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1 Introduction

English has a number of adjectives of the typXable adjectives that contain the pretir- and the
adjectivising suffix-able, e.g.unlockableor undoable Many of these adjectives ambiguous. If a
door isunlockable it may either mean that it cannot be lockeds(ihot lockable), or it may mean that
it can be unlocked.

Following a long series of discussions, rangingrfiatroductory textbooks like Stewart & Vaillette
(2001:121) over theoretical articles like Larsom&dlow (1993:317) to psycholinguistic treatments
like Almeida & Libben (2005:374), we take the twifferent interpretations aiinlockableto be the
result of the adjectives in question haviag different possible structural analyses, viz.

« one in which the immediate constituents ameandlockable (1a)/(2a), and
* another one where the immediate constituentsiaicckand able, (1b)/(2b):
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(1) a. un-lockable = [un- [lock-able]] = that caniibe locked
Da. ulaselig
Fr. inverrouillable
Ge. unverschliel3bar

b.  unlock-able = [[un-lock] -able] = that can lndocked
Da. oplaselig
Fr. déverrouillable
Ge. aufschlielRbar
(2) a. Adj b. Adj
Aff Adj \V Aff
un lockable unlock able
vV Aff Aff V
lock able un lock

Other examples with the same properties (from Atla&t Libben 2005:390-394):
unbendableunbucklable unbuttonableuncoilable uncorkable undoable undressableunfastenable
unfoldable unhookableuninstallable, unloadablainpackableunpluggableunrollable un-
screwableunscramblableunsealableuntieable untwistable unwindable unwrapable unzipable

In his paper "A fundamental misconception of modarguistics", Bill McGregor (2003:59-61) ar-
gues that such analyses in terms of different tebreal structures are not motivated, and thaesust
mor phological structureis™ string concatenation without hierarchy" . He further says: “It is diffi-
cult to construein- as serving in a constituency relation to the latget un-lockin [2b] — as serving
a function within that whole (what would that fuioet be?) — or to the larger unih-lock-ablein
[2a].” (Adapted from McGregor 2003:60.)

We argue that the different hierarchical structaesindeed motivated, that morphological structure
Is not just "string concatenation without hierarchy", dhdtun-is a function. In(1a)/(2aun-is a
function that takes the adjectileckableas its argument and has the adjedtinkckableas its out-
put, and in (1b)/(2b), it is a function that talktes verblock as its argument and has the ventockas
its output.

It is true that this use of "function” differs froicGregor's use above. Our "function” here is the o
current in mathematics and formal semantics, gf.Rartee, ter Meulen, Wall (1990:30), Cann
(1993:94). This difference in terminology shoulduawer, not obscure the fact that has a function
also in McGregor's sense withimlockable comparable to the "grammatical function" thaeaten-
tial negation has within a clause.
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2 Morphological analysis

2.1 Hierarchical morphosyntactic analysis
We would like to capitalise on some facts that haiten been noticed, namely:

« thatitis a property of the affix which word classnay combine with, and
« thatitis a property either of the affix or of ttiem what the resulting word class is.

For instance, the suffiity combines only with an adjective, and the resudtivgays a noun:

[aqgi legal] + [ity] - [n legality]. Thus, morphemes may be partitioned orpheme classes according

to their distributional properties. Such morpherasses may be designated by their subcategorisation
frame (cf. Lieber 1980:63 and Selkirk 1982:5, 6drfwmrphology and e.g. Haegeman 1994:42 for syn-
tax). A morpheme likeity has a lexical entry containing the categorial imfation shown in (3):

(3) -ity: AF, [WAdj ]

The notation Adj ] means that the entity in question (hétsg may be inserted immediately
following an adjective) and that Adj-ity makes up a new unit belonging to the class N.

Examples of partial lexical entries for other tyjpésnorphemes:

(4) a. -able,: Aff, [agi V] d. re-: Aff, [v__ V]
b. -abley: Aff, [agN__ ] €. UM-: Aff, [a__ A]
c. -ify: Aff, [vN__ ] f.  uny-: Aff, [v__ V]

The word formation processes involving the affirgantioned in (3)-(4) thus involve the rules in (5):

(®5) a AdjAff - N asin (3) d. NAff -V as in (4c)
b. VAff - Adj as in (4a) e. Affv -V as in (4d,f)
c. NAff - Adj as in (4b) f. AffAd] - Adj asin (4e)

With this, we can illustrate the morphological louilp of a word likeeclassify

(6) re-+ classify re class ify
[v___ V] N [vN__]

classify
\Y

reclassify
\Y

The conditions of the subcategorisation framesifgrandre- are satisfied, solassand-ify may
combine to form the vertlassify andre- andclassifymay combine to form the verbclassify In
other words;ify is a function that here takes the nalassas its argument and has the veldssify
as its output, ance- is a function that takes the veslassifyas its argument and has the verblas-
sify as its output.

We can also describe why a morphological combindti@ the one found in a nonsense word like
reponkitydoes not constitute a possible English word (examagapted from Libben 2003:223-224):
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(7) a. reponkity re- ponk -ity
[v___ V] ? [NAdj ]

b. reponk+ -ity re ponk ity
[v___V] \ [NAdj ]

reponk
Vv

C. re-+ ponkity re ponk ity

[v___ V] Ad [NAdj ]
ponkity
N

Even though we are free to assign any class tadheexistingponk e.g. either V or Adj, the whole
formation will not result in an acceptable Enghsbrd. If we interpreponkas a verb, (7byeponk

will form a verb, but this does not satisfy the cafiegorisation frame oity, which demands an adjec-
tive. If we interprepponkas an adjective, (7c), it may now combine with to form the noumonkity,
but then there will be a conflict between the nand the subcategorisation frameef

2.2 Morphosemantic analysis

Consider agaimneclassifywith the morphological structufee- [[class] -ify]] . The base islass The
affix -ify is polysemous and has among its meanings onendnabe glossed as "make the thing in
question go to/in/on the verb-base " (Lieber 200} This is a function that takes the meaning ef th
verb-baselassas argument and has as value the semantic seubtatrunderlies the meaning "ar-
range in classestlassifythus implies that someone causes a certain statente about, namely the
state of something being arranged in classes.i$htitisr esult-state should be a part of the seman-
tics of a verb likeclassify

It is precisely this state that is relevant toititerpretation of the prefire-. In re[classify], where the
base is formed bglassify the meaning afe- may be glossed something like "make the resulesth
the event described by the verb obtain for a setiomel' (cf. Dowty 1979:256).

As shown in Lieber (2004:147), this analysis exmavhyre- only combines with verbs that imply a
result, and why this result may not be "finite glitkor permanent". Verbs lik@wnor pushdo not im-
ply result-states, and therefore there is reyawnor *repush Similarly, there is noreeat the apple
because the result-state cannot be obtained again.

It is worth stressing that such an analysis onlyk&af the morphological elements are parts ofea-hi
archical structure. The meaningref is a semantic function that takes the meaningassifyas ar-
gument, not the meaning dfassand not the meaning dfy. In other wordste- is on the same level
asclassify andclassand-ify are one level further down.

Summary, section 2:
« lllustrated a morphological analysis both on aphosyntactic and on a morphosemantic level.
» Affixes have subcategorisation properties.
» Morphological structure is hierarchical.
» These two assumptions to be essential both farrhorphemes may be combined and for how
they may be interpreted.
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3  Theambiguity of un-X-able

3.1 Thetwo prefixesun-

English has two affixes of the foram-, indicated here by the index&sandV (for adjectiveand
verb):

* um has the subcategorisation framg [ Adj] and a negative meaning.
* uny has the subcategorisation frame [ V] and a reversative meaning.

Examples ofiny areuntrue unclean, unclear, uncomfortabland their meanings are obtained by ne-
gation of the base adjective, i.e. "not true, nea, not clear, not comfortable" (cf. Marchand
1969:201-204).

Examples ofin, areunlock unload unwind Their meanings are reversative, that is, likepiregix

re-, the meaning ofiny operates on the result-state of an event deriviagrteaning "make the result-
state of the event described by the base verb tead#ain” (cf. Marchand 1969:205-206, Dowty
1979: 257-258, Lieber 2004:116-117).

For instance, whelock the doomeans "cause the door to be in the state fastemeldtk the door
means "cause the door to cease to be in the astened". As in the case witd (cf. section 2.2
above), the semantics ofy, implies that it only combines with verbs denotargevent that yields a
result which is not permanent. This is why thereagunyawn *unpushor *uneat the apple

3.2 Thetwo suffixes -able

As was the case witln-, there are also two affixes of the forable (cf. e.g. Aronoff 1976:48), indi-
cated here by the indexBisandV (for nounandverb):

« abley has the subcategorisation framag N __ ] and means something like "the thing insgue
tion is full of N".

* able, has the subcategorisation framg IV ____ ] and means something like "it is possibl&/t
the thing in question”, or even in some cases 'litacessary to V the thing in question”
(cf. Klinge 1997).

Examples ohbley arecomfortable fashionableprofitable andreasonableand their meanings may
be rendered as "which may yield comfort, whichui$ &f fashion, which may yield profit”, and

"which is full of reason".

Examples ohble, arereadable admirable acceptableandquestionableand their meanings may be
rendered as "which can be read, which should beradrhaccepted / questioned"”. The semantics of
able, thus requires that the verb with which it combimasst have an agent and a patient, hence the
impossibility of *sleepable*ripenableor *witherable

Whereas both of then-prefixes are relevant for the ambiguitywflockableto be discussed in further
detail below, this is not the case for the table-suffixes, in that both senseswflockableutilises
able;, and hencabley will not be directly relevant.
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3.3 Theambiguity

Consider again (2) above, repeated here as (8):

(8) a. Adj b. Adj
un-lockable unlock-able
Aff Adj V Aff
un lockable unlock able
\Yj Aff Aff V
lock able un lock

In (8a), wheraunlockablemeans "which cannot be lockedihflockablg, the verdock first combines
with abley, satisfying its subcategorisation framg VM ____ ], and yielding the meaning for the result-
ing adjectivdockable"which can be locked".

On the next higher level, the resulting adjectoekablecombines withun,, satisfying its subcate-
gorisation frame/y;_ Adj ], and yielding the negative meaning fa tesulting adjectivanlock-
able"which cannot be locked".

In (8b), wheraunlockablemeans "which can be unlockedih{ock-abl@, the verbock first combines
with uny, satisfying its subcategorisation frame [ V], and yielding a reversative meaning fa th
resulting verlunlock i.e. "cause the door to be in the state not fasté

On the next higher level, the resulting varlockcombines withable,, satisfying its subcategori-
sation frameq V ____ ], yielding the meaning for the resultingeative unlockable"which can be
unlocked".

Summary, section 3:
» -ablehas a function in both (8a) and (8b).
» ltis the same function in both cases.
* un-has a function in both (8a) and (8b),
» The function ofun-in one case is different from the functionuof in the other case.
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4 Thecaseof French inXable

French has two distinct words corresponding tawtesenses of Englisinlockable namelyinver-
rouillable 'not lockable' andéverrouillable'that can be unlocked'. Both of these are unanahbigju
However, as noted by Dal & Namer (2000), certaenEh words innXablehave two distinct mean-
Ings, so a situation close to that of Englighlockablearises. Examples of ambiguanXablewords

in French arénfiltrable, ingérableandinversable® These derivations are structurally ambiguous in a
way similar to Englislunlockable

in-filtrable 'unfilterable’ (cf. (9a) below)
infiltr-able 'infiltratable’ (cf. (9b) below)

in-gérable’'unadministrable’
ingér-able'ingestable’

in-versabléunoverturnable'
invers-able€invertable’

TheunXablecases in English are characterised by the systemgposition between negatiue, and
reversativauny. This bipatrtitition is partly mirrored in French that the formations with the structure
in-Xable like the English words inn-Xable regularly have the meaning "not Xable".

However, where the English words with th@X-ablestructure regularly have the reversative mean-
ing, the French words with theX-ablestructure are irregular. None of the French aminiigin-
words have a reversative meaning. The predomimaetsative prefix in French ¢@- as exemplified
by déverrouillerin (1) and by other examples likécommandercancel' démonterdismantle, dis-
mount',dépaquetefunpack, unwrap'.

The prefixin- found in French verbs is not productive; almoktred verbs in this group, e.mfil-
trer 'infiltrate’, ingérer 'ingest'inverserinvert, are wholesale loans from L&tiborrowed into French
centuries ago, e.g. the first attested instanaefittfer, which is from about 1370 (French national
dictionary "Trésor de la langue francaise" 19714, 99tp://atilf.atilf.fr/tlf.htm). They are clearlgot
felt to be related to the simplex verb any longerjn a synchronic analysigiltrer, ingérerorin-
versercannot be meaningfully decomposed imto+ filtrer / gérer/ verser Therefore the two analy-
ses of ambiguous French wordsionare not exactly parallel to the analyses givef2)rand (8). As
may be seen in (9b), the French tree structureefod the two interpretations wffiltrable lacks a
third level as compared to the Englishlockable

(9) a. Adj b. Adj
Aff Adj \% Aff
in filtr able infiltr(er) able
Vv Aff
filtr(er) able

! Dal & Namer (2000) mentions the following exampbéshis type of wordsimportable imprécisableinacti-
vable incitable infiltrable, infléchissableinformable ingérable inhumableintaillable, insonorisablein-
validable inversable

2 And so are their English cognaieéiltrate, ingestandinvert
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In (9a), wherenfiltrable means "unfilterable'irf-filtrable), the vertiltrer first combines withable,,
satisfying its subcategorisation framg;[V ____ ], and yielding the meaning for the res\gtadjective
filtrable "which can be filtered".

On the next higher level, the resulting adjecfilteable combines withn, satisfying its subcatego-
risation frame {q;___ Adj ], and yielding the negative meaning fag tesulting adjectivanfiltrable
"which cannot be filtered".

In (9b), wheranfiltrable means "which can be infiltratedhfiltr-able), the verhinfiltrer (‘infiltrate’),
which is unanalysable, combines directly vatiie,, satisfying its subcategorisation frame
[agi V ____], yielding the meaning for the resultingeadiveinfiltrable "which can be infiltrated".

Summary, section 4:
» The structurally-based ambiguity found in EnglistXablewords may also be found in other lan-
guages, provided the right conditions are preséns is (at least partly) the case in French,
wherein- is both a productive adjectival prefix and a Ldiased verbal prefix.

5 Lack of ambiguity in Danish and German

In many languages, e.g. Danish and German, theagquis ofunXablewords are not ambiguous,
that is, these languages have two distinct words earresponding to one of the two senses.

This fact is easily accounted for in terms of sheictural properties of the affixes concerned. In
Danish and German, what corresponds to the twerdiit morphemesn, anduny is realised in two
clearly distinct waysuna corresponds to Danish and Germamin-, whereasiny, corresponds to Dan-
ishop-and Germa@auf-.

(10) a. uladselig (= that cannot be locked)
b. oplaselig (=that can be unlocked)

What makes possible the ambiguity in EnglistXablewords is first thatina may combine with the
adjectivelockable and thatun, may combine with the veibck, and second that both the adjective
and the verb can be detected indmigkable Also in DanisHaselig it is possible to detect both a verb
(lase'lock’) and an adjectivédselig'lockable'). However, the prefixes andop- have combinatorial
and semantic properties that exclude the ambigiitiie results.
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Thus Danishu-, which has a negative meaning, may only combirtke am adjective, and does not
combine with a verb to form a new verb in modermiBia (there is no possible verhl&se. Thus,

like Englishun,, Danishu- is characterised by the subcategorisation fragje [ Adj ]. On the other
hand, the Danish affidig resembles Englisable, both combinatorially and semantically, and, like
abley, it has the subcategorisation framg IV __ ]. So there is only one analysis possibte fo
ulaselig the one in (11a), which is completely paralletite one in (2a), (8a) and (9a).

(11)a. Adj b, Adj
u-laselig *ulase-lig
AT Adj
u laselic
Vv Aff
|&se lig u lase

(11a) is possible because on the lowest level ¢hiel&ise combines with the suffiXig, satisfying the
latter's subcategorisation framg;[V ___ ], and yielding the adjectiVaseligwith the meaning "that
can be locked", which on the next level combineth whe negative prefin- with the subcategorisa-
tion frame hgj __ Adj ]. This last combination gives rise to #itiectiveulaseligwith the negative
meaning "that cannot be locked".

In contrast, (11b) is impossible. On the loweseléwis not possible to combine with the verdase
because the subcategorisation frame-a$ [»; __ Adj ], and this cannot be satisfied by a v&itus
the derivation of another meaning fdéseligis made impossible.

Consider now the other Danish equivalentioockable the adjectiveplaselig which means "that
can be unlocked". Here, the only possible analgsiplase-lig In other words, the compleplaselig
has the verloplaseas a constituent element. Now, verbs of this a@tformed from a particlep (lit-
erally "up") and a simplex vetse('lock’), where the particle normally occurs pesbally as shown
in (12):

(12) a. ..fordi  hunikkeville lase op
... becausishenot would(un)lock PRT

b. ..idet  hun laste dgren op
...as she (un)lockeddoor-thePRT

Here the particlep has the same reversative meaning as Enghghas can be seen from ebgnde
op 'untie, undo'knappe opunbutton'pakke opunpack’, etc. However, in formal language anfiirn
ther morphological derivations, verbs of this tyve realised with the particle incorporated asedixor
(cf. e.g. Vikner 2001:42)oplase'unlock’,oplasning'unlocking',en oplaseran unlocker'ppknappet
'unbuttoned'pppakningpack, kit'. Asoplaselig'unlockable' is clearly a formation of this lastts we
will treat op- as a prefix on a par witlm-, in-, u-, etc. above.

Like the other reversative prefixes discussed afptheereversativep- combines only with verbs to
form new verbs, and must therefore be associateédthe subcategorisation frame [V ]. This
results in the analysis in (13b) below, to the esidn of (13a):
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(13)a. Adj b. Adj
*op-laselig oplase-lig
Adj V Aff
laselic oplase lig
\Y Aff Aff \%
lase lig op lase

In (13b), the verlidseon the lowest level satisfies the subcategoriedtiame ofop, whichis [,
V], and the result is the vedplasewith the reversative meaning "unlock". On the rexel, the
verboplasecombines with the suffidig satisfying the subcategorisation of the lattericivtis

[agj V ___]as before. This yields the adjecto@aseligmeaning "which can be unlocked".

On the other hand, (13a) is out, becaysedoes not combine with adjectives in word formatoac-
esses in modern Danish, and therefore the combimati the middle levalp-laseligis not possible.

Similar reasoning explains not only the lack ofogguity in the German derivations-
verschlieBbari.e.un-verschliel3barthat cannot be locked', aadfschlie3bari.e.aufschlie3-bar
'that can be unlocked', but also in the Frenekrrouillable, i.e.in-verrouillable'that cannot be
locked' anddéverrouillable i.e.déverrouill-able'that can be unlocked'.

It has to be admitted that native German reversatérbs tend to correspond to non-reversative verbs
with a different particle:

aufschlie3en verschlieRen ‘'unlock - lock;
aufklappen zuklappen ‘unfold - fold;
ausgraben begraben ‘'unbury/excavate - bury'

In order to obtain a German parallel to the aboaeiEh examples, we may therefore have to cheat
and turn to borrowings likdeinstallieren- installieren‘uninstall - install’, which yield the two differ-
ent translations aininstallable:
un-[installier-bar] which may be analysed as in (10a) and (11a),
[de-installier]-bar which may be analysed as in (10b) and (13b).

Summary, section 5:

» The assumption of an underlying hierarchical rhotpgical structure is essential for the under-
standing of why the English wortthlockableand the Frenchfiltrable are ambiguous while
their counterparts in Danish and German are not.

 |If we assumed that there was no hierarchicatttra in morphology, and consequently that there
were no differences in hierarchical structure betwtne two versions aflockable/
infiltrable, it would remain a mystery why exactly this amliiguis not found in similar
words in Danish and German.

» Under the assumption that morphological strucisifstring concatenation without hierarchy"
(McGregor 2003:61), one would expect thatn the Danish expressianaselig'that cannot
be locked' would only be able to see the next mawrpHase'lock’, but this could not possi-
bly result in the right interpretation, cf. the cission of (11b) above.

« Ratheru- in ulaseligmust be able to see the next two morphemes, tnifanust even be able to
see that these two morphemes together make ugexctiae. Precisely the same is true for
the Englishun-found in theunlockablewhich means 'that cannot be locked', cf. the discu
sion of (8a) above. Thus;/un-must have access to hierarchical morphologicatsire.
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6 Unambiguouswordson unXable

In this section, we will try to support our accolbiytseeing what it has to say about cases in which
derived words that resemhlalockablevery closely and which in principle should be jastambigu-
ous asunlockablemay nevertheless be completely unambiguous.

6.1 Theverb doesnot denote an event which implies a result-state

It is necessary faun, to be combined with a verb that denotes an eventimplies a result-state
Considerto wrap, whereshe wrapped the preseimiplies that the state "the present is wrapped"
comes about. On the other hand, does not yield a semantically acceptable resuétnwihis com-
bined with a verb which itself denotes a statedatiyee.g.to understandThis is because states do not
imply any result-state, e.ghe understood the messafges not imply that the message ends up in a
particular state. Thus there is no result-stateetoeversed at all.

Therefore, it is actually not possilite ununderstand someoneto unbelieve somethingnd it is
consequently predicted thabunderstandablandunbelieveablare not ambiguous. They cannot
have the meaning "that may be brought into the statot being understood / believed”, but only the
meaning "that magot be brought into the state of being understoodiéwed ".

Until around 10 years ago, it was not possiblenlike somethingas it would have to mean that "X no
longer finds Y nice/good’, and as this would notena result-state, i.e. it makes no differencénéo t
state of a particular book whether or not Freddikgwhereas does make a difference to the stae o
particular door whether or not Fred locks it).

However, in the newHacebook/Instagrajrsense ofike = 'X registers on the web that X finds
Y nice/good', it is perfectly possible unlike something 'X removes the notice on the web that X
finds Y nice/good'. Here, there is a resultantestdtike. (It would thus seem that it does make a diffe-
rence to a particular book/person whether or netifrlas stated on the web that he likes it/him/her.)

6.2 Theverb denotes an event which isnot reversible

Part of the derivation ainlockablein the sense "which can be unlockedtilpck-able (8b)), is that
we start out with the verdock meaning "cause the door to be in the state fagtearal then we com-
bine this withuny, which yields a reversative meaning for the résglverbunlock i.e. "cause the
door to be in the state not fastened".

It is thus crucial that the event denoted by thed yeefixed byun, must not only yield a result-state
but one with which is reversible and not permanéhis is not the case for emgador drink, where a
book can not banreadonce it has been read and a glass of malt whiskynot baundrunkonce it
has been drunk. This account therefore correctidiptsunreadableandundrinkablenot to be am-
biguous, as they can not have the meaning "thatbadyought into the state of nming read /
drunk”, but only the meaning "that may roa brought into the state of being read / drunk".

6.3 Thesameun cannot apply twice

If una were to apply twice, one of them would — so toagpe cancel out the other, and this is pre-
sumably why this is not possible, (14a). It is eaén possible to get the pragmatically derivedirepd
thatununXis slightly less thaiX, the way this is possible witibt unXmeaning somewhat less thdn
in (14b), cf. e.g. Horn (2001:296-308).

® This observation is due to Dowty (1979:257). Evehé imply a result-state correspond to what ikeda
"accomplishments” in Vendler (1967) and Dowty (10&8d "complex events" in Vikner & Vikner (1997:269
270).
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(14) a. *Mary is unuhappy.
b.  Mary isn'unhappy.

The same holds fam,, if it applied twice, one would cancel out theathand thus (15a) is not pos-
sible, neither with the reading of (15b), nor watfny other reading, e.ylary almost locked the door

(15) a.  *Mary ununlocked the door.
b.  Mary locked the door.

It is therefore no surprise that when we find tvases otin adjacent, they have to constitute a combi-
nation ofuny anduny. Although there are several words of the typanXablethey are thus all un-
ambiguous, even though they all in principle ccudgle no less than five possible derivations:

(16) a.  *[a [prf Una - uma ][ lock - able]] un cannot modify the prefiyn
b.  *[a[v [pr unv - un, ] lock] able] un cannot modify the prefiyn
C. *[auna[aun [alock - able]]] una cannot modify an adjective
that is already prefixed by
d.  *[a[v uny [v uny - lock]] able] uny cannot modify a verb that is
already prefixed hyn,
e. [ um [ [v Uny - lock] able]] the only possible reading, i.e.

"that cannot be unlocked"

lock able lock able
C. m\ /%
lock able lock able
] /A&
lock able

Because both casesuwi- are prefixes, they cannot change the word clasksa if one should apply
directly to the output of the other, they would &aw be the saman- (i.e. either uruny - or una-), but
this is not possible, cf. (14a) & (15a). This le;amly one possible case, namely the one where one
un-does not apply directly to the output of the othecause a suffix intervenes, (17e). To make all
the necessary distinctions, morphological strucha®to include hierarchical information.

Summary, section 6:
* The assumptions made in sections 1-5 above amnhocompatible with but also constitute -
essential parts of the explanations for differardmbiguous cases ohXable
* (A similar set of assumptions will account forywdiso Frenclininfiltrable 'not infiltratable' is
unambiguous, even thougffiltrable is ambiguous, as discussed in section 4 above.)
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7 Lack of ambiguity in other multimor phemic words

As structural ambiguity is an important part of #ezount presented above, it might seem as if we
would expect the vast majority of the world's nrmalbrphemic words (words consisting of three or
more morphemes) to be structurally ambiguousasef all words of the typabc should have two
different readings correspondingdfic] and[ab]c. However, many if not most multimorphemic
words are not ambiguous, and this is due to thetliat the affixes only combine with certain word
classes, as shown in section 2.1 above.

In section 5 above, we already saw cases of lagkniiguity from Danish, German and French, and
in this section we want to show how our accourbmmpatible with the fact that most multimor-
phemic words in English do not show an ambiguke the one found ionlockablewords. For in-
stancereclassifyandreloadableare both unambiguous and have only one morpholbsficecture
each. Thusie-classifyandreload-ablearepossible, buteclass-ifyandre-loadableare not.

This follows from the combinatorial properties bétmorphemes concerned. Feclassifywe have
already shown the morphological structure in (63ention 2.1 above, repeated here as (18).

(18) re- + classify re class ify
[v___ V] N [VN__]
classify
\%
reclassify
\Y
The affixesre- and-ify have only the subcategorisation frames shownyi.e. V]and{y N ___ ].

So even thoughlassmay also be a verb, and there is thus the po$gibilcombiningre- andclass
to form a new verlpeclass this element cannot combine wiify, which needs a noun stem.

In reloadable both the combinatioreload andloadableare possible, but because only combines
with verbs, it cannot combine with an adjectiveeli@adable(to givere-loadable which might have

had a meaning something like "possible to be maaéable again™), and this leaves only the possibil-
ity of [agj [v re [v load]] ablg], "possible to be loaded again”.

8 Conclusion

* Morphology has an important property in common vgightax, namely that the difference between
close and less close connections between adjaesnéets can be modelled by the elements being
arranged in a hierarchical tree structure.

» This argues against the view that morphologicalcstire is "string concatenation without hierar-
chy" (McGregor 2003:61).

e In section 2, we argued that

o affixes have subcategorisation properties and

o that morphological structure is hierarchical.
These two assumptions were essential both for hovphemes may be combined and for how
they may be interpreted.

* In section 3, we applied such an analysis to thieigmity of unXable showing how the ambiguity
of theun-was linked to the level where the prefixation tqdéce.
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» Section 4 demonstrated how these assumptions \wkrécadeal with ambiguities similar tonX-
ablein other languages (e.g. FreninXablg.
» Finally, sections 5-7 illustrated how the analysisld be prevented from overgenerating, i.e. how
it could account for various cases of lack of amitig
o in Danish and German correspondentaroXable
o in English cases structurally similardaXable and
o0 in multimorphemic words in general.
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