
6. Conclusion and Further Questions 
 
Given the typology in (2) and the structure in (1), the PPs in (3) could be represented as: 
 

  (6)   [PathP from [PlaceP behind [ <√behind> [DP the shed ]]]] 
 

Some tasks for further investigation: 
 

• Explaining some systematic differences between monomorphemic (e.g. in, under, out, up) 

  and bimorphemic (e.g. in-side, under-neath, a-top, be-low) lexical prepositions. 

• Exploring further co-occurrence possibilities and restrictions for English prepositions. 

• Defining the exact nature of  the Extended Projection that prepositions are part of. 

   - What is the relation between functional adpositions and case? 

   - What is the relation between lexical adpositions and nouns? 

4. Some Results 
 
The diagnostics I-V (partially exemplified in Table 1) lead to the following classification 

of  English prepositions on the lexical-functional dimension:  
 

  (2)   a.   Functional Ps: to, from, at, for, with, till, until. 

         b.   Lexical Ps: in, out, on, off, up, down, by, over, under, above, below, inside, outside, 

                                  behind, beneath, underneath, atop, ... 

1. Adpositions and the Lexical-Functional Divide 
 
• The question:  

  Where do adpositions (Ps) fit in the lexical-functional typology of  syntactic categories?  
 

• Traditionally, Ps have been classified as lexical (Jackendoff  1977, Déchaine 1993), as 

  functional (Emonds 1985, Grimshaw 1991), or as semi-lexical (van Riemsdijk 1998).  

  The recent literature has shifted focus and concentrated on the nature of  adpositions as  

  complex syntactic structures (cf. Cinque & Rizzi 2010). The problem, however, persists and can 

  be (re)formulated around the distinction between morphemes spelling out functional 

  heads (= functional), and morphemes realising categorised roots in a certain syntactic 

  environment (= lexical). 
 

• I focus on English (non-route) spatial prepositions. Following the current literature, I 

  take them to occur in an Extended Projection that includes the functional heads Place and 

  Path (cf. Jackendoff  1983, van Riemsdijk & Huybregts 2002, Svenonius 2006, Koopman 

  2010): 
 

  (1)   [PathP Path0 [PlaceP Place0 [ √Root [DPGround]]]] 
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3. Some Diagnostics 
 
The following are sufficient but not necessary conditions for lexical status: 
 

I. Intransitive/“Adverbial” use: 

Taking an obligatory complement is a necessary condition for functional status. 

Thus, if  a preposition allows “intransitive” uses, it cannot be functional.  

II. Particle use in Phrasal Verbs: 

English has many verb-particle constructions with completely non-compositional 

meaning. Following Borer (2013a,b), the domain of  content assignment where 

non-compositional content can arise is delimited by the first functional head of  an 

Extended Projection. Phrasal verbs, then, must be derived by Merging two (possibly 

categorised) roots, but no functional heads. The apparent ability of  some 

prepositions to occur in these constructions, then, indicates their lexical status. 

III.Categorial Flexibility (A): 

Because roots are category-less, if  a preposition is lexical we expect the root it is 

built on to be able to undergo “zero-derivation”. 

IV.Categorial Flexibility (B): 

If  a preposition is lexical, we expect the root it is based on to be able to appear with 

derivational morphology categorising it.  

V. Compounding: 

Compounding takes place between (possibly categorised) roots. If  a preposition is 

lexical we may find the root it is based on as part of  a nominal or verbal compound. 

Note that there are language-specific restrictions: e.g. the non-head of  a verbal 

compound cannot be itself  a complex root (cf. Koopman 2010 for Dutch). 

I II III IV V 

in YES 

John walked in 

YES 

to give in 

YES 

a very in[ADJ] hat 

YES 

inner[ADJ] 

YES 

input, to inbreed 

out YES 

John walked out 

YES 

to run out 

YES 

to out[V] someone 

YES 

outing[N] 

YES 

output, to outrun 

on YES  

John walked on 

YES 

to hold on 

NO NO YES 

onset 

off YES 

John walked off 

YES 

to kick off 

YES 

a very off[ADJ] day 

YES? 

(offie[N]) 

YES 

offshoot, to offload 

up YES 

John walked up 

YES 

to show up 

YES 

to up[V] the volume 

YES 

upper[ADJ/N] 

YES 

uptake, to upload 

down YES 

John walked down 

YES 

to let down 

YES 

to down[V] a beer 

YES 

downer[N] 

YES 

downfall, to download 

under YES 

John walked under 

YES 

to put under 

NO YES 

underling[N] 

YES 

underwear, to undergo 

outside YES 

John walked outside 

NO YES 

the outside[N] of... 

YES 

outsider[N] 

YES 

outside lane 

below YES 

John walked below 

NO NO NO NO 

to NO? 

(exc. to pull to) 

NO? 

(exc. to come to) 

NO NO NO 

from NO 

 

NO NO NO NO 

at NO 

 

NO NO NO NO 

5. Another Test: Stacking 
 
• We expect cases of  stacking where a functional P dominates a lexical P in the same 

  Extended Projection, as in (3). Compounding aside, each extended projection can only 

  have one root, at its bottom. Thus, we never expect multiple lexical Ps to stack as 

  separate heads along the same Extended Projection, as in (4).  
 

  (3)   We drove [from [behind the shed]] [to [(just) outside of  the castle grounds]]. 
 

  (4)   *We hid the treasure [below [(just) behind the house]]. 
 

• We do expect, however, that a lexical P may be introduced in the Extended Projection 

  of  another lexical P as a modifier, in a specifier position. This seems to occur: 
 

  (5)   We were hovering [up (*just) above the clouds]. 
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2. Theoretical Backdrop 
 
Adopting assumptions from the Minimalist Program (cf. Chomsky 2000 et seq.), 

Distributed Morphology (cf. Bobaljik 2011), and Borer’s (2013b) eXoSkeletal model, 

terminals in a syntactic tree are of  three types: 
 

• Roots 

  - Are categorially unspecified objects that are radically deprived of  syntactic features.  

  - Are Merged at the bottom of  each Extended Projection. 

  - Lack content, which is only assigned to roots when they are embedded in a certain 

    syntactic context (cf. Borer 2013a, Harley 2014). 

  - Are identified, following Borer (2013a,b), via some phonological index, a reference to 

    a package of  phonological information with instructions on how to realise the root at 

    PF. This assumption ensures a degree of  phonological faithfulness in the system. 
 

• Categorisers 

  - Merge with a root to determine which Extended Projection it can be embedded in. 
 

• Functional Heads 

  - Morphosyntactic feature bundles that make up the heads of  an Extended Projection. 

  - Are spelled out only at PF, under a late Vocabulary Insertion model of  the syntax- 

    phonology interface, as per standard DM assumptions. 

  - Only have “logical meaning”: they have a denotation invariant under permutations of 

    the universe (cf. Sher 1996), they are rigid designators in Borer’s (2013b) terminology. 

  - Denote n-place functions (with n>0). 

  - They must have a syntactic complement, whose denotation provides an argument or 

    input to the function they denote at LF. 


