presenrim-
perfect.l arguedthatthisis dueto the compositionahatureof the perfect.Featuremanipulations,
ontheotherhand,merelystipulatethis.

The claim thatdeponenterbshavethe sameinflectionalparadigmaspassiveverbsis simply
incorrect: deponentslike active verbs,but unlike passiveverbs,have presentparticiples,future
participles,gerundivesandsupinesasseenin (23) andfollowing examples.In orderto capture
this distinction,further featuremanipulationsvould be requiredso thatthe feature[pass]canbe
blockedfrom “merging” with presenfparticiplesandthe othercategoriesn questiononly in true
passiveslt is not clearhow this could be done. The morphologicaldifferencesbetweensyntactic
passivesand deponentgprove as troublesomeor Embick’s analysisas they were for Sadler&
Spences.

Finally, the Sanskritperiphrastigerfectis clearlyincompatiblewith lateinsertion. Themerger
operationmustseeboth the phonology(syllable structure)andthe meaning(whetherthe perfect
hasa perfector preseninterpretationout theresultingstructures subjectto syntacticnovement,
e.g.vidamva idamayamcakara ‘he truly knewthis’. Thisis exactlythekind of situationwhose
existenceDistributedMorphologyis designedo exclude.

Towardstheendof his article,Embickbriefly criticizeswhathe supposesa lexicalisttreatment
of the Latin systemwould look like. The critique consistsof oneargument:sincedeponenverbs
havepassivemorphology lexicalismpredictsthat they shouldhave passivesyntax. (Recallthat,
for Embick, the differencebetweendeponentsand passivess a matterof which syntacticnode
the abstracteatureis realizedon.) Thisis not so. Theansweris that[+Passive]a morphological
(quasi-conjugationalleature,affectsargumentstructureonly whenit is assignedoy affixation.
When[+Passive]is inherentlyspecifiedon a stem,its effect on the verb’s argumentstructureis
overriddenby whatis specifiedn theverb’slexical entry Thisis simplythe‘derivedenvironment
effect’, which wasexpressedh rule-baseghonologyasthe generalizatiorthatrulesareblocked
if theyareapplicablewithin the lexical entryitself. The derivedenvironmentffectis evenmore
commonin morphology For example L atin nounswhichinherentlybelongto thefirst declension
(stemsendingin -a) may be eithermasculineor feminine(e.g.nauta‘sailor’) — whereagerived
nounsof that declensiorformedby suffixing -a are invariably feminine (e.g. serva‘female ser-
vant’). Similarly, in Sanskritthe suffix -ay makescausative$rom simpleverbs,e.g.kar-ay-a=ti
‘causedo make'from kr- ‘make’, butsomeverbshaveobligatory-ay-, andthesearenotnecessar-
ily causativese.g.cint-ay-a-ti‘thinks’. Wordslike nautaandcint-ay-a-ti— which couldbelisted
adlibitum — areformally analoggo deponenterbs,andarereadilyaccommodatedh lexicalist
morphologyalongthelinessuggestedbovefor Latin deponentsTheyall illustratethegeneraliza-
tion thatonly derivedaffixesmustpasstheir propertieson to their stems.Oncethis generalization
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is understoodEmbick’s soleobjectionto lexical morphologyfalls apart.

3 Conclusion

Themainfinding of this studyis thatafiltering approacho blocking,superiorto rule-basedlock-
ingin its ownright, alsoprovidesthekeyto periphrastiénflection. Blocking organizegxpressions
into paradigmghrougha competitionbetweenfaithfulness(EXPRESSIVENESS) and markedness
(EcoNomy). Fromthatperspectiveparadigmghat mix syntheticand periphrastidorms do not
invalidatelexicalistmorphologybut actuallyprovidenewsupportfor it. Thiswasarguedontheo-
reticalgroundsandjustifiedempiricallythroughananalysisof Latin verbinflection.

The larger questionis whetherand to what extentthe weaknessesf the othertwo analy-
sescountasevidenceagainstParadigmFunctionMorphologyand DistributedMorphology That
dependf courseon how rigorously the analysesactually follow from thosetheoriesand how
strongthe evidenceis that thoseanalysegeally arewrong. In general,a theoryis falsified if it
imposesa wrong analysison a language pr allows an analysiswhich is impossiblefor any lan-
guage. Clearlywe don’t asyet havethe first type of falsification. For neitherSadler& Spencer
nor Embicknor | haveshownthatthe analysesn questionarestrict consequencesf the theories
in question;moreovemeitherParadigmFunctionMorphologyand DistributedMorphology (nor
lexical morphology for that matter)haveso far beenformulatedpreciselyenoughto evenallow
sucha demonstrationArguablywe arecloseto the secondype of falsification,though.Sadler&
SpencehaveshownthatParadignfunctionMorphologycanratheraturallyexpresgrammatical
analysesn which periphrastidormsblock syntheticforms. In reality it seemgo bethe otherway
round: syntheticformsalwaysblock periphrastidorms. Embick showsthat DistributedMorphol-
ogydivorcesphonologyfrom combinatorianorphologyin awaywhichleadsto whatwe haveseen
isthewronganalysisof mixedparadigmdike thoseof Latin andSanskrit.A lexicalmorphological
approactsuchasthe oneadvocatederepredictsthe correctdirectionof blockingandallows for
thewell-attestedypesof phonology-morphologinteractions So,if therespectiveeross-linguistic
generalizationsrecorrect,ParadigmFunctionMorphologyandDistributedMorphologymustbe
rejectedwhereadexical morphologyremainsa viabletheoryof morphology
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