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Abstréot

"The present study'invegtigates the factors governing
particle posifion in English sentences. | . Vo

| Various authors have proboséd conflicting pkqncip]es to .
acéount for alternativé V-PRT~NP\and V-NP-PRT orderings of!
verb;particle combination; and assoc{ated direct object noun
phrases. Thesélpriacibles inclUde‘Free Posftionihg.(proposed
by thé Transformationalists), Synpactié Distance, Syntactid'
Complexity; and the Given-New ofdering of sentential
information. - l

TQQ experimentaj‘studies were designed to test the

operation 6f these principles wfth_both "1ight" and "heavy"
direé}‘object noun phrases. The Naturafneés'Study
investigated aéceptabi]ity judgements for varied particle
positions ih_contro]1ed, isolated sentences containing both
1ight and he;}\ object nouns. %he‘Discoursé'Study examined
- subject preferen e for partib]e position with 1ight object

noun phrases, as a unction of four patterns of information

91
distribution'(Given-G1 en, Given-New, New-Given, and.

~ New-New) . Sikty—four high  school students between seventeen

and eighteen-years of age sorved as subjects for the

Natura]nesé Study, with a redused ﬁumber particiﬁating in
the Discourse Spudy. \
“ ’The results jndicate that .both the’Structural Distance
and Structural Complexity prinbip]es interact in determining
the acceptabi]ity‘of particTes positioned\ before, within,

and after heavy direct object noun phrases.\For  light object
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phrases, when the\Gﬁveq—New'princip]e\pappetes with the
Structural Distance and Structural Complexity principles 1n’
.terms‘of preferred particle placement,\this strategy tends
to be oVerruied, thui explaining wHy particles are generaf®

preferred immediately after the verb. The

«,Transformationa1ists” prihciple was not found to be

\ _g?erat1ve in either study.

This study also suggests that a var1ety of factors .
fluence. acceptab111ty judgements of part1cle positioning.
ang these are the d1rect1ona1 nature of the particle, the

uity of the resulting sentence, and even the

presentation mode o? the study itself.

ii
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1. Introduct ton

A. Preliminaries

Being or not! being a n‘)hl“dbdl verh 14 a matter of

degree (D Bolhinger, 1971, o 6

Boltinger s remark ref lects the contusion and
controveray surrounding these 1diomat 1o constructions.
Linguists are even in dispute as to what to call them. Tara
L1960 refers to “two word” verbs, Live 14650 to
"discontinuous” verbs, and Palmer c1uF40 to Teombound”
vertbs . Palmer labels the component parts of the compound
verb as verb plus particle and notes that the term
_“;?rticle" is useful in that 1t makes no distinction between
preposition and adverb. traser 11976 extends this line of
reasoning by adopting the cover term 'verb-particle
combination”. fraser’'s terminé}ogy is best suited to the -«
purposes of this study, where the particle (its position and
effect) is described as an entity sepa;ate from 1ts verb. -

Degrees of digtinction have been maintained between
verb-particle combinations and other similar structures
fi.e., non-idiomatic verb-preposition and verb-adverb
sequences such as "He turned up the driveway." and "He threw
up the ball.") on the basis of syntactic patterning.
semantic interpretation, and phonotactic constraints.
Bolinger's (1971) criterion is representative of his

syntactic orientation. His tests for verb-particle

membership include the following {p. 61:
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1. The verb- part1cle comb1nat1on is reé]aceab]e by a 51mp1e

\
verb. ("threw out" = "discarded" )
2. If transitive, the combination should passivize. (fThetr

grandmothe™@rought up the(chinren. converts to "The
children were brought up by‘tneir grandmother . ")
3. If transitive, the combination should yield an action

nominal;'("He looked ‘up tné’informationft can convert to_
"His looking up the’information o)

4. If the coﬁbination“is'&ransifive, the particle can either
precede or follow the nqun object: ("They bought (out) their
-competitors (out).") |

5. If the comb1nat1on is trans1t1ve, pronouns usua]ly
“precede the part1cle ("You' re putt1ng him on.") |

§. Adverbs . cannet intervene ‘between the verb and part1cle
‘unless the 1atter appears in its most 11tera1 sénse (*"Thev
debator drew h1s opponent on]y part-way out."). -

7. An adverb can be accented A He s not the: perspn I was

looK1ng up )‘l : B \ |

\‘ .

o . . 4 ' o

B. Aim of the Study .‘
Quirk and Greenbaym (1972) utilize test 4 as a defining
charaeteristic for verb-particle dombinatiens. The fact'that
English eeﬁtence structure allows both V-PRT-NP and V-NP-PRT
sequences 1is undisputed}\Whether both forms are equally
natura] in all contexts is a nattervof debate. What, if
'anything, governs the’posittga of the particle fnom one

sentence or’situation to the next? Semantic strategtes for

9

*



particie placement (i.e., Sroka's (1972) argument for‘the»
semantic unity versus disparateness of -verb- particLe
combinations) are not sytematicaily‘addressed in Ahe
1iterature and therefore are excluded from this” 1nqu1ry An

r‘

investigation into the phonotactic constraints on particiey
pos1tion wouidﬂbe beyond the limited’ soope of this study
Furthermore, it is. contended that phono]ogicai factors such
as stress are an effect of, 'and‘not cause;for, the
positioning phenomenon' The syntactic'strategies that
various authors have advqpced can be summarized under the
foilow1ng four major prinCipies " o |
(1) A free positioning of the particie (the
‘transformationalist s point of view) .

(2) The principle of the syntactic distance between the verb
and its particle.

(3) The principle ot structural complexity of object nouns
:that interyene;between/yerb\and partic]e..

(4) The given-new intormation principle of particle ?.\
piacement ) S ﬁ
The present study was des1gned to investigate the.

\’effects of these prinCipies on carefui]y controlled

i verb—particie~structures.
| 7,

!
i



. C. Overview ‘ | ' '

Chéptér Two consists of a review offstudies concerning
Qerb-particle positioh.vyirst, the literature of a férma],d
descriptive nature'is‘reviewed. A summary of the
exper imeHtal eQidencerfollows..Proponents of the four

’ syntac;ié‘principles_(discusséd in'%ection B) are reviewed
in chronological order. ;h Cﬁapter fﬁree: the designs of the.
two related expe?iménts.are outlined. The results of each
experiment are éva]uafed accérding tp the proposed
hybofhgses in Chapter Four. Chapter Five summarizes the maih
findings of the present study, proposes tighter exper imental
controls for future replications of this type o‘%@%udy, and

suggests other areas of related research.



'II. Review of Studies of Verb-gartic1e Constryctions .
’;ﬁ : : ‘ N : g
A. Introduction
The‘issuevof English part}cle‘p1acement has been
addressed by a number of 1inguists' This’chapter reviews the
-var1ous syntact1c theor1es&that have been advanced under
four maJor pr1n€?ﬁﬂes the transformationalist’se pr1nc1p1e

of optional part1c]e~placement, the principles of»structun31.
distencetand structural complexityl and‘the given-before-new
principle of sententtal_information distribution.

‘Most of the syntactic‘expianatjons offered by'the‘
authors reviewed below éhe based on Forma], déscriptive
grounds with ljttle evidence of an experimental nature. In
this chapter, the "descriptive" literature is |
‘chrono]ogica]]y reviewed prior to a discussion of the
experimenta]]y;oﬁiented-materia]. The chapter concluoes with
a description of(the'motiVations for the present study.

' B. DescriptivettiteratUPe
The Transformat ionalist Principle

ChomsKy (1957) argued that phrase structure grammars
could not readi ly handle discontinuous elements such as
verb-partic]e combinations. He suggested that an optional
transformational rule must be applied to convert an already'
well- formed sentence such as “The po]1ce brought in the
criminal.” into another we]] formed sentence "The police

brought the criminal in.". This transformat1on operates on



the VfPﬁT-NP’string (whererthe'NP is not a bfonoun) to
inf@rchange‘the particle and noun phrﬁ?g eJeménfs. Tﬁué, the
V-NP-PRT éequence.isfassumed to be a mere structural variant
of the'base_formi with. no change'of_meaninglaséociated with
it | | ) | | \
| A1though agréeing that transitkve verb-pértic]e

# combinafions can take a contiguous or)hopcontiguous order,
Tara (1960) contendéd'that in some caées the choice:in order
was aécompanied'by a clear distiﬁction in meaning.'His
illustrative examples were perhaps not as clear as intended,
- both being of questionable accepténge as English sentences:

4

(a) "He jumped down the horse." (from the,hofse) N

(b) "He jumped the horse down." (forced the horse to

jump down)

Sroka (1972f drew a distincfion-between the
distributiona] categories of»particleg (referring to
potential‘occurréncés) anditheih syntactic¢c values (referring
to actQa] occurrence in a given @onstruction). Authors such
as despersén (1928), Strang (¥968), and Bolinger (1971), |
fdcused'on differentiating paFticﬁe types in terms of form
or funétiqn or bdth. Sroka, hbWéver, out]ihed the
environments that different types of particles had in.
common. According to him, while particles may function as
adverbs and prepositions in terms of syntactic values, they
'may be categorized ih ferms of %dvebbs, prepositions, and
adverb-prepositions .in terms of distribution. Adverbial

particles can occur between the verb and noun(group), or in



finat‘position ?“He didn’t throw his money away.")
Prepos1t1onal part1cles can occupy the former position or
one preced1ng a persona] pronoun. ("The off1cers paused as
they‘looked at her."). Adverb- prepos1t1ona1 particles can
occupyka]T three of the“above pos1t1ons. ("Hundreds ofd
‘f{ peoplekpassed by John.") Argumenfs based on the mere
| 1abeﬁ]ing of’structures‘faij to address~the'main tssue which
‘is why the same particle may‘precede a direct object noun
phrase in one context and follow it in another.
Labov (1969) suggested that two factors governed the
app11cat1on of opt1ona1 rules (p.9):
1. An input variabie which sets tne‘overaJT frequency
- with which a rule is selected. ' |
2. Variable constraints which differentiate the
frequency with whjcn a rule applies aocording to the
syntactic and phono}ogica] features of the environment.
He postulated “inherentiy variable optional rules” to
determine why "speakers will character1st1ca11y produce X in
environment Y more often than in environment Z" (p 10) .
Referring to Chomsky's particle movement rule, Fraser
(18972) claims that a continuum of optionatity, and not a
sharp optiona]/ob]igatory distinction, reflects the true
nature of rule app1ication‘in actual language use. He'
‘speculated that~EngJish phonotactfc requirements of final
verb phrase stress may affect the optionality of parttc1e

placement, although admitting that factors such as stress

were poor ly -understood. Fraser’s objections to the concept



of a "variabje" rule were not baséa\on'thé enormous ‘ ,y
accountiqg_system_that such a rule 1mp]jed, but rather on
' the:argumeﬁf‘that suchlnﬁié; mene]y.déséf?bed observable L
Pbehavfbr and hade no qtfeﬁbt to explain the unaerlying |
caUSes.»Questiqhs such as why an Optjﬂﬁgi rule like particle
movement is applied mor; fréqﬁeq}4§/in one environment than
‘another, w?ﬁe'not resolved._F?;ger\suspeCted that various
“interacting forces might affect the application of the
partigle rule. ' .

In a later survey, Fraser {(1876) indicated that

individual transitive verb-particle combinations exhibitéd

different possibilities of particTermovement. Some prohibit

movement ("pluck up courage'), otHérswpermit it ("put (on)
some weight (on)"), and some require movement (*"boss ‘about "
someone" ). What does one do.with a verb-particle sequence

that "ought" to undergo parfic]e movement but does not?
Fraser’s suggestion was to characterize each verb-particile
idiom accordihg to'a "Frozennéss.Hierarchy", which ranged
from those idioms fhatkaflowed‘no "distortion” to those that
permitted cons;dérable alteration. The strengtﬁ of this.
'hierarchia1 scheme was undermined by Fraseﬁfsladmission that
individuai speakers may not use a verb-particle combination.
" on'the same "level" as he has indjcated, He'alsgfguggested,
."...if many readers find the facts in contradiction to their

ideolects, then we must seriously suspect the eﬁtire

hierarchial® notion" (p. 23).
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%he Oxford Dictionary of Current Idiématic English
;;(1é75) also subclassifies transitive Qerb-partiéJe :'J
' cbmbinatidns according to theif mqvemeht,poésibilitiesf

a]thoughvfts Cﬁassificafions do not always coincide with
Fraser's. For inatance’Fraéer labe1s“thé erb-particle

combination "bite one’'s head off" as ungrgmmatical in its

"moved" form, whereas The Oxford Dictiongry lists "bite . —

somebody’ s head off" as a 1exigaj,ent}y Tsomébbdy is used as

—

. a cover termJ. . o .

Smaby and Baldi”(1981)\fﬁdicated that the usual
practice of taanSformationalisfs was to posit an underlying
structure with a pairéd verb-particle lexical item. The only
support for this contiguous:base structure generation was
that it resulted in an efficient statement of co-occurrence .
restrictions on verbs and,parficles. The authors established
a case for the noncontiguous base particle postion.. An
optidna] rightwafd noun phrase movement rule would oﬁerate
on an underlying structure such as "Mervin threw the cat
out" to yield the alternative order "Mervin threw out the

cat This,reforhulation of the traditional particle
movement'transformatian has tha advantage of providing an
unambigudﬁs under lying interpretation for particles with
associated "short" (i.e., single word) object noun'bhragas.
"They laid Bill off" clearly means that they put him odt éf,

work, whereas "they laid off BT]]“ is ambigUous.as to

whether they stopped bothering Bill or put him out Qf work.



Table 2.1 Frequendy»of Verb-Particle Constructions

”

. Verbs accompanied by: ADV-0BJ  OBJ+ADV

up . - 270 20
together . i 2 23
over - 37

out v oo 144 18
on ' : 42 g
of f s 95 1
in L 29 6
down - 48 ’ 10
back . - 27 12
away 32 32
aside ' 12 4q
about ' 2 5

From Dongen (1918); numbers indicate number of
quotations cited.

Al

The Structural Distance and Sthuctural Comp]ekiéy Principlesl
Dongen (1919) published 'a table iltustrating ﬁhe |
" frequency of V-ADV-0BJ and V-OBJ-ADV (ADV=PRT) constructions
‘in‘899 qUotations; taken from a number of books. Tablé 2.1
summarizes his findings. This table clearly reveals that the
V-ADV-0BJ construction was of great ?reque&cy in 1919, It
does ndt indicéte, however, the type of texts that Dongen
researchgd. One suspects that they were of a highly literary
nature and thus might not have acpurate]y reflected the
freqguency of those constructionsrin everyday use. Moreover
the sentence frames or .contexts which contained the

verb-particle constructions were not discussed. Dongen .

“
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observed that the V-ADV-0BJ construction was by far the more
usual one. He concluded that "...When the direct object is
rather or very léng, for instance when it consists of a
clause, the adverb (often a monosy 1labic word) for réasons
of euphony or logic is pui immediately after the verb" (p.
328). The quélifiers "“rather and "very" that are employed‘by
Dongen can hardly be regarded as an objective or scientific

</ ~ form of’measdrement. and the term "logic" is not fur ther

" addressed. |

Dongeﬁ Ciaimed that a fossilization process opcurred
with combinétions in which the particle was frequently
observed as immediately or closely following the verb. He
also suggested that .if the direct object noun‘phrase had a
vague or indefinite meaning (i.e., nouns such as "things”‘or
"matter"), its function became almost pronominal and thus it
could be plaéed before the adverb.

Kennedy (1920) was definite about the rules for
verb-partfc]é-noun phrase- arrangement . An object noun phrase
usually followed the particle and whether the object was a
noun, a "substantive” phﬁase or a clause made no difference.
However, when the nouh phrase was "short”, or the speaker'
wished to emphasize tHé particle, the object might
intervene. (Possib]e\éxplanatibns for particle emphasis ére
discussed Qnder the Given-New heading below.)

Tara (1960), Boiinger (1971), Fraser (1376}, and Yassin
(1881) all made a4distinction between "shqrf" and "1ong"v

direct object noun phrase constructidns in terms of particle
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‘placement. The terms "short" and " long" were loosely
defined. (Does "short"” refer to a single N, a DET + N, or a
DET + ADJ + N?) Bolinger (13871) suggested that particles
were free to stand either directly before or after Eelativa
clauses. ("They brought the stuff over that 1 wanted" or
"They brought the stuff that I wanted over."). However, if
the particle goes tod far to the right , it seems to be |
"lost." The distance factor was further complicated by
ambiguity. Both the context and the particular particle
involved determined the degree‘of ambiguity that would
ensue. He conclud%dvthat speaKér tolerance for far-removed
particles was variable. Bolinger also pointed out the
transformationalist’s dilemma in trying to assign one deep
structure representation to a verb-particle combination such
~as "give up", where surfabe structures were encountered that
differed slightly in meaning, as in:

1 a. He gave up. (gquit trying)

~b. He gave up his money. (abandoned it)

c.- He gave himself up. (surrendered)

The Oxford Dictionary (1975) stated that if the object
noun phrase was composed of a single noun or "short" noun
phrase, the particle followed the object. The only
explanation offé;ed for this strohg statement was that when
a short object followed certain verb-bartic]e éombinations
("get écross", "move over","run through"), the particle
might be mistaken for a preposition (note Tara, 13960} and

the expression thus be misinterpreted, as in the following

&



examp les:
2 a. He saw the crisis through. (survived it)
b. He saw through the crisis. (djdn’t believe there
was one)
Live (1965) grouped partticles of this nature ihto a special
class because of their manner of combination with the base
verb. \

The dictionary indlcated. however, that if the short
object was extended, thg extension of the object could
either fo]low the particile (“The‘comedian didn’ t get the
jokes across that he preFared“) or the whole of the extended
objecf followed the part%cle (“Thehcomedian didn’ t get
across the jokes that heiprepared.") Presumably by the
authors’ omission of thelfull extended object preceding the
particle asla possible choice {(e.g."The comedian didn’' t get
the jokes that he prepared across."), they did not regard
this as an acceptable alternative. h

| Fraser’'s (1976) position on the optionality of particle
placement was further elaborated in terms of "short"” and
"long" object noun phrases. He suggested that the particle
was preferred next to the verb when the object noun phrase
was composed of a single word. (Note the contradiction with
ihe Oxford Dictioﬁary’s statement.) His accompany ing
example, "He heated up water in fhat bucket." versus "He
heated water up in that bucket”, was interesting in its
'iné]us%on of a prepoéitional phrase following the direct

object noun, although Fraser’s discussion concerning this



example made no special note of this phrase. The lesser
preference stated for the latter example may be attributed
not to the shortness of the object noun phrase, but to the
intervention of the particle between the noun and following
phrase. Fraser suggested that placing determiners with the
noun phrases would cause both sentences to become more
acceptable. yould there still be a preference for one form
over another? This question remained unanswered. In
constructions where the direct object noun phrase was "long
and complicated”, he claimed that the particle must also
remain next to the verb. One is left in doubt as to what the
intermediate cases are. He starred as unacceptable examples
such as "I called the man who left up." and "The ogre ran
the sweet innocent little children down.", but judged
examples such as "He called all of my best friends up." as
being perfectly acceptable. The inference is that the length
(i.e., the number of words) and complexity (i.e., the type
of postnominal modifier) of the direct object noun phrase
were both factors in determining particle placement.. The
partic]é movement rule might be optional, but'the tendency
for the rule to be applfed varied with particular contexts.
Both Tara (1960) and Yassin (1981} claimed that "long"
direct opjects could come only after the particle, thus

supporting the above authors’ views.

]
'



The Given-New Principle

Although Kruisinga (1924%) considered the end position
of noun objects to be the regular order with verb-particle
combinations, he suggested that mid-position was also
frequent. The chief cause for mid-object position was lack
of stress. When a noun object was mentioned for the first
time, it occupied end position and was fully stressed. When
the object noun had been previously mentioned, it occupied
mid-position as did pronominal words 1\ke “"things” and
"matter." However, only some of the Comp8 vd verbs allowed
mid-position of nominal objects: others, especially
figurative combinations, never permitted i{.

Poutsma (1928) suggested that when the notion expressed
by the adverb (particle) was more prominent in the speaker’s
mind than that of the preceeding object, the adverb was
mentioned after the object. This V-0BJ-ADV ordering was
especially noticeable when the notion expressed by the |
adverb could be contrasted with that of another adverb, "In
letting his nephew out, he had let two other people in.", on\
when the object and adverb "...represented two notions that
admit of being thought of separately” (p . 419). In many of
these cases the adverb had its full local meaning. ("He

quietly turned over the paper." and "He quietly turned the
paper over.") He noted, however, that sometimes the
arrangement seeméd to be a matter of mere chance, while at
other times the arrangement was practically fixed. In

written or printed language, the adverb was objectionable in
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pre-object position where it might/be apprehended as a
preposition.

i Erades (1961) critidized both the "stress" and
‘"obJect-length" theor1es as exp]anat1ons for part1cle
placement "Stress” theory proponents had suggested that the
" noun (object] following the verb- part1cle comb1nat1on was
strongly stressed, whereas pronouns and sem1-pronom1nal
nouns normally had wéhk_stress.%However pronouns that had
strong stress and hAgh'intOnation were regu]ar]y to be found

<
in mid-position, as in "They can count me out.

Erades found
it unobjeCTionable to say, "I wish you'd take that =
ridiculous hat of yours off." thus underm1n1ng the L]ength
theory. Nejfher theoryaexp]ained the acceptab111ty of, "Take
your hat off." or "Take off your hat." EradeS»e11m1nated
,f1gurat1ve phrases wi th 1mmutab1e word order fd@m his
discussion, choos1ng to deal only with construct1ons where
the moun- obJect could occupy end as well as mid- position. Hei,
‘c]a1med that the pr1nc1p1e govern1ng part1c1e p]acement was
the "news. value that. the idea denoted by the object had in
the sentence Those objects that had strong news value were

o

placed in end position; those with weak value came between
€he verb~and particle. Nouns normally do introdUce newﬁ
:1deas, thus, objects tend to have end position. But when the
~1dea has been mentioned shortly before, or the obJect refers
to an idea under discussion and thus is already familiar to

“the hearer (reader), the corresponding object occupies

mid-position. The actual noun does not need to have been
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previously hengjoned, it is enough that the situation should
suggest it. Referring pronouns stagg\for nouns that have
been mentioned‘béfore, or can be inferred from the
,circumsfances. There is a corre]éiiohfbetween the news vélue
' of, the idea.and the stress or Jength of‘the word that
expresses it. A noun with no ner value has weak stress and
a<pronoun which refers back io a noun tends tb be short.
”The'fami]iérity of the word idea.is the cauge; thé.weak
stress and shortness of the word répresenting it are the
effect” (p, 59). | o '
Bglihger (1971).suggesied that there is a tendency for
th .particleltowprecede the noun phrase whén the determiher'
is absent or indefinite. bhafe (1976) indicated that there
Was a strong interaction between tHe ététusv"given" and the
t§tatus "definite". He .argued that there is a strong téhdency
for inaefinitenéss and newness to go together. By this
éonventioﬁ, Bo]ingér’s~preyious‘stétement implied that a
"new" noun phrase bccupied end posiiio;. He also-indicated
'fhat direct objects consisting of:gover terms, such as |
"stuff” or "thing", or being of a predictable nature, tended
to oc;uﬁ in mid—posifion. He argued, therefore, . that the \
vpartic]e_movemént rule was not an dptiona]‘traﬁsfqrmation
ﬁand that both a]ternétive orders, V-PRT-NP and V-NP-PRT,
mustkbe‘attributed?to some‘element of focus in the deep
sfructure,. . |
It is intéresfing to note that in many authors’

examples of V-NP-PRT structures, Fhe NP 5is of a definite or
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given nature (see Chomsky (1957W,1Tara,(1960), Smaby and
Baldi (1981)). | ’

arious authors (Poutsma (1928), Live (1965), Strang

¢

(1968),, Bolinger (1971), and Fraser (1976)) have donceded

that opinions on the relative acceptability of different

. . 3! . '
particle p051t1on§?vary widely from speaker to speaker. A

‘few researchers have endeavored to test speaker preference

for alternative English structurés such as V-PRT-NP and
V—NP-PRT combinations. Thgir e*perimenta] studies are
heviewedvunder‘the syntacfic principle that each espouses,
and the implications of fheir find{ngs for partic]e‘

positioning are discussed.

The Tranéformatiqna1ist Principie
Bock and Brewer (1974) employed sentences that allowed

optional word orders, to test syntactic theories of sentence

- memory. If subjécts recalled sentences in terms of thesir

supposedly underlying syntactic entities, thén untrahsformed

(UT) entities would be recalled correctly more frequently

than the transformed (J) versions. The respective UT and T

. forms of a "particle movement" pair employed in this study

were "The hi-fi fanatic turned up the volume." and "The
hi~fi fanatic turned the volume up." Bock and. Brewer’'s study
inciuded six different types of optional word orders

associated with different optional transformations. Each ~



19
type was represented by eight different sentence pairs.
Dec}aratlve contnol sentences were used as a basis of

comparison. The~ exper1menter read each list of test

sentences aloud, us1ng“nqrma1 1ntonat1on ~The subjects were
then required to complete a digit recall task before
proceed1ng to record the sentences they had heard Ordered
cues, consisting of single noun phrases, were prov1ded on -
subject answer sheets. Eighteen-of'the forty.subjects who
\ Aparticipated in the experiment also rated the sentenee

pairs, as a separate task!iThe order of the peirs'and the
order of*the senténces within pairs weére random in the
written-rating task. The criterion for rating was which
member‘ef each pair "sounded better” or.was’more "natural”
Correct, shifted (i.er; to the‘pair mate), omifted,,andh
‘errone0us responses were all scored; Analyses of variance
were carried out with bothbsubjects_and sentenees as random
effects. For particie movehent; the percentage of correct

" recall responses was 53 in the UT Qersion,.and only 19 in
the T versioh,“A test of srmple effects revealed that the
difference between UT and T partic]edversions was
significant,F1(1, 21)=45.00 (with subjects as a random
effect),F2(1, 7)=18.98 (withJé}emS{as a random effect) wifh

isignificance at the p<.005 level. A similar ana]ysie for
shifts (4 for UT particle version, 36 for T version)

~ revealed that the difference for particle'movement was

1

significant at the p<.05 level.
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Each member of each "optional-transform" pair was

c]assjfi d as either preferred or non-preferred according to

}/s percenta of subject ratings. For the particle movement
: sentence'typeS)“71% of 'the subjects preferred the UT version

for seven sentences and 29% preferred the T version for one.

" The Derivational Theory of Complexity (Fodor and
_Garrett, 1967)-asserted that the greater number of
transformations that a sentence underwent, the more
difficult it shculd be to process and.remember. Thus uT
»sehtences should be correctly recalled more frequently than
T sentences. Particle movement sentences were recalled
bsignificantly mcre frequently in the UT version for both
correct anq shifted respchses, thus presumably lending
support to this theory.‘The preference déta atso reveéled
that'a majority of subjects considered the V-PRT-NP
constructton to be the most natural
The authors did not clarify whether or not they

control]edjfor the definiteness of their direct object noun

phrases The only statement they made in this regard

concerned the scor1ng of subJect responses as correct 1f the

1
n

exact words of .the or1g1na] sentence were retained "...in
their presented order, with the exception of changes:
in...articles (detinite/indeftnite)" (p. 839). If direct
object definiteness was not systematically controlted this
factor might have biased their results. For thstahce, if a
large number of indefinite direct‘objects'was employed, the

Given-NeWgstrategy would predict a V-PRT-NP preference for
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the sentences which illustrated this type of definiteness.
Because the vefb-partic]e combinations had been previous]y
heard, they would supposedly be regarded as given
information whereas £he'indefin¥te direct object noun
pﬁrases would be regarded as. new_information. Thus, the
usual Given-New sentential ihformation disfribution would

motivate a V-PRT-NP orderihg.

'The’Given-New Prfncip]e

Bock (T977) conducted an experimeﬁt to determine
»Whefher alternitive sUrfaee_structures were sensitive to the
Given-New distinction. Givee information was defined as

information "...which the speaker treets es readily
avaﬁ]ab]e'to.the hearer on 'the basis of their shared
Know]edge of theolin§01sfic and extralinguistic context ...,
new 1nformat{on ... is kKnowledge posSessed by the speéker
which is not shared by the hearer” (p. 723). Quirk et al.

- (1972) ciqimed that the optimal ordering of information in
Englieh sentences was a given-before;new\arréhgement. Bock
hypothesized that the syntactic strectures which subjects
em%]oyed‘in answering questiops designed to manipulate the
givenness of target noun phrases would reflect the given-new
information distinction.

While it is not_entirely clear from her paper what
Bock’§ procedures were, the following represents an attempt

to summarize the methadology of this experiment. Bock

designed'80 question-answer sets which were representative
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of -ten syntactic types. Two question lists and two

~ corresponding sentence lists were randomly constructed from
the above sets with the constraint that half of the -
sentences onAeéch of the two sentence lists were appropriate
nfor ha]f of the questions on each question list; whi]e the
rema1n1ng ha]f were inappropriate matches. Appropriafeness
was determ1ned by the g1ven new information d1str1but1on of'

‘the test sentence. Related particle movement question-answer

pairs are illustrated below.

Question: A husband and his wife were haVing an
argument because he refused to do something. What
wds it?

. Appropriate sentence: The husband refused to take
. out the garbage. - ‘

Inappropriate sentence: The husband refused to take

the garbage out.

Question: The garbage had been piling up in the

house for days. Why?

Appropriate sentence: The husband‘réfused to take

the garbage out. .. ) .

Inappropriate sentence: The husband refused to take
. out the garbage.

Sf*teen subjects were assigned to egsh of the four’possiblé
‘1ist combinations. The entire question 1istAwas read'by’the
exper1menter and was followeé by a read1ng of "the entire
sentence 11st. Each question was then reread with pauses
between in which the subjects recorded their answer to that
question, based on the previous sentence list that they had
heard. Correct, sh1fted, omrtted, and erroneous responses

were scored.'Twentyfeight of the 64 subjects who |

participated in this study, also performed a forced-chbice
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rating task on the forty sentence pairs.

For particle movemént sentence types, 58 subjects
recalled the appropriate fprm correctly, while 27 responded
with the inappropriate version./ThereAwere 11 shifted
.responses in the appropriate category,iand 22 in the
inappropriate. Analyses of‘variance revealed‘that thére weré'
significantly more correct responses for the appropriate
senteﬁces than the-inappropriaté,for all syntactic types
(F1(1,63,)=245.9, F2(1,39)=58.9, p<.001). There were also
significanf]y‘mQre'shifts in the inabpropriéte condition
than the appropriaie (F1=237.5, F2=59.0, p<.001). Preferrea
responses were correctly recalled signjficant]y mofe
frequently than nonpreferred (F1=126:0, F2=17.6, p<.001).
However the actual sentences.that'were rated were not |
. diéclosed, making ‘the latter result difficult to interpret.
Bock’ s results support the hypcthes}s that given,informatioh
tends to precede new informat ion in»Eng1ishbéentences, and
that a1terﬁative sentence structures are used to accomplish
this ordering. The signifiéaht@preference effect suggests
that subjeqtszteha to use natu;al-SOUnding-surface
structunes‘more frequently than less natural ones.

Smyth (1977) tested the hypothesis that in certain
"motivating” contexts dative position was highly |
constrained, while in other "non;motivating" contexts it was
not. Contextual motivation referred to the use of a device
(i.e., word order) as a . ~f certain expectations

developed in the contexi pqgested>thatvthe,Given-New
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ordering of sentential information was a motivating force in
determining the‘relative order of direct and indirect object -
noun peraéeé. The ex{stence of two object noun phrases
within é sentence allowed for four information ordering
possibilities: Given-Given, New-New, Given-New, and
New-Given. When both the direct and 5ndfrect ob ject nodn
phrases are given or new; their ordering is contextually
unmotivated. However, if one object noun phrase is given, .
"~ and the other new, the given-before-new strategy will
promote a lTike ordering.

Subjects were read 24 passages of which 16 conta{ned a
Earget dative sentence. The targets were positioned at
various locations in the passages. At‘certain t imed
intervals, the experimenter s topped and\read three test
sentences (i.e., one dative Sentence and two distractors).
The subjects indicated, in answer bQoK1ets, whether each
fest’sentence was exactly as prévious]y_heard or if the
wording had been changed.in some way. They a]so'aseigned a
confidence‘rating to each answer. Half the datjve target
passages contained é new direct object and given indirect
object or vice-versa. The.other half contained given-given
or new-new orderings. At the completion of the task,
subjects were asked whether any particular Kind of-eentence
had "stood out". None reported noting that dative seetences
had been frequently used. An anélysis of variance was
performed en the data and it was found that the Kind of

sentence employed (i.e., change of dative positions) was a
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significant effect (F(2,63)=24.87, p<.001). The results
indicated that a chahge in dative position was readily
recognized in a motivating context but not in a
non-motivating context. This "better"” recognition for dative
changes in motivating contexts can be regarded as evidence
that speakers are aware of the information distribution °
within a discourse. The results thus suggest that dafive
position is gdverned by the Given-before-New infbrmation
principlei Smyth predicted that particle position might be
governed by this strategy as we}]. He concluded that the
putative optional rule of Dative Movement must now be
regarded as obligatory in Cerfaiﬁ specified céhtexts. A
sentence-bound transformational theory could not delineate
the ﬁnformation diétrjbution of such contexts. A descriptive
system waé thus required#téimap cohtexfﬁal information onto
.syntactic form. Such an approach éan be found in Baker

(1976) and Prideaux(1979).

' D. Mofivation'and'Objéctives for the Preseﬁt Study

The primary motivaiion for this study was to convert
general syntactic principles for parfic]e\placement, which
had been advanced on intuitive grounds, into experimental
hypotheses which codﬁd be tested. The Transformationalists’
optional ruie of'particle movement predicts that partjcles
can be freely positioned within a sentence wfth‘ﬁo loss of
naturalness. The'Structurai‘Distance principle predicts that

the further the particle is from its verb, the less
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acceptable the sentence will be, while the Structural
Complexity principle predicts that the more "complex” the NP
constguction that occurs between a‘verb and its particle,
the less natural the sentence will appear . Finally, the
Given-New principle predicts that a given-before-new
ordering of particle and associated direct object will.be \
regarded as the most natural sentence arrangement. It had
been suggested that the Given or New status of noun phrases
was not always identifiable in 5so1ated sentences (Smyth et
al, 1979). therefore two studies were designed to determine
what, if any, syntactic principles operate in isolated
sentences as opposed to those in extended cbntexts. Direct
object noun phréses‘invo]ving postnominal modifiers were
émployed in the Naturalness Study to test previous claims
(e.g., Bolinger (1971); Fraser (1976)) for particle
prefefence"in "lbng;, "complicated"” éentencég. "Short“
object noun phrases were utilized in the Discoufse Study to
.determine whether, in fact, it Qas only this type of
structure that permitted optional particle placement.

Bock and Brewer (1974} concluded, as a result of their
experimental study, that the untransformed V-PRT-NP éequence
was preferfed over the V-NP-PRT transform. The only example
of a pértic]e movement sentence pair they provided included
a short, definite direct object NP. I't was decided that the
present study be exfended to include both "short” ana
"long",bdefinite and, indefinite object noun phrases to

compare with Bock and Brewer’s findings. Bock (1977) and
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Smyth et al. (f979) claimed that the results of their
studies supported a Given-before-New ordering of sentential
information which was applicable to particle positioning.
Bock employed only four verb-particle sentence pairs in her
study, and on the basis of this limited sample made a fairly
sweeping generalization. Again, only one of her examples is
illustrated (the object NP is aléb a "§hort" definite one)
so one is left in doubt as to the actual verb-particle
combinations involved. Various authors (Live (1965) | Sroka
(1972), and Fraser (1976)) have indicated that particular
particles exhibit definite poéitional tendencies. Bock may
have se]ecteq particles with strong direq}iona] force to
support her Given-New claim. Smyth extrapolated from dative
to particle positioning, without consiQering that factors
such as ambiguity and idiométiness might affect the iatter
type of structure. By.utilizing the question-answer baradigmv
emp loyed by both'éuthors, the results of the Discourse Study
(which included a greater number of verb-particle N
bcombinations than either of the above authors employed) can
be directly compared to those obtained by Bock and Smyth.

Spencef (1973) clearly demonstrated that linguists’
intuitions_cannot be uncritically accepted as being basic to
the speech community. The judgements of Six wel1-known
linguists concerning the acceptability of 150 sentences were
cohpared with those o; 43 introductory psychology students.
In 73 out of the 150 éentences,'subjects’ judgements' '

indicated unclear cases or an opposite categorization from
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the linguists’ . Spencer suggested that factors such as
satiation may cause linguists’ intuitions to diverge from
those of the general population. The conflicting intuitions
o; the authors reviewed in this chapter indicate the need
for a normative data base as to what constitutes acceptable
English use of verb-particle combinations. Bolinger (1971)
observed that, "No large-scale count of phrasal particles
and verbs entering into phrasal combinations has been made

so far as I know." (p. 175}. A major aim of the present

study is to assist in the establishment of just such a base.



Il1I. The Experiments

A. Introduction

Given the varied and conflicting claims (reviewed in
the previous chapter) as to what factors govern particle
position, it is apparent that the empirical facts are still
in need of clarification. That is, it still has not been
empirically established what factor or factors actually
govern particle placement under varying conditions. In order
to address this question, two different experiments were
carried out. In this chapter, these two experiments are
described. The first experiment addreésed the issue of the
relative naturalness of various particle positions within
isolated sentences. The second invéstigated verb-particle
positions for sentences in a meanjngful context.

[ ]

B. Naturalness Study
Hypotheses ‘

This experiment>tested the following hypotheses:
Transformat ional ist Hypothesis (Ht): Either position of
particle placement (V-PRT-NP or V-NP-PRT) is equally
natural.

Structural Distance Hypothesis (Hsd): The closer the
particle is to its verb, the more natural-sounding it
will be judged to be.

»  Structural Complexity Hypothesis (Hsc): 1t is more

natural to move a particlie over a less complex structure

23
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than over a more complex structure. N |
The&i hypotheses make competlng pred1ct1ons about: the F%fAf
naturaTness Judgements ‘that subJects will ass1gn to var1gus
°structures With the following patterns as a bas1s for
compartson//the pred1ct1ons generated by each hypothes1s canl
be establlshed )

A. V-PRT-NP

.dV-NP-PRT

B .

C. (V-PRT-NP) nominalized
D. (V-NP-PRT) nominalized
E

p

V-PRT-NP-PP
£ . V-NP-PRT-PP
-G. V-NP-PP=PRT
H. V-PRT-NP-RC

I. V-NP-PRT-RC

J. V-NP-RC-PRT |

Chomsky’s (1964) YA over A convention” of structural
ass1gnment a]lows for "light" and "heavy" noun phrases. A
Lneavy ‘noun pnrase is one consisting of a noun pnnase plus a
fo]]owtné modifying structure such as a prepositional phrase
or a relative Clause (i.e., patterns E to J). A 1ight»noun.
' phnase does not contain a postnominal mod1f1er( .e.,
| patterns A to D). When this convent ion is adopted ‘Ht
preaicts tnat all the ten sentence patterns l1sted above
will be Judged as equally natural s1nce they a]l consist of:

V- (PRT)-NP- (PRT) structure® and the putative optional

transformation of particle'movement is blind to the 1dght.



versus ‘heavy noun phrase distinction.

| The Structural Distahce hypothesis prediéfs that
sentence patternS w{th paftic]es Qf equal distance from
fheif verbs will be judged as having the éame nétura]nesé,
,regardless of the coﬁb?e*ity of the structures that
intervene. Therefore, both the v;ﬁRT-NP~P9‘and V-PRT-NP-RC
patterns will be judgéd as being more natural than_either
tfe V;N;—PRT-PP or V;NP-PRT—RC pattern. Moreover, the
further a particle 15 from its verb, the less natural- the
structure wi]i-bei iv i | |
exity hypothesis predicts that a
v patfern&with the parti;”é‘movgd over a less complex |
*\\¥1ructure will be judged as 5ore naturé] than one with the

partiC]é'moved over a more complex structure. Complexity, in

The Structural Comg

this context, .refers to_the'constjtuent(S) over which- a
particle is moved. Thus the order of constituent comp]eXity’
wguld be-0 > light NP > PP > RC, since a ]1ghf NP contains a
noun plus prenominal modifiersf a PP contains a noun phrase
plus preposition, and a relative clause contains a
senteptiéﬁ structure which may include both a NP and a PP. .
Therefore,vthe”pattern V-NP-PP-PRT is predicted to be;moré
natural than the V-NP-RC-PRT patterns. In regard to
"movement”, the.terms "unmoved" and "moved" are‘emp]oyed.as
Ta convenient descriptive device and do not imply a
derivat%oha]\theory of complexity with one structure

 (V-PRT-NP) underlying another (V-NP-PRT).
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- Table 3.1
Natura]heSS'Study

Predictions of Hypotheses

Hypothesis | Pred{ction for Relative Naturalness
Ht |  A=B=C=D=E=F=G=H=I=4
Hsd ' ( A,C,E,H > B,D,F, 1 > G,J
Hsc _ | AC,E,H > B,D,FWI >G> J

Stz s relatively ﬁoﬁe netural than

Table 371 summarizes the predictions of each hypothesis

for the ten sentence types listed above.

Subjects \ .
Sixty-four érade twelve‘students from an Edmonton high
school partieﬁpated in‘the exberiment.‘Subjects were either
seventeen or eighteen years of age, and coneisted of 26
" males and 38 femeles A]l except 6 were native English
~ speakers. Th1rty one were enrolled in an Eng]1sh o N
matriculation course while 33 were in a non- matr1cu1at1on
equ1va1entx
Materials | ‘ : : !
A1l the verb-particle constructions included in this

exper1ment were of the moveable variety (i.e., the p]acement

of the partwcle before or after the direct object noun
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phrase was permitted). A maJor proport1on was selected from
Fraser’'s (1976) represé%tat1ve listing of frequently "
encountered verb- part1c]e combinations. A p1lot study was
'conducted with thirty university undergraduate pSychology
students to test the confofmity of their judgments to the
"replicates constructed for each.type of sentence pattern.
THose Verb-partic]e constructions which were judged .as
nonrepresentative of a pérticu]ar set were deleted and
replaced by different tokens in the actual test experiment.
The sentences which framed the verb-particle :
constructions were controlled for definiteneSs, tense, and
length. SUbject noun phrases were either definite or proper!
while direct object noun phraées included anhequal number of
definite and ihdéfinite nouns. Verbs were constructed in the
th%rd person, past tense form. The 40 test sentences were
grouped into thrée séparate lists, with sentence length-
contro]]edbfor each list. The three lists were_uti]ized to
. séparéte subject judgements of heavy versus 1€ght'object
nou‘ J‘ases and simple versus nominalized verbfparticle
cénstructions.
List A: This list was composed ofﬁ24 sentehces with four
re§1icates of each of fhe fo]]dwing six patterns (the
sentence numbers refer to Appendix A, ‘List A)f

o

_— e = = = e o = =

'The list which contained -nominalized verb-particle
constructions (List C) varied from the general pattern in
allowing clefted subjects and verbs in present tense form.
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Pattern E = V-PRT-NP-PP ‘(sentence # 4, 7, 14, 219

110, 18, 19)
, 8,13, 24

5
2, 11, 17, 23)
6
3

Pattern F = V-NP-PRT-PP (sentence
Pattern G = V-NP-PP-PRT (sentence
Pattern H = V-PRT-NP-RC (sentence
4 Pattern I = V-NP-PRT-RC (sentence , 9, 15, 22)

, 12, 16, 20)

I} I T I I

Pattern J = V-NP-RC-PRT (sentence

Two direct object noun phrases were definite and two
were indefinite in each set of repliéations. Sentence 1qngth
was from 10 to 12 words.

List B; Eight sentences comprised this list, with four

replicates of the following two patterns {The sentence
numbers refer to Appendix A, List B):

Pattern A = V-PRT-NP (sentehce # 1, 4, 6, 7)

Pattern B = V-NP-PRT (sentence # 2, 3, 5, 8)
Two direct objeét noun phbases were indeffnite and two
were definite in eaéh set of replicgtes. Sentence féngth
ranged from five toreight words. -
Lis% C: The eight-sentences in this 1ist followed the same
.design .as List.B,-and illustrated the. following patterns

A

(the sentence numbers refer to Appendix A, List Cl: .

Pattegh C = (V-PRT-NP)Ynominélized form (séntence # 2,
"4, 6, 8 | B

Pattern D = (V-NP-PRT) nominalized form (sentence # 1,

3,5, 7) |

Sentence length varied from eight to eleven words.
Sentences in both Tists B and C webe representative ’

selections from the Discourse Study (discussed in Section C
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‘below). Slight revisions in these sentences were necessary
”to ensure their naturalness as isolated sentences. In
.particulab, those sentences‘headedeby personal pronouns in
the Discourse Study were reyised to contaih an appropriate
proper noun. (The stimu]us‘sentences ére found in Appendix
Ay

The order of sentepces,Was rangomized within each list..
The three 1iste were prihfed in ind;viaUal sub ject beok1ets.
Thirty-two subjects received book1ets‘that contained an
A-B-C order of presentat1on wh11e the rema1n1ng 32 rece1ved
an A-C-B order\ Because of . the greater number and comp]ex1ty

of its sentences, list A-was always presented first.

Procedure
Each beoklet contained a set of wrftten instfucfions.

Subjects were asked to rate the sentences in each list on a
nine-point scale, with "98" being.a very natural and "1"
being a very unnatural;sounding sentence. Before the
senfeﬁces in each list were rated individually, sub jects
"were directed to anchor their ecele. They read . through tHe
entire list to find the most natural-sounding sehtence, |
which they rated as a "9". The same list was then reread and
the most unnatural or awkward sentence was rated with a "1".
(The instructions are reproduced in Appendix A.) Each list
was anchored and rated separately Subjects were g1ven as
_much time as they required, with short breaks between lists.

A1l three ]ists were completeJ in one session. At the end of
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the session,'subjects were instFucted to hote any
observations fhey may haveuh%d concerning the'néture of thev
Cstimuli that they'were asked to rate. The entire session
‘took approximafély 45 miﬁutes. An analysis and discussion of
the data col]ected‘fﬁom this experiment follows in Chapter

Iv.

C. Discourse Study
Hypotheses | | .

This expériment evéluafed théafo]]owing hypoiheses:
Given-New Hypothesis(Hgn?: A sentence will be judged as
more natural when the verb-particle and associated
direct ‘object noun phrase are oﬁdefed So that given
information precedes new information.

Structubal Distance Hypothesis(Hsd):. The C{;ser a
pértic]e is to its verb, the more natural-sounding it
will be judged to be.

lﬁ this study, only the verb-p&rfic]e and direct object

noun phrase constructions were varied as given or new
information. Subject noun phrases were always given and
therefore were not a factor under consideration. ‘The
fo]]owihg patterﬁ; of Given-New information distribution
were exémined in this experiment:

1. Given V-PRT/Given NP

2. Given V-PRT/New NP

3. New V-PRT/Given NP
4

New V-PRT/New NP
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Accord1ng to the Given-New discourse strategy, the
Given- New and New Given information structures of pattern 2
and 3 motivate a preferred particle pos1t1on. For pattern 2,
Hgn predicts that the more natural particle position will be
immediately after the verb. For pattern 3, it predicts that
the paﬁfiq]e will be judged as more natur;l if it occurs |
after the direct object noun phrase. The Given-Given and
New-New structures of pattern 1 and 4 provide no coﬁtextual
motivation for papti¢1e preference. That is, Hgn is silent
as to which form, moyed or unmovedl is expeCtéd‘here.

The syntactié strategies proposed for séntences in
isolation (i.e., The Naturalness Study) were Ht, Hsd, and
Hsc. If eaqh of the fou¥ hypotheseé are examined with
respect to the stimuli tested in the Discourse Study, a set
of prediétions can be attained. Table 3.2 summarizes the
predictions of the hypotheses for moved or unmoved particle
preference within the four Given-New informatioh structures
tested.

The Transformatfonalisi hypothesis predicts that the
unmovéd and moved particle forms will be judged‘as,equally
natura]f regardlésé‘of the information pattern involved. For .
all four patterns, both Hsd and Hsc predict that the c]oser
a particle is to its verb, the more natural the sentence
will be judged. The Discourse Study u{ifgzeé only light noun
phrases. The predfction of Hsc is that an unmoved particle
will be'judged as more Qatural than a particle moved_oveﬁ a

noun'phrase. The Structural Complexity hypothesis thus
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Table 3.2

Discourse Study

Predictions of Hypotheses

INFORMAT ION PATTERN HYPOTHESES
Han Hsd Hsc
1. Given—Giyen o - UM>M UM>M
2. Given-New UMM UM>M UM>M
3. New-Given M>UM UMM UMDM
4. New-New - UM>M UM>M
"“>"= is relatively more natural than

" UM "
||Ml|

unmoved particle position
moved particle position

-nonn

~

-

UM=M
UM=M
UM=M

reduces to a Structural Distance hypothesis ih this study.

Accordingly, Hsd is the mos't conservative hypothesis, and by

establishing this hypothesis as the basis of prediction for

patterns 1 and 4, subject naturalness judgements will either

support or reject Ht as an alternative explanation,

It should be noted that pattern 3 was.the crucial one,

since it was the only pattern where Hgn and Hsd yielded

- different predictions as to naturalness.



Sub jects
Fifty-six2 of the original subject group participated
in this study. Of the 24 males and 32 females, only b

subjects were non-native English speakers.

Matérials

Eight short discourses were constructéd, with careful
controls on what information was givén in each quagraph.
Two discourses rep]icafed each of the following information

patterns:

‘Pattern 1 = Given V-PRT/Given NP
Pattern 2 = Given V-PRT/New NP (4(;
Pattern 3 = New V-PRT/Given NP ' A
Pattern 4 = Néw V-PRT/New NP

Each discourse‘was followed by two wh-quesfions which
were designed to focus the subject’'s attention on what
information had or had not béen provided in the preceding
paragraph. Each‘wh-queétion was followed by a set of two
pogsible answers which diffeéed 6nly in the_p]acément of the
particle (either immediateiy after the verb or after the

direct object noun phrase). One set of answers contained

verb-particle constructions in simple sentences (i.e., "He
figured the message out.") while the -other contained the
verb-particle structures in nominalized forms (i.e., "He

used his code book to figure the meséage out.").

2A reduced number of studentsﬂpartic}pated in the Discourse
Study because of school field trips and resulting scheduling
problems which occurred during the testing period.



40

The order of bdth the wh-questions and corresponding

answer sets was randomized throughout the study.

- Procedure

The Discourse Study was conducted during the week
,following fhe Naturalness Study. Subjects were provided‘with
individual booklets containing a set of instructions, the
eight discogrses, and correspondihg‘questidn-answef sets:
Subjects were asked to rank each set of possible answers
according to the following scale:
)‘=_most preferred response
2 = least preferred response.
A short pracfice session was undertaken to familiarize
subjects with the experimental task..A sample discourse was

!

reéd'and ;ubjgcts ranked the’two possib]e answers to the /
wh-questions relevant to that discburse. The practice’ task Z
did not involve verb-particle constructions. (See Appehdif/
for the practice task, the instructjpns: and the actual test
items used in the Discourse Study).

Sub jects then proceeded jo rank the 16 test sentence
sets, using‘if much time as they needed to compiete the
task. The combined practice-test session took approximately

30 minutes. Chapter IV contains an analysis and discussion

of the results of this experiment.



IV. Results and Discussion

A. Introduction

Staf%stical tests were conducted to analyze the data
collected from both the Naturalness and Discourse
e*perimentﬁ. In this chapter, the statistical results
obtained from éach experimeﬁt are evaluated according to the
hypotheses proposed for that experimenf. The chapter
concludes with a summary of the findings regarding the
naturalness of various particle positions in contextually

motivated and unmotivated sentences. .

B. Naturalness Study

The 40 test sentences were unscrambled and reordered
according to’pattern type. Raw.scores were then standérdized
- and tranéformed to a scale (Ferguson, 1976) with a common
mean of 5 andbé constantlstandafd'deviation of 2 for all
subjects.
Results of CLUSTAN

Since the original subject pool was composed of both
matriculation and nonmatriculation students with a few
students having identified themselves as non-native
speakers, it was decided that the data should be analyzed to
determine whether the subjects were responding as
representing more than one population. Johnson’s hierarchial
clustgring_program (Johnson, 1967) utilizes a distance

measure between subjects"ratings of particular test items

-
A

41
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to group individuals into increasingly larger clusters, and’
finally terminates when all the subjects have been grouped
into one large cluster. A graphic representation of the
hierarchial clustering solution that resulted from the
application of this program is found in Figure 4.1.

The vertica] values on the 1e#t-hand side of Figure 4:1
indicate the level at which a set bf sub jects were clustered
together. These values indicate the similarity with which
subjects rated the stimulus sentences. The numbers displayed
.horizontal]y at the bottom of the graph indicate individuaf
subject codes. The code numbers of the subjects are not
presentedlin sequence in this figure. General guidelines can
be followed to determine how many clusters gre represented
in a CLUSTAN plot. Multiplying the upper limit of the rating
scale (i.e., 9 for this experfment) by twice its value
provides a conservative estiméte of the ]erst'point at
which two distinct clusters can be said to exist. By means
of this general estimation, two bdfenfia] clusters were
proposed: Cluster 1, consisting of 38 subjects (Subjects 1
to 59 in Figure 4.1) and Cluster 2, including the remaining
26 subjects.

To determine how djstinct each proposed c]uéter was
from all the "objects" outside of it, a clusterAcohesion
statistic was calculated. In the formula 1-(I/M), the Inner
. Distance (1) represents the mean distance between objects
within a cluster and the Middle Distance (M) represents the

mé%n distance betweeq\each of the objects in a cluster and

.



Ta,

(9.03%8

17.188

18.338

13.408

1{.0%

9.784

7.934

8.004

4.234

2.384

43

Figure 4.1 ‘

T
.
T
(-
E
L i uj
§ N
b -l
-+ .
) L
3 .
L
+ ‘ ]
+ N
D= EIIAODT RIS v<::2§:==g:: AVOTICD QO CEDED DIV an (ANIT) _ (SCAGotDEND
A et ~t RO DSOS e RO ROV RO

‘SUBJECT PROFILE ANALYSIS: NATURALNESS DATA



S ‘ '» e .44
all of the objects outside of it (Baker, personal
,comnunﬁcationt.’A.cohesion‘score approaching 1 wou]d
indicate a very cohesive, distinct cluster: while a score
approaching 0 would indicate the opposite condition. The
cohes1on scores calculated for Cluster 1 and Cluster 2 were
g.110 and 0.063 respect1ve1y

' These ‘'scores 1nd1cate that the proposed clusters were
'not distinct enough from one another to regard the subjects
as represent1ng more than one popu]at1on 1r|fhe1r response
to this exper1menta1 task. Consequent]y,, all subjects were

treated‘as be]ong1ng to a single group..

-

o
Results of ANOVAR )
An analysis of variance was performed,on the
standardized rating scores to inﬁestigate the effects of
sentence'type and definiteness and possible interactions
between these factors. The experimental design was a two-way
analys1s of variance with repeated measures and |
repl1cat1ons erty-four SUbJeCtS‘(S) rated the naturalness

/ “

of sentence types with varied particle positions. AT ten i”;%ﬁ

Asentence types (see Chapter III, Sect1on B) were incliuded in -

the same analysis. Each type (T) Was represented by four
rep11cates (R) = two with indefinite and two w1th def1n1te

dirgect deect noun phrases (D). The results of the ana]ys1s

R L )3‘.

BT

of var1ance are f%und in Tab]e 4, 1.

Sentence type and def1n1teness factors ‘were’ both

.

significant as was the 1nterac&ﬁon %etween the two (p<. 001).
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| ‘f? - ‘.' T e
P | |
| Table 4.1
Naturainess Study .
_ Analysis of Variance
R ' A§um Deérees
© . of - of - Mean
Source Equares | Freedom Square F Score
T 2137.375 g 237.486 98. 058%*
.D - 15.825 1 15.625 . 7.578+
T xD  438.906 9 48. 767 D0.138%*
R | 1.500 1 1.500  0.541
s 25.660. 63 - 0.407 |
T xS, 1373.215 567 - 2.422
DXS  129.891 63 - 2.062
T xD xS 1373.109 567 2.422 ,
3.161

Residual 4043.499 1279

“*x"z gignificance at the .001 level
“x¥"= significance at the .01 level
"T"= sentence type .

"D"= definiteness
"R"= replicates e
"S"= subjects o

Typé by DefinitéheSs Interaction

The interaction bétween type and definiteness is
illustrated in'Figure 4.2.
This qraph<sUggests that for certain sentence types (i.e.,
Patterns B,D,E,G) definite direct object noun phrases were
préfebred, whereas for othef sentence types (C,F,I1) the
preference was for indefinite objects. To determine whether

&

all the replicates of a particular pattern supported'thedﬂ'

~ \“I
oo
.

e,
po

'ﬁ&m‘ [N



Figure 4.2
Naturalness Study

Type by Definiteness Interaction

3

Mean Naturalness Score

Pattern Types

P . -
A=V-PRT-NP < . E=V-PRT-NP-PP
"B=V~-NP-PRT ' F=V-NP-PRT-PP
C=(V-PRT-NP)nom G=V-NP-PP-PRT
D=(V-NP-PRT)nom H=V-PRT-NP-RC"

1=V-NP-PRT-RC
J=V-NP-RC-PRT

" s pDefinite direct object NP
" " Indefinite direct object NP

4e




'“definiteness type are compared with the

definiteness trend, or whether thehg were distrepancies

among replicates, a Type by Definitéhfss by Replicate table

\

of mean scores was constructed. \ ‘ ‘
Table 4.2 jllustrates that when_bdxg reﬁT}cafes of a
Jternative set,

many discrepancies are evident. For example, within pattern

“F 'the indefinite replicates have similar mean scores of

5.531 and 5.875, but the definite replicates differ

™
substantially in their mean scores. Definite replicate 1 has ;

a héan of 6.5 (which is higher'than either of the indefinite

replicates) while replicate 2 has a mean of only 3.734. Only

‘two of the ten sentence batternsvdisplay’any consistency in

.

A~ .

the relative magnitude of mean scores for the replicates of

a definiteness iype. These are patterns G and I, and even

‘within these sentence patterns a fair degree of variation is

noted among the mean scéA .. The obvious conclusion is that

theVSignificant type by de%initeness interaction is due to

definiteness replicates which are not in fact functioning as

replicates. Extraneous factors must be causing the variation

exhibited within the replicates df a definiteness type. fhe
test sentences that deviated from the general scores
assighed to their paftern type will now be examined.

1. Pattern C, Definite Replicate 2. 'The warden found it
easy to draw in the hiking trails." {

Without any exp]anatéry context, it is ambiguous as to

‘whether "draw in" is a V+PREP &r./a V+PRT combination.

LR

h)



48

. Table 4.2
Naturainess Study

Sentence Type by Definiteness by Rep]icétes

Sentence : o\

Pattern Indefinite Definite

; R1 R2 R1 R2
A 5.172 5.594 5.578 5.813
B 3.797 4,422 5.609: 4.375
C 6.594 6.094 6.000 4.813
D 2.672 4,453 5.516 4,297
E 4,719 . 6.250 5.922 7.063
F 5.531 5.875 6.500 3.734
G 3.594 .- 4,109 4,250 4,859
H 6.484 - 6.156 6.469 .6.108
1 5.688 5.781 3.359 5.531
J 3.000 35359 3.969 2.703

N\

A11 numbers. represented are mean scores.

M

Subjec}s who were undecided as to WQjCh.reading to ass:ign
this sentence, may have chosen to rafe\it as, lower in
naturainess than the other pattern membég§. .
2. Pattern D, Indefinite Replicate 1. "If\gjeased Sue for
Albert to bring.é memento over." \\\

In this c]e%tedAsentencé the grammafical QEQject ("it")
d&és not equal the logical subject ("for Albert f\ bring a
memento over";. CS%péred t? the other replicates of \that
vérb-parpic]e pattern (i.e:,"Stanley used his code-bo B to
figufe thé message out.").this sentence contains fair]Q\
formal, Stilted syntax. It is not surprising,‘therefore,\
that subjects rated this sentenceJas more unaatural soundiﬁg
than other replicates. |

‘3. Pattern F, Definite Replicate 2. '"The Donaldsons took
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their new car back with fau]ty tires."

With the -particle in its present position, the sentence
means either that (a{ the new car was so]d with faulty tires
.and therefore was refurned. or (b) the new car was returnéd
- (i.e., for a\warranty check) with different tires which were
faulty. (iqe., the Donaldsons had replaced the or}ginal
tires). Bolinger (1871) states ihat ambiguity is a factor in
determining whether.a.particle is;abcéptab1e in | |
mid;posizion. Accordingly subjects may have rated this
obviously ambiguous sentence as“less'natural;‘

4. Pattern I, Definite Replicate 1. "Mother did the bedroom
overvthat the baby is to occupy." |

When the particle is placed immediately aftere<the verb
(i.e., "did over the bedroom”) the object noun phrase is the
focus of concern.vlf the partjcie is positioneq'after the
direct objecf (i.e., "did the bedroom over") ‘the repeated
_aciion is focused. A relative clause associated with the
djrect object noun phrase "loses" its referent as the focus
shifts from the noun beihg modified to the’actionqpf tHe
verb .  The stereotyped meaning of "remodel" is more fregqenf
when the particle is‘nexf to the verb and the nonstereotyped
when ‘the two afé separated. This verb-partic]é'combination
méy have becohe.foési1ized in its stereotyped form. The
other verb-pégkﬁcle constﬁuction; included in pattern
I,"brought about",‘”made up",.and "tried out", do not
exhibit a correspond%ng shift in meaning when the’partﬁcle

is placed in mid-position and thus were judged as more
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natural-sounding.

e« If the verb-particle and associated direct object
constructions of the Naturalness Study are analyzed for
Given-New information, two types Qf4structqres‘can be
discerned, namely New V-PRT/Given NP and New V-PRT/New NP.
Because.the verb-parfic]e éombinations'had‘not been
previous]y‘mentioned, they wére likely cénsidered as new
information. Definite and Indefinife direct object noun"‘
phrases were regarded as'given and new information
‘respectivejy (Hawkiné, 3978)..According’to Hgn, only fhe
sentences contaihiﬁg.a definite (given) object noun phrase
would provide motivation.for a preferred particle bositicn;
ihdefinite,(new) object noun phrases would be neutral to |
this strategy as both the.verb-particle combination and

~direct object would be newJ Of the pattefns in which a

. def{nite direct object noun phrase was preferred (B, D, E,
G), only pattern E did nof contain a moved particle. This

‘éuggésts that'subjects prefer.a particle fo be moved over a

definite direct object rather than an indefinite one. In

rn E, the object noun phrase is not in final = new

position. Subject preference for.a definite noun phrase in
next-to-lasﬁ position may be indicative of a géneral
given-before-new ordering of the entire sentential content.
in'a11 the patterns where an.indefinite\object noun phrase
Was preferred (C, F, 1), the particle did not occupy final =
new position therefore it is difficult to assess what

information status subjects assigned to it. Statements ‘ '\\\
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concerning the assignment of given or new status to
constructions in isolated sentences must be tentative at
best as extralinguistic factors such as‘individual subject’é
background knowledge may easily “contaminate" the news value
of a supposedly controlled sentential ordering.

Results of Planned Compar isons

To determine whether certain syntactic patterns were
judged as being more natural than others, planned |
compar i'sons were conducted on the means for each pattefn
type. The following results were obtained:

1. Sentence types in which the particle occurred
'imnediately'after the verb (unmerd) were judged as
significantly more natural than those in wh%cé the particle
was posﬁtioned after a direct object- noun phraée, or a pést
nominal structure such as a prepositiondl phrase or a
rélatiQe;qlause (moved) (F(9,255)=547.48 p<.01).

2. Within unmoved sentencé types, patterns E and H,
which contained postnomina;bmodifiers, were judged‘as being
sign%ficant]y more natural than patterns A and C which did
not (F(3,255)=20.42 p<.01). This finding may acfua]]y be an
artifact of,the'experimenta1 ;;;?gn, a poséibi]ity that will
be discussed further in this chapter. | |

3. Within moved sentence types, pattern J, in which the
partic]e>occurred jn sehtence final bosition following a
relative clause, was judged as signfficantly less natural
than the other five moved pattern types-F,I,B,D-and G

Q

¥
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(F(5,255)=82.54 p<.01).

4. Within the moved sentence types F,I1,B8,D,G, patterns
F and I, in which the particle was bositiohed'after the
direct object noun phrasevand.followed by a postnominal
modifier, were judged as being significaht]y more natufal
than patterns B and D, which had the same particle pos}tion
but no postnominal modifier, or G in which the particle
followed a prepositional phrase (F(4:255)= 107.51 p<.01).
Patterns B, D and G a]l'containéd particles in sentence
final positién whereas patterns F and I did not. Subjects
who judged patterns F and I to be more naturaf than patterns
B and D may have addpted the strategy of aSsigning'allower
-score to sentences with barticles )stranded" in final
position than té those in which "something else” followed

the partic?el It is also possible‘thaf th; F,1 > B,D finding
is due to Ehe experimental design.

5: Within sentence types B,D and G, pattern B was
judged to be significantly more natural than patterns D or G’
(F(2,255)=7.79 p<.01). Figure 4.3 is a structural -
interpretation.of the above findings. Means are ordered from
left to rigHt in decreasing magnitude of naturalness
judgements. \

This experimenf waé administered as three separate
1istst List A, which cdhtained heavy noun phrases, was
anchofed and rated sepérate]y as were Lisfs B and C, both of

which contained light noun phrases. Because subjects used a

nine-point scale to rate all three lists, they were in
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Figure 4.3

Naturalness Study

Relative Naturalness of Sentence Patterns
ALL SENTENCE TYPES
HE, C/ A F, I, B, D, G, d
/\ . ‘/\
H, E C, A F, I, B, D, G J

F, I B, b, G
/\

B D, G

Sentence Pattern Types

H = V-PRT-NP-RC F = V-NP-PRT-PP
E = V-PRT-NP-PP I = V-NP-PRT-RC
C = (V-PRT-NP)nom B = V-NP-PRT
A = V-PRT-NP ° D = (V-NP-PRT)nom
: G = V-NP-PP-PRT
d o=

V-NP-RC-PRT

effect forced to maRe~ffner distinctions for Lists B and C
which contained fewer items and no postnomihal structures.-
As one subject noted,"The first group of sentehces (List A).
had more phrases or ideas to them, therefore it was easier
lto rank them." |
Subsequent disqussion, therefore, will compare pattérns

‘A to D as a set distinct from patterns E to J. If the light
noun phrase pattenns are extracted from Figure 4.3, the
ordering of patterns, from most to least natura]iis C,A>B

> D. -In structures containing no postnominal modifiers, an
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unmoved particle position (batterns C and A) was judged as
significantly more natural than a moved position (patterns B
afid D). Whether the particle'was in a simple or nomMalized
form 'did not make a significant differencé for the unmoved |
pértic]e patterns but apparently did make a difference for
the moved particle patterns. In the latter case sfmple forms
were preferred over nominalized ones. 'There is nolobvious
explanation for this result other than the possibility that
oné or two of the tokens_may have caused the significant |
difference in judgemepts. The F scofe reported for the B >
D,G chparisoh was 8.39 which, although significant at the
.01 level, was not nearly as 1Frge as that reported for
bother comparisohs. ] B |
For the heavy noun phrase patterns (E through J) the
‘order of difficu]ty"was HE>F,I >G> d; It is evident
that the closer the particle was to its verb, the more
natural the sentence was judged to be. Pattern.d |
‘(V-NP-RC-PRT) was judged as significantly less natural than
pattern G.(V-NP-PP-PRT)’eVen'though the Eértic1e occupied
sentence final position - in both types of structures. The F
score for this comparison was highly significant (F=196.67),
therefore it was unlikely that one or fWo anoma lous 1tem$
caused this effect. Table 4.3 presents the predictions of
the syntactic hypotheses (see Chapter II1, Table 3.1)
partitioned into light and heaVy noun phrases.
The results of the planned comparisons will now be

, examined with respect to the hypotheses for 1light and heavy

»
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Table 4.3
Naturé]ness Study &\
Predictions of Hypotheses /

Hypotheses Predictions for Relative Naturalness

Light ﬁEv; Heavy NP
Ht A=B=C=D F=F=G=H=1=J
Hsd » A,C > B,D E,H > F,I > G,J .

Hsc A.C > B.D EH>F.I1>G>

“>"z jis relatively more natural than

noun phrases. The Transformationalist hypothesis was
rejected by the data, since subjects judged V-PRT-NP
_patterns as significantly more natural than V-NP-PRT
patterns for both light and heavy noun phrases..

Th- structural Distance hypothesis was supported by the
significant breference oftwﬁkﬂects for an unmoved over moved
ﬁaréic]e position. A partié*tﬂmoved over one étructure was
judged as more natural than a particle moved over two.
However , this hypothesis predictggbthat the patterns
V-NP-PP-PRT and V-NP-RC-PRT wouTd be equally preferred, whenv
in fact subjects signiffcant]y preferred the former pattern
to the latter.

The difference between patterns G and J.is one‘of'

structural complexity in the postnominal modifier. The

Structural Complexity hypothesis did predict a V-NP-PP-PRT >



V-NP-RC-PRT naturalness ordering -and therefore was suppor ted
by the data. The Structural Comp]exity—hypothesis did not
predict a V-NP-PRT> (V-NP-PRT)nominalized preference.
However, "nomina]tzed" verb-particle sentences tended on the
whole to contain more complicated syntax than simple
verb-particle sentences, a factor which might have
contributedi,'to the besult thathsimple|structurestere judged
more natural than nominalized structures. The fect that this
result was not sustained for both V-PRT-NP ahd V-NP-PRT
structures undermines its generality and meKes it rather
suspect

In summary, Ht was rejected completely, Hsd was
rejected in part and Hsc wés‘aCCepted with some
qualifications. That is, both the factors of structural‘
distance and structural complexity play a role in the
naturalness judgements. It should be noted that the position
of thekparticle.in thevV-NP-RC-PRT pattern also violates the
Anti-Interruption strategy (Slobin, 1973) by causing the
relative c]ause to interrupt the main clause t(i.e.,"The
po]1ceman moved a spectator who stopped to view the accident

along.' ):

conta1ns the bas&cicommunfqat1ve,substance The vtotation of
this sentéhce pTann1ng strategy m1ght have contributed to
nt d1fference between V NP PP-PRT and

V- NP RC- Pﬂlﬁgatterns As Bolinger (1971) stated, "1 have
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presented relative clauses as affecting phrasal verbs when
the better focus may be how phrasal verbs affect relative
clauses." Patterns B,D and G,J, which all contained
particles in sentence final position, received the lowest
naturalness scores of their respective setﬁ. Thié result may
reflect the formangrammq}jcal‘instruction that $ubjects
have received, and in particular, the prescriptive
.1njunction‘that a sentence should not end with a
preposition. Some of the subjects’ comments received at the
end of the testing session lend support to this conc]usion:ﬁ
Two typical examples were:

“There were a lot df sentences where the words .

should have gone with the verb, but instead had been

put at the enJ13f the sentence”. |

"Some of the sentences didn’t seem to.be finished

off".

C. Discourse Study

" Test sentences were first re F%éd according to their
information pattern type.'Raw scores were then converted to
"prediction” scores, using the following scale:

0

subject responded in the manner predicted

1

subject did not respond in the manner predicted
Predictions were based on the~Given-New and Structural

Distance hypotheses (see Chapter Ill, Table 3.2).

-
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Resu]ts of CLUSTAN ) A
Jhe b1ﬁ3;y prediction scores were convertedk1nto
distance‘measures between*subjects in the)r-response to
test i tems (subject mafrfx), and petweeh the test items
themsejves jn»terms of overall subject response (object
matrix),
| Uohnsoh’s hierarchial clustebing program (described in
éection'B)’was‘first applied to the subject-matrix of “
distance scores. A graphic representation of the clusteriﬂg'
so]ut1on that resu]ted is found in Figure 4 4. .
The h1ghest level at which a set of subJects clustered
together was on]y .877, 1nd1cat1ng that the 56 subJects who
part1c1pated in this study functioned as a s1ng1e gnoup in
the1r response to the experimental task
The hierarchial clustering pcogram was theh applied to
“the cObrespondﬁng object matrix. Figure 4.5fi]1ustrates the
resu1t1ng clustering solution.
- The letter -number code d1splayed horizontally. at the bottom
’of the page 1nd1cates the structural assignment of each
individual test senfence. The code reads as f611ows: S
\v PT = 1nformat10n pattern T
UM or M = unmoved or moved particle pos1t1on.;
"~ Sor N = s1mp1e or nominalized verb particle structure
R = repl1cate . :
Thus PT1UMSR1 is to be interprefed.as.ancithrmatioh pattern
"1 (Given-Given) sentence conta%hing an unmoved:verp-part%cle

construction in simple form, and comprising replicate 1 of

4
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this'QérticU]ar combination. In Figure 4.5j"sgntenCe codes

are not arranged. in order of pattern numbers. ;;ﬁ3
. -y Ld

Figure 4.5 réveais that two distinct clustérsyof teét
. objects existed. Cluster 1 includes senféﬁées ffom PT1UMSR 1
to ETBMSRQ inclusive, a total of 26 itémé._C]uster 2
contains the remaining 6 sentences. C]uster‘1‘items are
linked at fairly high levels while Cluster 2 items ard
[inkéd much lower. To aid in the’ihterpretation of the .
object c]ugters. cohesién scores were ca1culated (seé o
‘Section Bl. The résulting scores were -0.096 (which is
essentially 0) for Cluster 1 ahd 0.579 for C1u§ter 2.
Subjects apparently exhibited a fair degree of variation in
theiﬁ response to Cluster test items, whereas they wefe
somewhat more consistent in their:reactjqn to Cﬁuster 2
items. |

Chi-square tests were qdnducfed to Coﬁpare"the observed
'w%th expected frequencies of the predictéd scores for each
test pattern. Table 4.4 diép]ays tbta{ frequency counts and
chi-square values for the pattern items that formed each .
cluster.

1f the subjects weEq responding in a.random fashion,
the null hypothe§is‘p;¢Qic;éwfhaf half the total number
would prefer an;unmpéeq paft}cléuposition and half a movea
position for each iﬁfqrmation péttefn?ihyo]ved. The
preaicted response to?Clhsfer ﬁ‘ftemé was«sighjficant]y
greater, and’significantiy less.for Cluster 2 items than

chance alone wOu]d predict. Cluster 1 contained only one

Y
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S~ - Table 4.4 -

i

Discourse Study
Prediction Score Frequency Chart

Cluster 1 ltems

' Chi-Sq P
Pattern 'Prediction NCP NNP Value Level
1 Cuw>M 334 114 108.04 p<.001
2 UMM . 344 104  128.57. p<.001
3 MSUM 72 40 9.14 p<.01
4 oMM 370 78 190.32  p<.00f
Cluster 2 Items
, | | Chi-Sq p
Pattern Prediction NCP NNP Value Level
3 UM>M 80 256  92.19 p<.001

"“NCP"= number of responses corresponding ...
to-prediction '

"NNP"= number of responses not corresponding
Jo prediction

_ pair,of'pattebn 3 items which statigtica11y supported the M
> UM prediction of Hgn;: "He burned.(down) the warehouse

- (down)." One can meQéTy specu]ate asvto why this particulaﬁ
pair deviated from the UM > M preference tﬁat-other members
o%\the pattern disp]ayéd; "Burn" is¥a middle-voice verb and
therefore it may combine with .the particle "down" in the .
intransitive as well (e.g.,"The house burned down."). The \

e

other verb-particle members of this pattern can not be made \

intransitive without being placed in the passive. In its

.
2
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intpansitive form, "burn down" frequently occupiés éentence'
final position, thus it is plausibie that‘éubjects may
regard this as a natural position for that particular
combination. .One miéht argue that the mention of "arsonist”
in the preceding Discourse paragraph wou 1d by definition
render the’verb "burned” given and thefg%QreIOniy the
particle "down" is truly new in this'péfif¢yjar discourse.

. ) 1 .
' ©  The preference of a significant number.of subjects for

4 R
-

"down" in a sentence final position wouid,ihen coﬁgtﬁtute an
a(gument in favor oF the Given-New strateéy,'When coﬁbined
‘ wifh the verb hburned", "down"'a]so reveals the extent of
the burning (i:e.,-fota} destruction) as opposed to the
singje word "burned” which feaves one in doubt as to the
amount of damage caused. The other particles included in
this paftern may/not be providing as much addéd 1nformatidn:
as ”dowq" and therefore are not as naturally able to undergo
'/wgentence)final focus. For instance, in the combinations
-"dra@ in"-and "map out" the pértic}e occupies a somewhat
redundant role. As one studenf no}ed."Some sentences ended

!

abruptly with ‘up’, 'out’,

! 7

on’ etc. and in many cases they
were not even needed." . IS

Except for one set of patternAB,sentences (UM/MSR2) the
clusters break neatly into the'fo1lowing’patterns:

Patterns 1, 2, 4 : ' B

Cluster 1.

Cluster 2 = Pattern 3
Pattern 3 was the only pattern that predicted a M > UM

particle preferenée and jt‘was‘the only pattern'which

HER

P
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Table 4.5

Prediction Percentages
Discourse Study

% of Subjects

Information Pattern  Prediction Equal to Prediction
' a R1 ‘ R2
Given V-PRT/Given NP UMM .
Simple 80.4 69.6
Nominalized 76.8 71.4
Given V-PRT/New NP UM>M RN
Simple : : 91. 1 69.6
Nominalized - 80.4 66.1
New V-PRT/Given NP M>UM - |
Simple : i 19.6 64.3
Nominalized - 37.5 14.3
New V-PRT#New NP UM>M : ‘ .
Simple. : 76.8 34.6
Nominalized ' 71.4 87.5
A "R"= replicate

||Mn
" UMII

~moved particle position
unmoved particle position

exhibited conflicting results. Table 4.5 indicates the
percentage of subjects who responded in the manner prgdicfed
for each stimuiug set of the four information patterns
tested. Table 4.6-]i;ts the actuai'sentences apa]yzed in
jable 4.5. The results are d{scussed separately for, each
ﬁafterniv f

Pattern 1. According to the prediction of the
»Strucfural Distance Hypothesis; a majority (over 50%) of thé
subjécts pfeferred ah unmoved over moved parf?cle position

for both replicate sets of the simple and nominalized

.
R L
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Table 4.6
Discourse Study

Test Items

N\ .
\\ Information

. New-Given

N\ Pattern Replicate 1 " Replicate 2
\é\ven-Given ‘
SimQje She looked (up) He figured (out)
: the number (up). the message (out).

Nominal ized It alleviated her He used his code
fears to look {up) book to figure the
the phone number message f(out).

(up) . S

Given-New _ Lo v
He handed (over) He had also

.Simple
revised will brought (over) a
ver) . photo album (over).

~Nominalized It would cause It pleased Sue for

strife to Albert to bring a
ver) a memento (over).
revised will (over). :

Simple He mapped out). He burned (down’

the hiking area the warehouse (down).
. (out) .
Nominalized He found it eas They planned to
‘ ' to draw {(in) the return and pick
- hikin? trails (up) the -loot
» . (in). up) . \ '
New-New ’
Simple He passed (on) He picked (up) a
a secret (on). " flashy tie (up).
Nominalized It was the  He waf}eq to try
informant’-s job (on) a new suit (on).

to bring (back)
information (back).

verSions of this pattern. THere was a fair degree of

variation between replicates of a simple or a nominalized
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vform. For SR1, 80.4% of the subjects responded as predicted
while for SR2 only 69.6% did.
| Pattern 2. As predicted by the Given-New hypothesis,
an unmovedlﬁar}icle position was preferred by a majority of
the subjects. Again, variation was noted among the
replicates (SR1=91.1% whereas SR2=69.6%). | B
- Pattern 3. This pattern yielded conflicting results.

Only 19.6% of the subjects preferred the Hgn M > UM
predicted position for SR1 but 64.3% preferred this’position
for SR2. With{n the nominalized forms, both replicates
received less than 50% subject preference for the M > UM
particle pos{tion, a]though‘R1 shows substantia]]y more
sub ject support (37.5%) than R2 (14.3%). It was pfevious]y
explained (in Section B) that the sentence "Hé found it easy
to draw in the hiking trails." was ambiguous in isolation.
In thevDﬁscourse study, the particle was also presented“in
final bosition (i.e.,"He found it eaéy to draw the hiking
trails in."f thus resolving the ambiguity. A anber of
‘subjects may have simply preferred the unambiguous sentence
structure for RT. _

Pattern 4. For all four reb]icates, a majobity of
sub jects responded with the Hsd UM > M particle preference.

When both the veggxpargiclé and associated direct'l
object noun phrase were é;ven (pattern 1) or new (pattern
4), subjects preferred the particle to be positioned
immediately after the verb as predicted by the Structurai_

3

Distance Qggothésis. When the Verb-partyb]e was given and
B ) B k . ;? E} g .
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the direct object was new (pattern 2), subjects also
preferred. an unmoved particlelposition as predicted by both
the Structural Distance and Gﬁven-New.hypotheses.yWhen the
verb—part{cle was new and the direct object was given
{(pattern 3) subjects still preferred (inithreg out of four
replicate Sets) the particle in an unmoved position,
contrary to HgnAwhiéh predicted a preference for the moved
bosition. The Structural Distance hypothesis, which
consisten£fy predicts an UM > M parfic1e pbeference, thus
received support from aL] four infoﬂhation patterns tested.
As in fhe Naturalness Study, Ht was rejected by a
significant subject préference for an unmoved particle
position in all four of the Discourse patterns. The
StructuraluDistance and hence the Structural Complexity
’hyﬁotheses were confirmed in their predictidns of an unmoved
/particle preference for patterns 1 and 4. Both of these
hypotheses make the, same predicfions as Hgn for pattern 2
but diVerge in predicting an unmoved particle preference for
pattern 3, where Hgn supports-a moved position. The data

t

confirmed the umnmoved preference.

D. Summary )

In sentences without motivating-contgxts'(i.e., the_
isolated sentencés of the Naturalness Study and the 
sentences of patterns 1 and 4 of the Discourse study), the
most natural position for the particle is immédiate]y next

to its verb. Both the number and complexity of the
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structures that a particle is moved over affect the relative
naturalness of its position. In general, the further away

the particle is from its verb the more unacceptable it will
Se. C

Certain particle positions create structures that bring
otHer strategies into play. In the Naturalness Study,
particles positioned after re]ative»c]auses were
significantly less acceptable than those occurring after
prebositiona] phraées. Particles in the former positioh.
however , violéte the Anti-Interruption strategy. The weight
of this strategy, in combination with the other syntactic
strategies whiph influence particle position, results in
unnatural-sounding sentences.

In contexts where the Given-New discoubse'strategy
promotes a particular particle position, andrthat bqsition
concurs with the one supported by the Structural Disfance:
~and Complexity strafegies (i.e., UM > M particle
preference), the tWo types of strategies support one another
overwhelmingly. When the Given-New sfrategy makes an
opposing prediction (M > UM particle preference), the other
syntactic strategies tend to override it and thus an unmoved
pafticle positiqn is generally preferred. However, the |
Given-before-New sentence plénning strategy receivea support
from the significant percentage of subjects who preferred-
the predicted moved particle position for one replicate in

pattern three of the'Disgourse Study and also by subject

preference for definite direct object noun phrases when the
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noun phraﬁe did not occupy final = new position.

Syntax does not operate in a vacuum. The degree of
semantic cohesiveness that various verb-particle
combinations exhibit, combined with the semantjc';ffects of
certain particle pbsitions (i.e., ambiguous interpretations
.of seﬁtences), lend support or opposition to the syntactic
strategies discussed. Phonological strétegies such as
app]ying«“heavyf‘stress to an object of focus (Erades‘ "They
can count mgxébt.“'example) interact with syntactic
strategies as exemplified by the Given-New strategy of
sentential information distribution. In Chapter V, the main
findings of the present study are summarized, and |
suggestioni/are proposed for future research in the area of

particle pbsitioning.



A. Introductxon ?”fghrf,_ Ly
The present ﬁtqu ha§§1ntegrat§p tﬁed?et1ca1
d1scuss1on§ w1th emp1r1cal$f1nd1ngs in an gttempt to
establish what factors goveﬁﬁhEngﬂﬂsh par%itleﬁ%os1t1on1ng
Hypothesized syntact1c pr1nc1p S that received empirical
support from th1s s tudy must somehow be incorporated into
the existing linguistic framework. Fraser (1972) suggested
that linguists are engaged in three simple activities at the
present stage of linguistic development. They are attempting
to: |
(a) Determine what is goinghon;
(b) Determine how it can be accurately characterized; and
(c) Determiné how these characteristics’ can be integrated
into existing linguistic theory.

These steps can be directly applied to the present study.

B. The Resu]ts of the Exper1ments

The Naturalness data revealed that sentence types inm. ..,

which the particle occurred immediately after the verb were

judged as significantly more natural than those in Which”théxfl

~ particle was positioned after a light or heavy noun phrase;7éf 

Partic]es pos\tig following a relative clause were'less 3

natura] than those which fo]lowed a prepos1t1ona1 phrase

The Discourse Study 1nd1cated that subjects genera]]y

preferred an unmoved over moved particie position, despwte v"

70

2
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the information structure of the test sentence. Individual
particle sets (i.e., "burn down") supported the moved
versioﬂ“?nd thus led to speculation as to whether the
Given-New strategy or some other factor such as the
directional nature of the particle was governing this trend.

The findings of both studies included a fair degree of
variation in the mean scores assigned within replicates of a
pattern type. This finding illustrates that preference for
verb-parficle constructions is a highly individual matten;

I1f.we relate subject preferences for particle position
"to the syntactic hypotheses tested, it appearé that Fraser’'s
(1972) idéa of”"interacting forces" is a sound one. Both the
structural distance and complexity princiﬁ\es appear to be
involved in particle pdsifion with¥1ight and heavy object
‘noun phrase constructions. These combined forces aré stﬁoﬁg
enough to overrufe the Given-New strategy. when it compeées
-~ for particle placement. Both Bock (1977) and Smythu(§%79)
suggested that thé Given-New strategy was operatiyé for
partiCTe p]acement. Thié study contradicts their.

conclusions.

C. Suggestions for Further Research

By placing tighter controls on the present experiment,
possib]e "cohtaminating" factors may bezexcludéd. Only
frequently-used, natura]-;ounding verb-particles shouldvbe
utilized. Fraser’s (1976) ‘list of “frqugntly encoquered

verb-paftic]e cbmbinations"f from which the present test

@
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3 : ) N o . R ',
constructions were -obtained, were _frequent by whose

standards° One suspects that they are Fraser’s.

revea]ed the need for up~to date text counts of % ‘
usages in a varwety of wr1tten forms An area of retated*" {'
research would involve the use of productwon data. Conteth
contr1ved to elicit verb- part1c1e comb1nat1ons could be
es%ab11shed w1th the use of graph1c devices such as pictures
~and cartoons. For exampte,'a picture of a woman d1a1nng‘a
'teiephone}with a shocked expression on,her face_and a
. directory in her hand might evoke the use of terms such as
“caII‘Up" and "look up" in a subject’ss description. By
examining'the retevant transitiVe verb-particle
construot1ons in both product1on and comprehen51on data;
foss111zed comb1nat1ons m1ght be "weeded out"” -
Another area of research that might a1§51n ‘ .
'character1z1ng the movement poss1b111t1es of verh -particle
’ﬁconstruot1ons is the 1nvest1gatlon of unexpected _ l,#fsg"
combjnat1ons. Acceptab111ty tests could be des1gned to
determine how readﬂly;speakers accept.d1fferenthpart1cle
placements:invunusual»forms_(iae.,»"flour up the board",
versUsV"rlour;thevboard up"” with reference to baKingrbread).

. This: type of test.would provide data uncontaminated by

L}

A

'factors suoh as h0w frequentiy;a verb-partic]e cimbinationwf
Phad been encountered in a: part1cular sequence.

The\d1rect objett. noun phrases, constructed Lﬁth
. \ '
dgflnxte 1ndef1n1te articles, ‘should bave al]owed the . -

alternat1ve art1c1e to'prov1de an adequate test of

. 14
v » .



defaniteness ef fects. "The thieves ptanned;ao return and

pick up the loot", a test sentence employed in“this study,-

does not“sound natural in the 1ndef1n1te._ The thieves. "
‘vplanned to return and pick up 1oot " If sentences) identtcal
“except for the def1n1teness of the obJect noun phrase (i.e.,
i'conta1n1ng identical verb- part1c1e comb1nattons). were,’
utilized as a ‘test for the Given- New strategy 1n 1so%§ted
sentences, the results might have been more 1nterpretable
than they were in the present study.

A more objective means of measuring or quantifying}a
pant1cle s d19§%nqg from its verb could be determ1ned The
number ogkgytlﬁbges th%t 1ntervene betWeen a verb and 1ts
part1c1e might be a better count than %he tota] sentence
' Aword length. Trying to ?onstruct sentences of an equal

1ength'resu1ted in‘the unfavorable praCtibe of "padding”
-noun phrases. with prenominal’modifiers.u \ 7
A‘paraﬁ]el study could be undertaken}using an oral
V,presentatioh Written language tends to be regarded as more o

l’

formal and consggvat1we in nature a factor wh1ch-may have
iiftuenced subJect ratings. As one subJect commented Ry
not1ced that some of these sentences that///endéd up rat1ng
_ c]ose to’ “T" were the type that/l/have/heard and even spoken
| 1n everyday street 1anguage When the st1mu1t are presented
in written form, the 1nvest1gator is not aware what stress
or intonation"patterns are be1ng applied to part1cu1ar
sentences Smyth and Bock both stressed the use of ‘normal"

¥
1ntonat10n w1th the1r oral Py- pre@ented stimuli. The problem



pattern could then be incorporated into the presentation of

o

is -‘WH;t is normal intonation'wi{h referehce to
verh-particle constructiens in véyied.ppsitions within 7
sententiai contexts? If'the_test sentences are produced with
neutpai‘intonation can one extrapoiate from such an |
unnaturei-sOundihg set of stimuli to normal_ianguage

situations? A possible Way of circdmventing this jissue would

be to tape record the high school students themselves

2

reading the set of written stimuli prior to the testing
session. Trained phoneticians could then anaiyze the
resulting data for 1ntonation contours and stress patterns
The most frequent)y dispiayed 1ptonation for each syntactic»
the stimuli for natura]ness Judgements i
Studies should be attempted to determine the roie of
seﬁantics in particle p]acementf When a subject is required
to rate the similaritx of given vebb;particie pajrs.does he

focus on the action of~the;verb, the nature of the particie,"

‘or the figurative versus literal interpretation of the

combination? The movement possibilities of the same

verb-particle combination in a figurative versus

‘ honfigurative context should also be ekamined< It may well

be that the semantic cohe51veness of the entire
verb- particie and associated direct obJect construction Wiiltl
have to be considered in the deterfiination of particie |

movement possibilities.

P
e
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D. Conclusion

The transformationali§t’'s particle movement rule did-
not‘ﬁef1ect subject preference for verb-pariicle pfacemgnt.
Frasers (1976) suggestion of labelling individual
verb-particle combinations according tb a Frozeneness
Hierarchy mighfmadequate1y describe speaker use bf
particular combinaﬁions,;bgt Erovides no explanation as to
'why altérnative forms are employed. He himself lodged; this
compla1nt against Labov s inherently variable rules.
Fraser’s h1erarchy also necess;tates a fa1rly r1gorous
bookkeeping system.

Shyth et al. (1979) advocafed a functiOna] discourse

grammar to 1ncorporate the g1ven new pos1t1on1ng of -

) construct1ohs such as verb- part1c1e combinations. Howeves

discounse grammar, based ‘on the G1ven-New pr1nc1p1e,'wou1d
make the wbpng prediction in terms of new verb-particle,
given direct object constructions.

Yassin (1981) .indicated that 1anguage teachers ‘are

.interested »§1n relating the 1nterna1 pattern1ng of V- PCs

to a wider pattern, both linguistic and situational,”, rather

than in teaching separate words with dictionary core
meénings attached to them" (p. 12). Ené]fstheachers must
differentiate betweeh rules in isolation and tendencies in
céntexts when déscribing alternative forms such as
'verb-pargicle combinations. | N
Theilinguistic‘]iﬁebature has been characterized by an

eagerhess to formalize before the facts. are well

+
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established. A range of factors appears to "condition"
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particle positioning. The’poésibi]ity of ambiguous

interpretation, the degréefof predictability of the object,
the "news value" of‘tﬁe object as opposed to the action, the
syﬁtactic "1ength" and "complexity" of the object noun

phrase, and the semantic cohesion of the verb-particle

" combination, are all factors found to.be operative in the

 present. Such 4 taxonomy would aid in the development ofgwh “b§%

“or advegb, should be considered ag ah intrinsic par

present study. Any attempt to integrate these results into a

“formal” grammar wou]d'be quite premature at this stage.
More normative data needs to be collected on these idiomatic

structures before a serious attempt is made to characterize

yw them in terms of a workable grammar. However, from the

behavior of verb-partiClq gpmbinations in this study,

certain conclusions can be drawn about the nature of such

constﬁuctions. V%;b-particle combinations should be .viewed
B
as wholes and not &n terms of their component parts. The

Y

v particle, instead of béing‘aSsignéd the value of prepgs

verb, witﬁ'the‘ébmbina?ibn of the . fwg exhibiting

chabacteris$ié traits in spécified'environments. From a
psycholinguistic point of"viéﬁ, there is a need for a
clearly delineated taxonomymoﬂPfinguistic forms, such as

L%

verb-particle combinations, that are oh]yvvaguely defined at

psychophysical rules to encompass variable forms of

linguistic behaviour.

\3 .
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F\' [ A formal grammar dei§P1bes the patterns (product) but

does not describe the cognitive steps or processes used in-
f@ produ01ng or comprehending a language..Distinctions must -be
‘.rmaihtained among theories pertaining to the grammaticai
description of iannggf properties, the SpeaKer’s Know ledge
of language properties and the speaker’s use of his
Knowiedge of ianguage propertiesr Acceptabiiity Judgements,'
_which record what'subjecfs think they do, will do, or ought
to doq may or may pot'permit accese to‘their under]yiné
competence. The.oneisure lesson to be 1earned from this:

t many factors influence acceptability

‘;“?ﬂimentai papers dealing with particle pOS1t10n have -
'-been:few in number. Further empirical evidence is requ1red
to determine what people "do" withQ%articie positien agéi'
reflection of their language generalizations. Semantic amd
prdsodic expianations were omitted from the present study.
it was the intentlof this study to examine oniy.the
. syntactic principles proposed for particle‘piacement and, by -
Q'Fﬁ iﬁvesfigating whatdprincipies Were operative under
contro.iied experimental conditions, a’d ih-delimiting this

) . : . . . -]
area of endeavor. . .
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Appendix A .

e

4 NATURALNESS STUDY:

N .
NAME : AGE:

Is English your native language?

What languages other than English do you speak? How well?

" INSTRUCTIONS

Some sentences are more acceptable or natural sounding than
others, In this experiment, there are three separate 1ists of
sefftences. A nine-point judgement scale is beside each sentence,
. with 9 corresponding to the most natural, and 1 to the least
natural sounding sentence, Your task is to rate the naturalness
of each sentence within a 1ist by means of the following scale:

9: completely naturéﬂ and acceptable; no‘prob1em at all
5: uncertain as to naturalness; can't decide
quite unnatural and awkward

igher the number therefore, the more-acceptable the
se The numbers-between 9 and 5 all indicate relatively
natural sentences, with less certainty as you move toward 5.
The rumbers between 5 and 1 a¥! indicate incredsingly awkward
sentences,: "

Before you begin Judg1ng the sentences, you must anchor
youf scale at either end.. Read through the first 1ist of twenty-
‘four sentences and select the one which sounds the least natural.
Beside this one, circle 1.

Now, read the first 11ist agath. This time select the sentence
that you find to be the mogt natural sounding Beside this sentence
circle 9,

Finally,‘read eech sentence in the first list once more and
assign each an acceptability rating from 1 to 9. You may repeat
numbers including 1 and 4. Do not hesitate to use the center scale, Y

Once you have finished rating the first 1ist, rate the second ,
and third 1ists, each of which have eight sentences. For each list,
anchor your scale first then rate each sentence. There are no right
or wrong answers. We are interested in finding out how you, as an
individual, find certain sentences to be.

A\



1.

~3

10.
11,

12.

1 - LEAST NATURAL 9 - MOST NATURAL

The principal took the disorderly
student aside for a brief chat.

&

Maurice paid back a loan which the
bank had granted him,

The coach gathered the equipment which
his team used together.

The angry girl threw away a red rose
from her boyfriend. ;

Johnny took the Christmas wreath on
the front door down,

The president brought a change about
which benefited the country,

Ruth looked up the correct past tense
form in the dictionary.

The camp cook dashed a 1ist of much-
needed supplies off,

Mother did the bedtoom over thdat the

"baby 1s to occupy.

The busy waltress wiped a table off
with a quick swipe.

€@ ‘ .
Our neighbour gave back the ball that

)

had landed in his yard,

The mode] had a gown wtich Trent Taylor
des1gned ong -

345
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13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19,

20.

21.

22.

23,

24,

{

1 - LEAST NATURAL 9 - MOST NATURAL

The comedian got a tricky joke about
mother-in-laws across.

The other team calle [f The game
at the last moment. SN, .

roduct out *

Mrs. Simpson tried the
pended .,

that the salesman

The policeman move#d a spectator who

stopped to view the accident aiong.
I ‘ -

Mr. Gatto chained up the dog which

had snapped at the visitors.

The chairman put an idea across during'
the long committee meeting,

“The Donaldsons took their new car back

with faulty tires.

The paintef took his coat which was
splattered with paint off.

The company president closed down a
factory during the workers' strike.

The boy made a story up that he hoped
would be believed,

The detectives tore apart an apartment
that the suspect had inhabited.

The gardener cut the dead branches on
the birch tree away. -
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1 - LEAST NATURAL

.

Albert had also brbught over a photo
album,

Tom piq}ed a flashy tie out.

The arsonist burned the warehouse
dowh. ’

Miss Fitch looked up the number.

The warden mapped the hiking area out.

Y

Henry handed over 2 revised will.:
- o N /:‘

Stanley,{igured out ‘the messa&%.

The informant passed a secret on,
a'\‘

9 - MOST NATURAL

23

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

4

.o

#



1 - LERST-NATURAL 9 - MOST NATURAL

- ) ‘ € \

~

1. Stanley used his code book to figure
’ the message out. '

B

2., It was the informant's job to bring
- back the inforgation; '

- ~

3. It pleased Sue for Albert to bring
a memento over, '

"4. The warden found it easy to draw
in the hiking trails.

- ~

5., 1t would cause family strife to hand'
a-revised will over. :

\’a

6. Tom wanted to try on a new suit.

7. It alleviated Miss Fitch's fears to
lo0ok the phone number up.

8. The thieves planned to return and pick
up the loot. ‘ .

N

&

~

2

2

3

3

3
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/| . Appendix B

Discqurse‘Study

NAME : f ’ .. . AGE:

I's English yoJ? native lanquage? : i,

N

What other language(s) do you speak, and how fluently?

, Instructions
v

This study is composed of eight Q%ort stories that are
incomplete, - Following each story two-questions are asked .and
possible answers are given, You are to rank the possible
answers in order of preference, as follows: :

. 1 - most preferred

2 - least preferred

You must have a most and least preferred rating for each
set of answers (1.e. you can‘t rate both answers with the same
preference number,) .

-
°

Your criteria for rating the answers to each question will
be - which sentence sounds more natural as an answer to that -
question, You may refer back to the story to help make your
choice., - . .

. "EXAMPLE:

Nancy and Susan went to the beach. They walked into the
water up to their necks. Suysan began to swim out to the diving
platform. Nancy merely Stared after her.

$
1. How well can Nancy swim?

a. 'Nancy. swims poorTy.

b. Nancy is. a poor swimmer.

2." What can we conclude about Susan?"
a. It is apparent that Susan swims well.

b. That Susan swims we11kis apparent.
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i
v

There was a muffled thump in the dark. -Miss Fitch
awoke with a start., Her first impulse was to phone the .
police, Quickly, she looked up the number in the prhone
book. :

Pl

1. What did Miss Fitch do first?

a. She looked up the numbear.

2. Why did Miss Fitch search for the number?
Ko 9

~a. 1t alleviated her fears to look the
phone number up.

b. It alleviated her fears to look up

b. Shé looked the number up. S .
the phone number.

Stanley spotted a bottle lying upon the tide-swept
beach, He removed the tight-fitting cap and pulled out
a faded piece of paper. It was some sort of message
written -in a strange script. Lucgkily, he had just the
means for figuring it but. ' . »

.

1. What did Stanley do with the message?
a. He figured the messhge out.

b. He figured out the message.

2. What did Stanley use to decipher the message?

a. He used his code book t¥ figure
out the message. i

b. He used his code bbok to figure
the message out,

o
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111. . Relatives of the deceased gathered slowly in the
.study. Henry surveyed the expectant faces around him,
He opened his leather briefcase, reluctant to hand over
the caontents just yet.

1. What did Henry give to the rg]atives?
a, He handed a revised will over, - -

b. He handed over a revised will,

2. Why was Henry reluctant to de]iver the contents of
the br1efcase7 . .

a, It would cause family strife to hand
over a revised will,

b. It would cause family strife to hand
a revised will over,

- <

v, -~ Albert proudly displayed his stuffed South
American alligator. But that wasn't all he had brought
over to shdw us. He reached a tanned arm into the bag
and withdrew another object.

1. What else had Albert brought?

a. He had also brought over a photo
a]bum

b. . He had also brought a photo album
over.

7 2. Why did Albert bring a souvenir with him? -

a. It pleased Sue for Albert to bring
a memento over;

b. It pleased Sue for A1bert to bring’
over a memento.
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VI,

.

Bi11 and Mike drove to Banff for the weekend. They
wanted to hike on some mountain trails but were unfamiliar
with the area so they decided to tonsult a park official
is to which trails were safe for {nexperienced hikers.,

The warden was very helpful in their regquest,.

1. How did the warden react to this task?

a, He found it easy to draw in the
hiking trails.

b. He found it easy to draw the
* . hiking trails in., .

2. What did the warden do?

a. He mapped the hiking area out.

IR

'b. He mapped out the hiking area.

The thieves stored the merchandise in what seemed
the perfect spot. It was an old abandoned warehouse.
The plan was to, recover the goods in a few days when the
excitement had died down, However an arsonist beat them
to it. -

1. What did the arsonist do to the warehouse?

a. He burned down the warehouse.

b. He burned the warehouse down.

2. What did the thieves plan'to do?

a. They planned to return and pick
up the loot,

b. They planned to return and pick
the Toot up,



VII.

VIII.

The two men sat in silence on the park bench. "Nice
day," one remarked casually. “Could be a change in the
weather soon," the other replied just as casually. "So

there have been some developments,” muttered the first
man, "What have you got for me?"

1. What was the informant's job?
- - "

a. 1t was the informant's job to bring
back information.

b. It was the informant's job to bring
information back. .

2. What did the informant do next?
a. He passed a secret on,

«

b. He passed on a secret.

g

Tom really wanted to impress his Saturday-night date.’
He needed a new image. As he passed by an exclusive men's
shop, something caught his eye,

7. What did .Tom do inside the shop?
a. He picked a flashy tie out,
_b. He picked out a flashy tie.
2. Why did Tom enter the shop?
a.  He wanted to try a new suit on.

b. He wanted to try on a new suit.



