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ABSTRACT  

It is important to recognize that research in linguistics poses certain formidable challenges due to the 

vague and complex nature of language. Hence, no conclusive claim can be made about the authenticity 

and viability of a linguistic theory and the consequent findings attained thereby. Attempts, however, 

should be made to unravel the mysteries of this entity. The present study is one such endeavor to 

understand the idiosyncrasies and complexities of English language. It attempts to foreground the three 

important components of language i.e., syntax, semantics and pragmatics, and strives to work out an 

intermediary relationship between them. The study premises that a comprehensive and logical account 

of language is plausible through an original approach whereby the three components are merged and a 

composite means devised.  

The study investigates the complementary role of Chomsky‘s syntactic modules and Bolinger‘s 

theoretical model of Meaning and Form. Chomsky‘s syntactic theories are widely regarded as the 

templates which provide deep insights into understanding the mechanism and dynamics of language. His 

modules conceptualize a linguistic description of language without giving due consideration to non-

linguistic factors such as context and discourse. The current study attempts to plug in these missing gaps 

characteristically with Bolinger‘s Meaning and Form and the support of other linguists has been sought 

whenever needed. The model recognizes a close-knit correspondence between form and meaning. A 

single linguistic form can convey single meaning only and any assertion that it can be used for 

conveying more than one type of meaning is a linguistic myth.  

Besides Chomskyan syntactic modules, the study also analyzes some other syntactic constructions 

within Meaning and Form model.  
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CHAPTER   ONE     

INTRODUCTION 

This thesis attempts to analyze Chomskyan syntactic principles in the light of Bolinger‘s semantic 

principles with a view to understand and clarify the complementary roles of syntax, semantics and 

pragmatics. The study premises that syntactic structures may be best recognized as abstract principles 

that elaborate the basic mechanism and dynamics of language. These principles, however, find concrete 

manifestations in context and have inseparable link with the semantic dimension of language. 

Chomsky‘s syntactic modules provide a roadmap for the structural configurations of language. These 

modules and other such syntactic constructions may be described as forms of language that lack the 

essential properties of meaning and discourse context. The study hypothesizes that a comprehensive 

account of language is possible when an ecumenical approach is adopted wherein the three components 

–syntax, semantics and pragmatics—are given due consideration.  

1.1   The Purpose of Studying Language 

 

There is no denying the fact that the world-wide use and currency of English language has led to an 

ever-increasing demand for its systemic analysis. Bolinger (1980) accurately points out that English is 

the most analyzed language in the world which reflects its universality. This language has drawn the 

attention of linguists irrespective of what their native language is and there is hardly any aspect of this 

language that has not been found a systematic description in linguistic circles. There is, therefore, no 

room for myths making and hypothesis in it and, to depict a true picture of what ought to be, one must 

first try to understand what actually it is.     

The reasons for studying language lands us on truism that language is central to every aspect of human 

life. The study of language can provide useful insights that can help in the accurate and sensible 
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understanding of every discipline of life. Its study, therefore, has always been welcomed by every sphere 

of academic pursuits.  For Chomsky (1975), the most compelling reason for studying language is 

because it is the ―mirror of mind‖ (p. 4). Language is an overwhelming evidence for the existence of 

mind and any attempt to understand it is an attempt to understand the working of human mind. It can be 

said that it is definitional of what is to be human. It is the unique endowment of human beings and is 

central to our human status. Smith ( 2004 , p. 178) remarks that Chomsky always seeks to understand 

and explain the way the language works and he shifted the study of language from mere abstraction and 

exceptions to empirical analysis. His approach towards language is quite scientific and his works are 

characterized by an endeavor to provide empirical evidence for linguistic structures. 

Fabb (2002) observes that language is central to our lives, so understanding any aspect of it will help in 

understanding more about ourselves. It is an intricate web of signs that penetrate every possible aspect 

of human language.  Moreover, the study of language can be conducted on empirical basis and it can be 

investigated as a scientific discipline is done
1
.  Ruhl (1989), however, offers a different perspective. For 

him linguistic theory is something which is based on intuition. Thus, theories, no matter how well-

founded they are, can never be regarded as facts. They are simply faiths.   

It is commonplace to describe the purpose of language as communication. The transmission of message 

between the speaker and the listener happens because they bear the same theory of meaning in their 

minds. Unlike functionalists, Chomsky follows formalist strain of thought and believes that the purpose 

of language is to establish relationships, to convey thoughts, to develop understanding or to use it for 

                                                           
1Hockett (1968), however, does not consider research in language as an amicable endeavor. Language 

for him is irremediably vague and ill-defined, and because of its ill-defined configuration it is not a 

proper area for theory construction at all.  
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creative purpose. The social use of language gains secondary importance in his theories of language. For 

him the most important part of language is its creative aspect; the speaker must be able to comprehend 

and cope with sentences that he may not have heard before. So whereas language is coded information, 

it is also inferential. This inferential quality of language lends a covert support to pragmatic 

consideration of language use. As an illustration, consider the sentence (1) 

                  1. ―John can see you now.‖ 

 This sentence can be interpreted at multiple levels. It may mean that John has finished meeting another 

visitor and is ready to meet the listener now. Or that John has just recovered from eye surgery and is 

able to see the listener. The utterance can be construed as walking into another room, going upstairs, 

running away, fixing or adjusting the dress or a combination of these implicatures. The plausible 

explanation of the sentence will be corollary to the inferential framework of the listener. In other words, 

the role of intention in understanding an utterance is also very important and this is an aspect that has 

remained untouched in Chomskyan modules. Contrary to this, Bolinger (1980) considers extra-linguistic 

knowledge crucial to the understanding of an utterance.  

1.2   The Significance of Pragmatics in Syntactic Structures 

The current study investigates the semantic and pragmatic analysis of syntactic structures. A linguistic 

description includes a comprehensive account of syntactic and semantic features. Chomsky (1975) 

alludes to the same idea when he defines grammar as ―a system of rules and principles that determine 

the formal and semantic properties of sentences.‖ (p. 28). Whereas rules are constructions bound, 

principles are not and can be applied across all areas of language. So grammatical constructions must 

have the account of both syntactic and semantic considerations. 
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The ungrammaticality or ill-formedness of a sentence may either be because of semantic or syntactic 

reasons. The first of the following sentences is syntactically well-formed but semantically ill-formed. 

The second is semantically well-formed but syntactically ill-formed. 

                              2. *―The door is intelligent.‖ 

                              3. *―Door the blue is.‖  

 

The ungrammaticality of the sentence (2) is because a door cannot be intelligent. The form of the 

sentence is okay but the meaning is weird. Sentence (3) is fine when it comes to meaning but is wrong 

because of the form. The syntactic misplacement of determiner ―the‖ and the complement ―blue‖ makes 

the sentence ill-formed.  

This study deals exclusively with syntax, semantics and pragmatics. The English that will be dealt with 

will be Contemporary Standard English (CSE). Syntax, according to Chomsky (1957) is the study of 

principles and processes which govern the construction of sentences in a language. For Bolinger (1981) 

it is the analysis of the rules of communication. Semantics deals with the meanings of words and 

sentences, and pragmatics is the contextual use of a language. It, according to Brame (1976) is the study 

of how linguistic knowledge is used in a context. Semantics takes language as a social construct that 

brings the speakers together to use a comprehensive web of meanings in certain situations. Unlike 

syntax and semantics which are intra-linguistic properties of a language, pragmatics is an extra-linguistic 

property and is concerned with the study of language as a social phenomenon.  In other words, it deals 

with how the hearer combines different types of knowledge (s) like semantics, phonology etc. to make 

inference of what the speaker intends to convey. It, contends Levinson (1983), is the study of language 

use. The pragmatic consideration can sometimes disambiguate the ambiguous structure. The following 

example will suffice as an illustration.   
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4. ―Why are you creating such disturbance?‖ 

Syntactically, the sentence is interrogative but whether it should be taken as a warning to someone who 

is creating disturbance or a question that the curious speaker might ask in order to know the real cause 

behind the disturbance is something that depends on the context.  

A linguistic knowledge includes pragmatic component as essential part of its composition. This is the 

point that Saeed (2003) brings to notice when he remarks: ―It is very difficult to shake context out of 

language and that the structure of sentences minutely reveals that they are designed by their speakers to 

be uttered in specific contexts and with desired effects‖ (p. 18). The sentence (5) might mean (6) in a 

given context. 

5. ―I‘m tired.‖  

6. ―Let‘s go home.‖  

The request (7) does not merely mean (8) but may be taken to mean (9).  

7. ―Leave me alone‖  

8. ―I want to be by myself.‖  

9. ―Don‘t bother me.‖ (Bolinger, 1980, p. 26) 

Carnie (2001) considers Chomsky as the pioneer of syntax who started his theories of syntax in the mid-

1950s. Katz and Postal (1964) declared him as an innovative syntacticist who developed interest in the 

formulation of linguistic rules. His Syntactic Structures (1957) revolutionized the syntactic study of 

language
2
. Cook and Newson (2007) consider syntax as the key focus of his theories of language. The 

                                                           
2  Prescriptive and descriptive distinction will also be considered during the course of this study. 

Prescriptive approach follows a tightrope line about language use. Descriptive approach, on the other 

hand, focuses on the actual use of language. It does not preprogram language along prescribed rules. But 
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nucleus of Chomskyan syntactic theories is the concept of Universal Grammar 
3
(UG) which consists of 

various sub systems or ―modules.‖ These modules include Phrase Structure theory, X-bar theory, 

binding theory, Case theory, theta theory and bounding theory. Each module is governed by certain 

principles with a limited degree of parametric variation. The repeated revision of these modules was 

carried out with an underlying purpose of making them more compatible to the rubric of Universal 

Grammar and to deepen our understanding of these modules. But the syntactic and philosophical 

implications of these theories have remained unchanged, contends Smith (2004).  

―Minimalist Program‖ presents a different picture of Chomskyan syntactic modules. It is his attempt to 

start from scratch after forty years of research, and to abolish some key concepts of his earlier modules 

like ―government‖, surface and deep structure distinction, and even the theory of phrase structure. It 

introduced two different levels of representations: Phonetic Form (PF) and Logical Form (LF). The 

attempt, however, is just a policy statement about the ideal conditions of language. It, according to 

Smith (2004, p. 84), is not a proper theory of language. This study, therefore, disregards the Minimalist 

Program and deals with the earlier recognized versions of his syntactic modules.  

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

tells us how the native speakers use language whether they use it correctly or incorrectly. To put it in the 

black and white words of Anshen (1981) prescriptive is what language ought to be and descriptive is 

what language is.  Descriptive approach takes precedence over prescriptive in the study of language.   

3
 Universal Grammar (UG) is the system of rules, conditions and principles that are elements and 

properties of all human languages, not merely by accident but by biological necessity. UG, according to 

Chomsky, will be invariant among humans and every human language will be in consonance with UG. 

(see Chomsky(1975) Reflections on Language, p. 29). 
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1.3   Theoretical Framework  

The study takes Bolinger‘s (1977) ―Meaning and Form‖ model as a semantic and pragmatic filler in 

Chomskyan syntactic modules. Bolinger (1981) contends that the study of language cannot sideline the 

importance of non-linguistic contexts. In other words, the question of appropriateness to external facts is 

as relevant as the question of appropriateness to the occasion of speaking. Labov‘s (1972) assertion that 

no two expressions can convey the same meaning is the paraphrase of Bolinger‘s ―Meaning and Form‖ 

model.  The model theorized in the form of Meaning and Form (1977) stipulates that there is no 

difference in form without some difference in meaning and that certain forms can be predicted from 

certain aspects of syntax and not the reverse. It is , as Alto
4
(1977) summarizes , a reaffirmation of old 

principle that ― the natural condition of a language is to preserve one form for one meaning, and one 

meaning for one form ―(preface x). The model implies that a word that survives in language will make a 

semantic contribution. The same holds for a construction which might be on surface-level polarity from 

another construction. A single idea cannot find adequate expression in two different forms and if the 

ways of saying in connection to syntactic arrangements are different, we cannot expect the same 

meaning. This is as self-evident as the fact that walking in rain makes the person wet. And as Bolinger 

(1977) asserts that no one can stay dry in rain unless a person with unique sophistication, so it‘s not easy 

that a speaker may evade the influence of ―Meaning and Form‖ theory
5
.  

                                                           
4
 Quoted in Bolinger (1977) Meaning and Form, preface p. x.  

5
 Nigel Fabb (2018) considers the claim--No two grammatical structures can convey the same meaning_ 

a ―tricky claim depending on what meaning is-i.e., they might have the same logical forms but different 

implicatures or other pragmatically derived meanings (e- mail dated 23 Oct 2018).  
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The study attempts to show that traditional approach towards certain grammatical constructions assume 

different dimensions in Chomskyan and Bolinger‘s models. The value of a theory, says Smith (2004) is 

measured in terms of its explanatory success.  

The current study underpins the plausibility of applying Meaning and Form as a theoretical tool for 

accurate understanding of grammatical constructions. However, it will be misleading to come up with 

any absolute claim about the findings of this study. Linguistics, as Radford, Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen 

and Spenser (2009) remark, is an ever growing and developing discipline. The future research in this 

area may enrich and deepen the findings of this study, but what has been presented here should be 

regarded as something inevitable and a valuable addition to the corpus of linguistics. The researcher is 

accurately aware of the potential difficulties that the scheme of the study may posit. But any quest that is 

intended to provide accurate explanation is thousand time worth of consideration than a mere 

reformulation of the problem or by stating that structure-meaning dichotomy is treading an unwanted 

terrain.   

1.4   E-Linguistics and I-Linguistics  

Chomsky‘s (1986) landmark distinction between Externalized E-language and Internalized I-language 

proved pivotal in the comprehension of his mentalist approach. E-linguistics is concerned with the 

collection of data and the possible description of properties of language on the basis of the data 

collected. It has nothing to do with the workings of the mind. I-linguistics treats language as a mental 

phenomenon. It is concerned with the knowledge of language that the speaker possess and the source 

from which this knowledge originates. Chomskyan linguistics-- in the form of generative grammar-- 

witnessed a shift from E-linguistics to I-linguistics. It was a shift from the study of language regarded as 

an externalized object to the study of the system of knowledge of language attained and represented in 
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the internal mind of the speaker. For him individuals should take precedence over communities as the 

latter relies on the former. And this shift, according to him, denotes a movement toward true knowledge 

of language. Chomsky‘s theories deal with the mind rather than with the environment. He (1986) says, 

―linguistics is the study of I-languages‖ (p.27). He (1965) further observes that ―every speaker of a 

language has mastered and internalized a generative grammar that expresses his knowledge of his 

language‖ (p. 8). The rules of English are structure dependent. Speakers use rules according to structures 

though they may not be consciously aware about them. But every speaker of a language has tacit 

knowledge of the rules and principles of his language. This tacit knowledge that a speaker possesses is at 

the center of Chomskyan linguistics. For example, the yes/no interrogative of (10) is formed by fronting 

―is‖ as in (11): 

10.  ―The man is tall‖:  

11. ―Is the man tall?‖ 

 This pattern, however, cannot be observed in case of (12): 

12. ―The man who is tall is in the room.‖ (Chomsky, 1975, p. 31) 

The interrogative of it cannot be formed along the same pattern. Hence (13) is an unacceptable structure. 

13. *―Is the man who tall is in the room.‖  

The correct structure is formed when preposing of ―is‖ of the main clause happens as in (14):  

14. ―Is the man who is tall in the room?‖  

Chomsky is deeply repugnant to E-approach on account of its giving much importance to paralinguistic 

factors and the social relationship that exists between the speaker and the listener. It focuses on the 

social behavior of the user and ignores his inner psychological world.  
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Chomsky‘s dismissive attitude towards E-approach creates a competitive environment in linguistic 

universe. The hallmark of his theories is the linguistic description of various syntactic structures. He, as 

Smith (2004) contends, has paid less attention to pragmatic considerations in his syntactic modules and 

has assigned a tangential role to it .Moreover, the semantic description of the syntactic structures has not 

been systematically analyzed. Bolinger, on the other hand, is more concerned with the actual use of 

language rather than with the abstract principles underlying in the mind of the speaker.  

The current study attempts to provide these missing gaps of semantic and pragmatic considerations in 

his modules; it looks at the combined effects of abstract principles and pragmatic principles.  

The study of syntax, no doubt, has made a significant contribution into the understanding of 

grammatical constructions. But syntactic analysis is just one linguistic dimension of a structure. These 

structures find concrete manifestations in the contextual use of the speakers. Sentences become 

utterances when they are employed in discourse contexts.  And language is as much about the concrete 

pragmatic utterances as it is about abstract syntactic sentences. Therefore, any study that is devoid of 

pragmatic considerations will not underpin the true picture of linguistic analysis.  

Chomsky (1957&1975) himself has suggested this deep-seated interplay between syntax and semantics 

and argues that it will be a valuable discovery if the functional consideration of a structure is brought to 

the limelight. The adequacy of a syntactic structure is judged on the basis of its ability to explain a 

semantic description. In other words, it is safe to contend that a syntactic module is a framework used 

for illustrating and supporting the semantic peculiarities of language. Other linguists have also pointed 

to the complementary role of the two areas. Chafe (1964) considers syntax and semantics as integral to 

each other.  Montague (1970) goes a step further and prioritizes semantics over syntax when he observes 

succinctly: ―I fail to see any great interest in syntax except as a preliminary to semantics‖ (p. 223). He 
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further asserts that what matters is the meaning conveyed by language. Syntax, therefore, should be 

ascribed a secondary status. Saeed (2003) observes that linguistic analysis is incomplete without 

semantics. Palmer (1988) contends that it is impossible to undertake any linguistic analysis without 

considering their formal and semantic descriptions.  

This close correspondence between the formal and semantic features of language also points to the fact 

that the syntactic structure should be analyzed in actual linguistic situation and an attempt should be 

made to describe its pragmatic significance. This study, therefore, takes into consideration the combined 

effect of both syntactic and pragmatic principles for understanding the complexity of communication 

system called language. Language is a social and material reality and could hardly be understood 

without the social and the material context.  

The explanation for grammatical patterns cannot be given in abstract syntactic principles only but also in 

terms of a speaker‘s intended meaning in particular contexts, contends Saeed (2003).  As an illustration, 

one can refer to a trainee who when reaches to a corner asks his instructor ―left?‖ and the instructor 

replies ―right.‖ Context will determine whether ―right‖ means ―the right direction‖ or ―that‘s correct.‖ 

Sentence (15) will be taken to mean that he smokes excessively.   

15. ―John is a chimney.‖  

This is something, contends Bolinger (1980) that depends on the pragmatic consideration. Deontic 

―must‖ implies that the speaker is in some position of authority and is capable of laying obligation on 

the listener. It is, therefore, not appropriate in situations when the speaker does not enjoy authority over 

the speaker and cannot expect compliance. But in a sentence like (16) it denotes a benefactive use, not 

deontic. 

16. ―You must have some of this cake.‖ 
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 Lakoff (1972 b) says that ―must‖ in this case carries the idea of compliance in a different sense. The 

structure is construed to be used in a situation in which a hostess offers a cake to her guest. This is the 

linguistic means of showing generosity to her guest what generally can also be achieved non-

linguistically by offering large helpings or by keeping the guests plates full. The deontic ―must‖ in such 

situations assumes more politeness than ―should‖ and ―may.‖ Interrogative structures in certain contexts 

carry the implication that the person addressed is expected to act: 

17. ―May/can I have a glass of water?‖ 

18. ―May I finish please?‖  

In (17), the addressee is not just supposed to say ―yes‖ but to provide a glass of water as well. Sentence 

(18) is intended to stop interruption on the part of the person addressed and to enable the speaker to say 

what he wants to say. In much the same way, Fraser (1973) says that the sentence ―Can you pass me the 

salt?‖ has two different underlying deep structures, one interrogative and the other imperative. Context 

will determine the intended meaning of the sentence.  

1.5      Significance of the Study  

The current study is an endeavor to come up with a logical though no absolute description of different 

syntactic structures and their possible pragmatic and discourse significance. Solutions to some of the 

problems raised in the study will be ad hoc in the sense that they will not provide a conclusive and any 

final explanations to the data concerned. The approach that this study will adopt, however, will raise 

some important questions and will bring to light the importance of these issues. The study does not 

claim to be original in the sense that it will add new structures to language. It will rather be a re-

evaluation of the existing constructions. Chomsky (1995f) contends: ―You have a responsibility to 

explain why what you are doing is worth doing‖ (p. 34).‖ Furthermore, a linguistic theory should aim at 

seeking explanation rather than mere providing description. The valuable addition that the employment 
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of Bolinger‘s model to Chomskyan syntactic modules will bring out is that it will deepen the pragmatic 

and discourse significance of numerous constructions and will provide a semantic and pragmatic 

description of these unanalyzed structures.  

1.6    Rationale for the Study  

It is a simplistic aphorism to take grammatical constructions merely as linguistic constructs without 

considering their pragmatic and discourse significance. Language is used in a wide range of 

communicative contexts. The significance of context is crucial in unraveling certain important aspects of 

language. Pragmatic consideration does play a major role in the acceptance or unacceptance of a 

sentence. Consider sentences (19) and (20).  

19. ―The dog chewed the slippers.‖ 

20. *―The slippers chewed the dog. ‖ (Cook & Newson, 2007,  p. 80)  

The unacceptability of sentence (20) is due to the truth condition that it conveys. Our knowledge of the 

world shows that ―slippers‖ are not capable of chewing the dog. Syntactically, the sentence is well-

formed for it has ―the slippers‖ as a subject, ―chew‖ a predicate and ―the dog‖ as an object. Though 

grammar does not contain any knowledge about the beliefs of the people, the use of language relies on 

non-linguistic contexts as well. Or, to quote Bolinger (1981), a sentence must not be just a linguistic 

construct, it must be psychologically real. Lakoff (1972) also echoes the same note when she says that a 

pragmatic component is as much a part of the grammar as any other part can be. She further says, 

―Pragmatics interacts with syntax and semantics and cannot be considered apart (p. 41).‖ The 

applicability of syntactic rules includes pragmatic considerations like the effect that speaker wants his 

utterance to have on the addressee. And a sentence can be pragmatically ill-formed just as we say that it 

can syntactically be ill-formed.  
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The adaptation of linguistic structures within pragmatic framework will not be without due warrants and 

a significant and substantial theoretical support will be sought for this purpose whenever needed. The 

study will primarily depend on the semantic model of Bolinger‗s ―Meaning and Form‖ in order to 

describe the semantic and pragmatic implications of Chomskyan modules and other constructions. The 

study, however, will also seek the theoretical support of other linguists for this purpose. Likewise, 

grammatical constructions that do not find any explicit mention in Chomskyan modules have also been 

studied within the same model
6
. This part of the study should not be considered a deviation for the title 

of the study justifies any such incursion.  

Chomsky‘s (1965, p. 86) ―selectional rules‖ and lexical entries for the lexical items also help in this 

case.
7
 

                                                           
6
 Topics like ―Rightshifting and Leftshifting, Imperative Structures, Indefinite Pronouns‖ in Chapter 4 

and ―Tag questions‖ in Chapter 5 find no systematic description in Chomskyan modules. These topics 

have been discussed by other generative linguists.   

7
 According to Chomsky (1965, p. 83).  lexical entries should also be mentioned with lexical items in the 

tree diagrams as  

N = Common+_Count +_ Animate +_ Human+_ Abstract +_ 

Sincerity: N + Count --Abstract + human _ 

 This will determine the grammaticality of sentences. Similarly, in case of verbs: V: Transitive +_ 

Progressive +_ etc.  

Failure to observe selectional rules will lead to the generation of such ungrammatical structures as (23): 

           23. ―Colourless green ideas sleep furiously.‖ (p. 149) 
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To sum up, we can say that the acceptance of a sentence depends on the semantic properties of its 

component words and the syntactic features of the words. The dislocation of a syntactic component may 

result in different semantic consideration as in (21).  

21. ―John broke his arm,‖  

In (21), ―John‖ is an agent if the sentence means (22) but is not if it means (23): 

22. ―John broke Harry‘s arm.‖  

23. ―John‘s arm broke.‖  

Also consider the following examples:  

24. ―Mary showed her baby the pictures.‖  

25. ―Mary showed her the baby pictures.‖  

In (24), the DP ―her baby‖ is the complement of VP ―showed.‖  Thematically, this DP is the recipient of 

the theme ―the pictures.‖ In (25), the pronominal D ―her‖ functions as the complement of the VP ― 

showed‖ and serves as the recipient of the theme complement ― the baby pictures.‖ The difference in the 

position of definite determiner ―the‖ changes the syntactic position of DPs and brings about changes in 

the semantic interpretation of the sentence. The sentence, however, can posit a formidable challenge 

once it is written without definite determiner ―the.‖  

26. ―Mary showed her baby pictures.‖ 

The question is whether the DP ―her‖ is the recipient or the DP ―her baby‖ in (26)? That is, whether 

―her‖ is the complement of the verb ―show‖ or a possessive modifier of the NP ―baby pictures.‖ 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

So we can conclude that features such as [human], [abstract], [animate] play a major role in ―the 

functioning of syntactic component (p. 151).   
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This ambiguity can be dispensed with by observing them in appropriate context. The same holds for 

(27): 

27. ―John convinced her mother hated him.‖ (Smith, 2004, p. 116) 

 Syntactically, the predicate ―convince‖ will assign accusative case to its complement in (27). If ―her 

mother‖ is construed as the complement of the verb ―convince‖ there emerges another problem: the 

predicate ―hate‖ must assign a theta role to its subject but there is no subject to assign it. As a result, 

―her mother‖ should be taken two constituents in order to fulfill the basic theta criteria.  

For Bolinger (1980, p. 26) any slight difference in form may lead to difference in meaning. His model of 

―Meaning and Form‖ can also be extended to words and phrases. He (1981) categorically asserts that 

English offers a wide range of choices regarding different modes of expressions. But one mode cannot 

be a substitute of another. The expressions ―half a dozen‖ and ―a half dozen‖ might mean the same, yet 

they are context-bound. Only the first is usual in ―approximate sense‖ as in (28) but not in (29):  

28. ―I have already told you half a dozen times.‖ 

29.  *―I have already told you a half dozen times.‖  

The placement of modifiers within a phrase can also lead to difference in meaning. When modifiers are 

attached to a noun without commas, the one closest to the noun is considered inner modifier. So 

―modern popular music‖ means ―the popular music that is modern but ―popular modern music‖ means 

―modern music that is popular‖ (p. 29). ―Good‖ and ―well‖ are generally assumed to carry the same 

meaning but (30) suggests more appreciation than (31). 

30. ―John treats me good.‖ 

31. ―John treats me well.‖  
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The verbs ―believe‖ and ―believe in‖ are not synonymous. ―Believe in‖ presupposes a prior suspension 

of doubt: 

32. ―I believe the story.‖ 

33. ―I believe in life after death.‖  

English also lost certain sounds that were not vigorous. The sound that saw the loss is the sound ―h‖ in 

certain ―Wh‖-words like ―where, which etc.‖ including the pronoun ―it‖ which initially was ―hit.‖ (1980, 

p. 40). The status pronouns ―thou‖ and ―thy‖ were also gradually replaced with a neutral form ―you.‖(p. 

72). In much the same way, the following two examples illustrate the contextual significance of the 

word ―awful.‖ 

34. ―He is an awful fool.‖ 

35. ―He is an awful teacher.‖ 

(34) shows the degree of ―fool‖ and can be taken to mean ―big fool.‖ (35) is descriptive and shows the 

quality of teaching. These examples lend support to Bolinger‘s (1980) view that adjectives are loaded 

words that carry within them potential biases. In (36), we visualize John as a person who probably has 

some quality of unwelcomeness about him. Yet it says nothing about the host. 

36.  ―John is an unwelcome guest.‖  

―An incorrigible criminal‖ easily disposes off the criminal by simply labelling him as someone who 

cannot be reformed. Take ―childish, mannish‖ and ―manly.‖ To call an adult childish is disparaging but 

to call a boy mannish is merely inappropriate while ―manly‖ is considered a compliment. Language 

therefore as much reveals as it hides, and structures are loaded with meanings. The task of a linguistic 

theory is to unravel the loaded structures and to describe their contextual significance.  
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The meanings of words assume different dimensions in contextual and non-contextual situations. There 

are innumerable marked structures and Bolinger (1981 p. 235) acknowledges that it is not possible to 

enumerate all those forces of changes that actuated these variant forms. The study, therefore, will limit 

itself to some notably conspicuous and typical forms. Moreover, the researcher‘s interest is not limited 

to the syntactic peculiarities of Chomskyan modules and other grammatical constructions. It is their 

pragmatic and semantic implications that have been the focus of this study. 

1.7  Data Collection  

As the focus of the study is the complementary role of syntax and pragmatics, representative sentences 

have been selected and have been validated with substantive arguments.  The view of grammatical 

constructions as syntactic constructs notwithstanding, the pragmatic and discourse significance of them 

will create a cogent impression if prescriptivism and conventionalism are eschewed in the analysis. 

Research in linguistics, contends Chomsky (2006), is not hampered by the lack of data or corpora, but 

the accurate analysis and the linguistic explanation of the data usually does it. Moreover, the selection of 

data should be done on the basis of compatibility of the data to the theoretical framework. 

 The researcher has chosen the data for this study keeping in view this compatibility and has tried to 

analyze their semantic and discourse significance within the theoretical model of ―Meaning and Form.‖ 

The researcher has taken selected syntactic modules for analysis due to time and space limitations. 

Another cogent reason for the selection of data is their linguistic importance to non-native speakers 

especially the students of English in Pakistan. This analysis will definitely broaden the linguistic 

description of these structures.   
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In most cases, a comprehensive explanation has been provided to the problems but, in some cases, the 

solution of the problem seems little more than a redescription of it. No support accrues therefrom for the 

distinction.  

A linguist like Teeter (1973) might argue that ―people not only know their language, they know how to 

use it.‖ (p. 95). Chomsky 
8
(1965, 2006), however, believes that the knowledge that the native speakers 

have about their language may not necessarily be accurate. The assumption that speakers possess 

abstract schematic rules and sentences are generated by these abstract rules, therefore their sentences are 

always accurate hardly carries much weight. It is also absurd to suppose that speakers are aware of their 

knowledge of rules to the point of stating them. Knowledge of language, therefore, should not be 

confused with the use of language.  And to use Quine‘s analogy
9
, speakers conform to rules as the 

falling objects obey the law of gravity. The actual challenge before the researcher is to make speakers 

aware about linguistic structures so that they may cognize the rules and principles of language. The main 

objective of linguistic analysis is to improve knowledge of language. Language understanding, contends 

Smith (2004), is normally so effortless that the complexity of the system we manipulate is often 

forgotten.   

1.8      Scheme of the Study  

 

The study has been organized in the following way. Chapter 1 begins with the introduction of language 

and a comprehensive though not conclusive account of language. This chapter involves the discussion of 

different linguists on studying language.  This opening chapter is followed by Literature Review 

(chapter 2). Chapter 2 sketches background theories and assumptions about syntax, semantics and 

                                                           
8
 See, Language and Mind(2006),  p. 166; Aspects of the theory of syntax (1965),  p. 8) 

9
 Cited by Chomsky (1975) Reflections on Language p. 179. 
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pragmatics. Some of the theories are pro-Chomskyan while others are anti-Chomskyan. Among them 

are the theorists who support the semantic frameworks of Dwight Bolinger.  

The chapter makes a mention of a number of examples that signify the urgency of ascribing pragmatic 

dimension to the syntactic modules of Chomsky. It does not contain much that is new but aims to 

summarize and clarify certain concepts and approaches that are important. Some of them have been 

touched briefly and some have been described in detail but none exhaustively. Chapter 3, 4 and 5 are the 

hearts of the study. These chapters demonstrate different syntactic modules of Chomsky and other 

grammatical constructions and the pragmatic gaps in these structures. The purpose of the description is 

to give the prospective readers proper understanding of these modules and to make them aware about the 

semantic and pragmatic gaps that exist in them. These modules serve as bedrock on which the 

theoretical framework of Dwight Bolinger has been erected.  

The selection of this model as a pragmatic filler is due to some substantial reasons. Chomskyan modules 

never fall short in describing the syntactic patterns of grammatical constructions but the semantic and 

the corresponding pragmatic significance of these constructions have not been systematically analyzed. 

It will rather be more accurate to state that these two dimensions have been thoroughly ignored. 

Bolinger‘s model essentially focuses on semantic and pragmatic aspects of grammatical forms and it can 

expediently be applied as the missing gap in the modules. The selection of this model is also due to the 

fact that Bolinger like Paul Postal was among those who opposed and criticized the linguistic theories of 

Noam Chomsky
10

.  

                                                           
10 The conventional rivalry between MIT and Harvard University can be seen in these two theorists. 

Chomsky remained the professor of English at MIT from 1955 to 2016. Bolinger was a professor of 

Romance Languages and Literatures at Harvard University from 1963 to 1992.  
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It, of course, is a very daunting task to sum up Chomsky‘s views in limited space of three chapters. The 

study, therefore, discusses a distilled account of his theories and encourages a systematic account of 

those modules that are compatible with the scheme of study.  Chapter 6 sums up the entire discussion 

into a comprehensive whole and an attempt has been made to provide a cogent account of the findings 

and the conclusion of the study.  

1.9       Motivation for Research 

 

Chomsky‗s comments,
11

 ―Interested to learn about your work.  A very sensible and promising project, I 

believe,‖ about the current study provided immense facilitation and stimulus to the researcher. The 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         
 
11

 E –mail dated 25 Jan 2018.  
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researcher‘s first meeting with Noam Chomsky in July 2016 proved pivotal in developing his interest in 

Chomskyan linguistics. The study aims at bringing into focus the linguistic contributions of Noam 

Chomsky and Dwight Bolinger besides other linguists who have been quoted in the text of the study for 

evaluating a specific syntactic structure.  
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CHAPTER   TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter provides a comprehensive though not conclusive account of different linguistic theories in 

the fields of syntax, semantics and pragmatics. The purpose of documenting these views is to provide a 

theoretical justification for the study of language as a conglomerated approach. This will also help in 

elaborating the originality of the current study. There is substantial literature dealing with syntactic, 

semantic and pragmatic significance of language. The relevant literature in this area is too copious to 

document in detail. Therefore, mention will be made of a few seminal works that will help in elaborating 

Chomskyan theories and their potential ramifications in the fields of syntax and semantics. Special 

mention has been made of those linguists who support semantic and pragmatic configurations in the 

study of language.  Since 60‘s and 70‘s witnessed a linguistic revolution, most of the literature therefore 

belong to this era.  

Austin‘s (1962) ―Speech Act theory‖ focuses on the semantic aspect of sentences and stipulates that 

every utterance carries within it the idea of implicit performance which can be a statement or a question 

or a command. If a person wearing a watch is asked (1) it would be perverse to reply ―yes‖ and then no 

action is taken on the grounds that he was asked only about his ability to tell time. 

1. ―Can you tell me time?‖ 

 Similarly, sentence (2) is not merely a permission but a request for taking the action of passing the salt. 

2. ―May I have the salt?‖  

This shows that one form can be used for conveying different meanings. So declaratives are not always 

used to make statements. They can be used to ask questions or requests.  
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Katz and Postal (1964) in their monograph An Integrated Theory of Linguistic Description attempt to 

integrate the generative concept of Noam Chomsky with the semantic description of Katz and Fodor. 

This integrated theory of language will answer some significant questions about the nature of language:  

―What are the syntactic structures that are semantically interpreted in describing the meaning of a 

sentence? Do transformations contribute anything to the meaning of sentences? What changes in the 

form of a syntactic description must be made to accord with this integration of syntactic and semantic 

descriptions?‖ (P. x Preface) 

The theory of linguistic description claims that there are underlying Phrase-markers (P-markers) for 

every linguistic structure. Some of the transformations that we observe in the forms of questions, 

negations, deletion, addition passives or imperatives are derived through the operation of transformation 

from their underlying P-markers. So the view that a passive is derived from an active does not hold any 

semantic ground. Moreover, dummy elements like ―Do‖ are not represented in P-markers though they 

are present in the underlying P-markers. Transformation does not bring about any semantic variation. It 

results in the formation of distinct syntactic structures.  

Jan Svartvik‘s (1966) On Voice in the English Verb is based on his PhD dissertation carried out under 

the auspices of director, Professor Randolph Quirk at University College London. This monograph is not 

intended as a theoretical contribution but a discussion on passives in the contemporary English. A multi-

pronged approach must be adopted if we want to resolve some deeper questions about the structure of 

language. His study is a corpus-based study. His aim is to analyze corpus passives in the light of rules 

and to observe any possible correspondence between the two. A total of 28 texts taken from the files of 

Survey of English Usage have been analyzed.  
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Svartvik considers the auxiliary morpheme ―be‖ or any verb ―commutable‖ with ―be‖ like ―get‖ and the 

participle form of base verb as pre-requisites for passive structures. Hence sentences (3) and (4) are 

passives for they have participle verbs. 

                    3. ―The village appeared deserted.‖  

                    4. ―He felt thoroughly disappointed.‖  

―Get‖ passives are vulgar and the form with very restricted uses. Grammarians may not agree on the 

definite boundaries of passive and active but they agree on the point that passive is the derived form of 

active, not vice versa. Actives are the unmarked forms that are preferably used in most of the linguistic 

situations. Passives in this regard are marked structures used in scientific writings and some other 

special contexts. Transformation restrictions must be borne in mind while attempting to derive a passive 

transform from an active structure.  

Wallace .L. Chafe‘s Meaning and the Structure of Language (1970) handles the theory of language that 

account for the link between sound and meaning. For him suggesting the ways of attacking the problems 

rather than providing exhaustive solutions is also a viable linguistic theory.  

In the beginning, Chafe came under the influence of Structuralism unless Chomsky‘ Synatcic Structures 

shook its foundations. Generative Transformational Grammar or Syntacticism as Chafe calls it has 

replaced Structuralism as modern linguistic trend. Structuralist models of the 60s have failed to provide 

a satisfactory account of language but the alternatives are also not viable and the present study, it is 

hoped, will provide a map road for sketching some means that will help in the accurate investigation of 

structure of language.   

It was especially Chomsky‘s model of surface and deep structure that he found overwhelmingly striking 

and that made him free by abandoning Bloom‘s structuralist model about language. Nowhere is there a 
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more conclusive account of surface and deep structure than one can find in Chafe‘s Meaning and the 

Structure of Language. The book, however, characteristically discusses this module from semantic 

perspective. Semantics, according to Chafe, is the least understood area of language, and a thorough 

investigation of semantic features of surface structures which he calls as post-semantic process will 

make the study of language very meaningful.   

  The sentence (5), for instance, originates in different deep structures though it has the same surface 

structure. 

                         5. ―Flying planes can be dangerous.‖  

Chafe says that it‘s a linguistic simplification to argue that different surface structures may have 

identical deep structure. They may rather have similar deep structure. 

The two characteristic generic patterns (6) and (7), for instance, are not identical. 

                          6. ―The elephant likes peanuts.‖   

                          7. ―An elephant likes peanuts.‖  

The reader recognizes that the surface structure of the first sentence is ambiguous. The noun ―elephant‖ 

may be definite or generic. It may refer to one specific elephant or to the entire class of elephants. In (7), 

the class of elephants is regarded as an undifferentiated whole, not as separate individuals.  

For Chafe the semantic choice resides in the verb which determines the noun as generic or non-generic. 

To posit the opposite is semantic oddity. A verb determines the genericness of accompanying nouns, not 

just a noun. So in (8), not only is ―elephants‖ generic but also ―peanuts.‖ 

                       8. ―Elephants like peanuts.‖ 
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It can be said that the choice is made within the verb and that it radiates from there to other 

accompanying nouns.  

A verb is the syntactic and semantic controller of the sentence.  In (9), ―laugh‖ must take a noun that is 

animate, human and agentive.   

                        9. ―The man laughed,‖  

So the verb dictates the presence and the character of the noun and not vice versa. Sentence (10) is an 

impossibility unless it refers to some specific type of activity performed by it. 

                       10. *―The chair laughed.‖ 

So verb is central and the accompanying nouns are peripheral. In fact, there is no need of symbol ―S‖ for 

sentence configuration, a verb and the accompanying nouns are what a sentence is.  

Surface structure designates the syntactic elements of a sentence such as subject, object or the object of 

preposition while semantic structure specifies the semantic elements such as agent, patient, beneficiary 

and so forth. In (11), the noun is patient. 

                         11. ―The elephant is dead.‖  

This happens because the sentence has a stative verb. Process verbs in which the noun undergoes a 

change of state also take patients as in (12): 

                          12. ―The elephant died.‖   

 But in (13), the action verb ―run‖ takes agent. 

                           13. ―Robert ran.‖  
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Certain verbs take both as illustrated in (14): 

                   14.  ―John broke the window.‖  

The window is patient while John is agent. This means that the verb ―break‖ is both process and action 

verb. The noun ―the window‖ undergoes change of condition and ―John‖ is the doer of the action. The 

verb in (15) is ambient. 

                   15. ―It‘s raining.‖  

It contains no noun which has any semantic significance. In some cases, the verb is pronominalized or 

proverbalized as ―She did it‖ for ―She sang.‖  

Syntax and semantics are complementary disciplines. One cannot exist without the other. Sentence (16) 

is deviant while (17) is not: 

                 16.  *―I frightened the table.‖  

                 17. ―I frightened the dog.‖ 

 The deviance of the sentence is due to semantic considerations. Syntactically, the sentence is normal for 

the VP ―frighten‖ can take NP as a complement. The idiosyncratic constraints on words make certain 

syntactic patterns unacceptable. The same holds for (18) which is again deviant. 

                 18. *―My cat is barking.‖  

If a noun occurs as an agent, it must have internal motivating force. Such nouns are specified as potent. 

Some nouns are not animate but they can occur as agents as in (19) and (20): 

               19. ―The heat melted the butter.‖  
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                20. ―The wind opened the door.‖ 

The concept ―animate‖ is not broad enough to account for all nouns that occur as agents, the concept 

―potent‖ therefore should be introduced for this purpose. The native speakers reject such syntactic units 

because of their knowledge about the world. This means that pragmatics is also a key to our 

understanding of language.  

The use of language also entails the conceptual framework of information structure. This can be 

observed in the surface structure where the subject communicates old information while the predicate 

suggests new information. The phenomenon of topicalization must be studied as the transmission of new 

information to the hearer. Passivization is a process carried out when the unmarked distribution of agent 

and patient gets reversed. In a passive string, the agent assumes the marker of new information while the 

patient receives low pitch because of its old information status. Languages differ with reference to 

information structure, but intonation and word order are the two potential determinants for defining and 

elaborating this phenomenon.  

He also draws extensively on the semantic similarities and differences between English and Onandage 

language. At the end of the book, Chafe asserts that if he has added any weight to the assertion that 

linguistics will stagnate unless it systematically investigates the unexplored territory of semantics, he has 

accomplished his principal aim.  

In introduction to ―Language and Context (1972),‖ Sally McConnell-Ginet says that Lakoff was 

certainly the first linguist who suggested the analysis of modals in extra-linguistic contexts.  Her 

emphasis on cross-linguistic comparisons and search for general explanatory principles are much in 

keeping with the tenets of generative grammar, the framework within which she started her linguistic 

career. This paper was written in the background of ongoing debate between syntax and semantics 
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interface. The paper, therefore, addresses the dependence of interpretation on context. It proved an 

important spur to subsequent work on the contextual understanding of natural language utterances and 

their social effects. It will not be jumping at the conclusion to state that Lakoff‗s research heralded the 

field of linguistic pragmatics and her voice was one of the most forceful to address topics in this area. 

Contextual considerations are integral to grammatical rules and the oddity of a grammatical rule may be 

due to the inapplicability of the rule in a context. The grammatical appropriateness of an utterance is, 

therefore, auxiliary to its contextual efficacy.  

Lakoff contends that the use of language is not devoid of social considerations like social status, age, sex 

and other aspects of social identities. English might appear socially neutral but it has tacit knowledge of 

the sociolinguistic implications that discriminate among alternative ways of conveying the same 

message. She forges a strong link between patriarchal privilege and female subordination and observes 

that gender is sociolinguistically important in English and proper attention should be paid to the nitty-

gritty detail of socio- linguistic devices. 

Robin Tolmach Lakoff (1972) in ―Language in Context‖ takes a different approach to grammatical rules 

in language. For her, the applicability of rules depend ―on the social context of an utterance and the 

nature of implicit assumptions made by participants in a discourse‖ (p. 7). The attempt of traditional 

transformational grammar to define conditions on the applicability of rules on superficial syntactic 

environment, therefore, does not carry much weight. The dismissive attitude of mainstream linguists to 

the use of particles in certain languages like German and Japanese does not make these words 

meaningless. The use of them in wrong situations can lead to social ostracism. The identification of 

situations is must for the accurate use and teaching of language so that the language learned may be 

reminiscent of a native speaker rather than a robot.  
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The use of honorifics presuppose the superiority or inferiority of the speaker or the listener in some 

situations. In much the same way, English modals can also be honorific in certain contexts. Lakoff gives 

example (21) which will be considered more polite than their equivalents (22) and (23) in a situation 

where the speaker has baked the cake himself or selected himself. 

                      21. ―You must have some of this cake.‖  

                      22. ―You should have some of this cake.‖  

                      23.  ―You may have some of this cake.‖  

By ordinary standard, ―must‖ imposes unavoidable obligations. So how come the imposition of 

something will be assumed polite. It is like a hostess addresses a guest and the guest then disambiguates 

the sentence for himself in the given social situation. Extra-linguistic feature like the relationship of 

individuals to one another has huge impact on the use of language. There may be a universal definition 

of linguistic politeness, but it is important to know when it is polite to be polite. Sentence (24) if uttered 

by an army captain to a private will be considered sarcastic.  

                     24. ―Please come here.‖  

The use of tag questions also offers interesting perspectives. The main distinction that can be made 

between a statement and a tag question is that the latter asks less of the hearer. It suggests that the 

speaker, rather than demanding agreement or acquiescence from the hearer, merely confirms the belief 

that he himself firmly believes in. The use of tag question will, however, make the statement probable in 

meaning exactly the way the addition of verbs like ―guess, believe, think,‖ and ―suppose‖ can reduce the 

certainty of the statement. So the following two sentences are closely synonymous in their uses: 

                       25. ―I guess this is your book.‖  



32 
 

                       26. ―This is your book, isn‘t it?‖ 

 Sentence (27), on the other hand, expresses certainty on the part of the speaker 

                       27. ―This is your book.‖  

Lakoff explains the context of the sentence (26) and says that this sentence happens in situations when 

the speaker has borrowed the book from the addressee who in turn has borrowed it from somebody else. 

So when the third person accosts the speaker, demanding the book back, the speaker may come up with 

this expression in order to verify the authenticity of the third person‘s claim.  

Lakoff discusses the complexities of modal verbs which can be dubitative or ―certaintive.‖ One 

phenomenon is ―will-deletion.‖ The absence of ―will‖ in future events shows that the event is sure to 

occur or the speaker has control over it. The first of the following sentence (28) can come from the 

executioner who controls John‘s destiny at the time of execution. The second (29) is uttered by his 

doctor who is fairly sure about John‘s death but cannot be deadly sure.  

                    28. ―John dies at dawn.‖ 

                    29. ―John will die at dawn.‖  

Robin Tolmach Lakoff (1973) in ―The Logic of politeness; or, Minding your P‘s and Q‘s‖ recognizes 

context -- linguistic and non-linguistic--as important determinant of acceptability of certain sentences. 

Sentences carry pragmatic presuppositions. So the acceptability of 30 (a) depends on 30(b): 

30 (a). ―John has lived in London.‖ 

                     30 (b). ―John is still alive.‖ 

Her contention is that proper consideration should be paid to the pragmatic content of a speech act as it 

is paid to the syntactic and semantic components of the speech act. There should be pragmatic rules for 
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determining the well-formdness or ill-formedness of sentences just as there are syntactic rules for 

sentences. The applicability of pragmatic rules may be dialectical just as it can be syntactic or semantic.  

She considers the role of pragmatics so important in language that she coined the term ―pragmatic 

competence‖ which works on two basic principles: clarity and politeness. In the process of 

communication, one must be clear so that there is no room for mistaking the intention. Sometimes 

clarity assumes politeness. In case of clash between the two, politeness supersedes. The avoidance of 

offense is considered more important than that of clarity. The rules of politeness include: don‘t impose, 

give options and make ―A‖ good. 

Technical terms serve to avoid mentioning unmentionables depending on the culture. Technical 

terminology seeks to devoid a subject from its emotional content. Hence ―disadvantaged‖ does not 

produce as emotional impact as the term ―poor‖ or ―hard up‖ can produce. Certain particles called 

―hedges‖ may be used to show optionality in the discourse. In the following two examples, the use of 

hedge ―a sort of‖ makes (32) more polite and pleasant as compared to (31): 

                     31. ―John is conservative.‖  

                     32. ―John is a sort of conservative.‖ 

Similarly, the following two sentences show the uncertainty of the speaker but they may also be used to 

sound polite in certain situations.  

                   33. ―I guess it‘s time to leave.‖  

                    34. ―It‘s time to leave, isn‘t it?‖  

Wasow‘s (1972) ―Novelty Condition‖ expresses a fundamental nonstructural property of anaphoric and 

co-reference relations. It states that an anaphorically dependent element cannot have more determinate 
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reference than its antecedent. In its more general form, this principle is applied to any pair of NPs that 

are co-referential. It, for instance, regulates the following cases: 

                  35. ―A captain i walked into the room. The officer i at first said nothing.‖ 

                  36. *―An officer i walked into the room. The captain i at first said nothing.‖ 

In the given examples, the second NP in each case relies on the first NP for its reference. Hence, the first 

NP is the antecedent and the second the dependent. It can be argued that the set of officers may entail 

the set of captains, ―captain‖ is more determinate in reference than ―officer.‖ That is, a captain is a kind 

of officer.  Hence the oddness of (36) and the acceptability of (35) can be explained under the ―Novelty 

Condition.‖ This condition also works in case of ordinary pronominal anaphora. In (37), the more 

determinate ―John‖ can antecede the co-referential ―he.‖ 

                37. ―John thinks he is sick,‖  

Paul M. Postal‘s (1974) On Raising: One Rule of English Grammar and Its Theoretical Implication is a 

strong critique of Chomskyan linguistics. The book explores his disagreement with Chomsky about 

some important syntactic and grammatical structures. He suggests that his analysis of certain structures 

might reverse the accepted conclusions of the arguments. Interestingly, Paul dedicates this book to 

Noam Chomsky for he believes that Chomsky‘s arguments and theories about syntax provided stimulus 

to the study. The chief structure that he discusses extensively is raising. The central contention of the 

book is that raising generates derived objects, a view that Chomsky outrightly rejects. It is in fact the 

promotion of a complement, and is the feature of universal grammar. In (38), ―Bob‖ appears as the 

object of the matrix clause though, in fact, it is the subject of the complement clause. 

                      38. ―Max believed Bob to be intelligent.‖ 
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 This means that the NP ―Bob‖ has been raised from object position to the subject of complement. The 

view that double negatives are disallowed in the same sentence does not make much sense.  For 

example, sentence (39) is an acceptable pattern despite the fact that it contains double negatives. 

                       39. ―Nobody believes that you don‘t have enough money,‖  

 A more tangible proposition would be that the negative pairs must not be clause mate as in (40):                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             

40. ―I didn‘t do nothing.‖ 

The important thing in transformation is maintaining ―truth -functional equivalence‖ which can also be 

observed in pairs (41a) and (41b):   

                    41(a). ―John is superior to Max.‖  

                    41(b). ―Max is inferior to John.‖  

Passive transformation is not carried out in cases whereby the passivized construct differs in truth value 

to its active congener. Thus 41 (a) cannot be passivized as 42 (b) because the relative truth of the 

sentence assumes different semantic configuration. 

                 42 (a). ―John persuaded the nurse to examine the patient.‖  

                  42 (b). *―The patient was persuaded by John to examine the patient.‖ 

 The so-called ―truth-functionally equivalence‖ remains intact in pairs like 43 (a) and (b): 

                  43 (a). ―Jim is likely to call Joan.‖  

                  43 (b). ―Joan is likely to be called by Jim.‖ 
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Michael. K. Brame (1976) takes a number of syntactic and semantic modules for analysis in Conjectures 

and Refutations in Syntax and Semantics. The book delineates some controversial themes in syntax and 

semantics which Brame considers mere conjectures. The critical analysis of these issues within 

Chomskyan syntactic framework provides some fresh perspectives for the study of syntax.   

Brame makes a thorough discussion on the theory of generative semantics. This theory exhibits a return 

to canons of narrow empiricism for it is strictly anti-abstractionist in its approach. It incorporates 

grammar, semantics, situation, intention, mood, beliefs and perceptual factors within its theoretical 

framework. It is plausible to suggest that by adopting various devices, generative semantics has 

immunized itself and has virtually become irrefutable reality. It, however, has become a breeding 

ground for syntactic irregularities as owing to its exception devices, its abolition of deep structure and 

incorporation of semantic predicates and global devices.  

 While discussing generative semantics, he quotes the following sentences: 

44 (a). ―The sauce thickened.‖ 

44 (b). ―The sauce became thick.‖ 

44 (c). ―The sauce got thick.‖ 

44 (d). ―The sauce turned thick.‖ 

44 (e). ―The sauce grew thick.‖ 

A generative semanticist like Lakoff believes that these sentences differ at the superficial surface level, 

but they share the same underlying structures. Brame, however, takes Lakoff‘s views as mere 

conjectures and says that he has not supplemented his claim with ample arguments. The difficulty of not 

making the rules explicit is the perennial attribute of generative semantics. Causatives, according to 

Brame, provides cogent arguments against generative semantics. The following pair may look 
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synonymous on the surface level but they have been derived from different deep structures. Their 

underlying representations, therefore, cannot be identical as McCawley believes it is. 

45 .―Harry killed Bill.‖ 

46 .―Harry caused Bill to die.‖  

Generative semantics targeted Chomsky‘s concept of deep structure that he promulgated in Standard 

theory. They tried their best to annihilate deep structure, but Brame believes that the evidence that they 

provide counters their claim. 

Lakoff further observes that contraction or reduction of auxiliaries do not happen if the following 

element is removed by deletion or movement.   

                  47. ―John‘s taken more from you than Harry has/Harry‘s* from her.‖ 

                 48. ―You‘ll need some and I will/‘ll* too.‖  

                 49. ―I wonder where Ben is/‘s* today.‖ 

This, however, is too strong claim and we have structures like (50) in English.  

                  50. ―Who‘s John?‖  

Brame also criticizes Lakoff‘s understanding of Equi-NP Deletion and his failure to account for 

infinitive structures containing the predicates ―try‖ and ―condescend‖ which must take identical and co-

referential subjects in the matrix as well as in the embedded clauses. Instead of coming up with any 

logical explanation, Lakoff declares them as exceptional cases. This, according to Brame, is ―simply a 

reformulation of the problem and is tantamount to giving up the quest for an explanation (p. 95).‖  

He concludes the book by proposing certain alternative approaches like ―the inverse cycle‖ to standard 

theory of syntax and hopes promising future for the given approaches.  
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F.R. Palmer‘s (1979) Modality and the English Modals deals with the semantic dimension of modality. 

In the preface, he acknowledges that there is no other area that has both importance and complications 

than the system of the modals. This complexity can be observed in the different approaches that scholars 

have taken to analyze this area. But it is to be acknowledged that no convincing conclusion can be 

claimed in this regard.   

He divides modality into three major types: epistemic, deontic and dynamic. Epistemic deals with 

making judgments about the possibility; deontic with obligation and dynamic with necessity.  

Referring to Huddleston‘s hypothesis of NICE, he contends that auxiliaries have four qualities: 

Negation, Inversion, Code and Emphatic affirmation. These qualities can be observed in the following 

examples: 

51. ―I can‘t drive the car.‖ (Negation). 

52. ―Can I drive the car?‖ (Inversion) 

53. ―She can drive the car and so can I.‖ (Code) 

54. ―He can drive the car.‖ (Emphatic affirmation).  

The complexity and ambiguity of modals as main or auxiliary verb is not a serious issue and Palmer 

believes that this complex issue has raised some complex solutions in linguistic circle. This, however, 

has procured one main advantage and that is he was able to write a book on it. 

Charles Ruhl (1989) in On Monosemy: A Study in Linguistic Semantics objects to an uncritical 

acceptance of words meaning. He argues that the lexical meanings of words must account for linguistic 

and extra -linguistic factors. Words have prototypical meanings, not essentially multiple meanings that 

dictionaries recommend. The meanings that words carry show ―our biases, stereotypes, preferences, 

purposes, tyrannies, and hidden agendas.‖ (p.xi) His contention is to show that linguistic meanings of 
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the words have suffered under the impacts of dictionary meaning. Charles Raul acknowledges his 

linguistic debt to Dwight Bolinger who, he believes, taught him the most important thing about 

linguistics: ―a linguist should attend first to the language and to the various many who use it variously‖ ( 

p. xvi, preface). He, therefore, dedicates this book to Dwight Bolinger.  

Referring to anti-Chomaskyan schools of thoughts, Raul notes that the theory of innateness has 

justifiably provoked a great deal of criticism from scholars like Bolinger who believed in the mutability 

of linguistic competence. Chomskyan view is considered a serious blow to human freedom and infinite 

abilities for it, as a matter of fact, has made all humans automatons with perfect uniformity. The 

opposite camp, however, is another pole. It believes in an extreme form of individuation and mutuablity. 

The importance of pragmatic specification must be recognized in syntactic structures. In (55), a number 

of suppositions come to mind. 

55. ―John is walking down the street.‖  

Is John a human or non-human? A child or an adult? Awake or sleepwalking? Is he walking on the 

sidewalk or in the street? And there are negative pre-suppositions that need to be suppressed: Is he an 

arsonist? And so on.   

The structure of phrasal verbs poses certain problems. The identity of particle as a preposition or as an 

adverb has led to disagreement among linguists. When the particle is followed by a nominal object, it is 

a preposition as in (56):  

56. ―John climbed up the ladder.‖  

It becomes an adverb when there is no direct object after the particle: 

57.  ―John climbed up.‖  
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Ruhl refers to some linguists especially Emonds and Jackendoff who believe that the particle in such 

cases is still a preposition calls intransitive preposition, and the structure is elliptical with a deleted 

object as in (58).   

58. . ―John climbed up (the ladder).‖ 

Furthermore, the particle can freely move within the phrasal verb unless it has an unstressed pronoun as 

an object as shown in 60 (b):  

              59 (a). ―I put my hat on.‖  

              59 (b). ―I put on my hat.‖ 

              60 (a).  ―I put it on.‖  

              60 (b). *―I put on it.‖ 

Citing Bolinger (1971), he says that a stressed pronoun can be shifted within the phrasal verb as 

illustrated in (61)  

               61. ―You may give up society without any great pang, but severe are the mortifications and 

pains you have if society gives up YOU.‖  

The book is an invaluable contribution to the study of semantics and helps in understanding the 

theoretical frameworks of Dwight Bolinger. The book, in this sense, has immense significance to the 

present study.  

Ray Jackendoff‗s (1990b) ―Conceptual Structure‖ premises that meaning involves mental 

representations. His approach called ―Mentalist Postulate‖ states that meaning is information structure 

that is mentally encoded by human beings. A sentence consists of different semantic categories like 
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event, state, object, path, place etc. The conceptual structure of (62) can be written as the motion ―go‖ 

which is further composed of the thing moving‖ John‖ and the trajectory or path ―into the house‖. 

                 62. ―John went into the house.‖  

This path may have a destination or place ―the house.‖ So it can said that Jackendoff‘s conceptual 

structure has a syntax of its own.  

While Bybee follows a functionalist approach to grammar, Brian Macwhinney (2001) pins his hopes on 

the emergenist approach to language. He contends that the watertight division of grammaticality and 

ungrammaticality within syntactic frameworks has failed to give any coherent view of grammar. Like 

human behavior, language is subject to change. Any attempt to stipulate fixed rules for language may 

ultimately meet with failure. Hence, all static approaches should be shunned and a more dynamic 

approach based on an emergenist view of language should be adopted for accurate understanding of 

language.   

Chris Collins (1994a) in ―Economy Conditions in Syntax‖ presents a systematic overview of economy 

conditions proposed for syntax. He discusses Last Resort, Inertness, Minimality, Procrastinate, the 

Weight Condition and ASAP. The whole range of economy condition, as Collins states, cannot be 

charted out with accurate precision. Therefore, his discussion of the condition is very sketchy and no 

conclusive evidence can be derived from his study. He notes that Last Resort and the principle of 

Inertness are the two sides of the same coin. Last Resort stipulates the conditions under which 

operations can be carried out. Inertness, on the other hand, gives the conditions under which syntactic 

operations are prohibited to be carried out. Collins refers to Chomsky‘s principle of Procrastinate which 

can be stated as: Covert movement is less costly than overt movement. This principle helps in describing 

the differences between languages as to whether movement in them occurs overtly or covertly. The 
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ungrammaticality of (63) is because of the fact that an adjunct cannot interfere between the verb and its 

complement. 

                   63.  *―John visits often his uncle on Sunday.‖  

The same paradigm is considered acceptable in French. This is because the English verb cannot raise to 

T whereas in French it can.  

Ian Roberts (1995) in his ―Head Movement‖ focuses on the syntactic operations like locality, structure 

preservation and Head Movement Constraint. He attempts to illustrate the workings of head movement 

from a theoretical and an empirical point of view. He considers Baker (1980) as the most influential 

researcher on head movement. The seminal part of his research is verb movement. Emonds (1980) was 

the first researcher who proposed that VSO order is derived by verb movement. The presence of subject 

to the left of the verb in this order verifies the fact that the verb has moved out of the VP. This leads to a 

derived VSO paradigm from an underlying SVO or SOV order. He further says that subjects are not VP-

internal. This can be seen in the derived subjects of raising, passive, and unaccusative verbs. The 

subjects in these constructions do not differ in terms of positions in their original clauses. 

James Pustejovsky (1995)‘s
12

 ―Generative Lexicon‖ is an extension of Jackendoff‘s compositional 

approach. The meaning of adjectives or verbs depend considerably on the linguistic information of the 

accompanying noun. The verb ―bake‖ in the sentences ―James baked the potato‖ and ―James baked the 

cake‖ has a change-of-state interpretation in the first while it has an additional creation sense in the 

second. That is, the act of baking creates something that did not exist previously. This difference can be 

attributed to the ―qualia structures‖ of the nominals. The adjective ―good‖ in ―good knife‖ means a knife 

                                                           
12 Quoted in J.I. Saeed. (2003). Semantics. (2

nd
 ed.). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.  
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that cuts well but in ―good driver‖ means a driver who drives well. So it can observed that variation in 

interpretations is triggered by the specific type of knowledge encoded in the accompanying noun.  

Unlike representational approach, formal semantics perceives the description of the world as the primary 

function of language. The job of a listener is to find the truth condition of the utterance. If the utterance 

accurately describes a situation in the world, it is true; if it does not, it is false. In this version of 

semantics, there are no ―almosts‖ or ―nearlys.‖ Being a recent approach, formal semantics demands a 

substantial expenditure of time and effort. Its reliance on logic also makes this approach very technical 

and highly formalized approach.   

The sentences which reveal this interpretative or cognitive behavior are referred to as intensional and the 

property is called intensionality. The classical cases of such verbs can be seen in opaque contexts which 

mean that the truth or falsity of the subordinate clause is independent of the truth or falsity of the whole 

sentence. 

                    64. ―John believes that New York is in Canada.‖ 

Sentence (64) is true even though the subordinate part is false.  

Chomsky‘s (1988) generative grammar takes phonology, syntax and semantics as different levels of 

linguistic analysis without establishing any viable connection between these them. George Lakoff‘s 

(1987) ―Cognitive semantics,‖ on the other hand, says that the study of syntax can never be autonomous 

from semantics and pragmatics. Moreover, contrary to classical views about metaphor, cognitive 

semantics assigns great importance to metaphor and considers it an integral part of language.  

Edwin Williams (1995) in Thematic Structure in Syntax deals with a coherent and systematic discussion 

on theta role assignment. It starts with a brief outline of the theory of clause and then diverges into an 
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extensive discussion on the notion of external argument. Subsequent chapters review the issues 

surrounding the syntactic representations of the subject-predicate relationship and extend the notion of 

external argument to include NP-movement and other hypotheses regarding theta arguments.  Certain 

lexical items are bivalent. They have two parts each of which projects a phrase. Univalent and bivalent 

distinction can be made with reference to prepositions. Most prepositions are univalent; that is, they take 

one complement. But some are bivalent which take two complements. ―From- to‖ is bivalent. Consider 

the sentence (65): 

65. ―Mary travelled from Boston to New York.‖  

The prepositions ―from-to‖ takes two NPs but they are not two prepositional phrases. Rather, it is a 

single phrase with two parts. This can be seen when the phenomenon of fronting happens as in (66): 

66. ―From Boston to New York Mary travelled.‖  

Thata theory characterizes the argument relation between a verb and a noun phrase. There are theta role 

donors (V, A, P) and theta role receivers (N). An NP in a sentence must be an argument of some verb. 

There are some obvious exceptions to it such as the topics of certain topicalized structures: 

67. “As for fish, John likes mackerel.‖  

The italicized phrase in (67) is not the argument of any verb, but is only a filler. That is, it serves as the 

topic of the following comment. The subject argument is called external argument because it is located 

external to the maximal projection of the verb, whereas other arguments are internal to the maximal 

projection of the verb and are called internal arguments. There can be only one external argument, 

whereas there can be an indeterminate number of internal arguments.  
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A theorist like Chomsky (1981) takes only one type of predication, namely, the clause. On the contrary, 

Williams considers, somewhat contentiously, that adjunct modifier (―Sad, Bill left‖); causative 

complement (―He made Bill happy‖); ―consider‖ complement (―I consider him a genius‖) and other such 

structures as predication.  

Williams also discusses logophoric center of a sentence. In order to be the logophoric center of a 

sentence, an NP must at least be a thinker, a perceiver, or someone whose thoughts or feelings find 

expressions in the sentence. The following sentence cannot be logophoric center for it lacks the human 

antecedent either as a thinker or a perceiver etc.   

68. ―The box was wrapped beautifully thinking it was for John.‖ 

The logophoric antecedent can be implicit in the sentence. Consider the following sentence: 

69. ―Having just arrived in city, the new hotel seemed a good place to stay in.‖ 

In this sentence the implicit experiencer is the logophoric antecedent of ―seem.‖ Furthermore, non-

humans are inappropriate logophoric antecedents. They cannot be logically as thinkers or perceivers. 

The following sentence, however, posits a great deal of problems concerning logophoric consideration. 

70. ―Having run smoothly for years, it was finally time for my car to be serviced.‖  

The sentence expresses the point of view of a car, not of a human. Cases like this, according to 

Williams, are difficult to defend.  

Williams also makes a distinction between expletives ―it‖ and ―there.‖ His discussion raises certain 

questions that are left unanswered. If the non-referential ―there‖ acts as the subject, why does it always 

take an NP as a predicate? Why could it not take AP as a predicate?  

71. ―There was a red car.‖ 
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72. *―There was red.‖  

Another perplexing question is the obligatory use of copula:  

73. ―There was a man.‖ 

Responding to Sportiche‗s (1988) hypothesis that floated quantifiers like ―both, all‖ etc., are simply 

adverbs and that they are not directly attached to subjects, Williams takes a different position on this 

point.  Sportiche gives the following example in order to illustrate it: 

74. ―They have both left.‖  

Williams contends that the floated modifier ―both‖ does not modify the subject directly; instead, it 

modifies the external argument of the subject and therefore seems to modify the subject. It modifies the 

distributivity of the external argument. It shows that the subject denotes two individuals, and the VP is 

true of each of these individuals separately. Certain adverbs like ―jointly‖ and ―separately‖ behave like 

floated quantifiers. These quantifiers cannot occupy post-verbal position in the sentence. Like certain 

types of adverbs, such quantifiers can freely occupy the preverbal positions. Moreover, adverbs can 

occur in pre-tense position or any position in the auxiliary. The distribution of ―not‖ is similar to the 

distribution of adverbs, except that it cannot occur in pre-tense position. 

75. *―John not left early.‖  

76. ―John did not leave early.‖  

In addition, negative adverbs such as ―seldom, hardly‖ and others require negative auxiliaries.  

The last chapter of the book provides a comprehensive account of referential dependence and co-

reference, showing that a general Leftness Condition governs the former, while the binding theory 

governs the latter.  
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Hiroyuki Ura (1996) in ―Case‖ starts with the history of the term ―Case‖ stating that it has stemmed 

from the Classical Greek meant modification. He attempts to bring into light the significant role that 

case plays in syntax. His views are in fact the extension of Chomsky‘s theory about Case filter.   In the 

history of linguistics, case was primarily considered as the morphological forms of nominals and hence 

the focus mostly centered on the semantic considerations of these variant forms. The same applies to 

Chomsky‘s ―Generative Grammar‖ where it is regarded as a morphological form assigned by a 

transformational rule to a particular lexical item with such grammatical relations as subject or object.  

Languages differ in terms of expressing morphological case on nominal. Whereas Latin has six forms of 

case, English makes this distinction in pronouns in terms of morphological shapes and the distinction is 

also only binary: nominative and accusative. Ura further argues that the fundamental assumption of 

Universal Grammar concerning the uniformity of human languages demands that differences in 

languages in connection to morphologically variant forms of Case should be taken as superficial and 

should be attributed to parametric variations as Chomsky has pointed out in Principles and Parameters 

theory. The important point is whether Case is overtly displayed or covertly, it is present in all nominals 

at a more deeply abstract level called abstract case. Ura introduces two notions of case: the 

morphological shapes are Case with capital C and the abstract case with small letter c. Referring to 

Chomsky (1980)‘s theory of Abstract Case, Ura says that a phonologically overt DP without Case is 

marked as ungrammatical if it is assigned inappropriate structural position.     

The nominative Case of the subject in a finite clause is assigned by agreement and is morphologically 

realized as ―we/you/I‖ etc. The complements of verbs and prepositions appear in accusative Case for 

they are governed by verbs and prepositions. The morphological realizations of genitive Case happen 

because they are governed by determiner (D) as illustrated in the following example: 
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77. ―He*/him*/ his house was bought by him.‖   

Adjectives and nouns are not structural Case assigners. Hence the following sentences (80) and (81) are 

ungrammatical unless prepositions are introduced to realize the inherent cases assigned to them as in 

(82) and (83). 

78. *―John is fond her.‖ 

79. *―John‘s criticism her was justified.‖  

80. ―John is fond of her.‖ 

81. ―John‘s criticism of her was justified.‖   

Ura also discusses the Case theory with reference to embedded infinitival clause and argues that 

prepositional complementizers like ―for‖ are introduced in order to satisfy Case filter. He gives the 

following example in order to illustrate it: 

82. ―[For John to love Mary] would be doubtful.‖ 

The prepositional complementizer ―for‖ assigns oblique Case to ―John‖ without which the sentence will 

be ungrammatical. On the other hand, the complementizer ―that‖ in the following embedded finite 

sentence does not assign any Case. It is the verb ―love‖ that assigns nominative case to the subject 

―John.‖ The presence of ―that‖ can therefore be considered optional.  

83. ―[That John loves Mary] is doubtful.‖  

He also refers to another important aspect of Case theory and that is, that a DP must be assigned Case if 

it has a phonological realization. This means that a DP can lack Case if it does not have any 

phonological content. This can be seen in case of PRO which occurs at a position which is Case-less.  

84. ―[PRO] to attack him would be illegal.  

85. ―It‘s nice [PRO] to go abroad.‖  
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The fact that phonologically overt DP must be assigned Case actuates DP movement. That is, the DP 

which is located in a Case-less position moves to a position where Case is available.   

Ura also touches on Chomsky‘s Minimalist Approach and discusses different syntactic dimensions and 

their significance in the present day syntax. He concludes his discussion by acknowledging the 

complexity of Case in syntax and by foregrounding the importance of it in studying human languages 

especially under the assumptions of Minimalist Program.  

Jeffrey S. Gruber (1997) in ―Thematic Relations in Syntax‖ analyzes the thematic roles of arguments. 

He believes that thematic relations are actually conceptual, and they play a significant role in 

determining grammatical arguments. It can therefore be contended that the theta theory of Chomsky is 

an attempt to characterize the possible predicates in overt syntax. Gruber challenges the conventional 

notions of subjects as agents and objects as recipients. A constituent may be the subject but it can be 

theme or any other thematic argument. In the same way, the object is not always patient; it can be a 

location or a source as illustrated in the following examples: 

                           88 (a). ―The chair abuts the wall.‖ 

                           89 (a). ―Gas escaped the tube.‖ 

In (88), ―the chair‖ though in subject position is not an agent but the theme and ―the wall‖ is in object 

position but is Location.  In (89), ―Gas‖ is a subject but thematically it is the theme. ―The tube‖ is in 

object position but is the Source. Since (88) and (89) lack true objects, they cannot be passivized: 

                         88 (b). *―The wall was abutted by the chair. 

                         89 (b). *―The tube was escaped by gas.  
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It can therefore be concluded that syntactic arguments like subject and object should not be confused 

with their thematic roles like agent and patient.  

Naoki Fukui (1997) in ―Phrase Structure‖ considers the theory of Phrase Structure as the backbone of 

contemporary linguistic theory. He traces the development of Phrase Structure theory of Chomsky in 

generative grammar. One of the fundamental discoveries of modern linguistics is the theory of Phrase 

Structure which brought into focus the abstract hierarchical structure of sentences and phrases.  This 

theory provides important information about the hierarchical groupings of the constituents, the labeling 

of the constituents and about the liner order or precedence of the constituents. The inadequacy of Phrase 

Structure theory became apparent in 1960s when it failed to reveal certain important generalizations 

about the phrase structure of human language. This, according to Fukui, led to the emergence of X- bar 

theory which is the main topic of Fukui‘s study. He also occasionally touches on some of the issues of 

movement (transformations) and argues that the theory of Phrase Structure and the theory of movement 

have been progressing side by side in the history of generative grammar. Transformations operate in 

accordance with the general principles of Phrase Structure. Therefore, any substantial changes in one 

will have widespread implications for the other. 

Fukui refers to two types of nominal in English: gerundive nominals and derived nominals. He gives the 

following examples of the two types: 

                           90 (a). ―John‘s refusing the offer  

                            91(a). ―The enemy‘s destroying the city‖ 

                            90(b). ―John‘s refusal of the offer ― 

                            91(b). ―The enemy‘s destruction of the city‖ 
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90(a) and 91(a) are gerundive nominals while 90 (b) and 91(b) are derived nominals. These nominals are 

the underlying deep forms of the sentences (92) and (93): 

                        92. ―John refused the offer‖  

                        93. ―The enemy destroyed the city.‖  

Moreover, the notions of complement, specifier and adjunct are relational notions which are defined in 

terms of their structural positions. Unlike verb phrase or noun phrase, they are not inherent or categorial.   

The conception of X ՜ -theory received some modifications and improvement once principles and 

parameters approach was set forth. The theory was parametrized in accordance with the general 

guidelines of the principles and parameters approach.  Phrase Structure theory was considered to be 

redundant and it was pointed out that the theory recapitulates information that must be present in the 

lexicon. X ՜ -scheme encodes information about dominance and labeling only. The linear order of the 

elements is regulated by the head parameter. There are two values of the head parameter: head initial 

and head last. English is head initial language because here complements follow their heads; Japanese is 

head last where complements typically precede their heads.  

During its progress, some novel analyses of particular constructions in phrase structures were proposed. 

Fukui makes a special mention of DP-Hypothesis which claims that noun phrases are in fact determiner 

phrases. They are headed by the head D and take noun phrases as complements. This analysis has 

become more or less a standard analysis of noun phrases and has assumed much validity in current 

literature. The interesting thing about this hypothesis is that a non-lexical category (Determiner) heads 

the whole phrase followed by a complement of lexical category (noun).  
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Items in the lexicon are divided into lexical and functional categories. Lexical categories have 

substantive content, and include nouns, verbs and adjectives. They typically enter into theta-marking. 

Lexical categories play a significant role in the interpretations of linguistic expressions. Moreover, most 

of the items in the lexicon belong to this category. Functional categories do not have substantive content, 

and they do not play any role in theta-marking. These categories, therefore, do not bear theta-roles. Their 

role is largely restricted to grammatical aspects of linguistic structures such as marking grammatical 

structures (nominals and clauses) or triggering movement operations.  

Joan Bybee (1998) in her ambiguously titled article ―A Functionalist Approach to Grammar and Its 

Evolution‖ offers a counter perceptive to Chomsky‘s view of grammar. She contends that the 

functionalist and cognitivist‘s views of language verify the fact that grammar is not independent of 

meaning and use. She systematically discusses all those different theories of grammar that clearly 

contravene Chomskyan theory of grammar. Grammar is not the product of specialized mental device 

(Language Acquisition Device). The acquisition of grammar by children is based on the input available 

in the environment. The grammar of children is in constant flux. The phenomenon of language change 

leads to the creation of new grammar and the loss of old one. Grammatical constructions undergo lexical 

and functional changes and old constructions are regularly replaced with newly-formed constructions. 

As a matter of fact, grammar of children develops as a result of more general cognitive abilities and is 

also used in non-linguistic activities. Citing Tomasello (1990), Bybee says that the process of language 

acquisition is sufficiently rich to ensure that children internalize the system around them using their 

cognitive abilities. They not only imitate the cultural patterns but also show tendency to conform to 

those patterns.  
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Joan Byee builds her argument against the fixity of innate views of grammar by referring to the process 

of grammaticization. Grammaticization occurs when lexical items develop into grammatical 

morphemes, with concomitant changes in phonological and grammatical form, as well as in meaning or 

function. Bybee says, ―There is every reason to believe that it was precisely this process which was 

operable in creating the grammar of the earliest forms of human language (p. 252).‖  

This is a universal process found in all natural languages of the world. During the process of 

grammaticization, frequently used lexical items in particular constructions develop into grammatical 

morphemes. For example, the development of grammatical morpheme ―the‖ happened due to 

grammaticization from lexical ―that.‖ Furthermore, the study of pidgin and creole languages also reveals 

that the grammar of these languages developed due to grammaticization the way it developed in all 

established languages. The success of the approaches carried out along grammaticization line verifies 

the fact that the categories of grammar are not innate. If they were innate, they would be not only 

discrete but also similar across languages. The raw materials of grammar find their origin in the concrete 

and basic aspects of human experience.  

Bybee also discusses the roles of habituation and emancipation in the creation of new grammatical 

meaning. Habituation refers to a process whereby a word or phrase loses its semantic force due to 

repeated use. Emancipation is the liberation of a word or an expression from its original function and the 

assignment of a symbolic function to the word or expression. For instance, the expression ―how are you‖ 

is not answered with any substantive response like ―fine‖ but is answered with ―hi.‖  It shows that this 

expression has been emancipated from its instrumental function and has been assigned a symbolic status 

_ in this case for the greeting situation itself. Moreover, pragmatic inference also helps in the 

construction of meaning. Pragmatic inference is an important feature of communication whereby the 

hearer fills in the gap left by the speaker or the speaker judges which potential details the hearer might 
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provide and then adjust his/her utterances accordingly. Hence, any view of grammar as innate system of 

abstract rules is not conclusive and should be supplanted with a better version of functionalist approach 

which sees it as highly flexible phenomenon rooted in the tangible experience of children or users. 

Nigel Fabb (2002) in Sentence Structure focuses on some foundational syntactic problems and their 

possible solutions. He considers the study of sentence structure as a problem solving activity. The 

theories of generative grammars provide theoretical support to the approach that he takes in the book. A 

generative grammar can be assumed as the collection of generalizations that determine the 

grammaticality of a sentence. The approach he takes in the book is strictly descriptive. He considers 

prescriptive rules as ―cultural debris‖ (p. 117).  He starts with the sentence structure and states three 

essential aspects of a sentence: (1)the constituency of a sentence which refers to the units (2) labelling of 

those constituents like noun phrase, adjective etc. (3) the order of those units with respect to one another.  

The grouping of these constituents lend meaning to a sentence. Any difference in grouping may lead to 

difference in meaning as well. As an illustration, Fabb quotes the following sentence (94) which he 

believes is structurally ambiguous: 

                    94. ―I was reading the letter to John.‖  

This sentence can either mean (a) or (b): 

                     94(a). The letter was addressed to John that I was reading.  

                     94(b). I was reading the letter loud to John.  

These two possible meanings will depend on the way the words are grouped into phrases.  

―The letter to John‖ can be taken as one constituent or two as ―the letter‖ and ―to John.‖  
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The following tree diagrams (a) and (b) show meanings 94 (a) and 94 (b) respectively.   
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                  95 (b). ―I was reading it to John.‖  

Movement can also give the same result:  

                      96 (a). ―The letter to John was being read by me.‖  

This will corresponds to the first meaning 94 (a). The movement of ―the letter‖ will give the second 

meaning 94 (b) to the sentence: 

                     96 (b). ―The letter was being read by me to John.‖  

We can get the same result if ―to John‖ is moved to the front of the sentence. This structure will 

correspond to first type of meaning 94 (a): 

                    97. ―To John I was reading the letter.‖  

Talking about words order, Fabb observes that an adjective precedes a noun in English but it follows the 

noun in Welsh language. Hence in English, we say ―new book‖ but in Welsh we say ―book new.‖  The 

sequence of words inside a phrase is one of the parametric dimensions among languages. We know that 

articles precede nouns in NPs but in one of the African languages called Fon articles follow the noun. 

The English NP ―the house‖ will correspond to Fon‘s NP ―house the.‖ Variation also happens in case of 

PP where preposition precedes the head but in languages like Japanese or Hindi the head precedes and 

hence these language have postpositions. Moreover, the class of a word cannot be decided by looking at 

it in isolation. It can be decided by analyzing the structure of a sentence. Consider the following two 

sentences and observe the class nature of ―fish.‖  

                     98. ―I liked the fish.‖ 

                     99. ―I like to fish.‖ 
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In (98), ―fish‖ is noun while in (99) it is a verb.   

Fabb also points out the controversy surrounding the number of word classes in English. Some 

grammarians consider ―particle‖ as a type of word class, but others do not. He further contends that 

meaning-based definition of word classes does not always help. Verbs are defined as words denoting 

actions but even nouns can denote actions as can be seen in (101). 

                  100. ―The enemies destroyed the city.‖ 

                  101. ―The destruction of the city was horrible.‖  

The nominalization of the verb leads to a different syntactic structure.  

Similarly, modality like possibility and necessity can be expressed not only through modal verbs but 

also through nouns, adjectives and adverbs as illustrated in sentences 102 (a-c).  

                102 (a). ―He might come today.‖ (Possibility). 

                102 (b). ―It is possible that he comes today.‖ 

                102 (c). ―The possibility of his coming today cannot be ruled out.‖  

The recognition of a noun is done through its structural location in the sentence. Hence, nouns can be 

subjects or complements to verbs or complements of prepositions. But verbs cannot be subjects or 

complements of prepositions. Pronouns are also NPs as they replace NPs. Fabb, therefore, concludes 

that the definition of word classes must also be based on their structural locations in the sentence. 

Moreover, the broad classification of word classes into open and closed class should not be watertight 

because verbs, which are open class, contain auxiliary verbs and modal verbs as closed class.   
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One of the interesting parts of the book is Fabb‘s discussion on the existence and non-existence of verb 

phrase in English. Traditionally, sentence is divided into NP and VP. This division, however, should not 

be recognized as absolute truth. There are arguments for and against VP in English. A sentence may be 

without a subject as in imperatives but it can never be without a VP. A sentence such as (103) lacks VP 

as ―His eating of the food‖ is a DP functioning as the subject of the sentence. 

         103. ―His eating of the food was a relief.‖  

The sentence, however, contains the auxiliary ―was‖-- a form of primary ―Be‖--which is the main lexical 

verb in this sentence. So differences abound about verb phrase whether an English sentence does have it. 

But verbs in English undergo morphological changes. They take affix ―–ed‖ in the past tense and 

although verbs do not show overtly expressed morphological present tense forms, they show concord 

with the subjects. 

Mark Baltin and Chris Collins (2003) in their introduction to The Handbook of Contemporary Syntactic 

Theory, contend that syntax is not a monolithic field. They take ecumenical approach and try to bring 

out a comprehensive account of different schools of syntax.  

Focusing on the restricted dimensions of syntactic processes, they say that traditional grammarians like 

Jespersen (1946) make no mentions of restrictions A-over-A movement wherein element of the same 

type cannot move out of larger elements of the same type. Referring to an ambiguous sentence (104), 

they say it can either be an instance of sentential negation as in (a) or an instance of constituent negation 

as in (b): 

                     104. ―John could not visit Mary.‖  

a. John was unable to visit Mary. 



60 
 

b. He deliberately refrained himself from visiting Mary.   

The contracted form of the same sentence (105) could only mean the former, not the latter. 

                       105. ―John couldn‘t visit Mary.‖  

In the introduction, they demonstrate their strict adherence to Chomskyan modules and plainly 

pronounce him as the best syntactician who revolutionized the field of syntax especially by presenting 

his innate theory of language acquisition and the theory of Universal Grammar.  

Summarizing the different theories of syntax, they say that the idea that syntax makes infinite use of 

finite means is at the foreground of every syntactic analysis. The theories follow two characteristic 

approaches: derivational and representational. In derivational approach, structures are built 

incrementally by various operations. In representational, structures are evaluated with reference to 

various syntactic conditions.  

M.A.K. Halliday (2003) envisages language as an integral part of human experience. Every act of 

meaning is a latent signal for change in language and society. His view of language is essentially 

semiotic. Language for him is a system of meaning. It is a tool that the speakers utilize in order to create 

and to exchange meanings. Out of numerous semiotic systems used by human beings, language is the 

most complex, indeterminate and fuzzy system. In addition, this semiotic system is intimately connected 

to power. Since it is infinitely large, it has immense potential for manufacturing reality. Language 

should not be taken as a passive replica of material reality; it is an active partner in the construction of 

reality. 

John I. Saeed (2003) in his insightful book Semantics provides access to some of the most important 

current theories in semantics. Starting with Ferdinand de Saussure ‗s classic theory of semiotics and C.S. 
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Peirce‘s distinction of icon, index and symbol, Saeed moves on to discuss the relationship of semantics 

with pragmatics. For him semantics is concerned with sentence meaning while pragmatics deals with 

speaker meaning. The sentence (106) carries the implication that ―she‖ refers to a feminine entity and it 

is someone not spoken to rather someone spoken about. 

                         106.  ―Is she awake?‖  

The sentence will also become pretty clear once it is known who ―she‖ referred to. Is it Mary or Joan in 

the context? The first question is part of semantic knowledge while the working out of the second is the 

task of pragmatic competence.  

Referring to representational theory, Saeed says that the representation of reality depends on the 

conceptual structures conventionalized in language. The idea that someone has a cold can be viewed 

differently in different languages. In English we say (107), in Somali the same idea is conveyed as 

(108), and in Irish it is expressed as (109): 

                 107. ―You have a cold.‖  

                 108. ―A cold has you.‖  

                 109. ―A cold is on you.‖  

In English, the situation is viewed as possession: the person possesses the disease; in Somali, the 

diseases possesses the person. In Irish, the situation is viewed as location: the person is the locus of the 

disease.  

In ―Necessary and Sufficient Conditions‖ model of concepts, a word is a concept composed of a set of 

necessary and necessary conditions. In ―Prototypes‖ concepts are viewed as structured so that there are 

central or typical members of category. And the question that how are concepts acquired, Saeed refers to 
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―Ostensive Definition‖ theory which stipulates that children and adults acquire concepts by being 

directed to examples in the world.  

The relationship between language and culture finds expression in the theory of anthropologist Franz 

Boas who says that people‘s thoughts are determined by the categories available to them in their 

language. The linguistic version of this theory can be found in the notion of linguistic relativity 

propounded by Edward Sapir and Benjamin Lee Whorf who proposed the view that language conditions 

the conceptualization of the world. The thoughts of the speakers are corollary to their cultural and 

linguistic background.   

The semantic analysis of words can be done along different lines. Agentive nouns are verb derivatives. 

These nouns take ―-er‖ or ―–or‖ ending and suggest the meaning ―one who/which performs the action.‖ 

Hence nouns like ―skier, murderer, walker, sailor‖ and ―calculator‖ are derived from their respective 

base verbs. However, it is not a thoroughly predictable syntactic pattern that agentive nouns may follow. 

There are irregular forms such as the one who depends upon you financially is not a ―depender‖ but is 

called a ―dependent‖; and the one who cooks is not a ―cooker‖ but a ―cook.‖ To cope with such 

irregularities, one needs default structure in the lexical entries: a convention that where no alternative 

agentive noun is available for a verb, one would assume that ―–er‖ form is the potential form. This type 

of convention is referred to as ―elsewhere condition‖ in morphology.  

Saeed also discusses the importance of presupposition in pragmatics and believes that presupposition in 

some respect seems like entailment as it involves an automatic relationship and permits no reasoning. 

The sentence (110) presupposes (111). 

                 110. ―Mary‘s husband is a fool.‖   

                  111. ―Mary has a husband.‖  
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Referring to Dowty‘s (1991) principles of ―Proto-Agent and Proto-Patient,‖ Saeed maintains that an 

argument that involves maximum entailments will qualify as the subject or the object of a sentence. 

These entailments are volition, sentience, causation and movement for the subject. The object includes 

undergoing change of state, incremental theme, causally affected by another participant and stationary 

relative to movement of another participant. Hence in (112) the subject ―John‖ has all the four 

entailments while in (113) ―the storm‖ lacks sentience and volition.   

                 112. ―John cleaned the house.‖  

                 113. ―The storm destroyed the house.‖  

There are cross-linguistic variations concerning passives. In English, passivization involves the 

demotion of the agent and the promotion of the non-agent. In Irish, the patient is not promoted to the 

subject but the agent is deleted. In Dutch, impersonal passives happen in case of intransitive verbs as 

well. The agent is demoted in passive constructions but no concomitant promotion of the non-agent is 

carried out. In English, suppression of agent happens in certain cases and this shows the extreme form of 

agent demotion.  

The book also discusses the relationship between semantics and pragmatics. There are deictic words like 

pronouns and adverbs in English. These are shorthand devices that are contextually bound. Like ―here‖ 

and ―there,‖ demonstrative pronouns ―this/these‖ and ―that/those‖ are also deictic. The former points to 

items which are closer to the speaker while the latter shows the items distant from the speaker. Deictic 

elements also include information about motion towards or away from the speaker as can be seen in 

verbs ―come‖ and ―go.‖ The ungrammaticality of the following sentences is due to an inaccurate deictic 

use: 

114.*―John went here.‖ 
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115.*―Peter came there.‖  

Context Counts Papers on Language, Gender and Power edited by Laurel A. Sutton (2017) is a 

collection of groundbreaking essays of linguist Robin Lakoff on various issues ranging from gender to 

advertising and from psychology to law. The essays provide an intelligent and exciting commentary and 

analysis on these issues and also reflect the linguistic treasury of her scholarship. Demonstrating the 

analytical power as a social scientist coupled with the interpretive strength of a humanist, Context 

Counts provides insights after insights into how language works and how it shapes and takes shape from 

the human experience.  

In ―Introduction‖ to the book, Laurel A. Sutton says that Lakoff‘s seminal and most-cited work 

Language and woman’s place (1975) has always cast long shadow on her subsequent works. So it is not 

easy to select papers from her list of publications.  The selected papers are not only guide to the 

theoretical views of Lakoff on gender, psychology, advertising etc., but also provide optimal insights 

into the use , misuse and abuse of language. The core motif of her work is the demonstration of deep-

seated relationship that exists between power and social relations which finds expression in everyday 

utterances. The book comes as a pleasant surprise to those who characteristically take Lakoff a feminist 

only. It offers a rich source of intelligent commentary and analysis to scholars interested in investigating 

the peculiarities of English language.  

The evaluation of the selected available literature points not only to the complexity of linguistic 

principles, but also suggests composite studies and approaches for better understanding of linguistic 

theory. In the coming chapters (3, 4 and 5), a complementary and eclectic model has been evolved 

keeping in view the main objectives of the study concerned.  
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CHAPTER THREE 

                                   MOVEMENT TRANSFORMATION WITHIN SEMANTIC      

AND PRAGMATIC FRAMEWORKS 

This chapter examines the modules of transformation and movement. Movement and transformation are 

complementary concepts in Chomskyan modules. Movement is recognized by transformation and vice 

versa. . The module of ―Surface and Deep structure‖ has been taken as an example of transformation 

because of its key position in transformation. Passivization which involves both movement and 

transformation has been discussed next. Ambiguous structures and the module of Control theory have 

been the topics of discussion in section 3.3. The syntactic considerations of these modules are followed 

by their semantic and pragmatic significance.    

3.1   Surface and Deep structure  

The module of surface and deep structure has a phenomenal place in Chomskyan syntactic theories. 

Chomsky‘s ―Surface and Deep structures‖ correspond closely to Humboldt‘s ―Inner‖ and ―outer‖ form 

and to Postal ―superficial structure‖ and ―underlying structure‖ (Chomsky 1965 p. 199). The terms S-

structure and D- structure were, later on, implied for these concepts with the proviso to avoid any 

possible misinterpretation of the terms (Chomsky 1986). 

The module premises that the syntactic representations of sentences involve more than one level of 

representation. The syntactic component assigns a surface structure to each sentence that determines the 

phonetic form of the sentence. It also assigns an abstract deep structure that is canonically concerned 

with semantic interpretation and is less relevant to the phonetic description of the sentence.  

Surface structure specifies the lexical categories of the phrases. Focus, presupposition, topicalization and 

pronominal reference are the areas that fall in surface structure (Chomsky 2006).   
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The deep structure, on other hand, represents the major role of the phrases in the semantic interpretation 

of the sentence. Chafe (1970) identifies deep structure with the semantic configuration of a sentence. 

The rules that govern the relation between the surface and deep structures of the sentence are called 

grammatical transformations. Sentences may have superficial surface similarities but they may differ in 

their underlying deep structures. It is assumed that there is a distinct level of deep structure in which the 

displaced constituents occupy their original positions.  The following sentences, for example, have same 

semantic considerations despite differences in their surface structures:  

                        1 (a). ―For us to please John is difficult.‖  

                        1 (b). ―It is difficult for us to please John.‖  

                        1 (c). ―To please John is difficult for us.‖  

                        1(d).  ―John is difficult for us to please.‖ (Chomsky, 1965, p. 125) 

Sentences 2 (a), 2(b) and 3(a) and 3(b), on the other hand, share the same surface structures but have 

different deep structures.  

                             2(a).  ―John is certain that Mary will leave.‖ 

                             2 (b). ―John is certain to leave.‖  

                             3 (a). ―John is eager to leave.|‖  

                             3 (b). ―John is easy to leave.‖      (Chomsky, 2006, p. 144) 
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b.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sentence 2 (a) is S [NP VP AP [S ՜  [NP VP] as illustrated in figure (a) while sentence 2 (b) is S [NP 

VP AP [S ՜  [IP] which can be drawn as a tree diagram in figure (b).   

In 2 (a) ―that Mary will leave‖ is the clause constituent of AP ―certain.” In 2 (b) ―to leave‖ is the 

constituent of AP ―certain.‖ But their deep structures are different: in 2 (a) ―Mary‖ is supposed to leave 

while in (2b) ―John‖ will leave
13

. Sentences 3(a) and 3(b) show surface similarities as illustrated in 

figures (c) and (d).  

                                                           
13

 John is the subject of non-finite [to-leave] and has been moved to the subject position of finite clause 

in order to satisfy Extended Projection Principle. 
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The sentences also illustrate that surface structures give little indication of semantic interpretations while 

the deep structure is quite revealing in this regard.  

2 (a) and 3 (a) are analogous structures and enjoy close deep structures and hence can be nominalized as 

4 and 5:  

                   4. ―John‘s certainty that Mary will leave.‖  

                   5. ―John‘s eagerness to leave.‖  

While 2(b) and 3 (b) cannot be restructured using nominalization: 

                   6.  *―John‘s certainty to leave.‖   

                    7. *―John‘s easiness to leave.‖ 

Chomsky (2006) refers to the significance of surface structure in the semantic configuration of a 

sentence and asserts that a surface structure may partially determine the underlying deep structure. His 

modules, however, fall short of any systematic description of this aspect. As an illustration, he refers to 

present perfect tense.  

                         8.   ―John has lived in London.‖  

Sentence (8) carries the presupposition of John being alive. Hence, grammatical restrictions come into 

effect when this tense is used for a subject who is dead as in (9).    

                        9. ―Einstein has taught me physics.‖ 

Sentence (9) is unacceptable on account of placing Einstein as the subject of the sentence. Rather the use 

of simple past for this purpose is perfectly acceptable: 
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                           10.  ―Einstein taught me physics.‖  

But the same restrictions do not apply once the sentence undergoes passive transformation:  

                         11. ―I have been taught physics by Einstein.‖ 

Though active and passive constructions have the same deep structures, yet they differ in the 

presuppositions they express. The surface subject denotes that the expressed subject is alive and 

therefore has a type of present connection because the present perfect tense denotes connectivity of the 

subject to the present time. Palmer (1988) argues along the same lines and says that it also points to the 

deictic nature of tense category. Tenses are sensitive to the context and the relative truth of an utterance 

expressed in present perfect tense depends on the context in which it has been uttered. The 

unacceptability of a sentence might be on the basis of the proposition that it carries.  

Similar patterns can be observed in the following sentences: 

                         12.  *―Shakespeare has written a lot of plays.‖ 

                         13. *―Queen Victoria has visited New York.‖ 

Yet there is nothing odd about the passive:  

                       14. ―New York has been visited by Queen Victoria.‖ 

                       15. ―A lot of plays have been written by Shakespeare.‖  

The reason is that in active we talk about people who are dead and hence there can be no current 

relevance. In passives, we talk about the present day New York or the presently extant quantity of plays.  
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The situation again assumes a different dimension in case of conjoined subjects. Knowing that John is 

alive and Bill dead, sentence (16) is grammatically accurate. 

                  16.  ―John and Bill have lived in London.‖  

The conjoined subjects, like the passive subject, carry no presuppositions of the active subject.  

3.1.1   Bolinger on Surface and Deep Structure  

Bolinger (1981) contends that deep structure is the underlying abstract form of a sentence that is acted 

upon by transformations to produce a surface structure. The surface structure is the syntactic form of 

what is actually said. However, the generated surface structure may not be a variant of the deep 

structure. The idea of spurious differences or spurious identities await a proper syntactic and semantic 

analysis. Some surface structures have chances of being acted on by fewer transformations. The view 

that any transmitted message will carry in itself a deep structure and that two different surface structures 

may be the projection of a single deep structure can be pronounced erroneous if it is properly 

investigated. The idea of different forms with identical meaning has gained much currency without due 

empirical support. The fact is that any possible variation in the surface structure can disturb the deep 

configuration of the sentence. Chafe (1964) sounds the same note when he says that the deep structure of 

different surface structures may be ―similar,‖ but not ―identical‖ (p.88).  

The following two sentences, for instance, share a common base. 

                          17. ―John sold the house to Mary.‖  

                          18. ―Mary bought the house from John.‖  
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Linguistic meaning, however, is not just about reporting events in the world. It indicates the central or 

peripheral part of a message sometimes covert and other times overt, the attitude of the speaker toward 

the person he is speaking to, how a speaker feels about the reliability of the message, how the speaker 

situates himself in the events he is reporting, and many more things. So a syntactic structure is not just a 

recital of facts but a complex collage of facts and comments.  

Whereas surface level has peripheral significance in Chomskyan modules, it assumes a central 

recognition in Bolinger‘s. For him, the idea that the meaning of a sentence is imbibed in the deep 

structure only is not an acceptable conclusion. The surface structure is equally about the meaning. The 

apparent constituents of the sentence also lend a semantic framework to the sentence.  

Hence ―to-infinitive‖ phrase and ―that‖ clause give the same meaning in case of verb like ―believe‖ but 

not in case of ―rain‖ as illustrated in the following examples: 

                      19 (a). ―I believe John to be a man of integrity.‖   

                      19 (b). ―I believe that John is a man of integrity.‖  

                      20 (a). ―I believe that the rain is falling.‖ 

                      20 (b). *―I believe the rain to be falling.‖  

This means that acceptability ordering also provides possible paradigms for the semantic dimension of 

sentences. The generativist view that transformation does not add anything to the meaning needs due 

consideration.  

The following three infinitive constructions bear surface resemblance to one another: 

                   21 (a). ―It was foolish for John to go there.‖ 

                   21 (b). ―It was foolish of John to go there.‖ 

                   21 (c). ―John was foolish to go there.‖ 
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Despite synonymy in surface structures, Bolinger (1977) contends that the three are canonically used in 

different situations. The three sentences seem to suggest that John was foolish. But ―foolish‖ in (21 a) 

appears to modify the abstract proposition ―it‖ (for John to go there); in (21 c) ―foolish‖ explicitly 

modifies the noun ―John‖ and inferentially modifies the action because pragmatically a foolish person is 

likely to commit foolish acts. (21 b), however, bears the earmarks of a hybrid condemning both John and 

his deed of going there at the same time. This construction is one of the conduits that may be used when 

an adjective modifies both the noun and the action. In (22), the adjective ―wise‖ refers to both the person 

and the action. 

                           22. ―You were wise to do it.‖  

This conclusion leads us to perceive 23(a) and 23 (b) as two different constructs.   

                          23 (a). ―John is noble to suffer.‖ 

                          23 (b). ―It is noble of John to suffer.‖ 

 In (23a), the adjective exclusively modifies the action whereas in (23b) the adjective modifies the noun. 

Moreover, (23 a) is an impersonal construction while (23b) is a personal construction.  A construction 

that aims at action is considered more euphemistic than the one aimed at the person. ―Of‖ construction 

serves as a downtoner of impoliteness. It also primarily modifies the action and originates in subject 

which must be agentive as in 24 (a) and 24 (b): 

                     24 (a). ―It was unkind of you to do it.‖ 

                     24 (b). ―You were unkind to do it.‖ 

The areas that Bolinger (1977) finds hard to systematically analyze from ―Meaning and Form‖ model 

are deletion and pronominlaization. The reason for this is that such surface transformations are 
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psychological realities. But functional differences may be observed despite surface similarities. Hence in 

response to (25), 26(a-d) can be given as possible answers: 

                                25. ―Would you like to have some tea?‖  

                                 26 (a). ―Yes I would.‖  

                                 26 (b). ―Yes I would like to.‖  

                                 26 (c). ―Yes I would like to have some tea.‖  

Whereas 26 (a) and (b) are normal utterances, 26 (c) is normal after first refusal and a subsequent 

change of mind. But it is not generally uttered as a first response. The shortening and lengthening of the 

sentences are thoroughly unpredictable from the inner structures of the sentence and depend on the 

discourse relationship.  The following sentences (28 a-f) as deep structures can serve possible answers to 

the surface question (27): 

                                27. ―Could you call me?‖ 

                                28 (a). ―No, I will not call you.‖ 

                                28 (b). ―No, I won‘t call you.‖ 

                                28 (c). ―No, I will not.‖ 

                                28 (d). ―No, I won‘t.‖  

                                28 (e). ―Not this time.‖  

Whereas the short forms 28 (c-e) are considered normal, the long forms 28 (a) and (b) carry the 

implications of discourtesy and are considered a bit brusque. The purpose of repeating the full sentence 

as in 28 (a) and (b) may either be mocking the speaker or implying that he is so dense that only 

repeating the full sentence may make him understand.   
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Deletion and pronominalization may sometimes lead to different meanings. In (29), the speaker provides 

a list of her purchases. 

                       29. ―She bought a red dress, a green one, and a blue one.‖  

But in (30), the speaker implies that she bought excessively. 

                      30.  ―She bought a red dress, she bought a green dress, and she bought a blue dress.‖ 

 This is also found in structures where the element is not deleted but pronominalized. Sentence (31) will 

be taken as sequential: first John came and then he turned off the lights. 

                 31.  ―John came in the room and turned off the lights.‖  

However, (32) will probably be two separate events that have been conjoined or it may be uttered in 

context when his turning off the lights is complained about. 

                32. ―John came in the room and he turned off the lights‖  

Bolinger (1980) contends that when two actions are performed together, the sentence suggest this 

togetherness in the form of conjoinment: 

                 33. ―John and Mary opened the box.‖  

The idea of precedence of one action over the action again finds conjoined expression: 

                  34. ―John bought an apple and ate it.‖  

This order can be reversed provided that conjoing is expressed by subordinating conjunctions: 

                  35. ―Before John ate the apple, he bought it.‖  
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English has a variety of signpost words or function words like ―but, and, yet, still, nevertheless, besides, 

however‖ etc. which are used to specify relationships between clauses or sentences. Conjoinment 

between the clauses of the same sentence is often a matter of speaker‘s choice. Sentence (36) differs 

from sentence (37).  

                     36. ―I ate an apple, but I didn‘t like it.‖  

                     37. ―I ate an apple. But I didn‘t like it.‖  

While the former (36) suggests a type of simultaneity, the latter (37) suggests a kind of afterthought by 

unhitching coordinate conjoinment. The person may perhaps withhold it for creating a dramatic effect.  

―To‖ in infinitive may be found with same semantic difference. In (38 b), the repetition of ―to‖ may 

most likely be interpreted as his reading ability plus a letter-writing ability unlike (38 a) which means a 

letter-reading- and- writing ability. 

              38 (a). ―John is able to read and write letters.‖ 

              38 (b).  ―John is able to read and to write letters.  

The effect of repetition is sometimes admonitory as in 39 (a):  

             39 (a).  ―John wants to eat my soup but John isn‘t going to get the chance.‖  

             39 (b).  ―Mary says so but Mary is wrong.‖ 

The repetition of ―John‖ in (39) may be a kind of reproof. The avoidance of pronominls in 39 (b) has 

been done for the same purpose
14

.  

                                                           
14

 Sentence 39 (a) and (b) violate the Principle of Pronominalization which discourages the repetition of 

the same noun in the same sentence.  
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The expression of subject ―you‖ in imperatives may also be for admonitory effects. Hence, 40 (a) is 

stronger than 40 (b):  

               40 (a). ―You do as I say.‖  

                40 (b). ―Do as I say it.‖  

In much the same way, 41 (a) is uttered when the speaker either wants to be rude or he wants to 

distinguish Jane from Mary. 

              41 (a). ―You come here.‖ 

               41 (b). ―Come here,‖  

This can be observed in certain situations where the addition of ―you‖ is characteristically done. The 

addition of subject ―you‖ to subjectless imperatives make them marked in structure and since any 

possible variation in form means difference in meaning, so 42 (a) and 42 (b) are not just surface variants 

of a single deep structure as the theory of Empty Categories contend
15

 but two surface structures having 

two deep structures.  

                    42 (a). ―Shut up.‖  

                    42 (b). ―You shut up.‖  

The cases of pronominalization and deletions are specialized in functions. An example of specialized 

deletion is the use of answers with deleted main verbs for conveying strong affirmations of denials. An 

answer like 44 (a), not 44 (b) to a question (43) validates the strong affirmation of the speaker. 

                           43. ―Do you claim that you were on the night of July 4?‖ 

                                                           
15

 See section 5.4 of the thesis.  
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                           44 (a). ―Yes, I do.‖  

                           44 (b).  ―Yes, I claim.‖  

The omission of ―to‖ of the infinitive in case of certain verbs lead to drastically different meaning. 

Sentences 45 (a) and (b) can be analyzed with different semantic criteria. 

         45 (a). ―Do it if you want to.‖  

         45 (b). ―Do it if you want.‖  

The 45 (a) refers to likeness or fondness, 45 (b) to a choice.  

Chomsky (2006) says that a close correspondence exists between the surface and deep structures only in 

artificially simple sentences. This relationship assumes a great deal of complexity when we analyze 

sentences of everyday life. The surface structure also plays a role in determining pronominal references. 

In (46), ―his‖ is co-referential, but in (47), ―his‖ is non-referential and referred to some other person.  

                        46.  ―Each of the men hates his brothers.‖  

                        47. ―The men each hate his brothers.‖  

Similarly, deep structure can also determine pronominal reference. Sentence 48 (a) is acceptable but 48 

(b) is not as the pronoun in the sentence must refer to ―Mary,‖ not ―John.‖ 

                   48 (a). ―John appeared to Mary to like her. 

                  48 (b).* ―John appeared to Mary to like him.‖  

On the other hand, in (49), the pronoun ―him‖ cannot be replaced with ―her‖ as it must refer to ―John‖ in 

the sentence. 
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            49 (a). ―John appealed to Mary to like him.  

The sentences mentioned above--48 (a & b) and (49) -- differ in their deep structures and therefore will 

assume different semantic dimensions if the use of pronoun is not considerate.  

Chomsky (1975, p. 140) also gives the following examples for illustration: 

50. ―George‘s friends appeared to their wives to like one another.‖ 

51. ―George‘s friends appeared to John to like one another.‖  

52. ―George‘s friends appealed to their wives to like one another.‖  

53. ―George‘s friends appealed to John to like one another.‖ 

Examples (50) and (52) are similar in surface structures. They, however, differ in their deep structures. 

In (50) George‘s friends are the subjects of ―like‖ while in (52) their wives will act as the agents of like 

for each other. Similarly, (51) and (53) share the same surface structures but they may be taken 

differently at their deep levels. In (51) John is the recipient of liking and the friends will like one another 

and in (53) each friend appeals to John to like one another. Sentences (50) and (52) will assume different 

semantic dimensions in a polygamous culture where the friend can have more than one wife, and hence, 

besides friends, the wives will also have liking for one other.  These examples lend support to 

Chomsky‘s (1968) view that deep structure contains a great deal of information that cannot be expressed 

in the surface structure of a sentence.  

For Bolinger (1980), however, any possible variation in surface structure may lead to different deep 

structure. The examples 54 (a) and (b) are the illustration of limited transformation. 

                       54 (a). ―The dawn came‖  

                       54 (b).  ―Came the dawn.‖ 
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 Palmer (1988, p. 18 & 227) takes such structures as examples of adverbial inversion: 

55. ―Down came a blackbird.‖ 

56. ―Into the room walked john.‖ 

The use of each of these constructions will be determined by the pragmatic consideration or the 

discourse context of the communication.  

To conclude, one can say that syntactically, the idea of different surface structures with the same deep 

structure is just a linguistic myth (Bolinger 1977). Transformations that lead to identity-despite-

difference or difference-despite-identity are fallacious and such transformations need a systematic and a 

thorough analysis. The notion of two meanings for a single form or two forms for a single meaning is 

highly fallacious.  

3.2   Passive Transformation 

Svartvik (1966) accurately contends that passive construction has been the focus of much theoretical 

debate and it has probably drawn much attention than any other area in the history of linguistics. The 

process involves a set of complex grammatical and discourse factors. It is this interdependence of 

different levels of analysis that makes it an interesting arena for research.  

In Chomskyan modules (1986), passives in English are marked by the promotion of the object and the 

consequent demotion of the subject and have a distinct form of verb which agrees with the promoted 

subject. The two components that appear in the passives are the auxiliary morpheme ―be‖ and the 

addition of participle suffix to the ―base‖ verb; second is adjunct: a preposition ―by‖ plus a nominal 

serving as an agent (p.72). Bolinger (1980) takes passivization as a switching mechanism whereby 

transformation is carried out by turning the sentence around and by adding certain words. He (1981) 
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perceives passive structures as examples of addition. The use of passive participle and ―by-phrase‖ are 

added to the structures which do not appear in the active structures. 

 

Subject  Object 

Verb   Passive Participle 

Object   Agent  

 

Moreover, the phenomenon of topicalization is canonical of passive transformation. In (57), John‖ is the 

topic and the remaining part of the sentence is a comment. 

57.  ―We all admire John.‖  

The same holds for its passive variant (58):  

58. ―John is admired by all of us.‖  

Passivization, according to Edwin Williams (1995) is the dethematization of the subject. Passives, in this 

respect, resemble raising verbs. Saeed (2003) considers passive structure as the syntactic entailment of 

the active. The active and its passive version entail one another. 

3.2.1   Syntactic Framework of Passives  

Chomsky (1965) takes passive structure as ―be+ en.‖ The passive morpheme –en when attached with a 

verb changes the morphological structure of the verb and transforms it into passive participle. The rules 

that bring out changes in the structure of the phrase or clause are called transformation rules. One 

grammatical restriction is that the verb must be transitive. Moreover, the verb (passive participle) is 
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followed by a ―by-phrase‖ generally known as agent. This means that adjunct ―by +NP‖ replaces the 

object complement of the active and starts carrying the notion of agentivity. So an active structure is: 

NP1—Aux + V+ NP2 

And the corresponding passive will be: NP2--Aux + be +en –V--by + NP1 

It can be said that four properties distinguish a passive clause from an active clause: 

(a) Passive constructions contain auxiliaries either ―Be‖ or ―Get‖ or ―Have‖ 

(b) Such constructions contain ―–n‖ participle form of the verb generally referred to as passive participle  

(c) A passive clause contains a ―by-phrase‖
16

 – sometimes optional and sometimes obligatory. The ―by-

phrase‖ semantically serves as an agent. It contains the subject of the active sentence which serves as the 

complement of preposition ―by.‖   

                                                           
16 Some ―-en‖ forms take other prepositions (see Palmer (1988) The English Verbs p. 86):  

             59 (a). “The accident worried them all.‖  

             59 (b). ―They were all worried about the accident.‖ 

              60 (a). ―Her behavior surprised us.‖ 

              60 (b).  ―We were surprised at her behavior.‖ 

              61 (a). ―His actions satisfy them.‖ 

              61 (b). ―They are satisfied with his actions.‖  

              62 (a). ―You disappoint him.‖ 

              63 (b). ―He is disappointed in you.‖  

              64 (a). ―Linguistics interests John.‖ 

              64 (b).  ―John is interested in linguistics.‖ 

              65 (a).  ―Your friend impressed me.  

              65 (b). ―I was impressed with your friend.” 
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a. The complement of the active verb moves to the spec-CP position within TP as shown in  (v): 

          66. ―The car was stolen by the thief.‖  

The tree diagram for (66) is (e). 
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From argument perceptive, the complement of the active verb moves from argument position (internal 

argument) to another argument position (external) when it becomes the subject of the passive structure. 

This type of movement is A-movement (argument movement).   

The complement of active verb surfaces as the subject of the passive. Brame (1976) observes that 

passives shift the underlying subject into an object of preposition slot and the object into the subject slot. 

Passives carry out the preposing of the object and postposing of the subject. The ―by-phrase‖ of the 

passive is a PP and hence is optional just as PP‘s are as Chomsky (1957) points out.  

3.2.2   Have-Passives  

English also has passives in which ―have‖ acts as an auxiliary. Palmer(1988 p, 165) contends that 

―Have‖ constructions are best seen as derived not directly from the active, but from the passive:  

                         67 (a). ―X stole a book from me.‖  

                         67 (b). ―A book was stolen from me.‖  

                         67 (c). ―I had a book stolen from me.‖ 

67 (c) is the passive of the preceding sentence --67 (b). So it is passive of the passive.   

3.2.3. Thematic Structure of Passive Constructions  

Active and passive constructions differ in their theta grades. Consider the following sentence.  

68. ―John i broke the window j.‖  
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As can be seen, ―break‖ as a predicate takes two arguments: the agent and the patient. When this 

sentence is changed into passive, we get a different theta grade. 

      69. ―The window was broken by John.‖  
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The passive congener transforms thematic relation of the predicate ―break.‖ The agent takes the form of 

PP i.e, ―by +NP.‖ As has been pointed out in theta theory (see section.5.1), adjuncts don‗t get theta role 

in the theta criterion. This means that the passive form can be written as 

                       70. ―The window was broken.‖ 

It is pretty clear that passives and actives get different thematic properties. The active sentence takes 

agent and patient while the passive lacks the agent and hence has only the patient in the theta grade. This 

patient appears in the subject position. This, according to Carnie (2001), is not a syntactic issue. It is 

rather a morphological issue. The passive verb takes the morpheme ―–en‖ which is to be distinguished 

from the past tense suffix‖-d/ed.‖ The past form happens because of the primary auxiliary verbs ―have‖ 

whereas the passive form happens due to the verb ―Be.‖ It is because of this difference in the auxiliary 

that the passive verb, according to Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, & Spencer (2009), is called ―passive 

participle‖ (p.137) while the past tense is conventionally called past participle or perfect participle. By 

the addition of the passive morpheme, the theta grade of the passive changes. The agent becomes 

optional and the patient remains the only argument in the theta grade. The morphological change 

actuates changes in the thematic relation. Moreover, the order of the arguments also changes. In active, 

the patient appears in the object position; in passive, it takes the subject position. The D-structure of the 

passive sentence takes a different form:  

                           71. ―Broken the window by her.‖  

The NP ―the window‖ is the complement of the verb ―break‖ and is governed by the VP ―break.‖  
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The passive structure lacks a subject in the D-structure and since, the Extended Projection Principle 

(EPP) states that a sentence without a subject is not acceptable, therefore, the patient is moved to the 

subject position in order to fulfill this requirement. So we can say that a passive construction also 

involves an NP movement. As a result of this movement, the position of NP complement is left empty 

which is represented as e. But it should be borne in mind that the type of NP movement that happens in 

passives is bounded movement. This means that the moved NP must stay within the same clause. 

Consider the following example:  

                  72 (a). ―It is evident that John can play the piano.‖ 

                  72 (b). *―The piano can be evident that can be played.‖  

The ungrammaticality of 72 (b) sentence is because the NP ―John‖ has moved too far; that‘s, out of its 

clause.  
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The same constraints come into effect in case of ―to‖-infinitive clauses.  

                 73 (a). ―I want to write a letter.‖ 

                 73 (b). *―A letter is wanted to be written by me.‖  

As can be seen, the NP ―a letter‖ violates the boundedness restriction and hence the sentence stands 

ungrammatical. 

In addition, the morphological form of the passive verb is not the Case assigner. A transitive verb, 

contend Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, & Spencer (2009), can assign accusative Case to its complement by 

default because the NPs in such cases cannot function as the subjects of finite clauses. It happens when 

an NP is ineligible to function as nominative subject or as genitive.  

At the same time, the passive verb also undergoes changes regarding its Case assigning ability. It cannot 

assign Case as shown in (75).   

                   74. ―She invited him.‖ 

                   75. *―He was invited her.‖ 

Ura (1996) believes that past participle forms behave like adjectives and are therefore unable to assign 

Case. It is also one of the reasons that the passive participle form cannot assign Case in passive 

constructions, therefore the ―by-phrase‖ is inserted as a Case assigner. This view is supported by the fact 

that the passivized verb and adjectives have the same morphological forms and similar distribution
17

.  

                                                           
17 Some passives are pseudo-passives. Consider sentence (76):  

               76. ―The problem is complicated.‖  

The sentence is ambiguous regarding its voice nature.  Tests of adjectival functions are then applied to 

determine their adjectival form. Palmer (1988 p. 86) recommends the following four tests: 
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        83. ―The window was broken.‖               ―The man was tall.‖                         Distribution 

        84. ―The horses were frightened.‖          ―The frightened horses.‖             Morphological forms  

However, one problem arises with this theory. Whereas adjectives can assign Genitive Case with the 

addition of preposition ―of,‖ passive verbs cannot take objects marked for Genitive: 

        85. ―She is afraid of horses.‖  

        86. *―The horses were frightened of her.‖  

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

(i) Whether the form can occur in attributive position: ―a complicated problem.‖                            

(ii) In predicative position after linking verbs: (77). ―The problem seems complicated.‖                    

(iii) Take intensifiers ―very, rather‖ and comparative/superlative ―very/most‖: ―The problem is 

very complicated.‖   

(iv) Coordinate with a true adjective:  (78). ―The problem is difficult and complicated.‖ 

“Killed‖ or ―situated‖ cannot qualify these tests:  

               79. * ―The tiger seemed killed.‖  

Bolinger (1977 p. 17) says that a pseudo-passive cannot be the semantic congener of the active. The 

following two sentences are not the same. : 

           80. ―He accidently drowned.‖ 

           81. ―He was accidently drowned.‖  

In case of former, we can ask ―Why couldn‘t he have been more careful?‖ but not in case of latter. Both 

are agentless but whereas (80) puts the responsibility on ―he‖, (81) puts it on somebody else‘s shoulders. 

Some adjectival structures appear as ―apparent passives‖ (Bolinger 1977 p. 104) like  (82): 

           82. ―They were exhausted.‖  

This happens because participles can easily be adjectivalized.   
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Burzio (1986) contends that a predicate that cannot assign external theta role cannot assign accusative 

Case. Hence the passive morpheme ―-en‖ absorbs the verb‘s external theta role and, as a result, absorbs 

the verb‘s ability to assign the accusative Case. The defining property of passive morphology is that it 

absorbs Case. Passive verbs, therefore, can be regarded as ―intransitive‖ (Chomsky 1986 p. 74). Since 

the passive morpheme eliminates the external theta role, so, resultantly, there is no subject of the finite 

clause. Being in the Caseless theta position, the NP moves to the subject position to get Case. Since 

Case also depends on the position, so once the object comes to the subject position, it also receives 

Nominative Case.  It can be concluded that two reasons trigger the obligatory movement of the NP. 

First, the NP moves to satisfy EPP and to fill the empty subject position and second, the movement 

happens for getting Case. So besides morphological changes in which the argument structure of the verb 

undergoes changes, there are some syntactic changes as well. It is clear that the complement of the verb 

moves to the subject position in order to get Case. This kind of DP-movement is considered ―raising.‖  

Chomsky (1986) believes that the movement of NP to the subject position is not a property of passive 

transformation but is Case filter derivative. This can be seen in case of complex passivization where no 

movement takes when the complement is an NP: 

                87. ―It is widely believed that Mary is very hard working.‖  

When the complement moves to the subject position, it leaves behind a trace which has the same 

syntactic and semantic properties but which has no phonological realization. As Chomsky (1986) 

contends: ―When a category is moved by a transformation, it leaves behind an empty category, a trace‖ 

(p. 66). 

As an illustration, we can take the following example: 

              88 (a). ―They have built the house.‖  
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              88 (b). ―Have they < have> built the house?‖  

So the trace that is left behind when the complement of the verb moves to the subject position in passive 

will have the same Ɵ-role and referential properties as the moved complement. This is syntactically 

expressed with the help of co-indexation as in (ix).  

(ix). NP2 i VP trace i.  

The moved element and the trace is collectively called chain. The concept of chain solves the problem of 

theta criterion that one argument bears one Ɵ-role and the Ɵ-role cannot be shared.  

3.2.4   Semantic Constraints on Passives  

Bolinger (1981) takes passive constructions as example of syntactic exploitations
18

. Verbs like ―believe, 

consider, think, suppose, suspect‖ are more frequent in passives than actives. These verbs  are used to 

express opinions and viewpoints concerning something about which the speaker wants to sound 

impersonal and hence the use of these verbs in passives allow him to shift the responsibility to some 

anonymous agent: 

                                      89 (a). ―I believe John to be a thief.‖  

89 (b). ―John is believed to be a thief.‖  

Sentence (89b) implies a generality of belief that is absent in (89a). Similarly, in 90 (a) and 90 (b), 

Sentence 90 (b) is more generic in meaning: 

90 (a).  ―I consider John to be a churchgoer.‖   

90 (b). ―John is considered to be a churchgoer.‖  

                                                           
18

 The term is used by Julia Stanely (1972). ―Syntactic exploitation.‖ Paper at Southeastern Conference 

on Linguistics vii. 
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Passive transformation assumes a syntactic device that allows the speaker to say the same thing in a 

different manner and to sound impersonal in his personal viewpoints.   

Passive structures as grammatical devices can be used when something wants to be left unsaid. The 

deleted agent offers the choice to gain without losing anything. The sentence (91) does not say by what 

or by whom the environment is threatened. Perhaps, man himself is the threatener. 

                91. ―Man protects threatened environment.‖  

The structure gives credit while concealing the blame. In much the same manner, the semantic 

dimension of a sentence can be made more sinister by means of passive constructions. Instead of 92 (a) 

the passive congener 92 (b) carries a much wider implications. 

                    92(a). ―The cabinet accused the prime minster of misconduct‖  

                    92(b). ―The prime minister was accused of misconduct.‖  

It carries inferential meaning that the accusation is not from the cabinet members only but perhaps from 

the whole nation.   

Bolinger (1981) also opines the same about get-passives. This type of passives is a suasive syntactic 

exploit that is applied when the speaker exonerates himself from responsibility by getting out of actor 

slot and holding something or someone else responsible for it. The active 93 (a) and the get-passive 93 

(b) conveys different interpretation of the same event. 

                          93 (a). ―I broke the cup.‖  

                          93 (b). ―The cup got broken.‖   
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Get-passives, according to Lakoff
19

 shows a different degree of control over the event. Yim (1988) 

associates ―Get-passives‖ with dynamic verbs, and therefore, such passives are less likely with non-

dynamic verbs: 

                           94. ―The bed was slept in.‖
20

 

                           95. *―The bed got slept in.‖ 

This can be seen in case of Unaccusative verbs and middle verbs
21

. These verbs cannot assign accusative 

Case because they cannot take direct objects as complements. Secondly, these verbs do not bear any 

external argument. They have only internal arguments.  

                                                           
19

 (quoted by Saeed(2003) in Semantics p. 168)  
  
20 The use of two prepositions may seem problem but it is to be noted that ―sleep in‖ is treated as a single 

verb (particle + verb). It loses its Case-assigning property under passive morphology and therefore ―by-

phrase‖ is inserted to assign Case to the object ―him.‖ See Chomsky (1986) Knowledge of Language p. 

201).  

 
21 Middle verb constructions (―cut, sink, close, break, blow up‖) are also more or less like passive 

structures. They are unable to assign Accusative Case. The objects in these cases obligatorily move to 

the subject position. These verbs, observes, Z. Vendler (1967) alternate between causative and 

inchoative meaning. Consider the following sentences.  

                 96. ―She cuts the cake.‖                        

                97. ―The soft cake cuts easily.‖  

                98. ―Captain Nemo sank the ship with a torpedo.‖ 

                99. ―The torpedo sank the ship.‖          
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              101. ―The train arrived.‖  

              102. ―The train arrived at the station.‖  

              103. *―The train arrived the station.‖ 

―The train‖ is not the agent of the predicate ―arrive.‖ It is actually the theme in the object position which 

then subsequently moves to the subject position for two reasons: for satisfying EPP and for getting Case. 

These verbs, as Williams (1995) contends, are inherently passive and so are not passivizable. This lack 

of passivization is the hallmark of their syntactic representation. It can be concluded that unaccusative 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

                100. ―The ship sank.‖  

In (96), ―cut‖ is an active verb. But in (97), the action of cutting happens to ―the cake.‖ ―The cake‖ is the 

patient and there is, in Anderson‗s (1977) words, subjectivization of the NP ―the cake (p. 49).‖ In (98), 

―sink‖ as an intransitive verb appears like a passive verb. At the deep structure, it can be taken as 

objectivized object because the act of sinking happens to the ship.  Applying Dowty‘s (1991) principle 

of Proto-Agent, Captain Nemo has all the properties of Proto-Agent _ volition, sentience, causation and 

movement and is thus more eligible to be the subject. ―The torpedo‖ has the Proto-Agent properties of 

causation and movement only while ―the ship‖ has just the property of movement and these properties 

are enough for them to become the subjects of the sentences. Moreover, Dowty‘s version of subject 

hierarchy where agent precedes instrument and experiencer and source and goal are weaker candidates 

than the patient accurately apply to the given structures. Other verbs that follow such patterns are: 

“open, close, increase, drop.‖ Moreover, the inchoative and causative versions of these verbs represent a 

transition from the state of incompletion to being complete. This can also be seen in the presence of the 

agent in the causative implicature.  
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verbs are mono-transitive verbs that take one complement. This single complement undergoes 

movement operation just as objects in passives: 

             104. ―------- arrived the train.‖ 

             105. ―The train arrived.‖ 

Bolinger (1980) takes adjectives with suffixes ―-able‖ and ―-ible‖ as passives in meanings. The adjective 

―contemptible‖ (p.87) means a person who incurs someone‘s contempt. The person is the object of 

contempt and there are the agents of contempt implicit in the word itself. ―Discoverable‖ is something 

that can be discovered by some discoverers. ―Undesirable‖ suggests undesirability but not-desired by 

whom? These adjectives become like agentless passives where the agents of contempt or desirable are 

omitted.   

3.2.5      Voice Neutrality  

If passive construction is the stylistic variant of active, it must be voice neutral or what Postal (1974) 

calls ―truth-functional equivalence‖ (p. 359).  Active and passive are taken as different forms conveying 

the same meanings. The sentence (106) and its passive congener (107) report the same event in the real 

world and have the same relationship of actor and patient. 

                    106 (a). ―John ate the spinach.‖  

                     106 (b). ―The spinach was eaten by John‖  
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There are situations when passive is not the semantic congener of the active
22

. This is something that 

Chomsky (1957, p. 101) himself has acknowledged in the following examples: 

                      107 (a). ―Everyone in the room knows at least two languages.‖ 

                      107 (b). ―At least two languages are known by everyone in the room.‖  

In the active, any two languages are known but in passive two specific languages are known by people 

in the room
23

. Chomsky (1975) also quotes the following examples:  

                                                           
22 Similarly, there are some restrictions on verbs in active constructions but not in passives. Consider the 

following sentences (Chomsky, 1957, p. 42). 

              108 (a). ―John admires sincerity.‖  

              109 (a). ―Sincerity frightens John.‖  

Sentences (108) and (109) cannot be reordered with respect to subject and object. Hence the following 

sentences are not grammatically acceptable. 

                108 (b). *―Sincerity admires John.‖ 

                109 (b).  *―John frightens sincerity.‖ 

The unacceptability of 108 (b) and 109 (b) are due to the fact that NP in the subject position does not 

have the required agentive quality. But, interestingly, all these restrictions fail once they are put into 

―be+ en‖ structures as in the following.  

108  (c). ―Sincerity is admired by John.‖  

109 (c). ―John is frightened by sincerity.‖  
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110 (a). ―Beavers build dams.‖ 

110 (b). ―Dams are built by beavers.‖(p.97) 

Sentence110 (a) simply states the property of beavers, namely, that they deal in building dams. But 

sentence 110 (b) is false on semantic grounds since it implies that all dams are built by beavers. And 

under any circumstances it cannot be true that their activities in dam building account for all dams.  

―Dams‖ in 110 (a) is the object of verb ―build‖ and once transformation happens, it becomes the subject 

of 110 (b) though grammatically it is still the object of the verb ―build‖ However, in such structures the 

question of quantification is involved.  

Voice neutrality also gets disturbed when the actives contain quantifiers or negatives:  

                    111 (a). ―Every student read one book.‖  

                    111 (b). ―One book was read by every student.‖ 

Whereas 111 (b) suggests the reading of one particular by every student, 111 (a) does not suggest the 

particularity of the book.  

These examples suggest that passive constructions are used on certain contextually determined 

occasions. And that quantifiers play an important role in the semantic interpretations of the surface 

structure of a sentence. This semantic divergence can also be observed in non-quantificational sentences. 

Palmer (1979) & (1988) believes that the passive construction is seen as the derived form of active 

where voice-neutrality is not disturbed. This, however, may not happen in every passivization.  In some 

cases, verb lends different meaning to the passive sentence. Consider the following example: 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         
23

 Katz and Paul (1964) find these arguments unconvincing. For them, passive and active are open to the 

same interpretations. The active may mean two particular languages and the passive may mean two 

different languages. Hence active and passive are the paraphrase of each other.  
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            112 (a). ―When are you going to see your parents?‖  

            112 (b). ―When are your parents going to be seen?‖  

While ―see‖ in 112 (a) means ―to visit,‖ it means ―to be inspected‖ in the passivized form. This can also 

be observed in cases when the subject of the modal is either agentive (Lyons 1968) or where there is a 

volitional component (Huddleston (1969a). Consider the following example: 

              113 (a). ―Harry won‘t drive Joan.‖ 

              113 (b). ―Joan won‘t be driven by Harry.‖ 

It is pretty obvious that it is not the same to say that Harry is unwilling to drive Joan and that Joan is 

unwilling to be driven by Harry.  Palmer (1979, p. 68) further contends that voice-neutrality is really an 

issue in certain cases like 114 (a) and the corresponding passive 114 (b) produces a different effect. 

            114 (a).  ―John may/shall/must meet Mary.‖ 

            114 (b). ―Mary may/shall/must be met by John.‖ 

If John is permitted or compelled to meet Mary, it does not necessarily follow that Mary is permitted or 

compelled to meet John. With dynamic modality, there is no voice-neutrality for the modality is subject 

oriented in such cases.  

         115 (a).  ―Bill can help Mary‖ 

         115 (b). ―Mary can be helped by Bill.‖ 

If the speaker gives permission to Bill for helping Mary, it is quite possible that he may give permission 

to Mary to be helped by Bill. If, however, the speaker gives exclusive permission to Bill, then it must 

come as a subject and the corresponding passive may lose voice-neutrality.  

Passive transformation also does not happen in subject oriented ―can.‖  
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                 116. ―Mary can read Latin.‖ 

                 117. ―Harry can run a mile in five minutes.‖ 

It is not clear whether ―can‖ refers to ability or possibility in these cases. It is not easily determinable 

and therefore, the distinction between subject oriented and neutral possibility cannot easily be made. 

Brame (1976) illustrates it with an example and states that if A unwittingly and unintentionally does 

something which B takes as an insult, it might make sense to say 118 (b) but the corresponding active 

118 (a) will not: 

              118 (b). ―B was insulted by A.‖  

              118 (a). ―A insulted B.‖  

Besides semantic, there are some syntactic constraints on passivization.  Svartvik (1966) rules out the 

possibility of passivization of a sentence that has reflexives or reciprocals as objects: 

              119 (a). ―He likes himself.‖ 

              119 (b). *―Himself is liked by him.‖ (p.62) 

He calls such structures as semitransitive. 

Postal (1971)
24

 also refers to the same restriction by saying that the passive transformation of ―John 

stabbed himself‖ cannot be 120 (a) or (b): 

            120 (a). *―Himself was stabbed by John.‖  

            120 (b).  *―John was stabbed by himself.‖ 

                                                           
24

 (Quoted by Anderson(1977) in  On Case Grammar  p. 192) 
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3.2.6    Passivization within Meaning and Form 

Bolinger (1980, p. 190) also discusses the lack of voice-neutrality in the following two examples: 

             121 (a). ―I met George at the airport.‖ 

             121 (b). ―George was met at the airport.‖ 

Sentence 121 (a) can be accidental. That I was at the airport and all of a sudden I came across George. 

121 (b) denotes pre-planned arrangement. That is, I went to pick him from the airport.  This view further 

diminishes the theoretical validity of identity-despite-difference. A passive is not just a surface congener 

of the active. The passive, says Bolinger(1977), is not perfectly interchangeable with the active. There is 

some kind of difference in emphasis and thematicizing or dematicizing certain elements. This syntactic 

difference is visible in the semantic difference and that is why the passives of 122 (a) and 123 (a) strike 

us either least tolerable or sound absurd to us:  

                 122 (a). ―Generations of lovers have walked under the bridge‖  

                 123 (a). ―The dog walked under the bridge‖  

                 122 (b). *―The bridge has been walked under by the dog‖  

                  123 (b). ―The bridge has been walked under by generations of lovers.‖ 

 Similar reasons can be cited for the passive congener 124 (b) of 124 (a) below: 

               124 (a). ―My sister camped beside the lake‖  

               124 (b). *―The lake was camped beside by my sister.‖ 

Passiviztion happens when something is done to the patient or is somehow affected by the action. With 

actives, the walking of generations of lovers or of the dog under the bridge sound romantic, but the 
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passive congeners make little sense for the bridge does not receive any effect of the actions. There exists 

a simple spatial relationship between the dog and the bridge. Similarly if a rancher warns picnickers of 

125 (a), the corresponding passive 125 (b) is acceptable for he has in his mind the potential damage to 

the lake.  

                  125 (a). ―Nobody is to camp beside this lake.‖  

                  125 (b). ―This lake is to be camped beside by nobody‖. 

 But for someone‘s sister to camp beside the lake merely shows her spatial position-- where she is. 

Similar observations hold for 126 (a) and 127 (a) which have their corresponding passives as 126 (b) 

and 127 (b).  

                126 (a). ―John sat on the chair.‖  

                126 (b). ―John slept in the bed.‖  

                127 (a). ―The chair was sit on by John.‖  

                127 (b).  ―The bed was slept in by John.‖  

Similarly, we can say 128 (b) as the passive structure of 128 (a) because the pages are affected: 

               128 (a). ―Harry turned the pages.‖  

                128 (b). ―The pages were turned by Harry.‖ 

But the passive of 129 (a) is not tolerable for the corner does not get affected in any way
25

. 

                                                           
25 While explaining the possible passive structures of Middle verbs, Chomsky (1986) refers to “Burzio‘s 

generalization: ―A verb (with an object) Case-marks its object if and only if it ϴ-marks its subject 
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                    129 (a). ―Harry turned the corner.‖  

On the other hand, if the corner is taken as a type of target in race, then passivization is possible:                                                                                 

                      130. ―The corner has not been turned yet.‖  

We can say 131 (a) and 132 (b) because we are thinking of how her approach may affect me—perhaps 

she is a panhandler. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

(p.139)‖. He (1986) generalizes this principle and says,‖ A verb with a complement assigns Case if and 

only if it ϴ-marks its subject(p.141)‖ The following sentences are not passivizable:   

              134. ―Anna resembles her mother.‖ 

              135. ―I have a book.‖ 

              136. ―Bill married Anna.‖  

Chomsky (1965, p. 166) further argues that verbs that take NP as direct objects followed by a manner 

adverbial [NP –Manner] may just as well occur with NP as direct objects though not conversely. But 

verbs like ―cost, resemble, weigh‖ etc. will be marked positive for NP but negative for NP_ Manner 

category. Hence (137) is acceptable but (138) is not:  

                 137. ―John played the piano carefully/ with great passion.‖  

                 138. ―Mary resembled her mother carefully/ with great enthusiasm.  

In case of intransitive verbs, the use of manner adverbials is optional, but they cannot take NP as direct 

objects. Similarly, we can say that transitive verbs take obligatory NP as direct objects but optional 

manner adverbials. ―Walk‖ will be marked as [NP_] [Manner +_] and ―hit‖ will be categorized as [NP+] 

[Manner +_].  
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                   131 (a). ―Mary approached me‖  

                   131 (b). ―I was approached by Mary‖  

But the same cannot be said about the train because we are referring to the geometrical positions of the 

two. 

                   132. *―I was approached by the train‖  

There is also power relationship involved. We can say 133 (a) but the passive 133 (b) sounds comical. 

                     133 (a). ―General Smith deserted the army.‖  

                     133 (b). ―The army was deserted by General Smith.‖ (?) 

These examples illustrate that passivization is not just contingent upon the verb used but the intention of 

the speaker and the fact that whether or not the object has been affected.   

Moreover, if the claim that active and passive have underlying sameness is fallacious, it is also due to 

incorrect understanding of competence and performance. The active and passive constructions differ in 

performance variables. If, for instance, someone is asked (139) the answer can be 140 (a) or 140 (b): 

                  139. ―What happened to the train?‖  

                  140 (a). ―It was wrecked by the engineer.‖  

                 140 (b).  ―The engineer wrecked it.‖  

The preference of passive over active in such a situation validates the fact that the contrast that the 

speakers carry in their performance is relative. If two contrasting pair are relevant at a time, it does not 

mean it will be relevant all the time. If a language permits a contrast to survive, it ought to be for a 
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particular purpose. The survival of contrasts without meaningful purpose is the waste of linguistic 

resources.  

3.2.7 Pragmatic Reasons for Passives 

Chomsky has focused on the syntactic features of passivization, but he has not discussed its pragmatic 

importance. All types of passives ---Be, Get and Have---are discourse bound and their use is contextual. 

One possible reason for passivization is that such constructions allow the speaker to offer a different 

perspective on the described situation. It allows the speaker to describe the situation from the point of 

view of the patient rather than that of the agent. In some cases such constructions are used to obscure the 

identity of the agent. This is what Givon (1989) calls foregrounding of the patient and backgrounding of 

the agent. In other words, the patient gets promoted in the passive while the agent gets demoted. Kuno 

(1987) perceives passivization as an index of speaker‘s greater empathy with the patient rather than the 

agent. He gives an example of a person relating a story about her friend Mary and her experiences at a 

party. In the narrative, the speaker empathizes with Mary and thus narrates events from her perspective. 

This explains why a passivized structure (b) is acceptable in 141 below but not in 142: 

141.―Mary had an untoward incident at the party she attended last night.‖  

                        a. *―A six-foot-tall rowdy harassed her.‖ 

                        b. ―She was harassed by a six-foot-tall rowdy.‖  

142.―Mary had an untoward incident at the party she attended last night.‖ 

a. ―She slapped a six-foot-tall rowdy in the face.‖ 

b. *―A six-foot-tall rowdy was slapped in the face by her.‖  
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The reason why passive construction works in (141) but not in (142) is because the fronted nominal 

refers to the person the speaker empathizes with. In (142), other participant (the rowdy man) is 

focalized.  

Palmer (1988) considers thematization as the characteristic function of passivization. This happens when 

a noun phrase is subjectivized for the purpose of prominence.  The passive of (143) will lead to the 

speaker‘s focus on the patient ―the horses‖ as in the following passivized sentence (144): 

143.―John groomed the horses‖: 

144.―The horses were groomed by John.‖  

There are other syntactic patterns that can show this alternation of views: 

145 (a). ―The house stood in front of the station.‖  

145 (b). ―The station stood behind the house.‖  

In 145(a), ―the house‘ is the foreground while ―the station‖ is the background. The reverse happens in 

145(b) wherein ―the station‖ is foreground while ―the house‖ is background.  

                      146 (a). ―What Joan bought was a watch.‖  

                      146 (b). ―It was Joan who bought a watch.‖  

In 146 (a), the speaker is interested in Joan‘s purchase, while in 146 (b) he is interested in the purchaser. 

This is what Langacker (1987) calls focal adjustability which is analogous to the focal difference 

between 147 (a) and 147(b): 

                   147 (a). ―The cat is under the blanket.‖ 

                   147 (b). ―The blanket is over the cat.‖  
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He (1987) further contends that passives are more acceptable in situations when the subject is definite. 

Hence (148) is more acceptable pattern than (149): 

              148. ―This book was written by Paul Postal.‖  

              149. ―Books were written by Paul Postal.‖  

Likewise, indefinite objects in ―by-phrase‖ are more frequent in passive constructions as illustrated 

below: 

                 150 (a). ―This book was read by everyone in the class.‖  

                 150 (b). ―This book was read by John.‖  

 Sentence 150 (a) enjoys a higher degree of acceptability than 150 (b) on account of indefinite ―by-

phrase‖--- ―by everyone.‖  

The rules of ―case relations‖, according to Palmer (1988), also require that an animate agent must 

function as the grammatical subject (p. 84). Subjects are prioritized as agent, goal and instrument. Due 

to this, the first of each of the following is more likely than the second: 

                 151 (a). ―The birds have eaten all the strawberries.‖ 

                 151 (b). ―The strawberries have been eaten by the birds.‖ 

                 152 (a). ―A child was killed by the runaway car.‖ 

                 152 (b). ―The runaway car killed a child.‖  

In terms of thematization, ―the strawberries‖ and ―the runaway car‖ may be likely candidates but due to 

―case relations,‖ the animates have been chosen.  

Similar observations can be found in (153) and (154).  
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               153. ―The door opens with the key.‖  

               154. ―The key opens the door.‖  

Sentence (154) is preferred because of ―case‖ rules as instrument has been mentioned.   

Chafe (1970) takes passivization as the shift of information from old to new. In non- passive, the agent 

conveys old information while the patient conveys new. This order changes once the sentence is 

passivized. 

         155 (a). ―John emptied the box.‖  

         155 (b). ―The box was emptied by John.‖ 

The underlined lexical items in 155 (a) and (b) mean high pitch which in turn means that they carry new 

information. Passives need not be agentive but the agent will carry new information if it does have one.  

Bolinger (1980, p. 29) considers passivization as an effective tool for putting emphasis on words in the 

most effective places. Consider the following example. 

           156. ―It appeared initially that Bacon had written the play but later evidence showed that the play 

was written by Shakespeare.‖  

It will be very anticlimactic if the sentence is structured as in active form as (157):  

          157. ―It appeared initially that Bacon had written the play but later evidence showed that 

Shakespeare wrote the play.”  

Furthermore, another useful function of the passive is that it enables the speaker to be silent about the 

performer of an action. In actives, the speaker must be explicit about the agent whereas in passives he 

can omit mentioning it. The sentence (158) says nothing about the agent.  

             158. ―The cars are loaded.‖ 
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This will be fine provided that the doer is not important, but misleading if it is. The active cannot be 

written without an agent. It is not possible to say ―load the cars‖ or ―hand in the reports.‖  

Rather (159) is an acceptable structure.  

             159. ―The students hand in the report.  

The omission of the agent is not something deceitful. It is done when the listeners already know who has 

done the action, or when its mention will not make any difference. For instance, in the passive sentence 

(160), the important thing is examining the patient, not who examined him. 

               160. ―The patient has been examined.‖  

Passives also provide the opportunity to foreground the hygienic and the aseptic dimensions of products 

by omitting the agents i.e. the contaminated hands as in (161):  

             161. ―K-Y fruit is ripened on the tree. Fruits are picked and packed the same day.‖   

However, passives like actives are syntactic constructions that are loaded with potential bias. Bias enters 

into them when they are used to conceal the identity of the agent whose views might be exploited to 

make a point. The speaker may bear some grudge against the person. The omission of an agent is also 

done with no underlying design but to show an uncritical acceptance of some popular judgment whose 

dubious status will be evident if the agent is mentioned. The sentence (162) is dubious as the sentence 

does not say anything about the source of the statement. 

             162. ―Women are made for breeding.‖  

Passives, in this sense, become a handy tool for serving biased universal truths.  
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Saeed (2003) observes that passivization also allows the foregrounding of other arguments (words in 

italic) besides agent. In some instances, a theme is foregrounded as in triad structures: 

              163. ―The money was paid to the charity organization.‖ (Theme) 

The percept is focalized as in (164): 

              164. “The Empire State building was seen by John.‖ (Percept)  

Or the recipient as in (165): 

            165. “Ahmad was sent a watch by his uncle.‖ (Recipient)  

He further acknowledges that foregrounding in a passive is a complex phenomenon depending partly on 

grammatical, partly on semantic and partly on the discourse and the speaker‘s choice of viewpoint.   

The general pattern for passivization testifies the fact that a nominal occupying an object position is 

fronted to subject in passives. In triad arguments structure, however, the argument that occurs as a 

prepositional phrase is less likely to be foregrounded as evident in 166 (d). 

           166 (a). ―They bought her this house.‖  

           166 (b). ―They bought this house for her.‖  

           166 (c). ―This house was bought for her by them.‖  

           166 (d). *―For her was bought this house by them.‖ 

3.2.8 Passivization of Ditransitive Structures  

Syntactically, a triad thematic structure can be written as (vi) or (vii): 
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                             (vi).    NP1+ V+ NP2+ NP3 

                             (vii).   ΝP1+ V+NP3+PNP2 

The two objects are differentiated as indirect object (Oi) and direct object (Od).Through transformation, 

(167) admits a prepositional phrase and the subsequent reversal of the elements:    

                         167. ―They gave him a book.‖  

                         168. ―They gave a book to him.‖ 

Svartvik (1966) says that indirect object (Oi) is typically animate and the clause follows ―Ot + Od‖ 

order.  Prepositional phrases as transformed indirect objects in actives (169) or passive clauses (170) 

will not, however, be considered indirect objects. 

                      169. ―They gave a book to him.‖  

                      170. ―A book was given to him.‖ 

Fries (1959, p. 185) contends that to call such expressions as ―to the boy‖ an "indirect object" in the 

sentence (171) leads to confusion. 

                  171. ―The man gave the money to the boy.‖  

 The expression ―to the boy‖ does express the same meaning as that of the indirect object, but this 

meaning is signaled by the function word ―to,‖ not by the formal arrangement which constitutes the 

structure, "indirect object"'. The subject in the sentence (172) also expresses the same meaning as that of 

the indirect object, but we rightly call it "subject", not an "indirect object."  

             172. ―The boy was given the money.‖  
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3.2.9     Semantic significance of Passives 

It has also been acknowledged that the active form is usually grammatically simpler in active-passive 

system. This can be explained from point of view of ―animacy hierarchy‖ proposed by Dixon (1994) and 

Hopper and Thompson (1980). It is said that humans characteristically view the situation from the point 

of view of human beings involved and if there are none, then of other living beings. A verb like ―drive‖ 

requires an agency and that agency is typically people, or higher animals. So the active form (173) is 

considered more acceptable than (174).  

                          173. ―John drove the truck across the field.‖ 

                          174.  ―The truck carried John across the field.‖   

It seems that the meaning of the verb ―drive‖ is set up to prioritize a human agency containing volition. 

Passives allow the speaker to get around this in-built bias and to shift the perspective--from ―John‖ to 

―the truck‖:  

                         175. ―The truck was driven across the field.‖  

So passive does allow the change in perspective but the conventional bias towards animate agency 

verifies the view that the active ―drive‖ is grammatically simpler than the passive counterpart ―was 

driven.‖  

The pragmatic significance of ―Have-passives‖ is also something that is void in Chomskyan modules 

and needs to be recognized.  Chomsky (1965) gives the following example about ―Have-passives‖ 

which poses triple ambiguity.  

                             176.  ―I had a book stolen.‖  
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The sentence can be interpreted at three different levels: 

a. Somebody else from my car when I stupidly left the window open.  

b. From a library by a professional thief who I hired to do the job.   

c. Almost…but they caught me leaving the library with it.  

His interpretations, however, disregards the importance of non-linguistic factor that can be a defining 

factor in determining the plausible meaning of the sentence. In (176), the indefinite article ―a‖ may be 

interpreted as ―one of my‖ as the subject is affected by the action. If I was affected by the theft of a 

book, it follows that the book was mine. English does not distinguish between an indefinite ―a my‖ and 

definite ―the my,‖ so possessive pronouns are interpreted as definite. In other words, the sentence can be 

interpreted as ―I had one of my books stolen.‖ 

The third interpretation of the sentence finds support in Palmer (1987)‗s examples ―We had them beaten, 

and then they scored.‖ It means ―almost‘ or ―at last.‖ Or ―We scored and then we had beaten them‖ (p. 

168).  It could be argued that the subject is affected by the temporary success. 

The difference in determiner can lead to semantic difference.  

                     177. ―He has a brother in the army‖ 

                     178. ―He has his brother in the army.‖ 

 The former (177) means ―He has a brother, and he is in the army‖. The latter (178) must be interpreted 

in terms of an affected subject. A possible interpretation might be that he has arranged for the brother to 

be in the army and so he cannot agree to support any movement against army. The sentence is ―affected 

NP‖ and carries contextualized meaning.   
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3.2.10 Agentive and Non-Agentive Passives  

Whereas Chomsky takes the ―by-phrase‖ --called adjunct-- as an optional constituent in passives, its 

mention, however, becomes obligatory in certain situations. Agentless passives are used when no subject 

is available for the active sentence because the agent is irrelevant or unknown. There is no active 

congener of every passive because active must have a subject while a passive can be without an agent.  

              179. ―He was killed.  

              180. The thieves were caught.‖  

For this reason, it is very common in scientific writing where the work may be described impersonally 

without indicating who did it (Svartvik 1977). Passives, in this sense, becomes a useful device for 

omitting irrelevant or undesirable information. However, agent must be mentioned in the following 

cases (the obligatory nature of the agents has been italicized): 

(a) When it provides essential information as in (181) and (182): 

                  181. ―A minute‘s silence preceded the ceremony.‖ 

                  182. ―The ceremony was preceded by a minute’s silence.‖ 

Sentence (182) cannot be agentless: 

                 183. *―The ceremony was preceded.‖ 

(b)  Shintani (1979) suggests that agentive passives are favored when the agent is an unexpected 

one. This happens when it is non-human: 

184. ―The lights were switched on and off by this electrical device.‖  

(c) When there is a surrogate agent(―the poison‖) as Ray Jackendoff (1972, p. 150) calls it : 
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              185 (a). ―The poison killed Mary.”  

              185 (b). ―Mary was killed by the poison.‖ 

(d) When the agent provides new information or is a well-known personage included as 

propositional information as in (186) and (187) respectively.  

186.―The purse was snatched by a young man.‖  

187.―The Mona Liza was painted by da Vinci.‖   

3.3   Ambiguous Sentences and Pragmatic Considerations 

One of the worthwhile contributions of Chomskyan Modules is the foregrounding of ambiguous 

structures in English. Ambiguity as Chafe (1964) contends is semantic, not phonetic. He further says 

that when we confront ambiguous structures, we recognize one of its meanings before the other.  While 

syntax can disambiguate some of them as the following, others rely on pragmatic considerations for their 

interpretations as in the following example:    

188.―The man killed the king with the knife.‖ (Carnie, 2000, p. 48) 

The sentence (188) can either mean that the man used the knife as a tool to kill the king or the king had 

the knife when he was killed. This ambiguity can be resolved by following the golden rule of Phrase 

Structure Rules: modifiers should be attached to the phrases that they modify. Depending on the 

intended interpretation, the PP will be attached to the VP ―kill‖ in the first sense figure (i) or to NP2 ―the 

king‖ in the second sense figure (ii).   
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However, every sentence with this structure will not be ambiguous. The following sentence poses no 

such problem because the background knowledge that the speaker and the listener possess can show the 

predictable behavior of dogs and people. 

189.―The man chased the dog with the white tail.‖ 

The PP ―with the while tail‖ is definitely a constituent of the NP ―the dog‖ as illustrated in figure (iii).   
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Chomskyan modules provide solution to certain ambiguous structures. As an illustration we can take the 

sentence (190): 

190.―John decided on the boat.
26

‖ 

The ambiguity of the sentence lies in syntactic position of the prepositional phrase ―on the boat.‖ It can 

either mean that John chose the boat or he took the decision while he was on the boat. When ―on the 

boat‖ is V-complement as in figure (iv), it means ―John chose the boat‖ and it is then subject to pseudo-

passivization.  
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26  See Chomsky (1965) Aspects of the theory of syntax p. 100-101.  
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When ―on the boat‖ is VP-complement as in figure (v), it means ―John decided while he was on the 

boat‖ and then it cannot undergo pseudo-passivization.  

 

 

(v).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Furthermore, when ―on the boat‖ is a VP-complement, it can be preposed: ―On the boat, John decided.‖  

Now consider (191): 

191.―John decided on the boat on the train.‖  

Tree diagram for (191) is given in figure (vi).  
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(vi).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 PP 2 in (191) is a place adverbial and serves as disambiguating marker. The sentence can only mean 

that he chose the boat while he was riding the train. PP2 is not a complement to the verb. It rather serves 

as the entire VP modifier or the sentence modifier.  Therefore, it can be preposed:  

191(a). ―On the train he decided on the boat.‖  

 Smith (2004) accurately remarks about the insightful property of Chomskyan approach that the 

examples that Chomsky has devised reveal the subtlety of our command of language. The notion of 

ambiguity
27

 validates the fact that there exists no one to one correspondence between form and meaning.  

Context is key to the understanding of ambiguous sentence. The sentence (192), for instance, can be 

interpreted at two different levels. 

                                                           
27

 Paul and Katz (1964) interpret ambiguity as a semantic condition when a lexical item offers more than 

one level of interpretations. See An Integrated Theory of Semantic Description, p. 15. 
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192.―Shooting of the hunters was terrible.‖  

It can refer to the act of shooting carried out by the hunters or act of shooting done to the hunters.  Chafe 

(1970) argues that this construction could be described as ―action-actor‖ or ―action-goal‖ (p. 2).  So 

whether hunters are the agents or the recipients of shooting will become clear once the sentence is 

looked at in a given context. Pragmatic consideration assumes substantial significance in such cases. 

Since pragmatics is the knowledge that speakers have about the world, any linguistic study carried out 

along syntactic and thematic considerations only will not be enough to accurately evaluate sample 

structures.  The study of language must include non-linguistic dimension. In (193), the most obvious 

interpretation is that the exterior of the house has been painted blue. 

193.―He painted his house blue.‖  

As a matter of fact, the same sentence will be used when the interior of the house is painted. This 

confusion between the exterior or the interior will be resolved through the pragmatic outlook of the 

sentence.  

In much the same way, the following sentence can only be properly understood when it is contextually 

analyzed: 

194.―It‘s too hot to eat.‖ 

The grammatical status of ―it‖ makes the sentence ambiguous. ―It‖ can be a dummy expletive in this 

sentence and, accordingly, the sentence will be interpreted as a remark about weather. On the contrary, it 

is plausible to suppose that ―it‖ is a personal pronoun in this sentence and it has an understood 

antecedent in the given context --let‘s say hotdog or even a dog-- which is too hot to eat its food. The 

interpretation of the sentence, as Smith (2004) points out, will depend on the relevance of the meaning 

in a particular context. If the sentence is uttered on a sweltering day, the first interpretation is more 
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plausible; if the dog yelps and runs from a steaming dish, the second interpretation is most likely. 

Arriving at appropriate meaning does not solve the whole problem. The intended meaning of the 

sentence also posits a tough challenge: is the speaker want the listener to cool the food down or is he 

suggesting that the dog should be properly comforted etc. These are the strains that are thoroughly 

missing in Chomskyan modules. The sentence (195) requires the same pragmatic consideration. 

195.―John decided to fix the car on Sunday.‖  

The ambiguity of the sentence lies in the fact that the adjunct ―on Sunday‖ is the constituent of VP 

―decided‖ as in figure (vii) or the TP ―to fix the car‖ as in figure (viii). Whether the decision was taken 

on Sunday or the car will be fixed on Sunday and the decision was taken some other time?  
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(viii) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Radford, Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, &Spencer, A. (2009, p. 370) give the following example in this 

regard:  

196.―Scotsmen like whisky more than Welshmen.‖   

This sentence is ambiguous. It can be taken in the following two possible senses: 

                 a. Scotsmen like whisky more than the Welshmen like it.  

                b. Scotsmen like whisky more than they like the Welshmen.  
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The syntactic theories of Chomsky may account for the structural ambiguities of such examples and may 

recommend different structural representations for them. But such theories do not say anything about 

solving the ambiguities of these sentences. Syntactic theories will account for such structural 

ambiguities by pointing out their different structural representations. But syntactic analysis does not 

elaborate the occasions that people keep in mind when they use ambiguous structures. In short, language 

users employ non-linguistic contexts in order to solve the ambiguity of such structures.    

This means that language use also hinges on extra-linguistic contexts. The so- called sentences take the 

forms of utterances when they are examined within contexts. Hence, such ambiguous sentences should 

be taken as utterances as they take concrete manifestation in such discourse context. Context, observes 

Saeed (2003), can resolve the ambiguity of a sentence when it carries more than one sense. If whisky is 

the national drink of Scotland and the speaker wants to equip the listener with this knowledge, then the 

first (a) interpretation will work. The second interpretation (b) is more likely if Scotland is in a state of 

war with Welsh, and the speaker wants to refer to the hatred of the Scots for the Welsh.  

Chomsky (1957) acknowledges the fact that every type of ambiguity cannot be analyzed in syntactic 

terms. The sentence (197) is also subject to the same ambiguity and the intended meaning whether a 

friend who helps you in need or a friend who himself is in need of help will depend on the context.  

197.―A friend in need is a friend indeed.‖  

He (2006, p. 28) further contends that the sentences (198) and (199) are ambiguous. 

198.―I disapprove of John‘s drinking.‖  

199.―I disapprove of John‘s cooking.‖  

The first of these (198) can be used to refer to John‘s character or the quality of his drinking. The second 

sentence (199) can be taken either as a reference to the quality of John‘s cooking or to the fact that his 
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wife should do it although the cannibalistic interpretation cannot be ruled out as well. Chomsky points 

out that the sentence (198) can be disambiguated by adding words like ―beer‖ or ―excessive.‖ But (199) 

can only be properly understood when it is taken in a given situation.  The same holds true for the 

following two sentences: 

                 200. ―John kept the car in the garage.‖  

                201. ―Mary saw the man walking toward the railroad station.‖(Chomsky, 2006, p. 45)  

Sentence (200) can mean that the car in the garage was kept by John or it can mean that John parked the 

car in the garage. In the first meaning, the PP ‗in the garage‖ is the constituent of the object ―the car‖ as 

illustrated in figure (ix) while in the second it is the constituent of the VP ‗keep‖ as shown in figure (x).   
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The sentence (201) can also be interpreted at two levels. Under one interpretation, the PP ―toward the 

railroad station‖ is the immediate constituent of the NP ―the man.‖ Hence the sentence means that Mary 

saw the man while he was walking toward the railroad station. If this PP is made the constituent of the 

NP ―Mary,‖ then the sentence means that Mary was walking toward the railroad station when she saw 

the man. The same ambiguity can be observed in (202): 

                       202. ―Every singer sang a song.‖  

The S-structure of the sentence is open to different interpretations. It can either mean that there were 

different singers and all of them sang a single song. Or the sentence means that each of the singers sang 

a different song. In (203), we again have two levels of deep representations.  Under One interpretation, 
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John‘s disturbance is caused by the fact that he is being ignored by everyone. The sentence can also be 

taken to mean that everyone ignored the things that disturbed John.  

              203.  ―What disturbed John was being disregarded by everyone.‖  

Ambiguity can also be observed in binding cases. Take the example (204):  

            204. ―Harry wonders which pictures of himself John took.‖  

This sentence can be interpreted idiomatically or literally. In idiomatic sense, ―take pictures‖ will mean 

―taking photographs‖ while literally it will mean ―removing pictures.‖ The idiomatic reading is possible 

only when John is taken as the binder of ―himself.‖ 

3.3.1   The Importance of Discourse Context in Ambiguous Structures 

Lakoff (1973, p. 40) says that ambiguities can also be resolved by recourse to an analysis of the 

relationship between the participants in a dialogue and their situation in the real world. She calls it 

pragmatic ambiguity and believes that pragmatically sensitive rules should be incorporated into 

grammar so that the pragmatic implications of a sentence like (205) may not prove any bottlenecks in 

the accurate interpretations of it. 

                  205. ―Please shut the window.‖ 

This sentence may come as a truly subservient utterance when the speaker is subordinate to the 

addressee, or equal to him. In this case ―please‖ may indicate that the speaker is asking for a favor from 

the addressee. But the context changes drastically when the speaker is superior to the addressee. The 

speaker in that case will intend to convey his nicety and will intend to say that he is acting like a 

gentleman. Otherwise, he has the power to force him. 
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3.3.2   Tools of Disambiguation  

Structural ambiguities can be disambiguated through certain markers. One such marker is passivization. 

3.3.2.1   Passivization  

The ambiguity of certain sentences can be resolved by passivization. The following example from 

Anderson (1977, p. 35) shows that ―touching‖ is either a locational adjective or a progressive participle. 

No passive equivalent is viable if it is an adjective. The NP ―John‖ is non-agentive in such case. 

However, the ambiguity of the sentence is resolved once the NP ―John‖ assumes agentive role and the 

predicate is progressive: 

                206 (a). ―John was touching the bookcase.‖  

                206 (b). ―The bookcase was being touched by John.‖  

Similar observations can be made about sentence (190) the passive of which (207) does not pose any 

ambiguity problem. 

          207. ―The boat was decided on by John.‖  

It can only mean that John chose the boat.  

Consider the following example. 

             208. ―Some student voted for every candidate.‖ 

             209. ―Every candidate was voted by some student.‖  

The active sentence (208) can be interpreted at two levels. It may mean that there is a particular student 

who cast his vote in favour of all contesting candidates, or it may mean that every candidate received a 
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vote from every student. This ambiguity cannot be observed in the passive construction which can only 

mean 2, not 1.   

3.3.2.2   The Principle of Compositionality  

Structural ambiguities can be resolved with the help of principle of Compositionality
28

. This principle 

states that the interpretation of a sentence depends not only on the words that it contains but also the 

syntactic position of those words. Consider the following sentences: 

             210. ―The cat chased the mouse.‖ 

             211. ―The mouse chased the cat.‖  

The two sentences contain the same words but they do not have the same meaning. This difference in 

meaning lies in the difference of their syntactic positions. In (210), ―the cat‖ serves as the subject and 

―the mouse‖ is the complement of the predicate ―chase.‖ But in (211), ―the mouse‖ fulfills the function 

of the subject and ―the cat‖ serves as the complement of the predicate ―chase.‖ This means that the 

semantic component of a sentence is determined not by lexical items only but also the grammatical 

relations between them.  

In much the same way, the following sentence is ambiguous.  

             212. ―John spotted Harry with a telescope.‖  

Under one interpretation, John used the telescope to spot Harry, and under the second interpretation the 

sentence means that Harry had a telescope when John spotted him. In the first interpretation, the adjunct 

                                                           
28 See Radford, Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, &Spencer, A. (2009). Linguistics: An Introduction. (2

nd
 ed.) 

p. 331. Also see Katz, J. J., & Postal, M. P. (1964). An integrated theory of linguistic descriptions. P. 39.  
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―with a telescope‖ will be constituent of the VP ―spot‖ while in the second it will be attached to the NP 

―Harry.‖ The flexible nature of adjunct which can attach itself to any constituent makes the two 

interpretations possible. The merging operations will also be different. In case of first, the complement 

NP ―Harry‖ will be merged with the VP ―spotted‖ forming ―spotted Harry,‖ and then the adjunct ―with a 

telescope‖ will be merged with ―spotted Harry‖ which will form a larger VP ―spotted Harry with a 

telescope.‖ This is illustrated in figure (xi).  The merging operation carried out for the second 

interpretation will be that the NP ―Harry‖ will be merged with the adjunct ―with a telescope.‖  This NP 

―Harry with a telescope‖ will be merged as a complement to the VP ―spotted‖ which will lead to the 

formation of a larger VP ―spotted Harry with a telescope‖ as shown in figure (xii).   
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(xii).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3.3.4   Bolinger on Ambiguous Structures  

Bolinger (1981, p.98) contends that when there exists a one-to-one relationship between the surface and 

deep structure the sentence transcends ambiguity. Structural ambiguity happens when a single surface 

structure corresponds to two or more deep structures.  

As an illustration, he gives the following sentence: 

                   213. ―He cooked the meat dry.‖   

The sentence may mean that he cooked the meat when it was dry, or it may mean that he cooked the 

meat till it was dry. Syntactically, the adjunct ― dry‖ may either be a constituent of NP‖ the meat‖ or the 

constituent of VP ― cooked.‖ Furthermore, he says that deep-structure cannot provide answers to all 

syntactic questions though it does well with some important structures.  
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He (1977) further observes that the cases of attaching more than one meaning to a single form 

outnumber the cases wherein more than one form is attached to a single meaning. In fact, the existence 

of a linguistic case where two different sentences conveying the same meaning will be a rarity and it will 

be interesting to observe whether such cases exist at all. And if it is promulgated as a linguistic principle, 

then it is nothing but shutting eyes to the visible differences and tantamount to acknowledging a bizarre 

scientific principle that the gravitation of an apple hitting the earth is the same as that of the moon 

revolving around a planet. The idea that the arrangement of words in a sentence or the addition or 

subtraction of words does not count, and what counts is the underlying deep structure is not just too 

simplistic but it also is the yen that modern linguistics is nothing more than psychology. Likewise, the 

ideas that a human infant springing from a womb carries within himself noun phrases and relative 

clauses which are ready to light up as soon as they are plugged into a particular language are mere 

conjectures.   

3.4    Control Theory 

The module of grammar that regulates the distribution and interpretation of PRO is called control theory. 

The theory actually works as a determinant of PRO controller. The predicate of non-finite clause can be 

the controller of PRO. PRO is an NP which is syntactically active but which does not have any overt 

manifestation 

Syntactically, a ―to-infinitive‖ sentence contains a root clause and to-infinitive clause. Fabb (2002) calls 

infinitive clause a subordinate clause. The subject of the subordinate clause is identical with the subject 

of the root clause if there is no intervening NP. Brame (1976) says that ―to-infinitive‖ constructions 

follow Equi-NP Deletion operation which means that the first NP of an embedded clause is deleted if it 
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matches the NP of the clause containing it. This is what Peter Rosenbaum has termed as erasure 

principle
29

.   

This rule incorporates the deletion of a fully specified NP under identity with another NP which can be 

referred as the controller. If the second NP is recognized in the embedded clause like ―Mary wants 

[Mary to cut the salami]‖, then the two occurrences of ―Mary‖ will not refer to the same individual. In 

other words, there will be no co-referentiality. Chomsky‘s (1965) principle of unique recoverability of 

deletion
30

 focuses on this mechanism: ―recoverable deletions are permitted‖ (p. 138). ―Who,‖ for 

instance, in the following sentence is determined by ―the man‖ So it is deletable: 

                     214. ―The man who Harry met was my teacher.‖ 

                      215. ―The man Harry met was my teacher.‖  

For the same reason, ―to whom‖ is undeletable in the following example because the preposition ―to‖ is 

not recoverable: 

                                                           
29

 Peter Rosenbaum‘s erasure principle postulates that the subject of an embedded clause is deleted by 

the nearest noun phrase. The ―nearness‖ being measured in terms of the number of branches in a 

representation. This principle, however, fails in certain constructions: ―John helped Bill write the book.‖ 

The erasure principle would suggest that the subject of ―write‖ is ―Bill.‖ But the sentence implies that 

both John and Bill together wrote the book. See Chomsky (2006). Language and mind. (3
rd

 ed.) p. 51 

 
30 The principle of recoverability of deletion states that ―an element can be deleted only if it is fully 

determined by a structurally related phrase containing its lexical features. An NP which is not strictly 

identical to its would-be controller would not be uniquely recoverable if deleted by Equi-NP Deletion, 

since the information for unique recoverability would not be present in the structure resulting from this 

application. See Chomsky (1986). Knowledge of language: Its nature, origin, and use, p. 70. 
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                   216. ―The woman to whom you spoke was my neighbor.‖ 

Consider the following sentences: 

217.―John agreed to go.‖  

218. ―John persuaded Bill to leave.‖( Chomsky, 2006, p. 51) 

Both (217) and (218) can be written as (219) and (220). 

219. ―[John agreed] + [to go].‖  

220. ―[John persuaded Bill] + [to leave].‖ 

The second of the bracketed clauses are ―to-infinitive‖ clauses. It is understood that the missing subjects 

of the ―to-infinitive clauses‖ are ―John‖ in the first clause and ―Bill‖ in the second. Thus the underlying 

deep structures of theses sentences can be written as 221(b) and 222(b).  

           221 (a). ―John agreed [John to go]‖.  

           221 (b). ―John agreed [PRO to go]‖. 

           222 (a). ―John persuaded Bill [Bill to leave]‖.  

           222 (b). ―John persuaded Bill [PRO to leave]‖. 

In other words, there is a special kind of NP acting as a subject of the ―to-infinitive‖ embedded clause 

called PRO which stands for ―null pronoun.‖ This dummy PRO, however, has very restricted 

distribution. Though PRO is an NP, it cannot take every position. It can be the subject of a non-finite 

clause but it cannot be the subject or the object of a finite clause. PRO theorem, according to Chomsky 

(1986) demonstrates that it can appear only in ungoverned position. The subject positions of infinitives 

and gerunds _ non-finite clauses_ are the positions that do not have governors. However, problems of a 

somewhat different nature arise in Equi-NP Deletion in connection to certain predicates such as ―try, 

condescend, attempt, need,‖ and the like. These predicates always take identical subjects in the 



136 
 

embedded clauses and cannot be expected to take non-referential complement subjects. Hence, any 

attempt to generate a different subject which will not be co-referential with the subject of the matrix 

clause will meet ungrammaticality. This special constraint can be observed in the following example. 

223.―John tried [PRO to open the door].‖ 

PRO in this sentence stands for ―John.‖ So the deep level of the sentence is 

224.―John i tried [John i to open the door]‖.  

Also consider ―want‖: 

225.[John wants] [to write a letter]. 

226.[John wants ][Mary to write a letter]. 

Sentence (225) is: NP 1 V [NP1 V NP2] while (226) is NP1 V [NP2 V NP3] 

There is yet another possibility when the intervening NP is either the object of the verb of the root clause 

or the subject of the subordinate ―to-infinitive‖ clause: 

227.―[John persuaded Bill] [to leave].‖ 

Sentence (227) means that John persuaded Bill that he, Bill, is to leave. So ―Bill‖ is simultaneously the 

object of ―persuade‖ and the subject of ―leave.
31

‖  

228.―[John persuaded Bill [PRO to leave].‖  

                                                           
31

 Control can be of subject or of object. In case of subject control, the subject of the main clause is co-

referential with PRO while, in case of object control, the object of the main clause remains co-referential 

with PRO. In (a) the subject of the non-finite clause PRO is controlled by the subject of the main clause. 

In the ―persuade‖ sentence, the subject of the embedded non-finite clause PRO is controlled by the 

object argument of the main clause. It can be concluded that in the first sentence, the subject of the main 

clause is the controller while in the second the object of the main clause is the controller. 
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PRO in the sentence is NP2 (Bill).  Verbs like ―persuade, direct, advise, warn, tell, urge, teach, and 

―compel‖ take NPI V NP2 [(NP2) V] structures. 

Also consider  

229.―[I believe] [John to be the winner.]‖ 

230.*―[I believe] [PRO to be the winner.]‖ 

PRO cannot appear as the infinitival subject of the complement of ―believe‖ because this position is 

governed. But it can appear as the infinitival subject of the complement of ―try‖ which is not governed.  

It has been proposed that NPs need Case. A PRO, according to Chomsky (1986), is null because it 

appears as a specifier of non-finite clause and hence is Caseless. PRO as an NP is Caseless and it is 

because of this that it cannot show up as the specifier of the embedded to-infinitive clause.  

3.4.1 PRO as a Discourse Marker  

Different possibilities exist for the nominal or pronominal actualization of PRO. In this regard, we can 

take the following sentences: 

231.―John wants [Bill to stay]‖. 

232.―John wants [PRO to stay]‖.  

233.―[PRO Getting his teeth filled] generally upsets Harry.”  

Sentence (231) has an overt subject ―Bill.‖ The second sentence (232) apparently appears subjectless. 

But since all clauses have subjects, it can therefore be proposed that the subject of non-finite bracketed 

clause is PRO. Syntactically, both will have the same structures as illustrated in figures (xiii) and (xiv).  
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The discourse context will determine the interpretation of PRO. PRO in second sentence (232) refers to 

John. We can say that John is the controller or antecedent of PRO. PRO therefore is bound in this case. 

In (233), ―PRO‖ is the subject of gerundive clause and is bound i.e., PRO is controlled by ―Harry.‖  

PRO can also be free and hence can be generic or arbitrary as in the following examples: 

234.―It is illegal [PRO to vote twice].‖ 

235. ―(PRO) to leave on time is better.‖  

―PRO‖ in these cases can be taken as generic pronoun ―one.‖  

 In some cases, PRO can be a reflexive pronoun.  

236.―They want [John to help PRO].‖  

This sentence can be reformulated as (237): 

237.―They want [John to help himself.]‖ 

Reflexive pronouns follow local antecedents. The antecedent of PRO in this sentence cannot be 

―themselves‖ for this will violate locality constraint and will make the sentence ungrammatical.  

In the light of these examples, we can conclude that pragmatic consideration must be taken into account 

when interpreting PRO. It can be generic or it can have a definite antecedent in a given situation.  

3.4.2   Bolinger’s Principle about “to”-Infinitive and Gerund/Verbal Noun 

Structures 

Infinitives and gerunds are regarded as automatic variants of each other in transformation grammar with 

this claim that they are governed by different verbs. However, there need not to be any feature present in 
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the verbs that take infinitive complements or gerunds. There are pairs of synonyms one member of 

which takes infinitive complement and the other gerund complement. The pair ―refuse‖ and ―spurn‖ 

which have no relevant difference in meaning can be cited as an example.  

238.―He refused to accept the job.‖ 

239.*―He spurned to accept the job.‖  

240.―He spurned my helping him.‖ 

241.*―He refused my helping him.‖ 

The verb ―refuse‖ has future orientation, so it can take infinitive complement. ―Spurn‖ does not have 

any. So it‘s normal for it to take gerund. Refusal can happen once something is offered—like a gift, car 

or even an idea. Similar observation holds for pairs like ―remember/recall‖ and ―forget/overlook.‖ So 

(242) is acceptable but (243) is not:  

242.―I remembered to phone my mother.‖  

243.*―I recalled to phone my mother‖ 

―Remember‖ is future oriented and it brings things ahead of one‘s mind, not like ―recall‖ which brings 

back of it.  

Verbs that take verbal nouns include ―avoid, complete, delay, escape, evade, finish, quit, shun, practice, 

enjoy, detest, discuss, contemplate, miss, relish, resent, risk, welcome, chance‖ and ―go.‖ (Palmer, 1988, 

p.201). Examples 244-146 illustrate verbs that take verbal nouns.  

244.―She went shopping.‖ 

245.―I miss going to New York.‖  

246.―She finished reading at three.‖  

247. ―George will quit smoking soon.‖ 
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248. ―She enjoys going to the concert 

Bolinger (1977) says that the ―to‖ of the infinitive and ―ing‖ of the gerund are merely taken as alternate 

complementizers. Further no difference is cited between the infinitive and gerund form. Palmer (1988, p. 

176), for instance, sees no clear difference between the ―to-infinitive‖ and gerundive structures in the 

following sentences. Sometimes there is the choice of structure with no obvious difference: 

            249 (a). ―She began to talk.‖  

            249 (b). ―She began talking.‖  

            250 (a). ―John continued to talk.‖ 

            250 (b). ―John continued talking.‖
32

  

Bolinger (1980), on the other hand, has different understanding of ―to-infinitive‖ and ―-ing‖ verbal 

structures. The choice, according to him, depends on the verb. We may say: 

         251 (a). ―John likes playing tennis.‖ 

        251 (b). ―John likes to play tennis.‖  

        252 (a). ―John kept on complaining.‖  

                                                           
32 He, however, makes a semantic difference between the following two structures which corresponds to 

Bolinger‘s principle:  

        253 (a). ―I remembered doing it.‖ ( to remember that one performed the action) 

        253 (b). ―I remembered to do it.‖ ( remember and therefore to perform) 

        254 (a). ―He started to talk.‖ (But was interrupted). 

       254 (b). ―He started talking.‖(And carried on for an hour).  
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        252 (b). *―John kept on to complain.‖ 

Moreover, the infinitive structures suggest unreal or hypothetical while the ―-ing‖ suggest something 

real or concrete: 

         255 (a). ―To hesitate would be fatal and John will regret it.‖ 

         255 (b). *―Hesitating would be fatal and John will regret it.‖ 

         256 (a).  *―To hesitate had been fatal and John regretted it.‖ 

         256 (b). ―Hesitating had been fatal and John regretted it.‖  

The first 255 (a) refers to something which is merely a possibility and hence ―to-infinitive‖ works better 

in this case. Sentence 256 (a) suggests real facts and therefore only ―-ing‖ forms of the verbs is 

acceptable. Such forms are also used with ―recall‖ and ―remember‖ in (257) and (258). ―Recall‖ refers 

to something that has actually happened while ―remember‖ may or may not be real. So the former takes 

only ―-ing‖ structure while the latter can take both with difference in meaning: 

               257 (a). ―John recalled speaking to Mary.‖ 

               257 (b). * ―John recalled to speak to Mary.‖ 

               258 (a).  ―John remembered to speak to Mary.‖ 

               258 (b). ―John remembered speaking to Mary.  

In ―to-infinitive‖ form, remembrance preceded speaking while in ―-ing‖ form it followed the act of 

speaking. Similar observations can be made about 259 (a) and (b).  

                     259 (a).  ―It‘s no good worrying.‖  
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                     259 (b).  ―It‘s no good to worry.‖  

The gerundive form in 259 (a) is normal in situations when the speaker gives advice to someone who 

experiences worry while the infinitive form in 259 (b)  speaks about a hypothetical situation that the 

person may experience in future.   

3.4.3   Passive Transformation of Infinitival Clauses  

Consider the following two sentences.  

260.―[John expected] [the doctor to examine the patient]‖.  

261.―[John persuaded the doctor [to examine the patient]‖.  

Sentences (260) and (261) are same in surface structures but they have different underlying deep 

structures that determine their semantic interpretations. To passivize the sentence as (262) will mean that 

infinitival phrase can serve as the subject of the passive which is not possible. 

262.*―To examine the patient was expected by John.‖  

This point has been argued at length by Brame (1976, p. 54). Passivization of the sentences alters the 

grammatical relations between the constituents. ―The doctor‖ is the direct object of ―expect‖ and the 

logical subject of the embedded sentence. ―John‖ is the grammatical subject of the sentence i.e., the 

subject with respect to the surface structure.  

Postal (1974) considers such structure as an example of subject-to-object raising or what Palmer calls 

(1988) ―subject raising
33

‖ (p.182). In such structures, the NP ―the doctor‖ originates as the subject of 

                                                           
33 Consider (265): 

       265. ―[I believe Mary] [to have left].‖  
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―examine‖ in the complement clause and is then moved into the object slot of the matrix clause. It is 

then further raised in the underlying deep structure to become the subject of the passive structure.  

Sentence (260) can be passivized as (263):  

263.―John expected the patient to be examined by the doctor.‖  

Passive transformation does not alter the semantic dimension of (260). If John expects the doctor to 

examine the patient, it implies that he expects the patient to be examined by the doctor. This means that 

it can be both NP1 V [NP2 V NP3] and NP1 V NP2 [V NP3] structures. The passivization of (261), 

however, will change the truth value of the sentence if its passivization is attempted along the same 

procedure as (260).  The resulting sentence will not be voice neutral.  

264.*―John persuaded the patient to be examined by the doctor.‖ 

This is strictly NP1 V NP2 [V NP3] construction. The word ―persuade‖ takes two complements-- the 

target of the action (goal) and a proposition. The lexical entry of ―persuade‖ will indicate that it ―s‖-

selects a goal and a proposition. In addition to object NP, ―persuade‖ will c-select a second category that 

will either be a clause or another NP. It needs not to be stipulated that the object precedes the second 

complement due to Case adjacency principle. 

                          267. ―John persuaded the doctor to examine the patient.‖ 

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

This is NP1 V [NP2 V]. The NP2 is not the object of the verb of the root clause and yet passivization of 

such constructions happen in the main clause as in (266). 

          266.  ―Mary is believed to have left.‖  

The phenomenon of ―subject raising‖ can account for such anomalies.  
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The predicate ―persuade‖ takes NP ―the doctor‖ as a goal and the infinitival ―to examine the patient‖ as 

a proposition.  

If John persuades the doctor to examine the patient, it does not follow that he persuades the patient to be 

examined by the doctor. The passive of the embedded clause will render the sentence different in 

meaning. In the active sentence, ―the doctor‖ is the direct object of the verb ―persuade,‖ and the logical 

subject of the embedded sentence. The passive makes ―the patient‖ the object of ―persuade.‖ The 

grammatical relations differ which change the semantic considerations of the sentence correspondingly. 

There is no such underlying change in the deep structure of sentence (260), hence the sentence remains 

unchanged except the prospective changes in the surface structure of the sentence which occasion when 

grammatical transformation is actuated. Chomsky (2006, p. 51) gives the following two examples to 

illustrate these structures: 

                268 (a). ―John asked me what to wear.‖  

                269.  ―John told me what to wear.‖  

In (268), ―John‘ is the understood subject of ―wear‖ while in (269) it is ―I.‖ Sentence (268) is NP1 V 

NP2 [PRO NP1 V] though it looks like NP1 V NP2 [NP2 V]. Sentence (269) is strictly NP1 V NP2 

[NP2 V] structure. In (268), John is the logical subject of the embedded clause; John will wear 

something, not ―me.‖ Hence passive transformation will happen in the ―to-infinitive‖ clause: 

              268(b). ―John asked me what to be worn.‖ 

Sentence (269) is object-to-subject raising construction. Hence, passivization happens in the matrix 

clause: 

                270. ―I was told (by John) what to wear.‖   

The deep structures of the sentences 260, 261, 263, and 264 will look like a. b, c and d.  
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a. NP-V –Sentence  

John_ expected __ the doctor will examine the patient. 

b. NP-V-NP-Sentence  

John_ persuaded _ the doctor_ the doctor will examine the patient.  

c. NP-V-Sentence  

John- expected – the doctor will examine the patient 

d. NP-V-NP-Sentence  

John_ persuaded _the patient_ the doctor will examine the patient.  

Some verbs like ―order‖ fits into both patterns: 

                   271. ―John ordered the chauffeur to fetch the car.‖ 

This can be NP1 V NP2 [V NP3]:  

                    271 (a). ―[John ordered the chauffeur [to fetch the car].‖ 

                     272. ―The chauffeur was ordered to fetch the car.‖ 

Or  

NP1 V [NP2 V NP3]: 

                 271 (b). ―[John ordered [the chauffeur to fetch the car]‖.  

                 273. ―John ordered the car to be fetched by the chauffeur.‖   

In 271 (a), the NP2 ―the chauffeur‖ is the object of the verb of the root clause whereas in 271 (b) it is the 

subject of the subordinate clause. Semantically, the verb ―order‖ functions in two ways: the order is 

either given to someone – chauffeur in this case_ to do something or it is merely given that certain 
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things shall be done. Other verbs that take both structures include ―forbid, permit, command‖ and 

―allow.‖   

Yet the syntactic structure does not provide any clue to this bipolar description. The ultimate solution 

lies in the pragmatic context which will determine the syntactic and the potential passivization of 

structures like this. The sentence containing ―promise‖ also poses certain complications.  

274. ―John promised Bill [to write a letter.]‖ 

The sentence follows NP1 V NP2 [(NP1) V NP3] pattern. That is John will write the letter, not Bill. This 

means that NP2 is the object of the verb ―promise‖ but is not actually the subject of the subordinate 

clause
34

.  Hence, passivization should happen in the embedded clause: 

                275. ―John promised Bill a letter to be written.‖  

Palmer (1988), on the other hand, believes that ―promise‖ does not undergo pasivization because passive 

transformation violates voice neutrality of the sentence: 

              276. *―Bill was promised to write a letter.‖  

The same rules can be applied in connection to pronominal patterns: 

                                                           
34 Rosenbaum‘s (1970) minimal distance principle makes wrong prediction about the controller in the 

sentence containing ―promise.‖  

         276. ―[John promised Harry] to leave.‖ 

Though the NP ―Harry‖ has minimal distance from the predicate, yet the controller is ―John‖ who is 

supposed to leave. See Anderson (1977). On case grammar, p. 226.  
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 Infinitive clauses take accusative forms as subjects, therefore, ―him‖, not ―he‖ should be the subject of 

the passivized embedded clause.  

               277. ―John expected the doctor to examine him.‖  

The passive transformation of (277) is  

             278. ―John expected him to be examined by the doctor.‖ 

3.4.4   Reflexives in “to”-Infinitive Structures 

Reflexive structures also pose certain transformation problems. Consider the following sentence: 

                   279. ―[John wants] [to kill himself.]‖  

The reflexive is the object of the embedded clause. Anderson (1977, p. 192) recommends the following 

passive structure of the sentence: 

                    279 (a). ―John wants himself to be killed.‖  

This happens when the subject NP of the lower clause is raised into the root clause that it becomes 

eligible for reflexivisation with ―John‖ as an antecedent. Now consider (280) and its passive congener 

(281): 

               280. ―John expected [to examine himself]‖. 

                281. ―John expected [himself to be examined].‖  

(281) shows that reflexives can be the subject of non-finite infinitival clauses although they cannot be 

the subject of the finite passive clauses (see section 3.2. 5). 
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3.4.5    Passive Transformation of Gerundive Clauses  

Gerunds are non-finite clauses. They lack any overt inflection agreement. Like ―to-infinitive‖ structures, 

Radford, A., Atkinson, M., Britain, D., Clahsen, H., &Spencer, A. (2009) believe that gerunds contain a 

covert PRO  

                  282. ―She enjoys [PRO playing tennis].‖  

Fabb
35

 (2018) believes that gerundive clause containing ―enjoy‖ cannot be transformed passively. The 

passive structure (283) is not grammatical.  

                  283. ―Playing tennis is enjoyed by me‖.  

The best paraphrase of the sentence can be (284): 

                   284. ―Playing tennis is what I enjoy.‖  

Palmer (1988, p. 211), on the other hand, takes ―playing the piano‖ as the object of the verb ―like‖ in 

(285). 

               285. ―I like playing the piano.‖ 

 If this is so, then we can transform the sentence into passive as (286): 

             286.  ―Playing the piano is enjoyed by me.‖ 

However, some verbs in ―-ing‖ forms don‘t undergo passivization especially when there is an 

intervening NP: 

              287. ―I want them working.‖ 

                                                           
35

 E-mail dated 23 Oct 2018(n. fabb@strath.ac. Uk 

mailto:fabb@strath.ac
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             288. ―I want them being worked.‖(?)  

This restriction is certainly semantic. One usually wants others taking actions, not being acted on. Also 

consider the following sentences: 

              289. ―I remembered/reported [PRO/him having kissed Mary].‖  

              290. ―I enjoy/detest [PRO/him* taking a test].‖  

              291. ―I saw / noticed [PRO/him kissing Mary].‖ 

This shows that gerund clauses can take subject or null PRO depending on the transitive and intransitive 

nature of the verb. The passivization of the embedded gerundive clause and the matrix clause will 

happen when the verb is transitive. 

         290. ―He was remembered/reported to have kissed Mary.‖ 

         291. ―He was seen to have kissed Mary.‖ (Ura, 1996, p. 367 and 373.)  

Or  

It can be (292). 

               292. ―He was seen kissing Mary.
36

‖  

3.5   Semantic Considerations in Particle Movement  

Particles can undergo movement. Katz and Paul (1964) term such movement as ―particle-inversion 

transformation‖ (p. 41). It is an optional transformation that generates syntactically distinct sentences. 

                                                           
36

 (Fabb, 2018, e mail dated 23 Oct 2018 n.fabb@strath.ac.uk). 

mailto:n.fabb@strath.ac.uk
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They take the inverted and the uninverted structures as semantically identical. Consider the following 

two sentences:  

           293(a). ―John threw away the key.‖  

           293(b). ―John threw the key away.‖  

Bolinger (1977) does not take these as deriving from the same deep structures having the same 

meanings. In 293(a) ―away‖ is adverbial while in 293 (b) it becomes somewhat adjectival modifying the 

key -- its location. We can say that the adverb in this case has been adjectivalized. In some instances, an 

adjective can be adverbialized as in the following:  

                 294 (a).  ―They cut open the melon.‖  

                294 (b).  ―They cut the melon open.‖  

294 (a) means that they opened the melon by cutting it. The second 294 (b) means that they cut it so that 

it was open. Also consider the following sentences. The principles of adjectivalization and 

adverbialization are operative in these structures as well.  

              295 (a).  ―Harry picked up the ball.‖ 

              295 (b). ―Harry picked the ball up.‖  

The tree diagrams for the two structures will be (xv) and (xvi): 
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Fabb (2002) says that when a preposition is not dominated by the verb, it becomes a particle. 

Furthermore, the second of these sentences have undergone transformation.  

For Bolinger (1980) the syntactic placement of words within clauses or phrases actuate semantic 

disparities. A prenominal modifier highlights the way a noun is while the post-nominal neutralizes it. 

Hence ―the corner cafe‖ is the café that is located on the corner but ―the café on the corner‖ could mean 

the one that has been parked there overnight. The sentence (296) follows the accepted paradigm as 

―ready‖ is a temporary condition but (297) sounds odd because ―being ready‖ is a condition that cannot 

be always with you. 

             296. ―The people ready were picked up.‖  

             297. (?) ―The ready people were picked up.‖ 

 In other words, it can only be a temporary condition. Some adjectives can be used in either way: ―the 

handy tool‖ and ―the tool handy‖ both are acceptable patterns.  
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CHAPTER FOUR 

                                SEMANTIC AND PRAGMETIC CONFIGURATIONS OF 

SLECTED SYNTACTIC MODULES AND CONSTRUCTIONS 

This chapter starts with syntactic and pragmatic discussion of Government and Binding module (4.1) 

followed by X-Bar module (4.2) which has been discussed along the same lines. Co-ordination and 

conjunctive structures have been discussed in 4.3 section. The next section (4.4) sketches a brief lay out 

of adjectival structures followed by discussion on indefinite pronouns (4.5). The phenomenon of 

Rightshifting and Leftshifting has been explained in 4.6. The chapter concludes with Imperative 

structures (4.7).  

4.1   BINDING THEORY  

Binding theory, according to Chomsky (1986), is the sub theory of UG that deals with the principles that 

govern the relations between referential dependents such as reciprocals, reflexives, and pronouns on the 

one hand, and their possible antecedents on the other hand. In other words, we can say that it is the 

module of grammar that regulates the referential and non-referential properties of NPs. The theory 

focuses on the placement and restrictions of these NPs in the sentence. R-expressions and pronouns, for 

instance, can take subject positions in the sentence but anaphors cannot be the subject of the sentence. 

The NP that imparts meaning to the anaphor is called antecedent. The NP and its corresponding anaphor 

share the same subscript that conventionally starts with letter ―i‖ The subscript letters are called indices 

or indexes.    

Most of the NPs are Referring expressions(R-expressions). They refer to people, objects or ideas in the 

real world or in an imaginary world created by the speaker and the listener.  Some NPs are anaphors: 
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they obligatorily get their meanings from other NPs in the sentence. Reflexive pronouns and reciprocal 

pronouns are two important types of anaphors. Consider the following examples. 

                    1. ―John i hurt himself i.‖  

                    2. ―They i defended one another i.‖  

―Himself‖ and ―one another‖ are anaphors in (1) and (2). They are bounded to their antecedents ―John‖ 

and ―they‖ respectively.    

4.1.2 Co-indexation   

The relationship between an NP and its corresponding anaphor is expressed by means of co-indexation. 

The word ―bound,‖ contends Smith (2004), means ―co-indexed with‖ (p. 76).  

In sentence (1), for instance, ―John‖ and ―himself‖ have the same index. It means that ―John‖ is the 

antecedent of anaphor ―himself.‖ Two NPs that receive the same index are said to be co-indexed. The 

NPs are said to be co-referents -- they refer to the same object or entity in the context. ―John‖ and 

―himself‖ have therefore been co-indexed and are co-referents in (1). 

Now consider the following example.  

3. ―John i said that he i passed the test.‖  

4. ―John i said that he k passed the test.‖  

The two NPs in sentence (3) are also co-indexed. But in (4), ―he‖ does not refer back to ―John‖ and is 

not, therefore, an anaphor of the antecedent ―John.‖  

Unlike anaphors which are co-referential, pronouns are deictic. The following examples illustrate these 

points: 
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5. ―Bill said that Harry i admired himself i.‖  

6. *―Bill i said that Harry j admired him i/j.‖ 

7. ―He k said that Harry i admired Bill j.‖  

In (5), the reflexive ―himself ―is co-referential with ―Harry.‖ In (6), the personal pronoun‖ him‖ cannot 

be co-referential with ―Harry‖ though the possibility of its co-referentiality with ―Bill‖ cannot be ruled 

out.  In (7), neither ―Harry‖ nor ―Bill‖ can be the antecedent of the personal ―he.‖ The personal pronoun 

―he‖ will get its meaning from the context. It will refer to someone whose identity will be clear in the 

situation in which the sentence has been uttered.  

4.1.3   Principle A: Locality Constraint in Binding   

Principle A states that an anaphor must be bound with the antecedent within binding domain. This is 

also termed as locality constraint.  

In the following sentence, the anaphor ―each other‖ refers to the NP ―girls‖ because this antecedent is in 

the locality domain.  

               8. ―The boys said that the girls i helped each other i.‖  

4.1.4   Principle B of Binding  

Pronominals, on the other hand, must be free in their binding domain. This is termed as the principle B 

of binding theory. The binding domain of anaphors cannot be applied to pronominals. This explains the 

ungrammaticality of the following sentence.  

9. *―John i invited him i for dinner.‖ 
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The co-indexation of ―John‖ and ―him‖ is not possible in this sentence. The binder ―John‖ is free from 

binding domain with its bindee ―him.‖  Unlike anaphors, pronominals do not take proximal antecedents. 

The clause-mate restriction does not apply in case of pronouns. Consider the following sentences.  

10. ―John i said that he i invited Bill for dinner.‖ 

11. ―John i said that he j invited Bill for dinner.‖  

Both the sentences are grammatical. In (10), ―John‖ can be the binder of ―he‖ as the second NP ―he‖ is 

not the clause mate of the first NP ―John‖. The bindee ―he‖ is in the embedded clause. The 

grammaticality of (11) is due to Principle B. The binder needs not to be in the binding domain of the 

bindee. These examples show that principle B is not applicable in case of embedded clause.  

In addition to clause-mate restriction, the antecedent must precede the anaphor as is evident from the 

following example: 

12. *―[John expects] [himself i to meet Harry i].‖  

The binder ―Harry‖ and the bindee ―himself‖ are in the non-finite clause, but the sentence has been 

marked ungrammatical. This means the order of antecedent and the anaphor is also very important 

besides c-command and local domain.  

Also consider (13) and (14): 

13. ―Harry i thinks John j admires him i.‖  

14. *―Harry i thinks John j admires him j.‖  

The similarity of indices between ―Harry‖ and ―him‖ in (13) indicates that the pronoun ―him‖ is co-

referential with ―Harry,‖ not with ―Bill.‖ It can be observed that the antecedent of ―him‖ is further away 
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from it. The ungrammaticality of (14) is because of the fact that the pronominal ―John‖ cannot be too 

close to ―him.‖  

The following examples not only illustrate the complementary distribution of anaphors and pronominals 

but also indicate that anaphors take local antecedents while pronominals do not necessarily take 

antecedents in the local domain.  

15. *―Harry i thinks John j admires him i/himself i.‖  

16. ―Harry i thinks John j admires him j*/himself j.‖  

17. *―Harry i thinks John j admires him k/himself k.‖ 

In (15), the anaphor ―himself‖ cannot be co-referential with ―Harry‖ as ―John‖ is near to it. The 

antecedent of ―him‖ cannot be ―John‖ because a pronominal takes distant antecedent. In (16), the 

anaphor ―himself‖ corresponds to the antecedent ―John‖ in the local domain. So the sentence is correct 

in view of the anaphor but is incorrect due to the structural relationship between the antecedent and 

pronominal. The pronominal has been assigned an antecedent ―John‖ in the local domain which is the 

characteristic property of anaphors. Sentence (17) is correct regarding pronominals as they can take 

antecedents outside the binding domain but is incorrect regarding the anaphor because it must take an 

antecedent within the sentence. The locality constraint solves ambiguity in certain structures.  

18. ―Harry i told John j about himself i*/j.‖ 

In (18), the antecedent of the anaphor ―himself‖ can be ―Harry‖ or ―John.‖ This ambiguity can be solved 

by applying the locality constraint and hence the anaphor ―himself‖ refers to ―John,‖ not to ―Harry.‖  

 

 



159 
 

4.1.5   C-Commands in Binding  

It is important to recognize that the crucial relation that involves binding is not just co-indexation but 

also c-command. Binding between two NPs can happen if they both have co-indexation and c-command.  

Consider the following two sentences.  

19. ―John i praised himself i in the meeting today.‖  

20. ―John‘ i s father j praised himself j in the meeting today.‖  

21. *―John i‘s father j praised himself i in the meeting today.‖ 

In (19) sentence, ―John‖ c-commands the anaphor ―himself‖ as illustrated in figure (i). 
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antecedent) must have a c-command relationship with the bindee (the anaphor). It is to be recognized 

that c-command is possible between sister nodes or between sister and nieces or between sister and 

aunts. But it is never possible between mother and daughter or between cousins. ―John‖ does not have 

any one of the potential relation with ―himself‖ that is mandatory for c-command.  

4.1.6   Principle C of Binding 

Principle C of binding is that R-expressions are not bound. They are free and they find their meaning 

from context, not from another word in the sentence.  ―An r-expression must be free,‖ says Chomsky 

(1986, p. 79).Consider the following sentences.  

22. ―John i said that John j passed the test.‖  

23. *―John i said that John i passed the test.‖
37

  

24. ―He i said that John j passed the test.‖  

25. *―He i said that John i passed the test.‖  

―John‖ being R-expression cannot be bound. It receives its meaning from the context or from the 

previous discourse. Hence binding in such cases leads to ungrammaticality as can be seen in (23) and 

(25). The sentence (25) is ungrammatical because a c-commanding relationship has been established 

between the pronominal ―he‖ and the R-expression ―John.‖ R-expressions do not take local antecedents. 

Moreover, the antecedent must precede the R-expressions.  

                                                           
37 The sentence also violates the principle of Pronominalization which states that general transformation 

rule in English allows for the deletion of a pronoun in the embedded clause. See John Ross (1967) in his 

―On the cyclic nature of English pronominalization.  In to honor Roman  

 Jakobson. New York: Humanities.  
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Binding theory also makes a mention of governing category that can accurately be applied in non-finite 

cases. Consider the following example.  

26. ―Harry i wants [himself i to be a doctor].‖  

From the above example, it is evident that the anaphor ―himself‖ cannot be co-indexed with the 

antecedent ―Harry‖ because the antecedent is not in the local domain. The anaphor ―himself‖ is in non-

finite clause while its antecedent is in the main finite clause. How can Binding theory account for such 

cases? The reason that is provided is that the subject of a non-finite clause is neither governed nor Case 

marked. But it is governed from outside-- in this case the subject of the finite clause.  So the anaphor 

―himself‖ is governed by the governor ―Harry.‖ The anaphor ―himself‖ is called governee.  

Regarding PRO, Chomsky (1982 p. 21) says that it follows both principle A and B of Binding theory. It 

means that PRO is both an anaphor and a pronominal and can be called a pronominal anaphor. So it can 

be bound and unbound simultaneously. PRO appears as the subject of non-finite clauses which is an 

ungoverned position. From the syntactic status of PRO, we can conclude that there are elements that are 

anaphors, elements that are pronominal, elements which are neither anaphors nor pronominals like R-

expressions and elements that are both anaphors and pronominals like PRO.  

4.1.7   Pragmatic Considerations in R-expressions   

As discussed in (4.1.2) that pronominals are deictic. This signifies the importance of context and 

situation in Binding theory. Bolinger (1980, p. 92) also asserts the contextually of pronouns and points 

out that they are context-bound. The pronoun ―we‖ in the following two examples have two different 

referents: 

27. ―We should take care of our women.‖ 

28. ―We should take care of our men.‖  
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The first (27) is most probably uttered by men while the second (28) by women.  

The significance of context cannot be ruled out in understanding the referent of an NP. Consider the 

following example.  

29. ―John i likes his i/j wife.‖ 

The referent of ―his‖ in (29) can either be ―John‖ or someone else. Situation will help in solving the 

referent of the NP. Analogously, we can consider the following example: 

30. ―His wife told her husband that her father was angry.‖  

The referents of all the pronouns in sentence (30) will not be easy to determine except if they are 

considered in some special situation.  

Anaphors must agree with their antecedents in number, gender and person. In (31) the anaphor ―herself‖ 

does not agree in gender with the antecedent ―John.‖ 

31. *―John hurt herself.‖  

This lack of agreement leads to the ungrammaticality of the sentence. This agreement between the 

binder and the bindee is mandatory because they share the same referent. 

The deictic nature of pronouns also helps in marking gender in English. While there is no single pronoun 

that may antecede a male or a female noun, it is pronoun ―he‖ that is conventionally used as a 

pronominal form. So there is nothing odd about (32). 

32. ―Everyone should take care of his health.‖ 

The deictic ―he‖ or ―his‖ can replace indefinite noun unless it is unlikely that the referent is male. Hence 

the oddity of the sentence (33):  
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33. *―The nurse put on his hat.‖ (Bolinger, 1980, p. 94) 

The plural pronoun is another option when the antecedent is indefinite:  

34. ―Everybody will choose their partner.‖  

This usage is found in certain structures that may go unnoticed as in (35):  

35. ―Nobody is blaming you, are they?‖ 

 In (35), the singular ―is‖ has been replaced by the plural ―are.‖ However, the plural form is considered 

less acceptable when the antecedent is definite.  

36. ―A person should take care of their health.‖ 

37. *―A man or a woman should take care of their health.‖ 

A double pronoun ―he/she‖ is considered clumsy:  

38. ―A person should take care of his or her health.‖  

The deictic ―it‖ is characteristically used to refer to things, animals or infants.  Pronominal ―it‖ may be 

used as a sign of contempt for a grown-up human. A passing motorist who splashes water while you 

were nearby can be referred as  

39. ―I didn‘t know it was human.‖  

The use of ―it,‖ however, is replaced by human pronominals when animals are personified:  

40. ―I saw a squirrel climbing a tree with his mouth full of building materials.‖  
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The use of ―his‖ in (40) does not determine the sex of the squirrel but the personification of it. Chafe 

(1970, p.140) also refers to it when he says that animals or pets once given proper nouns are referred to 

as ―he/she‖, not ―it.‖  

41. ―The elephant broke its leg.‖  

But  

42. ―Jumbo broke his leg.‖  

The sexist use of pronouns also comes into effect in case inanimate objects like ―ship‖ which are 

conventionally referred as ―she‖. Bolinger (1980, p. 96) locates this usage in biased view of females as 

workhorse. The captain, sailors and the shipping clerks were generally men and they pictured ship as a 

living household that worked for them and towards which they felt a great deal of affection. This usage 

is also found in certain other workhorse contrivances:  

43. ―Look at my new powerful mower; ain‘t she a beauty?‖   

This type of usage comes into force when something is handled with love. This tendency is also 

observable in case of cars and airplanes where the speaker wants to show his deep affection and 

attachment for them:  

44. ―Look at my baby car. Isn‘t she lovely?‖  

However, if a workhorse is pictured as possessing some intelligence which might even be rudimentary, 

the object is masculinized as in (45): 

45. ―He can sometimes play quite well.‖  

―He‖ in this case refers to computer that is used for playing game.  
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4.1.8 The Omission of “that” 

Binding theory explains the syntactic distribution of R-expressions, anaphors and pronominals. But there 

are a few syntactic and semantic issues that have not been dealt with conclusively. One such issue is the 

omission of ―that‖ in complement clauses. Carnie (2000), p. 16) has discussed the optionality of ―that‖ 

in interrogative structures. This, according to him, happens when the ―Wh-―word ―who‖ features as an 

object. The following sentences are grammatical with or without ―that‖ because the interrogative word 

(―who‖ in this case) appears in the object position:  

46. ―Who do you think that John will meet first?‖ 

47. ―Who do you think John will meet first?‖  

48. ―Who do you think will John meet first?‖ 

49. *―Who do you think that will John meet first?‖  

Sentence (49) is ungrammatical because ―who‖ in the sentence is the subject: someone will meet John; 

John will not meet someone. In 46, 47 and 48, ―who‖ is the object, ―John will meet someone; someone 

will not meet John.‖ The omission of ―that‖ in sentence (49) becomes obligatory.  

A systematic discussion of this problem is provided by Bolinger (1977). He challenges the view of 

traditionalists and transformationalists regarding the inclusion or exclusion of ―that.‖ Whether the 

inclusion of ―that‖ is something transformational or semantic becomes clear if we consider some distinct 

pairs one of which contains ―that‖ while the other lacks it. Bolinger (1977, p. 11) takes ―that‖ as a 

demonstrative that has a referent in the situation exactly the way it has in the sentence (50) wherein 

―that‖ refers to a man referred before.  

50. ―That man helped me.‖  



166 
 

The inclusion of ―that‖ is unnatural when a speaker simply volunteers information. No question has been 

asked of him and no answer is implied, but what he says comes out of the blue. Hence if John enters into 

a room and wants to drop a casual remark about the weather he may say (51), not (52) which will be 

used when he is asked ―What‘s the weather for tomorrow?‖ 

51. ―The forecast says it‘s going to rain.‖  

52.  ―The forecast says that it‘s going to rain.‖  

This means ―that‖ is deictic or anaphoric in use and the omission of it implies that it fills the semantic 

trace of something that was there in the first place. We may think of another situation. If John sees a 

man struggling with a tire at the side of the road and he feels charitable and says (53) as an opener  

53. ―I thought you might need some help.‖  

He omits ―that‖ the inclusion of which will imply that he answers to a question already brought up. If 

the person is a huffy sort of fellow and looks up at John to imply that what business it was of him to say 

anything like this, then John will say  

54. ―I just thought that you might need some help.‖  

So whereas the use of ―that‖ sounds odd in the first case, its use in the second is optional and the speaker 

has a choice to use it.  

The same observation can be made about ―that‖ and other relative pronouns used in introducing relative 

clauses. Just as ―that‖ is basically demonstrative, other relatives are seen as basically interrogative. 

Consider the following pair of sentences: 

55. ―This letter that came yesterday, that you remember had no stamps on it, was 

postmarked four weeks ago.‖ 
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56. *―This letter that came yesterday, that incidentally had no stamps on it, was 

postmarked four weeks ago.‖  

The use of ―incidentally‖ in (56) implies that what is being talked about is new in the discourse and 

hence ―that‖ becomes incompatible with this anaphoric use. Sentence (55) can be restructured by 

replacing ―that‖ with ―which‖ but it will mean that the speaker wants to refresh the hearer‘s memory by 

bringing up the topic anew. The second sentence can hardly be written using ―that.‖ These observations 

hold true in case of indirect speech wherein the omission of ―that‖ is done when the speaker volunteers 

information. In other words, the inclusion is done when the speaker is asked a question.  

4.1.9   The Syntactic Order of Anaphors and Pronominals  

The syntactic reordering of anaphors provides some potential semantic variations. Anaphors (reflexive 

pronouns) have emphatic and non-emphatic (basic) uses. As non-emphatic, reflexives cannot be 

subjectivized.   

Consider, for example, the following sentences. 

57. ―She i hurt herself i".  

58. *―Herself i she i hurt.‖  

Carnie (2001) says that in basic use, the reflexives cannot be preposed. However, as emphatic they can 

be preposed or postposed:  

59. ―She i opened the door herself i.‖  

60. ―She i herself i opened the door.‖  

61. ―Herself i she i opened the door.‖  

Similarly, the order of pronominals poses another challenging problem.  
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Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik (1972, p. 499) say that conventions of politeness require that 

―you‖ should always be first and ―I‖ last: ―You or me, my friend and me, you or them/ 

 ―You, John, and me, you or I, my friend and I, you or they, you, John, and I‖           

62. ―You, he and I admire ourselves.‖  

The anaphor is governed by the pronominals ―you, he and I.‖ But Binding theory, as a matter of fact, 

does not elaborate the syntactic order of these pronominals. In such cases the reflexive pronoun selection 

is determined by person order in the bundle, i.e. 1st person takes precedence over 2nd and 3
rd

:  

63. ―You, John and I worked ourselves to death while he played golf.‖ 

2nd takes precedence over 3
rd

:  

64. ―You and John shouldn't bother yourselves about it.‖( p. 189)  

4.1.10      Passivization of Anaphors  

Another interesting aspect of Binding theory is the passivization of principle A. It is pretty obvious that 

the anaphor takes object position in the following sentence.  

65. ―Harry i admires himself i.‖  

How can we account for the passivization of the above sentence? As discussed in Chapter Three of the 

thesis (section 3.2.5), reflexives cannot be the subjects of finite clauses. Hence, sentences (66) and (67) 

are not acceptable constructions:  

66. *―Himself is admired by Harry.‖  

67. *―Harry is admired by himself.‖  
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This means that sentences with reflexives as objects cannot undergo passivization. Fabb (2002) also 

refers to it and says that a sentence containing reflexive pronouns as objects cannot undergo passive 

transformation.  

But they can be passivized in imperatives as Bolinger (1977, p. 167, 175) contends in the following 

examples wherein (69) is the passive congener of (68) and (71) is of (70).   

68. ―Don‘t be frightened‖  

69.  ―Don‘t let yourself be frightened‖  

70. ―Don‘t allow oneself the help of others.‖  

71. ―Don‘t let oneself be helped by others.‖ 

 

4.2   X-Bar Module  

The module of UG that regulates the structure of phrase constituents is called X-bar theory (1970). This 

theory postulates that all constructions have heads: V is the head of VP, N is the head of NP etc. The 

head word takes other constituents as complements. Notationally, this can be represented as (ii)  

ii. X ՜ →X YP 

Where ―YP‖ can be a complement of any category.  

 Fukui‘s (1997) remarks that phrase structure in human language is endocentric: it provides a bedrock 

justification for the study of phrases. The construction of a phrase happens due to the head word, which 

determines the essential properties of the phrase, accompanied by other non-central elements. The 

construction of ―VP‖ as ―VP→N (PP)‖ or ―NP→V (NP) (PP)‖ is systematically excluded in languages 

because the first does not contain verb as the head and the second N as a head.  
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As a concrete means to express phrase structure, Chomsky (1986, p. 160) represents this relationship 

notationally as (iii) and (iv). 

iii. X ՜ →X… 

iv. X ՜  ՜ →[Spec, Xˊ] Xˊ 

Where X is a variable that may stand for any lexical categories like noun, verb, adjective and 

preposition. X ՜ stands for X as head as well as other elements indicated by ellipsis (…). The second 

schema (iii) includes double bar X which contains X ՜ and pre-head elements associated with Xˊ and 

specifier(s). The specifiers of nouns are determiners (articles, quantifiers, possessive pronouns); of verbs 

are auxiliary verbs and of adjectives are intensifiers like ―very‖ or comparative structures.  

4.2.2  N-Bar Level  

X-bar theory discusses different tests for constituent replacement. An NP in a sentence can be replaced 

by ―one.‖  

72. ―I need the big [book of linguistics] with the red cover, not the small [book of 

linguistics] with the blue cover.‖  

This sentence can be rephrased as (73): 

73. ―I need the big [book of linguistics] with the red cover, not the small [one] with the 

blue cover.‖  

―One‖-replacement structure is the possible substitute for NP. This rule is called N- bar level. This also 

happens when there are other determiners like ―this‖ and ―that‖ in the sentence.  

74. ―I want this [box of chocolates], not that [box of chocolates].‖  
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75. ―I want this [box of chocolates], not that [one].‖  

4.2.2.    A-Bar Level  

“So‖-replacement is possible in case of AP as illustrated in examples (76) and (77). The process is 

referred as A-bar level.  

76. ―Anna is [serious] about grammar but less [serious] about mathematics.‖  

77. ―Anna is [serious] about grammar but less [so] about mathematics.‖ 

Evidence for PP replacement is very meager but the possibility of ―so‖- replacement cannot be 

completely ruled out.  

78. ―Anna is utterly [in love] with chocolates but Julie is partly [in love] with 

chocolates.‖  

79. ―Anna is utterly [in love] with chocolates but Julie is partly [so].‖  

4.2.3   V-Bar Level  

The same process for VP is done with ―do-so‖ replacement. Since a VP gets replaced in the VP 

structure, this replacement is termed as V-bar level.   

80. ―John [takes tea] in the morning, and Mary [takes tea] in the evening.‖    

81. ―John [takes tea] in the morning, and Mary [does so] in the evening.‖   

4.2.4       Complement and Adjuncts  

X- bar theory also discusses the concepts of complement and adjunct. A prepositional phrase can be a 

complement or an adjunct to an NP.  Syntactically, when a PP is a sister to a head (N, V, A, P), it is a 



172 
 

complement. When PP is a sister to a bar-level (N ՜ , V ՜ , A ՜ , P ՜ ), it is an adjunct. Consider the 

following example.  

82. ―She bought a book [of linguistics PP1] [with a blue cover PP2].‖   

In (82), PP1 is a complement and PP2 is an adjunct. A complement is integral to the NP: it specifies or 

provides some essential information about the NP. An adjunct, on the other hand, is auxiliary to the 

NP. Like adverbials, an adjunct provides some non-essential information about the NP. As a guiding 

principle, we can say that complement structures take prepositions ―of‖ while adjuncts have other 

prepositions like ―from, with, at, to, under, in‖ etc. Furthermore, since complements are sisters to the 

head words, they are, therefore, always adjacent to the head word.  Adjuncts, on the other hand, do not 

follow adjacency principle in their placement to the head word. This validates the unacceptability of 

(83): 

83. *―She bought a book [with a blue cover PP2] [of linguisticsPP1].‖  

                               Adjunct                         complement  

The adjacency principle is also not observed for adjuncts when APs function as adjuncts as in (84):  

84. *―She discussed enthusiastically the problem.‖  

The NP ―the problem‖ being a complement must be next to its head ―discuss.‖ Sentence (84) has been 

marked ungrammatical because adjunct ―enthusiastically‖ must not follow adjacency in its placement 

to the head word ―discuss.‖ The syntactic order of complements or adjuncts with respect to the head 

word is determined by the Case Adjacency principle, contends Chomsky (1986).  

In addition, adjuncts follow recursivity: there can be as many adjuncts as possible. Figure (v) illustrates 

the recursive property of adjuncts.  
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(v) 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

This phenomenon of stacking is lacking in complements. They are not recursive; they cannot generate 

themselves. This means that there can be a number of adjuncts, but there can be just one complement in 

a sentence.  

85. *―She bought the book [of linguistics PP1] [of anthropology PP2].‖  

In (85), PP1 and PP2 are both complements. As stated that complements lack recursivity, one NP, 

therefore, cannot take two complements. Now consider (86):  

86. ―She bought the book [of linguistics PP1] [with the blue cover PP2] [from the market 

PP3] [in the morning PP4] [by Andrew Carnie PP5].‖  

In (86), PP1 is the complement and the rest (PP2, PP3, PP4 and PP5) are adjuncts. Figure (vi) shows 

the stacking quality of adjuncts: PP2, PP3, PP4 and PP5.   
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(vi) 
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S 

NP VP 

D N 

PP4 

PP3 N 

N 

PP2 N 

PP1  N 

In the morning  
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PP5 N 
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But adjuncts cannot be reordered with the complement:  

88. *―She bought the book [with the blue cover PP2] [of linguistics PP1] [from the 

market PP3] [in the morning PP4] [by Andrew Carnie PP5].‖  

 Fabb (2002) observes that movement test can validate the optionality of adjunct. An adjunct is either PP 

or Adv. P.  

89. ―[From the market PP3] she bought the book [of linguistics PP1] [with the blue cover 

PP2] [in the morning PP4] [by Andrew Carnie PP5].‖  

90. ―[With the blue cover PP2] she bought the book [of linguistics PP1] [from the market 

PP3] [by Andrew Carnie PP5] [in the morning PP4].‖  

However, the movement of the complement ―of linguistics‖ cannot happen as in (91). 

91. *―[Of linguistics PP1] she bought the book [from the market PP3] [by Andrew Carnie 

PP5].‖ 

This can also be observed in case of adverb phrases as adjuncts: 

92. ―She walked to school very slowly.‖ 

93. ―Very slowly she walked to school.‖ 

94. “She very slowly walked to school.‖  

95. ―She walked very slowly to school.‖  

―Very slowly‖ as an adjunct can take any position in the sentence. It, however, cannot intervene between 

the VP and its complement as stated in the Principle of Interpolation
38

.  

                                                           
38

 This principle states that ―Only an object can intervene between an object and its predicate‖ See 

Anderson (1977 On Case Grammar p. 278). 
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Syntactically, constituents of the same category can be substituted: NP with NP, VP with VP etc. 

Conjunction tests can be applied to prove the validity of such combinations. This test requires that the 

constituents of the same bar level should be conjoined. An adjunct is sister to N ՜ while a complement is 

a sister to N. It is not possible that a constituent has sisterhood to both N ՜ and N simultaneously. Sisters 

of N can get conjoined. Similarly, sisters of Nˊ can develop sisterhood. But a sister of N cannot be made 

the sister of N ՜ .  

96. ―She bought the book [of linguistics PP1] and [of anthropology PP2].‖  

97. “She bought the book [of linguistics PP1] and [with blue cover PP2].‖ * 

98. ―She bought the book [with blue cover PP2] and [by Andrew Carnie PP5].‖ 

In (96), both PP1 and PP2 share the sisterhood of the NP ―the book‖ and hence there exists a logical 

plausibility of their conjoinment. The same holds for (98) wherein sisters of the NP ―the book‖ have 

been conjoined.  This phenomenon of conjoining, however, has been ruled out in (97) because both PP1 

and PP2 are not the sisters of the NP ―the book.‖  

4.2.5        Syntactic Order of Adjuncts   

X-Bar module promulgates and provides a syntactic account of complements and adjuncts. . Moreover, 

the module has also quite successfully solved quite a few structural ambiguities in cases like the 

following:  

99. ―George is a Spanish [AP1] teacher.‖  
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In (99), AP1 ―Spanish‖ is ambiguous. It could either refer to the subject that George teaches or his 

nationality.  With a subject, ―Spanish‖ is a complement and with nationality, it is an adjunct. 

Conjunction test can disambiguate this problem:  

                    100. ―George is a French [AP1] Spanish [AP2] teacher.‖  

                    101. ―George is a French [AP1] and Spanish [AP2} teacher.‖  

In (100), AP1 ―French‖ is an adjunct while AP2 ―Spanish‖ serves as a complement. The sentence can be 

interpreted as that George is a Frenchman and a Spanish language teacher. Since AP1 and AP2 share the 

sisterhood of the same NP ―teacher,‖ conjoining the two in (101) leads to a viable structure. The two 

AP‘s serve as complements and the sentence stands to mean that George teaches two languages: French 

and Spanish. There is no reference to his nationality. However, the conjoin viability of the sentence 

vanishes when a different adjunct replaces ―French.‖ Consider the following examples:  

102.―She is an intelligent [AP1] Spanish [AP2] teacher.‖  

103.*―She is an intelligent [AP1] and Spanish [AP2] teacher.‖  

In (102), AP1―intelligent‖ is an adjunct and AP2 ―Spanish‖ is a complement. In (103), an adjunct has 

been conjoined with a complement. That‘s why the sentence is ungrammatical. This sentence also shows 

that ―Spanish‖ as a single constituent is a complement only. It cannot be used as an adjunct.  

The module, however, sidelines a few significant issues. One is the possible sequential order of adjuncts. 

Does the syntactic reordering of adjuncts lead to any potential semantic or discourse difference? 

Chomsky (1986) himself is not sure about this. Carnie (2001) believes that many native speakers do not 

feel easy when the conventional order of adjuncts is disturbed. Language, according to Bolinger (1980) 

is a tradition by definition.  The speakers understand each other because of conventional patterns in 

language. The syntactic order, therefore, cannot be regarded as something peripheral. Williams (1995, p. 
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154) believes that locality and theta role assignment configuration should be observed in such situations. 

He gives the following examples in this regard: 

104.―Give the book [of poems PP1] [to John PP2].‖ 

105.―Give [to John PP2] the book [of poems PP1].‖ 

Sentence (104) is not syntactically on par with (105). Sentence (104) is an unmarked structure preferably 

used in general discourse context. (105), however, is marked in nature and is encouraged in a discourse 

context which foregrounds PP2 and backgrounds PP1. PP2 in such cases receive more focus than PP1.   

The recursive nature of adjuncts allows any potential order as these examples from Anderson (1977, p. 

76) show:  

106.―I was told lies by a beautiful girl about herself.‖ 

107.―I was told lies about herself by a beautiful girl.‖  

However the (108) is unacceptable because the antecedent must precede its reflexive. 

108.*―I talked about himself to John.‖ 

 The acceptable form of (108) is (109) which follows antecedent-anaphor syntactic constraint. 

109.―I talked to John about himself.‖  

This may also apply to adjectives which can function as adjuncts or complements.  

110.―She bought a small poetry book.‖  

In (110), ―small‖ is an adjunct while ―poetry‖ is a complement as shown in figure (vii).  
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(vii). 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

As discussed, an adjunct can be reordered with adjuncts but reordering of adjunct with a complement is 

not possible. Furthermore, conjunction test can be applied to validate the adjunct or complement nature 

of APs.  

111. (?)―She bought a small and boring poetry book.‖ 
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The problem with this sentence is that only coordinate adjectives can be conjoined
39.  This makes the 

conjoined structure less acceptable.  

As adjuncts have stacking quality, so there can be a number of them. 

112.―She bought a small red boring poetry book.‖  

113.―She bought a red small boring poetry book.‖ 

But  

114.*―She bought a boring poetry small red book.‖  

The reordering of adjuncts alters the syntactic configuration of the structure of the sentence and to quote 

Bolinger (1977), change in syntactic structure means change in the semantic configuration of the 

sentence. The conventional order for adjectives, according to Baker & Chantrell (2005), when they 

appear as adjuncts of an NP is 
40

(a): 

a.  Opinion –size- age –shape- color- condition- origin- material-purpose 

Following this recommended order, we get (115):  

115.―She bought a boring small red poetry book.‖  

This order and the possible semantic difference is something that X-bar module does not discuss and it 

is something that needs to be streamlined in a linguistic way.  

                                                           
39

 A comma or ―and‖ is used between two or more than two adjectives that are from the same category. 

So ―A soft, comfortable chair‖ and ―A soft and comfortable chair‖ are acceptable patterns. But ―A 

beautiful and sandy beach‖ is not. See Baker & Chantrell. (2005), p. 254.  

40
 They, however, cite the following order as an exception: 

―A big horrible building.‖ 

This happens when a short adjunct precedes a long one.  
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An NP has a specifier
41

 which is syntactically sister of N ՜ and daughter of the head XP. The NP ―The 

book‖ comprises of a specifier ―The‖ and the head word ―book.‖ Specifiers, unlike adjuncts, lack 

recursive quality. Hence, there cannot be more than one specifier in an NP
42

. So we can have (116), but 

not (117): 

116.―The blue books are lying on the table.‖ 

117.*―The his flight to Paris was postponed.‖ 

Furthermore, specifiers take left-most position in an NP. Therefore, they cannot be reordered with 

complements or adjuncts.  

119.*―Interesting these books‖ 

120.*―Linguistics the book‖ 

Specifiers are conjoined with other specifiers as in (121), but not with adjuncts as in (122):  

121.―He bought two or three books.‖  

122.*―He wrote an interesting or one book.‖ 

Specifiers are also used in Genitive structures. Two methods of possession are used: ―of‖-genitive and 

―apostrophe‗s‖-genitive. When the sentence has ―of‖-genitive, then both NPs can take specifiers (―the‖ 

                                                           
41 Specifiers are determiners in traditional grammar.  

 
42 There are specifiers like ―all, both, half‖ that may come with other specifiers as in (118): 

             118. ―Both the students take interest in linguistics.‖  

Sentence (118) cannot be written as ―The both students took interest in linguistics‖ which verifies the 

fact that specifiers also follow a conventional order in language. 
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in this case). But when the sentence has ―‗s‖ -genitive, one NP can take a specifier and the other cannot 

take it.  

123.―She broke the leg [NP1] of the table [NP2].‖  

124.―She broke the table [NP2]‘s leg [NP1].‖  

125.*―She broke the table‘s [NP2] the leg [NP1].‖ 

Sentence (123) has ―of‘-genitive. Therefore, both the NPs have specifiers. The inclusion of ―-s‖ genitive 

in (124) disallows the specifier + NP combination. It is because of this restriction that (125) has been 

marked ungrammatical.  

Genitive is the third Case in English. It is the only morphological Case which is overtly realized.  This 

case is assigned to an NP if it is a possessor as the italicized NP in (126):  

126.―A friend of mine is writing a book on linguistics.‖  

4.2.6  Pragmatic Restrictions on Genitive Case  

The syntactic analysis of ―-of ―genitive and ―-‗s‖ genitive finds ample demonstration in X-bar theory, 

but it sidelines the pragmatic dimensions of these two modes of possession. 

There is no denying the fact that ―John‘s book‖ has an underlying form of ―John has a book.‖
43

 Bolinger 

(1981, p. 232) believes that in Old English the possessive (‗s) was restricted to persons or what could be 

easily personified; the ―of-phrase,‖ which surfaced first in Middle English, starting gradually replacing 

the possessive form. The possessive form is now admittedly used purely for relational purposes. The 

idea that John owns the book can take the following different forms:  

127.―John owns the book.‖ 

                                                           
43

 Chomsky (1965), p. 220 notes). 
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128.―The book belongs to John.‖ 

129.―John‘s book.  

130.―The book of John.‖  

The possessive morpheme (‗s) describes ownership. Every possessive structure, however, will not show 

ownership. Consider ―John‘s smoking.‖ This expression does not mean that John owns smoking. It 

rather means that John is the grammatical subject of the verb ―smoke.‖  

Distinguishing the two types of possessive structure, Bolinger (1981) contends that the inflectional form 

(‗s) and the phrasal form (―of‖-construction) emphasize different elements. That is, either the possessor 

or the possessed. ―The car‘s wheels ―gives a little more attention to the wheels rather than the car; ―the 

wheels of the car‖ does the opposite. If a compound form ―the car wheels‖ is used, then ‗the car‖ will be 

unspecific_ it could be with wheels unattached. Moreover, English imposes certain restrictions on 

phrasal form. Khampang (1973), for instance, observes that it cannot be used with inanimate head nouns 

unless the head noun is viewed as performing an action as in (132):  

131.*―She broke the table‘s leg.‖ 

132.―The train‘s arrival was delayed.‖  

4.2.7   Principle of Adjacency  

Complement and adjunct distinction can safely be applied to VPs, APs and PPs. A direct object is the 

complement of VP while AP and PP are adjuncts of VP. Consider the following example.  

133.―She completed [her assignment] [brilliantly] [on Monday].‖  

In (133), ―Her assignment‖ is the complement of VP (completed) while AP (brilliantly) and PP (on 

Monday) are adjuncts of VP (completed). This has been shown in figure (viii).  
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(viii).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 A complement must be adjacent to VP. The violation of adjacency will lead to ungrammaticality.
44

  

134.*―She completed brilliantly her assignment on Monday.‖   

135.―She put the book on the table.‖  

136.*―She put on the table the book.‖ 

(136) has been marked ungrammatical because it violates adjacency principle. ―The book‖ is 

complement to the predicate ―put‖. Therefore, the intervention of adjunct between the two disturbs 

Adjacency. The principle of Case adjacency, says Chomsky (1986, p. 82), requires that a Case-marked 

                                                           
44

 This is also termed as the principle of Interpolation.  
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must be adjacent to its Case assigner. A verb that takes both an NP and a PP as complements, the former 

must be placed adjacent to the verb.   

Furthermore, Adjacency states that the Case assigner must be adjacent to the complement. This principle 

is also at work in the following examples:  

137.*―I was waiting for tomorrow her to arrive.‖ 

138.*―She considers a fool him.‖  

In (137) and (138), the Case assigners preposition ―for‖ and the predicate ―consider‖ do not come 

adjacent to their complements ―her‖ and ―him.‖ The violation of Adjacency makes the sentences 

ungrammatical. In finite clauses, the nominative Case to the subject is assigned by the inflection, not by 

the predicate or a preposition. Accusative Cases, on the other hand, are assigned under government and 

therefore, adjacency must be observed between the Case assigner (predicate) and the Case marked 

(complement). Nominative Case of the subject is done through specifier-head agreement and 

consequently, is not subject to Adjacency. Case assignment is carried out to the right while specifer-

head agreement is done in the left direction. Williams (1995) observes that adverbs may be adjacent to 

auxiliary verb as in (139) or the tense verb (the verb that bears tense) as in (140) depending on its 

modification:  

139.―John has recently arrived from Boston.‖  

140.―John has sometimes been riding the train.‖  

PP can also be complement to an adjective. Adjectives and nouns cannot assign Case to their 

complements. They, therefore, cannot get NPs as complements and cannot receive Case. 

141.*―The destruction the city‖  

142.*―Proud Harry‖  
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Chomsky (1986, p. 192) believes that different devices can be used to assign Case to the object. This can 

be done through the operation of genitive assignment rule. The genitive Case is realized either by POSS-

insertion (―the city‘s destruction‖), or ―of‖-insertion (―the destruction of the city‖). ―Of‖ in such phrases 

is a semantically empty Case marker:  

143.―Proud of Harry.‖  

144.―She is afraid [of dogs].‖  

―Of dogs‖ in (144) is a complement to ―afraid.‖  

Compare (144) to (145):  

145.―She fears [dogs].‖  

In (145), the NP [dogs] is complement of the VP [fear]. 

Also the verb ―envy‖ presents two different thematic structures: 

146.―John envies Harry.‖  

147.―John is envious of Harry.‖  

In (146), the predicate is two arguments: the NP ―John‖ is the external argument and NP ―Harry‖ is the 

complement. In (147), it becomes one argument: NP ―John‖ is the external argument and the second ―of 

Harry‖ is the complement of adjective ―envious.‖ This ―of-insertion‖ is a default Case which means that 

it is applied only when there is no preposition available that inherently assigns Case.  

The Case can be structural (nominative and accusative) or inherent. All lexical categories assign Case to 

their NP complements. ―Every phonetically realized NP must be assigned (abstract) Case,‖ contends 

Chomsky (1986, p. 74). NPs are assigned cases only when they appear in specific positions in the 

sentence. All overt NPs must be marked for Case. This is the basic premise of Case filter.  Nouns and 
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adjectives assign inherent (genitive) Case at D-structure, whereas verbs and prepositions assign 

structural Case (objective) at S-structure. Structural Cases are ϴ-marked while inherent Case does not 

receive any ϴ-marking from their assigners --N and A.  Furthermore, the direction of Case-marking is 

uniform. In English, this direction is to the right. That is, lexical categories assign Case to their 

complements to the right direction.  

4.2.8          Pragmatic Significance of Constituents   

X-Bar theory postulates the rules of forming and arranging different constituents. But the potential 

loophole that can be found in the theory is that it overrules certain syntactic structures and their 

corresponding semantic dimensions. Bolinger (1981, p. 76) contends that words that belong together 

must go together. This is the first and last important rule of syntax and it transcends all other rules. So 

―beautiful flowers‖ and ―my book‖ are unmarked combinations. He also refers to certain collocation 

restrictions.  ―Last night‖ and ―yesterday evening‖ are possible but ―last afternoon‖ and ―yesterday 

night‖ are not.  

While the syntactic module may determine the composition of constituents, it makes no mention of 

focus and emphasis.  

148.―John saw Mary last night.‖  

If the focus is on the italicized John, then (148) means that it was John who saw Mary, not anybody else. 

Now observe (149): 

149.―John saw Mary last night.‖  
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Once the sentence becomes verb-focused, it means that John merely saw Mary; he did not touch or he 

did not do anything else to Mary. This sentence will assume a quite different semantic dimension if 

―Mary‖ is made the locus of emphasis as in (150): 

150.―John saw Mary last night.‖  

This means that John saw Mary last night, not anybody else. There is yet another possible semantic 

pattern that can be achieved if it is made time-focused. That‘s ―last night‖ is emphasized: 

151.―John saw Mary last night.‖   

The sentence can be interpreted that John saw Mary last night, not today. The sentence is amenable to 

different semantic aspect depending on the type of focus it has: subject, verb, object or any other.   

The same pattern can be observed in case of phrase like ―black cab driver.‖ The constituent analysis of it 

offers the following two paradigms: 

152. ―[black] [ cab driver]‖ 

153. ―[black cab] [driver]‖ 

If ―black‖ is emphasized, the phrase will mean that the driver who is driving the cab is black. If the 

―black cab‖ is emphasized, it will mean that the cab is black and there is no inkling what the race of the 

driver is. 

Similar observations can be made about verbs ―point out‖ and ―indicate‖ which may superficially look 

similar but these verbs presuppose different interpretations of the event. Bolinger (1980, p. 81) gives the 

following two examples: 

154.―John pointed out that the rent should be increased.‖ 

155.―John indicated that the rent should be increased.‖  
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―Indicate‖ shows the sympathetic consideration of the speaker but he does not guarantee that it will be 

done. ―Point out‖, being a factive verb, entails the unanimity of the speaker‘s view with John and 

supposes the fact that it will be carried. These examples illustrate that the alternation of words may bring 

about variation in the semantic dimensions of the sentences and the alternation may be compared to 

traversing a minefield wherein each step can trigger a possible explosion.  

Similarly, change of order shows which word is the modifier and which is the modifee. In ―red brick,‖ 

―red‖ is the modifier and ―brick‖ is the head. The sequence overturns when it is written as ―brick red.‖  

An adverb that modifies an adjective also functions as an adjunct.  

156.―He is [very] [intelligent].‖   

In (156), the adverbial phrase ―very‖ serves as an adjunct of adjective phrase ―intelligent.‖  

Since adverbs that are adjective modifiers are adjuncts, they can be stacked and reordered. Adjuncts are 

recursive: there can be an indefinite number of adjuncts.  

157.―They slept very soundly in their beds all night.‖  

158.―She is very very intelligent.‖ 

An AP can appear on either side of its modifiee
45

: 

159.―John arrived tired.‖ 

160.―Tired, John arrived.‖  

                                                           
45

 As pointed out in section 5.2, an optional adjunct can appear anywhere in the sentence except between 

the predicate and its complement.   



190 
 

 A difference in the syntactic position triggers some semantic variation. Williams (1995, p. 50), for 

instance, says that in (161) ―quickly‖ is adjoined to ―S‖; hence, it has ―S‖ as its scope and is superior to 

―mob.‖   

161.―Quickly the mob dispersed.‖  

In (162), ―quickly‖ is adjoined to VP and is strictly subordinate to ―mob.‖ 

162.―The mob dispersed quickly.‖   

The following sentences observe accepted patterns except (166) which violates the principle of 

Adjacency:  

163. ―She sometimes eat pizza.‖ 

164. ―Sometimes she eats pizza.‖  

165. ―She eats pizza sometimes.‖  

166.*―She eats sometimes pizza.‖  

Pragmatic observation, however, can make (166) acceptable if it is treated as an embedded clause like in 

the following sentence: 

167.―She eats sometimes pizza, sometimes hotdog, sometimes cake-- she always eats 

something.‖  
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 McCarter and McCarthy (2009) take initial position of indefinite frequency as emphatic structure. 

Murcia & Freeman (1983) believe that fronting of preverbal adverbs (―always, usually, often, seldom, 

sometimes‖ 
46

etc. happen when logical contradiction is a likely environment.  

168.―Peter is always on time.  

169.―No, Peter isn‘t always on time. Sometimes he‘s late.‖  

The preposing of such constituents can also be explained through topicalization. There are, of course, 

strong reasons for having topics first than having the subjects first for they announce what is being 

talked about and create connection with what has gone before.  

Topic, according to Chomsky (1965), is the NP immediately dominated by ―S‖ in the surface structure 

and Comment of a sentence is the remaining part or string of the sentence. Topic and subject may often 

coincide but not always. Thus in (170), ―Mary‖ is the topic and ―it‖ is the subject of the cleft sentence. 

170. ―It was Mary who met John in the morning.‖  

In much the same way, ―the train‖ in (171) is the topic and part of the clause that follows the comma is 

the comment. The comment tells something about the topic-- ―the train.‖ 

171. ―The train, I never ride during rush hours.‖  

Chomsky (1965) believes that order attains due importance in determining the grammatical relations 

defined by surface structure though it seems to play no significant role in determining the grammatical 

relations specified by deep structures.  

                                                           
46

 Katz and Postal (1964, p. 88) argue that negative preverbals are unacceptable in yes/no questions: 

―Does John hardly eat?‖ *X-bar theory does not make a mention of any such restriction.  
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Bolinger (1981) contends that languages are characteristically SVO, VSO and SOV patterns. Some 

special patterns like VOS, OVS and OSV can occur but generally for special purposes. The following 

example follows OSV pattern in English.  

172.―The chocolates he ate but the cookies he threw away.‖  

This variant pattern can be used in a special situation when the objects intend to receive focus. This 

again is the phenomenon of topicalization wherein the objects take the place of the subjects.   

He (1977, p. 112) further asserts that fronting or topicalization enables the speaker to give prominence to 

certain words as in (173): 

173.―Still alive were three of the trapped victims.‖  

Here ―the survival of the victims‖ has been topicalized.  

Bolinger (1981, p. 93) believes that the term transformation indicates that the transformed sentence will 

be the paraphrase of the canonical sentence. Apparently, they are just two different ways of saying the 

same thing. They are logical equivalents: if one is true, the other must be true. The sentences 174 (a) and 

174 (b) convey the same truth values. 

174(a).―The president came.‖   

                       174(b). ―Came the president.‖  

The transformed sentence with its initial verb and postposed subject as in 174 (b) is suitable in situations 

in which something dramatic is going to happen. That is, when the scene is set and something is going to 

be presented on it. This also depends on the verb that can convey bringing-onto-the-scene meaning. 

Hence (175) is correct but (176) is not:  
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175.―Up stood the witness.‖  

176.―Up gave the task.‖*  

He (1977, p. 98) further asserts that adverbs that are not literally locative are excluded from initial 

position as in (177 b):  

                              177 (a). ―The car broke down.‖ 

         177 (b).* ―Down broke the car.‖ 

Locative adverbs must not only be literal but also vivid. Hence 178 (a) is acceptable but 178(b) is not:  

                           178 (a). ―The toy came apart.‖  

                           178 (b). *―Apart came the toy.‖  

This does not imply in case of repetition of particles for dramatic effect: 

                          179 (a). *―Over flopped the dolphin.‖ 

                          179 (b). ―Over and over flopped the dolphin.‖  

Vividness is also shown in the definiteness of the object and inversion of the particle is then possible as 

shown in 180 (b): 

                             180 (a). *―Away sailed a ship.‖ 

                             180 (b). ―Away sailed an enormous ship.‖  

Topicalization also follows information structure. The topicalization of a constituent is done due to its 

contextual significance or, as Fabb (2002) points out, it is done for the sake of emphasis.  The 

topicalized constituent conveys new information in a given context. 
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4.3      Coordination  

Languages have certain grammatical devices that help in facilitating inferences in certain discourse 

contexts. These devices are termed as conversational particles or discourse particles or connectives. 

These connectives do not add anything to the content of the sentence. They simply indicate propositional 

relationship between two sentences. Conjunctions can be called conversational particles for they 

substantiate a discourse context.  They are message facilitators: they economize on the listener‘s effort 

in interpreting the incoming signal.   

Coordination happens between constituents of the same rank. A DP can be conjoined with a DP, a VP 

with a VP and a T ՜  with a T ՜ .  

                            181. ―He bought a house and a car.‖  

                            182. ―He has bought a house and sold a car.‖  

                            183. ―He has bought a house and is launching a new franchise.‖  

In (181), a DP ―a house‖ has been conjoined with a DP ―a car.‖ In (182), a VP ―bought a house‖ has 

been conjoined with a VP ―sold a car‖ while in (183) coordination happens between T ՜  ―has bought a 

house‖ and T ՜  ―is launching a new franchise.‖  

For Bolinger (1981, p. 153) coordination implies that the items are on the same level. It also allows the 

possibility of inferring one constituent from another. It is because of this that the syntagmatic order of 

the constituents attains great importance in coordination and the first in order is the one on which the 

inference can be based
47

. Hence 184 (a) is more likely than 184 (b):  

                                                           
47

 As pointed in section (4.2.5), conventionally, this order is recognized through the size of the words 

concerned. 
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             184 (a). ―The clock is accurate and dependable‖   

             184 (b). ―The clock is dependable and accurate.‖ 

Similarly, ―The house is broken down and uninhabitable‖ is more likely than the reverse.  

Bolinger (1981, p. 10) asserts that syntax is less arbitrary than other aspects of language in the order of 

constituents. Any change in the order will either make the sentence different in meaning or will make it 

unacceptable: 

             185 (a). ―John came in and sat down.‖ 

             185 (b). ―John sat down and came in.‖  

185(a) follows the recommended sequence of the actions; 185(b), however, indicates the opposite 

sequence. It will generally be unacceptable but can occur in a situation when John decides to get into his 

wheelchair to propel himself into the room.  

The order of the clauses in a coordinate structure can also denote the sequence of the events.  Williams 

(1995, p. 18) says that the activity denoted by the second VP follows in time the activity denoted by the 

first VP. 

                   186 (a). ―John went to Boston and bought a car.‖ 

                   186 (b). ―John bought a car and went to Boston.‖  

This arbitrariness and non-arbitrariness of words order actuate certain patterns while discouraging 

others. Consider the following two examples. 

                  187 (a). ―As the night fell, the wind rose.‖ 

                  187 (b). (?)―As the wind rose, the night fell.‖  
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187(a) is an acceptable sequence but 187(b) sounds a bit odd. The oddity of the sentence might be the 

non-arbitrariness of the two actions.  

Consider the use of ―after all‖ in the following example:  

                188. ―John must be able to speak Japanese. After all, he is from Tokyo.‖  

The use of ―after all‖ in (188) presupposes that the listener will know the content of the proposition 

introduced after ―after all.‖ The clause introduced by ―after all‖ serves to reinforce the proposition of the 

first clause and makes it difficult for the listener to repudiate the content of the first clause. The use of 

conversational particle ―after all‖ assumes that utterances that contain this device involves shared 

knowledge of the utterances between the speaker and the listener.  

―So‖ indicates the conclusion that can be drawn from the first proposition.  

                    189. ―Bolinger revolutionized the structure and meaning relationship. So, he is a genius.‖ 

―Well‖ indicates the approach that the listener should take time to process the utterance:   

                     190(a). ―Will you lend me your cell phone?‖ 

                     190(b). ―Well, I am sorry. It is out of order at the moment.‖  

―Oh‖ with falling intonation indicates that the interlocutor acknowledges the receipt of a good piece of 

news: 

                                     191(a). ―Bill has passed the test.‖ 

                                      191(b). ―Oh!‖  

This use of ―Oh‖ can be juxtaposed with ―that‘s right‖ which shows epistemic priority:  the listener 

already knows about the news.  
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                                  192(a). A. ―Bill has passed the test.‖ 

                                  192(b). B. ―That‘s right.‖  

The use of ―that‘s right‖ in 192 (b) indicates that B does not receive the news from A with any surprise. 

B already knows that Bill has passed the test.  Bolinger (1981) calls these audible gestures as hesitation 

sounds. These verbalized makeweight are stylistic devices to keep from yielding the floor. If a person is 

asked about time, and he does not know it, then the drawled ―now‖ ―it‘s now-w-w ten-twenty‖ will show 

his desire to keep command of the situation.   

―All right‖ expresses grudging consent:  

           193(a). A. ―Don‘t look at me.‖  

                 193(b).B.  ―All right.‖  

―If not‖ is generally considered the equivalent of ―unless‖ but Bolinger (1981) believes that ―unless‖ is 

exclusive. It implies a unique circumstance whereas ―if not‖ is inclusive; it includes the possibility of 

two or more. In the following example ―unless‖ is more acceptable than ―if not‖ for the proposition 

refers to one exclusive condition: 

           194. ―You cannot get this job unless you have the requisite qualification.‖  

4.3.1   Conjunctive Structures of “too” and “so”  

Syntactically, the basic requirement for ―so‖ and ―too‖ structures is that the direct object NP must be the 

complement of VP. Consider the following examples: 

            195. ―[S [N [John] [VP [V [plays] [N [tennis]]].‖  

            196. ―[S [N [Mary] [VP [V[plays] [N[tennis]]].‖  
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As can be seen, the NP ―tennis‖ is the complement of V ―play‖ in both the sentences. The two sentences 

can be conjoined with ―so‖ and ―too‖ pro-forms. This replacement of the pro-forms with the NPs will 

happen if the NPs are not the constituents of VPs. Suppose sentence (196) is written as (197): 

            197. ―[S [N [Mary [V[plays] [N [tennis.]]‖ 

Since ―tennis‖ is not the complement of V and there is no VP, the use of pro-words ―so‖ and ―too‖ is not 

permissible.  

Chomsky (1957, p. 65) gives the following examples:  

198. ―John arrives and so do I.‖ 

       199. ―John can arrive and so can I.‖ 

Explaining these structures, he says that ―Tso‖ operates on the second sentence in each pair and 

replaces certain segments of the sentences. The element ―so‖, he considers, a ―pro-VP,‖ in much the 

same sense as ―he‖ is a pronoun. He also explains a sentence like ―John is my friend‖ where ―be‖ (―is‖ 

here) is not an auxiliary but replaces a segment of a sentence:  

200.―John is my friend and so is George.‖  

So ―be‖ and ―have‖ are glaring exceptions in such cases. 

Saeed (2003, p. 61) observes that ambiguous structures can be disambiguated by the employment of 

certain ingenious tests. One such test is the use of ―so‖ and ―too.‖  The following sentences, when 

observed closely, are ambiguous in their meanings: 

201.―John hired a publicist.‖ 

202.―Mary hired a publicist.‖  
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It is quite possible for the ―publicist‖ to be either a male or a female. This specification of the noun 

―publicist‖ can be done by employing ―so‖ test. 

203.―John hired a publicist and so did Mary.‖  

This ―so‖ construction resolves the gender vagueness of the ―publicist‖ and the identity will be the same 

in the resultant ―so‖ clause.  

Bolinger (1980, p. 32) says that functions words ―so‖ and ―too‖ are used to avoid repetition of words: 

204.―Was John there?‖ 

205.―I think so.‖  

―So‖ in (205) replaces ―I think that John was there.‖ 

Maurice and Freeman (1983, p. 299) observe that parallel structures that contain the same sequence of 

syntactic constituents and semantically identical lexical items are replaceable with ―so/too‖ and 

―either/neither‖ pro-forms. With non-identical subjects and identical predicates, the following structures 

are possible: 

206. ―John plays the piano.‖ 

207. ―Mary plays the piano.‖  

(206) and (207) can be conjoined as (208) and (209). 

208. ―John plays the piano and Mary does too.‖ 

209. ―John plays the piano and so does Mary.‖  

For identical negative structures, we can say: 

210. ―John doesn‘t play the piano.‖ 
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211. ―Mary doesn‘t play the piano.‖ 

(210) and (211) can be conjoined as (212) and (213). 

212. ―John doesn‘t play the piano and Mary doesn‘t either.‖ 

213. ―John doesn‘t play the piano and neither does Mary.‖  

In the discourse analysis of such conjoined structures, they (1983, p. 302) show that inverted forms are 

preferred to uninverted forms in those cases where an insult is intended. In the following example, the 

inverted form is preferable to the uninverted one: 

214. ―He is a thief and _____________.‖ 

a. His father is too. 

b. So is his father.  

―So‖ in such structures carry negative bar, and this negativity leads to inverted structures
48

. The same 

holds for ―neither‖ structures.   

4.4    Adjectives  

Chomsky (1965, p. 158) recommends the following lexical entries for adjectives: 

 Adj: Attributive +_ Predicative+_   

He (1957, p. 72-73) further observes that NP + V+ Adj can be transformed as D-Adj –N: (215) can be 

transformed as (216): 

215.―The boy is tall.‖  

                                                           
48 The preposing of negative particles actuate inversions in English sentences.  
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216.―The tall boy.‖   

If we apply this operation on –ing words like ―sleeping‖ and ―interesting,‖ we can get NP +V + Adj in 

case of latter, but not the former.  

217.―The child is sleeping.‖ 

 (217) is not NP + V+ Adj structure. ―-Ing‖ in this sentence is a part of verb. In ―The book is 

interesting,‖ ―interesting‖ is adjective, not a verb. ―The child is sleeping‖ can have the following forms, 

but ―The book is interesting‖ does not have: 

218.―The child sleeps.‖  

219.―The child will sleep.‖  

Following these examples, we cannot say 

220.*―The book interests.‖  

221.*―The book will interest.‖  

He (1957) recommends ―very ―test for distinguishing verbal ―-ing‖ from adjectival‖- ing.‖ ―Very‖ can 

occur with an adjective as a modifier but it cannot occur with a verb as a modifier. It means very + Adj 

is acceptable but ―very‖ +verb‖ is not. . Hence, (222) is possible, but (223) is not: 

222.―The book is very interesting.   

        223. *―The child is very sleeping.‖  

Similarly, NP +seem+ Adj cannot be applied to ―sleeping‖. So (224) is well-formed, but (225) is not.  

           224. ―The book seems interesting.‖  

           225. *―The child seems sleeping.‖  
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The transformation of ―sleeping‖ into D+ Adj +N is also not possible: ―the sleeping child‖ and so ―A 

very sleeping child‖ is not an acceptable structure. ―Interesting,‖ on the other hand, can take D+ Adj +N: 

―An interesting book‖ and hence can take ―very‖: ―A very interesting book.‖  

There is yet another position that an attributive adjective can take in an NP and that is immediately after 

the noun as in the following examples:  

           226.  ―The man proud of his children.‖ (Fabb, 2002, p. 92).  

          227. ―The present students‖  

          228. ―The students present‖   

As prenominal modifiers, Fabb
49

 (2018) believes that adjectives seem to be reduced relative clauses. 

―The present students‖ can be paraphrased as ―the students who were present.‖  Chafe (1970) also takes 

such structures as reduced clauses. The relative pronouns in some cases are deletable. This can happen if 

the embedded verb is a static verb, not experiential or beneficiary verb: 

          229 (a).  ―The box which is on the table is empty.‖ 

          230 (a). ―The girls who are beautiful are popular.‖  

         229(b). ―The box on the table is empty.‖ 

         230 (b). ―The girls beautiful are popular.‖  

But the deletion of the relative pronoun cannot happen when there is an action verb: 

        231 (a). ―John who teaches German is my friend.‖ 

        231 (b). *―John teaches German is my friend.‖ 

                                                           
49
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Williams (1995, p. 39) observes that English NPs like French can take pre-head APs or post-head APs 

depending on variety of factors including meaning and the syntactic restriction that pre-head modifiers 

must be head-final. As an illustration, he gives the following examples: 

              232 (a). ―The proud man‖ 

             232 (b). ―The man proud of his achievements‖ 

He (1995), however, contends that syntactic variation can actuate semantic variation. Consider (233): 

              233. ―The alleged murderer was deported.‖ 

In prenominal position, ―alleged‖ modifies ―murderer‖-- that is, the murderer is not just alleged, but 

alleged to have murdered. In the postnominal position, ―alleged‖ carries quite different meaning: 

               234. ―The murderer alleged to have stolen the car.‖  

As a postnominal modifier, ―alleged‖ does not have any special relation to the modifiee ―murderer.‖ 

The referent in the sentence is not alleged to have murdered, but alleged to have committed something 

else. This indicates that the relation of ―alleged‖ as a prenominal modifier to the ―murderer‖ is head-

complement relation.  

The semantic relation of adjectives to nouns can be analyzed as such that adjectives restrict the 

reference of the nouns, but without saying how. This ―how‖ can be determined contextually. In other 

words, Theta theory, according to Williams (1995) does not have any special mechanism for 

interpreting attributive adjectives.  

Similar observations can be found in the following sentences that Bolinger (1980, p. 33) quotes to 

delineate the potential semantic difference between them. 

                   235. ―I want to report that some jewels have been stolen.‖  
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This sentence can be restructured either as 236 (a) or 236 (b): 

236 (a). ―I want to report some jewels stolen.‖ 

             236 (b). (?)―I want to report some stolen jewels.‖ 

The second of these 236(b) sounds odd which lends support to the view that a modifier plus noun 

suggests permanency while a noun plus modifier suggests temporality. This means that ―navigable‖ 

and ―invisible‖ in ―river navigable‖ and in ―stars invisible‖ are also attributive in position and refer to 

the temporary conditions of the nouns concerned. He (1977) further says that adjectives that denote 

temporality are characteristically keyed to structures that are being done at the moment whereas the 

permanent ones are better keyed to what has already been established: 

               237. ―You were fresh to say that.‖ 

                238. (?) ―You are fresh to have said that.‖   

                239. ―You are pretty headstrong to have done that.‖ 

―Fresh‖ is ordinarily momentary while ―headstrong‖ is permanent or what a person typically does. 

Further, the line between temporary and permanent is erratic. ―Fresh‖ describes a person in the light of 

his actions. So ―John is being fresh‖ is normal while ―John is fresh‖ denotes a habitual state. The 

addition of an intensifier makes an adjective permanent. So (240) does not suggest a momentary action 

but a tendency to behave habitually in a fresh manner. 

          240. ―John is pretty fresh.‖ 

 So ―pretty‖ has been added to ―headstrong‖ in (239) to suggest permanency.   

Fabb (2002) observes that the predicative adjective describes a characteristic of something already 

picked out by the noun phrase. The attributive helps the NP pick something out. He further points to the 
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fact that some adjectives denote different meanings when they change their positions as illustrated in 

241(a) and 241(b).  

                     241 (a). ―John is a beautiful swimmer.‖  

                     241 (b). ―The swimmer is beautiful.‖  

241(a) refers to the person who swims beautifully. It can be taken as a reduced relative clause as in 

(242):  

                    242. ―John is a person who swims beautifully.‖ 

241 (b), on the other hand, characterizes the nominal ―swimmer.‖ Such syntactic variations, according 

to him, can happen when nominals are based on verbs—nominals derived from verbals. Now consider 

the following two sentences.  

                  243(a).  ―Mary is a beautiful lady.‖ 

                243 (b). ―Mary is beautiful.‖ 

243(a) can be restructured as a reduced relative clause as in (244): 

                 244.  ―Mary is a woman who is beautiful.‖ 

 Fabb
50

 (2018) finds no semantic difference between the two sentences. He argues,‖ There‘s a difference 

in the way the information is presented, possibly with pragmatic consequences.‖  From semantic point 

of view, the perception of the world depends on the mental models of the speaker. A speaker can choose 

to view the same situation in different ways. This means that the way information is packaged in a 

sentence determines the perceptual outlook of the speaker. The following two sentences show that the 

speaker can view the situation either as an activity or as a state: 

                                                           
50
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                245. ―John is sleeping.‖ 

                246. ―John is asleep.‖  

In (246), the adjective describes a state while in (245) the verb describe a process. Hence, the focus in 

(246) is on the process while (245) focuses on the state.  

Bolinger (1980, p. 27) observes that it is pretty possible that verbs or nouns may replace adjectives in 

certain structures as the following examples illustrate: 

         247 (a). ―John excels in tennis.‖ 

         247 (b).  ―John is excellent in tennis.‖ 

         248 (a). ―It is a city environment.‖ 

         248 (b). ―It is an urban environment.‖  

Furthermore, epithets are noun plus adjective combination which masquerade as pure nouns. So English 

speakers have options to say ―foolish person‖ or ―fool‖; ―stupid person‖ or ―idiot‖ and in place of 

―rattletrap‖ they can have ―heap.‖ These terms denote ephemeral traits. However, adjectivalization and 

nominalization can lead to potential difference. Since nouns objectify, the latent semantic dimension of a 

noun can be more potent than adjectives. If John does not acknowledge the favour that somebody lends 

him, he may be called ―ungrateful‖ or ―ingrate.‖ The former is adjectivalization of his behavior while 

the latter is nominalization. With nominalization, we solidify his attitude and put a brand on him. Such 

loaded bias is most dominantly visible in nationality nouns wherein nouns stereotypize racial dimension: 

              249. ―He‘s a Jew.‖  

              250. ―He‘s Jewish.‖ 



207 
 

The noun characterizes the quality while the adjective makes it a bit relative. This difference can also be 

seen in cases when the speaker wants to be insulting-- he uses nouns, not adjectives: ―You Turk,‖ not 

―You Turkish.‖ Other examples include ―Kike, Wop, Spik, Jap, Dago‖ etc. Nouns also anathematize the 

qualities that are disapproved by the speakers. Hence, in a risky expedition if someone wants to quit, 

noun is more suitable for the purpose of disapproving the action: 

           251.  ―Don‘t be a quitter.‖  

Similar observations hold for (252) and (253).  

             252. ―John is extravagant.‖  

             253. ―John is a spendthrift.‖  

(252) adjectivalizes while (253) nominalizes John‘s quality of spending money. It is the former, not the 

latter that carries the overtone of negativity.  

Boilnger (1980, p. 79) further contends that of the three parts of speech, verbs are least prone to bias 

because of their transitivity nature.  In the following comparative structures, verbalization in (255) acts 

as a downtoner: 

         254. ―John is stronger than Harry.‖  

         255. ―John exceeds Harry in strength.‖ 

Likewise, (256) is considered less biased than (257): 

                 256. ―John lost the match.‖  

                  257. ―John is the loser.‖  
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About adjectives that can be both attributive and predicative, he (1977) contends that they are sometimes 

ambiguous. In ―The tools are handy,‖ the predicative ―handy‖ may either mean useful or easy to reach. 

However, as an attributive ―handy tools‖ it means either useful or accessible. An adjective that occurs 

before the noun is the one that characterize the noun. The sentence ―Where is the loose dog?‖* is an 

unlikely because ―loose‖ as an attributive refers to a temporary state. Sentence (258) is normal because 

the sentence is generic making generalization about certain dogs as if they form a class. 

             258. ―A loose dog is apt to be a danger to the neighborhood‖.  

Similarly, ―the people asleep‖ is normal but ―the asleep people‖ is not because in such cases we don‘t 

characterize the noun but simply refer to their states at a given moment. An adjective that refers to the 

temporary state of the noun has to follow it: ―money galore.‖ According to the theory of deep structure, 

(259) and (260) will be the same but in fact they are not. 

              259. ―An empty house‖ 

              260.  ―The house that‘s empty‖.  

The first (259) shows permanent quality of the house while (260) is essentially temporary in meaning. 

Structures that are assumed to be similar at deep levels are sometimes interchangeable but other times 

they are not. The way predication is done will show the way the speaker wants to present information to 

the hearer.  

4.5     Indefinite Pronouns  

The following sentence, according to Carnie (2001, p. 323), is an example of scope ambiguity in 

Chomskyan modules: the occurrence of more than one quantifier in a sentence.   

261. ―Everyone loves someone.‖  
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One possible meaning is that every person in the world has his or her own love. A loves Y, B loves X 

and C loves Z. The other meaning is that there is some person(X) who is loved by everyone. So A, B, C 

etc., loves X. Universal quantifiers like ―every‖ and ―all‖ have wide scope while existential quantifiers 

like ―some‖ have narrow scope.  In the first sense, the sentence carries wide scope. Syntactically, 

―everyone‖ will c-command ―someone‖ in the first meaning. If taken in the second meaning, then 

―someone‖ will c-command ―everyone.‖ 

Bolinger (1977, p. 15) hypothesizes that indefinite pronouns ending in ―one‖ denote spatial or 

psychological nearness whereas compound words ending in ―body‖ reflect spatial or psychological 

distance between the speaker and the listener. So the meanings of these pronouns are linked to distance, 

intimacy and relationships between the speaker and the listener. Further, it can be claimed that the 

indefinite of the compound ―one‖ has unmistakable semantic ties to the indefinite pronoun ―one‖ This 

can be observed in the following sentence wherein ―someone‖ is more acceptable than ―somebody.‖ 

262.―This is a gift for someone/somebody very dear to me.‖ 

The context signifies the indefinite ―someone" for gifts are given to people with whom we enjoy deep 

intimacy and emotional closeness.   

He (1980, p. 56) further points out that linguistic debris invites recycling. This leads to generation of 

new meanings for existing expressions. He refers to the reciprocal pronoun ―each other‖ and says that it 

has lost its number quality. Traditionally ―each other‖ as Leech and Svartvik (2004, p. 383) believe is 

used for two persons. But in (263) it is plural while in (264) it is singular.  

263.―Banks now move money between each other electronically.‖  

264.―Everyone took each other‘s classes.‖  
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The use of indefinite pronouns as quantifiers also need some analysis. Palmer (1979, p. 26) refers to 

these pairs of forms one of which occurs in a positive structure while the other occurs in purely negative 

context.  

265.―I have some money.‖ 

266.―I don‘t have any money.‖  

Since words like ―hardly, never, nothing‖ and scarcely‖ are negative words, they take the negative 

forms:  

267. ―I have hardly any money.‖  

The traditional assumption that ―some‖ is used in affirmations while ―any‖ in questions no longer holds 

much water. Sentence (268) is conducive; the speaker already holds the belief and he expects a positive 

answer. 

268. ―Didn‘t you publish some poetry back in 1916?‖ 

 So the sentence has a tag form like (269): 

269.―Isn‘t it true that you published some poetry back in 1916?‖  

The use of ―any‖ in the same sentence will make it non-conducive. That‘s the speaker expects ―yes‖ or 

―no‖ equally. Hence, the sentence will mean (270): 

270.―Is it true that you didn‘t publish poetry back in 1916?‖ 

Bolinger (1977, p. 30) believes that quantifiers have positive or negative polarity depending on their 

usage. So (271) is generally marked incorrect because of the positive polarity of ―something.‖ 

271.―We didn‘t eat something.‖  
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But there is the possibility of this sentence when the negation affects the action as a whole, not just the 

noun. John asks Mary, ―Why is your mother mad at you?‖ And Mary replies, ―Because we didn‘t eat 

something (that she told us to eat).‖ This means that ―We neglected to eat something.‖ Questions that 

serve to prompt positive response call for ―some.‖ In the following sentences the speaker expects a 

positive response, ―any,‖ therefore, is unacceptable: 

272.―Good morning, Will you have some breakfast?‖ 

273.―Why don‘t you stay awhile and have some tea?‖ 

The supposition of prior facts also encourage the use of ―some‖ as in (274). 

274.―Why are you looking so happy? Did your dad bring you something?‖ 

When a person sees his crushed hat lying on the chair, he says ―What happened here? Did somebody sit 

on it?‖ question of the kind like ―Didn‘t you eat some hotdog last night?‖ carries the presupposition that 

―You ate some hotdog, didn‘t you?‖ The use of ―some‖ words indicates that the speaker nourishes some 

hope about the occurrence of the action.   

Factual situations take ―something‖ while in conjectural ―anything‖ is considered normal.  

275.―Did you know that something happened last night?‖ 

276.―Do you know that anything happened last night?‖  

The use of past in (275) shows the probability and the factuality of the happening. The sentence 

presupposes that something happened last night and did you know about it. ; Simple tense, on the other 

hand, in (276) presupposes conjecture about it.   
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Examples like these illustrate that there exists no watertight boundaries in the use of ―some‖ and ―any‖ 

or other compound words that have ―some‖ or ―any.‖ Questions can take ―some‖ in some discourse 

contexts.  

Affirmative contexts in which there is no formal negative but in which there is implied negation can be 

syntactically negative but semantically positive. In such cases, formal negative is added and ―some‖ is 

used: 

277.―He refuses any.‖  

278.―He does not refuse some.‖  

279.―I‘m against anything like that.‖ 

280.―I‘m not against something like that.‖  

This rule can also be applied to embedded sentences: 

281.―I‘m averse to accepting anything.‖ 

282.―I‘m not averse to accepting something.‖ 

Whereas ―somewhere‖ is inferential, ―anywhere‖ is not. 

―Are you going anywhere?‖ particularizes nothing, but ―Are you going somewhere?‖ does infer 

something. So ―What‘s the big hurry—are you going somewhere?‖ is a logical sequence but ―What‘s the 

big hurry—are you going anywhere?‖ is not.  

4.6      Rightshifting and Leftshifting  

The following sentences pose some syntactic and semantic problems due to their ambiguous negation—

the fact that whether negation belongs to the matrix clause or the ―to-infinitive‖ clause.   



213 
 

                  283 (a). ―She has not agreed to do anything.‖ 

                  283 (b). ―She has agreed not to do anything.‖ 

                  284 (a). ―My uncle doesn‘t like having a radio in his room.‖ 

                   284 (b). ―My uncle likes not having a radio in his room.‖  

Bolinger (1977) calls these structures as negative leftshifting for this obvious reason that the negative 

that belongs to a lower verb is attached to a higher one. Also consider the following two examples: 

                      285 (a). ―I want not to suffer.‖ 

                      285 (b). ―I don‘t want to suffer.‖ 

285(a) shows that the speaker has a positive desire that he may not suffer. That‘s why the negative that 

belongs to the higher verb has been attached to the lower verb. 285 (b) indicates that the speaker doesn‘t 

mind suffering. He just does not want to go out of the way to wish for it.  

The phenomenon of leftshifting is not negative specific. It can be observed in positive emphatic patterns:  

                286 (a). ―I believe John really did make that mistake.‖ 

                286 (b). ―I really do believe John made that mistake.‖  

The italicized words in 286 (a) and (b) indicate the shifting of emphasizers from embedded clause to the 

matrix clause.  

Something similar can also be seen in case of ―shall‖:   

             287 (a). ―I hope I shall see you.‖ 

              287 (b). I shall hope to see you.‖   
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Sentences like these were declared as the paraphrases of each other in the transformation grammar 

without elaborating their semantic peculiarities.  

These sentences, however, cannot be the syntactic and the possible semantic variant of each other.  

Labov (1972) has discussed the phenomenon of rightshifting in examples like the following: 

               288 (a). ―People are starving because there aren‘t any jobs.‖ 

               288 (b). ―People are starving because there are no jobs.‖ 

Both rightshifting and leftshifting can be observed in the following examples: 

                  289. ―[I want you] [not to see anyone.]‖ 

289 (a). ―[I don‘t want you] [to see anyone.]‖ (leftshifting) 

            289 (b). ―[I want you] [to see no one.]‖          (rightshifting).    

The truth-value of the sentences is not disturbed when righshifting or leftshifting happens.  So 289 (a) 

and (b) stand for the same meaning. Similar observations hold for the following sentences.  

290(a). ―I took a bath with no soap.‖ (rightshifting) 

           290 (b). ―I took a bath without any soap.‖ (rightshifting) 

           290(c). ―I didn‘t take a bath with any soap.‖ (leftshifting) 

The basic difference between rightshifting and leftshifting is that the first is a lexical contrast wherein 

―not any‖ and ―no‖ are substituted while the second is syntactic in which either negation of the verb is 

done or some other alternative is negated. Context and our knowledge of the world indicate the 

acceptability or unacceptability of rightshifted or leftshifted sentences. Consider the following 

sentences.  
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Consider the following two sentences: 

291 (a). ―I‘m not eating any more oranges.‖ 

291 (b). ―I‘m eating no more oranges.‖  

291(b) happens when the speaker assumes that his interlocutor still thinks that he eats oranges, and he 

uses ―rightshifted‖ structure to rebut his claim. This will also be used when an air hostess offers a person 

orange juice for the second time who knows nothing of his habit. In such 291 (b) will sound rude as if 

the speaker implies that she ought to know about. 

The same goes for commands 292(a) and 292(b). We don‘t expect our hearer to assume what we are 

telling him to do. So ―no‖ structure is illogical: 

                    292 (a). ―Go take your walk, but don‘t stumble over any rock.‖  

                     292 (b). ―Go take your walk, but stumble over no rock.‖ * 

However, in gnomic imperatives, ―no‖ is normal: 

                     293. ―Speak no evil.‖ 

                     294. ―Post no bills.‖ 

                      295. ―No smoking.‖ 

                      296. ―No trespassing.‖  

Such commands carry presuppositions about public behavior. They fall within the realm of what one 

―should know better than to do‖ (Bolinger, 1977, p. 50). Private behavior carry no such presuppositions, 

so they are not written with ―no‖ structures: 

                    297 (a). ―Don‘t make any noise; the child is asleep.‖  
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                    297 (b). *―Make no noise; the child is asleep.‖  

This idea of presupposition encourages the use of rightshifting in the following sentence: 

                     298. ―As I told you, the poor man can see nothing; he‘s been blind for years.‖  

Consider the following pair.  In 299 (a), the speaker has drawn inference and is asking for confirmation: 

299 (a). ―Have you no manners, child?‖ 

               299 (b). ―Haven‘t you any manners, child?‖ 

In answer to 299 (b), the child is most likely to say ―Of course, I have.‖ Context can tell us what is new 

and what is not new. But our knowledge of the world can also help us in deciding the newness of 

information. So it is logical to say (300) but illogical to say (301). 

                 300. ―I‘m eating, and getting no nourishment.‖  

                 301. *―I‘m eating, but getting no toothache.‖ 

It is expected that food will lead to nourishment but that it can also lead to toothache will need 

contextualization. Since the connection between food and a toothache is expected one, so (302) is 

logical. 

                302. ―I‘m eating and not getting any toothache.‖  

This connection, however, does not carry any idea of presupposition.  

Rightshifting paradigms are more frequent in abstract mass nouns and plural nouns than singular 

concrete nouns. This is because the broader the reach of noun is, the more likely we are to nurture some 

preconceptions about its referent. In the following pair, 303 (a) is easily conceivable than 303 (b) 

because a person will pick oranges, not just an orange, in an orange grove: 
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                   303 (a). ―He‘s in the orange grove, but picking no oranges.‖ 

                   303 (b). (?)―He‘s in the orange grove, but picking no orange.‖ 

Singular concrete nouns can take ―no‖ and ―any‖ constructions: 

                  304 (a). ―There wasn‘t any bulb in the lamp.‖ 

                   304 (b). ―There was no bulb in the lamp.‖  

Words like ―anywhere‖ and ―nowhere‖ are used to be affirmative without being negative: 

                      305 (a). ―She didn‘t get anywhere.‖ 

                     305 (b). ―She got nowhere.‖  

Both signify that ―She failed.‖  

―Nothing‖ forecloses the possibilities immediately while with ―anything‖ the speaker ranges over all the 

affirmative possibilities that he wants to deny. 306 (a) is valid in a situation when John embarks on a trip 

and he talks to himself. In such a situation ―anything‖ is not substitutable with ―nothing‖ as in 306 (b).  

                       306 (a). ―I hope I haven‘t forgotten anything—let‘s see, there‘s the key, food for the cat, 

and the card for the mailman.‖ 

                        306 (b).  *―I hope I have forgotten nothing—let‘s see ….‖ 

306 (b) calls for a presupposing situation in which the negative will settle the question. So a neighbor 

who is sure about the facts that John was asking himself might say to him rather a mite impatiently ―You 

have forgotten nothing.‖ The same openness of ―any‖ can be observed in a sentence like ―John does not 

do anything‖ which will refer to his inertia but the sentence ―John does nothing‖ will simply describe his 

current situation implying that that‘s how things are. This foreclosure is also evident in a sentence like 
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―Nothing, thank you‖ which comes as a response to a question like ―What can I do for you?‖ where the 

listener forecloses the alternatives by using ―nothing.‖  In such cases, ―nothing‖ implies that nothing 

more to be said, issue closed. The use of ―anything‖ will sound odd in such a situation: ―Not anything, 

thank you.‖ (?)   

4.7   Deletion Transformation
51

 (Imperatives) 

Katz and Postal (1964, p. 75) contend that imperatives can be assigned deep structures. The sentence 

(307) has a deep structure as (308).  

                        307 (a). ―Go.‖  

                        307 (b). ―I order you to go.‖  

This can be seen in an indirect speech form where 307 (a) is transformed as (308). 

                       308. ―He ordered me to go.‖  

Sentence 309 (a) can be analyzed as 309 (b). 

                       309 (a).  ―Watch your steps.‖  

                       309 (b). ―I warn you to watch your steps.‖  

So the direct form of 309 (a) takes indirect form as (310). 

                      310. ―He warned me to watch my steps.‖ 

For the same reason 311 (a) can be interpreted as 311 (b). 

                      311 (a). ―Thank you.‖  

                                                           
51

 A term used by Katz and Postal (1964) p. 43) 
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                      311 (b). ―I thank you.‖ 

 So indirectly 311 (a) can be expressed as (312).  

                      312.  ―He thanked me.‖  

Sentence (313) has an underlying auxiliary ―may‖ as can be seen in the tag question: 

                    313 (a). ―Let me help you.‖  

                    314. ―Let me help you, may I?‖ (Bolinger, 1977, p. 155).  

The underlying deep structure of the sentence might look like 313 (b).  

                   313 (b). ―I may help you.‖  

The absence of an explicit auxiliary and subject in imperatives have made their status as sentences 

dubious in the mainstream linguistic structures. Their sentential status received a positive surge when 

Katz and Postal (1964, p. 75   ) postulated that sentence 314 (a) should be read as 314 (b). 

                    314 (a). ―Eat the meat.‖  

                    314 (b). ―You will eat the meat.‖  

Sentence 315 (a) is synonymous to 315 (b). 

                   315 (a). ―Go home.‖  

                   315 (b). ―You will go home.‖  

And even Jespersen (1933) believes that 316 (a) is 316 (b). 

                316 (a). ―Let me have a nickel.‖  

                316 (b).  ―Will you let me have a nickel?‖  
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This means that imperatives undergo an obligatory deletion of auxiliary ―will‖ and optional deletion of 

subject NP ―you.‖ In other words, the auxiliary ―will‖ and the second person subject find no 

representation in the surface structure. Imperatives are used in circumstances when the speaker expects 

compliance.  Katz and Postal (1964) justify these points by making the following observations: 

a. Imperatives carry reflexive ―yourself‖ in their hidden structures. So (317) is normal but (318) 

is not.   

                317. ―Wash yourself.‖  

                318. *―Wash herself.‖ 

This indicates that the assumed subject is ―you.‖ Tag questions and reflexive validate the necessity of 

NP ―you‖ and ―will‖ in the underlying deep structure or Phrase-markers (P-markers) as Katz and Postal 

(1964) call it. This unexpressed ―you‖ has assumed the status of a courtesy device. Expressed ―you‖ is 

encouraged in situations when the speaker wants to sound rude or to make distinction. Chafe (1964, p. 

53) considers the deletion of ―you‖ as an economy measure. That‘s the deletion of ―you‖ from the 

surface structure enables the speaker to save his breaths.  

b. The possible tag question of (319) is (320), not (321).  

319.―Open the window.‖   

320.―Won‘t you?‖  

321.―Won‘t she?‖*  

This illustrates that ―you‖ is the covert subject and ―will‖ is the only permitted auxiliary. Imperatives 

cannot take any other auxiliaries in tag questions:  

322.―Open the window, can‘t you?*  



221 
 

―Will‖ marks imperatives for future tense. So the assumption that imperatives are tenseless is inaccurate. 

However, their finite nature is in doubt. They closely resemble ―to-infinitive‖ constructions. The 

existence of ―will‖ justifies the fact that imperatives refer to future. A command is an order that is to be 

carried out in future. From this standpoint, futurity is a part of command.  

Bolinger (1977) points out a few inaccuracies in Postal‘s description of imperatives. He suggests that we 

should rather step out of the straitjacket account of imperatives that they are primarily used for 

commands. They can equally be used for conditions as in (323) and (324); 

323.―Scratch a Russian and find a Tartar.   

324.―Rule a wife and have a wife.‖  

The condition follows ―if-then‖ sequence; advice as in (325). 

325.―Go west, young man.‖ 

 And wishes or hopes as in (326). 

326.―God help us‖.  

Reflexive ―yourself‖ is not the only reflexives that occur in imperatives. Others readily occur. An 

announcer at a square dance might say: 

327.―Whoever wants to dance get himself a partner and let‘s begin.‖ 

 A lawyer might advise his clients before hearing:  

328.―Nobody say a word about himself.‖  
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So there can be indefinite imperatives with subjects like ―somebody, everybody, anybody, nobody, 

whoever‖, or quantitative pronouns (some, a few etc.). This happens when the speaker is addressing 

without any precise ―you‖ in mind. Other auxiliaries may occur as Curme (1931) cites:  

329.―Come down quietly, can‘t you‖.  

The tagged ―will‖ is restricted to commands that cajole. The following sentences do not carry any idea 

of cajolery. The auxiliary ―will,‖ therefore, is unusual in them.  

                            330. ―Be nice to him, would you?‖ 

                            331. ―Be more careful, can‘t you?‖ 

Moreover, commands that insist are unlikely to take ―will.‖ Since negative commands are relatively 

more insistent than affirmative ones, therefore ―will‖ is unlikely in them as in (332): 

                               332.  ―Don‘t do it, will you?*  

An affirmative answer to ―Come with me‖ is ―OK, I will‖ but it is odd to express refusal with ‗No, I 

won‘t.‖ ―Can‘t‖ is better in this case: ―No, I can‘t.‖   

Katz and Postal (1964, p. 76) further observe that imperatives are unusual in certain situations where 

you request for something that the person cannot wilfully choose to do:  

                                  332 (a). ―Believe the claim.‖* 

                                  333 (a). ―Understand the answer.‖* 

332 (a) and 333 (a) are anomalous. The anomaly of these sentences can be seen in their underlying P-

markers:  

                             332 (b). ―I request you that you believe the claim.‖* 
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                             333 (b). ―I request you that you understand the answer.‖*  

―Belief, understanding, wanting‖ and ―hoping‖ are psychological states that are not subject to person‘s 

will.  

However, with the addition of ―just‖ the sentences become acceptable:  

                              334. ―Just understand the answer.‖  

―Just‖ implies a comparison, which tends to be with something already discussed or taken for granted or 

otherwise obvious.  

Selection restrictions also come into effect in case of sentence adverbials or negative preverbal adverbs 

which are unusual in imperatives as in 335 (a) and (b): 

                                 335 (a). ―Certainly, drive the car.‖* 

                                 335 (b).  ―Hardly, drive the car.‖* 

 Though Jespersen (1933) is dogmatic about the future meaning of imperatives, yet there is the 

possibility of present time reference. After committing a theft, the wife who is uncertain whether the 

husband has the loot on his person or has already been disposed of it, might say to herself: 

                                 336. ―Please, don‘t have that money on you.‖  

A person who holds a lottery ticket not yet examined, may say to himself before the announcement of 

the winner:  

                                337.  ―Please be the right number.‖ 
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4.7.1   Passivization of Imperatives  

The passivization of imperative sentences also need a bit elaboration. The conventional paradigm for 

imperative transformation is the use of imperative verb ―let.‖ As verbs assign accusative case to their 

complements, therefore, it is an expected pattern to transform the pronominals into their accusative 

forms: 

                         338 (a). ―Bring me a cup of tea.‖ 

                         338 (b). ―Let me be brought a cup of tea.‖  

The syntactic and semantic status of ―let‖ needs to be investigated. Being an imperative verb, it assigns 

an accusative case to pronouns. So we can have (339), but not (340): 

                           339. ―Let me do it.‖  

                           340. ―Let I do it.‖* 

In negation, either (341) or (342) is logical: 

                        341. ―Let me not do it.‖  

                        342. ―Don‘t let me do it.‖ 

(341) indicates that ―let‖ is an auxiliary while (342) shows that it is not.  If it can function as an 

auxiliary, then we apply NICE test. It does not have any contracted form: letn‘t *. It cannot make the 

sentence interrogative. This shows that ―let‖ does not function as an auxiliary in imperatives. We can 

determine its verbal status in passive structures. Consider 343 (a) and its corresponding passive 

congener 343 (b). 

                         343 (a). ―Open the door.‖  
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                         343 (b). ―Let the door be opened.‖  

The negative form of 343 (a) is (344). 

                          344. ―Don‘t open the door.‖  

 The passives of 343 (a) is either (345), (346) or (347): 

                         345. ―Let the door be not opened.‖ 

                         346. ―Let the door not be opened.‖  

                         347. ―Don‘t let the door be opened.‖  

Fabb
52

 (2019) says that (345) is an acceptable structure though it is considered archaic or literary and 

denotes ―choose not‖ meaning as in Shakespearean sonnet which begins 'Let me not to the marriage of 

true minds / Admit impediments." ―Let‖ is a verb, not an auxiliary though the form ―Let the door be not 

opened‖ should be acceptable as BE as an auxiliary should negate the sentence but this form is the least 

acceptable one. It might be related to the scope of negation. Since ―Let‖ is a Case assigner, the subject of 

the passive must appear in accusative form.  Bolinger (1977, p. 190) says that some dialects replace 

―Let‘s not‖ for ―Don‘t let‘s.‖ This means that of the three, (347) is the most acceptable structure.  

4.7.2   “Do” as an Emphatic Marker in Imperatives   

Schreiber (1972) in his analysis of ―Do‖ in imperatives argues that it occurs only with commands. So 

(348) is normal while (349) is not:              

                     348. ―Do be careful.‖  

349. ―Do be glad.‖ * 

                                                           
52

 E mailed dated 13 February 2019.  
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The reason is that ―careful‖ is equivalent to taking precautions and it is something that can be carried 

out. Hence with ―Do‖ insertion it assumes a command, but ―being glad‖ is not subject to control and 

therefore cannot be commanded. Bolinger (1977) believes that there are semantic and contextual 

motivations for ―Do.‖ Since it is a carrier of emphatic affirmation, it is not used in contexts which are 

not compatible with emphatic meaning. If someone knocks on the door, the person is most likely to be 

greeted with (350), not (351) which will be normal after a brief or long period of not coming in 

                   350. ―Come in.‖  

                   351. ―Do come in.‖ 

If someone enters the room, he is asked to ―Sit down,‖ not ―Do sit down.‖ This will come after a 

moment or moments of standing around. This means that a prior negation triggers the use of affirmative 

―Do,‖ not the notion of command. In other words, ―Do‖ is acceptable when the circumstances indicate a 

prior stage of non-doing. This observation justifies the use of ―Do‖ in structures like ―Do be glad‖ as 

evident in the following situations: 

352.―I know it‘s hard for you to be grateful, but do at least be glad that she didn‘t ask for 

alimony.‖  

353.―Do bring your friends over here and sit down. 

(353) does not only show the successive actions as one unit but also implies the reluctance of the 

addressee to perform a normal social duty. Similarly, (354) sounds odd but (355) does not because it 

refers to something that has not been done in the past.  

354.―Do leave for New York at 10.30.‖* 

355.―Do leave for New York at 10.30 in the future‖  
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Moreover, ―Do‖ is not normal in certain quantitative expressions unless they are made definite: 

356.―Do eat six cream pies.‖* 

357.―Do eat those six cream pies.‖ 

358.―Do stay two hours.‖* 

359.―Do stay the two hours you promised.‖  

These uses also point to some undone acts; the pies have not been eaten and the promise has not been 

fulfilled. ―Do say that you will‖ carries the presupposition that previous coaxing has brought negative 

results.   

―Do‖ is also frequently used in ―let‘s‖ constructions as in (360) which shows previous non-doing.         

360.―Do let‘s visit John‘s.‖  

The summary of the whole discussion is that it is a vain attempt to distinguish command imperatives 

from other imperatives. It is logical to state that one cannot command a person to be happy because 

happiness is something that is not under the control of anyone; but there is no harm in pretending to be 

happy. Moreover, ―Be happy‖ is not a literal command neither is ―If I lose, I‘ll eat my hat‖ a literal 

promise. The conclusion that can be drawn is that ‗Do‖ as a semantic carrier can predict certain aspects 

of syntax and not the reverse.  
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CHAPTER   FIVE  

                                SEMANTIC AND PRAGMATIC CONSIDERATIONS IN 

THEMATIC STRUCTURES, EXPLETIVES AND EMPTY CATEGORIES 

 

This chapter provides syntactic and pragmatic accounts of theta theory, expletives ―it‖ and ―there‖ and 

the theory of empty categories.  

5.1   Theta Theory  

This theory regulates the thematic structures of the predicates. Predicates, according to the theory, are 

argument assigners. They assign theta roles to arguments in specific positions. The nature of an 

argument depends on the predicate. In other words, predicates are donors while the NPs are recipients. 

Accordingly, we can say that the lexical properties of verbs determine the thematic roles. The study of 

thematic relations is, therefore, the study of lexicon. 

The predicate can be one argument, two or more than two arguments depending on the lexical nature of 

verb involved. Arguments are the participants involved in the activity or state of an action. NPs are 

arguments which can be subjects or complements. The key participants are complements while the 

peripheral participants are adjuncts. Adjuncts are entities that provide some additional information about 

the predicate and are not actively involved in the activity. Consider the following sentence.  

1. ―The king smokes a cigar after lunch.‖  

In (1), ―The king‖ and ―a cigar‖ are both arguments because they are involved in the act of smoking but 

―after lunch‖ merely provides information about the time of smoking. This entity is not involved in the 

act of smoking-- it is neither the consumer nor the consumed.  
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 Sub-categorization frames help in understanding the categories that a predicate can take.  Intransitive 

verbs like ―smile, run, go, laugh‖ etc. are monadic argument structures. 

Mono-transitive verbs like ―eat, kiss, drink‖ etc. are dyadic argument structures. Besides the subject, 

they take one NP as a complement. The sub-categorization frame of ―eat‖ will be (2):  

2. Eat :V, [-NP] 

Ditransitive verbs like ―give, send, sell, lend, pay, bring, donate, mail, contribute, supply, demonstrate, 

throw, feed, make, prepare, cook, ask, request‖ etc. are triadic argument structures.  

5.1.2   Thematic Relations  

The roles that arguments play with respect to predicate are generally labeled as thematic relations or 

thematic roles. One such role is agent. Subjects are generally called agents or doers of actions. But every 

subject is not an agent. A subject becomes agent when it is capable of initiating an action. The agent 

must have volition-- it must deliberately carry out an action. John, for instance, is an agent in the 

following sentence. 

3. ―John hit the ball.‖  

In (3), ―John‖ is an agent and ―the ball‖ is the patient. It is acted upon by the agent ―John.‖ 

There can be non-agentive subjects. ―The stone,‖ for instance, in the following sentence is non-agentive 

subject.  

4. ―The stone fell on him.‖  
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Besides agent, an argument can take the form of an experiencer. It happens when it merely perceives or 

experiences some feeling or something. The perceived or the experienced object is called percept.  

Consider the following two examples.  

5. ―John seems happy.‖ 

6. ―Mary saw chocolates.‖   

In (5) and (6), ―John‖ and ―Mary‖ are in subject positions. But they are not agents. ―John‖ does not 

consciously initiate the action of happiness and ―Mary‖ does not do anything physical. Such arguments 

are then termed as experiencers. ―Happy‖ and ―chocolates‖ are percepts, not recipients, as nothing 

physical actually happen to them. Or as Chafe (1964) says that they are not the instigators of actions. He 

further argues that verbs like ―seem, like, know, want‖ etc. are ―experiential verbs‖ (p.145) and they 

take NPs as experiencers.   

Another thematic role is patient--the argument that is the object of agent‘s action or is acted upon by the 

agent. Patient and theme are sometimes amalgamated under the theme. When an affected object 

undergoes a change of state in terms of location or movement, but constitutionally remains unchanged, 

the distinctive thematic role for such argument is theme. Patient is an argument that is acted upon and 

changed by the verb‘s action.  In (7) the baby‖ is patient but in (8) a letter‖ is theme 

7. ―The doctor examined the baby.‖  

8.  ―John delivered a letter.‖   

The theme sometimes can also be in the subject position as in (9):  

9. ―The letter arrived.‖  
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The italicized NP in (9) is a theme though it occupies the agent position. Saeed (2003, p. 149) takes 

theme as an entity whose location is described. ―The book,‖ for instance, is a theme in the following 

sentence: 

10. ―The book is in the library.‖  

Gruber 
53

(1994) gives the following example in order to illustrate the theme, location and path: 

11. ―The box contains the ball‖,  

In (11), ―the box‖ is a location while ―the ball‖ is a theme.  

Also consider the following examples: 

12. ―Jane removed the empties from the crate.‖  

13. ―The tree dropped its fruit to the ground.‖  

14. ―The fence straddles the sidewalk.‖ 

In (12), ―Jane‖ as a subject is the agent, ―the empties‖ as an object is the theme and ―from the crate‖ as a 

PP is the source. In (13), the subject ―the tree‖ is a source, the object ―fruit‖ is a theme and ―to the 

ground‖ is the goal. In (14), the subject ―the fence‖ is a theme and the complement ―the sidewalk‖ is a 

path. Goal occurs in those sentences which involve verbs of motion. It is an entity towards which 

something moves either literally as ―to New York‖ in (15) or metaphorically as ―to his friends‖ in (16).   

15. ―John went to New York.‖  

16. ―John told the joke to his friends.‖  

                                                           
53 Quoted in Baltin & Collins (Ed.). (2003). The handbook of contemporary syntactic theory. P. 258.  
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The opposite of goal is source. It shows the origin or source from which an action starts. It can be 

physical as ―from Paris‖ in (17) or metaphorical as ―from Bill‖ in (18): 

17.  ―John came from Paris.  

18. ―This suggestion came from Bill.‖  

In much similar fashion, ―the stop‖ in (19) shows a location: 

19. ―The bus is at the stop.‖  

Goal, source and location are actually NPs that occur as the complements of different prepositions.  

The thematic relations also have an argument calls recipient. It occurs in sentence involving change of 

possession.  

20.  ―Bill gave Anna a book.‖  

In (20), ―Anna‖ is the recipient of ―book.‖ The same contrast can be observed in the following examples 

from Smith (2004, p. 69): 

21. ―John undertook surgery reluctantly.‖ 

22. ―John underwent surgery reluctantly.‖  

The predicates ―undertake‖ and ―undergo‖ both take two arguments. But the nature of the arguments are 

different. The former takes agent and theme while the latter takes patient and theme respectively.  These 

examples further reinforce the idea that predicates are the argument assigners while NPs are the 

arguments.  

The object with which an action is performed is called instrument.  

23. ―The saw cut the tree.‖   
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In 23, ―the saw‖ is used as a tool for cutting the tree. Though it is in the subject position, but it is an 

instrument as someone might have used it as an instrument to cut the tree. It cannot be expected to 

deliberately or intentionally carry out the action of cutting the tree like ―John‖ can be expected in (3) 

who can deliberately carry out the action of hitting the ball. Sentence 23, therefore, cannot take 

adjunct like ―deliberately‖ or ―on purpose‖ while sentence (3) can take it. The agent enjoys 

independent volition and animacy while the instrument lacks it. Agent, as Bolinger (1981 p. 95) 

contends, is a particular type of actor which expresses what the participant performs, effects, 

instigates or controls the situation as denoted by the predicate. So every agent is an actor but not the 

other way around. ―The car‖ in the following sentence is an actor but not an agent as it is not in 

possession of wish to kill an animal. 

               24. ―The car ran over the rat.‖  

The interpretation of the subject is not solely determined by the predicate. Sometimes the choice of 

theme or object can change the thematic role of the subject. If ―John‖ replaces ―the saw‖ in (23), then 

only agentive interpretation is possible. Similarly, in (25), John‖ can be agentive or instrument (someone 

might have pushed him over the window) but no instrument is possible in (26) as ―John‖ will 

deliberately have done this action.  

                    25. ―John broke the window.‖  

26. ―John broke his leg.‖ 

It is because of this reason that the object is called internal argument because of its semantic and 

syntactic proximity to the predicate while the subject is called external argument because of its semantic 

and syntactic distance from the predicate. The object is an internal argument s-selected and ϴ-marked by 

the head V, whereas the subject is not s-selected and is ϴ-marked by the X՜  (INFL‘ or N՜  of which it 
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is the specifier (Chomsky, 1986, p. 161). Internal argument is always the complement of the predicate 

and is the syntactic sister of it. The combination of the predicate and its complement collectively assign 

theta role to the external argument--the subject. Structurally, a subject is an NP--a daughter of S, an 

object is an NP--a daughter of VP and adjunct is a PP which contains an NP as a daughter generally 

called the object of preposition .An indirect object can be NP as well as PP.  

The argument which is the receiver of a benefit is called benefactive or beneficiary. 

27. ―John bought a car for his son.‖  

28. ―Mother baked me a cake.‖  

In (27), ―his son‖ is the beneficiary of ―car.‖ In (28), ―me‖ is the beneficiary of ―cake.‖ An argument 

may take more than one thematic role in a sentence. ―John,‖ for instance, in (27) is both an agent and the 

source of buying car for ―his son.‖  

As pointed out, verbs mark the thematic structures of the sentences. Any alteration in the predicate will, 

therefore, actuate alteration in the theta grade of the sentence. The sentence (7), for instance, can be 

rewritten as (29). 

29. ―The baby examined the doctor.‖  

The thematic structure of the sentence alters: ―the baby‖ becomes an agent and ―the doctor,‖ the patient. 

The argument bears agentive role if it occupies the subject position, and it gets patient role in the object 

position though there can be some exceptions as pointed out above. ―Hit‖ for instance takes agent and 

patient but ―see‖ takes experiencer and theme. Similarly, ―receive‖ takes recipient, theme and source. 

The sum of all such information forms theta grid of the predicate. Theta grid is the sum of all thematic 

relations. All these properties are specified in the lexicon of the lexical items. Hence, the lexical entry of 

―hit‖ will show that it s-selects an agent and a patient.  
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Take the example of ditransitive verb ―give.‖ The theta role of this verb consists of three arguments. It 

takes an agent, a recipient and a theme. That‘s the giver, and the receiver and the object given: 

30. ―Harry gave John a book.‖ 

In (30), ―Harry‖ is the agent /source, ―John‖ is the recipient and ―book‖ is the theme. If the argument 

structure of this predicate is not followed, it will definitely lead to ungrammaticality as in (31) and (32).  

31. ―Harry gave John.‖ * 

32. ―Harry gave a book.‖* 

Similarly, consider the verb ―put.‖ This predicate requires an agent, a theme and a location. Non-

compliance with this theta role will make the sentence ungrammatical.  

33. ―The librarian put the book on the shelf.‖  

In (33), ―The librarian‖ is the agent, ―the book‖ is the theme and ―on the shelf‖ is the location. 

Moreover, ―on the shelf‖ is an argument of ―put‖ the omission of which will make the sentence 

ungrammatical just like in (34) where the omission of adjunct ―in the garage‖ will render it 

ungrammatical. 

34. ―John kept his car in the garage.‖  

Any subversion in argument structure will make the sentence wrong.  

35. ―The librarian put the book.‖* 

36.  ―The stone put the book on the shelf.‖* 

What makes (36) wrong is the fact that the predicate ―put‖ has been assigned an agent which is not 

capable of doing the action. According to Chomsky (1986, p. 86), ―selectional properties‖ or ―semantic 
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selection (s-selection)‖ has been violated in this case. The indices (i, j, k etc.) are used to represent the 

theta roles of a predicate. Hence (33) can be written as (37) using indices I, j and k.   

37. ―The librarian i put the book j on the shelf k‖.  

In 37, (i) is the agent, (j) is the theme and (k) is the location.  

We can compare ―put‖ with ―read‖ which can take an optional adjunct: 

38. ―John read the book in his room.‖  

The PP ―in his room‖ is an adjunct and is omissible from (38). The predicate ―live,‖ on the other hand, 

takes an obligatory PP or AP as an argument and is not omissible: 

39. ―Mary lives in London.‖  

―But  

40. *―Mary lives.‖   

PP or AP as an obligatory argument cannot be moved within the sentence. Hence, the oddity of the 

following sentences: 

41. * ―On the shelf the librarian put the book.‖  

42. * ―In London Mary lives.‖  

But as an adjunct, it is mobile: 

43. ―In his room John read the book.‖  

As a conclusion, we can state that adjuncts have non-participant roles. They are, therefore, not included 

in the theta grid. Adjuncts provide extra information about the context, time, location, purpose or result 
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of the event. They are considered arguments only when their omission leads to violation of theta 

criterion as in case of ―put‖ and ―live.‖  

5.1.3   Theta Criterion  

Theta theory says that every argument must be assigned one Ɵ-role and that every Ɵ-role must be 

assigned one argument. It means that Ɵ-roles and arguments are one-to-one correspondence with one 

another and this principle has been captured in the famous theta criterion. Consider the following two 

sentences.  

44. *―John ate the sandwich the hotdog.‖  

45. *―John ate the sandwich disintegrated.‖ 

Both sentences are ungrammatical because they violate the theta criterion. In (44), the predicate cannot 

assign two theta roles to ―the sandwich‖ and ―the hotdog‖ unless a more complex structure is added.  In 

(45), ―the sandwich‖ cannot be both the patient of ―eating‖ and the experiencer of ―disintegration‖ at the 

same time.  

The ungrammaticality of the following sentence is because of theta criterion. 

46. *―John i loves.‖  

As a predicate, ―love‖ requires an experiencer and a theme (j). Since the theme is missing, the sentence 

has been marked as ungrammatical. The addition of theme will make the sentence grammatical.  

47. ―John i loves chocolates j.‖  

Moreover, the addition of yet another argument will again tantamount to violation of theta criterion:  

48. * ―John i loves chocolates j Mary k.‖  
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In (48), there are three arguments and two theta roles. Since the basic tenet of theta criterion is that there 

exists a one-to-one correspondence between the arguments and theta roles, the three arguments cannot 

get two theta roles and the sentence, therefore, will not satisfy the required theta criterion. Carnie (2001) 

rightly contends that the theta criterion acts as a filter for marking the sentence as grammatical or 

ungrammatical.   

Consider the following examples: 

49. ―Mary smiled.‖ 

50. ―John ate a sausage.‖  

The syntactic properties are derived from the meaning of the verbs involved.  Compare (49) to (50), 

since ―smile‖ is one argument, assigning a second argument to it will make the sentence ungrammatical. 

―Smiling‖ involves one person and one cannot construe a situation in which one person smiles the other. 

However, monadic arguments like ―smile‘ can take optional adjuncts. But the inclusion of adjunct does 

not alter the argument structure of the predicate as illustrated in 51: 

51. ―Mary smiled at John.‖  

The fact that ―at John‖ takes the complement position does not mean that ―smile‖ takes two arguments.  

―At John‖ is an adjunct and carries no argument structure.   

Bolinger (1981), however, has different understanding of transitivity and intransitivity. For him, 

transitivity should be taken in the sense of completeness. A verb is transitive if it requires any 

complement-- no matter whether that complement is a direct object or an indirect object or even an 

adjunct. From this standpoint, the verb ―depend‖ is transitive for something must be added after it--a 

complement though that complement is an adjunct: 
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52. ―He depends on his talent.‖  

The verb ―tell‖ is transitive whether it takes a direct object‖ he told a story‖ or an indirect object ―he told 

me.‖ adjectives can also be transitive if they require anything after them:  

53. ‗He is fond of painting.‖ 

 The sentence ―he is fond‖ is not acceptable for it violates the transitivity nature of the adjective ―fond.‖ 

It must take a complement after it. 

Conventionally, intransitive verbs are considered one argument structures because they take subject 

argument only. If Bolinger‘s view of transitivity is applied, then adjunct is also an integral part of the 

verb predicate and hence should be labelled as argument.  

5.1.4   Thematic Arguments and Context  

Theta theory indicates the restrictions that predicates impose on their arguments. The restrictions that 

verbs as predicate impose on their categories are called subcategories restrictions. The theory provides 

subcategorization framework for ditransitive structures. It, however, does not provide any insights into 

the pragmatic dimensions of these structures. The theory also does not make any reference to the use of 

pronominals in dyadic structures.  

Jackendoff (1972) believes that pronouns as direct objects are not common in non-prepositionl 

ditransitive structures as shown in 54 (b): 

54 (a). ―He gave it to Jim.‖ 

                        54 (b). * ―He gave Jim it.‖   
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Anderson (1977) considers it a well-formed structure provided that there is another definite pronoun in 

the sentence. The movement of definite pronoun from post verbal position is not an impossibility: 

55. ―He gave her it.‖  

The theory also does not make any mention of Interpolation ban. Sentences (56a) and (56b) are 

markedly deviant while (56c) is well-formed due this principle: 

56 (a). * ―John gave immediately his uncle the gift.‖ 

56 (b). * ―John gave his uncle immediately the gift.‖ 

56 (c). ―John gave the gift immediately to his uncle.‖  

Furthermore, when a verb has two objects, the first object c-commands the second but not vice versa. 

This also happens in those cases where the second object is a reflexive pronoun.  

57. ―Bill showed Harry i himself i in the mirror.‖  

58. * ―Bill showed himself i Harry i in the mirror.‖  

Sentence (58) is wrong because the second object is referentially dependent upon the first, not the first 

on the second. This is almost the same syntactic relationship that holds between the subject and the 

object: the subject c-commands the object. Therefore, the first object must c-commands the second, not 

the other way around. Also, if we take the second object as an adjunct, it will make the situation exactly 

opposite: the second will c-command the first. It can, therefore, be concluded that the PP in such 

structures is obligatory part and it serves as argument, not as an adjunct.   

The subcategorization frame of ―give‖ can be written as: ―give‖: V, [-NP, NP] or [NP, PP] 

The argument structure of this verbs is: 

V: < agent, recipient, theme>  
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The two possible syntactic variants of the predicate ―give‖ can be: 

59 (a). ―John gave Bill a watch.‖    (Agent, recipient, theme) 

59 (b). ―John gave a watch to Bill.‖ (Agent, theme, recipient)  

The information structure of the sentence reflects its context. Both the sentences convey the same 

meanings but the information is packaged differently. Ditransitive predicates follow argument structure 

alternations.  

In examples 59(a) and (b), ―give‖ has been treated differently. In 59 (a), ―give‖ is three arguments: a 

subject and two complements- the giver, the receiver and the object given. It is V [NP1-VP-NP2-NP3] 

structure.  

But in 59(b), the receiver ―Bill‖ takes a PP form.  So it becomes V [NP1-V-NP3-PP] structure.  Bolinger 

(1980, p. 197) believes that prepositional structure is not possible if there is nothing really directed or 

nothing received as in the following examples: 

                      60(a). ―She gave me a look.‖ 

                      60 (b). * ―She gave a look to me.‖  

In case of benefactive verbs (―prepare, cook, buy, make, purchase, hire‖) the argument structure is: 

                61 (a). ―John bought me a bike.‖ (Agent, beneficiary, theme) 

                61 (b). ―John bought a bike for me.‖(Agent, theme, beneficiary)  

The structure of such sentences can be described as:  
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i. NP1 V NP2 NP3
54

  

ii. NP1 V NP3 Prep NP2   

The difference lies in the information structure of the two sentences. The new information precedes the 

old or given information in the sentence. Bolinger (1977) also makes the same point when he says,‖ 

What is uppermost in mind comes out first‖ (p. 109). Hence, 61(a) is suitable in a situation where John 

bought bikes for others but not for ―me‖; 61(b) when John has bought other things for me but this time 

he bought a bike.  

Green (1974a) observes that an indirect object plus direct object construction (prepositionless structure) 

is by and large synonymous with its prepositional variant (direct object + to-phrase) as can be seen in the 

following sentences: 

              67 (a). ―John gave Mary an apple.‖ 

                                                           
54Some dative verbs do not show alternations due to lexical restriction. These are, as Levin (1993) 

observes, verbs derived from Latin roots like ―donate, communicate.‖ 

            62 (a). ―Mary donated the books to the library.‖ 

           62 (b). * ―Mary donated the library the books.‖ 

Other verbs that behave the same include ―explain, recommend, announce, reveal, confess, introduce, 

say, describe, transmit, refuse‖ etc. Certain benefactive verbs become ambiguous when they appear in 

prepositional structures: 

               ―64. Harry bought a watch for me.‖  

(64) may mean  (65a) or (65 b) 

                  65(a). Harry acted on my behalf  

65 (b).Harry bought the watch as a gift for me.   

With NPI V NP2 NP3, they are unambiguous: 

                 66. ―Harry bought me a watch.‖  

The sentence means 65(b) only.  
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              67 (b). ―John gave an apple to Mary.‖  

But in case of verb like ―teach‖ semantic discrepancy creeps in: 

              68 (a). ―Robert taught Anna syntax.‖ 

              68 (b). ―Robert taught syntax to Anna.‖ 

68(a) implies or entails that Anna learned syntax while 68(b) merely suggests that Anna remained a 

student of syntax. Even in case of ―give‖ Williams (1995, p. 251) points out the following two sentences 

carrying different interpretations:  

               69 (a). ―John gave me a watch.‖  (Any watch). 

               69 (b). ―John gave a watch to me.‖(His watch) 

In 69(b), ―watch‖ was the inalienable possession of John, and he gave it to me. There are things like 

―headache‖ which can be the possession but which cannot be transmitted to another person. Hence, such 

possessive constructions cannot be written with post-prepositional structure.  

               70. * ―John gave a headache to me.‖  

Goldsmith (1980), Kundo. (1975) and Stowell (1981) propose that ―NPI V NP2 NP3‖ is an acceptable 

pattern when the NP2 (indirect object) is animate and is the potential possessor of NP3 (direct object). 

This restriction explains the unacceptability of 72(a): 

                    71 (a). ―John sent Peter a letter.‖  

                    71 (b). ―John sent a letter to Peter.‖ 

              72 (a). ―John sent a letter to New York.‖ 

              72 (b). * ―John sent New York a letter.‖ 
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               73 (a). ―John opened me a Pepsi.‖ 

               73 (b). ―John opened a Pepsi for me.‖  

But  

                            74 (a). * ―John opened me a door.‖  

                            74 (b). ―John opened a door for me.‖  

In 72(a), NP2 ―New York‖ is not animate and is mere location. (71 a) acceptable because John is an 

animate possessor of the letter. In (74 a), John is not the projected possessor of the door, so ―a door‖ 

cannot appear as NP2.  Moreover, certain ditransitive verbs can take only one syntactic structure. This 

can be observed in the following sentences: 

              75 (a). ―Harry said something to me.‖  

               75 (b). * ―Harry said me something.‖ 

 Sentence 75(b) shows that ―say‖ cannot take two objects structure. There is syntactic constrain on it. 

The lexical qualities of verbs determine the potential occurrence and circumscription of binary structures 

of these verbs.   

This change in order can also happen in case of ditransitive constructions containing both indirect and 

direct object.  But this, according to Anderson (1977, p. 153), is purely dialectical: 

                   76. * ―The secretary has sold the book the professor.‖  

And the corresponding passive is also considered ill-formed in the given dialect: 

                  77. * ―The book has been sold the professor by the secretary.‖ 

Passivization of such structure shows that the passive affects the NP near to the V.  
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Such structures also permit the insertion of particles like ―back.‖
55

 

  

Bolinger (1980) analyzes the ditransitive structures as indirect and direct objects. The former between 

the two is a recipient or beneficiary. Consider the following sentences: 

                   79 (a). ―John gave the bird the rat.‖ Actor-predicate-recipient-theme 

                   80 (a).  ―John gave the rat the bird.‖ Actor- predicate- recipient-theme 

With preposition ―to‖ the structures become: 

                    79 (b). ―John gave the rat to the bird.‖  

                    80 (b).  ―John gave the bird to the rat.‖ 

However, in a question ―Who got the rat?‖ the answer can only be (79 b): ―John gave the rat to the 

BIRD,‖ not 79 (a). In much the same way in a question ―What did John give to the bird?‖ the answer 

can only be (79 a): ―John gave the bird the RAT,‖ not 79 (b). This analysis shows that the better answer 

is the one which puts the replacement word or the emphatic element for ―who‖ and ―what‖ at the end as 

                                                           
55

 See Anderson (1977 , p. 156) 

      78 (a). ―John gave Mary the book back.‖ ―Mary was given the book back by John.‖  

       78 (b). ―John gave Mary back the book.‖ ―Mary was given the book back by John.‖  

       78 (c). ―John gave back the book to Mary.‖ ―The book was given back to Mary by John.‖ 

       78 (d). * ―John gave the book back to Mary.‖ ―The book was given to Mary back by John.‖   

However, (78 e) is not an acceptable structure due to Interpolation ban.  

 

       78 (e). * ―John gave back Mary the book.‖  
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the illustrated examples above show. This also corresponds to psychological iconism: ―what comes last 

remains most vivid in the mind‖ (Bolinger, 1980, p. 28).  

Erteschik-Shir‘s (1979) principle of Dominance can be used as a template to understand the alternation 

of objects in ditransitive structure. The constituent that the speaker wants to highlight will alternate the 

order of objects. In NP1 V NP3 Prep NP2 string, NP2 is the dominant object. This means that in non-

prepostional structure—NP1 V NP2 NP3-- NP3 attains dominant status. Thompson (1988), on the other 

hand, considers alternation of indirect object as topicalization. Generally, a subject in a sentence is topic-

like i.e., it carries the given information. In a sentence with three NPs, the second NP --the one that 

occurs post-verbally—attains topic-like properties. This means that in NP1 V NP2 NP3 paradigm, NP2 

is dominant, not NP3 that Erteschik-Shir (1979) believes is. In such sentences, the NP2 carries new 

information while NP3 carries old or given information. The old information part can safely be omitted. 

This results in post-prepositional structure wherein the expression of indirect object is optional as in the 

following sentences: 

                        81. ―She gave a book (to me).‖ 

                       82. ―Mother prepared dinner (for the baby).‖ 

                        83. ―Father bought a car (for me).‖ 

The omission of indirect object is done under identity in such cases. Chafe (1970) offers a different 

perspective. He believes that a shift from old to new information is towards the left. In subject-predicate, 

predicate carries new information. The hierarchy of the lexical units that carry new information is 

location, patient, beneficiary and agent. This means that NP2 and NP3 both convey new information but, 

due to this hierarchy, NP3 is newer than NP2. In prepositional structures, the order of priority gets 

reversed.   
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Lakoff (1979) maintains that the deletion of verb in a conjoined structure also imposes certain restraints 

on indirect object alternation. Both the clauses must follow the same indirect object pattern if the second 

clause does not have a verb: 

                   84. ―John gave me a book and Robert a bike.‖  

                   85. *―John gave me a book and a bike to Robert.‖ 

This restraint, however, does not apply if the verb is retained in both clauses: 

                   86. ―John gave me a book and gave a bike to Robert.‖  

5.1.5      Passive Transformation of Triadic Argument Structures   

The passivization of ditransitive structures also poses certain complicated patterns. Consider the 

following examples:   

                            87 (a). ―John has sold the captain this car.‖  

                            87 (b). ―John has sold this car to the captain.‖  

Palmer (1987) says that passivization of (87 a) is  

                            88 (a). ―The captain has been sold this car by John.‖ 

And of 87 (b) is: 

                          88 (b). ―This car has been sold to the captain by John.‖ 

 Anderson (1977) also holds the same views about these structures.  

Ditransitive non-prepositional structure transforms into passive as (iii): 

(iii). NP1-V-NP2 NP3 →NP2+ BE+-EN +Prepositon NP3 +By NP1  
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A prepositional ditransitive, on the other hand, changes as (iv) 

(iv). NP1-V-NP3 +Preposition NP2 →NP3 +BE+-EN +Preposition NP2 +By NP1  

Baltin (2003) says that nominals corresponding to the first objects of double-object construction do not 

undergo passive transformation when the double object construction is interpreted as a variant of the 

―for‖-dative, and the first ―Wh‖-moved:  

         89 (a). ―Bill bought Helen a car.‖  

         89 (b). ―Bill bought a car for Helen.‖ 

―Helen‖ as an indirect object cannot under passive transformation: 

               90 (a). *―Helen was bought a car by Bill.‖  

               90 (b). ―A car was bought for Helen by Bill.‖  

Similarly, ―Helen‖ as an indirect object cannot undergo ―Wh‖-movement: 

               91 (a). *―Who did Bill buy a car?‖ 

But (91 b) is an acceptable structure:  

               91 (b). ―What did Bill buy for Helen?‖  

This consideration suggests that English turns direct objects into passives. The situation, however, seems 

different in case of dative objects which can undergo passive transformation as well as can take ―Wh‖-

movement: 

        92 (a). ―John taught me linguistics.‖ 

        92 (b). ―I was taught linguistics by John.‖  
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         93. ―Who did John teach?‖  

Ditransitive verbs that cannot appear in double object constructions like ―announce, donate, reveal‖ etc. 

cannot take indirect objects as the subject of passive: 

             94. ―John revealed secret to me.‖  

             94 (a). ―A secret was revealed to me (by John).‖  

              94 (b).* ―I was revealed a secret (by John).‖  

This further supports Palmer‘s (1987) view that double object structure and prepositional structure 

passivize separately. 

5.1.5   Reflexives in Triadic Argument Structures   

Consider the sentence: 

              95 (a). ―John gave himself the book.‖  

               95 (b). ―John gave the book to himself.‖  

The following three plausible structures, according to Williams (1995, p. 188), can be counted as the 

passive of the sentences: 

                96 (a). ―John was given the book by himself.‖  

                96 (b). ―The book was given to John by himself.‖   

                96 (c). ―The book was given by John to himself.‖  

However, the result is degraded if the reflexive precedes the antecedent: 

                 97. *―The book was given by himself to John.‖  
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Moreover, ―himself‖ cannot be external argument of the sentence. Hence, any attempt to make it the 

subject will lead to grammatical inaccuracy as in (98):   

             98. *―Himself was given the book by John.‖ 

5.2    Expletive “It” 

Expletives or ―pleonastic elements‖ as Chomsky (1986, p. 91) calls them, are non-referential; that is, 

they do not refer to anything, person or an object in the real world. Hence, they are not assigned theta 

roles. They cannot receive focal stress and cannot be questioned. The poor inflectional quality of 

English is also cited as a reason for ―It‖ insertion
56

.  

Expletives are not semantic requirements; they are simply syntactic requirements. They are preferred in 

those structures which do not require agentive subjects. Hence ―try or hit‖ cannot take expletive ―it‖ 

because these predicates must take agentive subjects.  

               99.  *―It tried that Mary opened the door.‖ 

Weather, time, temperature and pressure verbs like ―rain, hail, snow etc‖ are zero argument structures. 

Canonically, they, therefore, take ―it‖ insertion: 

100.―It snows.‖ 

101.―It‘s ten o‘ clock.‖ 

102.―It‘s too hot today.‖  

                                                           
56 In inflectionally poor languages like English, the inflected verb is not enough to project the subject. 

Person-number agreement usually does not have morphological realization. This is the reason that 

English is a subject obligatory language. It needs dummy subjects like ―it‖ and ―there‖ when there is no 

expressed or definite NP.(See Chomsky’s Universal Grammar by Cook p. 137 ) 
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The reason why the pronoun ―it‖ does not get a theta role in the subject position is due to the fact that 

time, weather, temperature and pressure expressions lack theta marked subjects. A clause, according to 

EPP
57

, must have an overt subject. Since NPs serve as subjects and the clauses with time or weather or 

temperature or pressure expressions lack NPs as subjects, so such clauses take expletive ―it‖ as a slot 

filler in order to fulfill the basic condition of Extended Projection Principle
58

.  

Bolinger (1980,  p. 30) , however, makes a different assertion about such structures and says that in the 

oft-quoted pet example (103) the subject ―it‖ is called dummy and is considered merely a subject slot 

filler because the real information is packed in ―raining.‖ 

103. ―It‘s raining.‖  

But this ―it‖ is same as ―it‖ in (104) wherein ―it‖ refers to an obvious situation in a given context. 

104. ―It‘s unsafe down here.‖  

So the sentence (104) can stand to mean (105): 

105. ―This down-here situation is unsafe.‖ 

Following this stream of thoughts, nothing is more obvious in a given situation than weather. The 

weather condition is also sometimes specified as ―Is the outside condition one of rain‖ instead of a 

question like ―Is it raining out?‖ This so-called expletive is not dummy because it does not tell us 

                                                           
57

 According to EPP, ―All clauses must have subjects ―Carnie (2001, p. 173). All sentences without theta 

marked subjects or expletive subjects are filtered out by EPP.  

 
58

 Postal (1974 , p. 369) also takes the use of expletive ―it‖ in weather expression as syntactic 

requirement arguing that verbs like ―rain, snow‖ and ―sleet‖ can take ―it‖ as NP only.  
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something that is already known. To say ―It‘s too hot to work,‖ is to say ―General circumstances are 

difficult for working.‖ Hence, ―it‖ is anaphoric. It is no more dummy than ―her‖ in (106): 

106.―Mary stuck out her tongue.‖  

It is simply because it is not likely that she will stick out someone else‘s tongue.  He (1977) further 

argues that many proofs can be found that the expletive ―it‖ has some value beyond that of plugging a 

grammatical hole.  ―It‖ is anaphoric in the following sentences because it refers to something already 

broached.  

107.―I can understand it that the election hurt them.‖ 

108.―It isn‘t that he‘s a Republican that I find so objectionable.‖ 

In (107), the so-called dummy ―it‖ refers to a prior topic and in (108) the negation implies that 

something has been affirmed and the speaker then negates it because it is unusual that a person may 

enter into a room hearing election news and will say the said sentence. In sentences like ―Stop it‖ or 

―Don‘t do it,‖ ―it‖ appears without an anaphor but ―it‖ in such cases is obviously deictic and refers to 

something that in the immediate environment.  

Extraposition provides another evident for the meaningfulness of ―it.‖ Cleaving a sentence containing no 

prior information discourages the use of ―it.‖ In an answer to a question ―Where will she go?‖ it is not 

normal to say ―It is to Canada that she will go.‖ We can compare it to ―It was to Canada that she went‖ 

which is acceptable and carries prior information of where she went. The questions ―Who came?‖ and 

―Who else came?‖ are different. The first can be answered as ‗It was John‖ while the second cannot be 

answered with ―it‖: *―It was John.‖ This is because in first the speaker and the listener have mutual 

understanding of ―it‖ (who came). In ―Who else‖ the coming of the person is virtually out of the blue. 
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This unexpected appearance makes the speaker to use ―else‖ construction. With ―someone‖ the sentence 

attains known information, and hence can take ―it‖: 

109.―Someone else came. ---Yes, It was John.‖  

If the event has already happened, a prior basis has to be assumed and therefore ―it‖ is required: 

110.―It was a pleasure to entertain you.‖  

111.―I had no trouble at all; it was easy to convince him.‖  

The fact that ―it‖ is used as a pronoun for some known antecedents can also be seen in the following 

cleft sentences: 

112.―It would be inexcusable that they should do such a thing.‖ 

Also observe the unacceptability of the following:  

113.―It would be inexcusable that they should run away.‖(?) 

(112) lacks prior information in the pattern of the first sentence and the use of ―it‖ therefore seems odd.  

Furthermore, the pronominal neuter ―it‖ can safely be called the syntactic counterpart of definite article 

―the.‖ The idea of particularization that ―the‖ carries can also be imbibed in ―it‖ as illustrated in the 

following examples: 

114.―Did you hear it?‖ – Did I hear what?‖ 

                                    ―Did you hear the noise?‖ 

115. ―Not for a minute did I believe the story (believe it) that John has disappeared.‖  
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The substitution of ―it‖ with ―the‖ elaborates the fact that the speaker assumes that his hearer shares his 

knowledge about the identity of ―noise‖ or ―story.‖ This means that ―it‖ is not a meaningless particle 

that is used as a mere space-filler. It can even be compared to demonstrative ―this‖ in a situation like 

(116): 

116. ―It‘s (this is) nice, isn‘t it? –What‘s nice?—Sitting around and talking.‖  

This specification is sometimes done within the clause itself as an afterthought:  

117.―It‘s nice, sitting around and talking.‖ 

Furthermore, the omission of ―it‖ will make the sentence as ambiguous as it will be without the required 

nominal: 

118 . ―I don‘t like it (the situation) when you are not around.‖  

It can be contended that ―it‖ is a definite nominal with great generality of meaning limited in the sense 

that it is neuter. Other neuters like ―things‖ can conveniently replace it: 

                    119 (a). ―They are making it unpleasant for him.‖ 

                    119(b). ―They are making things unpleasant for him.‖  

                     120 (a). ―It‘s tough when you have to work all day.‖  

                     120 (b).  ―Things are tough when you have to work all day.‖ 

This also includes certain idiomatic uses: 

                              121. ―He spilled the beans (spilled it) that John was involved in that operation.‖  
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Chafe (1970, p. 101) notes that in expressions like ―It‘s hot, It‘s late, and It‘s Tuesday,‖ ―it‖ is all 

encompassing. The referent is the total environment, not individual object within it. Moreover, ―it‖ is 

semantically dummy and does not have any value in the semantic structure. The sentence (122), 

according to Chafe (1970, p. 147), can be paraphrased as (123) for the reference is to ambient heat that 

John feels, not his inner sensation of heat.  

                                122. ―John is hot.‖ 

                                123. ―It‘s hot with respect to the experience of John.‖  

Bolinger (1977, p. 78), however, considers ―it‖ in ―It‘s hot‖ as pronominal stating that it has a referent in 

cases that Chafe points out and that is ―environment.‖ So Chafe‘s idea of totality needs to be modified 

though his idea of ambience is logical. Likewise (122) needs to be paraphrased as (124) or (125): 

                              124. ―The weather is hot with respect to the experience of John.‖  

                              125. ―John senses that it is hot.‖  

Otherwise, (126) can be paraphrased as (127): 

                                126.  ―John is thirsty.‖  

                                127. *―It‘s thirsty with respect to the experience of John.‖  

To conclude, ―it‖ is more generic in meaning embracing the concept of weather, time, circumstance or 

simply whatever is obvious by the nature of reality or the implications of context. If A says ―It‘s over; 

he‘s dead and I am free,‖ B is going to interpret ―it‖ as ―A‘s concern‖ as the referent of ―it.‖ Similarly B 

will take ―it‖ as the ―state of John‘s health‖ if A says ―John looks like a ghost—it‘s terrible, but there‘s 

no remedy for it.‖ Context may expand or contract the possible meaning of ―it.‖ In ―I can‘t stand it when 

John‘s not around,‖ it specifies the narrowest condition of ―I can‘t stand John‘s not being around.‖ But 
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in answer to the question ―Why are you leaving?‖ -- because I can‘t stand it here,‖ ―it‖ is to be 

interpreted in a broader sense of ―I can‘t stand this place when John‘s not around.‖  

The greatest mistake, according to Bolinger (1977), is that generality of meaning that ―it‖ carries is 

confused with the lack of meaning.  The meaningful nature of ―it‖ however cannot absolve it all its 

syntactically related problems. Syntax should not be the exclusive focus while analyzing words like ―it.‖ 

Instead of simplifying the issue by calling it expletive, a deeper analysis shows that an anaphora always 

lurks in the background with every use of ―it.‖  

5. 3 “There” Construction  

Cattel (2006, p. 185) contends that NPs with ‗referential functions‘ are arguments and are therefore 

assigned Ɵ-roles. Referential means the ones that refer to actual objects in the context. Hence, NPs with 

abstract and metaphorical meanings carry no Ɵ-roles. This principle also applies to existential ―there.‖ 

―There‖ being an expletive bears zero Ɵ-role. Expletive as a subject is inserted when there is no 

semantic subject, and the insertion of ―there‖ is done under EPP. ―There‖ in the following sentence 

appears in the subject position but it is not the external argument of the predicate and is thereby Ɵ-less.  

                           128. ―There are students in the class.‖ 

Traditional and generative grammar consider the existential unstressed ―there‖ as meaningless in 

structures like in (128) or in a sentence like (129): 

                                129.  ―There was nobody around.‖  

They take ―there insertion‖ as pure syntactic requirement carrying no semantic significance. In such 

structures, ―there‖ appear as a subject while the actual subject serves as a complement: 

                 130. ―There is a student in the class.‖ 
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                 131. ―There are students in the class.‖  

The agreement of verb with the NP ―student‖ validates its status as an actual subject though it takes a 

complement position after the verb. 

Moreover, ―There‖ cannot occur with every verb as (132): 

                   132.  *―There offered to join the movement.‖  

Definite subjects also cannot appear in ―there‖ construction: 

                 133. *―There are they in the room.‖ 

                 134. ―There are some in the room.‖  

                 135. ―There is somebody in the room.‖  

                 136. *―There is John in the room.‖ 

5.3.1   Bolinger on Expletive “There” 

The insertability or deletability of existential ―there‖ is always considered optional. Bolinger (1977, p. 

91) takes a different position regarding the insertion of ―there.‖ He considers ―existential there‖ as the 

extension of locative ―there‖ with a meaning that refers to a generalized location. It is not a meaningless 

or redundant word but a fully functional word that can better be realized by its absence in the sentence.  

The use of ―there‖ is reasonable in situations in which events are introduced with no prior knowledge 

about them. It is very unnatural to begin a story like (137): 

                           137. * ―In Xanadu lived Kubla Khan.‖  

Rather the natural form is ―there‖ construction:  
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                            138. ―In Xanadu there lived Kubla Khn.‖  

The use ―there‖ is must if the stage has not been set and the speaker wants to orient the hearer to the 

scene, but once the scene is established, then ―there-less‖ presentative can work as in (139): 

                   139. ―In Xanadu there lived Kubla Khan. Near him lived a princess whose name was 

Diana.‖  

 In answer to a question ―Who‘s in the next room?‖ we may simple say ―John and Harry are.‖ The 

question concerns their identity not their presence which has already been established. Contrary to this, 

the question ―What‘s for supper tonight?‖ may receive an answer with ―there‖ as ―There‘s bread and 

beans.‖ The question assumes no prior knowledge about anything for supper and hence can be expressed 

in ―there‖ construction. Similarly, the presence of ―grocery‖ in (139) is literal but it is mental in (140): 

                         139. ―Across the street is a grocery.‖  

                         140. ―Across the street there‘s a grocery.‖  

Construction like (140) brings the knowledge about grocery into our consciousness. The more vivid an 

action is, the less likely ―there‘ becomes as illustrated in the examples below:  

                         141 (a). ―Out of nowhere appeared a mysterious figure.‖     

                        141(b). * ―Out of nowhere there appeared a mysterious figure.‖ 

―There‖ insertion is encouraged when something is out of sight and is unlikely to be accompanied with a 

pointing gesture: 

If John is holding a pencil in his open palm extended forward and an eraser in his clenched fist holding 

behind his back, he will say: 



259 
 

                    142. ―In my right hand is a pencil, and in my left there‘s an eraser.‖ 

If John offers a book to Harry, the book is before Harry‘s eyes, that‘s why John is unlikely to say 

(143) but will say (144). 

                           143. *―Here there is the book.‖  

                           144. ―Here is the book.‖  

―There‖ construction works when something is out of sight and mind and the speaker wants to bring it 

into the listener‘s consciousness. Any occasion for ―there‖ is an occasion for indefiniteness: 

145 (a). *―In a house on a hill lived a ghost.‖ 

                  145 (b). ―In a house on a hill there lived a ghost.‖  

The indefiniteness of ―ghost‖ in (145a) asks for ―there‖ presentative. Once the context has particularized 

the objects, ―there‖ is not required.  

146.―In the house on the hill lived a ghost.‖ 

―There‖ presentative in such situation makes the sentence odd: 

147.*―In the house on the hill there lived a ghost.‖  

Sentence (147) however can be written in ―there-less‖ presentative. The definiteness of ―ghost‖ by 

means of ―the‖ will again make the sentence odd if it is written as ―there‖ presentative. When everything 

has been marked definite, there is no context for bringing something into awareness or creating an 

abstract stage when the concrete one is missing. Sentence (148) is well-formed while (149) is ill-formed 

for the same reason of prior knowledge.  

148.―There appeared (emerged) ship after ship.‖  
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149.*―There disappeared (went down) ship after ship.‖  

Since ―there‖ presentative works best in bringing something into consciousness, it is unusual to use it in 

situations where the identity of an object has already been identified
59

: 

  150. ―There sailed in a ship.‖ 

                       151. *―There sailed in the ship.‖  

152.―There ruled a king.‖  

153.*―There ruled the king.‖ 

The ―there-less‖ presentative (154) is acceptable if a ranger tells a party of picnickers about tables when 

the tables can be pointed to. 

154.―Across the road are some picnic tables.‖  

 But (155) will lead to a great deal of confusion. 

155.―Ten miles down the road are some picnic tables.‖  

The use of ―there‖ presentative in this case will avert the vagueness of the picnickers.  

An occurrence can be locative while happening cannot be as it is purely eventual, therefore we can have 

(156) but not (157): 

156.―In this building there exploded one of the most powerful bombs.‖  

157.*―In this sink there broke one of my best plates.‖  

The breaking of a plate is a happening but an explosion is an occurrence. The locativeness of ―there‖ 

makes (157) unacceptable.  

                                                           
59

 Postal (1974, p. 369) also says that existential ―there‖ takes indefinite NP: ―There is a man in your 

bed.‖  
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Bolinger (1977, p. 103) also does not rule out the possibility of ―there‖ constructions in passives. In such 

cases, the agent is often deleted or mentioned as an afterthought. 

                          158 (a). ―In the morning there were brought in, by the students, some half dozen boxes 

of books.‖  

                       158 (b). ―In the morning there were brought in by the students some half dozen boxes 

of books.‖* 

                              159(a). ―There were shown to us, by the diggers, several interesting specimens.‖  

The agent can only be mentioned as an afterthought, not as essential part of the sentence: 

                        159(b). *―There were shown to us by the diggers several interesting specimens. 

The passive constructions are no different from the actives in their locative meaning.  

5.4   The Module of Empty Categories  

The theory of empty categories (1986) accurately highlights the syntactic relationship between nouns 

and determiners. According to this theory, null or empty determiners fill the gap which is left vacant by 

the absence of determiners. All DPs
60

 are headed by determiners, and DPs that have no overt 

                                                           
60

 According to Abney‘s DP Hypothesis (1987), determiners, not nouns, are the heads of nominal 

phrases. From the perspective of DP Hypothesis, the head nouns function as complements of the 

determiners. The hypothesis also explains the inability of pronouns to take determiners. The 

pronominalization of NP cannot lead to a structure like ―the she.‖ Certain nouns, especially proper 

nouns, do not take determiners. So we cannot have (161): 

                  161. *―The John left now.‖  

These nouns, however, can take determiners under certain circumstances. We can have (162): 
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determiners carry covert determiners within their structures. In this connection, we can take the 

following indeterminate nominals for illustration: 

160.―Paris is a famous tourist city.‖  

―Paris‖ in this example is a DP but it does not have any overt determiner. Since DPs are headed by Ds, 

therefore ―Paris‖ is also a DP headed by a null determiner. The concept of empty determiner is valid in 

all those cases where nominals cannot take determiners. Proper nouns, uncount nouns and plural count 

nouns are bare nominals, and they, therefore, always have covert determiners within their structures. 

Special mention should be made of pronouns which don‘t take overt determiners. They are, therefore, 

DPs with empty determiners. As a conclusion we can say that all determinate nominals are DPs headed 

by overt determiners while all indeterminate nominal are DPs headed by covert determiners.    

An interesting point that needs to be noted is that some determiners are either prenominal (they precede 

the noun complements) or they can be pronominals (they are used as individual expressions, not 

followed by a noun complement). In the following examples, the determiners in (165a) and (166a) are 

prenominals while they are pronominals in (165b) and (166 b).  

                        165(a). ―These students are studying linguistics.‖  

                                                                                                                                                                                                         

                    162.  ―He is not the John that I used to know.‖  

Pronouns as opposed to nouns can never take determiners. This means that pronouns cannot merge with 

determiners to form determinate nominal.  

                   163. *―The he left.‖ 

                   164. *―She is not the her that I talked to on phone.‖ 
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                        165(b). ―These are studying linguistics.‖ 

                        166 (a). ―Each student needs a book.‖  

                        166 (b). ―Each needs a book.‖  

But all determiners don‘t share this quality of being prenominal and pronominal. ―It,‖ for instance, can 

be used as pronominal, but it cannot be used as prenominal. The ungrammaticality of (166) lies in the 

fact that ―it‖ cannot be used as prenominal determiner:  

                         167.  ―He broke it.‖  

                         168. *―He broke it table.‖  

In much the same way, ―the‖ is only prenominal but it cannot be pronominal: 

                        169. ―He likes the car.‖  

                          170. *―He likes the.‖  

Radford, Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, &Spencer (2009) maintain that like other parts of speech, 

determiners have idiosyncratic properties. The lexical entries made for different determiners specify that 

―it‖ can be used only as pronominal while ―the‖ can be used only as prenominal. On the basis of this 

assumption, ―it‖ cannot take noun complement while ―the‖ must take a noun complement.  

5.4.1   Pragmatic Analysis of Empty Category  

The module of empty category explains the syntactic structures of DPs without specifying their 

pragmatic significance. Context assumes a great deal of significance in the use of determiners with 

certain nouns like ―school, college, prison, hospital, church‖ etc. In certain situations, these nominals are 

treated as bare nominals (null determiners). In others, they take overt definite determiners ―the.‖ 
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Nominals are finite if they contain overt determiners. They are non-finite if they don‘t contain overt 

determiners. Hence, ―the school‖ is finite nominal while ―school‖ is non-finite.   

Bolinger (1981, p. 55) analyzes the use of definite determiner (―the‖) with ―radio‖ and ―television‖ as 

pure collocation phenomenon. Hence, radio takes ―the‖ but ―TV‖ does not: 

                                    171(a). ―I heard it on the radio.‖ 

                                    171 (b). *―I heard it on radio.‖ 

                                    172 (a). *―I saw it on the TV.‖
61

 

                                    172 (b). ―I saw it on TV.‖  

Indeterminate nominals are used for ironic purpose. This happens when the complement is put before 

the verb. The following patterns are characteristically ironic in tone: 

                                    173. ―A lot you care.‖ 

                                    174. ―A fine friend John turns out to be.‖ 

The ironic effect of such patterns can partly be attributed to the specialized words like ―lot, fine, lovely‖ 

etc. Furthermore, the complement of the sentences is also indefinite. The ironic tone is broken once 

other words are used. ―Wonderful‖ for instance, does not carry any ironic meaning in the following 

sentence: 

                                  175. ―A wonderful meal she served.‖  

                                                           
61

 In British usage, ―on the TV‖ is possible. This, according to Murcia & Freeman (1983, p. 183), is a 

dialectical difference.  
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Since ―this‖ makes the noun definite, the ironic tone is lost with the addition of ―this‖ in the following 

sentence: 

                              176. ―This fine product we offer for sale.‖  

Bolinger (1977, p. 66, 71) further maintains that the expression ―How come‖ is a reduced form of (177 

a) and (177 b) though syntactically ―How come‖ has lost ―it‖ but semantically it still has it. 

                            177 (a). ―How comes it that.‖   

                            177 (b). ―How does it happen that?‖  

Furthermore, reference should be made to the representation of definite ―the‖ with unique nouns. Chafe 

(1970) says that unique means one member of the class. In such case, the hearer knows which noun is 

being talked about. Unique nouns are, therefore, definite. A unique noun must be inflected as definite. It 

can be noted that some unique nouns allow the representation of definiteness in their surface structure as 

―the sun,‖ ―the Attorney General‖ while others don‘t as ―John‖ and ―Mary.‖ 

The module of Empty Category also accounts for the syntactic structures of tag questions.  

5.4.2   Tag Questions  

Syntactically, the following two sentences, according to Radford, Atkinson, Britain, Clahsen, &Spencer 

(2009, p. 273), have the same structures.  

                        178 (a). ―He did play tennis.‖ 

                        178 (b). ―He played tennis.‖  

178 (a) is a TP headed by an overt T-auxiliary ―did‖ which is the past form of auxiliary ―Do‖ carrying 

affix –d. (178 b) is also TP headed by T-auxiliary but the affix-d is not attached to auxiliary. It has no 
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overt auxiliary. Morphologically, the affix attachment of –d has been realized in the verb ―play.‖ This 

analysis leads to a generic assumption about clauses that all finite clauses are TPs headed by T which 

can be overt or covert.  

The assumption that all finite clauses contain a realized or unrealized T auxiliary comes from the study 

of tag questions. The overt T auxiliary in the main clause is repeated in the tag questions. Consider the 

following examples: 

                   179. ―She is playing tennis, isn‘t she?‖ 

                   180. ―She might eat a sandwich, mightn‘t she?‖  

                   181.  ―He played tennis, didn‘t he?‖ 

The syntactic analysis proves that the tag copies the T auxiliary of the main clause. Sentence (181) 

supports the assumption that finite clauses always carry T-auxiliary ―do‖ in this case. Furthermore, tag 

questions are determined grammatically, not semantically.  

                182. ―Let‘s go, shall we?‖  

Bolinger (1977, p. 188) says that ―shall‖ is the only auxiliary that is not repeatable in the same sense in 

which it appears in the question: 

            183. ―Shall I let him in? –Yes, do, let him in. (Yes, you shall*). 

            184. ―Shall we go now?‖ –Yes, let‘s (Yes, we shall*). 

For ―am‖ again no corresponding orthographic form ―amn‘t‖ exists, therefore ―aren‘t‖ is used. ―Ain‘t‖ is 

a colloquial variant but it is avoided in formal discourse except when the speaker wants to be funny 

(Bolinger, 1980, p. 5). The form ―aren‘t‖, according to Palmer (1988, p. 242), is avoided in formal style 
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presumably because it is assumed to be the negative of ―are‖ and not of ―am.‖ ―Am I not?‖ is used in its 

place.   

In Imperatives, the normal tag is ―Won‘t‖:  

                        185. ―Go, won‘t you?‖  

                        186. ―Don‘t go, will you?‖   

The imperative does not have ―ben‘t‖ and that is why ―don‘t‖ is used in negatives: 

                      187. ―Go there.‖ 

                      188. ―Don‘t go there.‖  

Palmer (1979, p. 9) says that ―may‖ does not have orthographic form ―n‘t‖ in the present.  How can we 

account for the tag question of the following? 

                     189. *―He may pass the test, mayn‘t he?‖ 

McCarter & McCarthy (2009, P. 548) propose the use of ―mightn‘t‖ for ―may‖: 

                    190. ―Jim may be able to help you, mightn‘t he? ―  

Palmer (1979, p. 29) contends that ―Can‖ is used as negative and interrogative marker when ―may‖ is 

used as epistemic possibility: 

                   191. ―He may pass the test, can‘t he?‖  

                   192. ―He may pass the test →Can he pass the test?‖ 

Moreover, a negative tag question is used with a positive assertion and a positive tag with negative 

assertion.  The following example is anomalous as it is not compatible with the general paradigm of tag 

questions.  

                  193. ―He mustn‘t talk, must he?‖ 
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Palmer (1979) provides two reasons for it. The modal ―must‖ negates the event, so we can analyze it as 

―must+ not talk.‖ This shows that the modality is positive and we may expect a negative tag:  

                  194. ―He mustn‘t talk, mustn‘t he?‖ 

But the positive tag question shows that the tag ―must he‖ may be interpreted as (195): 

                195. ―Is it not the case that he mustn‘t?‖  

This implies that the two negatives cancel the effect of each other, and we get a positive tag. ―Must‖ in 

the tag has a form ―mustn‘tn‘t.*‖ So it is a bit simplistic to assume that the positive or negative polarity 

of the tag is determined by the grammatical form of the preceding modal, irrespective of the semantic 

consideration whether it is the modality or the event that is negated.  

5.4.3   Bolinger on Tag Questions  

Bolinger (1980) takes tag questions as loaded tools for ensuring consensus of the hearer by offering 

positive and negative answer. The tag has negative polarity from the sentence: positive sentences take 

negative tags while negative sentences take positive tags. Syntactically, it consists of a pronoun and an 

auxiliary.  

                  196. ―John hasn‘t a chance to win, has he?‖ 

                   197. ―It‘s a nice day, isn‘t it?‖ 

This purpose of tag questions can also be achieved by means of a negative question without a tag. This 

device is used when the speaker is sure about the possible positive response of the listener: 

                198. ―Isn‘t it a nice day?‖ 

                199. ―Wouldn‘t you like to try some of these peaches?‖ 
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Katz and Postal (1964, P. 88) consider tag questions as syntactic and semantic variants of yes-no 

questions.  The negative question (200) and a positive statement with a negative tag question (201) carry 

the presupposition that the act of sleeping has not happened while the questioner believes it has.  

                200. ―Didn‘t she sleep?‖  

                201. ―She slept, didn‘t she?‖ 

 A negative statement with a positive tag presupposes the occurrence of the activity:  

                 202.  ―She didn‘t sleep, did she?‖ 

 This may be expressed through a yes/no question as (203): 

              203. ―Did she sleep?‖ 

 In such a situation, the questioner assumes that the activity has not happened.  

In imperatives, tags are used to soften the command or to ensure compliance: 

             204. ―Give our products a try, won‘t you? 

             205.  ―Pass the salt, will you?‖ 

Some tags are used in statement forms in order to emphasize the speaker‘s conviction:  

             206. ―Mary is a great student, she is.‖ 

             207. ―You know everything, you do.‖  
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CHAPTER SIX 

CONCLUSION 

The study started with a premise that a linguistic theory must take account of semantic and pragmatic 

components in its description of syntactic features of language. A study that is conducted along a 

syntactic component with no systematic discussion of other two elements will present a partial view of 

language. A complete and comprehensive picture of an abstract entity like language is possible provided 

that other parts are given due consideration. As the study of language is taken as a cognitive process 

especially in generative grammar, its connection to human mind is inevitable. The compartmentalization 

of mind in different categories wherein reside these various components is a logical and linguistic 

probability. It is only when these categorized compartments are made the subjects of study with no 

prioritization that an intelligent understanding of this huge and vague entity will become possible. A 

linguistic study attempted along such lines will give due consideration to pragmatic and discourse 

context of a syntactic form and will try to create a triad bond between the three components. In this 

endeavor, there is no room for pessimistic approach as Hockett 
62

(1968) observes or as Postal
63

 (2004) 

points out for attempts should be made to unravel the mysteries of language. A give-up approach will 

add to the problem, not solve the problem. The current study is one such step towards the journey of 

thousand miles that attempts to investigate the ―vague‖ and ―ill-defined‖ nature of language as Hockett 

(1968) calls it and to come up with logical though no conclusive claim about language.  
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 See Introduction p. 3 

 
63

 Postal believes that notwithstanding the current progress in linguistics, we are still very far from any 

serious understanding of language. He says, ―much nonetheless prestigious current linguistics has in fact 

made very restricted descriptive and explanatory progress and, in some areas where great things have 

been claimed, no real substantive progress at all‖ (p.3).  
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This study stipulates that Chomsky‗s syntactic theories have attained the status of well-established 

institutions in linguistic circles. He is undoubtedly considered a great syntactician who has added 

immensely to our understanding of linguistic knowledge and has provided a syntactic account of 

linguistic structures. His approach, however, makes no explicit mention of two other components –

semantic and pragmatic—that the present study attempts to prove that they are equally integral parts of 

language.  A composite picture of language is a distant possibility without taking into account its 

semantic and pragmatic importance.  

Language accurately serves its purpose when communication between the interlocutors happen with 

utmost possible clarity and understanding. A perfect communication devoid of any potential barrier is an 

approach steeped in idealism. It, however, can be strived for through an intelligent use of language. As 

has been pointed out in chapter 1, non-linguistic factors are the crucial elements in the use of language 

and the disregardance of them can hamper the main aim of language—the transmission and intelligent 

understanding of the message. Roland Langacker
64

  accurately contends, ―It is impossible to separate 

linguistic knowledge from extra-linguistic knowledge.‖ A linguistic theory therefore must take account 

of non-linguistic factors like context, discourse and the intended meaning of the speaker. In other words, 

a syntactic component must give due consideration to pragmatic and semantic components because of 

the inseparable relationships of these components.  

Needless to say, the semantic and pragmatic analyses of Chomskyan syntactic modules posit formidable 

challenges, and it will not be an overstatement to contend that the study conducted along these lines is a 

daunting task. Any conclusive arguments regarding their semantic and pragmatic significance will 

tantamount to linguistic naivety. However, the current study claims a great deal of validity on the basis 

of its findings and hopes that this study will be a valuable addition to the corpus of linguistic knowledge.  
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 Cited by Saeed (2003, p. 10).  
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Chomskyan syntactic modules like Surface and Deep structures, Passive transformation and Ambiguous 

structures that find ample demonstration in his theories have been discussed in Chapter Three of the 

thesis. These modules attain linguistic significance when they are analyzed within non-linguistic 

contexts. Others like Binding and X-bar modules are the topics of Chapter Four. They also overlook 

non-linguistic factors and the present study has attempted to highlight their significance within semantic 

and pragmatic frameworks. The modules of Theta theory and Empty categories have been discussed 

along the same lines in Chapter Five. These modules become real presentation of human language when 

they are studied within their semantic and discourse contexts. This study is an attempt to cast off the 

frame of abstraction from these modules and to present them as real manifestations of human language.  

As illustrated through numerous examples, any slight syntactic variation incurs pragmatic variation. Any 

attempt at understanding linguistic principles by relying solely on syntax may likely prove fallacious. 

Language is essentially communal and social, therefore, contextual and semantic principles inevitably 

enter into linguistic descriptions. This has also been seen that linguistic outcome can spin out of our 

intended control if we do not know the social and contextual dynamics of language. It has also been 

pointed out that words/phrases are not simply syntactic fillers; they do carry semantic signification(s).  

6.1   Recommendations for Future Researchers 

The present study is an endeavor to examine Chomskyan syntactic modules within Bolinger‘s 

theoretical model of ―Meaning and Form.‖ The study, however, has delimited the modules due to space 

and time constraints. Furthermore, the analysis that the current study undertakes is tentative though it 

claims complete validity in its findings. The study not only offers fresh perspectives in the selected areas 

of syntax, semantics and pragmatics, but it also opens up fresh avenues for future research in these areas. 
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It is strongly recommended that any future research in tandem with the area of current study will 

contribute to a more viable understanding of language.   

Furthermore, the approach of the current study can safely be applied cross-linguistically. The present 

study has focused on the syntactic structures of English language and the potential semantic and 

pragmatic implications of these structures within Bolinger‘s semantic model ―Meaning and Form.‖ This 

semantic model can be used as a theoretical tool to analyze the syntactic structures of other languages of 

the world-- most characteristically the regional languages of current research area like Pashto, Urdu, 

Hindko etc.—to get some insights about the possible semantic dimensions of these structures. This will, 

no doubt, foreground some significant facts about these languages and will provide great boost and 

impetus to the study of linguistics.  

This study also brings into focus the urgency of adopting a composite approach towards the study of 

language. A study that is undertaken with the intended objective of bringing into the syntax the 

parameters of semantics and pragmatics wherein syntacticians like Chomsky, Postal, and others are 

essentially studied within semantic models of semanticists like Bolinger will lead to a very innovative 

linguistic theory.  
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