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Fragestellung

The following anecdote is told of William James. I have been unable to
find any published reference to it, so it may be that I have attributed it to
the wrong person, or that it is apocryphal. Be that as it may, because of
its bull's-eye relevance to the study of syntax, I have retold it here.

After a lecture on cosmology and the structure of the solar system,
James was accosted by a little old lady.

“Your theory that the sun is the center of the solar system, and that
the earth is a ball which rotates around it, has a very convincing ring to it,
Mr. James, but it’s wrong. I've got a better theory,” said the little old
lady.

“And what is that, madam?” inquired James politely.

“That we live on a crust of earth which is on the back of a giant
turtle.”

Not wishing to demolish this absurd little theory by bringing to
bear the masses of scientific evidence he had at his command, James
decided to gently dissuade his opponent by making her see some of the
inadequacies of her position.

“If your theory is correct, madam,” he asked, “what does this turtle
stand on?”

“You're a very clever man, Mr. James, and that’s a very good ques-
tion,” replied the little old lady, “but I have an answer to it. And it’s this:
the first turtle stands on the back of a second, far larger, turtle, who
stands directly under him.”

“But what does this second turtle stand on?” persisted James
patiently.

To this, the little old lady crowed triumphantly,

“It's no use, Mr. James—it’s turtles all the way down!”
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Foreword

by Paul M. Postal
IBM T. |. Watson Research Center

he present work (henceforth CVS [for “Constraints on Variables in

Syntax,” the working title]) is one of the most important in the
history of so-called generative-transformational grammar introduced by
Noam Chomsky in the mid 1950’s and developed by him and others
since. Although not published until now, CVS was distributed by the
Indiana University Linguistics Club, and it is among the most frequently
cited works in the transformational tradition. It has influenced and stim-
ulated in one way or another a massive amount of later work.

Appearing originally some ten years after the beginning of the now
much-heralded transformational revolution, marked by the appearance
of Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures in 1957, CVS led to a significant re-
orientation of much grammatical work. Previously, attempts to construct
fragments of transformational grammars had overwhelmingly tended to
assume that restrictions on particular constructions relevant to a hypoth-
esized rule had to be built into the structure of that rule. In practice, this
led to postulated rules of extraordinary complexity, involving myriads of
ad hoc constraints. It further led to a lack of comparability between rules
for different constructions, and still more for different languages. It
obscured the possibility that large classes of different constructions were
subject to similar constraints.

For instance, if it had been noticed that whatever rules are relevant
for stating the fronted position of relative pronouns in cases like (1¢)
were subject to the restrictions indicated by (1d), this would have been
taken as grounds for building the restrictions into the statements of the
rules themselves:

(1) a. Melvin called someone.

xviE
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b. The boy [I think that Melvin called who].
c The boy who I think that Melvin called
d. The boy who I think that Melvin
*(1) Joe and
called {*(ii) the girl who likes } ’

Ross’s idea was that a substantial portion of all such constraints can be
extracted from individual rules and treated as a set of universal general
constraints controlling whole classes of rules, these classes defined by
certain formal properties. In this way the possibility arose of accounting
for such otherwise unaccounted for parallelisms as those between (1)
and:

2) a. Melvin called someone.

b. That person is too strange [for me to think that Melvin

called X].
C. That person is too strange for me to think Melvin called
d. That person is too strange for me

. . *(i) Joe and
to think Melvin called { *(ii) the girl who
likes

Although the construction related to the sequence 00+ Adjective in En-
glish does not involve wk words like the relative clause construction in
(1), it is nonetheless subject to partially similar constraints. Ross’s contri-
bution was to have noticed a large number of such correlations between
rules which were both apparently distinct and of apparently different
types, and to have seen the possibility for accounting for such correla-
tions by postulating constraints whose domain included rules of formally
different types.

Moreover, not only did Ross adopt this view, he was able to propose
several concrete instances of the constraints in question, arguing at
length for their relevance to a wide range of phenomena. Thus he was
able to concretize the abstract possibility of general constraints on rules
in a set of actual proposals. These proposals, while hardly perfect or the
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last word on the matter, were sufficiently close to the mark to have
continued to be the basis for further work through the present day.

The ultimate form of Ross’s approach to constraints like those in
(1) and (2) was that certain portions of sentence structure are charac-
terizable as islands, the boundaries of these domains acting as barriers to
the operation of various types of grammatical operation. Hence coordi-
nated phrases like X and ¥V, X, Y and Z, etc., were claimed by Ross to be
islands, thus providing a basis for such instances of ill-formedness as
(1di) and (2d1), and, crucially, for parallel instances of well-formedness
in all other languages. It would then be unnecessary for the English
rules involved in relative clause constructions like those in (1) or reduced
adjectival modifier constructions like those in (2) to incorporate any
apparatus to predict the ill-formedness of (1d) or (2d).

Although CVS argued for the relevance of island constraints to a
wide range of phenomena, these were all roughly of the sort generally
known as “syntactic.” One of the more interesting and at the time quite
unsuspected developments of CVS was the discovery that island con-
straints play a role in a much broader range of phenomena, governing to
some extent: (a) the scope of semantic operators and quantifiers; (b) the
possibilities of well-formed lexical items; and (c) even certain phe-
nomena often taken to involve discourses rather than sentences prop-
er.* Thus, although islands were shown in CVS to have a quite broad
scope, the actual domain for which they are relevant has turned out to be
far broader.

In the present writer’s opinion, the entire transformational frame-
work in which CVS is written is mistaken from its very foundations.
Ultimately, very few of its ideas and assumptions will play a role in a
valid theory of grammatical structure. However, when, in the not so
distant future, transformational grammar has lost its currently domi-
nant position, it will be justly remembered as having made certain en-
during substantive contributions to the understanding of the nature of
language. Foremost among these, in my opinion, will be the discovery of
the island phenomenon.

From this point of view alone, then, those interested in gram-
matical theory will wish to study CVS for many years to come. Moreover,
while the introduction of the notion “island” is the most important as-
pect of CVS, it offers many other attractions as well. Many particular

*For discussions relevant to (a) cf. Lakoff (1970b), Lakoff (1970c), Lakoff (1971),
Lakoff (1973), McCawley (1973b), Postal (1972b), Postal (1974), Rodman (1976) and
Seuren (1974a). For discussions relevant to (b), cf. Lakoff (1970a), Lakoff (1973), Mc-
Cawley (1973a), McCawley (1973b), McCawley (1974). For discussions relevant to (c), cf.
James (1972), Morgan (1974), Morgan (1975).
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features of English grammatical structure are noted for the first time;
the idea of filters or output constraints, which later come to play a major
role in transformational work, is introduced here; and last, CVS pro-
vides perhaps the best sustained example of a type of transformational
work which has now largely ceased to exist. I am thinking of that once
predominant style in which particular rule orderings of individual trans-
formational rules were assumed and in which a major task of research
was to uncover arguments for the orderings advocated. In this ap-
proach, the possibility of ordering paradoxes arose. As faith in rule
ordering has either dissolved or been replaced by the view that whatever
ordering exists is a function of universal principles, this sort of work has
more or less vanished. But at one time, it was typical of the best research
done in the framework. And from this largely historical point of view,
CVS is also a classic.

In sum, while few works in the transformational tradition would
merit consideration a dozen years after their writing, CVS is unquestion-
ably among them. No one who wants to understand transformational
grammar can do without it and it also contains a great deal which will
continue to influence work in other frameworks for the foreseeable
future.

I said earlier that CVS had stimulated a mass of further work. The
following set of references is intended to substantiate that claim and to
direct the interested reader to subsequent developments relevant to
CVS, more particularly, relevant to the notion island and its role in
language. The present list of works is unquestionably limited, full of
gaps, and inadequate, but it should nonetheless offer some useful
guidance.

References

Adams, D. 1971,
Anderson and Kiparsky. 1973.
Annamalai. 1970.

Akmajian, Culicover, and Wasow. 1977.

Beach, Fox, and Philosoph. 1977.

Binnick, Davison, Green, and Morgan.

1969.
Brame, M. 1978.
Bresnan, J. 1975.
. 1976a.
——. 1976b.
—. 1977.
——, and J. Grimshaw. 1978.

Cattell, R. 1976.

Chomsky, N. 1973.

. 1977.

, and Lasnik. 1977.

Chung, 8. 1972.

Cinque, G. 1975.

. 1977.

Cole, P., W. Harbert, S. Sridhar, S.
Hashimoto, C. Nelson, and D. Smietna.
1977.

Culicover, P. and K. Wexler. 1973.

Emonds, J. 1976.

Erteschik, N. 1973a.




Foreword /| xxi

Grimshaw, J. 1974. McCloskey, J. 1976.
Grinder, J. 1969. Morgan, J. L. 1974.
Grosu, A. 1972a. . 1975,

. 1972b. Nanni, D. L., and |. T. Stillings. 1978.

—. 1973a. Neeld, R. 1973.
—. 1973b. Neubauer, P. 1970.
—  1974a. Partee, B. 1976.
— . 1974b. Perlmutter, D. 1972.
—. 1975. Pinkham, J. 1975.

,and S. A. Thomson. 1977. Postal, P. 1972a.
Haig, J. H. 1976. . 1972b.
Hankamer, J. 1973. . 1974.
Haraguchi, S. 1973. Pullum, G. 1976.
Hirschbuihler, P. 1972. Rodman, R. 1972a.

. 1975. . 1972b.
James, D. 1972. . 1973.
Kaufman, E. S. 1974. . 1975.

Kohrt, M. 1975. . 1976.
Kornfilt, j. 1977. Rosenbaum, H. 1971.
Kuno, S. 1973. Ross, J. R. 1969.
Lakoff, G. 1970b. . 1973.

. 1970c. Schachter, P. 1977.
—. 1971. Seuren, P. A. M. 1974a.

. 1973, Wexler, K., and P. W. Culicover, 1973,
Maling, J. 1978. Wilkins, W. 1976a.
Manaster-Ramer, A. 1977. . 1976b.

McCawley, J. D. 1973a. Woisetschlaeger, E. 1976.
. 1973b. Zaenen, A., and J. Pinkham. 1976.

. 1974,




Contents

Fragestellung
Acknowledgements
Foreword by Paul Postal

Chapter l Introduction

1.0. A Brief History
1.1. Restricting the Power of Variables
1.2.  Outline of This Work

Chapter 2 The A-over-A Principle

2.0. Chomsky’s Original Formulation

2.1. Revision of the Principle

2.2. Cases Satisfactorily Accounted for by the Principle
2.3. Some Alternative Means of Accounting For the Cases
2.4. Chomsky’s New Formulations

24.0. Overview

2.4.1. Chomsky’s Condition 1

xit
X1

xvil

NN~

10
12
17
18
18
19



vi [ Contents

2.4.2. Chomsky’s Condition 2
2.5. Summary of Arguments against the Conditions

Chapter 3 Tree Pruning

3.0. Pruned S Nodes

3.0.0. Inadequacies of the Present Theory Regarding
Some Overly Complex Structures

3.0.1. The S Pruning Principle

3.0.2. The Notion “Clause” in Modern Grammatical
Theories

3.1. Eight Cases for S Pruning

3.1.1.  Case 1: Particle Movement and Complex NP’s

3.1.1.1.  The Formulation of Particle Movement

3.1.1.2. The Notion “Complex NP”

3.1.1.3. Complex NP’s and Other Movement Rules

3.1.1.3.1.  Arguments for the Concept “Complex NP”

3.1.1.3.2. The Output Condition on Postverbal

Constituents

3.1.1.3.3. The Theoretical Status of Output Conditions

3.1.14. Summary of Section 3.1.1

3.1.2. Case 2: Node Deletion and Latin Word Order

3.1.3. Case 3: Case-Marking

3.1.4. Case 4: Serbo-Croatian Clitics

3.1.5. Case 5: As and Like

3.1.6. Case 6: Comparatives in As

3.1.7. Case 7: Comparatives in -er

3.1.8. Case 8: Contrastive Stress in Hungarian

3.1.9. Summary of Section 3.1

3.2. Other Arguments for and against Node Deletion

4 Constraints on Reordering
Chapter Transformations

4.0. Introduction

4.1. The Complex NP Constraint

4.1.1. Klima’s Principle

4.1.2. Inadequacies of Klima’s Principle

4.1.3. Statement of The Complex NP Constraint
4.1.4. Relativization in Japanese

22
25

27

27

27
29

30
31
31
32
33
34
34

41
47
49
50
54
59
63
64
65
66
67
68

70

70
71
71
72
75
77



Contents | vu

4.1.5. A Difficulty with the Complex NP Constraint

4.1.6. A Second Difficulty: Reduced Relatives

4.1.7. Summary of Section 4.1

4.2. 'The Coordinate Structure Constraint

4.2.1. Statement of the Constraint

4.2.2. Definition of “Coordinate Structure”

4.2.3.  Other Sources of And

4.2.4. Across-The-Board Movement Rules

4.2.4.1. Conjunction Reduction

4.24.2. Properties of Across-The-Board Movement Rules

4.2.4.3. Constraints on Conjoined Structures and
Across-The-Board Movement Rules

4.2.4.4. More Constraints

4.2.5. Summary of Section 4.2

4.3. The Pied Piping Convention

4.3.1. Arguments for the Convention

4.3.2. Details of the Convention

4.3.2.0. Outline of Section 4.3.2

4.3.2.1. Environments for Obligatory Pied Piping

4.3.2.2. Environments Which Block Pied Piping

4.3.2.3. A Case in Which Direction of Movement Affects
the Operation of Pied Piping

4.3.2.4. Pied Piping and Conjunction Reduction

4.3.2.5. The Theoretical Status of Constraints on Pied
Piping

4.3.3. Summary of Section 4.3

4.4. The Sentential Subject Constraint

4.4.1. Introduction

4.4.2. Evidence for the Necessity of the Constraint

4.4.3. That-Clauses

4.5. Summary of Chapter 4

Bounding, Command,
Chapter and Pronominalization

5.0. Introduction

5.1. Bounding

5.1.1. Properties of Extraposition Rules

5.1.1.1.  Extraposition and the Cycle

5.1.1.2.  Conditions on Extraposition Rules

5.1.1.3.  The Distinctness of the Extraposition Rules
5.1.1.4. Summary of Section 5.1.1

84
90
97
97
97
99
103
107
107
110

114
118
120
121
121
127
127
127
134

138
140

144
147
147
147
150
153
156

157

157
158
158
158
l64
167
173



