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ou non, émanant des établissements d'enseignement et de recherche français ou étrangers, des laboratoires publics ou privés.

The objective of the paper 1

This paper aims to show that contrary to much recent literature, deverbal nominals do not possess a syntax-constructing internal verbal phrase (VP), an argument that comes to challenge linguistic currents such as Distributed Morphology (Bruening, 2018a;Alexiadou, 2009, among others) and the Exoskeletal Model [START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF] according to which all word formation and hence also all language output are but an outcome of automated internal syntax. It does so through a discussion, and a subsequent rejection of, three main criteria -(i) postnominal manner adverbs, (ii) inadmissibility of sentential adverbs in postnominal position, and (iii) coreference between deverbal nominals and the anaphor 'do so' -which have been argued so far to testify to a VP account of deverbal nominals. In so doing, the paper also comes to emphasize the inalienable relationship that holds between the functions and the forms of the language as it demonstrates the validity of this relationship through a discussion of naturally occurring language data in the form of corpora.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 is an introduction. Section 3 is on the methodology and the data. Section 4 discusses briefly English nominal syntax, showing that postnominal adverbs are no evidence of VP structure in deverbal nominals (4.1.4). As it does 1 I want to thank the three anonymous reviewers for their helpful comments and suggestions on previous versions of this paper. so, the paper shows additionally that the complementarity claim of adjectives and adverbs previously rejected in [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF] is in fact a correct claim (4.2). In 4.3 an intermediary summary is presented. In 4.4 sentential adverbs are shown to likewise constitute no evidence of VP structure in deverbal nominals, while section 4.5 in turn discusses an acceptability survey revealing speaker judgements on postnominal adverbs.

Section 5 continues to argue against the VP claim for deverbal nominals as it looks into coreference between nominals and the anaphor 'do so' and discusses (in 5.3) a respective acceptability survey and its results. An overall conclusion in 5.4 ends the discussion on the VP claim, while in 5.5, which is a supplementary discussion, a preliminary proposal is presented as to which (simple) nominals can in general be antecedents for 'do so'. The paper ends in 6, which is a general summary.

Introduction

Deverbal nominals & VP structure

A significant body of linguistic research carried out in the past several decades has argued that deverbal nominals with a morphological verbal base and PROCESS as their semantic character contain internal verbal phrase (VP) structure (Bruening, 2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF][START_REF] Roeper | Chomsky's Remarks and the Transformationalist Hypothesis[END_REF][START_REF] Fu | The VP within Process Nominals: Evidence from Adverbs and the VP Anaphor Do-So[END_REF][START_REF] Alexiadou | Verbs, nouns and affixation[END_REF]Alexiadou, 2009, etc.). An illustration of this claim could be the following simplified syntactic tree with the deverbal nominal 'explanation', from an exemplary nominal phrase 'explanation of the question' ('the act of explaining the question'). A fine-grained illustration of this proposal can be found in Fu, Roeper, & Borer (2001, pp. 567-568), among others. What the syntactic tree purports to show is deep-level syntax, 2 where for the deverbal nominal 'explanation' there are only roots, namely the V node 'explain' under the VP group and the suffix '(at)ion' under the NP group. That is to say, the noun 'explanation' is not seen as a ready-made lexical unit for the works cited here above. Rather, it is seen as representing an instance of syntactic accrual of 'scattered' roots in an abstract syntactic environment in which the verbal origin of this nominal (the V node 'explain') and its surface-level form (i.e. 'explanation') lie. The abstract syntactic environment itself is the nominal suffix '(at)ion' under the NP node, which, because of the V node 'explain' 'moving' towards it and becoming subsequently absorbed by it, becomes a syntactic host. However, just because '-(at)ion' makes the V node 'explain' a nominal does not mean that the latter ceases to manifest its verbal properties in surface-level syntax. On the contrary, it is argued by the above cited works to preserve them, carry them with it into the surface level, and continue to manifest them as though it were a predicate. For example, in the exemplary NP 'John's explanation of the question' -in which 'John's' and 'of the question' are considered (by the VP claim) as a grammatical subject and a grammatical object respectively and are collectively referred to as 'argument structure' (from 'argument', an entity that takes part in a semantic event) -'John's' and 'of the question' are argued to be assigned syntax-internally by the 'explain' from within 'explanation', just as this verb would assign a subject and an object in the related predicate syntax 'John explained the question'. The assumption underlying the latter, namely that argument structure for a deverbal nominal is made possible by its verbal base, is based on a comparison with nominals for which argument structure is (argued to be) either inadmissible or not obligatory (see 2.2, but also [START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF][START_REF] Alexiadou | On the role of syntactic locality in morphological processes: the case of (Greek) derived nominal[END_REF][START_REF] Alexiadou | Verbs, nouns and affixation[END_REF]. In the literature this claim is known to issue from "Distributed Morphology" (Bruening, 2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF]Alexiadou, 2009, etc.) and "The Exoskeletal Model" [START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF], two similar theories with certain theory-internal differences. It comes with two closely related theoretical proposals. The first is that nominals 2 Some linguistic currents such as "Generative Grammar", the broader theoretical framework of the VP claim for deverbal nominals, assume two levels for syntax: deep (abstract) and surface. The deep level refers to the thought systems of a human, that is, where a human constructs a given sentence, whereas the surface level refers to a given sentence itself [START_REF] Chomsky | Aspects of the Theory of Syntax[END_REF]subsequent work). The short syntactic tree from Figure 1 'Syntactic derivation of the NP 'explanation of the question' represents deep-level syntax in the broader generative tradition and the alleged operations involved for the formation of the deverbal nominal 'explanation'. In general, linguists favouring an abstract syntactic level in addition to surface-level syntax, regardless of whether they do so from a strictly generative perspective or not, can only make assumptions about abstract syntax, and they can do so based solely on what can be observed empirically.

formed from a morphological verbal base and denoting a process belong rather in the lexical category of the verb than the noun (Alexiadou & Grimshaw, 2008, among others), while the second is that word formation takes place in deep-level syntax because of which there is no need to assume an independent language level called 'lexicon' (Bruening, 2018a;Borer, 2013, etc.). It was the questionable nature of the first of these two follow-up claims that led to the conception of the present paper. I will refer to this claim of VP structure presence in deverbal nominals as 'the syntactic hypothesis'.

Deverbal vs. simple-referential nominals

As was just mentioned, the claim that deverbal nominals possess internal syntactic VP structure concerns deverbal nominals with a morphological verbal base. The noun 'explanation' (the act of explaining) is one such nominal. Other examples include 'elucidation' (the act of elucidating) and 'destruction' (the act of destroying). In the syntactic hypothesis these are called 'deverbal process nominals', which is on account of the process reading this type of nominals tend to denote. They may be referred to also as 'complex event nominals', 'underived nominals' (e.g. Bruening, 2018a), or simply '-(at)ion nominals' which stands also for nominals with related suffixes (-al, -ment, etc.). Nominals in this group are contrasted with 'simple' or 'referential' nominals, such as 'version' and 'violence', which instead tend to denote a referent. For example, the nominal 'version' cannot be said to denote a process or an action, unlike the nominal 'destruction'. Although, at the same time one cannot claim a process is never expressed by a referential nominal. Take, for example, the noun 'trip', which, despite having neither a verbal base nor verbal usage in its usual sense of 'travel', also can denote a process, e. g. His trip to Washington took two days. Likewise, one cannot say that a nominal which is composed of a verbal base cannot, in reverse, denote a referent. As an example, the nominal 'wedding', which in the context of this paper is regarded as a simple nominal, can have a process reading as well, e.g. Their wedding lasted a whole two days (process) vs. They wanted an inexpensive wedding (referential). Because of this overlap between process and referential readings, and because the type of reading involved (process or referential) shall be irrelevant to the concluding arguments I will present, for all nominals formed from a morphological verbal base but also through conversion, e.g. to attack (v.)attack (n.), I will use the cover term 'deverbal nominal'. This will not jeopardise my description and discussion of the VP claim, since what counts theoretically crucial for this claim is first the fact of a nominal having a morphological verbal base. The proposal that a large number of such nominals express a process or that 'process' is only one of the readings of such nominals -(some nominals like 'collection' can have both a process and a referential reading) -comes only next, which is in turn expounded (by the above cited works) through structural criteria, among which obligatory argument structure (see, among others, Borer (2005) and [START_REF] Alexiadou | On the role of syntactic locality in morphological processes: the case of (Greek) derived nominal[END_REF] for further criteria used to tell a process nominal from a referential one). Nor will the use of the term 'deverbal nominal' cause problems when I discuss referential nominals formed from a verbal base but denoting instead a referent. This is because the mere fact of such nominals containing a verbal base is already considered to be of secondary importance by the syntactic hypothesis, the reason being the referential reading that such deverbal nominals shall impart regardless. An example is the noun 'shopping', for which argument structure, an obligatory criterion for process nominals, is not available, e.g. *John's shopping of the phone. Using the term 'deverbal nominal' with no explicit mention of 'process' will prove its usefulness in potential cases of theoretical reconsiderations as well. For instance, a tendency has been observed in the literature where, in the face of argued counterevidence, the status of a nominal seemed to be changed from 'simple' to 'deverbal process'. One such case will be mentioned in 5.2.1. Yet, in order to be consistent with the arguments I will cite and discuss, the terms 'simple', 'referential', or 'simple-referential' themselves will continue to be used interchangeably in relation to nominals which are either bereft of a morphological verbal base, e.g. version, violence, trip, or are not bereft of a verbal base but tend to present themselves instead as simple nominals denoting a referent, e.g. opinion, wedding.

Proposed evidence of VP structure in deverbal nominals

Three arguments have been proposed as main evidence of internal VP structure in deverbal nominals: i) adverbial postmodification ii) (the inadmissibility of) sentential adverbs (with deverbal nominals)

iii) the anaphor 'do so'.

Adverbial postmodification

That adverbial postmodification is evidence of syntactic VP structure in deverbal nominals has been explained by the admissibility of postnominal manner adverbs after deverbal (1i) but not simple nominals (1ii, 1iii) (Bruening, 2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF][START_REF] Roeper | Chomsky's Remarks and the Transformationalist Hypothesis[END_REF][START_REF] Fu | The VP within Process Nominals: Evidence from Adverbs and the VP Anaphor Do-So[END_REF]Alexiadou & Grimshaw, 2018, etc.).

(1) i) Kim's explanation of the problem to the tenants thoroughly did not prevent a riot.

[=1a, FRB] ii) *His version of the accident thoroughly did not help him. [=7b, FRB] iii) *Kim's accident suddenly on the track disqualified her.

[=2b, FRB]

While the postnominal manner adverb in (1i) is argued to be made possible by its syntactic match with the verb 'explain' of which the deverbal nominal 'explanation' is composed, the occurrences of 'thoroughly ' and 'suddenly' in (1ii) and (1iii) are instead argued to be inadmissible because the nominals they modify possess no verbal component which would allow them to take as modification a postnominal adverb. This argument is motivated by traditional grammar where the use of an adverb is permitted only in the presence of a predicate.

Sentential adverbs

The logic behind sentential adverbs, albeit slightly convoluted, is as follows. Unlike manner adverbs which modify clause-level predicates (John spoke confidently), sentential adverbs modify the whole of an utterance (Fortunately, John explained it). The latter, the syntactic hypothesis claims, are barred from modifying deverbal nominals (2ii, 2iii), just as they are barred from modifying a predicate (**John explained it fortunately). Since deverbal nominalisation for it is, roughly, the internal syntactic transformation of predicate syntax (John explained it → John's explanation of it), it concludes that the constraint behind the contrast in (2) must lie in the manner adverb 'deliberately' agreeing with the internal VP element from the nominal 'removal' in (2i) and the failure of the sentential adverbs 'presumably' and 'fortunately' to do the same in (2ii) and (2iii). [START_REF] Fu | The VP within Process Nominals: Evidence from Adverbs and the VP Anaphor Do-So[END_REF][START_REF] Roeper | Chomsky's Remarks and the Transformationalist Hypothesis[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF]Borer, , 2013, etc), etc).

(2) i) His removal of the evidence deliberately resulted in obscuring the case.

[=16c, FRB] ii) *His removal of the evidence presumably promised a lengthy trial.

[=11b, FRB] iii) *His explanation of the problem fortunately to the tenants did not cause a riot.

[=11a, FRB]

Do so

The proposal regarding 'do so' is along similar lines. That is, deverbal nominals only can be antecedents for 'do so' (3i), the constraint again argued to lie in the verbal bases of these nominals. A simple nominal as antecedent for this verbal anaphor is inadmissible (3ii) because simple nominals lack VP structure (Bruening, 2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF][START_REF] Roeper | Chomsky's Remarks and the Transformationalist Hypothesis[END_REF]Fu, Roeper, & Borer, 2001, etc.). 3 (3) i) Sam's destruction of his documents this morning was preceded by Bill's doing so.

[=42a, FRB] ii) *Sue's trip last May surprised us, Amy's doing so annoyed us. [=3b, FRB] These three arguments are thus what has been proposed as main evidence of syntactic VP structure in deverbal nominals. Yet, an in-depth investigation of the question based on naturally occurring language data showcases that these arguments are incorrect. Specifically, it demonstrates that: i) postnominal (manner) adverbs are external rather than internal to nominal phrases (NPs/DPs), because of which they cannot be taken to be evidence of VP structure in deverbal nominals (4), ii) sentential adverbs can, but need not, appear in postnominal position, meaning this type of adverbs, too, are no evidence of VP structure in deverbal nominals (4.4), and 3 This and the other two arguments proposed in support of VP structure in deverbal nominals have been added to by further criteria. Argument structure, which, as was said here above, is argued to be obligatory only for deverbal nominals, is one such further criterion. Others include aspectual modifiers and absence of the plural. For this, see, among others, [START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF], [START_REF] Alexiadou | Verbs, nouns and affixation[END_REF], [START_REF] Alexiadou | On the role of syntactic locality in morphological processes: the case of (Greek) derived nominal[END_REF][START_REF] Lieber | English Nouns: The Ecology of Nominalization[END_REF] and [START_REF] Andreou | Aspectual and quantificational properties of deverbal conversion and -ing nominalizations: The power of context[END_REF] for counterarguments.

iii) the anaphor 'do so' can take as antecedent simple nominals as well (5), meaning its acting as an anaphor for a deverbal nominal cannot be because of any syntactic VP structure in this type of nominals.

I will base my discussion on examples borrowed mainly from [START_REF] Fu | The VP within Process Nominals: Evidence from Adverbs and the VP Anaphor Do-So[END_REF] (henceforth FRB) which conveniently covers the other works cited here above.

Previous literature & missing points

This paper, although the first to address specifically the VP evidence discussed in 2.3 and do so as a whole, is not the first to argue against it. Some previous work has done so. For example, [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] question the existence of VP structure in deverbal nominals as according to them 'do so' cannot be an anaphor for inanimate role nominals, which are similarly composed of a verbal base and as such should be able to be coreferential with 'do so' (5.2). Likewise, [START_REF] Houser | On the Anaphoric Status of Do So[END_REF][START_REF] Houser | The Syntax and Semantics of Do So Anaphora[END_REF] argues that 'do so' is more of a deep than a syntactic anaphor (5.2), 4 an argument according to which coreference between a deverbal nominal and 'do so' should not necessarily be taken to be conditioned by surface-level syntax, that is, by the verbal component of a deverbal nominal. In a rather similar vein, [START_REF] Newmeyer | Current challenges to the lexicalist hypothesis: An overview and a critique[END_REF] rejects deverbal nominals as possessing VP structure, just as do [START_REF] Ackema | Beyond Morphology[END_REF] (5.2), while [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF] in turn make mention of the question but do not engage in detailed discussion. The last of these three works, [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF], demonstrates that simple nominals that have no verbal usage at all likewise can take modifying postnominal adverbs -as it goes on to propose more generally that English permits also internal adverbial postmodification. In so doing, [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF] reject the complementarity claim of adjectives and adverbs according to which adjectives go with nouns while adverbs with verbs and other categories (4.2). 4 Two types of anaphor are usually distinguished: deep and syntactic (or surface). While deep anaphora permit pragmatic control and are argued to be determined at a pre-syntactic stage, surface anaphora are argued to emerge at an already syntactic stage. The infinitival marker to in a sentence such as 'He wanted to read the newspaper, and John wanted to.' is, for example, a syntactic anaphor since it satisfies -along the lines of [START_REF] Hankamer | Deep and Surface anaphora[END_REF] -the syntactic-anaphor requirements of both VP deletion ('He wanted to read the newspaper, and John wanted to read the newspaper') and an antecedent ('He wanted to read the newspaper, and John wanted to.').

However, the arguments these works present leave open a range of questions, with the hypothesis about deverbal nominals possessing internal VP structure having remained understudied so far.

For instance, [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] argument that inanimate role nominals cannot serve as antecedents for 'do so' -contrary to what would normally be expected if it is a verbal element that conditions the coreference of nominals with 'do so' -is not entirely correct, as we shall see in 5.2.1. The proposal in [START_REF] Houser | On the Anaphoric Status of Do So[END_REF][START_REF] Houser | The Syntax and Semantics of Do So Anaphora[END_REF]) is likewise problematic. This is because one could alternatively argue that there is no evidence that a missing antecedent is not a verb and that 'do so' itself does not continue to refer to that missing verb in a speaker's discourse model -something which, all else equal, would not prevent 'do so' from being taken as evidence of internal VP structure in deverbal nominals. Similarly, while [START_REF] Ackema | Beyond Morphology[END_REF] disfavour a VP account for deverbal nominals, they base their discussion only on 'do so' (of the alleged evidence discussed in 2.3) and on (what seem to be) invented examples. A subject matter as theoretically charged as the one at hand demands a much more rigorous analysis than just one which has limited scope and is based mainly on introspection.

Insufficiency in the counterarguments presented holds also for [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF], in that while the three reputed authors show that simple nouns with no verbal origin or use, e.g. 'role', can similarly be postmodified by adverbs, they miss providing evidence where such nominals would be postmodified specifically by manner adverbs. Recall that of all adverbs it is first and foremost postnominal manner adverbs that are taken as evidence of VP presence in deverbal nominals. In fact, this gap in [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF] is taken in Bruening (2018a) as yet further corroboration for the thesis of VP in deverbal nominals. We will discuss these works in more detail in 4.2 and 5.2.1.

Methodology & data

Both syntactic and empirical methods were used to study the subject. As regards the syntactic methods, the Insertion Test, a constituency test of which brief mention is made in [START_REF] Aarts | English Syntax and Argumentation[END_REF]Aarts ( , p. 228, 2017, p. 232), p. 232), was used. We will have a closer look at this test and the insights it offers in 4.1.2 and 4.1.3. Empirically, the research consisted of two parts. I first extracted data from English Web 2013 (enTenTen13, 19 billion words, https://www.sketchengine.eu/ententen-english-corpus/) and through www.Google.com. I then conducted two acceptability surveys, largely through Amazon's crowdsourcing platform Mechanical Turk (https://www.mturk.com/). I did this to find out to what extent the documented occurrences are actually acceptable. Detailed information on these two surveys will be provided in 4.5 and 5.3 respectively. To find relevant occurrences through English Web 2013, various heuristics were used. For example, to find out whether the anaphor 'do so' could be coreferential with the simple-referential nominal 'felony', I first thought of hypothetical clauses/sentences where such coreference I thought was likely, e.g. the felony and his doing so.... Target words from such hypothetical clauses/sentences, such as 'felony' and 'doing so' from this example clause, were then inserted into the search fields of the corpus for relevant co-occurrences. Since the corpus also has a 'Context' function, I searched for relevant examples through random target words as well.

I used also Google hits to find relevant examples (see 8). These were occurrences taken from, but not limited to, news and government websites. Although, this time the mode of searching was slightly different. That is, if on English Web 2013 one could make context searches, relevant occurrences through Google could be found only if target tokens stood in immediate adjacency. For instance, to find data where 'do so' would take as antecedent an inanimate role nominal, a straightforward sequence such as 'the printer's doing so' was coined. To exclude occurrences in which any given sequence of 'do so' would not be an anaphor, an additional item, usually a preposition, was sometimes inserted after 'so' (e.g. the printer's doing so without). Similarly, to find occurrences with postnominal adverbs, I used phrasings such as 'explanation independently' rather than 'explanation by the committee independently'. References for data extracted from English Web 2013 are cited in the main text, while those from broader corpora can be found in the appendix.

Adverbial postmodification & deverbal nominals 4.1 Postnominal adverbs & syntactic constituency

As was mentioned in 2.3, the occurrence of postnominal adverbs after deverbal nominals is argued to be made possible by syntactic VP structure the verbal bases of these nominals allegedly go on to retain following a process of verb-to-noun nominalisation (Bruening, 2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF][START_REF] Roeper | Chomsky's Remarks and the Transformationalist Hypothesis[END_REF]Fu, Roeper, & Borer, 2001, etc.).

(4) i) Kim's explanation of the problem to the tenants thoroughly did not prevent a riot.

[=1a, FRB] ii) *Kim's accident suddenly on the track disqualified her.

[=2b, FRB] iii) His removal of the evidence deliberately resulted in obscuring the case.

[=16c, FRB] iv) The arrival of the trains promptly at the station did not surprise the passengers.

[the NP from FRB's 18c] v) *His version of the accident thoroughly did not help him. [=7b, FRB] vi) His transformation into a werewolf so rapidly was unnerving. [=8a, FRB] Linguists are not unanimous about the grammaticality of these patterns. Newmeyer (2009, p. 109) considers them to be of marginal grammaticality, whereas Payne, Huddleston, & Pullum (2010, p. 75) argue that they are "artificially constructed...and seem at best marginal".

Similar criticism was voiced in [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF]. However, as we shall see shortly, these patterns, although they are unnatural and peculiar to English, are not entirely inadmissible.

The Insertion Test

To know whether or not the postnominal manner adverbs from (4) are there only because the preceding deverbal nominals allegedly possess internal VP structure, I propose applying the Insertion Test. The Insertion Test, just like many other syntactic tests, is used by language researchers to establish whether a given set of constituents form a constituency group or not. Mention of this syntactic test is made in Aarts (2001, p. 228;2017, p. 232), among others.

Nominal syntax: internal vs. external modification

The relevance of the Insertion Test consists in the following. As is commonly known, English is a language with fixed word order, where, in the nominal syntax (articles, attributes, determinants, pronouns, nouns), a determiner and a determined (or a dependent and a head) must stand in immediate adjacency in order to secure grammaticality. Violation of this adjacency is inadmissible as this will constitute ungrammaticality. For example, any attempt to move 'some' from an exemplary sentence such as 'Some books are nice' and place it elsewhere in that sentence would result in ungrammaticality. From here we are then able to deduce that 'some' is syntactically internal to 'books' and that both constitute a constituency group; the former is the dependent, while the latter is the head. Both constitute a syntaxinternal structure -a term I want to propose for those structures where a dependent is syntactically internal to a head. This syntactic internality is made clearer when it happens to be violated; for example, when a non-nominal element or element group is inserted between a dependent and a head, but not when an element appertaining to the nominal domain is inserted. Thus, any attempt to put a predicate clause between 'some' and 'books' from the earlier mentioned exemplary sentence 'Some books are nice' would result in ungrammatically. By contrast, adding a nominal qualifier such as 'interesting' between 'some' and 'books' would result in grammaticality because the added element, that is, 'interesting', is of a syntactic value equal to 'some' (i.e. 'some' and 'interesting' are both nominal qualifiers). What I say here should not be confused with intraphrasal rules and hierarchical levels of modification that exist in the English nominal phrase. For example, an attribute, as is known, cannot normally precede a pronoun, nor can a grammatical article follow an attribute unless in emphatic constructions. Similarly, evaluation qualifiers usually come before factual qualifiers (e.g. [good [old wine]]). These are the specificities of the English nominal phrase. What intraphrasal changes there will occur upon the addition of a second nominal element into an existing two-element nominal pair bears no relation to the proposal that I want to present here.

Noun-Adverb structures & the Insertion Test

Bearing in mind the idea of syntactic internality just discussed, I am thus led to posit that if a deverbal nominal and an ensuing postnominal adverb from (4) happen to host a nonnominal element and in so doing preserve their grammaticality, that adverb shall not count as evidence of VP presence in the preceding deverbal nominal since the modification would not be internal. Recall that insertion of a non-nominal element between a head and a dependent should not result in grammaticality if both are indeed syntactically internal to each other.

Recall also that this argument of mine relates to nominal syntax. I will call such noun-adverb patterns syntax-external structures, another term I want to propose and do so for those structures in which a determiner is not syntactically internal to a determined.

It should be noted at the same time that as I consider this question, I will not take possible (un)grammatical positionings of a postnominal adverb as evidence or not of syntactic internality because the task consists in understanding whether an adverb is at all syntactically internal to a given nominal phrase. As an example, if in a nominal phrase such as [the director's explanation of the project thoroughly] the adverb 'thoroughly' made a no less admissible 'land' between the deverbal nominal 'destruction' and the ensuing preposition 'of', as in [the director's explanation thoroughly of the project], it would be irrelevant to the question being discussed, which is because besides providing further support to what I have just said here above, namely that internal qualifiers are fixed in terms of word order, it would leave the question unanswered. Similarly, if it instead resulted in deemed ungrammaticality -deemed because opinions on the grammaticality of postnominal adverbs vary, as was mentioned in 4.1 -it would again be irrelevant to the question, since one would not be able to establish whether a postnominal adverb is internal to a nominal when it stands instead in phrase-final position.

Adverbial postmodification is not internal

I want to propose that in examples from (4) postnominal adverbs are external rather than internal to deverbal nominals. Furthermore, I want to propose that the reason why they are external is because they form part of an elided clause, most likely a (reduced) relative clause. This expectation is borne out as the Insertion Test discussed in 4.1.1 is applied.

(5) i) His explanation of the accident which he [delivered thoroughly] did not help him. ii) His removal of the evidence which he arranged for deliberately resulted in obscuring the case.

Or: His removal of the evidence which was [arranged for deliberately] resulted in obscuring the case. iii) The arrival of the trains which occurred promptly at the station did not surprise the passengers.

This proposal is supported by empirical data as well. In the following occurrences, which all come from different sources, one and the same nominal is on one occasion followed immediately by an adverb, while on another by an extended predicate clause containing that same adverb.

(6) i)

The tree was highly unstable and is therefore recommended for removal immediately. ii)

This was an agreement for any interest in the land, for the land was to be considered a mere warehouse for the potatoes till removal, which was to be done immediately. iii)

Upon arrival promptly at 3:00, the office door was locked and no one was there. iv)

Dan refrained as he awaited John J's arrival, which occurred promptly at seven. v)

Autumn is a very important season and you have nobody to blame but yourself if you failed to notice its arrival, which occurred promptly at 11:45 a.m. on Thursday. vi)

Following the discovery of SERS in 1974 by Fleischmann and co-workers and subsequent explanation independently by both Jeanmaire and... vii)

The explanation, which was given independently by Gamow...

Relevant occurrences in which postnominal manner adverbs occur after simple-referential nominals (pace Bruening, 2018a;Fu, Roper, & Borer, 2001, etc.) also remind us that adverbial postmodification of deverbal nominals does not necessarily constitute evidence of internal VP structure. Recall that in the syntactic hypothesis simple-referential nominals cannot be modified by postnominal (manner) adverbs.

(7) i) It was not John Karon's opinion. If you read further into the memorandums you'll see that that was actually the opinion strongly of Dr. Tavia Gordon, who is a renowned statistician. ii) That's not my opinion, it seems to be the opinion unanimously of the research councils. iii) The main topic of discussion was early intervention in youth mental health and all three speakers eloquently of their efforts to make an impact. iv) In the short term, though, the biggest winners easily of this swap are Michael, Leif, and Christina, who were all going to likely be the next ones to go if there was no shake-up in the game.

Several other examples where simple nominals are followed by postnominal adverbs but where the status of postnominal adverbs as manner adverbs might be subject to dispute are as follows:

(8) i)

After you have a Round in a game, you can then start to try to Vote on a game in order to decide a winner of the Round and then a winner ultimately of the Game. ii) The one whose coordination and strategy is up to the mark or near-about perfect is said to be the adjudged winner ultimately of these adventure platform. First, as far as their example from ( 9) is concerned, then in the following two tokens the nominal 'use' and the postnominal adverb 'temporarily' happen instead to be separated by a predicate clause (see also ( 6)). ( 10) i) If a driver wishes to allow a following vehicle to overtake, use can be made temporarily of the hard shoulder in order to move out of the way if there are no cyclists/pedestrians already using it. ii) For the purpose of carrying out repairs, and periodical overhaul of the cars, use is made temporarily of an existing shed formerly used by the carriage and wagon department for carriage repairs in the Southport district.

Notice that these two tokens are not different from Payne et al.'s example in any particular syntactic way, even if in their example the nominal concerned is a prepositional object, while those in (10) grammatical subjects. These are just surface-level manifestations of one and the same syntax, laid bare as we extrapose the predicate clauses.

(11) i) If a driver wishes to allow a following vehicle to overtake, use temporarily of the hard shoulder can be made in order to move out of the way if there are no cyclists/pedestrians already using it. ii) For the purpose of carrying out repairs, and periodical overhaul of the cars, use temporarily of an existing shed formerly used by the carriage and wagon department for carriage repairs in the Southport district is made.

Second, for 'temporarily' from Payne et al.'s example from (9) to be internal to the nominal 'use', 'temporarily' must always precede 'use' in all such identical patterns.

However, this is far from being true, as is demonstrated by the following token. ( 12) No stable will be built, as it is believed there are stables enough at the Fair. Grounds for the use of troops temporarily at the post. As soon as orders are given assigning the troops to their permanent station a copy will be sent you, and then stragglers and men on detached service can be sent to their regiments. It would be rather strange if 'temporarily' from (12) instead referred to 'troops' who will continue to remain troops following the accomplishment of their mission.

Finally, if 'temporarily' from Payne et al.'s (2010) example were indeed internal to the nominal 'use', speakers would not sometimes opt to separate both through a punctuation mark, just as in the following occurrence. As is commonly known, internal modifiers, when these stand in pre-nominal position, are not separated from their head nominals in this way. ( 13)

A person who avails himself of the use, temporarily, of the services of a servant regularly employed by another person may be liable as master for the acts of such servant during the temporary service. More examples like this are readily available in broader corpora. For lack of space only one can be included here.

An anonymous reviewer proposes taking a postnominal adverb to be internal to the whole of an NP. This, however, is impossible to do, for reasons already discussed, but also because doing so would violate the principles surrounding the hierarchical structure of nominal phrases, where a nominal with of-postmodification represents at least two embedded constituency groups. 5 This can be shown through the following figure, which is in line with [START_REF] Morley | Syntax in Functional Grammar: An Introduction to Lexicogrammar in Systemic Linguistics[END_REF], among others. 

Postnominal adverbs: why?

Corpus investigations suggest that in control of where a postnominal adverb is placed is a given speaker himself/herself, rather than strict syntactic rules. It seems speakers sometimes opt to make use of postnominal adverbs in order to facilitate their speech in terms of syntactic ambiguity or, more generally, for speech precision. There is less confusion when an adverb is placed in immediate adjacency to a nominal it refers to than when it is separated from that nominal by an extended infinitival or relative clause. Take, for example, the following sentence and consider to which constituent ('removal', 'this amount of subsidy money', or perhaps some other constituent) 'suddenly' would be referring if it instead had been placed farther from 'removal', e.g. as part of an extended predicate clause. ( 14) Therefore, I inquire again, has there been any study or investigation made or hearings held to determine the effect of the removal suddenly of this amount of subsidy money from the American merchant marine?

Obviously, it would not be clear or would be less so to which constituent 'suddenly' would be referring. In fact, postnominal adverbs are found mostly in legal corpora, where clarity and precision, as is known, are a must.

Another reason adverbs may occur in postnominal position is what can be called 'speech economy', a case in point being the following sentence taken from a detective story. ( 15)

I want everybody to move, move fast. Riot gear and armed. Evacuation immediately, cordon off entire sectors. No civilians within three city blocks of locations. One cannot take 'immediately' to be internal to the nominal 'evacuation' in this sentence solely because they stand in immediate adjacency.

It should be noted additionally that several noun-adverb patterns seem to be on their way of becoming fixed lexical expressions. Relevant examples include the following with the nominal 'withdrawal'. ( 16) i) Penalty Clause -A clause found in contractual agreements which provides for penalties in the event a contract is not kept, payment is late or a withdrawal prematurely. ii) Withdrawal prematurely will generally constitute a breach of agreement and the responsible party can be held liable for resulting losses. iii) ...clients can arrange a withdrawal prematurely by way of their telephones. iv) Let's start with the withdrawal prematurely from Iraq that I opposed in the Armed Service Committee and folks across the aisle actually opposed. v) Obama is now saying that a withdrawal immediately is not prudent. vi) ...Defense Secretary Robert McNamara forcefully argues for the 1,000-man withdrawal immediately. vii) US Withdrawal prematurely from Iraq risks prolif and war. Indeed, the results of an acceptability survey carried out on postnominal adverbs and discussed in 4.5.1 show that these patterns from ( 16), along with several others, tend to be slightly more acceptable to speakers.

Intermediary summary

Three main things have been demonstrated and argued so far. First, postnominal adverbs are not evidence of internal syntactic VP structure in deverbal nominals. Second, postnominal adverbs are not syntactically internal to a nominal phrase. Third, the complementarity claim, according to which adjectives go with nouns, while adverbs with verbs and other categories, is a correct claim, pace [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF].

Deverbal nominals & sentential adverbs

As was mentioned in 2, sentential adverbs are considered as further evidence of VP in deverbal nominals [START_REF] Fu | The VP within Process Nominals: Evidence from Adverbs and the VP Anaphor Do-So[END_REF][START_REF] Roeper | Chomsky's Remarks and the Transformationalist Hypothesis[END_REF]Borer, 2013, etc.). The logic is as follows. Unlike manner adverbs whose occurrence with deverbal nominals has been argued (wrongfully) to be triggered by the verbal components of this type of nominals (see 4.1), sentential adverbs are instead unable to modify deverbal nominals. This, in the view of the syntactic hypothesis, is because they are barred from modifying clause-level predicates and from continuing to do the same post-nominalisation (see also 2.3).

(17) i) His explanation of the accident thoroughly did not help him. [=7a, FRB]

ii) *The giving of the books fortunately to the library made it possible for us to go on working.

[=12a, FRB]

In general, sentential adverbs per se needn't modify neither predicates nor their corresponding nominalisations, since as evaluation adverbs their function is to describe an event from the outside (a speaker's opinion) rather than from the inside (event specificities).

In other words, sentential adverbs are out-of-syntax elements, and their non-occurrence with deverbal nominals should not be a surprise. Yet, if one were to ignore for a moment this general truth and the detailed discussions held earlier and in so doing accept that the argued contrast in ( 17) is down to internal syntactic accord between 'explanation' and 'thoroughly' on the one hand and the absence of such accord between 'giving' and 'fortunately' on the other, it would still not be possible to assume VP structure presence in deverbal nominals, which is because there is empirical evidence both showing and suggesting that sentential adverbs can occur in postnominal position as well.

(18) i) Since the mid-1960s there has been much expansion and redevelopment in the town centre, involving the destruction, unfortunately, of many of the older buildings. ii) Sometimes the location of the colony is not acceptable to the house owner and re-location or destruction (unfortunately) of the colony is carried out. iii) A vacancy due to the resignation (unfortunately) of past Secretary Mr. Peter Clarke, exists and that is ASSISTANT SECRETARY.

Note that what is being claimed here is not that the examples from ( 18) are completely licit structures. On the contrary, I think they are somewhat artificially constructed and are rather peculiar. But I also think that it is all examples with postnominal adverbs that are artificially constructed. Were they not such, natural grammars (i.e. random speakers) would not reject them, whereas they tend to do so.

Acceptability survey 1: postnominal adverbs

To have an idea to what extent postnominal adverbs are acceptable to speakers, I conducted an acceptability survey involving 18 native speakers of English. Three of these 18 respondents were separate respondents (unpaid), while the remaining 15 respondents (6 female) were recruited from Amazon's Mechanical Turk platform (https://www.mturk.com/).

The respondents were asked to rate 21 target stimuli mixed with filler sentences on a scale from 1 to 5, where 1 was 'completely unacceptable', 2 'unacceptable', 3 'neither acceptable nor unacceptable', 4 'acceptable', and 5 'completely acceptable'. The respondents from Amazon's Mechanical Turk platform were told they would each be paid 1 US dollar for their responses. I decided to limit the number of respondents to just 18 since one could predict based on corpus investigations what tendencies the target tokens would exhibit.

Acceptability survey 1: results

The results of the survey, which can be found in the datasheets 'Acceptability Survey 2' and 'Adverbs. parametric test', prove a point made in 4.4, namely that postnominal adverbs are not in much harmony with how natural grammars perceive the language. 6 The only tokens with a postnominal adverb that came out as the more or less acceptable ones -provided one takes into account nothing else but the sample survey and the overall mean for each sentence thereof -were: i) those which were said in 4.2.1 to be on their way of becoming fixed lexical expressions, such as (16ii) (16v) and (16vi). They received an average acceptability rate of 4.4, 3.33 and 3.11 from a maximum 5; ii) (6i), where the adverb 'immediately' follows a deverbal nominal in sentence-final position (3.5/5). This token, by the way, is one of the only two tokens whose acceptability can be generalised across the entire statistical population. The other token whose acceptability is likewise generalisable is an invented example in which a noun and a postnominal adverb are separated from each other by the adverbial 'so', just as in (4vi). Examples of the latter type overall tended to be acceptable. This, however, was not a surprise, which is why a whole six such targets tokens had been included in the questionnaire.

I think the constraint behind the comparable acceptability of this kind of patterns is the adverbial 'so' itself. More specifically, 'so' seems to make itself and an ensuing adverb resemble a separate constituency group, which they are, severing, in a speaker's discourse model, a postnominal adverb's direct link with a preceding nominal phrase, thus making the postnominal use of that adverb sound slightly more natural. This constraint is present also with adjectives. Compare:

(19) i) *She had never met a man special. (ungrammatical)

ii) She had never met a man so special. (grammatical)

Of all the 21 target stimuli tested, postnominal adverbs positioned between a nominal and a predicate tended to score the lowest. Examples (4i), (4ii), and (4iii) from FRB received an average rate of 2.17, 2.28, and 3.33 respectively. Payne et al.'s example from (9) received 2.56, while my example from ( 13) and the attested occurrence from (7ii) with 'opinion unanimously of' 2.44 and 2.67 respectively. By contrast, the attested occurrence from (8iii) with 'decision collectively of' and the one from (6vi) with 'explanation independently'

received respectively an average rate of 3.44 and 3.28. The constraint, I think, was the overall pragmatic saliency of these two sentences. The pattern from (6iii) with 'arrival promptly' also tended to be acceptable (3.5/5). As regards the examples from (7i), (7iii), (7iv), (8i), and (8ii), these were added to the dataset after the survey had been conducted. Yet, judging by the results of the survey, these particular patterns would hardly have done better.

A reviewer suggests that the reason speakers (may) find noun-adverb occurrences from corpora to be more acceptable than examples based on introspection (such as the examples cited from FRB) could be one of frequency. That is, the more frequently a given noun-adverb pattern is put to usage, the more acceptable it will be to speakers. I think there is some truth in this statement. But, at the same time, I also think that there are some other factors such as a

given register that may be more crucial for the acceptability of a given noun-adverb pattern.

As was already mentioned here above, postnominal adverbs tend to be represented mostly in legal corpora, where such uses seem to be acceptable. However, it is doubted that outside of this register such patterns would be as much acceptable, as is showcased by the results of the acceptability survey discussed shortly ago. For, frequency could indeed be a constraint behind acceptability of noun-adverb pairs, but it will hardly be true of all speakers of the language.

Postnominal adverbs: conclusion

As this section is concluded, two main things must be said. First, postnominal adverbs, no matter manner or sentential, are no evidence of internal VP structure in deverbal nominals.

Second, postnominal adverbs do not form a part of natural grammar. They are none other than artificially coined or 'put-together' structures, which I think speakers resort to to facilitate information packaging.

A reviewer for Lingua agrees with this latter claim of mine but says that one cannot and the same NP should on one occasion be in phrase-middle position (the director's explanation thoroughly of the project), while on another occasion in phrase-final position (the director's explanation of the project thoroughly). For, any attempt to assume a specific spot of attachment in an NP for a postnominal adverb is straightforwardly ruled out.

Deverbal nominals & 'do so'

'Do so': attested occurrences with deverbal nominals

'Do so' has been considered as evidence of VP in deverbal nominals for its coreference with this type of nominals and the inadmissibility of such coreference with simple nouns, with the constraint argued to lie in alleged internal VP structure in the former and the absence of such structure in the latter (Bruening, 2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF][START_REF] Fu | The VP within Process Nominals: Evidence from Adverbs and the VP Anaphor Do-So[END_REF]Roeper, 2005, etc).

(20) i) Sam's destruction of his documents this morning was preceded by Bill's doing so.

[=42a, FRB] ii) *Sam's version of the event and Bill's doing so were surprising.

[=43a, FRB] iii) *Kim's accident in the morning and Sue's doing so in the evening were not coincidences.

[=43b, FRB] Notice that deverbal nominals can indeed be antecedents for the anaphor 'do so', attested occurrences of which have already been presented elsewhere in the literature. Below are several such examples retrieved for the present paper.

(21) i) If you find that your score needs improvement, you can do so in three easy steps.

[English Web 2013, doc# 13324909] ii) With this expanded data now available in real time, managers have at their fingertips the data to share with employees at a glance where they're doing well and how they can improve. Critically, because managers have also built stronger relationships with employees by giving good direction through positive feedback more frequently and in a more timely way than just at an annual review, it's easier for managers to discuss areas for improvement and how employees can do so.

[English Web 2013, doc# 4953068] iii) That even although there was a wrongful refusal of the Express Company to carry out the shipments, its doing so was a mere violation of contract, giving a right to sue in damages, but not for conversion. iv) Ensure that the agency does not discriminate on the grounds of sexual orientation (i.e. pursue an 'open policy' with regard to prospective adopters); 2 continue discriminating, but rely on an exemption to the regulations -i.e. reg.18, which potentially allows such discrimination if to do so is a requirement of the agency's governing document… [English Web 2013, doc# 11940738] v) While the statute mandates adoption of these forms, it does not include a deadline for the council's doing so. vi) The passage by the House of Representatives of a Ninth Circuit split bill last year and recent indications of its doing so again very shortly, the newly expressed non-opposition by the Judicial Conference, and the support of the Attorney General, and the widening support across the country for splitting the Ninth Circuit auger well for Congressional action this year. vii) However, the foundations of an enriched APM Community is interaction and engagement. And doing so consistently on a daily or weekly manner if we can is an important part of this.

'Do so' can be anaphor also for human role nominals, as has likewise been reported

elsewhere. One such relevant example is the following.

(

22)

The dissenters to the majority opinion did so on the basis that the policy over the past thirty years of making incremental changes to the taxation of capital has "served New Zealand well".

So, coreference between deverbal nominals and the anaphor 'do so' does not cause disagreement among linguists. What instead causes disagreement is whether such coreference is thanks to an underlying VP in this type of nominals or not, something to which the next part is dedicated.

Previous literature on 'do so' & deverbal nominals

Previous work done outside of the syntactic hypothesis has refused to believe that coreference between 'do so' and deverbal nominals is thanks to VP structure in this type of nominals. For instance, [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] argue that all use of 'do so' is conditioned pragmatically, not syntactically. According to them, if a deverbal nominal became an antecedent for this anaphor thanks only to an underlying VP, the coreference between 'do so'

and the following two deverbal nominals would similarly be grammatical, whereas [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] argue it is not.

(23) i) # My computer does so faster than yours. [= compute] (=39)

ii) # The boat's propeller failed to do so, and now we're stuck. [= propel] (=40) [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] advance two further counterarguments. First, they think that for 'do so' to be a genuine syntactic anaphor, an elided VP and a concomitant syntactic trace both need to be present in surface-level syntax, something which conversely happens to be missing when 'do so' refers anaphorically to a deverbal nominal. 7 Second, Ward & Kehler argue that 'do so' can act as an anaphor also for non-matching antecedents, among which deverbal adjectives and predicates in the passive. 8

A similar conclusion is reached in [START_REF] Houser | On the Anaphoric Status of Do So[END_REF][START_REF] Houser | The Syntax and Semantics of Do So Anaphora[END_REF], where the author argues that 'do so' is more of a deep than a syntactic anaphor. Houser does so as he discusses corpus examples in which 'do so' is coreferential with missing antecedents, just as in the two following examples retrieved for this paper.

(24) i) Alex Ross Perry's film is full of Mumblecore tropes -failing relationships, 7 See footnote 4 for an explanation of 'syntactic anaphor'.

8 See Ward & Kehler (2005, pp. 373-377) for examples.

self-imposed prisons and restless frustration -but he does so without leaving humour behind. ii) Vladimir Putin wants Ukraine not to be part of Europe, and he is succeeding in doing so. [START_REF] Ackema | Beyond Morphology[END_REF], too, think that coreference between a deverbal nominal and 'do so' is not due to an internal syntactic match between the two. According to them, if it were so, the coreference between the simple nominals and 'do so' in the following (what seem to be invented) two sentences would not be acceptable.

(25) i) John and Mary's unexpected balcony scene during dinner was as badly received as Bill and Sue's doing so during lunch.

[=12a] ii) Vladimir Streinenbacker's Gambit yesterday was not advisable, but Judith's doing so today seems a good idea. [=12b]

In the meantime, [START_REF] Newmeyer | Current challenges to the lexicalist hypothesis: An overview and a critique[END_REF] argues that the VP account is unable to explain why 'bare nominals', i.e. nominals containing no morphological verbal root, can also be antecedents for 'do so' (26).

(26) America's attack on Iraq was even less justified than the latter's doing so to Kuwait.

[=46] Newmeyer (2009) advances some further counterarguments as well, which, however, seem to have been dismissed by the syntactic hypothesis (see, among others, [START_REF] Alexiadou | Verbs, nouns and affixation[END_REF] and [START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF] on why some of the things Newmeyer (2009) says cannot contradict their own claims).

Points missing in previous literature

Much as the works just cited are useful, they leave the question open and as such are insufficient to argue against the syntactic hypothesis. For instance, [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] core argument that inanimate role nominals cannot be antecedents for 'do so' is not entirely correct, as is demonstrated by the following corpora.

(27) i) Can you explain how the scanner does so? [= scan] ii) Google Translator does so literally, has poor syntax, and would take a bit of time doing that many entries. [= translate] iii) An income protection insurance calculator is a useful program of calibration for those who want to know the scope of cover for which they are entitled to. The calculator does so by considering various personal matters like income, expenditures, financial obligations, and mortgage loan. [= calculate] [English Web 2013, doc# 13989896] iv) ? When I print out an email, my printer does so in such huge type that it takes pages to reproduce a brief letter. [= print?] v) ? Love how cold i can keep my fridge! I like it really cold, and this fridge does so perfectly. [= freezes?] vi) Most "dosing" grinders do so with a timer. [= grind] I had three of these attested occurrences tested for actual acceptability through the acceptability survey on postnominal adverbs. Although, some changes had to be introduced into the original forms to avoid confusing the respondents while they read and judged. Specifically, the quotation marks in (27vi) were removed, while the structure of (27ii) was entirely changed so that 'so' would not be mistaken for a degree adverbial. (28) i) Can you explain how the scanner does so? ii) Google translator does so without vocabulary errors and has better syntax. iii) This coffee grinder does so without noise.

On an acceptability scale from 1 to 5, these three tokens received an average rate of 3.2, 4, and 3.4 respectively, which means at least they are not unacceptable. Although, one cannot discount the possibility that because the three sentences stood independent of context, respondents might have judged the overall structures, not the actual coreference. However, the fact that such occurrences are available in corpora should already be evidence in itself that inanimate role nominals can likewise be antecedents for 'do so'. The reason why 'computer' and 'propeller' as antecedents for 'do so' might be inadmissible in the judgement of [START_REF] Ward | Syntactic Form and Discourse Accessibility[END_REF] may lie in the fact that unlike scanners, translators, calculators, printers, electric coffee grinders and possibly also refrigerators, each of which performs its respective function more or less by itself, computers and propellers instead require the human factor in order to perform their respective functions. Indeed, a computer is hardly recognised by speakers as a thing that computes something. Instead, it tends to be perceived as a collection of tools to which specific functions can be dictated to be subsequently performed.

Propellers, too, tend to require the human factor in serving their function. Questions related to transitivity and intransitivity thus seem to be at play here.

The examples discussed in [START_REF] Houser | On the Anaphoric Status of Do So[END_REF][START_REF] Houser | The Syntax and Semantics of Do So Anaphora[END_REF], the type of which are presented in (24), are similarly problematic, which is because there is always a contextual trigger in this

kind of examples which one could take to argue in return that it is still a verbal element, even if a missing one, that conditions the occurrence of 'do so'. As an example, in (24i) there are the adjectives 'failing', 'self-imposed' and 'restless' that in one way or another invite the assuming of a related verb (e.g. 'visualise'), while in (24ii) there is the verbal phrase 'not to be part' that in turn could be argued to be the actual trigger for 'do so' in that sentence. The respective examples in Ackema & Neeleman (2004, p. 24) and in [START_REF] Newmeyer | Current challenges to the lexicalist hypothesis: An overview and a critique[END_REF] are similarly insufficient for the question. Ackema & Neeleman base their argumentation on the anaphor 'do so' only (of the evidence discussed in 2.3) and on a very limited set of (invented) examples, whereas in Newmeyer's example from (26) the noun 'attack' could alternatively be argued to be derived from the homonymous verb 'to attack'. In fact, some such counterargument has already been voiced in [START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF].

Therefore, I want to propose that if we really think that coreference between a deverbal nominal and the anaphor 'do so' is not due to any internal VP structure in this type of nominals, and that if we want to demonstrate this without inviting criticism, we need to do so through data in which 'do so' would be coreferential with simple-referential nominals in surface-level syntax. For this purpose, I would like to present and discuss the following data where 'do so' is coreferential specifically with simple nominals.

(29) i) Another important guideline for online shopping is to do so from a secure internet connection.

[English Web 2013, doc# 2158572] ii) 13 Reasons Why, produced by pop star Selena Gomez, is an intense drama about a teenage girls's[sic] suicide and her reasons for doing so. iii) Additionally, a person who has previously been convicted of a violent felony or the attempt to do so two times previously may be classified as a "three time violent offender" or "violent career criminal" and may receive a mandatory minimum term of imprisonment.

[English Web 2013, doc# 36510097] iv) I'm going to really enjoy tossing out "irregardless," as contemptible and worthless a non-word as ever existed. This linguistic bon mot has flourished in a word of bubble-headed bleached blondes that read us the news on television every night, and where some uni[n]formed citizens have mistaken the right to free speech as an obligation to do so without the constraints of so-called "real" words.

[English Web 2013, doc# 29421597] v) By the way, you were one of my best and favorite students; I still remember fondly your very valid critiques of other presentations, and the attempted "payback" during your presentation by people ill-equipped to do so.

[English Web 2013, doc#15105991] vi) She hates violence and confrontations but will do so if forced to.

[English Web 2013, doc# 35077669] vii) Its creator was running a vanilla dating site and it was clear a significant percentage of his members were interested in a naughtier version (they did so by uploading naked pictures to the vanilla dating site).

[English Web 2013, doc# 14318923] viii) My daughter is planning a wedding and doing so in 6 months time. They are a military couple and that is why there is only a 6 month window to get it all together. ix) We love children, but would like to ask our guests to leave their little ones at home on our wedding day. How can we politely ask them to do so? A: While your loved ones' tiny tots are cute as can be, it's common for couples to want an adults-only wedding. By doing so, you'll avoid any disruption that children can bring (crying or fussing, running around the dance floor, late-night meltdowns, etc.). Plus, your adult guests will likely stay longer and fully enjoy their night out without the kiddos. x) This section shall not apply to murder, manslaughter or mayhem where the bodily [injury] or the great bodily injury or the attempt to do so was inflicted on the actual victims of those offenses. xi) The life of the human mother, is more important than the life of an unborn fetus. There are many good reasons why a mother may need an abortion, and doing so should be her choice. xii) For example, any solution to the global food challenge necessarily requires doing so in an environmentally sustainable manner that does not increase pollutants. xiii) More and more, co-parenting involves doing so across state lines and in some cases, internationally. xiv) Incomplete metamorphosis involves doing so while growing adult features slowly.

Consider additionally the following tokens, where, however, it is not entirely clear whether what 'do so' refers to is a simple nominal from the antecedent clause or some missing antecedent:

(30) i) ? The most shocking thing is that the scientist leading the study, David Deamer, dared to declare that the results were "disappointing", proving that he is already biased pro-evolution, a totally unscientific approach. A true scientist would simply acknowledge the results of his tests and would never be "disappointed" by any results... Any trace of disappointment highlights the degree of prejudice present, even before the experiment started, and doing so is unscientific and biased.

[English Web 2013, doc#6356682] ii) ? Anyone who wants the church wedding can feel free to do so. But the state has no business sanctioning a religious ceremony to the detriment of a civil one.

[English Web 2013, doc# 23255299] iii) ? Your submission to us of comments and information for the In The Loop section is done with the understanding that we may use your comments without prejudice and that you do so with the appropriate legal authority. You are personally liable for any defamatory remarks that you submit to us. We reserve the right not to display all comments submitted.

[English Web 2013, doc# 30014010] iv) ? If you gave it in the name of peace, do so...if you gave it in the name of destruction, then do so.

[English Web 2013, doc#5960912] v) ? I am not a professional writer, and simply wish to inspire others to trust God on international mission trips and prepare them to do so successfully.

[English Web 2013 doc#493349]

Several other occurrences in which either the status of the nominal (simple-referential vs.

deverbal) may be disputable or unequivocal resolving of the antecedent is made impossible (31i) are the following:

(31) i) ? Most women who want abortions do so for economic reasons… [English Web 2013, doc# 19846239] ii) What I do say, however, is that President Obama's disregard of separation of powers during his administration --and the acquiescence of many to his doing so in the name of "the greater good" --has, exactly as predicted, opened the door to President Trump doing as much or more. iii) Nor did it hint that the screamer was being attacked or struck with anguish. It was the scream of someone doing so because they simply didn't know what else to do. [English Web 2013] iv) Griezmann is being strongly linked with a switch to Old Trafford this summer with the player himself recently admitting the chances of him doing so were 6/10. v) Money laundering requires doing so knowingly. vi) Second, because participation in public discourse requires doing so on political terms, as Rawls would have it, the person holding a "comprehensive doctrine," like that of Christianity, say, must refrain from direct appeal to the terms of that comprehensive doctrine. vii) In fact to get a 100% refund on a cancellation would require doing so over 30 days before the date. To show that the tokens from ( 29) are indeed acceptable and as such can be taken, along with the discussions from the previous section, to argue against a VP account for deverbal nominals, I conducted a separate acceptability survey specifically on coreference between simple nominals and 'do so'. The next two subsections discuss the design, the implementation as well as the results of this survey, where it will be shown statistically that the first ten patterns from ( 29) are generalisable to a much larger population of speakers.

Acceptability survey 2: 'do so' & referential nominals

The acceptability survey tested the first ten occurrences from ( 29) (( 29xi), (29xii), (29xiii), and (29xiv) were added to the dataset later). Tokens (29viii), (29ix), and (29x) were tested as part of the survey on postnominal adverbs and assessed identically. In the meantime, the first seven occurrences from (29) were tested through a 'Yes/No/Other' questionnaire containing filler sentences. The respondents were asked to select 'Yes' if they found a given sentence acceptable, 'Other' if they found a sentence unacceptable and/or if they had some particular comment about it, and 'No' if they deemed a given sentence unacceptable but could not provide an explanation. The survey was designed in this particular way to make sure that the potential reason for any given instance of unacceptability was one that had to do with coreference between a deverbal nominal and 'do so' and not with something other, such as deemed poor vocabulary choice, necessity or absence of a punctuation mark, or that the definite article should be used in (30ii) to intend generic meaning. To conduct the survey, I first tried to find respondents by myself. However, because of collecting no more than just nine responses (unpaid, anonymous) from speakers recruited from elsewhere, as well as because of the slow pace of the entire process, I had to find another method. For this, I used Amazon's Mechanical Turk platform mentioned already in 4.5.1, from where 32 native speakers of English (19 male) took part. This brought the total number of respondents for this survey to 41. Respondents from this platform were told they would be paid 1.5 US dollars each and were given a maximum time amount of 35 minutes to do the questionnaire. Responses given by nine respondents were dismissed, either because of reporting to speak another first language, technical issues, or doing the task within less than three minutes.

Acceptability survey 2: results

The graph below sums up the acceptability judgements received for the first ten occurrences from (29).9 I had these ten occurrences tested statistically as well (see below). I wanted to know whether the results from the sample survey would allow inferring that the majority of the statistical population (i.e. the majority of all speakers) would say 'Yes' to each of these ten tokens. For this, the following statistical model was designed. Each of the ten tokens was allowed to be independent and have a probability (p) of gaining a 'Yes' response between '0' and '1', where '1' stood for 'Yes', while '0' for 'No'. This was done to see whether each token would follow independently the same Bernoulli law of the parameter p. Then, for every token a 95% confidence interval was derived by using the same procedures as described, for example, in Shedden (2013, p. 7). The logic was that if the entire confidence interval for any one token were found to be higher than 0.5, then the parameter p (i.e. the probability of saying 'Yes') would hold for at least half of the entire population of speakers. In other words, a higher than 0.5 interval for any one token would mean that more than half of all speakers would say 'Yes' to that token. By contrast, if the confidence interval for any one token were found to be below 0.5, then it would be impossible to compare p with 0.5. That is, one would not be able to state that that token would get a 'Yes' response from most speakers. The inferred results correspond to the descriptive picture from Figure 3 'Acceptability judgements for coreference between simple nominals & 'do so''. Any token in Figure 4 that features below the red horizontal line cannot be said to be true of most speakers, whereas every other token that is above the red line can. The only token that one cannot say would be judged as acceptable by most speakers is again (29x) with the simple nominal 'injury'. For, to consider this token as fully grammatical would not be right, although holding the opposite would not be right either, since what we attempt to establish after all is whether the syntactic potential of English permits some grammatical coreference between a simple nominal and the anaphor 'do so'. As is shown by the survey results, such grammatical coreference is permitted in the case of this token.

Alongside the 95% confidence intervals test, I had a parametric test applied as well. I did this to see if the probability (p) of saying 'Yes' would be below or above 0.5, with the focus on p this time being below 0.5. The control hypothesis (H0) was p<0.5, that is, the probability of saying 'Yes' would be less than 0.5 (i.e. more than half of all speakers would say 'No' to a given token), whereas the alternative hypothesis (H1) p>0.5, that is, more than half of all speakers would say 'Yes' to a given token. The results, which match those from the confidence intervals test at Figure 3, are summed up in the table below. 10 Table 1 Results of the parametric test on coreference between simple nominals and 'do so' In the next section I conclude my discussion on 'do so' and the syntactic hypothesis, following which I will hold a supplementary discussion on coreference between nominals and 'do so' in 5.5.

Deverbal nominals & 'do so': conclusion

This section has demonstrated that simple-referential nominals likewise can be antecedents for the anaphor 'do so', which means that (i) coreference between a deverbal nominal and 'do so' is not down to any syntactic VP structure in this type of nominals, (ii) that, more generally, there is no internal VP structure in deverbal nominals, and (iii) that argument structure (2.1; 2.2) for any one deverbal nominal is not assigned syntax-internally, pace Bruening (2018a[START_REF] Bruening | The lexicalist hypothesis: Both wrong and superfluous[END_REF], [START_REF] Borer | Exo-skeletal vs. endo-skeletal explanations: syntactic projections and the lexicon[END_REF][START_REF] Borer | Structuring Sense. Volume III. Taking Form[END_REF], Roeper (2005), Fu, Roeper, & Borer 10 The parametric table is to be interpreted as follows. Under the control hypothesis and for each p, the distribution of the empirical mean of the data is already known (the number of 'Yes' responses divided by the total number of respondents). This means that the maximum probability of the empirical mean as being above a certain number is known as well. This number can be chosen in a way so that the probability of the empirical mean being below this number be 95%. Then, this number becomes the critical value of the test. If the empirical mean is above the critical value, the control hypothesis is rejected, but if it is below the critical value, it cannot be rejected. The critical value itself is obtained from the 95% quantile of a binomial distribution of parameter n = number of respondents, and p = 0.5. p is chosen to be equal to 0.5 since if the control hypothesis says that p < 0.5, then the probability of being above the previously calculated critical value becomes smaller than 5%. In a word, choosing p to be equal to 0.5 to calculate the critical value c enables one to be certain that the probability of the empirical mean to be above c is smaller than 5%. Information on similar procedures and how the critical value is calculated can be found at https://www.ucl.ac.uk/englishusage/staff/sean/resources/binomialpoisson.pdf.

(2001), [START_REF] Alexiadou | Verbs, nouns and affixation[END_REF], [START_REF] Alexiadou | On the role of syntactic locality in morphological processes: the case of (Greek) derived nominal[END_REF], among others. I state this by taking into account the discussions and arguments from section 4.

In the light of this conclusion a reviewer, following Farkas & Alberti (2018, p. 738), says that some simple nouns, such as nouns denoting stories and pictures, could alternatively be assumed to have a certain amount of event and hence also internal VP structure, just as deverbal nominals have been assumed to, as they go on to suggest that such nouns have an underlying abstract verb and abstract argument structure. I want to respond to this argument by the anonymous reviewer in one of two ways.

First, the abstract (or semantic) level of language representation is not the same as the syntactic level of language representation. The abstract level is about philosophy, where a certain amount of event structure can always be found for every noun upon closer scrutiny. In other words, just because a noun may denote a semantic event does not mean it contains internal syntactic VP structure. For it to be such, respective syntactic criteria need to be in place, something which, as was demonstrated in 4 and 5, is missing. It is true that simple nouns can, for example, be coreferential with 'do so', which is a verbal anaphor expressing an event, but on the other hand simple nouns are also known to be the primary place of adjectives which are nominal elements and express a quality for a semantic thing.

Second -and this is related to what I have just said -one need not expect a semantic event (i.e. a process or an action) to be expressed necessarily by properties typical of verbs. Take, for example, the NP 'nice singer', where what the adjective 'nice' modifies (semantically) is not the singer himself/herself, but his or her (act of) singing. This being said, does it mean one should dismiss the lexeme 'singer' as a simple noun denoting a person and take it instead to denote a syntactic verbal event solely because in an expression such as 'nice singer' the adjective 'nice' refers to an act of singing? Obviously, it is impossible to do so, first because doing so is against all known rules of the language, and second because any nonsensical attempt to do so will see the simple noun 'singer' failing to satisfy the syntactic requirements of a verbal event. For, abstract event structure and syntactic (predicate) structure are two different things. The two can be reconciled only if respective shared syntactic and semantic parameters are made available. No such parameters are available in the case of (deverbal) nouns.

Supplementary discussion: 'do so' & (simple) nominals

promise to do so, shall not be the basis for a defense to forfeiture of the motor vehicle under Section 36-2 of the Criminal Code of 2012 and shall not be the basis for the court to release the vehicle to the owner. iii) In those cases, as here, the immediate cause of loss to the victim of the fraud was not simply a purchase or sale but rather a fraud that depended on the purchase or sale of securities or the promise to do so.

However, the idea that the adjacent syntactic environment was perhaps at play for the acceptability of coreference between 'felony' and 'do so' was to be disfavoured, because such an idea was unable to account for those cases of admissible coreference where no such particular thing is going on in the adjacent syntax.

A second point I want to address relates to the token from (29vi) with 'violence', in relation to which some of the respondents stated that 'do' from 'do so' did not collocate with 'violence' because of which they judged this sentence as unacceptable. This in turn suggested that one should take the capacity of 'do' from 'do so' to form collocations with nominals at some abstract level to be the actual constraint behind all acceptable coreference between nominals and this anaphor, even if such a collocation ran counter to what is normally acknowledged as standard (cf. #to do a speech (vs. to make a speech), #to do a wedding (vs.

to have/play a wedding), #to do a suicide (vs. to commit a suicide), #to do a felony (vs. to commit a felony), to do shopping (fixed collocation), #to do a critique (vs. to give a critique), #to do a version (vs. to create a version)). Relatedly, it brought up the question whether the respondents who judged the coreference between the simple-referential nominal 'violence' and 'do so' acceptable may have been guided by the possibility of such an abstract collocation. However, just as in the first case, an analysis along such lines turned out to be problematic. There were two main reasons for this. First, some of those respondents who claimed that 'do' from 'do so' did not go with 'violence' went on to accept counterintuitively target tokens whose antecedents likewise do not usually collocate with 'do' (e.g. suicide, felony, speech, etc.). Second, if one were to attribute the constraint to the general potential of the verb 'do' to form a collocation with a nominal, it would not be clear why coreference between 'do so' and nominals such as 'song', 'movie', and 'video' is usually inadmissible (one cannot say **Her song and her doing so beautifully) if expressions formed from these nouns and the verb 'do' happen instead to be admissible, e.g. to do a song, to do a movie, to do a video, as in 'She did two songs with him', 'She did one movie and two talk shows', 'She decided not to do a video for her new music', etc.

The consideration of these two points led to an alternative idea which, unlike the two points just discussed, seems to be able to provide a catch-all explanation. More specifically, it seems that potential admissible coreference between a nominal (simple or deverbal) and 'do so' is made possible if a given nominal expresses a semantic event. For example, deverbal nominals, whose coreference with 'do so' enjoys already linguists' common consent, denote events. The simple-referential nominals from (29), too, denote or can denote some sort of event, including 'violence' itself (e.g. There was violence in the streets of London). In an attempt to understand whether such an idea could be along the right lines, particularly in the context of simple nominals, the following invented sentence, where 'do so' is coreferential with the simple noun 'opinion' (in turn surrounded by qualifiers on both sides to look like an event), was probed for acceptability through the survey on postnominal adverbs (4.5).

(34) The court's negative opinion of the bill and its doing so based on unpublished evidence caused public outrage.

Of 18 possible 'Yes' responses this sentence received just eight, which means that one cannot yet rule out event reading as the actual constraint behind admissible coreference between simple nominals and 'do so'.

Therefore, even though I am saying that simple nominals can likewise be antecedents for 'do so' and that there is thus no internal syntactic VP structure in deverbal nominals, I nonetheless think that a simple nominal denoting, or acting as, a semantic event is more likely to be an admissible antecedent for 'do so'. Furthermore, I think that only those (simple) nominals which denote a transitive event can be antecedents for 'do so'. Nominals denoting an event over which a given grammatical subject has little to no control (unaccusative events) are, I think, unlikely to be grammatical antecedents for this anaphor. The nominal 'accident' is one such unlikely antecedent.

What has just been said in this supplementary discussion is none other than a preliminary idea. A separate acceptability study which would test, among other things, the coreference between 'do so' and a given simple nominal as a referent on one occasion and as an event on another is necessary before a firm statement can be made on conference between this anaphor and nominals. What is more, I think that such a study would benefit from testing patterns such as '?The cake needs doing so using the best ingredients', which, if found acceptable by speakers, would invalidate the proposal that only simple nominals with event reading can be antecedents for 'do so', calling for a different explanation. Here these aspects

were not given an in-depth consideration as they are beyond the scope of the present paper.

However, interested readers can explore them in further research.

General summary

I tried to show in this paper that deverbal nominals contain no internal VP structure. I did this by demonstrating that (i) postnominal adverbs are not syntactically internal to deverbal nominals, (ii) that sentential adverbs can likewise occur with deverbal nominals, and

(iii) that the anaphor 'do so' can be coreferential also with simple nouns. My discussion of these questions led me to argue further that the complementarity claim of adjectives and adverbs previously rejected in [START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF] is in fact a correct claim. I also proposed, though preliminarily, that simple and inanimate role nominals are likely to be coreferential with 'do so' if they denote respectively a semantic event and an intransitive action. I hope these proposals will be helpful in further linguistic research.

Fig. 1

 1 Fig. 1 Syntactic derivation of the NP 'explanation of the question'

  Adverbial postmodification of nominals has been discussed outside of the syntactic hypothesis, too, particularly in Payne, Huddleston & Pullum (2010) who state that a postnominal adverb is positioned "syntactically as an internal modifier of the head noun" (2010, p. 42). Here is an example from Payne et al.'s dataset. (9) In view of your decision regarding Burma the British Government was not making any formal request to you for the use temporarily of Australian troops to defend Ceylon. [=16, Payne et al. (2010)] The three authors use examples like this to argue that the complementarity claim -according to which adjectives go with nouns, whereas adverbs with verbs and other categories -does not hold, and that an earlier conclusion reached in Huddleston & Pullum (2002) is thus incorrect.What was discussed in 4.1.3 should in itself be enough evidence thatPayne et al.'s (2010) argument on syntactic internality of postnominal adverbs cannot be a correct one. This means then that their rejection of the complementarity claim likewise comes to be an incorrect conclusion. Even though extensive explanation in this regard has already been provided, I can demonstrate it again in one of three additional ways.

Fig. 2

 2 Fig. 2 Constituent structure of the NP 'the director's explanation of the project'

  then use postnominal adverbs in syntactic analyses. I agree with this reviewer, namely that in the light of what has been discussed so far, postnominal adverbs cannot be used in syntactic analyses. But note that such a claim cannot concern the present paper, because what it does is re-examine an already proposed syntactic analysis where postnominal adverbs had taken centre stage, rather than proposing such an analysis on its part. Indeed, what this entire section has been about is that postnominal adverbs should not be taken up in matters related to internal syntactic processes.Meanwhile, one other reviewer complains that in my investigation of the topic, where I basically argue that postnominal adverbs are out-of-syntax elements, I do not show the exact deep-level configuration to which a given postnominal adverb will either be internal or external. I do not accept this criticism because a postnominal adverb, as was extensively discussed here above, does not and cannot belong internally in a nominal phrase, standing instead for an elided predicate clause. I could, of course, for reasons of practicality draw a diagram similar to the one from Figure2and do so for, let us say, [the director's explanation of the project thoroughly], placing the postnominal adverb 'thoroughly' under a third node called 'PC' (predicate clause) in order to point out that it is a separate constituent in its own right. But even doing this would be counterintuitive, because such an exemplary diagram would fail to explain why, among other things, one and the same adverb in the case of one

Fig. 3

 3 Fig. 3 Acceptability judgements for coreference between simple nominals & 'do so'

Fig. 4

 4 Fig. 4 Acceptability judgements for coreference between simple nominals and 'do so' with 95% confidence intervals

  iii) Lott and Senate Democratic leader Thomas Daschle (D-SD) pledged to jointly reintroduce the legislation and McCain has promised to hold hearings and to abide by "the decision collectively of Congress" even if he disagrees with it.

So, if the occurrence of postnominal manner adverbs after deverbal nominals is what constitutes evidence of internal VP structure in this type of nominals, then based already on this one criterion one has to conclude that deverbal nominals contain no VP structure, since postnominal adverbs are both external to nominal phrases and can occur also after simple nominals.

As I say this, I ignore mentioning that in[START_REF] Payne | The distribution and category status of adjectives and adverbs[END_REF] syntactic internality assumes immediate adjacency, which means that two head nominals from one extended NP, like those from Figure2, can each take separate adverbial postmodification. If this were the only face-value criterion for syntactic internality of adverbial postmodification, one would thus have to rejectFu et al.'s (2001) proposal outright without further investigation, since in the work of the latter authors internality of adverbial postmodification does not assume immediate adjacency.

See Footnote 10 on how the parametric table reads.

Individual 'Yes' and 'No' responses for these ten patterns as well as for those from (30) and (31i) which similarly formed part of the survey but were not eventually included in the dataset can be found in the datasheet 'Acceptability Survey 1', and responses for (29viii), (29ix), and (29x) in 'Acceptability Survey 2'. The datasheet containing the unprocessed responses can be requested from the author.

Here I want to discuss separately a few points which surfaced from the acceptability survey on 'do so'. I think they are relevant to the context of the present discussion.

The first point that I want to address relates to the token from (29iii) with 'felony'. A group of respondents who marked the coreference between, for example, 'suicide' and 'do so' as unacceptable went on to mark this one token instead as acceptable. This raised the question as to what could account for the comparably higher acceptability of this token. The first idea that called for itself was that the adjacent syntactic environment was perhaps at play, specifically the phrasing '...or the attempt' where the word 'attempt' presupposes, in and out of itself, an action (e.g. 'to attempt to do something'), because of which it could have somehow blocked the perception of 'felony' as a simple-referential noun and presented it instead as a verb, or if not a verb, but at least a (verbal) event. Such an idea also meant any nominal (simple or deverbal) could be an antecedent for 'do so' in this type of examples. Indeed, Google search for identical hits led to several other examples where, in a syntactic environment with '...or the attempt to do so', 'do so' happens to be coreferential both with simple (32iii as well as 29x) and deverbal nominals.

(32)

i) The penalties for the unlawful or accidental removal, defacing, alteration, or destruction of Federal records or the attempt to do so, include a fine, imprisonment, or both. ii) The law prohibits the hunting, killing, capture and/or harassment of any marine mammal or the attempt to do so. iii) Unauthorized access to the Company's network or system, or the attempt to do so.

Similar examples are available also with the pattern '...or the promise to do so' (note the simple nominal 'sale' in (33iii).

(33) i) A good illustration of how the surrender of a power, or the promise to do so, may amount to legal detriment is found in the case of White v. , One Hundred First Congress, First Session, July 11, 1989, Volume 4, p. 108) 

Links to broader corpora