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Any Bare Phrase Structure (BPS) system leaves relatively little room for adjuncts. Assuming only binary relations, a basal complement and potentially multiple specifiers are easy to understand in terms of first (binary) Merge and an elsewhere case, possibly of the Pied-piping sort. But we know this is not enough to describe the array of relations we need in order to characterize syntactic dependency. However the moment we want to expand our BPS to account for incorporation, modification, parataxis, and so on, we easily move into the realm of ‘coding tricks’ that are no deeper than the problem they seek to shed light on. This talk explores whether this is a boundary condition on BPS or rather within its limitations (a) we have all that we need to cover the descriptive space that corresponds to ‘adjuncts’ and (b) in so doing we manage to naturally account for the observable properties of these elements.  


In this very workshop we will be discussing: (i) adverbials, (ii) measures, (iii) modifiers, (iv) thematic adjuncts, (v) cognate objects, (vi) juxtaposed elements, and we could have added (vii) incorporated heads, at least –all under the rubric ‘adjunct’. Are these seven adjunct types? In what sense do they qualify as adjuncts? Can they reduce to one another? What does admitting this as our factual base tell us about the underlying architecture? Or alternatively: Does that architecture, when appropriately studied, naturally yield the various types and their respective properties?


If we make no dogmatic a priori commitments in the mapping between our syntax and our interpretive components (both on the phonetic and the semantic side), it is fair to postulate a few ideas to characterize our analytic problem:

(1) With the possible exception of (vii) above, the nature of the adjunctal relation is optional. Therefore its satisfaction is not obviously up to ‘last resort’ considerations.

(2) A strictly cyclic architecture, by its nature, carves up systemic phases, which in themselves generate scopal domains irrespective of syntactic dependencies within them.

(3) If the Extension Condition can be relaxed (when it leads to no overwriting) ‘injective’ associations may create a micro-projection internal to projections, ‘in a new dimension’. 
(4) Agreement is an indication that a given specifier has reached its target via pied-piping. Possibly pied-piped specifiers differ from base-generated specifiers. 

(5) Optionality in a specifier may be an indication that an entire projection is optional. We need, then, to understand what distinguishes obligatory from optional formal/functional types. 

(6) If substantive categories take specifiers (without agreement) they may significantly differ from the (agreeing or otherwise) specifiers of formal categories.
These are simple and natural postulates within the system as is presently understood. The question is how much that –which does no violence to BPS– determines adjunct types. 

(1) may be turned into a definition of adjunctal relations, assuming:

(7) Argumental relations are ‘last resort’.

If (7) demands that interface conditions (whether thematic, phi-dependent, Wh-/scope related, or of any other appropriate kind) gear the syntax of arguments, then:

(8) Adjunctal relations are the elsewhere case (not up to ‘last resort’).

Given (8) it is possible that some categorial types that look adjunctal are not. In particular (ii) and possibly (agreeing instances of) (iii) are perhaps best seen as outside the ‘elsewhere’ system. That forces us to understand why their presence is still optional, which is what the program alluded to in (5) presupposes. Another possibility –much in the spirit of the Cartographic Program– is that only the (non-agreeing) specifier is what is optional in relevant categories (4), and if so (at least agreeing instances of) (iii) are optional specifiers that do not involve Agree, and in that sense appropriately adjunctal. 

(2) may bear on (i), (iv) and (vi),  all domains for which ‘cycles’ exist: Aktionsart layers for (i), ‘conjunction islands’ for (vi), the vP phase for ‘ethical’/’aspectual’ elements and the CP phase for ‘illocutive’ elements). Simply being derivationally active in each of these domains will have scopal consequences, even if the assumed syntax is not hypotactic beyond mere activation, arguably in merely Markovian fashion.

Stricter sorts of adverbial modification (iii) and (vii) may well involve ‘injective’ projections as in (3). For that to be a viable option we would have to allow for the possibility of Merge without labeling, albeit distinguishing it from labeled Merge. Certainly such a merge would entail no phrase-marker over-writing even if it occurs counter-cyclically, since there would be no label tampering in this instance. Perhaps then label-less Merge is tolerated in very general terms. 


Finally (6) may be involved in the existence of (v), if objects of this sort involve the optional (not last resort) projection of a lexical category. That ought to be somehow related to the (obligatory) role of incorporation in word-formation processes.

The real task ahead, apart from ascertaining these or similar correlations, is to see how they bear on the relevant interpretive conditions in each instance, for each interface (e.g. the lack of referentiality in bona-fide adjunctal relations, their relative ‘free’ word order), as well as their most obvious syntactic condition: their opacity to syntactic transformations. That said, it is also well-known that some syntactic dependencies are viable involving at least some adjuncts, as well as (reduced) reconstruction effects in those instances. The issue is to find out, first, precisely which of the adjunct types falls where with regards to these possibilities; and next why and how the presupposed syntactic framework in each instance corresponds to the various nuances.  
