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The notion structural ambiguity 13 analyzed especially in

f

relatlon to the methodologxcal and ‘metatheoretic cltnns assoclated
wlth it in trmsromtlonu-;enemtlm gra-ar (henceforth TGG)
| In TGG the notion is ut111zed to connect the theoretlca.l constructs
of 11ngulst1c competence, descnptlve adequn.c'y‘(n\nd deep syntnctm
structure with the nat:.ve speaker. The analysu: ot structural anb:.—
guity presented in this st;udy shovs that the ,)ustlncntlon ot‘ these
cla.lms by transformatlonal—generat].ve gramr:.ans depends upon their
(a) a.ssumptlons about the process of d:l.sanbl.gm;tlon, (b) taxonony of
, the types of amb].gmty, and (c) abstract-—to—conerete un:.dlrectxonnl
. def1n1t10n of grammatical transformations. . Thereare serions difficul-
- ~t-iea: involved i—n»¥theee—e}a:i;ms—on~ both intemni-md externa'l grounds o
' 5I'he‘.ob,jective of thie dissertation is to iann]\yze these pfeblens‘ and
: present a prelininary background for an nlternn‘.tive a.ppréach to struc;-
tural amblg\n.ty. : |
» A rensed ta.xonomc perspect1ve is suggested and the proceas ‘of
3 dlsa.mbrguatlon is con51dered f‘ron the po:.nt of ne\r of perceptl;al pa.ra.-
-‘/phrase., It-is empha.s:.zed that grennatmal deser:.ptlons cnn on]y provide .
structura.l types. \nth a potentlal fox anblg\nty, vhether the potentlal
of a glven type is realized- 1n 1ts 1nd1v1dua.1 tokens is a semntlc ques—r_

t1on. An attempt is made to fomulate som operntlonn.]. tests to distin-

, gulsh structural a.mblmuty from content vngueness. .It is shown that it’

LY

)

g



is possible/te anelyzeuuhe cases cited aseexampies of deep syntaetic
. structure ambiguit, in TéG literature iu fermevof the mbrphelogicalT“
‘and surface gyntactic‘charncteristics of Engl&;h; |

: The consequencesrof‘tue analysisvof'structural am;iguity offered-
iu tué present study bear upou ihe nomblogical network 6r TCG( It
seems that the. weakness of TGG in the sense suggested by the mathema- E
tical studies of Peters and thchle (1969) and Peters (1970) can be
exulaxned, in part, in terms of the problems 1nvolved in the TGG an—
proach to struetural amblgulty. The eplstemlc eerrelatlon‘between lin-
guistic comUetence‘ahd Structur;i ambiguiiélis‘unteuable; Hithin the
uresent framework of TGG, the external ’ﬁequacy crlterlon of struc—

. tural amblyultv is only a formal dev1ce and the nature or the link be—
; >tween descrintive adequacy and- structurallamblgu1ty is not clear.. Also, .
uthe connectlon between an au*onomous level of deep syntaetlc structure
. and structural amb1gu1ty is unJusthlable on both 1nternal grammat1cal
‘band external psychollngulstlc grounds. It is supgested that the naxure‘
.iof.the trlple relatzo£;h1p between'sufrace_syntact1c amblguzty, par;e
phrase and grammat1cal transformatlons be explored for an alternatlve;
perspectlve on structural amblpultv and 1ts relevance ta llnguigtlc

[y

theory..
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o | CHAPTER ONE < - ' .“\_ -
. \ .

N ) .
INTRODUCTION \ _ b Y
0.0 Thé Problém

%&he‘problem of the linguistif paraueters and processes involved in dis~
ambiguation, has implications which are crucial to Linguistic theory
Althaugh the problem of amblguity bas been approached by almost all the :

dmaJor schools of linguistics, it is only in Noam Chomsky's transformationél;

_generative theory of grammar (henceforth TCG) that it has a methodological
and a. theoretical status with far—reaching consequences.
| In transformationalfgenerative linguis;ics a grammardbf a .
bladgdage i§ treated as a descriptivg model uﬁiéhfsafs stething abodtl
the iinguistiq intuition (competence) of the native users of the lahguage
in ‘question. 'The'degrée of ?ucceds’of‘a giQea TG.graanr~erends updu‘tﬁe

 extent tovvhic% it can Teflect the ndtiVe_speaker«htaiet‘#*intdition;

Grammdrs; in&otﬁer words» aré connected with native sﬁéakervﬁeaterslin

’TG grammatical theory. The epistemic correlations are specified in terms

~ of certain observable properties of natural language expression, such as
grammaticality,'structural amb_ :y,_paraphrase relations, coreferentialf;N

iity, etg~ 'It ié dssumeddtﬁét these~propertieé provide.exterhal (psycﬁo-

.‘logical) indmxes of native linguistic 1ntuition (Fompetence)

The level ‘of adequacy achieved by a grammar is determined by

‘?the nature of those specific natural language properties it can ‘ccﬂfnt
for. The lowest level of adequacy that 3 grann&r is required to attain
is grammaticality. Structural ambiguity, paraphrase relati‘ous. et’e. are
stipulated Ebr the ‘higher level of desctiptive adequacy, uhich tequires
' strong generative capacity . One of the najot nethdological requirements

A § o
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,

'\\ ' . , ] S ’ \\ ' ,.“ N ',.r.
for a proposed grammar 15 thit 1t fulfill the external adeqd

. N - ) . Co.
< J“J . o o \ v . . , ~ 2 ..
R N . . ) e R S
. . _ Lo .

of atructural ambiguicy, that’ is be able to. identify structural

[y

ambiguities and assign structural descriptions to’ ;hq different readings :

2

involved in an ambiguous sentence. - - , .

Structurally ambiguous sentences, thus, form ; cruciel part
of ‘primary linguistic data in TGG These data are»analyzed in a

certain waf"that is, by using a specific descriptive mechanism. It 1s
LK
‘then asz%meﬁdthat this descriptiVe mechanism_is;gn inherent property of
VAT

A ’

the dati and muét be'recognized as an essenti .imitive ia. grammaticai

theory. *1It ig in this sense chat the/necessity ‘for an autonomous level
. f 4

of deep syntactic, structure is justified from ‘the point of viev of

structural ambiguity The position of structural,ambiguity in the

‘\ ) . e %
. nomologicel network of TGE" can be stated as. follows: ¢

! : . -

26 . - . . . . !
fv;_ 9 ) . A . o i N
GRAMMAR 4 : LINGUISTIC COMPETENCE . -

- (FORMAL) R ©___/(UNOBSERVABLE CONSTRUCT)

L - DEEP syurecrtc STRUCTURE : .
b (UNOBSERVABLE cousrnucr)

-

‘STRUCTURAL AMBIGUITY
(OBSERVABLE PROPERTY)

The legitimacy of the interptetive links between an observable
¢

..prOperty like‘structural ambiguity and the primitives (liﬂguistic

» competente and deep syntactic structure)- is an importaﬁt question with
| + 3 v N . B
RS

f[y ct to che conceptual and methodological foundationsof TGG.
e

fiy

Bacgground to The Problem

DR ‘ o . ) ¥

The notion. struetnral ambiguity 15 tied up with the notion )

-

of constituent structure both in terms of its relevanﬁe and

In order to demonstrate the taccical difficulties wita the iu

‘

"constituent analysis vithin the framework of an item and a angement model,

i N .. 1- s

/,
—r

;criterion A
. . u‘.:.'

. ATy iy
. . 3 » .
-~ . — -
- -~ ‘. A S - . . . .
~— . - - B N
. ( - - . .
. . C,

L]

o
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result in sentences w1g§» structural amblgultv' - It is sbecificall§

- o . . \ ’ ' 3
: ' ‘ . .' . '

o : FRp

Hockett (1954). suggests 8n analogy betwegn ‘a grammatical description and

a cookbook which may be co sfﬂered an operational device for the
4 .

speaker internﬁi\dppafs§35 Hockett argues phat in cooking the pro~
. ’ - , A !

portions'of‘the ﬁngredients’can”make a dirferenoe{in the endépTOdutt, o

but the differences of sequence in most cooking operations have no discern-

1ible effect. However; "There is, in linguistics, no guarantee - that

’

different sequences of operations, performed on the same ultlmate con~
RN

stituents, may not produce the same, or whgp is ostensibly the”~ sdme,

end product" (Hockett, 1954, p.217). Consider the historicagly wella .
known case of the constructlonuof adjectiVeéattribute and 7 nominal
e . } . / . : R . . .
- : . : . . A ‘-
head -"'old men and vomen'. The composite form. 'old men and women'

can be built by two,procedural seouences: 'nuttina-‘old' &n@/faen'

together and then JOlnlnR tHe oroduct to 'women'; or outtlnp men
/

"and "women'. together and then. nutt1np old' before the product. o

The concern here is’ v1thrthe converse of Hockett s»zrammetlcal des—" q

-

. crlptxon - cookbook analopv, i.e., the nroblem of analvsxnz such

N

_ constructlons whlch contaln dlfTerences in hierarchical seauence’mav

: ™\
with reference to the problem of analy51nq structurally emblguous

constructlon§ that Hockett Justlfles consrderlnp constltuent struc—

/ . . e
ture/es a prlmltlve and\requlres that »*v..when presented with an .

* v

B
utterance in a language the oattern of vh1gp has been determlned
 the analvst should be able to- state its structure (Hockett l95h - ,p'

R 218). Hockett emphaslzed that the dlfferent 1nternretatlons due

differences }ni'hlerarchlcal structure' Yin structurally anb1nuous

constructions were not to be explained awvay in.terﬁs of differences

in-either individual morphemes and words or their linear arranrements.

‘;'bockett; thus, associated 'structural‘anbi&uity' with differences in

hierarchigal structures in the sentences. - 7



[ ) il . . . M v

'Struotural ambiguity‘ is here understoad in the seQSe of

an ambiguity in %;eentence due to the grahmat1cal oﬂVBnlzatJon of the N

o
S

sentential elements. At tlmes 1t‘1s d1fr1eu1t to d;stlngulsh betveen
genulne or '1nherent' ambigultv and cases of v&gneness in %enteuces

due to 1nsuff1c1edt«sgeclflcat1on of thelr semiotic sett1ng.*,Thi§ nro- hi%
o B ‘ . - . Fl.\s'l

blem. will e discussed in the second chqptEj R B
. » ¥ ' 4‘ .2

Chomsky has 1ntroduced tie térm. constructxonal homonymlﬁy' R4

. . h

.(’fl which hg uses 1nterchangg;bly wlth ‘étruetural amblpulty (1977, v ;?’

op. 96 98). . It 1s ‘not certaln whether gll the Varlettes of struetural L .

amblpultv can be subsumed under the 1abe1 construﬁt1onal hoﬁonymltv'

s

Chomskv 8 posztlon repardlng the 1evels of structur&l ambxkuztv“has

L,

: /"/ . : P LI e
been amblpuous. 'In fact, 1t is nody lear that therefﬁye\any c&ses T
. “.’ . ' o
of constructlonal homonvmlty nuxely w1th1n the level\of bhrase strucv ;‘b .

dﬁ ture once a trunsformatlonalgrammar 18 develoned (?1997 D 87) Th&, Iz
t . . 7 N "‘K‘

indeterminacy in Chomsky 8 position will beﬂln focus vhen a petspectlve

\“on the problem of the methodological and theoretical stakﬁ“‘of structnrally

o
-

ambiguous sentences in TGG 18 developed in' the follovjng sectlon-

1.1.1 ;ggg_ﬁgthgloloﬂlcal and fheoretleal ﬁole of Structur&l Ambiguity
-\/\

I

in fransformatlongg Grammar R

L

— - fThe task of p1v1np a~r1#é?qus fotmulat1on to*the nrocedures

for dlscoverlnr llnt;' _ :
‘be SO onerous that it hardly allowed the Amerlcan structurA1 llngulsts
to pay attent1on to the problem of the nonvunlqueness or the:r results.
- Although thev realized: "that there can ‘be wore than one (nonvtr1v161)
stnuctura} statement for a g1ven language (Harrls, 195h p ), "
'the structural l1ngulsts d1d not accept the questlon or the ev&luatlon
. of their dzstrlbutlonal statements as a maJor goel of llngulstxc o
flnqu1ry. Chom ky set up a progrem<tor 11ngu15t1e theorv (Chons..lcy;W

1957, p.'53) to sh1ft prlorltxes in goals. " In §xg§gg§}gA$1fpgturesﬁ 7v\7f



Chomsky (195T¢ p. 56),declared: o I /. * V/
T Our ultimate aim is to provide an objective,
non-intuitive way’to evaluate a, grammar once
presented, and to compare it with other voro- ) ¢§f
f] posed prammsrs. We are thus interested in ' -

<

describing the foyrm of grammars (equxvalently,
the nature of linguistic structure) and inves-
- tigating the empirical consequences ofj adopting
& certain model of 1in?uistic structure, rather
than inshowing how, in principle, ane might have
-:erived ?)a'e pra.rmna}Xf a lanp'uage. . v
\

Chomsky's /propram.fbr llnrulstlc theorv nronosed three

' major tasks: (1) to characterlze the form of grammars,tﬁfa\general
\\.\
and eXDllclt way so thst actual: grammars of thls form can be nfoposed

(. vy

for nartlcular lanyunges, (11) to “state breclsely (it bOSSlble, wrth E
oneratlonal behav1oral tests) the external crlterla of adequacy-for
P;raxmnars 3 (111) t.o ansJJse and define the not:.on/ of . suunllcn.y that

~ can be used to choose gramnars hall of vhlch are}of the Droner “farm"’
=
(1957, oun. 53¢5h). The pronosed program svecified that (1957,_n; 5k):

We shdll continue to revise our notion of
- simplicity snd our characterisation of the
forn of grammars until the grammars selected . B
by the theory do meet the external conditions. ' ?}v
S _ 1 . A A
~The plan to0 revise continually the form of grammars in light of the

_externdl-adédhsqygonditionshés been carriedfout uith exemplary zeai;

; thouzh notablv in the sbsence or anv crnc1a1 overational cr1ter1a for

p——n,

' %he external c0ustra1nts.. ”he rgguﬁ}s -of “‘cse revisions are 1neqr-

3

. norated 1n -the models proposed subsequent “c the publlcatlon of

A

§yntact1c Structures.

"he nat 1ve speaker's abllxt“ to recopn1se and tesolve struc-.
tural ambxpultv ag been extenslvely used as. one major c;zterlon of

: external adequacv throughout the development of TGG.. The &blllty

o

: recogn1se and resolve structural amblpultv uns taken as- one behavioral

~



° R = 6
correlate of the nutive'speaker's iinguistic iéé%%%?&ﬁl It was re--
nuxred that a yrammasécal descrlntlon oot only fenerate "all and only
the sentences of the lené@' but also reflect the linguistic in-
tuitions of the név{ve sbeakef of that language.

A

____ ——— - el

1.1.2. Structural Ambiguity as a Criterion of External Adeguaeg;

of Grammars
'_‘ In his clas 1c paper Two Models of Grammatlcal Descrlptlon',
Hocket% (105&) tried to show that the i fem and arranpement (1n) -

model could not handle the analvsxs of structurally ambiguous sentences;v

5

On fhe ba31s of the nroblem«of analyzing constructlons involving
structural ambxé’”%v, Hockett (1QSh, p. 218) argues:

a prammatlcal descrlntzor is an operatlonal para_lel . v
~ to part of a speaker's internal apparatus. If we
) . believe that this parallel éxtends to the matter
. of order of association, so that amblgultles the
descriptibn are matched (at least in some ca es)
by dlst1net internal chains of activity which nro- °
~ duce 1dentxcal linear sequences of morphemes then
~ we can regard the matter of hierarchical structure
as an lntegral nart of the structure of utterances
even 1n ambiguous cases.

.'when Choms® 7 wes olannxng hxji program for llnpulstlc N

theory' he was avar~ of Hockett s use of the notion of structural/)-

amb1gu1tv to 111ustrate the 1nadequacy of the IA anproach as - a, model_

" of svntactlc structure (Chomsky 1957, pb. 86 87; 1967 . hhl fn 32)

‘ A

Chomskv fzrst tr1ed to anply the notlon of gtrucfural emb1gu1tv to
cases of what he preferted to calI ‘conscructional homonymity in

1- 1
A

sentences like- o . f{ S » ;_:
- (1) Flying, planes can be danperous * ( ( .
’ / : I ;

v . E . R . \,' W
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which can be analvzed on the level of phrase structure, though not
¥

on any lower level (1957, DDQ 86~87) Actually, he introduced.the -

notion of understanglng a sentence' (without realizing, of courge,
that understand' imnlies 'process' and not 'product') and linked
\1 . . . ) 1

it ue with the notion 'linruistic level': (p. 87)

To understand thentenee then it is first
.necessary to reconstruct its analysis on each
linguistic level: and we can test the adequacy c
8T a given set of abstract linpguistic levels by
Y\ askineg whether or not graﬁmars formulated in terms
; of these enable us to nrov1de a satlsfactorv
*  analyvsis of the notion of’ understandlnp . Cases
of higher level 31m11ar1tv of representation and
. higher level dissimilarity (constructlonal homony- _
. mity) -are -simply the extreme cases whlch, if this frame-
work ‘is accented, prove the existence of higher levels.

The necesaltv of -the transformabronal level was JuStlfled on the

same grounds. In Three Models for the Descrlptlon of Lanvu&ge

and Svntactlc Structures Chomskv &tﬂemnted to exnose the 1nadequacy

of the model of phrase‘structure grammar\tO'analyze sentences like:

~ (2) The shooting of the hunters vas territle

o (3) I found the boy studylng in the’ llbrarv
(h) John was frlphtened by the new methods. SR
He exnlalned the amblpultles ‘in these sentences by shovlnp the

dﬁrferences 1n the1r transformat1onal h1stor1es i. e., they would,

1S

.’be der1ved from dlfferent sets’ of kernels.

Slnce the ]ustlficaflen of the phrase structure and trans; 5
formatlonal rules was based" in part on the notion of structural

'amblgultv, Chomsky adonted SA as a condltlon of external adequacy

for grammars. The motlvatlon underlylng the ch01ce of the notlon of.

:“structural amblpulty as a cr1ter1on of external adequaev vas twofold

ol
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7
(1) to test the adeauacy of a riven. Arammar; (11) to test the adequacy

.of the llnnulqtqc theory underlv1nr the grammar in questlon. Lhom k7 's

1n1t1&l theoretical rationale is stated exnllcltly in the following,

«

quotatlon from "Three “odels ‘for the Descrlbtlon of Lanpuape

(Chomskv 1056 p. 23) ‘
. (<4
If the prammar of a language is to urovxde
insight into the vay language 1s understood,
1t must be true, in partlcular that if a
sentence is ambiguous, then this sentence
is provided wlth alternative analyses by
the gramwar. In other vords, if a certzin
sentence S is amblguous we can test the
IR adequacy of a given linguistic theory by
: asking vhether or not the simplest grammar
' congtru tible in terms of this theorv for
the' lanpbape in question automatically
nrov1de= istinct ways of generating the
sentence S. It is instructive to compare ' oo o
the llarkov process, nhrase—structure, and .
.. transformational models in ‘the 11pht of
. this test. . {4
i

As the above quothtion indicates, initiallv Chomsk?‘re;'

’
1

quired’ prammars s1mnlv to show hov structurallv ambipuous sentences
were transformatlonally der1ved from dxrrerent sets of kernels.

anee the native sneaker 1s generally able to nrov1de paraphrases of
the n»readlnps 1nvolved inra SA sentence, it is¢ p0581b1e to determlne.
che transformatlonal orlglns of the dlrrerent 1nterpretatlons of

such 2 Sa. sentence making reference to the paraphrastic relations.

The structural ambiguity criterion could be. appli\d in a straight-

v
.

farwatd Vay in this framework. ‘. ' - ,.

The altugjigz ehanged vhen Poetal (196&) made the ‘minimum -

v

requxrements for gr tleal descr1nt10ns rlgld and exn11C1t.-

He added that the grammar must not only enumerate all and: onls the-

N
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well formed strings of a 1anpuape but also automatically 3531gn to

each sentence a structura%/dGEErlntlon. The structural deacrlptlon
of a sentence, Postal insisted, “must prov1de an account(bf all
‘frammatical information in principle available to the native speaker'

(1964, p. 3). Postal's changes did not afvect the first external

¢ )

condition that the grammar discriminate sentences from nonsentences,

i, e., gen~rate all and only the well-formed sentences of a language.

But the requirement that the pmwmnuu-aSsign a structural desciiption
to each sentence 1ntroduced compl1cat10ns uhlch removed the behav1oral
ba51s of the structural amblgulty crlterlon, 1;e~,71t no lonper

remalned 'external' in any crucial vay Hhen Chomsky adopted POSt&l 'S

e

,supgestlon to rev1se his theoretical franeuork ‘he t1ght3ngd up the SA

criterion (Chomsky, 196h . 71)
N

. eslif it is true that the interpretation of a sen-

~tence is determined by the structural descriptions -

of the strings that underlie it (as is supposed in

x the theory of transformational grammar), then the degree
. - of ambiguity of a sentence should correlate with the
SR number of different systems of structurnl descr1ptxon
underlylnv it.

As Prldeaux (1973) p01nts out 'the cOrreefneSS<of the structural

v

descrlntlons in a sense is decided by the grammnr 1tse1f. Since the

\

testablllty of a grammar agpended.upon_lts capae1ty-to asszgn each
sentence.a dietinct structnral,deseriptionzvhich could determine
: ihe uniquefinferpretatiqn qfvn given sentence,‘the SA criterion
became vacuousefiem tne noint qfvvien.of its external-. ﬁehnvidfel
relevaneee (eeeﬂchapfer_3 for discussionl | |

1. 1 3 Structural Amb;gpltx_9r1ter10n and Descrxptlve Adeqnacl T

!

As it has been shown 1n 1. 2 o, Chonsky s progran for

Tt
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linguistic theory' set up two conditions df@sxternal adequacy for

it

nr&ﬁh&rér'(i) the grammﬁr must discriminate betueen sentences and non—‘
sentenceq and yenerate all and oan'thesentences of a 1anguape and
(11) the ?ramﬁar must character1ze the 1ntu1t10ns of the native
r‘snegker with respect to grammatlca;1ty, scntentlal rele;lons and .
structural ambipuity. During the 1n1t1al ner1od (Chomsky, 1957),-

no -dis tlnct1on was nade between the two condltlons in terms of the1r

relative importance 1n'3ust1fv1ng a piven grammar; When the theore-

.

‘,tlcal nerscectlve was’ moF(fled in. Aspects of the Theory of<§x9tax
t(Chomskv, 1065), a dlstlncﬁlon.ves made between the two cond1t1ons

of external adequacy 1n,te&@svof thexr relatlve status. The two.
conditions vere given new name, and a thlrd condltlon was added and
';\strlct order was 3881pned in terms of the observatlonal descrip- -
tive and exnlanatorv levels of adequacy. ObservatlondLadeouacv was
essentlallv the same as the condltlon of the enumaratlon of all’ and’
. only sentences. “On the level of‘descrlotive adenuacv'a prammar‘was
to be. Juetlfled to the extent that it correctlv descrlbes its object,
'namelv the linguistic 1ntu1tlon ~ the tac1t competence - of‘the natlve:
‘speaker' (Chomskv, 1965, v. 27). The first twvo levels cf adeouacv,
thus, in prlnelole, relate the Frammar to the natzve sneaker.

The dbservatlonal level of adeou&cv tests a prooosed Vrammar 1n
terms-or 1ts ab111ty to generate all apg only\the seqtencesfor a.
language;'.simiiaciy; thevhigher leveljof deccrintive adeqeecy checks
if a ‘siven prammablcal descrlptlon characterizes the llnpuxstlc 1n— |
~tuition (taclt llnrulstlc comvetence) of the natlve speaker by vay

of 1ts handllng of structurnl

b1yu1tv, coreferentlalltv naraphrase,

ete. As for the level of exvl atory adequaqy, a grammar could be
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justified 'to the extent that 1t is a principled descrlntlvely ade-’\;
quate fvstem, in that the llnpulstlc theorv with whlch 1t is assoc1ated
nelects this grammar over other, given primary llngulst1c data vzth
which all are comgatlble (Chomsky, 1965, p. 275 italics added).
It is obvxouu that the methodOIOglnal function and theoretleal

status of the vtructural amblgulty condltlon are not the same in the
utandard TheOrv . 'In the 1n1t1al stages of Chomskv s propram for lln—
FUlSth .theory' the motlvatlon for - the strucﬁural ambiguity cr1terlon
was twofold (;) test the adequacy of & grammar, and (11) test the ade-
'quacv of the llngulstlc theotv underlylng the grammat;ig quest1on. lf
. ag grammar fﬁItrI&ed\EEe structural ambxgulty crzterlon among others,
the llnFulStlQ theory guldlng the form of the grammar was declared ade-.
:quate, it d1d not ‘have to valt for any hlpher level condltlon. wlthln
“the ’Standard Theory' setup, it is assumed that there can be several
descrlptlvely adequate grammsrs, that ig- the natlve speaker's 1ntu1-% < -
tions can be characterzzed in several ways: the structural amblguzty
‘crlterzon can be fulfxlled by several grammatlcal descrlptlons.of a

glven language slmultaneously (Chomsky, 1965, P. 35). The. 1mpl1—‘
catlsn, then 19 clear that structurally ambxguous sentencea can be analyzed
in’ ;;veral ways.- Out of - the several descriptively adequate grammars, the
evaluation measure selects only one at the<}eve1 of explahatory adequacy.
.It is the descriptive apparatus of . the gramﬁat ultimately chosen by.
'the evaluation measure that is. supposed to decide how. structural am~ =

40 3

biguity should be resolved This raises the questicn of the- nature _

(13



of the evaluatlon measure, thnt 1s, if it hag'any émblrlcal relevif;é;
"Whether the eValuatlon @;asure as 1t Ls currentlv understood
in TCG,'can assume any external dimension. 1s doubtful In his founda~'
tional analvsis of the notion ‘l1npulst1cally 51pn1rlcant weneral;—
zation’, Prideaux (1071) shows.that the level of explanatory &dequacv
‘at bost an 1nternal formal means of evaluat1ng RTAIIAYS \ "He
demonstrates thnt the conditions for capturlnp 'llnnuxstlcally 51mv
_nlflcant penera11zatlons are essentially. rormal 1n nature. Peters .
" and Ritchie (1969) and Peters (1970) sugmest that no matter what - -
evaluatlon measure 15 constructed, it will equally vell select any

N

of\manv unlversal bases. It has been indicated in relation to '

\

Peters-Ritchie‘s mathematlcal flndxnps that the ‘strategy of
';fu&pfhv' is all too aVallable in T6G (Kac, 1073 v. h70) The
follovxnn quotat1on from Brown (1973, ». 163) succinetly sums up the
d1ff1cult1es a35001ated wvith the evaluation measure: |

" It has not been demonstrated, and it is
open Question whether it can be demon-
: stragtq% that the evaluation metric itself,
or the formalism which the evaluation metrie
. evaluates, does «correctly characterize the
faculté de lan age of the native speaker.

 AS.for the status of the structural ambiguity critéﬁién in
: ‘ .
relatlon to the emnlrlcal (external) adequaev of a nronosed llngulstlc

theorv the fate of the theorv is sunnosedlv declded by the evalua»

tion measure. A pren vrammntlcal descrlptlon can fulfxll the struc~
Ny tural“ambibﬁity crltérlon, ied, it may be descrlbtlvelv adequate- -1d
principle, yet it Canystlll fall at. the level of exnlanatory adequacv.v
“Phus, the structural gmblpultv crlterxon lost 1ts theoretlcal status,

o

C.
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l.e., 1t no longer determlned the ultlmate fate of theor;es.

L

It has been pointed out in 1.2. 1 that Postal's (196k) h
',requlrement that the grammar be able to assign: each sentence a dis-
tinct structur&l description removed vhatever behav1ora1 application
" the structural ambiguity criterion, nossesed orlglnally. ,The fg?ther
conceptual reVISIOnS leadxng to ‘the 'Standard Theory (Chomsky, 1965)

N
and é:he 'Extended otanda.rd Theory (Chomsky, 1972) multiplied the
(a1
dlffi;ultles and turned the structural amblpulty condition 1nto a
formal measure whlch could be used to. Jusﬂify certain b331c theore-

tlc&l concepts (such as deep syntactic strueture, lipguistic compétence

Lk,

C
% %
. ¥

In the 1n1t1al stages of his program for 11nguzst1c theory'

as kno?ledge rather than abi1ity,.e£c.).

1.1.4  Structural Ambiéui~ty and Deep Sti'ucture‘-

"Chomsky Justified the motlvatlon for the not1on ‘Bracketlng or 'con-
stituent structure on the grounds that it was necess&ry to account
systematlcally for structural amblgulty The Same argument vas :

vut forward as' g motlvatlon for the transfdﬁmat1onal level Chomsky

\

(1956, p. 12k) srguea: . .

! Examples of constructional homonymlty on the
: transformational level provide quite convincing
R S evidence not only for the greater adequacy of the
' ' transformational conceptlon of linguistie struc-
ture, but also for the view that transformatxonal
-analysis enables us partially to reduce the problem
o~ of exvlaining how we understand a sentence to that
- of explaining how we understand ‘a kernel sentence -
or, more properly, the tgxnunal strxnys generated hy
phrase structure rules, vhxch under11e the Sentence.
-1n questlon. : ‘ .




‘ : - 1h
‘ definition of 'transformation' was modlfled the explanatlon of

structural amblpulty in terms of different kernel sets was-no longer
‘V&lld- A new approach to 'constructional homonymlty on the trans~
rormatlonal level® had to be proposed In fact, Chomsky traed to
‘prove the existence of the deep structure level by reference to the
.problem of;structural amb1gu1tv. ‘

Slnce the eonceptlon of Agpects of the Theory of syntax,

the natlve spheaker's ablllty to detect and reaolve structural am-

biguity, and CO perceive paraphrase and.grammatical relations have been
” taken as the empirical correlates of his "knowledge of a language,
a certaln chn1t1ve system that has been developed’ (Chomsky, 1970
p. k28). It is claimed that the surface structure in- 1tself glVES

very llttle indication of the d1frerent interpretations hlddeﬂ in a.
o :
structurally ambiguous sentehce. Let us look at Chomsky s qﬁnroach}
' ‘ ' ay
'Y:l
v,

I disaporove of John s drlnklng (Chomsky, 1970“ D. h3l)

to the sentence

Our internalized grammar a351gns two diffe _
abstract structures to 'I disapprove of Jo ,

drinking®, one of which pernmits the- egte 'n to
'l dzsapﬁrge/or John's drinking the Been¥, the
dis-

- other of which nermits the extensie ¥
approve of Johr's excessive drink hrlps
is only at the level of deep struc

~ distinction is represented; | it is ¢ _

" by the transformations  that ggp_the, > datructures
.into the surface form, .. Italxcs added_;'

The deeo structure resolution of s ructurally amblguous sentengfs
e1s explalned by attr1but1ng the aystem of rules to the person who
knOVs the 1anguage as one asnect of lxngulstlo eompetenee. _ |

Chomakv s Justiflc&tlon nf the motlvatlon for the 1eve1

-

. of deep structure 1n the context of structural anbzgulty is as follovs. -
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'Tne varlouq tranoformatlons that nroduce amblpuous surrace structurcs
rartially’ obllterate the system of prammaticsl relations and functions

that determipe_the meaning of sentences. Tt is assumed that gramma-—

~Liqel relations are defined in a.general way in terms of confipruations

v

within phrase-markers and that semantic. intervretation involves

\
\.

only those ecrammatical relutions specified in deen structures (" g1

thourn 1t Fav 2l50 1nvolve certaiq ‘nroperties of surface structurcs™)
(Chomsky, 1970a, w». 12). ‘he n—readinps involved in a structurallv

2

" ambiruous sentence cannot be dctermlned wlthout first determining .

the'n?deeprstructures underlylnp it. ”he numoer of the readln?s

nercelved ty . the native sneaker 1n a structurallv ambiguous sentence .

1svdeterm1ned by’ the number of the deen structures that he can assign

to 1t,

.1.2.0 'Stetement of the Thesis
.gThe problem of the validity of the interpretive_definitioh
"ot deep syntactlc structure in terms of structural amblguity will

be examlned in thls.study from three points of view. First, the

crueial examples will be reanalyzed using only the surface structure

_1nformation which will prov1de an alternative for debcrlpt1Ve analysls.

i’_\

_Second it will be shown that there are serious internal dlfficulties
asSociated‘with the deep syntactic structure model in relation~to
structureldaubiguity. It w111 also be demonstrated that these

difflcul Lies @nnot be circumvented without making allowances which

-



~

are embarrassing in the context of the basicvﬁssumptions underlying
TGG Third, the available psycholinguistic evidence on the process

of disambiguation will be considered to show that the construct

o
LR

of “deep syntactic structure has no behavioral relevance.
‘l\ As it has been pointed out in 1. 1, it has beenqpossible

vfor transformational (generative) grammarians and the psycholinguists
who follow the same paradigm to support obviously conflicting theories
from the poinh of view of structurally ambiguous Sentences. The
reason-for the current state of the art is, it seems, that the notion
has not been clarified in terms of its (1) types, (1i)prerationa1
linguistic criteria for (i), and (iii) its relationship with the

observable properties of paraphrase and sentence relations which

seem to

levels. |/ ‘ 4

b . 7 | | |

: _Itvis sugpested t;;ZEE’clarification of the notion of \
ictural ambiguity and the claims'asSOciated»with it will rgveal
the following: -7 S ' »b J.:i. =
1. - . | There a.re non—tr.ivia.lvnroblems nssocia.ted ilith the
use of the notion of\sgructural amb1gu1tv as a
crlterion ofexterna.l adequacy for gramma.rs.

2. It- is not p0831ble to Justify the level of deep svntactic

o structure on the ‘rrounds that it is necessary to systema-

\
)

tlcallv account for structural amblpultv.

3. The . nroblems 1nvolved in (1) and (2) ‘are 1nherent in the
" linpuistiec paradlpm, esoec1a11y-1n reference to the de-
finitions of 'transformation', 'derivation', 'structural

IS

16

e connected'with it on both the psychological and descriptive:
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*.description’ and,'underlyiny logical relations' ‘
4. . The trlbl& rel&hlonshlp betveen structural amblgulty,
paraphrase and. transrormatlons which is observable 1n the
behaV1or of the natlve Speaker 15 the ‘clue to the problem .
of dlsamglﬁpatlon Thls relat10nsh1n has been v1de1y used |
' in transformatlonal (generatlve) ana}y31s on & heurlstlc
-b331s, there are’ CTUCIal 1mp11cat10ns for the problem 1&~

xr

the vorks of ¥arris (1968), iz (1964, 1970), Smaby (19T1)

. end Prideaux (1972a, 1972b).

~

The organlzatlon of ‘the chapters is as rollaas

‘ In Chapter TVQ, the taxonomy of the, tynes of amblgulty@adopted
in TGG Wlll be conSIdered~ A few. examples represeutlng the lexical,.

. surface structure and-deen'structure types will Ve examlned. It v1ll be

, shown that the cases cigediin the TGG” llterature as examnles of deep struc—'
ture ambiguity can ba analyzed in terms of the morphologleal and surface P

_ syntactlc charactetistics of English. It will be suggested that the boten«‘;
tial for structural ambxgulty can be real;zed only if the underlylng seman-~
tlQ structure of the relatlonai terma allovs %ﬁ\ The slgnlflcance of the

dlstlnctlon between structural amb1gu1ty and content vagueness v111 be
3 .

;'. ——

suresSed, and & groundwork ror a taxonomlc perspeetive will be prov1ded.
44?7_ In QHapter Three, questlons bea{;ng upon the external adequacy '

crlterlon of structural swbiguity: w111 be. dlscusaed. 1t v1ll be shown -
4: that V1th1n the m?thodologleal framework or TGG the cr;terlon has no

external relevance. The nature of the’ llnk between descrlptlve adequucy

and structural amblgu;ty is not clear. An attempt vill be made to con-.
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3

struct‘a battery of operational tests to digténguish stroc ‘ambi—
gultyVTrom content vagueness 1n&§ngllsh. It v1ll be argued that the
VWeakness of TGG in the sense guggested by the mathematlcal studles of .
Peters and R1tch1e (1969) and Peters (1970) can be explalned in part
in terms of thewTGG approach to structural amblgux Y //

In Ch&pter Four, the eplstem1c link bet&een sfructural ambi-

»‘éuity and deep syntact1c structure wlll be examlned. It wili be sug-
. g
gested that vhat has made it poss1b1e for Chomsky to justify the oq;o-

' loglcal status of deep syntactlc structure rrom the polnt of view of’

-

‘dlsamb1gua€lon is the unldlrectlonal abstract-to~concrete def1n1t1on of

te

grammatxcsl transformatlon' The argument agalnst an 1ndependent level

of deep syntactic structure wlll be motlvated from ‘the p01nt of v1ev of

both internal aqﬂ external con31derat10ns. Ir deep structure 1s accented
/. .
as. a medlum of dlsamblguatlon, there are several 1nterna1 problems for

TGG; “the consequences of sueh an approach ralse ser1ous quest1ons con—~
-’ A .
'Jcernlng some of the basic sssupt1ons of the theory. Some psycholxnguls—

N

‘ tlc flndlngs bearlng upon the issue v1ll be dlscuSSed. ' ’ﬁﬁi;'

~,

P

‘f(ﬁvfr ' 'In.Chapter FlVe, the nature of the process of disahbiguation
v111 be con51dered w1th1n the framevork of natural lauguage understandlng.

The commonly obserVed ract that amblguous sentences cease to be so 1n dlS—

N

course context says sameth;ng dhput the lxnguxst1c parameters and con—

textual varlables vh1ch ensble natlve speakers to resolve structural ambi-

gulty. The 1mnortance of the not1on hyper-syntax in understandlng the

problem or dlsamqlguat1on v111 be stressed and suggested that the pro-

cess of dlsamblguatlon be treated as a problcm in perceptual paranhrase .

. /._"

.- .
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The 1mbl1cat1ons of the app*oach to dlsambxguatlon adapted in thls studv'

v111 prov1de a prellmxnary basis for &n alternat1ve approach.

-



CHAPTER TWO
. " A ] e ¢
. . ' cé" ' | !
ALt A TAXONOMIC PERSPECTIVE f ‘

A

T

2.0.0 ‘gsglibiﬁﬁgx Kemarks ,

i
Y7

In ”GG the types of amblgulty are usually descrlbed in

terms of the levels of llnzulstlc descrlptlon. For example, the

'flrst llne of taxonomlc demarcat1on is wn between the lexical and

N

‘the grammatleal levels, hence the type 'lexical' and 'grammatlcal'

the texbnomy of the types of amb1pu1ty at the grammatlcal level is

-

assumed'to be on-a one-to-one relatlonal ba51s with the surface and

deep levels of syﬁfactlc structure. Chomsky uses constructlonal :

vhomonymlty and 'structural amblgu1ty as synonyms and a551pns them-

8 sc&le of gradstlon in terms of the surface and deep structure

levels. If the ambiguity in a given sentence is 1dent1f1ed as
surface 8tructure smbxgultv', 1t is resolved in terms of dlstlnct
br&cketzngs at ‘that level 1f the amblgulty in a g1ven<§entence

Y

is determlned’to»be of the 'deep structure ambiguity' tybe 'n—deen

._structures are postulated one ror each ‘of the n readlngs.

The objective of thls chapter 18 to examlne the TCG annroach '
ta the taxonomy of the tynes of amblgulty and to outllne the back- -

ground tovnrd e.coherent persnect1ve on structural amblgulty.. It

: jw1ll be shovn thet the TGG taxonomy of the types of ambzgultv in

4

natunul language exnress;on is untenable. The tyblc&l examnles 115—_-

.ccussed 1n the TGG 11terature to Justlry the level of deen syntact1c

'”20
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‘structure cdn be qécounted for in terms of either disﬁinct labellings

o BN .
or distinct bracketiugs which are actually surface structure pheno--

mena. These examples, in fact, raise questions which focus on the
A : - :
nature of the sources of ambiguity and the necessity to distinguish

it from content vegueness. Mornhoiogical and SyTtact}c operations

imply nrovlde a votentlul for amblgulty., Hhether the notential for
ambiguity will materlallse ar not in a specltlc case depends uoon

°
the semantic parameters governlnz it.

The purvose of the chapter is to lay the groundwork for

a dlscu551on of the metatheoretical clalms assoclated w1th the no-

: t1on of structural amblpu1tv in TGG. h ' o .

.

2.1./0 ms of Amblgga ' in ‘I‘GG

The motlvatlon underlyxng the taxonomic frdmevork of the
tybes of ambiguity in TGG 1ia 1argely gulded by 1ts approach to the
problem of dlsamblguatlon. The theory of language vh1ch_gu1de§,the
assqutlons underlying the Tﬁ'forms of gtammafvrévolves’bnfthg één—_'
cept of "kno#ledge br l&ngQAge, a:ceftain cogniiive éystem,..é | |
(Choméky,’l@TOC' v. 428). An optimal grammar is required. to fulfxl

certain pr1marv emplrxcal cla;ms at the level of descrzptlve adequacy.

)

It is clalmed that the native speaker-hearer s 'knowledge of the

language' is reflected in'his. reéponse t0- constructlonal amblgulty .

Accordlng to Katz and Fodar (1963, v. h86) w1th1n the TGG rramework

<,

' discourse 18 1nterpreted only 80 far as the 1nterpretat1on ot a sen-

3 tence depends uvon

...grammatlcal and semantlc ‘relations whica’
obtain vithin and among the sentences of the

Cquy
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/ , discourse, i.ey, it (the'thé%ry) intervrets
L ’ discaurses as uld 8 fluent spesker arrlicted

vith amnesia for nonlinguiatic facts but not
vith avhasia (italics quedf. :

" Hence, In Katz and Fodor (1963) disambiguation of polysemy is a

sentenee—internalvOperatiou; it 1is supposed to- be gulded by the
natlve speaker—hearer s linguistic competence which does not allov‘
Qomblnatlons of readlnps v1olat1ng selectional restrxet;ons.
It ought tao bve emnh331zed that 1n TGG the . dlsamb17UAtlnn
© pAarsme er of 'knovledge of language" has a vurely 11npuxst1c ba51s._
Following Monod (1970) Chomsky (1971. Pp. 10,11) suggests that 1t K
“ \\\iis implicit biOloRical conteut s' In the cognltlve process of dis- »
&mblguatlon, Chomskv clalms, 'the dbiological given' or‘cOmpetence' is
reflected in the\natlve decoder S ab111ty to induce 'the semaatically
‘31gn1r1cant Rraymatical rglations fram the'surface struétufgs of
ednstructi?nglly ambiguouﬁ senyencegfl It is assumed.ﬁhat iieis the
- deep sttﬁciurgl logical relations that ﬁroéide the clues witpoﬁt
which the’nativé Speaker-hearé; cangotldisambigunte a major portion 6:
SOnstruet1on&l homonyms |
It is assumed in. TGG that there is & clear d1chotomy be-

0

,v tween the lexical and syntaci;c'levels in tegard to the hearer s |

‘A&bllltv to resolve thé various tybes of ambiguity. The types 'lexl-
enl' f'surraee and 'deep 1mply that the d1frerent p&raphrasal

- readlngs of: nmb1guous sentences can be attrlbuted to the level or
le'ulst1c representat1on suggested by the type under whxch the
3antence in ovestion 1s class:fled. It an anbugnlty in a glven

‘aentence 1s xﬁcntxrxed ss 'deev structure anblgulty type, 1t is ds-

: aumed that the. dlfferent 1nterpretat1ana 1n the xentenee cannot be

L
e
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0 : . el oy < s
‘oPtained without intuiting all the possible categorial configura-

tions of the -logical relations in it. Ugnderlying all the clsims
. . ) ) . . . , . 9 . . X . . . . °
_associated with the notion ¢f structural ambiguity in TGG is the

assumption that all the different varietiesvor multiple ambiguity
: R ) : \ ‘ '
associated with syntactic structure are ameaable to formal anulySisUN

3

within the framework of TGG.

2.1.1 Lexical Ambiguity -

In TGG, a sentencgiis considered to be le;ically amh}gupus
_”ifba word or sequence of words has tvo disti@ct mesnings and no7.
differénceé aﬁ the'dﬁher gramm;tical levels" (HacKhy»and’Befgr, 1967,
p- 193). The typical examples oftenvcited‘in'thé‘TGG litersture
(7) The séldigr; like tﬁg,gggg;.
7(8)‘ We are confident tha;'YOu can-gggg\it
- (9) .Tom's aunt cdﬁldn't _gg£_childieﬁ. |
HacKay and Beygr‘(1967$fénd Ulatovska (1971) suggest that”...lexical
ambiguities can be divided into two types_baSed on1thevnature of |
,the-ielation bethep the two ﬁeanings¥o£ the ambigﬁoué léxical item’
. (Mackay and Bever, 'i967, . 196). For iAStmée, they argue, in the
,sentenéé v - o ” . |
(10) The bark rnghtened
the bark of a tree has no obv1ous connect1ou v1th the bark of a
do Although the dlrferent 1nterpretat1ous of so-e 1ex1cu11y anblv
. P

guous sentences are semantlcally dlstlnct the d1IYCrent mesnings

of the lexical items are concentually r:luted" In the»sentencef

»
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(11)' The marine captain liked hig nev position
L the two reading of position are related. Aceordingly;*ﬂaekhy
and Bever (1967) classify lexical ambiguities as related or 'sys-

S .
tematic' and unrelated or 'unsystematic'.

‘The systematic ~~unSVS£ematic lexjcal ambigﬁity disting-
tion in itself hardly sheds any llyht on the nroblem Of the taxo-
nomlc eriteria for amblpulty. As a matter of ract, HacKey and Bever's
'(l9b7)‘d1eh0tomy betveen systematic'ahd>unéystematic ambiguity éide—
é}acks ;hg erucial issue'of theidisiznction betwveen lexical #hbi;
guity and infinite'polys;mw. Eyén théugh.Heinreich is not certa;n
if an é.m)solﬁte j;'i}stinctibzi be.tweenvtrué ambiguity and mere indg-_

'?}initeness; (Welnrelch 1966, 10-D hll—hl%) can he malntazned 1n
11ght or the problem of 1ts Operatlonal basis, he considers. them
vhomophonous, 1.e..'nvlex1cal items with the same phonologlcal form.

{&t ought to be emoh381zed that Welnrelch s avbrehen51on about the
4d15t1nct10n between lexical amblguxty (homophony) and 1nf1n1te O~
1vsemy 1s motlvated by the ‘issue of emnxricqllv valldatlng 1t wvithin i:
the framevorx of a comprehen81ve semant;c thpory. o

‘ , Lexxcal amblgultv (homonhony) can be 1dent1r1ed in terms
of a deflnlte list. of lexxcal 1tems whlch are 1ncomnat1b1e v1th

. N

’ ‘eaqh other in their seuantle repreaeﬂtatlons,»x.e.- they<ate not
‘synonymous with‘each other. For example. in the sentence
(12) The soldlers toek the EQ at nlsht
;vthe 1ex1cal homophony, i. e the two readlngs of pggg_can be para~
phrased as
&

(13) The soldlers stormed the port at nxght



~(14) The soldiers drank the nort at night. '
That (13) and (lh) are not naranhraoes of each other ehows that
port is a case of lexical homophony (amblgulty) Inr1n1te polysemy,
on the ether hand, cannot be renresented in terns of a determlnate
llqt of semantlcally 1ncompat1ble readlngs wlthout any internreta- o
tional res1due which gives rise to vagueness. |
The second ma1or weakness 1n the TGP treatment of l;xleal
amblrultv is the questlon of keeplnp it d13t1nct from syntactic
amblgulty. Certa1n cases ‘which are tre;ted as hlgher level ambi-
PultV in the TGG llterature can be resolved by 51mply substltut1np
lexical items. For examnle, in the sentence ﬁ
(15) They kept the car in the gerage
lthe amblgultv can be shown by the follow1ng lexical naraphrases*l
(16) Thev retained the car- in the garage‘.
(17) Thev stored . the car in the garage.
If the.two readlngs are‘extended as.follews:
{18)  They retained tﬁe'caf,in&the.gatage, bnt
sold the dne in thebye;d L
(19) ‘They stored ‘the car in the garage, but took 1t - |
out later to wash it | |
the b351s of the twq dlsamblpuatlng paraohrasal neadlngs will. be
v obv1ous. In the TGG llterature the amblgulty 1n (15) is attributed
',to the. reductlon of the relatxve clause as in
(?0) They yent the car wh1ch was in the garage.
As’ Prldeaux (1972) sugrests, the amb1gu1ty in the cruclal examnle

(21) The nollce stonped drlnklng

can.befresolved‘gﬁ an anpropriateichoice efflexical items as in:
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(22) The:nolicerggggggg drinking
(23) The police ceased Arinkinp.
However the lexlcal dlsamblguatlon of (2&) cleallv indicates the
! structural ba31s of the amblgulty in (21) in that 1t depends upon
-the selectlon of verbs which are synonymous v1th the verb _._E. but
which belong to dlfferent grammatlcal classes; che vetb forbid in
(22) is transxtlve wvhile ‘the verb ggggg_ln (23) is 1ntran81t1ve..:
- In. the absence of any crlterla to separate lexlcal ambi~ R
guity from structural amblgultv, the transformatlonal (generatlve)

\)(v( I

grammarians determlne the tvp@ of the amblgulty involved in indivi-
dual examples in terms of coocenlcnce to’ support their hvnotheses._
As it has heen vointed out in 1.2.k, Langendoen (1966) cons1der$
. the ambigultv in
A(2h) John's DrOOf of ‘the theorem ...
to be syntactic in nature, vhilé_Chomsky (1970c,'p. 18; fc ) frecis
it as a'casc'of lexical &mbiguity~‘ Langendoen'(l966) refroins from -
adoptlng a full lexicalist position on account of thc problem ralsed

by such- amblgultzes, Chomsky (l970a) argues that‘ one might Just

as well supoose that a lexical amblgulty is 1nvolved analogous to

tﬁe ambxgu1ty of such words as book ngp_let etc., which can be
either concrete or abstract... | )
The cases usually dlscussed under, 'lex1ca1 amblgultv can,
in ract be divided 1nto three categorles.
J | (a) Lexxcal Homonhony |
f; {v) Infinite Polysemy

(c) Indetermlnate Lexlcal or Syntact1c
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v

the uoss1b111ty of more . than one d18t1&et gfouplnp of ad)aéeni vordsgg

,.‘w(
in sentences. The n different 1nternret§tgons réaultlng from an ,;\k.l

éhxdul structuresfa_ich .

y N
RUOuS sentence devend upon the n dlstfhng?;

are exemp11f1ed by the n p0831b1e bracket“

™

‘tuo hlerarchlcal structures in the nhrase
(25) fashionable 1ad1€§ hats - - R , 5‘1\1\;\
which can be demonstrated 6v the follovlng two grouplngu.
(26) (fashionable ladies') hats
(27) fashionable (ladies' hats)
Surface struetural amblgulty is a case of genulne syntaetxc

\

'.homOnymy Its resolutlon depends upon dlntxnct lubelzngs and brac t-

ings. Bur-Hlllel and Shamlr (1960, P« 161) rzghtly suggest that Ch

o
sky does not seem to hawe been aﬁnre ot the abllxty ot flulte atute

v Q .
gramar to dlscrlmlnate homonymatxes by conatruct1onal methods "

In the tollowxng sectlon, it w111 be shown that the cases treated as
examules of 'deep structute amb;gulty in TGG ean be resolved 1n terms

of surfnee structure 1nformatlon.

2.1.3 ;Qégp Structure Ambxguit |

| Deep structure ambxgulty, it ig’ claimed in TGG, 1nvolvea "ne1~ :
ther a change in meanxng of 1nd1v1dual worda ‘a8 in lexjcsl. anbxgu;tv,
'nor a change 1n the apparent grouuxng of words,'aa in aur{ace struc—'

‘ture ambiguities, but only a change in the lchcal relatzons hetueen S

-~

worda” (MacKay and Bever, 1967, P. 193) It is suggested that in the

nsentence:
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(28) The mayor will ask the police to stop dr1nk1np

the amblguzty is claimed to he at the underlv1np level; the lo~
gical relatlona between 29;139 angd dr lng are not elear at the
surface level in (28). Tne two_lntgrpretatlonsg

’ (29) ‘The mayor vill‘aSk-the.police to férﬁid drinking o

(30) The mayor- v111 ask the police to cease drlnklnk

aecordlng to Chomsky (1966) MacKhy.and Bever (1967) and_others,
can be ‘determined only. by deep,sfructufal disambiguation.
| ' In,order to grasn the problemskand issues'associated with‘-
'deen structure amb1¢u1tj » it is necessary to examine the tyblcal
- examnles dlscussed in the TGG llnguzst1c (Chomsky, 196h 1965 1972b;
Katz, 1971- Jackendoff, 1972, etc ) and nsychol1ngu1st1e (MaeKay,
1966; HacKay and Bever, 196T; MacKay, l969,v Ulatowska, 1971;
_’Foss,~l971; Foss, Bever and Silver, 1968 Garrett, 197d; ‘MacK&y, .
1970, Curey, Mehler and Bever 1970) literatures. The‘examnles |
cited in the llterature contain amblgu1t1es arlslné mostly out of
| the vur;ous kinds of noman&l1zat10ns, restr1ct1ve and nonorestr1c~
txve relatxve clauses. restr1ct1ve und apposltlve &dnomlnal eomvle-
ments the scone of negutxon yhd quantxflers, 1ndef1n1te NPs, referen~
t1al opacltv, and. genericity. thhln the framevork of the form of
TGG oronosed in Kntz and Postal (106h) and Chomsky (1965), it vas
clalned that the amblgultles arxslng out of all these aress eould be
resolved on purely syntactxc grounds at the 'e l/éf deep structure.

(-
>the key loglcal relatlons
o

The asaunptlon underlylng the ela;m was th

J

and . the eontextual restr1et1ons necessarv to systematlcally account

“for these ,mblgultxes could be sveclfled at’ the deep structu"'level. .

s
KR . . - <
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As B resnlt of the recent nodgneatmns in the rorn of GG, la.rgvely
due to the questlons raised by the alteruatln tora of zramr pre—
scrlbed by the theory of lanpuage which notvmted geueratlve se-~ |
“ mantics' (Lakorr ‘1970~ McCawley, 1968, 19'(1), 1t 19 oov uuntamed
that the semantlc 1nterpretat10n of" the scope of nepatlon and quantl— ,.'
flers, indefinite NPs, generunty, and rererentlal opaclty has no-
thing to do with ﬁxnctlonal structure (Chomsky , 1972b Jackendotr
197") In his payer ’beep Structure W'raee Structuro and Semanuc
Intemretatlon, Chomskv (1070 b, p. 113) pomts out :
" it seenms that such matters ‘@a focus and pre-.

suppos1t10n, topic and comeent; , reference scobe of

lopgical elements, and verhgps Gther phenomenaa are

determined in part at least by the proverties of

structures of X other than deep. structures, in nar- ‘
" ticular, by probertles of surface structure. fis

.'Amblgmnes arising out of these u-ena, therefore, cannot be‘%: <si-
fied as of the 'deep structure' type in view of the rom of gramnm- |
nronosed m 1nterpret1ve”se1::mt1cs' The ub;gultlea in the follom.ng |
examples then need not be CODbldePQd tron the point of V1eV’of deep
structure dlsambxguat1on. |

(31) Fred vants to meet a voluntuous blonde
(Indefinite NP)

(32) A unicorn is a dangerous beast
b TGenerlclty)

‘(33) I didn't persuade’ B111 to‘gﬂate many g1rls
- (Scope of negation and quaunnera)

( 3h) John thinks that the book that was bumed vas not burned
' (Referentla-l 0pac1ty) '

It vould be mnossxble to treut every . ennple or 'deep
structure amblgulty mcundually 1n thu study. But vhat car and

~will, be done is to class;ty sqch emples 1ntormlous dlstlnct types.

[

4 S



Then each type,

<

, 30
with nffev~crucial,exemples, vill be exnmineg.\,

The examples of 12592 structure ambiguity' in the:TCG'linguis:zc and

psycholinguistic literatures which need to be accounted for are the

 Tollowing:
— (35)
(36)

(31)

(;8)

(39)
(ko)

(hli '

M(. i" (k2)

The police stopped drinking
He hit the man with the stick
I disapprove of John's drinking

Jack likes Sallv more than Susan.

nThey_are flying'g}anes

zThe'shootiné of the hunters vas terrible

We are surprieed at the colonel's appointment

They elaimed,that'he was quick‘to please.

Before cons1der1nw the issues 1nvolved in each example, it is nepesk-

sary to understand. the nature of grammatical homOnymv

There are two vays in whlch vhat Chomaky calls construc~

s

tional homonymlty (1957, p. 86) can occur~ It is freauentlv the

~

‘case that_an element 1n a g1ven sentence can be cla531f1ed under more

‘than one rrammatical _class (Lyons, 1968). For exemple,‘in the sentence

(45)

Please make her‘dress fast

dress: can be both a nominal and a verbal, Zandvoort (1961, n. 10)

suggests that in Inglish the ‘plain 1nr1n1t1ve' (verb stem) is used

1n a verbal never 1n a nonlnal funcétion; The sxmnltaneous nresence

of the nomznal and verbal runctlons in the. el,ment dress renders the

sentence homonymous, i. e., it carrxes two funct1onal structures. ‘

The amb1gu1t1es in the sentence

(46)

N

\
<Thej.can fish

i

can be accounted for by classifying can nnd7fish'in different vays
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(Lyons-1968; 212). In Edglish; can and'fish-are used as'e'modal
auxlllarv or tran31t1ve verb snd an 1ntran81tlve verb or a noun.f,‘
respectlvely. The paradipms fog the var;ous graumatlcal classes
in different 1anguages.ax§\§t tlmes asymmetrlcal. The homonymy at
*.the level of tge distribution of grunnaxlcal éi;sses dépends upon
ithe morphologlcal characterlstles of 1nd1v1dunl languages.

. “What'is described as 'aurface structure amblgulty in 16G
l}@ls the second type of grammatlcal homonymy As Hoekett (195h) ob-
ﬁeerves,\elements hav1ng the some phonemlc forn and lCXlC&l meanlng,
’occurring in the same orxder, way give rise to different total concZnis
accordlng.to vhetheﬁ they have.one ‘functional reletionship or an-~
'othef. ,The'éossible n bracketings or.the cohatituents.aié,cohstrﬁinea
eementicéily in most of the cases{ .In'thewednstruEtiou o

(hT) ‘beautiful‘giri's,dress :
E there are no semantic constramnts to suppress the ambzgulty vhleh
.; arises out 6¥‘the poss1b111ty of the ‘following tvo d;stlnct gronp1qgs. .

(h8 *?beautlful.(g1rl's dress)

(h9) (beaﬁtiful girlfs)‘dresa-f‘L
However; in the construction e -"J; .

(50) fresh;fruit«market 5 S O

»

the question-of.the two bracketings
(51) fresh (fruit market)
(52) (fresh frﬁit) market

" does not arise, even though the grammat1cal structure 1n (50) and

n

(h7) is the same. ‘he gemantlc atructure of (50) ‘Qoes not pernmit

more than one 1nterpretat10ng, The»type of syntsctic structure in:
. . ‘ ‘ ? ) - ' L ‘
the sentences:



T R ) ‘ . ‘
(53F 'Thé man who was seen by the girl vas shot ‘ % .
. . : . “ . b ,

(sb) The man who was seen by the door was shot }
is susceptible to ambiguity; it is not realised in all of its tokens.

For example, the ambiguity of (53) can be shown by the following
. : . . > -
readings:

e (55) “The man who was seen alonp81de the glrl
N_/ :
' _ //156) The plrl saw a man and the man’ vas shot -

(54) does not allow the followlng_1nterpre§9pions:

(57) " The man who was seen alongéide the door was shot
. B f «

et " (58) The door sav a man and the man vas shot.'

. x ’A “v
It 19 obv1ougrthat whether a glven tyne ot grammatlcal structure ’

L4 . i
‘can be amblguous or not for the nat1ve sneaker—hearer in a g1ven

»language depends - upon both the grammatlcal and the semantlc struc-~ a

tures of the language in questlon.

erf (1965) points ouEKthat grammars can only s

'tvnes of mornhologlcal and svntactlc structures whose token can be -

: ,amblzuous 1n certain contexts. The cruc1al varlable which deter-~

*Q

. mines vhetherriktoken of a glven type of grammatlgal structure Qan
‘be a351gned more thnn one 1nterpretat10n or not is its s;%rntih_

, D
ff'state‘of affairs. As Ziff (1965, p. 145) explains: _
. -~ L T
. For the realization of a mo hological potential -
for amﬁlgulty an appropriat¢ context is. requlred.
But for the realization of syritactic votential,
"‘both an appropriate morphemic constitution and an
anpropriate context are required. A token of the
type I saw the shootlng,of ‘the children is 8mblguOUS‘
only if the token ofcurs in an appropriate context.
It can be ambiguous because-glven its morphemic con-
stitution its- syntactic potential for ambxéhltv can |
' be realized. On the other hand, & semantically non-~ '
deviant ‘token of the tyﬁe I.saw the shooting of o
the elephants cannot be amblguous. But the reason ' n
' is simply that such a tyken's potential for ambiguity
cannot be rzalized ov1ng to the nature of 1ts morphenlc




conétitutioh. From the fact that a sentence-tyne 1533
not ambiguous, it does not follow that either the type
- or its tokens cannot sensibly be said to have a syn-
tactic potential for anblgulty.
The number of“the tvnes for the. morphologlcal and syntac—
tic notentlals for amb1gu1ty depends upon the grammatlcal structure
>
of an 1nd1v1dual lgnguage | wlth reference to the nature of the
amblgultv 1n the sentence ~ | |
o0 K (38) Jack likes ually more than Suaan
Hankamer (1973 PD. 6h'66) argues that it is 4 case of acc1dental
homoohony of the prep031t10n than and the con)unctlon than. 4He’
v01nts out ‘that xn mnny 1anruages there are two tyves of compara-
tive constructlon one 1nvolv1ng a.coni;nctlon which 1ntroduces an
embadded clause, and one 1nvolv1ng a prenoslt1on, post—oosxtlon,.
or case markxnp v1th a sxngle NP. In GujaxatL, for example, .here
are tvo a1st1nct constructlons for (38)
(1) Jackp_gSusa.n karytd  Sally wadhw ygeme che -
To Jack Sﬁgéh than Sally mbré’likgsg7
(2) S;liy'Jﬁckgg_game Che éua'karvgg'ﬁus;nagg
»Sally to Jack likes it than to Sﬁsgn_%,: -
'?vadﬁu g)me'éhe_v L .
mbre lll'es. o - }\45: :
The botentlal the vhlch carries tvo rela%wonu; structures in-

English does not eXISt in GuJaratz, even though both Engllsh and

R Gngaratl are analytic Indo-European languages. The prammntlcal
v I

/ . = . ) o ‘v
(60) Jack_llkes§§a§£x noﬁe than Susan likes Sally.

: v‘ ' . i -
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The type of anbxguxty in (38) dlscussed above 13 treated in terms

o

vor deep structural disambiguatiorn in both the: TGG llugulstlc and

) psychollnguxstxc lxteratures. Katz (1971, pp. T7-83), for example,-
analyses the second NP in the sentence ’
(61) John knows a klnder Person than Bill

as follows-

(62)

a person Copula Adj. ‘redicats Yominal
is k{hd .
Comqgrative
LN

e \
more than .

Bill is kind

Predic tc’nogih&ll
]

§£;:§;8h © BI1T ¥nows

- o - a person
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_ readlngs involved in it in a 51m11ar vay:

__(38) and (6Lk) will be obvious:

. 35
It is pointed out that the deep structure source of the ambiguity

in (61) is in S which is different in the two interpretations.

It is hardly necessary to noint out that (61) is a case of 'acciden- -

tal homophony' in the manner of (38). ‘MacKay and Bever's (1967)
experii.:ntal materials contain a similar example which they take as
a case of deep structure ambiguity.

(64) Ttalians like overa as much as Germans.

In (6“), as ‘much as, like.Lhan_in (38) and'(61)'is a case of ‘acci-

v

dental homonhonv vhlch can be demonstrated bv paraphra81np the two

i

;(bS) Italians like»opera as much as'Germansndo .
(66)_Itaiians like opera as much as they like Germans.

If as much as is replaced by than in (64), the similarity between

-

(67) Italians llke'opera more than Germans do

[2
n

, (68) Itaiians like Opera'more than they like Germans.

2

Furthermore3 natlve-speakers hardly use constructlons llke (38) and

(6k); a great many even find them ungrammat1cal. The. questlon of

°

the grammatlcallty of (38) and (6h) seems to be related to the edu-

- cational background of the subJect concerned. It 15 the cese how-

' ever, that the ratio. of frequency of (65) - (Gh) is very hlph that

“neople ‘use (65) more than they use: (6h) 1

It can be said, then,that the: grammatlcal structure of an

v>1nd1v1dual language and the semantlc context within vhzch the tokens

of the notent1a1 tynes real1ze in sentences are the tvo crucxal

varlables underlyxng the phenomenon of grammatical homonymw in na- -

.tural language expre531on. As a matter of fact, 1t 18 the 1nter-

E actlon between the tvo varlables that glvea rise to houonymous con-

is -
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structions. A'particular grammaticel“struefure may be a-potential
tybe for homonymy ; the notential'}eefdzes ih only some.of its‘tokens,
houeyef¢ 1r there.are'no?cleaf semadtic'constraints;ou the possiole
cdnstituent iebelingsrand groupings,4the differeht constituent

analvses of a plven token vould result in dlfrerent readlngs that g

1s, the token vould be a homoqym . With. thls persnectlve 3? gremma~

\

tlcal homonymy 1n view, the tvplcal TGG examples of deep structure \
amblpultv can be ‘accounted for systematlcally wlthout’fﬁe inter- :\
vention of the level of deep s"ntactlc structure in the sense ‘of

' Chomsky (1972b) and Jackegdoff (1972) SR

In Syntactlc Structures, Chomsky (1957.A p. 81) suggests
that_trensrormatxonalhane1y51s can be used to determine the consti-
tuent structufe of sehtences: "...the behavior of a sentence undey

v ¢
,transformatlons prov1des valuable,,even cOmpellqu_ev1dence as to

its’ constltuent structure (1ta11cs edded). If transformatlonal

' r{ﬁ‘

analy51s 1s used to determ;ne the constltuent structure of“construc~

. -'}’ L8

t1oual homonyms, the n relatlonel structures 1nvolved 1n a. glven ‘

»
7, .

E amb1guous sentence can be demonstrated at the level of surface syn~

\",

'tactf& structure. TO'take tne cruc1al case,
(35) "he nollce stopped dr1nk1ng.

Prldeaux (1972) uses transformatlonal tests to demonstra,e that the

9

homonymy of (35) can be resolved in terms of surrace structure con=

stltuent analygls._ He proposes the follov;ng tvo bracketlugs.

(69)’( (the pollce) (. (stopped) (drlnklng) ) )\
s weo VPV oo VRS
(0¥ ( (the

pollce) - (stonped) (drlnklng) ) )
o : VPV e ’ VP S

!.

S WP
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In (69) stop is treated as a trans 1t1ve verb vith dr 1ng a5 its

AP»dlrect while in (70) stqggg_~dr1nllng is taken as a conpcund
1ntran51t1ve verb. If the. bracketlngs in (69) and (70) are valld

_as Prldeaux (l97°) arrues, only (69) should be subJect to passxvu—

'ﬁzatlou, 51nce 1t is anly in (69) that there is a direct obaect P

avallable. Hence the nassxve or (09)

(71) Drlnklnp was stopped by the pollce
b,

‘s“onld be nonAamblguous, whxch it is. Purthermore, if tne ambiguity

in (33) can be reSOIVed only at the level of deep syntact1c struc-
ture as it is claimed in TGG, ?rldeaux (1972) persists in,his arguv‘l
ment, its paééive; i. e., (Tl)‘should*bg tvo«vays ambiguous, which
it is J:ot. : | | )

o Th; féct that drinking in (6§) is a ditect~objéct P can

be shown by révlacinp»it vith a noun or pronoun: .

(12) - The pol1ce stonned the car

(73) The p011ce stopped it.

i

ulmllarly. 1t can be demanstrated that drlnklnz in (70) is not a

noun hat a part or the comvound verb stqued drlnklnz. The sentence
(70) is similer to |
(7&) The nolxce cont1nﬁed running
whlch is not’ amblvuous. Inc1dentally, when -
- \(75) The pollce stopned runnlng

is eomnared v1th (Th), it becomes obv1onz thnt the syntactle ‘poten-

:tl-l of (35) and (Th) for amblgulty is realized becanse of the se-

mant1c structure of the verb 2 in the eontext of the lexleal item

2911ce. e the lex;cal ltems the ppl1ce and stqppgd in (35) are re-
placed by others, it is seen that the aﬁbxgulty of the syntactxc type

’\

\
i

N



of (35) depends upon the interaction of the semantic structures of
the nounsJandrverbs‘involved'in"the tokens:
(T6) The teetotallers stonped drlnklng

(17). The alcoholics stopped drlnklng

(78)5}The'teena ers stonped drlnklng

(79) The carberters stopped drlnklng ,
(80) The alcohollcs contlnued drlnklne , ' -

- (81) The bar nders continued drlnklng

(82)

\

er's contlnued drlnklng

. (83) The carpenters contlnued drléklng.
It can safelv be concluded that there are tvo dlst1net surface struc-
_tures in - ' &

- (35)  The police stovped drinking

AN v . . . o ‘ .
and tne \‘constructional homonymy of it devends upon the semantic

v

structure of the relational elements in it. The transformation test

veilds the two coqstituent structures of (35) and an investigation
»of'the semantic Structure‘df.the relational elements shows that the
sthactlc notent1al for the homonymw of (35) is- governed by non=- )

.syntact1c factors.

Follov1np the same ‘line of argumentatlon the amblgulty of

e .

Chomsky s next example of deep structure amblgulty
' (36) He hit the man wlth the stick ‘
can be resolved as follovs.

(84) (he) ( (nit) ( (the man) (with the stick) )

K
S NP VPV NP NP PP

(85) ( (he) ( (nit) (the man) (with the stick) )
. 8 NP. YP v‘ - NP . . ‘ PP :

)



. v 39
The two distinct groupines in (84) and (85) show that in (84) witn

the stick is a nominal adjunct, vhile in (85) it ie‘a verbal'eonple-
nment. The validity of the two breeketlngs can be assured by the

followlnn transformational tests uhlch show that none of the 1tems in
the transformational sets or'(Bh) and (85) is amblguous. In the

<

fqllowing»éet of sentences, which are paraphnasa% transformatxpns v

of (Bh),'with the stick remains a nominal adjunct:

(86) ’The man with the stick was hit by nim '
| (87) It is the nan v1th the stick who was. hit by him.
But the phrase wlth the stlek is a verbal complement 1n the sentences
which Helonp to the transformatlonal get of (85) |
(88) The man was hit by him w1th the st1ck
(89) It is with the stick that the man vas hit by hlm.
If the relatlonal elements are replaced, it becomes clear that the
real1zat10n of thE grammat1cel botentlal for homonvmy is not 1nde-e
nendent of the underlylng semantlc vnrzables. The rollowzng are not
_ a.mblguous . | ' | o
* (90) He kicked the m;n vith the afiek' N
(91) He gghggggé\ihe'man iitn thewick
(92) He' hit“the men with the bow tie
(93) He hit the man with the blonde.
The source of the amblgulty of

: (3T)A I d1sapprove Qf John'a drxnklng

is the 51multaneous presence of the fhct1ve and nnnner' 1nterpre-

‘

tatxons of the perundlal nomlnalrJohn's drxnk1ng. The ptoblem ot
the syntaetlc ba31s of the embxgulty of gerundlve nomlnals has been

- widely discussed in the TGG 11terature (Lees 1968 Chomaky!-196h,



1970a;

Katz and Postal, 196h)

10

In (37) the nominal could be inter-

preted either ln terms of the fact of ﬁhe act1v1ty or the manner of

it.

WOnder (1970) shows that the factlve and manner 1nterpretat10ns

of gerundlve nomlnals depend upon theradaectlval types used with

. the ba31c phrase markers vhich are determlned semantlcally

tains that

. manner situation, as a type of relative. The

««+ the factive and manner sense of the gerund

" may be referred to the natural difference in the

original sentencea constituting the basic input
component._ déhe factive situation, the gerund
phrase is embe d as a complementlzer, in the

g_y to the grammaticality of either Expg_ls the
adjective of the comppnent matrix sentence. The
feature <-animate> is associated with the factive

_sense and <+animate) with the manner sense. The

s1multane1ty of both features renders the sentence

: amblguous (Wonder, 1970, p. 266; 1ta11cs added)

He main-

Wonder's flndlng suggests that the reallzatlon of the potentlal for

amblgulty in the gerundive nomlnal is determlned by the absence or

. presenee of the feature an;mate' Apart from the natural dlfference

"11n the type of adgecthes occurring in the factlve and manner 1nter- :

pretatlona of the gerundlve nomlnals, native spedkers suggest that in

everyday Engllsh the possesslve 1nd1cates the manngr 1nterpretat10n.

(9h) I disapprove of John's drlnklng

'(95) 1 dlsapprove of John dr1nk1ng.f

The absence of the possesslve in" (95) 1nvar1ably implies the fhetlve

1nteruretat10n and 1t is slmllar to

C s

!

(96) I disapprove of John driving'in Euro§e~

(97) 1 dxsapprOVe of John staying home all day

(98) 1 dzsapprove of John cooking for his gxrl friend.



—~——

When John's wife is conceruned about her husband's excessive dxinkinn.
she says:

(99) I am vorried atout John'sldrinking

Furthermore, the preaehce of the possessive s in the gerundive no-
minal in the sﬁbject pesition,ias in

| ' (100) John's dr1v1ng scares me

wcauses no amblgultv for many native speakers. In the absence of any

context John s dr1v1qg 1n (100) is 1nterpreted only!in the manner
sense by most of the natlve speakers (8ee foatnote 1).
The amblgulty 1n the next cruclal example
(39) They are flying places.- |
ualso arises out of f ;xlﬁiu%EZnes which can be treated as a nomlnall—
‘ﬁtatlon as 1n the sentence. | .
g

as opnosed to )

~(10l)' They are petfbfmihg monkeys

‘f (102) fhey are bombardlnp Cltl&8~-
‘ﬁ‘Prldeaux (1972) suggesta that (39) is a case’ot surface structure N
kaambiguzty which can be resolved by <he following three distinct
‘constltuent analyses: |

(103) ( (they) ( (ara) ( (thzng)'\plan¢5') 1)
8 ¥ VPV WPV 3

(i0b) ( (they) ( (are) (fiying) (plemes) )
.S NP VPV -V w

S os) ( s(tney) ( (are) ( (rlymz) (planes) ) )
. s.w VPV - ®WPN N |

.The va11d1ty of these syntactlc analyses can be demonstrated by
parepnrasxng them accordzngly

'ﬁiv ; (103) They are planes which are flylng
. . s

I
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(ibh)' They are flying the ulaﬁes

(105) They are planes for flylng
It is only (10%) wnich can ve pa881v1zed

(106) = Tne planes are belng flawn, by then
and it is unamblpuous. It the surface constituent grouping in
(104) were not correct, its pas.sivé form in (106) sﬁﬁuld be ambi~
- guous. | | |

The semantic éongrol over the syutaétic nbténtial for the
&mbipuitQ of (39)»is quite 6b§i6us. The fbllov1ng tokens of the
<type in (39) are amblguous due to the absenee of the eontrolllng

;

tactors in the‘nnderscored relational'terms;f

o N

(107) They are gaxlng_ggglg_

(108) ~They sre flvinc vomep. |
The.semantic structures of the ﬁndersco:ed:vlexieal itgms block the
' realization.or ihe poténtial for ambigﬁity in.theff0110wing‘tokeﬁs,
hqvever: ’ | | | |
| (109) They'nrevpigking apples ;

(110) They are ignoring women.
.Relatéd to the nomin#lization CQnstruetion VHINGHY is thé“
problem of V+ING+OFANP in vhich v éan be interﬁfeted bofh subjec;
t1ve1y and obJectlvely, as in thé sentence,

H . (b0) The shooting of the hunters vas terrlble.
' The cruc1a1 voint in the dlsamblguatlon of (L0) is that its ObJectlve
readlng as in }b - | o f ".%/“

(lll) “The shootlng of the hunters by the police...

is related to its passive form "~ .
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(112) The hunters were shot by the police.

The, fact that only one 1nterpretat10n of (hO) can be na531v1zed
sugpests that the verb shoot can be labelled both 'Tran51t1ve and -

'"Intransitive'.. Furthermore Lyons (1968, p. 251) points out,
: ‘s
With a 'fullv tran51t1ve verb (i.e. with a verb
vhich has an overt and smecific object) phrases of
the form the V ~ing of NP do not normally admit of
a SQbJQCthE intervretation: they cannot be extended
vith an objective of NP ( the shhoting of the hunters
of the deer). Instead, the subjective NP takes the
"nossessive' suffix and thg ohjective NP the preposi-
tion OF: cf. the hunters' shootlng_or the deer
&
- For examnle, (113) and (llé); but not (115), are allowed:

(113? The‘ﬁresident disgpnrov?d of the.shooiing of :
the huﬁters by the ﬁolice ‘
(11%) The presldent dlsapproved of the hunters shooting
| of the "hlnese bulls

\ : ¥

,‘* (115). The president dlsanproved“dr the shootlng of
b . the hunters of the Chlnese bulls.dv
,. Slmllarlv, the &mblgulty 1n (116) devends upon the subJectlve and
"obJect1ve 1nterbretat10ns of the verb boo
(116) The b001ng of the president was terr1b1e_
" (117) ‘The b001ng of the pre81dent by the reporters was -
,'_\terrlble. o _ B -
(118) The nres1dent s b001np or the Congress was terr1b1e N

s (119) The booing of" the nres1dent of the Cougress was

terrlble (See rbotnote 2)

Horeover "the reallzat1on or the norphologzcal potent1al ror the ,
' amblpulty 1n (ho) and. (116) devends unon the sennntxc structurea

of the lex;cal items involved. - The-sennn§1c restralnts.1n the
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lexical items-in the. followine tokens do not allow the potent1al for

. mornhological h to_ r‘al' :
orphological homonymy to_re 1ge -

- (120) The shooting of the Indiasi cows was terrible
(121) The president disapproved of the shooting of the -

]

s

Chinese bulls
. v } f‘\
. . . G

(122) 'The snoring of the girl was terrible.

I‘Eidentally, the verb snore in (122) is intransitive; hence, the
other readings are ruled”but$'
(123) The.girl's snorine was terribie

- ‘(12h) The gmrl s snoring bv the boy was terr1b1e

'

~

. (125) The plrl s snorlny of the bov was terrlble.
~the amolnulty in (hd) thererore, is a surface structure phenomenon.
The useudo-1ntran51t1v1tv of the verb shoot allovs the ovtional

delet’on of ‘the 10p1cal subJect Ex_the ggllce after the shootlng of

the. ngnters - The absence of ambxgultv in (122) is due to the full

1ntrans1t1v1tv of the verb snore.
”he next example on the llst 1s a case’ of‘vhat Bever and
'lacKay (1967) call 'multiply amblguous sentences
(hl) We are surnrlsed at the colonel's aup01ntment.
'The lex1cal homophony of ap001ntment' nges the follov1ng two readlnqs
"(126) We are sunrlsed at the colonel s app01ntment
as a.Judpe

(127) We are surnrlsed at the colonel's ann01ntment

N Tq,

~‘ -,' ' Ulth the pres1dent. ﬁ” .

The nomlnallzatlon colonel s appoxntment is anblguous v1th resnect

to the role of colonel in the absence or any elllpSIS, colonel

.can be an. agent and a nat1ent s;uultaneously



/ v Y E . E ) ' .%5'
(128) we are suprised at the colonel's apnointment A

(as a judge) by the President
(129) We are suprised at the colonel's appointment

of his girl friend (as his secretarv).

The ambiguity of the nominalization colonel's appointment is not
due to its objective position in the sentence; it remains ever  =n
the nominalization is in the.subjectivh position in the sentence:

‘(130) The colonel's appo1ntment surprlsed us.

A trivial change in the mornhologlcal structure of colonel s qpp01nt-
ment resolves 1ts amb1gu1ty.3_-
| (131), We are surpr1sed at the apn01ntment of the colonel.
It is obv1ous that (131) can be 1nterpreted as
(132) We are surprised at the appo1ntment of the colonel
by the Pre31dant
and not as S R S K
# (133) We afe.su%pfised aﬁhthe appointmeot of the cOlonel_
of his girl friend.
There are interpsetstional constraints Qhen tﬁe nominalization is
: ‘used in fhe subjective positioh in theAsenfehce._'When tﬁe.agpgint—
\\\f‘mest of the colonel ;z_the Pre31dent is changed morpholog1cally to

the Pre31dent s apn01ntment there is no doubt about the agency of

'thetPre51dent s role. ‘The President's anp01ntment §x$the colonel
. would be anomalous h |
The mornholop1cal resolutlon of the amblgulty 1n the no-'

mlnallzatlon colonel 8 anpo1ntment clearly 1nd1cates that (hl) is a

. case of morphologlcal homonymy uh1ch can be ascrlbed to the morpho~

loplcal structure of Enul1sh.



The last example of deep structure ambiguity often cited

in the TGG,lithature is Qrucial. The ambiguiiy is it is due to -
the homonywmy -of 1og1eal relatlonS'

T (¥2)  They clalmed tvhat he‘was quick to rlease.

]

. The grammatleal subject 1n the amblguous sentence he was quicx to

. PLesse Ln be both a 1og1cal subaect and an object .

'13h)’ He pleased her qulckly
(135) He vas pleased quickly (by ;\i)
Slmllarly, he cany bo both an agent and a patlent in |
’ (136) He wes easy to please
.(137)% He pleased her easily

" (138) He vas pleased easily (by her).

f
o

['Thls example is- Qruclal because the Justlflc&tlan for the 1ndepen— ,

A

dent level of the deep synt&ct;c structure depends uvon ‘the relevance

'.'“or loglésl relatxons in semwantic 1nterpretat10n. It is cl&lmed that,

i

v

Jthe deep structural dlsamblguatlon of (hz) 1nvolves two
f.assumntlons vhlch have not been substantlated. (;) Logleal relatlous
, are a cruclal parameter in aemantlc 1uterpretatxon 1n general and 1n
dlsamblguntlon in- partxc ap, (11) The logxcal relatlona of (h2)
cannot_be determlned i ms of the surface structure 1nformatlon
Cavaileble in it. |
| ' It the elliptic, her 18 added to (hz) the log1ca1 relatlons
 1n it become clear and the. amblgu;ty is resolved
‘ (139) He vas qu;ck %o please her.

”Furth&rmore, (2y. would give ‘two unambiguous passive vers;ons.
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X (;ho) He vas pleased quickly by her .

(lhl) She was qulckly pleased by ‘him.

‘Hence, it is not correct to assume that the loglcaI*relatlons of

(42) cannot be captured in terms of its surface structure 1nfbrnat10n.
Although the various types of amblgulty assoclated wlth

QQQi?all«&thnS and complementlzers can, be resolved in terms of

surface structure 1nformatlon the decisive. factor seems to be. the

nature of the relatlonal structure of the verbs 1n questlon. The

K
#.

Verbal forms in the major examnles d}scussed here are notably the"

gerund: and the 1nf1n1t1ve. Bos (1971) vrovoses that it is vossible -

R

to suhseategorlze verbs in terms of 'mutuallv dlfferlng features and

t

Y sub«categorlc semantle asnect which is functlonally related to these

features (o. 191) He spec1f1es- thought of as .a process (thought

of ‘as elan31ng in tlme) as the common cateporlc meanlnp for verbs.

-Bos's (1971, vo.. l9h~195) analy51s of- the sub-ﬁategorles 'tran31t1ve'

and 1ntranslt1ve is as fbllows-
,' . thh tran51t1ve verbs of 'act1v1tv the procese 'is thought'
’ S 'of as an acth1ty or1g1nat1ng from something that

is thought of as aetlng and the relqtlon as 'directly re-
lated to something (B) that is thougat of as 'acted upon''.
Since’ this relation is a directed relatibn: an activity
originated from A directed’ towards B, the relation can.

also be, thought of reversely as® an ivity directed
tovards B originating from A; . hence: . L

A ——-> activity — 3; B <--—— activity {----'A.\i

With trensitive —ert denot1ng the ex1stence of a state: <
of thlngs the 'process' is thought of as the exlstence '
of a state of things not or131nat1ng from souethzng that

. 1is thought of ana. act1np, but as existing. w1th regard to

. something (A) and the relation is thought of as directly
' related to something (B) for which the existing state of

v . A& is valid. As this relation is centrifugal (A (--- the

s ex1§1ence of a state of things -—--> B}, it cannot ‘be
‘ » thought of in the -reverse.

L ~
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‘Iu’Engliah-. the active ::Lnfinitive and/the ‘gerund cun be
used optionslly. For exwple (Bos, 1971, P. 197):
(142) There vay & quarter of an hour to k111 (to be killea) .
(lh3) There vas no time to lose (to be lost)
(144) Tne secret is hard to‘explaln (cen hardly be‘ex-
'nldined ,
(1%5) The house‘needs palntlnq (to be palnted)
.~ The cruel&l examules _of the ‘deep structure type of ambxgulty can .
 be exblaxned w1tu1n mhe conceptual and oueratlonal framework formu-
lated by Ras (1971) - It ought to be empha31zed that the actlve— |
oassxve opposxt1on at least with resnect to the xnf1n1t1ve and _
the gerund in English, has a seqantlc ba818 and 1ts operat1onal role
‘must be understood in that aense. ‘The cruc1al examples
We wvere surbrxsed at the colonel' appointment
John is eager to please : ; ‘ 3 E r ‘
o The shootlng of the hunters vas terrlble
 'Fv111“now be reconsxdered. The relational asnect of ﬁhe meanlng of?
‘the verbal fb!mm 1n these examnles is not actuallzed. It has been
p01nted out earller that in case of the 1nf1n1t1ve and the gerund 1n |
Engllsh iv way be optlonal . When the feature géboclated Vlth the *g?
relatlonal asneet of the meanlnp of the 1nf1n1t1ve or the gerbnd in

©

quest;on in neutraixzed the resultlng sentence 1s amblguous‘h;.e., .

constructlonally homqnymous. For'example the homonymw 1n

case can be shoun by the bassxve operatmonal measure '
We were. surpr;sed that the colonel apn01nted X

We were surbr;sed that the,eolonel vas appq1nted

P
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f”,? L John is eager to nleage X

John is eager to be pleased

That thehunters shot vas terrlble

.uThat the hunters vere shot was terr1ble.~

L

"The val1d1tv of the above passlVlzatlons can be checked by trans-

&

U 1form1ng then 1nto cleft and nseudo~eleft forms There are dlstlnct

7

cleft and pseudo~cleft ver51ons for each of the actlve and passive
) [ ]

- sentences 1n quest1on.
‘ It surprlsed us that the colonel appo1nted X
What surprised us was that the colonel app01nted X
It surprised us that the colonel was éppointed

What surorised us was -that the colonel was appointed
2 I : 1'\ e S

3 . - ‘.\.‘ N

, It is John vho 15 eaaer to blease X

4 *

who John 1s &ager to please is ¥ .
It is John whoﬂls éager to be pleased

Who is eagervto be pleased is John

. . . ) .r-'.‘
I4 - .o
L

It 15 terflble that the hunters shot XY

.

Hhat f% terrlble ‘s that the hunters shot X

"7 What is,ﬁérriblé isbthat the‘hunters were\shot.

L

It was nolnted out earller that the amb;gulty of the nomlnallzatlon .
ﬂcolonul 's appg1ntmen is not due to its p051t10n in the sentence,'

s 4 4 remalns even vhen it annears ‘in the subgeetlve position. For

oy

dfﬁexample~
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s T t :

oo "The'colonel's»apnointment surprised us

is gmbiguons,' It can, hovever be dlsamblpuated 1n the Same wav,

Y < -,

that is‘ by aonly1ne the n8351v1zat10n operational measure to show

the relat1onal nature of the verb agpgint~»

, »\:

That the colonel apnoxnted i surprlsed us -’

[

Mh&t the colonel was an001nted surbrlsed us.'

o

’he above oneratlonal an81351s or the cruc1a1 examnles
Y

wh1ch Chomsyv usually dlscusses in relatlon to loglcal relatlons and

deen syntaetlc strueture 1nd1¢ates that Chomaky s exp051tlon of

lopxeal rel&tlous 1s mlshepdlng. ' : _ ‘.ﬁﬁ'

ot

As banes (1960 np. 226-227) n01nts out' .

From an analvtlc 001nt of v1ew the sentence

‘structure is based on that klnd of relations » C
. that 1is sometlnes called logleal :these re- e
ﬂiﬂtlQDS are derlved from nature and society -and.

Y appear to ve essent1al for ‘the social activities

of mAn, e.g.: actor and attion; the bearer of
a quallty or of-a state and the state; action

‘apd an object resultlng from the action or touched ‘

by it, etc.; " different’ c1rcumstant1al determl—

patione (deternunatlons of place;, time,i....)

csusal and rinal relatlons relations of conse-

guences, etc. semantic relations like them are °
llngulstle&llv rendered in different languages
‘differently, with different depth and width (and

wust not be confused vith grammatlcal catekorles

ot subJeet obJect etc...;) :

élnce the e&sentlal 1nformat10n is. supnosed to be in the catepor!%l
:representation (she ?‘marker) of thecsentence the grammatlcal
functlons are not dlrectly soeclfled in the structural descrlptlon.<v
'It 1s in this context that the 1mportance of the dlstlnCtlon between a
| logical and grammat;cal relatlnns is emnhas1zed in TGG e : ;"

In tradltloual grannnr gramnat1cal structure was described

' 1n terms of gremmat;cal functlcés and the loglcal-grammatical.d;chotomy
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depended uron the morphblogical,cheracteristics'or‘individual lan~

‘guagés, For Chomsky, the gremmatical functions ‘subject’, ‘object’,
etc., are "inherently relational notions’ which means that they
merely denote certain cohfigurations of categories. Lonsequently,
the grammatlcal functlons are defined as rollovs (Chomsky, 1965,
P 171): :

Subject: of NP, S

Predicate of: VP, S ]

Direct-Object of: WP, VP

Main~Verb of: V,VP
The rewriting rules vhieh relaté to these formulaé define gramsa-
‘tlcal functions in terms of categorlal conflguratlons. Chomskdy -
g1965, p. 73) states hls pasltlon s follows:
J&“_ 3 ....information concernini Rramatical functions

....CANn be extracted dAirectly from the rewriting

rules of the base vithout any necesgity for ad hoc ‘-

-~ extensions and elaborations of these rules to
: nrov1de specifie mention or,graunatlcal fnnctlon.

Since the essentlal information is sunposed to be in the
categorlal representat1on (the P-marker) of the sentence,'
. the grammatxcdl funct1on3‘are not d;reetly specltlea in the struc-
tural descrlptlon. It is in tols context that thé importance of
- the dlst1nct10n Jbetween log1cal and grammatleal relations is em~

.- phasized 1n TGG

‘he classical 10g1c31~superr1clal notlon seens to be con-

‘sistent w1th»the GG deep\surface dichotomy. The lorxcal dxstlnctlonv 

E

is baséd on the semantic relations of case. . The lopxcal suchct of a

sentence wlth an active verb is &qnated vlth the ament of the aetlon.

with the rest of the sentence conaxituting the lorical nredicatef Katz

\

‘Postal (196h p 36) %i\\e that "the correct_qraﬁnatical relations.

B
*

and‘
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iy »

are automntﬁfally gzven by the tonrlguratlon technique.” They assert

!

as a matter of prlnclple that the general definitions of granmatlcal
functions are ébplicnb%%,only to underlying P-narkq;s or deep struc-~
»tureswand-not to.derived P-markers or surface structures. 'Katziand

Postal'(196h. pp.'38—39) state their claim as follows:
It annears ‘that. in the formally motivated
.+ underlying P-markers vrovided by the simplest
transformational grammar there is associated
. with each grammatical relation a unique sub-
- configuration of constituents that can be taken
as the formal basis for these relations. But
in derived P-markers no such unique correlation
betveen grammatical relations- and contlguratlons
D of constltuents can be found.

_The configU{atlongl definitions 6( grammaticalﬂfuncfions in
TGG havefovefshadoﬁed the importance”of the roie of grammatical fela—
tions in sentence decod1ng. 'As DickA(1968; Pp- 153-154) nnints out,
grammat1cal fUnct1ons can be partlv correlated with formal features such

as sneclal morbhemgg or- order of elements, hovever,
) u.i i
ces v1iﬂﬁh the full set of the linguistic
structures of any one ;3553553_ there does not
seem to be a one—to-one cprrespondence between
grammatical functions and ucnflguratlons of
""categor1es (italics mdded). :

_;It c1early follows from Lyons dlscusslon of the examples from dlfferent
h languages that there are far more dlstlnctlons 1nvolved that can be ac-
1(counted for by the: slmple dlchotomy of: grammatlcal and logical sub]ectv
| (Lyonl. 1968 pp. 338-34k). Hhen the dxfferent llnpulstlc devices that
»

q;e used tp paraphrase the d1fterent 1nternretat10ns 1nvolved in ambl—

r .

guous sentences~are cons;dered; this fact‘becomes ovvious. Ulntoﬁska‘,'

(1971) found that native speakers of English use-non—syntactic'neans

N
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’h8 of the time to dlqamblpdate séntences which are. supvosed to
R ;&' %b
be cases ¢f underlulng»amblpu1tv. The much more 1nnortant point

L.

is the nature of the grammatlcal means utilized in these paranhrases.‘
Ulatowsk s (1071) flndlngq surrest that people mark prammntlcal
functlons by rutting in relevant erammatlcal marPers in the form of
prevositions, deternlners; reflex1ve,pronouns, etc. The fact in
Ulatowsku's date”that is televantho the issue under discussion heie
is that the granmaticeiwmarkers used by.the people to resolve~deep
syntactic ambiguities are peculiar to the morphological structure
.of ‘English. For example,»to disambiguate the sentences
| (lh65 John is‘tﬁeione teﬂhelp e v

(147) Flv1np nlanes can be dangerous

(ih8) He told the pollcemen to stop drlnklnw.:
Ulatowska s sub1eg:s naranhrased them as follows: -

(149) John glggglg is' the one to helb today’

v(lSG) Flying the nienes can.be dangercus .

(151)“He_tqld the‘bolicemen 'themeelves to stop.;.

The imnortance of the role of surface. structure grammatical relations.

in normal sentence nroceesinp hes been emphasized‘in recent psycho- cj“
A

llnvulstlc research (Hornbv, 1972; Fletcher 1973) When the role_of; e

vmornholoalcal characterlstlcs 1n the psvchologlcal nrocess of dls— v |

o amblguatlon and the nature of the relatlonshlp between the morohoo‘

loFlcal structures ‘and the 1op1cal relatlons in 1nd1v1dual languapes

are consldered tne clalm w1th resnect to the central role of the

deen structure categor1nl conflpuratlons in the 1nternretat10n of

grammatlcally amblquous\sentences seems to be dublous,

o
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2.2.0 Types of Ambiguity in Natural language : Significant Issues

and a Perspective
4

The discussion of the tyvical TGG exambles'ot‘the lexical,

@

'4 9

‘surface'strncture and deep trueture tvpes of amblgu1ﬁ§§§h the,see#
tiore 2.1.0 - 2.1.3 sugpesééﬁthat there are glpnlflcant issues in-
volves in the taxonomv of the tynes of amblﬁhlty prescrlbed by ‘the
transformatlonal generatlve theory of languageland the form of gram-

 nar. In this sectlon these issues v111 be cons;dered and a revised

taxonowlc nerspect1Ve vill be suggested in view of the l1ght shed

bv these issues unon the nature of amA _‘1ty.1n nutural'langu&ge

both in terms of 1its llngulstlc sources and its brpcessing by the lan-

guape:user;;

.2 -1 Enco ng and Decoding of L1ngulst1e Ambvﬂg£JL

Perhaps the simplest way to ggln a nroner nersnectlve on
theenature of amblgulty»ln natural 1anguage exnression 15“to_eompare
it wvith -mathemaxical.ambigu;EX;/sz Gross and Lentin(1970) voint out,

mathematical ambiguity is defined with respect to a g' ’Prammar°
b

bA mathematxcal sentenee is said to be ambiguous if it ean be gene- -
1 rated by at 1east two derlvatlons that correspond to two dlfrerent
‘trees. The mathemat1e1an can dec1de the degree or amb§§u1tv of a
sentence in a grammar by coun‘lng the dlfferenttrees A sentenee'
that can be generated by a grammar aceordlng to o] dlfferent derlvatlon
trees has an amblguxty'orvdegree p_withvreSDect to that,grammar

' (Gross_ahd Lentin, 1970, p.:loo). Amblgulty in mathematxcs, in
.’short. is related to structure in terms of 1ts origin and resolu~

't1on. ”he problem or the sources andthe resolutlon of amb1gu1ty in

- . '
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jso simple. Peoble may. or mdé not assign
- . AN

n. tulfferent mtemret&tw@ to a ﬁ’ven amhvuous'%nression.

e

.naturﬂ lannuaee is n

‘ .

A Tan 9 i - 33
: o .lomal)\w, the s¥eaker €ncoqda’ N ‘\n.f,hm a. ‘ziven &5&” T

& . e
_eontextual\settlnr.f'The ﬁgtuatlonal facﬁs‘set uﬂ au;; ceﬁlfor the

llstengp s.decodlnﬂ_of a message~"As Firth (lOﬁT)“ﬁuﬁ e, every man
qarries'his culture and his soeial\rea}ityqabout Qith him vherever
he goesf‘ Ahar; fram the.unde¥lyin§i§hrhﬁeter dflthe sgeioVeultufgl
wﬁredliFy of a given'soeech eommﬁnity,ltheré are contextu&l.constfaints

e e e e e ' 9 . : _
witnin individual discourses. <These constraints are such that they

' Rénerally.eiimin&te all the poﬁenfi&ls for smbiguity in individual
Sentgﬁces. The issue at hand in éﬁe’cbnteit of TGG, however, is
about sehiential anbiguity. ‘

Each. language has a .set of 1inguistic devices which are
ﬁsed to encade meSsages. The sneaken tries to use the varlons vro-
sodic, morvhologxcal and syntaeixc patterns at his .disposal to- encode
his,ideas into a*messgge. His main eoncerp is to ipdicaﬁe the rgla- -
tional'Stiuetures bf his §enteﬂees-in‘ébediriervayé‘ ‘The different‘
nrosodic, morohologle&l and syntactlc structures are combined to
‘eonvev d1frerent rel&t1onal structvres o; his sentences in dlfferent
ways in d;rrerent lanpuages. At times, the morphologwcal and syn~

tactic’ struetures reqn1red ig-a given relatlonal structure are such

,tnat one sentenee allovs mare than one 1nterpretatxon, lie.; the
N

[

sentence turns out to be a constructlonal Homonyw either at. the. 1exzca1,
morphologlcal or the svnt&etzc level. From the decoder's polnt of view

the homonymy can be exolulned in terms or e;ther dlstlnct labelxngs

or group1ugs of the eonstltueuts.-

The eneoder does not have to vorry about the potentzal for
J
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construetional homonymy all the time. In most of the cases the se-

» mantic structures of the relatlonal 1tems are such that the labellnps
and bracYetlnvs o; the cons§1tuents are unlquééy 1nd1c&ted As
has been shown in 2.1. %, the socjo-cultural reallty or speech events,
tHe semantic structures of individual lanpuanes and the framework of
human COPnltlon determlne the tonblnatlons of relatlonal elements.
The 1mp11cat10n is that a grammar can only imdicate the morpholo- ¢
Fical and svntact1c structural types wh1Ch have the notential for con-
struct1onal homonvmy It is.a semantic problem when tne potentlal for
constructlonalhomonymy 1sﬁbransferred to the token of the type: :
it cannot be stated in unequlvocnl mornhologlc&l or syntaectic terms.
-‘Even though most of the serlous modlficatlons in the formof TGG. 4
‘have been motivated by -this issue, it isg not fully and exbllcltly
acceoted and 1ncorporated lnto the theory of grammar One of the
maJor sources of evidence in support of the lndenendent level of
deen svntact1c structure has been structur&l amb1gu1ty._ It has been
assumed that 8ll the sentences which can Be xntervreted in more than
one way . are anenable to fbrmal syntactxe analys1s.
The hoss1b111tv of the n readings aof a given: sentence may |,
ﬁe due to the bresence of the formallv stxpulated and semant1cally
alloved n relatlonal structures or: slmnly due to ‘the: decoder S .-own

’percentual xnteroretatlons Vhlch are sometlmes alloved by the se—

mantlg vanueness of the content of a given constltuent in’ the sen-

tenee. This nroblem arises mogily 1n the case or nomlnallzatlons._
' (1968) dec1810n to analyse . FEnglish nom1nal1zat1ons purely
in svntactxe terms depends uvon thﬁff*\umvtlon that they incorvorate.

3

'the grammatxcal forms of many

tfarent septenpe'types. He_claims that
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-«- nominal conpounds are understood on the’ 'busls~

of certain fixed syntactic relations !subaect

‘object, etc.) which are svecifiable only in terms of

the relations among the constituents of underlying

sentences, and nominal compounds are indeed mul~

tlnly—amh;guous, i.e., can be understood, each one

in several of the possible ways allowed by the

. Frammar (and the associated. semntz‘: theory of

'sentence 1nteroretat10n) (Lees, 1968, p. xxxiv).

-A similar approach to nomlnal cumpounds was developed by the ancient
Hindu rrammarians. The syntactic ahalysis of“the Sanskrit 'samas '
(nomrnal comnounds) was motivated, however, v1th1n a sb&clflc frame
of reference. The transformational derlvat1ons of the samas' vere
guided by nonI’ﬁbulstlc con51derat10ns..

The examnles of the nomlnnl comnounds dlseussed;by the
anc1ent Sanskrr@’gramnnrlans are the nanes of dlrrErent)Rods vhose
personal characterlstlcs and life hlstories are a matter of cohmon
knowledpe to the speech comnm1tv. The underlymr ayntact;c cate~
porlal conflguratlons which the grammar1ans poatulated to derive the
nominals transfbrmdtlonally thus had a nonllngulst1c baSIS.- The hun-~
dreds of names bv which Lord Krishna is knoun are all nomlnal eomnounds
_ describing hls character1st1cs vhlch are known to the people. The
question of the 1nternretat10n of the names does not arlse to the
grammarian or to the neople. ”he grannarlana categorlsed the com~

ot :
pounds in terms of syntactic tvnes 51mnly from a prescrlptlve point
of view. It must be emnh831zed that the uhole obJectlve of the anv_
clent Sanskrlt grammarians was to unify Sansert ussge and 1nter—-'
nretatlon in relat1on to rellgxous nractlee and scrlptureﬂ- The ex-

1

amnle, the compound nominal 'gopal' (cow protector) is 1nvar1abxy

. .
~
R :



. - : 58" -

‘intervreted as 'one who protects: covs" wh1ch &utomatlcally 1nd1caxes

[
that it stands for Lord XKrishns in Sanskrit llterature The com-

paund pltambar (vellov dress) . refers to lord Krishna simvly,bev

»cause 1t is always assoclatEd with him. "he questlon of the boten~

tial multln]e amblgultv of 'yellow dress' was 1rrelevant and vas no}

cons1dered in the grammatleal treé%ment of such nomlnals~ Lees
(1968, 1970), on. the other hand, justifies the tre&tment of nominali~

Z&tlon as a derlvatlonal proceos on the basls of the nrohlem of its

potenual for mp1t1p1e-ambiguity. He (1ees,'l966 'n- 177) arczues

that the transzormatlonal (derlvatlonal) analvaas of nomlnal com-
nounds such as’ snake polson' exp;ains thelr amblgulty w1thout re~
ferrlng to extra-llnpual factors such as the sveaker's and hearer's~ﬂ
common knowledge of thelr ﬁaterlal culture Whe amblzuxty of

snake n01son for examnle, is accounted for 1n syntactlc terms by

der1v1np it as one.?hrf&ee structure from more than one deeb ﬁtrue~
La ,'9. )
g

" ture, each d tructure recelvlnp a sem&nt1c 1nterpretntaon ac~'
.

..

) countlnp for one of the 1nterbretat10ns in wh1ch 'sngke 901son

. .

0 mav be con31dered amblguous“,& 'S (1) X extracts the voison from

C.

&'snake, (11) The- snake has the pOJSOn, (111) The poison is fon.snakes,

etc. kven though Lees (1066, np. 169»170) realized that there could
be. two poss1b1e deev structures even for unambluous nominals 11ke

school grammar' wlthln such a traanbrmatxonal framework ror the

ﬂbanaly51s of ‘Inglish nomlnallzatzons that he vas nronosinv, he re-

. malned 1nsen51t1ve to 1ts theoretleal 1mpl1catlons. The convenlence

of the derlvatlon&l approach\ it seens has cldetracked the questlon
of dzst1npu13h1np amblgultv or homonymy rrom vagueness. " As House-

holder (1971 PP. 1kh~ 3hs) pomts out in his criticism of Lees' de-
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cision to treat Enplish compound nominals transfbrnationally:

For comvounds Lees did not spec1fy semantic
rules, but the line of generation which he
'followed~uas designed to provide a distinct
source fi every possible 1nterpretatlon of .
‘uncertainty here to genuine ambiguity (with
a definife listable set in interpretati ns )
“rather than to vagueness (where the dikcrete-
ness ofvinterpretations is not presumed).
‘ p o
In’ Sanskrlt the 1nternretat10n of a glven nominal was determlned by

the prammarlans who used the rollglous background of the sneech- a
. £ ’

community as a bas1s and not their own 1ntu1t10ns as the peneratlye
'Prammarlans do. When the derlvatlonal analy31s depends upon. the. %
-grammarlan s own 1ntu1t10ns about the nosslble relatlonal inter-

: Q,

'nretatlons of compound nomlnals the questlon of the dlstlnctlon o

bet'ien genU1ne,formallv indicated -and semantlcally allowed ambl-

‘ gulty or,homonymy and mere vapueness arlsxng out of the relatlonal

1ndeterm1nacv of the. 51tuat10n becomes necesaary

Y

@r‘% 7
[l

ggé?omgﬁymy and vagueness 1s its operatlonal basls. The nroblem arlses

The main issue in the questlon ‘of the d13t1nct10n between

‘becauseyof the 1ntu1t1ve.anproach and the assumptlon that construc-
’étlZnal homonymv is ;urely a svntactlc phenomenon.‘ Ir 1t is recogn1sed
”§;that grammar can only 1nd1cate the morphologlcal and syntact1c types
which have the potentlal for amblgulty but the realization of the

B potentlal 1n ‘the 1nd1v1dual tokens of the tyves depends upon the

~ IL‘[

tences then the quest1on of the oneratxonal bas1s fbr the amblgulty-

vvagueness can be settled.‘ The Judgement of anb1gu1ty, after all, as

3

- Hiz (196k, p. 98) points out reduces to two pronouneements. i)

: 1dent1t~ of -meaning, and (11) d1rference or meanxng. If the ambl—

% [
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guilty ‘in a given token of a given tvpe can be resolved into seman-
tically’ 1mcompat1ble readfhgs, 1: can be considered a case of gCDUI;Z
amblgulty or constructlonal (structural) homonymy The not1on of
svstematlc oaraphrase can be used to set up a llnpulstlc criterion
to ‘characterize genuine amblgulty (Prldeaux. l972)5 If a glven case |
of multlple interpretation can be resolved in terms of a determinate
set of semantlcally 1ncomnat1ble readings, on the other hand then
it can be taken as .an example of vapuenesa. ”he not1on of 'systema- -
i tlc paraphrase'’ can aga1n be annlled to determine 1f there is any

internretational residue left. The problem of 1nternretatlonal
re51due can be settled operatlonally ins terms of naraphrase sets.
5 If a mlven case ofd;ultlnle 1nterpretat10n can be analysed in terms
'of a’ determlnate number of paranhrase sets in- the sense of Hiz (1964)
and Smaby (1971), then 1t'18,a case of genuine‘ambiguitv If on
the other “hand, a given case cannot be resolved in- terms of a deter-
_mlnate number of naraphrase sets,Al e., ir there is some ‘senantic .
(1nteroretat10nal)re31due left, it-is a case of vagueness;_

The problem of the dlstlnctlon betueen genulne 11ngulst1c -
amblgulty and vagueness puts the quest1on of the relatxonshlb betveen'
~the source of an amblpulty in a glven case and its possible n 1nter-
pretatlons in a proper perspectlve vhlch can serve.as a basls for the -

taxonomy of theﬂtypes of amblgulty.

2.2.2 A iaxonomy of the gxges of Am biguity
The d15cussxon in 2.2.1. suggests that any taxouomy of the

types of amblgulty in ‘natural language expre351on ‘mst take into account

the followlng points’:



ge -

: ' o 61
1. hhblfﬂlty in natural languuge is  not alwnys related

~ o4

to fbrmal lxnguistxe structure in terms of both

.

.orlpln sn@ r leutlon- - .
. ‘ ,/‘/_/\
: 2. mhe rlse(Sframblpulty in‘a plven natural languake

. expression depends upon the 1ntercct10n of .the gram-
mat;cal eharacterlst1cs of the lanpuapa 1u quest1on

and. the semyntlc structures ‘of, the relatlon&l elements
N ~ , , . .
oo 1nvvlvsd._ L S,

3y Grammar‘can oulv-specxrv ‘the morpholorlcal and syntactxc

P:ﬂ,notentxal tybes “for constructlonal amblvu1ty., The

U reallzat1ou of the n?tentzal in a given token denends

~ﬂcruc1ally'UDon the semant1c structures of the relat1ona1

"silelements.a, I - _C}' E

‘f_jThe dlstluctlon betveen genulne l1nwulst1c amblgultv
3'7.and mere vagaencss must be reeogn1sed.

‘g,j}J "he not;on of systemat;c paraphrase can be utlllzed

Lo ‘as an overatlonal measure ror the amblgulty vs. vagueness

3

dlstlnctlon._\A lexlcally or structurallv amblguous :
jsentence has a determ;nate number of semantlcally

-_j 1ncom§at1b1e readlngsy sentences vhzeh can be ass1gned

\fmultlple 1ntervretat1ons Que to vaguaness leave some

P semautic residue. 1. €., the get of the readings in-
v . \ R ‘
DU volved remains 1ndeterm1nate.

6., Yayueness is bosslble at both the lexlcul &nd gram-

- patical 1evels._ _'¢ a'

_ The nheuomenon of natural.lanpuage amblgu;ty can be breaented graphi-~

eally as rbllovs.

-

&
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POSSIBLE, N READINGS

£ _ .
' AMBIGUITY.

, \ VAGUENESS
LEXICAL GRAMMATICAL . YA
HOMOPHONY - (CONSTRUCTIONAL)
~ HOMONYMY
LEXI CAL * GRAMMATICAL
. ] . \f\. //‘ |
NORPHOIDGICAL  SYNTACTIC ° (CONTEXT)

(DISTINCT - (DISTINCT
- LABELLINGS) - BRACKETINGS)

~ When the.lahguage user'assighs‘more.than one réa&ing to.a

.

sentence -in natural languape, it can be either due to const*uctional

homonyﬁy?ot vagueness . ngueness cannot be resolved in terms of ,
|

formal linguistic descti’tions, it must be explained contextually
& r«,\ .

AR S N

;Constructional ambiguity;hs a genuine linguistic phenomenon and it can

" J

C be aualysed fotmally -C nstructional ambiguity at the morphological
.1eve1 can be resolved by}labelling the grammatical classes differently.
It can be explained systematically at the syntactic level by showing

B

" the different hietarchical structures 1n terms of distinct constituent

<



'groupings;
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con&tltuent analyses can

be tested in terms of the notlon or 'svstematlc naraphrase .

g
In this rev1sed taxonomv or the tvnes of amb1gu1tv the tvpe

of amblgu1tv associated with the level of deep SVntactlc structure is
consplcuous by its absence. It has been-shown in 2. l 3 that the cases
dlSQUSSEd under thls la;el in 7GG can be analvsed at the level of
surface structure in terms of the grammatical uecullarltles of 5

Engl1sh, Tre 1mnortance of the morpholog1Cal patterns of 1nd1v1dual

@
‘languages and the 1nteract10n of - the synt&ctlc and semantle strue-

- »

tures are given due recogn1t1on in. thls mod{rled taxonomic berébective.

, Unl1ke mathematlcal amblgulty whlch can be alwayvs exnl&lned struatur-

ally natural . language amblgultv cannot be accounted for v1thout

con51der1np both 11npulst1c structure and the language user.

¥



" FOOTNOTES

1. (p. 35) References to 'facts of usage' in this study are based
" upon actual fieldwork with native speakers:of Pnglish. Six uni-
~versity —educated native speakers of English with different
linguistic backgrounds were questioned individually. Different
_ examples involving a specific point ‘vere presented on different
days. oY : :

2. (p. 43) Douglas C. Walker indicates that (115) is acceptable for
the reading: Hunters shoot the deer. X shoot the hunters.
3.  (p. 45) In addition to the syntactic arguments presented here
it is possible to account for the ambiguity- of colonel's ap- -
.pointment in terms of itsf;emanti¢fét;Qctu:g.ljipé;homihaliZa,
tions debator's rebuttal, defendant's: acquittal, etc. are'not. -
ambiguous, but judge's acquittal and plaintiff's-denial are S
ambiguous. These examples ﬁFre<§ngg§tedﬁbygpqug}&s”C3~Walg?r.
: [ v S o
4

L. - (p. U5) For some native sneakers. xﬂe;bhiaéeéfhefPrééidénf's

appointment by the colonel.is unprammatical. <. .
: TR — f L O R T R

5. (p. 60) ‘A‘Ysystematiéapéraphragef’:Svpo}bé’distinguiéhed?from a
 simple rephrasing. The former relates one sentence pattern to
another in terms of a set of syntacti¢, transformations which are
- independently motivated losthe language, while the latter provides
paraphrases which are not, syntactically related ‘in any syétematic
way. " For»exémple,>sent¢nces-(297);and'(208);are systematic para-
--phrases of sentence (202) on p: 88, butfséntEnceS'(ZOA)‘and (205)

are, at best, simple réphrasidgs of‘sentgnce-(ZOZ) on p. 8.
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CHAPTER THREF.

STRUCTURAL'AngdUITY AS A CRITERION OF EXTERKAL ADEQUACY‘

3;0f6 "Prelhéinafy Femarks

- The essence of the Lhomskyan revolutlon in lxnpulstlcs‘
lies in the nature of the goals uhlch it outllned fer llegulstlc
theory to attain. In Hls new 'progran for linguistic tﬁearv',
Chomsky stipulated that the nroblem of Justlfieatlon of grun-nrs vas
nis fundemencal concern. A prapmmar ot_the langunge L he dcclared
“is essentially a theory of L~ (1957 ‘Da h9)- ﬁenee the significance

of the need to develop and clarlfv the criteria tbr se ectlng the

fcorrect prammar for'

each lanruage, that is, the correct theory of

thléﬁlanguape (1bj )m Plrst grammars must fklflll the 'condition

A,

5

of qenerality'*lge;; the grammar of a given language must be con-

_/

structed J1th1n the framework of a specific theory of llngulstlc

structure in which the ba51c terms are deflned 1ndependent1y of any

‘1nd1v1dua1 language. Secondly, the grammar of a given lanpuage nust

meet certaln external conditions of adequacy:. it must be resnon51ble

v ’

to the native sneaker of the lanpuape in question. Chomsky envlsaged

Y .
=1n Svntact1c Structures that ‘the generallty condltlcn and the external,

condltrons of adequacv would JOIDtlY prov1de 'a very strong test of
A adequacy for a peneral theorv of llngulstle strueture and the set
v o~

of” grammars that 1t nrot1des for speclfic 1anguages. In perticular,

: he emph831zed that ' . *:‘

PR



Tomy

: respect-to 1ts actual'execution.

....nelther the general theory hot the varticular
prammars are fixed for all time, in this view.
Progress and revision may come frow the discavery
of new facts about vartj l&ngueges or from
purely theoretlcal 1n51¢hts ahout ,.orpuuization of
linguistic data - that is, new models for llnkﬂlstlc
structure. But there is alsa no circularity in
this conception. At ayy fiven time we can atternt
to formulate ag oracisely ag poasible both the
general theory and the sey of associated m ggammnrs
that must meet the e@g~;1cal _external conditions

of adeguacz iChomst, 1957 v, 50, 1t&llcs added).

.. ihe TGG theory of llngu1st1c structure and the form or the Aranmars

which follow from it have been preatlv changed since. 1ts concentlon

. in The Loplcal Basis of Llngylstlc”hqux_(Chomskv 1055) ' The'extere

) nal adequacv crlterla, which have -deen extensivelr nsad to wustlﬂy

the revisions (Katz and Postal l96h ' Chomssy, 1/65 1572k ; Jacker.~

def; 1972' Vlllmore 1968, YcCavley, 1963, 1971; LakoAA, l°77), nave

. stzll not been analysed wlth respect ta the theoret;cal ang nractlcal

-

mroblems assoclated with, them‘ L Con
The ObJectlve of this chavter is to examine the tneoret1ca¢
bas1s and the dxfflcultles 1nvolved in the annllcatlvn of the ex-

ternal adequacv crlterlon of struetural amblgulty~ It Ulll be shown

o

that the methodologlcal dlfflcultles 1nvolved 1n the use of the
?

external adequacv crlterlon of structural’ amblgulty Are such that

35

they' call 'for a serious mcdlflcatlon in ivs spécifieaﬁibn-vith‘ o

R
'

‘3,1.0 Phe Jotion 'Adeg te- Grammxr

uhomskv s 1n1t1&l 1nterest in svntectxc 1nvest1katlon va31

: motlvated by hls goal of constructlﬁz ‘A RIAMIAY thaﬁ can be viewd as- ./

a dev1ce of some sort whlch can generate sentenees of the languaﬁe*ji

under analysxs.' In_ﬁxn&gg&;g S:xgg&yxg§~he 1nsisted thq; f..-.xln-

.
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Fuists muab be concerned . wlth the problem of. determlnlnp the funda-‘

mental underlv1np nropertles of successful grammars (p. 11)
* ¢
Chomsky honed that the study of the ba51c pronertles of "successful

3 i P :
a T A

gramars would 1ead to a theory of llngulstzc structuge Lh v@1eh tpe

v

_descrlptlve devices utlllzed 1n partlcular grammars would be %resenteu

: 5,,' ; { D('}u
wltnln an ahstact framework, i. e., v1thout refErence to snédlflc 4 ?’

3.1.1 Grammars and Tliative Speakers o A "vﬂ;_,.;.
_\ . . . i :

How can the adequacy of a theory of llngulstac structure
4'-9 -

\ -

Lo

P
-ﬂ,v’ 4

e

‘ ) based on the propertles of 'successful‘ grarumrs be determlned‘wlthout'

ernk .
W%FtabllShlnP crlterla for successful grammars ? Chomsky°

. R U A .“’L‘_J,;.A,
\
IWe can determlne the adequacy of a llnpulstlc
theory by developing rigorously and vreclsely
. the form of grammar corresponding to the set
S of levels contained within thls‘;heorv, and
S then investigating the p0351b111ty of. constructlnn

31mnle and revealing grammars of this- form for
natural” languapes._ .

suggested (1957, P. ll)

v
T

. . : S A T
"~ The denree»of the success“of.a piven’grammar; ‘then, wQuld‘denend

unon the vay in whlcb 1t corresnonds v1th the rorm of grammar pre—

scrlbe by the peneral 11npu1st1c theory, vhlch, 1n turn, is canstructed

on ‘the oasls of thekfundamental underlyer proPertles of successful
"grammar. To avold the obv1ouo c1rcular1ty 1n)the loglc of the"

relatlonshln betveen the theory of 11ngu18t1c structure on the one;

[

hand and the not1on oR:a succeasful grammar, -on - the other, Chomakv S

__hlac>d the natlve sneakex as an 1nterface anonﬂe between the two tov' -

T

'absorh the clrcularlty. He suggested an analogy tetween the natlve

») !

A aneaker and - the successful grammar (1957, p. 15)

-



Any drammar of a lanruage w1ll nro1ect ‘the flnlte
and somewhat accidental cornus of observed
utterances to.a set (presumably infinite) of
rrammatical - utterances. In this respect, a
Frammar mirrors the behavior of the sneaker who
on the basis of a finite and accidental ex-
nerience v1th lancuare, can vroduce or under-'

Stand an indefinite number of new sentpnces. , J.
- .+ -Indeed, anv exnlication of the notion pram- ’
{a\ _mntlcal in L' (3, e., any characterization of
"X "grammatical in L in terms of “observed utter-

: & ance of L") cidn be thought, of as offering an
o " exvlanation for this fundamental asnect of
. l1nnulat1c behavior. '

fﬁo analorv was gtretchcd Furtuer to 1mn1v that a stcecessful prammar

should he able to accomvllsh vhat the nat1ve sneaker is notentlallv
]

canable of doxnp in terms of hls )udpenent with resvect to the ba51c
2

mropertles of natural lanvuape as refleeted 1n the sentences of his "

own- 1anpuape. The cruclal question fofChomsky, then was how to

)

characterlze the n&tlve speaker.

~ X S /
A c ~ - .

The notlon of an adequate prammar belnp a mirror of the na-

txvc sneaker’t lntultlons waq thhllPhted when Chomskv adonted

the Humboldtlan eonceptxon of underIV1np comvetence as a svsten of

-~

xenerltave hrocess (Choms]y 1965. n. h) 1n Asnects of the. r"heorv of

‘§XH&E£ A grammar of a lnnpuape then, could Le, characte“l7ed as. ‘a

S a

: descrlntlon of the 1deal sneaker—hearer s 1ntr1n51c comnetence

arpuod CHOmsky (1065 D. h).‘ @ﬁ Poals‘of-devéloninp and ciarifvinw

DI

the metholorlcal quéﬁtlons of 1u tlflcatlon snd adeouac" of prammars,

whleb rormed the b331s of Chomsky s new program for linguistic theory

- ~

B 1n Svntactlc Structureszlaeuulred a snec1f1c dlrectlon.j Lhomskv

'

sugpested that no oberatlonal tests for the external adequacv cri- o

tvrla could be deve10ped vxthout bearlnq 1n,m1nd that

Y

“j*‘;"...when an oneratlonal nrocedure is nronoaed



”
i1t ‘must be tested’ for adequacy (e xactly as a .
. theory of llnpulstlc 1ntu1p10n - a grammar- o S
- must be tested for adequacy) by measuring it
against the standard provided by the tacit
knowledpe that it attemnts to specify and . :
descrlbe (1965. D. 193 italics added).. - - o

...‘the/sueake;~heaper.s;llngulstIcAlntultion/ S
is ike ultimate standard that determines the
accuracy of any sed grammar, "llngulstlc
theory, or operatidnal test..._ (1965, p. 21;
italics added). + ' e

b

“he next loglcally requlred step was to spec1fy the pronertles of

natural lanpuage 1n terms of whlch the taclt competence of the na-

J
]

é&ve soeaker could be 1ntervreted behav1orally '?

v 'he natlve speaker s Judgements on grammatlcal relatlons

naran rastlc sets and structural,amblpulty have been taken as some

' v

of “the external lndeXes of hls llnguxstlc 1ntu1t10n (cf. Peters and

\.

thchle, 1969). Slnce an adequate grammar 1s deflned as a theorv of
the native speaker's llngu15t1c 1ntu1t10n (Chomsky, 1965, p. 19)

tne degree of 1ts success (adenuacv) can be measured in part in terms

of its ab111ty to recognlse &ndeescrlbe grammat1cal relatlons parat;

o
-

nhrase sets (sententlal relatlons) and structuE?l amblpulty. Judge- )
ments on grammatlcallty and naraphrase relatlons have been recommended'
as heurlstlc devxces for eonstructlnp grammars (Katz and Postal, l96h
cr..Prldeaux, 1072 DerWLnF, 1073 letcher, 1973) ' rhese proper-.
tles have been con51dered to be‘ ‘the deeper and more. 1mportant no- -

‘tions” 6? llnPUlstlcs for whlch, it was. assumed there/xs no reaso
| to exnect . e rellable oneratlonal cr1ter1a (Lhomsky 1965, . 19)’1r
» Because 1t wasg - assumed that there vould be no operatlonal crlterué

§

avallable for the notxoﬂs of naraphrase dhd prammatlcallty in the\near

future only the notlon of structural amblgultv uas selected asaAK
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working ey

18l adequacy criterion. However, no attempt so far

develop operational measures for it, either.

has been mad
g - o
In reference to the rationale for the selection of the notion 'struc-

tural ambifuity' as a criterion of external adequacy, Chomsky argued
: . @ ' : Z
that

F

There are many facts about languape ggg‘iingyistig

behavior that require explanation beyondq the fact.
that such and such a string (vhich no one may ever
have produced) is or is not a sentence. It is
reasonable to exvect prammars to provide explana-
tions for some of these facts (1957, p- 85, italics
added). : ' ‘ ‘

We can test the edequacy of a given grammar by
asking vhetker or not each case of constructional
homonymity is a real case of ambiguity and each
case of the prover kind of ambiguity is actually
a case of constructional homonymity. !lore
generally, if a certain conception of the form
of grarmar leads to a grammar of a given lanpuage
. that fails this test, ve may question the adequacy
of this, concention and the linguistic theory that
underlies it (1957, v. 38, italics added). ‘

It wvas in the context of the criterion of structural ambiauiti/iﬁé;B
Chomsky t;ied'to,dehonstraﬁe the inadequacy of phrase structurdé

grammar andljuztify the necessity of a higher, that is, transformational

leVel;

3:1.2 Descriptive Adequacy of a Grammar and Structural Anbiguity
Initially Chomsky conceived a grammar to be a mathematical
system. As mathematic&l systems specify sets of‘veli:Tormed formul&a

grammars must be able to separate the.lgramﬁatical‘-sequences which are

sentences of L\frpm.'ungrammatical' sequences which are not sentences

‘v 4

of L. hence, ”Tﬁéf armar of L will thus be & device that.generatES all -
Y . : R

~of the erammatical sequences of L and none of the wngrammatical ones'
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A , _ o o -
(Chomsky, 1957, »n. 13). Later grammars vere required not only to

identify the pf&mmatical éentences hut to assigu a gtructural describtiqn
to each of them. Postal (1964) surgested that the tes bility of a
grdmn&r vas sunnose%»ﬁo be in its ability to assign & .rrect’ struc-
“tural descrlntlon to each sentence it .generates. Chomsky breéented

the three-level scale of grﬁnnatical adequacy vhich incorvorated

Postal's (196L4) reguirement that a ersmmar be able to assign struc-

,

- tural descrintions to all of its grammatical sentences:

The lowest level of success ia achieved if the S
Rrammar presents the observed ggigggx_data correctly.
A second and hlgher level of success is achieved -
when the prammar gives a correct account of the
linsuistic intuition of the native dgpeakér, and’
specifies the ohserved data (in particular) in
terms of §ﬂgg;t1cant generalizations that express
underlx;ng regularities in the 1 lanpuage. A third
and still higher level of success. 1s achieved
" when the aasociated 11ngulst1e theory vrovides a
‘general basis for selecting a grammar that 4¢ Teves |
the ‘second level of success over other grammars
. consistent with the relevant observed datd that
~~d0 not achieve this level of success. In this case,
an say that the linguistic theory in question
sts an exvlanstion for the llngplstlc intuition
of thy pative . Speaker. It can be interpreted as
asserting that date of the observed kind will
enable a speaker’ vhose intrinsic capac1t1es are
represented in this Rgeneral theo;x to construct
for himself a grammar that characterizes exactly = .
this linguistic intuition TChomskv 196k, pn. 62<63; -
ltallcs addéETv o

‘In partlcular it vas embh&sxzed by Posta1\(106h) and Katz and Postal
(106h) and-lmnllcltlv by others, that the rules of a lxngulstxc.des—r
Crlptlon ‘must somehow sneelfv all the 1nfbrnnt10n about ‘the séntences
that a sneaker utlllzes to produce and understand them" (Katz, 1906
. n.<l23;'1t811¢s added); It has bgen suggegted.by Fillmore (1972,
RE 16) £haﬁ thé eondiﬁibns'which'a'grannnr-is teQﬁired to rﬁlfiil

at the “higher' leVel of descriptive adequacv xndxeamé

'e@‘&‘



«++ & shift of interest away from the propertiea
of an spparatus neede. solely for gemerating the
_ propar set of santences, towarda the mechanisns

* which speskers of a language can bc shovn to have,
on tha basis ot any evidance within rench. account
for their abunz to do what thay do when they
communicate with each other uging their 1 langusge
(italicas added). o

7

Fillmore seems to think th;t nrlémlfn.are judéed in terms of ‘new
kindas of questions' at the level of'dencrivtiva adeqnacy. |

'tThe 1link batVeen the 1eve1 of descr1pt1ve adequacy ﬂnd
Judgements of structural ambipuity is difficult to understand hovever.
The weakness of ‘the association betveen structural ambiguity and

descriptive adeauacy becomes obvious when it is»vieved in Lgabj
. Ponz

A

_to the varlous dimensions of" the function as31qned to thé~ evel of
observatlonal adequacy. At the fxrst level, a'nrammar is Wudped in
terms of its abilitv to generate all and only the prammat‘cal sen-
tences of the lanpuage in question. Structurallv amblpuous sentences
Are ‘a4 subset of the set of the Frammatical sentences of a lanvuage
and & grammay must penerate them at the level, of obServatlonal ade-
nuac;. What is the basis of the capacity of such a grammar? A
Rramnar tenerates ull and only the qrammatlcal sentences of a lan-
Rua? e on the basis of its cateporles and rules. 1f a grammar can
,pénerate structurally amblnuous sentgnces.'it must have the cat§f
gorieé and rules required to geneféte them. such a prﬁmmar also
nasses. Judkement on the status of its sentences with resnect to
grammatlcallty. It is obv1ous that it eannot dlstlnpulsh structurallv
.:amblguous sentences in thls context unless~1t conta;ns the necessarw
rules. r"he sententlal pronertv of structural amblfultv is related

. to ‘the levél of observatlonal'adeqpacy. that then is the sthtus of
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the link between structural ambiruity and descrivtive adeguacy? o
1
In order to understand the nature of the descriptfve and ‘methodo-
lopical difficulties and issues involved; it is necessary to see

how this link is specified.

3.1.3 Specification of the Structural Ambiguity Criterion

In his eaper 'On ﬁhe Notion Rule of Grammar ', Chamsky (1961)
: . - . ‘ . . N - B . -OM? .
specifies the procedural operations of the external- adequacy criterion

. : - . <)
of structural ambiguity. A grammar of the language L, which is a v

';et'of rules;>is required to provide a comple%e epecification of

an infinite set of grammatlcal sentences of L and thelr structural

‘ oo s
As Zlff (1965, pp. . 135-137) p01nt8 out Chomsky 's cond1t1on requlres

descrlptlons, the theory of grammar nnderlylng it is requlred Lo &

make available ”a fﬁnction f such that f£(i. j) is the set of struc-

v

tural descriptions. of the sentence 31 that are prov1ded by the grammar *
" Ap.. 120) In partlcular it was requlred that

The set f£{i, J) should contaln more than one

structural descrlptlon _g;xhlf the séntence 85 o
is ambiguous - that is, this is & reasonable o
emnlrlcal condition, one of many, on the :
grammar of a language(chomsky, 1961, P 120;
italics added)

- |
that =a prammhr should prov1de nore than one syntactic structural

_descrlptlon for a sentencevonly if the sentence 'is amblguous. As Lo

an observationally adequate gremmar is required to discriminste be-
tween grammatical and ungrammatical sentences, a descriptively ade-

quate grammar is required to first recognise structural adbiguity in "

.sentences,; edditionally,'it‘is required to assign distinct structural

RN

L

&escriptions, one for each of tae readings. It is claimed that ambi- ‘



..Th
féuities in sentencés and co;stituentslare predicted when syntactic
rules a#sign two or ﬁbfe noneqéivalentbphrase—markers to a given
seﬁtence (Katzj51971). »A theéry of:géne{ative grammar 1s expected

to provide (a) Qrgeﬁerél chargcteriiation‘of the plass"éf possible
phoneticvreprgsen£ations and (b) a class of vossible syntactic descrip-
fions. Thaf is, a generative graﬁmar is :egqireg to”detgrmige ba&rings
of phonetic signals yith synfaétic‘descriptions. Choﬁsky'argués,i

>

- accordingly, ., -~

correct in a variety of respects,
‘the extent that it pairs signals
in fact Heet empirically given
“the semantic interpretations that they
support. For example, if & 8ignal has two intrinsic
'+ - semantic representations in a particular language ...,
a grammar of this language will approach descriotive
adequacy if it assigns two“SD's.Eg_the'sentence, and,
beyond this, it will approach descriptive adequacy to
the extent that these SD's succeed in expressing the
basis for the ambiguity. In the case of THEY DON'T
KIOW HOW GOOD MEAT TASTES, for example, a descriptively
adequate grammar must not only ‘assign two SD's to the
sentence but must also do so in suck & wav that in one
. of theseqthe érammaticalﬂrelatiops of GOOD,. MEAT, and
TASTE arq as in 'MEAT TASTES GOOD', while in the other
they are jas in 'MEAT WHICH.IS GOOD TASTES ADJECTIVE'
(where the notion 'grammatical relation' is to be
defined in a general .way within the linguistic theory
in question), this being the basis for the-alternative
-semantic interpretations that may be assigned to this
sentence. Similarly, in the case of WHAT DISTURBED JOHJ
WAS BEING DISREGARDED BY EVERYONE, it must assign ‘
to “the pair DISREGARD-JUHN the same SD; whereas in the
‘other it must assign this very same relation to the
pair DISREGARD-WHAT (DISTURBED JOKN), and must assign no *.
- semantically functional grammatical relation at all
to DISREGARD-JOHN (Chomsky, 1966, pp. 14-15; italics added).

o .

v

On what basis does a descripfively_adequate,grammar re—
cognize and explain'constructiépai homonymy? The obvious aﬁswervis;_

“that it depends uvon its grammatical categories and the rules res-
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training theirvsvntactic coﬁcatenations leeding to”unhccentable

étrings. r"he cruc1al point to be determlned by the external adequacy

3

, .
(cr1ter10n is whether a prammar contalns the grammatlcal categorles

and‘the rules combining them wlthout which structural~hﬁbiguitv can-

not be”exni&ined. It is clalmed furthermore that the categorlal S e
Ao \
rules must be such -that they also explaln the dev1ant strlnps'whlch

\

result af the n. 1nterpretat10ns are comblned. For examnle, a prammar o
f,, " Yyt

~

. Vhlch fulfllls the external cond1t1on must not generate the strlnp

{152) 1 dlsaﬂnrove of John's exce851ve drinking of the.
- 5 M N .‘) .
-y “beertf'

The strine’in (152) is a result of the}rulesfﬁﬁiéh;canndt;assign the

-~

.interSPEEa;igé% ' :
‘ (153) Tprlsannrove of John's drlnklng the beer

Lo

(lSh) % éisannrove of John s excaﬁ§13e drlnklnp

———

_"nlch aceordlng to ChomsPy (1968 oD. 7-28) result from the homo-

. -

_,nymw of the factlve and manner 1nternretat10ns allowed by the nomlnal- .

- 1zat10n John's drlnklnp in - . ;'; o : L
. ;. 5 ;
-(155) I dlsapprove of John '8 drlnklnp.
;The task of the struc%ural amb1gu1tv crlterlon is to see that the -

-

__fprammatlcal rules are formﬁlated in’ certaln vavs. The formulatlen of g

“the rules of grammdr/{s reaulred tp be such that they must be eble _
0, . s~y '-“I t
to 3551pn n, dxstlnct structural descr10t1ons anﬂ 1n each case permlt

..“’

one but not ‘the other of’ the (n—l) n0551b1e ‘ellipses.
mhe n dlstlnct structura] descrlptlons whlch the system of

,the rules of a plven prammar 13 requlred to. a531gn to a grammatlcal

A (’\

‘Ahomonvm to ?get the externai adeqnacv crlterlon of structural amblguzty

v
-
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must have one specific property. That is, they must trdce the deriva-
: - . o . : - » . . N ;
tionel histories of the individual structures. Some transformations
v o

.,which-tequire or nermit the deletion of repeated elements are so
Penerel that the resulting surfaee structures become constructlonal
~hamonyms: Consxder the sentence T 5£%

(156) I don't like John's cooking any more than
N Bill's cockingr.

]

In the phrases Tohn s cookinm and Blll S cooklng the form cooklnp

8

‘means the same thlng. When it is transformed to delete the reoeated
d elewent, it becomes emb;quous: - : 'q' . o~
(157) I don't like JOhn'e cooking - any more than Bill's.

It is sugaested that the qtructural descrlntxons SD&CIfVlng the . fac-

‘

t1Ve and WMANNEr, 1ntervretatlbns lnvolved 1n (157) ‘must 1nd1cate the

derzv&tlon&l hlstor;es of the surface structures. In order to fulfill

’ ) ¥

"' this condltlon, the structural descrlptmons of such _sentences must

'suec;fv the”deleted elements. It is claimed thatﬁwhat is 1nvolved
- ] ]
'lS some general condatxop on the~anvl1cab111tv of deletldn onerat1ons,d

a

- al tather abstract condltlon that takes,lnto account not onlv the struc—

tnrc to vhleh the oneratlon enbl;eéibux also the hlstory of derlvat1on

CRE
of this’ strueture (Chomskv\ 1968 . B)

.,; “he fnnctlon of’the er1tﬁr1on of structural amblgultv
then 1s to serve as .an exterual constra1nt on’ grammars, that 1s, to.
l{n. grammars w1th patlve sneakers. ‘When a grammar fulfllls the

| eondxtxon aof structyrul emblguxty.along vithfphe othe: cdnstreints;‘_
it is sunnosed to. becdhe deecrlntlyely adequate. .Qhen a.grammar ie

Judged to be descr1ot1vely adequate. 1t 1s con31dered to be a superiox
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i

theocy‘of the linqﬁisticuintuition of the'natlve speaker. In Z:der
for a prammar to meetlﬁhe'criteriong it must be able to (i) identify
~instances of .tructural ambiguity and (ii) svstematlcallv account.
Afor 1t. 1. e., ass1gn distinct structural descrlptlons to all the .

’
readings.  Each structural sneclflcatlon mst be such that (i)
it explains yhv the readinsrs other than the one specified are not’

n0051ble and (ii) 1t traces the derlvatlonal history of the strurture
ra

1nvolved, in nartlcular, 1nd1cat1nr the transformatlonallv deleted
'elements. the basis of the ablllty of such a grammar is 1ts for-
mulatlon of" the categorlal rules. |

The cond1t1ons requlred 1nuthe executlon or the external
”adequaev cnlterlon of structuzal amblgultv are deflned in such a vaf
in TGG that non-trfvial descriptive aud methodological difficulties
"-are involved These problems and the 1ssues entailed are discussed

. 3
in the following sections. *

3.2.0 Execution of the atructural Ambipuity Crlterlon .

As 1t ‘has been nolnted out in 3 1. 3 the esaentlal queot)on,

: 1n the actual annllcatlon of the crlterlon of structural amblpulty

e R

" is related to the power of the descrmpﬁlve apparatua of grammars.'

g

Does a nronosed grammar contaln the c&teporles and the, rules necessary

Kl ; LA -

to account for the structurall) amblpuous sefitences in ‘the langua?e -

o~

it clalms to cescrlbe° The r1rst requlrement for a8 dlBCQSSlon of

v,

thg:questlon 1s a clear dellmlntatlon of the not1on struotural ambi-
.9

: gu1tj . In Zlff'S (1965, p. "141) worda, Nhen 15 the amblgulty or =

sentence of a tvne that does fall w1thin the prov1nce of grammar?"



; . T8
Th; descrlnt1ve and methOdologlcal QOnSJGQPatIOhS depend umpon how

Ve

the notlon in queﬁt;on is-delimiteq. That the functlon of the cri-
: )
terlon 1s to judpe the external adequacv of (rammars is an 1moortant
Al /J\ . .
cavest for such an operatlonalder1n1t1on\

‘3.2,1. _@-_e_ratianal g:rites\ii fgg §tructum1 Ambiguity

. ¢ . \
The nurpose of the criterion of structursl amblgulty is

'

to cheeP the adequacv Of the formal grammat:cal caterories and rules

in relatlon to the sentences whxeh coataln more, than one relatlonal

"Zhe arrangement of the relatxonal eatevor1es is such

ferent rormal tree structures” (Chomsky 1965 v. 12)
vl . Y }
that thev can nrov1de are not 1nd1cated in their sequence. The

dlstlnct tree struetures can be obtalned however, bv labellng and

prouplnp the constltnents dxfrerentl‘ : &s it has been p01nted out
.

\

in- 2 1 and 2 2 not all the tyhes or &mb;gultj 1nwnatural lanpuage

. \expre951on are amenable to: formal const1tuent analv51s. it‘is/‘

, necessary to make A dlstlnctlbn between the amblgulty dque to const1-

-

]

tuent structure homonymy and the,amblgulty due to vagueness in the

message 1tse1f. The oneratlon&l nrocedures must be such ,- therefore
-
that they dan be.us ed fxrst to determ;ne Lf theAamblpulty in & Flven -

o N ’ v

expre551on can, be analyzed rormally. In add1txon to dlstlngulshlng
: R &
'structural amblguxty rrom vagueness 1n‘%he message, these operatlonalj
.crlterla must also set it ahart rrom lexleal amblgulty.. The second
. step is to declde the grammatxcal level of the homonymy in a given
'fexbresslon. If it is g case of morphologlcgﬁphomonymy 1t can-be
'resolved bv dlstlnct labellnys. -If the homonymw in questlon is syn—

-~

"tactlc on the other handg, then it can be dlsamblguated bv dlstlnct

¢
o



> . | . -

9

conStituent bracketings. Hoﬁ'to fOrmulate sueh-onerationalbcri;

teria is the aquestion which must be con31dered first. It is discus-

4

sed in the follov1ng sect1on _ '
Outside of>}f§ pontextual setting and without punctuation

: in wrltlng and vrosodic. correlates in speailng, the sentence'
(158) . They called Susan a vaitress

is triply_embiguoﬁs: . : R o
(159) Theyxcalled-a'waitress fe;,Susad
(160) They said Susan was a veitfege

(161) They called-Susan, vho is a valtress.

In an actual communlcatlve event however, the dlreet deect -

appositive 1nternretat10n of (161) w111 alvays be indicated by,

Anunctuat1on in wrltlng and a correspondlng acoustle correlate in N

sneaklng o ,' S LT e

~—

- . (162) They called Susan,.a waitress. ‘
* . - . : ; ey, - . " e
The comma after Susan iﬁ vriting is renlaced by a medsurable vhysi—

cal evehc' in speaking. Ha.rt}.n s (1970) spectographlc analysis of

-~

the Dhy51cai correlates of syntactlc boundarles shows thax even

. thouph the qcoustlc pause 1tself is not present the nrecedlng svl—

'(lables e'always elongated 'Martln s findlng auggests that the

K

perceot oh—of<mAJor syntactlc break§"is trlggerquphyslcally
X

e

_That.Susan is an 1nd1reet obaect in (159) and-a ‘direct .

e

obJéct in (160) becomes - obv1ous vheﬁ (159) and (lﬁp) are pn381v1zed.‘
;_ jf (163) ‘A vaitress vas called for ‘Susan b; thenm “
o (l6h) S@san was called a vnltreaa by them. .

”h1s is due to the 1ex1cal homophony of gg, in the tuo pass1ve

formslthe two lexlcal 1tems'a;e.(a) called ggg_and (b) called.

Yoo
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(1)

'
U
--Susan

. l)'
a vaitress

N

(
R
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In the following examnlee*/fhere is an. amblgu;ty between

/

Posztlon and Dlree}lon AdJuncts
(165) .He is allowed to’ rug outside
(166) The..baby was crawling upst;ilrs. |
In one readlnp, t%ne adverb is part ot VP, mle in the other 1t is
sententlal in 1ts scope of modlﬁcatlon. |
:7» (167) Wnen he is outside he is allowed ‘to run
(168) Wnen he vas upstalrs the’ ba%y vas cravllnp., \
The adaunet however becomes a separate 1ntonat10n ug1t 1n sneaklng,
'1n writlng, the adjunct 15 transposed to the 1n1tlal p031t10n and
'senarated ofr by a eouma ‘ N v
(169) Outslde he is alloved to run S
“1170). Upstalrs, the baby was crawlxng. |
There is . 1ndenendent syntactlc ev1dence ;o shov that voaltional

adauncts can be trahsposed 1n1€1a11y, whlle dzrectlonal adaunets

cannot In the sentences,‘ R ;

v

%&?1). The chlldren are runnlng around gp talrs -

(1720; He vas. thrown derboard near the ahora

" the direétionﬁl and p051t10n&l ad]uncts oecgf‘together. It 18 only :
L Tae .
~the posltlonal adouncts that xan be tranSposéd 1n1t1&lly

-’

(173) Estalrs the chlldrﬁn are runnlng around

'(l?h) Near tne shore he wa¥ throun overboard

. )

O

4‘ (175) Around the chlldren are runn1ng unstaxrs '

i

- (176) Overboard he wns thrown near th¢ shore. |

‘The' - sequence of the relat1onal elements 1n the tollovxng
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~.sentencés is the same:

1§

(177) James enjoys the theatre more than‘SuSan .
(178) . He 1likes the dop;more than his v1fe

(l?!) is not considered amblyuous but ord1nar11y v111 be treated

as an elliptical version of

v

(179) James enjoys the theatre more than Susan does.» 

o In v1ew of the nerspeetlve devethed in 2.2, (178) is an examnle of
"ﬁ'grammatlcal hommnymy- than can be treated as a con)unetzon in one

"ease and as a brenos1t10n in the other, which can be demonstrated

1n terms of the elllpses thev take..
(180) He llkes?the dog more than hls wife does -
(181) ‘He liked’the dog more than he llkes his vife.

Also, there is 1ndependenu svntactlc ev1denee to supbort the clalm

~ “that (177) is an ellzptleal constructlon vhlch can be resd as (179)

hlllns1s of the oogect gsnnot take vlaee unless ‘the verb tao is re--

placed by do (inrk et éi., 1972)." Thus: =

e

% (182) Janmes enioys ‘the the&tre more than Susan enJOYS

- 15 unacceptable , However, it the obqect is the camblement 1tself

i .
P
1

7

'jthe verbd 19 opt139al &s in . A o ""'.»;' e .7 S

=

(183) * James - knovs more about the theatre than Susan

. o & - * . '

(knovs);‘ C ' o ) o - -

;To{céngiderfmqre éxémples,of St;uctural}ambiguiiy, the
sentén§§j' | | |
: '(i&h) I saw nlm g01ng home '.' ’
conta;ns two dzstlnct ‘surface structures.ln one case, gg;gg_home

,1s a sententlal adverb and 1t can be fronted traqsrormat1onally.

e
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R
‘

/ B (185) G01ng home, I saw hlm.‘ \

As Qulrk\et al (1972 p. T63) point. out (184) is iguouszbecause

_ of the 'possible neutrallzatlon of the formal difference between

*:non-flnlte clauses ectlng as g;pplementlve clauses and tHose acting

as complementatxon of thé W rb* On one 1nterpreta§10n
'».'

the supplementlve clause. 1 1s;the notional subject
. \ . - P txié—//\/‘ . //

i.e., of -

going, whereas
) . ) & L . .
on the other, i.e., of‘verb complementation, it is him that is the

‘notional subject of going. The neutralized tormal dlfference is
trought out when the tuo 1nterpretat10ns are, pnraphrased.

o

s '_
(186) -

(187)

Qulrk et al (1972) prov1de Lndependent syntactlc ev1dence to explain

the basis of: 1eutral1zat10n in (18&) They suggest that. the sentences )

e A S . < .
(188)° The manager apPROACHED,us SMILing.  © ¢

(189) The mansger epnroached us SMILang.
are alternatlve renderlnga of ﬁhe same sentence dlfferent only-1in EN

that (188) has twe focuses of 1nformat10n whereas (189)»has only n')“

[

one. - It 15 p01nted out that the resemblance betueen non-restr1ct1ve

1

3 reletlve clauses - end suppleﬂentlve elauses is~acc1dental the sup-'

,plementlve clauses are not separated 1ntonat1one11y vhen they ‘ocecur

5

. in the final p031t;on, as the non-restrlctlve relatlve clluses are,

;The amblgunty 1n the aentences
(190) He is frlendly enough to help

. ) &
(191) He is too good & man to kill - - . . ik\'

‘is due to the poaalbxllty of actlve and passlve 1nterpretat10n8"

-

3



; (192) He is frlendlv enouph for him to heln oghers
: O
C '(1?3) He is %Tanle &nouﬁh'for others to help him

(194) He is too 7ood a man for him to klll others.

- f
<%k

(195) He is too pood a man for others to’ "kill him,

g

The amblgultv arlses because a nronoun in the 1nf1n1t1ve clause may

be omltted if it substltutes for the. sub]ect of the main clauSe

1y

as in - S
(196) I nhave, veen allve long enouph to understand that Li
(197) It moves too quickly for most neonle to see (1t).

When there.ls no sub1ect in the 1n’1n1t1ve clause, the understood

subyect is often the subject of the main clhuse. r"he 1n’initive

-

mav also be passive in- meaning:
(198) It moves too nulcklv to see: (ﬂo be seen)
The amblwultv 1n the examnles dlscussed above can be sys-

tematlcallv accounted for 1n terms of formal 11ngu15t1c anaIVSls

«

‘As the above d1scu351on 1nd1cates the formal analysis- 1nvolves the

mornhological'and the)surface structure SVntactlc nronertles of. .

English. There are however, certain cases of ambrguitv in. natural T o

. !

language expre351on which resis s systematic formal linguistlc analysis
The, amblqultv 1a these exore351ono cannot be resolved wlthout fac—

' tual 1nfornat10n cgacerning the messape.&n a glven case. As g matter

of fact, what 1s 1nvolved in these cases of amblgultv is the clarlq :

flcatlon of sonme vapue bOlnt 1n.the message. For examnle, in Co X H\'

\ -

'(190) Cbme and meet’ my beautlful w1fe

whether the adJectlve beautlful 1s reqtrlctlve or non- restrgctlve :
T \14
e S

"may be taken as nroblematlcal. However, it needs to He clarlfled‘



.. factually if the man in question has another wife vho is not beau-

. ambiguity in the sentence

\

-

85

tiful and he is distinruishine one from the other. Similarly, the

(200) Mary is a beautiful soprano
cannot be resolved without factual‘knqvle&ge about lMary's berson..
7o take one more examnle, ig the sentence .(201)

(201) 1 dislike Brown's paintings of his daughter

- the vossible ambiguity between the paintings owned by Brown or the

g§j§§i£>; Qf,9i§.§§yghﬁgi pgig&gg_hl_himself cannot be settled vithoUtn

the factual information about Brown's life-style. It is obvious that
g ©

Lhecn cas esof/gmblvultv cannot be’ accounted for ,ystematlcallw in

terms of llngulstlc rules. Hhat is 1nvolved here 1is factual elar1~
C/ '
fication 07 spec1f1catlon of the message, which cannot be gtated

fornallv;/ _ ' : o ' ' . R ‘

",

, / ’how, then, can the dlfference between structural amblgulty'
A .

and vagueqess in the message be specified oneratrbnallv " The
dlscu591on of the varlous examnles indicates that a proat manv of. th
cases of'amblgulty‘can be solved simmly be looking at.the prosodic

features of punctuation of the expressions. That 1s, theSe sen-

tences are unamblpuoua in &hclr snoken and wrrtten forﬁ?‘ ‘the con-

R

: atructlonal homon:mf of tIe other cases is. resolved when certain

.mornholoplcal and surface structure svntactlc chanres are intro-

du-ed. "hPre are various tvnea of elllntlcal construct10n§ which

'cauge amblpuluv thev can be ulsanblpuated 31mp1y by 1nsert1np the

9

e}llptic elements. In fact. the nresecrintive frammars and rhetoric

'text-booPs adV1se students to avoid structural amb1gu1ty'bv using

"\;such dev1ces. Jore‘cruclally, the stnndard,scholarly grammars of

L

T e



Fnglish-in the descrintive‘tradition (Jespersen, 1909—&9'

“_Kru1s1nga 1031 32; Poutsma, 1926-29; Zandvoort, 1957) exvlain the

|
varlous tvnes of constructlonal amblgulty in more or less the same' .

way . These devicesvcan safely be taken as grammatical operational

lé;edfﬁtructurally ernnot. mhe cases which cannot be dlsamblpuated

S

by one ﬁu‘these operatlonal tests must be kept out31de of the range

Y

of . spructural amblgultv

“The’ oneratlonal Drocedureswto delimit structural &mblgUItj

can be admlnlstered in three otder@d steps-. Flrst- determ‘ne if

N - I

the &mblpulty in a glven exnre551on dxsappears when 1t is sﬁeksn or

R

wrltten. fhe crltlcal cues are ﬁrosodlc features and nunctuatlon.

If not, can the ziven amblgultv be resolved by Slmplv subs*ltutlnp

a slngle lexlcel item? VIt the f;n 1ngs of the second test are ncsi«

’ ]

_tlve; then the amblgultv in the %xn e531oh is non—grammatical.

Ir the ambiguity remains after tpe first two steps then check if

;1t is due to grammatlcal (mornhologlcal and surface structure sSyn--

ta t1c)~hom0nymy. If it is due to the homonvmy of elther Frammatical

-

1

e asses or constituent grounlng. it can be resolved by (i) makinm

,morpholoplcal chanpes, (ii) transposing constituents and (ii1)

L4
1nsert1ng elllptic elements 1n case of elllntlcal constructlons.

The validity of the resultxng dlstlnct lahellngs and bracketlngs of\
.

constltuents can be checked by transformathpal tests. As it has

\




-
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‘ A

/ .
1t has nothlng to do wlth the grammatlcal dev1ces jplch carry it. It

the amblgultv in a glven exnress1on is found to bg structural both

s

in terms of 1ts or1g1n and resolution, natlve speakers of the language
should be able to prov1de Daraphrases of the n 1nterpretatlons
1nvolved. It 1s these n readlngs of the amb1guous sentence in ques-
thn to whlch structural descrlptlons are assigned. |

P

3.2.2.  Descrintive and Theoretical Problems . . B

- M

The discussion‘in the literature of the cases of Structural

v

ambiguity arts}ng oub of Instrumental Aﬁverbs gives an indication

;‘ YAl
of the nature of the descriptive problems involveﬂﬁin the applica J@?

=00 f the criterion within the TGG framework In the frequently dis-

_cussed case v
: - ' . SN , :
: ~ (202) He hit the man with the stick.

rvthe phrase with the stick can be treated elther as an Ad]unct in the'

Nouh Plirase the ggg_w1th the stlck or as a Complement to the Predi-

¢ .

cate Phrase hit the=man. That is, the phrase w1th tne stlck can serve

in AaJectlval and Adverblal functlonal relatlons. takoff (}968;l
cf KOOlJ 1971) argues that the sentence | |
. (203) 1 cut my flnper with a knlfe
ls ‘ambiguous in-that it contalna what he calls faccidental' and
purposrve 1nterpret:tzohg, as in,
A(2Oh) I cut my flnger on a knlfe l‘
(205) I used a knlfe Ain maklng a cut in mw flnger.

He marshals grammatlcal evidence' to show that the two 1nterpre-
'tatlons are based on grammatlcal dlfrerencea. The essence of his

arvumentatlon 1s that there are varlous contexts where the ac§1dental
» A.'\-" -
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interpretation holds. K001J (1971 pp. 72 87) examlnes Lakoff's

arguments and examples in detall and concludeo conv1nc1ngly that

+«s the acc1dental’ da 'purp031ve' Instrumental
sentences have the s grammatical structure as
far as the notion Inst ntal is concerned, and
that their ambipuity ¥s an ambiguity of an entirely
diffefent nature that is furthermore not even dia-
critic for these sentences since there are others
that have neitffer an accidental nor purposive \:
1nternretat1on (p. 87).

é
-

In termeeof the operatlonal tests for structural amblpulty developed

‘ ¢
-

in 3.3, l the case in quest1on that is : : ' . - ",ﬁh
(202) He hit the man with the spickv" fe
can be treated’as follovs:. The Adverbial Adjungzjcan ﬁe trahspdéea'
svntactlcally, as in | ‘ :
(206) wlth the stick, he hlt the man.
Q.’iThe valldlty of the argument of the\twﬂ surface structures for (202)
ﬂ; één be seen in the facv that 1t has tvo passive ver51ons.
(207) The man with the st1ck vas hit bv h1m
- | >-'~ (208) ‘he man - was hit by h1m with the stlck.‘
The two surface structures of (202) can be shown bv grounlnp it ‘in

two distinct wayS'- '
N ( (he) ( (nhit) ( (the man)‘ (vith the stick)- ) ) )
S NP .yp v . NP NP PP- NP VP V

i( (he) (. (hif) ‘(the man) (with - the stlck) .). )
S NP VP- V.,« _NP . t PP v -VP S

Grammatlcallv speaklng‘ there may seem to be hardly any difference

P N B . . . . e
between the two cases -

(202) :He hit the man with the stick

(203) . 1 cut my finger with a knife.

—



e S
v But semant1C4structure of the lex1cal elements of the two tokens

Twﬂ is such that only (202) is anb1guous. In (203) the ohrase wlth

a kn1fe serves only the adverblal funct1on, vhlch can ‘be demonstrated

R ) 7
w ., /

by transp051np it, as in, - . {.

s

a
TN

(209) Hlth a knlfe, I cut my\flnger.

And allovs onlf one n§s81ve form - . o ‘

N

ys (210;) Hv fmper was - cut with a knu’e

Lo

. | b ( 119% My. flnPPP with a knlte was cut N 47’
v['he Mblgultv Vhlchu Iﬂkoff (1968) 'nercelVes ln (203) lS cl’earlv not

a~structural in orlgln. - ._' - =

As it has been 001nted out in: 2 l h (cf 71ff 1965), gram—
mars can s1mplv prov1de potentlal tyoes for amblgulty The reall—'
zatlon of amblgulty due to the type 1nto its individual tokens de— "
-pends unon the long-range semantlc c0nstra1nts in the mlnds of the

' " people 1rvolved and the 1mmed1ate contextual constralnts surrounding

?

the dlscourse event. IntmOst of the cases, the realization of the o

potentlal for amblguzty at the formal el iS'determined hv the‘

Fall
)

~aday

i

o~ general seﬁhntlc structure of a language there may be cases, however,

,vhen 1t woulé be governed by the develonmental hlstorles of the ;?:

cognltlve systems of 1nd1v1dual sneakers and hearers. It 1 p0831ble

that the potentlal ror grammatlcal homonynu in a ngeﬁ exoresslon

‘may reallze Ulthln the cognltlve vorld of a speaker, whereas the
'_cognicive background of the hearer ray not allow ic. A McCawley

‘might- have read Babar as a boy and can 1magine "the design of

.a gun with a trigger s0 large that an elephanb?bould pull "

E
(HcCawley, 1968, P 129) Consequently, to.him th sentence

s
. “

N



| '~ (212) Tme shootihk of fhe'é{;/eﬁl;nnt\s‘uae terrible o

4 mﬂmlm. A Zif‘; wight not be able to il\mgine the situation
in r)uestlon-. due to- the difference in his cognitive world. - Snula.rly,'

Lakofr's Dercerltlgn or the eategmues of 'ouroos:.ve' and acclden-— ‘

‘ tal’ in (202) has only an 1nd1v1dua.1 basis. 'nus sort of srt.uatlon
where the amnlmuty is pot generally recogmzed needs a clarinrlﬁn |
f°°t"2.fz-§’ 'J1thm the I‘GG framevork, however, mans :uxmose '
amblgulty ain’ syntactlc structures a mon ’Ihe conse-~

'auences{z“ . ing amblgulty from nthout ‘upon a glven gramstlcal k'
structure are serjous for the w_ram.r of the Langnage in questlcm
both frm*i:he intlernal and external nolnts of new. A

Asyfor the mterna.l point of view of ‘the grumr of an
individual lax}gtxage, the 'probleu of the’ number of ;‘,‘L ‘hoc categories
like Lakoff's "';mrpésive' and 'sccidental! would cause a serious
difficuitv; The cateeonal rules requu-ed to generate structural
descrmtlons for the mdlndual read;ngs vould pot be needed else~
where in’ the gramar. The fnndamental pr_nm;nle that tbe categorial
rulesf nnxst\hafe independedf syxlltactic“ mtivafiorx ﬁeuld be wviolated.

» ‘rhe number of such uolatxons would correspond to “the number of

<P

/
tmes the“gr’e?man dec1des to impose anbxgmty ﬁ'ou without - and
" introduces n categone‘s to account tor ln.s mberpretatlons 'mns

has- the potential for miroducnu; endlesa tmmtlnted co-plentxes

‘ in"gf’ah!"o‘, ars. - ) | “ |
é The mtmtue pnulege Rrented by tpe theory to the jndi-

ndua.l gralm.rums cnuponnds the dlmculty nxrt.her. Indxndual .

. grammarians depend upon their oun)'.,eo-petmce' to construct mrs

N
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. . A
As it bas been po1nted out in 1.2. 2 dxtferent gremmarlans can ¢ ip-
struct d1rrerent grammars all of vhleh can reach the level of wes—-
cr1pt1ve adequacy The number of descrlptlvely adequate pr&mmars
of an 1nd1v1dual langudge would 1ncrease as 1nd1v1duel qrammarlans
treut lndlvldual cases of ambxgulty due to vagueness ln the message
‘as cases of structural amblgultv. It is generally apreed that

1

eramnarlans frequentlv dlsagree w1th each other (cf Spencer, 1973)

L 38

,Ir the number of descr1nt1ve1y adequate grammars of a lanpuage can-~

‘not be 11m1ted the theoretlcal status of descrlpt1ve adequacy be~

" comes fataily doubtful (cf Peters and thehle, 1969)

Gleltnan and Gleitman (19?0) suggest a core versus.

penunbra dlchotomy in the nax1ve speaker s 'competence . The_'core'

comnunltv usxng the lanpuage | The  'penumbra’ grammare, on the other
hand represent the rather pr1v1leged members ‘'who have . acqulred some
more knovledge of and about thelr language The 'core—penumbra'

dlstlnct1on can be used erfectlvely only 1r the dlstlnctlon between

-

structural amblgulty and amblgulty due to vagueness 1n the message

=
1sstr1ct1v observed.. If grenmnrlana are free to use thelrﬁgan in~
tu1t1ons as a}crlterlon to delimit amblgultv whleh is struetural in

origin, -the d1$t1uct10n betveen core' and penumbra _grammars would ,

. lose itS'signirieanCe. The number of 'penumbra grammars would be .

. ; ’\ TN
1dhredibly large. The penumbra grammars’ would become mere foot— o
. notes snecxtylng 1nd1v1dual pereeptlona of some s1tuatlons out of .

the1r contexts. The s;gnltzcance of .the level of descr1pt1ve ade—"

¢



N

a given speech community. . .ﬁﬁxﬁ

. A\:' . . c" - . . .
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quacy vxll be red¥c0d eons1derably if the eore grammar is separated

from its troublesome 'nenumbra eomponegxs. r"he gramnars thﬁ%mare
, g

B observetlonally adequate wvould be able to account Por the core'

vart of the llngulstlc competence of the people of the laneuages
described. The 'nenumhra frammars could describe the speelallzed

aspects of the knovledge of the 1anguage of the various groups of

If structufal,ambiguity is delimited operation&lky as
has been demoustrated in 3.2. 1 the serlous dlfflcultles caused by

the confUSlon betwesn structural amblgulty end &mblgUlty arlszng '

- out of vagueness in the messagpw111 no longer ex1st The. operatlonal

’_tests would autOmatlcallV reveal the nature ot the structural amh1- |

a
gu;ty in'a given expre531on. A step~bywstep execution of guch prOA-

’cedures VOuld shou ‘they nrov1de cues for structural deser;ptlons..

In its nresent form the sentence - . ‘,-?

(213) I knev that vou-had seen him before I me't you

"ls amblguous. If the constltuent before I met you 1s transposed

o and proper punctuation inserted, it gives two dlst;net readlngs

A

(21k) Before I met you,. I knev that you had seen h1m
(215) I knev that, before I met you, you had seen- h1m.-‘
The amblgulty in (213) is re501Ved thus by a s;mple procedure .
As for the sentence S , - _ '. “’ T
(216) I saw hiﬁ tiding‘;'bicygle'
the tvo,interﬁréfé&ioﬁs;_as in, | |
(B T oev i while T vms ridins o beyere

(218) ' I saw him while he was ridiog a“bicycle
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" can be discovered in a similar vay by transposing the constituent

-
%
(

riding b cxcle,“

(209) PRidine a bicycle, I saw hin.

s

‘The potential for ambipuity allowed by the syntactic nattern in sen—

tences Such as
o : . - \"

(210) Pushlnn Dollcemen can be provocative

(211) EOlllnv‘Chamoagne can be interestinp

. can, be detected by 1ntroduc1np nlnor nornholog1cal changes:

v

(212) Pushing the nol1cImen can be provocatlve
m

-(213) The nush1ng policeémen can be provocative

(21%) Bbilinp the-chamnagne can&be 1nterest1ng
. (215) The boiling’ chaig;gne ‘can be’ 1nterest1ng.

In MacKay snd Bever (1967, p. 200) the sentence . .
/ .

(216) Those uho nlav chess as §e114£s Bill came

‘ -
is consldered to be an xamnle for the deen structure tyve of ambi -
pulty, The morpholoplcal homonymy or as vell as can be demonstrated

by a sxmvle prbcedure. The two readlngs are denonstrated by' the

' followlng ~bisckét1ng5: )
‘ - ’ Lo BT S
v (217) Those (whro nlay chess) as-well as BilI/came

(218) Those ; 2(vho play chess as vell as Bill) came.

+ 2

In (217) 8s vell aa 15 a Con]unctlon and coordlnates r"hose vho E;Eh
rchess and Blll, wh;le in- (218) it is used ‘as a Pre0031t10n cormaring
«Those and B111 as. chess players. Actually (218) is an ell1nt1ca1
~'cons§ruetlon, 1f the deleted element is 1nserted the anblgulty

, dlssbbeers and the bracketlng is conf1rmed~

(219)' Those who vlay chess as well as Bili does eame.'

\

v
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To take one more~examble to 111ustrate hov 31mp1e operatlonal tests -

could he used to dlscover the structural origins of amblgulty in

the various potentl&l types. 1n; ' o ‘

L ‘ (220) His d&n01ng vas. unexpected

the igﬁ_nomlnallz&tlon causes amblpulty between the fact of hls
' paqgigg_and the manner of hls d&nclng. S1m11arly, .
S (221) 1 like dancing o A e »f“\' }-"

can be iﬁtefpreted.as e

(222) -1 11ke it when T dance. | _

(223) 1 11ke it vhen penple in general dance. o .

The amblgUlty in these cases, as Qu;rk et al, (1972, p. 7&2) . o ';l

n01nt out, is that the ;~g_nom1na11zatlon llnks the ‘activity to the L

.

subJect of the sentence.. When an Qb)ect is. added however, the po—--

‘

tentlal for ambiguity allowed by the g nomlnallzatlon does not
m&terlallze. - ’ o
(22“) His d&nclng the tango vas anexpected s f

whlch is dlfferent rrom

(225) His'dancing‘?f the ‘tango was ﬁne§pécted.‘

Accordlngly,

(226) I like danc1nz the tango

[

is unanb;guous and the other 1nternretatlon requlres morphologlcalx

ehanges, as 1n

N 9

(227)_ I‘like“my/his dancing of the tango. -
_The ambiguity boténtial which the ing nOminalizationvailows can,
-thus be attrlbuted to the surr&ce structure character;ééi;s of the "

Engl1sh lanpuage. -These propertles o{)ﬁg;ratlongl tgsts may



\

,thorough lnvestlgatlon of the surface structure patt@xn or

bVoa

-

uhxqﬁ‘can be stlpulated by the semnntle component 'of. the 1anguage.
ﬂf

heh1nd1v1dual percentzon of a 81tuat10n by the grammarlan are pos—'":’,k“%

@

5 R
LARANEN" Gk o T
‘ ggéﬁmﬁted as grammatlcal categorles. The number or descrlptlvely T .
30 % ool e

adequate gramﬁhrs of a plven language, consequently, cannot be _eon-

'trolled. The obJectlve of the crlterlon or structural amblgultv

»,

1s tmuS'defeated. The claim about the external relevunce of TG

‘.

grammars cannot be Just1f1ed at 1east rrom the p01nt of view of

accountlng for structural amb1gu1ty. Peters»and Ritchie's mathema-
T :

t1cal studles also suggest that

«¢. vhatever the facts of any natural 1anguage . B
regarding grammat1ca11ty, amblgu;ty and para~ - : e
phrase tura out to be, & grammar can be found

to fit them within. any version of transrorma~

tionsl theoyy that has been proposed... (Peters -
and Ritchie, 1969, p. 152).

LN

”he operatlonal snec1f1eatlon of the crlterzon of structural smblsl
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pulty\}s such that it can be fulrllled "by virtue of the definitions

'y“.l
of 'transfbrmatlonal grammar', not the nature of emplrleal realzty" ’

. . . ) 7 . . he

a LW

The methodologicallbasis of the pfesegt-TGG ﬁractice also.:

raises doubts vith reépect tovthe efrectiveness¥ot the structural
amblgulty crlterlon a8 an external constralnt on grammars. The cr1~

terlon depends upon the assumptlun that natlve speakers can both

'’ \

recognlze structural amblgulty end &ccount for 1t in terms of struc~ -

tural descrloE;;hs. In sttactle Structures, Chomsky (1957, P. 85)

. admltted that Oov1ously, not all, k1nds of amb13u1ty wli\\be snaly-~ = .

}-zable 1n syntactlc terms (footnote 1) and suggeated

o ’ He can test the adequacv of a given gramuar by
., asking® vhether or pot each case of constructional

homonymity is'a real case of amblggétx and each ¥
case’%r the groggr exr kind of ambiguity is actually -

a case.of constructional hombnymlty (1ta11cs added)

With respect to the behavmorel correlate of ambxgu;ty, . nat1ve |
llnFUlStlc competence has been attr1buted to two tvpes of knovledge .
‘on the part of the natlve speaker (1) knov1ng that ‘and (11) knov1ng ,:
howu(Hook- 1969; ‘ef Harr1s,»P., 1970 Derv1ng, 1973) - The two types

are 1mp11g1t 1n the vay the crlterlon is. speclfled. In the flrst
)

place there is no guarantee that natmve speakers acutally 1nterna112e o

?
rules SDeCIflcally to canture the amblgultles’ (Derw1ng, 1973 p.‘l62)

As Peters (1970 P.. 39) p01nts out ...the lntultlons a. grammar des—; \5

cr1bes are deduced from 1t by examlulng the set of structural descr1p~

tlons 1t generates. Tmere 13 no uay of know1ng vhether the natlve‘

/ N

speaker s 1ntu1t10n actunlly traces the atructural przglns of amblvn-;

gulty in the vay given fTrammar 1ndicatea.‘;.”4;;;f_ R S

<§



S the absence or any operatlonal procedures to dellmlt struetural W

5 generate a set of struetural dlscrlpt1onaand then eertaln properties '

S0 I

‘ - ' .‘ 3 “". » .
There is & basic cirgulsrity in the way thesrelaticdnship

between a structursl deséription and the native, Jntultlon is generally A

undfrstood in TGG. Peters (1970, pp. 39-40) Buggests that "the ruleg
!
of these structursel descriptions are 1nterpreted as making factual-

: _ d halte
claims  This is precisely the way the cleim works in practice with

Tespect to the behavior:of the grammar of ailanguage ag a mirror of

_ the mative apeaker s 1ntui£ion for that 1anguage with reference to

structural ambiguity. Consequently, " a
e there are nany dlfferent transformatlonal
Arammars that generate the same sat of strue~ .
tural descriptions snd there are many different N
sets of -SD's that have the same empirical éonse-
‘quences. Thus the possibilities for differsnt

o sets of rules to describe the same facts are

@ ' enormous, in fact, 1nf1n1t§~TPeters, 1970, D

~ 39-L0; italica addeE}~ ,

It has been: shovn eariler how ‘it is. indeed impossikle to 11m1t the

number of descrlptlveéyJadequate vr&mmars. Chomsky hlmself has bewn
recently concerned wlth thls Veakness. He po1nts out that

_The gr&vest defect of the theory of tranaforma—
tional grammar is its enormous latitude and qcs-
crivtive power. Virtually anything can be ex~
~ pressed as a phrgse marker, ... Vlrtuslly_ﬂjg
' . imsginable rule cap be described in transforma-
~tional terms - (Chomsky, 1972, pp.. 125~l25, 1ta11cs
‘ addedy

: ,amhlgultv, thls excessive nower of TGG has rendered ‘the external -

(

N adequacv criteria 1neffect1ve.

Y.\ The nature of the relatxonah;p between the level of des~

7  criptive4adequaey and thg-structural amblgulty crlter;on in TGG is .

such thaﬁithe link between grammars and pative lsnguage users
. . . . . i ) \“
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has hardly any behavioral 81gn1f1cance. The TGG ctiterion of structural . f
amblguity, in actuality, is governed by the for%&l grammatical appa- o T
atus and not ‘the native apeaker.' The notion of deacriptive adequacy

. {uires that a prammar prov1de a ''correct' account or the nEti?e

*/

aker s. knovledze of hxa langﬁage Hith reanect to the ambiguity

‘conditlon, the natlve speaker's knowledge 1nvolves both 1ts 'knov that'

. and "know how'\comoonents: The native speaker however, is set aside
when the correctness of a qrammar s handling of hlo knowledge is deter-
mined. Hhat 1s at used. 1n the orocedure ‘of checklng the adequacy

of a prammatical descriotlon is the analyst 8 ingenuity in writing )

*the rules vhich generate structuxal descriotions. Prideaux (1971)
" has shown that the notions of descriotive adequacy and 11Eguist1c 9\\§‘

”1ntu1t10n of the native speaker both depend upon the validity of

5the linguistically significant generalizations. As he argues, “_5

theconditionsof"(i) observational adequacy, (i) conflatability of . -

rules, and (111) 1ndependent motivatinn for at least some’ of the rulea .
4

operate v1th1n a formal framework which leaves no room for any direct o

‘response to external conslderations. Stuart's (1969) argument, 1. e.,
the statement that a descrintivel ‘equate grammar characterrzes the

. native sneaker 'S linguistic competence is aimply an aasertion by whieh
hY

-,comoetence is stlnulatively defined, and applies to the way the opera—"}:""

tional specification of.structural ambiguity is defined in TGG,

~

.330 Smmary B o

R . .
-

In his 1n1t1al ‘program for a linguistlc theory outlined

N

in §yntact1c Structurea Chonsky (1957) suggeated that the form of

’ grammars and the notion of slmpllcltv vould be continually rev1sed until



‘ o L ey
the prammars selected by the theory do meet the external condltlons.'
4

In a .footnote, he added - // ‘ . e

T : We may in fact revise the criteria of adequacv
‘too, in the course of research. “hat is, we?
nay decide that certdain of these ‘tests do not
apply to. grammatlcal phenomena (p. Sh fn. 5).

As Prideaux (l}l;J’velnts out tke recent changes 1n the 1nternal

apnaf&ius have usedso much strlre and contu31on that the roblem N
_ea P v

&bout exterégg/crltér1a has been set a31de. 4Unle55*vﬂe externaljadei
- nuacv crlteryg are pronerly snee1r1ed th#ﬁ cannot‘be‘ 'iably\:%jéd*
‘ . F AN

g o
to evaluate the'nronosed changes in the form ot grammar and

theory of 1anguape., Serious doubts ‘have been ralsed regardlng the
:{ontological status of the leve} of descriptive adequacv which4 in ”GG
ig of cruc1al 1mnorﬁh§ce from the n01nt of ylew of the external rele-

vance of grammars (Peters and thehle 1969._*_;e4s, 1970;.Pri@equx,-‘

1971 1973) ,, ~\\;- . e
¢ ’ / ! \
t In this chapter. it has been shovn that the llnk‘between

'structural amblgultv and descr1nt1ve adeouaev is dublous. As regards
the actual executlon of the cr1ter10n of structural amblgultv w1th1n
»the TGG framework there are serlous descr1nt1ve and theoretlcal diffi~

cultles. These Droblems can be solved by cecognlzlng the d1st1nct1on

between_atructural amblgulty and amblgulty due to vagueqess in the

1nterpretat10ns 1nvolved in the varxous types of strueturally ambijuous

S

‘ Bentenees. R S /
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The objective of) thé briteriou'of'structuraluambiguity
L - . , s - C
,cannot be Tulfilled unless' its external basis is:.restored. If the.
. Y . . MR . . - e 4 o . .
criterion is made externally relevant, it can be an effective

~edure to test the adequacy of individual graﬁmars anﬁ~%he theory of
o _ - S ' . '

grammar, asg it was'otiginally envisaged in Syntactic Structures.
. o P ) L. N - - R v

- pro-

J



'j<;>3'£HAPTE3‘FOUR | v '

(. ' R .
- f : rﬁ w e E] ‘% g B o
STRUCTURAL AMBIGUITY AND DEEP SYWTACTIC SURUCTURE -
o T ' ‘ g o S 4

©46.0. Prelj 1n Xy Remarks .

s ¥

‘The term 'deep syntaetlc structure has been ,2 focal b01nt

ki

(ﬂ\h ‘the- deVelopment of the overall theoret1cal and descrlvtlve Trame- |

(" S 4 \

.work ‘of TGG. The prOposltlon-of’the deep—sur?ace structure diéhoa

~ tomy brought v1th it an array of new concepts and reéulred radgcal

r\'l\ E

changes in the nrOgﬁam for llnpulst1c theory provosed %J/ng a@tlc

-

V"Structures.v Within the revised framevork bearlng on’ thfdc"ﬁtevt of

~ r

deep synta¢t1c~structure, the grammar bropoaed by the llngulst 1s
' L

5
[k

,£§: an . exnlanﬁtofy theory; it s vggﬁgsts an egg;anatlon for the fact that...

'a _Epaker Qf the lan gu@g\_ln gﬁpshlon v1ll percelve, 1nterbret form. h

|
or use an utterance in certain v gg and not in other ngs//fChomsky

1970 p. h?8, 1ta11cs added) ”he certain ways that the soeaker was
\ B

expected <to follow in his encoding and decoding of utterances were:

specified in the soLQovinp vay:
b ‘Knowledge of 8 languare 1nvol&qs the ability td
‘assign deep ¢nd surface structures to an infinite, A
range of se tenees, to relate these structures N
aporoprlate » to asslgn a vhonetic interpretation
.to the surfgce structupe and to construct a semantic
, ~+ intervretation on the basis of the grammatical rela-
. tions of the deen structurau(ChOmsky 1970c n. EBO)

o

", The importanCe of surfsce structure properties liké:focus,‘

‘topic and cémment, reference,  scone of logical elements, etc., has

+ been: recognized -in ﬁhe "Extended Standard Theory"(Chomskg,1§72b).

| . .‘.' , .

. @

~

\

)

§ " | . | ,.. .
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. The central character,of the deep structure hypothés&s that " «+4 the

fRrammatical relatlons deflned in the deep structure are those that

&

dF%ermlne semantle 1nterpretatlon" (Chomsky, 1970b, p. log§rias been

3 :
retaihed, however. _-Insofar. as the elternatzve prOposals wh1ch reject
the deep structure hypothe31s are not~based on’ Uempzrlcal content

and Just1f1cat10n' Chomskyuconsxqgrs them'mere-'notationalyvarianis'.

'+ He suggests (1970b, (ﬁgo):

. L. L

There is ohly one way to prov1de some Justlzggat\gn

foq & Goncept that is defined in terms of s L
general theory, namely, to show that the ; o2

;ff revealing e lanations for an interestin '
' ' range of phenomena and that the conce t in question :
lays a role in these explanations (italiecs added). o
Structural amb1gu1ty has been Speclfléd as one of the maJor phemo-
mena which cannot be expla;ned wlthout the concept or deen ayntact1c
structure (Chomsky, 1965, 1968, l970c, 1972b). {f-has been claimeq
N

'?fJ ‘that the suerce structure of a glven ambiguous sentence glva e
P X

‘indication or tﬁé n-ways in which it .can be ambiguous. Chomsky has.
~con81stently argued thnt the transrormatlons Producing structurally ,k
/“amblguous sentences obi1terate the system of graumat1cal relatlons gﬁgt‘

functlons that determlne the number of the readlngs 1nv°lved 1n a .

structurally amblguous sentence.' As Jackendofr (1972 pp. -h) p01né8,

} out: o *f‘ . - "

From the beglnnlng of gene?ﬁtlve g 8uwaar, tf
idea that functional structure ie preserved by .
transformations has been rundamental.. 'In fact,

, one of the original arguments for the explanatory
.adequaty of a level of. underlying syntactic -
structure, related to the surface. by transforma-

. tions, ¥as that this. -underlying level exvresses .
‘necess generalizations about understood
subjects and. .objects of verbs - for example the

active-passive relat10nsh1p or the ambiguity of - S

sentences 11ke I found the atudx;ng_lg_the
. library. . . =L = S .



"results from the Chomskyan definition of 'transformatlon rather

.

Even though Jackendofr (1972, p. 5) rejects’the Eé%%iiogtal hypo-
the31s of neanlnr preservatlon under transformatlon (Katz and Postal

L 3
1963) he 1n318ts that "ve adst retain the conception of deep struc-

ture as representlnq a 1evel of syntactic generality, the conception
thut~orinina11y’notivated its,existence."

¢ The obJect1ve of this chapter is to show that 1t is not:

00551b1e to 1ust1fy the level of deep syntactlc structure on the

‘grounds that 1t 18 required to account for structural ambiguity

4

systematically. It will be pointed out: t@ét the concept of deep ‘

A

' syntactlc structure is only ‘a niece of grammatlcal enplneerlng which

-

than from the actuaI\nrocess of disambiguation in uatural language.

4.1.0 m*ansfbrmatlonalGeneratlve‘Persnectlve on Structural Amblgulgy

-

and Deep §yntact1c Structure

[

Hockett (1954) Justlrled the nece581ty of cons{::;ent

structure as an 1ndependent level in grammatlcal analy51s in part

on the grounds that structural amblpu1tv\could not be svstematlcally

accounted for wlthout it When Chomsky pgpposed h1s nrogram of lin-

. . Oy
gulatlc theory' m tactic St ‘ ctgggs, he turned Hockett's obser- fj

<

vation into a methodological canon.  He tried to show that 'construc-'

] t1onal' homonymy could not be treated adequately at the level of

-surface constltuent structure and the exlstence of a hlgher level

of- transformatlonal analy51s was warranted on a theoretlcal ba51s.

© B

b, 1 1 Structural Ambiguity and Transformatlonal Analysis

>
" Even though Chomskv 1n1t1ally accepted Harrls s concepts of ¢

.o

N

"'kernals and 'transformatlons his theory of language required a_sig-

AN
©
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nificant change in the deﬁnn.xon of 'trnnzfomtlon <« Harris viewed
trm\:srormnm- as sentence-t(»—oentcnee equiva.lence relatmns (Ihrns
1970- cf. Kac, 1973) As Smaby noxnts out ,; transfonntlons in Harris
are des1gned to have dlrect etnmeal correlates” (1971, o. v) N
Chonsky's | 'penerat:.ve approaeh to the study of langnage nresenbed

the form of grammar in suth a vay that 'transfonnt:wn' could not be
treated as a -mpmg of a set into itself. In a way, 'transform.txon'
vasusdasamscorerytoolmﬂa.rns Inaccordzmcenthh:.s newgf
a zram.r of a ]anguage as a nro,]ect)ve dence to generate the gram-
matlca.l sentences of the langnape and explm_n ‘the natiwve sneaker s
lmmnstlc behanor Cho-slcy set up trnnafdrmtlons as 1nstruct10ns

in the course of generat1mz sentences, that 18, as mpp:mgs on the
nath from abstract gra!-at"cal strnctnres to Dhonet:.c !'eoresentatlons
In Kac's (1973 P- 569) words, 'H(arrls) views transformations as
rehtlonslnns among classes of sentenees vmle in Chmakym and post-
Chomskyan theory they are mapvings of . 'abstract' syntactm repre-
sentatlons onto actml sentence structures Chomsky’s primary

notlvatlon for his nodlncatz.on of Earns definition of 'trans’ |

s

formtlon' "see-s to have ongmated n-o.. !!a.rrn' genera.l fra-evork of '

tra;iEformt1onal analys:.s. For. Ba.rrls, Transfomtlon&l ano.lys:.s is not

: nnm:nly an 1nd1ca.tor of the structure of eaeh sentence separately, °

R ‘but rather a m.u-mg of sets {A} {B} of senbences... ., (Ha.rrxs, 1968,

) 60 1ta.11cs added). Besides beuuz a relatlm v!ue!; preservea
se.ntencehood transfomtlons .can md:.cate tbe atrncttme of each sen- ‘

tence and that each sentence can be characterxzed !’.[ its trunafomtmna.lV

relatmns to a umque set of other sentences (1'bxd-. P- 63, 1ta.11cs -
added). . | |

v
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It is Chonaky 8 deﬁnltum of 'tra.nsformtlon ,tha.t sets
. hll apart fron Ba.rr:.s with resnect to structural amblgu1ty. Ha.rrls
does consxder a-lugtuty to be a genera.l property of Bentences and
makes it a cond1t1on for a theory of la.ng\mge structure (Harr:.s,
1968 1970).. Hhen Harris 1ntroduced the concept of 'transformatlon'
mto 'structura.l hngu:.stlcs dur:mg the ea.rly flftles, he justified
it on the gronnds that it was necessa.ry "for the theory of language
. structure \ror operat.1onal investigations m 1t for a treatment of
'homonynnt1es" (Ha.rns 1956, p. 388) In his paper uransrormations
- in Llngtust1c Structure"? Harris (19614, p. 476) explalns the tela.tlon—
u'shz.p between structura.l ambiguity and transfonnatlonal relation as .
Sentential tranaformtlons are a relation among -
sentences. They are an equlvalence relatxon,
though not exactly on sentences but rather on
T reathngs on sentences. A sentence may have two:
+  Or more lgramat:.cally distinct readings each of
. which has: transformtlons dJ.fferent from those
~of the others. , ‘ _ - |
~ Harris observes that the sentences. in ea.ch of the pa.raphrase sets - ..
arxsmg out or an amblguous sentence are different transformatlona.l |
results ntb dlfferent memungs, further tra.nsformatlons may overate
_ dlfferently on thexn. 'I‘ransformatlona.l an&lys:.s, thus, 15_ used as.a‘
: method or traatuu; hamonymty in Ha.rns' approach.
Durmg the mmﬁ perlod Chomsky ‘was close
to the Ha.rruuan mathematlcal f‘ranework. He trea.te\d structura.l ambi-

 guity: in terms of noneqmvalent denvat:.ons. "

Vhen the sumlest granmr mtoggtlcclly prondes e

Vs nonequivalent derivations for some sentencey we - '
) :} - say that ve have a case{of 'constructional homonymty'

: - ' and we can suggest thi formal vroperty as an e:cp]@.na—
tion for the semantic 1o;u1ty of the sentence in quest:.on.;
(Chomsky, 1956, p.11k). .

[
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Vithin the Harr131sn frsmevork of trsnsfbrmat1ona1»analyalg, however,
sentences are descrlbed as eomnosed of kerneln rather than of parts '
or elements vhich are themselves not sentences. In Chdﬁsky, it is the
generatlve rules vhich describe the elemental cemposlt1on of sentences,

The syntactic categorles of the generative rules have a lsngusge

2

,1ndependent basis. The transformst1onal operation has a un1d1rect1onsl
" basis for Chomsky The un1d1rect1onsl der1vat1onsl definxtlon of
'transformatlon alloved Chomsky to postulate a d1chotomw af levels

in syntsct1c structure The kernel-nonlernel dlstlnctlon vas chal-
ey

lenged soon after the publlcatlon of &xntsctlc Structures (Schachter,
196k ; Heldolph, 196&' et nyons 1966, p. 119). Lees (1968) Kllms
(1964) and Khtz and Postsl (196k) p081ted abstract negstrv93 rpterroa
gstlve and 1mnerst1ve morphemes on an optlonal basxs 1n the phrsse
. structure rules. Passlve sentences are derived not from corresnondlng '
active fbrms but rather from underly1ng P-markers contslnzng an Ad-'v -
verb-nsnner constltucnt domlnstlng yz_plus a psss1ve morpheme dummy
(Katz and Postsl 196& P. 72) These ehsnges in. the fbrm of grammsr
'led to the formulation of the deep—surfhce syntsctlc structure dls-
.t1nct1on.. Tb relste the tvo levels ‘of syntactlc structures in some
'vay, Chomsky had no sltergstlve ‘but to aefine the operstlon of trans-
"'format1on in extremely loose terms. He states 1t as fbllows. -
‘The basic property of trsnsfbr-at1ons is that _ _
they map phrase-markers into phrsse-nsrkers. _—— “ - ¥
Each transformation applies to a phrase-marker . e
on the basis of the formal configurations ex-
pressed in it, and quite independently of the
“meanings or grammatical relations expressed by
. - these iormal configurathns. The transforma-
- tion mpplies bllndly to any phrase-marker of the

proper form, caring nothing about meanings or
grammatical relatlons (Chonsky, 19T72a, p. 197).

C
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With the develop-ent of the coucept ot 'deep syntactlc strncture'
it was prosposed thax vhat was labelled 'transfbrnntlonal amdiguity"
~ vould be treated in terms of 'deeper comnections’. In Syotactic
Structure, Chomsky suggested thax "A s1gn1f1cant number of the basic
'crlterla for determ1u1np constituent structume are nctnally transfor-
mat;onal (1957 p. 83). The label 'transfbr-nt1ona1 ambiguity"
made Sense in that context. It vas lawlxed that ‘the transfbrunt1ona1
relatlons can be heurlstlcally used to exolaln constructloual homo~
nymity. Within the modlfiéd fbru of gra-ar

“es B8 t_ransfomx onal gram.r Yecause it ass:.gns

both an’underlying and a superficial phrase

marker to a sentence, can treat a case such

as "John knovs a kifider verson than Bill" .83  one

vhere two different deep structures collapse into

‘ Gne surface structure, and can use 2llipsis as
\\\ the dqurce of ambiguity" (Kstz, 1971, pp- 77—83)

SpeCIfIC&lly, it is clalmed that for every structurally ambiguous
Qsentence there must be as many dlst1nct deep svntactlc atructures
as there are readlngs and each 1nternretatlon rust be derlved frou

the varlous under1y1nv structures by rules. These rules, 1t is fur—

ther clalmed have an. 1ndependcnt svntactlc motxvatlon that is, they o

are nn 1ntegr&1 part of the Rramnatlcal svstem of the 1anguage con-
cerned.
- Chomskv's cond;tlons rbr the level of deen syntantlc ‘struc- ;
_ture are as follows (Lakoff ‘and Poss, 156T; Botha, 1968): - |
A1) Bas1c_grammat1cal-rglaxions (e.g., subject-of
object~¢f) aré_ rebreéented at ;hisvleveikin |

terms of ruhdamentalbgra-atical cﬁtegories,

(ii) The correct generglizations sbout selectional
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restrictions and eo—occurrence‘ean ‘be stated
at the deep structure le;rel.
(iii) Lex1cal 1tems are a381gned to thelr abpro-
| prlate categories at thls level.

.(iv) The structures defiried at this leiel are tee

inpuf to the transforﬁatioQE1 rules. |
Accardlngly, the level of deep syntectic:strueture‘is defined'ae'
fbllow3~ ‘ i - o o ) S o : .

‘The deep structure is a well-defined leegihwhlch A *

~ meets the phrase structure ‘conditions of the base
"rules, defines the proper contexts for lexical

insertion, and provides the appropr1ate grammatleal

relations for interpretation in terms of "semantic

relations” and "conceptual structure" (Chomskyy

l970b ~p. 117). :

The spec1al link betveen the deep structure and struc-
tural amb1gu1ty 18 intect 1n the recent rev151ons in the overall
framevork of TGG. %'ch Chomsky (1972b) a.nd Jackendoff 1972) define
the role of transformatlons in such a vay that . the deep structure
vstlll remgins the malnstay of semantlc 1nformat10n, esneclal;y in
'-the form of loglcal relatlons slgnall1ng the relat1onal structure
of sentences. The process of dlsamblguatlon is supposed to be one
| of the emp1r1cal consequences or the loﬁlcal relations capxured |
in deep structure.,

’ The typ1ca1 examples of deep ntruqture nmblgulty dzscusaed
:1n the TGG l1terature have been reanalyzed in 2. 1.3 to shav thag the
/ 'amblgulty in them can be accounted ror 1n terms of the aurrnce ‘struc-
: ture charaoﬁerzstlcs or Engllsh. It v111 now be ahown thst there are

valso descrlptlve d1frlcult1es 1n the deep atructure treatpent of some

PR v
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of thesge ersnples. Moreover, the consequences of the deep structure
resolution of the ambiguity in these examples cause problems for the
assumptions vhlch are baslc ~to TGG. Tt wlll also be pointed out’ that.
the ontologxcsl status of deep structure 1s questlonable from the

p01nt of viev of the native speaker's decodzng of smblgulty.

L 2 0 Deep Structure as g,dedlum in Disambiguation

The. dlfferent deep structures postulated to dlsamblguste‘
 a sentence are essentlelly the statements of the functional relatlons
i1nvolved in the various readings. Most of the types of amblgulty
ddlscussed rn TGG involving such a procedure of disambiguation

. depend upon various k1nds of nominalizations. The claim that these
smblgultles cannot be systemat1cslly accounted for without the medlum
of ‘deep. syntsctlc structure can be substant1ated only 1f it can be
vshown that (1) deep structures can be postulated for the n 1nterpre~
tations thst can be s381gned to an amblpuous sentence wlthout any
consequences vhich may be damaging to the bsslc assumntlons of TGG
(11) log1cal rel\t}ons play a central role 1n sentence proce581ng;
*and (111) nonsllngu1st1c ractors, such as the kind of imagery ‘in- 5

/ . /
';volved are not bssxc to the decodlng of nomlnallzatlons. ”hese

!

requirements are discussed 1n .the following sections. .

Y35 I Internsl Problems

There are several srguments in the current llngu13t1c litera-
ture aQa1nst the exlstence or deep syntsctlc structure ‘as an 1ndepen-
dent level. One of the most eogent of them 18 that there 1s a grest
deal of 1ndeterm1nacv in the postulation of deep structures. As

‘ Koo:.,] (1972) and Has\s-ﬁg"{h 1973b) pomt out dn'rerent lmgulsts
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propose dlfferent underlylng structurea fbr one and the same sentence\\

within the TGG rramework. It ls obv1ous in the’ l1terature that

Agaln and again, ve are 1nv1ted to choose. between
alternative 'deep structures' and find. that the
comparative appropriateness of each varies vith . -
the lexical content and with the context of the
. constructions to which the. proposed deep-struc-

ture rules avnly (Haas 19T3b, p. 94; italics
added) ‘

S | :

) ”he»questlon of the 1ndeterm1nacy of deep structures becomes much more
acute when it is con31dered from the point of view of amblguous sen-,
‘tences. - Some typical examples dlscussed in‘the litereturevare cited

be}ov.

The ambiguity in the popular case ' S , gﬁﬁ%%ﬂ
(228) Flying.nlanes can be dangerous o
is ancounted for dlfferently by dlfferent llngulsts by oostulat1ng

-dlfferent underlylng structures for it. Chomsky explains the ambi -

guity 1n questlon by der1v1ng Igylng planes transformationally either

™~

from a structure underlying

(229) They fly planes ...
or from a structure underlyinp |

e (230) Planes fly...' '.

The loglcal relatlons or subJect and obJeet are supposedly captured
at the deep structure level. Accordlng to Lyons (1968) the under—
_.lylnq structure of (230) recurs in ‘(229) and ‘the amblgulty of the. .
nomlnallzatlon ;11155_21 anes’ can, be accounted for by der1v1ng it :;om

. the underlylng structure of (2 ) elther with or wlthout a 'verd ¢

1,

cansatlve transfornatlon.v In the solutlon proposed by lelmore

_(1968 cf. Haas, l973b,ap. aah) the dxfference between g’ belng -
~

>

[N
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object in‘(229)'and subject in (230) is not relevant, In his ‘case
" grammar' model, ‘subject and object are 'superficial! categories of -
'surface structure' constituents. Fillmore explains the 'deep' diffe-
rence between the tvd'readings simply in terms of the agentive case

in-(229) and its absencé in (230). Case dirferencea; and not fuﬁctional

. relatxons, are speclfled at the deep syntactlc ‘level 1n -ease’ grammar.

In the next examnle, . '

(231) He saw the girl with the flewers '
the prepositionai noun phrase complement ui§h §hg Llovers cénube in~i.,fl
terpreted in more than one way’, If the ahbipuity is to be‘resoiVed
through the medlum of deev Btructure, the phrase has to be dgr1Ved

transformatlnnally rrom an . underlyxna structure A spec1f1c verb is
. v»’

. required to poatulate an underlylng syntactlc structure for Qﬁe nhrase.

¥ F
”he vrecise relatlonahln befween the relatlonal elementa gﬁ? girl :

and ;hg_:1ggg:5.depends unon context. Consxder KbOIJN‘:a&BCUleon of

the issue:
Dxthrenees between 1nterpretatlons can bgéég
gradual<§hax it becomes intuitively ag ctzve
to aszume-thut such 1x'1terpret'.a.t:fo‘h:,M p
e originate from deep structures.

saw the girl with the flowers, T%
1ike I sav somebody and that somel Was
_ ~ with flowers that has been previou; o Taer dent1f1ed.,‘
, "'When ] say I saw the 51r1 vith the fidwers, I say
A ' something 1ike the previously identified some- .
body-vho-is-a-girl that I sav, vas the one vith
- the flowers. ‘To me, the dlrference between these
two gentences seems to be a difference 1n\top1cal~‘
lization of essentla.ll\r the same semant. ic matrerial
and not a dlrrerence 11 deep strucutre !Kooij, 19'2
.8 . v ,
L 95). \

Bach (1968) auggeat§ that.the underlyihg senﬁéﬁde-for the phrase with

_ thfns -

s
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the flovers does not. eontaln a regular tense element but a context—
sensitive narratxve tense vhlch is an antempt to introduce the notlon
of semantlc speelficetlon by context. It is in thla context that
“Yackendorr (1972) concedes that theré never have heen really com-
pelling’ Arguments to allow syntactic atatus to the varlous 1nter—'ﬁ
pretat1onal dlfferenezs which can arise out of NPs in sentences 11ke .4
(232) John wants to visit a museunm every Juy..
fhese examnles ahd dlscusalons are typlcal of the cyrrent llngulstlc -‘
11terature Assoelated v1th the prohlem or the 1ndeterm1nacy of
deep structures in aany of the cases whxch are clasa1r1ed under .
'deep structure aubxgulty' is the isgue or the deser1pt1ve conse-
quences uhlch tbllov rrom these - structures. The underlylng syntactlc
Structures nostulated to account for the anb1gu1ty arlslng out of

/.

- Some nanlnallzatlons lead to some consequences vh1ch are embarrass1ng

to the basie assuuptlons of TGG. ‘

‘Y
o

The first point is that the Arammars vhzch are equlpped with
' the rules to resolve anbxgulty in ternl of deep sjntactié-structures'
allow tautologles. For example, ,the_noninalizetion in the familiar
vexample B S “ ‘
(233) ‘They are Llying planes
v1ll receive three lnterpretatlons one ofawhzch will be a tautology
(et nyons, 1968 Prideaux, 1972) In edd;tzon to the 1nterpretat1ona‘
(23“) They are planes which are flylng
(qgf) They are’ flylns Dlanes L
sunh a grannnr v111 elao ellov the fbllovlng reedlng.
(236) They are pﬂanes for flylng. |
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e

‘the last reading v1ll be A result or tbrnmdatlng the zrammar S0 that
1t can ass1gn wo . underlyxng structurea to the nomlnallzat1on An the
example | | ‘g

(236) They are eatiug apple | ” - -
Related to ‘the constguct1on VKIJG+N is the problenm of V+IHG+0F4GP
in which V can be 1nterpreted both subgectlvely and ob]ectlvely
rr'he ambiguity in the sentence ; . l. e
(237) The shootlng of the hunters wasg terrlble |
is explalned in the llterature by deriving the subJeetLﬁ€7read1np from
‘The hunters shoot and the objective one from 2 shoot the hunters.
- The grammar vhlch treats the ambxgulty of (23?) in this way vill'en~

counter

. transfo %idngl relationship be _'en,the two construptions. As

» the phrnse the eatxng of agples v
can syntactlcally recelve the subJect 1nterpretatxou ﬂthh allovs the

vgenerat1on of

- (238)~The apples are eatlng bravely
\

1]

- (239) The hunters are shootxng bravely
Slmllarly the grammar can assxen an obJectlve readlng to

(2h0) The cooklng of the Italxans vas gourhet—good.
In fact Chomsky (1968, p. 'Sk, 9) does auggeat the 00551b111ty
of ass1gn1ng such an 1nterpretatxon to the nonxnalxzatxou John's cooking§ .

_ There may alaéﬁﬁ\ be other 1nterpretat10ns based |
on other ambiguities in the structure John'
o cooklng ~ Specifically, the cannivalistic .
o 1nterpretat10n and the internretation or cooking
"that - vhxch is cooked" : i
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The -sol&tions'required by ._vroblex'ns wuch as these are costly for such
a grammar on the whole. They involve making 'decisions for the other

c‘onmonenté of the gramat’ica.i machixiery._ The follomg quota.tlon from
|
Lyons (1968 19 25@-—%53) indicates soue of the 1asues anamp out of the

the deen structure lwpothes:.s.

r
If the deep structure reaolutxon of the mbxg\uty 2 ,
of phrases like>the shootlng of the hunters and
the eating of" f the apples is adonted either the
subjective phra.se the eating ot‘ abplea and the
sentence The apples are eating should both he
generated as grammatical (and systemstically
related to one another in terms of their ‘'deepn
structure) or they should bath be excluded: as
. ungrammatical. And their grammaticality or 4
A lmgra.matlcahty vould denend upon vhether the ,
noun 'apple' and the verb 'eat' are subclassified
"in the lexicon  (by means of gromsatical 'features')
- in such a say tha.t the granmtlccl rules will-
admit or prohlbxt the combination of a noun with a
given 'feature' (e.g., animate as the subject of
the verb—class of which ‘eat' is ® member).

These kinds of solutlons cannot go very fur 'ﬂlere ate stl.ll mARy

 cases in vhlch the amblgm.ty of the nwunal compounds depends upon

_ dla.lectal and other aspects of the backgro\n{d of the nat:.ve users of

_the language concerned. . L J\_\g ]
Pndeaux (1972) suggesta that the. enblguity of .coupound

.:j.nommala like _hggx d.nnkmg and W m aentencea aueh as

e
TN

(2’0 ) The police stopned beer dnnlung \\

(2&2) - The police stopped drmkuxg beer

depends uoon the k:l.nd of nomnah:atxms cuwed in the subaeet-or
.l and the obJect-of poslta.ons in & g:.ven dialect. He pomta- out that

in his cha.lect the two coupound nanmlla avre quvo.lent in the sub;ject

L pos1t1on. For emple, the following are eqtnn.lent.

Y

1 | ~



~

makes (2&1) and (2&2) dlstlnct both syntactlcallk

. allowedz

N \_115 :
(243) Beer drinking is fun . b
| L
' (ghh) Drinking beer is fun. -
In both (243) and (24h), beer is the object of drinking. n the

object-oflnosftion however.’only one ordéring 1§/§§§iyed| vhlch

4femantlc&lly..
The kind of fhe solutlon that Lyons (1968, pp 252-253) suggests abave .
wlll not work 1nthe case of Prldeaux s example. Furthermore, s%sh a
grammar wlll abv1ously treat the sentences

/ (2h5) The police stoppedfabplé eating B

. 7 . .
(246) The police/stopped cigar smoking.

" as syntactically related to (244). How iOuld the grammar:then account

for - .he fact that the reverse order in the compound ném;nals in (2h5)

*

and (2h6) 1s«unacceptab1e? For example the folloving are noc
» (2b47) ThebpoiiCc'stopped-esting apple

- (2&8) The police stopped‘Smoking cigar .
» (249) Eating apple is fun

Mf’ (25h)< Smoklng cigar is fun. = 3

The prammatlcal englnegrlng reoulred to account for the dlfferences

V

*between the nouns like apgleagsd c1g§£ on the one h&nd, and the ‘ones
Q .

like beer and voker, on the other, w111 be very costly. The usual

" oractlce in‘TGG at the preaent tlme is to assume thst the aemantlc

acompoﬁent can be adgusted in some. “way to accomodste such syntactlc
problems. The weaknesses of syntactlc rules will be concealed in
thls way ‘as long Y 1t is p0551b1e to take 1t for granted that the

'semant1c component 1s flexlble enough to allov any kind of adqustment“

N
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for the grammarian's”convenience. Consequently, essentlally eemantlc '
: 1ssues are exnlalned svntxctlcally, and the embarra881ng consequences
or such syntactlc rules are left for the semantic comnonent to deal

with on an ad hoc basls. A great many nnderlylnp syntact1c categorles

.

/

and rules nostulated to account for the derlvatlons of amblguous
sentences owe thelr exlstence to this tendency., Slnce the type of
' ambiguity arlslng out of the gerundlve constructlon is v1de1y dls-

": cussed in the TGG llterature, it provides aﬂgood 1llustrat1ve case
in. po1nt. . - i . A : . - ";
. Katz and quy'al‘,(l%h, b. 122 £f) first glifferentiate ‘the
con;;ruction John'é wasping ﬁhejcar‘from the one with the genitive of

- Jghn_g ggglng of &_e car whlch can be transformed ‘to this unah;ng
gf f&gvggz_gf John's. ﬁhen they supgest that the genitive gi construc—_
A

-~

t;on ;sieesoclated with adJecplyes‘whlch can fbrm}manner.edVerbials,}
',;Forwexampie,_ | A ’ ' ' o h -
| ,(éss) John washes’ the car rapldly
(256) John's rap1d washlng of the car ey
Katz and Postal purgue the: argument by llnklng the manner construc—i'
t1ons with a. much more general groun of adverb-tvue cons Fiie 1one..'
_ The rollGV1np equlvaients z;e put forward as ev1dence in fgvour of
thelr hvpothe81s.’n  :. | ? e
S . ¢
L A(257) ‘John's way.ofndriying ‘ o
' the'way'in‘vhich.John drivee
(258) John's‘burpoee in driving =
1the*purpoeeiror which 3ohn‘iefd;iviné o tj>
(259) John's uerlod of dr1v1ng ’ | |

F -

the uerlod durlng which' (when) thn drlves.

B . el
o . v i
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This.distidction between the . 'factlve and 'manner' 1nterpretat10ns

is used by Khtz*qn? Postal to account for the amblgnlty arlslng out

o

of the perundlve no.1na11zat10ns, as in > )

(260) I dlsllke John's d.nv'ﬁn"

14

"Factlve and 'mnnner are con81dered to be syntactlc categorles
, assoclated w1th tite gerund. It is argued that it is the syntact1c

basls of the gerund that proﬁldes the b331s for the amblgulty in

(260) As ander (1970, p. 256) p01nta out, Katz and Postal‘s argujk o

ment is essentlally c1rcular insofar as problem of gerundive
amblgulty 1s concerned He argues

If the gerund is of the manner type, then an
- adjective associated with the manner concept
-would of course be’ qulte appropriately used
vith it. It could be Just as vell maintained,
however, that the adjective made ‘the gerund
, 1nterpretd§1e as one of manner‘fitallca added). :
Wonder's analy31s of the adaect1ves assoclated with the factlve and

manner constructlons shows that the dlfrerence between the two types
v1s not syntact1c, but semantlc«ln charncter. ander conv1nc1ngly

argues that "there isg noth1ng necessarlly 'adverblal' br 'fhctual'

- ‘about the gerund Eg_,se, _t__g_g_ om1nellzat10n vhlch slmnly reflects
R 2 ,

the Im:t.m or mngr gense of mm_‘ lnp_t" (1970. P 260*

1ta11cs added). It aeems ‘that thete is no badzs for Katz and Postal'
attemnt to explaln the amblgulty arlslng out or the gerundlve nomlnall-i
.zatlon tn terns of the deep syntactlc categorles. At the root of the,,f
_ 1ssue 1g¢the general tendency to 1mpose some sort of cognltlve 1den—‘
tlty . a multltu;e of Syntactlc conatructlons end then account
i‘fbr 1t in terms of deep syntactlc categor1eé The flne p01nts of
‘surfhce syntact;c d1fferent1etaon are 1gnored vhen such deep catg—
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gories af'e postilated.. For en-ple ‘there are some obvious facts

assmated w1th the use of the fact,:.ve germdxve constrnct1on vh:u:h

'Katz and Posta.l 1gnored mtfxelr analynn of it. It has beenpomted

,‘ >}-v R N . . . ] . . . ’
— 1n actual use. - Hative speakers of English mostly drop the gen1t1ve 's

“\

for the factive reanhnp of the gerundive nt-me.hmmn.- n:e native

y)

user's practlce of dromnng the gexntxve 's is cons1dered to be a

ract of verfcrmance 'in 'MG hence, it is supposed to be tnua.l for

-

the purpose of hngm.stu: descnpt1on. In fas:t, it is only . in formal
I'}nglz.sh that the o-ission of the genit:lve 'S 1s ptesctptively pro- .

”h1b1ted. There is mdependent syntect:Lc mdence in snpport of the

N argtment that the 's m the facuve germd:.ve constrm:tlon 1s aru-

ﬁcml. Vhy is the gem.tue 's not reqlnred in the gerumhve construc-

tion Ver’b + (Pro) Jomm % Gerund? For emnp].e in; et’.he sentences

(261) I renenber John dancing
(262)« I have seen John dancing

_ dam:mg functmns as a gerund. P’or a very sm.ll mmber of Bxgl:.sh

- verbs, the gerundﬁ syntactlca.]:l,y opt1ma.1 with the 'phun lnfnn-

o tive! (verb stem), Hative speakers use the- in specific contexts, how-

,ever (see Patel, '196k). The follmng ptnrs are not synony-ous .

(263) 1 have seen John danee
I ‘have’. seen John dancmg
(261:) Ihaveva.tchedJohndmee ,
" I have watched Jobin dancing. © |
The gerund in this ‘cmstruction ie used in‘the feetiie mse (cfv.j
Zandvoort » 195T).  Similar. rroblems arise vhen sttempts are made to
expla.m the dlfferecce between two surface syntaetxc constrnctxous *in



119
éerms of .deeo gyntactic:catcgofics. y
/ In order to explain the ambiguity of
(265) thd“provlng of tomatoes
and the nonamb1gu1tv of ,
(266) the prowth of tomatoes .
throurh the medlum of deep svntact1c structure, Chom;ky.(l972,_vp.

58—60) postulate* the fbllowlnp deep struqture

(2 T) John (fcause, grov) tomatoes. : ’

- His justif#cation  for fggggg in (267)-;3 a "lexical proverty which

- can be assigned to_certain,verbs" depends ﬁpcn the following~assﬁmc—

~tiQ§i\in a crucial way:

o Associated with this feature are certain redun—
dancy rules which are, in this case, universal,
hence not ‘part of the grammar of English but
rather among the principles by which any grammar
is 1nterpreted. These principles specify that. an
intransitive with the feature (+cause) becomes
transitive and that 1ts selectional features are
systenatlcally revised so that the former subject

- becomes the obJect. Similar principles of redun-
dancy . annly to the associated rules of semantic
1nt¢rpretat1on (Chomsky, 1970a, p. 59).

It is suggested tnat therdlffErence ‘between (265) and (266) can be\
accounted for by restr1ct1ng the feature (¢cause) wlth respect ‘to the

w

:fcature that d13t1ngulshea der1ved nom;nals such as gxgxnh from forms _'
such as’ ggg!;gg, 11n1t1ng1;t to the latter case" (p. 60) As Chomsky
ﬂhlmself po1nt8 ‘out’y the solutlon whlch he has propcsed "1nvolvea an
-‘ad hoc step" as long as there are no general grounds for the proposed
.feature *cause) - As a matter of fact, ‘the dlffcrence between (265)

and (266) can be evclalned vithout the' medlum of deep’ sYntactic struc-

<;ture vhzch necesslgntes such;problematlc assumntldns.; Theré are clear

[



. “knnrfnoe structure oonstrnints upon the acceptibility of the two con-
structions in qnestion,; The folloving are usod in specific contexts
and nre:not|syno us : ;

| . (268) 'The growth of John's tomatoes this year is extra-
v ordinary . | . | | P”

3
: x

(269) The grow1np of John's tomatoes this year is ZV*
o extraordlnary
When the dofinitebarticle is revlaced, however, only one is aocoptahle;
(270) John's groving of tomatoes th1s year is’ |
| ' extraordinary
» (271) John's grovth of tomatoes th18 year .... N
Nat1ve speakers of Engllsh mlght suggeat that they would replace gggg}__.
) by crop in (271) The dlfference betveen (265) and (266) is, thus
: obv1ous and the amb1pu1ty of (266) can also be resolved at the level _
:of surface structure,i When the def1n1te.art1cle is replaced‘by an'
-agent the potentlal for the homonymy betveen ‘the 1ntran81t1ve and the
tran51t1ve readlngs dlsapnears The sentence (270) is amblguous but
the source of ambigufty now is fhe nom1nallzatlon Jobnk ¢:gg;ng_and
not groving of tomntoes. The nature of the type of anbzguity 1nvolved
lvln.Jnhn_s g:ggl_g 1s dlscussed in 2 1. 3 1n relatlon bo 1ts factlve
'vand manner 1nterpretat10ns. N ': ‘ _ :7' |
Assoclated v1th the issues dlscusaed 80 far in rolatlon to =
the usefulness of the medium or deep syntact1c atructure in dlsambl-v
Jguatlon 18 the quest1nn of transformatlonal constralnts. 'One of the
'?most basic problens currently dlscussed 1n TGG is the.lsaue of whether —
certaln transformat1ons can be constralned in- such a uny that they

/

R
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‘ean be vblocl'ed in specific cases ntho& sacrxncmg generality.
wlth reference to"the speclnc qucst:l.m of the fact1ve—nanner mternre-v
tatlons allomed by a specific nominalization type cmnon in both
D)gllsh and French, RuWet (1973) suggests that it 1s. i.-possible to block :
Y . A
ungrammat:tca.l sentences. Re enpha.slzes that the ungra_.tlcal:l.ty qf
these sentences 80 genera.ted is not due to "any acc’identa.l lenca.l
reason 3 ‘in fact, the nature of ungramtl.callty in these sentences
says somethlnp about the surface structure construnts vluch they no-,
‘ late (Ruwet , 1973, p. l&20) Follovn.ng Kl:l.m. (1970), Ruwet claims that
the alte@:;tz.ve vay of dealing with transfornatlonal comstralnts is
. the formulatlon of perceptua.l strateg:.es. “The nerceptun.l strateg:.es
Y&»— pro{bosed for the factlve-mnner unb:tgulty nannn.llzat1on construct:.on
1n French are stated by Ruuet (1972) in terms of surface structure
constrtnnts. Both Ruvet and Kima (1970) thue adopt a revised per-
snectlve on the trad:.txona.l d18t1n<:t1on betvcen coupetcnce and perfor— '
‘mance. Ruwet (1973, n. Lk2) explains. their oos1t1on as fol_lows
" The esoentlal thlne is that this a.uproach re-
distributes, so to speak, the roles played by
the theory of competence and the theory of:
verformance ; types of facts which“up till now
have been described in (grammatical) terms of
transfomatlons or of constraints on transfor- ‘
mations (or on derivations as in Lakoff 1970a, -
- 1970b) are descrlbed now in terms of behanourul
‘ constrtnnts. o _
In Klma (1970) and Ruwvet (1973) deep structurcs are linked with -

-
surface structures by transfomt:\ona vlnch a.re constmned in terms _
~of the facts about the surtace structure of the langunge in quesuon.
\E\ren though they keep the level of deep Byntactlc structure in their

form of gramt:.c&l deacnpuou, Klima and Rmrct pmpose a close
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-llalson between the grammar and the users of the language 1t tends to
describe.7 What is the 1mp11cation of the Klima—Ruuet position wvith
.reference to the traditional TGG ‘claim that a certain type of atruc—
';tural ambiguity cannot be resolved wlthout the mediation of the deep
‘syntactlc structure? - Because the perceptual strategies which constrain
the transformations are stated in terms of the surrace structure pro—
pertles of 1nd1v1dual languages in Kllma—Ruwet,»the 1mp11cat10n 18 clear: -
ethe perceptlon of the type of structural amblguity stlpulated in the

'TGG literature is guided by the surface structure characteristics of
‘individual‘languages; o o
‘The discussion 80 far.has indicated thatltnere are serious
_.problems_a3sociated vith.the‘analytical procedure‘of resplving strue—'i

~ tural ambiguity through‘the medium ot‘deep'syntactic atructure...There B
is-a great deal of indeterninacy involvedvin tneiselection of deep
structuree for‘some sentences. The consequences vhich follow from the
deep strutures postulated for some’. sentences, furthermore. are.embar-

' ras51ng for some of the basic assumptions of. TGG It may very well be
that the concept of the 1ndependent level of deep syntactlc atruc-- .
ture and the assumptions which. motivate 1t have no external basis.

v Its ontological status ‘with- respect to the process of sentencc decoding
.has also been widely questioned in the recent psycholinguistic litera-

ture. . The available psycholinguistic evidence relevant to the iasue '

at stake is - coneidered ig the following section.

" k.o, .2 External Con81derations

 The’ theory of language which guides the assumptions underlying

the post Syntactic Structures transformational generative fbrm of grasnnr '
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revolves on the concept of knowledge of language,e certaln cogn1t1ve

system . An opt1ma1 grammar within the TG form is requlr to- fulfill

-

certaln primary emplrlcal requirements wlth respect to grammat1cal1ty,

paraphrase relations and structural amblpulty. The followlng quotatlon'

-

from Katz (1971) statea the typical clelm from the perspective of TGG

Correspondlng 'to the dlstlnctlon betveen gram- ‘
_matlcal and nngrammatlcal strings of words, thetre
is the distinction in visual nereeptlon between -

, distorted and undistorted images, and correspond-

« ~ ing to degrees of ungrammaticality there are deg-

rees of v1sual dlstortlon. Ungrammatical strlngs
such‘as "run which b&fk therefore chiefly the a of
when™ correspond, to certaln kaleidoscopic images

" in which the parts of things are attached at the
vrong, places. Corresnondlng to syntactically. ,
ambiguous sentences such as 'Thé shooting of the.
hunters was terrible", there are the ambiugous

~ figures found in texts on the psychology of per- L
ceptmn (Katz 1971, Pp. 130-131) T

It is elalmed that the native user's 'knowledge of the lanvuage

7

.1s,ref1ected 1n hzs responses to these sentential oronert1es.- It is

the underlying syntactic structure which is eupposed to mediate ‘
: between/the uger's linguistic competence<and the phenomene of
'grammaticality, pataphrase and structural ambiguity. With
reference to ;tructural ambiguity, in particular it is assumed
 ‘that the surface structure is opaque and it cannot be made trane?arent
_without fi 1ntervent10n of the deen 8vntact1c structure' The lin-
'vgulstlc d°f1n1t10n of deep strncture stioulates the central role of
the logical relatxons of subject and obJect in sentence 1nterpretat10n.
It also denenda upon the asaumpt1ee that the transfbrmablonal relation
is derlvational in functlon. In reletion to structural ambipultv, it

is clalmed that ‘the n-1nterpretat1ons 1nvolved in some or the sentences B

‘of the deep structure type, nostly nominal1zations .can be cantured ;
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on:Lv at the level of deep structure The recent pa‘E}
research contalns negatnre endencex on" each one of these 1saues ."7 o

Y

olmet ,), v

A

'I‘he ﬁrst maue concerns tﬁe?paianeter of loglca.l re]ﬁa

“in sentence decod:l.ng. As has. been iﬁ,{nted ¢ gt i

’,“E‘*‘

‘.ii.‘n»

' t&een 1og1ca.1 and gramat:.cal
relatlons vhen he proposed “the deep—surfaﬁé’%ﬁmtactlc structure dlcho-
] tonur In trad1t1ona.1 gramm.r,u ‘the notlon of 'gramtlcal funetlon'
vas central and the loglcal-grammatlcal dlchotow was motlvated |
in terms of the norpholog:.cal prooert:.es of 1nd1v1dual languages, -
ﬁn-thernore, graunat:.cal functlons were not consldered to be inher- |
ent:Lv. relatlonal. Chomslqr (1965) dec:.ded to detemme gramatlcal
vﬁmctlons only in terms of categonal connguratlons. As ror the |
a.ssoclated tradltlonal notlon of the psychologlcal toplcwomenfﬁ
(sub,)ect-grethcate) dlstlnctlon, Chomky (1965) treated it as a mere'
detour. Comentmg upon - Cook Hllson, a trad:.tlonal gramarlan vho |
. a.long nth others made the psyeholog.cal subJect-predJ.cate dlstlnctl.on
erp11c1t Chonsky says 'Vhatever the force of such obaervatlons may
be, it seems that they lie beyond the acope of any enstlng theory of
' language structure or language use", (1965 . 163). Hornby (1972) .
presents exnernnental endence to \suggest that the nsychologlcal
sthect and predlcate cannot be equated w:.th the log:.cal aubaect and
.predlcate. Hornby asked 280 college atudente to select one of two
.,nlctures to 80 v1th a sentenee in an anblguous sltmtlon. 'lhe anbx-
gtnty ‘vas created by the fact that ne:.ther plcture actually repreaented’
" the content of the sentence. SubJecte wepe expected to select one

_ ‘p1cture or the other depeud.mg upon vh:.ch aaw of the sentence E =
‘1’



LA

125

(the agent or - the obJect) 1s taken to be the psychologlcal subject.

. Hornby s experlmental mater1als consisted of seven .types of surface
. structures. active (The Indian ig building the 1gloo), passive (The

- igloo is being’ bullt by . the Indian), cleft agent (It is the Indian who -

is bulldxng the igloo), cleft oﬁ&ect (It is the 1gloc that the

Indian is building), nseudocleft %gent (The one who is bulldlng the

~g;loo 13 the Indlan) pseudocleft gbaect (What the Indlan 1s building

.-is the 1gloo), stressed agent (The INDIAN is building the igloo).

”he results show thst for all 'he sentence structures there was a
tendency for the subJects to select “one p1cture more frequently than

the other. For the ectlve sentence form the plcture deplctlng the

'egent wss most frequently selected 1t was the seme ror the cleft
*obJect and the pseudoclert obJect patterns.,‘Thzs.vas‘not the case

'for the other fbur eentence types. For the passlve, cleft egent

pseudoclert egent and stressed agent structures, the pleture con-

_‘talnlng the obJect wes most frequently selected. As: Hbrnby poxnts"'

Slnce nelther the -agent nor the obJect is ,con-
slstently selected across sentence types, it
- .is evident that the. sq}ectlon is not determined
. by the logical (case)" relatlonshlps among the © - -
‘ constztuents. That is, subjects do not consis-
tently select the picture depicting the loglcel
Subject (the agent) as being what. the sentence
is about (Hornbv, 1972, p."639). - .

It has also been demonstrated thet the eelectlon ' 1piétures is not -

a direct functibn cf‘the cfder-ot the constit ents;in%the:su:fece

k]

structure of the sentence, i. e., subaects do not cenelstently select

the superriclal subJect (appearlng near the beginning of the‘sentence)

-

2

SR
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AS'being vhat the senteuce is»abont. In light of the otner results -
Treported in the psycholinguisﬁic .literature,’Hornby's conclnsions
do notvsouninnp;ausible. :

Slobin (1966) has indicated that'non-reversible'passives

(e.g., The flouers vere being vatered by the*g;xlj take no lonéer to

evaluate than eaulvalent actives (e g The g}rl was waterlnp the

‘flovers). He argues that subJects foggrgudgements about picture
evaluatlon regardless of the -form of the sentence. *Slmllarly,
Johnson-Laird (1968) suggests that the fUnction of the nassive is
both to-drss attention to differential'emphasis being plsced on the
logical subJect and obJect and to 1nd1cate thls emph381s by changlng
; the uord ‘order. In Johnson—Lalrd's experlmental‘tasks, subjects had
to choose betveen dlfferent syntactic forms of a statement in order
‘to communlcate a dlrference@an the‘relatlve 81ze8 or coloured ‘areas.
Hhen they were trying to oonvey that there was a dlfrerence in size -
‘ netween the log1cal sanect and obJect suhaects tended to ohoose
| a na531ve ratherathan an actlve form of the ‘degcriptive statement.
Herriot (1969) used sentences that were non-reverslble only in the
sense that. they descrlbed expected events e.g., Ihe dgg;g: tzgg&en
- ggg mn t and !.he__bm‘ms rescue _&the lifeguard. - Although
the converse ot the sentences was perfectly posslble, ‘there was
:no dlrferenee in the t1nes taken by subJects to stqte the actor and
‘ obJect of" actlve and pasalve sentencea. Hhen the subaects and obJects
;vere equally 11ke1y either vay  round (e g., Tne bather hated the t
'51ster), pass1ves took more time than uctlvea. Thls‘suggesta nat.
langungecgsers_need.tlne to deteruune_the eelntions which are o

R . 3 L N

N
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_ 'semantv:vlcally nosi;, pla;nsible. There iare ;eyeral other res,eatcnj
findings which suggest a similar direction (e.g., Baker,
. Prideaux’and nemiﬁg 1973). | ’
The second pomt ‘that 18 freqmntly asaerted in TGG is that
‘the ambiguity arising out of nmnal;u.t:.oua cannot be .resolved v.uthout '
the medium of deen structure Recent paycholmgtustlc research on
the questlon tends to show that _the la.nguage user s oerfomance on
the tasks 1nvolv1ng nominalizations cannot be explalned, 1n tems of
their deep—structure conplenty (Puno 19T1a, 15T71t; Wea.nng, 1971)
" Rohrman's (1968) initial work 1nd1cated that variations 1n deep struc-

‘ture could nrechct the recall of Ehgllsh noxunallzatlons Vlth 1den~

ticed surface structures (e s growlmg lions, g&ng holes)
Wearing's (1971) renllcatlon of Rohma.n s study suggests that se~
_mantic (plctona.l) vividness was conrounded w:.th nomna.l:.zatlon
type in Hohrman's expgr:ment. In Hea.rlng s (1971) data, nomnall-
zatlons that were correct.ly reca.lled vere glven hlgher nndness
ra.tmgs and the 1ntran31t1ve noulnahzatxons were ‘rated more VlVld
t‘lan object nox:una.llzaf.xons. Furtheruore, there was no rel..a.ble
d:l.fference betveen the nv:.dness ratuu;s of transltlve aub,)ect and
object nomna.hza.txons. Hearmg 8 nndlng seems to be plau31ble
vithin the ﬁ'amevork of Pauno s (1971a) vork on: the role of :unagery
in léarnmg and memry., Paivio's exbenuve snrvey of ‘the litera-
’ture and hls O!‘lgln&l work show that rated nmgery scores a.re corre- .
“lated \n.t.h pml‘ed-;ssocxate leamxnp, even nth concreteness and

_ meanlngfulness controlled.
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~N Pa1v1o (1971v) compared rated - 1mgery and deep Structure
" complexity as predlctors of the gee rec&ll of Engllsh nomlna.llza.tlons.
3 J\\
| All three of hie experiments showed a consistengg‘ positive effect of
| 1magery but not of deep—structure complemty. . Paivio first obtalned
‘ 1mapery ra.tlngs for Rohrman's (1968) set of nomntllzatlons. The
0 ratlngs show‘ed that the subJect nom.nal.lzat:l.ons agruﬁ.cantly ex-
ceeded the obJect nouuna.llza.tlons in thelr average 1magery, vhich
’ hlnted tha.t an 1magerv 1nternretatln'x or Rohrmn's data was. at lea.st

.w

blauSlble..‘ Paivio (l971b) seleeted 1te1n8 from "?ohrmn's pool so that

%4

1magery ‘and nOmmal].z tion tyoe varied fa.ctonal]y 'I‘he hlgh unagery

subject nomnauzatlons vere 1tems 11ke falllng stars danclﬁg_ &u-ls,'

3

and relgm.ng kmgs, low 1magery subJect noxnna.l:.zatlons 1ncluded

enstlng situations, clamorlng masses, and pgrs:.stlng doubts. H:Lgh- :

1ma.gerv obaeq& nomnallzatlons ‘were 1tems lJ.ke uguxg floors, ' :

55 o * ;-‘

-1ron1ng ‘elothes ;Qiand mlntlng Ectures, low :um.gery obJect nom.na.l;--
: S,

zations 1ncluded l;ea.rlng rumors, Lgld ng points and keepzng secrets.»

Results clearly indicate that nomm&hzatlon type has no main effect

\

- but ‘did interact w1th unagerv level in such a mnner that mreosub;yect v
’ 2]

2

“than obJect nomlna.hzatlons vere recalled vhen thelr unagery 1evel~
low but this was Teversed when 1magery was hlgh An Puno (1971b)

L %

enmhas:.zes, the 1nteract1on is veak rela.txve to the main effeet’ of
imagery and nrondes no- support for a general 1nterpreta.t10n of the

-

data. in terms of deep structure ‘ ‘

| Panno conducte? further exper:lnents (1971&) to extend the )
generallty of the ﬁ.nd:mg. In theae experiments a new pool o:t nom.nal:.- :
zatlons vas used._ Sub.]ects vere asl.ed to aupply an a.ppropnate partl- -

cmle to nu the blanks in base sentences comapondlng to the types

. s ; . M . . .
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of nominalizatinns, e.g. someone ig_--QZ-ing holes (object); the CA éy
tigers are ——--- ing (subject). Both hlgh-lmagery concrete and 1ow—'

imagery abstract\nouns vere used in the rramea, and the same nouns
.anpeared 1n subaect and object: nom1nal1zat10n frames fbr~d1fferent
Proups. Nomlnallzatlona vere selected from the normatlve data“so.
that word frequency and assoc1at1ve probablllty vere matched for cor-
‘resnond;np sub1ect and object tvpes. The results supporteg;the -
- \‘p ~

- earller flndlnps. In all three experiments, nominalizations with ‘

imagery behaved in an 1nconsistent way, this la’of pattern ‘

o

'1nd1cated Zhat egme variable other than nominalization type was ™
producing the effect of imagery level For all,three
experlments correlatlons were comnuted between mean recall ecores

for the nomlnallzatlons and tne rated 1magerv values of the parﬂl

c1ples alone the nouns alone,aand the twc comhlned. The a r"
: correlatlons show that noun 1magerj¢;a the beat predlctor of
and nomlnallzatlon type is the poorest.' Both Paivio (l971b) and
Hearlng (1971) thus found complexltv of deep structure 1nade&uate

P SN
as an explanat1on for the languape user's proce351ng of the fferent

'types of nomlnal;zatlons ~Baivio (197la, 1971v) and Wearlng (1971)

data and 1nterpret¢tlon concernlnﬁ the fals1t1cat10n of tﬁe deep struc— '
‘ture comnlexltv hypothe51s are con31sten v1th the general t 4.
prevalent in the recent psychollngulstlc reaearch‘ﬂdth attempts

‘to interpret TGG: 1in terms of the language user 8 performance. Several
experiments involving various responae tasks ‘have falsif*ed the ‘x
derivational ‘theory of complexity (aee e. g., Johnson-Laird and

Stevenaon. 1970; Watts, 1970- Holmes and Fotster. 1972 Baker,

[y
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Prideaux and Derwing, 1973; etq. )-

The regectlon of the der1vet1onal theory of eamplexlty

- implies that the derlnltlon of 'transformatlon' adopted by. Chomsky

- 1s-misguided. In the hlstorxeal verepectlve on atruetural amblgulty

and transformatlonel analysls deVeloped in h 1. l, it has been pointed

out that 1t»was Chomehfs v1ew of the trensformet1onal operat1on that

lmtrlgpered the. revision of the prammatlcal model 1n §zgtuet1c Struc~

tures. The unldlreetlonel derlvatlonal deflnltlon of"transformet1on'

left the qoor open for the concept of deep syntactlc strueture

.Chomsky Juﬁtlfled the nece531ty of transformational analysis on
the grounds thst construetlonel homonymlty could not be explelned

‘witﬁbut'it} He formul&ted the defin;tlon of 'traneformatzon' in such :

£

‘a vxy, however that it cowld not act ‘as a. constrelnt on the 1nteu~

perate lOOSenlng of the grammatlcal model. The newly available )

; psycholinguistic evidence clearly suggescs that it 18 the speaket '8

'intententions which determine the particulat syntactic patterns

‘ selected. The surface structure syntactic arrangement of the.

relational elemente ie such that it can uniquely serve. the
Speaker 8 purpose give a speeific eociolinguistic setting. As T

Baker, Prideaux and Derwing (1973, p.. 203: poiut out.A7

«e.2n Engllsh sentence is not ¢ a- heg passive
Or not passive. It is either padsivé op. active,
. 1.e., it must have one or the Oother_ voice. g
- Similarly, a sentence must have’ a mood - most
commonly elther declarative op’ 1nterrogat1ve~ «\
and a modality, either arf1 \f@lve or negatlve._
This suggests that, rather ' t'en choosing to adq
. & passive trensrormatlon o;ﬁﬂkt the speaker must
_ Opt for one or the other Fogitive aspect of voice,
and similarly for mood f;{vmodal1ty.- The choices,
of course are dlctateck-y ‘he apeaker 8 1ntent1on

1t
e/
SR
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‘1o cammmicate s spéclfic mean1ng vhich takea s
particulsr 8yntact1e form in a given lauguage.

The experimentsl work on the use of‘neg&tion'prbvides the same per-
spective‘(see Greedu 1972, pp;'ilﬁallG). .Hbson*(1965) suggests that
one 'contéxf~or plausible dénial' ig vhen a ueg&t;ve is nsed to cor-
rect s misconceptiOn. There 1s more. reason to aay The-train vas notk‘
1ate this mo ‘ ming 1f the traan 15 uormally late. It denies the mis-
taken exnectaney that it ves late thla morping as usual. As Greene
"(1972, p. 17) suggests the nroposal that. the function of the nega-
,'tlve is to revarse meaning states more than the obvloua logleal

—r

,relatxon.

. What is bexng claimed is that the nRegative ig
~ copcerved with a relatlonah1p between two
praposltlons, the. negative statemant and a
prior usaertlon. An arrlrmatlve, on the other
hand, carries no apecial implications about
prior 88fertions. Iu other words, choice of
~ the uegative form indicates that the. speaker
. 'is pot merely stat;ng a proposition but doing
_ - 80 in relation to 8ome presubposition, whether
-, . an overt prior assertlon or an. unatut~d expec~
tancy. .

In Freneh there is & spec;ul form of the srrlrmatlve for perrorm;ng
the functlon or deuylng a prior ncgatlve assertxon, the use of oui f
vnuld xuply‘agreement»as in Yed, 1 qidn'y shus the door, vhereas
the uge. of si would 1npky the denial Yes, I d1d shut the deor. (Greene,
1972 p. 118) 0bv1ously. the French speaker s cho;ce would denend o

_ here upon a gzvan pOLnt‘ih the sneech chain.

The fact that the speaqu.s choice of a specific syntactic
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structure is not indevendent of the events in the speeehf chain
_"tap's the.esSential vasbect of the issue. I tbe mtxc ooxrtlmuty
‘or the speech chaip is ref'lected jn the Mxeal pattemz ac-
tually used m 1t the nsers must so-ehov be svAare of the syntactie
relsats  ness anq the semntlc eohesum amngst them., Yt seems rea-~
sousble to. sbegnlate that it is the native user's dllity tograsp
the s:mtactig ralatédnes\si_and‘ 'smntic (I:éhesion' bf the various

gramtical pétiems of his hmmge' that prmpt's his ncsmnses to -
' sewtences uxmlvwg stmctm-al avblgtnty and paraphrase mlntwns

B’henever the user can perceive 5t;mc1:nm.1 mnbxgmty, he w g@uer;&lly
| able to provide the ;gm:l.wd n—-wberpretutmm whwh are zmt vara~
phrasaes of one agother (cﬁ ﬁiz. 156’%)- In thlﬁ context, it is
mterestwg that Fletcher (1973) offers an ooeratwna.l derm;tmn
of a narsdigmatic pa.raphruse set ;11 terns of thc sentences which are '
allowed as nnmrers to the zane question. As he suggés‘ts 17 the». | .
11ngtust1c dmam ot mterest is extended to mclude ouestwn«anim'er
8s a forml it elasses orvnaruphmes can he set up aceord:mg to
the questmns they ocewr with.™ (Pletcher, 19?_3,-p. 132)-' Syhonynw
und ambim;ity, the. two uajor, seetingly &ivbrgant vroéé;ties of na-
tural 1azuguage, do not seem to be disjoint ror the languapge users. _
| : Uhat caun be said about the natm of the tmnsfomtxonal deuee angd
the necesmty of the 1m1 of deep syntocnc atructm‘e in tbe con-
text of the 1anguage user! It Seens t:hat the lauguape user- operatéa
'm terws of his oatogeuetmally acamred dge of the unons e~ }
grees or syntactic and swnnc relatedn Mgst the thfferent
mtlw patterns u; hia 1angtmge
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Cho-sky'a attempt to Justlry the ex1qtence of the abatract
,‘catekorles and the level of deep structure at’ vhlch their relat;onal
character is realzzed can be. 1nterpreted v1th1n 8 rzxed framework of
8ssumbt10n8 themselves aubject to que gtlon (Chomsky, 1970a, p. l
m 2; 1ta11cs added) Tha link betveen he concept of " %nowledge
or the lanruage » ou the one hand, and. the process of dlsamblguatlon, ;
on the other, aeems to ha'c uexther s logxeal nor an emp1r1cal bas1s.
It\s ‘his defmltwn or 'tmsrormatlon wmch se&ms to have allowed
h1m to freelv practlce h1a ravnurxte rese@rch ﬁtrategy..'?ushlng a
preclse but 1nadeqnate forwulation to an absurd concluazon may be
| an. 1nnortant method or d;scovery" (Chomsky 1955) The 1nterpre»
v,t1ve def1n1t1on" (Greenberg, 1970 v. 9) of the 1eVel of deep syntac~
tic structure in terus ot structural ambxgulty 19 an attempt An that
dlrectxon.
b3, 0. mry_ | | R
- In hls QritIClsm or Harris* attempt to postulabe the pr1~v
-'mltlve status ot hxerarchxcal strunturc an terms or 1$s*neeeaslty
in the‘;nalvsxs of d;scontlnuous morphemas (Hhrrlx.' 9b5) Hockett 
(19514 p. 220) pomts mxt | | X
| i.. slnee there is o sxtuatlon in vhich the‘; ‘
_ analyst is ‘sctually forced to use discontinuouy .
, norphemes, its dcpendenee ou IC-~atructure cannot
count ip any sensc 3y ev1dence for the status ot the
,v 1atter' . . . o 5 ' . .
Chomsky s attempt to grant prim1t1ve status to the leVel of deen syn- o
: tactlc stmcture on \.he gro\mds tha.t 1t is neceaaary to amlam .
'structural anbxgultv nresents a sxualar sxtuatlon.» The hxstorleal per« '

-

spectxve w1th1n Uhlch Chomsky 1ntroduned the naclon of. structural ambl—

ﬁ v

\J

' B Cae -
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guity of the deep'atructure type ‘1 given ih h.1.1. It has been
Shown in h.2, 1. that the an&lytwal proeedure of resolving structural

&ﬂblgulty through the medlum of deep structure involves several aif-

!

ficulties 1n relat1on to the underlylng theory of grammar. The ex~

terual Qansxderat1ons dlaeussed 1& k 2.2 auggest that the status of B

Y

deevp syntactlc stracture is questxonahle from the point of view or

the language user. There is no epmatemlc correlation’ (NorthrOp, 19h7)
betveen Chomsky 'y (1965 1970c) construct of 11ngulst1c competence

aud structural amblgultx | The ‘roat of the d1ff1culty seems to be

v

1ﬁ‘hls approech to the notlon of 'transfbrnatlon'v

R

~

‘



'5.0.0 Preliwinary Bemarks

' point of neu of dlsanblguatzf;

“‘atrtmturel ublguity ‘is tekeu i

CHAPYER FIVRE

i .. DISAMBIGUATION ARD LINGUISTIC THEORY: CONCLUSIONS

The potion 'atructurel anblg!uty 13 uportant in TGG from the

k]

Tha nutlve heurer's alullty to resolve

‘I'GG 83 ‘ pmholopeal mdex of his lin-

_'guiatie eaupetence. It is alao tron the pomt of view of Msanbzguatmn

T

tbet an independent level of deep syntacuc atructure is, in part, .)usu-
fied. The rela.t;onah;p Dbetveen structursl aabxgtuty ‘and trensfo:utwna
hss been extens:.vely utilized in 'mc As mm (1913, p. 112) indicates,

"claims of embi\gmty are. ceutra.l to nrtua.uq ever,y clu- ebout transtorm—

tions in the current htereture eaneexclly to t;he cautroverszel ones.“ The

'perapectnfe on duub;guatxon \nuu.n wluch the re]ztxonslup between struc—

_ tm-&l ambiguity and tmnfomt;ona has been eoandered in TGG, ho'wever
- begs the queetzon of‘ the nature of the process of (uunbxguetmn. Chonsky ;

caaually rewks that the natne speaker percenes structura.l anbxgmty

1{ you "siwply menge matters in such a vay that lus llngm.stlc intuition
‘can be atmulated by uddi:ng a shgbt elaborut:oa of the sentence (1b1d). :

E [ _- As a matter of fact tbn is the ‘&ore ;nue  The dennve questxon in the '

usue is hcw the native hearer's tac:.t l:mguut:n.c umntmn is: proup-

'ted vhen "a ahght eleboratmu" is udded to s g;ven aﬂngm sentence.
There are three readlly observ;b‘.e pm-open;ea of mbxgm.ty in naturel

l&ngugge expressmn vl;:.ch say sonethlng axmt;cant a:bout the process of
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-disambiguatioﬁ. Firsi, apeakers sometime:‘notiée awbiguity in sentegceé
isolated from their context. For éxample, the sentence

(272) John declded on the bost
15 amb1gnous when ‘it ‘B\taken out of its context. The aipiQﬁi‘j is atruc-

T /. ' .
tural and 1t can be resolved‘by asslgn1ng twvo d13t1nct surface constituent

structures to the sentence: N
(8) ( (John) ( (declded) (on the bpat) ) )
S N VPV PP " v s |
M) (Johm) ( (declded-on) (the boat) ) ) R
. 8 RP VP V : NP | VP S .

.Seeond 88 soon as the sentence is inserted 1n 1ts dlaeourse cantext

it is usually no longer ambiguoue. Hbv does it happen, then, that = |
“glven ambiguous sentence _ceases to be me;guous vhen it is placed in xts
dlscourse context (cr. Hiz, 1967)? The conconltant observable fact is
'that uhenever the nat;va speaker is able to perceive anblgulty in &
;glven aentence he is generally able to shov hia underatandlng by prov1
dlng a paraphraae or euch readxng 1nvolved 1t 1t.- The thlrd coupelllng
| p01nt 1n regard to dlsamb1guatlon is that 1t can be related to the notxon |
of grammatical tranaformutlon. It can be shown, for exnnple ‘that the
sentence (272) is amhzguous because it has tvo dastznct pasalves- .

| (Pa) 1t ves deciasd vy John on the boat

(Pb) The boat. waa decided on by John.

‘It thess three observat1ons are consxdered togethex. they converge tovarda
one quest:on whax are the paramnters ‘and heur:st1ca vhxch enable nat:vn

hearer a to percelve amblgulty 1n 1aoluted uentencea and providc para-~

: phrases of the dxrrerent readlngs? ”:m ' : o
‘The objective of this chapter ia to propose s perspect;ve ‘on the pro-~

- ‘cess of dlsaubxguntlon v1th1n the framevork of nntural 1angu:¢e understunﬂ



ding. Some inplicatidnn of this perupective fbr linguistie theory will

" be suggested; The conclusxon w111 indicate that in light of the per-
spect1ve on dlsanbxguatlon presented here thé c1a1ns assoclated with the
notlonror 8tructural ambiguity in TGG are unteusble.

i

5.1.0 BRatural Lenguegg_Understandlng_end D1saibxguatlon

-

- 1f ambiguous sentences become ordinary sentences in discourse
'context, it is necessary to account for thia'phenomenon,in describing
normal-language ptocesaing}“ It 13 Premature at the present stage
of psycholinguistic research to be definitive about the precise
nature of the factors 1nvolved A broad outline can, however, be
‘_suggested on the basia of guided speculation, especially in’ light

of what 13 knovn about the ecquisition and use of language. .

Understand:ng natural lenguage dlscourse 13 essentzally' "a- matter |

of analytical data proceaslng of some sort" (zur, 1970, p. 76)
- most conpellzng logxcel baazs or th1e argulent is the comnonplace obser- ,
| vation thet lenguage ca-prehenaxon admits of degreea. If all the relevant
:_'varxables‘ure not processed, therevcennot‘be vhex Cernap (1956)'celis7" n-
tentidnel~isonorphism"between the encoder and the deeoderl In eddltlon to |
the 1ntbr-etxon asgsociated with prosodxc putterns lex1con, 1nf1ectlonal'
'and derxvntlonel norphology and word order, the var;ables related to the.
context of the dxscourse unnt be processed._ The context of & given dls-
rcourae xnclndes vnrlubles eannected vzth preauppoaxtlons vhich may be 11n— 
: guxttxcnlly mnrked or 1og1eally 1nterredv‘ All the var1ab1ea 1nvolved 1n 3.
the procesa of natursl lenguage couprehenazon nay be subsuned under vhat

the leumoticxnns refer to as the . 'runctlonal logzcal senlotlcs of netural

~
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4 language' (Pelc, 1971).

‘The speaker selects the ‘linguiatic deﬁcea vhich have the app!v'opn?

ate renens for the semantics of content, for. anad 1lloeut1on of his

;" intended -easage (cf Fletcher, 1973). The a.coustxc va:nables in apoken

co-tunloatn.on and their apatla.l counterpu'ta in mtmé interact with the
contextual vanables to fom a basis ror prelmnlry anwsla. It seems
that the decoder's perceptu&l atra.teg:.ea oper;te to J.ntegra.te the three |
‘types ot smntxe J.nfor-a.uon on the basis of the prelmna.ry anaJ.yua.
Syntax, which is. consldsered to be the ep:.cater or all Xanguage beha.nor Y
in TGG, is 1nportant in. caprehens:.on on.ly to the ertent that it md:.cates

,senantzcs of tor- and 1110@%1.0:1 There is some emputer a:.lnlat:.on and _

'psyt:hoh.ngmstm endence amlable vluch supports this viev of uyntax |

% e.g. : Bever, 1970, ihtt 1970 Bnnt 1971 Schtnk 1972 Baker,
,Pndeaux and Derwmg, 1973). Even wvithin the frm\rork of rorml l:.n-‘

gtnst:tc ana]gsm "the syntax is’ shovn to be a cmequence of the presup—

-p031t10ns (Iaghtfoot, 1972, p. ?9‘4)

v

]_ - It is genera.uy assumed in 'I'GG that there u sone sort of corres-—
g
pondence between the nyutact:.c and ontological categonea. Jackendotf

i Q

(1972, p. 386) recently reaff:u-ned the pontmu in exp.hclt tem

' IrveOpenupanuunbexng, Inutdovef;nd
inside? The anawvers. have been of the form:
Henndafmx\chadnredhem,nspm, sone
intestines, and a transforsational grammar \nth
tvoornore mtacnc levelz. - ,

Do}

Juekendotf'a nst-ptxon 1-p11es a close correlpondence between gra—.tl-

B ﬁcal nnd ontolopcal cutegones. It is hard to find axy accepta:ble logco.l

or e-pmca.l Jnatxncctmn f'qr such a llnk Jtckendott'a ltatuent is -o-‘ |

t1mted, it seems, by Chcnakw 8 unurtun poutlon in rewd to tbe utm-e,
: . . g '
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of man's capocity for language
For Chanaky (91, p. 18). the hunan orgunlan is "1nit1511y endoved

with eondltxons on the rorn and organlzat1on of language and "the seman-~

tic system of language is glven largely by a power independent of conscious

ggg;gg. (1tul1ca added). The eorollary of this asswmption is that the
-nental conatructs and procesaes reuponazble for the use and nnqu;sltlon
of . language are 11ngu18t1c Es__ae 1n terms of both origin and purpose.
It is the case that there are apecitic areas 1n the araxn vhlcn are rela-
ted to language functions in. térms of both or:gxn und use (Ximuara, 1967;
' Geschwind and Levitaky, 1968:Cazzeniga,1970; Witelson and Pallie, 1973).
'Thzs does not, hovever. mean that theae brain mechanlams do not sbare the
"general eonatrncbs and procelsea 1nv01ved in the oth&r higher nental func-,
tioms. It is not dxtficult to rind ev1dence vhich nuggeata that the spc-
"cztxe lnnguaga areas in the brain are not indispensable (Lenneberg, 1971,
1973) It has slso been shown that the language-domlnaut lety hemlaphere
can Process nonverbal ioput as vell (Krcshen, 1972). In this coutext,
Locke Caplan and Kbllar (1973. P. ix) suggest that the runctzonal mechan~
ﬂia-a exployed in the generation or langunge are "sn extenaxon of preexis~
txng perceptual and cognltxve systens."_ Lnnneberg (1971) analysea aeveral
baazc relatzonul eoncepts fron lrlthmctlc and 1nnguage and demonatrates
thexr slmalarlty. It seems hmghly ﬂnlxkely that the cognxtzvn processea
aanoc;ated thh langusge are d;rrerentvrron ‘the rest or,the buman cognitive
proeesaea.' Locke, Ceplan and Kellar (1973. p. 9) explaln the hlatorxcal
background vhleh seems to have creatod the appurent conrunxou betwaen 'lan—‘
guage ll a process' and 'language as & product' As they ' suggeat- “/A
' The genesla of 1angunge, the devvlopnnnt or non~
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pearceptual expenenee and the dlstmeuon ‘of nﬁ

Trom other biological systems by wvirtue of this
eepebmty has allowed easy equation qof hnguage
ntheggoeessthtmmquenotoulyln :

terms of the structure of its go_t’l_gt blr!: also in terms
of ity -echuu.m" hte.hes added 4 : »

Aé for the mnque aspects of 'language as a procesa in relstion to first

1anguage enqmutmu, it is now genera.l].y agreed that vhat chlldren from
d1r1’erent 11ngm.st1e bax:kgrounda posseusm comn u certa.ln genera.l
wethods for organizing various kindsa ofOsensory mput (Sh:pley, Smith
and Gleltmn 1969, p. 338). There is no ,mea.non to bel;eve that the cape-
‘eity the eluld brings to bear upon the lwg\uatn.c input 1‘ uzuquely 11n-
g\nstxc (cf. Demng 1973. PP. 63—83). , » .

| Ir lnngmge as a procesa is not d1rrerent ‘from vhat goes on in hu-
'm cogm.twn in general then- natural h.ngunge couprehens;on is a case
| or what trwspxres 1n hmn mfomtmn proq_gpq;ng as. & wvhole. The a‘vul-;
. sble theones of speech pereeptmn atreaa the uuportence ot 'data. from
. pl'Qn.ous speetra' context and expectnt1on (H;then-—Dunn 1967; Nelaaer,
1967). It is accepted that non-acouat:.c factors. pla.y‘e significant role
in the petceptmn of phonologxcd mut:yand that ueanmg cmnot b«- grasped |
\nthout com;ldenng uonlmgu;stm verl.eblese Even though the essentia.l |
B esnect\ of ena.lysu-by-syntheua is "rules for genera.tmg spectrel pa.t-
terns" i\n prmcxple (Stevens, 1960) the upproech does not treat contextual
cues a8 minor vays to supplement perception. The fact that anaJ.yna-—by-."‘f:f' |
: aynthe:us proudes a coherent eecount of the wy l:.stenera mke use or

.
L

Coavextual _mf_orution zi‘! .perhaps the most: p rl argument tqr. the 6
proach (cf. Reuaer. 1967) l!qxsaer (]_967, p.- 196) suggeats that .

 The relevunt contexf. is not lmted to the
preced:mg words of the speaker. Any fector _
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vhich predisposes the hw to mtheaxze

one ytterance rather than ancther will arfect
speech perception. Expectation, familiari
’mdperhapsmfemcecanpluthem ea-'
in hearing that they do in vision.

‘The relevant pomt is that eontextml leads are of utmost '1-portanﬁe in

natural language eaprehensmn. | '
BoJls dmanbxguatlon re].n.ted to the prroeesa of natnral language com-

prehenslon! It is observed tha.t a-blgnous sentences genera.lly cease to |

: be 8o vhen they are placed in a dJ.aeourse or a:.tmtxosnal eontext. 'It

« natural language nnderstam'hng dependn upon the general pn.nc:.ples of

’ human mtomt:.on proceumg, mtereatmg qnest:.ona are msed about the 3
nature of the psychohngtnstzc parameters and contextual mables assoc1—
ated nth d13nb1guat10n.

| A conszdera.’ble a-ount of mcholmgustxe research has been dcvoted

' vto the process of dn.unbxgmtmn.  The mjor issue dealt \nth in these
stu«hes (H!tcxlv. 1966 1969; Foss, 1970; Garrett, 1970; Carey and Mehler, -
"1970 Lackner and Garrett, 1972) can be stated as follows: are the dlfrer—
<!ent remhngs of an anlng\xms sentence: percexved slmltaneously or mthn-
dllﬂllyf Althou@ (hese studies fail to ptovide clear answers to such .
quest;lens, some of the f:lndinge are relevant to the problem of the nature

| of disanbiguation. ’ |

| Ulatowska's (19T1) aata uneqmvoca.lly shaw that the relationship

betveen the 11ngmst1cally def:med type of nﬂugtnty and its disambigua-

© tion is not a direct or s:ulple one. It is on]q 1ex1ca1 qpbxgtuty that
is resolved by ulpl; lenca.l substxtut:.on. m :l..portant po:mt is .

.that even the case of sulple lencd nnbctxtuuon requu'es time. ' Stud:l.es

: vhich atte-pt to -euure the reactmn time to the dlfferent types of ambi-
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guity show that there ia a s:tgmncant\di/fference »betveen lenc(ﬁy a.-b;- ‘
| . guous sentences and norm.l ones in teﬁa of the anount of tuna natue sub—
jectg require to react to such s;ntences (e.g. lh.cKa.y, 1966 HacKn& and

Baver, 1967, Foss, Bever and Silver, 1968 etc.). There are tvo ‘ott
, rmdlngs in’ the psycholmgnlatlc lxterature on nnb:.gtnty vlneh are rele- _

. vant to the questlon in po:.nt. F.u:at it is generally found that allngm.-‘-
t1e8 related to gramtlca.l orgmxa.tlou req\ure more px-ocessmg tule ‘

‘The "aecond p01nt is suggeated by Ula.tmka'u (1971) data: in géneral ,
native speakers of Ehgl:.sh do not a.lvays use gra-ntlca.l meazs to resolve -

V synta.ct:.c anb:.gtutles. Hanw of the dencea euployed by Ulatmrsko. ‘8 sub-

Jjects are lencal and prag-auc in nature Hhen anbaects 1n Ulatovskh

(1971) resort-to gramat:.ca.l neans they depend upon the surface struc-

ture cha.ractenstlcs of mglzah such as” morphological teaturea word -

order, passivization, change of rocus, topxcm:auon, etc. The m.jof

| pragnatlc tool to vh:.ch Ula.tovska's subjects turn to resolve a-bzgtnty

| is presupposltlons, ‘they mke the presuppomt1ons underly:.ng a g:.v;n 1n-

: temretatlgn exphc:.t. It seem that the organuatxon of ducour-e is such ‘.
. 'tha.t the pa.raneters ot natura.l lunguage underatandung are ugmlled vith a
certaa.n degree of redundancy. A g:l.vén sentenee may eontlh.n the potentu.l
for structura.l anblgm.ty or content vaguaness vluch nnw or -n,y not be real-
1zed. The mterpretat:.ons vlu.ch cannot be mtegr..‘l.].y related to the mten-"
tlons of the speaker in a spec:.nc discourse: are elxluuted per force.

It seems reasona.ble to usune tha.t@the p-ra-eters and heurutxcs . |
which ‘control the potential . for structural anbxglnty m regul.u- dilcourte

also g\nde sub,]ecta in d:.unb:.gmtmg uoltted lenteneen.‘ The vnnous lia-
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gulstlc and non-llngulstlc dev1ces thet eat1ve lleteners use to reaolve
emblgulty and to perephrase the dlfrerent reedlnga po1nt in thet direc-
tlon., It is %eeepted that enblgultxes related to refbrentlel reletxone_ o
betveen nouns 'and pronouns cannot be. reaolved v1thout provldlng the ana-
‘phorlc (precedlng) or .epiphoric (ent1c1petory) context. Qulne (1951)

hes noted the 31m11er1ty betveen the role ot variables and the roles of .
pronouns and other English referentlels. le (1969)\Qealyzes the behev—»
ior of the anaphoric end ep1phor1c pronouns and other referentials in
Engl1sh to show thet there is a 81m11ar1ty betveen referentlels 1n a
natural lenguage and vhrleblea in'a fornal language of mathematlcs.- In

' mathemetlcs, several occureneea of the sene verxable v1th1n the seme for- ‘
. mula ere referentlel to each other, prov1ded that they ell occur. within
the. ucope of the sene bmdmg quentlnerg In edd:.txon to this fornel '

proporty, neturel languages display a conaiderable degree of redundancy._

eript1on on the Jesze of the sement;c potentiel under1y1ng noetly the lexl-
_con and at tlmea the ayntectxc forn.

‘m ’ ’ ) . . - - .

Several peycholxnguxetxc stud;es (HecKhy_end Bever, 1967; Foss, .
‘1970# Foee'end,Jlnkine, 1973; etc.)~ehov-thet there are eleofdifferences
ie reectionbtimes for‘the var: 'yﬁes of eebiguity.- These reaeerchera
v'expleln the letency dltterencee detveen eurfuce etructure and deep struc-
ture types:-of* enhlguxty in terns of derlvetlonel couplex1ty, vhlch is |

K fbrnelly notxveted v1th1n 1GG. The letency dxfrerencee betueen eny two

types of enbagulty can e;so,be-explelned ;n tenne o{fthe nujber of}the

Sl
ElNE W
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forﬁally ailpved.posaible semanfie,ehoicea.'vMany of the experinenfal
- sentences in these studies rolluébthe syntactic form of
' (273) The shooting of the hunters vae'ferrible
,'It is assumed that nat1ve listeners cannot dlsamblguate (213) unleas they
can poatulate tvo dlfferent deep - structurea for it. But the anb1gu1ty of
the type represented by (273) can be exp131ned in terms of the reletlonal
propert1ee of English verbs. Bos (1971) categorizes Engllsh verbs and
- claims in connectlon with the verb shoot thet "the emblgulty in theae con-
structlons 11es in the opt10nal1ty of the,reletxonal aspect of neen1néuef
thelr verbs and that the dlrferent posslbllltles of interpreting them have
S nothing to do wvith the functional syntectlc categorles or subgect und ob-~
Ject" (p. 198) " The latency requlred by a g1ven subject to perce1ve the ..
amb1gu1ty of (873) would depend upOn howv ‘fast he ‘can retrxeve from his cog-
nltlve bank the 1nrormat10n about the reletlonal propertles of lhoot. The - |
organlzatlon of normal dlscourse is such that the. 1nformat10n precedzng d"
o follow1ng the verd shoot -across sentence boundarles constrelns the senan- ,"
tic poﬁentlal rbr relatlonal opt10nal1ty associated vuth th1s verb.

A d1seu881on of the parameters assoclated with the proceas of dlsnﬁbl-\
guatlon 1nd1cates that one factor that guldes the heurer is the cxrcultry
of cross—refErences. Pelek (1968» 1968b 1971 analy :e8 the phenomenon
of cross—reférence and points out th + ' B

The separate aentences of a gi- , dzacourae are -
~usually not only arranged i. . successive order,
but in their form they are dependent on each other
1n a certa;n vay, 80 that a fluent sy epeaker is able

1dent1 their sequence & as 8 Eﬁheszve dlscourse
alek, 19%8& P- 255; 1ta11ca added)

There 18 no doubt a@ﬁht tpe.rgctnthax discourse is not 2 successive order-

-
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: ing of iaoie‘ted sentences. There are various lz.nglustxc dences vhich
‘nuntun the thresd of cross-reference. X Prono-mmzetxon,, for exa.mple,v
is. not Just the subatitution of a pronoun for a nbun; it operates within
:he scope ‘of the unit of cross—neference. It seems that the phenomenon-
of pronOlinalization is very much like that of co-occurrence telations,
' while co'occurrenca funccions at the sentential level, pronominalization
1mmlves croaa-—reference both within and beyond the sentence. The question
.1n the coutext of disanbiguation is. the extent to which 1isteners have to .
go back sud forth in time along the crosn-referential thresd Palek'

nocion of 'hypet~8yn|:ax' is worth considering in this context. He stipu-

latively definee this concept in terms of the linguistic meanq which native_,'

apeakern use to majytaiu the circuitry of cross—referenca 1n discourse.’
Vhet is the relennce of the twper-syntact:.c not:.on of the sentence .
11n 1ta contert\ml relatlone to nnb:.gmty a.nd dxnanbxguntzon? The potentla.l
‘ for aabiguity ot a given type 1a rea.hzed in a tokenJ vhen the . sentence 1n
queatz.on 1is uoln.ted tro- 11:3 hyper-syntncuc scope Amb:.guous aentences |
- do not rmw 80 inv norne.l dxscourse becme the potentxa.l for enb:.gtuty ‘.
is m generel nof. nlloved to be reahzed nthxn the hyper—synt‘actlc scope
' of tlie ubl.gumm sentences in quentlon. ‘When the. semant:.c propert:.ea of '
~_the. reletu’nel elenenta of a ngen nabxguous aentence can be stetec w:.th;&
the scope. or the sentence, the heerer can generelly a.saign d:.rrerent h:l.er-
| areh;ccl strueturee to tha.t sentence. For ennple the semant:.c hﬁee of

8 @i

»the o d1(.terent constxtuent structures in each of the sentenceg

(aTb) It vas sent by the senetor rro- Ohio.

(275) “What dlsturbed John vas be1ng rhsregerded by her \ '
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,?‘cm}bepercelvﬁd\nthlntbc scope of the mtenees Thctwreadwp
| of (2?11) can be cxplzuncd by the fuct that the smuc basis of Jts con-~
stituents sllows twvo eonatltmt bmkctma
(27%) It ves- smt (by the senator) (from Ohm)
(27%) It Vs amt (by (tbe senstor from Ohio)) .
-v'l'be val;daxy of the two d:stmct groupivgs of (215) ia mdxcated by the fact: '
that (2711) ullms tvo nauvpuanm vhich com:paod to (21%) and (275’0)
) respectzwly~ ' )
| (2766) 'I'he senatar sent 1t from (lno
(274d) 'I!w senatar from ovio sedt it.
The self«surncxeocy or the mtxc structures of the tvo distinct in-~
'tervaétauons of (275) can be damstrated by two proeedures. Firet, it -
is poss;ble to prvude puraphrues of tbe two mdum cth,vithixi"
. the scope or (2?5)' | R ' R ('"'

LR
&

(2750) ii!)at mtnrbedJolmthhembemg duregmdedbyhet '
(275!:) ﬂxe vas hmmdmg vhat dutm-bed John _ |
~',Second1y, ’there are two dutmt:t cleft‘-senteneea oomspondmg (2755) and

\ (27Sb) rnpeet;vcly o ; W |

(275c} It ves bemg dlmgurded by ber that ustnrbed Jav-.

o (27Sd) It ves unp:t distarbed Jolm that was being d,mwﬂed by her.

. The potcntlal for. ngxén;ty ofthe typa in (27h) wnd (275) is. reoluedvheu .

.tthe aentencea qgéc uqh.ted m smntw stmtms mderlnng the tuo sev-

‘-,.‘.~tencea m xmeh that thcy can be spec1ﬁed on thc bun ot the mtmtxan

-"!.

i"wthmthescope of the Mndmls&ntms 'megt-muc;lmuum
.H18 mhthatthemtenccmbepunedmmthmwm

hthu; ihe scope of s gnen lwper«:ynuctxc mt :m vormal duconru,

NS
: '57,, ! “L/
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every mtence has aﬁdlatlnct paramg. Hhen a g1ven sentence is wola.ted
rom its hyper—syntactxc scope, it may allow ‘more tha.n one dutmct par-
slng. Outnde of 1ts hyper-syntuctlc scope, 1t ma.y a.lao be the :cege that
& given sentence cannot be 1nterpreted 1n a definite way. Vhen an 13013- '
ted sentence can be read in dxrrerenb' by dlfferent natnm speskers,
it is a case of ugueneu rather than ambzgmty and caxmot be understood
outude of the scope or the npeclnc hyper-mtact1c unit to vtuch 1t be~
lmau m mterpretatlon of. such .a’ lentence depends upon tbe spe&ker'
mtcnt;m v!nch cannat m t!us case be specxﬁed wvithout hyper—syntactle 3
mfor-stlon.' For en-ple vhen a hstener hea.rs the sentencea (Qulrk @t
al., 1972,.p. oh1) . S
(276) Hll.uan Hordsvorth is my fa.wmnte mgluh poet ‘. |
(271 ) hﬂ.y Bronte 13 w favmxnte mglxah novelxat o i
' outude of thelr hyper-syntactxc ueope, it vould be dltncult for him to
dec;de 11‘ the apeaker -nnt (278) or (279) for (276)

("’78) William Wordmrth 1a ny favounte l-hgluh poet not John

Keats. v .

" (279) Willian Vordsworth is my favourite mxgliagrbo;t,' not W.il_‘liam‘ v
o Shakespeare. ’ o | (‘ ,

In (278) the nev or dmtmgtushmg mfomanon is conta:.ned in William o
Uordavorth w!nle in (279) 1t is only the mfomtmn in Wordsworth tﬁ&
is m . 'l'he scope of the vanatmn 1n mfomﬂxon in cues llke (278) a.nd
(2719) cannot be detenuned vxthout knov:l.ng vhat u presupposed by the Bpe&kf' , "
er, and such presuppoutlons fa.ll vithin the rtnge of hyper—aynt&x. The
hrper—nyntacuc un:l.t to wluch (277) belongs tnll pronde the px-esuppou~ | e

: tmn&l wtomtxon vhich ecan detemne yhether the readlng
: ; : i :
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(280) _____:_ll Bronte% is my favomte English novelist, not Cho.rlotte
is an appropriate 1nterpretat1ou or (277) or not. In the case of certun sen-
tence ps.tterns thcre are overt ‘prosodic and syntect:.c cortelates of the
spea.kf-r s 1ntent10n snd presupposxtmns 'l'he che.rnctenst;cs of the clert\
and pseudo~cleﬁ'. patterns have been observed both nns.lytlcally and erpen~
menta.lly (Akmsj:lan, 1970; qurk et al., 1972; Fletcher 1973) As Quirk et
al. (1972, p. 951) observe: . |
The usefulness or the clert sentence partly resides
in the unambiguonua marking of the focus of informa~
tion in written Rnglish, vhere the clue of informa~
tion is absent. The highlighted element has the full
implication of contrastive focus: the reat of the .
clause is inferred vith other items vhich might have
nlled the focal or 'hlnge positmn 1n the sentence.
‘The dzscuss:wn 8Q far mdlcates that there are ‘two nnds of sentences
"in normal hsconrsc that can be hstmgu:.shed from the sta.ndpoxnt of hy-
per-synto.x. Some sentences are relsted to their preceding lmd follcm.ng
'cotmterpa.rts snd they conts.m syntactic dmees vhich reflect thezr hyper—
-syntact:.c scope. These sentences cannot be processed on thcir ovn, tha.t '
15 outs:.de of their hyper—syntmct;c dons.:.ns. Whatever croarre: erent:.&l
_ 1nformat1on is requu-ed to \mderstsnd a given sentence torns :.ts uyper-syn-
tsctxc scope On “the. other hnnd there are sen: ences vhlch csn “be under-
‘stood in Jsolatmn. The smnt:.c structure undsrlnng these sentences is .
such that they cs.n be 1nterpreted nthout /any cross~referent1e.l mtomt;on.
‘,These sentences as it were, are self-contuned 80 ro.r a8 theu- hyper—syn- '
tact:.c r.nges are concerned. | | ‘ v ‘ V :
» Ambzgneus sentences can be divided into two brond Categoﬁes from
the pomt of v1ev of the lrole of ‘hyper‘—synt_a.x in ncrnn_l language compre-

v
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hension. 'ma&: muc basis of the potential for struetm‘al smbiguity
in some sentences ia s% thct theu- a-bxglnt;es can be resolved by dis-
tmct labelhnga snd bracxetuxgn of then- constituents. Seutencea vhich
contain strw:tnraa a:bxgnzty in the sense d.ucnased in 2.1 can be thsan—
biguated v:n:hout sny cms-referentxd dependence. As has been polnted :
out,xm 2,1.3, it is novncceuted :m TGG that the various types of awbi -~
N gm.ty msmg out of the scope of negptmu and quant:.ners indefinite
NP's, generxexty, nnd refemtul opaczty cannot be relolved nthout con-‘
textuﬂ..l lntormtlon. ‘I'he contextunl hulon of -uch elements is avail— |
able hyper~:yntact1ctlly that u, m the mtences vh:.ch precede and .
rollow thn ambiguous mtcnee in qunt:on. Proutb.ng the deleted ele-
ments ror an awbiguous untcnco\?.np the lvpcr-tynt.ctie scope of the
untoncc into focus. ~ The d.iffcrent cmpn- thst go vith the d:.tfaront
rudings of an nnbiguanl mtcncc for- th. hypcr-mtncue nn;tu for |
thooe readinga ' v e ‘
“ -From the point Af vicw of !vpor-mtu ubxgnou sentences cm be
' gnauped into two typn.' ﬂw logica.l distinction betvecn ‘open" and .
‘ 'bound' sentence. (Qume. 1960) Seems to be tpphcnble in. thu context.

"Log:.c:.m perrer the tern 'budmg for crou-reference in rela.uon to
nnables. Quine (1960 P- 137) explains the dntuxctmu between open
and 'bound' ;entcnce- in logxc u rollov-

o If a sentence or rehtive clause ccntum an- appoutue
3 or binding ocenrrence of 'x' and sundry recurrences of
©3'x', then. ordxnm]q it vill include a compovent sentence
that contains some of the ‘occurrences of 'x' but, within
itself, none to bind them. Such a component sentence,
considered by itself, is cslled an gm_ sentence, and its
wnbound occurrenees of mublen are sud to be free in it.

o
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Structurally homonymous senkeuqeﬁqean Ve considered open in ‘this aense.
They contaln n dxst:ictﬁh1erarch1eal strunturea vhxch can be 1dent1f1ed
by distinct labelings and grouplngs of constltuents. A the ‘other types
of ambhiguity involve bound senteneee. As a matter of rhct amb;guons
sentenees associated with the scope of negatxon and quantifiers inde~
flnlte NP's, generlclty, and referentxal opacity are treated in terms of
| "binding’ 1n the logical 11terature (e.g., Qm.ne 1960 PP- 13h~156)
Consequently, the abgence of ambxgu1ty in nornal discourse can be
ettriﬁnted ta hyper~syntax. The ab111ty of native speakers to pr071de
p&rsphreses of the dlfferent readlngs or an ambxguo%y aentence ean also'
“be explained in terms of hyper-syntax ‘As Qulne (1960, P-. 159) AREEESLS, -
If we paraphrase a aeqtence to resolve aﬁbxguzty, what
we seek 18 not a synojymous sentence, but one that is
- more informwative by dint of reslst1ng 8ome alternative
1nterpretatlon8. ‘
F‘An emb;guous aentence after all is a parnphrase ofn other sentenees ’
that are not related to one another by paraphraae (sz, 196h Holan 1970).
It must be the case that bound senténees are hard to pernphraae vhen they

are 1solated from their hyper—syntactlc units. It thererore rbllovn thnt

bound amblguous sentences cannot be d1aembxguated wlthout dlscourse conte :;%
, £

The 1ogzcal consequences of the perspectxve on the process ot d1a~
amblguatlon presented here are pert1nent to 11ngu13t1c theory. Thc rele~
vance of. these 1mp11cet1ons is poxnted out espec1ully in relatxon to TGG
‘in thé follov1ng section.,.

S 2 0 Igplxcatlons for Langulat1c Theory. Conclusxons

A8 Qulne (1953, pP. 13-14) suggests, "A theory is cosmitted to those

&

and only those ent;tles to which the bound variables of the theox-y sy be B
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/
capa/ble of-referring in order that the afnmtwm mde in the theory

"be true.” Chauaky's commitment to the abatmt ent:.ty or coupetence

is mt,xnted only on the roml basis of ayntu. Ir duanb;guatxan is

'y ﬁmct:.ou of eraﬁtu, \;m.ch includes ¢ogglt1ve (pre sxtmnal)
sad faettwl craaa~rererence, it cannot be expluned .m tem or the na-
t;m apeaker 8 taczt lmg\ustxc coapetence m Chcmsqu 8 sepse. Within

_ the perspecnve proppaed in S. l, the proceas of duamnguatlon is neved ,

\

in the context of natural hné%age comprehennon and hmum data.—proeess-—
'I‘he n'unevork adopted here is eons pt with Lenneberg 8 position
u: relat:.on to the eo-petence~perfomnce ichotomy. He sﬁgge’sts, '

Competence and performance csn only be idealized 1mts ’ o
of a continuum. . In actual fact, it sbould be imjromaible '
ever to be faced vith competence without performance, and

every perforsance must have some aspects of sowe sort of
;conpetence behind it. One cannot study knowledge without -
studymg knoving; i. e., one caunot abstract from the cog~

nitive process that is actually the substrate of having -
knowledge. Similarly, one csnnst. atudy language vithout

uctua.l}y‘ studying knwmg a lunsmae (lenneberg, 1973,

P 522

It has been auggesced in 5. 1 that the aation ‘knawmg a 1anguage' :m re~

S5

lation’ to a given uatne speaker 13 neuungrul on:Lv in tem of his gen~ i
.eral 1m1 of et)gmtmn. 'l‘hxa apphes to both the aequlutmnu and nor-

ml runct;onal uapecta of lmguage capuczty. ‘
As. for, . structura.l mbxgtuty, the different relational stmqgures'

can be determned in tem or dxatmct uurface structurea. So far as the
other types or mbxgu;ty Are concemed vative zpeakera do depend upon

' \
"uon«-llngulstlc 1nfomtxon. As McCawley (1968, p. 129) ‘suggests,
)
‘ .nd.xsunbxgmtzon actually involves not merely lmguutlc
o eoupeteaca but also the language user's factuasl knowledge;
indeed, it ia merely a specu.l case of the judgement of a.
nneaker'a intantinna. :



hov a theory of languuge can be cmnxtted to the tem 'ilngmstzc com~

petence' 'in the sense in wlneh it is preaent]q uuderstood in mG as ex~ -
, e-pliﬁed, for exanple, in Chmky%ﬂl).

o S 2.1 Dlsanblguatlon and Deep Syntactic Sbmcture

'Ihe ontologlcal comyi tment to the mdependent level of deep syn- ~

: tactic structure in mc is suppoagd.],y Justlfj.ed in pax-t by the enstence
of anblglnty. The explanutmn brrered by gmeru,tne gramsarians is that
surface stmctm-es of atnxctura.lly ambiguous aentencea are 1nadequate
to mdlcate the d:.rfemnt relational structures underlng them. ‘It is
suggested that the d;stmet readmgs can be represented only at the
level of deep mtwtu: structure. 'l‘he 1nplled asauuptum in thm claim
is ﬂhat the tmsformtmns vhlch denve aurrace strueturea from deep struc- 4

tures obhterate the d.xfferences. , s

The lwper—ayntucnc approoch to d:mtpluguatwn preclud;s the neces-

tor. 'nle ‘Tact that ambiguous sentencea do not ‘g 80 m noxia.lf dis~

course removes the mtery associsted with dia‘?wz:ufion.. Tbe queatmn

"‘about the relevnnee of this phenctseuon ia uever raised in 'PGG, 83 .a theo-
retical 1asue Usua.ll;y d;f‘ferent deep atrueturul mpreaentatxona ure
'poatnlated ror a ngan ambiguous aenteuce on an :.ntxutne bans.‘ It 13
then suggested that the mb;guxty in tha.t senteuce is expluned through

_ the nedxu- r deep syntactlc structtn-e

, v .

Ihe dlf\erent deep atructuma vhich s pven hnguut CAn propose
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for an ambiguous sentence may be treated as syntactic refresentations

for the dirrerent rea.d:mga of thest sentencer 'I'ncgl may be used, in other
'words to -odel the products. of® dlaanhl.guauon. But this doea not nec-~ |
essm]@nm that native apeukern resolw ambiguity in thu waor The
model for a gg is not s wodel or the weau and the parameters
: 1nvolved. If ‘deep ayntactxc utructure is justified in a synta.ctlc model

to interpret ambiguous aenteuces v:.thout sy - ooord:.n&ted ontolog;ca.l com-
‘mitment in regard to the process of dlsambxguatwn, there cannot bve any
objection. It will, hovever, deprive the transfomtzonabgenaatzve ' ;
- theory of grampar of one of 1{:’,& niost fundamental uatmptxona. since it
will renove,, the l;nkvbetveen & grammar and the vative speukera of the . 1an-~
guage, at least v:.th recpect to the phenosenon of atructura.l mb;gm.ty.
It may be rec&ued that TG gramrﬁ are suppoaed to be theones of the
E l:.nguntxc mtu:.t:ona of the nntnre apeukera of the 1a.ngua.ges in queatmn. /?
‘The’ notion of atructura.l anb:.gm.ty ha)a been a ceutra.l concern in that con-.
text. ‘_
 he queat;on regardmg the atatus of the Jink between deep syntactic
afrueture and liumbxguanon ruaed here hu rmncatlona for other areas :
_ in the nomological vnetvorl': of TGG. The problewm of the relationship between -
: struetura‘.l ambxgm.tyand tra'na‘rorn.nfions‘ iﬁ-brietly stated iﬁ the néxt 5¢é- :
tion. | N o | |

p 2 2 Duanbxgutmn and Tranafomtxona

The fact tha.t a aentence w have tvo or more gramucally dlstwct
readmga has plmd s ngmncant role x.n the developuent of tbe notmn
. of tranafomnons. | It has been euphuued first by mea and then by,

Chomky that the dmtmet reuhngs ot‘ a structural]y mblgubus aentence
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" have transformstions vhich are difrferent rm one ancther. Ci‘he same
insight led then to different npproaches. _
The - e@etenc»%rmce dmhotonw and tt\e related notmn of ror— |
mal linguistic lnu'ersal,s led "hmtalw to treat dlaanhz.guatlon 1n terms
of deep syntactic atructure Ir nmctur&l anbxgmty cannot be resolved
vithout the intervention of deep ayntuctm structure, it vas argﬁ'ed then
atmctu:ml a-b:.gtuty was " be tal:en as a significant eoaatrunt upon trans-v
tomtmns. Tha.t 1a the transromuona needed to mp deep stmctures
onto sutface stmcturea must be vritten in such a way as not to lead to
constr'uct1onal hm 'Ihe eonstmnt 13 used as a cnterlon of ade-
quacy in controversxal cases. But dxsanb:guutxon, as. has been suggeated
i 5.1, is not a functian of ayntact).c structure alone. It has also
‘been shown in 2.1.3 tha.t all the cages of stmctnral amb;gmty hm a
'semannc basis. XNo crnc;ai cases of pure synta.ct;c anb:.gu:.ty have been
reported in the linguistic llteruture so thr (cr. Shaby, 1971)
The nmdaneutsl fact shout tmaromd atmngs 18 that they m S
. parts of larger hmr-syutacmc umta or tex:ta.- This implies that the
‘;saue of the comstraints on transromtwna must be cons:.dered in ters
‘'of hyper-syntax. N.‘by (1971. p- &) suggfesta tnat transformations must
.’be written in the context of paraphme relnt:.ona-. _ |
| The pmbleu of hov %o mte tmsfomtxons vhxch will
- operate only in the proper contexts will Tequire careful
selection of mawmbers of yeraphrassic sets so that trans-.
formations vill not resolve. ambiguities.  Each complete para-~
purastic set has sows Rewber or mewbers vhich together spe~ .

cify vwhat tranaforntmns cm be perforemed ou: any members
of the set. g SRR

dp -

" ‘Pridesux (1972), in fnct, auggecﬁa that the préblei of structural ambi-

Yy
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guuty must be tackled from the noiuot of viev of paruphraSe relat;ous.
Native speakers paraphrase to avoid anblgultles 1u normal life (cr
"Qulne, 1960) and they demoustrate thexr understandlng of an ambiguous
sentence by paraphra31ng the different readlngs. The validity of the
paraphrasevdisambignation of a given segtenee cau'be eonfirmédTin terms
‘of transformational tests, as was demnnstruted at 1ength Jn Chnvter 2.
The quest1on of how to write tr&nsformatlons SO as to av01d struc»
turally awbi guous surrace structures has been approached in TGG, it seems,
_'from an angle vblch does not . ex;st in natur&l 1auguage. Durxny the
-early stage of the development of TGG Blz (1960, v. 316) reﬁh(;%§>‘
. In general, transfbrmatlons are not like steps of
a proof that preserves truth but rather like re-
‘cursive rules of vell-formedness oy gra-nntlcallty '
that not only disregard truth but =lso change the

toypic or subJect ‘matter. The problem of hov to
charaeterlze the class of those and only those traus~

@ formatlons which are paraphrases, i.e., vhich are in- o
' formatlon nerSeryxng, RAY prove 1nterest1ng. RRTR
” »‘D& S .
The perSpective on disambignation preseuted in Y.l indicates o
: r, —;D" 1 N
a similar direction. “ The historical'context vithin which Chomsky'
‘& LY

modiﬁded Harris bidirectionél definition of sentent1a1 transformations
%fé set ig 1its proper perspective in 4.1.1. Cousidering the nature |
ﬂof the observable triple relationship between structural amblguity;
, paraphrase, and grammatical trausfornations Barris treatmentw

of "transformations as relationships awong classes of senﬁeﬂces"

(Xac, 1973, p.469) seems. plausible on both logical and empirlcal

4gtounds.’
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SUMMARY

" The notion é;tructural a-bignity oecupies a central poaition
in transfornational~generat1ve grammar. It 1a utilxzed to link gra-ars

with ' native apeakerSehearers and to justify the behavioral releVanee

of the stract conatructs nntive linsuiatic 1ntu1tion "desctiptive '

adequacy » and "deep syutactic structure'. The for-al aod e-pitical
aspects of the legitiuacy of these 1ntexpretive 11nkﬁ vere examined 1n

this tbesia. - - ‘ . ' , 4

4
'..4‘

- First, a tdxonoaic perapectiVe on the types of anbiguity vag

developed in order to (1) deliwit the wotion atnnntural anbiguity ’

(11) speeify 8o operational ptocednre to. diotingninh atructural Anbiguity

from content«vagneness. and (iii) revunalyze the crucial data cited

ip TG6. Ic ves suggeated that syntactie deactiptiou cap only specify
the structural patterna which -ay give rise to ambiguity in apeeific

cogt%ﬁ&s Vhether the potenti&l of s given syntactic pattetn for

; uf{y tealized 1n ‘a giveu token depends upon the senantie structures
of‘the‘nﬁmdtional ternq 1nvblved The crucial casea of che deep -
scruetnre type aubiguity uere analyzed 1n tet-s of autface atruccure '

‘ .

cbat&cteristics of English

Secondly, ‘the -ethodologleal iasuea associated vith the

i actual applieation of the sttuctural a-biguity criterion of external o

<L V&?

S adequacy were avalyzed. ' It was qrgﬁed that (1) the level of descriptive

édeqdacy 1s an artifaCc 1) uithln the Surrent fra-evotk of TGG, the
external adequacy criterion of httucturul a-biguity is only a for-al
deviCe, ‘and (111) 1f the ctitezion 18 executcd on thc basis of the
operacional critenda suggested in thia study, 1t will preclude the -
necessity for _deep ayntaetic structute as an 1ndepe6dsnt lcvel.
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~ Thirdly, the problep of the ontological status of deep x

. o ‘_ e e B 157

syntactic structure fram the point: of view of sttuétural a;biguity wag
’ considered The argument against the conatruct is uot ated from three
dimeusions- (a) 1in chapter 2 the cruciel data were reanalyzed in terms
of surface strueture properties, (b) there‘are nonotrivial internal
difficulties associated with the uae:offdeep'syntactie.structure ag a .
v oedium 1n'disaﬁhiéuatioo. 1n that 1t 1nwolves a great deal of uncertaiuty
as to specific deep structures and ‘allows the grammar to generate s
tautologous and anomalous ‘strings; and (e) the available psycholinguistic
evidence does not ind1QACe any effect of deep syntactic structure "as a }
~ parameter in’ the procéia of disambiguation. Hhen the-methodological
perspective within vhich Chomsky introduced the coucept is examined
‘1n its historical coutext, it seems that it 18 the derivational
3(un1directiona1) approach to the operacion of grammatical transformation

vhich makes the deep 1eVe1 necessary in TGG.n

+
I)’

Texta contalnlng strueturally anb:guoun sentences are a slgnlflennt
source or pr1nnry 11ngu19t1e data.v The strateglcally 1mportant property
of atructural enblgulty is that 1t can be system;txeally related to an-~ v
other equally salient property of natural language expresalon namely. vara-~
phrasc._ The relationship betveen the two 13 such that it says souethlng cru~
~ cial about natural 1nnguage as both a product and & process. As 8 matter ‘of
-1rect the relat;onshlp betueen theae tvo obaervable propert1es seems to be
; moat 1ogxca1 vay to dlscern the naxure of the connection betveen lenguage as

55 process and 1anguage as a product. Tt is on the baals of thxs kind of know-

oo

ledge thut strncturnl anblguzty can. be epxatem;cully assoczated ulth tne pr1~

Ve

u1t1ve 'capacity tor nutural language’. ~ The 1utereonnectlon betveen atrucs 3

tural albxguzty and paraphrane must be rerlected 1n the form of grn-nr, o8~

- . )
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peclally in the def1n1t1on of grammat1cal tranarornat1on' Vxeved fron thxs

frame of reference structural ambxgu;ty, paraphraae and grnmnatleal trans—

formations cannot be studled in terma of 1aolated senteneeg) the three are

fa -~

. '1nter11nked at the level of" discourae. The thread of diseourse is maintaxned |
. through the c1reu1try of eross-rererence wh;ch can be anulyzed in terms of i{
f:hyper—syntax, that 15 dlserete units ot crosz~rererence. Hithln the hyper—‘c
vvsyntactlc approach the taxonomle perspeetxve on the types of ambiguity ﬂ111
'.be guch that. it will be poaslble to formulate a battery of operutzonul tekts
to aistlnguish structural amblgulty from content vegueneas. Coneequently,
1t will be p0881ble to execute the external adequacy criterion of structural
ambigulty on an obJectzve basls. thus( lpplled, 1t v111 preclude the neces-
s1ty ror deep ayntactic atructure as an autonomous level in grummatical

| tneory. | | | G )

“In final conclusion, the- analysia of the notion of structural
ambiguity presented fu this.stwlly indicates that Chomsky 8 gethodological
handling of the phenomenon of structural ambiguity is, to use Hiz 8
(1967, p.68) word 'pedestrian'. Even though the methodological and
metatheoretic claims made by Chomsky on the basis of structural

/’ambiguity are’ untenable, the questions that he has raised are
crucial for linguistic theory. This study provides at least a .

. preliminary background for an alternative approach to- atructural

ambiguity and disambiguation which attempts to circumvent theae

difficulties.
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