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Within the Bloomfield (1933, 161) tradition, sentences are split into two essential parts: a nominal part, the subject, which is an argument

of the verb, and a verbal part, which is the predicate. On the basis of this dichotomy, Chomsky (1970) defined four major lexical categories,
making use of a binary feature system: £V and N (Table 1).

Table1 Four lexical categories defined by the binary features +V and +N.

£V +N
Verb +V -N
Noun -V +N
Adjective +V N
Preposition -V | -N

Source: based on Chomsky (1970).

(i)The binary feature system allows generalization over different lexical categories. The categories defined as +V may function as the

predicate of the clause. This is illustrated by a verb in (1) and a corresponding adjective in (2):

(1) The dog smells.
(2) The dog is smelly.

The complement of categories defined as +NN has to be introduced by a preposition. This is shown for an adjective in (3) and for a noun in (4):

(3) John is fond *(of) chocolate.
(4) John’s fondness *(of) chocolate.

In Romance languages, categories defined as +N may be marked for gender. This is illustrated by the Spanish example (5), where the
nominal Word Marker (Harris 1991) and the adjectival inflection are both expressed by the feminine morpheme —a:
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(5) mi abuela bonita
my grandmother beautiful
‘my beautiful grandmother’

The Bloomfield (1933) principle of endocentricity was translated by the X' principle in Generative Grammar, according to which
projections (X' and XP) of the head belong by definition to the same category as the head (X°). This means, for instance, that the head of a VP
can only be V, the head of NP can only be N and the head of AP can only be A. The head of the PPs that are the complement of the adjective
and the noun in (3—4) is the preposition of.

(i) The principle of headedness does not apply only to syntactic phrases. it also applies to morphologically complex words. Williams’s
(1981) Right hand Head Rule defines the head of a morphologically complex word to be the right-hand member of that word. This means

that in a prefixed word such as reinstruct the free morpheme instruct is the head. The verbal category of the head instruct is inherited by the
complex word reinstruct, which is therefore also a verb. In a suffixed word such as instruction it is the suffix that is the head and that
determines the category of the complex word: both are nominal. Williams states that the head not only determines the category of the
complex word, but that all other features also percolate through the head. In the prefixed verbal form understood the tense feature on the head
stood percolates to the prefixed verbal form understood. In the verb conduct the feature [+latinate] percolates from the head duct to the
prefixed verbal form condhct. ‘

(ii))Although the headedness principle accounts for the categorial and featural identity of the head and its syntactic projections or the

complex word in most of the cases. it has been challenged in the literature by the identification of so-called mixed categories. in which
features of both the head and the non-head seem to play a role in the complex word. For derived (suffixed) words this means that features of

their non-head Y seem to percolate to the complex word with category X, inherited from the head X.
In his seminal paper ‘Remarks on Nominalizations’, Chomsky (1970) makes a distinction between gerundive nominals, as in (6), and

deﬁved nominals, as in (7):

(6) John’s refusing the offer
(7) John’s refusal of the offer

Chomsky mentions (iv)several differences between the two types of nominals. One difference concerns productivity: gerundive
nominalizations can be formed fairly freely from propositions of subject-predicate form and the semantic relation between the two is quite
regular. In contrast, the productivity of derived nominals is much more restricted and the semantic relations between the derived nominal and
the associated proposition are quite varied and idiosyncr;eltic. Another difference concemns the internal structure of the nominal phrase.
Gerundive nominals do not have the internal structure of a noun phrase. In (6) it is not possible to replace John s by the, and it is not possible
to add an adjective either, while this is possible in the case of a derived nominal as in (7).

For both types Lees (1960), who, according to Chomsky, took the correctness of the transformationalist position for granted in the
earliest work on transformational grammar, proposed a transformational account. Because of the aforementioned differences between

gerundive nominals and derived nominals, Chomsky (1970) proposes, however, to separate lexicon and syntax, adopting a lexicalist position,
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| which has been called the Lexicalist Hypothesis. Derived nonﬂnaié are not formed by means of a transformation, then, as are gerundive
nominals, but are taken with their contextual features from the lexicon.

Whereas Chomsky takes the position that refisse and refiisal constitute a single lexical entry, unmarked for the syntactic feature that
distinguishes verbs from nouns, Jackendoff (1975) adopts the alternative theory that refisse and refusal have distinct but related lexical entries.
Their relation is not expressed by a transformational relationship, but by a rule within the lexical component.

Chomsky uses examples such as (6) and (7) to make a distinction between syntax and lexicon, based on the observation that a gerund
like refusing is rather verbal and that a derived nominalization like refissal is rather nominal. It has, however, been shown in the literature that
(v)more types of gerunds have to be distinguished, making the picture more complex. Malouf (2000) gives the following examples:

(8) Everyone was impressed by Pat artfully folding the napkins.
(9) Everyone was impressed by Pat’s artfully folding the napkins.
(10) Everyone was impressed by Pat’s artful folding of the napkins.

Example (9) corresponds to Chomsky’s example (6). Malouf considers (10) to be fully nominal and to behave like any other English
common noun. He calls (10) a nominal gerund. The other examples are _andlyzed as verbal gerunds, but showing a mix of verbal and nominal
properties, providing a challenge to any syntactic framework that assumes a strict version of X' theory. Both (8) and (9) are considered to be
verbal because of the presence of an adverb instead of an adjective. Furthermore both (8) and (9) contain an accusative object, while the
complement in (10) is introduced by the preposition of. As has been shown above, the feature +N generalizes over categories (the noun and
the adjective, but not the verb and the preposition) that cannot take a Complement that is not introduced by a preposition. Example (9) is also
less verbal than (8), because of the genitive form Par, a possessive form normally associated with nouns. Conversely, the form Pat in (8) can
be analyzed as the subject of the gerund folding, probably an accusative form in modern English, because Par could be replaced by him. This
means that, of these three types of gerunds exemplified in (8—10), (8) contains the most verbal one and (10) the most nominal one. The
consequence is that in (10), the gerund, although formed in a regular and productive way, would have to be treated like the derived nominal
refusal. On the other hand, two different transformational derivations would have to account for the distinction between (8) and (9).

The distinction between four types of nominalizations that differ in minimal ways from each other, going from the most verbal type (8)
to the most nominal types (7) and (10), via the intermediary type (9), shows that the dichotomic distinction between +V and +N, as proposed
by Chomsky (1970), is too strong: nominalizations can be verbal to various degrees, which means that nouns cannot be simply analyzed as
—V. Chomsky’s proposal to take refuse and refusal as a single lexical entry, unmarked for the syntactic feature that distinguishes verbs from
nouns, accounts for the differences on the basis of contextual features taken from the lexicon between the gerund and the derived nominal, but
different transformations have to be proposed for the three types of gerunds presented in (8-10), resulting in a contextual configuration for the
nominal gerund (10) that is identical to the configuration for the derive nominal (7) and totally different from the contextual configuration of
the verbal base illustrated by the verbal gerund in (8). (vi)Jackendoff’s (1975) assumption that verbs and derived nominals such as refisse and

refusal have distinct but related lexical entries, expressed by separate lexical categories is a problem for mixed categories such as the four

types of nominalizations. If fold is a verb and if folding is a gerund transformationally derived from the verb, it would also be a verb. But how

to account then for the occurrence of folding in (8—10) in nominal positions? It would have to be assumed that the verbal form folding
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as a head would have to be dominated by the nominal projection NP, which would violate the X’ principle. Similarly, if refusal in (7) is a noun
in the lexicon, lexically related to the verb refuse in Jackendoff’s theory, how to account then for the fact that refissal takes a complement just

like its verbal base refiise, under Williams’s (1981) feature percolation principle, which would forbid features of the non-head refuse to
percolate to the suffixed form refusal?

~ [adapted from Sleeman, Petra (2023) “Mixed Categories,” in The Wiley Blackwell Companion to Morphology, Wiley-Blackwell]
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