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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION: SOME PRELIMINARY NOTES ON
THE CURRENT WORK

The current work treats the topic of Bulgarian noatizations in the

Principles and Parameters framework.

| depart from the assumption that word formatian Siyntactic and
functional and that a categoriless root is spetiatlas a noun, adjective, or
verb, depending on the functional layers that daneint (Alexiadou 2001).
However, contrary to Alexiadou (2001) and in acemck with Ferrari (2005),

| will show that sometimes a stem and not a roastrbe inserted in syntax.

A crucial factor for the derivation of deverbal nioads in Bulgarian is the
status of nominalizers inside the nominalizing psx Following Ferrari
(2005) | will defend the obligatory presence of lsutmominalizing heads and
claim that they can appear in the form of gendeifix@s or various
derivational suffixes marked for gender in Bulgaridhus, | will suggest, in
line with Ferrari (2005), that noun formation rdsufrom the Merger of a
nominalizing head [n] with an XP where XP can beoaninal, adjectival, or

verbal stem, or a VP, AspP, or VoiceP.

| will propose that there are three nominalizatigpes in Bulgarian, based
on morphological criteria. The first type includesuns derived on roots or
stems via the merger with a gender morpheme (thdegederived nominals)
or a derivational suffix marked for gender. Thesens | label ‘other-suffix’

nominals.

The second nominalization type is what | label \okE nominals. These
nominalizations have been previously analysed &% -Aominals in the
literature (Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Mitkovska (B)0Q Popova (2006),
Pashov (1999), Steinke (1999), Bojadjeival (1999)), among many others).



However, contrary to previous analyses, | will shthat there are syntactic
and semantic reasons to consider such nouns pasiv@aparticipial

nominalizations.

Finally, the third nominalization type is what Hasen traditionally known
as processNE nominals. However, contrary to previous assumgtibiat such
nouns are process denoting only (Popova (2006) jtfava-Vulchanova and
Mitkovska (2006), Pashov (1999), among others),ill show that there is

much variation inside this group.

The present study also deals with the topic of mmm and the types of
movement operations involved in the nominalizinggass. Having in mind
that a deverbal nominal is derived via suffixation Bulgarian, i.e, by
attaching a nominalizing suffix to the root or stdnwill show that the right
sequence of suffixes inside the Bulgarian nomia#iins is obtained by
phrasal movement exclusively. Following Cinque @O0Q@O005), Mahajan
(2000), and Ferrari (2005), | will show that theridation obtains by the
successive cyclic movements of larger and larges XBm Spec to Spec

position during the nominalizing process.

Concerning this issue, and having in mind thatipagibn is also active
inside the nominalizing process in Bulgarian, Ilwshow that, although both
prefixes (excluding the lexical ones which are syntactically derived) and
suffixes occupy head positions in my analysis, \&weehno need to postulate
head movement to account for the right sequengeeadixes neither. Rather, |
will propose that prefixes don’t move in syntax Birhply stack together with

the constituent found below the projection hostimeg prefix.

As for the types of prefixation involved inside theminalizations, | will
distinguish between three types. The first one ists10f lexical prefixes.
Contrary to previous analyses (Svenonius (2004ac)b,Ramchand and
Svenonius (2002), Ramchand (2004), Romanova (2004ijong many



others), | will show that lexical prefixes are r@rived syntactically. Rather,
they attach to the verbal stem pre-syntacticall;, as part of the stem, before

they enter the derivation.

The second prefixation type includes the perfezig prefixes. These
prefixes have an aspectual function and render riapeve verbs perfective.
However, in doing so, they make the presence ofitlernal argument
obligatory. | will claim for a syntactic derivatioaf such prefixes where |
analyse them as heads of Borer’'s (2002),Rsp

Finally, the third prefixation type is wha known as super-lexical
prefixes. Such prefixes are also syntactically\vatiin my analysis. Due to their
adverbial semantics, | analyse them as heads odspectual projection in
accordance with Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of agpddeatures.

Another topic examined in this work is argumestructure. Following
Grimshaw (1990) | will show that without event sliwre, there is no argument
structure. Thus, | will divide the nominalizatiomsthree types: true argument
structure nominals, participant structure nominafg] result nominals. There is,
though, no strict correspondence between morphmdbdgype and argument
structure due to the fact that inside any morphickdghominalization type (i.e,
‘other-suffix’, Voice 4E and -NE nominals) we can have result and participant
structure nouns. However, only some transitive ameffixed process NE

nominals can be true argument structure nouns.

The event denotation inside nominals cam atdluence their syntactic
behaviour. Thus, all of the eventive nouns allow tame and manner
modification, and the adjectivdréquent’ whereas the pure object denoting
nouns never do. As for result denoting nominalsy ttean combine with manner
adverbials and the adjectiveéquent. A possible explanation for this fact is
that such modifiers don’t relate directly to theunpi.e, the output of the event,

but to the implicit event which have caused thigpati As for agent-oriented



adverbials, only the argument-structunee-nouns accept them. This suggests
that such modification, apart from eventive senwntirequires argument

structure as well.

However, no matter eventive or not, all of the noafization types
accept nominal modification (Pluralization, Indeéf®s, Numerals, and
Demonstratives). This suggests that eventivity dbgday a role here. Rather, it

is the syntactic category- a noun- that licenseb soodification.

Another issue commented in this work is fossibility for aspectual
inheritance inside the nominalizing process. Havimgnind that only the N
nominalizations can denote processes, and dueetfatt that such nouns are
derived on imperfective verbal bases exclusivelwill propose that aspectual
inheritance takes place in such nominalizationausTht is the presence of the
imperfective suffix inside these nominals whichoals them to denote
processes. This claim is further confirmed by islicdifference among
Bulgarian deverbal nouns where only the procegsrominals systematically
allow for atelic modification. However, | will shotat (a)telicity also depends
on some properties of the lexical item (the preseaoc not of perfectivizing

prefixes, the presence of telic PPs, etc.).

The organization of this work is as follows.the following chapter | will
present the main morpho-syntactic characteristidhe Bulgarian noun phrase
in order to introduce the reader to the generalupecof the Bulgarian nominal
domain. Chapter 3 then will offer the theoreticedniework adopted in this
study together with some problems of previous aes\yconcerning the topic of
nominalizations. The following chapter 4 will thpresent my syntactic analysis
of Bulgarian nominalizations after which the roledasyntax of prefixation will
be discussed (chapter 5). Finally, | will close tHescussion with some

concluding remarks (chapter 6).



CHAPTER 2: THE MORPHO-SYNTAX OF BULGARIAN NP: AN
INTRODUCTION

In this chapter, | would try to present the main rpmm-syntactic
characteristics of the Bulgarian noun phrase irotd introduce the reader to the
general picture of the Bulgarian nominal domain. tAs main concern in this
study is to discuss the syntax of deverbal nomjraaigthing that is not directly

relevant to this topic would be presented veryflyrier sometimes even omittéd.

Many linguists consider Bulgarian a classical laagpidue to the fact that
it derives from ancient Bulgarian, the first writteSlavic languagé.
Contemporary Bulgarian has also been claimed tm lzecertain sense “exotic”
because it has undergone quite a particular patevofution, as far as its
morphology is concerned, when compared to the dteric languages. It has
been claimed that contemporary Bulgarian (hendefBilgarian) is an analytic
language whereas all the rest of the Slavic langsiaggether with ancient
Bulgarian are synthetic. This tendency towardsdisah is the most significant
characteristic of Bulgarian morpholog\Bulgarian has also lost overt nominal
Case morpholog§contrary to the rest of the Slavic languages (idiclg ancient
Bulgarian). Additionally, and again as opposed theo Slavic languages,

Bulgarian has developed a Determiner form exprgasfiniteness(see 2.1.5).

! Thus, | will not describe the Bulgarian verbal systin any more detail that what is strictly necegsa
for the purposes of the discussion that follows.

Z Also known as OIld Church Slavonic’ In fact, | take the terms ‘Slavic’ and ‘Slavonit be
synonyms. | will prefer to use the former.

® Bulgarian is considered an analytic language mega. Bojadjiev et al. (1999) claim that Bulgarian
nowadays is considered to contain as many anddyties as synthetic ones.

* Closely related to the Case system is the stdttredulgariarivVocative forms. The majority of the
Slavic languages, though preserving Case distingfitost overt Vocative. Bulgarian underwent just
the opposite process: it lost overt Case but pvegevocative overtly.

® All of the differentiating characteristics betweBnlgarian and the rest of the Slavic languages are
also shared by Macedonian. Thus, Macedonian, likgaBian, has lost CASE; has preserved the
Vocative, and has developed the Determiner forms T$hidue to the influence of the rest of the
Balkan languages (Romanian; Greek; Albanian; BidgarMacedonian, the Torlakian dialect of
Serbo-Croatian; Arli Romany/Gypsy), as both Bulgarand Macedonian form part of the Balkan
linguistic union (the so calleBalkan sprachburjdand thus share many grammatical and structural
similarities with these languages.



In this chapter, | will first proceed to briefly skibe the main
characteristics of the Bulgarian nominal morpholodgpcusing first on
grammatical Gender and Number, to proceed to aférief summary of the
expression and the position of the Determiner forimssection 2.2 | introduce
the reader to the details of Bulgarian deverbal inatg, after which | present
some data showing that though closely related tbsyeéhese nouns should not be
included as part of the verbal paradigm as has Iesltionally considered.
Thus, | briefly set up the frame of discussion ttee forthcoming chapters and

comments.

2.1. The morpho-syntactic characteristics of Bulgaan NP

2.1.1. Formal gender

Bulgarian has inherited the most basic charactesisvf formal gender
inflection from ancient Bulgarian with almost noaclyes. The language presents
a three-way distinction in the forms of Feminineadduline and Neuter gender
markers. Neuter was formerly used to designate s\@utin neither feminine nor
masculine natural gender, or in cases where it $egual distinctions) didn’t
matter (Pashov, 1999: 63). This is still the casth wihe ‘little creatures’ of
animals or of human beings where sexual differestésio not appear to play a

significant social role or are not behaviourallywmus, as shown in the examples

(2):

(1) a. edn-o bebe

ONENEUT.SG baby (‘a baby’)

b. edn-o kote

OoneNEUT.SG kitten (‘a kitten’)

Nowadays, however, the relation between naturablgemand grammatical

gender is relevant only in a few cases: names s@mdate professions (like, for



example, tchitel uchitel-ka‘he/she-teacher’doktordoktor-ka ‘he/she-doctor),
and in the case of nouns designating people. Ferréist of the occasions,
grammatical gender depends mainly on the phonab@ginding (bkonchani§
of the nour?.

Nouns ending with a consonant (includipgii’) belong to the unmarked
Masculine grammatical gender, which is phonolodycaull in Bulgarian. The
following examples correspond to nouns denoting durbeings (2a), animals
(2b), plants (2c), objects (2d), or abstract cote€pe):

(2) a.People chovek ‘man’, rabotnik ‘worker’, pisatel ‘writer’
b.Animals: kon ‘horse’, wilk ‘wolf’, slavej ‘nightingale’
c.Plants: buk ‘beech’, shiboj ‘gillyflower’
d.Objects: stol ‘chair’, kravaj ‘ring-shaped bun’.

e.Abstract concepts napredk ‘progress’, boj ‘fight’

There are some exceptions in the case of male hubeamgs. These
correspond to cases where natural gender and gracaimgender (or the
‘gender’ ending) appear to be contradictory in gaie sensé.ln this case, it is
the sex what determines the grammatical gendehefcorresponding noun. A
small number of nouns appear to show the ‘femimgjeeder ending=a/-ja but

are assigned grammatical masculine due to thacdemeaning

(3) edin bashta
oneMASC.sG father (a father)

® Also called a gender endinggtovo okonchanig).

" The “contradiction” | mean to refer to lie in thebkls we use to name noun classes. It is unfogpnat
and a source of confusion when describing gramedafiécts, that noun inflections which are purely
formal marks should be labelled “masculine” or “faime”.

8 In a similar way that the Catalan or Spanish npoeta‘poet’ is grammatically masculine (i.an
poeta‘a/one poet’) independently of isa ending.



The Feminine formal gender is overtly realized hg morphemesa/-ja.

Consider the examples in (%):

(4) a.People rabotnichk-a ‘female worker’
b.Animals: majmun-a ‘monkey’, krav-a ‘cow’
c.Plants: roz-a ‘rose’, smokin-ja ‘fig’
d.Objects. himikalk-a ‘pen’, mas-a ‘table’

e.Abstract concepts krazb-a ‘theft’

The nouns that end o or —e are neuter in Bulgarian (5), as in the following

examples®®

(5) a People momch-e ‘boy’, momich-e ‘girl’
b.Animals: kuch-e ‘dog’, pras-e ‘pig’
c. Plants: zit-o ‘wheat’, zel-e ‘cabbage’.
d. Objects: grebl-o ‘oar’, sirts-e ‘heart’

e. Abstract concepts:del-o ‘act’, peen-e ‘singing’

Even in the case of what we may say that “a cordtiad” appears to
arise between natural gender and the Neuter gracahgender endings in cases
of nouns denoting people (see note 7), nouns thae¢aa with the Neuter gender
marker—e/-oremain invariably Neuter. They do not switch te thatural gender
of the noun (as opposed to examples of the typgsE&amples (6), which can
denote a male or a female (6a), or only female &blo) only male (6¢), belong to

this class:

(6) (a) moe-to libe
my-theNEUT.SG sweetheart (‘my sweetheart’)

° Exceptions to this general rule also exist. Thera $mall group of 150 nouns (which become 2500
when we add those endings +ost/—est which, though ending in a consonant, take Ferginin
grammatical gender. They do not designate peopsmionals but correspond to examples ligsht
‘night’, esen‘autumn’ andradost‘joy’, among others.

19 The examples in (3), (4) and (5) are taken fronh®a$1999: 63).



(b) edn-o momiche

ONENEUT.SG girl (‘a girl’)
(c) edn-o momche
ONENEUT.SG boy (‘a boy’)

Another type of nouns to be included in the Newgtass are some nouns
of foreign origins that end inus -ju, -i where the final vowels form part of the

root of the word. Consider the examples in (7):

(7) a. edn-o kenguru

ONEeNEUT.SG kangaroo (‘a kangaroo’)

b. edn-o taksi

ONENEUT.SG taxi (‘a taxi’)

It is important to note that the majority of thel@arian nominalizations
examined in this paper belong to the gender Neagdhey end ir-e. These are
the deverbal nominals ending-+E and—NIE (see section 2.2). Yet, as it would
become clear, there are other nominalizations whave different suffixes and
which would have their gender according to the tgpending they have (see
section 2.2.3).

I will now proceed to discussing the charactersstaf grammatical

number in Bulgarian.

2.1.2. Grammatical Number

Bulgarian morphologically marks the distinction ween Singular and
Plural. The morpheme for grammatical singular isrphologically null. The
Plural is expressed with a phonologically overtfigufThe form of the Plural

depends on the Gender of the noun. There is a gagiaty of plural markers but



the most productive ones ard, -a, and —ove (in the case of masculine

monosyllabic nouns). Consider the following exaraple

(8) a. Fem: ksht-a / sht-i

housges / houserL ‘house/houses’
b. Masc: (i) stol / stol-ove
chase / chairfL ‘chair/chairs’

(ii) bilet / bile
tickets / ticketPL ‘ticket/tickets’

c. Neut: dete / dets-a
chilésG / child-pL ‘child/children’

Like Catalan, Spanish, and many other languagetgaBan also has
singularia tantumand pluralia tantum nouns. The former include nouns that
denote groups such atudentsvdstudenthood’, nouns denoting materials such
as vuzduh ‘air’ or gris ‘semolina’ and nouns denoting abstract entitjgbov
‘love’or mladost‘childhood’. As we will see, some of the deverlaminals
would fall in this group tooPluralia tantumnouns include forms naming objects
composed of two or more parts that form a whole kilesht-i‘pliers’ or objects
that come normally in pairs likebusht-a'shoes’. It also includes the names for
some traditions likezagovezn-i'Shrovetide!*. Some geographical names like

those denoting mountain rangddg-i-te ‘the Alps’) also belong to this group.

Some special cases of grammatical number that dhmiimentioned are

the dual and the so-called “count(able) plurdrqjna formg. The dual has

» Orthodox Bulgarians Celebrat8itni Zagoveztii(Shrove Sunday) on the Sunday just seven weeks
before Easter, marking the beginning of the Great,Ltbe longest period of fasting throughout the
year. In its way, the festival also serves to nthekbeginning of spring. In olden days, most typata
Sirni Zagoveznwas the building of large bonfires in the hillsrewnding towns and villages. Young
and old would gather round the bonfire where theyl@gized to each other, to forgive and forget the
small wrongs and old quarrels in the name of friilmeds and understanding.

10



disappeared as a grammatical entity in Bulgaridihoagh nowadays we can
observe very few remains of it from Old Bulgaridrhis is the case of some

nouns denoting pairs of parts of the human or anoody such as (9):

(9) a. krak - krala
legsG— legPL (‘leg-legs’)

b. ika - fits-e

arnsG—armeL  (‘arm-arms’)

C. rog - rog-

horreG — hornPL (‘*horn-horns’)
The endings in (9) derive from the ancient Bulgafaual. Thus, we have
the minimal pairs in (10) with (10a, b) being thadDforms and (10a’, b’) being

the regular plural form¥

(10) a. tiika - fits-e

arnsG— armeL (farm-arms’)
a'. reka —rek
riversGg - riverpL (‘river-rivers’)
b. krak - krala
legsG— legPL (‘leg-legs’)
b’. brak — brave

marriageG — marriagerL (‘marriage-marriages’)

12 pashov (1999) claims that from a contemporarytpafiview, the examples in (9a, b,c) present the
plural form, not the dual one, though they may ioate from the latter. This is due to the fact that
when we want to say more than two legs or armstiNaise the forms of (9a, b) and not a different
ones. That is, the remains of the Dual as in (8}tion as a plural.

11



The masculine nouns which end in a consonant irsithgular form have
also a special form for the plural which is usedyoafter numerals and
numeral adverbs such as in (11). This form is whatraditionally called
‘Count(able)’ Plural:

(11) a. Sg: bilet
tickets (‘ticket’)
b. PI: mnodplet-i

many tickat- (‘many tickets’)

c. PluratounT: tribilet-a

threeketPL.COUNT.  (‘three tickets’)

Yet, in the cases of nouns denoting people, theeteey is towards the use
of the Plural and not the Count(able) Plural whestpded by a Numeral or a

numeral adverb (12):

(12) a. Plural:
trima student-i

three studemt (‘three students’)

b. Countable Plural:
* trima student-a

three studept=COUNT. (‘three students’)

As this is not of our prime concern in this contdxtvould leave the rest
of the details apart

'3 For more information and discussion, see Pash@99(169-71).

12



2.1.3. Cas¥

A final short note ortAsSE will serve to close our description of the formal
features of Bulgarian nominals. As it has been ipresly said, though ancient
Bulgarian was a fully inflected language with ayeich overtCASE systen?’,
overt CASE inflection has disappeared in modern Bulgarian inata. Although
CASE features can be considered covgrammatical entities in Bulgarian,
residues of ItTASE system can be observed in the morphology of patsamd

family names?®

The only fully inflected words foCASE are the pronouns in Bulgarian, but
| would not give any further details as it doesaffect the prime concern here,
I.e., the deverbal nominals. Thus, nowadays wepospositions and particles to

express formal relations in the sentential struc{B):

(13) Kuch-e-to narva
dOgNEUT.SG.-theNEUT.SG.  of Ivan

‘The dog of Ivan’

Bulgarian still preserves the Vocative forms of sommasculine and
feminine nouns. Yet, neuter nouns and all the naan®lural don’t have a

Vocative form*’

*In order to refer to grammatical Case, | will hefuth usecAsein small capital letters.
'3 In ancient Bulgarian each noun had six case fannsingular and in plural, and in the then existing
dual (for those who didn’t include the Vocative asase form; otherwise, it had seven different
forms).
% In fact, nowadays we can still find some exampmleshe Dative used for stylistic purposes (for
archaistic or humoristic objectives). In (i) theunamarodu‘people’ is in Dative as shown by the final
vowel‘-u’:
() toj otdade mladija si Zivatarod-u

he dedicated young his life people-Dat

‘He dedicated his young life to the people’
I would not give further details on the types oéeaesidues because it doesn't affect the topibeof
paper.
" For more information on the Vocative in Bulgariaee (Pashov, 1999: 79-80; 389-395); Bojadjiev
et al. (1999: 480-482).
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Having described the basic formal characteristiésthe Bulgarian
nominlas (Gender, NumbezAsg), | will now proceed to present some details on

Agreement between the noun and the modifying aggct

2.1.4. Some notes on the Adjectives and AgreementBulgarian

The Bulgarian adjective shows the inflectional nimpgy characteristic
of nouns- Gender, Number, and Definiteness (seéotleaving section 2.1.5 for
details on the article) and it agrees in Gender Bundber with the noun it
modifies. Additionally, as in many other languagtt®e adjective in Bulgarian
can show Degree (comparative and superlative) wisigdkpressed analytically
(14):

(14) (a) hubav (b) po-hubav (c) naj-hubav
beautiful more-beautiful  most-beautiful
‘beautiful’ ‘more beautiful’ ‘the most beautiful’

As for its position in the DP, the adjective in Batian is found pre-
nominally’® When in the Singular, adjectives have distinctimgsl for each
Gender (15):

(15) a. Masculine: zelen plat

grea@msc.sG clothmasc.sG  (‘a green cloth’)

b. Feminine zelen-a pol-a

gre@®EM.SG  SKIrfEM.SG (‘a green skirt’)

c. Neuter zelen-o undo

greeNEUT.SG treeNEUT.SG (‘a green tree’)

18 Cinque (2005) claims that there is a universalgib sequence as in (i) where nominal modifiers
appear before the noun they modify:

(i) Dem > Num >A >N

Bulgarian is a language that abides to this unalersmarked pattern. Thus, all nominal modifiersegwp
pre-nominally in this language.
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Yet, when in the Plural, there is no gender disitomc revealed by the

adjectival ending which adopts the form of{%6):

(16) a. Masculine Plural: zelen-i plat-ove

green-PLloth-PL (‘green cloths’)

b. Feminine Plural: zelen-i pol-i

green-Pkkirt-PL (‘green skirts’)

c. Neuter Plural: zelen-i  urd-eta

green-Plree-PL (‘green trees’)

Thus, it is clear that when in the Plural, Gendemeutralized on the
adjective (16). The same holds for tR&uralia Tantumnouns which always
appear in the Plural (17):

(17) hubav-i wglishta
beautiful-PL coal (‘beautifudad’)

Having established the basic formal charactessiicthe nominal domain in
Bulgarian together with some notes on Agreementyill now proceed to
describe some of the main characteristics of thactfanal category of the

Determiner Phrase (henceforth DP) in this language.

2.1.5. A note on the Determiner: Definiteness orgoblozenié (‘status’)

As it has already been mentioned in the introduactothis chapter, Bulgarian
is the only Slavic language (together with Macedajithat appears to have

developed a morpho-syntactic category correspontbnthe Determiner. It is

phonologically overt for the definite forms.
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The definite article in Bulgarian derives from thencient Bulgarian
demonstrative pronouriBb (Masc),TA (Fem), andl'O (Neut). It is an element
without prosodic independence, it must attach twst and it can not appear in
initial position. In fact, the status of the aidh Bulgarian has received many
labels in the literature. Some consider it a stifigthers a particf8 or a clitic,
and others an endiffgor morphem&. Yet, though historically the article was
enclitic in Bulgarian (and Macedonian), it is ntll $hat obvious?* On one hand,
there are reasons to believe that it is a stiffivealed also by the fact that it
serves a grammatical function. Yet, on the otherdhat also exhibits some
characteristics of a clitic (see ftn. 21 and rafees there) because, unlike a
suffix, it is an inflected form which constitutessangle accentual unit with an
already existing word. Additionally, it also appe#o obey Wackernagel’s 1&Ww
in the nominal domain because it surfaces as alitierelement to the leftmost
constituent of the noun phrase, be it a noun oradjective’’ Consider the

examples in (18):

(18) a. Feminine:

() kusht-a 1) kiusht-a-ta
(i) houseFEM.SG (il) houseEM.SGthe FEM.SG
() ‘a house’ (i) ‘the house’

19B. Koneski (1967); H.G.Lunt (1952); F. Slawski (495

20, Andreichin (1944)

2L For data supporting the enclitic nature of thegauln definite article see Bérjars (1998) and
Giusti (2002).

2 Ju. S. Maslov (1956); H.l.Aronson (1968); L.Beauki€¢1950)

23 3. Stojanov (1965) rejects the terms suffix, pitand ending and claims that the only standard
term applicable to the article is morpheme.

24 Eslon (1976) argues against the enclitic statuthefarticle but also concludes that there are three
reasons not to be considered a suffix neither.réasons he gives are (i) it is an inflected forii;it(is
added to an already existig word, and (iii) itetiele position is defined in terms of a syntactbostituent

(p. 276-277).

% For details supporting the suffixal charactertaf Bulgarian article, see Dost and Gribanova (2006)
Wunderlich (2002); Franks (2001). Dost and Griban{®006) claim that there are phonological reasons
to consider the article a suffix as it takes pariord-level phonological processes and can somesti
affect word-level stress placement (see p. 3).

5 See Wackernagel (1892).

" A similar proposal is made by Bérjars (1998) whairns that the position of the Balkan definite eleti

(in Bulgarian and Macedonian) is the Wackernagslitjpm within the NP (see p.67).

16



(iii) krasiv-a-ta kusht-a
(i) beautifulFEM.SG-theFEM.SG ~ hOUSEFEM.SG

(i) ‘the beautiful house’

b. Masculine:
() kupon (i) kupott
(i) partyMASC.SG (i) party-thevwAsC.SG
() ‘a party’ (i) ‘the py’
(ii) vesel-ijat student-ski kupon

(iii) joyful-the.MASC.SG student-AdMASC.SG  partyMASC.SG
(i) ‘the joyful students’ party’

c. Neuter

(i) mor-e (i) mor-e-to (i) sin-jo-to  moe
() seaNEUT.SG (ii) seaNEUT.SG-the.NEUT.SG  (iii) blueNEUT.SG-
th@lEUT.SG SeaNEUT.SG

(i) ‘a sea’ (i) ‘the sea’ (iii) ‘the blue sea’

Yet, | would not take any stand as far as the malggjical status of the
article is concerned as it needs further analysd dedication. | would simply

consider it a bound morpheme which stacks on tisedonstituent of the DP (cf.

(18)).

The article has forms for the three grammaticaldgest the Feminine (-
ta), the Masculine it (-a) /-jat (-ja)) and the Neuter {@) (see (18) above).
Pashov (1999) claims, among others, that the fosed Uor the article doesn’t
depend so much on the gender of the noun but rathés ending. Thus, we in

no way should consider the article in Bulgarianiradicator of gender as is the
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case with Catalan, French, and German, for exaniplas, in (19) we see that
bashta‘father’ which is Masculine anthajka‘mother’ which is Feminine, both

take the ‘feminine’ articleta

(19) a. (i) bashta (i) basha
(i) fathemAsc.sG (i) father-mAsc.sGtheFEM)SG
(i) ‘a father’ (i) ‘Bfather
b. (i) majka (i) majka-ta
(i) motherFeMm.sG (i) motherFEM.SGthe FEM.SG
() ‘a mother’ (ii) ‘the mother’

All of the nouns that end ira or Ha take the article-ta no matter their
formal gender, or their grammaticaumber. Thus, in (20) we see thselo
‘village’ is Neuter but when in the Plural it enitls—a so the article that attaches

to its plural form is ta:

(20) a. edn-o sel-o
ONENEUT.SG VillageNEUT.SG

‘a village’

b. krasiv-i sel-a
beautifubL villagerL

‘beautiful villages’

c. sel-a-ta
village-PL-thepPL

‘the villages’

Similarly, all of the singular nouns that end-@or —o take the article-to

no matter of their grammatical gender (2%):

%8 These facts may suggest that we are in front aa of vowel harmony.
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(21) a. Neut: (i) neb-e (i) netbee
(i) SKywEUT.SG (ii) sky-NEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG
(i) ‘a sky’ iYfthe sky’

b. Masc: (i) star djado
(i) oldsasc.sG grandfathemASC.SG

(i)‘an old grandfather’

(i) djado-to
(i) grandfath@ASC.SG-the NEUT.SG

(i) ‘the grandfather’

Normally, the nouns that end in a consonant havecolme grammatical
gender. As a rule, the article that attaches tmtfia Singular) is—it /-jat (full

form) or—a/-ja (the short form)stol ‘chair’ > stolit/-a ‘the chair’?

The singular masculine article has two forms: thiieférms which contain
the consonantT” (—it /-jat), and the short (or the reduced) for(rea/-ja) which
do not containT'. This distinction should be made obligatory omywriting.
Thus, we should write the full form of the artielaen the noun is a Subject or an
attribute of the Subject. In the rest of the casissthe short form that prevaifs.

The plural form of the article t& or -te) depends on the ending of the
noun, that is, on the last vowel of the plural foofnthe noun. When the plural
form of the noun ends ira (or a, -eta, -ishta, -esa, -epathe article to be

attached ista (22a). If the nouns end i or—e, the article to be attached-te:

29 There is a small number of Feminine nouns ternmigaith a consonant such asen‘autumn’, kriiv
‘blood’, nosht‘night’. In this case, the article that attaches-ia for the feminine but in order to be
differentiated from the article that attaches te titouns ending ina-ja, the ta that attaches to these
nouns is always stressambsht‘night'’> noshtTA ‘the night’; esen‘autumn’ >esenTA ‘the autumn’,

etc.

% pashov (1999: 75) claims that this should not dwesiclered as supporting the presence of a case
system in Bulgarian, i.e., Nominative equalling thiform and Accusative the short one.
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(22) a. [ta]

(i) pil-e (ii) pi{eeta (i) pikg-eta-ta
(i) chickenNEUT.SG (i) chickenpL  (iii) chickenPL-thePL
() ‘a chicken’ (i1) ‘chickens’ (iii) ‘the chickens’
b. [-te]:
(i) gor-a (i) gor-i (i) gor-i-te
() forestFEM.SG (i) forestrL (iii) foreseL-thePL
() ‘a forest’ (i) ‘forests’ (iii) ‘the forests

A final and last characteristic of the definitei@de that must be mentioned
in this context is its use to denote genericst asthe case in Catalan or Spanish.
With appropriate predicates, a singular definitickr in a nominal construction
can denote all of the objects of the class the nmlangs to and not only one
concrete member of the class. Consider the follgwexamples, interpreted in the

generic reading:

(23) a.Kuch-e-to e naj-vernijat ptgh nachovek-a
Dog-NEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG is the most faithful friend ahan-the MASC.SG
‘The dog is the most faithful friendtbe man’

b.Zlat-o-to e blagoroden metal
Gold-NEUT.SG-the.NEUT.SG is a noble metal

‘The gold is a noble metal’
c. Sol-ta e neobhodima pedga

Salt-FEM.SG-the.FEM.SG is a necessary spice

‘The salt is a necessary spice’
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The absence of the article in the above examplesdsleto
ungrammaticality because bare nouns cannot be foumdeverbal position in
Bulgarian when the generic meaning is intended )(24at, bare nouns can be

found preverbally if they refer to an indefiniteumo(24b):

(24) a. Kuch-e e naj-vernijat prijatel ochovek-a
Dog-NEUT.SG is the most faithful friend ahan-the MASC.SG

*Dog is the most faithful friend dfi¢ man’

b.Dete vlezna v staja-ta
child-NEUT.SG entered in roorAEM.SG-the FEM.SG
‘A child entered the room’

Bulgarian lacks an overt realization of the indiééirarticle, i.e, the indefinite
form of the article is phonologically null (25a)h@re are some grammarians who
claim that apart from the phonologically null inohetle form (or the Zero article),
the numerakdin ‘one’ in Bulgarian, which is inflected for the #& genders in
the Singular, should be considered another varidnthe indefinite articl&
(25b):

(25) aMasc: bashta Fem: kushta  Neut: more
father house sea
‘a father’ ‘a house’ ‘a sea’
b.Masc: edin bashta

ONBIASC.SG  fathermASC.SG

‘a/one father’

Femedn-a tshta
ONEEM.SG  hOUSE-EM.SG
‘a/one house’

%1 Friedman (1976); Mayer (1988:121). Additionallyygustinova (1998) claims that the status of
‘edin’ (one) as an indefinite article is still an ongoaumtroversial issue.
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Neutedn-o more
ONEEUT.SG SEaNEUT.SG

‘a/one sea’

Thus, there is a dispute among linguists as fawlasther the numerals in
(25b) should be considered alternative forms ofitigefinite article or not? In
my opinion, it is not advisable to claim that thesea triple division in the
category Determinewith two members (i) the unmarked bare form of wad
with a phonologically null article (25a), and (ihe numeral (25b) representing
the Indefinite article on one hand, and the positp@ Definite article, on the
other. Additionally, it would also be strange taioh that the definite article takes
the form of a bound morpheme whereas the numdrabmplementary to the
indefinite article, should be a free morpheme. Whatore, there are further
reasons to support the claim that the numeral dasubstitute the indefinite
article, which is phonologically null in Bulgariamhough the phonologically null
article denotes indefiniteness together with noecgjity, the numeral form can

denote specificity (26):

(26) edn-a Zena mi kaza tova
ONEFEM.SG WOMAaNFEM.SG mePDAT.CL said this
‘a/one woman told me this’

(one specific woman that | have in mind/that | saw

Additionally, the numeral (27a), like the definiégticle (23) can have a
generic reading, which is not possible with the efimdte article (the

phonologically null form) as shown in (278):

%2 Bojadziev et al. (1999), and Georgiev (1999), deample, claim that the numeral should not be
considered an alternative form of the indefinitiécée.
3 Further reasons to claim that the indefinite &tiannot be substituted by the numeral in Bulgaria
also come from the fact that whereas the lattacigptable with a noun in subject position (a)a
adverbial modifier (b), the former is not (a’, b’):
a. Edin starets reche...

OnemAsc.sG old-man said... (An old man said...)
a'. *Starets reche...

old-man said...

22



(27) a. Edn-o dete nikoga ne ize
OneNEUT.SG childNEUT.SG never not lies

‘A child never lies’

b. *Dete nikoga ngZé
childNEUT.SG never not lies

*Child never lies

Thus, | would rather prefer to reject the view ttet numeral is an alternative
form of the indefinite articlé* Hence, | would use the term ‘the article’ to refer
to the definite article because the indefinite céti in my opinion, lacks a

phonetic realisation (25a) though it is syntacticptesent.

Having described the general characteristics ofg@&ukn DP, | will now

proceed to present Deverbal nominals, as it iptime concern of this study.

2.2. General Characteristics of Deverbal NominalsiBulgarian

Nomina Deverbativaor ‘deverbal nominals’ in Bulgarian is a topic tha
still gives rise to discussion and contradictorynams among specialists. We
can just begin this introduction by saying very gratly that there are two main

kinds of deverbal nominals: the so-calledE /-NIE types and the “other-suffix”

types.

There is some controversy among Bulgarian grammsuga the issue of
whether or notNE/-NIE hominals form a natural class and can both belé&be
deverbal nominalsForms showing the suffixnve (henceforth NE nominals) are

unanimously claimed to be deverbal nouns becausg dhe claimed to obtain

b. V edn-a staja sedjat triletsa
in oneFEM.SG room sit-3PL  three child-PL
‘There are three children sitting in a room’
b'. *V staja sedjat tri  detsa
in room sit-spL three children
% For more details supporting such a view, see Geo(d999: 274-275).
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from the non-finite forn™ of any verb without exceptiofi.Pashov (1999: 209)
claims that in modern Bulgarian the labdeverbal nominals should only be
applied to those nouns formed by the suffite. According to him, these are the
only forms that can really be related to the vegmiadigm due to the fact that
they preserve the lexical characteristics of tiveirbal base. Thus,NE nouns
could name actions, events or states and mairttairihiematic grid of the verb
they derive from. Examples of the uncontroversiaéverbal-NeE nominals are
givenin (28 a, b, c):

(28) a. resh-avaE
SOIVENON-FINITE-NE

‘solving’

b. oprosht-avae
forgiveNON-FINITE- NE

‘forgiving’

% In Bulgarian, each state of affairs can be represeby a pair of two verbs: a finite and non-gnit
one. Both of the verbs refer to the same ‘actiond have the same lexical meaning, the only diffeeen
being their different grammatical form: finite comfinite. An example is given in (i):
(i) kaza — kaz-va(m) pobedja - pobezda-va(m)

SayFINITE — SayNON-FINITE(1PSSG) WINFINITE — Win-NON-FINITE(1PSSG)

The finite forms reflect the state of affairs thia¢ tverb denotes as a whole, from its beginningsto i
end. The non-finite verbs, on the other hand, remtethe ‘action’ in its process of completion.
According to Pashov (1999) ninety per cent of thebg in Bulgarian can be organised in such pairs
where the non-finite verb is always obtained by fihée one with the help of ‘aspectual endings’.
Some of the suffixes which turn a finite verb intan-finite without changing its lexical meaning :are
a-(m), -ja-(m), -va-(m), -ava-(m), -java-(m), -uM@), where the type of ending depends on the
conjugation of the corresponding verb. In factyéhare cases where from one finite verb we canrobta
more than one non-finite verbs (see Pashov, 1988). TThe rest of the verbs that do not enter in a
finite- non-finite pairs are verbs without any ‘forendings’ and they are usually non-finite:
(i) peja cheta jam

sing read eat
According to Pashov (1999), there are about fifiynary verbs without any endings which belong to
the finite categorylupja ‘buy’, vidja ‘see’, chuja ‘hear’, skocha'jump’, etc.). Additionally, there are
some verbs of foreign origins which can be usedath finite and non-finite (the so called ‘bi-
aspectual’ verbs). These are the ones formed bgufiix -ira-(m), and—izira-(m) such ageag-iram
‘react’, harakter-iziram‘characterise’, etc. For more details on thesésesee Pashov (1999: 137-
138), Bojadjiev et al. (1999:489-490).
% Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Mitkovska (2006) claimathsome psychological predicates from the
“fear” class don't always give aNve nominal. Yet, providing the appropriate contdixgy do.
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C. JON&NE
PersecuteoN-FINITE- NE

‘persecuting’

With respect to thenEe forms, authors such as Kaldieva-Zaharieva (1999)
maintain that they should be regarded as deverbathea NE forms. Some
examples of theNdE nominals are the following (which correspond te tnE

nouns in (28)):

(29) a. reshs&iE
SOIVEHNITE- NIE

‘solution’

b. oproshteHe
forgiveFINITE- NIE

‘forgiveness’

C. gone-NIE
persecutedON-FINITE- NIE

‘persecution’

For many Bulgarian linguists, the difference betw#e NIE and the NE
nominals lies in the fact that thalle suffix seems, to many, more ‘nominal’ than
the -NE one. Thus, many of the\tE nouns refer to results (29grsusthe NE
ones which denote processes (28). As for the rominals, their process
denotation may be due to the fact that they ddriva the non-finite form of the
verb and thus reflect the non-terminative statughef‘action’. The-NIE nouns,
on the other hand, cannot receive a similar explamalue to the fact that they
can derive from both finite and non-finite verbakbs. As we shall see in chapter
4, their result denotation is due to their syntadgrivation, i.e, to the fact that
they are formed on the past passive participlehefdorresponding verb in my

analysis.
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As for the nominals we have loosely labelled a® ‘dther-suffix” forms,
these are also nouns deriving from a verb but appéth a great variety of
suffixes such asaA, -BA, -EZ, -KA, -IE, -ITBA and-NITSA, among many others.
They are not unanimously labelled ‘deverbal nonsndlue to the fact that they
have a lexicalised meaning which makes grammarnejest them as forms of a

closed verbal paradigm. Some examples of “the exb#ix” deverbal nominals
are the following:

(30) a. grad:z
constructez

‘construction, building’

b. kosTBA
MOWFT BA

‘mowing’

c. padez
fall€z

tAsE (Dative, Accusative, etc.).

Before |1 go on, | would like to make a distinctibetween the labels
‘deverbal nominals’ and ‘belonging to the verbalgohgm’ so that confusion can
be prevented. What | simply mean by the term ‘dealenominal’ is any noun
that derives from a verb. However, this doesn’tlyimpr my opinion, and as has
been wrongly interpreted by many Bulgarian gramaresj a constituent that
belongs to the verbal paradigm. Additionally, asskeall see in the next section,
there are sufficient reasons to suggest that dh@hominalizations examined by
now (the NE, -NIE, and the ‘other-suffix’ ones) belong to the nonhidamain
and not to the verbal paradigm. When | use the telemerbal’ | in no way
equate it with ‘belonging to the verbal paradigmhus, | consider all of the

nominals (the-NE, the NIE, and the ‘other-suffix’ ones) nominalizations, hwit
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the only difference between them being the degifesubstantivization of the
verbal action. Additionally, it can be also claimatat the degree of
substantivization may depend on the type of théaldbase (finite vs. non-finite
or simply the root), on the syntactic propertiestioéir derivation, and on the

semantic characteristics of the verb itsélf.

2.2.1. The nouns ending inne®

As it has already been observed, nominalizatiores derived by the
process of suffixation. The base for forming thiesans is the non-finite form of
the verbs (see footnote 35) where the nominal®lbi@ned by adding the suffix
—NE directly to the present verbal base in the casesdifs of the third (31a) and
first (31b) conjugation or previously adding themed —£ to the present verbal
base when the verb is from the second conjugatian €1c) below?

(31) a. 3™ conjugation

(1) kritik-uvaNe (iHqa-avaNE
CriticiSeNON-FINITE-NE sell.NON-FINITE-NE
‘criticising’ ‘selling’

aPresent verbal bas@PsSG present tense)

() kritikuv-A (criticise-3PSSG) (i) prodawx (sell-3PssG)
‘criticises’ ‘sells’

37 Georgiev (1999) suggests that the the degreehsitantivization of the nominalization depends on
the semantics of the verb and on the type of tmeimalizing suffix (see pp. 146-151).

3 According to Kaldieva-Zaharieva (1999) thes-nominals are 15000 more or less.

% There are three verbal conjugations in Bulgariazoating to the ending of the present verbal base
(which coincides with the form of the third perssingular present tense). The verbs which hdvas
their present endingliet-E‘read-3PsSg-E ‘reads’) belong to the first conjigratThe verbs from the
second conjugation end i (govor-l speak-3PsSg-I ‘speaks’), and those from the ttorgugation in
—A/-JA (razkazv-Atell-3PsSg-A ‘tells’).
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b.1* conjugugation @™ conjugugation

chet-ENE ) (onirv-E-NE
read-eE walk-eNE
‘reading’ ‘walking’
b’. Present verbal base c’. Present verbal base
chet-E (readf&sg) wrv-l (walk-3.PSSG)
‘reads’ ‘walks’

As for the nature of the vowele that is inserted in case of second
conjugation verbs (31c), we shall see that we leavdence to claim that it is the
thematic vowel (cf. 8 4.1). As for the rest of tbenjugations, the suffix NE

directly attaches to the present verbal base (31a,

As far as the Gender of these nouns is concerneskdtion 2.1.1 we saw
that all of them are Neuter because they end irvdlveel £. Thus, all of them
should be modified by adjectives, demonstrativas)erals, etc in the Neuter. As
far as Number is concerned, somMdeE-nominalizations lack Plural (see example
(32a, b) below). This happens with some intransitiverbs which, when
nominalized, result in an abstract noun. Those riae that admit the plural
appear with the plural inflectional suffixega-/—etaas in example (33a, b). The
definite determiners arge-for the singular forms anda-for the plural. Consider
the following examples:

(32) Abstract Singulars
(a) tova negov-o postoijann-o misl-e-NE za
semejstvo-to

thisSNEUT.SGhiSNEUT.SG constantNEUT.SGthink-e-NENEUT.SG  for

familyNEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG.

28



“This his constant thinking of the family’

(b) mechtanE-TO na Maria da stane izvestn-a
dreamNE-theNEUT.SG of Mary to become famouwrEM.SG

‘The dreaming of Mary to become famous’

(33)—NE Plurals: -ija /—eta

() kla-N(E)-ETA-TA na novoroden-i  zajts-i
slaughtNE-PL-the PL of newborrrL  rabbitpPL

‘the slaughtering(s) of newborn rabbits/ the sldaghof newborn rabbits’

SG :kla-NE (slaughter/ing) PL : klm-eta (slaughters/slaughterings)

(b) izprashtan(E)-lJA-TA  na pism-a do Amerika
sendNE-PL-thePL of letterPL to America

‘The sending(s) of letters to America’

2.2.2. The nouns ending INnME:

Though considered an ancestor of the nominaliziffjxs—NE, -NIE is
claimed to attach to both finite and non-finite rfsr of the verf® What is
typically claimed for theNIE nominalizations is the fact that they have losirth
verbal character because they do not denote thmlvaction but some object or
an abstract concept (Pashov, 1999: 213). Thus,eaksaiibira-NE (collecting)

denotes an actiosgbra-NIE (meeting, assembly) denotes an abstract concept.

As far as gender is concerned, we have previoustyneented that as the

final vowel of NIE is ‘E’, then these nouns should have a Neuter grammatical

“%In contrast to NE, the NIE suffix is not productive any more in Bulgarian. diibnally, as this
suffix has a Russian origin, there is also the ¢ewgl to replace the nouns inie by other synonymous
words formed by a variety of suffixes: stremie >strem-EZ (striving, aspiration),otmeneNiE >
otmnjan-A(help, assistance), etc.
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gender. Contrary to thene class, the ME nouns always have a plural form. In
the Plural, the marker isja (-nija) which can sometimes lead to confusion
between the NE type nominals and theE ones when in Plural. Thus, in (34a)
we have the Plural of theve nominal and in (34b) we have the Plural of the—

one, both looking identical and the only differemcéhe stress:

(34) a. secheie (Sg) > secheqE)-13A (PI)
fellNE felNE-PL

‘felling’ ‘fellings’

b. sech&dE (Sg) > sechar1JA (PI)
fellNie fellNiE-PL

‘section’ ‘sections’

2.2.3. The nouns formed by other suffixes

As mentioned previously, there are many nominabmaformed by a
variety of suffixes like-A, -BA, -EZ, -NIK, -NITSA, -KA, -ISHTE, -NJA, -ALNJA, -
TEL, -ANT, etc. These nominalizations will be labelled ‘otkaffix’ nominals.
Here, | would also include the nominalizations fedrby a zero suffix [-d], i.e,
that lack an overt suffix.

As far as the semantics of these nouns is concethey may be divided

in the following groups:
(35) ‘Other-suffix’ nominals:
(a) Agents™ (bor€Ts ‘fight-er’, nastrojcHIK ‘adjust-er’, grebeTs ‘row-er’,

MetACH ‘sweep-er’, pisarEL ‘writ-er’, oKup-ANT ‘occup-ant’, NOSACH

‘carri-er’, brisn-AR ‘barber’, etc.):

“1 For more detailed information on the semanticthefagentivity suffixes in Bulgarian, see Georgiev
(1999:136-142).
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Suffixes-ACH, -TEL, -AR, -NIK , -ETS, -DZIJA (-CHIJA), -CHIK , -JAK, -AK, -KO,
etc.

(b) Patients (plennik, etc.) ‘captive’

(c) Instruments (brisnAcCH ‘razor’, mettA ‘broom’, grebto ‘oar’, vart-EL-

EZ-KA%2 ¢

roundabaout’, otvarj&HKA ‘tin opener’, etc.)

Suffixes=ILO, -ALO, -LA, -LKA , -KA , -ITSA, -ARKA , -ACHKA , -ETS, etc

(d) Objects (prikazkA ‘tale’, hranA ‘food’, plet-kA/plet4vo ‘knitting, stitch’,

stro£Z ‘building’, postrojkA ‘boulding’, etc).

Suffixes-KA, -A, -IVO, - EZ, etC.

(e) Substances: gor4vo ‘fuel’, lep-iLO ‘glue’ , gorch+TsA ‘mustard’, etc.)

Suffixes=-IvO, -ILO, ITSA, -OVKA , -INA, -ILKA , -KA, etcC.

() Abstract concepts(ljub-ov ‘love’, bol-ka ‘pain’, glavoboliE ‘headache’
etc.)

Suffixes-0ST, -ETS, -1JA, -KA, -IE, etc.

(9) Actions (predatelsTvo ‘betrayal’, prodazBa ‘sale’, grabez ‘theft’, rast£z
growth’, etc.)

Suffixes-EZ, -(2)BA, -ITBA, -AVA, -ITSA, KA, etc.

“2 For more detailed information on complex suffixese Barbolova (1999).
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(h) Places(klann4TsA ‘slaughterhouse’, rabotNITSA ‘workshop’, chakALNJA

‘waiting room’, skrivatISHTE ‘hiding-place’, lettSHTE ‘airport’, etc.)

Suffixes=-ISHTE, -NJA, -ALNJA , -ILNJA , -NITSA, etc.

Among this group of nominalizations there are savhese suffix absorbs
a semantic participant of the verb or an adjundhefverbal base which is also
the case with the Catalan suffixes)qR/-ER/-AIRE . Thus, in (36a, b, c) we have
the Bulgarian examples of such suffixes whereaa’(36, ¢’) present the Catalan

correspondences:

(36) Agentive value

a. pisa-tel a'. escript-or
WrItefEL WIteR
‘writer’ ‘writer’

‘The person whates’

Locative value
b. zakusva-Inja b’. abeura-dor
breakfastNiA drinkDoOR

‘the place where one breakfasts’ the place where one drinks

Instrumental value:

c. otvarja-chka c’. obri-dor
OPErcHKA openboR
‘(tin) opener’ ‘opener’

‘a tool for opeg (tins)’
As for Number, all of these nouns accept pluralain the same way as

the NIE ones. The type of the plural ending depends orgémeler of the noun
(cf. § 2.1.2).
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Having shown the general characteristics of tineee types of
nominalizations examined in this paper, | would npresent some evidence
supporting the fact that all of them belong to timninal domain but not to the

verbal paradigm.

2.3. Against the hypothesis that nominalizations irNE and NIE belong to

the verbal paradigm

We have seen that many linguists defend the viewttie NE nominals
should be regarded as belonging to the verbal maradsimilar to the
substantivized infinitives in other languages (Pasli1999); Steinke (1999);
Kaldieva-Zaharieva (1999), among many others).

There are also linguists who claim that not ohly +NE nominals but also
the NIE type should be included in the verbal paradigmldie&a-Zaharieva
(1999)). However, almost all of the Bulgarian graanians share the opinion that
this should not be the case with the ‘other-suffisminalizations such as those
presented in section 2.2.3.

What | would like to propose here is that neither #NE nominlas, nor the
—NIE ones should be regarded as belonging to the vparatligm. The reason to
arrive at this conclusion can be found in the fH#wt in many cases the
nominalizations in NE (or -NIE) change the meaning of the originating verb by
either reducing it or amplifying it. In case thesaminalizations belonged to the
verbal paradigm, they should have been able toetwvasall of the verbal

meanings. Yet, as we should see below, this isisiwally the case.
2.3.1. Semantic modification
Often, the deverbal nominals do not take all of vkeéb’s meanings but just

one or few of them, i.e, the nominalizations présesemantic reduction of the

originating verb. To put some examples, in (37s)dw the meanings of the verb
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disham‘breathe’ and in (37a’) | show that thee-nominaldishaNE ‘breathing’
takes just the first meaning of this verb. Similarln (37b) | present the
semantics of the verbnishtozavanidestroy’ and show in (37b’) that thenie
nominalunishtozeNiE ‘destruction’ conserves just some of its meaniigsally,
in (37¢) the semantic connotations of the verikazvam‘talk’ are offered after
which in (37c¢’) we can observe that the ‘other-suffkA nominal prikazKkA

‘tale, story’ conserves just two of the verb’s megs.

(37) a. [DISHAM] ‘breathe’: (i) draw a breath; (live, exist; (iii) express

a’. -NE nominal: dishaNE: (i) breath, respiration

b. [UNISHTOZAVAM] ‘destroy’: (i) destroy, make awayith; (ii)
annihilate; (iii) (for fire) devour; (iv) crush, nudown; (v) (for contracts)
vitiate, invalidate; (vi) obliterate; (vii) (for peer) overthrow; (viii)
(food, liquids) finish off; (ix) (obstacles) brealown; etc.

b’. —NIE nominal: unishtozeniE ‘destruction’: (i) destruction; (ii)

annihilation; (v) vitiation, invalidation;

c. [PRIKAZVAM] ‘talk’: (i) talk, speak; (ii) say; i) tell; (iv) talk,
converse;
c’. ‘other- suffix’ nominal. prikazka ‘tale, story’: (iii) tale, story; (i)

talk

Sometimes, however, it is the case that the nomatadns amplify the
meaning of the verb they derive from. An examplgiien in (38) with (38a, a’)
making reference to ave nominal; (38b, b’) referring to avte noun, and (38c,

c’) to an ‘other-suffix’ nominalization:
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(38) & [CHETA] ‘read’: (i) read:; (i) (for a prayer) say
a’. -NE nominal: cheteNE ‘reading’: (i) reading; (i) In Sg. only: a
school subject from Primary School where childrétam and practice
their capacity to read. (iii) A literary meeting aie authors gather

together and read their works.

b. [PORCHVAM] ‘order’: (i) order; (i) tell, ask (s.o. tao s.th)
b’. .NIE nominal: poricheNIE ‘errand, mission, commission’: (i) errand,

mission, commission; (ii) insttions; (iil) message

c. [POROCHVAM] ‘order’: (i) order; (ii) tell, ask (s.o. tao s.th)
c’. bther-suffix’ nominal: ponichkA ‘order’: (i) order; (ii) errand,

commission; (iii) (for clothes) meatb measure; (iv) bespoke.

We can observe that there is a great similarityvbenh the three types of
nominalizations studied here, which eliminates plssibility of differentiating
them as belonging or not to the verbal paradigmdi#ahally, it is also clear
that, though deriving from a verb, these nouns ragloather to the nominal
domain as they are incapable of conserving the teramber of semantic
connotations of the originating verb, together wiik fact that they also behave

syntactically like nouns.

2.3.2. A special case ofNE nominals

As | will defend in chapter 4, there is a sub-grafipNE nominals which
do enter the verbal paradigm. This is the group tleé gerundive NE
constructions. | will claim that apart from the @ded -NE nouns, there is another
type of NE construction which takes over some gerundive fonst (see 8
4.1.3). In fact, this is what may have lead Bulgargrammarians to claim that

such nominalizations should belong to the verbatagigm. However, a

3 The example is taken from Kaldieva-Zaharieva (1299).
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distinction should be made between the gerundive fermations which do
belong to it, as any gerund, and the deverba rominals which, as we saw in
section 2.3.1 above, do not.

As for the NIE nominals, the fact that some grammarians incladentin
the verbal paradigm as well might be due to thé that such nouns derive from
the past passive participle of the correspondint s | will argue. Thus, the
close relation between past passive participlestla@se nouns may have misled
linguists to include them as part of the verbaladagm. However, being

nominalizations, they are not (cf. § 2.3.1).

Having cursory described the basic morpho-syntaciata on the
Bulgarian nominal system together with some lindsassumptions on the
nominalizing process, | will now proceed to offérettheoretical framework
adopted in this work (chapter 3) before | discusg syntactic analysis of

Bulgarian nominalizations (chapter 4).
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CHAPTER 3: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK TO FOLLOW

The interest in nominalization processes has isexaver the years since
the first work of Robert Lees in 1960. Since theamerous proposals have been
made in order to explain the nature of apparengigegory-changing derivational
affixes and capture the fact that sentences andnadizations appear to share many
common properties at the interpretive level (seaddl (1984), Sproat (1985),
Zucchi (1989), to mention only a few). Yet, nomimations were attributed either
an exceptional treatment (which increasingly seernedceptually inadequate)
! or there was an abstraction introduced, whichemauminalizations seem just like

sentences.

It is a well-known fact since Lees (1960) and Chkyngl970), that verbs
and nouns share fundamental argument-taking piepeApart form the failure of
nouns to take prepositionless DPs, everything semmmpletely parallel (examples
from Grimshaw (1990: 46-47)):

(1) i. CP complement
a. with verbs: The physicists claimed thatearth is round.

b. with nouns: The physicist’s claim thia earth is round.

ii. Infinitival complement:
a. with verbs: They attempted to leave.

b. with nouns: Their attempt to leave.

iii. PP complement
a. with verbs: The train arrived at the station.

b. with nouns: The train’s arrival at the station.

! Cf Roeper (2004).
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The different theoretical framewoks that have beeweloped along the
evolution of generative grammar had resulted irfed#int proposals, both in
conception and in spirit, since Lees (1960) fitsidg on English nominalizations.
Within the framework set bfyntactic Structured.ees’ work has generally been
considered to be the first attempt in the histofygenerative grammar to give
extensive rule motivations and derivations for acHc type of construction. In his
work, Lees claimed that nominalizations of the s/pexemplified in the (b)
constructions above are derived from the sententiaktructions of the types (a)
and thus inherit the verb’s arguments by postuiatinproper sentence inside the
NP. The spirit of this approach may arguably bel $aicontinue in some current
theories of nominalization, which do not posit aokhsentence as part of the
nominalization, but claim that there is a hiddeniWominal structures that can be

very abstractly represented as in (2), where veeledetails are omitted:

() [op--- [np--- [ velll

A decade after Lees’ pioneering study, Chomsky Q) 9oposed that a
common abstract syntactic notation, X-bar-theooyld represent both the structure
of the lexical categories that constitute the cetements of sentences and
nominalizations. If a lexical element XP surfaces\P, there is accusative case
assigned to the internal argument of the vetie gnemydestroyed the city.]VP].

If the XP surfaces as a NP, this case assignmdibeked and a preposition must
be inserted:the enemy’s destruction of the ¢igyvs. *[the enemy’s destruction the
city]yp. Although the bulk of Chomsky’s work was devotedargue that nouns
should directly enter the lexicon as such, and thlwsy are not derived
transformationally, this approach can be said tocbatinued in some recent
Distributed Morphology accounts, where lexical gatges like verbs and nouns are

seen as a combination of category neutral roots folactional layers F as in (3):

% See Giannakidou and Rathert (2005).
% See Giannakidou and Rathert (2005) and referanitszbthere.
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3) FP

N

F  +root

A lot of research has been done on the nature (bfdfley and Noyer (1997,
1998, 1999, 2000); Alexiadou (2001); Marantz (19%tc.). There is agreement
that in the verbal domain F correspondsvidrhus, the enemy,r destroyed the

City.cc]] conforms to the following abstract architecture:

4) TP

i VDESTROY

In the nominal domain, F is considered to be D.sThine enemy’s destruction

of the citypp has the following representation:

(5 DP

N
N
A

D \VDESTROY

In (5), adjustment morphological rules will spelitadestroy directly or

indirectly dominated by D, agestruction

Thus, it is clear that in analyzing nominalizatiptisere are two conceptual
routes to follow. If we follow Lees (1960), we slaiclaim that there is a verbal
projection inside the nominalization that deliveis verbal traits. Yet, following

some of Chomsky’s (1970) suggestions one may cdedat nouns and verbs are
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category neutral and that the difference betweehsvand deverbal nouns is due to

a higher functional structure in abstract syntax.

In this paper, | adopt the latter option. Followihgs line, | will depart from
the assumption that thematically-related lexicaini$ share a set of category-neutral
stems with a specific theta-grid (Picallo 1991: R79further follow Alexiadou
(2001) who claims, similarly to van Hout and RoefiE998), that the behavior of
nominals is linked to the properties of the feaduire the functional layers of the
construction (T, D, Asp, v, etc.). Furthermorewitl be suggested that nominals
differ depending on the functional layers they emmtand on the feature
specification of these layers, as suggested iniadmu (2001) (cf. § 3.2.1). Yet,
contrary to Alexiadou (2001) and Marantz (1999ill try to show that not only
roots, but also stems can be modified in syntaxsirilar proposal is made in
Ferrari (2005), although she considers that ordynstare modifiable in syntax and

not roots.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In tiext section | will discuss
some general proposals on the functional struabfirBP (8 3.1.1) together with
some details on Grimshaw’s (1990) analysis of nafigzations (8 3.1.2). The
following section will provide some general and maecent assumptions on the
nominalizing process as those made by AlexiadoW®WIp@8 3.2.1) and Ferrari
(2005) (8 3.2.2). Some problems to Grimshaw's (39%0exiadou’s (2001) and
Ferrari’'s (2005) analyses will be mentioned in wecB.2.3. Finally, section 3.3 is

devoted to discussing previous analyses on Bulgaaninalizations.

3.1. Some general proposals on Nominalizations arige functional structure of
DP

3.1.1. The structure of the DP

Since Chomsky's (1986) it has generally been asduthat functional

elements like complementizers and auxiliaries tdje the phrasal level as lexical
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categories do, constituting the extended projeatioa lexical head and conforming
to X-bar schema.

Within the nominal domain, Abney (1987), based amvipus work on
Szabolcsi (1983) for Hungarian, presents theoreaca empirical arguments to
assume that a functional category, a Determineageh(DP), is the dominanting
category in nominal structurdsThe DP is considered the extended and maximal
projection of the head N thus unifying the treatinginnominal constructions and
clauses. The syntactic representation is giveg)n (

(6) Abney (1987)
DP

/N

Spec D’
N

D PN

N

Sped\’

Moreover, it has further been suggested that anly tleveloped DP structures
can be arguments of predication, whereas bare MPsominal predicates (i.e, non-
arguments). That is, it is the selection of thdackrtthat causes a shift of a
predicational NP element into an argument DP, ggsal that provides further
semantic reasons for postulating a DP.

Abney (1987) also provides morphological evidenoe postulating a DP
projection by examining some crosslinguistic data. Turkish, as well as in

Bulgarian, there is a DP-internal agreement whieeeRossessor in Genitive agrees

“ Cf also Szabolcsi (1983) and Hellan (1986) fotieaproposals on the Determiner as a syntactic
projection.

> See Szabolcsi (1987), Abney (1987), and Longok{a@84), among others.
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in Number and Gender with the N. Similar propo$age been made previously by
Szabolcsi (1983) for Hungarian where the head Neesywith the possessor in
person and number. The following examples in Budgaexemplify this type of

agreement:

(7) a.lvan-ov-a -ta stsa
IVanesEN-FEM.SG-the FEM.SG SISterFEM.SG

Ivan’s sister

b. lvan-ov-i-te sestf-i
I[vansEN-PL-thePL sisterpL

Ivan’s sisters

Bernstein (2003), among others, presents furthetasyic motivation in
support of the DP hypothesis. She claims that aegusnin the nominal domain are
hierarchically arranged as they are in the cldusleng the years there have been
extensive discussions on the structural positicin@farguments of N. Ritter (1988),
for example, suggests that the subject argumeatP (a possessive) is generated
in Spec, NP and the object arguments are complenwni, following the VP-
Internal Subject Hypothesis previously suggestetkbgpman and Spotiche (1991)
in their analysis of sentential structufetongobardi (2003) has claimed that
Possessors are higher than notional subjects sud&gents or Experiencers, and
those in turn are higher than internal arguments. order to prove this
generalization, he presents evidence involvinginkerpretation of possessives and
binding.

® Remember that Gender distinctions are lost whemdun is in the plural in Bulgarian.

" On argument structure in the nominal domain, sémshaw (1990), Picallo (1991), Valois (1991),
Siloni (1991, 1994), Taraldsen (1990), Giorgi and dawardi (1991). Bernstein (2003) offers examples
like the following, adapted from Chomsky (1970):

(i) Rome destroyed Carthage

(i) Rome’s destruction of Carthage

® Koopman and Spotiche (1991) propose that theriateand external arguments in the clause are
generated VP-internally. Thus, the subject is irecgP and not in Spec,IP as had previously been
assumed.
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Another issue that has triggered extensive disonsisi the position of the
article and the types of movement operations thie¢ place to account either for
being phonologically covert or for appearing at t&# or at the right of N when
overt. Arguments for N raising to D (N-to-D headsiag) have been proposed for
Romance languages in Longobardi (1994, 1995), Bam$1991b); for Hebrew in
Ritter (1988, 1991) and Siloni (1991), and for Staavian languages in Taraldsen
(1990), Desling (1988), Santelmann (1993) and Kedi®93). Longobardi (2003)
claims that there are three types of N-to-D raisidgntified in the literature
(Rumanian Ns with the enclitic article; the Semtenstruct state, and Romance
proper names). In these cases, it has been argaedhe features of D attract N,
following Chomsky’s (1995) proposal that featuredunctional projections can be
strong or weak, the former triggering overt movemégainst this view, others
have proposed a phrasal movement inside DP, faligwizabolsci (1983) who first
proposes DP-internal phrasal movement claiming $ipeic, DP, in parallel to Spec,
IP, is an ‘escape hatch’ for extraction from DPisTidea was subsequently adopted
by Valois (1991) for French. Cinque (2000) claimmsd&n XP movement only inside
the DP as well. For him, everything can be derin®d successive leftward
movement of larger and larger XPs. The same remmavement (but without
pipe-piping the containing phrase) may be involuwedhe traditionally considered
N to D raising. | will also defend the view that wement is of the phrasal type only

(see chapter 4).

The position of the Adjectives inside the DP hasoabeen extensively
discussed. It is assumed that Adjectives in the inaimdomain correspond to
Adverbs in the clausal one. Jackendoff (1972) ssiggthat there is a fixed left-to-
right sequence of adjectives paralleling that ofesilds. Cinque (1994) also proposes
that Adjectives in the DP are organized accordimgatuniversal hierarchy that
relates to their semantic propertiesThe basic order of the Adjectives is
prenominal. Following this assumption, and on olisgra wide range of Romance
varieties, Bernstein (2003) further suggests thate is a parametric variation as to

how high an N raises in order to derive the postinal position of Adjectives in

° Sproat and Shih (1988) also suggest that adjectif’absolute properties such as colour and shape a
closer to the head than adjectives for relativgperties (quantity and size).
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Romance. Thus, adjectives have greater tendengsetede the N in Frenclersus
Spanish and Italian, i.e, Ns in French don’t raasehigh as Ns in Spanish and
Italian. Bernstein (2003) concludes that the higherlanding site of N, the greater
the tendency for adjectives to occur post-nominalyg for the landing sites
between N and D, she claims that they correspondunational projections.
Possible candidates for these intermediate furatidanding sites have been

claimed to be Number (singular vs. plural), Gended Case.

As for Number, it was Ritter (1991) who first prgeal NumP claiming that
it is it, and not NP, which is the complement ofirbModern Hebrew. In similar
way to Ritter, Valois (1991) and Picallo (1991) ptl@ number projection for
French and Catalan respectively. Bernstein (199P®3a) provides additional

support for adopting a NumP for Romance presertatg from Walloon.

As for the status of Gender Phrase inside nomiiitsllo (1991) claims that
gender projects to functional phrase within DP \Whshe labels Gen(der)P. This
functional projection is situated between NP andmRureflecting the fact that
gender is expressed directly on the noun stem latdnumber is expressed outside

gender'®

(8) Spanish:
mes-a-s
tableFEM-PL

‘table’

Bernstein (1993a, 1993b) subsequently suggestgydmater is expressed in
the form of word markers (in the sense of Harri91)9n Spanish and Italian-type
of languages. However, Ritter (1993) challengesitlea that Gender, or Word
Markers, should correspond to functional categouksming that gender is a
feature and that there is a parametric variatiomhenlocation of this feature cross-

linguistically. Thus, gender is found on the nouans at all levels of syntactic

19 See Picallo (2006) for recent proposals on thaticel between Gender and Number.
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representation in Hebrew while in Romance it isated together with the noun’s
number specification on the functional head Num.

Longobardi (2003) further examines the Case postwithin the DP. He
claims that many languages tend to use a specisé,Gae Genitive, for the
arguments of nouns whose verbal thematic corregraadbear Nominative and
Accusative. There are, at least, five different svaf formal realization of the

Genitive apart from expressing it by a preposition:

(9)* a. a phrase final affix (EnglisHs)
b. a word final affix (Germag Arabici)
c. an inflectional (fusing) ending (Latin or Slavic Genitive)

d. phi-feature agreement with the nou(Romance/German Possessives)

e. zero-realization (Hebrew Construct State Genitive)

Longobardi (2003) suggests that prepositional Gezstsurface lower than the

Genitival forms of (9a, b, d, e). Thus, he hinta @ossible hierarchy made available
by UG:

(10) (1GenS 2AP 3GenO [ P [S [O...N...]L.]]

The positions from 1 to 3 set out some crosslirignady possible surface
positions for the N. GenS and GenO are the high kvd positions for
possessivized Genitives respectively, and AP amatéd positions for attributive
adjectives. That is, there are two positions fon-poepositional Genitives (higher
or lower than Adjectives). Longobardi (2003) prog®shat Semitic languages,
Romance and Hungarian activate only the higher Qadtic languages only the

lower, while some varieties of Germanic activatéhiquositions.

In conclusion, there has been a great amount erfatiire and interest on the
structure of the DP since the works of Szabolc8B8) and Abney (1987) in the

1 Examples by Longobardi (2003: 567).
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Principles and Parameters framework. Yet, whatss eertain is the fact that there

is still a lot of work to be done on the syntaxtioé DP. Nowadays, there are many
linguists who bring new light into this field asethinvestigate languages that have
received little attention. New theoretical propssate also being suggested that

shed new light into old themes.

Having now set a very general scenario on the lssicture of the DP, | will

proceed to discuss some issues on the classificatideverbal nominals.

3.1.2. Classifying nominalizations (Grimshaw, 1990)

The fact that the argument-taking properties ofnisoare directly dependent
on their event properties was first extensively uady in Grimshaw (1990).
According to her, any predicate lacking event proee lacks argument structure as

well.

Grimshaw (1990) presents evidence for the needlassity nominalizations
according to their argument structure, distingunghbetween the so-called event

and result nominals exemplified in (11 a, b) resipety:

(11) Nominalization types (Grimshaw 1990)

a.Event Nominlas
() The examination of the patient took a long time.
(i) *The barbarians’ destroying
(iii) The barbarians’ destroying of the city
(iv) The examination of the dog in/for an hour

(v) Bill's intentional examination of the weak chdate
b. Result Nominals

(1) *The exam of the patient took a long time

(i)  The exam is on the table
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(i)  *The exam of the student in/for an hour

(iv)  *Bill's intentional exam of the weak candidate.

Grimshaw extensively argues that there are substahtferences between
these two types of deverbal nouns. The event ndsjieaemplified in (11a), are
subject to several restrictions, which are exengalifin the ungrammatical
sequences in (11a). They are called ‘event’ nomih@&cause they denote events
whose duration can be measured. The result non(ibaly, on the other hand, refer
to the output of the event, so there is no possildiidr measuring an event they can

not possibly denote.

Event nominals are Theta-assigners, i.e., they lablgatory arguments
verbs (cf. the barbarians destroy@¢d To account for this, Grimshaw (1990)
proposes that event nominals have an external ewganment that we can lalgV.
whereas result nominals have an external refetearimumentR. For her, it is the
EV argument that is responsible for the argument-talaroperties of the nouns
(11a).

Another verbal feature of event nominals is theisgbility to combine with
aspectual modifiers (11a: iv), an observation firetde by Vendler (1967). These
modifiers cannot combine with the result nomindlsk( iii). Additionally, whereas
event nominals allow for agent-oriented adverbfalsa: v), result nominals do not
(11b: iv).

However, there are nominalizations that denote tsvbnt behave like result
nominals as they are incompatible with aspectuatiifieoss and agent-oriented
adverbials (12):

(12) Simple event nominlasGrimshaw (1990)

a. *The event in an hour

b *Mary’s intentional trip to Asia
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The distinction is based on argument-structurem@niaw proposes that the
complex event nominalBke (11a) have a true argument structure, simidathat of
verbal predicatesSimple event nominaldike those in (12), on the other hand,
don’t. Rather, they have what she lalggdsticipantswhich are not real arguments

but serve to restrict the denotation of the nomimakeveral ways$?

Grimshaw (1990) further suggests that there areesaests that can
distinguish between true argument-structure norajria¢, complex event nominals
(11a), from those that don’'t have argument-stractue, the simple event nominals
(12) and the result nominals (11b). To mention savhéhem, only argument-
structure nouns accept adverbial modifiers sucffreguent?®, constant’ and agent-
oriented modifiers such as ‘deliberate, intentibifed. 11a: v). They can neither

pluralize nor take indefinite determiners.

Following Grimshaw’s (1990) classification, | wghow there are also three

types of nominalizations in Bulgarian as in (13):

(13) Nominalization types in Bulgarian

(a) Argument-structure nominalgsome processNE Nouns)
(b) Participant-structure nominals(the eventive -N)IE and eventive ‘other-suffix’
nouns and some processEnouns)

(c) Result nominalg(result NE, result-(N)IE and result ‘other-suffix’ nouns)

The reason for such a classification is syntachiat is, it is based on the

syntactic behaviour of these nouns (see § 4.2jilltalso become clear that their

12 Grimshaw (1990) distinguishes between syntacticrents, which stand in grammatically significant
relation to predicates, and what she calls ‘paudiots’. She claims that, among other things, tkied
conceptual structure (Ics) defines a set of paitis involved in the meaning of the lexical itg%4).
Whereas Verbs and complex event nominals projeticipants in their a(rgument)-structure and thus
make their participants grammatical arguments, ratleninals (result and simple event ones) have only
participants but no grammatical arguments.

13 Grimshaw claims that if modifiers like ‘frequerthd ‘repetead’ appear with result nouns, they rbast

in the plural (the frequent exam*(s)).
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different behaviour results from a difference ia fyntactic derivation and structure
of these nominals (cf. § 4.1). Generally speakihg, type (13a) nominalizations
correspond to Grimshaw’s Complex event nominalge t{13b) to her Simple event
nominals whereas type (13c) to her result nominBlsor to substantiating my
claims, | would like to present some general andremcecent proposals on
nominalizations like those suggested in Alexiad®00() and Ferrari (2005) from

which | have adopted some assumptions.

3.2. Some Notes on Alexiadou’s (2001) and Ferrari'2005) Proposals on

Nominalizations

In this section | will discuss just the relevans@sptions on nominalizations
made by Alexiadou (2001) and Ferrari (2005) whidiave adopted in this work.

Other details, which are not related to my proposdl be omitted.
3.2.1. Alexiadou’s (2001) view: some recent assunmgis

Alexiadou (2001) adopts the Distributed Morpholofhence, DM) view
(Marantz 1997, 1999; Schoorlemmer 1995, van HodtRwoeper 1998, Borer 1999)
and claims that all word formation is syntactic afuhctional. Basically, she
concentrates on the framework proposed in Marabh®9q) according to which
lexical elements, unspecified for syntactic catggare introduced into variable
syntactic environments. Depending on the functidagers that dominate these
unspecified items, they are correspondingly spedeid as adjectives, verbs, or
nouns (Alexiadou 2001: 7). That is, Alexiadou cdess categories like a verb
destroyor a noundestructionto be abstract roots which lack categorial feature
These abstract roots are introduced into the siatatructure unspecified for a
syntactic category and relate to higher functidredds such as Number/D grto
result into a noun or a verb respectively. ThusemWbDESTROY s placed in a verbal
environment, it gives a verb (14a), and if placedai nominal environment, the
result is a noun (14b):
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(14) V= VDESTROY

On an approach like this one, functional layer$yfdetermine the category

of a lexical head?

As for deverbal nouns, Alexiadou distinguishes [eetw argument
supporting nouns, which correspond to Grimshaw'99(Q) Complex Event
Nominals and non-argument supportingsult nouns:> For her, the difference
between the argument-takingrsusresult nominals is explained by the presence of
additional functional layers inside the former bat the latter. Thus, she claims that
only argument-taking nouns include Voig®/ and Aspect projections whereas
result nominals do ndf. A syntactic representation is provided in (15) veh€l5a)
refers to Alexiadou’s argument-supporting event mas and (15b) to her result
nominals, and F relates to additional nominal fiomzl projections such as Number
or Agr:*®

% This, in fact, opposes Grimshaw’s (1990) analysis wlaims just the opposite, i.e, that the categbry
lexical heads determines the functional layers.

> For Alexiadou (2001) botiprocessand eventnouns are argument supporting, the only difference
among them being that the first are durative wthigelatter are terminative (p. 10).

16 According to Kratzer (1994a, b), Chomsky (19953ylely (1995), Marantz (1997), Arad (1999)s (i)

the locus for agentivity, i.e, external argumefity,contains features related to agentivity; (bares case
features for the object; (iv) comes in two typesintroduces external argumeht;doesn’t introduce such
(cf. Alexiadou 2001: 17). As for property (iv)b, éMiadou claims that exactly this type wvf the
‘deficient’ one, is found in nominalizations, dwethe fact that no accusative case is assigndtetoDP
argument and that no agent is syntacically projetieSpeqP.

" In Alexiadou’s analysis, the functional categokgpectcontains features related to the semantic
properties of the denoted event (for example, pévie for a completed event and imperfective for an
ongoing one);Voice is the locus of agentivity, decisive for featunedevant to the licensing and
interpretation of external arguments.

18 Examples from Alexiadou (2001: 19).
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(15) a. Process/event (argument-supporting) nostinal

DP

N

D FP (NumP, AgrP)

<
—
Y

L DP/Complement
VDESTROY the city

b. Result nouns:
DP

/N

D FP

N

FoLP

As we can see from the representation in (15), iAllou, contrary to
Marantz (1999), doesn't include a category-chandurgtional nominalizing head
[n°] to derive a noun. For her, whenever a roaohisoduced under D/Number, we

have a noun, and when introduced under Tense,ufteroe is a verb. | will argue,
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however, that a nominalizer projection [nP] is resagy for a root (or a stem) to be

analysed as a noun.

An interesting observation by Alexiadou (2001), ethiwill be relevant for
my analysis, is the fact that there are languapes have overt morphological
reflexes for Voice and Aspect. Though Greek doesy&tematically show Voice
morphology on nominalizations (revealed by thexirim-), there are languages that
do so (Turkish, Korean, West Greenlandic, Bantgdaiges, Maori). In Turkish, the
passive morphemell—shows the presence of Voice both on verbs and/etkri
nouns (16)5

(16) a. Mektub yaz 1= —di
letter  write pass past

‘The letter was written’

b. mektub-un-yaz I1L-—ma-si
letterseEN write pass/N-its

‘the writing of the letter’

Following this assumption, | will show that Bulgami also has an overt
Voice morphology on some nominalizations (in cageth® —{)IE nominals)
manifested by the suffixntt (cf. § 4.1.2).

As for Aspect, Slavic languages present an oposibietween perfective
versusnon-perfective, which can be observed on boths/arm nominalization?.
Bulgarian is, thus, a language that has both awerphological reflexes: for Voice
like Turkish, and for Aspect like the rest of théaBc languages. Following
Alexiadou (2001), the presence of both should tastd a process/event argument-
taking nominal. However, we should see that thisosso (for further details, see §
4.1).

19 Examples from Alexiadou (2001: 50).
2 Similar patterns are found in Archi, Inuit, BuryMtongolian, Turkish, Tuva, and Tagalog (Alexiadou
2001: 51).
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In the next section, | present some possible mmtifins on the basic
assumptions put forth in Alexiadou (2001) basedsome recent proposals by
Ferrari (2005), which would be the starting poihtriy work.

3.2.2. Ferrari’s (2005) analysis: some notes

Following some of Alexiadou’s (2001) ideas, Fer(@005) proposes a syntactic
account for Italian and Luganda nominalizatiéhslowever, contrary to Alexiadou
(2001) and Marantz (1999), she claims that onlgnstean enter syntax to be further
modified. For her, roots first need to acquire tegarical specification, i.e, they
need to become stems, in order to be analyzablee @s process takes place, they
can enter the syntactic component for further mealion. Stem formation takes

place in the Lexicon in Ferrari’s analysis. An exdens provided below:

(17) The Lexicon V + (c) = stem (c)

From (17) we see that the rodcombines with a categorical feature (c) to give
a stem which is categorically marked (i.e, (c)erfss, thus, always have a categorial

feature (verbal, nominal, or adjectival).

Following Ferrari’s line, | will suggest that themee cases where a stem, and not
a root, must enter at the syntactic component asdivisible unit. In other words,
there are instances where only stems can entaruimeration as syntactic objects.
This is the case of lexically prefixed nominalipais (see 8 4.1 and ftns. 9, 10).

Otherwise, it is the root that directly enters syiio be further modified there.

Ferrari (2005) further suggests that an importaatdr for the derivation of
nouns in both Italian and Luganda is the Gendes&raorpheme. In her analysis,
these morphemes are used to derive nouns from oimmal stems (verbal and

adjectival). They are types of derivational headsked for the lexical feature [n]

L Luganda is a Northern-East Bantu language. It inffigial language of the Baganda people, the
largest Inter-Lacustrine Bantu tribe in Uganda.
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that project in syntax by virtue of their infleatial naturé? Thus, contrary to
Alexiadou (2001) who rejects the role of any norirea such as [n] for the
derivation of deverbal nouns, Ferrari (2005) pr@soshat it is [n] which is
responsible for the nominalizing process. For heyn formation results from the
Merger of [n] with an XP where XP can be a nomiaaljectival, or verbal stem, or

a VP, AspP, or VoiceP with a general representasm (18):
(18) [nP[n[XP]]]

nP

A\

n XP

Following this line of analysis, | will propose thaome Bulgarian
nominalizations are also derived by the merger witjender morpheme which, in
my analysis, is a nominalizer as well (in casegeider-derived’ nominals). As for
the rest of the Bulgarian nominalizations, the nwatizer head is a derivational
suffix marked for gender. In a similar way to Ferrd will also propose that the
base for deriving nominalizations can be either @c¥P (in case of the NJE
nominals), AspectP (in case afie-nominals), or a VP (in case of lexically prefixed
nouns, i.e, when verbal stems enter the syntaotigponent). Otherwise, we have

categoriless roots that enter syntax.

Having established the basic ideas which | adopinfiGrimshaw (1990),
Alexiadou (2001) and Ferrari (2005), | will now peed to show that we still need
some further modification of these analyses in otd@ccount for certain Bulgarian
data.

2 Root stems, affix stems (i.e, derivational morphsjrand inflectional morphemes are considered to be
XPs in Ferrari’s (2005) framework.
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3.2.3. Problems to previous analysis on nominalizans.

Crucial to my analysis of Bulgarian nominalizatiassGrimshaw’s (1990)
assumption that without event structure there ismgument structure. | will show,
using data on Bulgarian deverbal nouns, that sudiaim is confirmed. As for the
classification of Bulgarian nominalizations, | haakeady suggested that they can
be divided into three types which roughly correspdn Grimshaw’'s (1990)

classification (cf. 13).

With respect to the tests proposed in Grimshaw L98r distinguishing
between argument structur@gmplex Event Nomingland non-argument structure
(Simple EvenandResul} nominals, we shall see that they do not alwaydyaim
Bulgarian. In section 4.2 it will become clear thdtof the nominalization types in
Bulgarian can (i) pluralize, and (ii) accept indéfes, demonstratives and
numerals As for time and manner adverbial modification,eentive nouns, both
argument-structure (13a) and participant-structyi@b), accept it as well.
Regarding agent-oriented modifiers and the adjectrequent’, Grimshaw’s claims
are supported, i.e, such modifiers are compatiblly evith argument-structure

nominals®*

| adopt from Alexiadou's (2001) analysis the asstiomp that word
formation is syntactic and that a categoriless i®gpelled out as a noun, adjective,
or verb, depending on the functional layers thahitate it. However, contray to
Alexiadou (2001) and in accordance with FerrarO&Q0 | will show that sometimes
a stem and not a root must be inserted in syntéis, Tas already mentioned,

happens in case of lexically prefixed nominalizasigcf. 8 5.3.1).

An important proposal of both Alexiadou (2001) dperrari (2005) is the
presence of Aspect and Voice projections in noneatbns. In line with Alexiadou

(2001) | will show that Bulgarian is a language hwitvert morphological reflexes

23 Such facts are also attested by Sleeman and @6@Y) and the references there.
24 As fort he adjective ‘frequent’, Grimshaw (1990ims that it can occur with result nominals burth
they should appear in the plural (cf. Ftn. 13). $ame holds for Bulgarian.
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for both Voice and Aspect which are preserved irtat® nominalization types.
Following Ferrari (2005), this would suggest thae tbase for deriving such
nominals is either AspP or VoiceP. Thus, | will poge that the N)IE nominals are
generated under VoiceP due to the fact that theygove the past passive participial
suffix —N/T (cf. 8§ 4.1.2). As for the processie-nominalizations, they contain an
Aspect Imperfective Phrase (ABp because they are always formed on
imperfective verbal bases. Following Alexiadou’'silgsis, this would mean that all
of these nominals should be process/event argutakimg ones. However, it will
be shown that this is not always the case andsthme NE and almost all N)IE
nouns denote results or objects. Additionally, ¢here cases where such projections
are not present but the nominal can still denoteant, as is the case with the

participant-structure ‘other-suffix’ nouns (cf. §l41).

Before | present my syntactic analysis, | wouldtfimention some proposals

on nominalizations in Bulgarian, the language unaegstigation.

3.3. Previous Proposals on Nominalizations in Bulgen

The literature on nominalizations in Bulgarian isase” Dimitrova-
Vulchanova and Mitkovska (2006), Popova (2006), leoveand Dyer (1988) and
Steinke (1999), among others, are among the few hdne analyzed deverbal
nominals in Bulgarian. As for the semantics of noafizations, Gradinarova (1999)
iIs among the very few who offers a detailed accadimioth Russian and Bulgarian

deverbal noun&®

Slavic nominalization semantic types in comparigsath other languages
such as English have been studied in Revzin (1878)Fowler and Dyer (1988)

% The literature on the functional structure of thB I Bulgarian is much richer. Thus, Wunderlich
(2002) Schiircks and Wunderlich (2003), Tasseva-Kurktchi€2@05a, b), DV&Guisti (1999) and
Dimitrova-Vulchanova (2000) pay attention to thder@nd syntax of possessors in Bulgarian DP.
Tasseva-Kurktchieva (2006) further examines thegeaieal status of quantifiers in Bulgarian claiming
that they are not determiners and that demonstsatjenerate in their own DemP (something previously
suggested by others: Roca (1996)). Dimitrova-Vuhthva (2002) then analyzes the realization of
Number in the Balkan languages whereas Dimitrovicihvanova (2003) and Arnaudova (1996) pay
attention to N-A possible orders and A-to-N movenhierthe DP.

% Dineva (1997, 1998), on the other hand, pays @eto Bulgarian words of emotion more concretely.
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who state that Slavic languages exhibit a lessedegf variation among process
nominals. Whereas (19a) is unknown in Slavic, tip@alent of (19b), a gerundive
nominal (or a Possessivens construction) in English, is found in Bulgariandan

Macedonian:

(29) | was surprised by
a. [John immediatedjusingthe offer]

b. [John’s immediatelyefusingthe offer]

Syntactic analysis of Slavic nominalizations is \pded in the works of
Prochazkova (2006) for Czech; Schoorlemmer (1996) Russian, and

Rozwadowska (2000a, b) for Polish, among many sther

Before | offer my syntactic analysis of nominalipas in Bulgarian, | will
discuss some of the assumptions made in the literain this topic. | first start the
discussion with some proposals made in Dimitrovéelanova and Mitkovska
(2006) after which | will show the way Popova (2DPOénalyzes Bulgarian

nominalizations.

3.3.1. A note on Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Mitkovska(2006)

Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Mitkovska (2006) (hencéfiprDV&M (2006))
explore the nominalization types in Bulgarian anddgidonian. The authors claim
that whereas Macedonian collapses the event amndt remminals in one and the
same nominalization pattern (th®3e nouns), Bulgarian distinguishes between the
productive eventNE and the semi-productive resuliie nominalization types. To
illustrate this, they provide the following examp20) where from one and the
same verb we obtain both nominalizations with tberesponding meanings. The

examples refer to Bulgarigh:

2" Example from DV&M (2006: 2).
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(20) a. pis-aNE
write-aNE

‘the act of writing’

b. pis-aNIE
write-aNIE

‘writings, the product of writing’

The NE nominalization results into an event reading (2Q@)ereas the
corresponding ME noun in (20b) has a result interpretation. Norgallverbal root
gives rise to both nominalizations (ine-and in NIE). Sometimes, however, the —
NIE one may not be available. In this case tnE pattern, which is always
available, is opposed to a ‘non-derived’ nomitian example is given in (21):

(21) a.laj Ba-e-ne
‘bark’ bark-e-NE
lb'a.rgl

The result noun in (21a) is, according to themman-derived’ nominal. Yet,
in my analysis (see the following chapter) | in@dutiis pattern in the group of ‘the

other-suffix’ nominals and claim that this is astence of gender derivation.

DV&M (2006) also claim that both Bulgarian and Mdonian have a
number of other semi-productive patterns which gige to result interpretation,
although they do not analyse these nouns. An examgrovided below:

(22) a. grackz  (BG) b. trias (BG)

‘building’ ‘bang, loud noise’

% In fact, as also claimed by DV&M (2006), some \gerbf the ‘fear’ class don't give ane
nominalization (strahuvaNE ‘fearing’ vs.strah ‘fear’).
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As we will see in the following chapter these n®dall, morphologically,
under the label of ‘other-suffix’ nominals in my aysis. Contrary to DV&M
(2006) I will show that some of them may denotengseln this case, they are
participant-structure nominals (13b) whereas ifytdenote objects or results, they

fall under the result nominal type (13c).

DV&M (2006) present additional evidence for thetidistion between the —
NE and the NIE nouns. While the NE nouns derived from transitive two-place
predicate verbs are ungrammatical with overt ratibn of only the external

argument (the agent) as in (23a), thee-class permits such constructions (2%b):

(23) a. negovoto IZpitwE b. negovoto iZpikaE

hiSHEME/*AGENT examination hril%MHAGENT trial

Thus, in (23a) ‘his’ is interpreted as the patiewt, the agent. In fact, we will
see that this is due both to the transitivity o foredicate and to the argument-
taking properties of theNeE nominals examplified in (23a). For more detaise s

section 4.2.1.

Another difference detected by DV&M (2006) betwebe -NE and NIE
nominals concerns their syntactic behaviour. FalhgwGrimshaw (1990), the
authors claim that event nominalizationsg-nominals) rarely take modifiers and
almost never demonstratives (24a) whereas resufiinads (the NIE nouns) can

freely occur with demonstratives (248):

(24) a. *tova laave™ b. tozi laj
‘this barking’ ‘this bark’

I will show, however, that all nominalization typean freely accept any

nominal modifer (cf. § 4.2.2).

29 Examples from Dimitova-Vulchanova and Mitkovska@g012).

%0 For more details on structural differences seeifava-Vulchanova and Mitkovska (2006: 13).

%1 For me, this example is acceptable. DV&M (2006jiral that this example is typical of colloquial
register, primarily in ironic contexts (see their 8).
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Finally, I would like to briefy comment on the aspual differences
between the event and result nouns in Bulgariacudged in DV&M (2006), as this

would be relevant for my syntactic analysis andhfeir proposals on this topic.

DV&M (2006) claim that the eveniNE nouns inherit the event structure of
the verb they derive from while the reswmite= nouns have a ‘non-processual’
structure. To prove these claims, the authors aghy@ylasted X timetest as in (25)

below??

(25) a. tirseNE-to na izcheznalite pradji dulgo

The searching of the lost (ones) lakiad

b. *tirseNI1JA-ta na poeta pradiiha dulgo

*The search of the poet lasted long

However, the examples they provide in (25) are j@rohatic in various ways.
First of all, the noun in (25a) is ave nominal in the singular whereas (25b)
corresponds to its plural form. That is, (25b) doesorrespond to ane nominal
so we cannot claim that durative modifiers (‘lasbédime’) are not available in
such nouns. As we should see in section 4.2.4 gtintloe examples in (25) are not
adequate to prove that aspectual inheritance tgMase only in the NE
nominalization pattern, such an intuition is cotreawill claim that it is related to

telicity and there are various factors interverimghis issue.

DV&M (2006) suggest that further contrasts betwetdre aspectual
characteristics of NE and NIE nouns can be supported by the fact that onlyitee f

can be used adverbially (as complements of préposjtbut not the latter (26f:

%2 Examples taken from DV&M (2006: 13).
%3 Examples from Dimitrova-Vulchanova and Mitkovsk@@8: 14).
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(26) a. na vlizanE b. predi/sled trugwe

on entering beforggafgoing

The authors claim that (26) is felicitous withyagpe of preposition which
can pick up an interval and refer to a point (aenwal) in time, which further
supports the eventive character of thNe -Aominalizations in contrast to theie
ones. | will suggest that this may be due to tloe tzat the NE nominals are related

to gerunds and can take over some gerundive furec{gee section 4.1, ftn. 29).

Finally, the authors claim that nominalizationshéwee differently with
respect to aspectual prefixes. According to thenly the NE nominals (27a, a’)
but not any other type (27b) accept th&m:

(27) a.1z-lajvaNE

barking out

a’.PROlajvaNE
barking-PF

b. 1z-laj /*PROIg]
PF-bark

As opposed to DV&M'’s (2006) claims, | will show theome of the ‘other-
suffix’ nouns and some NJIE ones do allow for modification by aspectual pre§ix

(cf. chapter 5).

From all of the examples presented above, DV&M @0tbnclude thatNe
nominalizations are event denoting whereas the enes give a result reading (like
the ‘non-derived’ ones). | would show in the nekxtapter that the situation in

Bulgarian is not exactly like this. There are cas#s—NIE and ‘other-suffix’

% Examples taken from DV&M (2006: 14).
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nominals with event interpretation. Consequentiyine aspectual prefixes can
attach to both of them too (cf. chapter 5).

Before | proceed to the exposure of my analysihénext chapter, | would
like to briefly mention some of the proposals onldamian nominalizations
presented in Popova (2006).

3.3.2. A note on Popova (2006)

Popova (2006) is also one of the few scholars whs tledicated some
thoughts on the topic of Bulgarian nominalizatiomsdopting the Paradigm
Function Morphology framework, she also claims tBatlgarian distinguishes
between two types of nominalizations, thee-and the NIE nouns®® For her, the —

NE nouns denote events and inherit the argumenttsteiof the verb they derive
from whereas the rest of the nouns denote resdlsvever, it was previously
mentioned that this is not at all the case in Budga First, there are many
nominalizations, apart from thak ones, which denote events. Second, we will also

see that certainNe nominals can denote results or objects (cf. 8 4.1)

Popova applies some of the tests already propos&timshaw (1990) to
show that Bulgarian supports Grimshaw’s distinctimiween argument and non-
argument structure nominals. She shows that ontyreuns can be (i) modified by
phrasal verbs (28a); (ii) can take durative or cletiyve adverbials (28b); (iii) allow
for manner modification (28c); (iv) allow for modiation by adjectives like

‘frequent®, permanent’ (28d), and (v) allow for event con{@ge)?’

% The Paradigm Function Morphology is a model of rhotpgy which stems from the works of
Matthews (1972), Anderson (1992), Aronoff (1994)d & very thoroughly formalized in Stump (2001).
% Popova (2006) also claims, in a similar way ton@fiaw (1990), that the adjective ‘frequent’ may
appear with result nouns but requires that thei bblee plural.

3" Examples taken from Popova (2006: 77-79).
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(28) —NE vs. NIE nominals.

(i) Modified by phrasal verhs

a. izrazjavaie-to na chuvstvata mzapochna predi dva dni
expression of feelings sgtarted before two days

‘His expressing his feelings started befovo days’

a’. *YizrazeNIE-to na litseto j prodalzi dva chasa
expression on face bentinued two hours

*The expression on her face lastedifay hours’
(if) Durative and completive adverbials
b. sreshtaie-to s chuzdentsi v prodilzenie nadva dni  go iztoshti
meeting with foreigneirsduration  oftwo days him exhausted
‘Meeting foreigners for two days exhaudted’
b’. *sreshtata s chuzdentsiv prodilzenie nadva dni go iztoshti
meeting with foreignersduration  oftwo days him exhausted
**Meeting foreigners for two days exhausteah’
(i)  Manner modification
c. Spokojnoto i uverenopisaNE na pisma mu pomaga

calmTHE and confident writing of letters him help
‘The calm and confident writing of kt$ helps him’
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(iv)  Modification by ‘frequent

d.chestoto  chukanE go iznervi
frequentTHE knocking him  nervous

‘The frequent knocking made him nervous’

d’.chest-i-te udar-i  po vratata go izverviha
frequentPL.THE knock+L at doorTHE him nervous

‘The frequent knocks at the door made héarvous’

(V) Event control

e. Nalaga se ulsraNE-to na sobstvenitsitea dase  reshi problema
DemandedEeFL gathering  of owners  for to REFL solve problem
S pokriva
with roof
‘The gathering of the ownem order to solve the problem with the roof is

manditory’

e’. *Nalaga se uBraNIE-to na sobstvenitsitea dase reshi problema
DemandedREeFL gathering  of owners  for to REFL solve problem
s pokriva
with roof
‘The gathering of the ownems order to solve the problem with the roof is

manditory’

From the data in (28) Popova concludes that ondy-4€ nominals have

eventive semantics while the rest (28a’, b’, d) @on’t. It would be shown in

section 4.2.3 that, as far as manner modificatboooncerned (i.e, (28c)), all types

of eventive nominals (g, -NIE and ‘other-suffix’ ones) allow for it as well. My

data further contradicts Popova’s assumption that the -NE nouns are eventive
(see § 4.1). As for durative adverbials (i.e, (28l will be shown that their
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licensing is related to telicity and an explanatwiti be offered in terms of the

syntactic decomposition of the nominalization tyfe=e § 4.2.4).

A last comment | would like to make is the relatidopova (2006) proposes
between NE nominals and Aspect. The fact that thee-nominals derive only from
imperfective verbals bases suggests that they naag Inherited the aspectual
properties of the verb. However, Popova finds sacltlaim problematic for
Bulgarian and proposes that BulgariateE-hominals don’t have aspect. In order to
prove this she shows that somé&-nominalizations can combine with both durative
‘for X time’ and terminativeih X time’ modifiers at the same time. Due to the fact
that durative modifiers combine with imperfectiverentualities whereas the
terminative ones with perfective, the fact that somominalizations combine with
both at the same time would suggests that thene iagspectual information inside

them. Consider the example beldtv:

(29) a. RtuvaNE-to v prodilzenie na dva dni  ja umori
travel in duration of two days her tired

‘Travelling for two days tired her’

b. RituvaNE-to do Varna zashest chasa ja umori
travel to Varnain six  hours her tired

‘Travelling to Varna in six hours tireerh

Though it seems reasonable to suggest that thepteamm (29) question the
imperfective aspectual nature of such nominaliretjat is plausible to think that
this is due to (i) the unergativity nature of trerhal basepituva (travel), and (ii)
to the presence of the telic prepositional phrakeVarna’ (to Varna)®® In other

38 Example taken from Popova (2006: 84).

%9 Unfortunately, | couldn’t find any work on testegdinguishing between unergative and unaccusative
verbs in Bulgarian. Form the tests that have begieal in the literature for other languages, ires
that only the locative inversion’one could be applied successfully to Bulgariarthilocative inversion
construction, a locative phrase occurs sententiedini while a surface subject DP follows an
unaccusative verb, i.e, we J&P VR\yacousamve DPsussect] Structure. Unergative verbs are believed not
to occur in this construction. Applying this tetbte verb puituvd (travel) is unergative (lajersusa verb
such asrasta’ (grow) which is unaccusative (1b):
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words, it is the prepositional phrase which ranmsforthe unergative atelic verb
‘putuvd (travel) from (29a) into the unaccusative telierly ‘pituva do Varna
(travel to Varna) in (29b). Thus, the presenceheftelic modifier in six hours’in
the nominalization in (29b) is accounted for. & tARP were not present (29a), then
the verb, and hence the nominalization, would renu@iergative and atelic and the
telic modifier would not be accept&y.

Having presented the basic proposals made on Bafgaominalizations
together with some critical comments, | focus tletrchapter on my analysis of

Bulgarian deverbal nominals.

(1) a.#V avtobusauituvatdetsatgIn the bus travel the children)
b. V gradinataastit tsvetja (In the garden grow flowers)

See Harves (in progress) and references thereifibref details on this diagnostics for Russianfaksas
| can tell, the same holds for Bulgarian. Howewauch dedication is required on this topic.
“° Thanks to Jaume Mateu (p.c) who has suggested thahthis could be a possible, though provisional,
explanation for the phenomenon in (2@)a similar way as it has been previously suggekie English.
A similar proposal has been made for Spanish inuglig1999) as well. Miguel (1999) claims that an
atelic verb which denotes an activity such rmadar’ (swim) gets delimited when a PP such lzessta el
puente’(to the bridge) is inserted. Thus, the verbal demmadarhasta el puentgswim to the bridge)
becomes an accomplishement and, in a similar w8utgarian (29b), allows for a telic modifier suas
‘en un minuto y medidin one minute and a half). If the PP were notspr#, thennadar’ (swim)
remains atelic and rejects the telic modifier @%aya nad6 en un minuto y methonaya swam in one
minute and a hlaf’). See (Miguel 1999: 3032-3028)féirther details on Spanish.
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CHAPTER 4: THE SYNTAX OF NOMINALIZATIONS IN BULGARI AN

It has already been mentioned that the literaturenominalizations in
Bulgarian is scarce and not always detailed. Thereot a general consensus on
the analysis of any given topic. Sometimes, theptatbtheoretical backgrounds
and the analyses suggested under them are conbrgdand often incompatible.
One may say, in addition, that many Bulgarian listpufocus their attention on a
restricted issue: either a particular projectiothia the DP NlumberP DV (2002);
DemP. Tasseva-Kurktchieva (2006), Arnaudova (1998, Arnaudova (1996),
DV (2003); GenP. Rappaport (2000), Tasseva-Kurtkchieva (2005a, ¢x))on
specific details in the nominalizing process (tbke of the suffix: Steinke (1999),
Georgiev (1999); argument structure: DV&M (2006p&ct: DV&M (2006) and
Popova (2006); semantics: Gradinarova (1999), er rible of passivization:
Rappaport (2000) and Engelhardt &Trugman (1998,020G0 mention only a
few. Often, these authors do not consider somalsi¢tat are, in many cases, of
great importance for the proposals defended. Everapparently uncontroversial

status of the Determiner has been challenged amotgrs:

Incompatibilities of various types also arise witlespect to the
nominalizing process itself. Whereas Rappaport @20flaims that there is no
passivization inside nominalizations due to thesabse of T, v, and Prt (participle)
projections inside the DP, Engelhardt & Trugman9@,92000) and Townsend

(1975) defend the role of passivization.

As for the classification of deverbal nominalsapRaport (2000) divides
them into three typesN~T Ns, action (result) Ns, and process Ns) while DV&M
(2006) consider that there are only two types efithevent (Ng) and result (NIE)

nominals, claiming that what | will call ‘other $ixfnouns’ are non-derived.

! For example, Zlatic (1998) claims that articleléssguages don't project to DP whereas in Bulgarian
and Macedonian, (the only Slavic languages thae tmav overt article) the NP must be, in fact, a DP.
Nevertheless, the majority of the linguists adophgy’s (1987) DP hypothesis claiming that all NRs a
DPs.
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Disagreements also arise on the reading of thesesa DV&M (2006)
claim that NE nominals give rise to event interpretations whilee nouns are
result nouns. Against such considerations, Pop2086) and Rappaport (2000)
claim that the status of thelte ones may be sometimes ambiguous between both
readings. Further disagreement exists on the asgatature, and its analysis, of
Bulgarian nominalizations. Rappaport (2000), foaraple, suggests that Asp and
Voice do project inside DP when the event integiren obtains. DV&M (2006)
also defend the aspectual nature of the rominals but reject the possibility for —
NIE ones to project an AspP. There are also linguists, Popova (2006), who
totally reject the syntactic presence of Aspecide®ulgarian nominalizations of
whatever kind.

Finally, and more relevant to the discussion tfdiows, there is also
disagreement as far as the derivation of Bulgat&rerbal nominals is concerned.
Steinke (1999) and Popova (2006) claim that théaldbase for deriving them is
the Aorist. Georgiev (1999) suggests that theyveefrom the present verbal
base? Pashov (1999) proposes that deverbal nouns inaBialy could be obtained
either from the Aorist stem (from which they histatly derive), or from the
present verbal base, and sometimes even from gtdrpperfective one (p. 210).
It must also be pointed out that the exact natfitteoverbal base is almost never
mentioned in the syntactic analyses of scholarskiwgrin this field. It is just
briefly commented on in traditional descriptive mraars but not in recent
syntactic analyses. | mention this particular stdtaffairs because the aspectual
nature of the verbal base plays a crucial roleha dnalysis proposed here, as |

have already suggested.

This scenario of contradictory or mutually incistent analyses has lead me
to propose a more detailed and concrete view onntrainalizing process in

Bulgarian. My discussion is organized as follows:section 4.1, | present the

2 In fact, Georgiev (1999) claims that thee-nominals derive on the present verbal base whéreas
doesn’t specify whether theite ones do so too. Yet, we understand that they do.
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possible nominalization types in Bulgarian, offgria corresponding syntactic
analysis for each one. Then, in section 4.2, | @edcby showing that the
suggested division is attested because these nlumiien types behave
differently with respect to various tests (argumesttucture, possessive
interpretation of the external argument, the aaafpty of nominal modifiers,

adverbial modification and telicity).

4.1. The syntactic representation of Bulgarian deveal nominals

| suggest that three different types of nomgalons in Bulgarian can
morphologically be distinguished] will label the first type as ‘other-suffix’
nominals (see 8§ 4.1.1.). The second nominalizatype is discussed in section
4.1.2. It is what | call “Voice 4 nominals”. Finally, the third group is thene

nouns (see § 4.1.3).

4.1.1. The ‘other-suffix’ nouns

Under this label | include the genderngsa nominalizations as well as
deverbal nouns derived via various suffixes @AZ)-ITBA, -KA, -EZ, -ITSA, -IE,*
among many others). Though these nouns have dffemorphological
representations, | include them in one group dug¢héofact that they behave
syntactically in a similar way. (Cf. §4.2). The gen nominals are exemplified in
(1) and nominals derived via the number of suffikeed above are exemplified
in (2):

® Following Svenonius (2004a), | endorse the vieat there is a close correspondence between syntacti
structure and morphological structure (see Bak&519988; Hale and Marantz 1993, Cinque 1999,
Julien 2002). In these works, a morphological caxpf the form C-B-A often indicates the existence
of an underlying syntactic structure of the forpA[ o B[ - C]]].

* Note that here the —IE suffix is different from théE one found in the participial Voice —IE
nominalizations (or what is known asiie nominals). The —IE ‘other-suffix’ nominals deriveoiin a
root/stem to which the —IE suffix attaches wheréas\oice nominalizations (labelled here Voice —IE
nominals) are formed on the past participial bak¢he corresponding verb to which the —IE suffix
attaches. In fact, -IE is a very productive suffixBulgarian. Apart from its role in nominalizatio(ia

the ‘other-suffix’ —IE and the Voice —IE nominals),dould also be a place suffixr(enlE ‘estate;
domain’), see Georgiev (1999)). Additionally, itcalso attach to adjectives to form noussgl'gay’ —
vesellE ‘gaiety, fun’).

® | call these nominalizations gender nominals duehe fact that there is no nominalizing suffix
available. As we shall see, the nominalizer in sumbns is the gender morpheme.
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(1) Gender nominalizations

a. Masculine
RAz-kaz]-@
RAZz-say]-@
narrate- ®ASC.SG

‘narration, story’

b. Feminine
IA-shtit]-a
defend-eEM.SG

‘defense’

c. Neuter
tegl-o
weighe.NEUT.SG

‘weight’
(2) ‘Other-Suffix’ nominalizations
a. Feminine kraz BA
Stem-FEM.SG
‘stealth’
b. Masculine plamUk
flamex. MASC.SG
‘flame’
C. Neuter:deistvie
aUE=-NEUT.SG
‘action’
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Like all nouns, nominalizations are marked for gamdn fact, from the
examples in (1) we see that the gender nominadizatiesult from the merger of a
gender marker (over' for femininé, overt ‘—o/-e’ for neuter and covert, or ‘@’
for masculine) as well as a root (1c) or a verbal stem (1a, Is)fak the ‘other-
suffix’ nominals, the gender is carried by the sufifhe suffixes that end ira
are feminine @A, -KA, -ITBA, -(N)ITSA), those that end in a consonant are
masculine such as€z, -UK (2b) whereas those that end | are neuter such as —
IE (2c)’. We may further reanalyse those suffixes as axalifelement plus a
gender marker but for the sake of simplicity, Ilvassume that the gender is

marked on the nominalizing suffix.

Throughout this chapter it will becomeanl that a nominalization can be
formed either on a root/) or on a verbal stem. In case there is a prefechave a
stem (1a, b). Otherwise, we have a root (1c). | eldim that prefixes signal the
presence of a verbal stenand that nominalizations may be derived eithemon
stem (in case there is a prefix), or on a categgsilroot. A similar analysis is
proposed in Ferrari (2005). | further suggest, &dlowing Ferrari (2005), and as
opposed to Marantz (1997), that roots may be saleas stems already in the
Lexicon (in case of lexical prefixation). Howeven, this particular respect, |
depart from Ferrari’'s (2005) proposal. She claihet bnly stems are modifiable

in syntax and that all stem formation takes placthe Lexicon. | propose instead

®Georgiev (1999) claims that’ is an eventive suffix, which reveals the resufitsome action in the
same way askA is. Yet, he never considers the possibility fondgr being a nominalizer. In my
analysis,-a’ is clearly a gender suffix that marks nouns amiféne and that nominalizes the root or the
stem at a previous state in the derivation.

"Recall that masculine nouns in Bulgarian end iroasonant stol ‘chair’, zavod‘factory’, prozorets
‘window’). We observe that the masculine gendeiwel nouns as in (1a) end in a consonant too. Thus,
we may consider (1a) a case of non overt (zerorutiag derivation.

8 For a more detailed description on gender in Bidgasee section 2.1.1 above.

° Bulgarian grammarians consider prefixation as § waderive a new verb from another verb. Yet,
prefixation is also a way to derive verbs from n®(hand adjectives (ii):

(i) svinja > o-svin-va-m se (ii) cheren >po-chern-ih (se)
pig > 0-pigMPF-M.1PSSG SEREFL black >po-black-ih.Aor.PSSG (SEREFL)
‘a pig’ > ‘get dirty (like a pig)’ black > | got black (+ ‘se”)/ | made blagkse")

Catalan shows similar behaviour with the veensporcar(-se)and ennegrir(-se) which correspond to
the Bulgarian (i) and (ii) respectively.
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that, only in case of (lexical) prefixation, stesisould be selected to form the
numeration for a given DP and project as the Iéxdategory LP. Otherwise, we
have a root which becomes a verbal stem via “vezdtadn” (by a VP projection)

be it overt or covert. For ease of exposition andbtilitate the discussion, | use

the labeNP for roots and LP for stems in the representatibasfollow

In (3) below, | provide a syntactic analysis of tfender nominals listed in
(1) with the corresponding bracketed step-by-stepement operations involved
in the derivation (3a’, b’, ¢) :
(3) The Syntax of Gender Nominals
a. Masculine ([RAz-kaz] ‘story/narration’, RAz-vod] ‘divorce’, [Po-vod]
‘occasion’, jz-strel] ‘shot’, [pPo-hod] ‘march/campaign’, tants ‘dance’, govor

‘speech’, etc.):

[RAZ-kaz]t ‘the story’:

DP

19 To refer to the root, | use the symbblin order to show the presence of a prefix, | sgtgsit from the
root by a dash. The prefixed stem is then introdiicesdjuare brackets to show that it forms a unit:

() [RAZ-kaz]-va-m ‘narrate’
Thus, whenever we have square brackets, it meanéi}titlaere is a prefix inside them and that (ii¢ w
have a stem, not a root.
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a'. Bracketed step-by-step movement representation
1. [r[RAZ-kaz]-] (stem LP merging with n)

2. [ H.r[RAZ-kaZ]]; [D] t1] [TO SPEGNP]
A |

3. [oelnlie [RAZ-kaZ]]; [D] ti] [-0t] L] [TO SPEG DP]

|

b. Feminine ([u-kras]-a ‘decoration’, ZA-bran]-a ‘prohibition’, po-vred]-a
‘damage’, zabrav-a ‘forgetfulness’, sresht-a ‘megti hran-a ‘food’, among

others, exemplified in (1b) above.

[za-shtit]-a-ta ‘the defense’:

DP
>
N
D nP

-a LP

klA-shtit]

b’. Bracketed step-by-step movement representation:
1. [ [zA-shtit]] (stem LP merging with

2. [ [2A-shtit]]; [-a] tq] [TO SPEGNP]
4 |

3. [oelndlie [2A-shtit]]y [-a] t4], [-ta] to]  [TO SPEG DP]

[
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c. Neuter (tegl-o ‘weight’) (Cf. (1c))
tegl-o-to ‘the weight’:

DP

N

c’. Bracketed step-by-step movement representation:
1. [ptegl-] (root mergimgth n)

2. [nelve \tegl-l [-0] ti] [TO SPEGNP]
A

3. [oelnelve Vtegl-l [-0] ti], [t0] t;]  [TO SPEGDF]

!

The data and the representations in (3) show Heagénder nominals are
formed by merging a gender marker and a ’d{cf. (3 c)) or a stem LP, as in (3
a, b). It is the gender marker itself that nomiresiN/LP. The lexical projection
VP or LP moves to Spec, nP so that the gender morphama(ominalizing)

head, will surface as suffixed to it. Then, the \ehoP moves further to Spec, DP

as in the bracketed representatigp [[p \/teg; [-o] § ]i [-to] i ] that shows the
relevant traces. Recall, from the discussion intiSec2.1.5, that the Bulgarian
definite article surfaces as a suffix to the neWdymed noun. Note that | am

proposing that the order of the suffixes in the m@hsequence is derived via
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phrasal movement exclusively.lt obtains by the same morpho-phonological
procedure that results in English constructionswshg the so-called Saxon
Genitive (i.e. pp John[p's] (friend)] according to Abney’s (1987) now classical

proposal

As for the status of movement operations involMedjll claim that all
movement up to Spec, nP is syntactic. Howevernkicter the movement of the
nominalization [nPN/(LP)] up to Spec, DP, where the definite artidlaftached,
as post-syntactic, driven by morphological wellfedness conditions. Recall
from section 2.1.5 that the definite article in gadian should always obey
Wackernagel’s (1892) law and thus appears invariabthe second position DP
internally. Thus, in case there is no external arguit projected, as in (3) above,
the moving of nP to Spec, DP is, in my analysigoat-syntactic operation. In
case an external argument is projected, and ininasgpears in the Genitive, the
nominalization moves up to Spec, nP but not anth&ur When the DP merges
with nP, it is the external argument, in the Gemwitithat moves up to Spec, DP,
leaving the rest of the nominalization in Spec, 8Bch a movement is, in my
analysis, syntactic, driven by case checking remuénts and at the same time

satisfying wellformedness conditions (cf. § 4.1.4).

The same procedure as the one in (3) holds fotother-suffix’ nominals
as shown in (4) below. The only difference withpest to the previous ones is
that the nominalizer is now the suffix already eafled for inherent gender, and

not just the gender morpheme:
(4) The Syntax of ‘Other-suffix’ nominals
a. Feminine (mol-BA ‘request’, krazBA ‘stealth’, grestkA ‘error’, pochivkAa

‘rest’, [PRIFkaz]KkA ‘story’, [1Z-misl]-ITSA ‘invention’, [PO-prav]KA ‘correction’,

among others).

n fact, suffixes have been previously analysehasiving head movement (Babko-Malaya (1999),
among many others). Yet, see ftn. 28 for some problthat such an analysis involves.
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molBA-ta
requesBA.FEM.SG-the FEM.SG

‘the request’

DP

b. Masculine (rastez ‘growth’, trjasiik ‘bang/loud noise’, plenn-ik ‘captive’,

plam-ik ‘flame’, pal€z ‘arson’, godez ‘engagement’,\&b-EZ ‘itch’, etc.)
plamek-ut
flamegK.MASC.SG-the MASC.SG

‘the flame’

DP

/N b

£\ e
AN
&/QL\VP

Vplam
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c. Neuter ([do-ver]HE ‘confidence’, [z-vest[HE ‘notification’, [NA-shestv]iE

‘invasion’, deistvte ‘action’, etc.):

deistv4iE-to
act4E.NEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG

‘the action’

-
Ay
-to/\

"
’ +E/\\/P
|

1 Vdeistv

We have already seen in section 2.2.3 that all gemibuns and the
majority of the ‘other-suffix’ nouns denote objectsbstract concepts, agents,
places, results of actions, etc. There are somescas ‘other-suffix’ nominals,
especially those formed by the suffixeBa;--EZ, -ITBA, which can also denote
events.> One way to account for this fact is to suggest this the suffix that
brings about the eventive reading of these noungpraposed by Georgiev
(1999)!2 We have other evidence in favor of this suggestainiained from the
derivation of these nouns, that may help us exlair eventive interpretation. In
my view, it is the presence ofwerbal thematic vowethat is responsible for it,

rather than the presence of the suffix it$&fo see how it can be so, let us take a

12 Reichenbach (1948) claims thatppen, take place, occurcan be only predicates of Events. Thus,
whenever a nominalization appears as the subjgah@nt of these predicates, it is event-denotingyn
analisis.

13 Georgiev (1999) claims that suffixes do play aeril the eventivity nature of nominalizations. For
him, suffixes like BA/-ITBA and—EZ have a very eventive semantics. Thus, the nounsetkhy these
suffixes could mean immediate, repeated or duratotns. Additionally, he proposes that suffixesym
substantivize the action denoted by the verb téedift degrees, the most eventive of which is the
process NE one.

1 In fact, Svenonius (2004a) makes a similar propdsar him, nominalizations may be formed on
‘verbal roots’ (i.e, roots conventionally considgr® be verbal) or verbal stems, including the tagen
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noun such ag&razBA ‘stealth’. The root of this noun i$KRAD and NotVKRAZ.
The final consonant of the rooD][ is palatalized to 7]. To account for
palatalization, | follow Svenonius (2004a: 180) wietaims that consonant
mutation is an important rule of Slavic morpho-pblogy. It consists of
palatalization of the final consonant of the roefdse certain suffixes. It has been
argued that consonant mutation in the root canalehe underlying presence of a
vowel, which is deleted on the surface (see Halle68) and Flier (1972) for
Russian; Scatton (1983) for Bulgarian, among o)iférsVe may suppose that
final consonant palatalization in the nomikedzBA ‘stealth’ reveals that a vowel
deletion process has taken place. Following Sversof#004a), | suggest that it is
the thematic vowel. The roolkkRrRAD gets first “verbalized” by a thematic vowel.
When the nominalizersA attaches to the newly formed verbal stem (i.e rtioe
and the thematic vowel), such vowel is eliminated #he final p] of the root
softens to %], which indicates vowel reduction. In other wordgsihot merely the
suffix that brings about the eventive nature okthaouns, but the thematic vowel

itself 16

As for the eventive ‘other-suffix’ E2 and 4TBA nominals, we may
reanalyze them as containing a thematic vowel dt Bach suffixesmay be
further decomposed as containing a thematic voveel-j and a suffixal element
(-z and-TBA). The difference between these nouns and #rereminals briefly
discussed above is that, in the present casehdraatic vowel is overt € -i)
whereas in the former case it is covert. Recall pladatalization of the final root

consonant signals its underlying presence. Agais,the thematic vowel and not

vowel. When formed directly on the root, they téodefer to objects or results of events. If, oa tither
hand, they are formed on the stem, then they ®neffér to events.
15 Svenonius (2004a) accounts for this fact by a ngemeral morpho-phonological rule in Slavic, the
regressive Vowel-Vowel (hence VV) simplification. aths, he proposes that, for a consonant to mutate,
there should be two vowels. For him, certain uryilegl sequences of two vowels result in palatalorati
of the preceding consonant. Palatalization takesegmvhen one of the vowels is eliminated.
6 The fact that suffixes cannot bring about eventivih their own is revealed by their ambiguous
interpretation. There are cases where the sama soffiild form result/object nominals and cases when
derives an event noun. Let us consider the suffix When it attaches to a root as\imol-BA (request)
the noun denotes an object. If, on the other hdratfaches to a verbal stem as in keaZz:sale’ we
obtain an event interpretation. Thus, (i) is gramcahbut (i) is not:

(i) krazBa-ta stana v 3 chasa (the sale occured at 3 o’clock)

(ii) *mol-eA-ta stana v 3 chasa (*the request occured at 8aXyl
The same holds for some English suffixes suctftaen (see Grimshaw 1990).
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the suffix that accounts for the eventive naturesoth nominals. A possible
syntactic derivation of these nouns is represeint¢s) below:

(5) Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nominals (kraz-@BA-ta ‘the sale’,palE-z-ut ‘the
arson’, kos-TBA-ta ‘the mowing’, etc.):
DP

N L
AN

D nP

AN

-ta (2, 3) n'

Z @) VP
TBA(2)
BA-(3) \'A

Vv P

£(1)

1(2)

-@ (3) Vgod (1) ‘god-e-Z’ (engagement)
Vkos (2)  ‘kos-i-tba’ (mowing)

Vkrad (3) ‘kraz-@-ba’ (stealth)

From the representation in (5) we see that thevdigon of these nouns is
again obtained by movement of maximal projectiaienf Spec to Spedn (6)
below | present the movement operations observé8)imwith the corresponding
traces:

(6) Movement operationgjod-e-z4t ‘the engagement’
a.[pVgod-] (ROOT MERGING WITH V)

b.lve [wVgod-} [-E] ] TO [SPEC, VP]
A |

7] t] TO [SPEC, nP]

Clop [ve [\/P\/QOd'] [-E] tj]T [

d[op [p [ve [vwVgod-}[-E] §]i [-Z]t]n [-t] t ] TO [SPEC, DP]
A |
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If we compare the representation (5) with thos¢dinabove, we can see
that there is an additional layer in the derivatidthese nouns, the VP projection.

| consider V a “verbalizer” that contains the théimaowel !’

In conclusion, there are two ways of forming whahdve labelled as

‘other-suffix nominals’:

(i) Either by overt suffixation as in (2) above whehe suffixes BA, -KA, -IE,

()2, among others] carry an inherent gender marker, or

(i) By simply adding a gender marker to the roothe stem as represented in (1)
above.

In the case of feminine or neuter nouns, the genakker is overt and
realised by the suffixesd] or [-0/-€] respectively. In the case of masculine nouns,
the gender marker is covert [@] as in (1a). Yetbath cases, what nominalizes
the root (or the stem) is either the gender morghé@me it covert or overt) or an

overt suffix with inherent gender.

As for the interpretation of these nouns, the nigjoof them denote
objects or results. Yet, we have also seen thatriteey denote events, a fact that |
can explain by considering that the presence dieanatic vowel additionally
“verbalizes” the structure. My analysis supportei®nius’ (2004a) claim that
verbal thematic vowels play a crucial role in théerpretation of nominalization

processes.

" The syntactic object ‘V’, labeled as “verbalizerérh, is headed by the thematic vowel(s) in my
analysis. It should not be confused with the “smadll The specifier of “smalP” will host the agent/
causer argument (see ftn. 37, 38).
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4.1.2. The “Voice —IE” nominalizations

The second type of nominalizations in Bulgariawfeat | label the “Voice
—E nominals”. These are the expressions formed ongassive participial verbal

bases.

We have already mentioned that Bulgarian grammsr@daim that there
are two types of nominalizations in Bulgarian, f®cess NE nouns and the
result NIE ones® (Pashov 1999, Georgiev 1999, Steinke 1999, DV&ME&0
Gradinarova 1999, Popova 2006, among others). @untto previous
assumptions, | claim that all the cases of theiticawhlly labelled NIE nominals
are, in fact, instantiations ofe-nouns. In my analysis, thee-suffix attaches to
the past passive participial base of both perfectind imperfective vert8.Such
a claim is diachronically sound. Vinogradov and &wa (1964) state that
diachronically, NIE nominals in Russian are byproducts of passive alerb
formation. The suffix NIE was added to the passive participle in an uncéstti
way. If the passive participle was non-existenduanmy passive morpheme was
added to the verbal stem in order to keep the nalimation pattern consistefft.
In addition to the diachronic facts, we also hayetactic evidence obtained from
the derivation of these nouns that clearly shovet they are formed on past

passive participial bases.

18 Recall that the ME nominals are traditionally considered to be detiieom both perfective and
imperfective verbal basegersusthe -NE ones which are formed exclusively on imperfectvieses
(Pashov, 1999).

1% passive participles can be formed on both pevfedt) and imperfective (i) verbal bases in Buigar

(i) prodade-n (i) prod-ava-n
sellPFn.PASSPRT sell-awapF-n PASSPRT
‘sold, which is sold’ ‘sold, which was being sold’

20 Concerning this fact, there is a small group mE-nominals in Bulgarian that cannot be analysed as
being derived on past passive participial basestaldke fact that the corresponding verb doesneha
such a patrticiple. Additionally, they cannot betamiations of neuter ‘other-suffix'Ie nominals in the
same way asleistvtE (action) is (cf. 4c). A possible explanation fbistfact is to consider that these
nouns have entered Bulgarian directly through Rusdn fact, all of these nominalzations do exist i
Russian. Having in mind that thenie suffix enters Bulgarian through Russian, this iplausible
explanation. Such nouns apadenie ‘fall/disgrace’, priznanie ‘confession’, kolebanie ‘hesitation’,
bdenie ‘watch over’, sizdanie ‘creation, naprezZenie‘tension, milchanie ‘silence’, sivpadenie
‘coincidence; simneni€suspicion’,sistojanie‘state/status’tirpenie‘patience’, among others
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The past passive participles in Bulgarian are farime either a + suffix or
an N one. The ¥ suffix is found in a limited number of verbs, &lbm the first

conjugatior An example is given in (7):

(7) a. pija>pi-h > pi-t
drink > drink-moR.1PsSG? > drink-T.PASSPRT

drink > drank > drunk

a.pi -t -ie -to
drinkT.PASSPRT-IE.NEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG
‘the drink’

b. btisna > biisna-h > tigna-t

shave > shaveAOR.1PSSG > shaveFr.PASSPRT

shave> shove > shaven

Other verbs form the past passive participle withguffix -N. An example

is provided in (8) below:

(8) a. pisha > pisa-h > pisa-n
write > write-hAOR.1PSSG> write-N.PASSPRT

write > wrote > written

a.pis -a -n -0
write-arH.voOw-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG

‘the writing’

b. cheta > cheto-h > chete-n
read > readh-AOR.1PSSG> readN.PASSPRT

read > read > read

L See ftn. 39, chapter 2.
2 The passive past participle is formed from the gtastem of the verbs. The Aorist suffik is deleted
and the participial suffix #-N is added.
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When a nominal is derived from & participial base, we can observe that
the 1 suffix is preserved as in (7&’). If the participteformed by an N suffix
then the nominalization takesi-as in (8a’). My analysis of the facts supports the
claim that these nouns do, in fact, derive frontipigial bases and not simply

from perfective or imperfective aorist stems asthaditionally been considered.

Additional support for such a claim is provided the interpretation of
these nouns. The past passive participle is usegpess the result that the action
has onto the object (Pashov (1999: 205)). In thainalization process, this is
preserved in the majority of cases. Thus, a paritHE nominalization such as
‘pis-a-n-ie-t0 (Cf. 8a’) means ‘writing, the thing that has beentten’, izobret-e-
n-ie-to ‘invention, the thing that has been invented’, &#hat is more, almost all
of the 4 nominals denote results of actions (or some atist@ncepts such as
viizpit-a-n-ie ‘upbringing’) versusthe -NE nominals which denote processes
(DV&M 2006, Pashov 1999, Georgiev 1999, Popova 2006ere is also a small
group of event denotinge-nouns, but they have an exceptional charactemdlhd
not be of my particular concern in the present extit

Still further evidence for the participial derivati of the 4 nouns is
obtained from transitivity-related phenomena. Rasgpast participles obtain

mainly from transitive verbs, which take an intdraagument® A syntactic

23 We can account for this fact historically. Thee-suffix is typically Bulgarian. To the best of my
knowledge, it is found in no other Slavic languaghis suffix appears in Bulgarian later than thas—
one through colloquial speech (in the XIX centwy claimed by Gradinarova 1999). This could make us
think that at former stages, when only te nominals existed (or Rappaport’'s (2000)/-F or the
traditional NIE nouns), both processes and results could be defgtehem, as the unambiguously
process NE nouns were still lacking. In fact, the same hagpenMacedonian and Czech, for example,
where there is no oppositiomte vs. -NE, but only NIE nouns. Thus, thendtE nouns in these languages
can denote both results and processes (the sani foolthe rest of the Slavic languages, which ek
—NE pattern as well). As for Bulgarian, we may furtlsgreculate that once theie-suffix enters the
language, a distinction can be made between theegsointerpretation of theNe nounsversusthe
preferable result interpretation of then}€ ones. The fact that there are sonereminals that denote
(atelic) events (such agnenie ‘persecution’) could be due to the fact that thesens probably have
preserved their double interpretation from previstages of development in Bulgarian before the —
nouns enter the language. Yet, this is an excegiticeise as the majority of theNyE nominals denote
results or some abstract concepts.

%4 There are, however, cases of intransitive pastagsirticiples but they are very limited. An exaenpl
is given in (i):
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representation of their derivation is offered i) 9vith the relevant step-by-step

movement operations involved as in (9b) below:

(9) Pis -a -n -ie
write-arH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG

‘the written (thing), the writing

(i) vazgordja-h ¥zgordjia-n chovek
become proud-hoR.1PSSG>become proudt. PASSPRTmMan
became proud > a mao v proud/ a proud man

Similar cases of intransitive past passive paftsiparezasmjan‘smiling’ (like ‘who is smiled’)
usmihnat ‘smiling’, zagrizen ‘preoccupied’, zamislen ‘thinking’, wizbuden ‘excited’, otdaden
‘dedicated’, among a few others. Yet, these formsild/ not result in anig derived nominal due to the
fact that another suffix is attached when nomiraljznamely, the suffix esT/(-EsT) used for the
derivation of abstract deadjectival noumslgd ‘young’ — mlad-osT ‘youth’, gord ‘proud’- gord-osT
‘pride’, etc). An example is given below:

a. zagrizen > zagrifesF
preoccupiedRASSPRT> preoccupiedPASSPRT-OST
preoccupied > preoccupation (the state of bpregccupied)

b. vizbuden >izbudenesT
excitedPASSPRT> excited-PASSPRT-OST
excited > ‘excitedness’ (the state of beingitexi)

Due to the scarcity of examples of intransitive gpas past participles and to the fact that they are
nominalized by the abstract suffiosT and not g, | would not examine them furthermore in this stud

It could be claimed that they denote states or sabstract concepts in the same way that deadjéctiva
nouns do.Additionally, we may aslo suggest that exampleg likose in (a) and (b) above are not
intransitive past passive nominalizations but & azfsadjectival passives, i.e., intransitive gaasssive
participles which have first become adjectivized #men nominalized by adding thes¥/-EsT adjectival
suffixes.
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b. Step-by-step movement operations:
1. Verbalization: Root merging with V in Spec, VP:

2. [VP,\P] moves to Spec, VoiceP

YoiceP
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3. [VoiceP, VP,\P] nominalizes by moving to Spec, nP

From (9) we see that thematic vowelsa(‘in this case) are “verbalizers”
according to my analysis; that is, they turn agatidess root into a verbal steth.
In my view, this is a necessary step to make, abttie participial morphemes —
N/-T could further be licensed and attached up. Imptlegious section we saw that

thematic vowels give an eventive interpretatioth® derived nominal. In the case

% Svenonius (2004a) makes a similar proposal fomgie vowels in the Slavic languages which he
calls ‘theme vowels’. In his analysis (and in mine), the thematic vowel is what makes a root &alker
stem. In a similar way as Marantz's (2001) propoaabot is categoriless unless it combines witheso
categorical head (the thematic vowel in my analysi®).
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of the Voice 4+ nominals this is not the case. Althougk rominals contain a
thematic vowel, in the majority of cases they demesults of events or objeéfs.
This is due to the presence of the participial mheme. Participial suffixes, in my
analysis, are Voice heads (see Cinque 1988d Ferrari 2006) that have the
effect of turning a verbal stem into a participleereby assigning a resultative
meaning to the derived noun. In other words, thes participial suffix ~/-T that
neutralizes the otherwise eventive denotation that thematic vowel would
assign. The fact that Voice is hierarchically uphe structure explains why the
participle scopes over the thematic vowel, bringabgut the result interpretation
to the corresponding nominalization. The preseralyss further supports the
claim that these nouns are really formed on passipa participial bases. This is

the reason | label these nouns as “Voigeneminals”.

As in my previous analyses, the derivation procdsdXP raising to Spec
positions.The sequential order of successively merged syaotabjects for the
nounpisanieto‘the writing’ in (9), for example, is obtained slsown in the above
representation: by four successive phrasal movesmient similar way as the
‘other-suffix’ nouns already examined above (cf).$tRecall from section 4.1.1
that any movement up to Spec, nP is syntactic vasetee movement of nP to
Spec, DP is post-syntactic. This is so becauseetierno external Genitive

argument projected in the nominalization in (9).

Having discussed the main characteristics of th&cbderivation of the

morpheme sequences for Voic&E -aominals, | now proceed to discussing the

% See footnote 23 for a possible explanation of edenoting Voice # nominals which have an
exceptional character.

" Following Cinque (1999:101-103), all past partieip of active and passive verbs are initially
generated under VoiceP.

%8 Following Cinque (2000, 2005), | consider phrasavement only. It has been suggested that head
movement poses some problems. Mahajan (2000), ¥amgle, claims that head movement is (i)
counter-cyclic, (i) complicates the notion of crmmand because a raised head doesn’t c-command its
trace in a straightforward manner, (iii) it doesaffect meaning, as opposed to XP movement. Cinque
(2000) argues for XP movement exclusively within.B®r him, the order of syntactic objects can be
derived by successive leftward movement of larget larger XPs. The same remnant movement (but
without pipe-piping the containing phrase) may heolved in the traditionally considered N to D
raising. Similar proposals for phrasal movementfatnd in the works of Kayne (1994, 2000, 2001,
2002, 2003), Koopman and Szabolcsi (2000), ancaRé2006).
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syntactic analysis of the traditionally considergorocess’ -NE nouns in

Bulgarian.

4.1.3. The —NE nominals

We have seen in section 2.2.1 that tne -nominals are unanimously
labelled as ‘deverbal’ nominals in the Bulgariamgliistic tradition (Pashov 1999,
Georgiev 1999, Steinke 1999, Gradinarova 1999, DV&BD6, among many
others). All grammarians agree on the fact thas¢hsouns denote processes, as
they are formed on imperfective verbal bases erais Yet, | will show in this
section that there is more diversity that is gelheecknowledged in this type of
nominalization and that a more fine-grained analysineeded than the ones that
have previously been considered in the literatMi@e concretly, | propose that —

NE nominals can be divided in two major groups:

(10) The NE nominals

a. The gerundive construction
b. The derived nominal condiarc

| will start the discussion with the firgtogip (10a).

In Bulgarian, there is no such form as a “typicg€rund. Nevertheless,

bare NE forms can be used as gerundive-like constructionthis languagé®

29 Bulgarian NE gerundive forms do not have all the functionshaf English or Romance gerunds but

just the one observed in (11a). There is, thougbthem form in Bulgarian, the so called Verbal Adver

(‘deeprichastig that can take over another function of a geruadionstruction. The Verbal Adverb is

used to denote a secondary action simultaneouetstate of affairs denoted by the verbal predicéte

is formed only from imperfective verbs with the fuf-ijki (-iiku) attached to their aorist stem. These

forms can be only used when the subject of theamimaction and that of a secondary one coincide. An

example is given in (i):

0] Detsata tichaha iz  dvora, smee-jki se i  vdiga-jki strashen  shum.
The children were running in the yatdughing andmaking terrible noise.

As denoted by its traditional namaeeprichastie(dee/active-participle), this form has more inrooon

with participles (the active present participledrihwith gerunds. Thene gerunds, though, cannot have

this function although English and Romance onesTdos shows that languages may use different

morpho-syntactic devices for one and the same ifamatvhich is, in fact, no surprising news. In tela

88



Like verbal gerunds, bareNe constructions take a direct object without any
preposition, as we can see in (11a) below. Thes&cpiar constructions do not
license a definite determiner and never allow ler article to be attached to them.
In (11b) we see that the construction is ungranvahtf the definite article

appears at the right of ting-formation:

(11) a. [o-chak]-va-ne velik-a-ta promjana
wait-vaMPF-NE great-FEM.SG-the FEM.SG changeEM.SG

waiting the great change

b. * [o-chak]-va-nae velik-a-ta promjana
*wait-vaMPF-NE-the.NEUT.SG greatFEM.SG -the FEM.SG changeEM.SG
* thewaiting the great change

The behaviour of the examples (11a, b) allows usuiggest that thee-
construction in (11a) behaves in the same way \Bdial gerunds in languages
like English. These types of constructions showua he compared to those of the
type (12) below, which are not verbal gerunds leal derived nominals, similar
to what Grimshaw (1990) characterizesGamplex Event nominais English.
Constructions of the type (12) not only appear Wit determiner but the direct
object must be introduced by the prepositiaiof’ (i.e. “ Thewaiting of the great
change”). Formations of the types (12) are the arymnterest of this section and

| offer more details on this type of constructionwhat follows®

to this claim, there is also another gerundive fiomcof the Bulgarian NE constructions as presented
below:
(i) a. na vlizane b. predi/sled ttgvaNE

on entering beforedafgoing
DV&M (2006) claim that the NE nominals in Bulgarian can be used adverbiallyc@asplements of
prepositions (cf. 8§ 3.3.1). However, cases lik¢ &bove cannot be considered nominalizations but,
rather, they should be analysed as verbal formattaking over either a gerundive function like the
English versionon coming, or an infinitival one like the Spanish versi@h éntrar’.

0| use the abbreviatiomPF to refer to the (secondary) imperfective suffisa (or one of its allomorphs
—a-, ja-, -ava-, -java-, -uva.
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(12) [o-chak]-va-nde *fa) velik-a-ta promjana
wait-valMPF-NE-the.NEUT.SG of greatFEM.SG-theFEM.SG change&EM.SG

Thewaiting of the great change

Traditionally, NE nominals have been claimed to denote processes and
never results (as opposed tuIE or the ones | have labelled “Voicee* nouns).
However, and contrary to previous assumptions, Il show that the process
reading is not the only one available for such matmations. Apart from it -
which is always available in everyNe nominal- there are cases when the —

nouns denote objects as well, as shown in {13):

(13) Object-denoting -NE nominals:*?

a. Transitive NE nouns

(i) jad-e-ne pi-e-n im-a-ne
eat-aH.VOW-NE drink-e TH.VOW-NE have-arH.vOw-NE
‘mealéating ‘drinkdrinking’ ‘possessiamaving’

(i) Resultative prefixedne nominals®

[s-puk]-va-ne o-drask]-va-ne
[s-crack]-vaiMPF-NE ¢- scratch]-vampF-NE
puncturetacking’ ‘scratcBtratching’

b. School disciplines

pe-e-ne Srgjane
SINQE.TH.VOW-NE calculate-.TH.VvOW-NE
‘singing’ ‘aritietictalculating’

31 Gradinarova (1999) gives many examples where tEeneminals have ‘concrete’, or, in her terms,
‘non-verbal’ uses. Yet, her primary concern is 8emantics of NE and —{)IE nominalizations in
Russian and Bulgarian thus paying no attentiohéd syntactic derivation.

2 All of the examples are taken from Gradinaroved@)9

%3 Examples taken from Gradinarova (1999: 118).
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c. Intransitive result NE nouns

vjar-va-ne [za-bg@jra-ne
believe-valMPF-NE become ill-javauPF-NE
‘beliefbelieving’ ‘illnesddecomingll’

d. Impersonal result NE nouns
dim-va-ne
dawn-vaMPF-NE

‘dawn, daybreakdawning’

From the glosses of the examples above we canhs¢dhibugh the NE
nominals may denote some kind of object or re$ulie process reading is always
available (marked in italics in the glosses). Weyragplain this fact historically.
Gradinarova (1999) claims that theesuffix enters Bulgarian in the XIX century
when the NIE suffix was still very productive. In the XX cenyythowever, the —
NIE one is no more productive. This may suggest thdha NIE suffix fades, the
—NE one takes over its functions. Thus, when a newlr@sun was derived, the
suffix that served this function was thee-one (from the XX century onwards). It
always preserves its traditional process denotatimugh it could develop a
secondary result meaning when the context may akowh reading. This
observation is also supported by Gradinarova’s 91@2%im that the non-verbal,
or result meanings of theve nominals are newly formed, i.e., once the altE—

suffix disappears.

The NE constructions are always formed on imperfectivdakbases (see
section 2.2.1¥° This fact allows me to propose the syntactic regmeation given
in (14):

% Note that something similar happens in English fBiee Bulgarian NE suffix corresponds to the
English 4NG in various respects: (i) they can form gerund$;tiiey can always derive complex event
nominals in Grimshaw’s (1990) terms; (iii) sometaneghey can also denote objects. Borer (2003)
comments on cases of object-denotimgs-nominals such as ‘building, drawing, etc’ whicmtradicts
the traditional assumption that the EnglishG-nouns are event denoting exclusively.

% A close relationship between thee-nominals and the past passive participle is sugddsy Nandris
(1959) and Stoyanov (1966). Yet, to claim that ¢hesuns derive from the past passive participiakba
like their ancestor, the NjlE nominals’, would wrongly predict that intransits/avill not nominalize,
and that the participial morpheme, beiter N, would be preserved in the nominalization. Neitber
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(14) NA-rush]-ava-ne-to na prasla
violate-avavPF-NE-theNEUT.SG  of rulePL-thepL

The violating of the rules

(VP)

-ava

Ny
o e
g N\

Ll

/N

L DP
NA-rush] (na) pravilata

1

From the representation above we see that thealegategory shows the
prefix [NA-], which indicates that we have a stem LP andsnoply a root. We
could arguably say that the root is “verbalized’the Lexicon and then enters the
Numeration as a stem. If so, there might be noalaihg projection (VP) present
in the structure. This solution would also allow foe imperfective suffixavato
attach to the LP stem after LP movement. Fort thke sof uniformity and

consistency with some of our previous represemtafizve could also consider that

the two predictions holds. Bulgariane-nominals can be formed from any verb, both traresitcf. 13)
or intransitive (cf. 13c), and the suffix never appears as shown in (i):
(i) brisna ‘shave’ > hrsn-aT ‘shaven’ > biisn-eNE ‘shaving’

pija ‘drink’ > piT ‘drunk’ > pi-eNE ‘drinking’ (vs. pi-T-IE ‘a drink’: Voice —+E noun).
Additionally, such a claim would also wrongly predthat the NE nouns, if derived from participles,
could be formed on both perfective and imperfecbases. However, these nouns can be never formed
on perfective bases. Thus, thee-nouns cannot be participial nominalizations vertes +£ ones,
which we saw can do so.
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a VP headed by a phonologically null thematic vomelrges with LP, as shown
above. Be as it may, and in order to account fer fidtt that these nouns are
derived on imperfective verbal bases only, | detive secondary imperfective
morpheme’-ava’ as the head of the functional projection Aspecpérfective
Phrase (AsP)>® | suggest that it is the imperfective suffix, avéef. (14)) or
covert (see (15) below), the syntactic object gatounts for the availability of
the process reading of these nouns. In (15) wéhsessometimes the imperfective
suffix may not be overtly expressed:

(15) pis-a-ne-to na pisma
write-arH.vOw-NE-the NEUT.SG of letter+L

The writing of letters

% Remember that in Bulgarian, and in the rest ofShavic languages, verbs can have both perfective
and imperfective forms. In order to make a perfectform imperfective, we add the secondary
imperfective suffix ‘va or one of its allomorphs (see 8§ 5.1 for more d&taSvenonius (2004a: 181)
regards-(a)vaand its variantsova, -uva etc. as a thematic vowel. Yet, in my analysissthsecondary
imperfective suffixes are derived as heads of Aspdrfective Phrase (hence, A2p A similar proposal

is made by Isratkova (2004) who claims that theosdary imperfective morphemeva' is the overt
expression of imperfectivization derived in an Aggle. Ramchand (2004), on the other hand, suggests
that the secondary imperfective morpheme is theamisition of the same Aspect head which otherwise
expresses perfectivity.
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\pis  (na) pisma

In (15) we see that A4p, though present, is not overtly expressed. Ehis i
due to the fact that the verpisha’ (write) is primary imperfective, i.e, it needs no
secondary imperfective suffix to make it imperfeeti This may further suggest
that the unmarked option is the imperfective whigrsyntactically present but
phonologically null (like, for example, the masodigender, the singular number,
or VP in (14) above). Thus, there may be an imp#kfe projection with a

phonologically null head.

As for the morphological order of suffixes on theseins, recall once more
that | propose (following Cinque 2000, 2005; MahajZ000; Ferrari 2005) that
only phrasal movement is possible (see ftn. ZBus, the lexical projectionP
first moves to Spec, VP and the thematic vowel (itheasal head and a bound
morpheme) attaches to the raised root at the mpimhwlogical component. The
same procedure keeps applying towards the upper fgstions. The complex
[VP, VP] moves to Spec, A¥pheaded by the imperfective aspectual morpheme,
which will also morphophonologically attach to sustem. The newly formed

complex [AspP, VP, VP] raises further up, to Spec, nP, where it gets
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“‘nominalized”. This is the category headed by tleenmalizing element NE.
Finally, the whole [nP, ASp, VP,\P] structure moves to Spec, DP so that the
definite article, also a suffix in Bulgarian, wiippear to its right. Recall from
section 4.1.1 that this is a post-syntactic movdm@peration required by
morphological wellformedness conditions where taBnite article should always
appear in the second position DP internally obeythgs, the Wackernagel's
(1892) law.

A step-by-step representation of the moset operations involved in (15),

with the corresponding traces, is provided in (i€pw:
(16) Bracketed step-by-step representation:

a. [pVpis] (ROOT MERGING WITH V)

blve [wVpis} [-A] §]

C. [aspp [ve L Vpis) [-A] §]i[2] t] TO [SPEC, As|P]
L S

TO [SPEC, VP]

dlp [aspe [ve [ VPIS-J[-AT t]i [D] t ] [-NE] t] TO [SPEC, nP]
| S

e [op [np [aspe [ve [ VPiS-T[-A] t]i [D] t]c [-NE] s [-t0] tn] TO [SPEC, DP]

|

For esase of exposition, | provide the sarap-bl-step movement operations

from (16), but represented by syntactic treesl1i) pelow:
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(17) Step-by-step movement

a. [ypis-]

\pis (na) pisma

-a-

(ROOT MERGING WITH V)

1%} -NE-
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The derivation above, as well as other derivatiofith relatively similar
characteristics, pose an apparent problem for tie rXising hypothesis for
suffixation that | am adopting in this study. Thpparent problem is that of
accounting for the right sequence of morphemes whagital heads select, or
license, complements. Note that the step-by-stewat®n represented in (17)
above shows that the lexical rogpis- ‘write’ may license the DP complement
(na) pisma'of letters’ which is, of course, also moved upthe first raising cycle
together with theVP that immediately dominates the DP. Such a DP keeps
remnantly raising with its/P host in each of the subsequent XP raising opemtion
(see (17a-d) above). The suffixes@aNE-to must keep attaching to the root
\pis-, the construction resulting in the final sequencesp@-NE-tona pisma(lit:

‘writing-the of letters’, i.e. ‘the writing of le#rs’).

After the first raising operation, the derivatioranoot result in the
impossible sequencepis- na pismaa@-NE-to (something literally similar to:
*write- of lettersing-the), which could hypothetically have resulted if thefixes

attach to the DP complement and not to the roauzgessive XP raising.

This apparent problem is taken care of under tibery of Phases proposed
in Chomsky (2001 et seq.), according to which S@eit operations apply
cyclically. A Phaseis a coherent and independent (phonological antasgc)

unit and constitutes a domain on which the Speli-@peration applies, “sending”
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structure chunks to the PF or the LF components.thim example under
discussion, the DP complement of the rdpis- (or, for that matter, any DP or PP
complement of a lexical head) constitutes a Phadesatherefore “invisible” for
any morphosyntactic operation, as the derivationtled nominal structure
proceeds up to DP. Therefore, the only possibleainable sequence is the
grammaticalpis-a-@-NE-tona pismaand the ungrammatical one is absolutely
ruled out under the Phase Theory hypothesis.

4.1.4. A brief note on the position of the externargument

For the sake of completeness, this subsection oridéscribes my
suggestions with respect to the functional progectthat hosts the external
argument. The hypothesis adopted in this study tthere is no head movement
but only XP movement (Cinque (2000, 2005), Mahd@000), Ferrari (2005)),
raises some problems when we consider the denvationominalizations that
have external arguments. In this section, | wiigest a tentative solution to some

of these problems.

An argument bearing the Agent or Causer theta wolemerge with a
“small” vP (Chomsky 1995 et sed’)as shown in the structure (18) below:

(18) a. NA-kaz]-va-ne-to na ucheiits ot lvan
punish-vauPF-NE-theNEUT.SG of studeneL-thePL by lvan

The punishing of the students by Ivan

b. Ivan-ov-o-to [NA-kaz]-va-ne  na uchenits-i-te
lvan-ovGEN-0.NEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG punish-vampPF-NE of studentPL-thePL

Ivan’s punishing of the students

37 Kratzer (1994a) proposes that Agents be deriveBpiec, VoiceP. Recall that, in my analysis, this
position is occupied by the moved [VP, LP] struetim Voice nominalizations (see 9) where the
suffixal participial morphement-T is attachedo the moved stem. Roeper (2004), on the other,hand
derives Agents (and Causers) in Spec, Voice-EvdniB. not assume the presence of any Eventive
phrase. For me, event semantics is licensed byasyntstructure; more precisely, by the presence of
thematic vowels and imperfective aspectual morplseme
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L DP
NA-kaz]  6a)

uchenitsite

From the derivation in (18) we see that Ivan mesgiis vP 8 For it to be
able to be interpreted as the Agent (Causer), waldtave either (ipt-NP ‘by-
NP’ insertion (18a), or (ii) Genitive assignmentthy suffix -ov*° corresponding

to English ['s] as in (18b).

% In fact, thevP projection is needed not only to host the Agemi&@r in its specifier position but also to
account for the causative-inchoative alternatidmatTs, in Bulgarian, and in many other languagesre
are causative morphemes which make a verb caus@iresider the examples below:

0] (a) Azpjah dva chasa (b) Az RA¥ah  petel-a
| sang two hours | cAaus-sang  cock-theAsc.sG
‘| sang for two hours’ ‘I made the cock sing’
(i) (a) Azse smjah dva chasa (b) Az RAZmjah  bebe-to
| s&eFL laughed two hours tAaus-laughed baby-theeuT.sG
‘I laughed for two hours’ ‘I made the baby laugh’

From the examples above we see that if we addahsative prefix ‘RAZ-‘ to a verb we causativizesthi
verb. Additionally, the insertion of this morphemeay also make an intransitive verb transitive (ijX,

the causative reading is present too. Thus, we taragtivelysuggest that causative morphemes, in this
case the prefix ‘RAZ-', is the head of of smal. In case they head is occupied by a causative
morpheme, the external argument, projected inpkeiier ofvP, is interpreted as the Causer.

% The genitie NP is formed by a personal noun such as Ivan tizchwthe genitival suffix ev (for
masculine personal nouns) an-for feminine) is attached:

(i) Masc: Ivan > lvamsv (Ilvan’s) (i) Fem: Penka > Perik-(Penka’s)
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Let’s first consider the derivation of (18a), i.@hen the external argument
is introduced by awt-NP (by-NP). The derivation in (18a) results froouf XP
movement operations. First, the stem LP entergiénization and then moves to
Spec, VP. Then, the whole structure [VP, LP] furtm®ves to Spec, Adp so that
the imperfective morphemeva a suffix, would surface to its right. The newly
formed complex [As®, VP, LP] then moves to Spec,nP where it gets
nominalized by attaching the nominalizer heaé,-a suffix as well. This explains
why —NE would correctly surface on the right of the stunet Finally, the definite
article, a suffix too, attaches to the already nmatized structure [nP, A$p, VP,

LP] once this complex has previously moved to Sgee, A more detailed

representation is provided in (19) below:

(19) The external argument:ot-NP (by-NP):

NA-kaz]-va-ne-to na ucheinits ot lvan
punish-vauPF-NE-theNEUT.SG of studentL-thePL by lvan

The punishing of the students by Ivan

This genitival suffix agrees in gender with the néumodifies. If the noun it modifies is masculinken
no gender suffix is further attached to the gealtsuffix (a); if the noun is feminine, then tha gender
marker is attached (b) and if it is in neuterattaches to it (c):

(a) lvan-ov-ijat stol (b) lvan-ovtakniga (c) Ivano-ov-o-to bebe
Ivan-ov-themasc.sc  chair  (b)lvan-ov-BEM.SG-THE.FEM.SG book (c) lvan-ov-iEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG baby
Ivan’s chair (b) Ivaridsok (c) Ivan'sdya
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[NA-kaz-] (na) uchenisite

In a similar way as the derivation in (17), theseno possibility for
attaching any suffix to the DP complement of thenstpha uchenitsite'of the
students’) in (19). This is so because such comghsenconstitute Phases and are
thus invisible for any morphosyntactic operatiorns the derivation of the
nominalization proceeds up to the dominating DPer&fore, the only possible
obtainable sequence [i8A-kaZ-@-vaNE-to na uchenitsite(‘the punishing of the
students’) but not the ungrammaticalNA-kaz]- na uchenitsited-vaNE-to
(**punish-of the students-@-inge-the’). A similar explanation can be provided
for the intervening/P between the A§p and the nominalizer phrase nP that hosts
the external argument. Adopting the theory of Pegsthomsky 2001), the DP
lvan-in the Specifier okP constitutes a Phase. Thus, in the same way d3Rhe
complement of the stem, it is invisible for any ploosyntactic operations and

doesn’t intervene during the derivation of the noahistructure.
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| will claim that the smallP remains in the complement position of nP, at
its right. As said, this projection contains in sigsecifier the prepositional phrase
ot-NP (by-NP) where the external argumévdn is inserted. The prepositiaot
‘by’ assigns oblique case to the external argunmigah. That is, once case

assignment takes place, the external argumerazsiirfor further movement.

However, when the external argument is introducga lenitive NP, such
as lvan-ov’ (lvan’s) (18b), the situation is different becautes argument
appears in the leftmost position and it is the eeihthat hosts de Determiner.

Consider the derivation in (20):
(20) The external argument: Genitive Case marking('s):
Ivan-ov-o-to [NA-kaz]-va-ne na uchenits-i-te

lvan-ov.GEN-0.NEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG punish-vamMpPF-NE of studeneL-thePL

Ivan's punishing of the students

102



Derivation: lvan- raises from [SpegP] to [Spec, DP] position ( bypassing
[Spec, nP], occupied by AR):

ASp
/\ e N
Asp tivan Vv
[\ T
v

VP, Adp tg t;
Va-
/\ V'
NY
LPA Voo
AN gt
L
L DP
=

NA-kaz- (na) uchenisite

The word order in the grammatical sequence shows ithis not the
nominalization that moves to Spec, DP to attachd#éfenite article (vs. 19: 4) but
the external argument. That is, it must be theraateargument, which shows
Genitive inflection, the projection that must moie Spec, DP to attach the
definite article, leaving the rest of the nominatian in Spec, nP. We may suggest
a reason for this. The external argument, in Specmust move to Spec, DP to
check or receive case. The definite article, thiéxsuto, should always occupy
the second position in the DP, under Wackernagd@hs(cf. chapter 2). It should
therefore appear suffixed to the raised Genitiviereral argument and in second

position.

We have some evidence for the fact that the Geniixternal argument

Ivanov (lvan’s) undergoes raising, unlike the preposdioexternal argument
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discussed above (i.@t Ivan’by lvan’, cf. 19). Bothlvanov (lvan’s) and the
definite article [to] agree in neuter gender with the nominalizatiore May claim
that this is required by the nominalizing headE-which assigns neuter to the
nominalization. That is why botlivanov-o (lvan’s-oNEUT) and the Definite
article o (the.-oNEUT) should be also marked for Neuter. A possible axgfion

for this agreement relation is that the articte has to agree in gender with its
complement, i.e., the nominalizing heatt-=Whenlvan moves to Spec, DP, then
lvan agrees with the definite articte- in Neuter through Spec-head agreement.
This is a provisional solution and a purely techhiene. However, for the time

being, | cannot offer a better one in accordandk thie premises adopted here.

Apart from the Agent/Causer interpretation, theeexal argument can also
denote a Possessor, a Source, an Experienceln étes case, | propose that it be
projected in Spec, NP found above the nominalizeage nP as shown in (21)

below:

(21) The external argument: other readings:
a. zavesht-a-n-ie-to na baba mi
will-a.TH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-theNEUT.SG of grandmother my

‘The testament of my grandmotherbf my grandmother Possessor]
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. Syntactic representation:

baba mi
[POSS]

! - n

________

[zA-vesht]

In the same way as the nominalization in (19),ahe in (21) involves four
XP movement operations as well. Thus, the stemits® hoves to Spec, VP to
attach the thematic vowel [-a]. The newly formednptex [VP, LP] then moves
to Spec, VoiceP where it attaches the participiffixs[-N-]. After this, the whole
structure [VoiceP, VP, LP] nominalizes by moving &pec, nP where the
nominalizer head [E] attaches. The external argumem baba mi‘of my
grandmother’ merges in Spec, NP. The fact thatitroduced by the preposition

na (of) suggests that it is assigned oblique casehisy preposition. Thus, in a
similar way as the nominalization (19), the extémrgument is frozen in place

and doesn’t move further up in the derivation. Thuigher suggests that, in order
to satisfy Wackernagle’s law for the second positbthe definite article, the rest
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of the nominalization [nP, VoiceP, VP, LP] is wimobves higher up to Spec, DP
where the definite article [-to] is attached.

The claim that the external argument, when it ddesefer to the
Agent/Causer, is projected in Spec, NP is suppobgd.ongobardi’'s (2003)
proposal that the arguments of the head noun aarchically ordered DP-
internally in a way roughly similar to that found clauses. Longobardi (2003)
suggests that thematic subjects (e.g. agents) igherhthan direct objects (e.g.
themes) and other complements. Additionally, DPo atédlows for another
argument, or quasi-argument, to appear. This cargsiment is the so-called
Possessor. Longobardi claims that Possessors arardhically higher than
subjects, i.e, agents, (Longobardi (2003: 562-56Bly representation in (20)

capturessuch a hierarchy, i.e, that Possessors are higarrAgents.

In my analysis, Spec, NP is thus occupied by esfearguments which
allow for various interpretations: Possessors, Egpeers, Sources, Goals, etc.
These external arguments are not real notionalestgojof the nominalization.
Rather, they are quasi-external arguments. A re@bmal subject, in my analysis,
would be only Agents or Causers projected in Sgedcf. 18, 19, 20).

| assume, without much discussion, that one mayeadnly consider that the

mark of structural or inherent Case is the prefmsita (of).*°

Having discussed the basic characteristics of therphosyntax of
Bulgarian deverbal nominals, | devote the nextisacto support some of my
previous proposals by showing that the differemctéhe syntactic composition of
nominal construcions results in a difference irirtegntactic behaviour as well. In
84.2.1, we will see that only som&liE-nouns can have an argument structure,
following in this way the behavior of English coraplevent nominals (Grimshaw

1990). These types of nhominalizations never allowaf possessive interpretation

“° The prepositionra’ in Bulgarian behaves in a similar way @& in Spanish (Catalan) andf* in
English. It can be used to assign a Possessorrthlefgahe Theme, the Experiencer or the Creator roles
Sometimes, though, it may also refer to the Agent.
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of their external argument whereas other typesarhinalizations accept such
interpretation. In section 4.2.2 we will furtheresthat all nhominalization types
accept nominal modifiers. However, some differenaes detected on adverbial
modification (84.2.3) and on telicity tests (84)2.4

4.2 On the difference between nominalization types Bulgarian: some tests

4.2.1. Argument structure

In this section | will show that only some trangtiand the prefixed
process NE nominals have true argument structure and muisfyséte Projection
Principle, i.e, they requiere their internal argmbseobligatorily. The eventive
Voice 4E nouns and the eventive ‘other-suffix’ nouns dmwlifor internal and
external arguments to be projected but this is oplyonal. Thus, | will claim that
instead of having argument structure, these evemmwuns (i.e. the eventive Voice
-lE, “other suffix”, and some NE nominals) have a ‘participant’ structure
(Grimshaw 1990). As for the rest of the nouns, the, gender-derived nominals
and the object-denoting (‘other-suffix’lE-and NE) nouns, they have neither
argument nor participant structure as they caneobté events. Instead, | will

claim that these nouns have modifiers.

Let’s first consider the case of object-denotingnmals. In (22) | give an
example of the gender-derived nouns (22a), thecotlenoting ‘other-suffix’
nouns (22b), the object Voiceenouns (22c) and the objecte-nominals (22d):
(22) Argument structure: Object-denoting nouns:

a. Gender derived nouns:
RAz-kaz]-it ot/nalvan [ot: Source/*Agent; na: Possessor]

narrate-theAsc.sG *by/from/of lvan

The narrationby/from/of lvan
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b. Object-denoting ‘other-suffix’ nouns:

*[PO-stroj]-ka-ta na nov-a-ta sgraotavan [ot: *Agent]
construckA-the FEM.SG of new+EM.SG-the FEM.SG building by Ivan

*The constructiof the new buildindy Ivan

b’. [Po-stroj]-ka-ta na lvan [na: Possessor]
construckA-theFEM.SG  of Ivan

The constructioof Ivan

c. Object-denoting Voicee nouns:

*pis -a- n -ie-to na kniga-ta otlvan [ot: *Agent]
write-A.TH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG of book-theFEM.SG by Ivan

*the writ/writing of the book by Ivan

c’.pis -a- n -ie-to na/ot lvan e na masa-ta
[na: Posesor, og®ht/Source]
write-A.TH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG of/*by/from Ivan is on table-theem.sG

The writ/writingof/*by/from Ivan is on the table

d. Object-denoting NE NOUNS:

[zA-bol]-java-ne-to otfna Maria [ot: *Agent, na: Poss]
become-ill-javamPF-NE-theNEUT.SG *by/of Maria

The iliness By/of Maria (Maria’s illness)

d'. jad-e-ne-to ot/na lvan e na masa-ta
[ot: Source/*Agent, iRDSS]
eat-erH.vOW-NE-the NEUT.SG *by/from/of lvan is on table-theem.sG

The meal By/from/of Ivan is on the table
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From the examples in (22) we conclude that the atglenoting nouns
cannot have an event interpretation. They are alsable to take internal
arguments (22b, c). Though they accept an extamgaiment, it is introduced by
the possessivaa-NP (of-NP) but it can never have a true agentrpmegation.
The Agent in Bulgarian can be either introducedabyt-NP (by-NP), ana-NP
(of-NP), or a genitival NP (marked by the Genitivalffix —ov). From the
examples above we see that thoughathlP (by-NP) is sometimes acceptable, it
denotes the Source but not the Agent (22a, ¢, c*!dt should be noted that the
Source reading is licensed due to the ambiguitthefprepositiorot which can
refer either to the English agentiviey' or to from’.** However, in case of true
argument structureNe nominals, this preposition is always interpretedtlae

Agent and never the Source.

As for the eventive ‘other-suffix’ (23a) and Voicele (23b)
nominalizations, all of them allow for internal amternal arguments to be
projected. Yet, in neither case is their presenaeyatorily required (23a”, b’,
b). Additionally, though the Agent interpretatiae present in such cases, it is
not the only reading available. Apart from it, tBeurce and Receiver readings are
also possible. An example is given in (23):

“1 It can be observed that the object-denoting (‘ethifix, -NE, and 4E) nouns behave like simple
concrete nouns. Like simple concrete nouns (i),abjeminalizations use thr&-NP (by NP) to denote
the Source, but never the Agent. In such casesptikposition should be translated as the Endiieim’
and not by’:
0] kniga-ta ot Ivan

book-theem.sG by Ivan

The bookom Ivan

(i) [PRrkaz]-ka-ta ot  Ivan
The narrationfrom Ivan

If we want to refer to the person who has writtea book, we use the possesaineNP ‘of-NP’. Yet,

the interpretation we get is not truly agentive ibuefers to something like an ‘intellectual’ pessor of

the book.

“2 Prepositions are always dificult to translate frone language to another. That is why we often have
approximate translations. For the sake of bettenprehension, | will try to offer all of the posgbl
readings of a given preposition (ex. The Bulgapagposition 6t can have either the Agentivigy’, or

the Sourceffom’ reading).
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(23) a.Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nominals

a. pProd]-a-zba-ta nastok-i otlvan [ot: Agent/Source]
sell-atH.vow-zBA-theFEM.SG of goodseL by/from lvan

The sale of goodby/from Ivan

a'. Prod]-a-Zba-ta na Ilvan na stok-i[na: Agent, Receiver of goods]
sell-aTH.vow-ZBA -theFEM.SG of Ivan of goodspL

The saleof/to Ivan of goods

a". [PrRo-d]-a-zba-ta stana rivtchasa
sell-arH.vow-zBA -thefEM.SG ocurred at three o’clock

The sale took place at three o’clock

b.Eventive Voice # nominals

b. viizpit-a-n-ie-to na chovekot roditel-i-te mu
zapochva ot negov-o-to razdane [na: Theme, ot: Agent]
upbring-aTH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-THE.NEUT.SG of manby parentPL.THE.PL his-
DAT.CL begins from hiséEUT.SG.theNEUT.SG birth

The upbringingpf a marby his parents begins from his birth

b’. stibr-a-n-ie-to (ha deputat-i-t¥® prodilZi tri chasa

meet-arH.vVOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-THE.NEUT.SG (of deputyPL.thePL) lasted three hours

The meetingf the deputies lasted three hours [na: Agent, Poss]
b”. iztez-a-n-ie-to Qa zatvornits-i-te ot nadziratel-i-
te) e postojanno

torture-arH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-THE.NEUT.SG (Of prisonerPL.thePL by jailer-
PL.thePL) is constant [na: Theme, ot: Agent]

The tortureof the prisonerdy the jailers is constant.

“3 Here, the parenthesis mean that introducingéietNP (of/by-NP) is optional.
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From the above examples we can conclude that thdbghexternal
argument is always available, it allows for variooierpretations. Thus, in (23a),
the ot-NP (by-NP) can denote (i) that lvan sells the gofce, Ivan is the Agent),
or (ii) that we have taken the goods we $em Ivan (i.e, Ivan is the Source).
Additionally, we can also observe that the Agenouti not be obligatorily
introduced by the agentiva-NP (by-NP). It can also take the form oha-NP
(of-NP) as in (23a’, b’). If so, then we again abtanore than one interpretation
apart from the agentive one: a Receiver (23a’) &oasessor (23b’). As for the
internal argument, we can observe that it is alwagre@duced by thea-NP (of-

NP). Yet, in neither case are the internal ancettternal arguments obligatory.

These facts may further suggest that these noumd thave a true
argument structure as they allow for various intetiggtions of the external
argument and don’t require their internal argumeabdigatorily. We may
conclude that, when they appear, the argumentsabf souns simply modify the
event denoted by the noun. That is, they are nadifof events rather than true
obligatory arguments required by the verb. The abobservations suggest that
instead of argument structure, these nouns haparéicipant’ structure where the
external and the internal arguments are particgpanGrimshaw’s (1990) ternfs.
This is not the case with the true argument strectdE nominals as we should
see below.

Among the processNE nouns, there are some that allow for the omission
of their arguments (24a, a’, b) and some that rechiem obligatorily (25a, b, c):

(24) —NE nominals: optional arguments
a. push-e-ne-to na Cigar-i ot Ivan) mu izleze sipo

smoke-erH.vow-NE-theNEUT.SG (of cigarretPL by/from lvan) him turned out

expensive rMa: Theme, ot: Agent, Soutce

4 Recall that Grimshaw (1990) distingusihes betwees syntactic arguments (which are available only
for verbs and th€omplex Event nomindlen one hand, and ‘participants’, on the other. [Hiter are
not real arguments but serve to restrict the déiootaf the nominal in various ways (see ftn. Izater

3).
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The smoking of cigarettéxy/from Ivan cost him a lot

a'. push-e-ne-to na;(lvan) (a, cigar-i) mu izleze sipo
smoke-erH.vOow-NE-theNEUT.SG (of Ivan) (of cigarretPL) him turned out
expensive

The smokingf, cigarettesf; Ilvan cost him a lot [RaAgent,na: Themg

b. pe-e-ne-to na pesen-ta) ne beshe mnogo korektno
sing-eTH.VOW-NE-theNEUT.SG (of song-therEM.SG) not was very  correct

The singingof the song was not very correct [na: Themg

(25) —NE nominals: obligatory internal arguments

a. resh-ava-ne-to n&zadach-i-te po matematika) ot (
lvan) mu otne tri  chasa

solve-avaMPF-NE-theNEUT.SG *(of exerciserL.thePL on mathematics) by
Ivan) him took three hours na: Theme, ot: Ageht

The solvingof the exercises on mathematmslvan took him three hours.

b. chup-e-ne-to naylvan) *(na, chash-i) stana negovo hobi
break-eTH.vOwW-NE-theNEUT.SG (of Ivan) *(of glasspL) became his hobby

The breakingf glassedy Ivan became his hobby nd;: Agent, na@ Themé

c. [1z-p(e)]-java-ne-to ng pesen-ta) of strana naMatria)
ne beshe mnogo korektno

[Iz-sing]-javalMPF-NE-theNEUT.SG *(of song-thecEM.SG) (on part of Maria)
not was very correct pa: Theme, ot strana na: Agént

The singing to the enaf the songn behalf of/byof Maria was not very correct

From the examples above we again observe thatsi ttee arguments are

optional, the external argument can be either dhiced by amt-NP (by-NP) as in
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(24a) or by ana-NP (24a’). Additionally, thet-NP (by-NP), apart from denoting
the Agent, can also denote the Source (24a). Tieenal argument, on the other
hand, is always introduced by tima-NP (of-NP) but it is also optional. This
suggests that these nouns behave exactly in the seay as the eventive
participant-structure ‘other-suffix’ (23a) and Veiek (23b) nominals. Thus, they

have participant structure but not a true argursentture.

There are nouns that require the presence of tkernad argument
obligatorily. This happens in cases of some trargsitNE nominals (25a, b) or
prefixed ones (25c). The external argument, thoigyalways optional. It may be
introduced by amt-NP (by-NP) as in (25a, c) or byna-NP (of-NP) as in (25b).
Yet, when introduced, it unambiguously refers te thgent (25a, b, c). This
further suggests that it is the transitive naturéne verbal base that demands the
projection of its internal argument (25a, b). Irses of prefixed nominalizations,
we may suggest that the prefix poses some requirsnen that the internal
argument be obligatorily projected (see chapteifbis, in (24b), when the verbal
basepe(ja) ‘sing’ remains unprefixed, the internal argumeniptional. Yet, in
(25c¢), when prefixediZ-pe(ja) ‘sing up’), the internal argument is obligatorily
required. This shows that contrary to the particigsructure (‘other-suffix’,
Voice 4E and -NE) nouns, these nouns are instantiation of trueraegt-structure

nominals due to the obligatory projection of theternal argument.

Additional support for such a claim is revealedtlhy fact that the external
argument of the argument-structunee-nominals, when projected, never allows

for a possessive interpretatfobut always refers to the agent as shown in (26a):

(26) aArgument structure-NE nominals
Ilvan-ov-o0-to PRo-d]-ava-ne  *(na diamant-i)
lvan-Ov.GEN-0.NEUT.SG-THE.NEUT.SG sell-avamMPF-NE *(of diamondpPL)

Ivanis selling of diamonds [-ov: Agent/*Possesspr

> The possessor in Bulgarian can be either realigexidenitive NP (see ftn. 39) or byna-NP (of-NP).
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a'. lvanov-o-to RAz-kaz]-va-ne na prikazk-i (*e na masa-ta)
lvan-ov.GEN-0.NEUT.SG-THE.NEUT.SG harratevA.IMPF-NE of storyPL (*is on table-
the FEM.SG)

Ivan’'s narrating of stories (*is on the table)

b.Voice 4E nominals
Ivan-ov-o-to izebe-n-ie e na masa-t
Ivan-oV.GEN-O-NEUT.SG-THE.NEUT.SG invent-eTH.VOW-N.PASSPART-IE is on table-
theFEM.SG [-ov: Possessor

Ivan's invention is on the table

c.‘Other-suffix’ nominals:
Ivan-ov-a-ta kraz-ba (na diamant-i) se publikuvaiw
vestnik-a
Ivan-ov.GEN-aFEM.SG-THE.FEM.SG stealBA (of diamond-pl) s&EFL published in
newspaper-th®Asc.sG [-ov: Possessor, Agdnt

Ivan's stealth of diamonds got published in the newspaper

From the examples above we observe that the possesterpretation of
the external argument is never available with tigei@ent-structureNE nominals
(26a). This is so because it obligatorily denotes Agent in case the internal
argument is inserted. If the internal argumentnsti@d, and the external one is
present, then the external argument is interpratethe theme. Thus, if we omit
the internal argumenbdf diamonds’in (26a) the interpretation we get is that Ivan
is being sold. This is due to the fact that suchnsorequire the presence of their
internal arguments obligatorily. As for the resttbé nouns, we see that they
always allow for a possessive interpretation ofrtegternal argument. This may
be also due to the fact that these nouns can bd imseobject-denoting
constructions of the kinds on the table’(26b), or got published® (26c). The

¢ Picallo (1991) uses this construction to disamaiguthe result vs. process denotation of some
ambiguous Catalan nominals. Thus, she claims thatesgions denoting events or processes can be
placed in time, but only their outcoming result cenpublished (p. 290).
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argument structureNe nominals never do (26a’). The reason for thihat they

denote processes and never ‘simple’ events, resutibjects.

4.2.2. Nominal modifiers (Pluralization, Demonstraives, Indefinites and

Numerals)

In this section | will show that despite their @éifént semantics, all of the

Bulgarian nominalizations accept nominal modifiefs for the ‘other-suffix’

nominals both the object-denoting (27) and the edenoting (28) can pluralize

(27"a, a’; 28a), and can take any kind of determinech sas indefinites (27b, b’;

28b), numerals (27c, c’; 28c), and demonstrati2&sl(d’; 28d):

(27) ‘Other-suffix’ object-denoting nouns: Nominal modifiers

a. sresht-i-te S prijatetai dostavjat udovolstvie
meekL-THE.PL with friendPL me give pleasure

The meetings with friends give me pleasur

a'. ga-pis]-k-i-te po istorija sa na masa-ta
notekA-pPL-thePL on history are on table-tlrem.sG

The notes on history are on the table

[Plurality]

b.ima edin RAz-kaz] za  zivotn-i v kutija-ta [Indefinites]

there i®Ne-MASC.SG story about anima&lk in box-theFEM.SG

There is one story about animals in thve bo

b’. ima-sh edna gresh-ka na izpit-a po himija

have-PSSG one-FEM.SG errorKA on exam-th@lAsc.sG on chemistry

You have one error in the exam on Chenist

*" The examples (27a, b, c, d) refer to gender-derect nominals whereas those in (27a’, b’, ¢}, d’

refer to the ‘other-suffix’ ones.
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C.tri-te glob-i sa mo-i [Numerals]
three-therL tax-PL are myPL

The three taxes are mine

c’. imash pet [Iz-vest]-ija ot director-a za tazi godina
have-BssGfive notify-IE.PL by director-theuAsc.sGfor thisSFEM.SG year

You have five notifications from the direcfor this year

d. tozi izbor e okonchatelen [Demonstratives]
this.MASC.SG choose-@ is definitive

This choice is definitive

d'. tova negov-o bezdel-ie ne hamesva
this.NEUT.SG his-ONEUT.SG idle-IE not me like

| don't like this idleness of his

(28) Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nominals: Nominal modifiers

a. kraz-b-i-te na diamant-i sastbe javlenie tuk [Plurality]
steaBA-PL-thePL of diamondpL are frequent phenomenon here

The stealths of diamonds are frequent phenoméere

b. vchera  stanadn-a kraz-ba v tselt-a na grad-a
yesterday happeneoneFEM.SG stealBA in center-theuASC.SG of town-
theMASC.SG [Indefinites]

Alone stealth took place yesterday in the centéne@town

c.chetiri-te  kraz-b-i nadiamant-i v ramkite na ediasets  razoriha
sobstvenik-a [Numerals]
four-thePL stealBa-pPL of diamondpPL in period of one month ruined
owner-theMASC.SG

The four stealths of diamonds in the period of mmwath ruined the owner.
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d.tozigod-e-z vchera mi napoaai star-i-te vremena
this engage-gd.vow-Z yesterday me reminded for okd-THE.PL times

This engagement yesterday reminded me of th&érkbs [Demonstratives]

From the data above we see that no matter evef@8)eor not (27), all of
the ‘other-suffix’ nominals accept nominal modiSefThe same holds for all of
the 4 nominals and theNe ones. In (29) | give an example of the Voiae —
object-denoting (29a, b, c, d) and eventive (2Ba’¢’, d’) nouns.

(29) Voice 4E nominals: Nominal modifiers

a. pis-a-n-ijja-ta na lvan sa na masa-tgelurality]
write-aTH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL-thePL of Ivan are on table-theeEM.SG

lvan’s writings are on the table

a'. sibr-a-n-ija-ta nasi&nher-i-te stavaha tajno
meet-arH.vow-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL-thePL of shareholdepi-thePL occurred secretely

The meetings of the shareholders took placestsygr

b.edno zavesht-a-n-ie beshe namereno vchera
OneNEUT.SG will-a.TH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE was foundNEUT.SG yesterday

One testament was found yesterday [Indefinites]

b’. vseki zatvornik poluchi pedno NA-kaz]-a-n-ie
every prisoner received bge-NEUT.SG punish-aTH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE

Every prisoner received one punishment each
c.tri-te  Ivan-ov-i tvor-e-n-ija spechelihaipvanagrada

threethepL lvan-ovGEN-PL create-elH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL won  first prize

The three Ivan’s creations/works won fpgtze [Numerals]
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c'. tri-te Ivan-ov-i nakaz-a-n-ija v ramkite na edin
mesets dovedoha do negov-o-to uvoln-e-n-ie
three-thePL lvan-ovGEN-PL punish-arH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL in period of one
month led to hiISEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG dismiss-erH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE

The three Ivan’s punishments in the period of oatimled to his dismissal

d. stignah dez-i chetiri zakljuch-e-n-ija [Demonstratives]
arrived-AR.1IPSSG atthis-PL four conclude-eH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL

| arrived at these four conclusions

d'. tez-igon-e-n-ija | iztez-a-n-ija

na ezichnits-i-te ot hristijan-i-te bjaha postojann-i
this-PL persecute-&H.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL and torture-aH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-
IE.PL of paganPL-thePL by ChristianPL-thePL were constaniL

These persecutions and tortures of the pagansb@hhstians were constant

From the facts in (29) we see that all of the rominals accept any
nominal modifier. Thus, object-denotinge—nhouns accept Pluralization (29a),
Indefinites (29b), Numerals (29c), and Demonstesti(29d). Similarly, the
eventive participant-structureae-nominals allow such modification as well, as
observed in (29a’, b’, ¢, d) respectively. Thisiggests that the eventive
denotation of such nouns doesn’t block nominal fncation. The same holds for

the -NE nouns.

| provide examples for the object-denoting (3Qa;, ) and process (30a’,

b’, ¢’, d’) —NE nominals below:
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(30) The -NE nominals: Nominal modifiers*®

a. chest-i-te [za-bol]-java-iHiga na Vasil me plashat
frequentPL-thepPL become illjavaiMPF-NE-PL  Of Vasil me scare

The frequent ilinesses of Vasil scare me [Plurality]

a'. [su-bir]-a-n(@-ija-ta na dokazatelstv-a ot advokat-a mu otne tseli
pet mesets-a

gatherA.IMPF-NE-PL-the PL of proofrL by lawyer-th@lAsc.sG his took entire
five monthpL

The gatherings of proofs by his lawyer took fivéienmonths

b.vchera stana edn-o goljam-o Zp-drust]-va-ne  na kol-i
pred dom-a mi [Indefinites]
yesterday happenethe-NEUT.SG big-NEUT.SG ~ jam-vaMPF-NE of carPL

in front of home-thelASC.SG my

Yesterday one big jam took place in front of my leom

b'. edn-o povish]-ava-ne  na zaplat-i-te se ochakva ot vsichk-i
ONe-NEUT.SG raise-avamMPF-NE of salaryPL-thePL SeREFL await by albL

One raising/increasing of the salaries is awaitedveryone

c.ima samti  vizd-a-n{gija po virpos-a [Numerals]
there are onlythree seeA.IMPF-NE-PL on question-th®ASC.SG

There are only three points of view on the questi

c’. posledn-i-te tri mo-i izliz-a-n{gija na kino  bjaha mnogo
zabavn-i

lastPL-thePL threemy-PL Qo OUtA.IMPF-NE-PL tO cinema were very
amusingpPL

My last three going outs to the cinema were venysing

“8 Remember that some intransitiveiE-nominals don't usually have a plural form (erechtane
‘dreaming’,mislene'thinking’, etc.)
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d.tov-a tvo-e [s-hvasht]-a-ne ne e praviln-o
this-NEUT.SG yOUr-NEUT.SG understandA.IMPF-NE not IS COIfeCNEUT.SG

This understanding of yours is not correct [Demonstratives]

d. tez-i tvo-i chest-i pis-a-N{ga po tsjala nosht me plashat
this-PL your-PL frequentPL write-A.TH.VOW-NE-PL at all  night me scama-

These frequent writings of yours (during) aght scare me

From the data in (30) we conclude that the objecteting -NE nouns
accept pluralization (30a), indefinites (30b), nuate (30c) and demonstratives
(30d). The same holds for the processe nominals (cf. 30a’, b’, ¢, d’,
respectively). In the case of proces&-Arominals, it should be noted that when in
the plural, they may sometimes agree with the wverbingular (30a’¥®. In this
case, all of the ‘gatherings of proofs’ are vieveeda whole process and the stress
is on the process and durative meaning of the nalimation. This never happens
with the plural event iE and ‘other-suffix’ nouns as they always agree wité
verb in plural. In case the plurake nominal agrees with the verb in plural (30c’,
d’), the interpretation obtained is either repedit(30d’) meaning that ‘every night
there is someone who writes’, or the emphasis isqouthe instantiations of
undergoing the verbal action (30c’) meaning thatheimstance of ‘going out to

the cinema’ was amusing.

What becomes clear is that not only the objecbterg (‘other-suffix’
(27), Voice t£ (29a, b, c, d) andnE (30a, b, ¢, d)) nouns accept nominal
modifiers, but the eventive participant-structuaher-suffix’ (28), 1E (29a’, b’,
c’, d’), and NE (30d’)) nominals and the process argument-strectNE nouns
(30a’, b, c¢’) allow it too. Thus, eventivity seemsot to block nominal
modification in the nominalizing process as anyetygd nominalizations accept

such modifiers.

49 “otne’ (took) is in the singular vsotne-ha’ (tookpL) which is in the plural.
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4.2.3. Adverbial modification

In this section | will show that the nominalizat®ohehave differently with
respect to adverbial modificatiGh.The object-denoting nominals don’t accept
adverbials or adverbial-related adjectives (31sURenominals, on the other hand,
allow for manner modification (31a: ii) or for tlagljective ‘frequent’ (31a: iv). As
for the eventive nouns, all of them (the participsinucture: ‘other-suffix’, Voice
—E and-NE nouns, and the argument-structurge-enes) accept time (32) and
manner (33) adverbials (or adverbial-related atjes]. Differences are observed
as far as agent-oriented adjectives (34) and theerbthl-related adjective

‘frequent’ (35) are concerned. The relevant exasple provided below.

(31) Object-denoting nouns: Adverbial modification

(@) Object ‘other-suffix’ nominals
) Time adverbials
*[ u-kras]-a-ta vchera ot lvan

decorateFEM.SG-theFEM.SG  yesterady by Ivan

*the decoration yesterday by Ivan[*lvan decorated something yesterday]
(i) Manner adverbial adjectives
spokojn-ijat RAaz-kaz] na lvan za Zivotn-i-te

calmthemAsc.sG narrate of lvan about aninrl-thepL

The calm narration/story of lvan about the aninfisfsn narrated calmly]

*° Direct modification by adverbials is rarely allodviside a nominalization. This is due to the faettt
adverbs modify verbs, not nouns. Thus, insteaddgéos, we have adverbial-related adjectives inside
the nominals in the majority of cases.
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(i) Agent-oriented adverbials

*narochn-a-ta Zp-pis]-ka po istorija
deliberateFEM.SG-THE.FEM.SG NnOtekA on history

*The deliberate note on history  [*I noted dodgliberately]
(iv) The adjective ‘frequent’
chest-i-te Po-kup]-k-i na lvan

frequentpPL-thePL buykA-pPL  of Ivan

The frequent buyings of Ivan  [lvan buys frequently]

(b) Object Voice £ nominals
) Time-related adverbials/adjectives
*zavesht-a-n-ie-to vchera na baba mi

will-a.TH.VOW-N.PASSPART-IE-the NEUT.SG yesterdayof grandmother my
*The testament yesterday of my grandmother
Nty grandmother made her testament yestdrday

(i) Manner adverbials/adjectives

*spokojn-o-to pis-a-n-ie na lvan
calm-NEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG write-aTH.VOW-N.PASSPART-IE of Ivan

*The calm writ(ing) of lvan [*lvan wrote something calmly]
(iii) Agent-oriented adjectives
*narochn-o-to zavesht-a-n-ie na baba mi

deliberateNEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG will-a.TH.VOW-N.PASSPART-IE of grandmother my

*The deliberate testament of my grandmother
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[*the grandmother made the testament deliberately]
(iv) The adjective ‘frequent
*chest-i-te pis-a-n-ija na lvan

frequentPL-thePL write- aTH.VOW-N.PASSPART-IE.PL of lvan

*the frequent writings of Ivan  [*lvan writeseiquently]

(c) Object NE nominals*
M Time-related adverbials/adjectives
*[Z A-bol]-java-ne-to vchera na lvan

become ill-javampPF-NE-the NEUT.SG yesterdayof Ivan

The iliness yesterday of Ivan Ivtn got ill yesterdaly
(i) Manner adverbials/adjectives
*razumn-o-to vizd-a-ne o ymipros-a

judicious-NEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG see-aMPF-NE 0N question-th&ASC.SG

*the judicious view on the question/topic | {iewed the topic judiciougly
(i) Agent-oriented adjectives
*naroch-o-to zp-drust]-va-ne  na kol-i pred doma mi

deliberateNEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG jam-valMPF-NE  of carpL in front of home my

*the deliberate jam of cars in front of my homg* Cars jammed deliberatdly

*1 These nouns, in fact, always allow for adverbiabification because the process reading is always
available. Yet, in case we want to stress the olnjperpretation, this is not possible.
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(iv) The adjective ‘frequent’

*chest-i-te ga-bol]-java-n{g-ija na lvan
frequentpPL-thePL become ill-javamMPF-NE-PL  of Ivan

*the frequent illnesses of Ivan [tvan gets ill frequently

From the data in (31) we see that object-denotouga don’t allow for any
kind of adverbial modification, or adverbial-reldtadjectives. However, nouns
which denote results accept manner modificationa(3if), or the adjective
‘frequent’ (31a: iv). These nouns do not denote events, mathey denote the
result obtained from some verbal acttdnThe fact that they allow such
modification may possilby be related to the factttthere is some implicit event
denotation. Otherwise, without event (be it implior not), there is no result of
such an event. Thus, we may provisionally sugdesdtthis implicit event is what
licenses manner modification in order to show theywn which the result has

obtained. However, further investigation is reqaite

As for time (32) and manner (33) adverbials, althef eventive nouns (the
‘other-suffix’ (32a, 33a), thele (32b, 33b) and theNE (32c, 33c) nominals)

allow such modification. An example is provideddwei

2 These nouns can have either an object denotajion iresult one (ii):

(i) [RAZ-kaz]4it e na masa-ta (i) lsgoijat [RAZ-kaz] na Ivan za Zivotnite
story-theMASC.SG is on table-th&EM.SG the calnmarration/story of lvan about animals
‘The story is on the table’ ‘The calm narration of lvan about #reémals’

However, they do not denote events (iii) but sinthly output of such events:

(i) *[ RAZ-kaz]4it stana v tri chasa

*The story/narration took place attho’clock
3 There are many other nouns which do accept manodifigation: biirz tants ‘fast dance’;spokoen
lekarski [PrREgled] ‘calm medical chek-up’spokoengovor‘calm speech’prodilzitelna zasadda long-
lasting ambush’spokojnadrjamka‘a calm doze/short sleep’, etBome of these nouns may be derived
from verbal stems such fBregled] ‘check-up’, but others are nagts ‘dance’,govor ‘speech’, etc.).
We can also observe that many of them are deringd fntransitive verbs (dance, speech, doze, etc.).
However, at the present, | have no detailed arsatgsoffer for this phenomenon.
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(32) Time modification

(a) Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nouns

kraz-ba-ta vchera nadiamant-i dovede do sumatoha
stealBA-the FEM.SG yesterdayof diamondpL led to commotion
The stealth yesterday of diamonds led to commotion

[Someone stole something yestefday

(b) Eventive £ nouns

[NA-rush]-e-n-ie-to na pravilnik-a za
dvizenievcheraot strana  nalvan mu donese trideset ghaioa
violate-eTH.VOW-N.PASSPART-IE-the NEUT.SG of regulation-the4Asc.sG for
driving yesterdayon part  of Ivan  him brought thirty eureef

The violation of the driving regulations yesterdaylvan brought him a thirty

euros fee [lvan violated the driving regulations yesterglay

(c) Process NE nouns

kup-uva-ne-to na pethokolad-a vchera ot lvan ot
supermarket-a me uchudi

buy-uvaiMPF-NE-theNEUT.SG of five chocolaterL yesterday by Ilvan from
supermarket-th®Asc.sG me surprised

The buying of five chocolates yesterday by Ivamfrthe supermarket surprised

me IMan bought five chocolates from the supermarksteyday
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(33) Manner modification

(a) Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nouns

kraz-ba-ta na stok-iskrishomot  sklad-a
stealBA-the FEM.SG of goodPL secretly from store-th@IASC.SG

The stealth of goods secretly from the stg@ojds are stolen secrelly

(b) Eventive + nouns

tajn-o-to ukr-a-n-ie na degi-i-te
secret0.NEUT.SGthe NEUT.SG meet-arH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE of deputyPL-thePL
The secret meeting of the deputies yesterday e thiclock

the deputies met secrdtly

(c) Process NE nouns

krad-e-ne-to meks skrishomot sklad-a

jadosa shef-a mu

steal-eTH.vOW-NE-the NEUT.SG of goodpPL secretly from store-th@IASC.SG
made angry boss-thasc.sG his

The stealing of goods secretly from the store ntasi®oss angry

gpods are stolen secretgly

From the examples above we see that when evemtivepminalizations
accept time and manner modification. In the exampé#l are modified by the
adverbial vchera’ (yesterady) as in (32). As for manner modificatitrey may
be either modified by an adverbial-related adjec{®3b) or directly by a manner
adverbial (33a, c). This suggests that such madibo may be licensed by the
eventivity character of these noungrsusthe non-eventive object-denoting ones
(31) that don’t allow it.
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As for agent-oriented adjectives (34) and the asjecfrequent’ (35), a
difference is detected. Only the true argumentestine -NE nominas allow for
agent-oriented adjectives (34c). This is due tof#@loe that whenever introduced,
the external argument refers to the Agent withehesuns. As for the eventivee—
and ‘other-suffix’ nominals, we saw that apart frothe Agent, other
interpretations of the external argument are alsssible (84.2.1). Thus, they
cannot license agent-oriented adjectives (34a,uk)td the ambiguous nature of

their external argument:

(34) Agent-oriented adjectives

(a) Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nominals

*narochn-a-ta kraz-ba na diatia
deliberateaFEM.SGtheFEM.SG stealBA of diamondpPL

*The deliberate stealth of diamonds.

(b) Eventive Voice 4 nouns

*narochn-o-to ubr-a-n-ie na deputs-i
deliberateo.NEUT.SGthe NEUT.SG meet-arH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE of deputypL-the pPL
*The deliberate meeting of the deputies

(c) Process NE nominals

narochn-o-to [ot-krad]-va-nena dokazatelstv-a-ta ot strana
na obvinjaem-ija ne mozada se kade
deliberate-NEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG steal-vamMPF-NE of proof+L-thePL on part of

accused-thelasc.sG not could to seerL proved

The deliberate stealing of the proofs by the ded@bdould not be proved
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Apart from the inability of the eventive ‘other-&uf (34a) and +£ (34hb)
nominals to take agent-oriented modifiers, they as® unable to appear in the
singular when modified by the adjectiieequent: Instead, these nouns should be
in the plural and thus take the plural form of timedifier (35a, b). The same, as
we previously saw, also holds for nominals denotewgyults (31a: iv). This further
supports Grimshaw’s (1990) claim that whenever sultenoun appears with
modifiers like frequent/repeated’these nouns must be in the plural. Process —
nominals, on the other hand, can appear eithehansingular (35c: i) or in the

plural (35c: ii) when modified byffequent:
(35) The modifier ‘frequent’
(a) Eventive ‘other-suffix’ nouns
(1) *Chest-a-ta kraz-baa diamant-i
FrequentfEM.SG-the FEM.SG stealBA of diamondpPL
*The frequent stealth of diamonds
(i) Chest-i-te kraz-b-i na diamant
Frequerttt-thePL stealBA-PL of diamondpPL
The frequent stealths of diamonds
(b) Eventive 4E nouns
(1) *chest-o-to ubr-a-n-ie na deputtd
frequent-oNEUT.SG-the NEUT.SG meet-arH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE of deputyPL-thePL
*The frequent meeting of the deputies
(i) chest-i-te hr-a-n-ija na degt-i-te

frequenkL-thePL meet-arH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE.PL of deputyPL-thePL

The frequent meetings of the deputies
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(c) Porcess NE nouns

(1) Chest-o-to kugatne na cigar-i
Frequent-REUT.SGthe NEUT.SG buy-uvalMPF-NE of cigaretterL

The frequent buying of cigarettes

(i) Chest-i-te kup-uva-{ga na cigar-i
Frequertt-the PL buy-uvaiMPF-NE-PL Of cigaretterL

The frequent byuings of cigarettes

From the data above we can conclude that both eitgnand argument
structure play a role in the behaviour of nomiratians. Non-eventive object-
denoting nouns never allow adverbial modificatidhis is due to the fact that
they have neither eventive interpretation, nor argnt structure. An exception is
observed in the case of nouns that amgbiguous between a true object and a
result interpretation. In their result reading, lsutominals allow for manner
modification (31a: ii) and accept the adjectiteequent’when in the plural (31a:
iv). This may possibly be related to the fact tingtre is some implicit event inside
such nominals which is responsible for their resutiérpretation. The adverbial
modifiers, thus, relate to this implicit event, bubt its output, i.e, the

nominalization itself.

Eventive ‘other-suffix’, Voice I, and-NE nominals, on the other hand,
do allow for time and manner modification. Additadly, they also accept
modification by the adjectiverequent. This may further suggest that it is their
eventive semantics and ‘participant-structure’ titanse such modification. That
is, time and manner adverbials (and the adjecfregiient) are allowed because
what they minimally require is event structure gmdbably some participants in
this event structure. Other adverbials, such asatjent-oriented ones, require
argument structure too, apart from event structiie we have seen in section

4.2.1, only the argument-taking process-houns allow for an unambiguous
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interpretation of their external argument as theetg Thus, only these nouns
allow for agent-oriented adjectives to modify them.

Finally, in the next section | will show that thesean additional difference

between the nominalization types in Bulgarian. Thiference concerns telicity.

4.2.4. On telicity”

As already mentioned, only the eventivee-hominals denote processes.
The rest of the nouns, though eventive, cannot heaveue process reading.
Additionally, it is only the NE nouns that are always derived from the
imperfective verbal base of the corresponding vArbinteresting question to ask
is whether a nominalization can inherit the aspsqgbuoperties of its verbal base.
The above facts suggest that it may really be #se.cThat is, the presence of the
imperfective morpheme inside theNe- nominals may license their process
interpretatior?” Thus, it is the imperfective nature of the verbabe that gives
rise to the process reading of such nouns whidwalthem to denote durative, or

unbounded, events.

A way to test such a claim is to see whether the rominals, which, in
principle, denote processes, or unbounded everdse halways an atelic
interpretation. The most common diagnostics fotirtgstelicity is the ‘inffor X
time’ test. That is, if a verb (or a nominalizationthis case) accepts a modifier
such as ‘for X time’ { prodilzenie ng, then it is atelic. If, on the contrary, it
accepts the ‘in X time’z2a-NP) modifier, it is telic.

* Telicity is a semantic property that reflects trmuhdedness of events. Verbs that denote bounded
events are telic. Those that denote unbounded egemtatelic. Due to the fact that telicity depends
event structure, i.e, a nominal should have somd kf event semantics, | would not consider object-
denoting nominalizations here but only the eventines.

%5 |n fact, Slavic languages differ in this resp&tthoorlemmer (1995) presents arguments for thenclai
that Russian complex event nominals don’t have @spelike Polish ones, which do. Popova (2006)
claims that Bulgarian behaves like Russian in tieispect as there is no aspect assignment to the
nominalization in these languages.
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From the examples in (36) we can see that in falt the NE nominals
accept the atelic modifier prodilzenie na‘for X time’ (36a, b) whereas their

corresponding eventive ‘other-suffix’ (36a’) andiv®—+E (36a”) nominals don't.

(36) Testing telicity:

-NE nominals
(@) [NA-rush]-ava-ne-to na pravil-artprodilzenie nadilg-o  vreme
(*za tri godini) vodi do mnogo glob-i

violate-avamMPF-NE-THE.NEUT.SG of rule-PL-thePL during longNEUT.SG time

(*for three yearpL) leads to many tamk

The violating of the rules for a long time (*in && years) leads to many taxes

(b) krad-e-ne-to napar-i ot majka muprodilzenie na
(*za) pet godin-i se razbra ot vsichk
steal-eTH.vOW-NE-THE.NEUT.SG of moneypPL from mother higluring
(*in)  five yearPL seRefFL found out by everyone
The stealing of money from his motHer (*in) five years was found out by

everyone

‘Other-suffix’ nominals:

(@) *kraz-ba-ta na par-i otmajka muw prodilzenie na pet
godin-i  se razbra ot vsichki
steaBA-the FEM.SG of moneyPL from mother higluring five

yearPL seREFL found out by everyone

*The stealth of money from his mother for five ygaras found out by everyone
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Voice 4E nominals

(@") *narush-e-n-ie-to na pravil-a-tav prodilzenie na
dulg-o vreme
violate-eTH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-THE.NEUT.SG oOf rule-PL-thePL during
longNEUT.SG time
*The violation of the rules for a long time

The examples in (36) show that the=-hominals, in contrast to the rest of
the nouns, always accept the durative and ateficodilzenie na‘for X time’
modifier. Thus, the NE noun in (36a) accepts this modifier whereas its
corresponding £ nominal (36a”’) doesn’'tThe same holds for the ‘other-suffix’
nominals. In (36b) we see that theenoun again requires the atelic modifier

whereas its corresponding ‘other-suffix’ noun ré&gat (34a’).

In principle, NE nominals can never appear with the telic modifierX
time’ (36a, b) as they denote processes, i.e, urenievents. Yet, in the case of
intransitive nominalizations (37a) or prefixed on@¥b), they allow for this

modifier:
(37) a.Intransitive —NE nominals
put-uva-ne-to do Barselanprodilzenie na/zaedin den me izmori
traveliMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG to Barcelonaluring/in one day me tired
The travelling to Barcelona for/in one day tired me

b.Prefixed -NE nominals:
Ilvan-ov-o-to [1z-jazd]-a-ne na zakuskaza (v
prodizlzenie na)tri chasa me uchudi

Ivan-ovGEN-0.NEUT.SG-theNEUT.SG [1z-eat]-alMPF-NE of breakfast for (*during)

three hours me surprised
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Ivan’s eating up of the breakfast in (*for) thremubhs surprised me

We can observe that the intransitivee-hominal allows for both telic (‘in
X time”) and atelic (‘for X time’) modifiers (37a)lhis was previously explained
by the presence of the telic P& ‘Barselona’(to Barcelona) together with the
unergative nature of the verbal base which, whediied by this PP, becomes

unaccusative (see chapter 3, section 3.3.2, fhst@for further comments).

Prefixed NE nouns, on the other hand, reject the atelic mediis they
obligatorily require telic modification (37b). Thimay be due to the requirements
imposed by the prefix. In Bulgarian, there are pesf that bring about
perfectivity (see 85.2.3). In doing so, they bit@ tevent denoted by the verb.
Thus, an atelic construction, when prefixed, becor@dic. This explains why
prefixed -NE nominalizations reject the atelic modifier. Furthexamples

supporting this claim are presented in (38) below:

(38) Prefixed -NE nominals

a. rush-e-ne-to na sgrada-t v prodilzenie na (*za)}ri chasa
destroy- erH.vOW-NE-THE.NEUT.SG of building-therEm.sG during (*in)  three hours

The destroying of the building for (*in) three heur

a’. [s-rut]-va-ne-to sgrada-ta za ¢ v prodilzenie na )tri chasa
[s.PFdestroy]-vampPF-NE-THE.NEUT.SG of building-thereEm.sGin (*during) three hours

The pulling down of the building in (*for) three tis

From the examples above we see that whereas uxgnlefiNE
nominalizations (38a) allow only for the atelic rfX time’ modifier, when
prefixed, the same nominalization (38a’) not orlipwas for the telic ‘in X time’
modifier but even rejects the atelic one. Thisue tb the fact that these prefixes
delimit the event denoted by the verb and thus nitak@unded.
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From the facts described above we may concludeadthigt—NE nominals
(when unprefixed), systematically allow for atatodification. This is due to the
fact that they express a durative, unbounded ewdnith may further suggest that
they may have inherited the aspectual propertigbesf verbal bases. That is, the
hypothesis that they derive from imperfective vérlbases explains their
durativity semantics. When prefixed, these noumgsiire the telic zaNP’ (‘in X
time’) because the event has become delimited wédixation. Thus, though
aspectual inheritance in the nominalizing processpriesent, we can further
conclude that (a)telicity also depends on some eitmgs of the lexical stem
(absence vs. presence of perfectivizing prefixéspther exception holds in cases
of intransitive NE nominals which allow both atelic and telic modifievhen a
telic PP is inserted. The ‘other-suffix’ and thiE -Aominals, on the other hand,

don’t allow for atelic modification.

Recapitulating, we have seen that there are thypsstof nominals as far as
argument structure is concerned. On one hand, we thae argument-taking\ve
nouns (transitive and prefixed) which, in the saway as verbs, require their
internal arguments obligatorily. These would cqoeesl to Grimshaw’s (1990)
Complex Event nominal€On the other hand, we have eventive participant-
structure (‘other-suffix’, IE, and NE) nominals which allow for external and
internal arguments to be present but this is orpyiooal. Additionally, the
external argument, when introduced, may have varoterpretations and should
not refer to the Agent exclusively. These wouldrespond to what Grimshaw
(1990) labels aSimple Event nominal§inally, there is another group of nouns,
the object-denoting (‘other-suffix’,Je, and NE) nominalizations, which don’t
denote events and cannot take internal argumehtss, They have no argument-
structure but simply modifiers that may or may restrict the denotation of the

lexical item. These roughly correspond to Grimslsa(#990)Result nominals

As for nominal modification, all of the nominalira types, in principle,

accept Pluralization, Indefinites, Numerals, andnbastratives. This may suggest
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that eventivity doesn’t play a role here. Rathieis the syntcatic category- a noun-
that liceses such modification.

Adverbial modification, on the other hand, distirglies between eventive
and non-eventive nouns. Thus, pure object-denatioig-eventive nouns don’t
accept any adverbial modification. As for the restthe nouns (the eventive
participant-structure and the argument-structwwe rouns), they allow manner
and time modification and the adjectivéreguent. As for agent-oriented
adverbials, only the argument-structumee-nouns accept them which suggests
that such modification, apart from eventive sen@@ntiequires argument structure
as well. An interesting case in this respect isgramip of the result nouns which
are ambiguous between object and result interpoatathese nouns don’t denote
events buy can still combine with manner adverkaald the adjectivefrequent:

A plausible explanation for this was suggested d@othat such modifiers don’t
relate directly to the noun, i.e, the output of theent, but to the implicit event

which have caused this output. However, more rebgameeded on this issue.

Finally, nominalizations behave differently as &a& telicity is concerned.
Whereas only the processe-nominals systematically allow for atelic modifiers
the rest of the nouns do not. This may further supihe hypothesis that theie
nouns inherit the aspectual properties of the wehiich in turn explains their
durativity semantics. However, (a)telicity also degs on some properties of the
lexical item (the presence or not of perfectivizipgfixes, the presence of telic
PPs, etc.).

By now we have seen that prefixation plays an irgydrrole in the
nominalizing process. Apart from rendering the soa$ stems, it also intervenes
in (a)telicity modification. Moreover, prefixatiomay also require the presence of
the internal argument obligatorily (25c). Due tedh facts, | devote the following

chapter to the topic of prefixation.
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CHAPTER 5 : THE ROLE OF PREFIXATION IN THE NOMINALI ZING
PROCESS

This chapter offers some details on the role okealal prefixation in the
nominalizing process. Yet, this work is limitedsoope. Thus, | would just briefly
present the main lines of analysis as far as pefare concerned with emphasis

on their syntactic rather than semantic represientat

The organization of this chapter is as followsséttion 5.1 | will briefly
comment on the aspeml function of suffixation. The next sections theril
offer details on aspectual prefixation (8 5.2) tbge with a syntactic analysis of
these prefixes (§ 5.3). Finally, some concludingaeks will close the chapter (8
5.4).

5.1. The aspectual role of suffixation

Bulgarian is a language that has a rich aspectoapmology like the rest
of the Slavic languages. Verbs form aspectual gairthis language, perfective
and imperfectivé. That is, a single verbal meaning can be rendeseddih

forms?

! Bulgarian has often been claimed to be the Slaviguage with the most grammaticalized aspectual
system (Comrie (1976), Ivanchev (1976), Maslov @®5lisplaying almost non-defective aspectual
derivation. This is so because an imperfective foam be derived from virtually any perfective verb.
That is, imperfectivization is considered a sigmpafductivity of the aspectual system. The rest of th
Slavic languages, on the other hand, don’t reveah sproductivity. There are manyperfectiva
tantum’ verbs which have no imperfective counterpartshasé languages. Additionally, many forms
already bearing a perfective marker cannot be éartimperfectivized. In this respect, Pashov (1999:
134) claims that ninety per cent of Bulgarian veidssn perfective-imperfective aspectual pairs.

2 Bulgarian perfective verbs cannot be embeddedrypitrasal verbs (such as ‘begin/finish/continue’):
they are ungrammatical in main clauses in present inperfect tense, and they cannot be
complements of the verbispejd (manage). Additionally, they don’t form negatiweperatives, active
present participles, and, as we have already seennominals. As for imperfectivity, Isratkova
(2004) claims that there are no positive testsléntify it.
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Both suffixes and prefixes have an aspectual fanatn Bulgarian (and in

the rest of the Slavic languages). In this sedtiwill discuss the role of suffixes.

In Bulgarian there are some verbs which are prirparfectivé or primary
imperfectivé. By ‘primary’ | mean that there are no morphola@gi@spectual
processes (prefixation or suffixation) involvedtireir derivation. That is, these
verbs are not derived but are (im)perfective byadif From primary imperfective
verbs we derive secondary perfectives via sufforatior prefixation. From
primary perfectives, we derive secondary imperfestivia suffixation. First, let

us consider the latter case.

Pashov (1999:134) claims that in the case of aspkcpairs, the
imperfective verbal form is always obtained by pexfective one via aspectual
suffixation? Suffixes that bring about imperfectivity ara-(m), ja-(m), -va-(m), -
ava-(m), -java-(m), -uva-(m). These suffixes are known as secondary
imperfective. They are added to perfective verbsth bprefixed (derived) or

primary, to make them imperfective. An examplersvided below:

(1) The secondary imperfective suffix

a. Attached to Primary Perfectives

(1) kup-ja > kup-uva-m
buy-jaASSG > kup-@TH.vOw-uvalMPF-m1PSSG
‘buy’ ¢F) > ‘buy’ (MPF)

% pashov (1999: 136) claims that in Bulgarian theee at about fifty primary perfective verbs which
don’t contain neither a prefix nor the semelfactperfectivizing suffix h-‘. Such verbs arevidja’
(see),dam (give), kupja (buy), rodja (give birth), skocha(jump), hwirlja (throw), chuja (hear),turja
(put),reka(say), among others.

* The majority of the verbs which lack any aspectuafix or prefix are considered imperfective
(Pashov, 1999: 136). Such verbs aresja’ (carry), cheta’ (read), mija’ (wahs), jam’ (eat), among
others.

® There are also biaspectual verbs in Bulgarian. &les almost exclusively loan words. They may be
used as both perfective and imperfective withowangfing their form. Such verbs usually contain the
suffixes -ra, -izira: operira(m) ‘operate’; reagira(m) ‘react’; harakterizira(m) ‘characterise’,
among others (see Pahsov 1999: 138, for more gletailill not discuss them here.

® The type of suffix depends on the conjugation efihrb (Pashov: 1999: 134).

" IMPF is the abbreviation for ‘imperfective’ amd for ‘perfective’.
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(i) skoch-a > skaa-m
jump-apPsSSG > jump-@TH.VOW-aIMPF-m.1PSSG

jump(P) > * jump’ (IMPF)
(ii) rod-ja > razd-a-m
give birth-jae&sG > give birth-dTH.vow-alMPF-m.1PSSG

‘give birth'Ap) > ‘give birth’ (MPF)

(bAttached to Derived Perfectivés

() pish-a >HREpish]-a >AREpiS]-va-m

write- a.PSSG> [PREWrite]- a.1PSSG > [PREWrite]-vaiIMPF-m.1PSSG
‘write’ (IMPF) > ‘copy’ (PP > copy(IMPF)

(i) chet-a >pRrRo-chet]-a >PRo-chit]-a-m

read-a.PSSG > [PROread]- a.PSSG>[ PROread]-@TH.vOW—alMPF-m.1PSSG

‘read’ (IMPF) > ‘read completely’KF) > ‘read completely’ IuPF)

From the examples above we see that, for a peréecterb to become
imperfective, the secondary imperfective suffixa (or one of its allomorphs) is
needed. In (1a: ii) we observe that there is a ghan the root vowel. Following
Svenonius (2004a), this may be accounted for byrégeessive VV simplification
rule (see ftn. 15, chapter 4). Thus, we may supgusehe thematic vowel, when in
contact with the imperfective morpheme a(‘-in this case), gets eliminated.

Something similar happens in (1a: i) where weéhawconsonant mutatién.

Perfective verbs, on the other hand, can be dererdeer by prefixation
(which is the most usual case, cf. 1(b)), or byfisafion. The relevant

perfectivizing suffix in this respect is the semaalive morpheme i (abbreviated

8 By ‘derived’ perfectives | mean perfective verbieh are derived from imperfective ones via
prefixation.

° Isratkova (2004) also states that deriving (imfgtivity often implies a change in the root vowel
or/and consonant gradation (p. 301-302). On conganatation, see 4.1.
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as SeEM here). It is used to derive a perfective verlriran imperfective one as in
(2) below:

(2) The semelfactive suffix

(a) drp-a-m >1jy-n-a
pull-aH.vow-m.1PSSG > pull-nSEM-aTH.vOW
‘pull’ (MPF) ‘pull’#F)

(b) rev-a > rev-n-a

cry-a.BSSG > cry-nSEM-a.TH.VOW

‘cry’ (IMPF) > ‘raise a howl'(PF)

Apart from having a perfectivizing function, thensadfactive suffix adds a
new meaning to the derived verb. Thus, the newlsnéal verbs indicate punctual
eventst In fact, prefixes have similar functions as wéltom the examples in
(1b: i, 1i) we observe that apart from renderingfeetivity, prefixes modify the
meaning of the derived verb. Thus, fromisha’ (write) we get PREpisha’
(copy), from theta’ (read) we getPro-cheta’ (read through). Due to the high
complexity of this topic, | will present just theost general aspects of prefixation

in Bulgarian in what follows.

5.2. The role of prefixation: some introductory noes

Slavic prefixes are notoriously heterogeneous. ilicahlly, they are

divided in two types, lexical and super-lexi¢akowever, following Svenonius

19 Svenonius (2004a) regards the semelfactive s(ffiX, or ‘-nu’ in Russian) as a thematic vowel.
Thus, he claims thatn{u)’ stems are perfective. | will not further discils suffix due to the fact
that it is not relevant for the proposals madéis work.

™ The term super-lexical'was first used by Smith (1991) to referiktionsart Townsend (1975) uses
the term Sublexical’to refer to what is known as ‘super-lexical’.
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(20044a), | will claim that there is a third grodpge pure perfectivizing prefixes,

that should be considered as a separate clasdld$ we

This section is organized as follows. | will firtiart discussing the lexical
prefixes (8 5.2.1) to proceed to offer a more gaherew on the super-lexical
ones (8 5.2.2). Finally, in section 5.2.3, | willepent details on the pure

perfectivizing prefixes.

5.2.1. Lexical prefixes

Lexical prefixes are considered to have an unstaganing and to display

a rich idiosyncrasy® An example is given below:

(3) Lexical prefixes

(@) kaza >Do- kaza (b) danPrRO-dam

say > prove give> sell

We can observe that lexical prefixes (3) deriveoagletely new verb
(with a new meaning). This can further explain vidwical prefixes often change

the agrument structure of the ver@Gonsider the examples below:

(4) (a) (i) kazvam neshto  na njakoj
say.bssG something to someone

| say [something] [to someone]

12 Babko-Malaya (1999), for example, claims that ¢hare two classes of prefixes: lexical and super-
lexical. For her, the first group, i.e, the lexicale, can be divided in pure perfectivizing prefijend
resultative ones (p. 50-51).
13 Lexical prefixes are compared to particles in otarguages. Consider (i) below:

(i) jam z-jam

eat > eat

Ramchand (2003), Ramchand and Svenonius (2002)nh@mthers, claim that lexical prefixes
correspond to Germanic resultative particles.
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(i) kazvam na njakoj che sliejda
say.kssG to someone that will comePksG

| say [to someone] [that | will cein

(b) ()NA-kazvam njakoj  za neshto
JA-say].1PSSG someone for something
[punish].kssG someone for something

| punish [someone] [for something]

(i) NA-kazvam neshto  na njakoj
NA-say].1PSSG something to someone
[punish].essG something to someone

*| punish [something] [to somebne

*NA-kazvam] che shte dojda
NA-say].1PsSsSG that will come-IPSSG
[punish].essG that will come-ISSG

*| punish [that | will come]

From the data in (4) we see that whereas the urpceiverb kazvam’
(say) can take either a direct object plus andréutlione (4a: i), or a CP
complement (4a: ii), the lexically prefixed oneewp both(4b: ii). Rather, it

requires only a direct object and a prepositiosahglement (4b: i}

From the facts above we may conclude that instéa$pectual function,

lexical prefixes have, rather, a lexical role tiheisdering new lexical items.

1 In other languages, lexically-prefixed verbs haliierent case-assigning properties. Bulgarian,
however, has lost nominal case distinctions.
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5.2.2. Super-lexical prefixes

In contrast to the lexical prefixes, super-lexipadfixes are claimed to have
a stable meaning likebégin’, ‘finish’, ‘do for a while; etc. Consider the

following examples:

(5) Super-lexical prefixes

(a) peja PO-peja (b) obichamasobicham

‘sing’ > 'SINgFOR A WHILE’ ‘love’ >'START TO love’

From (5) we can observe that super-lexicaefixes behave differently with
respect to the lexical ones. Thus, instead of cetayl changing the meaning of
the super-lexically prefixed verb, super-lexicagfpres just modify it. They are
also claimed to correspond to aspectual words weréthl phrases in English and
other languages (cf. Babko-Malaya (1999: 7&)Additionally, super-lexical
prefixes do not change the argument-taking progedf the verb they attach to.

In fact, prefixes with the same phonological coht@may be either lexical

(6a) or super-lexical (68}:

(6) a.Lexical prefixes

() kaza ¥- kaza Raz-kaza

‘say’ > ‘express’ / ‘narrate’

(i) dam »z-dam /RAz-dam

‘give’ > ‘publish’ / ‘distribute

5 In this respect, Babko-Malaya (1999: 76-77) claitnat super-lexical prefixes are modifiers of
verbal phrases or whole sentences whereas thalexies modify the meaning of the verb.
16 Examples taken from Isratkova (2004: 307).
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(b)  Super-lexical prefixes:

(i) 1z-[RAZ-kaza}’
COMPLETELY - [RAZ-say]
COMPLETELY - [narrate] (‘narrate completely’)

(i) 1Z-[RAZ-dam]
COMPLETELY -[RAZ-give]
COMPLETELY -[distribute] (‘distribute completely’)

(i) RAZ-[PRO-dam]
IN EXCESS-[PRO-give]
IN EXCESS-[sell] (‘sell in excess/excessively’

In (6a)1z- andRAz- are lexical prefixes whereas they are super-&xit
(6b). It is considered that when inner to the verefixes tend to be interpreted as
lexical whereas when outer, they are super-lexloal6b), for example, the inner
RAzZ- (6b:i, i) and PRO- (6b:iii) are lexical prefixes in that they changee
meaning of the verb completely. The outer (6b: i, ii) andrAz- (6b: iii) are
super-lexical translated usually by an adverb@brfipletely, excessivelyln fact,

super-lexical prefixes are traditionally considetedttach outside lexical on¥s.

Isratkova (2004) provides the following inherentammgs of super-lexical

prefixes in Bulgariart®
(7) Inherent meanings of super-lexical prefixes in Budgan:

(aPRE- ‘to do again’ prRekupja ‘buyagain’]

(b) RAZ- ‘to do in excess, to the very end, in many dicet’

" Hence, | will use square brackets for lexical pef whereas no brackets for super-lexical ones.

18 Cf. Svenonius (20044, b, c), Isratkova (2004), mgnmany others. Yet, it should also be clear that
super-lexical prefixes may sometimes be attachextilly to the verbal stem (gbeja‘sing’ > za-peja
‘start to sing’).

19 Examples taken from Isratkova (2004: 312).
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RAz-prodam ‘sellexcessively
(c) NA- ‘cumulative’ (requires a plural or mass nominajuament)
[NA-prodam ‘sella lot’]
(d)  Po-: three types:
() distributive over subjects and olge'tittle by little’
Pd-NA-prodam ‘sell many thingétle by little’]
(i1) delimitative ‘for a while’ Po-peja ‘singfor a while’]

(iii) attenuative ‘do with low intengit [Po-prodam ‘sella little bit’]

(e) zA-‘to begin’ JA-peja start tosing’]
) DO- ‘to finish’ po-peja finish singing’]

(g) 1z- ‘to do completely’ Ig-RAZ-prodam ‘sellicompletelyin excess’]

As for the super-lexical prefieo-, | follow Sowkova (2004) and thus
consider that there is only ome-. Soitkova (2004) claims that Czeewo- is an
extensive measure function. Sometimes it quantifiesr times (‘for a short
time’), sometimes over distances (‘for a shortahse’), and sometimes over
intensity (‘to a low degree, a little bit’). The thor argues that in each case the

samerPo- is involved with a constant meaning.

Thus, we can observe that super-lexicaliyg®, in contrast to the lexical

ones, have an adverbial-like function but not aclexone.

5.2.3 Pure prefectivizing prefixes

As already mentioned, there is a thirdugraof prefixes with a pure
perfectivizing role. These prefixes render an ingtive verb perfective with no
change of meaning. Thus, their function is to indicate that the psxelenoted
by the verb is completed (Babko-Malaya (1999: 5&gditionally, in the same

way as super-lexical prefixes, and contrary to theical ones, the pure

20 Svenonius (2004a) claims that such perfectivizeth$ strongly resist secondary imperfective in most
cases. He explains this by the notion of blockihthe secondary imperfective would mean the sase a
the unprefixed stem, then the simpler form miglaicklthe more complex one. However, he recognises
that such an intuition is not yet fully worked out.
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perfectivizing prefixes do not change the seleciaestrictions of the verb. An

example is given in (8):

(8) Pure Perfectivizing Prefixes

(a) jam Z-jam (b) melja  >slam
eat ¥ PFeat grind  s>PFgrind
eat I(MPF) > eat up/completelyrf) grind (MPF) > grind up/completelyrf)

(c) pisha > na-pisha
write RA. PFwrite

write IMPF) > write down PF)

We have previously seen that these prefixes alserviene in (a)telicity
modification. Thus, aNe nominal, when prefixed, allows for telic modificat (cf.
37b, 38a’, chapter 4). This could be explainedH®y perfectivizing nature of such
prefixes. That is, once attached to the verb, steyw that the process denoted by

this verb is completed. Hence, telic modificatienicensed:

Moreover, these prefixes can also require the poeseof the internal
argument obligatorily (cf. 25c, chapter 4). Mordails on this will be provided in

section 5.3.2.

Having shown the basic assumptions on aspectugiimtogy in Bulgarian,

| dedicate the next section to my syntactic analg§prefixation in this language.
5.3. The syntax of prefixation and its role in nomalizing process
In this section | will offer a syntactic analysistbe three types of prefixes

examined in the previous section (8§ 5.2). | wikiol that both perfectivizing and

super-lexical prefixes are syntactically derivedl accupy head positions. As for

2L However, it should not be misinterpreted thatéhiera systematic correlation between Slavic pesfix
and telicity of verbs (cf. Filip (2005) for moretdés on this claim).
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the lexical ones, they are lexically derived ag parthe verbal stem because they

form new lexical items. | will first start discusgj the lexical prefixes.

5.3.1. The syntax of lexical prefixes

As we have seen in the previous section, lexicafixgs render new
meanings. This suggests that lexically prefixedogeshould be listed as separate
items in the Lexicon. Additionally, they also charttpe argument-taking properties
of the verb (cf. (4) above).

Due to these facts, | propose that lexical prefixes inserted pre-
syntactically, i.e, as part of the rddtAdditional evidence for such a claim is found
by the nominalizing process. In fact, all nominatians can be formed on lexically

prefixed verbs:

22 Babko-Malaya (1999) suggests that lexical prefikesadjoined to a lexical head pre-syntactically.
Ramchand (2003) derives prefixes as heads of Réiselphrase (RP). The RP is, in turn, a complement
of V' (see Svenonius 2004c: 312, for more detailSyvenonius (2004c) gives a similar proposal. He
suggests that lexical prefixes be analyzed as siaalbe predicates assuming a R(esult) head belas V
in (i) below (taken from Svenoniu (2004c: 206)):

0] VP HetdA-brosil mja v vorota anglian
HeldemTo-throw ball in goal English
\% RP Helder kicked the ball into the Englishago
throw
DP R’
ball
R PP
into in goal

Yet, there is no need to derive lexical prefixedRakeads. First of all, not all lexical prefixesvhaa
resultative semantics (ckazvam‘say’ vs. po-kazvanh ‘prove vs. po-kazvanh ‘show’, vs. [NA-
kazvanh ‘punish’ vs. PrRi-kazvanh ‘talk’, vs. [RAz-kazvanh ‘narrate’ etc). Acquisition gives us further
support for the claim that lexically prefixes versisould be Lexical items, and not syntactically
derived. My conjecture is that a child acquirindaaguage is not conscious of the fact thab-[
kazvanh ‘prove’ derives fromkazvam'say’ via lexical prefixation. Rather, s/he leathse new lexical
item [DO-kazvanh ‘prove’ independently and not necessarily havimgviously acquiretazvam'say’.

| cannot support this conjecture with independeatticon acquisition, but it seems to me a logical
assumption. Moreover, lexically-prefixed verbs espond to new lexical items in other languages
(kazvam'say’, do-kazvam'prove’, pri-kazvam‘talk’, etc). Thus, we have no reason to derivehsuc
items syntactically. Additional evidence is foumdcases where we have two (or more) lexical prsfixe
attached to the root which again suggests thatd¢hegiot be derived syntactically (see ftn. 29).
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(9) Lexical prefixes inside nominalizations

(a) Gender-derived nominalizations
RAz-kaz]-ut za detsa
RAz-say]-themAasc.sG for children
[narrate]-theAsc.sG for children

‘the story/narration for children’

(b) Other-suffix nominals
HRO-d]-a-zba-ta diamant-i
HRO-give]-aTH.VOW-ZBA-the FEM.SG of diamondPL
[sell]- aH.vow-ZBA-the FEM.SG of diamonabrL

‘the sale of diamonds’

(c) Voice i nominals
NA-kaz]-a-n-ie-to na lvan
NA-say]-aTH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG of Ivan
[punish]-aH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG of lvan

‘the punishment of lvan’

(d) NE nominals
HAz-kaz]-va-ne-to *(na vits-Qve
HAZ-say]-valMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of joke-PL
[tell/narratej4PF-NE-the NEUT.SG of jokePL

‘The telling of jokes’

A syntactic analysis for the lexical prefixeq9) is provided in (10) below:
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(10) The syntax of lexical prefixes inside nominalizatis:

(a) Gender-derived nominalizations (cf. 9a)

[RAZ-kaz]-it ‘the story/narration’

/DP\
Dl
AN
D nP
P
%) LP
1 RAz-kaz]

(b) ‘Other-suffix’ nominals (cf. 9b)

HRO-d]-a-Zba-ta ‘the sale’
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(c) Voice 4 nominals (cf. 9c)

NA-kaz]-a-n-ie-to ‘the punishment’

DP
N b

VoiceP

Voice VP
N -

n
IE-

\% LP
-a NA-kaz]

(d) —NE nominals (cf. 9d)

[RAZ-kaz]-va-ne-to na vitsove ‘the narrating of jokes’

DP

V)
LP
29
N
L Compl

RAg-kaz] na vitsove

149



From (10) we see that lexical prefixes derive ad pf LP. Remember that
lexical prefixes signal the presence of a stemranigimply a root (see ftns. 9, 10,

chapter 4). Thus, in the derivations in (10) weéhastem insertion (i.e, LP).

In the case of NE nominals, we saw that when transitive, such
nominalizations may sometimes require their inteamguments obligatorily (Cf.
9d). In this case, the internal arguments are ptegeas Complements of L’ (cf.
10d).

5.3.2. The syntax of pure perfectivizing prefixes

We have already seen that the pureepivizing prefixes make the
presence of the internal argument obligatory (&, Zhapter 4). If we prefix a
nominalization which can optionally appear with itternal argument, then the
internal argument becomes obligatétyAdditionally, these prefixes are also

capable of rendering an atelic structure telic (38a’, chapter 4).

However, as already mentioned, pexzang prefixes only make an
imperfective verb perfective without any changenwaning. Thus, they should
not be treated in the same way as lexical prefiXést's why we cannot claim
that they are derived pre-syntactically. Additidpalthey have an aspectual
function and not a lexical one. As for their detigg, | follow Borer (2002) and
propose that such prefixes be derived syntacticaslyheads of Asp (Aspect

Quantity Phrase’ The reason for adopting this functional projectistthat such

%3 Babko-Malaya (1999: 63) claims that the same hdtdsRussian. She says that imperfective
unprefixed verbs in Russian usually have optiongliments. However, when a perfectivizing prefix is
attached, the object becomes obligatory. In faehKe-Malaya states that all accomplishment verbs
take internal arguments obligatorily. However, dadghe scope of this work, | would not make any
comments on this claim for the present time.
24 For Borer (2002) the definition of Quantity is tredlowing:
(i) Quantity:

(a) P is quantity if P is not homogeneous

(b) P is homogeneous iff P is cumulative and divisive
She considers articles, possessive pronouns, nlanara certain quantifiers as quantity expressions
For more information, see Borer (2002). In moreggahterms, quantity interpretation corresponds to
Kiparsky's (1998) notion of boundedness. For cgitcomments on Borer's (2002) proposal, see Filip
(2005).
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prefixes often have uses related to the notiorgoéntity’. Hence, | use the labels
‘quantificational and ‘perfectivizinginterchangeably.

For Borer (2002), Slavic languages@ssi quantity value directly on the
head of AsgP. This is done by means of the quantificationa@rf@ctivizing)
prefixes. Having marked the head of ABms [+quantity], this further requires the
presence of a theme DP argument marked for qu&ntiy example is given

below:

(11) Quantity in nominalizations:

(a) 1z-jazd-a-ne-to na zadeusnu otne tri chasa
1Z.PFeat-aMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of breakfast him took three hours

*the eating up of breakfast took him three hours

(b) 1z-jazd-a-ne-to *(na zakafl) mu otne tri chasa
1Z.PFeat-aMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of breakfasthe.FEM.SG him took three hours

The eating up dhe breakfast took him three hours

% |n the majority of cases, it is really true thataqtificationally prefixed verbs need not just any
internal argument but a quantity one, which is ade@ by (i-iv) below:

(i) iad-oh ijatolk-i i)(Fiz-iad-oh ialdk-i
eatAOR.1PSSG applepL 1Z ’PF-eatAOR.1PSSG applepL
| ate apples *| atg apples

(iii) iz-jad-oh tri/njakolko/mnogo jabiilk-i (iv) iz-jad-oh jditk-i-te
IZ .PF-eatAOR.1PSSG three/some/manyapplerL IZ .PF-eatAOR.1PSSG applepL.the.pPL
| ateup three/some/many apples | ateup the apples

Thus, though bare plurals are acceptable in casespréfixed verbs (i), they are not in prefixed ®ne
(ii). In order for a quantificationally (perfectzed) prefixed structure to become grammatical, the
internal argument of the prefixed verb should deretquantity (see ftn. 24). That is, we may either
have some kind of a quantifier (iii) introducingettinternal argument, or otherwise we need the
definite article (iv) to make the DP a quantityBorer’'s (2002) terms. However, this is not alwdys t
case. Filip (2005) claims that such type of agregmelation between the prefixed verb and its giter
argument holds only in cases of objects which aceementally related to the verb, i.e, only in case
the object is an Incremental Theme Argument ofvdm® (in Dowty’s (1991) sense). Thus, with verbs
like ‘eat’ , where the internal argument is incrementallatesl to the verb, such an agreement takes
place. However, with verbs such aarry, stirr’, the internal arguments don't stand in the Incretale
Theme relation to the verb. Hence, ‘quantificatioagreement between the verb and the object is not
obligatory. | leave this topic for further invesigpn. What this suggests is that the meaning ef th
main lexical verbis a crucial factor in the determination of thgtghcity characteristics of complex
verbal predicates. Filip (2005) further suggests tpart from this, the identification of a suitabl
incremental theme argument in turn may dependaisworld knowledge and pragmatic principles of
interpretation.
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(c)s-mil-a-ne-to nabhno izliza skpo
S.PFgrind-alMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of wheat turns out expensive

The grinding up of wheat costs a lot

From the data in (11) we see that phefixed nominalization cannot
appear with bare nouns (11a) due to the fact begt &re not quantities in Borer’s
terms (see ftns. 24). In order for (11a) to becgmeenmatical we need a quantity
theme argument, i.e, one that is quantificationaligrked. One possibility is by
means of the definite article (see ftn. 24 for otpessibilities). Thus, (11b)
satisfies this requirement and is, in turn, gramecaat This further supports the
claim that it is the prefix that puts restrictiona the denotation of its theme
argument in such cases. However, as we saw i25trthis holds only in case the
internal argument is the Incremental Theme arguroktite verb. Otherwise, such
an agreement is not obligatory (11c). A possibletagstic derivation is provided
in (12):
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(12) The syntax of quantificational prefixes(cf. 11b):

IZ-jazd-a-ne-to na zakuska-tde eating up of the breakfast’

DP
~\
/\D’
D nP
o N
5 n’

As VP

[1Z-]
[+quantity]/\

Jjad (na) zakuska-ta
‘eat’ ‘of the breakfast’
[+Q]
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b.Checking [+Q] in Spec, VP

DP
N\
D1

-~

D nP
o N

o
n/\ Asp P
4-NE N -
Asp % AspP
0

Ag

[1Z-]
+quantity

\P; v\/\
2 /\ V@ ty

stackin \ /\Compl
49Njad ‘eat’” na zakuska-ta

‘of the breakfast’

[+Q]

ASPp
VP

—_—_————————_—

c. Step-by-step movement operations involved:

Iz-jazd-a-ne-to na zakuska-ta'the eating up of the breakfast’

1. [wVjad-]  Verbalization: ROOT MERGING WITH V IN FEC, VP]

VP
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2. (i): Quantificational stacking (Asf{lZ-) stacks to [VPyP] in Spec,VP)
(il): Feature checking/sharing and Agreement: [I&xgcks the
[+quantity] feature of the BBmMplement in Spec,VP (only in case the

internal argument is incrementallyatet to the verb).

75 J\.
i) Vv DP i

IZ— > vjad- na zakuskat
[+quantity] A
|
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3. Secondary imperfectivization (the complex [@BpVP,\/P] moves

to Speasp P to attach the secondary imperfective suffixan

Asp head)
ABp
AspoP:
/
Aspy’
Aqu/\ Asp
VP
\/Pl/\
/\ \A Asp
\/1
N J\ ‘
Vv DP .
1Z- \jad- na zakuskata %) a- - to
[+quantity] A

I (ii) checking |

4. Nominalizing: [As{P, AspP, VP,VP] moves to Spec, nP and attaches

the nominalizing suffixal head\e. nP

A

AspoP-
/
Aspy’

AspQ/\ Asp n’
=
A

Vv’ Asp n
\/1
AN
v DP [x
IZ- +jad- nazakuskata @ t; -a t, -NE t3
[+quantity] A
i (i) checking i
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5. Attaching the definite article: [nP, ABp AspP, VP, VP] moves to

Spec,DP.
DP
n
As{P;
AspoP-
Aspy’
Asp,/\ Asp D'
VP
\/Pl/\
\ ’ Asp n D
/i [\
v DP Vv
IZ- “jad- nazakuskata @t; -a- tp-NE t3 -to
[+quantity] A

|
| (i) checking i

From the derivation in (12) we see that the thengeirmaent is derived as
Complement ofi".?® The root phras€P then moves to Spec, VP to get verbalized
there (12c: 1). Evidence for verbalization is foumndthe consonant mutation in
the derived noun (i.e, the rootjad ‘eat’ whereas the nominalizationisjazd-a-
ne‘eating up’). Once verbalized, the perfectivizipigfix [1Z-] attaches directly to
the structure [VPyP] in Spec,VP without further movement (12c: 2(jhat is,

prefixation, and hence perfectivization, takes @lat situ (in Spec,VP) without

% |n this respect, my analysis differs from Boref2002) one. Whereas Borer (2002) derives the
complement DP in Spec,Agp, | derive it as Complement 8f/L’. This is due to the fact that there is
not a systematic ‘quantificational’ agreement betmwéhe prefixed verb and its internal argument as
erroneously claimed by Borer (see ftn. 25). Assaw, Filip (2005) claims that such an agreement
relation obtains only in case the internal argunigtihe Incremental Theme argument of the verb (cf.
ftn. 25). Thus, if, following Borer (2002), we deeithe internal argument in Spec,ABpthis would
wrongly predict that any internal argument of qifas#tionally prefixed verbs will always agree with
these verbs in ‘quantity’ through Spec-Head agregrtsee Filip (2005) for further critical comments
on this assumption).
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any movement’ Once this happens, an agreement operation takes l2c:
2(ii)). Thus, the quantity marked prefix [IZ-] cHexcthe quantity specification of
the Theme argumenthe apples (recall that such an operation is available for
Incremental theme arguments only). Once featureesgent between the prefix
and the theme argument takes place, the prefixedtste [IZ-, VP,VP] then
further moves to Spe&sp P so that the imperfective suffia-anAsp head could
appear on its right (12c: 3). Then, the whole caxgAsp P, AspP, VP, \P]
moves to Spec,nP where the suffise-hominalizes the structure (12c: 4). Finally,
the definite article, a suffix as well, is attachey moving the newly formed
nominal [nP,Asp P, AspP, VP, \P] to Spec,DP (12c: 5). Again, we have an
instantiation of Spec to Spec XP movement only.fétsthe possibility of the
complement DP rla zakuskata’'(of the breakfast) to intervene during the
derivation, we again adopt the theory of Phase®if3ky 2001) and claim that
such a complement, being a phase, is invisiblafgrmorphosyntactic operations
during the nominalizing process. Thus, the ungratimalasequencéiz-jazd-na
zakuskata-@-anE-to (literally ‘i1z-eat-of the breakfast-@4ac-the’) is completely

ruled out.

As for the derivation of the Agp projection, it should be derived below
the AspP which hosts the secondary imperfective suffixerEhare several

reasons to follow this path of reasoning. Considlerexamples below:

(13) (a) (i) jam > (ii) iz-jam > (iii) iz-jazd-a-m
eat IZPFeat >Z.PFeat-aMPF-m.1PSSG
‘eat’ >‘eat upP) > ‘eat up’ (MPF)

(b) (i) pisha > (ii) na-pisha i#) (na-pis-va-m
write NA.PFwrite >NA.PFWwWrite-valMPF-m.1PSSG

‘write’ > ‘write down’ gF) > ‘write down’ (MPF)

27 Such a claim may at first sight appear contra K&y111994) assumption that right movement is
syntactically impossible. However, here there isnmmvement operation involved. Rather, the prefix
[1Z-] and the verbalized complex [VRP] stack together in situ.
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From (13) we see that quantificational prefixesadit to primary
imperfective verbs (i) and thus make them perfec(iyy. Then, the newly formed
perfective verbs (ii) can be further made impeniecvia secondary imperfective
suffixation (iii). This would suggest that the sedary imperfective morpheme
derives higher up in the structure. This explaims fact that it scopes over the
perfective quantificational prefix thus renderingperfectivity. That is why the
Asp,P should be derived below ABp

To recapitulate, we have seen that lexical prefisépuld enter the
derivation as part of the verbal stem, directly emdP (10). This explains why
lexically prefixed verbs have different lexical m@ays and argument structure
compared to the unprefixed verb they apparantlyvdefrom. Their internal
arguments (in case of theNe nominals), when obligatory, are derived as

complements of L’ (cf. 10d).

As for purely perfectivizing prefixes, they sholdd analysed as heads of
Borer’s (2002) AsgP. The reason for this is that such prefixes not mquire the
presence of their internal arguments obligatodiyt, in many cases, they also
impose further restrictions on these argumentsw@dave seen, such arguments
should be quantities, i.e, quantificationally matKa case they are incrementally

related to the verb).

Having discussed the basic assumptions on lexacal perfectivizing
(quantificational) prefixes, | will now proceed thscuss my analysis of super-

lexical prefixes.
5.3.3. The syntax of super-lexical prefixes

We have previously seen that super-lexical prefides’t change the
meaning of the verb (nominalization) they attach(¢t 5, 6b). Rather, they

modify it in a similar way as adverbials do. We @awidence to claim that such

prefixes are indeed related to adverbials. In (&)saw that the inherent semantics
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of super-lexical prefixes are adverbial in natukéditionally, Isratkova (2004)
claims that these prefixes appear in a fixed orderase of stacking, behaving

thus in a similar way as adverbials which are &isoarchically ordred.

Stacking is a common phenomenon in the Slavic laggs where two or
more prefixes attach to a single verbal stem. TRussian permits for two (and
very rarely for three) prefixes to be attached teeeb whereas in Bulgarian up to
seven prefixes can stack orfit-ollowing Babko-Malaya (1999) line of thought,
Isratkova (2004) shows that in Bulgarian, whenewere than two prefixes stack
on a single verbal stem, only the innermost isdaixwhereas the rest are super-
lexical (Isratkova, 2004: 3069.As for the hierarchy in which these prefixes are

ordered, | provide an example in (14):

(14) The hierarchy of super-lexical prefixe@sratkova 2004: 318

attenuative,o- > ZA- > DO- > 1Z- > distributivePO- > NA- > RAZ- > PRE

> semelfactive suffix & > lexical prefix > VP

In order to syntactically derive supexical prefixes in Bulgarian, | follow
Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of aspectual featuressufsing that Adverbs don't

28 Combinations of more than four prefixes are infrexnf.

29 Though this is a common assumption among linguist&ing in this field, | believe that this is not
always the case. In fact, at least in Bulgarian,haee instances where there are two or more lexical
prefixes stacking on a verbal stem. Consider the below:

(i) pred-raz-povlag-a-m (ii) rapspstran-java-m
PREDRAZ-[PO-Vlag]-aIMPF-m.1PSSG RAZ PRO-avoid]-javalMPF-m.1PSSG
PRED[RAZ-[PUT]]-a.IMPF-m.1PSSG [RAZ-[* PRO-avOId]]-javalMPF-m.1PSSG
[PRED-[DISPOSE-a.IMPF-M.1PSSG ‘| spread’

‘| pre-dispose’

From (i) we see that the cranberry roots (i.e, @ which cannot exist on its ownylag] undergoes
lexical prefixation by three lexical prefixes whiokcur in a fixed order. All of the prefixes givenaw
lexical meaning to the item they attach to. Exanffjeon the other hand, shows that the lexicalffipr
[PRCG] cannot combine with the sterstfanja ‘avoid’] on its own as it doesn’t ascribe a meania it.

In fact, it needs the second lexical prefaf-] so that meaning be ascribed to the verbal stdrare
are, in fact, many cases where a lexical prefixdadbe additional presence of another lexical priefi
order to ascribe a new meaning to the verb. Thigestg that such prefixes should be indeed part of
the stem and not syntactically derived as propge8Svenonius (2004c) among many others (see ftn.
22).

%9 For more details on combinational restrictionssoper-lexical prefixes in Bulgarian, see Isratkova
(2004: 312-316).
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move in syntax (apart from wh-movement and focéliracases), Cinque (1999)
concludes that they are ordered along a fixed tabyaof functional projections
as in (15):

(15) Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of aspectual featurgs. Cinque 2002: 47):

MoodP

speech act

> MoodP

evaluative

> MoodP

evidential

> ModP

epistemic

>TP

Past

> TP

Future

> MoodP

irrealis

>TP

anterior

> ModP

alethic

> AspP

habitual

> AspP
repetitive(l)

> AspP

frequentative(l)

> ModP

volition

> AspP

celerative(l)

g AStherminative (no longer) [DO- “finish’]

> AspP

continuative

> AspP

perfect

> AspP

retrospective

> AspP

proximative

> AspP

durative

>AspP

progressive

161



> AspP

prospective

> AspP [zA- ‘begin’]

inceptive(l)

> ModP

obligation

> ModP
ability

> AspP

frustrative/success

> ModP

permission

> AspP

conative

g Aspl:)completive(l) [IZ- ‘completely’]

> Aspect Pl completive(tutto) [NA- ‘in excess’]

> VoiceP > past passparticipial suffix —N/-T (-IE nouns)
> ASpPrepetitive(ll) [PRE' ‘again’?]
> AspP _
frequentative(ll)
>AspP
celerative(ll)
> ASpI:)inceptive(ll) [ZA- begm ]
> AspP > [Asp,P]

completive(ll)

>V

| adopt the hierarchy in (15) becaitspresents the full spectrum of

possible aspectual features. Additionally, and miorportant for the proposals

made here, it also includes a position for the ¥d&atures. According to Cinque

(1999), all past participles of active and passreebs initially generate under

VoiceP. This would mean that the past passive qyaidi morpheme N/-T heads

this projection. Evidence for such a claim is founoim the (un)availability of

certain super-lexical prefixes within some nomirations.

In (16) we see that whereas tRe rominals accept any kind of super-

lexical prefixes (16a, a’), the rest of the nomirations cannot. Thele=nominals

almost never allow for any super-lexical prefix lf1®’) whereas the eventive
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‘other-suffix’ nominals allow only forRAz- and PRE (16c, c’). Consider the

examples below:

(16) Super-lexical prefixes inside nominalizations

(a)—NE nominals:
pre-raz#$ro-d]-ava-ne-to na tursk-i stok-i
PRERAZ-[PRO-give]-avalMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of TurkishpL goodspPL
AGAIN-IN EXCESS[sell]-avalMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of TurkishPL goodsPL

‘The selling again in excess of Turkish goods’

(&) 1Z-PO-PRO™-chit-a-ne-to na Ste- vestnits-i
|ZPO-PRO.PFread-aMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of old-PL-THE.PL newspaperL
COMPLETELY-LITTLE BY LITTLE -THROUGHread-aMPF-NE-the NEUT.SG of old-PL-
THEPL newspapeprL

‘The reading through completely little lglé of the old newspapers’

(b)Voice 4E nominals:

PREVUZpIt-a-n-ie-to e trudn-a zadacha
PREeducate-aH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-theNEUT.SG is difficult-FEM.SG task
AGAIN-educate-aH.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG is difficult-FEM.SG task

‘The re-education is a difficult task’

(b") *1IZ-uvoln-e-n-ie-to na rabotnits-i-te
1IZ-dismiss-erH.VOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG of workeprL-thePL
completely-dismissT@i.vOW-N.PASSPRT-IE-the NEUT.SG of workerPL-the-PL

‘The dismissal completely of the workers’

31 Note here that the perfectivizing prefiRo- appears closer to the sterrp-chitani ‘read through'.

In fact, one may suggest that is should be deringtie lower AspCompletive Il projection which is
situated just above the verbal stem (see 15). tiietfact that in (16a’) we have another completive
prefix [iz-] that derives under the higher AspCompletive liggle makes this assumption impossible. It
is due to the fact that we cannot have both lowsp@ompletive 1l and higher AspCompletive |
projections at the same time. Instead, the pevietig prefix [PRO] derives underA4sp,P] probably
located below AspCompletive Il phrase, or maybe peting with it for the same position.
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(c) ‘Other-suffix’ nominals :
PRERAZ-[PRO-d]-a-Zba-ta na tursk-i stok-i
PRERAZ-[PRO-give]-aTH.VOW- ZBA-the FEM.SG of TurkishpPL goodsPL
AGAIN-IN EXCESS|sell]-aTH.vow-ZBA-theFEM.SG of TurkishPL goodsPL

‘The sale again in excess of Turkish gbods

(¢) f1z-[PrRO-d]-a-Zba-ta natursk-i  stok-i
IZ-[PRO-giVe]-aTH.VOW-ZBA-the FEM.SG of TurkishPL goodsPL
COMPLETELY-[sell]-aTH.vOw-ZBA-theFEM.SG of TurkishPL goodsPL

*The sale completely of Turkish goods’

The data in (16) shows that whereas thee rominals accept any kind of
super-lexical prefixes (16a, a’), thee-ones accept only the preflRe (16b) and
the ‘other-suffix’ ones the prefixeRe andrAz- (16¢). Adopting the hierarchy in

(15), an explanation comes at hand easily.

In my analysis, nominalizers should, impiple, be able to attach above any
aspectual projection from the Cinque’s (1999) higrg. However, once

nominalized, aspectual prefixation is not alloweside the nominal any more.

When we derive a Voic&e-nominal, the nominalizerne always attaches
directly to the VoiceP projection hosting the ppassive participial suffix N/-T.
Once nominalized, there is no further prefixatiorhis would suggest that
aspectual projections above VoiceP would be incailigawith such nominals.
Thus, such nouns would allow only for lower supetidal prefixes such as the
repetitivePRE (16D).

As for the NE nominals, they accept any prefix because thenetising in
their derivation until they attach to the nominafia\e to block it. That is, there is
no intermediate position such as VoiceP to whiah ribminalizer projection nP
attaches to block further prefixation from abovefdct, the same should hold for

the eventive ‘other-suffix’ nouns which, like th&e-nouns, should, in principle,
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allow for higher aspectual projections inside thd#owever, as we see from
(16c), they can accept the prefixese andrAz- only. For the time being, | have
no plausible explanation to account for this fat#t, we may arguably consider
that it may be some semantic feature that accofantghe presence of such
prefixes and the absence of the rest. As for tlentexe +£ nouns, it is their

syntactic derivation (the participial suffb8/~T derived under VoiceP to which
the nominalizing headle attaches directly) that blocks higher prefixeappear

inside them.

As for the way | label the projectionssted by super-lexical prefixes, I
follow Svenonius (2004a: 195):

(17) Labels for aspectual projections headed by supereal prefixes.

Label Gloss Prefix
() Inceptive INCP ZA
(i) Terminative TRMN DO-
(iif) Completive CMPL 1z
(iv) Delimitative DLMT PG
(v) Attenuative ATTN PG
(vi) Distributive DSTR PO
(vii) Cumulative CMLT NA-
(viii) Repetitive RPET PRE
(ix) Excessive EXCS RAZ

A syntactic analysis is proposed in (18) below:

165



(18) The syntax of super-lexical prefixes

(a) The -NE nominals (cf. 16a’)
IZ-PO-PRO-chit-a-ne-to na star-i-te vestnits-i

‘The reading through completely little by little tife old newspapers’

! N

n AspcmpPL(l)P

6 AsgmpL(l)’

AspPL(l) /S\p\TTNP
1Z-
TN’
5 A

ASpTTN AspP

Stack in situPO-
ack in |4 /\

Asp

Sp
-a
3 SR’
p VP
PRO /\
[+quan] V’
2
\?2/\ N=
1 g N

\/;

\ 4@

Vchet (of) old
newspapers

%2 Note that the root ischet whereas once it gets verbalized, we obtaiit] [@his change in the root
vowel suggests that the thematic vowel is predsmigh covert. Thus, the V head is occupied by the
covert verbalizer [d].
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(b) The 4 nominals (cf. 16b)

PREVUzpit-a-n-ie-to ‘the re-education’

DP

n VoiceP

"\
Voice’

VOiﬁS[LRPE'I(H)P
SRPET(II)’

AsSRPET(Il) VP

REP
A /\ v

AN
Stack in situ V LP

-a vUyz-pit]
[
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(c) Eventive ‘Other-suffix’ nominals (cf. 16c)

PRIRAZ-[PRO-d]-a-zba-ta ‘the sale again in excess’

DP

n/\ T(IHP
- ZBA ﬁ t\

4 AsSmRPET (1)’
/\

AHET()  AspexcsP
PRE

AXCS

AspXxcs VP
3 RAZ

From the representations in (18) we thae super-lexical prefixes, in the

same way as the perfectivizing ones, occupy headiqas of their corresponding

aspectual projection$. Again, we have phrasal movement only. Consider the

derivation of (18a), for example. A detailed stgpsbep movement representation

33 See Svenonius (2004b) for an alternative proposare super-lexical prefixes are claimed to be

phrasal. However, having in mind that prefixes@nawvn from the prepositional inventory (Svenonius

2004c), they, thus, share categorial features prigpositions. Svenonius (2004c: 217) claims that in

the Slavic languages nearly all of the prefixes lbarused as prepositions, or are homophonous with
prepositions. Thus, having in mind that preposgiane heads of their own projection (PP), | would

rather consider prefixes as heads of their corredipg aspectual projections as well.

168



for (18a) is provided in (19) below. The same maedras take place in the rest of
the cases (18b, c):

(19) Step-by-step movement operations (cf. 18a):

IZ-PO-PRO-chit-a-ne-to na star-i-te vestnits-i

‘The reading through completely little by little tife old newspapers’

1.p\chet-]  Verbalization: ROOT MERGING WITH V INSPEC, VP]

VP
\/Pi/\
AN YA
O\ R
AN
v DP i
\chet- na starite

vestnitsi
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2. (i): Quantificational stacking (AsgPRO) stacks to [VP, \P] in Spec,VP)
(ii): Feature checking/sharing and Agreemerikd] checks the

[+quantity] feature of the DP complemantipec,VP.

() Vv DP
PRO" ”\chet- na s.V*
[+quantity] A
| |
| |
i (ii) checking |

% Here | abbraviatestarite vestnitsi(the old newspapers) as. for space reasons.

170



3. Secondary imperfectivization: [AsP, VP,VP] moves to Spec, A$pto
attach the secondary imperfective suffex —

AspP
A}h P, /\
Nasp

Asp,

Asp’

P Asp

AN v

\/1
N
i) Vv DP Vv
PRO. " +chet-nasv. @ t; -a b
[+quantity] A
: :
| |
i (ii) checking |
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4. Super-lexical stacking: the attenuitive suleerel prefix [PO-] stacks to
[Asp'P, AspP, VP,VP] in situ, i.e, right on top of the quantificatarprefix
[PRO-] in Spec, Asp:

ASDTNP

N

ASpATTN’

AspP

ASPATTN AspoP2
N /\

Aspy’ Asp’

/ﬁ AS[j
\P:
/\ \’
\/1
AN
() Vv DP \Y

PQ-, PRO__ ~ +chet-nasv. @ t; -a b
[+quantity] A
|

Asp,
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5. Super-lexical stacking: the completive supexd prefix [IZ-] stacks to
[ASpATTNP, AspP, AspP, VP,\/P] in situ, i.e, right on top of the attenuitive

super-lexical prefix [PO-]:

AsgmpL(l)P

RN

AspvpPL(l)’

AspTNP

N\

AS[CMPL ASOTN’

AspP

ASPATTN AspQPz/\
ol <

SBo

P Asp

N ¢

\/1
N
@)  DP \[x

IZ-—> PO-_, PRO \chet- na s.v. gt -a b
[+quantity] A
|
i |
|
|
|

Asp,
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6. Nominalizing: [AsgMPL(1)P, ASpATTNP, AspP, AspP, VP,VP] moves

to Spec,nP and attach the nominalizer suffixal hea

nP
AsgmPL(1)P;
AspvPL(l)’ n’
AspTNP
AS[EMPL AsaTN’
AspP n
ASPATTN /AspQPg/\
\AspQ’ Asp’
pon, /\
XA
(P
/\ v’
\/1
/N
() Vv DP \Y
IZ-— PO-_, PRO \chet- na s.v. g t; -a b-NE 13
[+quantity] A
| |
| |
| (ii) checking |
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7. Attaching the definite article: nmog the nominal complex [nP,
AspcMPL()P, ASpaTTNP, AspP, AspP, VP, \P] to Spec, DP where the

definite article [to], a D suffixal head, attaches:

AspMPL()I/<\

AspvpL(l)’

ASDTNP

N\

ASEMPL ASaTN’

AspP n D

ASPATTN AspQPﬂ
As /\
ﬁ

\/

i DP \Y
IZ-— PO-_, PRO \ychet-nasv. @ t; -a % -NE t3 -to i
[+quantity] A
|
' :
|
|
|

Asp

i (ii) checking
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From the derivations in (19) van observe that movement is again
from the phrasal type only. The Root phra$ moves to Spec,VP to verbalize
(19: 1). Evidence for verbalization is found by thevel mutation of the derived
nominal (i.e, the root ischef ‘read’ whereas the nominalizations ERp-chit-a-
ne-to] ‘the reading through’). Once verbalized ipe§,VP, the quantificational
prefix PRO- stacks to the complex [VRP] in situ, i.e, in Spec,VP (19: 2). Then,
the whole structure [AsP, VP,VP] move to Spec, Adp so that the imperfective
suffix [-a] could attach to it (19: 3). Once the structurésgenperfectivized,
super-lexical prefixes stack one after anotheiitin §hat is, | assume that super-
lexical prefixes stack one to another in the hraral way in which they appear,
without any movement. This can further explain fiet that higher super-lexical
prefixes always scope over the lower ones. Thesstiper-lexical prefiro- from
(18a) directly attaches to the complex [ASpAspP, VP, P] located in Spec,
AspP (19: 4). After this, the higher super-lexicalfpraz- then stacks directly to
the newly formed complexep-, AspP, AspP, VP, \P] thus scoping over the
lower super-lexical prefivo- (19: 5). Then, the whole structune-[ Po-, AspP,
Asp,P, VP,VP] moves to Spec,nP to get nominalized by the nalizing suffix —
NE (19: 6). Finally, the definite article is attached bywimy the whole [nP|z-,
PO, AspP, AspP, VP, VP] to Spec,DP (19: 7). The final result is the
nominalizationiz -PO-PRO-chit-a-ne-to ‘the reading through completely little by
little’ (cf. 18a). Again, there is no possibilitprf the complement DPha starite
vestnitsi’ (of the old newspapers) to intervene during th@vdaon due to the fact
that is constitutes a phase (Chomky (2001)).

5.4. Some concluding remarks

To recapitulate, we have seen thah laspectual prefixes and suffixes
play an important role in the process of nominaiara As for the first, | have
proposed that whereas lexical prefixes are deriggtally as part of the verbal
stem, pure perfectivizing (or quantificational) enare derived syntactically as
heads of Borer’s (2002) AgP. In fact, we saw that there are several reasams f

such a claim. Lexical prefixes, on one hand, denew lexical items and thus
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change the argument structure of the new prefixedo v(nominalization).
Additionally, they appear in all of the nominalimat types in Bulgarian. As for
guantificational perfectivizing prefixes, they dorchange the meaning of the
derived verb. Rather, they just perfectivize it.daing so, the presence of the
internal argument becomes obligatory. This was arpH by the fact that once
derived as heads of Agp, these prefixes mark this head as [+quantity]s Th
imposes further restrictions on the internal argoth@d the nominalization which
is subsequently checked for the feature [+quanbifythe quantificational prefix.
Thus, this argument should always appear positigplgcified for the feature
[quantity]. However, we have also seen that suclagreement relation obtains
only in cases where the internal argument of thd ve also its Incremental
Theme argument (see ftn. 25). It was also showirthieae are syntactic reasons to
claim that AsgP be derived closer to the stem, below the prajadtiosting the

secondary imperfective suffix.

As for super-lexical prefixes, | hapeoposed that they should also be
derived syntactically. Due to their adverbial setitan we saw that these prefixes
can be analysed following Cinque’s (1999) hierarabfy aspectual features.

Syntactically, they are heads of an aspectual gtioje found above VP.

We have also seen that not all nominabmatypes accept super-lexical
prefixes. Thus, only theNe nominals allow for any super-lexical prefix to app
inside them. This is due to the fact that nomirekznPs, in my analysis, derive
above all of the aspectual projections hostingsilnger-lexical prefixes. Thus, on

its way up to nP, theNE nominals can pick up any super-lexical prefix.

The Voicele nominals, on the other hand, allow only for thpetéive
[PRE] prefix. The reason for this is syntactic. Onbe werbal stem incorporates
the passive patrticipial suffixn/T, the nominalizer i immediately attaches to
the structure. Once nominalized, further prefixatis blocked. Having in mind

that the participial morphemesi/~t derive under VoiceP, it explains why super-
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lexical prefixes found below it are acceptable desthe +£ nominals (i.e, the

prefix PRE). Higher prefixes, on the other hand, are not.

The eventive ‘other-suffix’ nounsn ahe other hand, allow for the
repetitive PRE] and the excessivarfiz-] prefixes. The reason for this cannot be
syntactic because, in the same way as ti'eneminals, there is no intermediate
position (such as VoiceP in the case of tie rouns) that could block further
prefixation. We may thus speculate that there meseemantic feature responsible

for this behaviour. | leave this issue for furtirestigation.
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CHAPTER 6: CONCLUSION AND FURTHER DISCUSSION

In this work, | have tried to offer a detailed aysa$ of Bulgarian
nominalizations in the Principles and Parameteasmé&work (Chomsky 198ét
seq). Departing from the assumption that the behavidunominals is linked to
the functional layers of the construction (T, D,pAw, etc.) and the feature
specification of such layers (Alexiadou (2001), wdaut and Roeper (1998),
among others), | have shown that morphologically sa@ distinguish three

types of nominalizations in Bulgarian.

The first type consists of nouns derived on rootstems via the merger
with a gender marker or a suffix marked for gendédrese nominalizations,
which | have labelled ‘other-suffix’ nominals, laclAspect and Voice
projections. This explains the fact that, in thganty of the cases, such nouns
denote objects or results, but not events. Thesanadizations have received
little or no attention in the previous literature.

The second nominalization type consists of nounsvel@® on Voice
Phrase. Contrary to previous analyses, | have shbainthese nouns, which |
have labelled “Voice " nominals, are what have been traditionally regdrd
as NIE nouns in the literature. | have provided furtheidence, both semantic
and syntactic, to show that such nouns are, in, faast passive participial
nominalizations. This further explains the facttilathe majority of cases, they

have a resultative meaning.

The third nominalization type consists of nounsiwl on Aspect
Imperfective Phrase. These are what have beentitraally regarded asne
nominals in the literature. These nouns alwaysaaftir a process reading. It has
been suggested that this is due to the fact tledt saminals are always derived
on imperfective verbal bases. | have also propdbkatl there is much more
diversity among this group of nominalizations thHads traditionally been

acknowledged. Thus, | distinguish between gerundive constructions and
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derived nominal constructions. As for the first, iiave seen that these
formations take over some gerundive functions foumidnguages like English.
The derived nominal group, on the other hand, spoads to Grimshaw’s
(1990) Complex Event nominalslowever, contrary to previous assumptions, |
have also shown that such nouns, apart from depptincesses, can sometimes

denote objects as well. The reason for this wagestgd to be historical.

Crucial to my analysis of Bulgarian nominalizatiorss Grimshaw’s
(1990) assumption that without event structureghemo argument structure. |
have shown, using data on Bulgarian deverbal notivad, such a claim is
confirmed. Thus, as far as argument structure iscemed, we can also

distinguish three nominalization types.

The first group consists of triergument structure nominal$t includes
some transitive and prefixed processE-nominalizations. These are nouns
which, in the same way as verbs, require the poesehtheir internal arguments
obligatorily. This behaviour has been explainederms of syntactic structure
and composition. That is, it is the transitive mataf such nouns or the presence
of perfectivizing prefixes which makes the projeatiof the internal argument
obligatory. These would correspond to Grimshaw'899() Complex Event

nominals.

The second nominalization type consists of the aled participant
structure nominals (Grimshaw 1990). It includes all of the eventive
nominalizations (eventive: ‘other-suffix’J& and NE nouns). Though these
nouns allow for internal and external argumentdéoprojected, this is only
optional. Additionally, the external argument, wheriroduced, may have
various interpretations and should not refer to Agent exclusively. These

would correspond to what Grimshaw (1990) labelSiagple Event nominals

Finally, the third nominalization type is thResult nominals These

include object-denoting and result (‘other-suffixs, and -NE) nouns. These
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nominalizations don’'t denote events and hence daake internal arguments.
Thus, they have no argument structure. | have stgdethat such nominals
project modifiers that may restrict the denotatwithe lexical item. These

roughly correspond to Grimshaw’s (199@sult nominals

From the data above we may conclude that each rmolmgilal
nominalization type (‘other-suffix’, Voicelg, and NE nominals) can include
event denoting and result (object) denoting nouFfise reason for this is
syntactic. | have claimed that the event denotasditensed by the presence of
thematic vowels (overt or covert). Such vowels,rafram turning a root into a
stem, additionally verbalize the structure. ThistHar allows the nominals to
denote events and hence take optional internalnaggts becoming, thus,
participant structurenouns (Grimshaw 1990). Otherwise, they remain tesul
object denoting nouns. However, only the transitwel prefixed processne
nominals can be true argument structure nomindigs i due to the fact that
they are always derived on imperfective verbal basel hence always allow for
a process reading. This makes them resemble vergeeater degree than the

rest of the nouns.

The eventive/non-eventive distinction inside nortgpaapart from
intervening in argument structure, also accountstie syntactic behaviour of
such nouns. Thus, all of the eventive nouns all@wvw time and manner
modification, and the adjectivdréquent’ whereas the pure object denoting
nouns never do. As for agent-oriented adverbiall; the argument-structure —
NE nouns accept them. This suggests that such matiig apart from eventive
semantics, requires argument structure as well.ivkaresting case in this
respect is the group of the result nouns whichaambiguous between object and
result interpretation. These nouns don’t denotenesveHowever, in their result
interpretation, they can combine with manner adeésband the adjective
‘frequent. A plausible explanation for this was suggestedbéo that such

modifiers don’t relate directly to the noun, i.eetoutput of the event, but to the
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implicit event which have caused this output. Hogrevnore research is needed
on this issue.

Nominalizations behave differently as far as tglicis concerned.
Whereas only the processNE- nominals systematically allow for atelic
modifiers, the rest of the nouns do not. This mayhier support the hypothesis
that the NE nouns inherit the aspectual properties of the wehich, in turn,
explains their durativity semantics. However, (@i also depends on some
properties of the lexical item (the presence orafqterfectivizing prefixes, the

presence of telic PPs, etc.).

Finally, no matter whether they are eventive or,nali of the
nominalization types accept nominal modificatiorlu(Rlization, Indefinites,
Numerals, and Demonstratives). This may suggesetrentivity doesn’t play a
role here. Rather, it is the syntactic categorynaaun, that licenses such

modification.

In this work | have shown that not only roots, lago stems can be
modified in syntax. | have further claimed thateggiry-changing functional
projections such as nominalizers (nP) are necessatliat a non-nominal stem
(or a categoriless root) could be interpreted as@an. | have proposed that
gender morphemes and derivational suffixes witteiaht gender have such a
nominalizing function in Bulgarian. Thus, they areminalizing heads [n°] in

my analysis.

Another issue examined in this work f&en the role of prefixation
inside the nominalizing process. | have proposed dhtriple distinction among
prefixes should be made. | have provided evidehee the first group, the so
called lexical prefixes, should be derived lexigalle., as part of the verbal
stem. The second group, the pure perfectivizing doantificational) ones,
should be derived syntactically as heads of Bor(2302) AspP. There are

several reasons for such a claim. Lexical prefix@s,one hand, derive new
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lexical items and thus change the argument streacdfithe new prefixed verb
(nominalization). Additionally, they appear in a@alle nominalization types in
Bulgarian. As for quantificational perfectivizinggfixes, they don’t change the
meaning of the derived verb. Rather, they justqmidize it. In doing so, the
presence of the internal argument becomes obligdtdnas been suggested that

several factors account for this behaviour.

The third group of prefixes consisis the so called super-lexical
prefixes. | have proposed that they should alsddyesed syntactically. Due to
their adverbial semantics, we saw that these mefoan be analyzed following
Cinque’s (1999) hierarchy of aspectual featuresit&sically, they are heads of

an aspectual projection found above VP.

We have also seen that not all nominabmatypes accept super-lexical
prefixes. Only the NE nominals allow for a super-lexical prefix. The Yei+E
nominals, on the other hand, allow only for theetéwe [PRE] prefix. The
reason for this has been shown to be syntacticeVhative ‘other-suffix’ nouns
also block certain types of super-lexical prefiXxésus, they allow only for the
repetitive PRE] and the excessiverRpz-] prefixes. To explain this, | have
provisionally suggested that there could be sonmeaséic feature responsible
for this behaviour.

Finally, | have also examined the type @vement operations involved in
the nominalizing process. | have shown that moveénswf the phrasal type
only (Cinque 2000, 2005; Mahajan 2000; Ferrari 20@ontrary to previous
head-incorporation approaches to suffixes (Bak&B)L9 have shown that there
is no need to postulate head movement in ordecdoumt for the right sequence
of suffixes DP-internally. Instead, such a sequecae be accounted for by
successive cyclic movements of larger and larges X®m Spec to Spec
positions inside the nominalization. As for the idation of prefixes, | have
proposed that they do not move in syntax. Ratley stack to the preceeding

(previously prefixed or not) verbalized structuresitu. This claim is further
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supported by the scope dependencies and interadbemveen prefixes in case
of multiple prefixation, or what is known as staukj where the higher prefix

always scopes over lower ones.

There are many questions that remain swared. Many issues demand
further and deeper analyses and more dedicatiovoutd be interesting to find
out why certain transitiveNE nominalizations project their internal arguments
obligatorily whereas others do not. What does dxawtke the projection of the
internal argument obligatory? Is it Causativity ttmaarks the difference? To

what extent do telicity and perfectivization cobtrie to such phenomenon?

On empirical grounds, it would be aisteresting to see whether other
languages show parallel nominalization types a®ties studied in this work. (I
have the intuition that they do, at least in theecaf Catalan.) If so, do they
behave in a similar way? Where do we detect diffees among languages and
why? What is cross-linguistically common, i.e., givby UG, and what is

language-specific?

Finally, we have seen that many of thefed#nces between
nominalizations have been explained in terms otastic structural difference
and composition. However, we have also seen thraesaf the facts cannot be
explained syntactically. These include the unabdits of certain super-lexical
prefixes inside the eventive ‘other-suffix’ nourteg possibility of the result
nominals to be modified by manner adverbials, #tso, to what extend does
semantics intervene in the behaviour of nominabrst and where exactly? Of
course, there is a long way to run and, unfortupatey now, we can only

speculate.
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Appendix 1: Table of Transliteration and Transcrijon

Bulgarian Letters Transliteratior Transcription IPA®
Aa Aa lal
b6 Bb /bl
B Vv I
I'r Gg lal
T Dd /d/
Ee Ee lel
Kox Z7 13/
33 7z Iz]
107 li lil
Wii Jj 1l
Kk Kk Ik/
Ja LI n
MM Mm Im/
Hu Nn In/
Oo Oo /o]
I Pp Ip/
Pp Rr Irl
Ce Ss Isl
TT Tt I/
Yy Uu lu/
Do Ff Il
Xx Hh Ix/
I Ts, ts Its/
Uy Ch, ch iy
I Sh, sh 11
i Sht, sht 1t/
b Uu s/
bb° Jj 1
010 Ju, ju lju/
s Ja, ja lial

! There are several transliteration systems usedh®mRomanisation of Bulgarian Cyrillic. However,
none of them is by far the most dominant and reizadpe, and each has disadvantages. Here, | use
symbols from the system of the United Nations BGN/PCGN.

2| use the International Phonetic Alphabet (IPA)tfte phonetic transcription.

% Softens consonants before. /
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> W N

Acc
AOR
ATTN
CAUS
CL
CMLT
CMPL
COMPL
COUNT
DAT
DEM
DLMT
DSTR
EXCS
FEM
FIN
GEN

IMPF

Appendix 2: List of Abbreviations

first person
second person
third person
adjective
accusative
aorist
attenuative
causative
clitic
cumulative
completive
complement
countable
dative
demonstrative
delimitative
distributive
excessive
feminine
finite
genitive

imperfective

INCP
MASC
N

NEUT
NON-FIN
Num

O

PAss

SG
TH.VOW
TRMN

VOwW
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Inceptive
masculine
noun
neuter

non-finite
numeral
object
passive
perfective
plural
possessive
participle
person
guantity
reflexive

repetitive
subject
semelfactive
singular
thematic vowel
terminative

vowel
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