overSEAS 2012

This thesis was submitted by its author to the School of English
and American Studies, EOtvOs Lorand University, in partial ful-
filment of the requirements for the degree of Bachelor of Arts.
It was found to be among the best theses submitted in 2012,
therefore it was decorated with the School’s Outstanding Thesis
Award. As such it is published in the form it was submitted in

overSEAS 2012 (http://seas3.elte.hu/overseas/2012.html)



By my signature below, | certify that my ELTE B.Athesis, entitled
.......................................... PARTICHI CONSTRUCTIONS IN ENGLISH..............c....ee.
is entirely the result of my own work, and thatdegree has previously been conferred upon
me for this work. In my thesis | have cited all s@urces (printed, electronic or oral) | have
used faithfully and have always indicated theigori The electronic version of my thesis (in
PDF format) is a true representation (identicalyyay this printed version.

If this pledge is found to be false, | realthat | will be subject to penalties up to
and including the forfeiture of the degree earngdly thesis.

Date: April 27, 2012 SIgNed: oo



EOTVOS LORAND TUDOMANYEGYETEM
Bolcsészettudomanyi Kar

ALAPSZAKOS
SZAKDOLGOZAT

Participialis szerkezetek az angolban

Participial Constructions in English

Témavezeb: Készitette:
Dr. Hord6s Marianna Kucsera Marton
egyetemi adjunktus anglisztika alapszak

angol szakirany

2012



Abstract

In my thesis, | examine the category that is reféto as participial in the descriptive
literature (Quirk and Greenbaum, 1973). The airthefpaper is to establish further categories
among participial constructions and to provide malgsis using the principles of generative
syntax. First, constructions with clausal properfiiermed participle-clauses) are discussed.
After differentiating them from the gerund, two miaproups, adverbial and relative, will be
established. These will be discussed with respethe functional projections they contain
with regard to economy principles. Second, constvas which lack clausal structure, but
have adjectival properties (therefore called pguitt adjectives) are presented. It is shown to
what extent they are similar to lexical adjectivasd where they deviate from them. In
addition, a special class of verbs which behaveegtianally in the formation of participial

adjectives will be introduced.
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Introduction

In this paper, | am going to examine a concept wisiekems to underlie a number of
constructions in descriptive literature (see Quainkl Greenbaum, 1973). To illustrate some of
the constructions, consider the highlighted stmesun (1), which are all termed participial by
Quirk and Greenbaum (1973).

Q) a) Everybody watched tlsenking ship.
b) We saw alestroyedhouse next to the road.
c) Sleeping in his bedBob didn't see the mailman arrive.

d) Ann saw an angry squirrebhile crossing the park

e) No-one knows the mamown on TV.

These examples (in bold) illustrate that the desoe category participle describes a rather
large and heterogeneous group of structures. Time cdithis paper is to categorise and
describe these constructions relying on the priasipf generative syntax. In chapters 1 and
2, | will examine constructions that have clausiabictures. After that | will attempt to
establish further groups among the so-caflediciple-clauseqe.g. (1c-e)). Then, in chapter
3, data like (1a) and (1b) are discussed, whicimsteelack clausal properties, and they are
proposed to be termgghrticipial adjectives|In that section their distribution is examinedian

it is shown what differences there are in theiegaties.

1. Participles vs. gerunds

The first section examines participle-clauses. Befilnat could be done, though, it
must be defined what exactly the term participbaisk covers. This task is more complicated
than it might seem at first sight as in Englishr¢his no clear evidence from morphology to
identify a participle-status (contrary to languageish rich inflectional morphology, e.g.
Latin, where there are certain inflections servimgre or less exclusively) for the formation
of participles). According to descriptive grammattsere are two suffixes which can form
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participles by attaching to verbsing and—en (Huddleston and Pullum, 2005). On the other
hand, the same authors introduce the term "geramnti:gple" to describe every construction
in which a verb bears aning-inflection and which has an internal clause-likeucture.
(There is less categorial ambiguity in the caseanfparticiples as those only share their form
with the past tense form of most verbs (regulabsgrbut those are clearly distinguishable
from participial constructions.) This means thafdoe proceeding to the analysis one must
distinguish between gerunds and participle-clautlee.most conspicuous difference is found
in their distribution. It is assumed that gerundséithe internal structures of VPs, but their
distribution is similar to that of DPs. In other mds, not only can gerunds be found in A-
positions of verbs and as complements of preposit(of. (2a-c)), they can also be subject to
transformations that are (putting PPs aside) disigmdo DP-status (e.g. clefting (2d) or

pseudoclefting (2e)).

(2) a) Tom can't stand [being outdoors].
b) [Walking after sunset] upsets me.
c) He always talks about [drawing comics].
d) It is [walking after sunset] that upsets me.

e) What he always talks about is [drawing comics].

It can be seen that the gerund can appear in thetwtal positions DPs can. On the other
hand, participle-clauses always appear in otheitipos; their distribution can be similar to

(i) adverbial subordinate clauses or (ii) relatl@uses, as in (3).

3) a) [Sitting on the sofa], the children watcluadtoons all day.

b) None of us knew the man [sleeping on the floor].

The examples above show that participle-clausesganghds can be differentiated based on
distribution: that is, gerunds can appear in argurpesitions and in the complement position
of PPs, while participle-clauses are found onlpdjunct positions. There are, however, other

differences between the two concerning their irdkestructure, the most important being the
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range of subjects that are possible for a gerundaaparticiple-clause. Newson et al. (2006)
show that gerunds can take a rather wide variegubfects: accusative (4a), genitive (4b), or

PRO, which can have either anaphoric (4c) or ahjit(4d) reference.

(4) a) David talked abouhim crossing the valley].
b) David talked aboutjs crossing the valley].
c) David talked aboutPRO; crossing the valley].
d) David talked aboutqRO crossing the valley].

The range of subjects possible in participle-claud@es not coincide with this. It can be seen
in (5) that genitive subjects and arbitrary PROrareallowed in participle-clauses while they
can have nominativesubjects’.
(5) a) He being on a diet], Jim didn't eat with us.
b) [Him being on a diet], Jim didn't eat with us.
c¢) *[His being on a diet], Jim didn't eat with us.

d) [PRO; being on a diet], Jindidn't eat with us.
e) *[PRO being on a diet], Jim didn't eat with us.

In addition, participle-clauses do not necessdrdye an-ing-inflected element performing
predicative functions: there can appear theform of verbs or, in case of attributive
relations, no verbal element at all. The formel b discussed in the next section, the latter

along withwhile-type adverbial participle-clauses (section 2.1.2).

! Admittedly, the issue of subjects in participlewbes is somewhat quirky at best. This is mostéytdu
the fact that this particular construction has b&dject to extensive prescriptivist criticism ($tieddleston and
Pullum (2005) on this matter); therefore, evenveatipeakers tend to be uncertain regarding thergeditality
of certain constructions. However, as odd as it segm to a speaker of British English, a group wieAican
speakers have found (5a) not even grammaticambut acceptable than (5b).

2 This is only true in the case of participle-claisieat serve as adverbials. The nature of the subfe
participle-relatives will be discussed in detailela The range of subjects is also reduced if ther@n overt
element in the C or Spec. CP position, which isulised in detail in the sub-sections of chaptes R differs

overtly from the gerund.



2. Participle-clauses

This chapter is concerned with participle-consiong that have a clausal structure.
The aim of this section is to show the extent tacWiparticiple-clauses are similar before

proceeding with the further classification.

The present paper argues that participle-clausebeassociated with either a CP or
an IP structure. The main assumption is that eparyiciple-clause has a similar structure
below Spec. IP, although a number of different geowill be established among them in the
following sections. In other words, their differexscare based on only the elements that can
appear in Spec. IP (i.e. as subject), Spec Ch threi C-head position. Thus, | argue that the
IP is headed by eitheiing or—en(cf. (6a) and (6b) respectively) in all partichgkauses, and
these are the elements that assign Null Case t&®R@ subjects Furthermore, it seems
reasonable to assume that participle-clauses comt@ivP projection headed by a tense
element as they are not specified for tense (cfw8i, 1982). Below the IP-level the same vP

projections can be found for aspect and voice(6cf)) as in a finite clause, the only exception

3 As for PRO subjects, it is assumed that they atmb by the subject of the clause the participiersé
is adjoined to. For example, Hornstein (1999) ctaitimat it is only the DP in Spec IP that c-commatids
subject position of adjunct clauses at LF; theretiiey are all under obligatory subject control this reason
in (i) the unpronounced subject can only be undbjest control.

® PRQ; being lost in the forest, Jirouldn't find his father

However. Huddleston and Pullum (2005) claim that-sabject controlled participle-clauses are possiblt
stigmatized in the prescriptivist literature as riging participles”. In their interpretation sentes in (ii) are
grammatical although in (iib) the antecedent of FR@ot even in the sentence.

(i) a)”PRQ born and bred in Brisbane, the Sunshine coaseaeasys my preferred
destination...
b)*PRO being desperately poor, paper was always seaasavas ink.

(Huddleston and Pullum, 2005: 208)

On the other hand, they do not mention that a sertéke (i) could be ambiguous for any speakeis Téads to
the conclusion that non-subject-controlled PRO vailable only when the subject-controlled interptin
would lead to a semantically anomalous sentencerefbre, it is assumed that the default (or, fomeo
speakers, the only possible) interpretation is extbfontrol, and every deviation from that is notyohighly
marked, but must be motivated semantically (or maically) as well.
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being the doubl@ig construction in (6d), which is ruled out either gimonological grounds
(Newson, 2006) or by an independent Doubieg Filter (Milsark, 1988).
(6) a) Eating a huge pizza, the boy seemed content.
b) Featured in a soap opera, the actress receedflfan-mail.

c) Having been attacked there, I'll never go ta thdp again.

d) *Being growling in the corner, the dog frighteines.

The structure outlined in the text above is showmore detail in (7) in the tree diagrafor

the clausénaving been attacked there

(7) having been attacked there

IF
T
PRO [
.r""""""“'-\
| N
ing RPRS W
.-""r'”‘\“‘\
y ¥Ppass
| N
have -2N RRC v
..--""'"#““h""""'--..
/ ] WP
| ..r-""’n‘\
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The main distinction that is made among particgises will be based on their
distribution, i.e. whether they pattern with advatlclauses or relative clauses. Thus, the

former group will be termed adverbial, the latieative.

“ Although it is hard to prove, it is assumed in {74t PRO moves: the reasons for this are grouided
0-role assignment and checking features on the Velbments (e.g. the EPP feature of the inflection)
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Having associated a general structure with pat@ettauses, it is possible to assign
them into different groups. The first criterion flmrming groups is the data presented in (3)

(repeated here for convenience's sake).

3) a) [Sitting on the sofa], the children watcluadgtoons all day.
b) None of us knew the man [sleeping on the floor].

As noted above, (3a) shows a distribution simitathat of adverbial clauses, while (3b)
patterns with relative clauses. Therefore, the mvan categories among patrticiple-clauses are

those of adverbial and relative participle-clauses.

2.1 Adverbial participle-clauses

First, participle-clauses can be adverbial in rggtwvhich has already been shown
above, and is also demonstrated in (8). To be mpreise, their distribution follows that of
sentential adverbs as they can appear in front dhase, i.e. in a position too high to be

occupied by a VP-adverb (Newson et al., 2006). & lmdmuses have been termed adverbial.

(8) a) Being seasick, Tom slept through the day.
b) While being seasick, Tom didn't eat anything.
c) With Tom being seasick, we played cards witHouot.

The examples show that there are distinct grougs evithin the adverbial class. In (8a),
there is no overt element preceding the verb. lrigrreason, participle-clauses of the like will
be referred to as zero-type. In fact, it is moreuaate to say that no overt element precedes
the IP as sentences like (8a) exhibit the paradigown in (5) in the first section, i.e. they can
appear with Nominative, Accusative, or PRO subjédthether they have projections above

the IP-level, and what those may contain if theyisl@ question discussed in section 2.1.3.

(8b) belongs to another type as not only is tlaesabordinator preceding the verb, but

it is also ungrammatical to include an overt subjec
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(9) Though (*she / *her / *Alice) feeling very angrAlice seemed calm.

Given (8b) and (9), another group can be formed riembers of which contain a
subordinator and disallow overt subjects. For thkesof convenience, these constructions

will be called thewvhile-type.

Finally, there is (8c) that fits into neither thera-type nor thavhile-type group. In
this case the clause always has an overt Accusatigect and is introduced hyith.

Therefore, the terrwith-type participle-clause is applied to refer to them.

These three types form the basis of dividing adeénbarticiple-clauses into three
further sub-groups that differ from each otheramts of the possible range of subjects and
the nature of the elements that can precede thbjest. The three categories are summarised

in (10).

(10)

Range of subjects Overt elements

preceding the subject

zero-type Nominative/Accusative nothing
DP, PRO
while-type PRO subordinators
(while, since, though
etc.)
with-type Accusative DP with

In this section, a general introduction has beeovided to adverbial participle-

clauses, and they were divided into three diffegeaups. In the following three sub-sections
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they will be discussed separately with respeché&specific issues that the individual groups

raise.

2.1.1. TheWith-type

The first issue to discuss here is whethih-type participle clauses are different from
gerunds. As noted earlier, gerunds are expectagdgear as complements of prepositions, and
(although gerunds themselves are found in A-pas)i@ PP with a gerund complement can
be an adjunct, just like theith-type participle clause. So, in both cases theie sequence
that follows a preposition. Howevewith-type clauses behave completely differently from
gerunds. There are two pieces of evidence to stupperclaim that this structure is in fact a
participle-clause. For one thing, its subject cafy dear Accusative Case, while one would
expect free variation between Accusative, Genitasel PRO subjects if it were a gerund
(Hordds, 2003). Compare (11a) (a gerund as a PPleoment) and (11b) (a participle-clause

introduced bywith).

(11) a) Everyone stood silently [during his / hifARRO singing the anthem].
b) [With him / *his / *PRO having broken his legye can't play football.

In addition, clauses introduced lwith seem to be ungrammatical in positions in which
gerunds can appear, but clausal elements do notin@nce, while clefting is possible in

(12a), which contains a gerund in a PP, it is umgnatical in (12b).

(12) a) It is Jerry smoking in the bathroom thataikeays argue about.
b) *It is Carl living in Peru that we can't meetegey week with.

Based on the data in (11) and (12), one can coachat clauses like (1c) can be best
categorised as participle-clauses, even though thegmble gerunds. That resemblance,

however, is merely superficial: it is argued belthat with in participle-clauses is actually a
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C-head, not a preposition (see below). This assomf$ compliance with the earlier claim

that participle clauses are either CPs or IPs.

As discussed earlier, thwith-type participle-clause is the only one that must
obligatorily have an overt DP as subject. Its asialys grounded in its similarity to infinitival
clauses introduced gr. The assumption is thédr-to infinitival clauses like (13a) andith-
type participle-clauses have basically the sametsire.

(23) a) Itis very important [for Jim to play theapo].
b) [With Jim playing the piano] we couldn't watcN.T
Newson et al. (2006) argue in their analysis thatclauses like (13a) the non-finite
complementiseffor is the head that assigns Accusative Case to thgpctuin Spec, IP.
Following that line of argumentatiomith can be assumed to be a similar non-finite C-head
that also assigns Accusative Case to the subjadi.assumption can explain the observation
that with-type clauses always have an overt subject sincangnonounced (PRO) subject

could not sit in a Case Position.

There is a question that remains, however: it nmesexplained why there are two
different complementisers for infinitival and paifile-clauses. In other words, some
difference must be established between them onhwdubcategorisation can be based given

thatfor subcategorises fdo-infinitives with an overt subject andith for participle-clauses.

Concerning their distribution, it can be obsertieat infinitival clauses can appear in
A-positions while participle-clauses only Krpositions. Thus, CPs headed foy can take a
B-role whereas the ones headedwith cannot. In addition, if Stowell's (1982) assumpsio
about the tense features of infinitives are tak#a consideration, it can be seen that the IP-
complement offor has a [ttense] feature, buiith selects only [-tense] complements (IPs

headed bying or—en). Thus, there is evidence to suggest thaaindwith are both non-finite
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complementisers, and they are in complementaryilaigion. This way, it is possible to
analysewith-type participle-clauses as CPs headedwiity that takes [-tense] patrticiple-
clauses as complement, and to argue that it i€thead that assigns Accusative Case to the

subject of the participle.

2.1.2 The While-type

While-type participle-clauses also seem to include oedetments inside the CP-
projection. It is reasonable to think that the sdbmators that introduce this type of clause are
base-generated in one of the Split CP projectidesqribed by Radford 2004), as they are
above the IP, but cannot head the CP as they aaumr ot both finite and non-finite clauses
(i.,e. they have no influence on the finiteness lué tlause). In addition to that, these
subordinators are also ungrammatical with an o@ehead, which suggests that they are
subject to Chomsky and Lasnik's (1977) Doubly BiEOMP-Filter (i.e. their distribution is

similar to that of wh-elements).

It can be observed that these type of participhersbs show that an overt inflection is
only needed if there is a lexical verb presenthe structure. Thus, if the structure is
attributive and there is no overt subject, theeictibon can be omitted as there is no lexical
verb. This means that constructions that seem ®riar to small clauses on the surface are

possible.

(14) a) Although always helpful, he is often impeli

b) John, while in New York, lived on the streets

(Quirk and Greenbaum, 1973: 310)
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2.1.3. The Zero-type

Zero-type participle clauses pose problems on ®vels. First, it has to be decided
whether or not they can be analysed as CPs. Sgcam#i must account for the free variation

of PRO and full DPs in their subject position.

To start with, it has to be discussed whether drthe CP-analysis of zero-type
participle clauses is tenable. There are two argusfer the CP-status of zero-type participle
clauses. One is grounded in the fact that the ayypmes of participle-clauses have a CP-
structure (as it has been shown in the previousosesg, and it is desirable to have all three
types in the same category. In addition, if the &Mlysis of PRO is considered, one has to
assume that every clause with a PRO subiject is sifié@ PRO must be contained in a phrase
that is a barrier to government. This is a necgsassumption to make because PRO must be

ungoverned (Newson et al., 2006).

However, if one also considers Chomsky's (1981) tyngategory Principle (ECP),
the CP-analysis runs into problems. As the detinitf proper government in (16) shows, the
adjunct position where participle-clauses are s#ias never properly governed according to

Chomsky (1986).
(15) The Empty Category Principl&CP): [, €] must be properly governed
(Chomsky, 1981: 250)
(16) « properly governg iff o 6-governs, Case-marks, or antecedent-govgrns
(Chomsky, 1986: 22)

Thus, if zero-type participle-clauses are assunoefiave empty CPs, the analysis faces a
serious problem because that violates the ECP.eTiserhowever, a different analysis by

BosSkovi (1997) claiming that there is no need to asso@a@P projection in the case of
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zero-type clauses. He rejects the idea that casdgstatus (i.e. c-selection) has a role in
determining the nature of elements a certain cuestt subcategorises for (i.e. c-selection).
Instead, he only relies on semantic (s-selection)l d&xical (I-selection) properties
Following his argumentation, the present work asl&ypt Minimal Structure Principle (MSP),

which can effectively determine the status of jpgte-clauses.

(A7) The Minimal Structure Principl@MSP):
Provided that lexical requirements of relevant edata are satisfied, if two
representations have the same lexical structuresarve the same function,
then the representation that has fewer projeciotsbe chosen as the

syntactic representation serving that function.
(Boskovi, 1997: 25)

Following the MSP, it is argued that participleudas are IPs if there is no overt element that
suggests a CP-projection; that is, categorial umity is abandoned in favour of a more

economical analysis.

A second problem concerning the analysis of zepe-tparticiple clauses is the
variation between PRO and overt DP subjects. As ghown above, only unpronounced
subjects are possible in the case ofwthde-type, which is in accordance with the assumption
concerning the inflection'sifig or —en) capability to assign Null Case. It is much hartber
account for, however, how full DPs can get Casthis structure. In this respect, the zero-
type participle-clause is quite similar to the getubut the former is more complicated. In the
case of gerunds structural (Accusative) and inhe(ganitive) Cases (see Jeong, 2003)

alternate, but in zero-type participle-clauses fangs two structural Cases (Nominative and

® In other words, Boskowts (1997) analysis claims that if a constituenests! for a range of elements,
selection is based on two aspects exclusivelyt,Bedection has to conform to certain semantiairegnents
(e.g. the clausal complement think must be [-wh]); this is termed s-selection. Sec¢ddobsyncratic lexical
properties are important in selection (called Estbn) when a given lexical element is selecteith@wut respect
to categorial status, though) by a certain corestitue.g. the selection for prepositional completsiewhere
certain heads allow some preposition but disalltvers).
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Accusative) alternating. In the case of zero-typdigiples, one can assume that the subjects
receive Case from outside the structure, whicmiadcordance with the IP-analysis, the IP
(unlike the CP) not being a barrier to Case assentfimThat approach, however, faces two
major problems. First, it does not explain why P&4D sit in a position to which Case (other
than Null Case) is assigned. Moreover, participderses always sit in adjunct-positions (as
established earlier), and it is unlikely that atgngent could assign Case to the subject of its
adjunct as Case assignment has to take place @n otimfigurations. Thus, the Case Filter
seems to be violated in this case, and a possitdetion for further research to account for
this lies in the analysis of Boska@v{2006) who argues that the Case Filter is violable
certain cases (although he does not claim thatitldvbe possible for an element in Spec, IP,

the canonical position for subjects).

2.2 Relative participle-clauses

It has been demonstrated so far that a group dicjpde-clauses is adverbial, and it
has also been described what differences theraramng them. In some cases, however,

participle-clauses seem not to have an adverhmeaition.

(18) a) *[Living next door], the man hates us.

b) The man [living next door] hates us.

If the clausdiving next doorwere adverbial (similarly to the others descriladdve), (18a)
should be grammatical. The fact that it is not shakat it is not used adverbially in (18b).
Note that the intonation of (18b) is also differémm that of an adverbial participle-clause

located between the subject and the inflected verb.

® Even though the existence of a null C-head thst absigns Case could be assumed, it would be rathe
hard to fit the distribution of this hypotheticdement into a theory of null complementisers. Acliog to
Bo3kovit and Lasnik (2003), such clauses would requirelbGyhead (without an EPP feature as the subject is
not extracted from the clause), but those can ootyr after verbs in PF since they are PF affixes.
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(19) a) Adam, [having already done his homeworkpow sleeping.

b) The dog [chasing my cat] looks dangerous.

The same thing can be observed in (19): while @a)1he participle-clause is separated from
the matrix clause by longer pauses in pronunciatgm by commas or dashes in spelling),
the one in (19b) forms one intonation unit with tatrix clause. Interestingly, restrictive
relative clauses behave the same way as (19b) @ews al., 2006). This leads to the
conclusion that participle-clauses can also haxedaive interpretation; thus, it is reasonable
to talk about relative participle-clauses besidégegbial ones. These relatives resemble the
zero-type of adverbial clauses to the extent thay o not allow overt elements preceding
their subject, either. However, there does not seeexist a counterpart for each group of
adverbial participle-clause among the relative otegact, relative participle-clauses cannot

have any overt elements preceding the elementittiiead position.

As far as their distribution is concerned, it is@ased that they are located in the same
positions as finite relative clauses, i.e. theyragbt-side adjuncts of the NP. It is still an open
guestion, however, if they are adjoined to the WMPthe N'-level; in other words, whether
they are restrictive or non-restrictive. This cam decided by following the observation of

Newson et al. (2006) that only restrictive relatbl@uses can be pronominalised wotie

(20) a) The film that features a zombie attack @erexciting than the other one.
b) *My mother, who is a doctor, treated his one.

c) The man standing outside is scarier than thenemeto me.

Based on the data presented in (20) it can be tbe¢melative participle clauses pattern with

restrictives; thus, it can be assumed that bottadj@ned to the N'-level.

Another issue to examine is what functional progew participle-relatives contain.
One can follow Bosko¥ls (1997) Minimal Structure Principle here, as willt, concerning

such an analysis, complications emerge. That isaltiee fact that BoSko#i(1997) analyses
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zero relatives (finite relative clauses that cantagither an overt wh-element nor an overt C-
head) as IPs. However, (21c) shows that it is ungratical to extract the operator from Spec,
IP in zero relatives, but in the case of participdatives only that kind of extraction is

allowed (see (21e) and (21f)). In other words, zetatives and relative participle-clauses
seem to be in complementary distribution: in zexlatives anything but the subject can be

extracted, while in relative participle-clausesyottie subject can be extracted.

(21) a) The boy [wha; was expelled from school] is my friend.
b) The boy [whoall the others hatg] is my friend.
c) *The boy [Opt; was expelled from school] is my friend.
d) The boy [Opall the others hatg is my friend.
e) The boy [Opt; expelled from school] is my friend.
f) *The boy [Op all the others hating]tis my friend.

Boskovic (1997) argues that (21c) is ungrammatical becamseero relatives the operator
must move to the IP-adjoined position, and moverfrem Spec IP to that position (shown in

(22)) is illicit as it does not form a proper chain

(22) *the boy [r Op [irti [ was[ve expelled from school]]]

This analysis successfully predicts the ungramrakitycof (21c), but it would also predict
participle-relatives, like (21e) to be ungrammadtiéapossible direction for further research is
Boskovi's (1997) claim that it is grammatical to extrdw pbperator directly from the VP in
null-subject languages. Therefore, one could assimatethe subjects of participle-relatives

can also undergo the same extraction as they palagy be phonologically null.

" According to Boskowi (1997) a proper chain (i) must have a length gretitan 0, and (ii) has the
length n "iff there aren "nodes" (X, X' or XP, but not segments of thosebgBovic, 1997: 27) between the
extraction and the landing site. However the clivaifi0) does not satisfy this condition as movenisnh Spec
IP to the IP-adjoined position includes only a seghof a node (i.e. moving from Spec IP., an elénséould
move up at least to the Specifier of the phrase ediately containing IP for the chain to be gramuoad)i
according to the definition above.
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3. Patrticipial adjectives

Having discussed and categorised participle-clauses time to turn to participial

constructions that are not clausal in nature. GEnghe following examples:

(23) a) We sawginging people in the street.
b) Themissing cow wasn't found.
c) They visited theebuilt church.

d) A convicted criminal escaped.

The distribution of these elements seems to belagirto that of adjectives; hence, they are
termed as participial adjectives in the descriplitezature (Quirk and Greenbaum, 1973), and
they will be referred to by this term here as wé&his section is going to examine their
syntactic behaviour. It aims at describing theteinal structure, distribution, and relation to
argument structure. After that, a group of verb# e discussed briefly, which exhibit a

systematic discrepancy in the formation of partadipdjectives.

When examining the structure of participial adjeesi, first it must be determined to
what extent their internal structure differs frohat of participle-clauses. Although Milsark
(1988) argues that the morpheriag always heads an IP that is able to change itgcate
during the derivation, | am going to argue in testion that participial adjectives are, in fact,
much smaller projections than an IP. It can be st while participle-clauses allow

aspectual and passive elements (24a), particigjataves do not (24b).

(24) a) Having been attacked by bees, Tim is avéall insects.
b) *Nobody could help the having been shot man.

The ungrammaticality of (24b) shows that it is nmissible to have as extensive vP-
projections as in the case of participle clauséstfe structure shown in detail in (7)) in
participial adjectives. However, the verbal partpafrticipial adjectives seems to be even

smaller than the lexical VP, that is, this condinrc cannot even include DP or PP
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complements or adjunétsof the verb, nor is the adverbial particle of psadaverbs

grammatical, as in (25).

(25) a) *the comedies making director
b) *the barking in the garden dog
c) *a taking off plane
These data lead to the conclusion that the intestnatture of participial adjectives does not
consist of an element the size of a phrase; onkel @uen view it as a word formation process
taking place in syntax that involves the adjunctiriwo head-sized constituents. In such a
configuration the rightmost headifg or —enin our case) is the one providing a syntactic
category for the whole phrase. Thus, in (26), whighresents the structure of a participial

adjective, the heaglat-ingis situated in XP projected hbng.

(26) eating

XP
Spec X
PR
X  Compl.

V -ing

eat

The question that remains is what the status ofsXHhe most reasonable answer is

that—ing heads an AP in these cases, as it has similaibdigem to AP as shown below.

(27) the cute growling little puppy

8 There are instances of what seem to be DP-compleaearticipial adjectives (e.gqind-blowing,
fun-loving, god-fearing, goal-orientgdbut analysing these is not in the scope of plaiser as all of them are
compounds. This can be shown by constituency tdstsinstance, both wh-movementWhat is Larry's
research oriented? Goaland clefting (it is mind that this film was blowingcan prove the first element of
these expressions is not a phrase-sized constituent
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In (27) the participial adjectivgrowling is preceded and also followed by an AP,
which suggests that the participial adjective sadjoined from the left at the N'-level. Not
only does it have a distribution similar to APst kiican also have AP adjuncts (modifiers),

similarly to lexical APs, as in (28).

(28) the relentlessly barking puppy

The distributional facts about participial adjeeBy however, have to be refined since
there are certain points where they deviate froenggneral AP-pattern. This can be grounded
in the special nature of the headag and—en They are bound morphemes that change the
category of the (verbal) root they attach to, ahtha same time some verbal properties are
retained. For this reason it would unreasonablassume that the formation of participial
adjectives takes place in the lexicon (with a paesexception of a certain group discussed
separately below). First, they cannot be modified "bery' or have comparative and
superlative forms. A possible explanation for tBiso assume that the A-hea€gisag and—en
in (29a) pattern together with ungradable adjectives, thaemgtes of which are shown in
(29b), which are also ungrammatical with 'very'dierent approach to this issue is to claim
that the inability to be modified byery is a retained verbal property: the verbal heads of
participial adjectives that behave this way carmmtmodified byvery much either (Borer,

1990; and also see (34) below).

(29) a) *a very arriving train, *the very fearedtitor, *some very sitting students

b) *the very dead fish, *the very left chair, *veopen shops

Thus, it is clear that ungradability does not egelyarticipial adjectives from the

category A, rather defines them as belonging to ohdés sub-groups. The other issue
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concerning their distribution is that the data 30)(demonstrafethat participial adjectives
cannot have a predicative function (similarlyutter, further, elderetc.), while other APs

can, including many ungradable ones.

(30) a) They all considered Ann polite.
b) *They all considered Ann hiding.
c) This boat seems small.

d) *This boat seems sunk.

One way to account for this fact is to argue thiaig and —en are A-heads which cannot
appear in the complement position of IPs. Thusti@paial adjectives can be described as
having a [-gradable] feature (like ungradable atjes) and a [-predicative] feature (similarly
to adjectives likautter). A possible way to account for the [-predicatifedture is to extend
Milsark's (1988) analysis, who argues thiatg (and, in our caseen as well) heads enter the
derivation with undefined [N, V] categorial featarel'hese features get specified depending
on the environment they are situated in; for instanf the phrase they head sits in a Case
position they become [+N, V], i.e. gerunds. Onaldassume, therefore, that sitting in the
complement position of an IP interferes with acipgira categorial status, and (30b, d) are

ungrammatical because of that.

Thematic relations in participial adjectives dep@mdboth the argument structure of
the verbal root of the participial adjective and thature of the A-head (i.e. whether it-iag
or—en.

(31) a) an arriving train (Theme)
b) the sinking ship (Theme)

c) *the sinking pirates (=pirates who sink sg.) éAg
d) the applauding audience (Agent)

° Note that in tests for predicative functions mapiil adjectives are only shown in non-finite varb
complements (i.e. small clauses and raising stresjias the grammaticality of sentences like iHasgsitting."'
can be misleading. In these, thag-affixed element actually heads a vP, not an AP.
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e) her loving parents (Experiencer)
f) a destroyed town (Theme)
g) an interesting lesson (Theme)

h) frightened passengers (Experiencer)

The data in (31) show that participial adjectivesived with—ing are associated with the
argument bearing the most prominénle™ in the6-grid of the verbal head (ergatives are
somewhat exceptional in this respect, so they saugsed separately), the ones derived with
—en with the least prominent. This is quite straightfard when (i) the verbal root is
unaccusative, so it has only one argument as ia) (8t (ii) it has an argument that is external
by definition (Grimshaw, 1992), i.e. it is an Ageas$ in (31d). The case of patrticipial
adjectives derived from ergative verbs is moregning: (31c) shows they cannot assign an
Agent 0-role; in other words, their transitive use is uaiéable in participial use. In other
words, a patrticipial adjective formed from an engatverb only retains the Theme argument
and never the Agent. The explanation for this maythat the minimal necessadygrid is
available for each verb. With ergatives, that methesunaccusative use, but it excludes the
transitive use, while with intransitives and traiveis the Agent must also be included. This
assumption is supported by the fact that transitiveaning is provided to ergatives by
inflections that are unpronounced in English, bedrbin Hungarian, for instance (Newson et

al., 2006), see (32).

(32) a) elmozitotta a dobozt
away-moved-3.s. the box-acc
‘he moved the box’
b) a doboz elmozadt
the box-nom away-moved-3.s.
‘the box moved’ (Newson et al., 2006: 167)

1% Grimshaw (1992) argues that there exists a hieyaemong6-roles, where Agent is the most
prominent, but although both are less prominent tte Agent, the order of the Experiencer and thenie
roles varies depending on the verb (cf. féar- andfrighten-class).
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The picture seems more complex in the case of ngrts which have Experiencer and Theme
arguments, but, in fact, the same applies to thWghmat might seem confusing is that there are
two distinct classes among them: one has a momipemt Experiencer, the so-calléshr-
class; the other has a more prominent Themefrigieten-class (Grimshaw, 1992). (31&)s
an example of the former, (3fgh'®) are of the latter; in other words, they are imptiance

with the generalization formed above concerninghileearchy of-roles*

Finally, there is one specific group of participgaljectives that seems to be patterning
with lexical adjectives instead of participial on&$at is the group of adjectives formed from
Theme-Experiencer verbs (i.e. thigghten-class), the members of which are gradable (can be

modified by 'very') and can be predicates in thdvese as well.

(33) a) avery interesting show
b) This film seems frightening

c) We consider Ted boring.

The easiest answer for this problem is to assumketliese participles have become lexical,
and they are full-fledged adjectives, but that oeasy is weakened by the fact that only the
elements of thdrightenclass behave this way (and every member of thatipgrdoes)

whereas lexicalization would be expected to be nidigsyncratic than that. Some scholars
claim that they are, in fact, quite similar to atparticipial adjectives. Borer (1990) notes that

only the members of thi&gightenclass can be modified byery muchin verbal form (see

M E.g.:Her parents love Susan.
12E g.:The lesson interests me.
13 E g.:The noise frightened the passengers.

14 Note that there are certain constructions that stewiolate this pattern. Consider the following
drinking chocolate, writing table, reading mattéfhey cease to be a contradiction if their strneatern is
considered, which is 13d(inking chocolatg This shows that these words are, in fact, comgsuNadasdy,
2006); they are single N-heads in themselves, andod concern the analysis outlined here since camging

is not in the scope of this paper.
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(34)), but does not comment on the fact that (38b @ are possible, while (30b and d) are

not.

(34) a) *The ship sank very much.
b) *the very sinking ship
c) The show interested the audience very much.

d) the very interesting show

On the other hand, the data shown in (33) is whaltem some scholars categorise the
participial adjectives formed from members of fhighten-class differently. For instance,
Emonds (1991) claims that these are adjectivevetdiexically. Similarly, Brekke (1988)
introduces the Experiencer Constraint to accountttie behaviour of this group. That is
basically a formalised statement of the phenoméhanhas been described above. It claims
that only verbs with g-Experiencer (i.e. an Experiencer that is not thestrdominant
argument) can become full-fledged adjectives witpaffixation. A more exact form of the

constraint can be seen in (35).

(35) Experiencer Constraint
Preda
If p= [+Exp] then
[V +-ingly < [[V + -ing]v]a

(Brekke, 1988: 178)

Following the latter two, one must believe that fiwdution for this problem is grounded in

semantics, in connection with the argument-striectidithese verbs.

Conclusion
In this paper an attempt has been made to exarhmedéscription of participial
constructions as found in traditional grammars Ilisas Quirk and Greenbaum, 1973;

Huddleston and Pullum, 2005) with the methods ofegative syntax. First, the large and
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heterogeneous group of participles was divided r@ueg to clausal properties, thus forming
the categories of participle-clauses and partitigigectives. The former was argued to be a

clausal (CP or IP) structure, the latter an AP.

First, a number of categories have been establiaheshg participle-clauses. It was
concluded that adverbial participles have a distidm similar to that of sentential adverbs,
while participle relatives pattern with (restriaivrelative clauses. It was also demonstrated
that adverbial participles can be divided into éhferther categoriesvith-type while-type and

zero-type clauses.

Second, it was outlined how economy-approaches {lik MSP) can help the analysis
of participle relatives and zero-type adverbialg] ¢hat ,as a result, an analysis that assumes
less unpronounced (thus hypothetical) elements hiese constructions by abandoning
categorial uniformity can be achieved. In other gy arguing for the IP-status of certain
(zero-type adverbial and relative) participial dawne has to introduce less null elements the

existence of which is hard to prove.

Finally, an attempt was made to account for thepgmies and differences of
participial adjectives. It has also been shown ithiatpossible to conceive eing and—enas
A-heads with special properties, that the thenta@carchy can play a role in the formation of
participial adjectives, and that there exist sdverabs (thefrighten-class) which behave

differently from other verbs in the formation ofrpeipial adjectives.
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