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 TC "LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS" \l 1 LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS

Since the facts in this paper will be simplified for the reason of lucidity and briefness, and some of the individual structures will be demonstrated by tree diagrams, the list below provides the meanings of all used abbreviations:

√          root

ADV   adverb (also particle)

BNC   the British National Corpus

D         determiner

DP       determiner phrase

FP       functional projection

N         noun, nominal unit

NP       noun phrase

ON
nominal object

OP
pronominal object

PoS
parts of speech

PRON
pronoun

Prt
particle

S          sentence-like unit

v          functional head of vP

V         verb; verbal unit

vP        functional projection of V

VP       verb phrase

 TC "INTRODUCTION" \l 1 INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper focuses on a specific problem of English nominalization, that is, a shift of an adverbial particle after object in gerundive nominalizations, formed from phrasal verbs (i.e. verbs with adverbial particles):

(0)
a. his looking up the word
(gerundive nominalization without particle shift)


b. his looking the word up
(gerundive nominalization with particle shift)

Many speakers of English language, both as a mother tongue and as a second language, unconsciously use nominalized structures every day. This paper will illustrate how nominalizations are used in practice, and, moreover, it will also offer a deeper insight into the internal structure of such noun phrases. Not only will the thesis focus on particle shift but it will also introduce the most important theories, as well as a contemporary view of nominalization. The thesis will be divided into two parts, theoretical and practical. 

The theoretical part will start with the descriptive English grammars, such as Quirk (1985). This part will deal with the generalized explanations of what English nominalization is, as well as what types of nominalization can be found in English. It will also present the problem of verb-particle structures and how the contemporary grammars and dictionaries cope with it. In order to go deeper into the internal structure of nominal phrase, Chapter 2 of the theoretical part will provide the development of the “generative” nominalization theories from Lees (1968) to the modern theories, such as Marantz (1997), comparing the most opposing approaches, i.e. lexicalism vs. the framework of Distributed Morphology. 

The practical part will draw upon the paper by Harley and Noyer (1998) regarding particle shift in “mixed” nominalization. Both verbal and nominalized structures will be examined, aiming at the analysis of a particular type of nominalizations, i.e. gerundive nominalizations with possible particle shift. The practical part will be based on the British National Corpus and verified by Collins Cobuild Dictionary of Phrasal Verbs (1990).

NOTE: all examples used in this paper are originally examples from the corresponding works or from the British National Corpus.
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Before the problem of nominalization will be discussed, it should be clear what the term “nominalization” means. A good definition can be found in The Oxford Companion to the English Language (1992) where “nominalization” is explained as: 
The process or result of forming a noun from a word belonging to another word class: writing/writings and shaving/shavings derived from write and shave by adding -ing; sanity derived from sane by the addition of the noun-forming suffix 
-ity; nominalization derived from nominalize by adding -ation. (2) The process or result of deriving a noun phrase by a transformation from a finite clause "their rejecting my complaint or their rejection of my complaint from They rejected my complaint. (p. 702)
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Books on English grammar can illustrate how the concept of “nominalization” is apprehended and how it is explained to a broader audience, such as students of English language. They bring a very detailed description of how and under what conditions and rules these structures can be applied to English. For the following subchapters both English and Czech grammarians have been chosen, in order to propose the individual views of “nominalization” in English. 
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In this work, the authors depict in detail, both morphologically and syntactically, the common types of English nominalizations. In addition, they particularly single out the semantics of the individual structures. The term “nominalization” is determined as “a noun phrase […] which has a systematic correspondence with a clause structure […]. The noun head of such a phrase is normally related morphologically to a verb (1) or to an adjective (2)” (p. 1288): 

(1) his refusal to help                              ~ He refuses to help.

(2) the truth of her statement                  ~ Her statement is true. 

The authors point out that there is a difference in meaning between a deverbal noun, such as (3) and (4), and their corresponding verbal noun (5) and (6):

(3) some paintings of Brown’s              

~ (a) some paintings that Brown owns, or (b) some paintings painted by Brown 

(4) Brown’s paintings of his daughter   

~ (a) paintings depicting his daughter and painted by him, or (b) paintings depicting his daughter and painted by someone else but owned by him.       

(5) The painting of Brown is as skilful as that of Gainsborough.

~ (a) Brown’s mode of painting, or (b) Brown’s action of painting.

(6) Brown’s deft painting of his daughter is a delight to watch

~ It is a delight to watch while Brown deftly paints his daughter. 

At this stage, the authors claim that the nouns in (3) and (4) with plural endings and the possibility of being replaced by other nouns, such as pictures or photos, are an example of “a perfectly regular concrete count noun, related only to the verb paint by word formation” (p. 1291) while (5) and (6) show the properties of a noun by having the definite article in (5), whereas in (6) both a genitive construction and the adjective premodifier deft can be found. However, the authors assert that “painting here could not be replaced by picture or photo, but only by abstract nouns like representation, portrayal […]” (p. 1291) which means that it is the noun “that can be formed from verbs by adding –ing and inserting of before the noun phrase that corresponds to the subject if the object is not expressed” (p. 1291). 

On the other hand, the genitive construction in (7) and (8) is possible but there is adverbial modification by deftly in (7) instead of the adjective deft like in (6). Furthermore, in (8) the noun phrase his daughter is following painting directly, instead of the of-phrase like in (6).

(7) Brown’s deftly painting his daughter is a delight to watch.  

~ (5b) or (6) in meaning.

(8) I dislike Brown’s painting his daughter.

~ I dislike either (a) the fact or (b) the way that Brown does it.

The authors add that “traditionally this mixture of nominal and verbal characteristics in the –ing form has been given the name ‘gerund’ as opposed to the ‘(present) participle’” (p. 1291-1292).
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The authors also highlight the distinction between “nominalization” and structures which they call “–ing clauses”. They classify “–ing clauses” as the “clauses that are sometimes called ‘gerundive’ or ‘gerundival clauses’. Their verb is commonly called a ‘gerund’” (p. 1064). 

The authors assume that nominal –ing clauses may function as a subject (realized by the item either in the genitive case, objective case, or common case), a direct object, a subject complement, an appositive, an adjectival complementation, and as a prepositional complement. From the point of view of semantics, the difference between the individual –ing clauses may be determinate either as a fact (9) or an action (10):

(9) Your driving a car to New York in your condition disturbs me greatly.

(10) Your driving a car to New York took longer than I expected. 
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The authors consider nominalization a process of word formation, which “prototypically involves the formation of a noun from bases of other classes, by affixation, conversion, or phonological modification” (p. 1696). They are especially interested in affixation. They classify the individual types of nominalization into the following lexical-semantic groups with their corresponding suffixes:

1)
 Person/instrument nominalizations: 

a)      -ant/-ent (assistant, correspondent)

b)      -ard (drunkard)

c)       -arian (humanitarian)

d)      -ee (employee) 

e)      -eer (engineer) 

f)       -er/-or/-ar (baker, instructor, liar) 

g)      -ist (anglicist) 

h)      -nik (beatnik) 

i)        -ster (gangster) 

j)        process of conversion (bore, spy)

2)
Action/state/process nominalizations: 

a)      -age (breakage) 

b)      –al (refusal)

c)      –ance/-ence (acceptance, violence)

d)     –ation/-ion/-ition/-sion/-tion/-ution (atomization, confusion, perdition, 
compulsion, absorption, solution)

e)      -dom (boredom)

f)       –hood (livelihood)

g)      –ing (killing)

h)      –ism (archaism)

i)        –ity/-ety/-ness (actuality, business)

j)        –ment (settlement)

k)      –ship (apprenticeship)

l)        –th (growth)

m)    –ure (departure)

n)     –y (difficulty), -acy/-cy/-sy (privacy, idiocy, hypocrisy), -ty (certainty), -ery/-ry 
(bakery, surgery), -ancy/-ency (vacancy, decency)

o)      minor suffixes (e.g. laughter, merger, hatred, complaint)

p)      phonological modification – shifting stress ('digest)
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This section will present an example of how a Czech grammarian of English can grapple with the conception of -ing nominalization. It is necessary to point out that Dušková’s Mluvnice současné angličtiny: na pozadí češtiny (1994) could be translated as A Contemporary English Grammar Against a Background of Czech, i.e. not only does the author explain the rules of English grammar but she also adds important facts about Czech language which can be connected with the corresponding English grammar.

Dušková assumes that the gerund is originally a noun. This fact should be obvious from the syntactic environment of it; therefore, she adds that the grammatical function of a gerund can be either a subject, an object, a nominal part of a predicate, an attribute, or, finally, an adverbial. Gerunds, on the other hand, have not only nominal but also verbal properties, such as government, adverbial modification, tense and voice. 

Dušková, similarly as Quirk (1985), sees the difference between a gerund and a deverbal noun although sometimes they can look exactly the same. For instance, Dušková claims that (11) can be interpreted either as (a) a result of a verbal action ~ his drawing (i.e. picture) fascinated me, (b) an action of a verbal action ~ the way, in which he drew it, fascinated me, or (c) a fact of a verbal action ~ the fact that he drew it fascinated me:

(11) His drawing fascinated me

In the case of the meaning (a), there is a deverbal noun which has all properties of nouns; i.e. it is possible to make a plural, it can be modified by an adjective and determined by an article, and it can also be supplemented with the genitive (instead of the article), as is demonstrated in (12) or with of, in order to mark the accusative case of the direct object, as in (13):

(12) His drawings fascinate me.

(13) Old drawings of towns fascinate me. 

In the case of (b), we cannot use plural for drawing although the construction of drawing is nominal – it can have an article but it cannot have a past and a passive form:

(14) His rapid drawing of the picture fascinated me. 

(15) *his having drawn of the picture

(16) *its rapid being drawn

Another important note that Dušková adds is the fact that only verbs of action (i.e. process verbs) have the nominal construction, in contrast to the non-action verbs:

(17) *his having of no money

(18) *their not believing of the rumour  

In the third case – the fact that something was done – the gerund preserves the properties of verbs: government, differences in tense and voice, and a possibility to be modified by an adverb. Thus, we can get sentences such as (19) – (21):

(19) His drawing the picture so rapidly fascinated me.

(20) Her having drawn the picture rapidly left its marks on it.

(21) Its having been drawn rapidly does not detract from its value.  

Gerundial constructions can be formed from all verbs, even from the non-active verbs, such as have or believe in (22) and (23):

(22) his having no money

(23) their not believing the rumour
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The previous chapter has established that the problem of nominalization has been only sketched by the “classic” grammars which only describe the forms of language, without a clarification of why and how such constructions work. Therefore, the paper includes also this section which is the ground of the theoretical part, as well as an important guide-post for the practical part of the thesis. In order to go deeper into the internal structure of a nominal phrase, a generative viewpoint (which, in contrast to “classic” grammars, does not describe the forms of a language but rather, it tries to find principles which create these forms) must be considered. It is generative grammar and its linguists who are able with their techniques and methods to analyse and examine empirically what is happening inside nominalization. The following theories will be ordered diachronically and will describe the individual understanding and views of nominalization:

1) transformationalist rules by Lees (1968), 

2) lexicalist approach by Chomsky (1970), and finally, 

3) non-lexicalist approach by Marantz (1997). 

Last, but not least, Harley and Noyer’s paper (1998) which endorses the third (i.e.     non-lexicalist) approach, will be brought in to show the specific problem of English nominalization: particle shift in “mixed” nominalization formed from verb-particle constructions.
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This chapter starts with Lees’s The Grammar of English Nominalizations (1968) because, in fact, this is the first piece of linguistic work where the process of nominalization has been systematically described to such an extent and where the author was also concerned with units smaller than a word. In his work Lees introduces the background and rules for constructing English sentences and supports the formation of the sentences by bringing out the transformational rules. The derivations are represented by branching-diagrams. 

Lees claims that the process of nominalization simply happens when a sentence-like unit transforms to make a nominal unit S→N because “transformed sentences must occur as nominals within other sentences” (p. 54). Furthermore, “the nominals generated by the rules […] are not themselves sentences but rather, they are noun-like versions of sentences” (p. 54). 

In addition, Lees highlights the importance of the passive transformation because “passive transforms enter as source into various nominalization transformations” (p. 34). Lees divides the “–ing” nominalizations into three types: action nominals (24), gerundive nominals (25), and a type of gerund used as a concrete noun (26). 

(24) His drawing fascinated me because he always did it left-handed.

(25) His drawing fascinated me because I didn’t know he could be persuaded so easily.

(26) His drawing fascinated me because it was so large.

Although Lees mentions these three types, his study concerns only the first two types. He gives details of the properties of the two types and points out the differences between them. Lees’s observations are summarized in the following table:
	
	Action nominal
	Gerundive nominal

	Auxiliaries
	No

*His having brought up of the box
	Yes 

His having brought up the box

	Modification by an adjective
	Yes

His rapid drawing of the picture
	No

*His rapid drawing the picture

	Modification by an adverb
	No

*His drawing of the picture rapidly
	Yes

His drawing the picture rapidly

	Article after deletion of the genitive modifier
	Yes

The rapid drawing of the picture
	No

*The drawing of the picture rapidly

	Another parallel nominal
	Yes

His strong objecting... = His strong objection
	No

His obejcting strongly... ≠ *His objection strongly

	Transitive verb
	Requires a preposition before the object 

His rapid drawing of the picture
	Does not require a preposition before the object 

His drawing the picture rapidly

	Certain verbs, such as have, resemble, catch and “non-action” verbs (believe, admire...)
	No

*His having of a hat

*His resembling of his mother

*His believing of it

*His admiring of her
	Yes

His having a hat

His resembling his mother

His believing it

His admiring her

	Convertibility to a preposed genitive construction
	Yes, if the preposition is of

The commitee's appointment of John

→ John's appointment by the commitee

The commitee's objection to John

→ *John's objection (to) by the commitee
	No

John's drawing the picture

→ *The picture's drawing by John

	Extra notes
	Of-phrase is not a “possessive” genitive
	A similarity with a nominal constructed with “to”
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Chomsky’s Remarks on Nominalization (1970) is included in this paper because it represents a lexicalist approach to nominalization. The lexicalist “philosophy” is based on the existence of the computational Lexicon as a component of grammatical structure, which comes “before” the syntax. According to Marantz (1997), lexicalism follows the idea that some of the sound/meaning units are already present in the Lexicon, whereas the other phonological/semantic operations perform in and after syntax. The model of such an approach can be described by this scheme:
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Chomsky (1970) divides English nominalizations only into two types: gerundive nominals (28), and derived nominals (29) as the transformations of the structure in (27):

(27) John has refused the offer.

(28) John’s refusing the offer

(29) John’s refusal of the offer

Chomsky determines the three principal differences between the two types: productivity, semantic relations between the nominal and its proposition, and the internal structure of the nominal.

As for the productivity, Chomsky claims that the “gerundive nominals can be formed fairly freely from the propositions of subject-predicate form” (p. 187) while “there are, however, many restrictions on the formation of derived nominals” (p. 188). For instance, gerundive nominals (31) can be formed from the propositions of (30). On the other hand, derived nominals of (32), as a transformation of the same propositions, are considered ungrammatical. 

(30) a. John is certain (likely) to win the prize

b. John amused (interested) the children with his stories  

(31) a. John’s being certain (likely) to win the prize

b. John’s amusing (interesting) the children with his stories

(32) a. * John’s certainty (likelihood) to win the prize

b. * John’s amusement (interest) of the children to please

However, Chomsky assumes that there are many derived nominals, such as in (33), which are similar to those of (32) but the construction of the sentence must be completely changed, both syntactically and semantically. Moreover, they do not correspond to the meaning of gerundive nominals (34) equivalently every time:

(33) a. John’s certainty that Bill win the prize

b. John’s amusement at (interest in) the children’s antics

(34) a. John’s being certain that Bill win the prize 

b. John’s being amused at (interested in) the children’s antics

Chomsky does not discuss the problem of the difference of meanings between derived and gerundive nominals to a large extent. He only points out that “the relation of the meaning between the nominal and the proposition is quite regular” (p. 187) for the gerundive nominals while “the semantic relations between the associated proposition and the derived nominal are quite varied and idiosyncratic” (p. 188). To support this assumption, he offers a list of a few derived nominals, such as laughter, marriage, construction, action, revolution, belief, doubt. 

Chomsky asserts that the internal structure of a noun phrase is typical only for derived nominals. As gerundive nominals do not have the internal structure of an NP, the Saxon genitive John’s cannot be replaced by any determiner, such as that or the. Moreover, the gerundive nominals cannot be modified by adjectives. On the other side, derived nominals, such as (35), can be formed without restrictions, in contrast to the gerundive nominal of (36) which is ungrammatical. Another difference in the internal structure is the fact that the derived nominals do not contain aspect; therefore, there is no corresponding derived nominal to the gerundive nominal of (37). On the other hand, many derived nominals can be pluralized and “occur with the full range of determiners” (p. 189), such as (38).

(35) the proof of the theorem

(36) *the proving the theorem

(37) John’s having criticized the book

(38) John’s three proofs of the theorem, several of John’s proofs of the theorem

Other characteristic of the derived nominals, in contrast to the gerundive nominals, is a free appearance “in the full range of NP structures” (p. 189). For instance, the double passive of (39) is possible (40):

(39) John gave Bill advice

(40) a. advice was given (to) Bill

b. Bill was given advice

In addition, Chomsky asserts that “the strongest and most interesting conclusion that follows from the lexicalist hypothesis is that derived nominals should have the form of base sentences, whereas gerundive nominals may in general have the form of transforms” (p. 212). As for the gerundive nominals and their transformation, Chomsky claims that one of the forms of NP introduced by rules of the categorical component of the base is (41), and that general rules of affix placement give freely generated surface forms of the gerundive nominal: 

(41) [SNP nom (Aspect) VP]S 

Chomsky comments on Lees’s The Grammar of English Nominalizations (1965) and criticizes on this work because the theory was developed 
[…] only in terms of grammatical transformations. There was no other way to express the fact that the contexts in which refuse appears as a verb and refusal as a noun are closely related. However, when the lexicon is separated from the categorical component of the base and its entries are analyzed in terms of contextual features, this difficulty disappears. We can enter refuse in the lexicon as an item with certain fixed selectional and strict subcategorization features, which is free with respect to the categorical features [noun] and [verb] (p. 190).

Chomsky also points out the problem with verb-particle constructions, such as look up (the information), define away (the problem) According to him, they “undergo gerundive nominalization freely (his looking up the information, his looking the information up, his defining away the problem, his defining the problem away) (p. 193). As for the derived nominals, they are, according to Chomsky, “rather marginal, and hence not very informative” (p. 193). He regards the forms in (42) as derived nominals, preferable to (43):

(42) a. his looking up of the information

b. his defining away of the problem

(43) a. * his looking of the information up 

b. * his defining of the problem away

However, Chomsky sees the problem of (42), as well as nominals in (44) being considered as derived nominals which seem rather curious, clumsy and not obvious to be derived nominals. These forms are assumed by Chomsky to have the internal structure of NP, therefore “the possessive subject can be replaced by a determiner […]. On the other hand, adjective insertion seems quite unnatural in this construction”         (p. 214). 

(44) a. John’s refusing of the offer

b. John’s proving of the theorem 

c. the growing of tomatoes

This third type of nominalization (44), which has properties of both derived and gerundive nominals, such as possessive pronoun or Saxon genitive (i.e. a property of a noun) and ending in –ing (=a property of a verb), Chomsky calls “mixed” nominals. However, Chomsky is rather careful, therefore, he does not handle with this type of nominalization to a large extent.
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Marantz’s paper (1997), based on the theory of Distributed Morphology
 is included in this thesis because it presents a different view of English nominalization. The difference is the exact opposite of Chomsky’s Lexical Hypothesis just mentioned above. The philosophy of Distributed Morphology is based on the fact that it denies the existence of the lexicon before syntax.

In his work, Marantz very emotively criticizes and dumps lexicalism by saying strong words, such as “this paper brings the reader the following news: Lexicalism is dead, deceased, demised, no more, passed on” (p. 202). He supports the arguments against the Lexicon with the framework of Distributed Morphology (Halle & Marantz, 1993). Moreover, he attacks the idea that Chomsky is a lexicalist. According to Marantz, Chomsky is only interpreted and considered by other linguists as a lexicalist linguist.

Marantz asserts that “any theory must include one or more lists of atomic elements that the computational system of grammar might combine into larger units. Distributed Morphology explodes the Lexicon and includes a number of distributed, non-computational lists as Lexicon-replacements […]” (p. 203). Marantz offers three such lists, as a substitution for the Lexicon: 

· List 1, the “Narrow Lexicon”: is generative and “contains the atomic roots of the language and atomic bundles of grammatical features” (p. 203). Sets of grammatical features are formed freely. 

· List 2, “Vocabulary”: “provides the phonological forms for the terminal nodes from the syntax […]” (p. 204). In addition, it “includes the connections between sets of grammatical features and phonological features, and thus determines the connections between terminal nodes from the syntax and their phonological realization” (p. 204). List 2 is non-generative. 

· List 3, “Encyclopedia”: similarly as the List 2, List 3 is non-generative but expandable. It “lists the special meanings of particular roots, relative to the syntactic context of the roots, within local domains” (p. 204). 

In order to provide o model of grammar from the non-lexicalist point of view, Marantz proposes the following scheme (45) as a structure of grammar without the Lexicon:

(45) Structure of grammar: 
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In the chapter concisely called “Remarks on Nominalization kills lexicalism to death” Marantz deals with the behavior of the individual nominalizations. He claims that there is a contradiction in the distribution of grammatical categories. By nominalizing (46 a.) to the NP in (46 c.), the verb destroy “shares some distributional properties with verbs – the ability to take complements and subjects […] while sharing other (e.g. morphological properties) with nouns” (p. 213).

(46) a. that John destroyed the city

b. * that the city destroyed

c. John’s destruction of the city

d. The city’s destruction

e. John’s destroying the city

He asserts that there is a connection between the individual nominalizations and the meaning of the category neutral roots in (47) – (49). If the roots are located in a nominal environment, then the result is a nominalization. On the other side, when the roots are placed in a verbal environment, they become verbs.
(47) √DESTROY    ~ change of state, not internally caused (so, implies external cause or argument)

(48) √GROW          ~ change of state, internally caused

(49) √BREAK         ~ result (of change of state)

Marantz describes the properties of the individual roots to a bigger extent. For instance, verbs of the root type (47) are only transitive, whereas the nominalizations can be either transitive (46 c.) or intransitive (46 d.). 

Verbs of the √GROW are either transitive (50 a.) or intransitive (50 b.) but their nominalizations are only intransitive (50 d.):

(50) a. that John grows tomatoes

b. that tomatoes grow

c. * John’s growth of tomatoes

d. the tomatoes’ growth

As for of the group of the √BREAK, they can be either transitive (51 a.) or intransitive (51 b.) but their nominalizations do not have any argument (51 c.) – (51 e.). 

(51) a. that John breaks the glass

b. that the glass breaks

c. *John’s break of the glass

d. * the glass’s break

e. * the break of the glass

Marantz asserts that there are two kinds of functional heads. The first type is functional head "v-1" which, as a head, "projects an agent" (p. 217). On the other hand, the second type "v-2" operates as a head which does not project an agent. Due to the choice of these functional heads, the root then can become either a verb or a noun, depending on their environments. In (52) the nominal use (because of the merge of the root with a D) of √DESTROY is demonstrated: 
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the destruction of the city, the city's destruction

According to Marantz, if there is "the agent-projecting v-1, which serves to 'verbalize' roots in its environment" (p. 218), then structure (53) can be formed, as well as the -ing nominalization of (54) which Marantz claims to be a true "nominalization", because it contains both the verbalising v-1 and the nominal environment of a D.

(53) John destroyed the city
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(54) John's destroying the city (likely more heads between D and v-1, e.g. for -ing)
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On the other hand, when √GROW "is placed in the nominal environment [...], there is no agentive argument for the possessive phrase, and we get only 'the growth of the tomatoes' or 'the tomatoes' growth'" (p. 219) as showed in (55), whereas we cannot have an agent in the verbal environment (56).
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growth of the tomatoes

       

(56) John grows tomatoes, tomatoes are growing

       

The verbal environment of √BREAK which, according to Marantz, is an end state brought "syntactically, a change of state and consequently a theme, plus optionally an external agent (if v-1 is chosen)", as showed in (51 a.-b.) while "the nominal forms names the end-state, a 'break', and takes no complements" (p. 220).

The other example that Marantz offers to support the argument against the lexicon was the fact that "the root √RISE belongs to the √GROW class and/or the √BREAK class" (p. 221):

(57) a. the elevator is rising [v-2] (internally caused change of state

b. John is raising his glass [v-1] (no implication of an internal cause)
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Last but not least, Harley and Noyer’s (1998) paper should be introduced in order to explore a more specific problem of English nominalization, and, that is particle shift in the process of nominalization from verb-particle constructions. 

The authors have to deal with the fact that “particle shift is available in the VP and the gerund but not in the mixed nominalization” (p. 4), as can be seen in (58 a.- d.). 

(58) a. Chris’s writing up of the paper. (mixed nominalization)

b. *Chris’s writing of the paper up.

c. Chris wrote the paper up.

d. Chris wrote up the paper.

To expand the distinctions between the different syntactical constructions, the authors come with three types of nominalizations: gerunds, “derived” nominalizations, and “mixed” nominalizations. They describe the differences between them and are concerned with the third type of nominalizations which seem to “exhibit all the properties of derived nominalizations” (p. 3), but, on the other hand, they affix –ing, like gerunds. The properties of the three types of nominalization offered by Harley and Noyer are summarized in this table:

	
	Gerunds
	“Derived” (true) nominalizations
	“Mixed” Nominalizations

	Example
	The barbarian army('s) suddenly destroying the city upset Caesar
	The barbarian army's sudden destruction of the city upset Caesar.
	Belushi's mixing of drugs and alcohol proved fatal.

	Type
	DP V-ing DP
	DP's V-Nom of DP
	DP's V-ing of DP

	Properties
	VPs in all respects (both syntactically and interpretively)
	Syntactically distinct from VPs in various ways
	All properties of derived nominalizations but formed with -ing like gerunds

	
	Properties similar to related VPs, e.g. may contain auxiliaries and expletives
	No auxiliaries or expletives
	

	
	Do not have adjectival modifiers or number making accusative case; instead, adverbial modification possible
	Adjectival modification and number making possible; no accusative case, nor adverbial modifiers
	

	
	Morphophonologically transparent formation in -ing
	Morphophonological conditioning 

(destroy → destruction)
	

	
	All VPs have a corresponding gerund
	
	

	
	
	Theme argument case: marked by of
	


The process of short object movement and the consequent particle shift of constructions of (58 c.- d.) are proved by structures in (59). Harley and Noyer explain by (59 a.) that the verb has to move from the lower VP to the upper vP whereas the object the paper is being checked by the functional projection FP in order to obtain an accusative case of a direct object.

(59) a. Chris wrote the paper up.


b. Chris wrote up the paper.


The process inside the structure Chris wrote up the paper (59 b.), without the split of the verb and the particle, looks almost the same as the process (59 a.), “with the additional optional phenomenon of the particle cliticizing to the verb via head-movement” (p. 5). The particle then occurs in the head of vP with object following the whole verb+particle complex.  

The authors continue with description of the well-known struggle between Distributed Morphology (i.e. the framework of Halle and Marantz, 1993) and Lexicalism. Harley and Noyer go in the way that Distributed Morphology does; i.e. they are non-lexicalist. They do not accept “a Lexicon whose function is to produce the items which project syntactic structure”, and therefore they assert that “particle shift is not available in nominalizations by consigning nominalizations to the Lexicon” (p. 9). They believe that “collections of morphosyntactic features are manipulated by the syntax, and, after all syntactic operations are complete, such features are then realized when morhophonological forms, taken from a set called the Vocabulary, are insterted at syntactic terminal nodes” (p. 7). As a result, the authors explain that they could 
[...] analyze –ing as a polyfunctional Vocabulary Item, inserted both as the gerundive affix and the default or Elsewhere nominalising affix. In gerundive syntax the relevant feature is always realized as –ing. In nominal syntax, however, a variety of morphophonological forms, such as –(at)ion, -ment, -al and so forth compete with –ing for insertion. If a vocabulary item select a specialized nominalization suffix, this suffix (which may trigger other readjustments) is inserted, blocking the –ing form[…]. (p. 9). 
Consequently, the result of nominalization can be as in (60):

(60) a. Chris’s admiration of Mary

b. *Chris’s admiring of Mary

The other difference between the individual nominalizations is meaning. For instance, mixture in (61 a.) means “the resulting substance”, while mixing in (61 b.) means “the activity of”.

(61) a. Belushi’s lethal mixture of drugs and alcohol proved fatal when he drank it.

b. Belushi’s foolish mixing of drugs and alcohol proved fatal.

Harley and Noyer also note that “a morphologically specialized nominalization has a specialized meaning” (p. 8). Moreover, they provided a few examples of such cases:

(62) admire

admiration of 

?admiring of

destroy

destruction of 

?destroying of

inspect

inspection of

?inspecting of

mix 

mixture of 

mixing of

move 

movement of 

moving of

marry 

marriage of 

marrying of

According to Harley and Noyer, categorical status is syntactically determined. They explain that syntactic categories are not syntactic primitives but there is “a single contentful category [√P = RootP] which may appear in different syntactic contexts”     (p. 9); i.e. they can be realized in its verbal forms (if dominated by vP) or in its nominal forms (if dominated by DP). Therefore, a root such as √destroy can be realized as destruction, if it is under D or, on the other hand, as destroy in the environment of v. As a result, vP must be present in gerundives because gerundives “take the verbal form of the root, rather than nominal (The barbarians destroying the city upset Caesar, not *The barbarians destructing the city upset Caesar)” (p. 10). 

As for the true nominalizations, the result is, for instance, destruction, because it occurs in a DP environment. Because there is no vP or FP (between two V heads) in such constructions, of becomes the case-marker (i.e. it checks the accusative case). The authors assert that because “mixed” nominalizations have the same syntactic properties as true nominalizations, they have also the same syntax. Hence “the –ing spell-out simply reflects the Elsewhere realization in the nominal context” (p. 12). The comparison of the true and mixed nominalization is shown in (63):

(63) a. The barbarians’ destruction of the city;       b. Belushi’s mixing of drugs and alcohol

Moreover, Harley and Noyer make clear that the object movement in structures, such as Chris’s writing up of the paper is not possible because the object has nowhere to go, since there is no vP nor FP in the structure. Because of the absence of FP, the accusative case of the object cannot be checked by it but it is present within of. 

 Furthermore, Harley and Noyer come up with three other issues:

· The insertion of of must be only after syntax

The authors demonstrate this assertion by the Wh-movement test (64). They explain, that this is because “Wh-movement occurs in the syntax […] needs Case-marking. None is available, so insertion of of at Spell-Out occurs” (p. 15).

(64) a. Which gas did you encourage the turning off of t?

b.*Of which gas did you encourage the turning off t?

· Impossibility of forming nominalizations with double object (from ditransitive verbs)

(65) a. *Chris’s betting of Robin a hundred dollars

· b. *Pat’s nearly immediate whipping up of Chris some dinner

· Adjunction of adverbs to vP and √P

The authors cope with an additional subject: resultatives versus verb+particle constructions (i.e. phrasal verbs). There are three important properties of the constructions with verb and particle:

· if the particle shifts, there is no change in meaning in comparison with the construction without particle shift

· verb+particle constructions have usually a special meaning than the individual verb plus the individual “preposition” (i.e. adverb particle)

· object has an accusative case, requiring the presence of of

If the object is on the left of the particle, then it has a resultative meaning, such as in  (66 a.). However, if it appears on the right of the particle, there is no resultative meaning  (66 b., c.):

(66) a. Chris walked the dog around. (i.e. sequence of V+DP+Prep)

b. *Chris walked around the dog. (sequence V+P+DP; circumambulation only)

c. *Chris’s walking around of the dog.

Furthermore, verb-particle constructions can be compared with the constructions of V+PP. In the former case, the object can appear only to the right of the P. The authors summarize the individual constructions (i.e. verb-particle, P-resultatives, and V+PP idioms):                            

Verb Particle 

P-Resultative

Verb PP idiom

V P DP


ok


*


ok

V DP P


ok


ok


*

V-nom of DP P

*


ok


*

V-nom DP P


* 


* 


*

V-nom P DP


*


* 


ok

V-nom P of DP

ok 


*


*
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As is now apparent, linguist can see one and the same problem very differently. Regardless of the different approaches, for the on-coming analysis in the practical part of this essay, the following facts have a big significance. To sum up, according to the mentioned linguists, there exist three basic types of nominalization with these properties in English language:

i)        derived nominalization, e. g. John’s destruction of the city

-         pattern “DP’s V-Nom of DP”; a form of base sentences

-         inner structure of NP and different from VP (e. g. they do not contain aspect)

-         modification by adjectives, no adverbial modifiers, number possible (i.e. can 
be pluralized), determiners

-         theme argument case-marker of

-         impossibility to make from auxiliaries, expletives and non-action verb

-         possibility of a double passive

ii)      gerundive nominalization, e. g. John’s refusing the offer 

-         pattern “DP’s V-ing DP”, a form of transforms

-         inner structure of VP, suffix –ing​ as verbs

-         modification by adverbs, not by adjectives, no number making

-         possible to make from auxiliaries and expletives, as well as from non-action 
verbs

-         impossible to contain other determiners instead of possessive pronouns or 
nouns

-         according to Chomsky, particle shift in nominalizations from phrasal verbs 
possible

iii)    “mixed” nominalization, e. g. Belushi’s mixing of drugs and alcohol

-         pattern “DP’s V-ing of DP”

-         has all properties of “derived” nominalization

-         formed with –ing as “gerundive” nominalization

-         impossibility to shift the particle on the right of an object in verb-particle 
structures

 The subject of the analysis of the following section will be the second type of nominalization, i.e. the “gerundive” nominalization. Even though “gerundive” nominalizations have properties of verbs, they also “behave” in a similar way that nouns do (e.g. they can occur in grammatical functions, in which nouns do); therefore, they also are “mixed” in some ways. As a result, they will be referred to as                     “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalization, in order to not to come to misunderstandings and to preserve both accuracy and objectivity.
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Last but not least, the sources for the following analysis should be mentioned. There are two highly useful sources for the practical part of this thesis: The British National Corpus and Collins Cobuild Dictionary of Phrasal Verbs. The sources were chosen because they offer a satisfactory accuracy and correctness.
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The British National Corpus (BNC) is a database of both written and spoken English language. It consists of approximately 100 million words (about 90 million from written sources and 10 million from spoken material). Even though there is also corpus, such as Oxford English Corpus, which offers even more than two billion words, the access to such a corpus is licensed only to selected users. Another source for the analysis could have been the Corpus of Contemporary American English (COCA) which contains more than 385 million words but the on-line version does not receive a query of more than five “general” part of speech (PoS) segments necessary for the analysis. Therefore, the BNC was chosen for this paper as the best material for the practical part. 

The search in the BNC is entirely easy and it is only a question of time when a user can be familiar with the corpus query language (CQL). The advantage of the BNC is that it is able to find any query of any sequence of PoS. On the other hand, the BNC has also its drawbacks.  Although, as mentioned above, it contains about 100 million words, even this number is not sometimes large enough to include less common structures and this is the main disadvantage of the BNC. Moreover, the BNC sometimes contains mistakes, probably arisen from the process of transcription of the material into the BNC. 
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Collins Cobuild Dictionary of Phrasal Verbs (1990), abbreviated in this paper CCDPV, offers a list of phrasal verbs. There are thousands of phrasal verbs which are divided into several types, according to their syntactic use. For the following analysis it is necessary to focus on a transitive phrasal verb, where the particle shift is possible. The dictionary predicts that such a verb can have three syntactic patterns:

V+ADV+N                I was cleaning out my desk at the office.

V+N+ADV                I spent three days cleaning my office out.

V+PRON+ADV       The Colonel lifted his cup, glared at it, set it down again.

The dictionary was chosen for the analysis because phrasal verbs are sometimes rather problematic to be distinguished from “common” verbs with “common” prepositions and therefore should be verified by a reliable source. 
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The goal of the practical part will be examination and proof of the possible particle shift (i.e. a movement of a particle to the right of object) in “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations, formed from transitive phrasal verbs (i.e. verbs accompanied by particles). As mentioned above, “POSS VERB-ing DP” type of nominalization has the following consequence of elements:

Possessive pronoun or Saxon genitive – verb-ing – object (either a noun or a pronoun)
In the following chapter I will deal not only with nominalizations with particle shift but also with phrasal verbs themselves, taking into consideration the fact that “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations have a lot in common with verbs. The relationship and connections between phrasal verbs and “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations will be explored.
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If we want to know more about particle shift in “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations, we require two main materials for the analysis: 1) phrasal verbs and 2) nominalized structures from phrasal verbs. Moreover, we need sub materials – both phrasal verbs and nominalizations with and without particle shift. Therefore, there will be four principal groups of different structures:

phrasal verbs




without particle shift







with particle shift

“POSS VERB-ing DP”


without particle shift







with particle shift

On the basis of the first results from the BNC, as well as of my own empirical intuition, I find out that the four just mentioned groups might not have to be enough for a proper analysis. The reason for that stems from the presumption that particle shift could depend on the type of its object which can be either a noun or a pronoun. Therefore, the goal of the research should be expanded with two other sub sub materials. Thus, the final data for analysis, consisting of eight different structures, are like this:

phrasal verbs



without Prt shift

object=noun










object=pronoun






with Prt shift


object=noun










object=pronoun

“POSS VERB-ing DP”

without Prt shift

object=noun










object=pronoun






with Prt shift


object=noun










object=pronoun
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At this stage it is necessary to point out how the individual data will be analysed in order to prove the accuracy and correctness of the process of analysing. 

Examining phrasal verbs in the BNC can be rather problematic and tricky. Even though the BNC can distinguish an adverbial particle of phrasal verbs from common prepositions, not always does it provide the exact data that are needed for this analysis. For instance, the BNC finds not only phrasal verbs but also verbs just accompanied by adverbial prepositions, which altogether do not perform as phrasal verbs. Similarly, -ing nominalizations are sometimes in the BNC interchanged by mistake with the progressive -ing form of verbs. Moreover, the BNC itself can contain mistakes, such as your instead of you're. 
To avoid this, all results found in the BNC should be checked one by one “manually”, which also brings another problem – the results do not have to be entirely accurate. Therefore, the results will be verified and counted at least twice. Furthermore, unknown phrasal verbs will be regarded as “phrasal verbs” with the help of CCDPV.
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In order to avoid and exclude unnecessary elements, the query should be as exact as possible. By reason of the opportunity to check the relevance of the results, there are the queries for the individual structures created by myself (the abbreviations in the brackets show the abbreviations of the Corpus Query Language): 

1) Phrasal verbs without particle shift and a nominal object = V-Prt-ON:

For such a structure, we are looking for any form of a verb (VV.), followed tightly by an adverbial preposition (AVP), followed by a determiner
 (either AT0, DPS, or DT0), followed by any noun (NN.). The BNC found more than 45,000 results. In order to exclude elements which are not necessary in this structure, three additional negative filters must be selected: we do not need any mark of separation (PUN), any coordinating conjunction (CJC) or subordinating conjunction (CJS). After filtering, more than 4,500 results are found but it is still too much for the manual verification; therefore, a random sample of 3,500 hits is chosen. The query of the structure then looks like this:

Hits: 3500

Query    lc,[tag="VV."][tag="AVP"][tag="AT0|DPS|DT0"][]{1,2}[tag="NN."] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="PUN"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJC"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJS"] 

Random sample    3500
 

2) Phrasal verbs without particle shift and pronominal object = V-Prt-OP:

Such a structure requires almost the same sequence as V-Prt-ON with a difference in object. Instead of a determiner and a noun, a personal pronoun (PNP) following tightly the AVP is needed. This query finds 5,223 results. Negative filters are therefore also necessary to avoid redundant elements and structures. 

Hits:   831

Query    lc,[tag="VV."][tag="AVP"][tag="PNP"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="PUN"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJC"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJS"] 

3) Phrasal verbs with particle shift and nominal object = V-ON-Prt:

The third structure is also almost the same as the first one. It differs in the position of the object and particle: the nominal object comes tightly after the verb preceding the particle. Negative filters mentioned above were also used.

Hits:   357

Query    lc,[tag="VV."][tag="AT0|DPS|DT0"][]{1,2}[tag="NN."][tag="AVP"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="PUN"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJC"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJS"] 

4) Phrasal verbs with particle shift and pronominal object = V-Prt-OP:

V-Prt-OP needs a similar consequence of elements as V-ON-Prt. In contrast to V-ON-Prt, the object is pronominal.

Hits:   1773

Query    lc,[tag="VV."][tag="PNP"][tag="AVP"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="PUN"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJC"] 

Negative filter    -5 5 1 [tag="CJS"] 

After a double verification of the data found in the BNC, there are:

2832 relevant results out of 3500 for V-Prt-ON; i.e. 81 % of results found in the BNC 

5 relevant results out of 831 for V-Prt-OP; i.e. 0,6 % of results found in the BNC

220 relevant results out of 357 for V-ON-Prt; i.e. 61,5 % of results found in the BNC

1427 relevant results out of 1773 for V-OP-Prt; i.e. 80,5 % of results found in the BNC


For a better clarity and possibility to compare the individual structures, the results of verbal structures are summarized in the following table. Since they are both very diverse and numerous, only top (i.e. most numerous) results have been chosen: in the table there are top five particles of each structure, as well as top five phrasal verbs, showing top five particles the verbs combine with. The items “total top five particles” and “total top five phrasal verbs” shows the total number of occurrence of the mentioned particles and phrasal verbs, whereas the items “total different particle” and  “total different phrasal verbs” show the diversity of all relevant particles and phrasal verbs found in the BNC.

	
	V Prt ON
	V Prt OP
	V ON Prt
	V OP Prt

	Total relevant results 
	2832
	5
	220
	1427

	Top five particles

	up 1238
	out 2
	back 52
	up 349

	
	out 806
	in 1
	up 43
	out 270

	
	down 210
	off 1
	down 34
	back 213

	
	off 148
	up 1
	out 33
	down 185

	
	on 141
	-
	in 19
	off 152

	Total top five particles
	2543
	5
	181
	1169

	Total different particles
	13
	4
	12
	14

	Top five verbs with their top five particles
	set

427
	up 362
	fill

1
	out 1
	get

42
	back 13
	take

186
	back 50

	
	
	out 54
	
	-
	
	in 6
	
	out 30

	
	
	down 5
	
	-
	
	up 6
	
	in 23

	
	
	off 5
	
	-
	
	out 5
	
	up 23

	
	
	back 1
	
	-
	
	on 4
	
	down 21

	
	take

255
	on 90
	find

1
	out 1
	bring

28
	down 11
	put

126
	down 31

	
	
	over 63
	
	-
	
	back 8
	
	off 20

	
	
	up 62
	
	-
	
	in 4
	
	back 17

	
	
	out 32
	
	-
	
	over 4
	
	on 16

	
	
	down 5
	
	-
	
	out 1
	
	up 15

	
	carry

223
	out 206
	give

1
	in 1
	take

28
	back 9
	get

98
	back 41

	
	
	on 14
	
	-
	
	out 8
	
	out 11

	
	
	off 3
	
	-
	
	off 3
	
	down 10

	
	
	-
	
	-
	
	up 3
	
	in 10

	
	
	-
	
	-
	
	down 1
	
	off 8

	
	bring

155
	about 52
	stick

1
	up 1
	put

18
	back 6
	bring

92
	back 40

	
	
	in 42
	
	-
	
	in 4
	
	up 15

	
	
	out 22
	
	-
	
	on 4
	
	down 14

	
	
	down 15
	
	-
	
	up 3
	
	out 10

	
	
	up 15
	
	-
	
	down 1
	
	in 8

	
	make

96
	up 84
	take

1
	off 1
	keep

11
	down 5
	send

34
	out 11

	
	
	out 12
	
	-
	
	up 3
	
	off 8

	
	
	-
	
	-
	
	in 1
	
	back 7

	
	
	-
	
	-
	
	on 1
	
	down 2

	
	
	-
	
	-
	
	out 1
	
	in 2

	Total top five phrasal verbs
	1156
	5
	127
	536

	Total different phrasal verbs
	396
	5
	109
	378
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Intuitively we can suppose that nominalizations formed from phrasal verbs are rather rare, in comparison with phrasal verbs described in the previous sub chapter. To get as much positive results as possible, the queries for nominalizations should not be restricted as much as the queries for phrasal verbs were. 

1) “POSS VERB-ing DP” without particle shift and nominal object – ing-Prt-ON:

As mentioned above, the “POSS VERB-ing DP” type of nominalization requires element which “possesses” the nominalization; it can be either a possessive pronoun (DPS) or a Saxon genitive (POS; can be either a proper noun or a common noun). This should be followed by a word ending in –ing (.*ing), followed tightly by AVP
. In order to get a satisfactory number of results, the NP is not restricted (can be any noun, including plural nouns).

Hits:   200

Query    lc,[tag="POS|DPS"][word=".*ing"][tag="AVP"][]{0,3}[tag="NN."] 

2) “POSS VERB-ing DP” without particle shift and pronominal object – ing-Prt-OP:

Similarly to the first nominalized structure, this construction must also contain the same elements, differing in object which is pronominal in this case. Hence, PNP follows tightly AVP:

Hits:   7
Query    lc,[tag="POS|DPS"][word=".*ing"][tag="AVP"][tag="PNP"] 

3) “POSS VERB-ing DP” with particle shift and nominal object – ing-ON-Prt:

In this query we are looking for nominalization with particle shift and nominal object. Therefore, an NP follows –ing and precedes AVP.

Hits:   26

Query    lc,[tag="POS|DPS"][]{0,1}[word=".*ing"][]{0,2}[tag="NN."][tag="AVP"] 

4) “POSS VERB-ing DP” with particle shift and pronominal object – ing-OP-Prt:

This structure is similar as that in the previous query but a pronominal object after –ing nominalization is demanded, followed by AVP.

Hits:   68

Query    lc,[tag="POS|DPS"][]{0,1}[word=".*ing"][]{0,1}[tag="PNP"][tag="AVP"] 

The anticipation of the rareness of nominalizations with particles was correct. Therefore, there are offered all concrete results of the search in the BNC:

1)  ing-Prt-ON

· relevant results: 36

· list of all relevant phrasal verbs (number shows occurrence): 

act out, bring in, butter up, buy out, carry on 2, churn out, dig up, fit out, flag down, give up 4, hand in, hang over, hush up, mop up, pick up, phase out, put down, put on, put up, set out, set up 2, sum up 3, take over 2, take up 3, tear up, turn up 

· the most frequent particles: up 20, out 6, i.e. out and up 72 % of all relevant results

· the most frequent verb: take (+over 2, up 3)

· the most frequent phrasal verb: give up 4, sum up 3, take up 3 

2)  ing-Prt-OP

· relevant results: 0

3)  ing-ON-Prt

· relevant results: 0

· an interesting thing that I have to mention is the fact, that the query found a structure 

his letting the side down 

This phrase was checked up in www.thefreedictionary.com and it was found out that this is an idiomatic phrase where there is no possibility of object movement and therefore, cannot be taken as a relevant result. 

4) ing-OP-Prt

· relevant results: 11

· list of all relevant phrasal verbs (number shows occurrence):

buy back, hand in, hand out, look up 2, plug in, put up, shut out, take in, throw out, urge on

· the most frequent particles: in 3, out 3, up 3

· the most frequent verb: hand (+in, +out), look up 2

· the most frequent phrasal verb: look up 2
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After an interesting and valuable discussion with professor Petr Karlík (Masaryk University, Brno) and professor Norbert Nübler (University in Kiel, Germany), I have decided to do an additional research concerning indefinite and rather “long” pronouns (PNI; e.g. somebody, anything, none etc.) as object. This leads to an interesting observation, that the use of “long” pronouns is very common in structures with phrasal verbs (the BNC found over 900 results for phrasal verbs without particle shift and approximately 1,500 results for phrasal verbs with particle shift). On the other hand, there are no relevant results for “POSS VERB-ing DP” with particle (neither without particle shift, nor with the shift).
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The results of “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations with particle shift did not confirm the assumption that such type of nominalization can be formed from the most frequent phrasal verbs. The reason for that is probably the restriction of the research of phrasal verbs in the BNC (they had to be restricted because of the high number of found results which would be impossible to check one by one). Therefore, this additional research of phrasal verbs which formed “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations with particle shift is added, in order to prove that these verbs are also frequent. It should be pointed out, that only pronominal object was taken into consideration. The verbs are ordered from the most frequent to the least frequent:

Take in

lc,[lemma="take"][tag="PNP"][word="in"]

Relevant results: 614

Put up

lc,[lemma="put"][tag="PNP"][word="up"]

results: 255

Look up

lc,[lemma="look"][tag="PNP"][word="up"]

results: 206

Throw out

lc,[lemma="throw"][tag="PNP"][word="out"] 

results: 180

Hand in

lc,[lemma="hand"][tag="PNP"][word="in"]

results: 68

Plug in

lc,[lemma="plug"][tag="PNP"][word="in"]

results: 59

Shut out

lc,[lemma="shut"][tag="PNP"][word="out"]

results: 46

Buy back

lc,[lemma="buy"][tag="PNP"][word="back"]

results: 39

Hand out

lc,[lemma="hand"][tag="PNP"][word="out"]

results: 33

Urge on

lc,[lemma="urge"][tag="PNP"][word="on"]

results: 23
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In the previous chapter we have learnt that phrasal verbs are more frequent in English language than “POSS VERB-ing DP” formed from phrasal verbs. The frequency of phrasal verbs was of tens thousands, whereas there were only tens “POSS VERB-ing DP” formed from phrasal verbs. For a better lucidity, there are again shown the eight goals of the research with added results from the BNC:
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As for phrasal verbs, the BNC found more verbs without particle shift (with a nominal object 2,832 results which were only a random sample of tens thousands of found results, compared with 5 results with pronominal object) than verbs without particle shift where the most frequent object was pronominal with 1,427 results, compared with verbs with nominal object and 220 results. As far as the frequency of nominalized structures is concerned, there exist only structures without particle shift accompanied by a nominal object (36 results) and structures with particle shift and a pronominal object (11 results). The BNC did not extract any “POSS VERB-ing DP” without particle shift and with pronominal object, nor did it find any “POSS VERB-ing DP” with particle shift and nominal object. 

As regards to the individual elements of the above mentioned structures, the most frequent verbs of phrasal verbs differ from the most frequent nominalized verbs. Nevertheless, the additional research could show that even the most numerous phrasal verbs forming “POSS VERB-ing DP” appear in the BNC in a high number (e.g. the occurrence of take in as a verb is 614). Both phrasal verbs with/without particle shift and “POSS VERB-ing DP” formed from phrasal verbs with/without the shift inclined to be accompanied by rather short particles: i. e. up (occurrence with phrasal verbs: 1,631 out of 4484 – i.e. 36 % – of total number of particles; “POSS VERB-ing DP”: 23 results out of 47 total results, i.e. 49 %),  and out (1,111 out of 4484 – 25 % for verbs; “POSS VERB-ing DP”: 9 out of 47, i.e. 19 %). As for the choice of object, a nominal object is preferred to pronominal object in verbal and nominalized structures without particle shift, whereas a pronominal object is more likely to accompany structures with the shift of particle. On the other hand, the choice of the “length”, as well as the concreteness of a pronoun as an object is also important – longer and indefinite pronouns accompany phrasal verbs frequently, whereas there were no such pronouns as object for “POSS VERB-ing DP” with particles.
On the basis of empirically controllable processes realized above, as well as from the similarities between phrasal verbs and “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations (i.e. choice of particles and object) we can conclude that “POSS VERB-ing DP” nominalizations inherit some of the characteristics of verbs and therefore, this approves the assertion of the above mentioned linguists, that “POSS VERB-ing DP” is the result of inflection, in lieu of derivation. 
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� Because I pressuposed that there will be a lot of results of this structure, I tried to restrict the number of     results by avoiding “solitary” NPs without a determiner (such as nouns in plural)


� The query lc,[tag="VV."][tag="AVP"][tag="AT0|DPS|DT0"][]{1,2}[tag="NN."] has tens thousands of     results. For my analysis, a random sample of 3,500 results should show enough features and     characteristics of the structure.


� The fact that “POSS VERB-ing DP” type of nominalization can be modified with an adverb was taken into consideration. This possibility was proved but it brought zero results. Therefore, a simpler query was submitted in the BNC in order to find as much relevant results as possible.





