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PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS

At the present stage of development of transforma-
tional linguistics, any linguist working within the frame-
work elaborated by Noan Chomsky (1965) must concern him-
self with two goals. On the one hand, there is the task
of developing a general linguistic theory. This involves
a search for linguistic universals, both formal and sub-
stantive.l On the other hand, the linguist seeks to make
a contribution to the grammar of some particular language.

It is generally the case that published research
emphasizes one of these goals, but even a cursory survey
demonstrates that the two are mutually dependent. Thus,
while Chomsky (1965) and Katz and Postal (1964) are pri-
marily concerned with the task of developing a theory of

language, both have made important contributions to the

grammar of English. As their titles imply, The Grammar

of English Nominalizations by Lees (1966) and Indirect

Object Constructions in English and the Ordering of Trans-

formations by Fillmore (1965) concentrate on constructing

rules for the grammar of English, yet both works, and

especially the former, contain theoretical material as

well.

This interdependence of the search for linguistic

universals and the formulation of specific linguistic

W g 31 ity W L 4 1 it i B e e




descriptions is characterized by Katz (1966, pp. 108-9)

as follows:

Given a set of empirically adequate linguistic
descriptions, the linguist can abstract their
common features and so generalize from them to

a theory of linguistic structure in general.

In this way, he asserts generalizations express-
ing linguistic universals that are inductively
extrapolated from known regularities represented
in the given set of already constructed linguis-
tic descriptions. Alternatively, given a theory
of language, a linguist can facilitate the con-
struction of linguistic Jascriptions by using
this model to provide a pattern on which to
organize the facts about the language uncovered
in field work. Similarly, the justification of
the theory of language and particular linguistic :
descriptions are interdependent. The theory of :
language is empirically tested by determining v o
whether its generalizations, which extrapolate :
an invariant property of all previously described
languages, attribute properties to each subse-
quently investigated language that those lan-
guages actually have. A particular linguistic
description, though it is primarily responsible
to the facts about a language, is better con-
firmed if empirical support for it comes from
general truths about language, themselves sup-
ported by a wealth of evidence from many nat-
ural languages, than if the evidence for the
linguistic description is restricted to the
language in question.

Although, as Katz points out, the development of

a general linguistic theory clearly facilitates the writ-
ing of particular linguistic descriptions and the latter
leads to further development of the former, it is equally
true that the lack of a fully developed theory results

in difficulties in the construction of the grammar of a

itanguage, and the paucity of specific grammars sometimes




- . L TR o O Sl

makes it difficult to support claims about universals.

Tt is precisely this last point which often leads to crit-
i icisms of claims made by transformational linguists. For
example, Lyons (1966, p. 125) suggests that '...it would
appear that a somewhat broader coverage of languages in

] terms of generative grammar is required before we can
reasonably venture an opinion about the possibility of
questioning "prepositions and similar elements".'

Transformational linguists themselves are not

unaware of this problem. 1In the literature one finds

Kt iR int cwosn

g numerous references to the desirability of producing more
transformational studies of particular languages, both in
: order to increase our understanding of these languages
and in order to provide additional evidence for existing
: analyses and theories. For example, in his paper on the
> analysis of English personal pronouns as forms of the
definite article, Postal suggests that a similar approach

‘ might prove revealing for Spanish (1966, p. 198; p. 234).

o T

3 Similarly, the need for additional linguistic studies and
the comparison of grammars is recognized by Fillmore
(1965, p. 5) when he states that 'The Project on Linguis-
tic Analysis (at Ohio State University (JSF)) is concerned
with research into the transformational structure of
English and Chinese, with attention to the differences

and similarities between the two systems of rules.'
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Another problem which confronts those who attempt ]
to write grammars is derived from the mutual dependence
of rules in a grammar. A denerative grammar, consisting
of a generative syntactic component and the interpretive
semantic and phonological compcnents, is in fact a formal
representation of the traditional linguistic notion of
language as a system. Few, if any, of the rules in the
syntactic component are completely independent of the
other rules. The formulation of one rule will invariably
affect other rules in the grammar. This is one reason
why grammars are evaluated as a whole, and because this is
so, the construction of a sub-grammar, i.e. 0of some subset ’
of the rules for a particular language, is a complicated
task.

Some of the rules in such a sub-grammar will inev-
itably be ad hoc since the limited nature of the under-
taking excludes detailed consideration of all the linguis-
tic facts which may affect the rules. No sub-grammar can
ever be considered as the definitive treatment of the lin-
guistic phenomena it describes. It would be absurd to
suggest that because of this situation linguists should
not attempt to write partial grammars, but it should also
be recognized that the precise formulation of the rules
is not always possible and that such grammars are tenta-

tive. Since this is the case, some authors present rules

e < s i s

-




informally, delaying concrete formalization until the sta-
tus of the rules is less tentative. For example, Postal's

paper on English pronouns contains the statement (1966,

p. 177)

...although the analysis suggested involves a
number of highly complex grammatical rules and

a very special conception of the theory of gram-
mar, no attempt has been made here to formulate
or present any of the rules in their correct

form.

The two problems just discussed confront every lin-

guist working within the transformational framework.

In addition, in order to attain descriptive adequacy, a
grammar must 'correctly describe the intrinsic competence
of the idealized native speaker'2 of the language. Is it
possible, then, for a linguist to achieve a descriptively
adequate set of rules for a language which he does not

speak natively?

Postal (1966a, pp. 90-3) replies somewhat pessi-
mistically to this question. His opinion is that some of
the internalized linguistic knowledge of native speakers
can be elicited by a linguist with some acquaintance with
the language involved, and that this is especially true
of 'the meanings of whole sentences of simple declarative
form' (1966a, p. 92). Beyond this superficial level, how-
ever, Postal suggests that linguistic research can progress

only by training informants as linguists.

e W o me e




Nevertheless, the interrelationship discussed earlier
between development of the general linguistic theory and
writing specific grammars lends support to the view that
contributions can be made by linguists working with lan-
guages they do not speak natively. In a favorable review
of Williamson (1965), Schachter points out that 'it may
be the case that all languages have enough basic similar-
ity for the linguist to use his deep intuitive knowledge
of his own language in analyzing any other' (1966, p.
837). And Postal, too, in spite of a more general pessi-
mism, comments in a footnote (1966a, p. 93) that the
difficulties may

be mitigated by the (even at present far from

non-existent) advantages to be derived from

approaching "exotic" languages with a highly
specific, substantially rich theory of language

.+..the possibilities so afforded will depend

very much on...the realization that the descrip-

tion of every aspect of a particular language

must be partially determined by the knowledge

we have of the nature of other languages...

Although I am not a native speaker of Spanish, I
have attempted, in this study, to write a set of rules
which account for several productive nominalizations in
that language. In this last respect, I have had the
distinct advantage of an informant who is not only a

native speaker of Spanish but also a trained linguist who

himself works within the transformational framework.




Nominalizations in English, similar to those I

3 describe for Spanish, have been treated by Lees, Katz and
3 Postal, and, in less detail, Chomsky. In fact, the avail-
ability of their discussions permitted me to obtain certain

insights into Spanish, and this supports, I believe, the

comments from Schachter and Postal quoted above.

R R L N SRR

S KB R S Py b g s

AL LA

SR3OS S i




R AN G IR TR R N AR

NOTES TO 'PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS'

Formal universals involve the development of a set of
constraints on the nature of permissible rules within
the metatheory. Substantive universals include uni-
versal sets of elements, syntactic, phonological and
semantic, necessary and sufficient for the descrip-
tion of all natural languages. The distinctive fea-
tures proposed by Jakobson, for example, may form the

basis for the set of substantive phonological univer-

sals.

Chomsky (1965, p. 24).




CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

] In the literature on the transformational grammar

4 of English, several major linguists have offered rules

designed to account for three productive nominalizations
é in a descriptively adequate way. These nominalizations,
generally referred to as fact, manner, and abstract noun,
also occur in Spanish, and the present study offers a set
of rules to account for them.

While this study is intended primarily as a contri-
bution to the grammar of Spanish, the rules which have been
proposed for the similar English nominalizations are also
examined. This step seems desirable because of the admit-
tedly strong claims made by Chomsky (1965) concerning the
possibility of many grammatical rules being universal and
in view of the close relationship between theory develop-
ment and grammar writing discussed in the preceding sec-

: tion. Given increasing recognition of the similarities
among languages, the traditional dictum that each lan-

' guage should be described without reference to the gram-

ARy & WA A

mar of any other language is truly regressive in nature.
The attainment of a descriptively adequate set of rules is
a sufficiently difficult undertaking, and it should not be

made even more difficult by a self-imposed and unnecessary

RN WP TR A GRG0 St My

blindness to progress already made in the treatment of

similar phenomena in another language.
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I will, therefore, discuss the rules proposed for
English whenever these are relevant for Spanish and will,
in some cases, also suggest changes in the English rules
when facts about Spanish nominalizations seem revealing
for English as well. This study, then, in addition to
presenting an account of one aspect of Spanish grammar,
may also serve as a more dgeneral view of the treatment of
nominalizations within the transformational framework.

The fact, manner, and abstract noun nominalizations
to be considered here represent only one aspect of the
much wider area of derivational morphology. There are in
Spanish, as there seem to be in all languages, sets of
words which are similar syntactically, semantically, and

phonologically, e.qg. destruye,l el destruir,2 la destruc-

cién; ataca, el ataque, el atacar; baila, el bailar, el

bailador, el baile; la lealtad, leal. The words within

each set are commonly said to be "related" to one another,
and this fact plus the overall simplicity criterion of the
general linguistic theory require that this relationship
be made explicit in the grammar of Spanish.

It is possible to distinguish roughly two types of

derivational processes in Spanish. The first type con-

tains the productive derivational processes. Here we

encounter derivational processes which apply to every
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member of a syntactic category. If there are exceptions,
they are few and 1istable. For example, all formatives
identified in the lexicon of Spanish as [ + Verb ] may
undergo the fact nominalization process. The following
chapter contains a detailed discussion of the motivation
involved in treating productive nominalizations within
the syntactic component of the grammar. Briefly, it is
the case that most of the rules required to explicitly

relate, for example, verbs such as destruye, ataca, baila

to the nominalized forms el destruir, el atacar, el bailar

respectively are independently motivated. That is, they

are required in order to account for other syntactic

aspects of the language. When forms such as el destruir,

el atacar, el bailar can be derived from Verbs by general,

transformational rules, these forms need not be listed in

the lexicon.
The second type of derivational processes includes

those which are quasi-productive. As an example of this,

Chomsky cites the fact that in English, in the context

tele , we can have graph, scope, phone, but in the
context phono , we can have only graph (1965, pp. 186-

8). The case is exactly parallel in Spanish: telégrafo,

telescopio, teléfono, as well as telegrama and televisidn,

and fondégrafo, but *fonoscopio, *fonéfono, *fonograma, and

*fonovisidén. Since the forms produced by such quasi-

productive processes share certain syntactic, semantic,

:
B
.
b
v
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4 and phonological features, as do forms resulting from fully
productive processes, it would be desirable to generate the
former syntactically. Their quasi-productive nature, how-
ever, leads to rules of very limited applicability and to

a complicated listing of syntactic features in the lexicon,
i.e. for each formative entered in the lexicon it would be
necessary to indicate with which other formatives it com-

bines under the application of a rule.

Yet, to provide separate lexical entries for telé-

grafo, telescopio, teléfono, telegrama, televisidn, fond-

E grafo, fotdégrafo, etc. would result in an undesirable rep-

etition of features in the lexicon. Chomsky concludes his

; discussion of guasi-productive processes with the remark

(1965, p. 192)

For the present, one can barely go beyond mere
taxonomic arrangement of data. Whether these
limitations are intrinsic, or whether a deeper
analysis can succeed in unraveling some of these
difficulties, remains an open question.3
: How the treatment of such quasi-productive nominal-
izations could be handled most revealingly and economically

is a question which remains unanswered at the present time.

Perhaps forms like telégrafo, telescopio, fonégrafo, etc.

would be entered in the lexicon separately, in spite of
the loss of economy from repetition. It may be that there
are general syntactic rules involved, but that these rules

are complex and beyond our understanding at the present time.
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It is also possible that quasi-productive forms will be
handled eventually by a special sub-component of the lex-
icon in which lexical rules operate to derive forms like

telégrafo, telescopio, etc. from formatives with severely

restricted possibilities of co-occurrence. This paper is
concerned primarily with certain productive nominalizations
and no further discussion is offered for the problems
involved in gquasi-productive forms.

There are many derivational processes in Spanish
which are not treated in this paper, and included among
them are several which involve nouns. For example, rep-
resenting related nouns and verbs, there are concrete

nouns and verbs, such as atagque, ataca; liquido, liquida;

archivo, archiva; and agent nouns and verbs, such as

bailador, baila; conocedor, coOnoce; fingidor, finge. Mor-

phological evidence seems to indicate that in the former
case, verbs are derived from nouns, since it is possible
to write a rule which states that the verb has the form
Noun root + a, while it is not possible to write a gen-
eral rule providing the form of the noun. Thus, ataque
would have to be described as Verb root + e, while archivo
would be Verb root + O.

For the agent noun, however, nominalization of the

verb seems simpler, for a rule of great generality can be

written, i.e. a rule which adds dor to the verb stem, that

S s st o L o
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is to the form of the verb which includes the vowel that
indicates the conjugation class of the verb. Note that in

the case of fingidor, finge (infinitive form fingir) this

vowel will be i. The agentive nominalization, in fact,
seems to belong to the class of productive nominalizations

in that it can most simply be generated in the syntactic

component.

Other nominalizations, which will not be treated
further in this study, involve noun-adjective relations,

such as lealtad, leal; maldad, mal; amabilidad, amable,

and such homophconous forms as the so-called adjective

atacante "attacking", as in

(1) los soldados atacantes4

and the noun atacante "attacker". In the latter case, it

seems reasonable to assume that the form which at the
surface level is a noun, e.g. in

(2) Los atacantes huyen.
is at a deeper level an adjective in a Noun Phrase, the
head nour of which has been deleted. That is, the process
_ here may well be identical to that which results in "adjec-
tives functioning as nouns", as in

(3) Los pobres siempre tienen hambre.

The preceding examples provide an indication of the
extent of the problem of derivational morphology. In
limiting this paper to three productive nominalizations,

we are only beginning to attack the problem.

A s et K WA YLy v EAILE T A M s e
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NOTES TO 'CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION'

Verbs in this paper will be cited in the third person,
singular, present, indicative form. No claim is
intended that such a form is the appropriate under-

lying representation of the formatives involved.

As will be seen below, Spanish fact and manner nomi-
nalizations are homophonous with the infinitive. 1In
order to avoid confusion, the article will be included
whenever the reference is to the nominalizations. It
should be noted that it is not clear how all infini-
tive forms are generated. It may be the case that

all are, in fact, nominalizations, even in cases like

quiero comer "I want to eat." The scope of this paper

is limited, however, and this problem will not be

pursued further.

See also the attempts to deal syntactically with the
problems of negative prefixes in English, Karl E.

Zimmer, Affixal Negation in English and Other Lan-

guages: An Investigation of Restricted Productivity.

Word 20:2. Supplement (1964), and of two-word verbs

in English, James Bruce Fraser, 'Some Remarks on the

Verb-Particle Construction in English' Report of the

Seventeenth Annual Round Table Meeting, pp. 45-61l.
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4 Glosses are provided in Appendix I for all grammatical
Spanish strings which are given in this paper. In the
Appendix, each string is preceded by the same number

which precedes it in the text.




CHAPTER II: DERIVATION OF NOMINALIZED

STRINGS FROM UNDERLYING SENTENCES

The desirability of generating the fact, manner, and
abstract noun nominalizations from underlying sentences
is supported by syntactic, phonological, and semantic

evidence.

1. Syntactic Motivation

Syntactically, there is strorng motivation for such
derivations in the existence of almost identical co-
occurrence, or selecticnal, features in the nominalization
and a parallel simple declierative sentence. Observe, for
example, the sentence

(4) El hombre escribe la carta.
and the fact nominalization

(5) el escribir el hombre la carta...
The restrictions on which formatives can serve as Object-
of the Verb escribe in (4) are apparently identical to
those on the formative which occurs as the final Noun
Phrase in (5). Similarly, the selectional features of the
Noun that is Subject-of (4) are the same as those for the
Noun which follows the nominalized Verb in (5). So, for
any grammatical string

(6) X VY

o — e
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(where X and Y are Subject and Object, respectively, and

V is the Verb) there will also be a grammatical string

(7) el V-r XY ...

The case 1is precisely parallel for the abstract noun

nominalization, so that while

(8) Los voluntarios construyen la casa
and
(9) la construccién de la casa por los voluntarios...

are both grammatical,

(10) *T,a casa construye la silla
is ungrammatical and soO is

(11) *1a construccién de la silla por la casa...

With the manner nominalization, the co-occurrence
restrictions between Subject and Main Verb of a sentence
like

(12) E1l pdjaro canta

are the same as those for the Noun Phrase following de and

the form following el in
(13) el cantar del pajaro...
The manner nominalization, however, differs from the fact

and abstract noun nominalizations in that whereas a sen-
tence like (14) may have an Object,
(14) ILa nina come una manzana

manner nominalizations apparently do not, i.e.

(15) *el comer de la nina una manzana...

e mamnin o s arm = A o o W
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This difference will be discussed in the chapter on man-

ner nominalizations.

To provide separate lexical entries for el escribir,

el cantar, el comer, and la construccidén, i.e. entries

distinct from those of the Verbs escribe, come, canta

and construye respectively, would involve a repetition of

these syntactic, selectional features. On the other hand,
if the nominalized forms are derived syntactically from
sentences containing Verbs, such features need be entered
only once in the lexicon for the underlying Verbs.

Further syntactic motivation is provided by ambigu-
ous strings such as

(16) la destruccidén del hombre...
which can be interpreted as either: the man did the
destroying, or: the man was destroyed. The ambiguity
of (16) must be due to the fact that it has a surface
structure derived from two different deep structures, for,
in accord with the form of the semantic component developed
by Katz and Postal (1964), ambiguity is due to either a
lexical entry with more than one semantic interpretation
compatible with the readings of other constituents in a
string or to more than one underlying Phrase-marker. The
former results in a semantically ambiguous string, the
iatter in one which is syntactically ambiguous. It would

be very complex, as well as intuitively unsatisfactory,

to analyze (16) as an instance of semantic ambiguity.




The derivation of (16) from the Phrase-marker which

underlies the sentence

3 (17) El hombre destruye X

3 or from that underlying the sentence

LN i TR A e s ] ek

: (18) Y destruye al hombre

L aTh b R

will account in a simple manner for the ambiguity of (16).
It is not clear how such ambiguity could be handled by a

grammar which generated nominalized strings independently

R A R T

of underlying sentences. Since the semantic component

interprets only underlying Phrase-markers, the base com-

AR

ponent would have to provide distinct underlying Noun
Phrases for (16), and these Phrase-markers would have to
result in the appropriate semantic interpretations in a

revealing and non-arbitrary way. Such an approach, if it

is even possible, would seem to greatly complicate the

rules of the base. This is particularly undesirable in

view of the hypothesis that most, if not all, of the rules
1

in the base component are universal.

f The Noun Phrase

(19) el tocar la mujer...
represents the fact nominalization. Unless the underlying
phrase-marker for the corresponding sentence

(20) La mujer toca

is included in the derivational history of (19) it would

TREREES A LIRS

be difficult to account for the fact that this Noun Phrase

74
e
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3 cannot be modified by an adjective, nor can it take a

L o " 'got P, 20y aaihbanorthym! y g “hibe M 112

relative clause, e.qg.
(21) *el tocar bueno la mujer...
(22) *el tocar la mujer que me gusta mucho...
‘é That is, (19) apparently has the labelled surface constit-
uent structure Det + S, and not Det + Noun.
The above seems to provide sufficient justification
for deriving nominalized strings from underlying Phrase-
{ markers which contain sentences. In addition, the derived
forms are morphologically complex. For the nominalizations

considered here, this internal structure is generally

binary, e.dg.

comé/\} tocé/\} destrué/\Eién

That is, the forms consist of Verb stem + a nominalizing

suffix. This internal structure, simple as it may be,
5 must be accounted for in a grammar of Spanish. Deriving
nominalized forms from underlying Verbs provides the
structure, whereas independent entry in the lexicon of

comer, tocar, destruccidén, etc. would fail to do so.

2. Phonological Motivation
Just as the repetition of syntactic features in the
lexicon is undesirable, so too we wish to avoid the repe-

tition of phonological features wherever possible. It is
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obvious that the Verb come and the nominalized el comer,

the Verb destruye and the nominalized destruccidn, and soO

on, will receive very similar phonological and phonetic

representations. If el comer and destruccién are derived

from Verbs, then the phonological features which underlie
them need be represented only once in the lexicon.

Since the rules of the phonological component inter-
pret the surface structure of a string, phonological
motivation for deriving nominalizations from underlying
sentences will not be as strong as the syntactic moti-
vation discussed ébove. Nevertheless, the surface struc-
ture required for the correct application of the phonol-
ogical rules does provide several clues to the nature of
the deep structure of nominalizations.3 Consider, for
example, the fact that many phonological rules, such as
those of stress assignment, require information concerning
morpheme boundaries. For example, the difference in
stress assignment and vowel reduction in [ fi-6 ] and
[ dyé 1, is the result of differences in morpheme bound-
aries. This lends support to the assumption made above
that it is desirable for the syntactic component to pro-

duce the internal structure of morphologically complex

forms.

Although relatively little has been published con-
cerning the treatment of intonation in the phonological

component,4 rules to account for this will certainly refer
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to constituent structure. Now, string (19), for example,

has the intonation, not of Noun Phrases like
(23) el violin viejo

or
(24) la casa de la mujer

pbut rather the intonation pattern is the same as that for

the sentence

(25) Toca la mujer

with the preposed, unstressed element el. For intonation

to be correctly assigned to (19), then, the surface struc-

ture must represent (19) as Det +'S, and this S also occurs

in the deep structure, as the syntactic evidence discussed
above indicates.
there are some

As Chomsky has pointed out,5 however,

cases in which the syntactically motivated surface struc-

ture is not appropriate as input to the phonological com-

ponent. Some information needed in phonology is not gen-

erated by the syntactic component, and Chomsky has men-

tioned as an example of this the fact that words are not

always syntactically motivated units as such.
rules which will provide word boundaries are required,

since word boundaries are often necessary to define the
environment in which a phonological rule applies. Thus,

we shall see later that, while our derivations provide

the information that a Verb and a nominalizing affix form

Re-adjustment
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a construction, there is no explicit way of distinguishing
this construction as a word, and, therefore, no way of

inserting word boundaries unless re-adjustment rules are

added to the grammar.6

3. Semantic Motivation
The elimination of redundancies in the lexicon is
as applicable to semantic features as to syntactic and

phonological features. Since most of the semantic fea-

tures for the verbs, e.g. gasta, come, destruye, would

have to be repeated in the entries for gastar, comer,

destruccidn, it is desirable to avoid listing the latter

forms in the lexicon and instead to derive them from the

former.

Further semantic motivation for deriving nominal-

izations from underlying sentences is provided by the

nature of the semantic component of a grammar. The pro-

jection rules of this component operate on the deep

structure of sentences by amalgamating the readings of
constituents of increasingly higher levels. It is gen-
erally the case, therefore, that two strings which have

identical semantic interpretations in fact have identical

deep structures. Likewise, two strings with very similar

semantic interpretations will have very similar deep

structures.
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The semantic interpretations of

(26) Juan gasta el dinero

and the fact nominalization

(27) el gastar Juan el dinero...

o seme pri——

are the same with two exceptions: (26) includes a reading

for Tense while (27) is neutral as to Tense, and (27) 1is

interpreted as a Noun Phrase with the reading "the fact
that/of" but this part of the reading is lacking in (26).
It is reasonable to assume, therefore, that the two strings
have underlying Phrase-markers which differ oﬁly in these
two ways. It is not clear how else we could account for

the semantic similarities between the sentence (26) and

the nominalization (27) in a simple and straightforward

way .
4, Conclusion

Katz and Postal offer the following suggestion (1964,
p. 157):

Given a sentence for which a syntactic derivation
is needed, look for simple paraphrases of the
sentence which are not paraphrases by virtue of
synonymous expressions; on finding them, construct
grammatical rules that relate the original sen-
tence and its paraphrases in such a way that each
of these sentences has the same sequence of under-
lying P-markers. Of course, having constructed
such rules, it is still necessary to find inde-
pendent syntactic justification for them.




3 e 4

P

AN

PRI

Ty

"

202 vsen $3% iy 2

SN TSI R LIRS S I CE S0 A

Rt N A R e

e

LRRR AW SRR

26

The desirability of syntactic derivation for nomi-
nalizations has been demonstrated in this chapter, along

with 'supplementary motivation from the phonological and

semantic components of the grammar. In the following

chapters we will investigate paraphrases of the fact,
manner, and abstract noun nominalizations, present rules
providing underlying Phrase-markers which result in cor-
rect semantic interpretations; and offer a set of trans-
formational rules, with independent syntactic justifi-

cation whenever possible, that lead from deep structure

to surface structure.
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NOTES TO 'CHAPTER II: DERIVATION OF

NOMINALIZED STRINGS FROM UNDERLYING SENTENCES'

Cf., for example, Chomsky's assumption, on page 117 of
Aspects, that 'much of the structure of the base is

common to all languages.'

At the next highest level, of course, even more struc-

ture is apparent, and this too should be accounted

for in a grammar of Spanish. For example, desesperacidn

is an abstract noun derived from the Verb desespera,

which in turn is composed of the negative prefix des
and the Verb espera. We are concerned here, however,
only with nominalizations. For treatment of negative

affixes, the reader is referred to the work by Zimmer

cited in note 3 of Chapter I.

For discussion of some of the phonological rules for

Spanish, see Foley (1965).

Except for the early article by Robert P. Stockwell,

'The Place of Intonation in a Generative Grammar'

Language 1960, pp. 360-307.

In his phonology course at the Linguistic Institute

held at UCLA during the summer of 1966.
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It is also the case, according to Chomsky, that the
surface structure sometimes contains information
which is superfluous for the operation of phonological

rules and which, therefore, must be erased by re-

adjustment rules.

There are, of course, cases in which the semantic
features of a stem formative and a derived word differ,
e.g. come "eat", comedor "dining room". No claim is
made about derivation by rule when such semantic
irregularities exist. 1In fact, the example cited is

apparently a quasi-productive form like those dis-

cussed in the preceding chapter.

For a full discussion of the operation of projection

rules, see Katz and Postal (1964).




CHAPTER [II: SOME RULES OF THE SYNTACTIC

COMPONENT

1. The Base Subcomponent

The base subcomponent of a grammar of Spanish in-
cludes a small number of unordered, context-free rules.
The set of such phrase structure rules presented below
for Spanish is modeled on that suggested for English by
Rosenbaum and Lochak (1966), but given Chomsky's assump-
tion that 'much of the structure of the base is common
to all languages' (1965, p. 117) the overall suitability
of these rules for Spanish is not surprising. As lin-
guists complete more grammars of a variety of languages,
those phrase structure rules which are found to be univer-
sal will form part of the general theory of language and
will not be included in any specific grammar.

(28) 1i S - # (PRE) (NEG) NP AUX VP #

fQUEé}

ii PRE .\IMP

iii AUX = T (M)

. PRES
wo T2 {PAST}

(
\Y

el

CcoP NP (PP)
\ ADJ

v VP + (ha- + -do) (esta- + -ndo)
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vi PP —» PREP NP

vii MAN - PREP PASS

viii N > (DET) N (S)

ix DET > ART (S)

DEF

X ART ~» (WH) {INDEF

j

The interpretation of the symbols used in these rules

is as follows:
# sentence boundary
S sentence
PRE pre-sentence
NEG negative
NP noun phrase
AUX auxiliary
VP verb phrase
QUES question
IMP imperative
PREP preposition
PASS passive

DET determiner

PRES

PAST

PP

COP

ADJ

ART

tense

modal

present

past

prepositional phrase
manner

copula

adjective

article

a scope marker
for QUESl

The chief difference between the rules given here and

those presented by Rosenbaum and Lochak concerns the ele-

ment PRE.

5):

The latter offer the following rules (1966, p.

Frori bovy can B gl b etn 4y FH PPN Tt e
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(29) S - # (PRE) NP AUX VP #

€203 N R (T )

(30) PRE ~+ (NEG) (QUES)
Note that rule (30) develops PRE as NEG + QUES, NEG, QUES,
or nothing. Rosenbaum and Lochak, however, have omitted
: IMP, either intentionally or by oversight. At which point
should IMP be introduced?
Rule (30) cannot be expanded to
(31) PRE -+ (NEG) (QUEs) (IMP)
: for such a formulation would require an ad hoc restriction
in order to prevent Imperative Questions. That is, there

are negative imperatives in both Spanish and English, e.g.

E (32) Don't go home!
(33) ;No vaya a casal
and there are negative questions
(34) Didn't he go home?
(35) ¢No fué él a casa?
but questioned imperatives and imperative questions are
ungrammatical in both languages.

On the other hand, a rule like

(36) PRE -+ (NEG) (L%ggs})

correctly results in grammatical strings like (32)-(35)
; and fails to generate ungrammatical strings.

Rule (36) provides the constituent structure needed
to account for the fact that in both Spanish and Engiish

the fact nominalization transformation applies whether or
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not NEG has been selected in the base subcomponent, but it
never applies to an underlying string which contains QUES

or IMP. That is, NEG must be distinguished at some pocint

from QUES and IMP. Thus, for Spanish, the strings

(37) el gastar el dinero...

(38) el no gastar el dinero...
are fully grammatical, but there are no grammatical strings
containing a nominalized question or imperative. It is not
even clear what surface structure such forms might have.

The case is parallel for English, where nominalized
questions and imperatives do not occur, although both af-
firmative and negative nominalized strings are grammatical,
e.g.

(39) his driving the car...

(40) his not driving the car...

Thus, the data from Spanish support the separation of NEG
from QUES and IMP in the rules of the base subcomponent,
and this separation appears to be equally necessary for
English.

Rule (36) is still not satisfactory, however. Note
that rules (29) and (36) result in two different Phrase-
markers, both of which lack a PRE element at the lowest
level. That is, if we choose not to select PRE in (29) we

obtain a Phrase-marker

T
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(41) S

NP AUX \'4%

If, on the other hand, we do choose PRE in (29), but do

not choose any option in (36) the following Phrase-marker

results

(42) S

3 PEE NP AUX VP

and this contrasts with a Phrase-marker in which PRE is

developed further, e.g.

(43) S

" Loaw 2 " y
LS YIRS LR ML A IR e AN e S 2

2 PRE NP AUX VP

QUES

% Now, different underlying Phrase-markers should result in

E different semantic interpretations, but it is difficult

to see how sentences resulting from (41) and (42) would

4 differ in meaning. This problem could be overcome by
placing on rule (36) a condition that one of the elements
to the right of the arrow must be chosen. This, however,
would complicate the rule unless such a condition is

general and therefore part of the metatheory.
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Since, as we have demonstrated, NEG must at some point
be generated separately from QUES and IMP, we propose in-
troducing NEG independently in rule (28i) and developing
PRE only as QUES or IMP. Note that this eliminates the
problem of two ways of generating Phrase-markers in which
PRE is ultimately zero, for by (28i), PRE is optional, but
if it is chosen, (28ii) obligatorily rewrites it as either
QUES or IMP.2

In all other respects, the rules presented in (28)
follow those of Rosenbaum and Lochak.

Chomsky's demonstration of the necessity of including
strict subcategorization and selectional rules in the base
subcomponent {1965, pp. 75-127) requires the addition of
such rules to the set of phrase structure rules given in
(28) for Spanish. These additional rules, taken from those
offered for English by Chomsky (1965, p. 107), may be rep-
resented informally as follows

(44) N > CS

(45). VvV > Cs
where CS, i.e. a complex symbol, is an abbreviation for a
collection of specified syntactic features such as [ + DET

] , [ + S ] , etc. There are also inherent fea-

—

tures like those given in (46) - (48).

(46) N - [ + N, * Animate, * Common ]

(47) [ + Common ] =+ [ *# Count ]




I
B ASAANE RN S e

SN A e

35

(48) [ - Count ] -+ [ * Abstract ]
In addition, a selectional rule is necessary which
analyzes Verbs in terms of the syntactic features of their

Subject and Object Nouns, i.e.

(49) [ + V] > CS/a” AUX (DET"B) where a is
an N and B8
is an N

The rules presented in this section, along with the
lexical insertion transformation which applies Jjust after
strict subcategorization and selectional rules,3 seem to
be adequate for generating the underlying structure for
all of the sentences of Spanish to be treated here, as
well as for an infinite number of other Spanish sentences
which will not concern us further. This generative power
is provided by the recursive occurrence of S in VP, NP,

and DET in the rules of (28).4

2. The Transformational Subcomponent

The rules of the transformational subcomponent of a
grammar operate in a cycle on any underlying Phrase-marker
which contains more than one occurrence of S. These rules
apply first to the most deeply embedded S, then to the
next most deeply embedded one, and so on until the final
S, i.e. that which dominates the entire underlying Phrase-

marker. Thus, the rules presented in this section, as

» PRSI S-SR U AU
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well as others which are formulated below, may apply more
than once in the derivation of a string.

Since we are concerned here primarily with accounting
for certain productive nominalizations in Spanish, many of
the transformational rules which apply to strings generated
by the base subcomponent rules given above are not included.
For example, no transformations necessary solely for gen-
erating questions or imperatives will be given here, since
these sentence types are not relevant for the derivation
of nominalized strings, other than in the negative sense
discussed above.

The five transformational rules which follow must be
included in any grammar of Spanish, for they are necessary
in the generation of almost any grammatical Spanish sen-
tence. These transformations apply interspersed with those
offered in the following chapters for fact, manner, and
abstract noun nominalizations, and it is because of their
wide applicability and ordering close to the surface level
that they are presented in this special section.

The first transformation is an agreement rule which
projects the feature [ o Singular ] from the Subject Noun

to the node dominated by Tense in the underlying Phrase-

marker.
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(50) # X [ (DET) [ [ @ Sing. 1 ] 4 ¥ ] yp T z #
12 3 4 5 6 =
12 3 4+ o Sg. 5 6

So, for example, if the Subject Noun is [ + Sing. ] , the

feature [ + Sing. ] is now added to the Tense marker, which

will be either PRES or PAST, depending on how rule (28iv)

was applied.

Rule (51) also involves agreement. It obligatorily

projects the features [ «a Sing. ] and [ B Masculine ] from
a Noun to a Determiner, under the condition that both DET

and N are directly dominated by NP.

(51) X [ DET (y) [[B Masc] o SING]]N]NPZ

5 =>
5

(3) 4

(3)

1 2

1 2+ [B Masc] [0 SING] 4

That is, in Spanish determiners must agree in gender and
number with the Nouns they modify.
A third obligatory transformation involves the correct

positioning of verbal affixes. It transfers all affixes,

such as T and the elements which it dominates, to the

right of the Verb stem which immediately follows in the

underlying Phrase-marker.

(52) X Affix Stem Y where Stem5 = [+ M], [+ V],
[+ COP], ha-, esta-; and
1 2 3 4 = paffix =T, -do, -ndo
1 g 342 4

T T R T LA LT

(R,

U

Lot
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Note that, as formulated, transformations (50) and
(52) are ordered. If the ordering were reversed, (52) would
reposition the affix T before the number agreement was ob-
tained, and (50) would not apply since T would no longer
follow the subject NP. This would result in an ungram-
matical sentence, i.e. one in which the Verb was unmarked
for number. Of course, (50) and (52) might be reordered
with respect to one another if the rules were reformulated.
In this way, we could generate only grammatical strings.
Such reformulation, however, would result in a more complex
structural condition for rule {(50), and thus it would be
less desirable than the present formulation.6

It may well be possible to formulate each of these
transformations more generally. Thus, the first may also
be capable of providing for agreement of person along with
that of number; the second may have wider applicability in
that it may also account for agreement of Nouns and Adjec-
tives; and perhaps the third could be expanded to include
other affixes. Since none of these expansions is immedi-
ately relevant to the derivations being discussed here, we
will accept the simplified versions for now.

In Spanish, any Subject NP may be reordered from its
original position preceding AUX to a position immediately

following the Main Verb of the same sentence, i.e. the V

]
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of the VP that is directly dominated by the same S that
directly dominates the NP in question. Thus, both

(53) El hombre escribe la carta
and

(54) Escribe el hombre la carta

are grammatical. An optional transformation effects this

reordering. ;
(55) # X NP (AUX) [V Y] gp #

1 2 3 (4) 5 6 7 =

1 2 ¢ (4 5 3 6 7 !

§

It is interesting to note at this point that at the

present stage of grammars written within the transforma-

tional framework, most optional transformations seem to

I N g7y

involve stylistic variations. For example, of the seventy-

Eit s

three transformational rules for English presented by

PO ARD O

Rosenbaum and Lochak, fifty-eight are obligatory. The re-
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: maining thirteen optional rules for the most part result

¢ in paraphrases. For example, the Phrase-marker which rep-
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resents

SR el 1

(56) the boy who is good

may undergo an optional transformation which leads to a

Phrase-marker representing

(57) the good boy

%‘“’ﬁg’ CURRHARRR Ry

It may be the case, therefore, that optional transformations

are the formal analogue of stylistic variation.
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Chomsky, however, states that

In general, the rules of stylistic reordering are

very different from the grammatical transforma-

tions, which are more deeply embedded in the gram-

matical system. It might, in fact, be argued that

the former are not so much rules of grammar as

rules of performance. (1965, p. 127)
While this may be correct in many cases, it does not seem
to be true for rule (55). While the rule is optional, it
is fairly deeply embedded in the grammatical system, for we
shall see below that unless it is chosen for those constit-
uent sentences which eventually undergo the fact nominaliza-
tion, an ungrammatical sentence will be generated. That is,
for fact nominalizations only the post-verbal position pro-
duces a grammatical s*tring, e.g.

(58) el escribir el hombre la carta...
but

(59) *e]l hombre el escribir la carta

Therefore, the Subject reordering transformation is
a rule in the grammar of Spanish. It could be argued, of
course, that there are actually two Subject reordering
rules, one of which is a rule of grammar, occurs well within
the grammatical system, and applies to constituent sentences
which undergo nominalization, while the other is actually a
rule of performance and applies to sentences like (53) pro-

ducing stylistic variations like (54). But this would re-

quire the repetition of the same rule, or at least writing
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two very similar rules and it would lead to loss of the
generalization that Subject reordering does occur in both
un-nominalized and nominalized sentences.

Recall that by rule (28ix), the DET node may dominate
an S in the deep structure of a Spanish sentence. The fol-
lowing transformation reorders any such S to the right of
the N dominated by the same NP which dominates the DET in
guestion. At a later time, another transformation, to be
discussed below, results in a formative which we will rep-
resent as que between the N and the transposed S. Rule
(60) places Relative Clauses and Adjectives, both of which

are developed from embedded sentences, after the Noun they

modify.

(60) [ ART S N X 1 NP

1 2 3 4 =

1 g 3+2 4

.
3

;
P
:
g
3
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%
z
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For example, the simplified underlying Phrase-marker
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/'ET\ N
ART S '
l /\ 1
DEF //;Q;\ VP hombre
DET N COp ADJ
] ] 1
] ' ]
/iﬁi\ hombre es inteligente
WH DEF

is converted by rule (60) to the derived Phrase-marker

(62) P
DET N S
]
! /\
VP

ART hombre NP
\
/

DEF DET N Cor ADJ
1 ! 1
] 1 ]
ART hombre es inteligente
WH DEF

which, following the application of a transformation which
obligatorily deletes the second of identical Noun constit-
uents, and a rule, given in Chapter V, which transforms

WH+DEF DET to que, results in the string
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(63) el hombre que es inteligente...
Another transformation, which is discussed below, option-

ally deletes the sequence que + es, resulting then in the

string

(e4) el hombre inteligente...

It should be mentioned here that Relative Clauses
always follow the Noun in Spanish and that Adjectives
normally do. Most Adjectives, however, may also precede
the Noun. To account for this, we might suggest that rule
(60) be made optional. Then, if it were applied, (63)
would be developed obligatorily and (64) optionaliy. If
rule (60) were not applied, however, we would have to add
an obligatory rule which would delete es, in addition to
using the identity deletion transformation mentioned above.
Then,

(65) el inteligente hombre...
would result. An es deletion rule, urilike one which de-

letes que + es, has no additional justification. In addi-

tion, the non-normal string (65) would be generated by only
obligatory rules, while the normal word order represented
by (64) would be che result of two optional rules. Since
this solution seems to contradict what was said above

about the relationship between optional transformations

and stylistic variation, we accept the first proposal in

which (60) is obligatory. (65) might then be accounted
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for by a later optional rule which converts the Phrase-
marker underlying (64) to that which represents (65). This
reordering rule may in fact be a rule of performance as
suggested by Chomsky.

The existence of Adjectives which have different
meanings when positioned before and after Nouns, e.g.

(66) mi amigo viejo "my old (elderly) friend"

(67) mi viejo amigo "my old (long-time) friend"
is not necessarily a counter-example to the suggested
treatment. Such Adjectives can be handled quite simply
by entering them twice in the lexicon, i.e. viejo would
be entered twice, once with the semantic reading "elderly",
and once with the reading "long-time". These two entries
would differ in a special type of syntactic feature, the
latter having a feature which requires application of the
reordering rule, while the former would not have this
feature. Note that this solution, however, requires that
the reordering rule occur in a grammar of competence, i.e.

this is not a performance rule.
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NOTES TO 'CHAPTER III: SOME RULES OF THE
SYNTACTIC COMPONENT'

Katz and Postal discuss the use of the wh morpheme
to indicate which element in a sentence is questioned
and offer the hypothesis that wh is intrcduced by a

universal rule (1964, pp. 86-120).

of course, NEG, QUES, and IMP are no longer dominated
by a single non-terminal symbol, and there may be
transformational rules which require mention of a
class containing all three. Whether rules (28i) and
(28ii) or rules (29) and (36) will ultimately result
in the simplest grammar can only be determined after

more transformational rules have been written.

The lexical insertion transformation need not be
specified in the grammar of Spanish since it is a
universal rule and thus part of the general theory.
This rule is formulated by Chomsky, (1965, p. 84),
as follows
If Q is a complex symbol of a preterminal
string and (D, C) is a lexical entry, where

C is not distinct from Q, then Q can be re-
placed by D.
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At the stage of development of transformational grammar

represented in An Integrated Theory....., such embedded

: sentences were dominated by nodes labelled REL and COMP.
Given the rules presented in (28), any S directly domi-

nated by VP or NP is automatically a Complement, while

:
})} an S directly dominated by DET is a Relative. Thus,

3 it is not necessary to introduce the symbols REL and
COMP in the base subcomponent, for to do so would re-

sult in underlying Phrase-markers which contain redun-

dant information.

5 Notice that there is no non-ad hoc way of representing
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this class of elements. Just as we require of a
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