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PREFACE

This volume contains the papers presented at the third®and fourth annual
meeting of the General Association for Linguistics which were held at
Amsterdam on 22.1.1972 and 20.1.1973.

The purpose of these meetings is to provide linguists in the Netherlands
with an opportunity to report on work in progress and to discuss their
results with colleagues. As such they have proved to be very successful.

The papers in this volume give an excellent idea of the linguistic activities
that are going on in the Netherlands.

For practical reasons the references of the separate papers have been
brought together in a bibliography at the end of this volume.

Amsterdam, November 1974

*Not included is a paper presented by A.J.M. van der Geest, 'Naar een syn-
tactische complexiteitsscore’ (Towards a Syntactic Complexity Score) which
will be available as a separate publication in Dutch at the Department of

Linguistics of the University of Amsterdam.
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COMPETENCE ET INTUITIONS LINGUISTIQUES

Bernard P.F. Al

1 Introduction

L’ensemble des aptitudes linguistiques d’un sujet parlant est appelé dans la litté-
rature générative-transformationnelle, en termes généraux, “1’information, relative

a la structure de la phrase, qui est disponible, en principe, a quiconque a appris la
langue" (Chomsky 1968b,p.61), "ce ?ue le sujet parlant sait de sa langue"(Katz et Fodor
1964,p.482; Chomsky 1965,p.4,8,9) 1), mais aussi sa "connaissance intuitive"(Chomsky
1965,p.8 - c’est nous qui soulignons), son "{ntuifion linguistique"(Chomsky 1968b,p.
64 - c’'est encore nous qui soulignons). Il ne suffit donc pas de dire que Chomsky ne
fait pas explicitement la distinction entre compétence et intuitions(Botha 1968,p.24).
Pour Chomsky compétence et intuitions sont simplement identiques, témoin encore un
passage ol il parle de "1'intuition linguistique - la compétence tacite - du locuteur"
(Chomsky 1965,p.27). L’identification erronée des deux notions a été signalée de fagon
pertinente par Harman(1967) et Botha a consacré & ce sujet un paragraphe intéressant
(1968,p.69-78) . La raison qui nous a poussé & revenir sur cette guestion est qu'elle
continue & &tre débattue (Heger (1969) ,Bever (1970), watt(1970), Levelt(1971)), et que,
sur certains points, elle demande 4 &tre clarifiée davantage.

En examinant les publications qui traitent le sujet qui nous intéresse, on constate
que presque tous les points de vue théoriquement possible ont été défendus:

a Les intuitions n’existent pas. Telle est 1’'opinion de Olmsted(1955),p.47 qui semble
&tre partagée par Uhlenbeck(1967,p.284)2).

b Il n'a pas été prouvé que nous ayons besoin de la notion de compétence linguistique
(Harman 1967,p.82; Bever 1970,p.343; Levelt 1971).

¢ La compétence linguistique d'un sujet, c’est son intuition linguistique(Chomsky
1965,p.27). -

d Il y a une compétence linguistique et il existe également des intuitions linguisti
ques, mais le statut méthodologique de celles-ci est fondamentalement différent de
celui de la notion de compétence(Botha 1968,p.70-71).

Nous partageons le dernier point de vue, ce que nous essaierons d’illustrer dans la
suite.

2 Caractérisation de la notion de compétence chez Chomsky
En énumérant toutes les ‘aptitudes’ qui ont été attribuées au sujet compétent (du
point de vue linguistique) depuis Chomsky(1957), on en arrive & la liste suivante:

i L'aptitude & émettre et & comprendre un nombre illimité de phrases, pour la plu-
part nouvelles, de sa langue. Cette aptitude a été soulignee des le debut comme
étant fondamentale(Chomsky 1957,p.15,23;1964a,p.7;1965,p.15; 1966,p.4;1961,p.222;
1968b,p.1,61 et 64). Dans des publications plus récentes cette aptitude est defi-
nie comme "la capacité d'un 1 (idéal) & associer sons et signification de
de fagon strictement conforme aux régles de sa langue” (Chomsky 1967a,p.398;
Chomsky et Halle 1968,p.3).

i1 L'aptitude a décider qu’un énoncé_est une réalisation d'une phrase de la langue
en question(Chomsky 1957,p.23,85)3).

i1ii L'aptitude A identifier, interpréter et utiliser une phrase déviante(Chomsky 1964
a,p.7;1968b,p64) .

iv  L’aptitude & déterminer des degrés de déviation(Chomsky 1965,p.148-153).

v L’'aptitude 3 constater et & lever des cas d’'ambiguité(Chomsky 1965,p.21-22).

vi L'aptitude & constater une relation grammaticale ou sémantique entre deux ou plu-
sieurs phrases(Chomsky 1961,p.223 sv.;Katz et Fodor 1964,p.482-486; Chomsky 1967
‘a,p.406) .




A cette liste on pourrait sans doute ajouter d’autres ’'aptitudes’, par exemple celle
de pouvoir déterminer la cohésion des éléments d’une construction(Levelt 1971).

Ce qu”il y a de trompeur dans cette liste, c’est qu'il n’apparaft pas qu'il existe

une différence essentielle entre 1'aptitude & émettre et A ccmprendre des phrases
d'une part, aptitude qui & juste titre est appelée la 'compétence’ du sujet parlant,
et les autres 'aptitudes’ de la liste d’autre part que nous gqualifions provisoirement
‘d’intuitions linguistique’. En effet, dire que quelgu’un est doué d’une compétence
linguistique, qu’il posséde cette aptitude, implique que cette personne 'sait’, bien
qu’inconsciemment, ‘comment’ faire pour produire et comprendre un nombre illimité de
phrases. D’autre part les intuitions linguistiques (ii)a{vi) constituent un 'savoir
que’,qui peut 2tre explicité étant donné que le sujet parlant peut 8tre amené & expri-
mer un jugement concernant les faits (ii) & (vi) de la liste susmentionnée. Cette dis-
tinction est faite correctement par Harman qui accuse Chomsky de confondre "knowing
how with knowing that"(1967,p.81).

Signalons finalement, & la suite de Botha, que la notion de ’compétence’, contraire-

ment & celle d''intuition linguistique', est ®un concept théorique, une idéalisation

du processus mental qui soustend la performance linguistique..."(Botha 1968,9.71), ce
qui implique qu’une réalité mentale est postulée pour cette notion, et qu‘on ne peut

donc 1'interpréter comme un concept formal ayant pour seule foncttcn de rassembler un
certain nombre de faits disparates, comme le fait Dik 1967(p. 360)°

3 Intuitions linguistiques

Commengons par noter qu’il n’est pas tout a fait exact de parler d’intuitions linguis-
tiques par rapport aux ‘aptitudes’ (ii) & (vi) du paragraphe précédent. En fait il
s'agit de 'jugements intuitifs’, terme dont nous nous servirons dans la suite. Ces
jugements intuitifs, dont dans la pratique personne ne nie l’existence ni 1’importance
constituent simplement des données d'observation. Mais comme il n’y a, & 1’heure ac-
tuelle, aucune méthode satisfaisante qui permette de les provoquer systématiquement,
c’est-a-dire de fagon controlée, il faut les manier prudement. Dans ce sens les aver-
ti ts d'Uhlenbeck 1967(p.290 sv. et 314) et plus récemment ceux de Bever 1970
(p.348) et de Levelt 1971 sont pleinement justifiés.D’ailleurs Chomsky lui-méme a sou-
ligné & plusieurs reprises que les jugements intuitifs ne sont pas toujours dignes de
foi (voir Chomsky 1964a,p.56-59;1965,p.8,19,24),

Les jugements, en tant que données d'observation, différent des autres énoncés du lo-
cuteur en ceci que les premiers se rapportent toujours aux derniers. L’attention du
sujet, en général, est concentrée sur les évé ts du de extra-linguistique. Ses
énoncés sont pour la plupart du temps spontanés. Les jugements, au contraire, témoig-
nent du fait que le sujet peut &tre amené a s’exprimer sur sa propre langue. Ils con-
stituent donc des données d’observation méta-linguistiques et pour cette raison ils
doivent etre considérés comme des données indirectes, secondaires(cfr. Uhlenbeck 1967,
P.286). le fait que cette distinction entre les deux types de données d’observation
n‘a pas été faite d’une maniére satisfaisante dans la littérature générative-transfor-
mationnelle explique peut-&tre une erreur qu‘on trouve aujourd’hui chez certains psy-
chologues et qui consiste & croire que la tache du linguiste n’est pas la construction
d’'une théorie nant la pétence du sujet parlant, mais plutot la construction
d'une théorie reng?nt compte des intuitions linguistiques de ce sujet(Bever 1970a,p.
343; Levelt 1971)°’. Notons aussi qu’évidemment tous les jugements intuitifs n’in-
téressent pas le linguiste au méme titre. Ainsi certains jugements de ‘grammaticaliteé’
fournissent plutot des indications sur la mémoire immédiate du sujet parlant que sur
la structure des énoncés qui lui ont été soumis. Résumons-nous. Les jugements intui-
tifs d'un sujet sont & ne pas confondre avec sa compétence linguistique. Ils constitu-
ent des données d'observation méta-linguistiques dont le linguiste peut et doit se
servir, mais avec prudence, surtout si c’est le linguiste lui-méme qui fait fonction
de sujet parlant.




4 Relation entre compétence et jugements intuitifs

La distinction que nous venons d’établir entre compétence et jugements intuitifs
pourrait faire croire qu’il s’agit 14 de deux phénom@nes strictement indépendants.
C'est visiblement 1’opinion de Heger lorsqu’il affirme que "les jugements attribués
a la compétence des sujets, proviennent non pas de la langue en tant que systéme, mais
d’une conscience méta-linguistique préscientifique que les sujets ont de leur langue
..."(Heger 1969,p.52). C’est également ce qui ressort des propos de Watt qui suppose
que la grammaire mentale (c’est a dire la compétence linguistique du sujet) comprend
deux composantes, la premiére étant responsable de la production (et de la compréhen-
sion) des phrases, la seconde étant constitué d’'"un savoir abstrait” concernant la
premiére(Watt 1970,p.158, 189-192 et 212). Il nous semble que ce point de vue est _er-
roné. La relation entre compétence et jugements intuitifs s’éclaircit lorsqu’on se
pose la question suivante: est-ce qu’un mécanisme, par exemole un ordinateur, doté
d’un systéme de régles de type génératif-transformationnel serait capable d’exprimer
les jugements qui nous intér ? La rép doit &tre affirmative. En effet, pour
pouvoir porter, par exemple, un jugement de ‘grammaticalité’ & propos 4'un énoncé
donné, il suffit que le mécanisme essaie de reconstruire une phrase correspondant a
1’énoncé qui lui a été proposé. Le résultat, qu’il soit positif ou non, permet d’ex-
primer le jugement désiré’) . Pourvu que le mécanisme soit équipé d'une grammaire suf-
fisamment détaillée, il n'éprouvera aucune difficulté a traiter les autres problémes
énumérés dans le paragraphe 2. Ainsi ’le savoir que présuppose le savoir comment’ le
dernier étant sous-jacent au premier. Dans la réalité, le sujet parlant, contraire-
ment a l'ordinateur, n’est pas capable de consulter sa grammaire mentale comme une
sorte de dictionnaire étant donné qu'il s’agit d’un savoir quasiment inconscient. Il
en résulte les erreurs et les incertitudes dont nous avons fait mention dans le para-
graphe précédent. Mais le principe selon lequel il est possible d’exprimer un juge-
ment & base de la formalisation chomky de la compétence d e inaltéré. Il est
donc superflu de postuler une conscience métalinguistique spéciale comme le font Heger
1969 et wWatt 1970.

5 Objet de la description linguistique

Distinguons tout d’abord: (1) la ‘compétence’ (ou “langue’); (2) la mise en oceuvre

de cette compétence, mécanisme qui est appelé ‘performance’; (3) les instances spé-
cifiques qui sont le produit de la performance d'un individu et que nous appelons
'discours’; & 1’intérieur de celui-ci il convient de disting les ‘jug s in-
tuitifs’ des autres ‘énoncés’. Il parait incontestable que la tache du linguiste n’est
pas de construire un modéle de perception ou de production, bien que la relation entre
compétence et performance le concerne, comme le note 3 juste titre Fromkin 1968(p.47).
Pourtant ceci n'implique pas automatiquement que l’objet de la description linguisti-
que soit constitué par la compétence du sujet parlant. Par exemple, les post-bloom-
fieldiens se proposent de fournir une classification d'éléments ) et c'est cette sys-
tématisation que Bloomfield appelle ‘langue’. Uhlenbeck se déclare d'accord, en prin-
cipe, avec l'objet de la description linguistique, tel qu’il a &été défini par les
structuralistes américains(Uhlenbeck 1966,p.14). Et Dik affirme que, pour lui, une ~
description générative n'est pas plus un modéle de la compétence du sujet parlant qu’
un modéle de sa performance:"C’est plutdt une description compléte d’une langue par-
ticulidre, qui n’est pas en soi un phénoméne psychologique..."(Dik 1968,p.62; voir
aussi les p.162 et 190). Est-ce & dire que ces linguistes prennent seulement en consi-
dération les données d’observation que nous avons appelées primaires?(cfr.par.3). Non.
La linguistique post-bloomfieldienne a implicitement fait une distinction entre phra-
ses et non-phrases ), Uhlenbeck admet la légitimité de certains jugements intuitifs
(Uhlenbeck 1967,p.289 sv.) et Dik définit ‘une expression linguistique bien formé’
comme "une expression linguistique qui scus des conditions de communicaticn normales
est totalement acceptable pour le locuteur” (Dik 1968,p.26). En d'autres termes, toute
description linguistique, nolens volens,h rend compte de certains juge-
ments intuitifs.

Ce qui, en fait, oppose les linguistes que nous venons de citer et les chomskyens



c'est la portée explicative de leurs théories respectives. Pour Chomsky, comme pour
tous les mentalistes, 1'objet de la description linguistique est la coupétence qu’

ils supposent exister réellement. Une telle compétence constitue une

'explication’

des données d’observation primaires aussi bien que secondaires. L'hypothése concer-
nant la nature de la compétence, avancée par le linguiste, est donc une tentative g’
explication. Unw théorie non-mentaliste peut ‘rendre compte’ des mémes données d'ob-

servation, mais elle ne saurait les ‘expliquer’, c¢’est-i-dire elle se

saurait rendre

compte du ‘pourquoi’ de leur existence. Elle ne saurait 'expliquer’ non plus la rela-
tion entre les deux types de données d’observation que nous avons distingués dans le
paragraphe 4. Finalement, on ne voit pas comment un linguiste non-mentaliste pourrait
justifier un recours aux jugements intuitifs du sujet parlant’“’'. Pour terminer, nous
tentons de visualiser les deux conceptions concernant l’objet de la description lin-

quistique, que nous venons d’esquisser.

‘discours’
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Notes

1

Notons bien que dire que le sujet parlant possdde une certaine connaissance de la
structure de sa langue n’est pas équivalent & affirmer qu’il a "une connaissance
de sa grammaire"”(Bever 1968,p.481) ou qu’il a "une connaissance des régles de la
grammaire” (Harman 1967,p.81); voir & ce sujet Chomsky 1965,p.8.

Dans la suite de son article cependant, Uhlenbeck r it que ces intuitions
existent et il estime mlme que le linguiste doit s’en servir, mais prudemment:
"Utterances iously posed upon request of the linguist and, especially,

the performers’ statements about their own speech production should be checked

by observational evidence..."(Uhlenbeck 1967,p.293).

Pour les ‘aptitude’ (ii) & (vi) nous nous contentons de citer une seule source.
Pour la distinction entre ‘phrase’ et ‘énoncé’, voir Bar-Hillel 1967,p.537-538.
Nous ne comprenons tout simplement pas comment Harman dans la suite de son article
en arrive & affirmer que "la nécessité d’une notion ressemblant a celle de 'compé-
tence linguistique’ n'a pas été démontrée" (Harman 1967, p.82).

Toutefois, les remarques de Chomsky A ce sujet, contrairement & celles de Katz 1964,
ne sont pas toujours claires; voir Botha 1968,p.91-93,104.

En fait Bever va encore plus loin. Il affirme qu’une grammaire décrit les intuiti-
ons de sujet parlant concernant la ‘grammaticalité’ seulement(Bever 1970a,p.343).
L'axiomatisation chomskyenne de la compétence ne permet pas de considérer la gram-
maire qui en résulte comme une procédure de décision(cfr. Reuland 1971,p.51), mais
cela n'implique pas que la construction d’une telle procédure soit exclue.

Harris, exposant extrdme du post-bloomfieldianisme, parle d'une “représentation
compacte (...) des énoncés constituant le corpus”(Harris 1951,p.366).

Voir A ce sujet Botha 1968, p.23-24.

Pour un traitement du mentalisme en linguistique, nous renvoyons le lecteur 3 Botha
1968(p.84-110). Nous reproduisons cependant un passage ol 1l’auteur fait remarquer
4 juste titre, il nous semble, gu’un linguiste ne saurait déterminer ‘a priori’ le
caractdre non-mentaliste de sa théorie:"La nature mentaliste (ou non-mentaliste)
d'une telle théorie ne peut &tre établie que lorsqu’il a été démontré qu’il est
possible (ou impossible) de dériver des hypothéses psycholinguistiques correctes
de la dite théorie”(Botha 1968,p.104).



TWO TYPES OF CAUSAL RELATIONSHIP IN GRAMMAR

T. Pollmann

Given the following sentences(the English sentences are word-for-word renderings
of the Dutch examples):

la Door die pruik lijkt Marie op Elizabeth.
By that wig Mary looks like Elisabeth.

1b Met die pruik lijkt Marie op Elizabeth.
With that wig Mary looks like Elisabeth.

It is my purpose to analyse the sentences (1) and to describe their differences in
general semantic terms. The problem involved in describing causal relations in gram-
mar are far from simple and only a small number of them have been dealt with up to
now. The following might contain possible guide-lines for the solution of these pro-
blems.

The syntactic-semantic relations between all or some parts of certain sentences are
governed by what is called a causal relation. Although the surface structures of
these sentences differ greatly, their similarity is easy to determine. Grammar has
to show which similarities make these sentences related in deep structure, of what
nature the differences are and which factors influence the differences in surface
structure.

In traditional grammar both adverbials in (1), the dooa-adverbial and the met-ad-
verbial, would be called adverbials of cause or causal adverbials. In traditional
grammar the assumption is implicit that the doon-adverbial is pre-eminently the
causal adverbial. Traditional grammarians consider the door-adverbial, as distin-
guished from other causal adverbials, the most precise expression in Dutch of what
is called, in common usage, a cause. At least this would explain the fact that most
grammars giving only one example of a sentence with a causal adverbial, give a sen-
tence in which a door-adverbial occurs. Following that intuition I adopt the view
that what is called a in ge can be expressed by a doon-adverbial
like door die pwik (by that wig) in (la). A is called a cause of B if A necessarily
results in B. Once the cause is given, the effect B is bound to result. Since sen-
tences with a causal door-adverbial do not always denote a (physical) law, this im-
plies that the effect is a property of the cause.l) The cause, by its nature, detex-
mines the effect. It is a property of the wig in (la) that Mary looks like Elisabeth.
This analysis is illustrated by (2):

2 Die pruik is zo (van dien aard) dat Marie op Elizabeth lijkt.
That wig is such (of such nature) that Mary looks like Elisabeth.

Generally speaking sentences with a door-adverbial can be paraphrased with a zo...
dat-sentence. The reverse is not true. The notion ‘cause’ can be made even more ex-
plicit. It also implies something like ‘'action'. That notion can best be expressed 2')
in Dutch by the verb maken(dat) (1it. to make(that)). See the paraphrase (3) of (la).

3 Die pruik is zo (van dien aard) dat die pruik maakt dat Marie op Elizabeth
1ijkt.
That wig is such (of such nature) that that wig makes Mary look like Elisabeth.

Perhaps an abstract predicate CAUSE exists, a feature-bundle in the sense of Lakoff
(1968b), that allows for some broader generalizations. In any case the lexicaliza-
tion of CAUSE depends on the environment of CAUSE, on the nature of the subject for
example, or of the verb in the effect-sentence. Maken(to make) is such a lexicali-

12



zation. I will not at this juncture discuss the maken-clause of the construction
(3), except to say that in my opinion there must be a transformation that trans-

forms maken into door, because of the grammaticalness vs. ungrammaticalness of
the sentences (4):

4a Die pruik is van dien aard dat Marie daardoor op Elizabeth 1i3kt.
That wig is such that Mary looks like Elisabeth by it(by that wig).
4b *pie pruik maakt dat Marie daardoor op Elizabeth lijkt.
That wig makes Mary look like Elisabeth by it(by that wig).

A sentence like (4a) raises the question of the necessity of the first part of (3),
the clause die pwuik {4 z0...dat(that wig is such...that). Besides the fact that an
important aspect of a causal relation has been made explicit here, there are some
arguments to support its existence in deep structure. Those arguments are rather
complex and I shall restrict myself to an indication of their importance. The homo-
nymy of (5), for example, demands two different deep structures;(6) is also homony-
mous, but (7a) and (7b) may in fact be interpreted like both (5) and (6):

5 Hij 2ziet door de bomen het bos niet meer.
He does not see the wood any more by the trees.
6 De bomen maken dat hij het bos niet meer ziet.
The trees make that he does not see the wood any more.

7a Er zijn zoveel b dat de b ken dat hij het bos niet meer ziet.
There are so many trees that the trees make that he does not see the wood
any more.

7b De bomen zijn van dien aard dat de bomen maken dat hij het bos niet meer ziet.
The trees are such(of such nature) that the trees make that he does not see
the wood any more.

Let us return now to the sentences (1). If the doOR-adverbial in (la) indicates a
cause, then what does the mef-adverbial in (1b) indicate? Before attempting to de-

"~ scribe the differences between the sentences (1), I should like to point out that

there are, in the field of causal adverbials and clauses, often such subtle differ-
ences in meaning between pairs of sentences, even if the adverbials and clauses be-
gin with different prepositions and conjunctions. Sentences (8)-(10) may serve as
examples:

8a Door die muziek kan ik niet slapen.
By that music I cannot sleep.
8b Van die muziek kan ik niet slapen.
From that music I cannot sleep.
9a Uit boosheid smeet Karel met de verf.
From anger Charles splashed with the paint.
9b In zijn boosheid smeet Karel met de verf.
In his anger Charles splashed with the paint.
10a Door de prijzen stijgen de lonen.
By the prices the wages rise.
10b Onder invloed van de prijzen stijgen de lonen.
Under (the) influence of the prices the wages rise.

A sentence like (1b) is ambiguous. In one reading it conveys that Mary locks like
Elisabeth; in another it is a possibility that Mary will look like Elisabeth. Both
readings are approximately paraphrased in the sentences (11): ’

1la Nu Marie die pruik op heeft, lijkt zij op Elizabeth.
Now Mary has that wig (on), she looks like Elisabeth.

11b Als Marie die pruik op heeft, lijkt zij op Elizabeth.
when Mary has that wig (on), she looks like Elisabeth.
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Note that (la) is not ambigucus. (la) has to be read as a description of an actual
situation. The difference between the two readings of (1b), which have been demon-
strated provisionallycan best be described in conditional terms. As the sentence
(1b) in the reading (11b) describes an unfulfilled condition, so the sentence (lb)
in the reading (l1a) describes a condition that could be called fulfilled.The dif-
ference between the sentences (1) appears to be that between cause and condition.
If it is assumed that both sentences express a connection of causal nature between
two facts, it must be possible to describe both concepts, ‘cause’ and ‘condition’,
in causal terms. For example, the question is obvious: if a condition is fulfilled,
does that fulfilled condition become a cause? Sentence (10b) is ambiguous in the
same way as sentence (1b). The view can be held that the phenomena involved in the
relationship are the same in both sentences, viz. the prices A and the rising of
the wages B. In the a-sentence A determines, by its nature, the effect B. The b-
sentence first of all expresses that the wages have some influence upon the prices.
(Note that the other b-sentences of ), (8-10) also have some appositional gualities).
The real cause of the rising of the wages has something to do with this influence
of the wages on the prices, but the sentence does not express which the determining
factor is. As a statement about the causal connection between the two phenomena A and
B, (10b) is more prudent, but also less definite, than (10a), since the latter sen-
tence takes no account of the possible complexity of the cause of the rising wages.
In my opinion the sentence (10b) can be fully paraphrased by (12) (Cf. also (1b) and

(13).

12 Dat de lonen onder invlced staan van de prijzen, is voldoende om te maken dat
de lonen stijgen.
That the wages are influenced by the prices, is enough to make the wages rise.
13 Dat Marie die pruik op heeft, is voldoende om te maken dat Marie op Elizabeth
1ijke.
That Mary has that wig (on), is enough to make Mary look like Elisabeth.

The constructions with voldoende zijn om te maken dat(to be enough to make) in (12)
and (13) are interesting for more than one reason. First of all, (12) and (13) are
ambiguous in the same way as already explained with reference to (1b); they have a
factual and a virtual reading. As the first daf-clause is interpreted as a fact or
as a possibility, so the second daf-clause is interpreted as a factual or virtual
effect. Secondly, the first daf-clauses in (12) and (13) state explicitly the rela-
tion between the two things meant by the subject of the sentence in (10b) and (1b)
and the NP of the adverbial. Thirdly, the logical subject of maken in the construc-
tions (12) and (13) seems to be a non-human and most probably unspecified NP. The
sentences may have readings in which the logical subject could be the indefinite
personal pronoun j¢ (you). Since in these readings an unspecified actor is involved,
(12) and (13) are not synonymous with (10b) and (1b) respectively. But in the read-
ings in which the paraphrases are synonymous with the sentences under discussion,
the subject must be non-human. That the logical subject of maken has to be unspeci-
fied rather than specified is less easy to see. The deleted subject of the comple-
ment of voldoende zijn om fe (to be enough to) is on the face of it identical with
the subject of the matrix-sentence. There are some cases, however, in which things
appear to be more complicated. The examples in which the logical subject is an un-
specified husan actor are obvious counter-examples. But see also the sentences (14):

14a Twee hond i s voldoende om te mak dat ni d meer naar binnen durft.
Two dogs is encugh to make that nobody dares to go inside.

14b *Twee honden ma a k t dat niemand meer naar binnen durft.
Two dogs makes that nobody dares to go inside.

Lack of agreement does not effect the grammaticalness of (14a), but it does make
(14b) ungrammatical. This is an argument that (14b) is not a part of the underlying
structure of (l14a). Perhaps there is some constructional resemblance between (14a)
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and (15), both the antecedent and the relative pronoun in (14a) being unspecified:

15 Twee honden is iets dat maakt dat niemand meer naar binnen durft.
Two dogs is something that makes that nobody dares to go inside.

In conclusion, it should be stated that there are a few reasons to admit that in
(13) some semantic properties of (1b) have been made explicit.There is also some
plausibility in the view that (13) exhibits some characteristics of the deep struc-
ture of (1b).

Arguments to support the above analysis must be derived in the first place from the
applicability of these analytic views to other sentences denoting a causal relation.
In my opinion this applicability is quite general. An illustration may be found in
the position of the concessive adverbials and clauses amidst the causal adverbials.
Concessivity is traditionally connected with causality. The Dutch grammarian Den
Hertog (1897, p.58) described concessive adverbials as ‘frustrated’ causes.Perhaps
this description can be stated more precisely. The adverbial in sentence (16a) will
always be interpreted as a concessive one. The same will usually be the case with
the adverbial in (17a):

16a Ondanks zijn woede bleef hij beleefd.
In spite of his anger he remained polite. :

17a In zijn woede bleef hij beleefd. 'U“'—"L\.k“\? VA uy«wb. VO-'M(DL \'\1 )
In his anger he remained polite. o el o

In both sentences there exists a concessive relation between the anger of the sub-
ject and his remaining polite. Like all concessive relations, these can be under-
stood as the negation of the causal relation between the two facts. Hence there
must be a causal relation underlying these concessive relations. In the case of
(16a) the sentences denoting this relation are (16b) and its paraphrase (16c):

16b Hij was zo woedend dat zijn woede maakte dat hij niet beleefd bleef.
He was so angry that his anger made that he did not remain polite.
16c Door zijn woede bleef hij niet beleefd.
By his anger he did not remain polite.

Sentence (16a) in its turn can be correctly paraphrased by (16d):

16d Hij was niet zo woedend dat zijn woede maakte dat hij niet beleefd bleef.
He was not so angry that his anger made that he did not remain polite.

In the same way (17a) can be paraphrased with (17b):

17b 2ijn woede was onvoldoende om te maken dat hij niet beleefd bleef.
His anger was not enough to make that he did not remain polite.

Department of Dutch Language and Literature
University of Utrecht

Notes

1 In much of the philosophical literature on this subject causality is related
to (physical) laws. Only once did I £ind a concept of causality which accords
with the above mentioned pecularities of sentences containing a causal doon-
adverbial, viz. in a passage cited by Ayer (1964, p.202-203) from an introduc-
tion to logic by H.B.W. Joseph:"...if a thing a under conditions c produces a
change x in a subject s, the way in which it acts must be regarded as a partial
expression of what it is. It could only act differently if it were different...
To assert a causal connexion between a and x implies that a acts as it does
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because it is vhu it is; because, in fact, it is a."

In p denoting a causal relation it is generally better
to use maken mn doen , en voon zongen , en toe feiden dat of veroonza-
ken. The last verdb is often found as the lexicalization of the abst:acc predi-

cate CAUSE that Lakoff(1968b) uses.

.
28
o
.
[ e [ 4 :
4
' . s
s S a 5 . i e . T ek
» .
*” . BV
KET I / .
Y~ P s 1E PR 28 o3
i " b
.
0
. ’ . 2} .
- . A - ‘ . L .
4 4 - e L
£ 53 1 b}
I el s F- ST A “ v 7
.~ - d NI AT ™ , e
- £ TS b 10 & ;4‘_ % T L, > _ e
16 |



PROPER NAMES - WHENCE, WHY, AND HOW?

Norval S.H. Smith

Recent work on the subject of proper names has not really contributed much to our
understanding of them as linguistic phenomena. Within linguistics, little has been
done other than note the possibilities of occurrence of these names. Thus, the most
recent study, that by Sloat(1969), demonstrated that, syntactically, oroper nouns
differ only from common nouns in that they have a zero-allomorph of the unstressed
definite article when singular and not preceded by a restrictive relative clause. He
claims also that proper names in such contexts as

1 the famous Grimm wrote the book
means the same as those in such contexts as
2 Grimm wrote the book

and thus that it is pointless to say that (GLimm is being used as a common noun in (1).
More has been done in this field by philosophers, but they have, it seems to me, at
least reduced the value of their work by putting unwarranted restrictions on the mean-
ing of the term ’‘proper name’; thus Searle(1969),p.165 criticizes Russell for doing
this, but he himself is guilty of the same offence. Starting his argument that proper
names have no meaning, he goes on to claim that names like the ‘Bank of England’ are
degenerate proper names (the paradigm examples being presumably names like
‘Alexander’, ‘Aristotle’, or 'Everest’). For him, then, proper names have no meaning,
they only refer. In his words, they ’function not as descriptions, but as pegs on
which to hang descriptions’(p.172). As an instantiation of this he states that if he
names his son ‘Martha’ he may mislead but he does not lie (because Mattha would not
be a description as such). However this remark is of little relevance to the gquestion
at issue since the act of naming (in the sense meant here) is a performative act. 'I
name you Martha’' (or some equivalent utterance) is no more capable of having its truth
denied than the act of questioning in 'Are you cold?’, or the act of saying in 'I’'m
going now'. These too are only capable of misleading (or of being unsuitable acts,
given the particular circumstances), and are not capable of being untrue.With regard
to the status of names like the 'Bank of England’, it is quite obvious that they have
a meaning. The fact that a name may be used such that its intrinsic meaning clashes
with some feature of the thing to which it refers, contradicts or is totally irrele-
vant to a ‘definite description’ of this thing, is completely irrelevant to whether
or not such a name has any intrinsic meaning or not. Thus the ’International Laxative
Corporation’ may in fact be an intra-national non-incorporated body dealing in oat
products. However, this does not detract from the fact that ’‘International Laxative
Corporation’ has a definite meaning. It is only by virtue of this fact that we are
able to utter such sentences as

3 I work for the International Laxative Corporation, but that’s a bit of a misnomer.

Here of course I am assuming that 'International Laxative Corporation’ is a genuine
proper name, This would probably be denied by philosophers. In fact, though, there

are several points supporting my position. First, our instinct as native speakers
tells us, whatever philosophers may say, that ’Seahouses’ is every bit as much a prop-
er name as 'London’, despite the fact that we can say what the first means while we
can’t do this with the second. Secondly, the reason why So many proper names have
non-transparent meanings within our culture is that we have a long tradition of liter-
acy and that we have had extensive cross-cultural contacts during this time. In many
societies the majority of proper names are easily interpretable by ‘naive’ speakers

of the language. Indeed, this may even be true with regard to some forms of English.

17



Thirdly, almost every proper name ever used has begun its history as a meaningful
proper name. This is rather obviocus but it suggests that it is not necessarily a
feature of proper names that they have no intrinsic meaning but rather the opposite,
Because this meaning may later be or become unclear for some group of users does not
affect its other linguistic features or its functional value.

I will now give some arquments for deriving proper names, within the context of a
generative semantic theory of language, from structures of the form:

//NP

where X is some general term: place, person, etc., and Y is the name itself, asso-
ciated perhaps with scme feature relating to the kind of context the name may appear
in. For perscnal names, John would be [+make], Mary [+female], for place names, Everest
would be [smountain], Amsterdam would be [scity], etc.l). Whether or not a given name
has an intrinsic meaning depends on whether or not what appears in Y is complex. Thus
the name ‘Red Wood' will have the structure:

Nv\ s
t{ place /
the place is called NP [+wood)
S
the vo; the wood is red

The features associated with Y would seem to be closely connected with what Searle
(1969,p.170) is talking about when he says that proper names have some loose logical
connection with the objects they refer to. ‘Some general term is analytically tied

to any proper name: Everest is a mountain, the Mississippi is a river, etc.(op. cit.
p.167). rding to Vendler(1967, p.38), however,this sort of knowledge belongs to
geography and not to linguistics. This seems to me to be questionable for two reasons.
Firstly, it {s extresely difficult to decide just where the boundary between linguis-
tically relevant and linguistically irrelevant knowledge lies. Secondly, I do feel,
however, that this sort of information is indeed relevant for a linguistic description.
We have to be able to rule out sentences like

4 "the Atlantic is steep

5 "Mount Everest breathes well

6 “The International Laxative Corporation is six feet deep
just as much as

7 “John ate beauty
8 “The white line is two inches deep

Such sentences are bad not because they portray inconceivable situations, but because

they break selectional restrictions. Thus (4) is bad because its underlying structure
(I will argue) has some resemblance to:
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steep P./

NP\
\ / s \
the place the place is called NP[+sea)

the Atlantic

and it breaks a restriction on the cooccurrence of the verb ‘steep’ and the feature(s)
[+sea], That other types of geographical knowledge are indeed irrelevant for a lin-

guistic description is rather easy to demonstrate, Thus, the city of Glasgow has some
million inhabitants, while the village of Muthill has some 1200. However, the sentence

9 Glasgow is smaller than Muthill

is perfectly acceptable. The fact that it is obviocusly untrue does not affect this
acceptability in the slightest.

The first syntactic argument that I wish to put forward is what I will refer to as the
'synonymy araument’. In my opinion as a native speaker of English, the following two
sentences are Synonymous:

10 last week I was at Coishavachan
11 last week I was at the place called Coishavachan

1£, as I have implied, it is indeed part of the meaning of Coishavachan that it is a
place (rather than a person, for example), then, working on the assumption that sen-
tences with the same meaning have the same ic repr: ation, it is logical to
assume that the sentence which makes this more explicit is closer to the underlying
structure than the other. At this juncture it might be objected that we do not say
things like

12 last week I was in the place called London

but only
13 last week I was in Londodn

However, a moment’s reflection should reassure us that the semantic information car-
ried by (12) is exactly the same as that contained in (13). The only difference is,
that we would use these sentences under different circumstances., We would use (12)
only if we were talking to someone who we did not think knew that London was a place
and who might therefore not even realize that we were using a proper name. At this
point it might be worthwhile looking again at proper names used with the definite
article. Thus Vendler, and philosophers in general, want to distinguish between sen-
tences like

14 the London in Canada is much smaller than the London in England

and sentences like (13) above. So that we can see that this difference of whether or
not a definite article is present is purely superficial, let us look at the following
two sentences:

15 last week I saw the woman
16 the woman in my life is less of a problem than the woman in yours
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If we now assume a context for (15) where some woman is of such great significance
that it is obvious who is being referred to when someone says ’...the woman...', thep
we can see that the parellelism between (13) and (14) on the one hand, and (15) and
(16) on the other, is complete. In (13) and (15), a place called London and a woman
are respectively being referred to whose identification is so obvious that mere men-
tion in a definite context is sufficient (the lack of an article with London is cer-
tainly a definite context. See Sloat(1969)). In (14) and (16) on the other hand, a
not so obviously identified place London and woman are respectively being compared
with some other such place London and woman.

The second syntactic argument that I want to present involves sentences of the type of

17 last week I was in Aberuthven, which is a 1 s o called Smidyhaugh(the spacing
of also indicates that the main stress falls here)

Consider some other sentences where 'also’ may also appear.

18 I kissed Mary and I a 1 s o hit Bill (identity of subject)
19 I hit Bill and Fred a 1 s o hit Bill (identity of predicate)
20 *I hit Bill and Fred a 1 s o hit Mary (identity of verb)

21  *I hit Bill and Fred a 1 s o nipped Bill (identity of object)

It is obvicus from these examples that certain conditions of identity must be met be-
fore ‘also’ can appear in a sentence. To see that these conditions also apply where
embedded sentences are involved, consider also

I saw the woman with the new hat who a 1 s o had a rather natty scarf

*I saw a woman, who a 1 s o was wearing a scarf

24 1 saw the man elected for Ince, who has a 1 s o been made a minister

1 saw a man loading fishboxes, who was a 1 s o smoking a pipe

'] saw the man, who was a 1 s o smoking a pipe

saw the man who was lying on the grass today and I think John once said that
he'd seen a horse that was a 1 s o lying on the grass

28 "I saw a man that didn’t like me and a horse that a 1 s o talked

29 I saw the man who had been injured, who had a 1 s o been covered in paint

~
~
-

The acceptable sentences are all ones where the elements compared by ‘also’ are either
relative clauses with the same antecedent, as in (29), or a relative clause and an
elesent transformationally derived from a relative clause such as a post-nominal modi-
fier, as in (24) (these two types have identity of subject), or two relative clauses
with the same predicate as in (27) (this type obviously has identity of predicate).
This suggests that in (17) the relative clauses must be being compared with another
sentence with at least either the same subject or the same predicate.

The third syntactic argument I have derives from the apparent existence of proper
nazes with two articles.

30  there’s a The Xnowes in this area

The most obvious explanation for this superficially strange fact is to assume that the
two articles derive from two different NP's, one of which has disappeared from the
sentence as it now stands. If we try to make use of the source I have suggested for
proper names, then we would have a deeper structure of the type of

3 there’s a place called The Knowes in this area

Apart from the fact that I have jumped the gun in one way, by spelling ’The’ with
capital letters (which is for me a matter of intuition), we can show that the ’The’
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here is in fact part of the proper name by means of the following examples.

32a  there’s a place called The Knowes in this area
b. there’s a place called Glasgow in this area
c there's a river called (the) Tay in this area3)
33a  it's the northern The Knowes I mean
b it’'s the northern Glasgow I mean
¢ it’s the northern Tay I mean
34a  there’'s a The Knowes in this area
b  there’'s a Glasgow in this area
c there’s a Tay in this area

where (32a,b,c) equal B4a,b,c) in meaning. Notice, however, that we do not have (35a)
parallel to (35b,c):

35a *the The Knowes in this area is the one I mean
b  the Glasgow in this area is the one I mean
¢ the Tay in this area is the one I mean?)

but instead
36 the Knowes in this area is the one I meanS)

However, the double definite article does appear to be possible in Dutch for at least
some speakers, as in

37 dat was de De Poel in Vlaanderen
that was the The Pool in Flanders

parallel to

38 dat was de Vlaamse De Poel
that was the Flemish The Pool

This would suggest that the impossibility of (35a) has no connection with the valid-
ity of my argument but is rather due to some constraint in English on ’...the the...’
sequences®) .

My fourth argument derives from the synonymy of the sentences:

39a I like the r e d car

b it's the r ed car I like CLEFT

¢ the one I like is the r e d car PSEUDO-CLEFT
d the car I like is the r e d car PSEUDO-CLEFT
e what I like is the r e d car PSEUDO-CLEFT

as against that of

40a I like the red c a r

b it's the red c ar I like CLEFT

c the one I like is the red car PSEUDO~CLEFT
d the thing I like is the red car PSEUDO-CLEFT
e what I like is the red car PSEUDO-CLEFT

Akmajian(1970) has argued for cleft sentences to be derived from pseudo-clefts like
(39%e) and (40e). These he wishes to dissociate from pseudo-clefts like (39¢c) or (40d)
because he finds differences of meaning in some cases. Thus he claims that (41) has a
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different meaning from (42).

41 the place where I found John was in the garden
42 where I found John was in the garden

He says that (41) means that 'a certain p lace is loc?ced in the garden’ (op.cit,
p.161), not ‘that J o h n was located in a certain place’. I agree that (41) can
have this meaning, but it alsc has the meaning of (42), i.e. it is ambiguous. Here,
at any rate, we do not have any such problems, as none of these sentences ((39)-(40))

seem to be ambiguous.

Postal(1971) has suggested that sentences with constrastive stress like

43 Charley cut himself

are derived from sentences like

44 the one who cut himself was Charley

.i.e. a pseudo-cleft sentence. Inasmuch as all these sentences (39) and all the sen-
tences (40) are synonymous (the sentences of (39) specifying the car that is liked,
and the sentences of (40) the thing that is liked) the pseudo-clefts (39c) or (39d)

and (40d) respectively would seem to be reasonable sources for them. The relevance of
all this is that we have

452 I like London

b it's London I like CLEFT

¢ the place I like is London PSEUDO-CLEFT
d what I likeis London PSEUDO-CLEFT
e “the thing I like is London PSEUDO-CLEFT
¢ ?theone I like is London PSEUDO-CLEFT

(45a-d), and (45f) if it is possible, are all synonymous (specifying the place that
is liked) while (45e) is not possible as it implies that London is a thing. Assuming
then that all the sentences of (39), (40) and (45) are derived from unreduced pseudo-
cleft sentences, we still have the choice of deriving them from pseudo-clefts of the
type of (39¢c), (40c), (45f) or from the type of (39d), (40d),(45c). The doubtful or
non-occurrence of some of the former type cannot give us much clue as this might be
due to context-sensitive conditions on a transformation deriving the second type from
them. However I will show that whatever the direction of the relationship between the
two types, it is necessary to assume the presencé of the element p 1l a ¢ e somewhere
in the complement of all the sentences of (45). Thus if (39d) is the source of all
the other sentences of (39), a condition of identity must exist between the two nouns
in the sentence before we can derive (39b) from it. This is necessary to prevent

46 the plane I like is the green jet
being transformed into
47 it’'s the green jet I like

which has a different meaning ({.e. itsthe jet I like is the green jet). If on the
other hand, (39¢) is the source of the other sentences, then (39d) will have to be
derived by copying the complement-noun ¢ a r onto the dummy element o n e deleting
it in the process. Thus in either case there will need to be an element p l a c e

in the complement of the sentence underlying the sentences of (45), either to satisfy
an identity condition or else to provide the source of the element p 1 a c e copled
onto the dummy element o n e . This need would, of course, be satisfied by our sug-
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gestion that at a deeper level ‘London’ has the representation ‘place called London’.

Having, I hope, given at least some strongly ggestive evid for a deeper struc-
ture of proper names of the type of ‘X that is called Y’, it remains to state what
additional transformations are required by our proposal. An early transformation,
PROPER-LABELLING, is required to label any definite’) NP in position Y as [proper).
This simplifies later reference to proper names. We get at least the following types
of name-construction:

place
48a village which is called Muthill
place
b village called Muthill
place
c village Muthill
d Muthill

e Muthill village

49a  river which is called Tay
river called Tay

river Tay

(the) Tay

the Tay river

o0

50a z:““ who is called Lachlan

person
b San called Lachlan
person
c an Lachlan
d Lachlan

e *Lachlan man®)

The occurrence of less general terms like v i 1 1 a g e in the examples of (48)
and m an in those of (50) can be explained as the result of an assimilatory rule
that attaches the features of Y to X2); thus

/NP\ /NP
il i ey
person the person is called Lachlan person the person is called Lachlan
fmale] [+male] [+male]

The reduction of the (a)-forms to the (b)-forms need not concern us as this will be
carried out by the already existing transformation of RELATIVE CLAUSE REDUCTION. An
optional transformation of CALLED DELETION is required to delete the element 'called’
when it occurs before proper noun phrases. A transformation of DEFINITE ARTICLE DELE-
TION is needed which will operate under the conditions specified by Sloat(1969) for
the non-appearance of the definite article with proper names. A transformation of X-
deletion is required to convert the (c)-forms into the (d)-forms. This will also oper-
ate in the environment before proper noun phrases. It has been pointed out to me that
the flipping that has taken place in the (e)-forms can be explained if we assume that
MODIFIER SHIFT optionally applies to the (c)-forms (H. van Riemsdijk, personal com-
munication).

The criticism of Vendler’s suggestion of this source 'X CALLED Y' for a sub-set of
proper names by Florijn(1971,p.112) and Searle’s(1969,p.170) undirected criticism
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of such suggestions on the grounds that it leads to an infinite regress, i.e. their
claim that to posit 'the river called the Thames' as the source (or meaning, respec-
tively) of the 'the Thames', is to imply that a surface occurrence of 'the river
called the Thames’ would have to have the source (or meaning, respectively) ‘the river
called the river called the Thames' seems to me not to hold water. The source (or
meaning) of both ‘the Thames' and 'the river called the Thames' is identical, i.e.
something close to the second. The difference lies in the fact that in one case an op-
tional transformation (or rather several) has applied, and in the other notl0),

So, to conclude, I have firstly tried to demonstrate that proper names may have mean-
ing, whether or not this meaning is apt, and further that all proper names have mean-
ing in the sense that Searle(1369,p.167) admits that they have ‘connotation’.I.e.
they all have features associated with them which are a) of a semantic nature, and b)
crucial for determining the possibilities of occurrence of the name-construction as

a whole!l), Secondly I have given a number of syntactic arguments, a) the ’ synonymy
arqument’ that eg. Coishavachan has the same meaning as the place called Coishavachan,
b) the ‘also arqument’ that the underlying structure of names is a sentence of a par-
ticular kind, c) the "double article argument’ sugyesting the deletion of some orig-
inally intervening element, and @) the 'pseudo-cleft argument’. Thirdly and lastly,

I have tentatively suggested some transformations whose existence is necessary to ex-
plain the various actually occurring proper name constructions.

Department of Linguistics
University of Amsterdan

Notes

la I will not attempt here to provide a deeper analysis of the ’is called’ relation-
ship.

b Obviously [+city] is an oversimplification.

¢ Vendler(1967,pd1,p.50) has suggested the same source but only for proper names
with articles, whereas I will argue that it holds for all proper names.

This sentence becomes grammatical if Fred and Mary are given contrastive stress.
The presence of the article is more normal, but its absence is also possible.

I feel that the definite article with Tay here is not part of the proper name.

I have no definite instincts about which the appears here with Knowes.

Compare Gross(1967) for a rather similar constraint in French. Also Perlmutter
(1971,p.34).

7 The corresponding structures with indefinite articles may be represented in such
constructions as 'This is a carburettor’; this might derive from a structure
'This is a thing called a carburettor’. A proper name parallel to ‘The Knowes'
1ike ‘A Den’ is quite inconceivable, of course.

8 However such constructions are possible with deictic words:’that Smith man’, ‘that
Glasgow place’, ‘that London dump’, etc.

9  This must be a pre-lexical rule,since person(+male)must be replaced by man by a
lexical rule.

10 Note that this is also of phonological relevance since the wood, ‘the South Wood'
has a different stress pattern from the town ‘Southwood’ and this must be fore-
cast from these features.

11 The reaction of people who are aware of the existence of London to sentences like
"the place called London’ that they are strange perhaps comes from the fact that
we normally, as a stage in the interpretation of common proper names, perform the
reverse of the transformations here: i{.e. London=the place called London. Then if
we actually hear the place called London’ we create a structure ‘the place called
the place called London’ which would account for the impression of strangeness.

W
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THE CYCLE IN DUTCH: ITS RELEVANCE TO THE THEORY OF GRAMMAR

Arnold Evers
Mac Huybregts

A An A-B-A Type of Argument

Introduction
In this section we try to construct an order paradox, which will demonstrate that

Dutch grammar contains cyclic transformations. E.q.

1 Jan werd gedwongen te protesteren.
John was forced to protest.

2 Jan protesteerde gedwongen te worden.
John protested against ltetng forced.

. Equi NP Deletion
In (1) the rules are applied in the order: Passive

Passive
in (2) the rules are applied in the order: Equi NP Deletion

An important transformation of Dutch and German syntax is Predicate Raising. A sen-
tence like (3) will show this:

3 Denk je dat Jan cognac besloot in te schenken?
Think you that John cognac decided to pour?
(=Do you think that John decided to pour cognac?)

The distribution in the surface string makes it obvious that the V-constituent of the
sentential object is moved out of the embedded S into the matrix S:

4

Equi NP Deletion Predicate Raising
Since there is no reason whatever to regard the remainder [cognac] as an S constituent,

we may assume that Predicate Raising causes S-pruning. This yields surface structure
(5):

5 NP/ Ip\. \v
Ja!l cognac V/ \V

besloot in te schenken
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We will prove that Equi NP Deletion, Predicate Raising and Reflexivization are eyelie
transformations by means of three partial orderings:

1 Equi NP Deletion 2 Predicate Raising 3 Reflexivization
Predicate Raising Reflexivization Equi NP Deletion

| The order Equi NP Deletion/predicate Raising
Our examples to prove this order are:

6 ...omdat Piet zichzelf wil zien inschenken
...because Piet wants to see himself pour

7 ...omdat Piet zichzelf wil proberen te zien
..because Piet wants to try to see himself

Corresponding deep structures are:
“ m7i\ e l\
Plet /I\ P:I:t /l\ wll
Plet/ zien Piet / Vroberen

Plet inschenken Piet zien

The application or non application of Equi NP Deletion depends on the governing verb.
E.g. 24en in (6a) blocks Equi NP Deletion of NPlwhereas proberen in (7a) triggers

Equi NP Deletion of NP', Since the notion of governing verb no longer makes sense if
all verbs are swept together into one constituent, it is obvious that Equi NP Deletion
sust precede Predicate Raising.

2 The order Predicate Raising/Reflexivization

Reflexivization is based on the identity of clausemates. Since Predicate Raising in-
volves the pruning of an S-label, secondary clausemates must also be taken into ac-
count. Reflexivization appears to apply to these new clausemates, i.e. Reflexivization
sust apply after Predicate Raising. E.g.:

8 Denk je dat Jan zichzelf cognac zag inschenken?
Do you think that John saw himself pour cognac?

9 _,—7|2\ lom,/m,/-s\\
Jan / | \uet Jan Jaln coqnac / \

11

l
Jan coqnac hnchenken zlet Lnschenkon

zichzelf

We suggest in these diagrams the derivation (9) > (10) — (11)
Predicate Raising Reflexivization

3 The order Reflexivization/Equi NP Deletion
It would needlessly complicate the statement of Reflexivization if Equi NP Deletion
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were to be applied first. In this case Reflexivization would follow from some con-
trolling NP, not necessarily the subject of the matrix clause. E.g.:

beloofde
12 Wim awong Jan te proberen zichzelf te onderhouden.
Bill provised John to try to support himself,

forced

If Reflexivization precedes Equi NP Deletion, it is dependent upon identity of clause-
mates only.

4 We may now demonstrate the order paradox (15) by means of (13) and (14):
13a Denk je dat Jan zichzelf cognac in probeert te schenken?
Do you think that John tries to pour cognac for himself?

14a Denk je dat Jan zichzelf cognac in kan zien schenken?
Do you think that John can see himself pour cognac?

i \vl . s T/ 3\ v
|
Jan /i\ proberen Jan / | \ kln

NP NP NP V T

13b s
/7

dat
NP

| | |
Jan Jan cognac inschenken / I \zien
Nr NP

Jan coqnac lnschenken

15 Reflexivization /in Sl /l)

Equi NP Deletion

Predicate Raising

Reflexivization

Equi NP Deletion
The cyclic character of these three transformations follows immediately from this
paradox. If not applied cyclically, none of these rules could either precede or fol-
low any of the others.
B The Cyclic Nature of Nuclear Stress
1 A cyclical pronominalization paradox
Assuming the existence of Predicate Raising, which in fact is a well-established rule
of Dutch grammar, it is possible to construct the following ordering paradox:

A Predicate Raising precedes Reflexivization
B Predicate Raising follows Reflexivization

The former ordering simply follows from

1 Paul ziet zichzelf Cointreau drinken.
paul sees himself drink Cointreau.
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The structure underlying (1) could be roughly characterized in terms of labelleg
bracketing as

1)
2 [sl paul [sz Paul, Cointreau drinkt 152 ziet ]sl

Not until Predicate Raising has applied on the second cycle, i.e. in sl, can s, be
pruned. The pruning of the S, node results in Paul; and Paul; sharing "all clause-
memberships: this is a necessary condition for the applicability of Reflexivizatjop
on Pauly (of course, Paul; and Paul, are taken to be co-referential).

The second rule ordering can be inferred from a slightly more complex argument. In
order to make this clear let us first turn to (3):

3 Paul leert Karel op zichzelf toasten.
Paul teaches Charles to toast to his own health.

only if Karel and zichzelf are taken to be co-referential will (3) receive a natural
interpretation. The grammaticality of (3) is uniquely explained in terms of the ap-
plicability of Reflexivization in the embedded sentence, cf.

4 [sl Paul Karelj [sz It.u'elj op l(arelj toast ]s2 leert ]sl

After Reflexivization has applied on the first cycle, Equi NP Deletion and Predicate
Raising will apply on the next cycle. Subsequently, a few less important transforma-
tions apply (e.g. Verb Placement) to yield (3) ultimately. So far so good. The oblig-
atory non-coreferentiality of Paul and zichzelf, however, causes considerable trouble.
Assuming the first rule ordering, which we have shown to be necessary in order to ac-
count for (1), there is no principled way to block Reflexivization on the second cy-
cle of (5):

5 ('l Paul,  Karel, [s2 Karel, op Paul, toast ]sz leert ]sl

On the first cycle, i.e. in S;, nothing happens that is crucial to our argument; on
the next cycle, e.i. in Sy, Equi NP Deletion and Predicate Raising apply. Consequent-
ly, the S; node will be pruned. Finally, Reflexivization applies since Paul; and Paul?
have become clausemates due to S; pruning. The sentence ultimately derived will be un-
grazmmatical (6):

6 “l’a\xlj leert Karel op ztchzelf:i toasten.

It is only by requiring that Reflexivization precede Predicate Raising that the {ll-
formed sentence (6) can be blocked. Summarizing, it should be clear that we have con-
structed an ordering paradox that can not be solved in terms of a cyclical principle
of rule application since Predicate Raising must both follow and precede Reflexiviza-
tion within the same cycle . This result causes serious troubles
to any theory of grammar aiming at a principled explanation of the empirical data (1),
(3), and (6) in terms of the combinatory power of Predicate Raising and Reflexiviza-
tion.Both of these cyclical transformations seem to be well motivated in transforma-
tional studies of Dutch. It will turn out in section 3 that the solution to this cy-
clical ordering paradox consists in abandoning all transformational rules of proncmi-
nalization. That it {s in fact necessary to do so, will become clear from the kind of
evidence that stress behaviour in complex sentences brings to bear on the choice be-
tween competing theories.

2 Stress
2.1 word stress and nuclear stress
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The phonological component of Dutch contains stress rules that apply cyclically:
within the phonological cycle of Dutch grammar there are at least two rules that are
relevant to our argqument, viz. the Word Stress Rule (WSR) and the Nuclear Stress Rule
(NSR) . WSR accounts for the placement of stress within words, NSR accounts for the
assignment of stress tolarger constituents. Within the phonological cycle NSR follows
WSR. WSR applies cyclically within words and NSR does so beyond the level of the word.
In order to account for s%ress placement for lexixal items of Dutch we can formulate
WSR in the following way: )

7 [+sy1l] —— 1 stress/—c G::Z:ll] CL) [[::Z:;l] cj)

This rule is an abbreviation of a sequence of three rules that are disjunctively or-
dered with respect to each other. Together with a less important rule that reduces
non-primary stresses within words, (7) assigns stress to lexical items such as:

lyml)psis, hbyrlnt, mérathon, mtlmnu:, \miv%rsum, cffgkt, vles, engmltélt.

idgglls:, ptgdik}mt, gngsug, modgtnime, néslin.

In phonological strings beyond the level of the word, NSR assigns primary stress to
the rightmost primary-stressed vowel immediately preceding the verb if it has at
least one more primary-stressed vowel to its left in the string under consideration
at that point in the cycle; in all other cases the verb receives primary stress. All
this can be inferred in a straightforward way from data like the following:

8 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht een ukéurtje drinkt.
Peter believes that Gilbert drinks liqueur.

9 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht het drinkt.
Peter believes that Gilbert drinks it.

10 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht dr}.nkt.
Peter believes that Gilbert drinks.

To explain the stress distribution in (8)-(10) we propose the following simplified
compact statement of NSR:3)

(+syl1l ] fr——=21

[1 stress] ¥ [1 stress] 2 V)

11 lesyl1)]—— [ stress%(
condition: Z does not contain [1 stress]

Once again, NSR (11) is a rule scheme comprising two disjunctively ordered rules.
Whenever (7) and (11) apply to assign primary stress to a certain vowel it will be

the case that all other stresses in the string under consideration are reduced by

one degree by virtue of a general convention. As stated above, NSR must be ordered
after WSR in the cycle since sentence stress is dependent on lexical information and
syntactic constituent structure. In this way, the phonological cycle simply gives for-
mal expression of the fact that the stress distribution in complex forms is a compo-
sitional function of the stresses of the constituent parts and their syntactic rela-
tions.

2,2 The interaction of syntactic transformations and nuclear stress

It is a fact crying out for explanation that the stress patterns of simple Dutch sen-
tences are reflected in the stress patterns of syntactically more complex structures
that contain these kernel sentences as embedded constituent structures:
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12 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht ukéur probeert te leren drinken.
peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn to drink liqueur.

13 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht probeert 11kéur te leren drinken.
Peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn to drink liqueur.

14  Ppieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht probeert te leren nkéur te drinken.
Peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn to drink liqueur.

15  Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht (het) probeert te leren drlnken.
Peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn to drink (it)

16  Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht probeert (het) te leren dxlnken.
Peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn to drink (it).

17 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht probeert te leren (het) te drlnken.
peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn to drink (it).

It can be easily demonstrated that NSR can not apply at surface structure level al-
though on the basis of the above sentences one could be inclined to conclude that the
v of the Nuclear Stress Rule (11) should be read A-over-A, and that consequently the
correct results would obtain from the application of NSR (11) at the level of surface
structure (as has been generally assumed so far)4). we will use (18) and (19) to
prove the claim that the linguistically most significant formulation of NSR implies
that NSR must apply in the transformational cycle:

18  Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht likéuz leert drinken.
Peter believes that Gilbert learns to drink liqueur.

19 Pieter gelooft dat Gijsbrecht Magdalena leert dtlnken.
Peter believes that Gilbert teaches Maud to drink.

These sentences have identical derived structures, but their stress contours are
sharply distinct: they illustrate clearly enough that NSR not just assigns primary
stress to a rightmost NP immediately preceding the most inclusive V constituent, but
carefully selects the primary stress of the rightmost NP immediately preceding the
verb at deep structure level . However, this sort of syntactic
information is no longer present at the level of intermediately derived or surface
structure. Consequently, not only do sentences like (18) and (19) prove conclusively
that NSR must be ordered within the transformational cycle, but, more importantly,
that NSR must be ordered before Predicate Raising. The crucial sentence will settle
this point beyond any reasonable doubt; it has different interpretations according
to the different stress patterns that go with it:

20 (Pieter gelooft) dat Gijsbrecht Benedictine probeert te leren drinken.
(Peter believes)that Gilbert tries to learn to drink Benedictine.
(Peter believes)that Gilbert tries to teach Benedicta to drink.

Sentence (20) is two way ambiguous depending on which constituent has been assigned
primary stress:

i if the nuclear stress is on duinken, the meaning of (20) can be paraphrased
roughly as 'Peter believes that Gilbert tries to teach Benedicta how to drink’.

14 if the nuclear stress is on Benedictine, however, (20) is paraphraseable as
‘Peter believes that Gilbert tries to learn how to drink Benedictine’.

If NSR is ordered before Predicate Raising within the transformatonal cycle, cyclical
application of (11) will correctly assign stress contours 2 3 2 31 and 21234
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to (20), depending on its interpretation (i.e. its underlying structure):
dat Gijsbrecht Benedictine probeert te leren drinken.

[sGLjsbxechf. [scxjsbxecht Benedictine lsunedictino drtnkt]sleerc]spzobeert]s

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 WSR
2 1 NSR,case (ii)
] Equi NP Del.
2 2 1 2 NSR,case (1)
2 i
[ 1&ert drinken] Pred. R.
v v
"] Equi NP Del.
2 3 3 1 2 NSR, case (i)

[vprobgezt (vt:e lgren drlnken]vlv Pred. R.

...ijsbrecht Benediccine pxobge:t te lgren drlnken.

szsbtecht probgert Benedictine te léren drinken. (last-cyclic Verb Placement
in root sentences).

dat Gijsbrecht Benedictine prob t te leren drinken.

['Gijsbzecht [Scijsbrecht [scijshrecht Benedictine drinkt] sleett] spxobeenl 5

1 1 1 1 1 1 1 WSR
2 1 2 NSR,case (i)
[} > Equi NP Del.
2 1 3 2 NSR,case (i)

2 1
[vlecrt dar nken]v Pred. R.

¢ Equi NP Del.
2 1 3 4 2 NSR,case (i)

Llpzobgert [vcc leZen dxil‘\ken]v]v Pred. K.

...szubrecht Benedictlne probgort te lgron drinken.

2
ijobrccht probeert Benedictlno te 12ren dztnken. (last-cyclic Verb Placement
in root sentences).

3 Implications
The data discussed above and the conclusions derived from them are highly interesting
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in a number of ways. In this section some of the most outstanding implications fo
the theory of grammar will be summarized:

a The Generative Semantics Hypothesis is refuted. This simply follows from ry),
ordering: Generative Semantics exists byvirtue of post-transformaticnal lexiey
insertion. More specifically, lexical material need not, or even more crucialy,
can not, be inserted into tree structures until some node collecting transfory.
tions like Predicate Raising have applied to create new constituents that are,,
be lexicalized later on in the derivation. However, we have seen that according
to the Phonological Cycle NSR follows WSR (since it must be capable of referry,
to lexical material), and consequently is applicable only after lexical inser.
processes. But this contradicts the previously established rule ordering Equf
Deletion —> NSR — Predicate Raising, which is necessary on independent
grounds.

b Nuclear stress partly depends on previously assigned word stress in agreement
with the phonological cycle, and thus refers to lexical material. This means,
however, that pronouns must be inserted into deep structure for otherwise it
will be impossible to account for the systematic difference that exists betwee
(12), (13), and (14) on the one side and (15), (16), and (17) on the other side
in a non-ad hoc way.

c If pronouns are inserted at deep structure level already, it will be a necessary
corollary to (b) that interpretive rules must be formulated to account for cblig-
atory and optional co-reference assignments. The cyclical ordering_paradox will
be solved only if we let these interpretive rules apply cycl icallys : the sesan-
tic rule of reflexive interpretation will then be ordered after Predicate Raisuy
in the cycle. We have shown then that stress rules demand that pronouns be pres-
ent at deep structure level, and that they a fortiori require the postulation of
interpretive rules applicable to derived structures. The reflexivization paradox
of section 1 lends independent support to this conclusion.

d Conversely, since the stress contours of the deepmost embedded structures are
persistent throughout syntactic derivations, the stress distributions of surface
structures may very well pave the way to a better approximation of challenging
and long-standing problems of syntax such as the order of deep structure constit
uents (i.e. VSO, SVO, or SOV), the underlying representation of passive struc-
tures and schifnen-sentences, etc.

Department of Linguistics
University of Utrecht

Notes

1 It is assumed in this paper that Dutch has underlying SOV order. Nothing that
is crucial to our argument hinges on this assumption.

2 Notice that (7) looks very much like Chomsky and Halle’s main stress rule of
English(cf. Chomsky & Halle(1968),p.83,(53), for example); WSR (7) gives formal
expression of the fact that stress placement within words is governed by a weak
cluster principle. Stress placement in lexical items such as fexikon, nadio,
aroma, veranda, diabolo, etc. will be accounted for by the joint operation of th
Word Stress Rule and a Tensing Rule. However, it would be beyond the scope of
this paper to discuss the details of stress assignment to these items.

3 Notice that this statement of NSR presupposes verb final position at the point
of the derivation where it is applicable (V in (11) denotes the verb). It is
argued in section 2.2 that NSR is included in the transformational cycle.
Since Verb Placement is a last-cyclical rule, (11) correctly predicts the fol-
lowing contrasts:
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x Pieter denkt dat Gijsbrecht bler drinkt.
Peter thinks that Gilbert drinks beer.

x' Gijsbrecht drinkt blet.
Gilbert drinks beer.

y Pieter denkt dat Gijsbrecht het cl»drlnkt.
Peter thinks that Gilbert drinks it up.

y' Gijsbrecht drinkt het Ap.
Gilbert drinks it up.

If Dutch turns out to be SVO, (11) can be simplified by deleting the contextual
substring enclosed within parentheses from the formulation of NSR;an underlying
VSO order, however, is not compatible with the linguistically most significant
formulation of nuclear stress. Finally, it will be clear that (11) in its pres-
ent form is unduly simplified since it can not for t like hif
doet het (he does it). However, not to complicate things further, we will let
the matter rest.

Cf. Bresnan(1971) for a similar argument to the effect that NSR should be in-
cluded in the transformational cycle of English. However, her argument crucially
hinges on Question Formation and Relativization being cyclical rules: a position

for which she offers an A-B-A type of arqument that would seem to be questionable.

See Jackendoff (1969, chapters II and III) for an interpretive theory of pronouns
and reflexives.
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o ie ARTICLE®

F. Ch. van Gestel

Previcus to the publication of Perlmutter’s article ‘on the Article in English’, thero
were two main proposals in transformational generative grammar to account for the gres
ence or absence of articles in sentences. The first one tnvolves rewriting rules thar

. preduce an article constituent. Depending on the N involved - in languages which show
gender differences in determiner words - one of the article formatives is attached
under thig label. In Dutch either the form de or hel is used in singular definite Np's
degending on the non-neuter or neuter character of N, and only de when the NP is plura=
(the in all three cases in English); in indefinite NP’s €@/ appears in the case of
singular countable nouns, where English uses @ or @a; all other indefinite NP's have
no overt article in Dutch; in most publications this is regarded as an article withs:
phenclogical vepresentation. Apart from this proposal, which is with some variations
the view expressed in Chomsky(1965), Postal (1969) suggested another way of accounting
for articles. He proposed to represent the article on the level of deep structure by
a cluster of features, connected with the other characteristics of the Kernel N ina
NP. At a late stage of the derivational process such a cluster of features is to be
soparated from the matrix by a segmentalization rule and subsequently ‘spelled’ as one
of the article forms. In spite of the differences in derivational history these two
analyses have in common that articles are already present in the underlying steucture
as distd 1 3 , in this prion, the definite and the indefinite
articles have the same status. In opposition to the two points of view sketched adove,
Perlmutrer proposes a fundamentally different description: the article is reduced to
a property of surface structures. Only on this level does he accept the €qulvalence
of the definite ond the indefinite articles, The most remarkable characteristic of his
analysis is that in his opinion the deep structure representation of the indefinite
article is identical with the numeral On2(in the Dutch examples referred to hereafter
as éen (lein])). The justification for this proposal is found in the obvicus agreemant
in distribution of the nuseral one (€€n) and the indefinite article a/an(in the Dutch
cxanples een((on])). Perlmutter presents ample ovidence. The following sentences may
serve as indicational examples.

English Dutch

114 five seventh vijf zevende
i1 one seventh &6n 2evende
i4 a seventh een zevende

2 4 “three blood *darie bloed
44 *onc blood Yé6n bloed
114 "a blocd *een bloed

On the basis of thege and other observations, which show that d(een) is found where
a nuzeral can appear and is impossible in those cases in which a numexal cannot be
used,we can stote e generslizing simplification, because now it is no longer necessary
to describe the characteristics of the arricle in the base of the grammar.

The examples (1)44 and 111 illustrate that the (surface) difference between o:a.::v
and @/an (ewn) is due to accentuation. Perlmutter In fact assumes a rule which cblig-
atary changes One to an or d (before consonants) in the phonological component of the
grammar, when Ong is unstressed. The change referred to does not appear to be possible
in Dutch in all cases, however!!. The phonological aspect of this question is left out
©of congideration here. FPerlautter proposes ancther change, which is hardly less notable:
the way in which the definite article is introduced. He does not regard definiteness as
@ property of deep structures, but takes it to be the result of the transformational
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process of definitization. In the examples he mentions, however, (compare (3) below)
definitization cannot be regarded as the substitution of the indefinite numeral/article
by the definite article. On the contrary, the rule introduces fhe immediately on the
left of the indefinite element. It is not at all clear how the definite article is in-
troduced here and how it is hicrarchically related to the NP concerned. From his re-
markts about the antecedents of relative clauses, however, 1 conclude that Perlmutter
suggests an addition rule. In the previous section distributive phenomena seenmed to
JUSTify the conclusion that numerals and the indefinite article are to be put on a
level. The following examples seem to contradict this.

34 Marcel heeft de drie boeken gekoche.
Marcel bought the three books.
11 “Marcel heeft het een boek gekocht.2)
Marcel Dought the one book.
111 "Marcel hecft het cen koek gekocht.
Marcel bought the a book.

The procedure placing the definite article in front of the numeral in the case of defi-
nitization, gives a grammatical result in (3)4, but causes unexpected complications

in (3)i4 and (3)ii4: both €én end een ceuse ungrammaticality. This certainly emphasizes
their equivalence once again, but it suggests at the same time the existence of a rule
vhich deletos één/one or een/an/a when a definite element is present on the left, in
the derivational structure of the NP involved. Such a rule, which has to cancel the un-
desirable result of the proposed way of definitization, is an ad hoc solution, but.I
accept it for the moment.

1 The detinite article.

1 generally agree with Perlmutter’s view on the article. The following remarks are
meant a3 additions, for in my opinion he does not touch upon some interesting problems.
One such problem is that he discusses the indefinite article in detail, but does not
answer the question as to the origin of the definite one. I do not want to pay all
that much attention to the definite article in this paper, but [ cannot disregard it
altogether. I assume the definite article to be related to the demonstrative pronoun,
vhich is not a historicel liaguistic remark, but refers to its grammatical derivacion.
One considoration in favour of this line of thought is that the phenomena illustrated
by sentences (1) remain the same when de¢ is replaced by die3).Independent evidence for
the in datstr of the ive and the definite article in Dutch
is also formed by the fact that in both cases the form to be chosen depends on the
gender of the following singular noun, while this is not the case when the noun is
plural:

4 1 het/dat bruine paard
the/that brown horse
il de/die lange tafel
the/that long table
s 4 de/die bruine paarden

the/those brown horses
1L de/die lange tafels
the/those long tables

1 propose to account for the appearance of the dofinite icle not by i g de
or hel transformationally, but by introducing the corresponding demonstrative wﬂgosa
instead. No other provisions will be necessary to settle for the definite article, ex-
cept for a, presumably phonological, reduction rule of the type assumed by Perlmutter
for weakening one(één) to an/a(een). This addition to Pexrlmutter’'s proposal seems

to imply a generalization: not only is the definite article also reduced to a phenom-

enon in the phonetic of but at the same time we achieve the
result that the distinction between the definite and the indefinite article can bo
traced back to the dif the 1 One(één) and the two demonstrative

pronouns mentioned. It follows that in this description definitization will have to be
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formulated as a kind of proncminalization. By making some demonstrative pronouns un-
derly the definite article, its appearance comes to depend on the same conditions as
those which hold for the introduction of these pronouns. Although many questions about
pronozinalization still resain to be answered, the process at any rate takes place
when the second of two NP's with referential identity is not repeated, but is replaced
by a pronoun. The possibility of replacement depends on information provided by the
situation or the context, in the latter case within as well as beyond the boundaries
of the seatence concerned. That we should think of a procedure of replacement is ob-
vious, when we look at the occurrence of third person personal pronouns and demonstra-
tive pronouns without a following noun: they may be regarded as substitutes for NP's,
There is a problez, however, when we try to determine which NP of the underlying struc-
ture has to be replaced when an attributive demonstrative - or the article derived from
it - turns up in surface structure. I shall subsequently try to make clear that a des-
cription of the structure of NP‘s in which such an underlying NP can be accounted

for, is possible.

2 Two proble=s.

The two resarks to be made now are more fundamental. In the first place I would like
to point out that Perlmutter has not restricted his analysis to the indefinite article
and to some phencmena concerning the definite one; he also mentions so-called generic
sentences in a very extensive footnote and suggests that there is reason to believe
that in sentences of the type

6 i Een paard eet graag hooi.
A horse likes to eat hay.

a special role is played by any and one. However, it seems very difficult to indicate
any kind of solution for the types

6 ii Paarden zijn viervoeters.
Borses are quadrupeds.
{i{  Het paard dreigt uit te sterven.
The horse threatens to die out.

/One might now ask whether these difficulties do not indicate that we must look for
another kind of specification of the noun, by means of which all kinds of use, in-
cluding generic sentences, may be accounted for. In the second place I should like
to know what we are talking about when we speak about indefiniteness. Perlmutter con-
cludes that the so-called indefinite article an/a (een) is apparently no special in-
dicator of indefiniteness: he observes, completely correctly in my opinion, that, for
instance, one mouse and fwelfve mice are alike in indefiniteness; perhaps there is
something more to say about this.

3 Indefiniteness

3.1 Azong the nuserals an exceptional case is formed by one/één, as is indicated by
the sentences (3). Let us try to trace what is so peculiar about the function of this
single nuseral, when it does not represent indefiniteness. I assert that $¢n - and
consequently e¢n also - functions as "singularizator’, which is restricted to nouns
that also appear in the plunl". The singular of such nouns appears only after één/
een: in all other cases, viz, after all other numerals, including zero, or even when
no nuzher is mentioned, the form of the noun is plural. A new question immediately
arises now: is the singular number not marked well enough by the singular form of the
noun? As far as nouns of this type are concerned, the conclusion must be that this is
indeed not the case, that is to say, in languages like Dutch. When we compare the plu-
ral type noun to nouns like haat(hate) and zilven (silver), which we generally charac-
terize as non-countable and in combination with which the determiner een cannot be
used, it seems to be necessary to consider the singularizator een with countable nouns
as an extra indicator of the singular. One could even wonder whether the term singular,
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in the strictest sense of the word, is appropriate for nouns such as haat and z{fvexr,
as they are never combined with any singularizator, In my opinion a possible conse-
quence of this line of thought is, that the plural is to be considered a more funda-
mental characteristic of countable nouns, becuase a special process of singularization
is needed to produce singular NP's. C quently I prop the following grammatjcal
derivation: een muis (@ mouse) is derived with een from a basis element muds that is
specified - semantically at any rate - as something plural. This suggestion dces not
imply that a lexical element thus specified must be plural in its underlying lexical
form. We are accustomed to a lexical representation of nouns in which, semantically
too, singular is the central notion: terms such as countable and non-countable point
in that direction(from my point of view these two words could not be used any more).
This preference for singular can be explained by the fact that in some way, very much
taken for granted, the plural f o r m can be derived from the singular underlying
lexical form by affixation in an apparently very natural way. As far as the form is
concerned, I think it is acceptable to do so, but there is no general or particular
reason why morphological considerations would have to turn the balance. I shall pre-
sent some evidence below suggesting that we are right in choosing a ‘plural content’
as a starting-point for the lexical representation of the kind of nouns which show a
singular as well as a plural form.

3.2 So far we have not touched upon the question of whether our observation concerning
the so-called countable nouns is in any way relevant for a description of those nouns
of which no plural form occurs and which are consequently never accompanied by the
numeral één or the article een>). It is known that there is some relationship between
plurals such as knikkens (manbfes) and boeken (books) on the one hand, and 'singular’
forms such as angst (fright) and vatfer(water) on the other. I see no evidence for the
supposition that these two ph are ially the same. To illustrate this as-
sumption I mention the following examples:

7 i een partij tabak
a parcel o f tobacco
ii een partij asbakken
a parcel o f ashtrays
8 Bob handelt in tabak en asbakken.

Bob deals in tobacco and ashtrays.

The possibilities of syntactic use of fabak and asbakken are, as (7)-(8) show, very
much the same; This kind of singular and the plural can both be used as the second

noun in the (Dutch) combination noun-plus-noun, whereas English uses an 0f-formula;
both can very easily be coordinated, which emphasizes their equivalence, and in the
last place they correspond completely in both having an article which is phonologically
zero, when indefinite.

3.3 In linguistic publicaticns, whatever their historical background, one is regular-
ly confronted with paraphrases and semantic descriptions which can be interpreted in
such a way that the nouns concerned have the function of - let us put it informally -
the 'names of sets’ of things®), more or less used as the logical notion?). The gram-
matical account of so-called countable nouns corresponds to the notion ’‘set’ in a na-
tural way. I propose to describe this type of nouns i{n the lexicon as follows: the
(underlying) phonological form is the singular form, not only because of the predic-
table affixation of the plural suffix, but particularly because of the essential point
that this singular form is the name of o n e set of elements, seen as a totality.
The property described until now as [+Count] will now be expressed in the right way
by the feature [+indiv. set], which means ’‘set of individual elements, each of which
has the same properties’. The ‘+’ of this new feature indicates the most essential
difference with the non-countable types of noun, mass terms and abstract terms. In my
opinion, these can be characterized with [ -indiv. set). Perhaps it does not seem very
plausible to use the notion ‘set’ as a characteristic for zilver, wafer, angst. Being
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a set is a matter of convention, however. In other words: we are used to the idea
that stoel(chait) refers to a lot of separate objects. The only difference with the
teot' water isthat the quantities of which it can be thought to consist, are
not distinguished in advance, but may be isolated in a more arbitrary way.

4 Generic sentences.
Now consider the subject-NP's in the following sentences:

914 De kangoeroe dreigt uit te sterven,
The kangaroo threatens to die out.
i1 (Bet) ijzer is een element van de achtste groep in het periodiek systeem,
{The) iron is an elesent of the eighth group in the periodical (chemical)
systes.

The sentences (9) are general truths with regard to the unique phenomena kangoeroe

and {j2er. These statements are appropriate only for the species, the genus, the sort
as 2 vhole. In Dutch grammar the term 'soortnaam’ (’name of the sort’) is justifiably
used for the nouns in this kind of Np's8). The basic form as meant above in section

3.3 shows up in the most pure way in (9)ii. It is not even necessary to use the arti-
cle (het in this case) to maintain the general character of the sentence, but it is

inpossible to leave it out in (9)i. I would like to call attention to the fact that ir
the case of (9)i where a [ +indiv. set] noun is used, it is impossible to have a plural
{f it is to be interpreted as a general truth. More important, the article used cannct
be characterized as definite, because it cannot be replaced by the demonstrative pro-
noun to which it would be related. In accordance with the ’genus’-indicating character
of this kind of NP's, I reserved the qualification ‘generic’ (’generiek’ in Dutch) for
this article, to differentiate it from the use of the article that is called ‘categor-
181" (see secticn 5)10). Without any further comment I now suggest that this generic

article is created by scme kind of segmentalization rule, the scheme of which is given
in (10):

10 NP NP
| / \
N —)  de N
¢ |
|kangcerce kangoeroe
+indiv.se
de-gender
L’genexlc

The last feature may be attributed on the basis of the character of the predicate.

S Categorial NP's

I will now give examples of statements about a 1 1 members of a set at the same
tine - and not about the set as a whole -:

14 Paarden zijn viervoeters.

Horses are quadrupeds.
i Een paard {s een viervoeter,

A horse {s a quadruped.

For the sake of comparison I also mention the possible generic variant:

11 415 Bet paard is een viervoeter.
The horse is a quadruped.

This seeas to contradict my previous statement that a sentence like (11)iii has no in-
definite counterpart, other things being equal. My opinion still is that the distinc-
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tion between generic and categorial is correct, as is indicated by

12 4 *paarden zijn een van de viervoeters.
Horses are one of the quadrupeds.
ii Een paard is een van de viervoeters.

A horse is one of the quadrupeds.
iii Het paard i{s een van de viervoeters.
The horse L5 one of the quadrupeds.

The grammaticality of (12)1ii is explained by the fact that the predicate used in all
three sentences can only be used correctly in combination with a generic NP as subject,
not with categorial ones. The same difference appears when we look at 4f ... then des-
criptions like (13):

131 Als iets een paard is, dan.is het ook een viervoeter.
If something is a horse, then it is a quadruped too.
i1 Als ietsen paarden zijn, dan zijn het ook viervoeters.

If things are horses, then they are quadrupeds too.
141 *Als fets het paard is, dan is het ook een viervoeter.
If something is the horse, then it is a quadruped too.

We can say that categorial statements function as implications, but generic statements
do not!!), 1 can only speculate about the underlying structure of categorial statements
although I should like to suggest that further investigation will profit from an explo-
ration of implicational structures. It is after all mysterious why there are two ways
of expressing categorial assertions, or is there any difference in meaning between the
singular and plural sentences (11)i and (11)ii? I wish to draw attention to the fact
that in such implicational paraphrases as (13)i and (13)ii the predicate noun in both
the {f- and the then-sentences takes an indefinite article; the definite article would
make these sentences ungrammatical. Perhaps this explains why the indefinite article

is also used in categorial NP's. It may be the case, as Perlmutter suggests, that any
plays a role and it is also possible that all has a function in the analysis of this
type of sentences, at least in the plural sentence (11)i, where alle (all) might have
been the first word of the sentence. In Dutch al de might have been used instead of
afle. The last form is in my opinion a fusion of the two elements of the first one,

and not a kind of declination. Whatever an analysis of categorial statements will look
like, it is clear that, given a lexical representation of nouns as the names of sets

of things, and taking into consideration that categories can be described as sets as
well, the proposal I formulated is not opposed to the character of these statements.

6 Quantity.
On the basis of my supposition - I assume the existence of two distinct kinds of sets -
it is clear why in

14 Marian heeft gisteren boeken besteld.
Marjan ordered books yesterday.

it is quite natural to add a numeral, say 800, in order to mention two individual mem-
bers, which cannot be identified, from the set which is labelled with the name boek
(book) in (14)!2), n

15 Karel heeft gisteren tabak gekocht.

Charles bought tobacco yesterday.
such an addition is impossible, if the meaning of the sentence is not to be chang.d.l”
Nevertheless, both in (14) and (15) the speaker is talking about elements and parts
of the set boek and the set fabak respectively, in spite of the lack of observable in-
dications in these surface structure forms. Following tradition I shall speak of a par.
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titive relation. In order to set up a more or less informal description of such a re.
lation - in which I leave out of consideration the problems connected with so-calleq
abstract nouns - I shall make use of a semantic-syntactic element QUANTITY.I am not
very sure about the theoretical status of such elements; but the interpretation of
the sentences (14) and (15) is completely parallel with

16 Marian heeft gisteren een hoeveelheid/hoeveelheden boeken besteld.
Marian ordered a quantity/quantities of tooks yesterday.
17 Xarel heeft gisteren een hoeveelheid/hoeveelheden tabak gekocht.

Charles bought a quantity/quantities of tobacco yesterday.

Bere I see at least an important indication in favour of such an underlying structure
elezent, I am supported by Klooster(1972), who also operates with the element ’quantj.
ty’, although he does not connect an abstract constituent of that name with the repre.
gentation of articles. It is relevant here to note that he also points at a partitive
relation in a global way.I shall now present scme sentences which show the partitive
relation. Note that in English the use of 0 is not the same as the use of van in
Dutch:

184 Jan at kaas.
John ate cheese.
ii Jan at een stuk kaas.
John ate a piece of cheese.
il Jan at van de kaas.
John ate of the cheese.
194 Jan bracht boeken mee.
John brought books with him.
i1 Jan bracht een stapel boeken mee.
John brought a pile of books with him.
il Jan bracht een (twee, etc.) van de boeken mee.

John brought one (two, etc.) of the books with him.

In Dutch the only case in which partitivity is expressed in surface structure (by van)
is in the expression of the relation of some indication of quantity and one or more
pexbers ((19)44i) or an undetermined part ((18)iii) of a set which is determined in
some way, as is shown by the definite article. As far as I can see, there seems to be
no reason why we should not suppose a partitive relation in the i- and ii-sentences of
(18) and (19). The English examples with 0f support this solution. I represent the
structures of indefinite NP's such as boeken and fabak in the following diagrams:

20 /m’1 21 /"Pl\

'i’o

NP, s
\ |0 / m
QUANT  QUANT ‘is part of’boek QUANT  QUANT ‘s part of’

[+indiv.set] [-indiv.set]

(Note that ‘is part of’ is a rather arbitrary concrete form for what is perhaps a sin-
gle abstract predicate), In the preceding pages (sections 3.2 and 3.3) I have stressed
the fact that a plural form without an article like boeken and a singular form without
an article like fabak are essentially the same. This holds for the indefinite function
as wvell as for the representation of categoriality. This equivalence is clearly ex-
pressed in the indefinite structure of (20) and (21) by the corresponding construction
of the NP's with subscript 1. We now have to determine why the indefinite NP’s of our
exasples show no phonologically represented article in the corresponding surface struc-
tures. Supposing that a deletion rule can be formulated, by which QUANT and ‘is part of’
are removed from the relative clause to produce a correct derivational structure, I pro-
pose to account for the absence of the article constituent in these cases by the dele-
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tion of NPy as mentioned in (20) and (21). In (20) the plural suffix -en now must be
affixed to boek on the basis of [+indiv.set], this last operation being the only dif-
ference between the surface structures of (20) and (21).

7 Numerals as predicative adjectives.
with some modification the representation proposed also applies to

22 4 Hij kocht één/een boek.
He bought one/a book.
ii Hij kocht vijf sinaasappels.

He bought five oranges.

This time I account for the structure of the direct object NP's in the following way:

sz\
S

/"Pl
NP
0
QUANT QUANT ’is'(een ) NP "is part of’ boek

vijf (sluasappel

23

}

The way in which the modification mentioned above is realized in diagram (23) implies
that I join - unintentionally - in the discussion on 'q\mnu!‘un"ﬁf I do not want
to discuss this topic here, but I do want to give the following comment as some expla-
nation for the view expressed in (23). One of the two most important points of view
concerning quantifiers is, that in the deep structure of, for instance,

24 i seven chairs
a proposition i{s to be assumed like
24 14 chairs are seven

in which the numeral is regarded as an adjective. The other point of view is rather
close to what I should like to defend, but differs from it especially by the repre-
sentation of numerals as nouns. In my opinion numerals are to be considered as ad-
jectival predicates, as (23) shows; but not as predicates immediately connected with
the ‘head’ noun of the NP (cf.(24)ii)), but as a specification of the structure ele-
ment QUANT. This means that in the case of (24)i the numeral $eVeN has an attributive
link with chains only on the surface. In the description I propose here, numerals al-
ready ’‘precede’ nouns in deep structure as a specification of the general numeral ele-
ment QUANT, If we maintain in the meantime that real adjectives are derived from em-
bedded relative clauses, the proposal for numerals may explain why attributive adjec-
tives are found between the numeral or article and the noun in surface structures.
Perhaps superfluously, I call attention to the fact that my proposal implies that the
numerals in

25 § Jan bracht een van de boeken mee.
John brought one of the books with him.
i1 Jan bracht twee van de boeken mee.

John brought two of the books with him.
are not reductions of
26 4 Jan bracht één boek van de boeken mee,
John brought one book of the books with him.

41



§0  Jan bracht twee boeken van de boeken mee.
Jobn brought tvo books of the books with him.

In wy opinion there can never be two occurrences of bogk in the deep structure of

the sentences (25), From the viewpoint of selectional restrictions I see no serantic
justification for considering all meabers of F.o infinite string of numbers as as
sany possible proserties of such thisgs as chains: it is not a proverty of all objects
vhich cas ke countsd that there can be, for imstance, ninety three of then. It appears
to m that it is more natural and semantically more adeguate to connect the specifica.
tion of wmber with the quastity term, The only characteristic of a noun that, in the
fraae of my descripticn, infivences the imtroduction of a numeral in the underlying
stracture, is the feature [indiv.set], vhich must be positively marked to pernit mu-
perals in the deepest relative clanse, say of {21). The rest of the feature conmtent

of the noun concarnad is not relevant for/the lexical selection and insertion of the
auseral. 1did ot investigate whether the relative clause mentioned is restrictive

ot can parbaps e interpreted both ways. In the second case there are two different
sources for the mmeral, oa & par with the derivation of the two kinds of relative
clauses. The folloving exasples indicate that 1 am right in supposing (in (23)) an ua-
dezlying S of the fore ‘QUANT is wijf':

i een hooveeiheid van zeven stoelen
& quntity of seven chairs
i een aareal van drieentwirtig rozen
o nasker of tventy three roses
141 een verzameling van vierhonderd postiegels
a collection of four hundred stamps

In these constractions 1 distinguish two parts; the first part consists, for instance
1 the second case, of een awntal van daleendieindig. The van (o) in this structure,
vhich does not have 2 p v is onally introduced when thy
reeinalizacion rule is applied to the underlying structure of (27)4L ‘QUANT is drie-
awiatig. A sizilar rule is supposed to operate in the course of the derivation of

81 the vashing of the dishes
u the leaving of the quests

0 ctaln the resslt of (27)1L + Neminalization = een aantal van diiednbuintiy
the condition must be fulfilled that a cognate lexical olomont is chosen to replace
T,

& isdefiniteress again,

Where Tan the of in the T ascumed above be located
2ow? This questioa erises when we yecall Perlmotter's conclusion that there is mo link
betveen the irdefinite article ard indefiniteness. From the remarks made so far [ con-
clide that iadefinitensss §s not a property which is located in a single constituent
inglde o . 1 deseribe it in the following way: indefinitencss is o property of a ¥P
a3 » vhole and crigiretes in the construction of e pertitive relation between QUANT

ad the e of a set; the resalt is the seationing of one Or more (but not all) arbi-
tracily choses mesders or parts of it. Defined in this way indefiniteness iz not foundi
10 the WP's of categorial surface

7 Thare ls at least oot other question: in what way can definitization be integrated
ia 8y prosal? Talking about the definite article I have claimed that the demorstra-
tive momours die (those) and dat (that) underly the forms de and het vespectively.
Wt i3 more, definitizaticn seess to bo a matter of proncminalization rather than a
matter of, for iratasco, simple addition of article-words by means of & transformation.
The W2 shich, (s my epinlen, 18 a serious candldate for demonstrative pronominalization
is the saae ¥P; which §s deleted when proncmlnalization does not take place (see the



diagrams (20}, (21), and (23)). In this analysis both the article which Ls phonolog-
ically zero and the dofinite article are connected with the constituent QUANT, which
was introduced for very different reasons. We have secen that e¢en (a/an) derives from
cen (ore) and is essentially a numeral. Whem the numeral 2én is replaced by another
one, say Lieni(fen), the presance of an ordinal numeral shows that the anaphoric ele-
ment has a rclatively independent status with respect to the cardinal numeral:

29 4 die/de twoode tien bomen
those/the second (row of) ten trees

This is one of the considerations, justifying the decision to assume a separate NP
in the deep structure as the element underlying the definite article. Anothor consid-
eration was, that suchan NP could also serve to account for the zero-article. The
presence of an ordinal numeral in structures such as (29)1 is conditioned, the NP as
a whole being definlte:

29 i4  “Hij verkocht tweede tien bomen.
He sold second ten trees.

In the oxanples (3) in the first part of this paper we established that (L is impos=
sible for de or het to appear together with één or een. Therefore we now understand
that in

29 i die/de derde man
that/the third man

it cannot be seen that the numeral €én originally formed part of the structure:

9 iv die/de derde 66n man
that/the third one man

Here, as in the case of the examples (1), the deletion rule which removes één/ome
when preceded by a definite clement, producesthe right results. I assume that (29)%
and (29111 have similar underlying representations.

10 conclusions.

In many linguistic publications, traditional as well as transformational, the ‘article’
is considered to he a rather marginal phenomenon. Perlmutter has shown that it is
justified to conclude that articles are only surface structure elements., His analysis
seems o confirm the older points of view, It was my aim to raise some questions which
arigse when we take Perlmutrer‘s point of view as a starting point. The consideratlons
and evidence presented in this paper make me conclude that the whole issue of the
structure of nominal phrases is a much more complex matter than is genexally assumed.
Finally I would like to mention two other questions, which I left aside and which may
possibly provide crucial evidence for or against any proposal for the analysis of

NP's. In the first place there is the problem of how to give an enlightening descrip-
tion of relative clauses of at least two kinas!S). A second tssue about which 1 wanc
to ralse some questions here is the probles of whethor there ig any systematic syntac-
tic connection between één(one) and geen(mo(ne)). If so - and the phonetic shape of the
two vords seems o g a cor = can this on always be found? Is
there a difference between English and Dutch, where this issue is concerned? Compare

30 1 H1) zag geen van hen.
He saw none of them.
i Hij voelde geen haat.
He felt no hate.
i Hij zag geen vogels.
He saw no birds.
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In all three cases the Dutch negative form is geen; in English there is some diffor-
ence. It is possible to account for the facts in Dutch by supposing that even in tpe
case of plural nouns and so-called non-countable singular nouns there is an underly.
ing €dn when there s negation as well. The English form in (30)i does not provide
counter-evidence, but what to think of the two other cases? This implies that sen-
tences in which the negative is fused with an indefinite element are not automatical.
ly to be considered as positives with a negation simply added!®) | 1f 1 were specu-
lating, I would suggest that the underlying structure of the geen-:cas'es can be ac-
counted for by assuming an abstract representation with een quantiteit (one quanu,ty)
and not with quantitecten (quaniities). In the sentences (16) and (17), where no ne-
gation is involved, I did not have to choose between the two possibilities.
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Notes
I wish to thank Drs. Nelly Stienstra for all her help with the English translation
of the earlier putch version.

1 Compare
i a Eén stoel was donkergroen.

One chair was dark green,
b "Een stoel was donkergroen.
A chair was dark green.
iia Eén paard graasde in de wei.
One horse grazed in the meadow.
b ?Een paard graasde in de wei.
A horse grazed in the meadow.
1. Although not all native speakers of Dutch will agree upon the acceptability of
1ib, there is some difference between i and i{i. This difference is, among other
reasons, due to the stative or non-stative character of the predicates used(cf.
Lakof£(1966)). In the stative case $&n cannot be reduced to een. In many cases
no problems arise when the er-(there-)form is used:
iiia Er stond één/een stoel in de kamer.
There was one/a chair in the room.
b Er graasde één/esn paard in de wei.
There grazed one/a horse in the meadow.
I1.1t is perhaps a probles that the subject-NP’'s in the a-sentences of i and ii
can be interpreted as ‘one of the chairs/horses’, while this is impossible in the
b-sentences.

2 To put it explicitly: in my opinion (3)ii is not synonymous with ‘Marcel heeft
dat/het ene boek gekocht’(Marcel bought that/the one book) which is a grammatical
sentence {n Dutch, What is meant here, is a unique, identifiable specimen from a
collection which is known by situation or context. This ‘ene’ is opposed to ‘ande-
re’ (other). One might say that ‘ene’ has a proncminal status,

3 Tentatively and only on the basis of a consideration concerning Middle Dutch -
where the definite article appears to have the same form as the demonstrative
pronoun die or dat - I think of die/dat(those/that) in the first place, and not
of deze/dit(these/this). The last pair has the property ’nearness’, which is absent
in both die/dat and de/het.

4 The term 'singularizator’ is found in Mattens(1970), in an exposition on pages 146~
160. In this book the no t i on ’'singularizator’ is completely different from
the notion I introduce here.

5 This assertion conflicts with such examples as
i Ons bedrijf gebruikt hoogwaardige ijzers.

Our factory uses highly valued irons.
ii Ons bedrijf gebruikt een hoogwaardig ijzer.
Our factory uses a highly valued iron.
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The interpretation can be paraphrased here by using kind 0f. In (i) 4{jzers is
kinds of <xon, in (i1) een hoogwaardig ijzen is a hind of <ron which is high-
Ly valued. I disregard this issue, although it can easily be inteqrated in my
proposal.

See, among other, Kraak and Klooster(1968), chapter 5, passim, and Janet Dean,
'Nonspecific Noun Phrases in English’, NSF-Report no.20, Section VII, p.5.

See Reichenbach(1966), p.299.

Kraak and Klooster(1968),p.111.

For reasons comparable th those in note 5, it would carry us too far to explain
that the d trative pr in 'Dat paard behoort tot de echte dravers’(That
horse belongs to the real trotters) does not exclude a generic interpretation,
but can be used only when a distinct ‘kind’ of horse has been mentioned earlier
in the discourse. In an example like the one given above, it is in my opinion
impossible to use het instead of dat in the same situation. The anaphoric dat
used here, excludes the interpretation, in which the whole genus ‘horse’ is meant.
See, a.o., Kraak and Klooster, sections 5.4-5.8.

See Ramsey(1965). My attention was drawr to this exposition by my collegue M.M.W.
Pollmann.

It is difficult to imagine a situation in which an indefinite plural NP without
a number mentioned, can be given a specific interpretation, as is possible for
(14), apart from the non-specific interpretation used here. Cf., a.o., Janet
pean’s paper mentioned in note 6.

Compare 'Karel heeft drie kilo van twee tabakken gekocht’(Charles bought three
kilos of two tobaccos). The interpretation of the direct object can only be cor-
rect when the topic of discourse {s two ‘kinds’ of tobacco. Cf. note 5 and 9.

A short and clear survey of the problems is found in Klooster(1972), section 7.1.
In Kraak and Klooster(1968), section 10.2, another distinction is added under the
name ‘bepalend’ (determining) relative clause.

See Kraak(1966), p.89.
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' SOME REFLECTIONS ABOUT REFLEXIVE COMPOUND ADJECTIVES

N.J. Meys

In Chomsky(1967b) it is argued that the derivational process underlying the forma-
tion of derived nominals such as (2) is not quite on a par with that underlying ger-
undive nominals such as (1), although both types of nominalization are of course
clearly related to the propositions of sentences (3):

la John's being eager to please.
John's refusing the offer.
¢ John's criticizing the book.

-4

2a John's eagerness to please.
b John's refusal of the offer.
¢ John’s criticism of the book.

3a John is eager to please.

b John has refused the offer.

¢ John criticized the book.

Dik(1967), too, points out that there is a 'fundamental difference between expres-
sions like destauction of the property, refusal £o come on the one hand, and de-
stroying the propenty, refusing {0 come on the other’(p.379). The main differences
between the two types of nominalization, as they emerge from Chomsky(1967b), have
to do with the productivity and generality of the processes involved, and with the
internal structure of the nominal phrase:

a The nominalization process underlying gerundive nominals is wholly productive,
vhile the one underlying derived nominals is of restricted productivity.

b Gerundive nominals have a regular meaning relation with their corresponding
propositions, while in the case of derived nominals this relation is much more
varied and idiosyncratic.

¢ Gerundive nominals do not have internal noun phrase structure, derived nominals
do.

Gerundive nominals, Chomsky argues on the basis of these points of difference, are
therefore best derived transformationally - roughly in the manner of Lees(1960) -,
derived nozinals, on the other hand, can better be derived directly, by an extension
of the rules of the base. The introduction of features, lexical insertion rules,

and speculations about ‘internal computation’ within the lexicon in Chomsky (1965)
had paved the way for this 'lexicalist hypothesis’, which finds a more articulate
expression in Choasky(1967b), particularly in a re-formulation of the rules of the
base. Rather more tentatively, Chomsky also suggests a lexicalist approach for ac-
tion nominals such as (4):

4a John's refusing of the offer.
b John's proving of the theoream.
¢ The growing of tomatoes.

Fraser(1970a), however, attempts to demonstrate that a transformational derivation
of such action nominals is more in accordance with the facts. Among other things

he bases himself on evidence which suggests that certain action nominals presuppose
previous application of certain transformations. For an important implication of the
lexicalist hypothesis, as Chomsky himself points out(p.212), is that forms that are
derived in the lexicalist way must reflect base structures, while those that are
transformationally derived can reflect transforms. However, how this must be inter-

46



preted depends crucially on the relative strength or weakness that one attributes
to the base rules. Thus, given the kind of base P t sketched in Chomsky(1967b),

it can be argued that (5) need not be regarded as a nominal derived transformation-
ally from a passive such as (6) (cf.p.203-205):

5 The city's destruction by the enemy.
6 The city was destroyed by the enemy.

Within this framework Chomsky considers also $eff{-compounds such as (7). On the

face of it, he says(p.213) ‘examples such as (53c) seem to provide the strongest case
for transformational analysis of derived forms’, for one might argue that a derived
nominal such as (8) results from (7), which, in turn, can be regarded as a form re-
sulting from the reflexive transformation applied to (9).(The subscript i has been
added to indicate co-reference.)

7 John is self-indulgent. / (53c)
8 John's self-indulgence. (53d)
9 \:lohni is indulgent to John‘. (54b)

(The numbers on the right of the examples are Chomsky's). A closer examination of
a number of 4¢l§-compounds, however, leads him to conclude that a general, transfor-
mational treatment of such structures is in fact unwarranted:

10 John sent a self-addressed envelope. (55a)
11 This is clearly a self-inflicted wound. (55b)
12 The prophecy is self-fulfilling. (55¢)
13 Confrontations between students and administration are self-generating. (55d)
14 John is self-educated. (55e)
15 John's remarks are self-congratulatory. (55€£)
16 John's actions are self-destructive. (55q)

About these Chomsky remarks(p.213-214):"Sentence (55a) does not mean that the enve-
lope was addressed to itself; the phrase self-addressed envelope can appear in sen-
tences where there is no syntactic source for sely at all(self-addressed envelopes
are bawred by Law grom the mails)-the same is true of (55b), (55£), (55g). Sentence
(55¢c) does not, strictly speaking, mean that the prophecy fulfilled the prophecy,
which is senseless, but rather that it led to a state of affairs that fulfilled
the prophecy. In the case of (55d), what is meant is that certain confrontations
generate other confrontations of the same sort; confrontations do not generate them-
selves. (55e) cannot be derived by a rule analogous to one that purportedly forms
(53c) from (54b), since the postulated underlying form, John was educated by him-
self is ruled out by the principle, whatever it may be, that makes passives incom-
patible with reflexivization. A similar argument applies to (55g); the postulated
underlying form, John’s actions destroy himself, is ruled out by general conditions
on reflexivization. Furthermore, a consideration of such forms as self-conscious,
self-proclaimed (enemy), self-contained, self-evident, self-esteem, self-explanatony
(i.e. needs no explanation) , self-important, self-seeking, and so on makes one
search for a general transformational analysis of such structures seem ill-conceived.
The variety and idiosyncracy of such items seem to be of the sort that is character-
istic of the lexicon; it is difficult to see how they can be accounted for by syn-
tactic rules of any generality." I believe that a number of observations in the a-
bove passage are incorrect. First of all it must be pointed out that at least one
obvious generalization about the self-compounds in (10)-(16) is missed out here,
namely the fact that they fall apart into two distinct types, viz. those in which
the second member is a (present or past) participial form, (10)-(14), and those in
chh this is not the case, (15) and (16).As far as morphology is concerned, the
bers of the pounds in (10)-(14) are quite regular, while the forms in
(15) and (16) are much more idiosyncratic. In this respect, therefore, the compounds
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in (10)-(14) are like the gerundive nominals, for which Chomsky suggests a trans-
formational derivation, while those in (15) and (16) are more like the derived
nominals for which he has suggested a lexicalist approach. There are thus good a
priori reasons to assume that a transformational approach to cases like (10)-(14)
might be a more likely proposition than for ones like (15) and (16). In what follows
I will in effect be concerned only with the participial self-compounds.

Choasky argues that a self-fulfilling prophecy cannot mean the prophecy fulgills the
prophecy, as this is senseless. The question is whether there is an underlying sen-
tence from which self-fulfilling prophecy can be transformationally derived, and in
this respect there is no problem, witness (17), which can be generated quite regu-
larly, by the reflexive transformation, from (18):

17 The prophecy fulfills itself.
18 The prophecy‘ fulfills the ptophecy‘.

Not being a native speaker of English myself, I have checked the grammaticalness of
(17), along with a number of similar forms, such as (19) and (20), with native in-
formants, in two versions, with and without special emphasis on 8elf.

19 The dreas fulfilled itself.
20 The problem explains itself.

As it happens, all of these forms were considered grammatical; some informants ex-
pressed a slight preference for the emphatic renderings, which were felt to be more
*ysual’. The conclusion is fairly obvious; transformational derivation of (12) is
possible, as there is a well-formed source-sentence, (17). True, there is something
illogical, or, if you like, semantically idiosyncratic about the meaning of (12),
but this can also be said of the underlying sentence (17), and it cannot be used
therefore, as an arqument against transformational derivation of (12) from (17).
Rather, the inverse seems to be the case: the fact that the semantic peculiarity

of (17) is carried over’ to the corresponding compounds in (12), (21), and (22)
strongly suggests that they are transformationally related.

21 A self-fulfilling dream.
22 A self-explaining problem.

Thus the problem which Chomsky points out in connection with (12) has nothing to do
with the lexicalist versus the transformational controversy as such; it has to do
with the interpretation of the reflexive forms - in (17) no less than in (12). In a
case like (23), for which one can postulate (24) as a well-formed underlying sen-
tence, interpretation of the reflexive form seems to be less of a problem:

23 A self-winding watch.
24 The watch winds itself.

But this is only seemingly so, for, again strictly speaking, only the spring of the
watch can be looked upon as winding itself, or rather as being wound, by arm-move-
ments made by the person wearing the watch, or something. Thus the relative illog-
icality, or rather, imprecision adhering to (12),(17),(19),(20),(21),(22) can be re-
lated to that of reflexives generally as revealed by a somewhat closer examination of
apparently more ‘ordinary’ cases such as (23)-(24). words like prophecy, dream, prob-
lem, wish, etc., are 'content-words’, and it is their implied content to which the
reflexives refer. (13) is slightly different. There the reflexive form apparently
results from a partial formal identity of the lexical items involved, not from
strictly referential identity. Notice, incidentally, that the generative semantics
clain concerning self-cospounds like self-educated and self-fulfilling could thus be
made even stronger than in the discussion of them in Postal (1969a), in which he
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claims that they constitute exceptions to the anaphoric island constraint, in that
part of the compound, viz. 4elf, is co-referentially related to some lexical item
outside of it. For, it could be argued that in cases like the above seff must be
assumed to be co-referentially related not to the ‘content’-headword as a whole,
but to some part of its underlying semantic structure. In any case, it seems to me
that Chomsky’s remarks in connection with (12) and (13) cast doubt not so much on
the position of transformational derivation of such compounds, as on the correct-
ness of the standard theory, the deletion-theory, with regard to pronominalization
and reflexivization, which, in its strongest form, requires full identity of the
underlying NP's. That such doubts are well-motivated on other grounds need hardly
be mentioned here.

The picture is complicated further by the fact that 4elf can also be used as an em-
phatic element. Chomsky claims that there can be no syntactic motivation for selff-

educated in (14), because of the fact - first pointed out, at least within the trans-

formational framework, by Lees and Klima(1963) - that reflexives and passives are
incompatible. Postal(1971), however, has demonstrated that this incompatibility only
applies in the case of unstressed reflexives(p.9-10, and, in more detail, p.230-
239). Thus, while (25), with unstressed himself is ungrammatical, (26), with the
stressed form himsélf, is all-right:

25 “Harry was shaved by himself.
26 Harry was shaved by himsélf.

The ungrammatical sentence (25), according to Postal, derives from (22), via, first,
passivization, and then reflexivization. Violation of this order of transformations
would result in an even more glaringly ungrammatical product, (28):

27 Harry; shaved Harry;.
28 *Himself; was shaved by Harry;.

The deep structure of the well-formed sentence (26), on the other hand; contains
two S, as indicated in (29). The sub-scripts i and j indicate that within S; and Sp
there is no strict co-reference(’binding’ in Postal’s terminology), but rather an
indirect, inferred kind of co-reference(to which Postal applies the term ‘predica-
tional’),via the identity-predicate be in Sy. (29) can lead to (30), in which (Hirry)
(himsélf) is meant to indicate the three possible emphatic forms: Hinmty, Hawry him-
4¢L§, or just himsélf. However, if what Postal calls the contrast movement trans-
formation (optionally) applies, Harry; ‘descends’ from the higher sentence Sy to the
lower sentence S;, the result being (31) - In case of passivization within S;, final-
ly, the outcome will be (32)(=(26)). Postal’s formulation of the contrast movement
transformation is given as (33):

29 5, [the one, 52{0"21 shaved Haxryj 152 was mrryj IS‘
30 The one who shaved Harry was (H&rry) (himsélf).

31  Harry shaved (H&rry) (himsélf).

32 Harry was shaved by (Hirry) (himsélf).

33 x, [ [~ e &Y, W MR R | be , NP , 2
NP’ [*P“J S +Pro S 'NP
+wh

1 3 4 5 6 7 8 m————)1,8,3,7.5,0.8,8
In view of this, it appears, therefore, that the incompatibility of passive and re-
flexives is not absolute. If we relate self-educated not to the ungrammatical sen-
tence (34) mentioned by Chomsky, but to the gr ical t (35), with strong-
stressed reflexive element, then transformational derivation of (14) remains a pos-
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sibility:

3¢ “John was educated by himself.
35 John was educated by (J6hn) (himsélf) .

In this connection the preference expressed by some of the informants for the
stressed renderings of (17),(19), and (20), may perhaps be regarded as an indicatiep
that strong-stressed self is always involved in the formation of self-compounds gen-

erally.
Now compare (10)-(14) with forms like (36)-(40):

36 editor-addressed letters

37  enemy-inflicted wounds

38 wish-fulfilling luxuries

39 conflict-generating housing conditions
40 Mary Quant-educated mannequins.

It seess to me that cases like these alone provide the right sort of background
against which compounds such as those in (10)-(14) must be viewed - a background
that is conspiciously absent in Chomsky(1967b). In the light of (36)-(40) the self-
compounds in (10)-(14) turn out to be merely somewhat special products of a much
zore general process which transfers the nucleus of a NP or PP from a (reduced)
relative clause to pre-nominal position, along with a (present or past) participial
fors of the main verb. The NP that is the source of the first member of such com-
pounds can function in a number of ways in the underlying sentence. Cf.(41)-(45):

41 tailor-made clothes
42 hand-sade tapestries
43  home-made wine

44 wvinter-fallen twigs
45 aroma-sealed coffee

In (41) the first-member noun derives from an agentive NP - the subject, in fact,

of make -, in (42) from an instrumental NP, in (43) from a locative, in (44) from

a tezporal one. In (45) (which I quote from Osselton(1970)), one could argue that the
source-NP functions as the direct object of the verb seal.

It is interesting to observe that 4elf-compounds seem to reflect the same gamut of
possibilities. Thus one could trace seff- in (10) (self-addressed) to a dative, or
indirect object NP, in the same way as e¢difor in the corresponding combination in
(36). Similarly, the first members in (11) (delf-inflicted), and(14) (self-educated)
can be regarded as derived from underlying agent NP's, just as one can do this for
the corresponding combinations in (37) and (40). Notice, incidentally, that one
could also interpret 4elf in (11) as deriving from an underlying prepositional ob-
ject. These observations illustrate that seff-compounds like the ones in (10)-(14)
have a kind of ‘latent ambiguity’ which appears to be characteristic of participial
compounds generally. This, too, might be regarded as an argument in support of a
transformational approach; surface-structure ambiguity which can be accounted for
by different possible deep-structure configurations. The close correspondance be-
tween the compounds in (10)-(14) and those in (36)~-(40) cast doubt on the correct-
ness of Choasky's claim that there can be no syntactic source for 4elf in(46):

46  Self-addressed envelopes are barred by law from the mails.
nor for the self of self-inflicted in (11).(I don’t suppose Chomsky’s remark that

'sentence (S5a) does not mean that the envelope was addressed to itself’ is meant
45 a serious suggestion as to what sentence (55a) (=(10) above)might mean). Notice,



first of all, that one must posit one occurrence of unspecified someone for the
underlying structures of the corresponding combinations in (36) and (37), as shown
in (47) and (48):

47 s«:olmofmx addressed the letters to the editor  (by Passive).
48 The enemyj inflicted wounds on someone (by P]suve).

Since the self-compounds seem to resemble the non-reflexive compounds fairly close-
ly, we might then posit underlying structures for them analogous to these, as shown
in (49) and (50):

49 Someone addressed the envelopes to someone (by Passive).

50 Solieone1 inflicted wounds on someone, (by Passive).

It is clear that (49) and (50) only differ from (47) and (48) in that the former
contain two unspecified NP that are co-referential, while the latter contain two
non-co-referential NP, one of which is specified, and the other unspecified. Thus,
if we regard participial 4eff{-compounds as following the pattern of participial
compounds generally, we may that wh ver self t be interpreted as re-
ferring to some other NP in the sentence, it must be looked upon as a reflexive
resulting from the occurrence of two co-referential unspecified NP in the underly-
ing structure.

It is instructive to see how a related language like Dutch handles some correspond-
ing cases. Besides participial compounds that are structurally on a par with the
English ones, the Dutch language also allows looser pre-nominal complexes. These are
much more clearly transformational in character, in that the underlying sentence
remains recognizable as a sentence: prepositions, articles, and plural morphemes
remain intact in these looser complexes. Compare the Dutch examples (51)-(54) with
the corresponding English examples in (10), (11), (36), and (37):

51 Jan stuurde een aan hemzelf geadresseerde brief.

51' John sent a to himself addressed letter.

$2 Hij toonde zijn door h 1f gebrachte den.

52' He showed his by himself inflicted wounds.

53 Er werden veel aan de redaktie geadresseerde brieven ontvangen.
53' There were many to the editor addressed letters received.

54 Hij toonde de hem door de vijand toegebrachte wonden.

54" He showed the him by the enemy inflicted wounds.

It appears that Dutch only permits compounds in case of the unspecified form some-
one-{emand - and generically used nouns in the underlying sentence. Cf. (55)~-(56)
and their paraphrases (57)-(58):

55 zelfgemaakte meubelen.

55' self-made furniture.

56 handgeknoopte tapijten.

56' hand-made rugs.

57 De meubelen zijn door iemand z6lf gemaakt.

$7' The furniture has been made by someone himsélf.
58 De tapijten zijn door iemand met de hand geknoopt.
58' The rugs have been made by someone by hand.

(Notice, incidentally, that in the Dutch $elf-compounds, too, such as (55), the
stressed reflexive element i{s involved). The generic use of the first-member noun in
Dutch participial compounds is clear also in well-established ccabinations such as
zonovergoten(sun-splashed), bloeddoorfopen(blocd-shot), Luchtgekoeld(air-cooled). Al-
though both Dutch and English of course have the alternative option of a post-nominal
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reduced relative clause, it is interesting to note that English, lacking the possyy.
1ity of looser pre-nominal syntactic complexes like the Dutch examples (51)-(54), e
parently also resorts to participial compounds to express non-generic relatioaships,
CE. (59)=(64) -

56 Het gebled dat door de rebellen werd bezet.

60 et door de rebellen bezette gebied.

6 *Het rebellen-bezette gebied.

62 The territory that wac seized by the rebels.

6) *The by the rebols seized territory.

64 The rebel-seized territory.

sentence (59), with the non-generic plural form Acbellen transforms to (60): com-
pound=-formation turns out to be impossible: (€1). English doos not have a constructic
corresponding to (60), so (63) ic impossible. On the other hand, compound-formatier
in Bnglich not being restricted to generic relaticnships, (62) transforams to (64)
without difficulty. Notice that xebel in (64), though singular in form, will aormally
be interpreted as plural in meaning by native speakers of English.

The relevance of evidence drawn from one language for phenomena in another language
is of course always very hard to assess. In this particular case, our brief excursics
into 'contractive analysis’ in fact provides clearer and more revealing evideace fro
English for the grammar of Dutch tham vice versa, for 1t permits us to formulate a
clearly statable condition on the productivity of the process underlying the forma-
ticn of Dutch participial compounds, one, moreover, that has never yet, to my know-
ledge, been noted before.?) As for the relevance of the Dutch examples to the gras-
mar of English, one can only remark that for some English participial compounds,
viz. 'generic’ ones, there are corresponding participial compounds in Dutch, while
other English participial compounds, viz. ‘non-generic’ novel or nonce-formations,
cannot be rendered in Dutch by means of corresponding participial compounds, but
only by looser pre-nosinal syntactic groups that are unmistakably transformational
in character. Although this observation undoubtedly constitutes some independent
support for the transformetional hypothesis as regards non-generic participial cca-
pounds in Snglish, it canrot, of course, count in any way conclusive evidence for
such a hypothesis. On the other hand it ie undeniable, as Chomsky has pointed out,
that many Sed4 exhibit id asies of some kind3), although one must,
of course, bear in mind that such idiosyncrasies can only be considered ‘truly char-
acteristic of the lexicon’ if they adhere only to the compounds as such, and not
also to possible underlying constructions to which they might be trensformationally
related, as 1 have demonstrated to be the casc with respect to (12) and (13). I have
shown that participial 4edf-compounds clearly have some transformational character-
istics; this scens to be true even for compounds which are semantically idiosyn-
cratic, like sef{-proclaimed and s¢ff-contained, for which one feels tempted to as-
sune a basically regular structure with some additional semantically idiosyncratic
element. Semantic idiosyncracy 1s not a privilege of participial compounds with self
only; it can be observed in many participial compounds not containing 4elf as well,
such as custom-buidt, soft-spoken, star-crossed,etc. In fact, idiosyncrasies are a
characteristic of compounds generally, as has frequently been cbserved (cf., for in-
stance, Katz and Postal (1964), Fraser (1970b), Weinreich(1966). Thus Katz and Postal
call such idiosyncratic compounds lexical ‘idioms’ differing from idicmatic oxpres-
sions (‘phrasal idioms' in their terminology) in that the constituent elements are
together dominated by one noun, verb, of adjective node. I would suggest that the
1diosyncrasy of many self-compounds - like that of many compounds generally - has to
do with their being ‘established’ compounds. (The fact that most of the self-con-
pounds menticned in Chomsky’s paper also occurred in a relatively small random cOrpus
of compounds which I had independently collected from newspapers and magazines = cf.
Heys (£ g) - is h dication tnat they gualify as established compounds).
Many of thea have undoubtedly started out as fully-motivated transformationally-de-
rived forms, but have subsequently fallen victim to an idiomatization process due to
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or to ges in the extra-linguistic world, without
thereby completely losing their transformational characteristics. This (s particu=-
larly clear, for | ,ina participial pound such as watchmaker, which
is 'still completely transparent and regular, transformationally, but does not any
more happen to refer to who makes h but to who repairs and
sells then.®) At the same time it is clear that a compound like watchmaker can be
used in the “literal’ sense, in some plausible context. It seems then, that one and
the same linguistic form may be meent or interpreted as a established complex lexi-
cal item, with a certain, conventionalized, ldiosyncratic meaning, or as the result
of the regular, In the case of participial
compounds, too, one could get doublets of this kind. Thus compare (65)-(68)€);

65 John is & self-composed chap.

66 John played some self-composed music.

67 We only produce custom-built cars.

68 We must put our custom-built House of Commons in order.

In (65) and (67) we are dealing with established idicmatic compounds. (66) and (68),
on the other hand, contain homophonous, but syntactically regular, formations. The
compounds in (66) and (68) can be d in a stra vard way

by means of a relative clause contalning the constituent elements, as in (70) and (72),
in accordance with two possible underlying patterns that can be asscciated with reg—
ular participial compounds. This would hardly do for the compounds in (65) and (67),
however, witness the attempts in this direction in (69) and (71), which ara clearly
insufficiont to convey the idiomatic q of the P +as the p. in
(73) end (74) bring out:

69 ?John is a chap who has composed himself.
7C  John played some music which he himself has composed.
71 We only produce cars which are built by/through custom.
72 We mast put our House of Commons, which has been built by/through custom,
in order.
73 John is & chap who has his emotions under control.
74 We only produce cars which are built in accordance with the customers’ wishes.

We can account for doublets like the above If we make a Systematic AisStincrion be=-
tween atic of rul creativity that have acquired lexical
status, on the one hand, and forms that have mo conventionalized lexical status, but
result from reqular word-formative processes within the range of rule-governed sen-
tence-generation, on n:- othar. Such a distinction between established idiomatic

P and duced regular ones could be employed, among other things,
to account for certain un<=-=n effects - such as the fact that native speakers will
experlence the compound In (68) as a pun, because of the existence of the established
idicaatic compound of (67).

It is clear that, by and large, established ldiosyncratic compounds have the same
meanings for all the members of a given speech-comaunity. We must assume, therefore,
that the non-ideal native speaker knows such items as familier lexical items - he
would not be able to arrive at their conventionalized idiomatic meanings via the
requiar word-formarive rules of his internalized grammar. Regular, creatively pro-
duced, compounds, on the other hand, he would not have to know as such at all; as
-o-_a as he has a fully-developed generative grammar of his language he will be able
to ‘projectively’ ﬂ:on-no or interpret any such items. In a mentalistic perspective,
then, of § involves a "familiarity factor’. Weinreich
argues that, in order to avoid »leonnn»o- of arbitrary linguistic structure’, we
must also employ this notion of familiarity in a grammar which purports to describe
an ideal speaker-listener’s competance, and he even suggests a 'familiarity-rating’
device, which assigns degrees of familiarity. Weinreich’s notion of familiarity,
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which is largely based on Zimmer(1964), is challenged in Botha(1968), who argues
that such a notion belongs to the study of performance, and is therefore irrelevant
to a theory that purports to be dealing with competence. Ironically, however, it woylg
seen that Botha's own proposal of a 'phonological dictionary’ (p.232-247) likewise
presupposes some sort of familiarity-notion. This device (to be incorporated in a
generative-transformational grammar of Afrikaans) functions in much the same way as
the ‘idiom-list’ suggested in Weinreich(1967). By means of a matching rule operation
output cosbinations leaving the transformational component are systematically com-
pared with information stored in this phonological dictionary about ‘given compounds’
(p.232) in order to establish whether or not an ‘unpredictable’ link-phoneme is re-
quired. Unfortunately, Botha does not intimate what he means by the term 'given com-
pound’, but I fail to see how it could mean anything very different from what we are
wont to call 'familiar compounds’ or 'established compounds’ (notions which Botha
rejects, along with their counterpart 'novel compounds’)7). I do not believe that
the notion of 'familiarity with complex lexical items’ belongs in the realm of per-
formance-studies only. After all, the whole idea of the ideal speaker-listener’'s
linguistic competence, as it emerges from any of the standard characterizations,
crucially hinges on the distinction between his finite ‘direct’ knowledge - i.e. his
being perfectly familiar with a finite set or list of formatives and rules - and his
theoretically infinite 'indirect’ or ‘projective’ knowledge - which is infinite in
the sense that it has the theoretically infinite number of possible sentences in the
lanquage for its scope. Since, evidently, the non-ideal native speakers’ knowledge
of established idiomatic compounds is of a kind with their knowledge of simplex
lexical iteams, that is, knowledge of the 'direct’ kind, it seems reasonable to pos-
tulate that the ideal speaker-listener’s competence likewise involve ’direct’ know-
ledge of - or familiarity with - both simplex lexical items and established complex
ones. It is properly a matter for the study of performance to decide what the es-
tablished compounds of the language are; just as it is similarly a matter of per-
formance-study to establish what the simplex lexical items of the language are. As
far as the ideal speaker-listener’s competence is concerned we need only idealize,
and simply postulate that he knows them all. It follows that the criterion for the
inclusion of any linguistic form in the lexicon should be that of familiarity.

I have arqued that many idiomatic, idiosyncratic compounds may have started out as
fully-motivated regular ones, later acquiring their particular idiosyncrasies. It is
clear that a synchronic grammar of competence need not account for the way in which
idiosyncratic compounds came to be what they are. In order to reach observational
dequacy, it must, h , record the fact that they exist, as familiar complex
lexical items. As we have argued, the proper place to enter any familiar item is the
lexicon. Since many idiosyncratic compounds have developed diachronically from com-
pletely regular ones, the implication is that there may well be regular elements
left, including transformational traits. It would seem, then, that the lexicalist
requiremsent concerning non-transform character should be relaxed in order to accom-
modate such ‘transformational relics’ (including idiomatic self-compounds) in the
lexicon. A natural format to do this in is the kind suggested in Gruber(1967a), who,
among other things, points out that left-branching, which is also a characteristic
of self-compounds, seems to be typical of stored ’‘pre-generated’ forms, while right-
branching is typical of forms that are creatively produced. Gruber’s format thus
provides, as it were, for the representation of familiar, idiosyncratic compounds

as static syntactic configurations, with the added mentalistic implication that
these do not somehow require the same kind of ‘mental computation’ involved in the
creative sentence-generating process. At the same time it is clear, as I have pointed
out in connection with the ‘doublets’ above, that the word-formative rules should
r'n: go by the board. These define the full range of the ideal speaker-listener’s
projective’ knowledge of all possible, regular, novel compounds. Since all idiosyn-
cratic cospounds are by definition entered in the lexicon, the word-formative rules
can once more be restricted to account just for strictly regular word-formative pro-
cesses, without additional ‘ad-hoc’ devices like idiom-lists or phonological dic-




tionaries, for all kinds of idiosyncratic cases.

Notes

1 The 'deletion hypothesis’ as regards pronouns and reflexives, as sketched in
Chomsky (1965), and developed further in Ross(1967d), and Rosenbaum(1970) and
(1967), has had a hard time of it since ‘Bach’s paradox'(Bach(1967) and (1970)).
Bach showed that the deletion hypothesis forces one to assume infinitely-deep
deep structures in a number of cases. (Karttunen(1971) and Kuroda(1971) contain
attempts to dodge Bach’s paradox). In the rival theory, the interpretive approach,
pronouns are introduced in deep structures to be interpreted referentially later
on (cf. Jackendoff(1968), Dougherty(1969), Bresnan(1970a)). I feel that Jackendoff
rather too summarily dismisses the delicate network of constraints in connection
with pronominalization and reflexivization demonstrated in Postal(1971). (See,
for instance, Lakoff(1968a) and Lakoff(1970e), in which the interpretive rule
for pronominalization is called 'antecedent hunt’, and also Grinder and Postal
(1971) , and Harada(1971). Harada's exposé is not too convincing; thus he argues
that the interpretive approach would be forced to ’swap referents’ in the deri-
vation of sentence (a),

a John believes himself to be hard for Bill to understand.
from the underlying structure (b):

b 5, [John believes 52[ NIJ 8 [Bill understands himself ]SJINP be hazd]sz ]sl
He argues that ‘himself’ must thus be assumed to refer first to ‘Bill’ and then
to ‘John’. Notice, however, that Harada’s argument is undermined, if not vitiated,

by his assumption that an intermediate form of S, is (c):
¢ Himself be hard for Bill to understand.

which is ungrammatical, and conflicting with the cross-over principle - cf. e.g.
(d), quoted in Postal(1971), p.154, as an example of an ungrammatical sentence
resulting from a violation of the cross-over constraint:

d “Himself is difficult for Harry to shave.

2 At first I thought this constraint on the formation of compound adjectives in
Dutch had to do with inherent feature characteristics such as non-count, mass,
‘uniqueness’, etc. However, hand, as in handgeknoopt, is not inherently non-count
at all, and it is quite possible, to talk about more than one sun, and so forth.
Although in many cases the nouns within such participial P ds are indeed in-
herently unique, or non-count, or mass, it would seem that what is involved when
the nouns do not have these features inherently, they seem to get them ’imposed
on’ them (a phenomenon which could perhaps be handled along the lines of Weinreich’s
suggestion concerning ’transfer features’, in Weinreich(1966)). In other words, one
might say that in such cases, the nouns constituting the first members of such par-
ticipial compounds are ‘used in a particular, specialized way’, for which use the
term ‘generic’ seems the most appropriate. My colleaque, Miss T.Zuidema, has sug-
gested the term ‘kategoriaal’ as used in e.g. Kraak and Klooster(1968),p.103 ff,
as the nearest equivalent in current Dutch grammatical terminology, for ‘generic’.

3 Van Beek(1968),p.68-70, contains a large number of $eff-compounds introduced into
the English language by the Puritans, many of which exhibit idiosyncrasies of one
kind or another.

4 For the terms ‘rule-governed’ and ’rule-changing’, see, e.g., Chomsky(1964),p.22,
and Botha(1968), 2.2., 3.6.4.1., and 4.3.6.

5 Compare Lipka(1971): "Watchmaker is definitely still analysable, but no longer
motivated with respect to ‘make’™. (p.226).
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1 owe the observation about sed§-composed to my colleague T.J.R. van Dijk.
Botha's phonological dictionary serves primarily to deal with Afrikaans coapousgs
such as pypiabak(pipe-tobacco), deapsplan(village-plan), and Lippetaad (11p-
language), particularly in connection with the link-p /s8/ in P

Like doapdplan and /3 in compounds like &ippefaal, and the absence of any link-
phoneme in compounds like pyptabak. He calls the occurrence or non-occurrence

of these link-phonemes unpredictable because there does not seem to be any under-
lying regularity involved.

As for Weinreich’s idiom-1ist, he himgelf clearly had misgivings about the azpre-
priate place of such a device within the grammar, first suggesting it would be
part of the lexicon, afterwards deciding that it would have to follow the trans-
formaticnal compcnent. (Cf. Weinreich(1967), p.48 ff. and 72 f£.). Notice that
post-transformaticnal position of the idiom-list violates the principle that dep-
structure alone determines semantic interpretation.



WHAT DOES A LISTENER KNOW ABOUT A SPEAKER’S TIMINGS?')

$.G. Nooteboon

In running speech acoustic durations of vowels may vary from zero to many hundreds
of m3. Much of this variability 1s predictable from other aspects of gpeech, such
as quantity of the vowel, the following consonant, stress, syllable positica ete.
In recent times work on specch syathesis, particularly synthesis by rule, has fo-
cussed attention on such regularities: precise rules for segment durations seem o
be indigpensable for generating reaconably good synthesised speech (Mattingley
1966; Flanagan ct al.1970; Klatt 1971; Slis 1971). This shows that many of such
regularities are relevant to the perception of speech, It is not at all certaln,
however, that all factors which affect timing in the production of vowels are also
xelevant to the decoding of gspeech. The problem to find out which are and which
ore not is somewhat difficult to tackle, because each factor alone may have little
inportance where all factors together are indispensable. If we can show, however,
that language ugers somehow know, either consciously or subconsciously, the per-
ceptual effect of a specific timing factor, we may be reascnably sure that, if the
need arises, they can bring this Xnowledge to bear on the decoding of speech and
that thus this factor contributes to the intelligibility of speech. That human
listeners can be surprisingly sencitive to small variations in duration, also in
running speecch, has been shown by Huggins(1968]1. This reasoning led to the follo-
wing question, which is central to this paper: what do Dutch language asers know
of the porceptual effact of timing factors in the production of Dutch vowels?

To give an example, if vowels before a fricative scund are a few ms longer than
before a plosive sound, does, then, a language user somahow know this; is know=
ledge concerning this durational effect stored in the language user's brain?
Such questions may be tackled with an experimentol approach inspired by an earlier
investigation of Dutch vowel quantity by Cohen, Slis and ‘t Hart(1963). Although
there is a vowel quantity opposition in Dutch, many speakers of Dutch do not know
consciously that there is a systematic difference in vowel length. This may be ex-
plained by the Fact that the quantity difference is accompanied by a rather strong
difference in quality. It can be shown, however, thet Lf subjects are asked to od-
ucun the control settings of a speech synthesiser for the time characteristics of
d h ily d Dutch vowels, they make a systematic difference
_...nn..an.. —oan and n..ﬂn vowels in absolute durations es well as in decay time, In
this vay the internalised knowledge Dutch language users have about the linguistic
fact that some vowels are perceptually long and others perceptually short can be
brought to the fore even when this knowledge is completely subconscious. In the
perceptual experiments described in this paper a similar method has been used with
vowels embedded in synthetically generated words.

I will first discuss the results of an experiment concerning the onnonn of the voon-
vocalic consonant on vowel duration both in duction and in P

I will discuss some experimental results concerning the effect of u«:-u—. position
and nuaber of syllables in the word on the duration of a stressed vowel. Finally 1
wvill raise some questions concerning the status of such durational regularities
within linguistic phonetics.

In discussing vowel durations, several phoneticians have made a distinction batwaen
'articulatorily’ or ‘ghysiologically’ conditioned and 'leaxned’ variations in duxa-
tion(House 196!; Delattre 1962), the first being automatically caused by the limi-
tations of the speech oxgans, the latter resulting from the language system as ac-
quired by the language user. 1 will now present scme experimental evidence concer=
ning durational variation which may be considered 'physiclogically conditioned!.

The experiment was performed by Slis and Van Xatwijk(unpublished material). In fig.

57



1 the effect of the following consonant on the duration of a vowel is demonstrated
for the diphthong /ci/ and the long vowel /e:/ in monosyllables of the form /hvc/.
The crosses connected by solid lines refer to mean vowel durations in monosyllables
spoken twice each by ten subjects. The durations were measured from spectrograms

and checked auditorily with an electronic gate. It may be seen that if the vowel is
not followed by a pause, its duration may vary within a range of about 25-30 ms
owing to the following consonant. For short /I/ and /i/, not shown here, this range
has been found to be markedly less. Notice that these physiologically conditioned
variations in vowel durations, being rather small side-effects of the workings of
the speech organs, essentially do not result from the perceptual intentions of the
speakers. One is inclined to say that they happen in spite of the perceptual inten-
tions, and that they are not under voluntary control. The circles connected by
dashed lines refer to vowel duration adjustments in synthetically generated monosyl-
lables. The adjustments were made with a knob with which the vowel duration could be
altered continuously. They were made twice for each monosyllable by the same ten
subjects as in the spoken versions. Although the quality of the synthetic speech was
rather poor, there is a definite correlation between the spoken and the adjusted
vowel durations. Especially in the word with the diphthong the durational effect of
the following consonant is nicely duplicated. For words with the short vowels /1/
and /i/ this experiment gave no significant result, presumably because the effect of
the postvocalic consonant was too small and the variation too strong. For the diph-
thong and the long vowel these data demonstrate that somehow the subjects know the
perceptual effect of the following consonant. It is interesting to note that they
were not aware of the systematic differences they made either in speaking or in ad-
justing the vowel durations.

I will now give some examples of the effect of syllable position and number of syl-
lables in the word on the duration of the stressed vowel. Fig.2 shows the durational
build-up of nonsense words with varying number of syllables as measured with lip
contacts. The words were spoken twenty times each by one subject. Note that, although
the durations of the stressed long and stressed short vowels do not overlap, they vary
considerably. You may further see that there is a considerable lengthening of the fi-
nal syllable. This lengthening is not only to be found in prepausal position, but
rather seems to be an attribute of the word in Dutch. With respect to the effect of
number of syllables these data look very similar to those found in the literature,
e.g. data from Tarnoczy as cited by Lehiste(1970,p.40), and results obtained by Lind-
blom(1968). The general formulation of this effect is sometimes given as follows:

the duration of segmental sounds decreases as their number in the word increases. No-
tice, however, that the major effect concerns a stressed syllable in word initial po-
sition.

In fig.3 one sees exemplified the effect of the number of syllables preceding a
stressed syllable on the duration of the vowel in that syllable. This vowel is not
shortened at all and neither is the rest of the word. If this is representative of
the durational rules in normal Dutch, it would seem that the effect of the number of
syllables goes in one direction only. Whereas the number of following syllables has
a shortening effect on segment durations, the number of preceding syllables has no
such effect. Similar results have been obtained for Swedish by Lindblom and Rapp
(1972).

These demonstrations of some timing factors in the production of vowels show that,
apart from the effect of coarticulation with adjacent consonants, overall timing
patterns seem to exist which result from an interplay of vowel quantity, stress, and
position of the syllable in the word. The effect of position is different for stress-
ed and unstressed syllables. We may again raise the question: do Dutch language users
know the perceptual results of these timing factors, either consciously or subcon-
sciously? In probing the internalised knowledge of Dutch language users with respect
to this question I used an experimental set-up which may be briefly described as fol-



lows. A terminal analog g by t speech synthesiser,IPOVOX II, is connec-
ted with a special purpose electronlc memory. This memory can contain the information
for a number of different words(or, if necessary, longer stretches of speech). The
input for the memory is a punch tape which is generated by a computer programme for
synthesis by rule (Slis and Muller 1971). With the controls of the memory a desired
stimulus can be selected which is then synthesised repeatedly. The synthesiser is pro-
vided with a special feature which makes it possible to change the duration of one
selected segment of the word continuously by means of a knob. A subject, hearing the
synthesised word over a pair of head phones as often repeated as he wishes, can be
asked to adjust the duration of the selected segment, e.g. the stressed vowel in the
word, with some criterion mentioned in his instruction. The relation between the posi-
tion of the knob and the vowel duration is changed before each individual adjustment.
The duration preferred by the subject can be read from an electronic counter by the
experimenter. Having found already that even small effects of the postvocalic conso-
nant on vowel durations come about in preferred perceptual durations, one would be
surprised if such effects as those due to syllable position and number of syllables
in the word did not emerge. And indeed they do, as may become apparent from fig.d4.
Here the durational build-up of three synthesised Dutch words is presented schemati-
cally. The stressed vowel is in the third, second or first syllable. Three naive
subjects were asked to adjust the durations of the stressed vowel in the word they
heard until the whole word sounded as natural as possible. They started from absurd-
ly short and absurdly long initial durations in turn for the three words in succes-
sion until a total of ten adjustments was reached for all three words. The durations
of the stressed vowels, represented by the black areas, are found by averaging over
all adjustments of all three subjects. One may see that there is a substantial effect
of the position of the vowel in the word. Note that this effect might be interpreted
as the effect of the number of syllables following the stressed syllables. In that
case the effect is the same as the one shown in fig.5. This diagram demonstrates the
classical effect of the number of syllables in the word on the duration of the vowel
in the initial stressed syllable. These results were obtained in the same way as
those represented in the former figure. Since these results were obtained with syn-
thetic speech, this time the effect cannot be due to some production mechanism for

a mental program for the production of a word into actual speech movements. It must
rather be ascribed to the presence of some internal representation of how a word
would d if spoken by a h peaker.

Fig.6 shows the effect of the number of syllables preceding the stressed vowel on its
preferred duration. These data were again obtained in the same way. The earlier find-
ing in articulatory measurements that the shortening effect of the number of syllables
in the word is one-way only is confirmed in these perceptual experiments. It is as if
the mechanism to which this effect is due can only look forward.

One of the reasons for using a method in which subjects could freely handle a knob to
find a preferred duration was that in this way both ious and sub ious know-
ledge could, as unhindered as possible, affect the behaviour of the subjects. In this
respect it is interesting to know whether the subjects knew what they did. Therefore I
asked after each experimental session the subject whether he thought he had made sys-
tematic differences between the vowel durations in the different positions. One of

the subjects knew in each case rather precisely what he had done. The other two sub-
jects either thought that they had made no difference at all or had another impres-
sion which was completely at variance with what they really had done.

Thus far I have presented evidence of a few timing factors in the production and per-
ception of Dutch vowels. These factors fall into two major categories, those due to
the following consonant, which may be thought to be conditioned by the universal lim-
itations of the speech apparatus, and those due to such factors as syllable position
and number of syllables in the word. Let us now consider for a moment what the place
of these durational regularities in linguistic phonetics may be. I assume that the
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effect of the postvocalic consonant on vowel duration, in so far as this effect jis
physiologically conditioned, automatically follows from the way the human speech or-
gans are organised. Thus, if a model of the behaviour of the speech organs were in-
cluded in the general linguistic theory, as has sometimes been proposed(e.g. Ladefo-
ged 1967), the effect of the postvocalic consonant would presumably be accounted for,
This, however, would not be sufficient, because it would not account for the data
showing that language users have an implicit knowledge of the perceptual result of
these durational dependences. Assuming that this knowledge is not innate we may con-
clude that somehow the perceptual result of physiologically conditioned (and sup-
posedly universal) variation is learned in the process of language acguisition. This
makes the opposition between physiologically conditioned and learned durational varji-
ation somewhat unclear. Note, however, that the existence of perceptual knowledge of
physiclogically conditioned effects can provide a powerful explanation for the origin
of some particular phenomena in languages. Once small universal effects are known by
the individual speakers of a language, in principle it is possible that they will be
exaggerated and acquire a language particular function in linguistic communication.
An example may be provided by the vowel lengthening before a voiced stop in English,
This is a language particular phenomenon, but its origin possibly is related to the
fact that there is a much smaller universal effect of the voicing of the postvocalic
consonant on vowel duration. If this reasoning is valid the interaction between know-
ledge concerning universal aspects of speech and knowledge concerning language parti-
cular aspects of speech should be modelled in a general phonetic theory or perhaps in
a partial phonetic model, and so strengthen the explanatory role of phonetics within
linguistic science.

The relation between language universal and language particular aspects is even less
clear for those durational variations which depend on syllable position and number of
syllables in the word. In many, perhaps in all languages there is a tendency towards
lengthening of a prepausal syllable, and it seems reasonable to assume that this is a
universal tendency of human speech. In Dutch we also find, however, a lengthening of
the final syllable of a word in non-prepausal position. The same has been found for
Swedish by Lindblom(1968). This does not seem to be universal in the sense that it is
present in all languages of the world. The same holds for the shortening effect of the
nuzber of syllables in the word. This effect has been attested in many languages but
not in all. Lehtonen (1970) e.g. obtained data for Finnish in which this effect was
absent, which may perhaps be explained by the high functional load on quantity pat-
terns in Finnish. We still may assume that such effects as the lengthening of the
word final syllable and the number of syllables in the word are universal in some
weaker sense of the word. I tentatively propose that some of these effects will be
present in all human speech unless they are counteracted by language particular re-
quiresents on segment durations, due e.g. to quantity patterns. Notice, however, that
if such effects really are to be considered universal we should be able to explain
thems from properties of the human speech production system, in the same way as it
seems in principle possible to explain the effect of the postvocalic consonant on
vowel duration from the organisation of the speech organs. As long as we have no in-
sight into the possible cause of such universal tendencies it seems difficult to

find out which regularities actually found in particular languages derive from uni-
versal tendencies and which derive from language particular requirements. We have
seen e.g. that in Dutch the effect of the number of syllables in the word is one way
only. Does this derive from some universal tendency in h speech or is it a lan-
guage particular phenomenon of Dutch? I leave the question open. Whether universal
or not, the effects of syllable position and number of syllables in the words clear-
ly belong to the perceptual knowledge Dutch language users have about the sound
structure of Dutch words, and it seems r ble to PP that this knowledge may

be brought to bear on the decoding of speech. Supposedly it may help in dividing the
incoming speech signal into words.

I hope that the experimental evidence and speculations presented in this paper may
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contribute to the discussion concerning the status of durational regularities
within phonetics. I also hope to have shown that the method of having subjects ad-
just the control settings of a speech synthesiser may be useful in probing the
knowledge of language users ning some perceptual dimension of speech. Natural-
ly research of this kind may in its turn also help to improve the rules for speech
synthesis and thus improve the usefulness of speech synthesis as a tool in speech
research.

Institute for Perception Research
eindhoven

Notes
1 The same research has been reported upon more extensively in Nootebocom 1972.

Figure 1 Durations of the Dutch vowels / i/ and /e:/ in monosyllables of the form
/hVC/ as a function of the following consonant. Values are means over ten
subjects times two realisations.

Figure 2 Durational build-up of nonsense words with varying number of syllables,
spoken in isolation.

Figure 3 Durational build-up of nonsense words with varying number of syllables
preceding the stressed vowel, spoken in isolation.

Figure 4 Adjustments of stressed /a:/ in three different positions in three-syllable
synthetic words. The values are means over 3 subjects times 10 adjustments.

Figure 5 Adjustments of stressed /a:/ as a function of the number of following syl-
lables in synthetic words. The values are means over 3 subjects times 10
adjustments.

Figure 6 Adjustments of stressed /a:/ as a function of the number of preceding syl-
lables in synthetic words. The values are means over 3 subjects times 10
adjustments.
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THE NECESS
PRACTICABLE GRAMMATIC!

“HEARER AS BASIC CATEGORIES OF A

ITY OF INSERTING nSPEAKER" AND
‘AL MODEL

Werner Abraham

On whatever grounds linguisti
Aspects-model all of this pos
by one common denominator: th
reading of a sentence,

tence is to provoke depe
concomitant with the utt
saying that there is no

reading’ is a f
cations that the participants of a speec

what I mean I shall

cs after 1965 has criticised, refuted and modified the
t-Aspects linguistics can, I believe, be characterized
at there is hardly ever such a thing as one unambiguous
the understanding of what reaction a sen-
as well as extra-linguistic information
erance of this very sentence. This aspect is iden?ical with
'normal’ reading of 2 sentence but, rather, that 'normal
and extra-linguistic (co-situative) impli-

h discourse may justly have. To illustrate

tions (the first 5 are taken from Grice

or, in other words,
nds on linguistic

unction of all linguistic

list some such implica
(1968) :

what is being communicated is true. :
z it is necessary to state what is being said: it is not known to other partic-
ipants, or not utterly obvious. Further, everything necessary for the hearer
to understand the communication is present.
Due to (1), in the case of statements, the

believe what he says.
with questions, the speaker assumes that the command will be obeyed. (See Labov
(1970,p.208) for a more detailed list of preconditions for an utterance to be

seriously intended as an order, or a request for action) .

speaker assumes that the hearer will

se are what I would call purely linguistic implications independent of the know-
dge the discourse participants may have about each other. (Note that they are ideal
umptions: any of these implications may be violated to result, for example, in
ving, small talk, tall stories, any type of riddle, etc. Such insights, however,
b not shake the basic validity of these implications since any conscious character-
ation of a discourse as belonging to one of the devious types must be grounded on
mich normal assumptions about discourse).In addition to these, there is a common

roperty attached to any discourse (Abraham(1971)) :

All discourse participants have in advance, and in any case develop and constant-
ly modify in the course of the discourse, certain expectancy norms about the rest
of the discourse participants. Such expectancy norms build up along lines such as
social belonging, range of general and special knowledge, vernacular, idiosyn-
cratic verbal behaviour, general and special positions taken with regard to argu-
mentation by other participants, etc.

Evaluations of this order are derived not only from explicit wording but also - and
by no means secondarily - from the presuppositions derivable.

:L:i:;ﬂut: :,l:t: paper is that within this wholly opaque depiction of factors facil-
g B ::::t::;on of a sentence there are, above all, the categories ’speaker’
ol My iate a structuring and understanding of a linguistics of dis-
st ks uwn::a::i;te this claim by means of a number of examples, and I shall
gramzmar (s) and the teachinq.o:t::r:::;: ::ea“f’:elgf g sl

e
in our attempts to integrate modern linguistic nethod:h ::t:a :a:;::gzt:::‘lﬂy“g;qleﬂed

1 It is £
s fairly well known what the status of honorifics is: they may be part of a

proper name, but in any case, and e
fogpec o . specially when employed freel
e with certain expectations about the addressee higher z.'. :::lyc ::ew::;dlm

68



better starting position in an argument; their function is to ascertain that the ad-
dressee be willing to comply with discourse implications (4) and, in part, with (3):
the addressee should be willing to listen and react according to fact. Apparently there
are two kinds of honorifics: one is when the speaker uses a form the purpose of which
is to exalt the addressee. Note that such forms are found also in the range of modals:

Sehr geehrter Herr X!
Honorable Mr. Snarf!

Wenn Sie so lieb sind/wéren...
Kénnten Sie das und das tun?
Sie milssten dann das und das tun

0 O
- o

(11) is not a case of irreality but reports on facts obliging the addressee to do so
and so, where, however, the speaker purposely depicts a situation to be mastered by
the addressee at free will, Going hand in hand with this type is the form that humbles
or deb the speaker himself in comparison to the addressee or things connected

with him. Hence such letter endings like hochachtungsvoll or the historical gehoasam-
sten Diener, or else:

12 Ich bin so frei (das und das zu tun).

13  Honorable Mr. Snarf have some of my humble apple pie?(R.Lakoff(1971b),p.S).

14 Dirfte (darf) ich hoffen/wissen/winschen/feststellen/bemerken...(conjoinable
are a number of what Habermas calls ’‘representatives’ and ‘regulatives’(Haber-
mas(1971) ,p.111 €£.).

R. Lakoff(1971b) has pointed out that, like the rest of the modals, musf{ is in fact
an amalgam of several meanings which, although related, are differentiable, any of
which might be primary in a given instance:

15 The speaker is higher in rank than the superficial subject of musl, which in
orders is identical with the addressee. He can impose an obligation on him.

16 The thing the addressee is told to do is distasteful to him so that he must be
forced to do it against his will.

17 Something untoward will happen to the addressee if he does not carry out the
instruction.

(15) is paramount in orders where the speaker is of higher rank than the addressee;
(17) is applicable to our sentence (11) or to its corresponding indicative form. Our
examples show that there are uses of modals that reflect the relative status of speaker
and addressee and as such are parallel to the use of honorifics.Note incidentally that
there are also other facts involving modals and implications on reactions of the
speaker:

18 My girl must be home by midnight.
19 My girl has to be home by midnight.

As noted by Larkin(1969) by using (18) the speaker takes responsibility for the obli-
gation - for many speakers at least -, whereas by using (19) he devests himself of
such responsibility; he is merely reporting an obligation. Note that in context such
interpretations can be brought to light (examples taken from Lakoff(1971b),p.24:

20 “My girl must be home by midnight - I think it’s idiotic.
21 My girl has to be home by midnight - I think it's idiotic.

2 1In school grammars conversational particles such as well, why, really, go&y,cemn
wohf, ja sowas (Oha), na ja, are usually, if mentioned at all, defined as ‘meaningless’
elements. This is invariably so because such grammars do not focus on the grammar of

discourse (dialogue) and the developing and meeting of arguments, on the one hand, and
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stilistics, on the other. It is quite evident that they have their specific distribu-
tional rules and hence can be inappropriately used. It is therefore within the sphere
of linguistics to define the conditions of their appropriate usage.This appropriate-
ness of usage seems to be connected, in the case of some such particles at least, with
the conversational implications cited above. As has been shown by R. Lakoff (1970a) welf
serves notice that something has been left out of the utterance that the addressee
would need in order to understand the sentence. This may be something that the hearer
can supply himself from co-situative information or knowledge that speaker and ad-
dressee commonly share, or else something that the speaker himself promises to supply
shortly. Hence in (23), unlike in (22), it is signalled by the speaker of (23) in
response to (22) that some qualification of an otherwise complete answer 'yes’ is
necessary to provide all information:

22 Did tou kill your wife?
23 wWell, yes.

It is expected that the respondent be further interrogated by the speaker of (22)
in order to establish the kind of extenuating circumstances that the latter implied.
Such continuation could be (24) (e.g. by a judge):

24 What do you mean by ‘well, yes'?
'_ or
25 what sort of extenuating circumstances are you about to plead?

te also the German use of wohf which, in one of its typical occurrences, is followed
by an explicative demn:

26 Es hat wohl keinen Sinn... Denn sobald wir angreifen, fallen sie uns in den
Ricken.

" The connection with the conversational postulates is that this usage of wohf/well
marks a viclation of rule (2), second part: without the denn or any implication to

be drawn from the co-text, something in the course of the communication would be
missing for the addressee to understand the whole communication. By inserting the par-
ticle, however, the speaker avoids the communication to be aberrant in that he warns
the addressee to wait for, or provide himself, further information, the suppressing

of which would be a violation of the conversational expectancy norm.

what, then, is the interpretation of why? It indicates that the speaker is surprised
at what the addressee has said, and as such it is fairly well comparable to German
na 40 was, Moment einmaf, rudely, oha. what it suggests in connection with the con-
versational implications is that perhaps the prior speaker has violated rule (1) (in
the case of a statement) or (2) (in the case of a question). Usually, after such a
particle of surprise, we would expect a question as to the missing link, or else a
counter statement or reproach.

3 Tag-questions are, particularly in the well-known Western languages like French,
Italian, and German, fairly restricted in use, and their abundance and mysterious
usage is typically English. See the following sentences:

27 Leave, won't you!
28 John left, didn’t he?

Clearly, in (28) the function of the tag is to suggest that the speaker is not at all

certain he is right: in contrast to rightout demanding agreement or acquiescence from
the addressee in the case of the mere statement (without the tag), the speaker is also
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asking for agreement, however leaving cpen the possibility that he won’t get it. It
requests belief for an expression of certainty, thereby suggesting that rule (3) of
the conversational implications may not hold. All this does not seem to be equally
applicable to tags with imperative forms, as in (27). All we may say is that (27) is
a 'softened’ version of its tagless equivalent. Looking, however, at conversational
rule (3) we see what is softened: (27) gives the addressee the option of obeying or
not, exactly like the tag in (28), which allowed the addressee the option of believing
(or agreeing) or not. As in the case of the conversational particles well and why,
they signal the violation of a normally ironclad rule. Note, incidertally, that the
clichéed tags in other Western languages are of one common type questioning the facts
reported on: nicht waht or geft in German, vero(derived from & vero o no?) in Italian,
n’est ce pas in French. They cannot be tagged on to imperatives since the imperative
does not report on fact:

29 *Geh hinaus, nicht wahr!

Clearly, this is a question of clichées. Note that in certain Alemannic dialects
(Montafon) there exists a tag to an order whereas in Standard German there is no
equivalent:

30 Gang ussi, odr?

(Note also that the intonation distributed over the tag is rising in (30); this is al-
together different from an 0di-tag with even intonation which indicates that the sen-
tence is interrupted (usually intended as a threat)). Note also, that, when an imper-
ative form is such that it allows the interpretation of fact reporting this type of
tag is acceptable:

31 Du sollst hinausgehen, nicht wahr?

4 In classical transformational grammar of the Aspecis-type the conditions on the
generation and interpretation of structures like X guesses/supposes/believes Y are
complied with when, for X, the selectional rule [+human] holds. It can be shown, how-
ever, that such verbs of cogitation used in the first-person-singular present tense
do not describe acts of thinking but, rather, that they are means of softening a de-
clarative statement:

32 Peter believes that Mary is Protestant.
33 I believe that Mary is Protestant.

(33) expresses the speaker’s feeling that the fact reported on in the complement of
the verb is a probability rather than a certainty. If we apply a truth predicate to
the complement proposition it would be:

34 PROBABLE (Mary is Protestant)

Such, however, is not the interpretation for (32) which reports on the certainty of
the complement of the verb as judged by Peter. Hence:

35 CBM‘AIM‘Y"“r (Mary is Protestant)

In other languages this difference of interpretation may be mirrored by different overt
structures. See the Latin examples(which are from R. Lakoff(1971b),p.21):

36 Marcus Publium interfecit quod uxorem suam corrupisset.
37 Marcus Publium interfecit quod uxorem suam corrupit.

The presence of the subjunctive indicates that the speaker is not prepared to take
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responsibility for what is stated to be the reason for the killing of Publius. Ip
English translation one might want to exemplify this Latin subjunctive by using quess
which in turn is not found in Latin in this sense:

38 I guess Marcus killed Publius because he raped his wife.
Note what German would do in such a case:
39  Marcus tdtete Publius, weil dieser seine Frau vergewaltigt haben soll.

So far we have dealt with shifts of person reference that resulted in different intey-
pretation thus ruling out a selectional restriction as mentioned above as an adequate
rule of grammar. In the following examples, however, the result is not a different
interpretability but altogether ungrammaticality. As I have stated elsewhere(Abraham
(1971)) the following rules (among others) govern the use of the ethic dative in German.

R(40) The perscnal form of the ethic dative may not be a third person.

R{41) There are co-occurrence restrictions between the subject person and the
object (ethic dative) person of the sentence such that the two person
categories, whether they be marked singular or plural, are exclusive of
one another.

Bence more explicitly:

R(404) object {i} # object ual
where ‘object’ is the ~speaker/addressee (ethic dative) category, ‘i’
stands for one of the three persons, and the subscript ‘3’ stands for
third person singular or plural.

sg . sg
R(411) subject (i(Pl))*ob)ect. {i (91”

Rule R(41i) has to be further qualified in such a way that the grammar does not ex-
clude such versions as (42) which is perfectly possible in an inner monologue (i.e.
where speakers address themselves as an addressee).

R(41i1)  If the superficial forms dix and mix have the features [[+Addressee],
[+subject person]] the pertinent structures are acceptable under the
function of the ‘inner monologue’.

HBence, the following cooccurrences are ruled out as unacceptable in dialogue:

42 Ich bin mir ein Lehrer.
43 “Wir sind mir Lehrer,
44 *Ich bin ihm ein Lehrer,

whereas we rate as acceptable:

45  Das ist dir ein Kerl.
46 Du sollst mir nur keinen Hippie lieben.

and so forth. Under qualification R(41ii) the following structures become possible:

421 Ich bin mir ein Lehrer,
42{i Du bist dir ein Lehrer.
42141 Ich bin dir ein Lehrer,

5 In pedagogical as well as theoretical grammars it is usually stated that ‘verba
dicendi et sentiendi’ cannot take Kﬁuhvt-ccoplmnt(see, for example, Brinkmann
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(1962) ,p.596 or Kummer (1968),p.57. For Brinkmann 0b (whether in English) can only
follow a negated wissen (know) in the matrix sentence. Hence:

47 Peter weiss nicht, ob die Medizin iha hilft.
Peter does not know wehther (or not) the medicine will do him any good.

Among the many exceptions to this rule (see Abraham(1969), p.123 ff.), we shall put
forward only what seems to be in direct contradiction with Brinkmann’s and Kummer's
observations:

(K)

8 x

Peter weiss (genau), ob die Medizin ihm hilft.
Peter knows (precisely) whether or not the medicine is good for him.

The superscript ‘K’ is indicative of a contrasting accent connecting such an utterance
with some preceding statement in which the same matrix verb is negated. Compare:

49 (x) (Nobody knows whether or not the medicine will do him any good but)
Peter knows whether or not the medicine will do him any good.

(There are, of course, several alternatives to the sentential connector butl.) As be-
comes obvious from other examples the feature [uncertainty] with regard to the content
of the proposition of the embedded sentence can be predicated of any of the three
categories represented in the matrix sentence or the related context sentence: 'Speaker’,
‘All’ and ‘Subject’ of.the matrix sentence; ‘All’ defines the participants of, or
people interested in, the situation described by the complement sentence, including

the addressee, but exclusive of speaker and subject of the matrix sentence; this set

of participants is implied, by way of what in logics is called a presupposition,

through the contrasting accent. Note the distribution of the feature [uncertainty]

for any of the sentences cited:

(K)

50 (K)John found out whether or not that was a mistake.

51 I reported whether or not there was a mistake.
Speaker All Subject

48* : + =

50* x + -

51’ - + -

In case such contrasting accent is missing (thereby failing to raise the necessary
implications of presuppositions), the sentence is ungrammatical:

52 *peter knows whether or not the medicine will do him any good.
52" - ") -

It may be worthwhile to look, in this context, at the following first-person-singular
sentences in which the speaker coincides with the matrix subject:

53 *1 forgot how extremely difficult it is to find a cab in this place.
54 I had forgotten how extremely difficult it is to find a cab in this place.

This is not a difference of grammaticality to be found with other grammatical persons:

55 He forgot how extremely difficult it was...
56 He had forgotten how extremely difficult it was...

In (55) and (56), the speaker is not identical with the matrix subject. In (53), how-
ever, the predicate extremely difficult implies that the maker of the statement in-

cluding this predicate has knowledge about this property. Since in I speaker and maker
of the statement coincide, other than in (55) and (56), there is a logical contradic-
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tion ylelding, in this case, ungrammaticality. In (54) , however, ul\e tp?ral. dis-
tance of experience between the speaker I and t'he.l as subject of "forget’ renders
grammaticality since the property extremely difficult can be predicated by the
speaker leaving disknowledge to the subject alone.

6 Post-Aspects linquistics has become quite familiar with what by Ross and Sadock
have been called hyper-sentences. For exasple, a number of sentences can be inter-
preted much more plausibly when the assumption is made that they depend on a decla-
rative structure(Ross(1970)). My point here is that certain other structures neces-
sitate the ption of 'hypo-sentences’in order to be interpreted correctly, all
of which involve the category of the speaker. I suggest that it is by means of such
tacitly inserted hypo-sentences that so-called ’false’ tenses are interpreted cor-

rectly by the hearer:

57 The animal you saw WAS a chipmunk: see, there he is running up a tree.
58 That thing rustling in the bushes over there WILL no doubt BE a chipmunk:
let's wait till it comes out.

(The exasples are taken from R. Lakoff (1970b),p.839). The ‘false’ tenses are not log-

ically those of the time of occurrence of the action in question. I suggest, then,
that this falsity of tense is reconciled by the insertion, before the colon in either

sentence, by (59) and (60), respectively:

59 which you/we did not know then, but I can tell you now since see, ...
60 as soon as it can be seen by ué ...

Quite similarly, the so-called future of propability can be explained. Consider the
following(see again Lakoff(1970b),p.840):

6! Those mangos will be three for a dollar.

Note that any paraphrase expliciting the probability interpretation fails:

62 *Those mangos are probably three for a dollar.

The future tense is to be explained by way of the following hypo-structure:

63 1f you decide to buy thea which I have no way of knowing yet.

It seems thus that, in order to account for tense-uses like these, we must consider
not only the overt elements of the sentence and the time of the utterance, but also
the point of view of the speaker of the sentences. That is, the choice of the tense
is in part based on what the speaker feels his function to be relative to the reported
event. Let us look at some more examples all of which are purposely taken from R. La-
koff’s paper(1970b) since I provide a somewhat different approach:

64 The boy you spoke to had blue eyes.
65 The boy you spoke to has blue eyes.

The suggested hypo-sentence for (64) is (66):

66 I did and do not see him any more.

The speaker's knowledge about the colour of the boy‘s eyes was acquired prior to his
conversation with the addressee; at the time of the utterance, he had no new informa-

tion. Now see the hypo-sentence for (66), (67):

67 as I found out later/as I know now.
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For the speaker of (65), the information about the colour of the boy’s eyes is new,
almost contemporaneous to the time of the utterance of (65), and in any case later
than the time of the act of speaking to the boy. Hence, the speaker may use the pres-
ent tense. For classical transformational grammar which does not foresee bound vari-
ables in its set of rules the interpretations of (64) and (65), on the one hand, and
(68) and (69), on the other hand, should be identical - which is contrary to fact:

68 The boy I spoke to had blue eyes.
69 ?The boy I spoke to has blue eyes.

Obviously (69) is possible only under the interpretation that the speaker had kept
his eyes closed at the time of his speaking to the boy and had gained knowledge of
the boy’s blue eyes only later - an unexpected reference which makes the sentence
non-normal. Note that such a dubious acceptability does not exist in German:

70 Der Junge, mit dem ich sprach, hatte blaue Augen.
71 Der Junge, mit dem ich sprach, hat blaue Augen.

Note that the insertion of appropriate hypo-sentences may be of such restricted con-
textual function that their shifting into other contexts yields discontextualized
sentences:

72 What I just stepped on was a kitten(but he dashed away.)
73 What I just stepped on is a kitten.(Poor thing, there he lies with a broken
toe.)

When the parenthesized hypo-sentences in (72) and (73) are exchanged the result is -
out-of-context sequences. Let us consider one more of R. Lakoff’s examples:

74 George Washington happened to be an honest man.
75 George Washington happens to have been an honest man.

In the first of the two sentences, (74), the speaker of the sentence cannot be inter-
preted as being involved; there is no reference of the speech act made. In (75), on
the other hand, ‘happen’ functions as an example in contrast to some prior conflicting
stat t or as ption of the present time, as for example:

76 George Washington was not an honest man.

(75) is a dispute to the contention in (76) to its contrary. If taken as a logical
predicate, the past in (74) can be explained to involve both speech act and histor-
ical event, whereas the present tense in (75) is predicated of the speech act and the
past of the historical event. In semi-formal description:

R(74) PAST (happen)

where PAST ranges over the description of both the speech act and the historic event.
R(75) PRESENT (happen) + PAST

where PRESENT ranges over the speech act whereas PAST covers the historic event.

7. We have learned through Austin(1962) and Searle(1969) that the type of illocution-
ary function of a speech act may override the interpretation which is attached to the
superficial syntactical form of a sentence in isolation. That is to say, a sentence
of the form of an interrogative may actually be employed as a threat, a sentence

characterized as a request by the introduction of pfease may in fact be a harsh im-
perative combined with sarcasm ( as when a captain asks in a clear command situation
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a private to ‘please’ shoulder his gun). The function of such illocutionary acts is
solely interpretable on the basis of the extra-linguistic co-text. In the following
examples, however, this function is provoked by the superficial structure of the sen-
tence. Compare R. Lakoff(1970b),p.845 f£f.):

77 John will die tomorrow at 9 A.M.
78 John dies tomorrow at 9 A.M.

(77) is to be understood as a prediction, for example, of a doctor, who is familiar
with John’s illness and has no way of stopping its course. In (78), on the other

hand - which, in English pedagogical grammars for Germans, is a paradigm of an ungram-
matical cooccurrence of present tense and fomoArow -, the propositional content is
uttered as a threat, or a warning, of the speaker; contrary to (77), the accomplishing
of its content lies in the hands of the speaker (who, for example, is presupposed to
be an executioner). It is under similar co-texts that the following sentences are
grammatical and have different readings as compared to the corresponding structures

in the future tense:

79 I leave tomorrow.
80 He leaves tomorrow.

In both sentences, the hypo-sentences would be something like and no one can &top me

the only difference being that, in the first hypo-sentence, the complement of ’stop’

involves the subject I, whereas in the second sentence it involves the speaker of the
utterance as the one controlling the action of the subject of (80).

8 One final pcint has to be made with regard to the description of the lexicon. Due
to an observation made by Fillmore(1970),p.262, the arquments of a predicate such as
RESEMBLE must include ‘experiencer’, which, if not made explicit, refers to the
speaker of the sentence. Compare the following:

81 Your brother resembles a horse.
82 mm (experiencer=speaker, 'brother’, ‘horse’)

Incidentally, for its unreflexive equivalent REMIND - see above all SICH ERINNERN

vs. JEMAND ERINNERN in German - the ‘experiencer always has to be made explicit in
English. The German verb, however, is actualized by the same rule as above, where the
Cdeleted experiencer always is the speaker. Compare:

83 He reminds me of a horse.
84 *He reminds of a horse.
85 Er erinnert (mich) an ein Ross.

It is obvious that for an interpretation of COME the locations of speaker and ad-
dressee are relevant. Hence, COME is appropriately used when one of the following
locative conditions is satisfied (P= the locative adverb used or presupposed with
COME) :

R(86) P designates the place where the speaker of the sentence is at the time of
the utterance,

R(87) P designates the place where the addressee {s at the time of the utterance.

R(88) P designates the place where the speaker is/will be at the time of the
utterance.

R(89) P designates the place where the addressee is/will be at the time of the
utterance,

Violations of tnese conditions yield ungrammatical uses of COME; compare:
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90 *Pred came where Harvey was, and then Harvey came where Fred was.

Such conditions are, of course, not universal. Compare the German KOMMEN where an
interlinear version of (90) is altogether acceptable since the German verb oscillates
between the English reading and another one, somewaht like VERSETZT WERDEN('to be
shifted to a different position’).

9 Conclusion and perspectives.

In sections | to 8 I have attempted to show that, in order to incorporate interpreta-
tions of illocutionary force, the explanation of ordinary sentences must include the
participants of the speech act itself. In traditional grammar such observations have
been subsumed under the term ‘deixis’. We have dealt here with the following types

of deixis: person deixis as reference to the speaker and the addressee, time deixis
as reference to the time of the speech act, place deixis as reference to the locations
of the speaker and the addressee, and discourse deixis as reference to portions of
the utterance itself. Within person deixis, we considered the respective social status
of the participants of the speech act, the knowledge of the speaker about the real
world and the co-text of the speech act, his lack of desire to coamit himself to a
position, etc. Within smaller range we have also cast light on the differences that
these contextually and co-textually linked phenomena make overt in different languages.
Although it may justly be claimed that they have no place in universal grammar they
have nevertheless been shown, I believe, to be language-particular rules of major
order. That is to say, for a child who is to acquire ccmpetence in his native language
it cannot be held to be negligible to understand and reapply infallibly the rules of
person deixis. Thus, extra-linguistic rules of a language may well be regarded as
essential for a competent mastering of a language as the hard-core, purely linguistic
rules. This, of course, is equally true for second-language learning and, more gener-
ally, for grammars set up for didactic reasons. Furthermore, it seems that reference
to extra-linguistic conditions can be relegated to the set of opt i on al rules
(stylist.c rules) only in a grammar with sentence domain; our examples have demonstra-
ted that such rules cannot be discarded with as opt f onal in a linguistics
that aims at explaining the structure of discourse, Thus, it will provide explicit-
ness within the study of sty listics, afield which has remained so deplor-
ably bare of explicit linguistic parameters. Judged against this background of the
general tendency of modern linguistics to include so many extra-linguistic and impli-
cational factors for the explanation of linguistic structures certainly such systems
as propagated by structuralism of old as well as of the Chomskyan type seem highly
inadequate. On the other hand, there is little hope, at present, that some such satis-
factory model of a more comprehensive type can be found. It appears to me that, in-
stead of seeking the linguistic fortunes in amassing the descriptive factors without
close control as to how these factors are interdependent we had better, for didactic
as well as theoretical purposes, delimit our efforts to the sentence domain and the
‘normal’ interpretation of a sentence. These I regard as fundamental linguistic units.
While we certainly have reason to advocate the expansion of linguistics into the do-
main of discourse and textual analysis within the range of didactic purposes it re-
mains, for the very same didactic purposes, a desiderate to investigate more deeply
by way of linguistics and to motivate more consistently by way of pragmatics and a
theory of norms, the ‘core grammar’ of languages the descriptions of which have been
the goal of traditional grammars as well as the Chomskyan type of grammar.

Excursus: on categorization within a discourse grammar.

Quite obviously, it would be y in this to categorize such entities
as ‘content unit’ (’argument’, ‘intended communication’) within text or discourse
as well as characterize categorially how an argqument is followed up by a discourse
partner.

It seems to me that one could suggest the following categories: ‘affirming’ or ‘denying’
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{cation or argqument with such subdivisions as:

the validity of the tent of a

affirming-expanding (affirmation plus adding of new information),

affirming-restricting (affirmation plus restriction of the infor-
mation just given),

affirming-paraphrasing;

denying-expanding,

denying-restricting,

denying-substituting (denial plus substitution of the information

just given).

In other words, these categories make discrete the goals of particular communications
(and, in a wider sense, also the goals of particular actions) of speaker (actor)and
addressee ( by way of verbal communication as well as non-verbal action). Of course
there remains the question how to delimit one unit of information within a text (tex-
teme: this may be a sentence, but may also exceed the grammatical sentence domain). I
suggest that this be the ‘rules of identification and predication’ in predicate cal-
culus. Let us draw the necessary conclusions from the following sentence:

91 This boy crossed the street.

According to the rule of identification, the question has to be clarified as to whether
or not ‘this boy' can be identified by the discourse participant(s) or addressee(s) or
reader(s) of a text. This question is again to be split up into the check on the iden-
tifiability of ‘boy’ as well as 'this boy’ (whether it can be identified by pointing

at the object, or else by referring the addressee to the previous(discourse) text).
Second, according to the rule of predication, a check is required on whether or not it
is agreed on to call the action of the identified object ‘cross the street’ and whether
or not this action happened at a time previous of that of the speech act or the time

of the report being written. This question, again, is further analysable into a check
on the identifiability of ‘cross’, ‘street’ and ‘the street’. Introducing the notion
of ‘componential analysis of the lexicon of a language’ we can now account for the
above-pentioned categories of arguments within a discourse text: let K: be a component
of semantic markers (of some order of complexity) where the subscript denotes the
lexical item the component is characterizing, and where the superscript i{s used to
enumerate the components for each lexical item such that

THIS BOY: x: + xf + ox';

CROSS: K; + K; + ...ox;

1
3

We can envisage the check by the addressee to run over each of these components with
the following responses possible:

1 2
THE STREET: K,OKJO...OK

check on THIS BOY:

: 1 2 +1
correct, but to be expanded: Kl + xlo eee ¥ K;‘ + K'; cer hyponymy
. 1 -1
correct but to be restricted: Kl + Kfo e ¥ K'; e hyperonymy
2 1 2
correct and paraphrasing: K+ K+ .o+ (; synonymy (equivalence)

not correct, to be expanded: (see above under ‘correct’)
not correct, to be restricted: (see above under ‘correct’) for 1 £ L &

not correct, to be substituted: x: + x:o asai b K:
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What, then, is the function of ‘correct/not correct’, which obviously, cannot be moti-
vated by means of the componential mapping. I suggest that these two categories relate
the addressee's/answerer’s expectation to the degree of compliance with this expectation
by the speaker. Such expectation is established through the topic of the discourse-text
and the components of the co-text that bear on the text in question. The concept of
"expectation’ as used here comprises presupposition as established through the context
(which would bear on the coherence of the text) as well as all the pertinent elements
of co-textual description which, in addition to the contextual conditions, may become
relevant also in discourse. (For an extensive discussion of presupposition as the
structuring concept within a text see Kummer(197la,b).

Our initial assumption was that discourse is a means to reach agreement over an inter-
pretation of a communication. Consequently, the notions of agreement, partial agreement,
disagreement, and partial disagreement will play a decisive role within the structure
of discourse. These notions can be further analysed by means of such meaning relations
as hyponymy, hyperonymy, and equivalence, and, in second instance, by the notion of
‘expectation’. Needless to say, that the latter concept, though necessary and intui-
tively plausible as it seems, is not yet the key itself to the ’terra incognita’ that

I have tried to illustrate but rather a still unanalysed descriptor for it.

Department of German
University of Groningen
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INDUCTION AND LINGUISTICS

S.de Mey

1. 1In this paper” I shall attempt to give a critical discussion of Chomsky's ideas

on induction as they are expressed in Chomsky (1968a) and Chomsky (1972). These ide- -
as represent the theoretical framework into which syntactic investigations have to

be fitted. For a Chomskyan grammar to be interesting, and therefore adequate, it is
necessary for it to provide insight into the way the human mind works.

2. 1t may not be immediately clear that 'induction' is a key notion in Chomsky's
thinking. The term 'induction' itself does not occur very frequently in his writings,
In Chomsky (1972), for instance, it occurs only in quotations. It is rather paradox-
ical to call a term which is hardly used a key notion. The solution, however, is
simple. To Chomsky, the word 'induction' has an unfavourable ring. To him, 'induc-
tion' and 'innate mechanisms' are complementary terms: whoever uses the term 'induc-
tion' denies the existence of innate mechanisms. Conversely, whoever believes in in-
nate mechanisms does not believe in induction. There is, to my mind, no reason why
we should adopt Chomsky's use of the term 'induction'. On the contrary, there are
at least two reasons for us to use the term in a neutral way. The first reason is
that Chomsky introduces the term 'abduction' (Chomsky 1968a,p.79). It is advisable,
however, not to indulge in any proliferation of unusual terms. The second reason is
mwore important. There is no phenomenon for which the term 'induction' can be said
to stand. The term has been used in so many ways as to have no precise meaning, ex-
cept for contexts in which a precise meaning is explicitly assigned to it. My sug-
gestion, then, would be to use the term 'induction' in a very broad and neutral
sense. It is applicable to the problem posed by the relation between generaliza-
tions and data. Taken in this sense, 'induction' is an important problem, not only
for Chomsky but for linguistics in general. In paraphrasing Chomsky's ideas I shall
use the terms 'induction' and 'abduction' in his sense.

3. Generalizations constitute a problem to the extent that they are meant to be

valid not only for cases which are well supported by the data, but also for cases
for which there are no data. We may wonder, therefore, what exactly justifies our
confidence in generalizations. As Russell once put it (quoted by Chomsky (1968a,

p.60)) 'Either, therefore, we know something independently of experience, or sci-
ence is moonshine'.

4. Any discussion of induction is complicated by another factor. Thus one may or
may not leave the psychological aspects out of consideration. To Chomsky the psy-
chological side of the problem is of paramount importance. In modern methodology,
however, a formal or logical account is the more generally accepted approach. As
far as I can see, a psychological account, if feasible, would render a methodolo-
gical one superfluous. Occasionally though, a methodologically-conceived induction
problem crops up in Chomsky (Cf.Chomsky 1968a,p.77).

5. The point that I am trying to get across is that Chomsky's mentalist doctrine
is a difficult one. It should be the principal task of any commentary to shed
light on this issue. In the next section an attempt will be made to reproduce
Chomsky's ideas as accurately as possible and subsequently, to confront them with
modern views on induction.

6. Let us start with the psychological side of the matter. Rather than call Choms-
ky's linguistic doctrine psychological, it should be called mentalistic. As I un-
derstand the terms 'mentalistic' and 'psychological', a mentalistic theory is at
once more general and more abstract. It is more abstract in that it relates the
structure of language with the structure of the mind. It is more general in that
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it concentrates on what is common to all men, instead of concentrating on what is
peculiar to an individual's learning of his language. In Chomsky (1971,p.56-58),
a distinction is made between 'the choice of grammar on the basis of data' and
'the way knowledge of language is acquired'. The first of these, it would seem
to me, is the typical object of a mentalistic theory.

7. A linguistic theory is a theory in which the principles are expounded accord-
ing to which the grammar that people choose is organized. In this way a linguis-
tic grammar provides insight into the way the human mind works. It is Chomsky's
conviction that only a rationalistic theory can be right. Empiricism has proved
a blind alley, and the above quotation from Russell testifies to this. It will
therefore be necessary to dwell a while on the differences between empiricism
and rationalism, and, consequently, on those between induction and abduction.

The following four statements may be said to summarize Chomsky's theory of know-
ledge.

A We do in fact know something independently of experience, and science is not
moonshine.

B Three elements are to be distinguished in the acquisition of knowledge:
1) the innate structures of the mind; 2) the genetically-determined matura-
tional properties; 3) interaction with environment, or experience.

C The part which innate mechanisms play in the acquisition process can, for the
time being, be properly studied only through the study of speech acquisition.

D The part played by experience can be properly understood only if we know the
contribution made by the innate mechanisms.

It is easy to see which conclusions may be drawn from this theory. We should not,
as was the custom under empiricism, describe the role of experience in the ac-
quisition of knowledge in general. On the contrary, we must study the role of in-
nate mechanisms in the more limited case of language acquisition. Every human ac-
quires a knowledge of his mother-tongue that goes far beyond the knowledge that
could ever be inferred (say by a device which modern science enables us to con-
struct) from all the language to which he was exposed since his birth. Besides,
speakers of the same language acquire more or less the same grammar. Obviously,
speech acquisition proceeds along lines that are the same for all human beings.
Since language has no existence outside the mind, the generalizations the lin-
guist finds when he describes a language must, perforce, correspond to governing
principles. These principles are collectively called 'a transformational grammar',
with the term 'grammar' used in a systematically ambiguous way, to refer both to
the linguistic grammar and to the internalized grammar.

8. What are the relations between transformational grammars and induction? The
human mind is endowed with a set of innate mechanisms. It is thus narrowly re-
stricted as to the possible hypotheses it can spontaneously come up with when
stimulated by experiential data. Now the traditional inductive problem was that
there are infinitely many hypotheses compatible with a fixed set of data. It is
unlikely that our mind scrutinizes and checks an infinite amount of hypotheses.
By assigning to the mind innate restrictions on possible hypotheses Chomsky makes
it probable that acquisition of knowledge takes place by testing hypotheses
against experiential data. Moreover, the relatively short period within which
human beings learn to speak can be further explained by assuming the difference
between the possible hypotheses to be great. An important difference between ac-
quisition of knowledge and speech acquisition is constituted by the fact that
everybody learns to speak. This difference however, is relativized by Peirce
(from whom Chomsky borrows this theory), who points to the ease with which great
discoveries have been made by scientists, thus emphasizing the similarities be-
tween discoveries in general and the natural process of speech acquisition: 'How
few were the guesses that men of surpassing genius had to make before they right-
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1y guessed the laws of nature'.

9. We are now in a position to compare Chomsky's views on induction and abduction.
Both induction and abduction are cases of theory construction stimulated by exper-
fence. In both cases the hypotheses are underdetermined by the data. The diffe-
ence, however, is that in the case of induction certain properties of the objects
under observation are generalized in accordance with the canons of induction,
whereas in the case of abduction the generalizations, which are latently present

in the mind, will become active on external stimulation. More often than not the
stimuli are degenerate, as they do not faithfully mirror the objects they emanate
from. This ind the a ption that the human mind possesses some kind of per-
fect knowledqe” of the objects under the stimulation of which the generalizations
evolve in the mind. Parallel to the differences between induction and abduction are
the differences between an empiricist and a rationalist account of the acquisition
of knowledge. Empiricists try to keep the innate part as small as possible: it is
only the canons of induction that are innate. Moreover, there is a qualitative dif-
ference between that which both approaches regard as innate: the rationalist 'per-
fect' knowledge of the objects is rejected by the empiricists. The main problem,

of course, is whether Chomsky's distinction between induction and abduction is de-
fensible. Harman (1967) has pointed out, and rightly so to my mind, that an empir-
icist worth his salt can incorporate into his inductive canons all those matters
that Chomsky claims to be innate. Given the tentative nature of the theories con-
cerned it cannot be denied that it would be possible to devise a system of induc-
tive canons which is extensionally equivalent to Chomsky's theory.

10. It has often been remarked that empiricism and rationalism differ as to the
importance both approaches attach to theory construction in science. Empiricists,
according to many people, show no interest in theoretical devices. To them theo-
ries are useful tools for the exhibition of data. It is not altogether clear to
what extent Chomsky himself would subscribe to this view. He has, quite rightly,
pointed out that the anti-theoretical currents in the philosophy of science have
been very short-lived indeed. It was mainly empiricist philosophers of science
that initiated the study of theoretical devices. This matter, incidentally, is
easily confused with an otherwise unrelated problem. This problem relates to the
question as to how to interpret non-observable, i.e. theoretical terms in scien-
tific theories, once they have been admitted. There is the realistic viewpoint
according to which all theoretical terms should stand for something real. Over
against this realism we find a host of other interpretations: pragmatist, fic-
tionalist, instrumentalist, eliminatist. Whether Chomsky could be called a real-
ist, is hard to say. He defines 'competence' as an abstract system underlying
linguistic behavior. If 'competence' here stands for something real, 'abstract'
should mean: unobservable. Unless ‘unobservable' is construed as 'as yet unob-
servable, but in principle accessible to investigation', there is the further
problem of explaining real but unobservable entities. Any further discussion of
this point would have no direct bearing on the subject, so that I must refer the
interested reader to Block (1972) and Lyons (1970).

11. Chomsky does not treat language acquisition differently from the acquisition
of knowledge in general. In both cases hypotheses are tested against a set of da-
ta. Speakers of a given language acquire a more or less identical grammar. In
Chomsky's explanation of this fact (i{f fact it is) the induction problem, how-
ever, has been solved. Due to restrictions on possible hypotheses only one gram-
mar can be acquired on the basis of data pertaining to a specific language.
Chomsky claims this to be an empirical hypothesis about language acquisition.
Given the parallel between speech acquisition and the acquisition of knowledge

in general it is not astonishing to find that Chomsky's theory has an analogon

in an already existing theory of induction. There have been, on the part of old-
er philosophers of science, many efforts to justify induction. Their main concern
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was not to determine which theory had to be inferred from a given set of data, but
rather to show, once a theory had been found inductively, what kind of process in-
duction is. The more confidence-inspiring an account of the nature of induction
is, the more justified we are in using inductive procedures. There were two fa-
vourite approaches. The ontological approach takes the world to be a collection
of regular processes. That is why we are justified in generalizing from our data
once we have discovered parts of the pattern. According to the psychological ap-
proach, the one relevant in this context, the mind is so structured as to perceive
regular patterns. Such a justification of induction is not very popular today. The
reason is that an infinite regress threatens to invade our argument. How do we
know that the world is built on a regular pattern? How do we know that the mind
has a natural tendency to perceive regularities? These are generalizations, and

as such they can be discovered only by induction. Against Chomsky the charge of
circularity of argument can even more easily be maintained. Once it is assumed
that there are restrictions on the hypotheses the mind can discover, it is natu-
ral to conclude that the mind is constrained in such a way as to assume exactly
that it is constrained in this way.

12. In relation to the alleged analogy between language acquisition and the ac-
quisition of knowledge in general yet another point should be dealt with. Harman
(1967) claims that Chomsky confuses knowing-how with knowing-that here. Chomsky
has rejected this criticism, and Harman's point has not, on the whole, got a good
reception. Even so, the essence of Harman's point has, to my mind, never been re-
futed. Suppose we build a robot which is meant to acquire speech. If it does learn
to speak, the theory of language acquisition that guided us during its construc-
tion will be confirmed. But grammar, as we have seen already, is not a theory
about language acquisition. According to Chomsky (1971,p.57) a theory of syntax
must be placed in the context of a richer investigation of how people acquire
knowledge of their language. Though syntax is an independent part of any theory
of language acquisition, it cannot, as a result, be tested independently of such
a theory. This brings out the real nature of Chomsky's theory of mind. It is cor-
rect to say that syntax is an empirical theory of the structure of the language
described. Unfortunately 'structure of language' is a rather vague terh. 'Struc-
ture' may be anything described by a grammar. Any further interpretation of 'lan-
guage structure', however, would lack empirical support. It is tied to the partic-
ular assumptions we have been willing to make. Chomsky's contention that the mind
is constrained as to the possible rules of language may sound convincing, but as
long as we have no direct access fo LAD (language acquisition device) it must re-
main un unverifiable hypothesis.>

13. If, on the basis of quite heterogeneous linguistic data, speakers of a lan-
guage develop an identical grammar, some kind of mechanism must be assumed to ac-
count for this. Such a mechanism is called an evaluation procedure. Due to the
systematically ambiguous use which Chomsky makes of the term ‘grammar', the term
‘evaluation procedure' is ambiguous in exactly the same way. It stands both for
the internal mechanism and for the linguist's theory of such an internal proce-
dure. Since an evaluation procedure guides native speakers in their inferring a
grammar from the data, it is an inductive procedure. Generally speaking, however,
it is a conceptual impossibility to place on the same footing both a theory and
its inductive procedure. It is as though we devise the solution to a problem that
proves its own correctness. Therefore, let us have a somewhat closer look at the
way induction has been treated in modern methodology. Modern theories of induction
are theories about theories, not parts of theories. It may be possible to construct
an empirical theory in which the mind is equipped with some kind of restricted in-
duction procedure. However, if we want to avoid inconsistencies, this induction
procedure should have no truck with the relation between the data and the general-
izations of this particular theory. There is, so to speak, room for yet another
kind of induction. But this time it is not (part of) an empirical theory, it is



a formal theory. Far from shedding any light on the delicate problems at issue, the
lyste:nncany ambiguous use of terms like 'grammar' and 'theory' tends to obscure
them.4)

14. So far we spoke about induction in a psychological or mentalistic context. At
this point it may be worth while to turn to a formalistic conception of induction.
Once justificatory accounts of induction have been rejected, at least three other
developments can be distinguished:

A The logic of confirmation. There is a strong tendency for philosophers of sci-
ence to view methodology as a formal science. Many scientists, however, are in-
clined to conceive methodology as an ‘angel of revenge', or, more prosaically,
as a set of canons one has to observe in order to become a gocd scientist. This
normative point of view has been ousted by a descriptive one. Science, according
to this view, is a set of statements, the properties of which can be specified
in a formal way. Consequently, methodology can only 'call' a statement accept-
able that is acceptable already. Methodology thus conceived cannot approve of
or add anything to science. The logic of confirmation fits into this context.
Supposing a theory is supported by a set of data, how could we describe the
logical relation between the observation sentences and the lawlike sentences.

B The problem of induction may be tackled from a heuristic point of view. Suppose
there are two theories neither of which is in conflict with the data available.
Which of these two will it be best to tentatively accept? The advice usually
given is: either take the stronger, or the simple one. Leaving aside the diffi-
culty involved in defining such notions as ‘'strength' and ‘'simplicity', it is
a most unsatisfactory situation that we must make do with a theory that may,
eventually, prove incorrect. Methodology is concerned with statements, not with
actions.

C In the sixties much attention was devoted to inductive probability. Along with
the heuristic approach referred to, it shares the tendency to look for differ-
ences between two theories both of which are supported by the data. But instead
of settling on an all-or-none solution, it aims at finding a measure function
S0 as to compare theories as far as their 'degree' of probability or reliabil-
ity is concerned. In this way, use may be made of the already-existing proba-
bility calculus. Hosts of problems, however, beset probability theories, as may
be gathered from Kyburg (1970). The chief problem is, how to empirically inter-
pret the formal parameters. Does a difference in degree of probability belong
to reality, to the mind, to science or to logic? All of the theoretically con-
ceivable lines of reasoning have been followed up, so far without any conclu-
sive answer. For the time being it is unlikely that a solution for the problem
of linguistic generalizations is at hand.

15. In the course of this paper I have raised a number of points related to the
question of induction. My point has been to show that Chomsky's theory leaves much
unexplained as to the relation between grammar and the mind. Unclarity invites in-
terpretation. The points I have raised are indicative of interpretations that are
not viable anyway. It may not be superfluous to discuss such an unviable interpre-
tation. Evers (1971a,p.365) construed Chomsky's hypothesis of LAD as an empirical
theory: "... (in this way) the hypothesis becomes testable. If it appears that the
description of a language can be plished almost completely with the aid of
categories which are also found in other languages, the hypothesis of a capacity
for language acquisition has been confirmed. However, if a natural language should
be found which makes an almost exclusive use of other categories and of rules of a
completely idiosyncratic kind, the hypothesis about the capacity for language ac~-
quisition has been falsified." The difficulties I encounter in this interpretation
may be schematically represented as follows. I assume that:

1 theories consist of two parts:
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- observation sentences: sentences in which our data have been expressed as di-
rectly as possible.
- lawlike sentences, which contain the explanation of the data.
2 -every explanatory theory is underdetermined by the data.
3 it is a normal empirical procedure to accept a theory that is not disproved by
the data, though underdetermined by them.
4 induction is a theory about this underdetermination.

Now three different theories are relevant:

I a theory about the mind: its observation sentences contain data about lan-
guage behavior. Among the theoretical terms are 'innate mechanisms' and 'eval-
uation procedure'. One of its theorems states that there is an innate induc-
tive procedure that guides the discovery of a grammar that is more or less
identical for all the native speakers.

II a theory about human languages: its observation sentences contain data about
all languages. Among its theoretical terms are the names of the categories
and rules of universal grammar. One of its hypotheses states that all human
languages can be described by the same set of universal categories and rules.
It comprises an evaluation procedure.

III a theory about the relation between language structure and language acquisi-
tion: its observation sentences comprise statements about universal grammar.
Its explanatory sentences describe a set of innate mechanisms. One of its
theorems states that in all languages the categories of universal grammar re-
flect the innate mechanisms that fulfil a function in language acquisition.

Apparently a type-III theory is what Evers is after. His claim can be paraphrased

in the following way: the mcment we have tested a type-II theory and found it trust-
worthy, we have confirmed a type-III theory as well. Simple though it may sound,

the point Evers is trying to make is extremely complicated. Let us therefore have

a closer look at the facts. Suppose we take particular type-I, type-II and type-III
theories and call them (i), (ii) and (iii) respectively.

(i1) can be analysed as follows:

(iia) the universal grammar consists of the following categories and rules: .....
(to be specified).

(iib) the universal grammar contains all the categories and rules that are neces-
sary to describe every possible human language.

(iic) the evaluation procedure is as follows: ..... (to be specified).

(11d) the universal grammar that is selected (respectively, valued highest) by
the evaluation procedure is the grammar specified by (iia).

(114) can be analysed as follows:

(iiia) the categories and rules of the universal grammar specified by (iia) can be
explained as the reflection of the innate restrictions on possible gramma-
tical hypotheses that operate in the construction of internalized grammars.
That is, there is an explanatory relationship between (i) and (ii).

(£4ib) the universal grammar specified by (iia) is a model of these constraints.

Only (iib) is an empirical hypothesis. Note that there is a difference between (iib)
and the claim that there is a universal grammar which is sufficient to describe all
possible human languages. The latter claim is difficult to falsify. Some such claim,
however, seems to be what is referred to in the quotation from Evers. (iid) is not
an empirical hypothesis. The evaluation procedure is a logical reconstruction of the
universal grammar specified by (iia). The logic presumably used is the logic of con-
firmation referred to in Chomsky (1968a,p.77). It is easy to think of other type-II
theories that differ essentially from (ii). Let us take one of them en call it (ii').
(1) and (i1') differ either in that the universal grammars specified by (iia) and
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(4ia') are not identical or in that the evaluation procedures specified by (iic) and
(iic') are not identical. What we need is a procedure which picks out the linguis-
tically more satisfactory grammar of the two, but none such procedure is known to
exist. Even if (iib) is confirmed, though, connecting (ii) with (iii) is just a
question of tying up loose ends: what other purposes does universal grammar serve,
if it does not provide a model for language acquisition? In no case, therefore,

can (iii) be called an empirical theory. Both (iiia) and (iiib) are based on the
claim that language has no existence outside the mind. What is needed to falsify
this hypothesis, however, is absolutely unclear to me.

16. It is inevitable that in an article like this the terms 'induction' and 'induc-
tive' should be used rather frequently. It is impossible, though, to use them in a
previously determined sense. For this reason I shall, in conclusion, sum up the main

uses here.

1 In contexts that are meant to paraphrase other peoples' ideas the terms involved
are used in accordance with the authors' intentions.

2 Further, there are three groups of 'meanings'.

A This group can be subdivided according to the presuppositions made:

A 1 There is only one theory which explains the facts in a correct way.

A 2 There are infinitely many theories compatible with a given set of data.

The induction problem for A can be formulated in either of the following ways:

1 How do we detect (I-A 1) the one correct theory, or, alternatively,

(I-A 2) the infinitely many theories?

II  Suppose we know (II-A 1) the one correct theory, or, alternatively,

(II-A 2), the infinitely many theories, how do we describe the relation-
ship between the theorie(s) and the data? Again there can be two ways of
description involved, an intuitive one and a formal one.

I represents a problem for the science involved, II represents a methodologi-

cal problem.

With this group of 'meanings' it is presupposed that there is an infinite set

of theories compatible with a given set of data. The induction problem for B

is to find out whether there is a property which singles out from all the

other theories one and only one theory that can be considered the most trust-
worthy one. This version of the induction problem is a heuristic problem,

and, consequently, a problem for the science involved.

B2 There is an alternative version which runs as follows. Suppose we do know a
formal property that selects one and only one theory, how is this property
to be interoreted and how are we to know that the theory selected is the most
dependalle one? This version of the induction problem seems to be at once a
scientific and a methodological problem.

C with this group of 'meanings' it is presupposed that there is a theory which

explains the facts in a correct way. It is further presupposed that this the-
ory can somehow be found. Consequently, the induction problem is to select
from the many possible ways the one procedure that can legitimately be called
the inductive procedure. This version of the i{nduction problem is a metaphys-
ical, rather than a methodological problem.
C is meant as a reconstruction of the problem of justifying induction, B2 of
the problem of probability logic, B! of the problems of strength and simplic-
ity, A II of the logic of confirmation. A II represents the every day uses of
the terms in question.

—
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University of Groningen

Notes
1 Many thanks are due to A.J. van Essen of the Institute of Applied Linguistics at
Groningen who edited my English. I am responsible for any remaining mistakes,
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however. Although I am not quite sure he agrees with my interpretation of Choms-
ky I am grateful to E.J. Reuland for his insightful comments on this paper.

As far as I know, the term 'perfect knowledge' is not used by Chomsky. I have
coined the expression, however, in order to use it in contrast to 'degenerate
data'.

Cf for a further elaboration De Mey (to appear).

It is my impression that Chomsky's conception of evaluation procedures per se
is correct, but that the relationship he establishes between evaluation proce-
dures and innate restrictions operative in the construction of internalised
grammars is mistaken. Cf Chomsky (1965,p.37£f) and section 15 of this paper.



SOME REMARKS ON THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE NOTION " TRANSFORMATION' *

Eric Reuland

One of the jobs a general theory of human language has to do is to characterize as
narrowly as possible the set of possible grammars of natural languages. It meets this
requirement among other things, by defining the notion ‘possible rule of a human lan-
guage’. It is expected that this will favour gaining a better understanding'of what
distinguishes natural language from other sign systems, and so of the child’s language
acquisition device. The above represents about the staple view of generative grammarians
and in what follows I shall assume that this is a reasonable objective. I must, how-
ever, make one reservation. The terms 'rule’ and 'gramat' do not primarily refer to

a formal notion of rule and a formal notion of grammar. In this context they are mean-
ingful only if one wishes to express the idea that the general theory determines what
conditions must be met by a set of descriptive statements about a language if it is to
count as a description of that language. What is establishes should be in agreement
with our intuitions as to what a language description is. The general theory states
which regularities in the language material observed are also regularities of the lan-
guage in question.l) I do not propose to go into what regularities are, nor how we find
them. This belongs to the problem of induction in general and is beyond the scope of
this article. I assume we find them one way or another.

When formalizing a theory one naturally chooses a procedure that works smoothly, but

it is not the case that a translation schema and a formal system which don’t work
smoothly should consequently be wrong. If a theory possesses some correct formalization
it has at the same time infinitely many, of which a great number will not work smooth-
ly. We make a choice on subjective grounds. Such a subjective choice is made e.g. if

it is required that every rule of the formal system corresponds to a regularity in the
informal theory and vice versa. But such a restriction has no .other status but that of
a voluntarily accepted rule of a game. Only if we regard it as such, and are willing to
obey it, may we neglect in our discussions the difference between ’formal rule’ and
‘regularity in the phenomenon under review.’2) It is important, however, to be constant-
ly aware of the ambiquity which is thereby introduced. It may not be superfluous to
give a simple illustration of this difference. When studying e.g. the Dutch language,
one might come to the conclusion that it exhibits among other things the regularity of
agreement of person and number between subject and verb. When we attempt to formalize

a description of this phenomenon by means of a context-sensitive rewrite system (C.S.R.)
we find, as is well-known, that this regularity cannot be represented by one rule,
whereas that can be done to the regularities that an intransitive verb agrees with its
subject and that a transitive verb agrees with its subject. Therefore C.S.R. formulation
is inadequate if and only if we want to stick to the one-to-one-principle. Henceforth

I shall stick to this principle, unless otherwise stated.; consequently I shall use

the terms ‘rule’ and ‘grammar’ with both meanings. The term ’'sentence’ also may be

used as referring to elements of a formal language, as well as referring to the phe-
nomena we describe with it. For both sentences and their formal representations the
rule of the game is comparable. After these introductory remarks I will pass on to the
main problem.

What is meant by ‘possible rule of a human language’ is in fact best exemplified by

the impossible rules which are found in the literature. From the examples it will be-
come clear that when people use the word 'rule’, in fact regularities are meant. Our
discussion will be oriented towards the question as to how we may determine the nature
of possible transformational rules. It is also the examples known from the literature
that bear principally on this problem. As for the base component, it is almost univer-
sally assumed that a constituent structure grammar of one of the known types is reason-
ably adequate; so we may be justified in concluding that not many problems exist here.
Of course, there is the discussion concerning the importance of dependency relations



or the question of whether trees should be ‘directly’ generated(McCawley(1968a)), but
these play no comparable role. The notion ’‘possible abbreviation of a set of base rules’
may be an exception to this; we won’t go into it, however.

Chomsky (1965,p.55) gives some examples of impossible rules. Thus it must be impossible
to formulate as a transformation the mirroring of an arbitrary string (i.e. replacing
a string aj......a by the string a,......aj). The same holds true for interchanging
the (2n-1)th and 2nth words in a string of arbitrary lenghth, or placing a new symbol
in the middle of a string with an even number of symbols. We now quote Chomsky(1965,p.
56) : 'Hence one who proposes this theory would have to predict that although a language
might form interrogatives, for example, by interchanging the order of certain categories
(as in English), it could not form interrogatives by reflection, or interchange of odd
and even words, or insertion of a marker in the middle of a sentence'. Lakoff(1970b,p.
5) too, presents some examples of impossible rules, which amount to the same. E.g. the
logically possible rule that in some natural language imperative sentences are the mir-
ror-images of the corresponding declaratives.

The above examples demonstrate that what are called impossible rules here are rules of
which the impossibility is caused by their prediction of the existence of regularities
in the relations between sentences which are not language-like. That is to say, they
are such only if they are translated into regularities in accordance with the one-to-
one-principle. Chomsky(1965,p.56) assumes a relation between possible rules and the
way the child’s language acquisition is supposed to work. If we combine this, there

is the apparent suggestion that the child, when confronted with a certain amount of
language material, will only recognize as linguistically relevant, the relations be-
tween sentences belonging to a specific set, viz. the relations which may be expressed
by a single possible rule, and that he extrapolates in conformity with such rules. To
summarize: transformational relations are relations between sentences, thereforeit must
be possible to express constraints on transformational rules in terms of what are ‘lin-
guistically significant’ relations between surface-structure forms. This interpretation,
which holds that examples given do indeed concern impossible transformational relations
is confirmed by Chomsky(1964b,p.132), where he says that one wouldn’t allow into a
grammar a transformation which would associate pairs of sentences like ‘John saw the
boy’ and ‘1’11 leave tomorrow’, but ‘only such rules as express genuine structural re-
lations between sentence forms, as, for ple, active-p ive, declarative-interrog-
ative, declarative-nominalized sentence, and so on’.

The view of transformations as means to express relations between sentences is, at
first sight anyhow, rather at variance with the idea we may have distilled from the
bulk of recent literature. The staple answer it provides to the question of what trans-
formations are and what they do, is that they map constituent structure trees on to
constituent structure trees, and that a sequence of transformations defines a mapping
of deep structures through intermediate structures on to surface structures. Deep struc-
tures and intermediate structures, however, are in a way more 'abstract’ than surface
structures.>) They are theoretical constructs, use and form of which are justified by
che fact that they may be used to describe certain regularities. Naturally it would
not be possible for us to have the same kind of intuitions about the relations between
such constructs, as we have about the relations between sentences. A theory concerning
possible relations between sentences, contains theoretical terms (i.e. formulations of
transformations) and observation terms (with some good will: sentences). So, in prin-
ciple, such a theory would be testable. ) a theory concerning possible relations be-
tween abstract structures contains only theoretical terms (viz. formulations of trans-
formations and abstract structures), and would therefore not be testable in this fam.
To provide for their empirical interpretation, one cannot, of course, use the rules
one has found to link the abstract structures to observation terms, for that would in-
volve vicious circularity. The question as to whether it is in fact reasonable to use
the notion ’possible rule’ also in connection with these relations, would therefore
appear to be justified. It might be possible to answer the question in the affirmative,
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if some independent connection could be established in some way or other between all
transformational derivation stages of a sentence and observation terms (in this case,
sent of the language). This is tantamount to saying that for any postulated re-
lation between abstract structures there has to be an equivalent relation between sen-
tences (their forms, of course, need not be alike). Only the latter, however, have an
intuitive value. It would, therefore, contrary to current linguistic practice, be na-
tural to investigate these in the first place. If one looks at the literature it seems
often the case that this condition is met, for we regularly read in syntactic descrip-
tions about sentence ‘a’ as being derived from sentence ‘b’ by way of sentence 'e?,
But what one does mean to say is that structure 'A’ is derived from structure 'B’, via
structure 'C’, where ‘A’, ‘B’, and 'C’ are ’underlying structures’ of respectively the
sentences ‘a’, 'b’, and ‘c’, and are 'similar’ to them. But this ‘being similar’ is
precisely the connection we are looking for, and has, to my knowledge, as yet nowhere
been formulated. It would seem that Chomsky(1965,p.125) believes, that it is actually
possible to assign to underlying structures sentences, which, so to speak, represent
them directly. While discussing a certain syntactic proposal he remarks that thiswould
imply that "in a set of syntactically related structures with a single network of gram-
matical relations (for example, 'for us to please John is difficult’, it is difficult
for us to please John’, ‘to please John is difficult for us’, or ‘John is difficult
for us to please’), each member is directly related to the underlying abstract repre-
sentation, and there is no internal organization - that is, no order of derivation -
within the set of structures. But, in fact, whenever an attempt to account for such
structures has actually been undertaken, it has invariably been found that there are
strong reasons to assign an internal organization and an inherent order of derivation
among the items constituting such a set’. Chomsky must have failed to notice that the
connection at issue is not as trivial as it might possibly seem. It certainly deserves
to be made explicit. Even if this condition could be met, some problems which cannot
be solved in this way would, nevertheless, remain. For this method only applies in the
case of optional transformations. This is so because only in this case can we relate
the differences in structure before and after the application to differences in form
between sentences, viz. sentences which differ exactly in that in the generation of
the one a certain transformation applied, whereas in the generation of the other it
did not. Obligatory transformations must have been applied (if possible), if the out-
put is to be grammatical. Therefore the structures before and after the application
are correlates of the same sentence. So we would not be able to distinguish between
possible and impossible rules for this category. On account of this problem, it seems
desirable to probe somewhat deeper into some aspects of transformations, more specifi-
cally into the relation between optional and obligatory transformational rules, and
how their differences developed.

The first publications on transformations are Harris(1946) and Chomsky(1957). They
developed the concept in close cooperation, but elaborated it along different lines.

In cases like these, it is always a rather precarious undertaking to try to eliminate
unclarities or even to make additions where they seem called for, by comparing the
concepts.Yet the procedure may be defensible, especially in this case, if sufficient
care is exercised. On several occasions Chomsky himself had emphasized the similarity
between the two concepts. Chomsky(1964b,p.128) introduces 'his’ transformations by
saying that he will add to the grammar a set of operations of the type that has been
called grammatical transformations by Zellig S. Harris. In £n. 23 he describes Harris’
notion of transformation informally, and adds that his approach bears little formal
resemblance to Harris’ conception, but that it was suggested by the same observation.
In Chomsky(1962,p.211,212,223) he states that what he does do developed directly out

of Harris’' work. He remarks that Harris' general framework is different from his, but
he implies that technically the conception is very similar to Harris’. All in all there
are sufficient reasons first to say something about Harris’ conception of transformation
and then about Chomsky’s pre-Aspects model. After that some remarks will be made on the
consequences of the changes introduced by Katz & Postal(1964), and Chomsky(1965).
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I shall now give a brief rendering of the way in which Harris(1946) introduces his
transformations. For the sake of simplicity I shall use a slightly different notation.
The changes are not essential. Linguistic transformations can be viewed as equivalence
relations between sentences or certain constituents of sentences. We begin with a set
of sen of a language, each provided with an analysis into constituents. From the
constituents classes are formed, so one may say that a certain sentence is a case of
a certain sequence of constituent classes. If Ak is a sentence or constituent which
is analyzed into constituent parts that are successively members of the classes Bl....
Bn, then the 'form’ or set A of all Ak is called a construction of Bl.....Bn. For in-
stance, the sentence ‘the dogs are funny’ is an element of S; its form can be repre-
sented as ‘NP1 B2 Al’. ‘The dog is funny’ has as its form ‘NP2 B2 Al’; 'is’ is a mem-
ber of the same form class as ‘are’. This is possible because they are described as
variants. When A is a construction of n constituents Bl.....Bn, we say that A is met
by a certain n-tuple of members of these constituents, for instance bl.....bn, such
that every b is a member of B with the same index, if that sequence actually occurs

as an instance of the construction A. So, a construction like ‘NP t V NP’ is met by
the triples ‘the bomb, killed, people’ and ‘people, saw, the bomb’ and by many others,
but not by the triple ‘music, heard, hydrogen’, for instance. Now it may often happen
that a lanquage has various constructions that contain the same constituents (in a dif-
ferent order, or with various materials added), for instance ‘NPi t V NP3’ and 'NPj is
V en by NPi’ (people are killed by the bomb). In cases like these, where two construc-
tions are met by the same n-tuples of members of their constituents, the two construc-
tions are said to stand in a transformational relationship. For example, the triples
that meet '‘NPi t V NPj’, also meet, in reverse order, 'NPj is V en by NPi’ (the bomb

is seen by the people); and triples which can hardly occur in the former construction
hardly occur in the latter(‘music, heard, hydrogen’, ‘hydrogen was heard by music’).
Thus’NPi‘s V ing NP3’ is a transform of that string, because it is met by the same
triples (“the bomb’s killing people’, ’‘people’s seeing the bomb’). On the other hand
‘NPi t V NPj’ and ‘NPj t V NPi’ are not transforms of each other. It is true that we
find ‘the old man sought death’ vs. ‘death sought the old man’, but we neither find
‘the bomb saw people’ nor ‘people killed the bomb’, though ‘people saw the bomb’ and
‘the bomb killed people’ do occur. So, not all triples that meet the one construction
also meet the other. In Harris’ theory sentences which stand in a transformational
relationship to each other do not always have the same meaning. But it is often the
case that a transformation correlates with a regular difference in meaning (e.g. ac-
tive-passive).

As described here transformations define equivalence relations between sentences. Or,
more precisely, between constituents in general, because of the fact, that there is
also a transformational relation between ‘John’s arriving early’ and ‘John’s early
arrival’, which are both NP’'s. This can only happen, however, if there exists also a
sentence to which they are equivalent; in this case ‘John arrived early’. So for every
transformational equivalence class of constituents it must be true that at least one
of its members is a sentence. Besides the "unary transformations’ discussed thus far,
there are also so-called 'binary transformations’. These describe the equivalence be-
tween a pair of sentences and a ‘compound’ sentence. Thus 'John’s arriving early amazed
us’ is described as the ‘sum’ of ‘John arrived early’ and ‘it amazed us’. It is in this
context that equivalence relations between certain tit and sen play a
part.

In the above argument things are presented in such a way that the totality of sentences
is treated as given (generated by some grammar, but this need not concern us here), and
that the transformations define equivalence relations in that set. It is clear that
within this framework such a notion as 'possible transformation’ is definable, and that
it is also of an empirical nature. Harris also presented this view of transformation

in a different form. Though in that form it remains ially hanged, it reminds
us more clearly of that of Chomsky(1957). In Harris’ words(1964) :’transformational
analysis describes as comp d of . rather than of parts which are
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not themselves sentences. We now want to analyze sentences into sentences, and these
again into sentences, until we reach certain elementary sentences which are not fur-
ther analyzable into sentences. Every sentence of the language can be represented in

a unique way (except in some cases with regard to order) by a q of el ary
sentences with unary and binary operators on sentences and operators. This implies

that we can represent the whole language by a finite set of elementary sentences, which
are called 'kernel sentences’, with their sentence forms, and a finite set of unary
and binary transformations’. The similarity to Chomsky’s model is obvious. Differences,
amongst other things, may be found in the fact that Harris does not recognize ‘obliga~
tory transformations’. A transformational derivation of a complex sentence is repre-
sented in Harris’ theory at every level by a set of expressions that are themselves
pairs consisting of a sentence from the language (which may or may not be itself com-
plex) and its sentence form. Here too, the empirical nature of the notion ’possible
transformation’ is guaranteed. As a matter of fact, it is not very likely that Harris
would be much interested in the definition of this notion. When making certain choices
he clearly prefers to be guided by considerations of elegance and economy. As compared
with Barris, Chomsky(1957) does not yet show a fundamental difference of view as to

the question what it is that one wants to do with grammars and a language theory. Yet,
certain problems posed there seem to be motivated by the search for such things as
possible rules. Besides making by his grammar the statements concerning the sentences
of the language he wants to make, Chomsky there already wishes to characterize the
system of the grammar itself. For him it is no longer sufficient that the totality of
the sentences (possibly with structural descriptions) be characterized in some arbitrary
manner. The way a system works that generates the sentences of a natural language be-
comes important. Chomsky considers transformations to be characteristic of such a sys-
tem. The most far-reaching difference for our investigation is, however, primarily
technical. The phenomenon of ‘concord” is described by Harris using the concept 'posi-
tional variant’. If we consider the sentences ‘the dog is funny’ and “the dogs are
funny’, we note that ‘the dog’ belongs to category 'NP2’, ‘the dogs’ to category 'NP1’
(the difference as to index represents the difference between singular and plural,
Harris(1946)), but "is’ and ‘are’ are both members of category B2, and are thus de-
scribed as positional variants. Their selection is determined by the relevant NP-cate-
gory. The phenomenon of concord - and several other phenomena of a similar nature,

such as do-support (Chomsky 1957,p.62) - is, as was pointed out already, not formalizable
by a C.S.R. without loss of generalization. The next ‘natural’ extension of the pos-
sibilities of the grammar gives us a so-called unrestricted rewrite system (U.R.S.).

If such a component, which allows for 'deletions’ and ‘permutations’, is added to the
grammar without conditions limiting its role, the grammar ceases to be a C.S.R., and

is only to be classified as a U.S.R. And to say that a grammar of a human language can
be described by a U.R.S. is to say no more than that it can be described at all.Simi-
larly, if we add a U.R.S. component under some restricting condition, we are up against
the problem, that derivations no longer can be represented in the form of trees, at
least if we stick to the usual conventions. This is a problem, in as much as at the
syntactical level Chomsky wants to give an interpretation to this tree structure, name-
ly, that the syntactic units are hierarchically structured. When, at a particular level,
he has no need for a hierarchical structure, he apparently admits without scruples a
U.R.S.-1ike comp in his g .(CE. Chomsky(1962),fn.15, where he discusses
phonetic realization rules).

Transformations are means to enlarge the expressive power of the system, allowing the
linguistically relevant hierarchical sentence structure to remain manifest. In Chomsky
(1957) ph | such as d are described by what he calls obligatory transforma-
tions. These transformations however do not define equivalence relations on sentences,
but on ‘abstract’ sequences of symbols. Of these it is true that, depending on the way
the equivalence classes are defined, either all of them correspond to the same sentence
or in every equivalence class there is only one sequence which is considered to corre-
spond to a sentence. In the foregoing it was arqued that it is not a defensible posi-
tion that somebody should have intuitions about possible relations between such se-
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quences of symbols; at least no intuitions that could be part of the object of a

theory of language. To introduce these rules as transformations is to make the defini-
tion of 'possible transformation’ impossible. Anyhow, by the introduction of obligatory
transformations the optional ones, too, must be formulated as defining relations on
abstract sequences. To the insight that may be gained into the way obligatory trans-
formations work one might wish to add that within every equivalence class, they also
define a relation order. If we should wantto interpret this addition as linguistically
significant, we would find ourselves up against similar problems as were discussed above.

We might also introduce the obligatory transformations of Chomsky’s (1957) type in a
different way, namely, as defining relations between parts of sentences. Thus they
express that, if a sentence starts with “the dog’, ‘is funny’ is a possible continu-
ation, and 'are funny’ is not; ‘barks’ is and ‘bark’is not. - The fact that at this
level it is easier for us to formulate the relations concerned in terms of the usual
more ‘abstract’ surface structure representation of sentences, as e.g. ‘the dog SING
BE SING funny’ does not constitute a problem -. Similarly, a transformation like ’do-
support’ falls within this schema: constituents that begin with ‘Af’ cannot be direct-
ly preceded by the boundary symbol ‘$’, but can be by ‘$ do’. By introducing them in
this way it is made clear that these ’transformations’ have a function comparable to
the one of rewrite rules. Just like rewrite rules they define ’'syntagmatic relation-
ships’. The other obligatory transformation in Chomsky(1957) can also be represented
in this manner.

It is not yet clear what a model which furnishes all the generalizations we were used
to making would have to look like, if it is to meet the above conditions. A model that
accounts for at least the concord relations, might take the following shape. A context-
free (or sensitive) rewrite system generates as well as possible an approximation of
the set of 'kernel sentences’. Let us call this set the set of ‘pro-sentences’. ‘As
well as possible’ means that at least all kernel sentences are generated and besides
just those “non ' which ¢ be prevented without generalizations being
missed. Thus 'the dogs are funny’' is a member of the set, but so is “the dogs is fun-
ny’. The concord transformation, then, operates in this model as an output condition:
only those elements of the set can be sentences which meet the condition that, if they
are analyzable as ‘...NP Vb...', they are also analyzable as ‘...X1 NUMa PSNb X2 V NUMa
PSNb...’, where "a’ and 'b’ vary over values for person and number, the other symbols
having their usual interpretation. This type of output conditions may probably be so
formulated as to characterize the set of sentences by the intersection of all sets of
pro-sentences that meet the output conditions. On this set of kernel sentences then
the transformational relations may subsequently be defined. If the Harris(1946) or the
Chomsky (1957) model revised along these lines would make it possible to state the gen-
eralizations that we consider interesting, the problem could be solved. For the notion
‘possible output condition’ in this sense would be capable of characterization in terms
of surface structure. Claims about it would be, in a reasonable sense of ‘empirical’,
subject to empirical control.

Katz & Postal (1964) however, changed the transformational model rather radically, and
not for nothing. Optional, ’‘meaning-changing’ transformations, such as ‘active-passive’,
‘declarative-imperative’ and ‘declarative-interrogative’, together with the transfor-
mational relations they described, were abandoned in favour of obligatory transforma-
tions like 'Pass’, ‘Imp’ and ‘Q’, operating on certain symbols in deep structure repre-
sentations. At the same time, a development that had begun earlier, was completed in
that the binary transformations, after having undergone at an earlier stage,a change

in character by the introduction of dummy-symbols in the matrix sentences, were now
dropped altogether. Already after these alternations, it had actually become impossible
to describe them as defining equivalence relations on ‘sentences’. Surely, ‘Pass’, 'Imp’
and ‘Q’ no longer define equivalence relations on sentences. They now define what a
sentence should look like if in its deep structure there occurs "Pass”, "Imp" or “Q";
also a kind of syntagmatic relationship. But the problem of how to establish defining
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criteria for possible rules has even become a little more difficult. Though rules such
as ‘concord’or "do-support’ could still be formulated in terms of the constituents that
are present in surface structure, "Pass”, "Imp" and "Q", however, never manifest them-
selves in a purely surface constituent form. They manifest themselves in certain pro-
perties of the sentence form as a whole. But these are only describable in relation to
other sentence forms; and that has just been done away with. In support of their pro-
posal Katz & Postal(1964) present a number of syntactic arguments as well as some of
a methodological nature. I shall not go into the latter type of arguments, except for
remarking that I fail to see how the way they handle such notoriously problematic con-
cepts might serve any useful purpose in a linguistic discussion. Thus we shall confine
ourselves to (some of) their syntactic arguments. The syntactic motivation for the al-
teration of the passive transformation contains, among other things, the following
points (they may also be found in Chomsky (1965,p.104)) . Firstly, verbs only admit of
passivization if they can occur along with a 'manner adverb’. ‘Pass’ is then described
as falling within this category. Secondly, rules for derived constituent structure may
so be described in a more uniform way. As for the first argument, one may rightly re-
park that intuitively the solution does not seem to have any explanatory power. It is
not at all clear what passives should have to do with adverbiads.In order to correctly gen-
erate the sentences with this kind of adjunct we must subdivide the verbs according to
their possessing the property of co-occurring with it or not. So, this pair of proper-
ties characterizes two subsets of the set of verbs. One of those subsets may then be
further characterized by its members having at the same time the property ‘occurs in
the passive voice’, if we want to treat the properties as different. Or else, if we
wish to describe it as one phenomenon, we change the structural analysis of the passive
transformation in such a way that it operates on a property of the verb®) , namely ‘co-
occurs with manner adverbs’. This proposal would also solve a third point, the prob-
len of the pseudo-passives. As regards the second point: why something wich is called
a ’‘general condition’ in Chomsky(1957,p.73) is called 'ad hoc’ in Chomsky (1965,p.104)
is nowhere made clear®). we formulated the property of the verbs in question in terms
of surface structure. If this could be done for all syntactic properties, we should
also be able to define ‘possible syntactic property’. It would not seem unreasonable
to regard such information about morphemes in surface structure as lexical and there-
fore as accessible for the formulation of syntactic connections. In this way transfor-
mations may be formulated in terms of surface structure. An argument similar to the
one given here with regard to the passive transformation may also be supplied for the
imperative transfcrmation, and probably for the other ones too. Should this approach
meet with objections, there is yet another consideration. We cannot assumeon ‘apriori’
grounds that all the regularities in the language are uniform. That is to say that
there is no reason to assume that categories which play a characteristic part in the
formulation of one kind of regularity, necessarily do so in the formulation of another.
In my opinion this is true of the relation between transformational and constituent
structural regularities, as well as of that between syntactic and semantic structures.
It is as detrimental to assume on ‘a priori’ grounds that this uniformity exists, as
it is to on such grounds that it does not exist.

I would like to conclude with a piece of speculation. It is precisely the assumption
of the uniformity mentioned above, which has induced us to invent more and more ab-
stract structures, so as to describe more and more regularities, of an ever-smaller
range. I have the impression that my dissatisfaction with some aspects of the changes,
which in fact marked the beginning of current developments, has the same cause as La-
koff’s objections to ‘arbitrary syntax’(Lakoff(1971)), although, as far as I am able
to make out at the moment, ‘natural syntax’ even offers fewer possibilities. It would
also seem to be akin to Chomsky’s and the other lexicalists’ dissatisfaction, as ex-
pressed in e.g. Chomsky(1972a,6.5.1). The requirement that all rules must be capable
of formulation in terms of surface structure, seems to me more radical than what they
propose. The proposal should be examined as to its feasibility. Besides, further in-
vestigation of the consequences of an elaborated lexicalist point of view for the
formulation of the notion ’possible rule of a human language’ is of the utmost impor-
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tance, it seems to me.
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As it is, in any limited corpus we may postulate as many regularities as we wish.
If we enlarge the corpus of material, many of these patterns will not persist. The
general theory contains a hypothesis about the question as to which regularities
will persist, no matter how large we take our corpus.

See also Chomsky(1964b),fn.26.

For the rest, these surface structures are still ‘abstract’ enough. It is true that
this use of the word ‘abstract’ seems to be sanctioned by tradition - and that is
the reason why I just fall in - but it may give rise to misunderstandings. I shall
not pursue this question here any further.

It is of course possible to challenge the distinction between observational and
theoretical terms. If it is replaced by a distinction between terms one takes for
granted and those one does not, nothing is, of course, changed in the above argu-
ment, if one takes it as binary. If one does not interpret it as binary, but as re-
presenting two opposite poles of a moving scale, nothing essential changes; as the
concepts called "theoretical’ here will undoubtedly all app at the 'fuzzy’ end
of the scale. There are numerous problems here, but for the present I shall leave
it at this.

I am indebted here to Sjaak de Mey. Cf. his ’'Induction and Linguistics’(this volume).
The notion of naturalness is a very difficult one, if it isn’t devoid of any strict
meaning at all. One of the relevant problems is that ‘natural expansions’ of a sys-
tem need not be extensionally equivalent for different extensionally equivalent
formulations.

I write here ‘U.R.S.-like’, b the comp t added is probably only as to
form unrestricted, not-contextsensitive. There is no recursiveness in the rules,

so the class of grammars with a similar component is extensionally equivalent to
the class of grammars without one.

Cf. Chomsky(1972a),p.41.

Sometimes constructions and operations which play a crucial role in an argument for
a fundamental change in the theory, are at a later stage subjected to a totally dif-
ferent analysis. It is remarkable that as a rule very little attention is paid to
the question as to whether a version of the original argument could also be given
with the revised notions. It is not obvious that this will always be the case. It
seems to me that several questions which have been asked with respect to e.g. the
passive transformation, and which have lead to proposals to split it up, can only
be asked in a framework for which the original formulation is needed to establish
it.
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THE SEMANTIC REPRESENTATION OF MANNER ADVERBIALS®

Simon C. Dik

0 Introduction
In this paper I will be concerned with a number of pr'oblems connected with the se-
mantic representation of manner adverbials such as wisely in:

1 John answered the question wisely

It is possible to enumerate some preliminary requirements that a semantic represen-
tation of a sentence like | must meet.

A. A semantic representation for 1 must provide a basis for explaining the selection
restrictions of adverbials such as wisely. I.e., it must be such that it becomes
clear why sentence ! is well-formed, while the following sentences are not well-
formed:

2 *John knew the answer wisely
3 *John became aware of the problem wisely
4 *The machine was humming wisely

At the same time, the semantic representation for 1 must be such as to show in what
respect wisely differs from certain other adverbials which can occur in some of the
positions in which wisely cannot occur. E.g.:

5 John became aware of the problem quickly
6 The machine was humming mysteriously

B. A semantic representation for 1 must be such as to show the difference between
wisely in 1 and wisely in:

7 Wisely, John answered the question

Traditionally, wisely in 7 is distinguished from wisefy in 1 in terms of the differ-
ence between 'sentence adverbial' and 'verb phrase- or predicate adverbial'. This,
however, does not tell us very much about the semantic implications of this differ-

ence. In the semantic representations for sentences like 1 and 7 this difference
must be made more precise.

C. A semantic representation for | must enable us to explain the behaviour of 1 un-
der negation. Specifically, it must allow us to explain the fact that the sentence

8 John didn't answer the question wisely

can only be used to express that John answered the question, but didn't do so in a

wise manner, and not to express that John didn't answer the question at all. In this
respect, 8 is different from:

9 Wisely, John didn't answer the question

which can only be used to express that John didn't answer the question, and that he
was wise in not doing so.

D. A semantic representation for 1 must indicate precisely what part of the semantic
content of 1 is modified by the adverbial. I.e., it must show what or who precisely
is said to be 'wise' when sentence 1 is used. It must also show what kind of modifi-
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cation is involved, i.e., what kind of relation holds between 'wise' and that part
of the content of 1 to which 'wise' applies.

There are many more problems connected with the semantics of manner adverbials,
but in the present context I will be mainly concerned with the points mentioned
above. There is a rapidly growing body of literature on the general problem of the
semantic representation of adverbial modifiers. In my opinion, the most insightful
studies of this problem are Greenbaum (1969) and Bartsch (1972), which have been a
source of inspiration for much of what follows here.

1 The definition of the notion 'manner adverbial'

If one tries to define the sense in which the term 'manner adverbial' is generally
used,” the best one can arrive at is something like 'A manner adverbial is a con-
stituent which functions semantically in such a way as to characterize the manner
or way in which a certain activity is carried out or in which a certain process
goes on'. Different criteria are proposed for determining whether a constituent
meets this rather vague definition. One of these criteria is whether a constituent
can be questioned with how, where how should not be followed directly by some ad-
jective or adverb as in how £ong? or how often? Thus, we have:

10a How did John answer the question?

b  (John answered the question) wisely
1la How did Mary dance?

b  (Mary danced) beautifully
12a How does John write?

b  (John writes) {flegibly

Another criterion is, whether a constituent is of the form 4n @ ... manner/way, or
can be paraphrased in this form.“ This second criterion generally leads to the same
results as the first one, witness:

13 John answered the question 4n a wise manner/way
14 Mary dances in a beautifuf manner/way
15 John writes 4n an iffegibfe manner/way

In some cases, the two criteria do not seem to run quite parallel. Thus, it is de-
cidedly strange to answer a question with how by means of an adverbial like relut-
Zantly, although the phrase in a reluctant manner seems possible:

16 John goes to school reluctantly
17 ?John goes to school in a reluctant manner
18a How does John go to school?

b ??(John goes to school) reluctantly

Even more questionable is the possibility of answering 18a with adverbials like
happily or willingly. In the case of these adverbials, however, the paraphrases
4in a happy manner and in a willing mamner also are of very questionable accept-
ability. We shall see later on that there are a number of other reasons for dis-
tinguishing refuctantly, willingly, happily, and the like from the class of manner
adverbials.

As has been argued by several authors, the class of manner adverbials delimited by
means of the two criteria mentioned is semantically not h ] . Although all
manner adverbials can be said to characterize the manner in which an event goes
about, they do so in different ways, i.e., they characterize the manner of the event
in terms of different aspects of the event. Wisefy in 10b, for instance, tells us
something about the manner in which John answered the question in terms of a prop-
erty John had at the time of answering the question. Beautifully in 11b tells us
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something about Mary's manner of dancing as such. And iLLegibly in 12b tells us
something of John's manner of writing in terms of a property of the product of

that activity.‘ These differences manifest themselves in the different (near-)

paraphrases which can be associated with 10b, 11b, and 12b:

19 John was wise in his manner of answering the question
20  Mary's dancing was beautiful
21 what John writes is illegible

fThe different manner adverbials also have different selection restrictions, as is
evident from:

22a The machine works beautifully
b *The machine works wisely
¢ “The machine works illegibly
23a *John speaks illegibly
b *John reads illegibly

In part, these selection restrictions are self-explanatory ({£Legibfy requires an
activity in which something is produced that can be read, etc.). In part, they re-
quire a clarification of certain fundamental semantic notions which have a much

wider bearing.

2 The selection restrictions of manner adverbials

In order to get a clearer picture of how the selection restrictions of manner and
other adverbials could be formulated, it is profitable to start with a discussion
of the distinction between Stative and Non-Stative verbs and adjectives as estab-
lished in Lakoff (1966). Notice that Lakoff used these terms for a syntactic sub-
division, cross-classifying the categories of verbs and adjectives, and defined in
terms of a number of different, but coinciding syntactic criteria. Lakoff's results
can be briefly summarized as follows:

STATIVE NON-STATIVE
know Zalf sLice careful
a can occur in true imperative - - + .
b can occur in progressive - - - +
¢ pro-form 'do something' - - - +
d complement of persuade, etc. - - + +
e occurrence with manner adverbs - - - -
which take animate subject (like
enthusiastically)
£ occurrence with 'for scmeone's sake' - = + +
g pro-form 'do so' - - + -

Further, Lakoff noted that in constructions like 'clause X instead of clause y', X
and ¢ sust both contain Non-Statives, as in:

24 I listened to the music instead of slicing the salami

Lakoff then goes on to show that the syntactic distinction between Statives and Non-
Statives partially reflects a semantic distinction: 'In an overwhelming number of
cases, STATIVE verbs and adjectives have the semantic property NON-ACTIVITY, and
HON-STATIVE verbs and adjectives have the semantic property ACTIVITY. There are very
few exceptions to qm generalization, and they seem to fall into classes. For exam-
ple: CLASS 1: remain, siay, keep, ...

CLASS 2: 84t, stand, huddle, squat, ...



And there are undoubtedly other such cases. What is interesting about the excep-
tions to this generalization is that they are all cases of semantically NON-ACTIVE
verbs that are syntactically NON-STATIVE. So far as I have been able to tell,
there don't seem to be any exceptions that are semantically ACTIVE and syntacti-
cally STATIVE.'

In a footnote, Lakoff notes that the semantic status of Non-Stative adjectives is
much cloudier than that of Non-Stative verbs: 'Adjectives like careful, fair, gool-
ish, polite, nasty, etc. seem to be interpretable as both ACTIVE and NON-ACTIVE.
Conpare

John is being foolish
and

John is foolish
In the former, "foolish" is ACTIVE and in the latter, “foolish" is NON-ACTIVE. Al-
though the dual character of these adjectives seems to be regular, I do not claim
to understand it.' (Lakoff 1966,p.12-13).

It is clear that in the paper just summarized Lakoff still took the point of view
that syntax is somehow basic with respect to semantics. In such a view there is no
objection to having a clear-cut syntactic distinction which only partially reflects
semantic differences. In an approach, however, which takes semantics as basic and
tries to explain syntactic phenomena as far as possible in semantic terms (cf. Ven-
neman 1972), one would rather have clear-cut semantic distinctions, and one would
try to show to what extent these are reflected in syntactic constructions. This
means that two kinds of criticism of Lakoff's distinction of Stative and Non-Stative
verbs and adjectives are possible. Internal criticism, based on the theoretical
point of view that Lakoff took in developing the distinction. And external criti-
cism, based on the alternative, semantic point of view.

One internal criticism is that not all the syntactic criteria adduced by Lakoff are
equally relevant for verbs and adjectives. This is especially important in the
present context, since criterion e, involving manner adverbials like enthusiasti-
cally, carefully, masterfully, only applies to verbs. I.e., we find no” construc-
tions like:

25 'John was careful enthusiastically
26 *John was foolish masterfully

This shows that the selection restrictions °§ these adverbials cannot be simply
stated in terms of the notion 'Non-Stative'.

A second internal criticism is, that the criteria used in some cases do not lead to
an unambiguous conclusion. Consider the verb dissofve in a sentence like:

27 The substance dissolved
The following sentences are completely normal: *
28a The substance is dissolving
b What the substance did was dissolve
¢ The substance dissolved instead of turning red

This would suggest that dissofve is a Non-Stative verb. The following sentences,
however, are decidedly abnormal:

29a “substance, dissolve |
b "I persuaded the substance to dissolve
¢ "The substance dissolved enthusiastically
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d “The substance dissolved for my sake
e "The substance dissolved, although I told it not to do so

This would suggest that dissofve is a Stative verb. And this is no isolated fact.
The same distribution can be found for sentences like The sky darkened, John §ele
down, etc. and many other cases. This suggeststhat Lakoff's criteria fall into dif-
ferent groups, and that certain expressions are sensitive only to some of these
groups.

If we now take the external, semantically-based approach to the Stative-Non-Stative
distinction, it is evident immediately that it is impossible to explain the syntac-
tic facts in terms of a simple distinction between the semantic properties 'Activi-
ty' and 'Non-Activity'. Lakoff himself has demonstrated the lack of fit between
these semantic properties and the syntactic facts, and the phenomena that I have
mentioned above only add to this. One might, of course, accept a certain amount of
arbitrariness in the syntactic facts, but there is evidence that this is not so in
this area, at least not to this extent.

In his study of Russian stative adjectives and verbs, for instance, Miller (1970,
p.494) found that on the basis of different criteria, partly parallel to those of
Lakoff, it was necessary to make a three-way distinction of the following kind:

30 Stative: ponimat', ‘understand', 5astliv, 'happy', etc.
Static : sfojat', ‘stand', lezat', 'lie', s4idet', 'sit', etc.
Active : pisat', 'write', {grat', ‘play‘, etc.

Miller's Static verbs are precisely parallel to those verbs in English which, though
semantically Non-Active, do not syntactically behave like Statives. One of the dif-
ferentiating properties that Miller mentions is that certain manner adverbials (like
energitne, 'energetically') only occur with Active verbs, while certain others (like
Lovko, ‘skilfully', nebrezno, 'carelessly') occur with Active and Static, but not
with Stative verbs.

These various facts suggest that there is more to be said about the semantic phenom-
ena behind these various syntactic subclassifications than can be expressed in terms
of the simple dichotomy into Activity and Non-activity. I will now suggest some fun-

damental semantic notions which may carry us a bit further in explaining the syntac-
tic phenomena.

Let it be agreed on that a basic P of ic structure is the simple pro-
position, consisting of one or more terms designating things, and a predicate desig-
nating a property of a thing, or a relation between two or more things. Now what is
it that a simple proposition designates? I shall say that a simple proposition des-
ignates a “"Situation™ (State of Affairs, Sachverhalt). And I suggest that there are
two fundamental properties by which Situations can differ from each other: they are
either "changing” or "unchanging" Situations (2Change), and they are either "con-

trolled” or "uncontrolled" Situations (fControl). A proposition '§(X)' designates an
unchanging Situation if and only if the thing designated by the term X has the prop-
erty designated by the predicate § at any point of time during the stretch of time

that the Situation is taken to endure; otherwise it designates a changing Situation.
A proposition 'f(X)' designates a controlled Situation if and only if it is possible

for the thing designated by X to determine whether or not that Situation will be
present.

In terms of these notions, we can define the following further notions:

An Activity is a controlled, changing Situation.
A Process is an uncontrolled, changing Situation.
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A Position is a controlled, unchanging Situation.
A State is an uncontrolled, unchanging Situation.

This can be summarized in the following display:

3 TYPES OF SITUATION

+ Control - Control
+ Change ACTIVITY PROCESS
- Change POSITION STATE

Let us see what we can say about the syntactic facts mentioned earlier in this sec-
tion in terms of the semantic distinctions which we have just made.

The true imperative and verbs like oader, persuade, promise etc. are compatible only
with + Control Situations. This is due to by now well-known pragmatic presupposi-
tions connected with the speech acts involved. Thus, we have, for instance:

32a John promised to do the job (Activity)
b John promised to remain where he was (Position)
¢ The machine promised to work (Process)
d "The apple promised to be red (State)

Of course, it is possible to force an interpretation on sentences like 32c and 32d.
The way we have defined the selection restriction for pum{se etc. allows us to say
- correctly, so it seems - that one necessary step in such interpretation processes
is, that the feature +Control is associated with a proposition that normally desig-
nates -Control Situations. The possibility of interpreting a sentence like:

33 Substance, dissolve |

is dependent on just this step. The expression f§or someone’s sake also requires

+ Control Situations; apparently it implies intentionality on the part of the sub-
ject. It seems that the progressive form and do something are compatible with + Con-
trol and with + Change Situations, witness:

34a John was answering the question (+Control, +Change)
b  What John did was answer the question
35a John was lying on the sofa (+Control, -Change)
b  What John did was lie on the sofa
36a The substance was dissolving (-Control, +Change)
b What the substance did was dissolve
37a *John was knowing the answer (-Control, -Change)
b “"What John did was know the answer

It may even be that the apparent variation in acceptability bet the sent of
34-36 could be explained in terms of whether only one or both the features mentioned
are present.

Now let us look at the problem of adjectives like §00Lish. Compare:
38a John is foolish

b John is being foolish
39 John promised to be foolish
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My contention is that the only difference between 38a and 38b is that the former ig
normally interpreted as -Control, whereas the latter can only be interpreted as

+ Control (i.e., as a Position). Furthermore, 39 can only bg interpreted in terms
of +Control on account of the selection restriction of plomise. The fact that some
adjectives can be more easily interpreted in terms of +Control than others is due
to the difference between inherent and non-inherent properties. Thus, since tall
normally designates an inherent property, it is more difficult to interpret:

40a John is being tall
b John promised to be tall

than to interpret 38b and 39. The only possibility for interpreting 40a-b, however,
is to assign the feature +Control to the situation of being tall (e.g., an actor in
a play could promise his director to be tall in playing a certain role).

Let us now go back to the matter of adverbials, and see whether their selection re-
strictions can be defined in terms of the same semantic notions.

Adverbials of speed like quickly and sfowly are often classified as manner adverbi-
als. I believe this is not entirely correct, since the manner and the speed with
which an activity is carried out or with which a process goes about may be distin-
guished. So much is clear, that adverbials of speed require +Change Situations.
This requires some comment, since it "seems" as if they are compatible also with
-Change Situations. However, in a sentence like:

41 John knew the answer gquickly

it is not expressed that the State of John's knowing the answer was quick, but that
this State was quickly reached with respect to some reference point. Thus, 41 is
synonymous with:

42 Quickly, John knew the answer
whereas the most usual interpretation of sentence 43a is not synonymous with 43b:

43a  John wrote down the answer quickly
b Quickly, John wrote down the answer

Thus, these adverbials of speed have two possibilities: either they may indicate

the speed with which an Activity is performed or a Process goes on (and in that use
they require +Change), or they may indicate the distance in time between a certain
reference point and some Situation (and in that use they are unrestricted with re-

spect _to Change). This dualism is also the source of the ambiguity of a sentence
like:

44 John will do the job in a minute

Turning now to true manner adverbials, we observe that for 'manner' in general the
same selection restrictions hold as for the progressive form and for do something

(cf. sentences 3¢-37). I.e., 'manner' is compatible with +Control and with +Change
Situations. Consider: ?

45a John answered the question in a wise manner (+Co, +Ch)
b John answered the question wisely

46a The machine was humaing in a mysterious manner (-Co, +Ch)
b  The machine was humming mysteriously

47a  John was lying on the sofa in an elegant manner (+Co, -Ch)
b John was lying on the sofa elegantly
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48a "l'he table was red in a strange manner (-Co, =-Ch)
b *The table was red strangely

Just as in the case of the progressive and do something, manner adverbials fit in
most naturally with Activities, which have both selectional features for which man-
ner adverbials are sensitive. However, not all specific manner adverbials can oc-
cur in all the combinations in which manner adverbials can occur in general. It
seems possible, indeed, to arrive at a further subcategorization of manner adverbi-
als in terms of the semantic features that we have distinguished. Thus, we have:

I Manner adverbials whi.ch are compatible with +Control and with +Change situa-
tions. E.g. peacefull

49a John answered the question peacefully (+Co, +Ch)
b John was lying on the sofa peacefully (+Co, -Ch)
c 'l'he clock was ticking peacefully (-Co, +Ch)
d *The table was red peacefully (-Co, -Ch)

II  Manner adverbials which are compatible only with +Control. E.g. teckfessly:

50a John climbed the mountain recklessly (+Co, +Ch)
b John hangs from trees recklessly (+Co, -Ch)
c ‘Hoss hangs from trees recklessly (-Co, -Ch)
d "The machine worked recklessly (-Co, +Ch)

III Manner adverbials which are compatible only with +Change. E.g. thythmically:

51a John moved his arms rhythmically (+Co, +Ch)
b John's arm moved rhythmically (-Co, +Ch)
c ’John hangs from trees rhythmically (+Co, -Ch)
d “Moss hangs from trees rhythmically (-Co, =Ch)

IV Manner adverbials which are compatible only with +Control, +Change. E.g. enea-
getically:

52a John moved his arms energetically (+Co, +Ch)
b *John's arm moved energetically (-Co, +Ch)
c 'John was sitting in his chair energetically (+Co, =Ch)
d *The table is red energetically (-Co, =Ch)

It seems to me that in this way we have systematically accounted for the following
facts: .
No manner adverbial can modify expressions designating States.

Some manner adverbials, like peacefully, can modify expressions designating Activi-
ties, Processes, or Positions.

Some manner adverbials, like reckfessfy, can modify expressions designating Activi-
ties and Positions.

Some manner adverbials, like thythmically, can modify expressions designating Acti-
vities and Processes.

Some manner adverbials, like energeticallfy, can modify expressions designating Acti-
vities.

I shall now turn to some other problems connected with the semantic representation
of manner adverbials. In this, I hope to further demonstrate the validity of the
semantic distinctions which have been made so far.

3 Manner adverbials and 'sentence adverbials'
The term 'sentence adverbial' is a cover-term for a rather heterogeneous class of
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adverbials which have in common that in some sense they modify the whole rest of
the sentence in which they occur. By means of syntactic and semantic criteria,
quite a few subcategories of sentence adverbials must be recoanized, as has been
demonstrated most clearly by Greenbaum (1969) and Bartsch (1972). In the present
context I shall restrict myself to those sentence adverbials which also occur as
manner adverbials. Some examples are wisely, §oolishly, recklessly,etc. In fact,
most, if not all, manner adverbials can also function as sentence adverbials. In
English, the difference between manner and sentence adverbials is in general not
signalled by the form of the adverbial, but there are differences in the positions
which the two groups can take and in the intonational contours of the sentences in
which they occur. Sentence adverbials tend to have a position in the beginning of
a sentence, and are often set off from the rest of the sentence by 'comma intona-
tion'. Manner adverbials tend to have a position toward the end of a sentence, and
are not usually set off from the rest by intonational breaks. These differences are
not absolute, so that in certain cases ambiguities may arise. The difference is
clear-cut, however, in the following cases (where a comma indicates 'comma intona-
tion'):

wisely as a sentence adverbial:

53a Wisely, John answered the question
b John, wisely, answered the question
¢ John answered the question, wisely

wisely as a manner adverbial:

54 John answered the question wisely

In languages like German and Dutch, the difference between sentence and manner ad-
verbials is in most cases signalled by the form of the adverbials themselves. The
translations of 53 and 54 would be:

55a  Klugeaweise beantwortete Hans die Frage
b Wijselifk beantwoordde Jan de vraag

56a Hans beantwortete die Frage klug
b  Jan beantwoordde de vraag ({4

There are many differences between séntence and manner adverbials. Sentence adver-
bials cannot be questioned with how? and cannot be paraphrased by means of in @ ...
manner/way. Sentences with sentence adverbials have a great number of paraphrases
which are not appropriate for manner adverbials:!

w
-~
o~

Wisely, John answered the question

For John to answer the question was wise (of him)
That John answered the question was wise (of him)
It was wise for (of) John to answer the question
To answer the question was wise of John

Answering the question was wise of John

John was wise to answer the question

John was wise in answering the question

John did wisely to answer the question

John did wisely in answering the question

John's answering the question was wise

X a mo oo

In particular 57k is interesting, since there is another type of nominalization cor-
responding to wisefy as a manner adverbial:

58a  John answered the question wisely
b John's answering of the question was wise

Sentence and manner adverbials may occur within the same sentence, and are not seman-
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tically dependent on each other:

59a Wisely, John answered the question wisely
b Wisely, John answered the question foolishly

Sentence and manner adverbials may also differ in selection restrictions. This seems
to be the case, at least, for wisely. As a manner adverbial, wisely must be classi-
fied as requiring (+Control, +Change) Situations. I.e., it belongs to the same class
as energetically, class (IV) of section 2 above. As a manner adverbial, then, it
does not seem to be compatible with Positions. It does not seem possible to inter-
pret wisely in the following sentences in terms of 'in a wise manner':

60a *John remained in England wisely
b *John sat on the fence wisely

As a sentence adverbial, however, wisely is compatible with Positions, witness:

6la Wisely, John remained in England
b Wisely, John sat on the fence

It is not compatible, however, with -Control Situations (i.e., Processes and States):

62a ‘*Wisely, the sky darkened
b “Wisely, the table was red

Thus, we can classify the sentence adverbial wisely as requiring a +Control Situa-
tion.

A number of facts di d by Greenb (1969,p.154 ff.) confirm this hypothesis.
Greenbaum points out the following facts:

63a Wisely, he had a drink (+Co, +Ch)
b *wisely, he had a cold (-Co, -Ch)

In the case of verbs which have both an 'active' and a 'non-active' meaning (I would
say +Control and -Control, respectively), mudy selects the former:

64a Wisely, the judge received (i.e., accepted, took in) the bribe (+Co, +Ch)
b ‘wtsely. the judge received (i.e., was bestowed with) the praise (-Co, +Ch)
65a Wisely, he tasted (i.e., brought himself in a position to experience the taste

of) the wine (+Co, +Ch)
b ‘Hxsely, he tasted (i.e., experienced the taste of) the wine (-Co, -Ch)

Greenbaum further notes that by suitable 'contextualisation' the following sentences
are possible:

66 Wisely, he had a cold when he was supposed to be at the meeting
67 Wisely, he tasted the wine in the soup. He didn't want to offend his hostess

In these cases, however, the implication is that he 'pretended' to be in a certain
State. I.e., 66 and 67 can only be interpreted if the State involved is assigned the
feature +Control, so that it shifts to a Position. A little bit different is Green-
baum's example:

68 Wisely, the book costs only ten shillings

Here, the feature +Control also plays a role (in Greenbaum's terms: 68 implies 'hu-
man action'), but this feature is in this case not assigned to the State described
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in the sentence as such, but arrived at by interpreting this State as due to a con-
trolling force not mentioned in the sentence.

A very interesting difference between sentence and manner adverbials is connected

with their behaviour under negation. The facts which must be accounted for are the

following:

a if a sentence containing a manner adverbial is negated, the manner adverbial is
semantically always within the scope of the negation;

b if a sentence containing a sentence adverbial is negated, the negation is seman-
tically always within the scope of the sentence adverbial.

Thus, sentence 69 always has the meaning symbolized in 70a and never that symbolized

in 70b, while sentence 71 always has the meaning symbolized in 72a and never that

symbolized in 72b:

69  John didn't answer the guestion wisely
70a =neg(wisely(John answer the question))

b #wisely(neg(John answer the question))
n Wisely, John didn't answer the question
72a =wisely(neg(John answer the question))

b fFneg(wisely(John answer the question))

The fact that manner-wisely cannot have neg in its scope is easily explained. 70b
would have to mean something like 'in a wise manner, John didn't answer the ques-
tion'. But scmething one doesn't do, one cannot do in some manner. More precisely,
manner-wisely requires, as we have seen above, an Activity. But the negation of a
proposition describing an Activity does not itself describe an Activity. The same
holds with respect to Processes and Positions. Therefore, no manner adverbial tol-
erates a negative proposition in its scope. As soon as a proposition is negated, the
selection restrictions for manner adverbials have vanished.

In this way, however, we seem to run into problems if we want to explain the behav-
jour of the sentence adverbial wisely under negation. For we saw that:
{ manner-wisely is compatible only with Activities, but sentence-wisely is com-
patible with Activities and Positions.
i1 sentence-wisely can have a negative proposition in its scope, but a negative
proposition describes neither an Activity nor a Position.
How can these seemingly incongruous facts be fitted into the pattern which we have
been developing so far? In order to answer this question, we must have a closer look
at what precisely is designated by sentence adverbials of the wisefy type. This can
in part be read off from the various paraphrases of sentence-wi4efy which we have
noted above under 57. And it is further clarified by some suggestive remarks of
Greenbaum's: 'they (i.e., adverbials like wisely, nightly) are primarily concerned
with an evaluation of the Subject with respect to the action or state described in
the clause'.(1969,p.103). And they 'will co-occur with clauses where some decision
by an animate being is implied.' (154). Indeed, in a sentence like

73 Wisely, John answered the question

wisely does not really tell us something about the Activity that John undertook, but
it comments on the very fact that he undertook that Activity: it comments on John's
choice of undertaking the Activity of answering the question.ll However, choosing

or deciding to undertake a certain thing is itself an Activity. And the outcome of
that Activity is that one either does something or that one doesn't do something.

In view of this, we can say: sentence adverbials like wisely express an evaluation
of the choice on the part of the controlling subject to either do or not do some-
thing, {.e., to either effectuate or not effectuate a certain Activity, or to take
Or not to take a certain Position. This choice, which underlies any controlled Sit-
uation, itself has the features +Control, +Change, i.e., is itself an Activity. The
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outcome of this choice can be described either by a positive or by a negative pro-
position. This analysis of the semantics of sentence-u$¢ly has the desirable con-
sequences that we can now say that the selection restriction of wisefy, in both
its functions, can always be formulated in terms of (+Control, +Change), and that
it explains why sentence-w{4efy can take negative propositions in its scope.

The only thing left to be explained is the fact that sentence-wisely itself cannot
be in the scope of a negative element. In this respect, there is a difference be-
tween sentence 73 and its near-paraphrase 74:

74 It was wise of John to answer the question

since 74 can be negated in two ways, of which only one corresponds to the negation
of 73:

75a It was wise of John not to answer the question
b It was not wise of John to answer the question

I believe that this problem, which I will not further discuss here, is correctly
solved by Bartsch (1972,p.52) in terms of the difference between performative and
constative. If we interpret 74 as performative in the sense that a speaker, by ut-
tering 74, pronounces his judgement about the choice of the controlling subject un-
derlying the Activity described, then it is understandable that this act of Yzo-
nouncing judgement, like other illocutionary acts, cannot itself be negated. 2

The difference between sentence and manner adverbials can thus be provisionally in-
dicated in terms of the frames:

76 sentence adverbial:
speaker judges that it be F of controlling subject X to choose/decide (not)
to do ¥

77 manner adverbial :
controlling subject X do ¥ in a G manner

All adverbials that are based on adjectives which can occur both in the place of F
in 76 and in the place of G in 77, can function both as a manner and as a sentence
adverbial. For a number of adverbials, such as wisely, foolishly, cleverly, shrewd-
Ly, strangely, etc. this is quite clearly the case. In other cases it is less evident
whether an adverbial can have both functions. Thus, the difference between:

78a John sliced the salami carefully
b  Carefully, John sliced the salami

is not so clear-cut as in the case of wisely, etc. This can be said to be due, how-
ever, to the fact that careful is a less usual thing to predicate of a choice or
decision. Still, the following sentences appear to be possible:

79a It was careful of John to slice the salami
b John was careful to slice the salami
c Carefully, John didn't slice the salami

so that Bartsch (1972,p.171) and Vennemann (1972,p.8) seem to be correct in their
claim that in this respect there is no essential difference between carefully and
wisely. This claim is reinforced by the fact that if we replace the adverbial care-
§ully by the closely related carelessly, the difference in function comes out more
clearly, witness:

80a John sliced the salami carelessly

107



b Carelessly, John sliced the salami

8la It was careless of John to slice the salami
b John was careless to slice the salami
¢ Carelessly, John didn't slice the salami

Therefore, any analysis in which the sentences 78a and 78b are assigned the same
fundamental sesantic representation must be rejected.

4 Manner adverbials and 'subject adjuncts'

In the beginning of section 2 of this paper I mentioned the fact that such adver-
bials as willingly and happily are different from manner adverbials in that they
cannot be questioned with how? and cannot be paraphrased by means of the expression
ma... mannen. )3 In this section, I will discuss the status of the class to which
willingly belongs. For ease of reference, I shall use Greenbaum's term 'subject ad-
juncts' for this class (cf. Greenbaum 1969,p.156 ff.).

Subjects adjuncts are different from manner adverbials. That they also differ from
sentence adverbials of the class of wisely etc. is clear when one compares the sen-
tences of 57 above with the following:

~

Ny oM GO0 T o

Willingly, John answered the question

*For John to answer the question was willing (of him)

*That John answered the question was willing (of him)

*1t was willing for (of) John to answer the question
answer the question was willing of John

*Answering the question was willing of John

John was willing to answer the question

John was willing in answering the question

*John did willingly to answer the question

*John did willingly in answering the question

*John's answering the question was willing

As it turns out, 82g and B2h are the only correspondences which wisely and willing-
ly have in common. Moreover, as far as 829 is concerned, this common property is

only apparent. For a closer look at the pairs 83 and 84 shows that the relation be-
tween these sentences in each case is not the same (this is shown by Greenbaum 1969,

p.156 for Aefuctantly) :

B83a Wisely, John answered the question

b John was wise to answer the question
84a Willingly, John answered the question

b John was willing to answer the question

The difference is that in B3a-b and in 84a it is implied that John indeed answered
the q\gelt_ton. In 84b, however, this is not implied. The difference between ulaety
and willingly is also seen when one compares S9a-b with the following sentences:

85a ‘willingly, John answered the question willingly
b "Willingly, John answered the question unwillingly

Sentence-wisely and manner-wisely were shown to be comments on two different and in-
dependent aspects of an Activity or Position: the choice of such an Activity or Po-
sition (and this choice itself was seen to be an Activity), and the manner in which
an Activity was e(fectugted. From the evidence given above we must conclude that
subject adjuncts like willingly neither comment on the former, nor on the latter

aspect. Therefore, neither 76 nor 77 can be an approximation to their semantic rep-
resentation,



A reasonable paraphrase of a sentence like B82a would be socmething like:
86 John answered the question while he was willing to answer the question
Similar paraphrases can be given for the following sentences:

87a John disappeared happily

b John disappeared while John was happy to disappear
88a Sally became a lady unknowingly

b Sally became a lady while Sally did not know that she became a lady
89a John was cheated unwittingly

b John was cheated while John was not aware that he was cheated

In general, then, subject adjuncts of this type conform to the following schema:

90 subject adjunct:
subject X be involved in Situation 4 while X be H to be involved in ¥

Thus, the subject adjunct expresses X's attitude toward or disposition with respect
of being involved in Situation ¢.

The Situation ¥ may, in these constructions, designate an Activity (as in 82a), a
Process (as in 87a and 88a), a Position, as in:

91 Unknowingly, John sat beside the most dangerous criminal in town
and perhaps even States, as in:
92 Unknowingly, John is the biggest fool in town

In short, subject adjuncts are compatible with any type of Situation, as long as the
subject ?articipaunq in that Situation is identical to the subject of the subject
adjunct. 4

So far, we have shown that it is necessary to distinguish at least three semantic
classes of adverbials, the members of each of which comment on a certain aspect of
a Situation described in terms of a certain property of the subject participating
in that Situation. Provisionally, we set up the following schemas as approximations
to the semantic representations of the sentences in which adverbials belonging to
the three classes concerned occur:

93 sentence adverbial:
speaker judges that it be F of controlling subject X to choose/decide (not)
to do ¥
94 manner adverbial:
controlling subject X do ¢ in a G manner
95 subject adjunct:
subject X be involved in Situation y while X be H to be involved in Y

In order to arrive at a further refinement of these formulations, it is necessary
to look at certain phenomena concerning the behaviour of these different classes
in passive constructions.

5 Adverbials in passive constructions e
Lakoff (1970a) has shown that adverbials like carefully and willingly behave differ-
ently in the passive. Consider his examples:

96a Harry was carefully sacrificed by the tribe
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b Harry was willingly sacrificed by the tribe

Sentence 96a is unambiguous. The property of being careful can only be assigned to
the tribe, not to Harry. 96b, however, is ambiguous. It can either mean that Harry
was sacrificed by the tribe while he was willing to be sacrificed, or that Harry

was sacrificed by the tribe while the tribe was willing to sacrifice him. In order
to see how this difference could be handled, I shall now first briefly describe
Lakoff's way of accounting for it. Then, I shall present some criticisms of Lakoff's
account. And finally, I shall try to explain the difference in terms of the frame-
work which has been developed in this paper.

In several pubhcationsls Lakoff has suggested that the sentences

97a John carefully answered the question
b John answered the question carefully
¢ John willingly answered the question

be analysed in terms of the same fundamental semantic structure which can be repre-
sented as:

A
|
(cueful) John s
willing I
v /T’\ NP

John question

The fact that carefully always applies to the underlying subject, in passive no less
than in active constructions, is accounted for by saying that the predicate careful
conforms to the Like-Subject Constraint. I.e., that the subject of the complement of
careful must be the same as the subject of careful, in the underlying structure.
This, however, is not the case for wi(fling, for then it could not be explained that
willingly in 96b can describe a property of Harry's, the derived subject. For this
reason, Lakoff formulates another constraint for the predicate wiffing, to the ef-
fect that its subject must be identical to "some" NP in the complement. I shall here
refer to this constraint as the 'Like-Something Constraint'. This implies that wilf-
4ing can occur in two underlying frames:

99a  willing(x, §(x, ¥))
b willing(y, §(x, ¥))

The former would underlie 'the tribe was willing to sacrifice Harry', and the latter
would underlie 'Harry was willing for the tribe to sacrifice him'. By a process of
adverb lowering both of these underlying structures could finally result in the am-
biguous surface structure 96b.16 In order to avoid the same ambiguity being defined
for active constructions, Lakoff has to add a global condition on the process of ad-
verb lowering, to the effect that this process can only be applied if a Like-Subject
situation occurs at “some" point in the derivation, i.e., either in the underlying
representation or at a later point after passivization (Lakoff 1970a,p.7-8).

This approach of Lakoff's must be criticized on several accounts: Firstly, his undif-
ferentiated underlying structure obliterates the three-way distinction between sen-
tence adverbials, subject adjuncts, and manner adverbials. Moreover, the analysis
suggests that the constructions with the adjective in predicative position and the
construction with the corresponding adverbial (resulting from adverb lowering) are
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synonymous, which is not the case, at least not for sentence adverbials and subject
adjuncts. Thus, all of the following sentences (except perhaps 10la-b) have differ-
ent semantic implications, as we have seen earlier in this paper. These differences
must be somehow expressed in terms of their underlying semantic representations.

100a John was careful to answer the question
b Carefully, John answered the question

10la John was careful in answering the question
b John answered the question carefully

102a John was willing to answer the question
b John answered the question willingly

Secondly, the Like-Something Constraint does not seem to be applicable to willing,
in view of the fact that we have sentences like:

103 Harry was willing for the tribe to sacrifice his friend

It is in fact only for the constructions with wiflingfy that the Like-Something
Constraint would be needed. As far as correct output is concerned, however, this
Constraint is superfluous for these constructions if there is also a global condi-
tion on adverb lowering, since this condition would filter out any underlying struc-
ture which would not have the Like-Something property. One the other hand, if one
were to formulate only the global condition in terms of Like-Subject for construc-
tions with wif&ingly, then there would be no hope left for arriving at a uniform
semantic explanation for the behaviour of willingly, since the identity of subject
would be partly a matter of underlying ic repre ation, and partly a matter
of derived structure.

In view of these facts, one gets a strong feeling that Lakoff's account of the dif-
ference between caxefully and willingly cannot be correct. It seems at least worth-
while to look for an alternative with fewer undesirable consequences. I will now
suggest such an alternative.

Let us first look at one of the best examples of a Like-Subject verb, viz. {nYy. Few
people would doubt that the Like-Subject constraint applies to underlying structures
in which Ay occurs:

104 Bill tried to arrest Jones
105a *Bill tried for the police to arrest Jones
b *Bill tried for Jones to be arrested by the police

Still, we have:
106 Bill tried to be arrested by the police

One could, of course, loosen the Like-Subject constraint on {ay to a global condi-
tion to the effect that underlying structures with {ay can only come to the surface
if a Like-Subject situation obtains at some point in the derivation. As in the case
of willingly this would imply that there is no uniform semantic explanation for the
well-formedness of 104 and 106 as against the lack of well-formedness of 105a-b.
Still, it seems clear that the relation between a predicate like {ay and its possi-
ble complements is semantically constrained. In fact, 106 can only be interpreted
if Bill is assigned control over his being arrested by the police, which shows that
the semantic features which I have discussed earlier in this paper play a role here.

Now, such problems as these would be much simpler if the subject of a passive sen-
tence were available "as a subject" at the level of ic repr tation. That
is, if the passive construction would not be transformationally derived. This is
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less out-of-the-way than it may seem to be at first sight. A common notion of logic
is the notion 'converse relation', where the converse R of the relation R is de-
fined through the following equivalence:

107 R(X, Y)RW, X)

And very often, the passive construction of natural language is given as an example
of an expression indicating a converse relation. It has been argued by Bar-Hillel
(1969) that this notion of converse relation should be incorporated into the seman-
tic description of natural languages.

This could be done, e.g., in the following way: something like rule 107 is entered
into the semantic description (or into semantic theory), not as a rule generating
semantic structures, but as a rule specifying the relationship between different se-
mantic structures. For instance, we could have the semantic rules produce both
structures like 108a and structures like 108b, which would then be related by the
linguistic equivalent of rule 107:17

108a arrest(police, Bill)
b arrest(Bill, police)

This would have the effect that, at the level of semantic structure, we dispose
both of the structure underlying active sentences, and of that underlying passives.
On the other hand, the relationship between the two would be duly indicated. In a
case like L1y, then, we would get underlying semantic structures like:

109a try(Bill, arrest(Bill, Jones))
b try(Bill, arrest(Bill, Jones))
¢ try(Bill, arrest{(Jones, Bill))
d try(sill, arfest(Jones, Bill))

Due to the Like-Subject constraint on {ay, only the first two would be accepted as
well-formed, and would eventually lead to:

110a Bill tried to arrest Jones
b Bill tried to be arrested by Jones

and these are precisely the two possibilities that we find with {1y,

It must then further be expressed that wereas 110a is perfectly natural, 110b can
only be interpreted if Bill is assigned a certain control over his being arrested
by Jones. Here we can make use of the Situation-feature +Control which we have in-
troduced earlier. In order to clarify this, we must have a closer look at the rela-
tion between the notion Control and the passive construction.

So far, we have spoken rather vaguely about Situations being characterized by the
features 2Control and tChange. It is not impossible that there are advantages in
regarding these notions as relevant for Situations ({.e., propositional contents)
taken as wholes. At least in the case of the notion Control, however, it is evident
that this notion could be just as well be thought to apply to one of the arguments
of the proposition designating the Situation involved. I.e., we could take something
like the following structure as defining +Control and -Control Situations:

m Sit
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In this way it is more clearly indicated that an Activity is a Situation controlled
by the subject, and a Process a Situation not controlled by the subject. A further
simplification of 111 is possible by stipulating that an element not marked +Change
or +Control is -Change or -Control, respectively. This gives us the following four
basic structures:

112a State: Sit

112b Process: su«m

112¢ Position:

1124 Activity: Sit
pred X Y

In terms of these basic structures, we can reformulate rule 107, which relates ac-
tive and passive, as follows:
s pr‘!".'d(y,

113 pred(Xx )

(+cor* ¥ X (+co)

This rule, in combination with the four basic structures, now effectively tells us
the tollowing:

If an active sentence describes a State-of-X with respect to Y, the corresponding
passive sentence describes a State-of-y with respect to X:

114a Everyone knew the story
b The story was known by everyone

If an active sentence describes a Process-of-X with respect to Y. the corresponding
passive sentence describes a Process-of-y with respect to X:

115a The machine sharpened the knives
b The knives were sharpened by the machine

If an active sentence describes a Position-of-X with respect to Y, the corresponding
passive sentence describes a State-of-y with respect to a Position-of-X:

116a John slept on the sofa
b The sofa was slept on by John

If an active sentence describes an Activity-of-X with respect to ¢, then the corre-
sponding passive sentence describes a Process-of-y with respect to an Activity-of-X:

117a Bill arrested Jones
b Jones was arrested by Bill

Returning now to 110a-b, we can say that the predicate Ay not only obeys the Like-
Subject constraint (i.e., the subject of the complement of £Ay must be identical to
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the subject of 1y}, but also the Controlling-Subject constraint (i.e., the subject
of the complement of fAY must be a controlling subject). Now, the underlying struc-
tures of 110a and 110b are as follows:

118a try(Bill, arrest(Bul‘CO, Jones))
b try(Bill, arrest(Bill, Jones«:o))

I.e., 118a conforms to both the Like-Subject constraint and the Controlling-Subject
constraint, and can be interpreted right away. 118b, however, does not conform to
the Controlling-Subject constraint, and can be interpreted only {f the feature +Con-
trol is added to BALL, the subject of the complement, although normally BilE would,
in this converse structure, have the feature -Control. Thus, 118b can be interpreted
only via the intermediate interpretational stage:

1)

119 try(Bill, arrest(Bill 1’ Jones

[+co +Co

The feature enclosed between square brackets can be thought of as transferred from,
or imposed by, the selection restriction holding for Y. This would, so it seems,
correctly express the interpretational difference between 110a and 110b.

Returning now to the difference between carefufly and willingfy (cf. sentences 96a-
b), we can say that careful obeys both the Like-Subject constraint and the Control-
ling-Subject constraint, whereas wilfing obeys neither of these constraints. That
the Like-Subject constraint is not applicable to willing was shown with sentence
103 above. That there is a difference between carefuf and willing with respect to
Control seems correct in view of:

120a George was willing to be the bad guy
b Sally was willing to become a lady

121a George was careful to be the bad guy
b Sally was careful to become a lady

The sentences 120 do not seem to impose any special interpretation on the State of
‘George's being the bad guy' and on the Process of 'Sally's becoming a lady'. The
sentences of 121, however, can be interpreted only on condition that this State and
this Process are assigned the feature +Control, just as in the case of {1y in the
structure 118b. The same difference can be observed with respect to the passive:

122a George was willing to be sent to the front line
b George was careful to be sent to the front line

In 122b, but not in 122a, it is implied that George did something in order for 'his
being sent to the front line' to come about. The underlying structures for 122a and
122b are then as follows:

1232 willing(George, send to front line(George, cho“

b careful (George, send to front line (George, x-n-(:o”

and only the latter structure requires the intermediate stage:

124 careful (George, send to ¥ront line(George Mo],x ))

+Co
If we start now from the following structures:

125a The tribe sacrificed Harry
b ucn!ace(tzibcwo. Harry)

114



126a Harry was sacrificed by the tribe
b sacrifice(Harry, tribe . )

it is clear that, since willing is not subject to the Controlling-Subject con-
straint, the following constructions provide no special problem:

127a The tribe was willing to sacrifice Harry
b willing(tribe, sacnnco(trlbo.co, Harry))

128a Harry was willing to be sacrificed by the tribe
b willing(Harry, sacrifice(Harry, trlbe“_.o))

The predicate mesut, however, since it requires Controlling-Subject, can only be
substituted for w<ffing in construction 127, as in:

129 The tribe was careful to sacrifice Harry

Substitution of caredul for willing in 128 leads to a construction which can only
be interpreted if Harry is assigned Control over his being sacrificed by the tribe:

130 Harry was careful to be sacrificed by the tribe
which, of course, is rather unnatural in this case, although it is not impossible.

As far as willingly is concerned, then, we must combine what has been found here con-
cerning the predicate willing with the general schema 95 which was suggested earlier
as an approximation to the semantic representation of constructions involving sub-
ject adjuncts. We then arrive at the following analyses for sentence 131:

131 Harry was willingly sacrificed by the tribe

132a sacrifice(Harry, tribe’CO) & willing(tribe, sacrifice(tribe o Harry))

-C
b ‘'Harry was sacrificed by the tribe while the tribe was willing tq sacrifice
Harry'
133a  sacrifice(Harry, trtbe.co) & willing(Harry, ucrrttce(ﬂarry, ulbe‘COJ)

b ‘'Harry was sacrificed by the tribe while Harry was willing to be sacrificed
by the tribe'

Carefully, on the other hand, could only result from a structure corresponding to
132, since in a structure like 133 the Controlling-Subject constraint would not be
met.

The difference between willingly and carefully, then, is in this analysis represent-
ed as due to the fact that only carefully obeys the Controlling-Subject constraint
which, as we saw earlier, is independently required for predicates like {ry. This
result could only be obtained by assigning actives and corresponding passives dif-
ferent semantic structures at the level of semantic representation. The relation
between these different structures, however, was shown to be expressible by means
of an equivalence rule of the form 113,

In this last section I have on purpose refrained from suggesting semantic represen-
tations for sentences with carefully in its two different functions. It has become
apparent in preceding sections that such semantic representations must be different
from those involving adverbials like willingly. I will now turn to the question of
how the semantic representation of carefully in its manner-function might be ap-
proached.
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6 The hidden manner

We have seen above that manner adverbials such as uluely are compatible only with
+Control, +Change Situations, i.e., with Activities. And we have informally para-
phrased manner adverbials of this type in terms of the schema: X do ¢ in a G man-
ner, where G is an adjective corresponding to the adverbial concerned. This sug-

gests that the operand of such adverbials (i.e., that which is modified or quali-
fied by them) is something like 'the manner in which an Activity is carried out'.
Let us see how this can be made more precise.

It is profitable to first have a look at scme proposals which have been made con-
cerning the operands of manner adverbials. Reichenbach (1966,p.301 ff.) has sug-
gested two alternative approaches to the analysis of manner adverbials. I shall not
here go into his first proposal, which has been sh to be inadequate by several
authors. 18 Reichenbach's second proposal (4bid.,p.307), however, comes closer to
being a correct account. This proposal is as follows.

Reichenbach paraphrases sentence 134a as 134b:

134a Annette dances beautifully
b Annette dances and her dancing is beautiful

where 'her dancing', he says, should be regarded as the description of the 'event'
of Annette's dancing. 'This interpretation offers the advantage of a very simple
conception of adverbs, namely, as adjectives referred to the event indicated by the
sentence.' In symbolizing this analysis, Reichenbach makes use of ‘'event variables'.
For any proposition p, the definite description (w)p‘(v) indicates 'the event de-
scribed by p, where v is a variable ranging over events'. Simplifying somewhat, we
can write Reichenbach's analysis for 13da-b as follows:

135 dance(Annette) & beautiful((7v) (dance(Annette))®(v))

There are two problems with this analysis of Reichenbach's: in the first place, he
does not distinguish between 'fact' and 'event', and therefore does not provide a
means for distinguishing the operands of semantically quite different adverbs like
beautifully and unfortunately, as in:

136 Unfortunately, Annette dances

This criticism is made by Bartsch (1970,p.27-8, 1972,p.82-3), who refers to Vendler
(1967) for the criteria by which 'fact' and 'event' can be distinguished. Bartsch
further notes (1972,p.82) that it must be possible for us to distinguish between:

137a Peter saw Annette's dancing
b Peter saw Annette dance

This difference cannot be expressed in terms of the distinction between 'fact' and
'event' since, according to Vendler's criteria, a fact can never be the object of a
verb like 4¢e. We must say, therefore, that the object of 4e¢e¢ in 137b is the event
of Annette's dancing. But what, then, is the object of 4ee¢ in 137a? According to
Bartsch, it is the Activity ('Vorgang') of dancing in which Annette is engaged. Ac-
cording to this view, we need fact-, event-, and activity-variables {n our formal
representation of the semantics of sentences. Bartsch's analysis of sentence 13da
is then modelled on the following paraphrase:

138 Annette is engaged in a d activity and that dance-activity is beautiful

More formally expressed, this comes out as follows:
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139  (31)(be engaged in(Annette, A) & dance-activity(X) & beautiful(r))

In this way, it is possible to distinguish symbolically between 'the activity of
dancing in which Annette is engaged', 'the event of Annette's dancing', and 'the
fact that Annette dances'. As we shall see, however, Bartsch's analysis does not
completely solve the second problem connected with Reichenbach's proposal.

This second problem is noted by Reichenbach himself (1947,p.307-8): it concerns the
fact that in analyses along the lines of 135 it is not properly expressed that it
is Annette's way of dancing which is said to be beautiful. There is nothing in
135 which prevents us from replacing the event-predicate beautiful by any other
predicate which can be applied to an event, even if such a predicate has nothing
to do with the way in which Annette danced. Reichenbach tries to make up for this
by adding a formula in which it is expressed that there is a relation of implica-
tion between her dancing and the beauty of the event of her dancing. What he means
precisely by this is not altogether clear to me. He says explicitly, however, that
the implication should be "added" to an analysis like 135, so that the complete
analysis of a sentence like Amnette dances beautifully would be as informally rep-
resented in:

140 Annette dances and the event of her dancing is beautiful and if she dances
then the event of her dancing is beautiful

As far as this is interpretable at all, however, it seems that in 140 two senses of
the original sentence have been mixed up, viz. the sense that Annette is now dancing
beautifully, and the sense that Annette is a beautiful dancer. In any event, the
fact that Annette's 'manner' of dancing is involved is expressed no more clearly in
140 than in 135. For instance, even in terms of 140 Reichenbach could not distin-
guish between adverbials like beautifufly and quickly, although the latter clearly
does not modify the manner, but the speed of the activity involved. And in this
respect Bartsch’s analysis does not provide any advantage over Reichenbach's. Al-
though she says explicitly (and correctly) that the predicates corresponding to man-
ner adverbials should be applied to the manner or way in which an activity is car-
ried out (1970,p.27), the operands in her final analysis are not manners or ways,
but the activities themselves (as in 139).

These considerations seem to point in the direction of the correct (and, indeed,
rather trivial) solution: in the semantic representation, the predicates corre-
sponding to manner adverbials should be applied directly to the 'manner' of the ac-
tivity as such. This means that this manner must be explicitly represented in the
semantic structure. ‘Manner' would then be a basic element in semantic representa-
tions.19 In order to see how this can be done I should like to advance the following

thesis:

All +Control and all +Change Situations (i.e., all Activities, Positions, and Pro-
cesses) have an implicit manner in which they are carried out or go on.

This can be seen from the following facts. As soon as we have described a +Control
or a +Change Situation, there is no point in adding the information that that Situ-
ation was characterized by scme manner.20 Nor is there any way of denying that it
was characterized by some manner:

141a *John answered the question in a manner
b *John answered the question, but not in a manner
¢ *pid John answer the question in a manner or didn't he?

In these sent s Ana should be taken as uttered in a completely neutral
way. We cén have sentences like:
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142  John answered the question in a mdnner ... (l) (you wouldn't believe it)

but such a sentence gives more information than that there was some manner in which
John answered the question. In general, we can say that as soon as we have described
a +Control or a +Change Situaticn, we can only add information about the manner of
that Situation if we say more than just that there was some manner of that Situa-
tion. This shows that the manner as such is implied in the Situation.

This i{s confirmed by the fact that the following discourse is well-formed:

143 John answered the question. 'The' manner in which he did it, however, was ra-
ther rude

In Karttunen's terms (1969) we can say that the description of an Activity estab-

lishes the manner of that Activity as a discourse referent. There is no point in
discourses like:

144 *John answered the question, He did it in a manner. The manner, however, was
rather rude

All this means that, using & as a variable over situations, m as a variable over
manners, Co and Ch for 'Control' and 'Change', and writing Mx for 'the manner of
X', we can formulate the following redundancy rule:

145 (8)(Co(8) v Ch(&) —>(3m) (m = "A))

This rule can be thought to operate as follows. At certain points in the specifica-
tion of semantic representations, Situations are developed along the lines of the

schema's 111 and 112, If these Situations involve the features +Co or +Ch, then rule
145 associates a manner with them, This manner i{s then available as an argument for
further predications. Only if further predicates are assigned to it is it expressed

in the final surface structure. This could lead to the following analysis of the
sentence Annette dances beautifully:

146 (dance(Annette)) & beautiful(M_ )
s s s

in which it {s correctly expressed that it is the manner of Annette's dancing which
is said to be beautiful.

The same procedure could be followed for speed. Indeed, it seems correct to say that
any +Change Situation implies a certain speed. We can therefore formulate a redun-
dancy-rule similar to 145 for the category of speed, so that adverbials like beauti-
fully and quickly can be properly distinguished. Such a description would also ex-

plain immediately why the former can be paraphrased in terms of 'manner', and the
latter in terms of ‘speed'.

R precise formalization of the type of description intended here would require con-
siderable elaboration and perhaps some modification of what has been said here. I

trust however, that the general principle has been sufficiently clarified. I would
like to conclude the present discussion with some remarks on the different ways in

which the manner-constituent introduced by means of redundancy-rule 145 can be fur-
ther specified.

The analysis roughly repr d in 146 appears to be a correct approximation to the
semantic structure of Amnette dances beautifully, inasfar as it is indeed Annette's
'manner' of dancing which is said to be beautiful in this sentence, However, such
analyses are not possible for all manner adverbials, I.e., it is not the case for



all manner adverbials that the adjective corresponding to the adverbial can be direct-
1y predicated of the manner implied in the Situation described?!. This can be seen
most clearly, perhaps, in a sentence like:

147 John writes illegibly

Although <£Legibly can be paraphrased with in an {ZLegible manner, it would no doubt
be incorrect to conclude from this that it is the manner in which John writes which

is said to be illegible. What we want to express, rather, is that the manner in which
John writes is such that what he writes is illegible. This means that a more complex
characterization of the manner-constituent implied in 147 is necessary. For our present
purposes we could give the following approximation:

148 o (write(John, xns & (!.l.le«.;lble(’ll)(vx'it(t(.n'.mn.x)))'(Ms )

1 1 1
Here, X indicates the unspecified object of wiife, and the manner of John’s writing
is characterized by the proposition that what he writes is illegible. Thus, a whole
proposition serves as the predicate of the manner-constituent. This is indicated,
after Reichenbach, by means of the asterisk. It seems that a similar procedure must
be followed in the case of a sentence like

149 John answered the question wisely

Although we can say that John's manner of answering the question was wise, this seems
to be short for: the manner in which he answered the question was characterized by
his being wise. The analysis of 149 would then look like:

150 > (answer (John, questlon))s & (wise(.!ol'm))'(lls )

1 1 1
In this way, the unity of all manner adverbials is captured through the fact that
they are all developed from specifications of the manner-constituent which is derived,
by means of redundancy-rule 145, from the Situation described in the sentence. And the
differences within the class of manner adverbials are captured through the fact that
they are developed from different specifications of this manner-constituent.

8 Summary

a Manner adverbials are those adverbials which can be questioned with how and which
are of the form 4n a...manner/way or can be paraphrased in this form.

b If we cross-classify Situations (i.e., those things which are designated by simple
propositions) with respect to the features IChange and fControl, we can define the
selection restrictions of manner adverbials in general by saying that they either
require +Change or +Control Situations.

¢ It is also possible to subclassify the class of manner adverbials in terms of these
basic features. Some of them are compatible with all Situation-types with which
manner adverbials in general are compatible (i.e., with Activities, Processes, and
Positions). Some require +Contrcl Situations (i.e., Activities or Positions). Some
require +Change Situations (i.e., Activities or Processes). And some require +Con-
trol, +Change Situations (i.e., Activities).

d Manner adverbials differ in a number of semantic and syntactic ways from sentence
adverbials, even though a number of lexical items, like wady, can occur in both
functions.

e The difference in selection restrictions between wisely as a manner adverbial and
wisely as a sentence adverbial is only apparent. In the latter function, wisely
should be interpreted as a comment on the decision or choice of some controlling
subject to do or not to do a certain Activity or to be or not to be in a certain
Position. Since the decision or choice itself is an Activity, we can say that
wesely, no matter how it functions, always requires an Activity.

f This also explains the different behaviour of manner-wisely and sentence-wisely
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under negation: a negative proposition can describe the outcome of a decision or
choice, but it does not itself describe an Activity.

g Subject adjuncts like willingly differ in a number of semantic and syntactic ways
from both manner adverbials and sentence adverbials. Unlike wisely, willingly does
not require a #Control Situation in its complement.

h For a number of reasons it is profitable to have the structure underlying passive
sentences available at the deepest level of semantic representation, and not to
derive the passive from an underlying active structure by transformation.

i This can be achieved by adapting the logical notion of "converse relation" to
linguistic purposes.

3 The essential difference between active and passive is, that the subject of a
passive structure is never a controlling subject. This implies that the passive
corresponding to an Activity-expression itself describes a Process, while the pas-
sive corresponding to a Position-expression itself describes a State.

X In terms of this theory of the passive the difference in behaviour between wisely
and willingly in passive constructions can be explained. Since wisely requires a
controlling subject, it cannot normally be made to apply to the subject of a pas-
sive construction. Willingly, which does not require a controlling subject, cdn
apply to the subject of a passive construction.

1 The operand of manner adverbials is not an event or an activity, but the "manner"
associated with the Situation concerned.

m This "manner” is implied in any Activity, Position, or Process, and can be intro-
duced by means of a redundancy rule.

n All manner adverbials agree in that they contain a qualification of this hidden
manner-constituent. They can be subclassified, however, on the basis of the type
of qualification that they involve.

Department of Linguistics
University of Amsterdam

Notes
*1 am indebted to Norval Smith for suggesting a number of corrections with regard
to content and style.

1 For a survey of traditional and more recent accounts of adverbials, see Nilsen
(1972).

2 Cf. Katz & Postal(1964), Platt & Platt (1972).

3 Cf. Greenbaum (1969), Kuroda (1970), and section 5 below.

4 ¥Xraak & Klooster (1968), p.203 ff., discuss a number of interesting phenomena con-
nected with this three-way distinction. Platt & Platt (1972) suggest a method of
expressing such semantic differences between different manner adverbials. See fur-
ther section 7 below.

5 It is probable that the ungrammaticality of sentences like 25-26 is due to some
Surface Structure constraint, since it {s possible to say things like John was
being foolish in a masterful way. I.e., Non-Stative adjectives do not exclude
"Manner® as such, but are incompatible only with one-word manner adverbs.

6 The *Control distinction is similar to the difference between "Agentive" and "Non-
Agentive" subjects as discussed, e.g., in Lyons (1968), p.356-7. Notice, however,
that for a Situation to be “"controlled” it {s not necessary for the subject to be
"active™ in any sense.

7 As far as the progressive is concerned, this cannot be the whole story, witness
sentences like The corpse was Lying on the s0fa which clearly does not describe
a Position (in my sense of the term), but a State. I will not pursue this matter
any further in the present context.

8 Cf. Fodor (1972).

9 Perhaps there are also adverbials which are only compatible with Processes; con-
vulsively might be an example. Cf. John’s aam teitched convulsively vs. *John
twitched his aam convulsively.
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cf. Greenbaum (1969),p.153 ang Wilkinson (1971 .
tic differences between these alternative cons:;sczfz;sm::: ::Y b: :liqht seman-
acceptability. On the whole, however, the sentences 57 !’"ovide io ifferences in
digm for characterizing sentence adverbialg of the Wa@ly-: n excellent para-
wilkinson’s idea (wilkinson(lQ?O),p_435..7) of ype.

"act" or "deed" in the complement of sentence-z.zg;a::ga?lgid:on::n ;:ctlox";
FACT for true factive predicates (Kiparsky & Kiparksy (1970)) Canno:ebe paix;‘st yi sed
in the light o‘f the phenomgna discussed above., Although a Paraphrase u:: Jo: 'ng
act of answerning the question was wise seems correct for 73, little sense :d
be made of expressions like John’s act of not answering the'quuuon or Jo;:‘:a
act of sitting on the fence. 1t is not the Activity expressed in the complement
tivity (i.e., the
n the complement.
unlike manner-wisely,

choice or decision) which has led to the Situation described i.

In this connection it is relevant that sentence-wuay,

cannot occur in questions and imperatives.

cf. Kuroda (1970), Greenbaum (1959)19-171-3. As further examples belonging to this

class Greenbaum gives miserably, sadty, painfully, resentfully, reluctantly, and
oudly.

::is identity of subject requires some modification. Cf. section 6.

Lakoff (1970a,1970b,1972a).

other syntactic realizations are pPossible for these underlying structures, some

of them unambiguous (depending on the place of WilLingly in the sentence). These

other possibilities will be left out of account here, since they do not affect the

main argument. i

Further rules would then specify atiest as be-muted-by.

cf. Bartsch (1970, 1972); pParsons (1972).

van Riemsdijk (1971) gives some further arguments for introducing an explicit

“Manner" into the underlying structure of manner adverbials.

The idiomatic expression {n a mannen meaning 'in some sense', 'to some extent'

is, of course, not relevant here.

Platt & Platt (1972) give a more detailed account of the semantic differences

involved here. They recognize as many as six semantic subclasses of manner ad-

verbials.
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DIACHRONIC ASPECTS OF IDIOM FORMATION

Jan G. Kooij

1.0 Publications by Weinreich(1966, 1969), Chafe(1968) and now Makkai(1972) have put
the problem of idiom formation in the focus of attention. Given a grammar that gener-
ates a syntactic description and a semantic interpretation for the reqular phrase He
kicked the bucket, it is impossible to have the same device generate a semantic inter-
pretation for the phrase He kicked the bucket 'He died', in the same manner. This dif-
ficulty is caused b! the specialized meaning of the second phrase and also by its syn-
tactic deficiency: "He was kicking the buckef. various proposals have been made to re-
move the difficulty; one proposal is to take the idiomatic phrase as an unanalyzable
whole. Since, however, such phrases are more often than not syntactically regular in
some respects, they cannot be regarded as completely unanalyzable: NP's kicking the
bucket, for instance, is grammatical.

Idioms and phraseological units are a recurrent problem in generative descriptions.
Similar problems arise in the description of compounds and of adjective-noun phrases
(for the latter, see Weinreich 1969). It is now customary to restrict the term ’idiom’
to highly idiosyncratic and unpredictable semantic specialization. But since it is no-
toriously difficult to distinguish full idioms and semi-idioms, idioms can more pro-
fitably be regarded as the end point on a scale of semantic specialization. A seman-
tically based grammar 1s in a position to keep semantic and syntactic considerations
apart; one might, therefore, expect such a grammar to be more capable of solving the
problems of idiom formation. Generative semantics, too, has its difficulties with se-
mantic specialization. Recent discussions of the generative semantic description of
verbs such as k<Z{ and xemind indicate that the underlying semantic structures proposed
for these verbs are not equivalent with the meaning of the verbs. To give one example,
the Dutch phrase x doodt y 'x kills y*', is not equivalent to 'x causes y to become not
alive' since one can cause somebody’s not being alive without directly affecting him
physically, and the latter is a presupposition of the meaning of doden 'to kill'.
Similarly, the phrase X vermoordt y ‘x murders y', carries presuppositions that doden
‘to kill' lacks: 'x causes y to become not alive by directly affecting him physically
by wilful, premeditated, and illegal action’. Of these three semantic structures, the
first one is the least marked, and the third one is the most highly marked, and their
respective morphological realizations often cannot be used interchangeably.

Semantic specfalization is a common feature of natural languages: relationships between
semantically similar structures such as the one pointed out above, are present every-
where. If such relationships are to be described by a system of rules, the rules must
be capable of changing meaning. If one chooses another device, the device must be ca-
pable of accounting for equivalences and non-equivalences of related semantic structures.

1.1 At this point I will leave the synchronic problems of idiom formation and turn to
its diachronic aspects. I will use the term ’‘idiom’ in a wider sense than Weinreich
(1969) does. I will speak of idiomaticity of a structure B whenever a structure B shows
a semantic specialization in comparison with a structure A to which it is equivalent

in other respects. I will show, in particular, that in the course of a change in the
language, semantic specialization can take the following form. Given a syntactic struc-
ture B, representing an older stage of the language, and a syntactic structure A which
is used to express the same grammatical relation R, but which represents a newer stage
of the language. When these two structures co-exist, the B-type structure readily un-
dergoes a semantic specialization, so that, in those cases, B is idiomatic as compared
to A. This development has two consequences: (1) Whereas both the constructions B and
A can still be used to express the general relation R, only B can be used to express
the special relation R'; eventualy, this will cause a split between R and R', so that,
for the expression of R, the change in the direction of the newer construction A will
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be accelerated; (2) Because the older construction, B, develops a meaning which A has
not, B will not disappear as soon as it might have otherwise, or it will not disappear
at all. My conclusion will be that the phenomenon of semantic specialization and of
idiom formation is one factor in language change. Also, discussions on the synchronic
(non-)equivalence of near-synonymous structures B and A, may throw some light on fac-
tors that contribute to language change. The differences between B and A that are the
subject of such discussions may, in fact, reflect a change in progress, instead of just
being stylistic or marginal.

2.0 The case in point are Indirect Object constructions in Dutch. Much like in English,
German, and other I-E languages, in Dutch a relation such as 'transfer of z by x to y'
can syntactically be expressed in two ways:

B x geeft y z 'x gives y z'
A x geeft z aan y 'x gives z to y'

The construction without a preposition preceding the Indirect Object is labelled B,
because it is this construction which represents the older stage of the language where
the grammatical relation involved was expressed by case markings. I will use the term
‘Dative’ as a cover term for Indirect Object constructions both with and without a

preposition preceding the I0. Following Van den Toorn(1971), we can, first of all, di-
vide the verbs that take a Dative into two classes:

1 a class of verbs that denote 'transfer' or a converse relation: geven ‘give’,fenen
‘loan', oninemen 'take away from'.

2 a class of communication verbs denoting a speech act: zeggen(aan) 'say to', schaij-
ven{zan)'write to', een tefefoontje geven ‘to give a call', een waarschuwing geven 'to
give a warning'.

In a number of cases, the constructions B and A can both be used in sentences containing
these verbs or verbal expressions. But in not a few cases, only one of the two can be
used, namely B. Van den Toorn, for instance, makes the following observations:

1 the preposition aan is usually absent when the IO is [-Animate]:

?Hij gaf water aan de planten
'He gave water to the plants'

and also when the DO is [-Concrete]:
?Hij gaf een klap aan Jan
He-gave-a-blow-t-John = 'He hit John'
*Hij gaf een verfje aan de deur
He-gave-some-paint-to-the-door = 'He painted the door (coll.)'
2 with verbs of communication, the preposition can, normally, be used, as in:

Hij gaf een waarschuwing aan Piet
'He gave Peter a warning'

but it can hardly be used in

?Hij gaf een telefoontje aan Karel
He-gave-a-telephone-to-Charles ='He gave Charles a call'

3 A different situation obtains with Indirect Objects that have the preposition voor

'for' (That this is a separate class of Indirect Objects was already noted in Fill-
more (1965). In Dutch, the preposition is no longer omissible for most speakers:
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28ij kocht haar een hoed
‘*He bought her a hat'

y not omissible when the IO is [-Animate]:

and it is certainl
te druk

*4i4 kocht de bibliotheek een eers .

?l‘l: bought a first printing for the library f

it into a Dative of transfer

the Dative in Dutch has spl

b abov:. ::oza:ns:;et::: hand, where the preposition is still of:e: :mi::z:',‘tand
m:e::f::::: ::se on the other hand, where the preposition is ::m::: ;,:pzs;flm g
:m.mn all three subclasses, however, e

at the same time, governed by features o

closer attention now.

the pr vS.
f semantic specialization t

1 Transfer
B as well as A
1 Hij gaf (aan) Piet het boek

'He gave the book to Peter'
2 Hij verkocht (aan) Piet een auto
'He sold a car to Peter'
3 De brief werd (aan) hem bezorgd
‘The letter was delivered to him'
4 Hij gaf (aan) hem een horloge kadeau
'He gave him a watch for a present'

B only
1' Hij gaf de deur een verfje
He-gave-the-door-some-paint ='He painted the door (coll.)'
Hij verkocht Piet een klap
He-sold-Peter-a-blow = 'He hit Peter'
3' Hij bezorgde me een hoop moeite
He-delivered-me-a-lot-of-trouble = 'He made a lot of trouble for me'
4' Dat geef ik je kadeau
That-I-give-you-for-a-present = 'You can skip that'

2

In all examples, the same verb is used both in the unmarked and in the marked expres-
sion. The preposition is absent when the construction with the two Objects does not

have the meaning of an actual transfer, and when the 10 is an affected Object rather
than a receiver. Even when there is transfer on the part of the Subject, the preposition
tends to be absent when the Indirect Object cannot be regarded as an actual receiver,
like in the example

5' Hij gaf de planten water
'He gave water to the plants’

:':::a:sta fairly regular specialization of the construction B; the same feature, ‘no
e ther:xfer + Plays a role in a variety of sentences. Notice that the tendency to
o h meanings apart by using alternative constructions is especially stron

en there is a potential ambiguity. Thus, one will say 1

6' Hij gaf z'n paard de sporen
ue-gave-his-hotse-the-spurs = 'He spurred on his horse'

rather than

6 ?Hij gaf de sporen aan zijn paard
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since (6) is potentially, though somewhat oddly, ambiguous. On the other hand, the A
construction i s wused in a sentence like
7 Hij gaf voedsel aan het gerucht
He-gave-food-to-the-rumor = 'He forstered the rumor'

but (7) is not potentially ambiguous. The idiomatic expressions are sometimes syntac-
tically irregular; one cannot freely choose a determiner for the DO in (6')

6'a *Hij gaf z'n paard sporen

The tendency to make a syntactic distinction between the specialized and the non-spe-
cialized meaning in some cases, may, in turn, cause the distinction in other cases. A
sentence like

8' De dokter gaf hem tranquillizers

can be translated as 'The doctor gave him tranquillizers' but is more accurately trans-
lated as 'The doctor prescribed tranquillizers for him', where no actual transfer is
implied. The semantic specialization of the B-type constructions is, at the same time,
an illustration of the well-known development of Accusative-Dative relations into re-
lations where the original Dative is the Accusative and the original Accusative is a
fixed complement to the verb.

II Communication

Bor A

9 Hij gaf (aan) Karel een waarschuwing
'He gave Charles a warning'

10 Hij vertelde (aan) Karel de waarheid
'He told Charles the truth'

11 Hij zei (aan) Karel niets
'He didn’t tell Charles anything'

B only
9 Hij gaf Karel een telefoontje
He-gave-Charles-a-telephone = 'He gave Charles a call'
10' Hij vertelde Karel de waarheid
He-told-Charles-the-truth = 'He told Charles what he really thought of him'
11' Die man zegt me niets
That-man-doesn’t-tell-me-anything = 'I can’t relate to that man'

Like actual transfer of objects, transfer of messages, in a wide sense, in Dutch can
be expressed both with and without a preposition preceding the I0O. When there is a
potential ambiguity between the ’transfer-meaning’ and the ’communication-meaning’, as
in (9'), the A construction is avoided. Apart from that, the situation is quite similar
to the one in class I. The preposition tends to be omitted when the sentence does not
express transfer of a message, the IO is more directly affected, and there is a closer
semantic relation between the verb and the DO. The same specialization is present in

12 Hij vertelde dat verhaal aan de kinderen.
'He told that story to the kids'
12' Hij vertelde de kinderen een verhaaltje
'He told the kids a story (e.g. he read them from a story book)'

As is the case in (9'), the idiomaticity of (12') is also signalled by another feature,
namely the diminutive form of the DO.

IIT Indirect Objects taking the preposition voor 'for'
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Here the situation is more complicated. With actual Benefactives, the opposition be-
tween constructions with and without a preposition hardly exist any more, since Bene-
factives normally take a preposition. There are sentences, however, where there is
still opposition between I10's with and without V00x, ‘for', and where the B-type con-
structions show a regular semantic specialization. The Dative involved is only vague-
1y related to the notion ‘benefactive’; a better label would be 'experience’ (Van den
Toorn(1971),p.38).

A only

13 Dat is te moeilijk voor hem.
‘That's too difficult for him'

14 Het is hier te koud voor mij
‘It's too cold for me here'

15 Het is te ver voor ons
‘It's too far for us'

B only
13' Dpat is hem te moeilijk
That-is-him-too-difficult = 'He finds that too difficult'
14' Het is me hier te koud
It-is-me-too-cold-here = 'I find it too cold here'
15' Het is ons te ver
It-is-us-tooc-far = 'We find that too far'

As the translations show, the B-type constructions express or presuppose a subjective
opinion of the person who is the IO, whereas the A-type constructions express the opin-
ion of the speaker. Thus, I can make the assertion

13' Dat is hem te moeilijk

only when I've been told that the person referred to by hem finds something too diffi-
cult. But I can make the assertion

13 Dat is te moeilijk voor hem

whenever it is just my opinion, or my guess, that something will be too difficult for
the person referred to by hem. And though both in (14) and (14'), the speaker and the
10 are the same person, there is still a contrast between the two sentences. Sentence
(14) presupposes an objective evaluation of the facts on the side of the speaker, where-

as (14') only expresses his personal opinion, which can very well be at odds with the
actual facts.

A counterexample to the formulation of the difference between the two types of construc-
tions is provided by the sentence

16' Die jurk is je te klein
That-dress-is-you-too-small = 'That dress doesn’t fit you'

which conveys the opinion of the speaker, not of the 10. However, (16') is still dif-
ferent from

16 Die jurk is te klein voor je
'That dress is too small for you'

since one will use the former, but not the latter, when one can actually see that some-
body’s dress doesn’t fit because she’s wearing it, and not when one is just guessing
about sizes. Unlike what we saw in classes I and II, here the B-type construction and
the A-type construction mutually exclude each other. In classes I and II, the semanti-
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cally unmarked relation R can still be expressed both by B and A, whereas B is used

for the semantically marked relation R'. Here, however, the semantically marked meaning,
conveying a subjective opinion only, is exclusively expressed by B, whereas the less
marked meaning, conveying an objective opinion, is exclusively expressed by A. This,
then, is one example where there is a split both semantically and syntactically between
the constructions B and A.

2.1 The above is a simplification in some respects, because the choice of prepositions
in sentences denoting transfer is governed by more factors!). as a picture of semantic
specialization of Indirect Object constructions in present-day Dutch it is, I believe,
basically correct. It would not be too difficult, however, to add examples to each set
of examples where the difference in meaning between B-type constructions and A-type con-
structions is more difficult to judge. Nor will all native speakers agree on all ex-
amples given so far. But that is not disturbing. We can safely assume two things: (1)
As far as the semantically unmarked Dative constructions are concerned, the A-type con-
struction will eventually win in Dutch®’, (2) There is a definite tendency in Dutch to
specialize the meanings of the older, B-type constructions, both along definable seman-
tic dimensions, as in the case of ‘affected indirect objects’ and in a more idiosyn-
cratic way. This latter development is in perfect accordance with the general tendency
to lexicalize differences between co-existing morphological forms that originally had
- or basically still have - the same meaning.

As long as these two developments are still in progress, which is the case especially
with the Dative of ‘transfer’, there will be a number of cases where differences between
B-type sentences and A-type sentences are felt to be idiosyncratic, individually deter-
mined or stylistically determined. But, as it has been most eloquently defended by Labov
(1972), it are precisely those differences that eventually may become a contributing
factor to a change in the language. In this connection, it is interesting to note that
the majority of the semantically specialized B-type sentences have another feature
which they all share: they belong to a more informal or colloquial level of speech.

A full-scale investigation of the use of these constructions and of speakers’ judge-
ments, therefore, may very well give us an idea of how semantic specialization and
idiom formation can affect a change in grammatical systems.

Department of Dutch Language and Literature
Leyden University

Notes

1 For instance, Indirect Objects containing new information are often preceded by
aan, and Indirect Objects which are anaphoric pronouns, as a rule are not preceded
by a preposition. See Kooij(1972).

2 This development is also important typologically: the change B — A represents
a change from OV to VO word order. For an interesting interpretation of such changes,
see Vennemann(1972).
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AGAINST CONJUNCTION REDUCTION

A. Blom

1 Introduction .

I will present six arguments against conjunction reduction. In the course of the
argumentation it will become clear that it is impossible to give a relevant defi-
nition of the notion 'transformation of a natural language’ and that it is impos-
sible to define the notion ‘ambiguity’ in a meaningful way when conjunction reduc-
tion is contained in the transformational component and when the interpretive appa-
ratus presupposes its existence. The banishing of conjunction reduction from grammar
thus seems welcome and will be advocated on the basis of the weak syntactic motiva-
tion of this rule (3), the impossibility to formulate the agreement transformation
upon which the rule crucially depends (4), the weak semantic motivation of the rule
(5), the problematic derived structures of it (6), the dubious processes of pruning
and relabeling which accompany it (7) and the undesirable derivation of conjunction
reduction of non-constituents (8). In (2) I will give a brief survey of the opera-
tion of conjunction reduction as formulated by Ross(1967b,6.1.2.3), and in (9) I
will sketch some perspectives of a grammar without conjunction reduction.

2 Conjunction reduction as formulated by Ross

2.1 Extraction of identical elements: the directionality constraint

Conjunction reduction is the transformation by means of which constituent conjunc-
tion (and conjunction of non-constituent, see (8)) can be derived from sentence con-

junction. Ross(1967b,6.1.2.3) formulated conjunction reduction as a bidirectional
extraction of identical constituents:

a  bnd - x-Alg) = opt [1 2 013

b (and - (A-XJf) = opt 2701 0 3

The identical constituents are Chomsky-adjoined to the conjoined node and ’super-
imposed’ during the process: only one identical element remains. The direction in
which adjunction takes place depends on the position of the constituent in the tree:
right-branching identical constituents are adjoined to the right, left-branching
identical constituents are adjoined to the left of the conjoined node. I will call
this the directionality constraint on conjunction reduction.!)
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2.2 The left/rightmost condition

only leftmost or rightmost constituents in a conjunct can undergo adjunction, this
in order to prevent adjunction of the identical verbs in the structure underlying
4a to the left of the conjoined S node, resulting in the ungrammatical affirmative
sentence 4b:

4a Jan eet een appel en Piet eet een peer.
Jan ¢ats an apple and Piet eats a pear.
4p "Eet Jan een appel en Piet --- een peer.

I will call this the left/rightmost condition on conjunction reduction. The only
transformation that can be applied to the structure underlying 4a is gapping, a de-
jetion transformation by means of which 5 is derived:

5 Jan eet een appel en Piet --- een peer.

2.3 The highest identical constituent condition

1f a conjunction contains more than one pair of identical elements the highest con-
stituents have to be extracted and adjoined first: every subsequent adjunction re-
sults in a new node which ends up between the original conjoined node and the node
created last. This I call the highest identical constituent condition on conjunction
;eductxon.z) Thus the subjects in 6a end up higher in the derived structure 6b than
the direct objects, which is desirable:

6 Mijn ocom verkoopt en repareert fietsen.
My uncle sells and repairs bicycles.

6a ﬂ1// 0\ M
l\ 2 //so
NP ve_(Ne) g \
e e [T
i i

In 7a the subjects and the verbs are extracted and adjoined successively in order
to yield the correct derived structure 7b:

7 Mijn oom verkoopt fietsen en kinderwagens.
My uncle sells bicycles and prams.

en/7 0 % @__—/s' -
@/E\ Z\VP \’s
®/ g 37 "
e o
L0
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The same condition tells us that in 3Ja the whole VP's should be extracted: the V's
and the NP's should not get separate treatment.

2.4 V nodes

In the derivation of 7 it is clear that conjunction reduction extracts V ncdes as
well as NP and VP nodes: otherwise this very simple case of constituent conjunction
could not be derived. Conjunction reduction is applicable to all major categories,
at least.

2.5 Pruning

In order to obtain the correct derived structure in 2b and 3b we need pruning of

the non-branching S, and Sy nodes, and in order to obtain the correct derived struc-
ture in 6b and 7b we need pruning of the non-branching VP nodes. But clearly this is
not all: non-branching NP and PP nodes have to be disposed of as well, if we are to
arrive at the correct derived structure in 8b:

8 De kampioenen in boksen en zwemmen hebben hun medailles verkocht.
The champions of boxing and swimming sold their medals.
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2.6 Relabeling
In order to obtain the correct derived structure in 2b and 3b Sy must be relabeled
VP. This relabeling principle can be formulated as follows:

9  Any node A that immediately and exhaustively dominates the string {ana-8" ]
must be relabeled B.

In order to obtain the correct derived structure in 6b and 7b S" must be relabeled
VP. This relabeling principle can be formulated as follows:

10 Any node that immediately and exhaustively dominates the string [v-np)
must be relabeled VP.

2.7 Conjunction of non-constituents

Sentence 5 gives us an example of conjunction of non-constituents, because P{et---
een peer is not a constituent. Sentence 11 gives us an example of a conjunction of
non-constituents derived by means of conjunction reduction:

11 2olang hij Marie kadootjes geeft en snoepjes voert.

As long as he Marie presents gives and cookies feeds.
(=as long as he gives Marie presents and feeds (her) cookies)
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2.8 Alternative hypotheses

The existence of conjunction reduction has been contested from two diametrically
opposed points of view within transformational theory. Adherents of the ‘phrase
structure hypothesis’, like Dougherty(1968), hold that constituent conjunction
should be generated in the base and that conjunction of non-constituents should be
derived by means of a deletion rule. Adherents of the ‘deletion hypothesis’, like
Tai(1969) and Koutsoudas(1971), hold that all conjunction should be derived by
means of a deletion rule called ‘coordinate deletion’. Because constituent conjunc-
tion cannot be accounted for by deletion, Tai formulates a separate regrouping
transformation. Koutsoudas denies the existence of constituent conjunction altogeth-
er. The following arguments, alternatively in favour of generation of constituent
conjunction in the base and of deriving conjunction of non-constituents by means
of deletion, have convinced me that the phrase structure hypothesis is to be pre-
ferred.

&

3 Conjunction of derived constituents

The strongest argument in favour of conjunction reduction of derived constituents
is the one based on the existence of examples like 12, derived from the structure
underlying 12a, on the assumption that 12b is the derived structure of 12:

12 Hij is verwaand en moeilijk tevreden te stellen.
He is conceited and difficult to please.

12a Hij is verwaand en het is moeilijk hem tevreden te stellen.
He is conceited and it is difficult to please him.

NP/ S\ VP, NP/S \
ﬂ‘.’Vl’7 \VP v/i\m’

The conjunction of 12b cannot possibly be generated in the base because one of the
VP's is not a deep structure constituent but derived by means of it-replacement.
This argument presupposes an ordering of conjunction reduction after a cyclic trans-
formation like passive and each-movement, witness 13 and 14, derived from structures
underlying 13a and 14a, on the assumption that the derived structures look like 12b
and 14b:

12b 12b

13 Hij wilde niet lopen en werd naar huis gedragen.
He didn’t want to walk and was carried home.
13a Hij wilde niet lopen en iemand droeg hem naar huis.
He didn’t want to walk and somebody carried him home.
14 Zij gaven hun ouders en elkaar kadootjes.
They gave their parents and each other presents.
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14a 2zij gaven hun ouders kadootjes en ieder van hen gaf de ander kadootjes.
They gave their parents presents and each of them gave the other presents.

This ordering is confirmed by the fact that an intrinsic ordering holds between
conjunction reduction and cyclic transformations in general: it is easy to see that
in any -.ructure like 2 whatever cyclic transformations are applicable will apply
in the S, and S, cycles, whereas conjunction reduction will not be applicable until
the S, cycle has been reached. I even think it may savely be said that there is an
intrinsic ordering between most movement transformations and conjunction reduction:
conjunction reduction applies after them. There is a certain logic in this ordering.
Apart from the cases in which conjunction reduction is crucially dependent on a pre-
cedent reordering of the constituents by a movement transformation, as in 12, 13 and
14, many cases can be quoted in which conjunction reduction changes the base struc-
tures so drastically that the movement transformation we are considering no longer
applies. To see this, we only have to look at 11, derived from lla through dative-
movement, V-final and conjunction reduction. Should this latter transformation apply
first, the result would be 15, an impossible input for dative-movement, which rule
could never attach the PP between the V and the NP in the leftmost VP:

' " / sl\s~ e ﬂfo
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-
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b
V/ \TP V/ \NP

So dative-movement should apply before conjunction reduction, giving 16. However,
16 is not a possible input for conjunction reduction because the identical indirect
objects are on a middle branch. V-final has to shift the verbs to the rightmost po-
sition in their VP's before conjunction reduction can be applied. Note that it does
not help to suppose a basic SOV order for Dutch sentences: 17 then becomes proble-
matic if conjunction reduction is not ordered after dative-movement and V-second:

17 Hij geeft Marie en verkoopt Anneke een fiets.
He gives Marie and sells Anneke a bicycle.

Owing to the fact that I have been able to construct cases like this for whatever
relevant movement transformation came into my mind I came to the conclusion that
conjunction reduction should follow movement transformations, whether they are cy-
clic or not. Taking this for granted, however, we are now confronted with a aiffi-
culty arising in connection with the derived structures of 12-14: how can we prove
that these are cases of constituent conjunction and not of deletion, as in 18(in
stead of 12b) and in 19(in stead of 14b)?

ﬂ’7s°\s
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The derived structure of conjunction reduction cannot be argued on the basis of
joint transportation of constituents: this transportation must have taken place
before the conjunction was created. It could be said, for instance, that in 12b
the VP's can undergo VP-shift togather. VP-shift, however, somehow triggers(i.e.
precedes) V-final, shifted VP's naving the V in final position in Dutch. V-final
precedes conjunction reduction, so a fortiori VP-shift has to precede it. If no
well-founded choice 4) can be made between 12b and 18 or 14b and 19 conjunction
of derived constituents does not constitute convincing evidence for conjunction
reduction: the existence of conjunction of derived constituents simply can be de-
nied.

4 Subject-verb agreement

Conjunction reduction depends crucially on the operation of a subject-verb agree-
ment rule adapting the number of the verb in 20a, derived from 20b, to that of the
conjoined subject:

20a Jan en Piet willen blokfluit spelen.
Jan and Piet want to play the recor'der.
20b Jan wil blokfluit spelen en Piet wil blokfluit spelen.

The subject-verb agreement in normal sentences is brought about by means of a cy-
clic transformation applicable to the string:

21 (mrvxls

If agreement is not taken care of in the cycle, to be exact before transformations
like wh-movement, V-final, subject-verb inversion and there-insertion, which disturb
the order of elements in 21, several agreement rules will have to be formulated, as
the subject cannot be recovered by a single rule. In declarative sentences the NP
immediately to the left of the verb has to be selected, as in 22:

22 1ederxeen &fopt haar snoepjes toe.
Everybody gives her candy.

In questions and topicalized sentences the NP immediately to the right of the verb
has to be selected, as in 23 and 24:

23 wWie kumen k i nder en helemaal vertrouwen?
Who are children able to trust?

24 Bonen eet i k graag.
Beans like I(=Beans I like).

In sentences containing the element @@ an NP somewhere to the right has to be selec-
ted, as in 25:

25 Er vliegl 's zondags vaak een v1iegtuig over Ansterdanm.
There flies on sundays often a plane over Amsterdam.

It must be clear from these examples that subject-verb agreement is in the cycle
and precedes the aforementioned transformations. Note that this cyclic agreement
rule cannot bring about the necessary adaptations in the output of conjunction re-
duction: by the time conjunction reduction applies, the agreement in the conjuncts
has been established. The agreement rule that follows conjunction reduction must be
one of those late agreement rules which apply to verbs which have already undergone
the cyclic agreement rule: Akmajian(1970) and Babby(z.j.) make use of them in prob-
lematic cases. The ordering of conjunction reduction given in section 3 implies that
this late agreement rule follows all movement transformations mentioned above, and
that this rule operates on strings like 26-29:
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26 *Jan en Piet atopt haar snoepjes toe.
Jan and Piet gives her candy.
27 "Wiekan Jan en P iet vertrouwen?
who is Jan and Piet able to trust?
286 "Bonen et Jan en Piet graag.
Beanes likes Jan and Piet(see 24).
29 “Er vliegt 's zondags vaak een v 1l iegtuig en een helis=
kopter over Amsterdam.
There flies on sundays often a plane and a helicopter over Amsterdam.

We are in the same quandary as in 22-25: it will be very difficult if not impossible
to formulate this rule. The same problem accompanies the deletion hypothesis, partic-
ulary Koutsoudas’ version of it, which has no regrouping: the subjects in 26-29 are
not even dominated by the same NP node. In the phrase structure rule hypothesis this
problem does not exist: the number agreement in 26-29 is taken care of by the cyclic
agreement transformation.

5 The semantic motivation of conjunction reduction

The semantic motivation of conjunction reduction is based on the characteristic dif-
ference in meaning between Sentences containing so-called symmetric predicates and
sentences containing normal predicates. Sentences 30 and 31 can be structurally dis-
tinguished and 31 and 32 structurally related by generating the conjunction in 30

in the base(phrasal conjunction) and deriving 31 from 32 by means of conjunction re-
duction:

30 Mijn neefje en mijn nichtje vormen een komisch duo.
My nephew and my niece are a comical duo.
31  Mijn neefje en mijn nichtje soleren vanavond.
My nephew and my niece are soloists this evening.
32 Mijn neefje soleert vanavond en mijn nichtje soleert vanavond.

Symmetric predicates can now be distinguished from other predicates by means of a
subcategorization feature which allows only conjoined NP’s as subjects: due to the
fact that subcategorization features refer to deep structure elements, transforma-
tionally derived conjoined subjects are automatically excluded. By subcategorizing
determiners like each and both for singular NP's, they will not occur in sentences
like 30:

33 ’Mijn neefje en mijn nichtje vormen ieder een komisch duo.
My nephew and my niece are each a comical duo.

34 Mijn neefje en mijn nichtje soleren beiden vanavond.
My nephew and my niece are both soloists this evening.

Two divergences from the standard theory should be noted:1° lexical insertion of
elements like each and both can take place after conjunction reduction has applied
and NP conjunction has been created, as it is not clear where these elements are to
be placed in 32; 2° to maintain the differentiation between sentences like 30 and

31 when they contain plural subjects, these plural subjects have to be derived from
conjoined NP’'s.5) However, many sentences containing a non-symmetric predicate hard-
ly allow a sentence conjunction paraphrase, e.g. 36 is not an adequate paraphrase

of 35:

35 Jan en Piet duwden het paard samen de lift in.
Jan and Piet pushed the horse together into the elevator.
(=Together, Jan and Piet...)
36 ‘Jan duwde het paard samen de lift in en Piet duwde het paard samen de lift in.

A solution to this problem has been suggested in Lakoff & Peters(1969). They extend

134



the interpretation of phrasal conjunction to ‘connected events’ and oppose this
reading to a reading 'independent events’ related to transformationally derived
conjunction. The interpretation of sentences containing symmetric predicates is
now a subcase of the connected events interpretation. There are several reason:
why this extension of the interpretation of phrasal conjunction is disastrous. In
the first place every sentence containing a non-symmetric predicate and a conj ined
subject will have two possible deep structures, amking it ambiguous. In many c.is «,
this ambiguity can only be justified by very far-fetched contexts. Some of Lakoif
and Peters’ examples definitely require mental gymnastics. The connected events
reading of 37:

37 John and Mary are heavy.
38 John and Mary are careful.

implies that John and Mary’s weights are considered together, the connected events
reading of 38 wants us to think that they are careful when making love or something
old-fashioned like that. S dly, the ic characteristics of sentences con-
taining symmetric predicates can no longer be predicated from deep structure: a
phrasal conjunction tells us that we have a connected events reading, only the lex-
ical specification of the particular verb can tell us whether we have a symmetric
predicate or not. Thirdly, some transformationally derived conjunctions seea to have
a connected events reading which cannot be explained if this reading is restricted
to phrasal conjunction having nothing to do, as is likely, with the particular verb:

39 Jan duwt en Piet trekt het paard de lift in.
Jan pushes and Piet pulls the horse into the elevator.

Lakoff and Peters try to relate the semantic pecularities of sentences containing
symmetric predicates or determiners like each and both to the deep structural pro-
perties of the conjoined subjects in these sentences. Consequently, every sentence
containing a subject conjoined to a non-symmetric predicate is ambiguous. The only
way out, it seems to me, is to relate the semantic interpretation of these senten-
ces to the very elements which impose a special interpretation upon it: symmetric
predicates and determiners like each and both.®) But if these semantic characteris-
tics are no longer related to the deep structure properties of conjoined NP's there
is no reason why phrasal conjunction should exist side by side with transformation-
ally derived conjunction: conjunction reduction can no longer be semantically moti-
vated.

6 A problem connected with the derived structure of conjunction reduction
Conjunction reduction may apply more than once in the same cycle. When there are
two pairs of identical elements that do not form a constituent, as in 6a and 7a,
they are extracted in two steps: two new nodes, S' and S", are created in 6b and
7b. When the successively extracted elements were origirally dominated by the same
node the derived structure will differ from the input structure: they do not end up
under the same node. The derived structure of 40, in which VP dominates V, NP and
PP, will be 41 or 42 but not the correct one, in which the original dominance rela-
tions are preserved:

40 Hij toont zijn vrouw en zijn kinderen zijn ware aard.
He shows his wife and his children his true character.
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It is interesting to note that parallel difficulties arise when identical elements
are successively deleted by means of the extended version of gapping, used in Tai
(1969), Koutsoudas(1971) and Jackendoff(1971a). Ross’ version of gapping only dele-
tes verbs, therefore the problem does not arise. The extended version of gapping,
however, is supposed to delete verb and indirect object successively in 42, but
doesn’t succeed in doing so because the indirect object {s not left-branching in
both conjuncts after deletion of the verb in the right conjunct:

42' Jij geeft Marie een pan en ik --- een zeef.
You give Marie a pan and I --- a sieve.

This fact flies in the face of the q7eletion hypothesis:very simple cases of constit-
uent conjunction cannot be derived.’) In this section, the derived structure of con-
junction reduction is found to have a serious shortcoming: conjunction reduction can
never bring more than two constituents together under one node.

7 Pruning and relabeling

In the third chapter of his dissertation Ross introduces a condition on the well-
formedness of derived trees by means of which any embedded S that does not branch

is pruned. According to Ross this deletion should be thought of as operating
throughout the derivation: it is formulated in the linguistic theory, not as one of
the ordered rules of grammar. If this rather dynamic output condition were able to
carry out the necessary corrections in the output structures of conjunction reduction,
the formulation of this transformation would be simplified: one aspect of the radical
changes this rule brings about in base structures, the deletion of nodes, could be
kept outside the grammar. At the same time conjunction reduction would constitute
extra evidence for S-pruning as Ross notes in section 3.1.9. This, however, is very
unlikely. As we saw in 2.5, the pruning that follows conjunction reduction will have
to affect NP, VP and PP nodes as well as S nodes, and even this will not be the end:
pruning of practically every node must be possible. Should such an extended pruning
principle be formulated in the linguistic theory, no non-branching node would be
left in derived structure at all. Ross already notes some problems regarding NP~
pruning and suggests that, besides branching properties, the question whether nodes
still dominate their head should be taken into account. This version of pruning,a-
dopted by Evers(1971b), will not do for conjunction reduction: every non-branching
node will have to be deleted, as we saw in 2b and 3b, regardless of the fact that
it still dominates its head.

The same problem arises in connection with relabeling, crucially dependent on
pruning. Principle 9 therefore does not mention conjunctions and is not automatic-
ally restricted to trees derived by means of conjunction reduction, if relabeling
were formulated in the theory. Besides, 9 is only one example of the many principles
we will need: to change the S" node in 42 into VP we need a relabeling of nodes that
dominate the string [ NP VP ]; to change the S" node in 43 into VP we need a rela-
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peling of nodes that dominate the string [Nev):

43 ...omdat Jan z'n fiets poetst en lakt.
...because Jan his bicycle washes and paints.
sl

43a &’-—7 \
7

To change the S''' node in 41 into NP we need a relabeling of nodes A that exclu-
sively dominate nodes B without mentioning the conjunction. This principle has now
pecome too powerful to be formulated in the theory: it should be restricted to the
output of conjunction reduction lest every S dominating [NP vP] is changed into VP
and every VP dominating two NP’s into NP, as in 44, where the V has been preposed
by subject-verb inversion:

44 Gaf hij [IMariel  leen boek] ] 2
Gave he Marie a  book(= did he give...?)

Pruning and relabeling therefore have to be formulated in the grammar as subrules
of conjunction reduction: if conjunction reduction is in the grammar, pruning and
relabeling are. This transformation now has extraordinary power, chancing dominance
relations, deleting and relabeling nodes, thereby taking over the most important
functions of the base component: to determine the structural properties and labeling
of constituents. These theoretical objections against conjunction reduction should
suffice to seal the doom of this transformation, but I cannot refrain from adding
an espirical objection: even now the relabelings cannot be carried out satisfacto-
rily. A point in case is 45a, where Sy, S; and Sy (dominating subject and object)
become NP's and S' becomes VP, as in 45b:

45 ...omdat Jan z'n fiets en Piet z'n auto schoonmaakt.
...because Jan his bicycle and Piet his car hes (=b Jan hes...)

452 s/'\v 45b ; VP\
27 \s a7 \
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Generally speaking, conjunction of non-constituents is a problem in connection with
relabeling: if relabeling does take place, we will get derived structures like 45b,
if it does not, we will get derived structures like 45a, with the verb in a peculiar
position, or like 11b, where we do not even get a VP. But even in cases of constitu-
ent conjunction unwanted relabelings will take place: the S node in 12b, for instance
will be relabeled VP.

8 Conjunction of non-constituents
Arguments that conjunction of non-constituents should not be derived by means of con-
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junction reduction are an effective weapon in the hands of opponents to this trans-
formation: not deriving them means giving up this transformation in its present
form. Conjunction of non-constituents repeatedly arises in the course of successive
n'ppucanons of the rule and it is impossible to know beforchand whether a constitu-
ent conjunction or a conjunction of non-constituents will be the final result. I am
not convinced however by the arguments Dougherty(1968) adduces: contrary to what he
claims, the fact that conjunction of non-constituents is incompatible with respec-
tive constructions(witness 46), with plural reflexives{witness 47) and with the pro-
noun each othex(witness 48), is perfectly predictable: these sentences will not be
derived at all.

46 "John shot and Bill turned on a cow and the radio, respectively.
47  “John hit and Bill shot theaselves.
48 “John hit and Bill shot each other.

Sentences 46 and 48 would have to be derived from structures without any identical
element or with identical elements on different branches:

46' John shot a cow and Bill turned on the radio.
48' John hit Bill and Bill shot John.

If 47 is derived by means of conjunction reduction the reflexive is not dominated
by the same S node as the antecedents, in the derived structure: the plural reflex-
ive cannot arise.

My first argument against deriving conjunction of non-constituents by means of con-
junction reduction would be the dubious nature of the derived structure. Whether
pruning and relabeling take place or not, the results often are questionable(see
section 7). My second arqument would be that no possible syntactic justification
for the derived structure presents itself as long as no transformation can be found
that crucially depends on structures like this. Note that the agreement transforma-
tion does not apply to these structures: in 45 the agreement between subject and
verb must be established before extraction of the verb: 45a does not correspond to
the structural description of subject-verb agreement. Thirdly there is a serious
overlap between conjunction reduction and the extended version of gapping in what-
ever formulation. In section 2.4 we saw that conjunction reduction should be appli-
cable to V nodes, as gapping is. It is easy to show that some version of gapping,
applicable to the nodes conjunction reduction is applicable to, is indispensable.
In the next three sentences a VP, a NP and a PP have been gapped:

49 Jan [groef een gatlyp in de voortuin en Piet ... in de achtertuin.
Jan dug & hole in the front garden and Piet ... in the back garden.

50 ...ondat ji3 [een zeef)yp aan Henk geeft en ik ... aan Marie ...
...because you a sieve to Henk give and I to Marie(=because you give a sieve
to Henk and I to Marie)

51 vouw jij [van je proqn-a)", een bootje en ... hij ... een reuzenzoutvat?
Fold you of your program a boat and ... he ... a giant saltcellar(=Do you
fold your program into a boat and he into a giant saltcellar)?

This means that for all instances of conjunction of non-constituents derived by
means of conjunction reduction an alternative derivation by means of gapping in pos-
sible: a structural ambiguity that cannot be interpreted because the deep structures
are the same. There are of course sentences which can only be derived by means of
gapping: sentence 5 is a case in point. Gapping has to be in the grammar anyhow. The
sentences which can be derived by means of conjunction reduction but not by means of
gapping are those containing constituent conjunction: in sections 5,6 and 7 we have
seen that they can be generated in the base as well. The conclusion is that there is
no reason at all why conjunction reduction should exist side by side with gapping
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{vhich has to be in the grammar to account for sentences like 5) and the base rules
generating constituent conjunction(which have to be in the grammar to account for
the symmetric predicates)

9 Pperspectives

A grammar containing conjunction reduction is without doubt a very powerful one. It
{s not possible to restrict the operations a transformation can perform in a meaning-
ful vay if conjunction reduction is contained in the grammar, changing dominance re-
lations, deleting nodes and relabeling nodes. Insertion of lexical material by means
of transformations is unavoidable. The differences in meaning this grammar forces us
to distinguish are so subtle that it is often very difficult to find them at all, A
grasmar without conjunction reduction lets base rules, gapping and interpretation rules
jointly replace conjunction reduction, denying the existence of conjunction of deri-
ved constituents, Exactly how the gapping rule and the interpretation rules are to

pe formulated is by no means clear. The latter grammar is much less powerful: a
strict differentiation of the functions of the transformational and the base compo-
nents is possible and a more precise definition of the notion ‘transformation of a
patural language’ is no longer excluded a priori; lexical material can be present

at deep structure level(see however note 4); subject-verb agreement is no longer a
problem; the distinction between connected events and independent events is no lon-
ger made in every sentence containing a conjoined subject to a non-symmetric pred-
icate(see however note 6); pruning and relabeling can be banished from grammar as
pefore.

Notes
1 The directionality constraint was formulated by Ross(1967¢c) in connection with
his gapping rule. It is automatically implied in his formulation of conjuncticn
reduction: no variable occurs to the right of a right-branching or to the left
of a left-branching identical element,
2 The highest identical constituent condition was formulated by Tai(1969,4.2).
3 Dative-movement, Passive, V-final, subject-verb inversion, dislocation, wh-move-
ment, topicalization, it-replacement, each-movement.
4 The sentence
i John and Bill liked the play and were disappointed by it, respectively.
(McCawley 1968c) could be an indication that constituent conjunction has to a-
rise transformationally in some cases: when deriving i by means of deletion from
i{ John and Bill liked the play and John and Bill were disappointed by it.
the position of ‘respectively’ in deep structure becomes a problem(semantically
ii is a problem too). The same objection could be raised against transforsational
derivation of i from {ii:
iii John liked the play and Bill was disappointed by it.
in which case not only the position of ‘respectively’ is problesmatic but also
the subject-verb agreement and the two conjunctions(2 x ‘and’). Note that deri-
ving { from ii{ implies derivation of plural NP's from conjoined ones, to account
for sentences like i containing a plural subject.
See objections in Dougherty(1968c), McCawley(1968c) and Dik(1968).
6 It could be said that we loose something by giving up this distinction, a gap that
¥ill have to be patched up by means of interpretation rules. Sentences containing
a conjunction and an indefinite NP often give rise to an ambiguity we might want
to account for in the grammar: i is ambiguous between a reading according to which
they own the dog together and another according to which two dogs are owned:
i Jan en Piet hebben een hond.
Jan and Piet have a dog.
Indefinite NP's are a problem for conjunction reduction too. Note that the ambi-
guity does not arise when the indefinite NP is in subject position, as in ii:
it Three rules on this page are explicit and easy to read.
Lakof£(1970c) simply blocks conjunction reduction for indefinite NP's, because
this transformation would change meaning if ii were derived from iii:

w
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i{ii Three rules on this page are explicit and three rules...
Lakoff doesn’t give any alternative derivation of ii(note the derived VP, ex-
cluding generation in the base), and it doesn’t seem to bother him that the ambi-
guity of i cannot be accounted for. If ii is derived by means of gapping the pos-
sibility that transformations change meaning has to be accepted.

7 Jackendoff's solution of the problem is to formulate gapping as deletion of a
string, not of a variable. This has the obvious drawback that the strings that
can be deleted have to be more or less explicitly mentioned.
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A NOTE ON THE ROLE OF “BLEEDING ORDER’ IN DIACHRONIC SYNTAX

c.J. Conradie

The concepts of a ‘feeding’ and ’‘bleeding’ order between rules, and their respective
tendency to be created and eliminated diachronically, were developed in Kiparsky(1965)
and (1968). It seemed possible to formally characterize this directionality of reor-
dering by employing the concept of the utility of rules in a grammar, cf. the claim
that ‘rules tend to shift into the order which allows their fullest utilization in
the grammar ’ (Kiparsky(1968),0.200). Without giving any theoretical argument, Kiparsky
assumed reordering in this direction to be a case of simplification(1968,p.177,196,
200). Thus the following claims have been made(implicitly or explicitly):

a There is a functional (as against formal) difference between the two types of
reordering.

b Both types of reordering have the psychological process of simplification through
imperfect learning as a common denominator - which again implies that the grammar
itself has explanatory power as regards the direction of diachronic change.

xiparsky includes a discussion of the concept of simplification in relation to morpho-
logical and syntactic phenomena in his 1968 paper, which suggests that his paradigm
for phonological change is intended to be applicable to these fields as well. Trau-
gott(1969) demonstrates, with reference to the history of English, that the Kiparskyan
paradigm is indeed applicable to syntax, but with the possible exception of the phrase
structure rules. She notes an ‘inverse relationship between simplification and elab-
oration of grammatical structures and increases or decreases in the number of surface
patterns available’, which may be of interest ’for assumptions about why language
changes’ (p.20); but as she limits her discussion to changes in the grammar itself

(in contrast to their effect on the surface), it is clear that she attaches no ex-
planatory or motivational value to the former. The truth of (b) above, i.e. the ex-
planation of change with reference to the grammar only, has been greatly relativized
by e.g. Bever and Langendoen(1972) in their study on the role of perceptual con-
straints on the development of the relative clause during the entire history of Eng-
lish, (Perceptual strategies are assumed to be employed by a listener in order to
penetrate directly to deep relations on the basis of external strings, in other words,
to recognize sentence and clause boundaries, determine the relation among clauses in
the same sentence and among phrases in the same clause). Finally, Kiparsky himself
(1972) partakes in the falsification of (b) by noting a number of conditions under
which some of his earlier grammatical predictions fail to apply, for example the ten-
dency of allomorphy in paradigms to be eliminated, for semantically relevant informa-
tion to be retained in the surface structure, etc.(p.195). (Note that when he states
that these phonological and morphological conditions are of a “functional’ nature, he
is clearly using this term in another sense than in 1968).

As far as (a) above is concerned, the difference between the two types of reordering
seems to be vindicated in new ways: Kiparsky(1972, p.213) states that feeding order
is often implemented at the expense of paradigmatic uniformity. On the other hand,
the elimination of bleeding order is often employed to further paradigmatic uniform-
ity(p.209). One possible interpretation that can be given is that the elimination of
bleeding orders may have to be functionally (as from now, in the sense of Kiparsky
(1972)) motivated, while in the case of the establishment of a feeding order, the
grammatical simplification achieved may be a sufficient motivation itself. This inter-
pretation implies the prediction that - given functional motivation to this effect -
reordering into bleeding order may also be expected. Kenstowics and Kisseberth(1971)
present a number of examples in phonology where the existence and maintenance of
bleeding orders seem to be the ’‘natural and expected’ situation: rules of stress re-
duction, assimilation and neutralization seem to depend on surface syllabic structure
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and remain fairly close to the surface even though they may be bled by higher rules
such as epenthesis, copying, metathesis and deletion, which may be responsible for
changes in syllabic structure and create contexts which bleed these rules. Thus it
seems that certain rules may be typologically excluded from diachronic reordering.

A few syntactic examples which involve bleeding orders will now be discussed.

I According to Sweet (Davis 1965,p.61) the typical S O VP order of dependent clauses
in 0ld English occurs ‘very commonly’ in co-ordinate clauses after ‘and’/’ac’(espec-
ially if the subject is identical to that of the main clause, in which case it is not
expressed. We may translate his example literally(maintaining the OE ordering of con-
stituents):

and (they) nine ships captured, and (they) the others put-to-flight;
and heathen men first over the water stayed.

If we take S O VP to be the underlying order for OE (cf. Closs 1965), then the S Finite
Vb or X Finite Vb S order of principal sentences must be obtained by transformations
of Finite Vb Transportation (creating S Finite Vb O order) and S Finite Vb Inversion.
In a grammar generating the above example, we expect the following ordering of trans-
formations:

1 Conjunction

2 Finite Vb Transportation

3 S Finite Vb Inversion
with 2 and 3 applicable to the first sentence to the left of ‘and’/’ac’. Note that this
ordering constitutes a bleeding of 2 and 3. We may assume that this bleeding order was
eliminated in later grammars by reordering 1 to a position below 3. Elimination of this
bleeding order serves the purposes of perception by relieving ‘and’/’ac’ of their dis-
ambiguating burden.

II Klima(1964) (in a paper comparing synchronically co-existent styles, but with dia-
chronic undertones) explains the change from 'The man whom John saw’ to ‘The man who
John saw’, with -m retained in "The man to whom John gave it’ by a reordering of the
Case Marking Transformation, which we may restate as

A xIPt:p‘N YOll 1

12 3 ge—yd 2 34

[ +case]

to a position lower than the Relative Clause Transformation (and the process of pre-
position movement), which we may render as

ii X [m, mls Y (Prep) NP z]slm,q &
1 2 3 4 5 6 Je———p1 2 5 34067
+pro
+wh

i44 X NP Y ppl Prep ]” z

§24
+wh op
 NOEE | 3 4 G wm——) ] 442 3 0 5

Note that, in as far as this analysis holds true, the reordering of (i) to a position
below (ii) and (iii), constitutes the creating of a bleeding order: Case Marking does
not apply sentence-initially, except after a preposition. (V is retained in the SD of
(1) for him, her, etc.). The following Mod. Eng. sentences (examples e - g are Langen-
doen’s), remain acceptable when the bracketed parts are removed:

a 1 know who(m) Peter phoned up.
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This is the book (which) the rector gave him.

: This is the man (who(m)) my father gave the book to.

d At the speed (at which) he was going, he could not stop.

e I don’t think I'll be able to recognize the person (who(m)) they expect me to
meet this afternoon.

£ I just spoke to the man (who) everyone hopes will oppose the mayor in the next
election.

q ...the man (who(m)) everyone hopes the President will appoint...

1f a perceptual strategy utilizing the surface sequence

X NPy NP, VP Y
[+wh] [-wh]

(cf. Bever (1970a),p.337 for a partially similar strategy) as clue to deep structural
relations, is able to lead a hearer to expect deep structures like the following:

N
""/,.,/'"’\v,
.

NP
|
NP/S\VP
1
: ™
' PP
1
: Prep Nl’l
| Fe S A L=

then the surface strings (a-g) above will be assigned the correct deep structure
whether the bracketed parts are present or not; in other words, in (c) above, either
the man - my father, or who - my father or whom - my father may be interpreted as

NP - NP,. Note that Case Marking is only one of the grammatical processes relating
to the optionality in (a-g) (Relative Clause Reduction would be another), whereas at
least one aspect of Case Marking does not fall within the scope of the perception
strategy, viz. the obligatory application of Case Marking after prepositions, as in

the mayor to whom she took exception.

Expressed schematically, the relation is the following:

Instances of Case Marking,

\ OBL by grammatical rule
pe of Case Marking
Perceptually Perceptually redundant
redundant occurrences instances of Case Marking

of relative pronouns

Scope of perceptual
strategy
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Note that the -m in o whom is in fact perceptually redundant, and has been eliminated
in some dialects of Eng.(cf. Traugott(1969),p.15), but is not redundant through the
mechanism of the putative strateqgy discussed here, If the above analysis holds true,
then it is clear that grammatical process and perceptual strategy overlap but are not
to be {dentified with each other in the case outlined above(whereas they may overlap
in the case of 0 whom =+ fo who). If we are to assume further that perceptual strate-
gies may aid speakers in editing their own speech, for example when switching to
another style, the following examples of hypercorrect whom may be taken to demonstrate
that grammatical process and perceptual strategy may overlap without being identical
(examples from Fowler(1968),p.709):

The German people, whom Hitler had determined should not survive defeat,
did survive.

Your reviewer, whom I suspect does not like this book.

The girl whom you wish was a boy.

This would seem to strengthen Bever and Langendoen’s claim that the two systems must
be defined and studied independantly in order to understand their interaction, and
that ‘we have available independently motivated theories of linguistic structure and
speech performance’.

III In OE adjectives and participles lost their inflection in predicative function be-
fore it was lost inattributiv function(cf. Brunner(1965),p.236; Herold(1968),p.41, note

4; Davis(196>),p.43 for evidence that can be interpreted in this way). In the follow-
ing feature copying rule [+inflection] abbreviates features referring to gender, num-
ber and case:

X [s Y N 2z [+ad3) @ 1s R
[+inflect)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 —)] 234 5 67
[+inflect]

This transformation is followed by the Adjective Preposing Transformation, which in-
serts adjectives or participles in attributive position. At the time when predicative
adjectives etc. had lost their inflection, we may expect a mirrored version of what
is essentially the same feature copying rule, to be reordered to a position after

the Adjective Transformation:

x [S Y N
[+inflect]
1 2 3 4 S 6 7 e—)1 234 5 67
[+inflect]

2 +d) Q) R

Thus even after the reordering, attributive sequences remain inflectionally intact,
in contrast to predicative sequences. An interesting, though not exact, parallel to
this situation may be found in Mod.Eng., where adjectival groups are subject to or-
dering restrictions when in attributive position, but not when they occur predica-
tively; relatively more ‘nounlike’ adjectives tend to be ordered closer to the head
noun(cf. Bever(1970a), 321 ff. for references and discussion). This prevents a seg-
menting strategy which seeks the boundary between NP and VP, from coming to a prema-
ture segmentation. Depending on the way the perceptual needs of ordered languages
carry over to inflected languages, it may be possible to show that the attributive

inflection mentioned above, was relatively more tenacious because of functional rea-
sons.

v Traugott (1969) ,p.16-17, quoting the following Middle Eng.sentences where BE
is realized as a plural, considers verb-agreement to precede it-placement in ME, but
to apply to surface structure subjects in later periocds:
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1t ben the damoyseles that so name me.
1t ben nat ye that speken.

Taking a deep structure like the following to underlie the first example

NP s NP,
O\
I / Adv / \
N NP | Det N
gy | so ||
+pl” N VP. the damoysel
it [+p1)
r:pll V/ \P "
|
e N
|
I

we may slightly reformulate Traugott’s analysis of the reordering as obtaining be-
tween Number Agreement and Extraposition, with Number Agreement blocked when [+it]
and VP are adjacent in Mod.Eng. to produce

It is the damsels who call me this.

but, in case Extraposition does not apply,
Whoever call me this are the damsels.

According to Bever and Langendoen(1972),p.66-67, sentences like
I1t’s/There’s a boy wants to see me.

are in the absence of a relative pronoun, incorrectly segmented, by certain percep-
tual strategies, as

There is s? boy wants to see me s
but are still acceptable to some speakers because this segmentation is appropriate
to the meaning of the sentence and the presence of there uniquely characterizes the
statement as existential. It seems to me that the blocking of Number Agreement on
BE after 4{{ can be explained in a similar way, i.e. on the ground of functional re-
dundancy. The fact that the presence of the relative pronoun in sentences like the
above is becoming increasingly obligatory (for reasons not relevant here), thus forcing
the correct segmentation, only confirms the redundancy of Number Agreement {mmediately
after 4L,

v Case Marking(cf., II above) is reordered to a position below Conjoining in sub-
standard American English (Klima(1964)), giving fHe and me Left (as against He Left,

1 2eft). The accusative forms are taken as underlying for this style, and Case Marking
is considered to be limited to the position immediately before the finite verb. (An-
other example of the same reordering , but then with the nominative forms of the pers.
pronouns taken as underlying, may be (substandard?) Afrikaans: By ek en jij word nie ge-
kuier nie - lit, Nobody visits (at) I and you (passivized), instead of By my en jou,
etc.). The functional motivation of this reordering is not clear to me; even in the
case of unconjoined pers. pronouns the distinction between nominative and accusative
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has been lost in many languages.

Concluding remarks
Note that - barring example I - the gr r chang sketched in the above examples
all amount to an reordering into bleeding order; in each case the lowered rule be-
comes applicable to fewer contexts than before, so that rule utilization (in the
sense of Kiparsky(1968)) decreases. In Mod.Eng. Number Agreement has lost at least
one context (cf. ex. IV) and had become dependent on the prior application of Extra-
position; in substandard Eng. (V), Case Marking has likewise lost contexts. As re-
gards the loss of inflection on Old.Eng. adjectives/participles predicatively used,
it remains to be shown that the reordered agreement rule has retained its identity
after the reordering. For most of the instances of reordering discussed, it was pos-
sible to make at least a suggestion as to where the explanation may be sought.

It is evident that the rules that are bled in II - V are typologically similar in
that all involve the specification or copying of morphological features; it seems a
feasible hypothesis that reordering towards a bleeding order may be one of the
mechanism by which inflection is eliminated from incipient fixed order languages.

But rather than assuming with Bever and Langendoen(1972,p.84) that there is ‘continual
evolutionary pressure for a language to maximize the recoverability of deep structure
relations’, I will assume, negatively, that grammars, once they are ‘on the move’,

rid themselves of the redundant utilization of rules, while maintaining the required
minimum of perceptual clarity for their output.
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THE GUILLOTINE PRINCIPLE

Arnold Evers

iii

iv

Dutch grammar contains a rule of Clitic Placement.
This rule is upward bounded, e.q.
adviseerden
Wij verboden Jan [ onze tante (er) van te overtuigen])
beloofden s
etc. Clitic Placement

advised
we forbade John [ to convince our aunt ‘there-of']>
promised

If the complement verb has left the complement-structure, the clitic is allowed
to do so too, e.g.
omdat wij Jan [ onze tante er van - -ls (h“l”"

leezden’ overtuigen

Clitic Placement Predicate Raising

Because we {hel‘ } John to convince our aunt ‘there-of‘'>

taught
{ hoorden

s “e“n) overtuigen

omdat wij [ Jan onze tante er van - -]

Clitic Placement Predicate Raising

heard

let } John convince our aunt there-of'>

Because we {
A complement that has undergone Predicate Raising cannot undergo Extraposition.

A complement that has undergone Equi NP Deletion only, must go into Extraposition.
These facts suggest that Predicate Raising causes S-pruning.

The complement structure of adviseren, cf (1)
does not lose its head

does show loss of branchmq)d“s hoL-undergo:Srpruning

The complement structure of hoaen, cf (3)
does lose its head (Predicate Raising)

does not show loss of branching }does undergo S-pruning

These facts can easily be extended to analog in G . They prove that Dutch
and German need a principle which states:

‘an S, that has lost its head (i.e. its V-constituent), does not survive'

Such a principle was obviously proposed in an unpublished paper by Kuroda (see Ross
1967,p.56). I have been informed that it was referred to as the 'Guillotine Principle'.

v

The relation between Clitic Placement, Extraposition and Predicate Raising can not
be explained by Ross' pruning principle (Ross 1967b,p.26) which says:'an unbedded
S that does no longer branch should be pruned'. On the contrary, Dutch and German
grammar show the disappearance of S-labels that do branch and the survival of §-
labels that do not branch. We may say that these grammars constitute an exact
falsification of Ross' pruning principle and a confirmation of Kuroda's principle.

Department of Linguistics
University of Utrecht
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ON TRANSPARENCY

Ger J. de Haan

In ’'Conditions on Transformations’(Chomsky(1970)) Chomsky is concerned with conditions
on the function of transformational rules. One of these conditions, the 'subjacency-
condition’, makes the domain in which transformations can apply, local. Chomsky offers
the following definition for the notion ‘subjacent’:

1 B is subjacent to A if and only if A is superior to B and there is at most one
cyclic category C such that C contains B and does not contain A.

Chomsky’ formulation of the Subjacency-condition is then:
2 No (extraction)rule can involve X,Y X superior to ¥, if Y is not subjacent to X.

In a slightly different version Chomsky maintains (1) and (2), replacing only in (1)
the notion ’containing’ by ’‘L-containing’. The notion of ‘L-containing’will be defined
as (3):

3 category A L-contains category B, if and only if A properly contains B and for all
CA, if A contains C and C contains B, then A=...C..., where ... contains a lexical
item.

In addition to the Subjacency-condition Chomsky discusses some conditions which make
the domain in which transformations can apply, even more local, such as the "Specified
Subject-condition’. This condition can be formulated as:

4 No rule can involve X,Y in the structure ...X... [6..2...-HW...]... where 2 is
the specified subject of WYV, and where the notion *specified’ has the following
subcases:

i Z is not controlled
ii 2 is controlled by a category not containing X.

In this case too, Chomsky brings up an alternative formulation, which consists of (4),
subcase (ii) replaced by

5 Z is controlled by a category not containing X, where X is a possible controller.

Chomsky suggests modification (5) of the Specified Subject-condition - to which we will
refer as the PC-version - because of the following derivations:

6a It is tough for me [sCOHP PRO to stop Bill from LSCOHP PRO looking at Bartiet]s]s
Tough-movement

b Harriet is tough for me to stop Bill from looking at.

7a It is tough for me [scoup PRO to stop [scoup Bill’s looking at nuriet]sls
Tough-movement

b *Harriet is tough for me to stop Bill's looking at.

The derivation of (7b) from (7a) is blocked by the Specified Subject-condition, subcase

(i). But the same condition, subcase (ii), will block wrongly the derivation of (6b):
here we have a specified subject Z(=PRO, controlled by B{ZE, a category not containing
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x(=4t)). A specified Subject-condition with PC-modification (5) permits correctly

the derivation of (6b) from (6a) by Tough ment, b X(={f) is not a possible
controller. In this respect, sentences such as (6b) provide evidence for the PC-version.
According to Chomsky this arg is kened by the fact that in (6a-b) Tough-movement

violates the Subjacency-condition. Because Chomsky apparently gives much weight to this
condition, he suggests a different analysis for this type of sentences, replacing
Tough-movement by a rule called PRO-replacement. This rule PRO-replacement moves on the
first cycle of (6a) Hawniel into the PRO-position: on the next cycle Haawriet is moved
from the embedded PRO into the higher PRO with no violation of the Specified Subject-
condition; and on the final cycle (6b) is derived by It-replacement, substituting
Hawriet for 4. Compare:

ga It is tough for ne[sconp PRO to stop Bill fzcn[scoup PRO looking at aan-xet.]s]s
Pro-replacement

b It is tough for -e[scoup PRO to stop Bill fxoa(sconr Harriet looking “ls’s

Pro-replacement

c It is tough for ne[sconp Harriet to stop Bill from looking at]s

It-replacement

a Harriet is tough for me to stop Bill from looking at.

When Tough-movement is replaced by PRO-replacement, it must be borne in mind that this
rule will never violate the Specified-Subject-condition, since the structures to which
PRO-replacement applies, are not of the form to which the Specified Subject-condition
applies. Sentences such as (6b) do no longer provide evidence for the PC-version. There-
fore, arguments pro or contra PRO-repl are arg S contra or pro this modifi-
cation of the Specified Subject-condition.

The arguments which Chomsky presents for PRO-replacement are few and unclear, apart
from the evidence based on the Subjacency-condition. But since Chomsky is apparently
unwilling to give up this condition, he concludes:’it seems reasonable to make the
tentative assumption that PRO-replacement operates (...) and finally, that we can dis-
pense with the qualification (161) [here (5)] and preserve the principle (81) [here(2)])
of adjacency on extraction’(Chomsky 1970,p.40). However, Chomsky's tentative conclusion
may be attacked because of the following two reasons. First, it is possible to give a
direct argument in favour of the PC-version. Ccmpare the structures

9a COMP you counted on [COMP; PRO doing what]
b COMP you counted on [COMP; your son’s doing what]

and the sentences

10 What did you count on doing?
1n What did you count on your son’s doing?

Chomsky claims that the can’,'s in (9a,b) are empty - this means that WH-movement can
not put the WH-element in these COMP;‘s - and furthermore that sentences such as (11)
are ung tical ( pt, perhaps, for a few marginal idiomatic expressions) and are
to be excluded by the Specified Subject-condition. Sentences such as (10) are gramma-
tical and they must be derived from structures like (9a), the WH-element being moved

by WH-movement not via COMP;, but directly into the COMP of the matrix sentence. This
movement, however, will be blocked by a Specified Subject-condition without PC-modi-

149



fication, because the PRO subject in (9a) is not controlled by X (=COMP) but by you.
The grammaticality of (10) provides an arqument in support of this modification:COMP
is not a possible controller, so in (9A) WH-movement is permitted. This argument pro
the PC-version is not, like Chomsky's, based on Tough-movement, so that the argument
against Tough-movement and oro PRO-replacement, making use of the Subjacency-condition,
does not affect our argument supporting the PC-version.

Secondly, it is possible to revaluate Chomsky’s subjacency-argument against Tough-move-
ment in terms of the notion of L-containing. I will show that in the relevant derivation
(6a-b) Tough-movement does not viclate the Subjacency-condition, modified along the
lines of the notion L-containing. If we accept the L-containing version, then all the
arguments pro PRO-replacement have disappeared, and we can maintain Chomsky's original
arqument pro the PC-version of the Specified Subject-condition based on Tough-movement
in (6a-b). Chomsky claims that Tough-movement violates the Subjacency-condition in view
of the following intermediate structure of (6b):

12

COMP NP S

it is tough for me COMF NP VP

to stop Bill Prep N|P3
S

from
// 1\
COMP NP VP

PRO V NP2

looking Prep T’l
Tough-movement at Harriet

On the other hand, Tough-movement violates the L-containing Subjacency-condition, if
there is more than one cyclic category between X(={%) and Y(sHaariet), L-containing
Harrief. with respect to the notion L-containing it should be noticed, that Chomsky
does not consider prepositions and items like 4if as lexical items: we add COMP- and
PRO forms to this collection of non-lexical items. Then we can make some interesting

observations:

1 between X and Y we have the categories NP, VPy, Sy, NP3, NP4, VP,, and Sy;

ii VP; and VP, are not relevant, since they are not cyclic nodes;

ifd NP3 does not L-contain NPy: NPp=...NP;, and NP,=...NP3, where ... (=Prep) does
not contain a lexical item;

iv NPy does not L-contain NPy: NP3=...Sj..., where ...(=#) does not contain a
lexical item;

v Sy and S, do not L-contain NP : §;=...VP; and §,=...VP), where ...(=COMP PRO)

does not contain a lexical item.

Given a correct interpretation of the relevant notions, I conclude that there is not

a single cyclic category between X(={f) and Y(=Hawriet), L-containing ¥, in other words
Tough-movement does not violate the L-containing version of the Subjacency-condition.
My conclusion is, that Tough-movement in combination with the PC-version of the Speci-
fied Subject-condition and the L-containing Subjacency-condition is, as opposed to
Chomsky’s assumptions, compatible with the facts presented in Chomsky (1970) , which are
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restated here,

In his discussion of the A-over-A principle in ‘Language and Mind’ (Chomsky 1968a),o.
40-47, Chomsky claims that there are phenomena in English which seem to 1nd1cate,'-thu
in certain cases the A-over-A principle does not apply: i.e. that there are rules
operating on a category A, which in its turn is dominated by another category A. Com-
pare:

13a John thought (chac)lm,tsmn had read(m,che book] _]_]

NP 'S'NP
b [N_PWhat]NP did John think (that) [NP[SBul had read]s]m,
14a you would approve of [wseeinq [N'PBn”NP]NP
b [prho]NP would you approve of [Npseemq] \ip
15a He saw [Npa picture of LNPBHI]NP]NP
b (prholNP did he see [NPa picture of]m,

In these cases NP’'s are extracted from NP's. Chomsky proposes that in a framework
making use of the A-over-A principle, provisions should be made, in English grammar
at least, for assigning the property ‘transparent’ to some NP's dominating NP’s. He
notices that the relevant NP’s are indefinite and/or have a propositional character.
Chomsky wonders whether transparency is a property of a category A dominating a cate-
gory A, or a property of a series of constructions reducible to different unknown
principles. It is possible to conceive some conditions in ‘Conditions’ , particularly
the Specified Subject-condition and the Tensed S-condition, not as locality but as
transparency principles. The transparent nature of some categories would then gener-
ally be independent of the A-over-A principle. The choice between the Subjacency-
condition and its L-containing version is also relevant to the notion transparency.
The Subjacency-condition restricts the domain of extraction rules to adjacent cycles.
In the L-containing version however, the domain of these rules can be unlimited, un-
less two or more L-containing cyclic categories block the rules. In this case it is
no longer natural to look upon the condition as a locality principle.Not L-containing
categories would be transparent and two or more L-containing cyclic categories non-
transparent. We could then immediately raise two questions: why do two or more L-con-
taining cyclic categories block rules while one does not; and why is it that such a
transparency condition does block extraction rules and not rules such as Each-movement.
We will try to answer these questions in turn.

The requirement of the LC Subjacency-condition that there may be at most one LC cate-
gory that is cyclic between X and Y of a rule, is mainly determined by derivations
of the following type:

16a COMP he believed Lsooup John saw vhols
WH-movement
b COMP he believed [svho John uw]s

WH-movement
c Who did he believe John saw.
In (16b-c) the WH-element is moved from one COMP-position into another COMP-position:

this movement must be allowed, while there is, according to definition (3), one LC
cyclic category between these COMP's.
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The two subcases which definition (3) handles, can be represented diagrammatically as

P T o
o

or equivalently,

o T

Pl N

If ... contains a lexical item, then A L-contains B in all structures above. Let us
refine the notion L-containing in such a way that we can distinguish between (18a),
(19a), and (18b), (19b): (18a) and (19a) may be said to be Left-L-containing (LLC)

and (18b) and (19b) Right-L-containing (RLC). From the derivation (16a,b,c) it might
be tentatively concluded that rules extracting certain elements across one LC cyclic
category only do so with respect to RLC categories. Therefore we assume that in English
RIC categories are transparent, as opp d to LIC categories. The LC Subjacency-condi-
tion can be replaced by the following transparency condition:

18a

19a

20 No rule can involve X,Y¥, X superior to ¥, in the structure ...X...[x...¥...)...
where ais a cyclic category LL-containing Y.

This condition no longer says that there may be at most one IC cyclic category between

X and Y, but expresses the assumption that there may be none LIC cyclic category be-
tween X and Y,

Let us now turn to the second question: the Subjacency-condition is supposed to be a
restriction on extraction rules and not on rules such as Each-movement, because of
derivations such as the following:

2la COMP we each expect [SCW [m,pictures of the othet(s)]mto be on sale]s
Each-movement

b COMP we expect [Soom’ [Nprct:uru of each ocher]mto be on sale] n

On the third cycle Bach-movement apparently is not blocked by the Subjacency-condition,

although there are two cyclic categories, S and NP, between X (=each) and Y (=the).
From the intermediate structure, corresponding to (21a):

22 S.

2
coup/m/ \vp
/ '\ /
we each v

/1\

|
expect  COMP NP,

pictures of the other to be on sale
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it is easy to infer that S1 does not LL-contain Y. So, according to condition (20),

this cyclic category does not block Each t. If we , furthermore, that the
NP es 0f the othen(s) in (22) must be analyzed as (following essentially Chomsky
(1967b)) (23):

23 . il/§>§\

pictures the other

in which only N is a cyclic category, it is easy to see that N does not LL-contain Y
and therefore, again according to condition (20), does not blodk Each-movement. In sum-
mary, condition (20) permits derivation (2la-b), so for the moment there is no reason
to suppose that condition (20) is exclusively a restriction on extraction rules and not
on rules such as Each-movement.

In structure (24):
24 coiXenalgee zoomwve. ]
where Z is the subject of a and contains a lexical item, a LL-contians Y, according to

(19a). So it is clear, that the Specified Subject-condition and condition (20) have a
considerable amount of overlap. Both conditions allow the derivation (25a-b):

25a COMP we saw [Npp.lct:uzes of who]Np
WH-movement
b who did we see pictures of?
and preclude
26a COMP we each expect [scoup Bill to shoot the othez(s)ls
Each-movement

b *we expect Bill to shoot each other.
It seems to me that it is correct to subsume these two separate conditions under one
general transparency condition by maintaining condition (20), dropping the Specified
Subject-condition (4), and slightly modifying the definition of the notion 'L-con=
taining’. This modification is necessary, since this new condition must block the fol-
lowing derivation, exactly like the Specified Subject-condition:
27a COMP we each told Bill [SCGAIP PRO to kill the othez(s)]s

I Each-movement
b  *We told Bill to kill each otrer.
If we want condition (20) to do the same job as the Specified Subject-condition with
respect to (27a-b), then some aspects of this latter condition should be incorporated

in the definition of the notion L-containing. Consequently, we can finally formulate
the new transparency condition as:

153



R
K
%
o

oW

28 No rule can involve X,Y, X superior to Y, in the structure ...X... [a...Y...].,,
where a is a cyclic category LL-containing Y, where category a LL-contains ¥, if
and only if
i a properly contains Y such that a=WYV, and
i1 for all C ¢a , if a contains C and C contains Y, then a=PCQ,

where W,P contain a lexical item, or are controlled by a category not
containing X, where X is a possible controller.

Department of Linguistics
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*
REFLEXIVIZATION: LOCAL, GLOBAL, OR INTERPRETIVE?
MAC Huybregts
{1t will be argued in this paper that reflexivization can not be a syntactically moti-
vated transformational rule. Consequently, while both global and interpretive theories
are compatible with a non-transformational source for reflexive pronouns, it is only

interpretive theories that derive support from it.)

0 In order to explain the (un)grammaticality of sentences like

1 Beulah, expects hetselfj to be tough for Hephzibah to tattoo.

2 “Beulah™ expects herself. to be tough for Hephzibah to tattoo.

3 Beulahy is expected to gelxeve herself to be tough for Uriah to stop Hephzibah
from tattooing.

4 *peulah is expected to believe hetselfim be tough for Uriah to stop uephzibnhj

from tattooing.

we will show that it is necessary to assume, either

i that the Cross-Over Constraint is a principle of (universal) grammar, and
ii that reflexive pronouns are transformationally introduced, and

iid that Tough Movement is a syntactically motivated transformational rule, and
iv that the complements of tough-uke predicates are full infinitival clauses,
or

v that (i) is false, and

vi that either (ii), or (iii), or (iv), or any combination of them is not true.

The former position is defended by Postal(1971). I take the latter position. In partic-
ular it will be shown that from the failure of the Cross-Over principle to apply in
cases where Tough Movement is alleged to have applied some corollaries follow which
indicate that it can no longer be maintained that assumptions (ii), (iii), and (iv) are
true simultaneously. From the correctness of assumptions (iii) and (iv), the falseness
of assumption (ii) can be logically inferred. We could, then, represent the logic of
the case formally as follows, where ‘p’, 'q’, ‘r’, and ’'s’ stand for assumptions (i),
(ii), (iii), and (iv) respectively:

Claim: In order to explain (1)-(4), it is necessary that

(pAla Ar As))vVv (-pA -(@gATAs)).
Argument: a (pAal@gAaras)) vi-pa-lgaras))
b -P
c s
d r
e .. —q

Obviously, from the truth of the premises (a)-(d), it is possible to derive the truth
of conclusion (e) by a sequence of valid inferences'’; in what follows we will in fact
substantiate our claim that there are some empirical facts of English grammar that dis-
assumption (i), and which support assumptions (iii) and (iv). In other words, we will
argue that the truth of premises (b), (c), and (d) can be most plausibly established.
It will be apparent from what follows that the basic premise (a) is both a necessary
and sufficient pre-condition for the argument to go through. The part of the logical
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formula on the left-hand side of the disjunctive symbol expresses the position taken
up by Postal, whereas I contend that the proposition to the left of the main logical
connective is false and the expression to the right of this connective is true.

1 Postal(1971) postulates a principle of universal grammar prohibiting certain cross-
ings of coreferential NP's under complex conditions?), postal’s Cross-Over Constraint
can be seen to have been applicable in the derivation of some of the following sentences:

w
ouUe

Uriahg tattooed himself,.

?Utlﬂhx was tattooed by himself;.
!unself‘ was tattooed by Uriah;.

Beulah; is annoyed with herself;.
?Bculah‘ is annoying to herselfy.
uerself is annoying to Beulahy.

Beulah talked to Uriah; about himself,.
?Beuhh talked about Uriah; to himself;.
*Beulah talked about himself; to Uriah;.
It seems to Uriahg that he; is a bully.
?Unahi seems to himself; to be a bully.
nnself‘ seems to Uriah; to be a bully.
It is tough for Beulah; to tattoo herself‘.
?Beulahi is tough for herself; to tattoo.
*Herself i is tough for Beulah; to tattoo.

900';'003

o
noUe oo

In (5b,c)=-(9b,c) Passive, Psych Movement, About Movement, It Replacement, and Tough
Movement have applied respectively. Notice that these rules are all constant movement
rules. Further, the b-sentences are only marginally deviant whereas the c-sentences
are crashingly ungrammatical. Postal asserts that the subtle deviance of (5b)-(8b) must
be explained in terms of violations of the Cross-Over Principle. The totally ungramma-
tical c-sentences of (5)-(8) involve ordering violations3) of these constant movement
transformations relative to Reflexivization (perhaps in addition to Cross-Over viola-
tions; however, by themselves these c-sentences provide no evidence one way or another
for the existence of a Cross-Over Constraint; for that matter, as Postal correctly
observes, if ordering violations are taken to yield more severe types of deviancy than
Cross-Over violations, it could just as well be maintained that it is only ordering
violations that are involved in the derivations of the c-sentences). Therefore, only
phenomena of the type of the b-sentences seem to offer justification for postulating
a Cross-Over Constraint. Alternatively, one could quite plausibly claim that the {1ll-
formed of the ¢ of (5) through (8) is due to a violation of the primacy
conditions on Reflexivizationd): the reflexive pr both preceding and commanding
their antecedent NP's.

However, the (9b,c) sentences yield a different picture altogether:the ill-formedness
of (9c) must be explained in terms of Postal(1971) as due to a simple Cross-Over vio-
lation, whereas the mild deviancy of (9b) is due to a severe ordering violation. Con-
trary to the cyclic principle of rule application, Reflexivization has not yet operated
at the derivational stage where Tough Movement applies: on the matrix sentence, Tough
Movement precedes the application of Reflexivization on the embedded cycle due to a
violation of the principle of cyclical orderxngs’ . Alternatively and equivalently, the
subtle deviance of (9b) may be explained in terms of a violation of the structural con-
ditions on Reflexivization, the reflexive pronoun (embedded subject) bearing all rele-
vant primacy relations to its antecedent on the first cycle (i.e. the object NP to be
repositioned by Tough Movement later on in the derivation). Consequently, we derive

the following chart:
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X oo M.nsel.fx(?) Hllselfx e X ()
(5)-(8) Cross-Over violations  Ordering violations
(9) Ordering violations Cross-Over violations

In terms of postal’s conception of the syntactic structure of these sentences, the
deviance of (9¢) must be explained in exactly the same way as the deviance of (5b)
through (8b), and the ill-formedness of (9b) must be due to the same kind of violation
as in (5¢) through (8¢c). However, the b-sentences of (5)-(8) are only slightly deviant
as opposed to (9c), and the c-sentences of (5)-(8) are crashingly ungrammatical as op-
nged to (9b). Since all the c-sentences are intuitively felt to be {ll-formed in the
same way, they should be accounted for uniformly. This apparently can not be done in
terms of a Cross-Over Principle that makes wrong predictions about the relative {ll-
formedness of (5b,c)-(9b,c). Consequently, since the Cross-Over explanation for Tough
Movement sentences is in conflict with intuitions that native speakers have on the
degree of ill-formedness, and since it is impossible to account for (5b)-(8b) and (9b)
on the one hand and (5¢)-(8¢c) and (9¢c) on the other hand in a uniform way, it would
seem that the Cross-Over Constraint should be rejecteds’.

We have shown, then, that assumption (i) must be given up, i.e. that premise (b) is
true. Therefore, let us now turn to the other assumptions. Note that (2) and (4) are
just other instances of the same type of deviance exemplified by ungrammatical (9c).
It is obvious then that in order to explain (2) and (4) on a par with ungrammatical
(5¢)-(8c), over against well-formed (1) and (3), it must be conceded that positions
(41), (iii), and (iv) can not be maintained simultaneously:

ii reflexive pronouns are transformationally introduced,
144 Tough Movement is a syntactically motivated transformational rule,
iv the complements of fough-like predicates are full infinitival clauses.

Notice that if one of these positions will be given up, the other two being maintained,
it is possible to offer a principled and uniform explanation for (2), (4), (5¢)-(9¢),
viz.

a in terms of ordering violations, or violations of the structural conditions
on Reflexivization if (iv) is given up,

b in terms of violations of the structural conditions on Reflexivization if (iii)
is given up,

¢ in terms of either an interpretive filter or some derivational constraint (see

section 4 below) if (ii) is given up.

However, there is evidence for the correctness of positions (iii) and (iv). The argu-
ments that will lead to establishing the truth of these assumptions are taken up below.

2 Most transformational writings assume an S source for the infinitival complement of
toug‘l-adjectlvesn . However, Bresnan(1971) analyses the complement structura as a VP
rather than S. Her arguments are based on selectional restrictions holding between the
matrix verb and the prepositional §or-phrase, cf. (10), absence of there-insertion, cf,
(11), and the transformational behavior of tou.gk-cc-pleunts under S Movement, cf. (12):

the girl

10 It is easy fot('t.he Yica &atn) to please Uriah.
1la *It will be tough for there to be scme actresses eager to please perverse
producers.
b *It will be tough for some actresses for there to be eager to please perverse
producers.
c It will be tough for scme actresses to be eager to please perverse producers.
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12 %For Uriah to delight in the Kama Sutra will be tough.

The first two arquments can be shown to be consistent with a sentential structure of
the complement of fough while the third argument can be simply refuted. It is well-
known that there are selectional properties of §0X indicating that 4ot is not a com-
plementizer but part of a prepositional phrase belonging to the matrix clause. The
§or-phrase being part of the main clause is perfectly compatible, however, with the
position that the complement of fough-predicates is a full infinitival clause, and
that EQ-NP Deletion obligatorily applies to the complement subject under identity
with the controller NP of the prepositional phrase. This position is reinforced by the
existence of selectional restrictions holding between the NP of the §or-phrase and the
complement predicate, cf:

13 *1t is easy for Hephzibah to surround the village.

Similarly, the impossibility of inserting theae in (11) may just as well be due to
obligatory coreferential complement subject deletion: since there is cyclically in-
serted into subject position under a number of conditions (one of them saying that the
derived subject at a derivational stage prior to there-insertion be an indefinite Np)®),
thene-insertion could not have applied to yield either (1la) (insertion of there into
matrix prepositional ohrase would have violated the structural description of the rule)
or (11b) (insertion of there into subject position would have violated the structural
index of the rule because the complement subject is a controlled, i.e. anaphoric, NP)
Finally, the non-occurrence of (12) is irrelevant for substantiating the claim that the
complement of fough does not behave as a sentential constituent since this fact could
once more be explained by obligatory EQ-NP Deletion. Indeed, as a number of linguists
have shown independently 0) there do exist parallel sentences which unequivocally de-
monstrate the sentential character of the complement structures. Thus consider

1 14a For his wife to delight in the Kama Sutra will be tough for Uriah.
b It will be tough for Uriah for his wife to delight in the Kama Sutra.
15a For juvenile suitors to drop in is pleasant for lusty widows.
b It is pleasant for lusty widows for juvenile suitors to drop in.
16 It would be easier for Beulah for Uriah to go and buy a copy of the

Kitaab-Alf-Lailah-wa-Lailah than for her to do it herself.

Thus while the first two arguments are neutral with respect to a sentential character
of the embedded complement, it is sentences such as (14)-(16) that are not compatible
with a VP source for the infinitival complements of tough adjectives. This argument,
then, establishes the correctness of the claim that the complements of fough-like
predicates are full infinitival clauses.

3 Recently, Postal and Ross(1971) have arqued on the basis of sentences like (17) for
a Tough Mo hypothesis, and gt ly against a conceivable alternative to the
effect that non-subject NP's of complement predicates are deleted under identity with
matrix subject NP's (i.e. Tough Deletion hypothesh)“).

17 Getting himself to make love to Beulah was tough for Hephzibah to imagine
Uriah being willing to consider.

Under a Tough Deletion hypothesis, EQ-NP Deletion would have to be needlessly compli-
cated or else supplemented with an otherwise unnecessary deletion rule to account for
the missing agent in subject cl of sent such as (17). Akmajian(1972), however,
argues that sentences like (17) must be analysed on a par with sentences containing
2o0-Adj-Complement or Adj-enough-Complement structures in the derlvatlgn of which a
reordering rule would have been completely unmotivated(consider (en! ).

=y
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18 Getting himself to make love to Beulah was just crazy enough for Hephzibah
to imagine Uriah being willing to consider.

Therefore, such a complication as was hinted at above will be ry for independent
reasons. Consequently, Postal and Ross’s argument for the existence of a reordering
transformation moving embedded nonsubjects into matrix subject position apparently

nas been shown to be inconclusive since EQ-NP Deletion must be reformulated so as to
apply to sentences like (18) ,del_etinq the agent NP of the subject clause under identity
with the embedded controller Uniah. However, it can be demonstrated beyond any reason-
able doubt that Akmajian’s analysis does not really show that (17) is necessarily de-
rived by means of some sort of Tough Deletion. More importantly, it is possible to give
positive arguments strongly suggesting that there is a transformational rule of Tough
Movement indeed.

A Tough Movement sentences are strange in that they do not reveal any selectional re-
strictions holding between their subject NP’'s and fough-predicates. They do show se-
lectional restrictions holding between their subject NP's and complement predicates,
Thus consider (19).

*criminal
crowd

The absence of selectional restrictions between superficial subject NP and fough pred-
icate in (17), and the existence of these restrictions holding between superficial ma-
trix subject and embedded predicate will be explained under a Tough Movement analysis.
Notice that under a Tough Deletion analysis each tough-predicate must be included in
the lexicon twice, one entry positively subcategorized for subject complementation

(s — PP), and another entry positively subcategorized for object complementation

(Np — PP S). In addition, these latter entries must be lexically marked with SD fea-
tures requiring that the structure index of the complement nonsubject deletion rule
be met. Sentence (20) will this make this amply clear.

19 The{ }will be tough for the police to disperse.

@
20 The Kama Sutra will be pleasant for Beulah to read)?it
*the Daily Mirror

Note that (17) differs crucially from (18) in that:

i In (18) there are selectional restrictions between subject and predicate that
are totally lacking in (17).

1i The nonsubject of the embedded clause in (18) is not necessarily coreferential
with the matrix subject‘”. Thus consider (21)-(24).

21 Uriah was poor enough for there to be people to take pity on his family.

22 The fiscal policy was just crazy enough for the electorate to support the
opposition. '

23 The audience was too fanatic for the match to be continued.

24 This ghastly crime must be brutal enough for the mob to cry for vengeance.

Consequently, the powerful device of ‘positive absolute exceptions’ will not be needed
at least for the type of sentences discussed in Akmajian. These two differences point
out sufficiently, I presume, that it is in general wrong to think that whatever trans-
formational machinery is necessary to account for tough t is independently
called for to solve cases like (18). What follows is more important, however.

144 The deletion rules operative in (17) and (18) would have been subject to dif-
ferent conditions under a Tough Deletion analysis for (17). The rule appli-
cable in the structure underlying (17), irrespective of whether it is a reor-
dering or a deletion rule, must in particularsatisfy the condition that the
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complement sentence does not contain a (specified) subject. Thus consider (25)-

(26).
25a For his wife to delight in the Kama Sutra will be tough for Uriah.
b It will be tough for Uriah for his wife to delight in the Kama Sutra.
c *The Kama Sutra will be tough for Uriah for his wife to delight in.
26a For there to be mice in the refrigerator is impossiblel4),
b It is impossible for there to be mice in the refrigerator.
¢ *The refrigerator is impossible for there to be mice in.

Since there are no selectional restrictions holding between the matrix predicate and

, the for-phrase in (18), these prepositional phrases not being datives as opposed to
those in cases like (17), it must apparently be assumed that the general subject con-
dition!®) does not hold for the deletion rules suggested in Akmajian(1972). Therefore,
if Tough Deletion were a rule of grammar it would be a rule different from the comple-
ment non-subject deletion rule operative in (18). Since the deletion rules assumed to
be relevant to (17) and (18) would be different rules after all, nothing is gained by
a Tough Deletion analysis. Under a Tough Movement analysis, however, the facts of se-
lectional restrictions are naturally accounted for, and the ?owerful and inadequate
notion of absolute exceptions can be easily dispensed with16)

B A second argument for the plausibility of a Tough Movement hypothesis involves noun
phrases that do not appear as deep subjects but which do occur in subject position in
passive sentences. Also, some verbal idiomatic expressions contain fixed object NP's
that appear as surface subjects in passive sentences only. Passive as a movement rule
offers an explanation for these facts. Tough-sentences appear to behave exactly like
passive sentences in this respect. Thus consider

27 Ways of dealing with the pollution problem will be tough to think up.
28 A girl to live with was easy for Uriah to find.

29 A man to do the job won’t be hard to look for.

30 Admittance is tough to deny her.

3 Liberties are easy to take with grass widows.

32 The law will not be easy to lay down to his daughter.

33 Tabs will be hard to keep on black sorcerers.

34 ?Use will be hard to make of illegal methodes.

Consequently, these sentences receive a natural explanation under a reordering analysis
(Tough Movement hypothesis) only.

C The lexicalist hypothesis provides a natural explanation for an otherwise puzzling
asymmetry in well-formedness of derived nominals such as

35 *Beulah’s toughness to tattoo.
36 Beulah’s eagerness to tattoo.

But for a lexicalist hypothesis, the ungrammaticality of (35) could not have been ex-
plained in other than ad-hoc and unrevealing ways. These examples force the conclusion
that the level at which a general account can be given of the (un)grammaticality of de~
rived nominals must be a level prior to the application of transformational rules .
The lexicalist hypothesis, then, satisfactorily explains the difference between (35)
and (36): (35) differs from (36) in that it is not a base-generated derived nominal.
Ungrammatical (35) is derivatively explained as a nominal transformationally derived
from a transform (i.e. a structure resulting from the application of Tough Movement),
contrary to the lexicalist hypothesis. Hence the ungrammaticality.

D To conclude, in Postal(1972c) another argument has been presented in favor of a
Tough Movement analysis. Postal claims that picture noun reflexivization is subject to
the constraint that the reflexive pri be ded by their antecedents in the
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le where Reflexivization applies; therefore, sentences like (37) are explained un-

der @ Tough Movement hypothesis only.

37 That picture of himselfs was tough for Beulah to imagine Uriah

5 being willing
to sell.

i

ver, this argument depends vitally on the for-phrase not being a deep structure
constituent of the matrix sentence!®) since otherwise cyclic pruning due to EQ-NP De-
Jetion and Raising (cf. Postal(1971),13C, note 9) would have pruned all S nodes except
the root S, thus making (37) consistent with both the Tough Movement and the Tough
peletion analysis. Perlmutter(1971) has observed that pruning should take place at
least after Reflexivization on the last cycle has taken place. Consider (38).

18 *1 believe Bill to have recommended myself.

In (38), after BLZL has been raised into the matrix sentence, pruning due to loss of
pranching applies and Reflexivization can not be prevented from applying to the clause-
pate NP's I. Therefore, if Perlmutter is right then (37) may indeed be taken as an ar-
gument in favor of a Tough Movement analysis irrespective of whether the {0A-phrase

{s a dative to tough-predicates or not.

In this section we have presented arguments forcing the conclusion that Tough Movement
exists. Thus assumption (iii) is validated. Since we have shown that assumption (4)
pust be rejected (see section (1)), and the correctness of assumptions (iii) and (iv)
is borne out by empirical fact (see section (3) and (2) respectively), it follows that
Reflexivization can not be a syntactically motivated transformational rule: assumption
(ii) must be falsel9). If the position is given up that reflexive pronouns are trans-
formationally introduced, we can give a uniform explanation for data such as (1)-(9),
viz. in terms of an interpretive rule accounting for obligatory coreference assign-
pents to pairs of surface NP’s (NP, reflexive pronoun) within the general framework
of an extended standard theory(cf. Chomsky(1969)). An alternative explanation for
these cases can be offered in terms of a derivational constraint applying at late de-
rived structure with a global environment referring to one or two other levels (cf.
Lakoff (19704, 1971)).

4 Summarizing, we have shown that from the non-workability of the Cross-Over Constraint
in cases where Tough Movement is alleged to have applied, it must be concluded that a
uniform explanation for certain antecedent:anaphoric pronoun pairs can only be given if
positions (ii), (iii), and (iv) are not simultaneocusly maintained (section 0 and 1).
Furthermore, the correctness of claims (iii) and (iv) seems well-established (section
2 and 3). Therefore, the position muse be given up that reflexive pronouns are trans-
formationally derived. Given the conclusion that reflexives are not transformationally
introduced, and given the alternatives made available by the unrestricted descriptive
latitude of present linguistic theory, Reflexivization is either a Global Derivational
Constraint referring to late derived structure or an Interpretive Rule. Thus from the
non-transformational source for reflexives it does not necessarily follow that Inter-
pretive Semantics is the only logically possible way of dealing with them since Gener-
ative Semantics could always claim that Reflexivization is a derivational constraint
of a global type. However, the conclusion of this paper fits nicely in an interpretive
framework. Interpretive Theory claims that the input to the Semantic Component are
pairs of deep structures and corresponding surface or shallow structures, and that co-
reference is assigned at late derived structure (i.e. Pro-forms are present at deep
structure). Global Theory is neutral with respect to Reflexivization being a transfor-
mational rule (i.e. Pro-forms are not present at deep or rather logical structure) or
a global rule (i.e. Pro-forms are present at the most remote structure). Therefore,
since Global Theory is consistent with the presence of reflexive pronouns at deep struc-
ture but also with the non-occurrence of reflexives at deep structure (if this could
be established as a fact of the language), it derives no support from the conclusion
that reflexives are not transformationally derived. Consequently, the non-transforma-
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tional source for reflexives gives strong empirical support to the Interpretive Hypoth-
esis, from which facts such as (2) and (4) follow. Moreover, if Interpretive Theories
are conceived of as 'restricted global theories’, theories referring for interpretation
to the levels of deep structure, shallow structure or surface structure exclusively,

it will be clear, that Reflexivization as a global derivational constraint in the sense
of Lakoff(1970d, 1971) falls within the domain of ‘restricted global theories’.
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* This paper is a slightly revised and expanded version of my paper ‘A Non-Transfor-
mational Source for Reflexives’, which was written in the fall of 1972. I would
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liminary draft of that paper. The author is solely responsible for remaining inad-
equacies.

1 See the end of section (3), especially note 19.

2 Cross-Over VI will be given below for the convenience of the reader:

Despite the fact that P is a member of S, T may not apply to P if the application

path of T with respect to P is such that this path contains an NP; coreferential

with NPy and both m’j and NPy are pronominal virgins and either:

a T is a variable mOvement rule.

b T is a constant movement rule and NPy and NP; are both clausemates and peers
(Postal(1971),p.164).

3 This is true for (8¢) only if we assume that (8c) involves Psych Movement (cf.
Postal(1971) ,chap.22) extrinsically ordered within the cycle: Raising —>Psych
Movement—> Reflexivization; (8b) will then be ruled out by the Cross-Over Con-
straint applying to Psych Movement. Given the formulation of lross-Over in note 2
(condition b) it is necessary for Postal to assume that 4¢em is a Psych Movement
verb.

4 Cf. Langacker(1969) -Np® may be used to pronominalize vP® unless NPP bears all rele-
vant primacy relations to NP3,

5 The choice between the reflexive and nonreflexive pronoun in (9b) is merely depen-
dent on considerations like the following: Are fough-adjectives psychological verbs
(Postal(1971) ,chap.13c)? Is the for-phrase a deep structure constituent of the ma-
trix sentence (Jackendoff(1969); Kimball(1971); Bresnan(1971))? Notice that if both
questions are answered negatively the nonreflexive pronoun will be derivatively
generated. Otherwise the reflexive pronoun will show up. However, these gquestions
just like the question of whether Tough Movement applies to the output of Extrapo-
sition (Rosenbaum(1967)) are immaterial to this part of the argument, viz. the re-
futation of Cross-Over.

6 Postal(1972a) rejects Cross-Over with respect to ‘variable movement rules’ (WH-move-
ment) in favor of a global constraint on pronominalization, Similarly, one could
replace Cross-Over with respect to ‘constant movement rules’ by a general global
statement checking primacy relations between stipulated coreferent NP's in semantic
representation against those holding between their corresponding nodes at the end
of the first cycle on the innermost S containing these nodes (or perhaps at shallow
structure). Note that such a reformulation does not avoid the difficulties of lack
of parallelism (see section 1).

7 Cf. Ross(1967), Postal(1971), Jackendoff(1969), and Chomsky(1970). The conclusions
of this section (section (2)) were independently arrived at by Berman and Szamosi
(1972:appendix).

8 The cyclical nature of there-insertion and the indefinite character of the super-
ficial subject will be sufficiently {llustrated by sentences such as
i There was believed to be a virgin massacred by the voodoos.

ii There was a virgin believed to be massacred by the voodoos.
9 There can not be inserted into controlled subject position as will be clear from
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11

12
3
14

15

16

17

18

(i)~(iv), where (iv) contains (ii) as an embedded sentence:

(i) Many pimps are on the dole nowadays.

(ii) There are many pimps on the dole nowadays.

(iii) Many pimps want to be on the dole nowadays.

(iv) *Many pimps want there to be they/them on the dole nowadays.

since there-insertion is cyclic (iv) poses a problem for non-interpretive theory.
compare (iv) with (v)

(v) Many pimps want there to be a shortage of cops.

cf. for example Jackendoff(1969), Kimball(1971), Chomsky(1970), and Berman and
Szamosi (1972).

Tough Movement was first introduced by R baum(1967,p.107). Ross(1967,6.1.3.3)
argued against a reorcering rule in favor of a deletion hypothesis. Nonetheless,
Tough Movement has been assumed in a number of recent studies, eg. Jackendoff
(1969) , Chomsky(1970), and Bresnan(1971), who prefers to speak of Object Shift.
cf. also Ross(1967,6.1.3.2) and Jackendoff (1969,chap.2,12e).

This was pointed out already in Jackendoff(1969).

As is pointed out by Berman and Szamosi(1972), impossible takes a prepositional
phrase optionally.

For the general character of this constraint on the power of transformations see
Chomsky (1970) , especially statement (159). For present purposes, it is immaterial
whether Tough Movement obeys the ’possible controller’ alternative (161) of the
specified subject constraint , or whether we accept Chomsky’s restatement of Tough
Mo as a composite rule (PRO Repl on the embedded cycle and It Replace-
ment on the matrix cycle). This latter alternative is shown to be wrong in Huybregts
(1972) . Suppose Tough Deletion were a rule of grammar; Then it is clear that the
specified subject condition should be reformulated in order to account for (25c)
and (26c).

cf. Perlmutter(1971,p.125). For those speakers of English who find fough-sentences
with a pronominal rest left behind grammatical (cf. (20)) the absolute exception
approach will not even work since if a lexical item is marked for the structural
description of a transformational rule it must undergo that rule.

A different approach in terms of deep structure constraints is excluded since this
would involve an extension of the ’(un)like subject’ input conditions to ’like non-
subject’ constraints for which there is no independent motivation. More importantly,
these conditions would be of an unprecedented type since they require that some
non-subject that may be ’‘indefinitely far down' in the tree be identical with the
deep subject of the fough-predicate. Consequently, while there are many problems
involved in the correct structural description of either Tough Movement or Tough
Deletion, there are serious additional problems for a Tough Deletion analysis that
have no correlates elsewhere in the grammar.

Cf. Chomsky(1967b):’...it follows from this hypothesis [i.e. the Lexicalist Hypoth-
esis] that transforms should not undergo processes that give derived nominals’(p.
204).

For opposing views see Jackendoff(1969), Kimball(1971), Bresnan(1971), and Chomsky
(1970) . Postal and Ross(1971), however, consider the {or-phrase to be part of the
matrix sentence, their argument being compatible with both positions. Notice that
last-cyclic application of pruning actually proves Postal wrong in assuming that
Cross-Over works clause internally with respect to constant movement rules (cf.
condition b). If we assume that the derivation of (4) proceeds as follows

1° Cycle: Reflexivization (Hephzibah,) ,
29 cycle: EQ NP (Hephzibahy),
3% cycle: (1) EQ NP w:uh?, Tough Movement (herselfy), Psych Movement (Uriah,
herself;) if tough is taken as a psychological verb,
(11) EQ NP (Uriah), Tough Movement (herselfj) if tough takes a prepositio-
nal for-phrase,
(11i) Tough Movement (honelf’) in all other cases,
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4° Cycle: Raisina (herselfj),
5° Cycle: Raising (Beulah), Passive (SOMEONE, Beulah),
then on the third cycle Tough Movement applies across higher clause boundaries
moving the reflexive two sentences up. Extraposition (cf. note 5) is omitted in
this account. We have also ignored the difficulty that the 'pronominal virgin’
provision of Cross-Over causes to sentences involving Tough Movement due to the
cyclic principle (see Postal(1971),chap.12D).

19 The validity of the arqument can be verified by going through the steps of the fol-
lowing derivation.

a (palgaras)) vi-pa-(qar as))

b (p—>(gAar aAs)) Aall@Aar As) —>p) (a), Biconditional Law

¢ (qQAr As) —> (b), Simplification

d -p

e -(gAr as) (c),(d), Modus Tollens

f -qgv-rv-s (e), De Morgan’'s Law

g (-gv-r)v-s (f), Associative Law

h =-s v (-q v -r) (g), Commutative Law

i s

3 ~qv-r (h), (1), Disjunctive Syllogism
k -r v-g (j), Commutative Law

1l r

m -q (k), (1), pisjunctive Syllogism

Here, the lines of the derivation (a), (d), (i), and (1) are the premises of sec-
tion O. Notice that (c) is the conclusion that Postal(1971) accepts. However, the
present argument proves this conclusion wrong.
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DUTCH AS A SOV LANGUAGE

Jan Koster

1.0 In Dutch and German, the position of the (finite) verb in main clauses differs
from that in bordinate cl . The unmarked order of the former is Subject Verb
object (SVO), while the latter exhibit a SOV pattern. Therefore,a fundamental problem
in Dutch and German grammar is the establishment of the basic word order. In this pa-
per I want to show that the underlying order of Dutch is SOV. The SVO pattern of main
clauses is the result of a last cyclical rule of Verb Placement.

1.1 Since Bach(1962) and Bierwisch(1963), it has been assumed that German is a SOV
language. A consequence of this analysis is, that the word order in subordinate
clauses is considered more basic. This conclusion is compatible with the idea that on
the last cycle a broader class of transformations applies, namely the class of root
transformations (Emonds 1970). As for the word order, Dutch is similar to German in
that the verbs are in final position in subordinate clauses. Also as in German, decla-
rative main clauses have the finite verb in second position. If the word order of sub-
ordinate clauses is basic, then we have to postulate a root transformation of Verb
placement which puts the (finite) verb in second position.

Ross(1967¢c) arrived at a different conclusion as a consequence of his analysis of
Gapping. He claimed that German should be SVO, for reasons which do not all concern
us here. If we assume SVO order for German and Dutch, we need a transformation which
moves the verb to final position in subordinate clauses. This transformation (Verb
Final, cf. Ross 1967a) applies on every cycle except the last one. This is a dubious
result, since there are many examples of transformations which apply only on the last
cycle, but none which apply on all cycles except the last one. Another dubious conse-
quence of Ross’analysis was that Gapping should be an ‘anywhere rule’. This is also
a very exceptional phenomenon, if it can be justified at all. According to Ross(1967¢),
Gapping can apply forward and backward, depending on the input of the rule. In subor-
dinate clauses of German and Dutch, we find both forward and backward Gapping (2b and
2a, respectively):

1 weil ich das Fleisch aufass, und meine Mutter den Salat aufass, wurden wir beide
krank.
Because I the meat up ate and my mother the salad up ate became we both sick(=
Because I ate up the meat, and my mother ate up the salad, we both got sick).
2a Weil ich das Fleisch, und meine Mutter den Salat aufass, wurden wir beide krank.
b Weil ich das Fleisch aufass, und meine Mutter den Salat, wurden wir beide krank.
The same holds for Dutch. Ross explained these facts by the directionality pnnciple”.
and by the assumption that Gapping, as an anywhere rule, can apply before or after
Verb Final. Thus, we have the following patterns in (2)a and (2)b:

2a' SO + sov
b' SOV + SO

Pattern (2)a is the result of backward Gapping on the output: of Verb Final, while (2)b
comes from forward Gapping and subsequent application of Verb Final. Under Ross' as-
sumptions these patterns can only be derived if the base order of German (and Dutch)
is SVO, because the explanation depends on a rule of Verb Final.

An interesting alternative analysis is given by Maling(1972). She arques that forward
Gapping occurs in any word order (SVO, SOV or VSO). Backward Gapping only occurs when
the verb is in absolue final position. She proposes to account for this_single case

of backward Gapping by the independently motivated rule of Node mxsqu). One addi-
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tional assumption is that 'Node Raising and Gapping are ordered after any movement
rules which affect the linear position of the verb’. In this way Gapping becomes a
superficial process which allows no conclusion about deep structure order. Maling
gives two arguments (due to Ross) to demonstrate that ‘backward Gapping’ is a case

of Node Raising. One of these arguments concerns the condition on so-called 'backward
Gapping’ that the verb should be in absolute final position. Thus, 'backward Gapping’
is blocked after such rules as Extraposition from NP, which have the effect that the
verb is no longer in absolute final position. Since a similar condition holds for
Node Raising, it is likely that Node Raising and 'backward Gapping’ can be collapsed.
Supporting evidence for this argument is found in Dutch. This language has a few more
rules than German with the effect of making the verb non-final in subordinate clauses.
For instance, Dutch has a rule which moves PP's to the right of the verb”’:

3a omdat Jan [" aan Marie) [v denkt]...
because John of Mary thinks({=because John thinks of Mary...)
b omdat Jan [ denkt] [” aan Marie]...

Forward Gapping is applicable on the output (3)b of this rule ((4)b), but backward
Gapping is blocked ((5)b), as predicted:

4a omdat Jan aan Marie denkt en Piet aan Anna...
because John of Mary thinks and Pete of Ann(=because John thinks of Mary and
Pete of Ann...)

b omdat Jan denkt aan Marie en Piet aan Anna...

Sa omdat Jan aan Marie en Piet aan Anna denkt...

b “omdat Jan aan Marie en Piet denkt aan Anna...

I adopt Maling’s analysis and conclude that, based on Gapping, there is no evidence
against SOV order for Dutch.

1.2 A second arqument against SOV order for German is given by Bach(1971). In an at-
tempt to formulate substantive constraints on transformations, he proposes a universal
Question Movement Rule. A property of this rule is the unbounded movement of question
words to the left, in the direction of a governing verb. Bach gives examples from
German of question word t in embedded questions, where the governing verb is
on the right. Therefore, Bach concludes, German has a rule of Verb Final which moved
the verb in the examples from the left to the right. Bach gives examples like:

6 Ich habe, wen Hans gekdsst habe, gefragt.

Unfortunately, this sentence is not acceptable in German.The embedded question has to
be in extraposed position:

7 Ich habe gefragt, wen Hans gekdsst habe.

Again, the same holds for Dutch. Embedded questions are always extraposed to the
right of the ‘governing verb’. Therefore, the proper German and Dutch equivalents

of Bach’s examples do not form any evidence for a rule of Verb Final. But even if the
examples were right the argument would not be conclusive, because question word move-
ment can be explained by Bresnan’s Complementizer Substitution Universal?), a sov
base order for German and Dutch does not exclude a clause initial COMP-node.

2.0 All in all, I do not know of any convincing arqument aga inst a SOV base

for German and Dutch. In the following sections I want to present positive evidence;
important generalizations are lost if we do not assume that Dutch is a SOV language.
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2.1 sSince the earliest transformational studies, it has been assumed that English
has a rule of Particle Movement, This rule has the effect of moving the particle of
a verb-particle combination around the first NP to the right3), This rule relates the
a- u:)l b-sentences of (8), (9) and (10), and has the structural description given i
(11)°7:

ga He phoned up the girl.

p He phoned the girl up.
9a The police brought in the criminal.
b The police brought the criminal in.
10a *The police brought in him.

b The police brought him in.

11  PARTICLE MOVEMENT

X V- Prt - NP -Y opt.
1 2 3 § m— 1 P 342 4 obl. if 3 is a pronoun

It is important to note that (11) implies there are only two possible positions for
prt: either it immediately follows the verb, or it follows the first NP
after the verb. Thus, while (12)a {s grammatical, (12)b is out, because
the Prt (back) does not follow the first NP after the verb’’:

12a We brought our children back some gifts.
b *we brought our children some gifts back.

Furthermore, particles cannot be moved over an object NP which starts with a prepo-
sition. Thus the particle auay may not be moved over the PP with her father in (13)®:

13a She did away with her father.
b "she did with her father away.

In Dutch, verb-particle constructions are as familiar as in English. Sentence (14),
for instance, is an equivalent of (15):

14 Hij belde het meisje op.
15 He phoned the girl up.

If we limit our attention to examples like (14), we would conclude that Dutch has a
rule of Particle Movement like English: the particle Op of the verb opbelfen (phone
up) is moved over the first NP after the verb. But a closer examination shows that
the Dutch rule must be entirely different. First, the Dutch rule can never be optional:

16 *Hij belde op het meisje.
He phoned up the girl.

Second, the Dutch ‘Particle Movement’ only applies in main clauses (obligatorily) and
never in subordinate clauses?):

17a *Hij zei dat hij gaf op.
He said that he gave up.
b Hij zei dat hij opgaf.
He said that he upgave(=He said that he gave up)
18a Hij gaf op.
He gave up.
b "Hij opgaf.
He upgave(=He gave up)
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Third, if the verb is followed by more than one NP, the particle has to be moved over
these NP's as well:

19a *Hij gaf zijn vader terug het geld.
He gave his father back the money.

b Hij gaf zijn vader het geld terug.
He gave his father the money back.

Fourth, a particle can optionally be moved over a prepositional object in Dutch:

20a Hij liep weg van de tafel.
He walked away from the table.

b Hij liep van de tafel weg.
*He walked from the table away.

Particle movement is a simple rule in the grammar of English. It is a minor movement
rule (cf. BEmonds,1970), in that it has to move a non-phrase node (Prt) over an adja-
cent NP. Obviously, the Dutch equivalent of Particle Movement would be much more com-
plicated. The rule has to move the Prt over one NP if the verb is followed by one
NP, over two NP's if there are two NP's after the verb, etc. Moreover, movement of
Prt over a PP has to be optional. There are still more complications if we consider
various types of adverbials in Dutch (see below). All problems in formulating a rule
of Particle Movement for Dutch arise from the assumption that Dutch is a SVO (or VSO)
language, so that direct objects, indirect objects and prepositional objects follow
the verb. We can simplify the grammar of Dutch considerably by making the following
assumptions:

2la Dutch is a SOV language;
b Dutch has no rule of Particle Movement at all;
¢ The obligatory root transformation of Verb Placement leaves the particle behind
(in the original position of the V).

These hypotheses imply that the difference in word order between main and subordinate
clauses can not be accounted for by a rule of Verb Final (Ross,1967a) applying on
every cycle except on the last one. Given the fact that particles and the verbs to

which they belong have to be separated somewhere in the derivation, we can summarize
the alternatives as follows:

22 Dutch i{s a SVO (or VSO) language. Particles appear at the right of the O (= ob-
ject); therefore, we need a rule of Particle Movement.

23 Dutch is a SOV language. In this case we have the V (= verb) at the right of the
O (= object) to begin with. Particles are left behind (at the right of the 0)
after the application of a root transformation of Verb Placement.

Let us call (22) and (23) the Particle Movement Hypothesis (PMH) and the Verb Place-
ment Hypothesis (VPH), respectively. I claim that VPH gives the correct explanation
of the facts, which implies that Dutch is a SOV language.

2.2 One {mmediate advantage of VPH (23) is that we can do with one transformation
less. If we can account for the distribution of particles by an ind pendently ded
rule of Verb Placement, then we do not need a rule of Particle Movement. The PMH de-
mands two rules: Particle Movement and Verb Final.

A second advantage of the VPH is that we can explain why the separation of the par~
ticle from the verb is always obligatory in Dutch. The obligatoriness of the separa-
tion follows from the obligatoriness of the Verb Placement Rule.

A third point in favor of the VPH is connected to the fact that a rule of Particle

168



povement would not apply in subordinate clauses. With the PMH, this is a mere acci-
dent. We can state Particle Movement as a root transformation. But that would be
completely ad h o ¢, because the class of root transformations seems to be re-
stricted to rules of a certain type. Particle Movement {s no reasonable candidate
for the class of root transformations, while Verb Placement is, for reasons to which
1'11 return below.

The main argument in favor of the VPH lies in the distribution of particles. Recall
that Particle Movement, a simple rule in the grammar of English, would be a compli-
cated rule for Dutch. It is hard to specify within one rule which positions the par-
ticle can be moved to. In the next section I will show that the full set of environ-
ments for Dutch particles is predicted by the VPH. If Dutch is a SOV language, with
a root transformation of Verb Placement leaving the particle in the original position
of the verb, then the distribution of particles in
root sentences must be similar to the distri-
pution of ordinary verbs(without particles)in
subordinate clauses.As we will see, this prediction is completely
confirmed.

particle Movement, on the other hand, can only be stated with several ad ho ¢
additions. This situation decides the issue in favor of the Verb Placement Hypothesis.

2.3 In this section I will present eight different distributional facts of ordinary
v's in embedded sentences which correspond exactly to the distribution of particles
in root sentences.

2.3.1 The final V in subordinate clauses cannot be followed by an NP:

26a omdat hij het boek kocht..
because he the book bought (=b he bought the book..)

b *omdat hij kocht het boek..

because he bought the bock

A particle in a root sentence can not be followed by an NP either:

27a Hij gaf de jongen het boek terug.
He gave the boy the book back.

b 'Hij gaf de jongen terug het book.
He gave the boy back the book.

2.3.2 An S obligatorily follows the final verb:
28a omdat ze zegt dat ze droomt..
because she says that she dreams..

b *omdat ze dat ze droomt zegt..
because she that she dreams says

In a root sentence an S obligatorily follows a particle (aatkondigen = to announce):
29a Hij kondigde aan dat hij zou vertrekken.
He announced that he would leave.
b 'Htj kondigde dat hij zou vertrekken aan.
He announced that he would leave (prt)

2.3.3 Dutch has a rule, PP o v e r V, which moves a PP over the final V (option-
al):

30a omdat hij het boek aan Norval geeft..
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because he the book gives to Norval...

If we assume that PP ov e r V applies on the last cycle before Verb Placement
({.e. before the separation of verb and particle), we can explain without ad ho ¢
apparatus that a particle can be placed at either side of a PP:

31a Hij gaf het boek aan Norval terug.
He gave the book to Norval back.

b Hij gaf het boek terug aan Norval.
He gave the book back to Norval.

2.3.4 There is a rule in Dutch which changes P + PRO into PROj,. + P“). For in-
stance, "op het (on it) » exop ('thereon'), *naar het (to it) + eanaar ('thereto'),

If these 'PRO-PP’s’ replace a prepositional object they cannot be moved over the final
v:

32a omdat hij eraan dacht...
because he thereon thought (=b he thought of it...)

b Yomdat hij dacht eraan...
because he thought thereon...

In root sentences these phrases cannot be moved over a particle:

33a Hi) dacht eraan terug.
He thought thereon back(=He thought back on it.)
b "Hij dacht terug eraan.
He thought back thereon.

2.3.5 Predicate adjectives and participles have to precede the final V in embedded
sentences:

34a omdat hij de wijnglazen gebroken ontving...

because he the wine glasses broken received(=because he received the wine
glasses broken...)

b "omdat hij de wijnglazen ontving gebroken...
because he the wine glasses received broken

In root sentences predicate adjectives and participles should precede particles as
well (agleveren= to deliver):

35a Jan leverde de wijnglazen gebroken af.
John delivered the wine glasses broken.
b *Jan leverde de wijnglazen af gebroken.

2.3.6 Host adverbs cannot follow the final verb in subordinate clauses:
36a omdat hij zijn werk ijverig deed...

because he his work industriously did(=because he did he work industriously...)
b %ocdat hij zijn werk deed ijverig...

Most adverbs cannot follow a particle in a root sentence (agmaken= to finish):
37a Hi) maakte zijn werk ijverig af.

He finished his work industriously.
b "Hij maakte zijn werk af ijverig.

2.3.7 Some adverbs like gisteren (yesterday) and daax (there) can follow the verb in
subordinate clauses. In that case, there is often a comma intonation between the verb
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and the (unstressed) adverb:

j8a omdat hij zijn werk gisteren deed...
because he his work yesterday did(=because he did his work yesterday...)
p omdat hij zij)n werk deed, gisteren...
because he his work did, yesterday

gxactly the same adverbs can follow a particle in a root sentence:

39a Hij maakte zijn werk gisteren af.
He finished his work yesterday.

b Hij maakte zijn werk af, gisteren.
He finished his work, yesterday.

2.3.8 All kinds of adverbial PP’'s can follow the verb in subordinate clauses:

40a omdat hij zijn werk met liefde deed...
because he his work with love did(=because he did his work with love...)
b omdat hij zijn werk deed met liefde...
because he his work did with love...

In root sentences adverbial PP’s can precede or follow the particle:

41a Hij maakte zijn werk met liefde af.
He finished his work with love.

b Hij) maakte zijn werk af met liefde.
He finished his work with love.

2.4 Wwe have shown so far, that there is complete distributional equivalence between
ordinary verbs in subordinate clauses and particles in root sentences. Under the Verb
placement Hypothesis, all peculiarities of particle distribution can be reduced to pe-
culiarities of verb distribution because the particle (in roct sentences) keeps the
original position of the verb. Under the Particle Movement Hypothesis, on the other
hand, all similarities between verb distribution and particle distribution are com-
pletely accidental. All idiosyncrasies of verb distribution (in subordinate clauses)
have to be repeated in the statement of Particle Movement. Clearly, a generalization
would have been missed. I conclude, therefore, that the Verb Placement Hypothesis is
correct. Dutch apparently has a root transformation of Verb Placement and no cyclical
rule which moves the verb into clause final position (verb Final). In other words,
the final position of the verb is basic; Dutch is a SOV language.

3.0 In this section, I want to show that verb-particle combinations are manifestations
of a more general ph m. As a q + the loss of generalization which re-
sults from the Particle Movement Hypothesis becomes even more clear.

3.1 We can assume that a verb-particle combination is a compound verb, i.e. a parti-
cle or preposition Chomsky-adjoined to a verb:

42 Vv,

t v

op bellen
up phone (phone up

The analysis of the preceding paragraphs is strengthened by the fact that incorpora-

tions like (42) are not limited to particles in Dutch. De Rijk(1967b) showed that un-
der certain conditions generic NP's may be incorporated in the verb. A criterion for
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such incorporations is the possibility of NP's to occur in the aan het -construction,
a Dutch counterpart of the progressive. De Rijk claimed, that aan he{ can only be fol-
lowed by an NP if it is incorporated in the verb. Thus, (43)a, is impossible. The NP
is not generic, in which case is cannot be incorporated. Instead, we should have (43)
b, where the object comes before the aan het-construction:

43a *Karel is aan het de leraar plagen.
Karel is at it the teacher tease(=Charles is teasing the teacher).

b Karel is de leraar aan het plagen.

Karel is the teacher at it tease.

But, if the object is incorporated, it follows:

44a Grace is aan het rijst koken.
Grace is at it rice cook(=Grace is cooking rice).
b Carol is aan het kip braden.
Carol is at it chicken fry(=Carol is frying chicken).

If the aan het-construction is a criterion, adjectives may be incorporated as well:

45 Hij is het huis aan het schoonmaken.
He is the house at it clean make(=He is cleaning the house).

The adjective dchoon (clean) is incorporated in the verb maken (to make). A common
feature of these incorporated items is that, in general, they cannot be separated
from the verb by other constituents (in subordinate clauses). There are possibly a
few exceptions to this generalization. For instance, the verb part of the compounded
form may be complex by the application of Predicate Raisinqlz):

46a omdat hij de kast schoon moest maken...
because he the closet clean should make(=because he should clean the closet...)
b omdat hij piano kon spelen...
because he piano could play(wbecause he could play the piano...)

The incorporated adjective 4choon (clean) and the generic NP p{ano are separated from
their respective verbs by (modal) auxiliaries. Note, that the same holds for verb-
particle combinations:

47 omdat Carol hem op kon bellen...
because Carol him up could phone(=because Carol could phone him up...)

Thus, we have at least the following types of compound verbs:

) N/v\v Adj/ v\v pn/ v\v
I | | | |

piano spelen  schoon maken op bellen
piano play clean make up phone
(to play the (to clean) (to phone up)
piano)

In subordinate clauses the incorporated forms are in general not separated from the
verb. But in root sentences, separation is obligatory:

49a "Marie piano soeelt.

Mary piano plays
b *Marie schoonmaakt.
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Mary clean makes
19¢ *Marie opbelt.
Mary up phones

therefore, Lf we assume that Dutch is a SVO (or VSO) language, we need, in addition
to a rule of Particle Movement, a rule of Noun Movement, a rule of Adjective Move-
ment, etc. For each category which can be incorporated in the verb we need a new rule,
Again, the idiosyncrasies of verb distribution (in subordinate clauses) have to be
repeated in the statement of these rules, because the ultimate positions of the moved
categories are similar to the positions of particles. With the Verb Placement Hypoth=
esis, we have only one category to move (the V). At the same time we can capture all
qenerauutions of distributional similarity, because the incorporated elements are
all left in the same position after Verb Placement. The VPH explains immediately why
{ncorporated categories of different types are separated from the associated verbs in
root sentences, and why this separation is obligatory.

4.0 In German and Dutch, the finite form of the verb is always the second constitu-
ent in declarative root sentences. Since we are assuming a SOV base order for Dutch,
we have to formulate a transformation which moves the (finite) verb from final to
second position in root sentences. The form of this rule will be discussed in the
following paragraphs.

4.1 It is not immediately clear, what the rule of Verb Placement will look like. In
his discussion of German word order, Roeper(1972) refers to this rule as the 'Verb-
second Transformation’. This rule ’transfers an element from final position to second
position in the creation of declarative sentences’!3). Roeper claims that this rule
is ortllered after Topicalization, because the reverse order would give the wrong re-
sult:

5la Ich den Mann mag + Verb Secoend
I the man like
b Ich mag den Mann -+ Topicalization

I like the man
¢ *pen Mann ich mag
The man I like

The same might be said about Dutch. But I don’t believe that the ungrammaticality of
(51)c can be explained by rule ordering. In (51)c the verb is preceded by more than
one NP, which has to be excluded on independent grounds. Especially in root sentences,
there are several transformations with the effect of placing an element in clause
initial position. These are transformations like Topicalization, Adverb Preposing

and WH . The impossibility of getting more than one category before the V in
declarative root sentences rests on the fact that application of one of the rules
just mentioned excludes application of the others. Thus, we can never apply both Ad-
verb Preposing and WH-Movement on the same cycle:

52a "Wanneer met een mes sneed hij de salami?
When with a knife sliced he the salami?

b "Met cen mes wanneer sneed hij de salami?
With a knife when sliced he the salami?

The impossibility of having more than one category before the verb has nothing to do
with the ordering of Verb Placement. Application of Verb-Second on (52)a and b gives:

53a "Wanneer sneed met een mes hij de salami?
When sliced with a knife he the salami?

b *Met een mes sneed wanneer hij de salami?
With a knife sliced when he the salami?
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These sentences are still ungrammatical, which shows that the ordering of Verb-Second
is not crucial here. Probably transformations like WH-Movement, Adverb Preposing, and
Topicalization can be considered Complementizer Substitution Transformations in the
sense of Bresnan(1970b), and Chomsky(1970). If we assume that German and Dutch have
an additional Comp. Subst. Transformation of Subject Formation, we can state the ef-
fect of Verb Placement as follows:

/\ /\

coMp V-placement CoMP

/\——-» /\

The V is placed in initial position in the lower S. We can now explain the ungramma-
ticality of (51)¢ by the constraint that only one Comp. Subst. Transformation can ap-
ply on each cycle. This constraint is ded on independ ground 15) | An additional
advantage of this analysis is that we do not need a special inversion rule for the
formation of yes/no-questions. All we need to add to the grammar is the condition
that in root sentences COMP substitution is optional if the COMP is specified as

[of, +wn] 18)_ In this way, we can account for different types of questions:

54

55a Xoopt Marie een boek?
Buys Mary a book (=Does Mary buy a book?)
b Een bdéek koopt Marie?
A book buys Mary
¢ Marie koopt een boek?
Mary buys a book?

4.2 A last problem in formulating the rule of Verb Placement has to do with the
A-over-A principle. Recall that the rule applies to complex verbs in which particles
or other categories are incorporated. These incorporated categories are left behind
when the rule is applied. Thus we have:

) OW/S\ V-placement coMp S\
/ \ : V/I\Prt
/ l\ 2

Prt

Note that the rule applies to V;, and not to V. Moreover, Vi has to be pruned.
If the A-over-A principle was an absolute condition on rules, the operation shown in
(56) would be impossible. But Chomsky(1970) has arqgued that the A-over-A principle
‘does not establish an absolute prohibition against transformations that extract a
phrase of type A from a more inclusive phrase of type A’. It should be possible to
formulate a more complex rule which effects a non-maximal phrase of type A. This is
what we have in the case of Verb Placement. This rule only applies to the tensed part
of a complex verb. The finite V has to be marked by a rule of Subject-Verb Agreement.
Only V, in (56) is marked by this rule. The limitation of Verb Placement to the tensed
part oi the complex V is not ad h o c . Evers(1971b) convincingly shows that the
grammar of Dutch and German needs a (possibly post-lexical) rule of Predicate Raising,
which maps structure of type (57)a onto (57)b:

s s
4— Si—V % 2}
=y v v

57a
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1f verb Placement applies to a structure like (57)b, it is impossible to move the

pmost V- Instead, we have to move one of the lower V's. This has to be the tensed
v, which is the leftmost V in Dutch and the rightmost V in German. Approximately the
same happens in verb-particle constructions The leftmost finite form of the lexical
verbs is moved and the V which immediately dominates this form is pruned:

58 d 2
coup/ \S V-placement COMP S
NP NP \II\ v NP NP
Jan Peter Prt V belt Jan Peter Prt
phones
op belt op
up phones up

(phones up)

After Pruning and Subject Formation (Complementizer Substitution) we get:

59 /S\
NP s
| 7 IN
v’ oW ere

Jan
I

belt Peter op
phones up

We can formulate Verb Placement now as (60):

60 conp-[sx-v-v)s-z
obl.
s.0 1 2 3 4 § =——) S.C. 1 342 9 4 5

This is a root transformation and the V of term 3 has to be tensed.

5.0 In the following section, some interesting data about language acquisition will
be referred to. These data seem to agree with the SOV-hypothesis. Finally, some im-
plications of the Verb Placement Hypothesis are suggested.

5.1 Some significant generalizations cannot be captured, i{f we do not assume that
putch is a SOV language. This conclusion was arrived at on purely syntactic grounds.
Roeper (1972) argues that there are acquisitional data that favor the hypothesis that
German has SOV order in deep structure. He cites Park(1970), who noted that over 80
percent of the utterances of some German children at the two-word stage placed the
object before the verb. Thus, we have utterances like 17):

61 Kaffee trinken
Coffee drink

Auto fahren
Car drive

Noppa haben
Noppa have

These data are interesting, b as Roeper r ks, English chilaren consistently
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place the verb before the object. The utterances of Dutch children exhibit the same
pattern as the examples from German. Also at the two-word stage of German (and Dutch)
the verb-final order seems to be basic. Of course, these data can only be suggestive
at the present stage of our knowledge about language acquisition.

5.2 The analysis of the preceding paragraphs supports the view that the word order

of subordinate clauses is more basic than the order of main clauses. This is due to
the existence of root transformations (cf. Emonds(1970)). Verb Placement in Dutch is

a root transformation; the existence of a rule like Verb Final (Ross(1967a)) is refuted
and we can probably exclude such rules on general grounds. The existence of a rule like
Verb Final would force us to assume that besides a class of root transformations, there
is also a class of non-root transformations, i.e. rules which apply on each cycle ex-
cept on the last one.

5.3. Most transformations apply on every cycle (if their structural description is
met), with probably one exception, namely the class of root transformations. As a
consequence, main clauses exhibit the marked word order, while subordinate clauses
have the unmarked order. How can we explain this difference? I expect that an explana-
tion must begin with the recognition of some of the remarkable characteristics of the
root transformations. Most of them are preposings of some sort, i.e. rules which move
some phrase node to the position of the initial COMP. Although there are several prep-
osing-rules, application of one of these excludes application of the others. There is
no other class of transformations with this property. There is only one single rule
that shares some features with root transformations. This rule is WH-Movement. If
Question Word Movement is not governed by some verb, then the WH-word ends up in
clause initial position. WH-Movement excludes other preposing-rules. We know from in-
direct questions that the movement goes in the direction of a governing verb. Several
linguists have proposed an abstract guestion morpheme which governs the movement of
WH-words to clause initial position!8). Along these lines we might propose an abstract
topicalization morpheme which governs preposing-rules. This morpheme would be a pre-
rogative of root sentences, somchow related with the performative. If we make this
morpheme part of the clause initial Complementizer, the impossibility of having more
than one preposing can be explained in exactly the same way as the impossibility of
moving more than one question word in indirect questions. Most root transformations
are characterized in this way.

In several languages, preposings trigger a movement of the finite verb to second posi-
tion. Subject Verb Inversion in English is an instance of this phenomenon. I have no
explanation for these verb movements, but the rule of Verb Placement in Dutch fits
quite naturally in the general pattern. Recall that Particle Movement would be a root
transformation in Dutch. This is an absurdity, if we consider the general properties
of root transformations. So, also on more general grounds we have to reject the Par-
ticle Movement Hypothesis, and therefore the assumption that Dutch is a VSO or SVO
language.

Notes

1 This principle is stated by Ross as follows: "The order in which GAPPING operates
depends on the order of elements at the time that the rule applies; {f the identi-
cal elements are on left branches, GAPPING operates forward; if they are on right
branches, it operates backward".

2 This is essentially the rule of Conjunction Reduction, proposed in Ross(1967b).

Gapping deletes all but one occurrence of identical verbs, whereas Node Raising

raises (by Chomsky-adjunction) a n y clause final identical constituent (inclu-

ding verbs), while the identical, lower occurrences of that constituent are deleted.

This rule is discussed in Koster(1972).

Cf. Bresnan(1970b) and Chomsky(1970).

Cf. Chomsky(1957). See also Fraser (1965) and Ross(1967b).

Cf. Ross(1967b),p.28.

oOwvaw
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7 cf. gmonds (1970) ,p.237.
8 nou(l967b).p.152.
9 In the dictionary form of Dutch verb-particle comb.
left of the verb part. This is the form we find mi::;:::;.::rticlu are on the
In root sentences, particles are on the right as the result pes
10 see note 3. ult of a movement rule.
11 I.e. a preposition followed by a pronominal
Jowed by a preposition. NP becomes a locative pro-form fol-
12 This post-lexical rule Chomsky-adjoins the V of
a se
nigher sentence. The rule is discussed by Bveu(la‘n:;‘ﬂ:‘;‘ to :ho V of the next
of this paper). 2 e also the last section
13 Roeper (1972) ,p.40.
14 mperu972),p.63-64.
15 already in Chomsky(1964a), it was observed that WH-moveme:
once to a constituent of the form S. See also Chomsky(l 97:: can only be applied
16 The Dutch complementizer for yes/no ques =
in root sentences. questions is 0f (whether). 0f has to be deleted
17 Roeper (1972),p.42.
18 Cf. Baker (1970).
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THE ENGLISH COMITATIVE., A DOUBTFUL CASE?

W.J. Meys

In his article 'The English Comitative Case and the Concept of Deep Structuxe'”.!ohn
B. Walmsley develops an arqument to the effect that the comitative and the instrumen-
tal are more or less complementary manifestations of one basic case relation. He sug-
gests that this subdivision can be based on the presence or absence of animacy, the
instrumental being typically [-animate), the comitative [+animate]. Basing himself on
the assumption that any (simple) deep-structure sentence may not contain more than
one instance of any particular deep-structure case relation Z), he points out that
the fact that the comitative and the instrumental never seem to occur together in sen-
tences derived from a simple deep-structure sentence, can be taken as evidence that
they are indeed complementary manifestations of one case relation. Thus, although we
can have either a comitative or an instrumental, as in (1) and (2), we cannot have
them both in one sentence, witness (3):

1 The burglar killed the householder with an accomplice. 32b
2 The burglar killed the householder with a crowbar.
3 “he burglar killed the householder with a crowbar with an accomplice. 36

(The numbers to the right of the examples are Walmsley’s). The grammatical sentence
(6), by the side of sentences such as (4) and (5), however, would seem to have both
a comitative and an instrumental in the deep structure:

4 “she killed her husband with her sister and a hammer. 41
S  "She and a hammar killed her husband with her sister. 42
6 She and her sister killed her husband with a hammer. 43

Walmsley argues that (6) must be derived not from one simple sentence, but must be the
result of embedding one deep-structure sentence in another.

Next consider sentences (7)-(9):

7  Paul analyzed the English passive construction with Jennifer. 54
8 Jennifer helped Paul to analyze the English passive construction.
9 Paul and Jennifer analyzed the English passive construction.

Walmsley suggests that (7) implies that Jennifer was involved in the analysis -
that she he l ped Paul. He arques that this appears from the fact that a para-
phrase with h e 1 p is possible, as in (8), and further through the possibility of
applying a transformation to produce (9). To my mind, (7), (8), and (9) cannot all
mean the same. If (7) indeed implies that Jennifer helped, or assisted Paul in his
analyzing activities, then the suggestion, clearly, is that Paul was the ’‘chief ana-
lyzer'. However, although (9) might possibly be used in an imprecise sort of way to

a state of affairs in which Paul is chief analyzer, and Jennifer his assistent, it
could hardly be maintained, I think, that this is the me aning of (9) as it
stands. Although with two conjoined subject nominals one of the two must of course ne-
cessarily precede the other, this need not necessarily imply that the contribution of
the person referred to by the first nominal to the action expressed by the verb is
more important than that of the referent of the other nominal. Thus, apart from this
inevitable difference in "focus’, (10) has essentially the same meaning as (9):

10 Jennifer and Paul analyzed the English passive construction.

I can agree with Walmsley's observation that a possible reading of (7) implies that
Jennifer helped Paul, but since this is not, I think, the case in (9) (or (10), for
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¢hat matter), we must conclude that, if (9) i{s a transform of (7), there must be an
alternative interpretation of (7) which accords both Paul and Jennifer equal status
as analyzers, and, therefore, as a gen t s . Walmsley's remarks about the relation
petween (7) and (9) are particularly puzzling in view of what he says about (6), and
about the relation between (11) and (12):

11  She came to the funeral with her brother. 6
12 She and her brother came to the funeral. 13

About these he writes (I have used my own numbering):’'First of all, it is important
to note why a structure such as (11) cannot be convincingly described as being derived
transformationally from a conjunction of two deep-structure sentences:

13 She came 12a
14 Her brother came 12b

In our view, it is precisely the comitative function of her brother’s coming - the
’“_-cwp;nying'- which is missing from (12). That is, (12) permits the possibility
that each attended the funeral, while making their way to it independently. It is not
a complete paraphrase of (11)’, Since Walmsley arques that help and assist
express the comitative function with verbs not involving spatial relations in the same
way in which accompany expresses this function when the verbs do involve
spatial relations, I fail to see why Walmsley does not, apparently, consider the re-
lation between (7) and (9) to be parallel to that holding between (11) and (12).

Having arqued that ccmitative and instrumental are in complementary distribution,
walmsley discards the idea of treating them as different cases. Hence the 'topical-
ization’ rules which he gives at the end ((61)-(69)) do not contain a separate comi-
tative case, but only the instrumental, plus a feature marking for presence or absence
of animacy. Presumably these markings, in combination with the locative or non-loca-
tive character of the verb are thought to be sufficient to cover the various topical-
ization possibilities. Thus Walmsley writes(p.505-506):'So far we have proposed as an
example:

15 v + [bject] + [Agent] + [Instrument)
attack the man burglar a hammer

Bearing in mind the distinctions brought about by assigning features [Animate] to
the Instrumental, we can say that if the Instrument is to be topicalized, and if it
is marked as being non-animate, then we introduce the pro-form u s e (as Lakoff has
shown) to give:

16 [rgent] + use + [Instrument] + to + V + Object 65
[-Animate
The burglar used a hammer to attack the man

1f, on the other hand, the Instrument is animate, the pro-form becomes he lp or
assist, and we get from:

17 [Agent] + v+ [Object] + [Instrument) 66
[+ Animate )
The burglar attacked the man with his accomplice
18 [Instrument]) + help + [Agent] + to + V + [Object]) 67
[+ Animate )

His accomplice helped the burglar to attack the =an

These examples illustrate only what happens when ‘non-locative’ verbs are involved.
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We saw earlier that it is important to treat verbs which are not marked for loca-
tiveness and movement separately from those which are so marked. In the latter in-
stance, the pro-form seems to be accompany.A further application of Topi-
calization Rules will give us from:

19 [object] + v + [Locative] + [Instrument] 68
Harry went to the station with Jim
20 (Instrument) + accompany + [Object] + [Locative] 69
Jim accompanied Harry to the station

(End of quote). Now I don’t know whether Walmsley intends this set of rules, with
examples, as an exhaustive survey of the various possibilities of first-cycle instru-
mental toricalization, but his remarks on p.506 seem to suggest that he does. One of
the conclusions he offers there is that non-animate instrumentals cannot reach sur-
face-structure subject position through first-cycle topicalization alone, although
this can be accomplished in a following topicalization cycle, yielding, for instance,
A hammer was used by the burglar to attack the man from The burgfar used a hammer o
attack the man. I believe that Walmsley’s analysis of the case is not sufficiently
refined, and that the fact that he has not reached the right kind of generalization
is due to undervaluation on his part of the complicated interplay of the comitative
and instrumental cases and the features [ * Animate)(or, rather, as we shall argue
below, [ * Human]), and [ Locative].

First of all, it would seem that Walmsley’s suggestion that the non-animate instrumen-
tal cannot reach surface-structure subject position in the first cycle is patently in-
correct. Consider (21):

21 Harry went to the station with his umbrella.

It is clear that this sentence is a direct parallel of (19), and I see no reason to
bar the locative-comitative topicalization, as (22) seems a perfectly acceptable sen-
tence:

22 His umbrella accompanied Harry to the station.

That we are right in considering his umbrelfa to be an exponent of the same case of
which Jim is an exponent in (19) appears from:

23 “Harry went to the station with his umbrella with John.

But this does not mean that we accept Walmsley’s theory that Jim in (19), and there-
fore also umbrelfa {n (21) are instrumentals. Walmsley's analysis seems to suggest
that ‘true’ - i.e. non-comitative - instrumentals do not occur with locative verbs.
But this is not correct, witness (24):

24 Harry went to the station by car.

Walmsley himself points out (p.493) that there is no one-to-one relation between deep-
structure cases and surface-structure case-markers; in other words, one and the same
underlying case relation may be expounded by different prepositions and affixes. I
would suggest that by car in (24) is a ‘true’ instrumental; it expresses the means

by which Harry reached the station. It could not be a locative, as there is already
one (%0 the station), nor an agent, as cars are inanimate, and agents ’typically ani-
mate’?), Notice now that by car could not be a comitative either, as the comitative
topicalization does not work here (cf. (25)):

25 “His car accompanied Harry to the station.
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(25) is clearly a rather odd sentence; one could force some kind of comitative read-
ing on it, but it is clear that that reading does not correspond to the normal inter-
pgeuuon of (24). Further evidence that by car is not comitative derives from the
fact that it can be combined with a comitative without yielding an ungrammatical sen-
tence, witness (26) and (27):

26 Harry went to the station by car with John.
27 Harry went to the station by car with his umbrella.

since the non-animate ‘true’ instrumental by car cannot reach surface-structure sub-
ject position through first-cycle topicalization, it seems we must use the normal
pattern for non-animate instrumental topicalization, as in (16), yielding (28) from

(24):

28 Harry used his car to go to the station.

There seems to be another option, however, due, apparently, to the locative character
of the verb, roughly on a par with (20):

29 His car took Harry to the station.

Another of Walmsley’s conclusions, namely that topicalization with u s e only ap-
plies to non-animate instrumentals (cf. (15)', (16)), does not seem to be quite cor-
rect either. Thus I would say that his sofdiers in (30) is a true, animate instrumen-
tal:

30 Napoleon attacked Moscow with his best soldiers.

Both the u s e and the h e 1 p topicalization produce perfectly acceptable sen-
tences; cf. (31) and (32):

31 Napoleon used his best soldiers to attack Moscow.
32 His best soldiers helped Napoleon to attack Moscow.

1 believe that the comitative and what I have called the ‘true’ instrumental scme-
times do seem to coalesce into one case-relation when combined with non-locative
verbs - which accounts for their mutual incompatibility in (3), (4), (5), etc. When
they are construed with locative verbs, however, the very fact that locative verbs
have an aspect in common with the comitative, seems to pull them apart, as it were,
forcing us to recognize them as two case-relations which can occur together, as in
(26) and (27).

The picture thus turns out to be a lot more complicated than Walmsley's analysis sug-
gests. (19) in particular can hardly be called an adequate representation of the va-
rious possible combinations of comitatives, ‘true’ instrumentals, and locative verbs.
The feature [ ¥ Animate) %s a further complicating factor. First of all, as Huddleston
has already pointed out %), the choice of the feature [ ! Animate] from among the hier-
archically ordered triplet [ ¥ Living], [ Animate], [? Human], seems a rather arbi-
trary decision. As far as the pr t arg is ned, it appears that animacy
or non-animacy does not always determine which topicalization can be chosen, contrary
to Walmsley's claim - witness (30)-(32). Thus, depending on whether one interprets
honse in (33) as a "true’ instrumental or a comitative, a number of possible topical-
izations suggest themselves:

33  Harry went to the station with/on his horse.

34  His horse accompanied Harry to the station. (cf. (20))

35 Harry used his horse to go to the station. (cf. (16),(31))
36 His horse took Harry to the station. (cf. (29))
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In fact, only (37) seems to be ruled out (although it is certainly not an unintelli-
gible sentence):

37 7?His horse helped Harry to go to the station.

The difficulty here seems to be that h e 1 p implies active cooperation, i.e. vo-
lition, and since we are wont to ascribe volition - free will - to human beings only,
what makes (32) acceptable, as opposed to (37), is the fact that so0fd{ers in the for-
mer is [+Human), and honse in the latter is not. It appears that 'true’ instrumentals
in combination with locative verbs can thus be [+Animate], but not [+Human]. A simple
common-sense explanation for this might be that while it is quite possible to use a
person as a means to an end in the figurative sense (so, as in (30)-(32) with non-
locative verbs), it seems less feasible, except perhaps in some rather strained cases,
to use a person to go from A to B in a literal sense®), Notice that Lakoff’s 'do so’
test does not provide a reliable ‘discovery procedure’ for identifying case rela-
tions. Cf.:

38 Harry went to the station with Jim more often than Peter did so with Mary.
(Jim, Mary=comitative, +human)

39 Harry went to the station with his umbrella more often than Peter did so with
his walking-stick.
(umbrella, walking-stick itative, -h )

40 Harry went to the station by car more often that Peter did so by bike.
(car, bike=comitative, -human)

The test works when the exponents of the case-relations are marked the same way as
to animacy, as in (41):

41 'Ba:ry went to the station by car more often than Peter did so with his umbrella.
(car=instrumental, ~-human; umbrella=comitative, -human)

Since there don’t seem to be ‘true’ instrumentals that are [+Human], there is no such
‘pure’ test available to establish the comitative character for nominals marked [ +Human].
A 'hybrid’ test does give the required result, as in (42):

42 'Haxry went to the station by bike more often than Peter did so with Mary.
(bike=instrumental, -human; Mary=comitative, +human)

But the following combination is also anomalous:

43 Harry went to the station with Jim more often than Peter did so with his umbrella.
(Jim=comitative, +human; umbrella=comitative, -human)

It seems, then, that the anomaly derives from the fact that a nominal marke¢ [+Human]
is contrasted with one marked [-Human), in (43), and since this also plays a role in
(42), it renders the ‘do so’ test useless, in that case, as a way to establish wheth-
er the nominals bike and Mary are exponents of different case relations. In general,
it wouls seem, the human/non-human contrast is an interference factor which may not
have much to do with case relations at all. We normally use [+Human) and [-Human] nom-
inals in similar functions quite happily without really being aware of it; only when
they are used togther, or contrasted, as in the above examples, we become aware of
this; their combined use in the same function usually has a somewhat funny, striking
effect’); witness (44):

44 !?Paul had more success with Jennifer than he had with the English passive con-
struction.

Two more points in Walmsley's article call for scme critical comments, I think. The
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first one concerns the function of topicalization processes and the idea of consec-
utive cycles of topicalization rules. On p.506 Walmsley writes that 'having gone
through one cycle of Topicalization Rules sentences containing Instrumentals can go
through further, more general cycles which may be applied equally to other sentences,
1t is this later set of rules which can move what has so far been designated the sur-
face-structure object to the subject position, to give:

45 A hammer was used by the burglar... 70
and, of course:
46 Harry was accompanied by Jim... 7

(End of quote). Notice that the passive can thus apply both as a first cycle topical-
jzation and as a topicalization in a later ‘more general’ cycle. In this connection
it is perhaps relevant to refer to what is said in Chomsky(1971) concerning the sta-
tus of the passive in Fillmore'’s case theory:’The grammar then contains two categories
of rules. Rules of category I map case systems into phrase-markers.(...) The rules of
category II are transformations which generate derivations in the usual way.(...) Thus
Fillmore takes the passive rule to be not a transformation of category II, but rathe:
a rule of category I. It would be quite consistent with his theory of case grammar to
regard passive as a transformation, rather than a rule mapping case structure onto
phrase-markers. There are clear emperical differences between these two proposals con-
cerning the status of the passive. I think that Fillmore’s provosal is incorrect, but
this is a matter of choice of grammar, not choice of linguistic theory’(p.38). Walms-
ley talks about the verbs (help, accompany) involved in his first cycle topicalizations
of the various kinds of instrumentals as ’lexicalizations’ of the underlying case re-
lations. He also presents the passive, which, for instance, turns The burglar attacked
the man into The man was attacked by the burgfar as such a first-cycle topicalization.
We must assume then, that the first topicalization cycle not only imposes sequential
ordering on the underlying order-free representation, but also introduces lexical i-
tems in place of underlying semantic elements, and hence, that the rules involved
must be rules of category I in Chomsky'’s sense. It follows that the rule which con-
verts (16) into (45), and (20) into (46) answers Chomsky’s description of category II
rules, so that the passive in Walmsley’s approach is both a rule of category I and of
category II. Clearly the operation of category II passivization is dependent on simi-
lar case relations as those which trigger off category I passivization. That is,
first-cycle topicalizations involving help, use, accompany destroy the original case-
relations, or so it seems, for category II passivization applies to the resultant
strings, such as the burglar used a hammexr, his accomplice helped the burglar, Jim
accoupam'ed Harny, as if they are all Agent-Verb-Object (or Dative) strings like those
to which category I passivization applies., Now if the function of topicalization is
to ‘zoom in’ on some case-relation in particular, second-cycle passivization conver-
ting (16) into (45) makes sense as a way of focussing on the original underlying in-
strumental in an even more effective manner than first-cycle topicalization alone.

But if passivization is taken to be a topicalization of Object or Dative, it appears
that the second-cycle topicalization of Hatry in (46), by means of the passive, can-
cels out, or at least counteracts, the first-cycle topicalization of the (comitative)
Instrumental (J4m) in (20). It seems somewhat difficult to reconcile these two con-
flicting operations from a functional point of view, unless one would want to enter-
tain the rather unlikely proposition that we have here some kind of built-in language-
mechanism, as it were, which allows native speakers to change their mind about what
they want to focus on in the middle of the sentence-generating process.

A final remark. The idea of considering he 1l p and u s e constructions topical-
izations, and the verbs concerned lexicalizations of case relations (thus inverting
the derivational relationship assumed in Lakoff(1967), is appealing, in view of the
fact that the instrumental (in Walmsley’s sense) seemed to lack the possibility of
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being topicalized in ways similar to those in which agent, and object could be topi-
calized. His suggestion to similarly regard accompany constructions as top-
icalizations of (his) instrumentals in sentences with locative verbs, raises a seri-
ous problem, however. Notice that the help to V andthe use to V con-
structions preserve the underlying verbs: the burglax used a hammer to attack/hit/
clobben/kile, etc.; his accomplice helped the burglar to attack/hit/clobber/kill, etc.
The accompany -topicalization, on the other hand, destroys the underlying
verb. This does not seem to matter much in the case of a neutral verb like go. But
what happens if the underlying verb is come, drive, aun, stroll, race, or what have
you? I think we must conclude that Walmsley’'s argument concerning accompany
is entirely ad hoc, made to fit the neutral underlying verb g¢ and no other. The core
of the argument could be maintained, if we assume that the normal topicalization of
the comitative case relation results in constructions such as Jim accompanied Hanry
on/durning his walk/stroll/drive to the station, or perhaps constructions like Jim ac-
companied Harry in walking/strolling/driving to the station (cf. Walmsley’s (16) and
(18) on ?.495), and mark (20) as an idiosyncratic comitative topicalization of the
verb go8 . Notice, incidentally, that Walmsley’s approach corresponds in an inter-
esting way to the remarks in Gruber(1970), about ‘kill’ and ‘cause to die’. Like Fodor
(1970), Gruber argues against the usual generative semantics derivation of ‘kill’

from ‘cause to die’ (as in, for instance, Lakoff(1970b)), but for different, and, I
think, sounder reasons than Fodor’s. He argues that in an approach in which post-lex-
ical syntactic structure is seen as largely determined by initial ordering of elements
at the pre-lexical level, notions such as Theme (roughly Fillmore’s Object case), In-
strument, and in particular, Agent are indispensable. But, if this is so, he argues,
it is clear that the assumption of a Causative Agent node in the deep structure is
encugh to make any underlying verb into a causative, without the extra machinery in-
volved in embedding the underlying verb in a higher clause with a ¢ a u s e -predi-
cate. Thus both ’kill’ and ‘die’ could be characterized (roughly) in the lexicon as
involving an underlying semantic verb, say DIE, which can be constructed with either
a Causative Agent and a Theme, or with a Theme only. In the former case the Causative
Agent would end up as the surface subject, and the Theme as surface object (barring,
of course, further structural changes such as passive), and the phonological form as-
sociated with the verb would then be /kil/. In the absence of an Agent (which, in
Gruber's representation covers both the Causative and Permissive Agent, and the In-
strumental, for reasons akin to those put forward in Huddleston(1970) - cf.note 3)
rules similar to those of Fillmore would see to it that the Theme becomes surface-
structure subject, and the phonological form associated with the verb would then be-
come /dai/. Contrasting this approach with the generative semantics one, Gruber writes:
‘One possibility that must be considered is that the Agent in the prelexical structure
is actually the subject of some verb such as cause. [...] This would solve no
problem whatsoever; since we would subsequently have to ask of what nature the sub-
jects of cause and 1 et , or their equivalents, are. We decided previously
that these subjects were purely Agent, (Permissive or Causative). Hence the question
would revolve back on itself. Let us assume, however, that we could set up c ause
and 1 et orsuchaverb in the prelexical structure as unique unanalyzed verbs. The
two types of Agent would be the subjects of these verbs, whereas the rest of the sen-
tence would be scme sort of complement to them. It would not be clear, however, how
this would differ from assuming that the Agents were simply nodes as generated above.
In fact, there does not seem to be any advantage to saying that a verb such as
cause or let underlies these sentences unless such verbs could be con vucted
without the use of the notion Agent’. (Gruber(1970), p.le-l85)9). If we now relate
Gruber's argument to Walmsley’s line of thinking, the natural solution for the k £ 1 1 -
cause to die issue seems to be to similarly assume that the relation of
kill to cause to die should in fact be inverted, as in the case of
use X to slice Y versus slice Y with X . Wecan then say that
cause in cause to V constructions is a lexicalization (and topicalization)
of the underlying Agent case, in the same way in which us e and hel p can be
looked upon as lexicalizations of the Instrumental case, and accompany asa
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*The English Comitative Case and the Concept of Deep Structure’, Foundations of
Language 7(1971), p.493-507.

cf. Fillmore(1968a) ,pP.21, note 26.

fluddleston(1970) argues - convincingly, I think - that there are reasons to assume
what he calls a Causer Case to deal with non-animate agents, of which ‘wind’ in
(¢) is an exponent:

a John opened the door.

b The key opened the door.

¢ The wind opened the door.

In Fillmore(1968a) ‘John’ in (a) is considered Agent, and both ‘key’ and ‘wind’ in
(b) and (c) Instrumentals. ‘But this overlooks the fact’, Huddleston points out,
‘that (b) presupposes some unexpressed Agentive participant, whereas (c) does not’.
The difference between ‘John’ in (a) and ‘wind’ in (c) is that the former implies
intention, volition, and the latter does not. (Cf. our remark concerning soldiers
and horse). Hence’John' could be considered as an exponent toth of the Causer and
the Agentive case, whereas ‘wind’ is an exponent of the Causer case only.
Huddleston(1970), p.504.

Notice the following incomplete paradigm:

a Harry went to the station with/(through?) John.

b John accompanied Harry to the station.

¢ ?Barry used John to go to the station.

d John took Harry to the station.

e John helped Harry to go to the station.

The comitative reading of (a) is all-right, and so is the topicalization based on
it, as in (b). The ‘true’ instrumental reading of (a) does not seem to be possible,
or rather, there does not seem to be a proper surface-structure for the instrumental
reading. Instead of through we could use with the aid of, but that is the same as

with John’s aid, in which it is clear that aid is the instrument, not John himself.
(c) is, therefore, not surprisingly, rather odd. (d) and (e) are again perfectly
acceptable, but that may be due to the fact that these have the original (putative)
instrumental as human agent/subject again, due to the fact that any [+Human]nominal
in surface-subject position is bound to be interpreted as agent, because agents are
‘typically human’(rather than animate - cf. note 3).

Cf. Lakoff(1967), p. 21-22.

If the conjoined occurrence of [+Human] and [-Human] nominals in similar functions

always has this effect of a certain kind of anomaly, this would seem to cast some

doubt on the strength of Fillmore’s argument that only nominals representing the
same c a s e can be conjoined, for which he adduces sentence (a) as evidence
(Fillmore(1968a) ,p.22) :

a *John and a hammer broke the window.

Dougherty, on the other hand, considers sentences such as (b) and (c), - in which

words such as both...and and once with...and feice by create some 'distance’ be-
tween the two nominals - well-formed.(Cf. Dougherty(1970),p.510).

b Both the key and the locksmith opened the door.

¢ The door was opened once with a key and twice by the locksaith.

Notice that the topicalization of ‘true’ instrumentals in sentences with locative

verbs which I suggested above (cf. (29) and (36)), compares rather favourably, in
fact, with Walmsley’s a cc omp a ny -rule, as far as ad-hocness is concerned.

Thus the car drove John to the station, the horse raced John to the station, etc.,

are quite acceptable, and if one assumes that they are topicalizations of 'true’
instrumentals, they can at least be said to preserve the full semantic content of
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the deep-structure verb.
Gruber derives another argument against the generative semantics treatment of caus-

ative verbs from the fact that causative verbs and analytic causative constructions
behave differently with respect to reflexivization and pronominalization. Cf. a - q4:
a John caused the ball to roll to him.

b *John caused the ball to roll to himself.

¢ *John rolled the ball to him.(him=John)

d John rolled the ball to himself.

About these Gruber remarks:'...the restriction that reflexivization occurs only
within one clause suggests that it might ordinarily apply before an embedded sen-
tence is made a part of and indistinguishable from the main clause. Hence we would
be setting up our basic verb as necessarily an intrinsic part of the would-be em-
bedded clause. Again this approaches setting up the C-Agent and the P-Agent as
nodes from the start, generating them directly in the constituent structure’ (op.
cit.,p.186).



AEWARQUES SUR L’INTRODUCTION DE SYMBOLES COMPLEXES

pieter Th. van Reenen

Introduction
Les arguments avancés dans Chomsky(1967b) ont montré la nécessité de resplacer, dans
la partie syntagmatique de la base, la notion de catégorie par celle de trait distinc-
tif, ou marqueur binaire, dont les combinaisons constituent des symboles complexes.
vers la méme épogue, ou un peu avant, plusieurs linguistes se sont occupés du probléme
des symboles complexes, en signalant des phénoménes nécessitant, & leur avis, 1'intro-
duction de ces marqueurs comme symboles non terminaux. Parmi les différentes proposi-
tions, nous nous concentrerons sur celle faite par Maurice Gross. Ce linguiste a sou-
ligné & deux reprises - et indépendammant, 3 ce qu’il paraft, de Chomsky(1967b) - la
nécessité d’introduire des symboles complexes: la premiére fois dans sa ‘Grarmaire
transformationnelle du francais' (Gross(1968)), la seconde foisdans ses 'Remarques sur
l1a notion d’objet direct en frangais’(Gross(1969)). L’argumentation dont se sert Gross
dans ces deux publications est presque identique. Comme elle est trds concise, nous
reproduirons intégralement les deux passages ol il en est question. D’abord nous pré-
senterons le passage provenant de Gross(1969). Aprés un examen de la notion de complé-
ment direct tel qu’il se présente dans la structure superficielle, Gross (p.71-72) con-
state qu'il est 'nécessaire de restreindre l’application des transformations ‘passif’,
‘pronominalisation’, ‘question’ et ‘relativation’ par rapport au sous-arbre (1), guu-
que certaines de ces transformations ‘peuvent &tre interdites, selon le verbe v, .
1 / SV\

\ 4 SN
Suit alors le passage en question:"plusieurs solutions sont a priori envisageables
pour parvenir & ce résultat. On pourrait différencier les cas au moyen de structures
d’arbres variées. Chaque transformation serait définie sur une sous-structure particu-
lidre et les verbes seraient classés au moyen des sous-structures qui leur correspon-
dent. Une telle approche conduirait 3 des structures de complément extrémement complexes,
et qu'il n'est pas possible de justifier dans 1’état actuel des connaissances. On pour-
rait utiliser différentes categories indiquées par des symboles. De mme que nous avons
opposé un SN (objet direct) & un Dt on pourrait créer autant de nouveaux symboles qu’fl
existe de configurations d’applications de nos quatre transformations. L'inconvénient
majeur de cette solution est qu’elle masquerait le fait qu'il existe toujours des pro-
priétés transformationnelles communes aux différents cas. Une solution qui, & notre
avis, mériterait une attention particulidre consiste 3 utiliser des symboles SN dits
'complexes’, c'est-a-dire représentants des ensembles de traits distinctifs syntaxiques.
Dans la méthode de description de Chomsky [3] (Chomsky 1965, PvR), ce mécanisme n'est
pas autorisé, seuls les symboles TERMINAUX complexes sont utilisés. Ainsi Les SN com-
pléments associés respectivement i vafodr, dans Ce Livre vaut les trods francs que j'ad
di payer poun pouvoir L'emponter et a passer dans IL a passé fa nuit a travailler pour-
raient &tre représentés par les expressions:
(sN, -[passif], +[pronominalisation], +[question], +[relativation])
(sN, +[passif], +[pronominalisation], -[question], +[relativation]);
respectivement". Voild le premier passage que nous citons. En ce qui concerne la der-
nidre partie, les deux exemples doivent se rapporter d un sous-arbre comme (2). Du moins
il nous est impossible de les interpréter autrement.

2 /sv\
v (sN, ¥ [passif], +[pron], tlquest], +[relat])

Le second passage que nous citerons provient de Gross(1968),p.171-172):"La plus grande
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partie de ces données (=les données discutées par Gross dans sa ‘Grammaire’, PVR) peut
2tre transcrite en termes de grammaire générative, cependant cette formalisation deman-
derait 1’utilisation répétée d’un mécanisme qui nous semble trés peu naturel. On peut
aisément se rendre compte qu’étant donnés le nombre et la variété des propriétés, les
arbres et leurs étiquettes ne décrivent pas les phénoménes de maniére adéquate. On pour-
rait néanmoins accroftre énormement la taille du vocabulaire auxiliaire, mais alors la
similitude que bon nombre des symboles présentent, serait compldtement masquée. L'uti-
lisation des marqueurs binaires attachés aux symboles terminaux et éventuellement, aux
non terminaux, semble 8tre une solution beaucoup plus naturelle". Suit encore une ex-
emple, servant cette fois A signaler une difficulté censée inhérente a 1’emploi de sym-
boles complexes:"Cependant leur utilisation systématique pose des problémes délicats;
un exemple typique est le suivant: la réductibilité d’un complément ‘a N’ & une ‘ppv’
est une propriété liée A la fois au verbe et au complément, c’'est-d-dire que tous deux
doivent &tre marqués en vue de 1'application de transformations". Jusqu’ici le second
passage de Gross. Quant & 1’exemple, nous ne sommes pas tout a fait sGr de l’avoir bien
compris. Pourtant, en le représentant comme (3), nous croyons ne pas avoir modifié 1’
intention de Gross:

¢ /s"\
w a(sn, * [ppv perm), * [humain])

7 * [ppv perm], * [humain])

Dans les deux paragraphes suivants, nous discuterons les passages que nous venons a’
emprunter & Gross(1968) et (1969). Dans le premier paragraphe nous essayerons d’ex-
pliciter 1'argumentation de Gross, en signalant plusieurs lacunes. Dans le second pa-
ragraphe nous examinerons les exemples. Nous espérons montrer qu’ils font douter de
la valeur de 1’'argumentation de Gross.

Considérations a priori

Comme il apparait des passages cités, l'argumentation de Gross est peu substantielle.
C'est la d'ailleurs une caractéristique générale de Gross(1968), ce qui n’empéche pas
qu'une fois complétés, les arguments s’avérent, le plus souvent, trés solides (cf.
notre compte rendu de Gross(1968):Van Reenen(1973)). D’ailleurs, quant au probléme

qui nous occupe, remarquons que Gross s’exprime avec toute la prudence nécessaire. Il
semble presenter son point de vue comme une suggestion. En outre, A deux reprises, il
signale des difficultés allant de pair avec 1'introduction des marqueurs binaires
(voir ci-dessus et Gross(1969),p.72). C'est ce qu’on ne saurait oublier lorsque, dans
la suite, nous examinerons son argumentation. Dans ces deux publications, Gross s'oc-
cupe principalament des différents compléments, et de leurs rapports avec le verbe.
Pourtant, comme 1‘'argumentation de Gross vise & un but plus général, il doit étre per-
mis de la placer et de la discuter dans un cadre embrassant les propriétés syntaxiques
en général.

Voici un résumé de 1’argumentation de Gross: ayant observé un grand nombre et une gran-
de variété de propriétés syntaxiques caractéristiques des verbes frangais et de leurs
compléments, Gross juge qu’il sera nécessaire d'élargir les possibilités de description
offertes par Chomsky(1965). Il affirme qu’a priori on pourrait effectuer cet élargis-
sement de trois manidres différentes:

4 encompliquarit la structure des (sous-)arbres, sans augmenter le nombre des différen-
tes catégories;

5 en augmentant le nombre des différentes catégories sans compliquer la structure des
sous-arbres;

6 en introduisant, dans la partie syntagmatique, le principe nouveau des margueurs
binaires comme symboles non pas exclusivement terminaux.

Nous croyons que pour Gross - sans que celui-ci le dise explicitement -(4),(5)et (6) con-
stituent autant de solutions qui s’excluent mutuellement ). Mais cela ne saurait étre
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le cas: comme (6) est seul alintroduire un principe nouveau, le choix sera entre d’une
ct (6) et d'autre part n importe quelle combinaison de (4)
et de (5). Comparer (6) exclusivement & (4), ou exclusivement & (5), c’est s’occuper
des deux cas limites. Par conséquent, ce que Gross doit prouver c’est que (6) est pré-
¢érable 4 n’importe quelle combinaison de (4) et de (5). Voyons ensuite les raisons
de Gross pour ne pas accepter (4) et (5). Par rapport & (4), il formule les remarques
suivantes:
4a Les arbres et leurs étiquettes ne décrivent pas les phénomdnes linguistiques, qui
sont nombreux et variés, de manidre adéquate(1968), et cette solution conduirait
a des structures (de complément) extrémement complexes(1969).
4p Pour cela, il faut considérer (4) comme faisant appel A un mécanisme trds peu na-
turel (1968) , et injustifiable dans 1’état actuel des connaissances(1969).
guant d (5) Gross remarque:
sa Cette solution masquerait complétement la similitude presentée par bon nombre de
symboles(l968); elle masquerait le fait qu’il existe des propriétés transformation-
nelles communes aux différents (sous-)arbres ainsi créés(1969).
Essayons de déterminer la portée de ces remarques. Nous avons distingué (4a) et (db)
pour deux raisons. D'abord, parce que (4b) semble servir comme renforcement de (4a)
censé insuffisant. Mais surtout, parce que nous croyons la premiére partie de (4b)
superflue, et la seconde partie incorrecte. En effet, la deuxiéme partie de (4b),loin de
constituer un argument contre (4), nous semble plutdt un arqument contre (6), puisque
c'est (6) - et non pas (4) - qui fait appel A un principe nouveau, qu’il faut justifier
pour cela.Autrement dit nous ne voyons pas pourquoi il faut interpréter ‘extrémement
complexe’ comme ‘trop complexe’= "injustifiable’, tant qu’un critére indiquant le pas-
sage - sans doute graduel - du premier aux seconds fait défaut. En ce qui concerne la
premiére partie de (4b), nous croyons qu’elle n'ajoute pas d'éléments nouveaux A (4a).
En tout cas, il nous semble exclu de considérer ‘le mécanisme tréds peu naturel’ de
Gross comme l’équivalent du ’‘caractére techniquement artificiel’ dont il est question
chez Chomsky(1967b) ,p.208). Chez Chomsky, le caractére techniquement artificiel se rap-
porte au fait que dans ’‘Aspects’ ‘lexical categories were interpreted both as categor-
jes of the base (N, V, etc.) and as features in the lexicon (+N, +V, etc.)’ et ol la
présence du + (ou du -) devant le N ou le V indique donc qu’il s’agit non pas d‘une
catégorie mais d’une marqueur (feature), tandisque Gross ne formule pas d’opinion sur
ce point. p’ailleurs, les exemples de Gross montrent toujours implicitement le carac-
tdre 'mixte’ de ‘Aspects’: non pas (+SN, fmarqueur), mais (SN, *marqueur)(cf.ci-dessus).
Quant & (4a), affirmant le caractére inadéquat et extrémement complexe des structure
générées par la partie syntagmatique de (4), nous croyons devoir interpréter les termes
‘inadéquat’ et ‘extrémement complexe’ comme ‘moins adéquat’ et ’plus complexe’, de
sorte qu’il faut comprendre que ’la partie syntagmatique de (4) sera moins adéquat et
plus complexe que celle de (6) ‘- toutes choses (=lexique et partie transformationnelle)
égales d'ailleurs. Finalement, quant & (5) - o) la formulation de 1969 ne semble ser-
vir qu’ad préciser celle de 1968 - 1'implication sera sans doute que ‘la partie trans-
formationnelle de (5) sera plus compliquée (c’est 13 notre interprétation du terme
‘masquer’) que ne le serait celle de (6) ‘- toutes choses (=partie syntagmatique et
lexique) égales d'ailleurs. Pourtant, ce ne sera certainement pas l’intention de Gross
de poser le probléme dans ces termes, puisque organiser la partie syntagmatique ou
transformationnelle en termes de (4) ou de (5), c’est imposer & la fois une certaine
organisation aux parties correspondantes de la composante syntaxique. D'autre part,
comme nous 1’avons observé, il ne suffit pas de comparer d’'abord (6) et (4), puis (6)
et (5), mais qu’il faut comparer (6) avec n'importe quelle combinaison de (4) et de
(5). Ainsi nous croyons devoir conclure que 1’argumentation de Gross ne peut &tre va-
lable que dans la mesure ol elle met en lumidre la plus grande complexité d'une com-
posante syntaxique sans symboles complexes non terminaux par rapport 4 une composante
syntaxique o) de tels symboles peuvent &tre introduits avec plus de liberté. Si 1'ar-
gumentation de Gross montre des lacunes sérieuses, il ne semble pas possible de con-
clure qu’elle soit incorrecte a priori. En revanche, la question de savoir si Gross
a implicitement cong¢u le cadre de son argumentation comme nous venons de le faire, doit
8tre examinée A 1‘aide des exemples qu'il a fournis dans les passages que nous avons
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reproduits.

Discussion des exemples

Ce n'est pas qu'aprés avoir déterminé les limites & 1'intérieur desquelles il faut

placer 1’argumentation de Gross qu’on peut essayer de formuler les conditions qui doi-

vent &tre remplies pour justifier 1'introduction non terminale des marqueurs binaires.

Nous croyons que les propriétés examinées par Gross doivent étre de nature A satisfaire

4 (7) et & (8):

7 Les propriétés, pour autant qu’elles constituent des marqueurs binaires, doivent étre
assignées nécessairement, ou du moins préférablement, 3 des noeuds non terminaux.

8 Sous tous les autres rapports, ces propriétés doivent respecter la méthode de des-
cription de Chomsky(1965).

Or, il ne nous semble pas exclu que, parmi les propriétés mentionnées ou examinées dans

Gross(1968) et (1969), il y en ait plusieurs satisfaisant aux conditons (7) et (8). Ce-

pendant, malgré bien des efforts, nous n'avons pas réussi d en découvrir. c’est que,

en les examinant, nous avons constaté qu’en satisfaisant 4 (7) elles violent (8) et

inversement. En violant (8), elles semblent présupposer l’existence de transformations

contribuant & 1'interprétation sémantique, ou celle de régles de reécriture dépendantes

du contexte, ou peut-8tre la possibilité de 1'insertion lexicale préterminale. Certaines

propriétés semblent s’exclure mutuellement. Comme les exemples de Gross, reproduits ci-

dessus, ne constituent pas une exception, nous les analyserons en essayant d’illustrer

les problémes que nous venons de signaler. A cette fin, nous reproduirons de nouveau

les sous-arbres (2) et (3):

2 sv
v/ \(SN, P bassif]n, + Ppron], * kuestion], H rell)
3 sv

(v, ¥ humain), ¥ ppv perm)) a (SN, * humain], * ppv perm])

Expliquons d’abord ce que Gross entend par les transformations (ou plutdt séries de
transformations) [pronominalisation]), kuestion] et [relativation) dont 1’application
ou la non-application dépend du + ou du - précédant le marqueur correspondant. Prenons
d’abord [pronominalisation], processus discuté surtout dans Gross(1968),p.50-53, 168,
note 6). Dans les phrases (9) est illustré le fonctionnement de deux transformations
(il y en a d'autres) faisant partie du processus de la pronominalisation:

9a Le livre vaut trois francs
b *11 vaut les
¢ Il les vaut

La transformation resp ble du p ge de la structure de (9a) & celle de (9b) s’ap-
pelle chez Gross [substitution]. Cette transformation ne s’applique que dans certaines
conditions (globalement: la répétition d’un nom déterminé). La transformation respon-
sable du passage de (9b) & celle de (9¢c) s’appelle chex Gross [ppv perm] (cf. aussi
(3) ci-dessus). Elle est trés souvent obligatoire apréds [substitution]. Evidemment,
elle s'applique aussi lorsqu’un pronom personnel, élément nominal du lexique, est in-
séré dans certaines positions de complément. Il nous semble que dans (2) ci-dessus,
Gross parle de [ppv perm), plutdt que de [substitution].?) Dans Gross(1968) et (1969)
on ne trouve que trés peu d’indications & propos de [Kuestion) et de [relativation].
Nous essayerons de nous faire une idée de leur fonctionnement & 1’aide du processus
de [pronominalisation] que nous venons de décrire. Nous emprunterons aussi des idées
a4 Chomsky (1962) et (1964a), et A Langacker (1965). Par [uestion]Gross(1969),p.67 en-
tend, parmi d’autres processus, celui de la dérivation d’une structure correspondante
4 (10c) A partir de celle correspondante & (10a):
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10a Le livre vaut trois francs
p *le livre vaut que?
¢ Que vaut le livre?

cependant, comme plus haut, il faut discerner sans aucun doute (au moins) deux trans-
formations: 1’une responfable du passage de (10a) & (10b), que nous appellerons kues-
tion substitution], et l’autre responsable du passage de (10b) A (10c) que nous appel-
lerons kuestion perm]. La dernidre transformation concernera olusieurs types de com-
plements. Finalement, considérons [relativation] opérant dans (11):

{1a Voild les trois francs. Le livre vaut les trois francs
b *voild les trois francs que les trois francs le livre vaut
¢ Voild les trois francs que le livre vaut

sans aucun doute, il faut discerner une transformation frelativation perm] responsable
du passage de (11a) & (11b). Il y aura aussi une transformation [ellipse] pour rendre
compte du passage de (11b) & (l1c). Il se peut d’ailleurs que, selon Gross, le fonc-
tionnement de [relativation] doive &tre congu comme partiellement identique 3 celui
de kuestion]. La condition d’identité entre deux Ns (cf. Gross(1968),p.104) rendrait
compte de la différence entre les deux processus. Toutefois, il est possible que Gross
considére les deux processus kuestion] et [relativation] comme tout & fait indépen-
dants?) .

Les remarques précédentes permettent d’observer un certain nombre de problemes. Tout
d’abord il nous est impossible de voir comment il faut interpréter 1'exemple valoin(cf.
ci-dessus) ol le SN suivant valoir subit et [ppv perm], et [question] et [relativation].
par contre, quand on congoit le marqueur + kuestion] comme point de départ pour soit

la formation d’une question, soit celle d’une relative (cf. par exemple Langacker
(1965)), il faut observer que + [relativation] est superflue.D’ailleurs dans ce cas

le marqueur - kuestion] A coté du SN de passer contiendrait une contradiction, puisque =
+ [relativation] présupposerait + kuestion]. Du reste, nous avons déja vu que Gross
entend par kuestion] la formation d’une véritable question, et non pas celle d’une
phrase relative. Par conséquent tous les efforts pour placer ces exemples & 1'intérieur
du cadre de Chomsky(1965) aboutissent & des contradictions. Un autre probléme se pose
quand on se demande comment il faut introduire des marqueurs comme ![ppv pern] et

¢ kuestion perm]. Les introduire syntagmatiquement 3 coté des SNs impliquerait la for-
mation d’indicateurs syntagmatiques incorrects, puisque le SN du sujet ne doit pas re-
cevoir des indications. Pour prévenir 1’introduction de ces marqueurs auprés du SN
sujet, il faudrait faire appel & des régles dépendantes du contexte. Seulement, dans
Chomsky (1965) , de telles ré&gles ne sont pas utilisées au niveau du sn®) . Examinons
paintenant les marqueurs ¥ [substitution] et % [question substitution]. Le premier dé-
pend, comme nous l’avons vu, de la répétition d'un nom déterminé. Le remplacement du nom
par un élément [PRON] concernera donc, d'aprés Gross, non pas le SN mais le N. A par-
tir de ce moment, 1‘élément [+PRON] ne se distinguera plus de 1’élément pronominal in-
séré lexicalement lorsqu’il est question d'un pronom personnel non-anaphorique. Mais
alors pourquoi attribuer ¥ [substitution] (et * [ppv perm], et [+humain]) au SN? Une telle
fagon de procéder ne serait justifiée que dans le cas ol certains éléments lexicaux
devraient &tre inséré au niveau p r € - terminal. Comme on sait, pareille procédure
n‘est pas permise dans Chomsky(1965). Des remarques analogues se laissaraient formuler
3 propos de % [question substitution] (combinée, oui ou uon, avec le processus de [re-
lativation]). Finalement, quant & Z*[question substitution], notons que considérer ce
marqueur comme une indication transformationnelle, présuppose l’existence de transfor-
mations affectant 1'interprétation sémantique des structures. De nouveau il faut remar-
quer qu’une telle convention n’est pas permise dans Chomsky(1965).

Dans la mesure ol les exemples de Gross

a sont contradictoires ou
b présupposent la possibilité de 1’insertion lexicale préterminale ou
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c font appel & des régles dépendant du contexte ou

d font appel & des transformations influengant le sens des phrases, il faut conclure
que ces exemples, en ne respectant la méthode de description de Chomsky (1965) , vio-
lent la condition (8). Cependant, & mesure qu’on les replace dans le cadre de Chomsky
(1965), il devient de plus en plus difficile de trouver des arguments pour satisfaire
A la nécessité d’'assigner les marqueurs d des noeuds non terminaux comme il est exigé
d'aprés (7). En effet, d'une fagon générale, il paraft que, pour pouvoir satisfaire a
(7), les exemples de Gross doivent violer (8).

Conclusion

Nous terminons cet article en concluant que 1’argumentation de Gross ne saurait servir
pour démontrer 1’insuffisance de la méthode de description offerte dans Chomsky (1965).
Les exemples que nous avons examinés semblent indiquer que les lacunes que nous avons
découvertes en analysant 1'argumentation ne sauraient &tre considérés comme de simple
lapsus. La conception que se fait Gross(1968) et (1969) d'une grammaire générative
contenant des symboles complexes non terminaux doit &étre trés différente de la concep-
tion exprimée dans Chomsky(1965), et aussi, de celle esquissée dans Chomsky(1967b).
Cela ne veut pas dire que la proposition de Gross serait dénuée de tout intérét. Au fur
et A mesure que la forme de la grammaire générative évolue, la conception grammaticale
de Gross pourrait aller jouer un rdle important. Ce qui n'emplche pas que dans ce cas
elle devra &tre formulée avec plus de rigueur qu’elle ne 1l’est actuellement.

Section de Linguistique Générale
Université Libre
Amsterdam

Notes

1 Dans cet article le lecteur rencontrera les abréviations suivantes:Dt=déterminant;
N=syntagme nominal ou bi e n téte du syntagme nominal(cf. Gross(1968),p.7-8);
perm=permutation; ppv=particule préverbale (par exemple: je, fe, ne, ¥, en, etc.);
pron=pronominalisation; rel=relativation; SN= syntagme nominal; SV= syntagme verbal;
V= verbe.

2 M. Gross (communication personnelle) nous fait observer que ce n’était pas son in-
tention de considérer (4) et (5) comme des solutions qui s’excluent. Pour lui, ’(4)
et (5) sont rigoureusement équivalents, mais & 1'intérieur des diverses grammaires
génératives (4) et (5) sont des systémes de formalisation différents, il était donc
nécessaire de les distinguer’.

3 Nous écartons le marqueur ! [passif] du SN. Gross ne présente pas d’arg s pour
1'introduire & cet endroit. D'autre part, nous ne voyons pas comment on pourrait
emprunter un argument au probléme posé par la passivisation de Marie voit son frere
(=fe fnére de Marie ).

4 M. Gross(communicaticn personnelle) fait observer qu‘il parle en fait des deux. C
est qu’il avait en téte une solution i la pronominalisation telle qu’elle est décrite
dans Gross(1973).

5 A propos de ce passage M. Gross (communication personnelle) ajoute les remarques
suivantes:"Je pense (comme Kuroda) que les restrictions sur [question] et [relati-
vation] devraient s’expliquer au moyen de la détermination du N sous-jacent & chacun
des pronoms (indéfini pour [uestion], défini(?) pour [relativation]). Pour certains
verbes les objets directs ne sont pas déterminés de la méme fagon, ce qui pourrait
expliquer les différences entre [relativation] et [question]”.

6 Si nous avons bien compris 1'intention de Gross, le sous-arbre (3) doit &tre mis en
rapport avec des phrases comme Jean pense a effe (=Manie)=*Jean Lui pense par op-
position & Jean pense a elle(=La vie)=Jean y pense. Dans la premiére phrase, la pré-
sence du marqueur + fhumain]du SN objet indirect, empd@chant 1’application de [ ppv
perm] implique, d'une fagon ou d’une autre, la présence de - [ppv perm). On trouve
quelque chose de comparable avec comparehr, o) [ppv perm] ne s’applique jamais quand

'
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Je complément est ‘a SN'. A l’origine, nous avions 1'impression que les problémes
sés par de tels verbes se résoudraient rapidement lorsqu’on adopte le systéme d’
,;ceptm"’ élaboré dans Lakoff(1970b). Un verbe comme penser serait alors accompag-
o6 3'une indication que la transformation fepv perm] ne s'appliquera pas lorsque la
gescription structurale de la transformation correspond 3 celle de la structure dé-

rivée A ce moment,:. M. Gross nous a signalé, cependant, qu’une telle solution est
’u’tmnc loin d’'&tre satisfaisante. Voici la fagon dont M. Gross (communication
p“”,,nene) décrit la situation:"Comme le titre de Lakoff indique, son travail porte
sur des € xceptions . Or, 1'é6tude systématique de lexique montre qu’il n’
existe pas deux verbes ayant le méme ensemble de propriétés syntaxiques. Autrement
jituation que Lakoff (et beaucoup d’autres) croyait 8tre exceptionnelle est

it, la s

‘:O“é_a_f,n générale, et elle remet, & mon avis, en cause 1’ ble des procédé
e "p,ésencation des propriétés syntaxiques tels qu’ils ont été congus jusqu’a
pgesent'-
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A CASE FOR A TRACE: PREPOSITION STRANDING IN ZURITUUTSCH

Henk van Riemsdijk

0 Introduction

In the beginning of this paper the exceptional behavior of two Ziritddtsch prepositiong
with respect to a variety of grammatical processes in this language, which is spoken
in and around Zidrich, Switzerland, will be described. Then, a means of accounting for
this exceptional behavior with a single constraint will be proposed. This proposal will
involve the use of traces as a coding device in the grammar.

1 Relative clauses
Note the way relative clauses are formed in sentences (1) through (6):

1 42 1881i wo mdr ®jz uv 43 grind kee hat yunt z tsruk ybdr
'the idiot WH me one on the head given has gets it back PRT'
(I will take revenge on the idiot who hit me on the head)

2 d tsajm wo iy uv 3m pukdl khaa han i3 abdkhejt
'the basket WH I on the back had have has downfallen'
(The basket I had on my back has fallen down)

3 iy han d3 theekx wo mdr lend myjz3 z udltsyyg drin i3 tud immdr uv d3 latd khaa
‘I have the satchel WH we have had-to the schoolthings it-in inside do always on
the plank had'

(I have always hated the satchel that we had to put our school things in

4 d3r ankxd wo d3 géti aakee hat daz mdr 3n no ydn @e3 et gruuzig k/mékxt
‘the butter WH the godfather claimed has that one it still could eat has horrible
smelled’
(The butter that my godfather claimed was still edible smelled horrible)

5 mdr hend d geltd wo du kfroe egdt ha3 Sb mdr ddr zi ydén3d pumpd myjzd vurtud
‘we have the tub WH you asked have whether we you it could lend had-to get-rid-of'
(We had to get rid of the tub which you asked whether you could borrow it, i.e.
...which you asked about borrowing)

6 'd lyyt iy mit Spdrtdm kret han wo zi kxent zind kxa jwwiitsdr
‘the people WH I with somebody talked have WH them knows are no Swiss'
(The people who I talked to somebody who knows them are not Swiss)

Sentence (1) relativizes into a subject, (2) into an object, (3) into the object of a
preposition, (4) into a ‘that’-complement clause, (5) into an embedded question, and
(6) into a relative clause. The marker of the relative clause, 'wo’, is invariable in
all these cases. In (1) and (2) the shared nominal doesn’t appear. In (3), (4) and (5)
it appears in the form of a pronoun. (1) and (2) would be awkward if the pronoun were
retained!), while (3), (4), and (5) would be ungrammatical if it were absent. (6) is
out, even though the pronoun has been retained: it is impossible to relativize into a
relative clause.

These examples demonstrate that there is no case agreement of the wh-word in Ziritddtsch
relative clauses, and further that there is no movement of the shared nominal. With
respect to both of these phenomena relative clauses differ from wh-questions. Wh-ques-
tions have case sensitive wh-words in sentence-initial position, which would seem to
indicate that the questioned constituent, presumably a pronoun, has moved from its

previous position to the complementizer. Prepositions obligatorily move with the ques-
tion word?):



7 zi hat kfr g3t mit wem d3 hanz yem
'she has asked with whom the John came'
(She asked who John would come with)

yet another fact confirms the hypothesis that no movement is involved in the formation
of zdritddtsch relative clauses. While it is quite impossible to move question words

in complex or coordinated NP’s, relativization into these positions yields much better
although not quite acceptable, results: g

ga ®zi het kfrewmgdt [d3 bridv tsu wem varzwundd zig

*she has asked the letter to whom|disappeared be'

>
tsu wem d3 brijv

to whom the letter

(She asked who the letter which had disappeared was to)

b®zi het kfremgdt [zini vrew und weer] vargwundi zigad
his wife and who

€exr zini vraw und
o his wife and
(Sshe asked who had disappeared with his wife)

9a ?kx@n3 d3 maa wo 3n bridv tsu im varzwundd i
'know-you the man WH a letter to him disappeared is'
(Do you know the man a letter to whom has disappeared)

b??kxa@n3 dJ maa wo zini vraw und eer virywundd zind
‘know-you the man WH his wife and he disappeared are'
(Do you know the man who has disappeared with his wife)

The most natural way to handle relative clauses in Zdritddtsch seems to be, therefore,
to derive them from structures like (10):

10 ... N‘l’1 S“” see l’l«)i cee g
A rule of PRO-DELETION can then be stated as follows:

11 delete a pronoun under identity with the head-NP of the relative clause, just
in case it is an NP which is neither the object of a preposition nor embedded
in any complement clause.

Such an analysis fits rather well into a theory of relative clause formation which
takes something like (10) to be basic and which provides a set of two transformations
from which languages can "choose", the first being PRO-DELETION, generalized to dif-
ferent degrees for different languages” and the second PRO-FRONTINGY!.

Consider now the sentences (12) through (15):

12 d3 vrynd wo m3dr am3l tsu3d| 3m zind go tjuutj hat khyraatd
‘the friend WH we used-to to |(him are to play-socker has married
mit
with

(The friend we used to play socker with has married)

13 a3 vrynd wo mdr am3l zind go tfuutd {:sua}a- hat Xhyraatd
mit
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14 43 vrynd wo mdr amdl {:tm} zind go tfuutd hat khyraatd
mit

15 d3 vrynd wo m3r am3l zind go tiuutd |*tsul hat khyraatd

mit
The first fact to notice here is that PP's can appear just to the left of the embedded
verb or to its ﬁqht, i.e. in final position. This fact holds true outside relative
clauses as well”’.

With certain prepositions the S-final position of the PP has the effect of exceptionally
allowing PRO-DELETION to operate in PP’'s. In this case PRO-DELETION may be said to have
the effect of stranding the preposition, i.e. it produces structures like ,.[PAlpp.
This is true of the prepositions ‘mit’ (with) and ‘oconi’ (without) in as far as the
latter can occur naturally in relative clauses, e.g.:

16 daz ij 3n kjirjpyjlaewtomaat wo zi nayeer ndamd ydntdd zii ooni
‘this is an automatic-dishwasher WH you afterwards no more could be without'

To find that it is these two prepositions that behave exceptionally is not too sur-
prising, since they do so in other languages as well. The solution at this point, how-
ever, is a rather unattractive one: we have to mark the pronoun following ‘mit’ or
‘ooni’ in sentence-final position as a positive exception to the rule of PRO-DELETION
so that it will undergo the rule even though the normal conditions of application are
not met.

2 Idiomatic expressions

There exist in Ziritddtsch a number of idiomatic expressions which are elliptic: a noun
following a preposition is left out. The prepositions which can occur in such expres-
sions are, again, 'mit’ and "ooni’. We find the following constructions (indicated
between the parentheses is the word that might have been deleted):

17 wo bij and mit (3m)?
'where are-you to with it'
(where did you take it?)

18 ya; nyyt may? ooni (2)
'you-can nothing do without it'

19 13 daz l-“] (zexvis etc.)?
‘is mtoeﬂh/vuhout service'

20 cer yunt widdr ooni (beglajtig etc.)
'he comes again without companion'

21 dij i3 gaar ndd ooni (rajts etc.)
‘she is not at all without charm'

It is obvious that such idiosyncrasies have to be stated somewhere in the lexicon. Such
a treatment, however, does not explain why the prepositions involved in these construc-
tions are 'mit’ and ‘coni’.

3 Gapping

In this section I will assume that the analysis which Blom(1972) proposes for con-
junction reduction and gapping in Dutch applies to Zdritddtsch as well. In her view
no transformation of conjunction reduction exists, the ccordination of constituents
is generated in the base and two late rules of forward- and backward gapping delete
constituents in conjuncts under identity. Consider now a number of cases where gapping
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es in zZdritddtsch:

appli
27d3 hanzli 3taat vor und d3 hajri hinddr 3m huuz
2 1Johnny stands in-front-of and Henry behind the house'
2 %33 hanzli jtaat vor 3m huuz und d3 hajri hinddr P =
'Johnny stands in-front-of the house and Henry behind'
2 iy trinkxd dd kxavi mit und cer d3 thee ooni mily

'1 drink tne coffee with and he the tea without milk

25 iy trinkxd d3 kxavi mit mily und eer d3 thee ooni _
‘1 drink the coffee with milk and he the tea without'

yotice that in this case as well ‘mit’ and ‘ooni’ behave exceptionally. While forward
gapping on objects of prepositl?ns is out altogether, backward gapping yields moder-
ately acceptable results. With mit’ and ‘ooni’ both forward and backward gapping are
possible. The objects of ‘mit’ and ‘coni’ are thus positive exceptions to both gapping
rules as well as to PRO-DELETION. The condition that the exceptional behavior is only
possible in the position —]_ has to be added in this case too, witness (26) and (27).
(verbs in sentence-final posl§ion can undergo both forward and backward gapping.)

2  *...wil iiy d? kxavi mit trinkxd und eer dd thee ooni mily _
'...because I the coffee with drink and he the tea without milk'

27 ® ..wil iiy d3 kxavi mit mily und cer dd thee ooni ___ trinkxt
‘...because I the coffee with milk and he the tea without drinks'

In both of these cases the object of the preposition was gapped in non-final position.
That this is the reason for the ungrammaticality of (26) and (27) is confirmed by the
fact that when the verb and the object of the preposition are gapped on the same side,
the resulting sentence is grammatical, because then the gapping on the object of the
preposition occurs in sentence-final position:

28 ..wil iiy 43 kxavi mit und ccr d3 thee ooni mily trinkxt

29 «..wil iiy d3 kxavi mit mily trinkx3 und ccr d3 thee ooni e
Therefore, two further exceptions must be added to those discussed in sections 1 and
2: one to forward gapping and one to backward gapping. In every one of these cases we
find essentially the same situation. The objects of the prepositions ‘mit’ and 'coni’
can be deleted in sentence-final position where the objects of other prepositions
cannot. It is obvious that we do not want to treat each of these cases as an isolated
phenomenon.

4 A surface structure constraint on stranded prepositions

One possible way of describing the behavior of ‘mit’ and ‘coni’ only once in the gram-
mar would be to formulate a_rule optionally deleting the object of these prepositions
in sentence-final position 7). This solution is unworkable, however, because the sim-
plification achieved in the statement of the exception is offset by the addition of a
number of strange conditions which have to be imposed on the rule deleting the object
of ‘mit’ and ‘coni’. In addition, these conditions would copy the structural descrip-
tions of PRO-DELETION and of the two gapping rules. In fact, the rule would have to
be formulated roughly as in (30):

mit
30 -
Delete an NP in the context n!.} ]s if

either a) it is a pronoun coreferential with an NP immediately preceding the
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clause in question

or b) it is part of a coordinated structure and identical to the corres-
ponding NP's in the other conjuncts
or c) it is part of an idiomatic expression, lexically marked as governing

the application of this rule.

In addition to requiring repetition of structural descriptions, (30c) is a case of
irrecoverable deletion. Therefore, a rule like (30) is not a solution to be favoured.
Another solution, and the one to be defended here, is somewhat more involved. It con-
sists of adding a surface structure constraint blocking stranded prepositions to the
grammar of 2Zdritddtsch®’. Once this is done we can account for the exceptional behavior
of 'mit’and ‘ooni’ in more or less the following way:

31 *PA except in the context [[ :::;1 ]PA]pp]s

The reason why (31) has to be a surface structure constraint rather than a shallow
structure constraint is that it has to apply after the gapping rules, that are, pre-
sumably, postcyclic”’. Apart from simplifying the statement of the exceptional behavior
of ‘mit’ and ‘coni’ this solution has two other advantages. First, the condition that
neither forward nor backward gapping may apply to objects of prepositions can be
dropped from the statement of these rules. Gapping being normally optional, every case
in which the object of a preposition has been gapped is blocked by the surface struc-
ture constraint (31) except for the cases explicitly exempted. Secondly, (31) allows

us to improve the formulation of the PRO-DELETION rule:

32 Delete a pronoun under identity with the head-NP of the relative clause,
obligatorily if it is a simple NP and optionally elsewhere.

The 'elsewhere’ in (32) refers not only to prepositional phrases, but also to more
deeply embedded shared nominals. Cases in which PRO-DELETION applies to objects of
prepositions will then be filtered out by (31) except for the cases mentioned there.

The rule will not, however, apply to more deeply embedded shared nominals if it is taken
to be cyclic; Chomsky’s adjacency condition®) will automatically prevent its applica-
tion in those cases.

S5 Prepositions with and without a trace of their object

So far only a few rules have been discussed which have the effect of stranding a pre-
position. Let us now look at a number of transformations which move NP’s. In this
section we will examine the interaction between (31) and the movement transformations
‘question-word movement’, ‘passivization’ and ‘topicalization’. Since the retention

of pronominal copies plays no role in these transformations, no sentences in which
pronouns are left behind will be presented. The fact that the formation of wh-questions
involves a movement rule was discussed in section 1. Now compare (7) with (33):

33a  *zi h®t kfreegdt wem 43 hanz yem mit
b *zi hat kfreegdt wem d3/hanz mit yem
(She asked who John would come with)

It seems that the special provision included in (31) does not apply in (33a). We find
a similar situation with respect to passivization (34) and topicalization (35):

34 *d3 zolilt ya z kxontsert néd kypilt wee rdd ooni
‘the soloist can the concert not played be without'
(The concert cannot be played without the soloist)

35 *d3 zolist ya mdr z kxontsert néd 3pild ooni

'the soloist can one the concert not play without'
(Without the soloist one cannot play the concert)

198



the fact that PRO-DELETION and the gapping rules are all deletion rules, while
10N, PASSIVE, and TOPICALIZATION are not, the crucial distinction appears to be
petween movement rules and deletion rules!!), This causes a serious problem. In surface
structure, where constraint (31) applies, it is not possible to distinquish between
repositions that have been stranded by a deletion rule and prepositions that have been
stranded by a movement rule. The only way out of this difficulty {s to require that
constituent structures resulting from these two types of rules possess structural
operties which can be distinguished by constraint (31). In recent linquistic litera-
ture situations of this type are encountered quite often. The phenomena involved are
usually referred to as global. Without going into involved questions of methodology,
1 will assume that non-global solutions, if well-motivated, are to be preferred. One
type of non-global treatment can be employed here which has already received some in-
dependent support. In at least three recent articles certain NP-movement rules are
claimed to leave pronominal traces behind that are not, ultimately, realized as sur-
face pronouns. Perlmutter (1972) refers to these pronouns as shadow pronouns. In Chomsky
(1970) shadow pronouns are assumed to be present after the application of rules such
as SUBJECT RAISING. These pronouns can then act as specified subjects with respect to
the specified subject constraint. In Zwarts(1973) shadow pronouns are claimed to be
left behind as traces of certain movement rules and subsequently to undergo CLITIC-
PLACEMENT in order to account for agreement phenomena in French. Perlmutter(1972) mak:
the same claim in order to account for the distributions of floating quantifiers in
French. In addition he proposes as a tentative universal that NP-movement rules leave
pronominal traces behind.

Given

If the NP-movement rules in Zdritddtsch referred to above leave shadow proncuns behind
that are still present in surface structure (31) can easily be reformulated as (36),
giving the correct output. Let Vstand for shadow pronouns:

36a PV

* i r r§mit
b *PA except in the context [ [{ooni' ]PA]

PPlS

(36a) will now correctly mark (33), (34), and (35) as ungrammatical, while (36b) will
take care of the facts outlined in sections 1, 2 and 3. I conclude that the facts
about preposition stranding in Zdritddtsch presented here support the existence of
shadow pronouns as traces of NP movement rules.

Department of Linguistics
University of Amsterdam

Notes

1 Some informants do, however, accept sentences with retained object pronouns.

2 There is a very interesting exception to this rule. In the case of the question
word for ‘where’ the movement is optional. Significantly, the form of this question
word is - in its (usual) short form - identical to the relative complementizer 'wo’:

i zi haet kfreegdt i waaz 3z zig
'she has asked in what it be'

ii 2i hat kfrewmgdt wo z drin zig
'she has asked where it therein be'

w

See Keenan(1972)

4 See e.g. Browne (1972)

5 I will assume that we have here a situation comparable to the situation we find in
Dutch. See Koster(1972).

6 Informants are not very consistent as to the backward gapping of NP's from PP's.

It seems that - apart from 'mit’/‘ooni’ - the preposition pair’vyr'/’geg¥ (pro/con)

gives the best results. I do not know why this is so. Forward gapping, however, is
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not possible with this preposition pair.
This possibility was suggested to me by Wayles Browne (pers. comm.)
Rodman (1972) ggests that an output condition on stranded prepositions in non-final
position in VP’s may be operative in English.
See Blom(1972).
See Chomsky(1970).
Cleft sentences, incidentally, work just like relative clauses here and have nothing
in with embedded questions. E.g.:
iif 3z i3 z yind wo mdr kjpilt hand mit wo yoo i3
*it is the child WH we played have with WH come has'
(It is the child we played with that has come)
Perlmutter (1972) claims that shadow pronouns are deleted by a late deletion trans-
formation, but he offers no evidence for this.




THE GRAMMATICAL RELEVANCE OF CONDITIONS ON RULES

Jan schroten

0. introduction

one of the tasks grammarians are facing is to assess the revisions of the lanquage
theory at their fruitfulness by applying them to recalcitrant phenomena of a partic-
ular language. Chomsky’s ‘Conditions on Transformations’ is a revision of his own
theory: it will be argued in this paper that this revision is fruitful, since it of-
fers the possibility of coming to grips with the explanation of a hitherto unexplained
phenomenon: the use of Subjunctive and Indicative in modern Spanish.

The outline of the paper is as follows. In the first paragraph, some general obser-
vations concerning the use of Subjunctive (henceforth ‘Subj.’) and Indicative (hence-
forth ‘Ind.’) in modern Spanish will be found. In the second paragraph, we will give
some reasons why earlier versions of transformational generative grammar fail to ex-
plain the use of Subj and Ind in modern Spanish. In the third paragraph, we will study
a few grammatical phenomena which are related to the use of Subj and Ind in modern
spanish. It is Rivero(1971) who called attention to the facts, but the explanation
she proposes is unsatisfactory for the reasons we will give. We will propose another
explanation by hypothesizing that there is a condition on rules of semantic interpre-
tation which makes a crucial use of Subj and Ind.Finally, we will show that the weak-
ness of the proposed explanation can be remedied by making some additional assumptions
which capture in an natural way intuitions of native speakers of Spanish.

1. Some general remarks on Spanish Subj and Ind

The Spanish Ind seems to be an essentially independent mood, whereas the Subj is a
dependent mood. The Ind is used in main sentences; the use of the Subj is heavily
restricted in main sent . In embedded sentences, both Ind and Subj are found.
Usually, the use of Subj in embedded sentences is considered to be dependent on some
lexical or grammatical formative in the sentence which directly dominates it (cf. Gili
Gaya(1961) ,par.106) . No general criterion has been found which predicts the use of
Subj and Ind in embedded sentences. Paraphrasing Gild Gaya(1961), par.107, one might
say that traditonal grammars provide us at most with an interpretive criterion which
explains particular cases found in writing or in conversation.

2. The explanation of the use of Subj and Ind: some objections to previous approaches
Since Subj and Ind are often found in Spanish complement sentences, we will first show
that an essentially syntactic explanation similar to the one R b has proposed
for English complement sentences runs into unsurmountable difficulties(Rosenbaum 1967).
Consider (1), (2). (The verbs between slants have Subj endings; the other verbs have
Ind endings).

la Juan declara que Isabel friega los platos

b *Juan declara que Isabel /friegue/ los platos
John declares that Elisabeth washes the dishes

2a *Juan quiere que Isabel friega los platos

b Juan quiere que Isabel /friegue/ los platos
John wants that Elisabeth washes the dishes

One might say that decfarar 'to declare' requires the Ind in its complement sentence,
and that querer 'to want' requires the Subj; or - in Rosenbaum’s framework - declarar
takes the que-Ind complementizer, and querer the que-Subj complementizer. In deep
structure, verbs are in the Ind in all environments; when the que-Subj complementizer
is placed on a certain complement sentence, the Subj feature will be assigned to its
verb. Spanish verbs taking sentential complements are to be subcategorized: some verbs
require que-Subj complementizers, other verbs, que-Ind complementizers.
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I shall discuss three objections which militate against this approach. In the first
place, the rule assigning the Subj feature to the verb of the complement sentence ap-
plies in the cycle of the higher S. This rule thus only affects the form of an element
of an S that has already passed the cycle. It seems to me that the theory should not
tolerate this kind of rules, since it jeopardizes the cyclic principle (see e.g.Chomsky
(1970),p.13). In the second place there is an intuitive objection to this approach.
Suppose that Subj were no longer in use in Spanish; in this case, the grammar of Span-
ish would be much simpler than it is now, without there being any loss at any other
level. That is, the Subj-Ind distinction has no real function other than subcategorizing
verbs, and the subcategorization of verbs serves only to account for the Subj-Ind dis-
tinction. This goes counter to repeatedly expressed intuitions of Spanish grammarians,
who stress the point that the Subj-Ind distinction is meaningful in itself.Thirdly,
there is no natural way of explaining (3),(4).

3a yo mandé a Isabel que/fregase/ los platos
b 'yo mandé a Isabel que fregaba los platos
c 'yo mandé a Isabel que /debiese/ fregar los platos
d yo mandé a Isabel que debia fregar los platos
I ordered Elisabeth that she should wash the dishes

Mandar ‘to order' requires the que-Subj complementizer except when the modal deber
‘to have to' is present in the complement sentence: in this case mandan requires the
que-Ind complementizer. Rosenbaum’s framework allows only of an awkward and ad hoc
solution: these facts have to be accounted for by positing some lexical exception
feature for mandax, in case deber is present in the complement sentence. Now this
clearly misses the point: intuitively, the Subj in (3)a is substituted by deber in
(3)d. That is, the syntactic and semantic characteristics of deber motivate its ex-
ceptional behaviour in (3)c,d. Such a generalization can not be captured by the ap-
proach we are discussing.

4a Juan cree que Isabel friega los platos
b *Juan cree que Isabel /friegue/ los platos
John believes that Elisabeth washes the dishes
¢ Juan no cree que Isabel friega los platos
d Juan no cree que Isabel /friegue/ los platos
John does not believe that Elisabeth washes the dishes

Creen 'to believe', it seems, requires the que-Ind complementizer, except when pre-
ceded by no 'not', in which case it requires the que-Ind or the que-Subj complemen-
tizer. Again, Rosenbaum’s framework is inadequate, since the generalization cannot

be captured that there is a correlation between the use of Subj and Ind and the char-
acteristics of Caeer and no0. A grammar of Spanish generating only (4)a,c ought to be
more complex than a grammar generating (4)a,c,d. But in the approach we are discussing
it will be much simpler. Note that intuitions of native speakers indicate that (4)d
is the neutral, or unmarked, counterpart to (4)a, and that (4)c is somehow more marked
than (4)d. In this case, Rosenbaum’s approach would give us all the wrong predictions.
Thus, the purely syntactic approcach is theoretically doubtful, intuitively unsatis-
factory, and does not account adeguately for the data, i.e. intuitions of native
speakers. It is evident that we ought to look for another approach .

One might advocate following a purely semantic approach, that is, one might postulate
that Ind and Subj , or one of them, are present in deep structures as grammatical for-
matives. The semantic component would have to interpret these grammatical formatives.
I shall now raise two objections against the semantic approach. For one thing, Subj

is dependent on other formatives. This fact cannot be stated in a natural way. For
example, suppose Ind is interpreted as ’‘assertion’ and Subj as ‘uncertainty’, that is,
these interpretations are imposed on the whole sentence. Why, then, is (5)b ungrammat-
ical?
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sa ha venido Juan
(I assert that) John has come
b haya venido Juan
(I think it is doubtful that) John has come

For another thing, no uniform semantic interpretation can be found. Consider, in this
respect, the sentences of (6) in which the most common semantic interpretations of
Subj, such as can be found in traditional grammars, are given between brackets.

6a el gobierno ordendé que se /pag / los impuestos (obligation)
the goverment ordered that the taxes had to be paid

b el coronel sintié que se /pagasen/ los impuestos (emotion)
the coronel was sorry that the taxes were being paid

¢ niego que se /hayan/ pagado los impuestos (negation)
I deny that the taxes have been paid

d dudo que se /hayan/ pagado los impuestos (uncertainty)
I doubt that the taxes have been paid

Now, what can be made of a grammatical formative whose semantic interpretations in-
clude ‘negation’ and ‘uncertainty’, ‘emotion’ and ‘obligation’? And then, if the Subj
endings in these sentences are substituted by Ind endings, the resulting sentences
are not just semantically different, they are ungrammatical. It seems to me reasonable
to conclude that the semantic approach is doomed to failure. The objections to it can-
not be as straightforward as those levelled against the syntactic approach, since the
semantic approach has not been worked out in detail.

3. Grammatical phenomena related to the use of Ind and Subj in Spanish

In view of the unfruitfulness of earlier approaches, we will not try to tackle the
problem itself. Instead, we will analyze a few grammatical phenomena related to the
use of Ind and Subj. First of all, I hypothesize that Ind blocks rules of semantic
interpretation, and that Subj does not block them. That is, I hypothesize that the
grammar of Spanish includes the following condition on rules of semantic interpreta-
tion:

Condition: If a rule of semantic interpretation involves X, Y in the structure
sees Kotalig: seni¥iews Foes
a
(1) where a = Ind, the rule is blocked
(ii) where a = Subj, the rule is not blocked.

('Ind S' and 'Subj S' are shorthand notations for 'a sentence whose verb is in the
Ind (Subj) mood'). I have found the following evidence for the condition:

A. Non-intersecting reference of NP's

The grammar of Spanish should incorporate a rule of semantic interpretation, which
seeks to interpret two NP’'s in the same sentence as non-intersecting in reference.
In case this is impossible, it assigns ‘strangeness’ to the sentence (cf. Chomsky
(1970), p.10,11). Consider, for example, the sentences of (7).

7a td os heriste

you (sing.) wounded you (pl.)
b vosotros te heristeis

you (pl.) wounded you (sing.)
¢ nosotros te herimos

we wounded you (sing.)

The rule of non-intersecting reference of NP’s predicts correctly that (7)a and (7)b

are strange, since a non-intersecting reference of fu, 08 in (7)a, or of vosotros, te
in (7)b is impossible. Furthermore, it predicts correctly that nodofaos$ in (7)c should
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receive an exclusive interpretation: an inclusive interpretation is impossible since
nosothos, t¢ must be non-intersecting in reference. Now, the same rule applies in
case one of the NP's is the subject of a complement sentence and the other NP the sub-
ject of the sentence dominating it. Consider, for instance, (8).

8a ti quieres que vosotros /sedis/felices

you (sing.) want that you (pl.) are happy
b vosotros queréis que ti /seas/ feliz

you (pl.) want that you (sing.) are happy
¢ nosotros queremos que tu /seas/ feliz

we want that you (sing.) are happy

Again, (8)a and (8)b are strange, since a non-intersecting reference of {u, vosotros
in (8)a, and of vosotros, &l in (8)b is impossible, and nosofros in (8)c has only
an exclusive interpretation. The complement sentences of (8) are Subj sentences; con-
sequently, the rule has not been blocked, as predicted by subcase (ii) of the condi-
tion. Subcase (i) of the condition predicts that the rule will be blocked by Ind sen-
tences. This prediction is borne out by (9).

9a ti dices que vosotros sois felices

you (sing.) say that you (pl.) are happy
b vosotros decis que tid eres feliz

you (pl.) say that you (sing.) are happy
¢ nosotros decimos que ti eres feliz

we say that you (sing.) are happy

Intuitions of native speakers indicate that (9)a and (9)b are not strange, and that
nosotnos in (9)c receives an exclusive or an inclusive interpretation. This is exactly
what has been predicted. Note that there is no structural difference between the sen-
tences of (8) and (9) except for the presence of Subj in (8) and of Ind in (9). There
seems to be no other natural solution than the proposed condition, which makes a cru-
cial use of Subj and Ind.

B. The scope of 'no’

If an indefinite pronoun such as nada ‘something/anything' is placed to the right of
the verb, then it must be dependent on no 'not'. (See Jackendoff(1971b) for a discus-
sion of 'under the scope of' and ‘'dependent on'.) When a nada at the right of the
verb is not dependent on no, the sentence is ungrammatical. Compare (10)a,b.

10a no veo nada
I do not see anything

b*veo nada
I see anything

Adopting the proposals of Jackendoff, we posit that nada is uninterpretable if it is
not dependent on n0. An NP or PP to the right of no is under its scope. There is a
rule of semantic interpretation which states that an NP or PP under the scope of no
is preferably dependent on no; otherwise, it is not dependent on no. Now consider (10)
a: the lexical specification of no indicates that an NP or PP to the right is under
its scope; hence nada is under the scope of no. The rule of semantic interpretation
states that nada is preferably dependent on no. On the other hand, the lexical spec-
ification of nada indicates that it is uninterpretable if it is not dependent on no.
Consequently, it is impossible to force on (10)a the reading that nada is not depen-
dent on no, and nada necessarily will be interpreted as dependent on n¢ in (10)a. And,
of course, (10)b is ungrammatical since there is no no for nada to be dependent on.
Now consider (11)a,b.
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1fa Juan no cree que Pedro /haya/ dicho nada
b *Juan no cree que Pedro ha dicho nada
John does not believe that Peter has said anything

In both (11)a and (11)b nada is under the scope of no. Thus, the grammaticality of
(11)a comes as no surprise; (11)b, however, is ungrammatical, notwithstanding the
fact that nada is under the scope of no. There is no difference between (11)a and
(11)b except for the Subj in (11)a and the Ind in (11)b. Thus, the rule associating
no with nada applies in (11)a and is blocked in (11)b, just as has been predicted
by the condition. Note that if nada is substituted by an NP that need not be depen-
dent on no, both Subj and Ind complement sentences are correct, as in (12).

{2a Juan no cree que Pedro /haya/ dicho la verdad
Juan no cree que Pedro ha dicho la verdad
John does not believe that Peter has said the truth

A quite different explanation of (11), (12) has been proposed by Rivero(1971). She
hypothesizes that the deep structures underlying (11)a,b are represented by (13)a,b
respectively.

13a Juan cree [Pedro no ha dicho algo]
John believes [Peter has not said something]
b [Pedro no ha dicho algo] & [Juan cree C]
[Peter has not said something] & [John believes C]

The complement sentence of (11)a, but not that of (11)b, is an embedded sentence in
deep structure.In the deep structure underlying (11)b there is a place-holder C, which
will be substituted by an S by means of a generalized transformation. Two T-rules ap-
ply:first, obligatory Neg-Incorporation, which changes algo to nada if it is under the
scope of no; then, optionally, Negative-' Transportation, which moves no from its posi-
tion in the complement sentence to the pre-verbal position in the dominating sentence,
if the verb of the dominating sentence permits Negative-Transportation. (1eer 'to be-
lieve' is one of the verbs permitting Negative-Transportation.Rivero postulates that
Negative-Transportation applies after the generalized transformation: in this way,
(11)b cannot be derived from (13)b. Consequently, (11)b is ungrammatical since it
must have been derived by applying the rules in the wrong order. Furthermore, Rivero
claims that the difference in semantic interpretation between (12)a and (12)b can be
explained by a difference in underlying structures analogous to (13)a and (13)b. Al-
though Rivero’s explanation is attractive in some respects, it does not explain (14).

14a Juan dice que Pedro no ha dicho la verdad
b *Juan dice que Pedro no /haya/ dicho la verdad
John says that Peter has not said the truth
¢ Juan no dice que Pedro /haya/ dicho la verdad
d Juan no dice que Pedro /haya/ dicho la verdad
John does not say that Peter has said the truth

Recall that Negative-Transportation is optional, and that (14)b is ungrammatical. More-
over, (14)c cannot have been derived by Negative-Transportation, and (14)d must have
been derived by this rule.Thus, (14)a, on one reading, derives from the same deep
structure as (14)d: the only difference is that Negative-Transportation has not been
applied in (14)a and that it has been applied in (14)d. If this analysis is correct,
the choice of the complementizer is dependent on the prior application of Negative-
Transportation. Otherwise, either (14)c will be derived from the structure underlying
one reading of (14)a, or (14)b will be generated. In other words, the explanation is
perfectly unilluminating.

Let us return to our explanation of (11)a,b. Note that the condition correctly predicts
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that the sentences of (15) are grammatical.

15a yo no quiero que /hagas/ nada
I do not want that you do anything
b yo no mando que /destruyan/ nada
I do not order that they destroy anything
¢ yo no aplaudo que /construyan nada
I do not applaud that they build anything

Verbs like quiero 'I want', mando 'I order', and aplaudo 'I applaud' do not permit
Negative-Transportation. Rivero, in order to explain (15), has to argue that it is
Neg-Incorporation that applies across sentence boundaries in (15). It seems to me that
the condition captures in a natural way the generalization that the same grammatical
phenomenon is involved in (11) and (15). The condition, however, does not explain why
(14)b is ungrammatical. We will deal with this problem in the following paragraph.
There are other NP's and PP’s which behave like nada, that is, which are uninterpre-
table if they are not dependent on no. Consider, for instance, nunca in (16), pafabra
in (17) and hasta fas once in (18).

16a Juan no bebe nunca
John never drinks
b *Juan bebe nunca
John ever drinks
17a Juan no dice palabra
John does not say a word
b *Juan dice palabra
John says a word
18a Juan no llega hasta las once
John does not arrive till 11 o‘clock
b *Juan llega hasta las once
John arrives till 11 o'clock

In these cases too, M0 can be part of the main sentence, and nunca, palabra, hasta
Las once part of the complement sentence, except when the verb of the complement sen-
tence is in the Ind. In (19)a, (20)a, and (21)a the rule associating no with nunca,

, hasta £as once, is not blocked by Subj S, but it is blocked by Ind S in (19)b,
(20)b, and (21)b.

19a Juan no cree que Pedro /beba/ nunca
b *Juan no cree que Pedro bebe nunca
John does not believe that Peter ever drinks
20a Juan no cree que Pedro /diga/ palabra
b *Juan no cree que Pedro dice palabra
John does not believe that Peter says a word
2la Juan no cree que Pedro /llegue/ hasta las once
b *Juan no cree que Pedro llega hasta las once
John does not believe that Peter arrives till 11 o’clock

C. Consecutio temporum

In certain cases, there is a relation between the tense of the verb of the main sen-
tence, and the tense of the verb of the complement sentence. It is not known what ex-
actly this relation is, but it seems plausible to assume that there is a rule of se-
mantic interpretation assigning ‘strangeness’ to sentences containing +Past... -Past
or -Past... +Past sequences of tenses. This so-called ‘consecutio temporum’ rule is
blocked by an intervening Ind S, but not by an intervening Subj S, exactly as has been
predicted by the condition. Grammaticality judgements of native speakers on (22), (23)
support this claim.
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22a Juan dudaba que Pedro /viniese/
John doubted that Peter came
b *Juan dudaba que Pedro /verga/
John doubted that Peter comes
¢ *Juan duda que Pedro /viniese/
John doubts that Peter came
4 Juan duda que Pedro /venga/
John doubts that Peter comes
23a Juan decia que Pedro venia
John said that Peter came
b Juan decia que Pedro viene
John said that Peter came
¢ Juan dice que Pedro venia
John says that Peter came
d Juan dice que Pedro viene
John says that Peter comes.

p. Subj in relative sentences
Jackendoff (1971b) calls attention to the ambiguity of (24).

24 Juan busca un cigarro
John is looking for a cigarette

In (24), the indefinite NP un ¢{ganto has a specific or a nonspecific reading. On the
specific reading, there is a particular cigarette which John has in mind when looking
for it. On the nonspecific reading, there is no particular cigarette which John has
in mind, but there will be an identifiable referent in case John succeeds in finding
a cigarette. The indefinite object NP's of verbs like buscar 'to look for' preferably
are interpreted as nonspecific, but a specific reading may be forced on them. Normal
indefinite NP’'s, that is, NP’s not under the scope of verbs like buscar, are inter-
preted as specific. For example, (25) has only one reading in which un cigavio is in-
terpreted as specific, since nonspecificity is not induced by fumax 'to smoke'.

25 Juan fuma un cigarro
John smokes a cigarette

Now consider (26) and (27).

26a Juan busca un cigarro que no le envenena
b Juan busca un cigarro que no le /envenene/
John looks for a cigarette which does not poison him
27a Juan fuma un cigarro que no le envenena
b *Juan fuma un cigarro que no le /envenene/
John smokes a cigarette which does not poison him

In (26)a, the object has only a specific reading; in (26)b, it only has a nonspecific
reading. It is remarkable that in many cases, if an NP is preferably interpreted as
nonspecific, the NP will permit a Subj relative sentence in Spanish, in which case the
nonspecific reading is obligatory. A tentative explanation of this fact is provided
by the condition on rules of semantic interpretation which we have proposed. Suppose
that the relative pronoun que, whose antecedent NP is indefinite, is itself indefinite.
Then usually it will be interpreted as specific. A nonspecific reading can be imposed
on it, if its antecedent, and hence que itself, is under the scope of a special lexi-
cal or grammatical formative such as buscar. The rule of semantic interpretation as-
sociating que with this formative will be blocked by Ind S. Consequently, qQue in (26)a
cannot be associated with buscar. Since wt ci{garro in (26)a is under the scope of
buscar, it is preferably interpreted as nonspecific. But then, it is contradictory to
interpret que as specific, and its antecedent un ¢{gaaro as nonspecific. Hence, a non-
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specific reading must be forced on un c{garro. This accounts for (26)a. In (26)b, the
rule of semantic interpretation associating buscar and que will not be blocked by
Subj S: hence, que preferably is interpreted as nonspecific; the same goes for un
e{garnro. It would be contradictory to force a specific reading on que, and a nonspe-
cific reading on its antecedent. Forcing on que¢ a nonspecific reading and on its an-
tecedent a specific reading, is excluded for the same reason. There is, however, no
reason why a specific reading cannot be forced upon both un cigarro and que. But this
is an impossible reading. We cannot explain this fact. Neither can it be explained
why (27)b is ungrammatical. This is the same problem as in (14)b. We will try to rem-
edy this weakness by making some rather natural additional assumptions.

4. Additional assumptions concerning Ind and Subj
We add some rather natural assumptions to the condition on rules of semantic interpre-
tation:

(1) The Subj is a pro-Modal, that is, a Modal which is controlled by another lexi-
cal or grammatical formative, and whose semantic interpretation is dependent
on it;

(ii) Sentences containing one or more uninterpretable pro-Modals are ungrammatical;

(iii) Lexical or grammatical formatives controlling pro-Modals impose on them a fixed
set of ‘modal operators’;

(iv) Control is obligatory or optional; possibly, there is a degree of preference
associated with each formative which might exert control.

Let us see how this works. Decfarar 'to declare' does not control the pro-Modal of
its complement sentence. If the complement contains a pro-Modal, it cannot be inter-
preted, and the whole sentence is ungrammatical, as in (1)b.

1b *Juan declara que Isabel /friegue/ los platos
John declares that Elisabeth washes the dishes

Queren 'to want' has obligatory control of the pro-Modal of its complement sentence;
therefore, it does not tolerate Ind complement sentences, as in (2)a.

2a *Juan quiere que Isabel friega los platos
John wants that Elisabeth washes the dishes

Now consider a more interesting example, (4).

da Juan cree que Isabel friega los platos
b *Juan cree que Isabel /frieqgue/ los platos
John believes that Elisabeth washes the dishes
c Juan no cree que Isabel friega los platos
d Juan no cree que Isabel /frieqgue/ los platos
John does not believe that Elisabeth washes the dishes

Creer 'to believe' does not exert control; no 'not' optionally controls the pro-Modal
of the complement sentence. Sentence (4)b is ungrammatical, since the pro-Modal can-
not be interpreted. In (4)c, no does not control the complement sentence. Hence, if a
speaker is committed to the truth of (4)c, he is not committed tot the truth of Juan
cree que Isabel no §riega £os platos *John believes that Elisabeth does not wash the
dishes'. But in (4)d, he is, since N0 controls the pro-Modal of the complement sen-
tence. This seems to me a rather satisfactory of the t of (4).

Consider again (26), (27).

26a Juan busca un cigarro que no le envenena
b Juan busca un cigarro que no le /envenene/
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John looks for a cigarette which does not poison him
Juan fuma un cigarro que no le envenena

*juan fuma un cigarro que no le /envenene/

John smokes a cigarette which does not poison him.

27a
b

The unqzamaticallty of (27)b is easy to explain: since the pro-Modal is not con-
trolled by any formative, it is uninterpretable. The problem of (26)b is that its
object allows only of a nonspecific reading ar!d does not allow of a specific reading.
we have tried to explain (26)b by taking un c{garro and que to be under the scope of
puscan. There is a more natural explanation: buscan must be associated with the pro-
Modal, which then imposes a nonspecific reading on the whole relative sentence. Other-
wise, the uninterpreted pro-Modal would cause ungrammaticality. Since the relative
sentence is interpreted as nonspecific, the NP to which it has been attached must be
interpreted as nonspecific, too. And this is the reason why there is no specific
reading of (26)b. We will not pursue this matter any further. It seems to me that the
condition on rules of semantic interpretation, if combined with the additional as-
sumptions, works remarkably well.

5. Conclusions

The revision of transformational generative theory proposed by Chomsky(1970) makes

it possible to give a uniform explanation of the use of Ind and Subj in modern Span-
ish. In this respect, it is more successful than other versions of transformational
generative theory. Although we have studied only a few grammatical phenomena related
to Ind and Subj, the condition on rules of semantic interpretation, which makes a cru-
cial use of Ind and Subj, seems to work remarkably well. Of course, the evidence pre-
sented in favour of the proposed condition cannot be sounder than our knowledge of
rules of semantic interpretation. Nor will it be the only condition: the ’subjacency
condition’ and the ’specified subject condition’ should be investigated as well.
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THE OPTIONAL ‘OM’ IN DUTCH INFINITIVE CONSTRUCTIONS®

Th.L.M. Walraven

1 The following Dutch sentences contain an infinitive construction. The infinitive
constructions are between slants:

la Hij probeert /weinig te roken/
He tries not to smoke much

b Hij weigert /teveel te betalen/
He refuses to pay too much

¢ Hij verlangt/ernaar/overgeplaatst te worden/
He longs for being transferred

d Ze hebben er een hekel aan /in een grote stad te wonen/
They hate living in a big city

e Het gelukte hem /de brief te vinden/
He succeeded in finding the letter

f Het is boeiend /ze te zien spelen/
It is fascinating to watch them play

g Ze is erop gebrand /veel mensen te ontmoeten/
She is keen on meeting many people.

There is an element Om in Dutch, that can precede an infinitive construction in some
contexts. In the above examples all infinitive constructions can be preceded by this
optional om. That is, the following sentences are grammatical:

2a Hij probeert o m weinig te roken.

Hij weigert o m teveel te betalen.

Hij verlangt ernaar o m overgeplaatst te worden.

Ze hebben er een hekel aan om in een grote stad te wonen.
Het gelukte hem o m de brief te vinden.

Het is boeiend o m ze te zien spelen.

Ze is erop gebrand o m veel mensen te ontmoeten.

QMmoo v O e

The presence or absence of om does not correspond with a difference in meaning. How-
ever, if we replace the main verbs in the preceding sentences by some other verbs, it
turns out that the optional om cannot be present in every context. For example, sub-
stitution of proberen (‘try'), weigeren ('refuse'), verlangen naar ('long for'),een
hekel hebben aan ('hate'), gefukken (which has the same meaning as 'manage' but occurs
in the converse surface structure), boeiend!) ('fascinating') and gebrand op ('keen on')
by beweren ('pretend'), memen ('think'), verteffen ('tell'), betrewren ('regret'),
verbazen (*surprise') and £rois op ('proud of'), respectively, is only possible if om
is not present:

w

-
MO QO DTN MO QO TN

Hij beweert weinig te roken.

Hij meent teveel te betalen.

Hij vertelde me overgeplaatst te worden.

Ze betreuren het in een grote stad te wonen.

Het verbaasde hem de brief te vinden.

Ze is er trots op veel mensen te ontmoeten.

*Hij beweert o m weinig te roken.

*Hij meent o m teveel te betalen.

:BU vertelde me o m overgeplaatst te worden.
Ze betreuren het o m in een grote stad te wonen.
*Het verbaasde me o m de brief te vinden.

*Ze is er trots op o m veel mensen te ontmoeten.



In this paper I want to discuss the question, how to formulate the appropriate con-
texts for the optional pr or obligatory ab of om before an infinitive con-
struction. I will leave aside the question of the appropriate contexts for the deri-
vation of an embedded clause into an infinitive construction.

A possible solution for our problem is specifying every verb that takes an infinitive
construction as complement positively or negatively for the optional presence of om,
I want to demonstrate however, that there must be made some generalizations. The ob-
servations that I am going to present support the claim, that there is a correspond-
ence between the possibility for om to occur before an infinitive construction and
some aspects of the internal structure of the clause from which the infinitive con-
struction is derived.

2 The more general problem with which the present question is connected is that of
the formulation of the contexts in which complementizers are to be introduced. It is
pointed out by Kajita that ’‘the selection of markers (=complementizers.T.W.) is not
totally a matter of idiosyncrasies of individual items either. There are some aspects
of the restrictions that can be predicted (in some general terms) from other features
of the sentence in which the marker is introduced’2). The relevant point for the pres-
ent discussion is, that Kajita states some correspondences between the choice of a
particular complementizer and the internal structure of the clause into which the
complementizer must be introduced. In this respect it is y to consider for a
moment the notion ‘embedded clause’(or 'embedded sentence’). In generative-transfor-
mational tradition every construction that can be proved to correspond with a subject-
predicate construction in the underlying structure, is derived from an underlying
structure dominated by S. In Kajita's proposal there are four symbols that can be the
topmost node of an ’embedded clause’, instead of the one symbol ‘S’. Mere subject-pre-
dicate constructions are dominated by S4. If an S4 is connected with the category
Tense, the construction is dominated by 53. An 53 may be dominated by 52' in which
case it can be connected with some types of adverbials (e.g. certainly, fortunately).
In the same way S; may dominate an S, with an (optional) adverbial of another type
(e.g. incidentally, frankly). Accotdinq to Kajita, verbs that take a sentential com-
plement must have subcategorization features that indicate the function of such a com-
plement and the symbol (S, S, 83, or 54) by which it is dominated. For example, 4ay,
think and befieve must be positively specified for an S,-subject and ask, demand and
request for an 53-object. The sentential complements of e.g. manage and begin must be
considered to be derived from S4- One of the reqularties Kajita points out is that the
that-complementizer can only be assigned to embedded clauses which have been derived
from S, or from Sy. Therefore the structural analysis of the transformation that in-
troduces that must contain the information that the complements in question are domi-
nated by one of these two categories. Another instance of correspondence between the
internal structure of an embedded clause and the choice of the complementizer before
it has been discussed by De Geest(1972) with respect to compl s of 'verba sentien-
di’ in Dutch. Adopting Seuren’s distinction between the categories ‘sentence’, 'pro-
position’ and ‘nucleus’ De Geest claims that a dat('that')-clause and a ‘bare infini-
tive’ as complement of e.g. horen ('hear') differ from each other in their underlying
structure. The former is derived from an embedded sentence, the latter from an embedded
nucleus.

3 The observations that I will present in the following sections show that there are
elements which, generally spoken, can occur in infinitive constructions that cannot
take om , whereas they cannot occur in infinitive constructions in which om can occur.
I claim that these phenomena can be described adequately in a grammar that derives
sentential complements from underlying structures that are dominated by a symbol of a
class which has at least three members. I call these three categories Sentence, Fact
and Event. The latter two terms are due to Vendler(1967). Probably there are more

such categories, since, as far as I know, Event cannot be identified with Seuren's
category Nucleus. But this question will be left aside. As far as these three cate-
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gories are concerned, an embedded clause can have one of the following underlying
structures:

(SRR, Je R, [ PO

S5a  Sentence Fact Event

B eendeeed

b  Sentence Event

foes -eedeesd

¢ Fact Event

(...]

d Event

As will be shown below, underlying structures of each of these types can be derived
into an infinitive construction if certain conditions are met. It will not be at-
tempted in this paper to formulate these conditions. In other words, the choice of a
dat(*that')-clause, an infinitive construction or a nominalization as the surface re-
pr ation of an embedded clause will not be discussed. With respect to infinitive
constructions I claim that they can only be preceded by om, if they are derived from
an underlying structure of type (5)d.

4 Beyond the regularities stated above and to be discussed in the following sections,
there is another restriction on the occurrence of 0m, which is of a more superficial
nature. With respect to this restriction the notion ‘extraposition’ is relevant. We
will not go very deep into the problem of extraposition of infinitive constructions.

I only want to present one type of observation from which a conclusion can be drawn
about the question whether or not an infinitive construction has been extraposed. This
question is not easy to answer if only observations in which the matrix is a main
clause are taken into account. E.g. it is not sure if there is any difference in terms
of extraposition between sentences (1)a Hij probeert weinig te roken and (1)b Hij wel-
gent teveel te betalen on the one hand and the following sentences on the other:

6a Hij schijnt /teveel te betalen/
He seems to pay too much

b Hij zit/een pijp te roken/
He sits smoking a pipe.

/ (Again, the infinitive constructions are between slants). But if we take into account
the corresponding dat-clauses, the following difference can be noted:

7a ..., dat hij probeert /weinig te roken/

b ..., dat hij /weinig/ probeert /te roken/
8a ..., dat hij weigert /teveel te betalen/
b ..., dat hij /teveel/ weigert /te betalen/
g9a *..., dat hij schijnt /teveel te betalen/
b ..., dat hij /teveel/ schijnt /te betalen/
10a *..., dat hij zit /een pijp te roken/

b ..., dat hij /een pijp/ zit /te roken/

In the a-sentences the infinitive construction has been extraposed: it follows after
the verb of the matrix. This is not the case in the b-sentences. There the infinitive
constructions are, informally spoken, more coherent with their matrix-clauses. The
above examples show, that extraposition is possible if plwbe/w_n is the main verb of
the matrix, that it is obligatory with weigeren and impossible with schifnen and zit-
Zen. with respect to Om it can be noted that, aside from other restrictions, this
element can only occur before infinitive constructions that have been extraposed.
Thus, (7)a' is grammatical but (7)b' is not:

7a' e dat hij probeert o m weinig te roken
b' ..., dat hij o m weinig probeert te roken.



5 1In the following sections arguments will be presented for the hypothesis formulated
in section 3. It will be shown that there are four types of contexts in which an infi-
nitive construction cannot be preceded by om. These contexts can be characterized as
follows:

11a The infinitive construction contains, or may contain, a ‘truth value modifying
adverbial’.

b The infinitive construction has been derived from an underlying clause with the
past tense, or from an underlying clause that occurs in a context where a clause
with the past tense can occur too.

¢ The infinitive construction contains zuffen ('shall/will').

d The infinitive construction is to be characterized as ‘indirect imperative’.

Then it is argued that the relevant differences must be described as differences in
underlying structure, which can plausibly be formulated in terms of the categories
Sentence, Fact and Event. It is claimed that:

12a The underlying structures of the infinitive constructions indicated in (11)a and

(11)b contain the categories Fact and Event (i.e. they are either of type (5)a
or of type (5)c).

b The underlying structures of the infinitive constructions indicated in (11)c and
(11)d contain the categories Sentence and Event (i.e. they are either of type
(5)a or of type (5)b).

¢ The underlying structures of the infinitive constructions that may be preceded
by om contain the category Event but do not contain the category Sentence or the
category Fact (i.e. they are of type (5)d).

I will call the underlying structures indicated in (12)a ’'F-clauses’, those indicated
in (12)b ‘S-clauses’ and those indicated in (12)c ‘E-clauses’.

6 Consider the following sentences:

13a Hij vertelde me m i s c hien overgeplaatst te worden.
b Hij vertelde me dat hij misschien overgeplaatst zou worden.
He told me that he m i g h t be transferred.
14a Hij betreurde het waarschijnliijk teveel te betalen.
b Hij betreurde het dat hij waarschijnlijk teveel betaalde.
He regretted that probab ly he paid too much.

These sentences contain the modal adverbs misschien and waarschifnlijk respectively.
The meaning of these adverbs can be characterized as 'indicating the truth value of
the proposition under their scope’(cf. Schreiber(1971)). They belong to a class of
adverbials that I will refer to as ‘truth value modifiers’. The a-sentences are am-
biguous in that the truth value modifier can be considered to belong to the matrix

or to the embedded clause. In the latter interpretation the a-sentences are synonymous
to the corresponding b-sentences. Such an ambiguity cannot be assigned to the following
sentences:

15a Hij probeerde misschien overgeplaatst te worden.
16a Hij weigerde waarschijnlijk teveel te betalen.

The truth value modifier can only be interpreted as a constituent of the matrix, not
as a constituent of the embedded clause. Accordingly only the b-sentences below are
grammatical, whereas the c-sentences are not:

15b Hij probeerde misschien o m overgeplaatst te worden.

c *Hij probeerde o m misschien overgeplaatst te worden.
16b Hij weigerde waarschijnlijk o m teveel te betalen.
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c'luj weigerde o m waarschijnlijk teveel te betalen.

Thus, whereas an infinitive construction 'governed’ by vertelfen or betreuren may con-
tain a truth value modifier, an infinitive construction 'governed’ by proberen or wei-
geren may not. On the other hand, the latter verbs tolerate om before an infinitive
construction, whereas the former do not. These examples illustrate a regularity that
can be formulated as follows: an infinitive construction that may contain a truth
value modifier cannot be preceded by om.

7 Another restriction on the occurrence of om can be illustrated by the following
sentences:

17a Hij beweert vorige week weinig gerookt te hebben (vorige week ='last week ")
b Ze betreuren het vroeger in een grote stad gewoond te hebben (vroeger = 'former-
1y")
18a Hij probeert (om) vorige week weinig gerookt te hebben.
b Ze hebben er een hekel aan (om) vroeger in een grote stad gewoond te hebben.

We will consider these sentences with regard to the tense of the embedded clauses. I
adopt Seuren’s opinion about the nature of tenses as categories of the underlying
structure. According to Seuren the deep structure tense of an embedded clause can be
defined as the relation in time between the moment referred to in the embedded clause
and the moment referred to in the matrix. If we call these moments A and B respec-
tively, we can say that the tense of the embedded clause is present, if A and B are
identical, past if A precedes B, future if A follows B and universal if the relation
between A and B is not specified. Similarly the tense of an unembedded sentence can
be defined as the relation in time between the moment referred to in this sentence
and the moment of the utterance (It should be noted that this addition is unnecessary
if we adopt Ross’ performative hypothesis(Ross(1970)). Assuming that a present tense-
form in an unembedded sentence represents a present tense in deep structure, we can
characterize the tense of the matrix sentences in the above examples as present, for
they have the present tense-form. The infinitive constructions contain the time ad-
verbials vorige week and vaoeger, which are deictic adverbials. That is, the moment
referred to by them always preceeds the moment of the utterance. Since the moment re-
ferred to in the matrix is the moment of the utterance, the deep structure tense of
the embedded clause must be characterized as past. Comparing the ungrammatical sen-
tences in (18) with the grammatical ones in (1) that correspond with them (viz. (1)a
and (1)d), we can note that the only difference between those sentences is the tense
of the embedded clause. Hence it is clear that the ungrammaticality of the sentences
in (18) (which sentences are ungrammatical even if om is absent) must be described as
an effect of the incompatibility of the past tense in the embedded clause and the
‘governing’ verb. Thus the verbs in (17) (beweren and betrewren) differ from those in
(18) (proberen and een hekef hebben aan) in that the former tolerate a past tense in
their complements, which the latter do not. We have seen in section 1, that these
groups of verbs differ also with respect to their compatibility with the optional om.
The regularity illustrated by the above examples can be formulated as follows: no in-
finitive construction with optional om occurs in those contexts where an infinitive
construction with the past tense can occur.

8 To summarize the observations presented in the preceding sections, the optioral om
cannot occur in those contexts, in which an infinitive construction with a truth value
modifier or an infinitive construction with the past tense can occur. In my opinion
these two regularities need not be stated apart from each other. Both regularities can
be accounted for by the same rule, if the possibility of having the past tense and the
possibility of containing a truth value modifier are made dependent on the same factor.
This can be done, since not only truth value modifiers but also the past tense can on-
ly occur in clauses with a truth value. I.e. if a clause contains a truth value modi-
fier or if its tense is past, it is always asserted or presupposed to have a truth value
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for a person referred to by an NP in a higher clause. That the occurrence of the

past tense is restricted to clauses with a truth value in the sense stated above is

a statement that is in accordance with the observations presented by Vendler in ’Pacts
and Events’ (Vendler (1967), chapter 5). As far as they are relevant for the present
discussion, Vendler's conclusions can be summarized as follows. There are two major
syntactic types or embedded clauses: 'imperfect nominals’ and ‘perfect nominals’. ’Per-
fect’ and 'imperfect’ refer to the degree of syntactic similarity to ‘normal’ NP's.

In the following examples the a-sentences contain a perfect nominal and the b-sentences
and the c-sentences an imperfect nominal:

19a John ' s death surprised me.

b That he died surprised me.

¢c His having died surprised me.
20a John's death occurred at noon.
b*hat he died occurred at noon.
c®™is having died occurred at noon.

oObserving the contexts in which perfect and imperfect nominals occur, Vendler notes
the following semantic difference: the referents of perfect nominals can be charac-
terized either as 'facts’ or as ‘events’, whereas the referents of imperfect nomina!l
must be characterized as ’facts’. Vendler’s claim can be interpreted as a statement
that clauses that can be characterized syntactically as imperfect nominals always have
a truth value (in the way indicated above). On the other hand clauses that can be char-
acterized syntactically as perfect nominals have a truth value or not, dependent on
the context in which they occur. One of the characteristics of imperfect nominals that
differentiates them from perfect nominals is that they may contain an auxiliary, in-
cluding the past auxiliary ‘have’. Since it is impossible to express the past tense
in a nominalization (or infinitive construction) without this auxiliary, this implies
that Vendler's perfect nominals, which are nominalizations and at the same time can
not contain ‘have’, cannot be derived from a past clause. Connecting the characteri-
zation of imperfect nominals as having a truth value with the observation that only
imperfect nominals can be derived from a clause with the past tense, we have the same
statement as I formulated above: only clauses with a truth value can have the past
tense. It can be inferred from this, that if clauses with a truth value are marked as
such in the underlying structure, we can restrict the expansion of Tense into Past in
terms of that marker. A possible way of marking a clause as having a truth value is
postulating a category Fact in the underlying structure. Fact dominates the category
(or categories) that represents the modal operator together with the category that
represents the proposition under the scope of this operator. Now the expansion of
Tense can be constrained to the effect that Past can only be chosen if there is a dom-
inating category Fact. Perlmutter’s device of deep structure constraints may be ap-
propriate to carry out this restriction, but I cannot, at this moment, present a de-
tailed proposal. Both the occurrence of a truth value modifier and the possibility

to choose the past tense depending on the pr of the gory Fact, it is possible
now to account for the incompatibility of the optional om with both a truth value
modifier and the past tense by a single condition. This condition states that om can
not be introduced before an infinitive construction that is derived from an F-clause
(type (5)a or (5)c).

9 However, it is not sufficient to block the introduction of om only if the infini-
tive construction is an F-clause in its underlying structure. The ungrammaticality
of the sentences (21)d and (22)d cannot be accounted for by this condition:

2la Hij beloofde me de volgende dag terug te komen.

b Hij beloofde me de volgende dag terug te z u l l en komen.

¢ Hij beloofde me o m de volgende dag terug te komen.

d ‘H!.j beloofde me o m de volgende dag terug te z u ll en komen.
22a Het bestuur besloot een vergadering uit te schrijven.
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b Het bestuur besloot een vergadering uit te z u 1l 1l e n schrijven.
¢ Het bestuur besloot o m een vergadering uit te schrijven.
d “Het bestuur besloot o m een vergadering uit te z u l 1l e n schrijven.

(The sentences in (21) can roughly be translated as 'He promised me to return next
day’ and those in (22) as 'The committee decided to convocate a meeting’). These ex-
amples show, that an infinitive construction 'governed’ by verbs like belLoven('prom-
ise') and besfuiten ('decide') may contain either zuffen (the b-sentences) or om

(the c-sentences), but that it is impossible to have both om and zuflen in the same
infinitive construction (the d-sentences). It should be noted that the class of verbs
that tolerate both zuffen and om in their infinitival complements is very small. The
general pattern is that om cannot occur in contexts where zullen can occur. This can
be illustrated by the following examples:

23a Hij beweert volgende week weinig te z u 1 1 e n roken(volgende week = ‘next
week ')
b Hij vertelde me overgeplaatst te z u l 1l e n worden.
24a *Hij probeert (om) weinig te z ul l en roken.
b ®™iij verlangt ernaar (om) overgeplaatst te z u 1l 1l e n worden.

As we have seen in section 1, an infinitive construction governed by beweren or ver-
tellen cannot be preceded by om. It is shown in (23), that such an infinitive con-
struction may contain zufen. On the other hand we have seen that proberen and ver-
fangen tolerate the optional om. It is shown in (24), that these verbs do not toler-
ate the presence of zuffen in their infinitival complements. How can we describe the
observations about befoven and besfuifen?First, it can be argued, that the occurrence
of om before an infinitive construction with zuffen (examples (21)d and (22)d)cannot
be prohibited by the condition outlined in the preceding section. It would be possi-
ble to do so if the infinitive constructions in (21)b and (22)b could be character-
ized as F-clauses and those in (21)c and (22)c not. But in fact neither the infini-
tive constructions in the b-sentences not those in the c-sentences are F-clauses. As
has been pointed out by Austin(1967) and Searle(1969) complements of verbs that mean
‘promise’ or 'decide’ cannot be conceived to have a truth value. Perhaps it is this
semantic property that is distinctive for the class of verbs that tolerate both om
and zullen, in comparison with those that tolerate zuffen but not om. Of course it
would be possible to account for the ungrammaticality of (21)d and (22)d by blocking
the introduction of OMm before infinitive constructions that contain zuffen. But it
will be argued below, that by doing this we would miss a generalization. Instead I
propose to account for the mutual exclusion of om and zullen in terms of a factor
that at the same time makes it possible to have zuffen and impossible to have om. I
will not discuss here the problem arising with respect to the semantic characteriza-
tion of zulfen. The only remark I want to make concerns the conditions for its occur-
rence in infinitive constructions. We noted already, that it is insufficient to re-
strict the occurrence of zullen to infinitive constructions that have been derived
from an underlying F-clause with the future tense. My proposal is to block zulfen in
infinitive constructions that have been derived from an E-clause (type (5)d). In fact
the conditions must be narrowed, since it is not possible to derive every S-clause
into an infinitive construction with zuffen. This further restriction must account
for the fact that infinitive constructions cannot contain zuffen if they are ’indirect
imperatives’. We will return to this matter below.

In my proposal the category Sentence functions to distinguish between embedded clauses
that must be characterized as ‘indirect imperatives’ from embedded clauses that cannot
be characterized in this way. It is not easy to give an independent motivation for
this distinction. In this respect evidence about restrictions on adverbials may be
relevant. E.g. it may be possible to account for the fact that (25)a is grammatical
and (25)b is not, by blocking the introduction of adverbials like hefaas ('unfortu-
nately') in clauses that are not dominated by S.
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25a Hij zei dat hij helaas geen tijd had.
He said that, unfortunately, he had no time.
b *Hij bemerkte dat hij helaas geen tijd had.
He perceived that, unfortunately, he had no time.

In my opinion the embedded clause in (25)a is dominated by Sentence and the embedded
clause in (25)b by Fact. But I will not deal with this kind of questions here, since
they are very complicated and require much more research. The only thing I want to
demonstrate is, that the notion ‘indirect speech’ can be used to block the optional
om (and, to some extent, zullen) in infinitive constructions, in cases where the con-
dition in terms of Fact is not sufficient.

10 I propose to describe the facts illustrated in (21) and (22) as follows. The b-
sentences are derived from an underlying structure that differs from the underlying
structure of the c-sentences, in that the embedded clause in the former is an S-clause
and in the latter an E-clause. In the b-clauses the infinitive may contain zullen,
since they are derived from an S-clause (that is not an ’indirect imperative’). Where-
as the condition formulated in the preceding section makes it possible to have zullen
in the b-sentences, the same condition blocks zullen in the c-sentences, since in
these sentences the infinitive construction is derived from an E-clause. Arguments
for postulating different underlying structures for the b-sentences and the c-sen-
tences will be given in the following section. To account for the incompatibility of
om and zulfen, which is illustrated in the sentences (21)d and (22)d, I propose to
formulate an additional condition on the introduction of the optional om. This con-
dition states that it is impossible to introduce om before an infinitive construction
that has been derived from an S-clause (structures of type (5)a or (5)b). According
to this condition Om cannot be introduced in the b-sentences, yielding the d-sentences.
on the other hand Om can be introduced in the c-sentences, since in these sentences
the embedded clause is an E-clause and E-clauses are the only type of embedded clauses
that can be derived into an infinitive construction with the optional om.

11 There is another restriction on the occurrence of om that cannot be described if
the introduction of om is blocked only in F-clauses. This restriction can be illus-
trated by the following example:

26a 2Ze zeiden haar het boek te lezen.
They told her to read the book.
b *Ze zeiden haar o m het boek te lezen.

(26)a is ambiguous. The infinitive construction can be interpreted as an indirect as-
sertion. In this interpretation the underlying subject of the embedded clause is core-
ferential with the subject of the matrix. The fact that in this interpretation (26)b
is ungrammatical is accounted for by the condition that blocks the introduction of

om in F-clauses. In the other interpretation the infinitive construction is an indi-
rect imperative. In this interpretation the underlying subject of the embedded clause
is coreferential with the indirect object of the matrix. The fact that (26)b is also
ungrammatical in this interpretation cannot be accounted for by the condition that
blocks the introduction of om in F-clauses, since an indirect imperative has no truth
value and hence cannot be described as an F-clause. If we introduce the condition
proposed in the preceding section, we can account not only for the incompatibility

of om and zuffen but also for the absence of om in indirect imperatives. Since an
indirect imperative is an instance of indirect speech, the underlying structure of
(26)a in the indirect-imperative-reading must contain an embedded S-clause. By blocking
the introduction of om in S-clauses, we block the derivation of (26)b in both inter-
pretations. It should be noted, incidentally, that (26)c must be interpreted as an
indirect assertion and that it cannot be interpreted as an indirect imperative:

26c Ze zeiden haar het boek te z u l l en lezen.
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Hence, the condition that zuffen may occur in infinitive constructions that have been
derived from an F-clause or an S-clause, must be modified to the effect that infini-
tive constructions with zuffen that must be interpreted as indirect imperatives are
blocked.

12 In section 10 I claimed that an infinitive construction governed by befoven or
besfwiten must be derived either from an underlying S-clause or from an underlying
E-clause. Further, by deriving all infinitive constructions governed by zeggen from
an underlying S-clause (section 11), I claimed that infinitive constructions that are
indirect imperatives differ in underlying structure from infinitive constructions
governed by verbs like dwingen('force'). The former must be derived from an S-clause
and the latter from an E-clause. In other words, I claimed that instances of ’indirect
speech’ must be distinguished syntactically from other types of embedded clauses. It
was admitted already in section 9, that it is difficult to find strong support for
this distinction. In this section I will present some syntactic observations that may
be of interest with respect to this question. Consider the following sentences:

27a 2Ze dwongen haar (om) het boek te lezen.
b Ze dwongen haar e r t o e (om) het boek te lezen.
They forced her to read the book.
28a Ik zal zorgen dat je het boek krijgt.
b Ik zal er voor zorgen dat je het boek krijgt.
I will see to it that you will get the book.

The a-sentences are synonymous with the corresponding b-sentences. They differ from
them in that the b-sentences contain eafoe and envoor. These words consist of a pro-
néminal element ¢n and a prepositional element (£0¢ in (27)b and voox in (28)b. Toe
is a variant of {0l after a pronoun). Er is the pronominal head of the NP that domi-
nates the embedded clause. We can describe the relation between the a- and the b-sen-
tences by deriving this NP from a PrepPhrase and deleting the preposition together
with the pronominal head optionally. If this deletion transformation applies we get
the a-sentences, if it does not we get the b-sentences. That the preposition is pres-
ent in the underlying structure can be inferred from the fact that deletion of the
embedded clause has as result the c-sentences and not the d-sentences:

27c 2e dwongen haar er to e .
a *ze dwongen h e t haar.

28c 1k zal er voor zorgen.
d *Ik zal het zorgen.

(Het is the form of the pronominal head is there is no preposition). Now consider
some additonal observations on besfuifen ('decide’):

22e Het bestuur besloot dat het een vergadering zou uitschrijven.
f Het bestuur besloot tot het uitschrijven van een vergadering.
g Het bestuur besloot h e t met algemene stemmen(met algemene stemmen = 'unani-
mously"’)
h Het bestuur besloot e r t o e met algemene stemmen.

It must be inferred from the above examples that an embedded clause governed by be-

Atugten can be either direct object or prepositional object. In (22)f and (22)h be-

sfuiten takes a prepositional object (ertoe occurs) and in (22)g a direct object(the
pronoun has the form het). In order to find the correct underlying structure of (22)
a-c and (22)e, we try to insert eafoe in these sentences. We get:

22i Het bestuur besloot e r (met algemene stemmen) t o e een vergadering uit

‘te schrijven.
j "Het bestuur besloot e r (met algemene stemmen) t o e een vergadering uit
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te zullen schrijven.

k Het bestuur besloot e r (met algemene stemmen) toe om een vergadering
uit te schrijven.

1 ®Het bestuur besloot e r (met algemene stemmen) toe dat het een verga-
dering zou uitschrijven.

The above examples show that f0{ cannot occur if the embedded clause has the form of
a dat-clause ((22)1) or an infinitive construction with zuffen((22)j). The preposition
can or cannot occur if the embedded clause has the form of an infinitive construction
without zullen ((22)a,c,i and k). Further, it turns out that £0¢ must occur if the
embedded clause has the form of a nominalization:

22m *Het bestuur besloot het uitschrijven van een vergadering.

The incompatibility of the preposition with the dat-clause cannot be described by
making the transformation that deletes the preposition and the pronoun obligatory

if there is a dat-clause, since there are daf-clauses that may occur with en +pre-
position (example (28)b). Therefore, and because of the fact that (22)g (with the
pronoun het as direct object) is grammatical, it is very plausible to derive the dat-
clause from a direct object. Consequently the infinitive construction with zullen is
to be derived from a direct object too. On the other hand the infinitive construction
with om and the nominalization are to be derived from a prepositional object. It seems
to me that an infinitive construction without om or zuflen and without preposition
(example (22)a) can be derived from a prepositional object by application of the
(optional) deletion transformation, but I am not sure whether derivation from a direct
object is also possible. With respect to zeggen and dudingen we can note that zeggen
takes a direct object and dudngen a prepositional object (as shown in (27)). They al-
so differ in that dwingen can have a nominalization as complement, which is not pos-
sible with zeggen. Again the preposition cannot be deleted before a nominalization:

26d *ze zeiden haar het lezen van het boek.
27¢ Ze dwongen haar t o t het lezen van het boek.
£ *ze dwongen haar het lezen van het boek.

Both the observations about besfuifen and those about zeggen and didingen show, that
some syntactic properties of nominalizations are shared by infinitive constructions
with optional om and not by infinitive constructions that cannot be preceded by om.
Hence we can exclude in these cases both the derivation of nominalizations and the
introduction of om before infinitive constructions in terms of the same context; in
my proposal in terms of a dominating category Sentence. Moreover, we can formulate
the following restriction on the introduction of the category Sentence in the base:
Sentence cannot be derived from an NP that is dominated by the category PrepPhrase.

In the previous discussion I paid no further attention to befoven ('promise'). Since
befoven never takes a prepositional object but always a direct object, the syntactic
arguments for besfuiten are not applicable with respect to this verb. Yet I suppose
that also befoven takes either an S-clause or an E-clause as direct object, for belo-
ven and besfuiten bear an important semantic similarity. This common semantic proper-
ty can be roughly formulated as follows: the activity they refer to can be character-
ized as the performance of a speech act and at the same time as a step in a process
that is to result in the performance of the action d d in this speech act.

13 Finally I want to make a short remark about the relation between the function of
an embedded clause and its characterization as S-clause, F-clause, or E-clause. It is
especially my analysis of sentences with besfuifen that make such a remark useful. It
can be demonstrated that the description of besfuifen as a verb that takes either an
S-clause as direct object or an E-clause as prepositional object follows naturally
from a localistic hypothesis about grammatical functions. Putting aside the many dif-
ferences of opinion, the essential claim of localistic qtamxians” can be formulated
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as follows. There are two basic types of verbs: those which denote some change and
those which do not. Corresponding with the nature of the ’source’ and the ‘goal’ of
the change, several kinds of change can be distinguished, from local transitions to
more abstract changes of state or circumstance. On this level of abstraction verbs
with the meanings ‘say’, 'decide’ and 'force’ can be characterized as change verbs.
That is, apart from the Agent, that will not be discussed here, they govern three NP's.
With respect to their function these NP’s can be characterized as Object, Source and
Goal. Each of the verbs denote a special kind of transition of the Object from the
Source to the Goal. Their difference in meaning is partly reflected by the selectional
restrictions imposed on the NP's they govern. Thus the Source and Goal in connection
with a verb of 'saying’ are persons (Source and Goal are identical in the special case
of ‘thinking’), whereas the Object is a linguistic utterance. On the other hand there
are verbs like ’‘force’, where the Object is a person. These verbs denote a transition
of the Object-person from one state (Source) to another (Goal). In the case of 'force'
the (abstract) Source and Goal can be roughly characterized as ‘not intending to do
something’ and ‘doing it’' respectively. The change called ‘deciding’ can be character-
ized in two ways. On the one hand it is a transition of the 'say’-type, where the Ob-
ject is an utterance and the Source and Goal are persons, on the other hand it is a
transition of the ‘force’-type, where the Object is a person and the Source and Goal
are abstract states (attitudes with respect to the performing of some action). It can
be stated for such languages as Dutch and English, that normally the Object (in the
localistic sense) of a sentence is subject or direct object, whereas the Source and
the Goal are subject or prepositional object. If the double characterization of 'de-
cide' in localistic terms is right, it follows naturally from this characterization
that an embedded clause governed by this verb is either an S-clause or an E-clause.

If it is an S-clause it has the function Object on the most abstract level of repre-
sentation and the function direct object on a more superficial level. If it is an E-
clause, it has the functions Goal and prepositional object respectively. It seems to
me that also verbs like adviseren ('advise'), which take an infinitive complement
with the optional om but never tolerate zuffen in their complements,must have a double
characterization in a localistic description. Syntactic evidence for this is the fact
that both (29)a, with a direct object, and (29)b, with a prepositional object, are
grammatical:

29a Hij heeft h e t me geadviseerd.
b Hij heeft me e r t o e geadviseerd

I will not discuss these verbs at this moment.

The analysis I suggested involves an important problem with respect to the semantic
representation of sentences with verbs like besfuiten. How can we account for the
agreement in meaning between the different syntactic types of sentences with such a
verb, if we derive them from different underlying structures. The only suggestion I
can offer at this moment is, that meaning postulates might be an appropriate device
for this(cf. Lakoff(1972a)).

14 My conclusions can be summarized as follows. The fact that infinitive construc-
tions governed by verbs like beweren ('pretend’), menen ('think'), vertelfen ('tell'),
betrewren ('regret'), verbazen ('surprise’), £hots op ('proud of') cannot be preceded
by the optional om can be accounted for by blocking the introduction of om in infini-
tive constructions that have been derived from P-clauses (structures of type (5)a or
(5)c). F-clauses differ from other clauses in that they may contain a truth value mod-
ifier and in that they can take the past tense. The fact that infinitive constructions
governed by verbs like befoven ('promise'), and besfuiten ('decide') cannot be pre-
ceded by om if they contain zuffen and the fact that infinitive constructions that
are indirect imperatives cannot be preceded by om can be accounted for by blocking

the introduction of om in infinitive constructions that have been derived from S-
clauses (structures of type (5)a or (5)b)). S-clauses ('indirect speech') differ from
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other clauses in that they cannot be derived into a nominalization and in that they

are never dominated by the category PrepPhrase. The latter property follows naturally
from a localistic description of grammatical functions. Infinitive constructions that

can be preceded by om are to be derived from E-clauses (structures of type (5)d).

pepartment of Linguistics
catholic University Nijmegen

Notes

* 1 am indebted to L. Stassen for reading the text of this paper critically and to
J. Crouzen for correcting my English.

| The class of verbs is considered to include adjectives (cf. Lakoff(1970b)).

2 Kajita(1968),p.115.

3 Theories about grammatical functions that are more or less localistic can be found
in Gruber (1965), Anderson(1971) and Fillmore(1971).
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DUTCH WORD STRESS

W.U.S. van Lessen Kloeke

Textbooks on Dutch grammer usually devote a short paragraph to word stress in which it
is generally observed that in accordance with the Germanic stress rule, which assigns
primary stress to the ‘Stammsilbe’, Dutch words receive primary stress on the first
syllable except on a few prefixes like be-, ver-, ge-, etc., whereas loanwords presuma-
bly retain their original accent, e.g.

1 commissie commissiris commissionaris commissoriaal

However, it is also often noted that several affixes bring_a.bout a change in the stress
contour of the ‘ground word’, namely -baax, -ig, -isch, -£ijk, -Loos, -zaam. "It is as
if these suffixes draw the accent towards themselves..."!) Such a contrast can be seen
in examples as in (2) and (3):

2  maatschap (on)maatschdppelijk matschapplfj

hérberg onhexbérgzaam herbergier (ster)

3a vijand vijdndelijk
ambacht ambadchtelijk
méineed meinédig
wanhoop wanhdpig
hérkomst herkdmstig
Snfatsoen onfatséenlijk
Sorzaak oorzékelijk
4fgod afgddisch

b &rbeiden arbéidzaam
verantwoorden verantwdordelijk
wantrouwen wantrouwig

and in (4) where the stress shifts across several syllables:

. P2

4 ogenblik ogenblikkelijk
voornaamwoord voomaamwoozdelijls
bedr{jfshuishomikunde bedrijfshuishoudkundig

The phenomenon seems also present in (5) although those words do not possess counter-
parts with initial stress:

5 hoogva'ardiq edelqtoota’chtbaar weledelzeerqele’etd

But as the pairs in (6) show, the contrast in stress exists also without the suffix
(the glosses, of course, are only approximations)

.

6 ondicht  bad poem ondicht  leaky
Snnut useless person onnit , useless
ongelijk  error ongelijk  unequal
véornaam Christian name voornaam dignified

On the other hand, adjectives ostensibly derived from adverbials (7)
7 laagbijdegronds  bijdehdnd  platviders terecht

retain final stress. Stress on the final or penultimate syllable occurs also in isolated
words, many of Germanic origin:
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/
8 qoedkéop goedertieren weerba'rsug

hardlders rampzdlig lmetli'eug
germaans schr’oomvé 1lig  meewarig
nela'n:s ordentelijk potsierlijk

onbestiisd  verbouwerderd wispeltirig

Regardless of whether or not the adjectives are composed of more than two constituents
as in (4) and (5), or appear foreign as in (9)

9 curieus politicel verneukeratief
familidar politionéel

or belong to more familiar looking "thieves slang’ (10)

10 bazgo’ens hodeldebodel chlasjewlljne
Kaduuk kapores lazerus
gdochem mesjdgge

they receive primary stress on the ultimate, penultimate or ante-penultimate syllable.
Therefore, we might formulate a stress rule for Dutch adjectives which assigns primary
stress to the last syllablc with disregard for the suffix. Let us assume that the Dutch
adjectival stress rule is fundamentally the same as the rule formulated by Chomsky and
galle, the formulation and workings of which are extensively discussed in ’‘Sound Pat-
terns of English’ 2):

A i Vv —> [1stress] / K__c, [_"en“] c! [tense|

— \ o v ]l o
~tense
i v — [ 1 stress] / [X Cs [V ]col

iii v —> [ 1 stress] / x (‘O]

since this rule does not xecoqni'ze suffixes, but only weak clusters”, the stress will
be properly assigned to ummoadwjk‘", tofelemdne ana ;a,zdw, but in order to
get the correct stress in words such as ¢erzaam, ¢indeloos, donbaax, which contain a
tense V in the final syllable, it must be assumed that the suffixes -zaam, -004,
-baan somehow cannot receive stressS) . Assuming that all adjectives are stressed ac-
cording to the above rule, we can now explain a difference in stress pattern of (11):

11a vooruitstrevend 11b  vooruitstrevend
qo:edkeuzend goedkeurend
doorlopend door lépen'd
teleurstellend teleurstelllend
- waarheidslievend
- haatdragend
- mensonterend
e roodomrand
- godverqe'ten

The words in the lefthand column, which appear to be present participles, have the
same stress pattern as their associated infinitives, whereas those in the righthand
column are unambiguously adjectival in nature in conjunction with an adjectival stress
pattern. Also in the cases where there are no related verbs, it suffices to label the
words as adjectives regardless of the fact that they resemble present and past parti-
ciples. This being established, it also allows for the fact that there are two alter-
native stresses to be heard as in (12):

12 fnzittenden inzittenden
Smwonenden omwonenden
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Those on the right can be explained by assuming them to be nominalized adjectives,
those on the left nominalized participles. A similar explanation can be given for the
opposition in (13):

13 a’pezuurs) monkey's acid apezu'ur very burdensome
ipelazerus ape’s disease apelazerus dead drunk
adodzonde deadly sin doodzdnde sinful, a great pity

where the words from the right column can be taken as predicative adjectives. At first
glance this labelling may seem a bit bizarre, but although they have so-called level-
stress, there can be no doubt that there is only one primary stress, and in fact they
have excactly the same stress pattern as words in (14):

14 doodsba'nq, apenéol, superle'ujk, steenko’ud, pikzwa'rt, kraakzi’ndeujk.

which have this kind of successive accent by virtue of the fact that they are combined
in some way with lexical intensifiers which are typically related to metaphors”. The
same pattern occurs in (15):

15 goor\d't, roodkoperen, lichtbéige, bruinzwart

at least when they are predicatlvel; useda). Assuming again that words with level-
stress have only one primary stress ), we may proceed to compare the following ex-

amples (16):

16 a dolqnfaq (adv.) b leergilerig c l’e’ezqtaaq
ijzersterk ijzerhdudend ijzerrijk
doodziek twistzichtig twistziek

The words in the lefthand column, although level-stressed, have rightward stress as
predicted, as do the words in the middle column. The adjectives in the righthand
column which are synonymous with those in (b) however, have initial stress. In order
to account for this we could assume that there exist a number of affixes (-z{ek,-aijfk,
-blind, -vol etc.) which are somehow disregarded by the adjectival stress rule in the
same manner as other suffixes discussed before. But this would not work in all cases,

as the examples in (17) show:

p

17 a invloedrijk b omvangrijk
weergaloos meeddgenloos
terugvdrderbaar overdta:agbaar
herbenoembaar herbencembaar

The adjectival stress rule (A) would then predict the stress pattern in (b) but not
in (a). When we compare the following columns

18 a spinnewebachtig b deeléchtiq
stopverfachtig krampachtig
knoflookachtig reusachtig
sle'utel'bloemchtig waarachtig
jongejuffrouwachtig woona'chtlg
schoolmeesterachtig twijfelachtig
burgemeesterachtig vreesdchtig®
aanpapperig aanha'lerlg
muggezifterig aanste'netig
gewichtigdoenerig opsche'ppetig g
nijdasserig uitsldverig ™
hébbezakkerig kieskauwerig®
koukleumerig
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again rule (A) does not account for the lefthand column, and is optional for the
starred examples. Now there are two possibilities: give up the general claim that all
adjectives are stressed to the right, and in particular that the -ig suffix attracts
the stress, and mark the affixes in the (a) columns in such a way that they have the
stress of the substantive or verb from which they are derived and block (A) from ap-
plying to those adjectives. The other possibility is to enter all those words as ex-
ceptions which is even more awkward because the pattern is extremely productive, where-
as those '1n (18)b are only limited in number. The productivity of type (a) gives a
lead. Spinnewebachtig, gewlchtigdoenerig etc. are transformationally related to the
associated propositions in a completely unambiguous way (6p6mmb, dﬁupdppu, gw&h-
Ug doen etc.) and this suggests that the transformationalist hypothesis which Chomsky
found to be correct for the gerundixe nominals but not for the derived nominals in
gnglish might be correct here, too!? . But what is more - and this argument is due to
Joan Bresnan(1971) - if word stress must be regarded as to be assigned prior to syntac-
tic transformations, it will remain unchanged in the course of the following operations,
in other words, transformationally attached affixes are stress neutral. The above men-
tioned affixes seem proper candidates for this hypothesis. Words in the (b) column like
deeldchtig, which have idiosyncratic meanings only partially related to their associated
propositions and have a high frequency of occurrence, receive their stress according
to the general rule (A) having been inserted lexically. The same is true for the words
in (17b), but not for those in column (17a). The question how the words in (17a) are
derived will not be further explored here in detail. However, there seem to be at
least three possibilities. If they are derived lexically they must have a phonological
representation which is different from the examples in (17b), namely with suffixes
which do not shift the stress of the noun from which they are derived (cf. the nouns
in -L('.ng further in the text). If they are derived transformationally their suffixes
are stress neutral, being introduced as in (18a). But - and this will be arqued for

the so-called 'separable verbs’- if they are transformational rather than lexical com-
pounds, composed of separate constituents which are not stress neutral, the stress con-
tour must be accounted for by another rule. (In this context it is worth noting that
lexically derived adjectives often can be prefixed with On- while transformationally
derived adjectives can only be negated with niet.)

So far the claim that adjectives get their stress according to rule (A) holds, but
curiously there exists one exception:

’
19 aangenaam

Wi
as opposed to aannﬂlg,(,l.jh, vooandam. An attempt to deal with this single exception
will be made below .

There exists quite a number of substantives which have stress on the last syllable:

20 karwei kabel.jc;uv ptlnseurt’j
lawaai akeléi makelaard{j
woestijn lekkernij warmoezen{er
toneell t‘eneqr' ek tierelu}t(jn
tagrijn tafereel kaninefaat
kwetsuur formul{er leverancier
struwéel papegdai individd

on the penultimate

21 kénnis ellénde Konterf€itsel
1ébbes ansjovis gruzelementen
dyas dydde haberddedas
&vond vrijage Xanonnade
b{sschop bosschage conmun{sne
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60:109 mach{ne akkeffetje

or the antepenultimate

22 ql’a'dakkor kwlfntessens bekéntenis
hommeles leeuwer ik qeschfe'denis
bo'emermg qa'me lan schermutseling

Clearly the stress of those wo;ds as well as that of single syllable words'f'n:s the
same rule (A). For instance vijand is stressed by the same rule (Aii) as vqtfndig.
If in addition we should adopt the Compound Stress Rule for nouns (cf. Chomsky and
Halle (1968),p.92) which assigns primary stress to the first constituent of the com-
pound, a large number of nouns will be accounted for. Leaving proper names asidel2),

there are still problematical cases as in

23 Kkakelobbes sekreta,re'sse pieremclho'chel
profe'ssor falderappes antimakassar

The ultimate and the penultimate syllable of those words contain weak clusters, none-
theless the penultimate vowel bears stress. Unlike Finnish or Italian, Dutch does not
have phonetically long consonants, so instead of marking those words in such a way
that case (ii) operates on them we could assume that those words have a phonological
representation of two identical consonants in the penultimate cluster!3). such conso-
nants do occur in e.g. Losstoten, aannemen, bommelfding but are phonetically not re-
alised, and they must be assumed for such words as Chinese ('Chinese woman') which is
derived from Chinees in the same way as Itafiaanse is derived from Italiaan. In his
paper 'Apropos of the Dutch Vowel System’ De Rijk draws attention to the fact that
fricatives in Dutch after non-tense stressed vowels are always devoiced, after a tense
vowel voiced. Examples of this are effen/even, Tjeremissisch /Kingiezisch, Lassen/fLa-
zen. Exceptions are puzzfe and mazzef, and the velar fricative which occurs both after
tense and non-tense vowels (uwiegen/wiggen)!4). voiceless /f/ and /s/ are therefore
only to be found after a non-tense vowel, but that is not true in case (24):

24 Chinezen 'the Chinese' Chinese 'Chinese woman'
Albanezen 'the Albanians' Albanese ‘Albanian woman'

 where Chinese and Albanese have an underlying cluster /ss/. There is historical evi-
dence for the existence of ‘twin consonants’, e.g. koningln, boerdn with a suffix
/ derived from Germanic <*{njj. Compare the examples in (25):

25 a denokta;fe b redena:tie c cran:bfmboeue
palilalie monopolie monopoly
stereopenie bombdrie
idioterfe kandrie
idiotfe devdtie
curfe cirie

Only the words in the first column have final stress but in all three the final vowel
is tense. There is however an explanation for this: there occur in Dutch only tense
vowels in word-final position, but for his own argument De Rijk has to postulate an
underlying lax vowel for this environment, which is exactly what is needed for our
purposes. Support for this assumption can be found in the plural-formation. A few
words (orgie, mandie, ceremonie) have either final stress along with -en plural, or
penultimate stress along with -4 plural:

/’
26 a éxgies b orgieén
manies manieé&n
/
ceremonies ceremonieén
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The singulars, however, have tense final vowels irrespective of the stress. Therefore,
if an underlying lax final vowel in the case of (26a) and also in (25b,c) is postulated,
poth their stress pattern and their plural-formation is explained. When looking at (27):

27 si;nq . pl.’ut . sing. plur.
ruzie ruzies 3 jalouz{e jalouzl’een
arrestatie arrestaties demokrat {e demokrat{eén
auto auto’s ; oktrdoi oktrdoien
stoe stoe s individy individiden
giroffel giroffels fontanel font,ne’l len

7 ’

vaandrig vaandrigs kantdor kantoren
kastanje kastanjes sedatfef sedat feven
pelgrim pelgrims bloem{st bloen{sten
studente studentes studént studenten

the plural formation seems generally to be dictated by the stress, but clearly this is
not true for (28) which all have -en plural:

28 vdorbehoud  majesteit
vo'ornaam olifant
woordenboek  vrijheid

Rather, the choice between plural in -8 or in -(e)n is determined here by the strong
cluster princl.plelS) . On the other hand words like (29)

29 statidn, perrch, romdn, cordon

and a number of 'foreign’ words have final stress but -4 plural, and rather than having
their final consonant doubled, they should be marked in such a way that case (iii) of
rule (A) applies, but they will get their correct plural without any special marking!6)
(cf. Halle and Keyser(1972),p.71).

The assumption that Dutch has primarily the tendency to apply stress from the right
to the left rather than from the left to the right in accordance with rule (A) finds
support in the following examples, which by some (not ily di d) Dutch
are heard to be pronounced with the following stress:

30 katalo'gus cornéd beef
exodus | spatél
petx;oleum manchester
notulen badm{nton
normal{ter detect{ve
depos{to high fidelfty

Standard received pronunciation is
31 1nterv(ewH 1nt.ervfewenv

with final stress. Geographical names are not always pronounced as in their place of
origin:

32 Niaga'xe, Mka’nsgs, canbérra, Edmonton, New Otle'ans, Kazlsr\;m, Potsda’l,
Stockholm, Tampere, Hels{nki

whereas some Dutch apply the Dutch stress rule when they speak English or German,
which produces the wrong stress patterns:

s
33 *generative “*niederldndisch
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*ordina; *hollandisch
*recessary  *unwissenschaftlich
*interesting *Verunreinigung
*pullover *ardber

comment *Monate

*spir{tual *Grammat{k

Verbs generally seem to fit rule (A) as in (34):

34 déen slamp;{npen so:ebatten
varen evenaren tandlakken
schrobberen  hantéren verorberen

There are a small number of verbs like (35)
35 p\(ntlassen, l.(efkozen, be'eldhouwen, huisvesten

which can be handled by the Compound Stress Rule. A big problem is however presented
by the so-called 'separable’ verbs of type (36a):

36 a dadorzoeken ‘'search on' b doorzoeken 'search(through) '
dmkleden ‘change dress' omkléden ‘envelop’
éndergaan 'go under"' onderga'an ‘undergo’
Jverkomen ‘come over' overkdmen ‘happen’
voorspellen ‘'spell’ voorsp€llen ‘predict'

Rule (A) assigns the correct stress only to the verbs in (36b), so the difference in
stress pattern with the verbs in column (36a) calls for an explanation. When used in
a main sentence the conjugated forms of the (36a) type always have the particle fol-
lowing the verb:

37 Brigadier Snuf zoekt door.
Bertha kleedde zich dm.
De Albatros gaat dnder.
Doddeltje kwam dver.
Wammes Waggel spelde vdor.

but the particle precedes the conjugated verb in a subordinate clause, e.g.

37 ...dat brigadier Snuf doorzoekt
...of Bertha zich Jmkleedde
...hoewel de Albatros ondergaat
...wanneer Doddeltje Sverkwam
...als Wammes Waggel voE:rspelde

The infinitival forms of the (36a) type verbs can appear as follows:

38 Brigadier Snuf had ador moeten zoeken.
Bertha had zich ém willen kleden.
De Albatros zou énder hebben kunnen gaan.
Doddeltje heeft niet Sver hoeven komen.
Wammes Waggel heeft vdor mogen spellen.

38" Brigadier Snuf had moeten doorzoeken.
Bertha had zich willen dmkleden.
De Albatros zou hebben kunnen éndergaan.
Doddeltje heeft niet hoeven Jverkomen.
Wammes Waggel heeft mogen véoxspellen.
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Thus, auxiliaries appear optionally between particle and infinitive, but it should
pe mentioned that the sentences in (38) and (38') differ stylistically: those in (38)
e rare in literary usage. Clearly, all this implies that the sequence of particle
and infinitive in (37') and (38') is ‘accidental’, in other words a syntactical rather
than a lexical product. On the other hand, when these verbs are used in their finite
form as in (37), they naturally get their proper stress by the Nuclear Stress Rule as
described in Chomsky and Halle(1968),p.90. Joan Bresnan in her article ‘Sentence
stress and Syntactic Transformations’ (1971) shows that primary stress in a sentence
is 9enera11y assigned to the rightmost constituent, but that seemingly deviating
stress patterns of syntactically complex constructions are reflections of the patterns
in the embedded simple sentences in deep structure. Kraak in a somewhat different ap-
roach in his article "Zinsacccent en Syntaxis’ explained those stress patterns in

lt,erns of ‘topic/comment’-relations. If we pare the t
’

39 Jan is naar de beurs geweest.

40 Jan is naar de beurs voor waren geweest.

¢irst bewrs is ‘comment’ in (39) and then waxen is ‘comment’ in (40). However, (40)
is synonymous with (40'):

40 Jan is naar de ualrenbeux's geweest.

and

41 Jan is naar de beurs voor waren voor kruidenfets geweest.

41° Jan is naar de kruidenierswarenbeurs geweest.

are likewise synonymous. Moreover the stress contour has not chanqed”). Because of

this it suggests itself that some compounds show a stress pattern which reflects the
stress pattern of their related noun phrases, and the stress contour in vJaldwm,
overfeggen, dchterhouden etc. may well be explained in terms of ‘topic’ and ’comment’.
The question remains whether those words are compounds or a sequence of two separate
constituents. Kiparsky in his article "Uber den deutschen Akzent’(1970) does not assume
that the verbs of type (36a) consist of formatives with word boundaries in between. He
cites examples as in (42):

42 verka’ufen, unterrfchten, studi’eten, fabulferen, stib{tzen

for which he formulates the rule that the past participle is only prefixed with ge-

if the first syllable is str d. This s for

43 missbrauchen missbraucht
dberfdttern dberfdttert

but not for

44 m'fssverstehen u}'ssversunden
uberbelasten dberbelastet

50 he extends his rule in such a way that in front of a non-stressable syllable with
the feature [+U] the proper stress pattern is arrived at in a second cycle. If on the
contrary it can be assumed that there are two separate constituents involved, then the
original, ’‘shorter’ rule can be maintained, nor do we have to assign [+U] to a number
of prefixes. However, for Dutch it is necessary to add a restriction to the rule be-
cause Dutch unlike German affixes ge- in cases like (45):

45 krakélen gekrakeeld
studeren gestudéerd
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bazuinen qebazu'ind

So the rule is: in Dutch the past participle is formed without ge-, if the first syl-
lable is unstressed a n d belo’ngs to the cateq‘ory o f pre-
fixes . Sojustly we get gevernist (from vernlssen) but vergist(from vergessen).
This explains'why ‘in the middle’ of this type of compounds an infix ge- appears
(v60n.komen, voongekomen). Reversely, this means that real compound verbs are recog-
nizable as such: everything to the right of the ge-prefix up to the word boundary is

part of the compound, as shown in (46'):

46 mlsra’den ” m{sraden
zich miskijken m{skijken
zich misrekenen m{srekenen
zich mistéllen ; mistellen
misstaan minachten mistrappen
ontfutselen béeldhouwen teldurstellen
veronderstéllen 1{efkozen liefhebben
herkehnen herbergen hergroeperen

46" misra‘den > mifsqeraden
zich miskeken misgekeken
zich misrékend misgerekend
zich mistéld p mfsgeteld
misstdan geminacht m(sg'etrapt
ontfutseld gebeeldhouwd teleurgesteld
verondersteld geliefkoosd l.fefgehad
herkénd gehérbergd hérgegroepeerd

(Another peculiarity of those compounded verbs in the middle column is that they are
weak verbs, e.g.* 1eedt beeldgehowven but heeft gebeeldhownd, *heegt stofgezogen but
heeft gestofzuigd). The assumption that particles and not prefixes are involved in
the case of the verbs of type ('36a) is seemingly contradicted by e;xamples like hq-
verdeeld (from herverdelen), misverstaan(from misverstaan), and wanbetaald(from wan-
betafen), because sentences like *Hij verdeelde de buit her, *Willem verstond zifn
moeden mis and *De abonnees betaafden wdn are out. But those particles do not occur
here with the finite form, only with infinitive or participle, and instead her, mis
and wan are paraphrased with opnieww, verkeerd, and(gewoonfifk) niet, respectively.
Concluding we can account for the stress pattern in (36) by rule (A). More evidence
may be needed to show that the cases in (36a) receive their stress patterns eventually
by the NSR; if so, this is not necessarily at conflict with the Evers/Huybregts as-
sumption that Dutch is a SOV language provided an optional particle can appear behind
the V in deep structure.

As said before, there are only few compound verbs and in fact the majority of the verbs
has final stress, not only in cases like (36b) but also in

47 bakkele’ien, eerbi’edigen, veronderste’nen, verdonkerem{nen

On the other hand we have stress alternations between the noun and the verb as in

48 o’nderscheid onderschdiden
'nderwi js onderwijzen
onderricht onderr{chten
n{sbruik misbriiken
erstand weerstdan

We must search for evidence to decide whether the noun should be derived from the
verb or the verb from the noun. If we assume that it is a compound then we run into
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gifficulties for formal reasons, bec,ause lggth the noun and the verb will undergo the
compound stress rule, resulting in onderwifs and *onderwijzen. If the word were as-
sumed to be prefixed without internal word boundaries, the noun would get the wrong
stress. Words like

49 assega’ai A marsepe'in, artisjcfk

show that there must be a means to optionally assign stress to the left,
put obligatory in cases like

50 élgebta, hc:spitaal . ma’jesteit

However those cases are more the exception than the rule, whereas prefixed, recog-
nizably structured nouns are generally initially stressed. To express the regularity
of this fact, rule (A) must include a condition shifting the stress of nouns which
are derived from verbal stems to the left of that stem.

1 stress
51 / sten[ co [ \' ]co]stem]N

so onderuwéjs can now be derived from ondenw(jzen, but if we do not label the stem in
(51) we can abbreviate the condition as in (52):

1 stress
52 / SR [ v ]co]N

but we can still account for the nounsw) in the left hand column of (53):
53 a wansmaak b smaak c [wansu’kenjk]A
nfsdaad daad [ misaddjgly, [misdoen]y
hérdruk druk [ herdrukken]y
ballast last [ baldadig],
Jorsprong sprong [ oorspronkelijk] o
ineed eed [ meinediq] by

-
The principle of the derivational cycle also gives the right result for [ misbaar]y

because this particular noun does not have internal brackets. In order, however, to
account for (54a):

54 a misbaksel [baksel]
ohbehagen [beha'geni‘v N
nisnoegen [ misnoegen
wantoestand [ céestand]N

in the same way as for the previous nouns in (53a), we have to extend condition (52)
by replacing two symbols by one:

. J— o] o,

A quite different phenomenon is to be observed in verbs prefixed with ver- and ge-.
As the examples in (56) show they are unaffected by the main stress rule, rather they

maintain the stress pattern of the noun, verb, or adjective from which they are de-
rived:

56 vermdagschappen, verhoéfslagen, verahtwoorden, verdngelukken, verdordelen

verdeemoedigen, verhéimelijken, verlatijnsen, verduizendvudigen, verdan-
’
, veronaingenamen

c ;erlaﬁtertmten, veronderstéllen, verontrédinigen, verslampamperen
d bevobordelen, bevobrraden, bewdarheiden, bewdgwijzeren

oe
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All those verbs are transitive (often factive) and have the regular, 'weak’ conjugation
but - at least in combination with verbs and nouns - the prefix ver- adds a wide varie-
ty of meanings. We must assume that the verbs in (56) have a derivational structure

of the type y[ ver#{... Jen]y which ensures that they undergo rule (A) vacuously, pro-
vided that a condition is added:

57 Condition: X may not contain internal # boundary

There are yet a few 'loose ends’ to be tied up. A limited number of verbs will have
to undergo the compound stress rule just as the verbs in (56b):

4
58 verfo’nfaaien, spe'leneien, fl{kflooien. ki’ssebissen, kiskassen

As for the adjectives, there are some which resemble participles and in most cases
those have end-stress:

59 rec’htqea'ard, platbo'ond, eiqene'rfd
but there are some with initial stress:

a

60 {ngetogen, opgetogen, adangeboren, aangedaan

Historically they are participial forms of no longer extant verbs and formally they
contain verbal stems with a ge-prefix and a particle. But this description matches
exactly the above-mentioned exception (19) aangenaam, which is therefore also marked
for being subject to that case of the compound stress rule which shifts the stress to
the left. All the other compounded adjectives as in (4), (5), (11b), and (16b) are
obligatorily stressed to the right.

A different argument holds for the nouns in (61):
61 a’lgebra, m’jesteit, hcfspit.aal, fnfmitief., decusatief, co’mparatief

The nouns m{jutei/t and a’tgebm have reqular adjectives mjuztf:i/tbujk and algebluz'-
4iAch. If they should receive final stress before the main stress rule applies (cf.
Chomsky and Halle(1968),p.152, rule (158)) condition (55) could apply and they would
be correctly stressed. While this is an exceptional measure for those words, it is the
only possible one for the suffixes -4chap and -dom which can occur with primary stress
or not but which never are stress neutral:

62 a v;e't.enschnp b vetenscha'ppeujk
éigendom eigenddmmeli jk

If they are first subject to a rule similar to rule (158) the nouns in (62a) will then
correctly be stressed to the left, while in the next cycle the stress will be shifted
to the right as in (62b) because the condition only works for nouns. Derivations in
-Ling such as

63 dulisterunq, vﬁlgetung, oﬁderunq

would receive incorrect stress unless their suffixes are entered g #ungl9), As the
examples in (17) show the adjectival suffixes are sometimes stress neutral and some-
times not. In one case -baan appears with primary stress, whereas -£004 sometimes has
an optional[ 1 stress] , in particular in front of the suffix -heid where there is
even a definite tendency to stress £004:

64 a openb‘alr ‘public’ b o’genbnt ‘openable’
goddeloos  ‘'godless’ goddeloos  'godless'
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werkeldos 'workless' we'rkeloos ‘workless' 5
/ ’
That means that -baar in (64a) openbaar and openbaren has no##boundary and that -L00s
rhaps has this symbol optionallyzo) , but more evidence is needed to determine the
::,c; status of the adjectival suffixes in general.

To sum up: although the assumption that Dutch words are in principle stressed to the
right is not supported by historical linguistics, that assumption permits the expres-
gion of a larger generality. Only a small number of affixes have to be taken as ex-
ceptions to the stress rule for reasons which are independently motivated. Interesting-
1y enough, the formulation of the rule forces us to treat a number of end-stressed
Joanwords as exceptions which have to be marked in order to receive the correct stress.
purther, it is argued that the ‘separable verbs’ are composed transformationally and
not lexically, so that the notion ’separable’ can be abandoned. The same strong clus-
ter principle that determines the location of primary word stress is involved in plu-
ral formation, which is shown to be more regular than has so far been assumed. The
putch stress rule has presumably the following form:

-t 1 tense
65 v —> [1 stress]/[x c, (! [ 3"”] ) E v ] c) (a)
1 |stress
/ < [ i ] Yy>] o (55)
Condition: X # ...#... (57)

which, apart from condition (55), is very similar to the Latin accent rulezn .

Notes
*at this point I should like to thank all who have been forthcoming with advice and

assistance. I am particularly indebted to S. Eliasson, M.A.C. Huybregts, C.J. Ruijgh
and C. Soeteman for valuable cc s and suggestions.

1 Rijpma & Schuringa(1968),p.64.

2 Chomsky & Halle(1968),p.28 ff.; Halle & Keyser(1972),p.1l1. [—tense]

3 A lax vowel followed by no more than one consonant, in symbols
called a weak cluster. Any other sequence beginning with a vowel
is a strong cluster. For a discussion of the lax and tense vowels in Dutch see
Cohen e.a. (1961); also De Rijk(1968), who shows that each group behaves as a natural
class.

4 The 4§ in the adjectival suffix -£{fk represents a reduced vowel.

5 Those suffixes will be discussed later in the text.

6 An idiomatic expression which occurs only in Ik schrok me het apezuur (het apela-
zews) 'I was scared out of my wits'.

7 Cf. Bolinger(1972),p.55.

8 The stress tends to shift, however, to the first syllable when the words in (15)
are attributively used:

1
Co, is

De hond is doodsbing vs. De dcfodsbange hond

9 Whether those words all are to be treated in the same way, either by a compound
rule or a nuclear stress rule, is uncertain. It is apparent that the Stress Ad-
justment Rule is ’inoperative’ here. (cf. Chomsky & Halle(1968),p.34). Cf. darts-
dom : artsv&derlijk.

10 Cf. Chomsky(1967b) .

I1 I shall not attempt to deal with adverbials. Suffice it to say that generally
speaking, stress is assigned in the same manner as to adjectives, which is hardly

233



surprising since the majority of adverbials is either derived from adjectives
or from petrified NP’ s: voonlsno'g, stantepee, ongeveer, voorshands, navenant,
eniqsz{ns, achtereenvolgens, dienovereenkomstig.

12 Proper names are irregular but seem to have a tendency towards initial stress as

in
kaolaas Pa):ke 1dij Van Hooqeveen
Valentljn Patadijs Van veenhuizen
Constantijn Gdedkoop Bréda-bier

’ ’
whereas placenames often have final stress (Hoogeve’en, Veenhuizen, Breda, Hoagkélk,
Amtmdam and a few street names vary (Keizersgracht, Heresirgaf). A different
is probably involved in ‘Copum’cuutnaax *Geneste?laan and perhaps
‘wm;umaaz pronunciations which are sometimes heard. (Cf. examples (33)).
13 Dutch spelling rules do not give a clue: in matten the £t indicates that the pre-
ceding a is non-tense, conversely in mafen the single £ with a following vowel
indicates that the preceding a is tense.
14 A voiceless fricative after a tense vowel is to be found in e.g.

Pruisen luifel
IJssel kazuifel
bloesem (vs. boezem) tafel
desem (vs. bezem) kousen

and the inflected form of the suffix -{&ch. Dutch speakers in Holland pronounce
taktische as [taktis® ). Belgian native speakers of Dutch, however, pronounce the
sequence as a 1 a x vowel with a voiceless fricative and a reduced vowel. None-
theless, this seems to indicate that the underlying representation contains an

pecified ant next to the § : /sC/. Although /9/ and /x/ are not phoneti-
cally distinct with all speakers of Dutch the same rule seems to be at work in
the etymologically synonymous tegef : tichef, regef : richel.

15 The best description of Dutch plural fomtion is to be found in Van Haeringen
(1947), who provides ample material. Although there are several other plural for-
mations possible (1 a few like kinderen (sg.kind ), 2 some like gymnasium which
has both gymnasia and gymnasiums , 3 hundreds of other words having both -n and
-4 plural), there is a great advantage in this claim since one is predictable and
the other somehow ’irregular’, often for good reasons: tafefen,vaderen etc. as
plurals of vader, fafef have distinctly biblical connotations, whereas L&ien,
plwvlnu,w are samples of literary ararchaic usage. (C£. Van Haeringen(1949),p.186).
In majesteit the -n plural is regular but the stress pattern is irregular (all
words in -feit have final stress) .

16 To be sure, adjectives like kapot, apan,t asthdnt, uniform and nouns like baldns,
trammeldnt, pieremént have to be handled by rule (Aiii), but because of the or-
dering principle they would get the wrong stress by either (Ai) or (Aii) since
rule (A) generally disregards final strong clusters as long as the vowel is non-
tense. Consequently, the words have to be marked for rule (Aiii). 'rypicall.y, again,
this concerns a category of unsuffixed “foreign’ looking words. The nouns oLifant,
vlguta, 4do, although of the same type, have no special marking and therefore
regularly receive stress by (Ai), provided the two final clusters contain non-tense
vowels in their phonological representation. Nouns like asbest, budget , narcis,
paranimg, accordeon, unifoum, which occur with two different stress patterns, have
this marking optionally. The construct of strong clusters is needed for the correct
plural formation of e.g. u;gubt berln, which always have -n plural The repre-
sentation with a double final consonant is optional for boffebdf, menuét because
some speakers use the words with n and others with -4 plural. Meanwhile, words
like guﬂ‘, pdd, gerdeht, honutgu‘ also occur with a reduced vowel at the word
end: girdffe, pddde , gerdehte, koninginne(dag). So instead of marking those words
for (Aiii) we may assume that they receive stress by (Aii) after which the final
vowel is deleted optionally. More evidence is needed to decide whether words like
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18

20

P 7,

qeluik, gezel or Mameluk, kantel have either (Aiif) marking or a deletable final
-Q - A

Joan Bresnan citing the sentence Peter had clams for dimner (p.30) assumes that
the formulation of the NSR should be made to allow certain prepositional phrases
to have different patterns. Her examples

A Peter had plans for dfnnet
B Peter had clams for dinner

can be extended with one more:
¢ Peter had clams for dfnner
put excluded is

p *peter had p!.;ns for dinner

(I am of course non concerned with emphatic or contrastive stress). Those senten-
ces match again the following with the same stress distribution:

A' Peter had d{nner plans
B' Peter had a clam dinner
c' peter had a clam dfnner
p'*peter had dinner pldns

Actually English but also Frisian and some Dutch c.ualec,ts frequently allow the
pattern in (C}) (e.g. Frisian skoanstienmantel, skwwviedoarren, Groningen dialect
schoonsteenmantel, schuurdeur) whereas Dutch hardly ever does (Dutch boerenkin-
ket, stadhiis, but schdorsteenmantel, schiurdewr, boerenvolk, adadhuis). ce.
Botha(1968) ,p.183-192, a chapter which roughly applies also to Dutch.

This proposal deviates only slightly from the one made in Chomsky & Halle(1968),
p.96 £f, in as much as no 7 boundary is needed. The implication could also be
that English nouns regularly shift stress to the left under the same condition:
insét-{nset, uplift-Uplift, forejudge-forejudge, undercit-undercut, overldp-dver-
lap, overbfd-dverbid, transfér-transfer, expdrt-export, commént-ciament, expert-
expert, discha‘rge-dfscharqe, supx'ne-sﬂpine, envelép—!nvelope, teptim’nd-re'prmnd,
attribute-dttribute, whereas verbs maintain the stress of the noun from which
they are derived: phdtognaph,bldekmail etc. This will be explored in a forthcoaing
paper.

Presumably this goes also for -ing. Both -ing and -£L{ng have a strong cluster
/ng/ ’because both alway; have pl'uzals in -n. This does not apply to words like
presénning, kénning, kampong, doejoeng, sdrong. Those have a weak cluster at the
end in /n/, which warrants the proper -§ plural. On the other hand koning which
also has no internal brackets (therefore no internal # as shown by the shift-
ing of the stress in the derivation koru'ngfn) has -n plural viz. a strong cluster
/ng/.

K.L. Nieuwborg’s 'Retrograde woordenboek’(1969) proved to be indispensable for
collecting material. In a few instances Dutch adjectival affixes are stress neu-
tral: |

arbeidsloos (a;"beid) vs. needoﬁenloos (ne’dedogen)
koninklijk (koning) vs. kelijk  (danvang)
1évendig (1ven(d)) vs. vijdndig (v{jand)

German a;ljecuval.'sut’ﬂxea. on t.'hc other hand, are stress r.nutul in most of the
cases (Absicht - absichtlich, Wissenschaft - wlssenschagtlich) but not in e.g.
Lebéndig. Moreover, condition (55) applies not only to nouns but also to German
adjectives ((uwwissenschaftlich, unabsichtlich), a difference of one symbol. This
raises the question whether there is a connection between the applicability of
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condition (55) to adjectives and the stress neutrality of their suffixes. while
a cursory look at data from closely related languages seems to indicate that the
main stress rule applies to all of them the answer cannot be given off-hand and
deserves further attention. (In Dutch and Frisian condition (55) applies only to
nouns and there are only a few cases where the adjectival suffix is stress neutral;
in German and Yiddish condition (55) applies to nouns as well as to adjectives
and the adjectival suffixes are usually stress neutral; as for the Skandinavian
languages the answer is less obvious because of vacillations }n stress and the
large number of borrowings from Low German). The adjective misbaar ('dispensable’)
and the noun misbaar (‘hullabaloo') have stress contours which are paradoxically
at variance with the examples in (6). The explanation is that they are structured
[ mis#% baar)a and [ mis+baar]y, respectively (unless the adjectival suffix -baar
is incorporated into the stress rule).

As C.J. Ruijgh pointed out to me, the last cluster in the Latin accent rule is
not specified, whereas in the Dutch stress rule (A) the last vowel carries the
feature [ -tense]. The adding of this restriction is justified because of such
words as in (20) with the endings -4if, -{jn, -eef, -{er, affixes originally bor-
rowed from Old French, which now receive primary stress regularly by (Aiii).



GENTENCE STRESS ASSIGNMENT. AN INDEPENDENT ARGUMENT FOR VSO

1on van dex Geest

1 Literature

1n Chomsky and Halle’s 'Sound Pattern of English'(1968) a rule mechanism is devel-
oped according to which sentential stress can be accounted for: the so-called Nuclear
stress Rule (NSR). This rule places primary stress on the rightmost of the elements
already having primary stress within a major constituent (S, NP, and VP). By the pre-
ceding application of the Main Stress Rule (MSR) each lexical morpheme already has
been assigned a stress maximum (primary word stress). By a general convention of
stress assignment each time an element receives primary stress all other stresses
within the domain of application of the rule are reduced by one. Both the NSR and the
usR are assumed to apply to surface structures and within the phonological cycle. The
NSR applies first to the most deeply embedded constituent, then to the next most deep-
1y embedded constituent and so on upward, until the topmost S-node is reached (see
perman and Szamosi(1972)). This can be formalized as follows:

1 v — [ stress]/## R TTTTRR ## , where y contains no vowel
stress
with the feature [1 stress)

A demonstration of how stress is assigned according to the NSR is given in (2):
. e

R - F
/ \N N

det v
/\
det N
||
a man hits a woman

1 first application

2 1 second application
1 third application
2 3 1 fourth application

Bresnan(1971) has given evidence that:

NSR must be ordered before Question Formation and Relative Clause Formation;

II NSR applies within the syntactic cycle;

iII Question Formation and PRelative Clause Formation apply within the syntactic
cycle;

IV Evidence for the existence of the syntactically motivated deep structure is
provided by (2);

V  McCawley's 1970 proposal of English being a VSO language is disconfirmed by (2).

Pinally, Bresnan develops the following rule: all elements to the right of the verdb

should retain primary stress until the late application of a rhythm-rule. She needs

this rule to account for stress-assignment in sentences such as Seymour slices the

salami with a knife. Bresnan offers hardly any linguistic justification for this

rule, although such justification is absolutely necessary because the rule plays

such an important role in the formulation of the theory.

Lakoff (1970d, 1972b) argues that the evidence for Bresnan's proposition I is by no
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means clear. He argues that the NSR is some form of a global rule with an environ-
ment ordered before Question Formation and Relative Clause Formation. Finally he pro-
vides evidence that Bresnan's argument for III does not hold. This is the reason why
there is no evidence for IV and V.

In Berman and Szamosi(1972) Bresnan's(1971) hypothesis is shown to be observationally
inadequate: it makes incorrect predictions and is unable, in principle, to capture
generalizations about English prosodic stress. Furthermore, the feasibility of as-
signing stress by means of the NSR, at any level, is seriously questioned. Finally

it is argued that stress assignment cannot be a function of structure alone but also
for example of semantics.

Van der Geest (1970, 1972) has suggested that the stress in simple, neutral sentences
is determined on the basis of grammatical functions. The primary stress (under cer-
tain conditions, specified below) is placed on the direct object: if there is no di-
rect object then on the indirect object, thereafter on the subject, and only in the
last case on the verb. The condition which must be met, is that all the constituents
in question must have equivalent internal structures. For example, all constituents
must have the same determiner, whether definite, indefinite or categorial; if any
constituent is a proper noun, then all must be; all must be anaphoric if any are.
Stressed constituents tend to loose their stress if their articles become definite,
if these constituents are anaphoric, or are replaced by proper nouns. A few examples:

3 Schotten dragen rékken.
Scotsmen wear kilts.
4 Een man geeft een vrouw bléemen.
. A man gives a woman fléwers.
5 Een mén geeft het.
A mén gives it.
6 (kijk): een man geeft een vréuw iets.
(look): a man gives a wéman something.
7 Er zingt een végel.
There sings a bird.
There is a bird singing.
8 Het régent.
It rdins.
9 Hij vélt.
It f&lls.

In the case of complex sentences, the stress assignment is worked out separately for
each of the underlying sentences. Thus, the resultant sentence may have more than one
primary stress. If one of the sentences loses its independent status, for example by
being embedded in another sentence as an adjectival or adverbial modifier, then the
embedded sentence acquires the stress. For example:

10 Een man geeft een vrouw bléemen.
A man gives a woman fléwers.
11  Hij (de man) héudt van haar (de vrouw).
He (the man) léves her (the woman).
12 Een man geeft een vrouw bldemen omdat hij van haar héudt.
A man gives a woman fldwers because he léves her.
13 Seymour slices the saldmi.
14  He (Seymour) uses a knife.
15 Seymour slices the salimi with a knife.
16  People lé&ughed.
17  They did it 16udly.
18  People laughed 16udly.
19  victor appéared.
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20 It was on the stége.
21 Victor appeared on the stége.
22 Amidst loud l&ughter Victor appeared on the stdge.

In cases where relative constructions or adjective constructions are used the stress
is influenced by the choice restrictive - non restrictive. This is the apparent rea-
son that in (22) the stress is on faughter instead of on Loud.

II The ordering hypothesis

Of the studies mentioned above Bresnan's(1971) and (1972) proposals on sentence

stress are doubtless the most elaborated and the most strongly hypothesized ones.

For that reason we will restrict ourselves to these studies in the following. In her
reply on Lakoff(1972b) and Berman and Szamosi(1972) Bresnan argues that her hypothesis
that the NSR applies after all the syntactic transformations on each transformational
cycle, essentially means that intonation depends systematically upon underlying syn-
tactic structures. This means that the following ordering hypothesis can be formulated:

Deep structure

Lexical insertion and word stress
Transformations per cycle
Nuclear stress rule

W N e

In order to prove the correctness of this hypothesis the following points ought to be
arqued:

a How can the systematic dependency of intonation and underlying structures be
accounted for?

b A related point is whether or not stress ought to be assigned after of before
lexical insertion.

c It ought to be argued that word stress preced stress assig A

d It ought to be made clear that syntactic transformations influence the under-
lying intonational contour.

Ad a Bresnan does not deal systematically with the problem of how intonation and the
underlying syntactic structure are related. It seems to me that one way or another
the underlying syntactic structure ought to be specified in terms of sentence stress.
A possible way out of the problem would be to specify constituents or functions in
terms of stress. As a consequence of Bresnan's proposal sentence stress should be ac-
counted for at least two times in the derivation, viz. in 1 and in 4. It would, how-
ever, lead to a basically simpler solution for sentence stress, of one would be able
to demonstrate that the intermediate levels, namely lexical insertion and word stress
and the syntactic transformations per cycle do not influence the stress assignment.
In that case sentence stress can be supposed to be based only on deep structure in-
formation. Consequently, the deep structure ought to be made appropriate for sentence
stress assignment.

ad b A related point is that Bresnan's ordering hypothesis is based on a syntactically
motivated and not on a semantically based theory. For both a and b it is the essential
question whether lexical insertion and the determination of word stress which it im-
plies, occur before application of the NSR, or whether the NSR is applied before lex~
ical insertion and word stress. Arguments have been offered above in support of the
contention that stress is assigned before lexical insertion, and against the ordering
proposed by Bresnan. It is clear after consideration of the stress patterns of the
following sentences that sentence stress must be assigned at the level of prelexical
deep structure.

23 Jan sldeg Piet niet, hij z&l hem slaan.
24 Jan hit Piet not, he shall him hit(=Jan didn't hit Piet, he's géing to hit him)
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24 Jan kécht geen bloemen, hij vérkocht ze.

Jan bought no flowers, he sold them(=Jan didn't biy any flowers, he s61d them)
25 John did not try to open the door, but the door Spened.
26 John did not hit Peter, but he was hit by Peter.

In these examples what is str d is, respectively, tense, the direction of exchange
of the flowers, transitive in contrast to intransitive, and active in contrast to
passive. This implies that the word in its totality is not under the domain of stress
but only a subpart of its total semantic content or a grammatical aspect covered by
the second word under consideration. In the same light one can also discuss anaphora.
According to Bresnan NSR needs information from the lexicon as to whether it will be
applied to a fully specified noun phrase or to a pronoun or a semipronoun like people
and thing. See for example:

27 The sin is shining.
28 It's shining.
29 A propésal was made.
30 They arrived.

Bresnan argues correctly inasfar as these sentences are concerned that the ordering
hypothesis predicts that when the subject of the derlying sen is pronominal,
the primary stress will fall on the verb. Her conclusion, however, ('Thus the ordering
hypothesis is confirmed rather than disconfirmed by the examples') is not correct be-
cause it leaves open the question of whether or not the NSR ought to be applied after
lexical insertion and the syntactic transformations. The semantic specification, e.g.
by means of the iota-operator or by means of noun phrase descriptions specifying the
arguments in the proposition(McCawley(1970)), is a sufficient explanation for the
prediction of sentence stress in these cases, under the condition that one takes the
view that the transformational cycle does not affect sentence stress assignment.

ad ¢ Br an's arg to a that word stress assignment by means of the MSR
precedes the sentence stress assignment by means of the NSR is that intuitively the
principle of the phonological cycle states that the stress pattern of the whole is

a function of the stress patterns of the parts. In fact she does not present any ar-
gument for taking MSR applying before NSR. Intuitively the opposite could be argued
also. Namely, if the primary sentence stress is on the subject/object/etc. then the
primary sentence stress is on the primary stress of the subject- or object-phrase.
1f the primary phrasal stress is on the word X of the phrase in question then both
the primary phrasal and the primary sentence stress are on the primary word stress
of that word. Such an alternative solution implies the possibility of accounting for
stress shift in nominalizations as a result of lexical ideosyncracies of English
which such shifts as confium-confirumation actually are(at least in comparison with
other languages as Latin, French, German and putchl). 1f McCawley's last stated pos-
sibility in 'Lexical insertion' is correct, i.e. that nominalization takes place be-
fore lexical insertion and that furthermore, affixes are not necessarily stress-
neutral, then the present stress shift can be accounted for before lexical insertion.

ad d The last point to be accounted for in order to prove the correctness of the or-
dering hypothesis is whether or not syntactic transformations influence the under-
lying intonational pattern. Inasfar as Bresnan's standpoint is concerned, she states
explicitly that according to her the syntactic transformations do not influence the
sentence stress assignment:'However, the ordering hypothesis permits the fundamental
stress relations established in the underlying structure to be presented through the
syntactic derivation'(Bresnan(1972,p.330). In other words there is no argument
available to hypothesize that NSR applies after the syntactic transformations. Her
conclusion that the ordering hypothesis provides an explanation of certain correla-
tions of meaning and stress is correct. It can be questioned, however, whether the
present ordering hypothesis expresses this relationship clearly enough. Actually it
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is clear, in Bresnan's standpoint also, that such notions as subject and predicate
are essential for sentence stress. It is nothing more than an absurdity to obscure
or even neglect this very relationship in the description.

In sum, it can safely be stated that Bresnan's proposed ordering hypothesis is not
argued at all inasfar as the sentence stress assignment is concerned. She doesn't
present any argument for the assumption that the NSR ought to apply after lexical
insertion and word stress, nor that it applies after the syntactic transformations.
Furthermore, Bresnan's hypothesis may well indeed describe sentence stress correctly.
However, it can be questioned whether her solution is the most natural and simple one.
Finally, her remark that stress assignment may serve as an argument against the trans-
formationalist hypothesis of generative semantics and for the lexicalist hypothesis
of the extended standard theory does not hold.

11I The Topical Stress Rule and the Rhythm Rule

Bresnan deals with two phenomena which are problematic for the application of the NSR
in Chomsky and Halle(1968), namely topical stress and the rhythm rule. The first phe-
nomenon deals with for example the fact that in some cases the stress is placed on
the subject instead of on the verb, which would be expected from the NSR. For example:

31 The sin is shining.
32 A mdn is working.

Actually Bresnan claims that there is an optionality in these cases for stress as-
signment. See for instance:

33 The sun is disappéaring.

Topical stress is partly structurally dependent according to Bresnan. However, I dis-
agree here with her observation. I feel that (33) is contrastive or at least emphatic,
because of its impossibility in such contexts as:

33a *Look, the sun is disappéaring.

Therefore, I think that in (31) and (32) the sentence stress is not optionally but
obligatorily on the subject. This implies that neither the NSR nor the revised NSR
of Bresnan's can account for this peculiar sentence stress assignment with other than
ad-hoc rules.

The second problem is concerned with the VP if this constituent consists of more than
one NP. NSR does not predict the correct sentence stress in that case. In order to
arrive at a descriptively adequate solution it is formulated that all elements to the
right of the verb should retain primary stress until the late application of the
'Rhythm Rule'. By this Rhythm Rule the rightmost element retains its primary stress;
all other primary stresses are reduced by one. As an illustration of how stress is
assigned according to Bresnan's 'Revised NSR', see:

" "P/T\""
| v N:P\F

John gh'res agirl a bolok

2 1 1 first application
2 3 1 1 second application
2 3 2 1 Rhythm Rule
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This solution runs into difficulties if the NP having ultimately primary stress is
replaced by a pronoun. For example:

35 John gives a girl something.

This stress assignment can only be accounted for if some general conventions can be
formulated that NP's that will be substituted by a pronoun are stress neutral. This,
however, runs into difficulties for such sentences as:

36 Look, a m&n gives it to her.
37 Listen, a spy invited me.

The 'Revised NSR' predicts that the primary stress is on the verb in these cases.
Furthermore, it can not account for such particular stress shifts in sentences like:

38 Willy had his finger in a crevice.
39 Willy puts his finger in a crévice.?)

An additional problem is that after the application of the Rhythm Rule the subject
stress and the reduced stresses of the VP are presented as equal. In general this
stress equality is hardly to be observed. In section (IV), however, there will be
presented experimental evidence that this equality does not hold. Of course a de-
scription of sentence stress which does not need such special restrictions as for-
mulated in both the Topical Stress Rule and the Rhythm Rule is preferred.

IV Experimental evidence.

It is the author's opinion that it is very difficult to make valid judgements in-
tuitively on sentence stress. Especially, when dealing with more complicated sen-
tences. Be it possible to examine primary stress, and eventually secondary stress,
all other stresses resist a systematic observation. Still these stresses are pre-
dicted by the NSR. One needs therefore some help of other judges, which implies an
experimental design. In the next sections an exploratory experiment on the judgement
of sentence stress will be reported.

1 Method

An exploratory study was designed in order to confirm the linguistic intuitions which
formed the basis of the conclusions described in section I. Adult subjects were asked
to determine the primary stress of 47 sentences. Such a task delivers also the possi-
bility of accounting for distinct lower stresses. For, it can be hypothesized, that
the secondary stress has a bigger distracting value in the judgement on primary sen-
tence stress assignment than the tertiary sentence stress. The following sentence
types were used:

I Seven sentences of the form subject, object, indirect object, verb, with
regular word order and a preposition before the indirect object, e.g.:

40 De zanger wil voor Dolf het bruidskoor zingen.
The singer wants for Dolf the bridal chorus to sing(=The singer wants to sing
the bridal chorus for Dolf).

41 De firma moet aan Ketjen de handelsnaam afstaan,
The firm must to Ketjen the trade name surrender (=The firm must surrender the
trade name to Ketjen).

II Five sentences identical to Type I, except that they lack the preposition
before the indirect object:

42 Een praatje kan een winkelier een schadepost bezorgen.
A rumour can a shopkeeper a loss (=A rumour can cause a shopkeeper a loss)

III Eleven sentences identical to Type I except that the indirect object be-
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gins the sentence:

voor Shell laat de minister het meer dempen.

For Shell lets the minister the lake fill up(=For Shell, the minister is having
the lake filled up)

43

1v Four sentences with an indirect object and an optional directional object:
44 pe man brengt het geld naar de bank.
The man brings the money to the bank.
v Six sentences with optional direct objects and directional objects:
45 pe man reed de wagen de garage in.
The man drove the car the garage into(=The man drove the car into the garage)
vl Five sentences with obligatory direct objects and directional objects:
46 pe wind dreef de ballon naar het oosten.

The wind drove the balloon to the east.

VII Four sentences with a progressive construction(expressed by 'zijn aan het'
plus infinitive), in which either a directional object or a prepositional ob-
ject occur: S

47 cruyffie was ballen op doel aan het schieten.
cruyffie was balls at goal shooting(=Cruyffie was shooting balls at the goal)

VIII Five sentences with the progressive construction, in which a direct ob-
ject and an indirect object construction also occur:

48 Juultje was haar personeel instructies aan het geven.
Juultje was her personnel instructions giving(=Juultje was giving her person-
nel instructions)

Care was taken that the words which were expected to receive primary stress occurred
in different places in the various sentences. All the sentences consisted of eight
words, of which four were content words and four were function words. The subjects
were asked to indicate on a score sheet which word in each sentence received the em-
phasis. The sentences were presented in written form. The word 'emphasis'(nadruk) was
used because it seemed the most neutral term.

2 Hypotheses

The first, general hypothesis states that the stress falls on content words, not on
function words. The mathematical probability of the stress falling on function words
is .5. The second hypothesis is that stress is assigned to different grammatical
functions, according to the sentence type. The third hypothesis is described fully
in section I.

3 Subjects

Ten adults, eight male and two female, served as subjects. They came from different
areas of the Netherlands, and had at least a high school training.

4 Results

4.1 Hypothesis 1
Only 10 of the 460 primary stresses scored fell on function words (2.2 %).

4.2 Hypotheses 2 and 3

The following table gives data concerning the relationship between stress assignment
in the different sentence types and grammatical function.
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49 subject indirect direct preposition verb function

object object constituent word
I 11 22 35 - 0 2
II 18 4 26 - 1 1
IIx 17 50 33 - 6 4
v 4 - 5 28 2 1
\4 18 - 13 26 3 0
vI 12 - 9 27 0 2
vII 12 - (2) 26 0 0
VIII 14 8 27 - 1 0

A correlation, calculated using Chi-square, was significant at p < .001. The fre-
quency of stress assignment to any grammatical function was affected by sentence
type exactly according to the expectations described in section I,3.

V Discussion.

It should once again be pointed out that the results of this study must be considered
with reservation. The discussion that follows should also be considered speculative,
in the sense that the results of a preliminary study with a very small sample (47
sentences) are being generalized to the population.

Vv,1 Sentence types I, II, and III.

For a good overview it is desirable to examine the results sentence type by sentence
type. The following table gives the results for subject, indirect object, (direct)
object, and verb for sentences of types I, II, and III.

50 subject indirect object object verb
I 11 22 35 0
I1 18 4 26 1
II1 17 50 33 6
total 46 76 94 7

One can see from the total score that the frequency increases with grammatical func-
tion in the following way:

51 vV § 10 ©

This order is precisely what was predicted in section I,1. The order of stress pref-
erence is also accounted for by Bresnan's 'Revised NSR" except for the fact that the
experimental subjects do not agree with the prediction that the subject and the in-
direct object are equally stressed. It should, however, be noted that the results

for the indirect object are rather strange for some sentence types. For type II, the
indirect object has a lower score than the subject; for type III, the indirect ob-
ject has a higher score than the object. Thus, the scores per cell are to a certain
extent determined by sentence type. This means that only the indirect objects receive
different evaluations, depending on the type. These evaluations run parallel with the
linguistic considerations that indirect objects marked with prepositions (type I) and
preposing (type III) possibly imply a special emphasis. It also seems possible that
the position of the indirect object in (35) can be attributed to factors of context
sensitivity. One could be content to stop with the above-described delimitations of
preference in sentence stress assignment. From the preceding discussion, however, it
is clear that neither the NSR nor the 'Revised NSR' predicts the actual stress on

the subject if there is no object in the underlying structure. A valid account of
sentence stress has to predict the following preferences of sentence stress:
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1 a V-S
5 b V-S-10-0
¢ V-5-0

This means that on the basis of the results obtained in this study (leaving the in-
direct object out of consideration) the following underlying structure exists:

52 v-5-0

This is a remarkable result in the light of current discussions about stress assign-
pent and formation of linguistic theory. The NSR seems only in case (c) to be an al-
ternative formulation of the reqularities given in section I, which were based on
grammatical function, while the 'Revised NSR' of Bresnan's(1972) needs some special
conventions and specifications on the Topical Stress Rule and the Rhytha Rule to ac-
count for some peculiarities in sentence stress assignment in types (51) a and b.
(see also III: The Topical Stress Rule and the Rhythm Rule). Types (51) a, b, and ¢,
nowever, can be accounted for if one starts from McCawley's(1970) proposal. He sug-
gests primarily on transformational grounds, that the underlying order of elements
is VS0, going along with the view that the VP should no longer be considered a 'ma-
jor' category. Bresnan rejects McCawley's proposal on the following grounds. In
McCawley it is included that intransitive verbs precede their subjects during the
entire transformational cycle. This implies that:

53 Jésus wgpt.
and not
54 Jgsus wépt.

would be the normal surface structure stress pattern in these cases. However, Bres-
nan's proposal fails, b it is based on the assumption that sentence stress is
assigned after word stress (that is, after lexical insertion). Wept does indeed get
the primary stress, but this is connected to the fact that Jesus is a proper noun.
As was mentioned in section I, proper nouns may cause changes in stress patterns,
at least if one assumes that the most neutral nocminal constituents are those with
indefinite articles. For example:

55 Hij zei dat er een n&n woont.
He said that there a man lives(=He said that a man lives there)
56 Hij zag dat een vlieqtulq overvloog.
He saw that a plane flew over(=He saw a plane fly over)
57 A blrd is s ging.
58 There is a bird singing.

59 Het zingen van een a
The singing of a man.
60 Het zingen van de man.

The singing of the man.

In other words, it is the status of nominal constituents as definite or indefinite
(a distinction which is both syntactically and semantically relevant) which is de-
cisive for sentence stress, and not various other surface lexical features. Because
grammatical functions as subject, object, and the like, actually are rather sesantic
than syntactic phenomena it seems possible to hypothesize that stress is assigned
according to semantic-cognitive principles. Such a hypothesis is the more attractive
if one realizes that changes in meaning (e.g. definite vs. indefinite) apparently
cause stress shift. Especially McCawley's proposal on ic repr fon in
which underlying VSO-order is accounted for ought to be paid attention to.




By an interesting, and furthermore illustrative coincidence, the indirect object,
which produced some results difficult to explain in sentence types I, II, and III,
is also problematic for McCawley's theory in those cases where Dative Movement is
applied. However, this problem disappears for both formulations if the two sentences:

61 I gave ten dollars to Max.
and
62 1 gave Max ten dollars.

are not any longer considered to be optional variants, but to be sentences which
differ in topic and comment. The neutral sentence in this case is (62).

V,2 Sentence types IV, V, and VI,

The results for sentence types IV, V, and VI are given in the following table:

63 subject object directional object verb
v 4 S 28 2
v 18 13 26 3
vI 12 9 27 -
total 34 27 81 5

Excet for sentence type IV, the total scores for S and O give the same picture as
the scores taken apart for the different sentence types. This means that the under-
lying order must be:

64 V-0-S-DO
This result conflicts with what was expected (V-S-DO-0). See, for example:
65 Een man plakte een postzegel op een envelop.
A man stuck a stamp on an envelope.
66 De man reed de wagen de garage in.
/ The man drove the car the garage into.
67 Een bakker bracht een brood naar een klant.
A baker brought a loaf to a customer.
68 Een man plakte iets op een envelop.

A man stuck something on an envelope.

It is difficult with such a small amount of material to explain these differences.
The most logical explanation is that the subjects have taken the sentences not as
neutral, but as functioning within some context. In any case care will be taken in
the definitive experiment that subjects choose the neutral interpretation as basis
for their judgements. This can be done by giving the sentence a highly determining
context, for example: ‘Have you heard, test sentence’ or 'Look, test sentence'.
Other possibly confounding variables are the pre- or post-poging of the prepositions
in Dutch, the differences in articles (definite and indefinite), the lack of an ar-
ticle (as in 'op doel schieten'), and perhaps also the proper nouns, which for pur-
poses of the test-design were assumed to be equivalent to NP's with definite arti-
cles. If the results of the definitive experiment will be identical to the above,
even with the added precautions described, then this can only be explained within
the VSO point of view in the following way:

i the traditional directional object is in fact, as assumed in the description of
the sentence types, a sort of d i r e ¢ t object which follows verbs of movement.
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such a line of reasoning receives some support from results of the do-so test,
which seem to reveal that the directional object is inherently related to the verb.

ii if a sentence has an object as well as a directional object, the directional
object appears as the object and the V+0 combination becomes a verbal unit: this
verbal unit names an action such as 'balschieten'(ball-shooting), 'postzegelplak-
ken' (stamp-sticking), etc.; these names can be the answers to questions like 'What
is X doing?' The basic assumption in such a proposal is that the verb shows greater
cohesion with the object than with the directional object. A possible paraphrase of
such sentences as:

69 cruyffie schiet ballen op het doel.
Cruyffie shoots balls at the goal.

pust be something like:

70 cruyffie veroorzaakt dat het wordt dat de bal naar het doel beweegt.
cruyffie causes the ball to become moved to the goal.

This can be diagrammed in the following way:
. / 7\
v NP NP
[ I |
CAUSE Cruyffie /s\
v
|

BECOME
MOVE TO Ball Goal

TR STR

Predicate Raising
———=) CAUSE BECOME MOVE TO Cruyffie ball goal

The only anomaly in the results not accounted for in the diagram of (71) is the fact
that the subject in these cases has a higher preference for stress than the cbject.
It should be noticed, however, that we are dealing here with a very small difference
with respect to the preference of stress, namely: 26 to 34 out of a set of 150 op-
tions. The definitive experiment has to account for this uncertainty. The verbal
unit interpretation according to which 'MOVE TO + Ball' functions as a predicate

to be raised, delivers the following result of predicate raising: CAUSE BECOME

Ball MOVE TO Cruyffie goal. This description is in accordance with the results of
63).

V,3 Sentence type VII.

The results for sentence type VII, which consisted of sentences containing a progres-
sive construction with a directional object or prepositional object, are given in the
following table:

7”2 subject directional/prepositional object verb

vII 12 26 0
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In terms of the extended NSR, this means that the underlying order of elements must
be:

73 V-S-DO/PO

It will be clear that the line of reasoning proposed above for the directional ob-
ject holds as well for the prepositional object. Thus it can be proposed for this
sentence type that:

i the VSO order is reflected in it;
ii the progressive construction does not influence the sentence stress assignment.

This last point is a new argument in favor of the point of view defended in this pa-
per, that sentence stress is assigned before the transformational cycle.

V,4 Sentence type VIII.

The sentences of the last type also contained progressive constructions; the objects,
indirect objects, and subjects from types I, II, and III were used in the construc-
tion of these sentences. The scores obtained were:

74 subject indirect object object verb
VIIX 14 8 27 1

Interpreted according to our proposal, this means that the underlying order is:
75 V-10-S-0

Since in this sentence type aan and V00X were not used (as they were in sentence
type 1), nor was there emphatic preposing causing the indirect object to take the
first position (as in sentence type III), sentence type VIII can perhaps best be
compared to sentence type II. The results for sentence types II and VIII give the
same order of elements, so it can be proposed for VIII as well that the VSO point
of view is supported and that cyclic transformations take place after stress as-

signment.

VI Conclusions

Stress assignment within sentences by experimental subjects can generally be ac-
counted for by the Chomsky and Halle hypothesis (the NSR, 1968). Some apparent ex-
ceptions can be handled if the NSR is to be extended by means of the so-called
'Topical Stress Rule' and the 'Rhythm Rule' as well (Bresnan(1971,1972)). The for-
mer rule operates on the NP-VP distinction, the latter on the V-NP distinction
within the VP. Ultimately, these two modifying stress rules are counter evidence
for a NP-VP analysis of sentences, which implies that the NSR cannot be applied
anymore. Van der Geest's(1970) proposal can actually account for the result of the
pilot experiment. The results which were in conflict with the basic theory under-
lying the Chomsky-Halle hypothesis, as that is worked out by Chomsky(1965), support
the alternative theory of McCawley's(1970), in its way of dealing with the under-
lying order of grammatical functions, predicate raising as one of the basic prin-
ciples of generative semantics, and the semantic representation as the only pre-
transformational component. A question which must now be dealt with is whether the
topic-comment distinction should be maintained as a basis for stress assignment in
the neutral sentence. If it is maintained, the distinction must formulate the same
facts as the extended NSR does, which would naturally imply a doubling of the num-
ber of rules. The distinction between 'new' and ‘'given' as used in discussions of
topic and comment sounds in fact rather artificial for neutral sentences, especial-
ly since these sentences are mostly described as completely 'new', thus as sentences
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vhich apparently consist only of comment(see Dahl(1969), Kraak(1970), Schermer-
vermeer (1971) for discussion).

A phenomenon closely related to the notions of topic and comment is what is called
texpectation-line' by Hubers(1972), but for which I maintain for practical descrip-
tive purposes the term ‘presupposition'3). Although the normal stress contour in
Pgedlcate sentences is on the predicate, as in:

76 The Tower is a prison.
7 Black is béautiful.
78 This dog is my Sunt's.

there are neutral predicate sentences with different stress assignment, for example:

79 The mfcrophone is defect.

80 My c&r was broken.

81 The quéen is ill.

82 Your tdil-light is out of order.

In all these sentences it is situationally presupposed that hing is wrong; (79)
for example, if said in a repair shop; in (80) it is known that the speaker was too
Jate for his appointment; in (81) it is clear from the way of behaving that there
is something the matter; (82) can be a new or isolated utterance to warn somebody
that something is wrong. In these situations it is not necessary even to realize
the predicate:

79a The microphone.

80a My car.

gla The queen.

82a Your tail-light, sir.

This is the more illustrative if one realizes that (82a) depending on whether it is
day-light or night means:

82b Your tail-light is on.
or
82c Your tail-light is out of order.

respectively. Such seeming anomalies can more validly be accounted for in a seman-
tically than in a syntactically motivated theory of stress.

The most sensible conclusion seems to be that sentence stress is determined before
lexical insertion; thus, through various prelexical transformations the primary
stress is assigned to a semantic cluster, a semantic subtree, which then can be ex-
pressed with a word. This word then carries the sentence stress. These observations
lead to the following alternative Ordering Hypothesis:

i semantic deep structure

ii sentence stress assignment

il prelexical transformations

iv lexical insertion and word stress

v transformations (cyclic as well as pre- and post-cyclic)

Department of Linguistics
University of Amsterdam
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Notes

1

250

In these languages the affixes belonging to the verb-stem_con‘i}un are non-neutral.
See e.g. the infinitives confirmén, kongirmienen, confinmare and confirméren.
Bresnan's conclusion, that because of the stress shift in such pairs as confim
and confinmdtion the transformationalist's hypothesis is falsified, is incorrect.
It would namely imply that in French all possible forms of the verb déniver ought
to be in the lexicon. See e.g. derive, derivéz, derivons, etc. (See also Berman
and Szamosi (1972). According to Bresnan it is a dubious assumption that the or-
dering hypothesis is valid for other languages. This however, is a serious re-
striction of her proposal in terms of explanatory adequacy.

Examples are taken from Burt(1971). She assumes that in both sentences the con-
stituent 4{n @ crevice belongs to the VP.

Because 'expectation line' concentrates upon the hearer, and while presupposition
can be considered a mental activity of the speaker, the latter term seems the
better. Furthermore, in linguistic theory, presupposition can be dealt with at
the descriptive level. This is done actually by Morgan (1969), who considers them
as left branched sentences, because they act like previous sentences.



ONE PHONEME OR TWO? THE THEORY OF AFFRICATES COMPARED WITH THE THEORY OF DIPHTHONGS

B.L. ten Have

The syntagmatic complexity of word expressions is recognized in alphabetic writing.
Strong intuitions underlie our naive convictions about the linear segmentation of
speech expression. It is my intention here, developing upon the work of Martinet
(1939,1949 and 1965) especially, to make these intuitions explicit. I shall further
consider what the practice of linguists has been in deciding the problem of monopho-
nematicity in consonant systems (affricates in particular) and the implications of
this for vocalic systems and, finally, I shall try to explicate our Lntuitlons about
syntagmatic complexity by formulating criteria to decide the general case of ‘one
phoneme or two’.

The intuitive idea of phonemic simplicity versus complexity has four conspicuous
aspects:

1 judgment as to the 'homogeneity’ versus the ‘discontinuity’ of the expression;

2 judgment as to the ‘simultaneity’ versus the ’sequentiality’ of perceived parts
of the expression;

3 judgment as to the ’'integrality’ versus the
of the expression;

4 judgment as to the relative 'cohesiveness’ of the whole in respect to the ‘cohesive-
ness’ of the parts.

’

able independance’ of the parts

1 The naive approach to this problem would expect a physical acoustic or phonetic
homogeneity to underlie monophonematicity. The real situation is, of course, much
more complicated. Discontinuity in time m u s t underlie all sequential complexity,
with the possible exception of gemination; however, we have only to consider, for
example, the realization of the occlusive consonants to see that phonological segmen-
tation is not determined by the complexity in time of physical events in the realiza-
tion of word expressions. The initial consonant in the English word pit, for instance,
consists physically of an occlusion (probably inaudible), an interval of silence, an
explosion, an interval of frication, an interval of aspiration with vocal cords open
before the onset of phonation, and a vowel formant transition partly realized in the
noise of aspiration. And yet, there can be no doubt as to our perceived impression

of homogeneity.

In our intuitions as to vocalic complexity, we are even more likely to be deceived

as to the physical facts. The definition of a monophthong as a vocalic nucleus in
which the vowel quality does not change is no longer acceptable. We know that in such
a word as bit, vowel quality as represented by formant positions changes almost con-
tinuously through the nucleus. Nevertheless, these changes are perceived as pertaining,
not to the vowel, but to its envir . Our definitions of phonetic
monophthongs and diphthongs obviously must be revised to provide for this contextual
interaction: a phonetic monophthong is a syllabic nucleus in which the only variations
in formant heiqhts are random or result from contextual interaction with adjacent

h - A tic diphthong is a syllabic nucleus in which there are non-random
chanqes in £ornant heiqht not resultinq from contextual interaction.

2 But what justifies our treatment of the sequence of physical events in the real-
ization of a stop consonant as mere moments in the realization of the simultaneous
unity of the whole consonant? There is no doubt a perceptual unity, but can this be
other than conditioned by the functional ’‘simultaneity’ of the ensemble of distinctive
features that constitute the phoneme? Here, functional simultaneity means simply the
impossibility of rearranging the sequence of physical events in a different order to
produce a different word expression with a different meaning.



3 The intuition of simplicity certainly contains the notion of constituent 'integ-
rality’,i.e. the putative parts are seen as not all capable of independent existence.
Not all the parts of an integral whole may be capable of functioning themselves as
independent wholes, as for instance, the hushing fricative release of the occlusion
in the Spanish affricate in mucho.There simply is no phoneme with the realization

[f] in castilian Spanish, therefore [tf) must be a unitary phoneme.

4 Relative 'cohesiveness’ is a quality which derives from the ability of the whole

to function as a unit. In any case where the whole has greater freedom of combinability
than its putative parts it has greater cohesiveness than the parts and should terminate
analysis. This notion has received clear formulation by F.W. Householder (Word 20,1964,
suppl.p.18):"...a seq of phe c t have a wider distribution or a higher
frequency than its component phonemes have separately..."

One picuous K of the well known Smith and Trager treatment of the English
vowels was their failure to recognize this principle: even if we accept that the
vowel of English bay is a diphthong consisting of the vowel in bet, i.e.[ €], followed
by the consonant initial of yetf, i.e. [j], we must still reject the phonemic analysis
[ €3] = /e3/ because [ €3] can occur in all the functions of the English open syllable
vowels while neither [€] nor [ j] has this capability.

In dealing with the problem of syntagmatic complexity, the affricates have generally
received more attention than have the diphthongs, and there is considerable agreement
among linguists in practice. Martinet distinguishes three typical cases:
1 First, there are such as that in Polish where €Zy and {rzy are opposed, as more
cphesive versus less cohesive types. In these cases, the more cohesive type may be
interpreted as a unitary phoneme and the other as a phoneme sequence. Such cases are
perhaps paralleled in the diphthongs by such examples as F'chl.(/tri!/, proper name)
versus Freeer (/'fri- /, comparative of f#ee) in some orthoepic pronunciations.
2 Secondly, there are cases of the type of Spanish mucho, where one element of the
affricate is the automatic accompaniment of the other and where the phonemic relevance
of such a sound feature as affrication is doubtful. Here we have a parallel with the
situation in the English ’diphthong’ in bay. This word may be pronounced with a 'homo-
geneous’ vocalic nucleus [be: ], or, more commonly, may be a phonetic diphthong [be}‘].
The diphthongal element may alternate freely with zero, however, without affecting

the meaning of the sign.

3 Thirdly, we have the typical case of the English affricates [ tf] and [d3) of church
. and fudge. The usual treatment of these turns on an argument with three steps:

a [tf] and [d3] belonc as a pair to the fortis-lenis correlation and must therefore
be accorded parallel treatment. If one is judged monophonematic, the other must be

as well.

b (Commutability and Householder’s principle). The affricate [65] occurs in all po-
sitions, initial, medial, and final, but the phoneme /3/ has no occurrence in initial
position in acceptable native word expressions. Therefore in initial position [d;]
mstebe regarded as a unitary phoneme /¥/ and [tf] likewise given similar treatment
as /&/.

¢ (Consistency of treatment). Although /3/ does occur in initial and final positions,
so that commmutation of [d] with zero is possible, there is no reason why in the in-
terest of consistency of treatment, the monophonematic treatment should not be ap-
plied in all positions.

Let us take by way of illustration the case of the diphthongs in modern Standard
English. Since the diphthongs have the same distribution as the system of vowels in
stressed open syllables, we may consider them in reference to this restricted sub-sys-
tem of the English vowels. The first necessary step in abstracting the system of
monophthongs is to examine all phonetic diphthongs to see if their diphthongization

is functionally relevant. So doing, we take note of an inventory of phonetic diphthongs,
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which, in addition to nuclei of the types exemplified in a) cow, sew, b) beer, bear,
poor, and c) buy, and boy, contains phonetic diphthongs of the types [beg], (s3],

[ xa9) (bay, saw, can) etc. These latter are found to be freely variable with [be:],

[ s9:]1, and [ ka: ], so that the diphthongization must be judged to be random and with-
out distinctive relevance. We may then put these into the structure of English

stressed open syllable monophthongs, which is organized on the basis of the following

oppositions:

1 c 1o s e (having buccal cavity constriction)~ o P e n (without buccal cavity con-

striction;
2 wide pharynx~contracted Pharynx;

3 high (tongue forward and high)~ 1 o w (tongue somewhat retracted and lowered) ;

4 front (narrowing at F, front sound velocity zero)~b a ¢ k (narrowing at P,
back sound velocity maximum);
S rounded (lips rounded or vocal tract lenghtened)~ unrounded .

These form a structure as below:

WIDE PHARYNX CONTRACTED PHARYNX

‘ Y
front: back ‘
1 '
high i ru D
(bee) ' (Lou) H
CLOSE g '
' H
low e !
(bay) | / '
' :
OPEN 2 : 3 : a
(exr) , (saw) 1 (car)
1

The phonemic diphthongs as such fall into two main groups:

1 those based on a transition from open to c1lo s e, producing an essential
change in Fp height, and

2 those based on a transition from close to open, producing an ial
rige in Fy.

The first group is subdivided by the opposition front ~ b a c k which is com-
patible with the feature c los e .

I Open to c¢1lose diphthongs:
a Back ¢ 1ose diphthongs, F, falling:
l[ay‘]asincow:tmnsitionfxon open,contracted pharyn
unrounded to (backl)close,wide pharynx,
rounded.

2 [@y] as in sew: transition fron open,unrounded, to (back)
close, rounded. In some usages another diphthong [ay] is found
in place of this in all the same lexical items; this involves a transition
from open,contracted pharynx,to(backlclose
wide pharynx.

b Front close diphthongs, F, rising:
1 [ai] as in buy: transition from open,contracted pharyn
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to(front),close , wide pharynx.

2 [a}]asinboy: transition from open ,contracted pharynx,
rounded to(front)close,wide pharynx, un-
rounded.

IIClose to open diphthongs, Fy rising:
1 [iQ@) as in beer: transition from (front hig
2 [e®) as in bear: transition from (front low
3 [u9) as in poor: transition from (back)clos

J)close to open .,
close to open .
t

Organisation of the Phonemic Diphthongs

Front Back
contracteq 2% (buy)(unround.) au (cow)
el pharynx 9i (boy) (round.) (ou) }
s B a2 AL AW
wide phatynx ou
Close to Open high i8 (beer) ua (poor)
low e® (bear)

The question remains to be decided as to whether diphthongization results from the
addition of a distinctive feature to a given archiphoneme or from an addition of a

ive ph in q with a given phoneme segment. Do we have to do with
unitary phonemes or monosyllabic vowel sequences in the case of the Englishdiphthongs?
The criterion of functional sequentiality is the possibility of reversing the sequence,
and in the case of [ai] and [ 2i] this possibility is certainly non-existent after an
initial consonant. The same is true for [eu], although such forms as Dwight and Guade-
Lou.pe might provide some arguments. Still the criterion of parallelism requires us
to accord similar treatment to [au] and [sul]. The diphthongs (i3], [e3], and [ug)
are not reversible because sequences of /®/ plus a stressed vowel are a).ways ngen
bisyllabic realization. The nuclei in 4e¢w and poor can not be regarded as symmetrical
since the reversed sequence has the peak of sonority situated on a different consti-
tuent. We shall, therefore, prefer to treat each of these English diphthongs as a uni-
tary phoneme. Let us note diphthongization of the close vowels with a trema, and of
the open vowels with an acute accent for f ront closing and a grave accent
for back closing diphthongs. The English stressed open syllable nucleus
structure then takes on the following aspect:

if ud

28 23 da &
(3)

Thus diphthongization can be handled in distinctive feature terms with only one addi-
tional opposition: 6) diphthongal~monophthongal, since 4)
front ~back is already in our inventory and is now seen to be compatible not
only with monophthongal,close but also with the feature d i p h -
thongal.

Let us then conclude with an inventory of the criteria which we have considered for
deciding cases of ‘one phoneme or two’. These are:
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Relevant ex i stence (does alternation with zero change the meaning?).
Relevant sequentiality or simultanedity (can rever-
sal of sequence of putative parts change meaning? Reversal of sequence must preserve
symmetry with respect to peak of sonority in languages with word accent or vowel AJ
semivowel opposition.

commutation with zero of one of the parts (is one part incapable of
functioning as independent phoneme?).

Analyticity (Householder’s rule).

parallelism (like complexes must receive like treatment).
consistency for all syntactic positions (the same complex should be either
monophonematic or sequential in all positions in which it can occur).
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MARKING CONVENTIONS FOR LIQUIDS

Norval S.H. Smith

In this paper I will discuss the problems involved in the setting up of marking con-
ventions for liquids. The first problem here is to define what, phonologically, a
liquid is. If we take English for example we can set up the following system for the
underlying non-syllabics:

LABIAL DENT/ALV PAL-ALV VELAR

STOPS p t tf 3
b d d3 g
FRICATIVES £ 8 s f x
v z 3
NASALS o n n
LIQUIDS 1 r
SEMIVOWELS w 3

Bere, the units that are phonetically approximants, i.e. sounds that have a ‘range of
cross-sectional channel areas somewhat larger than fricatives’ (description of Catford
(1968), but are non-nasal, behave differently phonologically from te cther units,Thus
they are the only units that can follow initial stops. Within the class of non-nasal
approximants we can distinguish between the liquids and semivowels because of their
differing phonological behaviour. Thus the semivowels have phonological relationships
with vowels and different distributional possibilities after vowels (superficially:
at a deep level they do not exist in this position). The liquids differ from other
groups such as the stops, fricatives and nasals in that they do not occur in so many
of the colums of the above table representing the different places of articulation.
Thus the definition of a liquid is here largely a distributional one. Now it is true
for many languages that they have a non-syllabic system very similar in essence to
that given above for English. For example:

Dagbani (Ladefoged,1968)

LABIAL ALVEOLAR PAL-ALV VELAR LAB-VEL

STOPS p t tf k i‘t

b d 43 g gi
FRICATIVES £ s f

v z 3 Y
NASALS n n »n n L))
LIQUIDS 1
SEMIVOWELS w b]

Tojolabal (Bockett,1955)

LABIAL ALVEOLAR i) 1ii) PAL~-ALV VELAR

STOPS P t ts tf kK ?
p' t' ts' tIu x*
FRICATIVES s S h
NASALS n n
LIQUIDS 1 =
SEMIVOWELS 3 w

The phonological liquids have certain normal features as far as their phonetic real-
ization is concerned. Thus they are normally coronal or palatal approximants, trills,
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£1aps. However in some languages certain fricatives appear also to act as
or

t‘p!:
yiquids: the liquids may have quit

e language € varied phonatj
:n 1ised as /r/ in English appears in different dtaxzc::G::-::tzs):;o::-

e
n
e uqu‘deolar tap, post-alveolar approximant, Post-alveolar fricative, retroflex

alv roximant. In French for /r/
rills uvular app We get (Ladef, ed
:ppf""“':s:iu trills, uvular approximants and uvular fricatlves?quh;:gz:)1:1:20:.::

erillse £ all these sounds that allows them to function equivalently 1 gon't Kidar

stic © must be some common factor. It fg al
a there SO clear that some 2
2% cl:aﬁzu ids in some languages and not in others. Thus the voiceless 1::::: g::c—

5 1d,1972) where it §
cern @ id in Kalinga (Reid, $ the allopho,
ative 1;‘1’ :,:,Z:tioh- In Kutchin however where we have the foli’ov
it

in in

ne of /1/ occurring
ing part-system:

t ot te ts e ff o, v
eh ex? co ¢sh ts?P tj'h tsh xh xh
t' t3’ te' ts' Csy' tIn ts' kv kw,

3 9 s s¥ s x x¥

1 d z zy z ] ‘"

2 clear that neither /1/ or /i/ is functioning as a liquid but ¢
it isozu;;:re to be regarded as fricatives. - e
are
liquids may sometimes be li

h as we have seen above realised as fricatives, this
Alth‘“r‘z and we will assume that underlyingly all liquids are sonorant and ther;tore
istr;dcatives from a phonological point of view.
no'

1 will now briefly remind the reader of the functions of marking conventions, In the
first place marking conventions define thg complexity of phonological systems, rules
configurations etc. They do this by defining, for every feature, in a given context,
which of the two possible va}ues (plus ox.' minus) of that feature is more normal, nat-
ural and therefore unmarked in that particular context. This has its most obvious
utilization in the lexicon, in the specification of lexical redundancy. Thus unmarked
feature values can be employed to express the redundant portions of lexical entries.
These unmarked values are regarded as having no cost. It is frequently the case that
if a particular neutralization exists in lexical representations in a particular en-
vironment that we get the unmarked member of this neutralization occurring. Thus in
English the only initial clusters involving two true ts (i.e. +cc tal,
-vocalic) are /sp st sk sm sn/. Here /s/ is defined as being unmarked for every fea-
ture except that of (consonantal) and (segment). Thus it is the maximally unmarked
consonant in this environment. However it appears not always to be the unmarked term
that occurs in a neutralization situation. What do we do here? It is quite clear that
we cannot logically employ marked values of features in lexical representations in
such a situation. It is suggested by Postal(1968) that we should enter unmarked
values of features here and later produce the correct result by a later rule. Thus
in the Swiss German dialect of Zdrich (cf. Smith and Van Riemsdijk, in preparation)
we get the following cases where the first two segments of a morpheme are true con-
sonants.,

3p 3t zk (— zkx)

3m %n
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Here, ignoring the problem of the tenseness of the initials, we can say that in four
cases we get /3/ which is marked for (¥ anterior) and thus not the unmarked consonant
that /z/ is. If we entered morphemes with these clusters in the lexicon as beginning
with /3/, then their initial would be (m anterior). But what would this mean? We can
hardly have a marked term in an opposition if there is no unmarked term in contrast
with it. Thus we should, adopting postal’s suggestion, represent these neutralised
cases all with the unmarked feature-value of (anterior) and ‘correct’ things with a
later rule. Thus we would be representing these clusters in the lexicon as:

z2p 2t zk
zm zn

It is at least interesting that this is the assumed course of historical events in
German.

Another function that has been given to marking conventions is that of aiding in
the operation of the evaluation measure. Thus since Chomksy and Halle assumed an
evaluation measure that counted symbols, they introduced the concept of ‘linking’,
whereby if we have a rule 1)

1 x — o/ ¥[gl

2 (w6 —> (36) / [E]
w

whereby if “"rule 1) applies to a segment containing X in the context Y@z, it

assigns to this segment the feature specification (aF) in the usual way. If further-
more, the segment to which 1) has applied meets the condition W of 2) then the feature
specification (BG) is automatically assigned to that segment. In order to prevent the
assignation of (8G) rule 1) will have to be made more complex in some way"(Chomsky
and Halle,1968). Thus the rule that brings about the more unmarked situation will be
cheaper to state since it can be much abbreviated by the linking use of marking con-
ventions.

After these basic remarks I would like now to turn to the basic problem at issue.

How to find marking conventions for liquids? Chomsky and Halle give us the following
conventions:

[woc amaiy [-nas]

+cons +son

(u ant) — (+ ant)
(+ ant) —— (+ cor)
(ucor) — (+ cor)
(- cor) —> (- lat)
(u lat) — (+ lat)
(u cont) —— (+cont)

One convention here that is simply wrong is the fifth. Chomsky and Halle claim that
this excludes lateral uvulars. I don’t wish to claim that lateral uvulars exist but
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this convention also excludes palatal lateral liquids which exist in a number of
languages. Here we can formulate two new conventions quite simply:

(u cor) — (+cor) / (u lat)
(=cor) —— (-back) / (+lat)

of which the second will follow the conventions for (lat). A problem also arises
with the last convention. This seems to allow for the existence of non-continuant
liquids. Since Chomsky and Halle suggest that trills and taps are continuantsit is
difficult to imagine what these non-continuant liquids could be. For this reason I
suggest a change here by dropping this convention and altering the first convention

to
+voc -nas
[=] — [.m
+cont

Let us now turn to the much more important problem of what the unmarked liquid is.
How can we find this out? Four areas of study suggest themselves. These are cross-
language distribution, language-internal distribution, historical change and devel-
opmental factors. As regards the first we can look at the languages with only one
type of liquid. All other things being equal we should expect the most unmarked
liquid to occur most often under such a situation. I have of course not looked at
every language but I have a good number from each continent. They divide between
lateral (always /1/) and nonlateral as follows:

AMERICA EUROPE ASIA AFRICA OCEANIA

/x/ 43 - 7 18 14

/x/ 16 - 1 10 2
This data is rather skewed in parts. Thus 13 out of the 15 Oceanic languages are
from the Philippines. However the American and African languages considered are
fairly well distributed. Within individual languages with only a single liquid
phonological unit we sometimes find (1) and (r) in complementary distribution. A case
of this occurs in Ewe, a W.African language. Here the liquid, normally (1), varies
between (1) and (r) initially after consonants. Thus we get (Ladefoged,1968):

pl tr ter k1l fpl

bl dr dzr gl  gbl

ml nr 9l
#l £l sr x1
gl vl yl

ir hl wl

Here we have a clear situation, (r) after coronals and (1) after non-coronals. In
English, as in many other languages, despite the existence of more than one liquid,

we get similar patterns, e.g.



pl pr tr kl kr spl spr
bl br dr gl gr str
£1  fr 6rsl[r skl skr

Note here too the non-occurrence of tl, dl, 81 etc. For an Asian example compare
Laven, a Laotian language (Ferlus,1972):

pl pr tr cr k1 kr

B b ar ' q  or

Sr

Here again we have no tl, dl etc. We can say, therefore, that after a coronal, the
unmarked liquid is a non-lateral. when /tl/ occurs it seems mostly to be a single
unit, a lateral affricate, as for instance in the example of Kutchin quoted above.
/tl/ does of course occur in some languages as a sequence, but here it will be a
doubly marked sequence. The liquid will be marked for the feature (lateral) and the
stop would be presumably marked in its place features since it is less normal before
/1/ than /p/ or /k/. A language with this sequence is Scottish Gaelic.

As far as historical evidence is concerned, we probably know too little at the moment
to make a judgement of any value. We know, for instance, that changes of /1/ to /x/
and of /r/ to /1/ in all positions both occur, but as to which is most common we

have no real evidence. Both changes occur in different types of Sanscrit. Overall
changes of this nature could conceivably arise from generalisations to all positions
from an occurrence in one position where it represented a change from the marked to
the unmarked case. An apparent example of such a restricted change occurs in the
fisher dialect of Filey in Yorkshire, England (Wakelyn,b1972):

church kelk
cork kolk
fork folk
ponk polk

The evidence from developmental phonology is a little clearer. In general r-sounds
are acquired (as part of the phonological system) later than l-sounds. Thus Ruke-
Dravina(1965) shows that in Czech and Latvian the late achievement of apical trilled
/xr/ is preceded by its replacement by /1/. Interestingly enough uvular (R) occurred
at an earlier period as a substituting phone in both cases. N.V. Smith(forthcoming)
shows a slightly different picture with English post-alveolar approximant /r/ appearing
at one stage correctly but then later being replaced for a time by /1/ and then re-
appearing again as /r/. As far as clusters are concerned, with adult labial-r and
velar-r clusters, these appear first without /r/, and then with this replaced by /1/.
Interestingly enough the alveolar-r clusters are not found in this middle stage (with
the exception of those with the alveolar assimilated to a following labial or velar)
but proceed directly to forms with /r/. Thus:

P —> PL —> PR
K — KL — KR

P ———) TR
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1t is possible, however, that the different behaviour of the alveolar-r clusters

in English is due to the affricate pronunciation they receive in most forms of English.
gvidence from other languages on the development of alveolar-r or dental-r clusters

is conspicuous by its absence.

From these various pieces of evidence we can, I think, conclude that the lateral
1iquid is the unmarked one, at least in non-consonantal surroundings. However, in
clusters following coronals it would seem to be the case that the non-lateral is
rather the unmarked liquid. Thus we could replace the sixth convention

(u lat) — (+lat)

by the following:

(-lat) / (+cor)—
(ulat) —— {“_1“)

Now let us examine briefly a much thornier problem, that of sequences of liquids,
immediate or interrupted. In my English intrasyllabic sequences of liquids are
possible as follows:
rl 1,
*rr *1r
with words of the form Cl.lvt,2 some interesting restrictions appear. We have
Crvl Crvr Clvr Cclvl
many words one word many words one word
eg. braw? prager  eq. flare flail

gLt  (non- btun
agentive)

Words like faiar are disyllabic in final-r-sounding dialects and are therefore ir-
relevant here. From the above chart we can see that words with the same liquid in the
two liquid positions in CL,VL, are clearly less normal. Indeed the word §Lail has
become §raif in many English Jialects.

Ross has pointed out a similar restriction involving words of the type of flicker and
crackfe. English has also inherited the Latin alternating suffix -al/ax where the ar
form only occurs with roots ending in /1/. All these facts suggest the following:
Al is a less marked sequence than Dt

t....lyte less marked sequences than x....r}

L....r {1....1
Between the two alternatives r....l and l....r it is difficult to say that one is
more natural than the other. Thus, according to Jackson(1967), in some Breton dialects
original ...1CVl... sequences become ...rCVl... in some dialects and ...lCVr... in
others:

Eg. defchel becomes derc'hel or dele'her

Similarly certain Common Celtic sequences of ...rVr... become ...lVr... in Irish,
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Breton and Cornish, but ...rvl... in Caulish. In many Greek dialects an /x/ becomes
/1/ if another /r/ occurs in the word. Compare what happens to English loans in Tyrone
Irish(0’Searcaigh,1925):

corner (korNal) garter (gartal)

mortar (Martal) mariner (Ma:rNelax)

The evidence from child-language on this point is almost completely absent. However
we can formulate the marking convention, to follow that given above:

(u lat) ——> (-alat) / (alat)....—

To conclude, then, it is obvious that there is still a great deal to say on this
subject, indeed the facts are still largely unknown. It will only be by a greater
knowledge of the phonologies of the languages of the world, by a great deal of study
of their historical development, and a vastly increased amount of work in developmental
phonology that we will ultimately be able to set up marking conventions or some equi-
valent that are at all soundly based.

Department of Linguistics
University of Amsterdam

Notes
1 It is unclear whether the first members of the clusters in this column are palatal
stops or palato-alveolar affricates. The latter is most likely.
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“TxenpreXation

ON THE IN’I‘MI‘ION OF CONDITIONAL CONJUNCTIONS IN DIFFERENT covmx'rs”

L.G.M. Noordman

Introduction

There are some well known types of sentences that express conditional relations be-
tween two events. The sentence 'if it is raining, the streets are wet’ expresses the
conditional relation between raining and the streets being wet. This study deals with
some conditional conjunctions; the aim is to investigate how these conjunctions are
interpreted in natural language.

conditional sentences are usually presented in logic as ‘if p then q', or 'p = q’,
where p and q are propositions, p is a sufficient condition for q; q is a necessary
condition for p. Given ‘p + q’; from p follows the conclusion q; from -q (not q) fol-
lows -p (not p); from -p no conclusion can be drawn with respect to q or -q; from q
no conclusion can be drawn with respect to p or -p. One can ask the question whether
conditional sentences in natural language are interpreted in this logical way.

In a study about the development of logical reasoning ability in children Roberge
(1970) presented children age 10-16 years with complete syllogisms, They had to judge
the validity of the conclusions. It appeared that children of all ages made the
largest number of errors in judging syllogisms where the correct answer was 'indeter-
minate’ (e.g. ‘p * q, -p’ and 'p * q, q). The main objective of this study was, how-
ever, to investigate to what extent children of different ages are able to perform
logically correct deductions. No analysis is given of the kind of logically incorrect
answers; the question of how conjunctions are interpreted was left aside.

According to some authors, e.g. Inhelder and Piaget(1958), Matalon(1962), adults are
able to handle conditional sentences in a logical way, but children are not able to
do so. Matalon(1962) presented conditional sentences to children of 10 years old. They
were asked to draw conclusions, given a second premiss e.g.: ‘if the red light is lit,
the green light is lit; the red light is lit; what can be concluded with respect to
the green light’, They also had to indicate with respect to each combination of events
(p, 9; P» -9i =P, Qi =P, -q) whether that combination can occur or not. The third task
the children had to perform was to enumerate themselves the possible and impossible
combinations (p, 9: -p, 9; =-p, -q) and to make the inference called ‘modus ponens’

(p therefore q).More difficult was to recognize the impossible combination (p, -q)
and the ‘modus tollens’ (-q, therefore -p). The most difficult task was to enumerate
the possible and impossible combinations and to draw the right conclusion in case the
second premiss was -p or q. It appeared that most of the errors the children made were
due to the fact that ’'if’ was interpreted as ‘if and only if’: the conditional con-
junction was understood as if it was a biconditional conjunction in these cases. How-
ever, the data show that 23 out of the 30 subjects judged that the combination -p,q
was a possible one. This contradicts the conclusion that ‘if’ is interpreted as a bi-
conditional conjunction. Matalon concludes that young children interprete conditional
sentences as biconditional sentences. It is only at an age of twelve years or more
that children interprete the relation of implication in natural language in a logical
way, according to Matalon.

O'Brien, Shapiro and Reali(1971) investigated what the natural interpretation is for
‘if ... then’ sentences. They found that children of elementary school age interprete
these conditional sentences as biconditional sentences: p is a necessary and sufficient
condition for q and consequently q is a necessary and sufficient condition for p. As
age increased, however, children increasingly interpreted these sentences as material
implication.

In order to investigate how the relation of implication is understood Johnson-Laird
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and wason(1970) presented adult subjects with a conditional sentence ('if ... then’)
and asked them what information they needed in order to decide whether the sentence
was true or false. The results of the experiment indicated that adults do not inter-
pret these tasks in a logical way.

Conditional relations can be expressed not only with the conjunction ‘if then’, but
also with the conjunctions ‘unless’, ‘or’, ‘only if’, and others. From a logical point
of view the following sentences are equivalent in the sense that they express the same
relation between the same events:

it is raining, the streets are wet;

if the streets are not wet, it is not raining;

it is not raining, unless the streets are wet;
either the streets are wet, or it is not raining;
it is raining, only if the streets are wet.

It is however an open question whether these sentences are equivalent also in natural
language. The sentence ‘it is not raining, unless the streets are wet”’ may sound
strange or even may be false for some people, because they claim that one would have
to conclude from this sentence that it is raining if the streets are wet, which is not
necessarily the case. This would suggest, that a conditional relation is more easily
interpreted as a biconditional relation when the relation is expressed with the con-
junction ‘unless’, than with the conjunction ‘if then’. One could ask whether the con-
junctions ‘only if’ and 'or’ are similar in this respect to the conjunction ‘unless’.

The interpretation of the above mentioned conjunctions depends probably on the topic

of the sentence. The sentence ‘if it is freezing, the temperature is below 32°F will
more easily be interpreted as a biconditional sentence, than the sentence 'if it is
raining, the streets are wet'. According to Naess (1962) the meaning of ’‘or’' depends

on the topic of the sentence, just as the meaning of 'if then’: ‘or’ can express a
conditional and a biconditional relation. One usually uses the words ‘inclusive’ and
'exclusive’ to indicate these interpretations of ‘or’. We will use these terms to in-
dicate the two interpretations of a conjunction; e.g., 'if inclusive’ is the conditional
conjunction expressing material implication, -p & gq is true; 'if exclusive’ is the bi-
conditional conjunction expressing equivalence, -p & q is false.

Lakoff (1971a) makes a distinction between symmetric and asymmetric ‘or’. As anexample
of the symmetric ‘or’ consider the sentence ‘either John eats meat, or Harry eats fish’.
This sentence is equivalent to the combination of both the following sentences:’if John
does not eat meat, then Harry eats fish’; ‘if John eats meat, then Harry does not eat
fish’. This 'or’ is exclusive: it is not possible that both ‘John eats meat’ and 'Harry
eats fish’' are true. The sentence ’‘either Seymour eats his dinner, or his mother com-
plains to the neighbours’ is an example of the symmetric type of ‘or’. This sentence

is equivalent to ‘if Seymour does not eat his dinner, his mother complains to the
neighbours’. This ‘or’ is inclusive: it is possible that Seymour eats his dinner and
that his mother complains to the neighbours.

The meaning of ‘unless’ is, according to Reichenbach (1966), logically equivalent to
the meaning of ‘if not’ and ‘or’. ‘Unless’ can express a biconditional relation as
well as a conditional relation. If it is true that the conjunctions ‘only if’, ‘or’
and ‘unless’ are more easily interpreted as biconditional conjunctions than ‘if then’,
then the interpretation of ‘if then’ wil be determined by the topic of the sentence
more than the interpretation of the other conjunctions.

The problem

This study concerns the question how conditional conjunctions are interpreted in natu-
ral lan?unge. The followlnq questlons are asked. Are the conditional conjunctions ‘if
then’, ‘unless’, ‘or’, and ‘only if’ dominantly interpreted in natural language in an
inclusive way (material implication) or in an exclusive way (equivalence). It was hy-
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pothaaxzed that the dominant interpretation of the four conjunctions is the exclusive
interpretation, but more so for ‘unless’, ‘or’, and ‘only if’ than for '{f then’.An-
other question is: to what extent does the interpretation of the conjunctions depend
on the factual knowledge the hearer has about the topic of the sentences and to what
extent on the meaning of the conjunctions themselves. Because of the knowledge one has
about the events expressed in the two propositions, one knows that the relation between
the events in some cases is in fact a biconditional relation, e.g. "if {t is freezing,
the temperature is below 32° F’'. In other cases this relation is a conditional rela-
tion, e.g. 'if it is raining, the streets are wet’. In still other cases the relation
petween the two events is quite arbitrary; knowledge about the facts expressed in the
two propositions of the sentence does not give any information about the question weth-
er the relation is a conditional or a biconditional one, eg. "if the red light is 1it,
the blue light is lit’. Sentences of these types will be called sentences with an ex-
clusive context, sentences with an inclusive context and sentences with a neutral con-
text respectively. In neutral-context sentences the only information about the relation
between the two events is the information conveyed by the conjunctions themselves. These
sentences can be considered as a kind of control for actual knowledge. It was hypoth-
esized that the conjunctions generally are interpreted in an exclusive way in each of
the three kinds of sentences, but that this would be the case in the exclusive sen-
tences more than in the neutral-context sentences and in the inclusive sentences less
than in the neutral-context sentences. As a corrolary of the first hypothesis it was
expected that the difference between the three kinds of contextual information would
be greater for the conjunction ’if then’ than for the other conjunctions. In other
words, it is expected that the meaning of 'if then’ is more dependent on the t

than the meaning of the other conjunctions. Another question regards the ease of under-
standing the conjunctions: do sentences expressed with different conjunctions differ

in ease of understanding? Sentences with a neutral context were used in the experiment
in order to investigate to what extent people in understanding conditional sentences
make use of knowledge about the conjunctions independently of knowledge about the facts
expressed in the propositions. If knowledge about the facts increases the ease of un-
derstanding conditional sentences, one would expect that neutral-context sentences are
more difficult to understand than the other types of sentences.

Material and subjects

The experimental material consisted of 48 {tems. Each item consisted of two premisses -
the first one being a conditional sentence, the other one a simple proposition - and
three response alternatives among which the subjects had to choose the correct conclu-
sion. An example of an item is:

if it is raining, the streets are wet
it is not raining

a the streets are wet

b the streets are not wet

¢ indeterminate

The three alternatives were: the proposition, that was not stated in the second premiss ,
in affirmative form (p or gq); the negation of the first alternative (-p or -q) and the
word ‘indeterminate’. The items were constructedin the following way. Twelve '{f then’
sentences were constructed. There were four neutral-context sentences, four exclusive
sentences and four inclusive ones. For each sentence three logically equivalent sen-
tences were constructed using the conjunctions ‘unless’, ‘or’, and ‘only if’, yielding
12 quadruplets of sentences. These sentences were used as the first premiss. Each sen-
tence out of a quadruplet was paired with only one of the four possible propositions
(P, =P, 9, -q) as second premiss. Besides the experimental items, there were some prac-
tice items. The items were presented using a slide-projector. The order of presentation
of the conjunctions was balanced, using 12 permutations of four elements. The number of
items between any two items out of a particular quadruplet was constant. Each item was
presented for a time of 25 seconds. The subjects indicated on a sheet of paper the let-
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ter of the alternative they considered to be the correct conclusion. The subjects were
28 undergraduate students in psychology from the University of California at Berkeley,
The experiment was conducted during a class meeting. The data of only those students

are considered who were native speakers of English and who had no previous training in

logic.

Results

The interpretation of the conjunctions

The question of exclusive vs. inclusive interpretation arises only with respect to the
24 items for which the answer is 'indeterminate’ according to the logic of material im-
plication. Only these items are considered in the following analysis. The data show
very clearly that the conjunctions are not interpreted in an inclusive way. Considering
the items having a logical form that can be described as ‘p + q, -p’ and 'p * a, q',
one can compare the number of times the answer -q in the first case and p in the second
case is given (exclusive interpretation) with the number of times the answer 'indeter-
minate’ is given (inclusive interpretation) for each item separately. It is not sur-
prising that such logical forms when used in an exclusive context are interpreted more
frequently in an exclusive way than in an inclusive way; the level of significance for
each item separately being at least .005. The more interesting items are those where
the context is neutral with regard to the interpretation or even suggests an inclusive
interpretation. Thirteen out of the sixteen items are interpreted significantly more
frequently in an exclusive than in an inclusive way (for eleven items p < .01). One
‘unless’ item just failed to reach significance (p > .05). Only the two 'if p then q,
-p’ items were interpreted equally often in an inclusive as an exclusive way (table 2).
It should be noted that as many as 13 out of 27 subjects concluded from the premisses:
'if the car is running, there is gasoline in the tank; the car is not running’ that
there is no gasoline in the tank. The difference between the 'if p then q, -p’ items
and the 'if p then q, q' items will be discussed later.

It appears from the data that all the conjunctions tend to be interpreted in an exclu-
sive way, even if the context normally suggests an inclusive interpretation. It might
be argued that a sentence like ‘John will not get his driver’s licence unless he pays
the examination fee' normally is used in a situation where the speaker and the hearer
know that all the conditions for John getting his licence are fulfilled except maybe
one: they don’t know whether John paid or is going to pay the examination fee. It can
be concluded that conditional sentences in ordinary language have implications that
are not conform to the logical laws of material implication. In what form the conjunc-
tions and their implications are represented in memory, is a question for further re-
search. But for many people ‘if p then q’ implies ‘only if p then g’ in one or another
form and ‘p unless q' implies ‘if g then -p’ in one or another form. ‘p only if q' is
often interpreted as implying ‘p if q'. The sentence ‘p or q' is often interpreted in
such a way that it implies ‘if p then -q’.

In order to get a more detailed idea about the influence of the context of the sentence
and about the differences between conjunctions with respect to the degree of exclusive
interpretation, an analysis of variance was carried out on the data for the above men-
tioned 24 items. Because the analysis cannot be performed on dichotomous data, the 28
subjects were arbitrarily divided into four groups of seven subjects each. An index for
exclusivity was devised, being the difference between the number of exclusive and in-
clusive interpretations of a group of subjects. The analysis of variance was performed
on these data, with conjunctions, contexts and second premiss (q resp. -p) as within
factors. The data in table 1 are sums of the scores for the two items in each conjunc-
tion and context combination. The maximum possible score is 56; it would have been ob-
tained if all subjects interpreted a conjunction in the exclusive way. A score of 0
would indicate that a conjunction is equally frequently interpreted in the inclusive
as in the exclusive way. The data for the two items have been pooled, since the under-
lying form of a single ‘unless’ item can be considered to be equivalent to the under-
lying form of both "if then’ items, e.g. ‘John is working, unless he is tired; John is
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tired’ can be considered to be a ‘p+q, -p’ item as well as a ‘p+q, q uo-. de-
pending on the fact whether p and q are defined vlth resp to the ‘if John
is not tired, he is vorklng or to the sentence ‘if John is not working, he is tired’.
The same is true for the ‘or’ sentences.

Table 1. Scores for degree of exclusive interpretation for the different
conjunctions and contexts

neutral exclusive inclusive total
context context context
{f then 18 32 18 68
unless 35 43 34 112
or 28 36 29 93
only if 29 43 35 107
total 110 154 116

There 13 a difference in the interpretation of the four conjunctions. The conjunctions
‘unless’, ‘or’, and ‘only if’ are almost equally exclusive and they are more exclusive
than ‘if then’: F (1,69) = 9.15 (p < .01). (Because all the error terms are homogeneous
they are pool.ed in the analysis). In sentences with an exclusive context the conjunc-
tions are interpreted more frequently in an exclusive way than in sentences with a
neutral context: F (1,69) = 8.76 (p < .0l1). But surprisingly the inclusive sentences
are interpreted in an exclusive way as frequently as the neutral-context sentences.
The fact that the inclusive sentences express a conditional in contrast to a bicondi-
tional relation, does not prevent people to interprete that relation as a biconditional
one. The knowledge about the facts stated in the propositions does not reduce the ’‘ex-
clusivity’ of the sentence. A possible explanation has been given earlier. It was not
found that the difference in exclusive interpretation for the three kinds of contexts
was greater for the "if then’ sentences than for the sentences with other conjunctions:
F (1,69) = 1.96 (p > .10).

Some addlr.ional polnt:s have to be made. Table 2 represents the original data for '{f
then’ and ‘only if’ in sentences vlth a neutral and an inclusive context respective-
ly. The data for ‘unless’ and ‘or’ cannot be given in this way for the reason stated
above. The top figure in each cell represents the number of subjects giving the answer
p or q, depending on the item; the second figure represents the number of subjects
giving the answer -p or -q, again depending on the item; the third figure represents
the number of subjects answering ’indeterminate’.

Table 2. Answers for each 16 items. The three figures in each cell represent the
number of subjects answering p, -p, indeterminate resp.: q, -q, indeter-
minate resp., depending on the item.(N = 28)

neutral context inclusive context
second P 9 -p -q P_9q <p -9
peniss 05 25 2 3 223 1 0
‘i then” 0 0 11 13 o 1 13 21
0 3 15 12 0 4 14 7
28 22 2 0 28 22 1 0
‘only if' 0 1 19 28 o 0 23 27
[ 2 0 0 6 4 1
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It is noted earlier that the 'if then’ sentences are the least exclusive of all items.
An inspection of the data for 'if then’ indicates that this conjunction is sometimes
given an alternative interpretation. The items ‘i{f p then q, q' were interpreted in

an exclusive way much more frequently than the items ‘i{f p then g, -p’,as was stated
earlier. This was true for the neutral-context and inclusive sentences: F (1,69) =
32.18 (p < .001). This difference might be explained in the following way. Hearing

the sentence 'if p then q' the hearer makes a connection between the two propositions
p and g. The two propositions are cognitively linked together. If one of the two is
presented as second premiss, the other one, associated with the first one, is given

as the answer. In fact, the answer for q as second premiss was almost equally often

p as the answer for p as second premiss was q. The situation is different if the second
premiss is -p. That premiss is not a part of the first sentence. There is no direct in-
formation available with respect to -p. In previous research (Wason(1966) and Johnson-
Laird & Wason(1970)) it was also found that the proposition -p is irrelevant to q or
-q. Furthermore the answer q for the item 'p + q, p’ is given more frequently than the
answer -p for the item ‘p + q, -q’ (p £ .05 for the inclusive sentences; p £ .0l for
the neutral-context sentences). These observations show that ‘if then’ is sometimes
interpreted as indicating a bidirectional connection between the two propositions
stated in the sentence (p and q), but not a bidirectional connection between the ne-
gations of the propositions (-p and -q). Further research is needed to determine whether
it depends on the item, on the subject or on both, whether “if then’ is interpreted

in this way or in the exclusive way.

In what sense does the interpretation of ‘only if’ differ from the interpretation of
"{f then’? The items ’'p only if q, q' do not differ from the items ‘p only if q, -p’
as 'if p then q, q' differs from 'if p then q, -p’. The frequency of the answer -q

for the item ‘p only if q, -p’ was equal to the frequency of the answer p for the
item 'p only if q, q'. Furthermore -q leads more frequently to the conclusion -p and
vice versa when the first premiss is 'p only if q’ than when the first premiss is

‘if p then g'. This difference is in fact significant in all cases at the level of at
least 5%. These observations suggest that the meaning of the conjunction ‘only if’ can
be represented both by a bidirectional connection between the two propositions stated
in the conditional sentence, as is the case for ‘if then’, and by a bidirectional con-
nection between the negations of these propositions. This is in agreement with the
analysis of ‘only’ given by Horn(1969). ‘Only John came’ presupposes that John came
and asserts that nobody else came. Formally: only (x = a, Fy) presupposes F, and as-
serts -(3 ) (y # x & F,). Consequently the sentence 'it is raining only if the streets
are wet’ asserts 'if the streets are not wet, it is not raining’. The data suggest
that the assertion of ‘p only if q° (’if -q then -p’) is in fact represented in the
memory. The above given analysis of ‘if then’ and ‘only if’ illustrates in what sense
‘only if' is more exclusive than if then’.

Ease of understanding the conjunctions

It is assumed that the ease of understanding the conjunctions is indicated by the num-
ber of errors. But with respect to what criterion is an answer considered to be an
error? In this exploratory study there is no reason to consider the answers that are
conform to the laws of material implication as the correct answers. An answer is con-
siderd to be false in case both the exclusive and the inclusive interpretation of the
conjunction do not allow that answer to be the conclusion. This definition is used for
the sentences with an exclusive context as well as for the other sentences; an inclusive
interpretation of a conjunction in an exclusive context was not considered to be false.
Whether the conjunction is interpreted in an exclusive or inclusive way, the answer
‘indeterminate’ or -q for the item ‘p + q, p’ is false. So is the answer -p for the
item 'p + q, q'. For each conjunction used in each of the three kinds of contexts the
number of errors was computed for each subject. An analysis of variance was performed
on these data with conjunctions and contexts as within factors. The number of errors
are summed over the subjects and represented in table 3.
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Table 3. Number of errors for the items with different conjunctions and
different contexts.

neutral context exclusive context inclusive context total

if then 17 12 9 38
unless 30 3 6 39
or 38 18 22 78
only if 3 5 2 10
total 8e 38 39 165

For each conjunction separately the number of errors in items with an exclusive context
is approximately equal to the number of errors in items with an inclusive context. For
the ‘unless’ items the number of errors in neutral-context sentences is considerably
larger than in other sentences: F (1,297) = 43.00 (p < .001). The same result is found
for the ‘or’ items: F (1,297) = 21.42 (p < .001). The difference does not reach sig-
nificance for the 'if then’ items: F (1,297) = 2.79 (p < .10). For the ‘only if’ iteams
there is no difference at all. (The error terms are pooled in the analysis, because
they are homogeneous.)

Contextual information appears to facilitate reasoning at least with the conjunctions
‘unless’ and ‘or’. Even adults do not use the relation of implication as such in reas-
oning tasks, but make considerably use of the contextual information in deductive reas-

oning.

The lack of difference in errors between neutral-context sentences and the other sen-
tences for the conjunction ‘only if’ is of special interest: of the four conjunctions
‘only if’ is the one that conveys, independently of the context, the most information
about the conditional relation between the two propositions. The items with “only if’
are by far the easiest ones:F (1,297) = 32.29 (p < .00l). This might be explained by
the fact that the assertion of ‘p only if q' is 'if not g then not p’ and that in en-
coding ‘p only if q' an assertion is made between p and q as well as between -p and
-q. The most difficult items are the items with the conjunction ‘or’'. It should be
noted that ‘or’ is the only coordinate conjunction. It might be argued that the ‘or’
sentences express the conditional relation in a somewhat unfamiliar way:’there is gas-
oline in the tank, or the car is not running’.

Conclusion.

There is a tendency to interprete the conjunctions ‘if then’, unless’, ‘or’, and ‘on-
ly if’ in an exclusive way, even in contexts where the inclusive interpretation is the
more obvious one. The conjunction ‘if then’ is the least exclusive of these four con-
junctions. The context determines only to a certain degree the interpretation of the
conjunctions. In an exclusive context they are interpreted in a more exclusive way than
in a context that requires an inclusive interpretation or in a context that is neutral
with respect to the interpretation. On the other hand the way the context of the sen-
tence is understood is determined by the exclusive interpretation of the conjunction:
even inclusive sentences are understood as dealing with exclusive situations. In reas-
oning with conditional sentences people lean heavily on contextual information. They
do not make use only of the information given by the conjunction; the context is a
facilitating factor in arriving at the conclusion.

1) This research was conducted while the author had a grant from the Niels Stensen
Stichting that enabled him to stay as a research associate at the University of Califor-
nia, at Berxeley. ‘fne author would like to thank Dr. Dan I. Slobin for the research
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facilities and the helpful discussions and Dr. Laurence R. Horn for the valuable dis.
cussions on the topic of this study.




LINGUISTS AS BERAVIORAL SCIENTISTS: TOWARDS A METHODOLOGY FOR TESTING
LINGUISTIC INTUITIONS 1

catherine E. Snow

pinguists develop their theories on the basis of native speakers’ {ntuitions concerning
the grammaticality, ambiguity, paraphraseability, and interpretation of sentences. The
ability of native speakers to give such judg s is one aspect of linguistic compe-
tence. Linguistic competence is, of course, the speaker-hearer’s abstract language ca-
pacity, all that he knows about language. Producing and understanding sentences is seen
as a process of filtering competence through various performance factors, which in some
sense limit or distort the capacities inherent in competence.

This view of language behavior is in general a congenial one to psychologists, who have
jong used distinctions similar to the competence-performance one (e.g., learning vs.
performance, Intelligence A vs. Intelligence B; see Hebb(1966) for further discussion
of these concepts) . However, many of the psychologists who from time to time read lin-
guucs' papers have been struck by an inconsistency in the use of this distinction.
whereas speaking and hearing are admitted by linguists to be affected by performance
factors, judgements about sentences have for some reason been treated as if exempt
from the influence of performance variables. Bever(1970a) has worried about this. He
suggested that sentences taken from several linguistic articles would receive the
original judg s if pr ted in the original order and context, but very different
judgements if presented mixed with each other. Bever goes so far as to say that a gram-
mar based on linguistic intuitions might be completely different from a grammar based
on observations of other kinds of language performance. Levelt(1971) has also cosplained
about linguists’ methodology, especially about their reliance on judgements of border-
line sentences, which Chomsky expressly forbids. Since the borderline cases are often
the most interesting, and will in any case continue to be used by linquists, it seems
more fruitful to supply a methodology which can overcome some of the difficulties of
working with borderline sentences than to proscribe them. Levelt makes several useful
suggestions for an improved methodology of testing linguistic intuitions, which I will
refer to throughout this paper. His suggestion that cohesion judgements be used in
place of gr. ticality judg S seems to me to be of rather limited applicability.

The general tendency to ignore the effect of performance factors on making linguistic
judgements is the more frustrating to social scientists who know of the long history
of the controversy over introspectionism within scocial science. Psychclegy has expe-
rienced a complete swing of the pendulum, from the unabashed introspectionisa of Wundt
and Titchener to the pure behaviorism of Watson,and back to a middle ground of cogni-
tive behaviorism, in which subjective judgements are regarded as invaluable but poten-
tially very dangerous data, to be collected and treated with the greatest conservatism.
Sociology, which never made the mistake of thinking it could do without subjective data,
has also used them in conjunction with techniques designed to protect the scientist
against the dangers inherent in them. Social scientists have therefore developed a
number of techniques for checking on and improving the quality of subjective judgements
offered by subjects. For example, public opinion polls typically include check ques-
tions, which indicate whether the pollee has told the truth in earlier questions. Pref-
erence tests are produced in two equivalent versions; one subject can be tested on the
two versions at different times to determine whether his preference judgements are
stable. A basic tenet of research in the social sciences is that some subjects are
atypical; therefore enough subjects must be tested so that the atypical ones do not
seriously distort the data. Factors which might affect performance - age, sex, educa-
tional background, profession, etc. - are either distributed randomly across groups

of subjects, or else homogeneous groups are tested and the results are not generalised
to other groups. A standard experimental control procedure involves giving groups of
subjects test items in varying orders, so as to eliminate possible effects of fatigue,
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decreasing nervousness, learning how to do the test, or expectations based on previous
items. The serious problem of experimenter bias, of the experimenter’s somehow commu-
nicating to the subject his expectations and thereby influencing the results (an effect
which has been demonstrated when the subjects are rats, and is predictably stronger
when the subjects are human) requires more elaborate safeguards. Obscuring the purpose
of the testing is clearly a first step. Offering the test items in a neutral medium -
typed, or tape recorded by someone who does not know what results are desired - so as
to minimize experimenter-subject interaction is clearly desirable. Having a naive as-
sistant test the subjects and score the results is an ideal solution.

Test construction is a crucial stage. Asking for judgements which are too fine, or
using poor test items, can produce unreliable and therefore worhtless data. Psycholo-
gists testing attitudes have found that a scale more differentiated than seven categor-
ies is difficult to use. Relative judgements (A is better than B) are more reliable
than absolute judgements (A is excellent, B is fair), as has been pointed out by Le-
velt(1971). Indirect judgements (Would you approve of a Negro teacher for your son?)
are quite often more revealing than direct judgements (Are you in favour of racial
integration?). And of course test instructions are very important; if the experimenter
has not defined the task sufficiently, the subject will define it for himself, some-
times in unpredictable ways.

Other factors which affect judgements of grammaticality can be thought of as various

aspects of the context:

1 Context of discourse: the linguistic arqument which the sentence-judgement is to
prove. The practice of using linguists as judges renders this context relevant and
potentially very distorting. Using naive informants is an obvious solution.

2 Paralinguistic context: the context in which the judge imagines the sentence to
occur. Judging a sentence grammatical can be seen as equivalent to thinking of a
context in which that sentence might occur. Thus, judgements of ungrammaticality
are always questionable on the grounds that the judge is unsufficiently inventive.
(McCawley(1972)). Morgan’s (in press) illustrative example is ‘Spiro conjectures
Ex-lax’, a sentence sure to be judged unacceptable by native speakers before they
hear the context ‘Does anyone have any idea what Pat Nixon frosts her cakes with?'
but not after. Heringer (1970) presents data showing that informants’ judgements
are sharply influenced by provision of a context. This implies that the most reli-
able judgements will be obtained if the linguist supplies the context for all sen-
tences tested.

3 Context of judgement: the other sentences which are being judged at the same time.
Levelt (1971) suggests, for example, that a borderline case would be judged gramma-
tical if presented after several extremely deviant sentences, but ungrammatical if
presented after several perfectly normal sentences. One of the experiments presented
in this paper tests this hypothesis.

The perfect methodology for testing linguistic intuitions clearly will include many
different precautions and control procedures. In this paper I will discuss only two

of the many possible methodological studies that one could do on linguistic intuitions.
First, I tested the reliability of linguistic judgements using an alternate-test-form
procedure. Reliability means consistency in judgements within subjects across time.
Inconsistency across subjects means, not that the judgements are unreliable,but that
the subjects speak different dialects or idiolects. Inconsistency within subjects
means that the test is not well designed or that the judgements are simply too diffi-
cult. Reliability was tested by taking 20 sentences from Kraak and Klooster(1968) which
native speakers of Dutch judged to be unclear cases, and constructing alternate forms
of these sentences which incorporated the crucial syntactic form (see Table 1 for sen-
tences and alternate forms). The twenty original sentences were typed on score sheets,
together with the following instructions: Lees elk van de volgende zinnen. Ga af op je
eerste reactie, en schrijf erbij GOED als de zin korrekt i{s en FOUT als de zin niet
korrekt is. Korrekt betekent hier niet grammatikaal korrekt, maar acceptabel in de
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 neences: and in the order o a<.:cep ility of the sentences. I cannot expl : i1

5 ences on the basis of the information I have, but they furth e e
aiffer controlled factors can affect judg s of T Rpoet ay polne

that many un

ts with 20 other
not asked to write
the filler sentences
other half they were

S equivalent to the

would like to offer a few concrete suggestions for a methodology of
o!

nclusion I 2
::s::nq nnguistic intuitions:
jve subjects, not linguists.
ubjects (perhaps using the tests given in Experiment 1 as a prestest) who

liable judgements.
ubjects to be able to determine the range of dialectical and idiolec-

1 Test na

2 select S
can give r€

3 Test enough S
tical yariation. )

4 present the sentences in a written form, including a context and/or intended inter-
pretation.

5 Include at least one, preferably several, alternate form(s) of each sentence, and
present the alternates in a different order from the originals.

¢ Include normal filler sentences in the test, to give the subjects some reference
point for ’acceptable’.

1 would like to express my thanks to Kwee Tjoe-Liong, Margreet van Ierland, and
for help with the selection and construction of test sentences,

Constance Dolman
and to Leo Oomens and A. Koos Slob for help in locating and testing subjects.
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11.5

13

14

16

17

18

19.5

19.5

AR
Hij verzorgde de wedstrijd de spelers. 0
Hij assisteerde het diner de kok.
De kinderen zijn een uur gefietst. 0
De jongens zijn twee uur gelopen.
Ik ga met ons allen naar de kermis. 2
1k kijk met ons allen naar de televisie.
Er wordt gegraasd. 2
Er wordt geblaft.
1k vond het een bedorven eetlust. 4
Ik vond het een geleste dorst.
De kinderen hebben naar Haarlem gefietst. 5
De jongens hebben naar Amsterdam gelopen.
2ijn oom is bekend artiest. S
Mijn buurman is bercemd musicus.
Het hockeyteam zijn die jongens. 5
Het bestuur zijn deze heren
Ik vind die ring van goud. 7
Jan vindt die jurk van zijde.
Hij heeft een duw aan zijn broer gegeven. 8
2ij heeft een kus aan haar tante gegeven.
Ik vond het weggegooide flessen. 9
Hij vond het verspilde melk.
Die jongens zijn het hockeyteam. 10
Deze heren zijn het bestuur.
Hij heeft zijn kinderen een verhaal geschreven. 11
Karel heeft zijn moeder een gedicht geschreven.
Bloemen liggen. 11
Brood is gesneden.
Hij heeft zijn broer geweigerd een boek te geven. 12
Hij heeft zijn zuster geweigerd een kado te geven.
Ik vind het een gouden ring. 15
Ik vind het een zijden jurk.
Hij heeft zijn broer een arm en een knipoog gegeven. 18
Zij hebben de winnaar een komplimentje en een hand gegeven.
Enige kinderen gaan niet mee. 27
Enige meisjes doen niet mee.
Alles wat Midas aanraakte werd van goud. 32
Alles wat de toverfee aanraakte werd van zilver.
Die rotsen zijn van bazalt. 32

Die huid is van leer.

Table 1

Results of the Alternate-form Test for Reliability

39
37
33
30
25
24
24
22
21
20
10
17
14

10

14

14

UA

10

18

AU

15

13

.33

.33

.37

.38

.47

.17

.38

.28

.19

.12

.49

.65

.47

.18

.22

Entries in the first four columns indicate the number of subjects who fall into each
category. AA: both forms were judged acceptable. UU: both forms were judged unaccepta-
ble. UA: the first form was unacceptable, the second acceptable. AU: the first form
was acceptable, the second unacceptable. The last column gives the phi coefficients,
a measure of the reliability of the judgements.
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Acceptth Unucmmh
filler Sentenceg filler Sentences

rzorgde de wedstrijd de Spelers
Hij ve

4.3 1.7
fietst, 0.0 )
n zijn een uur ge ¥ 0.0
; pe km::zeons allen naar de kermis. 0.0 38
a

3 Ik 3°;dt qegraasd. et 52.2 66.7
4 Er d het een bedorven eetlust, 8.7 2.3
5 1k vond ren hebben naar Haarlem gefietst, 21.7 25.0
¢ pe kinde is bekend artiest, 17.4 35.0
6 Zziin g::eyte&m zijn die jongens. 8.7 16.9
g Bat hnd die ring van goud. 13.0 15.2
9 Ik vi ft een duw aan zijn broer gegeven. 19.5 40.3
10 Hij he; het weggegooide flessen. 2.2 5.0
11 Ik von ens zijn het hockeyteam. 6.4 31.7
41 Die ,j,°"3e zijn kinderen een verhaal geschreven, 13.0 33.9
Hij hee = 13.0 45.0
:: Bl“mnftigg;n broer geweigerd een boek te geven. 50,9 79.3
15 M e e gouden ring. 17.4 28.8
16 Ik vmeft zijn broer een arm en een knipoog gegeven 32.¢6 52.5
17 Hij hekmderen gaan niet mee. 62;.0 47.4
18 Enige Midas aanraakte werd van goud. 63.0 80.0
Alles wat Bazalt, 78.3 86.7

i pie rotsen zijn van

19

Table 2

Results of Filler Sentences on Judgements of Acceptabuity

the rcentage of the subjects who
Bntries in melco‘l‘-nu::: ::g;c:;ethe cﬁditions. Forty-six subjects
£anch Scoeptabls sentences, and sixty with unacceptable filler se,
acceptable filler‘ d here in order of acceptability (based on the
t ”“:ozrm the order in which they were presented to the subj
ment '

judggd a given sen-

results of Experi-
ects,
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THE CYCLE IN PERCEPTION

Louis des Tombe

1 Introduction
I shall be concerned with the well-known problem of sentences like the following:

1 *That that Stewartsen sweated pleased Slade was a shame. (*=unacceptable ,grammatical)
2 *The girl who Stewartsen who Slade hunted payed attention to was shot.
3 *I wondered whether that he was on his way to Albania was known to Slade.

My goal is to increase our understanding of how sentences are perceived. The general
idea is that perceiving a sentence is the formation of some kind of mental representa-
tion based on an incoming stream of sounds:

4 stream of perceptual mental

sounds 4 representation
processes

The set of perception processes can be called 'linguistic perception mechanism'. By the
use of 'mechanism' I do not mean to imply that there is an anatomically defined entity
corresponding to it. The word 'linguistic perception mechanism' refers to the human
brain in so far as it performs (4). The supposed neurological processes are described
in an abstract way that is known as 'information processing model', which means that
the entire process is broken down into functionally defined steps, in the same way as
it is done in a computer program written in one on the programming languages. The reas-
on to use information processing models and programming languages is that they are much
more easy to handle (for discussion see Neisser(1967), Haber(1969), Newel & Simon(1972)).
In this paper I present an information processing analysis of a perceptual process that
is pertinent to sentences like (1), (2), and (3). I will argue that this process is the
same as the transformational cycle.

2 The problem of internal sentences

Sentences such as (1), (2), and (3) are well-known for their being both unacceptable
and grammatical. Various explanations have been offered, three of which are insufficient
in a way that is relevant to the views I hold.

2.1 The 'incompatible relations' hypothesis
Bever (1970b) presents the following sentence as an instance of 'double embeddings':

5 *The boy the girl the man left watched then left.

Bever's explanation for the incomprehensibility of (5) is that the ginf must be per-
ceived as subject with respect to the boy and as object with respect to Zhe man simul-
taneously. This must go wrong, since:

6 “"A stimulus may not be perceived as simultaneously having two positions on the same
classificatory relation" (p.10).

1 do not intend to criticize (6) as being improbable. Actually, Bever presents some sen-
tences and some visual patterns as well whose unacceptability can be attributed to (6),
and I know of no reason to doubt that (6) explains (5). But I think that Bever is too
ambitious in holding that (6) is "at the heart of center-embedded sentences" (p.10;
italics mine). Unfortunately, (6) is irrelevant to (1), (2), and (3), so I conclude that,
though (6) accounts for (5), it certainly is not near the heart of the difficulty of
center-embedded sentences.

2.2 The depth hypothesis
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Having blamed Bever's explanation for being too narrow, I turn now to the most general
hypothesis that has been proposed to account for the center-embeddings problem: Yngve's
(1961) depth hypothesis. This principle holds that, every time we expand a node to the
left, we are committed to expand it to the right; and since performance is from left to
right, a left-branching sentence entails many more commitments than a right-branching
one. The depth hypothesis accounts for the difficulty of center-embedded sentences be-
cause the latter type of sentences are left-branching to a greater extent than right-
embedded sentences are. There is a lot to say about the depth hypothesis. I will confine
myself to one point that can serve to elucidate my problem: the fact that the depth hy-
pothesis has been formulated in terms of 'unlabelled nodes'. This is its fundamental
inadequacy. The nature of the nodes surely makes a difference, as can be seen from the
following comparison:

7 “Because that Slade excaped upset me there was a short lull in the fight.
8 Because the appearance of Slade upset Stewartsen there was a short lull in the
firing.

There is no difference between (7) and (8) in terms of their unlabelled node structure:

9

that
the appearance

Slade scaped
of Slade

From this example it can be seen that the depth hypothesis is not specific enough, and
that left branching harms perception only if the left-embedded node is labelled S.

2.3 The 'recursive procedure' hypothesis
Chomsky (1965,p.14) has proposed an explanation that is more general than Bever's and
more specific than Yngve's principle. Prom the insight that unacceptability occurs if

i an internal node contains an internal node
ii these two nodes have the same label

he argues that perceptual harm is done when, during the execution of some perceptual pro-
cess, this same process must be executed. A procedure cannot call for itself. This idea
looks impressive but it is rather vague and, besides, it is wrong. The requirement of
two identical labels is not specific enough, as appears from:

10 'Nobody understood why that he had had a mate was concealed by Rearden.
11 Nobody understood why the fact that he had had a mate was concealed by Rearden.

Here the simple occurrence of 'the fact' appears to make all the difference for percep-
tion, and so Chomsky's principle fails. Actually, I know of no proposal to explain the
perceptual difference between (10) and (11).

3 The psychological reality of the cycle

3.1 A general rule for center bedded sent
The following statement accounts for most of the cases where embedding results in unac-
ceptability:

Principle 1: A sentence is perceptually unacceptable if there is an embedded clause
that is not the rightmost constituent of its matrix clause.
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The two exceptions to this principle, of which (11) is one, will be discussed in sec-

tions 5 and 6.

3.2 An hypothesis on the perception of sentences
Principle 1 expresses a direct connection between dominance and left-to-right relations

in surface structure with respect to perception: a sentence can only be perceived with-
out any difficulty if each higher clause entirely pr des its embedded clause. The fol-
lowing seems to me a plausible explanation for this clauses-order preference:

Principle 2: In the perception of sentences there is a stage at which the analysis ap-
plies to the surface structure clauses of a sentence, one at a time, and

from top to bottom.

This process I call the 'perceptual cycle' for reasons that will become clear. Diagram
(4) can now be extended as follows:

12 stream of Represen- perceptual Represen- final re-
sounds [ tation 1 _cyc?_—> tation 2 |~|presentation

The perceptual cycle accounts for the unacceptability of sentences with non-final embed-
ded clauses; (1) will serve to illustrate this. Suppose that Representation 1, which I
roughly identify with surface structure, is something like this:

AT
S

X
that

13

since the perceptual cycle must start at X, the whole sequence that-that-Z-Y must be
stored, and some kind of queue of waiting clauses results. If this queue gets too long,
memory is overloaded, and this in turn causes the unacceptability of (1). It is clear
that this memory overload will not occur in the perception of the acceptable, right-
branching variant of (1):

14 It was a shame that it pleased Slade that Stewartsen sweated.

which has the following Representation 1:

In the perception of (14) there is never more than one clause to be stored, according
to principle 2, since its clauses are presented to the hearer in the same order in
which they are to pass the perceptual cycle.
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3.3 Perceptual and transformational cycle

In this section I wi!.l explain why I identify the fixed order in perception, referred
to in principle 2, with the transformational cycle. First, the transformational cycle
can be characterized as follows:

i There is a pre-cyclic level of representation LI

ii There is a postcyclic level L2

iii The representation of an embedded clause on L2 is predictable only with reference
to the representation of its matrix clause on LI.

This can be stated popularly as follows: in analyzing the surface structure of an embed-
ded clause, we must use the deep structure representation of its matrix clause. As far
as the order of clauses being analyzed is concerned this amounts to the following:

i For a production process, going from surface to deep representation: an embedded
clause is translated into its concrete form while the matrix clause is still availa-
ble in its deep structure shape (the transformational cycle);

ii For a perception process, going from surface to deep representation: an embedded
clause can be analyzed only after its matrix clause has been transformed
into its deep structure form (the perceptual cycle).

It thus appears that there is an immediate logical correspondence holding between the
transformational and perceptual cycle. This leads to the following principle:

Principle 3: The perceptual cycle corresponds to the transformational cycle.

Two comments should be made about this principle, before I will pass on to some empir-
ical arguments to justify it. First, I use the word cortespondence without knowing
exactly what I mean. At the end of section 1, I have written: “"is the same", but that
certainly has been formulated somewhat loosely. Here I want to confine myself to the
bare fact of the correspondence. Second, one empirically testable claim that is implied
in principle 3 is that languages like Japanese, where sentences such as (1), (2), and
(3) are perfectly acceptable, do not have a cycle. The verification of this claim I am
glad to leave to linguistic research.

4 The left-branching compound nominals problem

So far I have argued that the unacceptability of certain sentences follows from a fixed
order of analysis of constituent clauses, and that in generative grammar the correspond-
ing fixed order has been called the cycle. It is interesting to look for cases in which
unacceptability and cyclic rules coincide. Take for instance:

16 blackboard eraser.

In this type of construction, a cyclic stress rule is supposed to operate (Comsky &
Halle(1968,p.20)). From this and from principles 2 and 3 the unacceptability of (17)
follows:

17 *Blackboard eraser production manager disease.

Wether this is the same cycle as the one pertinent to clauses, or not, does not concern
us here: in both cases (17) is an argument for principle 3.

5 Internal clauses with lexical antecedents

5.1 An exception to the cycle
Sentences like:

18 It was fortunate that Slade, who took advantage of a lull in the shooting, was
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caught by Stewartsen.

are not unacceptable in spite of the internal clause and consequently are counterexampleg
to principle 1. The crucial point is the lexical antecedent, as can be verified by com-
paring (10) and (11). Fortunately, this counterexample to principle 1 turns out to be
an argument for principles 2 and 3. This follows from the fact that in a grammar all
cyclic rules are blocked in the case of constituent clauses with lexical antecedents
(called complex NP's by Ross(1967b)). Therefore it is the case that precisely those
clauses, that are forbidden ground for cyclic rules in a grammar, can occur in non-final
position without causing any perceptual difficulty. I take this fact to be a strong ar-

gument in favour of principle 3.

5.2 An apparent counterexample to the exception
There are sentences with all their embedded clauses lexically anteceded, which are nev-

ertheless unacceptable as for instance (2):
2 “The girl who Stewartsen who Slade hunted payed attention to was shot.

One might conclude that a relative clause, provided it is embedded in another relative
clause, does cause difficulties for the perception. However, the unacceptability of (2)
has another source, namely the occurrence of two identical but not coreferential rela-
tive pronouns. Bever (1970a) has argued that identical NP's are perceived as being co-
referential. That this principle actually accounts for (2) follows from two facts. First,
Blumenthal (1967) had subjects paraphrase sentences like (2). The typical error he found
was that all relative pronouns were perceived as referring to the first noun of the
sentence. So (2) would have been reported as:

19 The girl who Stewartsen hunted and who Slade payed attention to was shot.
Secondly, the perceptual difficulty almost disappears when the pronouns are not identical:
20 The girl to whom Stewartsen who Slade hunted payed attention was shot.

I conclude that (2) gives us no reason to doubt the claim that sentences containing lex-
ically anteceded internal clauses are exceptions to the perceptual as well as the trans-
formational cycle.

6 The main clause
The second counterexample to principle 1 is a sentence such as

21 That it pleased Slade that Stewartsen sweated was a shame.

If (21) may not be the most elegant of all sentences, it surely is much more acceptable
than (1). According to principle 2, however, (21) should be as difficult as (1), since
both sentences have their main clause preceded by two embedded cl . The general
point here is that principle 2 does not hold when the matrix clause at issue happens to
be the main clause of the sentence. Main clauses can be preceded by an arbitrary number
of embedded clauses without perception being harmed much. This can be seen from the fol-

lowing general comparison:

1 *That that Stewartsen sweated pleased Slade was a shame.

22 *It was a shame that that Stewartsen sweated pleased Slade.

21 That it pleased Slade that Stewartsen sweated was a shame.

14 It was a shame that it pleased Slade that Stewartsen sweated.

Fortunately, the same conclusion can be drawn here as in the foregoing section. The main

clause is not only an exception to the perceptual cycle but also in grammar it is excep-
tional. There is a whole series of transformations applicable to the main clause only

280



(see emonds (1970)). So the main clause is a second case in which an exception to prin-
ciple 1 appears to be an exception in grammar too.

7 Conclusions

The problem I have been discussing has generally been referred to wrongly as the proble
of 'doubly embedded' sent . I believe that at least the following three principles
are at work:

i Bever's 'incompatible relations' principle for sentences like (5);
ji Bever's 'identical NP's' principle for sentences like (2);
iii The perceptual cycle, with its exceptions, for all others.

The fact that often perceptual difficulties only turn up in doubly embedded sentences i:
a consequence of the exceptional behavior of the main clause and of the fact that Bever'
two principles only apply in doubly embedded sentences. Actually, from sentences (1),
(2), and (3), only the last is a clear case without any irrelevant features. The most
important topic that I want to touch on here is the correspondence problem. Modern psy-
cholinguistics originally was set up as a discipline linking psychology to linguistics.
It was hoped that both disciplines would profit by an investigation of the 'psychologica
reality' of generative grammar.

However, a regrettable development has resulted in a progressively wider gap between the
two fields. This development started with 'competence and performance' theory, in which
it is held that linguistic competence is something less than potential performance (for
instance, see Chomsky(1965)); next it was established that the relation between grammar
and language use must be considered as 'abstract' (Fodor & Garrett(1966)); today it has
come so far that it is argued that there are two separate systems without any specified
relation (Bever(1970a)).

In the foregoing sections I have shown that there is a reason to doubt these conclusions
It seems that the same cyclic principle operates in perception as well as in grammar.
This can be argued on logical grounds (section 3.3) but it also appears that the excep-
tions to the perceptual and the transformational cycle coincide.

If my conclusion is correct then all three views on the psychological reality of a gram-
mar are wrong since none of them permits one principle to govern both competence and
performance. This will lead to a new view on the notion 'correspondence' about which I
have nothing to say here (a first step was taken in des Tombe(1972)). What I argue here
is nothing more than that this remarkable case of correspondence exists. The meaning of
the word 'correspondence' will have to be developed mainly by analyzing this sort of
cases.

Department of Linguistics
University of Utrecht
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