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Morphology glossary
Below are the current list of terms introduced in lectures for lin333h1 at the University of Toronto, Spring 2019.

Acronyms

DM Distributed Morphology

IA item-and-arrangement

IP item-and-process

SLH strong lexicalist hypothesis

VI Stands either for Vocabulary Item or Vocabulary
Insertion, depending on context.

WLH weak lexicalist hypothesis

WP word-and-paradigm

Terms

a�x A morpheme that cannot not generally exist
on its own and must attach to other elements.

allomorph An allomorph is one of two or more
complementary surface forms of a morpheme that
surfaces in di�erent phonological or morphological
environments.

attributive compound A compound in which the
non-head predicates some properties of the head.

base An element to which an a�x attaches.

blocking A phenomenon where the existence of an
irregular morphological form prevents the use of
the regular (predictable) form.

bound morpheme A morpheme that cannot stand
on its own and that must attach to another mor-
pheme.

bracketing paradox A kind of syntax–morphology
mismatch where the bracketing predicted by the syn-
tactic structure or semanticmeaning does notmatch
the bracketing of the morphological structure.

circum�x A discontinuous a�x placed around its
base.

complexheadAn element that behaves syntactically
as a head but which is syntactically complex. Usually
assembled in the syntax by head-to-head movement
and head adjunction.

compoundingAderivational process that combines

two morphologically free elements to form a new
word.

concatenation�e process of imposing a linear or-
der between two morphosyntactic elements.

constructionism An approach to morphological
theorizing that proposes that the system that derives
syntactic structures is also responsible for deriving
morphology.

contextual in�ection In�ectional morphology that
is dictated by syntax, such as person and number
markers on verbs that agree with subjects and/or
objects, agreement markers for adjectives, and struc-
tural case markers on nouns (Booij 1996).

contrastiveness Morphemes should be able to be
replaced with other morphemes in the same context
(Fábregas and Scalise 2012).

conversion Morphological derivation that has no
phonological e�ect on the base word.

coordinative compound A compound whose ele-
ments behave as though they are conjoined.

cranberry morpheme An element that appears in
a morphologically complex word that appears to be
a morpheme but has no meaning of its own and
appears in no other word.

derivational morphology Morpholohgical pro-
cesses or elements responsible for forming new
words.
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2 Morphology glossary

desinence An a�x indicating the morphological
class to which a noun belongs. Plays a similar role
to theme vowels in verbs.

dissociatedmorpheme In DistributedMorphology
(DM), a morpheme added postsyntactically to the
morphological structure a�er syntax.

encyclopedia In DM, a list storing unpredictable
information about meanings associated with (com-
binations of) morphemes, including the meaning of
Roots, functional morphemes, idioms as wel, and
additional information about how Roots are inter-
preted in the contexts they appear. See also Marantz
(1997).

endocentricity A property of some compounds
where one word in the compound serves as the head
determining the grammatical and semantic proper-
ties of the compound.

excorporation Movement out of a complex head.
�is widely thought to be impossible (Baker 1988).

existent word A word that exists in a speaker’s lexi-
con.

exocentricity A property of some compounds
where no word in the compound serves as the head.

exponent In DM, phonological material inserted
into a syntactic terminal by Vocabulary Insertion.

feature bundle InDM, a functionalmorpheme com-
prises a set of features.

Fission In DM, an operation which takes a single
node in the syntax and splits it into two nodes in the
morphological representation.

free morpheme Amorpheme that can appear as a
word on its own.

Fusion In DM, an operation that combines two sis-
ter nodes into a single X0, with the features of both
input nodes, but no internal structure.

head A morphological element that determines the
grammatical properties of some morphosyntactic
unit.

1) head (a�xation)�emorpheme in a word that
determines the grammatical properties of that
word, including its syntactic category and its in-
�ectional properties.

2) head (compounding) �e word in a com-
pound that determines the grammatical and se-
mantic properties of the compound, including its
syntactic category and its in�ectional properties.

HeadMovementConstraint ‘AnX0may onlymove
into the Y0 which properly governs it’ (Travis 1984:
131). Requires a head to move to the next immedi-
ately c-commanding, projecting head.

Impoverishment In DM, deletion of features from
a morphosyntactic representation, prior to Vocabu-
lary Insertion, with the result that impoverishment
yields surface neutralization of underlying contrasts.

in�x An a�x placed within a base.

in�ectional morphologyMorphological processes
or elements that change the form of an existing word.

inherent in�ection In�ectional morphology that
is not required by the syntactic context, although it
may have syntactic relevance (Booij 1996). Examples
include the category number for nouns, compara-
tive and superlative degree of the adjective, and tense
and aspect for verbs.

isolability It must be possible to identify a mor-
pheme and separate it from the rest of the word
(Fábregas and Scalise 2012).

item-and-arrangement A class of morphological
theories that assumes morphemes exist (i.e., that
they are listed in the lexicon) and that they are map-
pings between form and meaning.

item-and-processAclass ofmorphological theories
that denies that morphemes exist.�ey assume that
elements in the lexicon are operated on by various
operations that change the forms of words.

lexeme A element of the lexicon in item-and-
process (IP) theories. �ese can be words, but in
some formulations they are stems.

lexicalism An approach to morphological theory
that proposes that the systems deriving syntactic
structures are distinct from those deriving complex
words. �ese approaches assume word formation
occurs in the lexicon.

Local Dislocation An implementation of Morpho-
logical Merger proposed by Embick and Noyer
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(2001) that swaps the order of linearly adjacent ele-
ments at or a�er Vocabulary Insertion.

Lowering One implementation of Morphological
Merger proposed by Embick and Noyer (2001).

M-Word (Potentially complex) head not dominated
by a further head-projection (Embick 2015).

meaning A morpheme must be associated with a
speci�c meaning (Fábregas and Scalise 2012).

Mirror PrincipleMorphological derivations must
directly re�ect syntactic derivations and vice-versa
(Baker 1985: 375).

morpheme�e basic elements manipulated by the
morphology. On the traditional de�nition, they are
pairings between form and meaning, and the small-
est meaningful linguistic unit.

morphological ambiguity A phenomenon that oc-
curs when the same set of a�xes can be combined in
di�erent ways, giving rise to di�erent morphological
structures.

Morphological Merger An operation where a rela-
tion between X and Ymay be replaced by (expressed
by) the a�xation of the lexical head of X to the lexi-
cal head of Y.

No Tangling An assumption that limits the number
of possible linearizations by assuming that branches
in a tree will never cross each other.

nominalization Derivational processes that pro-
duce nouns from verbs and adjectives.

nonconcatenativemorphologyA form of word for-
mation that does not involve stringing morphemes
together sequentially.

paradigmA set of all of the forms of a word, usually
arranged by features or properties that each form
has.

parasynthesis A derivational phenomenon where
pre�xing and su�xing must occur simultaneously.

potential word A word that can be generated by
morphological rules but is not included in the lexi-
con of a language.

pre�x An a�x that precedes its base.

productivity�e degree to which a speaker can use
a morpheme to in�ect a word or derive a new word.

readjustment rule In DM, rules that alter the form
of an underlying representation (typically a root) in
some morphological context.

realizational morphology Categorizes approaches
to morphology where the forms of morphemes are
determined by features or properties that those mor-
phemes have.

recurrencyAmorpheme cannot be restricted to one
speci�c context (Fábregas and Scalise 2012).

replacive morphology A morphological phe-
nomenon where some phonological subpart of a
base is replaced with some other material.

root�e core of a (lexical) word.

1) root In DM, category-neutral syntactic termi-
nals that make up open class or lexical vocabulary
and do not have any syntactic or semantic features.

2) root In traditional morphology, the irreducible
core of a word, with absolutely no other morpho-
logical elements attached to it (Katamba and Ston-
ham 2006).�e core meaning of the word is usu-
ally associated with this element.

strong lexicalist hypothesis A lexicalist hypothesis
that proposes that both derivational and in�ectional
morphology occurs in the lexicon.�e syntax plays
no direct role in determining the form of a word.

subordinative compound A compound where the
non-head is in a similar relation to the had as an
argument to a predicate.

Subset Principle ‘�e phonological exponent of a
Vocabulary Item is inserted into a position if the
item matches all or a subset of the features speci�ed
in that position. Insertion does not take place if the
Vocabulary Item contains features not present in the
morpheme. Where several Vocabulary Items meet
the conditions for insertion, the item matching the
greatest number of features speci�ed in the terminal
morpheme must be chosen.’ (Halle 1997)

subtractive morphology A morphological phe-
nomenon where some subpart of the base is deleted
or removed. Sometimes called disfixation.
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Subword A terminal node and, therefore, a mor-
pheme (either a functional morpheme, or a Root)
(Embick 2015).

su�x An a�x that follows its base.

suppletion Suppletion is a form of allomorphy
where the resulting allomorph of amorphemewhich
has no phonological similarity to the other allo-
morphs.

syncretism Situations inwhich distinct syntacticose-
mantic environments (i.e., distinct sets of synsem
features bundled into a morpheme) show the same
phonological exponent (Embick 2015).

synsem feature Features from the universal in-
ventory of syntacticosemantic features; e.g., [past]
(‘past’), [def] (‘de�nite’), [pl] (‘plural’), etc. (Embick
2015).

synthetic compound A kind of compound whose
head is derived from a verb by a�xation, and where
the non-head is an argument of the verb.

theme vowel An a�x indicating the morphological
class to which a verb (or other categories of word)
belong.

trans�x A discontinuous a�x interspersed in its
base.

underspecifcationDescribes Vocabulary Items that

have a subset of the features that can be speci�ed in
a single syntactic terminal that it can apply to.�is
is one mechanism that can lead to syncretism (the
other being Impoverishment).

verbalization Derivational processes that produce
verbs from nouns and adjectives.

Vocabulary Insertion In DM, an operation pairing
syntactic terminals with phonological underlying
representations.

Vocabulary Item In DM, objects in which phono-
logical exponents are paired with conditions on in-
sertion, stated in terms of features of functional mor-
phemes.

weak lexicalist hypothesis A lexicalist hypothesis
that proposes that derivational morphology occurs
in the lexicon, but that in�ectional morphology is
the result of syntactic operations.

word-and-paradigm A class of morphological the-
ories that assumes morphemes do not exist. �ey
assume only words are stored in the lexicon and that
di�erent word forms of every word are associated
with di�erent parts of a paradigm.

zero derivation An analysis of conversion that as-
sumes it is derived with null a�xes.
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