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Introduction

Adjectives are a nominal syntactic category that is distinct from but shows also overlap with nouns and verbs, and also with determiners
and adverbs. Important questions that have been raised concern their universal availability, their emergence, their distinction from
nouns and verbs, and their morphological derivation. Adjectives became a prominent topic of study after the popularization of the
Determiner Phrase (DP) in the analysis of the noun phrase and the introduction of several other functional projections dominated by the
DP. This led to the distinction between attributive and predicative adjectives within the noun phrase and to the investigation of the
relation between position and interpretation within the noun phrase. With respect to their interpretation, their gradability and the
semantic and syntactic impact of gradation has been the subject of many studies. Other important questions concern the
establishment, the types, and the role of adjectival inflection or agreement and their possible role in the licensing of nominal ellipsis.
Besides adjectival inflection, another typical characteristic distinguishing the adjective as a category in certain languages has been
claimed to be the adjectival article. The study of the acquisition of aspects of the adjective has been used to support various theories on
language acquisition.

The Syntactic Status of Adjectives

Many studies, especially from a typological perspective, have been devoted to the rejection or the legitimation of the adjective as a
universal lexical category. Studies that have distinguished the adjective as a lexical category have examined their syntactic properties
not only in relation to verbs and nouns, but also in relation to adverbs, determiners, and participles. One of the identifying properties of
adjectives has been argued to be adjectival inflection, generally related to agreement with the noun, and many studies have
investigated how and under which circumstances it shows up in the languages that have it. In some languages, for instance, inflection
may be present on attributive adjectives, but not on predicative adjectives, which have been argued to be used not only with a copula,
but which have also been distinguished from attributive adjectives within the noun phrase. The postnominal position of adjectives in
Romance has been claimed to be the result of movement of the noun to a dominating functional projection, within an analysis of the
noun phrase as a Determiner Phrase (DP). Criticism of this claim has led to the proposal of a roll-up, also called a snowball,
mechanism of noun movement within the DP.

The Adjective as a Category

Among the three lexical categories—verb, noun, and adjective—the legitimation of the adjective as a universal category has been put
into question in, among other works, Bhat 1994. Dixon 2004, on the other hand, shows that the adjective does have features of its own.
Whereas Chomsky 1970 argues that the adjective shares features both with the verb and with the noun, Myers 1984 and Borer 2013
stress the differences between adjectives on the one hand and verbs and nouns on the other. Baker 2003 calls the adjective the least
specified category with respect to the verb and the noun. Van de Velde 2011 shows that adjectives overlap with determiners, Bruening
2014 shows the overlap between adjectives and participles and Hummel 2014 shows the resemblances between adjectives and
adverbs. On the basis of several criteria, adjectives have also been distinguished from determiners in Van de Velde and Weerman
2014, from participles in Wasow 1977 and from adverbs in Hummel 2014.

Baker, M. C. 2003. Lexical categories: Verbs, nouns and adjectives. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.



Research program that addresses the difference between nouns, verbs, and adjectives from a general theoretical point of view. While
verbs and nouns are characterized, adjectives are defined as not having the characteristics of verbs or nouns. With the definitions
distributional facts and more subtle differences are accounted for.

Bhat, D. N. S. 1994. The adjectival category. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Shows that although there are languages in which adjectives are clearly distinguishable as a separate lexical category, not all
languages have adjectives. They may form a class with nouns or with verbs or both. Criteria are presented that may distinguish
adjectives from other lexical categories.

Borer, H. 2013. Taking form. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

In chapter 7.6 Borer argues that adjectives clearly behave differently from nouns and verbs and that even monosyllabic adjectives
seem to behave like derived, categorized forms.

Bruening, B. 2014. Word formation is syntactic: Adjectival passives in English. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory
32:363-422.

Proposes a purely syntactic account of the derivation of adjectival passives that explains both the similarities and the differences
between adjectival and verbal passives.

Chomsky, N. 1970. Remarks on nominalizations. In Readings in English transformational grammar. Edited by R. A. Jacobs
and P. S. Rosenbaum, 184-221. Waltham, MA: Ginn.

Classic paper in which a binary feature system is proposed in which verb and noun are opposed (verb: +V, —N; noun: -V, +N), the
adjective is defined as sharing properties with both the verb and the noun (+V, +N), and the preposition as sharing properties with
neither of them (-V, —N).

Dixon, R. M. W. 2004. Adjective classes in typological perspective. In Adjective classes: A cross-linguistic typology. Edited by
R. M. W. Dixon and A. Aikhenvald, 1-49. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Suggests that a distinct word class “adjectives” can be recognized for every human language and that there are always some
grammatical criteria for distinguishing the adjective class from other word classes.

Hummel, M. 2014. The adjective-adverb interface in Romance and English. In Adjectives in Germanic and Romance. Edited by
P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 35-71. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Shows that adverbs that have the same form as adjectives are and have been more common in Germanic and Romance than has
been thought. Argues that morphologically distinct adverbs appear to be a cultural phenomenon, occurring in contexts of
standardization, which would put into doubt a bicategorial system.

Myers, S. 1984. Zero derivation and inflection. In MIT working papers in linguistics 7. January 1984 MIT workshop in
morphology. Edited by M. Speas and R. Sproat, 53—69. Cambridge, MA: MIT Working Papers in Linguistics.

Claims that, in the case of conversion, category change is brought about by inflection (verbal or nominal in English), accounting in this
way for the fact that, in English, which does not have adjectival inflection, conversion to an adjective does not exist. Argues that
category change into an adjective always involves overt suffixation.

Van de Velde, F. 2011. Anaphoric adjectives becoming determiners. In The noun phrase in Romance and Germanic. Edited by
P. Sleeman and H. Perridon, 241-256. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



Based on a corpus study it is shown that anaphoric adjectives in Dutch like voornoemd (‘aforementioned’) increasingly are used as
determiners.

Van de Velde, F., and F. Weerman. 2014. The resilient nature of adjectival inflection in Dutch. In Adjectives in Germanic and
Romance. Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 113-145. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Argues that adjectival inflection is remarkably resilient in Dutch and that this is due to refunctionalization. The inflectional schwa is
turning into a transparent marker of attributive adjectives, distinguishing the modification and the determination zone in the noun
phrase.

Wasow, T. 1977. Transformations and the lexicon. In Formal syntax. Edited by P. Culicover, T. Wasow, and A. Akmajian, 327—-
360. New York: Academic Press.

Uses several criteria to make a distinction between verbal and adjectival passive participles. Adopts a transformational, i.e., a syntactic,
analysis for verbal participles and a lexical analysis for adjectival passives.

Argument Structure

Within the X-bar structure model in Chomsky 1970, adjectives, like the other lexical categories, are expected to be able to take both an
internal and an external argument. Sadler and Arnold 1994 shows that adjectives that contain a complement can occur only in
postnominal position and not in prenominal position. On the basis of Italian, Cinque 1990 makes a distinction between unergative and
ergative adjectives. Bennis 2000, on the basis of Dutch, legitimates this distinction. Nanni 1980 discusses the fough-movement
construction, in which the NP-complement of the infinitive that is the complement of an adjective moves to subject position. Stowell
1983 argues that adjectives can take a subject, within a small clause analysis.

Bennis, H. 2000. Adjectives and argument structure. In Lexical specification and insertion. Edited by P. Coopmans, M.
Everaert, and J. Grimshaw, 27-67. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Shows that the distinction between ergative and unergative adjectives in Cinque 1990 can also be made in Dutch. Two types of Psych-
adjectives are also analyzed and syntactic similarities and differences with the (un)ergative adjectives are shown.

Chomsky, N. 1970. Remarks on nominalizations. In Readings in English transformational grammar. Edited by R. A. Jacobs
and P. S. Rosenbaum, 184-221. Waltham, MA: Ginn.

Proposes that the four lexical categories, V, N, A, and P, all have the same X-bar structure: a maximal projection, X", dominating X’ and
its specifier, and a head X and its complement, dominated by X'.

Cinque, G. 1990. Ergative adjectives and the lexical hypothesis. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory 8:1-40.

On the basis of Italian, it is argued that whereas with adjectives like pericoloso (‘dangerous’) in a copular constructions the subject is a
D-structure subject, with adjectives like noto (‘well-known’) or probabile (‘probable’) the subject has been moved from complement
position to subject position. The first type is called unergative adjective and the second type ergative adjective.

Nanni, D. 1980. On the surface syntax of constructions with easy-type adjectives. Language 56.3: 568-581.

Presents the transformational analysis of a construction exemplified by John is easy to please, the so-called tough-construction, that
has been proposed in the literature. An alternative analysis, not involving movement, is also proposed.

Sadler, L., and D. J. Arnold. 1994. Prenominal adjectives and the phrasal/lexical distinction. Journal of Linguistics 30.1: 187—
226.



Shows that taking a complement has an impact on the adjective’s position. APs containing a complement can occur only in postnominal
position in English, and not in prenominal position.

Stowell, T. 1983. Subjects across categories. The Linguistic Review 2:285-312.

Argues that adjectives can take a subject, which is the sister of A'. The subject receives its theta-role from A, which is the head of an
AP. This AP, including its subject, forms a small clause, which is the complement of a verb like consider, as in | consider [John clever].

Adjectival Inflection and Agreement

Most Germanic languages, apart from English, have adjectival inflection and present a distinction between weak and strong inflection,
as shown in Menuzzi 1994 for Dutch, Roehrs and Julien 2014 for German and Norwegian, Pfaff 2014 for Icelandic, and Schoorlemmer
2014 for Germanic. Kester 1996 compares adjectival inflection in Germanic and Romance. Whereas in Chomsky 1995 agreement
involves feature checking in a Spec-Head relation, in Chomsky 2000 it can take place without movement and consists of valuation of an
uninterpretable feature by a valued interpretable feature. Pesetsky and Torrego 2007 proposes that valuation may also be done by a
valued uninterpretable feature. Whereas these theoretical proposals concern grammatical agreement, agreement may also be
semantic, as argued in Corbett 1979, Matushansky 2013, and Sleeman and lhsane 2016.

Chomsky, N. 1995. The minimalist program. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

An analysis of (predicative) agreement in terms of checking of an uninterpretable feature on the adjective within a Spec-Head relation,
which may involve movement.

Chomsky, N. 2000. Minimalist inquiries, the framework. In Step by step: Essays on minimalist syntax in honor of Howard
Lasnik. Edited by R. Martin, D. Michaels, and J. Uriagereka, 89-155. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Proposes that in a searching process down the syntactic tree, uninterpretable features on adjectives can be valued by interpretable
features and then deleted via an Agree operation.

Corbett, G. G. 1979. The agreement hierarchy. Journal of Linguistics 15.2: 203-224.

The agreement hierarchy expresses that the distance between the element that determines agreement (the controller) and the
agreeing element has an impact on the kind of agreement that takes place, namely grammatical versus semantic agreement.

Kester, E.-P. 1996. The nature of adjectival inflection. PhD diss., Utrecht Univ., Utrecht.

An analysis of patterns of adjectival agreement in Germanic and Romance languages.

Matushansky, O. 2013. Gender confusion. In Diagnosing syntax. Edited by L. Cheng and N. Corver, 271-294. Oxford: Oxford
Univ. Press.

An analysis of semantic agreement within and with DP in Russian.

Menuzzi, S. 1994. Adjectival positions inside DP. In Linguistics in the Netherlands. Edited by R. Bok-Bennema and C. Cremers,
127-138. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis of the relation between the (in)definiteness of the determiner in Dutch and weak or strong inflection on the adjective.



Pesetsky, D., and E. Torrego. 2007. The syntax of valuation and the interpretability of features. In Phrasal and clausal
architecture. Edited by S. Karimi, V. Samiian, and W. Wilkins, 262—294. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

A version of Agree in which both interpretable and uninterpretable features can be either valued or unvalued and in which the
uninterpretable feature of the adjective can be valued by the uninterpretable feature of an inanimate noun.

Pfaff, A. 2014. Inside and outside—before and after: Weak and strong adjectives in Icelandic. In Adjectives in Germanic and
Romance. Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 217-244. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Argues that whereas in Icelandic strongly inflected adjectives are merged outside DP as indirect modifiers, weakly inflected adjectives
can occur before (after movement) or after the article, as direct modifiers.

Roehrs, D., and M. Julien. 2014. Adjectives in German and Norwegian: Differences in weak and strong inflections. In
Adjectives in Germanic and Romance. Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 245-262. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins.

Argues that in German the strong/weak endings are a function of the immediate syntactic context, while in Norwegian they are
dependent on the general semantic context. Analyzes the lexical and structural conditions that favor the occurrence of the weak
endings in German. Within the framework of Distributed Morphology, the authors analyze the strong endings in German and Norwegian
as the elsewhere case.

Schoorlemmer, E. 2014. Cross-linguistic variation in agreement on Germanic predicate adjectives. In Adjectives in Germanic
and Romance. Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 263-278. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis of the contrast between the absence of strong adjectival inflection in predicative constructions in Dutch and German as
opposed to their presence in Northern Germanic.

Sleeman, P., and T. lhsane. 2016. Gender mismatches in partitive constructions with superlatives in French. Glossa: A Journal
of General Linguistics 1.1: 35.

An analysis of agreement in superlative partitive constructions with a default masculine plural animate noun as the superset in French.
Shows that the subset can express grammatical or semantic agreement.

The Position of Adjectives

Scontras 2023 offers an overview of studies from the nineteenth century until the first decades of the twenty-first century on adjective
orderings among languages, which show many similarities, and an overview of explanations for these orderings that have been
proposed, among which subjectivity, as claimed in Scontras, et al. 2017. Hetzron 1978, however, shows that there are many factors
that may modify the universal order of adjectives in certain languages. Although this work shows that different languages may show a
mirror order of adjectives depending on whether they have prenominal or postnominal adjectives, a distinction between prenominal and
postnominal adjectives has also been made for English, within a raising analysis of reduced relative clauses in Kayne 1994 or in terms
of internal structure in Sadler and Arnold 1994, cited under Argument Structure: postnominal adjectives would have an XP structure,
whereas prenominal adjectives would have an X° structure. The ban on any material following prenominal adjectives can also be
attributed to Emonds’ 1976 Surface Recursion Restriction. Whereas Cinque 1994 proposes a reduced relative clause analysis for DP-
internal predicative adjectives, Fanselow 1986 proposes such an analysis for prenominal adjectives. The traditional adjunct analysis put
forth in Jackendoff 1977 was abandoned in favor of the analysis in Cinque 1994 of both prenominal and postnominal adjectives in
Romance within the functional projections dominating NP, which would host abstract semantic features, with N-movement to a
functional head accounting for the postnominal position. This accounted for differences with respect to adjective placement between
Romance and Germanic, but also, as Bernstein 1991 argues, between French and Walloon. Based, among others, on Lamarche 1991,
Cinque 2010 replaces X° movement by XP movement, to account not only for the prenominal versus postnominal position of
adjectives, but also for typological differences in the order of the demonstrative, number, the adjective and the noun. The roll-up
mechanism that Cinque 2010 uses to account for the mirror order of prenominal and postnominal adjectives in different languages is



also adopted in Bortolotto 2015, which shows that Italian and English present a mirror order with respect to relational adjectives,
mirroring semantic classes.

Bernstein, J. 1991. DPs in French and Walloon: Evidence for parametric variation in nominal head movement. Probus 3.2:
101-126.

An account of the postnominal position of adjectives in French and the prenominal position of adjectives, except for ethnic adjectives, in
Walloon on the basis of nhominal head movement.

Bortolotto, L. 2015. Ordering restrictions in the syntax of relational adjectives in Italian. Rivista di Grammatica Generativa
37:17-34.

Shows that there are ordering restrictions between relational adjectives modifying the same head noun, showing that postnominal
relational adjectives in Italian and prenominal relational adjectives in English present a mirror order. Shows that the semantic role of the
relational adjective, such as Agent, Theme, Instrument, Location, or Time, determines the position in the order. This is related to the
order of functional projections, the mirror order being the result of a roll-up mechanism.

Cinque, G. 1994. Evidence for partial N-movement in the Romance DP. In Paths towards universal grammar: Studies in honor
of Richard S. Kayne. Edited by G. Cinque, J. Koster, J.-Y. Pollock, L. Rizzi, and R. Zanuttini, 85-110. Washington, DC:
Georgetown Univ. Press.

Pre- and postnominal adjectives in Romance are analyzed as specifiers within the functional projections of NP. The postnominal
position is derived via N-movement. A distinction between attributive and DP-internal predicative adjectives is made.

Cinque, G. 2005. Deriving Greenberg’s Universal 20 and its exceptions. Linguistic Inquiry 36.3: 315-332.

Argues that the attested orders of demonstrative, numeral, adjective and noun in the world’s languages can be derived from the
underlining order Dem > Num > Adj > N.

Cinque, G. 2010. The syntax of adjectives: A comparative study. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

An analysis of the postnominal position of adjectives in Romance versus the prenominal position in Germanic by means of XP-
movement: NP-movement or larger portions of the DP via a roll-up mechanism. Evidence for this analysis comes from other languages
as well.

Emonds, J. 1976. A transformational approach to English syntax: Root, structure-preserving and local transformations. New
York: Academic Press.

Emonds formulates the Surface Recursion Restriction, according to which no right recursion on the left hand of the head is allowed in
English. Since, at S-structure, head—complement structures are not allowed in specifier-position, prenominal adjective phrases must
end in their head, ruling out noun phrases like the very jealous of his father boy.

Fanselow, G. 1986. On the sentential nature of prenominal adjectives in German. Folia Linguistica 20.3—4: 341-380.

An analysis of prenominal adjectives in German as reduced relative clauses containing PRO.

Hetzron, R. 1978. On the relative order of adjectives. In Language universals. Edited by H. Seiler, 165-184. Tiibingen,
Germany: Gunter Narr Verlag.

Studies the adjective order in various languages, providing semantic criteria for the ordering and shows that, among the languages,
sequences of prenominal and postnominal adjectives present a mirror ordering. Tries to account for the orderings in terms of a



Subjective-Objective gradience, with more objective adjectives occurring closer to the noun.

Jackendoff, R. 1977. X’-syntax: A study of phrase structure. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

An analysis of adjectives in English within X’-theory, analyzing them as adjuncts.

Kayne, R. 1994. The antisymmetry of syntax. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Influencing “raising” analysis of pre- and postnominal adjectives and participles as reduced relative clauses in English, with either the
adjective/participle or the NP raising to the specifier of the reduced relative clause.

Lamarche, J. 1991. Problems for N movement to NumP. Probus 3:215-236.

Shows that a combination of adjectives may appear in a mirror order in Romance and Germanic, weakening an N° movement analysis.

Scontras, G. 2023. Adjective ordering across languages. Annual Review of Linguistics 9:357-376.

An extensive overview of studies on the order of adjectives over more than one century and the predictors for the order, which has
been claimed to show many similarities across languages. Experimental studies testing the predictors are also presented as well as
studies on why a predictor should play the role it does in adjective ordering.

Scontras, G., J. Degen, and N. D. Goodman. 2017. Subjectivity predicts adjective ordering preferences. Open Mind:
Discoveries in Cognitive Science 1.1: 53-66.

Shows that the adjective’s distance from the modified noun is predicted by the adjective’s meaning: less subjective adjectives occur
closer to the noun.

Nominal Ellipsis

Nominal ellipsis has been claimed to be licensed by adjectival inflection in Lobeck 1993, by adjectives with a partitive meaning in
Sleeman 1996, by classifiers in Bernstein 1993 and Alexiadou and Gengel 2012, and by focalization of the adjective in Ntelitheos 2004,
Corver and van Koppen 2009, and Eguren 2010. Kornfeld and Saab 2004, Saab and Liptak 2016, and Murphy 2018 analyze nominal
ellipsis within the framework of Distributed Morphology. Schiitze 2001 and Gilinther 2013 study the competition between nominal ellipsis
and one-insertion. Cinque 2012 shows that nominal ellipsis can target a nominal modifier only if all constituents below this modifier are
also elided.

Alexiadou, A., and K. Gengel. 2012. NP ellipsis without focus movement/projections: The role of classifiers. In Contrasts and
positions in information structure. Edited by I. Ku€erova and A. Neeleman, 177-205. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Proposes that NP ellipsis is licensed by the presence of classifiers in the nominal structure.

Bernstein, J. 1993. The syntactic role of word markers in null nominal constructions. Probus 5.1-2: 5-38.

Argues that nominal ellipsis in Spanish is licensed by the word marker on the indefinite article/pronoun preceding the adjective.

Cinque, G. 2012. A generalization concerning DP-internal ellipsis. Iberia: An International Journal of Theoretical Linguistics
4.1: 174-193.



It is assumed that an NP and dominating material is unpronounced as a consequence of movement. Movement of the NP pied-pipes
constituents containing it. As a consequence, ellipsis targets a nominal modifier only if all constituents below it are also elided.

Corver, N., and M. van Koppen. 2009. Let’s focus on noun phrase ellipsis. Groninger Arbeiten zur Germanistischen Linguistik
48:3-26.

On the basis of data from North-Eastern Dutch, Frisian, Afrikaans, and standard Dutch, it is shown that the inflection on the adjective
used in the case of ellipsis has an emphatic function in other contexts. Therefore, it is assumed that the adjectival inflection licensing
nominal ellipsis has a focalizing function, expressing contrastive focus.

Eguren, L. 2010. Contrastive focus and nominal ellipsis in Spanish. Lingua 120.2: 435-457.

On the basis of Spanish data it is claimed that it is contrast, more specifically non strict identity, that licenses noun ellipsis.

Giinther, C. 2013. The elliptical noun phrase in English: Structure and use. New York: Routledge.

Presents a detailed syntactic and pragmatic analysis of nominal ellipsis with adjectives in English, drawing on data from the British
National Corpus, with special emphasis on the conditions on noun ellipsis and those on one-insertion.

Kornfeld, L., and A. Saab. 2004. Nominal ellipsis and morphological structure in Spanish. In Romance languages and
linguistic theory 2002: Selected papers from “Going Romance,” Groningen, 28-30 November 2002. Edited by R. Bok-
Bennema, B. Hollebrandse, B. Kampers-Manhe, and P. Sleeman, 183-199. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Within the framework of Distributed Morphology, a late-insertion approach is proposed for nominal ellipsis in Spanish.

Lobeck, A. 1993. Strong agreement and identification: Evidence from ellipsis in English. Linguistics 31.5: 777-811.

Argues that nominal ellipsis is licensed by adjectival inflection, accounting for its restricted presence in English.

Murphy, A. 2018. Pronominal inflection and NP ellipsis in German. Journal of Comparative German Linguistics 21:327-379.

Within the Distributive Morphology framework, it is argued that the inflection found on the indefinite determiner in NP ellipsis contexts in
German is displaced adjectival morphology.

Ntelitheos, D. 2004. Syntax of elliptical and discontinuous nominals. MA thesis, Univ. of California, Los Angeles.

On the basis of Greek, it is proposed that in nominal ellipsis topicalization and focalization are involved. The NP moves to a DP-internal
topic position and the modifier moves via remnant movement to a dominating Focus Phrase within the DP. Contrastive focus licenses
the phonological deletion of NP.

Saab, A., and A. Liptak. 2016. Movement and deletion after syntax: Licensing by inflection reconsidered. Studia Linguistica
70.1: 66-108.

Within the Distributed Morphology framework, it is argued that in Hungarian nominal ellipsis a nominal affix is stranded and must be
realized on a different host, which is the adjacent adjective.

Schiitze, C. T. 2001. Semantically empty lexical heads as last resorts. In Semi-lexical categories: The function of content
words and the content of function words. Edited by N. Corver and H. van Riemsdijk, 127-187. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.



Adopts a late-insertion approach and gives a structural explanation for the choice between spell-out as one and non-spell-out of the
noun.

Sleeman, P. 1996. Licensing empty nouns in French. The Hague: Holland Academic Graphics.

Argues that nominal ellipsis is licensed by the partitive interpretation of the adjective, with a focus on French.

Interpretation

The study of the semantic properties concerns, among others, the relation of the predicative (with a copula or within the noun phrase)
and attributive adjective in relation to the noun, and within the latter category, the distinction between different types of attributive
adjectives, based on their relation with the noun. It has also been argued that the ordering of adjectives within the noun phrase
depends on their semantic type. Another topic to which much literature has been devoted is the semantic distinction between participles
and adjectives. Criteria have been determined to distinguish verbal and adjectival participles, but it has been argued as well that
participles may also have both verbal and adjectival properties. One of the characterizing properties of adjectives has been claimed to
be gradability. Questions that have been raised concern the types of adjectives that are gradable, the syntactic or morphological
expression of gradability, and the semantic and syntactic impact of gradation.

Position and Interpretation

Cinque 1994 (cited under the Position of Adjectives) and Feist 2012 analyze the interpretation of adjectives related to prenominal
ordering. Kamp and Partee 1995, Partee 2010, Larson 1998, Bouchard 1998, Dimitrova-Vulchanova 2003, Cetnarowska 2014, and
Bross 2021 discuss the way in which prenominal adjectives modify the noun. Influential work on the distinction between direct/indirect
or attributive/predicative adjectives within the noun phrase includes Bolinger 1967, Sproat and Shih 1987, Bosque 2001, Larson and
Marusi¢ 2004, Cinque 2010 (cited under the Position of Adjectives), and Cinque 2014. Higginbotham 1985 and Alexiadou and Stavrou
2011 analyze the distinction between attributive adjectives and predicative adjectives with a copula, with the latter focusing on relational
adjectives. The relation between predicative adjective and subject is investigated in Diesing 1992 and the relation between predicative
adjective and copula in Marin 2010.

Alexiadou, A., and M. Stavrou. 2011. Ethnic adjectives as pseudo-adjectives: A case study on syntax-morphology interaction
and the structure of DP. Studia Linguistica 65.2: 117—-146.

Proposes that ethnic adjectives, a subgroup of relational adjectives, have a nominal source visible at the level of interpretation, which
explains basic aspects of their morphosyntactic and semantic behavior.

Bolinger, D. 1967. Adjectives in English: Attribution and predication. Lingua 18:1-34.

Argues that postnominal deverbal modifiers in English are associated with a stage-level reading, whereas prenominal deverbal
modifiers express an individual-level property.

Bosque, |. 2001. Adjective position and the interpretation of indefinites. In Current issues in Spanish syntax and semantics.
Edited by J. Gutiérrez-Rexach and L. Silva-Villar, 17-63. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Shows on the basis of Spanish, that with an indefinite article, postnominal adjectives are ambiguous between a specific and a non-
specific interpretation, whereas prenominal adjectives have only a specific interpretation.

Bouchard, D. 1998. The distribution and interpretation of adjectives in French: A consequence of Bare Phrase Structure.
Probus 10.2: 139-184.

Argues that, in French, adjectives occurring in prenominal position modify components internal to the noun (e.g., futur [future’], ancien
[former’], supposé [‘alleged’]), whereas those occurring in postnominal position modify the components of N as a whole (e.g., rouge



[‘red?, intelligent [‘intelligent’]). Adjectives that can be used in both positions have both functions.

Bross, F. 2021. On the interpretation of expressive adjectives: Pragmatics or syntax? Glossa: A Journal of General Linguistics
6.1: 71. 1-13.

On the basis of an experimental study, two different analyses, a pragmatic one and a syntactic one, of expressive adjectives like damn
modifying a noun are evaluated. It has been shown in the literature that such adjectives allow a local interpretation, argument hopping,
or a sentence-level interpretation. Although the results were not clear-cut, the results suggest that the interpretation of expressive
adjectives is not as much subject to syntactic constraints as has been claimed in the literature.

Cetnarowska, B. 2014. On pre-nominal classifying adjectives in Polish. In Advances in the syntax of DPs: Structure,
agreement, and case. Edited by A. Bondaruk, G. Dalmi, and A. Grosu, 222-246. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis of adjectival modification in Polish within the Bare Phrase Structure framework in Bouchard 1998.

Cinque, G. 2014. The semantic classification of adjectives: A view from syntax. Studies in Chinese Linguistics 35.1: 3-32.

Argues that intersective adjectives and subsective adjectives are APs in reduced relative clauses, that is predicative adjectives within
the noun phrase. Non-intersective adjectives like former and alleged and (non-intersective) privative adjectives are shown to be only
non-predicative and are argued to be APs in direct modification. Shows that privative adjectives can also behave as intersective
adjectives and that subsective adjectives can also behave as direct modifiers.

Diesing, M. 1992. Indefinites. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Distinguishes between adjectival stage-level predicates and individual-level predicates on the basis of their compatibility with a bare
plural subject with either an existential or a generic interpretation.

Dimitrova-Vulchanova, M. 2003. Modification in the Balkan nominal expression: An account of the (A)NA: AN(*A) order
contrast. In From NP to DP. Vol. 1, The syntax and semantics of noun phrases. Edited by M. Coene and Y. D’hulst, 91-118.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Compares the position of adjectives in Bulgarian, Albanian and Romanian. Applies the Bare Phrase Structure analysis in Bouchard
1998 to the data.

Feist, J. 2012. Premodifiers in English: Their structure and significance. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Drawing on a corpus of over 4,000 examples across several varieties of English, this book synthesizes research into premodifiers and
provides an explanation of their behavior, order, and use.

Higginbotham, J. 1985. On semantics. Linguistic Inquiry 16.4: 547-594.

An analysis of the relation between the noun and the attributive or predicative adjective in terms of theta-identification and theta-
marking.

Kamp, H., and B. Partee. 1995. Prototype theory and compositionality. Cognition 57.2: 129-191.

Discusses the semantic relation between Adjective-Noun combinations and distinguish four types of adjectives: intersective
(‘carnivorous’), subsective (‘skillful’), and non-subsective adjectives. Within the non-subsective adjectives the authors distinguish
adjectives like ‘former’ and ‘alleged’ and privative adjectives like ‘fake.’ They also argue that the interpretation of an adjective like ‘tall’
may be context dependent.



Larson, R. 1998. Events and modification in nominals. In Proceedings of SALT 8: Proceedings of the 8th Semantics and
Linguistic Theory Conference, held May 8-10, 1998, at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. Edited by D. Strolovitch
and A. Lawson, 145-168. Ithaca, NY: CLC.

An event analysis of adjectives to account for the intersective/nonintersective distinction.

Larson, R., and F. Marusi¢. 2004. On indefinite pronoun structures with APs: Reply to Kishimoto. Linguistic Inquiry 35.2: 268—
287.

Makes a correlation between the distinction between prenominal and postnominal adjectives in English and a difference in
interpretation.

Marin, R. 2010. Spanish adjectives within bounds. In Adjectives: Formal analyses in syntax and semantics. Edited by P.
Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 233-264. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Discusses the distinction between predicative individual-level adjectives and stage-level predicates in Spanish. Argues that
compatibility with the copula ser or estar is not the only deciding criterion.

Partee, B. H. 2010. Privative adjectives: Subsective plus coercion. In Presuppositions and discourse: Essays offered to Hans
Kamp. Edited by R. Bauerle, U. Reyle, and T. E. Zimmermann, 273-285. Bingley, UK: Emerald Group.

On the basis of NP-split data from Polish, in which an adjective can be put in sentence-initial or sentence-final position, Partee shows
that intersective, subsective, and non-subsective privative adjectives pattern together in allowing NP-split and in being able to occur
predicatively, while the other, non-privative, subsective adjectives do not have these two properties. On the basis of the data, Partee
argues that privative adjectives are, in fact, subsective adjectives.

Sproat, R., and C. Shih. 1987. Prenominal adjective ordering in English and Mandarin. In Proceeding of NELS 18. Edited by J.
Blevins and J. Carter, 465-489. Amherst, MA: GLSA.

Distinguishes between direct and indirect modification within the noun phrase in Chinese. Argues that de-adjectives are indirect
modifiers and that adjectives without de are direct modifiers, just like English prenominal adjectives, and that an ordering restriction
applies to this type. Also available: North East Linguistics Society 18.3 (1987): 12.

Participles and Adjectives

Brekke 1988 and Meltzer-Asscher 2010 provide semantic criteria to distinguish adjectival participles from verbal participles. Besides the
two types, Embick 2004 distinguishes resultative participles, which have been considered to be adjectival, expressing a state that is the
result of an event. Within resultatives Anagnostopoulou 2003 makes a distinction between those expressing a resultant state and those
expressing a target state. Aarts 2007, Rapp 2000, Sleeman 2011, and Sleeman 2014 argue that prenominal participles are not
necessarily adjectival, as has generally been assumed, but can also have an eventive interpretation. According to Beslin 2023, passive
participles in various languages are adjectives that embed varying amounts of verbal structure.

Aarts, B. 2007. Syntactic gradience. The nature of grammatical indeterminacy. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Argues that prenominal participles may have both verbal and adjectival properties.

Anagnostopoulou, E. 2003. Participles and voice. In Perfect explorations. Edited by A. Alexiadou, M. Rathert, and A. von
Stechow, 1-36. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.



Argues that Greek has morphologically distinct lexical and phrasal adjectival participles. Lexical participles surface with —fos and
denote a characteristic state. Phrasal participles surface with the suffix —menos and introduce states resulting from prior events.

Beslin, M. 2023. Revisiting passive participles: Category status and internal structure. Linguistic Inquiry 54.4: 729-758.

Shows that both eventive and stative participles in Serbo-Croatian have the external syntax and morphology of adjectives, and it is
proposed that passive participles in various languages are adjectives which embed varying amounts of verbal structure.

Brekke, M. 1988. The experiencer constraint. Linguistic Inquiry 19:169-180.

Argues that only verbs that have an internal Experiencer Role, such as the psych verbs fascinate, astonish, irritate or interest, can have
adjectival present participles.

Embick, D. 2004. On the structure of resultative participles in English. Linguistic Inquiry 35.3: 355-392.

A structural analysis of two types of adjectival participles (statives and resultatives) and fully eventive participles in English, within the
framework of Distributed Morphology.

Meltzer-Asscher, A. 2010. Present participles: Categorial classification and derivation. Lingua 120.9: 2211-2239.

Formulation of the Stativity Constraint, according to which only stative verbs have corresponding adjectival present participles.

Rapp, I. 2000. The attributive past participle: Structure and temporal interpretation. In Audiatur vox sapientiae: A festschrift
for Arnim von Stechow. Edited by C. Féry and W. Sternefeld, 392-409. Berlin: Academie-Verlag-

Argues, on the basis of German, that the structure of prenominal participles can contain verbal functional projections.

Sleeman, P. 2011. Verbal and adjectival participles: Internal structure and position. Lingua 121.10: 1569-1587.

Argues, based on Dutch, that preverbal participles can have an eventive interpretation. Four types of participles are distinguished, from
purely eventive to purely stative with two types in between on the scale.

Sleeman, P. 2014. From participle to adjective in Germanic and Romance. In Adjectives in Germanic and Romance. Edited by
P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 171-198. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Argues for French that the interpretation of passive/past participles can be represented on a scale, ranging from purely verbal to purely
adjectival, with two intermediary types.

Gradability

Cabredo Hofherr 2010 provides a general overview of the semantics of adjectives, including gradability. The relation between the
category of the adjective and gradability is investigated in Doetjes 2008. A semantic analysis of gradable adjectives is proposed in
Kennedy and McNally 1999 and Fabregas 2020. Elzinga 2006 and Beck, et al. 2010 analyze comparatives, while Gutiérrez-Rexach
2010 and Sleeman 2010 analyze superlatives. The syntactic expression of gradability is the topic of Corver 1991 and Pastor 2008.
Kortvélyessy 2016 and Malloggi 2017 analyze the expression of gradation in word formation.

Beck, S., S. Krasikova, D. Fleischer, et al. 2010. Crosslinguistic variation in comparison constructions. In Linguistic variation
yearbook 2009. Edited by J. van Craenenbroeck, 1-66. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.



Parallel sets of data on comparison constructions are presented from fourteen languages. On the basis of the crosslinguistic
differences that are observed, three parameters of language variation in constructions expressing comparison are proposed.

Cabredo Hofherr, P. 2010. Adjectives: An introduction. In Adjectives: Formal analyses in syntax and semantics. Edited by P.
Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 1-26. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Discusses syntactic and semantic properties of adjectives, one of which is gradability.

Corver, N. 1991. Evidence for DegP. In Proceedings of NELS 21: Proceedings of the North East Linguistics Society. Edited by
T. Scherer, 33-47. Amherst: Univ. of Massachusetts Graduate Linguistics Student Association.

Provides evidence for the existence of a Degree Phrase as a functional projection dominating adjectival phrases.

Doetjes, J. 2008. Adjectives and degree modification. In Adjectives and adverbs: Syntax, semantics, and discourse. Edited by
L. McNally and C. Kennedy, 123-155. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Investigation of the relation between gradability and the category “adjective,” as opposed to other categories, on the basis of the
distribution of degree expressions. Shows that although certain degree expressions are modifiers of the adjective only, others have a
much broader use.

Elzinga, D. 2006. English adjective comparison and analogy. Lingua 116.6: 757-770.

Analysis of the choice between the two strategies for forming the comparative degree of adjectives in English: a synthetic strategy,
which suffixes -er to the adjective stem, and an analytical strategy, which uses more in composition with the adjective. It is proposed
that analogy plays an important role.

Fabregas, A. 2020. The syntax and semantics of degree expressions in Spanish. Borealis: An International Journal of
Hispanic Linguistics 9.2: 1-112.

An overview of the syntax and semantics of the expression of degree with adjectives in Spanish, eventually suggesting that degree
structure should be viewed as equivalent to aspect in the verbal domain.

Gutiérrez-Rexach, J. 2010. Characterizing superlative quantifiers. In Adjectives: Formal analyses in syntax and semantics.
Edited by P. Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 187-231. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Develops a semantic analysis of superlative descriptions as a subclass of definite DPs: the definite determiner in superlatives is
analyzed as the locus of the contextual restrictions. The role of focus in the comparative reading is discussed as well.

Kennedy, C., and L. McNally. 1999. From event structure to scale structure: Degree modification in deverbal adjectives. In
Proceedings of SALT 9: Proceedings of the 9th Semantics and Theory Conference, held February 19-21, 1999, at the Univ. of
California, Santa Cruz. Edited by T. Mathews and D. Strolovitch, 163—-180. Ithaca, NY: CLC.

Classifies gradable predicates along two parameters: open or closed scales and a relative or absolute standard of comparison.

Kortvélyessy, L. 2016. Reduplication from a cross-linguistic perspective. British and American Studies 22:153-164.

Examines the use of reduplication in word-formation from a cross-linguistic perspective. Shows that semantically reduplication has two
core functions: the expression of intensity and iterativity.



Malloggi, P. 2017. Intensifying structures of adjectives across German and Italian. In Exploring intensification: Synchronic,
diachronic and cross-linguistic perspectives. Edited by M. Napoli and M. Ravetto, 251-264. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Study of adjective intensification by means of word formation (composition and derivation) in German and Italian in order to highlight
typological similarities and differences between the two languages.

Pastor, A. 2008. Split analysis of gradable adjectives in Spanish. Probus 20:257-299.

Focusing on Spanish, this article discusses the internal syntax of adjectival projections headed by a gradable adjective. Three types of
extended projection of gradable adjectives are proposed, hosting respectively quantitative terms, degree operators, and elatives, which
add an appreciative extreme degree reading.

Sleeman, P. 2010. Superlative adjectives and the licensing of non-modal infinitival subject relatives. In Adjectives: Formal
analyses in syntax and semantics. Edited by P. Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 233-264. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis of the use of non-modal infinitival subject relative clauses with superlatives as licensing by a contrastive identificational
focus expressed by the superlative.

Adjectivalization and Deadjectival Nominalization

Adjectivalization is the change of a verb or a noun into an adjective by means of affixation, most generally suffixation. There also exist
suffixes that attach to an adjectival base, forming superlatives or evaluative adjectives. Deverbal and denominal adjectivalization can
also take place through conversion, i.e., the modification of a verbal form (participial or infinitival) or a noun into an adjective without
overt suffixation. Questions concerning adjectivalization that have been addressed in the literature are the types of adjectivalization that
are used cross-linguistically, the suffixes that are used, and the types of roots to which they attach in languages that make use of
suffixation for adjectivalization, besides their morphological, syntactic, semantic, and phonological impact. Among the denominal
adjectives, relational adjectives have received special attention and among deverbal adjectives, much literature has been devoted to -
able adjectives, which, as has been argued, may, like adjectival participles, retain some of the verbal properties of their base. Another
subject that has been discussed is categorial ambiguity, more specifically A/N ambiguity. Questions considered include: which types of
suffixes form both adjectives and nouns and is deadjectival nominalization without suffixation a morphological or a syntactic process?

Typological Studies of Adjectival Suffixation

An overview of typological patterns of derivation, one of which is adjectival suffixation, is presented in Aikhenvald 2011 and Stekauer, et
al. 2012. Bauer, et al. 2013 and Sleeman 2020 present an overview and analysis of adjectival suffixation in English, and Rainer 2021
traces the development of adjectival suffixation from Latin to modern Romance.

Aikhenvald, A. 2011. Word-class changing derivations in typological perspective. In Language at large: Essays on syntax and
semantics. Edited by A. Aikhenvald and R. W. M. Dixon, 221-289. Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill.

A typological overview of word-class changing derivations, among which adjectivalization. Besides suffixation, some other
adjectivalization devices are exemplified.

Bauer, L., R. Lieber, and I. Plag. 2013. The Oxford reference guide to English morphology. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Chapter 14 presents an overview of English adjectival suffixes, including their etymology, category of the base, and their semantics.

Rainer, F. 2021. Adjectival suffixes: From Latin to Romance. In Oxford research encyclopedia of linguistics. Edited by M.
Aronoff. New York: Oxford Univ.



An analysis of the patterns of adjectivalization in modern Romance languages, comparing them to the patterns present in Latin.

Sleeman, P. 2020. Adjectivalization in morphology. In The Oxford encyclopedia of morphology. Edited by R. Lieber, New York:
Oxford Univ. Press.

A concise overview of adjectivalization, focusing on English, Dutch, and French.

Stekauer, P, S. Valera, and L. Kortvélyessy. 2012. Word-formation in the world’s languages: A typological survey. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

A study of patterns of derivation, among which adjectival suffixation, in fifty-five languages.

Issues in Adjectival Suffixation

Hamawand 2007 discusses sulffixal rivalry in adjective formation. Various aspects of denominal adjectives are discussed and analyzed
in Ljung 1970, Giegerich 2005, Fabregas 2007, Nagano 2016, Fabregas and Marin 2017, Marchis Moreno 2018, and Rainer 2013.
Scalise 1984 and Kortvélyessy 2015 analyze deadjectival evaluative derived adjectives.

Fabregas, A. 2007. The internal syntactic structure of relational adjectives. Probus 19.1: 135-170.

Argues that relational adjectives are, in fact, nouns that contain in their internal syntactic structure a semantically defective matrix of
features which is spelled out as an adjectival affix.

Fabregas, A., and R. Marin. 2017. Problems and questions in derived adjectives. In Special issue: Adjectival derivation: New
perspectives. Word Structure 10.1: 1-26.

Introduction to a special issue of Word Structure, containing papers on derived adjectives.

Giegerich, H. J. 2005. Associative adjectives in English and the lexicon-syntax interface. Journal of Linguistics 41.3: 571-591.

Demonstrates that adjective-plus-noun constructions involving relational adjectives have a hybrid status in English: they behave like
compounds, but they also have phrasal status.

Hamawand, Z. 2007. Suffixal rivalry in adjective formation: A cognitive-corpus analysis. London: Equinox.

Shows that different adjectival suffixes on the same base can have identical meanings (e.g., microbian vs. microbial), although they
may also differ (e.g., industrious vs. industrial).

Kortvélyessy, L. 2015. Evaluative derivation. In The Oxford handbook of derivational morphology. Edited by R. Lieber and P.
Stekauer, 296—316. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

The most productive evaluative derivational processes are described and illustrated by examples from world languages.

Ljung, M. 1970. English denominal adjectives: A generative study of the semantics of a group of high-frequency denominal
adjectives in English. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell.

An analysis of the semantics of adjectives derived from nouns in English.



Marchis Moreno, M. 2018. Relational adjectives in Romance and English: Mismatches at interfaces. Cambridge, UK:
Cambridge Univ. Press.

A discussion of types of relational adjectives and their syntactic and semantic properties.

Nagano, A. 2016. Are relational adjectives possible cross-linguistically? The case of Japanese. Word Structure 9.1: 42-71.

Argues that the derivation of relational adjectives is not available cross-linguistically. Shows that Japanese that does not possess
derivational affixes for relational adjectives.

Rainer, F. 2013. Can relational adjectives really mean anything? An onomasiological approach. SKASE, Journal of Theoretical
Linguistics 10.1: 12—40.

Argues that relational adjectives can express any relation between base noun and head noun, with some exceptions.

Scalise, S. 1984. Generative morphology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Evaluative suffixes (diminutives, augmentatives, pejoratives) are set apart as a distinct third class alongside the two well-known classes
of inflection and derivation. Six characteristics for evaluative suffixes are identified.

-able Adjectives

Within a lexicalist approach to morphology, Aronoff 1976 distinguishes two types of -able suffixes: root suffixes and stem suffixes.
Roeper 1987 shows that adjectives formed with the stem suffix have verbal properties. The distinction has been analyzed within
syntactic approaches to morphology in Roeper and van Hout 1999, in Wood and Sigurdsson 2014 for Icelandic, and, more specifically,
within the framework of Distributed Morphology in Oltra-Massuet 2014 and Volpe 2005. Moreira 2014 and Alexiadou 2018 analyze the
interpretation of -able adjectives in relation to the type of verbal root. Liptak and Kenesei 2017 and Charvatova 2018 argue that -able
adjectives in Hungarian and Czech, respectively, always contain verbal properties.

Alexiadou, A. 2018. -Able adjectives and the syntax of psych verbs. Glossa: A Journal of General Linguistics 3.1: 74, 1-27.

An analysis of the occurrence and interpretation of -able with subject and object experiencer verbs.

Aronoff, M. 1976. Word formation in generative grammar. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Distinguishes between two types of -able: a root suffix and a stem suffix, a distinction motivated on the basis of several differences
between the behavior of the two types.

Charvatova, P. 2018. A comparison of adjectives of the type -able/-telny in English and Czech. In From theory to practice 2016:
Proceedings of the Eighth International Conference on Anglophone Studies, September 8-9, 2016, Tomas Bata University in
Zlin, Czech Republic. Edited by K. Nem¢cokova and G. J. Bell, 33-45. Zlin Proceedings in Humanities 8. Zlin, Czech Republic:
Tomas Bata Univ.

A comparison of -able adjectives in English and Czech. Argues that -able adjectives in Czech always have verbal properties. Provides
an analysis within the framework of Distributed Morphology.

Liptak, A., and I. Kenesei. 2017. Passive potential affixation: Syntax or lexicon? Acta Linguistica Academica 64.1: 45-77.

Argues that passive potential affixation primarily derives complex syntactic objects rather than adjectives. The argumentation is mainly
based on Hungarian data.



Moreira, B. E. da Costa. 2014. Two types of dispositional adjectives. Special issue. ReVEL 8:186-196.

Focuses on the semantic contrasts related to the (un)availability of a possibility modal reading with two types of dispositional adjectives
in Brazilian Portuguese, such as quebravel (‘breakable’) and amavel ‘lovable’). Analyzes the suffix -vel as a type of dynamic modal
operator relativized to a modal base comprised of properties, which are the source of the semantic contrasts in modality.

Oltra-Massuet, I. 2014. Deverbal adjectives at the interface: A crosslinguistic investigation into the morphology, syntax and
semantics of -ble. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Within a syntactic approach to morphology, analyzes “root” based affixation as “low -able” affixation and “stem” based affixation as “high
-able” affixation, accounting for a difference in interpretation.

Roeper, T. 1987. Implicit arguments and the head-complement relation. Linguistic Inquiry 18.2: 267-310.

Shows that the distinction made in Aronoff 1976 between two types of -able suffixes is also associated with a difference in syntactic
behavior between the two types of affixes.

Roeper, T., and A. van Hout. 1999. The impact of nominalization on passive, able and middle: Burzio’s generalization and
feature-movement in the lexicon. In Papers from the UPenn/MIT Roundtable on the Lexicon. Edited by L. Pylkkdnen, A. van
Hout, and H. Harley, 185-211. MIT Working Papers in Linguistics 35. Cambridge, MA: MIT Working Papers in Linguistics.

An analysis of the combination of -able as a stem suffix with a by-phrase and a control sentence according to which agentivity is
expressed on a VoiceP dominating V.

Volpe, M. J. 2005. Japanese morphology and its theoretical consequences: Derivational morphology in Distributed
Morphology. Stony Brook Univ., Stony Brook.

Reinterpretation of the distinction made in Aronoff 1976 for -able adjectives within the framework of Distributed Morphology.

Wood, J., and E. F. Sigurdsson. 2014. Building deverbal ability adjectives in Icelandic. In Proceedings of the 37th annual Penn
Linguistics Conference. University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 20. Philadelphia: Univ. of Pennsylvania,
Department of Linguistics.

Discusses two ways of forming ability predicates in Icelandic: one with the present participle (Ability Participles) and the other with an
adjectivizing affix (Ability Adjectives). Provides an analysis within a syntactic approach to morphology.

A/N Ambiguity

De-adjectival human nouns without suffixation are analyzed in Alexiadou 2021 for English, Amiot and Tribout 2018 for French and
Kester 1996 and Sleeman 2013 for Dutch. Non-suffixed de-adjectival abstract nouns are analyzed in Alexiadou 2013 and McNally and
de Swart 2015. Giannakidou and Stavrou 1999, Borer and Roy 2010 and Glass 2019 discuss the distinction between de-adjectival
nouns and nominal ellipsis. Belder 2011; Lowenstamm 2014; Creemers, et al. 2018; and Sleeman 2020 discuss and account for the
A/N ambiguity of certain types of suffixes.

Alexiadou, A. 2013. Deriving color adjectival nominalizations. Revista de Estudos Linguisticos da Universidade do Porto
8:143-158.

Based on a comparison of abstract de-adjectival nominalizations in Greek, Dutch, and English, it is argued that nominalization can take
place at three levels: at the root level (Dutch het rood [‘the (color) red’]), at the nP level (Dutch de roodheid [‘the redness’]) and at the
DP level (Dutch het volkomen vreemde [‘the completely strange (thing’)].



Alexiadou, A. 2021. Definite plural generics in English: Evidence from de-adjectival nominalization. In Determiners and
quantifiers: Functions, variation and change. Edited by C. Gianollo, K. von Heusinger, and M. Napoli, 29-54. Leiden, The
Netherlands: Birill.

Compares the expression of generics consisting of determiner + adjective in English, like the poor, and generics consisting of
determiner + noun in Germanic and Romance. Argues that in the case of adjectival nominalizations, the definite article’s potential to
contribute a generic meaning is unconstrained, and English converges with Romance.

Amiot D., and D. Tribout. 2018. De-adjectival human nouns in French. In The construction of words: Advances in construction
morphology. Studies in morphology 4. Edited by G. Booij, 201—-217. Cham, Switzerland: Springer International.

The main properties of de-adjectival human nouns in French are presented. Argues that an analysis in terms of syntactic derivation or
morphological conversion presents drawbacks. Proposes an analysis in terms of syntactic coercion in line with the framework of
Construction Grammar.

Belder, M. de. 2011. Roots and affixes, eliminating lexical categories from syntax. PhD diss., Netherlands Graduate School of
Linguistics.

An analysis of categorially flexible affixes in Dutch as roots within the framework of Distributed Morphology.

Borer, H., and I. Roy. 2010. The name of the adjective. In Adjectives: Formal analyses in syntax and semantics. Edited by P.
Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 85-114. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Distinguishes between deadjectival nominalization and nominal ellipsis.

Creemers, A., J. Don, and P. Fenger. 2018. Some affixes are roots, others are heads. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory
36:45-84.

In addition to the two types of affixes distinguished in Lowenstamm 2014, a third type of affixes is added, on the basis of Dutch: stress-
sensitive, but not categorially flexible.

Giannakidou, A., and M. Stavrou. 1999. Nominalization and ellipsis in the Greek DP. Linguistic Review 16:295-331.

Argues that for nominal subdeletion and substantivization a unified account in terms of ellipsis is untenable. Instead, nominal
subdeletion is analyzed as a genuine case of nominal ellipsis, and substantivization as nominalization.

Glass, L. 2019. Adjectives relate individuals to states: Evidence from the two readings of English determiner + adjective.
Glossa: A Journal of General Linguistics 4.1: 24.

Argues that the English Determiner + Adjective construction (the old) involves a neo-Davidsonian state argument. Two readings are
distinguished: an individuated reading and a mass reading.

Kester, E.-P. 1996. The nature of adjectival inflection. PhD diss., Utrecht Univ.

A syntactic analysis of deadjectival human nouns in Dutch as cases of nominal ellipsis.

Lowenstamm, J. 2014. Derivational affixes as roots: Phasal spell-out meets English stress shift. In The syntax of roots and the
roots of syntax. Edited by A. Alexiadou, H. Borer, and F. Schéfer, 230-259. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

While it has been proposed within the framework of Distributed Morphology that derivational affixes are a type of functional morpheme
that realize a categorial head, Lowenstamm proposes that derivational affixes are roots. In this way the fact that derivational adjectives



can be flexible between adjectives and nouns can be accounted for.

McNally, L., and H. de Swart. 2015. Reference to and via properties: The view from Dutch. Linguistics and Philosophy 38:315—
362.

An analysis of the semantics of entities using expressions whose main descriptive content is contributed by an adjective. A case study
of the syntax and compositional semantics of three such constructions in Dutch is presented. Argues that reference by means of using
adjectives differs from that using nouns.

Sleeman, P. 2013. Deadjectival human nouns: Conversion, nominal ellipsis, or mixed category?. Revista de Estudos
Linguisticos da Univerdade do Porto 8:159-180.

A syntactic analysis of deadjectival human nouns in Dutch as a mixed category.

Sleeman, P. 2020. Adjectivalization in morphology. In The Oxford encyclopedia of morphology. Edited by R. Lieber,. New York:
Oxford Univ. Press.

An analysis of categorial A/N ambiguity of suffixes, focusing on French.

Typological Matters

Among the phenomena concerning adjectives that occur only in a restricted group of languages are long and short adjectives and the
adjectival determiner. Long and short adjectives have been shown to occur in some Slavic languages and have been distinguished
especially with respect to their syntactic distribution and their interpretation. Some languages, such as Gothic, Old Norse, Romanian,
Greek, and Slovenian, make use of adjectival articles, which are elements that appear to be inherently dependent on the presence of
an adjective. Issues that have been investigated concern their precise function, their grammaticalization path, and their relation to
definiteness. Another typological issue with respect to determiner + adjective that has received considerable attention in the literature is
the influence of the type of determiner on adjectival inflection in certain languages.

Long and Short Adjectives

The syntactic and semantic properties of short-form and long-form adjectives have been studied, especially for Russian in Siegel 1976,
Groen 1998, Babby 2010, and Borik 2014, but have also been analyzed for Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian in Aljovi¢ 2010 and Tali¢ 2017.

Aljovié, N. 2010. Syntactic positions of attributive adjectives. In Adjectives: Formal analyses in syntax and semantics. Edited
by P. Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 29-51. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Studies the syntax of long- and short-form adjectives in Serbo-Croatian, especially in the Bosnian variant. Proposes a syntactic
distinction.

Babby, L. 2010. The syntactic differences between long and short forms of Russian adjectives. In Adjectives: Formal analyses
in syntax and semantics. Edited by P. Cabredo Hofherr and O. Matushansky, 53-84. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis of the syntax of long- and short-form adjectives in Russian. Proposes that the two morphological forms correspond to two
different syntactic structures.

Borik, O. 2014. The argument structure of long and short form adjectives and participles in Russian. Lingua 149, Part B: 139—
165.



An account is given for the fact that in Russian long-form adjectives are used both predicatively and attributively, although they can
realize their (internal) arguments only in attributive position. Short-form adjectives freely appear in predicative position, where they do
not exhibit any restrictions on argument realization, but cannot be used attributively.

Groen, B. M. 1998. The use of the long and short adjectival forms in contemporary standard Russian. Studies in Slavic and
General Linguistics 24:151-173.

Presents an overview of the principal factors determining or influencing the choice between a long form and a short form of the
adjective in given contexts in contemporary standard Russian.

Siegel, M. 1976. Capturing the Russian adjective. In Montague grammar. Edited by B. H. Partee, 293-309. New York: Academic
Press.

Argues that long form adjectives behave like nouns and are always part of a noun phrase, even in predicate position, with noun
deletion. The fact that short forms only occur in predicate position is attributed their presumed verbal status.

Tali¢, A. 2017. Long-form and short-form prenominal adjectives are not reduced relative clauses in Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian.
Linguistic Inquiry 48.1: 194-212.

Argues for Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian, that Cinque’s claim that long adjectives are ambiguous between direct and indirect modification is
problematic, as well as Cinque’s claim that prenominal APs with short adjectives are reduced relative clauses. Concludes that
Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian is a language that does not overtly distinguishes between direct and indirect-modification sources, contra
Cinque 2010 (cited under the Position of Adjectives).

Adjective and Determiner

The presence of an adjective within the noun phrase may influence the expression of the determiner, or vice versa, the presence of a
determiner may influence the form of the adjective. The first case has been labeled “double definiteness”; see, among others, Alexiadou
and Wilder 1998, Julien 2003, Laskova 2007, and Marchis and Alexiadou 2009 and the determiner that may occur with certain types of
adjectives has been called an “adjectival article” in, among others, Maru$i¢ and Zaucer 2008 and Perridon and Sleeman 2011. The
presence and type of determiner may also influence adjectival inflection, as analyzed in Lohrman 2011 and Katzir and Siloni 2014,
which represents the second case.

Alexiadou, A, and C. Wilder. 1998. Adjectival modification and multiple determiners. In Possessors, predicates and movement
in the Determiner Phrase. Edited by A. Alexiadou and C. Wilder, 303-332. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis of Greek definite noun phrases in which postnominal adjectives are each preceded by a definite determiner, a phenomenon
that has been labelled Determiner Spreading. Argues that these adjectives are predicates.

Julien, M. 2003. Double definiteness in Scandinavian. Nordlyd 31.1: 230-244.

An analysis of double definiteness in Scandinavian, i.e., a suffixal definiteness marker doubled by a preadjectival free determiner,
triggered by the presence of the prenominal adjective.

Katzir, R., and T. Siloni. 2014. Agreement and definiteness in Germanic DPs. In Advances in the syntax of DPs: Structure,
agreement, and case. Edited by A. Bondaruk, G. Dalmi, and A. Grosu, 267-293. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Discusses possible analyses of the influence of adjectival modification on the distribution of the definiteness marker or vice versa in
Germanic.



Laskova, V. 2007. Double definiteness constructions in colloquial Bulgarian. In Studies in formal Slavic linguistics:
Contributions from Formal Descriptions of Slavic Languages 6.5, held at the Univ. of Nova Gorica, December 1-3, 2006.
Edited by F. Marusi¢ and R. Zaucer, 155-172. Frankfurt: Peter Lang.

A discussion of the possibility of placing two definite determiners within the same noun phrase in colloquial Bulgarian, among which
noun phrases containing an adjective.

Lohrman, S. 2011. A unified structure for Scandinavian DPs. In The noun phrase in Romance and Germanic. Edited by P.
Sleeman and H. Perridon, 111-125. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

An analysis within the framework of Distributed Morphology of double definiteness and the interaction between definiteness markers
and adjectival inflection in Scandinavian.

Marchis, M., and A. Alexiadou. 2009. On the distribution of adjectives in Romanian: The cel construction. In Romance
languages and linguistic theory: Selected papers from “Going Romance” Amsterdam 2007. Edited by E. Aboh, E. van der
Linden, J. Quer, and P. Sleeman, 161-178. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

A discussion of the Romanian cel-construction, in which the adjective in postnominal position is preceded by a determiner-like element,
cel. The cel-construction in Romanian is contrasted to Greek Determiner Spreading.

Marusié, F., and R. Zaucer. 2008. On the adjectival definite article in Slovenian. Pismo 5.1: 102-124.

An analysis of the Slovenian word TA, which only appears with adjectives. Argues that it can be compared to the adjectival long form in
Bosnian/Croatian/Serbian. Proposes that TA is the subject of a small clause that acts as an attributive modifier and that TA has nothing
to do with definiteness or specificity.

Perridon, H., and P. Sleeman. 2011. The noun phrase in Germanic and Romance: Common developments and differences. In
The noun phrase in Romance and Germanic. Edited by P. Sleeman and H. Perridon, 1-21. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

A comparison of the adjectival article in Scandinavian and Romanian.

Issues in the Syntax and Semantics of Adjectives

Different topics related to adjectives have been investigated from a diachronic or an acquisitional point of view, such as adjectival
inflection and their position within the noun phrase. An important question concerns the development of the adjectival category in Indo-
European languages. Aspects of adjectives have been studied for various types of acquisition, also with the goal of finding support for a
specific theory of language acquisition or a theoretical analysis of a phenomenon.

Diachrony

Van de Velde, et al. 2014 and Rehn 2017 discuss the emergence of the adjectival category. Changes in the expression of adjectival
inflection are investigated in Stroh-Wollin and Simke 2014. Changes in the position of adjectives are studied in Boucher 2004 and Trips
2014. Adjectival passives are the subject of Lieber 1979 and Napoli 2010. In Larsen 2005 the evolution of the system of long and short
adjectives in Old Russian is analyzed. Adjectival articles in Old Icelandic are distinguished in Pfaff 2019 from nominal articles.

Boucher, P. 2004. Perfect adjective positions in French: A diachronic perspective. In Current studies in comparative Romance
linguistics: Proceedings of the International Conference held at the Antwerp University (19-21 September 2002) to honor
Liliane Tasmowski. Edited by M. Coene, G. de Cuyper, and Y. D’hulst, 41-61. Antwerp, Belgium: Univ. of Antwerp.



Shows on the basis of a 13th-century and a 19th-century translation of a Latin prose text into French that in the earlier period the
position of the adjective in French was predominantly prenominal, whereas it was essentially postnominal in the later period.

Larsen, K. 2005. The evolution of the system of long and short adjectives in Old Russian. Munich: Otto Sagner.

Investigates the process through which the attributive position in Slavic/Russian changed from an environment in which both short
forms and long forms occurred to an environment in which only the long form is possible.

Lieber, R. 1979. The English passive: An argument for historical rule stability. Linguistic Inquiry 10.4: 667—688.

Argues that, contrary to what has been claimed in the literature, Old English did have a verbal passive and not only an adjectival
passive.

Napoli, M. 2010. One suffix, two stories: The Latin development of IE verbal adjectives in *-to-. Journal of Latin Linguistics
11.1: 193-214.

Argues that Indo-European verbal adjectives in *-to- developed into passive participles in Latin.

Pfaff, A. 2019. Reunited after 1000 years: The development of definite articles in Icelandic. Nordic Journal of Linguistics 42.2:
165-207.

Based on evidence from Old Icelandic, the paper argues for a categorial distinction between an adjectival and a nominal article. It
proposes that the former, which occurs mostly as a freestanding element, is a genuine component of AP and that the latter, which
occurs only in suffixal form, has scope only over the noun.

Rehn, A. 2017. Adjectives and the syntax of German(ic) DPs. PhD diss., Univ. of Konstanz.

Analysis of the evolution of the adjectival category and the syntactic development of apposition into attributive adjectives in Indo-
European and the development of adjectival inflection in German.

Stroh-Wollin, U, and R. Simke. 2014. Strong and weak adjectives in Old Swedish. In Adjectives in Germanic and Romance.
Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 96—-112. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Shows that whereas in modern Swedish weakly inflected adjectives are obligatory in definite noun phrases, in early medieval Old
Swedish manuscripts strong adjectival forms in definite contexts are still rather common, although decreasing.

Trips, C. 2014. The position proper of the adjective in middle English: A result of language contact. In Adjectives in Germanic
and Romance. Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 73-93. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

On the basis of a corpus study, grammatical replication from OIld French is advanced as a possible explanation for the rise of
postponed rhematic adjectives in Middle English.

Van de Velde, F., P. Sleeman, and H. Perridon. 2014. The adjective in Germanic and Romance: Development, differences and
similarities. In Adjectives in Germanic and Romance. Edited by P. Sleeman, F. Van de Velde, and H. Perridon, 1-32.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Makes a comparison between the position and the inflection of adjectives in Germanic and Romance, both from a diachronic and from
a synchronic perspective.

Acquisition



Various aspects of adjectives have been studied and for different acquisition types: it has been investigated if and how bilingual
acquisition or SLI acquisition differs from L1 acquisition, which theoretical models of language acquisition are supported by L2 and L3
acquisition, and if and how heritage language acquisition differs from L1 and L2 acquisition.

L1 Acquisition, 2L1 Acquisition, and Language Impairment

Davies et al. 2022 presents a literature overview of research findings on adjective development in L1. Tribushinina 2018 investigates
adjectives as a category in L1. The acquisition of gender agreement by different types of bilingual children is researched in Unsworth
2013 and Schwartz, et al. 2015. Moscati and Rizzi 2013 analyzes gender agreement related to location in L1, and Rizzi, et al. 2013
does the same for the position of adjectives in bilingual children. How nominal ellipsis in L1 is acquired is the subject of Snyder, et al.
2001; Valois and Royle 2009; and Sleeman and Hulk 2013. Tribushinina and Gillis 2012 is concerned with the acquisition of the
expression of degree in L1. Marshall and van der Lely 2007 investigates adjectival derivation in children with a specific language
impairment, SLI. Walenski, et al. 2024 investigates adjective production in three subtypes of primary progressive aphasia.

Davies, C., K. Syrett, L. Taylor, S. Wilkes, and C. Zuniga-Montanez. 2022. Supporting adjective learning across the curriculum
by 5-7 year-olds: Insights from psychological research. Language and Linguistics Compass 16.11: e12476.

After having provided an overview of research findings on the L1 acquisition of adjectives, the authors make suggestions to enhance
teaching practices with respect to adjectives across children aged five to seven.

Marshall, C. R., and H. K. J. van der Lely. 2007. Derivational morphology in children with Grammatical Specific Language
Impairment. Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics 21.2: 71-91.

Provides evidence from children with Grammatical-Specific Language Impairment (G-SLI) that derivational suffixes, unlike tense and
agreement suffixes, are not omitted in elicitation tasks. Investigates two types of derivation—comparative/superlative formation and
adjective-from-noun formation—and reveals that G-SLI children supply these suffixes at high rates, equivalent to their language
matched peers, although increasing the phonological or morphological complexity of the stimulus results in non-target forms.

Moscati, V., and L. Rizzi. 2013. A typology of agreement processes and its implications for language development. In
Romance languages and linguistic theory 2011: Selected papers from “Going Romance” Utrecht 2011. Edited by S. Baauw, F.
Drijkoningen, L. Meroni, and M. Pinto, 143—156. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

A study of the order of full mastery of four different agreement configurations (Determiner—Noun, Subject—Verb, Subject—Predicative
Adjective, Clitic—Past Participle) by children of ages three, four, and five acquiring Italian. Shows that the acquisition is in line with the
complexity ranking in terms of the movement operations that they necessarily involve and of the derived representations at the
interfaces.

Rizzi, S., L. Arnaus Gil, V. Repetto, J. Geveler, and N. Muller. 2013. Adjective placement in bilingual Romance-German and
Romance-Romance children. Studia Linguistica 67.1: 123-147.

Shows that in contrast to monolinguals, bilinguals produce target-deviant orders with an overuse of the prenominal order in Romance
languages, irrespective of language combination and language balance. Argues that postnominal adjective order is derivationally more
complex than prenominal placement. Costly derivations appear to be even more costly for bilinguals than for monolinguals.
Consequently, bilingual children use the most economical derivation in target-deviant adjective placements.

Schwartz, M., M. Minkov, E. Dieser, E. Protassova, V. Moin, and M. Polinsky. 2015. Acquisition of Russian gender agreement by
monolingual and bilingual children. International Journal of Bilingualism 19.6: 726-752.

Shows that the development of noun—adjective gender agreement in Russian in 4—5-year-old bilingual children from different L2
backgrounds was qualitatively similar to that of the 3—4-year-old monolingual Russian-speaking children, albeit with a delay. In addition,
bilingual children whose L2 has grammatical gender outperformed the other bilinguals on gender agreement.



Sleeman, P., and A. Hulk. 2013. L1 acquisition of noun ellipsis in French and in Dutch: Consequences for linguistic theory. In
Romance languages and linguistic theory 2011: Selected papers from “Going Romance” Utrecht 2011. Edited by S. Baauw, F.
Drijkoningen, L. Meroni, and M. Pinto, 249-266. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.

Shows that the L1 acquisition of noun ellipsis in French and Dutch proceeds essentially in the same way, even though the adult
languages differ. Shows that in L1 acquisition it is not the presence of a determiner or adjectival inflection but the presence of an
element with a partitive meaning that seems to be a crucial factor in the licensing mechanism.

Snyder, W., A. Senghas, and K. Inman. 2001. Agreement morphology and the acquisition of noun-drop in Spanish. Language
Acquisition 9.2: 157-173.

A detailed case study of a longitudinal corpus of child Spanish data reveals that the child acquired the full Spanish system of DP-
internal agreement morphology significantly earlier than she acquired N-drop. Argues that this finding indicates that rich agreement
morphology is not in itself a sufficient condition for N-drop.

Tribushinina, E. 2018. Acquisition of adjectives across languages and populations: What’s wrong with them? Cahiers du
Centre de Linguistique et des Sciences du Langage 56:259-275.

Starts from the observation that adjectives are problematic for different groups of learners and across languages and that they are
acquired later than nouns and verbs. Proposes that adjectives are difficult because they are relatively infrequent in the input, often have
abstract meanings, depend on the nouns, and their learning involves enhanced attention control and theory of mind.

Tribushinina, E., and S. Gillis. 2012. The acquisition of scalar structures: Production of adjectives and degree markers by
Dutch-speaking children and their caregivers. Linguistics 50.2: 241-268.

The results of quantitative and qualitative analyses of adjectives in spontaneous speech samples from Dutch-speaking children aged 2
to 7 show that from the outset of adjective production, young children use degree markers (comparatives, superlatives, degree
adverbs) to modify only gradable, but not nongradable, adjectives. The patterns in child speech reflect frequencies in child-directed
speech.

Unsworth, S. 2013. Assessing age of onset effects in (early) child L2 acquisition. Language Acquisition 20.2: 74-92.

A study on the development of the acquisition of gender-marking on adjectives in Dutch by simultaneous bilingual children, early
successive bilingual children, and L2 children. Early successive bilingual and, in particular, second language children produced
qualitatively different errors from the other bilingual and monolingual groups, which was attributed to transfer from English. Once
children’s knowledge of gender attribution was taken into account, similar error profiles were observed across all groups.

Valois, D., and P. Royle. 2009. Partitivity, atomization, and N-drop: A longitudinal study of French child language. Language
Acquisition 16.2: 82—-105.

Examines noun-drop constructions in French-speaking children. Concludes that agreement is not a factor in the licensing of these
constructions. Proposes that semantic, rather than syntactic, factors are responsible for noun-drop in French, such as partitivity.

Walenski, M., T. Sostarics, M. Marsel Mesulam, and C. K. Thompson. 2024. The production of adjectives in narratives by
individuals with primary progressive aphasia. Journal of Neurolinguistics 69:101179.

Studies adjective production in individuals with impaired language, more specifically three subtypes of primary progressive aphasia.
Results show that attributive adjectives present a particular challenge for individuals with agrammatic language production.

L2 and L3 Acquisition, Acquisition by Heritage Speakers



White, et al. 2004 and Alarcén 2011 investigate gender agreement in L2 learners and/or heritage speakers. Gender agreement related
to location in L2 is the subject of Coté 2020. The position of adjectives in heritage speakers is analyzed in Sanchez and Camacho 2021
and in L3 learners in Rothman 2010.

Alarcén, . 2011. Spanish gender agreement under complete and incomplete acquisition: Early and late bilinguals’ linguistic
behavior within the noun phrase. Bilingualism: Language and Cognition 14.3: 332-350.

The results of two tasks show that L1 English advanced proficiency L2 learners of Spanish, as well as advanced proficiency heritage
speakers of Spanish, have gender in their underlying grammars, and that the errors in oral production that L2 learners occasionally
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produce are due to difficulties in the surface manifestations of the abstract features of gender, i.e., Lardiere’s “mapping problem.”

Coté, S. 2020. Examining Processability Theory’s predictions for grammatical gender agreement in intermediate L2 French.
International Journal of Applied Linguistics 30.3: 353-366.

Examines adjective agreement in three positions: within a noun phrase, a verb phrase, and a relative clause. Intermediate L2 learners
of French were significantly more accurate with agreement occurring within phrasal boundaries than agreement across phrasal
boundaries, in line with Pienemann’s Processability Theory’s predictions for the order of acquisition of grammatical gender agreement.

Rothman, J. 2010. L3 syntactic transfer selectivity and typological determinacy: The typological primacy model. Second
Language Research 27.1: 107-127.

Data are compared in the domain of adjectival interpretation for L1 Italian—L2 English—L3 Spanish learners and L1 English—L2
Spanish—L3 Brazilian Portuguese learners. Data show that, irrespective of the L1 or the L2, the L3 learners demonstrate target
knowledge of subtle adjectival semantic nuances obtained via noun-raising, which English lacks and the other languages share,
providing support for the Typological Primacy Model.

Sanchez, L., and J. Camacho. 2021. Adjectives in heritage Spanish. Isogloss: Open Journal of Romance Linguistics 7.3: 1-20.

To test the extent to which the stricter word order in English affects Spanish adjectival ordering, heritage speakers of Spanish living in
an English dominant environment were asked to judge adjectival word orders. Results provide evidence for the availability of flexible
ordering in Spanish even among Spanish-English bilinguals.

White, L., E. Valenzuela, M. Kozlowska—Macgregor, and Y. Leung. 2004. Gender and number agreement in nonnative Spanish.
Applied Psycholinguistics 25.1: 105-133.

Reports on a study of L2 acquisition of gender agreement in Spanish by L1 English and French learners. Shows that advanced and
intermediate groups did not significantly differ from native speakers and that there were no significant effects for L1. Results argue
against Hawkins’s Failed Functional Features Hypothesis and in favor of the Full Transfer Full Access hypothesis.

back to top

Copyright © 2025. All rights reserved.



