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Syntactic derivation makes available two ways of composition: a head with a derived structure 
(head-complement relation) and a derived structure with another one (Spec-head relation), with 
the latter presupposing the possibility of constructing two complex structures in parallel. While 
the former method of composition has been liberally applied for morphological derivation (1a), 
the latter (1b) has generally been disregarded (though see Bochner 1993, Soukka 2000, Luís 
and Spencer 2005, Stump 2017a, b, 2023, among others). I will argue that the structure in (1b) 
with concomitant constraints on semantic and phonological composition, can explain a number 
of cases puzzling from the point of view of the more traditional structure in (1a), although the 
main focus will be on the ways of determining whether such an analysis is required. 

(1) a. iterative affixation 

  x 

 y AFF2 

 (COMPLEX) STEM AFF1  

 b. complex affix 

  x 

 (COMPLEX) STEM  AFF 

 AFF1 AFF2 

Semantics: Evidence for complex affixes comes from affix conglutination (Haspelmath 1995):  
a cross-linguistically widespread scenario illustrated in (2), where two productive suffixes (the 
agentive nominalizer -telʲ- (3)-(4) and the general adjectivizer usually surfacing as -n- (5)–(6)) 
yield together cases like (2), where the interpretation of the whole is missing the contribution 
of the inner suffix. More specifically, as noted by Itkin and Leont'eva 2019, among others, the 
meaning of -telʲn- adjectives may lack any agentive component (7) and in its productive use 
the complex suffix -telʲ-ĭn- behaves like the suffix -ĭn- alone, yielding pure category change. I 
will further argue that these facts cannot be derived from allosemy (i.e., semantic allomorphy) 
of -telʲ- conditioned by the suffix -ĭn-. 

(2) a. starátʲsʲa ‘to try’ → stará-telʲn-ɨj ‘assiduous’, #staratelʲ ‘prospector’ Russian 
b. prosítʲ ‘to ask’ → prosí-telʲn-ɨj ‘imploring’, prositelʲ ‘petitioner’ 
c. opravdátʲ ‘to acquit’ → opravdátelʲnɨj ‘exculpatory’, *opravdátelʲ 

(3) a. lʲubítʲ ‘love-INF’ 
b. lʲubí-telʲ ‘an amateur’ 

(4) a. vɨklʲučá-tʲ ‘turn off.IMPFV-INF’ 
b. vɨklʲučá-telʲ ‘a light switch’ 

(5) a. pɨlʲ ‘dust’ 
b. pɨ́lʲ-n-ɨj ‘dust-y-MSG’ 

(6) a. kompʲúter ‘computer’ 
b. kompʲúter-n-ɨj ‘computer-ADJ-MSG’ 

(7) a. plávatelʲnɨj basséjn ‘a swimming pool’ (plávatʲ ‘swim.INF’, *plávatelʲ) 
b. poznavátelʲnɨj ‘educational’ (poznavátʲ ‘learn.IMPFV.INF’, *poznavátelʲ) 
c. zamečátelʲnɨj ‘remarkable’ (zamečátʲ ‘notice.IMPFV.INF’, *zamečátelʲ) 

I will argue that the formation of a complex suffix forces semantic deletion of the inner suffix: 
a last-resort operation occurring in the structure in (1b) because otherwise the structure would 
be uninterpretable. 

Phonology: The second test case (Matushansky 2025) involves a closed subclass of nouns that 
require the augment -ĭj- in the plural (8)–(9) and the plural suffix -a-. In Russian this suffix is 
accentually dominant when combining with non-neuter nouns (Coats 1976, Zaliznjak 1985, 
Alderete 1999:166, Timberlake 2004:136, Munteanu 2021, Iordanidi 2020, etc.). Strikingly, it 
loses this property in the presence of the augment -ĭj- (9): only human nouns augmented with 
this suffix appear with inflectional stress (10a-b), while one exhibits stem stress (10c). Non-
human augmented plurals, on the other hand, systematically have stem-final stress, whatever 
their stress in the singular (8)–(9). 
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(8) a. dérevo, déreva ‘tree.N.NOM/GEN’ → derévʲja ‘trees’  
b. koléno, koléna ‘elbow, joint.N.NOM/GEN’ → kolénʲja ‘elbows, joints’ 
c.  krɨló, krɨlá ‘wing.N.NOM/GEN’ → krɨ́lʲja ‘wings’ 

(9) a. loskút, loskutá ‘rag.M.NOM/GEN’ →  loskútʲja ‘rags’ 
b. kólos, kólosa ‘ear (of a cereal).M.NOM/GEN’ → kolósʲja ‘ears (of a cereal)’ 

(10) a. dʲádʲa/dʲadʲjá ‘uncle.SG/PL’ 
b. zʲatʲ/zʲatʲjá ‘daughter’s husband.SG/PL’ 
c. brat/brátʲja ‘brother.SG/PL’ 

I will show that inanimate and animate stems appear different constituent structure: the former 
are augmented in the structure (1a), while the latter require the structure (1b). The reason is the 
fact animate nouns in Russian cannot be neuter, which makes the structure (1a) impossible for 
them. As the formation of a complex affix creates a phonological cycle, the accent introduced 
by the yer-containing augment will surface on the inflection in the structure (1b), while in the 
structure (1a) it is retracted to the stem (cf. Melvold 1989). 

Case augmentation: Andronov 1987:36, Lehmann 1989:21-23 and Mallikadevi 2025 describe 
the suffix -in- (with the allomorph -an-) in Tamil, which can appear as an augment on the stem 
functioning as the base for the null genitive case, as well as the base for other cases (exx. (11) 
from Mallikadevi 2025:5375-5376 and (12) from Lehmann 1989:22). While historically this 
morpheme corresponds to the genitive case (see Amritavalli 2019, also noting that the cognate 
marker is obligatory in Malayalam), the fact that the oblique nominal stem can function as a 
genitive without it in Tamil (12a–b), raises the question of its synchronic status. 

(11) a. malar-iṉ 
 flower-AUG.GEN 

 b. malar-iṉ-atu 
 flower-AUG-GEN 

 c. malar-iṉ- uṭaiya 
 flower-AUG-GEN 

(12) a. appaa(-v-iṉ) pustakam 
 father-AUG book 
 ‘father’s book’ 

 b. mara.tt(-iṉ) kilai 
 tree.OBL-AUG branch 
 ‘branch of the tree’ 

 c. kar-kal-(iṉ-)-aal 
 stone-PL-AUG-INS 
 ‘with the stones’ 

Lehmann 1989:16 further points out that this “euphonic” morpheme becomes obligatory when 
the five functional stems taking the oblique augment -aṟṟu- function as nominal modifiers (13b) 
or are followed by a postposition (13c): 

(13) a. palav.aṟṟ-ooṭu Lehmann 1989:16 
 many.OBL.COM 
 ‘with many’ 

 b. palav.aṟṟ-iṉ vilai 
 many.OBL.AUG  price 
 ‘with the price of many’ 

 c. palav.aṟṟ-iṉ pakkam 
 many.OBL.AUG  near 
 ‘near many’ 

Whereas the optional use of the augment in Tamil might be the question of register (Schiffman 
2004:27 claims that it is not used in spoken Tamil at all), its described obligatoriness with some 
quantifiers requires an explanation. I will argue that treating as an augment of the case suffix 
accounts for the facts better than regarding as an allomorph of the oblique. 
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