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Abstract

Tne 'direct discourse analysis' introduced by Susumu kuno is exumined
wnd found tvu pde inadequate. To account for the datu Kuno discusses,

as well as for reluted data, a new approach to transformations is sug-
gested. By determining the function, rather thun the fori, of a trans;
formation, certain predictions are possible. Primary is the prediction
thet two or more grammuatical devices muy not apply to achieve antugo-
nistic purposes in terms of theme-rheme distinctions. That is, no
grammaticai_device may be used to indicate that an element of a sentence
is the theme (or rheme) if another device hus alreudy been used to

indicuate the opposite.
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PASSIVES, PRONOUNS, AND THEMES AND RHEMES
John Hinds

Jaunuury, 1974

O. In tuis paper I intend to demonstrate that the "direct
discourse anaiysis" introduced in Suswmu Kuno's puper entitled
"Pronominalizution, reflexivization, and direct discourue”

LLI III:161-96] is invalid. In muny respects this is a difficult
chore, since I find myself in almost complete disagreement with
Kuno's grammaticality judgé#ments concerning his ‘crucial'example’s.1
This makes o refutaiion of his anulysis di&iculL, becuuse o simyle
reunalysis of the data using my grammaticulity judggments would
devolve in:to the (sometimes) relutively sophigticated nane-calling
gume referred to as "In my diulect, . . ." ‘The problem is that
linguistic.facts, or raw dula, are nol objectively, but rather
suojectively, determined. Thot is, in the simplest teris, the

use of intuitions to determine grummutical-ungrumniatical sejquence:s
constitutes o value judgment. In this regurd, Kaplun (1904:376f1)
points out that value judgments ure in fact necessary for scientific
investigation, bul also that hthere are reual difficulties in the
empiricul validation of value judgments." (397) UnfortunaLely,

he provides wui with no answer to the guestion of how to validate

“vulue judgmentis, nor do I have a reasonable suggestion for this




berhaps most impértanL of 41l guestions fﬁcing linguistics today
[see, in this regurd, Bolinger (1968), Householder (1Y73),
Labov (1971)]

| What I will attempt to do is to show that K's analysis is
internully inconsistent. Thnen I will reexumine K's duata from
Ly perspective. Finully; I will suggest some working hypo theses
and principles which will account, at least in purt, for thé
differences in tne grummaticality judgments between k's analysis
and mine.2

I.1. K states that (1a) hus lower degree of acceptability than

(2a):
(1) =a. ?That John, hud an appointment ui two wus {or—
gotten by ﬁimi.
b. That heinud an appointment ut two wus forgotten
by Johny .,
i
(2) a. *Thut John, wus the best boxer in the world was

cluimed bylhimi.

b. Thit hei was the best boxer in Lhe worid wuas
cluimed™ by Jonni. S

¢ (fhese are K's (120) und (121) [192])
In order Lo account for this difference, K cliiims there are Lwo
clusses of verbs: direct internal feeling verbs and non-direct
intern=l feeling verbs. Direct internul feeling verbs, such us
cluim in (2), huve o deep structure which "indicate explicitly
thut its complement sentence represents ohe direct internal feel-
ing o! ine mutrix sentence subject, ws in (3):

(%) John claiméd, "I am the best boxer in the world."

dince the subject of am the bes! boxer in the worid is a4 pronoun




, .0 . to . . .
fromw the begining, there is no way realize it as a fullfledged

A
noun pnruse (namely as John )." D92]

On the other hand, K claims that (1) hus the deep structure
(4): |

(4) Jonni forgot [Johni hud an appointment at twoJ
bince the complement subject is & full-fledged noun phrase from
the begid&ng, in K's term: (1a) is acceptuble; :
I.2. I will offer three specific reasons for why K's anulysis
is inadeguute. All indicaic that Lhe direct discourse analysis
is not supported and that a different apprcuch is necessury tLu
explain the duta.
I.2.1. 'The first reason invoives the use of some of the standurd
tools of tne trade: *, 7, and other related markers. We are all
awure of the difficulties involved in assigning these symbols to
individual sentences with any consistency. Thus, for the kind
of sentences that we as linguists continualily examine, we must
expect that fatigue, desire to make the fucts fit the argumenti,
lack of interest, or any of a numbesr of other feasons will cause
our own and our informants' grammaticulity judguents to differ

to time
from Limgf This much, I am afraid, is Lo be expected. We must,
lhiowever, insist al leust on some semblance of consistency in the
u..e of tne symbois with which we evaluate seguences: for instunce,
* Lo indicute acceptable and/or grammatical sequences; ¢ to indi-
-

cule guestionuble sequences; and sc on. The minimun regqulirement
is that these symbols be used consistently within u single analy-

sis. If the linguist is free to interpret these symbols in uny



way he pleases, they lose all meaning, and consequentiy any
analysis based on such an interpretation must be considered inva-
lid. Consider in *nis régard_the following:
(5) a. John, expects that he, will be elected.
b. That he, will be elected is expected Dby John, .
c.  *That John, wiJlAbe elected is expected by him,.

(6) a. John. claimed that he. was the best boxer in the
worl&. 1 :

b. That he, was the best boxer in the world was
claimed™ by Johni.

C. *That John. was the best boxer in the world was
claimed by himi.

(7) a. John, denied thut he. was sick.
b. That hei waus sick was denied by Johni.
c. ?That Johni was sick was denied by himi.

(8) a. John, forgot thut he, had an appointment at two.

b. That hej had an appointment at two was forgotten
by John{.

c. ?That John, had an appointment at two wus forgoiten
by hi[ui‘.

[Ehese are K's (6)—(9)]
K cluimgs that (5c) and (6c) are ungrammatical becuuse expect
and claim are direct discourse verbs. iie further says "Although

[(Yc)] and l}Bc)] are very awkwurd, they are not ungrummatical."

[163 (my underlining)] Contrast this stutement with the [following
stutement about (9) and (10):
(9) a. John asked Ma.ry.l if she could do it.

b. Whether she., could do it or not was asked of Mary
by vohn.
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C. YWhether Maryi_could do it or not was asked of
her i by John?

(10) a. John persuaded Maryi that she, was wrong.

b. That she, was wrong was one of the things that
John peréuaded Maryiof.

C. 2That Mary. was wrong was one of the things that
John persu&ded heriof.

[k's (38) and (39)]
"According to [K‘s] hypotﬁesis, [(90)]'and [}1OC)] are derivel
from structures like: '
[11] a. John asked Mary, "Can you do it?”
b. John peréuaded Mary, "You are wrong."
Since the subject of the complement clauses above is the personal

pronoun ycu, there is no way to change it to Mury. Hence ihe

ungrammaticality of (9¢) und (10c) " [(170) my underliningj
Any analysis which can use an iﬁformant‘s (including his
own5 judgment of ? Lo_indicate grammatical sequences at one time
and ungrammatical sequences at another must be discounted?
I.2.2. The second reason for rejecting tie direct discourse
analysis concerns the analysis itself. K distinguishes two syntactic

classes of verbs. For "verbs such as expect, cluim, know, tiink,

reguest, on the one hand, and verbs such as deny, forget, be

unaware (of), on the other, . . . the conient of the complement
clause of the former represents more or less the dircet discourse
of the matrix subject, while this is not the case for the latter.”
D62] A compiete list of verbs K deal with are presented for

reference in (12):



(12) DIRECT DISCOURSE VERBS NON-DIKECT DISCOURSE VEKBS

expect » deny

claim forget

know be unawure (of)
think :
request

worry

spread (a rumor)

make (a claim)

seemn

ask

say

tell

promise

hear from

persuade

realize [personal communication]

what follows in a brief«cafalogue of types of counterexamples
to K's claim that the direct discourse verbs have a deep
structure representationslike (%), while non-direct discourse
verbs have a deep Structure like (4). All of these involve the
same general type of phenomenon in thut they refute K's sugges-
tion that:géngle-controlling factor for the grammatical-ungram-

he perceives
matical distinction between (1a) and (2a) is due to the difference

in ivype of martix verb.4
I.2.2.1. 7The relevant point of K's anulysis is thatl, depending
exclusively on the syntactic type oil verb, elements in the
complement sentence.eitner can or cannbt be a full-fledged noun
phruse. Direct discourse verbs do not allow elements in the
complement senternce to be full-fledged noun phrases, while non-

direct discourse verbs do. Consider in this light (13):

(13) Kalmbacki had the keys, he, says, but the ultimuate
power 1o disburse the mone& remazined with lHaldeman.

[From Newsweek, dJuly 16, 197%, p.3é]5



This structure, I presume, comes from an underlying siructure like

(13a):

£

(13) a. Kalmback. says [Kalmback. had the keys, but the
ultimate power to disbur%e the money remained
with Haldenman ]

Under'K's analysis, this sentence would have to come from under-
lying structure (13b), offering no possibility for the complement
subject to become the full-fledged noun phrase Kalmback.

(13) Db. Kalmback, says [I. had the keys, but the ultimate
power to dispurse the money remained with
Haldeman.]. : -

I.2.2.2. Consider also (14):
(14) Johni will be late tonight, he, told me today.
The same argument holds for this example. k's deep structure
must be (143), again allowing no chance for the complement'subject
to become a full3fledged néun phrase.
(14) a. John, told me today [Ii will be late tonight.].
I.2.2.3. And (15):
(15) The claim that Chomsky. believes in transformations

LU : . : - -
was made B Lor the first time in Syntactic
wiructures.

According to my analysis, this sentence is derived from an abstrac:
struciure like (15a):
(15) a. Chomsky. made the claim for the first time in

Syntactic Structures [that Chomskyi beliewves 1in
transformations.] .

and ine agent phrase is efknuimeg deleted after passivisation
appries., K, of course, must derive this sentence from something
like (1Yb):

(15) b. Chomsky. made the claim for the first time in
Syntactic Structures [Ii believe in transfor-

mutions.].




in which the compiement sentence subject is u pronoun, denying
the possibility of deriving sentence (15). This, too, givgs
evidence that a direct discourse verb may have a full—fledécd
noun phrase as the subject of its complement clause.

1.2.2.4. YFinally, examine the sentences of (16).

(16) a. *Thut John. 'was the best boxer in the wor]d was
claimed b hlml.

b. Thgt John. was the besé boxer in the world Qas
never clalmed by himi. o

c. That Joln, was the best boxer in the world wus
loudly and repeatedly cluimed by himi.

d. That John. was the best boxer in the world was
cluwinied b& himi, bui it wus never verified.

e. That John, was the best boxer in the world was
claimed b& himi, but he ®ould never .prove it,

Tiie écceptability of (16b)-(16e) appears to be buscvd on tne
fact thutp they each achieve the purpose of culli.iy: °chLal
attention to the end part of the sentence by creauing a type
of focus. More will be suid about this in section 2.

For come speukers, examples (13)-(16) all show that K's
generalization’concerning the direct discourse anulysis is in-
capable of accounting for a series of straightforwwrd datu.
Actually, it 1s noti necessary for someone to accept all of the
examples in (13)-(16). If someone accépts only one example it
shows that, for that spenker, the direct discourse anualysis is
not the single reason for the acceptability/unacceptability of,
for instunce, (l1a) and (2a>. Moreover, the fact thut even sowe

people uccept some of these data shows that the direct discourse




analysis is not valid for wi. speukers of Lngll shi This Leing
the cuse, we should look for some other principle or principles
Lo account for the materials K has presented in his puper
I.2.2.5. 1In addition, there are some.data which are clearly
outside the scope of K's direct discourse analysis, since they
huve nothing to do with direct or non-direct discourse. [lowever,
owing to the strong structural similaritiy between the (c) Qeré
sions of the(ggﬁzgﬁzgg\fgiigziﬁéjand, for instance, (1a) and (2a),
we mighi legitimately expect th&t the same principle or princi-
vles which cuuse the (c) versions of (17) through (21) to be less
than good will account for the strangeness [K's ? and *] of
(1a), (2a), zad related examples.

(17) a. The dog; indicated that it, wunted to go out.

b. = Thut 1ty wanted to go out wus indicuted by the dogi.

c. %ThdL the dog, wunted to go out wus indicated by
1t

(18) a. The machinei signaled that iti wusS inoperutiive.

b. Thut it., wus inoperative was signuled by the
machinei.

c. %That the machinei wasS inoperative was signuled by
lti. .
(19) a. Daimurui announced that iti would close eurly.
b. Thut iti would close eurly wus announced by Duimuruj.

c. % Tha i Daimurui would clouse eurly was announced by
iti.

(20) a. The meat, gave oii un odor that indicated that ity
was rotidn.

b. An odor thut indicated thut 1L WuS rotten wuis
given off by the meat



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

"10.

c. %An odor that indicated thati the meat. was rotten

was given off by iti. A
(21) a. The symbol %. indicates that the sentence foilowing
iti is not cOmpletely natural in a neutral context.

b. Thetv the sentence following it, is nol completely
natural in a neutral context i$ indicated by the
symbol %, .

c. %That the sentence following tlie symbol %, is not
completely natural in a neufral context i3 indi-
cated by iti.

The symbol ¥ indicates that the Lentence following it is not com-
fletely natural in w neutral context. This symbol, as I whi ucing
iv, nws nou connection with the traditionual concepts of grummati-

cality or acceptablility. The relevance oi these examples is that

< nol
they m/\ L AT

huve the follow-
ing deep siructures to account for their strangeness, sirnce, exceit
in fairy tales an! other extraordinary cuses, the refereni of th.

first person singulur pronoun is restiricteu to human beings.

(17) 4a. The dogi indicated, "Ii want to go out."

(18) 4. The muchinei signaled, "Ii al inoperative."
(19) 4. Daimgrui announced, "Ii will close early."

(20) d. The meut, gavé off an odor which indicated, "I,

i
am rotten.”

(21) 4. The symbol %, indicates, "The sentence following

me ; is not c%mpletely natural in a neutral context.”

ny

i‘he anulysis which is'prrsented in this paper does not rely on
the direct discourse analysis, and is capaile of uccounting for
the strangeness of (17c)-(21c).

2.@. In several revent studies, among them McCuwley (1972), Ziv

(1973), Kuno (1972c), Loetcher (1973), and Jacobs and Rosenbaun

~



1.

(1971), linguists have Y=mm asked what the purpose of applying
2 particular transformation is. This question may be rephrased
in any number of ways, but always we are lied to the same general
cdnsideration. Why should a language have more thun one way of
specifying essentially the'samé information? For instance, why
should English allow both the (a) and the (b) versions ot (22)-
(25)7
(22) a. Ok-Hee won the speech contest.
b. The speech contest was won by Ok-Hee.
(2%) a. It was confirmed yesterday that Nixon is & crook.
L. That Nixon is a crook wus confirmed yesterday.
(24) a. Kazuko bought some Inglish muffins yesterday

morning. Later in the day Kazuko had to go
shopping again.

b. Kazuko bough: some Er
morning. Later in the
again.

tish muffins yesterday

day she had o go shopping
I will offer in thig paper one reason for why this situation is
allowed., It must be noted at this point, however, that there are
other posmsivle, not necessarily incompatible reasons. If we tnink
of lunguage somewhat along lines suggested by the Prague Lchool,
we arrive ai & general WOrking principle. The Prugue School lin-
gulsts clalm that every utierance consists'of elements wiiich
manifest varying degrees of communicative dynamism. Thot 1w,
every-element in an utterunce contributes in varying degrees to
the Llotal amount of communication that ithe utterance achieves.
mvery utterance has botn thematic materiai and rhemutié material.,

Themi:lic material is also krown as old information, or thet whnich



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

12.-

is predictavle from context; rhematic material is also known as
new information, or that which is not predictable from context.
Sentences with neutral, oxr unmarked, word order in English, and
hany other languages, progress from basically thematic muterial
L0 busically rhematic material. This iy termed by the Prague
school linguists the "word order principle." Certain transfor-
mations, then, cun be seern as devices for changing the norﬁal,
unmarked theme-rheme -progression which, for instance, the (a)
sentence of (22) exhibits)in order to conform to the word order
principle while indicating that tne active subject is not the theme.

hAs a begiﬁﬁng, let us examine the passive transformation to
see what itz purpose is, rather than what its formul nature is.
2.1. PASSIVE

Jespersen (1933:126ff) lists five reusons for tiie choice of
tre passive voice in Eknglish:

(25) 1I. The agent is unknown, or the speaker prefers not
1o nume him.

a. A window was opered.

II. The active subjeuvt is self-evident from the
context.

b. He was elected President.
III. There may ke a special reason for not mentioning

the active subject. Thus the use of the first
person in avoided.

¢c. This matter will be treated in detuil in a
later ohapter.
Iv. When the active subject is mentioned, there is
generally a greater interest in the passive
rather than the active subject.

d. The house wus sitruck by a train.



13 [

e. The man was run over by an eleciric cuar.

f. The house was demolished by a bomb.

V. The passive may facilitate the counection of one
sentence to another.

g. He rose to speak, and was listened to with
enthusiasm by the great crow#d present.

Point IV is of special interest to us here. Despite
Jespersen'é claims, I will maintain that the ure of the pdssive
in sentences of this type is designed to plage essentially
rhematic muterial at the end of the sentence, and to place
essentially thematic materiul at the beginning, thus allowing
the sentence to conform to the word order principle which
forces muterial to be arranged in a theme-rheme progression.
This position is supported by various writings of the Prague
school, Halliday (1967) and others. Examine (26d) through (26f)
again. ''he derived subjects are in each case marked by the
definite article, indicating that they refer to material wlready
under discussion.’ The objects of the by-phrase in euch cuse
are marked by thne indefinite article, indicating that these
refer to material not yet under discussion. Of course, tnis dis-
tinction corresponds to the theme-rheme distinction introduced
above. As evidence of tnis, consider (26a)-(26c), none of which
are perfectly natural given neutrai contexts and neutral-inuo—
nation contours: -

(26) a. %A house was struck by the train.

b. %A man was run over by ihe electric cur.

c. %A house was demolished by the bomb.



14.

I must reeaphasize here that I aw not claiming these sentence are
eitner ungrummaticair or unacceptable, only that they are not
completely natural in a neutral context. Thus, in the normul case,
materiai thut occurs near the end of a sentence is more rhematic
than that which océurs near tne beginning of a sentence. [t is
importani Lo poini out herc thut the word order principle serves
at least one more purpose. Thut pﬁfpose is to druw a distinction
between focused and non-focused material, roughly eguivalent
1o Jdihler's (1934) distinction between figure und ground. That
is, the focused element of u sentence is the most importunt ele-
ment, wnile the non-focused part provides the background for
the focused element. This fact can be seen in (28).
(27) Hubert loves God.
(28)  /God is loved by Hubert.
| [ from McCuwley (1970) ]
(29) T
is strunge precisely because c¢i the relative iw-
portance normally given to the two noun phrases. Notice that
this strangeness fas ncphing to do with wheiher or noly lHubert
is uhe theme or the rhéme of the sentence. In actual fact, most
occurrences of rheme correspond L0 focus, but this is not neces-
surilly tne case. I will leuve now the questiun of focus-non-
focus distinctions aund restrict my discussion to thieme-rheme
distinction5.8
The observations made above lead dircctily to tie tor-
mulutiovn ol definition (29):

(29) i function of the puscive trunsformation iz to wmove

ERIC
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essentialiy rhematic waterial Lo the end oi the sen-
tence and thematic muterial to the beginning of the
sentence.

2.2. PRONOMINALIZATION

Pronouns often refer to material ulready under discussion,
or to material which is assuwmed known by the members of a conver-
sation. (30) illustraztes this:

(30) a. I know you.

b. The other day I met Bill Adams. He's leaving for
Bangkok tomorrow.

c. The oSmiths came over lust nignt. Tuey're quite
a threesome.

There is tne vexsome problem of backwards pronominalization,
both intra- and extra-sententially, whicti uppeurs to contrudict
thiis statement, at leust in part. However, many instances of

backwurds pronowminalization cun ve expluined by assuming that

buckwurds pronominalization has function of building susgpense,
This cun most cleariy ve seen in Lhe cuse of extra-senteniiul
pronominulization., ‘the foliowing is the opening pussuge from
a shiort slory cualled "The otinher c¢hild" by Ulivia Davis:

(31) I saw Lhe whole thing. I didn't snoop. [ didn't have
to. They curried on, duy after duy, right there on
tne open beuch, immediuately under our noses. Or at
least under mine, since u nose without a puir of cyes
above it isn't much good, and Luncimag is tlind.

we'd sit outl moust of tne duy on the porch of the
little cottage I'd rented for tne summer, Lunsing
slumped in his chair, hands folded across hiu stomuch.
You never knew if he wus asleep or not. I'd roud, or
sew, and there would be the ithree of ihem, Lhoe young
woman wund her little boy and the lifeguurd, sitting
pructicelly under the porch railings, =o we could heur
every word tney said.

[p. 74 ]
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Notice the entirely different effect thut is achieved if the first
occun@nce of both¢ trney and our i: substituted for by the young

woman and her little boy and the lifeguurd und lLansing's and my,

respectively. This phenomenon can also be observed inter-sen-—
tentially. James (1972) has pointed our that the interjection

uh is used to indicate thut the speaker is eltlner trying to remen-
ber tne name of tne WP which foilows it, or that the speakér

wants to hold back the name of tne NP for various rewsons. Con-

sidexr tuen, tne roilowing pair of sentences:

(32) a. Thut he, shouldn't have done it was clear even to,
A uh, Johﬁi.

b. #%That John. siouldn't have done it was clear even
to, ul, hi%i.

ihe (a) version uses buckwurds pronominalization. Since a function

of buckwards pronominalization is to build suspense, puusing

before the name of tne person by using ui is pertfectly natural,

since i1 contributes to the over ull suspense-building atmosghere.

Un the other hand, the (b) version is decidedly unnaturzl, since

forwird prorominalicution acee not bulld suspense.  Thwe, Lhere

1s no reason to hold pack irne nuuce, For future reference, although

tels is notv pointed ovt in dJam-u' puper, anytihing which toliows

anl must ve relatively rhemautic matlerial. delinition (33) follows
row

dlrectlyﬁtnese observations:

(33) A function of pronowinulizaiion is to indic..te that

vite relereny ol thae proncun L omarked as themiatic
material.

whut tiis definition suggests is that, for instuance, (34) is

not necesswrilly ungrimmaiicul or unacceptable if it is the
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opening sentence of a discourse, but that the referent ol the pro-

noun ne ig presumed known, or pretended to be so, by the speaker:
(54) %He's decided to divorce Martiha.

2.3. Returgning to K's data, notice the types of sentences he

uses to support his dir-ct discourse analysis. Sentence (1)

und (2) are reprinted here for convenience as (35) and {3%6):

(35) a. ?That John, had an appointment at two was fdrgotten
by him, .

b. Thut hei had an apgpointment at two wus forgotten
by Johni.

(%6) a. *ThaL‘Johni was the best boxer in the world wus
cluiized by himi.

b. Thut hei Wwas the best boxer in the world wus ciuimed
by Johni.

Notice in particular that K distinguishes between (35a), which

is marked with ?; and (3%6a), which is murked with *, Although

I huave not emphasized tnis point, it is appropriate here to

mention that boih (3%a) and (36a) are odd to me, and to alwmost

everyone I huve checked with, in the sume wuy. [In.the appendix
sampling of

there is a represenLgtiveﬁgrummaticality Jjudguient disugreeumenis

between K and ne ] If we ask why (35a) und (%6a) are both less

than totully acceptuble, an answer cun be provided using the defi-

nitvivns which have so far been established. Consider the function

of the two relevant trunsformutions involived in the generution

0l butn o1l ihese sentences: PASSIVIZATION and PhONOhINALI;ATIUN.g
PAGSIVIZATION applies to (37) to produce (3%8):

(37) a. John torgot [John had an appointment ut two].

b. John claimed [John was trie best boxer in the_worlq].
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(38) a. [dohn hud an appointmeni at two] was forgotten by
John.

b. [John was the best boxer in the world ] wus claimed
by John.

In other words, the sentencesof (%8) indicate that John constitutes

the rhematic material, as bpposed to ithe sentvential complement

\ ‘l“('-l- vt\euud-k- w\o.*'el‘(bj
Aln ?37). When PRONOMINALIZATION applies to convert the phruse by
Joun into by him, as in (39), we seehproblem:

(39) a. LJohn had an appointment at two] was forgotten by
him.

b. [John was the besi boxer in the world ) was claimed
by him.

PASCIVIZATION has been used to indicate that John is rhemutlic
muterial; bui PRONOWMINALIZATION has also been used to indicate
that John is thematic material.

These observatlions leud directly to ifie formulation of the

following principle:

(40) All grammstical devices used in a single sentence must
be compatible in terms of tneir functions, or the sen-
tence will tend to become bud.

In purticulur, a violation of this principle wili produce a
sentence thut is difficult to judge consistently as either grum-
maticul/ungrammaticul or acceptable/unaccceptable.

2.4.1. A brief survey of related matters will illustrate iuhlis
principie¢ more clearly. Consider once ugain the interjeciion

uh. Anyining which follows uh is relautively rhemutic. There-
fore if we select something which is iunnerently tnemaiic o

pluce after uh, strangeness snould resuli. The following czamples

a
siiow Llhis to ve irue, since none ure abeoiutely nuturul inhneutrul
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environment:

(41) a. %That John, had an appointmeni at two was torgotten
by, uh, hihi.

b. %Thut John, was the best boxer in the worlid was
; i X
cluiwed by, uh, hlmi.

c. %A house was struck by, uh, the train.
d. %Give, uh, we the cuke.

e. HThut, uh,'he. had an appointment at LWo wub
forgotiten by 3ohni.

2.4.2. Consider next EXTh&PGULITION. There are two relevant
observations that cun ve mude. First, Charleston (1Y57) hus
observed thut sentences witn sentential subjectis ure much less
common thun tie extraposed types. Second, she siutes:
If we compare, for exumple,
(42) a. It would be silly to refusc.
b. To refuse would pe silly..

Whut difference in affective valuc cia. be discovered?
. . . euch of [tue sentences ] endcavors L0 give prominence
L0 one Or Lue ovher purt of tne senticnce, numely by moans
of tension when tne most importunt ;art of the senticuce
(w0 tne speuker) . . . is kepv until the end; tho hcurer
is Kept waiting, in suspense, and conseyguently nis interest
is roused . . . i.e. the heurer_is kepl in suspence tu inag
oul whut would be siliy [in (4)] . . . On the otnes hund,
in the [(b) example] , the heurer iz kept in suspense Lo know
what the speaker intends to express concerting Lo refuse .. .
In both constructicns it would seem to be the end position
that gives tue prominence . . .

[184]

Charleston's comments are of interest because she suggests thut

tne extruposed version of a sentence is the most neutral. In

this sense, 'observe whut happens when there is un interuction

betweex
ed PRONOMINALIZATION and EXTRATOSOTION.
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(43) a. It was obvious to John; that he, was in frouble.
b. *It was obvious 1o himi that Johni was in trouble.

c. %(Literary%OﬁThat he. was in trouble wus obvious
to Johni. *

d. %That Johni was in trouble was obvious to himi.
Uf these, (43%a) is the most neutral. (43b) is oul becuuse it
violutes Lhe general condiiion for buckwurds pronominaliuzation.
(43c) is ucceptable, but is marked as bein; literary. (43%4)
shoul: be acceptable, since it involves forward pronominaliizuwtiorn,
vut 1t is not. The reuson il is not acceptable ic tnnt wi nALUULI-
TiOR hus been suppressed to mark is clear 10 X as the rheumutic
m.terial in this sentence. PRONUMINALIZAY LGN, nowever, hao indi-
cuted thut the object of to in is c¢leur to 4 is lthemulic wutleriul.
Hence, strungness results, since two different grammaticui devices
have veen used 10 achieve cross~purposes.
3.0. In this sectiun I will discuss two types o1 uppurent counter—
cxamples to principle (40). The first involves un interuction of
PAS:-IVE and UrONORINALIZAVION which, despive wne fuct thut it pluces
4 pronoun al the end of uue sentcence, resalts in o perfectily uccep=
tuble utterunce. The second involvesg ke interuction of nhlUDO-
CLEFY wni PrunGMLINALLLATIOL.

. . . .. . s "
4.1, Consider rirst of all tne centences ol (44):

(44) a. The IG thuat chasod the piloti who chul al 1L was
hit by himi.
b. The mun who kissed Naucyi wis poisened by her .

Boit ol ihese seew Lo contrudict principie (40), since in cuch cuse

votn PALGIVE und PRONOMINALIAATION have operated und « pronoun ends
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the ventence. However, 1iuis phenomenon is eusily expluinable.

In boin cuses the muin verb must rec®éve HEAVY 8TukSiL PLACEMENT
or ihe sentence is odd. That is, the mwost important element in
each of these sentences is nog‘noun phrase that ends the sentence,

mai\n
but ihe verb: Hit wund poisoned respectively. Compure tlie nopn-

passivized versions of (44), presented in (45), to see thatl, witn

ratonation main o ‘
normul -metoeeeeelmm,., tie verb cunrot be the most rhematic material
becuuse there is too much materiul following it:

(45) a. The piiot, who chused it hit the MIG thut chused him,.
b. Nancyi poisened the mun who kissed heri.
One of the choices possible to indicate that the verb is the most
rruemutic material in a senience is Lo move it as close aw possible
to ihe end of the senience. Among other meihody, PASSIVILATION
wmain . meaqt tobe

cun achieve this purpose. In cuse the vert ¢s the most rhuematic
muterial, Lhe sentences of (46) are unaccepiuble, becuuse the
noun phrase at the end of Lhe sentence is a full-fledged noun
phrase und it therefore attructs uttentiion uway the verb.

the pilot,
i

(46) a. The MIG that chased [ who shut at it

him
was hit by the piloti.

b. The man who kissed heri wag poisoned by Nanuyi.
The only possibility lefi which will convey the desired meaning
is to buve & pronoun follow the verb. Since o pronoun is used,
aiong with reduced siress, it tends to de~focus the scant umount
of materiul following the verb to ensure that the verb is intcr-
preted as the most rhemutic muterial.

Tnis first apparent counterexample tihern supjortis principle

ERIC
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Ma N ‘
(40), since PASSIVE is used to pluce the,verb newr the end of thc

sentence Lo show tha. 11 1ls morc¢ rhemutic than the normzl, or

unmarked,—situation. PRONOMINALIZATION is used to de-focus the
hat s mi’erpreﬁu fou s Corre«l/{

material following the verb. As proof ks notice that the

final pronoun cannot be stressed, or a strunge sentence resuiis:

(47) a. %The WMIG that chused the pilot; who snot al it
was hit by hLml

b. “ihe man who kissed Ndncy was poisoned by héri.
%3.2. The second appurent counterexample involves the ihtéraction
of PSEUDO-CLEFTING and PRUNOMIN“LIAATIUN.12 The purpose of PLEUIU-
CLEFTING is to indicute that the material which follows the verb
B is the most rhematic material in Lhe sentence. Mini-dialogue
(48) shows this, since the answer to a WH-question iz always now,
or rhemailc, material.

(48) a.  A: What dis Dick do?
B: what Dick did was to eruse part ot the tapes.
b. A: wWhere did Dick ervse the tupes?

F

B: You won't believe this, but where Dick erused
tie tapes was in Spiro's old office.

If o pronoun occurs in the posiiion following the verb Bix in this
construction, strangeness shcould result. That this is generalty
so muy pe seen in (49):
(49) a.  %What Dick did was it.
b, %Whrer Dick erased the tapes was in it.
However, the following example:scems to contradict this s.atement
und ithereby refute principle (4C):

(50) Where Dick, put the puckuge wus near hinm,.
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ANl exuminatlion of the intonation again provides tne clue tu tuis
phenomenoun. HEAVY UTKESS must be pluced on near, and not on him.
That is, PSEUDO-CLEFTING is used in this case tc move tue word near
after Bis to indicate that it 1s the most rhemutic material in the
sentence. Proof of this is seen by virtue-of tne fact that if
PO nUDO-CLEFTING aupplies vo put only one word after BE, tunat word
cannu i be an anaphoric pronounuu+k'+‘,“;{"“k ot o sewdac
(1) a. who Dick put the package neur wus Triciu.
b.  %Who Dick, put the package neur was nim, .
Thus, in ihis case as well, the trunsformwutions involved in the
generuilon ol the sentence have no: operated to achieve cross-
purposes; they have upplied to pui « particular item into the
rhematic position after BE. What appearedto be a4 problem is ex-
plained by the fact that the transformation in guestion, PsiUDU-
CLiLFTING, hus not operuted Lo pléce the agent noun phrase into
tué ritemutic position, bul ruther to place the preposicion neaxr
invo tne rhematic position,
4.0. In this paper I have outlined the reasons for why [ believe
we must oegin to look seriously at the purpose of transformations,
us well as ut the form of trunsformations. Only one aspect of u
specific transformution's purpose was examined--the ability vo alter
the pusic theme-rheme progression of a sentence. It wws shown thut
devices
an incomputible applicution of two or more trunsformation@&produces
sentences which tend to be bad. Although principleg (40) ws for-
mulated mey eveniuully be altered, I believe ii iu correct in iis

essential form. There are two specific wuys in wnich I cun presently
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envisuge alterations in tiis principle. First, in this puper I
;fen&wxs
have assumed tnat wil wransformution \ curry the sume welglit in

terms of itheir effects. This i. probably not true. For instwunce,
ootu DEFINITIZATION wnd PRONOMINALIZATION hve tne purpose of
indicutring that a puriicus«r noun phruse is themaiic material.

not ?‘0
They do tuis 1o the sawe degree.

Consider the following in tuis respect:

(52) w. There wus an 0ld ludy. who lived in .a snoe. she,
hud so wany children fhe didn't know what 1o do.

b. There was an old ludyi who L1ived 1in o shoe. The
(01d) 1udy. had vo mufly children she didn't know
what to do.

At same time T believe it will ve necessary to indicute vurious
vranuformaiions on a scale, showing the respective weight of euach.
The second wuy this principle migiil oe altered is thut the
functions o1l truansformetlicns canno. be defined exciusively in terms
of tueme-rneme digiinciions., Other funciions musi be tuken into
aceount, as well. Sowe o Lhese ilnciude focus, emphiusis, humorous

intent, shoek value, and so on. ©  Whiic none oi these noivivias wre
( by me) i
very weil undersbuodAat present, ttie necessity oI exgloring tiese

are.s iu govious. ror lnstunce, consider e following:

(Y3) a. Jeusse registered nis first win of ithe vournument
aguinst one loss by upsetting oveki -khiyokuni ior
the second gtraight busho. The huge No. 1 muesashira,
wulting patientiy for siow-starting Kiyo, made u
powerful charge und guickly bulldozed the husky
ozeki Lo ilhe rim. Kiyo got hig leftl arm through
Tekomiyumu's guard and iried to turn him wside,
- but tie 375-pound behemoth resisted the muneuver
! and powered out the champion--"yorikiri." It wus
Jdesse's ninth win in 26 bouts with Kiyo, who is now
O0-2 in the present meet.
[from The Japan Times: 13 November 19731
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The underiined noun phruses ali refer to the saue percon. ‘Lhe
extensive use of epithets apparently is used to avoid whutl the
author must believe to be dull journalism; thet is,the excessive
use of ww’w“‘w och e N,pd't‘ﬂcm o—f‘feu Ucwnr 32 s5e,

In addition, exumine (%4):

. R o . s 5 . 4
(54) Bill and 2ally showed up late for cluss. He's never
on time. .

Althougn he indicutes that the referent is old informuivion, HEAVY
SThESS PLACHrsNYT indicutes that the referent is in certuin wuys:

tiie most important element in the second scnience.

4.1.0. Uneaspect.of principle (40) must be commented upon, even
as 13 stunds. Principle (40) is reprinted here for ine reuder's

convenience.

(40) All grammatical devices used in a singie sentence must
be compatible in terms of their functions, or the sen-
tence will tend to become bud.

The phruse "tend to become buad" should strike us us u major hedge;
an atviempl aiv vagueness which should vitiate any potent.ul value
of tvhe principle. 1t is necessury, however, 1f woe wisn to répory
honestly wnut informution our informunts give us. ‘There urevso
few exumples of sentences whiéh ure eiltier completely good or

completely bud that this terminology must be kept L0 report accu-

their

rately what the informwnt and linguist knows to ve true aboutl ks

lunguizge. However, I believe there are two specific ways in whichn
Lingulsts wight better utilize an informuant's reactions to ruw
dutu. Neither suggestion is new [see,uéuin, Bolinger (1968) und

Householder (1973)}, but both are worth frejquent repetition until



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

26.

they ure universally implemented.

4.1.,1. First, informantis cun indicate that u purticular sentence

is eiiher murked or unmarked. By marked I mewn that the sentence

is noi the normal way a sentence would be said, given a specitic
context. This meuns that boih grammaiical/ucceptuble sentencesund
ungrunmaticul /unacceptable seunlences muy be either murked or unmurk-
ed. The linguist's explunution of how und why 4 sentence is wurked
in .. specific context should do u lotizispel dicugreements over
judgwents on ceriuin seniences. For instunce, Ulile sentences ob

(59) ure wll murked in some wuy, wltlhough OnNly tne I'irst Lwo wuulu

normully be considered unacceptuavie/ungrummaticul:

(55)

&

iHimselfi was shuved by John .

b. %The apple are walking o house in seven duay.

c. %Beans I don't like.

d. %The article wus written by me.
4.1.2., The second wuy ithat we cun improve ine situation ic to
indicate the contex! in wiich « purticulur sentence is imuglined.
Doiﬁg his is difficult, time consuming, «and paper wusting., 1t
is ulso necessary. We'ull recognize situutions in which o usentence
first strikces us «c verrible, only Lo have someone ack, "butl how
aboul in ithe tollowinyg situation?"
4.2. The ilmplementuiion of thess two suggestions will not solve
uil of our problemwms concerning grummatically judgments, nor will
iy do awuy entirely with the gawe of "in my dialect, . . ." It
will cut down on the number of ureas that currently sirike us us

pure caprice on the purt of the linguist.
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FOOTNOTES

* This is a reviced und expanded version ot puper given ut

tne 1973 LSA winter wmee¥ing in San Diego. I would .ike to ithank
Susumu Kuno, lhe membersof my graduate sewinar at Tokyo Universiuvy
of sducation, und wnonymous audience membersat LSA, International
Christian University (Tokyo), und University of Hawaii for comments
on preliminary versions of trnis paper. None ofgpeople necessurily

agreeswith every_ Tihing kresented here. €L
1. K ai150 upplies this analysis to Jupunese, stuting in partic-

ular that wne reflexive pronoun

zibuh in u constituent clause (4) is corefereniial with a«

noun: phruse (B) of the matrix sentence
(a) if 4 re;resents an action or state thul ihe refer-
ent of B is aware of wi the time it tukes r.uce ( in
te reportative styile und tne nonrecoilective nonreport-
utive style); or . -
11" A represents an w«ction or state ithat the referent of
8 has later come to be awure of, and is now reflecting
upon (in tne recollective nonreportative style),

Kurodi (1973) disputes tuis analysis, prinurily becuuse he disugrees
with K's crucial grammeticulity Judgments tor Jupdntue. Hence, he
does ot Teel K's dutu support such anl ultlysis MOS8 J¢;¢n0be
inlforwants I have checked witn are eguuily suspicious of K's graw-
maticulity Judgments.

2. Trnie way K's judguenis were gatherced wust be tuken 1Hl0 uCCOuL .
ny gucess in that it informants were presented with wore Cuigpletc
contexts, ditfereni results would emerge. Cl, Jection 4.

> K has suid [personul communicution] thui there is in fact
ne inconsistency in hic use of 7 to indicule botn ungrapmcticuad
wnd prawmstic.s sentences, He sictes 1hat"(2a) hes o lowe; degree
of wcceptiviilly tnen (S¢) and (10c) becuuse ii invouves violuvion
Gl lwy princi,ies; one ig 1zg,d11ect dL“CUurse rincirie, tte oLner
iv fe ose o wne princi;3< I this paperl. (1Uc§ dor s no. invosve
violu ion ol tne second HI‘.LHC.L ie, thut wnere, i1t i betvter len
(?a). (Jc) ic vetier tran (2a) probubly occuuse o “e}ghux%

. Iv is

oo involved in Whot youw inifnt call 'tucne-riene Ew
Joan ..at LOvX pur’ in tne switch, and not nury). 10 December "/J

If I understund tnic response correeclly, n iv usserting thut (au) is
ung unuutica; and less ucceptuble than (ue) or (16(). In additeon,
(JC) <ud {(Yue) ure voin: better tiun (2a) it terws oif bramhﬁtlca-_Ly.
However, Lhe point wi issue is why (7c), (&ej, (ve), und (ive) wla
.re marked with 7. ‘the grammabic;lluy/dCLeruaDLLluy or (2u) uv

.nis point is absoii.ely irrelevuntl,
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4., K has since informed me [personul coimunicuat ion] that iue
"Jirect discourse anuliysis i8 @ more semuntic constrauint than o
syntuctic one." Tnus, ny criticism is uappurentiy valid only for

K's ,wuiistied work.

9. Ti.is sentence wag brought Lo my atittention by Nowvuo CKudu
or 'fokyo university of rducation, Tokyo.

£. The uccent murk here wnd e.sewherce lndicules heuvy usilress,

i uu uperating under tlne common, tuougn mistaken, usswwg tion that

BraVY O SRESG o LaCEnbin® is an isoluted (or isoliutuv.e) j nenonenon.,

i awm doling tils becuuse 1t (o tue ucnethd pracirice wrnd becuuse i
vac Gasverials I opresent ii does not cuuse any utajur distortion ot

rl1

tie auud. ln fuaci, oi course, liw 'V Baind Lealmenad cunnol wors
in lcolatiop frowm otuer suprus egmmntaL phenomena sucl, as piben wnd
Junclure.,  ln a more refined anaiysis, wnis inforwetion musty be t.Ken
intu .ccount.
7. Mic nog ceen recognized oy botln tradivione: gracmmurl.oni .
moder:n linguists. fov instunce, ”hrlsto sanersen (1434) stateo:

for tie use ol the the-fora il is necessary it Ui Ltiing

necnt should occupy so proeinent o yrlace in the ficboner's
mini lnat oy the nention ol toe forw tie rigist ldew 1o caiscd
up. fhere nust bé w vuslc 01 understunding wid lne puryo.e
01 in¢ articie tihe is 1o refer to tnig bosls, (0 indicuatle
"LLe tulng you know."

[69-70]

roobins (162%) recognizes this suwe fuct:

I unupnor w noun is related vy tne Lo w previous oocur-
ronee of the cune noun in the suawe Or uli eurlier scitelice.

[i1]

o Lev ninds (in pregaration) "Tne prrugue ychool and tronsior-
mpatlicnul gruwmuar." for 4 wore complete discussion ol the thene-
rnewe, locus-non-i1ocus distincticns.

e D um claiming thut PASSIVIAATION and ThOLORINALILATIUL wre
proceusts, witnough tnls point remuins vaiid even the two trunu-
forrmuiions ure considered some tyre of interpretive filters.
Furtner, 1 wa purposely indicating that PASUIVE uppiiec tirci, wnd
Lo PRONORMINAYTZNT 4 later applies in . lower cycie Lo engho.ize
e fact trat rule ordering wnd applicaiion are entire.sy irrelevunt
Lo tier juest on at hund. whether trunsforimutions upply cyciically
or nut., in order or not, or are in the form ot rules of filters is
immuleriul, The importunt point is that both of Lliese trunvtorma-
t.onis upply «t some stage in the derivution.

10. It is of course debatable whether tue proper des crij ivion of
this .ype of sentence is {+L1tur¢zy] The term wili et
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be usged becuuse such sentencesoften huve u literury or srgumenta-
tive flavor, and for no stronger reason.

11. Tiis type of senterice, and its beneficial nuiure to my anu-
lysis, was pointed out L0 me by Ichiro Asuano and hwsanors Suiko,
boih of Tokyo University of Educution,

12. The possibility that this interuction might be of interest
te 4y unalysis was also pointed outl by Ichiro Asano.

13. It has been pointed out to me by Nobuo Okudu thut chuchter
(197%) presents w principle which may eusiiy be trunsluted ‘into
thie terms I huve been using. Schuchter stutes:
once u seguence has been trunsformed into u foreground-
background sequence [rougnly a rhewe-theme seguence: JVii],
tuis sequence is immune from further trunsformational
division into foreground und background. [
44 -5
The similurities between this projosul und (40) ure obvidus.
Schachter's concluding statement is ulso guite in line with the
spiriv of my analysis:
This wccouny of the restrictions . . . is, admittedly, rather
vague. The account does, however, represent an uttempt to
EXPLAIN certuin factswhich could a#t best be DESCLIbLED [pre—
viously].
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APPuNUIX

This appendix is provided merely to indicute the extent to
wnicn grunmaticuiity/acceptability judgments between linguists
wLyY vary. I use llie sume symboiogy us huno, alithough appureniay
Lol ine sume meuning is uttached 1o each symbecl. For ne, * indi-
cLtuy o sentence thut, in us neuirai a contexli al cun be inagined,
SIEEEESee- 15 culpretelty unaccertuble; 7 indicutes u gentence
luwl, in 45 neutlrai « coniext us cun be imurihed, Woemteeswes G
not jultle right wnd wol coapletely unacceptavle. I huve, on three
differeni occusions spreud ous over seven montihs, exumined cich

senwvenge und arrived oiu the same nurking, esch tiwme. by metrhol tor
g,o()«-' Qc\d& )QM’!-Q-QCJ. d'\&+l’.' a 3}_(\5" ._-nvo{,

triuis two and ihree wuo to = .. | T T
shuffle e resuliwg mcﬂ) o) avyemp o encausine @acle seudl e a

156 ladm cwdk m randow ovder,
RGeSy . he first triul was done

by exumining the seniencesin the context of huno's puper, iy

reuctions lo tne foilowing senteuces were identicul on euch wriul.

K's K's wy.
# mark Lurk

6c * ? That John.l will be elected is expected by himi.
Te * s Thut Jonn, wis whw besti boxer 1in the world wus

claimed b& him, .
i
tla X Ok John denied, "yQL sick."
11b * OK Jot.n forgot, "I hauve un uppointment at two."

154 * W& That John, will be elected, e, expects.
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K's K's nwy
#  mark nurk
13 * ? That John, wus ine best boxer in the world, hei
cluinced.
13¢c * UK That John, will be elected is one ol the tning tua
he.l expects.,
154 * Uh That John, was tiue best boxer in the world wus one
of the Lu}ngs thut hei claiwmed.
14a oK Thaut dJdohn, is the bLest boxer in lhe world is one of
the thingd that he; denies.
14b 7 OK Thut dohn. had an zppointment at twe wus one of the
things thit h%f forgoe¢ thut duy.
1%b  OK i Thut Mary.l would do it was expected of tier by tnem.
15¢ UK K That Mary ; would io it ihey expectled of heri.
Vi 7 OK That Jonni was secretly in tove wilh Mury worricd
him, .
i
16a ¢ On Thut Jokm.l wus Llwuys unt.poy Worried niml.
19a 7 i Thiat Jonni felt hungry wil the time worrieud himi.
20u  OK 5 The 1umor thut Johm, woilii become Lhe presiacut of
the Corporation wus deniot vy nim.l.
ja ks The rumor ittt Juhni w. u.Jd vecome the preuident of
Lo Corporuation wus sprecd vy nlmi.
Sgu UK v Tre. Crdla brab duhui wus Jying 0 cuhcel wWad denicd
by hing,.
Jobltg
20 X s Troe cluim tnuu Jonni wias dying of cuncer woe mwale
by hiim..
y him,
ST QK The ildea thot Johni was sick werrield him}.
Sl 2 Gr hewlizing that John, nad cuncer cecued 0 lei e
have vothered Mary.
504 OF. hei seemed tu those whou knew Jormi Lo be in trouble,
s8c 7 UK whetner lary. could do 1t or not wus auked ol heri

by John, 3



K's K's ny
# murk merk

uve v Uk Thut Fury. wus wrong wws one ol the things thuat Jokn
persuuaded her,-L or.

52¢c ¢ If Betty, would (please) come, hurry ucked ner,.

524 Oh whethier or not Bet.y. wouid (pleuse) come, wus

usked of heri by Hurty.

H3p - Ok As for yourse.f, you wonr't be invited.

..
3
N
>
A

. John told huary tnet as lor herself, sice wouldn't
be invited,

Hou S Ul John newrd from .ury vhon us for nimsert, he
wouldn't be invited.

Gou * T Joun knew that as i'or myseal, I wouldn't nuve to
leuve.
ts5u Ok ? Jonn cgreed wivn me thut ws for myveit, I wouldn't

have to lcuve.
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