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QuestionsonFodor'sthreereasons

fornotderivingkillfromcausetodie

Mi七suhoSugawara

'

o.J.A。Fodorhassuggestedthreereasonsfornotderivingん づ〃from

o側5θto肋.Acloseinvestigation,however,revealsthattwoofthem

arenot§trongenoughtorefutethederivation.Whatismore,thethird

one,(1)whichseemstobetheonlypossiblereasoninhisargumen七,isalso

insufficienttomaintainhisclaimthatnotransitivesentencecontains

anintransitivesentenceinitsunderlyingstructure.Butinhisthird

reasonweseesomesyntacticfactswhich,togetherwithsomeo止er

dataaswillbeseenlater,canbeinterpretedtosuggestinterestingand

importantevidence翠gainsttheundesirablederivationofki〃fromo甜sβ

'odie.

1,Nowletusbeginwithabriefexplanationofhowthederivational

processofatransitivesentenceismotivated.

First,considerthefollowingsentences.

(1-1)

(1-2)

(1-3)

Frankmeltedtheleadanditsurprisedme。

Frankmeltedtheleadthoughitsurprisedusthathewas

abletobringitabout.

Frankmeltedtheleadthoughitsurprised ,usthatitwould

do50.

Alltheitalicizedpro-formsinthesentencesabovearetakentosuggest

thatanintransitivestructurexunderliestheprecedingtransitivesen一

(1)ThisisinfactthefirstreasoninFodor(1970).
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tence;(2)thatis,

(1-4)Frankmeltedthelead

isderivedfrom

(1-5)(Frankcaused(theleadmelt)).

Thisderivationinvolvestwobasictransformations:p7edica彦eraising,

whichmovesapredicateinallembeddedsentenceupintotheposition

ofhigherVPinamatrixsentence,andlexicali2α 彦ion、whichcombines

thetwopredicate6intoasingletransitiveverb.Ithasbeenobserved

thatthesetworulesarealsopreservedinmanyotherderivationslike

stop/cause≠ostop'move/causetomove・ ω α1ん/cause≠oωalk・etc・Further-

more,theycanoperateevenonderivationssuchashill/o傭5θ ≠odie、in

whichtheresultantphoneticformoflexicali2ationhasnoresemblance

toitsinputform.

2.,Againstthesederivationswiththerulesofpreaicateraisingand

lexicalization,Fodorgivesthreereasons,twoofwhichareconcerned

withthebehaviorofadverbials(3)inbasestructure.

Aderivationalproblemobservedinboth(2-1)and(2-2)isthe

evidenceforhisfirstreason.

(2-1)(i)(Frank(caused(theleadmelt彦oaaの))(by(Frank　
heated七heleadyesterda:ソ))

(ii)Frankcausedtheleadtomelt∫o吻ybyheatingit

yes彦erday.

(iii)*Frankmeltedtheleadto4aybyheatingityes彦eγday.

(2-2)(i)(Frank(caused(thebeardietoda:ソ)))(by(Frank　
gaveitapoisonousdoseyesterday))・1

(ii)Frankcausedthebeartodietoda夕bygivingit

(2)The.pronounitin(レ1)isambiguousintwqway6・Itrefers .toboth

thewho】estructureandtheembeddedstructureoftheprecedingsentence.

Thereferencetothewholestructureisnotconsideredhere.

(3)Adverbialisatermusedhereastocomprehendadverbialclaロs6s・adveT-

bialphraSeSqndsing .Iea(lve;bS言
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apoisonousdoseツeste7dαy.

(lii)*Frankkilledthebeartoaaybygivingitapoisonous

doselソesterdaツ.

Noticefirstthat,ineithercaseof(2-1)or(2-2),thestructure(i),

whichunderlies(ii),hasasuperflouspowertoproduceanunacceptable の
sentellce(iii)throughpreaicateraisingand.lext'caliga彦ion.Inorderto

blockthisundesirablederivation,onemaysuggestaconditionthattwo

timeadverbs,iftheyoccurinasingletransitivesentence(see(1-4)),

shoulddenotethesametime,ormoresimplyyoucanstatethatmore

thanoneadverbialshouldnotoccurthere.Thisconditionleadsusto

七heideathatthetransitiveverbssuchaskill(or〃zθ1≠)aredifferentin

behavi・ ・f・om・ ・u・・t・di・(o「 ・・u・・tom・lti
nt7an、.)・Itis「easonable・

therefore,thatFodorclaimsthatsometransitiveverbsshouldhave

fea加reswhichpermitnotemporalgapbetweentheinitialandthe

terminalstagesofanevent,whilethephrasecause'odohasfeatures

whichindicatethegap.

ThederivationalproblemshowninthefollowingexamplesisFodor's

anotherevidenceagainsthill/causetoaie.

(2-3)(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(2-4)(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

(Frankcaused(Marydie))(by(Frankplungedaknife

intoMary'sbreast))

(Frankcaused(Marydie))(by(Maryplungedaknife

intoMary'sbreast))

FrallkcausedMarytodiebyplungingaknifeintoher

breast.

FrankkilledMarybyplungingaknifeintoherbreast.

(Theguardcaused(theprisonersmarch))(theguard

wasWilling)

(Theguardcaused(theprisonersmarch))(theprisoners

werewilling)

Theguardcausedtheprisonerstomarchwillingly.

Theguardm換rchedtheprisoperSWillingly,
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Itisnodoubtthatinboth(2-3)and(2-4)thesentence(iii),which

isambiguous,isobtainedbyapplyingpptedicateraisin8andlexicalization

toeither(i)or(ii).Theoretically,therulesalsooperateoneither(i)

or(ii)andproduce(iv).Thefactis,however,that(iv)isunambiguous

andtheonlypossiblebaseis(i).Itmeansthathill(ormelのin(iv)

andcause彦04ie(orcauseto〃zeJのin(iii)arenotthedifferentsurface

representationswiththesameprocessofderivation、Theyaredifferent

inbothsurfaceanddeepstructures.Thiscorrespondstoasyntactic

factthataninstrumentaladverbialorakindofmanneradverbials

sharesasubjectwithaverbwhichitmodifies.

ThesetwoargumentsofFodor'swiththeexamplesof(2-1)(2-2)

and(2-3)(2-4)havebeen,Pγima/dcie,wellmotivatedandthereseems

tobenoquestionaboutthem,Butthereliesabasicdifficultyin

thosearguments.Henotesinhisintroductorysectionthatatransitive

verbdiffersfromcauseonlyinthattheformer,unlikethelatter,in.

volvessomefeaturesofitscorrespondingintransitiveverb.Originally

thisnoteisprovidedforhisexplanationthat``pre4icateraisin8』and

lexicaliga彦ionoperateno七 〇nphrasesbutonabstractsemanticrepresen-

tation,"(4)butitclearlysuggestshisbeliefthatthereisnodifference

leftotherthanthefeaturesofanintransitiveverb.

Remember,however,thatLakoff(1970a)haspresentedsomeimpor-

tantfeatureswhichservetodistinguishthetwoverbs.Theyare

(十Pro)and(-Pro),andtheyaresupposedtounderlykill(ormelt

伽,.)and・ 備 ・re・pectiv・ly・Sinceth・featu・e(+P・ ・)d・n・t・ ・a・ ・n・

ditionthatanyVPhavingthisfeaturecannotberealizedwithout

beingreplacedbyandtherverbcontainingthefeature(_Pro),ki〃is

noIongeranalternativerepresentationofcause彦04ie.Itisnowonder,

therefore,that"wecanhavetwotimemodifierson((Floyd(caused

(theglasstomeltonSunday)))(by(heatingitonSaturday)))simply

becausetherearetwoverbscapableofreceivingthem∴and"therels

(4)Fodor(1970)・Note30nP・430・

'
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onlyoneverbavailableformodificatiollillF勿ameltedthegla∬."(5)Nor

isit皿ecessarytoassumethat"eitherwernustresistthetemptation

tolexicalizestructureslike((Floydcausedit(theglassmeltollSunday))

(by(。dv
.Floydheattheglasso且Satu・day)))・ ・w・mustspecifyad

hocthatlexicaligatづongoesthroughonlywhencertainidentityconditions

aresatisfiedbyanytimeadverbs."(5)

ItiswoTthnoticingherethattheassignmelltof(十Pro)toverbs

doesnotsolvetheproblempresentedbyFodorin(2-1)and(2-2).

Evenonthestructureof(2-5)(i)or(ii)belowwheretheverb6傭5θ

isreplacedbyabundleoffeaturessuchas(十Pro,十Cause,_),∫)vedicate

rai吻8and伽 伽1伽'づo解operatefreely,andproduceanungrammatical

sentence.Compare(2-5)(i)and(ii)with(2-1)(i)and(2-2)(i)

above.

(2-5)(i)(F・ank{‡ £互包、e}(、th・1・adm・ltt・d・y)))

(by(Frankheattheleadyesterday))

(ii)(F・ank{‡ ぎ互包、e}(、th・bea・di・t・day)))

(by(Frankgaveitapoisonousdoseyesterday))

Theonlywaytoblocktheseunacceptablederivationsistosetacon-

ditionthatnopredicateisraisedtoupper'VPifthepredicateis

locatedinanembeddedstructurecontaininganadverbial.Sincewe

hav6anadverbtoda)ノinbothembeddedstructures,(2-5)(i)and(ii)

donotproduce(2-1)(iii)and(2-2)(iii)respectively。Buttheproblem

isthattheconditionistoostrong:itblocksalltheacceptablederivations

of(i)from(ii)in(2-6),(2-7)and(2-8).『

(2-6)(i)Johnranthehorseinthefield.

(ii)(Johncaused(thehorseran伽the/1'eld))

(2-7)(i)Johnfailedalmosthalfofthestudentsduringthis

(5)乃idりP・437・



(114) ,Rez/ieω 〔ゾ 五iberal∠17'∫,2>b・45

(2-8)

(ii)

(i)

(ii)

semester.

(Johncaused(almosthalfofthestudentsfailedduring

thissemester))

Frankslowlysailedtheboatonthelake.

(Frankcaused(theboatslow!ysailedonthelake))

Thusweneed,inspiteofFodor'sadvice,(6)toadoptaprincipleto

distinguishadverbialsofNeg,Place,Time,Manner,FrequencyandDirec-

tionasaclassofαadverbialsfromallothers(7)sothatwecanassert

thatitisonlyonthestructurecontainingthistypeofαadverbialsthat

predicateraisin8andlexicaliea彦ionoperate.Thisprincipleclearlyshows

why(b)isunacceptablein(2-9)anddifferelltfrom(a)initssemantic

interpretationin(2-10).

虚

(2-9)(i)

(ii)

(iii)

(2-10)(i)

(ii)

(iii)

コ

　

コ

コ

コ
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a

b

a

b

a

b
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コ

　

a

b

a

b

■

.

a

b

Theboywalkedoncrutches,

*Frankwalkedtheboyoncrutches .

Frankburnedtherubbishinahurry.

*Therubbishbumedinahurry .

Frankkilledthepigformeat.

*Thepigdiedformeat .

Fortunately,theicedidnotbreak.

Fortunately,Frankdidnotbreaktheice.

Theprisonerscarelesslymarchedtotheriver.

Theguardcarelesslymarchedtheprisonerstothe

river,

Thechildrenswamintheriverforexercise.

Johnswamthechildrenintheriverforexercise.

Theassertionthat∫)redicatemisingandlexicaliga彦ionope勾ateon

astructurecontaininganαadverbialcanbesimplifiedbyrepeating

(6)Itstatesthat"theenumerationofadverbialswhichpermitspredicate

raisingandJ8溺6α 漉 α≠め πisthegamewhichisnotworthcandle!'(p.436).

(7)SeeSugawara(1971).
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thethemewehavementionedjustbefore:therulesareapPliedonly

toanembeddedstructurethathasnoadverbialinit.Alltheadver-

bialsthatactuallyexistinanembeddeds夢ntencemust,therefore,be

extractedbeforetheapPlicationofpreaicateraisingandlexicaliea彦ion.

Structureswhichdonotmeetthisconditionaresimplyoutsidethe

sphereoftheserules.

Theconditiondiscussedabovecanalsobestatedinanotherway.

RecentlyChomskyhasproposedsuOjacenの ノcondi彦ionforextraction

rules.(8)Letusfollowhim,andsaythatnopre4ica彦 θmisingisapplicable

ifthepredicqtetobeextractedintheembeddedstructureisnotsub-

jacenttoanodeintowhichitistobetransported.(9)InChomsky

(1971,24),subjacenayisdefhledinsuchawaythatYissaidtobe

subjacenttoXifandonlyifXissuperiortoYandthereisatmost

onecycliccategoryQsuchthatQLcontains(10)MMC(Y)(11)andQ

doesnotcontainX.Thesubjacencyisdiagrammaticallyshowninthe

followingtree,inwhichQ,RandCareallcycliccategories.Seethat

YissubjacenttoXhere.

　
・F-1)、 、

、、、、

X〈 、～MMC(。)

/＼〉
＼/
/へ

Y 一 鱒 一 一

LetuscallittheconditionCPR(ConditionofPredicateRaising)for

convenience,sake。

(8)Chomsky(1971).

〈9)Itisinterestingtoseethataconditionproposedwithanideatoenlarge

thebaseandrestrict七herangeofderivationisapPlicabletotheoPP6site

idea,

QO"CategoryQissaid七 〇L-containcategoryMMC(Y)ifQcontainsR

andRcontainsMMC(Y),whereQisnotidenticalwithRnorisR

identicalwithMMC(Y)。"(Chomsky,1971).

⑪MMC(Y)meanSa蘭i1n・1m・1・ τ ・at・g・ ・y・ ・pt・iningY・(乃 ㊨
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Nowwehaveseenthataaverbiα1〃anspo吻tion(12)ispresupposedin

少re4icateraising.Thenextquestionistoaskwhatsortofrulesis

requiredtomakeadverbi'altrans少ortαtionpossible.Considerthefollowing

rulesthatIproposedinmypaper(1971):

(R-1)

・(R-2)

X-{‡ £dv}-D⇒1-2一 建;dv}

1233

1-2-3-=⇒ 》1一 φ 一3

Where=(1)DistheonlyelementthatisdominatedbY

thehighestVPinthestructure,and

(2)αisafeatureassignedtoaparticularkind

ofadverbials(mentionedabove).

Animportantconditionhereisaconstraint七hatnoadve7bialtranspoptta。

tl'onoperatesonastructureifanadverbialtobeextractedisnotunder

therightmostcategoryamongthosedominated'byNP,whosecorre-

spondingVPdirectlydominatesD.Moresimplythe=conditionstates

thatthereshouldbenoYsuchtha七acategorywhichdominatesY

alsodominatesanadverbialtoberaised.Inotherwords,therule

(R-1)showsnoYbetween2and3.NorulethusapPliesto(2-11)。

(2-ll)((X.-!十Adv},-Y)(D)
SNPl十 αlVP

lr123

Sincethisistheoonditionofladverbialtransportationwetentatively

callittheconstraintCノ 望丁,

ThetwoconditionsofCPRandα4Tarepowerfulenoughtosolve

allth・p・ ・bl・m・=P・int・d・utbyF・d・ ・inhi・a・gum・nt・c・nce・ningth・

⑫ThetermwasoriginallygivenbySugawara(1971)forasyntactic

phenomenonwhereanadverbialinanembedded・structuremovesupto

thepositionofmatrixVP.ThefactthatthematrixVPdominates

adverbialsisprovedby]Lakoff(1970a)・
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behayiorof、 一・adverbials.Seethestructure(2-1)'(i),whichisshown

belowas(2-12),anditstreein(F-2).

(2-12)(F・ank(・au・ed(、th・1・adm・lt如 吻)))

(by(Frankheatedtheleadyesterd姥 γ))

lF-・!
N。/S一 ①1

ぐ恩
〔溢メ 評漕 　

thelead

meIt

ThisstructureproducesFran為 、cause4彦helendtomelttoda夕 わッhea彦 伽8it

lソesterdaPt(2-1)(ii),butnot*Frank〃zel彦e4theleaato4alソbγheatingit

ツe5terda:ソ(2-1)(iii).Thisdoesnotnecessarilymeanthat〃zel彦
has〃

aり¢5.

n・und・ ・lyingf・rlnofcauseto繍 伽
。%、.・But・athe「itshouldbe

un(lerstogdthatthederivationisblocked.Noticethatthepredicate

raisillgof■elt(thecircledVP5inF-2)isblockedbyCPR,andmoreover

CATprevents彦04ay(VP4)frommovingupintoD(VP五)sinceVP2

fun・ti・n・a・Yin(2-11)・VP・,whi・hh・ ・ 〔‡idv〕,・an・f・ ・ursem・v・

uptoVPIbutrememberthatthetransportationhas'irrelevanttothis

・・gUm・nth・ ・e.(13・・

Considernextthetwostructuresin(2-3),whicharegivenas(2-13)

(i)and(ii)below.

(13VP2cana】soberegardedasanadverbialphrase,butsincei七has

afeatureofnon一 αadverbialthephrasedoesnotmoveupwards.
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(Frallkcaused(Marydie))(by(Frankplungミdaknife

intoMary'sbreast))

(Frankcaused(Marydie))(by(Maryplungedaknife

intoMary'sbreat))

Pr吻aプ 副 θ,bothstructuresapPeartopermitpreaicateraisingandpfo-

duceFranhhi〃e4ルfaリ ノbyplungin8αknijeintoherbveast(2-3)(iv)since

eitherofthesestructureshasnoadverbialintheembeddedsentence,

(Marydie).Butthefollowingtreesclearlyshowthatitisonly(F-4)

thatpermittheraisingofI砒itothepositionofIcause「andproducethe

sentence.CPRandCAThavenofunctiontoblockthederivationthere,

0ntheotherhand,(F-3),whichistheunderlyingformofFranhcause4

Maリ ノ'o伽bツplungingαkmfe伽 彦ohePtoωnbreas彦.cannotsimultaneously

bethebaseofhill-sentence(2-3)(iv).Itisonlybecausethatdieis

notsubjacenttocausethere.

(F一3)
。。-S-Vl,

・〈
。〉 ＼VPム
lV/＼NP

I;rank/＼
・au・e

NP/S＼VP

i・〈SV/＼NP

NP/＼Vp・1・'t芝 ≡2こ ＼

M!.y由 溜 ゴ糊 ξlfe

(F-4) NP/S-VP
it〈sl
NP-vpD

it〈S

ハ
NPVP

l
l・「ra!1k

v/＼NP
lit〈S

by?

vへNP

屋 ヨ1;二 ＼-V,

M!.,匡 コ

一
iMaryplungeaknie

intollary,sbreast
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3.Itisnowclearthatalltheargumentswehavemadeinthe

precedingsectionwillleadustobelievethattherelationofverbsto

adverbialsisnolongerthecoun七erevidenceofhill/cause彦04iθnor

melt/causetomelt.Letusconsidernextthethirdreasonpresentedby

Fodor.(14)

(3--1)(i)Frankmeltedtheleadanditsurprisedusthatitdidso.

(ii)*Frankkilledthebearanditsurprisedusthatitai4so.

AswehaveseeninSection1,thepro-form40εoin(3-1)(i)implies

theexistenceofanintransitiveverbmeltunderlyingthepreceding

transitivesentencesincetheseconditreferstothelea4.Thisisasource

ofthehypothesisthatananaphoricpro-formisderivedbytransforma-

tionalrulesfromthebaseofanantecedentsentencetowhichthe

pro-formrefersto.(15)Butwehaveanothersentenceherethatimplies

counterevidenceofthehypothesis.Dia50inthesentence(3-1)(ii)

doesnotreferto4iewhichissupposedtounderlytheverbkill.Never-

thelessyoucanpreservethehypothesisifyouadoptaconditionon

theorderofrules:no4050transformationshouldbeappliedbefore ぼつ
p7e4ica彦 θraising『andlexicalixation.TheIlewordermakesuspossibleto

keepthederivationofhi〃/cause彦odieandwhatis皿oretoexclude

(3-1)(ii)sincethe4050ruledoesnotfunctionthere.Butweshould

noticethatthesameorderalsoexcludesthepermissiblederivationof

mel彦in(3-1)(i).Thismeansthatthederivationofhillisnotparallel

tothatofmelt.ItisclearthatFodorbasedhisthirdreasononthis

typeofunparallelism.

Onemightbetemptedtosay,however,thatthisunparallelismcan

betranscendedbyavarietyofsimilarityinsomeotherpoints.Infact,

asissuggestedinLakoff(1970a),(16)killhasthesamelexicalmeaningas

の

e

《q

O

¢

σ

Seenote1,

Lakoff(1970b),P・146.

SeeSugawara,"Kill/causetodieを め く・っ て" (forthcoming)・
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伽 ・justasmeltt
rans.hasidenticalmeaningwith!nel彦 伽 〃ans.(17)Further-

more,thed£rivationofki〃involvesthesamerulesoftraロsfbrmationas

doesthederivationof〃 多elt.Itseemreasonable,therefore,toclai皿that

刷has翻nitsunde「lyingfo「mevenifkill・unlik・%・1≠
〃an、.・ ・a皿 ・t

bereferredtobydosoaswehaveseenin(3-1)(ii).

ButitshouldbeIloticedthatthesemanticsimilaritybetween

atransitiveverbanditsintransitivecounterpartdoesnotnecessarily

showthattheformerinvolvesthelatterasanembeddedelement.

Thesamemaybesaidofthesimilarityofderivationbetween
.んi〃and

melt.Thesimilaritycanbepossibleevidenceofparallelismbutitdoes

notprescribethebaseof腕 〃byitself.Thustheonlygroundleftfor

thebaseofhillliesintheassertionthatmelthasanintransitive 〃
α%5.

counterpartinitsbase.Nowiftheassertiolliswellmotivatedby

syntacticevidence,wemayhavenoproblemindecidingthebaseof

ん泓But・anitb・ 」u・tifi・dPN・ticeth・tth・ba・e・fm・lt伽
、.i・

clarifiedmailllythroughtheuseofpro-formsaswasseeninthe

examplesof(1-1),(1-2)and(1-3),andtheuseofthosepro-formsis

notalwaysandnecessarilyrelatedtothedecisionofthebasestructure,

Considerthesentencesgivenbelow.

(3-2)(i)JohnslicessalamiwithaknifebutIusea

4050.

(ii)Nixonwonin1968,butitwon'thapPenin

cleaverto

1972.

BoththesentencesabovearegivenbyLakofftoshowhowvalidthe

useofpro-formsindecidi1ユgthebase。Ineithercaseof(i)or(ii),

thepro-formneatlyrefersbacktopartofthebaseinthepreceding

㈲Seetheremarksbe】ow,whicharegivenbyLakoff(1970a).

"KiUmeans`tocause(someone)todie' .Thus,wecan】ookuponhi〃

ashavingthesamelexicalmeaningasdie."(p.98)"Thesentence(the

dOgωasdead)issynonymouswiththe…becomesentence(thedo8became

4ead).Thus,itwouldbequitereasonabletoexpectthedeepstructure,

perhapsevenidentical,叩tolexicalitems。"(p.33),
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sentence・Slづcesalamiisthepartin(i)・andin(ii)itisヱ ▽伽92zouin・It

isthusconceivablethatLakoffgoessofarastosaythatadverbials

suchasthosei11(i)and(ii)abovedonotshareasingle血odeofVP

withtheverbstheymodify.Sofarsogood.Buthowcanweinter-

pretthefactthatinEnglishthereoccuralotofpro。formswhichdo

notexactlyrefertoaconstituentstructureoftheprecedingsentence,

andwhichgiveusnoformalorbehavioralcluetodistinguishthem

frorhallotherssuchasusedbyLakoff～Letmeintroducetwoof

themhere.

(3-3)(i)

(ii)

JohnmarriedMaryalldwesurprisedtoseethatsheコイ
碗4sowithgreatpleasure.(Fodor)

Thebitterobservationmadevivid,unanswerablein

awaywhichragecouldnothave40ne,howlittlethe

Westrespectitsownidealsindealingwithsubject

people,(Baldwin)

Thefirstexampleindicatesthatdid50doesnotrefertothebaseof

/ohnmarriedMa角 γunlessthebasestructureisinterpretedtohavean

embeddedsentenceMarymarriea/ohn.Astothistypeofdo50behav-

ior,onecansetaconditionsuchthatnopro-formisderivedfrom

anypartofthebasestructureunderlyingtheprecedingsentenceif

andonlyifthebaseinvolvesasylnmetryverbasthemainverb.

Thenwheredoes諺050comefromPTheconditiondoesnotprovide

anysOlution.

Doneinthesecondexampleabove(3-3)(ii)presentsanotherprob-

lem.It
.correspondsto(mahe(vivia,unsωerable)),whichisevidently

aconstituentoftheprecedingsentence.Butrememberthatthecon-

stituentisnotaunitofthebasestructure.Itisaderivedunitafter

certai耳transformations.Thismeansthat40nedoesnotrefertoany

partofthebasestructure,henceitisirrelevanttotheargumentof

thebasecgnstruction.See(F-5)below.
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2/挙=r>』,
thebitterobserva.made

tionNP

h。whttl。thewe・trespected

。、mideasindealing"ith

subjectpe・ple

vivid

V

un-

answerable

Moreover,itistruethattherehasbeennoproposalinwhichmahe

andvivi4-unansωerablearetiedtogethersothattheymayformasingle

unitinthebasestructure.Onemayclaim,hovpOver,thatitisonlyin

theexamplewithsuchanunusuallycomplexstructurethatapro-form

canrefertoanon-consitituentstructureofthebase.Butsuchaclaim

isuntenable,since(3-3)(ii)isnottheonlyexample.Therearelots

ofsentenceswhichcontainsuchtypeofpro。forms.Anysentρncewhich

hasapro-formreferringtosomenon-contiguousunitscanbeavailable

asevidencehere.

Anothersetofexamplesgivenbelowwillalsobeusedasevidence

inpreservingourpositiondiscussedsofar.

(3-4)(i)a.ノohn1)rove4himselfωorthγ()fourconfi4enceandthatwas

enoughtomakeusbelievethathewasnotguilty.

b.HisPro(ゾ 伽'乃ehimselfisωor吻()fourconfiaencewas

enoughtomakeusbelievethathewasnotguilty.

C.*HisPro翻8伽 彦hehimselfisworthy(ゾ00頑 伽08was

enoughtomakeusbelievethathewasnotguilty.

(ii)a.Gθ ・rgePr・p・sea彦 ・ ρ・・laPart(ゾ ω 鰯'勿haaearnea・

butnobodyacceptedit.

b.Theydidnotaccepthisproposal如1)oo1α1りart(】 ゾ

ωhatthayhadeamed. .

c.*Theydidnotaccept雇 ε メ)roposin8topoolαf)ar彦(ゾ

ω 鰯 ≠吻hadearned.
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(iii)a.ノ 僻zθbelieve4meinsane,butitiscertainthatshe

nowhasdiscardedi'.

b.ItiscertaihthatnowshehasdiscardedhePtbelief(ゾ

卿znsan吻.

c.*ltiscertainthatnowshehasdiscardedゐ θ7∂eliθvづ ㎎

mθznsanθ.

■

Inalltheexamplesof(3-4),thepro-formthatoritin(a)canbe

derivedfromthebaseoftheitalicizedpartin(b),aderive4nominal

(tousetheterminChomsky(1970)).Inotherwords,thepro-form

referstotheunderlinedphrasein(b).Asisshownin(c),theitahcized

part(a8emn4iveno〃z伽 α1,alsotheterminChomsky(1970))cannotbe

referredtobythepro-formin(a).Noticenowthat(b)isnotequivalent

to(c),andtherefore(b)doesnotsharethebasestructurewith(c).

ThiscanbeanadditionalpieceofevidencetoChomsky'sassertion:

gerundiveandderivednominalsarenottheoutputformsofthesame

basestructure.Aquestionmayberaisedthen:whichistheonethat

isderivedfromthebaseofaselltentialconstructionPIfitisthe

derivedIlomillal,thenallthepro-formsin(a)havenownodifficulty

inreferringbacktothesententialconstructionofthebase,andwe

havetothrowalltheseexamplesaway.Butitistoohighapriceto

payforacceptingthesolution.Noticethatthesolutionalsosuggests

thatgerundivenominalsarenotderivedfromtheselltentialconstruc-

tion,althoughtheyareclosertosentencethanderivedllominalsin

thattheformertakeaspectslikesentencesdoandarefreelyformed

fromsentences,whilethelattertakenoaspectandhavestrictcon-

straintsinthederivationfromsentences.Inaddition,derivedllominals

takeadjectives,articlesanddemonstrativepronouns,whicharenot

attributesofgerundivenominals.(18)Itwould,therefore,bereasonable

toclaimthatthepro-formin(a)doesnotrefertothestructurein

theprecedingsentence,110risitderivedfromit.

Iftheargumentsintheprecedingparagraphscouldsuccessfully

agSeeChomsky(1970)andWasow-Roeper(1972).
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provetheweaknessofusing・pro-forms,theprGposalofderiving吻 θ〃

from6傭 εθ'o物 θ」∫callconsequentlybesaidtohaveinsufficientevidence.

Thismeanstheuntenabili亡yofthebasestructureunderlyingん づ〃and

hencethederivationたil4/6α%ε β'o碗 θ.

(September,1972)
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