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structure, but with thehproposals-fqr the extended standard theory
(EST) of Chomsky (1968, 1972) came the realization that certain O

_aspects of semantic interpretation,‘such*as focus and presuppostion

and scope of quantifiers, must be done‘ofj surface structure. More

recent developments suggest that EST did not go far enough. Given-
trace theory and certain other assumptions, it appears that all
semantdcC interpretation can be done off surface.structuré,‘including
case relations, for which deep structure is usually considered
necessary. This article looks at semantic interpretation as it is
considered in Jackendoff's wSemantic Interpretaticn in Generative
Grammar" (1972) and shows how certain problems and incoansistencies of
jinterpretation that arise in the case of adverbs, co-reference, scope Y
-of modal operators and thematic relations can be resolved if all L
interpretation is done off surface structure. The article ' also

discusses how this might be achieved. (Author/CQK) -
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RiN ,
Within the context of generative grammar, there are four
main positions 'as regards semantic interpretation: in Standard
Tbeory,.all semantic interpretation is done off deep structure°
in Qenerative Semantics, the, base rules generate gemantic
representations directly; in Extended ‘Standard Theory (EST),
semantic interpretation must be done both at the level of deep-
‘and of surface structure, The fourth possibility is that all

. semantic 1nterpretat10n should be done off surfaoe .structure.

This conld*only be done given trace theory and some other
assumptions which will be discussed below,

’

o

Arguing for EST, Chomsky (1968,.1972) and Jackendoff
(1972) show that certain aspects of semantic interpretation
must be dort off surface structure, 'One argument concerns

" focus and presupposition and how they 'interact witl yptonation

te

P

contours,’ wblch are not present in deep structurd,

, The focus of a sentence is that information which {s
assumed by tbe speaker not to be known by bis hearer, while the
presupposition is, the information, th&t speaker and 11stener
share, To a question such asg?

(1) 1s it.JoRN who writes poetry? ) ) 2

a hatural response WouTd be:

\\ \ '. -~

*(2) No, it is BILL who writes poetry

and nots
(3) n
The word wit magor stress (capitalized) is the fofus., (2) is
a suitable er for (1) where *Jobn' is the focus; (3) would
be suitable wheke the focus was 'that someone writes poetry?',
Chomsky proposes that the focus is. determlned off surface
structure and j e pbrase which contains the main stress of

tbe sentence, However, 'in cases like (L), it is also possible
to argue that ¥focus 1s determined at deep structure, being the

e

o~

' it is JOHN who writes short stories

e ¢
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.pvedicate of the dominant prOpositiqn in deep struoture, To
this is not the case, Chompkq considers ‘the following

Y

L3

Was it an ex—convidt with a. red SHIRT that, be was
warned tb/i;;k out for?

Was it a red-shirted ex—CONVICT that be was warned
to look out for? - .

Was it an ex—conv1ct with a shirt that 1s RED that

v be was ‘warned to look out for? )
- oo ) {
All of $bese come from the followiag deep structures o

(5) the one [he vwas warned to, .;look but for whasomeons] vas X

"A natural résponse to any of (4 a,b c) wonld -bes

(6) No, be was warned to look out for an automobile

4 2

However, (7
and are not’

¢

(7)a.

Ce

The predlcate

salesman '

a,b,c) are approprlate for (4 a,b ,¢) Iespectlvely
1nteichangeab1e.

-

v
'

'No, be was warned to look out for .an’ ex—convict:
a red TIE C.

]

AUTQMOBILE salesman ‘ '

w1 h a shirt that is GREEN - ) -

\

£ the hlgher clause in these examples is not

. N\
v . . ) L4

. necessarily identical with focus and the lower clause is not
, identical w1th-presupp0sit10n, as deep structure theories of .
semantic 1nterpretat10n would claime On the other band, if'. K
C;oous refers to a phrase containing main stress, any of the :
following arvé candidates:

'(B)a{
2 - Y.

-
. PEENCH

2

aa ex—convict with a red shirt
with a red sbirt

a ted shirt

N

P 4

shigt .
3
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Indéed the foous need not correspond to any phrase of deep
struoture at all, Phus, ins

)

re

(9) - Is John oertain to win?

'win?, 'to win' and 'certain to win' can eaoh act as’ foous but
'certain to win' dorresponds to no element of .deep structure,
assuming that the deep structure 152

T (1‘0) . EJ?hn wina |.is certain »’

Another area where Chomsky and Jackeéndoff argue for
gurface 'structure semantio interpretation concerns the scope
of logioal opera:?rs such as negation apd quantifiers. Jaok~
endoff ghéws that/ sentence : and VP negation differ in meaning -
wben there is8'a quantifier in the derived subject, In sentences
11ke.

v . . , '
(li) . Not many of tbe demonstrators were arrested by .the
: police < .

(12) Many of the demonstrators veren't arrested by the
’ pol1ce . g o o

) -

the active form: B
\ . .
(13). The police &idn't arrest many of the demonstrators

-‘ )

bas a reading corresponding only to (il), the S nega}ion,‘and?

“not to (12), the VP negation, Tbis can be demonstrated by '«

add1ng an extra clause, only S negation shows contradiction:
h(14)a. *Not many demonstrators were arré%ted by the -

' pollce but many were S e, -

b, Nany of th//denonstrators vweren't arrested by
tbe police but many vere ) P

¢

-

c, *The police didn't arrest many.of the demonstrators
‘\\\; but they did arrest many of them ,

H

The order of quantifier and negator is the same :in (11) and (13)
..The meaning dlfference occurs w1th (12) where the order is
reversed, . '

Other transformatlons tbat change the re1at1ve order of

negation and a quant1f1er may‘also change meaning:
\ .

-

o




(is)a. Tom doesn't go to town very often\~

b, - Not very often does Tom go to. town

i
. W

‘c, Very often Tom doesn’t'go ‘to town ;;~°

Heré. (150), with adverb preposing, dlffere in meanipg from
: (15a5 and (15'b) _ . ‘ .

- .
4

_ helther Chomgky nor Jackendoff questions the need for
de structure interpretation of thematio relétions. By N
arguments suchb as those above, they only geek to show that some
semantic interpretation must be done fo surface strudture
because it cannot, be done off.deep structure, .It bas now been.
suggested that tbematic relations can algo be recovered off
surface structure, given {race theory an d oldsmith's (1975)
proposal to deal witb casksg where-.trace theory cannot apply.
I shall now consgider aspects of Jackeridoff's 'Semantic Inter-~
pretation in Cenerative -Grammar' o see whether it is in fact
possidble to do all semantlc 1nterpretat10n in tbls way.

)

Accordlng to trace thedry, any NP moved by a movement
rule leaves a trace 't' in surface structure, which marks its
original position, A trace is properly-bound when the NP
governing it (i.e. the NP which moved) is to the left of it and o °
:higher in the tree. - A trace can be spelled out by being covered
by lexicaX material, . Any post-pesing rule will legve a trace
\(ﬁhich ig .not prgperly bound, For example, in passive, agent
post—posing leaves a trace.not properly bound*in pubject
position, However, tbis ill-bound trace is subsequently N
covered by the preposing of the object into subgect position
and so it does- not surface. .’

A ) )

Jackendoff proposes an analyéls of adverbs whereby there
are four different types, each with its own set of projection
rules, §peaker—or1ented adverbs tell one gbout the speaker'’s
feellngs abOut the gentence be is commenting ont )

- (16) EV1dent1y, Horatlo has 105t bis mind

_Subaect—orlented adverbs tell.one somethlng about the subject of
the clause: . L ~ )

(17) Clevgrly,.John dropped bis cup of coffee ?
N\ . .

»

Manner adverbs tell one the manner in. which something'was done:

[




*

-

- cyclig application of tbe.adverd projection.rules,

i . '/ ‘ \\ : . 14 ‘ * * - :
} ’ (18) -John dropped his*cup of coffbe clumsily g e .

.'“ DY

" and the.last group involves adverbs like - 'merely' and ‘utterly?’.

-Adverbs ean occur in various positions in séntences, datermined‘
by the structurafraeso%iptions of ‘the projection rules,

L © The proaection rules for adverbs do not logioally have to
be applied at'deep structure; Jackendoff shows tbat at least
some aspects, are dependent on surface structure, . In the case of °

subject—oriented adverbs, the adverb nbdifies the derived subject,_‘

not the deep sxbject, as can be seen below: .

+

(19) Thbe doptor cleverly bas examiped-John

e (20) Jobn cleverly bas been examined by-tbe doctor”

(21) Joe ;ntentionally seduced lMary ‘ -
(22) Mary intentlonally bas been seduced by Joe

There are caseg of subaect—orlented adverdb interpretation,
. however, which lead Jackendoff to prOpoee a cyclic application
of thg'projection rules rather than Interpretatlon off surface
strugture, Conslder. -

(23) Jobn‘is belleved cleverly to bave been examined by

the doctor . . .. v

Ix this example, tbe adverb bas the subjectorignted interpret=—
ation, But in thls cagse 'Jobn' is not the subject of the
clause containi’ng the adverbd, baving moved to a position in a _:
hlgber clause, If the stvuctural descrlptlon of tbe'projection -
rule’ for subject-orlented adverbs is to be able % mentfon the
derived subject of the relevant clausb, the ‘rule must apply at
a point-in the cycle where *John' ig still witbin tbe same
clause. as the adverb, bence theyneed, Jackendo ff feels, for

e

Howevér, tbis is a.case wbere trace tbeory can allow
‘gurface gtructure interpretation, If it is accepted that
twice-moved NPs .leave fraces in both positions (see Lightfoot,
1915), then we bave tbe following surface structure for (23):-

(24) Jobn'is believed t cleverly to have been examined t

J by -the doctor -
: - . 2
Now the second, left-most trace meets the structurai description

“
~
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" for tbe adverb projection rule: 4t ig an NP in position of
. subjeot of tbe relevant olause, The projection rule can apply
' ‘ to'the trace and then 'Jobn' and 't' can be shown to corefer, C
giving the correct reading, namely that 4t is, John_ who was o

clever, - ) ] : ' .
. , S N 2 .
Manner adverbd, on the other hand,Aare interpreted on the - v
deep structure sdbject, according to Jackendoff, because they '
do not exbibit a change of meaning wben the subject moves: - 9

: - L (25) The doctor examlned John carefully : .
o h (26) John was examlned carefnlly by the doctor )
L . Here, 1f all sémantio interpretdtion 4% ‘to be"done off surfaoe {

stracture, trace tbeory wil} not belp., In:

L (27) John was examined t carefully by the doctor
q N - ! ) - ' d M . J
, the trace left by the ' eep subject, ‘tbe doctor', has been:— N
" spelled out by-the preposing of *Jobn' into subject position ; Lt
., ~ and so cannot be used for interpretation. The trace' that . .
. - . remains, 1eft on the movement of. 'Jobn', is irrelevant here.

However, Goldsmith has proposed that the gént in a by-pbrase.
can be interpreted by-an independent process. This is sppported‘
by the fact that nominals like: .° ’ S .,
) » . ' SRR

’ , (28) = sonata by Beethoven - . T N . .

. . mugt be interpreted widh 'Beetboven' as agent althodgh there is
no underlylng subject position. Jackendoff says 'manner adverbs.
-.attribute a manner to the deep subject (or possibly to the noun
‘pbrase functioning as tbematio agent)!, If‘one takes the second
part of tbis statement to be the case, and if Goldsm1th'
proposal for by-pbrases works, tbhen manner adverbs ‘can be agsoc—'
"iated with agenti‘1o surface structure, ) o,

. There seem to be no other ‘problems in interpre%ing?adverbs
__at surface., For example, Jackendoff shows that sentence adverbs
"T* are affected by’ subaect—au1111ary inversion and surface-order: - 7
: '(29)a. Frank/prohably beat all hlB Opponen%s
o B ) . b, *Did Frank probably beat all bis opponents?. ) .

(30)a. EV1dent1y Jobn carefylly hais- left ‘the room

. . b. *Evldently carefully Jobn bas 1eft .the room




I will, not go into his*arguments 1n detail here but it seems
.7 : clear that. with' adverbs# the miin difficulty for surface
L interpretation is,the case of manner adverbs and of certain -
! , instences of subject—oriented adverbs,  as diséussed above,
. and that these can bﬁ dealt with by tnnce theory and Uoldsmith's
. '—:PrOpOBal, ..

[N g v

~dnotbér area which Jackendaff explores is coreference,
.+ He proﬁbaes that gronouns and reflexivek.are present in'deep .-
- ‘ structure, hot introdueced transformationally, and tbat their
- . ahtecedents are determined in the semantic component. He does
. this by sett;ng up a table of coreference which explicitly
expresses coreference relationg between two NPs, After the .
tdble is completed, it is subject to well-formedness condiZijﬁ T
tent.

= that determlne,whether it is 1nterna11y and externally con
Thug,=int’ .
(31) JQﬁn washed bimself l . ,
- the entry on the table will be: I S ‘ : .
(32) , Jobn coref himself . ,
. but for: “ ;o :
» r > -~
(33) Jobn wngea him
' "
it will be: . .
. J )
, ' (34) John —doref bimself - \
. For cases like:. , 'y
(35) igbhn washed berself- .
° [4
the entry would be: ' . ) "
. (36X Jobn coref herself ’ )
and it wonld then be excluded by the_wzll-formedness condition,
oL ‘ ) Jackendoff retains an 1ﬁterpret1ve version of the
o importance of .preCede' and 'command' for pron0m1nalizat10n.
LI His version is: . .
 (37) Entér in tte table: NPY corer [NP ]
o o + pro 1 .
unless NP both precedes and command# NP~ (optional)
: -
‘g“
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.

‘ ) . "
Given this rule, tbe intedtpretive rule for pronominalization
- onnnot apply to deep s¥ructure sincf fules %ike adverdb pre-~
~ posing, etc, cbange tbe order of NP~ and NP, "Thus, in (38),s
‘ “hef and 'Jake! cannot be coreferentia)l whereas in (39) they
" can be: o '

{

(38)' *He left town after Jake poned the bank
(39). 'After Jake rohbed the bank, be left town

sSimilar situations occur with: -
3 . * ' .
z .

(40) _*IE disturbs ber that Yary is pregnant - :

(41? That Mary ié\prégnént disturbs ber v

- b 3 » .
i Jackendoff considers that the interpretive rule concerned with
. : coreference must be cyclioc, occurring at the end of each cycle,
g It must be the last rule,in a cycle jn order to follow rules

, which reorder NP~ and NPS* It must be cyclic in order to account

. for certain problems raised by reflexives. As Jackendoff says,
" ¥fe crucial cases in the cyclio analysis of reflexivization -
were-the picture—noun‘examples. These examplep showed that
' *  reflexivization always chooses &s antecedent an NP on the lowest
’ possible cycle, Thus we distinguished,
PR . ) - ) . U .
. ‘¢ * (42) John saw a.picture of himself e

LT A S R |

‘ and - - . .o . o

. (43) *John saw Mary's picture of hirself

B

¢ ' e -

by the fact tbat 'lMary' on the lower NP cycle bas to serve.as
antecedent. for reflexive", .Houever,_(43) conld correctly be ~
rejected at surface siructure without much difficulty, The °*
readings - . o . vt ’ ‘

: (44)@1 John ~coref Mary g N

N 4 2, ¢
-

b.. John coref himself
- , can be blocked at surface structure by Choaéky's (13]3)
* Specified.Subject Conmstraints (SSC)," In the case of’

'(45) .Jobn. told Bill a story about himself

. M the reading is ambiguous since there is no specified subject

© - - . /
i -

k\\-\

\:

N

‘
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and 80 hoth Jobn and Bi11 can be coreférential with 'himself‘
In ‘the case ofs ,

» RN
» H

(46) John told Bill Harry 8 story about bimself

the SSC prevents the readings of Jobn? and 'Bill' as corefer~'
ential with 'himself' and only allows the reading ‘with 'Harry!
as coreferential, so that the sentence is not. ambi ous,

o Jackéndoff gives another argument to support jthe
suggestion that reflexive interpretation must be cyslic, In
the following sentences‘ : °
(47) The fact that a picture of bimself is banging in
' the post office is believed by Mary to be disturbing
Tom ~ :

L)

(48) Tue fact that a picture of her(self) ig hanging in
- the post “office is believed by Lany to be disturbing
‘Tom N
(49) The fact that a picture of bimself is banging in-theN
post office is believed by Max to’' be distutbing Tom :

0) *The.fact thaf a picture -0f -bimself was banging in
! nging
, the post office induced the ‘police to arrest- Tom

he feels that in (47) 'himself! refers to 'Tom', that in (48)
‘ber' is preferable to 'herself', while in (49) 'himself! refers
to 'Tom* and nat to 4U*§ « He also adds 'furthermore, there.is

. no structural way to dibtinguisb (49) from (50) on the basis of
surfate structure'.‘

. « In the flrst place, I findathat 'hersslf'is acceptable in
2483 and tbat' 'bimself' can refer to eithér 'Max' or 'Tom' in

49).- Vwat is more, I think tbat this follows not only from a-
surface structure andlysis but also from Jac@gndoff's éyclic
-analysis, in which case these sentences do not provide an
.{illustration of the difference between réfléxive as a cyclio
interpretive rule and reflexive 1nterpreted at surface structure.

\ \
The deep structure for (47), (45) and (49) would be as

follows:




J{a.x . believes / | : .a~ <
. L \\\\\\‘ 3 ) dlsturb ?65
. " the facf‘ T, "’////‘ Cs

. . AN . TN,
S . ® a p1cture of . - /’/// \\\\\ . St
' - . ' X-gelf - . A ‘
- : : ' ‘ L . 'ip bagging in the poBt- oA,
) : . office )

‘
Vo
. €
’

- 'On the S cycle, reflexivization does not apply. “On, the 8,
cycle, %om' is encountered and can-‘serve as NP.. However)
‘it ‘does not have to do so since reflex1v1zatldn is optlonal .

o ) 7 if NP. does not: precede NP,, If the optlon is taken, ore - K
N ge's %he reading for (49) where 'Tom' is understood If the! .
. , option is not taken, on the final cycle 'Max! . or 'Hary’ are
candidates for- NPl and reflexivization.is obligatory, giving
. ‘the 'Max* readlng for (49) and tbe fherself!’ readlng for (48).

9
.

It seems, tben,.that Jackendoff cannot explaln bis o

-t . judgments about these sentences by rejecting surface structure .

interpretation, since the same problems arise with cyclio ‘

. interpretation. His remark about .(49) ana (50) being structur—
- .- ally indistinguisbable is-.also’ rot—true, given trace theory, -

~ . (49), bas a trace left by the movement~of the Qomplei NP,

whereas. (50)\d$§5 not. \ . o

-

v . Tom / )
‘ . . . / N ) . 4 ' o v ‘
T However, it is not. clear whether .a trace from a complex NP Cey
. . wonld be useful for,d01ng ‘gemantic 4nterpretation at surface,
. , s - P4

. From the dlscusslon 80 far, it appears thaiﬁJackendoff'

. need for cyolic. application of coreference rules is not ‘very .
. ' great. Furtbermore, be himself notes: that bis non—coreferent—‘
1a11ty Tule cannot be cycllc. .

.-

~

. -
. .
. . - N
< ’ v T . - ’
» A . -
~ ' .
. . . . .
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r,

" (53) If for any NPl dnd NPI in a sentence, tbere ig -no ».

engry. in the Eable ' 2 wp? enter in the table'
-NP -cotef NP<, (Obngatoryﬁ .

‘If it were cyolic, "1t would ‘block ghe interpretation of'

o

‘ (54) Who thet Mary knew do you think sbe visited?

from: -

<

‘(53) You think | sbé visited who [ that Mary kneu j]]

by marking 'she' and "Mary! distinct on the sscond éycle, It
would seem appropriate, therefore, tbat both coreferénce and
non—coreference should be markéd at surface, .
If cyclio 1nterpetation rules are abandonned in favour, of
surface structure interpretatlon, the table of coreference can_
. be made to refer to traces &5 NPs and coreference can be
estab11sbed between a. trace and its, antecedent, (See stow
1972) for_ details on bow traces can be used to explain cross-
~~Tover phenomena Rithout resort&ng to movement rules sensitive .
to coreférence), : :

-\ R ' N

Jackendoff examines.the complement syﬂ\em and notes that .
thé rule of complement subject deletion ’1n cases like:

T

(56) Fred attempted to escape the snark

! 3 , e
: %

from - . j Toes
‘ '.' \

(57) "Fred attempted [}or Fred to escape the snark]
is 1ncompat1ble with an interpretive tbeory.of coreference i
since the rule requires 1dentity of referential indxces in its
structural descrlptlon i.e, it is a-syntastic rule sensitive to
* gemanti¢ information, In order to bring complement ‘subject
deletion into line wlth ‘other cerefgrence gituations suchb gs
pronominalization and réflexivization, be proposes that there
are; in fact, no transformations producing deletiont under
jdentity. Rather, empty nodes, symbolized by A , are . -
generated- in deep.structure. Rules of semantic 1nterpretat10n
give readings to ‘empty nodes or comblnatlons .of tbem. If an
. empty node is hot 8551gned a reading, tbe sentence ig
semantlcally ill-formed. Waere A is a complement’ subject, it
’ can be entered 1n.the table o£ coreference, just like any-
other NP3

¢




" 4 ° .
(58) Complement Subject Rule . o

- .
N >

. Enter,in the table of 'coreferences: wp! § coref np?
- - if NP” is the subjett of a for-to or poss-ing .
. . complemeht, ’ EP is in tbe main clause of the present
v \ . cycle a.nd NP is K equal to A.. - -
. . - ) (Obligatony) - . T

E 2]

Thus, ins oo\

* (59) Mary told 13111 that A helping berself could be
: dxfflcult _ ,

-

v the internally consistent table of coreferenoe will be.
(60) Z& coref berself (reflexivization)
Mary coref ZX o (complemﬁﬁt"subject rule)

. Mary coref berself (pronominalization)
-~ . ' ) 4

, . Bill -coref

, ) Bill -toref berself (non“coreferentiality rule)’
- . ) '.;’f_ v 3

& . Bill -coref Maty ﬁ%h; Lo

. Because Jackendoff generallzes the compleméﬁtgsubgeot rule

with tbe otber coreference rules, he takes 13 ] ¢lic. He

shows the need for cyclicity with the following capet

(61). lax believes[tbat Mary finds it [Ato be difficult

LA to 'sbave f¥himself

L herself

, {B’i‘\ }
. _vbere be says that if two possible antecedents appear, on different
o . “cycles, the one in tbe lower cycle is always ctwsen,. The reflexive

in 6?5 indicates ‘that [3 is identical with 'Many tbe antecedent

on the lower cycle. In fact, if the A ¢ appear at surface,
the SSC will block the establishment of coreference between
'Max' and ‘bimsel$’, leaving only one consistent tables -:-

.

(62)" Max —coref 5kﬁ3f. -~ e

! ‘. L Mar&'coref Z& : ‘ ¢ . o i
gﬁ;‘“%;h: f ‘_ aTZS coref Q\. _ R ‘ . L .0
T : \ A$ corefherselt . . ;ﬁﬁg E

- -
- . .

O - - .'. ‘ - 13 )
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. \ : . e’
- »/‘ ;’— ‘
. - S v .
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This analysis assumes that A appears in sui'faoei‘%r.uctnrbe. ]
Since an unrealized .symbol 't' bag already been allowed™¥n S

o

m surface structure, it does not seem unreasonable to allow another
. "3‘« A4n the form of A, which olearly oan occur in sballow struoture
*in any case, since it oocu%s in p?sslves,eto..
S
o Jackendoff 'beheves tbat ‘there is a rule of raising and :
¥4 shows, bow this will apply to the interpretatlon of a . .
' Contrast the’ two 'structuress .
. . 1 - €
63) John expects [Ato go}‘ ’
. « (64) John expectsAEto go] '
R .In (64), where raiming has applied, the cyclio complemenftw
subject rule. is not applicable and thqbsentence wWonld be
regected as i1}—formed, If (64) is embedded:in anotber clause,
as in: . o i ) '
(65) Sam boped [fox; :.fl’ohn to gxpectA [to go]
. " . ' o, ’, " o .
passive can_ take glace:, AR ,
1 . 4
\ (56)[ Sam bo Sfor A to be expected by John[ to go}} .
. S , S -
-~ 2 - - . / 3 -« ¢
Now, on jbe S cycle, the complement subiect rule can mark A
coreferegptial wit ‘Sam¥, giving tbe correct readlng.
L (67) Sam hope& to be expected tO‘ go -
o g . » A

However, if there is no raising rule and A s-ave’ :Lnterpreted at
- sdrface, tbere is also no Prodblems )

\

. (68) Sa.mi boped for.Jobn to expect A to go

(69) Sam hOped A to be e:;pected to gb

[N

)

. The table.of coreference will estabhsh that 'Jobn! is the
antecedent of A in (68) and that'Sam®' ig tbe_ahtecedent in (69),
The issue of raising is then irrelevant, ’

Al f-

)
N . .
Given the existence of, As and assuming them to be
,present in surface structure, one has a possgible analysls of
.relative clauses in modern Enghsh introduced by 'that'
Grimsbaw (1974) sbows that in Middle English, NPs were deleted
fn that-relatives but moved in wb-relatives, -For modern English,

-

'
’

~
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. for. other, 'deletions' like complement subject, then the deep

it is usually tbought that wh-movement is involved in botb oases,
However; if tbis is so, then, ag Ooldsmithb points out, a trace -
ig lef{ in a that~relative which is not properly bound. In a
sentence such ass . '

(70) “Phe book that I read t is long

the traoe 8 antecedent is tbe wh-word which bas moved into COMP

" and subsequently been replaced by *that?, thus leaving an 111~ ~ -

bound trace but perfectly good senténce, If, instead, it is
assumed that relative clauses also bave A s present in deep
structure ratber than deletions operating, as Jackendoff argues

and surface structure for that-relatives can conta1n 8., This
means that relative olauses could have surface structureq as
follows: :° ) .

> (71) Tbhe book whi ch I read t is boring
. (72) Tue book that I read ZS is boring

(73)° The book I read D is boring (by tbat-deletion)

. C . . « -
Then a11 relative clauses can be interpreted by'the coreference
Tules, 1), they will apply to show that ‘'book'=wh=t,  in
(72) and ( 73; to sbow that 'book's./A. Bach (McGill® 1ecture,
1976) proposes that the fact tbat tbere are two derivations-of
relative clauses in modern Englisbh would mean the need for two
different semantic interpretation Tules in EST and that tbis. °
would 'fail }o capture a generalization about relative clauses,

“However, in the above cases, one rule, coreference, is involved,

though two symbole are necessary, both of which are "independently
mot1vated. L \ .

To turn to another area’ whlch Jackendoff dlscusses in hie
book, namely the modal qperators,. in a sentence such as:

(74) Jobn wants to catojy a fish

there is aMb1gu1ty between a specific reaéing and a nonspecific
one for 'a fish', To explain this, Jackendoff proposes a class
of modal operators: unreallzed future, possible, negative,

.. multiple, generio and wh, Lex1oa1 items containing modal

operators can be of virtually any syntactic category. Associated

with each lexical item bearing a modal operator ig the e structural |
.relation called the 'scope? of the operator, Jackendoff disting-

ulshes three kinds of scope: Type I, associated with verbs like

2

e ——




‘want', 'bope' and 'expect' conasists of one of the NPs which is
striotly subocategorized by the lexical item containing the modal
operator,: ‘In (74)-above, ‘want® (type I scape) carries:the
modal operator‘unrealized', If the.following NP depends on )
'ﬁaht;} the nonspecific reading, where there ig an identifiable
- figh only in the event that. Jobn actually catched one, is . .
understood, An NP within the scope of the operator is only
optionally dependent on it, so the specific reading can result -
P if the modal projection rule 15-?ot applieds -~ . N
. " Type II scope, asgpciated with modal verbs such as 'will'
and 'may', consists of everytbing commanded by the lexical item
containing tbe modal opérator, For example: '

& P

(75)- A unicorn will apﬁggr on your, doorsfep tomorrow
bas 'a unicorn' ambiguous as to sp@cificity,Jwﬁereaé:
(76) A girl said tbat Bill will—see a unicorn

bas ambiguity apb}ying to 'a,uniéorn'\but not to ‘a girl?,
since the latter is not in the clause commanded by 'will',

-
N -
v

Type III scope, involving determiners, uantifiers and
negators, consists of all material commanded by~and to the right
{ of the lexical jtem containing .the operator. Thude ' ° %

(77) Jobn didn't see a mah catthb a fish . o
1;;>§ can have.botbh 'a man' and ‘a fish"és ndﬁspecificL

The major point of interest here is that Jatkendoff s
proposes that type I scope must be,determined off deep structure,
- _ that type III must be determined off  surface structure (as shown
B . by the arguments about negation and quantifiers outlined on
. pages 3 and 4) ang~that type II can be determined off either,
The reason why ba;feelq\that.tyie I scope must be determined at
deep structure is that with verbs such as 'want'-and ‘'expect',
an NP can be moved but still remains witbin the scope of the
verb i.e, it still retaing its nonspecifity: _ ’/

(78) - A unicorn is expected to appear pretty soon

-

v -, . * .
(79) A Rembrandt, Bi}l wants very much to -see

However, this isvpfecisely.the Bort of situation where traces
will allow a surface structure interpretation, With traces,
_ . _ ‘ i /

————t : .
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N‘.(78) and (79) beodmé, respeotively,:

-

(80) A unicorn is expeoted t to appear pretty soon

(81) A Rembrandt 'Bill wants very much to see’ ¢
R .
It ie, thenefore, apparent at surface what tbe position ‘of the t
NPs was witbin the scope of these operators and the readings

- oan be done off the traces. This means that tbe projeotion

nule for modal operators can now work off surface structure for

“all types of pcope, rather tban baving to work off twoe levels

ag Jackendoff proposes. . )

Tﬁeré still remains for ‘any attempt at doing semantioc

interpretation at surfaoce the crucial issue of thematic relations, |

Both' Chomsky and Jackendoff feel that these must: be determined
at deep structure, ) . v

4

Grammatical relations in deep:structpre do not express
certain ‘semantio facts. Thus, in:

(82) The door opened
. (83) Charlie opened the door

‘the door' is subjegct of (82) but object of (83) and yet it has

- the same semantio.function in both. Jackendoff, therefore, K _

proposes a system ofrthemat1c relations to acceunt for semantioc
functions. In every sentence, tbere is an NP functioning as
Theme, With verbs of motion, the Theme is defired-as” the NP
understood-to be wndergoing the motion:

(84) The rock moved away

s

(85) Harry gave the book away

, L
86) Dave explained the proof to his students
_L—

. ’

With verbs of locatlon, it is the MNP rhose location is being

asserteds = N -
(87) The rock stood in:the corner \ f‘ g
(88) Herman kept the book ) . .
(89) Max knows the answer, T
A M f /.
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e Another tbematio Telation 1;\535& ion, wbiob is associated: with

’ . the. NP expressing tbd looationjin | sentence with a verb of
-t motions \%
N Y . ) . .
.« . (90). Jobn stayed in the room L
. - 'Adjectives can function as\abstract looations: *» . . +
v (91) Jobn stayed aggrx ,
b Source and Goal are asgociated witb verbs of ﬁotiop:‘ *.

. 5 .
B ) ° e

¢ . (92) Harry went fnom‘Bléominéton to Boston

(93) - Harry went from élated to depressed’

The final themétic relation of interest to <Jackendoff is Agent,

N The Agent NP is identified by a semantic reading whicb attributes
: - . #Will‘'or wvolition to the NP toward the action expressed by the
; .sentehne,,zﬁﬁﬁx‘énimate}NPs can function as agents: -
. & . - L ’
" (98) Johh\\’iok;the Yook - . .
B v . N
. .(95) The bodk was taken by Jobn _

L3

S ' The semantic component, according to Jackendoff, derives
tbe thematic relations of a sentence from deep structure, Since

. ) the verb is what determines tbe relationship, the.lexical entry

~ - _ - of the verb must correlate grammatical and thematic relations,
Since most of the work of bandYing thematic relations ig done in
the lexicon, one can”ask wbetber tbe projection rules could
apply directly Yo surface structure rather tban to deep structure,
In tbhe case of Theme, Location, Source and Goal, tbis does not
“seem to be impossible, Firstly, if NPs with any of these
atio relations are moved, they will leave a traces

The book was giveh avay t.by Harry

, If 'give' is rked in the 1ex1con as taking an object NP as
/ ' . Theme, the’trgce can serve’ to fulfil that requ1rement of the
lexical entry. ) .
Secondly,' thematic relations are often marked by a
_ preposition in .surface siructure, fo;,lnstance. 'in' marks
Y - Location, *from' marks Source and 'to' marks Goal, So if a PP
' is moved, which does not leave a trace, tbe thematioc relation
s », -+ is still recoverable i:gﬁ»the prepoaltlon'

4
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(97) 1In tbe room John stayed

3

A prédblenm does arise with adjectives fsnctioﬁing as abstract

thematioc relations, If such an‘adjective is moved, bow is its

thematioc relation fo be recovered at surface? For example, in:
(98) Angry though Jobn remained

‘angry !, the abstract Location, 'is not in the position

subcategorized by the verb and nothing marks it as baving been-
. _ . 3,

there,

”
A

<

Jackenddff considers some cases %o be

ambiguous or

. difficult to decide, for instance:

(29)- Té@ circle contains the dot
. Po. A% . b

Such cases, héwever, if tbey are ambiguous:at all, are so both
at deep and surface structure and so cannot be used to argue
for or against either position,' .

. 4 .

In the case of Agent, certain adverbs and adverb claudes
may occur at surface.such .as 'intentionally', 'in order to!',
etc, These are particularly -ugseful for.marking Agent if the
verb does not mark ong- of its arguments as Agent in tbe lexicon:

(100) Tom intentionally struck Bill as rdde

Hilly’was examined by the doctor in order to prove

to his uncle that be didn't have rickets
v ' .

(101)

-

*((1b0), which seems somewbat doubtful, is given by-{ébkendoff

as an acceptable seqﬁénce). In (100), *Tom® would not normally

get an Agent Teading and in (101) 'Willy' would not, but the

presence .of adverh and adveths}ause gives them Agent status,
With Agents which occur in passives, such as:

(102) The store was raided by the police

. the trace left-in subject position by the movement of ‘the

police! is subsequently covered and so cannot by used to
interpret the Agent relation., Howekver, Goldsmith's proposal
(discussed on page 5)'allows the Agent in a ?y—phrase to be
interpreted independently 'of-its previous position in the
sentence, which meansezbat Agent, like the other tsfmatic
relations, canr be intefrpreted at surface structure,

~ IS
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1. GColdsmith._bimself produces a counter-drgument to bis

‘ In conolueion, it seems that all semantio interpretation
can be done off surface structure, gtven trace theory and the
jndependent recoverability of Agenthood. As far' és thematio
rélations are concerned, %ﬁe only problem concerns those
thematic relations’ which are expressed in adaectives rather ‘
fhan NPs, Outside this area, the major issie is whether
occur_ in surface structure; if they do, all coreference
interpretation can be.-done at surface too. "

4
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* - Thig work was partially supported by the Government\of e

,Quebeo (rcac programme).

)

This concerns the sentence“*

(i) Les propoaf%ions qu

. proposal ‘that thematic rglations can be determined at surface.

(_

v, ¢

'1975).
-If these rul

- gramfatical relations are determined at surface's

'a'faitgs Rockerfeller bier
etaient des betises . 3

from? : —_ .

Ld

(11) Les proposltions COMP Rockerfeller a fait 1esqu%}1es
"hier etailent des betlsea

by wh-movement of 'lesquelles and deletion of 'wh', This leaves
an unbound trace, 'Que'! is then inserted and subject-postposing
applies, deleting the first trace but leaving anotber, ill-bound
but grammatical., The second irace allows elision: qu'a' -
uilike traces which block 'wanna' in English (see Lightfoot,

The probled,.as Coldsmith states it, is* 'wd have

ases of subgect—to—obaect demot1on in French,
ledve traces, they are” serious counter-examples
to the #face theory of movement, If they dd not leave traces,
they re serious counter-examples to the bypethesig-“that B

, In (i),
'real! dlrect object, les prop031tions, bag superficially
notbhing to do with the post—verbal position and esvee the

Yreal! subject, Rockerfeller, bas notbirg shperficially .to ao

several strong

]
-

Wh1le this may be a problem for Frénch, it is not clear
t ¥s neoessar1ly one for Emglish. -

’ ‘ \
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