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The internal structure of PLACE prepositional phrases in English 
Cathleen Waters 

University of Toronto 
 

 Much recent research on the syntax of prepositions (e.g., Svenonius, to appear) has 
focused on determining the universal hierarchy of heads within the prepositional phrase. 
Svenonius proposes the structure shown in (1), where all heads are functional, and null heads are 
possible. At the top of the hierarchy are “P” heads, which (in English) include the preposition to.  
 
(1) P  –  DEG(REE) – DEIX(IS) – PATH  – PLACE  – AX(IAL)PART – K – DP 

 One novel element of this structure is the head below PLACE, called AX(IAL)PART. Cross-
linguistically, AXPART is a nominal-like element, such as the element front in in front of, but 
Svenonius clearly distinguishes AXPART from N. Based on the structure proposed in (1), the 
prepositional phrase ‘in front of the car’ has the structure seen in (2): 

(2) [PLACE in [AXPART front [K of [DP the car]]]]  

 However, Svenonius only provides a single example of where the AXPART is presumed 
to be null: the preposition under. Furthermore, he does not make any specific, overt claims about 
the status of AXPART in other single-word English prepositions, such as inside and above. It is 
therefore unclear when the AXPART should be considered null.  
 I tackle this question and argue that most single-word English prepositions have a non-
null AXPART, and demonstrate that this AXPART head is often conflated with the PLACE head. I 
assume (uncontroversially) that the PLACE head assigns case, and also that the presence of the 
case marker of occurs only when the KP has not directly been assigned case (Chomsky 1986). 
Thus, of occurs only when a non-null AXPART intervenes between PLACE and K (as seen in (2)). 
This implies a structural difference between (3) and (4), where (4) contains an AXPART (side) 
which has been conflated with a PLACE head (in).  
 
(3) Mary is inside of the house: [PLACE in [AXPART side [K of [DP the house]]]] 

(4) Mary is inside the house: [PLACE + AXPART in+side [K [DP the house]]]]   

 Furthermore, there is additional evidence that structure in (4) holds for other cases, such 
as above.  The addition of an overt AXPART is ungrammatical (*above side/front the house), 
which implies the AXPART head is occupied, and the ungrammaticality of *above of the house 
indicates that this AXPART is also conflated.  
 This analysis is significant for two reasons. First, it provides support for the universal 
hierarchy within prepositional phrases, while closing a gap in previous research. In addition, it 
accounts syntactically for an element of language variation, namely, the acceptability of the 
alternation of null and of in some prepositional phrases, and the prohibition against of in others.  
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The syntactic basis of marked contrasts 
Martina Wiltschko, UBC 

1. There are two types of markedness.  In studying the feature composition of determiners in 
different languages we observe that there are two distinct ways in which a determiner can be 
marked. For example, in Halkomelem (Salish), determiners are either marked as feminine (the 
slhali ‘the.fem woman’) or not (te swiyeqe ‘the man’). While the feminine determiner (the) is 
restricted to nouns denoting females, the unmarked determiner is compatible with all nouns. I 
refer to such forms as truly unmarked.  In contrast, German determiners are all marked for 
feminine, masculine, or neuter and each of these determiners is only compatible with nouns 
specified for the same gender. While it has been suggested that German gender has an unmarked 
value, namely neuter (e.g., Harley & Ritter 2002) it is not the case that this unmarked value is 
unrestricted in its distribution (it can only co-occur with neuter nouns). This suggests that even 
neuter is a marked form to the effect that the marking restricts its distribution. I refer to such 
forms as marked unmarked. The difference between gender marking in Halkomelem and 
German suggests that there are two distinct ways in which a given linguistic object (LO) can be 
unmarked with respect to gender: i) truly unmarked forms are simply not marked for gender; ii) 
marked unmarked can be viewed as expressing the default value of gender.  But what is the 
source of these distinct type of markedness? 
 

2. Two types of markedness derive from two types of MERGE.  I propose that the distinction in 
marked contrasts follows from the nature of the syntactic operation MERGE. I follow Chomsky 
2001 who argues that there are two types of MERGE: pair merge and set merge. The former is a 
symmetric operation deriving the familiar head-complement relations; the latter is an asymmetric 
operation which forms ordered pairs and yields adjunction. If we assume that feature 
composition is a result of MERGE we expect that features too can be merged in two different 
ways. I argue that the two types of markedness reflect the two types of MERGE. Specifically, 
truly unmarked LO’s are the result of pair merge: if a feature F merges as an adjunct, its presence 
is optional; as a consequence the LO marked for F contrasts with another LO which is truly 
unmarked for F. In contrast the marked but default value of a feature F is the result of set merge: 
if F merges as a head, its presence is obligatory; as a consequence the LO marked for F contrasts 
with LO’s which are also marked for F, but which are associated with different values of F.  

I will also show that other approaches towards the nature of markedness (e.g., Harley & 
Ritter’s (2002) feature geometry and Sauerland’s (in press) semantic approach) cannot 
distinguish between the two types of markedness.  
 

3. Predictions.  
3.1  Independence of feature content.  Assuming that the two types of markedness are 
syntactically conditioned, we predict that there is no correlation with feature content. We have 
already seen that one and the same feature (gender) can be associated with both types of 
markedness. But, I will also show that the same distinction holds for case, number and location 
features.    
 

3.2. Only head-features are syntactically active. Given that head features determine the label of the 
derived LO but adjunct features don’t it follows that only the former but not the latter 
can be syntactically visible. Thus, we correctly predict that only features derived via set-merge 
can enter into the syntactic operation AGREE. 
 

4. Conclusion. If feature composition is indeed a function of the syntactic operation MERGE we 
have new evidence for the single-engine hypothesis of linguistic concatenation (Marantz 1997). 
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Place of Moraic Nasal in Japanese 
Noriko Yamane-Tanaka 

University of British Columbia 
 It is well known that the Japanese (henceforth J) word-initial nasal exhibits an /m, n/ contrast but that 

the word-final nasal is neutralized to only one place of articulation (henceforth PoA). However, there is 

disagreement among researchers over which PoA the neutralized nasal has: ‘Placeless’ (Grignon (1984), 

Itô (1986), Trigo (1988)), ‘Non-placeless glottal’ (de Lacy (2006)), ‘Uvular’ (Uemura (1997)), ‘Velar or 

Uvular’ (Yip (1991)), Yoshida (2003)), ‘Velar’ (Vance (1987) – but uvular before pause).  

In this study, I will test Uemura’s (1997: 218-9) hypothesis, namely that the J word-final nasal is 

basically uvular, and it becomes velar after a front vowel as in (1). This study will also bear on the other 

hypotheses on the PoA of moraic nasals in J. 

(1) (i) (a) /bi/ [bi] ‘bottle’ (b) /te/ [te] ‘sky’ 

 (ii) (a) /pa/ [pa] ‘bread’ (b) /ho/ [ho] ‘book’ (c) /bu/ [b] ‘sentence’ 

Establishing native speakers’ judgments on the PoA of moraic nasal based on introspection is not an easy 

task, because velar and uvular are adjacent to each other, and because the dorsum constriction toward 

these areas is hardly visible. So far no extensive instrumental work has confirmed the PoA of moraic nasals 

in this context. 

The present study examines the PoA pattern in moraic nasals in Standard J through an ultrasound 

experiment. If (1) is right, a significant difference is predicted in the maximum degrees of constriction 

between (i) /aNk…/ vs. /…aN#/, (ii) /aNk…/ vs. /aNa/, (iii) /...iN#/ vs. /...uN#/. This is because these pairs of 

tokens are in a special vs. general relationship, in the sense that the former tokens contain a (potential) 

trigger to induce /N/ to become [] (e.g., /k/ or /i/), while the latter do not. In these cases, [] should appear 

by default. Thus the constriction point should be more backward in the default /N/, compared to the 

trigger-adjacent /N/. This is shown in (2). 

The results of a pilot study of single subject, contrary to the prediction (2), indicate no significant 

difference in PoA as in (3) below, suggesting that the final /N/ is velar. To test the validity of these pilot 

results, a larger scale study with multiple subjects is under way, and will be reported on in full at the CLA. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This research would be a significant instrumental contribution to the problem of establishing the PoA 

of J moraic nasal. Furthermore, the results pose a problem for the hypothesis that velar is the most marked 

in the place markedness hierarchy and should not be the outcome of neutralization (de Lacy (2006), Prince  

& Smolensky (1993)). This and other phonological implications of this examination of the J moraic nasal will 

be discussed. 
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I am done dinner: a case of lexicalization 
in Northeastern Vermont English
Yuri Yerastov, University of Calgary  

 Northeastern Vermont English (henceforth NEVE) allows the structures in (1), alongside the 
more usual Present Day English structures  in (2) . 

(1)    a. I am done dinner
         b. I am finished homework
         c. I am started this project       

(2)   a. I am done with dinner
        b. I am finished with homework
        c. I am started on this project

The morphosyntactic isogloss in (1) seems to be widespread in Canada (with the exception of (1c)), but 
rare in the U.S. (p.c. Jack Chambers 2007).  To my knowledge, no published studies have addressed the 
origin, grammatical status, and semantics of this construction in North American varieties of English. 
Seeking to fill in this void, I report on my study of a corpus of data that I collected for NEVE from 1.) 
grammaticality judgments I elicited from speakers native to Northeastern Vermont and 2.) transcrip-
tions of ethnographic interviews with residents of the same area (Cenkl 2007). 
 Addressing the origin of this construction, I draw on dialectal and historical data. I investigate 
the possibility of a link between this construction and the less-known transitive be perfect in Middle 
English, as attested by Visser (1963: 2043). I further look at Shetlandic where the be perfect is fully 
productive in transitive contexts, e.g. I am read the Bible (Bentley & Eythorsson 2003: 451). Finally, I 
draw parallels between Standard Scottish English (University of Glasgow, 2007), where it is restricted 
to a few verbs such as finish, in parallel to NEVE. Following Chambers (p.c. 2007), I argue that this 
isogloss originated in Scottish English.
 My morphosyntactic and semantic findings point to idiosyncratic restrictions that this construc-
tion exhibits in NEVE. First, the construction is limited in syntactic productivity to three verbs only: 
do, finish, start--hence the ungrammaticality of (3) in NEVE. Second, the construction shows resulta-
tive semantics, as in (4); it fails the formal test for anteriority, as in (5), proposed by Nedjakov & Jax-
ontov (1998). Finally, the predicate tends to select for definite count nouns as complements--hence the 
semantic oddity of a bare plural count noun in (6).
(3) * I am read the Bible.
(4) I am done dinner now.
(5) * You told me not to do it, but I am still done it. (still = nevertheless) 
(6) ? I am done books.
 These restrictions are consistent with the hypothesis that this morphosyntactic isogloss was bor-
rowed into NEVE from Scottish English. This inter-dialectal borrowing must have found itself in com-
petition with the more productive perfect construction [have + past participle]. Such competition 
probably resulted in the lexicalization of [be + past participle] in NEVE. My account accords with 
Kurylowicz’s (1965) proposal that the intransitive be perfect underwent lexicalization in Early Modern 
English, but extends his proposal further to the transitive be perfect as well. I further argue that the re-
striction of the lexicalized, resultative [be + past participle] construction to a limited class of three 
verbs in transitive contexts in NEVE can be explained by the high token frequency of the relevant 
verbs do, finish, start. This argument accords with Bybee’s (2001) finding that high token frequency 
contributes to the entrenchment of unproductive structures.     
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Étude de la motivation conceptuelle des métaphores du mot « haut » :  
l’approche cognitive 

 
Ki-Chan YUNE 
Étudiant en rédaction de la thèse de doctorat 
Département de linguistique et de didactique des langues 
Université du Québec à Montréal 
 
La présente recherche porte sur la métaphore du mot « haut », comme le haut prix; la haute 
voix; le Haut Moyen Âge; la haute température; la haute qualité; le haut clergé; la haute 
sécurité; la haute passion; la haut danger, etc.  Elle a pour objectif de décrire les motivations 
conceptuelles dans la création de ces métaphores, en particulier des types d’interaction 
conceptuelle entre les métaphorisants et les métaphorisés.  Nous tentons de vérifier 
l’hypothèse suivante : la plupart de ces métaphores sont des métareprésentations, qui sont 
conceptuellement influencées par des représentations non-linguistiques, comme le graphe, la 
notation musicale, le thermomètre, etc.  Si la métaphore est une comparaison (Aristote, 1990; 
Ortony, 1979), un transfert sémantique (Tournier, 1985), une correspondance conceptuelle 
(Lakoff et Johnson, 1980), une interaction sémantique (Black, 1993) ou une correspondance 
analogique (Gentner, 2001), la métaphore se crée-t-elle nécessairement par une interaction 
conceptuelle directe entre le métaphorisant et le métaphorisé ?  Par exemple, dans le cas de la 
métaphore « le haut prix », il est presque impossible de trouver une interaction conceptuelle 
directe entre le métaphorisant haut comme l’adjectif exprimant la propriété spatiale (verticale) 
d’un objet physique et le métaphorisé haut comme celui exprimant la propriété économique.  
Nous abordons notre sujet avec une approche cognitive, surtout la théorie de la 
métareprésentation (Sperber; 1994; 1996; 2000).  D’après l’argument de Searle (1993) 
concernant la distinction l’énoncé littéral et l’énoncé métaphorique, nous établissons d’abord 
la définition de la métaphore pour sélectionner des exemples métaphoriques dans nos corpus.  
Ensuite, nous analysons les propriétés conceptuelles du mot « haut » dans le sens le plus 
courant (ou le plus prototypique), et pour cette analyse, nous adoptons la théorie de 
Jackendoff Preference Rule Systems (1990; 2002), la théorie du prototype traditionnel et 
l’argument de Katz concernant les adjectifs anglais high et tall (1972).  Finalement, nous 
comparons ces propriétés conceptuelles avec les propriétés conceptuelles du mot haut utilisé 
pour une métaphore afin de trouver des correspondances conceptuelles entre les deux.  
D’après le résultat de notre recherche, la plupart des métaphores du mot haut ont été créées 
par l’influence conceptuelle de différentes représentations non linguistiques, par exemple « le 
haut prix », par la représentation graphique; « la haute voix », par la notation musicale; « le 
Haut Moyen Âge », par le tableau chronologique; « le haute température », par le 
thermomètre, etc. 
 



Bibliographie 
 
Aristote (1990). Poétique, introduction, traduction nouvelle et annotation de Michel Magnien, 

collection Classique, Le Livre de Poche, Paris, 216 p. 
Black. Max (1993). ‘More about Metaphor’, dans l’ouvrage Metaphor and Thought, 2e  

édition, éditée par Andrew Ortony, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp.19-41. 
Gentner, Dedre et al. (2001). “Metaphor is like analogy”, in The Analogical Mind : 

Perspectives from Cognitive Science, édité par Dedre Gentner et al. The MIT Press, 
Cambridge (Massachusetts), pp. 199-253. 

Jackendoff, Ray (1990). Semantic Structure, The MIT Press, Cambridge (Massachusetts) / 
Londres, 322 p. 

Jackendoff, Ray (2002). Foundations of Language : Brain, Meaning, Grammar, Evolution, 
Oxford University Press, Oxford, 477 p. 

Katz, Jerrold J. (1972). Semantics Theory, Harper & Row Publishers, New York, 464 p. 
Lakoff, George & Mark, Johnson (1980). Metaphors: We Live By, The University of Chicago 

Press, Chicago/London, 242 p. 
Ortony, Andrew (1979). “Metaphor : A Multidimensional Problem”, dans Metaphor and 

Thought, 1ère édition, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp.1-18. 
Searle, John R. (1993). “Metaphor”, dans Metaphor and Thought, 2e édition, Cambridge     

University Press, Cambridge, pp.83-111. 
Sperber, Dan (1994). “The modularity of thought and the epidemiology of representations: 

domain specificity in cognition and culture”, dans Mapping the mind, édité par Hirschfeld, 
Lawrence A. et Susan A., Gelman, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp.39-67. 

Sperber, Dan (1996). La contagion des idées : théorie naturaliste de la culture, Éditions Odile 
Jacob, Paris, 243 p. 

Sperber, Dan (2000). “Metarepresentation in an evolutionary perspective”, dans 
Metarepresentations : A Multidisciplinary Perspective, édité par Dan Sperber, Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, pp.117-137. 

Tournier, Jean (1985). Introduction descriptive à la lexicogénétique de l’anglais contemporain, 
Champion-Slatkine, Paris-Genève, 517 p. 
 




