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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

1.1 The empirical domain and challenges
This dissertation is a case study on comparative morphology in Ukrainian.
‘Comparative morphology’ refers to comparative suffixes that are used to de-
rive the comparative form of an adjective, such as the English comparative
morpheme -er in tall-er. In Ukrainian, this comparative morphology is attested
not only adjectives, but also in adverbs and deadjectival verbs. Analysing
Ukrainian comparative morphology in these three domains presents three the-
oretical challenges related to comparative allomorphy, augments, and the two
types of inchoative verbs. I briefly introduce each of these challenges in the
following three sections.

1.1.1 Comparative allomorphy
The comparative marker in Ukrainian appears in two forms, which is demon-
strated in the two examples below. In (1), the comparative adjective is derived
with the comparative suffix -iš, while in (2), it is derived with the comparative
suffix -š. In both cases the suffix comes between the root and the (masculine
singular nominative) agreement marker. This is a case of comparative allo-
morphy, in which one suffix takes two different shapes.
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(1) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

(2) a. molod-yj
young-AGR
‘young’

b. molod-š-yj
young-CMPR-AGR
‘younger’

The same type of allomorphy is attested in adverbs. The corresponding
comparative adverbial forms are provided in (3), where the adverb takes the
comparative suffix -iš, and in (4), where the adverb takes the comparative
suffix -š. The comparative marker comes between the root and the adverbial
marker -e.

(3) vesel-iš-e
merry-CMPR-ADV
‘more merrily’

(4) molod-š-e
young-CMPR-ADV
‘more youngly’

The same two comparative allomorphs are present in verbs as well. In (5),
the verb takes the comparative suffix -iš, while in (6), it takes the comparative
suffix -š. In both cases, the comparative markers come between the root and
the theme vowel (TV) -a.

(5) vesel-iš-a-ty
merry-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to get merrier’

(6) molod-š-a-ty
young-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to get younger’

As I will show, the distribution of the two comparative suffixes is not deter-
mined phonologically. Thus, the first theoretical challenge addressed in this
dissertation is to explain the distribution of the two allomorphs in adjectives
and how it is reflected in forms derived from them.

1.1.2 Augments
The second challenge comes from complex adjectives. These are adjectives
derived with an additional morpheme between the root and the inflection,
such as -k in (7a) and (8a); as I will show in Chapter 3, there are other addi-
tional morphemes, such as -n and -ok. Following the recent literature on Slavic
adjectival morphology, e.g. Caha et al. 2019, Vanden Wyngaerd et al. 2020,
Wiland 2023, Caha et al. 2024b, I will refer to these morphemes as augments
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(AUG). The difference between the two forms in (7) and (8) is the behaviour
of this augment in the comparative: while it is preserved in (7b), it is dropped
in (8b).

(7) a. čit-k-yj
clear-AUG-AGR
‘clear’

b. čit-k-iš-yj
clear-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘clearer’

(8) a. solod-k-yj
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

b. solod-š-yj
sweet-CMPR-AGR
‘sweeter’

The same morphological behaviour is attested in adverbs. In (9) the aug-
ment is preserved and followed by the comparative marker -iš, while in (10)
the augment is dropped and the comparative marker -š is used instead.

(9) čit-k-iš-e
clear-AUG-CMPR-ADV
‘more clearly’

(10) solod-š-e
sweet-CMPR-ADV
‘more sweetly’

Lastly, the same behaviour of augments is attested in verbs, as shown in
(11) and (12).

(11) čit-k-iš-a-ty
clear-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to get clearer’

(12) solod-š-a-ty
sweet-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to get sweeter’

There is a relation between augments and comparative morphology: when
the augment is retained, it is followed by the comparative marker -iš, and
when it is not retained, the comparative allomorph -š is used.
Losing the augment in the comparative is particularly interesting in light

of the discussion of a candidate for a language universal concerning the rela-
tion between the positive and the comparative proposed by Grano and Davis
(2018). Their formulation is given in (13).

(13) Universally, the comparative form of a gradable adjective is derived
from or identical to its positive form.

The Ukrainian example in (8) and forms derived from it in (10) and (12)
appear to be the counterexamples to (13), as the augment is present in the
positive but is missing in the comparative.
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Bobaljik (2012) argues that there is a structural containment relation be-
tween positive and comparative adjectives, where the structure of the positive
is contained in the structure of the comparative. I will elaborate on this rela-
tionship in Chapter 2. I claim that, structurally, positive adjectives are always
contained in the comparative in Ukrainian, although this is not always re-
flected in the surface morphology, as the discussion of augments above has
shown. The second challenge is thus to account for the distribution of aug-
ments in the context of comparative morphology.

1.1.3 Two types of inchoatives
The third challenge comes from deadjectival verbs. Ukrainian has two types
of deadjectival inchoative verbs.1 The first type has been presented in the
previous section in (11) and (12), in which both verbs take overt comparative
morphology. I will refer to such verbs as Inchoative 1.
There is another type of deadjectival inchoative verbs in Ukrainian which

do not take overt comparative morphology, as shown in (14) and (15). I will
refer to such verbs as Inchoative 2.

(14) vesel-i-ty
merry-TV-INF
‘to get merrier’

(15) molod-i-ty
young-TV-INF
‘to get younger’

Since the Inchoative 2 forms in (14) and (15) are derived without overt
comparative morphology, the null assumption would be that such forms em-
bed the positive adjective, which would entail the reading ‘to become merry’
and ‘to become young’ respectively. However, as I show in section 8.2, this
is not the case, and both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 forms can have the
comparative reading. I claim that, despite appearances to the contrary, they
both embed the structure of the comparative adjective. A related challenge
is the productivity of Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs, namely why there
are two different verbal forms and how the two forms can coexist within one
language. In particular, the question arises if there is a systematic meaning
difference between Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2.
Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs behave differently in cases where they

are built on suppletive adjectives, i.e. on adjectives that change their root in
1There are also causative deadjectival verbs in Ukrainian, but with a few exceptions they never

show overt comparative morphology. I discuss them briefly in section 8.1 but for the rest I leave
them aside.
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the comparative. The Inchoative 1 verb is built on the suppletive form of the
adjective, as in (16c). The Inchoative 2 verb is built on the non-suppletive
adjective with no overt comparative morphology, as in (17c).

(16) a. pohan-yj
bad-AGR
‘bad’

b. hir-š-yj
worse-CMPR-AGR
‘worse’

c. hir-š-a-ty
worse-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to get worse’

(17) a. pohan-yj
bad-AGR
‘bad’

b. hir-š-yj
worse-CMPR-AGR
‘worse’

c. pohan-i-ty
bad-TV-INF
‘to get worse’

Bobaljik (2012) refers to patterns such as (17) as ABA patterns, where the
root changes in the comparative but not in the verb. He concludes that such a
pattern is unattested (and predicted to be ungrammatical) cross-linguistically.
The Ukrainian data in (17) thus pose a challenge for this potential language
universal.
The past section has summarised the three challenges for the theoretical

analysis of deadjectival verbs. The first one is the presence of comparative
semantics without comparative morphology (Inchoative 2). The second one is
how the two forms can be productively derived and coexist in one language,
including questions related to whether there is a meaning difference between
Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 forms, and if there is one, what its nature is. The
third one is why the two forms behave differently with regard to suppletion. I
address all of these challenges in Part II. I show there that the facts described
above can be accounted for in terms of structural differences between the two
verbal forms and the way morphemes map onto syntactic structures.

1.2 The framework
In this dissertation, I use the framework of Nanosyntax (Caha 2009, Starke
2009). The framework has been applied to adjectives in Caha et al. (2019),
Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2020), adverbs in De Clercq et al. (2023), Wiland
(2023) and deadjectival verbs in Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2022) and Caha
et al. (2023). In this section, I briefly introduce some key points; for a more in
depth discussion of the basics of Nanosyntax see Caha (2009), Starke (2009),
Baunaz and Lander (2018), Caha (2018), Taraldsen (2019).
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Building on the cartographic approach to functional projections (see e.g.
Rizzi (1997), Cinque (1999) and literature in their wake), Nanosyntax adopts
the view that the features upon which the syntax operates are universal, and
that they are organised hierarchically in a universal functional sequence (fseq).
However, anosyntax departs from cartography in some important points. It
is argued in Nanosyntax that syntax is submorphemic. This means that mor-
phemes have underlying syntactic structure, being comprised of individual
formal features. One morpheme can span several syntactic terminals and lexi-
calisation applies not to terminals, but to phrasal nodes, which is referred to as
phrasal lexicalisation. The idea first appeared in Starke (2009:2): “Once lexical
items are not confined into terminals anymore, they can be of different syn-
tactic sizes - i.e. different lexical items may correspond to different amounts
of syntactic structure”. To illustrate this idea, I will look at two English plural
nouns, seals, which has a regular plural morpheme -s, and mice, which has no
regular plural marker.
In Nanosyntax, the lexicon is comprised of syntactic trees, which are paired

with phonological and conceptual information (Starke 2009). In (18) and (19),
the lexical entries of nouns such as mice and seal are comprised of three differ-
ent representations: (1) a phonological representation, i.e. /mais/ and /si:l/,
(2) a syntactic representation, i.e. the L-tree (lexical tree),2 and (3) a concep-
tual representation, MICE and SEAL.

(18)

⟨ /mais/,

PLP

NP

...

PL , MOUSE⟩

(19)

⟨ /si:l/,
NP

...
, SEAL⟩

The two plural nouns, mice and seals, are lexicalised differently. In the case
ofmice, its L-tree is of size PLP, meaning that it can lexicalise the structure up to
PLP, as in (20). In the case of seal, its L-tree is of size NP, so it cannot lexicalise
the plural feature. As a result, it needs a separate marker to lexicalise PLP, as
in (21).
2Where PLP stands for Plural Phrase.
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(20) PLP

NP

...

PLP

PL

mice

(21) PLP

NP

...

PLP

PL
seal s

There is a difference in root size between mice and seal, as they lexicalise
different amounts of structure: mice lexicalises a bigger amount of structure
and does not take an overt plural marker, while seal lexicalises a smaller
amount of structure and it needs to take an overt plural marker. Thus, the
difference in root size explains the difference in plural marking.
Lexicalisation in Nanosyntax proceeds according to a lexicalisation algo-

rithm. It is a four-step algorithm that defines the sequence of operations in
the syntax. It is cyclic, as it applies every time a feature is merged. The first
version of the algorithm was proposed in Starke (2018). An updated version
was developed in Starke (2022), cited from Cortiula (2023:65) in (22).

(22) a. Merge F and spell out
b. If fail, move the closest non-remnant3 labelled constituent and

spell out
c. If fail, move the immediately dominating constituent and spell
out (Recursive)

d. If fail, go back to the previous cycle and try the next option for
that cycle (backtracking)

After every Merge operation in syntax, the syntactic structure needs to
be lexicalised. At every step of the derivation, the algorithm checks whether
there is a matching lexical entry for an S-tree (syntactic tree). If there is one,
the structure is lexicalised. If there is no matching lexical entry, movement is
attempted, as outlined in (22).
An important principle governing lexicalisation is the Superset Principle

(Starke 2009) in (23).

(23) A lexical entry may spell out a syntactic node iff the lexical tree con-
tains the syntactic node.

3This is a constituent nothing has been moved out of.
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To demonstrate how the algorithm and the principle work together, I will
go through the derivation of the two plural nouns introduced above, seals and
mice. The L-trees for mice and seal are provided in (24) and (25), which are the
shorthand notation for (18) and (19), of the type I will be using henceforth.
The L-tree for the plural marker -s is provided in (26).

(24) PLP

PLP NP

...

⇔ /mice/ (25) NP

...

⇔ /seal/ (26) PLP

PL

⇔ /s/

Let me start with mice. The derivation starts by checking whether there is
a matching lexical entry in the lexicon for the NP in (27) (which is internally
complex, but this is not relevant for the current purpose). Because of the Su-
perset Principle, NP can be lexicalised as mice, (28), since it is contained in
the lexical entry of mice in (24).4 The entry for seal in (25) also matches the
structure in (28), but since it comes with the concept SEAL, (24) lexicalises the
structure, as it has the required concept MOUSE.5

(27) NP

...

(28) NP

...
mice

Next, PL is merged, (29). The structure is checked for a matching lexical
entry again. The L-tree in (24) is a perfect match, so the structure can be
successfully lexicalised as mice, (30). The lexicalisation at the previous cycle
if NP as mice gets overridden in the cycle where PL is merged.

(29) PLP

PL NP

...
mice

(30) PLP

PL NP

...
mice

4In the singular, the noun needs to surface as mouse. I come back to this at the end of the
section.
5For further discussion of the correspondence in conceptual information, see VandenWyngaerd

et al. (2021).
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In the case of seals, the situation is different. The derivation starts by
searching for a matching lexical entry for the NP in (31). There is a lexical
entry in (25) that matches it exactly, so the lexicalisation is successful, (32).

(31) NP

...

(32) NP

...
seal

Next, the PL feature is merged, (33). The structure is checked against the
lexicon again for a matching lexical entry. This time, the structure in (33)
does not match the L-tree in (25), as it lacks the plural feature. The L-tree in
(24) technically matches the structure in (33) but it cannot lexicalise it. That
is because the lexical entry of mouse in (18) contains conceptual information
different from that of the lexical entry of seal in (19). The structure finds no
matching lexical entry, so the lexicalisation is unsuccessful (indicated with
exclamation marks in (34)).
(33) PLP

PL NP

...
seal

(34) !PLP!

PL NP

...
seal

In such a case, in accordance with the algorithm in (22), movement is
attempted. The second step of the algorithm, (22b), is to move the closest
non-remnant labelled constituent, which in this case is NP, as shown in (35).
The NP is moved leftwards, and PLP finds itself on the right side of the tree,
as in (36). As a result of movement, PLP finds match in the lexicon, namely
with the L-tree in (26). Therefore, it can be successfully lexicalised as -s, as in
(37). As a result, the root is lexicalised by NP, while PLP is lexicalised by -s.

(35)
PLP

PL NP

...
seal

(36)
NP

...

PLP

PL
seal

(37)
NP

...

PLP

PL
seal s
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I have demonstrated here the first two steps of the algorithm, (22a) and
(22b). In Chapter 4, Chapter 6, and Chapter 9, I demonstrate the remaining
two steps, (22c) and (22d).
As I have shown, there is constant communication between syntax and

the lexicon: syntax builds S-trees and checks at every point of the derivation
whether there is a matching L-tree. There are three principles underlying the
matching of L-trees to S-trees: (1) the Superset Principle; (2) the Elsewhere
Principle; (3) the Principle of Cyclic Override (Baunaz and Lander 2018:27).
I have already introduced the Superset Principle, which allows an L-tree to
lexicalise an S-tree if that S-tree is contained within it. The Elsewhere Prin-
ciple helps to resolve competition between lexical entries. It ensures that the
most specific entry, namely the one that has the least amount of superfluous
material, wins over the lexical entry with more superfluous material. This can
be demonstrated by means of the singular nounmouse as opposed to the plural
mice. The lexical entry for mouse is provided in (38). The conceptual informa-
tion in (38) and (18), repeated below in (39), is the same, MOUSE, but their
L-trees differ: the former can lexicalise only NP, while the latter also lexicalises
PLP.

(38)

⟨ /maus/,
NP

...
, MOUSE⟩

(39)

⟨ /mais/,

PLP

NP

...

PL , MOUSE⟩

In the course of derivation, when NP is derived, it matches both the L-
tree in (38) and the one in (39). However, since the lexical entry in (38) is a
perfect match, i.e. it does not contain any superfluous material, it wins over
(39), which does contain superfluous material, namely PLP. As a result, the
NP is lexicalised as mouse, as in (40).

(40)
NP

...
mouse

(41) PLP

PL NP

...
mice
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Lastly, the Principle of Cyclic Override makes sure that the derivation is up-
to-date; each time a lexicalisation is successful, it overrides previous successful
lexicalisations. This can, again, be demonstrated by means of the singular and
plural forms ofmouse. In (40), the form is singular, but when the plural feature
is merged, Cyclic Override makes sure that the lexicalisation of PLP overrides
mouse, the earlier spellout at NP, with the plural mice, as in (41).
In my dissertation, I use the nanosyntactic idea of different root sizes to ac-

count for the differences in morphology both in terms of comparative allomor-
phy and augments introduced in section 1.1.1 and section 1.1.2, and in terms
of the different verbal forms introduced in 1.1.3. As I will show, Nanosyn-
tax elegantly helps to explain these morphological differences in terms of the
amount of structure lexicalised by different morphemes.

1.3 The roadmap
The dissertation is split into two parts. Part I deals with adjectives and ad-
verbs, while Part II is about deadjectival verbs. The motivation for discussing
adjectives and adverbs in one part lies in their morphological similarity. As
I will show, Ukrainian adverbs, both positive and comparative, are morpho-
logically almost identical to adjectives apart from the adverbial marker that
derives adverbs.
I begin Part I by discussing the theoretical background on both adjectives

and adverbs in Chapter 2. In Chapter 3, I introduce the data on Ukrainian ad-
jectives, splitting them into two types: positive and comparative. Both types,
in turn, are split into simple (or underived), or complex (or derived) forms,
where the latter incorporate the augments -n, -k, and -ok. I develop the anal-
ysis in Chapter 4, where I introduce seven types of adjectival roots, arranged
according to their sizes, from XXS (extra extra small) to L (large). The size is
based on their morphological behaviour: the less morphology is present in the
comparative, the bigger the root is. These seven root sizes serve as a founda-
tion for the analysis for the rest of the dissertation. As I show both in Chapter
6 and Chapter 9, these root sizes derive both adverbs and deadjectival verbs.
In Chapter 5, I introduce the data on Ukrainian adverbs, splitting them into
two types depending on the adjective they are derived from: positive or com-
parative, simple or complex. In Chapter 6, I provide the analysis of Ukrainian
adverbs, showing that they are not only morphologically, but also structurally
almost identical to adjectives.
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I begin Part II by discussing the theoretical background on deadjectival
inchoative verbs in Chapter 7. As I showed in section 1.1.3, there are two types
of inchoatives in Ukrainian, which I have called Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2.
In Chapter 8, I show that the two differ both in meaning and in morphology.
In Chapter 9, I argue that these differences come from the internal structure
of the two types of inchoatives. I conclude the dissertation in Chapter 10.
On the empirical side, this dissertation provides a detailed description of

Ukrainian comparative morphology across categories. On the theoretical side,
it provides a theoretical account of Ukrainian comparative morphology. It
explores how root size can explain allomorphy and morpheme distribution.



Part I

Adjectives and adverbs





CHAPTER 2

Theoretical background

2.1 Adjectives
There has been extensive research in trying to define adjectives as a separate
lexical category. Large typological studies, such as Stassen (1985) and Dixon
(2004) have shown that in a number of languages it is challenging to draw the
line between adjectives and other categories. This is because of their ability to
function as verbs or as nouns in certain languages. The categories in question
are referred to as ‘verby adjectivals’ or ‘nouny adjectivals’ in Stassen (1997).
In Indo-European languages the distinction between nouns and adjectives is
not always straightforward, and it becomes less so once the diachrony is con-
sidered. As mentioned by Dixon (2004:12), early grammarians of Greek and
Latin did not make a distinction between nouns and adjectives until 14th cen-
tury when Thomas of Erfurt suggested that nouns have inherent gender while
adjectives acquire gender when they agree with nouns.
In his crosslinguistic study on adjectives, Dixon (2004) concludes that an

adjective class is found in every language, even though the criteria for distin-
guishing them from nouns or verbs are subtle. Dixon argues that what unites
adjectives semantically is that cross-linguistically they tend to express prop-
erty concepts (PC). Based on the notion of PCs, Dixon splits adjectives into
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different types, as in Table 2.1. The first four (1-4) are what he calls “core
semantic types”; the next three (5-7) are what he calls “peripheral semantic
types”, and the last six (8-13) are what he simply refers to as other semantic
types.

type examples
1 DIMENSION big, small, long, tall, short, wide, deep
2 AGE new, young, old
3 VALUE good, bad, lovely, atrocious, perfect, proper
4 COLOR black, white, red, green
5 PHYSICAL PROPERTY hard, soft, heavy, wet, rough, strong, hot, sour
6 SPEED fast, quick, slow
7 HUMAN PROPENSITY jealous, happy, kind, clever, generous, cruel, proud
8 DIFFICULTY easy, difficult, tough, hard
9 SIMILARITY similar, different
10 QUALIFICATION definite, true, probable, possible/likely, usual
11 QUANTIFICATION all, many, some, few, only, enough
12 POSITION high, near, far/distant, right, left, northern
13 CARDINAL NUMBERS first, last

Table 2.1: Property concepts according to Dixon (2004:3-5)

Francez and Koontz-Garboden (2015) split the PC categories proposed by
Dixon into an adjectivally denoting category, which are expressed by adjec-
tives, and a substance-denoting category, which are expressed by nouns and
require the syntax of possession. The authors claim that in Germanic and Ro-
mance languages the type of property concept HUMAN PROPENSITY can be
expressed by both categories. In the English example in (1a), the property
concept is expressed by the adjective tired, while in the Spanish example in
(1b), taken from Francez and Koontz-Garboden (2015:537), it expressed by
the possessive verb and the noun sueño ‘tiredness’.

(1) a. Kim is tired.
b. Kim
Kim

tiene
has

sueño.
tiredness

‘Kim is tired.’

In the German example in (2), the same concepts can be expressed either
by the adjective hungrig, as in (2a) or by the noun Hunger, as in (2b).
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(2) a. Ich
I
bin
am
hungrig.
hungry

‘I am hungry.’
b. Ich
I
habe
have

Hunger.
hunger

‘I am hungry.’

Francez & Koontz-Garboden claim that in languages like Ulwa, the posses-
sive strategy, as in (2b), is more extensive, and applies to practically all PCs
in Table 2.1.
Since PCs can be expressed both by adjectives and nouns, it makes the dis-

tinction between the two less clear-cut. In this dissertation, I follow Larson
and Segal (1997), who highlight the ability of adjectives to show different
degrees of comparison, arguing that they are prototypically gradable. In their
system, adjectives are [+GRADABLE], as opposed to nouns and verbs, which
are [−GRADABLE]. The property of gradability as it is expressed by compara-
tive adjectives is at the core of this dissertation. Gradable adjectives are those
that: (a) involve a scale with ordering; (b) can form comparatives and superla-
tives; (c) can be modified by intensifiers.
Firstly, adjectives involve an interval scale. An interval scale enables mea-

surement; when we compare entities, we measure a property X in certain units
and put the measurements on a scale. Secondly, gradable adjectives can form
comparatives (and superlatives) through dedicated morphology, such as En-
glish -er in (3). Thirdly, gradable adjectives can be modified by adverbial in-
tensifiers like very or extremely, as in (4).
(3) a. young-er

b. bright-er
(4) a. very young

b. extremely bright

There are, of course, also non-gradable adjectives. Adjectives such as dead
or former cannot appear in degree constructions; for discussion see e.g. Kennedy
(1997:1-3). Matushansky (2002) studies cases where non-gradable adjectives
do appear in degree constructions. She argues that a non-scalar adjective can
be used as a scalar one through scalarity coercion – a shift from the type ⟨et⟩
(predicate) to the type ⟨d⟨et⟩⟩ (scalar predicate). A non-scalar adjective like
French can be coerced into the comparative construction, i.e. more French. In
such a case, it is interpreted as “having d properties stereotypically associated
with being French, where d is a number of relevant properties, which can then
be bound by a quantifier such as more.” (Matushansky 2002:6). Thus, in cer-
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tain contexts non-gradable adjectives can be put in comparative constructions,
but then they are coerced into a gradable interpretation.
Regarding the internal structure of comparative adjectives, there is a long

tradition of decompositional approaches. One of the pioneers in the field is
Bresnan (1973) who claims that adjectives and adverbs, like nouns, can be
modified by QP (quantifier phrase). She proposes that there is a partitive or
quantifier-like element much, many, little, or few underlying every gradable
adjective, and there are elements like too or the comparative marker -er, as in
(5), which she calls determiners (DET). According to her analysis, happier has
the underlying structure shown in (6).
(5) QP

Q
much
many
little
few

DET
as
too
that
so
-er

(6) AP

QP

Q
much

DET
-er

A
happy

Bresnan argues that quantifiers like more and less used in comparative con-
structions are underlyingly complex; more is comprised of -er and much or -er
and many, while less is comprised of -er and little. In the deep structure more is
derived from -er and much, but there is a rule deleting much obligatorily when
it modifies adjectives and adverbs; much remains everywhere except directly
before adjectives and adverbs.
Corver (1997) adopts and refines the analysis developed in Bresnan (1973).

He provides evidence for keeping the distinction between determiner-like de-
gree items, which he locates in the Degree head (DEG), and quantifier-like
degree items, as in (5). He provides the structure in (7).

(7) DEGP

DEG
too
as
so
how

QP

Q AP

A
happy
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Unlike Bresnan, Corver claims that the quantifier-like element, such as
much, is not necessarily underlyingly present. Rather, it can be present in Q
in certain contexts. The evidence comes from so-pronominalisation in the ex-
amples (8)-(11) below, taken from Corver (1997:126-127). In (8), so replaces
the whole adjectival phrase, and in (9) it replaces a part of it. If the lexical
items more and less belonged to the same class as so or too, they would also be
compatible with the pronominal so. However, they are not compatible with
it, as shown in (10). To make the sentence in (10) grammatical, much needs
to be used, as in (11).

(8) John seems fond of Mary, and Bill seems [so] too.
(9) John is fond of Mary. Bill seems [much less so].
(10) John is fond of Mary. *Maybe he is [too so].
(11) John is fond of Mary. Maybe he is [too much so].

As Corver claims, the fact that much is obligatory in cases like (11) is re-
flected structurally. In the tree in (12), developed in Corver (1997) and taken
from De Clercq et al. (2023:15), much is located in Q. Corver calls this phe-
nomenonmuch-support, similar to the phenomenon of do-support in the verbal
domain.

(12) DEGP

DEG
too
as
so
how

QP

Q
much

AP

A
so

Thus, both Bresnan and Corver advocate for the Split Degree System Hypothesis,1
which states that the comparative should be decomposed into two functional
heads, DEG (or DET) and Q.
Narrowing the focus from different sorts of degree modifiers to just the

comparative and the superlative, Bobaljik (2012) argues for the structure in
(13). In his analysis, comparative (CMPR) merges with the adjective (AP) and
1As opposed to Jackendoff (1977), who advocates for the Uniform Degree System Hypothesis.

The hypothesis states that all degree elements are located in DEG, and QP is absent from the
adjectival degree structure.
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superlative (SPRL) merges with CMPRP.

(13) SPRLP

SPRL CMPRP

CMPR AP

In this analysis, there is a containment relation between the adjective, the com-
parative, and the superlative, as in (14a). The superlative cannot be merged
directly with the positive (14b). The positive first needs to merge with the
comparative head, and only then with the superlative (14a).

(14) a. [[[ADJECTIVE] COMPARATIVE] SUPERLATIVE]
b. *[[ADJECTIVE] SUPERLATIVE]

In this dissertation, I focus on the relation between the positive and the
comparative. Caha et al. (2019) adopt the containment relation between the
positive and the comparative developed in Bobaljik (2012) but propose a more
fine-grained structure for the comparative. In their analysis, CMPR is decom-
posed into two heads, C1 and C2, as in (15).

(15) C2P

C2 C1P

C1 AP

The evidence comes from Czech comparatives, where the adjectives take either
the suffix -ejš, or the suffix -š, as shown in Table 2.2. Caha et al. argue that the
comparative marker -ejš is complex, comprised of two morphemes, -ěj and -š.
In their analysis, C1 is lexicalised by -ěj, while C2 is lexicalised by -š.

AP C1 C2 AGR translation
bujar ěj š i ‘merrier’
star š i ‘older’

Table 2.2: Different comparative markers in Czech

There are two comparative suffixes in Ukrainian, -š and -iš, as in Table 2.3.
I claim that -iš needs to be decomposed into two separate morphemes, -i and
-š. I will propose, adopting Caha et al. (2019), that C1 is lexicalised by -i and
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C2 is lexicalised by -š.

AP C1 C2 AGR translation
vesel i š yj ‘merrier’
star š yj ‘older’

Table 2.3: Different comparative markers in Ukrainian

I will also show that Ukrainian adjectives can be morphologically complex,
comprised not only of a root and an agreement marker, but also of an augment
(AUG), such as -k or -n, which comes between a root and an agreement marker,
as in Table 2.4. This augment shows varying behaviour in the comparative.
It can either be retained, as in the case of rozum-n-i-š-yj ‘smarter’ and dzvin-k-
i-š-yj ‘more resonant’ or it can be dropped, as in švyd-š-yj ‘quicker’. The first
two adjectives follow the containment pattern, while the last one shows the
truncation pattern.

POSITIVE COMPARATIVE
AP AUG AGR translation AP AUG C1 C2 AGR translation
rozum n yj ‘smart’ rozum n i š yj ‘smarter’
dzvin k yj ‘resonant’ dzvin k i š yj ‘more resonant’
švyd k yj ‘quick’ švyd š yj ‘quicker’
Table 2.4: The behaviour of augments in POS and CMPR adjectives

As mentioned in the introduction, the disappearance of the augment in
the comparative seems to contradict the generalisation by Grano and Davis
(2018:133-134), repeated below in (16).

(16) Universally, the comparative form of a gradable adjective is derived
from or identical to its positive form.

In line with the generalisation, Grano and Davis (2018:133-134) present four
theoretically possible patterns for the derivation of comparative adjectives.
Those patterns are shown in Table 2.5. Pattern A is where the positive and the
comparative are identical. Pattern B is where the comparative form is derived
from the positive, marked as DERIV (A) in Table 2.5. Pattern C is where the
comparative form is the basic and the positive form is derived from it. Pattern
D is where the positive and the comparative form are independently derived
from a common base. The generalisation in (16) predicts Pattern A and Pattern
B to be possible, and they are attested in Japanese and English respectively,
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while Pattern C and Pattern D are predicted to be impossible.
POS CMPR Prediction Example

Pattern A A A Possible Japanese
Pattern B A DERIV(A) Possible English, French
Pattern C DERIV(A) A Impossible
Pattern D DERIV1(A) DERIV2(A) Impossible

Table 2.5: Four patterns of comparative formation, taken from Grano and
Davis (2018:134)

Grano & Davis provide cross-linguistic data, where the comparative is de-
rived from or identical to the positive. In English, the comparative is derived
from the positive by means of the comparative morpheme -er, as in (17), and
in French it is derived by means of the adverb plus, as in (18).

(17) a. tall
b. tall-er

(18) a. grand
‘tall’

b. plus
more

grand
tall

‘taller’

Meanwhile, in Japanese, the same form takai serves both as positive and
as comparative adjective, (19).

(19) a. takai
‘tall’

b. takai
‘taller’

The Ukrainian data repeated below in (20) seems to fall under Pattern D,
thereby challenging the generalisation by Grano & Davis.

(20) a. švyd-k-yj
quick-AUG-AGR
‘quick’

b. švyd-š-yj
quick-CMPR-AGR
‘quicker’

I will show in Chapter 4 that the challenge is only situated on the morpho-
logical level, not on the structural level. Comparative adjectives always struc-
turally contain positive adjectives.
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VandenWyngaerd et al. (2020) analyse Slovak comparative adjectives that
show a similar pattern to the Ukrainian adjectives in Table 2.4: containment,
where the augment is retained in the comparative, and truncation, where the
augment is not retained. They propose that in order to account for both pat-
terns, the AP should be decomposed into: (1) Dimension (DIM), which stands
for a dimension along which a property concept, such as size, velocity, height,
or color, can be measured, similar to the property concepts in Dixon (2004);
(2) Direction (DIR), which adds directionality to the dimension or scale in-
troduced by DIM, and (3) Point (POINT), which introduces the standard on
the scale and divides the scale into two parts: one half that exceeds the stan-
dard, and another one that does not. They claim that the structure of positive
adjectives, their functional sequence (fseq), is as in (21).2

(21) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIM

In my dissertation, I combine the approaches of Caha et al. (2019) and
Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2020). I propose that the structure of Ukrainian pos-
itive adjectives is as in (22), and the structure of comparative adjectives is as
in (23). I argue for a slightly elaborated structure, where DIMP is internally
complex; I develop this idea in section 4.1.
2Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2020) have an additional head UP on top of POINT. The authors

assume this additional head as they explore the non-containment structure. In subsequent work,
Caha et al. (2024b) and Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (accepted) assume the structure without the
UP head and with strict containment between the positive and the comparative. I am adopting a
strict containment here as well, so I will not be using UP in the structure of Ukrainian adjectives.
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(22) positive adjective

AGRP

AGR POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

(23) comparative adjective
AGRP

AGR C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

Except for the agreement, positive adjectives are contained within com-
parative adjectives. Their structure is identical up to POINTP. The agreement
marker AGR is merged with POINTP in the case of positive adjectives and with
C2P in the case of comparative adjectives. As I will show, this decompositional
approach will be essential to my account of the different patterns of the for-
mation of Ukrainian comparative adjectives, in particular the ones involving
augments.

2.2 Adverbs
In general, there are two major views on the category of adverbs. The first
postulates that adverbs form a separate lexical category distinct from that of
adjectives. Under this view the English suffix -ly is a derivational suffix which
turns adjectives into adverbs. This is claimed in Crystal (1967) and supported
in more recent works such as e.g. Payne et al. (2010) and Huddleston and
Pullum (2017) on English, Pinkster (2019) on Latin, among others. One of
the arguments comes from diachrony. Payne et al. (2010:77-78) claims that
in Old English -ly was used to derive adjectives, while -e derived adverbs. The
adverbial marker -e was lost in Late Old English and Middle English. This led
to the reanalysis of -ly as an adverbial suffix.
The other view postulates that adverbs do not form a lexical category of

their own; instead, adjectives and adverbs belong to the same lexical category,
see Bowers (1975), Emonds (1976) and more recently Baker (2003), Giegerich



Theoretical background 25

(2012), Alexeyenko (2015). One of the arguments in support of this view is
the fact that adjectives and adverbs can take the same degree modifiers, such
as more and too, as in (24) and (25).
(24) a. more serious

b. more serious-ly
(25) a. too serious

b. too serious-ly

In English, adverbs are often morphologically derived from adjectives with
the suffix -ly. In (26), there are two distinct forms, an adjective wise and an
adjective wisely. There are also cases where adverbs are syncretic with adjec-
tives. In (27), the form hard is used both as an adjective, i.e. in (27a), where it
modifies the noun day, and as an adverb in (27b), where it modifies the verb
works.
(26) a. He is wise.

b. He acted wise-ly.
(27) a. He had a hard day.

b. He works hard.

A similar syncretism between the adjectival and the adverbial forms is
attested in Slavic languages. Marušič and Žaucer (2024) claim that Slovenian
adverbs and adjectives can be syncretic, where both are derived either with
the -o or -e marker. In (28a), hitr-o is an adjective, as it modifies the noun
plovilo ‘vessel’, while in (28b) it is an adverb, since it modifies the verb plaval
‘swam’; the two take the same marker -o. Diachronically, adverbs in Slovenian
are derived from the neuter form of adjectives. Marušič & Žaucer argue that
adverbs are synchronically neuter adjectives.

(28) a. hitr-o
fast-N.SG.NOM

plovilo
vessel.N

‘a fast vessel’
b. hitr-o
fast-ADV

plaval
swam

‘swam fast’

Adverbs have been analysed as neuter case-marked adjectives in other
Slavic languages, e.g. by Caha and Medová (2009) for Czech and by Rozwad-
owska (2011) for Polish. Such analyses are based on the observation that the
neuter adjectival and the adverbial forms are syncretic (in neuter singular
nominative). As I will show, it is not the case for modern Ukrainian, where
the two forms are morphologically differentiated.
In this dissertation, I assume that adverbs are derived from adjectives by

the addition of an adverbial head, as in (29). The same approach, where the
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adjectival structure merges with the ADV head is used for Polish in Wiland
(2023) and for Czech in Caha et al. (2024a).

(29) ADVP

ADV POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

I will not address the question of what constitutes the essence of the ADV
head, but I will discuss some solutions from the literature. Baker (2003) dis-
cusses the Italian adverbialising affix -mente. He shows that it exists indepen-
dently as a noun meaning ‘mind’ and that the two are diachronically related.
Baker proposes that the English adverbial marker -ly, like the Italian -mente,
is not a derivational suffix, but a nominal morpheme. Déchaine and Tremblay
(1996) argue that English adverbs in -ly, such as in (30a), should be para-
phrased as in (30b). They draw parallels with the French adverbs in ment,
such as in (31a), which they paraphrase as in (31b). Déchaine & Tremblay
analyse both English and French adverbs as PPs with a null P head.

(30) a. courageous-ly
b. in a courageous manner

(31) a. courageuse-ment
courageous-ADV
‘courageously’

b. de
the
manière
manner

courageuse
courageous

‘in a courageous manner’

Based on Baker (2003) and Déchaine and Tremblay (1996), Alexeyenko (2015:97)
proposes that the underlying structure of -ly-adverbs is as in (32), i.e they are
structurally identical to a manner adverbial meaning ‘in an Adj manner’, as in
(33). Under this approach, adverbs structurally contain adjectives.3
3When the comparative form is considered, the containment between the two is less clear.

Unlike adjectives, deadjectival adverbs in English do not form synthetic comparatives no matter
how the comparative and adverbial markers are arranged (Alexeyenko 2015:84-85). Both (ia)
and (ib) are ungrammatical. The form in (ic) where the comparative marker attaches directly to
the root and the comparative adverb is syncretic with the comparative adjective, is grammatical.
An alternative is to derive the form periphrastically, as in (id).
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(32) PP

P

∅

DP

D

∅

NP

AP

DEGP

very

A

courageous

NP

-ly

(33) PP

P

in

DP

D

a

NP

AP

DEGP

very

A

courageous

NP

way

Bobaljik (2012:120) in turn presents two possible adverbial containment
patterns, as in (34). In (34a), the adverb is derived from the comparative de-
gree adjective. In (34b), the adverb is derived from the positive degree adjec-
tive, and the comparative is derived from the adverb.

(34) a. [[[ADJECTIVE] - COMPARATIVE] - ADVERB]
b. [[[ADJECTIVE] - ADVERB] - COMPARATIVE]

(i) a. *tight-er-ly
b. *tight-li-er
c. tight-er
d. more tight-ly

As discussed in Zwicky (1989), there are different ways of accounting for (i). Aronoff (1976:92-94)
argues that when the comparative morpheme -er is inserted, -ly is deleted. Kiparsky (1982:23-24)
on the other hand claims that the comparative suffix -er is inserted only after adjectival stems
(which rules out (ib) but not (ia)).



28 Comparative morphology across categories

Bobaljik discusses Karelian and Georgian, where the positive adverb is de-
rived from the positive adjective, and the comparative adverb from the com-
parative adjective; such languages belong to the containment pattern in (34a).
This pattern contrasts with Basque, where it is the positive adverb that serves
as input to derive the comparative adverb; this language belongs to the con-
tainment pattern (34b) .
In Karelian, the suffix -h attaches to the positive adjective rutto ‘quick’ to

derive the positive adverb rutto-h ‘quickly’, as in (35b). In (36b), the compar-
ative marker -mpa attaches to the positive adjective rutto to derive the com-
parative adjective rutto-mpa ‘quicker’. To derive the comparative adverb, the
adverbial marker -h attaches to the comparative adjective, as in (36c).
(35) a. rutto

quick
‘quick’

b. rutto-h
quick-ADV
‘quickly’

(36) a. rutto
quick
‘quick’

b. rutto-mpa
quick-CMPR
‘quicker’

c. rutto-mpa-h
quick-CMPR-ADV
‘more quickly’

I illustrate the data in (35) in the tree in (37). The tree shows that the
positive adverb is derived from the positive adjective. The data in (36) is il-
lustrated in the tree in (38). The tree shows that the comparative adverb is
derived from the comparative adjective.
(37) positive adverb

ADVP

AP

A
rutto

ADV
-h

(38) comparative adverb
ADVP

CMPRP

AP

A
rutto

CMPR
-mpa

ADV
-h

At the same time, there are languages like Basque, where the order of the
derivation is different. In (39b), the suffix -ki attaches to the adjective berri
‘new, fresh’ to derive the adverb berri-ki ‘recently’. In (39c), the comparative
marker -ago attaches to berri-ki ‘recently’ to derive the comparative adverb
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berri-ki-ago ‘more recently’. Meanwhile, the comparative adjective is derived
from the positive degree adjective with the comparative marker -ago, berri-ago
‘newer, fresher’. This shows that the comparative adverb is derived from the
positive adverb, not from the comparative adjective.
(39) a. berri

new
‘new, fresh’

b. berri-ki
quick-ADV
‘recently’

c. berri-ki-ago
quick-ADV-CMPR
‘more recently’

(40) a. berri
new
‘new, fresh’

b. berri-ago
new-CMPR
‘newer, fresher’

I illustrate the data in (39) in the tree in (41), which shows that the com-
parative adverb is derived from the positive adverb. The tree in (42) illustrates
the data in (40), where the comparative adjective is derived from the positive
adjective.
(41) comparative adverb

CMPRP

ADVP

AP

A
berri

ADV
-ki

CMPR
-ago

(42) comparative adjective

CMPRP

AP

A
berri

CMPR
-ago

I claim that Ukrainian derives its adverbs from adjectives, both in the
positive and in the comparative, falling under the pattern in (34a) together
with Karelian and Georgian (disregarding the agreement). At the same time,
Ukrainian differs because of the presence of agreement in adjectives and the
adverbial marker in adverbs. As I show in section 5.2, the marker -o in (43b)
is a former neuter adjectival marker that got reanalysed in Ukrainian as a
dedicated adverbial marker. The marker -e in (44a) is a phonologically con-
ditioned allomorph of -o, which attaches to the root of the adjective, without
the agreement. The comparative adjectival forms got adverbialised.
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(43) a. nov-e
new-N.SG.NOM
‘new’

b. nov-o
new-ADV
‘newly’

(44) a. nov-e
new-N.SG.NOM
‘new’

b. nov-iš-e
new-CMPR-N.SG.NOM
‘newer’

c. nov-iš-e
new-CMPR-ADV
‘more newly’

The marker -e is different from the adjectival agreement marker if the
non-neuter adjectives are considered. In (45), the adjective has the mascu-
line marker -yj both in the positive in (46a) and in the comparative in (46b).
At the same time, the positive adverb in (46a) takes the marker -o, while the
comparative adverb in (46b) takes the comparative adverbial marker -e.
(45) a. nov-yj

new-M.SG.NOM
‘new’

b. nov-iš-yj
new-CMPR-M.SG.NOM
‘newer’

(46) a. nov-o
new-ADV
‘newly’

b. nov-iš-e
new-CMPR-ADV
‘more newly’

As I will show in sections 5.3 and 5.4, adverbs have the same morphologi-
cal behaviour as adjectives they are derived from, both in terms of augments
and comparative allomorphy. Based on this, I suggest that the structure of
adjectives and adverbs is almost identical. The adjectival root of adverbs is
decomposed into Dimension (DIM), Direction (DIR), and POINT, (47), which
merges with comparative heads C1 and C2 in the comparative, (48).
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(47) positive adverb

ADVP

ADV POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

(48) comparative adverb
ADVP

ADV C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

The difference between adjectives and adverbs is situated in the topmost
part of the structure: an agreement marker in the case of adjectives and an ad-
verbial marker in the case of adverbs. As I will show, this assumption suffices
to account for the behaviour of adverbs in Ukrainian.
In this Chapter, I presented different approaches to adjectives and adverbs,

both in terms of their status as a lexical category and their internal structure.
I ended up proposing that adjectives, both positive and comparative, have a
rich internal structure, and adverbs are derived from adjectives. In Chapter 3,
I will present data on Ukrainian adjectives.





CHAPTER 3

Adjectives in Ukrainian

3.1 Introduction
Adjectives in Ukrainian are traditionally divided into two types: qualitative
and relative (Hryščenko 2002:328). Qualitative adjectives, such as (1), ex-
press a quality, a certain feature of an object. Relative adjectives, such as (2),
express a quality not directly but via the relation to other objects. Some au-
thors (Danyenko and Vakulenko 1995, Plušč et al. 2009) identify possessive
adjectives, such as (3), as the third type; such adjectives express possession.

(1) vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

(2) mor-sjk-yj
sea-SUF-AGR
‘marine’

(3) kač-yn-yj
duck-SUF-AGR
‘duck’s’

Qualitative adjectives are gradable, unlike relational or possessive ones
(Plušč et al. 2009:230).1 Since this dissertation is on comparative morphology
in Ukrainian, I will only discuss qualitative adjectives. All qualitative adjec-
tives can form a comparative analytically and synthetically. In the former case
1Sherekh (1951:240) observes that some relative adjectives can be used qualitatively, for in-

stance an adjective like kryžan-yj ‘made of ice’ can be used in a comparative degree kryžan-iš-yj
with the meaning ‘colder’.
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the comparative degree is expressed with the adverb biljš ‘more’ and an ad-
jective in its positive form, as in (4). In the latter case it is expressed using a
comparative suffix that attaches to the adjective, as in (5). In both cases there
is an agreement marker, which indicates that the adjective agrees with a noun
in gender, number, and case, in this case -yj, which stands for masculine, sin-
gular, nominative.

(4) biljš vesel-yj
more merry-AGR
‘merrier’

(5) vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

As I show in section 3.2, the situation with agreement is more complex, as
Ukrainian adjectives come in different forms. In section 3.3, I discuss Ukrainian
positive adjectives. In section 3.4, I discuss modern Ukrainian comparative ad-
jectives. I show that both positive and comparative adjectives exist either as
simple forms, i.e. comprised of a root and an agreement marker, or as com-
plex ones, i.e. comprised of a root, an augment and an agreement marker. I
conclude the chapter with a summary of the data patterns in section 3.5.

3.2 Agreement markers
In this section, I discuss inflection in Ukrainian adjectival forms, as there are
different agreement markers that attach to Ukrainian adjectives. They help
the adjective to agree with the noun by expressing gender, number, and case.
The discussion of inflection will be relevant for the discussion of adverbial
markers in section 5.2.
In order to understand the current Ukrainian adjectival forms, I need to

sketch their diachronic development. I will show that different adjectival forms
are remnants of earlier stages of Slavic. Three periods are relevant here: (1)
Proto-Slavic (PS), a language which existed until the 6th century but which we
have access to only through reconstruction; (2) Old Church Slavonic (OCS), the
first attested Slavic language which existed from the 9th to the 11th century;
(3) Ruthenian (RUT), a term for East Slavic linguistic varieties, the branch
to which modern Ukrainian belongs, which existed from the 15th to the 18th
century. In the examples, I will be using the graphemes -ь and -ъ, the so-called
‘yers’ or reduced vowels. The grapheme -ь corresponded to a short [ɪ], while
-ъ corresponded to short [ʊ] (Lunt 2001:24-25).2
2Around the 12th century there was a phonetic change in the East Slavic languages, where
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I will discuss two types of stems in Slavic, soft and hard; as I show below,
the distinction is based on the last consonant of the stem. All inflected words
are comprised of a stem, which obligatorily contains a root and optionally
prefixes or derivational suffixes, and an agreement marker, or a desinence (Lunt
2001:52).
In Ukrainian, adjectives need to agree with the nouns they modify, i.e. they

are marked for number, gender, and case. A partial paradigm (only singular
nominative case) for the adjective molod-yj ‘young’ is presented in Table 3.1.
Depending in the type of agreement, three forms can be distinguished: the
short form, the contracted form, and the uncontracted form. The short form is
marked as SF ADJ, the uncontracted one as UF ADJ, and the contracted one as
CF ADJ; I will discuss each type below. Contracted and uncontracted forms are
referred to as full forms, as opposed to the short form. The black cells mean that
there is no corresponding form, as is the case for feminine and neuter short
forms. The contracted forms are the default adjectival markers in Ukrainian.

SHORT FULL
SF ADJ CF ADJ UF ADJ

M molod molod-yj molod-y-j ‘young’
F molod-a molod-a-ja
N molod-e molod-e-je

Table 3.1: Three possible forms of the adjective molod ‘young’ (SG NOM)

In both the feminine and neuter, there is a marker, -a or -e, in the contracted
form, which is contained within the marker, -a-ja or -e-je, of the uncontracted
form. The masculine can either take the marker -yj in both contracted and
uncontracted form,3 or lack it, as in the short form molod; the short form
exists only in the masculine. Only a small number of adjectives exist in the
short form.4
The two masculine forms differ in their syntactic behaviour, as full forms

(with agreement) can appear both predicatively (6a) and attributively (6b),
while short forms (SF) can only appear predicatively (7a), not attributively
(7b).

these vowels were either dropped entirely, or they developed into the vowels [e] or [o], depending
on their position (Shevelov 1993:949).
3In Table 3.1, masculine uncontracted and contracted forms are identical, as the marker -y-j

was reanalysed as a default masculine agreement marker -yj.
4A list of these adjectives is provided in Appendix A, Table A.1.
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(6) a. Xlopetsj
boy

buv
was
rad-yj
glad-AGR

‘A boy was glad’
b. rad-yj
glad-AGR

xlopetsj
boy

‘a cheerful boy’
(7) a. Xlopetsj

boy
buv
was
rad
glad.SF

‘A boy was glad’
b. *rad

glad.SF
xlopetsj
boy

The distinction between different adjectival forms comes from Proto-Slavic.
Pavlenko (2010:99) claims that in Proto-Slavic adjectives were divided into
two groups: nominal (or short) and pronominal (or long); nominal adjectives
are older, and pronominal ones are morphologically derived from them. The
Ukrainian short forms in Table 3.1 developed from nominal PS forms, while
full forms in Table 3.1 developed from pronominal PS forms. Unlike in modern
Ukrainian, short adjectives in Proto-Slavic had three gender markers, namely: -
ъ/-ь (masculine), -a (feminine), and -o/-e (neuter). Pronominal adjectives were
based on a nominal adjective and a deictic pronoun of a corresponding gender:
-jь (masculine), -ja (feminine), -je (neuter). Nominal and pronominal forms of
the adjective novъ ‘new’, taken from Hryščenko (1978:26), are presented for
each gender in Table 3.2.

NOMINAL PRONOMINAL
gender root AGR root AGR PRON
M nov ъ nov ъ jь
F nov a nov a ja
N nov o nov o je

Table 3.2: PS nominal and pronominal forms of novъ ‘new’ (SG NOM)

Adjectives had two types of stems: hard and soft. Hard stems are the ones
ending in a non-palatalised, plain consonant. Soft stems end in a palatalised
consonant,5 such as š, ž, č, j, lj, nj, rj, c, št, žd (Lunt 2001:54) (I mark palatal-
isation here with a superscript ʲ). The adjective novъ in Table 3.2 has a hard
stem, as it ends in a hard consonant v. The adjective sinʲь in Table 3.3, taken
from Hryščenko (1978:26), has a soft stem, as it ends in a soft consonant nʲ.
5The distinction between plain and palatalised consonants are in the manner of articulation,

where the latter are pronounced by raising the tongue and moving it close to the hard palate.
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NOMINAL PRONOMINAL
gender root AGR root AGR PRON
M sinʲ ь sinʲ ь jь
F sinʲ a sinʲ a ja
N sinʲ e sinʲ e je

Table 3.3: PS nominal and pronominal forms of sinь ‘blue’ (SG NOM)

Soft stems differ from hard stems in the non-feminine agreement: in the
masculine and the neuter they take the -ь and -emarkers, while hard stems take
the -ъ and -o markers, respectively. I mark the differences between agreement
markers in both tables in bold. The same markers appear in the pronominal
form followed by the deictic pronoun.
The motivation behind having two forms, nominal and pronominal, lies

in definiteness. Lunt (2001:64) claims that long forms in Old Church Slavonic
marked definiteness, while short forms marked indefiniteness. The deictic pro-
noun served the same role as a definite article in English. Compare (8), where
the adjective is short and indefinite with (9), where the adjective is long and
definite.

(8) slep-a
blind-F

žena
woman

‘a blind woman’

(9) slep-a-ja
blind-F-PRON

žena
woman

‘the blind woman’

The opposition between short indefinite forms and long definite forms is
attested in present-day South Slavic languages, for example in Slovene (mas-
culine nominative singular) adjectives (Herrity 2015:101). However, it is not
attested in modern Ukrainian, where short and full masculine forms differ
not in definiteness, as both are ambiguous between definite and indefinite
readings. Instead, they differ syntactically, as short forms can only be used
predicatively, not attributively (see the examples (6) and (7) above).
The difference between the contracted and the uncontracted forms is stylis-

tic: uncontracted feminine and neuter forms are only used in folklore and po-
etry, while contracted forms belong to standard Ukrainian (Pugh and Press
1999:148).6 The contracted feminine form in (10) and the contracted neuter
one in (12) are standard, while the corresponding uncontracted forms in (11)
and (13) are not.
6The uncontracted feminine forms are also attested in Northern Ukrainian dialects (Plušč et al.

2009:239).
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(10) zelen-a
green-F.CF

suknja
dress

‘a green dress’

(11) zelen-aja
green-F.UF

suknja
dress

‘a green dress’

(12) zelen-e
green-N.CF

paljto
coat

‘a green coat’

(13) zelen-eje
green-N.UF

paljto
coat

‘a green coat’

In Ruthenian, feminine and neuter pronominal forms got contracted. Shevelov
(1993:963) identifies three stages in the development of Ukrainian adjectival
forms: “Exemplified by the form of the nominative singular feminine they
were: (1) noun-like nova; (2) pronominalized by addition of the Common
Slavonic pronoun ja ‘she’ into novaja; (3) truncated to nova with a monosyl-
labic ending [...], formally identical with the oldest of the three forms.”
While the feminine pronominal marker -aja contracted into -a, the neuter

markers -eje and -oje contracted into -e in Ruthenian and became the default
neuter adjectival marker (Hryščenko 1978:194-195).
The masculine form did not go through contraction the same way as neuter

and feminine did. It lost the agreement marker -ъ/ь which followed j, pre-
sented in Table 3.2 and Table 3.3, but not j itself.7 The marker -yj got re-
analised as a default masculine agreement marker, which marks gender, num-
ber, and case (masculine singular nominative); despite being diachronically
morphologically complex, it is not considered complex in modern Ukrainian.
The masculine agreement marker -yj /ɪj/ can surface as -ij /ij/. In modern

Ukrainian, adjectives ending in -nʲ and a few adjectives in -j belong to the soft
declension and take the agreement marker -ij, as in (14).8 All other adjectives
have hard stems and take the agreement marker -yj, as in (15) and (16). I use
the abbreviation M below for masculine nominative singular.

(14) synʲ-ij
blue-M
‘blue’

(15) pov-n-yj
full-AUG-M
‘full’

(16) vesel-yj
merry-M
‘merry’

The nominal forms presented earlier in Table 3.2 and 3.3 disappeared al-
most entirely in Ukrainian. Pavlenko (2010:102) claims that by the 19th cen-
tury they lost their case forms and their syntactic role changed; they started
7Fully contracted masculine forms like nov-y ‘new’ (compare with the standard Ukrainian nov-

yj) are attested in Northern Ukrainian dialects (Plušč et al. 2009:239).
8Plušč et al. (2009:240) claims that there is a rather small group of adjectives in -ij, and the

majority of them are relative.



Adjectives in Ukrainian 39

to be used as predicates. Modern Ukrainian preserves only remnants of the
short adjectival forms, and all of them exist only in the masculine singular
nominative, as in (17a) and (18a). These short forms have the corresponding
full forms in (17b) and (18b).

(17) a. rad
‘glad’

b. rad-yj
glad-M
‘glad’

(18) a. molod
‘young’

b. molod-yj
young-M
‘young’

The full paradigm of standard Ukrainian adjectives (contracted forms),
based on Danyenko and Vakulenko (1995:27), is provided in Table 3.4. The
table is split into two parts: the declension for hard and for soft stems. The
accusative is syncretic with the nominative if the noun is inanimate, or with
genitive if the noun is animate (Pugh and Press 1999:148).

Case Singular Plural
M F N

Hard stem
NOM nov-yj nov-a nov-e nov-i
ACC =NOM/GEN nov-u nov-e =NOM/GEN
GEN nov-oho nov-oji nov-oho nov-yx
DAT nov-omu nov-ij nov-omu nov-ym
INS nov-ym nov-oju nov-ym nov-ymy
LOC nov-omu nov-ij nov-omu nov-yx
Soft stem
NOM synʲ-ij synʲ-a synʲ-e synʲ-i
ACC =NOM/GEN synʲ-u synʲ-e =NOM/GEN
GEN synʲ-oho synʲ-oji synʲ-oho synʲ-ix
DAT synʲ-omu synʲ-ij synʲ-omu synʲ-im
INS synʲ-im synʲ-oju synʲ-im synʲ-imy
LOC synʲ-omu synʲ-ij synʲ-omu synʲ-ix

Table 3.4: Ukrainian adjectival declension

I will use the masculine nominative singular agreement -yj, which I will
gloss as AGR, in the chapters that follow as it is the default dictionary form. I
come back to the agreement in section 5.2, where I show that Ukrainian ad-
verbs are derived from neuter adjectives. In section 3.3, I discuss Ukrainian
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positive adjectives, while in section 3.4, I discuss Ukrainian comparative ad-
jectives.

3.3 Positive adjectives
This section is concerned with Ukrainian adjectival forms, where I present
the data patterns. Ukrainian adjectives will be divided into two groups: (1)
simple, i.e. comprised of a root and an agreement marker and (2) complex,
i.e. comprised of a root, an augment (-n/-k/-ok), and an agreement marker.

3.3.1 Simple adjectives
Simple Ukrainian adjectives are comprised of two components, namely a root
and an agreement marker with no intervening adjectivizing morphemes, as
in (19) and (20).9 Such adjectives are all of Proto-Slavic or Old East Slavic10
origin (Hryščenko 1979:121). The majority of such roots are monosyllabic,
(19). The stress (indicated by means of underlining in (19) and (20)) can fall
either on the root or on the desinence.

(19) dovh-yj
long-AGR
‘long’

(20) syv-yj
grey-AGR
‘grey’

There are also simple disyllabic adjectives, such as (21) and (22). In the
former case the root falls on the root, and in the latter on the desinence.

(21) vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

(22) molod-yj
young-AGR
‘young’

3.3.2 Complex adjectives
Complex adjectives have an additional piece of morphology between the root
and the agreement marker. This piece of morphology tends to be adjectivising.
The number of adjectivizing suffixes, as I show below, is quite high. I first
9A list of simple Ukrainian adjectives is provided in Appendix A, Table A.2.
10Old East Slavic was a vernacular Eastern Slavic language, or a group of dialects, which coex-
isted with Old Church Slavonic.
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introduce all Ukrainian adjectivising suffixes, and then focus on a subset of
them, namely -k, -n, and -ok.
Denominal adjectives in Ukrainian are derived with one of the suffixes

listed in Table 3.5. The list of suffixes is taken from Horpynyč (1999:148).

NOUN ADJECTIVE
nr noun translation root SUF AGR translation
1 kučerj ‘curl’ kučerj av yj ‘curly’
2 vynjatok ‘exception’ vynjatk ov yj ‘exceptional’
3 ironija ‘irony’ iron ičn yj ‘ironic’
4 fihura ‘figure’ fihur aljn yj ‘figurative’
5 lehenda ‘legend’ lehend arn yj ‘legendary’
6 efekt ‘effect’ efekt yvn yj ‘effective’
7 zub ‘tooth’ zub ast yj ‘toothy’
8 vusa ‘moustache’ vus at yj ‘moustached’
9 talant ‘talent’ talan ovyt yj ‘talented’
10 ščastja ‘happiness’ ščas lyv yj ‘happy’
11 pravda ‘truth’ pravd yv yj ‘honest’
12 lis ‘forest’ lis yst yj ‘forested’
13 vovk ‘woolf’ vovk uvat yj ‘wolf-like’
14 rozum ‘mind’ rozum n yj ‘smart’

Table 3.5: Denominal adjectivizing suffixes

Horpynyč (1999:148) also provides a list of deverbal suffixes in Ukrainian;
they are shown in Table 3.6. Even though the suffix -k is mentioned only in
Table 3.6, I will show that it actually derives adjectives from nouns as well.

VERB ADJECTIVE
nr root TV INF translation root SUF AGR translation
1 lyp nu ty ‘to stick’ lyp k yj ‘sticky’
2 spiv a ty ‘to sing’ spiv uč yj ‘singing’
3 hn u ty ‘to bend’ hnit juč yj ‘depressing’
4 lež a ty ‘to lie’ lež ač yj ‘lying’
5 vys i ty ‘to hang’ vys jač yj ‘hanging’
6 tjam y ty ‘to understand’ tjam ušč yj ‘clever’
7 vyd i ty ‘to see’ vyd jušč yj ‘seeing’
8 hulj a ty ‘to walk’ hul jašč yj ‘strolling’
9 syp a ty ‘to spill’ sypč ast yj ‘crumbling’
10 zv y ty ‘to weave’ zvyv yst yj ‘twisting’
11 hr a ty ‘to play’ hraj lyv yj ‘frolicking’
12 vluč a ty ‘to hit’ vluč n yj ‘accurate’

Table 3.6: Deverbal adjectivizing suffixes
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Considering the number of these suffixes, discussing all of them would
take me too far from the main objective of this dissertation. Because of that,
I focus on three suffixes, or, as I have referred to them, augments: (1) -n,
which is very productive in deriving adjectives, (2) -k, which used to be quite
productive and still comes with a large number of adjectives, and (3) -ok along
with its phonological alternant -ek, which derive a handful of adjectives, from
primary Slavic adjectives. Examples of adjectives with the three augments are
presented below in (23)-(25).
(23) sylj-n-yj

strong-AUG-AGR
‘strong’

(24) solod-k-yj
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

(25) vys-ok-yj
high-AUG-AGR
‘high’

These three augments come from earlier stages of Slavic, where they sur-
faced as -ьn, -ъk and -ok, respectively, (26)-(28).
(26) sil-ьn-ъ

strong-AUG-AGR
‘strong’

(27) slad-ъk-ъ
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

(28) vys-ok-ъ
high-AUG-AGR
‘high’

Adjectives in -n are very productive in Ukrainian;11 they are derived either
from nouns, (29) or from verbs, (30).12

(29) a. rozum
mind
‘mind’

b. rozum-n-yj
smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

(30) a. vluč-a-ty
hit-TV-INF
‘to hit’

b. vluč-n-yj
precise-AUG-AGR
‘precise’

The suffix -n derives adjectives from loan words as well, such as (31) and
(32). In both cases, the root does not exist independently without the suffix.
(31) militar-n-yj

military-AUG-AGR
‘military’

(32) realj-n-yj
real-AUG-AGR
‘real’

In a few cases, like in (33), the -n is soft, followed by the agreement marker
-ij. It is usually soft if preceded by a palatalised consonant ž or š, as shown in
11I provide some more examples in Appendix A, Table A.3.
12Despite the nominal or verbal origin of the roots that are followed by augments, I will gloss
them as adjectives throughout the dissertation.



Adjectives in Ukrainian 43

(33).13 The majority of adjectives, as the ones discussed above, have a hard -n
and take the agreement marker -yj.

(33) a. muž
man
‘man’

b. muž-nʲ-ij
brave-AUG-AGR
‘brave’

The suffix -k is not productive in modern Ukrainian, but there are plenty
of adjectives derived with this suffix.14 It derives adjectives either from verbs
(34) or from nouns, as in (35).
(34) a. riz-a-ty

cut-TV-INF
‘to cut’

b. riz-k-yj
sharp-AUG-AGR
‘sharp’

(35) a. solod
malt
‘malt’

b. solod-k-yj
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

There are also some cases like (36) where the root does not exist on its
own without the suffix, and the etymology is unclear.
(36) a. *švyd

ROOT
b. švyd-k-yj
quick-AUG-AGR
‘quick’

The -ok suffix is not productive in modern Ukrainian either, and there are
only five adjectives with this suffix, all listed in Table 3.7.15 These adjectives
13There are also cases where it is preceded by a hard consonant, as in (i), and the -n is soft.

(i) a. moh-ty
might
‘to be able to’

b. mohut-nʲ-ij
might-AUG-AGR
‘mighty’

Bevzenko (1960:209) claims that the hard and the soft -n developed from the same suffix -ьn-ъ
discussed above.
14Bevzenko (1985:295-297) lists more than a hundred adjectives augmented with -k; I provide
them in Appendix A, Table A.4.
15The adjectives are also listed in Appendix A, Table A.5.
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all came from Proto-Slavic,16 where they existed in two forms, a primary sim-
ple form in -ъ, and a derived from, augmented with the suffix -ok. In Ukrainian,
such adjectives exist only in their augmented form.17

Proto-Slavic Ukrainian
nr root AGR root AUG AGR root AUG AGR translation
1 glyb ъ glyb ok ъ hlyb ok yj ‘deep’
2 šіr ъ šіr ok ъ šyr ok yj ‘wide’
3 vуs ъ vys ok ъ vys ok yj ‘high’
4 dal ь dal ek ъ dal ek yj ‘far’
5 žest ъ žest ok ъ žorst ok yj ‘cruel’

Table 3.7: Positive adjectives with the augment -ok

The distribution of the augments discussed in this section is not determined
by phonology. This is shown by the fact that augments can be used inter-
changeably in certain cases. The root nud derives two adjectives: in (37a), the
form is augmented with -n, while in (37b) it is augmented with -k. The two
adjectives have identical meanings.
(37) a. nud-n-yj

boring-AUG-AGR
‘boring’

b. nud-k-yj
boring-AUG-AGR
‘boring’

The same is the case for the root pruž, which derives two adjectival forms:
one augmented with -n (38a) and one with -k (38b). Again, the two have
identical meanings.
(38) a. pruž-n-yj

bouncy-AUG-AGR
‘bouncy’

b. pruž-k-yj
bouncy-AUG-AGR
‘bouncy’

In the same manner, the root slab derives two adjectives, where (39) does
16The etymologies that I provide are taken from an online Ukrainian etymological dictionary
accessible at https://goroh.pp.ua/.
17There are Ukrainian nouns which are closely related to these adjectives, namely hlyb ‘depth’,

šіr ‘width’, vysj ‘height’, dalj ‘distance’. Such forms developed from the nominalised PS forms,
hlyb-ь ‘depth’, šіr-ь ‘width’, vysj-ь ‘height’, dalj-ь ‘distance’.

https://goroh.pp.ua/
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not take an augment, while (39b) takes -k; both forms have the same meaning
‘weak’.
(39) a. slab-yj

weak-AGR
‘weak’

b. slab-k-yj
weak-AUG-AGR
‘weak’

The root prav derives two adjectives, where (40a) does not take -n, while
(40b) does. The meanings of the two are not identical but closely related.
(40) a. prav-yj

right-AGR
‘right’

b. prav-n-yj
lawful-AUG-AGR
‘lawful’

The root žorst can derive two adjectives, where (41a) takes the augment -k,
while (41b) takes -ok. I will provide some additional motivation for treating
-k and -ok as two different suffixes in section 4.2.3.
(41) a. žorst-k-yj

rough-AUG-AGR
‘rough’

b. žorst-ok-yj
cruel-AUG-AGR
‘cruel’

Moreover, the distribution of augments is not determined by the morpho-
logical category of the base either. Some adjectives with the augment -n are
derived from nouns (42), but some do not exist independently without -n, (43).
The same is true for adjectives with the augment -k: they can be derived from
nouns (44) but not all of them are, (45). This suggests that the augments are
not always used as adjectivisers.
(42) a. rozum

mind
‘mind’

b. rozum-n-yj
smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

(43) a. *mar
ROOT

b. mar-n-yj
futile-AUG-AGR
‘futile’
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(44) a. dzvin
bell
‘bell’

b. dzvin-k-yj
resonant-AUG-AGR
‘resonant’

(45) a. *čit
ROOT

b. čit-k-yj
clear-AUG-AGR
‘clear’

Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (accepted) analyse the distribution of the cor-
responding Czech augments and conclude that the distribution of augments
in Czech is an arbitrary property of the root. I propose the same is true for
Ukrainian. From now on, when talking about complex adjectives I will refer
only to adjectives with -n, -k, and -ok augments. In the next section I look at
their comparative forms.

3.4 Comparative adjectives
In this section, I discuss Ukrainian comparative adjectives. In section 3.4.1, I
discuss comparative allomorphy, both from a diachronic and a synchronic an-
gle. I show that the modern Ukrainian comparative suffix has two allomorphs
and claim that the distinction of the allomorphs is not determined by phono-
logical principles. As in the previous section, I keep the distinction between
simple (underived) and complex (derived) adjectives, discussing them sep-
arately in section 3.4.2 and section 3.4.3, respectively. As the last point, I
discuss suppletion in section 3.4.4.

3.4.1 Comparative allomorphy
Hryščenko (1978:112-114) claims that there were two comparative suffixes
in Proto-Slavic, -jьš and -ějьš. They are both derived from the Proto-Indo-
European suffix -ios, which developed into -jьš. The suffix -ějьš results from
enlarging the suffix -jьš with the suffixal element -ě. We find the same two
suffixes in Old Church Slavonic (OCS): (1) the unproductive suffix -jьš, which
surfaced as -ьš or (2) the productive suffix -ějьš, which surfaced as -ěiš (Lunt
2001:77-78). The suffix -jьš surfaces as -š in modern Ukrainian, and the suffix
-ějьš surfaces as -iš.
The suffix -ьš was found with a limited group of stems, as discussed for

OCS in Lunt (2001:77-78) and OES in Bevzenko (1960:218). In the first case,
the adjectives lacked suffixes in the positive form and the comparative suffix



Adjectives in Ukrainian 47

attached directly to the root, palatalizing the last consonant, (46) and (47).18

(46) a. sux-a
dry-F
‘dry’

b. suš-ьš-i
dry-CMPR-F
‘drier’

(47) a. xud-a
thin-F
‘thin’

b. xuž-ьš-i
thin-CMPR-F
‘thinner’

In the second case, the roots were followed by the augments -ok and -ъk
in the positive; the augment was dropped and the comparative suffix attached
directly to the root, palatalising the last consonant, as in (48) and (49).

(48) a. vys-ok-a
high-AUG-F
‘high’

b. vyš-ьš-i
high-CMPR-F
‘higher’

(49) a. niz-ъk-a
low-AUG-F
‘low’

b. niž-ьš-i
low-CMPR-F
‘lower’

In the last case, the comparative form was suppletive, i.e. the root changed
in the comparative, and the suffix attached directly to it, as in (50).

(50) a. mal-a
small-F
‘small’

b. mьn-ьš-i
small-CMPR-F
‘smaller’

All other adjectives took the comparative suffix -ěiš, as shown in (51) and
(52). The suffix exists in modern Ukrainian as a marker -iš.

(51) a. nov-a
new-F
‘new’

b. nov-ěiš-i
new-CMPR-F
‘newer’

(52) a. star-a
old-F
‘old’

b. star-ěiš-i
old-CMPR-F
‘older’

18I use the feminine agreement in the OCS/OES examples in this section, as the masculine forms
require more in-depth discussion of the correspondence between agreement and comparative
forms in OCS/OES, which is not relevant for the current purposes.
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Pancheva (2024) argues that the choice between the two comparative mor-
phemes was semantically motivated. She analyses the two suffixes in OCS, -ьš
and -ěiš, and the adjectives which take these suffixes. All adjectives that took
the suffix -ьš were property concepts. For instance, vys, a root denoting the
property of height, combined with -ьš, (53).

(53) a. vys
‘height’

b. vyš-ьš-i
high-CMPR-F
‘higher’

While the suffix -ьš is old and unproductive, the suffix -ěiš is newer and pro-
ductive. Pancheva proposes that it emerged out of necessity to express com-
parison in non-property-concept denoting expressions. For instance, the root
větr ‘wind’ in (54a) could not form the comparative with the suffix -ьš directly,
as shown in (54b), because it is not a property concept. The root first needed
to combine with the augment -ьn, which adjectivized the root, as in (54c).
(54) a. větr

‘wind’
b. *větr-ьš-i

wind-CMPR-F
c. větr-ьn
wind-AUG

d. větr-ьn-ě
wind-AUG-Ě

e. větr-ьn-ě-iš-i
wind-AUG-Ě-CMPR-F
‘windier’

It then got extended with a morpheme -ě, as shown in (54d), which, ac-
cording to Pancheva, turned it into a property concept. Only then could it
be combined with the comparative suffix itself, forming the comparative ad-
jective větrn-ě-iš-i ‘windier’, as shown in (54e). This analysis fits in with the
diachronic development of the two suffixes.
The two OCS suffixes, -ьš and -ěiš survived into Ukrainian as -š and -iš.

In modern Ukrainian, the comparative suffix can surface as -iš, -š, -č or -šč
as shown in Table 3.8. The suffix -iš is very productive; it attaches to most
comparative adjectives. At the same time, -š is not productive, as it is found
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in around twenty-five adjectives in Ukrainian (Shevelov 1993).19 There are
seven adjectives with -č and three with -šč.20

nr root AGR translation root CMPR AGR translation
1 vesel yj ‘merry’ vesel iš yj ‘merrier’
2 molod yj ‘young’ molod š yj ‘younger’
3 tovst yj ‘thick’ tov šč yj ‘thicker’
4 doroh yj ‘expensive’ dorož č yj ‘more expensive’

Table 3.8: Comparative allomorphs in Ukrainian

The marker-šč is in fact complex. It is comprised of the root-final st which
palatalized into š, and -č, the suffix. Once -šč is decomposed into two mor-
phemes, we are left with three comparative allomorphs: -iš, -š, and -č.
When it comes to -č, it is the result of diachronic changes, summarised in

Table 3.9. The reconstruction of these changes was done by Bevzenko (1960)
and supported in the literature among others by Hryščenko (1978:117) and
Plušč et al. (2009:37). The underlying suffix was -ьš, and it caused phonolog-
ical changes, which came in different stages.

suffixation assimilation dissimilation
nr root CMPR AGR root CMPR AGR root CMPR AGR translation
1 vag ьš yj važ ьš yj važ č yj ‘heavier’
2 nyz ьš yj nyž ьš yj nyž č yj ‘lower’
3 vys ьš yj vyš ьš yj vyš č yj ‘higher’

Table 3.9: Assimilative-dissimilative changes caused by -ьš

The first column represents the first stage, namely suffixation, when the
comparative suffix -ьš attached to the root; the roots of such adjectives ended
in g, z, or s. The second column shows the second stage, namely assimilation,
when the last consonant got palatalized by the short vowel ь of the compara-
tive suffix and assimilated to š. As a result, the last consonant of the root, g, z
or s palatalised into ž, ž, and š, respectively. The last stage was when dissimi-
lation took place. The short vowel -ь got deleted and the last consonant of the
root appeared next to -š, causing it to undergo dissimilation. As a result, -š dis-
similated into -č, as shown in the dissimilation column in Table 3.9. In modern
Ukrainian, -č only occurs after roots ending in -ž and -š, i.e. its occurrence is
predictable on phonological grounds.
19I collected a little over thirty adjectives with the suffix -š, see Appendix A, Table A.6.
20Adjectives with -č and -šč are listed along with -š adjectives in Appendix A, Table A.6.
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This means that the suffix -č is a phonologically conditioned allomorph of
the suffix -š. This way, we are left with two comparative allomorphs: -iš and -š.
As far as the distribution of the two comparative suffixes is concerned, there
are two possibilities. The first one is that it is determined by phonology, that
is, by the last consonant (cluster) of the root that selects the suffix. The second
one is that it is determined by morphosyntax. I claim that the choice between
the two comparative suffixes is not determined by phonology. There are two
arguments in support of this claim.
Firstly, there are a number of adjectives that can take both suffixes -š and

-iš in the comparative, as in Table 3.10. In (1) star-yj ‘old’ has two comparative
forms: star-š-yj and star-iš-yj. In (2) bahat-yj ‘rich’ has two comparative forms:
bahat-š-yj and bahat-iš-yj (the stress falls either on the root or on the suffix).
The same applies to hrub-yj ‘fat, rude’ and zdorov-yj ‘healthy’ (the latter has
the stress either on the root or on the suffix) among others. The fact that one
and the same root can co-occur with both comparative adjectives in the same
meaning shows that the distribution is not conditioned by phonology.

POS CMPR -š CMPR -iš
root AGR root CMPR AGR root CMPR AGR translation

1 star yj star š yj star iš yj ‘older’
2 bahat yj bahat š yj bahat iš yj ‘richer’

bahat iš yj ‘richer’
3 hrub yj hrub š yj hrub iš yj ‘thicker’
4 zdorov yj zdorov š yj zdorov iš yj ‘healthier’

zdorov iš yj ‘healthier’
Table 3.10: Adjectives that take both CMPR suffixes

Secondly, adjectives that have the same or very similar phonological en-
vironments can still choose different suffixes. This shows, again, that the dis-
tribution of suffixes is not determined by phonology. In order to demonstrate
this, some minimal pairs are presented in Table 3.11. In the first half of the
table both adjectives end in v and have stress on the root but take different
suffixes: dešev-yj takes the suffix -š, while važlyv-yj takes -iš. The same applies
to the second half of the table, where both adjectives end in ž and have stress
on the root but take different suffixes: duž-yj takes -š (that surfaces as -č) while
sviž-yj takes -iš. The other forms are ungrammatical.
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POS CMPR -š CMPR -iš
root AGR root CMPR AGR root CMPR AGR translation

1 dešev yj  dešev š yj *dešev iš yj ‘cheaper’
važlyv yj *važlyv š yj važlyv iš yj ‘more important’

2 duž yj duž č yj *duž iš yj ‘stronger’
sviž yj *sviž č yj sviž iš yj ‘fresher’

Table 3.11: Adjectives that take different CMPR suffixes

Based on the two arguments presented above, I conclude that the distri-
bution of -iš and -š is not conditioned phonologically. In sum, I claim that
there are two morphologically conditioned allomorphs: -iš and -š, where the
latter has two phonological alternants: -š and -č. The Ukrainian orthography
obscures the picture in the case of -šč, as the Ukrainian grapheme щ stands
for two phonemes, the last consonant of the root and the suffix itself. The
summary is provided in Table 3.12.

morphology phonology orthography
-iš -iš -іш
-š -š -ш

-č -ч
-š-č -щ

Table 3.12: Comparative allomorphy: summary

The distinction between two comparative suffixes, parallel to Ukrainian -š
and -iš reflects the situation in Proto-Slavic, and it is therefore not surpris-
ing that it exists in other closely related Slavic languages, such as Belarusian,
Polish, Czech, and Slovak, as shown in Table 3.13.

Ukrainian Belarusian Polish Czech Slovak
-š -š -sz -š -š
-iš -ejš -ejsz -ějš -ějš

Table 3.13: Comparative allomorphy in Slavic



52 Comparative morphology across categories

3.4.2 Simple adjectives
I collected fifteen simple adjectives in standard Ukrainian which take the suffix
-š.21 The list of simple adjectives that take -š is provided in Table 3.14. The last
five adjectives are suppletive (I discuss them in section 3.4.4). In the positive,
the stress can fall either on the agreement, as molod-yj or on the root, as in
bahat-yj. In the comparative, the stress always falls on the final syllable of the
root.

nr root AGR translation root AUG AGR translation
1 star yj ‘old’ star š yj ‘older’
2 molod yj ‘young’ molod š yj ‘younger’
3 dešev yj ‘cheap’ dešev š yj ‘cheaper’
4 bahat yj ‘rich’ bahat š yj ‘richer’
5 zdorov yj ‘healthy’ zdorov š yj ‘healthier’
6 hrub yj ‘rough, fat’ hrub š yj ‘rougher, fatter’
7 dovh yj ‘long’ dov š yj ‘longer’
8 doroh yj ‘expensive’ dorož č yj ‘more expensive’
9 duž yj ‘strong’ duž č yj ‘stronger’
10 tovst yj ‘thick, fat’ tovš č yj ‘thicker, fatter’
11 mal yj ‘small’ men š yj ‘smaller’
12 velyk yj ‘big’ bilj š yj ‘bigger’
13 pohan yj ‘bad’ hir š yj ‘worse’
14 dobr yj ‘good’ lip š yj ‘better’
15 dobr yj ‘good’ kraš č yj ‘better’
Table 3.14: Simple adjectives with the comparative suffix -š

The majority of simple adjectives takes the suffix -iš in the comparative.
Two examples are provided below. In (55), the stress shifts from the desinence
to the comparative marker, while in (55b) the stress shifts from the root to the
comparative marker.

(55) a. tup-yj
stupid-AGR
‘stupid’

b. tup-iš-yj
stupid-CMPR-AGR
‘more stupid’

(56) a. čyst-yj
clean-AGR
‘clean’

b. čyst-iš-yj
clean-CMPR-AGR
‘cleaner’

21Hryščenko (1978:119) claims that there is dialectal variation: more -š adjectives are attested
in South-Western and Northern dialects, e.g. sux-š-yj ‘drier’ and tuh-š-yj ‘tighter’; such forms are
not part of Standard Ukrainian, where the corresponding forms take the suffix -iš, i.e. sux-iš-yj
and tuh-iš-yj.
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In (57), where the root is disyllabic, two stress options are available: either
on the root, as in (57b) or on the comparative marker, as in (57c).
(57) a. vesel-yj

merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

c. vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

The -i in the suffix -iš always causes softening of the preceding vowel. I
illustrate it on the above-mentioned examples in (58)-(60).
(58) a. tu/p/-yj

b. tu/pʲ/-iš-yj
(59) a. čys/t/-yj

b. čys/tʲ/-iš-yj
(60) a. vese/l/-yj

b. vese/lʲ/-iš-yj

3.4.3 Complex adjectives
Suffixes that derive complex adjectives show different behaviour in the com-
parative, depending on the nature of the augment and the nature of the root.
Complex adjectives have two options: they can keep or lose their augment in
the comparative. The augment -n is always kept, -k is either kept or dropped,
and -ok is (almost) always dropped. Let me start with the -n adjectives. All of
them retain the augment -n in the comparative, which is then followed by the
comparative suffix -iš. It is an open and very productive class; I provide two
examples below. The stress is shifted from the root to the comparative suffix
in (61); in loans the stress stays on the root, (62).
(61) a. rozum-n-yj

smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

b. rozum-n-iš-yj
smart-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘smarter’

(62) a. militar-n-yj
military-AUG-AGR
‘military’

b. militar-n-iš-yj
military-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘more military’

There are two options available with -k comparative adjectives. Option
1 is when the augment -k is retained in the comparative and is followed by
the comparative suffix -iš. The majority of adjectives augmented with -k form
the comparative by retaining -k, which is always followed by the comparative
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marker -iš (Sherekh 1951:242). In these adjectives, the stress is shifted to the
comparative suffix, as in (63) and (64).
(63) a. dzvin-k-yj

resonant-AUG-AGR
‘resonant’

b. dzvin-k-iš-yj
resonant-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘more resonant’

(64) a. čit-k-yj
clear-AUG-AGR
‘clear’

b. čit-k-iš-yj
clear-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘clearer’

Option 2 is when the augment is not retained: the adjective loses -k in the
comparative and the root is directly followed by the comparative suffix -š (or
its phonological alternant -č). In cases where the root is bisyllabic, as in (65),
the stress stays on the root. In monosyllabic roots, the stress shifts from the
desinence to the root, as in (66).

(65) a. solod-k-yj
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

b. solod-š-yj
sweet-CMPR-AGR
‘sweeter’

(66) a. švyd-k-yj
quick-AUG-AGR
‘quick’

b. švyd-š-yj
quick-CMPR-AGR
‘quicker’

The adjectives that take the augment -k in the positive and lose it in the
comparative are listed in Table 3.15. All of such adjectives take the compara-
tive suffix -š (or its phonologically conditioned allomorph -č).
The last augment that will be discussed is -ok. There is a small set of ad-

jectives augmented with -ok to begin with, all of which are presented below
in Table 3.16. Four of them lose the suffix -ok in the comparative. In such a
case, the root is directly followed by the comparative suffix -š ; the stress shifts
to the root. One of them, žorst-ok-yj keeps the suffix in the comparative, and
it is followed by the suffix -iš ; the stress stays on the augment.
22I treat this adjective as a complex one, even though it is spelled and pronounced with one
-k in Ukrainian, i.e. mjakyj /mjɐˈkɪj/. That is because the adjective comes from the PS męk-ъk-ъ
(alternatively męg-ъk-ъ), where the root ends in k (or g) and got augmented with -ъk. It is visible
in other Slavic languages, such as Polish, the corresponding adjective is mięk-k-i, which is spelled
and pronounced with two k, where the first one is the final consonant of the root and the other one
is the augment, and in Russian it is mjag-k-ij, where the final consonant of the root is g followed
by the augment k.
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nr root AUG AGR translation root CMPR AGR translation
1 korot k yj ‘short’ korot š yj ‘shorter’
2 solod k yj ‘sweet’ solod š yj ‘sweeter’
3 ton k yj ‘thin’ ton š yj ‘thinner’
4 leh k yj ‘light, easy’ leh š yj ‘lighter, easier’
5 švyd k yj ‘quick’ švyd š yj ‘quicker’
6 hlad k yj ‘smooth, fat’ hlad š yj ‘smoother, fatter’
7 slab k yj ‘weak’ slab š yj ‘weaker’
8 mjak22 k yj ‘soft’ mjak š yj ‘softer’
9 rid k yj ‘liquid’ rid š yj ‘more liquid’
10 tjaž k yj ‘tough’ tjaž č yj ‘tougher’
11 važ k yj ‘heavy’ važ č yj ‘heavier’
12 vuzj k yj ‘narrow’ vuž č yj ‘narrower’
13 blyzj k yj ‘close’ blyž č yj ‘closer’
14 nyzj k yj ‘low’ nyž č yj ‘lower’

Table 3.15: Positive and comparative forms of complex adjectives with -k

nr root AUG AGR translation root AUG CMPR AGR translation
1 hlyb ok yj ‘deep’ hlyb - š yj ‘deeper’
2 šyr ok yj ‘wide’ šyr - š yj ‘wider’
3 vys ok yj ‘high’ vyš - č yj ‘higher’
4 dal ek yj ‘distant’ dalj - š yj ‘more distant’
5 žorst ok yj ‘cruel’ žorst ok iš yj ‘more cruel’
Table 3.16: Positive and comparative forms of complex adjectives with -ok

Summing up, adjectives with the -n augment never lose it in the compar-
ative, unlike -k or -ok. There is a correlation between whether the augment
is retained and which comparative suffix is used: if an augment is kept, it is
always followed by the suffix -iš, if it is dropped, the root is followed by the
suffix -š.

3.4.4 Suppletive adjectives
Suppletion is ‘the wholesale replacement of one stem by a phonologically un-
related stem’ (Bobaljik 2012:1). There are two types of suppletion. The first
one is root suppletion, where the root changes to a phonologically unrelated
one but still takes the regular comparative morphology. An example is the
English adjective good which changes to bett in the comparative but still takes
the regular comparative morpheme -er, producing bett-er.
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The second type is portmanteau suppletion. An example is the adjective
bad, which changes to worse in the comparative. This comparative form does
not take the regular comparative marker -er; instead, the comparative meaning
is expressed by the root itself. While there is a segmentable part in bett-er, the
adjective worse is non-segmentable.
There are six suppletive adjectives in Ukrainian, all of the root-suppletion

type; they are listed in Table 3.17.23 There are three adjectives meaning ‘good’
in Ukrainian: xoroš-yj, dobr-yj, and harn-yj, which have additional meanings:
xoroš-yj and harn-yj also mean ‘pretty’, and dobr-yj also means ‘kind’. All three
of these adjectives have two suppletive comparative forms, namely lip-š-yj and
kraš-č-yj. All suppletive adjectives take the comparative suffix -š.

nr root AGR translation root CMPR AGR translation
1 mal yj ‘small’ men š yj ‘smaller’
2 velyk yj ‘big’ bilj š yj ‘bigger’
3 pohan yj ‘bad’ hir š yj ‘worse’
4 xoroš yj ‘good, pretty’ lip š yj ‘better’

kraš č yj
5 dobr yj ‘good, kind’ lip š yj ‘better’

kraš č yj
6 harn yj ‘good, pretty’ lip š yj ‘better’

kraš č yj
Table 3.17: Suppletive adjectives with -š

As can be seen in Table 3.18, suppletive adjectives are incompatible with
the comparative suffix -iš.
At the same time, the adjectives pohan-yj ‘bad’, dobr-yj ‘good, kind’ and

harn-yj ‘good, pretty’, have parallel forms with -iš but those are based on the
positive, non-suppletive root, as shown in Table 3.19.
23In this table, velyk ‘big’ is treated as monomorphemic. Etymologically, it is bimorphemic.
The form vel-ikъ is of pronominal origin, derived from the root vel and the suffix -ikъ (https:
//goroh.pp.ua/). The suffix also derived kol-ikъ ‘how big?’, tol-ikъ ‘so big’, sel-ikъ ‘as big as this’,
el-ikъ ‘so big (relative)’ (Lunt 2001:70). In modern Ukrainian, velyk is the only such adjective and
it never appears without the suffix, including the noun velyč ‘glory’, and the corresponding verb
voz-velyč-y-ty ‘to glorify’.

https://goroh.pp.ua/
https://goroh.pp.ua/
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nr root AGR translation root CMPR AGR
1 mal yj ‘small’ *men iš yj
2 velyk yj ‘big’ *bilj iš yj
3 pohan yj ‘bad’ *hir iš yj
4 xoroš yj ‘good, pretty’ *lip iš yj

*kraš iš yj
5 dobr yj ‘good, kind’ *lip iš yj

*kraš iš yj
6 harn yj ‘good, pretty’ *lip iš yj

*kraš iš yj
Table 3.18: Suppletive adjectives with -iš

nr root AGR translation root CMPR AGR translation
1 pohan yj ‘bad’ pohan iš yj ‘worse’
2 dobr yj ‘good, kind’ dobr iš yj ‘kinder’
3 harn yj ‘good, pretty’ harn iš yj ‘prettier’
Table 3.19: Non-suppletive forms of suppletive adjectives

Arregi and Nevins (2014) call the pattern of forming two parallel forms,
where one is suppletive, like worse and the other one is not, like badder, ‘disup-
pletive’. These adjectives tend to have specialised, evaluative meanings. This
is the case for both dobr-yj and harn-yj, which in the comparative have the
meaning ‘kinder’ and ‘prettier’, respectively.

3.5 Summary: data patterns
Summarising the previous discussion, there are seven patterns for the forma-
tion of comparative adjectives in Ukrainian;24 they are presented in the Table
3.20. The adjectives belonging to the first two patterns, (I) and (II), are sim-
ple; suppletion constitutes a special case of pattern (I). They are comprised of
a root in the positive and a root followed by the comparative marker -š in the
case of (I) or the comparative marker -iš in the case of (II).
Adjectives belonging to the remaining five patterns are complex; they all

have an augment, either -n, -k, or -ok in the positive. In the comparative,
their behaviour differs: while in (III), (IV), and (VI) the augment is kept in the
comparative and is followed by the comparative suffix -iš, in (V) and (VII) the
24All of the forms belonging to these patterns have agreement following the root or the com-
parative marker. I am not including the agreement marker for more clarity and visibility.
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nr POS CMPR
I root root-š
root rootsup-š

II root root-iš
III root-n root-n-iš
IV root-k root-k-iš
V root-k root-š
VI root-ok root-ok-iš
VII root-ok root-š

Table 3.20: Comparative patterns in Ukrainian

suffix is dropped and the comparative marker -š is used. Importantly, while
the suffix -ok and -k can be dropped in the comparative, as in (V) and (VII),
the augment -n never is.
In this chapter, I discussed positive and comparative adjectives in modern

Ukrainian. I split each of them into simple and complex. Complex adjectives
have augments that show different behaviour: they are either kept or dropped
in the comparative. There are two comparative allomorphs, -iš or -š, and their
distribution is not determined phonologically. In the next chapter, I provide
my analysis for the data in Table 3.20. I will use root sizes to account for the
seven patterns in Table 3.20.



CHAPTER 4

Analysis

4.1 The root sizes
In Chapter 2, I argued for the structure of positive and comparative adjec-
tives as in (1) and (2). Both in the positive and in the comparative, the AP is
decomposed into DIM, DIR, and POINT.
(1) positive adjective

AGRP

AGR POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

(2) comparative adjective
AGRP

AGR C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...
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The comparative head is split into two abstract comparative heads: C1 and
C2. I proposed in Chapter 2 that the two are lexicalised by -i and -š, respec-
tively; their lexical items are provided below in (3) and (4). They stack on top
of the decomposed adjectival structure to derive the comparative form.

(3) C1P

C1

⇔ /i/ (4) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/ (5) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

Both adjectival forms take the agreement marker; its lexical entry is pro-
vided in (5). The syntactic representation of the agreement marker is arguably
internally complex, as it expresses grammatical features, such as as gender,
number, and case.1 Its internal structure, however, is not relevant for the
derivation of comparative structures in Ukrainian. For expository purposes,
then, I use a non-decomposed AGRP in my derivations.
I ended the discussion in Chapter 3 with seven different patterns of com-

parative formation; I repeat them below in Table 4.1.

nr POS CMPR
I root root-š
root rootsup-š

II root root-iš
III root-n root-n-iš
IV root-k root-k-iš
V root-k root-š
VI root-ok root-ok-iš
VII root-ok root-š

Table 4.1: Comparative patterns in Ukrainian

I propose that each pattern in the formation of Ukrainian adjectives in
Table 4.1 can be explained in terms of root size. I introduced the concept of
root size in Chapter 1. I showed that the noun seal and mice lexicalise different
amounts of structure; I repeat the trees in (6) and (7). In (6), the root seal
lexicalises only NP. In (7), the root mice is the portmanteau realisation of NP
and PLP. The idea is that the root of mice is bigger than the root of seal.
1See e.g. Cortiula (2023) for a decompositional analysis of agreement in verbs and Caha (2021)

for a decompositional analysis of agreement in nouns.
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(6)
NP

...

PLP

PL
seal s

(7) PLP

PL NP

...
mice

This idea can be illustrated in a lexicalisation Table 4.2. The root sizes,
namely the amount of structure that each root lexicalises, are marked in grey.

NP PLP
seal s
mice

Table 4.2: Lexicalisation table for two plural nouns

Following Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2020) and Caha et al. (2019), I apply
the idea of roots size to comparative adjectives. I claim that there are different
root sizes in Ukrainian, depending on how much morphology they take in the
comparative. In Table 4.3, I present two roots, vesel and dešev.

translation POINTP C1 C2 AGR
‘merrier’ vesel i š yj
‘cheaper’ dešev š yj

Table 4.3: Lexicalisation table for two Ukrainian comparative adjectives

The root vesel lexicalises POINTP and takes two comparative morphemes,
-i and -š, which lexicalise C1 and C2, respectively. In contrast, the root dešev is
slightly bigger in size; it lexicalises C1 in addition to POINTP. It takes only one
comparative morpheme, -š, which lexicalises C2. As a result, the morpheme
-i does not surface. I present the lexicalisation of two adjectives in the trees
below: vesel-i-š-yj ‘merrier’ in (8) and dešev-š-yj ‘cheaper’ in (9).

(8)

POINTP

...

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

vesel i
š

yj
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(9)

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

dešev

š
yj

Thus, the root dešev is bigger than vesel because it lexicalises more structure.
I will go through the derivation of both roots in detail in sections 4.2.1 and
4.2.2.
Taking into account the seven adjectival patterns in Table 4.1, I argue that

Ukrainian adjectives come in seven different sizes, corresponding to the seven
patterns in Table 4.1, which lexicalise a different number of features. The
seven adjectival patterns map onto the seven root sizes, as shown in Table
4.4. Comparative heads C1 and C2 are present in the comparative but absent
in the positive, as marked in black. I use the decomposed DIMP in the table; I
provide evidence for its decomposition in section 4.2.3.

root pattern adjective F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 AGR
XXS VI ‘cruel’, POS žorst ok yj

‘cruel’, CMPR žorst ok i š yj
XS III ‘smart’, POS rozum n yj

‘smart’, CMPR rozum n i š yj
S IV ‘resonant’, POS dzvin k yj

‘resonant’, CMPR dzvin k i š yj
M II ‘merry’, POS vesel yj

‘merry’, CMPR vesel i š yj
L I ‘cheap’, POS dešev yj

‘cheap’, CMPR dešev š yj
Isup ‘good’, POS dobr yj

‘good’, CMPR lip š yj
L′ V ‘short’, POS korot k yj

‘short’, CMPR korot š yj
L′′ VII ‘wide’, POS šyr ok yj

‘wide’, CMPR šyr š yj
Table 4.4: Ukrainian root sizes: adjectives

The roots differ in size, depending on how much structure they lexicalise:
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the smallest root is XXS (extra extra small) and the biggest root is L (large); I
refer to them as regular roots and discuss them all in section 4.2. Small roots,
namely XXS, XS, and S, are not capable of lexicalising the whole structure and
need augments, -ok, -n, or -k respectively, to lexicalise a part of their functional
sequence both in the positive and in the comparative. Bigger roots, namely M
and L, do not take augments, as they can lexicalise the structure up to POINTP
themselves.
The last two roots, L′ and L′′, are of the same size as L roots, but they have a

different internal structure. They take the augment -k or -ok in the positive but
lose it in the comparative. I refer to them as CLB roots (roots with a Complex
Left Branch), and discuss them in section 4.3.
Since I go through the derivation of different root sizes in the following

sections, I will briefly recall the mechanism which drives the spell-out of syn-
tactic derivations. It proceeds according to a four-step Lexicalisation Algorithm
(Starke 2022):

(10) a. Merge F and spell out
b. If fail, move the closest non-remnant labelled constituent and
spell out

c. If fail, move the immediately dominating constituent and spell
out (Recursive)

d. If fail, go back to the previous cycle and try the next option for
that cycle (backtracking)

In the following sections, I will show, following the algorithm, how the deriva-
tion of Ukrainian adjectives proceed.

4.2 Regular roots
In this section, I discuss roots in the order of increasing complexity of their
derivations. I will start with L and M roots, which do not take augments, in
sections 4.2.1 and 4.2.2, respectively. In section 4.2.3 I decompose DIMP in (1)
and (2), showing that it is internally complex. I will provide evidence for the
decomposition from diminutive adjectives. I will then move to XXS, XS, and S
roots, which do take augments, in sections 4.2.4, 4.2.5, and 4.2.6, respectively.
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4.2.1 L roots
The biggest root is of size C1P, which I call an L root. It takes no additional
morphology either in the positive or in the comparative and it takes one com-
parative morpheme, (11). This corresponds to pattern (I) in Table 4.4.

(11) a. dešev-yj
cheap-AGR
‘cheap’

b. dešev-š-yj
cheap-С2-AGR
‘cheaper’

The lexical entry for the L root is provided below in (12). The root is big
enough to lexicalise the whole structure up to C1P. The lexical entries for the
comparative and the agreement marker are provided in (13) - (14).

(12) C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

⇔ /dešev/

(13) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/ (14) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

First, DIMP is successfully lexicalised by dešev, (15), as it is contained in
its lexical entry in (12). When DIR is merged, (16), the whole structure can be
lexicalised, (17), since, again, it is contained in its lexical entry in (12).
(15) DIMP

...
dešev

(16) DIRP

DIR DIMP

...
dešev

(17)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev
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Next, POINT is merged, (18). Since the structure built so far is still con-
tained within the lexical entry of dešev, it can be successfully lexicalised, (19).
Up until this point, the Lexicalisation Algorithm in (10) has tried the first step,
and has successfully lexicalised POINTP.
(18) POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev

(19)
POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev

To derive the positive, AGR needs to be merged, (20). This time, however,
the structure does not match the L-tree in (12), and lexicalisation fails (in-
dicated with exclamation marks). In accordance with the second step of the
Lexicalisation Algorithm, movement of the closest non-remnant labelled con-
stituent, which is POINTP, is attempted, (21).
(20) !AGRP!

AGR POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev

(21)
AGRP

AGR POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev

Once POINTP undergoes movement, AGRP can by lexicalised by -yj, as in
(22). As a result, in the positive the root lexicalises the structure up to POINTP,
because C1 is missing from the structure of the positive.
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(22)
POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

AGRP

AGR

dešev

yj

To derive the comparative, C1 needs to be merged with POINTP, (23). The
whole structure is identical to the lexical entry of dešev, and it gets successfully
lexicalised, (24).

(23) C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev

(24)
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev

Now, C2 can be merged, (25). Since C2 is not contained in the lexical
entry of dešev, lexicalisation is unsuccessful. Movement of the closest non-
remnant labelled constituent, which is C1P, is attempted. Once the movement
operation is completed, C2P matches the lexical entry of -š in (13) and can be
successfully lexicalised, (26).
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(25) !C2P!

C2P C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

dešev
(26)

C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C2P

C2

dešev

š

The last feature to be merged is AGR, (27). AGRP does not match the lexical
entry of dešev, so movement of the closest non-remnant labelled constituent,
C1P, is attempted, (28). However, lexicalisation is unsuccessful, (29), as there
is still no match, and the movement operation needs to be undone, reverting
back to (27).
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(27) !AGRP!

AGR
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C2P

C2

dešev

yj

(28)
AGRP

AGR
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C2P

C2

dešev

yj

(29)
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

!AGRP!

AGR C2P

C2

dešev

yj

In accordance with the Lexicalisation Algorithm, the third step, namely move-
ment of the immediately dominating constituent, is attempted. Once the con-
stituent dominating C1P and C2P is moved, (30), AGRP can be lexicalised as
-yj. The complete lexicalised comparative form is provided in (31).
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(30)
AGRP

AGR
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C2P

C2

dešev

yj

(31) dešev-š-yj ‘cheaper’

C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

dešev

š
yj

Compare it with the positive form provided in (32). In the positive, the
root lexicalises the structure up to POINTP. In the comparative, it lexicalises
the structure up to C1P and C2P is lexicalised by the comparative morpheme
-š. AGRP is lexicalised as -yj both in the positive and in the comparative.
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(32) dešev-yj ‘cheap’

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

AGRP

AGR

dešev

yj

4.2.2 M roots
The next root type is of size POINTP, which I call an M root. These roots don’t
take any additional morphology either in the positive or in the comparative
and the root is directly followed by two comparative morphemes, as in (33).
This corresponds to pattern (II) in Table 4.4.

(33) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-i-š-yj
merry-С1-С2-AGR
‘merrier’

The lexical entries are provided below in (34)-(37).

(34) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

⇔ /vesel/ (35) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

(36) C1P

C1

⇔ /i/ (37) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/



Analysis 71

First, DIMP is lexicalised as vesel, (38), as it is contained in its lexical entry
in (34). Then, the next feature, DIR, is merged. Since the syntactic representa-
tion in (39) is contained in the lexical entry of vesel in (34), the structure can
be successfully lexicalised.

(38) DIMP

...
vesel

(39)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

vesel

Next, POINT is merged with the structure, (40). Again, since the syntactic
representation of (41) is contained within the lexical entry of vesel, (34), the
structure is successfully lexicalised.

(40) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

vesel

(41)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

vesel

To derive the positive, AGR is merged with POINTP, (42). Once POINTP
undergoes movement, it matches the L-tree of -yj in (35) and can be lexicalised
by it, (43).
(42) !AGRP!

AGRP POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

vesel

(43)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

AGRP

AGR

vesel

yj
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The comparative is built by merging the existing structure with C1. The
structure doesn’t match the L-tree in (34), so lexicalisation fails, (44). In the
next step, movement of the closest non-remnant labelled constituent, POINTP,
is attempted, (45).

(44) !C1P!

C1P POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

vesel

(45)
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

vesel

As a result of this movement operation, C1P can be lexicalised as -i, (46).
Now, the next feature, C2, is merged. Since it doesn’t match the L-tree in (34),
lexicalisation fails (47).
(46)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1

vesel

i

(47) !C2P!

C2
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1P

vesel

i

Movement of the closest non-remnant labelled constituent is triggered,
(48). Again, there is no match, (49), so the movement needs to be undone,
reverting to (47).
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(48)
C2P

C2
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1P

vesel

i

(49)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

!C2P!

C2 C1P

C1P

vesel

i

The next step is to move the constituent immediately dominating both C1P
and POINTP, (50). As a result, C2P can be successfully lexicalised as -š, (51).

(50)
C2P

C2
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1P

vesel

i
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(51)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

The last step is merging AGR. The structure does not find a match in the lexi-
con, so movement is triggered, (52). Moving the closest non-remnant labelled
constituent, POINTP, does not produce a structure suitable for lexicalisation,
(53). So, the movement operation needs to be undone.

(52) !AGRP!

AGR

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

(53)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

!AGRP!

AGR
C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i š

In the next step, the constituent immediately dominating both POINTP and
C1P, is moved, (54). Again, the structure does not find a match in the lexicon,
(55), so the movement needs to be undone.
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(54)
AGRP

AGR

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

(55)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1

!AGRP!

AGR C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

The next step is to attempt moving the right-hand daughter of AGRP, (56). As
a result of this movement operation, AGRP can be successfully lexicalised as
-yj. The complete lexicalised comparative form is provided in (57).

(56)
AGRP

AGR

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š



76 Comparative morphology across categories

(57) vesel-i-š-yj ‘merrier’

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1P

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

vesel

i
š

yj

Compare it with the lexicalised positive form provided below in (58). In
the positive, the root lexicalises the structure up to POINTP and the agreement
marker lexicalises AGRP in the positive. In the comparative, the adjectival root
lexicalises the structure up to POINTP and needs two comparative morphemes
to lexicalise C1P and C2P and the agreement marker to lexicalise AGRP.
(58) vesel-yj ‘merry’

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

AGRP

AGR

vesel

yj

The lexicalisation of the two roots discussed so far are summarised in Table
4.5. M roots are smaller than L roots; because of their size, they take two
comparative morphemes, -i and -š, which lexicalise C1P and C2P, respectively.
At the same time, L roots lexicalise C1P themselves, and take only -š, which
lexicalises C2P. In the next section, I provide evidence for augments -n, -k, -ok
lexicalising different amount of structure based on the data from diminutives.
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root pattern adjective DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 AGR
M II ‘merry’, POS vesel yj

‘merry’, CMPR vesel i š yj
L I ‘cheap’, POS dešev yj

‘cheap’, CMPR dešev š yj
Table 4.5: Ukrainian root sizes: M and L roots

4.2.3 Inside the positive:
Evidence from diminutive adjectives

In this section, I discuss diminutives, because they are informative about the
morphosyntax of augments and they provide evidence regarding the internal
structure of the positive. The diminutive marker attaches to nouns to express
the small size of a particular object. The suffix -enj is used to derive diminutive
nouns in Ukrainian, mostly related to young animals, like the suffix -ling in
English. An example is provided in (59).

(59) a. ptax
bird
‘bird’

b. ptaš-enj-a
bird-DMV-N.SG
‘birdling’

In Ukrainian, adjectives can also be diminutive. Diminutive adjectives can be
evaluative, being used to convey a positive, endearing meaning, which can
be paraphrased as ‘nicely’, as is (60). They can also be used to convey a non-
evaluative meaning of low degree, which can be paraphrased as ‘a bit’, as in
(61). Ukrainian diminutive adjectives are formed using different diminutive
suffixes, one of them being -enj, as in (60) and (61).

(60) a. čyst-yj
clean-AGR
‘clean’

b. čyst-enj-k-yj
clean-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘nicely clean’

(61) a. tup-yj
stupid-AGR
‘stupid’

b. tup-enj-k-yj
stupid-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘a bit stupid’

I want to argue that the diminutive suffix is -enj, not -enjk, as is usually
claimed in Ukrainian grammars (Plušč et al. 2009, Horpynyč 2004), i.e. it can
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be decomposed into two morphemes: the diminutive -enj and the augment -k.
Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (accepted) argue that diminutive morphemes pro-

vide insight into the structural position occupied by different augments. Czech
has a diminutive suffix -oučk, which the authors also decompose into the
diminutive -ouč and the augment -k, as in (62).

(62) a. čist-ý
clean-AGR
‘clean’

b. čisť-ouč-k-ý
clean-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘nicely clean’

Vanden Wyngaerd et al. observe that augments show different morphological
behaviour in complex Czech adjectives with the augments -k and -n. In (63),
the adjective takes the augment -k in (63a), which follows the diminutive
suffix in (63b).

(63) a. heb-k-ý
smooth-AUG-AGR
‘smooth’

b. heb-ouč-k-ý
smooth-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘nicely smooth’

At the same time, in (64) the adjective takes the augment -n in (64a), which
precedes the diminutive suffix in (64b). The augment -k surfaces in -n diminu-
tive adjectives following the diminutive suffix.

(64) a. lev-n-ý
cheap-AUG-AGR
‘cheap’

b. lev-ň-ouč-k-ý
cheap-AUG-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘nicely cheap’

Thus, while the augment -n appears to the left of the diminutive suffix, -k ap-
pears to its right. Based on this morphological behaviour, Vanden Wyngaerd
et al. propose that the augments -n and -k occupy two different structural
positions: AUG-LOW and AUG-HIGH under a standard terminal insertion ap-
proach. This state of affairs could be represented as in (65), where the former



Analysis 79

is occupied by -n and the latter is occupied by -k. This translates in a phrasal
lexicalisation approach, which Vanden Wyngaerd et al. adopt, in -n starting
lower, or having a lower foot than -k.

(65)

A

ROOT

AUG-LOW

n

DMV

ouč

AUG-HIGH

k

The same behaviour is observed in Ukrainian diminutive adjectives, where
the augment -n precedes the diminutive marker, (66), while -k follows it, (67).

(66) a. drib-n-yj
tiny-DMV-AGR
‘tiny’

b. drib-n-enj-k-yj
tiny-AUG-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘nicely tiny’

(67) a. solod-k-yj
sweet-DMV-AGR
‘sweet’

b. solod-enj-k-yj
sweet-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘nicely sweet’

I adopt the analysis developed in Vanden Wyngaerd et al. and claim that
the distribution of augments relative to the diminutive marker indicates that
they occupy different positions in the structure in Ukrainian as well; more
specifically, -n has a lower foot than -k. Two adjectival Ukrainian forms, the
plain positive (POS) and the diminutive positive (DMV), are provided in Table
4.6. In the positive, the DMV head is absent, so it is marked in black. The
augment -k lexicalises POINTP both in the positive and in the diminutive; it
starts at, or has a foot in, POINT. The augment -n lexicalises DIRP and POINTP
in the positive and DIRP in the diminutive; it starts at, or has a foot in, DIR.
The augment -k appears on top of diminutive adjectives augmented with -n

because of the intervening DMV head. The augment -n cannot lexicalise DMV,
so it cannot grow any further than DIR. POINT still needs to be lexicalised.
The augment -k, being of size POINT, can lexicalise it. The lexical entries of
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adjective DIM DIR (DMV) POINT AGR
‘sweet’, POS solod k yj
‘sweet’, DMV solod enj k yj
‘tiny’, POS drib n yj
‘tiny’, DMV drib n enj k yj

Table 4.6: -n and -k augments in POS and DMV adjectives

the augments -n and -k are repeated below in (68) and (69).

(68) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

⇔ /n/ (69) POINTP

POINT

⇔ /k/

The augment -ok follows the same pattern as -n in diminutives, namely, it
always surfaces to the left of the diminutive suffix, as shown in (70).2 As with
-n, we see -k surfacing on top of -ok if there is a diminutive. The augment -k
follows the diminutive marker. The data in (70) provides evidence for treating
-k and -ok as two different morphemes.

(70) a. šyr-ok-yj
wide-DMV-AGR
‘wide’

b. šyr-oč-enj-k-yj
wide-AUG-DMV-AUG-AGR
‘a bit wide’

Adjectives augmented with -ok, like adjectives augmented with -n, retain
the augment in the comparative. The morphological behaviour of -ok suggests
that its foot is low in the structure, just as the foot of -n. Since these are two
different augments, they can’t have the same foot. To have a morphosyntactic
distinction between roots like šyr (with -ok) and drib (with -n), we need a root
smaller than DIMP. As I have been indicating in the derivations so far, DIMP
is in fact internally complex. I propose that there is a feature inside it, but I do
not commit to any specific feature, and so will agnostically call it F1. In fact,
2The suffix -ok surfaces as -oč as a result of palatalisation, but the non-palatalised option is

also attested, i.e. vys-ok-enj-k-yj along vys-oč-enj-k-yj, both meaning ‘a bit high’. This seems to be
the only -ok adjective that allows both options.
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DIMP contains F1P. Since merge is always binary, it must take two objects. In
(71) F1 merges with an empty set Ø. Starting the derivation with the empty set
is a recent development in Nanosyntax, adopted by Starke (2024) following
an earlier proposal by De Belder and Van Craenenbroeck (2015). From now
on, since I have decomposed DIMP, I will start the derivation with F1 merged
with an empty set.

(71)
F1P

F1 Ø

I compare three different root sizes and three different augments in Table 4.7.
The root of -ok adjectives lexicalises F1P, while the augment -ok lexicalises
DIM, DIR, and POINT in the positive. In the diminutive, -ok lexicalises DIM
and DIR and -k lexicalises POINT.

adjective F1P DIM DIR DMV POINT AGR
‘sweet’, POS solod k yj
‘sweet’, DMV solod enj k yj
‘tiny’, POS drib n yj
‘tiny’, DMV drib n enj k yj
‘wide’, POS šyr ok yj
‘wide’, DMV šyr ok enj k yj
Table 4.7: -ok augment in POS and DMV adjectives

The lexical entry of -ok, which lexicalises DIM, DIR, and POINT, is provided
in (72). Compare its lexical entry to the lexical entries of -n in (68) and -k in
(69). Out of the three augments, -ok has the lowest foot, and can lexicalise the
biggest amount of structure. With this in mind, I will go through the derivation
of augmented adjectives in the following three sections.

(72) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

⇔ /ok/
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4.2.4 S roots
S roots have the augment -k both in the positive and in the comparative, (73).
They correspond to pattern (IV) in Table 4.4.

(73) a. dzvin-k-yj
resonant-AUG-AGR
‘resonant’

b. dzvin-k-i-š-yj
resonant-AUG-С1-С2-AGR
‘more resonant’

S roots lexicalise the structure up to DIRP. Since they themselves cannot spell
out the entire adjectival functional sequence, they need augments to lexicalise
part of the structure, in particular the augment -k. The lexical entries are pro-
vided below in (74)-(78).

(74) DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /dzvin/ (75) POINTP

POINT

⇔ /k/

(76) C1P

C1

⇔ /i/ (77) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/ (78) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

The derivation starts with the lowest root feature F1 and an empty set, (79).
The structure matches the lexical entry of dzvin in (74) and can be lexicalised
by it, (80).
(79)

F1P

F1 Ø

(80)
F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin
In the next step, DIM is merged, (81). The structure matches the L-tree in

(74) and can be lexicalised by korot, (82).
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(81) DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin

(82)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin

Then, the next feature, DIR, is merged, (83). The structure still matches the
lexical entry in (74), and can be lexicalised as dzvin, (84).

(83) DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin

(84) DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin

Next, the feature POINT is merged, (85). This time, there is no match in
the lexicon, (85), so movement is triggered.

(85) !POINTP!

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin

The first step is to move the closest non-remnant labelled constituent, (86),
which is DIRP. After this movement operation, the lexicalisation is successful,
and POINTP is lexicalised as -k, (87). This completes the derivation of the
positive (apart from the agreement marker).
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(86)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dzvin
(87)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

dzvin

k

The comparative is built by merging the structure with C1. Since there is
no match in the lexicon, (88), movement is triggered. In accordance with the
algorithm, movement of DIRP is attempted first, (89).
(88) !C1P!

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

dzvin

k

(89)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

dzvin

k

The lexicalisation fails, as there is no match in the lexicon, (90). Thus,
movement needs to be undone, (88). This time movement of the constituent
immediately dominating DIRP is attempted (91).



Analysis 85

(90)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

!C1P!

C1 POINTP

POINT

dzvin

k

(91)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

dzvin

k

As a result of this movement, C1P can be lexicalised as -i, (92).

(92)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

dzvin

k
i

Next, C2 is merged. C2P does not find a match in the lexicon, so movement is
triggered, (93). The closest non-remnant labelled constituent, which is again
DIRP, is moved, (94).
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(93) !C2P!

C2

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

dzvin

k
i

(94)
C2P

C2

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

dzvin

k
i

The movement doesn’t produce a structure suitable for lexicalisation, (95), so
it needs to be undone, reverting to (93).

(95)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

!C2P!

C2
POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

dzvin

k i

The next step is to move the constituent immediately dominating DIRP, (96).
There is no match, again, as shown in (97), so the movement is undone, (93).
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(96)
C2P

C2

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

dzvin

k
i

(97)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

!C2P!

C2 C1P

C1

dzvin

k
i

This time the right-hand daughter of C2P is moved, (98). As a result, C2P can
be lexicalised as -š, (99).

(98)
C2P

C2

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

dzvin

k
i
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(99)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

dzvin

k
i

š

The last feature to be merged is AGR. When it is merged, there is no match
in the lexicon, (100). As usual, movement is triggered.

(100) !AGRP!

AGR

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

dzvin

k
i

š

Since this step is recursive, the constituents are moved until the structure
suitable for lexicalisation is derived. In this case, the correct structure is de-
rived once the right-hand daughter of AGRP is moved. As a result, AGRP can be
lexicalised by -yj. The complete lexicalised comparative adjective is provided
in (101).
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(101) dzvin-k-i-š-yj ‘more resonant’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

dzvin

k
i

š
yj

Compare with the positive form provided in (102). In the positive, the
root lexicalises the structure up to DIRP and needs an additional morpheme
to lexicalise POINTP and an agreement marker to lexicalise AGRP. In the com-
parative, the root lexicalises DIRP, the augment lexicalises POINTP, the two
comparative morphemes lexicalise C1P and C2P, and the agreement marker
lexicalises AGRP.
(102) dzvin-k-yj ‘resonant’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

AGRP

AGR

dzvin

k
yj
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4.2.5 XS roots
XS roots are of size DIMP, as in (104). These roots have the augment -n both
in the positive and the comparative, as in (103). This corresponds to pattern
(III) in Table 4.4.

(103) a. rozum-n-yj
smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

b. rozum-n-i-š-yj
smart-AUG-С1-С2-AGR
‘smarter’

The presence of -n is determined by the root size: the root is small and it needs
additional morphology to lexicalise DIRP and POINTP. The lexical entries are
provided below in (104)-(108).

(104) DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /rozum/ (105) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

⇔ /n/

(106) C1P

C1

⇔ /i/ (107) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/ (108) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

The structure in (109) finds a match to the lexical entry of rozum in (104)
and can be lexicalised by it. The same happens when DIM is merged, (110).

(109) F1P

F1 Ø
rozum

(110) DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

rozum
In the next step, DIR is merged and lexicalisation fails, as there is no lexical

entry which contains this structure, (111). In such a case, movement of the
closest non-remnant labelled constituent, namely DIMP, is attempted, (112).
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(111) !DIRP!

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

rozum

(112)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

rozum

Once the movement operation is completed, DIRP can be lexicalised by -n,
as in (113).

(113)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

rozum

n

After this successful lexicalisation, POINT is merged. POINTP does not find
a match in the lexicon, (114), so movement is required, (115).

(114) !POINTP!

POINT
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

rozum

n

(115)
POINTP

POINT
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

rozum

n

As a result of movement, POINTP can be lexicalised as -n, (116), as it is a
perfect match for its lexical entry in (105). This completes the derivation of
the positive (disregarding the agreement).
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(116)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR
rozum n

The comparative is derived by merging the structure with C1. The structure
does not find a matching lexical entry, (117), so, movement of DIMP is at-
tempted (118).

(117) !C1P!

C1P
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR
rozum n

(118)
C1P

C1
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR
rozum n

Movement of DIMP doesn’t derive a structure that finds a match in the
lexicon, (119), so this step needs to be undone, reverting to (117).
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(119)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIRrozum

n

This time, following the algorithm, the constituent immediately dominating
DIMP is moved, namely POINTP together with DIMP, (120). As a result of this
movement operation, C1P can be lexicalised as -i, (121).

(120)
C1P

C1P
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR
rozum n

(121)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

rozum n

i

Now, the next feature, C2, can be merged, (122). There is no match in
the lexicon, so movement is triggered, (123). Again, movement of the closest
non-remnant labelled constituent is attempted, which in this case is DIMP.
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(122) !C2P!

C2

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

rozum n

i

(123)
C2P

C2

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

rozum n

i

As a result of movement, there is still no match, (124). So, movement needs
to be undone, reverting back to the step in (122).

(124)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

!C2P!

C2
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1rozum

n

i

This time, movement of the constituent immediately dominating DIMP, namely
DIMP along with POINTP, is attempted, as in (125).
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(125)
C2P

C2

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

rozum n

i

There is no lexical entry which can lexicalise C2P along with C1P, (126), so
this step needs to be undone, reverting to (122).

(126)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

!C2P!

C2 C1P

C1

rozum n

i

As the next step, movement of the constituent dominating DIMP, POINTP, and
C1P is attempted, (127). As a result of this movement operation, C2P can be
lexicalised as -š, (128).

(127)
C2P

C2

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINT

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

rozum n

i
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(128)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

The last step is to merge AGRP, (129). There is no match in the lexicon, so
movement is triggered. First, closest non-remnant labelled constituent, DIMP,
is moved, (129), but this will fail to derive a structure suitable for lexicalisa-
tion. In the next step, movement of the constituent immediately dominating
DIMP is attempted, which also fails. The next step is to move the constituent
immediately dominating the previous one, namely DIM, POINTP, and C1P,
which, again, does not derive a structure suitable for lexicalisation.

(129)
AGRP

AGR

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

In the next step, the right-hand daughter of AGRP is moved, (130). Once
the movement operation is complete, there is a match in the lexicon, and, as
a result, AGRP can be lexicalised as -yj. The lexicalised comparative form is
provided in (131).
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(130)
AGRP

AGR

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

(131) rozum-n-i-š-yj ‘smarter’

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

rozum n

i
š

yj

The lexicalised positive form is provided in (132). Both in the positive and in
the comparative, the root lexicalises DIRP, the augment -n lexicalises POINTP.
In the comparative, C1P and C2P are lexicalised by -š and -iš, respectively.

(132) rozum-n-yj ‘smart’

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

AGRP

AGR

rozum n

yj
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4.2.6 XXS roots
The smallest root is of size F1P, which I call an XXS root. It takes the augment
-ok both in the positive and in the comparative. This corresponds to pattern
(VI) in Table 4.4. The only adjective which belongs to this pattern is given in
(133).

(133) a. žorst-ok-yj
cruel-AUG-AGR
‘cruel’

b. žorst-ok-i-š-yj
cruel-AUG-С1-С2-AGR
‘more cruel’

The root žorst lexicalises only F1P, while -ok lexicalises DIM, DIR, and
POINT. The lexical entries are provided below in (189)-(137).

(134) F1P

F1P Ø

⇔ /žorst/ (135) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

⇔ /ok/

(136) C1P

C1

⇔ /i/ (137) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/ (138) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

As usual, the derivation starts with the lowest root feature F1 and an empty
set, which matches the lexical entry of žorst in (189) and can be lexicalised by
it, (139).

(139) F1P

F1 Ø

žorst

In the next step, DIM is merged, (140). This time, DIMP does not find a match
in the lexicon, and movement is triggered, (141).
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(140) !DIMP!

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

žorst

(141)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø
žorst

Once the movement operation is complete, DIMP is contained within the
lexical entry of -ok, (135), and can be lexicalised by it, (142).

(142)
F1P

F1 Ø

DIMP

DIM
žorst ok

The next feature to be merged is DIR, (143). Since DIRP does not find a
match in the lexicon, movement of F1P is triggered, (144).

(143) !DIRP!

DIR
F1P

F1 Ø

DIMP

DIM
žorst ok

(144)
DIRP

DIR
F1P

F1 Ø

DIMP

DIM
žorst ok

After this movement operation, DIRP matches the lexical entry of -ok and
can be lexicalised by it, (145).

(145)
F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMžorst

ok
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The next step is to merge POINT, (146). POINTP does not find a match in the
lexicon, so movement is triggered, (147).
(146) !POINTP!

POINT
F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMžorst

ok

(147)
POINTP

POINT
F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMžorst

ok

After this movement operation, there is a perfect match with the lexical
entry of -ok, (148). This completes the derivation of the positive (again, dis-
regarding the agreement).

(148)
F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

žorst

ok

To derive the comparative, POINTP is merged with C1, (149). Since the
structure does not find a match, F1P, being the closest non-remnant labelled
constituent, undergoes movement, but fails to derive a structure suitable for
lexicalisation. In the next step, the constituent containing F1P and POINTP
undergoes movement. As a result, C1P can be lexicalised as -i, (150).
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(149) !C1P!

C1
F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

žorst

ok
(150)

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C1P

C1

žorst

ok

i

The same steps are followed when C2 and AGR are merged one by one. The
structure undergoes lexicalisation-driven movements, as has been shown for
the previous steps. As a result, C2P can be lexicalised as -š, and AGRP can be
lexicalised as -yj. The lexicalised comparative form is provided in (151).
(151) žorst-ok-iš-yj ‘more cruel’

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

žorst

ok

i
š

yj

The lexicalised positive form is provided in (152). Both in the positive and
in the comparative, the root lexicalises F1P and -ok lexicalises DIMP, DIRP,
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and POINTP. In the comparative, C1P and C2P are lexicalised by -i and -š.
(152) žorst-ok-yj ‘cruel’

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

AGRP

AGR

žorst

ok

yj

The roots discussed so far are summarized in Table 4.8. The smallest root,
XXS, lexicalises only F1P and needs -ok to lexicalise DIMP, DIRP and POINTP.
The slightly bigger root, XS, lexicalises DIMP in addition to F1P; it takes the
augment -n, which lexicalises DIRP and POINTP. A still bigger root, S, lexi-
calises F1P, DIMP, and DIRP; it takes the augment -k to lexicalise POINTP.

root pattern adjective F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 AGR
XXS VI ‘cruel’, POS žorst ok yj

‘cruel’, CMPR žorst ok i š yj
XS III ‘smart’, POS rozum n yj

‘smart’, CMPR rozum n i š yj
S IV ‘resonant’, POS dzvin k yj

‘resonant’, CMPR dzvin k i š yj
M II ‘merry’, POS vesel yj

‘merry’, CMPR vesel i š yj
L I ‘cheap’, POS dešev yj

‘cheap’, CMPR dešev š yj
Table 4.8: Ukrainian root sizes: XS-L roots

Big roots, M and L, do not take additional morphemes since they can lex-
icalise the structure up to POINTP on their own. The M root takes two com-
parative morphemes that lexicalise C1P and C2P, while the L root takes only
one comparative morpheme that lexicalises C2P. There are two remaining pat-
terns, which I discuss in the following two sections.
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4.3 CLB roots
So far I have only looked at differences in size between different roots, but in
this section it will become clear that roots can also differ from one another in
their shape. I discuss L′ root in section 4.3.1 and L′′ root in 4.3.2.

4.3.1 L′ roots
In this section, I discuss a root that is as big as the L root—i.e. it lexicalises up
to C1P—but that has a different shape than the L-tree of an L root. For that
reason, I have decided to call it an L′ root. Such adjectives have a -k in the
positive and lose it in the comparative, as in (153).

(153) a. korot-k-yj
short-AUG-AGR
‘short’

b. korot-š-yj
short-С2-AGR
‘shorter’

In the positive, these adjectives behave like S roots, namely they need the
augment -k. Based on this morphological behaviour, we might assume that
the lexical entry for korot is as in (154); the lexical entry for the augment is
in (155).

(154) DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /korot/ (155) POINTP

POINT

⇔ /k/

Based on these lexical entries, the derivation of the positive adjective would
proceed exactly as intended. The whole structure up to DIRP can be lexicalised
by korot, (156), since it is contained in its lexical entry in (154).
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(156) DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

korot

In the next step, POINT is merged. This time the structure does not find a match
in the lexicon, (157). Once the movement of the closest non-remnant labelled
constituent, namely DIRP, has taken place, (158), POINTP can be lexicalised
as -k, (159).

(157) !POINTP!

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

korot

(158)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

korot

(159)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

To derive the positive, AGR needs to be merged with the structure, (160).
Once the right-hand daughter of AGRP has undergone lexicalisation-driven
movement, AGRP can be lexicalised as -yj, (161). At this point, the derivation
of the positive is completed, and it has successfully yielded the form in (153a).
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(160) !AGRP!

AGR
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

(161)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

AGRP

AGR

korot

k
yj

When we use the L-trees in (154)-(155) to derive the comparative adjective
in (153b), however, we run into problems. We start building the comparative
by merging POINTP with C1, (162). The structure finds no match in the lexi-
con, so movement of DIRP is attempted, (163).
(162) !C1P!

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

(163)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

As a result of this movement operation, the structure is as in (164). There
is no lexical entry that matches the structure of C1P, so the movement needs
to be undone, reverting to (162).
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(164)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

!C1P!

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot

k

This time, movement of the constituent immediately dominating DIRP is
attempted, (165). As a result of this movement operation, C1P can be lexi-
calised as -i, (166). Note that -k is still preserved in the comparative, deriving
korot-k-i instead of the expected korot-š. No matter what step in the deriva-
tion is attempted next, there is no way for the augment to be dropped in the
comparative: it is needed to lexicalise POINTP if the root is only of size DIRP.

(165)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

(166)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

korot

k
i
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On the other hand, had we started our reasoning from the comparative
adjective in (153b), we would have concluded that korot is an L root and so of
size C1P. This would be based on the fact that it needs only one comparative
morpheme to lexicalise C2P, (167).

(167)
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2

korot

š

In other words, the combination of the two forms in (153) has introduced
something of a paradox: the root korot needs to be small enough to need an
augment in the positive but at the same time large enough to prevent the suffix
-i from showing up in the comparative. In order to get out of this paradox, we
need to introduce an additional assumption.
A recent development in Nanosyntax is an idea that lexical entries differ

not only in size, i.e. how much structure they lexicalise, but also in shape, i.e.
how the features are structurally organized (Blix 2022). An L-tree can contain
a Complex Left Branch (CLB). The idea that constituents can move is the one I
have been using throughout the book so far. What I introduce here is the idea
that movement can occur in L-trees. I propose that L′ roots are of the same size
as L roots, but they have a different internal organisation of features, where
DIMP has moved to the left (168), and it appears as a CLB, (169).
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(168)
C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

(169) L′ root

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

⇔ korot

Let me now go through the derivation of korot again, taking into account
its lexical entry in (169). In (170), POINT merges with DIRP. Considering the
lexical entry in (169), korot cannot lexicalise POINTP as a whole, because DIRP
is on the left branch of the tree, while POINTP is on the right branch of the
tree; the two do not form a constituent. Since (170) doesn’t match the lexical
entry in (169), movement of DIRP is attempted, (171).

(170) !POINTP!

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

korot

(171)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

korot

Once movement of DIRP has taken place, POINTP can be lexicalised either
by korot or by -k; the lexical entry of -k is repeated in (172). That is because
POINTP matches the lexical entries of both, i.e. both (169) and (172) have a
foot in POINT.

(172) POINTP

POINT

⇔ /k/

Because of the Elsewhere Principle, which says that the structure with less
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superfluous material wins, POINTP is lexicalised by -k, as it matches its lexical
entry perfectly, (173).

(173)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

Thus, in the positive, the root is of size DIRP and the augment lexicalises
POINTP, (174).

(174)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

To form the comparative, C1 is merged with the structure, (175). Once
DIRP undergoes movement, (176), the structure is as in (177).
(175) !C1P!

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

(176)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k
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Previously, at this step in the derivation, there was no lexical entry that
could lexicalise this structure. But now, because of the shape of the root in
(169), the structure can be lexicalised. The lexical entry for korot given in
(169) perfectly matches the syntactic derivation in (177). As a result, the
whole structure can be overridden by korot, (178).

(177)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

Point

korot

k

(178)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot

korot

k

Now, the next feature, C2, can be merged. The structure does not find a
match in the lexicon, so movement of the closest non-remnant labelled con-
stituent, DIRP, is attempted, (179). After this movement operation, there is
still no structure suitable for lexicalisation, (180).
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(179)
C2P

C2
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot
(180)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

!C2P!

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot

Since themovement fails, this step needs to be undone, (181). This time, move-
ment of the constituent dominating DIRP is attempted, (182).

(181) !C2P!

C2
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot
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(182)
C2P

C2
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot

Once this movement operation has taken place, C2P is lexicalised as -š,
(183).

(183)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

C2P

C2

korot

š

The last step is to merge AGR. Once the movement of the constituent dom-
inated by AGRP has taken place, (184), AGRP can be lexicalised by -yj. The
lexicalised comparative form is provided in (185).
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(184)
AGRP

AGR

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

C2P

C2

korot

š

(185) korot-š-yj ‘shorter’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

korot

š
yj

The lexicalised positive form is provided below in (186). In the positive,
korot lexicalises DIRP and the augment -k lexicalises POINTP. In the compar-
ative, the whole C1P is overridden by korot; as a result, only C2P needs to be
lexicalised by a comparative morpheme, namely the suffix -š.
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(186) korot-k-yj ‘short’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

AGRP

AGR

korot

k
yj

4.3.2 L′′ roots
The last root size that I discuss is the L′′ root. I call it the L′′ root because it is of
the same size as the L root and L′, but the shape of their lexical entries differs.
These roots have the augment -ok in the positive but not in the comparative,
as shown in (187). This corresponds to pattern VII in Table 4.1.

(187) a. šyr-ok-yj
wide-AUG-AGR
‘wide’

b. šyr-š-yj
wide-CMPR-AGR
‘wider’

I propose that in the L-tree of this root, F1P has moved to the left, (188),
forming a CLB. The lexical entry of this root is provided below in (189).
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(188)
C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

(189)
F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

⇔ /šyr/

The lexical entries for the augment -ok, the comparative and the agreement
markers are provided below in (190), (191) and (192).

(190) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

⇔ /ok/

(191) C2P

C2

⇔ /š/ (192) AGRP

AGR

⇔ /yj/

The derivation starts by merging F1 with an empty set, as in (193). The
structure gets lexicalised by šyr because it is contained in its lexical entry in
(189). The structure in (194), however, is not contained in its lexical entry and
cannot be lexicalised by it, so movement is triggered. DIMP in (195) matches
the lexical entry of -ok in (190) and can be lexicalised by it. The features are
merged, moved, and lexicalised one by one.



116 Comparative morphology across categories

(193) F1P

F1 Ø

šyr

(194)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø
šyr

(195)
F1P

F1 Ø

DIMP

DIM
šyr ok

As a result, in the positive, the root lexicalises F1P, the augment lexicalises
DIM, DIR, and POINT, and the agreement marker lexicalises AGRP, as in (196).

(196)

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

AGRP

AGR

šyr

ok

yj

The comparative is derived by merging POINTP with C1, as in (197). Since
C1P does not find a match in the lexicon, movement is triggered, (198).

(197) !C1P!

C1
F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr

ok
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(198)
C1P

C1
F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr

ok

Once F1P is moved, C1P cannot be lexicalised by -ok, (199), as it is not con-
tained in its lexical entry in (190).

(199)
F1P

F1 Ø

!C1P!

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr

ok

However, because of the shape of the lexical entry of the root in (189), the
whole tree can be lexicalised by šyr, (200).
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(200)
F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr

šyr

ok

In the next step, C2 is merged, (201). The closest non-remnant labelled
constituent is F1P, but its movement doesn’t derive a structure suitable for
lexicalisation. In the next step, the constituent immediately dominating F1P
is moved. Now, C2P can be lexicalised as -š, (202).

(201) !C2P!

C2
F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr
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(202)

F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C2P

C2

šyr

š

As the last step, AGR is merged, (203). First, the algorithm tries to move F1P,
which fails to derive a structure suitable for lexicalisation; the same applies
to the constituent immediately dominating F1P. As the next step, the whole
constituent dominated by AGRP is moved. Now, AGRP can be lexicalised as
-yj. The lexicalised comparative form if provided in (204).

(203) !AGRP!

AGR

F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C2P

C2

šyr

š
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(204) šyr-š-yj ‘wider’

F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

šyr

š
yj

The structure for the positive is provided below in (205). In the positive,
the L′′ root lexicalises only F1P, but in the comparative, because of the shape
of its lexical entry, it can lexicalise the whole structure up to C1. As a result,
in the comparative, only C2P is left to be lexicalised by -š.
(205) šyr-ok-yj ‘wide’

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

AGRP

AGR

šyr

ok

yj

The lexicalisation of the roots discussed in this section is summarised in
Table 4.9. L′ roots take the augment -k in the positive and lose it in the compar-
ative. L′′ roots take the augment -ok and lose it in the comparative. I explained
the morphological behaviour of augments in terms of the shape of lexical en-
tries: both L′ and L′′ roots have CLBs, which allows them to take the augment
in the positive, but not in the comparative.
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root pattern adjective F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 AGR
L′ V ‘short’, POS korot k yj

‘short’, CMPR korot š yj
L′′ VII ‘wide’, POS šyr ok yj

‘wide’, CMPR šyr š yj
Table 4.9: Ukrainian root sizes: L′-L′′ roots

4.4 Suppletive roots
The last type of comparatives I address are suppletive adjectives. De Clercq
and Vanden Wyngaerd (2017) analyse suppletive adjectives in Czech, where
there are two comparative suffixes, -š and -ějš, and all suppletive adjectives
take the suffix -š, such as (206b), and not -ějš, (206c).

(206) a. dobr-ý
good-AGR
‘good’

b. lep-š-í
better-C2-AGR
‘better’

c. *lep-ěj-š-í
better-C1-C2-AGR

De Clercq & Vanden Wyngaerd claim that this is the case because the roots of
suppletive adjectives are of size C1P. As a result, they need only one compar-
ative morpheme to derive the comparative, namely -š. In order to account for
suppletion, they use the Nanosyntactic mechanism of pointers. It is a mecha-
nism to make a reference within a lexical entry to another lexical entry. As
De Clercq and Vanden Wyngaerd (2017:10) put it: “A pointer is like a page
number in the index of a book: it refers to a location in the book where the
actual information pertaining to a concept can be found.” Thus, it can be used
to refer to a lexical entry from within another lexical entry. I am using pointers
to account for suppletive adjectives in Ukrainian.
As has been shown in section 3.4.4, all suppletive Ukrainian adjectives are

incompatible with the -iš marker and take only -š. They are repeated below in
Table 4.10.
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nr root AGR traslation root CMPR AGR translation
1 mal yj ‘small’ men š yj ‘smaller’
2 velyk yj ‘big’ bilj š yj ‘bigger’
3 pohan yj ‘bad’ hir š yj ‘worse’
4 xoroš yj ‘good, pretty’ lip š yj ‘better’

kraš č yj
5 dobr yj ‘good, kind’ lip š yj ‘better’

kraš č yj
6 harn yj ‘good, pretty’ lip š yj ‘better’

kraš č yj
Table 4.10: Suppletive adjectives

Following De Clercq & Vanden Wyngaerd, I suggest that this is the case be-
cause Ukrainian suppletives are of size C1P. They lexicalise the structure up to
C1P and need only one comparative morpheme to lexicalise C2P. The lexical
entries are provided below in (207)-(210). In the case of ‘good’ in (207) and
(208), the pointer points not only to dobr-yj but also to harn-yj, and xoroš-yj,
where all three mean ‘good’. In (207), lip is the portmanteau lexicalisation of
both dobr and the first comparative head. The entry (207) should be under-
stood like this: lexicalise C1P as lip provided that the cycle preceding C1 has
been lexicalised as dobr (or harn and xoroš).3 The same applies to all other
lexical entries in (208)-(210), which are portmanteau realisations of the root
and the comparative. Notice that suppletion under this approach necessarily
involves a size difference: for a lexical entry to point at another, it must be
bigger.

(207) C1P

C1 dobr
harn
xoroš

⇔ lip ‘good’ (208) C1P

C1 dobr
harn
xoroš

⇔ kraš ‘good’

(209) C1P

C1 mal

⇔ men ‘small’ (210) C1P

C1 velyk

⇔ bilj ‘big’

(211) C1P

C1 pohan

⇔ hir ‘bad’

3For a discussion see Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2021:91-94).
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In order to demonstrate the idea, I will go through the derivation of one of
the adjectives, dobr-yj ‘good’ – lip-š-yj ‘better’. Since dobr does not take an aug-
ment either in the positive or in the comparative, it suggests that the root can
lexicalise the structure up to POINTP, belonging to M roots, (212). Meanwhile,
the root of lip is of size C1P, belonging to L roots.

(212) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /dobr/ ‘good’

The positive degree, POINTP, is lexicalised by dobr, (213).

(213) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dobr

The next step is to merge POINTP with C1, (214). There is a matching lex-
ical entry in (207). This lexical entry makes a reference to dobr and overrides
it with lip, (215). In this way, the root starts as the non-suppletive dobr and
then turns into the suppletive lip.
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(214) C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

dobr

(215)
C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

lip
dobr

When C2 is merged with C1P, the structure does not find a match in the lexi-
con, (216), since it is not contained in the L-tree of lip in (207). Oncemovement
of the closest non-remnant labelled constituent, C1P, has taken place, C2P can
be lexicalised as -š, (217).
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(216) !C2P!

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

lip

(217)
C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2

lip

š

Now, AGR can be merged with the structure, (218). After the movement of
the constituent immediately dominating C1P and C2P has taken place, AGRP
can be lexicalised as -yj, (219).
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(218) !AGRP!

AGR
C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2P

lip

š

(219)

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2P

AGRP

AGR

lip

š
yj

The same mechanism applies to the other four Ukrainian suppletive adjec-
tives. As a result, all suppletive adjectives are incompatible with the -iš marker
and can only take -š.
As has been shown in section 3.4.4, there are also three suppletive ad-

jectives, which have parallel non-suppletive forms, namely dobr-iš-yj ‘kinder’,
pohan-iš-yj ‘worse’, and harn-iš-yj ‘prettier’. I propose that there are two ho-
mophonous lexical entries for each of these cases.
Taking dobr ‘good’ as an example, I propose there are two lexical entries:

DOBR1, as in (220), and DOBR2, as in (221). The lexical entry of DOBR1 has the
conceptual information ‘good’ and the lexical entry of DOBR2 has the concep-
tual information ‘kind’. In addition, I update (207) to (222), with the pointer
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pointing only to one of the lexical entries, namely to DOBR1. Since DOBR2 has
nothing pointing to it, it will not be lexicalised by a suppletive root in CMPR,
and only the regular comparative will be derived. In the comparative, the two
derive different meanings: ‘better’ in case of lip-š-yj (DOBR1) and ‘kinder’ in
case of dobr-i-š-yj (DOBR2). As a result, there are two parallel forms, where
one is suppletive, (219), and the other one is not, (223).
(220) DOBR1

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /dobr/ ‘good’
(221) DOBR2

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /dobr/ ‘kind’

(222) C1P

C1 dobr1

⇔ lip ‘good’

(223)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

AGRP

AGR

dobr

i
š

yj

The same is the case for roots pohan ‘bad’ and harn ‘good, pretty’: there are
two lexical entries with different meanings, only one of which is pointed to
in the lexical entry of the suppletive comparative. This derives two different
structures, parallel to (219) and (223).
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4.5 Summary: adjectives
With all the patterns now accounted for, I summarise the result of the lexi-
calisation for each root in Table 4.11, repeated from section 4.1. There are
seven different roots, from XXS to L′′, where suppletive adjectives constitute a
special case of pattern I, namely Isup. The size of roots is determined based on
the amount of structure they lexicalise.

root pattern adjective F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 AGR
XXS VI ‘cruel’, POS žorst ok yj

‘cruel’, CMPR žorst ok i š yj
XS III ‘smart’, POS rozum n yj

‘smart’, CMPR rozum n i š yj
S IV ‘resonant’, POS dzvin k yj

‘resonant’, CMPR dzvin k i š yj
M II ‘merry’, POS vesel yj

‘merry’, CMPR vesel i š yj
L I ‘cheap’, POS dešev yj

‘cheap’, CMPR dešev š yj
Isup ‘good’, POS dobr yj

‘good’, CMPR lip š yj
L′ V ‘short’, POS korot k yj

‘short’, CMPR korot š yj
L′′ VII ‘wide’, POS šyr ok yj

‘wide’, CMPR šyr š yj
Table 4.11: Seven Ukrainian root sizes: adjectives

In this chapter, I accounted for the seven adjectival patterns discussed in
Chapter 3. The seven root sizes correspond to seven adjectival patterns. In
section 4.2, I analysed regular roots, which differ from each other in size: XXS
roots are the smallest, and L roots are the biggest. In section 4.2.3, I provided
evidence for further decomposition of the positive based on the data from
diminutives. In 4.3, I analysed roots with CLB, which differ from the regular L
root in shape. By adopting the ideas of decomposition and using the framework
of Nanosyntax, I suggested that the difference in morphology of the seven
patterns in Ukrainian can be derived from differences in the size and shape of
the morphemes involved.



CHAPTER 5

Adverbs in Ukrainian

5.1 Introduction
In this chapter, I discuss adverbs in Ukrainian. Bevzenko (1960:373) splits
Ukrainian adverbs into two types: (a) primary adverbs of pronominal origin;
(b) complex adverbs derived from other categories through adverbialisation,
mostly from adjectives. The first type is comprised of adverbs of Common
Slavic origin, such as de ‘where’, koly ‘when’, tudy ‘there’. This type is closed
and unproductive.
The second type can be split into non-qualitative and qualitative adverbs.

Only qualitative adverbs, namely those derived from qualitative adjectives,
are gradable. In this chapter, I will restrict myself to gradable adverbs only;
for an overview of different adverbial suffixes that come with non-gradable
adverbs, see Danyenko and Vakulenko (1995:27-29).
The type of adverbs that I focus on in this chapter are presented in (1) and

(2). The adjectives in (1a) and (2a) serve as the basis for the adverbs in (1b)
and (2b). These adverbs share their roots with adjectives, but do not show
agreement. Instead, they have an adverbial suffix -o.
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(1) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-o
merry-ADV
‘merrily’

(2) a. mits-n-yj
strong-AUG-AGR
‘strong’

b. mits-n-o
strong-AUG-ADV
‘strongly’

Qualitative adverbs derived with the suffix -o are gradable, unlike other
types of adverbs. Plušč et al. (2009:296) claims that comparative (and su-
perlative) qualitative adverbs in Ukrainian have the same options of forming
the comparative as qualitative adjectives. The first one is to form the adverb
synthetically using suffixes -š and -iš that attach to positive adverbs, as in (3b),
derived from (3a). In such a case, the adverbial marker is -e. As I will show in
the next section, this marker also comes from the nominal neuter adjectival
marking.

(3) a. mits-n-iš-yj
strong-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘stronger’

b. mits-n-iš-e
strong-AUG-CMPR-ADV
‘more strongly’

The second strategy is to derive adverbs analytically with the help of the ad-
verb biljš ‘more’ and the positive form. The form in (4a) shows agreement
and is adjectival, while the form in (4b) takes an adverbial marker. Thus, the
synthetic/analytic distinction is found in both adjectives and adverbs.

(4) a. biljš
more

mits-n-yj
strong-AUG-AGR

‘stronger’
b. biljš
more

mits-n-o
strong-AUG-ADV

‘more strongly’

The focus of this chapter is the synthetic form of Ukrainian adverbs de-
rived from adjectives, since they are the only ones that are gradable, and they
display comparative morphology. I first discuss the adverbial marking in sec-
tion 5.2, showing that it comes from the neuter adjectival agreement. Just like
adjectives, Ukrainian adverbs are divided into two groups: (1) simple, i.e. de-
rived from adjectives comprised of a root and an agreement marker, and (2)



Adverbs in Ukrainian 131

complex, i.e. derived from adjectives comprised of a root, an augment, and
an adverbial marker. In section 5.3 I discuss Ukrainian positive adverbs, both
simple and complex, and in section 5.4 I discuss comparative adverbs, again,
both simple and complex. I conclude the discussion in section 5.6.

5.2 Adverbial markers
As has been shown in section 3.2, Ukrainian adjectives are minimally com-
prised of a root and an agreement marker, which varies, depending on the
gender, number, and case. The forms in (5)-(7) show three adjectival forms,
for nominative masculine, feminine, and neuter singular nominative, respec-
tively.

(5) molod-yj
young-M
‘young’

(6) molod-a
young-F
‘young’

(7) molod-e
young-N
‘young’

At the same time, adverbs in Ukrainian are minimally comprised of a root
and an adverbial suffix -o, as in (8). This suffix is invariant, that is, it does not
change depending on gender, number, or case.

(8) molod-o
young-ADV
‘young’

In a handful of cases, adverbs take the marker -e; in such a case, they are
syncretic with nominal neuter singular adjectives, as shown in (9).

(9) a. vorož-e
hostile-ADV
‘hostilely’

b. vorož-e
hostile-N
‘hostile’

The origin of this syncretism is in the diachrony. There is diachronically
a relation between neuter adjectives and deadjectival adverbs. Adverbs were
attested in different periods with three different adjectival markers: (1) -o,
(2) -e, and (3) -ě, as shown in Table 5.1. The marker -o and -e come from the
nominative (and accusative) case endings of nominal (short) adjectives, where
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-o attached to hard stems, while -e attached to soft stems, as has been discussed
in section 3.2. The marker -ě comes from a locative adjectival marker. Thus,
the -o, -e, and -ě markers are all adjectival in origin and became markers of
adverbs.

nr function OCS/OES Ruthenian Ukrainian
1. N.SG.NOM (hard) -o -o
ADV -o -o -o

2. N.SG.NOM (soft) -e -e -e
ADV -e -e

3. N.SG.LOC -ě
ADV -ě
Table 5.1: Adverbial markers in different periods

In OCS, the nominative marker -o and the locative marker -ě were used
to derive adverbs (Lunt 2001:80); the same was the case in OES (Bevzenko
1960:381). In Ruthenian, the adverbial marker -ě was lost (Bevzenko 1960:382);
instead, the neuter nominative marker -e that attached to adjectives of soft
stems started to derive adverbs.
Bevzenko (1960:381) provides examples with the -o marker in OES. Since

these are adverbialised forms of singular neuter adjectives, they were ambigu-
ous between an adjectival and an adverbial reading. Such adverbs were either
simple, (10), or complex, derived with augments, as in (11).1

(10) dlъg-o
long-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘long’

(11) bliz-ъk-o
close-AUG-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘closely’

Bevzenko (1960:381) also provides examples with the marker -ě. Again,
such adverbs were either simple, as in (12), or complex, as in (13).
(12) zъl-ě

bad-N.SG.LOC/ADV
‘badly’

(13) rozum-ьn-ě
smart-AUG-N.SG.LOC/ADV
‘smartly’

In Ruthenian, adverbs were productively formedwith -e. Nimčuk (1978:376-
377) provides examples of positive adverbs in -e, as in (14) and (15), which
end in -ž and -č respectively, and comparative adverbs, such as (16), which
ends in -š. These are adverbialised forms of neuter adjectives of soft stems,
1All glosses provided in this section are mine (A.V.).
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which ended in a palatalised consonant.2

(14) duž-e
strong-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘strong/a lot’

(15) harieč-e
hot-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘hot/hotly’

(16) dešev-š-e
cheap-CMPR-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘cheaper’

Nimčuk proposes that the adverbial -e forms developed by analogy to nomi-
nal adjectives with soft stems (Nimčuk 1978:378). The -e marker attached to
adjectives of soft stems, and the same was the case for adverbs. The positive
form of adverbs in -e reached its peak in the 17th century. It subsequently
declined and was eventually almost fully replaced by the -o forms.
Zhovtobrjux et al. (1979:264-272) shows that palatalised consonants /ʃʲ/,

/ʒʲ/, and /t͡ʃʲ/ hardened in Ruthenian into /ʃ/, /ʒ/, and /t͡ʃ/. Since these con-
sonants became hard, they did not need to be followed by the marker -e, which
was the marker that went with soft stems, and could be followed by the the
marker -o instead, which was the marker that hard stems took. Hryščenko
(1978:194) claims that in this process of hardening neuter comparative adjec-
tives in Ruthenian documents are attested either with -oje or -eje, as in (17).
(17) a. lěp-š-e-je

good-CMPR-N-PRON
‘better’

b. lěp-š-o-je
good-CMPR-N-PRON
‘better’

The forms in (17) are pronominal, i.e. they are followed by a deictic neuter
pronoun -je (for a discussion of nominal and pronominal forms see section 3.2).
Nimčuk (1978:374) claims that pronominal neuter adjectives went through
contraction, and the default adjectival agreement became -e. Meanwhile, the
nominal adjectival marker -o, which attached to hard stem adjectives, was
reanalysed as a specialised adverbial marker, as in the Ruthenian examples in
(18).
2There were also a few roots in -e which did not end in soft or palatalised consonants, such as

(ia) and (ib). Sherekh (1951:337) claims that these adverbial forms emerged with -e instead of
-o to avoid homophony with the nouns dobro ‘good’ and zlo ‘evil’. These two adverbial forms are
preserved in modern Ukrainian.

(i) a. dobr-e
good-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘well’

b. zl-e
bad-N.SG.NOM/ADV
‘badly’
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(18) a. dal-ek-o
far-AUG-ADV
‘far’

b. slobod-n-o
free-AUG-ADV
‘freely’

This way, both adverbial markers are historically the markers of neuter ad-
jectives. This idea was developed in the literature on the diachrony of Ukrainian
in Bevzenko (1960:381) and Nimčuk (1978:378) and was largely adopted in
Ukrainian linguistics, e.g. by Hryščenko (2002:403), Plušč et al. (2009:192),
Plušč (2010:74).
In modern Ukrainian, adverbs are morphologically differentiated from ad-

jectives. The two markers, -o and -e, serve distinct functions: neuter singular
nominative adjectives are marked with -e, (19a), while adverbs are marked
with -o, (19b) or, in a few cases, with -e, (19c).

(19) a. švyd-k-e
quick-AUG-N.SG.NOM

sudno
ship.N

‘a quick vessel’
b. švyd-k-o
quick-AUG-ADV

plavav
swam

‘swam fast’
c. vorož-e
hostile-ADV

dyvyvsja
looked

‘looked hostilely’

The only context in which -e can occur is one that is clearly defined phonolog-
ically, namely after consonants š, ž, and č. While adverbs in š take exclusively
-e, adverbs in ž and č can take either -e or -o. All other adverbs take -o. I
present the relevant generalisations in Table 5.2.

exclusively -e alternating -e/-o exclusively -o
final consonant š č, ž all other consonants
example dešev-š-e voro-ž-e/voro-ž-o švyd-k-o
translation ‘more cheaply’ ‘hostilely’ ‘fast’
Table 5.2: Phonological environments for the two adverbial markers

The adverbial forms in -e, such as (20b) and (21b), are syncretic with
neuter adjectival forms, such as in (20c) and (21c). I treat the form in -o,
such as in (20a) and (21a), as the default adverbial form since it comes with
the majority of adverbs in Ukrainian. At the same time, I treat the forms in -e
as remnants from earlier stages, when the root-final ž or č were soft.
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(20) a. vorož-o
hostile-ADV

stavytysja
treat

‘to treat hostilely’
b. vorož-e
hostile-ADV

stavytysja
treat

‘to treat hostilely’
c. vorož-e
hostile-N.SG.NOM

stavlennja
treatment.N.SG

‘a hostile treatment’
(21) a. tvorč-o

creative-ADV
myslyty
think

‘to think creatively’
b. tvorč-e
creative-ADV

myslyty
think

‘to think creatively’
c. tvorč-e
creative-N.SG.NOM

myslennja
thinking.N.SG

‘a creative thinking’

This -o/-e alternation never occurs when the stem ends in š. The -o form in
(22a) is ungrammatical. Instead, the adverb takes -e, as in (22b); this adverbial
form is syncretic with the neuter adjectival form in (22c).
(22) a. *horoš-o

good-ADV
stavytysja
treat

b. horoš-e
good-ADV

stavytysja
treat

‘to treat well’
c. horoš-e
good-N.SG.NOM

stavlennja
treatment.N.SG

‘a good treatment’
Likewise, comparative adverbs, which always have š stem-finally, never

take the marker -o, as shown in (23a). In (23b) and (23c), there is a syncretism
between the comparative forms of neuter adjectives and adverbs derived from
them.

(23) a. *kupyty
buy

dešev-š-o
cheap-CMPR-ADV

b. kupyty
buy

dešev-š-e
cheap-CMPR-ADV

‘to buy more cheaply’
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c. dešev-š-e
cheap-CMPR-N.SG.NOM

paljto
coat.N

‘cheaper shoes’

Thus, if the stem ends in š, the adverbial marker is always -e, while if the stem
ends in č or ž, the adverbial marker alternates between -e and -o. In all other
cases (apart from zle ‘badly’ and dobre ‘well’, see footnote 1), the adverbial
marker is -o.
Summing up, the two adverbial markers, -o and -e, come from neuter ad-

jectival agreement endings. In modern Ukrainian, the two are differentiated
in the positive, where all neuter adjectives take -e, while adverbs take -o (with
a handful of soft stem remnants which take -e). In the positive, the syncretism
between adjectives and adverbs is almost non-attested. In the comparative,
there is a syncretism between neuter adjectives and adverbs, where both end
in -e. In Table 3.4 in section 3.2 I presented a full adjectival paradigm, which
is quite different from the adverbial -o/-e.
In sections 5.3 and 5.4, I will show that the morphological behaviour of

simple and complex adverbs is completely predictable from the adjectives they
are derived from. In section 5.3, I discuss the morphology of positive adverbs,
and in section 5.4 the morphology of comparative adverbs.

5.3 Adverbs derived from positive adjectives
This section focuses on modern Ukrainian positive adverbs. I will be providing
adjectival forms along with adverbial ones, since adverbs that I am interested
in here are deadjectival. As in the previous chapters, I will be using AGR in
the glosses as a shorthand for the ending of masculine singular nominative
adjectives.
The vast majority of adverbs inmodern Ukrainian take the adverbial marker

-o. The examples in (24a) and (25a) show the masculine singular nominative
adjective and the corresponding adverbial forms with the marker -o in (24b)
and (25b). The stress tends to shift from the desinence -e in adjectives to the
root in adverbs, as can be noticed in both (24) and (25).
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(24) a. doroh-yj
expensive-AGR
‘expensive’

b. doroh-o
expensive-ADV
‘expensively’

(25) a. molod-yj
young-AGR
‘young’

b. molod-o
young-ADV
‘youngly’

The -o marker, as the default adverbial marker, spread to the soft declen-
sion adjectives. In (26), the last consonant of the root is a soft nʲ both in the
adjective and in the adverb derived from it. In (27), the last consonant of the
root is the historically soft ž, which is followed by o. That is because, as dis-
cussed in section 5.2, the sibilants š, č, ž hardened in Ukrainian.3 As a rule, if
the stress is on the first syllable in an adjective, it remains there in the corre-
sponding adverb (Sherekh 1951:337-338).
(26) a. synʲ-ij

blue-AGR
‘blue’

b. synʲ-o
blue-ADV
‘blue’

(27) a. sviž-yj
fresh-AGR
‘fresh’

b. sviž-o
fresh-ADV
‘freshly’

Adverbs can also be derived from complex adjectives, namely from adjec-
tives derived with the augments -n, -k, and -ok. Some examples of -n adverbs
and the adjectives they are derived from are provided below in (28) and (29).
In (28), the stress falls on the root both in the adjective, (28a), and in the
corresponding adverb, (28b). If the desinence is stressed in the n-augmented
adjective, as in (29a), the stress in the corresponding adverb shifts to the first
syllable of the root, as in (29b) (Sherekh 1951:338).
(28) a. bid-n-yj

poor-AUG-AGR
‘poor’

b. bid-n-o
poor-AUG-ADV
‘poor’

(29) a. mits-n-yj
strong-AUG-AGR
‘strong’

b. mits-n-o
strong-AUG-ADV
‘strongly’

3If such consonants appear before front vowels, i.e. they don’t become soft or palatalised; they
are referred to as ‘semi-soft’ or ‘half-palatalized’, being the allophonic variants of non-palatalized
consonants (Pomino-Marschall et al. 2017:352).
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If an adjective has a soft stem, the corresponding adverb has a soft stem as
well.4 In (30), the stem-final consonant is a soft -nʲ. The majority of adjectives
end in a hard -n, as in (31), and the corresponding adverbs have a hard -n.
(30) a. mohut-nʲ-ij

might-AUG-AGR
‘mighty’

b. mohut-nʲ-o
might-AUG-ADV
‘mighty’

(31) a. xmar-n-yj
cloud-AUG-AGR
‘cloudy’

b. xmar-n-o
cloud-AUG-ADV
‘cloudy’

There are also adverbs derived from adjectives with the augment -k. All -k
adjectives have a hard stem and only take the marker -o in the corresponding
adverb. There are different stress patterns in adverbs derived from -k adjec-
tives. Sherekh (1951:338) claims that if the desinence of the k-augmented
adjective is stressed, as in (32a), the stress tends to shift to the first syllable in
the corresponding adverb, as in (32b). In trisyllabic adjectives, such as (33a),
the stress tends to shift to the first syllable as well (Sherekh 1951:338).
(32) a. dzvin-k-yj

resonant-AUG-AGR
‘resonant’

b. dzvin-k-o
resonant-AUG-ADV
‘resonantly’

(33) a. solod-k-yj
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

b. solod-k-o
sweet-AUG-ADV
‘sweetly’

The last type of adverbs is derived from adjectives with the augment -ok;
as I discussed in section 3.4.3, there are five such adjectives. All -ok adjectives
belong to hard stems, and they only take the adverbial marker -o. In two cases,
i.e. žorst-ok-o ‘cruelly’ and dal-ek-o ‘far’, the stress stays the same as in the
adjective, (34). In the remaining three cases, i.e. vys-ok-o ‘highly’, šyr-ok-o
‘widely’, hlyb-ok-o ‘deeply’, the stress shifts from the augment to the root, as
shown in (35).
4However, as Sherekh (1951:337) observes, the softness is not always preserved. He provides

some examples where the stem of an adjective is soft, as in (ia), while the stem of the adverb is
hard, as in (ib).

(i) a. dav-nʲ-ij
ancient-AUG-AGR
‘ancient’

b. dav-n-o
ancient-AUG-ADV
‘a long time ago’
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(34) a. žorst-ok-yj
cruel-AUG-AGR
‘cruel’

b. žorst-ok-o
cruel-AUG-ADV
‘cruelly’

(35) a. vys-ok-yj
high-AUG-AGR
‘high’

b. vys-ok-o
high-AUG-ADV
‘highly’

Summing up, if there is an augment -n/-k/-ok in an adjective, the same
augment shows up in the corresponding adverb. Simple and complex adverbs
are morphologically almost identical to simple and complex adjectives; what
differentiates them is the ending: adjectives take an agreement marker, while
adverbs take the non-agreeing adverbial suffix -o (and a handful of adverbs
take -e). The two are also sometimes also differentiated based on stress.

5.4 Adverbs derived from comparative adjectives
The comparative form of adverbs is built the same way as those of adjectives,
namely with a suffix -š or -iš (Bevzenko 1960:386). If an adjective takes the
comparative suffix -iš, the corresponding adverb takes the comparative marker
-iš as well. This is shown in (36) and (37); the stress falls in the comparative
suffix -iš in both forms.
(36) a. tepl-iš-yj

warm-CMPR-AGR
‘warmer’

b. tepl-iš-e
warm-CMPR-ADV
‘more warmly’

(37) a. vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

b. vesel-iš-e
merry-CMPR-ADV
‘more merrily’

If an adjective takes the comparative suffix -š (or its phonologically condi-
tioned allomorph -č), the corresponding adverb takes the comparative marker
-š as well. This is shown in (38) and (39). In such a case, the stress falls on the
root, both in the adjective and in the adverb.
(38) a. molod-š-yj

young-CMPR-AGR
‘younger’

b. molod-š-e
young-CMPR-ADV
‘more youngly’

(39) a. dorož-č-yj
expensive-CMPR-AGR
‘more expensive’

b. dorož-č-e
expensive-CMPR-ADV
‘more expensively’
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The same applies to adverbs derived from complex comparative adjectives.
Both the adjective and the adverb in (40) have the augment -n followed by
the comparative marker -iš, which is stressed.

(40) a. rozum-n-iš-yj
smart-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘smarter’

b. rozum-n-iš-e
smart-AUG-CMPR-ADV
‘more smartly’

As I discussed in section 3.4.3, complex adjectives with -k have two ways of
forming the comparative: (1) they can keep the augment and take the compar-
ative marker -iš or (2) they can drop the augment and have the root directly
followed by the comparative marker -š. As shown in (41) and (42), the same
is the case for adverbs derived from these adjectives.
(41) a. čit-k-yj

clear-AUG-AGR
‘clear’

b. čit-k-iš-yj
clear-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘clearer’

c. čit-k-iš-e
clear-AUG-CMPR-ADV
‘more clearly’

(42) a. švyd-k-yj
quick-AUG-N
‘quick’

b. švyd-š-yj
quick-CMPR-AGR
‘quicker’

c. švyd-š-e
quick-CMPR-ADV
‘faster’

Lastly, there are complex adjectives with -ok and the adverbs derived from
them. The adjective in (43) (and three other adjectives with -ok) lose the aug-
ment in the comparative and take the comparative suffix -š. The only adjective
with -ok that keeps the augment is shown in (44). The same behaviour is repli-
cated in adverbs derived from them.
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(43) a. šyr-ok-yj
wide-AUG-AGR
‘wide’

b. šyr-š-yj
wide-CMPR-AGR
‘wider’

c. šyr-š-e
wide-CMPR-ADV
‘more widely’

(44) a. žorst-ok-yj
cruel-AUG-AGR
‘cruel’

b. žorst-ok-iš-yj
cruel-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘more cruel’

c. žorst-ok-iš-e
cruel-AUG-CMPR-ADV
‘more cruelly’

Summing up, comparative adverbs take the same morphology in the com-
parative as the adjectives they are derived from. The behaviour of augments
-n/-k/-ok and the choice of the comparative marker -š/-iš coincides in com-
parative adverbs and adjectives.

5.5 Adverbs derived from suppletive adjectives
As I discussed in section 3.4.3, there are five suppletive adjectives in Ukrainian;
all of them derive adverbs. The suppletive adjectives, along with their adver-
bialised forms, are listed in Table 5.3. The stress falls on the root in both
adjectives and adverbs.

CMPR ADJ CMPR ADV
nr root CMPR AGR translation root CMPR ADV translation
1 men š yj ‘smaller’ men š e ‘less’
2 bilj š yj ‘bigger’ bilj š e ‘more’
3 hir š yj ‘worse’ hir š e ‘worse’
4 lip š yj ‘better’ lip š e ‘better’
5 kraš č yj ‘better’ kraš č e ‘better’

Table 5.3: Suppletive adjectives and adverbs

All adverbs derived from suppletive adjectives take the comparative suffix
-š. Just as the corresponding adjectives, they are incompatible with the suffix
-iš, as can be seen in Table 5.4.
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CMPR ADV -š CMPR ADV -iš
nr root CMPR ADV translation root CMPR ADV
1 bilj š e ‘more’ *bilj iš e
2 men š e ‘less’ *men iš e
3 hir š e ‘worse’ *hir iš e
4 lip š e ‘better’ *lip iš e
5 kraš č e ‘better’ *kraš iš e
Table 5.4: Suppletive adverbs with -š and -iš

Recall from section 3.4.4 that some suppletive adjectives are also attested
in the non-suppletive form, where the positive root is used; in such a case, the
root is followed by the suffix -iš. As shown in Table 5.5, this is also the case
for adverbs derived from these adjectives.

CMPR ADJ CMPR ADV
nr root CMPR AGR translation root CMPR AGR translation
1 pohan iš yj ‘worse’ pohan iš e ‘worse’
2 dobr iš yj ‘kinder’ dobr iš e ‘more kindly’
3 harn iš yj ‘prettier’ harn iš e ‘more prettily’
Table 5.5: Non-suppletive forms of suppletive adjectives and adverbs

5.6 Data patterns
Recall from section 3.5 that there are seven patterns for the formation of com-
parative adjectives in Ukrainian. Based on the data discussed in this chapter,
I conclude that all of these patterns are reflected in adverbs derived from ad-
jectives, as shown in Table 5.6. Simple adverbs take either the suffix -iš or -š,
depending on which suffix the corresponding adjective takes. The behaviour
of augments in complex adverbs corresponds to the behaviour of augments in
complex adjectives. If the augment is kept in the comparative adjective, it is
also kept in the comparative adverb. If it is lost in the comparative adjective,
it is lost in the comparative adverb as well. The only difference is that there
is an adverbial marker -o following the root in the positive and a marker -e in
the comparative.
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nr POS ADJ CMPR ADJ POS ADV CMPR ADV
I root root-š root-o root-š-e
root rootsup-š root-o rootsup-š-e

II root root-iš root-o root-iš-e
III root-n root-n-iš root-n-o root-n-iš-e
IV root-k root-k-iš root-k-o root-k-iš-e
V root-k root-š root-k-o root-š-e
VI root-ok root-ok-iš root-ok-o root-ok-iš-e
VII root-ok root-š root-ok-o root-š-e

Table 5.6: Comparative adjectival and adverbial patterns in Ukrainian

In this chapter, I discussed positive and comparative adverbs in modern
Ukrainian. I showed that the seven patterns I identified for the formation of
simple and complex comparative adjectives are fully replicated in comparative
adverbs. In the next Chapter, I provide my analysis for these data.





CHAPTER 6

Analysis

6.1 The distribution of adverbial markers
As discussed in section 5.2, Ukrainian adverbs by default take the adverbial
marker -o. In case the stem ends in the consonants ž or č, both the markers -e
and -o are attested. In case the stem ends in -š, as is the case for all comparative
adverbs, only -e is attested. I repeat the summary in Table 6.1.

exclusively -e alternating -e/-o exclusively -o
consonant š č, ž all other consonants
example dešev-š-e voro-ž-e/voro-ž-o švyd-k-o
translation ‘more cheaply’ ‘hostilely’ ‘fast’
Table 6.1: Phonological environment for the two adverbial markers

Based on the generalisation in Table 6.1, I propose that the underlying
adverbial marker is always -o, both in the positive and in the comparative.
The surfacing of -o as -e is phonologically conditioned. Whenever a stem-final
-š is followed by -o, -e surfaces. I represent this schematically in (1). Thus, I
maintain that the surfacing of the adverbial marker -o as -e is phonologically
determined by -š.
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(1) ɔ → ɛ / ʃ __

As mentioned in section 5.2, I treat adverbs ending in č and ž that take -e as
remnants from earlier stages, when the two consonants were soft.
There is a similar phenomenon in Polish, where there are also two adver-

bial markers, -o and -e. Wiland (2023) analyses Polish adjectives and deadjec-
tival adverbs. He observes that adverbs have the same morphological shape as
the adjectives they are derived from. The difference between the two is that
adjectives take an agreement marker, whereas adverbs derived from them
take one of the two adverbial markers. The distinction between the -o and -e
adverbial forms cannot be attributed to different functional or distributional
adjectival classes. Instead, Wiland (2021:221) claims there is a phonological
tendency governing the distribution of the two adverbial markers in Polish,
where the default marker is -o, unless the adjectival stem ends in one of the
following consonants: n, m, w, r, v or t, in which case the marker -e surfaces.
Compare the stem in (2b), which ends in b and takes -o with the one in (3b),
which ends in m and takes -e.
(2) a. słab-y

weak-M
‘weak’

b. słab-o
weak-ADV
‘weakly’

(3) a. uprzejm-y
kind-M
‘kind’

b. uprzejmi-e
kind-ADV
‘kindly’

At the same time,Wiland also lists some counter-examples to this tendency,
as in (4), where the adjective ends in m, but, unlike in (3b), the adverb in (4b)
is followed by -o, not -e.

(4) a. łakom-y
gluttonous-M
‘gluttonous’

b. łakom-o
gluttonous-ADV
‘gluttonously’

There are also a few cases where the same adjective can take both markers,
as in (5b) and (5c).
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(5) a. wys-ok-i
high-AUG-M
‘high’

b. wys-ok-o
high-AUG-ADV
‘high’

c. wys-oc-e
high-AUG-ADV
‘high’

Despite these phonological irregularities, Wiland (2023:135) assumes a
single grammatical representation of the adverbial suffix, where both -o and
-e lexicalise ADVP, as in (6). This adverbial head merges with the structure of
the adjective to derive an adverb.

(6) ADVP

ADV

⇔ o/e

In my analysis of adverbs, I will follow Wiland (2023) in assuming that the
alternation between o and e is phonologically determined.

6.2 The structure of the adverbial marker
Since both -o and -e are derived from neuter adjectival markers, they might
have a complex internal structure, containing either adjectival or nominal el-
ements. Wiland (2021:221) proposes that the Polish adverbial marker -o lexi-
calises class, number, and case features.
Recall from section 2.2 that Baker (2003) proposes that English -ly adverbs

are PPs and that the marker -ly is a nominal element. Based on this approach,
Kariaeva (2009) argues that Ukrainian adverbs are PPs and that the marker
-o/-e is an agreement marker. It appears precisely where agreement morphol-
ogy is expected if the noun was fully inflected. “Since the nominal root inside
the prepositional adverb is stripped of its φ-features, I take the -o/-e affix to be
a default realization of the φ-features on the adjective.” (Kariaeva 2009:194)
In Kariaeva’s analysis, the AGR and the ADV heads occupy the same po-

sition in the structure, merging with the adjectival root. She concludes that
the two heads are actually identical and that the adverbial marker is simply
the default agreement. While this analysis fits with the diachronic data, where
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adverbial -o/-e are derived from adjectival endings, it does not explain the syn-
chronic distribution of the two markers. If it was the case that adverbial -o/-e
was an adjectival agreement marker, -owould also surface in adjectives. How-
ever, neuter adjectives in Ukrainian are always marked with -e, never with -o.
At the same time, the majority of adverbs are marked with -o. That is why I
claim, contrary to Kariaeva, that -o/e is not the default adjectival agreement;
instead, there are two separate heads: AGR and ADV.
In my analysis, adverbs contain the structure of adjectives (disregarding

the agreement), as in (7). When it comes to the internal structure of ADV, I
remain agnostic on the question of whether it is internally complex. In the
derivations, I use a single ADV head, as in (8).

(7) ADVP

ADV POINTP

...

(8) ADVP

ADV

⇔ /o/

6.3 Root sizes
I propose the same functional sequence for adverbs as the one I developed
for adjectives in Chapter 4. The adjectival root is comprised of DIM, DIR, and
POINT, adopting Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2020). Based on the decomposition
developed in section 4.2.3, the DIMP is further decomposed into F1P, which
itself contains the empty set that every derivation starts with. The updated
functional sequence is presented in (9), where the ADV head merges with
POINTP to derive the positive degree adverb.

(9) ADVP

ADV POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø
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The comparative structure is comprised of C1 and C2, in accordance with Caha
et al. (2019). The adverbial head merges with C2 to derive the comparative
adverb, as in (10).

(10) ADVP

ADV C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

As I showed in Chapter 5, to derive the positive or the comparative adverb,
the agreement marker is replaced by the adverbial marker. The analysis sum-
marised in Table 6.2 accounts for this pattern, where (1) adverbs have the
adverbial head ADV (while adjectives have the agreement head AGR); (2) the
morpheme -o (or its phonologically determined allomorph -e) lexicalises ADV.
The seven adjectival root sizes developed in Chapter 4, starting with the

smallest root, XXS up to the biggest, L (including suppletives), and the roots
with complex left branches, L′ and L′′, are all replicated in adverbs. Their
structures are identical to the adjectives, as shown in Table 6.2, but for the
adverbial marker that comes on top instead of the agreement marker.
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root pattern adverb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 ADV
XXS VI ‘cruelly’, POS žorst ok o

‘cruelly’, CMPR žorst ok i š e
XS III ‘smartly’, POS rozum n o

‘smartly’, CMPR rozum n i š e
S IV ‘resonantly’, POS dzvin k o

‘resonantly’, CMPR dzvin k i š e
M II ‘merrily’, POS vesel o

‘merrily’, CMPR vesel i š e
L I ‘cheaply’, POS dešev o

‘cheaply’, CMPR dešev š e
Isup ‘well’, POS dobr e

‘better’, CMPR lip š e
L′ V ‘shortly’, POS korot k o

‘shortly’, CMPR korot š e
L′′ VII ‘widely’, POS šyr ok o

‘widely’, CMPR šyr š e
Table 6.2: Seven Ukrainian root sizes: adverbs

The lexical entry of the adverbial marker has a phonological representation
/ɔ/ but it can surface either as [ɔ] or [ɛ] in the positive, which is determined
phonologically, not syntactically. In the comparative, it always surfaces as [ɛ]
because it is always preceded by -š.
The lexicalisation of the positive degree adjective and adverb is identical

up to the adverbial marker. I will go through the derivation of the adverbial
forms vesel-o ‘merrily’ - vesel-iš-e ‘more merrily’. This adverb is derived from
an adjective with an M root type, since it takes two comparative morphemes,
-i and -š, and no augments. The lexical entries are provided below in (11)-(14).
(11) POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ /vesel/ (12) ADVP

ADV

⇔ /o/
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(13) C1P

C1

⇔ /i/ (14) C1P

C1

⇔ /š/

Skipping a few steps of the derivation, which have already been covered
in detail in section 4.2.2, I start with the step when the root vesel lexicalises
POINTP, (15). As the next step, ADV is merged, (16). ADVP does not find a
match in the lexicon, so lexicalisation-driven movement is triggered.

(15) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

vesel
(16) !ADVP!

ADV POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

vesel

Once the closest non-remnant labelled constituent POINTP is moved leftwards,
(17), ADVP finds a match in the lexicon, (12), and can be successfully lexi-
calised, (18). Since the marker is not preceded by -š, it is realised as -o.
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(17)
ADVP

ADV POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

vesel

(18) veselo ‘merrily’

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

ADVP

ADV

vesel

o

In the comparative, C1P is lexicalised as -i and C2P is lexicalised as -š, (19).
To build the comparative adverb, the adjectival structure merges with ADV,
(20). Given that ADVP does not find a match in the lexicon, lexicalisation-
driven movement of the closest non-remnant labelled constituent, C1P, is trig-
gered, (21).
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(19)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

(20) !ADVP!

ADV

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

(21)
ADVP

ADV

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š
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Given that ADVP does not find a match in the lexicon, i.e. there is no lexical
entry that could lexicalise it, (22), themovement needs to be undone, reverting
to (20).

(22)
POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

!ADVP!

ADV
C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i š

In line with the algorithm, the next step is to move the constituent imme-
diately dominating both POINTP and C1P, (23). The structure does not find a
match in the lexicon, (24), so the movement, again, needs to be undone, (20).

(23)
ADVP

ADV

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š
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(24)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

!ADVP!

ADV C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

The next step is to move the right-hand daughter of ADVP, (25).

(25)
ADVP

ADV

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

After this movement operation has taken place, ADVP can be successfully
lexicalised (26), as it finds a matching lexical entry in (12). Since the marker
is preceded by -š, it surfaces as -e.
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(26) vesel-i-š-e ‘more merrily’

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1P

C2P

C2

ADVP

ADV

vesel

i
š

e

The same applies to the remaining six roots types, where the ADV head is
merged with the adjectival structure to derive an adverb. Since the derivations
are largely identical to those discussed in Chapter 4, I will not go through
them again here. They only differ in their final stage, where in adjectives AGR
is merged, and in adverbs ADV. The lexicalised structures of adverbs based on
different adjectival root sizes are provided below. (27) is an example of an
adverb based on an XXS root, (28) is based on an XS root, (29) is based on an
S root, (30) is based on an L root, (31) is based on an L′ root, and (32) - on an
L′′ root.
(27) žorst-ok-i-š-e ‘more cruelly’

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

ADVP

ADV

žorst

ok

i
š

e
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(28) rozum-n-i-š-e ‘more smartly’

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

ADVP

ADV

rozum n

i
š

e

(29) dzvin-k-i-š-e ‘more resonantly’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

AGRP

ADV

dzvin

k
i

š
e
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(30) dešev-š-e ‘more cheaply’

C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2

AGRP

ADV

dešev

š
e

(31) korot-š-e ‘more shortly’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

C2P

C2

ADVP

ADV

korot

š
e
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(32) šyr-š-e ‘more widely’

F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C2P

C2

AGRP

AVD

šyr

š
e

Thus, the analysis derived the fact that adverbs follow the same seven com-
parative patterns as the adjectives they are derived from. The only difference
between the two is in the adverbial marker.

6.4 Summary: adverbs
In this chapter, I discussed positive and comparative Ukrainian adverbs and
provided an analysis for them. I argued that adjectives and adverbs are nearly
structurally identical, with the one difference in the marker that comes on
top of the structure: an agreement marker in the case of adjectives and an
adverbial marker in the case of adverbs. By using the ideas of adjectival de-
composition developed in Chapter 2 and root sizes developed in Chapter 4, I
suggested in section 6.3 that the difference in morphology of Ukrainian ad-
verbs comes from the different root sizes and shapes of the adjectives they are
derived from.





Part II

Verbs





CHAPTER 7

Theoretical background

The second part of this dissertation is dedicated to deadjectival verbs. In gen-
eral, deadjectival verbs can be split into two classes: causatives and inchoa-
tives. The former include an agent participant who causes the situation, the
latter lack it and “presents the situation as occurring spontaneously” (Haspel-
math 1993:90).
There has been a long tradition of syntactic decomposition of deadjectival

verbs. Dowty (1979) decomposes verb meaning using two sentential opera-
tors, BECOME and CAUSE, as in (1). Inchoative verbs are derived from adjec-
tives by using the operator BECOME, as in (1). Causative verbs are derived
from adjectives by using an operator CAUSE that stacks on top of BECOME,
as in (1). In other words, there is a structural containment relation, where
causatives are derived from inchoatives, which in turn are derived from the
positive degree adjective.

(1) a. [ BECOME [ x COOL ]]
b. [ CAUSE [ BECOME [ x COOL ]]]

For my present purposes, I will use a rather similar proposal by Ramchand
(2008), who decomposes verbs into syntactic components, as in (2). These
components are different syntactic heads, namely Initiation (INIT), which in-
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troduces the causation event, Process (PROC), which specifies the nature of
the change or process, and Result (RES), which gives the result state of the
event. Each of these heads can license a specifier. Ramchand claims that the
difference between causative and inchoative verbs lies in the fact that INITP is
present in causatives, but absent in inchoatives. Her structures mirror the ones
in (1), where the causative is structurally more complex than the inchoative,
i.e. the causative contains the inchoative.

(2) INITP (causing proj.)

DP3
subj of ‘cause’ INIT PROCP (process proj.)

DP2
subj of ‘process’ PROC RESP (result proj.)

DP1
subj of ‘result’ RES XP

...

My focus here is on inchoative change-of-state verbs, such aswidened in (3).
These are verbs commonly called ‘degree achievements’ (DA), first referred to
as such by Dowty (1979).

(3) The river widened.

Ramchand (2008:90) claims that DAs are “a special kind of process verb where
the degree of verbal change is mapped onto a property scale of some sort (de-
rived from a basic adjectival meaning)”. She uses the example in and provides
the structure for it in (5). In her structure, RESP is missing, and PROCP takes
a property scale as its complement, in this case a scale of dryness.

(4) The cocoa beans dried.
(5) PROCP

the cocoa beans
PROC
<dry>

XP

(scale of dry-ness)
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Thus, for Ramchand, it is not the positive degree adjective that is at the core of
deadjectival verbs, but rather an abstract notion of a scale. Such an approach
gives more flexibility to the semantics of deadjectival verbs. Since the XP at
the bottom of the structure is a scale, and verbs define the change on the scale,
it gives two possible readings: ‘to become ADJ’ or ‘to become more ADJ’.
Caha et al. (2023) apply the decompositional approach by Ramchand to

Czech deadjectival verbs. They argue it is the AP which is at the bottom of the
structure. In (6), it is the adjective hutn-ý ‘dense’. Following Ramchand, they
claim that the AP stands not for a positive-degree adjective, rather for a scale.
Both the inchoative and the positive adjectives are derived from this scale.

(6) AP

...

⇔ /hutn/ ‘dense’

The inchoative verb is derived by merging AP with PROC, which is lexicalised
in Czech by the inchoative suffix -ě, (7), deriving hutn-ě-l ‘became dense’ (lit.
dense-INCH-PST). The causative verb is derived by merging the structure with
the INIT head, which, along with PROC, is lexicalised by the causative marker
-i, deriving hutn-i-l ‘made dense’ (lit. dense-CAUS-PST), as in (8).
(7) PROCP

AP

...

PROCP

PROC
hutn ě

(8) INITP

AP

...

INITP

INIT PROCP

PROC
hutn

i

There is a long ongoing discussion about the meaning of degree achieve-
ments. The consensus is that they denote a change in the property associated
with the meaning of the adjective (Hay et al. 1999) The question is whether
they have the positive or telic reading, paraphrased as ‘to become ADJ’, as in
(9a) or the comparative or atelic reading, ‘to become more ADJ’, as in (9b).

(9) a. The river became wide.
b. The river became wider.

Dowty (1979) advocates for the view that deadjectival verbs are derived from
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positive degree adjectives, like cool in (1), and that they cannot contain com-
parative adjectives. According to Dowty, the comparative reading arises due
to pragmatics. The adjective cool, which derives the verb to cool, is a vague
predicate, i.e. its meaning depends on the context. In (10), the soup undergoes
a change, from being not cool to cool, resulting in the default telic reading ‘to
become cool’.

(10) The soup cooled for ten minutes.

The atelic meaning, ‘to become cooler’, arises because of the resolution of the
vagueness of the predicate cool (Dowty 1979:90). There is a movement along
the timeline, where the contextual standard shifts: the statement The soup is
cool is true at time t but is not true at t-1. Bobaljik (2012:178) illustrates this
as in (11). There is an iteration of stages of going from ¬P (e.g. not cool) to P
(e.g. cool), which yields the comparative reading.

(11) t-3 t-2 t-1 t
¬P P

¬P P
¬P P

Abusch (1986) refines this analysis by splitting inchoatives into absolute
simple inchoatives, whose meaning does not depend on the context, and com-
parative inchoatives, whose meaning does depend on the context. Abusch ar-
gues that if widen in the example in (12) denoted an absolute change from not
wide to wide, the sentence would be not be felicitous, but it is.

(12) The river widened, but it’s not wide.

A similar point is shown (13), taken from Abusch (1986:5). The sentence with
the positive adjective in (13a) is infelicitous because if the ocean is already
wide, it cannot become wide again. It is, however, possible, for an ocean to
become wider than it already is, which is why the sentence with the compar-
ative in (13b) is felicitous. This leads her to the conclusion that widening in
(13c) has a comparative, not a positive reading for the adjective.1
1Somewhat suprisingly perhaps, Abusch does take the inchoative verb to embed a positive

degree adjective under all readings. She accounts for the comparative reading in a manner similar
to Dowty, i.e. through a shifting context parameter c.
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(13) a. *The Atlantic Ocean is wide and becoming wide.
b. The Atlantic Ocean is wide and becoming wider.
c. The Atlantic Ocean is wide and widening.

In general, Abusch claims that inchoatives are ambiguous between a ‘to
become ADJ’ and ‘to become more ADJ’ readings. Following Dowty, she ar-
gues that the comparative reading is derived contextually. For Abusch, as for
Dowty, the verb structurally contains the positive degree adjective.
Contrary to all the authors discussed so far, Bobaljik (2012) advocates for

an approach where deadjectival verbs, both inchoatives and causatives, are
always derived from comparative degree adjectives, even if covertly in some
languages. Bobaljik reaches this conclusion by analysing data on suppletive
adjectives, such as (14) and (15). Such adjectives derive verbs based on the
suppletive root found in the comparative, as in (14c), and not on the positive,
as in (15c).
(14) a. good

b. bett-er
c. to bett-er

(15) a. good
b. bett-er
c. *to good-en

Bobaljik refers to the pattern in (14) as an ABB pattern, where the root is
suppletive both in the comparative and in the verb. The data in (15) is an
ABA pattern, where the root is suppletive in the comparative but not in the
verb; Bobaljik claims that this pattern is unattested. As Bobaljik shows, this
hypothesis is supported cross-linguistically. In Table 7.1, the verb worsen is
derived with the supletive root. In the other three examples, it is derived with
the suppletive root and overt comparative morphology (here, the morphemes
-er/-ior). The German verb verbessern is derived with the prefix ver-.

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ VERB
language translation root AGR root CMPR PREF root CMPR INFL
English bad worse worse n
English good bett er bett er
German ‘good’ gut bess er ver bess er n
(Late) Latin ‘good’ bon us mel ior mel iōr o

Table 7.1: ABB pattern in deadjectival verbs, based on Bobaljik (2012:170)

The data in Table 7.1 illustrate an ABB pattern as far as the shape of the root is
concerned (marked in the two shades of grey). It changes both in the compar-
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ative adjective and in the verb with respect to the positive adjective. Based on
this, Bobaljik (2012) proposes that the positive adjective is contained within
the comparative, as in (16), which in turn is contained within the deadjectival
verb, as in (17) (both taken from Bobaljik (2012:171)).
(16)

c

a

ADJ

CMPR

(17) V

c

a

ADJ

CMPR

V∆

There is thus a structural containment relation parallel to the containment re-
lation between the positive, comparative, and superlative forms of adjectives,
discussed in Part I, Chapter 2.
There are also deadjectival verbs derived from non-suppletive adjectives,

which still take overt comparative morphology. In Table 7.2, the verb shorten
is derived from the non-suppletive root with no overt comparative morphol-
ogy. The other three examples derive verbs from the non-suppletive root fol-
lowed by overt comparative morphology (again, -er/-ior). Such verbs show
morphological containment because the comparative morphemes present in
comparative adjectives are retained in the verbs derived from them. This is
clear in the German example in Table 7.2, where the verb is derived with the
prefix, showing proper morphological containment between the comparative
and the verb.

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ VERB
language translation root AGR root CMPR PREF root CMPR INFL
English short short er short en
English low low er low er
German ‘beautiful’ schön schön er ver schön er n
(Late) Latin ‘certain’ cert us cert ior cert iōr o

Table 7.2: AAA pattern in deadjectival verbs, based on Bobaljik (2012:175)

The data in Table 7.2 illustrate an AAA pattern (marked in light grey through-
out), where the root does not change either in the positive or in the verb.
The AAA pattern is very common in deadjectival verbs; at the same time, it
is uncommon for such verbs to take overt comparative morphology. Bobaljik
(2012:175-176) observes that low-er is the only non-suppletive verb that takes
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overt comparative morphology in English, and the same is the case for the
Latin cert-iōr-o; non-suppletive verbs usually do not take overt comparative
morphology.
According to Bobaljik, the pattern that is unattested is ABA, where the

root changes in the comparative but not in the verb. Based on this, Bobaljik
(2012:171) proposes the generalisation in (18).

(18) The Comparative-Change of State Generalization (C∆G):
If the comparative degree of an adjective is suppletive, then the cor-
responding change-of-state verb is also suppletive (i.e. with respect
to the positive adjective).

Thus, the idea is that the comparative is always underlyingly present in dead-
jectival verbs. Cases where the verb does not take overt comparative morphol-
ogy, such as short-en, can be analysed as having a null comparative morpheme,
as in (19).

(19) V

c

a

ADJ
short

CMPR
Ø

V∆
en

In his analysis, Bobaljik (2012) uses an abstract morpheme V∆, a verbalizing
operator that derives deadjectival verbs. This morpheme combines only with
comparative stems. The underlying structure is thus in (20a), not in (20b).
While the structure in (20a) is supported by patterns of suppletion (see (18)),
it does not account for the rarity of data such as those in Table 7.2, i.e. the
rarity of morphological containment.

(20) a. [ [ [ ADJ ] CMPR ] V∆]
b. *[ [ ADJ ] V∆]

Bobaljik (2012:175) concludes that the evidence for containment between
comparative adjectives and verbs derived from them is weaker than for the
containment between comparatives and superlatives. He also acknowledges a
couple of problematic examples that pose a challenge for the generalisation in
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(18) (Bobaljik 2012:204). In Table 7.3, two suppletive Polish adjectives, dobr-
y ‘good’ and mał-y ‘small’, each derive a verb based not on the suppletive, but
on the positive root. The verbs are derived with the theme vowel (TV) -e. This
is a morpheme which comes between the root and inflection and marks the
verb’s conjugation class, while also turning the adjective into the inchoative
verb.2 The cases in Table 7.3 instantiate the ABA pattern, which is predicted
to be ungrammatical.

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH VERB
translation root AGR root CMPR AGR root TV INF
‘good’ dobr y lep sz y dobrz e ć
‘small’ mał y mniej sz y mal e ć

Table 7.3: ABA pattern in Polish

Similarly, Bobaljik (2012:204) also mentions the Ukrainian suppletive adjec-
tive velyk-yj ‘big’, which derives a causative verb with the TV -y not on the
basis of the comparative root, but on the basis of the positive root, as shown
in Table 7.4. This, again, illustrates the ABA pattern, where the root is supple-
tive in the comparative but not in the deadjectival verb.

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ CAUS VERB
translation root AGR root CMPR AGR PREF root TV INF
‘big’ velyk yj bilj š yj voz velyč y ty

Table 7.4: ABA pattern in Ukrainian

Ukrainian constitutes an interesting case both for the C∆G and the contain-
ment hypothesis, since it exhibits both productive morphological containment
and the ABA pattern. As I will discuss in detail in the next chapter, Ukrainian
has two types of inchoative verbs, which I briefly sketch here. The first type is
what I call Inchoative 1, where the verbs are derived with overt comparative
morphology and the TV -a, as in Table 7.5. Such verbs are either suppletive,
forming the ABB pattern, or non-suppletive, forming the AAA pattern. All of
them take overt comparative morphology.
As I will show in section 8.3, the non-suppletive verbs in Table 7.5 are not

isolated cases; they are derived productively in Ukrainian. Inchoative 1 verbs,
which are derived with comparative morphology, show overt morphological
containment and provide evidence for the structure in (20a).
2I discuss TVs in more detail in section 8.1.
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POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH VERB
pattern transl. root AGR root CMPR AGR root CMPR TV INF
ABB ‘bad’ pohan yj hir š yj hir š a ty
AAA ‘young’ molod yj molod š yj molod š a ty

‘merry’ vesel yj vesel iš yj vesel iš a ty

Table 7.5: Ukrainian Inchoative 1 verbs

The second type is what I call Inchoative 2, where the verbs are derived from
the positive root without comparative morphology and with the TV -i, as in
Table 7.6. All the adjectives that show suppletion can derive verbs based on the
positive root, forming the ABA pattern. Adjectives that don’t show suppletion
derive verbs based on the positive root throughout the paradigm, forming the
AAA pattern. Suppletive Inchoative 2 verbs contradict the C∆G in (18). They
are also potentially problematic for the analysis in (20a) since the comparative
morphology is present in the adjective but is not retained in the verb.

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH VERB
pattern transl. root AGR root CMPR AGR root TV INF
ABA ‘bad’ pohan yj hir š yj pohan i ty
AAA ‘young’ molod yj molod š yj molod i ty

‘merry’ vesel yj vesel iš yj vesel i ty

Table 7.6: Ukrainian Inchoative 2 verbs

Recall from section 3.4.4 that Arregi and Nevins (2014) use the term ‘disup-
pletive’ to refer to cases where a suppletive root coexists with a non-suppletive
one in what at first sight looks like the same cell of the paradigm. An example
is the adjective bad that can derive both worse and badd-er. In Ukrainian, sup-
pletive adjectives derive verbs both on the basis of suppletive root and on the
basis of non-suppletive one, as shown in Table 7.7. Borrowing the term from
Arregi & Nevins, I refer to such a pattern as disuppletive, where both ABB and
ABA coexist. In the first case, the verb is derived with the comparative marker
and the TV -a, while in the second case, the verb is derived with the TV -i and
no comparative marker.
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POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH VERB
pattern transl. root AGR root CMPR AGR root CMPR TV INF
ABB ‘bad’ pohan yj hir š yj hir š a ty
ABA ‘bad’ pohan yj hir š yj pohan i ty

Table 7.7: Dissupletive pattern in Ukrainian

As I will discuss in the next chapter, all Ukrainian suppletive adjectives
show this pattern of disuppletion, i.e. they productively display both ABB
and ABA patterns. The morphological containment attested in Ukrainian di-
rectly confirms Bobaljik’s analysis, while it is not explained by the proposals
of Dowty (1979) and Abusch (1986), where the verb structurally contains a
positive degree adjective, or those of Ramchand (2008) and Caha et al. (2023),
where the verb contains a constituent corresponding to a scale. However, the
disuppletive forms pose a problem for Bobaljik’s analysis, since they challenge
the C∆G generalisation; they also seemingly undermine the containment rela-
tion between comparatives and verbs.
In this second part of the dissertation, I claim that in Ukrainian C∆G is

violated on the surface but is respected in the underlying syntax. At the same
time, I argue in Chapter 9 that the containment relation holds between the
verb and the comparative adjective both in Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2
verbs. I claim, following Bobaljik (2012), that deadjectival verbs are derived
from the structure of the comparative adjective, not from that of the positive.
The co-existence of two verbal forms, where one is based on the positive form
and the other one on the comparative, is potentially problematic for all the
accounts discussed in this chapter. I will use Nanosyntax to develop an analysis
that allows both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs to coexist. It will explain
what the relation between verb and underlying adjective is and why one shows
comparative morphology while the other one does not. In the next chapter, I
discuss the two inchoative forms in detail.



CHAPTER 8

Deadjectival verbs in Ukrainian

8.1 Introduction
Deadjectival verbs in Ukrainian are split into two classes: (1) inchoativeswith a
meaning “to acquire a feature defined by the base adjective”, or “to become Y”
and (2) causatives “to endow with a feature defined by the base adjective”, or
“to make something Y” (Kyshlyk 2012:248).1 Some Ukrainian linguists (Ju-
rčuk 1979, Horodensjka and Kravčenko 1981) identify a third class, called
essives2 (from Lat. esse) with the meaning “to manifest a feature defined by
the base adjective”, or “to be Y”. There is no agreement, however, on whether
they constitute a separate class, or if they can be treated as a secondary reading
that developed from inchoatives, as suggested by Greščuk (1995:42).
The distinction between the inchoative and the causative verbs can be

traced back to earlier stages of Slavic. Jurčuk (1979:185-187) provides the
Old East Slavic examples in (1), where the TV -ě derives inchoative verbs,
while the TV -i derives causative verbs. The same distinction is discussed in
Lunt (2001:244-245) for Old Church Slavonic.

1Translations from original Ukrainian language sources are mine (A.V.).
2Such verbs are usually referred to as statives, e.g. Jasanoff (2003), Dyachkov (2019).
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(1) a. bogat-ě-ti
rich-TV-INF
‘to become rich’

b. bogat-i-ti
rich-TV-INF
‘to make rich’

The topic of the causative-inchoative alternation in Slavic is directly re-
lated to the topic of thematic vowels, in that the TV -e correlates with inchoa-
tives, while -i correlates with their causative counterparts (Matushansky to
appear:16). Bošnjak Botica and Oraić Rabušić (2015) analyse Serbo-Croatian
verbs, where inchoatives are derived with the TV -je, while causatives take -i,
as in (2).

(2) a. crven-je-ti
red-TV-INF
‘to go red’

b. crven-i-ti
red-TV-INF
‘to make red’

(3) a. vid-je-ti
see-TV-INF
‘to see’

b. mol-i-ti
pray-TV-INF
‘to pray’

These two suffixes are not exclusively inchoative/causative, as there are
verbs based on non-adjectival roots that do not have a causative or inchoative
reading, as in (3). Because of that, these morphemes are referred to as TVs
rather than causative or inchoative suffixes. The same is true for Ukrainian,
where the TVs -i and -y derive inchoative and causative verbs from adjectival
roots, as in (4), while they can also derive verbs that lack change-of-state
meaning, as in (5) . In this dissertation, I refer to such morphemes as TVs.

(4) a. vesel-i-ty
merry-TV-INF
‘to become merrier’

b. vesel-y-ti
merry-TV-INF
‘to make merrier’

(5) a. let-i-ty
fly-TV-INF
‘to fly’

b. vod-y-ty
drive-TV-INF
‘to drive’

The same alternation is found across Slavic, as discussed in Simonović and
Mišmaš (2022) for Slovenian, in Caha et al. (2023) for Czech, Jabłońska (2007)
for Polish, and Dyachkov (2021) for Russian. In Ukrainian, inchoative verbs
are derived with the TV -i, which comes from the OES -ě, while causative verbs
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are derived with the TV -y, which comes from the OES -i (Jurčuk 1979:185-
187). An overview of Slavic causative and inchoative morphology is provided
in Table 8.1.

type OES/OCS SC SLOV CZ POL RUS UKR
INCH -ě -je -e -ě -ie -e -i
CAUS -i -i -i -i -i -i -y

Table 8.1: Slavic TVs that derive inchoative and causative verbs

In this part, I focus on Ukrainian deadjectival verbs. The TV -i, which de-
rives inchoative verbs, attaches to the adjectival root, and precedes he in-
finitival marker, as in (6b).3 As I will show in section 8.2, such verbs have
comparative reading, while sometimes also allowing a paraphrase with a pos-
itive degree adjective. For ease of exposition, I translate them here with a
comparative adjective.

(6) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-i-ty
merry-TV-INF
‘to become merrier’

The TV -y, which derives causative verbs, also comes between the adjecti-
val root and the infinitival marker, as in (7b).

(7) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merrier’

b. vesel-y-ty
merry-TV-INF
‘to make merrier’

The root in examples (6b) and (7b) is the same, vesel. This means that the
TVs -i and -y can occur with the same base form and derive two different
meanings.
3There is also a suffix -nu, usually considered a TV (see Taraldsen Medová and Wiland (2019)),

that derives deadjectival verbs, as in blid-nu-ty (lit. pale-TV-INF) ‘to get paler’. The TV -nu seems
to carry the same meaning as the TV -i; in fact, the two can be used interchangeably in a subset
of deadjectival verbs, such as slab-i-ty and slab-nu-ty, where both mean ‘to get weaker’. Not all
deadjectival verb, however, can combine with the TV -nu, e.g. *vesel-nu-ty is ungrammatical. I
will not discuss this suffix here, focusing only on -i and -a.
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As we have seen in the previous chapter, there is a second way of deriving
inchoatives in Ukrainian, which involves overt comparative morphology and
the TV -a.4 Jurčuk (1979:188) claims that virtually any comparative adjective
can derive an inchoative verb following this pattern.5 The TV -a intervenes
between the comparative morpheme and the infinitival marker, as in (8b).
(8) a. vesel-iš-yj

merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

b. vesel-iš-a-ty
merry-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become merrier’

Greščuk (1995:202) compares Ukrainian to two other East Slavic languages,
Russian and Belarusian, and concludes that comparative-based deadjectival
verbs with -a are typical only for Ukrainian word formation.6 Ukrainian differs
in its ability to form deadjectival verbs with overt comparative morphology
productively from other Slavic languages more broadly. In West- and South-
Slavic, comparative-based deadjectival verbs are, as a rule, suppletive. Polish
has a few instances of comparative-based deadjectival verbs, such as (9); such
verbs are only suppletive (Jabłońska 2007:93).
(9) a. dobr-y

good-AGR
‘good’

b. lep-sz-y
better-CMPR-AGR
‘better’

c. po-lep-sz-y-ć
PREF-better-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to improve’

Milosavljević and Arsenijević (2022:26) provide eleven comparative-based
verbs in Serbo-Croatian derived with the TV -a. Out of these, two are supple-
tive, such as in (10), and the remaining nine, like (11), are non-suppletive.
4Jurčuk (1979:188) provides a few deadjectival verbs with -a derived from the positive degree,

such as o-duž-a-ty ‘to recover’ (from duž-yj ‘strong’) and velyč-a-ty ‘to address honourably’ (from
velyk-yj ‘big’). These verbs do not have a change of state meaning, and this pattern is unproductive.
5See section 8.3, however, for more discussion on the productivity of certain verbal forms.
6Some isolated cases where the verb is derived from the comparative form with the suffix -a

can be found in OES texts, but this pattern became productive only in modern Ukrainian (Jurčuk
1979:188).
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(10) a. dobar
‘good’

b. bolj-š-a-ti
better-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to improve’

(11) a. tix
‘quiet’

b. tiš-a-ti
quiet.CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become quieter’

However, Marko Simonović (p.c.) points out that in these forms the com-
parative is expressed either by the non-productive suffix -š in the suppletive
cases, as in (10), or by a palatalizer in the non-suppletive ones, as in (11),
but never by the regular -ij suffix that forms comparative adjectives,7 as il-
lustrated in (12). This suffix never serves as a base for verbs; I provide the
ungrammatical example in (12b).
(12) a. interesant-ij-i

interesting-CMPR-AGR
‘more interesting’

b. *interesant-ij-a-ti
interesting-CMPR-TV-AGR
‘to become more interesting’

Ukrainian derives its inchoative verbs from comparative adjectives using
the standard comparative suffixes -š or -iš. Thus, the ability of deriving two
verbal forms, one based on the comparative, and one on the positive, seems
to be a unique Ukrainian feature.
On the other hand, causatives with overt comparative morphology are, as

a rule, ungrammatical, as shown in (13b), regardless of the choice of the TV.
(13) a. vesel-iš-yj

merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

b. *vesel-iš-y-ty
merry-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to make merrier’

There are only a few causative verbs that can be derived from the compar-
ative form, as in (14b). In such cases, the verb necessarily contains a prefix, in
this case, po-. In total, there are ten causative verbs that follow this pattern.8
7Simonović also observes that all of these verbs have the same prosodic pattern, rare for this

verb class, where the stress falls on a short syllable preceding the TV, and high tone on the TV,
suggesting the presence of an additional morpheme.
8An exhaustive list is provided in Appendix B, Table B.1.
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(14) a. ton-š-yj
thin-CMPR-AGR
‘thinner’

b. po-ton-š-y-ty
PREF-thin-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to make thinner’

Since such verbs require prefixes, they add independent complications to
both the data and the theoretical analysis. Causatives also differ from inchoa-
tives in productivity: while inchoatives are productively derived from both
positive and comparative adjectives, causatives are derived almost exclusively
from the positive. For these reasons, I don’t discuss causatives in this disser-
tation and focus on inchoative verbs instead. For the same reasons, I do not
discuss the anticausative pattern. It is illustrated in (15), where the inchoative
(15b) is derived from the causative (15a) with the reflexive marker sja ‘self’.
(15) a. po-ton-š-y-ty

PREF-thin-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to make thinner’

b. po-ton-š-y-ty-sja
PREF-thin-CMPR-TV-INF-REFL
‘to become thinner’

I do not discuss another type of verbs here, and that is essives, which I
have mentioned at the beginning of this section. In Ukrainian, only a subclass
of deadjectival verbs exist as essives: (1) verbs derived from colour adjectives,
as in (16a), which are syncretic with inchoatives and (2) verbs derived from
four adjectives with the augment -ok, as in (16b). Unlike their inchoative coun-
terparts, these essive verbs do not lose the augment in the verb.9 I discuss the
behaviour of augments in inchoatives in sections 8.3 and 8.4.
(16) a. žovt-i-ty

yellow-TV-AGR
‘to be yellow’
‘to become more yellow’

b. šyr-oč-i-ty
wide-AUG-TV-INF
‘to be wide’
#‘to become wider’

While the former is syncretic with an inchoative, i.e. (16a) can mean both
‘to be yellow’ and ‘to become more yellow’, the latter is not. That is, (16b)
9A list of essive verbs with -ok is provided in Appendix B, Table B.2.
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can only mean ‘to be wide’, but not ‘to become wider’ (Greščuk 1995:101). In
Ukrainian, essives never have comparative morphology: if comparative mor-
phology is attached to such roots, they only have the change-of-state reading,
as can be seen in (17). In this dissertation, I focus on inchoatives and leave es-
sives as a topic for further research (see Dyachkov (2019) for a cross-linguistic
discussion).
(17) a. žovt-iš-a-ty

yellow-CMPR-TV-AGR
‘to become more yellow’
#‘to be more yellow’

b. šyr-š-a-ty
wide-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become wider’
#‘to be wider’

In the sections that follow, I discuss the meaning and structure of the two
verbal forms, Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2. I start with the discussion of the
meaning differences between the two forms in section 8.2. I discuss the mor-
phology of Inchoative 1 verbs in section 8.3 and then proceed to Inchoative 2
verbs in section 8.4. Suppletive inchoatives will be discussed in section 8.5. I
conclude in section 8.6.

8.2 The meaning of the two inchoatives
In this section, I discuss the meaning of the two inchoative forms in Ukrainian
derived with two different TVs: -i and -a. I start by arguing against the idea
that the a difference involves the degree (positive or comparative) of the ad-
jective embedded in the verb. The evidence for this (negative) claim comes
from the test by Abusch (1986) discussed in Chapter 7, as well as the be-
haviour of modifiers that can occur with positive and comparative adjectives
and inchoative verbs. Next, I will make a positive claim about the meaning
difference between the two Inchoative forms, arguing that it is related to the
Aktionsart. In Chapter 9, then, I will argue that the meaning difference also
translates into a structural difference as well.
I start with the negative claim that the meaning difference between the two

inchoatives does not relate to the degree structure of the adjective. Karpilovska
(2016) briefly discusses Ukrainian inchoative verbs based on the comparative
and the positive degree of adjectives, which I have called Inchoative 1 and
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Inchoative 2, respectively. She provides the translation ‘to become more X’
for the former and ‘to become X’ for the latter. She gives the example in (18)
derived from the comparative form and (19) derived from the positive form
(Karpilovska 2016:2923).10

(18) a. žovt-iš-yj
yellow-CMPR-AGR
‘more yellow’

(CMPR)

b. žovt-iš-a-ty
yellow-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become more yellow’

(INCH1)

(19) a. žovt-yj
yellow-AGR
‘yellow’

(POS)

b. žovt-i-ty
yellow-TV-INF
‘to become yellow’

(INCH2)

This is what can be referred to as a ‘what you see is what you get’ (WYSIWYG)
interpretation, where the presence of comparative morphology indicates the
comparative reading, while its absence indicates the positive reading. I will
show that there is evidence suggesting that this view is not correct.
As I mentioned in Chapter 7, Abusch (1986:5) uses the example in (20) to

determine whether the reading of the deadjectival verb is positive or compar-
ative.

(20) The river widened, but it’s not wide.

There are two ways of paraphrasing the sentence in (20), either as (21a) or as
(21b). The paraphrase in (21b) is felicitous, while the one in (21a) is not. This
suggests that the sentence in (20) embeds the comparative, not the positive
adjective.

(21) a. #The river has become wide, but it’s not wide.
b. 3The river has become wider, but it’s not wide.

If Karpilovska is right, we would expect Inchoative 2 verbs to be infelicitous
in the environment in (20) since, according to her, they embed the positive
10The glosses are mine (A.V.).
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adjective. I test this prediction in (22). Surprisingly, both (22a) with the In-
choative 1 verb and (22b) with the Inchoative 2 verb are felicitous, suggesting
that they can both have the comparative reading.

(22) a. Dereva
trees

žovt-iš-a-ly,
yellow-CMPR-TV-PST

ale
but
vony
they

ne
not
staly
become

žovti.
yellow

‘The trees were turning more yellow but they did not become
yellow.’ (INCH1)

b. Dereva
trees

žovt-i-ly,
yellow-TV-PST

ale
but
vony
they

ne
not
staly
become

žovti.
yellow

‘The trees were turning more yellow but they did not become
yellow.’ (INCH2)

The same test, but with the closed-scale adjective pustyj ‘empty’, yields the
same result. Once again, both types of inchoatives are felicitous. This suggests
that the Inchoative 1 verb in (23a) can have the same, comparative, reading
as the Inchoative 2 verb in (23b). Again, this is surprising under the account
where Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs differ with respect to the degree
structure of the adjective.

(23) a. Kimnata
room

pust-iš-a-la,
empty-CMPR-TV-PST

ale
but
vona
she

ne
not
stala
become

pusta.
empty

‘The room was getting emptier, but it did not become empty.’
(INCH1)

b. Kimnata
room

pust-i-la,
empty-TV-PST

ale
but
vona
she

ne
not
stala
become

pusta.
empty

‘The room was getting emptier, but it did not become empty.’
(INCH2)

I shall argue below argue that the two forms indeed differ in meaning, but
this difference is not to be found in the degree structure of the adjective they
embed, i.e. it is not the case that Inchoative 2 verbs only have the positive
reading. By default, both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs have the com-
parative reading ‘to become more Adj’.
I will now proceed to test different modifiers that show a pattern that con-

tradicts the WYSIWYG approach. Table 8.2 gives a summary of the data I
will discuss. It shows which modifiers (first column) can occur with which
form: the positive adjective (Apos), the Inchoative 2 (INCH2), the comparative
adjective (Acmpr), and the Inchoative 1 (INCH1). Taking the first line as an ex-
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ample, the modifier povnistju ‘completely’ occurs with (closed-scale) positive
adjectives and with Inchoative 2 verbs but not with comparative adjectives or
Inchoative 1 verbs.

modifier translation Apos INCH2 Acmpr INCH1
povnistju ‘completely’ 3c 3c 7 7
duže ‘very’ 3 3 7 3
troxy ‘a bit’ 3n 3 3 3

Table 8.2: Ukrainian modifiers
c - closed-scale adjectives only, n - negative polarity adjectives only

I start with the modifier povnistju ‘completely’, which at first sight appears
to confirm the WYSIWYG hypothesis. This adverb makes explicit reference to
an endpoint or a scalar maximum (Hay et al. 1999:35). This modifier is sen-
sitive to the type of scale of the adjective. Taking a closed-scale adjective like
pustyj ‘empty’, the modifier is ungrammatical with the comparative adjective
in (24a), while it is grammatical with the positive adjective in (24b).

(24) a. *Tsja
this

kimnata
room

povnistju
completely

pust-iš-a
empty-CMPR-AGR

za
than

tu.
that

b. Kimnata
room

povnistju
completely

pust-a.
empty-AGR

‘The room is completely empty.’

This adjective derives two verbs: an Inchoative 1 (25a) and an Inchoative 2
(25b) and (25c). The Inchoative 1 is not modifiable by povnistju ‘completely’,
while the Inchoative 2 verb is. However, without the perfectivizing prefix
o-, as in (25b), it has progressive aspect (as shown by the above examples of
inchoative verbs without prefixes), and the example is ruled out with povnistju
‘completely’. With the prefix (25c), which contributes the meaning ‘to the
maximum’, the example is fine. The Inchoative 1 is ruled out with and without
the prefix.11

(25) a. *Kimnata
room

povnistju
completely

(o-)pust-iš-a-la.
PREF-empty-CMPR-TV-PST

Int.: ‘The room emptied completely.’

(INCH1)

11As we shall see below, the Inchoative 1 is incompatible with the prefix even without the
modifier, but this does not affect the argument here.
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b. *Kimnata
room

povnistju
completely

pust-i-la.
PREF-empty-TV-PST

‘The room was emptying completely.’

(INCH2)

c. Kimnata
room

povnistju
completely

o-pust-i-la.
PREF-empty-TV-PST

‘The room has emptied completely.’

(INCH2)

These data already indicate that the distribution of povnistju ‘completely’ in
inchoative verbs is not determined by the degree structure of the adjective
it embeds, but is sensitive to other factors, most importantly the (internal)
aspect of the verb, as evidenced by the fact that it requires the perfectivising
prefix in the Inchoative 2.
The type of scale also makes a difference here, as the corresponding sen-

tences are all infelicitous with an open-scale adjective rozumnyj ‘smart’, as
shown in (26).

(26) a. *Olesj
Olesj

povnistju
completely

rozum-n-iš-yj
smart-AUG-CMPR-AGR

za
than

Mykolu.
Mykola

(CMPR)

b. *Olesj
Olesj

povnistju
completely

rozum-n-yj.
smart-AUG-AGR

(POS)

c. *Olesj
Olesj

povnistju
completely

po-rozum-n-iš-a-v.
PREF-smart-AUG-CMPR-TV-PST

(INCH1)

d. *Olesj
Olesj

povnistju
completely

po-rozum-n-i-v.
PREF-smart-AUG-TV-PST

(INCH2)

In Table 8.2, the scale sensitivity of this modifier is indicated by the superscript
c on line 1 (for closed-scale).
One could easily take these data to confirm the WYSIWYG hypothesis,

where Inchoative 1 verbs have the positive reading, while Inchoative 2 verbs
have the comparative reading. I shall, however, interpret them differently,
namely as showing that povnistju ‘completely’ requires a verb that refers to
the completion of an action or has a maximal reading. This is confirmed by
the presence of the prefix, a matter to which I shall return below.
The other modifiers fail to confirm the WYSIWYG view. The modifier duže

‘very’ cannot modify comparative adjectives, as shown in (27a), but it can
modify positive adjectives, (27b). This contrast is not reproduced in the verbs,
where duže ‘very’ can modify both Inchoative 1 (27c) and Inchoative 2 verbs
(27d).
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(27) a. *Tsi
these

dereva
trees

duže
very

žovt-iš-i
yellow-CMPR-AGR

za
than

ti.
those

Int. ‘These trees are much yellower than those.’

(CMPR)

b. Dereva
trees

duže
very

žovt-i.
yellow-AGR

‘The trees are very yellow.’

(POS)

c. Dereva
trees

duže
very

po-žovt-iš-a-ly.
PREF-yellow-CMPR-TV-PST

‘The trees have turned very yellow.’

(INCH1)

d. Dereva
trees

duže
very

po-žovt-i-ly.
PREF-yellow-TV-PST

‘The trees have turned very yellow.’

(INCH2)

The fact that duže ‘very’ can modify and Inchoative 1 (27c) could be taken to
suggest that Inchoative 1 verbs can have the positive degree reading of the
adjective (aside from the comparative reading), in spite of their overt com-
parative morphology.12
The third and last modifier I will discuss is troxy ‘a bit’. It provides further

evidence that adjectival degree structure is not what sets apart the Inchoat-
ive 1 from the Inchoative 2. Jaspers et al. (2022) provide data from Dutch,
where the diminisher een beetje ‘a bit’ combines with a gradable predicate.
The diminisher is polarity sensitive: it prefers a negative predicate over a pos-
itive one. In (28), taken from Jaspers et al. (2022:18), the sentence in (28a) is
well-formed, while the one in (28b) is marked.

(28) a. Kim
Kim

is
is
een
a
beetje
bit

onaardig.
unkind

‘Kim is somewhat unkind.’
b. #Kim

Kim
is
is
een
a
beetje
bit

aardig.
kind

The same contrast is found in Ukrainian, where the diminisher troxy ‘a bit’
modifies negative adjectives. The sentence in (29a) is well-formed, because the
adjective is negative, while (29b) is marked, because the adjective is positive.

(29) a. Mykola
Mykola

troxy
a.bit

tup-yj.
stupid-AGR

‘Mykola is somewhat stupid.’
12This modifier is not scale-sensitive, i.e. the same facts hold with open-scale adjectives.
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b. #Mykola
Mykola

troxy
a.bit

rozum-n-yj.
smart-AUG-AGR

At the same time, the diminisher is not polarity sensitive in the context of
comparatives. Sentences with negative (30a) and positive (30b) adjectives are
equally acceptable.

(30) a. Olesj
Olesj

troxy
a.bit

tup-iš-yj
stupid-CMPR-AGR

za
than

Mykolu.
Mykola

‘Olesj is a bit more stupid than Mykola.’
b. Mykola
Mykola

troxy
a.bit

rozum-n-iš-yj
smart-AUG-CMPR-AGR

za
than

Olesja.
Olesj

‘Mykola is a bit smarter than Olesj.’

If Karpilovska is right, we would expect Inchoative 2 verbs to be polarity sen-
sitive, since, according to her, they have a positive degree reading. As it turns
out, however, the diminisher does not show any polarity sensitivity in verbs,
like in the comparative adjectives. In (31), the Inchoative 1 form in (31a) and
the Inchoative 2 verb in (31b) are equally acceptable. This supports my claim
that both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 embed the structure of a comparative
adjective.

(31) a. Mykola
Mykola

troxy
a.bit

po-rozum-n-iš-a-v.
PREF-smart-AUG-CMPR-TV-PST

‘Mykola has become a bit smarter.’

(INCH1)

b. Mykola
Mykola

troxy
a.bit

po-rozum-n-i-v.
PREF-smart-AUG-TV-PST

‘Mykola has become a bit smarter.’

(INCH2)

The data discussed so far are summarised in Table 8.3, repeated from Table
8.2 above. The data present a mixed picture: povnistju ‘completely’ appears at
first blush to confirm the WYSIWYG hypothesis, while duže and troxy do not,
with troxy confirming my claim that both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative can
have a comparative reading. The behaviour of duže is unexpected under both
theories; I set this issue aside.
I now turn to the second, more positive, claim, which situates the meaning

difference between the two inchoative in their internal aspect or Aktionsart.
I already mentioned the relevance of an endpoint or scalar maximum above
when discussing the modifier povnistju ‘completely’. The polar opposite of an
endpoint is a starting point, and the Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs are
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modifier translation Apos INCH2 Acmpr INCH1
povnistju ‘completely’ 3c 3c 7 7
duže ‘very’ 3 3 7 3
troxy ‘a bit’ 3n 3 3 3

Table 8.3: Ukrainian modifiers
c - closed-scale adjectives only, n - negative polarity adjectives only

also sensitive to that. This can be shown by embedding them under the verb
počaly ‘began’. In such a case, the sentence with Inchoative 2 in (32b) is fine,
while the sentence with Inchoative 1 in (32a) is ungrammatical.

(32) a. *Šče
still
včora
yesterday

dereva
trees

buly
were

zeleni
green

a
but
sjohodni
today

počaly
started

žovt-iš-a-ty.
yellow-CMPR-TV-INF

b. Šče
still
včora
yesterday

dereva
trees

buly
were

zeleni
green

a
but
sjohodni
today

počaly
started

žovt-i-ty.
yellow-TV-INF
‘Yesterday the trees were green but today they started turning
yellow.’

The same contrast is found in (33), where an open-scale adjective bahatyj ‘rich’
derives an Inchoative 1 verb in (33a) and an Inchoative 2 verb in (33b). While
the sentence in (33b) is grammatical, the one in (33a) is not.

(33) a. *Šče
still
včora
yesterday

vin
he
buv
was
bidnyj
poor

a
but
sjohodni
today

počav
started

bahat-iš-a-ty.
rich-CMPR-TV-INF

b. Šče
still
včora
yesterday

vin
he
buv
was
bidnyj
poor

a
but
sjohodni
today

počav
started

bahat-i-ty.
rich-TV-INF

‘Yesterday he was poor but today he started becoming rich.’

The examples in (32) and (33) suggest that only Inchoative 2 can be used to
refer to the inception of an action. This, along with the fact that only Inchoa-
tive 2 can refer to an endpoint or have a maximal reading, as has been shown
earlier for povnistju in (25), confirms the relevance of aspect in the disitnction
between the two inchoatives.
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I submit that the distinction between Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 has
an analogue in English in contrast between verbs such as to dry and to dry
up, as discussed by Bobaljik (2012:185-186).13 The two forms are illustrated
in (34) and (35), respectively. In both cases, dry embeds a comparative, but
the particle causes a meaning difference, deriving the endpoint or maximal
reading.
(34) Inchoative 1

a. to dry
b. [BECOME [dry-er]]
c. ‘to become dry/drier’

(35) Inchoative 2
a. to dry up
b. [up [BECOME [dry-er]]]
c. ‘to become completely dry’

Bobaljik (2012:185) claims that Slavic prefixes influence the meaning of a
deadjectival verb in the same fashion:

[...] aspectual elements (such as Slavic prefixes and Germanic
particles) appear to interact with perceptions of a meaning distinc-
tion between ‘become X’ and ‘become more X’ readings. I suspect
that, as in English, the appearance of a meaning ‘become X’ (rather
than ‘become X-er’) is nevertheless secondary, a result of the in-
teraction of a basically comparative meaning for the verb with the
aspectual (in the sense of Aktionsart/telicity, not perfectivity) con-
tribution of the prefix.

Thus, according to Bobaljik, the distinction between forms such as those in
(34) and (35) is in the Aktionsart rather than in the degree structure of the
adjective. Following Bobaljik, I claim that the distinction between the two
inchoative forms in Ukrainian forms is aspectual as well. In Ukrainian, there
are prefixes such as s- or o-, as in example (25) above, which indicate that a
change happened to its maximum, like up in English. Parallel to the examples
in (34) and (35), the Inchoative 2 Ukrainian verb in (36) has the comparative
reading, while the Inchoative 2 verb in (36b) has the prefix s- and the maximal
reading.

13The same behaviour can be observed with Dutch prefixes. The adjective droog ‘dry’ derives
two verbs: one without prefix, as in (ia), and one with the prefix op- and maximal reading, as in
(ib).

(i) a. drog-en
dry-INF
‘to become dry/drier’

b. op-drog-en
PREF-dry-INF
‘to become completely dry’
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(36) a. poroz-n-i-ty
empty-AUG-TV-INF
‘to become emptier’

b. s-poroz-n-i-ty
PREF-empty-AUG-TV-INF
‘to become completely empty’

At the same time, Inchoative 1 verbs are incompatible with prefixes such as s-
and cannot derive the endpoint or maximal reading, as shown in (37b).

(37) a. poroz-n-iš-a-ty
empty-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become emptier’

b. *s-poroz-n-iš-a-ty
PREF-empty-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF

I conclude that the difference between Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 forms
is not in the degree structure of the adjective, but in their Aktionsart. I will
show in Chapter 9 that this difference is structural: Inchoative 1 verbs lack the
result subevent, i.e. the feature RES in their structure, making it impossible to
refer to the completion of an action, while Inchoative 2 verbs do have it. In the
following two sections, I discuss the morphology of the two inchoative forms.

8.3 Inchoative 1: morphology
Inchoative 1 verbs in Ukrainian are productively derived with overt compara-
tive morphology. As I will show, they replicate the morphology of comparative
adjectives, both in terms of augments and comparative allomorphy.
Inchoative 1 verbs are comprised of a comparative adjective, the TV -a, and

the infinitive marker -ty. The patterns for simple positive and simple compar-
ative adjectives along with Inchoative 1 verbs are presented in Table 8.4. The
roman numerals refer to patterns discussed in Part I, section 3.5.

nr POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 1
I root root-š root-š-a
II root root-iš root-iš-a

Table 8.4: Inchoative 1 in Ukrainian, simple adectives

In Inchoative 1 verbs, the comparative morpheme comes between the root
and the TV -a, which itself is followed by the infinitive marker -ty, as illustrated
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in (38c) and (39c). The comparative suffix that is used in the comparative
adjective is also used in the verb: either -š, as in (38) or -iš, as in (39).

(38) a. molod-yj
young-AGR
‘young’

b. molod-š-yj
young-CMPR-AGR
‘younger’

c. molod-š-a-ty
young-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become younger’

(39) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

c. vesel-iš-a-ty
merry-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become merrier’

Inchoatives can also be derived from the comparative forms of complex
adjectives. Recall from Part I, section 3.4.3, that there are various ways in
which augments can be kept or lost in the comparative, in partly unpredictable
ways. In contrast, Inchoative 1 verbs are morphologically predictable from
the comparative adjectives they are derived from. The generalisation is that if
the augment is kept in the comparative adjective, it is kept in the inchoative
derived from it; if the augment is not kept in the comparative adjective, it is
not kept in the Inchoative 1 verb either. I represent this in Table 8.5.

nr POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 1
III root-n root-n-iš root-n-iš-a
IV root-k root-k-iš root-k-iš-a
V root-k root-š-a root-š-a
VI root-ok root-ok-iš root-ok-iš-a
VII root-ok root-š root-š-a

Table 8.5: Inchoative 1 in Ukrainian, complex adjectives

The augment -n is kept both in the comparative adjective and in the in-
choative verb derived from it. As shown in (40c), the verb based on the com-
parative adjective has the augment -n followed by the comparative marker -iš
and the TV -a. Such verbs, just like adjectives, always select the comparative
suffix -iš, never -š.14

(40) a. rozum-n-yj
smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

14This is an open and very productive class. I provide more examples in Appendix B, Table B.4.
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b. rozum-n-iš-yj
smart-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘smarter’

c. rozum-n-iš-a-ty
smart-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become smarter’

Adjectives with the augment -k have two available options. Option 1 is
to keep the augment both in the comparative adjective and in the inchoative
derived from the adjective. In such a case, -k is followed by the comparative
suffix -iš and the TV -a, as in (41c). The productivity of this pattern appears
to be limited.15

(41) a. čit-k-yj
clear-AUG-AGR
‘clear’

b. čit-k-iš-yj
clear-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘clearer’

c. čit-k-iš-a-ty
clear-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become clearer’

Option 2 is to drop the augment -k both in the comparative adjective and in
the inchoative derived from it. In such a case, the root is followed directly by
the comparative suffix -š and the TV -a, as in (42c). All adjectives that drop
the augment and take the suffix -š derive corresponding verbs.16

(42) a. slab-k-yj
weak-AUG-AGR
‘weak’

b. slab-š-yj
weak-CMPR-AGR
‘weaker’

c. slab-š-a-ty
weak-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become weaker’

15I have collected twelve verbs where -k is kept in Inchoative 1 verbs; a list is provided in
Appendix B, Table B. A list of -k adjectives was provided in Appendix A, Table A.4; almost all of
them, with the exception of cases I discuss next, derive the comparative by keeping the augment.
At the same time, only twelve of them keep the augment in Inchoative 1.
16A list of such forms is provided in Appendix B, Table B.5.
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Lastly, there are verbs derived from adjectives with the augment -ok. As dis-
cussed in Part I, section 3.4.3, there are only five adjectives in Ukrainian which
take this augment. Like their corresponding adjectives, four of them lose the
augment -ok in the inchoative, as in (43), where the root is followed directly
by the comparative suffix -š.17

(43) a. šyr-ok-yj
wide-AUG-AGR
‘wide’

b. šyr-š-yj
wide-CMPR-AGR
‘wider’

c. šyr-š-a-ty
wide-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become wider’

There is one adjective that keeps the augment, shown in (44); in the verb,
the root is followed by the augment -ok and the comparative suffix -iš.
(44) a. žorst-ok-yj

cruel-AUG-AGR
‘cruel’

b. žorst-ok-iš-yj
cruel-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘more cruel’

c. žorst-ok-iš-a-ty
cruel-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become more cruel’

Summing up, the behaviour of both the augments and the comparative
morphology is replicated in Inchoative 1 verbs. I now proceed to Inchoative
2 verbs.

8.4 Inchoative 2: morphology
Inchoative 2 verbs in Ukrainian are derived from adjectives with no overt
comparative morphology. Starting with simple inchoatives, they are formed
with the TV -i which comes between the root and the infinitival marker -ty.
As can be seen in Table 8.6, the comparative morphology is not present. All
of the type I and type II adjectives have a corresponding Inchoative 2.
17A list of such forms is also provided in Appendix B, Table B.5.
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nr POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 2
I root root-š root-i
II root root-iš root-i

Table 8.6: Inchoative 2 in Ukrainian, simple adjectives

Some examples of Inchoative 2 verbs and the adjectives they are derived
from are provided below in (45) and (46).
(45) a. molod-yj

young-AGR
‘young’

b. molod-š-yj
young-CMPR-AGR
‘younger’

c. molod-i-ty
young-TV-INF
‘to become younger’

(46) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-iš-yj
merry-CMPR-AGR
‘merrier’

c. vesel-i-ty
merry-TV-INF
‘to become merrier’

Inchoatives 2 verbs derived from complex adjectives also take -i, like sim-
ple inchoatives, but they have the augment -n, -k, or -ok. As can be seen in
Table 8.7, three such patterns are attested. Pattern (III) is where adjectives are
augmented with -n (pattern III); in such a case, the -n is kept in the Inchoative
2 verb. Pattern (IV) and (V) are augmented with -k; in both cases, the -k is lost
in the Inchoative 2 verb. There are two unattested patterns, namely where
adjectives are augmented with -ok; such adjectives do not form Inchoative 2
verbs.

nr POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 2
III root-n root-n-iš root-n-i
IV root-k root-k-iš root-i
V root-k root-š-a root-i
VI root-ok root-ok-iš unattested
VII root-ok root-š unattested

Table 8.7: Inchoative 2 in Ukrainian, complex adjectives

Adjectives with -n keep the augment in the Inchoative 2 verb, which is
then followed by -i, and the infinitival marker -ty, as presented in (47c). This
pattern is very productive, as practically any adjective with -n can derive an
Inchoative 2 verb.18
18Some more examples are provided in Appendix B, Table B.6.
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(47) a. rozum-n-yj
smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

b. rozum-n-iš-yj
smart-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘smarter’

c. rozum-n-i-ty
smart-AUG-TV-INF
‘to become smarter’

Adjectives with -k never keep the augment in the Inchoative 2 verb. The
augment is dropped and the root is directly followed by the TV -i, as shown
in (48c). This is observed by Jurčuk (1979:184), who claims that, as a rule,
deadjectival verbs inherit suffixes from the adjectives they are derived from.
At the same time, adjectives with -k lose the augment in the verb.19
However, the productivity of verbs derives from adjectives with -k is very

limited. I collected four such verbs; examples are provided in (48c)-(51c).20
In (48)-(50), the positive adjective has -k, which is lost in the comparative;
such cases belong to pattern (IV).21 In (51), the adjective has -k both in the
positive and in the comparative; this case belongs to pattern (V).22

(48) a. slab-k-yj
weak-AUG-AGR
‘weak’

b. slab-š-yj
weak-CMPR-AGR
‘weaker’

c. slab-i-ty
weak-TV-INF
‘to become weaker’

(49) a. solod-k-yj
sweet-AUG-AGR
‘sweet’

b. solod-š-yj
sweet-CMPR-AGR
‘sweeter’

c. solod-i-ty
sweet-TV-INF
‘to become sweeter’

19Jurčuk (1979:184) treats such verbs as denominal, derived directly from the nominal roots,
not from the adjective.
20They are also listed in Appendix B, Table B.7.
21At the same time, there are fourteen adjectives that take -k in the positive and lose it in the
comparative, listed in Appendix A, Table A.6.
22At the same time, there are more than a hundred adjectives that take -k in the positive and
keep in the comparative, listed in Appendix A, Table A.4.
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(50) a. korot-k-yj
short-AUG-AGR
‘short’

b. korot-š-yj
short-CMPR-AGR
‘shorter’

c. korot-i-ty
short-TV-INF
‘to become shorter’

(51) a. mil-k-yj
shallow-AUG-AGR
‘shallow’

b. mil-k-iš-yj
shallow-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘shallower’

c. mil-i-ty
shallow-TV-INF
‘to become shallower’

Other adjectives augmented with -k fail to derive Inchoative 2 verbs. In
(52), the adjective takes -k in the positive and lose it in the comparative, but
it cannot derive an Inchoative 2 verb.23

(52) a. ton-k-yj
thin-AUG-AGR
‘thin’

b. ton-š-yj
thin-CMPR-AGR
‘thinner’

c. *ton-i-ty
thin-TV-INF

Similarly, adjectives augmented with -k that keep the augment in the com-
parative also do not derive Inchoative 2 verbs.24 This is illustrated in (53c).
Either keeping the augment, as in (53c), or dropping it, as in (53d), does not
derive an Inchoative 2 verbal form.

(53) a. čit-k-yj
clear-AUG-AGR
‘clear’

b. čit-k-iš-yj
clear-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘clearer’

c. *čit-k-i-ty
clear-AUG-TV-INF

d. *čit-i-ty
clear-TV-INF

23At the same time, all such adjectives derive Inchoative 1 verbs, c.f. ton-š-a-ty (lit. thin-CMPR-
TV-INF) ‘to become thinner’.
24Again, such adjectives derive Inchoative 1 verbs, c.f. čit-k-iš-a-ty (lit. clear-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to become clearer’)
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Lastly, there are five positive adjectives with -ok. Such adjectives do not derive
Inchoative 2 verbs at all, as illustrated in (54c).25,26

(54) a. šyr-ok-yj
wide-AUG-AGR
‘wide’

b. šyr-š-yj
wide-CMPR-AGR
‘wider’

c. *šyr-i-ty
wide-TV-INF

The only adjective that keeps the augment -ok in the comparative does
not derive an Inchoative 2 verb either. As shown in (55), neither keeping
the augment, as in (55c), or dropping it, as in (55d), derives a grammatical
Inchoative 2 form.

(55) a. žorst-ok-yj
cruel-AUG-AGR
‘cruel’

b. žorst-ok-iš-yj
cruel-AUG-CMPR-AGR
‘more cruel’

c. *žorst-oč-i-ty
cruel-AUG-TV-INF

d. *žorst-i-ty
cruel-TV-INF

Summing up, with regard to Inchoative 2 verbs, only adjectives with the
augment -n fully productively derive Inchoative 2 verbs, keeping the augment
in the verb. Adjectives with the augment -k derive a limited set of Inchoative
2 verbs, and in all cases the augment is dropped in the verb. Adjectives with
the augment -ok do not derive Inchoative 2 verbs at all.
25Such adjectives can derive verbs with the TV -i, where the augment -ok is preserved, as shown
in (ib), which is derived from (ia). However, they only have an essive reading, not the change-of-
state one (see section 8.1).

(i) a. šyr-ok-yj
wide-AUG-AGR
‘wide’

b. šyr-oč-i-ty
cruel-AUG-TV-INF
‘to be wide’

26The adjective vys-ok-yj ‘high’ does derive a verb with the TV -i, where -ok is dropped, but with
no change-of-state reading, i.e. vys-i-ty (root-TV-INF) ‘to hang’.
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8.5 The disuppletive pattern
Suppletive adjectives derive both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs; I have
referred to this as the disuppletive pattern in Chapter 7. In Inchoative 1 verbs,
the suppletive root, which is used in the comparative adjective, is used in
the verb. The root is followed by the comparative marker -š, as is the case
for all suppletive adjectives. The suffix is then followed by the TV -a and the
infinitival marker -ty, as in (56c).
(56) a. pohan-yj

bad-AGR
‘bad’

b. hir-š-yj
worse-CMPR-AGR
‘worse’

c. hir-š-a-ty
worse-CMPR-TV-INF
‘to get worse’

All five suppletive inchoatives demonstrate the same morphological be-
haviour, as shown in Table 8.8. As discussed in Chapter 7, such verbs follow
the ABB pattern (marked in two different shades of grey) and comply with
the C∆G, because the suppletive root is present both in the comparative and
in the verb derived from it. As discussed in Part I, section 3.4.4, the adjective
‘good’ is attested in Ukrainian as dobr-yj, xoroš-yj, and harn-yj; each of these
adjectives derives two suppletive comparative adjectives kraš-č-yj and lip-š-yj,
both meaning ‘better’. The same is replicated in Inchoative 1 verbs, as can be
seen in Table 8.8 in (3)-(5).

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 1
nr root AGR root CMPR AGR root CMPR TV INF translation
1 pohan yj hir š yj hir š a ty ‘to get worse’
2 mal yj menj š yj menj š a ty ‘to get smaller’
3 dobr yj kraš č yj kraš č a ty ‘to get better’

lip š yj lip š a ty ‘to get better’
4 xoroš yj kraš č yj kraš č a ty ‘to get better’

lip š yj lip š a ty ‘to get better’
5 harn yj kraš č yj kraš č a ty ‘to get better’

lip š yj lip š a ty ‘to get better’
6 velyk yj bilj š yj bilj š a ty ‘to get bigger’

Table 8.8: ABB pattern in Ukrainian inchoatives
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At the same time, Inchoative 2 verbs are derived not from the suppletive,
but from the regular root, followed by the TV -i as in (57c).
(57) a. pohan-yj

bad-AGR
‘bad’

b. hir-š-yj
worse-CMPR-AGR
‘worse’

c. pohan-i-ty
bad-TV-INF
‘to get worse’

As discussed in Chapter 7, such verbs follow the ABA pattern, where the
comparative is suppletive, but the deadjectival verb is not. Such forms are
summarised in Table 8.9. The only adjective which does not derive an Inchoa-
tive 2 verb is velyk-yj ‘big’. Inchoative 2 verbs based on non-suppetive forms
of the adjectives dobr-yj, xoroš-yj, and harn-yj have specialised readings, i.e.
‘to get kinder’, ‘to get better, prettier’, and ‘to get prettier’ respectively.

POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 2
nr root AGR root CMPR AGR root TV INF translation
1 pohan yj hir š yj pohan i ty ‘to get worse’
2 mal yj men š yj mal i ty ‘to get smaller’
3 dobr yj kraš č yj dobr i ty ‘to get kinder’

lip š yj
4 xoroš yj kraš š yj xoroš i ty ‘to get better,

lip š yj prettier’
5 harn yj kraš č yj harn i ty ‘to get prettier’

lip š yj
Table 8.9: ABA pattern in Ukrainian inchoatives

Summing up, as has been shown in Table 8.8 and Table 8.9, there are two
parallel verbal forms: Inchoative 1, which is derived from the suppletive root,
and Inchoative 2, which is derived from the non-suppletive root found in the
positive. Together, they form the disuppletive pattern. The cases in Table 8.9
pose a challenge for the C∆G since the suppletive root is not contained in the
verb, which could be taken to suggest that the verb is built not on the com-
parative but on the positive adjective. I will argue that, despite appearances,
this is not the case.
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8.6 Data summary
The Ukrainian data discussed in this chapter is summarised in Table 8.10.
Inchoatives are split into Inchoative 1, where the comparative suffix -š/-iš is
followed by the TV -a, and Inchoative 2, without the comparative morphology
but with the TV -i. Inchoatives can be simple (patterns I-II) or complex (pat-
terns III-VII). Suppletive roots are marked as ‘rootsup’ and are a special case of
pattern I (see Part I, section 3.5).

nr POS ADJ CMPR ADJ INCH 1 INCH 2
I root root-š root-š-a root-i
root rootsup-š rootsup-š-a root-i

II root root-iš root-iš-a root-i
III root-n root-n-iš root-n-iš-a root-n-i
IV root-k root-k-iš root-k-iš-a root-i
V root-k root-š-a root-š-a root-i
VI root-ok root-ok-iš root-ok-iš-a unattested
VII root-ok root-š root-š-a unattested
Table 8.10: Inchoative patterns in Ukrainian

The morphological behaviour of augments in the comparative is replicated
in Inchoative 1 verbs. The augment -n is always retained and followed by the
comparative marker -iš (pattern III), while -k is either retained and followed
by the comparative marker -š (IV) or dropped (V), -ok is either retained and
followed by -š (VI) or dropped (VII).
Inchoative 2 verbs differ from Inchoative 1 verbs in the lack of overt com-

parative morphology. They forms fewer patterns, as patterns (VI) and (VII) are
unattested. Inchoative 2 verbs keep only the augment -n (III), while the aug-
ment -k is always dropped (patterns IV and V). In the next chapter, I provide
the analysis of both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs.



CHAPTER 9

Analysis

9.1 The structural difference
I base the analysis of inchoative verbs on the adjectival decomposition de-
veloped in Chapter 4. I argue that both types of inchoatives are built on the
decomposed adjectival structure, as shown in the functional sequence in (1)
and (2). As I concluded in section 8.2, the difference between Inchoative 1
and Inchoative 2 is not in the degree structure of the adjective. Accordingly,
I argue that the comparative heads C1 and C2 are present in both types of
inchoatives.
I claimed in section 8.2 that the default meaning of deadjectival inchoative

verbs in Ukrainian is the comparative. I proposed that the difference between
the two inchoative forms is in their Aktionsart. Based on these semantic dif-
ferences, I propose there is a structural difference between Inchoative 1 and
Inchoative 2, where Inchoative 1 verbs lack the result subevent in their struc-
ture, making it impossible to refer to the completion of an action. In the In-
choative 1 verb in (1), the PROC head merges with the adjectival structure to
derive a deadjectival verb. In the Inchoative 2 verb in (2), the adjectival struc-
ture first merges with the RES head (marked in bold), and only then with the
PROC head. In both cases, the PROC head serves as a BECOME operator. The
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fact that there is a structural difference between the Inchoative 1 and Inchoa-
tive 2 allow us to productively derive the two forms for all verb roots, which
would be difficult to achieve in Nanosyntax if the two forms had exactly the
same underlying structure.
(1) Inchoative 1

INFP

INF ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...
(2) Inchoative 2

INFP

INF ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

Meanwhile, RES in (2) represents Aktionsart, expressing the internal as-
pect. Both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 have an Aspect (ASP) head, which
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expresses the external aspect, higher in the structure; in all the derivations
in this section, the verbs will be presented in their imperfective form.1 The
inflectional Infinitive (INF) head comes on the top of the structure.
The structures in (1) and (2) are based on the verbal decomposition devel-

oped by Ramchand (2008), which was introduced in Chapter 7; the tree with
the decomposed verbal structure is repeated in (3).

(3) INITP (causing proj.)

DP3
subj of ‘cause’ INIT PROCP (process proj.)

DP2
subj of ‘process’ PROC RESP (result proj.)

DP1
subj of ‘result’ RES XP

...

Ramchand claims that the RES head is absent in degree achievement verbs, as
repeated in the tree in (4).

(4) PROCP

the cocoa beans
PROC
<dry>

XP

(scale of dry-ness)

Contrary to Ramchand, Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2022) argue that RES is
present in Dutch deadjectival verbs. The adjective breed ‘wide’ takes the prefix
ver- to form a deadjectival verb, as in (5).
1I follow Wiland (accepted), who proposes that the perfective form is derived by merging ASP

with END, which introduces an event boundary, as shown in (ib).

(i) a. imperfective verbal form: [ Asp [ VP ]]
b. perfective verbal form: [ End [ Asp [ VP ]]]

The discussion of perfective forms involves prefixes, and would take me too far away from the
topic of this dissertation, as there is a great variety of prefixes in Ukrainian, and they contribute
different meanings. For this reason, I do not include perfective forms in the derivations.
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(5) ver-breed-en
PREF-wide-INF
‘to widen’

Using the framework of Nanosyntax, Vanden Wyngaerd et al. claim that
ver- lexicalises RES, while PROC and AP are lexicalised by breed, as in (6).
(6) PROCP

RESP

RES A

PROCP

PROC AP

...ver

breed

In my analysis of Ukrainian inchoatives, I adopt the verbal decomposition
of Ramchand (2008). However, I side with Bobaljik (2012) in claiming that
deadjectival verbs embed the structure of the comparative degree and that
they have the comparative reading as a default. At the same time, I provide
a novel perspective from Ukrainian by showing that the two verbal forms,
Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2, differ in their internal structure. Following
Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2022), I claim that Inchoative 2 verbs have the result
component in their structure. Inchoative 1 verbs lack RES and are incompatible
with the maximal reading. Thus, Ukrainian shows that the two possibilities,
deadjectival verbs with RES and without, can co-occur in one language.
How the features in the trees in (1) and (2) are lexicalised differs between

the two forms, as they involve different morphemes. The morphemes -i and -š
in Inchoative 1 verbs lexicalise C1 and C2 respectively, like in the compara-
tive adjectives they are derived from: C1P is lexicalised by -i, (7) and C2P is
lexicalised by -š, as in (8). The TV -a lexicalises PROCP and ASPP, (9).

(7) C1P

C1

⇔ i (8) C2P

C2

⇔ š (9) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

⇔ a
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The lexicalisation table with different root sizes of Inchoative 1 verbs is
provided below in Table 9.1. As argued in Chapter 4, Ukrainian adjectives
have seven different root sizes: from XXS to L′′. Inchoative 1 verbs have the
same seven root sizes as adjectives. In the case of small roots, such as XXS,
XS, and S, the augments -ok, -k, and -n lexicalise the remaining structure. The
suppletive pattern, where the verb is based on the suppletive root, belongs
under pattern I.

root pattern verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 PROC ASP INF
XXS VI ‘to get crueller’ žorst ok i š a ty
XS III ‘to get smarter’ rozum n i š a ty
S IV ‘to get shallower’ mil k i š a ty
M II ‘to get merrier’ vesel i š a ty
L I ‘to get cheaper’ dešev š a ty

Isup ‘to get worse’ hir š a ty
L′ V ‘to get shorter’ korot š a ty
L′′ VII ‘to get wider’ šyr š a ty

Table 9.1: Inchoative 1 root sizes

The lexicalisation table with different root sizes for Inchoative 2 verbs is
provided below in Table 9.2. Inchoative 2 verbs are more restrictive, as not
every of the seven roots can derive an Inchoative 2 verb. The unattested pat-
terns are marked in grey. The gaps in the table remain unexplained, and I set
them aside as a topic for future inquiry. The table lists the forms such as the
theory I am about to develop predicts them, with -k dropped in Inchoative 2
both in pattern (IV) and (V) and -ok appearing both in (VI) and (VII). The verb
pohan-i-ty ‘to get worse’ is the non-suppletive form of the verb based on the
suppletive root, namely hir-š-a-ty ‘to get worse’ in Table 9.1; it belongs under
pattern I.
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root pattern verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
XXS VI ‘to get crueller’ žorst ok i ty
XS III ‘to get smarter’ rozum n i ty
S IV ‘to get shallower’ mil i ty
M II ‘to get merrier’ vesel i ty
L I ‘to get cheaper’ dešev i ty

I ‘to get worse’ pohan i ty
L′ V ‘to get shorter’ korot i ty
L′′ VII ‘to get wider’ šyr ok i ty

Table 9.2: Inchoative 2 root sizes

Unlike Inchoative 1 verbs, where C1 and C2 are lexicalised by compara-
tive morphemes and PROC and ASP are lexicalised by the TV -a, Inchoative
2 verbs have the TV -i, which lexicalises the whole structure from POINT to
ASP. Importantly, the TV -i lexicalises both comparative heads C1 and C2. As
a result, the comparative morphology never surfaces in Inchoative 2 verbs.
I treat the TV -i in Table 9.1 and the comparative morpheme -i in Table

9.2 as an instance of accidental homophony, i.e. two different lexical entries
with the same phonology. The alternative would be to treat this as a case of
syncretism. However, that analysis is untenable for reasons that I shall briefly
discuss now.
In Nanosyntax, the basis for syncretism is the Superset Principle, which

allows one and the same lexical entry to lexicalise different structures; for a
syntactic tree to match a lexical tree it suffices that the syntactic tree is present
as a subtree in the lexical tree. In this manner, a syntactic structure or set of
features A and a different structure or set of features B can both be lexicalised
by the same phonology /α/, which is the definition of syncretism. Now, given
that -i in Table 9.1 and -i in Table 9.2 share a feature, C1, it is tempting to
unify them into one lexical entry. For this to be done, they would have to
have the same foot, either POINTP or C1. However, if comparative -i and TV
-i had the same foot, we would expect them to trigger the same patterns of
suppletion, but as we have seen, this is not the case: comparative -i triggers
root suppletion in the comparative and in the Inchoative 1 (which is based on
the comparative), while TV -i does not trigger suppletion in Inchoative 2. Also,
if there were a single syncretic lexical entry -i with a foot in C1, we would be
unable to account for the disappearance of -k in the Inchoative 2 of the L′
roots (for reasons I discuss when analysing L′ roots in section 9.3.6). These
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two considerations lead me to postulate two distinct homophonous entries for
the comparative -i and the TV -i, each with a different feature at their bottom.
I discuss the structure of the TV -i in more detail in section 9.3.1.
Summing up, I combine the Nanosyntactic idea of different root sizes and

adjectival decomposition with event decomposition. I propose that there is
a structural difference between Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2 verbs, where
Inchoative 1 verbs lack RES. I also propose that the -i in the two types of
inchoative verbs an instance of accidental homophony. In section 9.2, I go
through the derivations of Inchoative 1 verbs, and in section 9.3, I go through
the derivations of Inchoative 2 verbs.

9.2 Inchoative 1
Inchoative 1 verbs take either two comparative morphemes, -i and -š, or just -š.
The two comparative morphemes lexicalise C1P and C2P respectively. The TV
-a lexicalises both ASPP and PROCP, and the infinitival marker -ty lexicalises
INFP. Their lexical entries are repeated below in (10)-(13).

(10) C1P

C1

⇔ i (11) C2P

C2

⇔ š

(12) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

⇔ a (13) INFP

INF

⇔ ty

Since, as I have mentioned in the previous section, Inchoative 1 verbs fol-
low the same derivation as comparative adjectives, I will not go through the
derivation of each root size; for details, see Part I, section 4.1. I will demon-
strate the derivation of one root size, XS. Such roots take the augment -n and
two comparative morphemes -i and -š in the comparative, as in (14). The
Inchoative 1 verbs derived from them also take the augment and both com-
parative morphemes, followed by the TV -a.
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(14) a. rozum-n-i-š-yj
smart-AUG-C1-C2-AGR
‘smarter’

b. rozum-n-i-š-a-ty
smart-AUG-C1-C2-TV-INF
‘to get smarter’

The lexical entry of XS root rozum ‘smart’ is provided in (15) and the lexical
entry of the augment -n is provided in (16). In (17), I show the stage of the
derivation where DIMP has been lexicalised by rozum and POINTP has been
lexicalised by -n (see Part I, section 4.2.5).
(15)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ rozum
(16)

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

⇔ /n/

(17)
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR
rozum n

To form the comparative, two comparative heads C1 and C2 are merged; af-
ter various lexicalisation-driven movements, they are lexicalised by -i and -š
respectively, (18).

(18)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š
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In the next step, the verbal head PROC is merged. There is no matching lexical
entry, i.e. there is no morpheme that can lexicalise PROCP, (19), so movement
is triggered.

(19) !PROCP!

PROC

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

The first step in the algorithm is to move DIMP, as it’s the closest non-remnant
labelled constituent, (20). This step fails since there is no matching lexical
entry. The algorithm then tries to move the constituent immediately dominat-
ing DIMP, namely DIMP and POINTP, (21), which also fails. The next step is
to move one constituent up and to move DIMP, POINTP, and C1P, as in (22),
which, again, fails.

(20)
PROCP

PROC

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š
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(21)
PROCP

PROC

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

(22)
PROCP

PROC

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

In the next step, the right-hand daughter of PROCP is moved, (23), PROCP finds
a matching lexical entry in (12), and PROCP can be successfully lexicalised by
-a, (24).

(23)
PROCP

PROC

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š
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(24)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

rozum n

i
š

a

The next step in the derivation involves merging ASP, (25). There is no match-
ing lexical entry, and movement is triggered. Again, the algorithm first tries
to move DIMP, then DIMP and POINTP, then DIMP, POINTP and C1P; all three
steps fail to derive a structure suitable for lexicalisation. The next step, namely
moving the constituent immediately dominating C2P and everything below,
(26), is successful. Once the constituent is moved, both ASP and PROC can be
lexicalised by -a, (27), as it is a perfect match for its lexical entry in (12).

(25) !ASPP!

ASP

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

rozum n

i
š

a
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(26)
ASPP

ASP

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

rozum n

i
š

a

(27)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

rozum n

i
š

a

Lastly, INF is merged. Again, there is no match. After a series of unsuccessful
movement steps, the right-hand daughter of INFP moves, (28).

(28)
INFP

INF

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

rozum n

i
š

a

Once the constituent has moved, INFP can be lexicalised by -ty, as it matches
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the lexical entry in (13). The complete lexicalised structure of the verb is pre-
sented in (29).

(29) rozum-n-i-š-a-ty ‘to get smarter’

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

rozum n

i
š

a

ty

The other root sizes work in essentially the same way: 1) first the comparative
adjective is derived (see Chapter 4); 2) then the heads PROC and ASP are
merged and lexicalised by -a; 3) INF is merged and lexicalised by -ty. The
lexicalised structures for the remaining six root sizes are provided below: (30)
for the XXS root, (31) for the S root, (32) for the M root, (33) for the L root,
(34) for the L′ root and (35) for the L′′ root.
(30) žorst-ok-i-š-a-ty ‘to get crueller’

F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC ASPP

ASP

INFP

INF

žorst

ok

i
š

a

ty
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(31) čit-k-i-š-a-ty ‘to get clearer’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

čit

k
i

š
a

ty

(32) vesel-i-š-a-ty ‘to get merrier’

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1P

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

vesel

i
š

a

ty
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(33) molod-š-a-ty ‘to get younger’

C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

molod

š
a

ty

(34) korot-š-a-ty ‘to get shorter’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

korot

š
a

ty
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(35) šyr-š-a-ty ‘to get wider’

F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

šyr

š
a

ty

Thus, there are seven root sizes in Inchoative 1 verbs, parallel to the seven
root sizes in comparative adjectives. The morphological behaviour of Inchoa-
tive 1 verbs and comparative adjectives is almost identical: the difference is
in the presence of the verbal heads PROC, ASP, and INF, which merge with the
adjectival structure. I now proceed to the derivations of Inchoative 2 verbs.
Since they differ significantly from Inchoative 1 verbs, I will go through the
derivation of each root size.

9.3 Inchoative 2
9.3.1 The lexical entry of the TV -i
Before I proceed to the derivation of Inchoative 2 verbs, I will first establish
what the lexical entry of the TV -i is. Given the lexicalisation table of the
Inchoative 2 presented in section 9.1, Table 9.2, a natural representation of
the lexical item for TV -i would be as in (36).



Analysis 215

(36) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

⇔ i

However, such a lexical entry will create problems in the derivation of the
comparative on the basis of S roots and L′ roots. The S roots take the augment
-k in the positive and keep it in the comparative. They are of size DIRP, and
so when POINT is merged, movement will take place to lexicalise POINT. Two
lexical items will compete to lexicalise POINTP: -k and TV -i, as both contain
a tree identical to POINTP. The Elsewhere Principle will designate -k as the
winner, as it contains less superfluous structure, deriving a positive-degree
adjective like dzvin-k-yj ‘resonant’, (37).

(37)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

POINTP

POINT

dzvin

k

When C1 is merged in the comparative, the algorithm will move the closest
labelled non-remnant constituent, which is DIRP, deriving (38).

(38)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

dzvin k
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In the earlier derivation of the comparative of S roots in Part I, section 4.2.4,
this did not yield a succesful lexicalisation of C1; the movement needed to be
undone and the constituent dominating DIRP was moved instead, as a result
of which C1P was lexicalised as -i. But now with the lexical entry for TV -i in
(36), C1P in (38) can be lexicalised by it, generating (39).

(39)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT
dzvin i

The same will happen at the merger of C2. DIRP will be moved, creating a
constituent C2P that is a subtree of (36) and, therefore, lexicalisable by it, as
shown in (40).

(40)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

...

C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT
dzvin

i

However, now we incorrectly predict the comparative form to be *dzvin-i-yj
(after the addition of the agreement), instead of dzvink-i-š-yj ‘more resonant’.
For this reason, I shall modify the shape of the lexical entry of TV -i, (41), as
the one containing movement; the result is provided in (42).
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(41) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES C2P

C2 C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

⇔ i (42) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

⇔ i

The tree in (42) represents a legitimate syntactic object, which results from
moving POINTP from the complement position of C1 to the left, and then the
node created by that movement from the complement position of C2 to the
left. The result is a lexical entry with a CLB inside a CLB. The structure of the
tree will prevent the lexicalisation of C2P of (40) by -i, as the syntactic tree
C2P in (40) is not present in (42) as a subtree. I return to the details of this
when discussing the derivation of the S roots in section 9.3.3.
The lexical entries for the three augments, -n, -k, and -ok are repeated

below in (43)-(45).

(43) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

⇔ /ok/ (44) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

⇔ /n/ (45) POINTP

POINT

⇔ /k/

In the following sections, I go through the derivations for all Inchoative
2 root sizes. As I have mentioned in section 9.1, not all root sizes can derive
Inchoative 2 forms. I start out with the ones that do have such forms, namely
XS, S, M, L, and L′ roots. The productivity of some of them is limited: out of
these five roots, only XS and M roots derive verbs productively, forming an
open class; L roots are less productive, as the number of adjectives that take
-š is limited; S and L′ together constitute four cases (see the discussion on the
productivity of these Inchoative 2 forms in section 8.4). In section 9.3.7, I
discuss root sizes that are unattested in their Inchoative 2 forms, namely the
sizes XXS and L′′.
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All the derivations start off with a series of steps that is identical to the
ones involved in the derivation of the comparative, as well as the Inchoative
1, which overtly contains the comparative. This is to be expected since the
structure of the Inchoative 2 is identical to that of the Inchoative 1 from the
bottom of the fseq up to and including C2P (which represents the structure
of the comparative). It is only after RES is merged that the derivation of the
Inchoative 2 starts to diverge from that of the Inchoative 1. For this reason,
I will not recapitulate the steps leading to the lexicalisation of C2P and start
from the stage in the derivation where C2P has been lexicalised.

9.3.2 XS roots
Let me start with XS roots. Such verbs are derived with the augment -n in the
positive degree, which they keep both in the comparative and the Inchoative
2, as shown in (46).

(46) a. rozum-n-yj
smart-AUG-AGR
‘smart’

b. rozum-n-i-š-yj
smart-AUG-C1-C2-AGR
‘smarter’

c. rozum-n-i-ty
smart-AUG-TV-INF
‘to get smarter’

Such roots are of size DIMP, as shown in (47).

(47) DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ rozum

The derivational steps preceding the lexicalisation of C2P lead to (48), with
C1 and C2 lexicalised by comparative -i and -š respectively.
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(48)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

In the next step, RES is merged, as in (49). Since there is no matching lexical
entry, the algorithm first tries to move DIMP, (50), which will not yield the
right structure for lexicalisation. The next attempt is to move both DIMP and
POINTP, (51). When the movement takes place, the remainder of the structure
fails to find a match in the lexicon. The algorithm then proceeds by moving
C1P along with the rest, (52), which fails again. The last available step for the
algorithm is to move the right-hand daughter of RESP, (53).

(49) !RESP!

RES

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

(50)
RESP

RES

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š
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(51)
RESP

RES

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

(52)
RESP

RES

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

(53)
RESP

RES

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum n

i
š

RESP fails to be lexicalised as there is no lexical entry that matches its struc-
ture, (54). The lexical entry of -i in (42) does contain RES but it also contains
POINT, C1, and C2, which are structurally lower than RES. The Superset Prin-
ciple allows a lexical item to lexicalise a subconstituent of its lexical entry,
but in this case, RESP in (54) is not a subconstituent of (42). No movement
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can derive a structure suitable for lexicalisation, as moving the complement
of RES is the last available option provided by the algorithm.

(54)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

!RESP!

RES

rozum n

i
š

The derivation gets stuck, as there is nothing that can lexicalise RESP. The only
lexical item that can lexicalise RES is the TV -i (see (42) above), but it has a
very low foot, its lowest feature being POINT. In such a case, backtracking is
triggered. Backtracking undoes the last merge operation, taking the deriva-
tion back to the previous cycle, where the next step of the algorithm can be
attempted. Vanden Wyngaerd et al. (2020:21) formulate backtracking as in
(55).

(55) Backtracking
When spellout fails, go back to the previous cycle and try the next
option for that cycle.

To save the derivation, backtracking moves the derivation back to the previous
cycle, namely to the cycle where C2 is merged (56).

(56) !C2P!

C2

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1

rozum n

i

The third step of the Lexicalisation Algorithm is to “move the immediately
dominating constituent and spell out”. In the cycle of C2, we only got a suc-
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cessful lexicalisation of C2P after the final movement option, so there is no
further step in the algorithm, and the derivation needs to backtrack further
to the C1 cycle (57). The same happens here, as the last step of the algorithm
had been tried here as well, so backtracking goes even further, to POINTP, as
in (58).
(57) !C1P!

C1
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR
rozum n

(58) !POINTP!

POINT
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

rozum

n

When POINTP is merged, it triggers movement. In the previous pass at
this stage, DIMP was moved, which led to the lexicalisation of POINTP as -n.
This time, in accordance with the algorithm, movement of the mother node
of DIMP is attempted (59). As a result, POINTP can be lexicalised by -k, (60),
as it matches its lexical entry in (45). The TV -i is also a candidate, since it
contains a constituent POINTP identical to the one in (58), but the Elsewhere
Principle designates -k as the winner.
(59)

POINTP

POINT
DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

rozum

n

(60)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

rozum

n k

When the next feature, C1, is merged, it finds no matching lexical entry
(61). Movement is triggered, first of DIMP, which, again, finds no match. As
a next step, the algorithm tries to move the mother node of DIMP, as in (62).
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(61) !C1P!

C1

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

rozum

n k

(62)
C1P

C1

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

rozum

n k

(63)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

rozum

n
k

However, there is no lexical item that matches the structure of C1P in (63). As
a result, we need to revert to (61) and move the mother of the mother of DIMP.
This will result in the lexicalisation of C1P as the comparative suffix -i. The
TV -i would also be a candidate here, but comparative -i has less superfluous
structure and is therefore inserted, (64).2

2Needless to say, we cannot actually tell if this is the case, since both candidates are ho-
mophonous.
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(64)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

rozum

n k
i

The next step of the derivation is to merge C2, (65), which triggers movement.

(65) !C2P!

C2

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

rozum

n k
i

The algorithm first tries to move DIMP, which fails to find a matching lexical
entry. The next step is to move the mother node of DIMP, but this will fail
as well, so that we must move the mother node of the mother node of DIMP.
This yields a successful lexicalisation of C2 as -š. Again, there are in fact two
candidates for lexicalising C2P, comparative -š and TV -i. The Elsewhere Prin-
ciple will designate the former as the winner since it contains less superfluous
structure, (66).

(66)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum

n k
i

š
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In the next step, RES is merged, (67), and it triggers movement.

(67) !RESP!

RES

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum

n k
i

š

The movement of DIMP will not be successful. In the next step, its mother
node is moved. The result is provided in (68).

(68)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2
rozum

n

k i
š

We now get a RESP tree on the right whose internal structure is present as a
subtree in the lexical entry for TV -i in (42) above. This results in its lexical-
isation as -i, overriding earlier lexicalisations of POINTP, C1P and C2P, (69),
while leaving intact that of DIRP as -n, as required by the fact that the augment
-n is not lost in the Inchoative 2.

(69)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2
rozum

n

i
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The next feature to be merged is PROC. From this point onwards, the same
process as in the previous cycle is repeated, which involvedmoving the mother
of DIMP, and growing the tree on the right. This eventually yields (70).

(70)

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

rozum

n

i

Finally, INF is merged. There is no match, so movement is triggered. Lexical-
isation will be successful only after the final movement step, which moves
the complement of INF. The lexicalised structure of the Inchoative 2 verb is
provided in (71).

(71) rozum-n-i-ty ‘to get smarter’

DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

INFP

INF

rozum

n

i

ty
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9.3.3 S roots
The S roots have -k both in the positive and in the comparative. In the Inchoa-
tive 2, they lose -k.3

(72) a. mil-k-yj
shallow-AUG-AGR
‘shallow’

b. mil-k-i-š-yj
shallow-AUG-C1-C2-AGR
‘more shallow’

c. mil-i-ty
shallow-TV-INF
‘to get shallower’

The disappearance of -k in Inchoative 2 confirms our analysis of TV -i has
having a foot in POINT: in the positive and the comparative, -k is needed to
lexicalise POINT, but in Inchoative 2 this feature is lexicalised by the TV -i,
making the appearance of superfluous (impossible, in fact).
Since S roots are of size DIRP, they will never be able to grow to size

POINTP; for that reason, this class does not require backtracking.
The derivation starts with the structure of the comparative, to which RES

is merged, (73). The first movement step will move DIRP, the closest labelled
non-remnant constituent, (74)

(73) !RESP!

RES

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

mil

k
i

š

3This pattern has very limited productivity, in that out of all the adjectives that keep -k in the
comparative, I managed to find only one with an Inchoative 2 form. This limited productivity of
the Inchoative 2 pattern is observed with other types of adjectives as well. The one attested case
is of interest since it shows that the behaviour of -k in the Inchoative 2 agrees with the analysis I
propose.
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(74)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

mil k i
š

At this point, RESP matches a subtree of the lexical entry of TV -i, and it is
lexicalised as -i, overriding the earlier lexicalisations, (75).

(75)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

mil
i

After this step, PROC and ASP are merged, followed each time by the extraction
of DIRP, and the suffix on the right keeps growing. The infinitival ending is
then added in the usual manner, yielding (76).
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(76) mil-i-ty ‘to get shallower’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

INFP

INF

mil

i

ty

This verb class shows that there are two different scenarios under which
the augment -k, which is present in the positive degree of these adjectives, can
be dropped. One reason is observed in comparative adjectives and Inchoative
1 verbs, where it is the consequence of the root having a lexical entry with a
CLB (see Part I, section 4.3.1). The other reason is observed in the Inchoative
2 verbs of the S roots discussed in this section, where -k drop is the result
of the TV -i having a lexical entry with a CLB inside a CLB. That these two
scenarios must exist is confirmed by the fact that S roots feature -k drop in the
Inchoative 2 but not in the comparative. As I show in section 9.3.5, L roots
have -k drop both in the comparative and the Inchoative 2.

9.3.4 M roots
The M roots have no augment but take the TV -i, as in (77).

(77) a. vesel-yj
merry-AGR
‘merry’

b. vesel-i-š-yj
merry-C1-C2-AGR
‘merrier’

c. vesel-i-ty
merry-TV-INF
‘to get merrier’
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M roots can lexicalise the structure up to POINTP (78). This creates a situation
where both the root and TV -i can lexicalise the feature POINT (marked in bold
below), as a comparison of the lexical entries for the root and TV -i reveals.
(78) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ vesel (79) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

⇔ i

In such a situation, the lexical entry with the common feature(s) at the top
can fail to lexicalise them because of the Superset Principle, but not the lexical
entry with the common feature(s) at the bottom (in this case the TV -i). The
way this happens is that the root first grows to its full lexicalisation potential,
after which the derivation reaches a dead end (in this case, the impossibility
to lexicalise RES), and subsequently backtracking is triggered, which has the
effect that the root shrinks, i.e. realises a smaller constituent than it could do in
principle. Looking at (79), we see that its lowest feature is POINT (by ‘lowest’
I do not mean lowest in the structure, but lowest in the fseq). The constituent
that POINT is a part of, POINTP, is the result of a movement operation that has
removed the complement of POINT. In order to achieve that, the derivation
will need to backtrack to the cycle where POINT was merged, and instead
of having the root lexicalise POINT directly, apply movement, and lexicalise
POINTP by a suffix (in this case, -k).
The derivation of this class starts from the comparative and involves the

subsequent merger of RES, (80).



Analysis 231

(80) !RESP!

RES

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

i
š

Since none of the movements succeeds in lexicalising RES, backtracking is
triggered, all the way down to POINTP. Instead of lexicalising POINT by the
root, as in the first pass through this cycle, the next option is attempted, which
is movement of DIRP. As a result, POINT is lexicalised by -k, i.e. vesel-k, as in
(81).

(81)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

vesel

k

This, in effect, makes the root identical in size to the S roots discussed
in the previous section, and from that point onwards, the derivation proceeds
identically. Namely, when RESP is merged, it doesn’t find a match and triggers
movement, (82).
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(82) !RESP!

RES

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel

k
i

š

The first step will move DIRP, the closest labelled non-remnant constituent,
(83).

(83)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel k i
š

As a result of this movement operation, RESP is lexicalised as -i, as it matches
a subtree of its lexical entry, as shown in (84).

(84)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

vesel
i

The right branch of the tree grows as PROC and ASP are merged. As the last
step, INF is merged. As a result of lexicalisation-driven movements, vesel-i-ty
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is lexicalised as in (85).

(85) vesel-i-ty ‘to get merrier’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

INFP

INF

vesel

i

ty

9.3.5 L roots
The L roots take no augment, have the allomorph -š in the comparative, and
have the root directly followed by the TV -i, as in (86).

(86) a. molod-yj
young-AGR
‘young’

b. molod-š-yj
young-C2-AGR
‘younger’

c. molod-i-ty
young-TV-INF
‘to get younger’

L roots can lexicalise the structure up to C1P, as in (87).
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(87) C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ molod

In the lexicalisation of C2P (88), C1P is lexicalised by the root molod and C2P
is lexicalised by the comparative morpheme -š.

(88)
C1P

C1P POINTP

POINTP DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2

molod

š

The verb is derived by merging RESP, but there is no matching lexical entry,
so movement is triggered, first of C1P, then of its mother node, but neither
movement yields a lexicalisation. The derivation gets stuck, and backtracking
is activated, all the way down to POINTP. Instead of lexicalising POINT by the
root, as in the first pass through this cycle, the next option is attempted, which
is movement of DIRP. As a result, POINT is lexicalised by -k, i.e. molod-k, (89).
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(89)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

molod

k

This, in effect, makes the root identical in size to the S roots discussed in sec-
tion 9.3.3, and from that point onwards, the derivation proceeds identically.
Since I have already gone through identical derivations for S and M roots, I
will not repeat them here. I present the result of lexicalisation in (90).

(90) molod-i-ty ‘to get younger’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

INFP

INF

molod

i

ty

9.3.6 L′ roots
The next root size is that of the L′ roots. Adjectives that derive such verbs
have the augment -k in the positive and lose it both in the comparative and in
Inchoative 2, as shown in (91).

(91) a. korot-k-yj
short-AUG-AGR
‘short’
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b. korot-š-yj
short-C2-AGR
‘shorter’

c. korot-i-ty
short-TV-INF
‘to get shorter’

In the comparative, the root is followed by the comparative morpheme -š, as
in (91b), while in the Inchoative 2 it is followed by the TV -i, as in (91c).
L′ roots have a CLB of size DIRP, as shown in (92).

(92)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

⇔ korot

The way this derivation works confirms the earlier claim that there are two
different reasons why the augment -k can be dropped. One reason is observed
in comparative adjectives and Inchoative 1 verbs, where it is the consequence
of the root having a lexical entry with a CLB, as in (92). The other reason is
observed in the Inchoative 2 verbs, where -k drop is the result of the TV -i
having a lexical entry with a CLB inside a CLB. The S roots only have -k drop
in the Inchoative 2, while the L′ roots drop -k both in the Inchoative 2 and the
comparative.
The L′ class also needs a backtracking derivation. To see why, consider the

derivation of the comparative, in particular, the stage of the lexicalisation of
C1P, (93).
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(93)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT

korot

korot

k

Here we see a constituent C1P containing POINTP, which is not present in the
same manner in the lexical entry of TV -i, repeated in (94) for convenience.

(94) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

⇔ i

In (93), C1 has POINTP as its complement, whereas in (94), POINTP has moved
across C1. For TV -i to lexicalise C1 (and, ultimately, RES), we will, therefore,
need to backtrack to C1 and move the entire complement of C1. In the first
pass at this cycle, DIRP was moved, (95), but now we need to take the next
option and move the mother node of DIRP (96).
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(95)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

(96)
C1P

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

korot

k

This will result in (97), in which C2P will lexicalise as -š :

(97)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

korot

k
š

The lexicalisation of C1P in this manner (i.e. as *korot-k-š) now makes this
root to all intents and purposes identical to an S root (which keeps -k in the
comparative). The remaining steps in the derivation of the Inchoative 2 are
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the same as explained for the S roots in section 9.3.3 above; I shall not go
through them again here, referring the reader to the earlier discussion of the
S roots for details. The final lexicalised structure is presented below in (98).

(98)

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

INFP

INF

korot

i

ty

9.3.7 Gaps
In this section, I discuss some unexpected gaps in the data, namely the absence
of Inchoative 2 verbs where the analysis predicts their existence. Both XXS and
L′′ roots are predicted to be able to derive Inchoative 2 forms. However, such
forms are not attested in the data. In the case of XXS roots, the root žorst ‘cruel’
lexicalises F1P and the augment -ok lexicalises POINTP, DIRP, and DIMP, as in
(99). In the analysis developed here, to derive Inchoative 2 form, the augment
can backtrack and lexicalise DIM and DIR, while ASPP can be lexicalised by -i,
(100).

(99)
F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

žorst

ok
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(100)

F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

žorst

ok

i

The expected form žorst-oč-i-ty is presented in the form of a lexicalisation ta-
ble in Table 9.3. This Inchoative 2 form, however, does not exist either in
the UkrTenTen corpus (available at https://app.sketchengine.eu/) or in
The dictionary of the Ukrainian language (available at https://slovnyk.ua/);
Google does not show any hits either. This is the only verb derived from the
adjective of the XXS root, and it is not attested in the Inchoative 2 form, only
in the Inchoative 1.

verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
‘to get more cruel’ žorst ok i ty

Table 9.3: Unattested Inchoative 2 form based on an XXS root

Now recall that the number of adjectives that have the augment -ok is
extremely limited to begin with, and of those the ones that keep -ok in the
comparative (i.e. the XXS roots) form an even smaller subclass, consisting of
just one adjective. Given the generally somewhat reduced productivity of the
Inchoative 2, the absence of the Inchoative 2 with this root might well be an
accidental gap.
The other type that shows a gap is that of the L′′ roots, which have the

augment -ok in the positive (101) but loses it in the comparative where the
whole structure is overidden by šyr ‘wide’, (102).

https://app.sketchengine.eu/
https://slovnyk.ua/
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(101)
F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr

ok

(102)
F1P

F1 Ø

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

šyr

šyr

ok

In the derivation of the Inchoative 2 verb, the root can lexicalise its left branch,
which is F1P. The augment -ok can backtrack and lexicalise DIM and DIR, and
ASPP can be lexicalised by -i, (103).
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(103)

F1P

F1 Ø

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

šyr

ok

i

In this way, the form šyr-oč-i-ty is derived, as in Table 9.4.

verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
‘to be wide’ šyr ok i ty

Table 9.4: Unattested Inchoative 2 form based on an L′′ root

As discussed in section 8.4, this verb does exist in Ukrainian but only with
a stative reading, i.e. ‘to be wide’, along with three other instances of verbs
derived from L′′ roots: vys-oč-i-ty ‘to be high’, hlyb-oč-i-ty ‘to be deep’, and
dal-eč-i-ty ‘to be far’; all of them have a stative reading instead of the change-
of-state one.
Thus, there is one unattested formwith the XXS root and four attested forms

with the L′′ root but with a different meaning, constituting together only five
cases. I leave the topic for further research, hoping to explain the gap in the
system in the context of an insight into the essive interpretation.

9.4 The disuppletive pattern
The last type of verbs are the suppletive inchoatives. In section 8.5, I showed
that suppletive adjectives derive two types of verbs: Inchoative 1, derived from
the suppletive root, and forming the ABB pattern, and Inchoative 2, derived
from the non-suppletive root, and forming the ABA pattern. Together, these
two types of verbs form the disuppletive pattern. The ABB pattern in Inchoa-
tive 1 verbs is entirely as expected, given that Inchoative 1 verbs are built on
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comparatives. The ABA pattern, however, contradicts C∆G since it requires
deadjectival verbs derived from suppletive adjectives to take suppletive roots.
In this section, I account for the Ukrainian disuppletive pattern and show that
while Inchoative 2 verbs violate the C∆G, they do not violate the containment
relation. As I will show, since the lexical entry of -i has a foot in POINT, it
causes suppletive roots to backtrack to the non-suppletive form.
Starting with Inchoative 1 verbs, they are formed on the basis of the sup-

pletive root, (104). They take an overt comparative marker -š and the TV -a.

(104) a. pohan-yj
bad-AGR
‘bad’

b. hir-š-yj
worse-C2-AGR
‘worse’

c. hir-š-a-ty
worse-C2-TV-INF
‘to get worse’

As I argued in Part I section 4.4, all suppletive adjectives have L roots, which is
why they are only compatible with the comparative marker -š. They reach up
to C1P and need only one comparative morpheme, -š. Verbs derived from such
adjectives take the TV -a, which lexicalises PROC and ASP. The RES feature is
absent from its structure, as is the case for all Inchoative 1 verbs. An overview
is provided in Table 9.5.

root verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
L ‘to get worse’ hir š a ty
‘to get better’ lip š a ty
‘to get better’ kraš č a ty
‘to get smaller’ men š a ty
‘to get bigger’ bilj š a ty

Table 9.5: Suppletive Inchoative 1 verbs

The structure of suppletives involves pointers in C1P that ‘point to’ the
positive root, as in (105) (see Part I section 4.4). In the course of the derivation,
the positive root pohan gets overridden by the suppletive root hir, as shown
in (106). The inernal structure of pohan is internally complex; in (106), I use
POINTP as a shortcut.
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(105) C1P

C1 pohan

⇔ hir ‘bad’ (106)
C1P

C1 POINTP

...

hir

pohan

In the next step, C2 is merged and lexicalised by -š, (107). When PROC is
merged, PROCP doesn’t find a matching lexical entry, (108).
(107)

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

hir

š

(108) !PROCP!

PROC
C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

hir

š

The first step is to move C1P, (109), but it will fail to derive a structure suit-
able for lexicalisation. The next step is to move the constituent immediately
dominating C1P, as in (110).
(109)

PROCP

PROC
C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

hir

š

(110)
PROCP

PROC
C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

hir

š

Once the constituent is moved, PROCP can be lexicalised by -a, (111), as
it matches its lexical entry in (9). Next, when ASP is merged, ASPP finds no
matching lexical entry, (112).
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(111)

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

hir

š
a

(112) !ASPP!

ASP

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

hir

š
a

The first step is to move C1P, as (113), which will fail to derive a structure
suitable for lexicalisation.

(113)
ASPP

ASP

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

hir

š
a

The next step is to move the constituent immediately dominating C1P, (114).



246 Comparative morphology across categories

(114)
ASPP

ASP

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

PROCP

PROC

hir

š
a

At this point, ASPP can be lexicalised by -a, (115), as it matches its lexical
entry in (9).

(115)

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

hir

š
a

As the last step of the derivation, INF is merged. Once its right-hand daughter
undergoes movement, INFP can be lexicalised as -ty. The lexicalised structure
of this Inchoative 1 verb is provided in (116).
(116) hir-š-a-ty ‘to get worse’

C1P

C1 POINTP

...

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

INFP

INF

hir

š
a

ty

Inchoative 2 verbs are derived from the positive root of the suppletive
adjectives, as in (117). They do not take overt comparative morphology and
combine with the TV -i.
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(117) a. pohan-yj
bad-AGR
‘bad’

b. pohan-i-ty
bad-TV-INF
‘to get worse’

The lexicalisation of Inchoative 2 verbs differs from the lexicalisation of In-
choative 1 verbs, as I have shown in section 9.3. Instead of having -i and
-š lexicalise C1 and C2 respectively, the TV -i lexicalises the whole structure
from POINT to ASP. This happens as no root can lexicalise RES since RES is not
present in any root, nor in any other lexical entry except -i. Since -i has a foot
in POINT, it triggers backtracking to DIR, i.e. the root shrinks from size C1P to
size DIRP. The TV -i takes over at POINTP and lexicalises the whole structure
up to ASPP.

root verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
L ‘to get worse’ pohan i ty
‘to get better’ xoroš i ty
‘to get kinder’ dobr i ty
‘to get prettier’ harn i ty
‘to get smaller’ mal i ty

Table 9.6: Non-suppletive Inchoative 2 verbs

This shrinking of the root causes it to appear in its non-suppletive form. It
also provides confirmation for the claim that the TV -i has a foot in POINT. If
the lexical entry of -i started at C2, the suppletive root would surface, contrary
to what is attested.
I will go through the derivation of the verb pohan-i-ty ‘to get worse’ in

(117), which is the form parallel to the Inchoative 1 hir-š-a-ty ‘to get worse’.
It starts with the lexicalisation of POINTP as dobr, (118). When C1 is merged,
it gets overridden, as the lexical entry of hir has a pointer, (119).
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(118) POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

pohan

(119)
C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

hir
pohan

The derivation proceeds the same way as for hir-š-a-ty in (104). However,
in the case of Inchoative 2 verbs, there is a RES feature present in the struc-
ture. Once it is merged, there is no matching lexical entry for RESP, (120), so
movement is triggered.
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(120) !RESP!

RES

C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIM F1P

F1 Ø

C2P

C2

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC

hir

š
a

No matter which movement is attempted, there is no morpheme that can lex-
icalise the structure in (120), so backtracking is activated. There is an overlap
in features, as both the suppletive root and the verbal suffix can lexicalise
C1P and POINTP, marked in bold in (121) and (122). As we have already seen
with other Inchoative 2 verbs, in order to resolve this overlap, the root needs
to backtrack, in this case to POINTP.
(121) C1P

C1 POINTP

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

⇔ hir ‘bad’ (122) ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

⇔ i

Once the root backtracks, it goes back to its non-suppletive form. There
is now a different lexical item, not the suppletive hir, but the positive pohan,
which lexicalises DIRP, as shown in (123). In the first pass, the root grew to
lexicalise POINT, but now movement of the closest non-remnant constituent,
DIRP, is triggered. As a result of movement, POINTP is lexicalised by -k, (124).
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(123) !POINTP!

POINT DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

pohan

(124)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

pohan

k

In the next step, C1 is merged, (125). Since there is no match, DIRP under-
goes movement, (126).

(125) !C1P!

C1
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

POINTP

POINT

pohan

k

(126)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

!C1P!

C1 POINTP

POINT

pohan

k

The non-suppletive root is now of the same size as other S roots, and
the derivation will proceed identically, as explained in detail in section 9.3.3
above. The output of the derivation before the merge of the infinitive marker
is given in (127). Since -k cannot lexicalise both POINTP and C1P, the suffix -i
takes over and lexicalises all the features starting from POINT to ASP.
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(127)
DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2
pohan

i

As the last step of the derivation, INF is merged. Once the right-hand daughter
of INFP is moved, it is lexicalised by -ty. The final structure of the verb is
presented in (128).
(128) pohan-i-ty ‘to get worse’

DIRP

DIR DIMP

DIMP F1P

F1 Ø

ASPP

ASP PROCP

PROC RESP

RES

POINTP

POINT

C1P

C1

C2P

C2

INFP

INF

pohan

i

ty

Summing up, striking confirmation for my analysis comes from suppletive
adjectives, which behave just as expected: displaying an ABB pattern in In-
choative 1 and an ABA pattern in Inchoative 2. As I have shown, both of these
patterns are derivable without violating the structural containment relation
between comparatives and both types of inchoatives.
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9.5 Summary: deadjectival verbs
As I have shown in this chapter, Ukrainian inchoatives exist in two forms; I
have called them Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2. In section 9.1, I accounted
for both semantic and morphological differences between the two inchoative
forms in terms of their internal structure. Inchoative 1 forms lack the result
subevent RES, while Inchoative 2 have it, which enables them to refer to the
completion of an action.
In section 9.2, I showed that the seven root sizes argued for in Chapter

4, from the smallest, XXS, to the biggest, L, can all derive Inchoative 1 verbs.
The lexicalisation table is repeated below in Table 9.7. The morphological
behaviour of comparative morphemes and augments is the same as in the
comparative adjectives they are derived from. They either do (XXS-S) or do
not (M-L′′) take augments, and either take both comparative morphemes -i
and -š (XXS-M) or only -š (L-L′′), depending on their root shape and size.

root pattern verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 PROC ASP INF
XXS VI ‘to get crueller’ žorst ok i š a ty
XS III ‘to get smarter’ rozum n i š a ty
S IV ‘to get clearer’ čit k i š a ty
M II ‘to get merrier’ vesel i š a ty
L I ‘to get cheaper’ dešev š a ty

Isup ‘to get worse’ hir š a ty
L′ V ‘to get shorter’ korot š a ty
L′′ VII ‘to get wider’ šyr š a ty

Table 9.7: Inchoative 1 root sizes

In section 9.3, I showed that out of the seven adjectival root sizes, five
are attested as Inchoative 2, where two are highly productive and form an
open class, namely XS and M; L roots form a closed class, as the number of
simple adjectives with -š is limited; the remaining two, namely S, and L′, are
not productive. The lexicalisation table is repeated below in Table 9.8. In the
process of derivation, RES head causes backtracking, and the structure from
POINT to ASP is lexicalised by the TV -i.
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root pattern verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
XS III ‘to get smarter’ rozum n i ty
S IV ‘to get shallower’ mil i ty
M II ‘to get merrier’ vesel i ty
L I ‘to get cheaper’ dešev i ty

I ‘to get worse’ pohan i ty
L′ V ‘to get shorter’ korot i ty

Table 9.8: Inchoative 2 root sizes

I claimed that the C∆G generalisation formulated in Bobaljik (2012) does
not hold in Ukrainian Inchoative 2 verbs, but the structural containment re-
lation between comparative adjectives and inchoatives underlying it does. In
section 9.4 I developed an analysis for the disuppletive pattern, where two
verbal forms exist: Inchoative 2, based on the positive root, and Inchoative
1, based on the suppletive root. The same mechanism that derives Inchoative
1 and Inchoative 2 verbs applies to verbs derived from suppletive adjectives.
Using the framework of Nanosyntax, I showed that two verbal forms can co-
exist without violating the containment relation.





CHAPTER 10

Conclusion

In this dissertation, I have shown that comparative morphology in Ukrainian
is present in adjectives, adverbs, and deadjectival verbs. In Chapter 1 I intro-
duced three sets of challenges: (1) comparative allomorphy, where the com-
parative suffix takes two different shapes, -š and -iš, (2) the morphological
behaviour of augments, i.e. the suffixes -n, -k, and -ok, which can either be
retained or dropped in the comparative, and (3) the two types of inchoative
verbs: Inchoative 1 verbs, which take the overt comparative morphology and
Inchoative 2 verbs, which lack it. In Part I, I addressed challenges (1) and (2),
and in Part II, I addressed challenge (3).
In Part I, I focused on adjectives and adverbs. In Chapter 4, I introduced

the foundation of this dissertation. I showed that Ukrainian data provides sup-
port for the Split‐Comparative Hypothesis (Caha et al. 2019), as the compar-
ative marker -iš is complex and is comprised of two morphemes: -i and -š.
Adopting the framework of Nanosyntax, I showed that adjectival roots that
take only one comparative morpheme -š are structurally bigger than roots
that take both comparative morphemes. Thus, I explained comparative allo-
morphy in terms of root sizes. I then showed that, in order to account for the
second challenge, namely the behaviour of augments, the adjective needs to
be decomposed. The decomposition has resulted in seven different empirical
patterns, arranged according to the root sizes, as repeated in Table 10.1.
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root pattern adjective F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 AGR
XXS VI ‘cruel’, POS žorst ok yj

‘cruel’, CMPR žorst ok i š yj
XS III ‘smart’, POS rozum n yj

‘smart’, CMPR rozum n i š yj
S IV ‘resonant’, POS dzvin k yj

‘resonant’, CMPR dzvin k i š yj
M II ‘merry’, POS vesel yj

‘merry’, CMPR vesel i š yj
L I ‘cheap’, POS dešev yj

‘cheap’, CMPR dešev š yj
Isup ‘good’, POS dobr yj

‘good’, CMPR lip š yj
L′ V ‘short’, POS korot k yj

‘short’, CMPR korot š yj
L′′ VII ‘wide’, POS šyr ok yj

‘wide’, CMPR šyr š yj
Table 10.1: Ukrainian root sizes: adjectives

I showed that Ukrainian data provides support for the Containment Hy-
pothesis (Bobaljik 2012), where the positive adjective is fully contained in the
comparative. I claimed that what determines the behaviour of augments is the
size and shape of their lexical entries.
In Chapter 5, I introduced the data on Ukrainian adverbs, where I showed

that they are morphologically almost identical to adjectives with the exception
of the adverbial suffix. In Chapter 6, I provided the analysis of adverbs and
claimed that they are not only morphologically, but also structurally almost
identical; what differs is the presence of the adverbial head. Adverbs are built
on the seven adjectival roots in Table 10.1: positive adverbs are built on pos-
itive adjectives, and comparative adverbs are built on comparative adjectives
using the same suffix.
In Part II, I focused on the two types of inchoative verbs. In Chapter 8, I

showed that there are semantic differences between Inchoative 1 and Inchoa-
tive 2 verbs and claimed that these differences do not come from their degree
structure. In Chapter 9, I showed that both verbal forms are derived from the
comparative adjectival root sizes in Table 10.1. I argued that the difference
is in the Aktionsart of the two verbal forms, which come from their internal
structure: Inchoative 1 verbs lack the Result subevent in their internal struc-
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ture, while Inchoative 2 verbs have it.
Inchoative 1 verbs are derived by the addition of the TV -a, which lexi-

calises PROC and ASP. Meanwhile, Inchoative 2 verbs are derived by the TV
-i, which lexicalises the whole structure from POINT to ASP; as a result, com-
parative morphemes never surface in Inchoative 2. I represent this on the
example of suppletive and non-suppletive adjectives in Tables 10.2 and Table
10.3, respectively.

verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
‘to get worse’ hir š a ty
‘to get better’ lip š a ty
‘to get better’ kraš č a ty
‘to get smaller’ men š a ty
‘to get bigger’ bilj š a ty

Table 10.2: Suppletive Inchoative 1 verbs

The two inchoative forms behave differently with regard to suppletion,
where Inchoative 1 verbs exhibit the ABB pattern, while Inchoative 2 verbs
exhibit the ABA pattern. The ABA in Inchoative 2 verbs arises because the TV
-i overrides the whole structure from POINT to ASP, forcing the root to surface
in its non-suppletive form.

verb F1P DIM DIR POINT C1 C2 RES PROC ASP INF
‘to get worse’ pohan i ty
‘to get better’ xoroš i ty
‘to get kinder’ dobr i ty
‘to get prettier’ harn i ty
‘to get smaller’ mal i ty

Table 10.3: Non-suppletive Inchoative 2 verbs

Thus, I offered a novel perspective on deadjectival verbs. I showed that
there are two forms that can coexist within one language, as these forms rep-
resent different lexical entries that lexicalise different parts of the functional
sequence.
Overall, there is a structural containment relation between adjectives, ad-

verbs, and deadjectival verbs, where both adverbs and deadjectival verbs con-
tain adjectives. Comparative adjectives contain positive adjectives, positive
adverbs contain positive adjectives, comparative adverbs contain compara-
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tive adjectives, and inchoative verbs, both Inchoative 1 and Inchoative 2, al-
ways contain comparative adjectives. As I showed, this containment can ele-
gantly be accounted for using the Nanosyntactic idea of root shapes and sizes,
despite a great variety in the morphological containment relations between
these categories.
In this dissertation, I decided to limit myself to the discussion of three aug-

ments. As I showed in section 3.4.3, there are many more such morphemes in
Ukrainian. The next step, therefore, would be to extend the analysis developed
here to other augments and to account for them in terms of the amount of
structure they lexicalise.
As far as deadjectival verbs are concerned, I decided to set aside causative

verbs, as they involve prefixes and generally lack the Inchoative 1 pattern,
complicating the discussion of verbs significantly. The following step would
be to integrate causatives into the analysis developed here. This will allow
one to explore the containment relation between adjectives, inchoatives, and
causatives. I also left the topic of essive (or stative) verbs aside since they can-
not contain comparative morphology and are incompatible with the compara-
tive reading. They are, however, related to inchoative verbs and are, in many
cases, syncretic with them. One of the following steps would be to integrate
statives into the analysis developed here as well.
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Appendix A: lists of adjectives

nr SF ADJ1 translation
1 driben ‘tiny’
2 jasen ‘bright’
3 kožen ‘each’
4 laden ‘ready’
5 laskav ‘kind’
6 molod ‘young’
7 peven ‘sure’
8 poven ‘full’
9 povynen ‘obliged’
10 potriben ‘necessary’
11 rad ‘glad’
12 slaven ‘glorious’
13 vart ‘worth’
14 vynen ‘guilty’
15 zhoden ‘agreed’
16 žoden ‘neither’
17 zelen ‘green’

Table A.1: A list of frequent short form adjectives

1Taken from Pugh and Press (1999:146-147).
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nr root2 AGR translation
1 dobr yj ‘good’
2 mudr yj ‘wise’
3 žyv yj ‘alive’
4 nov yj ‘new’
5 liv yj ‘left’
6 prav yj ‘right’
7 bil yj ‘white’
8 skup yj ‘stingy’
9 nim yj ‘numb’
10 prjam yj ‘straight’
11 čorn yj ‘black’
12 zelen yj ‘green’
13 kysl yj ‘sour’
14 hol yj ‘naked’
15 doroh yj ‘expensive’
16 dovh yj ‘long’
17 lyx yj ‘wicked’
18 tyx yj ‘quiet’
19 lys yj ‘bald’
20 bos yj ‘barefoot’
21 dyk yj ‘wild’

Table A.2: A list of simple adjectives

nr root AUG AGR translation
1 xolod n yj ‘cold’
2 drib n yj ‘tinier’
3 sum n yj ‘sad’
4 rozum n yj ‘clever’
5 smiš n yj ‘funny’
6 straš n yj ‘scarry’
7 dyv n yj ‘weird’
8 potuž n yj ‘potent’
9 niž n yj ‘tender’
10 nud n yj ‘boring’

Table A.3: A list of Inchoatives 1 verbs with -n

2Based on Hryščenko (2002:329). Translation is mine (A.V.).



Appendix A: lists of adjectives 261

nr root3 AUG AGR translation
1 bas k yj ‘agile’
2 berež k yj ‘cautious’
3 beruč k yj ‘hardworking’
4 ber k yj ‘hardworking’
5 bih k yj ‘quick’
6 blyzj k yj ‘close’
7 bojaz k yj ‘timid’
8 bryd k yj ‘ugly’
9 byt k yj ‘punchy’
10 dav k yj ‘pressing’
11 derz k yj ‘stiff’
12 derž k yj ‘firm’
13 dzvin k yj ‘resonant’
14 hlej k yj ‘sticking’
15 hnuč k yj ‘elastic’
16 hromizd k yj ‘bulky’
17 hromox k yj ‘loud’
18 hrym k yj ‘loud’
19 hrim k yj ‘loud’
20 hryzj k yj ‘corrosive’
21 hir k yj ‘bitter’
22 hin k yj ‘vigorous’
23 hlad k yj ‘smooth, fat’
24 hovir k yj ‘talkative’
25 hul k yj ‘loud’
26 hyd k yj ‘ugly’
27 jar k yj ‘bright’
28 jem k yj ‘spacious’
29 jid k yj ‘corrosive’
30 kolj k yj ‘prickly’
31 kop k yj ‘puffy’
32 kopit k yj ‘fiddly’
33 korot k yj ‘short’
34 kovz k yj ‘slippery’
35 kropit k yj ‘fussy’
36 krot k yj ‘tender’
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nr root AUG AGR translation
37 kryx k yj ‘fragile’
38 krip k yj ‘robust’
39 krup k yj ‘granular’
40 klej k yj ‘sticky’
41 klopit k yj ‘fiddly’
42 kil k yj ‘splintery’
43 kot k yj ‘smooth-rolling’
44 lam k yj ‘brittle’
45 leh k yj ‘light’
46 let k yj ‘evaporating’
47 lež k yj ‘shelf-stable’
48 ljas k yj ‘loud’
49 lun k yj ‘resonant’
50 lyp k yj ‘sticky’
51 mast k yj ‘greasy’
52 maz k yj ‘stain-prone’
53 met k yj ‘nimble’
54 mil k yj ‘tiny’
55 mit k yj ‘precise’
56 mist k yj ‘spacious’
57 mulj k yj ‘pinching’
58 mul k yj ‘silty’
59 myl k yj ‘foamy’
60 nos k yj ‘durable’
61 nud k yj ‘boring’
62 nyzj k yj ‘low’
63 pad k yj ‘willing’
64 palax k yj ‘ardent’
65 pal k yj ‘fassionate’
66 pamjat k yj ‘retentive’
67 par k yj ‘steamy’
68 pax k yj ‘aromatic’
69 plav k yj ‘melting’
70 plomin k yj ‘flaming’
71 plas k yj ‘flat’
72 plos k yj ‘flat’
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nr root AUG AGR translation
73 plyv k yj ‘floating’
74 plyt k yj ‘shallow’
75 polox k yj ‘timid’
76 povorot k yj ‘agile’
77 pors k yj ‘quick’
78 pruh k yj ‘bouncy’
79 prud k yj ‘agile’
80 pruž k yj ‘bouncy’
81 pux k yj ‘chubby’
82 žal k yj ‘stinging’
83 žar k yj ‘hot’
84 žas k yj ‘dreadful’
85 žorst k yj ‘rough’
86 žyv k yj ‘resilient’
87 šam k yj ‘rustling, agile’
88 ščem k yj ‘sensitive’
89 šelest k yj ‘rustling’
90 šerst k yj ‘rough’
91 škul k yj ‘pesky’
92 škulj k yj ‘pesky’
93 špar k yj ‘quick’
94 šum k yj ‘noisy’
95 švyd k yj ‘quick’
96 šyb k yj ‘quick’
97 šym k yj ‘?’
98 ščim k yj ‘sensitive’
99 ščyp k yj ‘pinching’
100 šorst k yj ‘rough’
101 šerx k yj ‘rough’
102 švyd k yj ‘quick’
103 xap k yj ‘grasping’
104 xljost k yj ‘whipping’
105 xrum k yj ‘crunchy’
106 xrup k yj ‘fragile’
107 xrust k yj ‘crunchy’
108 xyl k yj ‘leaning’
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nr root AUG AGR translation
109 xyt k yj ‘shaky’
110 vorux k yj ‘agile’
111 voruš k yj ‘agile’
112 vuzj k yj ‘narrow’
113 vyt k yj ‘twisting’
Table A.4: An exhaustive list of -k adjectives

nr root AUG AGR traslation
1 hlyb ok yj ‘deep’
2 šyr ok yj ‘wide’
3 vys ok yj ‘tall’
4 dal ek yj ‘far’
5 žorst ok yj ‘far’

Table A.5: An exhaustive list of -ok adjectives
3The table is based on Bevzenko (1985:295-297). Translation is mine (A.V.).
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nr root AUG AGR translation root AUG AGR translation
1 star yj ‘old’ star š yj ‘older’
2 molod yj ‘young’ molod š yj ‘younger’
3 dešev yj ‘cheap’ dešev š yj ‘cheaper’
4 bahat yj ‘rich’ bahat š yj ‘richer’
5 zdorov yj ‘healthy’ zdorov š yj ‘healthier’
6 hrub yj ‘rough, fat’ hrub š yj ‘rougher, fatter’
7 dovh yj ‘long’ dov š yj ‘longer’
8 doroh yj ‘expensive’ dorož č yj ‘more expensive’
9 duž yj ‘strong’ duž č yj ‘stronger’
10 tovst yj ‘thick, fat’ tovš č yj ‘thicker, fatter’
11 mal yj ‘small’ men š yj ‘smaller’
12 velyk yj ‘big’ bilj š yj ‘bigger’
13 pohan yj ‘bad’ hir š yj ‘worse’
14 dobr yj ‘good’ lip š yj ‘better’
15 dobr yj ‘good’ kraš č yj ‘better’
16 korot k yj ‘short’ korot š yj ‘shorter’
17 solod k yj ‘sweet’ solod š yj ‘sweeter’
18 ton k yj ‘thin’ ton š yj ‘thinner’
19 leh k yj ‘light, easy’ leh š yj ‘lighter, easier’
20 švyd k yj ‘quick’ švyd š yj ‘quicker’
21 hlad k yj ‘smooth, fat’ hlad š yj ‘smoother, fatter’
22 slab k yj ‘weak’ slab š yj ‘weaker’
23 mjak k yj ‘soft’ mjak š yj ‘softer’
24 rid k yj ‘liquid’ rid š yj ‘more liquid’
25 tjaž k yj ‘tough’ tjaž č yj ‘tougher’
26 važ k yj ‘heavy’ važ č yj ‘heavier’
27 vuzj k yj ‘narrow’ vuž č yj ‘narrower’
28 blyzj k yj ‘close’ blyž č yj ‘closer’
29 nyzj k yj ‘low’ nyž č yj ‘lower’
30 hlyb ok yj ‘deep’ hlyb š yj ‘deeper’
31 šyr ok yj ‘wide’ šyr š yj ‘wider’
32 vys ok yj ‘high’ vyš č yj ‘higher’
33 dal ek yj ‘distant’ dalj š yj ‘more distant’

Table A.6: An exhaustive list of adjectives with the suffix -š
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Appendix B: lists of deadjectival verbs

ADJECTIVE CAUSATIVE1
nr root CMPR AGR PREF root CMPR TV INF translation
1 ton š yj po ton š y ty ‘to make thinner’
2 dov š yj po dov š y ty ‘to make longer’
3 švyd š yj pry švyd š y ty ‘to make quicker’
4 leh š yj po leh š y ty ‘to make easier’
5 mjak š yj po mjak š y ty ‘to make softer’
6 men š yj z men š y ty ‘to make smaller’
7 bilj š yj z bilj š y ty ‘to make bigger’
8 hir š yj po hir š y ty ‘to make worse’
9 lip š yj po lip š y ty ‘to make better’
10 kraš č yj po kraš č y ty ‘to make better’
11 vyš č yj pid vyš č y ty ‘to make higher’
Table B.1: An exhaustive list of causative verbs with the suffix -š

1Examples (1-2) are taken from Bevzenko (1985:227) and examples (3-11) are taken from
the UkrTenTen corpus (available at https://app.sketchengine.eu/, accessed on 14.03.2024).
Translation is mine (A.V.).

https://app.sketchengine.eu/
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ADJECTIVE ESSIVE
nr root AUG AGR root CMPR TV INF translation
1 vys ok yj vys oč i ty ‘to be high’
2 šyr ok yj šyr oč i ty ‘to be wide’
3 hlyb ok yj hlyb oč i ty ‘to be deep’
4 dal ek yj dal eč i ty ‘to be far’

Table B.2: An exhaustive list of essive verbs with the augment -ok

ADJECTIVE INCHOATIVE 12
nr root AUG CMPR AGR root AUG CMPR TV INF translation
1 čit k iš yj čit k iš a ty ‘to get clearer’
2 pux k iš yj pux k iš a ty ‘to get plumper’
3 strun k iš yj strun k iš a ty ‘to get fitter’
4 žorst k iš yj žorst k iš a ty ‘to get tougher’
5 hnuč k iš yj hnuč k iš a ty ‘to get more elastic’
6 dzvin k iš yj dzvin k iš a ty ‘to get more resonant’
7 mil k iš yj mil k iš a ty ‘to get more shallow’
8 riz k iš yj riz k iš a ty ‘to get more abrupt’
9 lun k iš yj lun k iš a ty ‘to get more sonorous’
10 slab k iš yj slab k iš a ty ‘to get weaker’
11 pruh k iš yj pruh k iš a ty ‘to get bouncier’
12 plas k iš yj plas k iš a ty ‘to get more flat’

Table B.3: A list of Inchoatives 1 verbs with -k

ADJECTIVE INCHOATIVE 1
nr root AUG CMPR AGR root AUG CMPR TV INF translation
1 xolod n iš yj xolod n iš a ty ‘to get colder’
2 drib n iš yj drib n iš a ty ‘to get tinier’
3 sum n iš yj sum n iš a ty ‘to get sadder’
4 rozum n iš yj rozum n iš a ty ‘to get cleverer’
5 smiš n iš yj smiš n iš a ty ‘to get funnier’
6 straš n iš yj straš n iš a ty ‘to get scarier’
7 dyv n iš yj dyv n iš a ty ‘to get weirder’
8 potuž n iš yj potuž n iš a ty ‘to get more potent’
9 niž n iš yj niž n iš a ty ‘to get more tender’
10 nud n iš yj nud n iš a ty ‘to get more boring’

Table B.4: A list of Inchoatives 1 verbs with -n
2Examples (1-2) are taken from Bevzenko (1985:194) and examples (3-12) are taken from

the UkrTenTen corpus (available at https://app.sketchengine.eu/, accessed on 13.03.2024).
Translation is mine (A.V.).

https://app.sketchengine.eu/
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ADJECTIVE INCHOATIVE 13
nr root CMPR AGR root CMPR TV INF translation
1 star š yj star š a ty ‘to get older’
2 molod š yj molod š a ty ‘to get younger’
3 dešev š yj dešev š a ty ‘to get cheaper’
4 bahat š yj bahat š a ty ‘to get richer’
5 zdorov š yj zdorov š a ty ‘to get healthier’
6 hrub š yj hrub š a ty ‘to get rougher, fatter’
7 dov š yj dov š a ty ‘to get longer’
8 dorož č yj dorož č a ty ‘to get more expensive’
9 duž č yj duž č a ty ‘to get stronger’
10 tovš č yj tovš š a ty ‘to get thicker, fatter’
11 men š yj men š a ty ‘to get smaller’
12 bilj š yj bilj š a ty ‘to get bigger’
13 hir š yj hir š a ty ‘to get worse’
14 lip š yj lip š a ty ‘to get better’
15 kraš č yj kraš č a ty ‘to get better’
16 korot š yj korot š a ty ‘to get shorter’
17 solod š yj solod š a ty ‘to get sweeter’
18 ton š yj ton š a ty ‘to get thinner’
19 leh š yj leh š a ty ‘to get lighter, easier’
20 švyd š yj švyd š a ty ‘to get quicker’
21 hlad š yj hlad š a ty ‘to get smoother, fatter’
22 slab š yj slab š a ty ‘to get weaker’
23 mjak š yj mjak š a ty ‘to get softer’
24 rid š yj rid š a ty ‘to get more liquid’
25 tiaž č yj tiaž č a ty ‘to get tougher’
26 važ č yj važ č a ty ‘to get heavier’
27 vuž č yj vuž č a ty ‘to get narrower’
28 blyž č yj blyž č a ty ‘to get closer’
29 nyž č yj nyž č a ty ‘to get lower’
30 hlyb š yj hlyb š a ty ‘to get deeper’
31 šyr š yj šyr š a ty ‘to get wider’
32 vyš č yj vyš č a ty ‘to get higher’
33 dalj š yj dalj š a ty ‘to get more distant’

Table B.5: An exhaustive list of Inchoative 1 verbs with the suffix -š

3This table is based on column 2 of Table A.6.
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ADJECTIVE INCHOATIVE 2
nr root AUG CMPR AGR root AUG TV INF translation
1 xolod n iš yj xolod n i ty ‘to get colder’
2 drib n iš yj drib n i ty ‘to get tinier’
3 sum n iš yj sum n i ty ‘to get sadder’
4 rozum n iš yj rozum n i ty ‘to get cleverer’
5 smiš n iš yj smiš n i ty ‘to get funnier’
6 straš n iš yj straš n i ty ‘to get scarier’
7 dyv n iš yj dyv n i ty ‘to get weirder’
8 potuž n iš yj potuž n i ty ‘to get more potent’
9 niž n iš yj niž n i ty ‘to get more tender’

Table B.6: A list of Inchoatives 2 verbs with -n

ADJECTIVE INCHOATIVE 2
nr root AUG AGR root AUG INF translation
1 solod k yj solod i ty ‘to get sweeter’
2 slab k yj slab i ty ‘to get weaker’
3 korot k yj korot i ty ‘to get shorter’
4 mil k yj mil i ty ‘to get shallower’

Table B.7: An exhaustive list of Inchoative 2 verbs that lose -k
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Samenvatting in het Nederlands

Dit proefschrift behandelt comparatieve morfologie, i.e. comparatieve suffixen
die worden gebruikt om de vergrotende trap van een adjectief te vormen, zoals
het Nederlandse morfeem -er in lang-er. In het Oekraïens komt deze morfolo-
gie niet alleen voor bij adjectieven, maar ook bij adverbia en deadjectivale
werkwoorden. Het analyseren van de Oekraïense comparatieve morfologie in
deze drie domeinen brengt drie theoretische uitdagingen met zich mee, die de
centrale focus vormen van het proefschrift.

De eerste uitdaging betreft comparatieve allomorfie. Deze term verwijst
naar het feit dat het Oekraïense comparatieve suffix in twee vormen voorkomt:
-iš, zoals in (1) en -š, zoals in (2); in beide gevallen staat het tussen de adjectival
stam en de flexie (FLX).

(1) a. vesel-yj
vrolijk-FLX
‘vrolijk’

b. vesel-iš-yj
vrolijk-CMPR-FLX
‘vrolijker’

(2) a. molod-yj
jong-FLX
‘jong’

b. molod-š-yj
jong-CMPR-FLX
‘jonger’

Hetzelfde type allomorfie komt ook voor bij adverbia. De overeenkomstige
comparatieve adverbiale vormen worden getoond in (3) en (4). In het eerste
geval draagt het adverbium het comparatieve suffix -iš en in het tweede geval
het suffix -š. De comparatieve markeerder verschijnt tussen de adjectivale stam
en de adverbiale markeerder -e (ADV).
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(3) vesel-iš-e
vrolijk-CMPR-ADV
‘vrolijker’

(4) molod-š-e
jong-CMPR-ADV
‘jonger’

Diezelfde twee comparatieve allomorfen komen ook voor bij werkwoor-
den. In (5) draagt het werkwoord het comparatieve suffix -iš, terwijl in (6)
het suffix -š verschijnt. In beide gevallen staat de comparatieve markeerder
tussen de stam en de thematische klinker (TV) -a, gevolgd door de infinitief-
markeerder (INF).

(5) vesel-iš-a-ty
vrolijk-CMPR-TV-INF
‘vrolijker worden’

(6) molod-š-a-ty
jong-CMPR-TV-INF
‘jonger worden’

In dit proefschrift laat ik zien dat de distributie van de twee comparatieve
suffixen niet fonologisch bepaald is. Ik splits het comparatiefsuffix op in twee
morfemen: -i en -š, die twee comparatieve hoofden uitspellen: C1 en C2 (Caha
et al. 2019). In Hoofdstuk 4, verklaar ik verschillende distributie van de suf-
fixen aan de hand van het nanosyntactische idee van wortelgroottes (Starke
2009): grote wortels, zoals molod, worden gecombineerd met één compara-
tief morfeem, terwijl kleine wortels, zoals vesel, twee comparatieve morfemen
vereisen.

De tweede uitdaging komt voort uit morfologisch complexe adjectieven.
Dit zijn adjectieven die zijn afgeleid met een extra morfeem (een zogenaamde
augment) tussen de stam en de flexie, zoals -k in (7a) en (8a). Het verschil
tussen de twee vormen in (7) en (8) betreft het gedrag van deze augment in
de comparatief: terwijl hij in het eerste geval behouden blijft, wordt hij in het
tweede geval weggelaten.

(7) a. čit-k-yj
helder-AUG-FLX
‘helder’

b. čit-k-iš-yj
helder-AUG-CMPR-FLX
‘helderder’

(8) a. solod-k-yj
zoet-AUG-FLX
‘zoet’

b. solod-š-yj
zoet-CMPR-FLX
‘zoeter’

Hetzelfde morfologische gedrag wordt ook aangetroffen bij adverbia. In
(9) wordt de augment behouden en gevolgd door de comparatiefmarkeerder
-iš, terwijl in (10) de augment wordt weggelaten en in de plaats daarvan de
comparatiefmarkeerder -š wordt gebruikt.
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(9) čit-k-iš-e
helder-AUG-CMPR-ADV
‘helderder’

(10) solod-š-e
zoet-CMPR-ADV
‘zoeter’

Tot slot wordt hetzelfde fenomeen ook aangetroffen bij werkwoorden, zoals
blijkt uit (11) en (12).

(11) čit-k-iš-a-ty
helder-AUG-CMPR-TV-INF
‘helderder worden’

(12) solod-š-a-ty
zoet-CMPR-TV-INF
‘zoeter worden’

Bovendien is er een correlatie tussen het aan- of afwezig zijn van de aug-
ment en de keuze voor een bepaalde comparatiefallomorf: wanneer de aug-
ment behouden blijft, wordt die gevolgd door de comparatieve markeerder -iš,
en wanneer de augment niet behouden blijft, wordt de allomorf -š gebruikt.
Bobaljik (2012) stelt dat er een structurele inclusierelatie bestaat tussen

positieve en comparatieve adjectieven, waarbij de structuur van het posi-
tieve adjectief vervat zit in de structuur van het comparatieve adjectief. Ik
werk deze relatie verder uit in Hoofdstuk 2, waar ik de structuur van de AP
opdeel in verschillende syntactische hoofden. Ik beargumenteer dat positieve
adjectieven structureel altijd vervat zitten in de comparatieve vorm in het
Oekraïens, hoewel dit niet altijd tot uiting komt in de morfologie, zoals de
bovenstaande bespreking van augmenten heeft laten zien. In Hoofdstuk 4,
verklaar ik het wegvallen van de augment aan de hand van de interne struc-
tuur van adjectival wortels.

De derde uitdaging komt voort uit deadjectivale werkwoorden. Er zijn
twee types inchoatieve deadjectivale werkwoorden in het Oekraïens. Het eerste
type wordt geïllustreerd in (11) en (12), waar beide werkwoorden compara-
tieve morfologie bevatten. Ik verwijs naar dit type werkwoorden als Inchoatief
1. Er is ook een type inchoatieve deadjectivale werkwoorden in het Oekraïens
die geen comparatieve morfologie bevatten. Deze worden geïllustreerd in (13)
en (14). Ik noem dit type Inchoatief 2.

(13) vesel-i-ty
vrolijk-TV-INF
‘vrolijker worden’

(14) molod-i-ty
jong-TV-INF
‘jonger worden’

Aangezien de Inchoatief 2-vormen in (13) en (14) worden afgeleid zon-
der zichtbare comparatieve morfologie, is de nulhypothese dat zulke vormen
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enkel het positieve adjectief bevatten. Dit zou dan de lezing impliceren van
respectievelijk ‘vrolijk worden’ en ‘jong worden’. Zoals ik echter laat zien
in dit proefschrift, is dat niet het geval: zowel Inchoatief 1 als Inchoatief 2
kunnen een comparatieve lezing hebben. Ik concludeer hieruit dat, ondanks
het ontbreken van een zichtbare comparatieve markeerder in Inchoatief 2-
werkwoorden, beide types werkwoorden de structuur van het comparatieve
adjectief bevatten.
Inchoatief 1- en Inchoatief 2-werkwoorden gedragen zich verschillend in

gevallen waarin ze zijn gebaseerd op suppletieve adjectieven, d.w.z. adjec-
tieven die van stam veranderen in de comparatief. Een Inchoatief 1-werkwoord
is gebaseerd op de suppletieve vorm van het adjectief, zoals in (15c), maar een
Inchoatief 2-werkwoord is gebaseerd op de niet-suppletieve vorm van het ad-
jectief, zoals in (16c).

(15) a. pohan-yj
slecht-FLX
‘slecht’

b. hir-š-yj
slecht-CMPR-FLX
‘slechter’

c. hir-š-a-ty
slecht-CMPR-TV-INF
‘slechter worden’

(16) a. pohan-yj
slecht-FLX
‘slecht’

b. hir-š-yj
slecht-CMPR-FLX
‘slechter’

c. pohan-i-ty
slecht-TV-INF
‘slechter worden’

Bobaljik (2012) verwijst naar patronen zoals (16) als ABA-patronen, waar-
bij de stam verandert in de comparatief maar niet in het deadjectivale werk-
woord. Hij concludeert dat een dergelijk patroon crosslinguïstisch niet wordt
aangetroffen. De Oekraïense data in (16) vormen dus een uitdaging voor dit
potentiële taalkundige universale. Ik behandel deze uitdaging inHoofdstuk 9.
Daar toon ik aan dat de hierboven beschreven feiten verklaard kunnen worden
aan de hand van structurele verschillen tussen de twee verbale vormen en de
manier waarop morfemen de uitspelling vormen van syntactische structuren.
Aan de empirische kant biedt dit proefschrift een gedetailleerde beschrijving

van Oekraïense comparatievemorfologie in verschillende lexicale categorieën.
Aan de theoretische kant biedt het een analyse en verklaring voor de drie hier-
boven geschetste uitdagingen. De centrale stelling is dat de grootte en vorm
van lexical wortels ten grondslag ligt aan de syntactische distributie van com-
paratieve morfologie in adjectieven, adverbia, en deadjectivale werkwoorden.
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