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Abstract

This study examines different approaches to analysing the syntactic derivation of
nouns from verbs within the theoretical framework of Principles and Parameters
(P&P). The aim of the study is to explain how argument structure is licensed in noun
phrases by presenting a contrastive study of English and Greek derived nominal
expressions. The thesis discusses the well-known distinction between result nominals
and process nominals, and it demonstrates that, in contrast to result nominals, process
nominals license argument structure obligatorily and can be modified by aspectual
adverbials. It is shown that the role of functional categories is crucial for an
explanation of the differences between these two noun classes of derived nominals. In
particular, it is suggested, following a proposal by Alexiadou (2001), that the verbal
functional categories vP and AspectP are projected with process nominals, but not
with result nominals. This analysis also accounts for the derivation of Greek nouns
from ergative/unaccusative verbs, but it also explains the projection of the
patient/theme as the internal argument of a result nominal and the aspectual

modification of passive nominals.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The science of general linguistics is primarily cemed with the structures and
principles which all languages have in common. Mueg, linguistic research
considers the systems of individual natural langgadn Webelhuth (1992: 6) it is
maintained that a cross-linguistic study reveals apparently opposing features of
different languages. On the one hand, they araskydut on the other hand, they are
similar. | quote from Webelhuth (1992:7):

A nearly complete comparative linguistic theory \Wbstudy the different manners of realising
grammar and its form in the individual grammaticahstructions ..., then in every individual
language within the context of all its structurEmally, this twofold work should be used to
design a survey of human language considered astBing general, its limits, the necessity of

its principles and postulates, and the boundafiés wariation.

Along these lines of research, Noam Chomsky setfraimework of Generative
Grammarin the second half of the ®Gentury. Sharing his view of language with
cognitive psychology, Chomsky (1982a: 32) asks tbdowing fundamental
guestions:

* What constitutes knowledge of a language?
* How does such knowledge develop?

* How is such knowledge put to use?

His answer to these questions lies in the assumiphiat there must be a genetic
predisposition for language, which helps every hunieeing recognise certain

universal principles existing in all natural langea. This leading idea renders
learning all linguistic rules for a particular largge unnecessary. The set of universal
principles, traditionally calledJniversal Grammar (UG) operates as a selection

mechanism, which generates different results ieiht natural languages.



In Ouhalla (1999), it is argued that the term ‘gnaan’ may refer to both the

knowledge that native speakers of a language hs\se @mponent of their mind or
brain and the theory of this particular languags the linguists construct, attempting
to understand, describe and explain that knowletiggrammar, as the theory of a
particular language, provides a correct descriptdrthe rules pertaining to this

language, this grammar is descriptively adequatgaimmar, as the principles of UG,
provides a correct description of the principlearieg on all human languages, this

grammar is explanatorily adequate.

In my study | will look at the work done by a numlzé researchers, with a view to
pointing out which syntactic theories most adedyatiescribe and explain both
English and Greek nominal constructions with nonsinghich are morphologically

derived from verbs. | will adopt those ideas ansuagptions which lead to the most
comprehensive proposal. Therefore, | will be caigyout a contrastive study in two
ways. On the one hand, | will compare differentwgeof the structure of sentences
and noun phrases. On the other hand, | will ingasti the similarities and differences

between English and Greek.

The scope of this study focuses on:

a. English derived nominals, e.gdestruction, examination, development,
payment which are derived from transitive verbs, igestroy, examine,
develop, pay

b. Greek derived nominals, e.gatastrofi‘destruction’, eksétasiexamination’,
anaptiksi‘development’ pliromi ‘payment’, which are derived from transitive
verbs, i.e. katastréfo ‘destroy’, eksetazo‘examine’, anaptiso ‘develop’,
pliréno ‘pay’, and

c. Greek derived nominals, e.fjosimo ‘melting’, omilia ‘talk(ing)’, which are
respectively derived from ergative/unaccusativebser.e.ljono ‘melt’, and

unergative verbs, i.€o)milo ‘talk’.

Notice that a Greek affix, e.gi(a), may correspond to more than one English affixes,
e.g.-(a)tion, -ment, or -ingor even to no affix at all. As | will particulgrexplore the

syntactic derivation of nouns, | will not deal with



d. English gerunds, e.geading, writing, speaking, listeningvhich are derived
from transitive or intransitive verbs, ixead, write, speak, listemnd
e. a group of English nouns, egaim, fall, work which appear to be the same

as their corresponding verbs, ickim, fall, work

This study is organised as follows. In chapter 2yill present the theoretical
framework ofPrinciples and Parameters (P&Ryith an emphasis oBovernment-
Binding Theory (GB)I will first discuss in detail how the principles GB apply to
lexical as well as functional categories and hoeséhprinciples interact with one
another in clauses and noun phrases. Then | wi @ brief overview of an
alternative background in an attempt to outlinetthasition from the earliest versions

of P&P to later versions.

In chapter 3, | will review the theories which haveen developed with respect to
derived nominals. | will first present the problemf accounting for the syntactic
derivation of nouns, and some of the diagnostiieca on the basis of which derived
nominals are divided into two classes. Then | wiicuss three major analyses of
these two types of derived nominals examining eaehof them and comparing them

with one another.

In chapter 4, | will further review the theories adérived nominals comparing some
more Greek researchers’ proposals to AlexiadowW®12 In particular, | will revisit
some principles and parameters in respect of theelGdata, and | will compare
Greek derived nominals to English derived nominalswill then consider the

problems that arise as regards Greek derived ndompaessions.

In chapter 5, | will summarise my conclusions andll suggest further investigation

of certain issues | have not dealt with.



Chapter 2

The Principles and Parameters Theory

2.1. Introduction

The theoretical framework outlined in this chaptemprises a set of theories and
sub-theories which Chomsky (1981, 1982a, 1982b5,19886, 1995) developed in
his early and subsequent work. In particular, I @Wiscuss the theory dPrinciples
and Parameters (P&P)n section 2.2, which Ouhalla (1999) describesoas of
several stages in Chomskyan linguistics. The distia characteristic of this stage is
that it accounts for both identity and diversitynaftural languages. An earlier version
of this theory is terme&overnment-Binding Theory (GBWhich | will discuss in

section 2.2.1.

This P&P framework consists of a number of moduléee first module contains the
principles ofX-bar theory which is the main theory concerned with the pples of
sentence structure. The asset of such a theomgisttis one step closer to achieving
the major objective of Chomskyan grammar; i.e. cadly the tension between
descriptive and explanatory adequacy. In secti@®221 will present the universal
principles of X-bar theory. In section 2.2.3, | Miiirther present Chomsky’s (1986)
assumption that these principles do not only applgxical categories, such as nouns
and verbs, but also to inflectional elements andnmementisers, which are

functional categories.

Each module in the theory of Principles and Pararses interrelated with one or
more other modules of the same theory in certaiypswim section 2.3, | will explore
the interactions of the principles of X-bar thewarnyh those of the other modular sub-
theories. In particular, 1 will discuss Case thewmrygection 2.3.1, whereas, in section
2.3.2, | will discus9®-theory, and | will explore how argument structigeelated to
X-bar theory as well ag-theory. | will also focus on the consequences of’ement

for these theories as far as passivisation is ¢apdan section 2.3.3.



Chomsky’s (1986) view on functional categories leasl to the idea that the structure
of noun phrases can be analysed on a par with tthetwe of sentences. This
structural analysis of noun phrases is known as Df-hypothesis and was

developed in Abney (1987). | will first discuss tBé€-hypothesis in section 2.4.1,
and its variations in section 2.4.2. Then, | wilh@ possible parallels between verbal

and nominal functional categories in section 2.4.3.

In contrast to such views on the structure of serge and noun phrases, where each
lexical category determines its functional struetuMarantz (1999) proposes that
lexical elements are unspecified for syntactic gate. When they are introduced into
a particular syntactic environment, it is the fumeal layer dominating the
unspecified element that determines its categetals. In section 2.5, | will present
this approach, which uses a generalised mechahiandérives nominal expressions

out of neutral lexical roots across languages.

2.2. Principles and Parameters

2.2.1. The principles of Government-Binding Thery

In order to achieve explanatory adequacy, Chomsigyammar has had to undergo a
number of changes. Certain theories were develbpeiding new input to an earlier

theory each time improving on the previous one. iRgtance, Chomsky’s (1981)

earlier system of language-particular and constraetpecific rules is reconsidered
and abstracted as the Principles and Parameterslmod

Chomsky (1981) analyses cross-linguistic phenontgnaliscussing certain crucial
concepts, such as government and binding; hencendus approach was called
Government-Binding Theory. The more concepts hdoeap, the more principles he
sets. His new system was later known under thederoterm of Principles and
Parameters. The theory of Principles and Paramptexsdes a framework that aims
at accommodating a reasonable explanation for ag/ mianilarities and at the same
time as many differences as possible, which havefasobeen observed and

! DP: determiner phrase



investigated across related as well as unrelatggleges. Further refinements of this
system resulted in developing the ideas that Chgn{d®95) introduced as the
Minimalist Program (MP)

In spite of the changes in Chomskyan grammar, edsions of the Principles and
Parameters model agree in that the role of syrgda® account for the link between
meaning and sound. In particular, meaning is remtesl at a level known a®gical
Form (LF) and sound is represented at a level referred t®hasetic Form (PF)
According to Baker (1988: 32), LF is the level otarface between the language
faculty and the conceptual faculties of the humeainh whereas PF is the level of
interface between the language faculty and theeptwal and motor faculties. In
addition to LF and PF, Government-Binding Theoryraduces two more formal
syntactic levels of representatfoThe first one represents the underlying structiire
a sentence, which determines how lexical itemscambined together. This level is
calledD(eep)-structure The second one represents the structure of arssntwhich

is derived from D-structure through syntactic rudesl constitutes the input to PF and

LF. This level is calle&(urface)-structure

Furthermore, in the theoretical framework of Pyihes and Parameters, the move
from language rules to universal principles helpsonstruct certain notions (e.g.
passive) as more general processes with a funttrofa in grammar. Therefore,

Chomsky (1981: 5) assumes that a more generalisegystem of UG comprises the

following subcomponents, as shown below in (1):

(1) (i) lexicon
(i) syntax
(a) categorial component
(b) transformational component
(i) PF-component

(iv) LF-component

2 D-structure and S-structure were later eliminatethe Minimalist Program as redundant. In spite of
their contribution to descriptive adequacy and arptory adequacy, they are not indispensable.



(1i) specifies a range of information which is nesary for the proper use of each
lexical item. Such information includes the morgstwnological structure, the

categorial status, as well as the subcategorisatimhselectional features of lexical
items. (1ii) generates well-formed sentences. Ydetermines the lexical categories
of nouns, verbs, adjectives, and prepositions, Wwierry grammatical features like

[+N] (read: nominal/non-nominal) or [+V] (read: \@&/non-verbal), as shown in (2):

(2)  Nouns [+N, -V] Adjectives [+N, +V]
Verbs [-N, +V] Prepositions [-N, —V]

(1i) and (liia) constitute the base of grammaibjldetermines the mechanism which
makes the necessary changes to structures frombdke through all levels of
representation, deriving acceptable utterances) ésigns PF-representations and

(1iv) assigns LF-representations to the structgesserated by (1ii).

In addition, Chomsky (1981: 5) introduces certaamdamental general principles

which he claims are associated with the followingsystems of grammar in (3):

3) 0] Bounding theory
(i) Government theory
(i)  Theta theory (henceforti>-theory)
(iv)  Binding theory
(V) Case theory
(vi)  Control theory

(3i) sets locality conditions on movement of amsdat. Consider the following pair

of examples (taken from Baker, 1988: 41) in (4):

4) (@ Whodo you believe | said | saw?

(b) *Whodo you believe my statement that | sAw?

%9: theta, viz. the Greek initial fothematic.
* An asterisk (*) is conventionally used by lingsisb indicate ungrammatical utterances.



In (4), the Subjacency Condition requires that eapé can only cross one category of
a certain type, e.g. either a sentence or a nouasph and in one step. In a
transformational grammatr, it is assumed that theablof the vertsawin (4a) moves
from its original position to the front in the foraf the question wordho. Here, the
object crosses one category (i.e. a sentence)tiatea In contrast, the Subjacency
Condition is violated in (4b), as the object cr@ss®re than one category (i.e. both a

sentence and a noun phrase).

(3ii) determines locality relations between twanmte In particularg governs3 if and
only if a and B are constituents of the same phrasegommands but does not
dominateB, and no category of the wrong type intervenes between the two chsu
way thaty containg} but nota. Consider Baker’s (1988: 39) example in (5):

(5) @) Linda willwin Wimbledon
(b) John’sstory aboutParis

According to the principles of Government theotye verbwin in (5a) governs its
object Wimbledon.In contrast, the noustory in (5b) does not govern its subject-
matter Paris, because their locality relation is disrupted hg fprepositionabout
which is closer td”aris thanstoryis.

(3iii) involves the assignment of thematic rolesatguments. Consider the example
in (5) above. According to the principles theory, the verlwin assigns oné-role

to its objectwWimbledoras this is determined by the semantic relatiothefverb with
its object. Furthermore, anotherole is assigned to the subject of the sententkigs

is determined by the semantic relation of the weith the subjectinda.

(3iv) defines the relations between anaphors, prosand referential expressions.

Consider the following examples (taken from Bak&88: 42) in (6):

(6) (@) Mark thinks that Sara likéerself
(b) *Sara thinks that Mark likeserself
(c) Sara thinks that Mark likdeer.



Notice that the anaphdmerselfis possible in (6a). In contrast, the principlds o
binding theory disallow this anaphor in (6b), wteerdhe pronouter is, instead,

permissible in (6c¢).

(3v) deals with the assignment of abstract Case tawl it is morphologically
realised. Consider the following examples (takesmfrOuhalla, 1999: 183-4, and
Baker, 1988: 40) in (7):

(7 @) (*John) to leave suddenly is foolish. (Ouhalla)
(b) ThatJohnshould leave suddenly is surprising. (Ouhalla)
(c) Thathewould strikeher surprises me greatly. (Baker)

In (7a), the principles of Case theory do not allmknto receive Case as a subject in
the non-finite clauséo leave suddenlyin contrast, in (7b), the subjetbhnreceives
Case and, therefore, is permissible in the finiteuse that John should leave
suddenly Crucially, finiteness determines Case assignm¥ate also that, in (7¢),
the subjecheis assigned Case, which is traditionally callechimative, whereas the

objectheris assigned Case, which is traditionally callecusative.

(3vi) is concerned with the potential for referemméean abstract pronominal element
(called PRO) which occurs in the subject positibreartain infinitives. Consider the

following pair of examples (taken from Chomsky, 1985) in (8):

(8) (@) John persuad@ill to feed himself.
(b)  Johnpromised Bill to feed himself.

According to the principles of control theory, thabject of the infinitiveto feed
himselfin (8a) is controlled by the objeBill of the main verlpersuadedIin contrast,
the subject of the infinitive in (8b) is controllde; the subjectiohn of the main
clause. Chomsky (1981: 135) views these subsystsnsndependent modules,

which, nevertheless, are somehow interrelated.

According to Chomsky (1981: 48), the general rudéghe categorial component

determine the conditions of X-bar theory. The MalgaX is associated with different



lexical categories on the basis of their featurecggation, i.e. [N, £V]. | will
discuss the principles of X-bar theory extensivielysection 2.2.2. Chomsky also
observes that the transformational rules are caingd by a number gequirements
such as thé&-Criterion and theCase Filter. These two requirements are the major
principles of (3iii)) and (3v) respectively, which Wwill introduce in section 2.3.
Another important principle, which Chomsky consgleto constitute the
transformational component, love«. This is a single general process which
involves movement of a syntactic constituent frone tposition in which that
constituent is introduced to a position elsewherg¢he structurea ranges over all

categories. Movement operations will be repeatdigussed throughout this study.

The overarching principles to be discussed exgdtaw, not only related languages
but also unrelated ones, share similar structiesvever, it is well known that the

grammars of languages also exhibit many differenaed it is an important task to
establish how these differences can be explainedhenbasis of a shared set of
universal principles. The theoretical framework Bfinciples and Parameters
encompasses the idea that language variation igethdt of different parameter

settings. A given pattern is therefore the restitiwice of one option, whereas a

different pattern is yielded by the choice of amotbption.

2.2.2. X-bar theory

Consider the following examples in (9):

(9) @) John’s criticism of the play
(b) John criticised the play.

Chomsky (1970: 190) observes that (9a) and (9b)cheracterised by the same

structural relations between the basic constitu¢ee also Ouhalla, 1999: 52), as

shown below in (10a & b):

10



(10)  (a) NP b
N

N
Pos$ N NP VP
P N PN N
John's N PP John % NP
| =~ | =~
criticism of the play criticised the play

This observation leads to his proposal that a nra@shais provided by the lexicon
(see (1i) in section 2.2.1 above), which relates Werb criticise and the noun
criticism to a single lexical entry. This lexical entry isnuarked for the syntactic
feature which distinguishes nouns from verbs. Assallt, this entry will produce the
first form when inserted under a verbal node, Inat fatter when inserted under a
nominal node. On the basis of this structural pelralcross categories, Chomsky
(1970: 210) introduces a cross-category generaisaivhich provides the basis for

the universal principles of X-bar theory.

He achieves this kind of generalisation by meanthefvariable X, which stands for
any one of the four lexical categories; i.e. vef¥§y nouns (N), adjectives (A) and
prepositions (P). In other words, V, N, A, P aréuea of X. Consider the rules of the

categorial component (see (1liia) in section 2.Bdva), as shown in (11):

11 (@ VP— V — Comp
(b) NP— N — Comp
(c) AP— A — Comp
(d) PP— P —Comp

In (11), each rule requires that a phrase, whiclejgesented as VP, NP, AP, PP,
consists of two parts. The first part is an indisgable lexical item, i.e. V, N, A, P,
whose category determines the category of thatsphréhe second part, which is
represented as Comp, is the optional complemetiiteobbligatory constituent. Comp

entails a full range of structures, such as NParte, PP. Thus, for example, a verb

®> NP: noun phrase

® S: sentence

" Poss: possessive

8 VP: verb phrase

° PP: prepositional phrase

11



phrase (VP) consists of a verb (V) and its complani€omp). These construction-
specific base rules, which correspond to the fexichl categories introduced above,
are abstracted as in the general base rule schexpased by Chomsky (1970: 210),
but reformulated in subsequent work of other redeas (see, for example,
Jackendoff, 1977: 14, and Ouhalla, 1999: 113)hasve below in (12):

12) XP— X —Comp

In (12), for every lexical category, any phrase 2 X as its obligatory constituent.
X is the head of XP, as the category of XP is deieed by the category of X.
Interestingly, in (10a), the intermediate phragajgxtion N is required to allow for
the projection of the Poss(essivdphn’s which specifies the noumriticism.
Therefore, the projection of the noariticism N combines with its complement, i.e.
the PPof the play forming N, which, in turn, combines with another projectigiz.
the Posslohn’s forming NP. Chomsky (1970: 210) assumes thatefary lexical
category, between X and XP there is an intermeghlatasal projection X

Consider, for instance, the following two sentenogd.3):

13) (@ | liked_the book about Chomsky

(b) Peter always buys expensive clothes

The structures of the underlined noun phrase (NR1L3a) and the underlined verb
phrase (VP) in (13b) are represented as in (14)invihe syntactic framework of X-

bar theory:
(14) (@) NP (b) VP
N
Det™ N AdvP Y
| N PN N
the N PP always V° NP
| iy | T
book about Chomsky uyd expensive clothes

19 Det: determiner position; it hosts articles, destmatives or prenominal full (genitive) phrases.
1 AdvP: adverb phrase.

12



In both cases (14a & b), the lexical categoriesparogected into higher-level phrasal
categories, headed by their respective lexical fi¢aar every category X, the head of
the phrase is marked as,Xvhich ultimately projects into a maximal projectiXP,

whereas X' is called an intermediate projectiorstasvn in (15):

(15) XP
N
ZP X
PN
X° YP

Phrase markers projected on the same level amdcsiliters. In (15), the sister of X
(= YP) is called the complement of the head; tisesiof X (= ZP) is called the
specifier of XP (ZP = SpecXP). The generalised frof the phrase structure in (15)
can be considered a universal principle that detersnthe structure of phrases and

sentences in all natural languages.

With respect to that format, notice that in (15 tread (X) of a phrase is assumed to
precede its sister, as it appears on the left-tade of its complement (YP). In
English, the structure of the VP can satisfy X-theory as in (14b). However, recall
from section 2.2.1 that languages vary with respectthe way they fix their

parameters. Consider the difference between thdéidghngxample in (14b) and the

German example of an embedded clause below in (16):

(ae) ...weill Peter immer teure Kleidukayft
because Peter always expensive clothes buys

‘...because Peter always buys expensive clothes.’

The fact that English is an SVO-language, wherearsn@n is an SOV-language (viz.
the verb follows its complemenft)can be captured within X-bar theory by assuming
that the English VP is head-first (see 14b), whertba German VP is head-last, as

shown in (17):

123v0: subject-verb-object
SOV: subject-object-verb

13



a7) (weil Peter) VP

AdvP \A
PN N
immer NP \Va
T |

teure Kleidungrauft

In both configurations, i.e. (14b) and (17), theésea minimal projection (%)
combining with its complement (NP), as well as aximal projection (VP) and its
specifier (AdvP). Consequently, the structure & Werb phrase in both English and
German complies with X-bar theory. However, eacigleage does so in a slightly
different way. This variation is a typical instanoé parameterisation, when the
grammars of two different languages, which are thasethe universal principles of
X-bar theory, nevertheless differ as a result Gedent settings of a parameter.

The consequences of the X-bar schema for movemerdulined and explained in
Chomsky (1986: 4), who posits substitution as aomgjpe of movement. At large,
there are four general properties of substitutigpuiated by Chomsky (1986: 4: 4),

as listed below in (18):

18) (@ There is no movement to complement pasitio
(b)  Only X° can move to the head position.
(c) Only a maximal projection can move to the sfecposition.

(d) Only heads and maximal projections are “visilibe the rule Moves.

If a head or a specifier is not realised by a laxéement or a phrase respectively, its
position remains empty, which makes it a possiteling site for movement. But if a
head has no complement, there is no empty complkepasition that could serve as a
landing site. It follows from (18b & c) that sulistion will never move a head to a
specifier position. In section 2.2.3, | will dissush>-movement (i.e. movement of a

wh-phrase), which exemplifies a typical instancewfstitution in English questions.

13 Wh-: interrogative words like ‘who’, ‘whose’, whaetc.

14



2.2.3. Extending X-bar theory to functional catgories

In the previous section | showed how the X-bar séhaccommodates the four major
lexical categories, i.e. nouns (N), verbs (V), atlyes (A), and prepositions (P). In
this section | will examine the question whethechsia schema also extends to
categories that are non-lexical. Interestingly, ©@bky (1986: 3) argues that the
principles of X-bar theory are also applicable weo tfunctional categories, viz.

inflectional elements (category Infl) and complemmsars (category C) (see also

Ouhalla (1999) for further relevant discussion).

The first functional category I(nfl) includes Modand/or Tense (T), and Agreement
(Agr). In English, for example, the head positi6nray host a modal, e.gill, an
auxiliary, e.g.do, the past tense morpher@ted), or an agreement morphergs). In
other languages whose morphological systems drerria number of different Tense
morphemes or Agreement morphemes can appear. Acgda Chomsky (1986: 3),
the maximal projection oflis IP, which replaces the clausal category S deofor

the structure of S to comply with the principlesebar theory, as shown in (19):

(19) ®S)
PN
Spec I
| N

INP Pi [AGR,T] VP

Notice that the functional head’)(selects a VP as its complement and is co-indexed
with the specifier (SpeclIP), which is the subjetttloe sentence. According to
Ouhalla (1999: 124), this notation signifies tHaamd SpeclP agree in some relevant
features, like person, number, and gender, whielfcalledp-features. These features
play an important role in the agreement relatiotwbken the specifier and the head,
called Spec-Head Agreement. However, notice alabAlyr co-occurs with T under
the functional head’l A general property of English is that Agreememiyaccurs in
clauses which also include Tense. These clausesades finite as opposed to non-

finite clauses which are not specified for Tense Agreement.
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The second functional category C represents congslésers, which carry
grammatical features, like [+€f] depending on the feature specification of thesza
(i.e. sentence type). In interrogative clausesisGhe projection of the feature [+Q],
whereas €is the projection of [-Q] in declarative clausesEnglish, for example,
the complementisehat appears under°Gn the latter type of clauses when they are
embedded finite clauses, whereas in non-finitesdajior may be introduced under
C°. It follows from X-bar theory that the maximal peotion of C is CP, which
replaces a projection previously labelled I& specifier position (SpecCP) may host
a wh-phrase in main or embedded interrogative eu¥he new structure of the

former Sis then consistent with the framework of X-barahg as shown in (20):

(20) CGPS)
N
Spec C
N
c° IP(=S)
+(]

Since Chomsky (1986), the structure of a sententeerefore represented as in (21):

(21) GPS)
N
Spec C
°C IP(=S)
Spec "
9 \|/P
'V
N
A% NP

In English clauses marked with the feature [-QEB&EP remains empty. However, in
clauses whose Qs marked with the feature [+Q], this specifiesjion is a landing
site available for wh-movement. For instance, ab&siChomsky's (1986: 28)

example in (22):

14 Q: Question-feature; marker of interrogative seogetype.

16



(22) Who did John see?

In (22), the wh-pronourwho is the logical object of the verbeeand therefore

originates as the complement of the verb at D-sirec However, since it is a wh-
phrase, it is attracted by the [+Q]-feature of @l dras to undergo movement to
SpecCP, which is empty at D-structure (compare.IBa)s means that a wh-phrase
cannot be base-generated under SpecCP, which tamerilled at S-structure via

movement of the maximal projection of a wh-phrdseaddition, the functional head
1° is moved to a higher-level head position; notablycompare 18b). This type of
movement accounts for subject-auxiliary inversigpidal of questions. The structure

of the interrogative clause in (22) is illustrateglow in (23):

(23) CP
N
|Spec C
NP °C IP
| | N
who did Spec "
A A | /\
NP A VP
PN |
John ;t \Y
N
vV NP
| AN
see it
|

Notice that Moves only moves a head to a head position (iz»IC°), in (23), and
a maximal projection to a specifier position (\omp, of V° — SpecCP). Thus, the
structural representation of movement in (23) olewrthe general principles of

substitution.

In this section | have examined the two functiocalegories | and C, as they are
introduced by Chomsky (1986: 3). According to thiengiples of X-bar theory, IP
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and CP are maximal projections of the functionaddsef and C respectively, as
shown above in (17). But at the same time, accgrtirGrimshaw (1991), IP and CP
are theextendegrojectionsof the lexical head ¥ This means (see also Zeller, 2001:
109) that the categorial status of a lexical head, \?, determines the categorial
status of the functional heads which are projeeisolve that lexical head, i.€.dnd
C°. Recall from section 2.2.1 that verbs have th&ufeaspecification [-N, +V]. These
feature values are shared by the functional head®m of VP, i.e. both®land C.
However, in addition to being specified as verbafegories, 1 and C also have
functional values on top of the categorial onesGiimshaw’s (1991) terms, V = [-N,
+V, -F] whereas C/I = [-N, +V, +F].

| will discuss the functional structure of noun @ées in section 2.4.1, where | will
introduce a third functional category, viz. thatdefterminers (category D), explored
by a number of researchers (for relevant discussiea Abney (1987), Siloni (1997),
Alexiadou (2001), Bernstein (2001), Longobardi (200Coene and D’hulst (2003),
Roeper (2004), among others).

2.3. The interactions of principles
2.3.1. Case Theory

A general principle of grammar requires that alledvNPs have Case. This
requirement follows from th€ase Filter formulated by Chomsky (1981: 49), as in
(24):

(24) Case Filter
*NP if NP has phonetic content and has no Case

In English, only pronouns show overtly reflecteds€an three different forms, i.e.
subjective/nominative (e.d)), objective/accusative (e.me possessive/genitive (e.g.
my). However, lexical categories, like nouns and etdjes, which bear nominal
features, notably [+N], lack distinct morphologicairkers in English, except for the
genitive Case-markets(). As a result, it is only the genitive Case tlsateflected in

terms of inflection in English non-pronominal NRs.contrast, all noun phrases in
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Greek show overtly reflected Case because Greled, Latin, German, and other

languages, has rich inflectional morphology. | hgvevided some examples from

Greek in Table 1, which | have generated myse#f native speaker of Greek:

Table 1
Singular Masculine Feminine Neuter
Nominative | eléfards‘elephant’ | kardja ‘heart’ onama ‘name’
athlitis ‘athlete’ psihji ‘soul’ ped ‘child’
kanages‘sofa’ leks ‘word’ vivlio ‘book’
kosnos ‘wold’ méthoas ‘method’ | éthros‘nation’
Genitive eléfard kardjas Ondmatos
athliti psihjis pedj
kanape lekds vivliu
kosmu methodi éthrus
Accusative | eléfamt kardja Onoma
athliti psihji ped
kanape leks vivlio
kosnmo méthoa éthnos
Plural
Nominative | eléfards‘elephants’ | kardjs‘hearts’ onanata ‘names’
athlités‘athletes’ psihjés‘souls’ pedp ‘children’
kanagdes'sofas’ lékdgs ‘words’ vivlia ‘books’
kosm ‘wolds’ méthod ‘methods’ éthn ‘nations’
Genitive elefardn kardjon Onamaton
athliton psinbn pedpn
kanagdon |ékseon vivlion
kosnon methoan ethron
Accusative | eléfamis kardes Ondmata
athlités psihjgs peda
kanagdes lékss vivlia
kosnus methodis éthn
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In Greek, vocative Case is similar in form to aative Case, except for certain

masculine nouns in the singular, &kgsmeworld'.

In Chomsky (1981: 170) as well as in subsequenkwtbere is a distinction between
different types of Case. When an NP occurs in aptement position or in a specifier
position, that NP is assignetiuctural Casewhich is assigned at S-structure. When
Case assignment to an NP necessarily involvesterydar semantic relation between
the assigner and the assignee, that NP is assigheent Casgewhich is assigned at
D-structure. Consider Chomsky’s (1981: 170-1) exasim (25):

25) (@) John gave a book to Bill.
(b) John gave Bill a book.

In (25a), the subjeciohnis assigned structural Case because it appearspecifier
position. The direct objech book and the indirect objedBill are also assigned
structural Case because the former is the compleafghe verbgaveand the latter

is the complement of the prepositibm In (25b), nothing changes as regards the
subject John However, the indirect objedBill receives structural Case as the
complement of the vergave whereas the direct objeatbookgets inherent Case
from the verbgave According to this analysis, the properties of thexb gave

determine Case-marking of its direct objadiookunder government relations.

Chomsky (1981: 49-50) maintains that in English|lyowerbs, prepositions, and
[+finite] INFL are potential Case-assigners. Théig, noun phrase is the complement
of a verb, it may be assigned structural/accusafiaese by that verb. Note that
intransitive, ergative and passive verbs do noigasaccusative Case. Prepositions
assign oblique Case to their complement noun psrdée noun phrase is in the
subject position of a finite clause, it gets norie Case from Finally, genitive
Case is assigned to an NP which occurs in the fsgrepiosition of another noun
phrase. Consider Chomsky’s (1981: 49-52) exampl€26):

(26) (a) The barbariangestroyedhe city.
(b) the destruction dhe city

(c) the city’sdestruction
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In (26a), the noun phragke barbariansoccurs in the subject position (SpeclP) of a
finite clause, and gets nominative Case frGpnwhereas the transitive vedestroyed
assigns accusative Case to its object, which isxthm phrase¢he city In (26b), the
[+N] lexical categorydestructioncannot assign Case tine city According to
Chomsky (1981: 50), in English-like languages theppsitionof is therefore required
to be inserted in order to assign oblique Cagbdaity Otherwise, the Case Filter is
violated. In (26c¢)the cityoccurs in the subject position (SpecNP) of a nplrase,

and gets possessive/genitive Case. | will discogsthis is possible in section 2.4.1.

To summarise, Case assignment is the result ofitpcalations between a lexical or
functional head, i.e. the assigner, and its cometgrr specifier, to which it assigns
Case, i.e. the assignee. The latter is either haserated or moved to a landing site

by Move-, as discussed in sections 2.2.3 and 2.2.4.

2.3.2.0-theory and argument structure

The6-criterion is another principle which was formulddgy Chomsky (1981: 36), as
in (27):

(27) Each argument bears one and onlytrae,

and eaclb-role is assigned to one and only one argument.

It follows from this principle that the number @froles to be assigned is determined
by the number of arguments a predicate takes. Tddigate of a sentence is the verb
phrase, which denotes an event, whereas the argsinoérthe predicate are the
phrases which denote the participants of that e@mbmsky (1981: 35) assumes that
arguments are expressions which are assigned thtsstof terms in a
semantic/thematic relation at LF. Such expressemesnames, variables, anaphors,
pronouns, and clauses as opposed to expletivexlyp@nandthere which are non-
arguments. According t®-theory, semantic dependencies between the symtacti
constituents of a sentence are represented in gaaroynmeans of-roles. Some of

the roles that | will be dealing with are agentfigrat, theme, and possessor. Some

21



other roles | may refer to are experiencer, goalyce, path, benefactive, location,

instrument, and proposition.

Consider for example, the sentence in (26a) abblre.subject of that sentence (i.e.
the barbarian} is traditionally associated with th&role of agent, whereas the
predicate of the sentence (i.e. the transitive dediroyedl requires an object (i.¢he
city), which is associated with th@role of patient or theme. Now compare that
sentence with the following two examples in (28):

(28) (@) *Destroyedhe city.
(b) *The barbariandestroyed

In (28a), the sentence is ungrammatical becausestihgect of the sentence is
missing. This means that tlerole of agent is not assigned. As a result, @he
criterion is violated. In (28b), the sentence ignammatical because the object of the
verb is missing. This means that tBerole of patient is not assigned. As a
consequence, the-criterion is violated. This leads to the conclusithat both the
subject and the object of the transitive vddstroyedare obligatory. Therefore, the
verbal predicatalestroyedtakes two obligatory arguments and must assigntiwo
roles obligatorily. Both examples in (28) are umgnaatical because they are

violations of thed-criterion.

According to Chomsky (1981: 38), the thematic dtitee of every lexical entry is
determined in the lexicon along with the selectfeatures and subcategorisation
features of each lexical entry. When this lexiodbrmation is introduced in syntax at
D-structure, it is projected through all levels representation on the basis of the
projection principle. The transitive vedestroysubcategorises for a logical object,
selects an NP as its complement in X-bar terms, darettly 6-marks its object by
obligatorily assigning thé-role of patient to it. Furthermore, Chomsky asssiiiat
the transitive verldestroyindirectly 6-marks the subject of the sentence in (26a), viz.
its specifier in X-bar terms, by assigning theole of agent to it obligatorily. As a
consequence, this verb assigns éaroles obligatorily.
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The principles ofo-theory and argument structure are linked withia theoretical
framework of X-bar theory. Recall from section 3.#hat in Chomsky (1986: 3), the

structural representation of a sentence (S) ih@aw1s below in (29):

(29) IP
PN
Spec "o
| N
NP © \l/P
v
N
VO NP

In the configuration above, the maximal projectio® of the lexical head ¥
determines the domain of°Mwhich is the predicate. In Williams’ (1981a: 84&w,
when ab-role is assigned to a position outside the donodithe predicate, such as
SpeclP, the respective argument of the predicatallsdexternal In contrast, when a
B-role is assigned to a position inside the domdirthe predicate, such as to its

complement, this argument of the predicate is datiernal.

Chomsky (1981: 47) assumes that an argument posittbich is also called an A-
position, may be occupied by an argument base-gatbat D-structure. This leads to
the conclusion that, in (29), the complement of lthécal head V is an A-position,
which may be occupied by the internal argumentcBpes also an A-position, which
may be occupied by the external argument. In ceftra non-argument position,
which is also called an A'-position, cannot be @ied by a base-generated argument.
Therefore SpecCP is an A'-position (cf. 23). If yatactic constituent occupies a
position, where it receivestarole, this position is called @&position. Thed-position
occupied by the trace of an argument or the arguinssif in LF, determines the-
role to be assigned to that argument. According Cloomsky (1981: 36-7),
complements of lexical heads argositions. SpeclP is @&position as long as it is
occupied by a base-generated argument to whiékrade is assigned. In contrast,
SpeclP is not @-position if it is occupied by an argument movednfr another
position, since theéd-role is assigned to the base position of the maosietnent.

SpecCP is a noBposition because it cannot be occupied by a besergted
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argument to which @&-role is assigned. Therefore, Bgposition is an A-position,
whereas an A-position is not necessaril§-position. However, nof-positions are

A'-positions and vice versa.

Consider the structural representation of the examp(26a), as shown in (30):

(30)  [crlc [ip[speciPNP the barbariand{ i [ve [v [v destroyed]fr the city]]]]]]

The logical object of the verbal predicate in (2Ba)he NPthe citywhich occupies
the complement position of the verb, and receitestrole of patient. The logical
subject of (26a) is the NEhe barbarians which is base-generated in the subject
position (SpeclP), and receives theole of agent. Thus, thé-criterion is fully
satisfied. Notice that the active predicate takesx@ernal argument and assigns an

externald-role.

Chomsky (1981: 40) draws a fundamental distincbetween theéd-properties of a
verb phrase and those of a noun phrase. Althowgyle tire certain verbs (ergin and
seem whose lexical specification requires that thegidheerb phrases which do réet
mark their subjects, the verb which heads a veraggh(e.gkill Bill), assigns thé-
role of agent to its subject obligatorily if it htgs lexical specification. In contrast, if
the head N of a noun phrase has the appropriafeegi®s of indirectlyp-marking a
subject, the noun phra8emarks the subject optionally. As a noun phrase arayay
not have a subject, the nominal predicate of tbanhrphrase takes an argument in the
subject position optionally. Therefore, nouns assige6-role of agent to the subjects

of the NPs they head, when these subjects app&astaticture.
For instance, consider the nodestructionin the following examples in (31):
31 (@ the (barbarianstjestructionof the city

(b)  *the barbariansiestruction®
(© Thedestructionwas widespread.

!5 The phrase is ungrammatical whée barbarians’assumes theé-role of agent.
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In (31a), the logical subject (i.¢he barbariansf may or may not appear in the
subject position, which is @position, in a possessive form. If the subjegbrissent,
the6-role of agent is assigned to the argument whicdupies the subject position. If
not, there is no argument occupying that posithma result, th@-role of agent fails
to be assigned. Since tldecriterion is not obviously violated when the suibjés
missing, it has to be concluded that nouns asdignotrole of agent optionally.
Moreover, the noudestructionsubcategorises for a logical object, selects a$rs
complement in X-bar terms, and assignsttrele of patient to the internal argument
obligatorily. Notice that thé@-role of patient is only obligatory in the presermtdahe
agent. This is why the example in (31b) is ungraticah In contrast, none of thge
roles associated with the nodastructionseem to be assigned in (31c). Therefore, the
0-role of agent is strictly optional in nominal egpsions, whereas therole of
patient is strictly obligatory in the presence of agent. Nevertheless, theole of
patient fails to be assigned by the head N whettetkieal specification of this head N
lacks the property di-marking.

2.3.3. The passive

Recall from section 2.2.1 that Chomsky’'s (1981:)M8Bw of grammar is modular in
the sense that each sub-theory has its own pres;ipihich determine certain abstract
features of language. However, these sub-theoniesact with one another when
accounting for particular linguistic phenomena, rs&s thepassive.In traditional
grammar, the passive is a rule, which entails cimgnthe object of a verb to its
subject. In Chomsky (1981: 7, 121), the passiveegarded as a general process
pertaining to a number of fundamental principled eules in his system, such as the
Case Filter and Move- Crucially, Chomsky (1981: 124-5) posits two pndjgs of
the passive. The verb in passive constructions doeassign an externérole and

does not assign accusative Case to its internahaegt.

Consider the following example in (32):

(32) The barbarians destroyed the city.
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In the active clause (32), the subject positiore¢(H) is filled with the logical subject
the barbarians This subject receives nominative Case (see se2ti®1) Moreover,
the transitive verldestroyedsubcategorises for a logical object, selects tReth¢
city as its complement, and assigns accusative Casé. tdhe D-structure

representation of (32) is as follows in (33):

(33) CP
PN
Spec C
°C P
N
Spec "
| N
NP °| VP
| |
etharbarians -ed "V
N
A% NP
| PN
destroy the city

In (33), P hosts the past tense morphene)( This inflection morpheme combines
with the verbdestroyas in (32). In English, thé is lowered to the ¥so that the affix
is adjoined to the verb at PF, yielding the passésformdestroyedo be pronounced

as in the example above in (32).

Next consider the following example in (34):

(34) The city was destroyed by the barbarians.

In the passive clause (34), the subject positiqme¢8) is filled with the logical
objectthe city which receives nominative Case (see section 2.Burthermore, the
logical subject of (34) is realised inside thel®Rhe barbarianswhich is optional in
passive constructions. As noted above, the passrnedoes not assign an exteréal
role, and fails to assign accusative Case to thentéPnal NPthe city which is the
complement of the verb. Therefore, theole of agent is absorbed and the logical

subject is suppressed in the passive. Then, Speciét filled with a base-generated
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NP, i.e. the logical subject of the clause. On ¢batrary, it remains empty at D-
structure. Note that this empty specifier positiserves as a landing site for
movement. Simultaneously, accusative Case is abdos a consequence, the NP
the city which is the logical object of the verb, will labe the Case Filter, unless this
NP is moved by Movexto fill SpeclP, where it gets Case. While it ie tGase Filter
that renders movement necessary, movement is maskbfe by Movex. Recall
from section 2.2.3 (18) that this type of movemisntalled substitution. Movement
in the derivation of passive clauses is a typicsiance of substitution.

Besides, the head I® of the PPby the barbariansassigns Case to its complement
NP the barbarians This so-calledoy-phrase in passives is usually analysed as an
adjunct, which, in X-bar theory, is a sister oftagse. According to Chomsky (1986:
6: 6), adjunction is possible only to a maximaljection that is a non-argument.
Following Ouhalla (1999: 140), | therefore assulmat the PRy the barbariansn

(34) is right-adjoined to the VP.

The S-structure of the passive construction in {84¢presented below in (35):

(35) CP
N
Spec C
°C IP
N
Spec "l
| N
NPI Pi[AGR,T] VP
PN
the city was VP PP
1 |
V by the barbarians
N
\Y NP
| VAN
destroyed it
|
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In (35), P hosts an auxiliary. In passive constructions, @ Agr, being features of
Infl, are realised on this auxiliary undér In English, the third person singular past
tense form of the auxiliarpe takes the phonological forwas as in the example
above in (34). Note that the’Vh (35) hosts the past participlestroyedas a result of
the combination of the vertbestroywith the passive morphemeef). According to
Jaeggli (1986: 595) this passive morphenes)(absorbs the accusative Case; for this

reason, the verb can no longer assign accusatise Gats logical object.

In the foregoing discussion, | explained how these€C&ilter and Mover interact
within the framework of X-bar theory, as regardsgee constructions. Interestingly,
the O-criterion also interacts with Move-and X-bar principles. As noted above, the
logical object in (34) has moved to SpeclP, as shaw (35). This leads to the
conclusion that SpeclP is not always filled withextternal argument. As the syntactic
subject of the passive sentence in (34), thetlidPcitydoes not receive therole of
agent because it has been moved to a landingisteSpeclP), which is not @
position. On the contrary, it must bear theole of patient because it is still the
logical object of the verb. Thigrole of patient is assigned to the tracehich is left
behind in the complement position when the inteargumentthe cityis moved to
SpeclP. The trace transmits this-role to its antecederthe city as coindexation
shows in (35).

Moreover, the logical subject of the passive sesdan (34) appears in the Pl the
barbarians which occurs in an adjunct to VP in (35). Therefdaheb-criterion is not
violated. Recall from section 2.3.2 that the actmeedicate takes an external
argument. In contrast, the passive predicate fimldake an external argument.
Therefore, the passive must be based on a diffée@ital entry, which is lexically
related to the active entry. As noted earlier, thatv entry is derived by a
morphological process, which combines the activeyedestroywith the passive
morpheme n). According to Jaeggli (1986: 590), this passiuéis (-en) absorbs
the6-role of agent. For this reason, thisole cannot be assigned externally to SpeclP
in (35). Instead, thé-role of agent is transmitted tihe barbariansthrough the

prepositiornby. As an adjunct, the Py the barbariansnay occur optionally.
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Although Chomsky (1981: 124) admits that the tiad#l view of the passive holds
for the core case of passive constructions (asgnlehn was killed, he claims that
syntactic passives do not always require passivpmotogy and movement at the
same time. On the contrary, passive constructioag exhibit passive morphology
without movement, and vice versa. Consider Chonsski©81: 122) example below
in (36):

(36) It was believed that the conclusion was false.

In (36), the passive vetlelieveddoes not assign objective case to its complemBnt C
that the conclusion was falsas the passive suffixgd) absorbs that Case. However,
this CP need not move to SpeclP to get Case becasiseclause, it is not subject to
the Case Filter. As the extended projection prilec(EPP) requires that all clauses
have a subject, SpeclP is filled with the explefiveRecall from section 2.3.2 that
expletives are not arguments, and, therefore, atefimarked. Furthermore, the
passive predicate does not take an external arguemerit does not assign an external
B-role. As a result, SpeclP is notdgposition and it is filled with the expletivi,

which is not an argument. Thus, theriterion is fulfilled.

The discussion above shows that substitution isnai$pensable for the derivation of
certain passive clauses which exhibit passive nmaggly. This conclusion provides
support to Chomsky’s (1981: 121) analysis of thespee. Moreover, the observations
made above confirm Jaeggli’s (1986: 590, 595) hypsis that the passive morpheme
(-en) receives both the extern@role and the accusative Case from the verb with
which it combines. On this assumption, the passieegpheme n) is considered to

be an argument (see also Baker et al, 1989: 219: 1)

Nevertheless, certain passive constructions maybigximovement, but lack the
passive morphemednr). According to Chomsky (1981: 122), different dms of
expressing the sense of passive may be used vatténanguage, e.g. English, and
across languages. Nonetheless, the logical suigjesttppressed in all cases. Except
for the core case of passive, another case whelogieal subject is suppressed, as a
result of the interaction of principles, is in ctmstions with an ergative verb, e.g.
break Consider Chomsky’s (1981: 105) examples in (37):
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37) (@ John brokthe window
(b) The windowbroke.

In (37a), the transitive predicabeoke assigns accusative Case to its complement NP
the windowas well as thé-role of agent to its external argumdohn In contrast, in
(37b), the ergative predicabeoke subcategorises for a logical object, and assigns a
internal6-role to it. Yet, the ergative veftrokefails to assign accusative Case to its
internal argument (i.e. the N#e window;, hence it is called unaccusative. This
internal argument must then move to SpeclP to geteC Consequently, the D-
structure object of the verb appears as its Ststreicubject. In addition, the ergative
predicatebroke does not have an external argument. Bhele of agent is not
assigned to subject position. Otherwise, @hgiterion would be violated. As noted
above, this inability of an ergative verb thmark an external argument and,
simultaneously, Case-mark its logical object, its.obligatory internal argument,
relates to the properties of the passive. Thislaiity of passive and ergative verbs is
captured in Burzio’s (1986) Generalisation, asoiol in (38):

(38) (a) a verb which lacks an external argumeiig fa assign accusative Case
to its internal argument.
(b) a verb which does not assign accusative Case itternal argument

fails to8-mark an external argument.

It follows from the foregoing analysis that unacatisgty results in lack of an external
argument with regard to passive and ergative vénbsontrast, their related transitive

entries require two arguments, viz. an internal amexternal one.
| come back to the discussion of the passive iti@e8.3.2 in which | present Borer’'s

(1993) analysis of the derivation of nouns frombgerin the next section, | will

explore how the interaction of principles appliesibun phrases.
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2.4. Further extension of functional categories
2.4.1 The DP-hypothesis

The earlier representation of noun phrases as BlPstained in Chomsky’s (1986)

work, as shown in the following configuration irg}3

(39) NP
N
Spec N
| N
Det °N PP

However, such an approach is incompatible withgheciples of X-bar theory. The

structural analysis of noun phrases in (39) doé®xrplain that a functional head, e.g.
an article or a demonstrative, and a prenominal(ggnitive) NP seemingly occupy
the same syntactic position. Consider the followilhgtrations in (40):

(40) (@)  Kelspecnrthe v [x book ppabout Chomsky]]]]
(b) [np [specnthe student’sy [y book [ppabout Chomsky]]]]]

The problem arising in (40a) is that SpecNP holés frojection of a functional
element, i.e. the articldhe According to Bernstein (2001: 536), the princgptd X-
bar theory are violated, since a specifier canost h functional head. In Chomsky’s
(1986) view, a functional head must project to fpieasal level the same way a

lexical head does.

Despite Chomsky's (1986) significant advances inerding X-bar theory to
functional structure, he does not extend it torbeninal domain. However, Abney
(1987) proposes an alternative view of the strigctafrnoun phrases, which is known
as the DP-hypothesis. Abney developed his progoséding on earlier assumptions
introduced by Brame (1982) and Szabolcsi (1983kofding to the DP-hypothesis, a
noun phrase is considered to be a projection ofi¢herminer position D, as shown in
(41):
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(41) PD

N
Spec D
N
i "
the N
PN

N PP
| T

book about Chomsky

In (41), the head of the phrase is the determin&rvihich takes the NP as its
complement. Bhosts a functional element, i.e. the artitie. The specifier of the
phrase (SpecDP) remains empty because it is niideddy a phrase. The determiner
phrase (DP) is now the maximal projection of thecfional head B and, in
Grimshaw’s (1991) terms, the extended projectiotheflexical head N In this case,

it is N's categorial status that determines théckxhead’s extended projection: D is
[-V +N +F], while N is [-V +N -F] (see also Zelle2001: 112-4).

Abney’s (1987) proposal is a significant contriloatito the analysis of the structure
of noun phrases. According to Coene and D’huls082®-4), the DP-hypothesis
dispenses with the problem posed by (40a). Whetteteyminers are hosted by’,D
prenominal (full) genitive phrases can fill SpecDBonsequently, they occupy
different syntactic positions. If a noun phraseeiglised with a possessor, SpecDP is
filled with the projection of that possessor. listhase, note that“Ds not filled with
the determiner in English. An obvious question 8k a what happens to the
functional head B so that the principles of X-bar theory are sagisf The most
important development in Abney’s work is that heatlals O with I°. On a par with
the idea that®lis the host of Agr(eement) features in the veuminain, Abney
proposes that the functional head libsts Agr(eement) features with respect to the

nominal domain. His proposal is illustrated in (42)
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(42) PD

the student’'s rAg N

N PP
| o~
book about Chomsky

In (42), the possessive morphemss)(dn English is introduced in the specifier
position (SpecDP) along with the prenominal geeitphrase as a whole. Although
the English clitic 's could alternatively be assumed to be base-gemeratder 3,
Abney (1987: 85) prefers to regard the possesswdige -s as a Case marker. The
reason is that, under this analysi$,i®the host of Agr not only in English, but also
in languages with a rich morphological system. uohslanguages, overt Agreement
features denote Num(ber), i.e. singular/plural, @er), and Case among othgr
features. In these languages, the possessor agitbebhe lexical head N in the same
way the subject agrees with the lexical head V.sTtine DP-hypothesis accounts for
Case assignment within the nominal domain. The gss$%e morpheme ’'§)
represents genitive Case and it is realised onDlResubject in the same way as
nominative Case may be realised morphologically tbe IP-subject. Both are

assigned under Agreement.

According to Coene and D’hulst (2003: 2-3) as wadl Raffray (2001: 39), the
parallelism between Dand P leads to the conclusion that SpecDP hosts a SHikec
position in the way SpeclP hosts the subject mositn clausal structure. The parallel

representation of sentential structure and nouagghstructure is illustrated in (43):

(43) (@  Eplcliplspecir(DP:subject) [Agr [ve [v [VIIIII]
(b)  [op[speco(DP:possessorp{Agr [ne [n [N]]]]]]

Both the DP-specifier and the IP-specifier are egittealised by phrases which are

base-generated in these positions or by phraseshwiave moved there. An example

(see 35) of an IP-specifier filled by movement ipassive was discussed in section
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2.3.3. In Abney’s (1987) theory, (44b) is an exaenpf a DP-internal passivisation

process:

44) (@ the barbarians’ destruction of the city

(b) the city’s destruction by the barbarians

In (44a), SpecDP is filled with the base-generawdbject-like, prenominal
genitive/possessive DtPe barbarians’ This leads to the assumption that, in (44a),
SpecDP, like SpeclP, istposition, and therefore an A-position. In (44bjnky
(1987) maintains, SpecDP has been filled by movéthefccording to (18c & d),
the maximal projection DEhe citycan be moved by Move-o fill SpecDP. This DP

is the internal argument of the nodestructionin both (44a) and (44b). It is the
complement of the prepositioof (P°) in (44a), but it appears as a prenominal
genitive/possessive DP in (44b), and it is therefaflected with the genitive marker

(-'s) as a result of Spec-Head Agreement, as showdbin (

(45) DP
N
|Spec D
PP D NP
PN SN
the city's AgmNP PP
A | A
N by the barbarians
N° DP
| VAN
destion it
|

The DP-movement illustrated in (45), which resersbheovement to the subject
position in passive clauses as illustrated in (B5@f central importance to my study.
Notice that the prepositionf does not appear in (45). Since iB responsible for

Case-assignment in (44a), the DP-argument of thm mannot receive Case in the

16 Contrary to Abney’s (1987) analysis of passive:likovement in (44b), SpecDP is filled with the
base-generated Die cityaccording to Grimshaw’s (1990), Borer’'s (1993)d aklexiadou’s (2001)
proposals, albeit from different perspectives, WwHiavill discuss in chapter 3.
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complement position in (45) and, therefore, muslemgo movement to SpecDP,
where it gets genitive Case. In this respect, DRament in (45) follows the same
pattern as verbal passives (see 35), where moveofetite internal argument is
required for Case reasons. This leads to the agsaamipat, in (44b), SpecDP, like
SpeclP, is not &-position, but it is an A-position, which is occagiby the internal

argument. In English, therefore, in Abney’s (1987w, SpecDP is analogous to

SpeclP, which is an A-position.

Another parallel between verbal and nominal passigethe occurrence of lay-
phrase, illustrated by the adjunction of the prémosal phraseby the barbariansn
both (35) and (45).

2.4.2. Variations of the DP-hypothesis

The analogy between the internal structure of n@imases and sentences is
advocated by Horrocks and Stavrou (1985, 1987n&{lL997), and Szabolcsi (1983,
1987, 1994), on the basis of evidence from dat&neek, Hebrew, and Hungarian
respectively. However, some of this evidence suggtmt D is analogous to T
rather than 9 In particular, Horrocks and Stavrou (1985, 198®ue in favour of
wh-movement in the nominal domain resembling the thiat occurs in questions (see
23 above).

Consider, for instance, the following Greek conginns in (46) (examples taken
from Horrocks & Stavrou, 1987):

46) (a) to vivliotinos
the book who-GN

‘whose book’
(b)  tinos to vivlio

who-GeN the book

‘whose book’
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According to Horrocks and Stavrou (1985, 1987), (denitive) wh-constituertinos
‘whose’ appears as the complement of the heai in echo questions like (46a).
This construction is calle@h-in sity and is typical of questions in certain languages,
e.g. Japanese. In (46Db), the (genitive) wh-corestittinos ‘whose’ is moved from a
postnominal position to a prenominal position. Tiyjse of movement is represented

by Horrocks and Stavrou through the structure ):(4

47 DP
PN
Spec "D
| N
XP D NP
/N |
tinos to "N
A /\
°N XP
| /N
t
|

vivlio

Notice that the wh-movement in (47), from the coenpént position at D-structure to
the specifier position at S-structure is optiomalGreek. Evidence supporting this

account is given in Horrocks and Stavrou’s (198&@neples below in (48):

48) (a) ékane ti
did-3.9nG what
‘S/he did what?’

(b) ti  ékane
what did-3.8\G
‘What did s/he do?’

In (48a), the echo question is a wh-in situ cortston (cf. 46a), whereas, in (48b),
the wh-constituenti ‘what’ is moved to SpecCP (cf. 46b, and see aBp ®hich is

173.9NG: third person singular.
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an A'-position. This leads to the conclusion tha&@&@P is analogously an A'-position

in Greek.

It follows from this analysis that variation in whevement in Greek is a result of
parameterisation (see section 2.2.2). The type mifomal movement in Greek
nominal expressions exhibited in (47) is of paftacusignificance to my study,
because, as will be shown in chapter 4, this momwneaplains the differences
between prenominal DPs in English and prenominaitiges in Greek. For instance,

consider Horrocks and Stavrou’s (1987) exampl&®):(

(49) tis polis *(i) katastrofi
the-GaN city-GEN the destruction

‘the city’s (*the) destruction’

Crucially, in (49), the prenominal genitites polis ‘the city’s’ does not undergo a
passive-like movement. According to Horrocks andv&u (1985, 1987), it is
optionally extrapolated for reasons of emphasicantrast. This analysis explains
why, in (49), the D position is obligatorily occupied by the artidléthe’ in the
presence of a prenominal genitive in Greek (cf.. 4id) contrast, in the English
translation of the Greek example in (49, iB not filled with the definite articléhe,
due to the incompatibility of the prenominal geretthe city’swith the determiner
the Recall from section 2.4.1 that Abney (1987: &gards the English cliticy) as a
Case marker, which is base-generated in SpecDReahthe D position is occupied
by Agr (cf. 45). In English, therefore, °Dassigns the feature [+definite] to the
possessive/genitive in SpecDP, and cannot hostigfirite articlethe as assigning

the same feature twice is impossible.

In the light of this, | adopt Horrocks and Stav®{1985, 1987) view that Dis
equivalent to € in Greek, whereas, following Abney (1987), | rejad® as
equivalent to9in English. The implications of this approach floe status of SpecDP
are that it is an A-position in English, but anp&sition in Greek. This is an example

of cross-linguistic parameterisation.
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Moreover, the analogy between the sentential andimal structures involves a
number of parallel functional projections betwede texical heads V/N and the
functional heads C/D accordingly (see Bernstei®120If D is parallel to C in Greek,
then there should be a nominal functional projectidhich is equivalent to°l This
could be one of the nominal Agreement features, Gender, Case or Number.
However, since, according to Abney (1987), D is enlike |, these features are all
hosted under D in his proposal. Ritter (1991) sstgy¢hat, in Hebrew,’lin the
clausal structure is equivalent to the projectibthe functional category Num(ber) in
the noun phrase structure. She postulates NumPebetMP and DP, as shown in
(50):

(50) DP
/\
D!
/\
°D NumP
/\
Nurh
/\
Nuni |\||P
|N
N

In (50), NumP is the complement of Bnd the maximal projection of the functional
category Num. Therefore, both DP and NumP are #tended projections of the
nominal lexical head N This assumption holds for Greek, but it wouldrgossible

for English under Abney’s (1987) analysis.

2.4.3. Clause Structure and DP-structure

In presenting the outline of his Minimalist ProgrdMP), Chomsky (1995) defends
two functional projections between CP and VP, nigtd® and vE®. While, T(ense)
is equivalent to the category I(nflection) in GRetiny introduced above?is a verbal

functional category which introduces the extermguaent of a verbal predicate and

18 vP: light verb phrase, in which v is the projentiof a light verb, i.e. a verb which is lacking in
semantic content. In English, for example, the Verteis a light verb in the expressibiave a look

38



licenses accusative Case (see Zeller (2001: ch&btefor some discussion). The
grammatical feature specification of the categoiy jtactive]; with the grammatical
feature [-active], v does not introduce an extem@ument and specifies that the

sentence is passive.

In addition, Tenny (1987, 1989, and 1994), amorigotinguists, proposes another
verbal functional categorispect which is projected higher than v (see van Geldere
(1993), Hale & Keyser (2002), and Roeper (2004)fdother discussion). According
to Napoli (1993)Aspectdetermines the way an event is viewed within agitime
frame. Traditionally, an action may be describeceifiser a process or a completed
whole. Its grammatical feature specification is, latge, [tperfective], which is
usually subdivided into [thabitual/iterative, pregsive]. In English, the distinction
between the two sentenceteachandl am teachingis aspectual. As a grammatical
category, Aspect should be distinguished from lthécal aspect some verbs may
denote by describing states, activities, accompliesfits, or achievements. This type
of Aspect is sometimes calledktionsart According to Comrie (1976), states,
activities, and accomplishments receive durative interpretation, whereas
achievements receive @unctual interpretation. Moreover, achievements and
accomplishments arnelic, which means that they suggest a terminal poihgreas

activities araatelic.

Since V and Aspectare part of the functional structure abovg Mey count as part
of the extended projection of the verb. Given theatusions | drew in section 2.2.3,
this account implies that the categorial featufes and Aspect are determined by the
categorial status of the verb. In particular, vaiserbal functional category, which
introduces the subject and determines Case assignmikereas Aspect pertains to
the predicate, which is headed by the verb, rathem the verb itself. The extended
internal structure in the verbal domain is représgm (51):

19 According to Zeller (2001),%is equivalent td/oic€ in the sense that Voice is the verbal functional
category which introduces the external argumeiat wérbal predicate, as introduced by Kratzer (1994)
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(51) CP

/\
'C
/\
°C TP
/\
T!
/\
° T AspectP
/\

AspectP

/\
Aspect VP
/\

A%
/\
Y VP
/\
"V
/\
°V XP

Recall from section 2.4.1 that DP is the maximadjgotion of I whose feature
specification is [-V, +N, +F], and the extended jpation of N’ with the feature
specification [-V, +N, -F]. In the same way, CP dRdare the maximal projections of
C° and f whose feature specification is [+V, -N, +F], aheé extended projections of
V° with the feature specification [+V, -N, -F]. Undé@bney’s (1987) analysis D
compares to°l Furthermore, recall from section 2.4.2 thdt dmpares to €and
Num® compares to°lin Ritter's (1991) proposal, which accounts stfer structure of
noun phrases in Greek. As noted above, the catdfdny Chomsky’s (1981) GB
compares to the category h Chomsky’s (1995) MP. Therefore, | assume that D
compares to Tin English, whereas Tcompares to & and Num compares to Tin
Greek.

Given that the verbal functional categories C antiaVe parallels in the nominal
domain, i.e. D and Num respectively, in Greek, Baiaus question to ask is which
functional projection in the noun phrase structtwald be assumed to be parallel to
C° in the clausal structure, in English. Moreoveg tiroblem that arises is which
nominal functional categories could be assumed doefuivalent to the verbal

functional categories®and Aspect In the next section, | will show how Marantz’s
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(1999) theory provides a solution to these problemith interesting implications for

the relation between lexical and functional catesgor

2.5. Functional categories in Distributed Morpholog

Recall from sections 2.2.3 and 2.4.1, that, in Ghaw’s (1991) view, a lexical head
(i.e. V° or N°) determines the categorial status of its extermteection. Contrary to
this approach, Marantz (1999: 7, 18) proposesithsithe functional structure above
the lexical head (i.e. % in Chomsky's (1970: 210) terms) that determinkes t
categorial feature specification of that lexicamaknt. In his proposal, Marantz posits
the functional heads’vn® and &, which take on a decisive role. In particular,sthe
functional heads determine the category of theclxhead (L), i.e. V, N, A

respectively.

According to Marantz (1999: 8-9), word formation as syntactic process. This
assumption abandons Chomsky’s (1981: 5) generatiweept of the lexicon as an
independent component of the base of grammar. ffuetgre of grammar suggested
in Distributed Morphology (DMYyequires that there are no lexical entries spetifis
nouns or verbs (see Halle and Marantz (1993, 199#),Marantz (1997, 1999) for
discussion of DM). Marantz assumes that morphenvbgh are units of meaning
and structure, are combined with bundles of granualateatures, e.g. Agreement,
Case, Tense or Number, which are selected from dedtare set. These features are
usually phonologically realised as affixes, depaegdn the morphological system of

a language.

In Marantz’s (1999) model of Distributed Morpholgogsorphological processes
interact with syntactic operations. In DM terms,rpfeemes arabstract lexical roots
(), whereas affixes areocabulary itemswhich are inserted under terminal nodes
that represent particular positions in certain agtt structures. According to
Marantz (1999), a root such a8/ORK is neither a verb nor a noun. When this root
combines with the verbal functional head v, thecoute is a verbalisation. However,
when the same root combines with the nominal foneti head n, the outcome is a

nominalisation. The two derivations are structyradipresented in (52):
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52) (@ TP (b) DP
/\

/\
T 'D
/\ /\
o vP °D nP
/N | /\
-ed °v YWORK the °n VWORK

In (52), the two different functional headSand 1 bear different functional features.
Thus, they create two different domains, which gpebe abstract root to be a verb

or a noun respectively.

In Marantz’s (1999: 7) view, the combination of apstract root with a vocabulary
item may apply either within or outside the domafrthe root {/). As an example,
consider the passive morphemenf-in English. In the first case, a vocabulary item
may attach to a root} before this root is syntactically combined witluactional
head (i.e. v, n, or a). Marantz (1999: 5-6) argieg this combination takes place
below the little v in adjectival passives, etlge chosen optionAs a consequence,
adjectival passives lack the projection vP, andrefore the verbal properties of the
verb stem, like argument structure, are not visibleyntax. In the second case, the
same root is first combined with a category-detamg functional head (i.e. v, n, or
a), and then the vocabulary item is attached todbe(\). According to Marantz, this
combination takes place above the little v in sgttapassives, e.gihe option was
chosen As a consequence, syntactic passives include ptiogection vP, and,

therefore, the argument structure of the verb ssgonojected in syntax.

Marantz (1999: 11) assumes that inflectional affora always takes place above v,
whereas derivational affixes, e.gr,-may attach to the root, but they may as well
attach above v. Note that, in Marantz’s (1999: tt@pry, a lexical head may be first
combined with the verbal functional head v and tietih the nominal functional
head n. As a result, the outcome is a nominalisatiith verbal properties. For

example, consider the representation of the neoarkerin (53):
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(53) DP
/\

o

/\

°D nP

/\

P vP

| /\

-er Vv VWORK

In (53), the derivational affixer has an agentive character, which involves an
external argument. Thus, the abstract rdMORK is first combined with v, which
accounts for the verbal property of the nawrker, and then with n, which accounts

for the nominalisation of the root.

Marantz’s (1999) theory provides a sound basisAlexiadou’s (2001) analysis of
nominal expressions. On this view, lexical elememésprojected as abstract root} (
in syntax, and the verbal functional categories\@ Aspect may be projected above
these roots under a nominal functional structurewill discuss Alexiadou’'s

assumptions in the next chapter.

2.6. Summary

In this chapter, | first outlined the theoreticarhework of Principles and Parameters
as a generalised modular system of universal plesi which may be subject to
different parameter settings to account for languaaiation. In particular, | focused
on Government-Binding theory. Second, | introdutieel principles of X-bar theory
and showed how they apply to verbs and nounsoltatshlighted different parameter
settings in English and German, and discussed mewemithin phrase structure.
Furthermore, | explained how the X-bar schema aldeto verbal functional

categories.
Then, | discussed the principles of Case theorytatigeory, and investigated how

they are all interrelated with the principles ofb#&r theory in the passive. Next, |

presented the DP-hypothesis, which extends the rXdohema to the nominal
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functional category D. | also discussed parametgos between English and Greek
as regards this category, and examined the emipimioéivation for an established
parallelism between clausal and noun phrase stegturinally, | explored the
projection of more functional heads above an abistexical root, which determine

syntactic categories, as is assumed in Distribhterphology.

In the next chapter, | will investigate how thergmf the theories discussed above is

exploited in various analyses of derived nominals.

44



Chapter 3

Theories of derived nominals

3.1. Introduction

Nominal expressions may exhibit properties similar clauses with respect to
argument structure and DP-movement (see Grimsh@@0jland Longobardi (2001)
for relevant discussion). Interestingly, althouglveab licenses argument structure
systematically, its counterpatterivednominal may not always do so. Noun phrases
seem to be ambiguous and inconsistent as regakuhg) targuments. | will discuss
this idiosyncratic character of derived nominalssection 3.2.1. In section 3.2.2, |
will investigate different semantic noun classeswdng the distinction between two

types of derived nominals, which are calfgdcessandresultnominals.

Chomsky’s (1970) work ilRemarks on Nominalisatidnitiated research into derived
nominals from both the lexical and syntactic pectipe (see also Alexiadou (2001),
Borer (1993), and Roeper (2004), among other rekees for recent discussion). As
far as nominalisation concerns the derivation ain¥, a major issue to address is
whether this process takes place in the lexicoma@yntax. In section 3.3, | will

discuss both the lexical and syntactic approacbhetheé derivation of process and
result nominals, and | will further explore theustiural similarities and differences
between process and result nominals. In particdlawill argue in favour of

Alexiadou’s (2001) proposal.

3.2. Nominalisation

3.2.1. Derived nominals in English

Derived nominals are nouns formed by means of gphaogical rule. According to
this rule, when an affix like(t)ion, or -mentand so forth is attached to a verb stem,

20| will not deal with the derivation of gerundsmominalised clauses here.
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the outcome is a derived nominal (see Kakouri@@§0). The relation of such a noun

to its source verb is the central issue in thiggtu

The morphological process of combining verb sterntb mominal affixes pertains to
three properties of derived nominals, which aren@rad in Chomsky (1970). Firstly,
the productivity of derived nominals is very limdteas shown in (1) (examples taken
from Chomsky, 1970: 187-9):

(2) @) John criticised the book.
(b) John’s criticism of the book
(© John amused the children with his stories.
(d) *John’s amusement of the children with his igt®r

Although the structure underlying (1a) can surfase(1b), the ungrammaticality of
(1d) provides evidence that this does not appldt). In addition, according to Lees
(1960), we cannot derive a noun from every singéebv Secondly, the relation
between the meaning of a derived nominal and thening of the associated verb is
idiosyncratic. Consider Chomsky’s (1970: 189) exbgf the nourtrial, which is
derived from the verliry. The range of meanings of the derived nomtnal does
not always strictly reflect the semantic varietytioé associated vetby. Thirdly, the
internal structure of a noun phrase headed byigetbnominal (cf. 1b) is the same as

that of a common noun phrase (cf. 2.4.1: 40). Compw illustrations in (2):

(2) (@) the (student’s) book about Chomsky
(b) the (student’s) criticism of the book

Recall from section 2.4.1 that nouns do not sédace NPs as their complements and
optionally realise their subjects in the possesfiv/genitive Case. This means that
the common nourbook and the derived nominatriticism are similar in their

environments.

Although derived nominals occur in the typical noali environment, note that
constructions like (3a) can be related to senteromstructions like (3b), and

constructions like (3c) can be related to passimestructions like (3d). Moreover,
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derived nominals also occur in constructions liBe)( which can be half-related to
constructions like (3a), but also half-related emstructions like (3c) (see Chomsky,
1970):

3) @) the enemy’s destruction of the city
(b) The enemy destroyed the city.
(c) the city’s destruction (by the enemy)
(d) The city was destroyed (by the enemy).
(e) the destruction of the city (by the enemy)

Recall from section 2.4.1 that the arguments ofribminal predicatelestructionin
(3a) are the same as the arguments of the verlealicpte destroyedin (3b).
Therefore, when a nominal construction takes arreat and an internal argument,
this nominal construction parallels a transitivengtouction. Also, recall that,
according to Abney (1987), a passive-like DP-moveine possible in noun phrases.
Then, the internal argument of the nominal predéidaistructionin (3c) is moved to
SpecDP just like it is moved to SpeclP as the maemargument of the verbal
predicatewas destroyedn (3d). Therefore, nominal constructions parapeksive
constructions in that the extern@role is suppressed in both (see also Chomsky,
1981: 122, 124). Furthermore, recall from sectio®.2 that, according to Jaeggli
(1986: 590), the externd-role is absorbed by the passive morphena).(-A
plausible hypothesis would be that the nominalissudfix -tion also absorbs the

externald-role.

In (3c-e), the suppressed logical subject cann@rbgected as a syntactic argument in
SpecDP. Instead, it may be projected into an adjpasition through the PBy the
enemy hence it is optional. However, in (3a), the ladisubject, which is realised in
the possessive forthe enemy’sdoes not seem to be suppressed because it is
projected in SpecDP. An obvious question to aswhy the externab-role is not

absorbed by the suffixien. | come back to this problem in section 3.3.3.

Although the logical subject is suppressed in (3e¢ destruction of the city by the
enemy in the same way as it is suppressed in (8¢ City’s destruction by the

enemy, there is no passive-like DP-movement in (3e)r@bky (1970: 204) assumes
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that (3e) is derived by means of postposing thentagehereas (3c) is derived by
agent-postposing and, subsequently, by prepossgqtarnal argument. Nonetheless,
Grimshaw (1990), Borer (1993), and Alexiadou (20&bDue against passive-like DP-
movement in (3c). Moreover, Alexiadou argues adarsippressed exterrtatole in
nominalisation. | will discuss their approacheghese issues in sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2,

3.3.3 respectively, and | will adopt Alexiadou’sasptions.

As | mentioned in sections 2.3 and 2.4, a prenoimgenitive in a nominal

construction may assume different interpretatiores, possessor, agent, or patient.
Moreover, a patient reading is also likely to beiladited to a prepositional phrase as
the complement of a noun. Interestingly, the pagsesan only appear in nominal
constructions, whereas the agent and the patieptowaur in sentences (i.e. CPs) as
well as noun phrases (i.e. DPs). Although a vedenkes argument structure
obligatorily, the noun which is derived from thiers may sometimes not license

argument structure (cf. 2.3.2 (31c) repeated held)a for further discussion):

4) The destruction was widespread.

The problem that arises by comparison of (3) ands(#hat a uniform account of the
derivation of nouns from verbs is not an easy tdsie hybrid noun-verb nature of
derived nominals allows for conflicting accounts théir structural representation.
Nevertheless, interesting research has been daheregpect to optional/obligatory
selectional and subcategorisation features whielr@gponsible for the ambiguity in

derived nominal expressions. | will investigatestambiguity in the next section.

3.2.2. Process vs Result nominals

Nouns are traditionally divided into two major sertia classes, i.e. concrete and
abstract nouns. The former describes concrete tshje@.book whereas the latter
refers to abstract notions, e.glea From another point of view, nouns can be
classified according to their interpretation. Thiassification distinguisheprocess
nominals which express actions, events or processes deagninatiof), from result

nominals which are related to an entity in the world (gugblication) as a result of
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actions, events or processes (see Grimshaw, 189G Alexiadou & Grimshaw,
2008: 2).

Notice that certain derived nominals, li&eaminationallow two contrasting readings
as they fall under both process and result nomialsonsequence of this overlap is
ambiguity in the nominal system, which is reinfatreghen derived nominals occur in
constructions with a prenominal genitive, elghn’s examinationThe interpretation

of this genitive is also ambiguous. Consider Griavgls (1990: 48) examples in (5):

(5) @) John’s examination *(of the patients) t@olong time.
(b) John’s examination (*of the patients) was long.
(© *The examination of the patients was John’s.

(d) The examination was John'’s.

According to Grimshaw (1990), the no@xaminationin (5a) is unambiguously a
process nominal, and selects the &Rhe patientsas its complement. As a process
nominal, it obligatorily selects the PP, whichtis internal argument. Notice that the
prenominal genitive in the possessive fodwohn's is the DP-subject, which is
interpreted as the agent of the event, i.e. thenaex. Agentive genitives cannot
occur predicatively, as shown in (5c). Thereforgcpss nominals take the same

arguments as their counterpart verbal predicates.

In (5b), however, the nouexaminationis a result nominal, which refers to an exam.
Here, the genitivedohn’sis interpreted as either the possessor of the exaamthe
one who has the exam in his possession, or th@maatlthe exam, viz. the one who
has signed the exam as the owner of its copyright possessive modifies the head
noun examinationand may also occur predicatively, as shown in.(&fmshaw
(1990) terms this genitive modifier of the head noun. In both (5b & d), the result
nominalexaminationdoes not select the RIPthe patientss its complement because
this noun does not take an internal argument. Tbere result nominals do not

license argument structure as opposed to theirtequart process nominals.

Interestingly, the genitivdohn’sin (5b) may as well be interpreted as the examinee

On this reading, Grimshaw (1990: 92) argues thatgrenominal genitiveohn’s
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cannot occur predicatively. Hence, it is not a rfiediof the head noun. Moreover,
Grimshaw (1990: 95) claims that, even under theveeit reading, the genitivihn’s

is not the internal argument of the head n@axamination because this derived
nominal is a result nominal, and, as such, it desdicense argument structure. This
leads to the conclusion that this genitive is nasédgenerated as the syntactic
complement of the head noun. On the contrary, Gaun(iL990: 91, 92) regards the
genitive John’s as part of the lexical conceptual structure (lws}he derived result
nominal examination Therefore, Grimshaw considers this genitive to apelcs-
complementorresponding to an argument position in the fcghe head. Thidcs-
complemenbf the head noun is not a syntactic argument, usecd is licensed by the

Ics representation of this noun rather than by megu structure.

Following Grimshaw’s (1990) diagnostic test to didaguate derived nominals, | will
now discuss some of the differences observed betwescess and result nominals.
Consider Grimshaw’s (1990: section 3.2) examplésvbe (6):

(6) @) The examination of the patients took a long.
(b) The examination was long.

(© The exam was on the table.

(d) They observed the/*one/*that/*an assignmerthefproblem.
(e) They studied the/one/that/an assignment.

() *The assignments of the problems took a longgti

(9) The assignments were long/on the table.

(h) The constant assignment of unsolvable problsrtsbe avoided.
) *The constant assignment is to be avoided.

0) The constant assignments were avoided by staden

(k) The total destruction of the city in two dayspalled everyone.

()] *The total destruction in two days appalled ame.

In (6a), the derived nomina@xaminationdenotes the process of an event because it
can be assigned a temporal duration. Thus, itggaess nominal. In (6b), the same

derived nominal describes the output of the releeaent. This means that it denotes
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a resultant state and, consequently, is a resaiina. In (6¢), the underived nominal
examrefers to a concrete entity. Therefore, it is asoesult nominal. In (6a), the
process nominatxaminationassigns th®-role of patient to its internal argument by
means of the prepositioof. In (6b & c), the result nominalsxaminationand exam

respectively do not take an internal argument. fesns they cannétmark one.

In (6d), the derived nominahssignmentis a process nominal, whose obligatory
internal argument is realised by the &Rhe problemSince what is denoted by this
nominal is the particular event in process, thanitef article the can precede this
process nominal, whereas the demonstrdtiad the indefinite articlean as well as
the numbeone cannot. In contrast, in (6e), the derived nomasdignmentioes not
take an internal argument. Therefore, it is a tasominal, which refers to a concrete
entity. Hence it can be preceded by both of theclast as well as numbers and
demonstratives. In (6f), the P&f the problemsrealises the obligatory internal
argument of the derived nominassignmentsTherefore, this derived nominal is a
process nominal, which is disallowed in the plutscause the process of the event
cannot be counted. Hence the sentence is ungraoaidt contrast, in (6g), the
same derived nominal is allowed in the plural bseail refers to more than one

concrete entity. This interpretation makes the nagsignments result nominal.

In (6h), the derived nominalssignmentakes an obligatory internal argument, which
means that it is a process nominal. Thereforeathectiveconstant which describes
the nature of an ongoing event, can modify thiess nominal. In contrast, in (6i),
this adjective cannot modify the same nassignmentwhich refers to a concrete
entity, and is a result nominal. However, in (8 same adjectiveonstantmodifies
this result nominal in its plural forrassignmentssignifying the high frequency of
such a concrete entity. In (6k), the advermawo daysmodifies the process nominal
destructionwhich denotes an event whose process can be loakéwm various
aspects in time, e.g. [+perfective]. In contrast(6l), the result nominalestruction
refers to a resultant state, which is set at atpoitime as an end product. Although
‘the destroying’ occurs over a period of time, thecome is not looked at from this
point of view. Therefore, the result nomirtdstructiondoes not license an aspectual

modifier; hence the sentence in (6l) is ungramnahtic
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So far | have discussed some of the major distiadBatures of process as opposed to
result nominals. Such a distinction has a numbeootequences for the properties of
nouns depending on which group a noun belongsitmeSrocess nominals denote
the process of an event, they take arguments, dutat be preceded by numbers,
demonstratives, or the indefinite article. This meeathat they cannot appear
predicatively, and they cannot be realised in the&ah In that respect, process
nominals resemble mass nouns. Yet, they can befiewthy adjectives or adverbials,
which signify aspectual properties. Since resulhmals refer to concrete entities or

resultant states, they perform in exactly the ofpipasgay.

According to Grimshaw (1990), the core differeneween process nominals and
result nominals is their (in)ability to license thergument structure of their

counterpart base verbs. A derived nominal, ex@amination is a process nominal

when it describes an event. In Grimshaw’s (1990:sy4tem, the participants of that
event are obligatorily projected as syntactic argots. This means that this derived
nominal licenses the same argument structure asoit®sponding base verb, e.g.
examine If the derived nominal is a result nominal, itynaoject a possessor as its

external argument, but does not license argumauttste.

3.3. Lexical and syntactic approaches to the deriti@n of nouns

The difference between a derived nominal and the wteis related to, as regards
licensing argument structure, has been discussesh@xely in the literature. There
are two different approaches to the derivation @fnmals, with consequences for
other interdisciplinary fields of study (e.g. psgtihguistics?). On the one hand, it is
assumed that nominals are derived via syntacticemewnt. On the other hand, it is
assumed that nominals are derived by virtue othxules.

Following Lees (1960), some researchers arguethigamorphological derivation of
the noundestructionfrom the verbdestroyreflects a syntactic derivation (see Borer,
1993, Alexiadou, 2001, Roeper, 2004). Along theses| a verbal projection may or

% See Reeves et al. (1998).
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may not be involved. In GB-terms, this verbal petign is inserted at D-structure and
moves to a nominal projection at S-structure. Inranoecent theories, verbal
functional categories are combined with nominalctional categories. In contrast,
the idiosyncratic character of derived nominals {8domsky (1970: 215) to the
hypothesis that the derivation of nouns is a ldxm@cess. This means that the
category of derived nominals is determined in thedon. The meaning and structure
of a derived nominal is also defined in the lexic@momsky (1970) and Grimshaw
(1990) assume that, as a lexical entry, the rdmstructionmay or may not have such

selectional and subcategorisation features thaiwevicensing argument structure.

Alternatively, the theories of derived nominalsfeliffrom another perspective. Some
researchers suggest that the ndestructionis projected as a base-generatédde¢e
Chomsky, 1970, Grimshaw, 1990, Borer, 1993, Ro&#4). In contrast, Alexiadou
(2001) assumes that a lexical head (L) is projeatedn abstract root), According

to Chomsky (1970: 194), derived nominals are diyegénerated as integral lexical
units which already contain their suffixes. Chomskgues that derived nominals are
not formed at S-structure from base-generated veéHreugh movement. In
subsequent work, however, it has been suggestddthibaaffixes which produce
derived nominals, e.g.tien, -menf -ence are ambiguous in terms of their
interpretation as well as their structural représton. Grimshaw (1990) proposes
that affixes attach to the verb stem in the lexicdns means that the semantics of the
affix determines the noun class of the derived mamii.e. process or result. In
contrast, Alexiadou (2001) and Roeper (2004) prepbat affixes attach to the verb
in syntax. This means that the functional categoii®/olved in the derivation
determine whether a derived nominal is a processimal or a result nominal. Borer
(1993) proposes that an affix may attach in thetaxderiving a result nominal, or in

syntax deriving a process nominal.

In the following, | will focus on the proposals neadby Grimshaw (1990), Borer
(1993), and Alexiadou (2001), showing that thedtune is to be preferred.
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3.3.1. Grimshaw’s (1990) analysis

Grimshaw’s (1990) proposal accounts for the idiasgtic behaviour of nouns as
regards argument structure afwdole assignment. Result nominals, obligatorily, do
not license argument structure. Therefore, they mee satisfy argument structure by
projecting syntactic arguments. In contrast, precesminals do license argument
structure obligatorily. Therefore, they need toisfgt argument structure by
syntactically projecting the participants of theetthese process nominals denote.

According to Grimshaw (1990: 107, 110), process inafa assign the internéirole
and, therefore, take an internal argument obliggtdyut suppress the exterrtalole
and, therefore, project it optionally. This assumptis based on Chomsky (1981.:
122, 124), where nominalisation, like passivisatguppresses the logical subject (cf.
3.2.1 (3a & e) revised here as (7), for furthecdssion):

(7) (@) the (enemy’s) destruction of the city

(b) the destruction of the city (by the enemy)

In (7a), the externdl-role may be realised via the prenominal genitive enemy’s
which occupies the DP-subject position, i.e. SpedDR7b), the externdl-role may

be realised via the PBy the enemywhich occupies an adjunct position. It follows
from Grimshaw’s (1990) stipulation that the extémmgument of a process DP is not
obligatory. Arguably, suppressed exterfiables cannot be projected as arguments;
instead, they may surface as adjuncts (cf. 7b)ceSi8pecDP is not an adjunct
position, an obvious question to ask is what happen(7a). Grimshaw suggests
(1990: 111) that SpecDP is an A'-position. This msetnat the prenominal genitive

the enemy’ss not an argument.

A core issue in Grimshaw’s (1990) proposal is te@son why the externéirole is
suppressed in process nominals. Grimshaw’s analydisised on the idea that this
suppression is caused by an independent propentpuwis. Building on Williams’s
(1981a: 86-7) approach to the external argumemtooins, Grimshaw (1990: 65-6)
assumes that the difference between process auld mesninals lies in that each of

these two types of nominals is linked to a differkimd of external argument. The
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guestion that arises is what makes it possiblefderived nominal to have different

external arguments in different contexts. In Witi&(1981a), nouns have an external
argument, which he designates B} With a view to suggesting its (R)eferential role
as opposed to @&role. Therefore, this external argument is non¥thec because it is

not associated with@role. Consider Williams’s (1981a: 86) example&: (

(8) (@) John is &ol.
(b) Thefool left.

As a result of the statement in (8d®hnis the referent of the nounol in (8b). The
sentence in (8b) then meadshn left. Williams (1981a: 86) posits thdbhnis the
external argument (R) of the notool in (8b), which is satisfied by reference. On this
account, next consider Grimshaw's (1990: 65) ldxiogpresentation of result

nominals in (9):

9) (@) exam (R)
(b) dissertation (R)

(c) observation/expression (R)

The result nominals in (9), whether underived Ex@m or derived likedissertation
observation andexpressionmust be associated with an independent arguwéinth

is an integral part of their lexical specification.

Grimshaw (1990: 66) posits an analogously non-themexternal argument of
process nominals likebservation which she associates with the event described by
the nounobservationwhen it is a predicate. She designates this soexternal
argument asHv) to suggest its (Ev)entive character. Notice gratess nominals are
always derived. Following Williams’'s (1981b: 5) wie that an affix is,
morphologically, the head of a derived nominal,n@&faw argues that it is the affix
that determines the character of (Ev). AccordindRteeper (2004: 19-20), different
affixes capture different kinds of events implyiresult, quality, action, achievement
and so forth. Further consider Grimshaw’s lexicapresentation of the noun
observationwhen it is a process nominal, wheres thed-role of agent, ang is theo-

role of patient, in (9"):
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(9)  observation N, (Ev (X (y)))

In (9", (Ev) is explicitly disassociated from thgent. This means that, if (Ev) is the
external argument of the process nomutedtructionin (7a) (he enemy’s destruction
of the city, the DP-subjecthe enemy’ss not its external argument despite the fact
that this DP-subject receives theole of agent. Otherwise, process nominals would
have two external arguments (i.e. (Ev) and the @igeshich is impossible. According
to Grimshaw (1990: 141), it is the non-thematic eexal argument (Ev) that
suppresses the agent, which cannot be projecteah @xternal argument. It follows
from the discussion above that, under Grimshaw39(Q1 64) lexical analysis, all
nouns have an external argument of their own, whighpresses the exteriatole in

process nominals.

According to Grimshaw (1990: 66), the (Ev)/(R) dhistion derives two independent
but homophonoudexical entries; namely, a process nominal, which assityes
external and interndl-roles at D-structure, and a result nominal, whgla none-
assigner. Therefore, the (Ev)/(R) distinction acteufor the crucial differences
observed between process and result nominals. imsBaw’s account, both process
and result nominals are projected in syntax as$ i@t} of noun phrases (NP). Thus,
the noun class of a derived nominal is determimethée lexicon. This assumption
aligns with Chomsky’s (1970) hypothesis on derivedninals (see introduction to

section 3.3), although Chomsky does not distingueshilt from process nominals.

When a nominalising affix, saytien, has (R) as its external argument, the
morphological combination of a verb stem with tatiix is a lexical process yielding

a result nominal. As a ndirassigner, this result nominal takes no other asgpis)
and has no argument structure to project. In cefjtr@hen the same nominalising
affix (i.e. 4ion) has (Ev) as its external argument, the outcomth@fsame lexical
combination is a process nominal. A§-assigner, this process nominal must satisfy
argument structure by projecting its syntactic angats. This leads Grimshaw (1990:
62-3), following previous work by other researchers suggest that, even though
affixation in process nominals happens in the lexjdhe affix moves to N'/NP at LF

(see Pesetsky, 1985, Lebeaux, 1986). If the affippias to N', only the internal
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arguments of the verb aéemarked. If it adjoins to NP, both the agent anel phtient
are 0-marked. Therefore, the projection of the agentedes on where the affix
adjoins. This type of movement at LF accounts liervterbal character of the process
nominal. However, Grimshaw admits that it remainsopen issue whether affix-

movement at LF provides a complete analysis ofidfrevation of process nominals.

Grimshaw (1990) fully exploits the lexicon as a gextive component and does not
deal with the structural representation of the\@gion in terms of syntax. This is an
expected corollary of the tension between the t@xiand syntax. Indeed, as result
nominals are lexically derived, the morphologicabgess of the derivation is not
reflected into syntax in Grimshaw’'s (1990: 63) asa&. In addition, Grimshaw’s
proposal does not explicate how the verb stem rdastically projected in the
structural representation of process nominals. Ehike first weak point, | consider,
in Grimshaw’s system. Recall from section 3.2.2t theocess nominals allow for
adverbial modification (cf. 6k)T(he total destruction of the city in two days ajgxl
everyong. However, nouns are modified by adjectives rathan adverbs. | presume
that an adverb(ial), say two days requires the projection of the verb in syntax.
Interestingly, this issue is addressed in Bored99@) and Alexiadou’s (2001)
proposals, which I will present in sections 3.208 &8.3.3 respectively.

Moreover, in my opinion, the projection of the poeminal genitive in process
nominals is the second weak point in Grimshaw’s9Q)9analysis, as Grimshaw
(1990: 63) does not fully account for this projeatinto syntax. In particular, notice
that the agent is optionally realised, either a&spghenominal genitivéhe enemy’sn
(7a) the (enemy’s) destruction of the gjtpr as the PPy the enemyn (7b) the
destruction of the city (by the enemylhis observation leads Grimshaw (1990: 109)
to the conclusion that agentive genitives are sint by-phrases in that they receive
the 8-role of agent. However, thisrole is suppressed in both phrases. As regards the
assignment of the extern@role of agent, and its subsequent suppressiorEky; (
Grimshaw (1990: 107) proposes that tsole is projected as argument-adjunct
When the suppressed exterfalole is projected through lay-phrase, i.e. the PBy
the enemyin an adjunct position (cf. 7b), this projectisnperfectly accommodated
within the theoretical framework of X-bar theoryety when the suppressed external

B-role is projected through a prenominal genitike enemy’sn DP-subject position,
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i.e. SpecDP, (cf. 7a), the non-argument statushi &rgument-adjunct genitive

requires the assumption that SpecDP is an A'-positi English.

Recall from section 2.4.1 that, in Abney's (1987¢w, SpecDP is analogous to
SpeclP in English. Since SpeclP is an A-positiopec®P is analogously an A-
position. An obvious question to ask is how theuargnt position SpecDP can be the
host of the argument-adjunct, which is not an argumContrary to Abney’s view,
Grimshaw (1990: 111) assumes SpecDP to be an Alggswhich can only host a
non-argument. This leads to the conclusion thatm&maw regards SpecDP as
equivalent to SpecCP, and not to SpeclP, in Engksiiowing Abney’s account, |
have assumed that SpecDP is an A-position in Engtise sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2).
This assumption entails that, under Abney’s ang)ySpecDP is &-position in (3e)
(the enemy’s destruction of the gjtyand a nord-position in (3c) the city’s
destruction by the enemyn contrast, under Grimshaw’s analysis, SpecPDRot a0-
position in any case. In the following, | will shaivat SpecDP is @-position, and,
therefore, Grimshaw’s account is explanatory inadée

The implications of the assumption that SpecDPnalagous to SpecCP in English
seem to be corroborated by Grimshaw’s (1990: 8@rckhat passive nominals like
(3¢) he city’s destruction by the enemgre result nominals, which do not license
argument structure. In her analysis, the prenomgaalitive the city’sis not the
internal argument of the derived nomimigstruction This is justified in Grimshaw’s
system, since, in her view, SpecDP is an A'-pasitioEnglish. In addition, the P&y
the enemys a modifier of the result nomindéstruction(see Grimshaw, 1990: 88). In
contrast, the same HA# the enemys an argument-adjunct in nominal expressions
like (3e/7b) the destruction of the city by the engémiyn Grimshaw’s (1990: 137)
proposal, the noudestructionin (3e/7b) must be rated as a process nominal avith
obligatory internal argument.

However, consider the derived nomindévelopmentin the sentencelhe city’s
development in a month amazed everydimes derived nominal is a process nominal
because it is modified by the RPPa month The process nominal assigns thele of
patient to its internal argument obligatorily. Sinthe patient is not suppressed, the

prenominal genitive/possessittee city’sis not an argument-adjunct, but a syntactic
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argument which, in Grimshaw’s (1990) account, iseébgenerated in SpecDP. As a

consequence, SpecDP is an A-position in Englishtraoy to her proposal.

Nonetheless, Grimshaw’s (1990: 89) account of passominals as result nominals
is also justified with respect to the defectigemarking properties of nouns. In
Grimshaw’s (1990: 46, 71) system, nouns need tlepqsition of to assign the
internal 6-role to their syntactic complements. It followsrfr this stipulation that
passive-like DP-movement is excluded in derived inais. If the DPthe citywere
base-generated in complement position, but hadoteerto SpecDP to get Case due to
the lack of the prepositioof, this DP would have failed to receive the intetrable

for the same reason. Then theriterion would be violated. The question thaseasiis
how the 0-role of patient is assigned to SpecDP, when thecgss nominal
destructionoccurs in sentences likehe city’s destruction by the enemy took a long

time | come back to this point in section 3.3.3.

The third problem in Grimshaw’s (1990) analysisam@g the projection of passive
nominals like (3c) the city’s destruction by the enemyrecall from section 3.2.2
that, when the possessividhn’s is interpreted as the examinee in (58dhn’s
examination was lonjy. Grimshaw (1990: 91, 92) suggests that this Es$se is part
of the lexical conceptual structure (Ics) of theivk nominaldestruction For further

clarification of this assumption, consider Grimstat990: 91) examples in (10):

(10) (@) John’smurder
(b) John’sdog

In (10a), the prenominal genitivdohn’sis connected to the meaning of the noun
murder. In Grimshaw’s terms, this genitive is an Ics-cdanpent, but not a syntactic
argument, of the head noun. In (10b), the nolag does not have an argument
structure, and therefore the possessd@hn’'s is not its lcs-complement. In
Grimshaw’s terms, this possessive is a modifighefhead noun. As the distinction is
rather lexical than syntactic, Grimshaw’s (1990algsis simplifies the projection of

passive nominals into syntax.
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My criticism lies in Grimshaw’s (1990: 46, 80) afaithat passive nominals are result
nominals. Since, in her account, the prenominaltiyefpossessivéhe city’sis not
the internal argument of the passive/result nomdedtructionin (3c) the city’s
destruction by the enemythis genitive/possessive occupies SpecDP wittoRit
movement. This leads to the conclusion that the@renal genitive/possessithe
city’s is base-generated in the position of possessdifsough this account complies
with the principles of X-bar theory, the semantistidction in (10) is not reflected in

syntax.

Furthermore, Grimshaw (1990: 46, 73) argues thaitvel® nominals which select
sentential complements are also result nominatguse the noun head cannot assign
the internab-role without the help of the prepositioh Consider Grimshaw’s (1990:
74) example in (11):

(11) The announcement (that the position had been ¥¥e&s a surprise.

In (11), the derived nomindhe announcemeiiptionally selects the embedded clause
that the position had been filles its syntactic complement. As a ridassigner, the
derived nominalthe announcements a result nominal which does not license
argument structure. As a consequence, it does hbgatorily take an internal
argument. As the Clhat the position had been fillespecifies the content of the
result nominalannouncementit is part of its lexical conceptual structures.
However, consider the derived nominahnouncementin the sentenceThe
announcement that the position had been filled t@dkng time Once again, this

noun receives a process reading, which contra@igtashaw’s (1990) analysis.

In conclusion, Grimshaw (1990) distinguishes PP{glements, which are arguments
because they are assigned thmle of patient, from possessivised Ics-complement
which are part of the lexical conceptual structofepassive nominals, but not
syntactic arguments. She also disassociates DRetsbjwhich are argument-
adjuncts, from possessives, which are modifierssimshaw’s (1990) analysis, PP-
complements are systematically arguments of prooessnals. These arguments are
consistently assigned the intern@role of patient through the prepositioof.

Furthermore, the externd-role of agent is consistently realised by argument
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adjuncts, which systematically are eithby-phrases or possessivised forms in
SpecDP. Since process nominals license argumeartiste, they license arguments

and argument-adjuncts.

In contrast, result nominals do not license argunstructure. As a consequence,
result nominals can be modified by either a PP+adjwith the prepositioty or a

possessivised form in SpecDP. Nonetheless, Grimishé@®890) comparison oby

phrases with the genitive in SpecDP collapses ssiga nominals. In particular, the
former can only be a modifier of a passive nomindhereas the latter can only
represent part of the lexical conceptual structofea passive nominal. Not
surprisingly, a derived nominal is determined tontet is called passive, by intrinsic

lexical rules under the lexical analysis.

3.3.2. Borer’s (1993) analysis

Borer’'s (1993) proposal accounts for the derivabbnouns as regards the relation of
their morphological derivation with their syntactiterivation. Borer assumes that
lexical entries are inserted into syntax as strimgth their own morphological
structure. Independently, the syntactic structdréexical entries is the result of the
syntactic environment in which these strings aselited. Result nominals are inserted
at D-structure, whereas process nominals are ateatt S-structure. Borer (1993: 3)
argues that, whenever verbal features, like argtisiencture, are associated with a
derived nominal, sagollection the syntactic representation of this derived mahi
must include a full VP. This assumption holds foogess nominals. Otherwise, the
structural analysis of that derived nominal lackshsa verbal projection. This is the

case with result nominals. Consider Borer's (19932) examples in (12):

12) (a Pat'sollectionof mushrooms

(b) Thecollectionwas impressive.

In (12a), the derived nominabllectionis a process nominal, which has the argument
structure of the verbollectin a verbal construction such Bat collects mushrooms

In contrast, the derived nominabllectionis a result nominal in (12b), as the syntactic
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arguments of the associated vedilectare not present. Interestingly, Borer (1993: 6)
maintains that the derived nomir@illection either as a process nominal in (12a) or
as a result nominal in (12b), does not license raggqu structure. She claims that
licensing argument structure is a property of thesoaiated verb, which is
syntactically projected. According to Borer, theustural representation of process
nominals includes the projection of a full VP, whiés absent in the structural

representation of result nominals.

In more recent approaches to the representatiorowiinals (see Alexiadou, 2001),
the process which derives nominals by means ofmaimadising affix is argued to be
syntactic. According to this view, the suffixes generated as separate units and then
incorporated into lexical categories via syntadperations such as head movement
(see e.g. Baker, 1988, Roberts, 2001). In thetspirihis idea, Borer (1993: 10)
assumes that the®\¢ollectin process nominals and the nominalising affign are

introduced separately at D-structure, as shownbilq13y*

(13) DP
PN
Spec "D
N
°D NP
N
€8p N
N
N VP
| PN
-tion  Spec "V
| N
Pat °V DP

| PN

collect mushinos

Notice that the VP in (13), which is embedded urtlernoun phrase at D-structure,
is selected by N which hosts the nominalising affixien. The verbcollect is

projected separately undef,Mvhich heads its own maximal projection VP. Asembt

22 At first, Borer (1993: 10) introduces this struetrepresentation of the VP under the NP to accoun
for the assignment of the external and intefaadles in process nominals. Later, Borer (1993:51§,
modifies this representation in order to accoumttfe projection of a passive verb, which does not
assign Case to its internal argument and doesrofeqt the agent in SpecVP.
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above, Borer (1993: 6) argues that the presencéhatf VP licenses argument
structure. Therefore, it is Y/that selects the external argument, Pat and the
internal argument, i.emushroomslt is the verbcollect that assigns thé-roles to
them at D-structure. Consequently, when Maveaises the verlgollect to N°, the
derived nominalcollection does not assign the external and intefrables again.
Otherwise, thef-criterion would be violated. Therefore, processmimals are
‘produced’ at S-structure, but tiderole assignment in this noun class takes place at
D-structure. The VP-analysis accounts for the amguinstructure which is licensed in

(12a) Pat’s collection of mushrooms

In Borer’'s (1993: 8) view, the result nomirallectionin (12b) The collection was
impressive, is base-generated as the hea®) ¢ a noun phrase (NP). The structural
analysis of this result nominal is accommodatedhiwithe framework of X-bar theory

and complies with the DP-hypothesis, as shownerctinfiguration in (14):

(14) DP
N
Spec "D
PN
°D NP
| PN
theSpec |N
\
|
collection

Notice that N in (14) selects no arguments, and lacks the VRhwisi selected by N

in (13). Consequently, né-roles are assigned in (14), sincé Mccording to Borer
(1993: 6), is not @&-assigner. However, the vedollect is projected along with the
nominalising affix tion under N at D-structure. Therefore, Moveeoes not raise the

verbcollectto N°.

Under Borer’s (1993) approach, both (13) and (14jest a head (R of a noun
phrase (NP). Therefore,°Ns consistently projected into a lexical head witie
grammatical features [+N, —V] (cf. 2.2.1: 2). Omstaccount, the nominal category of
the derived nominatollectionis determined in the lexicon. In contrast to Giias
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(1990), however, Borer (1993) assumes that the nodogical process of combining
the verb stem with the affix does not result in thiberent, but homophonous, lexical
entries with the same morphological properties. tBa contrary, Borer (1993: 7)
claims that the outcome of this morphological camahion is a single lexical entry.
She terms the morphological structure of that kxientry anM-word, which is
independent of any syntactic operations. This exéal entry is a process nominal
when it has certain syntactic properties as reptedein (13), but it is a result
nominal when it has different syntactic properssepresented in (14).

In Borer (1988, 1991), and subsequent work, thaeissf the morphology/syntax
interface is addressed through the modePafallel Morphology (PM).In general,
Borer (1991: 135) develops the idea that each coewtoof grammar processes its
own structures and operations iparallel way. This means that the relevant aspects
of different components, e.g. morphology and syntae available simultaneously.
Consequently, the result of morphological operatj@ay the nounollection can be
inserted under N at different levels of representation, viz. D-sttre or S-
structure/LF/PF.

According to Borer (1991: 136, 1993: 8), the dediveominal collection has the

morphological structure illustrated in (15):

(15) °N
N
oV N

collect -tion

In (15), the verb steroollectcombines with the nominal affixien to create a lexical
entry, i.e. the nounollection This is the representation of the morphologicaktpss.
The product of this process can be inserted ininoother words, associated with, a
syntactic configuration whenever syntax providesepresentation which ‘fits’ this
structure. The association of the morphologicalcitre with the relevant syntactic
environment can happen before or after syntactgeption. When (15) is inserted
before syntactic projection, the outcome is a tesaiminal, since (15) is associated

with a complex noun whose parts do not project. iMegical insertion happens after
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projection, the structure includes a VP, since Wjguts first and then moves. The
outcome of this syntactic movement resembles @rig,derives a process nominal, as
shown in (16):

(16) DP

Vv N Spec Vv
| | N

collect -ion A\ DP

The core idea, which is developed in Borer's (1989&jk on Parallel Morphology, is
that the morphological derivation of nouns hasoits constraints, regardless of the
restrictions of the syntactic derivation of thesums. In this sense, Borer's (1993)
theory on derived nominals reduces the tension dmtwhe lexicon and syntax.
Moreover, the presence of a VP in process nhomamdsunts for the verbal properties
this type of nominals exhibits. One of these propsris aspect (cf. 3.2.2: 6KJl{e
total destruction of the city in two days appalecryonse.

Borer (1993: 22-6) claims that her account gaingpsu from the evidence that
adverbial modification of a process nominal andabsignment of accusative Case to
the complement of a process nominal are allowddelbrew. Consider Borer’s (1993:
25) examples in (17):
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(17) (a)  pinui ha-cavade-'itiyuf>'e* ha-mitnaxlim
evacuation the-army slowly  cA the-settlers
‘the army’s slow evacuation of the settlers’

(b) pinui ha-cavaha-'iti ‘et ha-mitnaxlim
evacuation the-army the-slowcAthe-settlers

‘the army’s slow evacuation of the settlers’

In both (17a & b), the accusative marketrprovides evidence for the projection of a
verb. It is this verb that assigns accusative Chseause nouns do not assign Case.
Since, according to Case theory, structural Casssgned at S-structuret must be
licensed by the trace of the verb, after the verlraised to R Furthermore, the
presence of a VP is signalled by the adverbial sghbee-'itiyut ‘slowly’ in (17a).
Notice that the same noun is modified by the atjatiphraseha-'iti ‘the-slow’ in
(17b). In a structure such as (13/16), the advedwjoined to VP, while the adjective
modifies the NP. Note that both the NP and the Y# part of the DP. This is an
advantage to Borer’s (1993) account of the demvatf process nominals, since the
presence of adverbials and accusative Case in Webrecess nominals cannot be
explained by a theory such as Grimshaw’s (1990)¢hvbdoes not project the source

verb of a process nominal.

In contrast, a process nominal in Hebrew does hays assign accusative Case, as

is shown by the absence'efin Borer’'s (1993: 34, 36) example in (18):

(18) (a) ha-hoxaxat Sel ha-te'ana (‘al yedey hamatika'it)
the proof of the claim by the hexhatician
‘the proof of the claim (by the mathematician)’

% According to Siloni (1997: 76-7), the adverbialrgée be-itiyut ‘slowly’ literally means ‘in
slowness’. Note that process nominals in Hebrew aay modified by PP-adverbial phrases. In
contrast, adverbs like'at ‘slowly’ never do so.

24 According to Siloni (1997: 84), the accusative kearet appears in Hebrew when a verb selects a
definite object, but not with indefinite objectsh@d same applies to the process nominal which is
derived from that verb.
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(b) *ha-hoxaxat 'al yedey ha-matematika'it
the proof by the mathematician

‘the proof by the mathematician’

In (18a), the noun hedth-hoxaxatthe proof does not assign accusative Case to its
complementSel ha-te'anaof the claim’; henceSel‘of’ is inserted to satisfy the Case
Filter. Borer (1993: 35-6) argues that the VP, whiincluded in the structure of the
process nominaha-hoxaxatthe proof’ in (18a), is passive and, therefotegannot
assign accusative Case to its internal argumens. d$sumption is reinforced by the
optional occurrence of theby-phrase 'al yedey ha-matematika'itby the
mathematician’ in (18a), which is permissible inbiHav only when the internal
argument is present; hence (18b) is ill-formedcdntrast, the process nomirghui
‘evacuation’ in (17) is not passive, whereas, inrd8e (1993: 21) account, the

process nomindla-hoxaxatthe proof’ in (18a) is passive.

However, recall from section 2.3.1 that complemeotsnouns in English-type
languages can only receive Caseafiansertion. Since English process nominals like
(12a) never assign accusative Case to their congpitsnBorer (1993: 53) assumes
that the VP embedded under NP is always passitgtiish. As a consequence, the
external argument of the verb is suppressed. Coestly, the logical subject
optionally occurs pre-nominally, as the geniti® enemy’sn (7a) (he (enemy’s)
destruction of the cidy Alternatively, the logical subject may occur pasminally in
the form of an adjundty-phrase viz. the PRy the enemin (7b) the destruction of
the city (by the enemjy)

The structural representation of process nomimal§l8), therefore, only applies to
Hebrew process nominals which include a non-passiRidike (17). When a Hebrew

or English process nominal includes a passive W, (18a) or (7), the external

argument is suppressed. Borer (1993) argues treat\@pis never filled by the agent
in English process nominals, because the VP isyeshs a result, SpecVP is a non-
0-position. Consider Borer's (1993: 51) S-structuepresentation of the process
nominal in (7a) the (enemy’s) destruction of the §jtgs follows in (19):
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(19) DP

N
Spec D
| N
DP D NP
=~ |
the enemy’s N
N
N VP
| N
destruction VP  (by XP)
A
Spec "V
| N
PP ° DP
N A
P DP 't b
AN
of the city
A

Notice that the internal argument of the verb isratbto SpecVP, where it is assigned
genitive Case by insertion of the prepositmfnwhich is licensed by N Therefore,
there is no reason why it should be further ratee8pecDP to get Case. Moreover,
SpecNP is not projected. Note that, in Borer's @2nalysis, SpecDP is consistently
a Case-assigner, but notbaassigner. Borer proposes that, because the dgent
enemyis suppressed, it is not projected at D-struchsile the VP at all. Instead, it is
base-generated under SpecDP in the form of a pri@abgenitive, i.ethe enemy’s
as illustrated above. Alternatively, (7ldph€ destruction of the city (by the enemy)
would project the agent insidebg-phrase adjoined to the right of VP, like in passiv
clauses (see section 2.3.3: 35). In that caSeyyiically hosts the determintre

Recall from section 2.4.1 that, in English, Sped®R06-position when it is occupied
by a base-generated DP-subject, which must reteefrole of agent. Nevertheless,
according to Borer (1993), SpecDP is noB-position although the prenominal
genitivethe enemy’ss base-generated in this DP-subject positioneB@993: 52)
avoids a violation of thé-criterion by relating this genitive/possessive hwihe
suppressed agent in the same way a dislocated miewtgch is located in SpecCP, is

related with an argument. Consider Borer’'s (1993:éxamples in (20):
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(20) (a) My sister | don’t inviteher anymore.
(b) *My sister | don’t inviteguestsanymore.
(© The Vandalsdestruction of Rome

(d) *John’sdestruction of Romby the Vandals

Notice that, when the argument is projected as pghenoun her in (20a), it is
coindexed with the dislocated elememy sistey which is base-generated under
SpecCP. Similarly, when the suppressed agent iseatised as ay-phrase in (20c),

the agentive genitivéhe Vandals’is base-generated under SpecDP. In contrast, the
dislocated elementy sisterin (20b) is disallowed because it is not coindeweith

the argumenguests Similarly, the possessiv@hn’sin (20d) is not coindexed with
the externab-role of agent, which is realised through the B3fthe Vandalshence
(20d) is ungrammatical. These observations lea@B@d993) to assume that SpecDP
is an A-position, and consequently a néposition in English. Yet, | have already
criticised this assumption, at least as far asiBhg$ concerned (see section 3.3.1).

Recall from section 3.3.1 that a derived nominay reelect a sentential complement
like in (11) (The announcement (that the position had been Yilkeas a surprise. It
follows from the foregoing discussion that, whea tiounthe announcemerdccurs

in a construction with the embedded clatisat the position had been filledhis
derived nominal is a process nominal, which takesgernal argument obligatorily.
This means that the projection of a VP, which egcading to Borer (1993), included
in process nominals, accounts for the selectich®{CP by the ¥that heads the VP.
Therefore, the verBnnouncewhich assigns the intern@lrole to the clause, takes the
internal argument obligatorily. In contrast, whe hourthe announcemeiatccurs in

a construction without a complement, this derivechimal is a result nominal, which

does not license argument structure due to thedaakvP-projection.

Nevertheless, the meaning of the derived nomaralouncemenin (11), with or

without a sentential complement, seems to be thatresult nominal, since it refers
to an end-product rather than a process or evest Asexiadou (2001: 13) for the
discussion of the problem on the basis of crogpdistic data). Here, the structural

representation of its derivation as a process naindue to the selection of a CP-
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complement, contradicts the fact that only the s#maanalysis of this noun as a
result nominal is relevant. My criticism againstr&os (1993) approach lies in that
her proposal predicts that the derived nomi@aahouncemenin (11) is a process
nominal, but it is undoubtedly a result nominaltehestingly, the issue of result
nominals being able to take internal argumentsised along with the criticism of
this contradiction, in Alexiadou’s (2001: 20, 5%oposal, which | will present in

section 3.3.3.

Furthermore, Borer (1993: 57) follows Grimshaw (Q@99B0) and claims that
constructions like (3c)tife city’s destruction by the enemwhich are traditionally
called passive nominals, are result nominals. IreBg theory, result nominals do not
project a VP, which would be subject to passivisatiTherefore, Borer associates the
passive with the VP in process nominals like (Zhg (enemy’s) destruction of the
city) and (7b) the destruction of the city (by the enemny follows from Borer’s
stipulation that there is no passive-like DP-movetme derived nominal expressions
like (3c). Moreover, the prenominal genitivke city’sin (3c) is not the internal
argument of the associated verb. On this accon@tptenominal genitivehe city’sis
rather possessive. It is not agentive or associttdthe patient. Borer also posits
that, as opposed to process nominals, result ndsmilwaproject SpecNP, which hosts
the possessor. Therefore, in Borer's system, tlstru8ture representation of the

passive/result nominal in (3cthé city’s destruction by the eneniy the following:

(22) DP
N
|Spec D
DP °D NP
PN N
the city's NP PP

PN
Spec N by the enemy

| |
t IN

destruction

70



In (21), the result nominatestruction does not include a VP projection. The
possessor is base-generated in SpecNP and therd mmv@pecDP to get genitive
Case. Note that the Ry the enemis adjoined to the right of the NP in the same way
as it is adjoined to the right of the passive V&e(section 2.3.3: 35). This means that
Borer’'s (1993) analysis of passive hominals invelaeparallel between the projection
of by-phrases in nominal expressions and the typicgegtion of by-phrases in the
passive. This is an advantage to Borer’s accoutiteoflerivation of passive nominals,
because they may entail passive-like adjunctiomabeugh they do not involve

passive-like movement, due to the lack of a VP-guipn.

Note that, albeit from different points of view, iG@shaw (1990) and Borer (1993)
agree that passive nominals like (3c) are resuttinals. Grimshaw maintains that
passive/result nominals do not license argumenactsire. Borer argues that
passive/result nominals do not project a VP. Acowydo both of these two models,
the prenominal genitivehe city’sis base-generated in SpecDP as the possessar rathe
than the patient. Therefore, this prenominal gesifiossessive is not base-generated
in complement position and then moved to SpecDBoth systems, thigy-phraseby

the enemys a modifier projected in an adjunct position.

Admittedly, the autonomy of the different comporsgenivhich are involved in the
derivation of nouns, provides Borer’s (1993) pragasith a balance between lexical
and syntactic accounts. In my opinion, howeverrelae three weak points in this
analysis. Firstly, as noted above, the processngau (11) The announcement that
the position had been filled was a surprjsequires the syntax of process nominals,
but has the semantics of result nominals. SimildHg possessive reading, instead of
the patient reading, of the prenominal genitive city’sin (3c) the city’s destruction
by the enenjyis not plausible. Nonetheless, the possessiven fof this genitive

perfectly matches with the syntactic environmeptted in (21).

Secondly, according to Borer’'s (1993) approachsipadike movement is excluded
in passive nominals like (3c). Likewise, a VP, whimight be passive, is also
excluded in this noun class. Conversely, the ptigecof a full VP may involve

passive movement in process nominals like (& (enemy’s) destruction of the gity
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(cf. 19). Yet, such process nominals typically reeean active interpretation. In my
opinion, Borer’'s assumptions, in this regard, af-contradictory. In addition, the
implications of the VP-projection bring about arthiveak point in Borer's (1993)
system. As noted earlier, defending a non-thengiecDP in (19), as a consequence
of the passivisation of the embedded VP, is undekgrin English.

3.3.3. Alexiadou’s (2001) analysis

Alexiadou’s (2001) proposal accounts for the ddrora of nouns as regards the
structural representation of this derivation. Feilog Marantz (1999), Alexiadou
(2001: 7, 16) suggests that lexical entries argepted into syntax as category-free
abstract roots carrying lexical information’LThen, they are introduced into certain
functional domains, where they are combined wittiate functional heads yielding
category-specific phrases. Recall from sectiontl2ab according to Marantz (1999: 7,
18), the categorial feature specification of artraizs lexical root ) is determined by
the functional structure above that root. This nsetirat different functional layers

create different categories.

According to Alexiadou (2001: 10), derived nominae not given their verbal
properties by a lexical category (i.e. VP). On timatrary, any such properties, like
denotation of the process of an event, are assdciaith a set ofunctional nodes
(i.e. vP and AspectP), which are standard in thecgiral representation of clauses. In
Alexiadou’s view, process nominals include the @ctipn of AspectP and vP,
whereas result nominals lack these projections. édew although Alexiadou’s
(2001: 16) analysis is based on the theoreticahdéw@ork of Distributed Morphology
(DM), Marantz’s (1999: 7) category-determining ftinnal head his not adopted in
Alexiadou’s (2001: 19) system. Instead, it is Dttdatermines the category of the
abstract lexical root\). Therefore, under Alexiadou’s approach, the nanategory

of a derived nominal, e.gestruction is determined in syntax.

Recall from section 2.5 that, within DM, morpholcgji processes interact with
syntactic operations. On this view, the ambiguiyween process and result nominals

is accounted for as the same suffix is combinedh ihie same root at a lower or
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higher position, depending on the functional progetws, which are involved in the
derivation. These projections determine the staitisa derived nominal. Under
Alexiadou’s (2001: 19) approach, the structuretheftwo noun classes are as shown

respectively in (22a & b):

(22) Process nominals Resultmoals
@) DP (b) DP
N N
v FP b) FP
N SN
F AspectP F LP
RN RN
et °L Comp
N | PN
Aspéct vP VDESTROY the city
v LP
N
1° Comp
| PN

VDESTROY the city

Notice that, in both configurations in (22), theimaomain in which the abstract
lexical root VDESTROYis introduced is nominal, due to the functionahd&®. We
will always derive a noun, but with different propes, depending on what happens
between DP and. Note that in Alexiadou’s (2001: 19) system theniteal functional
head P hostsp-features such as Number or Agr. Also, notice thatlexical head 1,
which hosts the unspecified lexical rodESTROYin both (22a & b), is uniformly
allowed to select the complemenhe city Under Alexiadou’s (2001: 10) analysis, all

nouns can have complements.

Ordinarily, when £ merges with ¥and, subsequently, with Asp&dhis combination
of lexical and functional heads is embedded under [T is the category T which
produces a verb (see section 2.4.3). However, \ah@rminalising affix attaches to a
root (V) inside the domain of that root, this attachmekes place in syntax beloW v
and Aspe& This means that the affix attaches to the rodtifiside the lexical
domain, viz. under LP. Then/Ifirst merges with ¥and Aspect which equip L
with verbal properties, but do not produce a vdien, this structure is embedded
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under D/Num (see section 2.4.2), and is first mérggh Num and then with D,
which produces a noun. For instance, when the affon attaches to the root
VDESTROYin this way, the outcome is the derived nomidestruction which has
verbal properties; hence it is a process nomimakdntrast, when the nominalising
affix -tion attaches to the roofDESTROYoutside the domain of that root, this
attachment takes place in syntax above this roptThis means that the attachment
takes place in the functional domain. Yef, does not merge with the verbal
functional nodes ¥ and Aspeét and is embedded directly under D/Num. The
outcome is the derived nominadéstruction which lacks verbal properties because it

lacks V¥ and Aspect hence it is a result nominal.

Following Williams (1981a), Alexiadou (2001: 23:7n argues that all derived
nominals, whether process or result nominals, feavargument structure. Williams
(1981a: 81, 90) claims that when a nominalisingxaif attached to a verb, this
morphological process changes the argument steuatithat verb. Therefore, the
morphological combination, i.e. the derived nomjinlahs an argument structure,
which, however, is different, in some respect, frtme argument structure of the
related verb. In Alexiadou’s (2001: 20) view, as tibstract lexical rootDESTROY

subcategorises for a logical object (see secti8r2p.the derived nominalestruction

licenses argument structure, and can take an aitargument, before®lis embedded

under D. Alexiadou (2001: 10) assumes that all nouns rmvargument structure.
Such an analysis accounts for the internal CP-aegtifiound within result nominals,

like (11) (The announcement (that the position had been Y¥Mes a surprisé.

In particular, the two configurations in (22) diffen that the configuration in (22a)
includes twoverbal functional projections, namely vP and AspectP, cvhihe
configuration in (22b) lacks. According to Alexiadq2001: 66-7), these verbal
functional projections signal event structrure, ebhiis responsible for licensing
argument structure obligatorily. Recall from seet02.3.2 and 3.3.1 that the
participants of an event, which is denoted by @& \@ra process nominal, must be
projected as syntactic arguments. Therefore, vPAmmpkctP enforce the obligatory
projection of the internal argument in clauses pratess nominals. This means that
the derived nominadlestructiontakes the internal argument obligatorily whersiti

process nominal because of vP and AspectP, likerla takes the internal argument
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obligatorily because of vP and AspectP. In conjrims derived nominalestruction
takes the internal argument optionally when it iesult nominal, due to the lack of
vP and AspectP. When these verbal functional nadesot present, nothing enforces
the obligatory projection of the internal argumehs. part of the lexical information,
which is carried by £, the complement may or may not appear, withouatiieg any

syntactic principles.

Following Chomsky (1995), Harley (1995) and Kratzg994), among other

researchers, Alexiadou (2001: 17) considers v t& Femtures which are associated
with an event reading, and with licensing an exkrmrgument as well as Case
assignment. Recall from section 2.4.3 that the gratical feature specification of v

is [xactive]. This leads to the conclusion that ayninave different features. Note that
v always bears an event interpretation. When wtlmageature [+active], v licenses an
external argument and assigns Case, yielding aveagtrb. In contrast, when v has
the feature [-active], v does not license an edleargument and does not assign
Case, yielding an ergative verb. Nevertheless, vherfieature of v is [-active], v may

contain features relevant to the interpretatioaroexternal argument, but it also does

not assign Case, yielding a passive verb.

Since nominal predicates do not assign Case to ¢beiplements and do not assign
the externab-role obligatorily, Alexiadou (2001: 18) assumeattprocess nominals
have a deficient type of v, which is projected maccusative (viz. ergative/passive)
predicates. Such an account suggests that constrsiovith process nominals are
subject to Burzio’s Generalisation (see section32.3n this respect, Alexiadou’s
proposal is like Borer's (1993) analysis of proceeminals with a VP which may be
passive. In conclusion, according to Alexiadou'sdty, the derivation of nouns may
or may not include the projection of vP. If it dpéise properties of the nominal, as
regards the assignment of Case d&nambles, depend on the combination of the

properties of v.

Also recall from section 2.4.3 that Aspect has gnemmatical features [thabitual,
tprogressive, *perfective]. For example, when thecess nominaldestruction
denotes a completed event, this process nomingéqgisothe functional category

Aspect with the feature [+perfective] (cf. 3.2.X) §The total destruction of the city
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in two days appalled everyoneNote that the P two daysis a time adverbial.
Recall from section 3.3.2 that, according to BqE93) adverbial modification in
Hebrew process nominals provides evidence thatrtbis class includes a verbal

projection, notably a VP.

According to Alexiadou (2001: 15), the adverbialdification of process nominals is
also possible in Greek. In contrast, result nonsirdd not permit adverbs, as is

illustrated below. Consider Alexiadou’s example$28):

(23) (a) i katastrofi ton egrafon prosektika/me prosofif
the destruction the#8 documents-&N carefully/with care

‘the careful destruction of the documents’

(b) *I katastrofi prosektika
the destruction carefully

‘the careful destruction’

In (23a), the internal argumetain egrafon‘of the documents’ receives genitive Case,
which is typical of arguments of nominal expressioand the process nominal
katastrofi ‘destruction’ is modified by the advenrosektika‘carefully’, which is
typical of verbal constructions. In contrast, (23b)ungrammatical because this
adverb is disallowed with the result nomikaltastrofi ‘destruction’, which requires
an adjectival modifier. Although, Alexiadou (200Bcknowledges the verbal
properties of process nominals, she does not aBoper's (1993) VP-analysis.

Instead, she suggests a vP-analysis.

In my opinion, there are two assets in Alexiado{Z601) proposal. Firstly, nouns
behave as systematically as verbs do, regardingittsertion into syntax. Nouns as
well as verbs uniformly enter syntax as lexicalriest which are abstract roots
unspecified for syntactic category. The categoryadkxical entry is syntactically
determined by the functional features which arggated above that lexical entry.

% In contrast to Hebrew, Greek allows adverbial rfiodiion by either an adverb, e.grosekika
‘carefully’, or a PP, e.gne prosohiwith care’.
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According to Alexiadou (2001: 16) the number ane tiype of the functional
projections above the derived nomimgstructiondetermine whether this noun is a
process or a result nominal. Secondly, the relahign between the morphological
derivation of nouns and the structural represemtadif this derivation is interactive.
Under such an approach, the lexicon provides lexidarmation, which comes into
relation with grammatical features after the insertof a lexical entry into syntax.
The combination of morphological structures witimdtional nodes is then enforced

by syntactic movement.

Consider the example in (3a/7a, 3e/7b, and 3c)atedehere as (24) for further

discussion):

(24) (a) the (enemy’'sdlestruction of the city
(b) the destruction of the citpy the enenjy
(c) the city’sdestructionlfy the enenjy

In (24), the derived nominalestructionis a process nominal. Recall from sections
3.3.1 and 3.3.2 that, according to Grimshaw (198091 Borer (1993), passive
nominals, like (24c), are result nominals. HowewerAlexiadou’s (2001: 90, 92, 97)
hypothesis, the derived nomindéstructionis an event/proce¥snominal even in
(24c). This means that, in all of the three cortdioms in (24), the noudestruction
includes the functional projections vP and Aspedi®te that v comes with the
feature [-active]. As a consequence, v does nagraske6-role of agent. However,
the semantic specification of the lexical ra@ESTROYnvolves theagent/causepf
the event. The question that arises is when andthisxcauser is projected according
to Alexiadou’s (2001) view. In English, the extdr@arole can be realised through a
possessive/genitive form in the functional domaielding (24a). Alternatively, it
may be realised throughhy-phrase in the lexical domain of the ro@ESTROY
yielding (24b or c). The first option requires anétional node (i.e. D), whereas the

second option requires a lexical node (i.e. P).

% Alexiadou (2001: 10) uses the termgentandprocess nominaliterchangeably, as opposed to the
termresult nominals
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Firstly, in Alexiadou’s (2001: 153, 155) systeme tlxternal argument is introduced
by D in (24a). Given that SpecDP may or may nofilbed (see section 2.4.1), the
DP-subjectthe enemy’sis optionally projected in SpecDP as an argum&his

assumption complies with Abney’s (1987) view of 8PP as an A-position in
English (see section 2.4.1). Alexiadou (2001: 1p@ints out that constructions like
(24a) are not possible in Greek because SpecDm i&'-gosition in Greek (see
section 2.4.2). Therefore D does not introduce ekternal argument in process

nominals in Greek-type languages.

Besides, Alexiadou (2001: 153) maintains that gpetof agent in English process
nominals, which include a v with the grammaticalttee [-active], is not the type of
agent that one finds in active sentences with itigasverbs, which include a v with
the grammatical feature [+active]. Since in tramsiverbs [+active] v assigns tlie
role of agent, the external argument is base-g&tkria SpecvP. Since in English
process nominals [-active] v does not assigrbthae of agent, the external argument
is not base-generated in SpecvP. Instead, it iedated by D, and therefore it is

base-generated in SpeDP.

Moreover, even English-type languages manifestricgstl distribution of such
nominalisations. Consider Alexiadou’s (2001: 80amyples in (25):

(25) (@) *John’s growth of tomatoes

(b) the growth of tomatoes

In (25a), the prenominal genitiilhn’sis disallowed; hence (25a) is ungrammatical.
This means that no agent is projected in SpecDIlereftre, (25b) is grammatical
without the agendohn which is excluded by the determirtbe The derived nominal
growth stems from the vergrow, which may be either causative or unaccusative.
Consider Chomsky’s (1970: 192, 215) examples in: (26

(26) (@) John grows tomatoes.
(b) Tomatoes grow.
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Notice that, in (26a), the causative vgrowsassigns an extern@role, i.e. the agent
John In contrast, in (26b), the unaccusative verb gdmes not assign an exterfal
role. According to DM-theory, the structural remetation of (26a & b) is the

following in (27a & b) respectively:

27) @) VP (b) VP
/\ /\
CAUS V' Y LP
| /\ /\
John °v LP Spec L'
/\ A /\
|°L Co|mp |° L Co|mp
VGROW tomatoes VGROW tomatoes

t
|

In (27a), the abstract lexical roolGROW s first combined with the functional
category v, and then with the functional node CAUSvhich vyields the causative
verbgrowin (26a). Marantz (1999) suggests that this verréated above little v, i.e.
in the functional domain, and projects the exteraajumentJohn which is

introduced by the type of v with the feature speatfon [+active]. In contrast, the
unaccusative vergrow in (26b) is created below little v, i.e. in theileal domain,

and merges with the type of v with the feature Bjpation [-active]. Therefore, the

unaccusative vergrow in (27b) does not project an external argument.

It follows from the discussion above that the agenpresent as a result of the
semantics of the lexical rootand the feature specification of v. Alexiado2§Q1:
18) assumption that process nominals project aigetiv accounts for the derivation
of the noungrowth from the unaccusative, and not from the causatree) grow.
When the nominalising affixth is attached to the lexical rootGROW this
attachment takes place in the lexical domain,betow v and Aspect. Therefore, the

process nominarowthis created below little v like the unaccusativebwgrow.

27 CAUS: causative
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According to Alexiadou (2001: 80), constructiongeli (24) are grammatical in
English, with process nominals which are derivemnfrcausative verbs likéestroy

but ungrammatical with process nominals which aeved from unaccusative verbs
like grow (see Marantz, 1997). Interestingly, Alexiadou (ROD, 154-155) points out
that the semantic specification of the lexical rdBEESTROYinvolves a change of
state which requires an extermaluser Since this external causer is not projected by
the deficient v in process nominals, the agentlEmtroduced by the thematic D in
English. In contrast, the semantic specificationhef lexical rootdGROWinvolves a
change of state which does not involve an extecaaker. Since the agent is not
present, there is no external argument which cbaldthtroduced by the thematic D in

English.

Secondly, in nominal expressions like (24khe( destruction of the city (by the
enemy) and (24c) the city’s destruction (by the enemylhe agent is optionally
projected through ay-phrase, namely the PB the enemyin an adjunct position.
Since the derived nominalestructionin (24b & c) is a process nominal, as noted
earlier, it includes a deficient v, which fails @agsign the externakrole of agent. In
Alexiadou’s (2001: 166: fn20) theory, there is mpgressed argument. Consequently,
the 6-role of agent is not absorbed by the nominaligifftk -tion, as opposed to the
passive morphemesn in Jaeggli’'s (1986) account of passives (see @e@i3.3).
Therefore, the prepositidoy does notransmitthe externab-role to its complement
DP the enemycontained in theby-phrase. According to Alexiadou, in nominal

expressions, the prepositibg, instead, assigns the exterfiable to its complement.

This assumption gains support from Rappaport’s L @®servation that the range of
meanings dy-phrase can have in derived nominals is limitedzamparison with the
range of meanings the samgphrase can have in passive sentences. Followirg Fo
and Grodzinsky (1998), Alexiadou (2001: 116) argtred the semantic properties of
the prepositionby in the by-phrase enable it to assign theole of agent to its
complement in the PBy the enemyThese properties are only associated with an
agent, an instrument, or a creator. In contrabi-phrase in a verbal passive may be
interpreted as the goal. For instance, considexiad®u’s (2001: 116) examples
below in (28):
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(28) (a) The package was receinmdJohn
(b) *the receipt of the packa@y John

In (28a), the externdl-role of goal is absorbed by the passive morphes®),(and
then it is transmitted to the D®hnthrough the prepositioby. Yet, in (28b), this is
not possible because there is not a suppressethanguTherefore, thé-role of goal
is not transmitted. In addition, the semantic Sjpeation of the prepositioty does

not license th@-role of goal; hence (28b) is ungrammatical.

It follows from the foregoing discussion that, indlish, the agent may be introduced
by either thdunctionalcategory D or théexical category P. One might criticise such
an analysis as inconsistent. However, the abslkeantal root (L) always carries the
full range of its lexical information rather thararp of it. In Alexiadou’s (2001)
architecture of derived nominals, whether this iinfation is mapped onto functional
projections above the lexical domain or onto lelxprajections within that domain is
the result of syntactic variation within a languagewell as cross-linguistically.

Furthermore, the internal argument of the lexicait NDESTROYs projected as the
complement of B throughof-insertion (see section 2.3.1) in constructions IjR4a)
(the (enemy’s) destruction of the ¢gignd (24b) the destruction of the city (by the
enemy). However, notice that, in constructions like (R4dthe city’s destruction (by
the enemy) the prenominal genitive/possessive fotine city’s occupies SpecDP.
Arguably, this raises one of the most controversislies with regard to passive-like
movement. Recall from section 2.4.1 that SpecDRshpsssessive forms, which
occupy this syntactic position in one of two wagsher as base-generated possessors
and agents or as patients through DP-movement. Hawdélexiadou (2001: 102)
argues against the passive-like movement of thernat argument of the root
VDESTROYfrom complement position to specifier position. &hthe semantic
specification of that root involves a theme, thierhe is not projected as the
complement of L. On the contrary, the themhe city’s is projected directly in
SpecDP as a syntactic argument of the ndestruction Note that SpecDP is an A-
position in English, and a Case-assigner.
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On the one hand, Alexiadou (2001: 102) assumesithpgssive nominals like (24c)
(the city’s destruction (by the enemythe prenominal genitive/possessive faime
city’s is base-generated in SpecDP. On the other hamrajadlou (2001: 90, 92, 97)
claims that in (24c) the derived nomimstructionis a process nominal. Recall from
section 3.2.2 that, according to Grimshaw’s (1996ction 3.2) diagnostic test,
adverbial modification gives derived nominals agass reading, and not a result
reading (cf. 6k) The total destruction of the city in two days apgxhleveryong.
Recall further from section 3.3.1 that, in Grimsha{1990: 80) account, passive
nominals, like (24c), are result nominals. Howeverhave argued against this
assumption, because passive nominals may havecagsrmterpretation in sentences
like The city’s destruction took a long timélexiadou maintains that passive
nominals, like (24c), include the verbal functionaiojections vP and AspectP.

Consider Tenny’'s (1994: 161) examples, shown if: (29

29 (@ the book’s publicatian a month
(b) *the book’s publicatiofor a month

Notice that the different properties of AspectPdemn(29a) a well-formed noun
phrase as opposed to (29b), which is ill-formede §rammaticality of (29a) confirms
the conclusion that passive nominals do not fallasnthe result noun class. By
contrast, according to Alexiadou (2001: 99), thgrammaticality of (29b) is not the
consequence of the lack of AspectP; on the contriaris due to the functional
features specification of AspectP (see section3p.4n particular, (29a) receives a
telic reading due to the preposition whereas (29b) receives a durative reading due

to the prepositiofor.

Nonetheless, under such an analysis of passivenatsnas process nominals, an
obvious question to ask is what makes base-geoerat the theme in SpecDP
syntactically possible. Recall from section 2.31&tt in Williams’s (1981a: 84) terms,
all the arguments within the domain of the lexioehd (V), notably below the VP, are
called internal. According to Williams (1981a: @8), a morphological process may
externalise one of the internal arguments, i.e.tfleene. Consider, for example, the

formation of adjectives from verbs, suchraadablewhen the suffixableis attached
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to the verb stemead According to Williams (1981a: 94), affixation ng@ces that the

theme of the root occupies the subject positionms dkistrated in (30):

(30) (@ | can reathe book
(b)  The books readable.

Notice how affixation in (30b) affects the argumetructure of the lexical itemead
in (30). This morphological process entails that ttremehe bookof the verlreadin
(30a) is base-generated in the subject positi¢@0hb).

Building on these views, Roberts (1987) claims taasimilar process affects the
nominalisation in passive nominals like (24t)¢g city’s destruction (by the enemy)
Following Roberts, Alexiadou (2001: 102) assumeat,thvhen the affix tion is
attached to the rootDESTROYthe theme of that root can be externalised isipas
nominals, like (24c). Since the deficient v in ded nominals does not assign the
external 0-role, the external argument position is availatdebe occupied by the
theme. Nonetheless, SpecvP cannot be the host efxtiernalised theme because v is
deficient. Therefore, according to Alexiadou (200153), the next available
functional specifier position is SpecDP, which ist mestricted to oné-role in
English.

To summarise Alexiadou’s (2001) key assumptiongydd nominals are the result of
syntactic movement. This means that lexical items @rojected into syntax as
abstract lexical rootsVj, which combine with functional categories. Theref the
nominal category of a root is determined in synfBixe difference between process
nominals and result nominals lies in the projectminvP and AspectP. Process
nominals include these two functional categorielsengas result nominals lack them.
Furthermore, passive nominals are process nomilmjsassive nominals like (24c),
the theme is base-generated in SpecDP; hence rsvgdike DP-movement is

involved.

From the foregoing discussion, it follows that, end\lexiadou’s (2001) approach,
the lexicon provides the necessary information, sehprojection into LF and PF is

determined in syntax. The derivation of a noun dedpeon the internal functional
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structure of that noun. In my opinion, this appto&eeps the best balance between
the lexicon and syntax capturing a number of déffiees between clauses and derived

nominal expressions, as well as between various olasses.

3.3.4. Concluding Remarks

Following Chomsky (1970), Grimshaw (1990) and Bo(®993) assume that the
category of derived nominals is determined in tiddon. In contrast, building on
Marantz (1999), Alexiadou (2001) assumes that #Hiegory of derived nominals is
determined in syntax. As a consequence, Grimshasgepts an extensive lexical
analysis of the differences between process andt resminals, providing a vague, if
any, structural representation of these differen&s contrast, Borer develops an
attractive theory of two independent componentengtting to join morphological
structures with syntactic structures, whereas Aléau introduces a powerful
structural device with a view to accommodating dexkispecification as well as

morphological structures within syntax.

Firstly, in Grimshaw (1990), the lexicon derives tivo different types of nouns prior
to syntax; this suggests a linear relationship betwthe two components of grammatrr,
which meet at D-structure. Secondly, in Borer ()9%®e morphological structure
has to be accommodated within diverse syntactiGr@mwents. This means that the
interface between morphology and syntax is paratlblving reflexive links at D-
structure or at post-D-structure. Thirdly, in Aladou (2001), syntactic operations do
not restrict semantic properties of morphologi¢allctures prior to the insertion of a
lexical entry into syntax. Therefore, Alexiadou’'2001) proposal retains the
autonomy of independent components of grammar. &hi®nomy constitutes an
integral part of their interaction. The lexicon yides the necessary information so as
generative operations to be performed in syntax.gbloerative work is done in the

lexicon.

Furthermore, Grimshaw (1990) argues that procesminads license argument
structure obligatorily, whereas result nominalsnidd have an argument structure at

all. Borer (1993) proposes that the argument atreds licensed by an embedded VP-
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projection (viz. by the verb) in process nominaisher than by the noun itself.
Consequently, result nominals do not have an argurs&ucture because they
exclude the VP-projection. Alexiadou (2001) suggdkat both noun classes have an
argument structure, which is satisfied by differeérnal functional structures within
the architectures of process and result nominats.tlids view, a set of specific
functional features that relate a derived nomiaatg corresponding verb is hosted by
certain functional projections, namely vP and AspectP, which rendwer derived
nominal a process nominal. In contrast, when thavel@ nominal lacks such
projections associated with verbal clauses, thével@mominal is rendered a result

nominal.

Moreover, Grimshaw (1990) assumes that passive masdo not license argument
structure; therefore, passive nominals are resmhinals. Similarly, Borer (1993)
assumes that passive nominals do not project athépefore, passive nominals are
result nominals. In contrast, Alexiadou (2001) asss that passive nominals do
project a vP and an AspectP; therefore, passivanmaisnare not result nominals. All
of the three accounts admit that the DP-subjegiagsive nominals is base generated

in the specifier position, which is associated with possessor, i.e. SpecDP.

However, only Alexiadou's (2001) analysis explaiagntactically the semantic
difference between the theme, which is projected plagsive process nominals
(cf.10a) John’s murdey and the possessor, which is projected by comnooims (cf.
10b) John’s dog. In her account, a passive nominal is a processimal, which
assigns thé-role of theme to its internal argument. In cortr&imshaw’s (1990)
and Borer’'s (1993) proposals cannot account forpiggection of the prenominal
genitive/possessive as the theme of the verb stemoe passive nominals are result

nominals, which assign rteroles.

Interestingly, Alexiadou’s (2001) account of passivominals uniformly applies to
both of the constructions which Chomsky (1970) esded with the passive (cf. 24b
& c) (the destruction of the city by the engnayd the city’s destruction by the
enemy. In essence, (24b & c) are both process nominalsch do not involve

passive-like DP-movement. Note that their distidnutis similar, as illustrated in
(32):
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31 (@ The destruction of the city took a longei
(b) The city’s destructiotook a long time
(c) the publication of the book in a month

(d) the book’s publicatiom a month

Notice that the passive nominal (31b) is the subggcthe same sentence as the
process nominal (31a). Likewise, the passive nohf{ited) selects the same RPa
month as the process nominal in (31c). Therefore, ewdefiom (31) provides
support to Alexiadou’s (2001) assumption that passiominals are process nominals
which allow for aspectual modification. In contra@rimshaw (1990) and Borer
(1993) account for (31la & c) as process nominalre&sgons, whereas (31b & d)

contradict their proposals that passive nominasesult nominals.

Finally, result nominals select sentential completse Grimshaw (1990) suggests
that the complement is an Ics-complement insteaa gyntactic argument. Besides,
Borer's (1993) view that result nominals do notjpeb a VP cannot account for these
constructions. By contrast, Alexiadou’s (2001) ttyepermits internal arguments,

notably themes, in result nominals.

In conclusion, | believe that Alexiadou’s theory @iperior to Borer's and
Grimshaw’s theories in a number of respects: teerttical framework; the approach

to analysing the data; the structural represemtatio

3.4. Summary

In this chapter, | first contrasted noun phraseth wentences, outlining the ways in
which their argument structure is satisfied, anel pinocess of passive is observed.
Moreover, | presented Chomsky’s (1970) discussibrthe properties of derived

nominals, and distinguished process nominals fresalt nominals on the grounds of
Grimshaw’s (1990) diagnostic tests of their intetption as well as their function as

predicates.
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Next, | introduced two different approaches to deeivation of nouns, and discussed
three analyses of derived nominals, which accoonttlie structural differences
between process and result nominals: namely Griwish@l990) lexical analysis,
Borer's (1993) proposal, which is based on her vadwParallel Morphology (PM),
and Alexiadou’s (2001) proposal, which is based tba theory of Distributed
Morphology (DM). Having examined each one sepayatkffinally compared the

three of them.
In the next chapter, | will investigate how Alexaads (2001) analysis applies to

derived nominals in Greek, carrying out a compaeastudy between English and
Greek.
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Chapter 4

Derived nominals in Greek vs derived nominals in Eglish

4.1. Introduction

The structure of the noun phrase and the derivationouns in Greek has been
extensively investigated by a number of researcges Alexiadou (1999a & b,
2001), Alexiadou and Stavrou (1998a & b), Horroeksl Stavrou (1985, 1987),
Kakouriotis (2000), Karanassios (1990), Kolliakal®95), Markantonatou (1992,
1995), Mouma (1993), Ralli (1992), Stavrou (1988)d Valetopoulos (2000) among
others). Accommodated within the Principles andaReters model, Alexiadou’s
work best explains the process of nominalisatiorteirms of abstract lexical and
functional projections into syntax (see section.3.3In this chapter, | will discuss
Alexiadou’s account for Greek derived nominals amparison with English derived

nominals.

In Greek, derived nominals correspond to varioud vd#asses, e.g. transitive and
un/ergative vert¥8 (see Alexiadou (2001), Markantonatou (1992, 1966p detailed

discussion). Moreover, in Greek, genitive Casessigned to the DP which is base-
generated as the complement of a noun head. InsBngheo6-roles of possessor,
agent or patient/theme may be realised by mearss pdssessive form in SpecDP.
Moreover, theb-role of patient/theme may be realised by means &P in the

complement position of the noun head (see secidhg, 2.3.2, 2.4.1, and 3.2.1). In
contrast, thé-roles of either possessor or agent or patient/ghare not assigned to
SpecDP in Greek (see section 2.4.2). This meartstiibae are certain differences
between the Greek DP and the English DP, which lkaveial consequences for the

syntax of derived nominals in Greek. In section, 4.@ill discuss the derivation of

2| will not discuss psychological and ditransitipeedicates, as they are outside the scope of my
contrastive study.
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nouns as well as their structure and distribdfiom Greek, and | will compare them

with English counter-examples.

Depending on the interpretation and the structpraperties of derived nominals,
they fall into two noun classes, i.e. process asillt nominals (see section 3.2.2).
Greek derived nominals are no less ambiguous theglidh ones. In section 4.3, |
will discuss argument structure in Greek deriveanimals, and | will distinguish
constructions with Greek process nominals from tansons with Greek result
nominals (see Alexiadou (2001), Kakouriotis (2000) relevant discussion). In
particular, thed-roles of agent and patient/theme are associatddtiwe presence of
the functional verbal projections vP and AspectRermgas thé-role of possessor is
associated with the absence of such projectionS&reek derived nominals (see
section 3.3.3, and Alexiadou (2001) for furthercdission).

Furthermore, | will consider passivisation in DRIgrassive-like DP-movement (see
chapter 3). | will examine the general processasspve within Greek nhominalisations

in section 4.4 (see Alexiadou, 2001).

To conclude, in section 4.5, | will discuss gerati€ase assignment in Greek, and |
will explain why the co-occurrence of two genitives not possible with Greek

process nominals, but is possible with Greek resutinals.

4.2. Nominalisation patterns in Greek

4.2.1. The derivation and structure of nouns itGreek vs English

According to Valetopoulos (2000), Greek derived mats are formed by the
morphological rule which attaches a nominalisinigxab a stem in a way analogous
to the one that applies in English (see Kakourid@B00). Interestingly, an English
verb, for examplexpress may not require the attachment of a verbalisuns In

contrast, Greek verbs always require a verbalisuigix, which is attached to the

29 0n principle, | will be using examples taken frahe literature. But, as | am a native speaker of
Greek, | will often provide data which | have geated myself. Note that the Greek examples with no
references are mine.
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stem. One example, the Greek veHfrizo ‘express’, consists of the stegkfriz- and
the suffix -0, whereas the Greek derived nomigkfrasi‘expression’ consists of the
stem ékfras- and the suffix i- Therefore, the stem of the derived nomiékfrasi
‘expression’ bears a morpho-phonological relatigmshith the stem of the verb
ekfrazo ‘express’, which corresponds to this nominal. Gaders the following
examples (taken from Kakouriotis, 2000, and Valetdps, 2000), in (1):

(1) (a)katastéfo ‘destroy’ (a') katastrofi ‘destruction’
(b) perigrafo ‘describe’ (b") perigrafi ‘description’
(c) ekteb ‘execute’ (c") ektéks ‘execution’
(d) paratir6 ‘observe’ (d") paratirisi ‘observation’
(e) eksig ‘explain’ (e eksigsi ‘explanation’
(f) eksolothéw ‘exterminate’ (f") eksoléthefs ‘extermination’
(g) metafran ‘translate’ (g') metafrag ‘translation’
(h) eksetam ‘examine’

(i) plirono ‘pay’

(h") eksétas‘examination/exam’

e

(") pliromi ‘payment’

On the one hand, notice that all the verbs in J1end in © which is first person
singular in present ten¥eOn the other hand, all the nouns in (1a*-i)fareinine and
end in { or 4. Moreover, notice that the derivation of noun&ieek may entail some
changes from verbal infixes to nominal infixes, @éhare underlined above. Note that
the Greek derived nominals in (1a'-i') are, sencali}i, counterpart examples of the
English derived nominals discussed in chapter ZeNleat both the Greek derived
nominals in (1a'-i") and their English counterpadsrespond to transitive verbs.

However, Greek derived nominals may be derived fengative/unaccusative and

unergative verbs. Consider the following exampte@j):

(2) Ergative/unaccusative verbs
(a) (pipto)*Y/péito ‘fall’ —  (a)ptés / pésimo fall
(b) vrazo ‘boil/stew’ — (b") vrasi(mo) ‘boil/stew’

% In Greek dictionaries, verbs are not listed initifmitive form. Thus,me ‘am’ appears as the Greek
counterpart of the English entbg.

3L This rather obsolete form of the verb is still dise Modern Greek when referring to cliché
expressions from Classical/Medieval Greek.
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(c) pizo ‘congeal/thicken” — (c") piksi(mo) ‘congelation/thickening’
(d) ljéno ‘melt’ — (d) ljésmo ‘melting’
(all of the examples above taken from Markantonat®95: 276)

(e) eksasthen ‘weaken’ — (e") eksasthérsi ‘weakening’

Unergative verbs

(f) kolimbd ‘swim’ — (f) kolimbi ‘swim(ming)’

(example above taken from Markantonatou, 1995: 276)

(9) vadio ‘tramp’ — (g") vadisma ‘walking’
(h) vimatiz ‘step’ — (h") vimatismos'step(ping)’
() (o)milo ‘talk’ — (i omilia ‘talk(ing)’

On the one hand, notice that the derived nomimal2a'-c’) may be either feminine
ending in i, or neuter ending imo. (2d') is also neuter ending imo, whereas (2e’)

is feminine ending ini- However, (2f") is neuter ending in whereas the derived
nominal in (2g") is neuter ending ima and (2h’) is masculine ending imas
Moreover, (2i') is feminine ending ina= Note that the gender of a noun affects its
morphology, but not its syntax. On the other hahd,translation of a Greek derived
nominal into English ranges from an underived n@hio a derived nominal or a

gerund.

Note that the Greek nouns in (2) are not geruneispite what the English translations
suggest. Ordinarily, the use of the gerund in Giiealather limited in comparison to
the use of the English gerund. Consequently, thgdigingerund often translates into a

noun in Greek, e.&apnizmasmoking’. Consider the following example in (3):
3) O Pétros stamatise to kapnizma.

the-Nom.MAsc Peter stopped theeNi.NEUT smoking
‘Peter stopped smoking.’
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In (3), the nounkapnizma‘smoking’ is not a gerund. Alternatively, the Eisyl
gerund may be translated into a nominalised claus&reek. Consider the following

example in (4):

4) To na kapnizis kaki sinithia.
the-NoM.NEUT to smoke-2.8/G is a-bad habit
‘Smoking is a bad habit.’

In (4), the nominalised clauge na kapnizissmoking’ is not a gerund, and is not a

derived nominal. Notice that this clause is embddd®ler the determinéo ‘the’.

In Greek, nouns may be preceded by a determindnyey be followed by a DP with
genitive Case. The internal structure of derivechimal expressions in Greek is the
same as the internal structure of common Greek pbusses. Consider the following

examples in (5):

(5) @) To vivlio tu Pétru ine edo.
the book the-&N Peter-G&Nis here

‘Peter’s book is here.’

(b) | katastrofi tis polis itan olosheris.

the destruction the#\ city-GEN was total

‘The destruction of the city was total.’

In (5a), the possessita Pétru‘Peter's’ occurs in post-head position; therefdhes
possessive is base-generated as the complemehé afoun headivlio ‘book’. In
contrast, the English possessiveter'sis base-generated in SpecDP. Likewise, in
(5b), the genitivetis pdlis ‘of the city’ occurs in post-head position; thenef, this
genitive is base-generated as the complement of rtben head katastrofi
‘destruction’. By contrast, the headeéstructionin English selects the R® the cityas

its complement.

However, the Greek post-nominal possessive/geniié®e may as well occur in

prenominal position for reasons of emphasis orrestitas shown in (6):
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(6) @) Tu Pétru to vivline edo, 6hi tu Jorgu.
the-GaN Peter-G&N the book is  here not thee@ George-GN

‘Peter’s book is here, not George’s.’

(b) Tis polis I katastrofiitan ksafniki,

the-GEN city-GEN the destruction was sudden
ohi ton horjén.
not the-&N village-Gen

‘The city’s destruction was sudden, not the gdla’.

Following Horrocks and Stavrou (1987) (see sec@@h?), | assume that, in (6a), the
possessivau Pétru ‘Peter's’ is moved to SpecDP unlike its Englishueterpart,
which is base-generated in SpecDP. Similarly, basthat the genitivis polis ‘the
city’'s’ in (6b) is moved to SpecDP. In essences tmovement leads Horrocks and
Stavrou to the hypothesis that SpecDP is an Atposin Greek, which | have
adopted. In contrast, its English counterghd city’sis base-generated in SpecDP,
according to Grimshaw’s (1990), Borer’s (1993), &elxiadou’s (2001) analyses of

passive nominals.

Consider Horrocks and Stavrou’s (1987) structuepresentation of the underlined

constructions in the Greek examples in (5) andg$)llustrated in (7):

7) DP
N
Spec "D
| N
P O NP
| |

tu Pétru to N’

tis polis AN

N° DP

| /\
vND t
kdta$

93



In (7), both of the possessive/genitive DPs in Gregz. tu Pétru/ tis polis may

occupy one of two syntactic positions: either tloenplement position or SpecDP.
Notice that the morphological identity of these €veéDPs in genitive Case is not
affected when they occupy different syntactic posg. Next compare the structure in
(7) with the rather simplified structural repressitn of the English counterparts,
which abstracts away from theory internal assumgtiabout process nominals, as

illustrated in (8):

(8) (@) DP
N
Spec "D
| N
DP D NP
N |
Peter's  Agr N
the city’s |
N

|
book
destruction

(b) DP

destruatio of the city

In (8a), both of the English possessive forBeter's / the city’soccupy SpecDP,
whereas SpecDP cannot host theolPthe cityin (8b).
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4.2.2. The distribution of derived nominals in Geek vs English

In Greek, nominative Case, which is assigned to ghbject of a sentence, is
morphologicallydistinct from accusative Case, which is assigmethé object of a

verb, as illustrated in (9):

(9) (@) I varvari katéstrepsan tin poli.
the-NoM.PL barbarians-M.PL destroyed  the-&ccity-Acc

‘The barbarians destroyed the city.’

(b) I poli katastrafike apo tus varvarus.
the-NOM.SING city-NOM.SING was-destroyed by the barbarians

‘The city was destroyed by the barbarians.’

Note that the predicat&atéstrepsan‘destroyed’ in (9a) is active; hence the
subject/agent varvari ‘the barbarians’ is marked with nominative Casbemas the
object/patienttin poli ‘the city’ is marked with accusative Case. In cast, the
predicatekatastrafike ‘was destroyed’ in (9b) is passive; as a resud itternal
argumenti péli ‘the city’ is now the subject and is marked witbrmnative Case.
Moreover, the agent is realised through thephraseapd tus varvarusby the

barbarians’.

Yet, the thematic correspondents of the agent lamgbatient in nominal constructions
bear the same Case as the one many languages efoplithe argument which is
assigned thé-role of possessor, viz. genitive Case (see Longibhpb2001: 566).
Consider the English nominal expressions in (13 &csection 3.2.1, repeated here
as (10a & b):

(10) (a) the barbariansdestruction of the city
(b)  the city’sdestruction by the barbarians

In (10a), the agent is realised in the possessiua the barbarians’ In contrast, the

patient is realised in the possessive fothecity’sin (10b).
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In Greek, the patient/theme is always realiseceimtye Case, whereas the agent may
be realised by means of eithdnyaphrase or a genitive DP. Interestingly, althougn t
Greek translation of (10b) is acceptable, the Gtemhslation of (10a) is problematic,
since the genitive agent is sometimes not licthm presence of the patient/theme, as
shown in (11):

11 (@ i katastrofi tis polis apo tus varvarus
the destruction the#31.SNG city-GEN.SING by the barbarians

‘the destruction of the city by the barbarians’

(b)  *i Kkatastrofi tis polis ton varvardh
the destruction the4#31.SING city-GEN the-GEN.PL barbarians-GN
‘the barbarians’ destruction of the city’

(examples taken from Alexiadou (2001: 40)

(© *ton varvaron i katadi tis polis
the-GeN.PL barbarians-&N the destruction the-€1.SNG city-GEN

‘the barbarians’ destruction of the city’

In (11a), the agent is realised via the &1 tus varvarusby the barbarians’; hence
the agent in Greek is realised througbygphrase, as in English. In contrast, the agent
is not permissible in the post-head position inb1br in the prenominal genititen
varvaron ‘the barbarians” in (11c). Note that the correspimg English example in

(10a) is grammatical in English-type languages.
Consider further Kolliakou’s (1995) example in (12)
(12) i metafrasi tis Odisias apd6 to Maroniti

the translation the-6&\ Odyssey-GN by the Maronitis
‘the translation of the Odyssey by Maronitis’

%2 The same nominal expression is acceptable underirterpretation ‘the destruction of the
barbarians’ city’.
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In (12), as in (11a), the agent is realised throaghy-phrase; i.e. the PBpd to
Maroniti ‘by Maronitis’. In contrast to the ungrammaticaiaenples of (11b & c), a
group of Greek derived nominals, suchnastafrasi‘translation’, allow the genitive

agent in the presence of patient/theme, as sho@Bin

a3) (@ i metéafrasi tis Odisias tu Maroniti
the translation the4#1 Odyssey-&N the-GEN Maronitis-GEN
‘Maronitis’s translation of the Odyssey’

(example taken from Kolliakou, 1995)

(b) tu Kakridi i metafradis Odisias
the-GeN Kakridi-GEN the translation the-6 Odyssey-GN
‘Kakridis’s translation of the Odyssey’

(example taken from Alexiadou, 2001: 148)

Notice that the possessitte Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’ in the post-head position in (13a),
as well as the prenominal genititte Kakridi ‘Kakridis’s’ in (13b), which both seem
to correspond to the agent of the translating m®care possible in Greek. The
guestion that arises is why the genitive agenbtgssible in (11b & c), whereas it is
acceptable in (13). | come back to this problersaation 4.3.

Next consider the following Greek examples of comdions with

ergative/unaccusative and unergative verbs in (14):

a4) (@ I timés efjun  sinehds.
the-NoM.PL prices-NoMm.PL fall-3PL constantly
‘The prices fall constantly.’
(taken from Markantonatou, 1995: 287)

(b) Ta pedja ikdbun epi mia ora.

the-Nom.PL children-Nom.PL swim-3R. for an hour

‘The children swim for an hour.’
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In (14a), the subject timés ‘the prices’ is theinternal argument of the ergative
predicatepéftun‘fall’, which is assigned nominative Case. In gast, in (14b), the
subjectta pedja‘the children’ is theexternalargument of the unergative predicate
kolimban‘swim’, which is also assigned nominative CaseteNbat the ergative verb
péftun ‘fall’ takes no external arguments, whereas thergative verbkolimbun

‘swim’ takes no internal arguments.

The derived nominal expressions which correspondht sentences above are
illustrated in (15):

a5) (@ i ptosi ton timon
the-Nom.SING fall-Nom.SING the-GEN.PL prices-GN.PL

‘the fall of the prices’

(b) ton timon [ ptosi
the-GaEN.PL prices-GN.PL the-Nom.SING fall-NomM.SING

‘the fall of the prices’

(c) to kolimbi ton pedjon
the swim the-6\.PL chidren-GN.PL

‘the children’s swim’

(d) ton pedjén tioolimbi
the-GN.PL children-@&N.PL  the swim

‘the children’s swim’

In (15a), the derived nominptési‘fall’ selects the DRon timon‘of the prices’ as its
complement. This is the internal argument of tlégvaed nominal (cf. 7)t(s pélis ‘of
the city’). In accordance with (7), the internafjamentton timén‘of the prices’ can
be moved to SpecDP vyielding (15b). Furthermore(lifc), the derived nominal
kolimbi ‘swim’ selects the DRon pedjon‘the children’s’ as its complement. This
occupies the possessor position (cf.td)Rétru‘Peter’s’). In accordance with (7), the
agentton pedjon‘'the children’s’ can be moved to SpecDP yieldid§d). Note that,
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in contrast to (11b & c), here the agent can appeargenitive DP, provided there is

no other argument.

It follows from the foregoing discussion that, ime®k derived nominal expressions,
the patient/theme is realised in genitive Casellté, 12, 13, 15a & b), whereas the
agent can be realised vidbgphrase (cf. 11a, 12) or in the genitive (cf. 18¢ & d).
The genitive agent is excluded in (11a) in the @nes of the genitive patient/theme,
whereas the genitive agent is permissible in (@3pite of the presence of the theme.
Notably, the genitive agent is possible in (15c kim the absence of the internal
argument. An obvious question to ask is why thatyenagent is only allowed with
some derived nominals. | will investigate theseriesting aspects of Greek derived

nominals in section 4.3.

4.3. Process vs result nominals in Greek as oppostdEnglish

Recall from sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.1 that, in Ghiavgs (1990: 45) view, process
nominals license argument structure. Recall furfiren sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 that,
following Grimshaw, Borer (1993) and Alexiadou (2Q(also assume that process
nominals take arguments. In particular, a processimal takes its internal argument
obligatorily. According to Grimshaw and Borer, aopess nominal supresses its
external argument obligatorily, but Alexiadou arglegainst argument suppression.
In English, the external argument may be realised possessive form or through a
by-phrase. Moreover, process nominals can be modbiedaspectual adverbs or
adverbials, unlike common nouns which can only lelifred by adjectives (cf. 3.2.2
(5a, b), 3.2.1 (1e), and 3.2.2 (6k, |) repeatee lasr(16) for further discussion):

ae) (a John’s examination *(of the patients) t@olong time.
(b) John’s examination (*of the patients) was long.
(c) the destruction of the cityy the enemy
(d) The total destruction of the city in two daygpalled everyone.
(e) The total destruction (*in two days) appallegryone.
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In (16a), the process nominakaminationselects the PRf the patientsas its
complement obligatorily. In contrast, in (16b),sP is incompatible with the result
nominalexamination Furthermore, in (16¢), the suppressed argumethieoprocess
nominaldestructionis realised by means of the Bthe enemyin (16d), the process
nominal destructionis modified by the P two days hence this process nominal
allows aspectual modification. In contrast, in (l&&e result nominatiestruction

disallows this aspectual adverbial.

According to Kakouriotis (2000: 92, 96), the Grekkived nominals in (1a'-i') attest
to Grimshaw's (1990) diagnostic criteria of distimghing process nominals from
result nominals. Therefore, a Greek process nonalsal takes its internal argument
obligatorily, suppresses its external argumentcivhs realised through lay-phrase,
and admits aspectual modification, as shown in ({&yamples taken from
Kakouriotis, 2000: 93, 96):

an (a) i ektélesi *(tu ehmalotu) ap6 to apdspazma
the execution the prisoner-&N by the squad

‘the execution *(of the prisoner) by the squad’

(b) | sinehis ékfrasi *(ton agthton su) ine enohlitiki.
the continual expression theesfeelings-&N your is annoying

‘The continual expression *(of your feelingsyisnoying.’

In (17a), the nouektélesiexecution’ is a process nominal, which selecesdbnitive
tu ehmalotu‘of the prisoner’ as its complement obligatoriljhis is the internal
argument of the process nominal, which is requieede assigned theé-role of
patient. Notice that the nouektélesi‘execution’ is a nominal predicate which
projects its agent as an adjurmtphrase, i.e. the PBp6 to apGspazméy the
squad’. Likewise, in (17b), the nodkfrasi‘expression’ is a process nominal, which
selects the genitivedon esthimaton suof your feelings’ as its complement
obligatorily. This is the internal argument of gi®@cess nominal, which is required to
be assigned thérole of theme. Notice that the noékfrasi‘expression’ is modified

by the aspectual adjectigeehis’continual’.
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Next consider the following example in (18) (comb@m Markantonatou’s (1995:
274) and Alexiadou’s (2001: 40) examples):

(18) i ptosi *(to timon) epi tris  evcies
the-NoM.SING fall-NOM.SING the-GEN.PL prices-&N.PL for three weeks

‘the fall *(of the prices) for three weeks’

In (18), the noumptdsi ‘fall’ is a process nominal, which takes the intrargument
ton timon‘of the prices’ obligatorily, and admits aspectuabdification through the
PPepi tris evdomadetor three weeks’. The process nomipabsi ‘fall’ derives from
the ergative/unaccusative verpéfto ‘fall. Recall from section 2.3.3 that
ergative/unaccusative verbs lack the external aemuir(see also 4.2.2: 14a)timés
péftun sinehosthe prices fall constantly’). In Grimshaw’s (199@nd, therefore,
Kakouriotis’s (2000) view, only if an external argant is suppressed can a derived
nominal be a process nominal. This means that la, wayfall, without an external
argument should not be nominalisable. However, askihhtonatou (1995: 274, 277)
claims, (18) provides evidence that, in Greek,ntbminalisation of these verbs, e.g.
péfto‘fall’, is possible; hence external arguments rawe required for nominalisation.
Recall from section 3.3.3 that, according to Alebia (2001: 166: fn20), the external
argument is not suppressed. This assumption accdonthe derivation of process

nominals from ergative/unaccusative verbs in Greek.

It follows from the foregoing discussion that Kakotis’'s (2000) account of Greek
process nominals, which is on a par with Grimsha(#890) analysis of English
process nominals, fails to encompass the Greekepsonominals that derive from
ergative/unaccusative verbs. In contrast, Alexia(®01: 19) proposes that process
nominals exhibit verbal properties when they prbjee functional categories vP and
AspectP (see section 3.3.3). Therefore, Alexiadthenry has a wider scope in the
sense that it accounts for the derivation of Grarelcess nominals from transitive as

well as ergative/unaccusative verbs.

In particular, when a process nominal is derivennfra transitive verb in Greek, say
katastréfo ‘destroy’, according to Alexiadou (2001: 19), vihdaAspectP are

responsible for licensing argument structure aneéetsial modification respectively.
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Consider Alexiadou’s (2001: 78) as well as Markaatou’s (1995: 269) example in
(29):

(19) i katastrofi *(tis polis)  apds varvarus mésa se tris meéres
the destruction the£3i city-GEN by the barbarians within three days
‘the destruction *(of the city) by the barbariamishin three days’

In (19), the obligatory assignment of the intervable of patient, which is realised in
the post-nominal genitivéis polis ‘of the city’ is associated with the functional
projection v. The lexical information of the deriv@ominalkatastrofi‘destruction’
requires that the agent is introduced by the piiipnsapo ‘by’; hence the agent is
realised by means of the RIPO tus varvarusby the barbarians’. Moreover, the
functional projection AspectP is associated wita BPmésa se tris méresvithin

three days'.

Likewise, when a process nominal is derived fromeegative/unaccusative verb in
Greek, sayéfto'fall’, this derived nominal includes the two furanal projections vP
and AspectP. Consider Markantonatou’s (1995: 284ijnple in (20):

(20) to ljésimo *(tu mp))  mésa se mia nihta
the-Nom melting-Nom the-GeEN snow-GeN within - one night

‘the melting *(of the snow) within one night’

In (20), the internab-role of patient is realised in the post-nominatigee tu hjonju
‘of the snow’. The obligatory assignment of thigemmal 6-role is linked to the
functional projection vP. The lexical informatiorf the derived nominaljésimo
‘melting’ requires that there is no agent. Consetjye (20) lacks the external
argument. Moreover, this process nominal is modibg an aspectual adverbial, i.e.
the PPmésa se mia nihtawithin one day’, which is related to the functain

projection AspectP.

It seems that the result of nominalisation of eugétinaccusative verbs is an
underived nominal or the gerund in English. The stjpae that arises is how

Alexiadou’s (2001) proposal can account for thisidgion. | will not examine this
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here, as underived nominals and the English geammadutside the scope of my study.
Moreover, another question to ask is why ergativatausative verbs cannot form

derived nominals in English. | leave this questgen (see chapter 5).

Recall also from sections 3.2.2 and 3.3.1 that &mamv (1990: 45, 49) argues that
result nominals, like the nouexaminationin (16b) John’s examination (*of the
patients) was long,. do not license argument structure, as they tefan entity in the
world or to the result of an event. Consider Kakatis’s (2000: 96) example in (16):

(21) | (*sinehis) ékfrasi sto prpgcsu  ine enohlitiki.
the continual expression on-the face yspurnnoying
‘The (*continual) expression on your face is anngy

In (21), the impossibility of the advesinehis‘continual’ shows that this is a result
nominal. Since the derived nominékfrasi ‘expression’ does not take an internal
argument, result nominals do not take internal mgnuts (see Grimshaw, 1990: 45
and Kakouriotis, 2000: 96).

However, recall from section 3.3.3 that Alexiad@0@1: 23: fn7) maintains that
result nominals may as well have an argument strecthis claim is corroborated by
the following example in (22) (adapted from Kollak 1995):

(22) | metafrasi (tis Odisias) *mésa se éna mina) ine sto  rafi.
the translation the-8v Odyssey-GN within one month is on-the shelf

‘The translation (of the Odyssey) (*within one ntionis on the shelf.’

In (22), the derived nominahetafrasi‘translation’ is a result nominal denoting a
concrete entity, which can be located on a shedf.isAexpected, the aspectual PP
mésa se éna minaithin one month’ is not compatible with this tds nominal.
However, this result nominal optionally selects pust-nominal genitivéis Odisias

‘of the Odyssey’ as its complement, which is thentle of the noun head.

Therefore, Kakouriotis’'s (2000: 96) account of Greesult nominals, which follows

Grimshaw’s (1990) theory, fails to adequately eiplde acceptability of (22). In
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contrast, Alexiadou’s (2001: 19, 20) proposal dstHiat even result nominals can
take an internal argument, which is assignedéttnele of theme. This assumption
leads to the conclusion that the projection ofttremetis Odisiasis possible with the
result nominalmetéfrasi‘translation’ in (22). According to Alexiadou (20019),
however, result nominals select their complemeptsopally due to the lack of vP,

and disallow aspectual modification due to the latcRspectP.

Furthermore, in Greek, nouns may also be derivedn flunergative verbs, e.g.
kolimbd'swim’ (see section 4.2.1: 2). Alexiadou (2001) 4tgues that these derived
nominals are result nominals. This assumption rdisishes (11b)t¢n varvaron i
katastrofi tis polisthe barbarians’ destruction of the city’) fromb() (o kolimbi ton
pedjén‘the children’s swim’). In (11b), the derived namal katastrofi‘destruction’ is

a process nominal, which includes vP and Aspectiereas in (15c), the derived
nominal kolimbi ‘swim’ is a result nominal which excludes theseo tfunctional
categories. On this view, a genitive agent is irsgide with process nominals, but is
allowed with result nominals. Consider the follogriaxample in (23) (adapted from
Alexiadou, 2001: 41):

(23) to kolimbi ton pedjén (*epi mia 6ra)
the swim(ming) the-&\.PL chidren-&N.PL for an hour

‘the children’s swim (*for an hour)

In (23), the nourkolimbi‘swim(ming)’ may receive two interpretations, via.swim’
and ‘the swimming’. Since it derives from the uraige verbkolimbd‘swim’, it does
not subcategorise for a logical object. Therefthis derived nominal does not have a
patient/theme (see also 4.2.2: 14®ba (pedja kolimbun epi mia orarhe children
swim for an hour.”). Notice that the P&pi mia éra‘for an hour’ in (23) is not
acceptable. Therefore, this Greek derived nommal iesult nominal, which lacks vP
and AspectP, but selects the post-nominal genituwepedjon‘the children’s’ as its
complement. Recall from sections 4.2.1 (5a)\ivlio tu Pétru‘Peter’'s book’) and
4.2.2 (15c) 1o kolimbi ton pedjérithe children’s swim’) that this genitive is base-
generated in the possessor position.
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Consider some more constructions with Greek nouhgchware derived from

unergative verbs in (24) (examples generated byel)ys

24) (@ To moro vadizi peristasiaka.
the-NoM.SING toddler-Nom.SING walk-3SNG occasionally

‘The toddler walks occasionally.’

(b) to vadizma tu mordu  (*peristasiakd)
the-Nom walking the-GN toddler-GeN occasionally

‘the toddler’s walking occasionally’

(c) 0] préedros omili taktika.
the-NoM.SING president-ldM.SING talk-3SNG regularly

‘The president talks regularly.’

(d) [ omilia tu proedru (*taktikd)
the-Nom talk(ing) the-&N president-GN regularly
‘the president’s talk (*regularly)

In (19a), the aspectual adveperistasiaka‘occasionally’ modifies the predicate,
which is the unergative verbadizi ‘walks’. This verb does not take an internal
argument. In (19b), the same adverb is not comigatiith the derived nominal
vadizma'‘walking’, which is a result nominal, denoting tlmesult of the toddler’s
efforts to walk. Similarly, in (19c), the unergativwerb omili ‘talks’ lacks a
patient/theme, and is modified by the adviktika ‘regularly’. In (19d), the derived
nominalomilia ‘talk(ing)’ is a result nominal denoting a talkerice the same adverb
is not permitted in this construction. This resudminal selects as its complement the
genitivetu proedru‘the president’s’, which is the possessor (or agtlof the talk.
Recall from section 3.3.1 that, in Grimshaw’s (1p8@@alysis, too, result nominals
project a possessor, which may sometimes be isteghas the author. Nevertheless,
in English, unergative verbs mostly correspond noerived nominals or gerunds,
which are outside the scope of my study.
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To sum up, in Greek, transitive and ergative/unsative verbs may derive process or

result nominals, whereas unergative verbs derianimguously result nominals.

Now consider the example in (25) (adapted from Mat&natou, 1995: 287):

(25) 0] Janis sinisféri  rhaita kathe mina.
the-Nom John-Nom contributes money-&c every month

‘John contributes money every month.’

In (25), the verlsinisféri ‘contributes’ subcategorises for a logical objddierefore,
this verb is transitive, and selects the nbtdmata‘money’ as its complement, which
is its internal argument. The nominalisation ofsthransitive verb yields (26)
(example adapted from Markantonatou, 1995: 287):

(26) i miniéa sinisfora *(hriméton)
the-Nom monthly-Nom contribution-Nom money-GN
apo to Jani epi déka hrénja
by the-Acc John-Accfor ten years

‘the monthly contribution *(of money) by John fien years’

In (26), the derived nominainisfora‘contribution’ selects the genitiierimaton ‘of
money’ as its complement obligatorily. This gergtivs its obligatory internal
argument. Moreover, the agent is realised througp@hrase, i.e. the P&06 to Jani
‘by John’. Furthermore, this derived nominal is nfied by the iterative adjective
miniéa ‘monthly’ and the aspectual adverbial, viz. the & déka hronjdfor ten
years'. In accordance with Alexiadou’s (2001) asayof the nominal expression in
(19) (i katastrofi *(tis polis) apo tus varvarus mésatse méresthe destruction *(of
the city) by the barbarians within three days’)s ttneans that this derived nominal is

a process nominal, which includes vP and AspectP.

Alternatively, the nominalisation of the vesimisféro‘contribute’ derives the process
nominal in (27) (example adapted from Markantonal®95: 285):
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27) i miniéa sinisfora (*hriméaton) tu Jani
the-Nom monthly contribution-idM money-GN the-GN John-GN
epi déka hrénja
for ten vyears

‘John’s contribution of money for ten years

Notice that, in (27), the aspectual modification tbé derived nominakinisfora
‘contribution’ is acceptable, and the agent isisea in the post-nominal genitiva
Jani ‘John’s’. In this case, the derived nominal isragess nominal, which includes
AspectP. Yet, the projection of vP seems problemaiince this process nominal
cannot project the obligatory theme. Note that &m@®cess nominals take only one
argument in the genitive (see Horrocks & Stavrd87] Theophanopoulou-Kontou,
1988). This leads to the conclusion that eitheragent or the theme can be base-
generated as the complement of the process nomiakeek (see also 4.2.2: 11c) (*
katastrofi tis pdlis ton varvaroithe barbarians’ destruction of the city’). Theegtion
that arises is what happens to the theme when itotsprojected as a syntactic

argument.

The solution to this puzzle is provided by Markaratmu (1995 278-279). She
suggests that process nominals do not necessanigcp a suppressed argument, but
must always exhibit an internal argument, whiclvigble in one of two ways. The
internal argument of a nominal predicate can bgnéastic argument, i.e. a theme or
patient, which is also the internal argument of theresponding verb (cf. 25, 26).
Alternatively, the denotation of the nominal predecis pragmatically the same as the
denotation of the internal argument of the assediakerb (cf. 25, 27). Note that the
result of the event denoted by the process nonsimégfora ‘contribution’ may be
interpreted as the internal argument of the relevarb, viz.sinisféri ‘contributes’.
Markantonatou (1995: 278) calls the derivation luf ttype of process nominals a

bound nominalisation
Although Alexiadou (2001) does not address thisass contend that her proposal

can account for bound nominalisations, as well. Wit theme is not projected as a

syntactic argument,.does not select this theme as its complement.r&ason for
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that is that the theme is semantically identicahwie abstract lexical root'Y, which

is projected underd.

Next consider the result nominal which is derivedtie verbsinisféro‘contribute’,

as shown in (28):

(28) i simantiki sinisfora (tu Jani) (*taktikd)
the-Nowm significant contribution-lm the-GEN John-GN regularly

‘John’s significant contribution (*regurarly)’

In (28), the result nominaiinisfora‘contribution’ does not take an internal argument,
but selects the genitivleu Jani ‘John’s’ as its complement optionally. This post-
nominal genitive occupies the possessor positiasticl that the aspectual adverb
taktika ‘regularly’ is not permissible. In accordance whlexiadou’s (2001) analysis

of result nominals, this result nomirghisfora‘contribution’ lacks vP and AspectP.

Furthermore, recall from section 3.2.2 that, alawith the lisencing of argument
structure and aspectual modification, Grimshaw Q)9&troduces some more
diagnostic criteria to disambiguate derived nongnalEnglish. For instance, consider
Grimshaw’s (1990: 48) examples below in (29):

29) (@) *The examination of the patients was Jshn’

(b) The examination was John’s.

Notice that the possessive folohn’sdoes not occur predicatively in (29a), because
the derived nominalexaminationis a process nominal. In contrast, the same
possessive occurs predicatively in (29b), becabise derived nominal is a result

nominal.
Likewise, a Greek process nominal cannot be préeaticaf its external argument, in

contrast to a result nominal, as shown below in) (3@amples adapted from
Kakouriotis, 2000: 100):
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(30) (@ *|  metéfrasi tu vivliu ine tis Marias.
the translation the#8! book-GNis the-GN Maria-GeN

“*The translation of the book is Mary’s.’

(b) |  metafrasi ine tis Marias.
the translationis thes® Maria-GeEN

‘The translation is Mary’s.’

In (30a), the noumetafrasi‘translation’ selects the genitita vivliu ‘of the book’ as

its patient. This leads to the conclusion thatttheslation should be interpreted as a
process; hence the derived nominal is a processwdneh cannot be separated from
the outermost genitivdis Marias ‘Mary’'s’ by the copula. Therefore, (30a) is
ungrammatical. In contrast, when the naouatafrasi‘translation’ in (30b) refers to
the translation as a book itself, the derived nainis a result nominal and the

genitive is interpreted as its possessor.

As regards the distinctive features of derived mais in English, namely [tdefinite]

and [xcount], consider Grimshaw’s (1990: 54) exaspielow in (31):

31 (@ They observed the/*one/*an assignmenhefdroblem.
(b) They studied the/one/an assignment.
(c) *The assignments of the problems took a longgti

(9) The assignments were long/on the table.

In (31a), the only licit determiner is the definiggticle the, which precedes the
process nominassignmentin contrast, in (31b), the result nomimesignmenalso
allows the numbeone as well as the indefinite articen. Moreover, in (31c), the
process nominakssignmentoes not pluralise, whereas, in (31d), the rasothinal

assignmenits possible in the plural.

Similarly, in Greek, process nominals are precdoedhe definite article. Yet, they
cannot be preceded by the indefinite article or lnewrs, as illustrated below in (32):
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32) (@ i pliromi tu logariasmu mini€os
the-NoM.SING payment-NdM.SING the-GeN bill-GEN  monthly
‘the payment of the bill monthly’
(example adapted from Alexiadou, 2001: 45)

(b) *mia pliromi tu logariasmu mini€os
a/one payment theg® bill-GEN monthly

‘a/one payment of the bill monthly’

In (32a), the process nominairomi ‘payment’ is determined by the definite article
‘the’. In contrast, in (32b), the indefinite argamia ‘a’ or the numbemia ‘one’ —
note that they are homophonous — is ungrammabeakuse it cannot determine the

process of paying, which is denoted by the pronessinalpliromi ‘payment’.

In contrast to process nominals, result nominals lva preceded by the indefinite

article or numbers, and also pluralise, as illusttdbelow in (33):

(33) (@) mia pliromi /tris pliromés
a/one payment/three payments
‘a/one payment/three payments’
(example adapted from Kakouriotis, 2000: 100)

(b) *| pliromés tu logariasmu miniéos
the-NoM.PL payment-MM.PL the-GEN bill-GEN  monthly
‘the payments of the bill monthly’

In (33a), the nouns suggest the instance of pagtngne or more different times.
Therefore, the derived nomingliromi ‘payment’ can be determined by the indefinite
articlemia‘a’ or the numbemia ‘one’. It follows that this derived nominal is asult
nominal, which denotes the resultant state of thene and consequently can be
counted; hence this derived nominal can occur énplural pliromés‘payments’. In
contrast, the process nominairomi ‘payment’ does not pluralise; hence (33b) is

ungrammatical.
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Recall from section 4.2.2 that, in Greek, somewderinominals are ungrammatical
with two genitives (cf. 11c) ¢bn varvaron i katastrofi tis pélighe barbarians’
destruction of the city’). In contrast, two genéss are possible with some other
derived nominals (cf. 13b}y Kakridi i metafrasi tis Odisia%akridis’s translation

of the Odyssey’). Furthermore, recall from sect®f.2 that the interpretation of
certain derived nominals is ambiguous with resgecttheir distinction between
process and result nominals. The asymmetry whichbserved between the two
different goups of Greek derived nominals can bgla®ed as a consequence of the
distinction between process and result nominatsedd, compare Kolliakou’s (1995)

examples in (34) (see also section 4.2.2):

(34) (a) i metéfrasi *(tis Odisias) (ap6 to Maroniti)
the translation the-6&\ Odyssey-GN by the Maronitis
mésa se éna kalokeéri
within  one summer

‘the translation *(of the Odyssey) (by Maronitigithin one summer’

(b) i metéafrasi tis Odisias  (*tu Maroniti)
the translation the-6\ Odyssey-GN the-GEN Maronitis-GEN
mésa se éna kalokéri
within one summer

‘Maronitis’s translation of the Odyssey withineosummer’

(c) i metéafrasi tis Odisias tu Maroniti
the translation the-6\ Odyssey-GN the-GeN Maronitis-GEN
inesto rafi
is on-the shelf
‘Maronitis’s translation of the Odyssey is on gielf.’

In (34a), the themts Odisiasof the Odyssey’ is the obligatory internal argurhef
the nominal predicatemetafrasi‘translation’, which, therefore, is a process noahj
and consequently, allows for aspectual modificatigrthe PPmésa se éna kalokéri
‘within one summer’. Hence, the agent may be redligia theby-phraseap6 to

Maroniti ‘by Maronitis’. Then, it follows that the genitivte Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’ is
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disallowed in (34b) in the presence of the aspéatuadifier and the obligatory
internal argument. In contrast, (34c) is well-fodves the acceptability of the same
genitive tu Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’ signals that the derived nominahetafrasi
‘translation’ is a result nominal, denoting a caterentity, which can be located on a
shelf (cf. 22).

In the light of these observations, the differebedween nominal expressions with
only one genitive (cf. 11c) and nominal expressionth two genitives (cf. 13b)
provides another diagnostic criterion, which isabBshed to distinguish process
nominals from result nominals in Greek (see Mar@aatou (1992, 1995), Kolliakou
(1995) for a discussion of different types of gmei}. It follows that, in English, this
test is irrelevant as active constructions of dmdimominals are acceptable (cf. 10a)
(the barbarians’ destruction of the cjtyNonetheless, an obvious question to ask
concerns the status of the innermost genitiveOdisias'of the Odyssey’ in (34c). |

will address this issue in section 4.5.3.

4.4. Passivisation in Greek vs English derived nomals

Recall from section 4.3 that process nominals iee&may be derived from transitive
or ergative/unaccusative verbs. Such nominals sieemgument structure obligatorily
and allow aspectual adverbs. Consider Alexiadou @iadrou’s (1998a: 104, 116)

examples in (35):

(35 (@ i eksétasi  *(ton fititon) epi dio ores
the examination the# students-&N for two hours

‘the examination of the students for two hours’

(b) [ ptosi *(ton timon) stadiaka
the-Nom.SING fall-Nom.SING the-GEN.PL prices-GN.PL gradually

‘the fall of the prices gradually’

In (35a), the patiertbn fititon ‘of the students’ is base-generated in the comeigm

position of the derived nominatksétasi‘examination’, which takes its internal
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argument obligatorily, and is modified by the aspat PPepi dio ores'for two
hours’. Similarly, in (35b), the thenten timon‘of the prices’ is also base-generated
in the complement position of the derived nomiptéisi ‘fall’, which takes its internal

argument obligatorily, and is modified by the agpetadverbstadiak&'gradually’.

These observations lead to the conclusion that bbtthese derived nominals are
process nominals (see also section 4.3). Recath ftbe previous chapter that,
according to Borer’s (1993) and Alexiadou’s (20@trounts of process nominals, a
process nominal should include a verbal projectionder Borer’'s analysis, this
projection should be a full VP. As the complemeina @&sreek process nominal is not
assigned accusative Case, this VP would have tergodpassivisation. However,
passivisation of ergative/unaccusative verbs is possible. Therefore, Borer’s
analysis is not feasible for Greek process nominhllste that passivisation of
unergative verbs is also impossible in Greek. Nosgall from section 4.3 that
nominalisation of Greek unergative verbs, yieldsule nominals. Nevertheless, in
Borer’s account, result nominals do not projeceebal projection. As a consequence,
the impossibility of Greek unergative verbs to pase does not provide evidence

against Borer’s proposal.

Furthermore, recall from section 3.2.1 that, in lighg derived nominal expressions
may correspond to active or passive sentenceS.@fl (1a, b, ¢ d, and e) repeated

here as (36) for further discussion):

(36) (@) the enemy’s destruction of the city
(b) The enemy destroyed the city.
(c) the destruction of the city by the enemy
(d) the city’s destruction by the enemy
(e) The city was destroyed by the enemy.

Notice that (36a) can be related to (36b), whe(@és & d) can be related to (36e€). In

comparison to (36a & b), consider Kakouriotis’'s@093) Greek examples in (37):
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37) (@ To apospazma ektélese ton ehmaloto.
the-Nom squad-Mm executed the-B¢ prisoner-ACC

‘The squad executed the prisoner.’

(b) (*tu apospazmatos) i ektélesi tu ehmalotu
the-GN squad-GN  the execution the&sl prisoner-G&N

‘the squad’s execution of the prisoner’

Recall from section 4.3 that, in Greek, processinala do not permit two genitives.
Kakouriotis (2000: 93) claims that, due to the imgatibility of the agentive genitive
tu apospazmatoshe squad’s’ with the patiertti ehmalotu‘of the prisoner’, (37b)
cannot correspond to the active sentence in (37@)eover, in comparison to (36¢ &
e), consider Kakouriotis’s (2000: 93) Greek exarnihe(38):

(38) (a) O ehmalotos ekteléstike  apo6to apdspazma.
the-NOM.SING prisoner-NMM.SING was-executed by the squad

‘The prisoner was executed by the squad.’

(b) i ektélesi tu ehmalotu apé to apéspazma
the execution the&3 prisoner-&N by the squad

‘the execution of the prisoner by the squad’

In both (38a) and (38b), the agent is realisedutinoaby-phrase, i.e. the P&po6 to
apOspazmaby the squad’. Kakouriotis (2000: 93) claims tixeek process nominal
expressions like (38b) correspond to passive seeselike (38a). Recall also from
section 4.3 that, in Greek, two genitive forms aermitted with result nominal
expressions, like in (13bju Kakridi i metéfrasi tis Odisia&akridis’s translation of
the Odyssey’). Since result nominals do not havealeproperties, (13b) is not

associated with a sentence.

The lack of an agentive genitive in (37b) and theuorence of dy-phrase in (38b)
lead Kakouriotis (2000: 93) to the conclusion tthegt derivation of the Greek process
nominal ektélesi‘execution’ involves the obligatory passivisatiohthe source verb,

viz. ekteld ‘execute’. However, | have already argued agadinist hypothesis. On a
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par with Borer's (1993) analysis, Kakouriotis’s aaat fails to encompass Greek
process nominals which are derived from ergativezansative verbs. In contrast,
Alexiadou’s (2001) analysis of process nominalsoaats for the derivation of all

nouns, irrespective of the type of the source vémbher proposal, all process
nominals include a [-active] v. Recall from secidh4.3 and 3.3.3 that this feature

specification is responsible for the deficient gas/ergative) character of v.

Furthermore, compare (36dhé destruction of the city by the engragd (36d) the

city’s destruction by the enejnyith their Greek counter-examples, as shown ):(3

39 (@ i katastrofi tis polis apb tus varvarus
the destruction thesi city-GeN by the barbarians

‘the destruction of the city by the barbarians’

(b) tis polis *() katastrofi aptis varvarus
the-GEN city-GEN the destruction bythe barbarians

‘the city’s destruction by the barbarians’

On the one hand, in (39a), the patigatpdlis ‘of the city’ is base-generated as the
complement of the process nominkhtastrofi ‘destruction’, like its English
counterpart. Note that, according to Alexiadou (R0®8), this process nominal is
passive. Conversely, recall from section 3.3.3,thatAlexiadou’s (2001) theory,
passive nominals are process nominals. On the btoad, (39b) is the result of A'-
movement (see section 4.2.2). Therefore, (39b)oith la passive nominal and a

process nominal.

Moreover, the process interpretation of passive inals in Greek, like (39b), is
confirmed by aspectual modification, as shown )4

(40) tis polis I katastrofip@atus varvarus mésa se pénde lepta

the-GEN city-GEN the destruction bythe barbarians within five minutes
‘the city’s destruction by the barbarians withivef minutes’
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In (40), the passive nomin&htastrofi‘destruction’ is modified by the aspectual PP
mésa se pénde leptwithin five minutes’. Hence, this passive nominal by no

means a result nominal. On the contrary, it iscz@ss nominal.

Therefore, Grimshaw’s (1990) and Borer's (1993)uaggion that English passive
nominals, like (36d), are result nominals do notoamt for the Greek data. In
contrast, Alexiadou’s (2001) proposal that passieeinals are process nominals,
which include vP and AspectP, accommodates thefdataEnglish as well as Greek
nominal constructions. For this reason, | considlxiadou’s theory to be more

comprehensive.

4.5. Genitive Case in Greek nominal expressions

4.5.1. Genitive Case assignment in Greek

Recall from section 2.4.1 that, according to Abri2987: 85), possessive/genitive
Case in English is structural Case, which is agsing SpecDP and is marked with
the possessive morphemé&s)( This prenominal genitive may receive different
readings, viz. possessor, patient/theme, or adjavertheless, the patient/theme can
also be base-generated post-nominally (see segtibh). Then, the prepositiasf is
required to be inserted so as to assign struc@eak to the internal argument of the
nominal predicate. For instance, consider the ¥ahg constructions in (41)
(examples taken from Coene and D’hulst, 2003: @,@momsky, 1981: 49-52):

(41) (a) the student'dook
(b)  the city’sdestruction
(©) the enemy’slestructiorof the city

In (41a), the possessor of the book is realisethénpossessive foritine student’s
which is base-generated in SpecDP. Similarly, ibb§4 the patient of the derived
nominaldestructionis represented by the prenominal genitive city’s In contrast,
in (41c), the agent of this derived nominal is issd in the prenominal genititae
enemy’swhereas the patient of the same derived nomelatts the PBf the cityas

its complement.
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The Greek genitive Case is morphologically marlesd)lustrated in Table 2:

Table 2
Singular Plural
Nominative | Genitive | Nominative | Genitive
-as -a -es -on
Masculine -is -i -es -on
-0S -u -i -on
-a -as -es -on
Feminine -i -is -es/-is -on/-eon
-0S -u -i -on
-0 -u -a -on
-i -ju -ja -jon
Neuter -io -iu -ia -ion
-0S -us -i -(e)on
-ma -matos -mata -maton

Traditionally, the genitive in Greek is termg@mssessivesubjective or objective
irrespective of word order. This means that geeittase in Greek may express the
possessor when a genitive DP occurs with a comnoom,nsayvivlio ‘book’, or a
result nominal, e.gnetafrasi‘translation’. Alternatively, the subject or théject of
the source verb from which a process nominal dsyiveay receive genitive Case in
process nominal expressions. It follows from tlnattgenitive Case in Greek may
also denote either the patient/theme or the agemt process nominal expression.

Consider the following examples in (42):
42) (a to vivlio/i metafrasi tu etru

the book/the translation theeS Peter-GN

‘Peter’s book/translation’
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(b) tu Pétru to vivlio/i naétasi
the-G:=N Peter-GN the book/the translation

‘Peter’s book/translation’

(c) i katastrofi tis polis
the destruction the#\ city-GEN

‘the destruction of the city’

(d) tis polis i katastrofi
the-GEN city-GEN the destruction

‘the city’s destruction’

(e) i miniéa sinisfora tu Jani
the-Nom monthly contribution-lém the-GeN John-GN
epi déka hrénja
for ten vyears

‘The monthly contribution of John for ten years’

() tu Jani [ nméa sinisfora
the-GEN John-&N the-NoMm monthly contribution-fém
epi déka hrénja
for ten vyears

‘John’s monthly contribution for ten years’

In (42a & b), the genitive DRu Pétru‘Peter’s’ represents the possessor of the noun
vivlio ‘book’ / metafrasi‘translation’. In (42c & d), the post-nominal géwe tis polis

‘of the city’ is the theme of the derived nomirkailtastrofi‘destruction’. Likewise, in
(42e & f), the post-nominal genitivia Jani ‘John’s’ is the agent of the derived

nominalsinisfora‘contribution’.

As Horrocks and Stavrou (1985, 1987) argue, thétigenn Greek is base-generated
as the complement of the lexical head. As a coresexp) there is only one syntactic
position, viz. the complement position of a nouadeavailable for the assignment of

genitive Case in Greek. Arguably, the structur&odek noun phrases allows Mowe-
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to raise the genitive DP from its complement positio SpecDP (see section 4.2.2).
Yet, since SpecDP is an A'-position in Greek, Disdoes not require to be moved to
SpecDP for Case reasons. Since genitive DPs aeedeserated as the complement
of the lexical head, genitive Case in Greek mustassigned post-nominally. This
means that Greek nouns assign genitive Case todbiplements in the same way
verbs assign accusative Case to their complemBntsrecall from section (2.3.1)
that nouns are not Case assigners. As argued xiaflleu (2001: 177-9) and Mouma
(1993: 83-84), genitive Case is assigned by a fonat node with the feature [+Gen].
It seems that there is not yet consensus on thetifmal node which bears this

specification.

Recall from section 4.3 that, in Greek result naxhiexpressions, the possessor is
realised in genitive Case in Greek (cf. 32a & bpr&bver, as Markantonatou (1995:
281) points out, thé-roles which are assigned to the arguments of dérmominals
may be realised in genitive DPs in Greek (see @eeti2.2 for a discussion following
Longobardi, 2001: 566). In Markantonatou’s ternhgse genitive DPs are, therefore,
thematicgenitives. Consequently, therole of theme/patient, which is assigned to the
internal argument of a nominal predicate, is reali;n genitive Case in Greek (cf.
42c¢ & d). Instead, the genitive agent is only akomin process nominals when the
theme is not realised as a genitive argument @#. & f). This means that, in Greek
process nominals which derive from transitive versly one argument receives
genitive Case, which is thematic (see Markantonati205: 182, Alexiadou &
Stavrou, 1998a: 105, Alexiadou, 2001: 39).

In Chomsky (1986), genitive Case is inherent (sstien 2.3.1). However, Mouma
(1993: 84) assumes that genitive Case is assignédrgovernment in Greek and,
consequently, it is structural. Alexiadou (200141 also argues in favour of the
structural rather than inherent character of gemitCase. Under Alexiadou’s
proposal, a lexical head QL hosts an abstract lexical root)( which assigns a
structural Case to its complement. At PF, accuesatvase is assigned in
verbalisations, whereas genitive Case is assignedminalisations. Since accusative
Case is structural, Alexiadou claims that genitBase is structural, too. Therefore, in
contrast to Chomsky (1981), Alexiadou claims thaims are Case assigners, as their

roots assign Case to their complements.
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In conclusion, the canonical position of genitivas€ in Greek is postnominal, but it
can be moved to prenominal position through an #xement. In Greek, the
possessor is assigned genitive Case in nhominakssions with result nominals. In
contrast, genitive Case is assigned to the patembe in nominal expressions with
process nominals, whereas the agent is realise gphrase (see section 4.4).

Alternatively, the agent is assigned genitive Gaidg when the theme does not.

4.5.2. Ambiguity in Greek genitive DPs: patientheme, possessor or agent?

Recall from section 4.3 that a derived nominal ie€k, sayperigrafi ‘description’,
may be interpreted as either the process of ant@rethe result of an event, i.e. its
end-product. This brings about an ambiguity betwagmocess reading and a result
reading of derived nominals in Greek, like in Esfli(see also section 3.2.2). As
noted in the previous section, derived nominal$&sneek select a DP-complement,
which receives genitive Case. For instance, condiue following construction in
(43) (example adapted from Alexiadou, 2001: 149):

(43) i perigrafi tu topiu (epi mia 6ra)
the description the-8\ landscape-&n for an hour

‘the description of the landscape (for an hour)’

In (43), when the nouperigrafi ‘description’ denotes the process of the ‘desnghi
this derived nominal is a process nominal, whiah loa modified by the aspectual PP
epi mia orafor an hour'. In contrast, when the same noueneto a concrete entity
in the world, e.g. a poem or a book, this derivechimal is a result nominal, which
disallows aspectual modification. Notice that themantic specification of the
genitive DPtu topiu‘of the landscape’ suggests that genitive Casesssgned to the
theme. Recall from section 3.3.3 that, accordingAtexiadou (2001: 20) result

nominals can take a theme, like process nominals.
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However, the interpretation of a genitive argumentambiguous sometimes, as
exemplified below in (44) (examples taken from Adéslou, 2001: 39, and Mouma,
1993: 81):

(44) i1 perigrafi tu Jani (epi mia oOra)
the description the-8yJohn-GN for an hour

‘the description of John / John’s description @orhour)’

In (44), the derived nominglerigrafi ‘description’ selects the possessive/genitive
Jani ‘John’s/of John’, as its complement. Interestindlyis complement may be
assigned the-role of theme or thé-role of possessor when this derived nominal is a
result nominal, which disallows aspectual modifmat In contrast, when the
aspectual modifier, viz. the Ré&pi mia ora'for an hour’, gives the derived nominal
perigrafi ‘description’ a process reading, the genitiuelani‘John’s/of John’ is not
assigned th®-role of possessor, but tiderole of theme. Nonetheless, this genitive
might as well be interpreted as the agent of tloegas nominal. Recall from section
4.5.1 that genitive Case in Greek may express antaghen the theme is not realised
in the genitive. In this case, the theme of thiscpss nominal is not syntactically
projected. Consequently, Markantonatou (1995: 2&)umes that the agent is not
realised as dy-phrase, but as the genitita Jani ‘John’s’, which occupies the
complement position of the lexical head (see sedli®.1). Recall from section 4.3
that, in Markantonatou's (1995: 278) terms, this as instance of bound
nominalisation. This means that the internal argunué the Greek transitive verb
perigrafo ‘describe’ could be regarded as part of the ldxicaceptual structure of
the nominal predicatperigrafi ‘description’. Therefore, the theme is denotedthmy
predicate itself, and (44) complies with the incaipmlity of two thematic genitives
in Greek process nominals (cf. 1lc)tafi varvaron i katastrofi tis polisthe
barbarians’ destruction of the city’).

As a consequence, it is sometimes impossible tmleeehether a genitive argument
is assigned thé-role of theme or thd@-role of agent, unless the agent is realised
through aby-phrase. Compare (44) with the following constraetin (45) (example
generated by myself):

121



(45) i1 perigrafi tu Jani apo6ti mitéra tu
the description the-81John-GeN by the mother his
‘the description of John/John’s description byrmisther’

In (45), the genitive DRu Jani‘John’s/of John’ is unambiguously the theme of the
process nominglerigrafi ‘description’, as the agent is realised in theaPpB ti mitéra

tu ‘by his mother’.

In conclusion, process nominals may take the thasna genitive argument and the
agent as ay-phrase. Alternatively, process nominals may tatteethe theme or the
agent in the genitive. In contrast, result nomimass/ take a theme or a possessor, but
also both a themand a possessor. Consider Alexiadou’s (2001: 149) ekarm
(46):

(46) i perigrafi tu topiu tu Seféri
the description the-8\ landscape-&\ the-GN Seferis-GN

‘Seferis’s description of the landscape’

In (46), the genitiveu topiu ‘of the landscape’ is assigned theole of theme. In
addition, the genitivéu Seféri'Seferis’s’ is possessive, not agentive. Noticat ttne
derived nominabperigrafi ‘description’ is a result nominal (cf. 34d) rhetafrasi tis
Odisias tu Maroniti ine sto rafiMaronitis’s translation of the Odyssey is on the
shelf.’).

It follows from the foregoing discussion that twengtive arguments are compatible

with result nominals in Greek. | will discuss hadwstis possible in the next section.

4.5.3. Co-occurrence of two genitives in post-aé position

Recall from section 4.5.1 that, as pointed out orrbicks and Stavrou (1985, 1987),

only one structural Case is allowed in Greek nobrages. This structural Case is

genitive Case, which is assigned to the complerottite lexical head. This means

122



that process nominals do not license two post-lgesitives in Greek. Consider the

following construction in (47) (example adaptedhirdlexiadou, 2001: 39, 40):

(47) i katastrofi tis ol (*ton varvaron)
the destruction the41.SING city-GEN the-GaN.PL barbarians-GN
se pénde lepta
in five minutes

‘the barbarians’ destruction of the city in fivenuates’

In (47), the process nominkhtastrofi‘destruction’ assigns genitive Case, which is
structural Case, to its complemdist polis ‘of the city’. Consequently, the outermost
genitiveton varvaron‘of the barbarians’ is not allowed as an agengeaitive (cf.
fn31). Therefore, when the complement positioncisupied by the patient/theme, the
agent must be realised otherwise, namely througaphrase (cf. 11a) katastrofi tis

polis apo tus varvaruthe destruction of the city by the barbarians’).

Nonetheless, result nominals permit constructioitt Wwvo post-head genitives in
Greek, as illustrated in (34c) repeated here as (48

(48) i metéafrasi tis Odisias tu Maroniti
the translation the-6\ Odyssey-GN the-GeEN Maronitis-GEN
inesto  rafi
is on-the shelf

‘Maronitis’s translation of the Odyssey is on #ielf.’

In (48), the derived nominahetafrasi‘translation’ is a result nominal, which is
compatible with two genitive arguments. In partacylthe innermost genitivas
Odisias‘of the Odyssey’ is assigned theaole of theme and the outermost genitive
Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’ is assigned thé-role of possessor. Since a noun heaf) (N
assigns genitive Case to only one argument, whghbase-generated as its
complement, two questions arise. Firstly, which ohthese two arguments occupies
this syntactic position, i.e. the complement of)NSecondly, how does the other

argument also occur in the genitive?
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Following Markantonatou (1992), Alexiadou (2001:714149) assumes that the
outermost genitivéu Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’, viz. the possessor, is base-gerestads
the complement of (N. Here, the noun head is a sort of compound naidnich is
formed by the derived nominametafrasi‘the translation’ and the thentis Odisias
‘of the Odyssey’. This compound noun denotes anpEnduct like a common noun,
e.g. vivlio ‘book’. As Agathopoulou (2003: 3) points out, comopd formation in
Greek ordinarily yields proper compound nouns, Whare single morphological
units, e.g.maheropiruna‘cutlery’. These compounds consist of the stemdwas
words, i.e.mahéri ‘knife’ and pirdn-i ‘fork’, which are linked by the vowed. The
compound noun is inflected as a unit (see RallPR%or a detailed discussion of

compounds).

However, compound formation in Greek also yiejgsrasal compoundswhich
exhibit properties of both compounds and noun gwashese compounds consist of
two morphologically autonomous words, which ardeictied individually but their
internal structure is not affected by syntacticrafiens. According to Agathopoulou
(2003: 3), a compound form in Greek may involve aonen, which is the head, and
another noun inflected for genitive case, whicmsphological and, therefore, need
not be assigned syntactically. For instance, cemsithe following nominal
constructions in (49):

49 (a faki epafis
lenses-MM.PL.MASC contact-G&N.SING.FEM
‘contact lenses’

(example taken from Alexiadou, 2001: 149)

(b) (to) plindirio (tonjon
the washer-AM.SNG.NEUT the clothes-&N.PL.NEUT

‘(the) washing-machine’

Notice that both of the morphological compoundg48) are left-headed. However,
each head and each genitive is inflected for nundret gender independently.
Moreover, in (49b), the determinir ‘the’ is optional for the heaglindirio ‘washer’,

whereas the determinéwn ‘of the’ is independently optional for the gendixihon

124



‘of clothes’. As a consequence, each lexical ctunestit of the compound is an

autonomous word.

These observations reinforce Markantonatou’s (1283: fn7) assumption that the
noun phrase metéafrasi tis Odisiasthe translation of the Odyssey/the Odyssey-
translation’ is a compound form. Indeed, the lekemmstituents of this compound are
not subject to separation and subsequent moverme8pécDP, in contrast to the
general movability of genitive DPs (see section2).2Consider Alexiadou’s (2001:
148) examples in (50):

(50) (a) *tis Odisias i met&Er tu Kakridi
the-GeN Odyssey-GN the translation the-68v Kakridi

‘The Odyssey’s translation of Kakridis”

(b) tu Kakridi i metafradis Odisias
the-GaN Kakridi-GEN the translation the-6 Odyssey-GN

‘Kakridis’s translation of the Odyssey’

In (50a), the themdis Odisias‘Odyssey’s’ cannot be separated from the derived
nominali metafrasi‘the translation’ and moved to SpecDP. Hence (#dl)}formed.
In contrast, (50b), where the possessorKakridi ‘Kakridis’s’ has raised from

complement position to SpecDP, is well-formed.

In contrast to Markantonatou (1992), Kolliakou (89@rgues in favour of a semantic
rather than thematic distinction of the two gemsivn (48). Recall from section 4.5.1
that result nominals selepbssessivgenitives as opposed to process nominals, which
may select eithethemeor agentgenitives. According to Kolliakou, since the deav
nominal metafrasi‘translation’ in (42) is a result nominal, bothnifeves in (42) are
possessive. However, therole of possessor is assigned to only one of e t
genitive DPs. Kolliakou proposes that it is the evotost genitivetu Maroniti
‘Maronitis’s’ which receives a possessive readingcontrast, the innermost genitive
tis Odisias'of the Odyssey’ receives @seudo-possessiveading, in the broad sense
of ‘having the property of’ rather than the narreense of ‘ownership’ (see Huang

(1985) for a discussion of pseudo-possessives).
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Interestingly, Kolliakou (1995) terms the outermgsnhitivetu Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’

a referential genitive RG), which picks out a particular entity in discoureéhereas
she terms the innermost genititis Odisias‘of the Odyssey’ &ind genitive KG),
which identifies the type of that entity. This K@anrs with common nouns in Greek,

as illustrated in (51) (example taken from Alexiad®001: 149):

(51) to vivlio tis wstas
the-Nom book-Nom the-GeN history-GeN
‘the history book/the book of history’

In (51), the nourvivlio ‘book’ selects the possessive genitit® istorias ‘of the
history’. However, this genitive does not receivepassessive reading. On the
contrary, as pointed out in Kolliakou (1995), thss a KG, which denotes the
‘property/type of the book’. Kolliakou’s claim gansupport fromwh-questions, as
shown below in (52) (examples taken from Alexiad2@01: 148):

52) (@ Tinos i metafrasi tis Sds ine sto  rafi?
whose the translation thee®Odyssey-GN is on-the shelf

‘Whose translation of the Odyssey is on the shelf

(b) *Tinos i  metéafrasi tu Kakridi inesto  réfi?
whose the translation thee@ Kakridi-GeN is  on-the shelf
“*Whose Kakridis’s translation is on the shelf?’

In (52), the question requires an answer which tEenthe possessor. Notice that the
whword tinos ‘whose’ is linked to the RGu Kakridi ‘Kakridis’s’, which can be
interpreted as the possessor. It follows that theecurrence of thesh-word with the
RG is impossible. Hence (52b) is ungrammatical. édwer, Kolliakou (1995) regards
the KG tis Odisias‘of the Odyssey as a kind modifier. If this KGcmved a
possessive reading, thdrwordtinos‘whose’ could be linked to the KG in (52b). On
the contrary, the ungrammaticality of (52b) cornattes Kolliakou’s theory.
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However, | do not adopt Kolliakou's (1995) theooy two reasons. Firstly, Kolliakou
(1995) suggests that, in (48) fnhetafrasi tis Odisias tu Maroniti ine sto rafi
‘Maronitis’s translation of the Odyssey is on theel$.”), the KGtis Odisias‘of the
Odyssey’ denotes the ‘Odysseic’ property of theulteshominal metafrasi
‘translation’. Arguably, this is not a felicitousterpretation though it might somehow
apply to other examples. Rather, | would think tih&t outermost genitiviet Maroniti
‘Maronitis’s’ may receive atylereading in the sense of ‘Maronitian’ as opposed to
the genitivetu Kakridi ‘Kakridis’s’, which may be interpreted as ‘Kakrat’. Recall
from section 3.2.2 that, according to Grimshaw @9%his possessive, as the
possessiveJohn’s in John’s examination is a modifier which denotes either

ownership or authorship.

Secondly, such an analysis requires semantic ecuipit the expense of syntax.
Kolliakou (1995) does not provide a solution to tteuctural problem of the co-

occurrence of the two genitives in result nominklscusing on the semantic account
of the differences between the KG and the RG, sles dot deal with the assignment
of genitive Case on each one of them. Therefordjdkou’s (1995) analysis does not

answer the question how Case is assigned.

Independently, suppose each of the two genitive &g assigned genitive Case in
syntax. Then the theme genititte Odisiasof the Odyssey’, or the KG in Kollikou’s
terms, would be base-generated as the compleméiné¢ dfeadnetafrasi‘translation’
and, consequently, would receive Case from thig h&kso, the possesstr Maroniti
‘Maronitis’s’, or the RG in Kolliakou’s terms, wodllreceive Case in a specifier
position in the same way possessive Case is askigr&pecDP in English. If such an
account of genitive Case assignment were possioleebult nominals in Greek, the
guestion that arises is why it would not be possiol process nominals (cf. 11b)

repeated here as (53):

(53) *i katastrofi tis polis ton varvaron
the destruction the431.SING city-GEN the-GEN.PL barbarians-GN
‘the barbarians’ destruction of the city’

(examples taken from Alexiadou, 2001: 40)
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In (53), the patient genitivigs polis ‘of the city’ is base-generated as the complement
of the process nomindtatastrofi ‘destruction’. Why can the agent genitiven
varvaron ‘the barbarians’ not project in a specifier pasition a par with the
possessaiu Maroniti ‘Maronitis’s’?

In the light of these remarks, | consider Markaaton’s (1992) view of compound
formation to be superior to Kolliakou’s (1995) asgaion of pseudo-possessive
genitives. Even more, Markantonatou’s proposal d@sapwith Alexiadou’s (2001)

theory.

4.6. Summary

In this chapter, | provided a corpus of Greek dataich | compared to the English
data discussed in the previous chapters. My major was to examine derived
nominals in the light of Alexiadou’s (2001) accowfitnominalisation, as opposed to
the work which has been done by a number of reseescHowever, | also drew on

Markantonatou’s (1992) analysis of nominalisatioiGreek when necessary.

Firstly, | established the relationship of Greekiwk® nominals with their source
verbs focusing on transitive, ergative, and unérgaverbs. | also presented the
architecture of Greek noun phrases, in contrast Efglish noun phrases,
distinguishing process nominals from result nonsnal Greek. Secondly, | explored
passivisation and genitive Case as web-asle assignment in Greek DPs, supporting
Alexiadou’s (2001) theory that process nominalsolmg functional projections,
which play a crucial role in describing and expilagnominal patterns as adequately
as possible. Following this, along with Markantangs (1992) proposal, | touched
upon ambiguous nominal expressions in Greek in tteamat to give a syntactic

explanation of their various interpretations.
Finally, 1 addressed the paradox of more than ar&-pominal genitive in Greek,

following Alexiadou’s (2001) assumption that thew-occurrence is an instance of

result nominals rather than process nominals.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

In this study, | discussed a number of proposalghviattempt to account for the
derivation of nouns from verbs. Although | carriewt this discussion in the light of
the general framework of the theory of Principlesl #arameters (P&P), | explored
nominalisation from different points of view takiingo consideration the diversity of
certain sub-theories. Admittedly, two or more disti viewpoints typically differ

from each other in one respect, but often convergmother. As a matter of fact, this
conclusion is drawn specifically with regard to i@shaw’s (1990) and Alexiadou’s
(2001) theories of derived nominals, as | quotewdiom Alexiadou and Grimshaw

(2008: 1):

..., we reach the conclusion that, with respeet tore set of phenomena, the two theories are
remarkably similar — specifically, they achieve cegs with the same problems, and must resort
to the same stipulations to address the remaingsgies that we discuss (although the

stipulations are couched in different forms).

In chapter 2, | introduced the theory of Principsd Parameters (P&P), and |
presented the core assumptions of its earlier stahech is called Government-
Binding (GB) theory. In particular, | explored haie principles of X-bar theory,
Case theory ané-theory apply to lexical as well as functional catges, and how
they come into interaction with one another. My amwas to first consider the
application of these principles to (lexical/functad) verbal categories as well as
(lexical/functional) nominal categories. Then, t@iged on the internal structure of
noun phrases, viz. DPs, in English and Greek. Inesgarch, it appeared step by step
that the role of functional categories in syntaxsvgaining support. Interestingly, |
found that the variations of abstract syntax camloke flexibly be accommodated

within more recent developments of P&P.

In chapter 3, | examined some theories of deriveahinals. Firstly, | outlined the
empirical and theoretical issues which are raised bonsideration of the distribution
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and structure of derived nominals in English. M@ | also highlighted the need to
both explain why derived nominals seem to licerrgiment structure inconsistently
and show how nouns are derived from verbs syntditicl o this end, | presented the
major part of Grimshaw’s (1990) diagnostic testjchhhelps disambiguate derived
nominals, and | drew a distinction between two nalasses, namely process and

result nominals.

Secondly, | introduced different approaches to antiag for the derivation of nouns.
| especially focused on three different models, Ggimshaw’s (1990), Borer’'s
(1993), and Alexiadou’s (2001). According to thestiimodel, process nominals
license argument structure in contrast to resuthinals. According to the other two
models, process nominals include some sort of Vgnogection in contrast to result
nominals. Interestingly, | found that the verbabjpction may be either lexical,
notably a VP, or functional, notably a vP. Along time of research by Grimshaw’s
and Borer’'s models, the lexical head’MIready has the grammatical specification
[+N] when it enters syntax. Along the line of resdaby Alexiadou’'s model, the
lexical head (P) enters syntax as an abstract rodt (vhich may, subsequently, be
specified as nominal if it eventually merges witmdtional nominal nodes, i.e.

Num/D. | adopted the latter approach.

In chapter 4, | embarked on a discussion of thevaigon of nouns in Greek in

juxtaposition with English. In particular, | consigd the morphological derivation of
nouns from varying verb classes in Greek, the matestructure of Greek DPs, and
the distribution of derived nominals in Greek. Iy nesearch, | found that an account
of Greek derived nominals in the light of the letiapproach was rather limited. In
contrast, | found that an alternative account, wliccuses on the derivation of nouns
from various types of verbs, including ergativeftmssative verbs, confirms the
theory | had adopted in chapter 3. Furthermoreyéstigated the differences between
process and result nominals in Greek as opposéthgtish. | found an additional

criterion on the basis of which a process nomisalistinguished from a result

nominal in Greek.

While focusing on passive nominals, | once agaimmared the three theoretical

models with respect to their descriptive and exmiary adequacy. Finally, |
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discussed genitive Case in Greek nominal expressioexplored Case assignment
and realisation as well d@srole assignment in an attempt to explain the cifiees

between English and Greek data. Interestingly,ticed that two post-head thematic
genitives are not possible in Greek process nomiiralt are permissible in Greek
result nominals. By comparison of two differentposals, | found the solution to this

problem in compound formation.

In this study, | have introduced two aspects of tetionship between the
morphological processes and the syntactic procedis®sg nominalisation, namely
Distributed Morphology (DM) and Parallel Morpholod¥?M). | have presented
certain analyses of derived nominals from the osgeet or the other, but | have
argued in favour of Alexiadou’s (2001) structuratiigurational analysis. As | have
found, Alexiadou’s proposal best explains how Esfgland Greek process nominals
which are derived from transitive verbs, respedyiiffer from result nominals. This
proposal also accounts for the syntactic derivatib@reek nouns which are derived

from ergative/unaccusative verbs.

In English, ergative/unaccusative verbs, érgak andfall, may yield a gerund, i.e.
breaking or a homophonous noun, ifall. As far as English gerundive nominals are
concerned, they are derived from verbs by mearsffofation. Under Alexiadou’s
analysis, the suffixing is attached to the stem above vP and AspectP giidBn
gerunds, like the suffixtion is attached to the stem above vP and AspectP ghdin
process nominals. As regards English nouns whikh t@ suffix but are identical to

verbs in their forms, the following questions aaesed:

a. Are they derived from verbs by means of coverixation (with an @-suffix to
be attached)?

b. If they are considered to be derived nominals, tvimgun class, i.e. process or
result, do they belong to? Do they attest to Gramsh (1990) diagnostics?

c. How can the derivation of such English nouns bemlesd and accounted for

in Alexiadou’s (2001) system?

| shall leave these issues open for further ingason.
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