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Abstract

The English-ing form, also calledverbal) gerund, is often believed to
display a mixture of verbal and nominal properties, thusmpproblems for
any theory of grammar. | will argue that this is actually rtee tase for ev-
ery construction involving theng form, but only for two distinct subclasses,
-ing forms after genitive subjects and after determiners ffikeor any. In
the other cases, which are the majority of all cases;itigeform only dis-
plays verbal properties. | show that tests traditionallpsidered to show
nominal properties work for clausal phrases as well. Theesfthese tests
have to be dismissed. A simple analysis is then proposedhéoirtg form
with accusative and null subject, as these forms do notaspimixture of
properties.

1 Introduction

The usual view on the Englisting form in sentences like (1) challenges any kind
of grammar theory as it is believed to display a mixture ofbatrand nominal
properties. Thus, within LFG, theing form calls the principle of lexical integrity
and the principle of endocentricity into question.

(1) We object to (his/him) joining the club.

The verbal properties of théng form include, for example, the governing of
a direct object or the possibility of modification by adverti3n the other hand,
the use of theing form as subjects, objects and complements of preposit®ns i
considered to indicate nominal properties.

In this paper, | argue that the traditional tests for the mahproperties of a
phrase have to be revised as these tests also work for dlkaeusehstructions, for
exampleto infinitives andthat clauses. In section 2, I look at the properties of the
-ing form in detail with respect to the usual tests applied toimtigtish between
verbal and nominal properties of phrases. In section 3, ¢imeimal properties are
examined with respect tto infinitives andthat clauses. It is shown that these
clausal constructions also have the supposedly nomingepties and that there-
fore, these tests have to be dismissed.

Thus, other tests are needed to examine whetheiirigdorm really displays
mixed properties. In section 4, | show that only two distisabclasses of the
-ing form, constructions with genitive subject and with negatileterminers like
no or any display mixed properties and therefore need a complex sisalyl he
other subclasses of thimg form, forms with acusative or null subject, only display
verbal properties and therefore do not pose problems fontastic analysis. At
the end of the paper, after examining previous analyse$\hranalyses for the
different constructions will be proposed.

TThanks go to my supervisor Miriam Butt, who suggested théctto me in the first place and
who made it financially possible for me to attend the LFG crariee.



2 Nominal and verbal properties of the-ing form

The usual view (e.g., Hudson 2003, Bresnan 2001, Malouf 60@he-ing form
is that it displays a mixture of verbal and nominal propetti€he verbal properties
include the possibility of:

(2) a. governing a direct object: We object to joiningthe club.
b. modification by adverbs: We object tommediatelyjoining the club.
c. tense and voice distinctions\We object tohaving joinedthe club.
d. negation bynot: We object tonot joining the club.

e. subjects in non-genitive caseWe object tchimjoining the club.

On the other hand, théng form has the following properties, which are con-
sidered to show the nominal character of timg form. The-ing form can:

(3) a. function as subject: Joining the clukis objected to.
b. function as object: We object tgoining the club
c. be complement to prepositions:We objectto joining the club.

d. be coordinated with an NP: We object to joining ourselveand your
decision to join.

e. be replaced byit: We object tai.

Bresnan (2001) also lists further tests which supposediwshe nominal char-
acter of the-ing form:

(4) a. tough-movement:Joining the club is hard to object to.
b. topicalization: Joining this club, we don’t want to object to.
c. pseudo-clefting: What we want to object to is joining this club.
d. clefting: It was joining the club that we objected to.
e. genitival subjects We object to his joining the club.

f. fronting: Whose joining the club did we object to?



3 Dismissing tests for nominal properties

The fact that gerunds can appear in subject and object gsitthat they can be
coordinated with a nominal phrase and that they can be congplts to preposi-
tions has led many researchers to conclude that the extiistabution of gerunds
is the same as that of nominal phrases and that thereforesltioelld be nominal
at some level (Hudson 2003). However, Kim (2003) challerigessview by point-
ing out that constructions involving CPs likieat clauses oto infinitives can also
occur as subjects (5) and objects (6). Additionally, clausi#h wh-words (7) and
embedded clauses introducedvalyetheror if (8) can function as complements of
prepositions.

(5) a. Tosee s to believe. (Kim 2003, 128)

b. That he arrived very early surprised everyone. (Kim 20238)

(6) a. Ilike to play tennis. (Kim 2003, 128)

b. No one remembered that he arrived very early. (Kim 2008) 12
(7) Let me think about what the consequences will be. (Kim32a@9)

(8) a. It depends on whether you have the intention to do ibbr @#im 2003,
128)

b. We are not talking about if they get married but when. (Kid@2, 128)

Kim (2003) does not discuss any further tests to decide oexteznal category
of gerund constructions. However, throughout the litergttany other tests have
been proposed. Hudson (2003) lists coordination of-thg construction with
“normal” nominal phrases as a test. This, however, also svaiikh that clauses,
which can be coordinated with NPs just like tireg form.

(9) a. Me going to Spain and my decision to do so quickly upsefamily.

b. That I would go to Spain and my decision to do so quickly tpsg
family.

Malouf (1996) considers a further difference between naiphrases and
clauses. According to him, “clauses, unlike NPs, are gdigepaohibited from
occuring clause internally”. He gives the following exaesl

(10) a. *I believe that Pat took a leave of absence bothers {dalouf 1996,
255)

b. I believe that Pat’'s / Pat taking a leave of absence botlwars (Malouf
1996, 255)



Looking at the data more closely reveals that while a mainsgdikePat took
a leave of absenceannot occur clause internally, an embedded clause might, a
least with the appropriate intonation pattern, occur @dagernally. Thus, putting
(11a) and (11b) together results in the grammatical seaten{l1c).

(11) a. I believe that it bothers you.
b. That Pat took a leave of absence bothers you.

c. | believe that that Pat took a leave of absence bothers you.

Thus, it seems that the test proposed by Malouf (1996) tindigish between
nominal and clausal phrases cannot be used in this respect.

Bresnan (2001) proposes some tests to distinguish betwaain sthe calls
gerundive and participial VPs where she concludes thaté¢henglive VP, theing
form under consideration in this paper, behaves like a nahphrase externally.
I will show that these tests also work for eithtbat clauses oto infinitives. This
then shows that the tests are not useful to decide whethaaagts nominal.

The possibility of replacing theng form with it at first glance seems to show
the nominal character of the gerundial construction, beiréplacement works for
that clauses oto infinitives as well which can be seen in (12) whéreeplaces the
that clause and thw infinitive.

(12) a. I decided that | should go to Spain although it upsetamyily.

b. 1 decided to go to Spain although it upset my family.

Bresnan also proposes “tough-movement” (13) and topeiadiza (14) as tests
for the nominal character of verbal gerunds. However, thesetests work with
that clauses oto infinitives as well.

(13) a. That I should go to Spain was hard for me to decide.
b. To go to Spain was hard for me to decide.

(14) a. That I should go to Spain, | decided.
b. To go to Spain, | decided.

Pseudo-clefting (15) works with all three constructiorg tb -ing construc-
tion, that clauses ando infinitives In contrast, clefting (16) seems strange with
that clauses.

(15) a. What | decided was that | should go to Spain.

b. What | decided was to go to Spain.



(16) a. *It was that | should go to Spain that | decided.

b. It was to go to Spain that | decided.

To sum up, the tests proposed do not actually prove the noriiaacter of
the verbal gerund construction, but they could also leatiéaconclusion that one
is dealing with a clausal construction.

4 Subclasses of theing form and their properties

In the previous section, | dismissed tests proposed to decidhe nominal proper-
ties of the-ing form. It was shown that the supposedly nominal propertiss abld
for to infintives andthat clauses. However, théng form with a genitive subject
behaves differently fronto infinitives andthat clauses. A genitive subject is not
possible with these constructions. Consequently, theifrgrof the-ing form in
guestions when asked for the subject is not possible witketh&o constructions,
either.

(17) a. I decided for him/*his to go to Spain.
b. 1 decided that he/*his should go to Spain.

Hudson (2003) points out another purely nominal propertg. ddserves that
the-ing form can also be used with a restricted class of determingrga special
constructions. This is the case foo or anyin constructions like (18)

(18) a. No playing loud music! (Hudson 2003, 581)

b. There isn’t any telling what they will do. (Hudson 2003258

This means that the claim that thiag form in general has an external nominal
distribution and is verbal as far as their internal struetisr concerned (Hudson
2003, 583) has to be altered. In the tests discussed abodyethenpossibility of
a genitive subject or the determinare andany were not possible with eithéo
infinitive or that clause. This points to a split between tivgy form with a genitive
subject and the negative determiners on the one hand andhieforms on the
other hand. In the other constructions, the external Higion does not need to be
nominal. This means that there are different subclassaagform constructions
which have to be considered separately.

A distinction between three different subclasses of vegbalind constructions
has already been proposed by Malouf (2000). According tg R@SS-ingcon-
structions are verbal gerunds with a genitive subject, ed®hCC-ingconstruc-
tions have a subject in accusative caBRO-ingconstructions areng forms with-
out an overt subject. | suggest establishing a fourth seh)ET-ing to accom-
modate the cases of the verbal gerund with the negativerdigigrsno or any.



(19) a. POSS-ing We object to his joining the club.
b. ACC-ing: We object to him joining the club.
c. PRO-ing: We object to joining the club.
d. DET-ing: No joining this club!

It will prove useful to group th&OSS-ingandDET-ing constructions together
as they have the external nominal distribution in commone Gase ofPRO-ing
is controversial in the literature, with Bresnan (2001 ptieg it as a subclass of
POSS-ingand Malouf (2000) stating similarities between this camsion and
ACC-ing Thus, I will look at some of the properties that th€ C-ingandPOSS-
ing constructions do not share and see howRR®-ingconstruction fits in.

That thePOSS-ingand ACC-ing constructions cannot have exactly the same
syntactic analysis can be seen from the fact that they cdobnjoined.

(20) *John’s joining the club and Peter quitting was not adymtea.

As Horn (1975) pointed out (cited in Malouf 2000), the two stactions also
behave differently in the triggering of number agreementhenverb in conjoined
constructions. While th&CC-ing construction triggers singular number agree-
ment, POSS-ingconstructions normally trigger plural number agreementthls
respect, th&RO-ingconstruction behaves like tHeCC-ingconstruction:

(21) a. Me joining the club and him quitting was / *were not adadea.
b. My joining the club and his quitting ?was / were not a goazhid

c. Joining the club and quitting shortly after was /*were agood idea.

In these conjoined constructions, tA€C-ing pattern behaves like a clause
while thePOSS-ingoattern behaves like an NP.

Another distinction betweeROSS-ingndACC-ingconstructions involves ex-
traction. Malouf (2000), following Horn (1975), suggedtat it is possible to ex-
tract a complement out of ahCC-ingandPRO-ingconstruction, but not out of a
POSS-ingconstruction.

(22) a. Which city do you remember him describing? (Maloud@038)
b. Which city do you remember describing?

¢. *Which city do you remember his describing? (Malouf 2088)

Malouf (2000), however, argues that the examples involiogrdination and
extraction might be ungrammatical due to the semanticseottiordinated struc-
tures and because definite NPs cannot be extracted. Thisruded the view that



the distinction betweeACC-ingas clause-like an®OSS-ingas nominal-like is
not as clear as these examples suggest. It still shows, lthdlgt thePRO-ing
construction is similar to thACC-ingconstruction. As for the distinction between
ACC-ingand POSS-ing Malouf (2000) lists further evidence for the phrasal, re-
spectively nominal, distribution of the two constructions

He discusses the fronting of thimg form with wh-subjects under pied piping
in restricted relative clauses. While this is possible VABSS-ingconstructions,
it is not with ACC-ing constructions. This shows the similarity of tA&€C-ing
construction with clauses and tR©SS-ingconstruction with NPs.

(23) a. The person whose being late every day Pat didn't litkgopgomoted any-
way. (Malouf 2000, 39)

b. *The person who(m) being late every day Pat didn't like gaatmoted
anyway. (Malouf 2000, 39)

Pied piping with thePRO-ingconstruction does not work as in tiRiRO-ing
pattern, the subject of the gerund construction is corefeewith the subject of
the main clause. Thus, no conclusion can be drawn onPR®@-ingbehaves from
this argument.

Another difference between the two constructions can ba seguantifier
scope. While a quantified subject oP®SS-ingonstruction can have wide scope,
it cannot INACC-ingconstructions (Malouf 2000, 33). Here again, the distidyut
corresponds to nominal and clausal phrases.

(24) a. Someone talked about every team’s appearing ondieley
JaVy talk-about’ @, appear-on-tv’))
Vydzx talk-about’ ¢, appear-on-tv’)))
(Malouf 2000, 33)

b. Someone talked about every team appearing on television.
JxVy talk-about’ ¢, appear-on-tv’ {))
(Malouf 2000, 34)

As in the pied piping example above, the test does not worl thi PRO-ing
construction as the subject of tHag form is coreferential with the subject of the
main clause. Consequently, (25) has only one reading.

(25) Everyone talked about appearing on television.
vV talk-about’ ¢, appear-on-tv'f))

Considering all the differences discussed, a differenlyaisafor the construc-
tions is justified. This has not been the case in previoug/aes! Although Malouf
(2000) finds differences between the constructions, hebslieves the traditional
tests for nominal phrases to display the nominal charaétimesing form. Conse-
quently, in his approach, the differences in the differeftcéasses are only minor



and he claims that “any approach which is unable to give themifarm analysis
will be missing important generalizations” (Malouf 200@f% This will not be
the case in my analysis as the traditional tests for nomingbgrties have been
dismissed and thus, the differences in the behavior of tfiereint forms in the
tests discussed in this section have a greater impact. Whilg,thePOSS-ingand
DET-ing construction really display mixed properties, th€ C-ingand PRO-ing
constructions are purely verbal:

(26) -ing form

/\

mixed properties purely verbal properties
POSS-ing DET-ing ACC-ing PRO -ing

5 Previous analyses

The problem for analyzing théng form lies in the properties outlined above, the
external nominal distribution of theOSS-ingandDET-ingconstructions and their
internal verbal structure. Many attempts have been madedcafialyses for this
problem, not only for gerundial constructions but for mixadegories in general as
well. As Bresnan (1997) points out, mixed categories chgkbegrammar theories
in two ways. First, they question phrasal endocentricityocaghether every cat-
egory has to have a head and second, they raise the probletihewvhsorphemes
can belong to separate categories in the syntax and thenneel jngether into a
single surface word, thus challenging lexical integrity.

Two different approaches have been taken to solve theséeprmeb one solu-
tion were proposals within the framework of the already dihed lexical cat-
egories of the respective grammar theory. However, thesnafan into the two
problems mentioned above. The other approaches were @ilepgagroducing a
new indeterminate category for constructions with-hg form. In the following,
| outline some of the previous analyses and discuss someegbrithlems with
these analyses.

Bresnan (2001) proposes a feature system for LFG with twiuifes, pred-
icative categories “which cannot stand alone as arguments butresgniexternal
subject of predication” (Bresnan 2001, 120) drahsitive categories which “may
take an object or direct complement function”(Bresnan 2A20). In this feature
system, the following feature distribution can be assigned

+predicative| -predicative
(27) | +transitive \% P
-transitive A N

As | have shown in the previous section, constructions vhighing form take
direct objects and do not need an external subject of priaiicaln this respect,



the-ing form would be [-predicative, +transitive], a cell which iseady filled by
prepositions. However, some researchers consider adxenlagor lexical category
as well, which does not fit into this system either. Thus, ttaldishment of an
additional category would probably be possible but, as ballseen below, not
appropriate to the problem.

Within other grammar theories, there are a lot of differgopraaches to this
problem. For example, Blevins (2005) uses a system with éheufes+ N, +
V and £ A in conjunction with the use of underspecified entries. Bak@005)
approach is similar to Bresnan’'s (2001) system as he clduatsthe “distinctive
property of verbs is that they license a specifier” and thansdbear a referential
index in the syntax” (Baker 2005, 2). He concludes that-thg form is a “purely
nominal projection that exceptionally dominates a purelbal projection” (Baker
2005, 7).

Some of the approaches to analyzing threy form as a new indeterminate
category use a multiple inheritance hierarchy of categdii¢alouf 2000, Chung
et al. 2001, Hudson 2003). There are some differences bettiese proposals in
placing the-ing form construction under either nouns and verbs on the ond han
(Hudson 2003) or under nouns and relational categoriehyfor example, also
contain verbs and adjectives, on the other (Malouf 2000).

Bresnan (1997) lists two potential problems with what sHis aadeterminate
category projection theories. The first one is that in mosesdhe syntactic cate-
gory of the form in question is morphologically clear. Thesiot the case with the
-ing form as-ing can be used to form either a noun or an adjective, or, in myyanal
sis, even a verb. A second problem is “that phrasal cohemtsrains the mixing
of categories” (Bresnan 1997, 4). This means that an intkétete or underdeter-
minate analysis does not pay attention to the fact thatitigeconstructions, more
precisely thePOSS-ingandDET-ing constructions, are verbal up to a certain stage
and then have an external nominal distribution.

Theories which take the established categories for gramsedlly either as-
sume no head or a shared head for img construction. Approaches with no
head were the very first proposals, for example as in (28)¢chvis modeled on
the theory of Jackendoff (1977), where thieg “lowers onto the verb via some
variation of Affix Hopping” (Malouf 2000) but they clearly efate both integrity
and endocentricity principles.

(28) N/
/l\
POSS N’
| —
Pat's -ing Vv’
v’
/\
\Y Obj

| |
watch television



To avoid this problem, it was suggested that eitlireg (e.g., Baker 1985, Ab-
ney 1987) or the wholeang form (e.g., Pullum 1991, Lapointe 1993) should be the
head of the construction. The first kind of theory builds orrphological deriva-
tion in syntax and therefore violates the integrity priheiplhe analyses with the
whole-ing form as head on the other hand violate the endocentricihciplie.

All these approaches have in common that they assume a waitsusstructure
for all subclasses of thang form, believing in the external nominal distribution
with internal verbal properties. Kim (2003), who questighs external nominal
distribution for the-ing form in general, proposes only an analysis for &@C-
ing andPRO-ingform. Thus, he ignores the special problems of mixed categor
posed by thé?OSS-ingandDET-ingforms.

Within the LFG framework, different articles (Bresnan 20Btesnan and Mu-
gane 2006) have been written to offer an analysis foritigeform. Bresnan (2001)
assumes that théng form has an external nominal distribution and thatR@SS-
ing construction is the basic form of it. She proposes to andlygP OSS-ingorm
as a VP embedded inside a DP.

Embedding the VP inside a DP rather than an NP avoids somépmskprevi-
ous analyses have had. First, a DP is a functional categalrit agenerally more
accepted that functional categories do not need to haveda hea

Second, if the VP is embedded inside an NP, it should be dedsibthe-ing
form to be modified by adjectives or nominal negative prefixasich is not the
case (Bresnan 2001). This problem is avoided by embeddenyFhinside a DP.

The genitive NP is analyzed as being in the specifier positi@P. As Bresnan
(2001) points out and as was discussed in the previous sedliere is evidence
from quantifier scope that the genitive NP in tR®SS-ingconstruction has the
same properties as possessive NPs of nouns.

The ‘CAT function (Bresnan and Mugane 2006) is used as thertttical de-
vice of how to embed the VP inside a DP.

(29) V (gerundive)= n ¢ CAT ((PREDT))

The ‘CAT’ function adds a constraint that a nominal categarghould be
“among the c-structure categories of the nodes in the ievienage of thep map-
ping from the f-structure containing tiRED’ (Bresnan and Mugane 2006, 227).
This means that théng form shares the categorization of the corresponding verb,
but also has to occur in a nominal f-structure. For example;ihg form joining
needs a subject and an object like the \jeib, but it functions as a nominal. Thus,
joining has the lexical entry in (30).

(30) joining: V: ‘joining<<(Tsusj(1oBy> >

As thepossfunction is restricted to the f-structure of nominal catég® and
thus cannot be linked to the subject of theg form directly, a lexical rule is needed
to identify Posswith the subject of theing form.



(31) Possessor Subject of Gerundive Verbs
V (gerundive)=- (TPOS9 = (TsuB)

If there is no overt subject, a null subject is introducea ithis structure. This
means that in Bresnan’s (2001) analysis, BfRO-ingconstruction is a subtype of
the POSS-ingconstruction. TheéDET-ing construction could be analyzed in the
same way.

The problem lies in incorporating t&CC-ingconstruction into the theory. As
Bresnan (2001) claims that alhg constructions have an external nominal distribu-
tion, she needs a DP which incorporates a sentence becauseciisative subject
cannot be in the specifier position of the DP. Thus, she stiggesstructure as in
(32b) for the embedded clause in (32a)

(32) a. Mary objected to him joining the club.

b. DP
|
S
/\
NP VP
AN
him joining the club

To account for the subject having accusative case instegehitive case, Bres-
nan (2001) has to alter the lexical rule in (31) to incorpertdie alternative with
the accusative as well.

(33) Subject of Gerundive Verbs
V (gerundive)=- (TPOS9 = (TSuBJ V (TSUBJ CASEH = ACC

The problem with this account is that as was shown beforePBR@-ingcon-
struction has much more in common with tA€C-ingthan with thePOSS-ing
construction. This problem is not a major one asRRO-ingconstruction could
be analyzed in the scheme of tA€C-ingconstruction as well.

However, theACC-ingconstruction behaves much more like a clause in coor-
dination, extraction, pied-piping and quantifier scopethi$ clause is embedded
inside a DP, though, it is not clear why the DP should stilld&hlike a clause.
Embedding S inside a DP is unnecessary and results in anrdgriogehrase struc-
ture.

Thus, an analysis is needed that avoids the problems peesabbve. The
analysis should also treat tReCC-ingand PRO-ingconstructions alike. As was
shown in section 3 and 4, these two constructions do not reeed tnalyzed as
having an external nominal distribution.



6 A new analysis of the-ing pattern

As was discussed in section 3 and 4, &@C-ingandPRO-ingforms do not have
to have a nominal structure, as their distribution can basghas well. On the
other hand, th&OSS-ingand DET-ingforms display a mixture of properties and
therefore need a different analysis. Thus, the basic strestare:

(34) a. ACC-ing & PRO-ing: b. POSS-ing & DET-ing:
VP DP
T P
NP 4 NP VP
VAN VAN
him V DP his V DP
| |
joining the club joining the club

| follow Bresnan’s (2001) proposal in that tR&C-ingform is a verbal form

which requires a subject in accusative case. Thus, thedleitry for theACC-ing
form in the construction is given in (35).

(35) joining: V
(TPRED)= ‘joining <(TsuBJ(ToBI)>"
(TsuBJ CASBH = ACC

As the verb form is uninflected, | assume that the embeddedels a VP
which is headed by theng form with the accusative subject in the specifier po-
sition of the phrase. It was shown before that IPs can be cmmgts of prepo-
sitions. Thus, it should not be impossible for other claygabses to function as
complements of prepositions as well. With VP as complemer®, tthe f- and
c-structure of sentence (36) are given in (37) and (38).

(36) We consent to him joining the club.

(37) [PRED ’CONSENT<SUBJ OBL>’ i
'PRED 'WE’
SUBJ
CASE NOM
PRED 'TO <COMP>'
[PRED ’JOINING <SUBJOBJ> ']
PRED 'HIM '
OBL SUBJ
COMP CASE ACC
PRED ‘cLUB’
OBJ
DEF +




(38)

IP
/\
NP I’
(TSUT) | TTl
N VP
T‘:l TT
We \4
(TPRED)="WFE'’ =1
/\
PP
T‘Zl (TOBI‘_) =]
consent P

(TPRED)='CONSENT<SUBJ,0BL>" =]

A

! GCOMP

(1PRED)='TO <COMP>’(TSUBJ) = =
D

1

g — I ©

N P
T‘Zl T‘Zl (TOBr) =]
him  joining D’
(1PRED)='HIM’ ‘

(TPRED="JOINING<SUBJ0BJ>’
(TsuBJ CASB=ACC

the club
(TDEF)=+ (TPRED)='CLUB’



A PRO-ingconstruction exemplifies anaphoric control and will thuseha
very similar f-structure:

(39) We consent to joining the club.

(40) [PRED 'CONSENT<SUBJ OBL>'
SUBJ |PRED /WE’}

[PRED  /TO <XCOMP> '
PRED ’JOINING <SUBJOBJ> '

OBL SUBJ [PRED ’PRoﬂ
XCOMP
PRED ‘cLUB’
OBJ
DEF +

The problem thus remains of how to analyze B@SS-ingand DET-ing con-
structions. As was shown above, the external distributias that of a nominal
phrase with a sentential internal structure. The analysiepose will follow Bres-
nan and Mugane’s (2006) analysis. Thus, we analyzd’tB8S-ingconstruction
as a DP with an embedded VP with the possessive NP in the gpqumifition of
the DP. Therefore, the ‘CAT’ function is needed. This meamshave a second
lexical entry for theing form when combined with a genitive subject. As thess
function is restricted to the f-structure of nominal categ® and thus cannot be
linked to the subject of thang form directly, Posshas to be identified with the
subject of theing form. Thus, thePOSS-ingorm has the lexical entry in (41).

joining: V: ‘jOining<<(TSUBJ)(TOBJ)>V>n’

(1) (TPos9 = (TsuB)

The prepositiorto in this case takes a nominal complement as is typically the
case. The analysis of a sentence like (42) is given in (43)44)d

(42) We object to his joining the club.

(43) [PRED 'OBJECT<SUBJ, OBL>'
SUBJ |PRED /WE’}

[PRED 'TO <OBJ>'
[PRED "JOINING <SUBJ,0BJI> ]
SUBJ [PRED ’Hls/}

OBL
OBJ POSS { }

OBJ

PRED ‘CLUB’
DEF +




(44)

IP
/\
NP I’
(TSUT) | TTl
N VP
T‘:l TT
We \4
(TPRED)="WFE'’ =1
/\
PP
T‘Zl (TOBI‘_) =]
consent P

(TPRED)='CONSENT<SUBJ,0BL>T=]

A

! (TOBJ

to
(TPRED)=‘TO<OBJI>’ (Tpos§ =] =
D

1

— Il ©

N P
T‘Zl T‘Zl (TOBr) =]
his  joining D’
(IPRED)="HIS’ ‘

(TPRED="JOINING<SUBJ0BJ>’

(TsuB)=(TPosg D

the club
(TDEF)=+ (|PRED='CLUB’



DET-ing constructions like (45) can be analyzed the same way. Hawthe
possible determiners in the specifier position of the DP hauge limitied tono
andany. A sentence with ® ET-ingform will then have the representation in (46).

(45) No playing football in the school yard!

(46) DP
/\
D VP
/\
N|o 4 PP
/\ A
\% NP in the schoolyard
pla3|/ing foo|tball

7 Brief Remarks on the Historical Development

The-ing form derived from an “abstract noun of action formed by thditoh of

the suffixesungor -ing to a verb stem” in Old English which could “take nominal
dependents such as determiners, adjectives or genitiesgdir(Fanego 2004, 7).
In the Middle English period;ung died out and at the same timimg nominals
“began to acquire verbal properties”(Fanego 2004, 7). [@ntund 1900, it was
possible for the-ing form to have completely mixed properties as in (47b) and
(47d) (van der Wurff 1991, 367).

(47) a. the writing of this book
b. the writing this book
c. writing this book
d. writing of this book

After 1900, however, the only two possibilities were eithéth determiner anaf
clause (47a), often calletominal gerundoday, or without determiner and direct
object as shown in (47c) which is the form | was concerned inmithis paper.

Today, thePOSS-ingconstruction is, at least in British English, considered
a formal alternative to thACC-ingpattern, but is often felt “awkward or stilted”
(Quirk et al. 1985). It cannot be used with all verbs whiclowlthe ACC-ingform.
Verbs likekeep, haver leaveand many perception verbs cannot be matrix verbs
to thePOSS-ingconstruction (Biber et al. 1999). Additionally, tiROSS-ingorm
only occurs in less than 10 % of the cases (Biber et al. 1998 dompletes the
picture of the development of thing form from a nominalized verb to a structure
displaying mixed properties to a now purely sentential cemgnt, theACC-ing
and PRO-ingconstructions which do not display any nominal charadiessany
more.



8 Conclusion

In this paper, | have looked at the properties of the diffeseibclasses of the En-
glish -ing form. The view that theing form displays mixed verbal and nominal
properties in general has been questioned. Instead, itouasl fthat theing form
with accusative or null subject only displays verbal prdipst A simple, straight-
forward LFG analysis has thus been proposed for these foArghe-ing form
with genitive subject or after negative determiners liteeor any really displays
mixed properties, a more complex analysis was needed feetfosms. For these
cases, Bresnan and Mugane’s (2006) analysis of mixed céedm@as been applied.
This means that actually two different lexical entries ageded for the different
subclasses of theng form. This then can also explain why some verbs can only
be matrix verbs to theing form with accusative or null subject, but not with the
genitive subject.
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