. * Naﬁonal\ubrary of CanaZa : | Bibiathéque nationale du Canada |
Collections D:a__velopmen Branch _ Direction du développement des collections

Service des théses canadiennes
sur microfiche

Canadian Theses on
Microfiche Service

. - ‘ . . a

*
NQTICE . . -AVIS ,
- | .
| » . o~
A : _ - ' A !

. | ~ : : e

The quality of this microfiche is heavily depgndent La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandément de

upon the quality of the ariginal thesis submitted for la qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous

microfilming. Every effort’ has been made to ensure avons tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure

* the highest quality of reproduction possible. de reproduction. T ~
If pages are missing, contact the university which ,  S'it manque des pages, veuillez commt_miquer' '

granted the degree. ’ - avec |'université qui a conféré le grade.
. - .

Some pagks may have indistinct print especially La qualité d'impression de certaines pages peut

if the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter laisser a désirewjtout si_les ypages originales ont été

ribbeQ or if the university'sent us a poor photocopy. dactylographiéés -4 |'aide ‘d'un ruQan usé ou si l'univer-

’ ' . v ' sité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise

: . _ qualité. . .. e
Previously copyrighted materials (journal articles, Les documents .qui font déja l'objet d'un droit
published tests, etc.) are not filmed. ‘ : d'auteur (articles de revue, éxamens publiés, etc.) ne

-
v

sont pas microfilmés.

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is'gov-  -*  La reproduction, méme partiglie, de ce microfilm

erned by the Canadiarr .Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970, est soumise & la Loi canadienne sur le droit d’auteu¥,
c. C-30. Please read the authorization forms which SRC 1970, c. C-30.- Veuillez prendre connaissance des
accompany this thesis. ; .~ ™ formules d’'autorisation qui accompagnent cette thése.
. THIS DISSERTATION i LA THESE A ETE. ,
HAS BEEN MICROFILMED ' .~ MICROFILMEE TI':'L_LE‘ QUE .
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED . ‘ NOUS L'AVONS .RECUE

o )

Ottawa, Canadz_x .
K1A ON4 . ’ - ‘

-

L) ' ' ’ : - *  ammid

NL-339 (Rov, 8/80)



DISCOUR S-E AND S.ENTENCE GRAMMA

)

N
,/

7 -

. Catherine Beauchamp

RN

. A thesis submitted to the
School of Graduate Studies
and Research in partial fulfillment
~of the requirements for the
degree of Master of Arts
1'-.
-‘z -
Depaftment'of Linguistics
« University of Ottawa
~July 1981

i o ~

*

: ! ) * ‘\r.-
© Catherine Beauchamp, Ottawa, Canada, 1981



o«

{

INTRODUCTION
CHAPTER 1.

I.1

I.2.
I.3.
I.4.
I.5.

Foot

CHAPTER II.
II.
IT.
IL.
II.

[I.5.

Foot

CHAPTER III.
II1
IT1
ITI.
ITI
IT1
Foot

CONCLUSION

BIBLIQGRAPHY

= W N~

 TABLE OF CONTENTS

-t

PAGE

- 1
SENTENCE AND DISCOURSE GRAMMAR 2
Introduction 2
Chomsky and Sentence Grammar e 3
Williams and Discourse Grammﬁr 6
Other Approaches .13
Summary i 20
notes to Chapter I. 21
THE CORE AND THE PERIPHERY 22
Introduction : ) 22
Approaches to Core and Periphery 22
Chomsky and Rules of Core Grammar 26
Koster and the Distinction between
Core and Periphery 37
Summary 50
notes to Chapter II. 51
GAPPING 52
.1.  Introduction ‘ - 52
2. Gapping—Characteristics _ ’ 53
3. <ﬂistor5ca1 Overview v 57
.4. A Proposal 97
5. Summary 103
notes to Chapter  III. 104
" 105
106

\



INTRODUCTIOHN

\——\\\\\ 7

Recent developments-within the extended standard theory
have revolved around distinctqaﬁs between sentence and discourse
grammar, and further, between the core and peripheral areas of
sentence,grammar. ‘This thesis outlines these developments and:
examines one rule of grammar, Gappiﬂg, in the light of the above

distinctions. Chapter I sets forth the distinctions between

sentence and discourse‘grammar as reflected in Chomsky (1977) and

Williams (1977). Other approaches to these two areas are ment1oned.

Cé?pter IT examines the distinctions between core and peripheral
grammar as seen in Chomsky”{1977) and Koster (1978). Chapter III.
represents an attempt to p]age the ru]e of Gapping within the core/

peripheral distinctions out}Jned in this thesis.
o -

\ . '



CHAPTER 1

SENTENCE AND DISCOURSE GRAMMAR

I.1. Introduction -
Within recent years in TingJistics a distinction has been
méde between sentence énd discourse grammar. While a definite
boundary between the twe is difficult to establish, it is possible
to distinggish certain characteristics of each 16 relation to the
framework 0¥\Chomsky's revised éxtended standard theory. Chomsky
and Lasnik (1977ﬁ\ﬁave presented a model for sentence grammar, and
Williams (1976) hag\a§tempted to describe a particular rule of di;-
course grammar. Chomsi}{§ mode] applies strictly to structures
included within the boundé?ies of_&he sentence and the rules of
syntax which he outlines appf&_at,the level of the sentenée.
Williams has attempted tq/maﬁé a distinction between rules which
apply i; sentences 9nd"?ﬁ1es which can apply across sentence bound-
aries withjn_a-d?géourse. It is this distinction which will be
dea]tfﬁﬁéa.in this chapter, as wei1 as certain other treafments of
‘i”sfgi%stic rules (Emdﬁds 1976 and Rochemont 1978), which seem to fall

between sentence and discourse grammar. *



[

I.2. Chomsky and Senfence‘Grawmar,‘

e

within'Chomsky's theory of sentence grammar is contained

v

: ]
the part of language he cg?siders to be innate. According to his

‘rationélist‘approach, humans-are_innaie]y equipped for the process

——

of language learning. Linked to the prihcip1e of innateness is

the idea that all languages possess certain common features -known
as‘1inguistic universals, which can be considered part of the |
innate capacity. A theory of grammar,must account for universals
in language. A more deta11ed'ﬁésqrib£ion of the relationship
between -Chomsky's theory of sentence grammar and innateness and

universals will be presented in Chapter II.

Chomsky's model of sentence grammar includes; a base with

a lexicon and a categorial component, a transformational component,

two systems of iﬁterpretive rules, and a phonological and semantic
component. Base phrase markers derived from the catego;fé1 coﬁpo—

nent and the lexicon result in §urface structures from application

of rules in thé transformational component. These in turn result

in represeﬁtatiohsin universal ph?netics and logical form (LF) '\\\
through application of the rules of the phonological and semantic
componeﬁts. A samp]e‘derivation will be provided later on. I will
concentrate on Chomsky's model as réf]ected in “On WH-movement" (1977).
More recent deve]opments in the model have not significantly changed

the areas of interest to this thesis. .



The idea of logical forﬁ is important for discéursé gram-
mar. Chomsky and Lasnik (1977:428) consi.de-r it to be a "universal
.system of repreSentatidn? which incorporates the'meaning resulting
. féom sentence grammar without involving 6then'factors sﬁch_aé

 speaker's intentions or situational context.

-

)

Within sentence'grammar Chomsky distiﬁguishqs core
grammar and peripheral grammar in an attempt to develop a theory’
. of markedness. Chapter Il will include a discussion of these two

areas-of sentence grammar, as well as comments on the theory of -~

—

R ]

markedness'in syntax.

The mode]xsT sentence grammar presented by Chomsky and

Lasnik is as follows:

1. Base

»

2. Transformations (movement, adjunction, substitution)

. 3a. Deletion ' 3b. Construal
4a, Fi]térs'_ 4bl Quantifier
Interpretation, etc.
5a. Phonology -
6a. Stylistic Rules

In this model, the rules of the base generate base structures. The

transformations convert the base structures to surface structures.

-



Mmoo - & seems [z John to Tike Bill ]

Stif]ings (1977) gives the following example of a derivation based

on Chomsky:
i *
| & _ .

a. the base component generates. the structure in (1):

]

-

b. the transformational component moves a-noun phrase as in (2);

(2) ‘ MOVE NP— John seems [g—t to Tike Bil11 1

The resulting sentence is John seems to like Bill.

Semant{c interpretation is done on surface structureé-(recent]y
Eai1ed S-structures) by the rules 3b and 4b. That i§ to say, surface
structures are mapped into Togical fo;m. Independently, surface
structures are mapped {nto universal phonetics byvéhe rules 3a, 4a,

5a, and 6a.

Incorporated into this model of sentence grammar is the-
-trace theory of movement rules. From a base-generated structure
as in (3):

1

(3) [§'[s [Npe]‘tvaas [APen [VP [VhitJ fNPBi11 113333

_we can apply a movement transformation to yield (4):

(4) [§-[S [NpBil] ][pras [Apen [Vphit ENPE 111313

N~

. »d



This corresponds to the senterice™Bill was hit. The NP [ Bi11°1 has

" been moved, leaving a trace [ NPE J. A movement rule always leaves

a trace which is coindexed with its antecedent.

R

~ The rules of construal map surface structures to LF. They
L _
associate Jantecedents and anaphors (PRO) or each other by co-

indexing. The manner of indexing distinguishes the trace of a’ :
movement rule from the PRO of a rule of construal. There has been

much discussion about the distinction ‘between trace and PRO, but’

I will'not deal with this topit here. Tl : e - =

| The above constitutés a very brief outline of what Chomsky
.considers sentence grammar to be. The rules and conditions will be
considered in more detail in Chapter 1II, wheresa distinction will
be made between the two components of sentence grammar: the core
and the periphery. The outline éiveh here is meant to serve as a

guide in defining the relation between sentence and discourse grammar.

&

I.3.Williams and Discourse Grammar.

" Williams (1976) makes a distinction between rules that
are sentence bound (e.g. Comparative Deletion) and define the .form
‘and meaning of sentences, and rules thch apply across'sentence bound-
aries in a diséourse and do not obey the constraints of senﬁg;ce

‘grammar outlined in Ross (1967).
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Ross' Coordinate Structure Constraint stated that no

conjunct, or any element contained in a conjunct, could be moved

out of a coordinate structure such as (5):

The Complex Noun Phrase anstraint outlined in Ross stated that a

‘transformation could not move an element out of a sentence dominated

by a noun phrase with a 1exica1 Hea& noun, as in {6):

(6)

A rule such as Comparative Deletion, which accounts for structures

such as (7), obeys both these constraints.
(7} Mary ate more peaches than dJohn ate. -

However, Williams points out that a rule such as VP .Deletion does

not obey Ross' constraints, as illustrated.in (8) and (9):



1

(8) The man who didn't leave knows the man who_ did.

- {9) John didn't immediately open the door — first he shut
the window, and then he did. '

in (8), VP Deletion does not‘obey the Complex Noun thasg Constraint,
as the missing VP occurs in a complex NP that does'not contain thé'
antecedent.leave.. In (9) the same rule does notlobey.fhe Coordinate
Structure Constraint. The antecedent of the missing-VP (open).is

_not contained in the. same.coordinate structure as the missing VP.

-
-

Rules such as Comparative Deletion cannot occur across
sentence boundaries.
(10) A. Did John see cows?

B. Yes, but Sam saw more horses than John saw.

In (10), the missing object must-be horses, and not cows, as Compara-
‘fiﬁe Deletion does not allow an antecedent to occur in a sentence
different from the one containing the missing object. 7Thi§“i§ termed,
'by Williams, a rule of sentence grammar. In contrast to the;é\ru]es._
‘are those which do not obey Ross' constraints, and which may apé]y
across sentences in-discourse. [ will outline Williams' treaE;ent

of one such .rule.

—



Williams deals exclusively with the rule of Verb Phrase
" Deletion (VPD) as an example of a rule of-d{scourse grammar, but
.makes some generalizations about ru]és cf this type. Al] rules of
discourse grammar apply after all rules of sentence gramﬁir. The
rules of discourse grammar apply to the fevel of togical form as -
an output of sentence grammar The’ru1es of conétrual and-quanti-
f1er 1nterpretat1on map surface structures 1nto.LF in sentence |
grammar. The rules of discourse grammar then app]y to the sentences
rEpresented in LF While Chomsky's rules of sentence grammar apply ’
strictly to sentences, a rule of discourse such-as VPD operates
across sentence or utterance boundaries. Th1g“mean§, for example,

that an antecedent for a m1ss1ng verb phrase (VYP} in VPD can be- a “

-d1fferent sentence from that of the missing VP 1tse1f w{11iams

gives the‘fo11ow1ng examp]e. o e 1&;

\: ;\.
(11) . A. Did John leave? . S \
(12), B. Yes, he did.

N

The missing VP in (12) has its antecedent (leave) in (..

The rules of discourse grammar take into account the Tinguistic
context of a sentence. Although these ruiles do not obey the formal
constraints of sentence grafimar, we might say thaf sentence grammar

is considered the primitive element of discourse grammar.



Nilliams prefers an ihterﬁretive approach to the rule
of VPD, instead of regaéding it as a rule of deletion. To relate

the fd]lowing sentences
(13) a. Who can do Tt?

{14) b. John can.

© and show that the VP do is the §Eag\i2hboth, (14) is given a surface
structure with a phonologically null a aphoric element in piace of
“the VP, which is anaphorically related to the VP in (13). The

a

terminals of the antecedent VP replace the deltas of the missing VP.'

If (13) and (14) have these. surface structures,

L

(15) who [LtI

NPcan Cldol

ELitl 3

v N np?

1
vl s

(16) [SJohn can. LL8T  [T3 (3 5] o] o

L T —

e ——en
by

the application of the VP rule gives (i?) and 3(18) respectively:
R . —-.JE\F(’

CCitd

(17) who EEt].NPcan [Cdol VP N NPJIVP] s

{(18) John can [Cdol ,, CLitl ]

v N wpd vp

¢

T0



MW 1liéms-de§cr1bes the relationship be%ween discourse and sentence
grammar in the following way.\ Qf the different levels which consti-
_ tu\e sentence*gramma;, the only dnefrelevant to discourse is the
level of ‘logical fdrm. ‘In VPD, deltas of a VP in 1og§ca1 form

have their.antecedent in another sentence of logical form.

Williams also says there may be a semapfic rule of sent
grammar which can identify deitas»heeding interpretation in djscoﬁr e .
gramhér. He suégests a sentence grammar rule of F-subsctFipting, for.
. example, to identify "free" positions in Jogical form for rules of
sentencelérémﬁﬁr. In other words, sentence grammar identifies
certain structures that will receive their interpretatién.in'dis;
course gréﬁmar. MWilliams formalizes this notion with subscriptiﬁg

devices; T will not discuss F—subScripting here.

Williams recognizes three cases of ellipsis in English "
which need treatment by rules of delta interpretation in discourse

‘grammar. These are: . ' =

(19) VP Interpretation: John did EEA]V]VP
as in: Who ate the cake?
John did. ~ . o
(20) One's Deletion: mine EA]N is fine
as in: whosé book is broken?

Mine is fine.

sl

[ Y

o S, L s bt et
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It

. grammar interprets the delta as an anéphor of the VP in (22).

<

(21) Sluicing: do you know who*a.. . Je
Each of these cases of eliipsis has an antécedent outside of the .
senfencer- These three discourse rules of delta-interpretation

apply to the Tlogical forms.of sentence gfammar.

Williams disclsses only one rule of discourse grammar,

that of VPD, which follows é]] rules of sentence grammar by his

principle of "strict utterance”. (A1l rules of-discourse grammar

-

apply after all rules of sentence grammﬂr):
(22) - Who left? ‘ -
(33) ' John did.

Example (23) will have thg‘following‘sufface structure in sentence

grammar:

v

(24) John" did E A ]VP

This is the input to discourse grammar. The VPD rule of discourse

pors

]

The trend in recent approaches (Chomsky and-iasnik 1977)

-—

is to eliminate deletion, including identity:de1etions ‘such as. .

VPD, from sentence grammar.

I'd
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[.4. Other Approaches

Sag (1977) discusses VPD as a rule-which can apply in
sentence grammaflor{ﬁn discourse grammar. .Ség proposes to include a’]evgl
he terms “Shallow struéfure" in his model for sentence grammar, which

'can Be contrasted with the model proposed by Chomsky and Lasnik. .Their

model refers to surface structure only.

BASE RULES " TRANSFORMATIONS RULES OF SEMANTIC
. . " INTERPRETATION
: INITIAL | SHALLOMW | LOGICAL
———> PHRASE » STRUCTURES > FORMS

~ MARKERS

DELETION RULES
STYLISTIC RULES

v
SURFACE STRUCTURES

Sag formu1ateé“an‘optiona1 rule of VPD:

(25) - - Verb Phrase Deletion (éptional)
X -——— AUX ---= VP ---- Y
s.D. 12 3 4
s.C. 1 2 ) 4 ' . ]

He cites examples of VPD both in sentences and at the level of R

discourse. He does not classify the rule as belonging to sen{erte

.

or discourse grammar.



0

(26) VPD in ‘the sentence:

Pohn Toves Mary and Peter does @ too.

(27)° /VPD*in discoupse:
a. Who hit the home run?
'b. Betsy did 9. : S

L
L

———

éeg claims tpat his rule eeeQunts for both cases of VPD, as tﬁe:!?.
~deletion trigger is nof‘mentfoned in the structural description.
There have been ether apbroaches to the problem of rules~~
wh1ch do not fit into the framework of what we now cons1der sen-
tence grammar. One of these approaches is- seen*1n Emonds (1976)
in a discussion of rules which precedes the sentence/discourse '
distinction. o (
i )
Emonhs:(19760 has d1scussed sty11st1c ru1es, based on
Banfield (1973). Emonds distinguishes between root transformat1ons
and structure preserwing trap%formations. He defines root trans-
formations as those which;“move, copy, or insert a node C into a
position in which C is immediately dominated by a root S in derived
structure". A root S is an S that is not dominated by a node
other than S. In most cases, a root S is similar to aP independent

clause. N\ . '

——

\ .
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N

.

A structupe-preserving transforma{ion "intréducés or
substitutes a constitueﬁt C into a positioh in a bhrase marker
held by a node C." An’example of a root transformation in Emonds’
work is the transformation which pﬁéduces a tag guestion.

\

=" (28)  Mary won't buy this dress, will she?

_The tag formation rule gives the following surface structure, in

which the right-hand S is a root 5:

(293 o s
sT L | 3
NeSoAKT WP A WP
Mary won't V NP will ) L she
’ buy tﬁis
- dress

An example of a structure-preserving t?ansformation is Subject-

Raising, transforming (30) into (31): 1!!
(30) It appears that John is sick.

(31) John‘appears to be sick.

(’\



. i - ‘
Emonds also states the structure-preserving constraint, which says

that major transformations are either root or structure-preserving.

In His book, Emonds considers-that stylistic transforma-
tions may violate the structurg#ﬁreﬁerving constraint, as they allow
certain constituents to move freely within a“Sentence. These rules
do have certain farmal propertiéét which have been outlined in |
Banfield (1973)." These propertigs distinguish them from grammatical
transformations. Emonds points out that rules of modern Ehg]ish
" which could be considered stylistic, such as.Topicalization, do ‘obey
. the structure;ﬁreserving_cpnstraint. fhose which do not obgj the
constraint apply.in literary or boetic language. He suggests that
in these cases the input to the transformation is more grammatical
than the gutput. Emonds sees stylistic ru]es.éppTying after a11l
~grammatical transformations. They are optional ru]es!

w7 : : A

. As Emonds':work comes before tre'Ehomsky/wi111ams distjnc-
tion between sentence and discourse grammar, it is difficult to put
it into the context of this distinction. Emonds himself recognized
the problem of dgcidfng exactly where these rules should be included
in a grammar. It appears that these ruies could apply as in Choméky
and Laénik's model of sentence grammar. Chomsky and Lasnik'haveA
included stylistic rules within the model, but they occur after all

chef transformations and are inc¢luded with deletion and filters

which ‘map. surface structuresinto universal phonetics. Emonds' sty-

listic rules, occurring optionally after all other rules, appear

-~

to do the same thing.

16



There are more attempté to charaéterize the re]dtionship
-Fbetween sentence g}ammaruand rules affected by discourse. Rochemont
| (19785‘discusses éty1istic ruiég which are sﬁppo;ed to account for
- the effect of social discourse and'@tteref's meaning on 1inguis£fc
proﬁesses. While these stylistic rg1es‘ére disEourse bound, as
sentences resulting from the%r app]%cation must be appropriate to
the contekt of the discourse, Rochemontiincorpo?ates them into
sentence gramﬁaff He assumes the modei presented by Chomsky and -
Lasnik‘(1977), But adds to theiﬁbde1, discussing aspects nof trgafed

by Chomsky and:Lasnik.

PHRASE STRUCTURE RULES

~ SURFACE STRUCTURE

Focus assignments /.

STYLISTICS A LOGICAL FORM

i

Pl

PRAGMATIC-EEPRESENTATIONS

OTHER COGNITIVE REPRESENTATIONS

17
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‘3%nfre1ation to what Chomsky has in mind for grammar, Rochemont's
- model appears less restricted. He views certain rules as being
less formal than other rules of sentence grammar, which can still

not be considered real rules of discourse. -}ﬁu' ' =

" There is a-.gradignce seen from strict rules of sentence
grammar, towards rules that might be considered "intermediary" ' .

between sentence and discourse grammar.

Rochemont's stylistic rules have the properties of trans-

formations, but are not considered'syntéctié. They do not influence _
. - : LT

interpretation. Eor examplé; Rochemont discusses the Inverted
Directional Consfruction-(fDC)].

A —

- (32) " Into the house ran John.

{33} Out walked Mary. - _ -
(34) Down' the hill rolled the carriage.

He claims two proéésses are involved here: PP Preposing, a
syntactic operation, and Subject Postposing, a stylistic operation. e

These are independent operations as seen in (53), (36),'and (37):
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(35) ‘Into the house John ran.
L7 ' : . N
(36) i Down the hill the cirriage roﬂ]ed.
(37) :1;0ut Mary walked. I

In all of the above, PP Preposing applies alone.  Rochemont analyzes :
IDC sentences in terms of Focus, which is a factor of dfscourse.- )
Stylistic rules suph.as Subject Postposing apply to surface structures.
Rules of focus assignment apply before these stylistic rules. The

rule of Subfgét Postpos%ng formulated by Rochemont is as follows:

- -

(38) - Subject Postposing
(X NP. (AUX) (V)-- Y)- 1 9 3 4 25
S VP
1 2 3 .4 .5
_Focus -

A
Lo

An IDC sentence such as (39) ié derived in the following way:

(39) ~ IDC: Into the house (there) rah _a man in a blue suit. -

Application of syntactic rules gives the surface structure (40):

L}

(40) [LInto the housel [a man in a blue suifJ Cranl]
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Subject Postposing applies to this: .
(41)  Subject Postposing

[CInto the housel] tran] Ia man in a blue suitl]

Another stylistic rule of 'there' insertion gives the final fesu]t:2

(42) ECInto the housel there Eranl [a man in a blue suitl]

Rochemont sdys his stylistic rules operatétindependent1y of formal
“syntactic and semantic processes. The -stylistic rules apply to

the output of syntactic rules.

T vy

I.5. Summary

In'summary, it has been shown that the Chomsky/Lasnik
hode1 for sentence grammar and the discourse ru]e.of VP Deletion
preéented by Williams constitute a basis %or the distinction
betweeﬁ sentence and discoufse grammar. Otheg'attempﬁs-have beeﬁ
made by Emonds and Rochemont to clarify the‘diffqrenées seen in

the status of certain rule types.



 CHAPNYER I

- : FOOTNOTES

. ut
- L

. Emonds (1976) discussed the ru]e of D1rect10na1 Adverb Preposing '

as a root transformat1on. Two processes are 1nvo1ved in der1v1ng

sentences such as:

t - .
.o \

Downithé‘street rd]]ed the baby carriage.

In came John.

The

“x

irst is adverb1a1 PP preposing; the second is subJecF-

simp e,yerb inversion. Rochemont is chang1ng the status/of

the rule as gseen by Emonds.

iEmonds {1976) considers "there' - insertion to be a structure -

pfeserving.(noq-sty]isticl transformation as in:

A hat]ééé.stfanger appeared.
There appeared a hatless stranger.

Rochemont changes the status of this rule and treats it as

éty]istic.

>

21
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.. CHAPTER II

“THE CORE/;ED THE PERIPHERY.

II.1. Ihtrodhction

In tﬁis chaptér IApropose to outliné the d?étinctiéhﬁ
between core and per1phera1 grammar as seen by Chomsky and Koster.
Chomsky' S theory of sentence granmar w1]1 be examined, w1th spec1a1
reference to elements conta1ned in the core. Koster 5 v1ews on. -
“the core and the per1phery w111 be presented, wﬁth his c41ter1a

for d1st1ngu1sh1ng between the two His approach will be con-.

trasted with-that of Chomskyﬂp**

_.I1.2. Approaches. to core and periphery

-z

—,

Chomsky has distinguished between two different aspects
of sentence grammar:the core and the periphery. Core grammar repre-
sents the part of sentence grammar that is related tb innate ‘
principles. _As mentfdnedwﬁn Chapter I, within‘Chomsky's.rationa1ist
framework humans are considered.-to possess an innate capacity for
‘{anguage ]eérning. Core grammar, as part bf sentence grammar,
represents paff of this inndte capacity, or is determined by it.
~In other words, this language f%cu]ty common to humans ig'bioTog-
ically based. A child at birth is equipped for language learning.-

T

LI
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‘a '
)

; ,‘_-

o . )
= . Part of th1s innate capac1ty is aqrestr1ct1on on the form of

‘ -

Qi;\ :F '“grammars acceptable for language learning. A ch11d possesses, in
- the innate capacxty for 1anguage 1earn1ng, an evaluation. procedure

. ‘ wh]cn_enables him to ‘choose the optimal grammar ava11ab]e to him.

fC1ose1y re1ated to the innate céﬁacitr are'nn;verse1s of
-1anguage These are ‘the rules and principles which a]] human th-
‘guages possess A1though 1anguagesﬁﬁ;y differ in other propert1es,
a11 ;onform to these universal pr1nc1p1es of sound, meaning,_and
structure--termed un1versa1 grammar (UG). A ch11d;nas tacit

know1edge of these un1versa1s homsky maintains tﬁat a human .

fh - o

..~ language Tearner wou1d be unab]e to 1earn a 1anguage constructed
;' ’i,“ '

,.

in violation of UG.
. | _
The theory of UG incorpcrates what is know as the theory
of markedness It is within this thédry'of markedness that it is
_poss1b1e to d1fferent1ate between the core of sentence grammar and
the per1phery Riemsdijk (7978) cons1ders the theory of markedness
to be the part f 11ngu1st1cst_eory concerned with- the evaluation |
procedure’ po ssed by the child for choos1ng the optimal available
grammer. Grammat1ca1 propert1es which rank h1gh in the;eva]uat1on S ’
" procedure are unmarked,;and fhose_obtaining a\low ranking are marked. |
: O
Core grammaféis then a subset of universa] grammar. The
. core grammar for ‘one Iﬁnguage selects among the universal devices,

which are innate. N : ‘




i

. Koster (1978) ca]]s the unmarked structures the- core grammar,
and terms the marked structures of a 1anguage the periphery. _ This” (:::‘=—”“//*\
means that 1anguage Jearning 1nv01ves the estab]1shment of the 1imﬁts ,
of core grammar, and the add1t1on of’ marked structures up to the
periphery. Transformat1ons whlch v101ate core grammar spec1f1cat1ons
.are marked. They may have strucfuraT descr1ptjons more comp]ex than
those allowed for in core grammar or violate spme other coﬁditihn: :
of core grammar. |

: \ _
The imp1icatibns.of this theory of markedness for the
]anguage learner are clear. Structures or transformat1ons which
are h1gh1y marked are more d1ff1cu1t.for the Tanguage Jearner to
master. They will presumably be Iearned ‘much’ later_than the f¢
unmarked rules.of cbre‘grammar. Sti]lmngs (19?%) usés the
?o11d&?ﬁ§"&§agram to indicate the difference between core and

peripheral grammar:

i

‘e
T
S
el
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The core grammar is innate for the ]anguage learner. It.contains
the un1versa1 properties of natural 1anguage wh1ch are the general-
1zat1ons that can be made across ‘language boundar1es. The prog-

esses in the core are the most easily 1earnfd grammatical structures.

The outer circles 2, 3,.4 represent the more highly marked -

.ru1es and transformations. These rules are more complex and less

genera], and are 1earned later than the ru1es in the core. This is

the per1phery of sentence grammar.

White (19@0)-has approaqfed the problem of the re}ation-
ship between grammatfﬁa] theory and 1angqége acquisi%ﬁoﬁ. AShe makes
some comments about the 1ink .between markedness and—Tearnabi11ty,
or the-facility With which a structure'may be learned. She sqys.
it seéms reasonabie tolassume there 1s é‘certain‘connection between
grammatical complexity, as defined by markednéss:iand acquisitional
complexity. White is careful to note that_the grammar should
not account for perééptué] difficulties, these being outside its
scépe.‘The gramma} éccounts for grammatical cohp]exity only: This
restriction will be importgnt in considerfng the worg of Kuno in

Chapter III. | \ -

A further approach to the distinction within sentence
grammar between the core and the periphery is outlined in Hirschbuhler

and Rivero (1980). They propose an in%erpretation of the distinction’

which-considers a rule of grammar to be an "aggregate of dimensions®,

-
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some of which are marked and belong to the periphery, an&'éome of
wh%ch dre unmgrked and belong to the core. In this interpretat{on,
. the dif?ering elements of the core and the periphery;hre embodied |
in a sing]é rule. Thi§_interpretation will be ;onsidered moré-

. extensively in Chapter III.

Ii.3. Chomsky -and Rules of Core Grammar.

In Chapter I, I outlined briefly the Chomsky-Lasnik mode]
of éentence grammar. The base rules generaée base structures and .
i.the‘trans%ermations convert the base structures to surface structﬂrés.
In addition, there are certéin condttions which must be met for
a structure-generated by the base rules and. the transformations
to Fe considé?ed grammatical. The coﬁditions in this way att as
filters. Chomsky sees core grammar as a restricted number of

general rules with conditions governing their operation.

I will examine more closely the different areas of this
grammar;—with an example of their operation. I will base my
presentétion on the material found in Chomsky's (1977} "On ﬂﬂ;
Movemgnt”. The rules-of the base follow Chomsky's X;bar notation,

a theory intended to reflect thé parallel behavior of major categories

in syntax: noun phrases (NP), verb phfases (VP), and adjective

.
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phr;seQ‘(AP). The X-bar notation generalizes these structures by

w1

giving them levels of "embedding

[
|
|

)
l S
AN

(1) . | EALRL)

Spec‘ifier- ; \/v{

Tense

o)y

(2) ' /\

N (ﬁ)

Specifier ///// \\\\\\\
N

Quantifier

PP

(3) - \

r Specifier - ',__Wﬂ;//// \\\\\\\

Adv : A
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Chomsky now recognizes one transformation fq‘thg'trans- ‘f
formational componenf of core gramﬁar:fﬁove 4:. Traﬁsformationsf:;'
in core gramﬁar are restricted:in form and_functioﬁ. The formal )
representation of Chomsky's WH-Movement is shown in (4): : :;-

(4) . (COMP, vbl, wh-phrase, vbl)

Move wh-phrase into CQMP

The structural description (SD) of all transformations must be
(a1......,a ) with each a as a variable, X-bar category, or termi-

nal string.

1

ATl major movement rules are Cyc]ic, and NP Movement obeys
the.structure-presérving hypothesis put.forth by Emonds. Thjs means

that-an NP can only move.into the position of a base-generated NP.

The transformations are unordered and optional.

Included in core grammar aretNdaterpretive rules and rules

of construal which confert the output of ansformationa? rules into
Togica] form. Semantic rules act on LF. Chomsky has three construal.
rules in core grammar, (in "WH-Movement", for example). Constrq&f
rules assign antecedents .to éﬁéphofs. These are:

a. The Reciprocal ﬁﬁ]e: This rule‘hssigns each other the feature

[+anaphoric to iZI in a structure containing NPi.



’.-"'

-y

-?”,b- The Bound Anaphora Ru1e”aséigns the feature C[+anaphoric to 1.:l
to a pronoun in a structure containing NP, in the context .
! ENP— Possessive - NX].
<

' s . . /
c. The Disjoint Reference Rule functions to assign nonanaphotjc_.

reference to a pronoun in relation to some NP..

"The transformations and‘interpretive rules of core gramnaf
_ must meet three conditions: the Subjacencxvcdndition, the Proposi-
tional Island Condition (PIC), and the Specified Subject Condition
"~ (SSC). These conditions can be 1aﬁguage speiific. They have been
modified and renamed‘ih recent work by Chomsky, but I will not be
concerned with pr6b1ems relating to the modifications.

The condition of Subjacency states that a tran tion
cghnot apply across more than Bne cyclic node at a time. This
condition applies to transformations oniy, and not to ipterpretive

rules. Chomsky"s (1977) statement of the condition is:

"No rule can involve X, Y, X superior to Y,
if Y is not subjacent to X."

(5) CCwhol did Mary claim LC ] PRO to have seen t11°
COMP, S CoMP, . |

who moves by WH-Movement to COMP, from t and then ‘to COMP];'

The movement occurs across one cyclic node, 3. (The cyclic

nodes are S and NP).
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.Chomsky handles rules that are_apparent counterexamples to

Subjacency, such as WH-Movement, by showing that the WH element

moves from_COMPAto COMP, one cycle at a time, thus avoiding any .
violation of Subjacency. The derivation for "whom do you think R
they Qay that they saw?" is as follows: f

(6) [§COMP[S you think [ZCOMP L_they say [gComp Cthey saw whomlll]

S S

In the example, whom moves from COMP-to COMP, one‘cyc1{c node at a - \

“time. SubJacency explains the Complex NP and WH Is1and Constra1nts~—————————*———:m

iof Ross (1967). ) ' .

The Propositfona] Island Condition makes extraction frém
a tensed sentence imp0§51b1e. It applies to‘transformations and
interpretive rules and in later work it is considered as a filter
on LF and not as a condition that b1ocks the app11cat1on of the
rules of sentence grammar. Chomsky states:
"No rule can involve X, Y in the étructure
S S JF SR S J

where .{ is a tensed sentence.

Subject Raising, for example, extracts from an infinitive structure

where there is no tense.~— ' §

(7) John seems, to be sick.



g

—

]

In French, in the L-Tous transformation, the PIC prohibits

;(8) * J'ai tout voulu que Marie mange.
from n

(9) J'ai voulu que Marie mange tout.

The PIC prohibits the movement of tout from the tensed sentence in

(é), blocking the derivation of (8).

The Specified Subject Condition prohibits extraction

from a sentence with a shecified'subject.' This refers to a lexical

subject or a non-anaphoric proreun-and also trace.” This condition,

" 1ike the PIC, applies to. both transformations and rules of .
fnterp%etation, and has been reinterpreted as a filter on LF in

recent work.

"No rule can involve X, Y in the structure
SR L £ DU SRR\ 7 SO O

where Z is the §pec1‘f1’ed subject of WYZ ind( ."
(10) COMP you saw I:l.lpdéhﬁ's picture of whol

3

(1) #yho did you see John's pictures of?:

.

The rule applies in the case of & as S or NP. .
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St1111ngs clar1f1es the operation of core grammar w1th

two examples, show1ng how the various components produce sentences

‘ EXAMPLE 1: 1. The base generates a structure:

A seems Eg John to 1ike Bill 1.

. 2. A movement transformation operates on the output of the base.

Move NP:——> John seems Eg't to Tike Bill 1. .

‘

3. The sentence is grammat1ca1 as none of the thrée
conditions is v101ated and the rules of 1nterpretat1on
do not apply. The resulting surface structure is:

) thn seems fo 1ike BiTT.

EXAMP&E 2: 1. The base generates this structure:
They expect Eg(Someone) to read what books

" to each other {by 4)].

2. The following transformations operate on the output
of the base component:

/

a. Move NP1
—> They expect'[gA to be read what books.to each .

other (by someone)l.

A



" b. Move NP2 _ . s : '=i
—— They expect [z what books to be read to each
. other (by som_eone')?l. |
c. Move WH - S
| — iWhat books do -they expect [z to be read to
eaéh other...1.
3. The interpretive reciprocal rule must apply to assign
to each other anaphoric: reference to they.
- What books do they ; éxpecf Ly §'to be read to each ather .1.
4. The SSC is violated as they and each other are separated
by a specified subject. The structure is then ungram-

matical.

- *What books do fhey expect to be read to each other?

Chﬁmsky's rule of WH-Movement is a good example of a core
transformation in English. It handles proéesses that were once
considered to be hénd]ed by many other rules. . For example, under -
WH-Movement Chomsky places topica]ization and i;finitiva1 relatives.
WH-Movement is optional and';yc]ic,-and obeys,Subjacency,.the'PIC

and the SSC. It always leaves-a trace t in the pbgipion from which

the WH-phrase moved, to be 1atér'interprétéd by the rules of construal.
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UAn example of WH-Movement is the following:

(12)  Who 3 did Philip say [ [ that 1 John hit t
: l-COMP] S comp,

On the ‘first cycle, the transformation moves Eﬁg;from t to COMPZ.

On the second cyc1e it is moved from COMP, to COMP]. This is

2
WH-Movement out of a clause. WH-Movement within a clause deals

with structures -such as:

(13) Nh@ E?\\

There aée fhree further aspécéﬁ of Chomsky's analysis of
WH-Movem;nt which must be considered. The first of these concerns
a prohibition in core grammar which staté§ that a COMP node cannot
. be filled by more than one NH-phrase at a time. The f011dwing is
ungrammatical..

. A\

(14) *Which problems were you wondering who solved?

Only one element can be questioned at a time.

(15) LgCOMP, [oyou were wondering [<COMP, L[cwho solved which problem]11)
. ws > .
WH-Movementfappljes to who. Then which cannot be moved to COMP,,

because it is filled, nor can it be moved to COMP1 because this

would violate the PIC. The sentence is therefore ungrammatical.

ad

34



35

. ot - - -
|l‘- ' . -

The Doub]e coMP Proh1b1t1on in th1s way accounts for NH IsTand
JgFOﬂStF&THtS(ROSS?1967)
' - —M The second aspect to be consibered is that of br1dge52
WH-Movement is freely permitted in sentences like (13), which are
“ examples of WH- Movement within a clause. However, in English the
.fo11ow1ng, an apparent violation of the PIC, is also permitted:

" (16) Who did you tell Mary that she should meet t ?
whof;ppears to-be moved.oot of a tensed sentence,i Chomsky has
_suggestedﬂtwo answers to the probIem. The first is that certain
words .can act as bridges, allowing WH words to be moved out of -
ltensed sentences “For examp1e, in sentence (16) tell acts as a

. 'br1dge for the extraction of, who from a tensed sentence. The
second so]ut1on proposed by Chomsky is that the cond1tions on core
gramma;‘openations can be language $pecific. In this way it is
posstg;e to make--a prooiso on the PIC and éSC in English a11owing

extraction over bridge words if the WH word has been moved to the

CQMP,of an embedded S. The PIC would state that in the structure

RS SO S R . T
nothing can involve‘x and Y unless Y is in COMP. .

Lo

This would account for the grammatica]ity of (16}, This solution

is also known as the COMP Escaoé Hatch.



The third“considefation is that of a change in intér-
pretation. of the conditions in cére grammar Chomsky originally
postu]ated the A-over-A cond1t1on wh1ch stated that no transfor-

'\-—

mat1on cou1d affect any category except the dom1nat1ng ‘ene: A

~,

“** Chomsky (1968) stated:

If a transformat1on app11es to a structure of the form

}i

for any category A, then it must be-ébijhte;preted as
to apply to the maximal phrase of the type A.

f
Y

For exampT®, to obtain:the passive from a sentence such as I saw the

‘defeat of the army with the structure in (17), the A-over-A principle

allows for the movement of the dominating NP only, to derive The

defea;-of the army was seen by me.

/Np\
NP . ‘ PP ‘ :

the defeat P NP . ‘

- (17)
1 saw

of .. the army

~
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S () hey took a, p1cfure of whom? - L hf‘z )
-:f “ . ._: .-\ Tl \._“_. . : . - .~
""“-" R i S o e . o . )

39T whom dfd they take a picture of2 D0 Tt

LQ;;(QO)f':}ﬁllkpg,ﬁqu1d approye of.mﬁ‘see%nésyhoh?_
R 21) C; whOm wou]d you approve of my see1ng7
" t\ ‘ - a‘ "_ ' “ -. / .

‘ ‘II:4.‘_Koster_aﬁdf%he_piétinction'between'COrE' d Periphery

.'?,_ ot . ' ! . A - .
) koéter-(1978) has contributed to the ‘disgussion of what
1s 1nvolved in core grammar, part1cu1ar]y in drawing™a distinction =

leH Mevément 1n the f011ow1ng can move NHO/NHOM in fgolat1oh.,

) _t-- ‘\‘. ‘::j - - J’ ~ R - T_ ) E
".‘- :. - - - - ) Iy -:‘ n! -
" 7 -t - ! !
— - - hd 1] "
This abso]ute 1nterpretatton of the A-over-A pr1nc1p1e represents el

‘.

'the unmarked case 1n COre’ grammar ' Chomsky now also accepts a non-

- o

q;absolute 1nterpretat10n wh1ch aJ]ows for the marked case. In

'"certa}n marked cases, a transformat1on may affect ahe Tower category

'-ﬁ

between the core and. the per1phery "His w1ew is that the theory 7
of core grammar will lead to the e1aborat10n of a theory of marked—
ness in syntax The unmarked ru]es and cond‘t1ons of the core are
more eas¢1y Tearned, and 1nc1ude operat1ons that are common to all

]angqages. The per1phery, on the other hand, 1nc1udes marked struc-

‘ tures whiCh‘are,1eas’teadtty,accessthletto the-]anguage learner,

. K .
3
.

PR |
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Koster deals with two efamples of_thE differencézbeﬁween

the core and the periphery. The first of these involves islands. - A

Vs
He states that_it is possible for a phrase to be an 1s]anqjoﬁlcore
grammar, but not to be an island in the peripheral sense,g Th
examples he uses are those seen ‘above (13 and 16) of WH-Movement.

within a clause and out of a clause.

(22) . "Who did Mary meet t ?
(23) Who did you tell Mary that she should meet t ?
Koster concludes .that clause bound HH-Movement {ﬁ more universal e

than WH extractidﬁ from a clause, as some 1angu§ges do not even
'aT1pw the latter. In addition, extraction from a clause is dependent
on the presence of a bridge, as seen earlier, or a particular lexical
structure, making if moﬁe.restrictedxﬁ The hypothesis suggested

by Koster is thag_a,fu11 clause 1is an-is]and‘of core grammar, while

‘ extrdction.beTBngs in“thepgriphery. Engljsh has théfmarked
alternative in a]]owiné extraction out ofié clause. In such a wdy
rules revea]Jtheir markedness by their cost. Those wﬁ?gh are less

'general and-which depend on”such things as lexical structure have a

higher cost in terms of acquisition. They fall outside of core grammar.

i 1
—,

The second éxamp]e of the difference betweenthe core and

‘the'periphery suggested by Koster concerns root and non-root sentences.
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Emonds (1976) defines a root sentence as an S that is not dominated

by a node other than S. This is related to the not{on‘of independent
J . s . '

clause in traditional grammar, but'arroot S in some cases may be

from a dependent clause.

(24). -~ Had John arrived earlier, everyone‘wdu1d have been upset.

.~

(25) Will we be welcome, do you think? o .

"~ The notion of root transformation as discussea in Emonds was pres- )
- ented in Chapter L. Chomsky teras_a root'transformation ohe that ’
agp]ies only to thg,?ﬁl] sentence structﬁ?e, not to an embedded
sentence. Emonds givéé several examples of root transformétions;
- one of them being Subject-Auxiliary Inversion.r'This is the
inversion of éubject NP and auxiliary in direct questions.

(26) Is Harry coming?

This rule is formalized in Emonds as:

S

Y 2

(27) COMP - NP - Aux - X ———> 1-3-2-4
where 1 dominates WH or NEG. It applies only in the highest S or
root S. This also covers cases of bonjofned sentences immediately

dominated by the highest S:



(28) She didn't do the dishes, and why should she?

N A nonroot transformation may gdgk?‘;o something other than
‘ the matrix sentence. Chomsky points out that Exiraposition applies -

to the underlying subject NP of the following:

(29) : [prhe only one that I like-of To1stoy'§ novelsl is out of print.
The result is: N ‘ o | s
(30) “: The only one of Tolstoy's novels that I Tike is out of print.

- . B . P
. . N - S

Hooper and I/pmpson (1973) have d1sputed the adequacy of
Emonds views on root transformat1ons They suggest that root
phenomena also occur in embedded clauses under certain conditions.
- Their view is thae; with the eemantic notion of assertion, it can
" be shown that root trensformations have app]%cabi1ity restrieted
to asserted clauses. Because most embedded c]adses cannot be asserted
or made emphetit, root fransformatfons do ‘not apply to them. However,
Hooper;and Thompson point out that in some cases, under certain
conditions, root transformations may apply to embedded c1auses.
Hooper and Thompson give examp]es such as (31) and (32), in which a
root transformat1on is acceptab]e in an embedded sentence following

a verb of saying. The embedded sentence occurs as reported discourse,

and is an'example of assertion.
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(31) Sally plans for Gary to marry her, and he vows that marry

N
her he will:

-

(32) 1 exclaimed that never in my 1ife had I seen such a crowd.

Koster places the root/nonroot controversy within the
distinction between core and periphéra1 grammar. Embedded root -

phenbmena,are periphéra1 because of their cost. Root phenomena

‘occur in embedded clauses in a restricted way, depending upon cer-.

tain conditions which are lexically governed. 1In certain verb
complements, root phenomegna can occur. These complements contain
the same verbs that allow extraction. —-

(33} He explained that each part he has examined carefully.

Root phenomena are not allowed in NP or PP complements.

A

(34) *] resent that each part he has examined-carefully.

The fact that embedded root\phendmena are peripheral could also
ekp1ain'thé variation in judgment in many cases, and the fgct that
some languages make a very strict distinction between root and
nonroot phenomena:. In languages such as Dutch anq'German,_Foot

phenomena never occur in embedded clauses.



Koster then makes ‘the assumption that extract{on out
of a clause and embedded root phenomena fall outside of core

grammar in the periphery.

To uﬁderstand kosfer‘s position, it is necessary to '
outline his model in a general-way. Koster arques againét'the
need'for major pransformations. He favours a phrase structure
grammar with movgd phrases (WH words and NPs) generated dﬁ}ectly

: in the base. He eliminates movement‘t%ansformat%ons, rep1aciﬁg
fﬁemuwith a rule of coindexing. His argument is that there is
no distinction between-fiovement rules. and rules of construal or.
‘coindexing.

I have a]regdy'oytlined the Chomsky/L;;nik mode 1 fﬁr

“sentence grammar and explained the operation of rules with the

formulation Move «£L (Move NP; Move WH). The rules transform tﬁe
deep styuctufes of the base.into surface structures containiné.
traceé left by Move o , unexpanded nodes, ana material which is
to be deleted. Surface structure is also subject’ to rules of can-

strual which' co~-index anaphors and antecedents.

In Chomsky's model, the Raising transformation operates

as in (35).

(35) a appears [ g Mary to be sick 1.

The transformation Move £ operates to raise the NP (Mary), to yield (36).
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(36) ' Mary, appears t. to be sicK.
Mary is connected to'the_empty A subject through the trace left

by the transformation.

-

N

o Koster.finds that Move oC is unnecéssary.' He says that
movement and construal can be distinguished by the propefty of |
Sﬁbjacency only. He reduces Subjacency to two principles -

the Bounding;Coﬁﬁition and the Locality Principle. His model
eliminates cyc1t§;transformations, but maintains minor movements,

hde]etions, and §ty1istic rules. _ R

1. Base rules

! 2..- Coindexing

3a. Deletion rules, etc. - 3b:' Interpretive rules, étc.

‘The base generates WH-phrases-and NP sdbjects. Unexpanded
nodes (e) appear where movement originates. An antecedent node is
coindexed with a conseaquent, or a verb is coindexed_with an unexpanded

verbal node. Koster's treatment of the operation in (37) is shown

Vin (38).

{37) Mary appears-Eg e to be sickl.
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Unexpanded nodes e appear in tho ositions from which 2 phraﬂe was

usﬁa11y said td have been extiacted. . -

Coindex

v

Manyi appears éi to be sick.

s

J

The cofndexihg can also apply to verbs, as in (39).

\\(39) John saw; Susan-and Mary eiEBob,
" , , )
\\ -~
~ .
N N B - o .
\\\ The coindexing rule is constrained in various ways. For

example, it cannot apply across a tensed $ boundary,'as in Chomsky's

Propositional Is]aqd Constraint.

(40) : *Maryi appears Eg that e, is'sick].

The Bounding Condition ;nd the Ldé;Tfty Principle
coﬁstrain the rule of coindexingm‘ According to the Bounding
Condition an empty node ﬁust have an antecedent within the same

iphrase: This means that phrases aré islands, in tﬁé unmarked case,
in éofe.grammar. The Bounding Condition accounts for some of the

phenomena also accounted for by Subjacency. In (41), Subjacency

and the Bounding Conditiqp predict the same thing.

(41) - Who do you know [NP the boyj Ce ej'that Cg e, saw e, 111,

a4



: (42) - Mary, appears Nﬁi to 1ike Dave.

The sentence is prohibited by Subjacency beqauge ﬂ§94 and e; are
separated by more than one cyclic node: - NP and 8 or S. The Bounding
Condition rules out the sentence because thefantecedent of‘ei is not

in §.- - T

.a-The Locality Principle hand]es'§u1es invo]ving an ante-
cedenf'and a consequent.. The antéqedént for a given'cqnsequentvis .
the closest one in terms of phrasé structure. The Locality Principle
pérmits (42). | |

-

It prohibits (43) becausé Maryi and NPi are separated by Dave,

a possible antecedent. .

(43) *Mary. appears Dave to 1ike NP..
H . LR :

This principle partly rép1aces Chomsky's Specified Subject Condition.
The Cojacency Principle, one instance of the Locality Principle,

will be discussed in CHAPTER III.

Koster discusses the distfnction betwgen core and

periphery, including his rules of construal, with the conditions on

t

them, in the core. He proposes auxiliary hypotheses to account for

tanguage specific modifications of core grammar. At the core is a
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miﬁ?mum formulation of a rule, the essential idea, with no exceptions,
Because the rules of this core are tco é;rict for natural language, " -
he provideg auxiliary hypotheses which 1ist the exceptions in as

éeheral terms asfpossib1e. For exaﬁp1e, the following sentence is

‘\\\\\\\\ESTérked. It reflects a universal rule of core grammar. ("

[

(44) What did you see e ?  meremeneie

As shown above, WH is generated in the base and coindexed with e.

The next two sentences.are marked,'both falling outside the ideals

of core graﬁmar. The first is_acceptable.i The second js unaccept-
able and reflects the cost-of the first.” The first is derived by - ‘

a rule specif{c to English.

-

- *
o~

(45) Who did you see a picture of e ?
..--.' -
(46} ?? Who did you give a picture of e to Bil1? -

’

. Koster's approach in gome of these caséﬁ is similar to ‘Chomsky's
treatment of ﬁH-Movement over a bridge, which has been discussed
in tﬁis paper. -Foriknglish, he makes a special proviso to éhe PIC

. which is.the equivalent of Chbmsky‘s COMP Escape Hatch, permitting
an apparént violation of the PIC. Kogter’s auxiliary hypotheses-
handTe such cases by a116w1ng for an additional ‘hypothesis Fquow-
indjthe core grammar rule. The addftiona1 ﬁyﬁothesis handles

prob]éms specific to a languade. L



Koster therefore makes a.distinctioh bééween cbre granﬁar‘
and language shécific modifications that may be required to enable -
core grammar rules to work for natural language. The specifications
of these additional hypotheses are_possib]e only at a cost. The
auxiliary hypotheses constitute generalizations. of core grammar
specifications. Universal grammar establishes the princiP1es of

core grammar, but also points to the range of language-specific

alterations that may fall outside of the essential core.:

s

In addition to the préceding contributions to core- gram-
mar, Koster lists three characteristics of noncore, or marked, struc-
ture: variation.acrogs 1angua§es, va?iaéion in juaéﬁent, and
suscepﬁibif%ty to lexical qndAstructural cbﬁp]exity. The accept-
ability of'noncore structufe may be affecteg by complexity factors
‘which are part of othér éognitive systems whith interact wjth
grammar. Examples of these complexity féctors are depth of embédl
ding, nesting and QOub1e binding. Koster feels that mafked étfuc-

tures have a greater sensitivity to phenomena. from other cognitive

systems which might influence thgm.'

2

~“'The first complexity factof, depth of- embedding, reflects

the interaction of lexical factors. Koster note$ the difference 1in

v

acceptability between the following two sentences.

“1

e
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(47)  Who"did you see Enp 2 picture of el

(48) *Who did you destroy Cyp @ picture of el

These correspond to Who did you see a picture of ? and Who did you

destroy a picture of ? respectively. He also notes that many examples

of embedding such as this one cannot occur in Dutch, “indicating a
variation across languages. Some examples show a variation in

acceptability.
(49) Which country is there money for a trip to? S .

Within the framework outlined by Koster, these sentences fall outside
~ “the Timitation of core grammar, but are still not-at the extreme

v

periphery.

Nesting is the second complexity factor mentioned in
Koster. A sentence containing a nested conétruction may be
unacceptable due to processing or perceptual difficulties.. The struc-

ture (50) is an example of an unacceptable nested construction:
- (50) *the man a brother of e I know.

The Nesting Hypothesis predicts that (51), the underlying structure

for (52), is unacceptable.

a8



(51) . ' ﬁho do you be1ieve Eg-to Lel {S Mary thinks Joan talkedl]
(52) *Who/whom do you be]ieve.pd'Mdry thinks Joan talked?
The -third complexity factor is double binding. The'
-Double Binding Constraint states:
No rule refers to X, Y in: "
U S S CRNL S TN ‘
, _}?\\\.
. 7 . . N
where- Y is empty (e), and Z-is Tinked to ‘o . A""\
!
This constraint excludes e's in COMP-internal categories.
{53) *the man [l a brother of el I know e T e
X Y Q\ z
(54)  *who do you believe [« to el Mary thinks Joan tadlked e .

This rules out cases of dangling prepositions in the COMP.



" No rule can operate to derive se

have been shown to be ruled out by the Nesting Hypothesis.

: s .
ntences in (53) and (54), as the
Y of both structures contains an empty node e.. The sameJeXamp1es

o

hat's

II.5. .Summary o | S

In sdhmary,”?t has been shown that Chomsky's theory of

core grammar allows for a rule of MOVE oC and interpretive rules,

“all governed by Subjacency, the PIC and the SSC. Koster's‘Cbre

rule of coindexing replaces movement rules and is suBﬁect to the-
Bounding Condition and Locality Prindﬁb]e. Koster has p@ovjded

a view of core and peripheral grammar within a theory of markedness.

! : ‘ \.

i
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"CHAPTER TII
v C - -

GAPPING - ° e

IIT.1. Introduction

- 7 _ N . !

In this chapter I will deal with the pﬁ]e of Gappingr

-

seen in fhe Tight of the sentence/d1scourse, core/per1phera1

-

dg§t1nctnons.' I'will present a historical overv1ew of treatments

of Gapping from Ross (1967) tO‘Koster (1978). Wh1]e most of

. these %orks were not produeea witﬁ the .sentence/discourse distinc-

" -

tion 1n mind, it is poss1b1e in some cases to 1dent1fy the approach,

in retrospect withih recent distinctions. Soine of the treatments

of Gapping do not lend themselves so easily to such classification.
Where possible, I will attempt to place an approach to Gapping

within sentence or discourse grammar.

I w111 also suggest that Gapp1ng 1s a rule of sentence
grammar, but does not fit neat?y into e1ther the core or the pe- )
N

riphery. Rather, it appears to conform to an interpretation of

the coTi;pizspheral d1st1nct1on as seen by Hirschblhler and
(1980

Rivero: ). The rule, according to the1r approach, cou]d be
considered an aggregate of d1mens1ons”, some of which belong

to the core and some to the periphery.

. ‘ t s h *ar,
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The historical treatments of Gapping range from those L
which place the rule outside sentence grammar, as bart of'discoufsé,
to those which place Gapp¥ng within the strict core area of sentence

grammar,

————

. Gabping Characteristics

LY

L)

The rule of Gapping is first d1scussed in Ross (1967)

and1§evera1 times after that in transformat1ona1 11terature Sag.

A

{1977) summarizes Gapping‘and,the related constraints.

ST

Gapping deletes s verbs and. auxiliary verbs in \\\\

"goordinate structures ) and (2):
(1) John-ate peaches, and Susan, pears.
(2} John has spoken to his .mother,- and Susan, to her father.

If there is a negation in the auxiliary, Gapping cannot occur..
(3) *] didn't play hockey, and Bill, football.
However, Gapping can occur if the hegation is in the conjunction.

v

(4) I didn't play hockey, nor Bill football.



‘ ; . :
In cgordinaté structure, only the highest S can undergo Gapping.

[ ‘. 3 7

(5) i " *John said-yes, dndjl khow:that Me]anﬁé no.

A
v

=
There can be-no deletion of said after-MeJanie in (5) because it

is inside an:embedded sentence.

Coordinating conjunctions and, or and nor are acceptable
in sentences which undergo Gapping.\ But is less acceptable as a
coordinate conjunction in a gapped sentence.

(6) ~ 7?Mary played the piano, but Anne the guitar.

.[n English, b@ckward Gapping does hgt occur.
", ‘. - “-\ .
t

'(7) *Joﬁh novels, aﬁd Mary read short stories.

“In a sehtence undefgoing Gapping, identical pre-verbal
adverbs ca; be gapped. Non-identical adverbs cannot be gapped.

(8) is acceptab]élbecause the adverb that is gapped in the right
conjunct is identical to the adverb of the left conjunct. In (9)

the adverbs are nBt identical and Gapping is not permitted;

(8) . Pam sometimes plays tennis, and Lucy, squash.

(9) *Pam sometimes plays fennis, and Lucy fregquently squash.
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e

;l Gabpigg/fgmnants'érg'diséussedliq detail by Sag. while’
most treatmenig of Gagping deq]-ﬁith;gapﬁed clauses ‘containing two
remﬁénts, as in thé above éxamples, Sag givés accebtab]e gapped

.séntehceg with three remnants. The following is Sag's exahple;

(10) Peter talked to his boss on Tuesday, and Betsy to her
shpervisor on Wednesday. =

There is much controversy over the acceptability of some gapped
clauses containing three remnants, as in (11), an exampie from

Jackendoff (1971).

(11) ? Charlie entered the bedroom at 5:3Q, ‘and Vera the
kitchen at 6:00. o

- The second. remnant in a gapped clause (in which the verb
only has been gapped) can be an NP, an adjective phrase (AP), a

that-clause, a for-to clause, or a prepositional phrase (PP}.

{12) Saliy saw Anne, and Johtf, Mark. (NP)

(13)  Mary looked upset, and Alice calm. {AP)

(14) Sam said he was late, and Phil that he was early. .
(that-clause) : ‘



(15) She prefers for her mother -to go with her, and Tom for
his father to go with him. . (for-to clause)

“

(16) Anne waited at the bus-stop; and Susan on the steps. (PP)
In cases in which the second gapping remnant is an S or §, |
a complementizer must be present, even if the compliementizer could:

otherwise be deleted. .

(17) His mother said he was polité, and his father that he-

was rude.
[3 .u e e

Another constraint on Gapfing is thét the NP immediately

following the verb cannot be gapped.

-t

(18) ~*Susan -gave a book to her mother, and Lawrence to his
" father. K

"Ross {1967b) has discussed the case of no NP being gapped,

. and the numerous possibilities which result in a sentence like (19):

v

(19) John tried to ‘begin to write a play, and Harry

“(a) to begin to write a novel

(b) to write a novel

(¢c) a novél

In addition, parts of NP's cannot be gapped by'themselves,

A\



(20) *John washéﬂ his brother's sleek, Tow racing car, and Petér

‘(a) brother's battered qid jalopy

- | K

: .
(d

)
)'batteréﬁ‘o1d jalopy

) old jalopy ’
)

Jjalopy

III.3. Historicé] Overview

In order to present the major treatments of Gappjmg found
in the ]1teratute, I have divided the relevant matefia1 ipto three
groups. The first five are treatments. of Gapping from 1967 to‘1975f
~As the core/peripheral distinction did not exist at the time these
' were written{ I will attemﬁt fo.reinterpret them within the distinc-
tidn outlined in the first two chapters o% this thesis. The five
treatments of Gapping are those of Ross (1967a and b), Koutsoudas
- (1971), Jackendoff {1971), Langendoen (1974), and Stillings (1975).
A sixth approach, that-of Hankamer‘(]973i;‘is impossib1e't0‘p1ace
within_the present framework as it was conceived within the frame-
work of‘geﬁerativé semantics. Iwill include it with the above

five approaches for chronological reasons.,

The second group will deal with Gapping from the point of
view of linguists who regard it as a rule which 1ies outside of

sentence grammar. Kuno (1976) sees the rule as subject to percepjual

57



1 component, outside the frame-

factors and he places t'in a ndh-for
_ work: of sentence grammak as‘presqnted by
that of Sag (1977), is'mdre formal than that Kuno, but Sag accepts

Kuno's perceptual principles as they regard Gapping>

II1.3A Ross

[T

Ross (1967a and b) gave the first detailed account of

Gapping. He saw it as a rule deleting non-constituents, converting

the underlying structure of (21) into the under1ying structure of (22):

(21) I ate fish, Bill ate rice, and Harry ate roast beef.
(22) I ate fish, Bill rice, and Harry roast beef.

Ross' rule of Gapping in English affects only clause-
internal and right-peripheral ellipsis. One application of Gapping

does both deletions in (23).

{23) Bétsy talked to Peter on Sunday, and Alan QT to Sandy 92
g~ talked - o
N 92= on Sunday
Left-peripheral ellipsis resuTts-from some other rule such

as Conjunction Reduction.’

omsky. A second approach,
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(24) John talked to Bill and @ seemed upset.
@ = he = John

According to Ross (1967b) 46 types of Gapping exist in
natural language. If 1denili3}/e1ements are on 1eft branches of a
.(/;ructure forward gapping occurs. If identical elements are on

right branches of a §xfﬁctqre, backward Gapping occurs.I (The

/ : . _
latter was shown to be unacceptable in English in an earlier example .)

Ross considered Gapp{ng a universal rule. He said that
it could beAstefed in a general form in the theory of Tanguage.
Hewever, he considered that it could be used in any grammar in some
form.' Ross said that particuldr languages might impose their own
conditions on the rﬁ]e of Gapping. He stated that English has only
'forward Gapping. Therefore, in English, theﬁaenera1, universail
ruTe of Gapp1ng has~a cond1t1on prohibiting backward Gapp1ng,
(25) is the same as an earlier example (7).

.
b

'(25) *John novels, and Mary read short stories.

1f we look at Ross' apProach in terms of‘}he Jater dis-

tinctions between core and périphery, we can relate it to the ideas

of both ghomsky'and Koster thidt a rule gén be stated in a general .

way in the core and have a particular application in a language ///
D. :

in the periphery. The idea of auxiliary hypotheses presenteg/S;

N

RN,

-

~
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Koster and seen in Chapter Il could be applied here. The universal,
co;e rule of Gapping. includes two kinds of Gappﬁng: forward and

1

backward; or a]ternafi&ely, Gapping is formulated in a very-general ?
way in.the core without restriction as to its directidna1ity. This "
is comparab}e to Move & in Chomsky's approach to rules of movement.

An auxiliarylhypothesiswfq}'Eng]ish makes the conqitioﬁ that only

forward Gapping can occur in English. This is a device that =

restricts the core but does not contradict it. -

A

I111.3B8. Jackendoff

Jackendoff (1971) discusses his rule of Gapping and some
_ related rules. He_breseﬁts his view of Gapping within the X-notation.
Jackendoff'sqru]e is different from the rule of Conjunction Reduction.
It deletes the verb of one or more c]auseé_conjé}ned to.the right qf‘

a clause containing the same verb.
(26} Max ate the apple and Sally the hamburgers.

Jackendoff recognizes two types of conditibns dﬁ:Gapping. There
wfgfe conditions concerned with the connection between the clauses
and conditions concerned withlfhe structure and deletions in the
second clause. The conditions dea]ihg with the connection between

" the clauses cover restrictions already discussed. Among these are )
the restrictions on but as a coordinating conjunction in'a gapped

sentence, and the restrictions on subordinate conjunctions.
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The conditions on deletion restrict Gapping with uniike

auxiliaries.

- A{27) *John has written the words, and Pau1.£wil1} the music.
: ' is '

Gapping does not occur with unlike adverbs preceding the verb, as

seen previousiy and in (28).

V)

(28) *Max sometimes beats his wife and Ted frequently his dog.

Ty

-

As mentioned earlier, Gapping cannot occur when there is a negation

in the auxiliary.

Jackéﬁdoff maintains that Gappiﬁg requ{res an unlike
constituent 1hi¢he VP, It i;lnot simply a deletion of a variable.
He gﬁves cases of Gapping with one’ﬁn1ike conétituent in the VP.
identica1 NP§ or PPs occurringnext to the verb can gap if ‘they are’
followed by another constituenf.

(29) John writes poetry in the garden and Max in the bathroom. _‘
Gapping occurs if the complement is an infinitive only.

(30} © Bob tried to wash himself and Mary to read the funnies.



Gapping deletes identical NPS,-PPS, c]auses.and’jnfinitives that
are not adjacent to the verb, if there is contrastive stress in the '

first clause.

(31) Jack begged Eléiegto get married and Wilfrid, Phoebe.
As Ross -also pointed out, any number of embedded infinitives can

~delete if one unlike constituent remains.

(32) Max seemed to be trying to begin to love Harriet, and
Fred (({to be trying) to begin) to love) Sue.

In the case of Gapping with two unlike constituents,
acceptability of the output varies. With two NPs the results are

unacceptable,

R

-
-

" (33) *MiTlie will send the president an obscene telegram,
and Paul, the Queen, a pregnant duck.

The results are also unacceptable when the constituents are an

NP and a clause or an infinitive.
(34) *Frank forced Tom to shave himself, and Sam, Harry, to watch.

With a comp]ément NP-PP, the results are questionable.
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. (35): C Millie put the flowers in the vase, and Charlie the
book on the-table. ! | -
(36) " 2?Charlie enfgred the bedroom at 5:30 and Vera' the "’
kitchen at 6:00. . B

Sentences such as (35) and (36) were mentioned previously as beihg
controversial due to the three remnants in the gapped clause.
Jackendoff prefers (36} in which the PP is not stﬁict1¥/subcateéo-
rized by the verb. ‘ : -

- Jackendoff preseﬁts a hypothesis’regarding fhe use of
“syntactic feafﬁres fo express geneéa]izations in Gapping and
Deletion rules within the ?ltheofy. He says these generalizations
are not easily expressed by traditional syntactic formalism. He
relates Gapping to N-Gapping, and vp-Daletion to NlDé1§tion. The

first two collapse to X-Gapping, the second to X-Deletion.

It is clear that Jackendoff's approach fo‘}he rule of
Gapping is within sentehce grammar. Hé applies the X-bar_theory
in an attempt to express generalizations ofithe rule. Ii'is
difficult to classify his approach Withén sentence grammar as being
in favour of Gapping as a core rule or-a peripheral rule, but it

seems to mé that his attempt to co11abse the rule dinto X-gapping

could be interpreted as identifying the core-aspect of the rulés,

with the restrictions being the periphery for English.
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I111.3C Koutsoudas

P
-

-

- _kbutsoudas (19?1) érgues against an- independent ﬁulg of

Cipping He collapses the rules of Gapping and5Conjunction Reduc-

t1on -into one-rule, Coord1nate Deletion. He says both Gapping and

¥ - i

ConJunct1on Reduct1on perform the same operat1ons and meet the same

_cond1t10ns. They delete identical elements, have the same direc-

_tiona]ity, are both last cyclic, and have the same place in thé

rule sequence. The only difference between the two seen by

Koutsoudas is that Gapping deletes only verbs with no regrouping

. of constituents, and Conjunction Reduction deletes any grammatical

T

category with airegrouping'dT constituents.

Koutsoudas exp1ains-the co]]apsihg of the two rules as
foflows Gapping is collapsed with the rule for object-reduced
coord1nafyons The latter has the same d1rect10na11ty constraint
as Gaﬁp1ng regard1ng identical e1ements on the r1ght (forward
Gapping) and identical elements on the left (backward Gapping).
In object-reduced coordinations the constraint explains how (37}

can be converted to {37a) but not (37b).
(37) John chased Mary and Pete caught Mary.
(37a) John chased and Pete caught Mary.

(37b) *John chased Mary and Pete caught.

64
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Koutsoudas chTapsés~Gapping and the‘rulg for object-reduced coor-

dinations into the rule of VP Reduction:~ This optional rule states:
‘ _ g g

. : [ S
(38) Given a coordination in which each conjunct includes a
verb. .or object which is identical to the verh or object
of each other conjunct, all but one of these ‘identical
L constituents may be deleted, the undeleted constituent .
- being that of the first conjunct if it is a left- -branching
K _constituent, and that of the last. conJunct 1f it is &
right- branchIng const1tuent

.

The‘rgsu1t is that Gapping:is no longer an independent rule<in any
graﬁ&ar. ;Kéutsoudas provides three afguments against an independent
rufe;of-GaEbing in favour of VP-Reduction. The direc%iona1ity ton-
-sfraint opqigéés in all languages in which objects can be reduced.
In a ;911-defined posit;on it can be shown that one 1an§uage qejetes \
a verb, ahbthgr an object;‘and vice versa. For example, in English
middle posit%on, a venb is deleted; in Japanese middle position, an
object'is_deleted. Ru ongering does not separate the two rq]es.‘
Furthermore; Koutsoudas\51a5ms that from the evidence of thirty-two
languages it can be sho@n that Gapping and Object-Reduction are
either both ﬁresgnt in a language, or neither is present. There-
fore, Géﬁpiné is not an-jndependent ru1e.\

Koutéoudas lets ' VP-Reduction operate independently of
'grammatiéé] cétegorieg, as it is subject to heavylrestrictions. The

result is the Coordinate Deletion rule.

4
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(39) _ Coordinate Deletion

11X, [X 5

o By TRRRT RS Ty

1 W EAX5] X

1 .23 4 5 67 8

1,'234\5 p7 8 %

Conditions: 1. A is~ﬁp immediate constituent of W.
and Xsaé g

Ir .
. It operatgs to derive (%ﬂ) rom (40)

-

(40) John saw the dog and saw the cat.

(41) John saw the dog and the cat.

Koutsoudas criticizes Ross' use of the rules of/Gap’ﬁ"Thg and Con-
junction Reduction as separate rules in-a 'granfmar. He says Con-
Junction Reduction must account for objéct-rerrjuced coordinations

as in (42) and (42a).

(42) Mﬁ\we;m/ed the dishes and Mary dried the dishes.
"‘\_/7(423) . John washed and Mary dried the -dishes.

¢
K4
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if Gapbing accounts for verb-reduced coordinations'and Conjunction
Reduction for object-reduced coordinations, w1thmtwo ru1es we cannot
account for the fact that 1n any language e1ther both objects . and |
verbs reduce or neither does. The 'two rules are formally and
substahtive1y related, with the same constraint .on directionality.
It is unnecessary, according to Kﬁhtsoudas, to:haye two rules 2)

obeying the same constraint which both specify identity deletioh.

Notice that this approach is simi]ér to Chomsky's
attempt to reduce many movement rules to Move £ in the core,
1dent1fy1ng,the genera] symptomat1c propert1e5 Presumably there
is only one rule in the core, and per1phera1 cond1t1ons in relation

to some structures_create an appearance of two or more rules.

N From the standpoint of present approaches to sentence and

discourse grammar, it could be -said that Koutsoudas, Tike Jackendoff,

would p1ate the Gapping ;u1e within sentence grammar Again, it

is difficult to make a further classification as to core or per1ph—
ery. The Idea of c011aps1ng rules to allow for cne rather than

two would be consistent with recent trends in sentence grammaer—ﬁ
(The question of whether th?;:na1ysis—prov1ded by Koutsoudas is. -

correct is not a concern of ‘this paper.)

2

3
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I11.3D Hankamer = . e .

Hankamer (1973) presents an approach to Gapping consistent

with the geﬁerative semantics framework. He establishes a transderi-

vational constraint to generalize the restrictions on Gapping.

Hankamer sdys Gapping deletes rightmost occurrences of
identical verbs in conjbined sentences, but it méy delete more than.
the verb. He considers 1eft-periphéra1 é11ips€$‘to be part of
Gapping, but does not provide any meéﬁan%%m for collapsing the two
ruies. - In Hankamer's view of Gappjng, the deleted materfa] may pe
on both sides of the hon-de]eted P. His formulation o% the rule
showing-the Gapping operatipn as deletion of a variable is as

follows:

. (43) Gapping

~

NP X A Z and NP X B Z =

NP X A Z and NP B
where A and B are non-identical major constituents.

Hankamer suggests q‘Fonstraint<tQ generalize the restric-
tions on Gapping. This No Ambiguity Condition (NAC) is a trans-
derivational constraint.which accounts for all the conditions which

-

68



operate to prevent Gapping from producing ambiguity. It is stated

in (44).

(44) Any aEp]ication"of Gapping which would yield an output.
- . structure identical to a structure derivable by Gapping
from another source, but with the “"gap" at the left
extremity, is disallowed. '

The NAC makes the following predictions.

‘], ﬁny application of Gapping resulting in configuration-NP NP, or .
NP X on the right is blocked when there is a like configuration
in the VP of the left conjunct;

(45)a. Jack calls Joe Mike and Sam Harry.
b. Jaék calls Joe Mike and [Jack ;alls] Sam Harry.
c. Jack calls Joe Mike and Sam *Eéaj]s Joel Harry.

2. Gapping in (46b) is possible but in {46a) the internal Gapping
is prohibited. The output of (a) is the same as the output of

peripheral Gapping.

(46)a. Max gave Sally a nickel yesterday, and*[Max gavel Susan La
nickell 1astﬁweek.

‘b. Max gave Sal]yla nickel yesterday and [Max gave-Sallyl a
dime last week.

.
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There are several exceptionssto the NAC which are discussed
by Hankamer. (47) is from Jackendoff.

(47} ‘Massachusetts elected McCormack Congressman, and
Pennsylvania, Schweiker.

Hankamer considers this to be a counterexample only if “"elected
McCormack Congressman" is VP NP NP. He considers “Congressman" a

" titular NP and argues that, as such, it is not an NP.

A second counterexample requires a modification of the

NAC, according to Hankamer. It involves (48), (49), (50), \\\\_J)

which vary in accéptabi]ity. ?

(48) ?Max writes plays in the bedroom, and Harvey in the basement.

(49)  ?7Max is writing a play in the bedroom, and Harvey ﬁnithe - \\\\
basement. '
(50) ?7?Max is memorizing the play in the bedroom, and Harvey

in the basement.

The NAC must be modified to distinguish constituents required by
the verb, and constituents which are optional adjuncts to the VP.
In (48), Hankamer says grammatica]ity depends on the fact that plays

r
and writes plays is generic. The result in (49) is worse due to

the presence of a definite direct object.

'
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A third counterexamp1e.is seen in cases like (51}). -

(51) Paul Schachter has informed me that the basic order in
" FTagalog and related languages is VOS; Ives Goddard tha
the unmarked order in Algonkian is OVS; and Guy‘éarden

that the basic order in Aleut is OSV.

As fat as the NAC is concerned, a pronoun contiguous to a verb does
not count as an NP. .The exception would cease to be a problem.if

English had a rule for c]iticiiafion of pronouns in immediate post-
verba] position. Hankamer giveé-évidence 1n'favour of such a rule.

-

He maintains that Gapping must distinguish between (51) and (52).

(52) Paul Schachter has informed Haj Ross that the basic
order in Tagalog and related languages is VOS; Ives
Goddard that the unmarked order in Algonkign is OVS; and
Guy Carden that the basic order in Aleut is 0SV.

S e

Hankamer further states that the exceptions noted do not
destroy the value of the NAC: It captures a genera]izafion which’
a multicondition approach would not. The NAC on Gapping is intended
as a universal constraint to reflect a general restriction on

deletions.

In addition to the NAC, Hankamer posits the Structural

Recoverability Hypothesis.
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(535 ' Deletion rules -involving variables are universally
subject to a transderivational condition which prevents
them from applying in such a way as to introduce
structural ambiguity.'

This is a universa1 constraint of which the NAC is a particular
case. The Peripheral Gap Principle, a further hypothesis of

Hankamef,‘is stated in (54).

{54) . If any interpretation is-possible for an unacceptably
ambiguous structure, it will be that interpretation
under which the Tocation of the deletion site is
peripheral rather than internal.

Hankamer discusses numerous examples and counterexamples to thes%g
principles, most of which do not involve the ruie of Gapping with

which I am concerned. I will not include them here.

L~ I will not try to c]éssify Hankamer's work on Gapping
along the lines of the distinctions now recognized between sentence
and discourse grammar. His approach does not fit the formal grammar
as seen by Chomsky. Within the framework of generative semantics,
it is difficult to separate the different levels of g}ammar. If we
were to translate the approach of Hankamer into the revised extended

- standard theory, it would be completely outside the realm of sen-
tence grammgf. A transderivational constraint such as the one

- suggested by Hankamer would be inconsistent with present theories.
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A rule does not have the power to look ahead to see which derivation
ﬁi1] produce a non-ambiguous output. Sag (1977) points out that
many of the examplesrprogide; by Hankamer are very controversial.

He cites (55) as an acéeptab]e sentence in Quirk et al. (1972)'

which violates the NAC.

(55) = Peter is playing football for his school and Paul for
his club.

Hankamer does, however, rajse many prob]ems for which other linguists

have attempted to provide answers in their treatments of Gapping.

IIT. 3E Langendoen

Langendoen (1974),2 working within the standard theory,
maintains that the constraint on Gabping is grammatical, aﬁd not
transderivational, as suggested by Hankamer. His constraint is - .
termed the Non-Left Peripheral Noun Phrase Constraint (NLPNPC) .
This is an attempt to "translate” a condition which is outside the
staﬁdard theory into a formal constraint within the limits of the

model by eliminating its transderivational .nature. -

(56) No NP can be deleted by Gapping unless it is either Teft-
_periphera] or involved. in a continuous 1eft—perfphera1 gap.

In Langendoen's view, the NAC does not account for (57}

" and (58).

(1
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(57) Max sent Sa11y the messenge% last weék,‘and Susan yésterdayn

<

(58) Max wanted Ted fo persuade Alex.to see Mary, and Na]t,LIrau

The NLPNPC is intended to account for the above, as well as for the
data outlined in Hankamer. He cites (59) as an example that the

NLPNPC is independently motivated. -

(59) ° *Mary sang the Bach cantata, and Sam played @. _

RS

Langendoen collapses Gapping and Conjunction Reduction with -

" the formu]atibﬁ.in {60).

(60) Conjunction Reduction

| ] 1
K= Zp- Ko Zp- Xg= (and - Xy= Zy- Ky Zp- X3 )*

1-2-3-4-5- 6 -7-8-9-10-1

~.
opt. = =
(A) 1-2-3-4-5- 6- p-8-9-10- é]
(B) 1 -26688 -3 -4686+10-5-9p-9-p-p-0 -9

respectively
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Conditions: 1.. 2 and 8; 4 and 10 are the same major
' category, and 2 # 8; and 4 # 10~

“ . 2. Ais precluded if: .
(a) 4, 5 = § and 2 is not VP, or

(b) 3 or 5 contain an NP other than a
clitic pronoun adjoined to its V.

Langendoen's remarks indicate that Gapping would be a .
rule of sentence grammar, but it is a rule with a large number of
specific conditions that make it look suspicious and highly marked.
His approach has-éertéin problems and Sag points out that the
NLPNPC leaves some of the data unaccounted for. In this way, his’
approach is not necessarily superior to the others which Have been
discussed here, Sag cites the fo]]owing'examp]e plained
by Langendoen's propdsal.' Many of these examples are problematic for

most appfoaches, and some have been mentioned previously in this-paper.

(61) - Max writes‘plqys‘in the bedroom, and Harvey in the basement.
(62} Joan will cook the meals today, and Barbara tomorrow.
(63} Pefer js playing football for his school and Paul for
his club.
(64) At Betsy's house we piay bridge, and at ou; house’ poker.

(65) John took Harry to the movies, and Bill, Mike.



III.3F St%l]ings

St1111ngs (1975;]Q0rk on Gapp1ng represents another
attempt to character1ze the constra1nts on Gapping. She formu-
lates a rule to accompany her conclusion that d1rect object nouns
are not deleted along with the verbs that precede them. Her ru]e

restricﬁs the deletign target of GaPping. g

Prior to a formulation of her rule, Stillings ocutlines

the characteristics of Gapping as she sees them..

\

a. Gappihg derives (66) from (67). -~

(66) Ornette plays the plastic alto and Roscoe, the harmonica.

(67) Ornette plays the p1ast1c alto and Roscoe plays the
harmonica.

b. Gapping does not delete noncontiguous verbs.

(68) *Oscar clearly intended ﬁo tell Sally to sing vibrato,
and Sasha, Wilfred.

c. Gapping does not delete over a variable in the right conjunct.

(69) = *Gesualdo wrote madrigals to assuage his guilty con-
science, and Ives,wrote symphonies, his hatred of
Central Park.

76
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d. The variablesto the right of the deletion site must represent
a single constituent.

[

- (70) *Terry thinks poor1y of Elliott Carter and Emmon, we11
5 of Flatt and Scruggs. (*ADV PP)

To account for the above, Stillings includes a variable type C
which. ranges over single constituents. C is any single non-
terminal node NP, PP, ADV, VP, S. - L

. e 5.
t

\“\-_ﬁh\gg The rightmost variables in the left and right conjuncts must

represent the same cdﬁstituent type. - .
(71) *Fred eats at Arby's and my brother-in-law, pickled
- beets.

f. Gapping can delete a string of verbs.

(72) ° Kipnis tends to overemphasi;;\}rnamentation and
Leonardt, heavy-handedness.

Example (73) is Stillings' formulation 6f Gapping.
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(73) Gapping

NP V* C and - NP -*-

o

V* = string variable

'C = constituent variable.

This type of formu1a?ion does not seem to fit easily into recent
approaches where coré Fu1es, at least, have ﬁo conditions built

into them at all. Stillings' rule dif?efs from that of Hankamer

in disallowing deletion of noncontiguous elements. Hankamer would
accept (68). Stillings' rule also differs from Hankamer's in *
deleting only verbs in the right conjunct. Hankamer deletes nouns

and verbs in the right conjunct. Both (74).and (75) are Gapping,

in Hankamer's view.

(74) The question is an important one, and will continue to
'be asked until an answer is found.

a

(75) . Jack calls Joe Mike and Sam Harfy;:;

Stillings also deals with counterexamples to her rule.

One has been discussed by Jackendoff.

(76) Simon quickly dropped the gold and Jack the diamonds.



".Here.5t111ings referéhio Hankamer as saying that preverba]ladverbs )
" - and postverba) proriouns are cliticized to the verb, so-this does

———

nof dispute her view that only verbs are gapped.
"Sentence (77) is a second cnuntgrexamp(?.

(77) The FBI kept tabs on Calvin Coolidge and the IRS, on

_ Hamilton. |

! : - . 4
Stillings claims this is not a counterexample to her view that
direct object NPs canqof be gapped. She regards keep tabs as a

complex verb, with the NP falling within the range of V.
v

v C NP e
A T

St1111ngs brIefly mentions other factors which may inter- .«
‘ t -

act w1th Gapp1ng - Bresnan's ru]e of Truncat1cn may somet1mes apply e .

with Gapp1ng to account for two gaps. A spmantic restriction may -
apply when two de]eted var1ab]es are so clasely related semant1ca11y ufl.
that one cannot: be de]eted‘W1tﬁ6ut the otheg. --F‘nally, there may :b.
be a focus stress condition necessary for double Gapping. e _ '
A * .
Stiil#ﬁéé' apprdach:ié interesting when we consider the "[‘u

core/peripheral distinctions made recen?1y:h The brief-remarks she

-

) l ) . - B
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makes at the end of her article would suggest that there are pgrhaps\*
. factors lying outside the.normal domain of sentence grammar which
may interact with the rule of Gépping. She considers semantic fac-

tors and focus stress,-both of which 1ie outside the core and Ct

possibly outside thé periphery of sentence grammar. While the bulk SN

of her article deals with the rule of Gapping that we could place
.within sentence grammar, the extra fac;prs she mentions make her
approach difficuit to classify. Her consideration of these other
%&ctors is interesting to keep in mind in revie\;{ing the work, of «_’.__,Ef'

Kuno, in the next section. ) ks

III.3G Kuno

Kuno (1976) has presented a functional approach to the
problems of Gapping. His discourse-oriented approach -is the most
extreme one among those who regard Gapping as>a phenomenon Tying
outside the formal component of se?fence grammar. Kuno sees the
Gapping operation as conditioned by the interaction of external

factors — perceptual, discourse-based, dnd semantic — with syntax.

" Kuno lists counterexamp]es to the NAC proposed by
Hankamer and to the NLPNPC suggested by Langendoen A1l these
examp]es have someth1ng other than proper names as the remnants -in

the gapped clauses.



X

Some people Tive in this city because they Tike. living
here, and others because they don't have the means to .
move to the suburbs. - |

~

One of the muggers hit Mary with a basebaIT bat, .and
another with a -bicycle chain. . 5

Some people go to Europe every year, and others every
other year. ' '

-

550% of the congtituents asked the Senator to vote for.

the-bill, and 25% to vote agains; it.

Two days ago John took Mary out to d1nner, and this
afternoen to the movies.

Kuno explains that the examples considered in previous

works contained proper names and resulted in incorrect proposals.

Proper names are "old information". In a gapped sentence, the

remnants should be "new information". He presents two examples,

within discourse, in which the NAC and NLPNPC are violated even

when proper names dpgea(\as new information.
. f‘. B

(83%

Q.- Who persuaded who to examine Mary?

A.- John pe 5 eéd Qr. Thdmas tb examine Mary; and Bill
p, Dr.Hones ﬂz.&\ ) : '

¥ ﬂ1= persuaded B,= to examine Mary

8]



(84) Q With what did John and Bill hit Mary"‘
A. .John h1t Mary with a st1ck and Bill ﬂ with a belt.
& P = hit Mary
Kuno argues in favour of a perceptual principle, ‘his
Minimal Distance Principle (MDP), as an explanation for some of

the Gapping phencmena. /

(85) ‘Minimal Distance Principle

The two constituents left behind by Gapping can be most
readily coupled with the constituents (of the same struc- \
tures) in the first conjunct that were processed last,

of all.

There is- a tendency in Gapping to couple the two constituents'left
as remnants with the rightmost constituents of the first conjunct.
- The princip]e,.in interaction with tﬂree others, is intended to
account for Gapping phenomena and the dreat variation in accepta-
biljty accorded to gapped sentences. The other. three princfples“are:
N .
a. The Functional Sentence Perspective Prinéip]e (FsPP).
Thi states that the closer a given const1tuent is to séntence-
final pos1t10n, the newer the 1nformat1on 1t pvesents

Const1tuents 1eft by Gapp1ng are new 1nformat1on and are paired

with constituents of the first conjunct that are also new infor-

mation. The following sentence can then be regarded as unambiguous.

|
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(86) - John persuaded Bi]ﬁ’TBjexamine Jane, and Tom, Martha.

Tom and Martha, as new information, are paired with Jane
and Bill, the two constituents on the right that represent

new information.
) e

b. The Tendency for Subject-Predicate Interpretation.

The FSPP does not e#p]ain the unacceptability of (87); (88),

and (89).
\@L *Jack asked Mike to wash hnﬁsew,- an& Sue to shak himself.
) (88) | *Jack asked Mike to wash Himse1f and EJack asked Sue
to shgve himself.
(89) - Jack ﬁskeﬁ Mike to wash himée]f and Sue *Lasked Mikel.to

" shave himself.

N
The Tend;bcy for Subject-Predicate Interpretation is a semantic

condition that says when Gapping leaves an NP and a VP, these cons-

tiiuents'are inten?reteﬁ as ‘a sentence pattern. The NP is considered

the subjeck’of the VP, as in (90}. .
. N ‘

(90) John entered Harvard to study linguistics, and Bill to
study psycho]ogy:

According to th§>princip1e, Biil and to study psychology are inter-

preted as a sentence unit.

83
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C. The Requirement for a Simplex-Sentential Relationship,
Kuno'é'third principle states that the two constituents left
by Gappiﬁg have a simp]ex-septentia1 re1atiohship. Hithout
such a-relationship, gapped sentences are much less clear.

+

(93) is ﬁreferab1e to (91) or (92), according to Kuno.
(91) * Who persuaded'who to examine Mary?
John persuaded Dr.Thomas to examine Mary, and Bill,

Dr. Jonés.

(92) Who persuaded Dr. Thomas to examine who?
John persuaded Dr. Thomas to examine dane, and Bill,

Martha.

(§3{§' Who promised Bill to examine who?
\\‘ Dr. Thomas promised Bill to examine Jane, and Dr. Jones,

L

Martha.

Kuno's examples here are unclear. It is questionable to me whether

(93) is to be preferred over (91) and (92).

Finally, Kuno argues in favour of the fact that the
acceptability of gapped strings may depend on semantic unity.

There is a difference in the acceptability of (94) and (95).

(94) Max writes b]ays in the bedroom, and ? Harvey in the
basement. - Ny '

1



(95) Max wanted to put eggplant on the table, and Harvey ,'
*[wanted to put eggplantl in the sink.

Kuno suggests that there is semantic unity in writes p1a£§, making

it more acceptable than wanted to put egaplant, which fﬁKHOt a
semantic unit. This exgmple is discussed by almost ever}one who
deals with Gappiﬁg. Jackendoff has c1qjmed that identical NPs or
PPs next to the verb can gap if they are followed by another.¢0n~
stituent. For him, both (94) and (95) would ‘be acceptable:
Hankamer claims that writes plays is generic, and therefore K

a greater degree of acceptability than something whibh is Ho:EFi\
generic. This approaches the idea of Kuno regarding semantic
unity. Sti]]fngs is probably suggesting the ;ame thing when she
menfions that some deleted variables are so closely related that

" one cannot be deleted without the other.

Kuno has presented five nonsyntactic factors affecting
tﬁe acceptabiiity of gapped sentences. The Minimé] Distance Prin-
ciple represents perceptua1 factors, and the Functional Sentence
Perspective is discourse-based: .fwo factors, the Tendengy for

Subject-Predicate Interpretation and- the Requirement for a Simplex

Sentential Relationship are both semantic and perceptual in nature.

The requirement for semantic unity of gapped strings is a semantic
factor. According to Kuno; all of these support the view that a
functional approach to Gapping is necessary. It is difficult to

assess some of the claims made by Kuno because of the informal
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nature of the discussion of the data. Also, many of his examples

are very controversial, énd the acceptability judgments.vary 50

much that his claims are weakeﬁed. His approach, however, defin-
itely places Gapping oufside the domain of sentence grammar-as seen =
by Chomsky and Koster in recent works. His functional approach is
inconsistent with the framework of the extended standard theory

I have adopted in this paper. | o

III.34 Sag

I will briefly outline the proposals made by Sag (1977)
for the rule of Gapping. His' general approach to grammar was disﬁﬁ

cussed in Chapter I, and his rule formulation will be presented -

)
1
\

T

later. Sag's treatment-of Gapping is somewhat unclear; howe&er,‘
his proposal can be réinterpreted along the 1lines of recent pro-
posals in the extended standard theory. Rules are simplified, and
they overgenerate. .An-eiamp1e of such rule simplification is the:
rule to move a category o , that is part of Chomsky's the%?y of
sentence grammar. The overgeneration of ru1e;‘is corrected by

independent constraints. Subjacency is one such constraint.

) W
Sag suggests that Gapping is a rule of both sentence and dis-
course grammar. His hypothesis regarding Gapping and logical form takes

inte account the ideas of ‘Kuno about the effect of perceptual factors



on the Gapping rule. He.says his rule will overgenerate because
the perceptu%l factors proposed by Kuno will affect the accepf4
ability of Gapped clauses.. So.in_this case, non-formal factors
compensate fd‘athe overgeneration of the ru@e. .

- Sag presents a formulation of the rule of Gapping
which will be discussed later in the chapter. The ovengeneratidh'
of the rule is limited by a surface constraint, which will also
be presented later on. .

The problem with such a proposal is to‘detgrmine
whether the principles that correct the effects of massive Gapping
are conditions of sentence grammar or not. Looking at Sag's
treétment Qithin the sentence/discourse distinction, it-would seem
that the rule is inside sentence grammar, while fhe'princip]es
correcting 1ts overgeneration are outs{de sehtence grammar. It
then becomes aimost impossible. to separate sentence grammar from '
non-senténce §rammar, because evefykcontradiction to sentence

<

grammar.tou1d be corrected by an external principle. -
S '
\

Sag appears to fall somewhere between the extreme infor-

malism of Kuno and the strict formalism of Koster, in ‘terms of his |

approach ?o Gapping.
J
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ITI.31 Williams

- Among the_last group of linguists, those who piace Gapping
with{n the bounds of sentgnce grammar, is Williams (1977). His
distinction be%ﬁeen discourse and‘sentgnce grammar has already been T
discussed. According to Williams, Gapping differs from VP De]etion.l
He points out tﬁat VP -Deletion does not obey the Coordinate Struc-
ture Constraint and the Complex Noun Phrase Constraint of Ross (1967a).
In this way it differs from Gappfng, which does obey these con-
straints. He therefore considers VP Deletion to be a rule of
discourse grammar and Gapping.to be a rule of sentence grammar.
The two rules a]go differ in the fact that VP Deletion can apply
across ;entence boundaries, whi]e Gapping cannot. In VP Deletion,
the anteéedent of a deleted verb can be in a sentence other than
the one containing fhe missing VP. In an utterance in which Gapping
has applied, this i not possible. (96) shows an application of VPD

aéross_sentence boundaries. (97) shows that this is impossible in

Gapping.
(96) A. Did Mary sing?
-B. Yes, she did.
(97) A. Did Mary sing in the house?

B. *No, Susan in the garage.



" !
N . _
Because Gapping obeys the constraints mentioned above, and because
it must apply within the boundaries of the sentence, Williams placts

it within the domain of sentence grammar.

-

[11.3J Koster

Koster (1978) represents the extreme formalist point of
view with regard to Gapping. His pfopésa]s are in shafp contrast
to those of Khno, the most extreme ‘of the di;course-oriented pro-
ponents. Koster considers Gapping to be strictly a core rule of
sentence grammar. It is not a deletion rule, but a ruie of inter-
preting V[e]. it.is another instance of Koster's coindexing rule
of core grammar presehted in Chapter II, because it 6beys the |

Bounding Condition and the Locality Principle.

In Chapter II, I outlined Kpster!s Bounding Condifion,
which states that an empty node must have an»anfecedent withfn'the
phrase fn which it is a constituent. Gabping is conétrained by
the Bounding Condition. To explain this, Koster reinterprets the

Bounding Conditibn to state:

\

(98) - . The Bouriding Condition

. Y cannot be free in;f in: , \\

[g --Lyel...]

whe_re[ is a top node.
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I . o

A top node, in Kosgénli\reinterpretation, cannot be dominated by

a node of the same type Withkggg“§§me_numbef of bars.

L]

(99)

S; is a top node in (99).
¢
The Bounding Condition now explains the contrast between (100)

-and (101).

-~

e

(100) [ [z Jdohn hit Maryl and [z Bill L,e Sie 11.
i

John hit Mary and Bill Sue.

(101) *E§1E§-John hit Maryl and E§-I don't believe E§-Bi11 [Ve]

=

*John hit Mary and I don't believe Bill Sue.

In (100) the Bounding Condition does not apply. There is an empty V
inan S, but the S is not a top ﬂo&e as it is immediately dominated
by 3}. The antecedent of EVeJ is hit. Example (101) is ungram-

matical because [Ve] is free in an S that is.a top node. Thus the

1

Suell]l.
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BoUnQiﬁgifgﬁdition predicts that Gapping does noy occur in em-
bedded VPs. |

Kostéf's Locality Principle states that a ngen con-
sequeni,séiects'the closest antecedent in terms pf phrase struc-
ture."kThis is related to the Minimal Distance Princip1e3).

Thé Cojacency Principle outlined by Koster is one instance of

the Locality Principle\ The following examp]e of Gapp1ng is

-«

subject to the Coaacency Principle. - _/”_\“‘\\\\

= -

t

(102) : Peter read novels, Mary wrote books, and-John § pabe?s.

In (102) the gap must be interpreted as wrote, not read, acborgﬁnb‘

-

to the Cogacency Pr1nc1p1e or the Locality Pr1nc1p1e

| Koster also .presents arguments to distinguish between
bounded Gapping as a ru]e of 1nterpretat10n of Eve] and an instance
of the core rule of co1ndex1ng, and free de1ef?nn/ a periphgral ,,/"“/
process. Gapping, unlike processes of free de]et1on, Zlch as V#
Deletion, is governed by the Bounding E;nd1t1on.. The fo110w1ng
contrasts are presented.by Koster as evidence that Gapping is
different from VP Deletion, because it obeys the Bounding Condition.

L4

(103) *John hit Mary after Bill Sue.

(104) John hit Mary after Bill did.



Example (103) is Ungranmatica1 because Gapping does not go into
PPs. The Bouﬁding Condition prevents this, because Gapping in
this case would Teave a free Eve] within the PP.* The same does
not apply to (104), an example of VP Deletion. In (106), VPD

goes into complex NPs or islands, but Gapp1ng (105) does not af//”’ﬁﬁjfﬁ>
it would leave a free Eve] under a top node. - ///

“
P
oy

(jbs) *John didn't hit Mary but I know somebody who Sue.
(106) John didn't hit Mary but I know somebody who did.

Koster concludes that two classes of ru1e§ exist. One
class consists of interpretive rules, like Gapping, which obey the
Bounding Condition and Ijnk antecedents to anaphors,'inc1uding null
anaphors such as [Ve] The secbnd class is?fhat of free deletions,

h1ch are not subject to the ‘Bounding Condition. In 6the;\t3rms,

apping cannot delete as much as VPD. In Kosfer's terms, the

/'Loca11ty Pr1nc1p1e governs both classes, and he considers bound-

J

edness a CQ:? grammar property, and locality a more general property.
" ——_ The work of Koster stands in sharp contrast to that of

~Kuno. kdster considers Gapping to be a rule of core grammar,

witan the domain of sentence grammar. Kuno sees it as a ruf%

1ying,0uﬁside sentencé‘Qrammar'aﬁ%7ﬁffectedBy perceptual factors.

R

< S

o
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the Gapping rule meet his constraints. The problematic ekémp]ésa\_,
of Gapping which appear throughout the literature are hot mentioned
in Koster. He has inc]uded an jdea regarding auxiliary hypotheses
for lapguage . - specific cases of a rule, b&t makes no mention of

-

their pqséib1e use for Gapping.

One sentence which appears several times in the litera-
ture is (105). The problem of its acceptability was discussed

earlier. -

(105) Max writes plays in the bedrgom and Harvey in the
basement.

Hankamer considers the sentence to be of questjonab1e acceptability,

but better than (106) or (107).

(106} ?7Max is writing a play in the bedroom, and Harvey in
the basement,

(107) ??7Max is memorizing a play in. the bedroom, and Harvey
in the basement.

He considers the differences to be due“to,the fact that writes
J i -
pldys is generic. 9

!
i
i
I

From Koster's work it is pnc1eaf whether all aspectshdf "
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Kuno considers (105) more acceptable than (108).

'ij(}OSJ.“ Max wanted to put eggplant on the table, and Hérvey
*[ wanted to put eggplant 1 in the sink.

He claims that there -is semantic unity in writes plays, while

there is noné in wanted to pUt eggplant. Stillings' idea that

some deleted Variab]es are so ETose]y related that they must be

deleted together seems to be the same as Kuno's approéch to (105).

Jackendoff's claim that identical NPs or PPs next to

the verb can gap, indicates that he wou]d‘perhaps find (105) and
(108) acceptable. -

Koster does not make any statement about such a sentence.
It is possible to attempt an application of the Bounding Condition

on sentence (105):

|

(109)

M\_

gl
o
=%
tn

Max writes plays in the bedroom. Harvey EVeJ in the basement.

In (109), Si is the top node, and V is not free in S; because it has

" the antecedent writes plays in the other §. —




The problem with such an analysis is that writes plays is

not an independent verb in isolftion (a small V); but a Vor V (a
bigger V). Nothing in Koster's discussion p]arifies how high up

the verbal structure the Gapping rule cani;pﬁly. if V.is a verb
with no complements, the Boundihg Condition is no 1oﬁéer applicable.
At the samé time if Gapping and VP Deletion are to be kept separate,
it cannot be the case that gappin delete the maximal projection
of V (that is, the VP). .
Another controversial example is sentence (1}0), which has -

been mentioned before.
(110) Max wanted Ted to persuade Alex to see Mary, and Walt, Ira.

Example (110) is a difficult sentence to deal with. The most probable
T
interpretation is one which gives the reading in (111).

(11} Max wanggd_lidAto persuade Alex to see Mary, and Max wanted
Ted to pérsu.de Walt to see Ira. '
N

However, if'(112) and (113) are considered as possible readings

of (110), a problem is created for Koster's analysis, as longer stringsl

are gapped.

(112) Max wanted Ted to persuade Alex to see Mary,.and Walt
wanted Ted to persuade Alex to see Ira.

(113) Max wanted Ted to persuade Alex to see Mary, and Max
wanted Walt to persuade Alex to see Ira.
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It is possible most speakers would rule out (112) and (113) as
too difficult to‘proéess. Kuno presents a simitar sentence,
{(M4), whi;h he claims is accounted for by a perceptual prin-
ciple invof&ing functional sentence perspective, a discourge-
based ,perceptual facfor. |

< g
(114) | John'persuaded Bﬁl] to examine Jané,-and Tom, Martha.
Example (114) becomes problematic for Koster's analysis if both
(115) and (116) are acceptable readings.

{115) John persuaded Bill to ggamiﬁe Jane, and John persuaded
Tom to examine Martha.

(116) . John persuaded Bi1l to examine Jane and Tom persuadéd
Bi1l to examine Martha. . ‘ : ;

Example (116), if acceptable, appears to be an examp]e of VP
Deletion. In terms of Koster's analysis, the problems of appli-
cation of the Bounding Condition are compounded because V[e] has, ?

as antecedent, longer strings.

Koster's treatment of Gapping does not include a dis-

cussion of previous proposals. In addition, his definition of i
Gapping is narrow, as it is a rule applying only to simplé verbs.

He does not include any approach to the gapping of larger Vs. ]



fII.4 A Propdsa]

‘From the range of,approaches to Gapping that have been
presentéd, it'is obviously very difficult to select one that can
_pahﬂ]e all the controversial elements of the rule that have been
noted here. The treatments reviewed in this papef cover évery
possib%]ity, from.Kbstefls core rule of sentence grammar, to Kuno's

perceptually governed rule which ]ies outside of sentence g%anmar.

-
-

[ would 1ike to present a view of Gapping which, while
retaining it within sentence grammar, allows it t6 fit into both
the core and the periphery. The idea that perceptual factors
influence Gapping may be relevant at another level outside sen-
tence grammar.

-

Kuno has suggested that Gapping is a rule lying outside
of senfence grammar, which would place it, in the framework used
in this thesis, within discourse grammar. However, Williams'
test for discourse can be applied to Kuno's sentenceé, giving.an

opposite result.

Williams uses the following example as an indication

that Gapping is not the same as VPD and cannot operate in discourse.
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(117) 2. Q.- D1d Sam go to the store?

~

A - *No, Bill to the supermarket
‘The same test can be app1ied to Kuno's data, giving'a simi]ar\
result. Kuno says (118) is an example of Gapping -governed by
the Functional Sentence Perspect1ve Principle, a d1scourse-

baged principle.

(118) John persuaded Bill to examine Jane, and Tom, Martha.
. ~-
bd L - )
e -

Williams' test gives the resuTEs fm (119}

(119) Q.- Did John persuadé Bill to examine Jane?

A.- *No, Tom, @*tha.

From this it is clear that Kuno's example cannot be part of dis-
course. The operation proddces an ungrammatical result when

applied across sentence boundaries. Other examples taken from

Kuno's data produce the same result. deping, then, is a sentence
grammar rule. This does not exclude the pdssibi]ity that Gapping,
as a. rule of sentence grammar, can be influenced by external fac-

tors that are formal or perceptual in nature.

A second distinction that can be made between Gapping
and rules of discourse such as VPD has been made by Koster. He has

shown that Gapping is governed by the Bounding Condition and is’
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‘therefore a rule of sentence grammar. VPD is not governed by the

-

Bounding Condition. The two rules, therefore, cannot be collapsed.

A serious‘prob1em‘in dealing with Gapping is to decide
what is the projection of V that can be gqpped. Sag and Koster
both maintain that the rule deletes only simple ye;bs and their
auxiliaries. There are many controversial sentences, some of
which are mentioned above, which have varying degfeés of accept;
ability, and which deleté more than a simple verb. The degrees
of acceptﬁbiIity in such examples make it difficult to make any
statément concerning what Gépping can delete in contradiction to
Sag and Koster. For example, (120), in which an NP is deleted

with the verb, may be acceptable to some people, but not to others,

(120) ?John ate peaches .with a fork, .and Susan.with a spoon.
A similar sentence, {121), seems to me to be less gé%eptab]e,

although aéain! some speakers might consider it acceptabié.

(121) 77John ate three peaches with a fork, and Susan with
a spoon.

Beéause of examples such as these, IAwi1] follow Sag and Koster
in considering Ggpping as a rule deleting only simple verbs and

auxiliaries.
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The épproach to Gapping presehted by Sag is an atteﬁpt
to take into consideraffon fhe great variation in judgment accorded

to gapped sentences. His ruthe Qenerates sentences whose accepta-

-

“bility differs among speakers. The variations are handled by suf—
: 3 | .
face constraints which differ slightly.

J

Sag's approach is interesting when viewed in conjunction
.

with recent approaches to the core and the periphery of sentence

grammar. Sag provides a formulation of the Gapping rule as in (122).

- (122)  Gapping

' d

2 2 *-,%a”; 2 2 |

M= [XT - Wy -DXT3% - W30 or)-T X" = Wy- IXTD% - Wyl - Wy

e

1 2 3 4 5 6§ 7 & 9 10

e
=] 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 9 )

The rule overgenerates, but much of the overgeneration is ruled out

by a surface constraint of the type in (123).

2

- 2
(123) . L XLy X

-C*1l

C* is any non-null sequence of constituents (withjn V] (vP)).
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- Sag's approach to Gapping can be seen within the perspec-
tive of present approaches to core and periphery. Hirschbﬂh]er and
" Rivero have suggested an interprétation of the core/périphery dis-
tinction whibh could apply to Gapping. - They see a rule of sentence
grammar as being an “aggregaté of dimensians“, some of which fall
among the unmarked phenomena of core grammar, some of which fall
~among the marked phenomena of the periphery. They see the periph-
eral part of a rule as restricting, but not contradicting, the core
aspects of a rule. The peripheral diménsions of a rule are restric-
tive in tﬁé sense that they allow only a subset of the dimensions
which the core can generate. This approach differs from Koster's
view of the core/periphery distinction in that Koster sees some of

\

the peripheral dimensions in contradiction to the core dimensions

of a rule. “Hirschblihler and Riverog suggest that it is preferable

to modify the core and thus avoid any contradiction in the periphery.

Adapting this approach to the distinction between core
and periphery, the rule of Gapping can be regarded as being composed
of some unmarked aspects which fit into the core, and some mérked
phenoﬁena,‘whiqh féT] outside the core in the periphery. The core
aspects could, for examplé, include the rule in a form such as Sag
has formulated, with an overgéneration. " The noncore, or peripheral
aspects, would include the necessary constraints needed to restrict

the output of the rule.

101



Y

102

_Such a proposal can be implemented if the core is seén
to overgenerate as follows. The core gaps massively; that is, it
gaﬁs v Lel, or any Qf its projections: v Lel, y Cel, for example.
The reétrictions to this are then built into the periphery including
perhaps the restriction of forward G;pping mentioned by Ross.
Suppose Gapping is a rule in Universal Grammar. The core grammar
of English selects this rule in its most genéra] formulation much
as it selects Move &L . The ﬁeribhery restricts the core by im-
posing specﬁfic conditions such as: only forward Gapping can occﬁr.

. As a result, there is a rule of Gapping which is part of

seﬁ%énce-grammar. It has fwo types of elements: a core rule, which
overgeﬁérates, as does Sag‘sAru1e, gapping v Cel and its projections
but not the maximal projection, that is, the VP because otherwise

VP Deletion Qou]d be jdentical to Gapping, which is not correct;

the peripheral aspects'bf the rule are constraints which Timit the
overgeneration of the core to produce acceptable sentences. Any
non-formal, perceptual tonstraints which might affect the rule

woﬁ?d fa1i within a domain lying outside of sentence grammar. The
peripheral constraints of the fule would be the subject of a further
study, but their nature can be gathered from the restrictions men-
tioned by different authors. Among these might be included Ross'
restriction on forward Gapping, or conditions such as those mentioned

by Jackendoff regarding unlike constituents in the VP.



103

II1.5. Summary L .

In this chapter I have presented and commented oh the
various proposals that have been made concer%ghg the rule of Gapping.
Thése range from the early proposal of Ross, to recent attemﬁts by
Kogtef to justify the consideration-of Gappihg és a strictly core
rufe of sentence grammar. ‘The proposals include such diff%ripg
approaches as the generafive semantics %ramework of Hankamer, and

the BercethaITy based suggestﬁons made by Kuno.

The chapter also includes a suggeétion that Gapping c¢an
be considered a rule made up of some e]emeqts which belong in the
core, and others which belong in the periphery. The ruje aver-
generates in fhe same way that Sag's rule of Gapping does, and has
elements at the two levels of sentence grammar, following the
proposals of Hirschbiihler and Rivero for rules of grammar in general.
An enumeration and degcription of the aspeéts of the rule which 1ie
in the periphery and constitute constraints 1imiting the overgener-
ation of the rule in the core w0u1d fall within the scope of a
further study of Gapping; but these would probably include such
.things as restrictions mentioned in the Titerature regérding forward

‘Gapping and conditions on constituents in the gapped clause.

Ny
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Pt

FOOTNOTES
-?
1. Maling (1972) disagrees with Ross. She states that Gapping
opefates forward only. She also includes a separate rule of

1

node-raising which always occurs with Gapping.

2. 1 am presenting Langendoen's treatment of Gapping as reflected
in Sag {1977).

3. It is not to be confused with the MDP used by Kuno.
The Minimal Distance Principle originated with Rosenbaum, P.

{1967). The'érammar of English Predicate Complement Consfructions.

Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press. Kuno's principle, unlike Rosenbaum's,

is not structural.
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CONCLUSION -

Rhen L VAN

- It has been shown that a distinction exists between
sentence and discourse grammar. Certain rules of grammar which
operate across the boundaries of the $entence are considered
rules of discourse, while others operate within sentences and
be?oné to sentence grammar. Furthermore, §entenée grammar can
be separated into the two areas of core and periphery. The dis-
) tinétions that_haVéiﬁéén'made between the core and the periph-
ery represent attempts to outline a theory of markedness for
syntax.

Of the several interpretations accorded to the core/
peripheral aistinction 1§ one which regards a rule of grammar as
a composite of both core and peripheral dimension§f‘<1he core
aspects of a rule ‘generate structures which are restricted by the

peripheral aspects of the rule.

An examination of the rule of Gappiné shows that this
interpretation of the core/peripheral distinction explains how the
rule can overgenerate in the core and encounter restrictions fn
the periphery. An outline of specific peripheral restrictions
provides scope for further study of Gapping. In addition, the
interpretation of the core and periphery discussed hé{g}§h0u1d be

L3

of interest in the examination of other rules of grammar.
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