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1 Introduction

In this paper we explore the connection between syntax amebdy, with an em-
pirical focus on Russian prepositiorsREP and prefixes§Fx). These items are
largely homophonous and show a parallel set of phonologiglaaviors in their in-
teractions with their prosodic host. We will use the genézain P to cover both

categories, and-coMPLEX for the structure containingand its prosodic host.

(1) Prepositions (2) Prefixes
a. iz(o) rta a. iz(o)zdals
‘from mouthGEN’ ‘got sick of waitingMASC.PST
b. v(o) sne b. ot(o)spal
‘in sleepLocC’ ‘to sleep (a certain amoumt)AscC.PST

Because these elements are largely homophonous, analysésabout the degree
to which they are phonologically and morphosyntacticallsritical (cf. Matushan-
sky 2002; Zubritskaya 1995; Gribanova 2009). Here we ektieayn observations
by Blumenfeld (2012), who demonstrated that there is vdriglm the application
of particular phonological processes within € OMPLEX — yer realization and
stress retraction. This variability is conditioned by numes factors, and it is par-
tially affected by syntactic configurations which, in tumap to distinct prosodic
structures. Our view is that the vocalization of the yer vidl@ein (1) and (2) above
arises systematically from the interaction of both symtzantd lexical factors.

Following Blumenfeld (2012), we will argue below that app@nerosodic sim-
ilarity of PREPandPFXx in fact masks a certain diversity. There are two types of
P-COMPLEXes, which differ in the type of attachment of the procliticthe host.
In some cases is adjoined to the prosodic word ) of the host; in other cases,
it forms a singlew with it. These two prosodic options exist for battrepPand
PFX. Our task in this paper is the characterization of one of yimegtic conditions
that affects the choice between the two prosodic structimesnutshell, “reduced”
syntax maps to “reduced” prosody in batRErs andPFxs. Our account of this
effect relies Hankamer and Mikkelsen’s (20@5jtended Subset Principlevhich
is a way of implementing Poser blocking (Poser, 1992) inribisted Morphology
(DMm).

The paper is organized as follows. In 82.1 we argue that twanplogical
processesyer realization and stress retraction, point to two prosodpesyofpP-
COMPLEX n the case oPRERs. We illustrate that these two prosodic types are syn-
tactically conditioned in 82.2. In 83 we provide an analydishe syntax-prosody
mapping. In 84 we extend our accountrexs.



2 Phonology of the prepositional P-complex

We focus on two phonological processes affectingrftoMPLEX: yer realization
(YR) and stress retractiorsR). Both of these processes are domain-sensitive: the
vowel-zero alternation at the core ©R is sensitive to the nature of the boundary
within the P-cOMPLEX; the nature of that boundary is also evident in the behavior
of stress insR. We demonstrate that similar syntactic restrictions argeoked in

YR andsR. The branchingness efs complement is relevant to both phonological
processesyR andsRr depend on the prosodic structure of the OMPLEX, which
depends on the syntactic context in whelappears. We now take up these two
processes in turn.

2.1 Yer realization and stress retraction

Historical short vowels, 1] either delete or lower tod, € by Havlik’'s Law

(Kiparsky, 1979), depositing synchronic alternationsn@etn p, € and @ in both

the root and the,. Thus, consonant-fin&#dREP and PFX have vowel-final allo-
morphs: s(0) ‘with’; k(o) ‘to’; v(0) ‘in’; ot(o) ‘from side of’; iz(0) ‘from inside

of’; pod(o) ‘under’, etc. The effect of Havlik’'s Law, the details of whineed not
concern us here, can be seen in (3). In the basic case, the wothe P appears
whenever the vowel in the root does not surface.

3) OLD RUSSIAN RUSSIAN
a. Roots ut-U rot ‘mouthNoM/AcCC’
rut-a rt-a ‘MOuthGEN’
b. PREEs W rut-U v rot ‘in mouthAcc’
vU rut-u VO rtu ‘in mouthLoc’
C. PFXs podi-Zig-l-u pod-zog ‘kindledvAsc.PST
podi-Zig-l-a  podo-Zg-l-a ‘kindledckEM.PST

In PRER, YR is subject to a variety of lexical and phonotactic factofs §teri-
opolo 2007; Blumenfeld 2012; Linzeat al. To appear). An alternation in the root
is not sufficent to triggevR in P: some roots generally trigger it (4a), while others
generally do not (4b); the difference is phonologically redictable. Conversely,
(4c) shows examples wherR in P is not accompanied by any alternation in the
root, triggered instead by cluster constraints. Sterio@0D07) investigated the
phonotactic conditions onr, which include constraints against certain word-initial
consonant sequences (*#ssC; *#vvC; *#svC), and sonority seinugpeffects.

(4) a. son ‘sleepiom’ VO sne ‘in sleep.ocC’

denl ‘day.NOM’ ko dn'u ‘to dayDAT’
ved ‘all. Nom’ so vsem ‘with allINSTR’
rot ‘mouthnom’ izo rta ‘from mouthGEN’

b. pen ‘tree.stumpioM’ s pria ‘from StumpGEN
pos ‘dogNOM’ k psu ‘to dogDAT’
lion ‘flax.NOM’ iz l'na ‘from flax GEN’

c. soskorogiu ‘with speed’ cf. skorost ‘speednNoMm’
SO svetom ‘with light’ cf. svet ‘lightnom’
so vremenem ‘with time’ cf. vrela  ‘timeNOM



Blumenfeld (2012) argued that tirecOMPLEX occurs in two kinds of prosodic
structures, differing in the closeness of théo the following material, which he
calls ‘outer’ and ‘inner’r. The difference between them is illustrated below: in
(5a), thep is adjoined to the host, while in (5b) it is incorporated itite host’sv.

B) a w b. w
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iz rta iz orta

OUTER P INNER P

(only phonotactic (phonotactic/lexicakR)

YR may apply)

The structural difference between (5a) and (5b) can be baedeo account for the
behavior ofyrR and other processes. Phonotagti; as Blumenfeld (2012) argues,
applies to all structures meeting its conditions, whethey thave the shape (5a) or
(5b). On the other hand, lexicaR (i.e. YR not triggered by constraints like *#ssC)
only applies to structures like (5b), where thés not adjoined to the of its host
but forms a singlev with it.

More precisely, following Ito & Mester (2003) and Ito & MestR006), we as-
sume that prosodic domains allow certain types of adjunctio particularw may
be contained in other instancesgfand phonological processes may subcategorize
for maximal or minimal instances of a category, as definedvael

(6) a. CAT,,... not dominated by any otheraT of the same type
b. CAT,.;,: not dominating any othezAT of the same type

Blumenfeld (2012)’s claim can be summarized as follows:dakir applies within
wmin, While phonotacticrr applies within anyw. One of the consequences is that
phonotactic constraints override lexical ones: in enviments whererr is phono-
tactically obligatory, there are no exceptions.

An argument that it is the prosodic structure that detersihe behavior of
YR is thatYR is not the only process sensitive to the difference betwkertwo
prosodic structures. Stress retracti@r)(is sensitive to the same difference. By
the Russian stress rule, the leftmost underlying stressaigzeel on the surface,
modulo complications which need not concern us here. If allghemes are lexi-
cally unaccented, the leftmost syllable bears stress (Kkya& Halle, 1977). His-
torically, PRERs are proclitics. Thus, when combined with unaccented ndheyg
bear stress, giving the appearance of “retraction” of stogdo thePRER Zalizn-
jak (1989) documents the gradual loss of this retractiohénsynchronic grammar
between the 12 and 18" centuries. The synchronic situation is highly lexical and
variable (Ukiah 1998), as illustrated by the following ex#des.



(7) WITHOUT SR (8) WITH SR

a. zagrod a. zgorod
‘for a city’ ‘to the countryside’
b. za grodom b. zagorodom
‘behind the city’ ‘in the countryside’
c. pod gru c. pod goru
‘under the hill’ ‘downhill’
d. do snérti d. dbsmerti
‘until death’ ‘extremely’

Blumenfeld (2012) argues that the same structural differdr@tween prosodic ad-
junction (5a) and prosodic incorporation (5b) that un@srkhe behavior ofR is
also responsible for the (non-)applications®. Just like lexicalyRr, SR applies
only within w,,;,. The central argument in favor of the same prosodic stractur
being responsible for botr and sris that the two phonological processes are
subject to the same syntactic restrictions. Thus, the gyadfacts the choice be-
tween (5a) and (5b), and the phonology follows straighttooly. We take up this
argument in the following section.

2.2 Syntactic effectson YR and SR

The default outcome for &-coMPLEX is the adjunction structure (5a); for the
incorporation structure (5b), special circumstances rho&l. Several such con-
ditions were mentioned by Blumenfeld (2012); here we expandre syntactic
effect stated in (9), and provide an account of it in the folltg sectiont

(9) P’s syntactic sister must be non-branching.

Consider the following data in support of (9). The example$lida) show
obligatory YR in monoconsonantal prepositions before forms of tBe fironoun.
In examples (10b)-(10e), the same sequences fail to undardmecause the pro-
noun is not the’s complement.

(10) a. k*(o) mne ‘to me’

v*(0) mne ‘in me’
s*(0) mnoj ‘with me’

b. k(*o) mne neizvestnomiteloveku
to  |.DAT unknOWNDAT personDAT
‘to a person unknown to me’

c. v(*o) mne neizvestom gorode
in  [.DAT unkownLOC city.LOC

‘in a city unknown to me’

1This condition is necessary, but not sufficient to produd®;(&s mentioned above and in Blu-
menfeld (2012), there are lexical and other syntactic itigins that are probably independent of

9).



d. s(*o)mnoj interesujusimda Celovekom
with me.NST taking-interestNST personNsT
‘with a person who takes interest in me’

e. poslé¢'Emblematiki’, nesoverSennogskolkak mne jasnoj
after Emblematics imperfect replicato |.DAT clearDAT

teorii
theory.DAT

‘after Emblematicsan imperfect replica of a theory that was clear to
me’ (A. Bely, “Why | became a Symbolist”) RNC)

The non-branchingness of the complement can be observed tivedfollowing
circumstances. TherReEpmust occur before CVC nouns that haveea (i.e. CVC-
alternates with CC-), and the sequence must not be subjecattading phonotactic
YR. The lexicalyr must be sufficiently frequent for the claim to be testableicivh
excludes a handful of nouns suchpss ‘dog’, Sov‘seam’). The following three
items meet these conditionson‘dream’, zlo ‘evil’, and dno ‘bottom’. Data was
collected from the Russian National CorpeanE), limited to works created after
1900.

One way in which the complement efmay be branching involves adjectival
modification (10); another way involves the noun inside kheoOMPLEX taking a
complement. Since these complements are often genitiveiser@ouns followed
by genitives as a proxy measure for branchingness below.

] | not followed byGEN | followed by GEN |

vsnesG || 15 27

VO snesG || 4583 334
2 =195.5;p < 0.0001

Figure 1: v(0) sne'in sleep/dream’

Of the 15 examples of snenot followed by genitive, 10 are in fact not problematic:
4 involve quoted materialk(“Sne ob oseni; in “The dream about autumr); in 3
cases, the prepositionis selected by lexical items likeuzdatsa ‘need’, in which
caseYR regularly does not apply (Blumenfeld, 2012). In the follogi® cases, the
complement o¥ is actually branching:

(11) a. kakv sne koSmarnom
as in dreamnightmarish
‘as in a nightmarish dream’
b. v sne do odurenija
in sleepuntil nausea
‘in sleeping ad nauseam’
C. V sne poslepira
in sleepafter feast
‘in sleeping after feast’



The following figures show that the same tendencies are ebdderithdno‘bottom’
andzlo ‘anger/evil’. In each case, in the configurations where thmmlement is
not followed by a genitive noun, the variant wittR is more frequent, and the
difference is statistically significant.

] | not followed by genitive] followed by genitive|

kdnu | 6 17

Kodnu| 272 54
Fisher's exactp < 0.0001

Figure 2: k(o) dnu ‘toward the bottom’

] | not followed by genitive| followed by genitive|

vzle | 22 5

vo zle | 109 4
Fisher's exactp < 0.014

Figure 3: v(0) zle ‘in anger’ (branchingness determined by inspecting all examples

A note on the variable nature of the data is in order here. Tarapticating
factors are that (a) the syntactic effect discussed heretige only one determin-
ing the surface forms in question, and that (b) most of thecéffare variable. This
is responsible for the non-absolute numbers found the thlegabove and below.
Regarding (a), see Blumenfeld (2012) for a fuller discussiootloer effects. Re-
garding (b), the variability is located both in the lexizsd — for example, there are
lexical minimal pairs such ag mnozZestvén many’ vs. v mnozestvén a math-
ematical set’' — as well as in phonotacti@ where some constraints are close to
inviolable, such as *#ssC, while others reflect statistieatiencies, such as sonor-
ity sequencing (see Blumenfeld (2012) and Linztral. (To appear) for a fuller
discussion). Given that our analysis involves two mappirgene from syntax to
the prosodic structures in (5), and the other from thosetres to the realization
of forms with and withoutR andsrR— a natural question is whether the variability
is located at either of those steps, or at both. We leave thmfestigation of this
guestion for another day, noting that the data are at leggfestive that once the
structures in (5) are established, the phonological retdia itself is not variable.
This is demonstrated by the ungrammaticality of the sem®nt(10): the branch-
ing syntactic structure is incompatible witkR. Once again, fuller argumentation
for this position is left for future work.

Returning now to testing the relationship between the pasehyr and the
branchingness of the preposition’s complement, an additiprediction of the
claim is that there should be no lexicak with adjectives. This is borne out nearly
categorically by th&Nc, as the following table illustrates. Here we compare the be-
havior of the nourzlo‘evil’ with the adjectivezloj ‘evil’, and find a near-categorical
effect: there is norr with the adjective.

The pattern withsris similar. The triggering (pro)nominal must be the syntac-
tic complement of therRER This complement should not be branching (no other
complements, adjuncts). Again, these conditions are sacgdut not sufficient



| [N [ Adj |
(v[k) zI- | 1457 203
(vikjozl- | 272 | 1

Figure 4: Lexical YR with PREPs followed by an adjective vs. a noun
for SR to apply. Data from the accented subcorpus ofine reveals that there
is a small but highly significant effect of branchingnessogied by a following
genitive) on the accented status of the prepositim®n’, iz ‘from’, po ‘on’, and
do‘until’. Once again, the forms witlsr are significantly more frequent when the
complement noun is not followed by a genitive.

] | not followed by genitive| followed by genitive|

naN| 19704 3575

naN | 67320 14602
x*>=77;p< 0.0001

Figure 5: nANvs.naN‘on N’

] | not followed by genitive] followed by genitive)]

izN | 3144 876

iz N | 14400 5657
x?=69.3;p < 0.0001

Figure 6: iz Nvs. iz N ‘out of/from N’

] | not followed by genitive] followed by genitive)]
po N | 6225 1070
po N | 18964 4678

x?=96.2;p < 0.0001

Figure 7: p6 Nvs. po N‘along N’

] | not followed by genitive] followed by genitive]

do N | 2629 402
do N | 9044 1711

Y2 = 12.6;p < 0.0005

Figure 8: d6 Nvs. do N ‘until N’

2.3 Summary

Summarizing the phonological claim, there are two prosettiectures instantiated
by theP-cOMPLEX, repeated below: a structure with adjunction of #ie the host
(12a), and a structure without adjunction (12b).



(12) a. w b. w
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(phonotacticrr may apply) (phonotactic/lexicak R, SR)

The two phonological processes of interest, lexiceland SR, subcategorize
to apply withinw,,;,. PhonotacticrR may also apply withinv,,,.. The choice
between (12a) and (12b) depends at least in part on syntibstiactures like (13)
and (13b) map to the full prosodic structure with adjunctjt@a). The reduced
syntax in (13c) maps to reduced prosody (12b).

(13) a. PP b. PP c. PP
P NP P NP A
A A P NP/N
AP NP N PP/XP
maps to (12a) maps to (12a) maps to (12b)

We take up the nature of this mapping in the following section

3 Mapping from syntax to prosody

The primary observation we are interested in capturingasttie choice of prosodic
structure forPREP PCOMPLEXeS is partially conditioned by’s syntactic environ-
ment. In particularp’s complement must not be branching —i.e., it must not itself
contain adjuncts or complements. Our strategy in accogritin this correspon-
dence comes from Hankamer & Mikkelsen (2005), whoseanalysis of the form
of the Danish definiteness marker keys in on this very digtnc In particular, we
will leverage two crucial ideas: first, the Bare Phrase Stmechotion that a projec-
tion (like the one in (13c)) can be simultaneously minimad amaximal (Chomsky,
1994), and second, thextended Subset Principlehich allows syntactic environ-
ment to be taken into account in the process of translatitwyd®n morphosyntactic
terminals and their exponents.

3.1 Hankamer and Mikkelsen 2005
Hankamer & Mikkelsen (2005) analyze the distribution of thve realizations of
the Danish definiteness marker (14,%5).

2There are complexities in the data which we do not address foerreasons of space and
because they are not directly relevant to our analysis. Kamele,-enis lexically blocked in
combination with a certain class of common gender complexigbaenouns (CGend§.



(14) a. hest-en (15) a. *gamlehest-en

horsepEF old horsepEF
b * ;he:orse b. *dengamlehest-en
' enhest the old horsebEF
the horse
C. dénhest C. dengamlehest
thathorse the old horse
‘that horse’ ‘the old horse’

The distribution of Danisklenvs. -enbears a resemblance to that of the two classes
of RussianPREPR In both cases, these are exponents of the same morphdsyntac
head (Danish D, Russian P). And in both cases, the choice ohexp depends on
syntactic configuration; the suffixal form appears with baoeins (16), while the
full word form appears in more complex syntactic environteaontaining adjec-
tival modifiers.

(16) DP

N
D N

[def]  [cg]
[sd] [..]
[cq] [..]

DM is a late insertion theory: phonological exponents aregassi to mor-
phosyntactic feature sets based on the output of a syntéatiivation. In this pro-
cess (Mocabulary Insertion) the most highly featurallycsfped Vocabulary Item
whose identifying features are a subset of the featureseotetminal node is in-
serted at that terminal node (Halle & Marantz, 1993). SinemiBhdenand-en
realize the same feature bundle [D, def, sg, cg], the Voeapist contains two
entries.

(17) a. en< [D, def, sg, cqglf sister to a minimal Nthat contains the features
[sg] and [cg]?
b. den+ [D, def, sg, cg] elsewhere.

(17a) references a particular syntactic context — thatraframal N Hankamer &
Mikkelsen (2005) intend this to be a reference to a “reductdicture: a nominal
projection that contains no maximal projections. In bamapé structure terms, this
translates to a structure which is simultaneously minimahtaining only the lexi-
cal item that projects the label, and maximal, because veseas the complement
to another head (Hankamer & Mikkelsen, 2005, 104, fn. 25).

Both -enanddenrealize the same set of features, but one is better suited to a
particular syntactic context. To capture this, we need dangled version of the
Subset Principle

3...and whose exponent is not a G&hdenoun: besggende, dgende, forbipasserende, forret-
ningsdrivende, henseende, logerende, medvirkende,omgtnderende, parrendre, rejsende, stud-
erende, udenforsteende, vagthavende



(18) Extended Subset Principle

The phonological exponent of a Vocabulary item is insertgd a mor-
pheme in the terminal string if the item matches all or a subkthe fea-
tures specified in the terminal morpheme. Insertion doedaket place if
the Vocabulary item contains features not present in thgphene. Where
several Vocabulary items meet the conditions for inseytioa item match-
ing the greatest number of features specified in the terrmogbheme must
be chosenlf two or moreVocahulary itemscontain the samefeauresbut
differ in contextual spedcficaion sothatthe conextual spedficaion of one
itemis asubsetof the contextual spedfication of another,theitemwith the
morerestrictedcorntextual specficaion mustbechacsen.

This extension has the effect thatwill be inserted in the more restricted context,
i.e. the context of aninimal N DPs with adjectival modifiers (15) do not fit the
syntactic environment foleninsertion, so the the elsewhere forde() obtains.

3.2 Mapping for prepositional P-complexes

The proposal described just above can be extended seayniteist Russian cases
of interest in this paper. Although the two classes of Russirgrs are homophonous,
in most other senses they behave just like the two forms oDieish definite
article: RussiarPRERs come in two classes, one prosodically more incorporated
(19b,20b) than the other (19a,20a). Just as with Danislthbiee of form is deter-
mined by appearance in a specific syntactic corftext.

(19) a w b.  w
/% i\
|
o o g 00
[ 1]
iz rta iz orta
(‘from the mouth’; noYR) (‘from the mouth’; YR)

4A difference between the two cases is that the mapping indbdsicategorically conditioned by
morphosyntactic factors, whereas in Russian, as Blum#(2612) has demonstrated, other factors
contribute to a more mixed result.



(20) a. w b. w
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na zimu nazimu

(‘for winter’, no SR) (‘for winter’, SR)

The two sets ofPRERs realize the same morphosyntactic featdrasd will
therefore be in competition for insertion. Although the pamic representation of
the relevanPRERs is identical, their prosodic behavior is not; we captuis e
the bm Vocabulary Insertion rule in (21), in which one of the expotsewill be
more prosodically dependent than the other (representéuiyash).

(22) iz(0)}- < [P] if sister to a minimal N

a.
b. iz(o) < [P] elsewhere.

(22) a. na— <« [P]if sister to a minimal N
b. na« [P] elsewhere.

By theExtended Subset Principléne condition in (21a,22a) is more specific, which
will have the consequence that the smaller prosodic strei€fil®b,20b) will result
from syntactic structures in whichrainimal Nis found. This, in turn, may result
in the application ofrrR or SRinside ther-cOMPLEX in reduced syntactic configu-
rations.

4 Prefixes

The account extends naturally to the phonological behafieerbal prefixesgFx),
which come in the same two prosodic flavorspeEer This prosodic difference
between “inner” and “outer’PFx correlates with the distinction between lexical
(LP) and superlexicalqLP) prefixes.

The two morphosyntactic classes of prefixesandsLp, are both perfectiviz-
ing. There are morphosyntactic distinctions between twesgs (aspect, argument
structure), but they are often homophonéus¥Vhen combined with a particular
stem, LPs result in idiosyncratic, spatial or resultative meanjridfs not stack in
prefix stacking, and can change the root’s argument streictlr contrast,SLPs
contribute predictable, adverbial or quantificational megs, do not change the
argument structure of the verb, and participate in prefigkstay, attaching in such
cases outsiders.

The phonological claim is tha&Rr and lexicalyr apply only withLP.

5Some of the complexes in whi®Rr has applied involve slightly more idiomatic interpretato
(8) than their norsR counterparts (7). We take this to be the consequence of thpiay between
specific syntactic environments and semantic interpaetatie. not lexically encoded in ttrrRER

6See Svenonius 2004a,b, temko 1960, Babko-Malaya 2003, Tatevosov 2068r alia, for
extensive discussion of the properties of the two groups.



(23) Outerp: sLP (24) Innerp: LP

w w
w
g o o O o g o
I Lo L
ras prodannyj pré dan nyj
(‘sold out’, srRin LP but notsSLP) (‘sold’, srRin LP)

4.1 Phonological evidence

The effect of the morphosyntax efFXx on Sr can be readily observed in the fol-
lowing past passive participle forms (cf. OstrogorskaRSE 1987). Because only
SLPs stack, if there is more than orex, only the most inner one will beigp. The
behavior ofsrin (25) vs. (26) shows that the,,;,, domain extends only toP; SLP
are prosodically adjoined to.

(25) a. poO-zvannyj ‘called’ LP-stem
b. na-ratyj ‘hired’
c. pré-dannyj ‘sold’
d. pére-dannyj ‘transferred’
e. do-pityj ‘drunk up’
(26) a. pod-naJatyj ‘hired in addition to’ SLP-LP-stem
b. ras-pr6-dannyj ‘sold out’
C. za-pré-dannyj ‘sold in advance’
d. pere-pro-dannyj ‘sold a second time’
e. ne-do-pityj ‘not drunk up’

As for YR, the phonological distinction betweenrs andsLpPs is more difficult to
observe, but the data are suggestive in the right direcOme clear characteristic of
YR with LPs is that it is generally not variable (unlike the more irdtely patterned
YR with ‘inner’ prepositions). MostP-stem combinations are fixed.

Russian has a smaller inventorysafrs compared to other Slavic languages. Of
the availablesLPs, onlyot- andiz- are consonant-final, making them eligible fox
in the first place. Based on the evidence we have available tioam the Google
corpus),YR in thesLP RCOMPLEX s variable, suggesting that we are dealing here

with ‘outer’ prefixes.
(27) a. Jasvoi tri s polovinojzizniuze  ot-spal
| self’'sthreewith half lives alreadysLP-sleeppPST.M
‘I have already slept my three and a half lives.’
b. Deti uze pol dnevnogcsna ot-spali.
childrenalreadyhalf day sleepsLp-sleepPST.PL
‘The children slept half of their daily measure of sleep.’



c. Jauze vediz-zdalsja.
| alreadyall SLP-Wait.PSTREFL.M
‘I am sick and tired of waiting.’

(28) a. Naprirodev palatkeuze  svoe oto-spal

on nature intent  alreadyself’'s SLP-sleepPST.M
‘I've slept my share in the tent out in nature.’

b. Jav armiiuze  svoe oto-spal
| in army alreadyself’'s SLP-sleepPST.M
‘I've already slept my share in the army.’

c. Tebjajaizo-zdalsja V pux i prax!
you | sSLP-wait.PSTREFL.M completely
‘I am completely sick and tired of waiting for you!’

4.2 Mapping from syntax to prosodic structure

It turns out that the same syntactic conditions that goveerdistribution of the two
classes oPREFRs also govern the distribution of the two classegpkes. Our pro-
posal is based on head-moved structures developed for trsaRugrbal complex
by Gribanova (2010, 2013).

(29) (30)
TP TP
/\ /\
T AspP T AspP
Asp VP Asp .
sLP — >
v RootP /<<\Asp
v
LP/\ROO'[ LP Root ~ SLP

When linearized, (30) will have the order in (31):
(31) [SLP[[LP root]V]]

The Vocabulary Items in (32) are directly parallel to thosefind in the section
on PREFs (83), except that the categories of thend its complement are different.
(32) a. ot(o)« [P]if sister to a minimal X¢
b. ot(o) < [P] elsewhere.
A natural consequence of this analysis is tbat which map to the prosodically

reduced structure, will only ever have one complement (tiod)y which is non-
branching. This contrasts wisLP, which take branching complements and which

’See Babko-Malaya 2003, Fowler 1994, Svenonius 2004a fdlesiproposals, with variations
that do not concern us here.

8Here, too, we assume that andsLpP are composed of the same morphosyntactic features, with
any differences in their behavior to be derived from differes in syntactic configuration.



we therefore expect to map to the recursive prosodic streiciyhat this predicts
for the phonology, again taking into account teetended Subset Principles that
srandyYR will apply in P-coMPLEXs with LPs; for sLpP, SRwill not apply, andyr
will apply variably. On the whole, this demonstrates that$kintactic configuration
that maps to a reduced prosodic structure is meaningfuyfdag-prosody mapping
both in the nominaandin the verbal domain.

5 Conclusion

Pulling together the observations from the domain of otk andPRER the strik-

ing observation is that both groups exhibit different pHogeaal behaviors, which
can be traced back to distinct prosodic structures andrim ta distinct syntactic
configurations. Two pieces of the analysis emerge as phatigustriking: first,
Hankamer and Mikkelsen’s (2005) approach (in particulajrtnotionsister of a
minimal X) has emerged as directly applicable to the Russian dataildleddrere.
Second, the same mapping mechanism appears to be requiretbbprx in the
verbal domain an@REPIn the nominal domain. Both observations suggest a much
broader range of applicability for these tools.
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