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C 

C H A P T E R I V 

GERUNDIALS AND INFINI TIVALS 

IN 

DEEP STRUCTURE 



Iv. · Gerundials and Infinitival s 

in 

Deep Structure · 

4 . 1 . Introductory: 

We have argued in t he preceding t wo ch~pters that 

gerundi a ls and i nfinitivals originate as embedded sentences 

ana that these sentences are generated under the domination 

of t he c ategory NP . However , before stip.ulating a phrase 

structure rule to this effect , it will be rewarding to invest

i gate t he relationship holding bet ween the various surface 

structure forms t hat a gerundi al or an infinitiva l may assume , 

in particular t he rel ationshi p holding bet ween headed and 

headless gerundia l s and the one holding between headed and 

headless infinitiva ls. In this r espect it is wort h noting 

t hat headed gerundials and headed infinitiva l s behave t ypic

ally like an NP , and t hat in almost all of their occurrences , 

they exhibit the characteristics of an NP , in par ticular with 

regard to their behaviour under transformations that are 

char acteristica lly assoc i ated with noun phrases . In fact 

headed gerundials and headed infinitivals are susceptib le to 

t he var i ous transformations enumerated in the pr eceding chap

ter.1 

However, it is not clear at all whether headed and 
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headless complements are the same kind of linguistic element, 

and whether there i s any advantage in attempting to treat 

them as sub- types of essentiall y the same kind of syntactic 

structure . In f act , apart from some occasional and scanty 

notes, the rela tionshi p bet ween headed and headless gerundials 

and infinitivals has not been investigated yet . It is our aim 

i n this chapter to investigate t he nature of this relationship , 

i f any at all . To this end we will examine the relationshi p 

holding between the antecedent head- noun and the accompanying 

complement , and we will also investigate t he syntacti c simi

l arities and di f~erences t hat headless and headed compl ements 

exhi bit . We wil l also discuss in some depth the pr onoun i t 

that often appears in the surface structure of sentences incor

por at ing a noun phrase compl ement , in particular that- clauses 

and infinitivals . We will then discuss the notion comple

ment izer and see how t h is can f it i n a t heor y of noun phrase 

complement ation. In dwelling i n some detail upon t he various 

differences between t he t wo types of c ompl ement - i . e . headed 

versus headl ess - it i s hoped to provide a partial answer to 

t he i ssues r a i sed in thi s paragraph. 

4 . 2 . Headed gerundial s: 

A headed gerundia l consists of the sequence: head- noun 

+ adjoini ng morpheme+ gerundive complement . The morpheme 

t hat characteristically adj oi ns a gerundive complement to i ts 

antecedent head- noun is of : 2 viz. 

(1) a . The fact of John ' s having won the r ace 

b . The idea of interviewing the new students 
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(1) c . This business 01 doing research 

There are , however, other morphemes that can adjoin a gerund

ive complement to its antecedent head- noun: viz. 

(2) a. The danger in his having done this 

b . The idea behind her asking for a meeting 

c. The problem with John's getting a gr ant 

A fairly reasonable range of l~xical head- nouns appear 

in surface structure before noun phrase complements in differ

ent grammatical functions . The following is an illustrative 

list of lexical head-nouns that could be overtly followed by 

a gerundial construction: 

(3) account , act , action , advant age , agony , benefit, 

business , chance , charm, circumstance , consequence, 

custom , curse , danger , difficulty, disadvantage , 

dream, effect, elegance , essence, evidence , fact, 

fear , feat , feasibility , feeling , fool ishness, 

frustration, habit, hope, idea, importance , i mpossi

bility, i mpression , inappropriateness , inelegance , 

irrelevance , job , joke , knowl edge , likelihood , means , 

method, necessity , ~ , opportunity, plausibility, 

pleasure , possi bility , principle , privilege, problem, 

process, recollection , relevance , report , responsi

bil ity , result, sense, sign , statement, strain , task , 

thought , threat, tidings , tragedy , unlikelihood, 

value , validity , etc . 

The first thing we notice about these nouns is that they 
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are abstract , in other words each noun carries the feature 

specification [ - concret~. Secondly , some of these nouns , 

in fact the majority , have corresponding verbal or adjectival 

counterparts , others do not . 3 Before we proceed to examine 

the syntactic rel ationship that holds between a lexical head

noun and its accompanying compl ement , let us consider what 

kind of semantic relationship holds between the two . 

4 . 2 . 1 . Complement-head relation: 

Consider first the following examples where the subject 

of the gerundive complement is expressed (we will be mainly 

concerned in this subsection with gerundive complements pre

ceded by the morpheme of): 

(4) a. The f act of your having passed the exam is 

immaterial 

b . The idea of his coming to Bangor infuriated Mary 

c . The problem of his getting a grant is enormous 

d . I i gnored t he f act of her being !!!,I sister 

If we refl ect for a moment on t he examples in (4), it will not 

be difricult for us to discover the relationship holding be

tween the antecedent head- noun and its accompanying complement. 

Lexic a l head-nouns of t he type exemplified in (4) seem to de

termine and specify the sense of the accompanying compl ement . 

Thus t he complement your having passed the exam in (4 a . ) is 

recognised as a fact; his coming to Bangor in (4 b . ) is re

cogni sed as an,. idea ; his getting a grant in (4 c.) is recog

nised as a problem; etc. On the other hand , as the termin

ology suggests , a complement complements the sense and the 



-432-

meaning of its antecedent head- noun. More precisely , a com

plement paraphrases and explicates its antecedent head- noun. 

Thus the head- noun t he fact in (4 a . ) is paraphrased by: your 

having passed the exam; and the head- noun t he problem in 

(4 c . ) is paraphrased by: his getting a grant , etc . 

Consider now the following examples where the subject 

of the gerundive complement is suppressed: 

(5) a . The idea of spending his life in pri son terrif ied 

him 

b . The strain of looking after five children i s 

getting her down 

c . The task of cleaning the place out was enormous 

If we wished to characterize i n notional terms t he interna l 

relations of the noun phrases in whic h these gerundials are em

bedded , we might say that t he gerundive c omplement specifies 

or makes explicit the head-houn with which it is connected. 

Alterna tively, hovv ever , we could say that the head- noun deter

mines the sense or the accompanying gerunaive complement: we 

coul d say that in (5 a . ) : spending his l ife in prison is de

fined as an idea, 4 that in (5 b. ): looking after f ive 

children is defined as a strain,5 that in (5 c . ) : cleaning 

the pl ace out is defined as a task , and so on. The comple

ment- head relation embodied in t hese nominals in (4) and (5) 

might be compared to that in, say , the city of Bangor ; looked 

at i n one way , it seems that the complement noun Bangor 

serves to specify the head- noun city; but looked at in 

another way , it seems tha t the head- noun city establishes the 

sense of the complement noun Bangor (i . e . it tells us that 
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Bangor is a city). 

This type of relationship between an antecedent lexical 

head- noun and it s gerundive complement does not seem, however , 

to be characteristic of all the nouns enumerated in (3) above . 

In fact there are contexts where we find totally di fferent 

relationships . Consi der , for instance , the fo llowi ng examples : 

(6) a . The adyantage of your having passed the exam lies 

in the fact t hat you will be abl e to get a grant 

b. The news of h i s having resi gned was released 

yesterday 

c. The consequences of her having disobeyed the orders 

are negligible 

d . We were not aware of the relevance of your report

ing the acc i dent 

Unlike t he gerundive complement in ( 4 a . ), the ger undive com

plement in (6 a . ), which i s morphologically identical wi th t hat 

in (4 a . ), does not seem to paraphrase or expand it s ante

cedent head- noun. On the other hand , unlike the head-noun fact 

in (4 a . ) , the head- noun advantage in (6 a .) does not seem to 

specify t he sen se of its accompanying compl ement . Not ice that 

whereas (4 a . ) can be paraphrased by: 

(7) The fact i s that you have passed the exam and this 

(i. e . t hat you have passed the exam) i s immaterial 

sentence (6 a . ) c annot be par aphrased by: 

(8) *The advantage i s that you have passed the exam and 

this (i .e. that you have passed the exam) lies in 

the fact that you will be abl e to get a gr~nt 
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(6 a . ) could be plausi bl y paraphrased by: 

( 9) Your having passed the exam has an advantage and 

t h i s advant age lies in the fact that you will be 

able to get a gr ant 

Notice in passing that both fact and advantage are count 

nouns. But whereas (10) is acceptaole , ( 11) is not: viz . 

(10) One advantage of your having passed the exam i s 

that you can go home soon 

(11) *One f act of you having passed the exam is 

immaterial 

Consider now the relationship holding between the antecedent 

head- noun the consequences and its gerundive complement in 

(6 c . ) - i . e . _her having disobeyed the orders . This rt: lati on

ship seems to be si milar to that holding between the ante

cedent head- noun t he advantage and its complement in (6 a . ) , 

but certainly it is different from that holding between the 

head- noun the fact and its gerundive complement in (4 a . ) . In 

fact (6 c . ) could be paraphrased by: 

(12) Her having disobeyed the orders has consequences 

and these consequences are negl i gible 

Thus it becomes obvious that the morpheme of that links a 

gerundive complement to it s antecedent lexical head- noun can 

be employed in different senses . In one of these senses , the 

morpheme of might be equivalent to the putative verb be . For 

instance , in the phrase: the city of Bangor , the morpheme of 

could be substituted by i s: cf . tne c ity i s Bangor . On a 

par with this we can argue that nominals like: 

(13) a . The fact of his having resigned 
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and: 

(14) a . The probl em of finding l ecturers 

can be paraphrased by (13 b . ) and (14 b . ) respectively; viz. 

(13) b. The fact is his having resigned 

(14) b . The probl em is finding lecturers 

In other contexts the morpheme of could be substituted by 

have . A phrase like: the window of t he room might be par a

phrased by: t he window whic h the room has , and similarly , a 

nominal like: 

(15) a . The consequences of her having disobeyed the 

orders: cf . (6 c . ) 

i s paraphraseable by: 

(15 ) b . Her having disobeyed the orders has consequences 

In t h i s respect it seems that we c an distinguish four or five 

types of lexical head-nouns that can be followed by a gerund

i Ne complement , the linking mor pheme being of . 

(i) Those head- nouns t hat serve to spec i fy or ident i fy the 

sense of the accompanying complement where the complement i s 

an expansion or a paraphrase of the head- noun, and where the 

complement- head r e l ationshi p could be characterized as: 

(16) a . Xis Y 

or conversely as: 

(16 ) b . Y is X 

where X stands in for the head- noun and Y for the gerundi ve 

complement: cf. 

( 17) a . The fact of h i s having resigned 
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(17) b . The fact is [ he r esi gned] 

c. [ he r esi g~ed] is a fact 

In this r espect this group of l vxi cal head- nouns could be 

classified into t wo sub- groups . The first sub- group comprises 

those nouns that are unlikely to be used in ,the plural when 

fo llowed by a ger undive complement . Amongst these nouns are 

the following: act , action, business , fact, i dea , theory, etc . 

Noti ce t hat while we may attest the (a) sentences in the 

following examples , we are unlikely to attest the (b) one s: 

(18) a . The acti on of crossi ng t he river tired them out 

b . •The actions of crossing the river tired them out 

(19) a . The fact of h i s being a l ingui st should not count 

b . *The facts of his bei ng a lingui st should not count 

The s econd sub- group comprises some nouns which when 

followed by a gerundive compl ement can be either singul ar or 

p l ural. Amongst these nouns are: advantage , di fficulty , dis

advantage , givilege , etc . The relationship bet ween these 

nouns when used in the singul ar and the accompanying comple

ment is si milar to t he relationship holding bet ween the nouns 

i n the first sub- group and the accompanying complement , namely 

t hat of (16 a . ) and conversely ( 16 b . ): viz . 

(20) a . The privilege of being a pr ofessor 

b . The privilege i s being a professor 

c . Being a professor i s a privilege 

If , on the other hand , t he head- noun the privilege i s in the 

plural , then t he compl ement-head relation is altered . Con

sider, for instance , the fo l lowing example: 
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(21) a . The privileges of being a professor 

which could be paraphrased by (21 b . ) rather t han by (21 c . ): 

cf: • 

(21) b. Being a professor bas privil eges 

c . *Bei ng a professor is pri v i leges 

( ii) The second group of head- nouns that can be followed by a 

gerundi ve compl ement are nouns that hav e a corr espondi n g ad

jectival counterpar t . The rel ationship between the head- noun 

and the accompanying compl ement seems to be best viewed i n

directly in terms of the adjectival-correspondi ng to the head

noun - and the complement rather than directl y i n terms of the 

head- noun and the compl ement • .Amongst these head- nouns are: 

appropriateness , compl exity , convenience , danger , disagree

ability , di sgracefulness , elegance , foolishness , frustration , 

importance , impossibility , i nconvenience, i nelegance , i nsigni

ficance , irrelevance , nastiness , necessity , peculiarity, 

possibi lity , ,PEObaoili ty , rel evance , wisdom , etc . Consider 

the following nominals: 

(22) a . The importance of taking the exam 

(23) a . The relevance of his meeting the students 

The nominal in (22 a.) could be paraphrased by: 

(22) b . Taking the exam has an importance 

or more plausibly by: 

(22) c . Taking the exam is i mportant 

but not by: 

(22) d . *Taking the exam is i mport ance 

or by: 

( 22) c . *The i mportance i s taking the exam 



The same type of paraphrase applies to the nominal in (23 a . ), 

for t his nominal could be paraphrased by (23 b . ) or ( 23 c . ) 

but not by (23 d . ) or (23 e . ) : viz. 

(23) b. His me eting the students has r elevance 

c . His meeting the students is relevant 

d . *Hi s meeting t he students i s r el evance 

e . *The relevance is his meeting the students 

Thus the compl ement- head relation coul d be accounted for in 

terms of the formul a: 

(24) Y i s X- Adj 

where Y stands in for the complement and X- Ad j stands in for 

t he adjective corresponding to the head-noun. Notice also 

that the nominal in (22 a . ) could be paraphrased by (22 f . ) 

and that the nominal in (23 a . ) could be par aphrased by ( 23 fJ 
cf. 

(22) f . Taking the exam is of importance 

(23) f . His me eting t he students is of relevance 

This type of analysis does not , however , appl y to all head

nouns listed in this group for notice that while: 

(25) a . The possi bility of his coming early 

mi ght be paraphrased by: 

(25) b. His coming early is possible 

it is not likely to be paraphrased by: 

( 25) c . *His coming early is of possibility 

Admittedl y , the analysis of the complement- head relation 

in terms of the formula in (24) runs into diffi culti es with 



sentences like: 

(26) a . The danger of t here being another earthquake in 

San Francisco is very gr eat 

where the complement- head relation is unlikely to be 

accounted for in terms of (24): viz. 

(26) b . *There being another earthquake i n San Francisco 

is dangerous 

However , the complement- head relation in (26 a . ) could be 

accounted for in terms of the formula ( 16 a . ) or (16 b. ) . 

Thus it seems that the complement- head relation seems to vary 

from one context to another . 

(iii) In some contexts the function word of joining a gerund

ive complement to its antecedent head-noun could be substituted 

by about without loss of meaning . This is particularly true 

when the morpheme of follows one of the following head-nouns: 

evidence, knowledge,~ , statement , re port , etc . Consider 

t he nominal i n the followi ng sentence: 

(27) a . The news of his having r esigned spread quickl y 

The rela tionsh i p between the head- noun news and its accompany

ing gerundive complement i s certainly not t nat of X is Y nor 

t hat of Y has X ( again X stands in for the head-noun and Y 

stands in for the complement) , for we are unlikely to attest: 

( 27) b . *His having r esigned is the news6 

or: 

(27) c . *The news i s his havi ng r esi gned 

as possi ble paraphrases of the underlined nominal in (27 a .) . 
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Nor are we likely to rephrase it by: 

(27) d . *His having resigned has news 

The nominal in (27 a . ) , as I understand it , coul d be pa~a~\- c 

phrased by: 

(27) e . The news about his having resigned 

( iv ) In cer tain contexts t he linking morpheme of coul d be sub

stit uted by for . Thi s seems to be the case when a gerundi ve 

compl ement follows head- nouns l i ke: method , technique , way , 

etc . Consider the fo l lowing nomi nal: 

(28 ) a . The new method of growi ng tomatoes 

which could be p l ausi bly paraphrased by: 
new 

(28) b . TheAmethod for growi ng tomatoes 

Notice that al l types of paraphrase mentioned above woul d fai l 

to account for the complement- head r el ation in this nominal: cf. 

(28 ) c . *The new method is gr owing tomatoes 

d . *Growing tomatoes is the new method 

e . *Growing t omatoes has a new method 

(v) There are some problematic head- nouns in the sense that 

it is not always easy to notionally characterize the semantic 

or syntacti c relationship holding bet ween the head- noun and the 

accompanying gerundi ve complement . Amongst these are nwns of 

senses like: feel ing , i mpression , fear , sense , etc . , and a 

few others like : essence , atti tude , quality , etc . Consider, 

~or instance , the following nomi nal s: 

(29 ) a . The feeling of being superior 

b . The impression of being a doctor 
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(29) c . The f ear of failing the exam 

d . A sense of being guilty 

e . The essence of getting on well wit h peopl e 

f . His attitude of being sareastic 

g . The quality of being honest 

The nominal in (29 g . ) could be accounted for in terms of the 

formul a Y is X: cf . 

(30) Being honest i s a quality 

but this t ype of anal ys i s does not appl y to (29 c . ) , for in

stance , where the relationship bet ween the head- noun and the 

gerundive complement seems to be a partitive one . Not ice that 

we are unlikel y to attest: 

(31)* Having friends is ·an essence 

or 

(32)* Having friends has an essence 

as possible paraphrases of (29 e . ). 

It could be the case that head- nouns fo llowed by a 

gerundive complement derive from a more basic underlying 

structure where the head- noun has a v erbal origin . Such a 

postulation coul d possibly account for many of the nominals in 

(29) . Thus (29 a . ), it could be argued , derives from the 

structure underlying: 

(33) Someone feels+ someone is superior 

and (29 c . ) derives from the structure underlying: 

(34) Someone fears+ someone fails the exam 

This analysis could also p cfsibl y appl y to (29 d . ): cf . 
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(35) Someone s enses+ someone i s guilty? 

but cert aihly it does not appl y to (29 e . ) or to (29 f . ) un

l ess we hypothesize verbs like essences and attitudes, but 

such an analysis would fail to account for other occurrences 

of head- noun+ ge~undive complement like: 

(36) The i mportance of getting up earl y 

The facts presented a bove would certainly raise un

sol vable problems for a transformational analysis of the con

struction: head- noun+ linking morpheme+ gerundive complement, 

for if we assume that gerundive complements that are preceded 

by l~xical head- nouns are in deep structure embedded sentences , 

we have tocomplicate the grammatical apparatus · in an undesir

able way to account for the various rela tionships that could 

exist between a head- noun and i ts gerundive complement . Not i ce 

in this respect that we have only discussed gerundiv e compl e

ments that are adjoined to thei r antecedent head- nouns by means 

of the morpheme of . Secondly , we have noticed that in certain 

c i rcumstances , a headed gerundial may be notionally rephrased 

in more than one way. 

In fact i t was basically such consi derations that led 

Chomslcy to adopt the ' lexi cal ist position' as opposed to the 

' transformationalist posit i on' to account for the derivation 

of certain types of nominal that were assumed in earlier works 

on transformational grammars t o derive from underlyi ng sen

tences . 8 However , before we proceed to el aborate on the lexi

calist position, it would be advantageous to see whether there 



- 443-

are an:y differences at all between the different types of 

nominal we 'have been examining , in parti cular between those 

where the gerundive complement has an expressed subject and 

those where the. subject of the gerundive compl ement is supp

ressed. 

4 . 2 . 2 . Syntactic behaviour: 

In this subsection we will examine the behaviour of 

headed gerundials under certain transformati ons in an attempt 

to see whether or not all the types of nominal we discussed in 

the preceding subsection bel ong to the same syntactic category. 

To this effect we· will examine two nominals from each of the 

five groups we spec i fied above: the first incorporating a 

gerundive complement with an expressed subject and the second 

incorporating one with a suppr e~sed subject . Consider the 

following nominals: 

(37) a . The fact of his having murdered the girl 

b . The i dea of interviewing the students 

(38) a . The r el evance of h i s cross~g the riv er 

b . The importance of seei ng the dentist 

(39) Evidence of his having stolen the money 

(40) The method of growing tomatoes 

(41 ) The essence of havi ng friends 

One of the tests that could plausibly show us whether these 

nominals are syntactically the same l inguistic element or not 

i s Ross ' s Complex NP Constr aint . This constrai nt as for mulated 

by Ross says: "No element contained in an S dominated by an 

NP with a lexical head- noun may be moved out of that NP by a 
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transformation."9 

One of the transformations that moves an NP out of an 

S i s Relativization, so let us see whether NP ' s incorporated 

in the nominals instanced in (37-41 ) c an be relativized or not . 

Consider the following transformations where each of the nom

inals in (37-41) is embedded into an NP of an enclosing sen

tence where thi s NP is coreferent i a l with the underlined NP 

in the enclosed sentence: 

(42) a . I do not know the girl 

b . The fact of h i s having murdered the girl is 

annoying 

c.*I do not know the girl who the fact of h i s having 

murdered is annoying 

(43) a . The students failed the exam 

b. The idea of interviewi ng the students pleased uJ =/=> 
c. *The students who the idea of interviewing pl eased 

us failed the exam10 

(44) a . The river runs through Scotland 

(45) 

b. The r elevance of hi s crossing the river i s 

obvious 

c .~he river which the relevance of hi s crossing i s 

not obvious runs through Scotland 

a . The dentist arr~ved in Bangor last week 1 
b . The i mportance of seeing the dentis;I; i s undeniabl1# 

c •• The dentist who the i mportance of seeing is un

deniable arrived in Bangor last week 

(46) a . The money was kept in t he drawer 

b . Evidence of his having stolen the money was shown =f::=;> 
yesterday 
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(46) c . *The money which evidence of his having stolen 

was shown yesterday was kept in the drawer 

(47) a . They do not like tomatoes 7 
b . The new method of growing tomatoes is sophisticated]=#>' 

c . *They do not like tomatoes which the new method of 

growing is sophisticated 

(48) a . Everyone needs fri ends 

sociable}# 
of having 

b . The essence of having friends is to be 

c . *Everyone needs friends who the essence 

is to be sociabl e 

From these data we not i ce that it is not possible for an NP 

incorporated in a gerundive complement that is preceded by a 

lexical head- noun to be relativized irrespective of whether 

t he subject NP of the complement is expressed or not, prima 

fac i e evidence that the various surface structure forms of a 

gerundive complement have a similar deep structure config

uration, in particular with regard to the dominating category. 

Another transformation that moves an NP out of a sen

tence is questioning - often referred to as Wh- Fronting . 

(Cf. Emonds, 1970: 145). This rule moves an NP to the front 

of the clause it· it is introduced by a Wh element such as: 

who , what , which , when, where, why, how, whose, whether , and 

a few others (the Wh element may be preceded by a preposition). 

Now let us see ii' Wh,;-Fronting operates on NP ' s incorporated 

in a gerundive complement that is preceded by a l exical head

noun. Consider the following examples where t he underlined 

NP's are preceded by Wh: 
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(49) a . The f act of his having murdered Wh- girl i s 

annoying 

b.*Who is the fact of his having murdered annoying? 

(50) a . The idea of interviewing Wh- students pleased us 

b. *Which students did the idea of interviewing 

please us? 

(51) a . I am not aware of the relevance of his crossing 

Wh- river / } 
I 

b •• Whic h river am I not aware of t he relevance of 

his cross ing? 

'> J 

(52) a . The i mportance of seeing Wh- dent ist is undeniable ~ 

b. *Who is the importance of seeing undeniabl e? 

(53) a . His method of growing Wh- tomatoes is popul a r 

b •• What is his method of growing popular ? 
(54) a . The essence of having Wh- friends i s to be sociable # 

b . *Who is t he essence of having to b e sociable? 

From the examples in (49-54) we notice t hat it is not possible 

for an NP incorporated in a gerundive complement that is pre

ceded by a lexical head- noun to be moved out from its original 

position by Wh- Fronting irrespective of whether the subject of 

the gerundive complement is expressed or not . 

If Ross ' s Complex NP Constrai nt is valid - and since 

there is no emptrical evidence to contradict it , we assume 

t hat it is - a l l occurrences of the nominal under investi

g~tion can be r epresented by the t ype of configuration speci

fied by Ross , namely an NP dominating both an NP and an S : viz. 

NP 
(55) ~ 

NP S 
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If these observations are correct , then the grammar should 

contain a phrase structure rule of the form: 

(56) NP ~ NP - S 

However , i n the following subsection we will see whether (56) 

could satisfactorily account for all the occurrences of the 

nominal under discussion and whether such a rule could be 

generalized to account for other types of nominals . 

4 . 2. 3. Deep structure configuration: 

In fact there have been different proposals in the 

transformational literature concerning the recursion 01· the 

category S under the i mmediate domination of the category NP . 

Thi s is partiall y so because the recfsion of the category S 

under the i mmediate domination of the category NP provides the 

source for at least two functional l y distinct surface struct

ure forms: namely , NP complements and restrictive rel ative 

clauses . Different approaches have been suggested to dis

tinguish between the two sentence- types by· means of the phrase 

structure rules of gr ammar . The following set of config

urations summarizes the different views: 

(57) a . NP 

(Det) N (S) 

e . g . the fact that he was guilty 

cf: Chomsky , 1965; Emonds , 1970; Rosenbaum, 

1967 . a ; Rosenbaum, 1967 . b . 11 



(57) b . 
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,,A 
Det N 

~ 
Art s 

e . g . the man who persuaded John 

cf. Chomsky , 1965; Smith , 1964; Katz and Postal , 

1964 ; Stockwel l , et al , 1968 

c . NP 

~ 
the N S 

e . g . (i) The man who has .siY:s t left 

( i i) The r eport t hat tuition was going up 

cf . Langendoen , 1969; 

d . (i) 

Wi gzel l , 1969 

(ii) 

e . 

f . 

NP 

~ 
N S 

e . g . The fact that Rick;r_came l ate 

cf: Jacobs and Rosenbaum, 1968 

NP 

~ 
NP S 

~ 
Art N 

e . g . The boy who I saw 

cf. Jacobs and Rosenbaum, 1968 

NP 

~ 
NP S 

e . g . (i) The boy who I saw 

(ii) The cla i m that John had l i ed 

cf . Ross , 196812 
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As may be seen from these configurations, some linguists 

.fLi.sf±nguish between embedded sentences underlying a r estrictive 

relative clause and those underlying a noun phrase complement. 

On the other hand , t here are linguists who do not draw such a 

di stinction. In what follows we will endeavour to investigate 

the advantages and disadvantages of each of the aforementioned 

proposals . Before doing this, however, it would be convenient 

to note one or two points relevant to the issue under di s

cussion, namely the incorporation of the categor y S in the 

phrase structure rules of gr ammar . First , we have argued in 

Chapter III that the c ategory S could only be dominated by the 

categor y NP . In fact it has been suggested by Sandra Thompson 

that a ll occurrences of non- topmost S ' s not i mmediately dom

inated by S be limited to unique expansions of subject or ob

ject NP 's. (Cf . Thompson , 1970 . a: 30- 2). Secondly , there 

are various syntactic and semantic dii'ferences between restrict

i ve relative cl auses and noun phrase complements which would 

mean that they cannot be treated as simil ar syntactic con

structions and therefore that they cannot bave the same deep 

structure representation. The di:rference between t he follow

ing two nominals: 

(58 ) a . The idea t hat we should go to London 

b. The idea that you mentioned 

is clearly that, in the first that is a complementizer while 

in the second it is a rela tive word , a replacive for another 

occurrence of idea. This correlates with the fact that they 

do not conjoin , for witness t he unacceptability of : 

(59) * The i dea that we should go to London and that you 

mentioned 
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Thus, although (58 a . ) and (58 b . ) may look similar , they are 

not structurally identical . Sandra Thompson (1970. a: 31) 

points out that the structural difrerence correlates with the 

f act t hat relative clause noun phrases , like : 

(60 ) The dog tbat t hey bought 

and noun-complement phrases such as: 

(61) The idea that she i s a mother 

normally receive different intonation patterns . Notice in 

this respect that the following phrase: 

(62) The fact t hat he r emembered 

is ambiguous for t hat may be a relative pronoun representing 

the direct object of remember, and as such referentially 

i dent ical with t he antecedent head-noun the fact, or it could 

be the complementizer introducing t he sentence: he remembered. 

However, this ambiguity might be resolved in the spoken lang

uage by using di.fferent intonational patterns . Thirdly , while 

we can insert a copula between the head- noun and its comple

ment in (58 a .) to produce the accept able sentence: 

(63 ) The idea is tnat we should go to London13 

we cannot do this to (58 b .) , for witness the unacceptability 

of: 

( 64) * '~.;':rhe idea is t hat you ment ione d 

Thus there seems to be some motivation for distinguishing be

tween embedded sentences underly i ng restrictive r el ative 

clauses and t hose underlying noun phrase complements . Let us 

first cons i der the proposals that distinguish in the phrase 

structure rules between t he two types of embedded sentence. 
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Jacobs and Rosenbaum (1968) account for the distinction 

between embedded sentences underlying restrictive relative 

clauses and t hose underlying NP complements by generating each 

Sin a different phrase structure rule . (Cf . Jacobs and 

Rosenbaum, 1968 : 177 , 199) . The S providing the source for 

a restrictive relative clause - they argue - shares the con

stituency or the dominating NP with a preceding NP: viz. 

(65) NP - -> NP - (S) 

while the sentence providing the source for a noun phrase com

plement shares the constituency of the dominating NP with a 

preceding Nanda preceding ART: cf . 

(66) NP ~ - ART - N - S 

They argue that t he relativization process involves the ident

ity of an NP in the embedded sentence with an NP outside of 

the embedded sentence to its left . If this is true , then (66) 

woul d have to fail as a plausible candidate for the deep 

structure of a relative clause , since to the left of the em

bedded sentence is not an NP but an N. So they claim that 

relat ive clauses together with their antecedent NP ' s are ana

lyzed as noun phrases which (themselves) contain an NP follow

ed by an S . Nonetheless, they admit that their arguments are 

~Iar from conclusive . In particular , the phrase structure rule 

(65) i s suspect since there is no sense in which that NP in

side of the dominating NP behaves like a noun phrase . In fact 

it is the antecedent head- noun (and its determiner and other 

modifiers) together with the modifying clause that behaves 

like an NP under transformations . Notice , for instance , the 

behaviour of restrictive relative clauses under Passivization: 
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(67) a . Everyone knows the boy who won the game 

b . The boy who won the game is known by everyone 

c. *The boy i s known by everyone who won the game 

The unacceptabi lity of (67 c . ) shows that at the point wher e 

Passi ve applies t he boy is not exhaustivel y dominated by an 

NP. 14 However , t he unacceptability of (67 c . ) could be 

accounted for in terms of Ross 'S "Left Branch Condition on Pied 

Piping" , namely "No NP which is the leftmost constituent of a 

larger NP can be reordered out of thi s NP by a transformational 

rule" (cf . Ross , 1968: 114) . A careful study , however , shows 

us that the antecedent head- noun that is followed by a re

stricti ve clause does not behave like an NP. First , the head

noun cannot occur in the focus position in a cleft sentence: 

viz . 

(68) a. I met a man who came from Llandudno 

b . *It was a man that I met who came from Llandudno: cf. 

c. It was a man who c aine from Ll andudno that I met 

Secondly , under Pronomi nalization it i s the string comprising 

both the antecedent head- noun and the accompanying restrictive 

relative clause that gets pronominalized and not the ante

cedent head- noun on its own . Consider, for insta~ce , t h e 

following sentence: 

(69) Ken says that he doesn't know the man who seduced 

Jean and I don ' t know him either 

where him stands in for: the man who seduced Jean and not for 

the antecedent head- noun the man. Jacobs and Rosenbaum' s 

phrase structure rule (66) wi ll now be discussed together with 

the one proposed by Chomsky (1965) for generating noun phrase 

complements. 
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Chomsky (1965) distingui shes between embedded sentences 

underlyi ng a restrictive clause and t hose underly ing an NP com

plement by postulating two phrase structure rules . The first 

of these expands Det into: ART and S , where the S underlies 

a restri ctive relative clause: viz . 

(70 ) Det __.:,, ART ,-. S 

This ana l ysis is also adopted by Carlota Smith (1964) , Katz 

and Postal (1964) and Stockwell et al(l968) . The second phrase 

structure rule expands t he c ategory NP into the fo lloo1ing con

stituents: an opt i onal Det , an__l! , and an optional S , where 

the S provides the source for a noun phrase complement: viz . 

(71) NP _..:::,,- (Det) ,- N ,- (S) 

It has since been pointed out tnat a serious disadvantage of 

this ana l ysis is that it predicts the formation of nominal 

structures of the type: 

s 

(72) 
~ 

Det N S 

~ 
ART S 

incorporating both a restrictive clause and a noun phrase com

pl ement , which are incompatible (cf . Wi gzell , 1969: 2) , e . g . 

(73) a . *The fact which I remembered t hat he is a linguist 

is i mmaterial 

b. *The fact that he is a linguist wnich I remembered 

is immateria115 

However , consideration of nominals like: 

(~4) The annoying fact of his having murdered his wife 



-454-

where t he antecedent head- noun fact is preceded by t he adject

ive annoying, seems to suggest t hat it is not the c ase that 

restri ctive rel ative clauses and noun phrase complements are 

always mutua lly i ncompatibl e, for if we assume that some 

attributive adjectives occur predicatively in deep structure, 

then (74) is derived from the structure underlying: 

(75) The fact of his having murdered his wife+ the 

f act i s annoying 

through t he application of a series of transformations , 

namel y: Relat i vization , Whiz- Deletion , and Adjective- Prepos

ing . 16 How ever, it i s most likel y that the preposed adjective 

annoying in (74) is the remnant of a contracted non- r estrictive 

r at her than a restrictive relative clause . A prepo sed adject

ive that results from t he reduction of a restrictive relative 

clause usually carri es a major stress whereas the one that re

sults from the reduction of a non- restrictive relati ve clause 

usuall y does not . (Cf . Mukattash , 1969: 75) . Now ·witness 

the acceptabil ity of (76 a . ) and the unacceptability of (76 b . ): 

(76) a . The annoying fact of hi s having murdered his 

wi fe should make no di fference 

b . *The a~ oying fact of his having murdered his 

wife shoul d make no di fferenc e 

Thi s is ev idence that t he adjecti v e annoying i n (74) is a rem

nant of a non- r estri ctive rel ative cla us e . If t h i s i s so , 

t hen the c onfigurati on i n (72) i s suspect . 

The other two approaches are those of Langendoen (1969) 

and Ross (1968) respecti v el y . Langendoen ' s contention i s t hat 

t he S i n t he fo llowing configuration provides the source for 
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either a restrictive clause or a noun phrase complement: 

(77) 

the N s 

On the other hand , Ross postulates that the embedded S in the 

fol l owing configuration could underl ie either a restrictive 

cl ause or a noun phrase complement: 

(78) NP 

~ 
NP S 

We have argued that the configuration in (78) is theoretically 

suspect since there is no sense in which the NP inside the 

dominating NP behaves like a noun phrase . Thus we are left 

with Langedoen ' s proposal that restrictive clauses and noun 

phrase complements are derived from embedded sentences that 

share the constituency of the dominating NP with a Det and an 

N (cf . Chomsky ' s rule: NP -.+(Det) ,._ N,... (S)) . In fact , greater 

simplicity would obviously accompany an analysis which postu

l ates a single S under the domination 01' an NP , this S pro

viding the source for either a restrictive rela t i ve clause or 

a noun phrase complement . Our description , moreover , would 

not be i mpoverished to any significant extent by this economy, 

for the reference-identity between the two NP ' s in the case of 

Rel ativization would ensure that the two types of S-constitu

ent are different i ated at the deep structure level . Thus 

given a matrix sentence like: 

(79) The f act should make no difference 

and an embedded sentence like: 



(80) He remembered the fact 

with (80) embedded into the highest NP in (79), we could, if 

the two NP ' s the fact in (79) and (80) are specified as co

referential , generate the following string by relativizing the 

NP the fact in the embedded sentence: 

(81) The fact which he remembered should make no 

difference 

If, on the other band , the two NP 's the fact in (79) and (80) 

are not specified as coreferential , the relativization of the 

NP the fact in (80) will be b l ocked . Nonetheless , the em

bedded sentence in (80) could be converted into a noun phrase 

compl ement as in: 

(82) The fact1 that he remembered the fact2 should 

make no difference 

or possibly as in: 

(83) The fact1 of his remembering the fact2 should 

make no difference 

It should be noted , however , t hat this move i s only possible 

i f the Nin the matrix sentence is positively specified both 

for a restrictive clause and for~ noun phrase complement . 

Thi s seems to appl y only to nouns that carry the specificati on 

feature ( - concret~ , for concrete nouns cannot be followed 

by a sentential complement . 17 Thus it is possible that by 

adopting this simpler analysis , we would be unable to distin

guish by strict subcategorization in the Chomskyan sense the 

class of nouns that acc ept a sentential complement from those 

t hat do not . If we were to subcategorize nouns in terms of 
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the contextual feature: [ --- --- S] , we should deprive 

all nouns that are negativel y specified with respect to this 

feature not only of a sentential compl ement but a lso of a 

restrictive relative clause and vice versa . Thi s is not , 

however , a serious pr oblem, for by subcategorizi ng each noun 

that could be fo llowed by an S i nto [ net - --- S] and 

[---- s] , there would be evidence from the embedded sen

tence whether t he S that i s embedded into the NP that dominates 

the categories Det and N meets the structural descripti on of 

Relativization or not (i . e . coreferentiali ty of two NP ' s) . Of 

course , there will be no way of preventing an S being gener ated 

on a noun which is negatively specified with respect to all 

complement ation features - i . e . [ ± t hatJ , [± for- to] and 

(± ' s- ing] - but if that S does not meet the conditions for 

Relat ivization , the boundary symbol s =#= will remain and the 

resultant string will thus be mar ked as ungrammatical . In 

fact i t has been pointed out by Chomsky that not a ll general

i zed phrase markers generated by the base wi ll underlie actual 

sentences and thus qualify as deep structures . (Cf . Chomsky , 

1965: 137). What then i s the test that determines whether a 

generalized phrase marker is the deep structure of some sen

tence? The transformational rul es pr ov i de exactly such a test 

for they act as a filter that permits onl y certain generalized 

phrase markers to qualify as deep structures . 

Attr active as it might seem, the proposal that r estrict

ive relative clauses and noun phrase complements are generated 

by the same phrase structure rule has its own shortcomings. 

Fi rst , thi s formulation does not account for t he fact that 
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restrictive relative clauses and noun phrase complements are 

functionally and structurally different . Secondl y , under this 

analysi s we will not be able to account in a satisfactory way 

for the selectional restrictions bet ween determiners and re

strictive relative clauses, for not all noun phrases can be 

followed by a restrictive relati ve clause , the determining 

factor being the degree of the definiteness of the determiner 

preceding the noun. We will argue in an ensuing section - cf. 

4 . 6 . - that there is a rule in Engli sh and possibly in other 

languages that generates complementizers with S ' s . There are 

contexts where this complementizer is obligatorily deleted . 

For instance, it is obligatorily deleted in topmost S ' s . It 

i s al so del eted if an embedded sentence undergoes Rel ativi

zation. Thus it would be difficult to account for the deletion 

of the complementizer in relativized sentences without compli

cating the base component. However , these facts and many 

others which are difficulties for the phrase st~ucture rule: 

(84) NP ~ (Det) ..- N r' (S) 

will follow naturally from an alternative phrase structure rule 

for generating restrictive relative clauses, namely that stipu

lated by Chomsky and others: viz . 

( 85) Det ---➔• ART ,- S 

Thus it is our contention that there should be a distinction in 

deep structure between embedded sentences underlying r estrict

ive relative clauses and those underlying a noun phrase com

plement . 

In spite of the differences between a noun phrase com-
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plement and a restrictive relative clause , Stephen Anderson 

ar gues that a noun phrase complement ori gi nates as a re~trict

ive relative clause in deep structure. (Cf . Anderson , 1968: 

VI-9) . Thus a sentence like: 

(86) The fam-t that John c ame l ate upset Mary 

woul d have - under this ana l ysis - as its deep structure some

thing like: 
So 

(87) 
NP VP 

~ 
NP Sl 

~ 
V NP 

~ 
NP VP 

~ 
V NP 

I 
S2 

~ 
t he fact the fact be John come l ate upset Mary 

Sentence (86) would derive from ( 87) by the application of two 

transformations: first , Rel ativization would apply to the sub

ject NP of Sl (i . e . the fact) to yield the ungrammatica l string: 

(88) *The f act whi ch i s t hat John came late upset Mary 

Secondly , the obligatory applicati on of Whiz- Deletion woul d 

yield (86). In fact this analysis is suspect for various 

reasons . F i rst , we have seen that in many cases the relati on

ship between an antecedent head- noun and its accompanying com

plement cannot be accounted for· in terms of the formula: 

(89) X is Y 
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where X stands in for the h ead- noun and Y for the complement . 

Secondly , if we assume that NP compl ements originate in deep 

structure as predicates of the head-noun, then we would be l ed 

to expect the predic ate ( i . e . the c ompl ement) to i mpose speci

fications on the head- noun. In fact it i s the head- noun that 

imposes feature specificati ons on the complement but not vice 

versa . In t his respect it has been pointed out by Tuangendoen 

(1969: 47-8 ) tha t if an NP cons i sts of an Nanda r el ative 

c l ause, then all the semantic features i mposed on that N by 

the verb or the adjectiv e in the relat_ive clause are projected 

onto t he NP . On the other hand , in a nominal like: 

( 90) The report tnat tuition wa s going up again in the 

f all 

the noun report i mposes feature specifications on the that

clause and not vice versa , for the t hat- clause i s understood 

as havi ng been reported. Thirdly , by treating NP complements 

as restrictive relat i ve clauses we have to f ormula te certain 

rules that do not normally apply t o .restrictive relat ive 

clauses . In the synt ax of r estrictive relative clauses the 

application of Whiz-Deletion i s never obli gatory except when 

it is followed by anothe r obligatory rule that prepos es the 

remnants of certain types of r elative clause (cf. footnote 16) . 

If we adopt the analys i s proposed by Anderson , then we need to 

have an obligatory rule of Whiz-Deletion on c ondition that it 

i s not followed by any other rul e operati ng on the rel ative 

clause . 

Noun phrase compl ements ar e sometimes referred to as 

appositive clauses and one mi ght wish to argue that an NP com-
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plement originates in the deep structure as a non- restrictive 

relative clause1 ( i.e. a conjoined sentence) . In f act , it has 

been argued by Sandra Thompson (1970 . a: 36) that NP comple

ments originate in deep structure as conjoined but not embedded 

sentences . A sentence like: 

(91) The idea that he will vote for the bill worries me 

according to her analysis is derived from a deep structure 

like (92): cf. 

(92) 

Sl S2 

~ ~ 
i dea worries me idea i s S3 

~ 
he will vote for 
the bill 

A careful study of the t wo types of construction will , however, 

convince us that NP complements and non- restrictive relative 

clauses display signi ficant syntactic-semantic differences . 

Consider , for instance, the following two sentences: 

(93) The assumption that he was sick i s false 

(94) Tbe a ssumption, which John made , is false 

Apart from orthographic differences (i . e . the relative clause 

in (94) is closed between two commas whereas the NP complement 

in (93) is not) , (93) and (94) differ in a number of syntac

tically relevant respects . First , while we can insert a cop

ula between the head- noun and its complement in (93) to pro

duce the acceptable sentence (cf. footnote 13): 



-462-

(95) The assumption is that he was sick 

we cannot do this to (94) , for witness the unacceptability of: 

(96)*The assumption is which John made 

Secondly, non-restrictive relative clauses do not seem to 

occur in the object position of a decl arative sentence contain

ing a negative particl e . If the object of the verb has a non

restrictive clause , then the sentence cannot be negated; al

ternativel y if the sentence has been negated , the object can

not be followed by a non-restrictive relative clause . (Cf . 

Smith , 1964: 37- 52) . Witness the unacceptabi lity of the 

following sentences: 

( 97) a . *I did not study at the college , which is in Bangor 

b . *He did not eat the apples , whic h you bought yester

day 

c . *I do not know Mr. Hughes , who is the regi strar 

In contradistinction to non- restrictive relative clauses, noun 

phrase complements can occur quite comfortably within the scope 

01· negation . Witness the a.cceptabili ty of the following sen

tences where t he noun phrase complement occurs in the object 

position and where the matrix sentence incorporates the nega

tive particle not: 

( 98) a . She did not recognise t he fact that you were sick 

b . She has not abandoned her habit of interrupting 

c . They would not approve of your p l an to visit Italy 

The block on non-restrictive relative clauses includes other 

negative or semi-negative elements such as: rarely and never: 

cf. 
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(99) a . *Jobn rarely waters the trees , which he planted 

last month 

b . *We never go to the refectory , which is too far 

from the college 

Noun phrase complements , on the other hand , may occur in sen

tences embodying these elements: cf. 

(100) a . He will never recognise the f act that he : is 

mistaken 

b . She rarely shows her willingness to co-operate 

Thirdly , it has been argued by Carlota Smith that non

restrictive relative clauses cannot modify noun phrases within 

the scope of questions. In other words, certain question trans

formations and non- restrictive Relativization are mutually ex

clusive. Smith points out that the question transforn:ations 

involved are those whose scope extends over the whole predi

cate of a sentence . Witness the unacceptability of the follow

ing sentences: 

(101) a . *Did you study at the college , which is in Bangor? 

b . *Have you met John, who is a lecturer? 

This block is not operative on noun phrase complements for 

witness the acceptability of the following sentences: 

(102) a . Do you recognise the fact that she was sick? 

b . Have you considered t he idea of going to Italy? 

There i s a fourth syntactic distinction between NP c ompl ements 

and non-restrictive r e l ative clauses, namely that non- restrict

ive clauses are seemingly immune to Extraposition from an NP , 

that i s separation from the head- noun (cf . Ross , 1968: 8- 15) 
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whereas , in most cases, NP co mpl ements are not . The under

lined non-restrictive re l ative clause i n , say: 

(103) Mary , who you met l ast n ight., i s here 

i s unlikely to be separated for the antecedent head- noun 

~: viz . 

(104) * Mar y is here , who you met l ast night 

Here are some more examples: 

(105) a . John, who is a linguist , could not disambi guate 

this sentence '> 7 

b . *John could not disambiguate t h i s sentence, who is 

a l inguist 

(106) a . Jane , who f ailed the exam, l eft the coll ege = +'> 
J 

b . *Jane l eft the college , who failed the exam 

NP complements , on t he other hand , seem to be sensitive to 

t hi s transfor mation. Sent enc e (107 b. ) and (108 b . ) sound more 

acceptable t han (105 b . ) and (106 .b . ): viz. 

(107) 
? 

a . The fact that he is a ne gro i s of no i mportance -~ 

b . ?The fact is of no impor tanc e t hat he i s a negro 

(108) a . The t ask of looking after f ive children was 

tremendous 
? 

' > 
b. ?The task was tremendous looking after five children: 

cf. 

c . The t ask was tremendous , looking after five children 

(107 b . ) and (108 b . ) might sound unacceptable to some speakers, 

but to others they are quite accept able , particularl y if the 

extraposed compl ement i s separated f rom t he rest of the sen

t ence by a comma . Most speakers find (108 c . ) quite acceptable . 

Cert ainly (107 b . ) and (108 b . ) are not as ba d as ( 105 b . ) or 
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(106 b . ) . 

The above- mentioned facts indicate that a noun phrase 

complement cannot originate in deep structure as a non- restrict

ive relative clause (i . e. a conjoined sentence) . Moreover , a 

careful study of the rela tionship that exists between an em

bedded sentence and an enclosing one will lend credibility to 

our claim • .Any sentence containing a non-restri ctive relative 

clause could be easily split into two ind~pendentl y inter

pretable and acceptable sentences , a containing and a contained 

sentence: viz . 

(109) a . John , who is a solicitor , lives in Bethesda 

b . John lives in Bethesda 

c . John i s a solicitor 

This process does not seem to apply to sentences incorporating 

an NP complement , which is evidence that an NP complement does 

not originate in deep structure as a non-restrictive relative 

clause: viz . 

(110) a . The fact that he never turned up upset Mary 

b . ?The fact upset Mary 

c . The fact i s that he never turned up 

It is noteworthy in this respect that the actual distribution 

of the different types of NP complements does not exactly co

incide with that of the associated lexical head- noun, t here 

being environments where the NP compl ement can occur but not 

the associated head- noun and vice versa. We will return to 

discuss this i ssue in the following chapter. Notice further 

that if we were to ask this question about (109 a . ): 
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(111 ) Who lives in Bethesda? 

we would expect to have as an answer: John , but not: John, 

who is a solicitor. On the other hand , if we were to ask the 

question: 

(112) What upset Mary? 

about (110 a . ) , we would expect to have as an answer: the 

fact that he never turned up but not t he fact . 

To sum up the argument i n this subsection , we have seen 

tha t (i) NP compl ements cannot or i gi n ate in deep structure as 

restri ctive rel a tive clauses; {ii) NP complements cannot ori

ginate in deep structure as conjoined sentences that get con

~ erted i nto non- restrictive relative clauses , and (iii) NP com

plements and re strictive relative cl auses shoul d be generated 

i n deep structures by means of di f ferent phrase structui'"'e 

rules . In this r espect , we have suggested that t he embedded 

sentence underl ying a restrictive r el ative clause is an ex

pansion of the c ategory Det: viz. 

(113 ) Det ~ ART ,- (S) 

wher eas the sentence underlying a noun phrase complement i s an 

expansion of the c ategory NP: viz. 

(114) NP -➔, (Det) .- N - (S ) 

4 . 3 . Headed i nfinitiva ls : 

Like gerundive complements , infinitival complements can 

be preceded by a lexical head- noun. However , unlike gerundive 

compl ements , infinitival complements do not re quire a linking 
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morpheme to adjoin them to their antecedent head- noun. Thi s 

applies both to infinitivals with an expressed subject and to 

those with a suppressed one: cf. 

( l D. a . The opportunity for Jo.hn to leave 

b . The pl an to rebuild the school 

A fairly r easona bl e r ange of l exical head- nouns appear s in 

surface structure before infinitival complements . The follow

ing i s an illustrative list: 

(2) ability , action, attempt , battle , chance , command , 

consent, desi re , determination, eagerness , effort , 

experi ment , f a ilure, fear , hope , inc l ination , i n-

struction , intention , means , move , notice , oppor-

tuni ty , order , plan , preparati on , promise , pvo

posal , recommendation, resolution , ~estion, ten

dency , unwillingness , willingness, wish , etc . 

The first thing we notice aoout these head- nouns is that , 

like head- nouns that precede gerundive complements , they are 

specified as [- concrete] , cf . footnote 17. Secondl y , they 

seem to fall into three groups: ( i ) those head- nouns that have 

corresponding adjective s which , like the nouns , can be overtly 

followed by an inf'initival complement : e . g . 

(3) a . He was will ing to see you 

b . His willingness to see you 

(ii) t hose head- nouns t hat have cor responding verbs that can, 

like the head- noun , be fol lowed by an i nfinitival complement: 

(4) a . She attempted to commit suici de 

b. Her attempt to commit suici de 
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and (iii) those head-nouns that have no corresp onding verbs 

or adjecti~es: e. g. 

(5) His effort to help the girl 

Thirdly, these head- nouns could be further distinguished 

according to whet her or not t he · accompanying i nfinitival may 

have an expressed subject . Consider the foll owing data: 

(6) a . The opportunity for John to l eave 

b. The opportunity to leave 

(7) a . The ability to see be;y:ond thing_§ 

b . *The ab ility for John to see be;y:ond things: cf . 

c . JoJ:m's ability to see be;y:ond t h ings 

It is not clear at all whether t he t wo underlined con

structions in (6 a . ) and (6 b. ) and the other two in (7 a . ) 

and (7 c .) are the s ame syntactic element or not . In what 

follows we will investi gate t he si milarities and dirferences 

( i f any) between t he t;y~e of construction instanced in (6 a . ) 

and that instanced in (6 b . ) and bet ween the type of c onstruct

ion instanced in (7 a . ) and that instanced in (7 c . ) . We will 

al s o try to establish the syntactic- semantic rela~ionsh i ps 

t hat hold be t ween the antecedent head- noun and t he accompany

ing i nfinitival . Finally , we will see whether there are any 

simil arities between headed gerundi a ls and headed- infinit iva l s . 

4 . 3 . 1 . Complement-head relation: 

It seems that t he relati onship between an infinitival com

pl ement and its antecedent head-noun is not always the same . 

In f act we can recognise different types of r elationship . In 
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this respect we can categorize l exical head- nouns that can be 

followed by an infinitival complement into t he following groups: 

( i ) The !'irst group of head- nouns exhibits the r el ationship: 

Xis Y, where X stands for the antecedent head- noun and Y for 

the infinitival complement . Consider , for instance, the 

following examples: 

(8) a . The government ' s acti on to stop i mmigration 

b . Their effort to sav e the child 

c . Hi s p l an to rebuild the school 

which could be paraphrased in terms of the formula: Xis Y: cf. 

( 9) a . The government ' s action was to stop i mmi gration 

b . The ir effort was to save the child 

c . Hi s plan was to rebuild the school 

It is noteworthy that ( 9 c . ) could also be paraphrased by: 

(10) He planned to r ebuild the school 

and ( 8 b • ) by: 

(11) They made an effort to save the child 

since there is no correspohding verb to the noun ef1·ort. 

However , this type of analysis does not seem to apply to 

(8 a. ) since we are unlikely to attest either: 

(12)*The government made an action to sop i mmi gr ation 

or 

(13 ) *The government actioned to stop i mmigration 

However , we are likely to attest: 

(14) The government acted to stop i mmigration 
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but it is doubtful whether (14) i s a paraphrase of (8 a . ) . I n 

fact (14) coul d be pl ausibly par aphrased by: 

(15) The government acted in order to stop i mmigration 

Notice a lso that the fo l lowing sentence: 

(16) All hi s effort was to save the child: cf . (8 b . ) 

could be p l ausi b l y paraphrased by: 

(17) All h i s effort was in Qder to save t he ch ild 

(ii) The second group of head- nouns comprises t hose that have 

corresponding adjectives . The relationship hol ding between 

these head- nouns and t he accompanying complement i s better 

viewed indirectly , in terms of the adject ive corr esponding to 

the head- noun. Thus: 

(18 ) a . Hi s eagerness to please18 

could be pl ausibly paraphrased by: 

(18 ) b . He is eager to please 

By way of further exemplification consider the fo l lowing two 

pairs of sentences : 

(19) a . His willingness to co- operate 

b . He i s willing to co-operate 

(20) a . Her readiness to negotiate 

b. She i s ready to negotiate 

(iii) The third group of head- nouns comprises nouns that have 

corresponding verbs . The r el ationship between the head- noun 

and i ts accompanying infinitival i s best viewed as basi cally 

t he same one holding between t he correspondmg verb and the 

accompanyi ng infiniti val . Consider the following data: 
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(21) a o His refusal to come 

b . He refused to come 

(22) a . Their attempt to b luff the candidate 

b . They attempted to blufI' the candidate 

Alt hough some of these head- nouns f it properly in t he f irst 

group , where the head- complement relationship could be account

ed for in terms of the formula: X i .s 'Y, otrers do not . Notice 

t hat whereas (22 b. ) could be paraphrased by: 

(23) Their attempt was to bluff the candidate 

we are unlikely to at test: 

( 24) *His refusal was to come 

as a paraphrase of ( 21 a . ) . 

Two more points need to be mentioned i n this r espect . 

First, the analysi s of t he type of construction instanced in 

( 21 a .) and (22 a . ) in terms of constructions like ( 21 b . ) and 

( 22 b .) respectively does not seem to be true of all headed in

finitivals whose head- noun has a correspondi ng v er b or adj ect

iv e . We have assumed that a nominal like: 

(25) a . Hi s eagerness to pl ease 

i s a transform of: 

(25) b . He is eager to please 

On a par wi th (25 a . ), we shoul d expect: 

( 26) a . He i s likely to win the race 

to be transformed into a nominal like the one instanced in 

(25 a . ) - i . e . a head- noun+ an i nfinitival complement . But 
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this does not seem to be t he c ase , for witness the unaccept

ability of: 

(26) b . *His l ikelihood to win the r ace 

Secondl y , there seems to be some difference between head- nouns 

followed by an infinitival complement whose subject is ex

pressed and those fo llowed by a subjectl ess infinitival com

plement . The two types are exemplified by (27 a . ) and (27 b . ) 

respectivel y: 

(27) a . The attempt to r ebuild the school 

b . The opportunity for John to leave 

However , it is imperative to find syntactic justifications for 

this notional categorization. Thus we shoul d investigate the 

behaviour of the two types of nominal under various transform

ati ons , m particular those which we have applied to gerundiv e 

complements in 4 . 2 . 2 . above , namely Rel ativization and Wh

Fronting. 

4.p. 2. Syntactic behaviour: 

First , let us see whether it i s pmssible for an NP incor

porated in an infinitival complement that is preceded by a 

l exical head- noun to be relativized or not . Consider the 

following data where the subject of the infinitival is ex

pressed: 

(28 ) a . The boy comes from Liverpool 

b . The opportunity for the boy to pass the exam is "# 
slim 

c . *The boy who the opportunity (fqr) to pass the exam 

is slim comes from Liverpool 
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(29) a . The citJ is not far from Dacca 

b. The command for the troops to bombard the city 

was given on Friday 

c . *The city which the command for the troops to bom-

bard was given on Friday is not far from Dacca 

Thus it does not seem to be possible for an NP i nCXXl)orated in 

an infinitival complement whose subject is expressed to be 

relativized . Now consider the following data where the subject 

of the infinitival complement is not expressed: 

(30) a . The school is not far from here } 
? > b. The plan to rebuil d the school did not succeed · 

c . ?The school which the plan to rebuild did not 

succeed is not far from here19 

(31) a . The room was built last year 

b. He expressed h is willingness to 

c . The room which he expressed hi s 

decorate was built last year 

decorate the room} =::J> 
wil lingness to 

Sentence (31 c . ) i s perfectly acceptable but the acceptability 

of (30 c . ) is doubtful . However, t hough the acceptability of 

(30 c . ) is questionable , certainly it sounds more acceptable 

than (28 c . ) or (29 c . ) . Sentence (30 c . ) is also more accept

able than sentences incorpor ating a relativized NP that is a 

constituent of a gerundive complement in deep structure . Com

pare (30 c.) to: 

(32) *The girl who the fact of his having murdered 

upsets Mary comes from Manchester 

In fact it is not impos sible to linguistically contextualize 

(30 c . ) , though it is always possible to think of other ways to 
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express the information imparted oy this sentence . Also 

there is no doubt that the relative clause in (30 c .) could 

be used in a non-restrictive as well as in a restrictive sense . 

Thus it seems to be the case that Ross ' s Complex NP Constraint 

applies only to infini tival complements with an expressed sub

ject but not to subjectless infinitival complements . 

Now l et us see if Wh- Fronting operates on NP ' s contained 

in an in1·initival complement that is pr eceded by a lexical 

head-noun. Consider the following data , where the subject of 

t h e i nfinitival is expressed: 

(33) a . The opportunity for wh-boy to co~ early i s 

non-existent / ) ,r ,. 

b . *Who is the opportunity (for) to come early 

non- existent? 

(34) a . The proposal for the l ecturers to meet wh- students 

is feasible # 

b . *Who is the proposa l for the lecturers to meet 

feasible? 

Now consider the following examples where the subject of the 

infinitival complement is not expressed : 

(35) a . She di d not approve of my attempt to criticize 

wh-professor 

b . Which professor didn't she approve of my attempt 

to criticize ? 

(36) a . He expr essed a desire to meet wh- students ~ 

b . Which students did he express a desire to meet? 

(37) a . The pl an to build a wh- hospi tal is a good i dea = / > 

b . *What is the plan to build a good idea? 



- 475-

From the examples in (33 b . ) and (34 b . ) we notice that con

stituents contained in an infinitival compl ement whose head i s 

expressed are i mmune to Wh- Fronting . On the other hand , the 

exampl es in (35 b .), (36 b. ) and (37 b. ) show that constitu

ents contained in a subjectless infinitival complement may , 

depending on the grammatical function of the infinitival , be 

fronted . However , there are some speakers who do not attest 

the (b) sentences in (35) and (36) , but it is obvious that 

(35 b. ) and (36 b. ) are more acceptaole than (33 b . ) and (34 b). 

On the whole , it seems that Ross 's Compl ex NP Constraint is not 

operative on most occurrences of subjectless infinitival com

plements , which suggest that - unlike infinitival complements 

with an expressed subject - they are not dominated by the cate

gory Sat the time when Relativization or Wh- Fronting applies . 

Thus it seems reasonable to argue that there are contexts 

in which the constituent of an infinitival compl ement can 

undergo Wh- Fronting and Relativization , and that there are con

texts i n which it cannot . The determining factor seems to be 

the over all configuration that embodies the constituent . It 

is obvious , for instance , that a construction like: 

(38 ) a . The opportunity for the boys to pass the exam 

is a complex nominal which could be roughly represented by the 

foll owing configuration: 

NP 

(38) b . 

Det N S 

\ \ 
the opportunity for the boys to wss the exam 
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Such a representati on is motivated by the fact t hat Ross 's 

Compl ex NP Constraint applies to the constituents dominated 

by S (i.e . NP ' s are insensitive to Rel ativization and Wh

Fronting) . On the other hand , a construction like the under

lined one in: 

(39) He expressed a desire to meet the students 

does not seem to fit in the configuration i n (38 b . ), for -

as we have seen in (36 a . ) - the NP the students is suscept

i ble to Wh- Fronting and it is also susceptible to Relativi

zation:20 

(40) The students who he expressed a desire to meet 

come from Persia 

These facts suggest that not all infinitival complements have 

a similar deep structure , or at least that t hey do not have 

the same representation when transformations like Relativi

zation and Wh- Fronting apply. We will return to discuss this 

point in some dJkil in the following section . 

4 .3 .3 . Headed gerundi als and infinitivals reconsidered: 

The facts presented in this section and in the preceding 

one indicate that in oi·der to account for the behaviour of 

headed infinitivals and headed gerundials, it would be nece

ssary to impose various restrictions: first , on the gener

ation of these complements and, secondly , on the syntactic 

behaviour of linguistic elements contained in these complements. 

It would be convenient at this stage to sum up the various 

points we have noticed i..n these two sections with regard to 
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the generation of headed gerundials and infinitivals and the 

restrictions on the linguistic elements embodied in them. 

First , we have noted that the complement - head relation is not 

regul ar, for we have specified - a lbeit notionally - various 

types of relationship holding between a heaa- noun and its com

plement . This generalization applies to both headed gerundia ls 

and headed infinitivals. Secondly, we have seen that the same 

head- noun , depending on the context, may enter into various 

and quite often d:if ferent relationships with its accompanying 

complement . Again this generalization applies to both headed 

gerundials and headed infinitivals . Thirdly , the fact that 

some headed infinitivals are not subject to Ross ' s Complex NP 

Constraint indicates that the infinitival complement is not 

dominated by the category S , at least at t he time when the 

relevant transformation is applied. Fourthly , there are 

various constra ints on the generation of infinitival and ger

undive complements preceded by lexical head- nouns , for while 

we may argue that the following nominal: 

(41) a . His eagerness to please 

is derived from the structure underlying: 

(41) b . He is eager to please 

we find t hat the structure underlying: 

(42) a . He is likely to win 

may not be transformed into a nominal of the type instanced in 

(41 a . ): viz. 

(4~) b . *His likeligood to win 

Notice also that whereas we attest: 
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(43) His idea of meeting the students 

we are unlikely to attest: 

(44)t'His fact of meeting the students 

and whereas we accept: 

(45) The fact of his interrupting 

we do not attest: 

(46)*The habit of his interrupting 

In the earliest work on transformational grammar, all 

the different types of nominal instanced in this section and 

the preceding one would be accounted for in terms of trans

formations that appl y to more basic structures . A construction 

like (41 a .) would thus derive from the structure underlying 

(41 b . ) . This approach has been recently shown by Chomsky to 

be ad hoc and insufficiently motivated . (Cf . footnote 18). 

In fact such a approach runs into various difficulties, some 

of which we have pointed out in this section and i n the pre

ceding one . We have also noticed that certain types of headed 

gerundial s and headed infinitivals cannot plausibly be account

ed for in terms of transformations applying to more basic 

underlying structures (i . e . an underlyi ng sentencelike struct

ure). However, a full account of this issue is of no direct 

relevance to the point under discussion , but it would certainly 

be more economic if, like Chomsky , we postul ated certain phrase 

structure rules that would account for the enlargement of the 

category NP in such a way as to account satisfactorily for the 

various types of complements that may accompany a lexical head

noun. Such an approach would not only simplify the grammatic al 
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apparatus , but it would enabl e us to predi ct the occurrence 

of grammatical sentences and the non- occurrence of ungrammat

i cal ones . If this approach of enlarging the categoria l com

ponent is to be pursued , then the rul es of the c ategor ial com

ponent must intr oduce an extensive range of compl ements wi thi n 

the noun phrase . As a f i rst approximation, Chomsky proposes 

that the rules of the categorial component include the fo l low

ing (cf . Chomsky , 1970 . a: 195): 

(47) a . NP ~ N ..... (Complement) 

b . VP ~ V - (Comp) 

c . AP ➔ A - (Comp) 

(48 ) Comp➔NP , S , NPS , NP Prep- P , Prep-P Prep P , etc . 

Of course some compl ements l i ke t he gerundive complement in 

(49 a . ) and the infinitival complement in (49 b . ) would der ive 

from an underlying S: 

(49) a . The fact of John ' s having l eft 

b. The plan for Jobn to leave 

That the underlined complements are dominated by t he category 

S could be demoJ..LStrated by the fact that the Complex NP Con

straint operates on them. On the other band , there are comple

ments, in particular object infinitival complements, that do 

not seem to derive from an underlying s . For instance, the 

underlin ed infinitival compl ement in: 

(50) His desire to meet the students 

does not exhibit the properties of an embedded sentence in the 

sense that the Compl ex NP Constraint does not appl y t o i t . It 

could be the case , however , that the underlined complement in 

(50) starts as an embedded sentence in deep structure , and that 
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at t he time Relativization or Wh- Fronting applies, the co mple

ment is no more dominated by t he c ategory S . In fact this is 

quite a feasible suggestion which we will be returning to dis

cuss in t he following section. Even if this suggest ion proves 

to be valid , t he postul ation of a phrase structure rule like 

(47 a . ) or s omethi ng similar to it would still be necessar y and 

could be justified on independent grounds . 

Thus v er y tentatively we might modify the phrase struct

ure rule: 

(51) NP ~ ( Det) - N - S 

to become: 

(52) NP ~ (Det) - N- (Comp) 

where Comp stands in for an extensive range of complements . 

Thi s phrase structure rul e will account for the derivation of 

a l a r ge variety of complex nomina l s like the following: 

(53) a . The fact that Sue got married 

b. The idea of going to Glasgow 

c . The 12lan for Fred to leave 

d . The guestion whe ther he will resigg 

e. The reason for his refusal 

f . Hi s habit of interru12ting , etc . 

Under this anal ysis , the deep structure of (49 a . ) could be 

represented by t he following phrase marker: 

(54) ~ 
Det N Comp 

I \ J-==. 
the fact John leave 
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and that of (49 b . ) by: 

NP 

(55) 

Det N Comp 

I 
s 

opportunity 
~ 

John leave21 

However , before we elaborate on this analysis, let us discuss 

headl ess complements, in particular headless gerundials and 

headless infinitivals . 

4 . 4. Headless gerundial s and i nfinitivals: 

We have argued in the preceding two sections that gerund

ive and infinitival. comp~ements that are preceded by a lexi

cal head-noun in surface structure could be acco~ted for in 

the phrase structure rules of the grammar by expanding the cate

gorical symbol NP . But we have seen that gerundives and in

finitivals also appear in surface structure without an ante

cedent lexical he ad- noun. The question to decide is whether 

this type of gerundial or infinitival has any relation at all 

to the type of construction discussed in the preceding sections 

of this chapter (i . e . headed gerundials and infinitivals). 

Three possibilities suggest themselves: 

(i) Headless gerundials and infinitivals are t he sole consti

tuents of the dominating NP and they have no rela tion whatso

ever to headed gerundials and infinitivals. In other words 

t here is a phr ase structure rule that expands the category NP 

i nto s:22 viz. 
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(1 ) NP --➔- s 

( ii) Headl ess gerundi a l s and i n:fi n i t i val s are gener ated by the 

same rul es that generate headed ger undi a l s and i nfin i t ival s 

with a subsequent r ule that either opt i onall y or obligatoril y 

del ete the antecedent head- noun , a pr ocess that y i e l ds head

l ess gerundi als and infiniti val s . In other wor ds headed and 

headless gerundi als ar e stylisti c variants and so are headed 

and headless i nfiniti val s . Thus a phrase structure rul e l i ke: 

(2) NP __ ....,._,, (Det) - N - S 

would account for both headed and headless compl ements . 

( iii) Some headless gerundials and i nf'i ni tivals are gener ated 

i n deep structure as t he so l e consti tuents of the dominating 

NP whil e others share t he constituency of the dominating NP 

wi th an Nanda Det . The sequence Det N could be opt i onal ly 

deleted in surface structure . In other words the syntax of 

NP complementation will hav e a phrase structure rule l i ke: 

( 3 ) NP - ~ ((Det) - N) - S 

to account for headless gerundials and i nfini tiva l s . Another 

phrase structure rule like : 

(4) NP =:, (Det) - N -s 23 

will be r equired to account for headed gerundials and i nfini

ti vals . 

Of course , i t is also possi ble to propose that gerundials 

and infinitivals share the constituency of the dominating NP 

with the proform it since t h is proform is often associated in 

surface structure with NP complements , in particular with in

fini tivals and that- clauses . However , in order to adequately 

answer these questions·, it would be necessar y to investigat e 
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the nature of headl ess gerundials and infini tivals in the 

light of certain syntactic criteria that could reveal the over

all configuration within which these syntacti c constructions 

are embodied , in particul ar those transformations that could 

reveal whether or not tne constructions under discussion (i . e . 

headless gerundials and headl ess infini tival s) obey Ross ' s Com

plex NP Constraint . Thus we will examine the susceptibilities 

of both the subject NP and the object NP of headless gerundials 

and infinitivals to , first , Relativization and , secondly , 

Fronting. 

4 . 4 .1. Relativi zation: 

We will first consider the susceptibilities of NP ' s con

tai ned in headless gerundials to Relativization. Let us begin 

with the subject NP of t he gerundial . Suppose we have an en

c l osing sentence like: 

(5) The boy comes from France 

into which we want to embed: 

(6) The boy ' s break ing the window annoyed Mary 

where the subject NP the boy in (5) is coreferential with the 

subject NP ·of ,the_ geFundial in (6) . The questi on is whether 

or not the subject NP i n the gerund i al (i. e . the boy; _) can be 

r elativized . Applying the usual pr ocess of rel a tivization , we 

wil l get the unacceptable sentence: 

( 7)*The boy who break ing the window annoyed Mary comes 

from France 

providing evidence that the subject NP of a gerund i a l i s not 
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relativizable . However , it is quite possi ble for Rel a tivi

zation to apply to the subject NP of the gerundial provided 

that the relative pronoun whose is used instead of who in (7), 

for witness the acceptability of: 

(8) The boy whose breaking the window annoyed Mary 

comes from France 

The accep t ability of (8) i s thus effected by using whose in

stead of who . In fact , whose is always used to replace an NP 

that carries the genitive marker: cf. 

(9) a . The boy is the cleverest in the 

b . You admired t he boy' s work 

school} 
c . The boy whose work you admired is the cleverest 

in the school 

Here are some more examples which clearly show that the sub

ject of a gerundial can be r elativized on condition tha t whose 

is used . Notice in this respect that in contradistinction to 

who and whom, whose can be used to refer to animate and in

animate nouns: 

(10) a . The boy whose playing the p i ano loudly drove 

everyone crazy was a student 

b . I do not like the boy whose breaking tne window 

annoyed Mary 

So far we have been investigating the susceptibilities of the 

subject NP of subject gerundials to Relativization. Now l et 

us see whether or not subjec t NP 's of object gerundi a l s are 

relativizable . Cons i der the following data: 

(11) a . The girl i s a nurse 
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(11) b , I regret tne girl ' s breaking the window } "-'1'? 
c . *The girl whose breaking the window I r egret is 

a nurse 

(12) a . The boy comes from Liverpool 

b . I disliked the boy ' s playing the pi ano 

c . *The boy whose playing the p i ano loudly 

comes from Liverpool 

loudly} ~ 
I disliked 

Thus it seems that the subject NP of a gerundi al is r elativi

zable if the gerundia l in which it is contained occupies the 

subject but not the object position. Before we give an ex

planation for this phenomenon , let us Bee whether object NP ' s 

c ontained in gerundi a l s are relativizable or not . 

It seems that object NP ' s contained in a subject gerund

ial are insensitive to Relativization, for witness the un

acceptability of tne followi ng examples: 

(13) a . *The pi ano which the boy ' s pl aying loudly drove 

everyone crazy was out of tune 

b. *The boy who your offending angered the professor 

comes from India 

On the other hand, an object NP contained in an object gerund

ial seems to be sensitive to Rel ativization, for witness the 

acceptability of t he fo llowi ng examples: 

(14) a . The piano which I disliked the boy' s play i ng 

loudly was badly out of tune 

b . The window which I regret the boy ' s breaking is 

expensive 

Now let us consider the relativization of object NP ' s contained 
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in gerundials with no expressed subject . Consider , for in

stance, the following examples: 

(15) a . Cros sing the river tired Susan out 

b. Talking to the students bores me 

The embedding of (15 a . ) into, say: 

(16) The river runs through Scotland 

and the subsequent application of Relativization would yield 

the unacceptaole sentence: 

(17)*The river which cnossing tired Susan out runs 

through Scotl and 

Again t he embedding or: ( 15 b . ) i nto , say. 

(18) The students t ake drugs 

and the subsequent application of Relativization would yield 

the unacceptable sentence: 

(19)*The students who talking to bores me take dr ugs 

Thus it seems that the object NP of a subject gerundial whose 

subject NP is suppressed does not undergo Relativization. The 

Relativization of the object NP in an object gerundial whose 

subject i s suppressed often yields acceptable sentences: viz. 

(20) a . The cigars which I do not like smoking come 

from Havana 

b. The stamps which I can remember throwing aw~y 

are French 

To sum up , we have seen that subject NP's contained in 

a geDundial are relativizable onl y if the gerundial within 

which they are contained occupies the subject position. On 
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the other hand , object NP ' s contained in a gerundial are 

relativizable only if the gerundia l occupies t he ob ject posi

tion. How could t h i s phenomenon be accounted for? First , 

the fact t hat an object NP contained in a subject gerundial 

i s i mmune to Rel ativization can be accounted for in terms of 

Ross's (1968: 134) Sentential Subject Constraint, namely "no 

element dominated by an Smay be moved out of that S i f that 

node S i s dominated by an NP which itself i s i mmedi ately dom

ina ted by S". To put diagr ammatically , this constraint pre

vents any c onstituent like t h e encircled NP ' s in ( 21) from be

ing r eordered out of the dominating Sas t he X' s on the arrows 

poi nting l eft or right from t he encircled NP ' s designate: viz . 

So 

(21) 

NP VP 

\ 
Sl 

Thi s c onstr aint accounts for t he unacceptability of: 

( 2~) * The piano which the boy ' s p l aying loudly drove 

everyone crazy was ba dly out of tune 

where tne object NP of t he gerundial: The boy ' s playing the 

piano l oudl y is being relativized . However , thi s constraint 

fails to account for the acceptability of : 

( 23 ) The boy whose p l aying the pi ano loudly drove 

everyone cra zy was a student 
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where the subject of the gerundial: the boy' s playing the 

piano loudly is being relativized. Secondly , the fact that 

the subject NP of an object gerundial is i mmune to Relativi

zation can be accounted for in terms of Perlmutter ' s Subject

less Sentence Constra int , namely: "Any sentence other than 

an Imperative in which there is an S that does not contain a 

subject in surface structure is ungrammatical" . 24 

Now let us consider the susceptibilities of NP's incor

porated in infinitivals to Relativization . Consider first the 

susceptibilities of the subject NP contained in subject infini

tivals to this transformation. Suppose we have an enclosing 

sentence like: 

( 24) The student comes from Cardif:t' 

into which we want to embed: 

(25) For the student to have failed the exam surprised us 

where the two underl ined NP ' s in ( 24) and ( 25) are corefer

ential . The application of Relativization yields t he unaccept

abl e string : 

(26)*The student wh o for to have f ailed the exam surpris ed 

us comes from Cardiff 

However , if the relative pronoun who follows t he complement

izer for, then (26) will be more acceptable: viz. 

(27) ?The student for who to have failed the exam surprised 

us comes from Cardif f 

Here are some more examples which show that the relativization 
ir,(ini!ivo/ 

of the subject NP of a subject • e· i i s often possible: 
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(28) a .? I met the girl for who to have refused the 

offer surprised Bill 

b . ? The children for who to climb the mountain is 

dangerous are sick 

However, if we reflect for a moment on the sentences in (27) , 

(28 a . ) and (28 b. ) , we notice t hat the subject NP which has 

~dergone Rel ativization has not moved out of the sentence 

within which it is contained. The unacceptability of ( 26) and 

the following two sentences: 

(29) a . *I met t he girl who (for) to have refused the 

offer surpri sed Bill 

b . *The chil dren who (for) t o climb the mount ain 

i s dangerous are sick 

is automatic ally accounted for by the Sentential Subject Con

strai nt . Of course , there shoul d be no constraint on the re

lativization of a deep structure subject NP that has been 

raised from an object infinitival . Witness the acceptability 

of: 

(30) The boy who we assumed to be in London i s a student 

The acceptability of (30) i ndicates that either Perlmutter' s 

Subjectless Sentence Constr aint is wrong or that an infiniti

v a l whose subject NP undergoes Raising does not come under the 

immediate domination of the category S . We return to discuss 

this matter later in this section . 

Now let us consider the susceptibil ities of the object 

NP contained in an infinitival clause to Relativization. Con

sider the following data where the infinitival is in the sub

ject position: 
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a . The riv er runs through Scotland 1 
b . For you to cross the river is dangerousJ 

c . *The river which (for) you to cross is dangerous 

= ✓ > J 

t uns through Scotland 

(32) a . Mary bought the dress 

b . For you to spoil. the dress would be 

C. *Mary bought the dress which for you to spoil 

would be a pit y 

However , the Relativization of the object NP contained in a 

subject infinitival seems to be possible if prior to Rel ativi

zation, the i nfinitival undergoes Extraposition - i n Rosen

baum' s sense - for witness the acceptaoility of the following 

t wo sentences: 

(33) a . The river which it is dangerous for you to cross 

runs through Schtland: cf . (31 c.) 

b . Mary bought the dress which it would be a pity 

for you to spoil : cf . (32 c.) 

On the other hand , the Rel ativization of an object NP con

tained in an ob j ect infinitival seems to be always possible 

regardless of whether or not the subject of the i m·initival is 

expressed: cf. 

(34) 

(35) 

a . The students are communist } 

b . I do not like to meet the students ~ 
c . The students who I do not like to meet are 

communist 

b . I hate for you to meet the students ===> 
a . The students are communist } 

c . The students who I hate for you to meet are 

communist 
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The findings of this subsection could be summarized in 

the fo l lowing taole: 

(36) 

Subject 1--1-P Object NP 

(i) Subject Relativization Relativization not 

gerundials always possible possible 

(ii) Subject Relativization not Relativization not 

infinitivals possible possible except . if 

(a) the infinitival 

is extraposed , and 

( b) the subject of 

the i nfinitival is 

suppressed 

(iii) 6bject Rel a ti vization not Relativization 

gerundials possible possible 

(iv) Object Relativization Relati vization al-

infini t i vals possibl e only i f the ways possible 

subject of the in-

finitiv al has 

undergone Raising 

However , before we comment upon the data in (36) , let us in

vestigate the behaviour of NP ' s i ncorporated in gerundials and 

infinitivals under Wh- Fronting . 

4 . 4 . 2 . Wh- Fronting: 

It seems that there are no constraints whatsoever on the 

questioning of the subject NP of a gerundial regardless of tne 
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grammatical function ot the gerundia l. A few examples will 

help to illustrate the point under discussion: 

(37) a . John ' s refusing the oft·er is surprising 

b . Whose refusing the ofter i s surprising? 

(38) a . They regr et John ' s losing the r 4ce ) 

b . Whose losing the race do they regret? 

On the other band , although the questioning of the object NP 

of a gerundial is always possible when the gerundial is the ob

ject of the main verb in the enclosing sentence: cf . 

(39) a . She would mind your seeing Mary-~ 

b . Who would she mind your seeing? 

(40) a . They woul d approve of your seeing Bill~ 

b . Who would they approve of your seei n g? 

t he questioni ng of the object NP of a gerundi al that occupies 

the subject position does not seem to produce acceptable sen

tences . Witness the unacceptability of the (b) sentences: 

(41) a. Your offending the girl angered the dean ~ 

b . *Who did your offending anger the dean? 

(42) a . His failing the exam surprised us / ) 

b . *Which exam did his failing surpri se us? 

The (b) sentences in (41) and (42) will , however , be accept able 

if the Wh- word is not moved to the beginning of the sentence 

but instead retained in the position which the questioned NP 

occupies . The following two sentences with an emphasis on the 

Wh- word sound perfectly accept able : 

(43) a . Your offending whom angered the professor? 

b . His failing which exam surpri sed us? 
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It should ·be noted , however, that this type of questioning -

that might be ref erred to as "echo questions1125 - does not en

tail the reordering of the questioned NP , for the Wh- word 

appears in the place occupied by this NP . The questioning of 

the object NP of a gerundial whose subject is suppressed seems 

to be possible i f the gerundia l occupies the object position 

but not the subject position: cf. 

(44) a . What does he hate eating? 

b.*What did crossing tire Jane out? 

However, like (41 b . ) and (42 b. ) , (44 b. ) woul d be acceptable 

if the Wh- word is retained in the positi on that i s originally 

occupied by the questioned NP: viz. 

(L~5) Crossing what tired Jane out? 

Let us now examine the susceptibility to quest ioning of 

the constituent NP ' s of the i nfinitival. , The questioning of 

t he subject NP incorporated in a subject i nfinitiva l does not 

seem to be possible except if prior to questioning the Extr a

position transformation - in Rosenbaum' s sense - applies to 

the i nfinitival : cf. 

(46) a . For J ohn to come l ate was a nui sance 

b . *Who was for to come l ate a nuisance? 

c. For whom was it a nuisance to come l ate? 

It should be pointed out in this respect that the complement

izer for in (46 c . ) is obligatorily moved with the wh- word . 

Notice also that it is possi ble f or the questioning to t ake 

place without t he prior application of Extrapositi on on con

dition tha t the Wh- word is r etained in the position ori ginally 
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coul d have: 

(47) For whom to come l ate was a nui sance? 

The questioning of a subjec t NP incorporated in an object in

finitival is possible only if the NP has undergone Raising: viz. 

(47) a . They expected John to be punctual 

b. Whom did they expect to be punctual? 

(48) a . I prefer for the students to take the exam _./-;>--

b. *Who do I prefer for to take the exam? 

Now let us see whether the object NP incorporated in an infini

tival i s sen sitive to Wh- Fronting. First , an object NP incor

porated in a subject infinitival cannot undergo Wh- Fronting 

unl ess prior to questioning the infinitival within which the 

NP is contained undergoes Extr aposition - in Rosenbaum' s sense 

: v i z . 

(48) a . For Mary to have failed the exam was odd 

b. *What was for Mary to b.ave failed odd? 

c . What was it odd for Mary to have failed? 

Secondly , the questioning of an object NP contained in an ob

ject infinitival seems to be always possible: viz . 

(49) a . We prefer t he students to buy season tickets > 
b . What do we prefer the students to buy? 

(50) a . She hopes to get a grant > 
b . What does she hope to get? 

Notice , however , that an object NP contained in an object i n

finitival cannot undergo Wh- Fronting if the infinitival has an 

expressed subject , and i f this subject has not under gone Rai s

ing : viz. 
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( ) t ~ 51 a . I want for you to pass the exam ; ⇒ 

b. *What do I want for you to pass? 

The discussion in this subsection points out that the 

behaviour of constituent NP ' s incorporated in gerundials and 

infinitivals under Wh- Fronting is similar to their behaviour 

under Relativization except i n one respect , namely that where

as it is possible to question the subject NP of an object 

gerundial , this NP cannot be relativized: cf . 

(52) a . They regret the boy' s losing the race 

b . Whose losing the race do they regret? 

c . *The boy whose losing the race they regret is a 

student 

However , if we reflect for a moment on (52 b . ) we notice that 

the questioned NP has not been reordered , out of the immediate

ly dominating S , for the sentence within which it is contained 

is still intact . If we wer e to reorder the underlined NP in 

(52 a . ) out of its contai ning s , then we would get: 

(53)* Whose do they regret los ing the race? 

which is ungrammatical. 

4 . 4 . 3 . Recapitulation: 

From the examples cited in the preceding two subsections 

we not i ce the fo llowing points: 

(i) In contradistinct ion to NP ' s incorporated in a headed 

gerundial, NP ' s incorporated in a headless gerundial are sus

cept ible to reordering transformations , in particul ar Rel ativi

zati on and Wh- Fronting , and this is evidence that there should 
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be a distinction in deep structure between headed and headless 

gerundi a ls. Admittedly , there are contexts in which NP ' s in

corporated in headl ess gerundials are insensitive to reorder

ing transformations , but this phenomenon could be syntactically 

justified on independent grounds . We return to discuss this 

matter soon. 

(ii) Headed and headless i nfinitivals exhi bit some syntactic 

differences with regard to the susceptibility of their consti

tuent NP ' s to reordering transformations. 

The following are the contexts in which a constituent NP 

contained i n a gerundi a l cannot be relativized or questioned: 

A. If the NP i s the object in a subject gerundial, and this 

could be accounted for i n terms of the Sentential Subject Con

straint mentioned above . 

B. If the NP is the subject in an object gerundial , and this 

could be accounted for in t erms of Perl mutter ' s Subjectless 

Sentence Constraint . 

C. If the NP is the object in a subjectl ess gerundial that 

occupies the subject position. This also could be accounted 

for in terms of the Sentential Subject Constraint . 

These facts seem to suggest that a gerundial does not share the 

constituency of the dominating NP with any other cons tituent . 

This conclusion stems from the fact that in most cases Ross'S 

Complex NP Constraint does not operate on headless gerundials . 

Constituent NP ' s contained in an infinitival~do not under

go Rela tivi zation or Wh- Fronting in the following contexts : 

A. If the NP is the sub ject of an infinitival that occurs in 
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the subject position, and this coul d be accounted for in terms 

of the Sententi al Subject Constraint. 

B. If the NP is the object of a subject infinitival whose sub

ject NP is expressed , and this could be accounted for in terms 

of the Sententi al Subject Constr a int. 

C. If the NP is the deep structure subject of an object infini

tival, and if this NP has undergone Raisi ng. Thi s could be 

accounted for in terms of Subjectl ess Sentence Constraint . 

NP ' s contained in subjectless infinitivals seem to be sensitive 

to reordering transformations , which means tbat the S dominat

ing an infinitival gets pruned when the subject NP of the in

finitival is deleted. We will discuss in the following para

graphs the question of S- Pruning with r espect to subjectless 

infinitival s . However , before we address ourselves to this 

question.~ _it i s important to note t hat in almost all contexts , 

the Complex NP Constraint does not seem to be operative on 

headless i nfinitival s , which means that an infinitival does 

not share the constituency of the dominating NP with any other 

constituent, m particular an antecedent lexical head-noun. 

A t heory of S- Pruning is proposed and discussed in Ross 

(1968 : 24- 64) and Ross (1969) . It should be pointed out , how

ever , that the former proposal was written more recently than 

the l atter . 26 Ross (1968: 26) formulates the fo l lowing prin

ciple for the del etion of the node S: "Delete any· embedded 

node S which does not branch (i . e . which does not i mmedi atel y 

dominate at least t wo nodes)" . However, this principle does 

not tell us whether the compl ementizer to in a subjectl ess in

finitival is dominated by an i ndependent node other than the 
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node VP . If it is, then the S dominating a subjectless infini

tival c annot be pruned . In his earlier work Ros s maintains 

that t he presence of t he complementizer to blocks the pruning 

of the S tha t dominates a sub j ectless infinitival . For in

stance, he argues (cf. Ross , 1969 : 298- 9) t hat the underlined 

infinitival in: 

(54) To report the accident was wise of John 

is exhaustively dominated by the category S . However , he does 

not show whet her t h i s anal ysis is true of object infinitivals 

that l ack an overt subject . In what follows we will consider 

evidence that object infinitivals t hat l ack an overt sub ject 

cannot be dominated by the c at egory Sin surface structure . 

It has been convincirg.y argued by Perlmutver (cf . footnot e 

24) that there exists in English and i n . some other languages 

a surface structur e constraint that marks as ungrammatical any 

sentence that contains an embedded S l acking a surface struct

ure subject . He bases his ar gument on the f ac t that it i s not 

possi ble to question or r elativize the subject NP of a~

clause since either of these two transfor mations will leave 

t he embedded sentence without a surface structure subject . Wk

ness the unacceptability of (55 b . ) and (55 c . ): 

(55) a . He said tha t the woman bought a new c ar 

b. *Who did he say that bought a new car? 

C. *The woman who he said tha t bought a new car is 

my aunt 

However, Perlmutter maintains t hat ( 55 b. ) and (55 c.) would 

be gr ammatical if t he complementizer t hat was deleted: viz . 

(56) a . Who did he say b ought a new car? 
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(56) b. The woman who he said bought a new car i s my aunt 

The acceptability of these two sentences , it is argued , is the 

result of the deletion of the node S which is due to the dele

tion of the complementizer that . In what follows we will see 

whether or not Perlmutter's theory of S- Pruning can be applied 

to subjectless infini t i vals. 

Let us begin our discussion by considering the following 

data: 

(57) a . We expect the boy to win the race 

b . Who do we expect to win the race? 

c . The boy who we expect to win the race is Irish 

The fact that (57 b . ) and (57 c . ) are grammatical shows that 

tne underl ined infiniti val in (57 a . ) is not dominated by the 

c ategory S , for - according to Perlmutter - "any S other than 

Imperative in which there is an S that does not contain a sub

ject in surface structure is ungrammati cal" . If Perlmutter ' s 

anal ysis is to be adopted , t h en the surface structure represent

ation of (57 a . ) would be something like: 

s 

(58) 

NP VP 

V NP ? 

~ 
I 

expect 
I~ 

the boy to win the race 

I t is not certain yet what category dominates the infiniti val 

i n (58) and this is why I chose to use the question mark . Now 

consider the deep structure of (57 a . ) - cf . footnote 21 : 
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So 

(59) 
NP 

V NP 

I 
Sl 

NP 

\ 
We expect the boy to win the r ace 

After the application of Sub ject- Raising on Sl, we get a deriv

ed structure like: 

(60) 

NP 

V NP NP 

\ 
Sl 

\ 
VP 

~ 
We expect the boy to win the race 

According to Perl mutter ' s constr aint , the VP to win the race 

cannot be dominated by the c ategor y S , so the node Sl in (60) 

should be pruned . It could be t he case also that the NP that 

dominates Sl in (60) gets pruned upon the application of S

Pruning. If t h i s is the case , then the VP to win t he race will 

come under the i mmediate domination of the higher VP . Thus t he 

surface structure representation of (57 a . ) is: 
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s 

(61) 

V NP VP 

I ~ 
We expect t he boy to win the race 

The pruning of the node NP that dominates the node S in (60 ) 

is justified on the grounds that there is no sense in which the 

string to win the r ace behaves like an NP. Indeed we have seen 

in the pr eceding chapter (see in particul ar 3 . 4 . 4 . ) that sub

jectless infinitivals that occur in t he object position do not 

undergo any of the transformations that char acteristically oper

ate on NP ' s. 

This analysis could also be extended to account forcer

t ain t y~es of headed i nf initivals where the antecedent head

noun i s followed by an infinit ival complement t hat l acks an 

overt subject . We have noticed in 4 . j . 2 . that the behaviour of 

certain headed infinitivals whose c omplement lacks an overt; sub

ject dit'fers from those whose compl ement has an expressed sub

ject . Thus i t seems t hat the Sunder whose domination an in

finitival compl ement i s generated gets pruned if the headed in

finitival occupies the object· position and i 1' the subject NP of 

the i nfinitival complement is deleted . Under this ana l ysi s , 

the deep structure configuration of (6c) i s (63) , whereas i ts 

surface structure representation is (64) : 

(62) Hi s willingness to decorate the ro om 
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NP 

(63) 

Det N S 

~ 
NP VP 

\ ~ 
His willingness he decorate the room 

NP 

(64) I 
Det 

I 
His 
[~ 

willingness to decorate the room 

That (64) or something similar to it, but not (63) i s the 

correct representation of the nominal in (62) i s consistent 

with the fact that t h is nominal i s not subject to Ross ' s Com

plex NP Constraint , for witness the acceptaDility of the follow

i ng two sentences: 27 

(65) a . The room which he ex.pressed hi s willingness to 

decorate was built last year 

b . Which room did he express his willingness to 

decorate? 

Now let us see whether this analysi s could be extended t o 

account for subjectless infinitival s that occur in the subject 

position. Consider, for instance , the following example where 

the subjectless infinitival occupies the subject position: 

(66) To decorate the room was wise of J ohn 

It seems that the NP the room i s insensitiv e to both Relativi

zation and Wh- Fronti ng , for witness the unacceptability of the 
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following two sentences: 

(67) a . *The room which to decorate was wise of Jobn 

w&s built last year 

b . *What was to decorate wise of Jobn? 

According to Perl mutter ' s ana l ysis , the infinitival in (66) 

cannot be dominated by the category Sin surface structure , 

other wise sentence (66) would be ungr ammatical , which it i s not . 

Empirical evidence seems to suggest that subjectless i nfiniti

vals occupying the subject position are dominated in surface 

structure by the category S. First, by postulating that the 

infinitival in (66) is dominated by the category S , we can 

automatically account for the unacceptability of both (67 a . ) 

and (67 b. ) by means of the Sentential Subject Constraint . 

Secondly, by postulating that the infinitival in (66) i s immed

i atel y dominated by the category S that is dominated by the 

category NP , we can account for the fact that thi s infinitival 

i s sensitive to the transformations that operate on NP 's. Con

sider , for instance, the following examples: 

(68) a . It was to decorate the room that was wise of 

John: Cl efti ng 

b . To decorate the room was wise of John , but it 

upset his mother: Pronominalization 

c . What was wise of John? Fronting 

Thirdly, a surface structure representation like: 

s 

(69) 

VP 

~ 
to decor ate the r oom 

Be 
f 

was 

VP 

Adj . 

' wise 

pp 
~ 
of John 
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c annot be independently mot ivated. 

If the aforementi oned observati ons are correct , then the 

gr ammar should contai n a principle of S- Pruning t hat could 

satisfactorily account f or embedded sentences incorporating a 

compl ementizer, I n this respect it should be pointed out that 

the presence of tne compl ementizer ing bloc ks S- Pruning re

gardless of the grammatical function of the embedded sentenc e 

withi n which the compl ementizer i s contained . On the other 

hand , the presence of t he complementizer to blocks S- Pruning 

i f the embedded sentence occupies t he subject but not the ob.

j ect position. 

However , in order to give a full and accurate account 

of t he syntax and the semantic s of gerundials and i nfinitival s , 

i t i s i mperative that we shoul d discu ss two basic i ssues , 

namel y t he proform it(which is usually associated with NP com

pl ements , i n par ticular that- clau ses) and t he complementizers . 

We will address ourselves to these t wo questions in the foll ow

ing two secti on respectively. 

4 . 5 . The status of the pr oform "it": 

It has been the tradition in transformational gr ammar to 

introduce the pronoun it i nto t he underlying structure of com

plement sentences by the s ame rules t hat intro duce lexic a l 

i tems into the underl yi ng structure (cf. Rosenbaum, 1967. a: 

2~) . In other words the Nin Chomsky ' s phrase structure rule: 

(1 ) NP ~ (Det ) - N - (S) 
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could underlie l exical head- nouns that precede the sentential 

complements in the following examples (cf . Chomsky , 1965: 100): 

(2) a . The idea that he might succeed 

b . The fact of his being guilty 

c . The opportunity for him to leave 

or the i mpersonal it of such sentences as: 
no 

(3) a . It strikes me t hat he hadAchoice 

b . It surprised us for him to have lost 

On the other hand , the N in Rosenbaum' s phrase structure rule: 

(4) NP --=> Det - N - (S) 

is alv.ays realised as it . (cf . Rosenbaum , 1967 . a; 1, a lso 

footnote 11) . Thus he represents t he following sentence: 

(5) That the doctor came at all surprised me 

by the following phrase marker: 

s 

(6) 

NP PDP 

I \ 
VP Det N s 
~ \ ~ 

b:rJ 
that the V NP 

\ I doctor came 
at all surprised me 

where t he subject NP has been expanded into a Det , ancN_that 

carries t he pronominal feature t Pro], and a complement S . In 

other words both Chomsky and Ro~enbaum generate the preform it 

in deep structure to function as the head of noun phrase com

plement constructions. Other linguists , in particular George 

Lakoff, Robin Lakoff, and Ross adopt the same analysis where 
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tney seem to agree that the grammar shoul d c ont ain a phrase 

structur e r ul e that expands the category NP i nto i t - S (cf. 

Lakoff , G., 1968 . a ; Lakofr , R., 1968; Ross , 1968) . 

As far as I know , there has been no val id syntactic or 

semantic justification for positing the preform it in the deep 

structure of noun phrase c ompl ement s . The only argument that 

Rosenbaum presents for generating it in deep structure is that 

this preform determines the application of the Extraposition 

t r ansformation - in Rosenbaum' s sense (cf . Rooenbaum, 1967. a: 

14) . On tne other hand , George Lakoff argues that if we assume 

that this profor m i s to be inserted , we are lost because i t 

appears to him tnat no general rule of it insertion can be 

stated that would hand l e (cf . Lakoff, 1968 . a: 15): 

(7) I dislike i t for Jobn to smoke 

In what fo l lows it will be shown that the justifications 

presented by Rosenbaum and Lakof~ do not , in fact , establish 

solid grounds for positing the pronoun it in deep structure to 

function as a head for noun phrase complements . 

4 . 5. 1 . Arguments that i t is a deep structure constituent: 

The only argument that Ro senbaum cites for generating the 

proform it in deep structure is t hat it determines the appl i 

c ation of the Extrapositi on transformation . In reply to this , 

we could argue that extraposition - in Rosenbaum' s sense -

does not operate on all occurrences of noun phrase complements , 

for there ar e contexts i n which this transformation cannot 
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apply . This is particularly true i f the noun phrase comple

ment is the object of t he main verb in the matrix sentence . 

In tnese cases t he pronoun has to be obligatorj:ly deleted . 

Consider, for instance, tne following examples: 

( 8 ) a . I t h ink that John is coming l a te 

b. *I t hink it t hat John is coming late 

(9) a . We noticed that Lh·e w.as·. absent 

b. *We noticed i t that he was absent 

In addition , it is Rosenbaum' s contention that Extr aposition 

does not operate on gerundial s . 

It is true that Extraposition is obligatory in certain 

c ontexts . However , very few contexts require the obligatory 

application of this transformation (cf . 4 . 5.4. below) . In 

addition, the fact t hat Extr aposition applies to noun phrase 

compl ements does not necessitate t he generation of the p roform 

i t in deep structure . I ndeed we will show that the Extraposi

tion transformation i s insufficiently motivated and also in

correctl y formul ated . First , the Extraposition t r ansformation 

- in Rosenbaum' s sense - does not appl y i n many cases to sen

tences incorpor ati ng an NP complement. A sentence like: 

(10) J ohn is sure to win 

would under Rosenbaum' s anal ysi s have the fol l owing deep 

structure: 
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s 

(11) 
VP 

A 
Cop Adj 

is sure 

The derivation of (10) from (11) is - according to R0::;enbaum -

effected in the following steps: the Complementizer Placement 

transformation applies to give: 

(12)*It for John to win is sure 

Secondly , the Extrapositi on transformation gives: 

· (13) *It . is sure for John to win 

Thirdl y , the Pronoun Replacement transformation operates on 

(13) to give: 

(14)*John is sure for to win 

Fi nally , the Obligatory Complementizer Deletion transformation 

applies to (14) to give (10). What is i mportant to notice i s 

that the ~xtraposition transformation that mot ivated Rosenbaum 

to gener ate it in deep structure.does not always yield grammat

ical sentences , as i s shown by {13) . In fact the derivation 

of (10) from (11) could be accounted for in a quite natural 

way in terms of a more independently motivated transformation , 

namely "Subj ect Raising" . Jespersen calls the type of syntac

tic phenomenon present in (10) the "Split Subject" - i . e . t h e 
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subject infinitival is divided into two pcµ-ts - (cf. Je spersen, 

1940: 315) . However, since t his phenomenon occurs in object 

i nfinitiv al s a s well , we c onsider Jespersen's terminology in-

adequate . Langendoen, on t he other hand , c alls the transform

ation that derives (10) from (11) the "Infinitival Clause 

Separ ation" transformation (cf . Langendoen , 1969: 56). George 

Lakof~ (1968 . a) calls this transformation 'It - Replac ement ' and 

so does Robin Lakofr (1968) . A more satisfactory term which 

we will use in this wor k has been suggested by Ki parsky and 

Ki parsky (1970) , namely Raising , a transformation that applies 

to an embedded S to raise one of i ts constituents to a higher 

S . The elements that hav e been shown to be capable of Raising 

are: the subject .NP of an embedded S ; the object NP of an em

oedded S ; the element NEG i ncorporated in an embedded S , and 

certain modal auxi liaries (cf . 2. 8 . and 2 . 5 . above). In the 

exampl e under discussion - i . e . (10) - i t is the subject NP of 

the embedded S (i . e. John) that undergoes Raising , and hence 

the term Subject Raising . Under this anal ysis , the process 

that derives (10) from (11) actually takes place in one step; 

the subject NP of the embedded S i s turned into the subject NP 

of the matrix s , and the predi cate of tb.B embedded S i s simul

taneously made part of the higher VP or of the higher So Now 

let us consider how Sub ject Raisi ng appli es to t he structure 

underlying (10) , whi ch could be roughl y represented by the 

following phrase marker: 
So ----------------NP VP 

\ 
(15) Sl ______,____ 

for- to NP VP 

\ \. 
Jobn ~ 
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First , the f usion of the complementizers for and to into the 

embedded sentence Sl (i . e . the complementizer for is placed 

immediately before the sub ject NP of Sl (i . e. John) and the 

complementizer to before its VP) gives: 

(16) *For John to win is sure 

Secondly , the raising of the ru bj ect NP John to the higher NP 

and the simultaneous shifting of the rest of the embedded sen

tence to the higher VP gives us: 

(17)*John is sure for to win 

Thirdly , the obligatory deletion of the complementizer for 

gives (10) . Not ice in this respect that the It- Rep l acement 

transformation postul ated by George Lakofr i s similar to Rais

ing except for the fact that the raised NP replaces - under h i s 

anal ysis - the preform it, which he generates in deep structure. 

It has been argued by Lakoff that although the embedded sen

tence , after the raising of its sub j ect NP , must wind up as 

part of the topmost VP of the main clause , the exact derived 

constituent structure that must result i s still in question 

(cf. Lakofi.' , 1968. a: 23-4) . He suggests that there are two 

possibilities . First , the S is moved inside of the topmost VP 

and added to the right of all the other constituents or VP . 

Under this analysis , (10) may be represented by the following 

phrase marker: 

s 

(18) ~----------
NP VP 

\ 
~ 

Clp A\J 6 
John is sure to win 
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Such a process is called "Daughter- Adj unction" - i . e . S i s 

adjoined as a daughter to VP . Alternatively, a new VP node is 

created under the immediate domination of the topmost S to 

dominate both the old topmost VP and the remnants of the em

bedded sentence . This operation is known as "Chomsky- Adjunc

tion" . Under this analysis (10) may be represented by the 

fo l lowi ng phrase marker: 

s 

(19) 

NP 

is to win 

In this respect it seems that there is no reason to favour one 

formulation over the other though we agree with Lakoff that 

Cho..msky- Adjunction tends to :preserve the constituent structure , 

whereas Daughter- Adjuncti on tends to break it down. 

Thi s analysis h~s more than one advantage over Rosen

baum's analysis , i n the sense that it is simpler and more inde

pendently motivated . It is simpler in the sense that Raising 

does not require the prior application of Extra:position . 28 

Notice in this respect that Rosenbaum was obliged to make his 

Extraposition transformation apply vacuously in order for the 

Pronoun Repl acement transformation to apply . In order to de

rive: 

(20) I want him to go home 

under Rosenbaum' s anal ysis , the Extra:position transformation 
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has to appl y to a deep structure like : 

(21) I want it- he go home 

which could be represented by: 

So 

(22) ~ 
NP PDP 

\ 
VP 

~ 
V NP 

~ 
Det N Sl 

\ ~ 
f+N l NP VP 

hp\o_] \ ~ 
I want it he go home 

to yield the structure: 

(23 ) 

NP 

So 

V 

I want 

PDP 

' VP 

NP 
I 
N 

eJ 
I 
it 

Sl 

~ 
NP VP 

I D 
he go home 

Notice that (23) derives from (22) the through the vacuous 

application of Extr aposition . The Pronoun Repl acement trans

f ormation applies to (23) to gi ve (20) . Not i ce that under our 
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anal ysi s , (20 ) i s derived from a deep structure simil ar to: 

So 

(24) 

NP 

V NP 

\ 
Sl 

~ 
I he to go home 

through t he application of Sub ject Rais i ng only (cf . footnote 

21) . 

Returning to t h e main theme , we have noticed that the Ex

traposition transformat i on t hat motivated Rosenbaum to generate 

i t in deep structure , is not a h i ghly mot i vated transformation . 

We hav e not iced also that Rosenbaum' s Extr aposition does not 

operate on all occurrences of NP complements and that it does 

not al ways yield grammatical sent ences . 

The second argument cited for generating the pr ofor m it 

in deep structure is that of George Lakof1· (1968 . a: 15) . 

Lakof1· claims that if we assume that it is to be inserted we 

are lost b ecause , it appear s t o him, t hat no general r ule of it 

insertion could handle (7) . In fact we will be lost ir we gen

erate i t in deep structure, for , as we have noticed , i t i s 

quite often obligatorily del ·eted , someti mes optionally deleted , 

and sometimes ooligatorily retai ned . Thus we hav e under this 

analysis to specify t he contexts in which it i s obligatorily 

deleted , the cont exts in which it i s optionally del eted , and 
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the contexts in which it is obligatorily retained . This , of 

course , would be no easier , if not more difficult , than speci

fying the contexts in which this proform is to be inserted -

if one's ana l ysis requires that it be introduced transform

ationally . It should be noted in this respect that both Lakoff 

and Rosenbaum fail to specify the various contexts in which i t 

is obligatori l y or optionally deleted . In fac t Rosenbaum main

t ains that the Extr aposition transformation is usually optional . 

We will now consider evidence that the proform it cannot be a 

deep structure constituent . 

4.5.2. Arguments that .it. is not a deep structure constituent: 

By adopting the suggestion that it is the head- noun for 

all types of noun phrase complement , we are unable to account 

for the different co- occurrence possibilities of the different 

types of noun phrase complement . In a configuration like: 

(25) 

VP 

~ 
V NP 

it is the encircled N t hat imposes selectional re strictions on 

the verb dominated by the topmost VP . It is this notion of 

selectional restrictions - i . e . rules that handle the co

occurrence of lexical items - that prevents the generation of 

a sentence like: 

(26 )*The idea that he came :late drank the beer 

It has been pointed out by Sandra Thompson (1970:a: 21- 38) 

that relative clauses and sentential complements preceded by a 
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lex ic al head- noun pl ay no role i n subcategorizing the verb 

or in i mposing sel ectiona l restrictions on it. In other words , 

no verb is ever mar ked f or t aking a relative clause or a com

pl ement to an NP. In contradistinction to r el ativ e clauses 

and sentential complements preceded by a l exi cal head- noun , 

sentential subjects and objects like those in (27) and (28) 

respectively: 

(27) His $ aking so eloquently i mpresses me 

( ~8 ) I like his speaking hi s eloquently 

pl ay an obligatory ro l e i n the s ense that the verbs i mpress 

and like are subcategorized for a sentential subject and a sen

tentia l object respectivel y . Thi s infor mation will be pre

sented i n t he l exic on in the fo llowing way (cf . Chomsky , 

1 965:, 94): 

(29) a , i mpress , G V , + s----~ 

b . like, '[:- V, + ---~ 

i n addition, the verb governs bot h t he occurrence of the clause 

in such sentences and the type of clause that can occur . These 

f act s ar e not true of r el ative clauses and noun phrase compl e

ments preceded by a l exical head- noun . To explain t he point 

under di ooussion, consider the following exampl e: 

(30) The idea of spending his life in prison horrified him 

The verb horrify wi ll be subc ategorized in terms of the head

noun idea but not in terms of the sequence head- noun(+ link

ing morpheme)+ complement: Niz . 

( 31) horrify, [ + V, + NP ; + 

On the other hand, the head- noun~ mi ght be subc at egorized 

in the lexicon i n the fo llowing way (cf . Chomsky , 1 965: 100 ) : 

(32) i dea , EN,+ Det ----s] 
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whi ch means that the noun i dea , in thi s particul ar exampl e -

i . e . (30) - i s pr eceded by the c ategory Det and is followed by 

a sentential complement . 

To r ec apitulate , we have seen that the head- noun subcate

gorizes the verb and i mposes selectional restrictions on it. 

By postulating the profor m it as the head- noun for all types 

of noun phrase compl ements , we eliminate t he role played by 

the noun preceding the complement and a s a result we will not 

be abl e to pr edi ct the cc currence of gr ammatical sentences and 

the non- occurrence of ungrammatical ones . We are unable , for 

i nstance , to account for the non- occurrence of: 

(33)*Hi s having come fro m London is tiring 

and the occurrence of: 

(34) Crossing this river i s tiring 

or for the non- occurrence of: 

(35) *Crossing this river i s• unfortunate 

and the possible occurrence of: 

(36) His having come from London i s unfortunate 

for both tiring and unfortunate co-occur qui te comfnnt abl y 

with the pronoun i t: viz . 

(37) a . It i s tiri ng 

b . It is unfortunate29 

Thus i f the external r el ati ons of the gerundial s in (33) and 

(35) are determi ned by it, t hen t he anomal y of these two sen

t ences c annot be expl ained. By way of further exempl ification 

cons i der the following phrase mar ker : 
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(38 ) 

NP VP 

where the encircled N imposes sel ectional restrictions on the 

encirc l ed V. Thus the gr ammar will generate : 

(39) I regret the fact that she i s sick 

where t here are sel ectional restrictions hol ding between the 

v erb regret and the noun fact . I t is in terms of such rules 

that the generation of a string like: 

(4O) *I regret thewater which he drank 

i s bl ocked , for regret cannot have as its object a noun that 

carries the feature spec i ficat i on [i- concret<J. Thus if we 

assume that a ll noun phrase compl ements are preceded by i t we 

do elimi nate the role played by nouns in subcategorizi ng verbs , 

for in this case t he verb will be subcategorized by the it and 

not by t he complement . If thi s is so , we should expect all 

t he following sentences to be acceptable: 

(41) a . I want to go 

b . *I want that I go 

c . *I want going 

The f act that only (41 a . ) is acceptable indic ates that the 

verb i s marked in terms of the complement and not in terms of 

the profor m it for this proform co-0ccurs quite comfortably 

with t he verb want: viz . 
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(42) I want it 

Thus it becomes obvious that the proform i t is semantic ally 

empty and p l ays no syntactic role whatsoever with respect to 

the main verb . In this r espect i t has been pointed out by 

Morgan that the anal ysi s of it as head- noun of the NP contain

ing the extraposed constructi on seems a rather str ained usage 

of the noti on "head- noun" , for the it makes no apparent con

tribution t o the semantic reading of the structur e . And if it 

were really a head- noun , one would expect i t to behave like 

one with r egard to rel ative clauses (cf . Morgan , 1968 : 81- 93) . 

But thi s is not the case as the fo llowing two exampl es show: 

(43) That he i s unpopular , which i s obvious , does not 

bother John 

(44)*It , which i s obvi ous , does not bother John that 

he i s unpopul ar 

Another argument that invalidates the ana l ys is of noun 

phrase c ompl ements in terms of a head- noun it plus a sentenc e 

resides in the fact t hat the pr ofor m it appears in sentences 

t hat embody noun phrase complements with expressed lexical 

head- nouns , evidence that the i t whic h we encounter in certain 

complex sentences i s not a noun phrase compl ement head- noun. 

Consider , for instance, the fo l l owing examples: 

(45) a . It surprised me the fact that he came l ate 

b . I t is immaterial the f act of your being an American 

c . It i s a waste of time this business of doing 

r esearch 

d . It astounded us the government ' s pl an to increase 

prices30 

where the proform i t is understood as referring to the NP com-
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plement together with the preceding l exical head- noun . On 

i ntuitive grounds , (45 a . ) and: 

(46) The fact t hat he c ame l ate surprised me 

could be i nterpreted as stylistic variants (i . e . have the same 

deep structure and thus the same meaning) . Si milarly , sen

tence (45 d . ) and: 

(47) The government's pl an to i ncrease prices astounded us 

are taken as stylistic variants . Now compare the sentences in 

(45) with those in (48): 

(48 ) a . He is a nice bloke , John 

b . It i s a big city , London 

C. They are having a nice party tonight , t he Smiths 

where the subject pronoun is coreferential with the underlined 

NP t hat appears at the end of each sentence . The three sen

tences in (48) are paraphraseable by the following three sen

tences: 

(49) a . John is a nice bloke 

b . London i s a b i g city 

c . The Smiths are having a nice party t onight 

In other words the sentences of (48 ) have identical deep 

structures to the sentences of (49) . The transformation that 

derives the sentences of (48 ) from the structure underlying 

those in (49) is effected in t wo steps: ( i ) the sub j ec t NP is 

copied at the end of the sentence, and (ii) the first occurr

ence of the subject NP is substituted by the appropri ate pro

form (e . g . the pronoun agrees with the copied noun in number , 

gender and person) . This transformation will be called "NP 

Copying" . 31 The sentences in (45), I would suggest , are ana-
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logous to t hose in (48 ) . On the same basi s we could argue 

that t he it in, say: 

(50) It surprised me t hat he c ame l ate 

is a pronomina l remnant of the copied sentential compl ement 

(i . e . that he c ame l ate~. Such an assumption gains credi

bility from the fact that (50) and: 

(51) That he came late surprised me 

are intuitivel y understood as stylistic variants just as are 

(48 a . ) and (49 a . ) and al so (~5 a . ) and (46) . If the trans

formation that relates (45 a . ) to (46) and (48 a . ) to (49 a . ) 

is the same one that rela tes (50 ) to (51) , then it becomes ob

vious that (50 ) derives from the str ucture underlying (51) and 

not vic e versa , evidence that t he proform it does not exist in 

deep structure . I t becomes c l earer that the proform it is a 

pronominal remnant of a sentential comp+ement if t he copi ed 

NP is a gerundial. Consider the following sentenc e: 

(52) It annoyed her , mi ssing the train like that 

where there might be an open syntactic juncture or a pause be

fore the copied NP complement . Thi s open syntactic juncture 

or pause might be r ealized in orthography by t he presence of a 

comma (cf . 4 . 5 . 4 . below) . Consider the following t wo exampl e s 

cited by Scheurweghs (1959: 185): 

(53) a . From t hat point of view it woul d be fun , enter

t a i ning her people 

b . It ' d have saved a lot of grief and woe , having 

only one f ire to keep going 

We return to discuss t h is issue in a sub sequent subsection. 
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Thus far we have assumed that the preform it stands in 

for the whole NP compl ement, whether or not the NP complement 

is preceded by a lexic al head- noun. On these grounds we 

assume that it is a substitute form or a pronominal remnant and 

that i t is not "inserted" t r ansformationally. In fact there i s 

no syntactic or semantic motivat ion for positing this preform 

in deep structure . After all , one wonders whether there is arzy 

signifi cance at all in generating in deep wtructure an element 

that has no bearing on the semantic reading of the sentence 

within which it is incorporated. Below is more evidence that 

supports our analysis of the preform it as a pronominal remnant 

of a copied sentential complement . 

By accounting for extr aposed elements in terms of a 

copying transformation , not only do we satisfy our linguistic 

intuition bub we are a l so enabled to account for other syntac

tic phenomena . Indeed this transformation could be generalized 

to account for al most all occurrences of the impersona l pro

noun it . All the following sentences , for instance , could be 

accounted for in a stra ightforward manner if we make use of the 

pri ncipl e of copying: 

(54) a . It is cold in the cl assroom 

b . It i s hot outside 

c . It is boring in Bangor 

Under this anal ysi s , the deep structure of (5LJ- a . ) could be 

something like: s 

----------(55) NP VP 
I ~ 

Loc- P Cop Adj 

~ 
Loe l'J-P 

.\ th 1 \ b _ill e c assroom ~ cold 
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Notice that the phrase marker (55) underlies (54 a . ) as well 

as: 

(56) The classroom is cold 

In other words , (56) and (54 a . ) are stylistic variants in the 

same way that: 

(57) It surprised me that he c ame l ate 

and: 

(58) That he came l ate surprised me 

are stylistic variants . The derivati on of (54 a . ) from (55) 

is effected in two steps. First , the Loc-P in the classroom 

i s copied at the end of the sentence: viz. 

(59) In the classroom is col d in the classroom 

Second , t he first occurrence of the Loc- P in the classroom i s 

pronominalized to yield (54 a . ) . On the other hand , the deri

vation of (56) from (55) is effected by deleting the preposi

tion in - cf. Fillmore ' s suggestion concerning prepositions 

which introduce noun phrases in the subject posi tion , where he 

argues that prepositions associated with NP ' s are del eted if 

the NP is made the subject of the sentence . 32 

Before l eaving this issue , it would be enlightening to 

discuss in the fo llowing subsection the Ki parskys ' anal ysis of 

the proform it. 

4 . 5 . 3 . The Kiparsk;ys ' anal ysis of "it": 

The Ki parskys distinguish between two types pf the proform 

it that appears with NP complements . 33 The fir st , which t hey 
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c all "factive" it, serves as an opti onal reduction of the noun 

phrase complement antecedent head- noun fact: e . g . 

(60) Bill resents it that peopl e are always comparing 

him to Mozart 

The second type, which they calL "expletive" it , is considered 

by them as a semanti cally empty pr op which i s automatic ally 

introduced in the pl ace of extraposed complements i n sentences 

like: 

(61) It is obvious that Muriel has lost her marbles 

Another di stinction that they draw between the f ac tive it and 

the expletive it is that the presenc e of the former blocks the 

formation of r el ative clauses while the l atter permits it. 

They cite the following two examples: 

(61) a . *Thi s is the book which you reported it that 

John plagiarized 

b . That i s the only thing which it i s obvious that 

he had not expected 

A moment ' s r efl ection, however, will convince us that 

the Ki parskys ' two criteria for di stingui shing between the two 

types of it are not solid. First , the head- noun fact i s not 

al ways r epl aceable by the proform it . For instance , the verb 

forget i s marked by the Kiparskys for a factive complement, 

and as a matter of fact it does co- occur with a factiv e comple

ment , for witness t he acceptability of: 

(62) She bad forgotten the fact that I so l d rey car a 

long time ago 

However , the substitution of the NP the fac t by the pr oform it 
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does not s eem to produce an acceptable sentence , though it 

shoul d do under the Ki parskys ' analysis . Witness the doubt

ful accept ability or rather the unacc eptability of t he fol l ow

ing sentence: 

(63)?* She had forgotten it that I sold my car a long 

t i me ago 

Another verb tha t is marked by the Kiparskys for a fact i ve com

pl ement is ignore , but - l ike forget - this verb can take , as 

its object , an NP complement preceded by the head- noun fact 

but not an NP compl ement preceded by the profor m i t: cf . 

(64) a . I i gnored the fact that she was my si ster 

b . *I ignored it that she was m.y sister 

Thus it becomes obvious that the Kiparskys ' cl aim that the head

noun fact is a l ways replaceable by a factive it is false . 

Secondly , notice that the head- noun fact when preceding a 

ger und i al instead of a that- clause is never replaceable by it , 

evidence of the superficiality of the Kiparskys ' analysis . 

Consider a verb like regret , which the Ki parskys use to support 

their analysis , when fo l lowed by a gerundial preceded by the 

head- noun fact: 

(65) a . She regrets the fact of your having l ost the game 

b . *She regrets it (of) your having lost the game 

Thirdly , and contrary to the Kiparskys ' claim, the expl etive 

i t can precede certain non- factive NP complements functioning 

as objects to the main verb . For instance , the verb believe 

is specified by the Kiparskys for a non- factive NP complement 

and, according to their analysis , this verb cannot co- occur 

with an NP compl ement that is preceded by it. However , the 
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acceptability of the following sentence invalidates their 

claim: 

(66) I don't believe it that he came to see me yesterday 

Here are some more examples where the it appears with NP com

plements functioning as objects to verbs , which the Ki parskys 

consider non- f active: 

(67) a . They doubt it that you will go 

b . Everyone would prefer it for you to come early 

c . Everyone would prefer it to come early 

d . Alexander believed it that John was here yesterday~ 

Thus we see that the Kiparskys are in error to draw such a 

distinction between what they call a "factive" it and an "ex

pletive" it. 

Their second criterion that distinguishes between the 

factive it and the expletive it is the susceptibility of sen

tences containing the l atter to Rel ativization , while the 

pr,esence of the former blocks this transformation. In other 

words they maintain that no element contained in an NP comple

ment that i s preceded by the factive it may be relativized, 

while elements contai ned in an NP complement t hat has been sub

stituted by the expletive it are not subject to this constraint . 

This seems to suggest to them that Ross 's Complex NP Constraint 

is operative on the former type of NP complement but not on the 

latter . Again this does not seem to be as valid a criterion 

as t he Ki parskys think it to be . First, i t has been p ointed 

out by Ross that the presence of the proform it before a noun 

phrase compl ement does not block the relativization of any con

stituent NP in the noun phrase complement . The following two 
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sentences are considered by Ross both acceptable and grammat

ical:35 

(68) a . The hat which I believe it that John was 

wearing i ·s red 

b . Thi s i s a hat which I'm going to see to it 

that my wife buys 

In fact not many speakers would attest the acc eptability of 

(68 a . ) and (68 b . ) , but whether these two sentences are 

acceptabl e or not has nothing to do with the factivity - in 

the Ki parskys ' sense - of the NP compl ement , for under their 

analysis verbs l ike believe and see to should not be followed 

by an NP compl ement that is preceded by it. Onl y factive verbs 

can do so , and believe and see to a re not f active under their 

analysis . Secondly , the unacceptability of sentence (61 a . ) , 

which was cited by the Ki parskys , and which I repeat here for 

convenience as (69): 

(69) * This is the book which you reported it that John 

pl agiari zed 

i s due to the fact that the embedded sentence itself is un

acceptable . Sentence (69) derives from embedding the struct

ure underlying: 

(70) * You reported it that John pl agi ari zed the book 

into the subject NP of the str ucture underlying: 

(71) This i s the book 

where (70) sounds unacceptab l e . Thus we would not expect (69) 

to be acceptable since (70) is not . Notice further that not 

all t he e lements contained in a non- factive complement are 

sensi tive to Rel ativization. To use the Ki parskys ' example , 
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the subject NP i n the following sentence: 

(72) It i s obvious that the professor had not expected 

this 

is insensitive to Relativization as t he unacceptability of 

the followi ng sent ence shows: 

(73 ) *The professor who it is obvious that had not 

expected this is my uncle 

We will argue in Chapter V (cf . 5.6.) that the relativization 

of constituent NP 's incorporated in noun phrase complements is 

gpverned by general syntactic principl es that are independently 

motivated and that the acceptability or unacceptability of sen

tences like t hose cited by t he Ki parskys are not a function of 

the presence of a "factive" or an "expletive" it . 

Thus f ar we have shown some evidence that the d i stinction 

drawn between the two types of t he proform it i s insuf ficient

ly motivated . It i s our contention that all the instances of 

the proform it t hat we hav e encounter ed in thi s section are 

pronomina l r emnants of NP complements . 

4 . 5 . 4 . Copying and suprasegmental differences : 

We have pointed out that in certain circumstances the 

copi ed NP compl ement i s separated from the r e st of the sent ence 

within which it i s contained by means of a comma correBponding 

to a pau se or an open juncture in speech . However , before we 

proceed to discuss t h i s i ssue , two points need to be mentioned . 

First, NP Copying , in the sense speci f i ed in 4 . 5 . 2 . above , 
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is never - as far as I can see - obligatory, if an infinitival 

or a gerundial is generated as a subject NP; although in · 

practice it seems to be preferred in the case of the infini

tivai . 36 If , however , an infinitival is generated as an ob

ject NP , its copying is not generally permitted except under 

certain conditions , when it is usually obligatory . Infinitival 

copying is obligatory , for instance , if an infinitival is gen

erated as the direct object of some member of prepositional 

verbs including: expect (of) , require (of) , desire (of) , and 

possibly one or two others: cf. 

(74) a . *We expect to do your best of y ou 

b . We expect it of you to do your best 

Another possibility would be for the NP you in (74 a . ) to be 

made the direct ob ject of ~he matrix verb , in which case i t 

would move immediately after the main verb - and automatically 

it will l ose its associated preposition: viz . 

(75) We expect you to do your best 

H?wever , it is not certain that (75) derives from the struct

ure underlying ( 74 a . ) . Most probably , it derives from the 

following underlying structure: 

(76)rwe] 
l NP NP 

\ expect [ [ 

LvP · NP s 

you do your bes;l ] J' .Jg NP VB 

through the application of Subject- Raising . Alternatively , it 

.could be argued that, like (74) , (75) derives from a deep 

st
ru:::e(::]ke: r;xpect[ [you do your bes~ J l of yoJ J 

NP rw l vP Nl> s s NPL PP '] PP VP 
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First , the subject NP of the embedded sentence - i. e . you -

is deleted under coreferentiality with the NP you in the Prep

ositional Phrase , and , secondly , the NP you i n the Prepositional 

Phrase i s made the object of the main verb . In fact such an 

anal ysis is not highl y mot ivated , i n particul ar the rule that 

moves the NP in the Pr epositional Phrase to function as the ob

ject of the matrix verb . Notice that this rule , if it exists , 

is not an instance of Raising for the NP in the Prepositional 

Phrase i s dominated by the topmost S . Nonetheless , this rul e , 

if it exists , is simil ar to t he rule that rela tes: 

( 78) a . I bought John a book 

to: 

(78 ) b . I bought a book for Jobn37 

The second point that needs to be mentioned here is that 

some American linguists claim t hat a gerundial clause cannot 

be e:x:tr aposed - in Rosenbaum' s sense (e . g . Rosenbaum, 1967 . a; 

Emonds , 1970) . Rosenbaum, for instance , considers the follow

ing sentence unacceptable (cf . Rosenbaum, 1967 . a: 79): 

(79) * It annoys me John ' s pl aying the bugl e 

whereas he considers (80) perfectly acceptabl e: 

(80) It annoys me for John to play the bugle 

A careful study will, however , show us that this cla im is 

false , for it . i s often possible for a gerundi a l to be copied , 

particul arl y if it occurs in the subject posit i on. To many 

speakers of British English , sentence (79) i s perfectl y accept

able whether or not the copied gerundi a l is separated from the 

rest of the sentence by a comma . Moreover , hundreds of ex

ampl es of sentenc es i ncorporating a copied gerundia l are to be 
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found in grammar books and l inguistic papers . The fo llowing . 
examples are taken from various grammar books and linguist~ 

works and the original punctuation is retained. 38 Notice in 

these exampl es that it is possible for the gerundial to be ex

traposed - in Rosenbaum' s sense - whether i ts subject NP i s ex

pressed or not: cf. 

(81 ) a . It has been just splendid meeting you here 

( 8 2) 

b . It was the merest chance my t aking these pill s 

c . It is no use your trying to deceive me 

d . You must find it rather dull living here all by 

yourself 

e . What a relief it has been your looking over this 

chapter 

f . I t' s the oddest t hing in the world our meeting 

l i ke this 

g . It will be no good ~y trying for a fellowship 

h. But it ' s different me going and you going 

i . Do you think it ' s any use me trying to vamp him? 

j . It ' s so queer you and he being brothers 

k . It ' s such a nuisance everything being shut today 

a . It i s worthwhile summarising his accomplishments 

in England 

b . It was nice having you to tea last Wednesday 

c . It was difficult getting lifts in Brie;hton 

d . It doesn't matter her disturbing me 

e . She found it irksome having to accept hospitality • •• 

f. It was no use the Postmaster- General hiding 

behind the skirts of the Treasury 
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(82) g . I t was bad enough Ri chard going up t o Cambridge 

i n the autumn 

h . I am afra i d i t vexes Pamel a my having br ought Rol y 

i. It ' s a l l very well their Landl ords asking he r to 

vacate t heir f l at 

(83) a . It was a difficul t busi ness lowering the l ong boats 

into the tossing sea 

b . It ' s been a great pl ea sure showing you the sight s 

of London 

(84) a . It ' s nice r esting here 

b . It ' s easy worki ng on a j ob like thi s 

c . It was a mistake waiting out in the col d 

d . I t' s fun £l ay:ing gol f in the rain 

(85) a . It was pl easant swimming in the pool 

b . It would hav e been annoying their having fai l ed 

c . I t would be an honour my being i nvited 

d . It is an advantage be:ing ab l e to speak the l anguage 

(86) It i s fun tal king to foreigners 

Thus the c l a i m that a gerundial cannot be copied - in the 

sense speci fied in section 5.5 . 2. - i s false . 

There are some linguists who c l a i m that for the Extr a

position of the gerundial to produce an acceptab l e sentence , 

a comma-like pause should precede the extraposed gerundial . 

For instance , Emonds accepts: 

(87) It was understandable , John' s owni ng two cars 

but rejects as unacceptable (cf . Emonds , 1970 : 86): 

(88)* It was understandabl e John ' s owning two cars 

From the exampl es cited i n (81-86) we not i ce that this claim 
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is false , for most - in fact the overwhelming majority - of 

the extraposed gerundial s in these examples are not preceded 

by a comma . Furthermore , Emonds' claim is vague for he does 

not define precisely what he means by a "comma- like pause 11
, 

for pauses are usually said to be of t wo types: filled and 

unfilled. Silence , if sufficiently long , may be interpreted 

by the linguist as a pause and thus of t he unfilled type - i.~. 

nil phonation with nil articulatory friction and these may be 

expiratory , inspiratory or zero flow. Filled pauses, on the 

other hand , are often represented in orthography by}!!!! , er , 

etc . However, it seems likely that speakers , when pausing , 

are prone to sustain phonation wherever p ossible (in order per

haps to discourage interruption by others) . Hence , pauses may 

occur where phonetically realized as contrastive lengtheni ng 

of the pre-pausal segment . This can only be effective, of 

course, with continuant sounds or voiced sounds . 39 

However, in order to see whether Emonds ' claim is valid 

or not , a set of minimal pa irs of sentences was investigated . 

The first sentence in each pair contained an extraposed gerund

ial , whereas the second contained an extraposed infinitival . 

The pairs investigated are the following : 

(89 ) a . It ' s no use her listening at keyholes 

b . It' s no use for her to listen at keyhol es 

(90) a . It ' s no go·od your telling me not to worry 

b . It's no good for you to tell me not to worry 

(91) a . It may distress John Mary ' s seeing his relatives 

b . It may distress John for Mary to see his r e l atives 

(92) a . It ' s nice resting here 

b . It's nice to rest here 
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(93) a . It annoyed me his coming l ate 

b . It annoyed me for hi m to come l at e 

(94) a . It ' s fun playing golf in the rain 

b . It ' s fun to play golf in the rain 

The aim of the test was twofold . First , to see whether or not 

the underlined constructions in (89- 94) are preceded by a 

pause, and , secondl y , to see whether there i s any lengthening 

in the pre- pausal segment or not . To this end , two native 

speakers , who were not aware of the purpose of the test, were 

asked to read these sentences as they would normal ly read them 

with no spec i al emphasi s on any particular consituent . The two 

informants are linguistical ly trained . The sentences were not 

put in t he order given above . The instruments used for record

i ng these sentences were an el ectro- aerometer and a minogr aph. 

The electr- aerometer i s an instrument that measures the vol ume 

velocity of air and regi sters variations in t he air- flow during 

expiration and inspiration through nose and mouth up to about 

200 c/s . It a l so shows articulatory movements , e . g . the exact 

point of time for the opening and closing of the soft palate . 

The output from the aerometer i s recorded by a mi nograph which 

shows: mouth output , nose output , and glottis function . 

Here i s a summary of the readi ngs of the recorded sentences 

with regard to pause and lengthening of pre- pausal segments. 40 

(i) It ' s no use her listening at keyhol es 

First informant : There was a c l ear evidence of silence of 

about 15- 20 c/s preceding the gerundial c l ause. 

Second informant: There was a highly questionable silence of 

about 5 c/s preceding the gerundia l clause . 
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(ii) It's no use for her to listen at keyholes 

First informant: There was a clear evidence of silence of , 

at least , 20 c/s preceding t he infinitival 

clause . 

Second informant: There was a like lihood of silence of about 

5 c/s preceding the infinitiva l clause . 

(iii) It's no good your telling me not to worry 

First infor mant : There was no trace of silence or l engthening 

of t he pre- pausa l segment pr eceding the 

gerundial cla use . 

Second informant : Same as first informant . 

(iv) I t' s no good for y ou to tell me not to worry 

Fi rst i nf'or mant: There was a highly questi onable silence of 

ab out 5 c/s preceding t he infinitival clause . 

Second informant: Same as first informant . 

(v) It may distr ess Jobn Mary' s seeing hi s relatives 

Firs t informant: There was a clear evidence of lengthening 

the pre- pausal sound [ n:] in Jobn , at 

l east , 20 c/s. 

Sec ond informant: Same as first informant . 

(vi) It may distress John for Mary to see hi s r el atives 

First i nformant: There was evidence of silence of about 9 c/s 

preceding the infinitival clause . 

Second informant : There was hardly any silence or lengthening 

of the sound preceding t he infin i t ival clause . 

(vii) It's nice r esting here 

First informant: There was a fai nt trac e of silence of about 

5 c/s precedi ng the gerundial clause . This 



- 535-

trace could be possibly due to lengthening 

the [ s] sound in ni ce . 

Second informant: There was no trace of si lence or lengthening . 

(vi i i ) It ' s nice to rest here 

First informant : There was a vague trace of sil ence or length

ening of about 5 c/s . 

Second informant: Same as first informant . 

(ix) It annoyed me his coming l ate 

First informant: There was a clear evidence of l engt hening the 

pre-pausal sound [ i:J about 17 c/s . 

Second infor mant: There was evi dence of lengt hening the pre

pausa l sound ( i:] a.bout 10 c/s . 

(x) It annoyed me for him to come l ate 

First informant: Lengthening of the pre- pausal sound [ i:] 

about 19 c/s . 

Second informant: Lengthening of the pre- pausa l sound [ i:] 

about 10 c/s 

(xi) It ' s fun pl aying golf in t h e rai n 

First i nfor mant: There was evidence of l engt hening the pre

pausal so und [ n J of about 1§5 c/s . 

Second informant: Same as first informant . 

(xi i) It ' s fun to pl ay golf in t he rain 

Fi r st informant: There was no sign of silence or l engt nening . 

Second informarrt: Same as fir st informant . 

However , in order to get more r evealing re sul ts, it was 

felt t hat the two native speakers should read the same set of 

sentences again. This they were aske d to do a week l ater . The 
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recording this time was done on a tape recorder and t he aim 

of the test was to examine: 

a . silence before the extraposed clauses 

b . l engthening of the sound preceding the extrapoped clauses 

c . the i ntonational patterns used in these sentences. 

Here i s a summary of the readings of the recorded sentences 

with regard to intonation , pause , and l engthening of the pre

pausal segment . 

(i) It ' s no use her listening at keyholes 

Fi rst informant: 

a . It ' s •no vuse her ' listening at ' keyhol es 

b . There was some pause before t he gerundial clause and possi b l y 

some l engt hening of the sound [ s) that precedes the clause . 

Second i nfor mant: 

a . It ' s ' no ,use her ' listeni ng at ~ eyholes 

b . There was some pause before t he gerundi a l ·clause , but it 

was not as clear as in the case of the f i rst informant . 

(ii) It ' s no use for her to listen at keyhol es 

First informant: 

a . It's •no ~use for her to , listen at ~keyholes 

b . There was no tangible pause or lengthening before the infin-

itival. 

Second informant: 

a . It ' s lno , u se for her to 1listen at .J{eyholes 

b . There was no t angi ble pause before the infinitival cla use , 

though it w~s felt t hat the pre- clausal sound [ s] was 

lengthened . 

(iii) It ' s no good your telling me not to worry 
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First informant: 

a . It's no 'fgood your / telling 'me not to ' worry 

b . There was no tangible pause or lengthening preceding the 

gerundi a l . 

Second informant: 

a . It's no , good your ltell ing me 1not to , worry 

b . Same as first informant. 

(iv) It's no good for you to tell me not to worry 

First informant: 

a . -·· It ' s no v good for you to " tell me not to ' worry 

b . There was no tangible pause or lengthening preceding the 

infinitival . 

Second informant: 

a . It's no ~ood for , you to ltell me ' not to , worry 

b . Same as first informant. 

(v) It may distress John Mary ' s seeing his relatives 

First informant: 

a . It may di~ress / John 1Mary ' s 1seeing his ~ elatives 

b . There was some lengthening of the pre- clausal sound [ n) 
Second informant: 

a . It may di stress / John 1Mary ' s 1seeing h is ' relatives 

b . There was some pause preceding the gerundial clause . 

(vi) It may distress John for Mary to see his relatives 

First informant: 

a . It 1may dis\ress / John for / Mary to see his --..rel atives 

• 

b . There was no t angi ble pause or lengtheni ng of the pre- clau

sal sound. 
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Second informant: 

·' a . It may di stress tJohn for I Mar y to ' see his , relatives 

b . Same as f i rst informant . 

(v i i ) It ' s n i ce r esting here 

Fi rst informant: 

a . It ' s 'nice •resting •here 

b . There was no t angible pause but there was possi bl y a l ength-

ening of the pre- cl ausal sound [ s) . 

Second informant: 

a . It ' s ' nice ' resting 1here 

b . Same as first i nformant . 

(v iii) It ' s nice to r est here 

Fi rst i nformant: 

a . It ' s ' n i ce to lrest lhere 

b . There was no tangible pause but possibl y some lengthening 

of the pre- clausal sound [ s] • 

Second i nformant: 

a . It ' s ' nice to 1rest ' here 

b . Same as first i nformant . 

{ . 

(ix) It ann6yedJme his coming late 

Fi rst informant: 

a . I t anno yed lme hi s 1coming '1.ate 

b . There was some lengthening of the pre- clausa l sound ( i :] . 

Second informant : 
. ' a . It annoyed me his ' coming 1l ate 

b . There was some pause preceding the gerundial cl ause . 

(x) It annoyed me for him to come late 
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First i nf orrnant: 

a . It '9.nnoyed •me for th i m to ' come , 1ate 

b . There was no tangible pause or lengthening of the pre

clausal sound. 

Second informant : 

' a . It annoyed me for 1hi m to •c ome ' l ate 

b . Same as first informant . 

(xi) It ' s fun playing gol f in the rain 

First inf'ormant: 

a . It' s / fun pl ay ing 1golf in the , r ain 

b . There was no tangi ble pause or lengthening of the pre

clausal sound . 

Second informant: 

a . It's , fun pl aying ,golf in the •rain 

b . There was some pause preceding the gerundi a l clause . 

(xii) It ' s fun to play gol f in the rai n 

First informant: 

a . · It ' s I fun to pl ay / go lf in the , r a i n 

b . There was no pau~e or leng:thening of the pre-clausal sound . 

Second i nformant: 

a . It ' s ' fun to pl ay agol f in the train 

b . Same as first informant. 

Scanty as they are , these data could be revealing and en

lighteni ng. If this test proves anything at all , it proves 

that the assumption that extraposed gerundia l clauses are 

necessarily preceded by a pause is false . The inferences that 

could be safel y generalized are the fo llowi ng: 
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( 1 ) Not all extraposed gerundi al clauses are preceded by a 

pause . 

(2) Some extrapos~d infinitival clauses are preceded by a 

pause or a lengthening of the pre-pausal sound . 

(3) There does not seem to be any s i gnificant intonationa l 

difference between a sentence incorporating an extr aposed 

gerundi al clause and the same sentence incorporating an 

extraposed infiniti val c l ause . 

On the who l e , extr~posed in:finitivals with no expressed 

sub~ect do not t end to be preceded by either a pause or a 

l engthening of the precedi ng segment: cf . examples xii and 

viii . On the other hand , extraposed i nfinitivals with an ex

pressed subject seem to be preceded by a lengthening of the 

immedia tel y preceding segment , if this segment is a vocoid -

cf . example X - or by some silence if the preceding segment is 

a contoid - cf . examples vi , iv, and ii. Gerund i als , on the 

other hand , are likely to be preceded by some silence if the 

i mmediatel y preceding segment is a voiceless contoid: cf . ex

ampl es vii and i; and t hey are likely to be preceded by leng

thening of the i mmediately preceding segment if this segment 

happens to be a vowel: cf . example i x , or a continuant: cf . 

examples ii and v . In other contexts , an extraposed gerundi a l 

does not tend to be preceded by either a . s ilence or a l engthen

i n g of the i mmediately preceding segment . 

As mentioned above , these remarks are far from being con

clusive and it could be the case that they are co mpletely wrong. 

A detailed study of thi:E question is far beyond the scope of 
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the present work . 

4.5 . 5. Raising and meaning preservingness : 

We argued in 4 .5 . 1 . above that ther e is a transformation 

in English , and possibl y in other languages , that moves a con

stituent from an embedded S toa hi gher S . We gave some ex

amples of Subject- Raising , wher e the subject NP of an embedded 

sentence i s moved to become a constituent of the topmost S . 

In addition to Subject- Raising , the syntax of NP compl ementa

tion in English has a rule of Object- Raising that moves the 

object NP of an embedded sentence to become a constituent of 

the topmost s .41 Under this analysis the fo l lowing sentence: 

(95) John is easy to please 

derives from the structure underlying: 

(96) It is easy to please John 

through the app lication of Object- Raising . Notice that the 

r a i sed object - i . e . John - functions as the subject of the 

matrix sentence . 

It has been the tradition in transformational gr ammar to 

assume that sentences like (95) and (96) are styl istic -vari

ants . Sentence (95) deri ves from the structure underlying (96) 

through the application of the fo l lowing transformations: Ob

ject- Raising , deletion of the subject NP of the embedded sen

tence , and deletion of the comple~entizer for . However , it has 

been recentl y argued that sentences l ike (95) and ( 96) differ 

as to topic , for whereas (96) is ,neutra l , with respect to top-
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ic , (95) requires John to be the topic (cf. Chomsky , 1971; 

Lakoff , 1971. a) . This contrast becomes clearer when we con

sider the foll owi ng three sentences , which have been assumed 

in the Standard Theory to be derived from the same deep 

structure: 

(97) a . It is easy to play sonatas on this violin 

b . This violin is easy to play sonatas on 

c . Sonatas,_ar e easy to play on this violin42 

George Lakoff points out that (97 a . ) is neutral with respect 

to topic, (97 b . ) requires this violin to be the topic, where

as (97 c . ) requires sonatas to be the topic (cf. Lakoff , 1971. 

a: 262- 3) . It should be noted that within an Aspects frame

work , there would be no way of accounting for the semantic 

subtleties involved in the derivation of (97 b . ) f rom the 

structure underlying (97 a . ) , since this model assumes trans

formations to be meaning- preserving . Two alternatives suggest 

themselves here . First , that the three sentences in (97) do 

not have id entical deep structures . In other words , (97 b . ) 

and (97 c . ) are not rela ted transformationally to (97 a . ) . 

Such a proposal has been made by Perlmutter , but it has been 

subsequently pointed out by Chomsky that Perlmutter ' s argu

ments are not persuasive . 43 Since Perlmutter ' s work has not 

been · available to me , I do not take any posit i on on this issue 

here . Nonetheless, the Raising transformation seems to be a 

highl y motivated transformation of wi de application, at l east 

from a syntacti c point of view . The second alternativ e woul d 

be to allow certain transformations to change meaning and to 

drop the requirement tha t all transformations are meaning pre

serving . This position has been recently argu ed for by Chomsky . 
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It was considerations such as ntopic", "comment" , "pre

supposition" , etc ., that led Chomsky to modify the Standard 

Theory by postul ating surface structure semantic interpretation 

rules . In other words , he has come to concede. that certain 

transformations change meaning. In this respect Chomsky ar

gues that (97 b . ) and (97 c . ) seem different in meaning , in 

that (97 b . ) makes an assertion about this violin , whereas 

(97 c . ) makes an assertion about sonatas . Nonethe l ess , he 

maintains that the two sentences share a single system of 

grammatical relations and have the same truth conditions . He 

further points out that what is involved in (97 b . ) and (97 c . ) 

i s a r elati on of topic- comment which must be distinguishe~ from 

that of subject- predicate (cf. Chomsky , 1971: 209) . It is his 

contention that the relation of (97 b . ) to (97 a . ) is similar 

to the relation between: 

(98) Thi s book I really enjoyed 

and: 

(99) I really enjoyed this book 

On the topic-comment relation Chomsky (1965: 221) says: "It 

might be suggested that Topic- Comment is the basic gr ammatical 

relations of surface structure corresponding (roughly) to the 

fundamental Subject- Predicate relation of deep structure . Thus 

we might define the Topic-of the Sentence as the l eftmost NP 

i mmedi ately dominated by Sin the surface structure , and the 

Comment- of the Sentence as the rest of the string . Often , of 

course, Topic and Subject will coincide .. • " . Thus i t becomes 

obvious that Chomsky considers matters as "topic" and "comment" 

properties of the surface structure . On the other hand , George 

Lakoff claims that such matters are best accounted for in terms 
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of a semantic, rather than a syntactic , deep structure of the 

type that has come t o be known a s Generat.iv e Semantics (cf . 

Lakoff , 1971 . a: 262- 3) . We do not take any ·position on this 

matter n ow . Suffice it at this point to note t hat though 

(97 b . ) and ( 97 c . ) are syntactically (i . e . transformationally) 

related to (97 a . ) , t he t hree sentences are not exactly synon

ymous . 

After this digression , let us examine some more examples 

where Rai sing does not seem to be meaning p re serving. Con

s i der , for instance, the following three examples , which hav e 

been assumed i n the St andard Theory to be derived from the 

same deep structure: 

(100) a . It appears that John is shooting at Bill 

b . J ohn appear s to be shooting at Bill 

c. Bill appears to be being shot at by John44 

Sentence ( 100 b . ) is deriv ed from the structui,e underlying 

(100 a . ) through the application of Subject- Rai sing , whereas 

(100 c . ) i s deriv ed f r om the structure underlying (100 a . ) 

through t he applicat ion of Object- Raising . Barbara Partee 

(1971: 17- 8) argues that t here i s a difference among the sen

tences in (100) , whic h seems to her to be a di fference in poi n t 

of view of the speaker . In ( 100 a . ) the speaker , she argues , 

is taking i n the whol e situation , in (100 b . ) the speaker i s 

focussing on John , whereas i n ( 100 c . ) he i s focussing on Bill. 

A f ew more exampl es are in order . Compare the fo l lowing two 

sentenc es: 

(101) a . It. i s difficult to cross that river 

b . That riv er is difficult to cross 
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where (101 b . ) derives from the str ucture underlying (101 a . ) 

through the application of Ob ject-Rai sing . The difference 

between (101 a . ) and (101 b . ) i s best accounted for in terms 

of the factors that cause t he difficulty in crossing the river. 

Thus whereas in (101 b . ) we mi ght ascri be the diffi culty in 

crossing the river to the nature of the river itself - i . e . 

internal factors - this interpretation is not applicable t o 

(101 a . ) . In (101 a . ) the difficul ty in crossing the riv er 

mi ght be ascribed to the existi ng situation , i . e . to external 

factors . 

One point needs to be mentioned before we close this 

section , namely that Raising is an idiosyncratic property of 

the for- to c omplementizer and that neither the ' s-ing comple

mentizer nor the that complementizer admi ts of this transform

ation. For example , an adjective like difficult can take as 

i ts subject NP a gerundial or an infinitival , but Ob ject-

Raising is possibl e only in t he case of the infini ti Val : cf. 

(102) a . To cross this river is difficul t 

b . This river is difficult to cross 

(103) a . Crossing t his riv er i s difficult 

b . *This river i s difficult crossi ng 

There are , however, instances where it appears as i f the sub-

j ect NP of the gerundial has been raised to the higher sen-

tence . Thi s i s particularly true of object gerundial s whose 

subject NP is not genit ivized . Consider the following examples: 

( 104) a . I don ' t mind them coming with us 

b . I don ' t object to him borrowing m.y book 

However, though the morphol ogical shape of the underlined pro-
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nouns in these examples indicates that these pronouns are ob

jects of the main verbs , a careful study shows that this i s 

not the case . First , the unmarked form of the pronoun (in 

Barbar a Strang ' s sense: cf . Strang , 1968: 115) i s a l so pasi

ble in subject gerundials , an indication that the pronoun has 

been moved from the embedded sentence; otherwise the pronoun 

would be in the subjective form: cf. 

(105) Hi m coming l a te annoyed Mary 

However, if the underlined pronoun had be en raised from the 

embedded sentence to function as the subject NP of the main 

verb , then its form should be he and not him. In fact this i s 

not the case for we have seen i n the preceding chapter - cf. 

4 . 5 . - that whereas many native speakers attest (105) , very few 

indeed attest: 

(106) ?* He coming late annoyed Mary 

Thus the morphological shape of the subject NP of the gerund

ial should not be taken as an indication that this NP bas been 

moved from the embedded sentence . Secondly , notice that if we 

assume that t he pronoun in (105) , for instance , has been 

r aised , then we have to distinguish between two rules of Sub

ject- Raising: one operating on gerundials and another operat

ing on infinitivals, for unlike the rule that operates on in

finitivals, the one that operates on gerundi als does not shift 
• 

the r emnant of the embedded sentence to the end of the main 

sentence: viz . 

(107) a . He is likely to come -<:=== for he to come is likely 

b . *Hi m annoyed Mary coming late ~ His coming late 

annoyed Mary 
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Obviously what is involved in the type of the gerundia l we 

have been examining , is a r u l e that del etes the genitive 

marker f rom the subject NP of a gerundi al. This , as we have 

seen in section 3.5 ., is often possible , although it seems to 

involve a change in meanmg. We return to discuss the status 

of the genitive marker in the fo l lowing section; the question 

of the di fference in meaning between a gerundi al with a geni

tivi zed sub ject and one with a non- genitivized subject will be 

di scussed in the following chapter~ 

Further support to our assumption that Raising does not 

appl y to gerundia ls comes from considering the following data: 

(108) a . Everyone expects you to be punctual 

b . You are expected by everyone to be punctual 

(109) a . Everyone admires you driving the Rolls Royce 

b . *You are admired by everyone driving the Rolls 

Royce 

The fact that (108 ' b . ) i s acceptable means that the pronoun 

you i s the direct object of the main verb in (108 a . ) , other

wise it would not have undergone NP Preposing under Passivi

zation. This l eaves no doubt that this pronoun has undergone 

Subject- Raising and that by the time Passivization appl ies , it 

is i mmediately dominated by the higher VP . This i s not , how

ever , the case with the pronoun you in (109 a . ) , otherwise 

( 109 b . ) should be grammatical, which it is not . 

4 .6 . Complementizers 

The term "compl ementizer11 designating the particles that, 
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for-to , poss-ing , where poss is the possessive~ morpheme , is 

due to Rosenbaum. A second major set of co·mplementizers , with 

which this study does not deal , · includes the Wh complementizers, 

as i n the following cases: 

(1) a . I do not remBmber when I met him 

b . I often wonder why she does these things 

c. She knows wh~re you live , etc . 

Also functioning as complementizing mor phemes are if and 

whether , as in t4e following sentences: 

(2) a . I doubt if she is coming 

b . I wonder whether he i s going 

In virtually all analyses of complementation within the 

framework of generative gr ammar , complementizers have been 

viewed as syntactic markers having neither semantic content nor . 

significant syntactic function . 4 5 Exampl es like the following: 

(3) For Bill to visit her mother may 'embarrass Sue 

(4) That Bill visits her mother may embarrass Sue 

(5) Bill's visiting her mother may embarrass Sue 

would differ only by optional transformations in deriving from 

a common deep structure , rough±y.~si milar to that represented 

in -( 6): 

(6) 
NP 

,/~ 
Det N S 

I 

[:!rJ 
I 
it Bill visit 

her mother 

PDP 

~ 
Aux VP 

I ~ 
M V NP 

I I r 
may embarrass Sue 
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In other words , sentences like (3) , (4) and (5) have been 

assumed to be stylistic variants and to differ only with re

gard t o the c omplement i zer that appl ies to the embedded sen

tence in (6) - i . e . Compl ementizer Pl acement transformation . 46 

The i ntroduction of t he complement i zer transfor mationa l ly 

was chosen in preference to its introduction by means of a 

phrase structure rule on t he gr ounds that complementizers are 

not the property of any particular sentenc e or set of sen

tences , but are a function of complement sentences only. Thi s 

guarantees that non- embedded sentences wi l l never appear with 

compl ementizers . For instance , strings like those i n (7) are 

not sentences of English: 

(7) a . *That John has done it 

b . *For John t o have done it 

c . *Jobn' s having done i t 

However , Rosenbaum conc edes that ther e i s no compelling evi

dence for accept ing one formulation over the other , though he 

does not say what sort of evidence mi ght be compell ing . 

It is our contention that compl ementizers are far from 

the semantically empty , syntactically trivial particles t hey 

have been assumed to be in most previous works on t r ansform

ational gr ammar . In f act there i s evidence from syntax , 

semantic s and universal grammar that lends credibility to our 

assumpti on that compl ement i zers are present i n deep structure. 

In what fo llows I will give several ar guments that complement

izers shoul d be gener ated in deep structure . I will further 

argue that the gerundia l complementi zer i s the suffi x - ING and 
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t hat t he genitive marker's i s not a complementizer but a 

surface struct ure mar ker . Similarl y , r ·will argue t hat the 

i nfinitival complementizer is TO and that the morpheme For is - --
not to be treated as a compl ementizer . 

L~ . 6 .1 . Complementizers in deep structure: 

The first argument for generating complement izers in 

deep structure is based on semantic considerations . If we 

assume that transformations do not change meaning , or , to 

quote Chomsky (1965: 132) "do not introd_uce meani ng- bearing 

elements" , t h en we should expect sentences (3- 5) above to have 

precisel y the same meaning smce they are under the afore

mentioned analysis stylistic variants . Unfortunately , t h i s 

does not seem to be t h e c a se , for a careful study of the diff 

erent types of compl ementizer will show us that there are 

subtle semant ic differences involved in the choice of one com

pl ementizer r ather t han another . These semant ic di fferences , 

though informally discussed in traditiona l literature , have 

unfortunatel y been compl etely i gnored in transformationa l lit

erature . Admi ttedly , t hese semantic di fferenc es are di ml y 

understood at the present, but t h e fact t hat such differences 

exist invalidates t he hypot hesi s that complementizer s a re in

troduced transformationally (given that transformations are 

meaning- preserving) . 

On c ar eful scrutiny one would not fail to recogni s e 

that sentenc es (3) ·and (4) , whic h I r epeat here for convenience 

as (8 ) and (9) re spectiv el y , are not stylistic variants : 
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(8) For Bill to visit her mother may embarrass Sue 

(9) That Bill visits her mother may embarrass Sue 

Sentence (9) but not (8) presupposes t hat Bill does in f act 

visit her mother . This could be demonstrated by negating the 

t wo sentences: 

(10) For Bill to visit her mother may not embarrass Sue 

(11) That Bill visits her mother may not embarrass Sue 

Again (11) but not (10) presupposes that Bill visits her 

mother .47 Notic e further that the modal may in (8 ) has future 

reference only , whereas i n (9) it i s ambi guous between a 

future and a present reference . The v er b visit in ( 8 ) is am

bi guous in the sense that it may ref er to a single occurrence 

(event) or a habitual action, whereas in ( 9) it refers to a 

habitual action only . Notice , finally , that no choice of 

modal s or tense in (9) makes it synonymous with (8) . For ex

ampl e, in ( 12) : 

(12) It may embarrass Sue t hat 

mother 

Bill r will ]visit 
might 

letc . 

her 

i t i s presupposed that Bill will, might , etc . visit her mother , 

a characteristic totally l acking in (8) , as can be seen from 

(13): 48 cf. 

(13) It may embarrass Sue for Bill to visit her mother , 

so he { will1 
mi ght 
etc . 

not vi sit her 

Sentence ( 8 ) but not ( 9) could be pl ausibl y paraphrased by: 
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(14) It may embarrass Sue if Bill visits her mother 

Indeed , it has been observed by some linguists that for some 

classes of verbs there is a difference in meani ng associated 

with complementizer choice (cf. Anscombe , 1967 ; Bladon , 1968 ; 

Bolinger , 1968 ; Lascelles , 1970) . A few more examples will 

he l p to clarify the point under discussion. 

At first sight , it is easy to f a ll in with the impression 

that the difference between for- to and ' s- ing complements is 

only mechanical , with no f reedom of choice and hence no mean

i ng. There are , however , verbs that admit either t he Lnfini

tiva l or the gerundial . For example , the verb like combines 

with a gerundial and an infinitival: cf . 

(15) a . I like his being nice to you 

b . I like him to be nice to you 

Speakers asked which of these would be used where one expresses 

the wi sh that someone wi ll be nice , unhesitatingly pick (15 b . ) , 

but (15 a . ) if it is suggested that someone ' s actual behaviour 

is referred to . Additional mi nimal pairs like (16 ) and (17) : 

(16) Can you remember to do that? 

(17) Can you remember doing that? 

show a c ontrast between something projected and something 

actually done . On the other hand , pairs like (18) and (19): 

(18 ) Hi s f ailing the exam i s tragic 

(19) For hi m to f ail t he exam is tragic 

show a contrast between something real and something hypothet

ical . We shall be returning to the question of semantic con

trast between gerundia ls and infinitivals in a subsequent 
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chapter - cf . 5. 8. below - and shall not , therefore , pursue 

i t in detail at this point . 

I t is not only gerundi a ls and i nf init iv als that show 

semantic contrast ; other t ypes of noun phrase c ompl ement ex

h ibit a similar kind of contrast . A few examples to show the 

semantic contrast between infinitivals and t hat - clauses are 

i n order . Consider , for instance , the f ol lowing two exampl es: 

(20) It is possi b l e that John i s working 

(21) It i s possi b l e for John to be working 

A moment ' s reflecti on on the se two exampl es will convince us 

that t hey are not synonymous in all t he senses they express . 

Notice that whereas (20 ) conveys a logica l inference of possi

bility , (21) c ould r efer to a physical possi bility . Sentence 

(20) a ould be paraphrased by any of t he followi ng three sen

tences: 

(22) a . Perhaps John is wor king 

b . It could be t hat John i s worki ng 

c . John may be working 

Sentence (21) , on the other band , c an be par aphrased by: 

(23) John can be wor king 

or by: 

( 24) John could be worki ng (i . e . physical possi bility) 

but not by ( 22 a . ) or (22 c . ) . Notic e again the contrast in 

meani n g between : 

( 25 ) It is possi ble for her to become a l ecturer 4 9 

and: 

(26) It i s possibl e that she will become a l ecturer 
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The stronges t evi dence that complementizers are not semantic

ally empty comes from consi deri ng Wh- words and if as comple

ment izers , and there is a strong reason for their being (cf . 

Rosenbaum, 1967 . a: 32 ; Bresnan , 1970: 310- 20) . There is a 

striking and clear semantic difference traceabl e to the par

t icles in the following two sentences: 

(27) We don ' t care that he is a linguist 

(28 ) We don' t care if he i s a linguist 

Thus t he conclusion seems reasonable that t here is a 

properly semantic contrast between t he nominalizations carried 

by the various complement i zers . Such a fact does invalidate 

the hypothesis that complementizers do not exist in deep 

structure but are introduced transformationally , for if they 

are introduced tran sformationall y , there will be no way of 

accounting for the type of semantic contrast the various com

plementizers ·exhibit . A theory that stresses the significance 

of semantic s in linguistic description and in the grammar 

should , of course , be able to account for the underlying kin

ships among structures t hat are superficially different , and 

at the same time i t shoul d be able to account for the underly

ing differences between forms t hat are superficially the same . 

In postulating that all types of noun phrase comp +ement have 

a similar deep structure , we not only overlook the semantic 

contrasts that the different types of noun phrase complement 

show , but we also demonstrate that the lanBuage is systemat

ically redundant . Indeed it has been pointed out by Bolinger 

that a language that "permitted syntactic divergences to be 

systematically r edundant would r epresent a strange kind of 
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economy" . (cf . Bolinger , 1968: 127) . 

The second argument against introducing complementizers 

transformationally is based on theoretical considerati ons 

tbat have a strong beari ng to universal grammar , namely the 

question whether transformations can introduce morphological 

el ements into embedded sentences . It has been convincing1y 

ar gued by Chomsky that while transformations may remove mat

eri al from embedded sentences , no transformations can i nsert 

morphological material into lower sentences . Chomsky argues 

that this pri nciple , which i s a general condition on trans

formations , covers a l arge number of convincing c ases and "in 

the distinction it makes between superficially anal ogous cases 

that differ only in that one but not the other i s based on an 

i ndependently existing embedded sentence , i t provides an in

teresting confirmation of transformationa l grammar" . (Chomsky, 

1965: 146- 7) . Bresnan points out that since Chomsky (1965), 

there has appeared confirmation of this universal . She gives 

the following examples from Dougherty (1968):5° 

( 29) a . The men each pray in their own way Cs that God 

will save them) 

b . The men pray each in their own way ( 8 that God 

will save them) 

c . *The men pray in their own way Cs that God will 

each save t hem 

(30) a . The men each thought Cs that t he cop had arrested 

the others) 

b . *The men thought Cs that the cop had arrested each 

other) 
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Dougherty argues that t here is a quant ifier movement trans

formation which sends the string: 

(31) The men each will speak to the others 

into either: 

(32) The men will each speak to the others 

or: 

(33) The men will speak each to the others 

From t he l atter string the reciprocal sentence: 

( 34) The men will sp eak to each other 

i s derivable. Now given Chomsky' s universal, there i s an 

i mmediate explanation for the ungrammaticality of ( 29 c . ) and 

(30 b . ) . 

Thus it becomes obvious t hat the act of introducing com

plementizers transfor mationally violates a h i ghly motivated 

universal . 

The t hird ar gument agai nst introducing complementizers 

transformati onally i s based on observations t hat have to do 

with s i mplicity of grammat ical description . We have not iced 

that not all v erbs t aking complements can c o- occur with every 

complementizer . Consider the following data: 

(35) a . I tried to open the door 

b . I tried opening_the door 

c . *I tried that I open the door 

It therefore bec omes evident that some characteri stic of the 

main v erb or predicate (nomi na l or adj ectival) in the main 

clause governs the choice of complementizers . If we assume 
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that complementizers are attached to sentences by transform

ati onal rules , the subcategorization features determining 

which complementizer is attac hed , can be viewed as instructions 

indicating which rule or rules appl y to the structure in 

question (i . e . a rule feature i s assoc i ated with verbs and 

predicates) . It is noteworthy in this respect that this phe

nomenon c annot be handled in terms of subcategorization rules 

in the Chomskyan sense because complementizers are not gener

ated i n deep structure . To explain the point under discussion , 

let us consider a sentence like (35 a . ) . First , the verp trl 

can combine either with a gerundial or an infi nitival: 

(37) 
[ 

+ for~to] 

+ ' s - ing 

If , on the other hand , we choose to generate complementizers 

in deep structure , verbs may be subcategorized for the type of 

complement t hey take . Under this analyses , the various comple

mentizers will be listed in the l exicon , and there would be no 

need for the type of rule feature instanced in (37) . To see 

how this anal ysis works , let us cons ider the structure under

l ying (35 a . ) , which could be roughly represented by the 

fol lowing pbrase marker: 
s 

(38 ) ,----------.___________ 

NP V 

V NP 
~ 

Sl 
-~ 

C - NP VP 

\ \ ~ 
I tried for-to I open the door 
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I have assumed here that there is a node 4 complementizer - C 

attached to the embedded sentence Sl in deep structure . 

Since the complementizer for- to is listed in the lexicon , then 

t here would be no need to mark the verb try for this comple

mentizer . Instead , the verb try will be specified in the :ex:i

con as having the following contextua l feature: 

(37) try , [ + V , + - - --- - for- to ~ SJ 
A similar notation for subcategorizing the verb believe has 

been used by Chomsky (cf . Chomsky , 196~ : 94): viz . 

(38) believe , [ + V , + NP ,'+ 

There are further disadvantages associated with any 

analysis that introduces complementizers transformationally. 

It has been pointed out by Br esnan that because Complementizer 

Pl acement transformn.tions have to be sensitive to the rule 

feature on the higher verb or predicate , there is a peculiar

ity in their operation: t hey c annot insert complementizers 

into a sentence S during the transformational cyc le on S , but 

during the cycle on the next sentence dominating S . The key 

point is tha t t he Complementizer Placement could not occur on 

the first cycle because "the transformation would not know 

which complementizers are permitted by the main verb until the 

next cycle" . Consider , for instance , the following phrase 

marker: 

(39) 
NP VP 

I 
Sl V NP 

~

i or-:-t ~ +'s- ing 
+

1
tha t 

annoyed he came late Bill 
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On the first cycle - i. e . Sl - no transformation could apply 

to insert the complementizer for the reason mentioned above . 

On the second cycle - i . e . So - the transformation inserting 

any of the three complementizers for- to , ' s-ing , or that 

applies , because the main verb annoy is marked 

[

+ for~to ] • 
+ ' s - ing 
+ that 

It is noteworthy in this respect that Compl ementizer Pl ace

ment i s - according to the advoc ate of this anal ysi s - the 

first rule on the cycle . Not ice that if we assume that Com

pl ement izer Placement applies on So and not Sl, we will not 

be able to know which other transformations are possi ble on 

Sl, for we have noticed that certain transformations are idio

syncratic properties of certain complementizers . For in

stance , t he Subject- Raising and Object-Raising transformati ons 

apply on sentences incorp orating infini ti vals only but not 

gerundi al s or that- clauses . In other words , the presence of 

complementizers on Sl determines which transformation could 

apply and which transformations could not . Thi s does not seem 

to be possi ble under an amlysi s that introduces complement

izers transformationally , for the Complementizer Pl a cement 

transformation would not know which complementizer to select 

before the cycle on the topmost S starts . If complementizers 

are generated in deep structure this problem does not arise . 

Research in different languages seems to suggest that 

every sentenc e , embedded or non- embedded , i s associated in 

deep structure with a complement i zer . In fact there are l an

guages where complementizers do show up in surface structure 

i n non- embedded declarative sentenc es . In Arabic , for in

stance , there are three complementizers , which all start with 
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highly simi lar phonetic sequences . 51 First , the compl ement-

izer ? ~n co- occurs with verbs like '/CJ ri:du (I want): cf . 

(40) 1.ur : du 

I want C 

I want to go 

Secondly , t he complementizer ?inn ,_e, co- occurs with verbs 

like ?,x.qulu (I say): e . g . 

(41 ) ? ~ qulu ?inn¥ 

I say C the school pretty 

I say that the school is pretty 

Thirdly , the complementizer ? ~ nn~ co- occurs with verbs like 

(I whispered): e . g . 

(42) h• mt.stu ?gt, nnv l w- l at dQ! q~d ma : t - -
I whispered C the boy had died; 

I whispered that the boy had died 

What is interesting i s that the second complementizer - i . e . 

?inn~ - shows up in surface structure in non-embedded dec l a-

r ative sentences . Consider , for instance , the following ex

amples: 

(43 ) a . ?inn~ 1,.mdrgt sa h. dz~ mi: JI h 

C the school pretty: 

The school is pretty 

b . ?inn~ 

c . 

C the boy 

The boy is cl ever 

?inn~ 

C 

lkitQt b ~ 

t he book 

The book is useful 

cl ever: 

mufi : dun 

useful: · 
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We notice that the particle introducing each of these sentences 

is the same complementizer that introduces embedded sentences 

of the type instanced in (41) . This complementizer is option

ally deleted i n non- embedded sentences but is obligatorily re

tained in embedded ones , thus all the following sentences are 

acceptable: 

(44) a . ~ .mAJr~S~ JJ~mi:/11.. cf . (43 a . ) 

The school is pretty 

cf . (43 b . ) 

The boy is clever 

c . -9t-lk i l~~u m,I;: Ju11 cf . (43 c . ) 

The book is useful 

The fact tha.t the complementizer ?inn~ occurs overtly in non

embedded sentences makes it necessary for complementizers , at 

least for this alternant - i . e. ?inn,at - to be generated i n 

deep structure by means of a phrase structure rule . To account 

for sentences l i ke t hose in (46), Arabic should have a rule 

like (45): 

(45) 
,..... NP - VP 

This rule will not only account for sentences like those in 

(43) , but it will automatically account for complementizers in 

embedded sentences . It could be the case t hat the three com

plementizers 2i '111 Qt , ?~t11'9t , ?9ttl , are in fact one comple

mentizer , the phonetic shape of whic h is governed by the pre

ceding verb . If this is the case , then (45) will also account 

for the occurrence of the two complementizers ?Qtnn ~ and ?~ 

in embedded sentences . However, whatever the prec i se formu

l ation of the rule that introduces complementizers in Arabic 

might be , is of no direct relevance to the i ssue under dis-
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cussion. Suffice it to mention t hat there should be a phrase 

structure rule in Arabic that expands the c ategory S into a 

compl ementizer , an NP , and a VP . 

Ar abic does not seem to be the only language in which 

complementizers show up in the surface structure of declara

tive non- embedded sentences . The same phenomenon seems to 

occur in Spanish . The following example is borrowed from Ross: 

(1970 : 270) : 

(46) Que mi gato se enratono 

That my cat got sick from eating too many mice = 

My cat got sick from eating to o many mice 

where the complementizer Que(= that) introduces the dec l ara

tive sent enc e: 

(47) Mi gato se enratono = 

My cat got sick from eating too many mice 

However , i t has been pointed out by Ross that the sentence 

with Que i s more emphatic and insistent than the one without 

it. Th e same type of phenomenon occurs in Welsh . Tbe re are 

certain types of non- embedded sentences in Welsh that contain 

the particle~' which usually introduces subordinate clauses . 

Compare , for instance, t he following two sentences: 

( Lt-8) dw i in credu ":I. 

am I in believe that 

welodd John Mair ----
saw John Mary = 

I believe t hat John saw Mary 

(49) bod -:I. ~ John ;yg dod 

be .:tb.a.:t. i s John in come= 

John is coming 

I am note sure , however , whether or not the particle~ is a 
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complementizer . 

The f acts presented above could not be easily accounted 

for if complementizers were not generated in deep struc ture . 

In fact some linguists have gone to the extent of c l a i ming 

that a rule like: 

(50 ) S ~ (Complementizer) - S 

is a general rule that accounts for the occurrences of S ' s , 

whether embe dded or not , in al l language s . Chomsky , Br esnan 

and Emonds believe that each sentence shoul d have as one of 

its i mmedi a te constituents t he node complementi zer (cf . Bres

nan , 1970; 300 ; Emonds , 1970: 3) . Ross , on the other hand , 

has argued that every declarative sentenc e is derived from a 

deep structure containing as an embedded clause what ends up 

in surface structure as an i ndependent clause . Thus a sentence 

like: 

(51) Prices s l umped 

will , under h i s anal ysis , have an abstract deep structure like : 

( 52) 

NP 

I 

s 

V 

+ V 

+ performa
tive 

+ communi
cative 

+ linguistic 
+ declarative 

VP 

NP NP 

\ 
s 

~ 
NP VP 

you prices_ slumped 
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Ross gives f ourteen arguments to support his ana l ysi s (cf . 

Ross , 1970) . 

The final argument. for generating compl ement i zers in 

deep structure is due to Joan Bresnan (1970: 306-10) . She 

notes that if c omplementizers were not distinguished in deep 

structure but r ather inserted by a transformational rule , cer

tain gr ammati cal conjoined sentences would be underivable . 

Bresnan bases her argument on sentences like (53): 

(53) That Bill and tha t Mary both flew to New York i s 

strange 

which has as its deep structure something like: 

So 

(54) 

NP VP 

\ 
Sl 

~ 

-~ 

COP Adj 

S2 S3 

~~ 
Bill flew to Mary f l ew to i s st range 

New York New York 

Here the structural description of Conjunction Reduction i s 

met at Sl, but the structural description of Complementizer 

Pl acement cannot be met unti l So , since it i s governed by the 

Adj in the higher VP . After Conjunct ion Reduction has applied 

to (54) on Sl cyc l e , a derived structure r oughly - like (55) is 

produc ed: 
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So 

(55) ~~ 
NPl VP 

\ ~ 
Sl Cop Adj 

/~ 
NP2 VP 

~ 
NP.3 NP4 

I I 
Bill Mary flew to New strange 

York 

But there is no wrzy for Complementizer Pl acement to produce 

(5.3) from this structure . In f act Complementizer Pla cement 

applies on the So cycle in (55) to produce: 

(56) That Bill and Mary flew to New York is strange 

But under this analysis , there would be no way of accounting 

for the fact that there are two occurrences of the complement

izer t hat in (5.3) . Bresnan suggests that it could be the c ase 

that t here is a l ater rule that optionally distributes a comple

mentizer preceding a co- ordinate structure o~er the conjoi.ni'ed 

NP ' s . However , Bresnan notes that any such ad hoc sol ution 

would fail: from: 

(57) I prefer that a man and his 

would come: 

wife { be similar 

resemble each other 

(58)*I prefer that a man and that his wi fe be similar 

resemble each 
other 

Thus the solution seems logical that the two complementizers 



- 566-

should be present at S2 and S3 :in (54) . This , as noted above, 

would not be possi ble under an analysis t hat introduces com

p lementizers transformationally , for the Complementizer Pl ace

ment transformation has to be sensitive to the rule feature on 

the higher verb or adjectiv e . However , if we choose to gener

ate complementizers in deep structure, the derivation of (53) 

from (54) will be automatically accounted for . 

4 . 6 . 2 . Another alternative: 

It could be argued , however , that sine e the Standard 

Theory has been modified to admi t of transformations that change 

meaning (cf . Chomslcy , 1971) , it would be simpler if we allowed 

complementi~ers to be introduced transformationally. Of cours~ 

there will be surface structure semantic interpretation rules 

to account for the semantic differ ences exhibited by the var

ious complementizers . By postulating these surface structure 

semantic interpretation rules , the argument that complement

izers should be generated in deep structure loses its force . 

Furthermore , it could be argued that the Compl ementizer Pl ace

ment transformation is a precyclical rule that applies to em

bedded sentences before other transformations . By postulating 

such a rule, some of the arguments for generating complement

izers in deep structure, in particular the Conjunction Reduct

ion argument , become invalid. However , it would not be diffi

cult to show that such an approach is ad hoc and not highly 

motivated. 

First, on grounds of generality , this approach is inade

quate , for if we recognise complementizers other than that , 
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for- to , 's-ing , we will not be able to account for the semant

ics of other complementizers like how , why , whether , if , etc . 

Admittedly , the compl ementizers that, for- to and ' s- i ng bear 

some semantic affiniti es to each other and this i s why some 

linguists treat these three complementizers separately from 

other compl ementizers (e . g . Robin Lakoff, 1968 ; Rosenbaum, 

1967. a) . Any theory of NP complementation that purports gen

erality however , should satisfactorily account for occurrences 

of all the various other complementizers. Even if we allowed 

complementizers to be introduced transformationally , our anal y

sis would run into various di fficulties . The first thing we 

have to do is extend the surface structure semant ic interpret

ation rules in an undesirable manner to account for the vari

ous semant ic contrasts that complementizers exhibit . In fact 

the surface structure semantic interpretation rules postul ated 

by Chomsky and Jackendoff are not meant to account for a ll the 

semantic properties of the underlying structure (cf . Chomsky , 

1971; Jackendoff , 1969) , but for matters like "topi c" , "com

ment." , "focus" , "presupposition" , 11scope of negation" , etc . 

In fact it would be simpler if we~enerated complementizers in 

deep structure , where each complementi zer would be assi gned a 

set of features compatible with its environment , in particular 

the main verb , the predicativ e adjectival or the predicative 

nominal . Another point to notice i n this re spect is that 

Chomsky ' s surface structure semant ic inter pretat ion rules do 

not seem to account for meaning resulting from t he introduction 

of new morphological elements like compl ementizers , for in

stance . His surface structure semantic rules are , it seems , 

meant to account for the change in meaning that results from 
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the r e- ordering of constituents and the placement of some 

suprasegmental features like stress . Sec ondl y , even if we 

assumed that the Complementizer- Placement transformation is a 

precyclical rule , some of the problems mentioned in the pre

ceding subsecti on woul d remain unsolved . 

In summary , there is no syntactic or semant i c mot ivation 

at all for introducing complementizer s transformationally. On 

t he contrary , there is evidence from syntax and semantics that 

complementizers are pr esent in deep str ucture . First , comple

ment izers are not semantically empty syntactic markers and thus 

they cannot be introduced transformationa lly , for transform

ations c a.nnot introduce meaning bearing element s . In additi on 

transformations cannot introduce new mor phol ogical elements i n

to embedded sentences . Thirdl y , complementizers subcategorize 

verbs , pr edic ative adjectivals and predicative nominal s , and 

they should - on theoretical grounds and on gr ounds of simpli

city in linguistic descript i on - be generated in deep str uct

ure . Fourthl y , in some l anguages c omplemantizers occur in non

embedded declar ativ e sentences . F i fthl y , c ons i derations of 

other transformations and syntactic phenomena require compl e

mentizers to be present in deep structure . 

L~ . 6 . 3 . "For" and " ~s": 

We mentioned at the begi nning of this section that the 

genitive marker ' s is not to be treated as a complementizer, 

and t hat the gerundial complementizer is to be the suffix - ING 

on its own. Si milarly , the morpheme for that precedes the sub-
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ject NP of c ertai n infinitiva l s is not to be considered a com

plementi zer or part of the infinitiva l complementizer. In 

other words , the infinitival complementizer is to be the mor

pheme To on its own. Thi s conclusion could be justified on 

various grounds . 

First , the geni t ive marker !_s and the morpheme for are - -
a propert y of surface structure subject NP ' s contai ned i n ger

undials and i nfinitivals r espect ivel y . We showed in Chapter II 

- cf. 2 . 6 . - that if the embedded sentenc e that underlies a 

gerundi a l undergoes Passivization , then it is the deep struct

ure object NP that r ec e ives the genitive mar ker: v i z . 

(59) a . John kissed Mary 

b . John's ki ssing Mar y 

c . Mary ' s being k i ssed by John 

If the genitiv e marke r was a property of the deep structure NP , 

then instead of (59 c . ) we shoul d have : 

(60) * Mary being ki ssed by John's 

These observations al so appl y to the morpheme for that precedes 

the subject NP of c ertai n i nfinitival s in the sense that i t is 

not a property of the deep structure NP but a property of the 

surface structure subject NP . For instance , i f t he structure 

underlying t he following infinitival: 

(61) For John t o have k i ssed Mary 

undergoes Passivization , then the morpheme for i s automatically 

p l aced before the preposed NP: viz . 

(62) a . For Mary to have been kissed by John: cf. 

b . *Mary to have ki ssed by for J ohn 
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One could , of course , argue that~ and for are present in 

deep structure and that there is a later rule that attaches 

these elements to surface structure subject NP 's . However, 

there is evidence that it would simplify grammatical descrip

tion not to have these two elements generated in deep structure. 

Limiting ourselves to the genitive marker~ ' we noticed 

in Chapter III - cf . 3. 5. - that the genitivization of the sub

ject NP of a gerundial is not a l ways possible . We noticed al

so that the non- genitivized form of the subject NP of ager

undia.l seems t«» be possible in almost a l l contexts . Notice 

further that if we were to treat 's as a complementizer, then 

we would need a rule to delete this complementizer in the 

following contexts: 

a . If the subject NP is of the type that does not allow geni 

tivization. 

b . If the subject NP of the gerundial is deleted . 

In these two c ontexts the deletion of the genitive marker is 

obligatory . On the other hand , there would be other contexts 

where this rule applies optionally to account for cases like: 

(63) I don't mind him coming with us 

Thus it would be simplerif the genitiv e marker 's were not 

gener ated in deep structure . 

The ana lysis of for as a complementizer runs into similar 

difficulties . First , this morpheme i s obligatorily deleted in 

the following contexts: 

a . If the subject NP of the infinitival is deleted 

b . If the subject NP of the infinitival undergoes Raising 
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c . If the sentence underlying an infinitival with an expressed 

subject undergoes certain transformations , in particul ar 

Passivization: cf . 3 .3 .1 . Again it would seem simpler if we 

did not allow for to be generated in deep structure. 

This analysis , however , runs into difficulties , for by 

postulating that for and ~ are not gener ated in deep struct

ure , we violate Chomsky ' s (1965: 146) principle , namely 11no 

transformations can insert morphological materi al into lower 

sentences" . It could , however , be argued that a rule or an 

instruction would be assoc i ated with the complementizer - ING 

to the effect that the surface structure subject NP of an em

bedded sentence that takes the complementizer - ING receives -

in certain circumstqnces - the genitive marker . Si milarly , 

t here would be a rule or instruction assoc i ated with the com

pl ementizer TO that the surface structure subject NP of an em

bedded sentence is preceded by the morpheme for . This would 

guar antee that i nfinitivals whose subject NP ' s undergo Raising 

are not subject to this rule . Simil arly , sentences underlying 

surface structure subjectless infinitivals are not subject to 

this rule . I am not sure , however , whether or not such a rule 

could be independentl y motivated . We return to discuss this 

matter in Chapter V - cf . 5.S. 

We have discussed i n this chapter various syntactic and 

semantic phenomena related to noun phrase compl ementation. 

The important points that emerged from this study are the 
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following: 

(i) Al l instances of headed gerundial s fall wi thin the c ate

gory of complex nominals , for Ross ' s Complex NP Constraint is 

oper ati ve on every occurrence of headed gerundia l s . 

(ii) Not all instances of headed infinitival s ar e complex n om

inals, for some of them do not exhibit the pro_I:B rties of com

pl ex nominals . However , i t has been shown t hat the S underly

i ng an infinit ival c ompl ement gets pruned under certain circum

stances , and t his gives rise to headed infinitival s that do not 

exhibit the charact eristic s of a compl ex nominal . 

( iii) Headless ger undi a l s and i nf initival s do not seem to fall 

within the cla ss of complex nomina l s . In other words , the S ' s 

underlying gerundi a ls and i nf i nitival s seem to be t he sole con

stituents of the dominating c at egory. It might be the c ase , 

however , that some instances of headless gerundials and infini

tivals ar e not the sole c onstit uents of t he~ ominating categor y . 

This issue will be discussed in detail in the following chap

ter - cf . 5. 6. - where we shall discuss the semant ic s of NP 

compl ementati on , in particular gerundials and infinitivals . 

(iv) The profDDm it t hat is usually associ ated wi th NP comple

ment i s a pronominal remnant of the copi ed NP and a priori it 

cannot be generated in deep structure . 

(v) Complementizers are not semanti cally empty syntactic mar k

ers , for t hey have various syntactic and semantic rol es to 

pl ay , and thus ·they should be i ncorporated in the phrase struct

ure r ules of the gr ammar . The gerundial complementizer is the 

suffix -ING on it s own , for the genitive marker ' s is a sur

face structure phenomenon. Si milarly , t he infinitival compl e

ment izer i s the morpheme TO , for , l ike the genitive marker ' s , 
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the morpheme for is a characteristic of the surface structure 

structure NP . 

The first three points - we have argued - are best 

accounted for in the phrase structure rules of the gr ammar , 

for we have seen that any N is susceptibl e t o modification by 

various types of linguistic elements , some of which are S ' s 

while others are not . To explain the point under discussion , 

consider the following , in particular the type of the comple

ment that follows the head- noun: 

( 1) a . The fact tba t he mi ght win 

b . The i dea of his being a secret agen t 

c . The opportunity for him to leave 

d . The question whether he will come 

e . The problem of how you should go there 

f . Hi s eagerness to come 

g . The habit of interrupting 

h . The reason for his refusal 

i. The idea of t he party 

We have seen that the anal ysis of these nominal s in terms of 

nominalization transformations operating on underlying S ' s en

counters various difficulties , the solution of which would 

certainly· complicate the transformati onal component of the 

gr ammar and would extend it in an undesirable and ad hoc way . 

.An important point to note in this resp ect lies in the fact 

that complementizers are not semantically empty , and so the 

transformational analysis would not be able to account satis

factorily for the various syntactic/semantic rel ationships 

holdi ng between an antec edent head- noun and its complement . 
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Thus fo llowing Chomsky ' s suggestion, we have suggested that 

the category NP shoul d be expanded into an opti onal Det , an N, 

and an optional Comp - i . e . complement: cf . 

(2) NP (Det) - N r- (Comp) 

where Comp stands in for an extensive variety of compl ement s . 

This phrase structure rul e will account for the derivation of 

a l arge number of complex and non- compl ex nominals; both of 

which are exemplified in ( 1 ) . In addit i on, i t will account for 

nominals of the type i nstanced i n (3): cf. 

(3) a . The prospects for peac e 

b . The author of the book 

c . A war of aggr essi on against Franc e 

d . John ' s attitude of defiance 

e . His mercy towards t he victims52 

Thus any head- noun followed by a complement could be accounted 

for ( i. e . generated) by the phrase structure rul e in (2). This 

rule would also generate nouns that are not fo llowed by any 

type of complement . 

Headl ess sententi a l complements , on the other hand , seem 

to be in most c ases the sol e constituents of the dominating 

c ategory , for the Complex NP Constraint is not operative on 

them. Thus , ~ery tentativel y ,_ we mi ght suggest t hat there i s 

a phrase str ucture rule like: 

(4) NP ~ Comp 

which gener ates all types of headless complements like the 

underlined constructions in the following set of examples: 

(5) a . Hi s having come late should make no difference 
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b . That the attempt must fail is obvious 

c . I want for you to be happy 

d . I re quire that she qui t soon 

e . She does not know where you live 

f . I do not remember when I l ast met her 

g . I wonder if he i s there 

h . Whether she is intelligent is none of my business 

i . To speak the l anguage i s an advantage 

j . She cannot understand why you left early 

k . Living in Bangor could be frustrating 

1. How he escaped from the prison is still a mystery 

m. Sh~ha_tes talking to foreigners 

The two phrase structure rul es in (2) and (4) could be amal

gamated in one phrase structure rule like: 

(6) NP > (Det) .- N - (Comp) 

Comp 

If we assume that some headless noun phrase co mpl ements ori

ginate i n deep structure .as headed complements , then this 

could be accounted for by t he first part of t he phrase struct

ure rule i n (6) . There will be also a phrase structure rule 

that expands Comp into a variety of linguistic el ements - in

cluding S ' s - that could modify antecedent head- nouns: cf. 

( 7) Comp➔ S 
NP 

NP,-, S 

Loe 
etc . 

Also there will be another phrase structure rule to enumerate 

the various alternants of C - compl ementizer: cf. 
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(8 ) C :;, to 
- i ng 

t hat 
whether 
i f 
how 
when 
where 
why 
etc . 

The node C-c Q!'!).pl ementizer i s generated under the i mmediate dom

i nation of the categor y S: v i z . 

( 9) S ~ C - S 

It mi ght be the case that each C wi ll be assigned a set of 
the 

semantic features compatible wi th-<'main verb , the predicat ive ad-

jective or the predicative nominal in the matrix sentenc e . We 

return to this matter i n 5.8 . bel ow . 

The merits of such an, analysis may be summari sed as 

follows: 

(i) It accounts for a wide vari ety of n ominal constructi ons i n 

a natural way , for in additi on to accounting for complex nom

inals l i ke: 

(10) The fact that he lost the race 

i t also accounts for non- c omplex nominals l i ke: 

(11 ) The author of the book 

and: 

(12) The prospects for peace 

Admittedly , this analysis compli cat es the base component of 

the grammar , but by adopting such an analysis , we avoid all 
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the problems that we have encountered in this chapter with 

regar d to t he t ype of anal ysis that woul d account for nom

inals like t hose instanced in (5) and (3) i n terms of trans

formations operating on more basic deep struc tures . The en

richment of the categorica l component will c ertainly permit 

simplification of the transformational component . Tbe proper 

balance between the various components of the gr ammar i s , as 

has been pointed out by Chomsky (1970 . a ), enti re l y an empiri

c a l i ssue . On gr ounds of empirical evidence and generality , 

the enrichment of t he categoria l component gains credib ility 

over the enrichment of t he transfor mationa l component . 

(i i ) The proposed anal ysis adequately accounts for the various 

semanti c contrasts exhi bited by t he different compl ementizers . 

Needless to say this ana l ysis solves vari ous syntactic/semant

ic prob l ems by generating complementizers i n deep s tructure . 



Footnotes to Chapt er IV 

1. The transformations enumerated in the pr eceding chapter 
are: Passi v ization , Pseudo- Clefting , Cl eft ing , Pr onominal
i zation, Relativization, Conj oi ning , and Subject- Auxiliar y 
Inversion. 

2 . Wi gzell (1969) treats t he mor pheme of as part of the gerund
i al compl ementizer . It i s his content ion that the gerundial 
compl ementizer i s "of •• •• • ing" and not "Poss - ing11

• However , 
he does not talk about gerundive complements like t hose i n
stanced in (2 ) , where the linking morpheme i s not of . Notice 
further that it would be ad hoc to distinguish between t wo 
types of ger tmdi a l co mplement izer , one occurring with headed 
gerundials and the other wit h headl ess ones . We r eturn to this 
question in 4 . 6 . below. 

3. Thi s i s not to say , however , that these head- nouns derive 
f rom an underlying verbal or adj ectiva l origin . Contrary to 
this , we will argue in this section , and in the following one , 
that any ana l ysi s of these head- nouns in terms of an underly
ing verbal origin runs into various difficulties . 

4 . The head- noun idea could be used in two di fferent senses 
as in the following t wo sentences: 

(i) The idea t hat a gr ammar cou ld be formalized was 
f irst proposed by Chomsky 

(ii) The idea of spending his life in pri son horrified h i m 
The noun idea in ( ii) but not (i) is r epl aceable by the noun 
t hought . --

5 . Anothe r pl ausible paraphrase of the headed gerundial in 
(5 b . ) i s the following: 

( i) Looking aft er five children invol ves (entails) a 
strain 

6 . Thi s sentence will , however , be· acc ept abl e if the noun~ 
i s interpreted as "somet h i ng i mportant" . 

7 . It should be noted , however , that there does npt seem to be 
a precise semantic synonymy between the noun sense and the verb 
sense . As a noun , sense cou l d mean " i mpression" or "feeling" , 
but as a verb it could mean "suspect" or "be aware of" . 

8 . For i nstance , this is the posi t ion taken by Lees (1963 ) , 
Chomsky (1965) and Lakoff (1965) . For a · criticism of this 
anal ysis see: Chomsky (1970 . a . ) • . 

9 . See Ross , 1968: 70 . However , Ross (1968 : 77- 88) points 
out that his Complex NP Cons tr a i nt is not operative on certain 
complex nomi nals as t he grammaticality of the following sen
tences shows: 

(i) The money which I have hopes that the company will 
s quander amounts to 400 dollars 

( ii) The money which I will make a proposal . that we 
squander amounts to 400 dollars 



- 579-

He argues that it seems t o be the case that it i s only i n 
constructions like: make the claim that S , and hav e hopes 
t hat S that the Complex NP Constrai nt is not operative. 

10 . The fo l lowing sentence, however , sounds acceptab le : 
(i) The students , t he idea of interviewing whom 

pleased us, all turned up on time 
However , t wo points need to be mentioned here . First , the 
relativized NP has not been moved out of the sentence within 
which it is contained: viz . 

(ii) The idea of interviewing the students pl eased us 
and therefore thi s does not constitu:e a violation of Ross's 
Complex NP Constr aint . Secondl y , the relative clause i n ( i) 
c annot be interpreted in a restrictive sense . 

11. Rosenbaum uses this phrase structure rule: 
( i) NP -~ (Det) · - N - (S) 

to generate headless noun phrase c ompl ements , where the N i s 
a l ways realized as the pr oform it . Howev er , he does not indi
cqte whether this phrase structure rule could also gener ate 
headed complements . Most pr obabl y it could , in which case the 
N would dominate a l exi cal item instead of t he profor m it . 

12 . For these vari ous configurations see: Chomsky , 1965 : 
129 ; Emonds , 1970 : 135; Katz and Postal , 1964: 54; J acobs 
and Rosenbaum , 1968 : 199 ; Langendoen , 1969: 68 , 74; Ross , 
1968: 70; Thompson , 1970 . a: 32- 5; Smith , 1964: 37- 54; 
Wi gzell , 1969: 4. Stockweilil ' s wor k has not been available to 
me , but I encountered a reference to it in Thompson , 1970 . a: 27 . 

13 . It should be noted , however , that the analysi s of headed 
NP compl ements in terms of Xis Y does not , as we hav e seen , 
appl y t o all types of NP compl ements . 

14 . This does not seem , however , to b e al ways the case, for 
consider the following two sentence5: 

(i) Someone that John met in London is c omi ng to the party 
(ii) Who that John met in London i s coming to the party? 

Notice, however , that i f the relativized NP i n the embedded S 
i s in the subject position , the questioni ng of the antec edent 
head- noun will not be possi b l e: vi~. 

( i i i) Someone that met John in London is coming to the 
party 

(iv) *Who that met John in London is coming to the party? 
Notice further that if the pronoun who is used instead of that 
i n (iii) , then the sentence will be unacceptable: viz . -

(v) * Who who John met in London is coming to the ~arty? 
I c an offer no explanation for the acceptability of (ii) . It 
could be the c ase that what is involved in (ii) is an "echo 
question": cf . Huddleston , 1971: 6- 7 . 

15. These two sentences would not be impossible , of couxse , if 
the relative clauses were non- restrictive . 

16 . The term Whiz- Del eti on is borrowed from Langendoen (1970: 
148 ) . For a ,deta iled discussion of the formation and reduction 
of relative clauses see: Bolinger, 1967; Smith , l 96L~ ; 
Mukattash , 1969 . 
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17. Noti ce that sentences like: 
(i) The tel egram that John was dead never reached h i s wife 

are , to some speakers , perfectl y acceptable . Thi s seems to 
suggest that n ouns specified [ + concrete] may be fol lowed 
by a sentential complement . This phenomenon is , however , re
stri cted to nouns l i ke: tel egr am, message , order , etc . Al
ter natively , it could be the case that these nouns when follow
ed by a sentential complement are being used in an abstract 
sense . The noun order in t h e following sentence: 

(ii) The order to appear on parade thi s afternoon was 
p i nned on the notice- board 

could be ~ossi bl y paraphrased bj: 
(iii) The l piec e of paper on which the order was 

thing 
written 

However , this question is of no direct re l evance to the present 
work. 

18 . Compare the following two examples: 
( i ) His eagerness to please was very great 
( i i) His eagerness to please meant that he was really 

interested in the job 
The complement- hea d rel ati on does not seem to be the same in 
these two examples , which suggests that the analysis of the 
nomi nal in (18 a . ) i n terms of the structure underlying ( 18 b . ) 
i s incorrect . Indeed we will argue against this very analysis 
in the fo l lowing subsection . 

19. Notice that , unlike (30 c . ) , the following sentence sounds 
perfectl y acceptabl e: 

( i ) The school , the plan to rebuil d which di d not succeed , 
. i s not far from here 

For an expla nation see footnote 10 above . 

20 . Of course , we do not expect consti tuent NP's contained in 
an infinitival compl ement wit h an expressed subject to be sen
s i t i ve either to Wh- Fronti ng or Relativi zation: v i z . 

(i)* For whomdid Mary disapprov e of my desi re to pass 
the exam 

21 . I t shoul d be noted that we have i gnored compl ement i zers in 
both (54) and (55) . However , we re t urn to discuss the status 
of complementizers in 4 . 6 . below . 

22 . The phrase structure rule in (1 ) is used for expos itor y 
purposes onl y , for the grammar cannot have thi s rule as an i n
dependent one . It could possi b l y be amal gamated with other 
phrase structure rul es that expand the c ategory NP: v i z . 

(i) NP ~ \ ~Det) NJ 
23 . Again the two pJ:u~ase structure r ules in (3) and (4) are 
u s ed for exposi tor y p;urposes . We are assuming that ther e a r e 
two types of headl ess compl ements: one generated with a head
noun that gets del eted and another generated without a head
noun. 

24 . In fac t Per lmutter does not gi ve any particular name to 
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his constraint, this terminology being mine: c f . Perlmutter , 
1971 : 100, 108- 22 . 

25 . For this termi nol ogy and the uses of the echo question 
see: Huddleston, 1971 : 6- 8 . 

26 . What appears in the b i bliogrqphy as: Ross (1969) 
first i n 1966: for this information see Ross , 1969: 
the other hand , what appear s in the bibl iography as: 
(1968 ) was written in 1967 . 

appeared 
288 . On 
Ross 

27 . Witness , on the other hand , the unacceptabi lity of the 
fol lowing two sentences: 

( i ) ? * The boy who she approves of the pl an to visit 
i s qui te i l l 

( ii)?* Who does she appr ove of the plan to visit? 

28 . It has been convincingly argued by Lakoff (1968 . a: 13- 29) 
that Rosenbaum' s (1967 . a) handli ng of the Pronoun Replacement 
transformation is incorrect . He al so notes that Rosenbaum' s 
ordering of transformations is wrong . 

29 . We return to di scuss the facts that emerge from the examples 
in (33- 37) in Chapter V - cf . 5 . 7 . 

30 . To some speakers , the sentences in (45) wil l be more 
acceptable i f the extraposed nominal is separated from the rest 
of the sentence by a comma . This orthographic device might 
correspond to a pause in spoken language . 

31 . The term "copying" is also used by Ki parsky and Kiparsky 
(1970) and Langendoen (1969) . 

32 . Fillmore (1966: 19- 33) considers a locative expression to 
be an NP which simply happens to be introduced by a certain 
kind of prepositi on . 

33 . All through this section we wi ll be referring to the 
Kiparskys ' paper "Fact" ( 1970) . 

]4. Sentences (67 a . ) , (67 b . ) and (67 c . ) occur in Rosenbaum 
(1967 . a) on pages 34 , 53 and 53 respectivel y . Sentence (67 d . ) 
occurs in Robin Lakoff (1968 ) on page 45 . 

35 . See Ros s , 1968: 68 . However , some speakers do not find 
the two sentences in (68) acceptable . 

36 . This statement is based on my general impression more than 
on any factua l evidence . 

37 . The rule that relates (78 a . ) to (78 b . ) is r eferred to by 
Emonds (1970: 51- 4) as Dative Movement . 

38 . The sentences in (81) occur in Jespersen (1940) and 
Jespersen (1933) ; t hose in (82) occur in Scheurweghs (1959); 
those in (83 ) occur in Zandvoort ( 1969); those in (84) occur 
i n Bolinger (1968); those in (85 ) occur in Wi gzell (1969) ; 
and t he one in (86 ) occurs in Emonds (1970) . 
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39 . This is a summary of the views of Crystal (1969: 166- 72) 
on this issue . 

40 . I am grateful to Mr . R.A.W. Bladon and Mr . K. H. Albrow for 
helping in the analysis of the results of thi s test . 

41. Since writing this section , Huddleston (1971: 161- 4) came 
to my attention. He also uses the term Object- Raising to 
refer to the same syntactic phenomenon . Postal (1971 ; 27- 31 ) 
refers to this rule as Tough- Movement since it is operative on 
infinitivals that co- occur with a set of semantically related 
adjectives compr ising: tough , easy , di·fficul t , etc . 

42 . Notice that from (97 a . ) we can get: 
(i) Thi s violin , it is easy to play sonatas on 

and: 
(ii) Sonatas , i t is easy to play on this violin 

What i's involved here is a rule of Topicalization that applies 
after NP Copying has applied to the structure underlying: 

(iii) To play sonatas on this v iolin is easy 
On the other hand , the two sentences in (97 b . ) and (97 c . ) 
seem to derive from the structure underlying ( i ii) through the 
application of the rule of Topicalization where the embedded 
sentence has not undergone NP Copying . It seems that the rule 
of Topicalization i s a late rule. For a discussion of this 
r u l e see: Emonds , 1970: 18 . 

43 . Chomsky (1971: 209) i s referring to Perlmutter's Ph. D. 
thesis "Deep and Surface Constraints in Syntax" . 

44. Under our analysis, ( 100 a . ) would differ from (100 b . ) in 
having that as a complementizer in deep structure . See 4. 6 . 
below. - -

45 . Joan Bresnan (1970) and the author independently arrived 
at the conclusion that compl ementizers should be generated in 
deep structure . My argmnents , however, differ f rom hers . 
Other linguists consider complementizers as semantically empty 
syntactic markers: cf . Rosenbaum, 1967. a; Lakoff , G., 1968 . a ; 
Lakoff , R. , 1968; Ross , 1968 ; Wi gzell , 1969 . 

46 . 'I'hi s is the term used by Rosenbaum , 1967 . a: 5. 

47 . We return to the question of presupposition and the ro l e 
it plays in the semantics of gerundials and infinitivals in the 
following chapter: cf . 5 . 3 . 6 . 

48 . This observation is due to Bresnan (1970 : 297) . 

49 . The reader is warned of the possible ambiguity in this sen
tence , for the sequence _f_o_r _ h_e_r could be understood as belong
ing to the matrix sentence . We discussed this issue in Chapter 
II: cf . 2 . 2 . 

50 . Bresnan i s referring to Dougherty ' s Ph . D. thesis: "A 
Transformational Grammar of Coordinate Conjoined Structures", 
which has not been available to me . 
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51 . Thi s observation is due to Ross ( 1970: 244-- 5) , however , 
the argument and the examples are mine. 

52 . These examples a re borrowed from Chomsky ( 1970 . a : 196) . 



CHAPTER V 

INTRA- SENT~""NTI.AL RESTRICTIONS 

AND SEMANTIC INCOMPA~IBILITY 



V. Intra-Sentential Restrictions 

and Semantic Compatibility 

5 . 1 . Introductory: 

So far we have been di scussing the syntactic properties 

of gerundials and infinitivals , but any valid treatment should 

take account of the semantic aspects of the two types of nomi n

al . Some of the semantic properti es of gerundials and infini

tivals have been notionally discussed in the traditional liter

ature, but paradoxically the semantics of the two types of nom

i nal has been almost i gnored in the transformational literature . 

This does not mean , however , that no distincti on has been drawn 

between the different senses that a gerundi al or an infinitival 

c an express . We have seen in Chapter I - cf. 1 . 4 . 3 . 1. - that 

Lees (1963) talks of "factive" nomi nals as opposed to "action" 

nominals and that Wigzell (1969) distinguishes between three 

senses that a gerundial or an infinitiva l may express: "fac

tiven , "action" and "non- factive" . We have not iced, however , 

that the criteria a dopted by Lees and Wi gzell in enumerati ng 

the various senses expressed by a gerundial or an infinitival 

are notional and f ar from being conclusive or precise . On the 

other hand , some linguists (e . g . Rosenbaum lli967- a) , George 

Lakoff (1968- a) and Robin Lakoff (1968)) say nothing about the 

semantics of NP complements . The only serious attempt to 

characterize the semantics of NP complements is by the Kipar

skys (1970) . Again , their treatment is erratic in most 

respects and , unfortunately , it deals only with gerundials and 

that- clauses . 
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The semantics of gerundi a ls and infinitivals is be st 

considered from two angles . F i rst , t he semantic contrast be

t ween gerundi a l s and i nf initivals occurring in t he same con

text , as exemplified in t he followi ng t wo sentences: 

(1) a . I like to eat appl es 

b . I like eating appl es 

It is this type of semantic contrast that the traditional 

grammarians dealt with , a l beit notionally. 1 Secondl y , the s ense 

in which a gerundia l or an infinitival may be employed. In 

other words , a gerundia l may be emp:i,oyed in various senses , and 

so may an inf ini tiv a l . This type of cont r ast shows up , for in

stance , i n the underlined gerundials contained in t he followi ng 

exampl es: 

(2) a . I r egret his having lost the race 

b . Rowing this b oa t tired me out 

It also shows up in t he underlined i nfinitivals c ontained in 

t he following exampl es: 

(3) a . It surpri sed us for John to bav e lost the race 

b . I ' d like to buy a house in Bangor 

It is our aim in this chapter to explore the semantic 

properties of gerund i a l s and infinitival s . To this end , we will 

first enumerate the various c ontexts in which gerundials and in

finitivals may occur and see whether the sense that a gerundia l 

or an i nfinitival may express is a function of the linguistic 

elements contained in the mat rix sentence , or a function of 

those c ontained in the embedded sentence, or a functi on of both . 

Then we will see whether there i s any sort of interrelationshi p 
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between t he synt ax and the semantic s of each of the two types 

of nominal . Finally , we will briefl y discuss the semantic con

trast between gerundials and i nfinitival s that occur in the 

same context and see how this contrast may be handled in the 

gr ammar . We will also investigate the contexts in which an 

antecedent head- noun that precedes a gerundi a l and an infini

tival may be deleted . 

5 . 2 . Contextual restrictions: 

In this section we wi l l enumerate the various contexts 

in which gerundials and infinitivals may occur . These cont•exts 

will be presented as formulas representing deep structure con

figurations . The various verbs, predicative adjectivals and 

predi cative nominals that can appear in each f ormula with a 

gerundial or an infinitival or with both, will be listed in 

Appendix II . The lists in Appendix II are not claimed to be ex

haustive , though I have included all cases that came to my 

attention during a thorough search through The Advanced 

Learner ' s Dictionary . 

5 . 2 . 1 . Formulas: 

First li'ormul a: 

(1) a . 

Deep structure configuration: 

So 

(1) b . ----------NP VP 

' ~ Sl V (NP) (X) 
~ 
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Examples: 

(1) c . (i) Abdul's winning the race pleased Magda 

Remar ks: 

(ii) For Ken to have refused the offer surprised her 

(iii) Losing a game so many times does annoy me 

(iv) John seems to be sick 

(1) d . (i) The node (X ) in (1 b . ) is a string , possibly 

empty, of variables 

(ii) All t he verbs that may occur in t he formula in 

(1 a . ) are listed in the List 1 in Appendix II . 

Second Formula: (x)] 
VP 

( 2) a. [ ; lp _ [
Be - Adj -

VP 

Deep s truc ture confi guration: 

So 

( 2 ) b . ~ 
NP VP 

l ~ 
Sl Be Adj (X) 

~ 

E~amples: 

( 2) c . (i) Hi s be ing a linguist is irrelevant 

Remarks: 

(ii) Your coming to Bangor is surprising for John 

(iii) It is annoying for Jean to have mssed the train 

(iv) It was nice of you to bave hel ped 

( 2) d . (i) The node (X) i n (2 b . ) i s a prepositional phrase 

or a string of adverbials or both 

(ii) The adjectiv es that may occur in (1 a . ) are 

listed in List 2 in Appendix II . 
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Third Formula: 

Be - NP - (x)] ( 3) a. [ s]· - [ 
NP NP VP VP 

Deep structure configuration: 

So 

(3) b . ~ 
NP VP 

I ~ 
Sl B·e NP (X) 

6-
Examples: 

(3) c . (i) His being a doctor is an advantage 

(ii) It is fun to t alk to her 

(iii) His saying that was a relief for us 

Remarks: 

(3) d . (i) The (X) in (3 a . ) and (3 b . ) is a prepositional 

phrase or a string of adverbials or both 

(ii) The nouns that occur in (3 a . ) are listed in 

List 3 in Appendix II . 

Fourth Formula: 

(4) a . NP - [ v - [ s] -· ex)] 
VP NP NP VP 

Deep structure config-u.ration: 

So 

(4) b . ~ 
NP VP 

~ 
V NP (X ) 

I 
Sl 

6-
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Exampl es: 

(4) c . (i) She regrets your losing the game 

(ii) Ken enjoys t al king to her 

Remarks: 

(iii) We assumed her to be innocent 

(iv) He ' d like to meet her 

(4) d . (i) The (X) i n (4 a . ) and (4 b . ) is a string of 

vari ables 

(ii) The Vin (4 b . ) could be overtly followed by 

a preposition (e . g . object to , r efrain from , ejD.) 

( iii) All t h e verbs that occur in the formul a (4 a . ) 

are listed in List 4 in Appendix II . 

Fifth Formula: 

(5) a . NP - [ V- NP- [ P- \ s] l -Cx1 
VP pp l NP NP - pp p 

Deep structure c onfi guration: 

So 

(5) b . 
NP VP 

V NP PP ( X) 

~ 
P NP 

I 
Sl 

6 
Examples: 

(5) c . (i) They accused Max of breaking t he shelf 

(ii) They forced he r to sign the c heque 
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.r(emarks: 

(5) d . (i) The (X) in (5 a . ) and (5 b . ) is a string of 

variab l es 

(ii) The verbs that occur in this formula are 

lis ted i n List 5 in Appendix II . 

Si xth Formula: [ 

(6) a . NP Be - Adj -
VP [ p -

pp 
lg ] - ( X) ]vp l~P NP - PP 

Deep structure c onfi gurati on : 

So 

(6) b . ~ NP VP 

Examples : 

(6) c . 

Remar ks : 

(6) d . 

(i) 

(ii) 

Be Adj PP (X) 

~ 
p NP 

I 
Sl 

/"> 

John i s keen on pl aying tennis 

Tu~ry i s r eady t o see you 

(i) The (X) i n (6 a . ) is a string of vari ab l es 

(ii) The ad j ectives that occur in this formula are 

listed in List 6 in Appendix II . 

5 . 2 . 2 . Syntactic c onsiderations: 

A ca reful study of t he matri x verbs , adjectives and nom

inal s that may occur in the preceding formulas (cf. Appendix II) 

r evea l s that these lexi cal i tems coul d be subcategorized into 
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three groups according to the type of complementizer they co

occur with . Fi rst , those that co- occur with the gerundial but 

not with the infinitival: complementizer: viz. 

(7) He avoided meeting Sue 

(8)~•He avoided to meet Sue 

Secondly , those that co-occur with the infinitival but not the 

gerundi al complementizer: cf . 

(9) We want to go to the pictures 

(lO)*We want going to the p~ctures 

Thirdly , those that co-occur with both the gerundia l and the 

infinitival complementizer: cf. 

(11) a . Mike likes to meet girls 

b . Mike likes meeting girls 

In other words , the choice of the gerundial or the i nfinitival 

complementizer is governed by the main verb , the predicative 

adjective , or the predicative nominal in the matrix sentence . 

In a theory that generates complementizers in deep structure , 

these facts will be automat ic a l ly accounted for in the phrase 

structure rules . The semantic contrast , if any , between gerund

ials and infinitivals that occur in the same context - cf. 

(11 a . ) and ( 11 b . ) - will be discussed in 5 . 8 . below . 

The second set of facts that emerges from the preceding 

formulas and the lists of l exical items in Appendix II has to 

do with the r elation of the subject NP of the embedded S to the 

subject NP of the matrix S . I n this respect we notice the 

following c ases: 

(i) Some l exic al items r equire that the subject NP of the 
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associated gerundial/infinitival be identical to t he subject 

NP of the matrix S: viz. 

( 12) a . I failed to see the humour in the sit uati on 

b . *I f a iled ~for2 John to see the humour i n the situation 

(13) a . John was active :in r eviewing books 

b . *John was active in Mary ' s reviewing books 

(ii) Some lexical i tems require t hat the sub j ect NP of t he em

bedded S be identical to t he direct object in the matrix S : cf. 

(14) a . We persu aded J ohn to commi t himsel f 

b . *We persuaded J ohn for Sue to commi t herB~1f 

(15) a . Max addressed h i mself to solving the probl em 

b . *Max addr essed hi mself to Mary ' s solv:ing the probl em 

(iii) Some l exic a l items r equire that the subject NP of the em

bedded S should be different from the subject of the matrix S . 

Thi s condition seems to be operative on i nfinitiva l s but not on 

gerundials: cf. 

(16) a . I screamed for John to commit hi mself 

b . *I screamed for me to commit myself 

c . *I screamed to commit myself 

(iv) Some l exical items do not require any of the conditions in 

( i), ( ii) and (iii) ab ove: viz. 

(17) a . She r egret s h i s having an accident 

b . She r egrets having shouted at you 

(18) a . I prefer her to stay here 

b . I prefer to stay here 

The conditions on the identity or non- identity of the 

sub ject NP of an embedded S toa prec eding NP in the matrix S 
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are difficult to account for ill terms of a theoretical frame

work like that presented ill Chomsky (1965) . In fact ill that 

framework there would be no way of preventillg the generation of 

ungrammatical sentences like those in (12 b . ) , (13 b . ) , (14 b . ), 

(15 b . ) and ( 16 b . ) , for Chomsky ' s strict subcategorization 

features and sel ectional features operate within a simplex S i n 

a gener a l i zed phrase marker and they cannot be extended to 

determine the choice of a l exical item in the embedded s . In 

other words , there are no constraillts on the insertion of lex

ical items in an embedded S imp osed by any lexical item ill the 

matrix S . However , it has been poillted out by Chomsky that' 

since transformations have a filtering function , they will block 

the generation of certaill ill- formed underlying structures . We 

have pointed out in the preceding chapter (cf . 4 . 4- . 3 . ) that 

Rel ativization would be blocked if the NP to be r el ativis ed in 

t he embedded S is not i eent ical with an NP in the matrix S , and 

that the resultant S would thus be characterized as ungr ammat 

ical . Thus the notion "well- formed deep structure" was not de

fined solely ill terms of constraints on deep structures , but 

was a derivative notion, partly defined transformati onally . 

Only those generalized phrase markers which passed through the 

transformational compon ent with no transnormations c ausillg the 

derivation to ' block ' would qualify as deep structures . To 

quote Chomsky (1965: 139) , "The transformational rules ·act as 

a 'filter ' that permits only certain generalized Fhrase- markers 

to qualify as deep structures" . 

It has been subsequently argued by Perl mutter (1971: 4-9) 

that there ·exists in natural languages ill- formed generalized 

phrase markers generated by the base component which cannot be 
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characterized as such by means of blocking transformations . 

Amongst these cases are: 

(i) Sentences which manifest identity constraints between the 

subjects of certain verbs and the subject of their complement: 

cf . (12 b . ) and (13 b . ) . 

(ii) Sentences which manifest identity constraints between the 

object of certain verbs and the subject of the complement sen

tence: cf . (14 b . ) and (15 b . ). Perlmutter uses the term 

"Like- Subject" Constraint to refer to these two cases . To 

avoid confusion, we suggest that this term be retained to refer 

to the first case only (i . e . identity between the subject NP of 

the matrix Sand the subject NP of the embedded S) . On the 

other hand, we suggest that the c ases of identity between the 

objects of certain verbs and the subject of the complement be 

referred to as "Object- Subject" Constraint . 

( I ii) Sentences which manifest a requirement of non-identity 

between the subjects of certain verbs and the subjects of their 

complements: cf . (16 ·a . ) . Perlmutter refers to this type of 

constraint as the 11Unlike- Subject11 Constraint . 

It was such considerations that led Perlmutter to postu

late that there exist deep structure constraints whose domain 

extends beyond the -boundaries of the simplex Sin general ized 

phrase markers . These constraints, Perlmutter maintains , could 

be regarded as an extension of the device of contextual features 

in Aspects (i . e . they would specify conditions on the insertion 

of particular verbs into deep structure) . He has convincirgly 

argued that the ungrammaticality of sentences like (12 b . ), 

(13 b . ) , (14 b . ), (15 b . ) and (16 b . ) cannot be accounted for 
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in terms of transformational constraints . Whether the un

grammaticality of such sentences is accounted for transform

ationally or in terms of a deep structure constraint is of no 

direct relevance here . 3 What it is important to noti·ce in this 

respect is that such cases as we have been discussing provide 

further evidence that there are numerous constraints on the 

presence of the gerundial/infinitival complementizer in deep 

structure , assuming as we do that complementizers are generated 

in deep structure . On the other hand, in a theory that intro

duces compl ementizers transformationally , these would be speci

fied as constraints on the conversion of an embedded S into a 

gerundial /infinitival. In either case , these constraints should 

be added to the constraints we enumerated in ChaptersII and III • 

.. 
One final point needs to be mentioned before we close 

this subsection , namely: whereas the "Unl ike- Subject Constraint" 

is operative on infinitivals , it is not operative on that- , 

clauses: viz . 

(19) a . I screamed that I would go 

b . *I screamed for me to go 

c . *I screamed for myself to go 

If compl ementizers were introduced transformationally , then 

there would be no way of accounting for these facts , assuming 

tbat the Unlike- Subject Constraint is a deep structure con

straint . However , if complementizers are generated in deep 

structure , these facts wi ll be accounted for automatical ly . 

5.3. Notional criteria: 
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We have already suggested that gerundia l s and infinitivals 

may be employed in a number of di fferent senses . To explain 

what i s meant by t he senses in which a gerundi al or an infini

tival may be used, let us consi~er the following two exampl es: 

(1) His l osing the r ace should make no difference 

(2) Crossing the river tired me out 

If a native speaker is asked to paraphrase sentence (1) he 

would possibly give the following sentence: 

(3) The fact · that he l ost the race should make no difference 

On the other hand , (2) could be notional ly paraphrased by: 

(4) The action of crossing the river t ired me out 

or , possibly, by: 

(5) The process of crossing the river tired me out 

Thus we could notionally speak of a gerundial that expresses a 

factive sense (i . e . indicates or ·refers to a fact) , and of a 

gerundial clause that expre sses an action sense . These are but 

two of the various senses that a gerundial clause c an express . 

Si milarly , an infinitival may be employed in a number of diff

erent senses . A sentence l ike: 

(6) It i s annoying to have to l eave so soon 

cou l d be pl ausi bly parapbJ.~ased by: 

( 7) The fact that { ~e J have to leave so so on is annoying 

in which case t he infinitival c ould be sai d to have a factive 

import . On t he other hand , the infini tiva l in , say: 

(8) It amused Jane to watch them 

could be said to have an action i mport . However , i t is not al-
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ways possibl e to notional ly characteri ze the sense that a 

gerundi al or an infi nit i val may express . Consider , for i n

stance , the following two sentenc es: 

(9) John has been assumed to be in London4 

(10) I would not mi nd l osLng my job 

The infinitival in (9) does not seem to express either a ' fact

ive ' sense or an ' action ' sense . This observation applies also 

to the underiined gerundi al in (10) . 

It was such not i onal considerations tha t led some 

linguists to distinguish between ' action', ' f active ', and ' non

factive ' noun phrase compl ements (e . g . t he i nf ini t i v al in (9) 

and the gerundial in ( 10 ) would be oonsi dered ' non- factive ' ) . 

However , we have seen in Chapter I that Lees' (1963) analysis of 

nominal constructions in terms of "factive" and "action" . nom

inals is erratic . it/e have also seen that Wi gzell ' s (1969) 

anal ysis of the senses expressed by a noun phrase compl ement i s 

notional and ad hoc . We may note in passing that Wi gzell postu

lates that each NP complement has in its deep structure a pre

ceding lexical head- noun that specifies the sense of the com

pl ement regardless of whether this head- noun is over tly ex

pressed or not . In this r espect he talks of "factive" , "non

factive11 and "actionn NP complement s . In what follows we wi l l 

examine i n detail the Ki parskys' (1970 ) analysis of the semant

ics of NP complements , but before we do this , we will digress 

to discuss the possibilities of the deletion of lexical head

nouns in headed gerund i a ls and infinitivals . 

5 . 3 . 1 . Head- noun del etion: 
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Following Chomsky (1965) , we assume tbat only freely 

r ecoverable elements can be deleted and that transformations 

do not generall y c hange meani ng. 5 Bearing these two points in 

mi nd , let us see whether or not an antecedent l exical head

noun that precedes a gerundial or an infinitival i s susceptibl e 

to del etion . Consider the headed gerundial s contained in the 

following exampl es: 

(11) a . The f act of his having kil led the policeman annoyed 

us 

b . The action of crossing the r iv er was tiring 

c . The i dea of spending his life i n prison terri f i ed h i m 

d . The news of his having r esigned was r eleased yester-

day 

e . We were not aware of the r e l evanc e of your reporting 

t he accident 

f . Evidence of his having stolen the money was given 

yester day 

The first thing to notice i n this r espect i s that t h e deletion 

of certa i n lexic a l head- nouns in t he exampl es in (11) i mpairs 

the gr ammaticality of the sentence within which the gerundia l is 

embodied . For instance , the deletion of the head- noun evidence 

in (11 f . ) yields the ungr ammatical string: 

(12)* His having stol en the money was given yesterday 

Thi s observation al so a pplies to sentence (11 d . ) , for witness 

the ungr ammat icality of: 

(13 ) * Hi s.having resigned was rel eased yesterday 

Thus on syntactic grounds , the deletion of such head- n ouns 

should be blocked . It is noteworthy in t his respect that t he 



- 599-

actual distribution of a gerundial does not coinci de with that 

of the assoc i ated l exical head- noun , there being environments 

wher e the gerundi a l can occur but not the associated head- noun 

and vice versa . In the following examples , for instance , the 

matrix verb seems to accept a headed gerundial or a headless 

one , but it does not seem to accept t he head- noun on its own: 

(14) a . The fact of hi s having read Chomsky i s immaterial 

b . His having read Chomsky is immaterial 

c .?The fact is i mmaterial 

(15) a . I hate the habit of smoking cigars 

b . I hate smoking cigars 

c . ?I hate the habit 

Out of context, the (c) sentences in ( 14) and ( 15) would be 

unacceptabl e . At least , they would be semantically question

able unless they ar e pr operly contextualized, in which c ase the 

underlined NP ' s in ( 14 c . ) and ( 15 c . ) have to be marked [ + 
mentioned] and are to be taken as r eferring back to some in

formation in t he given context . On the other hand , there ar e 

environments where a l exical head- noun is possible but not the 

associated gerundial: cf . 

( 16) a . The possibility of your getting a grant is very slim 

b . The possibility is v ery slim 

c . *Your getting a grant is very slim 

(17) a . The news of his having r esigned spread quickly 

b . The news spread quickly 

c . *His havi ng r esigned spread quickly 

After this digression , let us continue our discussion of 

the deletion of the antecedent l exical head- nouns that precede 
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the gerundi a l s m (11 ) . The f i rst thmg we notic e i s t hat in 

certa i n c ontexts the deletion of an antec edent head- noun i m

pairs the gr ammatic ality of t he sentence within which the ger

undial i s embodied and thus the deletion should not be allowed: 

cf . (11 d.) and (13 ) , (11 f . ) and (12) . Secondly , in certain 

circumst ances the del etion of the head- noun alters the sense of 

the associated gerundia l . Consider, for instance , sentence 

( 11 e . ), where the deletion of the head- noun relevance produces 

a sentence which , although acceptable, does not hav e the mean

i ng of the original: viz . 

(18 ) We were not aware of your r eporting the accident : 

cf . (11 e . ) 

This observat i on also applies to t he head- noun idea i n (11 c . ): 

(19) a . The idea of spendi ng h i s life in pri son terrified 

h i m 

b . Spendi ng his life in pri son terr ified h im 

Thus on semantic grounds also , the deletion of the head- noun 

idea in (11 c . ) and the head- noun relevance in ( 11 e . ) is not 

possible . Thir dl y , i n certain circumstances the deletion of 

an ant ec edent head- noun does not i mpair either the grammatical

ity of the matrix sentence , nor the semantic reading of t he 

accompanying gerundi al, but the deleted head-noun would not be 

uniquely recoverable . This seems to be t he case in (11 b . ), 

which I repeat here for convenience: 

(11) b . The acti on of crossing the river was tiri ng 

The del etion of the head- noun action in (11 b . ) would make the 

sense of the gerundia l open to various , though simil ar , int er

pretations: cf. 

(20) Crossing t he river was tiring 
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If we try to recover the deleted head- noun in (20) , we might 

say that it is an act, an activity, an action, or possibly a 

process: cf. 

(21) The act 
activity 
action 
?process 

of crossing the river was tiring 

But under no circumstances could we , for instance , suggest the 

noun fact or idea as a head- noun for the gerundial i n (20), 

since such a mov e would impair both the grammaticality of the 

whole sentence and the semantic reading of the gerundial: 

(22) a . *The fact of cDossing the river was tiring 

b . *The idea of crossing the river was tiring 

It is worth noting i n this respect that the head- nouns action , 

act, activity, and process are semantically related . Fourthly , 

there qre contexts in which a deleted head- noun seems to be 

uniquel y recoverable . This seems to be the case if the ante

cedent head- noun is fact . For instance, the deletion of the 

head- noun fact in (11 a . ) , which I repeat here as (23 a . ), does 

not seem to distort the semantic reading of the accompanying 

gerund"ial, nor does it seem to impair the grammaticality of the 

whole sentence: cf. 

(23) a . The fact of his having killed the policeman annoyed 

us 

b . His having killed the policeman annoyed us 

Thus gi~en the gerundial in (23 b . ) we could reconstruct the 

headed gerundial in (23 a . ) . Thus very tentatively we might 

suggest that only the head-noun fact i s susceptible to deletion. 

Before going into details for just ifying this statement , let us 



- 602-

consider the suscept i bility to deletion of head- nouns that 

i ntroduce i nfinitiv a l s . 

Unlike certain head-nouns that precede gerundials , head

nouns that precede i nfinitivals are not sensitive to deletion . 

To illustrate the poi nt under di scussion, let us consider the 

following examples: 

(24) a . The plan to rebuild the school did not succeed 

b . The opportunities for the boy to come early are 

non- existent 

c . The proposal for the lecturers·L to meet the students 

is feasi ble 

The deletion of the head- noun plan in (24 a . ) i mpairs the 

gr ammat icality of the matrix sentence , and so does the del etion 

of the head- noun opportunity in (24 b . ): cf . 

(25) a •. *To rebuil d the school did not succeed 

b . *For the boy to come earl y are non- existent 

The deletion of the head- noun proposal i n (2L1. c . ) yield s a more 

acceptable sentence than (25 a . ) or (25 b . ) , but it certainly 

obviates the sense expressed by the associated inf i nitival : c f . 

(25) c . ?For the l ecturers to meet the students is feasi ble 

In other words, from the infinitival in (25 c . ) we cannot free

l y or uniquely r ecover the head- noun proposal . It is note

worthy in this respect that , unlike gerundi als , infinitival s 

c annot be preceded by -t he head- noun fact in t he surface struct

ure , though i t is notionally possible to characterize the sense 

expressed by an infinitival as "factive" . For instance , the 

sense expressed by the infinitival in , say: 
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(26) a . For Sue to have refused to come surprised us 

could be notionally characterized as "factive" . However , the 

infinitival in (26 a . ) cannot overtly combine with the head

noun fact: viz. 

(26) b . *The fact for Sue to have refused to come surprised 

us 

Notice also that infini tivals a re unlikely to overtly combine 

with the head-noun action, though it is possible in certain con

texts to notionally characterize the sense expressed by the in

finitival as "action" . We have argued that the infinitival in: 

(8) It amused Jane to watch them 

could be said to have an "action" i mport , but it is not possible 

for this infinitival to be preceded by the head-noun action in 

the surface structure: viz . 

(27) a. ~·The action to watch them amused J ane 

b . *Her action to watch them amused Jane 

c . *The action for Jane to watch them amused her 

It mi ght be the case that the head- noun fact is generated in 

the deep structure of (26 a . ), and that the head- noun action is 

generated in the deep structu~e of ( 8 ) and that these head- nouns 

are obligatorily deleted in t he surface structure . We will 

return to discuss such a proposal in due course . 

To summarize , we can say that head-nouns preceding infini

tival clauses are not susceptible to deletion ; On the other 

hand , head- nouns preceding gerundial claus.es are not suscept:ible 

to this transformation unless the head-noun happens to be fact 
,to 

or , possibl y , action. Nonetheless, it is possible in mo.st cases /.. 
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notionally char act erize the sense in which a gerundial or an 

infinitival is employed . So far we have shown that gerundi a l s 

and infini tivals can express two senses , namely "factive" and 

"action 11
• In what follows we will continue to discuss i n more 

detail the various senses that gerundia l s and infinitivals can 

express . The treatment will , in the first instance, be purel y 

notional . Later in this chapter we will see whether or not the 

classification of gerundials and i nfinitivals in terms of the 

sense they express has any syntactic significance . Before we 

proceed to discuss these points , we will briefl y comment on the 

notion of "factivi ty" and the notion of "pr esupposition" and 

see whether there is any advantage in incorporating the l atter 

concept in the grammar of NP c ompl ements in Engli sh . 

5 . 3 . 2 . The not i on of "factivity": 

The term "factive complement" is often understood to 

refer to complements that expr ess a message (i . e . a proposition) 

that could be viewed or interpreted as a fact . 6 Admittedly , the 

term i s loosely and rqther vaguel y used . First , what do we 

mean by the term "fact"? Many nativ e speakers do not seem to 

be aware of the l ogic a l and psychol ogical i mplic ations of thi s 

term, though they might quite often use it in their speech in 

statements like: 

(28) a . The fact is I do not like Susan 

b . The f act is John is a l i a r7 

Nobody would dispute t he truth v alue of the first sentence since 

i t expresses a purel y subjective judgement . The speaker may be 

l y ing or may be t elling the t ruth , but certainly we cannot 

judge from thi s sentence whether the proposition: 
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(28 ) c. I do not like Susan 

is true or false . Secondly , one could argue that the propo

sition in (28 c . ) is true , if the behaviour of the speaker 

possi b l y socially - reflects the truth of the proposition. On 

the other hand , one cou+d argue that the proposition is false , 

and that the speaker does like Susan but he is forced for 

reasons that are non- linguistic to utter (28 a . ), in which case 

he - i . e . the sreaker - is aware that he is not tell ing the 

truth . A third possibility would be that the speaker is not 

lying and at the same time the proposition I do not like her 

is false , in which case (28 a . ) could be accounted for in 

psychol ogical terms as , for instance , that the speaker is de

pressed . All of these considerations are relevant for deter

mini ng whether the proposition expressed by the underlined con

struction in (28 a . ) is true or false . But one wonders whether 

such considerations should be dealt with by the linguist, ip.

deed whether they could be ever incorporated in any linguistic 

theory . Nonetheless before we proceed to discuss what we have 

been referring to as "factive" complements , it is vital to try 

to characterize the term "fact" . 

Without any psychological or philosophical implic ations, 

we might say that there is one basic factor t hat determines the 

"factivity" of a proposition , namely , the speaker ' s presuppo

sition or attitude . In what follows we will bri efly discuss 

the notion of presupposition and see its relevance to these

mantics of gerundials and infinitivals . Before we proceed to 

do so, let us consider in some detail the type of sentence ex

emplified in (29 a . ) to see whether there are any restrictions 

on the occurrence of certain linguistic elements in it . Notice 
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first , that whereas (28 a . ) sounds perfectl y acceptable, the 

following sentence does not: 

( 28) a .? The fact is the earth is square 

Sentenc e (29 a . ) is anomalous and the anomal y seems to be due 

to the f act that the proposition : 

(29) b . ? The earth is square 

is false, for it happens to be a fact , or at least we happen 

to know , that the earth i s not square. In this r espect i t 

seems conven_i ent to distinguish between three types of propo

sitions . First, those that are nec essarily true; secondly , 

t hose that are cont i ngent; and thirdly , t hose that are 

necessarily false . A proposition is necessarily true i f there 

are no conceivable circumstances in which it woul d be false or 

- as some philosophers put it - if it is true in all possible 

worl ds . A proposition which is not necessarily true may be 

either contingent (true or false , but not necessarily so) or 

necessarily false (i . e . i mpossible) . Thus: 

(30) A big city i s a city 

i s necessarily true , whereas: 

( 31) Britain is a monarchy 

i s c ontingent - it happens to be true , but we could i magine cir

cumstances in which it would be f a lse . On the other hand , 

(32) All round obj ects are square 

is necessarily false , for we· could imagine no set of circum

stances in which it would be true . 8 The r elevance of such dis

tractions seems obvious when we discuss sentences like ( 28 a . ) 

and (29 a . ) . It seems that if a proposition is culturally or 



- 607-

universal ly known to contradict a wel l - known fac t - either 

scientific or logical - this proposit i on cannot be the predi

cate of the NP t he fact in a copul ar sentence of the type i n

stanced i n (29 a . ) . Consider the anomaly of the following 

sent enc es: 

(33) a . ?The fact is London is the capi tal of Indi a 

b . ?The fact is all round objects are square • 

The anomaly in these two sentences arises from the fact that 

the two underlined propositions in (33 a . ) and (33 b . ) are 

false , at least at the time at which these sentences were 

uttered. Following Richard Garner and Charl es Fillmore we will 

use the term "time of locutionary act (TLA)" to refer to the 

temporal and spatial coordinates of the speech act . A speech 

act , on the other hand , refers to the act of producing a l ing

uistic utterance . The producer of a speech act will be call ed 

the "locutionary Source (LS)" , the addressee will be referred 

to as the "locutionary target (LT)"· (cf . Fi llmore, 1971- b: 371) . 

Having introduced the notion of (TLA) , we might ar gue t hat for 

any sentence of t he type instanced i n (33 a . ) and (33 b . ) to 

be semantically acceptable , the proposition expressed by the 

predicate should be at TLA considered true , otherwise the sen

tence will be anomalous . A final point should be mentioned be

fore we proceed to discuss the notion of "presupposition", 

namely whether the NP ' s that occur in the predicate in sen

tences like (33 a . ) and (33 b . ) should necessarily have an ex

istential specific reference or not . To explain the point 

under discussion , consider the following examples: 

(34) a . The fact is that ghosts are harmless 

b . The fact is that ghosts appear in Shakespeare ' s plays 
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Sentence (34 a . ) mi ght be viewed as anomalous by a person who 

does not believe in the existence of ghosts, but it would not 

be vi ewed as such by one who believes in their existence . On 

t he other hand , serrcence (34 b . ) would not be vi ewed as anoma

lous either by a person who believes in ghosts or by a person 

who does not since the proposit ion expressed by the underlined 

construction i n this sentence is factually true . The type of 

anomaly in (34 a . ) will be di s cussed under the heading upre

supposition" . 

5 . 3 . 3 . Presupposition: 

The conc ept of upr esuppositionu has come of l ate to be the 

focus of discussion i n various articles , both philosophic al and 

linguist ic . 9 Lakoff (1971- b: 329) , for instance, has suggested 

t hat t he not i on of presupposition sh ould replace Chomsky ' s 

' sel ectional restrictions ', and that it has· a strong bearing on 

the well- formedness of sentenc es . However , without going into 

the detail s and philosophical i mplic ations of the not ion of pre

supposition , we will see whether this notion has any s i gnifi

cance a t a ll to the gr ammar , in particular the semantics of NP 

compl ements . At the outset it• would be c onv enient t o distin

gui sh between two types of presupposition : sentenc e presuppo

sition and word presupposition. 

Katz and Postal (1964: 38 ) discuss the pr esuppositions 

of que stions and ar gue t hat the presupposi t ion of a question 

is in fact part of the underlying structure of the question. 

Thus: 

(35) a . Where didJohn go? 
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presupposes, and has as part of its underlying structure: 

(35) b . John went somewhere 

This i s why they suggest relating interrogative words to in

definite words , and this is why they represent the underlying 

structure of all questions in the following way: 

s 

Q Nucleus 

On the other hand , Fillmore maintains that "sentences i n natu

ral language are used for asking questions , giving commands , 

making assertions , expressing feelings , etc . " - cf . Fil lmore , 

1971- b: 380 . He then defines the presupposition of a sentence 

as "those conditions which must be satisfied before the sentence 

can be used in any of the functions just mentioned": cf . p . 380 . 

He further argues that " i f the presuppositional conditions are 

not sati sfied , the sentence is simply not apt ; only i f these 

conditions are s~tisfied can a sentence be appropriately used 

for asking a question , issuing a command , making an apology , 

pronouncing a moral or a l thetic judgement, . •• " (cf . Fil lmore , 

1971- b: 381) . Thus with regard to a sentence like: 

(37) That Harry is still living with his mother p roves 

that he is a bad marriage risk 

Fillmore maintains , that if we were to say (37) about somebody 

who is an orphan, n obody would say t hat we were speaking f a lse

ly , only that we were speaking inappropriately. If prove has a 

that- clause subject and a that- clause object, then the truth of 

the first that- clause is presupp osed and the verb is used to 

assert a causa l or logical connection between the two clauses 

and t hus (when used affirmatively) to imply the truth of the 
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second clause . The notion of l ogical presupposi tion i s de

f i ned by Keenan a s fo l lows: uA sentence S l ogic al ly pre-
' ' supposes a sentence S just i n case S logi cally i mplies Sand 

' the negation of S , ..- s , also logically i mpl ies S . " (cf. Keenan , 

1971: 45) . The following sentence , for exampl e: 

(38) a . That Fred l eft surprised Mary 

l ogically presupposes: 

(38 ) b . Fr ed l eft 

and so does the negative counterpart of (38 a . ): cf 

(38 ) c . That Fred l eft di.d __ not surpri•i;;e Mary 

I t has been a lso ar gued that words have , as part of 

t he ir meaning , presuppositional properti es . F i l l more cla ims 

that the verb open in , say : 

(39) Please do not open the door 

presupposes t hat at TLA t he door is closed . He further a;rgues 

that a verb like criticize , for instance , has some built- in 

properti es in the sense that the LS who uses t his verb i s pre

supposing that the person who i s being criticized for doing 

something is t he one who\did this particular t hing . For instance 

in: 

(40) John criticized_Mary f or writing the editorial 

the LS pr esupposes that John regarded Mary as the writer of the 

edi torial and asserts that John clai med the "editorial- writing 

behaviour or its results as being ' bad ' " (c f . F illmore, 1971- b: 

381) . Another exampl e of t he presupposition of words i s pro

vided by Morgan (1969: 167) , who argues that t he verb know in, 

say: 

(41) John lmows that Mary is here 
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associates with it the speaker's presupposition that the com

plement Mary is here is true. George Lakoff (1971- b: 330- 3) 

argues that the occurrence of the relative pronouns who and 

which is semantically determined and, in fact, involves pre

supposition. The antecedent NP of who must be presupposed to 

be human: cf. 

(42) a . I saw a creature who I knew was human 

b . *I saw a creature who I knew was canine 

However, Lakoff maintains that this is not the sole condition 

for there are other factors, which have to do with the pre

suppositions of the LS , involved in determining the choice of 

who or which. It is his contention that the distribution of 

the gr ammatical morpheme who cannot simply be determined by the 

syntactic feature [+ Ruma~ ; r ather , the relative who requires, 

a t least , that the person referred to be presupposed to be alive 

at the time referred to in the rela tive clause, or thought of as 

a human being. He cites the following two examples: 

( L~3) a . We have just found a good name for our child , who 

we hope will grow up to be a good citizen after he 

is born 

b .ftWe have just found a good name for our child, who 

we hope will be conceived tonight 

He further ar gues that the acceptability of: 

(44) a . My c a t , who believes that I am a fool , enjoys, 

tormenting me 

depends on whether the person assumes tha t c ats have minds or 

not . In other words , one ' s judgement of grammaticality seems 

to vary with one's assumptions and beliefs . Lakoff finds 
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(44 a . ) both syntactically and semantically well- formed , 

whereas he cons i ders (44 b . ) ungr ammatical : viz . 

(44) b . *My cat , which believes that I'm a fool , enjoys 

tormenting me 

These are just some of the various arguments t hat hav e 

been recently put forward by both philosophers and linguists 

for incorporating the notion of presupposition in l inguistic 

theory. However, i t has been r ec ently argued by Hutch i nson 

(1971: 134) that little profit has been gained from the huge 

expenditure of time and effort on the notion of presuppositio~? 

The r eason for bringi ng up this topic i s to see whether 

or not the notion of presupposition contributes to the fact

ivity of complements . Before closing thi s section , it is con

v enient to note that it has been pointed out by vari ous ling

uists and philosophers (e . g . Keenan , 1971; Fillmore , 1971- b; 

Kiparsky and Ki par sky , 1970) that the presuppositional condi

tions of a sentence are unaffected under negation . For ex

ampl e , (45 a . ) presupposes (45 b . ) and so does (L.J-5 c . ): viz . 

(45) a . It is remarkable that Fred resigned 

b . Fr ed resigned 

c . It is not remarkable that Fred resigned 

In what follows we will see whether the notion of pre

supposition has any significance at all in the study of the 

phenomenon of NP complementation. 

5 . 4 . Factive/non- factive gerundial s: 
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In this section an.d the following one we will endeavour 

to specify the factors t hat determine the sense in which a 

gerundi a l or an infinitival mi ght be emp+oyed . It should, how

ever , be pointed out a t the outset that _the treatment is notion

al and it possibly rep~esents subjective judgement more t han 

f actua l information. Th i s is mai nl y so because of the absence 

of solid and explicit syntactic and semantic criteria that 

could satisfactorily characterize the sense expressed by a 

gerund i a l or an i nfinitiva l . We have , however , touched slightly 

upon the notion of f activity in the preceding section . On such 

evidence we can tentatively define a factive complement as one 

that is presupposed by the matrix sentence within which it is 

contained , or more accurately, as one whose underl ying propo

sition is presupposed to be true by the matrix sentence . This 

definition entials that the truth of the proposition expressed 

by the S underly i ng a factive complement is also presupposed if 

the matrix Sis negated . 

The gerundi als contained in the following sentences all 

seem to be employed in a f active sense: 

(1) His wanting a meal at this time of night is odd 

(2) Your being the director's son is significant 

(3) I am surprised at his having lost the game 
I 

(4) I regret having agreed to the proposal 

That the underlined gerundials are factive is consistent with 

the observations we have made about factivity . First , in al l 

of these sentences the Lh presupposes that the proposition ex

pressed by the gerundial is true . In other words , the speaker 

presupposes that the embedded S expresses a true proposition , 
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and makes some assertion about this proposition . Secondly, 

all the underlined gerundials in (1- 4) could be overtl y pre

ceded by the head- noun fact without changing the sense they ex

press and without impai ring the grammaticality of the contain

ing sentence . Thirdly, all the underlined constructions in 

(1- 4) are logically i mplied by the sentence within which they 

are contained . Fourthly , the presuppositions of the sentences 

in (1- 4) are preserved under negation . 

Leav i ng aside quest ions of "good faith" i n speech communi

cati on , in particular whether the LS i s l ying or speaking in 

j est or does not understand what he is saying (cf . footnote 10) , 

we can adduce the following argument: in certain contexts 

gerundial s may be understood to express a factive sense , in 

which c ase it seems possible to insert the head- noun fact in 

front of the clause without di storting the grammaticality of 

the matrix sentence or the semantic sense of the gerundial . The 

question to be decided is whether the factivit y of a gerundial 

i s a function of lingui stic elements contained in the matrix S 

(i . e . external factors), or a function of linguistic elements 

contained in the embedded S (i . e . internal factors) . Under the 

heading "external fact ors" we include: the mai n verb in the 

matri x S , its tense , and modal auxiliaries ; and under the 

heading " i nternal f actors" we include: morphological shape of 

the gerund i a l , main verb of the embedded S , and the specificity 

of the subject and object NP ' s of the gerundi al . 

5. 4 . 1 . Internal factors: 

5.4. 1 . 1 . Morphol ogical shape of the gerundial; 
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Have- gerundial s wit h an expr essed genit i v i zed subject 

c har acteristically expr ess a fact i v e sense . The gerund i a l s con

tai ned in the following exampl es seem to express a fac tive sense: 

(5) a . Their having r efused the offer i s surprisi ng 

b . She regr ets your having agr eed to the proposal 

Thi s evidence has l ed some l ingui sts to cla i m that only factive 

predicates all ow the full range of gerUl1d i al const ructions and 

that the geni t i v i zed subject i s the disti nctiv e mar k of a fact

ive gerundial ( c f . Ki parsky and Ki parsky , 1970: 144 , and Wig

zel l , 1969: 33 , r espec t i ve l y) . Thi s claim is too strong , f or 

i n some contexts hav e- gerundi al s do n ot express a factive sense. 

All the fo l lowing exampl es sound perfect l y acceptabl e , though 

the hav e- gerundial s do not seem to express a f activ e sense: 

(6) a . Hi s hav ing been a l ecturer is a myth· 

b . His having been to Bangor is quite possi bl e 

c . Hi s having kissed the secretary i s impossi b l e 

d . Their having reached an agr eement is doubtfu111 

We have argued in Chapter II - cf . 2. 3. - that the morpheme 

have is , in many cases , a marker of past reference and that it 

has nothing to do with the factivity of the gerundial within 

which it is embodied . There is , however , a test that can cl ear

l y distinguish between factive gerundia l s like those instanced 

in (5) and non- factive one s like those instanced in (6) : the 

main verb in (5) but not in (6) may be preceded by the auxiliary 

will without impairing the grammaticality of the sentence . Wit

ness the acceptabil ity of the exampl es in (7) and the unaccept

ability of those in (8 ): 

(7) a . His having been a minister will be an advantage 
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(7) b . Their having refused the offer will be surprising 

c. She will regret your having agreed the proposal 

(8) a . *His having been a lecturer will be a rnyth 

b . *His having been to Bangor will be quite possi ble 

c . *His having kissed the secretary will be i mpossible 

d . *Their having reached an agreement will be doubtful 

Like have- gerundials with an expressed subject , have

gerundials with no expressed subject can be employed in both a 

factive and a non- factive sense . The gerundials in the fo l low

ing examples seem to express a factive sense: 

( 9) a . Having failed the exam annoyed Bill 

b . She regrets having agreed to the proposal 

That the two gerundia ls in (9) are factive becomes obvious when 

we negate t he two sentences containing them: 

(10 ) a . Having failed t he exam did not annoy Bill 

b . She does not regret having agreed to the proposal 

Both (9 a . ) and (10 a . ) logic ally imply: 

(11) Bill (had) failed the exam 

similarly , both ( 9 b . ) and (10 b . ) logic ally i mply: 

(12) She (has) agreed to the proposal 

On the other hand , in some of their occu:Tences, have- gerundi a l s 

with no expressed subject may be interpreted as non- factive: cf. 

(13) a . I would regret having lost the race - if I had 

b . Having lost his job would be annoying for John 

Obviously, the t wo gerundials in (13 a . ) and (13 b .) do not ex

press a f active sense .12 
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Simple gerundi a ls with an expressed subject can be em

ployed in both a factive and a non- factive sense . Consider 

the following examples: 

(14) a . His coming on time is remarkable 

b . Sue is sorry about your missing the concert 

The two gerundials express a factive sense for the presuppo

sition of the two sentences in (14) remains constant under 

negation. Thus like ( ll.J- a . ) , ( 15 a.): 

(15) a . His coming on time is not remarkable 

logically i mplies : 

(16) a . He came/has come on time 

and like (14 b . ), (15 b . ): 

(15) b . Sue is not sorry about your missing the concert 

logic ally i mplies: 

(16) b . You (have) missed the concert 

On the other hand , the following two gerundi als with an ex

pressed subject do not seem to express a factive sense: 

(17) a . Your coming on time is i mperative 

b . I am thinking of your gettinp; a grant13 

Simple gerundi als with no expressed subject may be em

ployed in different senses . What we are interested in is 

whether they can be employed in a factive sense or not . Prima 

facie evidence that they c an comes from considering the follow

ing examples: 

(18) a . Losing his job upset Fred 

b . I liked playing your piano 
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The gerundi al in (18 a . ) expresses a factive sense for the pre

supposition of the matrix sentence remains constant under nega

tion. Like (18 a . ), ( 19 a . ): 

(19) a . Losing his job did not upset Fred 

logically i mplies: 

(20) a . Fred (had) lost his job 

These remarks also apply to the gerundial in (18 b . ), for like 

(19 b . ): 

(19) b . I did not like playing your piano 

it logically i mplies: 

(20) b . I p l ayed your piano 

On the other hand , simpl e gerundials with no expressed subject 

may be employ ed in a non- f active sense as in the foll owing ex

amples: 

(21) a . Seeing t he dean i s n ecessary 

b . I would n ot mind meeti ng her 

In certain contexts a gerundial with no expressed subject may 

be understood to express an "action" sense t hough it passes the 

tests of f activity we have been using . Consider, for instance, 

the gerundial contained in the fo llowing sentence: 

(22) a . Crossing the river tired Jane out 

We have argued that the sense expressed by this type of gerund

i a l may be notionally cha racterized as "action" , but according 

to the tests of factivity the sense of this gerundial should be 

"factive" . Sentence (22 a . ) logically implies: 

· (22) b . Jane crossed the river 

In other words , (22 a . ) presupposes (22 b . ) and this presuppo~ ; · 

sition remain s constant under the negation of the matrix sen-



- 619-

tence , for like (22 a . ), (22 c . ) logically implies (22 b . ): 

(22) c . Crossing the river did not tire Jane out 

We will be r eturning to this question - i . e . the duplication 

of the sense expressed by a gerundial - soon and shall not , 

therefore, pursue it in detail at t his point . 

Thus it becomes obvious for the examples cited in this 

subsection that the morphological shape of the gerundial does 

not determine the sense in which it is employed . Admittedly , 

have- gerundials seem to characteristically express a factive 

sense , but we have cited examples i n which they do not . The 

c onclusion to be drawn from the discussion in this subsection 

i s t hat the morphological shape of the gerundia l is not a 

necessary condition for the factivity of a gerundial . 

5 . 4 . 1 . 2 . The main verb of the embedded S: 

It seems that the main verb in the embedded sentence 

underlying a gerundia l bas some bearing on the sense that a 

gerundia;L expresses . To see what is meant by this , let us com

pare the two gerundials in t he fellowing exampl es: 

(23 ) a . Failing t he exam upset Ivlary 

b . Cleaning the pl ace out upset Mar y 

The gerundia l in (23 a . ) seems to express a f active sense for 

notice that sentence (23 a . ) is paraphraseable by: 

( 24) a . The f act of failing t he exam upset Mary 

Si milarl y , the gerundial in (23 b . ) seems to express a factive 

sense , for (23 b . ) is paraphraseable by: 

( 24) b . The fact of cleaning the p l ace out upset Mary14 
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On the other hand , the gerundi a l in (23 b . ) but not the one 

in (23 a . ) may be notionally interpreted as expressing an action 

sense . Indeed sentence (23 b . ) could be plausibly paraphrased 

by: 

(25) b . The action of cleaning the p l ace out upset Mar y 

Notice in this r espect that (23 a . ) i s unlikely to be rephrased 

a s: 

(25) a .? ?The action of failing the exam upset Mary 

Notice also that even if the gerundi al in (23 b . ) is inter

preted as expr essing an action sense, the presuppositi on of the 

sentence with in which it i s contai ned r emains the same , namel y: 

(26) Mar y cleaned t he pl ace out 

It seems that t he only distinction t hat could be drqwn be

tween t he type of gerundial instanced in (23 a .) and that in 

( 23 b . ) would be in terms of t he activity designated by the 

gerundia l , in particular in terms of the type of verb that occurs 

in the embedded sentence underlying the gerundi a l . In this re

spect it seems necessary to draw a di stinction between "con

trollable" activities and "non- controllable" ones . All the 

following sentences: 

(27) a . John lost his job 

b . Mar y fell down 

c . They had an accident 

d . She failed the exam 

designate non-controllabl e actions in the sense that in normal 

situations a person cannot control the actions referred to in 

these sentences . For instanc e , a pe rson c annot c ontr ol or pre-
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diet the action of falling down unless he does it on purpose 

as i n acting , for exampl e . Si milarl y a person c annot predict 

or control the action of having an accident . Given t hese facts, 

it becomes obvious why these sentences do n ot seem to express 

an action sense when they are transformed into a gerundial of 

t he type i nstanced in (23 a . ) above . Gerundia l s of this type 

seem to designate " events" r ather than "actions" . It mi ght 

prove profitabl e to draw a distinction bet ween gerundials t hat 

designate "events" and those t hat designate "actions" . We will 

be r et urning to deal wit h t h i s question in due course . Now c on

sider the following examples: 

(28) a . They crossed t he river 

b . She drove t he c ar 

c . I rea d Aspects twice 

d . He listened to me 

All of these sentences designate "controllabl e" activities , and 

this is mainly why t hey seem to express an action sense when 

they ar e transformed into a gerundial of the type inst anced in 

( 23 b . ) . 

Suc h a cla ssification , if at all valid , gives rise to 

what we have notionally char act erized as "action" gerundials and 

as "event" gerundials . This will be di scussed in some detail in 

an ensuing section . Suffice it at the moment to note that the 

main verb of t he sentence underlying a gerundial has some bear

ing on the sense expressed by t he gerundia l. 

5 . 4 .1. 3 . Specificity of the sub j ect and object NP : 

The definiteness of t he subject and t he ob j ect NP of a 
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gerundial seems to have some bearing on the sense expressed by 

the gerundial. We will discuss here gerundials whose subject 

NP is suppressed due to its being the generic pronoun one , or 

due to its being unspecified (cf . section 2 . 2 . ) . It seems that 

a gerundial whose subject NP is suppressed due to its being the 

generic pronoun one is never employed in a factive sense . Con

sider the following examples: 

(29) a . Speaking a foreign l anguage was an advantage those 

days 

b . Looking after an invalid wife is a burden 

c . Having no money i s a nuisance 

None of these gerund i a ls seems to express a factive sense . It 

could be argued that the non- factivity of these gerund i a ls is a 

function of the predicat ive adjective . In fact this is not the 

c ase , for if we substitute these adjectives with ones that can 

combine with f active complements , the sense expressed by these 

gerundials will still be non- factive . Adjectives like: excit 

ing, annoying , depressing , r elevant, etc . , which mi ght be re

ferred to as 11commen t adjectives" - cf . Alexander and Matthews , 

1964 - combine comfortabl y with factive complements: cf . 

(30) a . Speaking a foreign language is exciting 

b . Looking after an invalid wife i s annoying 

c . Having no money i s depressing 

Again none of the gerundials in (30) seem to express a factive 

sense . 

There are , however, certain contexts in which the type of 

·gerundial instanced in (29) mi ght be employed in a factive sense . 

This i s particularly true if t he object NP of the gerundia l is 
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definite , as in t he following exampl es: 

(31) Getting the r ev,ard is enc ouraging 

(32) Looking after thi s i nva lid wife is annoying 

However, t he de l eted subject i n t hese gerundials i s not under

st0od to be t he generic pronoun one . In f act it is often under

s tood to be the speaker ( i. e . the locutionary source - LS). 

Under this anal ysis , it is possible for the gerundia l to receive 

a factive interpret ation . It could be the c ase , however, that 

the del eted subject in (31) and ( 32) i s the gen eric pronoun~, 

and it i s being used by the speaker (LS ) to r efer to h imself as , 

for ins~ance , in: 

(33) One has to do one ' s duty 

Thi s is a confused matter , however, and conc lusions cannot be 

drawn with any confidence (cf . section 2 . 2 . above) . 

5 . 4 . 2 . External factors: 

5 . 4 . 2 . 1 . Ten se of t he matrix S: 

It seems that tense specification in the matrix sentence 

has some bearing on the sense expressed by a gerundi al clause . 

To explain what i s meant by this , l et us examine some sentences 

containing both a factive v erb15 and a gerundial clause . In 

thi s r espect we will examine both copulative and non- copulative 

matrix sentences to see whether changing the tense has any effect 

on the interpretation of the gerundial clause contained in the 

matrix sentence . 

Consider f irst the gerundials in the following exampl es , 
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where t he tense of t he matrix sentence is in the present where 

t he verb of the matrix sentence is "factive": 

(34) a . I regret his having lost the game 

b . I r egr et having lost the game 

c . I regr et his l osing t he game 

d . I regret losing the game 

All the gerundia l s in (34) express a fac t iv e sense regar dless 

of whether or not the subject of the gerundial is expressed . 

By way of further exemplification , c onsi der the following ex-

ampl es: 

(35) a . His having won the r ace pl eases Mary 

b . Having won the race pl eases Fred 

c . His winni..ng the r ace pleases Mary 

·d . Winni:gg the r ace pl eases Mary 

Like the gerundials i n (34 a- c . ) , t he gerundia ls in (35 a- c . ) 

are factive , but unlike t he gerundi a l in (34 d . ) , the gerundi al 

i n (35 d. ) does not seem to express only a f active sense; it 

seems to express both a factive and a non- f active sense , depend

ing on whether the activity designated by the gerundia l i s spec i

fic or iterative . If we are t alking about a specific act of 

wi nning , then (35 d . ) could be p l ausibly parapl1rased by: 

(35) e . 'I'he f act of winni n g the race p leases Mary 

But if we a r e talking in general terms ~nd not about a specific 

event , then (35 d . ) could be compared to: 

(36) Smoking cigars pleases Mary 

i n which c ase the gerundial winning the race does n ot~ eceive a 

f active interpretation. 
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Changing the tense of the v erb in the matrix sentence in 

t he examples in (34) does not seem to effect any semantic 

change with re gard to the sense expressed by the gerundi a l. All 

the gerundi als in the following exampl es are factive: 

(37) a . I regretted his having lost the game 

b . I r egr etted having lost the game 

c. I r egretted his losing the game 

d . I regretted l osing the game 

This seems to be the case also with t he examples in (35 a- c . ) . 

The gerundial in (35 d . ) seems to express only a f active 

if the tense of the matrix sentence is in the past: cf. 

(38) a . Winning the r~ce pleased Fred: cf. (35 d . ) 

sense 

However , one could in the absence of solid criteria argue that 

the gerundial in (38 a . ) expresses a lso an action sense , in 

which c ase (38 a . ) cou ld be paraphrased by·: 

(38) b . The action of winning the r ace pleased Fred 

Now consider the gerundi a ls contained in the fo llowing 

copulative sentences , where the tense of the main verb in the 

matrix sentence is in the past: 

(39) a . His having crossed the river was sign i ficant 

b . Having crossed the river was significant for us 

c . His atssi ng the river was significant 

d . Crossi ng the river was significant for us 

The gerundials in (39 a- c . ) express a factive sense , whereas 

the gerundial in (39 d. ), t hough it could be interpreted in a 

factive sense , may also be interpreted in an action sense , for 

we could plausibly· paraphrase i t by: 

(40) The action of crossing the river was significant for us 
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Now let us see what happens if the tense of the main verb in 

the examples in (39) is c hanged into the present : 

(41) a . His having crossed the river is significant 

b . Having crossed the river is significant for us 

c . His crossing the r i ver is significant 

d . Crossing the river is significant for us 

Like the gerundials in (39 a- c . ) , the gerundials in (41 a- c . ) 

seem to express a factive sense . The gerundial in (L~l d . ) 

could be interpreted in both a factive and a non- factive sense . 

That this is so can be demonstrated by expanding (41 d ~) in 

two different ways: 

(42) a . Crossing the river is significant for us, and we 

should not regret it 

b . Crossing the river is significant for us , but who 

can cr oss it? 

From the preceding exampl es we notice that changing the 

tense in the matrix sentence has some effect on the sense ex

pressed by a gerundi al . This is particularly true if the ger

undia l has an expressed subject . What we have said in thi s 

respect can be tentativ ely represented in the following table. 

We assume that the matrix S contains a factive verb . (F stands 

for "factive" and NF for "non- factive") . 

(43) 

Couulative sentences Non- copulative sentences 
uast present past present 

l . have- gerundi als F F F F 
exoressed sub;i . 

2 . have- gerundials 
F F F F suppress~d subj. 

3 . simp+e gerundi aE F F F F 
exuressed sub;i . ?NF ?NF -

4 . simple gerundials F 
? F ? F 

suuoressed sub;i. NF F NF 
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5 . 4 . 2 . 2 . Modal auxiliaries in the matrix S: 

Unli ke tense , modal auxiliaries incorporated in the matrix 

S seem to greatly affect the sense expressed by all forms of 

the gerundial . This becomes obvious when we compare the follow

i ng two examples: 

( 4-Ll-j a . John' s eating the pie amazes me 

b . John ' s eating the pie would amaze me 

The only difference between (44 a . ) and (44 b . ) is that the 

latter incorporates the auxiliary would . The gerundial in 

(44 a . ) is obviously factive , whereas the gerundial in (Ll-4 b . ) 

does not seem to express a factive sense , prima facie evidence 

that the inclusi on of a modal auxiliary in the matrix sentence 

alters the sense expressed by a gerundial clause . In what 

follows we will briefly examine the various modal auxiliaries 

to see if they all have a bearing on the sense expressed by a 

gerundia l . 

Let us begin by comparing the following two sentences , 

which are similar except for the fact that the matrix sentence 

in the second contains the modal auxiliary will : 

(45) a . John ' s failing the exam upsets his parents 

b . John ' s failing the exam will up set his parents16 

Unlike the gerundial in ( '-1-5 a • ) ' which expresses a factive 

sense , the gerundial in ( 45 b . ) seems to express more than one 

sense . On one reading , it could be interpreted in a factive 

sense, in v1hich case (l~5 b . ) i s paraphraseable by: 

(46) a . The fact of John ' s failing the exam will upset his 

parents 
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If properly contextualized , (46 a . ) can be expanded i n a 

c erta in way to account for t he f active sBn se of the gerundial: 

cf. 

(46) b . The f~ct of John ' s failing the exam will upset his 

parents when they come to know that he has failed 

c . The fact of John's failing the exam will upset his 

parents when they become aware of the consequences 

of his failing the exam 

On another reading the gerundial in (45 b . ) expresses a "hypo

thetical " sense , in which case (45 b . ) may be plausibly para

phrased by: 17 

(46) d . If it is a fact that John failed his exam , then 

this will upset his parents 

Now compare the following two gerundials in the object position: 

(47) a . She does not mind your borrowing the book 

b . She will not mind your borrowing the book 

The gerundial in (47 a . ) expresses a factive sense , whereas the 

one in (47 b . ) may be understood in two ways: factive and hypo

thetical . Under the factive interpretation (47 b . ) may be 

paraphrased by: 

(48 ) a . She will not mind the fact of your borrowing the book 

whereas under the hypothet ical interpretation it may be para

phrased by: 

(48) b . Were it a fact that you borrowed thi s book , then she 

woul d not mind thi s 

So far we have not discussed sentences incorporating both 

a have- gerundial and the modal auxiliary will . Compare the 
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following two examples: 

(49) a . His having resigned surprises his colleagues 

b . His having resigned will surprise his colleagues 

To me the two gerundials in (49 a . ) and (49 b . ) express a fact

ive sense . 

The occurrence of the modal auxiliary would in a sentence 

that contains a gerundial seems to assign a hypothetical inter

pretation to the gerundial regardless of the morphological 

shape of the gerundial . Consider the following data: 

(50) a . I would regret your losing the race 

b . I would regret losing the race 

C • I would regret your having lost the race 

d . I would regret having lost the race 

(51) a . John ' s losing his job would upset them 

b . Losing his job would upset John 

c. Having lost his job would be upsetting for John 

d. John ' s losing his job would upset his family 

From the examples in (50) and (51) we noti"ce that the simple 

gerundials express not a factive sense , but a hypothetical sense: 

cf. (50 a . ) , (50 b . ) , (51 a . ) and (51 b . ) . On the other hand, 

the have- gerundials in (50 c . ) , (50 d . ) , (51 c . ) and (51 d. ) 

can be interpreted in two different senses , depending on the 

situational or linguistic context . 18 This could be shown by 

expanding the sentences that conta in these gerundials in diff

erent ways . For instance, (50 c . ) may be expanded in the 

fo l lowing way: 

(52) a . I would regret your having lost the race i f you had 
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in which c ase the gerundia l can be interpreted as expressing 

a hypothetical sense . On t he other hand, (50 c . ) may be ex

panded in the following way: 

(52) b . I would regret your having lost the race i f you 

wer en ' t so nasty to me 

in which case the gerundial receives a factive interpretation: 

viz . 

(52) c . I would regret the f ac t of your having lost the 

r ace i f you weren ' t so nasty to me . 

This type of anal ysis appl i es to a l l have- gerundials in (50) 

and ( 51 ) : cf . 

(53) a . I would r egret having lost the r ace i f I had 

(hypothetical) 

b . I would r egr et having lost t he race i f it hadn't 

been so unimportant (factive) 

(54) a . Having lost his job would be upsetting for John , 

if he had (hypothetical) 

b . Having lost his job woul d be upsetting for John , i f 

he didn't already have another job lined up (factive) 

(55) a . John ' s having lost his job would upset h i s family 

i f they knew about it (factive) 

b . John ' s having lost his job woul d upset h i s family , 

i f he had (hypothetical) 

Like will and would , other modal auxiliari es seem to 

partl y determi ne the sense expressed by a gerundial . A few ex

ampl es will hel p to exemplify the point under discussion: 

(56) a . John's l osing his job annoys his parents 
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(56) b . John's losing his job can 
cou ld 
may 
mi ght 
shoul d 
must 

annoy his parents 

The gerundia l in (56 a .) expresses a f activ e sense , whereas 

t hose in (56 b . ) seem to express more than one sense depending 

on which modal auxiliary occurs in the matrix S . If could is 

chosen , t he gerundial may be understood in two ways: factive 

or hypothetical. Thi s is. al so true of the other modal auxi

liaries except perhaps may , whi ch seems to admit of factive in

terpretati on only . Now consider the fall owing have- gerundi a ls : 

(57) a . John ' s having lost hi s job annoys his f amily 

b . John ' s having lost his job 

f amily 

?can 
could 
may 
might 
should 
mu st 

annoy his 

All t he ger undials i n (51 b . ) seem t o expr ess a factive sense . 

In other words t he inclus ion of a modal auxiliary i n the matrix 

S that contains a f active have- gerundial does not seem to affect 

the sense expressed by the gerundi al . The informati on we have 

present ed s o far c an be incorpor at ed in the following table: 
( 58 ) ' . 

will wou! d can could ma:v mi ght ·--shoul d must 
l . Si mpl e gerundi al s Fi NF F F F F F F 
ex-pressed subject NF NF NF ?NF ?NF 

2 . Simple gerundial s F ?F F F F F F F 
suppressed subject NF NF NF NF NF NF ?NF ?NF 

3 . Have- gerundi als F F ?F ' F F F F F 
expressed subject NF ?lifF ?NF ?NF 

4 . Hav e- gerundia l s F F F F F F F F 
suppr essed subject NF ?NF ?NF ?NF 
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5 . 4.2. 3 . The main verb in t he matrix S: 

It will have been noticed t hat we have been using terms 

like 'factive verbs' and 'factiv e adjectiv es ' in a r ather im

precise and not i onal sense . In this subsection we will examine 

some verbs , predicative adjectives and predicative nominals that 

co- occur with gerundials to see whet her the classi£ication of 

these lexical items into factive and non-factive has ony s i g

nificance . 

First , let us exami ne the adjective significant , which 

the Ki par skys (1970) treat as factive (i . e . the truth of t he 

proposition of its compl ement i s presupposed by the LS ) . It 

s eems that t here are no r estrictions on the morphological shape 

of the gerundia l that can combine with t h is adjective: cf. 

(59) a . His having passed the exam i s signific ant 

b . Having passed the exam i s significant 

c . His passing the exam i s significant 

d . Pas s ing the exam is significant 

If the adjective sig;nificant in (59) is inherently 11fac tive" , 

then all the gerundials in (59) sh ould be f acti ve; but while 

t h is is true of t he gerundials in t he first three sentences , 

certainly it i s not true of t he gerundial in (59 d. ) . In addi

tion to expressing a factive sense , the gerundia l in (59 d . ), 

depending on t he linguistic and/or the situational cont ext, may 

be understood to express a hypothetical sense: viz . 

(60 ) It i s significant if X (where X stands in for the 

suppressed subject of the gerundial) passes t he exam 

To further show t hat significant does not necessarily i mpl y the 

f activity of its subject gerundial , consider these examples: 
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(61) a . His passing the exam would be significant 

b . Cleaning the place out would be significant 

c . Getting an award is significant 

d . Refusing the offer might be significant 

None of the underlined gerundials in (61 ) seems to express a 

factive sense . The gerundials in (61 a . ), (61 c . ) and (61 d . ) 

seem to express a hy~othetical sense, while the gerundial in 

(61 b . ) seems to express an action sense . 

Now consider the verb regret , which has been treated as 

a factive verb: 

(62) a . Everyone regretted Jobn ' s being completely drunk 

b . I would r egret meeting such a stupid person 

c . You might regret doing this 

The gerundia l in (62 a . ) expresses a factive sense: cf. 

(63) a . Everyone regretted the fact of John ' s being com

pl etely drunk 

whereas the two gerundials in (62 b . ) and (62 c . ) seem to ex

press a h~othetical sense: viz . 

(63) b . Were it a fact that I met such a stupid person , 

then I would regret it 

c . -If you do this , you might regret it19 

From the exampl es cited above , we notice that the "fact

ivity" of a gerundial clause is not solely a function of the 

main verb , the· predicative adjective , or the predicative nom

inal in the matrix sentence . We have shown that there are 

various f actors , both internal and external , that combine to-
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gether to determine the sense of a gerundial. Wbat i t i s 

i mportant to note i n thi s respect is that a verb mi ght combine 

with a factive ger undial in one context and with a non- factive 

one in another . Suffice i t at t his point to not e that i n c er

tai n of thei r occurrences , gerundials might be notionally in

terpreted as expressing a factive sense . 

Finally notice that there ar e certain l exi cal items , which 

may not under any circumstances , c ombine with a factive gerund

ial. Such l exical i tems are semantical ly i ncompatible with the 

head- noun fac t . For instance , none of the following l exical 

items may combine with a factive gerund i al: false , l ikely , im

possibl e , imperative , nee essary , think , envisage , exhaust , tire 

out , etc . We will return to discuss this i ssue in due course. 

Before we comment on the inconsistent , often contradictory , 

findings of this section , we will briefly discuss whether or 

not infinitivals may be employed in a factive sense . 

5. 5. Factive/non- f act ive infinitivals: 

Like gerundials , i nfinitiv als may be employed, t hough less 

characteristic ally , in a factive sense. 20 The infinitivals con

tained in the following sentences all seem to be employed in a 

factiv e sense: 

(1) a . It surprised us for John to have refused to come 

b . For them to have been sacked is annoying 

c. I am proud to have known him 

d . It distressed Abdul to be accused of d:is1.onesty· 

That the underlined inf'i nitivals in (1) are factive is consist-
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ent with the remarks we have I!lDde about the concept of fact

ivity in general and about factive gerundials in particular. 

First, in all of these sentences the speaker takes it for 

granted that the proposition expressed by the in£ini ti val is 

true , In other words, the speaker (LS) presupposes that the 

sentence underlying the infinitival expresses a true propositim. 

Secondly, each of the underlined constructions is logically im

plied by the sentence within which it is embedded. Thus (1 a.) 

logically implies: 

(2) a . John refused the offer 

and (1 b . ), (1 c . ) and (1 d . ) logically imply (2 b . ) , (2 c . ) 

and (2 d . ) respectively: 

(2) b . They were sacked 

c . I knew hi m 

d . Abdul was accused of dishonesty 

Thirdly, the negation of the examples .in (1) would not alter 

the logical implications of these sentences . Thus like (1 a . ) , 

(3 a . ): 

(3) a . It did not surprise us for John to have refused to 

come 

logically implies (2 a . ), and like (1 b . ) , (3 b . ): 

(3) b . For them to have been sacked is not annoying 

logical ly implies (2 b . ) . This test applies also to (1 c . ) 

and (1 d . ). 

However , unlike factive gerundials , factive in£initivals 

never actually appear as surface complements to the head- noun 

fact: 21 we shall not , for instance , attest: 



- 636-

(4) * The fact for John to have refused to come surprised us 

Nonetheless each of the infinitivals in (1) can perfectly well 

be replaced by a factive headed gerundial or a factive headed 

that- clause without distorting the acceptability of the entire 

sentence: 22 viz . 

(5) a . The fact of John ' s havi ng refused to come surprised 

us 

b . The fact that Jobn refused to come surprised us 

Like gerundials, infinitivals can notionally express a 

factive sense if certain conditions, both in the matrix and the 

embedded sentence , are satisfied. In what follows we shall pro

ceed to discuss briefly the internal and the external factor s 

that seem to determine the sense of factivity expressed by an 

infinitival . 

5. 5. 1. External factors: 

-v . 5. 1.1. The ma.in verb in the matrix S: 

Vie have seen that some v erbs may combine with a factive 

complement if certain conditions are met and that some v erbs 

may never combine with a factive complement . To exe~plify the 

point under discussion, consider the following data: 

(6) a . It surprised us for John to have come late 

b . It surprised John to have failed the exam 

c . It surprised us for John to fail the exam 

d . It v1ould surprise John to fail the exam 

e . It woul d surprise u s for John to come l ate 
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(7) a . We assumed John to be in London 

b . We assumed Jobn to have been in London 

c . We would assume John to be in London 

( 8 ) a . It was wise of Fred to have refused the offer 

b . It would be wi se of Fred to refuse the offer 

The infi ni tivals in (6 a . ) ' (6 b . ) , and (6 c . ) unmistakabl y ex-

press a f active sense , for notice that the presuppositions of 

t hose sentences are preserved under Negation. The infinitivals 

in ( 6 d. ) and (6 e . ) express a hypothetical sense , and hence ar e 

non- factive . On the other hand , none of the infinitivals i n (7) 

seems to express a factive sense . The examples in (6) and (7) 

show that whereas the verb surpri se may in certain ci r c umstances 

combine with a factive i nfi nitival , the v erb assume may not . 

Now let us consider the two infinitivals in (8 a . ) and (8 b . ) . 

~he i nfinitival in (8 a . ) passes the test of factivity . First , 

the proposition expressed by the i nf i nitival i s logically i m

pl i ed by the matrix sentence . Secondly , t he logical implic ation 

of (8 a . ) i s preserved under Negati on: cf. 

(9) It was not wise of Fr ed to have refused the offer 

However , the adject ive wise does not seem to be semantically 

compatible with the noun fact , for while we mi ght attest : 

( 10) a . This was a wise action 

and: 

(10) b . This was a wise decision 

we do not attest : 

(10) c . *This was a wise fact 

we will return to discuss this i ssue in an ensuing section . Un

l i ke the infinitival in ( 8 a . ) , the infinitival in (8 b . ) does 
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not express a factive sense , it r at he r expresses a hypot hetic al 

sense . 

From t he examples in (6) , (7) and (8 ) we notice that: 

(i) Some verbs and adjectives do not combine with a factive in

finitival (e . g . assume , likely , etc . ) ; 

(ii ) Certain verbs and adjectives ( e . g . surprise , annoying , etc .) 

may combine with a f activ e infinitival i f c ertain conditions are 

satisfied; 

(iii) The complement of c ertain verbs and adjectives may notion

ally be interpreted as f active even i f the verb or the adjective 

associat ed with the complement i s semant ic all y incompati ble with 

the head- noun f act (e. g. wi se , foolish , etc . ) . 

5 . 5 . 1 . 2. Tense/modal auxiliarie~ in matri x S : 

I t seems that the t ense of the main verb in the matrix 

sentence bas more bearing on the sense expressed by an infini

tivo.l than it has on the sense expressed by a gerundial . Con

s i der the following exampl es: 

(11) To hav e lost h i s job was upsetting for John 

(12) To lose his job was upsetting for John 

(13) To have l ost his job is upsetting for Job.J.1 

(14) To lose h i s job is upsetting for John 

The two i nfinitivals i n (11) and (12) express 0 factive sense . 

Thi s i s not , hov1ev er , t he case in( l 3 ) and (14), where the tense 

of t he matrix v erb is present and not past as in (11) and (12). 

Onl y the infinitival in (13) seems to e:x;press a factive sense . 

The i nfinitival in (14) , though capable of expressing a factive 

sen~e , could also be understood as expressing a non- f activ e 

sense , in particular a hypothetica l sense, evi denc e that the 
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tense of the verb in the matrix. s , contributes to determin

ing the sense expressed by the assoc iated infinitival . 

These remarks also apply to infinitivals in non- copulative 

sentences. Consider the following examples: 

(15) a . It upset Bill to have missed the train 

b . It upset Bill to miss the train 

(16) a . It upsets Bill to have missed the train 

b . It upsets I3ill to miss the train 

From these examples we notice th.at changing the t en se of the 

matrix verb is likely to alter the sense expressed by a simple 

infinitival , but not a have- infinitival. The two infinitivals 

in (15 a . ) and (16 a . ) express a factive sense. This is not , 

however , true of the simple infinitivals in (15 b . ) and (16 b . ) . 

Onl y the infinitival in (15 b . ) seems to express a factive senre . 

On the other hand , the infinitival in (16 b . ) does not seem to 

express a factive sBnse at all . Indeed sentence (16 b . ) could 

be paraphrased by: 

(17) It upsets Bill if he misses the train 

It should be born in mind, however , that the remarks in 

this section are not to be t aken as applying to all occurrences 

of the infinitival . All that we mean to show is that it is not 

always easy to characterize , even notionally , the sense ex

pressed by an infinitival, and that there are various 'factors 

involved in determining this sense . 

The 'incorporation of a modal auxiliary in the matrix 

sentence has a great effect on the sense expressed by an infini

tival . In fact most infinitivals contained in a sentence that 
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incorporates a modal auxiliary tend to express a non- factive 

hypothetica l sense . A few examples will hel p to illustrate t he 

point under discussion. 

(18) a . For John to have lost the keys upsets his wife 

b . For John to have lost the keys woul d upset his wife 

(19) a . It annoys Bill for John to divorce his wife 

b . It will annoy Bill for John to divorce his wife 

( 20 ) a . To have lost the keys annoys John 

b . To have lost t he keys might annoy John 

If we compare the (a) sentences with the (b) ones in (18) , (19) 

and ( 20 ) , we notice that the incorporation of a modal auxilia·ry 

i n the matrix sentence affects the sense of the i n finitival . 

5. 5. 2. Internal f actors: 

The internal f actors that seem to determine t he sense ex

pressed by an infinitival are: the morphological shape of the 

infinitival , its main verb , and the specificity of the sub j ect 

and object NP ' s of the clause . We will not discuss these fac

tors in detai l here but a few exampl es will be in order . 

First , the sense of the i nfinitival is determined by (a) 

whether the infinitival is in the si mpl e form or in the have

form, and (b) whet her or not its subject is expressed . Con

sider the following exampl es: 

(21) a . It is annoying for John to have been sacked 

b . It is annoying to be sacked 

Unlike t he infinitival in (21 a . ), which expresses a factive 

sense, the i nfinitival in (21 b . ) expresses a hypothetical sense 
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though , l ike the first one , it combines with the same adject

i ve . In other words the morphological shape of the infiniti val 

determines the sense in which it is employed . 

Secondly , the main verb in the sentence underlying an in

finitiva l clause plays a role in determini ng the sense ex

pressed by the infinitival . For insta.11.ce , while the infinitival 

-in , say: 

(22) a . It annoyed John to lose the game 

may be interpreted in a factive sense , the infinitival il~: 

(22) b . It annoyed John to clean the place out 

may , in addition to expressing a factiv e sense , be i nterpreted 

in an action sense. These semantic discrepancies between the 

infinitiv al in (22 a . ) and t he infinitiva l in ( 22 b . ) seem to 

correlate with co- occurrence restrictions, for whereas the in

finitival in (22 b . ) can combine with a verb like tire, the in

finitival in (22 a . ) cannot . Witness the acceptability of : 

(23) a . It tired Jobn to clean the place out 

and the unacceptability of: 

(23) b .? ·~rt tired John to lose the game 

It should be noted in this respect that no available analysi s 

of gerundial s and infinitivals can , as far as I know , predict 

the acceptability of (23 a . ) and the unacceptability of (23 b . ) . 

This is mainly because the internal structure of gerundials and 

infinitivals bas been completely ignored. We shall discuss 

this issue in 5. 7. below. 

Thirdly, the sense expressed by an infinitival seems also 
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to be determi ned by whether its subject NP i s specific or is 

understood to be the generic pronoun one . Compare the fo llow

ing examples: 

(24) a . It was an advantage for her to learn a foreign 

language 

b . In those days it was an advantage to learn a 

foreign l anguage 

The iminitival in ( 24 a . ) may be interpreted as expressing a 

factive sense , whereas the one iri (24 b . ) may not . 

5. 6. Factive gerundi a l s and infinitivals_reconsidered: 

So far we hav e been talking rather informally and notion

ally about the fac t ivity of gerundials and infi nitivals . None

theless we managed to specify some factors that count towards 

whether or not a compl ement i s understood as factive . At this 

stage it would be convenient to state these factors bri efly -

l e t us c a ll them ' factivity c ondi tions ' - and see whether or not 

they have any syntactic significance . The f activity conditions 

as formul ated in the pr eceding t wo sections ar e: 

( i ) The speaker pr esupposes t hat the proposition expressed by 

t he S underlying a gerundia l or an infinitiva l is true . Ex

cluded from this condition are ·cases where the speaker is lying , 

speaking in j est , or does not understand what he is saying (cf. 

footnot e 10 above) . 

( ii ) The proposition expressed by the sentence underlying a 

gerundial or an infi nitival is logi cally i mplied by t he matrix 

sentence within which the gerundial or t he infini tiva·1 i s in

corporated . 

(iii) The negation of t he sentence containing t he gerundi a l or 
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t he in:finitival also logically i mplies the truth of the com

plement . 

These conditions are linguistic ally materia lized through 

combining t wo set s of linguistic f actors, which we have classi 

fied as " i nt erna l " and "external" f actors . Most prominent 

amongst these f actors i s the main verb (the predic a tive ad

j ectival, or the predic ative nominal i n the case of copulative 

s entences) in the matrix sentence . In t h i s respect we have 

seen that there are lexical items which cannot, under any cir

cumstanc es , combine with a f active complement . Amongst these 

are: false, seem , i mpossible , wi sh , unlikely , etc . On the 

other hand , there are lexical items which, i f other conditions 

ar e sat i sfied , can combine with a factive complement . Amongst 

the se are: regret , odd , significant , etc . Ot her external 

linguist ic factors t hat determine t he sense of a complement 

ar e the t ense and the presence of a modal auxiliary in the 

matrix sentence . The interna l factors that build up t he sense 

expressed by a compl ement are: the morphologic a l shape of the 

compl ement , its underl yi ng main v erb , and the specif icity of 

i ts object and subject NP ' s . The questi on of how to incor 

por ate these facts i nto the theory will depend first on 

whether there is any s i gnificance a t all in drawing a distinct

ion between two types of c ompl ement: factive and non- factive . 

5 . 6 . l . Syntactic criteria: 

We hav e already mentioned that t he only analysi s of noun 

phrase compl ementation that endeavours to draw a syntactic dis

tinction between factive and non- fact ive complement s is that 

of t he Ki parskys (Ki parsky and Kiparsky , 1970) . Howev er, we 
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have shown , on the other hand , that - in most respects - the 

Ki parskys ' anal ysis is erratic - c f . 4 . 5 . 3 . For expository pur

poses , I shall briefl y disc uss t he claims made by the Ki parskys 

and show that t hey ar e want i ng: 

(i) The Ki par skys c l a i m t hat i n the case of factive complements 

Extraposition - i n Rosenbaum's sense - i s optional , whereas it 

is obligatory in the case of non- factive complements . This i s 

certainly a false claim, for witness the perfectly acceptabl e 

sentence: 

(1) That he mi ght come l ate tonight is qui te possible 

(I am i ntentionall y using that- clauses bec au se in the i r artic l e 

the Kiparskys do not seem to thi nk that infinitivals can expr ess 

a factive sense) . According to the Ki parskys , sentence (1) is 

ungrammatical because the that - clause it contains i s non- factive 

(the adjective possi ble i s maTked as non- factive by the Ki par 

skys) , and thus it should be obligatorily extraposed . It is 

noteworthy in this respect that both non- fact ive gerundials and 

non- factive infini tivals can quite comfortably occur overtly in 

the subject position. Consider the fo l lowing data: 

(2) a . To cross t h i s river is difficult 

b . To suggest devaluation would anger the bankers 

c . For John to fail the exam would be a pity 

(3) a . Taking this exam i s necessary 

b . Meeting the students i s of the utmost importance 

c . Hi s coming to Bangor is quite possi bl e23 

None of the infinitivals in (2) or the gerundials in (3) ex

presses a factive sense , and yet none of them has undergone the 

Extraposition transformation . Indeed we have shown in Chapter 

IV - cf. 4 . 5 . 4 . above - that Extraposition is never obligatory 
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in the case of subject gerundials and infinitiv als which , under 

the Ki parskys analysis , entails that all instances of subject 

complements are factive . However, this is not the case for 

they themselves r ecognise that in certain of their occurrences , 

subject complements do not express a factive sense . The con

clusion to be drawn from this argument is that t he Kiparskys~ 

claim ment ioned above is false . 

(ii) The Ki parskys argue - cf . p . 146 that gerundia ls can be 

objects of factive predicates , but not f r eel y of non-factive 

predicates. Again this claim is false , for gerundials can 

quite comfortably , and in various cont exts , co- occur with non

factive predicates . All the gerundials contained in the fo llow

ing examples express a non- fact i ve sense: 

(4) a . I am afraid of mother hearing the news 

b . I am thinking of his marrying one of my daughters2lj-

c . She first stopped the students' compla ining about 

the food 

d . You would enjoy her be i ng with us 

Re l a t ed to this argument is the Ki parskys' clai m that "only 

factive predicates allow the full range of gerundial construct~ 

ions" - cf . p . 144. However , we have shown this c l a i m to be 

false (cf . section 5 . 4 . 1.1 . above) . 

(iii) Onl y non- factive predicates - the Kipamcys claim - allow 

the accusativ e and infinitive construction. They cite the 

fo l lowing evidence (cf . p . 1L~6): 

(5) a . I believe Mary to have been the one who did it 

b . He fancies himsel f to be an expert in pottery 

(6) a . *I resent Mary to have been the one who did it 

b . ''He c0mprehends himself to be an expert in pottery 
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In other words , the Raising t r ansformation applies only to non

factive complements. In reply to this we can adduce the follow

ing arguments . First, there are certain non- factive infiniti

vals that occur i n the object position and that do not allow 

Subject- Raising • . The following two examples are borrowed from 

Perl mutter (1971: 116): 

(7) a . I hate i t for Lucille to sing Dixie 

b . I hate for Lucille to sing Dixie25 

That the subject NP of the embedded sentence beneath hate can

not be raised becomes obvious when we consider sentences like: 

(8) a . *Fred bates for himsel f to be nominated 

b . *Fred hates himself to be nominated 

Compare these two sentences to: 

(9) Fred expects himself to be nominated 

The differential ability of r efl exive pronouns to occur in (8) 

and (9) confirms that with expect the embedded subject is raised 

into the matri x sentence , but with hate it remains in the lower 

sentence, for the Reflexi~ization transformation applies only 

within a single S (cf . Lees and Klima, 1963: 21) . Here are 

some more examples which clearly show that not all non-factive 

complements undergo Raising: 

(10) a . I mean for you to inherit the business 

b . She prefers for you to stay here 

c . I want for you to be happy 

None of the infinitivals in (7) and (10) may be interpreted in 

a factive sense . Not ic e in passing that the appearance of the 

morpheme for in the embedded sentences in (7) and (10) cannot be 

accounted for by means of the Ki parskys ' pr oposal, according to 
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which the infinitiva l compl ementizer appears when the subject 

ha s been removed from an embedded sentence . To quote them on 

this matter: "infinitives arise r egul arly when the subject of 

an embedded sentence is removed by a transformation , or else 

pl aced into an oblique ca se , so that i n either c ase agreement 

between subject and verb cannot t ake place" (cf . p . 160) . Re

turning to the main theme, we have shown that not all non

factive complements are sensitive to Raising, and since this is 

the case one wonders whether the fact that some non- factive com

ple~ents undergo Raising could be used as a syntactic criterion 

to disti nguish between factive and non- factive complements. By 

way of further exemplification consider the following two ex

amples: 

(11) a . It is possible that he will arrive on time 

b . It is likely that he will arrive on time 

The t wo complements in (11 a .) and (11 b . ) are , under the 

Kiparskys' analysis non- factive , but notice that only the 

structure undGrlying the that- clause in (11 b . ) but not in 

(11 a . ) can undergo Subject- Raising: viz . 

(12) a . -~He is possible to arrive on time 

b . He is likely to arrive on time 

Related to this point is the fact that Subject- Raising does not 

appl y to that - clauses regardless of whether they co- occur with 

factive or non-factive predicates . Similarly , this transform

ation (i . e . Subject-Raisi ng) does not appl y to gerundials re

gardless of whether they combine with a factive or a non

factive predicate . 

Secondly , there are some verbs that co- occur with a fact-
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bined with an infinitival allow Subject- Raising . Consider , for 

instance, the following complements that combine with the verb 

recognise: 

(13) a . He recognised that she had deserted him 

b . He did not recognise that she had desert ed him 

c . He recognised her to have deserted him26 

'11he verb r ecognise is obviousl y used in a factive sense , for 

notice thu t both the aff irma ti v e sentence in ( 13 a . 'f and i ts 

negative counterpart (13 b . ) logically imply: 

(13) d . She had deserted him 

In (13 c . ) Subject- Raising has applied to the structure under

lying the infinitival, evidence that the Kiparskys' claim is 

false . By way of further exemplification consider the fo llow

ing tlu. .... ee exampl es which give further support to our argument 

in this paragr aph: 

(14) a . He realized that she had tricked hi m 

b . He did not realize that she had tricked h i m 

c. He r ealized her to have tricked hi m 

Thirdly , notice that the v erbs which the Ki parskys use to 

exemplify their point (i . e . resent and comprehend: cf . (6 a . ) 

and (6 b . ) do not co- occur with any form of the infinitival re

gardless of whether its subject i s raised or not . 27 Since these 

two verbs do not co- occur with the infinitival complementizer 

in deep structure , it i s odd to base an argument on the inad

miss i bility of sentences like (6 a . ) and (6 b . ) . In other words 

t he verbs r esent and comprehend are not subcategorized for the 

infinitival compl ementizer , and since they are not , how could 
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we expect them to co- occur with an infinitival whose subject 

has been raised? 

(iv) The Kiparslcys claim that Negat ive- Raising applies only to 

non- factive complements but not to factive ones . Thus while: 

(15) a . It is not likely that he will come 

is derived from the structure underlying: 

(15) b . It is likely that he will not come 

through the application of the Negative- Raising transformation , 

the Kiparskys maintain that we c annot derive: 

(16) a . I do not regret that he can help doing things like 

that 

from the structure underlying: 

(16) b . I regret that he can't help doing things like that 

This seems to be true , but , as we have poi nted out , Neg- Raising 

is a minor transformation whose application is limited to a 

handful of verbs and adjectives like: seem, appear , likely , 

possible , t hink and a few others . In addition we have pointed 

out that there are semantic discrepancies between a sentence 

like (15 a . ) and its allegedl y transformationally related sen

tence (15 b . ): cf. 2 . 8 . 2 . Notice further that this transform

ation i s not oper ative on all instances of non- factive comple

ments: cf . 

(17) a . I prefer you not to sta.y here I 
/ > 

b . I do not prefer you to stay here 

(18) She is considering not appl ying for job I > a . a I 
b . She is not considering apply i ng for a job 

(v) The Kiparskys distinguish between a factive it and an ex-

pl etive it' the first of which occurs only with factive comple-
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ments . We discussed this i ssue in detail in the preceding 

chapter and saw t hat such a distincti on is superficial and un

motivated (cf . 4 . 5 . 3 . ) . 

(vi) The Kiparskys argue that Ross ' s Complex NP Constraint i s · 

operative on factive complements but not on non- f active ones . 

We discussed this question in the preceding chapter and we very 

tentatively suggested that the distinction between factive and 

non- factive complements in terms of t he applicability of thi s 

constraint is not highly motivated. We shai1 be r eturning to 

elaborate on this soon , but before we do , we will show that the 

Kiparskys ' analysis suffers from serious shortcomings other than 

those we have already pointed out . 

It is the Kiparslcys ' contention that infinitivals cannot 

be employed in a factive sense regardless of the t ype of predi

cate they combine with. In other words , it is the Kiparskys ' 

contention that the gerundial contained in , say: 

(19 ) a . His having lef t the door open is odd 

is factive , whereas the i nf i nitival in: 

(19) b . For him to have left the door open is odd 

is non- factive . We hav e shown in the preceding section that if 

the gerundial in (19 a . ) is interpreted in a factive sense , then 

the infinitival in (19 b . ) should be interpreted in the same 

way . We based our ar gument on the conditions of factivity, two 

of which are mentioned by the Kiparskys . First, like (19 a . ), 

(19 b . ) logically i mplies: 

(20) He left the door open 

Secondly , like the i mplication of (19 a . ), the i mplication of 

(19 b . ) is preserved under negation . Thus , like (19 a . ) and 

(19 b . ) , 
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(21) a . His leaving the door open i s not odd 

implies (20) and so does: 

(21) b . For him to have l eft the door open i s not odd 

Thirdly , like (19 a . ) , (19 b . ) would be said by a person who 

presupposes tbat the proposition expressed by the complement 

is true . 

In the light of these data one could argue that if we in

sist on classifying gerundi als as factive and non- factive , in

finitivals should be classified in the same way . In fact we 

do not gai n anything from treating the gerundial in (19 a . ) as 

· factive and the infinitival in (19 b . ) as non- factive . Aft er 

all , in the absence of supporting syntactic evidence , we are 

inclined to view the two types of complement instanced in (19 a .) 

and (19 b . ) as factive . In other words , the factivity of the 

action i n both (19 a . ) and (19 b . ) is unquesti onabl e . It so1.m.ds 

as i f we are suggesting that (19 a . ) and (19 b . ) are synonymous 

and that they have an identical deep structure . In fact this 

is not the case, for there are quite subtl e semantic discrep

ancies , still dimly understood , between the two sentences . 

This is of course due to the presence of different complement

izers in the structures underlying (19 a . ) and (19 b . ) . The 

difference between (19 a . ) and (19 b . ) could be possibly com

pared to the difference between (22 a . ) and (22 b . ): viz. 

(22) a . I l ike driving this car 

b . I like to drive this car 

This i ssue wi l l be discussed in 5 . 8 . below. Suffice it at this 

point to mention that in certain of t heir occurrences infiniti

vals express a factive sense . 
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Now let us return to discuss the Complex NP Constraint 

to see whether or not i t is operative on f active gerundials and 

factive infinitivals. The Kiparskys claim that this constraint 

is operative only on factive complements . Under this constraint, 

only elements in a non- factive complement can be questioned or 

relativized . Now let us see whether this is true or not . 

Consider the following examples: 

(23) a . His visiting the city is odd 

b . His visiting the city is quite possible28 

(24) a . For you to have visited t he cill is odd 

b . For you to visit the city is quite possible 

According to the Kiparskys, the gerundial in (23 a . ) is f active, 

whereas that in ( 23 b . ) is non- factive , so it would be possible 

for instance, to relati vize the NP the city in the former but 

-not in the latter. 29 In fact the application of this trans

formation would result in awkward sentences in both cases: viz. 

(25) a . ?*The city which his visiting is odd is not far 

from here 

b . ? *The city which his visiting is quite possible 

is not far from here 

However, t he unacceptability of t hese two sentences could be 

accounted for on indepen~ent grounds , namely in terms of the 

Sentential . Subject Constraint - cf . Ross , 1968 , 134 (see al so 

4.4 . above) . What it is i mportant to note in this respect is 

t~at (25 b . ) is not better than (25 a . ) , prima facie evidence 

that the unacceptability of (25 a . ) is not a function of the 

factivity of the gerundi a l in (23 a . ) . However, before we jump 

to conclusions, l et us see whether or not the NP the city in 
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the infinitival contained in (24 a . ) and (24 b . ) is relativ

izable (cf . footnote 29) . Notice tha t the infinitival in (2L~ a) 

i s factive whereas the one in (24 b . ) is non- factive . It seems 

that neither occurrence of the NP the city in (24 a . ) and 

(24 b . ) may be relativized for witness t he unacceptability of 

the following two sentences: 

(26) a . ? *The city which for you to have visited is odd 

is not far from here 

b . ? ':'The city which for you to visit is quite possible 

is not far from here 

Again sentence (26 b . ) is not better than (26 a . ) , further 

supporting evidence t hat it is not the factivity of the comple

ment that erects a bar rier against the relativization of the 

constituent NP ' s contained in the compl ement . We have dis

cussed this topic in detail in Chapter IV (cf . 4 . 4 . ) and there 

would be no point in discussing it again. Suffice it at this 

point to note that: 

A. NP ' s contained in a subject gerundial or infinitival are 

i mmune to Relativization irrespective of whether or not the 

geru.ndial or the infinitival is factive . This phenomenon is, 

however , accounted for in terms of the Sentential Subject Con

straint . 

B. The subject NP of an object gerundial or an infinitival 

may not be relativized regardless of the sense expressed by 

the gerundial or the infinitival . This phenomenon is accounted 

for in terms of Perlmutter ' s Subjectless Sentence Constraint 

(cf. Perlmutter , 1971: 100 , 108- 22; see a lso 4 . 4 . above) . 

C. T-he object NP of an object gerundia l or an infinitival is 

sensitive to Rel ativization regardless of whether the gerundial 
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or the i nfinit i va l i s fac t i v e or non- fact i v e . 

Before we c lose thi s subsection , however , le t us c onsider 

some further evidenc e that the Ki parskys ' analysi s i s ad hoc 

and insufficiently motivated . Consider the that- clause con

t ained i n the fo l lowing example: 

(27) a . Sue said that the students had burnt the office 

Obviousl y , the that-clause in this sentence is non- f active , 

for (27 a . ) does not presuppose: 

(27) b . 'I'he students had burnt the office 

nor does the ne gative counterpart of (27 a . ) presuppose (27 b . ): 

( 27) c . Sue did not say t hat the students had burnt the 

office 

Thus according to t he Ki parskys , the that- clause in (27 a . ) i s 

the sole constituent of t he dominating NP and that it is not 

prec eded by a l exic al head- noun in deep structure . In other 

words , N~ ' s contained i n this clause ar e not subject to Ross ' s 

Complex NP Constr aint . In fact t his is not the case , for in 

accordance with Perlmutter ' s Sub j ectl ess Sentence Const r a int , 

the NP the s t udents i n (27 a . ) is insensitive to Re l ativ i zation 

and vvh- Fronting , and so it is: cf . 

( 27) d . *The students who Sue said that had burnt the offic e 

came from Lancaster University 

.e . *Who did Sue say that had burnt the office? 

Under the Ki parskys ' ana l ysi s , both (27 d . ) and ( 27 e . ) should 

be gr ammatica l . It coul d be argued , howev er, that (27 d . ) and 

(27 e . ) will be acceptable if the compl ement izer t hat is del eted . 

In fact this is true: cf. 
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(27) f . _The students who Sue said had burnt the office . 
c ame from Lancaster University 

g . Who did Sue say had burnt the office? 

However, this does not seem to be a piece of supporting evi

dence for the Kiparskys' analysis ; for there are contexts in 

which the complementizer that contained in certain non- factive 

~ - clauses may not be deleted. The verb .9::9:iQ , for instanc e , 

is not likely to be used in a factive sense , and yet .t he sub

ject NP of its complement is immune to Relativization: viz . 

(28) a . Mike quipped that the girl never drove the car 

b . *The girl who Mike quipped that never drove the 

car is a cousin of mine 

The deletion of the complementizer that in (28 b . ) does not 

produce an acceptable sentence: viz . 

(28) c . ~The girl who Mike ·quipped never drove the car i s 

a cousin of mine 

To sum up , we have shown in this subsection that there 

are no syntactic criteria that can distinguish between comple

ments tha t we have been notionally characterizing as factive 

and those that we have been characterizing as non- factive . 

After all , it i s not clear at all whether we gain anything from 

classifying complements in terms of the categories: factive 

and non- f active . In what follows we will argue that there is 

nothing to gain from classifying compl ements as factive or non

factive . Instead we suggest that complements should be assigned 

certain semantic features t hat would account for their external 

relations and co- occurrence restrictions . 
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5 . 6 . 2 . Recapitulation: 

We have seen in the preceding sections that though 

gerundi als and infinitivals may be not ional l y classified as 

factive and non- factive , it is not possible to draw a syntactic 

distinction between the two types . We have also seen that the 

factivity conditions which we enumerated at the beginning of 

this section are , in addition to being notional , determined by 

Yarious linguistic factors contained both in the matrix and in 

the embedded sentence . However , it i s not clear whether these 

factors could be treated with precision in a theory that pur

ports to state a small number of generalizations rather t han an 

endless list of rules and constraints . This is not to say , how

ever, that the s:enses expressed by gerundials and infinitivals 

should not be handled in such a t heor y . On the contrary, for 

any theory to be descri ptively and explanatorily adequate , it 

shou ld explicit~y- state the s emantic interpr etation of each 

occurrence of the gerundial and the infini tival . However, be

fore we proceed to see how the grammar would handle the quest ion 

of the semantics of gerundia l s and infinitivals, it would be 

convenient to discus s some r el a ted i ssues which clearly show 

that we do not gain anything from classifying ger undial s and 

infinitivals into the categories: factive and non- factive . 

(i) It has been pointed out by Matthews (1972: 128 ) tha t 

there is no rea l difference between an "act" and the "fact of 

an act". Archibald Hill , on the other hand , maintains that for 

him "factiv e and non- factiv e predic a tes behave in most respects 

a like and that even the word fact in his speech has lost its 

literal meaning and can head clauses for which no presupposition 

of truth is made" (cf. Ki parsky and Ki parsky, 1970 : p . 147, 
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footnote 3) . In fact consideration of sentences like: 

(29) You would regret t he f act that you had been dishonest 

shows that what Archibal d Hill says is true . Notice in this 

respect that though t he that - clause in (29) is pr ec eded by t he 

head- noun fact, snetnece (29) does not presuppos e: 

(30) You had been dishone st 

As we pointed out in 5. 3. 2. not many native speakers seem to 

be aware of the logic a l and psychologi cal i mplicati ons involved 

i n t he use of the noun f act, though t hey mi ght quite of ten use 

it in their speech - cf . footnote 7. 

' ( i i) The conditions which we have been referring to as "fact

ivity conditions" ar e in fact closel y related , if not i dentic al, 

to t he conditions of "logical consequence" (cf . Keenan , 1971: 

LJ-5), which seem, to be a basic i ssue in both philosophy and 

lingui stics . In f act by i n sisting that the gr ammar, at least 

tha t of NP compl ementation, should i ncorporate a set of "fact

ivi ty conditions" , we not only lose generali zation but we 

duplicate t he gr ammatic al description since the notion of "pre

supposition" that underlies "logical s onsequence" has to be in

cluded in the gr ammar to account for other lingu i stic phenomena .• 

Thus it sounds reasonable to argue that all instances of what 

we have been referring to. as factive complements are in fact a 

functi on of t he notion of presupposition. Admittedly , at the 

pr esent stage of lingui stic re search t here doe s not seem to be 

general agr eement among lingui sts as to the treatment of "pre

supposition" in linguist ic description (cf. footnote 9) . How

ever , al l the types of gerundial and i nfinitival that we have 

been referring to as f active will be automatically acc ounted 

for in t erms of "logical consequenc es" i f we conc ede that the 
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presupposition of sentences and lexic a l items should be incor

porated in the theory . On these bases , we would suggest that 

the distinction between factive and non- factive compl ements is 

superfluous and serves no purpose either syntactic or semantic , 

Added to this is the fact that such a distinction involves 

duplication in linguistic description, and thus on grounds of 

gener ality and simplicity it should be abandoned . Our claim is 

strengthened by the fact t hat it is the main verb (the predica

tive adjectival or the predic ative nominal in copulative sen

tences) in the matrix sentence that basically determines the 

presupposition of a sentence . For instance , the verb want has 

no presuppositional properties , whereas the verb r egret entails 

that something undesirable has taken place or i s to take place . 

This accords with the fact that only the l a tter but not the 

former can combine with what we have been referring to as 

factive complements . 

To sum up, the notion of "factivity" has no proper place 

in linguistic description since its conditions are those of the 

more basi c and general notion "presupposition" . In what 

follows we wi ll cit e further evidence that supports our claim 

that the notion of f activity in linguistic description is 

superfluous . 

(iii) The third point we wish to rai se in this respect is re

l ated to derived nominals like: arrival , death , destruction , 

etc ., and to certa in non- derived nouns mar ked [- concret~ 

like: accident , disaster , intelligence , etc . 30 To begin with , 

let us consider the following data: 

(31) a . I am sorry about your mother ' s death 

b . The destruction of the city is regrettable 
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(31) c . The arrival of J ohn on time surpr ised u s 

(32) a . I am sorry abou t t h i s mess 

b . The acc ident on the Ml i s r egr et tabl e 

c. Hi s i ntelligenc e surpri sed us 

On car eful scruti ny , we woul d not f a i l to r ecogni se that each 

of the underl ined nominals i n (31 ) and (32) expresses a factive 

sense - i n t he sense in which we hav e been using the ter m " f act

ive" . For inst ance , the proposi t i on expressed by the nominal 

in (31 a . ) i s presupposed by the sentence that c ontai ns i t . I n 

other words , ( 31 a . ) l ogi cally presupposes: 

(33) Your mother di ed 

Mor eover the negati on of (31 a . ) : viz . 

(34) I am not sorry about your mother ' s death 

also logically presupposes (33) . These remarks al so appl y to 

the nominal s i n (31 b . ) and (31 c . ) . Similarly , each of the 

underli ned nominals in (32) i s l ogical ly presupposed by the sen

tence that contains it , and the presupposition of each sentence 

is preser ved under Negation. For i nstance , ( 32 b . ) l ogically 

implies: 

(35) 

{

There waH an accident on the Ml} 

An accident happened on the Ml 

Notice further that (35) is also logically implied by: 

(36) The accident on the Ml is not regr et table 

On these grounds , it seems that derived nomi nals and certai n 

non- derived nouns can be employed in a factive sense . In fact 

it would not be far fet c hed to paraphrase (31 a . ) as: 

(37) I am sorry about the fact of your mother ' s death 

and to paraphrase (32 b . ) as: 
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(38) The fact of the accident on the Ml is regrettable 

However , a careful study of the various contexts in which nom

inals of the type instanced in (31) and (32) o ccur reveals that 

the sense of factivity is not~ inherent semantic property of 

these nominals . In fact it is a function of the nw.in verb , 

the predic ative adjectival , or the pr edicative nominal in the 

sentence that contains the nomi nal . Con s i der , for i nstance, t.hu 

following examples: 

(39) a . Your mother ' s death was untimely 

b . The accident on the Lil took p l ace at 6 . 30 p . m. 

Neither of the underl ined nominals in (39) ~eems to be capable 

of being incremented by addition oi' a sequence of the type: 

Det +fact+ of: cf . 

(4-0) a . '-'The fact of your mother's death was untimely 

b . *The fact of the accident took p l ace at 6 . 30 p .m. 

Notice again that like (31 a . ) , (39 a . ) logic ally implies (33) ; 

similarly , like (32 b . ) , (39 b . ) logica l ly implies (35) . 

The question to be decided is whether there i s anything to 

be gai ned from classifying deri ved nominals in terms of 11fact

ive11 and 11non- factive 11
• In fact there is nothing to gain. On 

the contrary , such an anlysis will give rise to endless prob

lems , problems that have to do with the contextua l restrictions 

holding between a nomi nal and its linguistic environment . For 

example , in addition to enumerating the contextua l restrictions 

in terms of the syntactic and semantic features that the noun 

c arries , we would have - under the proposed analysis - to take 

into account the contextual restrictions associated with the 
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allegedly deep structure head- noun , namely fact (cf . examples 

(37) and (38) above) . Thus on syntactic grounds this postu

l ation is not desirable . 

The relevance of this argument to the issue under dis

cussion is this: If we retain our analysis of NP complements 

in terms of the categories "factive" and 11non- factive" , then a 

priori , this analysis should be extended to derived nominals 

and certain non- derived nouns. On the contrary , such an analy

sis complicates the grammatical apparatus and gives rise to 

endless problems . Semantically , on the other hand , the di ffer

ence between the type of nominal instanced in (31) and (32) and 

those instanced in (39) would be accounted for in terms of the 

presuppositions associated with verbs and adjectives . Alter

native l y , it could be the case tbat the type of nominal in

stanced in (31) and (32) has certain semantic features that 

determine its sense in the various contexts in which it might 

occur . We return to elaborate on this suggestion in the follow

ing subsection. 

(iv) The "factivity conditions 11
, if they are ever to be in

corporated into the theory , do not always give correct pre

dictions . To explain the point under discussion consider the 

following examples: 

(41) a . Crossing the river tired John out 

b . Meeting the students was wise of you 

c . It was awkwar d of you to hit the girl 

d . It is kind of him to have accepted your i nvitation 

If we were to take the "factivity conditions" seriously , then 

all of the underlined complements in (41 ) would be factive . 

Let u s consider , for example , the gerundial in (41 a . ) . First , 
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sentence (41 a . ) logically i mpli es: 

(42) Jobn crossed the river 

Secondly , the negative counterpart of (41 a . ) logically implies 

(42): viz . 

(43) Crossing the river did not tire John out 

However , none of the underlined complements in ( 4J) may be in

tuitively under stood as expressing a factive sense . Witness , 

for instance , the oddity of the following two examples: 

(44) a . ,:,The fact of crossing the river tired Jobn out 

b . ~'The fact of meeting the students was wise of you 

After all, adjectives like wise , kind and awkward are semanti s 

ally incompatible with the head- noun fact , evidence that the 

noun fact does not exist in the deep structure of the comple

ments in (41 ) . 

All these arguments point to the logica l conclusion that 

the classification of gerundials and infinitivals in terms of 

the two categories "factive 11 and "non-factive" is an unnecessary 

complication of the gr ammar . Nonetheless , the grammar of NP 

complementation should have a device that could characterize 

sentences like the following as ungrammatic al: 

(45) a . *Rowing the boat was unfortunate 

b . *His having passed the exam is exhausting 

As far as I know no available analysis of noun phrase comple

mentation can account for , or ev en predict, the ungrammaticality 

of these two sentences. In what follows we will address our 

selves to this question. Suffice it at this point to mention 

that such a question has never been r aised in the literature . 
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5.7 . Semant ic incompatibility: 

Let us begin this section by examining the following data: 

(1) a . His arrival on time surprised us 

b . *Hi s arriva l on time exhausted us 

(2) a . Your mother ' s deat h is distressing 

b . *Your mother's death i s boring 

(3) a . The removal of t he garbage surprised us 

b. The remov,a l of the garbage tired us 

(4) a . *That fact exhausted John 

b . That action exhausted John 

(5) a . This action i s urgent 

b . *Thi s fact i s urgent 

(6) a . This fact appears in his r eport 

b . *This acti on appears in his r eport 

(7) a . This fact i s s i gnificant 

b . Thi s action i s significant 

(8 ) a . This, fact surpri sed u s 

b . Thi s action surprised us 

Examples (4-8 ) sh ow us that a lthough t here are contexts in 

which it i s possibl e for both fact and action to occur , there 

are contexts in which one but not the other can occur . For in

s t ance , the v erb surprise can co-occur with either of these t wo 

nouns , whereas the adjective urgent can co-occur with the noun 

action; the ver b appear can co-oc cur with t he noun fact only . 

It should be noted that though the two nouns c arr y t he feature 

t abstract], they do not seem to share all the sel ectional 

restrictions . Now l e t us consider exampl es (1- 3) . The oddity 

of ( 1 a . ) and (2 a .) could perhaps be compared to the oddity of 
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(4 a . ) and (5 b.) . Wbat is meant by this is t hat there are 

certain l exic al items like exhaust , bor e , urgent , etc . that do 

not combine wi th nominals that designate "facts" or "events" , 

they r ather combine with ones that designate "actions~' Thi s 

i s a purely semant ic i ssue , for a "fact" or an "event" c annot 

be "exhausting", but an "acti on" can. The two nominals in 

(1 b.) and (2 b . ) refer t o " events" , and this expla ins the 

oddity of these two sentences . On the other hand , the nominal 

in (3 b . ) refers to an "action" or an "activity" , which is 

semantically compatible wi th a verb like t ire . It was such 

considerations that l ed us to di stingui sh in a preceding sec

tion between sentences that designate an "action" and those 

that designate an "event" (cf . 5 . 4 . 1 . 2 . above) . 

I t is in fact in such terms only that the grammar can 

bl ock the generation of sentences like ( 1 b . ) and (2 b . ) . If 

we assume that each derived nominal of t he type i nstanced in 

(1- 3) is assi gned a feature t hat semantically characterizes its 

sense , then we cou ld pos sibly ar gue that the oddity of (1 b .), 

for instance, ari ses from the fac t that the feature which the 

nominal in t his sentence carrie s is incompati ble with the verb 

exhaust (how and where these features are attached to the nom

inal i s of no direct r el evance to this wor k) . As a first 

approxi mation we suggest t hat each derived nominal be positive-

ly marked with one of t he following features: 

event], and ~ state]31 : cf. 

( 9 ) a . His arrival G event] 

b . The r emoval of t he garbage [+ act] 

c. His intelligence [+ state] 

[± act j; [± 
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Thus by assigning t he feature G acij to the nominal in (3 b . ) 

we can. predict the acceptability of this sentence , and by 

assigning the feature E event] to the nominal in (1 b.) we 

can predict the unacceptability of this sentence . 

Now let us see the relevance of the preceding argument 

to the grammar of gerundials and infinitivals. Consider the 

following data: 

(10) a . His arriving on time surprised Jane 

b . *His arriving on time exhausted Jane 

(11) a . '-His crossing the river exhausted us 

b . Crossing the river exhausted us 

(12) a . Your breaking the window is unfortunate 

b.*Breaking the window is unfortunate 

We have pointed out at the end of the preceding section that 

no present l y availabJre analysis of NP complementation can pre

dict the unacceptability of sentences like (10 b . ) , (11 a .) and 

(1 2 b . ) . Thus we need machinery to predict the ungrammatical

ity of such sentences and consequently to block their generation. 

Let us address ourselves first to the question of character

izing sentences like (10 b . ) , (11 a . ) and (12 b . ) as ungrammat

ical. 

It is worth noting at the outset that the ungrammatical

ity of these sentences is due to t he semantic incompatibility 

of the embedded sentence with the main verb or the predicative 

adjective in the matrix sentence , for there are no restrictions 

on the occurrence of the gerundia l complementizer in these 

sentences . In other words , this phenomenon is an instance of 
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intra-sentential restriction . The question is: how does the 

grammar predict t he non-occurrence of such sentences? The 

postulation of semantic features in the deep structure of com

pl ement sentences seems to be the most feasible answer . In 

other words , complement sentences shoul d be assigned certain 

featur es , possibl y semantic , similar to the features assi gned 

to derived nominals. However , there is one basic difference 

between derived nominals and em.bedded sentences underlying an 

NP complement , namely , that derived nominals are introduced i n 

the phrase structure rules of the grammar through expanding 

the category NP - i . e . they are not transformationally derived 

from an underl ying embedded sentence32 - whereas NB comple
ment·s (excluding headed complements) deri ve f r om an underlying 

embedded sent ence that does not share t he constituency of the 

domi nating category (Comp under our analysis) with a preceding 

N or NP . Thus it would be possibl e in the f ormer case (i. e . 

derived nominals) to assign the features to t he categor y N, 

whereas in the l atter case it is not clear where these features 

should be loc ated . We return to discuss this question below. 

Now let us consider the type of semanti c features which 

we need to r ecognis e i n the grammar of NP complementation and 

the bases for setting up these features . It seems that , like 

derived nominal s , gerundials and infini t iv a l s ref er to "acti ons" 

"events" and "states". Thus , for instance , the gerundial in 

(10 a . ) refers to an "event", whereas the gerundi al i n (11 b . ) 

refers to an "action" or to an "acti vity" (this is a tentative 

statement which wi ll be modifi ed below) . If this is so , we 

should be able to account for the unacceptability of ( 10 b . ), 
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(11 a .) and (12 b.), and to account for the acceptability of 

(10 a .), (11 b.) and (12 a .). This seems to be quite possible. 

First , the gerundial in ( 10 a . ) refers to an event, which i s 

semantically compatible with the verb surprise, but it is 

semantically incompatible with the verb exhaust . 33 Thi s ex

p lains why sentence (10 a . ) ,· is acceptable and why sentence 

(10 b .) is not. Secondly , the gerundial in (11 a .) designates 

an "eventn and this is semantically incompatible with the verb 

exhaust , whereas the gerundial in (11 b .) designates an "act

ivi ty 11
, which is compatiTule with this verb . Thi s explains t he 

acceptability of (11 b . ) and the unacceptability of (11 a . ). 

Thirdly , the gerundial in (12 a . ) refers to an "event " , which 

is compatible with the adjective unfortunate , whereas the ger

undial in (12 b . ) refers to an "activity 11
, whic h is incompatible 

with this adjective . 

How could the grammar incorporate these semantic features 

in the embedded sentence underlying a gerundi al or an infiniti

val? The best way of doing this, it seems, is to create a node 

N under t he category that dominates the embedded sentence. In 

other words , the embedded sentence wi l l share the constituency 

of the dominating category with a preceding N. This created 

node will consist solely of semantic features. In other words , 

~he N will be phonetically realized as zero in surface struct

ure. The creation of this node is justified on independent 

grounds , namely that it will c arry the feature G singula~ and 

this would , for instance , predict the non-occurrence of such 

sentences as: 

(13) a. *His coming late are a nuisance 
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In other words , the presence of an N before the embedded sen

tence is necessary for subject-verb concord. Secondly , this 

node (i . e . N) will carry· the feature G abstract] and t his 

would prec l ude the generation of sentences such as: 

(13) b . * His coming l ate drank the beer 

Thirdl y , this node will be posit ively specified for one of the 

following features: [act] , [statJ and ~vent]. It is in 

terms of co-occurrence restrictions between such features and 

the main verb (or the predic ative adjectival or the pr edicative 

nominal in copulative sentences) in the matri x sentence that we 

can predict the occurrence of gr ammatical sentences and the non

occurrence of ungr ammatical ones . Our postulation that certain 

embedded sentences are preceded by a non-lexical category t hat 

sol e l y dominates features is possible on theoretical grounds . 

In fact it has been pointed out by Chomsky that "certain fea

tures should also be associated with non-lexical phrase cate

gories" (cf. Chomsky , 1970-a: 207) . Such a position , Chomsky 

mai ntains , has been ar gued for by both Mccawley and Weinreich 

(cf. Chomsky , 1970- a: 220 , footnote 31). 

The question to be dec ided now is what embedded sentences 

are assi gned the feature E event] and what embedded sen.tenc es 

are assigned the feature [+ act] or E state]. Very tentative-

ly, we might make t he following suggestions . First , every em-

bedded sentence whose main verb or predicative adjectiva l is 

E stative] i s to be assigned the feature G state]. Secondly , 

every sentence t hat is not marked either ~ stat~ or G, ac~ 

designates an "event" . In what foll ows we will attempt to 
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characterize sentences that should be assigned the feature 

(+ act]. Very tentatively again, we su~gest that a sentence 

be assigned the feature G act] in the following circumstances: 

A. If the subject NP is the generic form .2!!£, which gets 

del ·eted through the application of Equi- NP- Deletion (cf. 2 . 2 .1. ) 

and if the verb or predicative adjectival in the embedded sen

tence is t stativJ . All the gerundials and infini tivals 

contained in the following sentences shoul d be assigned the 

feature & ac~ in deep structure: 

(14) a . It is difficult to cross the river 

b . Shouting at ladies i s impolite 

c . Talking to foreigners is pleasant 

d. It is irritating to mark registers 

B. If the subject NP of the embedded sentence i s co- referent-

ial with an NP in the matrix sentence (the embedded sub ject 

gets deleted by Equi-NP- Deletion) and if the main verb in the 

embedded sentence i s G stative}: 

( 15) a . Cleaning the place out exhausted Jane 

b . It tired her to look after five children 

c. Locking the door was wise of you 

d. She was anxious to go home 

However , before we el aborate on the aforementioned 

suggestions , let us consider the following data: 

(16) a . I tried to open the door 

b . *I tried to know t he answer 

(17) a . She condescended to be polite 

b . *She condescended to be ashamed 
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(18) a . I :persuaded John to eat the apples 

b. *I :per suaded John to like the a1212les 

(19) a . Fred is keen on 12la;y:ing tennis 

b. *Fred is keen on a1212reciating music 

Let us see whet her the :proposed anal ysis can account for the 

acceptability of the (a) sentences in (16-19) and t he unaccept 

ability of the (b) ones. The infinitival in ( 16 a . ) should 

be marked, under the :propos ed analysis , t" action], which is 

semantically compatible wi th a ver b like try and t his explains 

the acceptability of ( 16 a .). On the other hand , the ma in 

verb of the embedded sentence in ( 16 b . ) is t stative] and 

t hus the infinitiva l cannot be assigned the feature E action]. 

Under the :proposed anal ysis , it shoul d be assigned the feature 

[!. statJ , which is semantically i ncompatibl e with~' and 

this automatically accounts for the unacc eptability of (16 b.), 

evidence that the proposed analysis is correct. The :proposed 

ana l ysi s can al so account for the fact that (17 a . ) i s accept

abl e and (17 b . ) i s not . Under t he proposed analysis , the in

finitival in (17 a .) should be assigned the feature [+ act] 

whereas that in (17 b . ) should be assigned the f eature [+ stat~ 

and this expl ains the accept ability of (17 a .) and the un

acceptability of (17 b . ) Thus i t seems that our character

i zation of t he sense expressed by a gerundial or an infinitival 

in terms of the featur es: (;- state], E action] and E even~, 

i s adequ ate. However , a c areful anal ysis of the exampl es in 

(18 ) and (19) shows us that it i s not. The unacceptability of 

(18 b .) i s due to the :presence of the verb like , which is [+ 
stativ~ , in the embedded sentence . Such an explanation woul d 

also account for the unacceptability of (19 b .), wher e the em-
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bedded sentence contains the stati ve verb appreci ate . These 

exampl es show that the r estriction is on the occurrence of 

stative verbs i n the embedded sentence . In fact this is not 

the case, for consider the following data: 

(20➔ a . I i ntend to resign next week: [:- stative] 

b . *I intend to bate you: G- stative] 

c . I intend to understand what is going on by next 

week: 34 [t- stati v ~ 
(21) a . John tri ed to grow t omatoes: 

b . John tried to grow a beard: 

[- stativ ~ 

[- stati v~ 

Co*Jobn t r ied to grow feathers on his chest: 

b stative] 

(22) a . John promised his wife to have a new suit: 

{; stative] 

b . *Jobn promised his wife to have a heart attack: 

G stativ~ 

A careful study of these examples shows us that the unaccept

ability of (20 b . ) , (21 c . ) and (22 b . ) cannot be accounted 

for in terms of a co- occurrence restriction between the main 

verb in the matri x sentence and the main verb in the embedded 

sentence . The only way to account for this phenomenon is to 

make use of the disti nction that we made in a previ ous section 

(cf. 5 . 4 . 1 . 2 . ) between "controll able" and "non- controllabl e" 

activities . Appl ying such a distincti on to these examples we 

could adduce the fo l lowing argument: certai n verbs in the 

matrix sentence cannot combi ne with complements that designate 

a non- control lable activity. This is the case in (20 b . ) , 
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(21 c . ) and (22 b . ) . The infinitival in (22 b . ), for instance , 

designates a non- controllable activity , whereas its counter

part in (22 a.) desi gnates a controllable ·one . In other words, 

one can control having a new suit but certainly one cannot 

control having a heart attack. 

It becomes obvi ous from the preceding examples that 

though the distinction be tween "stative" and "non-stative" 

verbs and adjectives helps in determining the sense of a 

gerundial or an infinitival, such a distinction should be 

supplemented by such notions as "controllable" and "non- con

trollable" activities . Such notions are determined by the 

various linguistic factors incorporated in the embedded sen

tence and not by the verb only. It is not clear at all how 

such notions can be incorporated in the theory , but if the 

speakers of the l anguage make such a distinction in their 

speech, then the grammar should be able to handle this dis

tinction. As a first approximation we suggest that the analy

sis of the features assigned to gerundials ~nd infinitivals , 

which we suggested above , be modified in the following ways:35 

(i) The feature E act] requires that its complement S meet 

the following two conditions: (a) i ts main verb or predica

tive adjectival be marked [- stative], and (b) the activity 

it designates should be within the control of its deep struct

ure subj·ect NP . All the gerundials and infini tiv als contained 

in the ·fo l lowing example s satisfy these conditions: 

(23) a . It is difficult to cross th~s river 

b . Rowing this boat tired me out 
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(23) c. She condescended to mark the register 

d . He was absorbed in reviewing books 

(24) a . She agreed to be tautious 

b . Bei ng cautious all the time gets on my 

nerves 

c . They t ried to be pl easant 

d . She enjoys being rude to others 

Such an analysis would automatically preclude the sentences 

in (25) and (26): 

(25) a . * He was absor bed in appreciating music 

b . * She condescended to kn.ow the answer 

(26) a . * She agreed to be intelligent 

b . * Being intelligent exhausts Ken 

c . * Being ashamed gets on my nerves 

d . * They tried to be fortunate 

However, there is one point to be noted in this respect . Con

s i der the following two examples: 

(27) a . Ken ' s sitting on her knees exhausted Jean 

b . * Ken ' s lying on the, floor exhausted Jean 

The gerundial in (27 a .) i s , under our analysis , the comple

ment of the feature G- ac~ and so is the gerundial in (27 b.) . 

Notice in this ·respect that the verb exhaust and the feature 

[+ act] are semantically compatibl e , but whereas (27 a . ) is 

acceptable (27 b . ) is not. It seems to be the case that 

verbs like exhaust , tire , tire out , weaken , etc ., when follow

ed by an object NP require t hat the subject NP of the embedded 

S be co- referential with the direct object NP in the matrix S 
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in which these verbs occur: viz. 

(28) a . Crossing the river tired Jean out 

b . *Jean' s crossing the river tired Jean out 

However, (27 a .) shows that it is a non- subject NP in the 

embedded S that is co-referential with the object NP in the 

matrix S . Thus it seems that verbs like tire and exhaust 
77r 

require that the subject or a non-subject 4(i..n their sentential 

subject be identical to a non-subject NP in the matrix S: 

viz. 

(29) a. [ X beat Y J exhausted { ~} : cf. 

b. Ken's beating her exhausted Jean 

c. Beating Jean exhausted Ken 

(ii) The feature [+ stat~ requires that its complement S 

meet one of the following two conditions: (a) its main verb 

or :predicative adjectival should be marked [+ stative], (b) 

it shoul d be a co:pular S incorporating a :predicative nominal. 

Each of the gerundials and i nfinitivals contained i n the 

following examples sati sfies one of these two conditions: 

(30) a . She likes being intelligent 

b . Being poor is a humiliation 

c. It is frust r ating to be a student 

d. Not lmowing such a simple answer is embarrassing 

e . She would like to be a secr etary 

In thi s respect it seems convenient to draw a disti ncti on be

tween controllable and non-controllable states . The first 

could be exemplified by the sentences in (31) and the second 
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by the sentences in (32): 

(31) a. Being a student is frustrating 

b. Being a teacher exhausts me 

(32) a. Being a drug-addict is humiliating 

b . Being a. { hJl)ochondriac} is a tragedy for 

schizophrenic a young :person 

'The distinction between controllable and non- controllable 

states has a syntactic justification, namely that gerundials 

and in:finitivals which designate controllable states have 

the same co-occurrence :privileges as those desi gnating con

trollable activities . The following examples are self- explan

atory: 

(33) a. She agreed to be a secretary 

b . *She agreed to be a hypochondriac 

(34) a. Being a teacher exhausts Ken 

b . *Being rich exhausts Ken36 

(iii) The feature & event] requires that its complement S 

should not satisfy any of the conditions spec ified for S's 

generated as complements to the feature [+ act] or to the 

feature G- state]. 37 

If these remarks are valid, the grammar should be able 

to characterize the sense of any embedded S underlying a 

gerundial or an infinitival. The question that faces u s now 

is: how does the gr ammar block the generation of unacceptable 

sentences like those in (25), (26) , (33 b . ) and (34 b .)? We 
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have argued that the oddity of these sentences is due to 

semantic and not syntactic reasons, in particular semantic 

incompatibility between the sense of the gerundial or the in

finitival and the main verb i n the matrix sentence. It seems 

in this r espect that the main verb (also the predicative ad

jectival/nominal in copular sentences) should be positively 

marked for certain semantic features and ne gatively marked 

for others . For instance, the verb exhaust combines wi th a 

gerundi a l that designates an acti on or a controllable state 

but it does not combi ne wi th one that designates an event or 

a non-controllable state: viz . 

(35) a . Crossing t he river exhausted Jane 

b. Being a teacher exhausted Jane 

c . * Being wise exhausted Jane 

d . * Winning the game exhausted Jane 

Thus the verb exhaust will carry the following features: 

(36) 

+ .act 

+ [++ state J-
controll able 

[

+ state -7 
- controllabl~ 

- event 

Now let us see what happens i f we have a deep structure 

configuration like , say: 
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So 

V 

+ act 

+[++ state 7 Det 
controllab1J 

-[: state 7 
controllabl_:] 

- event 
+ TO 

i 
condescended -el 

VP 

NP 

N ,_ 
+ singular 
+ abstract 

+ t :::~e l 
t trollatl~ 

l TO J ane be ttrin 

Notice that the verb condescend is positively marked for an 

action infinitival and for an infinitival that des i gnates a 

controllable state and since the embedded S is adjoined to 

the features ~ stat:] , G contro l labl~ , the derived S should 

be ungrammatical. In fact it is: viz. 

(38) t. J ane condescended to be thin 

One problem that our anal ysis encounters is that while 

it i s possible to match the features that the main verb carries 

and those which the node N (that immediately precedes the node 

Comp) carries , it is not possible to prevent the generation of 

a complement that designates an activity or a state which does 

not accord with the features assigned to the node N. If such 

a complement i s , however, generated, t hen all the grammar can 

do is to characterize the resultant derivation as ungrammatical. 

It i s noteworthy in this r espect that , as bas been pointed out 

by Chomsky , not all phrase markers generated by the base will 

underlie actual sentences and t hus qualify as deep structures. 
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Thus (37) i s not the deep structure of any sentence. Chomsky 

further maintains that only those general ized phrase mar ker s 

which passed through the transformational component with no 

transformations causing the derivation to block woul d qualify as 

deep structures, cf . Chomsky, 1965: 138- 9 . Applying this prin

ciple to (37) we notice that since the complementizer TO i s gen

erated in the deep structure, we cannot account for the un

acceptability of (38) transformationally (there are no co

occurrence r estri cti ons between the complementizer TO and the 

verb condescend (cf . she condescended to t ake the j ob) . In fact, 

it has been convincingly argued by Perlmutter (1971: 1-17) that 

there ar e certain syntacti c phenomena like the Li ke- Subject Con

str aint and the Unlike-Subject Constr a i nt that cannot be account

ed for transformationally, but which coul d be accounted for in 

terms of deep or surface structure constraints. It seems that t he 

present case could be accounted for in terms of a deep structure 

constraint. Thus very tentatively we suggest that there is, a 

deep structure constraint on the c o-occurrence of certain emberl.d

ed sentences and certain verbs, predi cative adjectival s and pre

dicative nominals. It is a constraint imposed upon the derivat:i.m 

of an embedded sentence by linguistic el ements in. a higher sen

t ence, i.e. intra- sentential constraint. In the p resent theory 

there is no way of preventing elements in an embedded sentence 

from being generated by the phrase structure rules of the gram.m:c 

All that t he gr ammar can do is to char acterize certain general

ized phrase markers as ill-formed. This i s of course a serious 

shortcoming of t he present theory , i.e. t he Standard Theory , for 

it is possible for the phrase structure rules of the grammar to 

generate endless generalized phrase markers that do not qualify 

as deep structures . Fi nally , it shoul d be borne i n mind that all 

our proposals i n this section are tentati~e and not conclusive. 
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In fact , it is not certain whether the proposals we have made 

could account for all instances of semantic incompatability in 

the grammar of gerundials and infinitivals . 

5 . 8 . Complementarity of gerundials and infinitivals: 

We have shown at the beginning of this chapter that 

gerundials and infinitivals share a good many gr ammatical 

functions. However , we have pointed out that some lexic a l items 

combine with a gerundial , some with infinitivals only, whil e 

others combine with a gerundi al or an infinitival . It is the 

l ast set of lexical i terns that we are interested in here . The 

question to be decided in this respect is whether there are 

any differences between a gerundial and an infinitival that 

occur in the same context, and how to handle these differences, 

if any , in the grammar . 

Traditional grammarians a l ways noted , a l beit in notional 

terms, that there are semantic discrepancies between a gerur1d

ial and an infinitival that occur in the same context . Jesper

sen (1940: 1 92 ), for instance , states that "with some verbs 

which allow both constructions a distinction in meaning is 

made , though it is someti mes difficult to see why one of the 

constructions is preferred" . How.ever , he adds that "the in

finitive seems more appropriate than the gerund to denote the 

i maginative (unreal)" . Kruisinga (1932: 166) maintains that 

"the difference of meaning between the constructions , though 

sometimes clear enough , is not easy to define even then , and 

very often the difference seems too small to be real in ord

inary spoken English . And yet , there can be no doubt that 
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there is a difference" . On the other hand , Curme (19.31: 295) 

argues that "actual usage knows nothing of this disti nction" 

though he concedes that " i n certain categories the one or the 

other form is :preferredn . Paradoxically , the transfor mational 

literature , apart from a few remarks by Bresnan (1970: 302) , 

ignores this issue compl etely . 

However , we have indicated that gerundials and i nfiniti

vals do not seem to be in free variation , and that although in 

certain contexts either form is :possibl e , the choice of the one 

rather than the other seems to be semantically determined . In 

what follows we will examine representa t i ve samples of the con

texts in which either construction is :possi ble and see whether 

or not the choice between the two is semantically significant . 

For convenience we will base our discussion on the formul as 

enumerated in the second section of this chapter (cf. 5. 2. 1. ) 

(i) First Formula (cf . 5. 2. 1. ): e . g . 

(1) a . Jobn' s having refused the offer surprised us 

b . For John to have r efused the offer surprised us 

(2) a . Crossing the river exhausted John 

b . To cross the river exhausted John 

(3) a . Being a secretar;y :pleased Ivlary 

b . To be a secretar;y :pleased Mary 

Let us first compare the gerundial in (1 a . ) with the infini

tival in (1 b . ). Notice first that under the conditions of 

factivity (cf . 5. 4 . and 5. 5. above) both types of complement are 

factive . This seems to suggest that (1 a . ) and (1 b . ) are 

synonymous and that they have an identical deep structure . In 

fact this is not the case . On c areful scrutiny , we recognise 
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that there is some semantic di s crepanpy between the two . Thi s 

discrepancy , it seems , is best viewed in terms of the speaker ' s 

(LS) interest . It seems that a person who chooses to use the 

gerundial in (1 a . ) instead of the i nfinitival in ( 1 b . ) is 

interested in, or possibly ' focussi ng' on , the event referred 

to by the whole gerund i al and not the person initiating the 

event (i . e . John) . In other words, the focus i s the ' event ' 

itself r ather than the 'actor' initiating , participating in , or 

c ausing this event . On the other hand , it seems that a person 

who chooses to use the infinitival in ( 1 b .) instead of the 

gerLmdi al in (1 a . ) is focussing not on the ' event' but on the 

person initiating or causing the event . 

The contrast between the gerundial in (2 a . ) and the in

finitival in (2 b . ) cannot , it seems, be accounted for in terms 

of the speaker's interest or attitude . According to the analy

sis proposed in the preceding section the two types of comple

ment are fiSSigned the feature [ + action] , but this does not 

necessarily entail that (2 a . ) and (2 b . ) are stylistic vari

ants , for there seems to be some difference between the two . 

Notice first tha t the infinitival in (2 b . ) refers to a single 

act of crossing the river or, to be more specific , it refers to 

a particular or specifi c act . The gerundial i n (2 a . ) , on the 

other hand, does not necessarily refer to a single specific act . 

It rather refers to the .act in general and it could be the c ase 

that John crossed the river more than once. In fact this state

ment is very strong , for one can think of contexts where the 

gerundial in (2 a . ) may be employed to refer to a single speci

fic act . For instance , in t he following t wo examples: 

(L~) a . Crossing the river yesterday exhausted John 
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(4) b . To cross the river yesterday exhausted Jobn 

both the gerundial and the infinitival s eem to refer to a par

ticular act . It is not clear at all whether there is any 

semantic contrast between these two sentences . None theless one 

feels that there is a difference , though slight , in focus . It 

seems that t he focus in (4 a . ) is on the act of crossing the 

r i ver itself , whereas in (4 b . ) i t is on the fact that John was: 

exhausted . Such a distinction mi ght be forced for some speak

ers do not perceive of this distincti on at all . 

The gerundial in (3 a . ) seems to refer to a general state, 

whereas the infinitival in (3 b . ) seems to refer to the ini 

tiation of a state . Indeed (3 b . ) mi ght be paraphrased by: 

(5) It pleased Mary to become a secretary 

This control becomes more clear i n the following two examples: 

(6) a . Being a secretary will please Mary 

b . To be a secretary will pl ease Mary 

where the gerundial in (6 a . ) refers to something actual where

as t he infinitival in (6 b . ) refers to something projected or 

hypothetic al . 

(ii) Second Formul a (cf . 5 . 2 . 1 . ): e . g . 

(7) a . His having refused the offer is odd 

b . For him to have r efused t he offer i s odd 

( 8 ) a . Pl a;ying with explosives is dangerous 

b . To 12la;y with ex,2losives is dangerous 

(9) a . Taking the exam is necessary 

b . To t ake the exam is necessary 
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The gerundi al in (7 a . ) and the infinitiv al in (7 b . ) express 

a factive sense, but there i s sti l l some di fference between 

(7 a . ) and (7 b . ) . This difference , it seems, is best account

ed for in terms of the speaker's i nterest or attitude , for 

whereas in (7 a . ) the focus seems to be on the event as such , 

in (7 b . ) the focus seems to be on the person initiating the 

event . On the other hand , the contrast between (8 a . ) and (8 b.) 

though ver y s l ight i ndeed , is better viewed in terms of general 

versus specific acts . The gerundia l in (8 a . ) refers to the 

act of playing with explosives in general , whereas the infini

tival in (8 b . ) may be interpreted as r eferring to a specific 

occasion where the subject of the i nfinitiv al i s interpreted as 

being the addressee (LT) rather than the generic pronoun~-

In fact in c ertain contexts (8 b . ) might be paraphrased by: 

(10) For you to p l ay with expl osives is dangerous 

Admi ttedly , some speakers do not see this difference . Notice 

further that the gerundial in (8 a . ) may be employed to refer 

to a specific incident and that the infinitival in (8 b . ) might 

be employed to refer to suc h actions in general . 

The contrast between (9 a . ) and (9 b . ) cou ld be compared 

to the contrast between (4 a . ) and ( 4 b . ) above . In other 

words , in (9 a . ) the focus seems to be on the action itself , 

whereas in (9 b . ) it seems to be on the necessity of the action. 

Another type of contr ast shows up in interrogative sentences: 

(11) a . Was taking t he exam necessary? 

b . Was it necessary to take the exam? 

where (11 a . ) but not (11 b . ) presupposes that "one did take 

t he exam". 
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( i ii) Third For mul a (c f . 5 . 2 . 1 . ): e . g . 

(12) a . His being a doctor is an advantage 

b . For him to be a doctor is an advantage 

(13) a . Playing golf in the rain is fun 

b . To play golf in the rai n is fun 

The gerundial in (12 a . ) and the infinitival in (12 b . ) contrast 

in two ways . First , they differ with regard to focus . In this 

respect the contrast between these two sentences is simil ar to 

the contrast between (7 a . ) and (7 b . ): i . e . the focus in 

(12 a . ) is on the 'state' designated by the gerundial , whereas 

the focus in (12 b . ) seems to be on the person initiating the 

' state ' . Secondly , whereas the gerundia l in (12 a . ) is likely 

to be interpreted in a factive sense , the infinitival in (12 b.) 

is like l y to be interpreted in a hypothetica l sense . This type 

of contrast could be viewed as a contrast between two aspects 

of a 'state ', namely 'reificat ion ' versus 'hypothesi s ' or 

'potentiality ' (cf . Bolinger , 1968: 124) . 

It has been pointed out by Bolinger (lg68: 124) that a 

normal situation for (13 a . ) i s an observation n~de by someone 

actuall y playing golf in the rain , whe r eas ( 13 b . ) suits an 

observation made in general terms. While this remark might be 

true of these two sentences, it does not seem, however , to be 

true of the following two sentences: 

(14) a . Playing golf in the rain was fun 

b . To play golf in the rain was fun 

(iv) Fourth Formula (cf . 5 . 2 . 1 . ): e . g . 

(15) a . I don ' t like the boy's coming here so often 
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(15) b. I don't like the bo;y to come here so often 

(16) a . I like his being nice to ;you 

b. I like him to be nice to ;you 

(17) a . I don't like disturbing him 

b. I don' t like to disturb him 

(18 ) a. She prefers watching television 

b. She prefers to watch television 

Ooject gerundials and infinitivals that occur in the same con

text may in c ertain circumstances show a consideraole contrast 

of meaning. Consider the following two examples: 

(19) a . Will you r emember putting it on/the shelf? 

b. Will you r emember to put it on the shelf? 

Sentence (19 a . ) ma~ according to Bright (1970: 41) , be par a

phrased by: 

G~O) a . Aren't you likely to forget where you put it? 

whereas (19 b . ) , according to him , may be paraphrased by: 

(20) b. Please put it on the shelf later on 

The contr ast between (19 a .) and (19 b . ) , it seems, is best 

viewed as one between something actually done - i.e. (19 a . ) -

and something tnat i s projected - i.e. (19 b . ). Other pairs of 

examples that show a considerable s emant i c contrast are the 

following: 

(~l) a . I forgot leaving the mone;y in the drawer 

b . I forgot to leave the mone;y i n the drawer 

( 2~ ) a . She tried locking tne door 

b . She tried to lock the door 

The contrast between (cl a . ) and (cl b. ) is quite obvious and 

so is t h e contrast between (22 a . ) and (c~ b . ) . Let us now con-
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sider the exampl es in (15) , (16) , (17) and (18) . 

The contrast between ( 15 a . ) and (15 b. ) seems to be 

between something actually done - in ( 15 a . ) - and.something 

hypothetica l or projected - i n ( 1~ b. ) . Thi s anal ysis can also 

account for the contrast between (16 a . ) and (16 b . ): the 

ger undial in ( 16 a . ) refers to actual behaviour, whereas the 

infinitival in (16 b . ) expresses a wish (cf . Bolinger, 1968: 

lcj) . Gerundials and infinitivals instanced in (17) and (18) 

have been dis::::ussed by vari ous traditiona l grammarians, and 

there seems to be general agr eement amongst these grammarians 

that whereas the type of gerundial instanced in ( 17 a . ) and 

(18 a . ) occurs in statements of general vali di ty or habit , the 

type of i nfinitival instanced in (17 b. ) and ( 18 b. ) expresses 

reference to a particular occasion. 38 Other grammarians , not

abl y Jespersen (1940: 193) and Schi bsbye (1969: 28) , point to 

the possible variation in the "logical subject of gerund or in

finitive" as illustrated by the following two examples: 

(23) a . I hate to lie 

D. I bate l ying ( 

( I hate t.hat I lie) 

I hate that people lie) 

•significantly, this example is the same and only one in Doth 

gr ammars . In the c ase of Hornby (1966: 49) and Jespersen (1940: 

193) refinement is added to the effect that if the main v erb i n 

the matrix sentence is pr eceded by should or would , only the 

infinitival may be used . At this point we may note that ager

undi al may follow a ver b that i s prec eded by would: viz. 

(24) Wou ld you like flying home? 

Secondly , the ambi guity of the subject of the embedded sentence 

in (~3 b. ) arises from the fact that the underlined construction 
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is ambiguous as between a gerundi a l and an action nominal . 

The following sent enc e , for instance : 

( c5) I hate lying to you 

is not ambiguous , for the subject of the gerundial is under

stood to be coreferential with the subject 01· the matrix sen

tence ( i . e . I) . Thirdly , it has been pointed out by Bl adon 

(1968: 7) tnat the distinction between gerundials and infini

t iva l s i n terms of ' general statement' and ' parti cul a r occasion' 

may account for cases such as: 

(26) a . But I didn't like to tell her the details (particular) 

b . I don ' t like be ing away from home (general) 

but i s woL·thl ess when faced with: 

(27) a . Men nev er like to be thought cowards (particul ar??) 

b. I didn ' t like eati ng my first French meal (gener al??) 

In discussi ng gerund i als and infinitivals t hat c o- occur with 

verbs like: prefer , love, hate , like and di slike , Bl adon (1968) 

first excludes the verb dislike from thi s group since , he 

argues , it cannot c o- occur with an infinitival: cf. 

(~8)* I dislike to eat this k i nct of fish 

He also argues t hat prefer does not fit into thi s group , for 

while we attest (c9) we are unlikely to attest (30) : viz . 

(c9) He wi ll prefer to learn languages 

(50)*He will like to l earn languages 

After this he tries to argue that the c hoi ce between the ger

undial or the int"initival aft er the verbs l ike , lov e an.d hate - -- --
is determined semantically and possibl y syntactically . On the 

whol e he seems to suggest that gerundials express 'enjoyment ' 

either ' actual' or ' conditional ' , whereas infini tivals charact-
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eristi cally express ' desi re ' either ' fuli.i l l ed ' or ' unful f illed'. 

He r epresents notions such as ' enjoyment ' and ' desire ' as 

features , but i t is not obvious at all whether these features 

are assigned to tne matrix verb or to the embedded sentence as 

a whole . His ana l ysis is unfortunately l i mited to subjectless 

gerundial s and infiniti vals and i t is very doubtful whether it 

could be extended to account for the contrast between the type 

of gerundial i nstanced in (15 a . ) and the type of infiniti val 

instanced in (15 b . ) . 

It seems that there is some truth in what the t r aditional 

grammarians have said , though it i s not easy to draw gener al

izations about object gerundia l s and infini tival s t hat occur in 

the same context . The contrast between , say , the following two 

examples: 

( 31) a . I didn' t like staying witn them 

b. I didn' t like to stay with them 

seems to be quite obvious , for whereas (31 a . ) impl ies: 

(jc) I stayed with them 

(51 b. ) does not • . 

( v ) Fifth :B'ormula (cf . 5 . c . l . ): e . g . 

(35) a . They forced him into signing the chegue 

b. They forced him to sign the chegue 

(:A) a . We r eminded John of visiting his mother 

b . We reminded John to visit his mother 

(55) a . They coaxed Mary into· writing to Ken 

b. They c oaxed Mary to write to Ken 

There is a clear semantic contrast between the gerunaial in 
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(34 a . ) and the infinitival i n (34 b. ) which could be accounted 

for in terms of something act ually done (in 34 a . ) and some

thing projected (in 34 b. ) . However , there does not seem to 

oe a clear semantic contrast oetween the (a) anct the (b) sen

tences in (53) and (35) . Nonetheless there is a slight differ

ence between (33 a . ) and (33 b. ) which brings the action more 

snarply in focus in the case 01' tne gerundial. This seems to 

be also the case with the two sentences in (35) . 

(vi) Sixth Formula (cf . 5. 2. 1 . ): e . g . 

(36) a . He is keen on playing tennis 

b . He is keen to J2la;y tennis 

(57) a . She was afraid of meeting him 

b . She was afraid to meet him 

Both the gerunctial in (36 a . ) ana (37 a . ) express a general 

statement , whereas the infinitivals in (36 a . ) and (56 b. ) 

refer to a particular occasion . However, it is possible to 

think of contexts in which a gerundial of the type instanced 

in (56 a . ) and (57 a . ) may be employed to re1·er to a particular 

occasion . 

It should have been noted from the examples cited in 

tnis section that the contra st between gerundio.ls and in:rini

tivals that occur in the same context is not always easy to 

establish . Secondly , such a contrast seems to vary from one 

context to another , depending partly on the tense of the main 

vero in the matrix sentence , partly on the presence of modal 

auxiliaries in the matrix sentence, and partly on the type of 

subject that tne emoedded sentence has . Thirdly , it would not 
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seem possibl e to state any generalizations with preci sion , 

especially when the contrast is viewed in terms of tne focus 

of the ma i n sentence . However, for any theory to be descript

ively ana explanatorjly adequate , these contrasts should be 

stated and incorporated in the theory . Very t e:n:n.tatively we 

might state tne contrast between gerundi als and infinitivals 

in terms of the following criteria: 

A. Characteristic v s . non- characteristic : This type of con

trast would account for di stinguishing between the gerundial 

and the infinitival contained in tne fo l lowing two examples: 

(j8) a . Crossing this river is difficult 

b. It is difficult to cross this river 

Notice that (38 a . ) indic ates that the nature of the river, 

possibly its width , it s depth , etc . makes the crossing diTfi

cul t . This is what is meant by the term "characteristic" . On 

the other hand , (38 b. ) indicates tnat tne existing circum

stances makes the crossing difficult , and this is what is meant 

by the term "non- characteristic'' . 

B. Actual vs . hypothetical: This type 01· contrast would 

account for t he following pair of sentences: 

(39) a . I like his being nice to you 

b. I like him to be nice to you 

(40) a . John ' s losing the rac e is annoying 

b. It is annoying for John to lose the race 

where the two gerundials in (j9 a . ) and (40 a . ) rei"er to actual 

events , whereas the infinitivals i n (j9 b. ) and (40 b.) refer 

to a hypot hesi s or a potentiality . 

C. Actual + f ocus vs . actual-focus: This would account f or 

t he contrast between t he fo llowing two sentences: 



- 691-

(41) a . Hi s leaving so soon surprised us 

b. It surpri sed us for him to leave so soon 

Admi ttedl y , these descri ptive labels are not adequate to 

characterize all the types of contrast that gerundial s and in

finitival s which occur in the same context exhibit , but it 

seems that such l abels are capable of accounting for ma~y of 

the contexts where gerundials and iniinitival s are both possibl e . 

The incorporation of tnese remarks in the grammar could De done 

oy assigning certain features to the complementizer prec eding 

the embedded sentence. These features are semantic and they 

have an interpretive function . In a theory that introduces 

complementizers transformationally such a contrast between ger

undials and infinitivals would be difficult to handle ev en i f 

we assumed that there were surface structure semant ic rul es . 

The difficulty resides in the fact tha t transformations operate 

not on sentences out on aostract phrase markers , and , as has 

been pointed out oy Partee (1971: 5) , it is not obvious t hat 

we do have any "direct semant ic intuitions aoout these abstr act 

structures" , in particul ar any notion of synonymy bet ween them. 

Before closing this section, let us see whether there are 

any semantic differences between gerundi als with a genitivized 

subject and tnose with a non- genitivized one . Consider t he 

gerundials contained in the fo llowing two examples: 

(4~) a . I don ' t like his coming 

b. I don' t like him coming 

Most t raditional grammarians have treated the difference be

tween t he two c onstructions underl ined i n (42) as one between 



the "gerund" (i . e . noun) ana the "present participle" (i . e . an 

adjective) , tne former beiug preceded by the geni tive form of a 

noun or pronoun , tne latter by the unmarked form of a noun or 

pronoun. However , we have shown in Chapter III - cf . 7.) . -

that, apart from the morphological difference, the two con

structions belong to the same syntactic category and that their 

behaviour under transformations is identical . On semantic 

grounds , it is not clear wnether or not tne two constructions 

are to be interpreted as synonymous. 

Under most analyses , the genit ive marker~ has been 

assumed to De semantically insignificant . Rosenbaum, (1967- a) , 

Robin Lakoff (1968) and Wi gzell (1969) treat the distinction as 

a purely surface structure phenomenon by introducing the com

plementizer ' s- ing transformationa lly and by allowing the geni

tive marker ~ to be deleted by an optional deletion rule , 

namely the Compl ementizer Deletion transformation . It should 

be pointed out , however , that, under all or these analyses , com

plementizers have been assumed to be semantically empty syntac

tic markers , so t he question of whether the deletion of the 

genitive marker ~ is semantically significant has not arisen. 

In fact neither Rosenbaum nor Robin Lakof1 has given this issue 

any thought since they assumed complementizers to be semantic

ally i nsignificant . On the other hand, although it is Wigzell's 

contention that a complementizer is "a semantically empty 

structural marker" (cf . Wigzell , 1969: 1), he arrives at the 

conclusion that "There seems to me to be a subtle difference in 

meaning between say: 

(45) I don't mind his going 
and: 
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(44-) I don ' t mi nd hi m going 

the former suggesting that he doe s , in fact, go (or is going) , 

t he l atter suggesting tbat t he going is a possibility merely" -

Wi gzell , 1969 : j2- j . Obviously Wi gzell i s contradicting him

self , for he exp l icit l y states t hat "transformational rul es 

contribu~e nothing to the semantic interpretation assigned to 

the deep structures t hey operate on" - cf. Wi gzell, 1969: 1 . 

However , not many speakers c an conc eive of the distinction 

tbat Wi gzell draws between (45) and (44), i ndeed some speakers 

feel thnt such a distinction is forced . After all, we bave 

seen i n 3 . 5 . t hat for some speakers the two types of gerundial 

instanced in (4j) and (44) are not i n free vari a tion i n the 

sense tbat they t end to use one form but not t he other . · In

deed some speakers do not accept the genitivized form at all 

and some speakers do not accept the non- genitivized form. Ad

mittedly , t here are speakers who admit of the two forms , al

though t hey woula prefer one to the other . 

Returning t o our mai n theme , notice that if there is any 

difference between the type of gerundi al i nstanced in (45) and 

t hat instanced in (44) , t hen such a dii'ference i s to be ascribed 

to c ase marking. Obviously case markers are a surface structure 

property , for i f we were to assi gn c ase mar kers to deep struct

ure cons tituents , then we shoul d expect a sentence like: 

(45) He kissed her 

to y i e l d under Passivization: 

(46 )*Her was kissed by h im 

In f act it was such considerations that l ed us to treat the 

genitive marker as a surface structure phenomenon (cf . 4. 6 . 3 . ) 
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and not as part of the gerundial complementizer . In fact it 

has been pointed out by Lyons (1966, p . 218) that "case" in the 

langu.ages in which the category is to be found , is not present 

i n deep structure at all , but is merely the inflectional real

ization of particular syntactic relationships . The syntactic 

relationship in question, Lyons argues , may in fact be defined 

in the surface structure , as when the surface subject of a sen

tence has appeared as the result of the appli cation of the 

Passive transformation , or when the genitive marker is intro

duced as an ~ccompani ment to a nominalization transformation . 

In Chomsky , 1965 (cf . p . 221, footnote 35) case forms are assign

ed to English pronouns and nouns late in the grammar . The 

question to be decided is whether case assignment is semantic

ally significant or not . In fact this is not any easy question 

to answer , in particular in such cases as the one under dis

cussion. First, the genitive marker in (47) doesn ' t exist i n 

deep structure and thus there is no direct relationship between 

the genitivized and the unmarked forms . Secondl y , it has been 

pointed out by Partee (1971: 5) , we do not have any direct 

semantic intuitions about abstract phrase markers that incor

porate the unmarked form of the noun or pronoun. However , if 

we insist that there is a semantic contrast between the type of 

gerundial instanced in (4c a . ) and that instanced in (42 b . ) , 

it would not be impossible to account for such a contrast in 

the grammar. Such a contrast could be accounted for in terms of 

surface structure semantic interpretation rules of the type pro

posed by Chomsky (1971) . 

As mentioned above not many speakers see any semantic 

contrast between sentences of the type instanced in (4c a . ) and 
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those like (42 b. ) . Nonetheless , tnough the two sentences in 

(4~) express i dentical propositions , they are slight l y differ

ent . Thi s dit·ference i s best viewed in terms of the interest 

of the speaker (LS) , i n particul ar whether he is c oncerned with 

a person engaged in an activity as in (42 b .) or with the act

ivity itself as in (4~ a .). However , this is still a confused 

matter and it i s not clear at all whether such a suggestion 

could be satisfactorily incorporated into the theory . Af ter 

a l l , as has been pointed out by Palmer (forthcoming) there are 

exampl es in which the distinction between the type of gerunctia l 

i nstanc ed in (46 a . ) and the one instanced in (46 b . ) i s not 

clear enough. 



Footnotes to Chapter V 

1 . Amongst the traditiona l grammarians t hat discussed this 
question are: Jespersen (1940: 86- 541); Curme (1951: 448-
96); Kruisinga (1932: 251- 78); Poutsma (19c3: 14c- 4) . 

2 . Some of the verbs t hat occur i n this formula can be used 
both intransitively and transitively. Amongst these are ~erbs 
like: begin, commence , c ontinue, start, etc . It has· been 
ar gued by Perl mutter (1970), for instance , that the verb begin 
can be used both transitively and intrans..tively. First , begin 
is intransitive, with a sentential su·tject . This structure will 
give us , Perlmutter maintains , sentences such as the following: 

( i ) a . There began to be a commotion 
b. It began to r ain 

In t he second structure begin is generated in the base as .a 
transitive verb with a sentential object. This structure is 
intended to account for t he following sentences: 

(ii) a . Zeke began to work 
b. I tried to begin to work 

Perlmutter cites various arguments to support h i s analysis , but 
his ana l ysis has been subsequently critized by Newmeyer (1969), 
Fischer and Marshall (1969) and F.R. Palmer (forthcoming) . How
ever , it seems convenient to retain Perlmutter's analysis with 
respect to some but not all 01· the verbs of temporal aspect 
(e . g . begin , start , continue, but not cease, or quit) . 

j . Lakof1· (1965: II- I and V- A) accounts for tne ungrammatic
ality of sentences like (12 b . ) , (13 b. ), (14 b. ) and (15 b . ) 
transformationally in the lexicon. He does this through postu
lating the notions of "absolute exceptions" and. "simple ex
ceptions" to transformations. Perlmutter (1971: 4-9) has shown 
evidence that Lakoff ' s analysis is wrong and has argued for the 
necessity of setting some deep structure constraints (e . g . Like
Subject constraint and Unlike- Sub ject constraint) to account for 
the ungrammaticality of sentences like (12 b . ) , (13 b . ) , (14 b. ), 
and (15 b. ). However, two or three points need to be mentioned 
here with regard to ]etlmutter ' s analysis . First , his ordering 
of transformations does not seem to accord with the. f i ndings ot 
r ecent resear:ch in tne theory of NP complementation ( we will 
return to discuss this issue in due course) . Secondly, there 
are counterexamples to the Like- Subject constraint. Consider, 
for instance, the following example , which, according to Perl
mutter , should. be ungrammatical: 

(i) I int~nd for you to go . 
Newmeyer (1969: 199) cites the following.sentence: 

(ii) I tried to be arrested 
and. Fischer and ~ arshall ( 1969:· 7) cite the following t wo 
sentences: 

(iii) I condescended to be beaten by the mob 
(iv) I tried to be beaten by the mob 

as counterexamples to Perl mutter ' s Like- Subject constraint . 
Thirdly , one can cite counterexampl es to Perlmutter ' s Unlike
Subject constra int: cf . 
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(v) I s~reamed that I would go 

4 . To some speakers sent ence (9) is par aphr aseable by: 
(i) It ha s b~en assumed to be a f act t hat John is in London 

However , we r eturn to discuss this issue in s ection 5.5 . below. 

5 . Recent r esearch ha s snown that not all transformations are 
meaning- preserving . We touched upon this topic in Chapt er IV 
while discussing Su bject- Raising and Ob j ec t - Raising - cf . 4 . 5. 5 . 
and 4 . 6 . 2 . However , it seems reasonaol e to argue that nmost 
transformationa l rule s preserve meaning; t n ose of such- and
such a form, however , do not , and t heir effect on meB.ning i s 
predictabl e in such- and- such a way from t heir form": cf . Par 
tee , 1971: 8 . On the other hand , following Chomsky (1971) , we 
might arB-ue that all meaning connected with tne basic grammatic
al relations oetween major lexica l categories i s determined at 
the deep structure level , but tha t connected with reierence and 
with logical relations such as quantification , negation , topi c , 
c omment , and presupposi tion are determined at the surface l evel 
by means 01· surface structure semant i c interpretation rules: cf. 
Chomsky , 1971 . Partee proposes tha t " all these parts of mean
ing t hat have to do with truth-value (in all possible worlds) 
are determined at the deep structure l evel and :preser ved by 
transformat iona l rules ; what can chan ge in t he course of a 
transfor wBt i onal derivation a re jus t t h ose subtler aspects of 
' meaning ' which are suggested by terms such as ' topi calization', 
' focus/presuppositi on ' , or other equal ly ill - 1.mderstood notions": 
cf . Partee , 1971: 9 . However , in accordance with Chomsky 
(1965) , it is our contenti on that " only recoverable deletions 
are per mi t ted": cf . Chomsky , 1965: 1 _58 . 

6 . The term "factiv e" is used by many linguists to character
ize t he sense expressed by cer t a in sentent i a l complements . For 
this terminol ogy see: Ki parsky and Ki parsky , 1970 ; Lees , 1965; 
Wi gzell, 1969; Karttunen , 1970; Wi l ki nson , 1970; Fr aser , 
1970 ; Newmeyer , 1970 . 

7 . Apparentl y tne use of tne .NP f act i n declarative sentences 
01· the type instanc ed in (c8 ) ismeant to assert somet hing and 
t hereby t he truth 01· it . Most probabl y it is semanti cally empty . 

8 . The c l assification of propositions and t he termi nology here 
are oorrowed from Hughe s and Londey ( 1965: 4-5) . 

9 . For a detailed discussion 01· the notion of "presupposition" 
see: Lakoff , 1971-b; Lakoff , 1971-c; Fi llmore , 1971-a; 
Fi llmore , 1971- o; Garner , 1971; Keenan , 1971; Horn , 1969 ; 
Morgan , 1969i Langendoen , 1971 ; Langendoen and Savin , 1971. 

10. In fact t here are various problems associ a t ed with t he 
not ion of "presupposition". First , a speaker need not believe 
the presupposition of what he is saying , if he i s speaking with 
an intent to deceive , or speaking in jest . Secondly , l ies in
troduce another problem, out even t hen it seems that the 
speaker must at least r epr esent hi mself as having some grounds 
for say ing wnat he does . Thirdly , it has been argued by Au stin 
that "often tnere are t h ings you cannot state - h ave no right 
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to state - or not in a position to state . You cannot now state 
how many people there a r e in the next room, if you say: t her e 
ar e f i fty peopl e in the next room, I c an only re gard you a:s _. 
guess ing or conject uring" : cf . Austin , 196c: 1.57 . Fourthl y , 
it mi ght be t.he case that the speaker "does not understand v ery 
well what he i s saying , even it· he believes it . That is , one 
can believe what one is saying with out realizing that what one 
has said has certain presuppositions": cf. Keenan , 1971 : 51 . 
Fii'thly , it has been pointed out by Keenan that there are many 
instances in which one accepts something for t he "sake of ar gu
ment " , to show t hat it is false . This way of reasoning , Keenan 
ar gues , occurs fre quently in natur al l anguages (cf . Keenan, 
1971: 51) . 

11 . It could be the case that t he gerunctial s in (6) are in
stances of "direct quo'te" , where tne LS i s reacting , possi bly , 
to a f alse statement . Imagine the following situation, which 
gives rise to the fo llowing conversation . Fi rst speaker (to 
tne audience) says: 

(i) I am proud of having been a l ecturer 
If t here is a person in the audi ence who does not believe what 
has been said by t he speaker , he might say: 

(ii) But your having been a l ecturer is a r myth }-
\_big lie 

Alternatively , it has been suggest ed to me , that a sentence like 
(6 b . ) c oul d possibl y be par aphrased by: 

( i ii) It is quite possi ble that it i s a f act that he 
has be en to Bangor 

Thi s t ype of par aphrase would also appl y to (6 c . ) and possib l y 
to (6 d ~) but not to (6 a . ) . However , apart from the·arti
ficiality of such an analysi s , it would not be easy to handle 
with any degr ee of accuracy , particu l arly in the syntactic com
ponent of t he gr ammar . 

12 . However , we do not rul e out t be possi b ility that (13 a . ) 
could be paraphrased by: 

(i) I woul d regret the fact that I had lost the r ace if 
it were a f act that I had l ost t11e race 

and ( 13 b • ) by : 
(ii) Were it a fact that John had lost h i s job, t hen it 

would be annoying for John 
We r eturn t o discuss this t ype of analysis below . 

13 . Sentence (17 b. ) i s possibly ambi guous for the gerundial 
may be interpreted in a factive sense . 

14. Some speakers do not understand (24 b. ) as a par aphrase of 
(23 b . ) . 

15 . I use the term "factive ver b" or "factive adjective" in the 
sense employed by: Klima , 1964 ; Ki aprsky and Kipar sky , 1970 ; 
Karttunen , 1970 ; Wi l kinson, 1970 . 
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16 . Sentence (45 a . ) is ambiguous , for it can refer to a speci
fic event or to a ha bitual or iterative action. It is in the 
first sense that we are using it here . 

1 7 . It could be the ca~e that on this reading of (45 b. ) the 
speaker is not hypothesizing so much as assuming that something 
(i . e . John ' s fai l ing the exam) is true before it actually is . 

18 . In :particular whether the event referred to by the gerundial 
has taken place or not . 

1 9 . Notice that instead of the gerundial s in (62 b. ) and (62 c . ) 
we could have a that- clause preceded by the head- noun fact: cf . - -- - - --

(i) I would regret the fact that I met such a stupid person 
( i i) You might regret the fact that you did this 

However , it does not seem to be the case that (i) is a :para
phrase of (62 b. ) and that (ii) is a paraphrase of (62 c . ) . 

20 . The Ki:parkkys maintai n that infinitivals cannot be empl oyed 
in a factive sense . In this section we argue that in certain 
contexts , it i s :possible for infinitivals to express a factive 
sense . 

21 . There are contexts in which gerundials that are understood 
to express a factive sense cannot be overtly :preceded by the 
head- noun fact . The gerundial in the following sentence , for 
i n stance , is semantically factive but it cannot be preceded by 
the head- noun fact: cf . 

( i) a . I enjoyed pl aying your piano 
b .~I enjoyed the fact of playing your piano 

We return to this matter below. 

22 . There might be subtle semantic differences between factive 
gerundials and factive infinitivals that occur in the same con
text: viz . 

(i) His having refused the ofI·er surprised us 
(ii) For him to have refused the of1·er surprised us 

We will discuss this i ssue i n section 5. 8. below. 

23 . Notice in passing that the Kiparskys consi der sentences like 
(j c . ) ungrammatical for it is their contention that gerundials 
cannot combine with non- factive predicates like possible . How
ever , to many qpeakers this sentence is :perfectl y acceptable . 

24. To some speakers the gerundial in (4 b. ) is factive . Most 
probably it is ambiguous between a factive and a non- factive 
sense . 

25 . To some speakers the fo l lowing sentence is perfectly accept
able: 

(j) I hate Luc i lle to sing Dixie 
If t his is so , then our claim that the infinitival in (7 b. ) 
does not allow Subject- Raising is false . 

26 . The two sentences in (13 c . ) and (14 c . ) are bor rowed from: 
Hudson , 1971 : 522 , 216 . Some speakers , however, do not find 
these two sentences acceptable . 
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c7 . To some speaker s t he fo l lowing sentence is acceptab l e: 
(i) I resent for you to say tnat 

However , compare this sentence to: 
(ii)*I c omprehend for you to s~y that 

It is Hornby' s contention, and I think that he i s right , that 
the verb resent can take a gerundial but n ot an i nfinit iva l as 
its object . (cf. Hornby , et al ., 1965: 855) . 

c8 . In fairness to the Ki par skys , sentence ( c5 b.) would , under 
their analy s ~s , be ungrammatical . However , to many native 
speakers this sentenc e is perfectly acceptaole . Our ar gument in 
this paragraph does not crucially depend on its acceptability . 

29 . Of course Re l ativization applies to the embedaed sentence 
and not to a particul ar NP in this sentence . However , Rel ati
vization affects a constituent NP i n this sentence , in the sense 
that such an NP moves out of the embedded sentence . 

50 . It shoul d be pointed out that we are using the term "derived 
nominal 11 i n a r ather i nformal way to refer to nouns that have a 
corresponding verbal or adjectival counterpart . 'l'his is not to 
say , however , that we believe that these nominals ori ginate in 
deep structure as verbs or adjectives . It is Chomsky ' s con
tention that "derived nominals" do not originate in deep struct
ure as either verbs or adjectives but as nouns proper . For a 
detailed discussion see: Chomsky , 1970- a . Notice further that 
the nouns in (5c) hav e corresponding adjectives (e . g . accidental, 
intelligent) and that the noun mf ss in ( 3;1 a . ) is likely to be 
marked [+ concrete] • 

. 51 . These features refl ect , of course , the semantic type of the 
associated vero . For instance , if the associated verb is [+ 
stative] , then the nominal rec eives this feature . On the other 
hand , if the associated verb i s [:- stative] , then the nominal 
is assigned either the feature G- acti on] or G- event] , 
depending on whether t he activity designated is [!· controllabl~ 
or [- controllable] • If it is G- c ontroll~ble) , the nominal 
i s [+ act i on] , and i f i t is {:- contr ollaol e] , the nominal is 
[+ event] • 

32 . This i s the position taken by Chomsky (1970- a) . See also 
4 . 2 . 3 . 

35 . Under this tentative proposal tne following sentence: 
(i) Arriving on time exhausted us 

should be unacceptable , which it is not . We return to discuss 
this type of sentence below . 

54 . This sentence is oorrowed from Newmeyer (1969: cOc) , wno 
oriefly mentions the distinction between 11controllable" and 
"non- controllaole11 activities . It snould be noted , however , 
that. the presen.t .. author has independently arrived at t his con
clusion. Heturning to sentence \CU c . J, one could argue that 
the accept ability 01· this sen-cence might oe due to the :ract that 
tne verb understand may be interpreted as non- stative meaning 
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get to understand. 

35 . It s_!lould be bor ne_ in mind that the features (+ actj, 
(+ eventJ and [+ stateJ are generat ed in deep structure and 
not assigned to embedded sentences in the surface structure . 
In other words , each S underlying a gerund or an i nfinitival 
will share t he constituency of t he domi nating c ategory with 
an N t hat is realized by features . 

36 . The fo l lowing sentence, which is acceptable to some 
speakers , con stitutes a counter- example to our analysis: 

(i) Being ill exhausts me 

37 . It .. ,shoµld be borne in mind that the feature [+ event] 
r e quires that the activity designated by i ts compl ement should 
be non- contr ollabl e . 

38 . See Zandvoort , 1969: 28- 9 ; 
1969: 27 ; Scheurweghs , 1 958: 

Hornby , 1966: 
205 . 

4 9 ; Schi bsby , 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY 



VI. Summary 

This thesis is an attempt to provide the theory of 

NP complementation in general, and the grammar of gerundials 

and infinitivals in particular , with more adequate notions of 

syntactico- semantic constraints, constraints that have hitherto 

been neglected or imperfectly understood . In addition to de

f i ni ng the various syntactic and semantic constraints operative 

on structures underlying gerundials and i nfinitival s , a gener

ative machinery has been proposed to account for the form and 

meaning of the two types of nominal , and it is hoped that this 

machiner y could be extended to account for other instances of 

NP complements, both headed and headless. 

In what follows we will endeavour to briefly enumerate 

and define the various phrase structure rules and transform

ational rules that we have shown to be relevant to the grammar 

of gerundial s and infinitival s . 

6 . 1 . Phrase structure rules: 

Operating in conjunction with the following three basic 

phrase structure rules: 

( 1 ) S 
... - -> .... c - s 

.._ 
(2) S --::,- NP - VP 

( 3 ) VP · )>- V - NP1 

the three phrase structure rul es that are central to the com

plement system under discussioncc.an be stated as fol lows: 

(4) NP :> ·(Det) ,..... N .- Comp 



(5) Comp 

(6) C 
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s 
NP 
Prep-P 
NP S 
etc. 

-lliG 

- To 
That 
Where 
Why 
Whether 
etc. 

These three phrase structure rules allow for the generation of 

all surface structure nominal constructions, both complex and 

non-complex. For instance, a ll the following nominals are 

capable of being generated by these phrase structure rules: 

(7) The boy, the Nile, Bangor , rumours 

(8) John's deeds, the author of the book, the prospects 

for peace, his attitude of defiance 

(9) That he came late, how he fooled them, his refusing 

the offer, for her to have won the game, where he 

m~ ~r 

(10) The possibility that he might resign, the fact of 

his coming l ate , the chances for him to leave, the 

question whether he will come 

The justification for postulating each of the phrase 

structure rules in (1), (4) , (5) and (6) was given in Chapter 

IV (cf. 4.7.) and there would be no point in. repeating what we 

said there .· Not ice in passing that phrase structure rule (4) 

could generate both headed and headl ess gerundia l s and infini

vals . In the generation of headless gerundials and infiniti-
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vals N is realized as features, that is it is phonetically 

realized as zero, whereas in the generation of headed gerund

ials and infinitivals it has a phonetic realization (cf. 5.7.). 

In addition to the above- mentioned phrase structure 

rules, the grammar of noun phrase complementation should in

corporate in the lexicon the subcategorizational information 

relevant to both t he N that appears in phrase structure rule 

(4) and the main verb in the matrix sentence containing a noun 

phrase complement . This could be done straightforwardly by 

means of a notation similar to tha t proposed by Chomsky (1965: 

94 , 100). Since we have chosen to generate complementizers in 

deep structure, then these complementizers shoul d subcategorize 

both nouns and verbs. Thus, for instance, t he verb know in: 

(11) I lmow that she is a linguist 

will appear in the lexicon with the following information: 

(12) lmow, [+v, + NP,+----- that ~ s] 
Similarly, the verb condescend in: 

(13) She condescended to take the job 

will appear in the lexicon with the following information: 

(14) condescend, [ + V, 

The verb recollect in: 

-1--- -- NP, + ----- To - s] 
(15) She recollects meeting such a person 

will have the following information: 

(16) recollect, [ + V, + ---- Nfi; +·----

Nouns t hat are followed by a complement would appear in the 

lexicon with info rmation as to which compl ementizer they could 
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co-occur with. Thus the lexicon might contain the following 

items (cf. Chomsky, 1965: 100): 

(17) a. action, [+ N, + Det + of - ING - s] 2 
' ,_ 

~agerness, [+ N, + Det To - s] b. 
' + 

c. question,[+ N, + Det ' + Whether - s] 

Finally each of the complementizers generated by the 

phrase structure rule (6) will carry certain semantic features . 

In this respect we have very tentatively suggested (cf. 5 . 8 .) 

that the complementizer -ING should carry the following 

features : 

(18 ) 

+ characteristic 

+ actual 

+ focus 

In contradistinction to the -ING complementizer, the TO comple

mentizer, we have suggested, should carry the following 

features: 

- characteristic 

(19) - actual 

- focus 

6.2. Transformations: 

The phrase structure rules in the preceding section 

suffice to generate the structures underlying noun phrase com

plements. The transformational rules necessary to the gener

ation of surface structure gerundials and infinitivals are 

defined in this section . In this respect it is worth noting 

that the transformations that apply to both gerundia ls and in

finitivals are in the minority indeed, there being various 



-706-

transformations that apply to infinitivals but not to gervnd

ials. The transformations that operate on embedded sentences 

underlying noun phrase complements have been extensively dis

cussed in the literature ,3 and there would be no point in pre

senting a det ailed study of these transformations here . How

ever, in what follows we will informally define these trans

formations together with the contexts in which they may or may 

not apply. 

6.2.1. Local t ransformations: 

The term local transformation is used in Chomsky' s (19~S: 

99 , 215) sense to refer to a transformation that affects only 

a substring dominated by a single category symbol . In this 

respect we can distingui sh three l ocal transformations operat

ing on underlying sentences incorporating the complementizer 

TO or ING: (i) For-Inserti on , (ii) 's-Inserti on , and (iii) 

Tense Realization. In what follows we will briefl y define each 

of these transformations. 

(i) For-Inserti on: This rule applies to an underlying S that 

incorporates t he compl ementizer TO to insert the morpheme for 

immediately before its subject NP: cf. 

(1) a . [John to have r efused the offer] is surprising = > 
b. For John to have refused the offer i s surpr ising 

This rule i s obligatory, but t here are contexts in which it 

cannot apply. First., this rule does not appl y if the subject 

of the infinitival i s deleted. Secondly, it does not appl y i f 

the subject of the infinitival has been raised to the hi gher S 

through the applicati on of Subject-Raising. Obviousl y this is 

a very late transformation t hat has to be ordered after the 
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foll owing transformations: Subject-Raising , Equi- NP- Deletion, 

and Passive. 

(ii) ' s-Insertion: This rule operates on an underlying S that 

i~corporates the complementizer ING to attach the genitive 

marker~ to its subject NP on condition that the subject may 

appear in the genitivized form (cf. 3 . 5 .2) . The application 

of this rule is optional for some dialects and obligatory for 

others. However, its application is blocked if the subject NP 

is of the type that does not allow genitivization. Like For

Insertion, 's-Insertion is a very l ate rule that applies after 

both Equi-NP~Deletion and Passive. 

( iii) Tense Realization: The necessity for generating tense 

features in underlying sentences incorporating the complement

izer To and those incorporating the complementizer ING was dis

cussed in Chapter II - cf. 2 .4.3 . The following two rules are 

required i f the underlying sentence incorporates the comple-

ment:i,zer ING· 

a~t- past] (2) 

b. /[+ perfect] ---

On the other hand, the following two rules are required if the 

underlying sentence incorporates the complementizer To: 

(3) a . 

b. 

[- past]~ .('1 
have / matrix verb 

IZJ / [+ perfect] 

[;veJ 
[- past] -

6 . 2 .2. Minor transformations: 

These are optional rules that apply to a minority of 
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lexical items but not to ordinary underlying structures. In 

this respect we could distinguish three minor rules that apply 

to structures underlying gerundials and inf'initivals: Nega

tive Raising , Modal Raising , and Object-Raising. Below is a 

definition of each of these rules: 

(i) Negative Raising: This is an optional rule that moves the 

element Neg from an embedded sentence to the matrix sentence: 

viz. 

(4) a. She expects [it] [not to happen] j)> 

b. She does not expect ~t] [to happen] 

The mechanics of this transformation have been discussed in 

Chapter II - c.f. 2.8.2. It was suggested, however, that the 

existence of this transformation is suspect4 since it operates 

on only a handful of verbs and adjectives that co-occur with 

noun phrase complements (e.g. think, believe, anticipate, ex

pect, want,~, likely), and since some speakers do not in

terpret the two sentences in (4) as synonymous. Unlike Modal

Raising and Object- Raising , Negative Rai s ing is not an idio

syncratic property . of the infinitival complementizer, for it 

applies to underlying sentences incorporating the that comple

mentizer and to those incorporating the -ING complementizer: cf. 

(5) a . I think that they will not leave 

b. I do not think that they will leave 

(6) a. I anticipated not deriving much instruction from 

the lecture > 
b. I did not anticipate deriving much instruction 

from the l ecture 

(ii) Modal-Raising: Thi s is a minor transformation whose 

application is limited to embedded sentences co-occurring with 
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the verb ~• It.s. application depends on the prior applic

at ion of two other transformations, namely Subject-Raising , and 

Negative Raising (cf. 2.5.1.). However, it is a minor trans

formation and obviously it is an idiosyncratic property of t he 

verb seem and i t operates only on the two auxiliaries~ and 

could: viz. 

(7) a . [ Mary not to can understand the problem] seems ~ 
b. [Mary J ;seems (!iot to can understand the problem]~ 

c. [Mary not] seems [to can understand the problem] ~ 

d. ~ary cannot] seem ~o understand t he problem] 

(iii) Ob ject-Raising: This rule optionally applies to certain 

underlying sentences incorporating the complementizer TO and 

co-occurring with one of the following predicative adjectivals 

and nominals: bard , tough, easy, difficult, impossible, 

simple, breeze and snap.5 It moves a non-subject NP from the 

embedded S to function as the surface structure subject NP of 

the matrix S: viz . 

(8) a. [To solve this problem J i s si mpl e ~ 
b. [ Thi s problem] is si mpl e [to solv~ 

(9) a . [To play sonat as on this violin] is easy ~ 

b. ~onatas] are easy &o pl ay on this violin] 

Ob j ect- Raising is an idiosyncratic property of the complement

izer TO , for it does not operate on an underlying S incorpor

ating !NQ: cf. 

(10) a . [solving this problem] ~s easy 

b~* This problem is easy solvi;ng 

6 . 2. 3 . Cyclical Transformations: 

The only transformations r elevant to the gr ammar of NP 
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complementation that seem to apply cyclically are Subject

Raising and NP Copying. 6 Of course, Passiv e and Reflexivi

zation are cyclical transformations but these have a wider 

&pplication than Subject- Raising. However in what follows we 

will define the contexts in which Subject- Rai sing and NP Copy

ing apply. 

(i) Subject- Rai sing: Thi s transformation applies to an under

l ying S i ncorporating the complementizer TO to move its sub

ject NP to the subject or object position in the hi gher S . In 

other words , the raised subject, depending on the gr ammatical 

function of the embedded sentenc e , functions as the surface 

structure subject or ob ject NP of the matrix sentence: viz . 

(11) a . She expected [he to be punctual] 

b. She expected him [to be punctua~ 

> 

The application of this rule is obligatory in most cases, but 

there are contexts in which its applic ation is optional: viz. 

(12) a . We prefer [she to stay her~ 

b. We prefer [for her to stay heraj 

c. We prefer her [to stay here] 

Subject- Raising is also a char acteri stic of certain sub ject 

infinitivals that c o-occur with an i ntr ansitive verb or wit h 

certain adj ectiv es like likel y: viz. 

(13 ) a . Grohn to have bad an acci dent] seems :::- ~ 
b . [John] seems [to have had an accident] 

Notice that the application of t h is transformation to the 

structure underlying (13 a .) is obligatory for we are unlikely 

to attest either of the following two sentences: 

(14) a . * For John to have had an accident seems 
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(14) b . * It seems for John to have bad an accident 

It should be pointed out in thi s respect that not all higher 

verbs or predicative adjectivals allow Subject-Raising: cf. 

(15) a . ( Tom to have resigned yesterday] i s likely~ 

b . Tom is likely [to have re s igned yesterday] 

(16) a . [Tom to have r esigned yesterday] is surprising~ 

b.* Tom is surprisi ng to have resigned ye sterday 

It seems to be t he case that infinitiva ls that are sen

sitive to Sub j ect- Rais ing are insensitive to NP Copying and 

vice-versa. The following data are self-expl anatory: 

(17) a . [ John to have lost the game] appears 

b . John appears [to have lost the game] 

c. * It appears [for John to have lost the game] 

(18 ) a . We t hought [he to be in Londonj 

b. We thought mm:; [to be in London] 

c. * We thought it {jor him to be in London] 

(19) a . [He to have lost the game ] i s surprising 

b.* He i s surprisi ng [to have lost t he game] 

c. It i s surprising [ for him t o have lost t he game] 7 

There are contexts , however, in which underl yi ng sent ences in

corporating t he compl ementi zer To seem to be sensitive to both 

NP Copying and Sub ject Rai sing. Witness the possibility of 

the following t wo sentences: 

(20 ) a . We expect [him] [ to 

b . We expect it of him 

come on time] 

[to come on tim~ 

However, it is not clear whet her these t wo sentences derive 

from a common deep structure, most probabl y they do not. Sen-
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tence (20 a .), it seems, derives from a deep structure like: 

(21) [we ] 
NP NP 

[
expect [ [you to 

VP NP S 

come on timel j- ] 
Js NP VP 

through Subject-Raising . On t h e other hand , sentence (20 b .) 

seems to derive from the following deep structure: 

(22) [ ;; l p [VP [;xpect LP [:ou to come on tim~ 7 
S JNP 

[
of you J ] 
Prep-P Prep-P VP 

through the application of Equi-NP-Deletion and NP Copying . It 

could be argued, however, that sentence (20 a .) derives from 

(22) and not (21) by moving the NP you that appears in the Pre

positional Phrase (a subsequent rule wi ll delete the preposi

tion of) to the object position in the matrix sentence , and by 

deleting the subject NP of the embedded sentence (i. e . you) 

through applying Equi-NP-Deletion. However , there is no moti

vation whatsoever for adopting such an ad hoc analysis when we 

could account for the derivation of (20 a .) from (21) in a 

straightforward manner. 

Finally, it should be noted that Subj ect-Rais.ing is an 

idiosyncratic property of the complementizer To, for it does 

not apply to underlying sentences incorporating either the 

complementizer ING , or the complementizer that. 

(ii) NP Copying: We discussed this rule in some detail in 

Chapter IV (cf. 4.5.) where we showed that it copies a gerund

ial or an infinitival at the end of the containing sentence 

with a subsequent rule that obligatoril y pronomina lizes its 

original occurrence: viz. 
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(23) a . [For John to have refused the offer] is surprising •4 
b.* [For John to have refus ed the offer] is surprising 

(!or John t o have refused the offer] . ;> 

c . [ rt] is surprising [for J ohn to have refused the 

offer] 

(24) a . [John's r efusing the offer] i s surprisi ng = > 
b . * [ John's refusing t he offer] i s surprising [John' s 

refusing the offer] ~ 
c • [ r-tJ is sur:pri s ing [John' s re fus in~ t he off er J 

Thi s transformation is never obligatory in the case of gerund

ials and infinitiva ls that occupy the subject :position, and it 

is blocked in the case of object gerundia l s and in:finitivals 

except in a few cases of object infinitivals where its appli

cation is obligatory . Thi s i s t he case if the infinitival is 

gener ated as the direct object of some member of a small set 

of transitive :prepositional verbs including: expect (of), 

reguire ~of), and :possibl y one or t wo others (cf._ 4. 5 . ): viz. 

(25) a . We expect (-you to do your best J of you > 
b . We expect [it] of you [to do your be stj 8 

(iii) Egui-NP- Deletion: We discussed this transformati on in 

some detail in Chapter II (cf. 2. 2 .1. ) where we showed that 

this transformation del etes an NP i n the embedded S under co

referentiality with another NP i n the matrix S . This trans

formation was assumed to be cyclical, 9 but it has since been 

shown by Postal (1970) to be post or l ast- cyclical. Pos t al 

:presents a l arge body of i mpressive evidence which points to 

the conclusi on that Equi-NP- Del etion cannot be cyclical. 

Fi rst , he shows tbat Pronominalizati on must follow some l ast-
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cyclical or post-cyclical rules and must therefore itself be 

post-cyclical. Then he enumerates some constraint s that hold 

for both Pronominalization and Equi-NP-Deletion, and concludes 

tbat an i mportant generalization would be missed if a large 

number of constraints were r epeated twice in the grammar. As 

it would not be possible to constrain Equi-NP-Deletion after 

it has applied, the conclusion that NP's that are eventually 

deleted must be first pronominalized in order to participate 

in the constraints seems rather inevitable. Therefore Equi

NP-Deletion must follow Pronominalization. In this re spect 

Postal proposes to break down Equi-NP-Deletion into two parts: 

a cyclical rule called Doom Marking will mark the NP 's that 

will eventually be del eted , then another rule c alled Doom Era

sure will delete only those NP's tbat are marked both G- Doo~ 

and [~ Pro]. Of course, a host of problems remain to be solved. 

First, the precise statement of Doom Mar king and Doom Erasure 

is no simple matter. Secondly, t his analysis is built on the 

assumption that Pronominalization is non-cyclical, when there 

eoes not seem to be general agreement among linguists as 

whether it is cyc lical or not. 1O However , be this as it may, 

Postal's evidence suggests rather strongly that the deletion 

of complement subjects cannot be handled by one rule, and that 

at least two are required. Finally notice that whereas the 

application of Equi-NP-Deletion is usually obligatory , there 

are a few contexts where its application is optional (cf.2.2.1.). 

6.2.4.Other transformations: 

(i). TO BE - Deletion: This rule operates on an underlying 

copular sentence incorporating the complementizer TO to delete 
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both the complementizer TO and the immediately following cop

ular verb BE. It relates pairs of sentences like the follow.mg: 

(26) a . They proved themselves to be innocent 

b . They prov,ed themselves innocent 

Let us now consider some of the contexts in which this rule 

applies . First, it applies to underlying sentences of the form: 

(27) NP+ TO+ BE+ Adj 

Pri or to the application of this rule, the underlying sentence 

should obligatorily unxie~g6~r~~: Subject-Raising. Consider the 

following data: 

(28) a . He likes [his coffee to be strong J ~ 
b. He likes [his coffee] [ to be strong] 

~ 
c. He likes [his coffee] [ strong] 

The application of this transformation is not restricted to 

object infinitivals, for there are contexts in which it oper

ates on sublject infinitivals: viz. 

(29) a. [ The situation to be quite hopeless] seemed =7" 
b. -{The situation] seemed [ to be quite hopeless] ~ 
c. [ The si tuatioaj seemed [quite hopeless] 

Secondl y , To Be - Del etion applies to embedded sentences of 

the form: 

(30) NP+ TO+ BE+ NP: cf. 

(31) a. Everyone reported [ she to be a student of a 

friendly disposition]~ 

b~ Everyone reported [her] [to be a student of a 

friendly disposition J = 
c. Everyone reported [ her] 

disposition] 

> 
[a student of a friendly 
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The application of this rule depends mainly on the type of 

the main verb in the matrix sentence. The following data are 

self-explanatory: 

(32) a . They knew Nixon to be honest 

b. *They knew Nixon honest 

(33) a . I believe Nixon to be president of the U.S . A. 

b . *I believe Nixon president of the U.S.A. 

Finally, it should be noted that TO BE - Deletion is an option

al transformation, far witness the acceptability of (28 b.), 

(29 b . ) and (31 b.). 

(ii). Prep-P-Deletion: It was argued in Chapter II (cf. 2.2.) 

that the type of infinitiva l i nstanc ed (34) and the type of 

gerundial instanced in (35) contain in their deep structure a 

prepositional phrase that consists of the sequence: for+ one: 

(34) It is amusing to talk to fore igners 

(35) Speaking a foreign l anguage is an advantage 

Under this analysis (34) derives from a deep structure like 

(36) and (35) from one like (37): 

(36) [NP [ :ne to talk to foreigners11J ~; 

amusing[ for one ] ] 

Prep-P Prep- P VP 

(37) [ [One speaking a foreign l anguage ] ] [is 

NP S S NP VP 

an advantage 
[

for one J J 
Prep-P Prep- P VP 

Sentence (34) derives from (36) through the application of: 
NP Copying , Equi- NP-Deletion and Prep-P-Deletion, whereas (35) 
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derives from (37) through the application of: Equi- NP- Dele

tion and Prep- P-Deletion. The application of this rule is 

optional and it is ordered after Equi-NP- Deletion , and is thus 

a non-cyclical transformation. 

(iii). S- Pruning: Strictly speaking S-Pruning is not a trans

formation, it is rather a convention or - to use Ross's (1968: 

26) terminology - a meta-rule. This rule applies to an S that 

underlies a subjectless infinitival (subjectless in surface 

structure). In other words , the pruning of the node S under 

whose domination the infinitival is created gets pruned if the 

subject NP of an object infinitival has been deleted or has 

been raised to the matrix sentence. The justifications for 

this assumption were given in Chapter IV (cf. 4.4. 3 . ). Under 

this assumption, the infin.i tivals contained in the following 

two examples are not dominated by the node S : 

(38) a . She wanted [to meet the students] 

b . She wanted [ h i m J [to me et the students] 

Finally , it is hoped that the grammar we have presented 

in this thesis could account for all the grammatical sentenc es 

incorporating gerundials and infinitivals as well as for the 

ungrammatical ones. I close this thesis with t he following 

quotation from Chomsky (1965: v): "the tentative character 

of any conclusions that can now be advanced concerning ling

uistic theory , or, for that matter , English gr ammar , should 

certainly be obvious to anyone working in this area". 



Footnotes to Chapter VI 

1. It should have been noted that the phrase structure rules 
in (1-3) do not account for matters like : Tense , Aspect, Neg
ation, Modal Auxiliaries , etc. Such matters have been , how
ever , discus sed extensively in the literature. A particularl y 
interesting analysi s is to be found in Emonds (1970) , where he 
treats Tense , Modals and Negation as i mmediate constituents of 
the topmost s . On the other hand , he views Aspect as a property 
of the category V and like Tense i t i s generated in the base as 
features. For a detailed discussion see: Emonds , 1970: 3- 4 . 

2 . It i s not clear whether the morpheme of is to be generated 
by the phrase structure rules of the grammar or is to be intro
duced transformationally. 

3. See Rosenbaum, 1967- a; Lakoff , R., 1968; Lakoff, G., 1968-
a; Kiparsky and Kiparsky , 1970 ; Postal, 1970 . 

4. It has been argued by Jackendoff (1969) that there is no 
rule of Neg- Raising ; rather, the element Neg , he claims, i s 
introduced in deep structure just where it occurs in surface 
structure , and a rule of semantic interpretation a s s ociates the 
el ement Neg wi th the sentence that it logically negates . He 
further argues that the verbs that allow Neg- Raising form a 
natural semantic class, and t hat it would never be the case tm.t 
there would exist two synonymous such that one participated in 
Neg- Raising and the other did not . 

5. Postal (1971: 27-31) refers to this rule as Tough- Movement 
since it is operative on infinitivals that co- occur with a set 
of semantically related adjectives comprising: tough,, easy, 
difficult, etc . 

6 . Robin Lakoff (1969) argues that Neg-Raising is cyclical . On 
the other hand, there does not seem to be general agreement 
among l inguists as to whether NP Copying is cyclical or not. 
Rosenbaum (1967- a) and Robin Lakoff (1968 ) argue that i t is cy
clical whereas Ross (1968 ) argues that it is not. Object
Raising has been shown by Postal (1971: 27-31) to be cyclical: 
cf. footnote 5 above . 

7 . In fact there are certain matrix verbs which when followed 
by an object infinitival allow both NP- Copying and Subject
Raising : viz. 

(i) We prefer [she to stay her~ 
(ii) We prefer it for her to stay here 
(iii) We prefer her to stay here 

8. There are a few matrix verbs, however , which when followed 
by an object infinitival a llow NP Copying : viz. 

(i) I hate it for you to say things like that 

See also footnote 7 above. 

9 . See Ros enbaum , 1967-a ; Lakoff , G., 1968- a; Lakof f , R., ~968 . 

10. Ross (1968: 180- 203) gives evidence that Pronominalizati on 
is a cyclical rule, while Lakoff proposes that it be partly 
stated as output conditions: see Postal, 1970 and his refer
ence to Lakoff's work. 



APPENDIX I 

Genitivization of the subject NP of the gerundial 

This appendix is meant to show how 13 speakers reacted 
to the question of the genitivization of the subject NP of 
gerundia l clauses - cf . 3 . 5 . Each sentence i s followed by 
three numbers: the first number shows the number of inform
ants who consider the sentence perfectly acceptab l e, the number 
fol l owing the asterisk* shows the number of the informants 
who consider the sentence unaccept able , and the number follow
ing the questi on mark? shows the number of the informants who 
would not consider the- sentence as either acceptabl e or un
acceptable (i . e . doubtful ): 

1 . John's coming late surprised Bill: 13, *-, ?-. 
2 . I don ' t mind John ' s coming l ate: 12, *l , ?- . 
3 . I was not aware of Mary ' s being in Bangor: 10 , *2 , ?l . 
4 . John coming l ate surprised Bill: 8 , *3 , ?2. 
5 . I don' t mind John coming l ate: 13 , *-, ?-,._ 
6 . I was not aware of lVlary being in Bangor: 1 .3 , *-, ?-. 
7 . Howard ' s coming to live with us disturbed the routine of 

our household: 1.3 , *-, ?-. 
8 . We regret Bill ' s failing the exam: 12 , *l , ?-. 
9 . They don' t object to Susan ' s going there: 12, *l, ?- . 
10 . Howard coming to live with us di sturbed the routine of 

our household: 9, ~' 2 , ?2 . 
11 . We regret Bill failing the exam: 9 , *2 , ?2. 
12. They don ' t object to Susan going there : 13 , *-, ?-. 
13 . Mary ' s failing the exam is odd: 13 , *-, ?-. 
14 . She dislikes John' s getti ng up l ate: 11, *- , ?2. 
15 . She a l ways boasts about John's being a doctor: 9 , *3, ?l . 
16 . Mary failing the exam i s odd: '7 , * 3 , ? 3 . 
17 . She dislikes John getting up l ate: 13 , *-, ?-. 
18 . She always boasts about John being a doctor: 13 , *- , ? - • 
19. Mr . Smith' s being a doctor is an advantage: 12 , *- , ?l. 
20 . I don't like Mary's wasting her money on l uxuries: 7 , *l,?5. 
21. She is thinking of Jobn' s marrying one of her daughters : 

6 , *3 , ?4. 
22 . Mr . Smi th being a doctor is an advantage: 8 , *3, ?2 . 
23 . I don ' t l i ke Mary wasting her money on luxuries : 13,*-, ?-. 
24 . She is thinking of John marrying one of her daughters: 

12 , *l, ?-. 
25 . Mrs. Lakoff's having published a book is i mmaterial : 13 , 

* ? _ ' . . . 
26 . He could not understand Mr . Heath' s being able to s pare 

time for that: 10 , *l , ?2. 
27 . They rejoiced at Mary' s passing the exam: 8 , * 2 , ? 3 . 
28 . Mrs . Lakoff having published a book is immaterial: 6 , *4, 

?3 . 
29 . He could not understand Mr . Heath being able tospar e time 

for that: 12 , *-, ?l . 
30 . They rejoiced at Mary passing t he exam: 12 , *l , ?- . 
31 . Miss Nelson ' s being a secretary should make no difference: 

13 , *-, ?- . 
32 . We cannot excuse John' s shouting at the secretary: 11 , 

'~ l, ?l . 
33 . Miss Nelson being a secretary shoul d make no difference: 

8 , *2 , ?3 . 
3ll- . We cannot excuse John shouting at the secretary: 11, *l , 

?l. 
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John ' s and Mary's being students is irrelevant : 2 , *10 , 
? 1. 
They c an't b ear John's being away: 11 , *-, ? 2 . 
John and Mary's being students i s irrelevant : 7, *3 , ?3. 
They c an 't bear John being away: 13 , *-, ?-. 
John and Mary being students is irrelevant: 11, *l, ?l. 
You can ' t defend John ' s hi tting her on the head : 1 2 , ~'l, 
?-,._ 
You can't defend John hitting her on t he head: 10 , *-, ?3 . 
We must c onsi der ~\Tilliam' s getting a job: 8 , *3 , ?2 . 
We must consider William getting a job: 8 , *2 , ?3 . 
The boy' s c omi ng l a t e annoyed Mary : 13 , *-, ?-. 
The boy c oming l a te annoyed Mar y: 9, *3 , ?l. 
I can't bear t he student's comi ng l ate: 5, *3 , ?5. 
I c an 't bear the student coming l a te: 13 , *- , ?-. 
I don ' t object to t he student' s c omin~ l ate: 9 , *2 , ?2 . 
I don't object to the student coming ate: 13 , *-, ?- . 
The student's f ailing t he exam i s odd: 13 , *-, ?-. 
The student failing the exam is odd: 7, *5 , ?l. 
They c an ' t imagine the ch ild' s doi ng that: 4, *5 , ?4. 
They c an ' t i magine t he child doing that: 13 , *-, ?- . 
They compl ai ned about the child ' s breaking the window: 
7 , *4 , ? 2 . 
They complained about the child breaking the window: 13 , 
*- ? _ ' . . 
The girl ' s bei ng a secretary i s an advantage: 13 , *-, ?- . 
The girl being a secretary is an advantage: 8 , *3 , ?2. 
I c ould not understand the boy ' s break ing the window: 7, 
*3 , ?3 . 
I could not understand the boy breaking the window: 13 , 
* ' ?-. 
The child ' s breaking the wi ndow yesterday is a nuisan.c e: 
13, * , ?- . 
The child breaki ng the window yesterday is a nuisance: 6 , 
*5 , ?2. 
The girJssinging loudly disturbed the professor: 11, *2 , ?-. 
The girl s singing loudly disturbed the professor : 8 , *3 , ?2. 
I regret the girl s ' having an accident: 6 , *4 , ?3 . 
I regr et the girls having an accident: 8 , *4 , ?l. 
We di d not know about the women's refusing to work: 6 , *5, 
? 2 . 
We did not know about the women refusing to work: 13 , *-, 
?-. 
The children's c oming l ate i nfuriated the headmaster: 12, 
*-' ?l. 
The children coming late infuriated the headmaster: 11, *2 , 
?-. 
I did not mLn.d the women's shouting at me: 5 , *4 , ?4. 
I did not mind the women shouting at me: 13 , *-, ?-. 
She relied on the men's cleaning the place out: 5 , *5 , ? 3 . 
She relied on the men cleaning the pl ace out: 13 , *-, ?-. 
The women' s having refused to come i s a problem: 12, *-, ?-. 
'I'he women having refused to come i s a problem: 8 , *4 , ?l. 
We di dn ' t like the ch ildren' s being l ate: 6 , *4 , ?3 . 
We didn ' t 1like the mhildren being l ate: 13 , *-, ?-. 
A student 's coming l ate yesterday annoyed the professor: 
8 , *4 , ?l. 
A student coming late yesterday annoyed the professor: 11, 
*l , ?l. 
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80 . I can't understand a man's behaving so badly: 3 , *8 , ?2 . 
81. I can ' t understand a man behaving so badly: 13 , *-, ?-. 
82 . A stranger ' s sharing the trip was bad enough: 7 , *2 , ?4. 
83 . A stranger sharing the trip was bad enough: 10 , *l , ? 2 . 
84 . She can't i magine a child ' s speaking so fluently: 4 , 

*9 ? _ ' . . 
85 . She can't i magine a child speaking so fluently: 13 , *- ,?- . 
86 . A boy's ki ssing his girl- friend is no sin: 6 , *3 , ?4. 
87 . A boy ki ssing his girl- friend i s no sin: 8 , *2 , ?3 . 
88 . Women's driving buses in London is i mmaterial : 4 , *9 , ?-. 
89 . Women driving bases i n London is immaterial: 10 , *3 , ?-. 
90 . Guests ' arriving l ate yesterday was a nuisance: 4 , *7 , ?2 . 
91 . Guests arriving l ate yesterday wax a nuisance: 9 , *3 , ?l. 
92 . We don ' t min d women's driving buses: 1 , *11 , ?l. 
93 . We don' t mind women driving buses: 10 , *2 , ?l . 
94 . He doesn' t regret the children ' s breaking the window: 8 , 

*5 ? _ ' . . 
95 . He doe sn' t regret the children breaking the window: 10 , 

*2 , ?l. 
96 . The dog ' s barking at Susan terrified her mother: 11, *-, 

?2 . 
97 . The dog barking at Susan terrified her mother: 12 , *l , ?-. 
98 . I c an 't bear the dog ' s barking all night: 5, *3 , ?5. 
99 . I can ' t bear the dog barking all night: · 13 , *-, ?- . 
100 . She does not object to the dog' s sleeping in her room: 6 , 

*2 , ?5 . 
101 . She does not object to the dog s leeping i n her room: 13, 

*-
' 102. The 

103 . The 
104 . She 

?-. 
cat's dying l ast ni ght i s surprising: 11 , *l, ?l. 
c at dying l ast night i s surpri sing: 12 , *l, ?-. 
compl ained about the c at 's eating her cheese: 5 , *3 , 

?5 . 
105 . She compl a ined about the cat eating her cheese : 13 , *- , ?- . 
106 . The bird ' s being bl ack should make no difference: 11 , *-. 

?2. 
107 . The b ird being b l ack shoul d make no difference: 11, *2 , ?~. 
108 . The dogs' attacki ng the children l ast night terrified Mary: 

9 , *l , ?3 . 
109. The dogs attac k i ng the children l ast night terrified Mar y: 

12 , *l , ?-. 
110. He cannot envi sage t he dogs ' attack i ng his son: 4 , *6 , ?3 . 
111 . He cannot envisage the dogs attacking his son: 13 , *- , ?-. 
112 . Your cats ' eating the cheese is a nuisance: 8 , *2 , ?3 . 
113 . Your cats eating t he cheese is a nuisance: 9, *3 , ?l. 
114. A dog ' s attac king the ch i ldren annoyed t heir mother: 6 , 

*5 , ? 2 . 
115 . A dog attacking the chil dren annoyed their mother: 12 , *l, 

?-. 
116 . I cannot understand a dog ' s attacking its master: 6 , *6 ,?l. 
117 . I cannot understand a dog att ac king its master: 13 , *- , ?-. 
118. He is afraid of a dog 's bit i ng his son: 2 , ,:,7 , ?4 . 
119. He i s afrai d of a dog b i t ing his son: 12 , *-, ?l . 
120. A dog's killing his owner is surprising: 7, *4 , ?2. 
121 . A do g killing his owner is surprising : 12 , *-, ?-. 
1 22 . Mice's e~ting our cheese was bad anough: 2 , *11 , ?-. 
1~3 . Mice eating our cheese was bad enough: 12 , *l , ?-. 
124. Dogs ' barking at n i ght annoys my mother: 8 , *5 , ?-. 
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125 . Dogs barking at n i ght annoys my mother: 6 , *7 , ?-. 
126. Bir ds ' s i nging in the morning cheers me up: 9 ; *4 , ?-. 

_ 127 . Birds si nging i n the morh i ng cheers me.up: 6 , *7 , ?-. 
128 . The room' s bei ng dark depressed Mary : 11 , *- , ?2 . 
129. The r oom bei ng dark depressed Mary: 10 , *l , ? 2 . 
130 . She doesn ' t mind the room' s being dar k: 3 , *6 , ?4 . 
131 . She doesn ' t mind the r oom being dark: 13 , *- , ?-. 
132. She is t errified of the room' s being dark: 4 , *4 , ?5 . 
133 . She is t errified of the room being dark: 13 , *- , ?-. 
134. The window ' s being br oken made me s i ck : 11 , *- , ?2 . 
135 . The wi ndow being broken made me sick: 10 , *l , ?2. 
136. He is not aware of the door ' s being open: 5 , *4 , ?4 . 
137 . He is not aware of the do or being open: 13 , *- , ?- . 
138 . 1r he ring' s falling into the river was a shock to Mary: 

10 , *- , ? 3 . 
139 . The ring falling into the river was a shock to Mary: 9 , 

*2 , ?2 . 
140 . The desks ' being old did not please the students: 7 , *3 , 

?3. 
141. The desks being ol d did not please the students: 10 , *2 , 

?l. 
142. I cannot envi sage the houses' being rebuilt: 2 , *9 , ?2 . 
143 . I cannot env i sage the houses being rebuilt: 12 , *-, ? l . 
144 . The cups ' being dirty was a disadvantage: 8 , *2 , ?3 . 
lLJ-5 . The cups being dirty was a disadvantage: 7 , *6 , ?- . 
146 . The schools ' having be en rebuil t i s immaterial : 9 , *2 , ? 2 . 
147 . The school s hav ing been rebuilt is immaterial: 7 , ,:,5 , ?-. 
148 . A car' s passing by should not a i sturb you: 9 , *2 , ?2 . 
149 . A c ar passing by shoul d not disturb you: 11 , *- , ?2 . 
150 . He still remembers a car ' s r ushing into his garden: 2 , 

*+1 , ?-. 
151 . He .. still remember s a car rushing into h i s gar den: 13 , *-, 

?-. 
152 . She is afraid of a car ' s rushing into hi s house: 5 , *6 , ?2 . 
153 . She i s afrai d of a car rushi ng i nto his house: 13 , *- , ?-. 
154. A watch' s being stolen has nothing to do wi th this: 7 , 

*4 , ?2. 
155 . A watch being stolen has nothing to do with this: 11 , *l , 

? • . ' . 
156 . A door ' s being l ocked was by no means odd: 7 , *2 , ?LJ-. 
157 . A door being locked was by no means odd: 12 , *l, ?- . 
158 . Doors ' being l ocked i s by no means odd: 8 , *3 , ? 2 . 
159. Doors be i ng locked i s by no means odd: 9 , *4 , ?- . 
160 . I hate doors bei ng locked al l t he time: 13 , *- , ?- . 
161 . I hate doors being l ocked all the time: 13 , *- , ?- . 
162 . The Guardian' s be i ng a Br i t ish paper shoul d n ot make you 

biased: 10 , *-, ?3 . 
163 . The Guardi an being a Br itish paper should not make you 

bi ased: 10 , *2 , ?l . 
164 . I disl ike London ' s being so crowded: 7 , *4 , ?2 . 
165 . I disl ike London bei ng so crowded: 12 , *-, ?l . 
166 . The Cat holic s object to Irel and ' s bei ng part of Britain: 

10 , *2 , ?l . 
167 . The Cathol ics object to Ire l and be i ng part of Bri tain: 

13 , *-, ? - . 
168 . Th¥ Nile ' s drying up would be a di saster for Egy~t: 12 , 

*-' ?l . 
169 . The Ni le drying up woul d be a disaster for Egypt: 10 , *2 , 

? l . 
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I can't t h:ink of Bangor ' s being a city: 6 , *4 , ?3 . 
I can't th:ink of Bangor being a city: 1 2 , *l, ?-. 
London' s getting dirty worri es Mr . Heat h: 10 , *- , ?3 . 
London getting dirty worries Mr . Heath: 8 , ·~2 , ?3. 
Honesty ' s being their embl em does not mean that they are 
honest: 5, *8 , ?- . 
Honesty being their embl em does not mean that they are 
honest: 13 , *-, ?-. 
He hates friendship ' s be:ing exploited: 2 , *10 , ?l . 
He hates friendship being e~loited: 13 , *-, ?-. 
He was talking about honours being abused: 2 , *10 , ?l . 
He was t alking about honour being abused: 13 , *-, ?-. 
Honour ' s being i nterpreted :in this way is odd: 4 , *8 , ?l. 
Honour being interpreted in this way is odd: 13 , *-, ?-. 
I can' t understand honour's being interpreted :in this way: 
3 *8 ?2 ' ' . . I c an 't understand honour being interpreted in this way: 
13 *- ? _ ' ' . . No one objects to friendship ' s bei ng honoured: 2 , *10 , ?l . 
-No one obj ects to f riendship be i ng honoured: 13 , *-, ?- • 
W~ter's being r are here depressed the students: 5, *6 , ?2 . 
WaYer be:ing rare her e depressed the students: 12, *l, ?-. 
We can't bear sugar 's being so expensive: 3 , *9 , ?l . 
We can't bear sugar being so expensive: 13 , *-, ?-. 
The workers complained about sugar's being expensive : 4 , 
*8 , ?l . 
The workers compl ained about sugar be:ing expensive: 13 , 
*- ? _ ' . . 
Sugar ' s becoming expensive displeased t he workers: 7 , ,:,4 , 
?2 . 
Sugar becoming expensive displeased the workers: 12 , *l, 
? _ . . 
She was not aware of water's being sal ty here: 3 , *8 , ?2 . 
She was not aware of water be:ing salty here: 13 , *- , ?-. 
They could not understand water 's being rgre: 3 , *9 , ?l . 
They could not understand water being rare: 13 , * , ?- . 
His coming late annoyed Mary : 13 , *- , ?-. 
Him c om:ing late annoyed Mary: 6 , *3 , ?4. 
He coming late annoyed Mary: -, *12 , ?l . 
She does not m:ind his com:ing late: 12 , *-, ? 1 . 
She does not mind him coming l ate: 13 , *-, ?- • 
I don't filb ject to his borrowing my book: 13 , * 
I don't object to him borrowing my book: 13 , * 
His failing the exam is odd: 13 , *-, ?-. 
Him.failing the exam is odd: 7 , *3 , ?3 . 
He fail:ing the exam i s odd: -, *13 , ?-. 

?-. 
?-. 

I don ' t like his wasting money on luxuries: . 13, * 
I don' t like him wasting money on luxuries: 13 , *- ?-. 
She :insists on his stay:ing here: 13 , *-, ?-. 
She insists on him stay:ing here: 13 , *-, ?-. 
His being a doctor is an advantage: 13 , *-, ?-. 
Hi m being a doc Mor is an advantage: 6 , *3 , ?4. 
He being a doctor is an advant age: 1 , *9, ?3 . 
We· can' t excuse your shouti ng at the secretary: 1 2 , *- , 
?l. 
We can't excuse you shout:ing at the secretary: 9 , *- , ?4. 
She keeps boasting about your winning the r ace : 13 , *-, ?- . 
She keeps boasting about you winning the race: 13 , *-, ?-. 
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219 . My having failed the exam is irrelevant: 13 , *-, ?- . 
220 . Me having fai l ed the exam is irrelevant: 6 , *5 , ?2. 
221 . 1 having f ailed the exam i s irr elevant : - , *12, ?l. 
222 . She di dn't ment ion your having been to Liv erpool : 13 , 

*- ' ?- • 
223 . She didn't ment ion you havi ng been to Liverpool: 10 , * 

?3 . 
224. She is sorry about your be i ng sick: 12 , *l, ?-. 
225 . She is sorry about you bei ng sick: 11, *l, ?l. 
226 . Your having been to America means nothi ng to me: 13 , * 

? _ . . 
227 . You having been to Ameri ca means nothi ng to me: 6 , *L~, ? 3 . 
228 . You must excuse m.y being l ate: 13 , *-, ?-. 
229 . You must excuse me being late: 9 , *l, ?3 . 
230 . They wer e p l eased about my passing t he exam: 12 , *l, ?- . 
231 . They were pleased about me passi ng the exam: 11, *2 , ?- . 
232 . Your r efusing t he offer surprised us: 12 , *l , ?- . 
233 . You refusi ng the offer surprised us: 6 , *3 , ?4 . 
234 . 'l'hey will c onsi der my getting a job: 12 , *l, ?-. 
235 . They will c onsider me getting a job: 9 , *l , ?3 . 
236 . He was furious at my refusing h i s offer: 13 , * , ?- . 
237. He was furi ous a t me refusing his offer: 11, *l, ? l. 
238 . Our going there displ eased J ohn : 13 , *- , ?-. 
239 . Us going t here disp l eased J ohn: 5 , *5 , ?3 . 
2L~O . She r egrets our losing t he race: 12 , *l, ?-. 
2L~l . She r egrets us losing the r ace : 7 , *4 , ?2 . 
242 . They rejoiced at our arriving safely : 12 , *-, ?l. 
243 . They rejoiced at us arriving safely ; 9 , *2 , ? 2 . 
244 . Our having seen the accident does not count: 13 , *-, ?- . 
245 . Us having seen the accident does not count: 6 , *4 , ?3 . 
246 . We havin? seen the accident does not count: - , *12 , ? l . 
247 . They _don t mi nd our staying here: 12, *l, ?- . 
248 . They don't mi nd us staying here: 13 , * , ?- . 
249 . Their wi nni ng the race is i mmaterial: 13 , *- , ?- . 
250 . Them winning the r ace is i mmaterial: 6 , *3 , ?4 . 
251. They winning the race i s i mmaterial: -, *12 , ? l. 
252 . We don ' t like their being I rish: 11, *l, ?l. 
253 . We don' t like them being Irish: 12 , *-, ?l . 
254 . I was pl eased about their coming to Bangor: 12 , ,:,1 , ?':%!. 
255 . I was pl eased about them coming to Bangor : 10 , *2 , ?l . 
256 . I ts being Sunday today should make no difference: 12 , *- , 

?l. 
257 . I t being Sunday today should make no di fference: 9 , *3 ,?l. 
258 . I don' t mind i ts being Sunday today: 10, *2 , ?l . 
259 . I don ' t mi nd it being Sunday today: 11, *2 , ?-. 
260 . She was not aware of i ts being there: 11, *-, ?2. 
261. She was not aware of it being there: 13 , *-, ?- . 



Appendi x II 

Lists of Verbs , Adject~ves and Nouns 

The following lists complement the formulas enumerated 
in Chapter V (cf . 5 . 2 . 1 . ) . They are not claimed to be ex
haustive , though I have included all cases that came to my 
attention during a thorough search through The Advanced 
Learner ' s Dictionary . In the coui~se of this work I have also 
extracted informati on from: The Concise Oxford Dictionary , 
Al exander and Kunz (1964) , Bridgeman (1965 . a , 1965 . b , 1965 .~) , 
Bright (1970) , Alexander and Matthews (1964), Ki parsky and 
Ki parsky (1970) , Scheurweghs (1959) , Wi gzell (1969) , Hornby 
(1966) , Rosenbaum (1967 . a ) . (Words in every list are arranged 
in an a l phabetical order). 

List 1 : (See Fi rst Formul a: 5 . 2 . 1 . ) 

underlined verbs occur only with infinitivals , whereas 
verbsplaced in br ackets occur· only with gerundials . 

Affect , aggravate , alarm , amaze , amuse , anger , annoy , appall , 
appeal, appear, arouse , astoni sh, astound, attract , baffle , 
bedevil , befuddle , begin , beguile, bemuse , benefit , bewilder , 
bolster , boost , bore , bother , calm , captivate , cause , cease , 
change , charm, cheapen , cheer , c omfort , commence , c oncern , 
confuse , continue, convi nce , cure , damage , deafen , defame , 
degrade , delight , demoralize , depress, destroy , di sappoint , 
disarm, disconcert , discourage , di sgrace , disgust , dishearten , 
dishonour , disillusion , dismay , displease , disquiet , dissatisfy , 
distract , distress , distrub , ease , elate , embarrass , enchant , 
encourage , enli ghten , enrage , entail , entertain , exasperate , 
exci te , exhaust , exhiliarate , fascinate , frighten , frustrate , 
gall, gladden , go on , grati fy , happen , harm, hearten , hel p , 
horrify , humiliate , hurt , illuminate , impress , improve , i ncense, 
increase, incri mi nate , infuriate , inspire , insult , interest , 
involve , irk , irritate , keep , lower , madden , make , (matter) , 
mislead , mov e , mortify , nauseate , nettl e , oblige , offend , out
rage , overawe , overjoy , overwhel m, pain , pay , perplex , please , 
provoke , puzzl e , reassure , recommence , refresh , relax , relieve, 
resume , reveal, revolt , ruin , sadden, satisfy , scar e , ~ , 
shame , shock , s ic ken, soothe , spoil , stagger , start , startl e , 
stimulate , ktop , strengthen , strike , stupefy , suit , surprise , 
sustain , ta e , tempt , terrify , thrill , tire , torment , touch , 
troubl e , turn out , upset , vex, weaken , wear out , worry . 

List 2: (See Second Formul a: 5 . 2 . 1 . ) 

adjectives underlined in the following list occur onl y 
with infinitivals whereas adject ives placed in brackets occur 
only with gerundia ls. 

Absurd , acceptabl e , accidental , adequate , admirable, advisable, 
advantageous , aggravating , al arming , amazing , amusing , annoy
ing , appalling, apparent , appealing , appropri ate , arguable , 
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astonishing , astounding , attractive , auspicious , awkward , 
bad , baffling , b eastly , believable , bewildering , boring , 
bothersome , bound , burdensome , c al amitous , captivating , c at
astrophic, certa i n , charac t eri stic, c harming , c heap , cheering , 
clear, clever, coincident al, commendable , comfortable, comic, 
common, complicated , comprehensible , compulsory , c onceivable, 
consider ate , const ructive, contemptible, contingent , contro
versi al, convenient , conventional , costly , cor r ect , cra zy , 
credi ble, credit able, criminal, critical, crucial, customary , 
damaging , dangerou s , daring , decent, (definite) , degrading , 
delightful , demoralizing , (deplorab l e) , depressing , desirable , 
despicab le , destined , difficult , disadvantageous , disagreeable, 
disappointin g , disastrous , disconcerting , di scour aging , dis
gr ac eful, disgusting , disheartening , dishonourable , di spleasi ng , 
disreputabl e , dist ressing , disturbing , (doubt ful), dramatic , 
dreadful, dull, easy , eccentric, embarrassin~ , encou r aging , 
enjoyabl e , enlightening , essential , (evident) , exa sper ating , 
~xcellent , (excusabl e) , expedient , expensive , extraordinary, 
extravagant , f a i r , (familiar), f antastic, fascinating , f atigu
i ng , feasible , fine , fitting , fl attering , foolish , (forgivabl e) , 
fortunate , frightening , frustrating , f unny , fut ile, ghastl y , 
good , gr atify ing , handy , hard, healthy , heartening , heavenly , 
helpf ul, horri bl e , horrid, horri fying , humiliating , i deal, 
illuminating , i mmateri al, i mmoral , i mperative , (impl ausible) , 
(implicit) , i mpolite , i mportant , i mpossible , impr acticable, 
(improbable ) , (inadvisable ) , i nappropriate , inaus:picious , 
(incomprehensi b l e) , (inconceivable) , ( incongruous) , inconsi d
erate , i nconvenient , ( incredi bl e) , i ndecent , ( i ndefensible) , 
(indicative ) , i ndi screet , ( i ndispensable) , (indisput able) , 
(inescapable) , ( inevitable ) , (inexpressible) , i nfuriating , in
humane , insane , insignificant , inspiring , i nstructive , ( in
sufferable) , insulting , interesting , intriguing , irksome , 
i ronical , i rrational, (irregular) , i rrel evant , i rritating , 
just , (justifi abl e) , l aborious , l amentabl e , l aughable , legi 
timate , likely , loa thsome , l ogic al, l ovely , lucky , maddening , 
(mandatory) , marvellous , meaningful, meaningl ess , miraculous , 
monstrous , (morbid) , mortifying , (mysterious) , natural , nau
seat i n g , necessary , nice , nor mal , notable , (noteworthy) , 
notorious , (objectionable) , obvious , odd , opportune , (optional ) , 
orthodox, outrageous , painful, (pardonable ) , (patent) , pathe
t ic, peculiar , (perceptible) , perpl exi n g , perverse , p i t iful, 
(plain) , plausibl e , p l easant , p lea sing , pointless , polite , 
(positive) , pos sible , (praiseworthy) , ( predictabl e ), (prefer
able), preposterous , ( probabl e ), profitabl e , promi si n g , proper , 
(prov abl e) , (:provedential) , provocat ive , provoking , queer , 
( questi onabl e) , rash , r ationa l, reasonable , reassuring , re
freshing , regrettable , remarkable , repul s iv e , r evealing , re
v olti ng , ridiculous , risky , rotten , r ough , sad , saddening , 
safe , satisfying , sc andalous, sensational , sensi b l e , (serious) , 
shameful , shocking , sickening , si gnificant , s iily , s i mpl e , 
sinful , splendid, staggering , startling , strange , striki ng , 
stupi d , sufficient , (sugge stive) , ~ ' surpri sing , (sympto
matic ) , t actful, terrible , thrilling , tiring , touch ing , tough , 
tragic , tricky , troublesome , (true) , typical , unacceptable , 
(unavoidable) , (unbelievabl e) , uncanny , (uncertain) , (unden
i abl e) , (understandable) , unendurabl ~ , unhealthy , (unimaginabl e), 
unimportant , uninteresting , (unjustifiabl e) , unlikely , un
natural , unnecessary , unpl easant , unprofitable , unscientific, 
(unthinkable) , (untrue) , unwi s e , upsetting , urgent , usual , use
ful , va luable , vexing , vital , wasteful , wicked , wise , wonderful, 
worthwhile . 
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List 3: (See Third Formula. 5 . 2 . 1 . ) 

All nouns i n the following list seem to combine with 
both gerundi a ls and inf init i val s . 

Advantage , blessing , bore , bother , c al amity , catastrophe , 
comfort , consol at i on , crime , curse , delight , di saster , di s
gr ace , drudge , experience , fun , help , hindrance , honour , humi 
liation , joy , madness , mi stake , nightmare , nuisance , pity, 
pleasure , r elief , shame , sin , thrill , tragedy , triumph , victory , 
wast e , worry . 

List 4: ( See Fourth Formula: 5 . 2 . 1 . ) 

Part (I) of this list contains verbs that can take 
gerundi als , whereas part (II) contains verbs that take infini
tivals . 

(I): Abhor , abi de , abst ain from , abominate , acc entuate , accept , 
account for , acknowledge , a.ct upon , adapt to , adduc e , ad just to, 
admi t , admit of , adore , advanc e t oward , advertise , advocate , 
affect , affirm, afford , agitate about , agree to/on/with , aim 
at , a llude to , announce , anticipate , apologi se ab out/for , 
appl aud , appr ai se , appreciate , approv e of , a r gue about/for, 
arise from , arrange (for) , ask about , aspire to , assent to , 
assist in/with , attempt , attack , authorize , avoid , await , bank 
upon , bear , bear with , begin with , believe in , benefi t from , 
bet agains t/on , bl ush a t , b oast about , bother about/with , brag 
about , bring up , broach, ca lculate upon , call f or, c ampaign,' 
for/against , can ' t help , can stand , c are for/about , cause , 
cel ebrate , c ertify , challenge , chance upon , chat about , check 
(on) , cherish , cite , cling to , c oinci de with , collaborate in , 
comment upon , compare with , compr ehend , concede , concei ve (of) , 
conc entrate upon , condemn , confer about , confirm, conflict with, 
consent to , consider , consist of , contempate , contribute to , 
co- operate i n , cope wi th , c or r espond to , count on , countenance , 
crit i cize , deal with , debate about/over , decide about/against/ 
on , dec l aim against , decry , defend , delay , deli ght i n , denounce, 
deny , depend on, depl ore , deride , deriv e from , describe , de
serve , despair about/ of , detest , di e from , differ about , di s
agree about , di sallow , disapprove of , di savow ,- di scern, di s
cla i m, disclose , discourse about , discourage , discredit , di s
cuss , disl ike , dispense with , disprove , dispute (about) , dis
regard , doubt , dread , dream about/of , dwell upon , elaborate on , 
emphasize , emerge from , encourage , end up wi th , endorse , endure , 
engage in, enjoy , entail , envi s age , escape from , evade , evalu
ate , examine , excel i ~ , excuse , expect , experiment i n/with , 
expl ain , expostul ate about , expound upon , exult over, f ail at , 
f ancy , f athom, f avour , fear , ·feel , fight (against/for) , focus 
upon , forbid , forebear , foresee , forget (about) , forgive , 
frown at , gambl e on, guard against , get ov er , igve up , gloat 
over , gl or ify , gloss over , go agai nst , gossip about , grumble 
a t , guarantee , guess about , hail , harp about/on , hate , hear 
about/of , help in/with, hesi tate about/over , hinder , hinge on , 
h i nt a t , hurry over , lzypothesi ze about , i gnore , i magine , i m
pede , imp l y , improve upon , include , ind i cate , indulge i n , i n
fluence , inquire about/into , i nsist on, insp ire , instigate , 
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intend , interfere with , introduce , i ntrude upon , inval i date , 
i nvesti gate , invol ve , issue from, jeer at , join in , joke 
about , j udge , justify , jump into , keep from , ki d about , know 
about/of , labour with , l ament , laugh about/at , learn about , 
lecture about , legalize , license , lie about , like , limit , 
loathe , l ong for , l ook forward to , l ook i nto , love , marvel at , 
medi tate about/upon , ment i on , mess around with , mi nd , miss , 
misunderstand , moralize about , motivate , mourn , need , negl ect , 
note , notice , object to , observe , obstruct , oppose , opt for , 
overlook , overrate , pardon , participate in , perceive , permit, 
persist in , petition for , p l an against/on , plot against , 
pl unge into, point to , ponder about , postpone , praise , precede , 
preclude , predict , pr efer , prepare against , press for , prevent , 
profit from , prohibi t , prompt , prophesy , propose , protest 
against , prove , provide against/for , publicize , put up with , 
puzzle over , quarrel over , question , qui bble about/over , quit , 
rail against , r ate , react against , rea d about/of , r eaffi rm , 
rebel at , r ecall , reckon on , recollect , recommend , record , re
cover from , refer to , reflect on , refrain from , regret , re
joice at/over , relate to , relish , rely upon , remember , remark 
upon , reminisc e about , report , repudi ate , require , renounce , 
resent , resist , resort to , re spond to , respect , reveal , revel 
in , revolt agai nst , r i dicule , rise against , risk , satirize , 
savour , schedule, scheme against , scorn , second , see about , 
settle on , show , shudder at , shy away from , sign (up) for , 
slide into , slur over , smile at , sneer a t , speak against/of , 
specia lize in, specu+ate about , spring from, can stand, stem 
from , stimulate , stop , strive against , struggle toward, study , 
submit to , succeed i n , suffer for/from , sulk about , suggest , 
support , survive , suspect , sympathize with, t ake charge of , 
talk of/ over , tell about/of , theorize upon , think about/of , 
tolerate , train for , trouble with , try , turn to, uncover , 
underst and , urge , value , venture into, verify , v eto , view , vote 
against/for , watch , weep over, welcome , wince at , wonder about/ 
at , wor k at/toward , worry about/over, write abou t , y i eld to . 

(II): Ache (for) , acknowledge , adjudge , admit , adore , adver
tise , affect , affirm , afford , agree , aim (for) , allege , allow , 
arrange (for) , ascertain , ask , aspire (for) , assert , assist , 
assume, attest, attempt , avow, bear , beg (for) , begin , believe, 
bother , c a lculate , care (for), cease , certify , choose , claim, 
commence , concede, conclude , condescend (to), confess , con
jecture, consent (to), consider, construe, continue, contrive, 
covenant, dec i de (on) , declare, deem, deign , demand , deny , 
deserve , desire , determine (on) , die (for) , dislike , discover, 
disdain , dread , esteem, estimate , expect , fail , fancy , fear , 
find , forebear , forget, grant , guess , hate , hear , hesitate 
(from), hold, hope (for) , i magi ne , indicate , intend, interpret , 
itch (for) , judge , l earn , liJce , loa the, long (for) , look (for), 
love, lust (for) , manage, mean , need, neglect , offer, opine, 
opt (for) , perceive, pl an (for) , plead (for) , pl edge, plot (for), 
postulate , pray (for) , prefer, prepare (for) , prescribe , pre
sume , presuppose , pretend , proceed , procla im, promise , pro
nounce, propose, prove, qualify , realize , recogni se , reckon , 
recollect , refuse , remember , report , repute , require , start , 
want , warrant , wish (for) , wait (for) , yearn (for) . 
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List 1: (See Fifth Formula: 5 . 2 . 1 . ) 

The verbs in part ( I ) occur with gerundi als whereas 
those in part (II) occur with infinitivals . We exclude from 
(I) verbs that are assoc i ated with the preposition for , when 
the l atter i s paraphraseable by because . We also exclude from 
(II) verbs where the co mplement izer to i s paraphraseabl e by 
in order to. - -

(I): Abet NP in, absolve NP of , accompany NP in , accuse NP of , 
accustom NP to , achieve NP in , acquaint NP with , acquire NP in , 
acquit NP of, adapt NP to , address NP to, advise NP about/ 
against , a id NP in/with , amuse NP with , appl y NP to , ascribe 
NP to , ask NP about , assign NP to , assist NP in/with , assure 
NP of , back NP in , bar NP from , base NP on , beguil e NP into , 
blind NP to , bluff NP into , bore NP with , bother NP about/with , 
bully NP into , burden NP with , busy NP in/with , cajol e NP into, 
caution NP about , centre NP on, charge NP with , charm NP into , 
clear NP of , coach NP at , coax NP i nto , coerce NP into , commit 
NP to , compare NP to , compliment NP on , concern NP with , con
centrate NP on , condemn NP of , condition NP against/to , confuse 
NP with , congratulate NB on , connect NP with , consult NP about , 
contact NP about , content NP with, convict NP of , counsel NP 
against , credit NP with , cure NP of , deceive NP into , defend 
NP against , defy NP about , deliver NP from , destine NP for , 
deter NP from , devote NP to , direct N~ into , discourage NP from, 
di ssuade NP from , distract NP from, diwert NP from/into , drag 
NP into , drive NP into , encourage NP in , enlighten NP about , 
ent i ce NP into , entrap NP into , entrust NP with , exasperate NP 
into , exce l NP at , excite NP i nto , exclude NP from , excuse NP 
from , exempt NP from , familiarize NP with , favour NP with , 
fight NP over , flatter NP into , focus NP on , foo l NP i nto , 
force NP into, free NP from , frighten NP into , gear NP to(wards) , 
goad NP into , guard NP against , hel p NP in/toward/with , h i nder 
NP from , hold NP from , hurry NP into , impress NP with , infer 
NP from , inform NP about/on , instruct NP in , insul ate NP from , 
interest NP in , interrogate NP about , intervi ew NP about , in
troduce NP to , invol ve NP in , isolate NP from, keep NP from , 
keep NP into , lead NP into , lecture NP about/on , limit NP to , 
link NP wit h , lure NP into , manouvre NP into , manipulate NP 
into , mark NP for , mislead NP into , nag NP about/into , nominate 
NP for , occupy NP with , ordain NP for , overwhel m NP with , 
pester NP into , prepare NP for , preserve NP for/from, press NP 
i nto , prevent NP from, pride NP on , prohibit NP f r om, protect 
NP a gainst/from, provoke NP into , push NP into , question NP 
about , reassign NP to , reassure NP about , reconcile NP to , re
fresh NP with , r egister NP for , release NP from , reliev e NP of , 
remind NP about/of , rescue NP from , reserve NP for , restr ain 
NP from , restrict NP to , rush NP into , safeguard NP against , 
save NP from, say NP about , scare NP into , scold NP about , 
seduce NP into , select NP for , shame NP into , spend NP on , 
specify NP for , sti mul ate NP t o , stop NP from , summon NP about , 
surpass NP i n , suspect NP of , tease NP about , t est NP for, 
threaten NP with, torment NP into , torture NP into , train NP 
for/in , trap NP into , trick NP into , trouble NP with , turn NP 
from/to , upbraid NP about , use NP for/in , want NP for , warn NP 
about/against/of , waste NP on, worry NP into/over . 
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(II ) : Admonish NP (for) , advise NP (of) , allow NP (of) , 
appoint NP (to) , ask NP (of) , assist NP ( i n) , authori ze NP (on) , 
badger NP (about) beg NP (of) , beseech NP (for) , bribe NP 
(into) , cabl e NP (about) , caution NP (about/of) , challenge NP 
(to) , charge NP (with) , choose NP (for) , coax NP ( i nto) , coerce 
NP (into) , commanded NP (?to) , commission NP (to) , compel NP 
(into) , condition NP (to) , counsel NP (about) , dare NP (to) , 
defy NP (to) , direct NP (into) , destine NP (for) , drive NP 

(into) , elect NP (for) , empower NP (for) , enable NP (into) , en
courage NP (into), ent i ce NP (into) , entitle NP (to) , exhort 
NP (into) , forbid NP (from), force NP (into) , get NP (into) , 
goad NP (into) , i mplore NP \ about) , incite NP (to) , inspire NP 
(for) , instruct NP (in) , invite NP (for), lead NP (into) , noti
fy NP (of) , oblige NP (into) , order NP (?for), permi t NP (?in
to) , persuade NP (of) , pester NP (into) , phone NP (?about) , 
pledge NP (to) , predestine NP (for) , predispose NP (to) , pre
pare NP (for) , press NP (into) , prov oke NP ( to) , push NP (into), 
qualify NP (for) , remind NP (of) , request NP (?about) , signal 
NP (about) , stimulate NP ( i nto) , teach NP (about) , telephone NP 
( ?about) , tempt NP (into), train NP (in/for) , trust NP (with), 
urge NP (about) , warn NP \ about) , wire NP (about) . 

List 6: (See Sixth Formula: 5. 2.1 . ) 

The underlined adjectives in this list occur only with 
infinitivals while those pl aced in brackets occur only with 
gerundia ls . Excluded from this list are adjectives that are 
followed by the type of infinitival instanced in the fo llowing 
sentences, (i) They were punctual to leave time for discussion, 
(ii) You must be ill to look so pale, (iii) I was too tired to 
eat. 

(Absorbed in) , (active in), afraid (of) , aggravated (at), 
a larmed ( at), amused ( at), angry (about/at), annoyed ( at) , 
anxious (about) , appalled ( a t) , att (to) , ashamed (at/of) , 
astonished ( at) , astounded (at) , averse to) , baffled (at) , 
(bent on) , bewildered (at) , (busy with) , (careful in), (certain 
of), (competent at) , (confident about) , (confused about) , con
cerned (with) , (content with) , delighted at , (dependent upon) , 
des}erate (for) , determined (on) , disappointed (at) , disgusted 
( at , dis)osed (to) , dissatisfied (with) , (doubtful about) , 
eager (on , embar rassed (at), (excellent at) , excited (at) , 
(experienced in), (fantastic at) , (frantic with) , furious(at) , 
gl ad (about/at) , ( good at ) , gr i eved (at1 happy (about/at) , 
(hopeful about) , horrified (at), impatient (for) , impressed 
(at) , i nfuriated (at), incl ined (to) , interested (in) , (involv
ed in), keen (on) , (mad on) , (marvellou s at) , moved (at) , (ob
sessed with) , (occupied with) , offended (at) (opposed to) , 
(optimistic about) J (perfect at ) , perplexed ( about/at) 1 pleased 
(about) , prepared \for) , (proficient at) , proud (of) , \ provoked 
at) , puzzled (at) , ready (for), (reliant upon) , relieved (at) , 
reluctant ( about) , sat i sfied with , scared (at/of) , (sceptical 
about ) , shocked (at) , (skilled in) , sorry ( about) , surprised 
(at), (sure about/of), (terrible at) , thankful (about) , 
thrilled (at) , (tired of), (trained in) , unhappy (about) , up
set (at ) , worried (about/at) . 
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