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Modularity and Interlanguage Development: Errata 

32 Ex (25b -e): fragt -> fragte 
43 Ex (5b): It seems [Cp that -> It seems [C, that 

55 line 8: adjacency condition -> Adjacency Condition 
61 line 22: active counterparts -> transitive counterparts 
77 line 31: adjacency condition -> Adjacency Condition 
91 Ex (24c) [gloss /translation]: continued -> stopped 
93 Ex (33b): erwartete -> erwartet 

Ex (34b): Barabara -> Barbara 
95 Ex (38a) : [cp e [C' COMP... -> [Cp e [C' e... 

97 Ex (44a): melted -> melts 
Ex (44b)[gloss]: let -> lets 
Ex (45a,b): melted -> melts 
Ex (45c)[gloss]: dissolved -> dissolves 

100 line 28: argern -> ärgern 
101 Ex (50c): He said -> He says 

103 Ex (55)[gloss]: will -> is /will be 
104 Ex (59a)[gloss]: will -> is /will be 
114 line 4: sensitive to the operation of Move Alpha -> 

sensitive to the operation of finite -verb -movement 
Ex (2b)[translation]: a will -> a /the will 

123 line 16: we have noted den -> we have noted the 
132 line 4 of footnote: Krazter -> Kratzer 
135 Ex (3b)[gloss]: as for p. 103 above 
148 line 6: buy -> sell 

162 line 3: William's -> Williams's 
178 Ex (11): his army a victory -> a victory to his army 
188 line 28: movement has a pragmatic function -> NP- 

movement has a pragmatic function 
196 line 21: Chomksy's -> Chomsky's 
200 line 33: explanadum -> explanandum 
209 Table 1 Ex (3): This new magazine is easy to read -> 

This new magazine reads easily 
224 line 13: do they know -> does he know 
228 line 7: principle -> principal 
232 line 30: a preposition -> a pronoun 
233 line 3: a preposition -> a pronoun 
241 delete first line 
250 line 8: Arbitur -> Abitur 
278 Ex (26): windy -> rainy 
308 line 27: Task One -> the rating task 
474 line 30: in the middle box -> in the box on the right 
501 Ex (9a): mit denacc Junge -> mit demdat Jungen 

Ex (10b): swingen -> zwingen 

519 Ex (16)[translation]: ripened -> ripen 
524 Ex (12): sekt -> senkte 



ABSTRACT 

This thesis is concerned with the nature of systematicity 
and development in interlanguage grammars. The inquiry 
into these notions is conducted within the framework of a 
modular conception of language acquisition. We assume 
that the process of second language acquisition is deter- 
mined by the interaction of Universal Grammar, whose mode 
of operation is top -down and deductive, and a general 
learning module, whose mode of operation is bottom -up and 
inductive. We also take a modular view of the acquisi- 
tion of syntax in supposing that language development oc- 
curs as the result of the acquisition process occurring 
independently in the various parameterized principles of 
Universal Grammar. The special character of second lan- 
guage grammars arises from the fact that the parameters 
of Universal Grammar at the start of the acquisition pro- 
cess are already fixed and may be incompatible with the 
second language grammar. Where there is no evidence 
available to disconfirm an overly general grammar, or 
where the problem space presented by the parameter is 
complex or indeterminate, then the learner is likely to 
encounter difficulty in resetting the parameter. 
Interlanguage grammars are also characterized by a high 
degree of indeterminacy and variability, which we suppose 
results from the fact that they lack the systemic equi- 
librium which is characteristic of natural language gram- 
mars. In order to put these notions to the test, a 
cross -sectional study of the grammaticality intuitions of 
German learners of English was conducted at four dif- 
ferent levels. It was hypothesised that the interlan- 
guage grammar of these learners undergoes a restructuring 
from a grammar which is basically non -configurational to 
one which is strongly configurational. An acceptability 
judgement task was constructed in order to assess the ac- 
ceptability of sentences which were diagnostic of the 
configurationality status of the grammar. Among the con- 
structions represented in the test were `tough'- movement, 
indirect object promotion, the middle construction and 
unaccusativity. The mean acceptability rating for each 
sentence type was plotted across the four levels to ob- 
tain a developmental profile for that sentence type. The 
results of the study showed that all and only those sen- 
tences which were diagnostic of the configurationality 
status of the grammar had a developmental profile indica- 
tive of restructuring in the grammar. Sentences which 
were not diagnostic of configurationality had a linear 
mode of development, suggesting that the primary factor 
in the acceptability of these sentences was incremental 
lexical learning. In general, the results of the study 
suggest that the top -down effect of Universal Grammar is 
a more significant factor in the development of interlan- 
guage grammars than the bottom -up effect of the general 
learning module. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE MODULARITY THESIS 

1.1 Modularity and interlanguage development 

1.1.0 Introduction 

This thesis is concerned with two questions which arise 

out of a view of second language learning which we shall 

refer to as the interlanguage hypothesis. The term 

`interlanguage' has been used in a number of different 

ways by second language acquisition researchers (e.g. 

Selinker 1972, Adjémian 1976, Corder 1977, Selinker and 

Lamendella 1981), but there are two central assumptions 

behind the use of the term that are generally accepted. 

First, it is assumed that the language produced by the 

second language learner is systematic; that is to say, 

underlying the second language learner's production is a 

system of internalised rules which has much in common 

with the internalised competence of the native speaker. 

Secondly, it is assumed that the interim grammars which 

determine the second language learner's competence can be 

ranged along a continuum, from a grammar which has the 

characteristics of the native language grammar in the 

initial stages of learning to a grammar with the charac- 

teristics of the target language grammar in the final 

stages. We shall refer to the hypothesis that incorpo- 

rates these two assumptions as the `interlanguage hypoth- 

esis'. 

The two central assumptions behind the interlanguage 

hypothesis give rise to two questions. First, we have 

- 1 - 



Chapter 1: The modularity thesis 2 

suggested that interlanguage grammars are systematic, but 

they are clearly not systematic in the same way, or to 

the same degree, as natural language grammars. Therefore 

there is a question as to the nature and extent of the 

systematicity of interlanguage grammars. We might think 

of this question in terms of Chomsky's hierarchy of ob- 

servational, descriptive and explanatory adequacy for 

grammars (Chomsky 1965). The problem of characterizing 

the nature of interlanguage grammars is analogous to the 

problem of providing a descriptively adequate account of 

natural language grammars. Secondly, the notion of an 

interlanguage continuum raises the question as to how the 

interlanguage grammar changes from one stage on the con- 

tinuum to the next. This question is in effect a ques- 

tion as to how to provide an explanatorily adequate ac- 

count of interlanguage grammars. 

1.1.1 The parameter- setting model of second language ac- 
quisition 

The most promising line of approach to these problems in 

recent second language acquisition research has been the 

parameter -setting model of second language acquisition 

(Flynn 1987a, 1987b). One of the principal assumptions 

incorporated in the parameter- setting model is that the 

interlanguage grammar in the initial stages of second 

language learning is characterized by the parameter -set- 

tings appropriate to the L1 (White 1983). More gener- 

ally, we suppose that for the adult second language 

learner the parameters of Universal Grammar are already 

fixed, and the interlanguage grammar in the initial 

stages will be characterized by settings which may or may 

not coincide with the L2 parameter- settings. In any 

case, the learner's subsequent progress will be deter- 

mined by the extent to which the parameter- settings of 

the L2 coincide with those of the L1, and by the relative 
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difficulty of resetting the values of those parameters 

which in the initial stages of interlanguage development 

do not coincide with those of the L2. 

As the learner is exposed to the data of the second 

language, and more particularly when he tries to process 

that data, he becomes aware that his current interlan- 

guage grammar is incompatible with the data which he en- 

counters; it is this awareness (which needless to say is 

for the most part unconscious) which precipitates change 

in the interlanguage grammar. According to this view, 

the progress of the second language learner is determined 

by the availability and accessibility of evidence in the 

L2 which can disconfirm the parameter- settings of the L1. 

If there is no evidence that a particular parameter -set- 

ting is inappropriate for the L2 grammar, or if the 

learner cannot process the evidence even if it is avail- 

able, then it is likely that the learner will retain the 

inappropriate L1 parameter- setting in the IL grammar 

(White 1983) . 

1.1.2 The interlanguage hypothesis 

We have suggested that successive stages of the interlan- 

guage grammar can be ranged along a continuum. The no- 

tion of interlanguage as a continuum is intuitively ap- 

pealing because it accords with our everyday experience 

that progress in both first and second language learning 

is gradual and incremental. However, the idea of a con- 

tinuum is also misleading because it suggests that 

progress in second language learning is characterized by 

a linear mode of development in the interlanguage gram- 

mar, which we suggest is a serious distortion of the 

facts. This picture of interlanguage development is 

based on a number of assumptions which bear closer exami- 

nation. We draw attention to two assumptions here which 

we wish to question: first, there is the assumption that 
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change in interlanguage grammars is uniform in direction, 

which we shall refer to as the `linearity assumption', 

and second, there is the assumption that change is uni- 

form in its mode of operation, which we shall refer to as 

the 'unimodal assumption'. 

Consider first the linearity assumption. A consid- 

erable body of evidence has accumulated to show that this 

assumption is false, with regard to both first and second 

language acquisition. The phenomenon of `U- shaped' cog- 

nitive development is familiar to developmental psycholo- 

gists (see e.g. Strauss 1982); the term refers to the ap- 

parent tendency of many cognitively -based developmental 

trends to regress after an initial stage of apparent 

progress. This has been observed in first language ac- 

quisition (Bowerman 1982b) and second language acquisi -' 

tion (Kellerman 1985), and can be ascribed to the opera- 

tion of restructuring mechanisms whereby the brain 

searches for maximum economy of knowledge representation. 

The linearity assumption is also brought into question by 

the phenomenon of fossilization in second language learn- 

ing, where the learner ceases to progress towards mastery 

despite continuing contact with the target language 

(Selinker 1972, Adjémian 1976). A further reason to 

doubt the linearity assumption is provided by evidence 

that the grammaticality intuitions of speakers of a lan- 

guage who have near- native competence are often radically 

different from the intuitions of native speakers 

(Coppieters 1987). We therefore have good reason to re- 

ject the linearity assumption. 

Consider now the unimodal assumption. The assump- 

tion is that learning the grammar of a second language is 

a homogeneous process, in the sense that the same mecha- 

nisms are responsible for the acquisition of different 

aspects of the grammar. There is good reason to suppose 

that this assumption also is false. We can see this eas- 
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ily if we make a broad distinction between knowledge of 

the lexicon and knowledge of the grammar of a language. 

It is clear that our capacity to learn new words, both in 

our own language and in a second language continues 

throughout adult life, whereas our capacity to learn the 

syntax and particularly the pronunciation of a second 

language is drastically curtailed after the age of pu- 

berty. To put it another way, the cognitive capacities 

which are responsible for the child's learning the 

phonology and grammar of his or her first language are 

subject to maturational constraints which do not operate 

in the domain which is responsible for the acquisition of 

vocabulary. Although the suggestion that there is a 

critical period for language learning is controversial, 

the available evidence strongly suggests that different 

processes are responsible for our capacity to learn vo- 

cabulary and syntax. We therefore conclude that the uni- 

modal assumption does not bear close examination. 

The purpose of the discussion above has been to show 

that the idea implicit in the interlanguage hypothesis of 

interim grammars being ranged along a continuum gives a 

misleading picture view of the nature of interlanguage 

development. We have suggested that interlanguage devel- 

opment is not uniformly linear and that it is not uni- 

modal in its mode of development. These are not surpris- 

ing conclusions, and it might be said that we have been 

arguing against a straw man in our characterization of 

the interlanguage hypothesis. However, the discussion 

has served to highlight the problems which are implicit 

in the assumption that interim grammars form a continuum. 

We wish to suggest that in place of a theory of interlan- 

guage development as uniform and homogeneous in its mode 

of operation, a more satisfactory account will be based 

on a view of language acquisition as the result of the 

interaction of highly differentiated modular cognitive 
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faculties, each with its own mode of operation. We shall 

refer to this view as the `modularity thesis'. 

1.1.3 The modularity thesis 

The most prominent advocate of the modularity thesis is 

J.A.Fodor (1983). The modularity thesis as put forward 

by Fodor is based on a distinction between `input sys- 

tems', which are the cognitive faculties responsible for 

processing the data of the senses, and `central systems', 

which are the cognitive faculties responsible for prob- 

lem- solving, categorization and inductive learning. 

Fodor suggests that the input systems, among which are 

visual perception and language processing, are character- 

ized by automaticity, mandatory operation and fixed neu- 

ral architecture; central systems, in contrast, are char- 

acterized by a slow, non -automatic mode of operation, and 

flexible neural architecture. The function of the input 

systems is to construct low -level symbolic representa- 

tions and to deliver these representations to the central 

systems for further processing. As a result of the low - 

level mode of operation and the fixed neural architecture 

of input systems, the information produced by an input 

system is not available to other input systems; for this 

reason Fodor suggests that one of the primary character- 

istics of the input systems is that they are 

`informationally encapsulated'. In contrast, the central 

functions of the central systems are `belief fixation' 

and problem -solving; the central systems make available 

the information provided by the input systems to con- 

sciousness, and compute plans for action by integrating 

this information into hierarchically structured problem - 

solving schemata. 

The importance of the modularity thesis from the 

point of view of second language acquisition research is 

that it emphasises the fact that learning occurs as a re- 
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suit of the interaction of independent cognitive modules, 

each with its own mode of operation. We shall suggest 

that the acquisition of knowledge of vocabulary is medi- 

ated primarily by a general learning module, which has 

some of the characteristics of the central systems, 

whereas the acquisition of syntactic knowledge is medi- 

ated by a language- specific learning module, which has 

all the characteristics of an input system. 

The term `modularity' serves to emphasise the fact 

that the operations of the brain are separated into dis- 

tinct and largely independent domains, one of which is 

specific to the acquisition of language. The term 

`modular' is also used within the context of GB theory to 

refer to the assumption that Universal Grammar is com- 

posed of separate syntactic modules, each of which has 

its own characteristic principles and mode of operation. 

It is the interaction of these independent syntactic mod- 

ules, each of which is subject to parametric variation 

within certain limits, which determines the character of 

the grammar of a particular language. In line with this 

modular conception of Universal Grammar it is useful to 

think of the acquisition of syntactic knowledge as occur- 

ring independently within each module (Nishigauchi and 

Roeper 1987). According to this view, the child acquir- 

ing his or her first language requires separate evidence 

for the parameter- settings appropriate for each syntactic 

module; variability in the developing grammar is the re- 

sult of differential rates of acquisition within the sep- 

arate modules, and of temporary incompatibility between 

the parameter- settings of related modules. To give an 

example, Slobin (1973) refers to evidence that children 

in northern Yugoslavia who are bilingual in Serbo -Croat 

and Hungarian acquire the means of expressing location in 

the two languages at very different rates. Even before 

the age of two, the children are able to use productively 
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and appropriately a variety of case endings on nouns in 

Hungarian to indicate locative relations, while at the 

same age they have barely begun to acquire the means for 

expressing locative relations in Serbo- Croat, which in- 

volve the use of a locative preposition before the noun 

with an associated case inflection attached to the end of 

the noun. Slobin explains the difference in rate of 

acquisition of these two language- specific means of 

expressing the same semantic relations as being due to 

the different complexity of the two systems. An alter- 

native (though not necessarily incompatible) explanation 

is to suppose that the system of morphological case con- 

stitutes a syntactic domain which is separate from, and 

independent of, knowledge of the lexicon. Where the 

means of expressing locative relations involves both 

kinds of knowledge, as is the case in Serbo- Croat, the 

learner has to acquire both the syntactic and the lexical 

knowledge, and has to learn how these modules interact. 

Where the means of expressing locative relations involves 

only the system of case morphology, as is the case in 

Hungarian, then the learner's task is easier. 

The import of the discussion to this point is that a 

theory of interlanguage development will be based on two 

notions of modularity. First, there is the thesis of the 

modularity of cognitive functions which is incorporated 

in the distinction between input systems, such as that 

responsible for the acquisition of grammar, and central 

systems, which are responsible for problem- solving and 

higher -order cognitive operations. Second, there is the 

thesis of syntactic modularity, according to which 

Universal Grammar consists of a set of independent syn- 

tactic modules, each of which has its own set of princi- 

ples. In addition to specifying the mode of operation of 

the separate cognitive and syntactic modules, a theory of 

language development must specify the mode in which the 
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cognitive and syntactic modules interact. It is consis- 

tent with the modularity thesis to suppose that the ac- 

quisition of different kinds of linguistic knowledge will 

be mediated by different kinds of constraints, and that 

the nature of these constraints varies according to the 

mode of operation of the module concerned. In the re- 

mainder of this chapter, and in Chapter 3 Section 3.1 we 

sketch out the basis of a theory of interlanguage devel- 

opment which is based on the considerations above. 

Our theory of interlanguage development is based on 

the belief that there are two modules which are primarily 

responsible for the acquisition of language: (i) 

Universal Grammar, and (ii) a general learning module. 

Universal Grammar is a system of biologically determined 

principles or constraints which determine the limits 

within which natural language grammars can vary (Chomsky 

1980, 1981). The so- called `generative enterprise' 

(Chomsky, Huybregts and van Riemsdijk 1982) is an attempt 

to determine the nature of these constraints, and 

Chomsky's Lectures on Government and Binding (Chomsky 

1981) represents the most detailed attempt to date to put 

this programme into effect. 

The term `general learning module' is a shorthand 

designation for whatever cognitive processes are respon- 

sible for learning, where `learning' is to be understood 

in the specific sense of mediating between the individ- 

ual's experience of the external environment and his or 

her internalised representation of that environment. 

Thus we explicitly include under the rubric of `general 

learning module' the mechanisms which are responsible for 

concept learning, categorization and inductive generali- 

sation. It is very likely that within the rubric 

`general learning module' there are more detailed dis- 

tinctions to be made, particularly between learning sys- 

tems which are specific to language and those which are 
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not. The point we wish to emphasise in the present con- 

text is that some aspects of knowledge of language are 

learned rather than being biologically predetermined. It 

is of course a matter of considerable controversy whether 

any aspects of language knowledge are acquired through 

the operation of inductive learning mechanisms, but we 

shall suggest in what follows that at least one aspect of 

our knowledge of language, namely our knowledge of the 

lexicon, is acquired in this way. 

We suggest that those aspects of language which are 

particular and idiosyncratic must be acquired through the 

operation of inductive learning mechanisms, although it 

is likely that the operation of inductive learning mecha- 

nisms in language learning and other kinds of learning is 

severely constrained by the innate language- specific fac- 

ulty (Chomsky 1982 :8). If there were no such language - 

particular knowledge to be acquired, we would all speak 

the same language, much as chaffinches, say, or dolphins 

can be supposed to `speak' the same `language' in certain 

senses of these terms. We therefore make a preliminary 

distinction between the particular, which is uncontrover- 

sially the domain of the general learning module, and the 

universal which is by hypothesis not amenable to the op- 

eration of inductive learning mechanisms. The crucial 

question is how far into the universal does the domain of 

general learning mechanisms extend. What is at issue is 

how much of our knowledge of language is acquired through 

the application of inductive learning, and how much is 

due to the biologically determined language- specific mod- 

ule which is Universal Grammar. More importantly, we 

wish to know how these two modules interact. 

It is useful to think of the interaction between 

Universal Grammar and inductive learning in terms of the 

terminology of information processing: we can think of 

the mode of operation of Universal Grammar in language 
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acquisition as being `top- down'; that is, it has the ef- 

fect of a richly structured set of constraints on the op- 

eration of the general learning mechanisms. We charac- 

terize the mode of operation of general learning mecha- 

nisms as `bottom -up', implying that it is associationis- 

tic, incremental, data -driven and inductive. Notice that 

it is a mistake to think of both modules as learning 

`mechanisms', for much the same reasons as it is a mis- 

take to speak of the end result of the operation of these 

two modules as `knowledge' of language. Certainly, the 

general learning module is, in a simple and uncontrover- 

sial sense, a learning mechanism, since it involves the 

operation of cause and effect in real time, and the end 

result of its operation can uncontroversially be called 

knowledge since it corresponds to a mental representation 

of experience. The epistemological status of Universal 

Grammar, on the other hand, is not so easily decided, and 

we prefer not to beg the question by referring to 

Universal Grammar as being a learning `mechanism' or as 

being responsible for the acquisition of `knowledge of 

language'. The point is of some importance because the 

term `language acquisition device' is frequently used as 

a synonym for the term `Universal Grammar', and this 

identification carries with it the implication that 

Universal Grammar has a causal or mechanistic mode of op- 

eration. The term `set of universal constraints' is cho- 

sen deliberately so as not to beg the question as to the 

mode of operation of Universal Grammar. What we know of 

Universal Grammar can best be characterized in terms of a 

set of general principles which set limits to the form of 

possible natural language grammars. Thus our best guess 

as to the nature of Universal Grammar is expressed in 

terms of a quasi- axiomatic system of general principles 

linked together in a richly structured deductive frame- 

work. To the extent that the theory of Universal Grammar 



Chapter 1: The modularity thesis 12 

is an axiomatic system, questions of causality do not ap- 

ply, and it is inappropriate to expect the theory of 

Universal Grammar to provide causal explanations of de- 

velopmental sequences occurring in real time. Although 

it has been found to be methodologically useful to char- 

acterize our knowledge of Universal Grammar as a set of 

principles linked in a framework of deductive inference, 

this does not mean that whatever it is in the brain which 

is responsible for this `knowledge' should be identified 

in the same terms. We conclude that the mode of opera- 

tion of bottom -up learning processes and the top -down 

constraints of Universal Grammar is very different. The 

general learning module operates in real time on the ba- 

sis of induction, where the term `induction' should be 

understood in a broad sense as "referring to inferential 

processes that expand knowledge in the face of uncer- 

tainty" (Holland, Holyoak, Nisbett and Thagard 1989:1); 

the effect of its operation is gradual and cumulative. 

Universal Grammar does not operate in real time, except 

in the sense that it is permanently instantiated in the 

brain and has its effect by setting limits to the opera- 

tion of the general learning module. The effect of 

Universal Grammar is not necessarily gradual or cumula- 

tive, since a change in one of the parameters of 

Universal Grammar can have far -reaching and drastic de- 

ductive consequences (Chomsky 1986a:151). 

We now summarize the argument to this point. We 

have suggested that a theory of interlanguage development 

must address itself to two fundamental questions: (i) the 

question as to how interlanguage grammars should be de- 

scribed, and (ii) how change occurs in interlanguage 

grammars. We have also suggested that the most fruitful 

approach to these questions is to suppose that knowledge 

of grammar is acquired via the operation of a set of in- 

dependent cognitive and language- specific modules. The 
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rate and route of interlanguage development is determined 

by the differential mode of operation of these modules, 

and different modes of interaction between these modules 

in different stages of development. In particular we are 

suggesting that a primary distinction should be made be- 

tween a general learning module, whose mode of operation 

is incremental, cumulative, inductive and data -driven, 

and Universal Grammar, whose mode of operation is deduc- 

tive, and whose effect is to act as a set of constraints 

which set limits to the operation of the general learning 

module. 

1.2 Preview 

In this section we give an outline of the content of this 

thesis, and we show how the argument develops within the 

framework of the assumptions we have made about the modu- 

larity of second language acquisition. Chapter 2 is de- 

voted to a contrastive survey of the grammars of English 

and German within the framework of Government -Binding 

theory. Our principle concern in Chapter 2 is to deter- 

mine the parameters which account for a range of con- 

trasts in the grammars of the two languages, particularly 

with regard to the learnability problems faced by native 

speakers of German who are learning English as a second 

language. We show that many of the contrasts between the 

grammars of the two languages can be ascribed to a small 

number of abstract principles which differ in ways which 

can be precisely characterized. Chief among these prin- 

ciples is the fact that German has a system of lexical 

case, whereas English does not, and, partly as a conse- 

quence of this difference, the subject in German is iden- 

tified primarily by its morphological inflection, whereas 

in English it is identified primarily by configuration. 

The conclusion of this chapter may be summarized by say- 
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ing that the grammar of German is semi -configurational 

while that of English is strongly configurational. 

In Chapter 3 we pursue in more detail the questions 

which we have raised in the first part of this chapter. 

Having identified some of the parameters which underlie 

many of the differences between the grammars of English 

and German we consider the nature of the problem which 

these contrasts present to the German learner of English 

and we attempt to specify which aspects of the learner's 

problem are likely to present him or her with difficulty 

and which are not. We relate the question of difficulty 

to the availability of evidence of the target language to 

the learner and the nature of the problem space presented 

by the parameter to the learner. We also attempt to 

identify the domains within which the separate modules of 

Universal Grammar and the learning module may be said to 

operate during the process of second language acquisi- 

tion. One of the primary purposes of Chapter 3 is to 

specify the experimental hypotheses which lie behind the 

empirical study on which this thesis is based. We con- 

clude Chapter 3 by detailing the predictions which follow 

from these experimental hypotheses with regard to the ac- 

ceptability at different stages of interlanguage develop- 

ment of the structures which are represented in the em- 

pirical study. 

In Chapter 4 we describe the context within which 

the empirical study was conducted and we outline the ra- 

tionale which informs the construction of the test mate- 

rials. This chapter forms a bridge between the mainly 

theoretical concerns of the preceding chapters and 

Chapter 5, where the results of the empirical study are 

reported in detail. Finally in Chapter 6 we summarise 

the results of the empirical study and we consider the 

implications of these results. 



CHAPTER TWO 

A CONTRASTIVE SURVEY OF ENGLISH AND GERMAN 

2.1 GB theory: basic assumptions 

2.1.0 Introduction 

In this section our primary purpose is to show that the 

main differences in the basic sentence structures of 

English and German can be accounted for within the frame- 

work of the principles and parameters approach to 

Universal Grammar, as elaborated by Chomsky (1981, 1986b) 

and others. We show that the generalised X -bar framework 

of Chomsky (1986b) and the principles of the abstract 

movement schema Move Alpha (Chomsky 1981, 1982, 1986b), 

together with the assumption of minimal parametric varia- 

tion in these and other principles, suffices to account 

for the major sentence patterns of English and German. 

This section serves as an introduction to the more de- 

tailed analysis of Case theory which follows in later 

sections of this chapter. 

2.1.1 Generalised X -bar theory 

We shall assume without argument the theoretical frame- 

work of Chomsky (1986b) unless we state otherwise. We 

assume a generalised X -bar framework extended to the 

functional categories INFL (I) and COMP (C) as proposed 

by Chomsky (1986b). Chomsky makes a distinction between 

the major lexical categories (V, N, A and P) and minor 

- 15 - 
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functional categories which include INFL (I) and COMP 

(C). The major lexical categories are distinguished by 

their featural composition according to the following 

scheme: 

(1) a. V = [-N, +V] 

b. N = [+N, -V] 

c. A = [ +N, +V] 

d. P = [-N, -V] 

In the generalised X -bar schema any lexical category X 

occurs as the head of a maximal projection XP whose 

structure is determined by the following base rules: 

(2) a. XP -> SpecX, X' 

b. X' -> X, YP* 

In (2a) SpecX is the specifier of X or more generally of 

the single bar projection X' or the phrase XP. In (2b) X 

is the head of the phrase and YP* represents the comple- 

ments) of X; the asterisk indicates that the number and 

type of complements is unspecified. The order of ele- 

ments in the expansion of XP and X' is subject to para- 

metric variation, so for maximum generality the order is 

unspecified; this is indicated by the use of a comma. We 

note however that the rule in (2b) incorporates an as- 

sumption that in the expansion of the X' constituent the 

head X is peripheral, i.e. X is either the leftmost or 

the rightmost constituent of X' (Radford 1988:271). In 

general, specifiers and complements are optional. We 

incorporate the assumption of optionality into the phrase 

structure rules by putting brackets round the optional 

constituents. The resulting phrase structure rules 

(3a,b) represent the general X -bar schema which is as- 

sumed to be part of Universal Grammar: 
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(3) a. XP -> (SpecX), X' 

b. X' -> X, ( YP * ) 

These two phrase structure rules can be represented by 

means of a single tree diagram which represents in a max- 

imally general way the structure of the phrase; in this 

instance the order of elements is as in English: 

(4) XP 

(SpecX) 

X (YP *) 

We give some examples here to illustrate this schemel. 

(5) a. VP\ b. NP 

Asp V' Det N'\ 
NP PP 

has bought a new hat the King of France 

c. AP 

Spec 

PP 

d. 

Spec 

PP 

NP 

very fond of cats just behind the curtain 

These examples make it plain that the order of head and 

complement(s) in English is uniformly [head + comple- 

ment]; that is to say, the X' constituent is head -initial 

for all lexical categories. The assumption is implicit 

in X -bar theory that generalisations about the order of 

1 The assumption embodied in (5a) that aspectual aux- 
iliaries have the function of pre- verbal specifiers 
is due to Jackendoff (1977), but we should point out 
that this is by no means universally accepted (see 
Radford 1988:230ff for discussion). 
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head and complement in a phrase can be made across 

phrasal categories for a given language; this assumption 

is embodied in the so- called `headedness parameter' of 

Universal Grammar (Chomsky 1982, Lust 1983). The order 

of head and complements is the same for all phrasal cate- 

gories in English, but this is not necessarily the case 

in other languages. In German, for example, NPs and PPs 

are head -initial while VPs are head -final; APs are head - 

final or head -initial, depending on whether the adjective 

is attributive or predicative. It is in fact the excep- 

tion rather than the rule for a language to have complete 

cross -category harmony such as occurs in English (Hawkins 

1983). Given the desirability of a maximally general 

theory of phrase structure, we might suppose that cross- 

category harmony in the order of head and complement in 

the phrase is the unmarked case, but that there will be 

independent principles of the grammar which will interact 

with the headedness parameter to produce variable orders 

of head and complement, the order depending on the cate- 

gorial status of the head. Alternatively, we may suppose 

that the motivation for the hypothesis of cross -category 

harmony is weak, and that the phenomena which are sub- 

sumed under the headedness parameter are the result of 

the operation of other, perhaps more basic, word order 

principles2. 

The major innovation of Chomsky (1986b) is to sug- 

gest that the X -bar schema for lexical categories should 

be extended to the non -lexical categories COMP and INFL. 

Chomsky suggests that both INFL (= I) and COMP (= C) are 

heads of maximal projections with the same structure as 

2 See for example recent work by Koopman (1984) and 
Travis (1984), which suggests that word order in the 
phrase is a result of the interaction of two theo- 
retically independent word order parameters, namely 
direction of theta -marking and direction of Case - 
marking. 
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the maximal projections of the lexical categories. We 

illustrate these assumptions in the tree diagrams below: 

(6) a. /IP\ b. CP 

SpecI I' SpecC 

VP C IP 

The structure in (6a) represents the structure of the 

sentence and incorporates the assumptions that (i) IP = 

S, (ii) I is the head of S, (iii) VP is the complement of 

I, and (iv) the subject is SpecI. Similarly (6b) repre- 

sents the structure of the clause, incorporating the as- 

sumptions that (i) C is the head of the clause, (ii) IP 

is the complement of C, and (iii) there are two pre -sen- 

tential positions, COMP and the specifier of COMP, which 

we call SpecC. As with lexical categories, the speci- 

fiers of IP and CP are optional. Where the IP has no 

specifier, the subject position is empty at D- structure. 

An empty SpecC in main clauses results in the CP node be- 

ing `pruned' (i.e. eliminated from the D- structure repre- 

sentation); the question as to the status and content of 

the specifier of CP in subordinate clauses is complex and 

a matter of some controversy, and we shall not pursue the 

matter here3. SpecC is the landing site for wh- movement 

and topicalisation, while C is the landing site for verb 

movement. Chomsky (1986b:6) points out that there are 

three types of constituent which can appear external to 

IP: (i) wh- phrases or similar constituent (e.g. topi- 

calised XP), (ii) complementizer, and (iii) inflected 

verbs. The fact that there are only two positions and 

three potential occupants of these positions accounts for 

many of the characteristic phenomena of verb -second (V2) 

languages. We pursue the question of the number and type 

3 See Kayne (1984), Chomsky (1981 :292ff) for discus- 
sion. 
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of pre- sentential positions in the context of our discus- 

sion of the structure of V2 languages in section 2.1.3 

(this chapter) . 

2.1.2 The configuration of the base: English 

In this section we demonstrate how the major sentence 

patterns of English can be accounted for within the 

framework sketched above. The account will necessarily, 

be sketchy and many aspects of the analysis will have to 

be taken on trust. We assume the framework of Chomsky 

(1986b) unless otherwise stated. The structure of a 

declarative main clause with a finite transitive verb can 

be represented thus: 

(7) a. 

NP 

I VP 
[ +tense] 

V NP 

b. Peter -s eat apples 

c. Peter eatsi ti apples 

The D- structure of this sentence is represented in (7b). 

In a finite clause, INFL is specified for [ +tense], and 

inflections are generated as unattached affixes under 

INFL at D- structure. The verb moves to INFL in order 

that the inflectional affix should not remain unattached; 

the merger of the verb stem and the affix forms an in- 

flected verb VI under INFL. The result of the movement 

of the verb stem to I is represented in (7c). We assume 

that the movement of V to I is in accordance with the 

general movement schema Move Alpha; this assumption means 

that the movement of V to I leaves a coindexed trace 

which is subject to the conditions of the Empty Category 
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Principle (ECP), i.e. the trace must be properly governed 

(Koopman 1984, Chomsky 1986b but cf Platzack 1986:196, 

Haider 1986b). We return to the question of verb move- 

ment and the ECP in Section 2.4 of this chapter; for the 

moment we note that the merger of the verb stem and the 

inflectional affix is a morphological operation, and 

since morphological rules vary greatly from one language 

to another, we should expect that the conditions under 

which V to I movement occurs in different language will 

be subject to considerable parametric variation. 

The INFL node in (7a) contains an unattached inflec- 

tional affix, but not all finite clauses in English have 

an affix generated under INFL. INFL may alternatively 

contain a modal auxiliary, and if this is the case the 

verb cannot move to INFL since INFL is already occupied; 

the verb therefore remains under the V node and there is 

no V to I movement: 

(8) 

NP I'\ 
I 

[+tense] 

Peter can 
I 

eat 

NP 

the apple 

Yes /no questions are formed by moving lexical INFL to 
COMP. This movement is also subject to the ECP and 

leaves a coindexed trace: 
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(9) 

cani 

IP 

NP 

I 

I 

Peter t. 1 eat the apple 

If there is no modal auxiliary, the dummy verb `do' is 

generated under INFL to carry the inflection and subse- 

quently moved to COMP: 

(10) a. C' 

C 

NP 

b. e Peter 

c. doesi Peter 

IP 

l 

does 

ti 

I 

VP 

eat apples 

eat apples 

Wh- questions are formed by extracting the wh- element from 

its D- structure position and moving it to SpecC. This 

movement leaves a coindexed trace and forces movement of 

VI to COMP: 
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(11) a. CP 

Spec C' 

C 

NP 

b. e e Peter does 

c. What. e Peter does 

d. What. does Peter t 

V NP 

I I 

eat what 

eat t.? 

eat? t.? 

Subordinate clauses in English have the same word order 

as main clauses if they are declarative: 

(12) a. Peter eats apples. 

b. He said that Peter eats apples. 

In line with our assumptions about the structure of CP, 

we assume that there is no SpecC in (12b) and that the CP 

node is pruned (Emonds 1976:157); COMP is occupied by the 

lexical complementizer that. These assumptions give rise 

to the following representation: 
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(13) IP 

NP I \ 
I 

V / 
/C' 

NP 

He saidi ti that Peter eats ti apples 

The parallelism in the structure of main and subordinate 

declarative clauses does not extend to questions, where 

there is movement of the inflected verb in the main 

clause but not in the embedded clause: 

(14) a. What doesi Peter ti eat tj? 

b. He asked what Peter eats tj 

c. *He asked what doesi Peter ti eat tj 

There is therefore a question as to why there is no verb 

movement in embedded questions. We have supposed that 

the landing site for wh- movement is SpecC rather than 

COMP; in main clause interrogatives, wh- movement to SpecC 

forces movement of the finite verb to COMP4: 

(15) a. E what. [C, does. [IP Peter [I' ti [VP eat tj 

but in embedded clauses this movement is inhibited: 

4 The finite verb moves to COMP in these circumstances 
because the head of a phrase cannot be an empty cat- 
egory if the Specifier position is lexically filled. 
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(15) b. *He asked [Cp what] [Cf doesi [IP Peter [I, ti 
[VP eat tj ]]]]] 

In line with our assumptions about the structure of CP, 

we suppose that the structure of the embedded clauses in 

(14a, 14b) is as follows: 

(16) a. 

Spec 

b. what] e 

NP 

Peter eats. 

c. *what] does. Peter t. 

V P 

I l 

ti tj 

eat tj 

If our assumptions about the structure of CP are correct 

then it appears that wh- movement to SpecC in a main 

clause forces VI to move to COMP, but this movement is 

blocked in embedded wh- clauses (i.e. indirect questions 

and relative clauses). Chomsky (1986b:5) suggests that 

in these circumstances the complementizer C is a `free 

agent', and that it can `delete, cliticize onto an adja- 

cent word and so forth'. The question of the distribu- 

tion of empty COMP is complex and peripheral to our main 

purpose, so we shall not pursue the matter here5. 

In this section our purpose has been to show that 

the major sentence patterns of English can be accounted 

for within the framework of a generalised X -bar schema by 

the operation of three types of movement, either singly 

5 Stowell 1981, Koopman 1984, Platzack 1986:194, 
Diesing 1990:54, Chomsky 1986:71. Kayne 1984 and 
Platzack 1986 suggest that COMP is occupied by a 
phonologically empty complemetizer. 



Chapter 2: A Contrastive Survey 26 

or in succession: (i) movement of the verb stem to INFL 

to form an inflected verb VI, (ii) movement of the in- 

flected verb to COMP, and (iii) movement of a wh- element 

to the SpecC position. In the section which follows we 

shall show that these same three rules, together with the 

assumption of some minor parametric variation, account 

also for the major sentence patterns of German. 

2.1.3 The configuration of the base: German 

We have said that German is a verb -second (V2) language. 

This means that in German, as well as in other V2 lan- 

guages such as Dutch and the Scandinavian languages, the 

second position in declarative main clauses must be occu- 

pied by the finite verb6. We shall refer to this re- 

quirement as `the verb -second constraint'. The verb -sec- 

ond constraint is a result of a more fundamental con- 

straint, namely that in V2 languages COMP is always occu- 

pied, either by the finite verb or by a lexical (or in 

some instances a phonologically null) complementizer. 

Other characteristic positions of the verb are in clause - 

initial position and clause -final position. The position 

of the verb correlates with the pragmatic function of the 

sentence in the following manner (Platzack 1983): 

(17) a. verb -second declarative main clauses 

b. verb -first questions, imperatives, optative 
subjunctives 

c. verb -final subordinate clauses 

6 The position of the finite verb in subordinate 
clauses in V2 languages is variable; in German and 
Dutch it occurs at the end of the clause, while in 
Swedish it occurs in the third position after the 
clausal subject and the adverbial if there is one, 
and in Icelandic it occurs in second position as in 
main clauses (Platzack 1986). 
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Any analysis of German sentence structure therefore has 

to take account of the mobility of the finite verb and 

the correspondence between verb -position and the functión 

of the sentence. 

The standard analysis of German sentence structure 

in generative grammar is based on the assumption that the 

underlying position of the verb in German is at the end 

of the sentence. It is assumed that the finite verb oc- 

curs at the end of the sentence at D- structure (see e.g. 

Bach 1962, Bierwisch 1963, Koster 1975, Thiersch 1978, 

den Besten 1983)7. Given this assumption, it is reason- 

able to suppose that the verb -second and verb -first con- 

figurations are derived from the D- structure verb -final 

configuration by movement of the finite verb. For this 

reason it has become conventional in generative studies 

of German syntax to give illustrative examples in the 

form of subordinate clauses beginning with a lexical com- 

plementizer. We shall adopt this convention except where 

the position of the verb is at issue. 

We show now how the major sentence patterns of Ger- 

man can be derived from the underlying verb -final config- 

uration by the application of the three types of movement 

rule which we used in the derivation of the main sentence 

patterns of English. We begin with the subordinate 

clause: 

(18) daß Peter die Äpfel gegessen hat. 
that Peter the apples eaten has 
`that Peter has eaten the apples' 

The derivation of (18) is illustrated below: 

7 Compare the orthodox verb -final analysis with . 

Travis's (1984) analysis of the order of elements in 
German. Travis argues on the basis of evidence from 
Yiddish that the order of elements in German is un- 
derlyingly S - I - VP. See also Diesing 1990 for 
similar arguments. 
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(19) a. CP 

SpecC C' 

IP 

NP / I' 

VP 

V 

NP V 

l 

I 

[+tense] 

V 

b. e daß Peter die Äpfel gegessen haben e 

c. e daß Peter die Äpfel gegessen t. hat. 

We are assuming that inflectional affixes are generated 

under INFL, which is sentence final. In English, as we 

have seen, the INFL node can be occupied by a lexical el- 

ement at D- structure, but this is never the case in Ger- 

man; all finite verbs, including modals, are inflected, 

so all finite verbs must move into INFL to get inflec- 

tion. The other major difference with the English D- 

structure representation is that the V' constituent is 

head -final rather than head -initial as it is in English. 

To show how the main clause word order is derived 

from the D- structure representation above (19b,c), first 

we assume that COMP is empty, i.e. that there is no lexi- 

cal complementiser. The inflected verb VI must then move 

to COMP; we shall refer to this movement as `finite verb 

fronting'. The insight that movement of the finite verb 

to COMP accounts for all the major sentence patterns of 

V2 languages is due to den Besten (1983). One of den 

Besten's most compelling arguments that the finite verb 

moves to COMP is that an unstressed pronominal subject 

must immediately follow the lexical complementizer in 

subordinate clauses, and the finite verb in main clauses 

(if not moved to the pre- subject position by topicalisa- 
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tion); post- verbal pronominal subjects are in effect 

clitic pronouns, which attach themselves to the lexical 

item in COMP (Platzack 1986:200). We shall return to the 

question as to why finite verb fronting is obligatory in 

these circumstances in Section 2.3.1.1 of this chapter. 

The result of finite verb fronting is the verb -initial 

configuration of interrogatives, imperatives and optative 

subjunctives (20d) : 

(20) a. 

SpecC 

C 

NP P I' 

VP I 

[+tense] 

b. 

NP V 

e Peter die Äpfel gegessen haben e 

c. e e Peter die Äpfel gegessen ti hat. 

d. e hat. Peter die Äpfel gegessen ti t.? 

Wh- questions are derived by finite verb fronting followed 

by wh- movement to SpecC, exactly as in English: 

(20) e. Was hat. Peter t gegessen ti ti? 

Declarative main clauses are derived by movement of VI to 

COMP, followed by movement of any XP constituent to 

SpecC. For the sake of convenience we refer to this lat- 

ter movement as ` topicalisation', although this designa- 

tion is somewhat misleading, since the movement is obli- 

gatory, unlike stylistic topicalisation in English, and 

the landing site is the same as that of wh- movement. To 
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show the range of possible word orders which can be de- 

rived by the application of these rules, we choose a sen- 

tence (represented here as a subordinate clause) with a 

ditransitive verb and a sentence adverbial: 

(21) daß ich ihm gestern ein Buch gegeben 
that I to -him yesterday a book given 

habe. 
have 

`that I gave him a book yesterday' 

A simplified D- structure representation of this sentence 

as a main clause, i.e. without a lexical complementizer, 

is shown in (22a). We use the term `Af' to designate the 

inflectional affix generated under finite INFL: 

(22) a. [C, e [Ip ich ET, [ ihm gestern ein Buch 
gegeben haben] T1 Af]]]] 

From this we derive (22b) by movement of V into INFL: 

(22) b. [C, e [Ip ich [I, [ Vp ihm gestern ein Buch 
gegeben ti ] [I habei ]]]] 

Since there is no lexical complementizer, finite verb - 

fronting now applies obligatorily (we omit details of the 

representation for clarity): 

(22) c. [C, habei [Ip ich ihm gestern ein Buch gegeben] 
ti ti] 

From (22c) we can derive all the possible declarative 

word orders by topicalisation of the subject, indirect 

object, direct object and sentence adverbial respectively 

(we omit the trace of V to I movement at the end of the 

sentence for the sake of simplicity in the representa- 

tion) : 
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(22) c. e habei ich ihm gestern ein Buch gegeben ti 

d. Ichs habei ti ihm gestern ein Buch gegeben ti 

e. Ihmi habei ich ti gestern ein Buch gegeben ti 

g. Gestern habei ich ihm ti ein Buch gegeben ti 

f. Ein Buch habei ich ihm gestern ti gegeben ti 

We consider now the order of constituents in subordinate 

clauses. First, we note that the presence of a lexical 

complementizer prevents finite verb -fronting: 

(23) a. Er sagt, daß Peter die Äpfel gegessen hat. 
he said that Peter the apples eaten has 
`He said that Peter has eaten the apples' 

b. Er sagt, Peter hat die Äpfel gegessen. 

c. *Er sagt, daß Peter hat die Äpfel gegessen. 

We account for this pattern by supposing that presence of 

the lexical complementizer in COMP blocks movement of VI 

to COMP: 

(24) a. CP 

SpecC C' 

C IP 
NP 

NP V a i 

b. e daß Peter die Äpfel gegessen ti hati 

c. Peter hati ti die Äpfel gegessen ti ti 

As in embedded declaratives, there is no finite verb 

fronting in embedded questions: 
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(25) a. Hat Peter die Äpfel gegessen? 
has Peter the apples eaten 
`Has Peter eaten the apples ?' 

b. Er fragt, ob Peter die Äpfel gegessen 
he asked whether Peter the apples eaten 

hätte. 
had 

`He asked whether Peter had eaten the apples' 

c. *Er fragt, ob Peter hätte die Äpfel gegessen. 

d. Er fragt, was Peter gegessen hätte. 
he asked what Peter eaten had 
`He asked what Peter had eaten' 

e. *Er fragt, was Peter hätte gegessen. 

We are following standard assumptions (see e.g. Chomsky 

1986b) supposing that the wh- element occupies the 

[Spec,CP] position rather than COMP, so COMP in embedded 

questions is not lexically filled, exactly as in English. 

Therefore in embedded questions verb -fronting is not in- 

hibited by the presence of a wh- element in COMP. There 

is therefore a question as to why verb -fronting is pre- 

vented by the presence of a wh- element in the [ Spec,CP] 

position of embedded clauses in German. Platzack 

(1986:194) suggests that the reason for this is that COMP 

is occupied in this situation by a phonologically null 

complementizer (which we designate Phi) (see also Koopman 

1984:195, but cf Haider 1986a:48ff). In general, all 

verbs with sentential complements subcategorize for a 

complementizer which may or may not be realized at S- 

structure. 'Factive' verbs such as sagen (`to say'), 

wissen ('to know') subcategorize for a [ -W] complemen- 

tizer, i.e. daß ('that'), ob (`whether'), and wenn ('if') 

which occupies COMP (Haider 1986a:49), while verbs which 

introduce indirect questions such as fragen ('to ask') 

subcategorize for a [ +W] element in SpecC and a phonolog- 
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ically null complementizer8. In the first instance, 

there is no SpecC position, and COMP is occupied by the 

lexical complementizer, and in the second instance SpecC 

is occupied by the wh- element and COMP is occupied by 

Phi; in both instances movement of VI to COMP is pre- 

vented by the fact that COMP is occupied. 

We illustrate these assumptions in the representa- 

tion below (note that 26b and 26d correspond to 25b and 

25d) : 

(26) a. 

SpecC C' 

IP 

NP \I' 
VP 

V' V 

NP V 

I 

b. e ob Peter die Äpfel gegessen ti hättei 

d. wasi Phi Peter t gegessen ti hättei 

The central plank of this analysis is that there are two 

potential pre- sentential positions, and that the elements 

which appear in these positions in embedded sentences are 

determined by the subcategorization properties of the ma- 

trix verb. To summarise, the account above shows that 

movement of the finite verb VI to COMP is prevented if 

COMP is already occupied by a lexical complementizer, or 

if SpecC is occupied by a wh- element. These limitations 

on VI to C movement must therefore be accounted for when 

8 Bresnan 1970, Kayne 1984, Chomsky 1981:296, Koopman 
1984, Platzack 1986:203 -206, Haider 1986a:54. 
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we discuss verb movement (see Section 2.4 of this chap- 

ter) . 

2.1.4 The configuration of the base: parametric varia- 
tion 

In Sections 2.1.2 and 2.1.3 of this chapter we have sug- 

gested that the principal sentence patterns of English 

and German can be accounted for by the application of the 

following three rules: 

(27) i. movement of the verb stem to INFL to form an 
inflected verb VI 

ii. movement of VI to COMP ('finite verb fronting') 

iii. movement of any maximal projection to SpecC 
('topicalisation') 

together with the assumption that the structure of the I' 

bar and VP constituents in the two languages differ in 

that in English they are both head -initial and in German 

they are both head -final: 

(28) a. English b. German 

/VP\ 
V NP NP V 

The fact that the element to be fronted in English is 

limited to modal and aspectual auxiliaries and the dummy 

verb do, whereas in German it can be any finite verb, is 

accounted for by supposing that the INFL node in English 

can contain base -generated lexical material (e.g. modal 

auxiliaries and the pro -verb do) and when this is the 

case, the verb stem cannot move into INFL. It follows 

that in German any finite verb can move to COMP, while in 
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English finite verb movement is limited to the modal and 

aspectual auxiliaries and do. 

The second major parametric difference between Ger- 

man and English lies in the fact that VI fronting is 

obligatory in German declarative main clauses while in 

English it only occurs in interrogative main clauses. To 

see why this might be so, consider the order of elements 

in the D- structure of a typical sentence with a transi- 

tive verb in English and German: 

(29) a. English NP I V NP 

b. German NP NP V I 

After the verb has moved into INFL we have the following 

order of elements: 

(30) a. English NP VIi ti NP 

b. German *NP NP ti VIi 

The fact that the resulting structure is grammatical in 

English but not in German, coupled with the fact that in 

German the inflected verb must move to COMP (adjacent to 

the subject), suggests that finite verb fronting in Ger- 

man occurs because the the inflected verb must be adja- 

cent to the subject NP at S- structure. We pursue this 

possibility in our analysis of nominative Case assignment 

in German in Section 2.3 of this chapter9. 

9 An alternative approach to the fact that finite verb 
fronting is obligatory in German starts with the 
fact that COMP must be filled, either with a lexical 
(or phonologically null) complementizer, or with a 
finite verb. Given the fact that COMP is an obliga- 
tory constituent of the sentence it is not an unrea- 
sonable step to assume that COMP is in fact within 
the sentence, and that the sentence is headed by 
COMP in Germanic V2 languages. This approach is de- 
veloped by Platzack (1986), who argues that COMP is 
the head of S in the Germanic V2 languages, whereas 
the head of S in English is INFL. The differences 
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After the application of finite -verb -fronting in 

German we have the following structure: 

(31) a. English e e NP VIi ti NP 

b. German e VI NP NP ti ti 

which is followed by obligatory topicalisation in German: 

(32) a. English e e NP VIi ti NP 

b. German NPj VIi ti NP ti ti 

An important difference between English and German is 

that the pre- verbal constituent at S- structure in English 

must be the subject, whereas in German it need not be the 

subject, and in fact can be any maximal projection. This 

difference follows naturally from the fact that the sub- 

ject in English at S- structure remains in its D- structure 

position, whereas in German declarative sentences the 

pre -verbal constituent has been moved from its D- struc- 

ture position. There is therefore no necessity to ac- 

count for the differences in the distribution of the sub- 

ject in English and German by any further stipulation of 

parametric variation between the two languages; this is a 

desirable result, since `subject' is a derivative notion 

which does not appear in the primitive vocabulary of Uni- 

versal Grammar. 

The important point about this account is that the 

various movement rules we have supposed can be character- 

ized in terms which are independent of the particular 

language where they occur, so that they can be assumed to 

be part of Universal Grammar. The differences between 

English and German can be reduced simply to two parame- 

between English and the other Germanic languages 
thus reduce to the parameter of whether S is headed 
by INFL or by COMP. 
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ters: (i) INFL in English is [± lexical] and in German it 

is [- lexical], (ii) in English X' and VP are head -ini- 

tial, while in German they are both head -final. 

2.1.5 Summary 

In this section we have described how the configurations 

of English and German sentences can be derived from the 

assumptions of a generalised X -bar theory and the appli- 

cation of the generalised movement scheme known as Move 

Alpha. We have suggested that many of the contrasts in 

the base configurations of English and German can be ac- 

counted for by two assumptions: (i) the VP is head -final 

in German but head -initial in English, and (ii) different 

conditions on the application of the movement of the fi- 

nite verb. In German the finite verb must move to the 

second position in the sentence in a declarative main 

clause, while in English verb -fronting occurs only in in- 

terrogatives. In addition to finite verb fronting, the 

operation of topicalisation is obligatory in declarative 

main clauses in German, giving rise to the familiar phe- 

nomena of the verb -second constraint. In the next sec- 

tion we consider a number of proposals which have been 

made in order to account for the obligatory nature of fi- 

nite -verb fronting in German. These proposals are framed 

within the context of the theory of Case in GB theory, to 

which we now turn. 
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2.2 Case theory 

2.2.0 Introduction 

The theoretical focus of interest in this study is on the 

nature of the `subject' in English and German. We wish 

to establish whether the notion of `subject' is well -de- 

fined in Universal Grammar, and if so, whether the defi- 

nition covers the facts for both English and German. We 

shall adopt the following strategy in our approach to 

this question. First we shall briefly state the princi- 

ples of Case theory as they apply to the assignment of 

nominative Case in English, and we shall show that the 

standard assumptions of Case theory suffice to define the 

conditions under which nominative Case is assigned in 

English. In the course of the exposition we shall show 

that the same few principles account for the distribution 

of noun phrases in the constructions which are the focus 

of interest of our empirical study, namely the passive, 

the middle and tough- movement constructions, and the use 

of unaccusative verbs. In Sections 2.3 and 2.4 we shall 

show that the same principles do not suffice to account 

for the distribution of nominative Case in German, and in 

Section 2.5 we shall suggest that the standard principles 

of Case theory need to be adapted if they are to account 

for the distribution of nominative Case in German. The 

conclusion of the analysis is that nominative Case as- 

signment can be defined in purely structural terms for 

English, but that in German, it is primarily a morpholog- 

ical phenomenon. 

2.2.1 Case theory: basic assumptions 

The theory of Case assignment in GB theory consists es- 

sentially of a number of general principles of Universal 

Grammar, as codified principally by Chomsky (1981, 
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1986a). We state these principles here with minimal com- 

mentl, and then we elaborate on those which present dif- 

ficulties for the analysis of German. 

A basic principle of Case Theory is the Case Filter: 

(1) The Case Filter 

*NP if NP has phonological content and no Case. 

It follows from the Case Filter that all overt NPs ap- 

pearing at PF (Phonological Form) must occupy positions 

which can be assigned Case. It also follows that NPs 

which are not Case -marked at D- structure must move to a 

Case -marked position at S- structure. The Case Filter 

therefore interacts closely with the theory of movement. 

A second basic principle of Case theory is that Case 

is assigned to an element of a chain. A chain is formed 

when an argument is moved from its D- structure position 

(or trivially when it remains in its D- structure posi- 

tion). The Chain Uniqueness Principle (Radford 1988:580) 

requires that only one link of a chain receive Case, 

which it transmits to the whole chain. This principle 

applies in similar fashion to theta -role assignment. 

Thus an NP cannot move from a theta -marked position to 

another theta -marked position, and equally, movement 

cannot be from a Case -marked position to another Case - 

marked position. Movement results in two types of chain: 

A- chains, which are created by movement from non -Case- 

marked positions to Case -marked positions, and A -bar 

chains, which are created by movement from Case -marked, 

theta -marked positions to non -Case -marked, non- theta- 

marked positions. The Visibility Condition provides a 

link between Theta theory and Case theory; the Visibility 

1 The account of Case theory in this section owes much 
to Rhys (1990). 
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Condition requires that an argument is visible to theta - 

marking only if it is assigned Case. 

Case is assigned by a Case -assigning category to an 

argument which it governs. There are two kinds of Case, 

lexical case and structural Case2. Lexical case (also 

called inherent case) is a morphological realization of 

thematic role and is assigned under the same conditions 

as those which determine the theta -marking of complements 

by their heads. Lexical case (i.e. genitive, dative, 

ablative etc.) is assigned by all major lexical 

categories, i.e. N, A, V and P. Structural Case (i.e. 

nominative and accusative) is assigned at S- structure and 

is disassociated from thematic role. Accusative Case is 

assigned by V and P to their complements, and nominative 

Case by the [ +tense] feature (or AGR, the agreement 

features) in INFL to the subject of a finite clause. 

Case is assigned under government; there is no Case 

without government. INFL in a non -finite clause does not 

contain the feature [ +tense], so the subject position of 

a non -finite clause is not governed by tensed INFL and as 

a result the subject of a non -finite clause cannot be 

Case -marked nominative. Finally, the Adjacency Condition 

on Case assignment (Stowell 1981) requires that where 

Case is not also morphologically assigned, the NP 

receiving Case must be adjacent to its Case -assigner. 

The Adjacency Condition is subject to parametric 

variation, so that it applies more or less strictly for a 

given language. 

2 We use `Case' with a capital `C' to designate 
structural, or abstract Case, and `case' with a 
small `c' to designate lexical, or morphological 
case. In general, where we are speaking of abstract 
Case within the context of GB theory we shall use a 
capital letter to indicate that the word has a 
precise technical meaning. 
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2.2.1.1 Chains and the Visibility Condition 

We examine now the concept of `chain' and the associated 

Visibility Condition in more detail. The Visibility 

Condition of Joseph Aoun (Chomsky 1986a) provides a link 

between Case theory and Theta theory, and we shall see 

that it is closely related to the Case Filter. The 

Visibility Condition expresses the straightforward idea 

that an argument cannot be assigned a theta -role (i.e. 

cannot be interpreted) unless it is Case -marked. To see 

the implications of this we need to determine what 

exactly is meant by `theta -role' and `theta- marking'. 

Suppose we have a transitive verb such as hit. The verb 

hit has one complement which occupies the direct object 

position of the verb. All transitive verbs directly 

theta -mark their complements, so the verb hit assigns the 

theta -role of Theme to its direct object complement. 

Most verbs assign a theta -role to their subjects, but 

some do not. The verb seem, for example, does not assign 

a subject theta -role; this is apparent from the fact that 

the subject position of seem can be occupied by the 

lexical expletive it, which is inherently athematic: 

(2) It seems that John is ill. 

However, it is possible for the subject position of seem 

to be occupied by an argument (i.e. an NP with a theta - 

role) : 

(3) John seems to be ill. 

Therefore we need to distinguish between positions which 

are theta -marked and those which are not. Positions 

which can in principle be assigned a theta -role are known 

as A- positions; in effect, A- positions are positions 

which can be occupied by arguments with the grammatical 

functions (GFs) of subject, direct object and object of 
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preposition. A- positions which are assigned a theta -role 

in a given instance are theta -positions; positions which 

are not theta -positions are theta -bar positions. 

Complements of a head always occupy theta -positions, but 

the subject may be an A- position that is not a theta - 

position (Chomsky 1986a:93). Thus the subject position 

of seem is an A- position, but it is not assigned a theta - 

role, so it is not a theta -position, whereas the subject 

of a transitive verb like hit for example is both an A- 

position and a theta -position. Theta -role assignment 

takes place within the sentence, so positions outside the 

sentence, i.e. COMP and the specifier position of CP are 

theta -bar positions. 

We have said that most verbs assign a theta -role to 

the subject position, or to put it another way, most 

verbs theta -mark their subjects. This is not strictly 

accurate. The theta -role assigned to the subject is not 

determined by the lexical verb but by the verb together 

with its complements, or in other words by the VP. We 

can see this if we compare the theta -role of the subject 

in the sentences below (Chomsky 1981 :105): 

(4) a. John [v, broke the window] 

b. John [v, broke his arm] 

In (4a), the subject John has the theta -role of Agent, 

whereas in (4b), John has the theta -role of Experiencer 

or Possessor (unless he broke his arm deliberately). It 

is clear, then, that the theta -role is not determined 

solely by the lexical properties of the verb, but 

compositionally by the verb phrase. We conclude that 

where the subject is theta -marked, it is indirectly 

theta -marked by the lexical verb V (the head of VP) and 

directly theta -marked by VP itself. 
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Where the subject position is not theta -marked, that 

position will be empty at D- structure. Thus the D- struc- 

ture representation of (3) will be something like this:" 

(5) a. e seems [12 John to be ill] 

The subject position of a non -finite verb is not Case - 

marked since INFL is not specified for [ +tense], so the 

embedded subject John in (5a) is not in a position where 

it can be Case -marked; it must therefore move to a posi- 

tion at S- structure where it can be assigned Case. If, 

on the other hand, the verb of the embedded sentence is 

finite, the subject position is theta -marked and the 

subject does not move: 

(5) b. It seems [CP that [12 John is ill ]] 

In this case, the subject position of seem is still not 

theta -marked and must be filled by the lexical expletive 

`it', which is inherently athematic. Movement of the 

non -Case -marked subject in (5a) results in the following 

S- structure representation: 

(5) c. Johni seems [ip ti to be ill] 

In (5c), the moved constituent John and its trace t are 

coindexed to indicate that they are linked by movement. 

An element which has moved from the A- position it occu- 

pied at D- structure leaves a trace at each position it 

occupies in the course of the derivation of the S- struc- 

ture expression. A moved element and its traces are said 

to form a `chain'. Consider now the chain (John, t) in 

(5c). The head position of the chain is occupied by 

John, and the terminal position is occupied by the trace 

t. The position occupied by the trace is not assigned 

Case, whereas John in (5c) is Case -marked by virtue of 

being governed by a tensed INFL (see section 2.2.1.2). 
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Therefore the chain (John, t) links a Case -marked posi- 

tion with a non -Case -marked position. The trace ti occu- 

pies a theta -position at D- structure, since it is 

assigned a theta -role in this position compositionally by 

the VP to be ill; in addition, the subject position of 

seem is not assigned a theta -role, as we have noted, so 

the chain (John, t) links a theta -bar position with a 

theta -position. 

We can draw a number of general conclusions from the 

observations above. First, since arguments occupy theta - 

positions at D- structure, and since an argument can be 

assigned only one theta -role, movement is always to a 

position which is not theta -marked; it follows that only 

one position in a chain can be theta -marked. We can 

therefore generalize the idea of theta -marking so that it 

applies to chains. A chain is assigned a theta -role if 

one and only one of its members occupies a theta - 

position. It is a natural assumption that an argument 

can be associated with only one theta -role, so we 

conclude that a chain is associated with a unique theta - 

role. This conclusion is an informal statement of the 

Theta Criterion, the basic principle of Theta theory 

(Chomsky 1981:36, Chomsky 1982:6). A convenient for- 

mulation of the Theta Criterion is given by Baker: 

(6) The Theta Criterion 

Every term of LF that requires a theta -role (each 
argument) is associated with one and only one 
position to which theta roles are assigned, and each 
theta role determined by the lexical properties of a 
head is uniquely associated with one and only one 
argument. 

(Baker 1988:37) 

Essentially, the Theta Criterion says that one and only 

one position in a chain is a theta -position. It seems 

natural that a similar condition should hold for Case- 
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marking, i.e. that one and only one position in a chain 

should be Case -marked. To demonstrate that this is so, 

we consider the two types of movement which an argument 

can undergo: movement to the specifier position of IP and 

movement to the specifier position of CP3. The first 

type of movement is movement to the subject position of a 

sentence, usually referred to as NP- movement. We saw 

above that movement to subject position occurs when the 

NP is not Case -marked in its D- structure position. The 

subject position of a finite clause is Case -marked, so 

NP- movement to the subject position of a finite clause is 

movement from a non -Case -marked position to a Case -marked 

position. Since the chain resulting from NP- movement is 

headed by an A- position, this type of chain is known as 

an A- chain. A- chains are headed by a Case -marked posi- 

tion and terminate in a non -Case -marked position. 

Consider now movement to the specifier position of 

CP. There are two kinds of argument which may move to 

this position: wh- constituents and argument NPs; movement 

of wh- elements is wh- movement and movement of any maximal 

projection to this position is topicalisation. The spec- 

ifier position of CP is a theta -bar position and we shall 

assume that this position is not Case -marked; on this as- 

sumption movement to the specifier position of CP is 

movement from a Case -marked, theta -marked position to a 

position which is neither Case -marked nor theta -marked. 

This kind of movement results in an A -bar chain. Thus an 

A -bar chain is headed by a non -Case -marked, non- theta- 

marked position, and terminates in a Case -marked, theta - 

marked position. 

3 There are basically two types of movement: substitu- 
tion and adjunction (Chomsky 1986b:4). Movement to 
[Spec,IP] and [Spec,CP] are substitutions; we leave 
out of consideration adjunction, which involves a 
different set of considerations and does not di- 
rectly concern us here. 
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To summarize, there are two types of chain: A- 

chains, which are headed by a Case -marked NP in an A -po- 

sition coindexed to a theta -marked trace, and A -bar 

chains, which are headed by an NP in an A -bar position 

coindexed to a Case -marked trace. The head of an A -chain 

is Case -marked in situ, while the head of an A -bar chain 

is Case -marked by virtue of being coindexed to a trace 

which occupies a Case -marked position. It follows that 

one and only one position in a chain is directly Case - 

marked. Therefore we can generalize the theory of Case - 

marking so that it applies to chains instead of to 

positions, in much the same way that we generalized the 

theory of theta -marking to apply to chains instead of 

theta -positions. If an argument occupies a position in a 

Case -marked chain we shall say that it is `Case- indexed' 

(Baker 1988) . 

Aoun's Visibility Condition provides a link between 

the Theta Criterion and the theory of Case. The intu- 

itive idea behind the Visibility Condition is that an NP 

must be Case -indexed if its functional role in the sen- 

tence is to be interpreted, or in Chomsky's terms "an el- 

ement is visible for theta -marking only if it is assigned 

Case" (Chomsky 1986a:94). A convenient formulation of 

the Visibility Condition is given by Baker: 

(7) The Visibility Condition 

B receives a theta role only if it is Case -indexed. 

(Baker 1988:117) 

We can now state the Theta Criterion in a maximally gen- 

eral way, incorporating the notion of `visibility': 
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(8) The Theta Criterion 

Each argument A appears in a chain containing a 
unique visible theta -position P, and each theta - 
position P is visible in a chain containing a unique 
argument A. 

(Chomsky 1986a:97) 

It will be apparent that the Case Filter is derivable 

from the Theta Criterion. The Visibility Condition is 

important for our discussion of Case -assignment in what 

follows because it gives expression to the idea that the 

theory of Case -assignment is part of the interpretive 

component of the grammar. Under this conception, NPs are 

generated with a structural or lexical case index as an 

inherent feature which can only be realized if they oc- 

cupy appropriate positions in Logical Form (see Section 

2.5 of this chapter for detailed argument to this ef- 

fect). The theory of Case then becomes a theory of the 

structural conditions under which NPs bearing case in- 

dices can be interpreted; it is then more appropriate to 

think of the process by which NPs come to be Case -marked 

in terms of Case `checking' rather than Case 

`assignment'; that is, as an interpretive rather than a 

generative process. 

2.2.1.2 Government 

We have stated that Case is assigned under government. 

The core case of government is the relationship between a 

verb or preposition and its complement(s); the concept of 

government is extended in GB theory to cover the struc- 

tural relationship between all Case -assigners and the po- 

sitions to which they assign Case. We assume that Case 

is assigned under the following conditions (cf Chomsky 

1981:170) : 
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(9) Case assignment 

i. NP is nominative if governed by [+ tense] in 
INFLO. 

ii. NP is accusative if governed by V or P. 

iii. NP is inherently Case -marked according to the 
lexical properties of the governor. 

According to these assumptions, nominative Case is as- 

signed by the feature [ +tense] in INFL and accusative 

Case is assigned by V. Therefore a minimum requirement 

on an adequate theory of Case assignment is that it 

should distinguish between those situations where ac- 

4 Chomsky (1981) departs from this account in assuming 
that nominative Case is assigned by the agreement 
features (AGR) in INFL. In so far as finite verbs 
and agreement features are coextensive, there is 
nothing to choose between these two accounts, but 
there are in fact situations where agreement 
features and finite verbs do not co- occur. In 
Portuguese, for example, some infinitives are marked 
for agreement with a nominative Case -marked subject; 
on the basis of this and similar evidence from 
Turkish and other languages Chomsky suggests that it 
is AGR and not [+ tense] which is responsible for 
nominative Case assignment. It has been pointed 
out, however, that AGR is an implausible Case - 
assigner because it is a nominal category (i.e. it 
bears the features [ +N, -V]), and no other nominal 
categories are Case -assigners (Platzack 1986). 
Stowell (1981) proposes a Case -Resistance Principle, 
to the effect that categories which assign Case 
should not be able to receive it. The corollary of 
this is that categories which are assigned Case 
should not be able to assign it. Furthermore 
Koopman (1984) has suggested that the Portuguese and 
Turkish data can be accounted for with a verb 
movement analysis; this analysis is consistent with 
the assumption that nominative Case is assigned by a 
tensed INFL. We shall assume therefore with Chomsky 
(1980), Koopman (1984) and Platzack (1986) that 
nominative Case is assigned by INFL specified for [+ 
tense] rather than by AGR; since INFL specified for 
[+ tense] necessarily contains agreement features in 
English and German, it seems that nothing of 
importance for a contrastive analysis of English and 
German hangs on this issue. 
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cusative Case is assigned, and those where nominative 

Case is assigned. This in turn depends on characterizing 

the domains of government of INFL and V such that they 

are distinct for any given NP. We consider now how the 

relation of government can be defined with the above con- 

siderations in mind. 

Very generally, government is a localised relation 

between a governor and a governee within a certain do- 

main. Our definition of government must establish the 

upper and lower bounds of the domain within which a head 

can govern. We define government provisionally as fol- 

lows: 

(10) Government 

A governs B iff A c- commands B and if there is no 
intervening barrier to government. 

(adapted from Chomsky 1986b:8) 

We examine the concept of `barrier' shortly. C- command 

is a primitive structural relationship defined as follows 

(the definition is after Aoun and Sportiche 1983): 

(11) C- command 

A c- commands B iff A does not dominate B and for 
every maximal projection C, if C dominates A then C 
dominates B. 

(Baker 1988:36) 

This definition of c- command establishes the upper bound 

of the domain of government. Intuitively we can think of 

this as the most immediate maximal projection within 

which both governor and governee are contained. Thus in 

(12a) below, if C is a maximal projection, A c- commands D 

and B, and D c- commands A; on the other hand, D does not 

c- command B because D dominates B. 
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(12) a. b. 

NB 

Note also that in (12a) B c- commands A if D is not a max- 

imal projection. In a typical adjunction structure, such 

as that illustrated in (12b) where A is adjoined to C2 

(resulting in the creation of a second maximal projection 

C1) A does not c- command B because there is a maximal 

projection (i.e. C2) which dominates B but not A. The 

definition therefore has the effect of excluding an ad- 

joined constituent from the c- command domain of the lower 

maximal projection. 

If we apply this definition to the structure of IP 

(13a), we see that the subject NP c- commands I', I and 

VP, while I c- commands NP and VP. We want to ensure that 

INFL should not govern the NP inside the VP (13b), since 

we want to ensure that the object of the verb is governed 

by the head V of VP and not by INFL. 

(13) a. IP b. \ 
NP I' I VP 

I VP V NP 

Thus the definitions of government and c- command must 

have the effect of `protecting' the VP- internal NP from 

government by INFL. We have established the upper bound 

of the domain of government through our definition of c- 

command, but c- command does not establish a lower bound 

to the domain of government. Chomsky (1986b) accom- 

plishes this by introducing the concept of `barrier'. To 

put the matter simply, we want to prevent the complement 

of V being governed by INFL, because that would result in 

the NP being Case -marked twice, once by its sister V 

(accusative), and once by INFL (nominative), which is 
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clearly an absurdity. Thus the definition of barrier 

which we adopt must ensure that the VP in (13b) is a bar- 

rier to government of the VP- internal NP from INFL. 

The definition of the notion `barrier' is a complex 

and controversial matter, and it would not be appropriate 

to go into the technical details of the definition here. 

Nevertheless it is possible to establish a notion of bar - 

rierhood which is sufficiently precise for our purposes 

and does not depart in any essentials from the intuitive 

conception of barrierhood which we have established. 

Chomsky proposes two complementary conceptions of barri- 

erhood (Chomsky 1986b:10ff). The first is based on the 

notion of the maximal projection as an inherent barrier. 

Chomsky establishes that maximal projections of lexical 

categories (i.e. VP, NP, AP and PP) are inherent barriers 

to government, but that maximal projections of non -lexi- 

cal categories, i.e. CP and IP are not inherent barriers. 

In particular, the category IP is a `defective' category. 

We can see this easily from the fact that in Exceptional 

Case Marking contexts the IP node does not prevent gov- 

ernment of the subject by the matrix verb: 

(14) John asked [CP e [IP me to accompany him]] 

The second conception of barrierhood is based on the no- 

tion that a maximal projection is a barrier to government 

of a dependent node if there is a closer governor con- 

tained within the maximal projection. This is the 

Minimality Condition (Chomsky 1986b). The effect of the 

Minimality Condition is to prevent government of an NP or 

an NP trace from outside its maximal projection if the NP 

is governed by a category inside the maximal projection, 

even if the maximal projection is otherwise transparent 

to government. 

We return now to the conditions under which nomina- 

tive Case is assigned. We have established that in the 
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configuration below, NP1 is assigned nominative Case, 

since it is governed by, and adjacent to, INFL. We have 

also established that NP2 is assigned accusative Case 

since it is governed by, and adjacent to, a lexical verb. 

(15) 

NP1 I'\ 
I VP 

V NP 
2 

We have also established that INFL does not govern NP2 

since although NP2 is c- commanded by INFL, VP is a bar- 

rier to government of NP2 by INFL. There is also a 

closer governor (i.e. V in VP), so in this instance VP is 

a barrier both inherently and by virtue of the Minimality 

Condition. 

There are several consequences of these definitions 

which will help us in our analysis. First, we have es- 

tablished that INFL governs [Spec,IP], and we can gener- 

alise this result to say that heads govern their speci- 

fiers and their complements. Thus C, the head of CP, 

governs [ Spec,CP] and it also governs its complement IP. 

Secondly, since CP and IP are not inherent barriers, the 

specifier position of both CP and IP can be governed from 

outside the maximal projection; in particular this means 

that a lexical complementizer can govern the specifier of 

IP, and a verb can govern the specifier of a CP comple- 

ment. The former result is easy to see from the follow- 

ing examples: 

(16) It would be a good idea [CP for [Ip him to go]] 

(17) I consider [Ip him to be intelligent] 
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The latter result has been established by Kayne (1984). 

These results will be useful for our analysis at a later 

stage. 

2.2.1.3 The Principle of Full Interpretation 

A further general principle of relevance to Case theory 

is the Principle of Full Interpretation (Rothstein 1983, 

Travis 1984, Chomsky 1986a): 

(18) The Principle of Full Interpretation 

At PF and LF, every element must be licensed by some 
appropriate interpretation, where interpretation can 
be achieved through (i) subcategorization, or (ii) 
predication. 

(adapted from Chomsky 1986a:98) 

This principle is a statement of a fundamental assumption 

of syntactic theory, namely that every sentence -con- 

stituent is related in one way or another to some other 

sentence -constituent. The Principle of Full 

Interpretation allows for two different methods of inter- 

pretation. Typically an NP will be licensed through be- 

ing in the appropriate position to receive one of the 

thematic roles assigned by the verb; in the terminology 

of Rothstein (1983), the NP `saturates' one of the theta 

roles in the theta grid of the verb, and the interpreta- 

tion given to the NP will depend on the lexical proper- 

ties of the verb. Alternatively, an NP can be licensed 

through the relation of predication; that is to say, it 

can receive an interpretation through being the subject 

of a predicate or more accurately of a predicative 

phrase. We examine the notion of predication in more 

detail in Section 2.5 of this chapter. As we shall see, 

the theory of predication provides an approach to the 

question of how the notion `subject' should be conceived 

which is in some ways fundamentally different from the 
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structural approach based on the notion of government 

which we have considered so far. To anticipate the argu- 

ment, we shall see that the structural notion of 

`subject' is a special case of the more general notion of 

`subject' derived from predication theory. 

2.2.1.4 The Adjacency Condition 

We have discussed two of the principles of Case theory: 

(i) the Case Filter, and (ii) the principle that Case is 

assigned under government. A third principle of Case 

theory is that the Case -assigner must be adjacent to the 

Case -marked NP. This assumption is difficult to sustain 

for languages where Case is morphologically marked, since 

the condition of adjacency seems to be necessary only 

where there is no other morphosyntactic way of indicating 

Case. Even in English it is not strictly true that nomi- 

native Case is assigned under adjacency, because the sub- 

ject can be separated from INFL by an adverbial phrase of 

time or manner, as for example in the sentence John fre- 
quently drives to work. Strict adjacency is a condition 

on accusative Case assignment in English: 

(19) a. I like ice -cream very much. 

b. *I like very much ice -cream. 

but not in the Romance languages, as for instance 

Italian: 

(20) a. Mi piacciono molto i gelati. 
me please much the ice -creams. 
`I like ice -cream very much' 

b. ?Mi piacciono i gelati molto. 

The Adjacency Condition does not apply to German either 

(Hammer 1971:379): 
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(21) Er hat den Film warm empfohlen 
he has the film warmly recommended 
`He recommended the film warmly' 

It is possible to sustain the Adjacency Condition for 

English and the Romance languages if the term `adjacency' 

is taken to apply to the nearest argument rather than the 

nearest word (Stowell 1981). In general, however, it 

turns out that the Adjacency Condition is only applicable 

as a strict condition on Case assignment in languages 

where Case is not morphologically marked. We shall as- 

sume that the adjacency condition applies to Case assign- 

ment in English and German for the sake of the argument, 

while recognising that we may have to revise this assump- 

tion. 

2.2.2 Nominative Case assignment in English 

The principles of Case theory are intended to define the 

conditions under which Case is assigned to an argument 

NP. These conditions are of two kinds: (i) conditions on 

the governor, and (ii) conditions on the structural rela- 

tion holding between governor and governee. With regard 

to nominative Case assignment, we are assuming that the 

governor is INFL and that it should be marked for the 

feature [ +tense]5. The motivation for assuming that nom- 

inative Case is assigned by tensed INFL is straightfor- 

ward: clauses with finite verbs have nominative Case - 

marked subjects, while clauses with non -finite verbs have 

either accusative Case -marked subjects or no overt sub- 

ject; in other words, it is a necessary condition for 

nominative Case assignment that the verb should be fi- 

nite. We have established that in order to be finite, 

the verb must move to INFL which is specified for 

5 See fn 4. 
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[ +tense], so we shall assume with Koopman (1984) that 

nominative. Case is assigned by a verbal INFL6. 

Consider now the effect of the rules for nominative 

Case assignment on the distribution of subjects at S- 

structure. In (22a) below the verb is finite and so INFL 

is tensed and the subject of the sentence is Case -marked 

nominative. In (22b), on the other hand, the verb in the 

embedded clause is non -finite, so INFL in the embedded 

sentence is specified for [- tense], and the subject in 

this case is Case -marked accusative by the matrix verb. 

(22) a. Henom telephoned me 

b. I asked [Cp e [Ip himacc to telephone me ]] 

The verb ask takes a sentential object with a subject 

which is different from the subject of the matrix verb. 

Where the subject of the embedded clause is the same as 

the subject of the matrix verb, as with verbs such as 

try, want and forget we assume that the subject of the 

embedded clause is the empty element PRO, which is un- 

governed and therefore cannot be assigned Case7. Here 

again, we see that when the verb of the embedded clause 

is specified for [- tense] (i.e. when the verb is an in- 

finitive or a gerund), the subject of that clause is not 

assigned nominative Case: 

(23) a. Inom telephoned my mother 

b. I tried [Ip PRO to telephone my mother] 

c. I tried [Ip PRO telephoning my mother] 

6 This assumption is not unproblematic if it is as- 
sumed that INFL is not a lexical node in German. 
See Section 2.3.1.5 for discussion. 

7 Or alternatively that PRO is assigned inherent Case 
(Chomsky 1986a:104). This is in accord with Aoun's 
(1985) Visibility Condition, whereby an element is 
visible to theta -marking only if it is assigned 
Case. 
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We assume that certain verbs can take a sentential clause 

without a complementizer, so there is no lexical COMP in 

the embedded sentential complement. Under these circum- 

stances, we may adopt one of two conventions: (i) either 

the CP and C' nodes are `pruned', i.e. they do not appear 

in the D- structure representation, as in examples (23b) 

and (23c) above (see e.g. Chomsky 1981:68), or (ii) we 

assume that COMP is occupied by a phonologically null 

complementizer (Kayne 1984b). Kayne's approach is given 

some credence by the fact that in some dialects of 

English try takes for as a complementizer: 

(23) d. I tried [Cp for [Ip PRO to telephone my 
mother]] 

Whichever of these two conventions is adopted, examples 

such as these above suggest that the subject of a clause 

is Case -marked nominative if and only if INFL in that 

clause is specified for [ +tense]. This provides the mo- 

tivation for suggesting that nominative Case is assigned 

by [ +tense] in INFL. 

On the basis of the considerations outlined above we 

shall assume that an adequate account of nominative and 

accusative Case -marking in English can be based on the 

assumptions that (i) structural Case is assigned by a 

governor to an adjacent NP, (ii) nominative Case is as- 

signed by [ +tense] in INFL, and (iii) accusative Case is 

assigned by transitive verbs to their complements. We 

have also seen that the subject of a non -finite clause 

cannot be assigned nominative Case. Either it is Case - 

marked accusative, as in Exceptional Case -marking situa- 

tions (e.g. 22b), or it is PRO, which is ungoverned and 

cannot therefore be assigned Case. 

We consider now the relationship between Case - 

marking and NP movement. In our discussion of A- chains, 
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we noted that an A -chain is formed when an argument moves 

from a position at D- structure where it cannot be 

assigned Case to the subject position where it is 

governed by INFL and so can receive nominative Case. It 

follows from this analysis that a condition of NP- 

movement is that the verb should not theta-mark the 

subject position. We have noted that verbs like seem do 

not theta -mark their subjects, and we consider now other 

types of verbal element which have the same 

characteristic feature. First, and most obviously, the 

past participle of a verb in the passive has the property 

of not theta -marking the subject position. Recall that 

we concluded that the verb seem does not theta -mark the 

subject position from the fact that the subject position 

of seem can be occupied by the lexical expletive it. An 

exactly parallel construction is possible with the pas- 

sive form of verbs such as believe and think: 

(24) a. It seems that John is intelligent. 

b. It is believed that John is intelligent. 

Recall also that where the verb in the embedded clause is 

non -finite, the subject of the embedded clause must move 

to the subject position of the matrix verb to get Case. 

Note also that the embedded subject is only able to move 

because the matrix subject position is not theta -marked: 

(25) a. e seems [IP John to be intelligent] 

b. Johni seems [IP ti to be intelligent] 

(26) a. e is believed [II, John to be intelligent] 

b. Johni is believed [Ip ti to be intelligent] 

In general it is reasonable to assume that the subject 

position of a passive verb is not theta -marked by the 

verb (directly or indirectly), and so a typical passive 
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verb will have a D- structure representation something 

like this: 

(27) [IP e [Vp V NP] ] 

and that the lack of a subject theta -role is either 

directly or indirectly the reason for the movement of the 

D- structure direct object NP to the subject position. 

Thus a possible representation of the derivation of a 

typical passive sentence is as follows: 

(28) a. e was finished the project in three days 

b. The projecti was finished ti in three days 

The question is: why does the D- structure direct object 

move to the subject position? The usual answer to this 

question is that passive morphology somehow `absorbs' 

Case, so the D- structure object is not Case -marked, and 

must move to a position where it can be Case -marked so as 

to avoid violating the Theta Criterion. This conclusion 

is suspect in the light of sentences such as: 

(29) John was ordered a bottle of champagne. 

The problem for the `Case absorption' account of passive 

is that this sentence is unquestionably grammatical, but 

if the past participle cannot assign Case, then it should 

be ungrammatical because it would constitute a violation 

of the Case Filter. The notion of Case absorption has 

recently been replaced by more principled accounts of the 

Case -assigning properties of the passive verb which rely 

essentially on the assumption that the passive morpheme 

-en is an argument and is assigned accusative Case8. 

Burzio (1986) has extensively investigated the cor- 

relation between the passive verb's failure to assign a 

8 See e.g. Jaeggli (1986) and Baker, Johnson and 
Roberts (1989) . 
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subject theta -role and its failure to assign accusative 

Case to its object, and he has observed that this 

correlation exists with other verb forms. Burzio's 

observation has come to be known as Burzio's 

generalisation: 

(30) Burzio's generalisation 

A verb (with an object) Case -marks its object if and 
only if it theta -marks its subject. 

(Chomsky 1986a:139) 

This is not an established theorem of Universal Grammar, 

since it has not been proved, but it expresses an empiri- 

cal generalisation about the correlation between the 

ability of a verbal element to assign a subject theta - 

role and its ability to assign Case to an object. 

Consider now the verb forms where Burzio's generali- 

sation applies. First, consider the case of verbs like 

seem. We assume that the object of seem is a sentential 

object, as seems reasonable from the following D- struc- 

ture representations: 

(31) a. e seems [Ip John to be intelligent] 

b. e seems [cp that [1p John is intelligent] 

We know that seem does not theta -mark its subject, and it 

has been demonstrated that sentential objects are not 

marked for Case (Stowell 1981). Therefore verbs like 

seem do not assign a subject theta -role and they do not 

Case -mark their objects. We have seen that the same is 

true of passive verb forms. With regard to these two 

types of verbal element, then, Burzio's generalisation 

holds. 

Consider now the so- called unaccusative verbs, such 

as melt in its transitive and intransitive uses: 
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(32) a. The sun melted the ice. 

b. The ice melted. 

Now suppose the D- structure representation of (32b) is as 

follows: 

(33) *e melted the ice. 

where e represents an empty subject position, and the ob- 

ject of the verb is the ice. In this representation the 

subject is empty because the verb does not assign a sub- 

ject theta -role, and if Burzio's generalisation is 

correct it follows that the verb is not able to assign 

Case to its object. The object must therefore move to 

the subject position to get Case; if it did not move 

there would be a violation of the Case Filter. Thus we 

have a principled explanation of transitive /unaccusative 

pairs such as (32a,b). This explanation of the D- 

structure of unaccusative verbs is reminiscent of the 

functional explanation of passive and similar structures 

given by Shibatani (1985). The distinguishing feature of 

passive for Shibatani is that the agent is defocussed. 

It is quite clear that what distinguishes the 

unaccusative verbs in sentences such as (32b) from their 

active counterparts is that the situation expressed by 

the unaccusative verb is interpreted as if it had 

occurred spontaneously, without (human) agency. This is 

apparent from the anomalous character of sentences with 

unaccusative verbs which have a purposive reading: 

(34) ? *The ice melted to cool the drinks. 

Our concern in the foregoing is to establish the correla- 

tion between unaccusative verbs and the passive, and to 

show that they are both examples of the same phenomenon. 

In particular, we wished to show that unaccusative verbs 

owe their distinctive syntactic behaviour to the fact 
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that they, like the passive, do not assign a subject 

theta -role, and fail to assign accusative Case to their 

objects. 

2.2.3 Summary 

The purpose of this section has been to introduce the ba- 

sic principles of Case assignment in GB theory, and to 

show how these principles account for the distribution of 

nominative and accusative Case -marked NPs in English. 

The basis of the analysis is the assumption that the con- 

ditions under which Case is assigned can be defined in 

purely structural terms, that is, in terms of the notion 

of government. We have shown that where the verbal ele- 

ment in an expression fails to assign a subject theta - 

role, it also fails to assign accusative Case. This 

generalisation holds of a range of structures in English, 

including the passive, raising verbs such as seem, and 

unaccusative verbs such as intransitive melt. We have 

suggested that the distribution of nominative Case in 

such structures is accounted for by assuming that the D- 

structure object is moved by NP- movement to occupy the 

subject position at S- structure. Ultimately the 

explanation for NP- movement is that D- structure objects 

cannot be interpreted it the structural subject position 

is empty at S- structure. 
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2.3 Nominative Case assignment in German 

2.3.0 Introduction 

In our account of the base configurations of English and 

German (Section 2.1 of this chapter) we noted that one of 

the major differences between English and German is that 

in German finite -verb -fronting is obligatory in clauses 

without a lexical complementizer whereas in English it 

only occurs in interrogatives. Most generative accounts 

of finite -verb -fronting in the Germanic V2 languages 

(e.g. Koster 1975, den Besten 1983, Koopman 1984, 

Platzack 1986) are based on the assumption that the fi- 

nite verb moves to COMP so that INFL can assign nomina- 

tive Case to the subject. The validity of this explana- 

tion depends on two assumptions: (i) nominative Case is 

assigned by INFL, and (ii) the Case -assigner and assignee 

must be adjacent (the Adjacency Condition of Stowell 

1981). Both of these assumptions are well -motivated with 

regard to English, but there are difficulties in applying 

the standard analysis of nominative Case assignment to 

German. In the first place, the standard account does 

not directly explain how nominative Case is assigned in 

verb -final contexts, and in the second place, the subject 

is not always adjacent to INFL in German. Therefore we 

need to examine the theory of Case as it applies to 

German in more detail, and in particular, the conditions 

under which nominative Case is assigned. 

In this section we examine first the assignment of 

nominative Case in verb -second contexts and we show that 

finite -verb -fronting can plausibly be explained as being 

due to the requirements of the Case Filter. We argue 

however that this explanation does not account for the 

assignment of nominative Case in verb -final contexts. We 

show that there are difficulties in accounting for nomi- 

native Case assignment in verb -final contexts within the 
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standard assumptions of Case theory. In particular, we 

suggest that the relative freedom of word order in the 

Mittelfeld in German is incompatible with the assumption 

that nominative Case is assigned in strict accordance 

with the Adjacency Condition on Case assignment. In 

section 2.3.3 we present evidence to suggest that NP- 

movement is not a necessary concomitant of an empty D- 

structure subject position in German, and in Section 

2.3.3.2 we suggest that this may be because German does 

not have a structural subject position at all. The 

conclusion of this section is that the standard struc- 

tural account of Case assignment in GB theory faces se- 

vere difficulties in accounting for the distribution of 

nominative Case in verb -final contexts in German. In 

Section 2.4 we argue that the distribution of nominative 

Case in German, in particular the occurrence of nomina- 

tive Case within the VP, cannot be adequately accounted 

for within a structural theory of Case assignment, and in 

Section 2.5 we suggest an alternative, and more radical 

account, based on the assumption that nominative Case is 

assigned under predication rather than government. 

2.3.1 The standard account of nominative Case assignment 

2.3.1.1 Finite verb fronting and the Case Filter 

Recall that we are assuming that nominative Case is as- 

signed to an NP under the following conditions: (i) NP is 

governed by INFL, (ii) INFL is specified for [ +tense], 

and (iii) INFL is adjacent to NP. We wish to determine 

whether these conditions hold for nominative Case assign- 

ment in German. We consider now the base configuration 

of a simple illustrative clause with a transitive verb in 

German: 
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(1) *der Mann das Buch liest 
the man the book reads 
`The man reads the book' 

The D- structure representation (2b) has an empty COMP and 

is ill -formed as a result: 

(2) a. CP 

SpecC 

C IP 

b. 

c. 

Sped 

e *der Mann 

e liesti der Mann 

c. der Mannj liesti ej 

/ 
NP 

,Z__,... 

das Buch ti liesti 

das Buch ti ti 

das Buch ti ti 

If we check this sentence (i.e. 2b) against the condi- 

tions for nominative Case assignment, we see that condi- 

tions (i) and (ii) are satisfied but condition (iii) is 

not; in other words, the sentence is ungrammatical be- 

cause the subject NP is not adjacent to INFL. If the in- 

flected verb VI is moved to COMP, however, as in (2c), 

the Adjacency Condition (iii) is satisfied. Condition 

(ii) is also satisfied in this configuration since the 

finite verb VI is a merged category consisting of [verb 

stem + INFL] and INFL in this case is specified for 

[ +tense]; we have established that lexical material in 

COMP governs [Spec,IP] (see Section 2.2.1.2), so condi- 

tion (i) is also satisfied. Therefore all three condi- 

tions for nominative Case -assignment are met if the fi- 

nite verb is moved to COMP. We should expect therefore 

that the resulting representation will correspond to a 
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well- formed sentence, and indeed it does, since it corre- 

sponds to the verb -first configuration of interrogatives, 

imperatives and optative subjunctives. 

Consider now the assignment of nominative Case if 

the subject is moved by topicalisation to [Spec,CP]. In 

this configuration, the moved NP in [Spec,CP] is not c- 

commanded by INFL since the IP node forms an upper bound 

to the domain of c- command, and therefore the subject is 

apparently not governed by INFL and cannot be Case -marked 

by INFL. But we know from our discussion of chains and 

the Visibility Condition that an element which occupies 

the specifier position of CP is a member of an A -bar 

chain. The head of an A -bar chain is Case -marked by 

virtue of being coindexed with a Case -marked trace; in 

this instance the trace in [ Spec,CP] is Case -marked nomi- 

native, so the chain is well- formed with regard to Case - 

assignment. Therefore the topicalised subject NP in 

[Spec,CP] is Case -marked because it is the head of a 

well- formed chain. 

Let us review the argument to this point. We have 

suggested that finite verb fronting is obligatory in 

German because otherwise the subject would not be able to 

receive nominative Case. We have established that where 

the subject is adjacent to the finite verb, either in the 

pre- verbal topic position, or in the immediate post -ver- 

bal sentence -initial position, the conditions for nomina- 

tive Case -marking are met. 

Consider now the configurations in which nominative 

Case typically occurs in Germant: 

1 Nominative Case also occurs non -adjacent to the fi- 
nite verb in verb -second contexts, particularly when 
a pronominal object is interpolated between the verb 
and the subject and also in so- called `scrambling' 
contexts, where sister constituents in the verb 
phrase are supposedly reordered by some relatively 
superficial stylistic process at PF. These word or- 
ders are marked in comparison to the configurations 
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(3) i. Verb second, pre -verbal subject 

[CP i [C, 

Vi 
[Ip 

ti 
[I, [VP 

NP ti ] ti ] ] ] ] 

not acc 

ii. Verb -second, post- verbal subject 

[ ]XP. 
[ C . [Ip NP tj [I [ VP NP ti ] ti 

nom acc 

iii. Verb -final, VP- external subject 

[Cp e [C, daß [Ip NP [I, [Vp NP ti ] Vi ]]l] 
nom acc 

iv. Verb -final, VP- internal subject 

[Cp e [C, daß [IP NP [I, [Vp NP ti ] Vi ] ] ] ] 

dat nom 

2.3.1.2 Nominative Case assignment in verb -final con- 
texts 

We have established that the conditions for the assign- 

ment of nominative Case which we have specified are ful- 

filled by (3i) and (3ii), the configurations where the 

finite verb has been moved to COMP. We consider now the 

configurations where the finite verb has not been moved 

to COMP, the verb -final contexts in examples (3iii) and 

(3iv) above. In subordinate clauses with a lexical com- 

plementizer the finite verb occurs clause -finally, as in 

(3iii) and (3iv). In both of these configurations, our 

conditions for nominative Case assignment are not met. 

In (3iii) the nominative Case -marked NP is not adjacent 

to the finite verb, and in (3iv) it is not governed by 

INFL, since VP is by assumption a barrier to government 

from INFL. It seems, then, that the conditions we have 

above, so we do not consider that they are part of 
the core grammar of German; nevertheless they pre- 
sent difficulties for structural accounts of nomina- 
tive Case assignment in German and we consider them 
in section 2.3.2. 
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established for the assignment of nominative Case must be 

amended so as to account for the distribution of nomina- 

tive Case -marked NPs in verb -final contexts. These two 

situations present different problems for the analysis, 

so we shall consider them separately. In this section we 

consider the situation represented in example (3iii), 

where nominative Case is assigned externally to the VP, 

and in Sections 2.4 and 2.5 we consider the situation 

represented in (3iv), where nominative Case is assigned 

within the VP. 

First we consider example (3iii). Note that in 

German the finite verb is in complementary distribution 

with the lexical complementizer. We can express this 

point by saying that all clauses in German, both main and 

subordinate, must have a lexically filled COMP; in main 

clauses, COMP is filled by the finite verb and in subor- 

dinate clauses it is filled by a lexical complementizer. 

In view of these facts it is a natural assumption to make 

that the subject is Case -marked by the lexical complemen- 

tizer in this situation. This suggestion has been made 

by, among others, den Besten (1983), Koopman (1984), and 

Platzack (1986). The motivation for this proposal is ap- 

parent if we consider the type of constituent that can 

appear in COMP. The content of COMP depends on the sub - 

categorization features of the matrix verb, and we can 

make a broad division between verbs which take a [ -WH] 

sentential complement, i.e. essentially reported speech 

verbs with factive sentential complements such as wissen 

(know), sagen (say), glauben (think, believe) and verbs 

which take a [ +WH] sentential complement, i.e. essen- 

tially indirect question verbs such as fragen (ask) and 

sich fragen (wonder). Then there are subordinate clauses 

introduced by a subordinating conjunction which is not 

subcategorized for by the verb, such as weil (because) 

etc. The finiteness or non -finiteness of a subordinate 
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clause depends on the type of its lexical complementizer. 

Thus it is reasonable to suppose that lexical complemen- 

tizers are themselves marked with the feature [ ±tense], 

and by extension that the COMP node itself is specified 

for [ ±tense]. It would be strange if this were not so, 

because substitution movement must be between nodes which 

are categorially compatible, and since the finite verb 

moves to COMP, the position itself must be compatible 

with the feature [ ±tense]. We conclude therefore that 

lexical complementizers are specified for the feature 

[ ±tense] . 

The logical next step is to suppose that COMP itself 

can assign nominative Case if it is marked with the fea- 

ture [ +tense], whether or not it is occupied by INFL. 

The only stipulation we must make is that COMP should be 

lexically occupied, so that the feature [ +tense] can be 

realized. This view implies that in German the features 

of INFL are not tied to a single structural node as they 

are in English, but can be realized separately on the fi- 

nite verb or lexical COMP or both, depending on circum- 

stances (see section 2.3.1.5 for discussion). If this 

assumption is made, we can account for the pattern in 

(3iii) above, since in this example the subject NP is im- 

mediately to the right of the lexical complementizer, 

from which it receives nominative Case2,3. 

2 It is also necessary to assume that the phonologi- 
cally null complementizer which we have assumed oc- 
cupies COMP in relative clauses and indirect ques- 
tions is capable of assigning Nominative Case; this 
assumption has been made by Kayne (1984b) in the 
context of a discussion of differences between 
French and English, so there is motivation for this 
assumption in other contexts. 

3 It is relevant in this connection to point out that 
lexical complementizers are inflected for agreement 
features and /or tense in some languages. Thus in 
Irish, the lexical complementizer can be inflected 
for person and number features, while in some south- 
ern German dialects the lexical complementizer also 
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2.3.1.3 Platzack 1983, 1986 

The suggestion that COMP is specified for [ ±tense] and is 

capable of assigning nominative Case has led to the sug- 

gestion that in the V2 Germanic languages the two cate- 

gories COMP and INFL are in fact one and the same. This 

speculation has been given shape most notably by Platzack 

(1983), who suggests that the two categories should be 

conflated into a single composite category CONFL, whose 

structure is subject to parametric variation. Platzack 

has since abandoned the notion of a composite CONFL cate- 

gory in a revision of his 1983 article (Platzack 1986) 

which expresses essentially the same idea but in a form 

which is more compatible with current assumptions. In 

the latter article Platzack suggests that the head of S 

is subject to parametric variation; in the Germanic V2 

languages S is headed by COMP, while in English and the. 

Romance languages it is headed by INFL. This suggestion 

leads to the following base configurations for English 

and German: 

(4) a. English b. German 

CP CP 

XP /C' XP C' (=S) 

C i \S) C NP I' 

I VP VP I 

The configuration for English is very similar to the gen- 

eralised X -bar framework proposed by Chomsky in his 

Barriers monograph (Chomsky 1986b), with the exception 

that for Platzack the maximal projection of INFL is I' 

rather than I" ( =IP) as in the Barriers framework. The 

inflects for person and number features (Bayer 
1983) . 
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major departure from the Barriers framework in the con- 

figuration for German is that in Platzack's suggested 

configuration COMP is sentence -internal rather than sen- 

tence- external. Platzack points out that the arguments 

for sentence -external COMP rest largely on data from 

English (Bresnan 1970) and that these arguments are not 

so compelling for Germanic V2 languages. The conclusion 

that COMP is internal to the sentence in the Germanic V2 

languages is in any case not unreasonable in view of the 

fact that in these languages COMP is always lexicalised 

in non -embedded sentences. 

Platzack's scheme has several conceptual attrac- 

tions, not least of which is the fact that the differ- 

ences in the major syntactic patterns of English and the 

Germanic V2 languages can be traced ultimately to the one 

parameter, namely the category which is the head of S. 

In English, the head of S is INFL, while in the Germanic 

V2 languages it is COMP. An immediate consequence of 

this is that the subject NP is governed by and adjacent 

to INFL in English, while in German the subject NP is 

governed by and adjacent to COMP. Platzack states that 

nominative Case is assigned by a lexical head which is 

specified for [ +tense]; this is a generalisation of the 

nominative Case assignment rules of Chomsky (1981). The 

assumption that nominative Case is assigned by lexical 

tensed COMP therefore provides an explanation for obliga- 

tory finite -verb -fronting; the finite verb in COMP makes 

it possible to realize the [ +tense] feature which assigns 

nominative Case. In English, finite -verb -fronting is not 

obligatory because the subject is governed by INFL at D- 

structure. Among the English /German contrasts which can 

be derived from Platzack's parameter are the typical V2 

phenomena and the obligatory pre- verbal position of the 

subject in English. Perhaps the most compelling attrac- 

tion of Platzack's analysis is that it provides a compre- 
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hensive explanation of the various word order possibili- 

ties in all the major Germanic languages, including 

English on the one hand, and German, Dutch, and the 

Scandinavian languages on the other. 

2.3.1.4 Koopman 1984 

Platzack's analysis incorporates a generalisation of 

Chomsky's rules for nominative Case assignment, and does 

not depart radically from the assumptions of GB theory. 

In particular, the analysis retains the assumptions that 

nominative Case is assigned by the feature [ +tense] and 

that strict adjacency is necessary for the assignment of 

nominative Case. Another scheme which rests on similar 

foundations is the analysis put forward by Koopman (1984) 

to account for V2 phenomena in Dutch, although Koopman's 

scheme is unorthodox in at least one respect. Since 

Koopman's proposals for Dutch are readily generalizable 

to German, we shall consider her proposals within the 

context of German syntax. The major focus of interest in 

Koopman's (1984) study is verb movement in the West 

African languages Vata and Gbade, and the consequences of 

verb movement for the analysis of word order parameters, 

in particular the direction of theta -marking and the 

direction of Case -marking. Koopman suggests that verb 

movement in the Germanic V2 languages is motivated by the 

Case Filter; the verb moves so that it should be able to 

assign Case to otherwise Caseless NPs; in particular, the 

verb moves so that it should govern, and be adjacent to 

the subject NP in the following configuration: 

(5) INFL' (=S') 

-----------. 

INFL VP\ S) 
(=COMP) 

NP VP 

NP V 
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In this configuration S is headed by V and S' is headed 

by INFL. Evidently the verb cannot assign nominative 

Case to the VP- external NP from its base -structure posi- 

tion since the VP forms an upper -bound to the c- command 

domain of V and hence to government by V, and the verb is 

not adjacent to the VP- external NP. Therefore the finite 

verb moves to INFL ( =COMP) so that nominative Case can be 

assigned by a verbal INFL under strict adjacency. 

A notable feature of Koopman's analysis is her as- 

sumption that basic word order is determined by the pa- 

rameters of direction of theta -marking and direction of 

Case -marking. Koopman accounts for the differences in 

word order between English and the Germanic V2 languages 

by means of the parameters of direction of theta -marking 

and direction of Case -marking. She assumes that in any 

particular language, the direction of structural Case - 

marking is uniform for all Cases and all categories; that 

is to say, both nominative and accusative Case are as- 

signed in the same direction by all Case -assigning cate- 

gories. With respect to theta -marking, however, Koopman 

supposes that direction of theta -marking is categorially 

sensitive. Thus in the Germanic V2 languages, direction 

of Case -marking is from left to right, while the direc - 
tion of theta -marking depends on the categorial status of 

the head; verbs assign theta -roles to the left, while 

nouns assign theta -roles to the right. Direction of 

theta -marking correlates with the headedness of the X' 

constituent: in Dutch (and German) the N' constituent is 

head -initial and V' is head -final, so Koopman's proposals 

can be tabulated in the following way: 
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Table 1: Word order parameters (Koopman 1984) 

Parameter Dutch, German English 

Case -marking Nom left to right left to right 

Acc left to right left to right 

Theta -marking N left to right left to right 

V right to left left to right 

On the face of it, Koopman's assumption that the direc- 

tionality of Case -marking is uniform for both structural 

Cases (nominative and accusative) and for all Case -as- 

signers in a particular language runs counter to the evi- 

dence. In particular, the table above states that ac- 

cusative Case is assigned to the right in German, which 

is not consistent with the fact that the order of ele- 

ments in the verb phrase at D- structure is [complement + 

verb]; suggests that nominative 

assigned from left to right in English, which contradicts 

the standard assumption that INFL is to the right of the 

subject in English. Koopman answers these objections by 

proposing that Case is assigned by an abstract Case node 

which is positioned either at the left or the right 

boundary of the sentence and VP respectively. Thus in 

the Germanic V2 languages, accusative Case is assigned by 

an abstract Case node positioned at the left boundary of 

VP; this provides a ready explanation of the fact that in 

Dutch the object of the verb occupies the left -most posi- 

tion in the verb phrase, being separated from the head by 

prepositional adjuncts, if there are any. A similar so- 

lution is proposed for nominative Case assignment in 

English; Koopman supposes that nominative Case is as- 

signed by an abstract Case node at the left boundary of 

the sentence. These assumptions allow Koopman to main- 

tain her assumption that the direction of Case assignment 
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is uniform for a particular language. The attractiveness 

of Koopman's proposals lies in the fact that they provide 

a powerful conceptual framework for dealing with paramet- 

ric variation in word order phenomena; by the same token, 

the power of the proposed mechanisms is also their weak- 

ness, because in order to account for the great variety 

of surface word orders within and across languages, 

Koopman has to resort to various stipulative and ad -hoc 

mechanisms which lack empirical motivation. Koopman's 

framework is heavily dependent on the assumption that 

Case is assigned under strict adjacency; again this is a 

strength of her theory, since if her proposals can be 

sustained, a purely structural account of Case -assignment 

can be given; but it is also a weakness, since empiri- 

cally it is the exception rather than the rule for the 

strict adjacency to be a condition on Case -assignment in 

natural language grammars. 

2.3.1.5 Nominative Case and mobile INFL 

One particular feature of Koopman's account is worth com- 

menting on. According to her scheme, the D- structure po- 

sition of INFL is in the position we normally think of as 

COMP; that is, Dutch and German have a base word order 

[S' I [S NP VP]]. If we assume that INFL is a pre -sen- 

tential node, then there is a question as to how the fi- 

nite verb gets inflection in verb -final contexts. This 

problem does not arise in Platzack's scheme, because for 

Platzack, INFL is sentence -final in the Germanic V2 lan- 

guages and moves with the verb to COMP in verb -second 

contexts. Koopman proposes to solve this problem by as- 

suming that under the appropriate circumstances the INFL 

features are copied onto the verb in sentence -final posi- 

tion. This solves the problem, but it has the disadvan- 

tage that it is purely stipulative and lacks independent 

motivation, although as we saw in our discussion of 
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Platzack's proposals, there is little evidence from the 

Germanic languages to support the idea that INFL is a 

lexical node as it is in English. The interest of this 

proposal is that it highlights a particular problem with 

all accounts of the V2 phenomena. The problem is essen- 

tially this: under standard assumptions of GB theory, 

INFL is a node which must be lexically filled at S- struc- 

ture. These assumptions are based on English, where the 

evidence for a lexical INFL at S- structure is compelling; 

in the Germanic V2 languages, however, there is no evi- 

dence that INFL is a lexical node, and in fact the evi- 

dence suggests that INFL is a bundle of features whose 

distribution cannot easily be accounted for on the assum- 

tion that INFL is a lexical node (see e.g. Haider 1986b, 

Platzack 1986). Any account of the Germanic V2 phenomena 

which takes INFL to be a lexical node runs into the prob- 

lem that the finite verb is not always adjacent to the 

subject, and so if we want to assume that nominative Case 

is assigned under adjacency, which in effect means if we 

want to adopt a structural approach to the assignment of 

nominative Case, we are compelled to assume that there 

are contexts where the finite verb and the [ +tense] fea- 

ture which assigns nominative Case are separable ele- 

ments. It may be that this is so, but any account which 

is based on this assumption suffers from the fact that 

the theory of features in GB theory is poorly developed 

in comparison to other aspects of the theory and so the 

proposal of a feature -based account of the distribution 

of INFL is difficult to evaluate (see however Pollock 

1989 for a possible approach to these problems). Given. 

this conclusion it may be that a more insightful and gen- 

uinely explanatory account of the distribution of nomina- 

tive Case can be given under a radically different set of 

assumptions from those which we have been considering so 

far. 
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We have established that a reasonably convincing ac- 

count of nominative Case assignment in German can be 

given under the standard assumptions of GB theory, with 

one or two modifications. To be specific, we have sug- 

gested that nominative Case is assigned to the adjacent 

structural subject position [NP,IP] by lexically filled 

COMP which is marked with the feature [ +tense]. In verb - 

second contexts, the finite verb moves to COMP so that 

the [ +tense] feature in COMP can be realized and assign 

nominative Case to the subject, and in verb -final con- 

texts, the [ +tense] feature is realized on the lexical 

complementizer. A remaining problem with this analysis 

is that the status of INFL is left unclear, since in the 

verb -final configuration it is necessary to assume that 

the [ +tense] feature of INFL is located on the COMP node, 

while the agreement features of INFL are located on the 

finite verb. We therefore have what we might call a 

`split' INFL. The question is this: is INFL in German a 

bundle of features which can be realized separately, or 

is it a lexical node which copies its features onto the 

finite verb in verb -final contexts? Recent accounts of 

inflection and agreement marking (e.g. Fabb 1984, Roberts 

1985) suggest that a feature -based account of INFL, cou- 

pled with the idea of feature `checking', as in recent 

approaches to Case -assignment, may provide an answer to 

these questions. 

2.3.2 The Adjacency Condition 

A problem for structural accounts of Case assignment 

which we have not yet considered in detail is the ques- 

tion of adjacency. If we assume the Barriers framework 

for German, then the structural subject position 

[Spec,IP] is adjacent to COMP, and the adjacency condi- 

tion is satisfied when the [ +tense] feature is realized 

on a lexical element in COMP: 
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(6) CP 

SpecC C' 

[+tenI se] Specl 

subject VP I 

But it is not obligatory for the post- verbal subject to 

be adjacent to the finite verb in German in verb -second 

contexts (see e.g. Abraham 1986); for convenience we 

shall refer to the subject when it is not adjacent to the 

finite verb in second position as a `non- adjacent sub- 

ject'. Non -adjacent subjects occur in three particular 

circumstances: (i) when the object pronoun occurs between 

the finite verb and the subject, (ii) when a marked order 

of ACC + NOM is used for reasons of pragmatic emphasis or 

contrast (the so- called `scrambling' phenomenon), and 

(iii) when the unmarked order DAT + NOM is used in pas- 

sive and unaccusative contexts. We have already sug- 

gested that the first two of these circumstances are 

marked word orders, and that they do not form part of the 

core grammar of German, but they nevertheless require ex- 

planation, and we consider them briefly here; the third 

situation is considered in the Sections 2.4 and 2.5 of 

this chapter. 

Unstressed object pronouns in German are preferably 

placed adjacent to the finite verb in verb -second con- 

texts unless the subject is also an unstressed pronoun 

(den Besten 1983:65): 

(7) a. ob es Karl dem Johann geschenkt hat 
whether it Charles to -the John given has 
`whether Charles has given it to John' 

b. ob Karl es dem Johann geschenkt hat 
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(8) a. daß es ihm der Johann schon gesagt hat 
that it to -him the John already said has 
`that John has already told him' 

b. daß der Johann es ihm schon gesagt hat 

(9) a. Gestern hat ihnacc mein Rundnom gebissen 
yesterday has him my dog bitten 
`My dog bit him yesterday' 

b. ?Gestern hat mein Hundnom ihnacc gebissen 
(Thiersch 1982) 

In all of these examples, the (a) version is preferable 

to the (b) version if the object pronoun is unstressed. 

The object pronoun here has many of the characteristics 

of a clitic: it is unstressed, and it is attached to a 

verb; it is unlike typical clitic pronouns in the Romance 

languages, however, in that it is not obligatorily incor- 

porated into the verb. Therefore it seems reasonable to 

treat it as a clitic when it is attached to the verb; 

cliticisation is a process of incorporation, so move- 

ment of the object pronoun does not result in the cre- 

ation of a new NP node between the subject and the finite 

verb. Where the object pronoun is not cliticised, it re- 

mains in its position within the VP, and there is no vio- 

lation of the Adjacency Condition. There is therefore no 

difficulty in accounting for the interpolation of object 

pronouns between the finite verb and the subject if we 

treat the process as a process of cliticisation. We 

should note, however, that there are different accounts 

of this in the literature, so the matter is not as simple 

as it may appear (see den Besten 1983, Haider 1986a and 

references cited there). 

The second situation where the Adjacency Condition 

is apparently violated is where there is a marked order 

of elements in the Mittelfeld as a result of pragmatic 

factors such as contrastive stress or heavy emphasis. 

This relatively free reordering of elements in the 



Chapter 2: A Contrastive Survey 80 

Mittelfeld is known in the literature as `scrambling'. 

The unmarked order of elements in the Mittelfeld is NOM + 

DAT + ACC (Lenerz 1977, Webelhuth 1986). Therefore po- 

tentially marked orders are (i) ACC + NOM, (ii) ACC + 

DAT, (iii) DAT + NOM. It is misleading to treat these 

three circumstances as examples of the same phenomenon, 

since the first involves the redistribution of elements 

across the VP boundary, while the second involves re- 

ordering within the VP. In fact it is well -established' 

that the third example is not a marked order (Lenerz 

1977, den Besten 1985, Webelhuth 1986); we defer our con- 

sideration of this to sections 2.4 and 2.5 of this chap- 

ter. 

Consider now the order ACC + NOM. Most writers 

agree that this order is marked and is difficult to ac- 

count for under standard assumptions about German sen- 

tence structure. Den Besten (1985:24) gives the follow- 

ing example: 

(10) daß diesen Baum ein Förster gefällt hat 
that this tree a forester felled has 
`that a forester felled this tree' 

and comments that this type of example is `fairly re- 

stricted in usage' and dismisses it as not worth much 

consideration. A similar comment is made by Thiersch 

(1982:85), when he says that `NOM /ACC scrambling in the 

Mittelfeld in a much more restricted phenomenon'. 

Thiersch gives the following example: 

(11) a. Weil den Fritz ein riesiger, schwarzer Hund 
because the Fritz an enormous black dog 

gebissen hat... 
bitten has 

`Because an enormous black dog bit Fritz...' 
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Although this type of pragmatic ordering is a marked phe- 

nomenon it must be accounted for in some way. The ac- 

ceptability of both of these examples is clearly affected 

by pragmatic factors; in example (10), the displaced sub- 

ject is indefinite, new information and there are strong 

pragmatic constraints on the relative position of given 

and new information in German (Lenerz 1977, Kirkwood 

1969, 1978). In example (11a), a number of factors are 

conspiring to displace the subject: the subject NP is 

indefinite, it presents new information and it is a 

`heavy' NP, and thus conforms to the principle of end - 

weight. A more natural translation into English would be 

the passive sentence: 

(11) b. Because Fritz was bitten by an enormous black 
dog... 

In order to achieve the pragmatic reordering that we see 

in (11a) the tendency in English is to use the passive, 

whereas in German the effect can be obtained simply by 

using a marked word order. In formal syntactic terms, 

the kind of subject- object re- ordering that we see in 

(11a) is difficult to account for. There are essentially 

two options: either you suppose that the object is moved 

from its VP- internal position and adjoined to the IP 

node, as Thiersch suggests: 

(12) 

NP IP 

NP VP 

NP ...V 

ei gebissen hat weil den Fritzi ein...Hund 



Chapter 2: A Contrastive Survey 82 

or you suppose that the reordering is not a structurally 

dependent operation, but occurs at PF under the influence 

of `stylistic factors'. The first option presents tech- 

nical problems due to the fact that IP- adjunction is not 

a `structure -preserving' operation and hence should not 

occur in root clauses (Emonds 1976), while the second op- 

tion is too vague to have much explanatory value. 

Nevertheless, any account which is based on the assump- 

tion that German sentence structure is configurational is 

compelled to adopt one or the other of these options if 

it is to accommodate the scrambling phenomena. As 

Williams points out in a discussion of free word order in 

Malayalam: 

If the language has a VP, then it must be specified 
that the VP is transparent to scrambling. Such state- 
ments of transparency under scrambling must be a part 
of grammar no matter what theory is chosen. 

(Williams 1984:649) 

What Williams fails to make clear is the conditions under 

which the VP can be supposed to be `transparent to scram- 

bling'. It seems that it is difficult to reconcile the 

evidence of scrambling in the Mittelfeld with the assump- 

tion that German is a configurational language. This 

difficulty is the principal motivation for proposals that 

German is a non -configurational language, that is, that 

there is no VP constituent in German. If you deny the 

existence of the VP and suppose that all the arguments of 

the verb (including the subject) are daughters of the 

maximal projection of V, then a reasonable account of the 

marked and unmarked orders can be given on the basis of 

pragmatic factors such as givenness, agency, definiteness 

and focus (see e.g. Kirkwood 1969, Lenerz 1977, Zubin and 

Köpcke 1985, Connolly 1987). 
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The second type of marked word order, i.e. ACC + 

DAT, is generally agreed to be more widespread than the 

ACC + NOM order. Lenerz (1977) has extensively investi- 

gated the relative order of direct object (DO) and indi- 

rect object (I0) in the German Mittelfeld. He demon- 

strates convincingly that the relative ordering of DAT 

and ACC is the result of the interaction of the pragmatic 

factors of indefiniteness and thematicity, and it is 

worth pointing out that this demonstration suggests 

strongly that the direct object and indirect object are 

sister constituents of the verb, i.e. not structurally 

differentiated within the maximal projection of V (Vmax). 

Therefore Lenerz's conclusions provide support for a 

`flat' VP rather than a `layered' VP in German: 

(13) a. flat VP b. layered VP 

NP vmax NP ,VP 

NP* V NP V' 

NP V 

SUBJ DO/I0 V SUBJ IO DO V 

The structure in (13a) is partly configurational, since 

there is a structural subject position [NP,IP] but also 

partly non -configurational, since the non -subject argu- 

ments are not structurally differentiated, as they are in 

the layered VP (13b). Since this type of marked order 

does not involve a violation of the Adjacency Condition 

on nominative Case assignment, we do not pursue these 

questions further (see den Besten 1985, Czepluch 1982, 

Haider 1985 on `flat' vs `layered' VP). 

The third type of marked word order is DAT + NOM, 

which we have suggested is not in fact a marked word or- 

der at all, but the result of a D- structure object re- 
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ceiving nominative Case in situ within the VP. The pos- 

sibility of VP- internal nominative Case -marking raises a 

number of interesting and important theoretical issues 

which we investigate further in Section 2.4 of this chap- 

ter. 

Our concern in this section has been to consider 

those situations where the subject is non -adjacent to the 

finite verb in verb -second contexts, i.e. apparent viola- 

tions of the Adjacency Condition on nominative Case as- 

signment4. We have seen that pronominal object fronting 

can be accounted for by supposing that the object pronoun 

is a clitic attached to the finite verb in COMP, and so 

does not violate the Adjacency Condition. The second 

situation, involving the marked word order ACC + NOM, is 

more difficult to account for within a configurational 

account of German sentence structure, unless we assume 

that the VP is `transparent to scrambling'. With regard 

to the third situation, i.e. the order of DAT + NOM, we 

stated that this order is not marked, and so is a genuine 

violation of the Adjacency Condition on nominative Case 

4 Stowell devotes considerable attention to the ques- 
tion of adjacency, and considers various different 
conceptions of `adjacency', including the suggestion 
that the Adjacency Condition applies to a 
`projection' of the verb and its arguments rather 
than to the surface string. By this means he avoids 
the problem that adverbs of manner can be interpo- 
lated between the verb and its direct object in the 
Romance languages. A different approach is adopted 
by Koopman (1984), who argues that apparent viola- 
tions of the adjacency condition on accusative Case 
assignment in Dutch can be accounted for by suppos- 
ing that accusative Case is assigned by a VP- initial 
abstract Case node rather than by the lexical verb, 
which is VP- final. Koopman extends the idea of an 
abstract Case node to account for the assignment of 
nominative Case in English. The motivation for 
Koopman's proposals is her desire to maintain the 
assumption that the direction of Case assignment is 
uniform for structural Case in a given language. 
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assignment under present assumptions, and is consequently 

a phenomenon which must be accounted for. 

2.3.3 External theta -marking and NP movement 

Many of the characteristics of the passive construction 

in English can be ascribed to the fact that the passive 

verb does not assign a subject theta -role. As a result 

of the lack of a theta -role, the structural subject posi- 

tion is empty at D- structure, and this results in move- 

ment of one of the objects of the verb to the subject po- 

sition. Burzio's generalisation is an observation to the 

effect that this correlation between the passive verb's 

failure to assign a subject theta -role and its failure to 

assign accusative Case occurs with unaccusative verbs as 

well. In English, the Caseless NP moves to the subject 

position, which is the only position where it can pick up 

Case. German possesses the option of pragmatic reorder- 

ing of argument NPs without the necessity to use the pas- 

sive to achieve the necessary reassignment of pragmatic' 

focus. This suggests that the correlation between fail- 

ure to assign a passive theta -role and NP- movement may 

not be universal, and that NP- movement in English may be 

due to other particular circumstances in the syntax of 

English. In this section we examine the syntactic conse- 

quences of an empty D- structure subject position in 

German, and we find that there are a number of options in 

German which do not exist in English. We find in partic- 

ular that there is good reason to think that NP- movement 

may not occur in German at all. 

In theory there are three possible responses to an 

empty D- structure subject position: (i) it can be filled 

by a moved NP argument, subject to the conditions of Move 

Alpha; (ii) it can be occupied by a lexical expletive; or 

(iii) it can be occupied by a phonologically null exple- 

tive. The structural subject position cannot simply be 
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deleted from the S- structure representation, since this 

would result in a violation of the Extended Projection 

Principle, which requires that all clauses must have sub- 

jects. In this section we examine the first two of the 

options above in turn, and we mention briefly the third 

option. Our survey of these options suggests (i) that 

there is no compelling evidence for NP- movement in 

German, and (ii) that there is no structural subject po- 

sition in German. These conclusions are consistent with 

the assumption that German has some of the characteris- 

tics of non -configurational languages. 

2.3.3.1 NP- movement 

If the verb does not assign a subject theta -role, the 

structural subject position is empty at D- structure. 

This occurs typically with the passive and with unac- 

cusative verbs. Take a typical active /passive pair of 

sentences in German: 

(14) a. Ich habe denacc Hund verkauft 
I have a dog sold 

`I have sold the dog' 

b. Dernom Hund ist verkauft worden 
the dog is sold been 
`The dog has been sold' 

The D- structure object den Hund is Case -marked accusative 

in the active sentence and nominative in the passive sen- 

tence. We shall suppose that the D- structure representa- 

tion of the passive sentence is something like this 

(since Case is not assigned at D- structure, we represent 

the determiner as a case -less symbol DET): 

(15) a. [ e [ ' e [ e [ , [lip DET Hund verkauft 
worden ] ist ]]]] I 
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If this is a subordinate clause, then COMP is occupied by 

a lexical complementizer, and we have the following D- 

structure representation: 

(15) b. [ CP e [C , daß [ e [/, [vp DET Hund verkauft 
worden 1 ist ]]T11 

The D- structure object still does not have Case. If the 

sentence is to be grammatical, it must surface with nomi- 

native Case: 

(15) c. daß dernom Hund verkauft worden ist 
that the dog sold been is 
`that the dog has been sold' 

d. *daß denacc Hund verkauft worden ist 

To get nominative Case, the D- structure object must move 

to a position in a nominative Case -marked chain, or it 

must receive nominative Case in position. The first op- 

tion involves NP- movement, and the second implies that 

nominative Case can be assigned within the VP. In 

German, however, in contrast to English, the structural 

subject and D- structure object positions are adjacent, so 

there is no difference apparent in the surface structures 

corresponding to these two analyses. Since there is no 

direct evidence for NP- movement, one might argue that 

there is no reason to suppose that it has occurred. 

Chomsky (1986a) observes that it is methodologically 

sound to suppose that Move Alpha occurs as a `last re- 

sort', i.e. only if no other option is available. 

The situation is clear: either nominative Case can 

only be assigned to the D- structure object if it moves to 

the structural subject position, or nominative Case can 

be assigned to the D- structure object within the VP. If 

we assume the former, then we have to explain why the D- 

structure object does not always move to the structural 

subject position in passive and unaccusative contexts. 
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If we assume the latter, we have to explain how the 

structural subject position can remain empty. On the ba- 

sis of the `last resort principle', it seems preferable 

to assume that there is no NP- movement in the passive in 

German, and that the structural subject position is occu- 

pied by a phonologically null expletive. The alternative 

is to assume that German does not possess a structural 

subject position or a VP, in which case the problem of 

how to account for nominative Case assignment within the 

VP does not arise. We pursue this possibility in Section 

2.5 of this chapter, but for the moment we retain the as- 

sumption that German has a VP and a structural subject 

position for the sake of the argument. 

We investigate now the first of the options above, 

namely the possibility that an empty D- structure subject 

position results in NP- movement. If the D- structure ob- 

ject moves to the structural subject position, the re- 

sulting expression can be represented thus: 

(15) e. daß [Ip der Hundi [V ti verkauft worden ist ]] 

The expression is well- formed because the trace of the 

moved NP is properly governed by the adjacent lexical 

verb. From an equivalent representation with empty COMP 

we can derive sentence (15f) by the usual processes of 

verb -fronting and topicalisation: 

(15) f. [CP Der Hund [c' istj [Ip ti [V, ti verkauft 
worden] ti ]i] 

The interesting question here is why (15d) is ill- formed. 

We can suppose that the S- structure representation of 

(15d) is something like this: 

(15) g. *daß [1p e [Vp den Hund verkauft worden ist ]]] 
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This expression is ill -formed because the subject posi -, 

tion is empty and is not properly governed by the only 

available governor, the lexical complementizer. More 

fundamentally, the expression is ill- formed because the 

structural subject position is empty and the clause has 

no subject as a result. In terms of predication theory, 

we can say that the VP predicate cannot be identified (in 

the technical sense of the Principle of Full 

Interpretation) because it is not coindexed with an ex- 

ternal arguments. 

We have suggested that if nominative Case can be as- 

signed VP- internally there is no evidence to suggest that 

an empty D- structure position results in NP- movement in 

the passive construction. There are a number of other 

situations where the structural subject position is empty 

at D- structure, as is indicated by the following sen- 

tences in English. In most cases, the insertion of a 

lexical expletive is an alternative to NP- movement, but 

not in all: 

Subject raising 

(16) a. e seems [John to be ill] 

b. Johni seems [ti to be ill] 

c. It seems (that) [John is ill] 

5 An alternative view of the matter is given by Travis 
(1984), who maintains that when the subject position 
and the VP are adjacent, as is the case here, the VP 
licenses an empty pronominal expletive in the sub- 
ject position by complement government, a functional 
relation existing between a VP and an adjacent sis- 
ter node. If this is the case, then we would expect 
(15g) to be well- formed, so we might suppose that 
(15g) is ill - formed because the D- structure object 
is Case -marked accusative. This line of argument 
suggests a general principle of default Case- assign- 
ment, to the effect that if a predicate assigns at 
least one structural Case index, then one of its 
structural Case indices must be realized externally 
(Haider 1985). 
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(17) a. e is believed [John to be ill] 

b. Johni is believed [ti to be ill] 

c. It is believed (that) [John is ill] 

Object raising (tough- movement) 

(18) a. e is easy [PRO to work with John] 

b. Johni is easy [PRO to work with ti] 

c. It is easy [PRO to work with John] 

Unaccusative verbs 

(19) a. e melted the ice in the sun 

b. The icei melted ti in the sun 

Presentative constructions 

(20) a. e were three men in the boat 

b. Three meni were ti in the boat 

c. There were three men in the boat 

(21) a. e appeared an enormous bull elephant 

b. An enormous bull elephants appeared ti 

c. There appeared an enormous bull elephant 

(22) a. e were killed three men 

b. Three meni were killed ti 

c. There were three men killed 

A complicating factor in deciding whether NP- movement ex- 

ists in German is the V2 constraint. The analysis is 

simplified if we examine the effect of an empty D- struc- 

ture subject position in subordinate clauses. First, 

consider subject -raising verbs such as scheinen ('to 

seem'). Subcategorized non -finite sentential objects oc- 

cur after the verb in German, so the D- structure of a 

sentence with scheinen would look like this: 
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(23) a. e scheint [1p Johann krank zu sein] 

and if we assume that NP- movement takes place, we derive 

the following S- structure representation: 

(23) b. Johann1 scheint [ti krank zu sein] 

It is worth noting however that the sentence in (23b) is 

marked in comparison to (23c), where the response to the 

empty D- structure subject position is insertion of a lex- 

ical expletive in topic position and the use of a finite 

clause: 

(23) c. Es scheint, daß Johann krank ist 

It seems, then, that NP- movement does occur with 

scheinen. However, the number of predicates which allow 

this kind of subject- raising in German is much more lim- 

ited than it is in English (Hawkins 1986:75): 

(24) a. *Johann geschieht krank zu sein 
John happens ill to be 
`John happens to be ill' 

b. *Der Lärm geschieht ihn aufzuregen 
the noise happens him to -annoy 
`The noise happens to annoy him' 

c. ?Johann hörte auf krank zu sein 
John continued ill to be 
`John continued to be ill' 

Subject raising also occurs in English with the passive 

of verbs like believe, expect, think: 

(25) a. John is believed to be ill. 

b. Barbara is expected to win. 

c. The farmer is thought to have sold his cow. 
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We know that passive verbs do not assign theta -roles, so 

the D- structure subject position of this type of sentence 

is empty. Thus we might suppose that this type of sen- 

tence is derived from the following D- structure represen- 

tation by NP- movement: 

(26) a. e is believed [1p John to be ill] 

b. John. is believed [t. to be ill] 

Notice that raising is only possible from the subject po- 

sition of a non -finite clause. If the embedded clause is 

finite, then the embedded subject is Case -marked by 

[ +tense] in INFL in the subordinate clause and Move Alpha 

cannot apply: 

(27) a. e is believed [CP that [1p John is ill]] 

b. *John is believed that ti is ill 

The possibility of raising in (26b) is a lexical property 

of verbs like believe and correlates with Exceptional 

Case Marking: 

(28) a. I believe John to be ill. 

b. John is believed to be ill. 

(29) a. We invited John to come. 

b. John was invited to come. 

(30) a. *I forgot John to be ill. 

b. *John was forgotten to be ill. 

A number of different accounts of Exceptional Case 

Marking have been proposed, of which the most persuasive 

is Kayne's (1984b:113) suggestion that verbs like believe 

subcategorize for a phonologically null prepositional 

complementizer Phi: 
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(31) a. I believe [CP Phi [12 John to be ill]] 

If we accept this analysis, the trace of the moved NP 

`John' is properly governed by Phi from COMP, and so Move 

Alpha is legitimate: 

(32) a. e is believed [CP Phi [IP John to be ill]] 

b. Johni is believed [CP Phi [Ip ti to be ill]] 

The subject of the non -finite clause in (32a) is not 

Case -marked, so the expression is ill -formed as a result. 

Thus the possibility of raising the subject of the non- 

finite embedded sentence is due to the fact that it is 

properly governed from COMP, and the necessity of raising 

is due to the fact that [- tense] INFL does not assign 

Case. 

This type of structure is completely ungrammatical 

in German: 

(33) a. *Johann wird geglaubt krank zu sein 

b. *Barbara wird erwartete zu winnen 

If we accept the explanation of subject- raising in 

English, it is reasonable to suppose that subject raising 

is not possible in German because verbs such as glauben 
do not subcategorize for a prepositional complementizer. 

Glauben does in fact subcategorize for the complementizer 

daß, which is marked for [ +tense], so glauben takes a fi- 

nite clause as a sentential complement: 

(34) a. Ich glaube, daß Johann krank ist. 
I believe that John ill is 

`I believe John is ill' 

b. Ich erwartete, daß Barabara gewinnen würde 
I expected that Barbara win would 

`I expected that Barabara would win' 
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Consider now object- raising. We shall suppose that ad- 

jectives like easy and impossible in English are one - 

place predicates, subcategorizing for a sentential ob- 

ject. It follows that they do not assign a subject 

theta -role. We might suppose that the D- structure 

representation of a typical tough- movement sentence is 
something like the following: 

(35) a. e is easy [12 PRO to convince John] 

and that the S- structure is derived by an application of 

NP- Movement: 

(35) b. John. is easy [1p PRO to convince ti] 

but this is difficult to reconcile with the principle 

that NP- movement must result in a well- formed chain. The 

chain (John, t) in (35b) is not well- formed because both 

the head and the foot of the chain are Case -marked posi- 

tions. The solution to this problem proposed by Chomsky 

(1982:31) is to suppose that sentences of this kind in- 

volve the movement of a semantically empty operator (0) 

from the D- structure object position: 

(36) a. John is easy [CP COMP [1p PRO to convince 0]] 

b. John is easy [CP Oi [Ip PRO to convince t.]] 

The implication of this analysis is that the subject John 

is base -generated, which contradicts our earlier assump- 

tion that tough- movement triggering adjectives do not as- 
sign subject theta -roles. 

The correct analysis of tough- movement is still a 

matter for debate, and it is peripheral to our purpose, 

so we leave aside these problems of analysis and consider 

now whether NP- movement may be involved in the tough - 
movement construction in German. The analysis of tough - 
movement in German is complicated by the fact that adjed- 
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adjectives and adverbs are morphologically non -distinct, 

as are active and passive infinitives. The result is . 

that two interpretations of tough -movement sentences are 

possible in German, corresponding to (37b,c) below: 

(37) a. Johann ist leicht zu überzeugen 

b. John is easily to be convinced 

c. John is easy to convince 

If we suppose that the interpretation is as in (37b), as 

is very likely, then the D- structure representation will 

look something like this: 

(38) a. [Cp e [C, COMP [1p Johann leicht zu überzeugen 
ist]]] 

from which we derive the S- structure representation by 

verb -fronting and topicalisation in the normal way: 

(38) b. Johann. ist. t. 
1 

leicht zu überzeugen t. 

Clearly, on these assumptions, no NP- movement in involved 

in the derivation of tough- movement sentences in German. 

Notice that with regard to tough -movement, as with 

subject raising, the alternative construction with a lex- 

ical expletive topic is generally preferable: 

(38) c. Es ist leicht Johann zu überzeugen 

The number of object- raising triggers in German is con- 

siderably smaller than it is in English, and in fact they 

are limited to leicht (`easy'), einfach (`simple'), 

schwer ('hard'), schwierig ('difficult') and interessant 

('interesting') (Hawkins 1986; see also Appendix 4). 

Thus tough- movement is impossible with predicates such as 

unmöglich (`impossible'): 
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(39) a. *Johann ist unmöglich zu überzeugen 

b. Es ist unmöglich, Johann zu überzeugen 

We might suppose that the limitation on raising is due to 

the difficulty of interpreting the infinitive with a 

modal meaning. This is made clear by the English 

glosses: 

(40) a. Johann ist schwierig zu überzeugen 
`John is with difficulty to be convinced' 

b. *Johann ist unmöglich zu überzeugen 
*'John is impossibly to be convinced' 

We turn now to a consideration of the possibility of NP- 

movement with unaccusative verbs in German. In English, 

monovalent verbs with non -agentive arguments fall into 

the pattern which is described by Burzio's generalisa- 

tion, namely of verbs which fail to assign a subject 

theta -role and also fail to assign Case. Thus we get the 

following typical transitive /unaccusative pair: 

(41) a. John opened the door. 

b. The door opened. 

It is natural to analyse the unaccusative sentence (41b) 

as resulting from an application of Move Alpha: 

(42) a. D- structure: e opened the door 

b. S- structure: The doori opened ti 

The German equivalent of such unaccusative sentences typ- 

ically involves the use of a reflexive verb: 

(43) a. Johann öffnete die Tür 
John opened the door 

b. Die Tür öffnete sich. 
the door opened itself 
`The door opened' 
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Where the transitive verb is causative, the tendency in 

German is to use a causative construction, such as the 

verb lassen: 

(44) a. The sun melted the ice. 

b. Die Sonne läßt das Eis schmelzen 
the sun let the ice melt 

while the unaccusative verb can often be translated as a 

reflexive (45c), although the German verb schmelzen can 

be used unaccusatively (45b): 

(45) a. The ice melted. 

b. Das Eis schmelzt. 
`The ice melted' 

c. Das Eis löst sich auf. 
`The ice dissolved' 

There is no question of NP- movement in constructions such 

as (45c), since the verb is syntactically transitive, and 

therefore evidently assigns a subject theta -role. 

It is possible to find some unaccusative verbs in 

German, as we can see from their use in presentative sen- 

tences: 

(46) Es sind heute drei Kinder gekommen 
there are today three children come 
`Three children came today' 

The preferred order of elements of such a sentence as a 

subordinate clause suggests that the D- structure object 

does not necessarily occupy the structural subject posi- 

tion: 

(47) a. daß heute drei Kinder gekommen sind 

b. daß drei Kinder heute gekommen sind 
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Here again, then, we conclude that NP- movement is not a 

necessary concomitant of the lack of an external theta - 

role. 

We have seen that in general there is little evi- 

dence to show that NP- movement is a widespread phenomenon 

in German, and it may in fact be highly marginal, con- 

fined to subject- raising environments and other marked 

structures. This conclusion is not surprising if we con- 

sider the fact that in the underlying order of elements 

in the German sentence, the subject and object are adja- 

cent constituents: 

(48) a. [CP COMP [IP NP1 [VP NP2 V] INFL ]] 

If the verb does not assign an external theta -role, then 

the structural subject position will be empty at D- struc- 

ture: 

(48) b. [CP COMP [IP e[Vp NP2 V] INFL ]] 

and the D- structure object may move into this position, 

acquiring nominative Case at S- structure: 

(48) c. [CP COMP [IP NPi [vp ti V] INFL ] ] 

nom 

or it may acquire nominative Case within the VP: 

(48) d. [Cp COMP [IP e [v, NP V] INFL ] ] 

nom 

The difficulty for the analysis is that whether NP -move- 

ment occurs or not the resulting surface structures are 

the same, so there can be no direct evidence of NP -move- 

ment6. We shall take the view that unless there is spe- 

6 This argument depends of course on the assumption 
that the sentence -initial position in German main 
declarative sentences is derived by topicalisation 
(or `Move XP') rather than being the structural sub- 
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cific evidence that NP- movement has occurred, then it 

must be supposed not to have occurred. It follows from 

this that we must provide an explanation for the possi- 

bility of nominative Case assignment within the VP which 

holds for all contexts where there is no external theta - 

role. It is a reasonable assumption to make that the 

pervasiveness of NP- movement in English is a result of 

two factors: (i) the underlying S -I -V -O order, and (ii) 

the fact that Case is not morphologically marked on the 

majority of NPs, and so must be encoded by means of 

structural configuration. The two factors are of course 

closely interlinked, to the extent that it is impossible 

to say which of the two is primary. 

2.3.3.2 Es insertion 

ject position. It has been argued, notably by 
Travis (1984), that German sentence structure is un- 
derlyingly S - I - VP, i.e. that the initial posi- 
tion in the sentence is not a topic position but is 
rather a subject position. Travis's analysis owes 
much to the fact that there is extensive evidence 
for this analysis in Yiddish, which is, like German, 
a verb -second language. We shall not pursue this 
analysis here, though it has its attractions. It is 
worth noting, however, that the evidence of Yiddish 
on the one hand, and English on the other, suggests 
that the Germanic languages cannot be easily catego- 
rized into those which are V2 languages and those 
which are not. There are V2 phenomena in English, 
and there is evidence that the Yiddish sentence -ini- 
tial position is a structural subject position. It 
has been argued, more recently, that all Germanic 
languages can be subsumed under the same analysis if 
the Yiddish and English sentence -initial position is 
analysed as a topic position, and all the arguments 
of the verb are generated within the VP. The dif- 
ferences between English on the one hand and the V2 
languages on the other are then explained as being 
due to the fact that English has obligatory subject 
raising. This analysis is suggested by Diesing 
(1990), drawing on suggestions from Kitagawa (1986). 
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We have suggested that a possible syntactic response to 

an empty D- structure subject position is the use of a 

lexical expletive. In this section we examine briefly 

and selectively the distribution of the lexical expletive 

es in German. The correct interpretation of the facts of 

es- insertion is a matter of controversy among students of 

German syntax, and it is beyond the scope of this thesis 

to compare the alternative interpretations in any de- 

tail7. The matter is of considerable importance for our 

overall purpose, however, because the difference in the 

distribution of expletives in German and English is a 

sensitive indicator of differences in the mechanisms of 

nominative Case assignment, and hence of the properties 

of the subject, in the two languages. 

The expletive pronoun es in German corresponds to 

the expletive pronouns it and there in English, and it is 

arguable that there are in fact two different lexical ex- 

pletives with the same phonological form in German (see 

e.g. Travis 1984). The first has a similar function to 

that of the English expletive it, and the second func- 

tions like there; we shall follow Travis in referring to 

them as I -type es and T -type es respectively8. The dis- 

tribution of these expletives in German is similar but 

not identical to that of their English counterparts. I- 

type es appears as the external argument of `weather' 

verbs and of subject raising verbs such as scheinen and 

`psychological' verbs with sentential complements such as 

interessieren, argern (Lenerz 1977): 

(49) a. Es regnet. 
it rains 

`It is raining' 

7 See for example Travis 1984, Safir 1985b, Reuland 
1983, Haider 1985. 

8 The same distinction is lexicalised in Dutch in the 
form of the I -type expletive het and the T -type ex- 
pletive er. 
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b. Er sagt, daß *(es) regnet 
he said that it rains 
`He said that it is raining' 

(50) a. Es scheint ihm, daß Johann krank sei 
it seems to -him that John ill is 

`It seems to him that John is ill' 

b. Ihm scheint ? *(es), daß Johann krank sei 

c. Er sagt, daß *(es) ihm scheint, daß Johann 
he said that it to -him seems that John 

krank sei 
ill is 

`He said that it seems to him that John is ill' 

The asterisk outside the brackets indicates that the 

bracketed constituent cannot be omitted. The use of es 

with weather verbs (49a,b) is obligatory in all contexts, 

and for this reason it is often referred to as a `quasi - 

argument' (Chomsky 1981); its distribution and properties 

can be explained if we assume that it has the Case- and 

theta -marking properties of other NP arguments, but that 

it lacks referential content. 

The distribution of es in verbs with sentential com- 

plements (examples 50a,b,c) requires more consideration. 

The standard analysis of the distribution of es in these 

contexts is based on the fact that it occupies the struc- 

tural subject position in place of the sentential argu- 

ment, which is extraposed to a non -Case -marked position 

to the right of the verb (Stowell 1981). We can assume 

therefore that its function is to occupy the syntactic 

position where Case and theta -role are assigned and in 

some way to transmit these features to the extraposed 

sentential complement. There are numerous differing 

analyses of lexical expletives in S -bar extraposition 

contexts, and the matter is complex and controversial, so 
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we shall not pursue the details of the analysis here9. 

It is enough for our purposes to assume that the function 

of es in these contexts is to identify a gap in the 

complementation pattern of the predicate, and that 

`extraposition' -es is base -generated in the structural 

subject position. As we can see from the examples above, 

`extraposition' -es can occur also in the topic position, 

and we can assume that it is moved there by the normal 

rule of XP topicalisation; if the topic position is occu- 

pied by some other element, then es remains in the struc- 

tural subject position. 

Compare now the distribution of T -type es. This es 

is used in two apparently different functional contexts 

which we can refer to as (i) existential sentences and 

(ii) impersonal passives. The existential use of es is' 

illustrated in the examples below: 

(51) Es sind heute drei Kinder gekommen 
there are today three children come 
`There are three children come today' 

(52) Es steht ein Mann im Zimmer 
there stands a man in -the room 
`There is a man in the room' 

(53) Es stiess ihn ein Soldat von der Brücke 
there pushed him a soldier from the bridge 
`A soldier pushed him from the bridge' 

(Travis 1984:199) 

We have established that the verb in this type of con- 

struction characteristically fails to assign a subject 

theta -role, although it is apparent from (53) that this 
is not always the case. The other salient characteris- 
tics of this construction are (i) there is a post -verbal 

nominative Case -marked NP (which we shall designate the 

9 See for example Stowell 1981, Reuland 1983, Travis 
1984, Safir 1985a,b. 
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`agreement subject') which agrees with the finite verb 

and (ii) the agreement subject is indefinite. 

The second type of construction where T -type es oc- 

curs is the impersonal passive, illustrated here: 

(54) Es wurde ein Mann / *der Mann getötet 
there was a man / *the man killed 
`There was a man / *the man killed' 

(55) Es wird diese Nacht getrunken 
there will this night drunk 
`There will be drinking tonight' 

Notice that where there is an agreement subject in the 

impersonal passive, as in (54), it must be indefinite. 

There is thus a correlation between the use of T -type es 

in the topic position and a prohibition on the occurrence 

of definite nominative Case -marked NPs after the verb. 

We shall follow Safir (1985a) and refer to this correla- 

tion as the `definiteness effect'. It is apparent from 

the examples above that the definiteness effect occurs 

when the verb fails to assign a subject theta -role and 

when there is a post- verbal nominative Case -marked NP. 

These circumstances are characteristic of the passive and 

unaccusative constructions. It appears from the examples 

above (54, 55) that the impersonal passive is a special 

case of this type of construction, which we shall refer 

to as the `existential' construction. We shall treat all 

these constructions as particular cases of the same gen- 

eral pattern: the topic position is occupied by es, the 

verb form does not assign a theta -role to the subject, 

and if there is an agreement subject it must be indefi- 

nite. 

A notable feature of the existential construction is 

that the lexical expletive es cannot occupy the struc- 

tural subject position. All of the sentences above (i.e. 

51 to 55) have es as the constituent in topic position. 
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If however, some element other than es occupies the topic 

position, or if the sentence is embedded, then es cannot 

be realized in the post- verbal subject position. Under 

these circumstances the agreement subject can be defi- 

nite: 

(56) a. Drei Kinder /die Kinder sind ( *es) heute 
three children /the children are today 

gekommen 
come 

`Three children /the children came today' 

b. Heute sind ( *es) drei Kinder /die Kinder gekom- 
men 

(57) a. Ein Mann /der Mann steht ( *es) im Zimmer 
a man /the man stands in -the room 
`A man /the man is in the room' 

b. Im Zimmer steht ( *es) ein Mann 

(58) a. Ein Mann /der Mann wurde ( *es) getötet 
a man the man was killed 
`A man /the man was killed' 

b. Er sagte, daß ( *es) ein Mann /der Mann getötet 
he said that a man /the man killed 

wurde 
was 

`He said that a man /the man was killed' 

(59) a. Diese Nacht wird ( *es) getrunken 
this night will drunk 
`There will be drinking tonight' 

b. Getrunken wird ( *es) diese Nacht 

These distributional facts can be simply summarized. T- 

type es characteristically occurs in the topic position 
of sentences with verbs which do not assign a subject 

theta -role; in this situation, the sentence has an exis- 

tential reading and the agreement subject, if there is 
one, must be indefinite. If any element other than es 
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occurs in the topic position of such sentences, then es 

cannot be realized, either in the structural subject po- 

sition or elsewhere; in particular, es cannot appear in 

the structural subject position in embedded sentences. 

Where es is not lexically realized, the agreement sub- 

ject, if there is one, can be definite. 

The important question which is raised by these dis- 

tributional facts concerns the status, function and con- 

tent of the structural subject position. We consider the 

problem in the context of the following sentence: 

(60) a. daß ( *es) dem Schüler ein Buch gegeben wurde 

b. Es wurde dem Schüler ein Buch gegeben 

c. Dem Schüler wurde ( *es) ein Buch gegeben 

Consider first the clause in the verb -final context of 

(60a). We have already noted that in a sentence such as 

this, the order of the DAT and NOM arguments is the un- 

marked order; this suggests that the subject ein Buch is 

occupying the D- structure object position within the VP: 

(60) d. daß [Tp e [Vp dem Schüler ein Buch gegeben] 
wurdeT 

Sentence (60b) is derived by the normal processes of verb 

fronting and es- insertion: 

(60) e. [Cp Es [C, wurdei [ p e [Vp dem Schüler ein 
Buch gegeben] ti ]]] 

We have represented the structural subject position as 

empty, since it is clearly empty at D- structure and it is 

not obvious that it is filled as a result of NP- movement 

at S- structure. If we consider the representation above 
as occurring at an intermediate level of representation 

between D- structure and S- structure, the question arises 

as to whether the structural subject position is occupied 
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at S- structure, and if so, by what. This question is 

linked to the question as to the internal structure of 

the VP. There are a number of alternative approaches to 

this problem, of which we consider two. Either (i) the 

indirect object dem Schüler moves to the structural sub- 

ject position, leaving a coindexed trace in the VP: 

(60) f. [CP Es [C, wurdei [ p dem Schüler] [VP ti ein 
Buch gegeben] ti ]]I 

or (ii) the structural subject position is occupied by a 

phonologically null expletive es /0 at S- structure and the 

indirect object remains in place: 

(60) g. [Cp Es [C, wurdei [I es /0 [Vp dem Schüler [V, 

ein Buch gegeben ti ]]]] 

Alternative (i) is implausible because it does not meet 

with standard assumptions about NP movement, since the 

chain formed by the moved NP dem Schüler and its trace 

ti in the VP links two Case -marked positions and is 

therefore ill -formed. A third possible approach to the 

analysis is that there is no structural subject position 

in German, and so the question as to its content does not 

arise. For the sake of the argument we assume, with 

Safir, that German does have a structural subject posi- 

tion, so we assume that alternative (ii) is correct10. 

Safir argues that the nominative Case -marked NP within 

the VP is coindexed with (and forms a chain with) the 

null expletive in the structural subject position. It 

is, however, a chain of a special kind, since it is not 

formed by movement, but by coindexation; the two items 

10 We postpone discussion of the more radical alterna- 
tive that German does not have a structural subject 
position (i.e. the non -configurational analysis) to 
Section 2.5, where we decide that the weight of the 
evidence is in favour of the non -configurational 
analysis. 
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are linked in a chain because they are interpreted as 

coreferential. This kind of chain is designated an 

`unbalanced theta -chain' by Safir (1985a). 

As we have already noted, a particular feature of 

the sentences we are considering is that where the topic 

position is occupied by es (examples 60f, 60g), the post - 

verbal subject, if there is one, must be indefinite in 

reference: 

(61) Es wurde dem Schüler ein Buch / *das Buch gegeben 

Safir argues that the occurrence of unbalanced theta - 

chains is correlated with the definiteness effect. 

Notice that where the topic position is occupied by some 

element other than es, the definiteness effect does not 

apply: 

(62) Dem Schüler wurde ein Buch /das Buch gegeben 

There is therefore good reason to suppose that the defi- 

niteness effect is somehow the result of the fact that 

the topic position is occupied by the lexical expletive 

es. We notice the same effect in English existential and 

presentative sentences: 

(63) a. A man is in the room. 

b. There is a man in the room. 

(64) a. The man is in the room. 

b. *There is the man in the room. 

The reasons for the correlation of the definiteness ef- 

fect with the occurrence of the expletive es in the topic 

position are complex and not yet well understood, and the 

analysis of the various alternatives would take us beyond 
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the scope of this thesis1 -. We shall limit ourselves 

here to a few speculative observations regarding the 

functional analysis of these sentences. 

First, note that in these sentences the verb does 

not assign a subject theta -role. If the verb is 

intransitive, as is the case with the sentence Es wurde 

getanzt, then there is no remaining theta -role to assign. 

Therefore there is no referential argument in the 

sentence, and in fact, there is no argument of any kind 

in the sentence, since the lexical expletive es is athe- 

matic. However, given the fact that es occurs only in an 

A -bar position, it is not and cannot be Case -marked. We 

argue therefore that it occurs only in order to satisfy 

the V2 constraint of German. This is evident from the 

fact that es cannot occur in the subject position: daß 

( *es) getanzt wurde. In general terms, the explanation 

for these facts is that in German theta -marking and Case - 

marking are in one -to -one correspondence, or in other 

words, a verbal element in German assigns a theta -role if 

and only if it assigns Case, and the number of Case - 

marked arguments corresponds to the number of theta -roles 

assigned by the verb. Where the verb assigns no theta - 

role, then there is no Case -marked argument, and since 

there is no independent reason for an argument to appear, 

a well- formed expression can result. In particular, 

there may be sentences with no nominative Case -marked 

subject. 

The situation is quite different in English. In 

English, the conditions for Case -assignment do not coin- 

cide with the conditions for theta -marking, because Case 

is defined structurally, and there is therefore an 

independent requirement that every sentence must have at 

least one Case -marked argument. This is an informal 

11 See for example Reuland 1983, Safir 1985a, 1989, 
Travis 1984, Chomsky 1986a and Haider 1985. 
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statement of the Extended Projection Principle of Chomsky 

(1982). If the verb does not assign any theta -roles, 

then in English no well -formed expression is possible, 

because there must be at least one argument to be as- 

signed nominative Case, and every argument must be asso- 

ciated with a theta -marked chain (i.e. must bear a theta - 

role, or be linked to an argument which bears a theta - 

role); this is in accordance with the Theta Criterion. 

Thus a well- formed expression is not possible in English 

where the functional element does not assign a theta - 

role; in German, as we have seen, this constraint on the 

well -formedness of an expression does not apply. 

If we now consider the semantics of the German sub - 

jectless sentences, we suggest that the common feature 

they share is that they are all interpreted as existen- 

tial sentences rather than as predications. In other 

words, the sentence is not interpreted as consisting of a 

logical subject and a predicate, but rather as a state- 

ment that such and such a state of affairs obtains. This 

suggests that, in German at least, lexical subjects are 

only necessary for functional reasons, whereas in English 

they are necessary for both structural and functional 

reasons. We pursue this possibility in Section 2.5 of 

this chapter, where we suggest that the notion of 

`subject' as it applies to German cannot be defined in 

structural terms, but must be given a functional defini- 

tion in terms of the notion of predication. 

2.3.4 Summary 

Our purpose in this section has been to show that the 

standard assumptions of Case theory as they are set out 

in Chomsky (1981) do not suffice to explain the distribu- 

tion of nominative Case in German. In English, where the 

verb fails to assign a subject theta -role, the result is 

an empty D- structure subject position. The grammar of 
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English means that an empty D- structure subject position 

must be filled at S- structure, either by NP- movement or 

there -insertion. We have examined a range of structures 

which result from the circumstance of the verb failing to 

assign a subject theta -role in German and we have sug- 

gested that there is no evidence that NP- movement occurs 

in German. We have also examined the distribution of 

lexical expletives in German, and the occurrence of so- 

called `subjectless sentences'. We have noted the exis- 

tence of a correlation between the use of the athematic 

expletive es in the topic position and the non -occurrence 

of definite post- verbal subjects, i.e. the so- called 

`definiteness effect'. We have suggested that all of 

these effects, i.e. the lack of NP- movement in German, 

the occurrence of subjectless sentences, and the defi- 

niteness effect, are consistent with the hypothesis that 

there is no D- structure subject position in German. We 

have tentatively suggested that in German the notion 

`subject' must be defined in terms of the notion of pred- 

ication rather than configuration. This suggestion goes 

some way towards asserting that German is a non- configu- 

rational language. We give substance to this suggestion 

in Section 2.5 of this chapter, but before we investigate 

the non -configurational option, we review a number of 

configurational analyses of the phenomenon of VP- internal 

nominative Case. 
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2.4 Nominative Case assignment in VP 

2.4.0 Introduction 

Any account of nominative Case assignment in German which 

is based on the assumption that German has a VP con- 

stituent has to account for the occurrence of nominative 

Case in the following four environments (see also section 

2.3.1.1; we omit details for the sake of clarity): 

(1) a. Verb -second, nominative in [Spec,CP] 

[Cp NPi [C, VIj [IP ti [Vp NP tj 1]]] 
nom acc 

b. Verb -second, nominative in [Spec,IP] 

[CP XP [C' VIj [IP NP [Vp NP ti ] ] ] 

nom acc 

c. Verb -final, nominative in [Spec,IP] 

[Cr COMP [Ip NP [Vp NP VI I]] 
nom acc 

d. Verb -final, nominative in VP 

[Cr COMP [Ip e /XP [Vp NP VI ]]] 
nom 

We have considered the environments represented by (1a), 

(lb) and (1c), and we have reached the conclusion that 

the distribution of nominative Case in these environments 

can be accounted for within the structural account of 

Case assignment (as presented in Chomsky 1981), with some 

additional assumptions with regard to the properties of 
the INFL node in German. In the course of our survey we 

have also suggested that NP- movement is a marginal phe- 

nomenon in German, and that when the verb does not assign 

an external theta -role, nominative Case is typically as- 

signed to the D- structure object within the VP. This is 

the situation as represented by example (1d) above. The 



Chapter 2: A Contrastive Survey 112 

possibility that nominative Case may be assigned within 

the VP presents difficulties for the structural account 

of nominative Case assignment, since the structural ac- 

count requires that the domains of INFL and V should be 

distinct, and this is clearly not the case in the 

representation above (1d). We therefore need to consider 

whether the possibility of nominative Case assignment in 

the VP can be reconciled with the assumption that German 

has a VP constituent. 

2.4.1 Case and conditions on government 

The theory of Case as it is presented in LGB ( Chomsky 

1981) has three components: (i) conditions on the choice 

of governor, (ii) conditions on governed terms, and (iii) 

conditions on the structural relation of government 

(Travis 1984:188). With regard to (i), we have assumed 

nominative Case assigned by +tense] in INFL, 

while Chomsky argues that the appropriate condition is 

that INFL should contain AGR (agreement) features. 

Depending on which assumption you make, these conditions 

have the effect of restricting the assignment of nomina- 

tive Case to the structural subjects of finite clauses or 

to the NP which agrees with the verb. Similarly, condi- 

tions on governed terms include the stipulation that the 

trace of a moved NP is governed but cannot receive Case, 

while PRO is not governed and so cannot receive Case. 

Conditions on the structural relation of government 

are necessary in order to delimit the domain of one 

structural governor from another. The particular situa- 

tion we are interested in presents this problem in an 

acute form, since if nominative Case is assigned within 

the VP, then it must be possible for INFL to govern in- 

side the VP, and in this circumstance the structural do- 

mains of INFL and V are clearly overlapping. To put the 

matter simply, if we assume that INFL can govern inside 
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the VP, then we must also assume that the structural do- 

mains of INFL and the V cannot be differentiated. It 

follows that a purely structural definition of Case as- 

signment cannot adequately account for the distribution 

of nominative Case in German. That does not mean that an 

explicit account cannot be given, but it means that a 

structural account must be supplemented with conditions 

which refer to the theta -marking properties of the verb. 

This should not be surprising, since there is an intimate 

relation between theta -marking and Case -marking, and in 

non -configurational languages Case -marking is simply the 

morphological reflection of theta -marking. It has been 

suggested that Case -marking in configurational languages 

is reducible to theta -marking on the assumption that the 

subject NP is generated within the VP, like the other ar- 

guments of the verb; proposals to this end have been made 

with regard to Dutch (Bennis 1986), Yiddish (Diesing 

1990) and English (Kitagawa 1986). In this section we 

review a number of proposals which have been made with 

regard to nominative Case assignment within the VP. 

These proposals all share the assumption that German has 

a VP constituent, or in other words that German is a 

configurational language. We shall review other propos- 

als later which do not make this assumption (see Section 

2.5) . 

2.4.2 Verb movement and Case 

2.4.2.1 Verb movement and accusative Case 

In our account of the verb -second configuration in German 

we assumed that in finite sentences the verb moves into 

INFL, and that the resulting finite verb VI then moves 

into COMP. The question then arises as to how the direct 

object of the verb in the VP is assigned accusative Case, 

since in the verb -second configuration the finite verb is 
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not necessarily adjacent to its object. We do not want 

to assume that the finite verb assigns accusative Case, 

since this would mean that the position of the direct ob- 

ject is sensitive to the operation of Move Alpha, which 

is clearly not the case. The optimal assumption is that 

the complements of the verb are theta -marked by the verb 

in its D- structure position, and as a corollary, that ac- 

cusative Case is assigned by the lexical verb or its 

trace, whichever occupies the D- structure position of the 

verb. The only alternative to this assumption is to as- 

sume that accusative Case is assigned by the lexical 

verb, whether it is in verb -final position or verb -second 

position. If this were the case, then the position of 

the object in the VP would be sensitive to the position 

of the finite verb, which it clearly is not, as we can 

see from the following examples (Hammer 1971:379): 

(2) a. Er fand unerwartet in einer der 
he found unexpectedly in one of -the 

Schubladen ein Testament 
drawers a will 

b. Er fand das Testament unerwartet in einer 
he found the will unexpectedly in one -of 

der Schubladen 
the drawers 

`Unexpectedly he found a will in one of the 
drawers' 

In (2a) above, the object is indefinite, and in accor- 

dance with the principle of `theme before rheme', it is 

placed at the end of the sentence; in (2b), in contrast, 

the object represents given information, and as such it 

occurs in the VP- initial position, before the rhematic 

material `in einer der Schubladen'. It is quite clear 
from these examples that the position of the object 
within the VP is determined very largely by pragmatic 
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principles, and that it is not sensitive to the position 

of the finite verb. We reach the tentative conclusion 

that accusative Case is assigned in German by the lexical 

verb, or its trace, whichever is in the VP. 

2.4.2.2 The Head Movement Constraint 

The conclusion we reach above with regard to the theta - 

marking properties of the trace of the lexical verb fol- 

lows from the principles of verb movement, as developed 

by Koopman (1984), Travis (1984) and others (cf Chomsky 

1986b:68ff). Travis proposes that the movement of X° 

constituents (i.e. heads) is constrained by a general 

principle to the effect that a moved head must properly 

govern its trace. Travis's generalization is given for- 

mal substance in the form of the Head Movement Constraint 

(cf Chomsky 1986b:71 for a more detailed formulation): 

(3) The Head Movement Constraint 

An X° may only move into the Y° which properly gov- 
erns it. 

(Travis 1984:131) 

To see the effect of this constraint, consider the fol- 

lowing configuration: 

Y XP 

Spec ,X' 

ZP 

It is generally assumed that a head is governed if its 

maximal projection is governed (Belletti and Rizzi 1982). 

Thus since Y in the configuration above governs XP, it 

also governs the head X of XP. Now the question is 

whether the structural relationship between Y and X is 
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one of proper government as well as of government; in 

particular, we wish to establish whether I properly gov- 

erns V in (5a) below, and whether C properly governs I in 

(5b) : 

Spec I' C 

Spec ,I' 

/VP 
V \ .. 

Proper government of a category B by a category A is usu- 

ally conceived of as government subject to either of the 

following conditions: (i) A lexically governs B, or (b) A 

antecedently governs B (Lasnik and Saito 1984). Lexical 

government is the relation between a head and its theta - 

marked complement, so Y in (4) above lexically governs 

XP, but it does not lexically govern the specifier posi- 

tion of XP (SpecX) or X. Consider now antecedent- govern- 

ment. A category A antecedently governs a category B if 

A governs B and is coindexed with B. We have established 

that Y governs X, so the question as to whether Y prop- 

erly governs X in the configuration above reduces to the 

question as to whether X and Y are coindexed. If X is 

the trace of Y, then the two elements form a chain, and 

the elements of a chain are coindexed as a matter of def- 

inition. It seems then that we have established that 

head -to -head movement is possible when the head of the 

chain created by the movement properly governs its trace. 

It will be evident that there is an element of circular- 

ity in this account, but the formal proof of the Head 

Movement Constraint is a complex matter and peripheral to 

our concerns here so we shall not pursue the matter. It 

is enough for our purposes that we can assume that the 

Head Movement Constraint is a valid generalization con- 

cerning the movement of V to I and VI to C (see Baker 
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1988:53ff for detailed argumentation and a proof that the 

HMC is a consequence of the ECP). We have established 

therefore that after V- raising the finite verb VI in INFL 

properly governs the trace of the verb in VP, and if VI 

movement to COMP follows subsequently we can assume that 

the trace of VI in INFL is also properly governed by VI 

in COMP. 

The concept of proper government is important be- 

cause it is a formalization of the intuitive conception 

that gaps in S- structure representations must be identi- 

fied with regard to their position and content. If the 

trace of a particular movement operation is properly gov- 

erned, it means that the gap is identifiable at S- struc- 

ture, and its content is recoverable. The concept of gap 

identification is closely linked with that of the chain, 

since a chain is composed of a moved category and its 

traces. In general terms, we can think of chains, 

whether they are created by XP movement or by X° move- 

ment, as abstract representations of their heads, such 

that the Case -marking and theta -marking properties of the 

head are properties of the chain as a whole. 

We have established that VI properly governs the 

trace of V in VP and that VI in COMP properly governs the 

trace of I. These structural relations are illustrated' 

in the diagrams below: 

(6) a. 

Spec 

IP 

V 

ti 

VP 

b. /C'\ 
VT. 

Spec I' 

I,/,"NN 

ti 

It is clear from these diagrams that head movement is a 

strictly local operation. Putting the matter informally, 
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we can say that head movement is limited to movement be- 

tween the head of one maximal projection to the head of 

the next highest maximal projection in the tree. Thus 

the direct movement of V to COMP is ruled out, since 

there is an intervening head, namely INFL. 

2.4.2.3 Verb movement and nominative Case 

We wish now to determine whether nominative Case can be 

assigned within the VP by INFL (which under standard as- 

sumptions is external to the VP), and if so, under what 

conditions. Chomsky (1986b:14ff) establishes the general 

condition that (simplifying slightly) maximal projections 

are not barriers to government if they are L- marked. L- 
marking is direct theta -marking by a lexical category, 

the core case of which is the relation between a verb and 

its NP or CP complement. Thus NP and CP are not barriers 

to government if they are complements of a verb. 

Consider now the status of VP. According to the defini- 

tions above, VP is not a barrier to government if it is 

theta -marked by a lexical category. Now theta -marking 

can only occur between sisters, so if VP is directly 

theta -marked it can only be theta -marked by its sister in 

I', namely INFL. It follows that VP is not a barrier to 

government if it is directly theta -marked by INFL and if 
INFL is a lexical category. INFL is only a lexical cate- 

gory in German if V- raising (i.e. movement of V to INFL) 
has applied, so V- raising is a condition on the voiding 

of the barrierhood of VP. In other words, INFL can not 

govern into the VP unless the lexical V has moved into 

INFL, forming a lexical category which can then govern 

into the VP. It follows that INFL cannot govern the com- 
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plements of V in the VP unless the V has raised into 

INFL1. The relevant configuration is shown in (7) below: 

(7) 

Before incorporation of the V into I, the VP is a barrier 

(8a), but after incorporation, the VP is pruned, and is 

invisible to government (8b): 

(8) a. I' b. I' 

VP I / \ 
V NP I 

NP \ V 
The conclusion of this line of argument is that INFL can 

govern the complement of V in VP if V has been raised to 

I, forming a finite verb, but not otherwise. It follows 

that V- raising is a necessary condition for the assign- 

ment of nominative Case within VP. 

Consider now the assignment of accusative Case. 

Chomsky points out that if we assume that the finite verb 

in COMP inherits the theta -marking and Case -marking 

properties of the lexical verb then the subject NP would 

be theta -marked and Case -marked by VI in COMP. This is 

an unwanted result, because it would mean that the sub- 

ject would be Case -marked accusative by the lexical verb. 

Therefore it is necessary to assume that the Case -marking 

and theta -marking properties of the lexical verb are re- 

tained by the terminus of the chain created by the moved 

verb, i.e. the trace of the moved verb Case -marks and 

1 This result is expressed somewhat differently in 
terms of the notion of `pruning', whereby a maximal 
projection which loses its head is pruned, i.e. it 
loses its status as a maximal projection (Platzack 
1986, Diesing 1990:72). 
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theta -marks the complements of the verb within the VP. 

In formal terms this result can be obtained by assuming 

that the head -marking properties (i.e. Case -marking and 

theta -marking) of INFL block the percolation of the head - 

marking properties of V to the VP node (Chomsky 

1986b:94n). 

We have established that the merged category VI can 

govern into the VP if V- raising has occurred. It has 

been shown by Baker (1988) that this result is an example 

of the more general phenomenon of incorporation. 

Incorporation is the formation of merged lexical cate- 

gories as a result of the movement of a head into another 

lexical category, and Baker shows that the categories 

formed by incorporation inherit the governing properties 

of the incorporated head. The principle is expressed as 

the Government Transparency Corollary: 

(8) The Government Transparency Corollary 

A lexical category which has an item incorporated 
into it governs everything which the incorporated 
item governed in its original structural position. 

(Baker 1988:64) 

Assuming that INFL is a lexical category, it follows from 

this principle that the complements of V are governed by 

VI after V- raising to INFL and also if VI subsequently 

moves to COMP. 

It will be apparent that the theory sketched above 

does not provide a fully explicit account of the condi- 

tions under which the D- structure object is Case -marked 
accusative and when it is Case -marked nominative, and in- 

deed we claim here that such an account is impossible. 

The basis of this claim is easy to state. Accusative 

Case is assigned by the lexical verb or its trace in the 

VP. Nominative Case is assigned by the feature [ +tense] 

in INFL, which after V- raising is capable of assigning 
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nominative Case into the VP. If these assumptions are 

correct, the structural domains of the accusative Case 

assigner and the nominative Case assigner INFL and the 

lexical verb are not differentiated if V- raising has 

taken place. It follows that no account of Case -marking 

which is based solely on the notion of government can ac- 

count for the distribution of nominative Case in German. 

There are various ways of resolving this contradic- 

tion. We can retain the assumptions that German has a VP 

and that ergative subjects occur VP- internally and aban- 

don the assumption that INFL is external to the VP. This 

approach is adopted by Webelhuth (1986). Alternatively 

we can adopt the non -configurational option and abandon 

the assumption that German has a VP constituent; this 

means that there is no maximal projection separating the 

various arguments of the verb. This position is adopted 

by Kratzer (1984) and Haider (1985, 1986a, 1989), among 

others. We consider Webelhuth's proposals shortly, and 

we look in detail at Haider's approach to this problem in 

Section 2.5 of this chapter. Before we consider 

Webelhuth's proposals, we suggest that the problem of how 

to account for nominative Case assignment within the VP 

may usefully be conceptualised in the form of an algo- 
rithm with a default condition. 

2.4.3 Default Case assignment 

It is possible that although the structural domains of I 

and V cannot be differentiated, the assignment of Case is 

sensitive to the content of those domains. Consider the 

circumstances under which nominative Case is assigned 

within the VP. This happens when two conditions are met: 

(i) the verb (or more accurately the VP) assigns no ex- 

ternal theta -role, and (ii) the D- structure object is not 

free to move into the structural subject position. A 

further relevant consideration is that nominative Case is 
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only assigned within the VP to D- structure objects which 

have the theta -role of Theme (rather than for example 

Goal). We can state these conditions in the form of an 

algorithm with a default condition2: 

(10) A. Does the VP assign an external theta -role? 

Yes (i) Assign nominative Case to the 
element occupying the structural 
subject position. 

No Go to B. 

B. Does the verb assign an internal theta -role? 

Yes Go to C. 

No Go to D. 

C. Is the structural subject position empty? 

Yes (iii) 

No (iv) 

Move the internal argument to 
the structural subject position 
and assign nominative to the ar- 
gument in that position. 

By default, assign nominative 
Case to the internal argument in 
the VP. 

D. Is the verbal element an intransitive verb with 
a defocused agent? 

Yes (v) No Case is assigned, but a well - 
formed expression may be possi- 
ble (e.g. Es wurde getanzt). 

No (vi) No well- formed expression is 
possible. 

Note that this algorithm makes the correct predictions 

for German. First, step (iii) predicts that NP- movement 

may occur if the structural subject position is empty, 

2 Den Besten's (1985:42ff) notion of nominative Case. 
assignment by `chain government' and Safir's 
(1985a:110ff) `otherwise nominative assignment' con- 
dition are similar in spirit, if not in detail, to 
the proposal here. 



Chapter 2: A Contrastive Survey 123 

although as we have seen, NP- movement is a vacuous trans- 

formation in German, since its effect is not apparent at 

S- structure. It may be more perspicuous to speak of 

`Affect Alpha' as the relevant transformation in German3. 

The effect of the rule Affect Alpha in these circum- 

stances may be limited to change of case from accusative 

to nominative. The relevant structures are illustrated 

in (11) and (12) below: 

(11) Active S- structure 

daß der Blitz den Baum getroffen hat 
that the lightning the tree struck has 
`that the lightning has struck the tree' 

(13) a. D- structure 

daß [IP e [VP DET Baum getroffen worden] ist] 

b. Move NP 

daß [1p dernom Baumi [vp ti getroffen worden] 
ist] 

c. Affect NP 

daß [IP e [VP dernom Baum getroffen worden] 
ist] 

The difference between German and English with regard to 

Affect Alpha is readily explainable if we assume that 

nominative Case can only be realized in English in the 

structural subject position, whereas in German it can be 

realized within the VP where necessary. 

Step (iv) corresponds to the familiar situation of 

passive with VP- internal nominative Case. Where there is 

a dative Case -marked complement we have noted den 

3 The expression `Affect Alpha' is used by Lasnik and 
Saito (1984) in the course of a discussion of the 
Empty Category Principle; the context of their dis- 
cussion is somewhat removed from the present con- 
text, so our use of the term here should not be un- 
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possibility (suggested by den Besten 1985:39ff) that the 

dative complement might move to the structural subject 

position (see Section 2.3.3.2), but we rejected this 

possibility on the grounds that under standard 

assumptions, the movement of inherently Case -marked NPs 

to a position which is structurally Case -marked violates 

the Theta Criterion. Nevertheless, the possibility 

exists that some mechanism may inhibit the assignment of 

nominative Case to inherently case -marked NPs, so we 

illustrate this possibility here4: 

(13) a. Active S- structure 

daß Peter dem Schüler ein Buch 
that Peter to -the schoolboy a book 

gegeben hat 
given has 

`that Peter gave a book to the schoolboy' 

b. D- structure 

daß [TP e [VP dem Schüler DET Buch gegeben] 
wurdeT 

c. Move NP 

daß [ P dem Schüler [vp ti ein Buch gegeben] 
wurde 

Step (iv) also predicts the typical structures associated 

with unaccusative verbs. Recall that under Safir's 

(1985a) analysis the definiteness effect is predicted if 

the structural subject position is occupied by a null ex- 

pletive (see section 2.3.3.2), which here we designate 0: 

derstood in the same sense as that intended by 
Lasnik and Saito. See also Haider (1986c). 

4 Proposals to this effect are made by Baker 
(1988:352ff). Also relevant in this connection are 
the phenomena of `dative subjects' and `quirky case' 
in Icelandic (Zaenen, Maling and Thrainsson 1985). 
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(14) a. D- structure 

[Ip e [Vp ein Mann vor der Tür steht ]] 

b. Verb -fronting 

][/ steht] [Ip e [Vp ein Mann vor der Tür] ti 

c. Es /0- insertion /topicalisation 

[cp Es [C, steht] [Ip 0 [v, ein Mann vor der 
Tur ]]]] 

[cp Ein Manni [C, steht] [Ip 0 [Vp ti vor der 
Tur ]]]] 

[cp Vor der Türi [C, steht] [Ip 0 [v, ein Mann 
ti ]]]] 

Step (v) corresponds to the passive of unergative verbs, 

which have no D- structure object, but since they have no 

internal theta -role to assign, a well -formed sentence can 

result if [+ case] is assigned to the structural subject 

position. This is realised as es in the topic position 

if there is no other element in that position; otherwise 

it is not lexically realised and remains as a phonologi- 

cally null expletive in the structural subject position. 

The crucial step in this algorithm is step (iv), 

which is in effect a rule of `default' nominative Case 

assignment. The effect of this step is to assign nomina- 

tive Case to the D- structure object if it cannot be as- 

signed elsewhere. Notice that if there is no D- structure 

object, as is the case with impersonal passives, then the 

[+ case] feature is assigned to the structural subject 

position, but can only be realized (as the lexical exple- 

tive es) in the topic position. 

If the algorithm is a correct description of the 

circumstances of nominative Case assignment in German, it 

suggests that a satisfactory account may be based on a 

combination of structural conditions and conditions on 

the theta -marking properties of the verb. Such an ac- 
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count has been proposed by Webelhuth (1986), who argues 

that nominative Case assignment is assigned under two 

quite different circumstances. He takes as his starting 

point the observation that the distribution of passive 

and unaccusative subjects in German is identical to that 

of direct objects. He supposes that there are languages 

like English where nominative Case cannot be assigned 

within the VP, so that passive and unaccusative subjects 

must move to the structural subject position in order to 

acquire nominative Case. In other languages, such as fdr 

example German, nominative Case assignment is possible 

within the VP, so NP- movement is not necessary if there 

is no external theta -role. He then argues that nomina- 

tive Case can be assigned internal to the VP by INFL or 

external to the VP by the VP node under predication. The 

theory therefore rests on two assumptions: (i) INFL is 

within the VP in German, and (ii) nominative Case is as- 

signed to the external argument, if there is one, by the 

VP under predication. 

Webelhuth's account is attractive in its simplicity, 

but the assumption that INFL is within the VP raises a 

number of questions which he does not address. It is not 

clear under Webelhuth's account, for example, whether 

INFL is to be interpreted as a set of features or as a 

structural node. If it is a set of features, then it is 

necessary to determine the circumstances under which 

these features are realized. If INFL is a structural 

node, then it is necessary to determine whether INFL or V 

is the head of the maximal projection within which both 

are situated. If INFL is not the head, then under stan- 

dard assumptions it cannot govern the complement of the 

verb, while if INFL is the head, then V cannot govern its 

complement. Furthermore, the assumption that INFL is a 

structural node within the VP is difficult to reconcile 

with the generalised X -bar scheme of the Barriers frame- 
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work (Chomsky 1986b), since INFL is not a complement or a 

specifier, so it must be a head. The only way this as- 

sumption can be sustained within the Barriers framework 

is to assume that INFL projects up to sentence -level; 

this would mean that there is no VP -node, which contra- 

dicts Webelhuth's assumption that nominative Case is as- 

signed by the VP node to the external argument. 

These problems can be illustrated by a comparison of 

a typical transitive and a typical ergative structure. 

In the ergative structure (15) below, the NP- complement 

of the verb is Case -marked nominative while in the tran- 

sitive structure it is Case -marked accusative. The prob- 

lem is that the two structures are not distinct in any 

way, as we can see from the following sentences: 

(15) daß mirdat dienom Äpfel gefallen 
that to -me the apples please 
`that I like apples' 

(16) daß ichnom dieacc Äpfel kaufe 
that I the apples buy 
`that I buy the apples' 

Under Webelhuth's assumptions, we must suppose that the 

structure of these two sentences is identical, i.e. some- 

thing like: 

(17) a. VP 

' 

b. VP 

V\ 
I 

NP V NP V 

I 

die Äpfel ei kauftei 
(nom) (acc) 

..Z. i 

die Äpfel ei gefalleni 

It is apparent from this comparison that Webelhuth's as- 

sumptions lead to a situation where Case -assignment de- 

pends on the theta -marking properties of the verb, since 

the only difference between the two sentences above is 
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not structural, but is due to the semantic properties of 

the verb. This conclusion may not be unpalatable within 

non -generative frameworks, but it is fundamentally at 

variance with the leading assumption of GB theory that 

semantic notions do not play a part in syntactic 

representations. 

Leaving aside the problem of the status of VP- inter- 

nal INFL, on the assumption that it can be solved by a 

feature -based account, we turn to the more interesting 

aspect of Webelhuth's proposal, which concerns the as- 

signment of nominative Case outside the VP. Webelhuth 

argues that when there is an external argument in the 

structural subject position in German it is assigned nom- 

inative Case along with the external theta -role under 

predication by the VP node. Where the verb assigns an 

external theta -role, Webelhuth supposes that the nomina- 

tive Case feature is `inherited' by the VP node by `X -bar 

percolation' from the INFL -V complex. Since we have ar- 

gued if INFL is within VP it must be a feature complex 

rather than a structural node, it is clear that under 

Webelhuth's assumptions, the account of nominative Case 

assigment both inside and outside the VP depends on an 

adequate characterization of the coindexation mechanisms 

under which the feature [+ nominative Case] is passed 

from one node to another. 

The important feature of Webelhuth's proposal is the 

suggestion that nominative Case is assigned to the exter- 

nal argument by the VP under predication. This sugges- 

tion is attractive because it brings Case -marking into 

line with theta -marking. It is standardly assumed that 

the external theta -role is assigned to the structural 

subject position directly by the VP node, and therefore 

the suggestion that nominative Case is assigned also by 

the VP to the external subject position has a nice symme- 

try. The interesting aspect of Webelhuth's analysis is 
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that it ties Case -marking to the theory of predication, 

and hence to the theory of theta -marking. Chomsky has 

demonstrated that the subject theta -role is assigned not 

by the verb, but by the verb phrase. The evidence of 

sentences such as the following is compelling in this re- 

gard: 

(18) a. John broke the cup. 

b. John broke his arm. 

Clearly, in (18a), John has the thematic role of agent, 

whereas in (18b) John has the thematic role of experi- 

encer or goal (on the assumption that the action of 

breaking his arm was not deliberate on John's part). It 

is evident that the difference in the thematic role of 

the subject in these two sentences is due to the differ- 

ence in meaning of the composite predicates break the 

cup /break his arm rather than a difference in meaning of 

the verb itself. Thus Webelhuth's theory of nominative 

Case assignment in German suggests that nominative Case - 

assignment occurs in tandem with subject theta -role 

assignment. 

Webelhuth's approach to nominative Case assignment 

in German rests crucially on the assumption that INFL is 

internal to the VP. He provides some independent evi- 

dence that this may be so, from the fact that the infini- 

tive marker zu is evidently internal to the VP in con- 

texts such as: 

(19) weil er [vp die Zeitung zu lesen vergass] 
because he the newspaper to read forgot 
`because he forgot to read the newspaper' 

It is a standard assumption that the infinitive marker to 

in English appears under INFL, and hence that INFL in 

English is VP- external: 
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(20) because he forgot to [vp read the newspaper] 

The assumption that INFL is VP- internal has advantages 

and disadvantages. The advantages are that it makes it 

possible, under certain assumptions, to reconcile a con- 

figurational analysis of German with the possibility of 

nominative Case assignment in VP. The disadvantage is 

that it is necessary to propose two different mechanisms 

of nominative Case assignment, and the resulting loss of 

generality is undesirable. Furthermore, it is not clear 

what the implications are of assuming that INFL is VP -in- 

ternal in some languages and not in others. One of the 

attractions of Webelhuth's analysis is that it links the 

assignment of nominative Case to the assignment of an ex- 

ternal theta -role. The attraction of this suggestion is 

that it provides the possibility of a formalization of 

the intuitive idea that theta -marking and Case -marking 

are closely We the connection between 

nominative Case assignment and the theory of predication 

in Section 2.5 of this chapter. 

2.4.4 Summary 

In this section we have attempted to demonstrate that the 

distribution of nominative Case in German cannot be ac- 

counted for within a theory of Case assignment which re- 

lies solely on structural configuration. The difficulty 

is that under standard assumptions about government, the 

domains of the structural governors INFL and V cannot be 

differentiated. This makes it difficult to account for 

the occurrence of nominative subjects within the VP. We 

have suggested that a descriptively adequate account of 

the distribution of nominative Case in German can be 

given if we supplement the structural conditions with 

conditions on the thematic properties of the verb. In 

particular, we have suggested that an explicit account of 
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the facts can be based on the idea of assigning nomina- 

tive Case by default to the VP- internal D- structure ob- 

ject. This approach may be descriptively adequate, but 

it is not explanatorily adequate, because it relies on 

the stipulation of an `otherwise' condition, which lacks 

theoretical motivation. We have reviewed the account of 

nominative Case assignment in German suggested by 

Webelhuth (1986), and we have suggested that his account 

has its attractions, particularly in its reliance on the 

notion of predication, but we have also noted that for 

Webelhuth's proposals to be fully satisfactory, they need 

to be supplemented by a more explicit theory of the prop- 

erties of INFL, which is lacking. In the course of our 

discussion of nominative Case assignment in German we 

have consistently maintained the assumption that German 

has a VP constituent, an assumption which we might refer 

to as `the configurationality option'. We have seen that 

the configurationality option presents severe difficul- 

ties for an account of the distribution of nominative 

Case assignment in German. In Section 2.5, which fol- 

lows, we review Haider's (1985) account of Case in 

German, which is based on the assumption that German does 

not have a VP constituent, and we suggest that this `non - 

configurational' option avoids many of the problems which 

we have encountered in our survey of the configura- 

tionality option. 
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2.5 Configurationality 

2.5.0 Introduction 

We have considered a number of configurational analyses 

of nominative Case -assignment within the VP in German, 

and we have concluded that these analyses are deficient 

in various ways. In particular, we have shown that the 

occurrence of nominative Case within the VP in German 

cannot be reconciled with the standard assumptions that 

(i) nominative Case is assigned to the NP governed by AGR 

or [ +tense] in INFL, (ii) accusative Case is assigned to 

the theta -marked NP complement of the verb, and (iii) the 

structural domains of INFL and V are distinct. These 

three assumptions together suffice to account for the 

distribution of nominative and accusative Case in 

English, but not in German. We shall suggest in this 

section that assumption (iii) cannot be sustained for 

German, and this suggestion leads in turn to a reconsid- 

eration of assumption (i). We suggest that if we abandon 

assumption (iii), which is to say that we adopt a non - 

configurational analysis, then we are forced also to 

abandon assumption (i) and to adopt instead an account of 

Case assignment based on the functional relation of pred- 

ication. Our account will be based on the work of Haider 

(1985, 1986a, 1986b, 1989), who is the most consistent 

and persuasive advocate of the view that German is non - 

configurationall. 

1 See also Kratzer (1984) for a non -configurational 
analysis of German sentence structure based on the 
notion that the feature composition of the finite 
verb is subject to parametric variation. Krazter 
maintains that the finite verb in languages with a 

rich system of verbal inflection such as German is a 

projection of the INFL node, while in languages with 
an impoverished system of verbal inflection such as 
English the finite verb is a projection of the verb 
stem. It follows from this analysis that all the 
arguments of the verb in German are generated under 
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2.5.1 Haider's account of Case in German 

2.5.1.1 The base in English and German compared 

The import of Haider's assumption that German is a non - 

configurational language can be illustrated by means of a 

comparison of the basic structure of the sentence in 

English and German. We assume the Barriers framework for 
English, while for German we assume that there is no max- 

imal projection separating the arguments of the verb. 

The relevant structures are these2: 

(1) a. English b. German 

IP S' 

/ \ \ 
NP I' C 

/ 
S (= Vmax) / \ [INFL] / \ 

I VP NP* V 
[INFL] 

The structure for English is the familiar generalised X- 

bar framework of Barriers. The structure for German in- 

corporates a number of assumptions. First, it is assumed 

that all the arguments of the verb are generated within 

the maximal projection of V, i.e. Vmax. Second, INFL is 

not a structural node, but rather a set of features whidh 

the maximal projection of the INFL node, whereas in 
English INFL is external to the finite verb and thus 
can only govern the external argument of the verb. 
Kratzer's analysis is persuasive in that it accounts 
for a wide range of differences between English and 
German, but the analysis is not explicit about the 
mechanisms whereby the arguments of the verb are 
distinguished. For completeness, Kratzer's account 
requires to be supplemented by a more fully devel- 
oped theory of features. 

2 We omit details of sentence -external structure where 
they are irrelevant for present purposes. Haider 
assumes a branching COMP for German instead of the 
Barriers double -bar projection of COMP. See Haider 
1985b for details. 
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is realizable in different positions according to the 

structural environment; in the V2 environment it is real- 

ized as the inflectional affix on the finite verb under 

COMP, and in verb -final environments it is realized on 

the finite verb in sentence -final position. Third, since 

INFL is not a structural node within S, the verb projects 

up to sentence level in German; in other words, the maxi- 

mal projection of V is S. Finally, since all the argu- 

ments of the verb are generated within Vmax, there is no 

barrier separating the subject from the other arguments; 

all the NP complements of the verb are generated as 

daughters of the V projection and linearly ordered ac- 

cording to the familiar pragmatic principles of focus and 

thematicity. Apart from the assumption that German has 

no VP constituent the structural framework proposed by 

Haider does not depart greatly from the standard assump- 

tions about the German base configuration (e.g. Koster 

1975, Thiersch 1978, Platzack 1986); the familiar V2 phe- 

nomena are derivable by the application of finite verb 

fronting and topicalisation in the normal way (but see 

Haider 1986b for refinements). 

Haider (1985) points out that German does not con- 

form to the standard theory of Case in GB theory in a 

number of respects. In the first place, consider the 

principle that Case is assigned under government. It is 

standardly assumed that nominative Case is assigned to an 

NP if the NP is governed by AGR (or [ +tense]) in INFL. 

In a configurational language such as English this condi- 

tion suffices to uniquely identify one NP, namely the NP 

in the structural subject position. But if we assume 

with Haider that in German all the arguments of the verb 

are generated under the maximal projection of the verb, 

it is clear that conditions on government do not suffice 

to uniquely identify any particular NP, so the LGB ac- 

count is descriptively inadequate for German. A second 
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aspect of standard Case theory from which German appar- 

ently diverges is Burzio's generalization, which is to 

the effect that a verb assigns an external theta -role if 

and only if it assigns Case to an object. Among other 

things, this implies that if a verb has an accusative 

Case -marked object it must also have a subject. There 

are sentences in German which do not conform to this gen- 

eralization, as we can see from the following examples: 

(2) a. Michacc friert 
me freezes 
`I am cold' 

b. Michacc ekelt 
me disgusts 

`I am disgusted' 

Thirdly, according to the Extended Projection Principle 

(Chomsky 1982) all clauses must have a (structural) sub- 

ject. German again apparently violates this principle, 

as we can see from the examples above and from the fol- 

lowing examples: 

(3) a. daß ihm geholfen wurde 
that to -him helped was 
`that he was helped' 

b daß getrunken wird 
that drunk will 
`that there will be drinking' 

On the basis of this evidence Haider suggests that the 

standard account of Case in GB theory is not adequate to 

cover the facts of German. The principal reason for this 

descriptive inadequacy is that the standard theory was 

developed on the basis of English, a language without 

lexical case. If the theory of Case is generalised so as 

to take into account the existence of both structural and 

lexical case in languages such as German, many of the 
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difficulties in applying the LGB framework can be 

disposed of quite simply. 

2.5.1.2 Lexical and structural case 

German has both structural Case and lexical case. The 

lexical cases (in German) are dative and genitive, and 

they are assigned directly by the case assigner to an NP 

complement in the form of a lexical case index in associ- 

ation with a thematic role. The index is realized as a 

morphological inflection on the NP regardless of the 

structural environment of the argument with which the in- 

dex is associated. The structural Cases are nominative 

and accusative, and they are assigned as an undefined 

structural Case index to an argument NP. There is there- 

fore a fundamental difference between lexical and struc- 

tural indices: the realization of a lexical case index ïs 

not sensitive to the syntactic environment of the NP to 

which it is assigned, whereas the realization of a struc- 

tural Case index is sensitive to the syntactic environ- 

ment of the NP, and also to other conditions which we 

shall specify. In this section we examine how the lexi- 

cal properties of the case assigner are differently re- 

flected in the distribution of lexical and structural in- 

dices in English and German. We also review a number of 

English- German contrasts which result from the fact that 

German has lexical case while English does not. In par- 

ticular, we suggest that the existence of subjectless 

sentences in German is a direct result of the fact that 

some German verbs assign only lexical case indices. In 

the following section we look more closely at the condi- 

tions for the realization of structural Case indices. 

English verbs assign only structural Case indices, 

whereas German verbs may assign structural or lexical in- 

dices or both. Most transitive verbs in English and 
German assign only structural indices, but there are 
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German verbs which assign both structural and lexical in- 

dices. Take the verb help and its German equivalent 

helfen as an example. The English verb help has two ar- 

guments, an Agent and a Goal (or Beneficiary), each of 

which is associated with a structural Case index. The 

Agent is the external argument, and the Goal is an inter- 

nal argument. We can represent these facts by means of 

the following predicate- argument structure formalism, 

which is adapted from the formalism proposed by Williams 

(1981) 3: 

(4) help: {< Agent, Si >, <Goal, Si >} 

The German verb helfen also has two arguments, an Agent 

and a Goal; the Agent is associated with a structural 

Case index, but the Goal is associated with a lexical 

case index: 

(5) helfen: {<Agent, Si >, <Goal, Li >} 

The lexical case index associated with the Goal theta - 

role is realised as dative case inflection on the NP in 

German. In an active declarative sentence, the Goal in 

English is Case -marked accusative (6a) while in German it 

is case -marked dative (7a): 

(6) a. I helped himacc 

b. Henom was helped (by me) 

(7) a. daß ich meinemdat Vater geholfen habe 
that I to -my father helped have 
`that I helped my father' 

3 Haider (1985) makes use of Williams's notation for 
the representation of predicate- argument structure, 
but enriches the formalism by including a represen- 
tation of the lexical or structural indices associ- 
ated with each argument. The Agent argument is un- 
derlined in order to indicate that it has a special 
status as the external argument. See Williams 
(1981) for discussion. 
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b. daß meinemdat Vater geholfen wurde 
that to -my father helped was 
`that my father was helped' 

We stated above that the realization of structural Case 

indices is sensitive to syntactic conditions, whereas the 

realization of lexical indices is invariant. We can see 

this easily if we compare the passive of the above sen- 

tences in English and German. In English, the structural 

index associated with the Goal argument is realized as 

accusative Case in the active sentence (6a) and as nomi- 

native Case in the passive sentence (6b). In German, 

since the Goal argument is associated with a lexical case 

index, the realization of the index is invariant under 

the different syntactic conditions of the active (7a) and 

passive sentences (7b), and is realized as the dative 

case inflection in both structural environments. 

A consequence of the fact that German has lexical 

case and English does not is that German NP complements 

with lexical case indices often correspond to English PP 

complements. As an example, consider the predicate -argu- 

ment structure of the English verb give and its German 

equivalent geben. The English verb give has three argu- 

ments, an Agent, a Theme and a Goal, each of which is as- 

sociated with a structural Case index: 

(8) give: {<Agent, Si >, < Theme, St >, <Goal, Sk >} 

The structural index associated with the Goal argument in 

English has two possible realizations: (i) it is realized 

as accusative Case if the NP is directly governed by a 

verb, and (ii) it is realized as accusative (or oblique) 

if directly governed by the preposition to. These obser- 

vations can be represented by means of the following for- 

malism (Williams 1981): 
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(9) Goal: (i) [NP,VP] 

(ii) [NP,PPto] 

The two different possibilities are illustrated in the 

following examples: 

(10) a. Goal = [ NP,VP] 

John gave his mother some flowers 

b. Goal = [NP,PPto] 

John gave some flowers to his mother 

The equivalent German verb geben assigns the same theta - 

roles, but the Goal argument is associated with a lexical 

index: 

(11) geben: {<Agent, Si >, < Theme, St >, <Goal, Lk >} 

The structural Case indices associated with the Agent and 

the Theme theta -roles are realized as nominative and ac- 

cusative case inflections on the respective NPs, and the 

lexical Case index associated with the Goal argument is 

realized as a dative case inflection: 

(12) daß Johannnom derd t Mutter Blumenacc gegeben 
that John to -tnie mother flowers given 

hat 
has 

`that John gave his mother some flowers' 

We can see from these examples that the realization of 

theta -roles and their associated indices is determined by 
language- specific rules. The general character of these 

realization rules varies considerably from one language 

to another since the rules are a reflection of the gen- 

eral morphosyntactic properties of the language con- 
cerned. There are however some cross -linguistic general- 
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isations which we can make with regard to the realization 

of certain theta -roles; in particular, Agent and Theme 

theta -roles are generally associated with structural Case 

indices in both English and German. On the other hand, 

Goal and Source theta -roles tend to be associated with 

lexical (dative) case indices in German and oblique Case 

in English. A particular thematic role of some impor- 

tance which often has different realizations in English 

and German is the thematic role of Experiencer. In 

German, the personal argument of many non -agentive verbs 

is associated with a lexical index and this lexical index 

is realized as dative case. The personal argument of the 

equivalent English verb is often the nominative Case - 

marked subject. The following contrasts are typical 

(examples from Engel 1988:210): 

(13) a. Mirdat fehlen noch zwei Unterschriften 
to -me lack still two signatures 

b. I still need two signatures 

(14) a. Dies alles gefällt mirdat nicht. 
this all pleases to -me not 

b. I don't like all this 

(15) a. Mirdat tut ihr Schicksal weh 
to -me does your fate sorrow 

b. I am sorry for you 

The general point illustrated in these examples is that 

the existence of lexical case in German makes it possible 

to map the thematic roles associated with the verb more 

directly onto the surface structure of the language than 

is the case in English, where arguments can only bear 

structural Case indices. 

We have examined examples of German verbs which as- 

sign both structural and lexical indices to their argu- 

ments. There are also verbs in German which assign only 
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lexical indices, and since this possibility does not ex- 

ist in English, these verbs provide an interesting area 

of contrast between the grammars of English and German. 

An example of this kind of verb in German is the imper- 

sonal verb grauen, meaning to dread; grauen has one argu- 

ment, a Goal, which is associated with a lexical case in- 

dex (Haider 1985:72). The predicate- argument structure 

of grauen therefore looks like this: 

(16) grauen: { <Goal, Li >} 

A typical sentence with grauen has one argument, a dative 

case -marked NP, and a PP complement: 

(17) Mir graut vor der Nacht 
to -me dreads for the night 
`I dread the night' 

The verb has no argument associated with a structural 

Case index, so there is no NP Case -marked nominative or 

accusative in the sentence. This means that there is no 

NP which is identifiable as the subject, and the sentence 

is therefore apparently a violation of the Extended Pro- 

jection Principle of Chomsky (1982), which requires that 

every sentence should have a subject. On the basis of 

this kind of evidence Haider argues that the Extended 

Projection Principle is too narrow for German, since 

there are well- formed German sentences such as the exam- 

ples above which do not satisfy the Extended Projection 

Principle. He proposes that the Extended Projection 

Principle should be replaced by a requirement that a 

functional element (i.e. a verb or adjective) should have 

at least one argument. This requirement is encapsulated 

in the Functionality Principle: 
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(20) The Functionality Principle 

A functional element has at least one argument. 

(Haider 1985:71) 

Like the Extended Projection Principle, the Functionality 

Principle is intended as a basic principle of sentence 

structure; both principles reflect the function -argument 

distinction of Frege (Dummet 1981). The difference is 

that the FP requires only that a sentence must contain a 

functional element and at least one argument, whereas the 

EPP requires in addition that there must be an argument 

identifiable as the subject. The EPP is thus the 

stronger requirement, but it is too strong for languages 

like German which have lexical case, so in order to main- 

tain universality it is preferable to replace it with the 

weaker, but more explanatorily adequate FP. 

The Functionality Principle allows for the possibil- 

ity of sentences without subjects in languages with lexi- 

cal case (see section 2.3.3.2 of this chapter). A fur- 

ther possibility which is allowed for by the FP is that a 

well- formed sentence may be possible if there is no func- 

tional element at all in the sentence. Haider argues 

that this possibility exists in sentences which are not 

predications, as for example impersonal passives in 

German. Haider gives the following example of an imper- 

sonal passive: 

(19) daß getanzt wurde 
that danced was 
`that there was dancing' (Haider 1985:76) 

If the verbal element in this sentence is a functional 

element, then it must, by the Functionality Principle, 

have an argument. it is clear that the verb in the sen- 

tence above (i.e. example 19) has no argument, so the 

verb in impersonal passives cannot be a functional ele- 
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ment. Haider suggests that the past participle in cases 

such as these is in fact a deverbal adjective. The de- 

verbal adjectival participle in German is unlike most ad- 

jectives in that it does not have any arguments, or in 

other words it is not a predicate (or `functional ele- 

ment' in Haider's terminology). Haider suggests that 

categorially these adjectival participles are most akin 

to adverbials, which of course are not predicates and do 

not have arguments. This suggestion gains some plausi- 

bility from the following examples of well -formed expres- 

sions in German: 

(20) a. daß zu /offen ist 
that shut /open is 
`that it is shut /open' 

b. daß Krieg /Nacht /Sonntag ist 
that war /night /Sunday is 
`that there is war /night /Sunday' 

(Haider 1985:77) 

The characteristic feature of this type of existential or 

presentative sentence is that they are not predications; 

rather they assert that such and such a state of affairs 

exists. The verbal element in such sentences is not a 

predicate, and therefore no subject is required for se- 

mantic reasons (although it may be required in some lan- 

guages for syntactic reasons). The adverbial element in 

the sentence, whether it is a deverbal past participle or 

a time or place adverbial, has the function of charac- 

terizing the state of affairs as to time, place and ac- 

tivity. In this connection, recall that unaccusative 

verbs cannot form passives, and the reason is now clear; 

the past participle of an unaccusative verb cannot be 

given an existential interpretation. 

In sum, the possibility of subjectless sentences 

such as impersonal passives is allowed for under Haider's 

Functionality Principle if we suppose that passive past 
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participles in German are not predicates and as such do 

not require subjects, and if we further suppose that 

there is no language- specific requirement in German that 

a sentence should have a syntactic subject. Notice that 

the Functionality Principle covers a wider range of syn- 

tactic expressions than Chomsky's Extended Projection 

Principle, which requires that all sentences must have a 

subject. The Extended Projection Principle is true of 

configurational languages such as English, but does not 

apply to languages such as German unless you allow for 

the possibility of phonologically null expletive sub- 

jects. It seems that the Functionality Principle pro- 

vides one way in which this possibility can be avoided 

while retaining the explanatory scope of the Extended 

Projection Principle. 

The Functionality Principle requires that a func- 

tional element must have at least one argument. We have 

established that the arguments of a functional element 

are associated with a structural or a lexical Case index. 

We have seen that there are functional elements (such as 

the verb grauen) which assign only lexical indices, and 

elements which assign both structural and lexical indices 

(such as the verb helfen). In a taxonomy of functional' 

elements there are of course other possibilities. 

Straightforwardly, there are intransitive verbs which as- 

sign one external theta -role, which is associated with a 

structural index. There are also unaccusative verbs, 

which have one internal argument, also associated with a 

structural index. Transitive verbs have an external ar- 

gument and an internal argument, each associated with a 

structural Case index. We consider now the possibility 

of functional elements which do not assign either lexical 

or structural indices. The Functionality Principle 

states that a functional element must have at least one 

argument, and the Theta Criterion requires that every 
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argument is biuniquely associated with a theta -role. The 

question then arises as to how to categorise weather 

verbs and others like them which are conventionally sup- 

posed not to have a thematic argument. Native -speaker 

judgements vary with regard to the use of the expletive 

in contexts such as (21b) and (21c), but it is certainly 

not ungrammatical, and is preferred by some speakers: 

(21) a. Es friert mich 
it freezes me 

`I am cold' 

b. Mich friert (es) 

c. daß (es) mich friert 

Given the fact that the expletive is possible in embedded 

clauses, unlike the situation with impersonal passives, 

we might suppose that this is due to the fact that 

weather verbs, unlike impersonal passive past participle, 

are functional elements (i.e. predicates). If they are 

functional elements, then they require an argument. The 

question then is whether this argument is an external ar- 

gument or an internal argument. Haider proposes a basic 

principle of Universal Grammar, the Realization Principle 

(see section 2.5.2, which follows, for discussion), to 

the effect that if a functional element assigns struc- 

tural indices, then one index must be realized exter- 

nally. This principle suggests that the single argument 

of weather predicates must be an external argument 

associated with a structural Case index, since it is re- 

quired in both the topic and the structural subject posi- 

tion: 

(22) a. Es regnet 
it rains 
`It is raining' 
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b. Ich sagte, daß *(es) regnet 
I said that it rains 

`I said that it is raining' 

We now have an explanation for the obligatory character 

of the lexical expletive es with German weather predi- 

cates. Es in these contexts is a non -referential argu- 

ment associated with a structural Case index. Since 

there is a structural Case index, the single argument 

must be realized externally, which means that it must be 

Case -marked nominative. The effect of this is to require 

the presence of es when it appears in a sentence -internal 

A- position. The conclusion we reach is that the exple- 

tive es is required in German with weather terms because 

these terms are predicates, and a predicate requires an 

external argument in order to be PF identified. The ex- 

pletive es is not required with impersonal passives be- 

cause these terms are not predicates and therefore do not 

require an external argument; the expletive es is re- 

quired with impersonal passives in order to satisfy the 

syntactic requirements of the V2 configuration, and for 

no other reason. 

The preceding discussion gives rise to the following 

three -way classification of sentence -types, depending on 

the theta -marking properties of the verbal element 

(Haider 1985:79) : 

(23) a. Items with specific theta -roles: tanzen ('to 

dance'), intelligent ('intelligent') 

b. Items with the zero theta -role: klopfen 
('knock'), warm ('warm') 

c. Non -functional items: getantzt ('danced'), 
getrunken ('drunk') 

Corresponding to these sentence types, there is a three- 

way distinction between the type of argument which is re- 

quired. Items with specific theta -roles require argu- 
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ments which have thematic content, while items with the 

zero theta -role require an argument with no thematic con- 

tent, i.e. the lexical expletive es. Non -functional 

items do not require an argument; if there is a lexical 

expletive, it is required for syntactic reasons, as in 

impersonal passives with an expletive topic. 

2.5.2 The realization of structural Case 

2.5.2.1 Structural Case realization in English 

In this section we compare the systems which determine 

the realization of structural Case indices in English and 

German. Haider bases his account on the Realization 

Principle, which serves as a means of linking the mecha- 

nism for the realization of structural Case indices to 

the predicate- argument structure of the verb: 

(26) The Realization Principle 

If a functional element assigns structural Case in- 
dices, then one of them must be realized externally. 

(Haider 1985:72) 

We shall take it that the term `realized externally' has 

different interpretations depending on the language con- 

cerned. For English, a structural Case index is realized 

externally if it is realized by the argument which occu- 

pies the structural subject position. Since we are as- 

suming that there is no structural subject position in 

German, the term `external realization' must be given a 

different interpretation for German. We return to the 

question of the correct interpretation of `external real- 

ization' for German in the next section, but for the mo- 

ment we restrict ourselves to English, where the term has 

a clear structural interpretation. 
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To see how the Realization Principle accounts for 

the distribution of structural Case in English, consider 

first an English transitive verb such as to sell. This 

verb has the following predicate- argument structure: 

(25) sell: {<Agent, Si >, < Theme, Sj >} 

The formula represents the fact that buy has two argu- 

ments: an Agent associated with a structural Case index 

Si, and a Theme associated with index Sj. The Agent ar- 

gument is underlined to indicate that this is the exter- 

nal argument, i.e. the argument which is realized exter- 

nal to the VP. Note that the representation implies that 

the structural Case index is also designated as 

`external', so we can speak of Si as the external Case 

index without circularity. The realization of the struc- 

tural indices depends on the structural environment, as 

we can see from the sentences below (the subscripts here 

signify structural Case indices, not coindexation; irrel- 

evant details are omitted for the sake of simplicity): 

(26) a. [Ip Hei [vp sold the house] ]] 

b. I asked [II, himi to to [Up sell the house] 

]]] 

The structural index Si is realized as nominative Case in 

(26a) because it is associated with an NP which is gov- 

erned by [ +tense] in INFL, i.e. the NP is occupying the 

structural subject position in a finite clause. The same 

index is realized as accusative Case in (26b) because it 

is associated with an NP in a different structural envi- 

ronment, that is, the NP is governed by the matrix verb 

(or in other treatments by a phonologically null compie= 

mentizer; cf Kayne 1984b) across the sentence boundary. 

Although the structural index Si is realized as ac- 

cusative Case here, it is still the `external' index, be- 
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cause it is associated with the external argument of the 

predicate sell, i.e. the argument which is outside the 

maximal projection of the verb. 

Consider now what happens under passivization. The 

external argument of the verb is suppressed, which re- 

sults in it being deleted from the predicate- argument 

structure representation of the passive verb, along with 

its associated Case index4: 

(27) be sold: {<Theme, Sj >} 

The passive verb form be sold has one internal argument, 

which is associated with the structural Case index Sj. 

According to the Realization Principle, this structural 

index must be realized externally, which means in this 

case that the argument must move to the structural sub- 

ject position, which is the only Argument position exter- 

nal to the VP in English. Therefore the internal argu- 

ment is moved by NP- movement to the external argument po- 

sition, and the index Sj is accordingly realized as nomi- 

native Case (the index j here indicates both the coindex- 

ation of the moved NP and its trace and the chain to 

which structural Case index Sj is assigned): 

(28) [Ip The house] [I, was [vp sold tj]] 

Notice, however, that the verb sell can have two internal 

arguments, a Theme and a Goal, as when it is used as a 

ditransitive verb. The predicate- argument structure rep- 

4 In Williams's (1981) treatment of the operation of 
passivization, the external argument is not sup- 
pressed; rather, the external designation is re- 
moved, and the external argument becomes an internal 
argument, with the resulting predicate- argument rep- 
resentation: {<Agent, Si >, < Theme, S -j>). Since the 
internalized external argument is not an obligatory 
constituent of a passive sentence, I omit it from 
the predicate- argument representation of the passive 
verb form. 
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resentation of the active verb sell will then be as fol- 

lows: 

(29) sell: {<Agent, Si >, < Theme, Sj >, <Goal, Sk >} 

and the predicate- argument structure of the passive verb 

be sold will look like this: 

(30) be sold: {<Theme, Sj >, <Goal, Sk >} 

The important point here is that be sold has two internal 

arguments, each associated with a structural Case index. 

In accordance with the Realization Principle, one of 

these structural Case indices must be realized exter- 

nally. There are two indices and in principle either may 

be realized externally5, so there are two possible pas- 

sive sentences which can be formed by the operation of 

external realization on a predicate- argument structure 

such as that in (30). One of these indices is therefore 

realized externally by moving its associated argument to 

the structural subject position, and the remaining struc- 

tural index is realized as accusative if the argument is 

governed by the verb (31a), or as oblique (which is mor- 

phologically non -distinct from accusative in English) if 

it is governed by a preposition (31b) : 

(31) a. [Ip John was was [v, sold ti the housek ]]] 

b. [1p The housek [i, was [vp sold tk to John ]]] 

5 The qualification `in principle' is important, given 
the fact that there are lexical restrictions on the 
externalization of the indirect object (i.e. the 
secondary internal argument) of ditransitive verbs 
(see Appendix 5). These restrictions in turn depend 
on whether the verb permits dative shift or not. 
Essentially, dative shift (and therefore external- 
ization of the secondary internal argument) is pos- 
sible if the secondary internal argument can be in- 
terpreted as the actual or potential possessor of 
the entity referred to by the Theme argument. 
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To summarize, we have established that an unspecified 

structural Case index associated with an argument NP is 

realized as nominative Case if the NP occupies the sub- 

ject position of a finite clause, as accusative if it is 

the direct object of a verb or the subject of a non -fi- 

nite clause, and as oblique if it is the direct object of 

a preposition. In short, the rules for the realization. 

of structural Case indices in English can be stated in 

the terms familiar from the standard treatment of Case in 

Chomsky (1981) : 

(32) a. NP is nominative if it is governed by AGR in 
INFL 

b. NP is accusative if it is governed by V 

c. NP is oblique if it is governed by P 

It is important to note that although we have appealed to 

the Realization Principle as an explanation of the phe- 

nomenon of NP- movement in English, the Realization Prin- 

ciple is not a necessary part of the statement of the 

Case realization rules for English. The structural con- 

ditions in the rules above are both necessary and suffi- 

cient to uniquely identify any given NP in a well -formed 

sentence in English, and the rules make no reference to 

the thematic role of the NP, or to the theta -marking 

properties of the verb. It is a primary characteristic 

of configurational languages (or more strictly, of lan- 

guages with only binary- branching) that NPs can be 

uniquely identified by means of a structural description, 

so the conditions are descriptively adequate for configu- 

rational languages. 

2.5.2.2 Structural Case realization in German 

We are assuming that German does not have a VP con- 

stituent, and as a consequence of this assumption it is 
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not possible to uniquely identify a particular NP by 

means of a structural description in German. Therefore 

the rules for the realization of structural Case in 

German cannot be the same as those for English. To see 

why this is so, consider the predicate- argument structure 

of the German verb verkaufen. In its ditransitive use 

verkaufen has, like sell, three arguments: an Agent, a 

Theme and a Goal. Unlike sell, however, the Goal argu- 

ment in German is associated with a lexical index rather 

than a structural index, so the predicate- argument struc- 

ture of active ditransitive verkaufen looks like this: 

(33) verkaufen: {<Agent, Si >, <Theme, Sj >, <Goal, 
Lk >} 

A typical sentence shows that the lexical index Lk is re- 

alised morphologically as dative case: 

(34) a. t Johann dasacc Haus daß Ichnom demd 
that I to -tnie John the house 

verkauft habe 
sold have 

`that I have sold the house to John' 

The represention of the structure of the sentence below 

incorporates the assumption that all the arguments of the 

verb are generated as daughters of the maximal projection 

of the verb: 

(34) b. C' 

C Vmax 

NP NP NP VI 

daß ich. demk Johann das. Haus verkauft habe 
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The obvious difference between this representation and 

that of the equivalent English sentence is that in the 

German sentence the structural Case indices are not 

uniquely realized in a given structural configuration as 

they are in English. The structural configuration 

[NP,Vmax] does not uniquely identify one NP; rather it 

identifies all the arguments of the verb including the 

nominative Case -marked NP. Similarly, the structural 

condition `governed by [ +tense] (or AGR) in INFL' applies 

to all of the arguments of the verb rather than just the 

external argument as in English. Thus while the struc- 

tural condition `governed by [ +tense] or AGR in INFL' may 

be a necessary condition for the realization of nomina- 

tive Case in German, it cannot be a sufficient condition. 

Similarly, the structural condition `governed by V' may 

be a necessary condition for the assignment of accusative 

Case, but it is not sufficient, because it applies to all 

the arguments of the verb. It is clear then that struc- 

tural conditions do not suffice to uniquely determine the 

realization of structural Case indices in German, and by 

extension in other non -configurational languages. 

Given the non -configurational nature of Vmax in 

German as represented in (34b) above it is obvious that 

in order to provide an acount of the distribution of 

structural Case in German it is necessary to supplement 

the standard structural conditions on Case assignment 

with conditions on the theta -marking properties of the 

verb, i.e. with what we shall call rather loosely 

`functional conditions'. We approach the matter first at 

an informal level in an attempt to clarify the nature of 

these functional conditions. In what follows we depart 

somewhat from the letter of Haider's analysis; the argu- 

ment in this section should be seen as an interpretion of 

the principles of Haider's account rather than a 

straightforward exposition. 
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First, it is clear that in the unmarked case of a 

declarative main clause with a transitive verb, NP is 

nominative if it is the external argument, and accusative 

if it is the internal argument. Secondly, in case there 

is no external argument, as in passive and unaccusative 

contexts, the internal argument is Case -marked nomina- 

tive; note that ditransitive verbs in German assign one 

structural index and one lexical index to their internal 

arguments, so, in contrast to English, there is never 

more than one internal argument with a structural index 

in a German predicate- argument structure representation. 

Thirdly, in the marked case of ECM contexts, an NP is 

Case -marked accusative if it is the external argument of 

a non -finite clause and governed by the matrix verb. 

This informal set of conditions can be broken down 

into a set of structural conditions and a set of condi- 

tions on the theta -marking properties of the verb. With 

regard to the structural conditions, we have already 

pointed out that the standard structural conditions of 

LGB must be satisfied. With regard to the theta -marking 

conditions, it is necessary that an argument NP can be 

identified as [± external argument], and in addition if 

the NP is not the external argument it is necessary to 

determine whether there is an external argument. These 

provisions are incorporated in the following set of 

realization rules: 

(35) a. NP is nominative if: 

(i) it is the external argument of a finite 
verb, or 

(ii) if it is the internal argument of a finite 
verb which assigns no external theta -role. 
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b. NP is accusative if: 

(i) it is the internal argument of a finite 
verb which assigns an external theta -role, 
or 

(ii) if it is the external argument of a non- 
finite verb and is governed by the matrix 
verb. 

We suggest that these rules provide a set of necessary 

and sufficient conditions for the realization of struc- 

tural Case indices in both English and German, and possi- 

bly universally. Clearly, in order to substantiate this 

claim, it is necessary to establish the meaning of 

`external argument' and `internal argument' in terms 

which do not lead to circularity, i.e. in terms which do 

not make any reference to nominative or accusative Case - 

marking. If we wish the rules to apply at a sufficient 

level of generality it is also necessary that the notions 

`external argument' and `internal argument' should be ap- 

plicable both to languages with a VP and to languages 

without a VP. 

We approach this matter through the notion of exter- 

nal realization. We repeat Haider's statement of the 

Realization Principle here for ease of reference: 

(36) The Realization Principle 

If a functional element assigns structural indices 
then one of them has to be realized externally. 

(Haider 1985:72) 

Intuitively, the Realization Principle corresponds to the 

notion of default nominative Case assignment that we ap- 

pealed to in section 2.4.36. The point of correspondence 

is that both the idea of default nominative Case assign- 

6 It is also of course closely related to the Unac- 
cusative Law of Relational Grammar (Perlmutter 1983) 
and Burzio's Generalization. 
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ment and the Realization Principle provide that nomina- 

tive Case is assigned to the D- structure object of the 

verb if it is not assigned elsewhere. The virtue of 

Haider's Realization Principle is that it formalizes this 

intuitive notion in a maximally general way. The crucial 

point is that although the notion of `external realiza- 

tion' can be given a structural definition for configura- 

tional languages such as English, it cannot be inter- 

preted in structural terms for languages such as German 

which do not have a structural subject position. There- 

fore the definition of `external realization' must be 

wide enough to allow for the structural interpretation 

which it receives in English, but also to allow for a 

non -structural interpretation for German; in effect this 

means that we must allow for parametric variation in the 

notion of external realization. 

Haider defines `external realization' in the follow- 

ing terms (Haider 1989) : 

(40) A feature counts as realized externally if 

i. it is not realized by the element that assigns 
it, and 

ii. its exponent (ie. the NP to which it is as- 
signed) c- commands the element that assigns the 
feature 

Condition (ii) is required so as to exclude the Agent in 

the passive `by'- phrase from being included in the desig- 

nation `external argument'. Condition (i) requires some 

explication. The condition states that a feature (i.e. a 

Case index) is realized externally if it is not realized 

by the element that assigns it. The terms `realized' and 

`realization' cause some difficulty in the interpretation 

of this definition, since it appears that they have 

rather different meanings. To understand the import of 

Haider's definition we should recall that structural Case 
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indices are assigned in association with thematic roles 

by the verb7. Therefore Case indices (as opposed to Case 

itself) are always assigned by the verb. As we know, 

however, NP arguments are not always Case -marked by the 

verb; they may, for example, be Case -marked by AGR in 

INFL. Therefore the intuitive sense of Haider's condi- 

tion is that where Case -marking and theta -marking coin- 

cide, as in the relation between a verb and its theta - 

marked complement, the Case feature is realized inter- 

nally. The corollary is that where Case -marking and 

theta -marking do not coincide, as in the relation between 

INFL and the subject of a finite clause, the Case feature 

is realized externally. We shall take it that this is 

the intention behind Haider's definition. Thus we can 

define external realization in these terms: 

(41) External realization (revised definition) 

A case feature is realized externally if the NP to 
which it is assigned is not theta -marked and Case - 
marked by the same functional element. 

The effect of this definition can be seen if we consider 

the typical contexts of external realization. It is 

clear for example that the external argument in ECM con- 

texts conforms to the definition above because it is 

theta -marked by the verb of the embedded clause, but 

Case -marked by the verb of the matrix clause. Similarly 

the subject of a finite clause is externally realized be- 

7 To be strictly accurate we should also allow for the 
possibility of a structural Case index being as- 
signed along with the external theta -role by the VP. 
This possibility does not affect the validity of the 
argument here, and the issue does not arise if it is 

assumed that German has no VP. The crucial point is 

whether Case -marking and theta -marking coincide. 
Clearly, whether theta -marking is carried out by the 
verb or the VP does not affect the issue as to 
whether theta -marking and Case -marking coincide or 
not. 



Chapter 2: A Contrastive Survey 158 

cause it is Case -marked by AGR in INFL and theta -marked 

by the verb. In each case, the definition gives the 

right result for languages like English where the notion 

`external argument' has a structural interpretation, and 

equally for languages like German where the notion has no 

structural interpretation. 

To summarize the argument so far, we have estab- 

lished that if a functional element assigns structural 

indices then one of the indices has to be realized exter- 

nally. A case feature is realized externally if the NP 

to which it is assigned is not theta -marked and Case - 

marked by the same functional element. Notice that all 

NP arguments are theta -marked by the verb (or in the case 

of the external argument by the VP), so the notion 

`realized externally' reduces to the notion `not Case- 

marked by the verb (or the VP)'. 

Recall our rules for the realization of structural 

Case (see example 35). We neglect ECM contexts for the 

sake of simplicity: 

(39) a. NP is nominative if it is the external argu- 
ment, or the externally realized argument, of a 

finite verb. 

b. NP is accusative if it is the internal argument 
of a finite verb which assigns an external 
theta -role. 

If we combine these rules with Haider's definition of ex- 

ternal realization, we get the following simple dichotomy 

which applies equally to languages with a VP and those 

without: 

(40) a. NP is nominative if it is associated with a 
structural Case index and is not Case -marked by 
the verb. 

b. NP is accusative if it is associated with a 
structural Case index and is Case -marked by a 

verb. 
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It will be apparent that there is an element of circular- 

ity in the argument to this point, since we stated ear- 

lier that the validity of our Case realization rules de- 

pended on a notion of `external argument' which does not 

make reference to Case -marking. If the result in (40a, 

40b) is not to be vacuous, we need to establish a notion 

of external argument which is not defined in terms of 

Case -marking. To this end we make use of the notion of 

predication, which we argue provides a principled basis 

for the notion of `external argument' which is not de- 

fined in terms of Case -marking. 

2.5.3 Predication 

The standard analysis of Case assignment in generative 

grammar is based on the assumption that structural Case 

assignment is a unified phenomenon; it is assumed that a 

set of conditions for Case assignment can be found which 

will account for both nominative and accusative Case as- 

signment. Chomsky's (1981) account assumes that the core 

concept of Case assignment is that derived from the as-' 

signment of accusative Case by the verb to its governed 

object. This account is then generalised to cover as- 

signment of nominative Case by AGR in INFL to the syn- 

tactic subject. The motivation for making this general- 

ization is the belief that the conditions for Case as- 

signment can be expressed in terms of the structural no- 

tion of government with conditions on the governor. 

An alternative approach is to start from the assump- 

tion that nominative Case assignment and accusative Case 

assignment are fundamentally different syntactic pro -. 

cesses, and that a general account of Case -assignment un- 

der government is, even if it should prove possible, at 

best unilluminating and at worst misleading. This ap- 

proach has been adopted by Edwin Williams in a series of 
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articles (see e.g. Williams 1980, 1981, 1984, Travis and 

Williams 1983) arguing that the structural approach to 

the notion of subject as advocated by Chomsky (1965) is 

overly restrictive, and that a more general, and hence 

more illuminating and explanatory, account of `subject' 

as `external argument' can be developed on the basis of 

predication theory. 

Williams argues that the notion of `subject' should 

be replaced by the notion `external argument', which in 

turn is based on the notion of predication. Williams's 

aim in proposing the notion of external argument is to 

eliminate the notion of subject from the theoretical ap- 

paratus of generative grammar. He argues that grammat- 

ical functions such as `subject' and `direct object' are 

derivative notions and are not required in a theory of 

grammar; instead, they can be derived from the interac- 

tion of Theta theory and Case theory with other princi- 

ples of Universal Grammar such as the Projection Princi- 

ple and the Theta -Criterion (Williams 1984). The motiva- 

tion for this suggestion is the desire to eliminate re- 

dundancy from the theoretical apparatus of generative 

grammar. A theory of grammar which incorporates subtheo- 

ries of thematic role assignment and Case is to be pre- 

ferred to one which in addition to these two subtheories 

also has a theory of grammatical relations. In this re- 

spect, Williams claims that Lexical -Functional Grammar 

(Bresnan 1982) and Relational Grammar (Perlmutter 1983), 

which both make use of grammatical relations as theoreti- 

cal primitives, are defective compared to a theory where 

the properties of grammatical relations are derivative 

(see Williams 1984 for discussion). 

The notion of external argument combines three more 

or less independent notions. First, there is the notion 
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of `logical subject' derived from predication theory8. 

Traditional approaches to the logical analysis of the 

sentence are based on a division of the sentence into two 

parts: a subject and a predicate. The subject is a re- 

ferring expression, and the predicate refers to some ac- 

tion performed by the subject, or refers to an event in 

which the subject is a participant, or attributes some 

quality to the subject. The subject and the predicate 

combine together to form a nuclear sentence which acts as 

a predication, i.e. a sentence with propositional con- 

tent. Therefore the external argument as logical subject 

can be thought of as the referring expression in a nu- 

clear sentence that combines with a predicate to form a 

predication. 

The second strand in the notion of external argument 

relates to the semantics of the proposition. Williams 

points out that a lexical predicate (i.e. a verb or an 

adjective) will be the head of a maximal projection, 

which functions as a predicative phrase (i.e. a VP or 

AP). Each lexical predicate has one or more arguments, 

of which one has a special status since it corresponds to 

the logical subject in a predication. Given the bi -par- 

tite division of the sentence into (logical) subject and 

predicate, it is clear that at the level of logical anal- 

ysis, the subject is `external' to the predicate, or more 

accurately, distinguishable from it. Taraldsen 

(1986:144), following a suggestion of Reuland, suggests. 

that the external argument is to be distinguished from 

the internal argument by means of the following crite- 

rion: an internal argument is one which forms a derived 

predicate with the verb, while an external argument is an 

8 Williams does not himself use the term `logical sub- 
ject', presumably because it has no status in GB 
theory; we make use of the term here in a more or 
less traditional sense derived from Frege's analysis 
of the logical structure of the proposition. 
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argument which cannot combine with the verb to form a new 

predicate. 

The third strand in William's notion of external ar- 

gument is based on the assumption that the external argu- 

ment as logical subject coincides with the syntactic no- 

tion of `external argument', in that at some level of the 

representation of the sentence, the subject is struc- 

turally distinct from the maximal projection of the pred- 

icate. In sum, there are three different notions of 

`subject' which coincide in Williams's notions of the 

subject as external argument: (i) the logical subject, 

and the external argument considered as (ii) a semantic 

and (iii) a syntactic entity. 

The three notions which coincide in Williams's no- 

tion of external argument are logically distinct, but in 

many circumstances the notions may identify the same en- 

tity in the sentence. It is a matter for stipulation 

which notion is taken as primary, since there is no em- 

pirical evidence which can decide the issue. Williams 

argues that the primary notion of external argument is 

the relation of predication, but he also argues that the 

relation of predication is subject to the syntactic con- 

straint of c- command. This means in effect that external 

argument (understood in the sense of `logical subject') 

and predicate are structurally distinct. If nominative 

Case can be assigned within the VP in German, and the VP 

is the predicative phrase, then it is clear that in the 

`nominative in VP' context, subject and predicate are not 

structurally distinct, at least if we interpret the term 

`structural' in terms of tree -geometry at S- structure. 

If, instead, we assume that the structural relation of c- 

command can occur at Logical Form, then it is possible to 

maintain a syntactic notion of external argument on the 

basis of morphological criteria rather than syntactic 

criteria. In German, the external argument is not neces- 
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sarily structurally distinct from its predicate at S- 

structure, but it is morphologically distinct, and there- 

fore can be argued to be distinct at the level of Logical 

Form. This interpretation of the notion of external ar- 

gument is weaker than Williams's, because his notion re- 

quires that the VP is universal; but the notion of exter- 

nal argument that we adopt is correspondingly more gen- 

eral, since it is applicable to both configurational and 

non -configurational languages. 

2.5.4 Theta -tracking systems 

The conception of external argument we have introduced 

therefore depends on the primitive notion of predication. 

We shall assume therefore that the external argument is 

the argument which is interpreted as the logical subject 

of a predication. We shall also assume that the 

mechanism whereby an argument NP is identified as the 

logical subject, or more generally the mechanism of 

grammatical function identification, is subject to 

parametric variation. In English, the mechanism is 

primarily structural9, and the external argument which 

occupies the structural subject position is thereby 

uniquely identified as the logical subject. In German, 

the mechanism is primarily morphological, and the 

argument which is Case -marked nominative is interpreted 

as the logical subject of a predication. This position 

is a simplified statement of the position put forward by 

9 The qualification `primarily' is required because of 
the residual system of morphological case in En- 
glish. Similarly, there are elements of a struc- 
tural system in German. It is evident, therefore,' 
that it is a mistake to assume that the configura- 
tionality parameter can be seen as a simple di- 
chotomy which distinguishes between languages with 
structural systems of grammatical function identifi- 
cation and those with morphological systems. Most 
languages have some elements of both systems. 
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Haider in a recent paper (Haider 1989), where he argues 

that the mechanisms employed by different languages to 

identify grammatical functions ('Theta-tracking systems', 

to use Haider's phrase) can be divided into `S- systems', 

where grammatical relations are determined primarily by 

configuration, and `M- systems', where morphological 

identification is the determining factor. According to 

this criterion, English has an `S- system', while German 

has an `M- system'. 

We are now in a better position to define the notion 

of `externalization' in a maximally general way, such 

that it applies to both English and German. Recall that 

externalization (or, equivalently, `external realiza- 

tion') is the syntactic process by which D- structure ob- 

jects assume the function of the external argument. In 

English, an internal argument is realized externally if 

it is moved by NP- movement to the structural subject po- 

sition; therefore `externalization' in English is re- 

alised as NP- movement. As we have already established, 

however, NP- movement is not a universal response to an 

empty D- structure subject position, and in particular, 

there is little evidence to suggest that it occurs in 

German. Consider again the examples we have used to 

demonstrate this: 

(41) a. daß ich dem Schüler ein Buch gegeben habe 
that I to -the schoolboy a book given have 
`that I have given the schoolboy a book' 

b. daß dem Schüler ein Buch gegeben wurde 
that to -the schoolboy a book given was 
`that a book was given to the schoolboy' 

The order of elements in (41b) is the unmarked order, and 

it is therefore a reasonable assumption that the derived 

subject of the passive sentence occupies the D- structure 

object position; the structural subject position, if 

there is one, is occupied either by the indirect object 
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or by a phonologically null expletive. The status of the 

derived subject as subject is indicated not by movement 

but by morphology, i.e. by nominative Case inflection. 

Therefore we shall assume that the syntactic correlate of 

`external realization' in German is not movement to 

structural subject position, but nominative Case assign- 

ment. Therefore the `externalized argument' of a German 

passive sentence owes its status as external argument to 

its Case -marking rather than to its configuration. The 

process of `externalization' therefore has different 

modes, depending on the particular morpho- syntactic prop- 

erties of the language concerned. The conclusion of this 

argument is that the external argument is identified as 

such in both English and German by the process of predi- 

cation. 

On the basis of this conclusion we can restate (40) 

in the following terms: 

(42) a. NP is nominative if it is Case -marked by AGR in 
INFL under predication. 

b. NP is accusative if it is Case -marked by V or P 
under government. 

We conclude that structural Case assignment is not a uni- 

fied phenomenon. External arguments are Case -marked nom- 

inative under predication, which is essentially a func- 

tional notion, while internal arguments are Case -marked 

accusative by the verb under government, which is a 

purely structural notion. It follows that any argument 

NP is Case -marked either by predication or by the verb 

under government. This result is welcome because it ac- 

cords neatly with the Principle of Full Interpretation 

(Rothstein 1983), which holds that every element in a 

well- formed expression must be licensed by some appropri- 

ate interpretation, where interpretation can be achieved 

through subcategorization or predication. 
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We have arrived at a conception of nominative Case - 

marking as a functional phenomenon, in contrast to the 

structural phenomenon of accusative Case -marking. The 

appeal of this conception is that it gives formal sub- 

stance to the intuitive idea that the grammatical func- 

tions of subject and object are fundamentally different. 

Furthermore, the concept of a coincidence between theta - 

marking and Case -marking provides a straightforward way 

of explaining the difference between configurational and 

non -configurational languages. In non -configurational 

languages theta -marking and Case -marking coincide for all 

the arguments of the verb, so the relation `external 

realization' (as opposed to `external argument') is unde- 

fined, but in configurational languages theta -marking and 

Case -marking may diverge in the case of the argument 

which occupies the structural subject position, so the 

notion external argument is clearly defined in structural 

terms. It appears that German falls somewhere between 

the configurational and the non -configurational ends of a 

continuum, since it has both structural and lexical case. 

If we accept this analysis, it is clear that Case - 

marking and theta -marking are in much closer correspon- 

dence in German than they are in English. The reason for 

this is straightforward. Given the fact that the argu- 

ments of the verb in German are all governed by the same 

maximal projection of V, then the only way that they can 

be uniquely identified is by morphological inflection. 

In English, morphological inflection is generally lacking 

from NPs, so NPs are uniquely identified by means of 

their structural position rather than their morphological 

inflection. This is the fundamental difference between 

the systems of Case -marking in English and German: in 

English, the conditions for the realization of structural 

Case indices are uniquely determined by structural con- 

figuration, whereas in German, the conditions are 
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uniquely determined by morphological inflection. The ul- 

timate reason for this is that English has a structural 

subject position, where nominative Case can be uniquely 

realized, whereas German does not have a structural sub- 

ject position, so nominative Case can be realized any- . 

where within the maximal projection of the verb. 

2.5.5 Summary: the configurationality parameter 

In our survey of the contrasts between the grammars of 

English and German we have reached the conclusion that 

many of the differences in the surface properties of the 

two languages cluster together in such a way that they 

can be ascribed to parametric variation in a small number 

of principles of Universal Grammar. We summarize these 

conclusions here. First, we have noted that German has 

both lexical case and structural case, whereas English 

only structural case. Lexical case is assigned in 

association with theta -roles at D- structure, and is not 

sensitive to the syntactic environment of the NP; in par- 

ticular it is not sensitive to the operation of Move 

Alpha. A wide range of contrasts in the grammars of 

English and German follow from this one fundamental dif- 

ference. Among these are the fact that change of gram- 

matical function in German is indicated by means of mor- 

phology, whereas in English it is indicated by movement. 

This difference in turn is associated with the fact that 

all of the arguments of the verb are dominated by the 

maximal projection of the verb in German, whereas in 

English the external argument is, as the term implies, 

outside the maximal projection of the verb. Subjectless 

sentences are possible in German because, in contrast to 

English, there is no structural subject position in 

German; where the verb does not have a referential argu- 

ment associated with a structural index, the syntax of 

German does not require that there should be a lexical 
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subject, whereas in English all sentences must have a 

lexical subject. 

A further range of contrasts is associated with sub- 

ject /topic typology. The characteristic V2 property of 

German is due to the fact that the initial constituent in 

the sentence is derived by topicalisation, which in turn 

forces movement of the finite verb to the V2 position. 

In German the topic position must be filled in a matrix 

sentence because of the V2 constraint, and so where there 

is no lexical subject available to fill this position, 

and where it is not otherwise occupied as a result of 

topicalisation, this position must be filled in a matrix 

sentence by the lexical expletive es. The differences 

between English and German in respect of the V2 con- 

straint may be accounted for by supposing that S is a 

headed category, and the head of S is subject to paramet- 

ric variation. In English INFL is the head of S, while 

in the Germanic V2 languages, the head of S is COMP. A 

further range of contrasts is related to the fact that 

the INFL node has different properties in the two lan- 

guages. In English, INFL is a lexical node, and it is 

external to the VP, whereas in German there is good rea- 

son to suppose that INFL is not a lexical node, but 

rather a bundle of features whose distribution is sensi- 

tive to the position of the finite verb in the sentence. 

Finally, and not least important, a range of contrasts in 

the word orders of the two languages can be ascribed to 

differences in the parameters of the directionality of 

Case -marking and Theta -marking. In English, Case is as- 

signed uniformly to the right, whereas in German Case is 

assigned to the right by prepositions and to the left by 

the verb. The directionality of Theta -marking is also 

subject to parametric variation between the two lan- 

guages, since theta roles are assigned to the right in 

English, but to the left in German. 
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It is clear from our survey of these contrasts in 

this chapter that these parameters are not independent of 

one another; we shall take the view that the contrasts in 

the discussion above fall into three typological 

clusters: (i) the properties associated with the notion 

of configurationality, (ii) the properties associated 

with the V2 constraint, and (iii) the word order 

parameters. The decision as to which parameter belongs 

in which broad typological category is to some extent 

arbitrary, since it is likely that all the properties are 

inter -related at some level of abstraction. In 

particular, it is not obvious whether the INFL parameter 

should be classified together with the configurationality 

parameters or with the word order parameters. Kratzer 

(1984) suggests that the differences in the properties of 

the INFL node in English and German are closely related 

to the issue of configurationality, while Travis (1984) 

argues that the properties of INFL are most closely 

associated with the word order parameters. We follow 

Travis in grouping the INFL parameter with the word order 

parameters, though there is no principled reason for 

this, and nothing in our account hinges on the grouping 

of parameters under the three headings below. 

Table 1: English /German contrasts and parametric varia- 
tion (i): morphology and grammatical relations 

Parameter English German 

Case morphology [- lexical case] [+ lexical case] 

Move Alpha [+ NP movement] [- NP movement] 

GF- identification S- system M- system 

Configurationality exclusive VP inclusive VP 
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Table 2: English /German contrasts and parametric varia- 
tion (ii): Subject /topic typology 

Parameter English German 

Head of S INFL COMP 

Table 3: English /German contrasts and parametric varia- 
tion (iii): Word order typology 

Parameter English German 

INFL node [+ lexical] [- lexical] 

Case -marking left to right not uniform 

Theta -marking left to right right to left 



CHAPTER THREE 

MODULARITY IN SECOND LANGUAGE ACQUISITION 

3.1 Modular interaction and knowledge of language 

3.1.0 Introduction 

In this chapter we consider in more detail the relevance 

to the study of interlanguage development of the modular- 

ity thesis which we outlined in Chapter 1. In particular 

we shall be concerned to determine the way in which the 

learning module interacts with Universal Grammar in the 

acquisition of different kinds of knowledge of language. 

Our approach to this question is guided in the first in- 

stance by a number of a priori considerations concerning 

the respective domains within which the learning module 

and Universal Grammar may be said to operate. In gen- 

eral, we shall argue that what is particular and idiosyn- 

cratic in language must be learned, while what is univer- 

sal may be learned in part, but is determined primarily 

by the innate structure of Universal Grammar. 

3.1.1 Modular interaction and language acquisition 

We turn now to a more detailed consideration of what 

knowledge of language consists of in the particular area 

of phrase structure rules. The interaction of bottom -up 

inductive learning mechanisms and top -down constraints is 

most apparent in the acquisition of knowledge of phrase 

structure, since phrase structure is the area of language 

where the lexicon and more general principles such as the 

- 171 - 
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Projection Principle and Case theory most obviously in- 

teract. To this point our remarks have applied equally 

to first and second language acquisiton, but in what fol- 

lows we shall attempt to bring out the particular impli- 

cations of the modularity thesis for second language ac- 

quisition. Where we do not specify whether we are refer- 

ring to first or second language acquisition it should be 

assumed that our remarks apply to both. 

Consider, for example, what kinds of knowledge lie 

behind the judgements of the native speaker of English 

with regard to the following sentences: 

(1) a. Galileo explained his theory to the Pope. 

b. ? *Galileo explained to the Pope his theory. 

c. Galileo explained to the Pope why the earth 
moved round the sun. 

(2) a. Galileo told the story to the Pope. 

b. Galileo told him the story. 

(3) a. Galileo explained the theory to the Pope. 

b. *Galileo explained him the theory. 

Our approach to this question will be based on the work- 

ing hypothesis that knowledge of language consists of at 

least the following four distinct types of knowledge: 
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Table 1: Categories of language knowledge 

173 

1 Lexical knowledge, including the meanings of words, 
their thematic properties, typicality conditions and 
collocational restrictions. 

2 Language- specific realization rules, such as the 
rule that the Goal argument in English is realized 
as the complement of the preposition to. 

3 Parameterized syntactic principles, such as the di- 
rectionality of Case -marking or the Adjacency Con- 
dition on Case assignment. 

4 Invariant syntactic principles, as for example the 
Projection Principle and the Theta Criterion. 

We shall suggest later that category 2 (i.e. knowledge of 

language- specific realization rules) is in fact a hybrid 

category, resulting from the combined effect of cate- 

gories 1 and 3 (i.e. lexical knowledge and knowledge of 

parameterized principles). Notice that we do not include 

knowledge of phrase structure rules in this list. It is 

one of the major advances of the theory of transforma- 

tional generative grammar since the model presented in 

Chomsky's Aspects (1965) that knowledge of phrase struc- 

ture is seen as derived from the interaction of the lexi- 

con with other principles of the grammar, such as X -bar 

theory, Case theory and the Projection Principle. It has 

always been one of the primary aims of theorists of 

transformational generative grammar to restrict the use 

of abstract phrase structure rules in the grammar (the 

familiar rewrite rules of the Aspects model) and to re- 

distribute the descriptive burden carried by phrase 

structure rules in the Aspects model variously to the 

lexicon and to more abstract general principles. This 

aim has been at least partly achieved through the elabo- 

ration of the generalised X -bar schema and the discovery 

of general principles such as the Projection Principle, 

to the extent that it now seems feasible that phrase- 
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structure rules can be dispensed with entirely (Stowell 

1981, Chomsky 1986b). This development has important im- 

plications for learnability theory, because it is evi- 

dence of a move away from a conception of a grammar as a 

(finite) set of construction -specific rules to a system 

based on the interaction of the lexicon with more or less 

independent general abstract principles such as Case the- 

ory and the Projection Principle. 

3.1.1.1 The lexicon 

We consider now the four types of knowledge of language 

represented in Table 1 above. The overall aim is to de- 

termine the limits of the domain of inductive learning 

mechanisms within this particular hierarchy. Consider 

first knowledge of the lexicon. The native speaker of 

English knows the meaning of the word explain, which is 

to say that he or she can use the word appropriately to 

denote a particular kind of action in a particular kind 

of situation. Part of this knowledge is constituted by 

knowledge of the typicality conditions for the use of the 

word, such as the fact that the subject of the verb ex- 

plain is typically human, that the verb has an indirect 

object which is also typically human, and that the verb 

must have a direct object, which is typically a noun 

phrase referring to an idea, a theory, or some other ab- 

stract mental entity. In addition to the typicality con- 

ditions, the native -speaker of English knows that the 

Agent argument is the default choice for the subject, and 

the Goal argument can be omitted. We include this knowl- 

edge in the predicate- argument structure representation, 

though it is likely that this knowledge is not particular 

to the predicate explain, since the Agent is always the 

default choice for subject when it is present, and the 

Goal argument is frequently, though not invariably, op- 

tional. Note, however, that the optionality of the Goal 
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argument is a particular property of the predicate ex- 

plain, so we must account for the fact that it is learned 

in some way. We can represent this knowledge by means of 

the predicate- argument structure formalism which we made 

use of in Chapter 2 Section 2.5: 

(4) explain <Agent, Theme, (Goal)> 

We do not include the typicality conditions (or selection 

restrictions as they are known in the terminology of 

transformational generative grammar) in this representa- 

tion because they are inherently resistant to formalisa- 

tion. They are resistant to formalisation because they 

can best be characterized by means of the psychological 

construct of the prototype, which by its very nature can- 

not be defined in terms of a set of necessary and suffi- 

cient conditions of use. In short, our knowledge of how 

to use words appropriately includes not only knowledge of 

the sound -meaning correspondence represented by the word, 

but also knowledge of the real world of situations, 

events and entities and how they typically interact; this 

latter kind of knowledge cannot be codified by means of 

any formalism. Nevertheless typicality conditions are an 

important part of our knowledge of the meaning of a word, 

as we can see if we consider the thematic properties of 

the verb describe, which is identical to that of explain 

although the typicality conditions are different: 

(5) describe <Agent, Theme, (Goal)> 

The lexical knowledge which is represented in the predi- 

cate- argument structure representation for the verb ex- 

plain is, in a trivial sense, particular knowledge, be- 

cause it represents an association between a particular 

item in the English lexicon and a prototypical situation. 

Notice, however, that the predicate- argument structure 
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representation for the word explain and its associated 

typicality conditions is not particular to English, since 

it is presumably independent of the arbitrary symbol 

which is used in English to represent it. The predicate - 

argument structure representation for the Italian word 

spiegare, for example, or the German word erklären are 

presumably very similar, if not identical, to that of ex- 

plain, since all three words have the same denotation. 

Notice that this is one of the significant differences 

between first language acquisition and second language 

acquisition. We assume that learning the meaning of the 

word explain in one's first language involves learning 

the predicate- argument structure and the typicality con- 

ditions associated with the word, but we can also assume 

that the adult learner of English as a second language 

has already acquired this knowledge in his or her own 

language, albeit in association with a different word. 

We cannot of course say that the predicate- argument 

structure and typicality conditions associated with all 

translation equivalents of explain are exactly the same 

as those associated with explain itself, because the com- 

plex network of connotations associated with a particular 

lexical item is largely the result of associations built 

up through its use in context, and this knowledge is ob- 

viously not identical from one language to another. 

Nevertheless, it is reasonable to suppose that the the- 

matic properties of a given lexical predicate are the 

same as those of its translation equivalents in other 

languages. 

3.1.1.2 Realization rules and the recovery problem 

We have established that knowledge of the predicate -argu- 

ment structure and typicality conditions of a given pred- 

icate are learned rather than pre- determined by Universal 

Grammar. This conclusion is uncontroversial. Consider 

1 
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now what knowledge is involved in the syntactic realiza- 

tion of a typical predicate- argument structure: 

(6) explain <Agent, Theme, (Goal)> 

Suppose we envisage a situation where the Agent is 

Galileo, the Theme is Galileo's theory and the Goal is 

the Pope. Among the sentences which give expression to 

this situation are the following: 

(7) a. Galileo explained his theory to the Pope. 

b. Galileo explained his theory. 

but we also know that the following sentences are not 

possible realisations: 

(7) c. *Galileo explained to the Pope. 

d. *Galileo explained the Pope his theory. 

and the following is doubtful: 

(7) e. ?Galileo explained to the Pope his theory. 

The knowledge which informs these judgements is of dif- 

ferent kinds. Sentences (7a) and (7b) represent the fact 

that the Theme argument in English is typically realized 

as an accusative Case -marked NP governed by the verb; if 

there is a Goal in addition to the Theme, the Goal ap- 

pears after the Theme and is realized as the NP comple- 

ment of the preposition to. Sentence (7b) represents the 

fact that the Goal argument of explain can be omitted; 

the Theme, however, cannot be omitted, as we see from 

sentence (7c). (7d) represents the fact that, at least 

with regard to the verb explain, the Goal cannot be re- 

alised as the complement of the verb, although for some 

other verbs, this is possible, as we can see from (8) be- 

low: 
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(8) Galileo told the Pope his story. 

Sentence (7e) suggests that if there is a Theme and a 

Goal, the Goal cannot typically occur adjacent to the 

verb, although if we compare (7e) with (7f) below: 

(7) f. 
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Galileo explained to the Pope his theory of how 
the earth moves round the sun. 

we can see that this particular realization rule can be 

over -ridden by pragmatic considerations such as the rela- 

tive weight or information value of the complements of 

the verb. 

Consider now how knowledge of these language -spe- 

cific realization rules may be acquired. We note first 

that the predicate- argument structure of explain is 
shared by a large number of other predicates such as de- 
scribe, suggest, propose, show. Thus among the evidence 

available to the child are sentences such as the follow- 

ing: 

(9) 

(10) 

Galileo explained his theory to the Pope. 

Raleigh showed his plan to the Queen. 

Napoleon promised his army a victory. 

We might suppose that faced with the evidence of sen- 

tences such as these, the child learning English as his 

first language can form an inductive generalisation to 

the effect that predicate- argument structure representa- 

tions of the form {Agent, Theme, Goal) are realized by 

means of the following phrase structure rule: NPi V NP2 

PP. We shall refer to this hypothesis as the lexical in- 

duction hypothesis. More generally, we might suppose 

that phrase structure rules which are sensitive to the 

subcategorization features of the lexical predicate are 

learned through inductive generalization. An alternative 
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hypothesis would be to suppose that these sentences con- 

stitute evidence to the language learner for a number of 

parameterized principles of Universal Grammar. These 

principles would include the fact that the assignment of 

objective Case in English is strictly constrained by the 

Adjacency Condition, and the fact that both verbs and 

prepositions in English assign Case to the right, the 

fact that the direction of theta -marking in English is 

from left to right, and so on. The language learner 

makes use of evidence such as that provided by the sen- 

tences above to acquire the appropriate parameter -set- 

tings for the principles involved; these parameterized 

principles, once acquired, thereafter act as top -down 

constraints on the well -formedness of syntactic represen- 

tations. We shall refer to this hypothesis as the 

`syntactic priority' hypothesis. 

We consider now the objections to the naive lexical 

induction hypothesis, i.e. the hypothesis that knowledge 

of language -particular phrase structure rules can be ac- 

quired via the operation of unconstrained inductive gen- 

eralisation. It has been shown convincingly (see e.g. 

Baker 1979, Baker and McCarthy 1981, Hornstein and 

Lightfoot 1981) that the acquisition of knowledge of 

phrase structure cannot be explained as being due to the 

operation of unconstrained inductive generalisation, 

since if this were the case, there would be massive over - 

generalisation. The difficulty is most apparent in the 

case of syntactic patterns which are restricted to a more 

or less closed class of lexical items, such as for exam- 

ple dative -shift. The argument goes as follows. Among 

the evidence available to the child acquiring English as 

his or her first language are sentences such as the fol- 

lowing: 

(12) Show me the book. 
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(13) Give me your hand. 

(14) Tell me a story. 
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If, as we suppose, the child is predisposed to notice 

regularities of whatever sort in the evidence available 

to him, it is likely that the child will form an induc- 

tive generalisation on the basis of this kind of evi- 

dence, to the effect that where the verb has two internal 

arguments which are a Goal and a Theme, the Goal can be 

realized as the accusative Case -marked complement of the 

verb (i.e. the indirect object), and where this is the 

case the Theme is realized as the accusative Case -marked 

complement of the complex predicate formed by the verb 

and the indirect object. The difficulty then is that if 

the child applies this generalization to any verb with a 

Goal and a Theme argument, we should expect mistakes such 

as the following: 

(15) *Explain me the problem. 

(16) *Demonstrate me the recipe. 

If, as our theory of unconstrained inductive generalisa- 

tion would predict, the child does make such mistakes as 

a result of applying an overly general rule, then we have 

to explain how it is that the child recovers from the 

overly general rule. It is generally assumed that nega- 

tive evidence in the form of corrections from the speech 

community is not available to the child, and even if this 

kind of evidence is available, its effect is limited 

(McNeill 1966, Brown and Hanlon 1970, Braine 1971). If 

this is the case, it is difficult to explain how the 

child learns that the rule he has induced from the posi- 

tive evidence available to him cannot be applied indis- 

criminately. The essence of the `recovery problem' is 

that if knowledge of language is acquired through the op- 

eration of unconstrained inductive generalisation, then 
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we should expect much more overgeneralisation than we do 

in fact find. 

Various solutions to this paradox have been pro- 

posed, most of which involve hypothesising the existence 

of constraints of various kinds on the operation of in- 

ductive learning. The lexical solution to the problem 

(proposed by Baker (1979), for example, and pursued more 

elaborately by Pinker (1984, 1987)) is based on the as- 

sumption that children do not in fact form overly general 

rules, and that their knowledge of phrase structure is a 

result of their knowledge of the lexical properties of 

individual lexical items. The difficulty with this argu- 

ment is that there is incontrovertible evidence that 

children do in fact form overly general rules, as has 

been convincingly shown by Bowerman (1982a, 1987). 

Pinker's response to this demonstration is to suggest 

that the child's categorisation of the lexical properties 

of predicates becomes progressively more sophisticated, 

and that the child avoids making overly general rules be- 

cause he or she is capable of making the fine semantic 

distinctions necessary to discriminate between predicates 

which allow dative shift and those which don't. 

An alternative to Pinker's solution to the recovery 

problem has been proposed by Berwick under the name of 

the Subset Principle (Berwick 1985). Berwick's proposal 

is essentially that the child always selects the most 

conservative grammar which is consistent with the evi- 

dence available to him. Berwick's Subset Principle is 

closely tied to a computational model of language acqui- 

sition which operates on the basis that restructuring of 

the grammar is triggered by failure of the parser. If 

the child's internalised representation of the grammar of 

his speech community is incapable of parsing the input 

data, then the grammar is restructured in such a way that 

a representation can be assigned to the input stream with 
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the minimum amount of adjustment to the grammar. In ad- 

dition, it is necessary to assume that the child is 

equipped with a rich set of innate principles which set 

limits to the operation of the learning mechanisms. 

Grammar learning, according to this conception, is incre- 

mental and data -driven, but heavily constrained by innate 

abstract principles. 

Whatever solution to the recovery problem turns out 

to be correct, it is clear that it must involve the as- 

sumption that there is a richly structured system of con- 

straints on the operation of inductive learning mecha- 

nisms. Our approach to the problem as it applies to sec- 

ond language acquisition is based on the belief that in- 

duction does play a part in the acquisition of phrase 

structure, but that this part is heavily constrained by 

the operation of the parameterized principles of 

Universal Grammar. Beyond this, we suppose that it is 

not possible to be more specific, because the problem 

then becomes an empirical matter. Where there is evi- 

dence of systematic overgeneralisation, then we conclude 

that this is due to the operation of inductive general- 

ization; where, on the other hand, there is no evidence 

of overgeneralisation, then we conclude that the primary 

factor in the acquisition process is the effect of the 

top -down constraints of Universal Grammar. In general, 

we shall suppose that the two processes are complementary 

rather than mutually exclusive, and that both processes 

may contribute to the acquisition of a particular syntad- 

tic rule or principle. Further, we shall suggest that 

the two processes may have their effect at different 

stages of the acquisition process. We shall suggest that 

the core parameters of Universal Grammar are acquired 

early in the acquisition process, and that thereafter the 

process of language acquisition is determined primarily 

by lexical accretion. We shall argue that overgenerali- 
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sation does occur, particularly in the acquisition of 

syntactic patterns which are limited to a more or less 

closed class of lexical items; where this is the case we 

shall suppose that inductive generalisation is the prin- 

cipal mode of acquisition. In general, however, the re- 

sults of our empirical study suggest that the effect of 

inductive generalization is limited, and that the primary 

factor in most areas of syntax is the effect of the pa- 

rameterized principles of Universal Grammar. 

3.1.1.3 Parameterized principles 

We have established that knowledge of phrase structure 

can plausibly be ascribed to the operation of inductive 

learning mechanisms operating within a set of richly - 

structured constraints. These constraints are of two 

kinds: there are constraints which vary from one language 

to another, and there are constraints which are invari- 

ant. It is usual to refer to the former as parameters, 

or parameterized principles. We consider now how the 

knowledge of parameterized principles is acquired. In 

our discussion we shall make use of two general explana- 

tory principles. First, it is necessary to consider 

whether the relevant evidence is available and accessible 

to the language learner. Second, the difficulty of ac- 

quiring the relevant parameter- setting can be related to 

the nature of the problem space which the parameter pre- 

sents to the learner. 

Consider first the question of evidence. If we take 

word order parameters as an example, the learner acquir= 

ing a language which has a relatively free word order has 

plenty of evidence available to him, particularly if his 

own language has a relatively rigid word order. This 

would be the case for example for an English native 

speaker learner of German. The problem is not quite so 

simple for the German learner of English, however, be- 
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cause in respect of word order the grammar of German is a 

superset of the grammar of English. That is to say, the 

syntax of German allows, with some minor exceptions, all 

the possible word orders of English, i.e. in effect the 

basic SVO word order, but also some word orders which are 

not grammatical. The problem for the German learner of 

English is that there is no positive evidence of the un- 

grammaticality of these word orders, and we therefore 

predict that there will be some difficulty in unlearning 

these principles. However, despite the lack of evidence 

of the ungrammaticality of some German word orders in 

English, there is plenty of positive evidence of the 

canonical word order in English, so word order should not 

in general present the learner with much difficulty. 

This conclusion is strongly supported by a consider- 

ation of the nature of the problem space presented by 

word order parameters to the second language learner. If 

the L1 and the L2 both have well -defined, but different, 

canonical word orders, as is arguably the case with re- 

spect to English and German, the learner only requires 

evidence that the L1 word order parameters are inappro- 

priate for the L2 in order to reset the parameter cor- 

rectlyl. The reason is quite simple. Given the fact 

that constituent order involves the linearization of the 

major sentence constituents, the word order parameters 

have only two possible values. The parameter represented 

by the directionality of Theta -marking, for example, has 

only two possible values, `left -to- right' or `right -to- 

left'. Therefore this particular parameter presents the 

learner with a highly constrained problem space. It is 

natural to suppose that the difficulty of acquiring a 

1 See van Buren (1988), referring to Zobl (1988), for 

similar observations with regard to the supposed 
difficulty encountered by Japanese learners of En- 

glish in recovering from an overly general grammar 
with a `flat' VP. 
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particular parameter is directly related to the complex- 

ity of the problem -space which it presents to the 

learner, and on this basis we can predict that word order 

parameters will generally be easy to acquire. The evi- 

dence from first language acquisition certainly suggests 

that this is the case. From the moment that the child 

begins to form two -word utterances consisting of a primi- 

tive predicate- argument structure, the child has to make 

determinate choices with regard to the order of elements 

in the verb phrase, and the evidence is that after an 

initial period of indeterminacy, which is usually of 

fairly short duration, the child adopts the order of the 

adult grammar and sticks to it without any backsliding. 

It is generally recognised that basic or `canonical' word 

order is acquired early, and that once it is acquired, 

children do not make mistakes in canonical word order 

(see e.g. Hyams 1986) . 

We have considered how knowledge of word order pa- 

rameters may be acquired by the second language learner, 

and we have concluded that they will not present the 

learners with much difficulty because (i) there is plenty 

of positive evidence available, and (ii) the problem 

space is highly constrained. We have noted, however, 

that there may be some difficulty for the second language 

learner if the word orders permitted by the L1 are a su- 

perset of those permitted by the L2, since in this case 

there is no positive evidence available to disconfirm the 

overly general grammar. A further general point which 

emerges from the discussion relates to the distinction 

between the core and periphery of Universal Grammar. It 

is commonly supposed that the core grammar of a language 

is determined by the interaction of parameterized princi- 

ples, while the periphery may also be subject to paramet- 

ric variation, but of a less general character. We might 

suppose that the core parameters of Universal Grammar are 
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those with many and far -reaching deductive consequences 

in the surface properties of the grammar, while the pe- 

riphery is constituted by the idiosyncratic and particu- 

lar features of the grammar. It follows that the evi- 

dence for the core parameters is to be found in the nor- 

mal unmarked sentences of the language, sentence -types 

which are necessarily high in frequency. This is cer- 

tainly the case with respect to the parameters we have 

considered so far, since every English sentence with a 

transitive verb constitutes evidence for the directional- 

ity of Case -marking in English, and for the fact that ac- 

cusative Case is assigned under strict adjacency. These 

considerations reinforce our belief in the priority of 

syntactic principles, since the argument suggests that 

the evidence for the core principles of Universal Grammar 

is to be found in the normal, unmarked sentences of the 

language, which are necessarily high in frequency and 

therefore always available. 

We turn now to a consideration of how the German 

learner of English acquires the appropriate settings for 

the cluster of principles which we have grouped under the 

heading of the configurationality parameter. First, con- 

sider the [± lexical case] parameter (see Chapter 2 Sec- 

tion 2.5.5). The problem for the German learner is to 

realise that English does not have a system of lexical 

case. There is no direct positive evidence of this 

available, since the German case system is a superset of 

the English case system. However, there is what we might 

call `indirect positive evidence' that English does not 

have a system of lexical case; this evidence comes in the 

form of prepositions which are used to mark case rela- 

tions which in German are marked by the use of morpholog- 

ical case inflections. Thus the word me in the English 

expression Give me a kiss could be interpreted by the 

German learner of English as a dative -case marked pronoun 
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corresponding to the German mir in the equivalent expres- 

sion Gibst du mir einen Kuß. On the other hand, the ex- 

pression to me in the sentence Give the book to me is in- 

direct positive evidence to the learner that English does 

not have a system of lexical case, because the corre- 

sponding expression in German is a dative case -marked 

pronoun: Geben Sie mir das Buch. The possibility of in- 

direct positive evidence being available has been re- 

ferred to in the literature of both first and second lan- 

guage acquisition under the term `pre -emption'. The idea 

is that where the learner is expecting a particular form, 

but encounters a different form, then the form which is 

encountered `pre -empts' the over -generalisation which 

would otherwise have occurred. The possibility of pre- 

emptive positive evidence being a factor in the learn - 

ability equation has been argued for by Bowerman (1987) 

in the context of the first language acquisition of lexi- 

cal rules, and by Rutherford (1989) in a discussion of 

the applicability of learnability theory to second lan- 

guage acquisition phenomena. 

If indirect positive evidence is available to the 

German learner of English that there is no lexical case 

in English, then it is reasonable to suppose that the ev- 

idence will eventually be effective in changing the value 

of the parameter, but that this change will take time be- 

cause the connection between the evidence and the parame- 

ter is not direct and the computation of the connection 

is therefore complex. A further consideration in rela- 

tion to the difficulty of the [± lexical case] parameter 

concerns the nature of the problem space which is pre- 

sented by the parameter. In general terms, the setting 

of the [± lexical case] parameter reflects the `richness' 

of morphological inflection in a language. In the case 

of word order parameters, we noted that the problem space 

was highly constrained because there are only two possi- 
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ble settings for the parameter; this reflects the fact 

that the values of the parameter are discrete. If we 

consider the [± lexical case] parameter in this light the 

problem space seems to be of a different kind. First, it 

is not clear that the two settings [+ lexical case] and 

[- lexical case] are discrete values, since it is likely 

that languages can be ranged along a continuum in rela- 

tion to their richness of morphological case; it follows 

from this that the problem space which is presented by 

this parameter is not so clearly defined as that pre- 

sented by the word order parameters, and the difficulty 

of acquiring the appropriate setting is therefore corre- 

spondingly greater. We conclude that, from the point of 

view both of the availability of evidence and of the com- 

plexity of the problem space, setting the correct value 

for the [± lexical case] parameter will present difficul- 

ties to the German learner of English. 

Consider now the parameter which we have designated 

[± NP- movement]; this is intimately connected with the 

parameter which we have designated the GF- identification 

parameter. The two settings of these parameters are (i) 

[± NP- movement] and (ii) S- system /M- system, respectively. 

As we have suggested, in contexts of argument reduction, 

promotion to subject in German is effected by nominative 

Case assignment; the problem for the German learner of 

English is therefore to realise that promotion to subject 

in English is effected by NP- movement in addition to nom- 

inative Case assignment. In general, movement has a 

pragmatic function in German, and is not determined by 

syntactic considerations, so the German learner of 

English has a movement schema available to him, but the 

conditions under which it is applied, and the constraints 

to which movement of argument NPs are subject, are very 

different. In particular, we have argued that there is 

no structural subject position in German, so the acquisi- 
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tion of NP- movement presupposes that the learner knows 

that English has a structural subject position. Consider 

now what evidence is available to the learner of the ap- 

propriate settings of the configurationality parameters 

in English. Direct positive evidence would consist of 

NP- movement associated with nominative Case assignment, 

and if this is the case it would appear that positive ev- 

idence is limited in its availability. A typical passive 

sentence, such as The book was published last year for 

example, can be interpreted by the learner as an example 

of case -promotion followed by topicalisation, since the 

parallel structure in German (Das Buch wurde letztes 

Jahre herausgegeben) is interpreted in this way. Posi- 

tive evidence is available in the form of the promotion 

to subject of arguments which in the equivalent German 

sentence would bear a lexical case index. The most obvi- 

ous example of this type of sentence is found in cases of 

what we have called indirect object promotion, such as in 

the sentence I was given the book. The same kind of evi- 

dence is provided by the passive of verbs such as helfen 

('help') and glauben ('believe'), as in the sentences She 

was helped by the nurse and He was not believed by the 

jury. Apart from this evidence, which in view of the 

marked nature of these sentences is likely to be rare, 

there is apparently no direct positive evidence of the 

configurational nature of English available to the 

learner whose L1 is non -configurational. What evidence 

there is must, then, be indirect, and as in the case of 

the [± lexical case] parameter, the computation of the 

connection between the indirect positive evidence and the 

parameter- setting is complex and likely to take time. 

The nature of the problem -space presented by the 

configurationality parameter is hard to determine. We 

suggest that configurationality should properly be seen 

not as a single parameter, but as a cluster of related 
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properties which derive from some more fundamental and 

basic parameters which remain to be determined. This 

view of the matter is supported by recent suggestions 

that languages are ranged on a continuum in respect of 

their configurationality; languages such as Warlpiri and 

Dyirbal, where any order of constituents apparently forms 

a grammatical sentence, can be seen as true non- configu- 

rational languages, while languages such as English, with 

minimal morphology and rigid word order are strongly con- 

figurational (see e.g. Comrie 1981:80ff). Languages 

where grammatical functions are determined by a mixture 

of morphology and configuration, such as for example 

Japanese and German, are to be found between the non -con- 

figurational and strongly configurational ends of the 

continuum, and can therefore be thought of as weakly con - 

figurational2. This approach to the notion of configura- 

tionality coincides with our suggestion that the problem 

space presented by the [± NP movement] and [S- system /M- 

system] parameters is complex, and the computation of the 

appropriate setting is therefore likely to prove diffi- 

cult for the learner of a strongly configurational lan- 

guage whose L1 is non -configurational or weakly- configu- 

rational. 

We conclude this section by summarizing our predic- 

tions with regard to the difficulty presented to the 

German learner of English by the various parameters which 

we have outlined at the beginning of the section. We 

suggest that word order parameters will present little or 

no difficulty, because there is plenty of positive evi- 

dence available that the basic word order of English is 

SVO, and particularly because of the highly constrained 

nature of the problem space. We predict that the learner 

2 See Radford (1990:57ff) for proposals to this ef- 
fect, in the context of an exposition of the rele- 
vance of parametric variation in the X -bar schema to 
typological variation. 
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likely to encounter difficulty in respect of the [± lexi- 

cal case] parameter, because the property of richness of 

case inflection does not reduce itself to a straight- 

forward binary problem- space, and because there is no di- 

rect positive evidence available that English does not 

have lexical case. We are less certain in our pre- 

dictions in regard to the cluster of properties associ- 

ated with the notion of configurationality, because there 

is some doubt as to the nature of the fundamental princi- 

ples involved. However, in general we have argued that 

the learner of a strongly configurational language whose 

L1 is weakly configurational is likely to encounter dif- 

ficulty in acquiring the appropriate parameter- settings, 

because the evidence of strong configurationality is lim- 

ited in its availability, and may be confined to marked 

structures such as indirect object promotion. 

3.1.1.4 Knowledge of Universal Grammar 

In the foregoing we have suggested that knowledge of lan- 

guage can be thought of in terms of a four -part taxonomy 

of knowledge types: (i) lexical knowledge, (ii) realiza- 

tion rules, (iii) parameterized syntactic principles and 

(iv) invariant syntactic principles. We have suggested 

that inductive learning mechanisms are responsible for 

the language -particular aspects of these types of knowl- 

edge, but that the operation of these mechanisms is in- 

creasingly constrained as we move through the hierarchy 

by the existence of universal constraints. We have not 

yet discussed how knowledge of invariant syntactic prin- 

ciples is acquired. A central plank in the theoretical 

framework that underpins the parameters and principles 

approach to Universal Grammar is that a large part of our 

knowledge of grammar is due to the existence of an innate 

language- specific cognitive module. If knowledge of Uni- 

versal Grammar is innate, then there is clearly no prob- 
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problem in accounting for how this knowledge is acquired. 

If it is innate, then it is not acquired, but rather is 

available ab initio, or becomes available as a result of 

of a genetically- determined maturational programme. 

We do not doubt that the human species is equipped 

with innate constraints on the possible form of natural 

language grammars, which we may call Universal Grammar. 

However, we suggest that not everything which is invari- 

ant in grammar is necessarily to be ascribed to biologi- 

cal constraints. 

It is of course possible, and indeed likely, that 

the evolution of language has occurred over the same time 

span as the evolution of the human brain, and that the 

evolution of the one has influenced, and been influenced 

by, the evolution of the other. If this is so, and it is 

hard to conceive how it could be otherwise, it follows 

that some at least of the universal properties of human 

languages are represented in the structure and mode of 

functioning of the brain. It does not follow, however, 

that all the universal properties of human languages are 

so represented. The importance of this point cannot be 

exaggerated. It is acknowledged by nativists that the 

claim that the formal universals of Universal Grammar are 

innately represented is an empirical claim, open to refu- 

tation; the argument for innateness rests ultimately on 

the belief that children's acquisition of grammar cannot 

be explained unless we assume that the greater part of 

the knowledge they have of the formal structure of lan- 

guage structure is due to the structure and function of 

the language- specific faculty of the brain. 

There are few certainties in the study of language. 

It is often easier to be certain about what is not the 

case than about what is the case. Thus it has proved a 

fruitful strategy to propose constraints on form in the 

study of syntax. The discovery of constraints in 
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Universal Grammar has had profound effects on the study 

of syntax, since they provide a strong argument for the 

existence of innate knowledge of language. However, it 

is possible to argue for the importance of constraints 

without assuming that they are necessarily the result of 

an innate language- specific faculty. In line with the 

strategy outlined in the paragraph above we investigate 

the possibility that there are alternative explanations 

for the existence of such constraints. 

We suggest that there are at least three types of 

constraint operating on the processes of language acqui- 

sition and language change: cognitive constraints, func- 

tional constraints, and formal constraints. A taxonomy 

of these constraints is set out below: 

Table 2: A taxonomy of universal constraints on language 
form 
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(1) Cognitive constraints 
- language- specific: Universal Grammar 
- non -language- specific: pattern- matching, problem - 

solving, symbolic representation and copying, in- 
duction, analogy 

(2) Functional constraints 
- language processing: ease of parsing, memory limi- 

tations 
- discourse /pragmatics: cohesion and coherence etc. 
- communicative functions: reference, predication 

etc. 

(3) Formal constraints 
- the Saussurean sign 
- linearization 
- constituent structure 
- recursion 

We illustrate the mode of interaction of these con- 

straints in Table 3 below, which is intended to illus- 

trate the relationship between individual language learn- 

ers and the developing grammar of a speech community. In 

the diagram, G1 represents the grammar of the adult gen- 



Chapter 3: Modularity 194 

eration, which we assume generates the same input for 

each individual language learner. The form of the gram- 

mar internalised by each learner is determined by the in- 

teraction of cognitive and formal constraints in the mind 

of the learner and by the data he or she is presented 

with. Each learner internalises a slightly different 

grammar, and the output of each learner constitutes data 

for himself or herself and for his or her peers. Fi- 

nally, we suppose that functional constraints operate on 

the language of the speech community as a continuous pro- 

cess throughout the course of adult life. The diagram is 

no more than a sketch, but it makes the important point 

that the locus of operation of the constraints on devel- 

oping grammars varies with the kind of constraint. 

Table 3: A sketch of the operation of constraints on de- 
veloping grammars 

G1 -> data -> 

Individual language 
learners 

cog. /form. const. 

cog. /form. const. 

cog. /form. const. 

cog. /form. const. 

cog. /form. const. 

Idiolects 

-> G2.1 

-> G2.2 

-> G2.3 

-> G2.n 

"cog" 
= cognitive, "form" = formal, " const" = constraints 
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The taxonomy and diagram above are intended to suggest 

that there are multiple possible sources for language 

universals in addition to the innate language- specific 

cognitive faculty. We can express the point by saying 

that in evolutionary terms, only those grammars will sur- 

vive which satisfy all three types of constraint. In ad- 

dition, it is important to notice that functional con- 

straints, since they are not innate, operate over the 

span of more than one generation; it follows that the . 

functional constraints have a relatively weak effect on 

the evolution of grammars. Grammars may be passed from 

one generation to another which do not fully satisfy 

functional universals; this means that languages may in 

the short term be functionally maladapted. In the long- 

term, however, only languages which are functionally 

well- adapted survive (Aitchison 1989). Formal con- 

straints, on the other hand, have a very strong effect on 

the evolution of possible grammars, simply because they 

define logical limits beyond which no language can 

transgress. The constraints above can be thought of as a 

series of filters of graded mesh -size, through which 

grammars must pass if they are to survive to the next 

generation. The coarsest filter is the functional fil- 

ter, for the reasons we have outline above. The next 

most coarse filter is the cognitive filter, since these 

constraints determine contingent limits on the mental 

representation and learnability of grammars, and then fi- 

nally there is the formal filter, which has the finest 

mesh since it determines logical limits on the structure 

of grammars. 

Notice that the term `Universal Grammar' appears in 

the taxonomy above as only one of a complex set of inter- 

acting factors which contribute to the origin of language 

universals. In fact the term `Universal Grammar', as it 

is often used, carries with it the serious danger of con- 
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fusion. Generativists commonly use the term to refer to 

the universal features of language which are due to the 

innate language- specific faculty. This usage is of 

course perfectly reasonable, since it is uncontroversial 

that some language universals are due to language -spe- 

cific faculties of the human mind. However, the term 

Universal Grammar is also taken to refer to the princi- 

ples and parameters of Government -Binding theory. Gov- 

ernment- Binding theory is a particular theory of the 

structure of Universal Grammar, but as its more perspicu- 

ous practitioners are the first to admit, it is `probably 

not correct' in many of its details; in other words it 

is, like any other developing theory, open to refutation 

in whole or in part. There is a world of a difference 

between assuming that part of the brain is innately - 

structured for the acquisition and representation of lan- 

guage, and assuming that one particular theory of lan- 

guage is innately represented. 

The issue here is commonly presented as a dichotomy. 

Some assert that the principles and parameters of Univer- 

sal Grammar as it is presented in Chomksy's Government - 

Binding theory are due to an innate language- specific 

faculty, while others assert that the idea of a grammar 

being mentally represented is inherently absurd (e.g. 

Givón 1979). It seems more useful, given the intractable 

nature of these problems, to adopt a hybrid position, 

namely that the universal features of language are due to 

the interaction of all of the constraints in the taxonomy 

above. This suggestion is in line with the thesis of the 

modularity of cognitive capacities (Fodor 1983), although 

what we are suggesting here conflicts in some of its de- 

tails with Fodor's assumptions. If what we suggest here 

is true, it follows that while we may accept a proposed 

universal as a useful addition to the descriptive appara- 

tus of Government -Binding theory, the question as to 
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as to whether this universal is mentally represented is 

logically entirely separate, and should be argued for 

separately. 

The point is crucial when use is made of the theory 

of parametric variation as an explanation of the phenom- 

ena of language change and language acquisition. To put 

the matter simply, if some parametric values are not rep- 

resented mentally, then a change in the value of a param- 

eter is not necessarily a mental event, but may be an 

`epiphenomenon', or in other words a creation of the lin- 

guist devised for the purpose of achieving a more econom- 

ical or elegant description of a variable grammar. 

In short, we are arguing that a sceptical position' 

with regard to the mental representation of the princi- 

ples and parameters of Universal Grammar is the only sen- 

sible position to adopt in view of our present lack of 

knowledge. The theory of parametric variation is a pow- 

erful analytical tool which is capable of providing pre- 

cise, subtle and testable descriptions of variation in 

grammars. It is also a theory of the limits of possible 

variation in the mental representation of grammar. The 

two are not logically dependent on one another, and it is 

possible to accept that Government -Binding provides valu- 

able insights into the nature of grammars, while at the 

same time remaining sceptical as to the mentalist claims 

of some theorists of Universal Grammar. Some of the pa- 

rameters of GB theory may be mentally represented, but 

equally, some may not. 

We consider now some examples of language universals 

which may be explained by reference to constraints which 

are not innately determined. The X -bar theory of 

Universal Grammar embodies a theoretical assumption that 

the order of heads and modifiers in a particular grammar 

is category -neutral. The order of elements in the phrase 

is assumed to be independent of the syntactic category of 
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the head of the phrase. A completely consistent language 

from the point of view of X -bar theory would have [NP V] 

in the verb phrase, [NP P] in the prepositional phrase 

(i.e. postpositions), [PP N] in the noun phrase and [PP 

A] in the adjectival phrase. Now a plausible explanation 

of this cross -category harmony, to use Hawkins's (1983) 

term, is that languages which display this cross -category 

harmony are more easily learnable (because they are more 

regular) than languages which do not have cross- catego- 

rial harmony. According to this line of argument, then, 

the cognitive universal which is responsible for cross - 

category harmony is not determined by the language -spe- 

cific learning module, but is the result of the general 

propensity of the human mind to impose order and regular- 

ity on symbolic representations. 

As another example, consider the Extended Projection 

Principle of Universal Grammar; this is a principle to 

the effect that all the arguments of a predicate must be 

represented at every level of the derivation of a sen- 

tence, and that each sentence must have a subject. This 

fundamental principle of Universal Grammar can be ex- 

plained as a reflex of a functional universal, namely 

that language has evolved primarily for conveying propo- 

sitional meaning, and that in order to convey any propo- 

sitional meaning it is necessary to refer to some entity 

and to predicate some attribute or quality of that en- 

tity. Thus the universal subject -predicate structure of 

the sentence is due to the fact that language has two 

primary functions: reference and predication. In no 

sense at all is it necessary to suppose that these prop- 

erties of language derive from some mentally represented 

principle. The simple fact is that it is impossible to 

use language for the purpose for which it has evolved 

without identifying a discourse topic and saying some- 

thing about that topic. 
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Further illustration of the same point comes from a 

consideration of what we have referred to as formal con- 

straints on language form. Language is a linear array of 

quickly- fading spoken sound -symbols. In order to convey 

a message, meanings have to be arranged in a linear or- 

der. If the proposition to be conveyed incorporates a 

two -place predicate, for example, there are essentially 

three elements which have to be arranged as a linear ar- 

ray: the subject, the predicate and the object. There 

are six possible linear arrays of three symbols, in two 

of which the two arguments are separated by the verb, and 

in four of which the two arguments are adjacent. Now 

where the two arguments are not separated by the verb, 

the possibility that they might be confused is greatly 

increased. It follows from this simple fact that lan- 

guages with SVO or OVS word order (the latter being very 

rare) have less need of case -marking on the noun phrase 

than languages where the arguments of the verb are adja- 

cent. It would be surprising if this circumstance were 

not reflected in a marked tendency for SVO languages to 

have less inflectional morphology in the noun than SOV or 

VSO languages, and indeed the facts are as we suggest. 

Furthermore, there are a variety of possible devices lan- 

guages can use to keep track of the different arguments 

of the verb (e.g. word order, case -marking, subject -verb 

agreement), and the interaction of these purely formal 

properties of language is likely to result in finite and 

determinable limits to the syntactic patterns which can 

be found in natural language syntax. Here again, we re- 

peat the basic point: it is unnecessary to assume that 

all of the properties of Universal Grammar are the result 

of an innate language- acquisition faculty in the human 

brain. Much can be explained by reference to the formal 

properties of language as a linear array of arbitrary 

spoken sound -symbols. 



Chapter 3: Modularity 200 

The importance of this point is obvious, but we make 

it explicit here to underline its importance. We have 

supposed that there are essentially three types of con- 

straint on the form of natural language grammars: cogni- 

tive, functional, and formal. Of these three, only cog- 

nitive constraints are due to properties of the human 

mind, and only a subset of these is due to language -spe- 

cific properties of the human mind. Functional con- 

straints are due to the fact that language has evolved 

primarily as an instrument for the communication of 

propositional meanings, and the formal constraints are 

due to the inherent properties of language as a linear 

temporal array of arbitrary fast - fading sound -symbols. 

Of the cognitive constraints, some are non -language spe- 

cific, and some are language- specific. 

The nature of these different constraints has impor- 

tant implications for learnability and second language 

acquisition. To the extent that language universals are 

due to the operation of formal constraints it is a truism 

that the grammars of language learners, whether they are 

learning their first or their second language, will con- 

form to these universals; they cannot do otherwise. It 

also follows that formal constraints on grammars do not 

present learnability problems, since it is not possible 

to use language without observing these constraints. It 

also follows from the general line of argument that only 

those universals which are the result of the language - 

specific faculty of Universal Grammar are subject to mat- 

urational constraints. Let us distinguish between 

`Universal Grammar' in a narrow sense, which is the in- 

nate language- specific cognitive module, and `universal 

grammar' in a broad sense, which is the set of language 

universals which is the explanadum of generative theories 

of grammar. If, as we suppose, some of the principles of 

universal grammar in the broad sense are not innately 
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pre- determined, it follows that these principles are not 

subject to the maturational constraints of Universal 

Grammar, conceived of in the narrow sense, and are thus 

`available' in some sense to the adult second language 

learner. In particular, we suggest that the principles 

which are responsible for problem -solving, categorization 

and inductive learning, which are not subject to 

maturational constraints, but which are responsible for 

at least some of our knowledge of language universals, 

are available to the adult second language learner. 

We summarise here our conclusions with regard to the 

availability of the invariant principles of Universal 

Grammar. We have argued that there are multiple sources 

for language universals, and in particular we have argued 

that the systemic consistency which is a characteristic 

of natural language grammars is largely the result, not 

of innate constraints, but of the fact that natural lan- 

guage grammars have evolved over an evolutionary time 

span. It follows that developing grammars can tolerate a 

degree of inconsistency which is not found in evolved 

natural language grammars because they are not subject to 

the same long -term functional and (non -language -specific) 

cognitive constraints. To the extent that parametric 

variation is the result of long -term functional and (non - 

language- specific) cognitive constraints, we should not 

expect developing grammars to show characteristics which 

can only be explained as being the result of a change in 

parameter settings. We have also argued that some of our 

knowledge of language universals is not derived from the 

innate language- specific module of Universal Grammar, and 

is therefore not subject to the maturational constraints 

of Universal Grammar; the implication is that some of 

what is universal in language is due to the operation of 

a non -language specific learning module which is not sub- 
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ject to maturational constraints and is therefore avail- 

able to the adult second language learner. 

We have suggested that a large part of the invariant 

form of language is due to universal constraints which 

are other than biological. Among these are functional, 

logical and diachronic constraints. Until the ontology 

of language universals is more clearly understood, it 

seems to us to be premature to ascribe everything that is 

invariant in grammar to the effect of the structure and 

mode of functioning of the language- specific cognitive 

modules. Therefore the issue as to whether Universal 

Grammar is `available' to the adult in the same way as it 

is available to the child depends on what exactly is 

meant by `Universal Grammar'3. The term is usually used 

to refer to the universal aspects of language which are 

biologically pre- determined, but in practice it is often 

assumed that if a principle is universal, then it must be 

biologically determined. It should be clear that this is 

an oversimplification. The point is of some importance, 

since if there are universal aspects of language which 

are due to logical constraints, then we must assume that 

these aspects at least are `available', in some sense, to 

the adult just as they are available to the child. The 

issue is less clear -cut in relation to the availability 

of biologically determined aspects of Universal Grammar. 

There is a growing body of evidence that the growth of 

the neural substrate in the brain is responsive to the 

characteristics of the input data during the initial pe- 

riod of language acquisition (Jacobs 1988). If this is 

the case it suggests that some aspects at least of our 

knowledge of language is permanently fixed in the neural 

substrate, or to adopt a computational metaphor, our 

knowledge of our first language is partly `hard- wired' in 

3 See Clahsen and Muysken 1986, 1989, duPlessis et al 
1987, Felix 1985, 1988 for discussion. 
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the brain. If the first language grammar is permanently 

fixed in the brain in this way it follows that the devel- 

opment of second language processing routines is con- 

strained by the existing neurological `machinery'. Where 

this machinery is ill- suited to the processing of second 

language data, or in other words where the second lan- 

guage grammar is typologically different from the first 

language grammar, we should expect that the development 

of the second language grammar will be inhibited by the 

lack of plasticity in the brain. The loss of neural 

plasticity after the age of puberty is undoubtedly a ma- 

jor reason for the difficulty, and some would say the im- 

possibility, of attaining native -like competence in a 

second language, although exactly how this lack of plas- 

ticity affects the process of language acquisition after 

the critical age is unknown. We conclude that there is 

some neurological evidence to support the evidence of 

studies of grammaticality intuitions that the competence 

of the native -speaker is different in kind from that of 

the non -native speaker (Coppieters 1987). 

3.1.1.5 Modularity and knowledge of language 

The important point which emerges from this discussion 

with regard to the knowledge which enters into the ac- 

ceptability of sentences in a foreign language is that 

this knowledge is of different kinds and is acquired at 

different rates. In particular, it seems clear that lex- 

ical knowledge (i.e. knowledge which is acquired by bot- 

tom-up inductive generalisation) may be in competition 

with top -down constraints in the determination of the ac- 

ceptability of a particular sentence or structure. Take 

the promotion of the indirect object for instance. 

Following the line of argument we have established, we 

can assume that for the native speaker of English, the 

acceptability of this particular syntactic pattern is de- 
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termined by the interaction of lexical knowledge and gen- 
eral syntactic principles such as the existence of a syn- 

tactic subject position, the mechanisms for the assign- 

ment of nominative Case, etc. Now in the case of the de- 

velopment of interlanguage knowledge, it is likely that 

the acquisition of this kind of knowledge proceeds at 

different rates, depending on the L1 parameter- setting, 

the availability and accessibility of evidence, and the 

nature of the problem space. At any one moment, the 

state of the grammar is determined by the interaction of 

these more or less established or automaticised princi- 

ples. It is perfectly possible, and indeed likely, that 

some of these principles are acquired sooner than others, 

so that the acceptability of the structure concerned will 

vary, according to the particular mix of local and global 

rules which characterises the interlanguage grammar at 

the time. The difference between interlanguage grammars 

and natural language grammars is that as a result of the 

pressure of evolution, natural language grammars have a 

systemic coherence which the interlanguage grammar may 

not have. Among the effects of the lack of systemic co- 

herence in the interlanguage grammar are indeterminacy 

and variability in acceptability judgements. 

3.1.2 Summary: modular interaction and interlanguage de- 
velopment 

In this chapter we have outlined a theory of interlan- 

guage development which is based on the thesis of cogni- 

tive modularity. We have suggested that there are two 

modules responsible for interlanguage development: the 

general learning module, which is responsible primarily 

for the acquisition of the L2 lexicon, and Universal 

Grammar, which operates as a set of constraints on the 

operation of the general learning module. The guiding 

principle behind the theory of interlanguage development 
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which we have outlined is that these two modules are com- 

plementary, and that interlanguage development should be 

understood as being the result of the interaction of bot- 

tom-up inductive learning processes and the top -down con- 

straints of Universal Grammar. The effect of the general 

learning module is cumulative and uniformly directional, 

whereas the effect of Universal Grammar depends on the 

parameter- settings which are instantiated in the inter - 

language grammar. 

Where the L1 instantiates parameter- settings which 

are compatible with the data of the L2, we predict that 

the interlanguage grammar will initially retain the L1 

parameter- settings. Where the L1 parameter- settings de- 

fine a grammar which is wider than the grammar of the L2, 

the learner is likely to have difficulty in acquiring the 

parameter- settings appropriate for the narrower grammar, 

since there is no positive evidence available to discon- 

firm the wider grammar. Where there is positive evidence 

available for the L2 parameter- settings, then the learner 

is not likely to have difficulty in acquiring the appro- 

priate parameter- settings. In general, the difficulty of 

acquiring the parameter- settings appropriate to the L2 

grammar will depend on the availability of positive evi- 

dence and the complexity of the problem space presented 

by the parameter. These considerations suggest that 

German learners of English should have little difficulty 

in acquiring the basic word order properties of English. 

In contrast, we predict that these learners will require 

considerable time before they learn that English does not 

have lexical case, since there is no direct positive evi- 

dence for this available, although there is some indirect 

positive evidence in the form of prepositional phrases 

where German uses a lexically case -marked noun phrase. 

Similarly, we predict that these learners will have dif- 

ficulty acquiring the parameters associated with the con- 
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figurational nature of English, because the grammar of 

German is wider in respect of the configurationality pa- 

rameter than the grammar of English. 

We have suggested that it is difficult to be precise 

as to the mode of interaction of these two modules, since 

it will vary according to the syntactic principles in- 

volved. Some principles present the learner with little 

or no difficulty, particularly if the parameter- settings 

are the same in both English and German. In general, we 

shall suppose that where there is evidence available for 

the parameter- setting appropriate to the L2 grammar, the 

L2 setting will be acquired in the early stages of inter - 

language development, and thereafter the dominant factor 

in the acceptability of the structure concerned will be 

lexical learning. Where there is no evidence available 

for the L2 parameter- setting, or where the problem --space 

presented by the parameter is complex, we predict that 

acquisition of the structures involved will be delayed, 

and the interlanguage will characterised by indetermi- 

nacy. 

The general picture of interlanguage development 

which emerges from the considerations above is as fol- 

lows. In the initial stages, the interlanguage grammar 

will be determinate in those areas where the L1 and L2 

parameter- settings coincide. In these areas of the gram- 

mar, the interlanguage development will be characterized 

by cumulative and uniformly directional development. 

Where the parameter- settings do not coincide, there will 

be rapid restructuring of the grammar if there is posi -. 

tive evidence available for the L2 parameter- setting, but 

where there is no positive evidence, restructuring will 

be delayed. In either case, before restructuring takes 

place, we predict that the interlanguage grammar will be 

characterized by indeterminacy. Restructuring will be 

evident in discontinuity or a non -linear mode of develop- 
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ment, and will be relatively rapid. After restructurini 

has taken place, the dominant factor in the course of the 

interlanguage development will be lexical learning, 

which, as we have mentioned, is cumulative, and uniformly 

directional in its mode of development. 
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3.2 Interlanguage development and acceptability 

3.2.0 Introduction 
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The major empirical question we investigate in this the- 

sis is as follows: assuming that the grammars of English 

and German differ in respect of the parameters associated 

with configurationality in the way we have described in 

Chapter 2, at what stage of development does the inter - 

language grammar acquire the characteristics of a config- 

urational grammar, and are these properties acquired sep- 

arately or at more or less the same time? A second ques- 

tion in relation to any given construction concerns the 

priority of lexical inductive learning and syntactic re- 

structuring. The empirical question is whether lexical 

learning takes place before or after restructuring. If 

there is evidence of lexical learning taking place before 

restructuring, this would suggest that induction plays a 

major part in the acquisition of syntactic properties; 

if, on the other hand, there is only evidence of lexical 

learning taking place after restructuring, this would 

suggest that parameter- setting is the primary factor in 

the acquisition of the L2 syntax, and that induction has 

a relatively minor role. We shall refer to these two al- 

ternatives as the `lexical priority' hypothesis, and the 

`syntactic priority' hypothesis. 

3.2.1 Diagnostic sentences 

In order to investigate these two hypotheses, we need to 

elicit the grammaticality intuitions of German learners 

of English with regard to sentences which fulfill the 

following criteria: (i) the acceptability of the sentence 

type should be sensitive to the lexical properties of the 

predicate, and (ii) the acceptability of the sentence 

type should be sensitive to the different values of the 
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configurationality parameters in English and German. 

With these considerations in mind, it was decided to use 

the following types of sentence as diagnostic instruments 

in an acceptability judgement test with German learners 

of English: 

Table 1: Sentence -types chosen as diagnostics of experi- 
mental hypotheses 

(1) Sentences derived from the transformation of tough - 
movement. 

e.g. Harry is impossible to work for. 

(2) Sentences derived from indirect object promotion. 

e.g. Peter was promised a new bicycle. 

(3) Middle sentences 

e.g. This new magazine is easy to read. 

(4) Sentences with unaccusative verbs 

e.g. The door opened slowly. 

At least two of these sentence -types (i.e. types (2) and 

(3)) involve the application of NP- movement in English, 

and all of the sentences are arguably compatible with a 

configurational grammar, and not with a non- configura- 

tional grammar. In addition, all of the sentences are 

marked structures, in the sense that their grammaticality 

is sensitive to the lexical properties of the predicate. 

In general, the sentence is fully acceptable if the pred- 

icate is a lexical prototype, and the acceptability de- 

pends on the degree to which the predicate satisfies the 

typicality conditions for the construction concerned. 

If lexical learning is a major factor in the accept- 

ability of these sentences, we should expect that the ac- 

ceptability of these sentences will increase in linear 

fashion, and in general sentences with predicates which 
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are prototypical will be more acceptable than sentences 

where the predicate is not prototypical. In other words, 

the lexical priority hypothesis predicts a linear mode of 

development, and no evidence of restructuring. The syn- 

tactic priority hypothesis predicts that the acceptabil- 

ity of these sentences is determined primarily by general 

syntactic principles, and that if there is lexical learn- 

ing involved, it will occur after restructuring and not 

before. Therefore the syntactic priority hypothesis pre- 

dicts indeterminacy in the interlanguage grammar, fol- 

lowed by relatively rapid restructuring; once the grammar 

has acquired the syntactic principles which permit the 

generation of the structure concerned, then the learner 

will gradually become sensitive to the relationship be- 

tween lexical prototypicality and acceptability. We em- 

phasise here that the lexical priority hypothesis and the 

syntactic priority hypothesis are not necessarily incom- 

patible, because the priority of lexical learning or syn- 

tactic restructuring in any particular area of the inter - 

language grammar depends on the syntactic principles in- 

volved, and on the parameter- settings of the L1 and the 

L2. 

3.2.2 Acceptability and development 

To this point we have considered which aspects of our 

knowledge of language are acquired through the operation 

of inductive learning mechanisms, and which must be as- 

cribed to the existence of universal constraints. We 

have suggested that knowledge of phrase structure is in 

fact the result of the interaction of bottom -up inductive 

learning mechanisms and top -down universal constraints. 

We consider now what the implications of this conclusion 

are for our understanding of the nature of interlanguage 

grammars. The purpose of this section is to outline the 

theoretical considerations which lie behind the construc- 



Chapter 3: Modularity 211 

tion of the test sentences for this study, with a view to 

specifying the factors which may be supposed to influence 

the acceptability of the test sentences. We consider now 

how the learning module and Universal Grammar interact in 

determining the acceptability of the test sentences in 

our study. 

3.2.2.1 Syntactic and semantic well -formedness 

We shall suppose that the acceptability of a sentence dé- 

pends on whether it can be successfully parsed or not. 

As a working hypothesis we shall take it that successful 

parsing depends on whether the sentence can be assigned 

both a well- formed syntactic representation and a well - 

formed semantic representation. To the extent that these 

two conditions are separate requirements, they are in a 

relation of logical implication. If a sentence is not 

syntactically well- formed, then it is likely to be unac- 

ceptable, regardless of the degree of semantic well - 

formedness of the sentence; if, on the other hand, the 

sentence is syntactically well- formed, its acceptability 

will depend on the degree of semantic well -formedness. 

Thus the condition on syntactic well -formedness is an ab- 

solute criterion, which is either satisfied or it is not, 

whereas the condition on semantic well -formedness is a 

gradable requirement, which can be fulfilled to a greater 

or lesser degree. We might express the relationship be- 

tween syntactic well- formedness, semantic well -formedness 

and acceptability in very general terms in the following 

way: a sentence is acceptable if it is syntactically 

well- formed, and to the extent that it is semantically 

well- formed. If the sentence is not syntactically well - 

formed, then it is unacceptable, regardless of the degree 

to which it is semantically well- formed. 
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3.2.2.2 Modular interaction, acceptability and develop- 
ment 

Consider now how these two factors might interact with 

development. If a sentence is syntactically well- formed 

for all stages of the interlanguage grammar, then its ac- 

ceptability depends on its degree of semantic well - 

formedness, which in turn depends on the learner's knowl- 

edge of the L2 lexicon. In line with our hypothesis that 

lexical knowledge is acquired through the operation of 

bottom -up inductive learning, which is incremental and 

cumulative in its effect, it is therefore reasonable to 

suppose that acceptability which is dependent on semantic 

well -formedness will increase linearly with development. 

If, on the other hand, the sentence is not syntactically 

well- formed in relation to the initial interlanguage 

grammar, but as a result of restructuring in the grammar 

becomes well- formed in relation to a later stage of the 

grammar, then we shall expect that the developmental 

curve of the acceptability rating of the sentence will 

not be linear, but will show evidence of restructuring at 

some stage in the range being investigated. These con- 

siderations give rise to a very general model of the ef- 

fect of the interaction of bottom -up lexical learning and 

top -down syntactic constraints on the development of ac- 

ceptability. We suggest that a linear increase in ac- 

ceptability will be evidence that bottom -up lexical 

learning is at all stages the dominant factor, while a 

non -linear acceptability curve will provide evidence of 

top -down restructuring having taken place in the grammar. 

Furthermore, since linear development throughout the 

range presupposes syntactic well- formedness at all 

stages, we suggest that where a structure which is un- 

grammatical in the L1 has a linear acceptability curve 

throughout the measured range, this constitutes evidence 
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that restructuring has taken place at a stage of develop- 

ment prior to the initial stage of the measured range. 

In general terms, successful parsing at the sentence 

level involves the matching of the arguments of the pred- 

icate with the available argument -positions in the sen- 

tence being parsed. This process involves constructing 

both a well- formed semantic representation and a well - 

formed syntactic representation of the sentence. The se- 

mantic representation is well- formed if the available ar- 

guments can be matched with the thematic roles assigned 

by the predicate, while the syntactic representation is 

well- formed if the argument positions are filled by argu- 

ments or their traces in conformity with the requirements 

of Move Alpha and the Projection Principle. In terms of 

the real -time operation of the parser, these conditions 

suggest that the parse is successful to the extent that 

the following conditions are satisfied: (a) the argument - 

positions in the input stream are identified, and (b) the 

content of these argument -positions can be recovered. 

3.2.3 The acceptability of tough- movement 

In the light of these general considerations we consider 

now the factors involved in the development of the ac- 

ceptability of tough- movement. The tough- movement sen- 

tences selected for our study fall into six categories, 

corresponding to the six possible combinations of the 

following two factors: (i) lexical markedness of the 

raising trigger (core, peripheral), and (ii) Case -marking 

properties of the verb in German (accusative, dative, 

oblique). We consider first the effect of the Case -mark- 

ing factor on the development of acceptability, and we 

ignore for the moment the effect of the first factor of 

lexical markedness. Representative sentences for the 

three levels of the Case -marking factor are as follows: 
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(1) Accusative a. 

b. 

Peter ist leicht zu verstehen 

Peter is easy to understand 

(2) Dative a. 

b. 

*Betty ist schwierig zu gefallen 

Betty is difficult to please 

(3) Oblique a. 

b. 

*Joe ist leicht mit zu arbeiten 

Joe is easy to work with 

For the purposes of the argument we shall make the sim- 

plifying assumption that the L1 grammar is the main 

source of intuitions for the learners at the beginning of 

the range covered by our study, so we suppose that the 

acceptability of the English sentences is determined by 

the same factors which determine the acceptability of the 

German sentences. In the first place, we observe that 

the acceptability of the German sentences depends cru- 

cially on the Case -marking and thematic properties of the 

verb. In example (1a), the verb is verstehen, which as- 

signs accusative Case and the theta -role of Theme to its 

object. The verb gefallen in example (2a) assigns dative 

case and the theta -role of Goal to its object, while the 

verb arbeiten in (3a) is intransitive and so does not as- 

sign Case or a theta -role. If, for the purposes of com- 

parison, we take the verb in (3a) to be the [verb + 

preposition] combination arbeiten mit, the complex verb 

assigns accusative Case and the theta role of Theme to 

its object. Compare first the acceptability of sentences 

(1a) and (2a). The predicate- argument structure of the 

verbs in these sentences is as follows: 

(4) a. verstehen 

b. gefallen 

1 

{<Agent, Si>, <Theme, Si>) 

{<Agent, Si>, <Goal, Lj>}1 

The external argument of gefallen is arguably not an 

Agent but a Source. The precise identification of 

the external argument of these verbs is not, how- 

ever, at issue in this context. 



Chapter 3: Modularity 215 

We make use here of Haider's (1985) convention that the 

arguments of a predicate in German are associated with 

either structural or lexical indices (see Chapter 2 Sec- 

tion 5 for details). The most obvious difference between 

these two predicate- argument structure representations is 

the fact that verstehen assigns two structural indices 

while gefallen assigns one structural and one lexical in- 

dex. Now as we have noted, tough- movement in German is, 

like the passive, an example of argument reduction. The 

effect of argument reduction on the predicate- argument 

structure of the predicate is to delete the external ar- 

gument and the associated structural index. Therefore 

the predicate- argument structure of the past participle 

in the passive, and the (passive) infinitive in tough - 

movement sentences, is as follows: 

(5) a. verstanden (past participle) {<Theme, Sj >} 

verstehen (passive infinitive) {<Theme, Sj >} 
b. gefallen (past participle) {<Goal, Lj >} 

gefallen (passive infinitive) {<Goal, Lj >} 

If we accept this analysis, then the acceptability of the 

German sentences (1a) and (2a) can be understood in terms 

of the idea of promoting the remaining internal argument, 

or, to use Williams's (1981) term, the `externalisation' 

of the internal argument. Sentence (1a) is acceptable 

because arguments associated with a structural index can 

assume the subject function in argument reduction con- 

texts, and sentence (2a) is not acceptable because argu- 

ments associated with a lexical index cannot assume the 

subject function. 

The constraint on the promotion of arguments associ- 

ated with lexical indices can be understood as operating 

both at the level of syntactic well -formedness and of sé- 
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mantic well -formedness. Consider first the syntactic 

well -formedness of these two sentences. We shall not at- 

tempt to assign a detailed S- structure representation of 

the German sentences (1a, 2a, 3a) since the correct anal- 

ysis of tough- movement, either in English or in German, 

is by no means established, and involves difficulties 

which would take us beyond the scope of our present con- 

cern. Consider sentence (la): 

(1) a. Peter ist leicht zu verstehen 

It is enough to assume that this sentence is derived from 

a D- structure representation which is something like the 

following: 

(1) c. [Ip [Vp Peter leicht zu verstehen ist]] 

Notice that we have not included a structural subject po- 

sition [NP,IP] in the representation since we are assum- 

ing that there is no such position in German and that all 

of the arguments of the verb in German are included 

within the VP (see Chapter 2 Section 5 for discussion). 

If we make this assumption, the S- structure is derived by 

the application of Move I: 

(1) d. [C, isti [Ip [VP Peter leicht zu verstehen 

ti]]] 

and subsequent movement of the subject by Wh- movement 

(i.e. topicalisation) to the specifier position of CP: 

(1) e. [Cp Peter [C, isti [IP [VP ti 
leicht zu ver- 

stehen ti]] 

Compare this representation and the equivalent 

(ungrammatical) representation of sentence (2a) : 

(2) e. *[ p Bettyi [ , isti [Ip [VP tj schwierig zu 

gefallen toi i]] 
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We might suppose that the difference in acceptability be- 

tween these two sentences is due to the mechanism of 

Case -assignment to the sentence -initial noun phrase. Re- 

call that in our discussion of nominative Case assignment 

in German we concluded that nominative Case assignment is 

determined by predication rather than by configuration. 

Now on the assumption that Betty in (2e) is associated 

with a lexical case index, which is assigned along with 

the thematic role of Goal at D- structure, and which can- 

not be changed in the course of a derivation, it is clear 

that Betty in (2e) cannot be Case -marked nominative by 

predication, or by any other means. The sentence is 

therefore ruled out on the grounds that if Betty were the 

subject, there would be a violation of the Theta- Crite- 

rion. There is no difficulty in interpreting the NP Pe- 

ter as the nominative Case -marked subject of (1e) because 

it bears a structural Case index, which can be realized 

as nominative in argument- reduction contexts. It seems, 

then, that sentence (2a) is unacceptable because it in- 

volves a violation of the Theta -Criterion. In intuitive 

terms, we can express the point by saying that a sentence 

like (2a) is uninterpretable because the attempt to in - 
terpret the sentence -initial noun phrase as the subject 

is incompatible with the fact that it bears a lexical 

Case index. Thus the syntactic constraint on a lexically 

case marked NP being assigned nominative Case is paral- 

leled by a semantic constraint on the interpretability of 

an argument with the thematic function of Goal being in- 

terpreted as the subject in a subject -predicate relation. 

We consider now the factors which determine the ac- 

ceptability of tough- movement sentences of the type rep- 

resented by sentence (3a) above. The English sentences 

corresponding to this type of sentence involve preposi- 

tion- stranding, which is ungrammatical in German. It 
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seems likely therefore that the major factor in the ac- 

ceptability of these sentences is syntactic rather than 

semantic. To be specific, the acceptability of the En- 

glish sentences to our subjects will depend on the status 

of preposition- stranding in the interlanguage grammar. 

According to Kayne's (1983) analysis of preposition - 

stranding, the possibility of extracting a noun phrase 

from a prepositional phrase depends on the `canonical' 

direction of government in the language concerned. The 

canonical direction of government is that which obtains 

in the verb phrase; if the direction of government in the 

prepositional phrase is the same as that in the verb 

phrase, then the trace of the moved NP in a preposition - 

stranding context is canonically governed, and there is 

no violation of the Empty Category Principle. If on the 

other hand the direction of government in the preposi- 

tional phrase is different from that in the verb phrase, 

extraction of an NP from a prepositional phrase results 

in a trace which is not properly governed, and a viola- 

tion of the Empty Category Principle. In English, verbs 

and prepositions govern, and assign Case, to the right, 

so preposition- stranding is possible. In German, on the 

other hand, verbs govern, and assign Case to the left, 

whereas prepositions govern and assign Case to the right, 

and for this reason preposition stranding is ungrammati- 

cal in German. If we accept this analysis, then the rea- 

son for the unacceptability of sentences such as (3a) is 

that they involve a violation of the Empty Category Prin- 

ciple. Whatever analysis is adopted, it is clear that 

the acceptability of preposition- stranding is determined 

by a syntactic principle which is subject to variation 

from one language to another, rather than to semantic 

factors. 

Recall that we are supposing that the acceptability 

of tough- movement in German is determined by two factors: 
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the Case -marking properties of the verb, and the lexical 

markedness of the raising trigger. To this point we have 

considered the effect of the first of these factors; now 

we turn to a brief consideration of the effects of the 

second factor. The analysis of tough- movement in German 
by König (1971) suggests that the raising trigger in a 

German tough- movement sentence is interpreted as an ad 

verbial modifier of a passive infinitive with modal mean- 

ing (see Appendix 4). It follows that the acceptability 

of syntactically well- formed German tough- movement sen- 

tences depends on two semantic factors: (i) the possibil- 

ity of interpreting the raising trigger as an adverbial 

modifier of a passive infinitive, and (ii) the possibil- 

ity of giving a modal interpretation to the sentence. 

Given the difficulty of separating the effects of these 

two factors, we shall assume that the acceptability of 

these sentences depends on the degree to which the sen- 

tence as a whole conforms to the prototypical tough -move- 
ment situation. We give here some examples of sentences 

used in the study which, in their German translation, 

would be syntactically well -formed. We also give a gloss 

in English as an indication of the semantic and contex- 

tual factors which are involved if König's analysis is 

correct: 

(6) a. Fred is easy to amuse 

b. Fred ist leicht zu amüsieren 
`Fred is easily to be amused' 

(7) a. Joe is difficult to understand 

b. Joe ist schwierig zu verstehen 
`Joe is with difficulty to be understood' 

(8) a. Betty is simple to teach 

b. Betty ist einfach zu lehren 

`Betty is simply to be taught' 
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The first point to be made about these sentences is that 

for all of them a modal interpretation of the infinitive 

has to be forced. The modal interpretation is easiest to 

make if the modal meaning involves possibility rather 

than obligation or necessity. We shall therefore assume 

that the acceptability of these sentences depends on 

whether they can be contextualised as an adverbially mod- 

ified statement of the possibility of affecting the sub- 

ject NP in the way referred to by the verb. The second 

point we wish to make about the interpretation of the 

German sentences is that they are difficult to contextu- 

alise. It is fair to say, we suggest, that tough -move- 

ment sentences in English typically ascribe some at- 

tribute to the subject of the sentence, and the sentence 

carries the implication that the possession of this at- 

tribute is in some way or another to the advantage or 

disadvantage of the speaker. The speaker is making a 

general observation about the characteristics of the in- 

dividual or object referred to by the subject, and the 

sentence does not require to be heavily contextualised 

before it can be interpreted. In contrast, the inter- 

pretability, and hence the acceptability, of the German 

sentences depends strongly on the ease with which they 

can be contextualised. Given the fact that none of the 

sentences in our study refers to a specific time or 

place, we should therefore expect that native speaker 

judgements of the acceptability of the German translation 

equivalent sentences will be subject to a high degree of 

variability. It is likely that this variability in the 

status of syntactically well- formed tough- movement sen- 

tences in German will be reflected in indeterminacy in 

the judgements of the lower -level subjects in our study 

with respect to the parallel English sentences. 

We have considered the factors which are involved in 

the acceptability of the tough- movement construction in 
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German. The question now arises as to whether the same 

factors are involved in the acceptability of the English 

tough- movement sentences in our study. In general terms, 

we suppose that where the German sentence is syntacti- 

cally well- formed, the parallel English sentence will not 

violate any syntactic constraints in the interlanguage 

grammar at any stage of the interlanguage development of 

the learners in our study. This is a reasonable assump- 

tion to make in view of the fact that the syntactically 

well- formed German tough- movement sentences are a subset 

of the English tough- movement sentences. It follows that 

the major factor in the development of the acceptability 

of these sentences (in our study, the sentences which 

fall into the category of those with accusative Case - 

marking predicates) is the ease with which the the sen- 

tence can be interpreted or contextualised, which, among 

other things, depends on the development of knowledge of 

the L2 lexicon. Whatever factors are involved in the de- 

velopment of the acceptability of these sentences, it 

seems clear that they are not syntactic, so it is reason- 

able to assume that the primary factor in the development 

of the acceptability of the syntactically well- formed 

sentences (i.e. those with accusative Case -marking predi- 

cates in German) will be bottom -up inductive learning 

mechanisms. We should therefore expect that the accept- 

ability of these sentences will increase linearly over 

the course of the range under investigation. 

The situation is somewhat more complex when we con- 

sider the acceptability of the second sentence -type, 

those where the German verb assigns dative case to its 

object. We are interested in whether the acceptability. 

of the English sentence is affected by the fact that the 

German verb assigns dative case. We suggest that there 

are two aspects to this question. First, there is the 

question as to whether the learner assumes that the pred- 
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icate- argument structure of the English verb is the same 

as that of its equivalent in German, and second, we wish 

to know whether the realization rules (by which the pred- 

icate- argument structure is given a syntactic realiza- 

tion) are transfered from the Li to the L2. 

We can give substance to these questions by means of 

an illustration. Suppose we are interested in the trans- 

ferability of the lexical properties of the German verb 

glauben, which takes a dative case -marked internal argu- 

ment. The first question amounts to whether the German 

learner of English assumes that the English verb believe 

is like the German verb glauben in having a Goal internal 

argument. The second question is whether the learner as- 

sumes (wrongly) that Goal arguments are realized in En- 

glish by means of dative case inflection on the NP or 

whether he or she knows that Goal arguments are typically 

realized in English as the accusative Case -marked comple- 

ment of the preposition to. 

Consider first the transferability of thematic prop- 

erties. The verb glauben has two arguments, an external 

argument associated with a structural Case index and an 

internal argument (which we assume is assigned the theta - 

role of Goal) associated with a lexical index: 

(9) glauben {<Experiencer, Si >, <Goal, Li>} 

We identify the internal argument of glauben as having 

the theta -role of Goal by virtue of the fact that it is 

case -marked dative. It seems that the Case -marking prop- 

erties of the predicate are the determining factor in de- 

ciding the thematic role of the internal argument(s) in 

German. This is not necessarily the case in English, 

since there is no lexical case in English, and the theta - 

role of the internal argument of the verb is therefore 

less clearly identifiable than is the case in German. 

The problem is clear when we consider the predicate -argu- 
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ment structure of believe. We might suppose that this is 

as follows: 

(10) believe {<Experiencer, Si >, < Theme, Sj >} 

We identify the theta -role assigned to the internal argu- 

ment of believe as a Theme by virtue of the fact that it 

is Case -marked accusative, but it is widely recognised 

that the semantic properties of direct objects in English 

are diffuse and difficult to identify. We note here that 

the theta -role of Goal is unequivocally assigned by the 

preposition to in English. We might summarise the dif- 

ferences between the thematic properties of glauben and 

those of believe as follows: (i) the internal argument of 

glauben has the theta role of Goal, while that of believe 

has the theta role of Theme, and (ii) the internal argu- 

ment of glauben is associated with a lexical index, while 

that of believe is associated with a structural index. 

The two differences are obviously intimately connected, 

and we suggest that in the last analysis they are re- 

ducible to one difference, namely the fact that glauben 

assigns dative case while believe assigns accusative 

Case. 

If we consider the question of the transferability 

of thematic properties from the point of view of language 

processing, it seems likely the thematic properties of L1 

lexical items are not directly transferable to the L2 

lexical item during on -line processing. If the proper- 

ties of the lexicon are learned inductively, the thematic 

properties of a particular predicate are learned in asso- 

ciation with the lexical item in the language concerned, 

and are activated as part of the process of lexical re- 

trieval in that language. If the thematic properties of 

the predicate are stored in association with the repre- 

sentation of the predicate in the lexicon, and if the L2 
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lexicon is stored separately from the L1 lexicon, it is 

unlikely that the thematic properties of the L1 lexicon 

will be retrieved with the L2 lexical item. We shall 

adopt the view, therefore, that during on -line process- 

ing, the thematic properties of L1 lexical items are not 

transfered to the L2 lexical item corresponding to the L1 

lexical item. 

Consider now the question of the transferability of 

language- specific realization rules. The question, to 

reiterate, amounts to this: does the German learner of 

English assume (wrongly) that an argument with the theta - 

role of Goal is realized as the dative case -marked com- 

plement of the verb, or do they know that Goal arguments 

in English are typically realized as the accusative Case - 

marked complement of the preposition to. Of course, for 

the German learner, these two possibilities are not nec- 

essarily incompatible, since both possibilities exist in 

German. Therefore the existence of positive evidence 

that Goal arguments are realized by means of the preposi- 

tion to in English does not constitute evidence that 

there is no dative case in English. The question as to 

whether realization rules are transfered is to some ex- 

tent an empirical matter. If it were the case, for exam- 

ple, that German learners of English habitually use the 

preposition to to mark the Goal argument in English where 

German requires no preposition and dative case inflec- 

tion, this would be clear evidence of transfer. Sentence 

(11b) below illustrates the kind of mistake which would 

arise in these circumstances (we include the parallel 

German structure for comparison): 

(11) a. Glaubst du ihmdat? 
believe you to -him 
`Do you believe him ?' 

b. *Do you believe to him? 
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If German learners of English do make errors of this 

kind, it would suggest that realization rules are trans- 

ferable; to my knowledge this is not a typical error, at 

least with the learners in the range covered by our 

study, but it is certainly not implausible. This must be 

a matter for future research. 

A more general aspect to this question concerns the 

German learner's assumptions about the case system in En- 

glish. Clearly, the learner will only assume that Goal 

arguments are realized as dative case -marked NPs in En- 

glish if he or she assumes generally that English verbs 

assign lexical indices. As we have noted above, there is 

no direct positive evidence that there is no lexical case 

in English, since the morphological case forms of the En- 

glish noun phrase are in a subset -superset relation to 

the morphological case forms of the German noun phrase. 

There is, however, extensive indirect positive evidence, 

in the form of the use of prepositions where German would 

use no preposition and lexical case. If indirect posi- 

tive evidence of this kind is effective, it is reasonable 

to suppose that it takes time to make its effect, since 

the computation of the relationship between the evidence 

and the grammatical principle is an indirect one. The 

grammatical principle involved has the effect of a top - 

down constraint, in the sense that if the learner knows 

that English predicates do not assign lexical indices, 

then he or she will not entertain the possibility that 

any particular verb in English assigns a lexical index. 

We have argued in this section that the acceptabil- 

ity of tough- movement sentences with predicates corre- 

sponding to German dative case -marking predicates depends 

primarily on whether the realization rules for Goal argu- 

ments in German are transfered in the mind of the learner 

to English. We have suggested that the likelihood of 

transfer of the realization rules depends ultimately on 
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whether the German learner knows that there is no lexical 

case in English. We suggest that this knowledge can use- 

fully be considered to be a matter of parametric varia- 

tion, on the assumption that there is a variable princi- 

ple of Case theory which admits of only two possible val- 

ues, namely whether the grammar of the language concerned 

has both lexical case and structural Case or structural 

Case alone. We shall refer to this parameter as the [± 

lexical case] parameter, for obvious reasons. It admits 

of two discrete values, namely [+ lexical case], which 

corresponds to a language where lexical indices are as- 

signed, and [- lexical case] which corresponds to a lan- 

guage where there is no lexical case. As to which of 

these two values is the default setting of the parameter, 

we suggest on learnability grounds that it is [- lexical 

case], since this setting requires no positive evidence, 

whereas the [+ lexical case] setting requires positive 

evidence. The question of the default value is compli -, 

cated, however, by the fact that there may be complex in- 

teraction between parameters in this area of the grammar; 

ultimately, it may be that this particular parameter is 

one of the complex of properties by which configurational 

languages are distinguished from non -configurational lan- 

guages. We have considered the learnability problem 

which this parameter presents to the learner in Section 

3.1 of this chapter. 

Finally in this section, we consider the developmen- 

tal aspects of the acceptability of the third type of 

tough- movement sentence in our study, the preposition - 

stranding sentences. We have suggested that preposition - 

stranding in German is ungrammatical because it involves 

a violation of the Empty Category Principle. According 

to Kayne's (1983) analysis, the trace of an NP extracted 

from a prepositional phrase is not properly governed if 

the direction of government in the PP is not canonical, 
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which is to say that it is not the same as the direction 

of government in the verb phrase. We shall suppose that 

the difference between German and English in respect of 

the grammaticality of preposition- stranding is due to the 

fact that the direction of government in English is uni- 

formly left -to- right, while in German it is variable, 

since prepositions assign Case from left to right while 

verbs assign Case from right to left. We shall suppose 

therefore that the difference in the acceptability of 

preposition- stranding in the two languages is a matter of 

parametric variation. The variable principle concerned 

is whether Case is assigned uniformly from left to right, 

which is the case in English, or whether the direction of 

Case -marking is variable, which seems to be the case for 

German2. Given this view of the matter, the problem for 

the German learner of English is to ascertain that Case 

is uniformly assigned from left to right in English 

rather than being variable in its directionality as in 

German. There seems to be little difficulty in this, 

since there is positive evidence in the form of uniform 

[head + complement] order in VP and PP in English. It is 

likely that there are other factors involved, however, 

since in addition to the question of directionality of 

government, preposition- stranding also involves the ap- 

plication of NP- movement, which presupposes the existence 

of a structural subject position. In view of this, we 

suggest that the grammaticality of preposition- stranding 

2 It is a matter of some controversy as to whether the 
direction of Case -marking can be variable or whether 
it is necessarily uniform. Koopman (1984), for ex- 

ample, supposes that directionality of Case -marking 

is uniform for a given language, while Travis (1984) 

suggests that the more fundamental word order param- 

eter is the direction of theta -marking. We do not 

take a stand on this issue, but assume with Travis 

that the directionality of Case -marking is variable 

in German. We note, however, that there are differ- 

ences of opinion here which have not been resolved. 
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is the result of the interaction of more than one vari- 

able principle, including Kayne's (1983) principle of 

canonical government and the configurationality parame- 

ter. It will be part of our contention that the inter - 

language grammar of our subjects undergoes a major re- 

structuring at a late stage of their development, and 

that the principle agent of this restructuring is a 

change in the value of the configurationality parameter. 

We suggest here that the value of the configurationality 

parameter is the major factor influencing the acceptabil- 

ity of the tough- movement preposition- stranding sen- 

tences. Since this factor is what we have called a top - 

down constraint, rather than being a matter of bottom -up 

inductive learning, we expect a non -linear development 

with respect to the acceptability of these particular 

sentences. 

3.2.4 The acceptability of indirect 

We consider now the factors involved in the acceptability 

of the second group of sentences in our study, which are 

all examples of the passive of ditransitive verbs. The 

sentences used in the study were designed so as to test 

the effect of the following factors on the acceptability 

of the sentence: (i) the lexical markedness of the verb 

(core, marginal, peripheral), (ii) the prepositional 

marker of the semantic role of the indirect object (to, 

for), which in effect is a syntactic criterion to distin- 

guish ditransitive verbs with recipient indirect objects 

from those with beneficiary indirect objects, and (iii) 

the types of construction represented by the following 

sentences: 
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(12) a. promoted direct object, indirect object the 
complement of a preposition (i.e. no dative 
shift) 

Example: A book was given to me 

b. promoted direct object, indirect object the 
complement of the verb (i.e. dative shift) 

Example: * ?A book was given me 

c. promoted indirect object 

Example: I was given a book 

d. topicalised indirect object 

Example: *Me was given a book 

229 

We consider first the factors involved in the acceptabil- 

ity of the parallel German sentences. Sentence type (a) 

is a straightforward example of a passive formed by agent 

deletion and subsequent direct object promotion in Ger- 

man. The German sentence is perfectly grammatical: 

(13) Einnom Buch wurde mirdat gegeben 
A book was to -me given 
`A book was given to me' 

The predicate- argument structure of the German verb geben 

is as follows: 

(14) geben {<Agent, Si >, <Theme, Sj >, <Goal, Lk >} 

The expression between curly brackets represents the fact 

that geben has an external argument associated with a 

structural index and two internal arguments, a Theme as- 

sociated with a structural index, and a Goal associated 

with a lexical index. After agent deletion, the predi- 

cate- argument structure of the past participle of geben 

is as follows: 

(15) gegeben {<Theme, Sj >, <Goal, Lk >} 
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As we have established (see Chapter 2 Section 5), in con- 

texts of argument- reduction in German the remaining 

structural index, if there is one, must be realized ex- 

ternally. This means in effect that if the active verb 

has an internal argument associated with a structural in- 

dex, this argument must be promoted to be the subject of 

the passive sentence, or to use Williams's (1981) termi- 

nology, it must be `externalized'. We have also estab- 

lished that the externalization of an internal argument 

does not necessarily involve NP- movement in German. The 

crucial factor is that the externalized argument must be 

assigned nominative Case, and we have also established 

that nominative Case assignment is determined by predica- 

tion rather than by configuration. This is particularly 

important in the context of ditransitive passives, be- 

cause of the possibility of nominative Case assignment 

within the maximal projection of the verb. 

Sentence type (a) was paired in the test with sen- 

tence type (b) in order to investigate the effect of the 

interaction between direct object promotion and dative 

shift on acceptability. Consider first the English sen- 

tence as it might be represented word for word in the 

mind of the low -level German learner (see example 16b bd- 

low): 

(16) a. ?A book was given me 

b. * Einnom Buch wurde gegeben mirdat 

The only difference between this representation and that 

of sentence type (a) is the order of the past participle 

and its complement. We have suggested in our discussion 

of word order parameters that the relative order of ele- 

ments in the verb phrase presents the learner with a 

problem space which is highly constrained, since there 

are only two possible orders of verb and complement. We 
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suggest therefore that the German learner of English will 

very quickly learn that the order of elements in the En- 

glish verb phrase is always [V + 0], in contrast to the 

order of elements in German, which is [0 + V] in verb -fi- 

nal contexts. The order of elements in the verb phrase 

is also likely to be learned very quickly because there 

is abundant evidence available to the learner of the 

head -initial nature of the verb phrase in English. On 

the basis of this argument, we suggest that the order of 

elements in the verb phrase in this sentence is not a 

factor in the acceptability of the sentence. However, 

there are other considerations involved in the accept- 

ability of sentence type (b) which are not relevant for 

sentence type (a). Primary among these is the fact that 

in both German and English past participles do not nor- 

mally assign Case. As we have seen, it is commonly sup- 

posed within the framework of GB theory that passive mor- 

phology involves the `absorption' of accusative Case. 

This generalization corresponds to the analysis we have 

suggested above, to the effect that in contexts of argu- 

ment- reduction such as passive, the remaining structural 

index, if there is one, must be realized externally in 

German. There is therefore an absolute constraint on the 

assignment of accusative case in German in passive con- 

texts. Thus if the learner interprets sentence (b) as 

involving the assignment of accusative case by a passive 

past participle, this will involve a violation of the 

principles of Case theory as they apply to German. The 

only alternative analysis which the learner could enter- 

tain is that the indirect object pronoun is covertly 

case -marked dative. Assuming that the learner does not 

rule out this interpretation on the grounds that it vio- 

lates the German verb -final constraint, there would seem 

no reason why the sentence should not be acceptable. On 

this interpretation, the acceptability of the sentence 
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depends on whether the learner interprets the indirect 

object as being case -marked dative. We have already sug- 

gested that this involves a principle of parametric vari- 

ation, which we have called the [1 lexical case] parame- 

ter. Given the fact that there is no direct positive ev- 

idence that English does not have lexical case, it may 

take time for the German learner to reset the [± lexical 

case] parameter to its correct value. We conclude that 

the acceptability of sentence type (b) is likely to be 

subject to a high degree of indeterminacy in the initial 

stages of the interlanguage development, but that its ac- 

ceptability will decrease in a linear fashion over the 

course of the range investigated in our study. 

One further consideration with regard to this sen- 

tence type should be mentioned. There is considerable 

variability in native speaker judgements of the accept- 

ability of this type of sentence (see Appendix 5 for com- 

ment). The acceptability of this type of sentence is 

markedly increased if there is a `heavy' agent by- phrase, 

as in the following sentence: 

(17) The bicycle was given me by that mad uncle of 
mine who lives in a castle in Ireland. 

This suggests that the acceptability of this type of sen- 

tence may be a question of discourse rather than of syn- 

tax (see Jackendoff and Culicover 1971 for suggestions to 

this effect). At any rate, this type of construction is 

only possible with what we have called dative shift 

verbs. As we make plain in our discussion of the grammar 

of dative shift in Appendix 5, among the factors which 

are involved in the possibility of dative shift are the 

lexical markedness of the verb and whether the indirect 

object is a preposition or a nominal. Ditransitive verbs 

which are monosyllabic, of frequent occurrence, and of 

Anglo -Saxon origin are more likely to permit 
dative shift 
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than those which are lexically marked by these criteria, 

and dative shift is generally more acceptable when the 

indirect object is a preposition than when it is a nomi- 

nal. In view of the fact that the main factors influenc- 

ing the acceptability of this type of sentence are lexi- 

cal, morphological and phonological, rather than syntac- 

tic, we take the view that the sentence is acceptable to 

the extent that the [verb + indirect object] sequence can 

be interpreted as a complex verb, derived by a process of 

noun incorporation (see Chomsky 1981, Stowell 1981, Baker 

1988 for detailed proposals to this effect). If this 

analysis is accepted, we should expect that bottom -up in- 

ductive learning will be the major factor in the accept- 

ability of this type of sentence, and that the develop- 

ment will be linear in character. For these reasons, and 

since native speaker judgements vary with respect to 

these sentences, it is likely that there will be a large 

amount of indeterminacy in the responses of the non -na- 

tive subjects at all levels. 

We turn now to a consideration of sentence type (c), 

as exemplifed by the sentence below: 

(18) a. I was given a book 

The nearest grammatical sentence to this in German in- 

volves the fronting of the indirect object and the promo- 

tion of the direct object ein Buch to be the subject of 

the sentence. The subject is Case -marked nominative 

within the maximal projection of the verb: 

(18) b. Mirdat wurde einnom Buch gegeben 
to -me was a book given 

`I was given a book' 

If we ask ourselves how sentence (a) might be represented 

in the mind of a German learner of English with an inter - 

language grammar which is basically that of German, we 
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first have to determine the case which is likely to be 

assigned to the sentence -initial noun phrase by the in- 

terlanguage grammar. Where the NP is a pronoun the only 

possibility is nominative Case, since it will be morpho- 

logically marked for nominative Case. Bearing in mind 

the grammatical German sentence (18b), we suggest there- 

fore that the most likely representation of sentence 

(18a) involves the double assignment of nominative Case, 

as in the gloss in (18c) below: 

(18) a. I was given a book 

c. *Ichnom wurde einnom Buch gegeben 

This representation is of course ungrammatical, since it 

violates the Theta Criterion, and so the sentence will be 

rejected by all learners who construct this representa- 

tion. The only possible alternative representation in- 

volves the assumption that the NP a book is covertly 

marked accusative: 

(18) a. I was given a book 

d. *Ichnom wurde einacc Buch gegeben 

We suggest that this interpretation will be ruled out by 

the early interlanguage grammar because the Goal argument 

of geben is associated with a lexical index, and the re- 

alization of lexical indices does not vary with syntactic 

configuration. In particular, there is a violation of 

the Theta Criterion because the attempt to interpret the 

sentence -initial NP I in sentence (18a) as the subject is 

incompatible with the fact that it bears (in the mind of 

the learner) a lexical index. 

We have suggested earlier that the development of 

the interlanguage grammar of our subjects is charac- 

terised by a gradual change from a grammar with struc- 

tural case and lexical case to one with only structural 
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case. We have also suggested that this change is part of 

a cluster of changes which is determined by a major re -' 

structuring in the grammar from a basically non- configu- 

rational grammar to a configurational grammar. We shall 

see when we discuss the results of the test that the ac- 

ceptability curve for this particular group of sentences 

lends considerable support to the suggestion that a major 

restructuring in the interlanguage grammar occurs between 

the third and fourth levels in our study. 

Consider now the (d) type sentence, as represented 

by (19a) below: 

(19) a. *Me was given a book 

On the basis of the argument above, we suggest that the 

subject in the early stages of interlanguage development 

will construct a representation of this sentence corre- 

sponding to the following gloss: 

(19) b. Mirdat wurde einnom Buch gegeben 

This expression represents a well -formed sentence in Ger- 

man, which is derived by fronting the dative case -marked 

indirect object; the subject remains in its D- structure 

position within the maximal projection of the verb. The 

suggestion that the English sentence is perceived as 

grammatical by the German learner in the initial stages 

of learning depends on the assumption that the learner 

interprets the pronoun me as being in the dative case. 

As we have suggested in our discussion of the movement of 

the interlanguage grammar from a [+ lexical case] grammar 

to a [- lexical case] grammar, there is no positive evi- 

dence for the learner that there is no dative case in En- 

glish. The German learner knows that one form may be 

used to signify more than one case, since there is exten- 

sive case syncretism in his own language, so he does not 
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expect a one -to -one correspondence between morphological 

case and abstract Case in English. Therefore the accept- 

ability of this type of sentence depends very directly on 

the extent to which the learner entertains the possibil- 

ity that a sentence -initial (accusative Case -marked) pro- 

noun may be a topicalised dative case -marked pronoun. If 

the learner does entertain this possibility, then a sec- 

ond factor involved in the acceptability of this sentence 

type is whether the learner supposes that the direct ob- 

ject a book can be Case -marked nominative within the VP 

in English. We see, therefore, that the acceptability of 

sentence types (c) and (d) involve a complex of syntactic 

constraints, including the [± lexical case] parameter, 

the possibility of nominative Case -marking within the VP 

and the existence of a structural subject position. All 

of these constraints are, we suggest, consequences of a 

more general parametric difference between English and 

German, namely the [± configurationality] parameter. 

Therefore we expect that the acceptability of these two 

sentence types will be complementary, in the sense that 

since the configurationality parameter is the primary 

factor in the acceptability of both, there is a func- 

tional relationship between the acceptability of these 

two sentence types. 

3.2.5 Summary: modularity and acceptability 

In the foregoing sections we have investigated the nature 

of acceptability from the point of view of the modular 

thesis of interlanguage development, and we have at- 

tempted to specify the factors which determine the ac- 

ceptability of the two major structures represented in 

our acceptability judgement test, namely tough- movement 

and the passive of ditransitive verbs. We have reached. 

the following conclusions. Since the tough- movement con- 
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struction with Accusative case -marking verbs does not in- 

volve the violation of any of the constraints of the 

(hypothesised) interlanguage grammar, we predict that the 

acceptability of this structure will be determined pri- 

marily by lexical knowledge. This means in effect that 

the sentences will increase in acceptability in linear 

fashion over the range of the study. With respect to the 

tough- movement sentences with the Dative feature, we sug- 

gest that the acceptability of these sentences is deter- 

mined by two factors: (i) whether the thematic properties 

of L1 lexical items are transfered to the equivalent 

items in the L2 lexicon, and (ii) whether the learner 

supposes that the rules for the realization of Goal (i.e. 

dative case -marked) arguments in German are transfered to 

English. This in turn depends on whether the learners 

are aware of the fact that English does not have lexical 

case. We suggest that these questions cannot be decided 

by a priori considerations, and can be settled by empiri- 

cal enquiry. If it could be shown that German learners 

of English habitually make mistakes such as *Do you be- 

lieve to him? then we might suppose that the lexical case 

indices were transferable; if it turns out that this kind 

of mistake does not occur, then we should conclude that 

lexical case indices are not transferable. We conclude 

that if the mode of development of this type of sentence 

is similar to that of the Accusative sentences, then 

there is no transfer of lexical case indices; if, on the 

other hand, there is evidence of restructuring in the de- 

velopmental profile of acceptability, then we would con- 

clude that lexical case indices do transfer. Finally, we 

suggested that the acceptability of the third category of 

tough- movement sentenc, those involving preposition - 

stranding, involves a different set of considerations to 

those involved in the acceptability of the other two 

types. Since preposition- stranding in ungrammatical in 
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German, and is grammatical in English, we expect that the 

acceptability of these sentences will by primarily in- 

fluenced by top -down syntactic constraints, particularly 

the parameters associated with the directionality of Case 

marking and NP- movement, and in general with the complex 

of properties we have identified as the configurational - 

ity parameter. Where the interlanguage grammar is basi- 

cally non -configurational, we predict that preposition - 

stranding will be unacceptable, but that it will be ac-' 

ceptable to learners whose interlanguage grammar has been 

restructured in conformity with the strongly configura- 

tional grammar of English. 

Our predictions with regard to the acceptability of 

the ditransitive passive sentences in our test involve 

similar considerations. We suppose first of all that the 

(a) type sentences, as represented by a sentence such as 

The letter was sent to him this morning will be accept- 

able throughout the range of the interlanguage grammar 

because these sentences are compatible with the basic 

principles of both German and English grammar, and there- 

fore do not violate any of the constraints of the inter - 

language grammar. It is less easy to be sure about the 

acceptability of the (b) type sentences, as for example 

The letter was sent him this morning. We suggested that 

two principles were involved: (i) the universal con- 

straint that past participles cannot assign accusative 

Case, which applies equally to German and English and can 

therefore be supposed to be operating in the interlan- 

guage grammar at all times, and (ii) contextual and prag- 

matic considerations such as whether the sentence has a 

`heavy' Agent by- phrase. It is likely that the first 

consideration will be the dominant factor in the experi- 

mental situation, since all of the sentences are decon- 

textualised, and only one of them contains an agent by- 

phrase. Therefore we predict that these sentences will 
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be unacceptable throughout the range of the interlanguage 

grammar. The acceptability of the (c) and (d) type sen- 

tences is the main focus of interest of this section of 

the test, because the (c) sentences are compatible with a 

configurational grammar but incompatible with a non -con- 

figurational grammar, while the reverse is true for the 

(d) type sentences. Therefore we predict that the domi- 

nant factor in the acceptability of both of these types 

of sentence will be the status of the interlanguage gram- 

mar vis -à -vis the configurationality parameter. Where 

the grammar has not yet acquired the properties of a con- 

figurational grammar, we predict that the (c) type sen- 

tences will be unacceptable and the (d) type sentences 

will be acceptable; the status of these sentences will be 

reversed when the grammar has acquired the properties of 

a configurational grammar. An additional complicating 

factor is likely to be indeterminacy in the initial 

stages of the interlanguage grammar. 

In addition to the two major categories of sentence 

in the study, i.e. tough- movement and ditransitive pas- 

sive sentences, we also included a number of other sen- 

tence -types involving non -agentive subjects, including 

sentences with locative NP subjects such as Portugal will 

be cold and rainy tomorrow, and sentences representative 

of the middle construction, such as This magazine sells 

very well, and the use of unaccusative verbs, such as The 

stone moved during the night. In general, the accept- 

ability of these sentences will depend on whether they 

are compatible with a configurational grammar or not. 

With regard to the use of locative NP subjects in German 

and English, the preference in German is to avoid them, 

and to use a topicalised prepositional phrase instead, 

such as In Portugal it will be cold and rainy tomorrow. 

Since this is only a preference, however, and derives 

from the topic -prominent nature of German as opposed to 
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the subject -prominent nature of English, we expect that 

the acceptability of the sentences will not show evidence 

of top -down restructuring, but will rather show a steady 

linear increase in acceptability as the interlanguage 

grammar acquires more of the subject -prominent character 

of English and loses the topic -prominent character of 

German. 

Our predictions with regard to the acceptability of 

the middle and unaccusative sentences in the study depend 

on whether we see these sentences are being derived by 

means of syntactic transformations or whether they are 

generated in the lexicon. We shall suggest that the mid- 

dle construction is derived by NP- movement from a D- 

structure representation where the verb does not assign a 

subject theta -role, and if this is the case, then the ac- 

ceptability of the middle construction is dependent on 

the status of the configurationality parameter in the in- 

terlanguage grammar. In contrast, we shall argue that 

unaccusativity is a property of the lexicon, and that 

therefore the acceptability of these sentences will de- 

pend primarily on the bottom -up processes of lexical 

learning. 

We summarize here our expectations with regard to 

the acceptability of the sentences included in our ac- 

ceptability judgement test. The acceptability of the 

tough- movement sentences will depend on the properties of 

the verb. Where the German verb assigns accusative or 

dative case, we predict that the primary factor in the 

acceptability of these sentences will be incremental lex- 

ical learning, but where the sentence involves preposi- 

tion stranding, we predict that the acceptability of the 

sentence will be sensitive to the status of the configu- 

rationality parameter in the interlanguage grammar. We 

predict that sentences involving indirect object promo- 

tion will also be sensitive to the status of the configu- 
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tion will also be sensitive to the status of the configu- 

rationality parameter. Where the grammar is basically 

non -configurational, these sentences will be unaccept- 

able, and they will not become acceptable until the gram- 

mar has acquired configurational status. We predict that 

the same pattern will be true of the sentences involving 

the middle construction, since these also are sensitive 

to the status of the configurationality parameter, but we 

predict that the primary factor in the acceptability of 

the sentences with unaccusative verbs will be bottom -up 

lexical learning, since unaccusativity is a property of 

the lexicon, not of the syntax. 

We tabulate these conclusions here: 

Table 2: Parametric variation and acceptability of 
sentence -types selected for judgement task 

i a. tough- movement, accusative and dative case - 
marking verbs 

Parameters None (? [ +/- lexical case] for 
dative case -marking verbs) 

Predictions Acceptable to all learners 
throughout the range, but 
depends on whether language 
specific realization rules are 
transfered; an empirical matter. 

1 b. tough- movement, verb + preposition 

Parameters [ +/- NP- movement], [ +/- uniform 
direction of government] 

Predictions Unacceptable with respect to a 
non -configurational grammar, 
acceptable with respect to a 

configurational grammar. 

2 a. Ditransitive passive, construction type (a), 

e.g. The book was given to me 

Parameters None 

Predictions Acceptable throughout the range. 
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2 b. Ditransitive passive, construction type (b), 
e.g. The book was given me 

242 

Parameters ? Directionality of theta - 
marking in the verb phrase 

Predictions Probably unacceptable throughout 
the range, because involves 
violation of principle of 
Universal Grammar that past 
participles do not assign case. 

2 c. Ditransitive passive, construction type (c), 
e.g. I was given the book. 

Parameters [ +/- lexical case], [ +/- NP- 
movement], GF- identification (S- 
system/M- system) 

Predictions Unacceptable vis -à -vis a non - 
configurational grammar; after 
restructuring, sentences with [+ 

dative shift verbs] acceptable, 
sentences with [- dative shift] 
verbs unacceptable. 

2 d. Ditransitive passive, construction type (d), 
e.g. Me was given a book. 

Parameters [ +/- lexical case], [ +/- NP- 
movement], GF- identification (S- 
system/M- system) 

Predictions Acceptable or indeterminate with 
respect to a non -configurational 
grammar, unacceptable vis -à -vis 
a configurational grammar. 

3 a. The middle construction 

Parameters [ +/- NP- movement] 

Predictions Unacceptable or indeterminate 
before restructuring, acceptable 
after restructuring. 

b. Sentences with unaccusative verbs 

Parameters None (unaccusativity is lexical) 

Predictions Variable, but basically linear 
mode of development. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

THE EMPIRICAL STUDY 

4.1 The context of the empirical study 

4.1.0 Introduction 

In this section we describe the context within which the 

empirical study for this thesis was conducted. It was 

decided that the most practical method of investigating 

the experimental hypotheses outlined in Chapter 3 was a 

cross -sectional study of acceptability judgements at dif- 

ferent levels of interlanguage development. At the time 

the empirical work for this study was carried out the re- 

searcher was teaching English to German undergraduate 

students of English at the Zentraleinrichtung Sprachlabor 

of the Free University of Berlin and it was therefore 

possible to administer the tests to these subjects. The 

researcher was also fortunate enough to be given permis- 

sion to conduct the tests at a secondary school in 

Berlin. The tests were administered to classes at three 

different stages of development at this school. The 

tests were also administered to native speakers of 

English. In this section we describe the educational 

background of the non -native speaker and native -speaker 

populations in so far as it is relevent to the interpre- 

tation of the results. We also outline the practical 

constraints on the design of the test. It was important 

for the purposes of this study that the effects of lexi- 

cal content could be kept separate from the effects of 

- 243 - 
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syntactic features, so three different versions of the 

test materials were constructed; the three versions were 

different lexicalisations of the same set of structures. 

The considerations above lie behind the basic design of 

the study: a cross -sectional study of acceptability 

judgements at different levels of development within the 

same population, with three sets of the test materials to 

control for the effects of lexis and context, and the use 

of native -speaker subjects as controls. 

4.1.1 The criterion of development 

The subject population being investigated in this study 

is assumed to be native speakers of German studying 

English in an institutional setting. The criterion of 

development used in this study was the number of years of 

English studied at school and university; in practice 

this meant membership of intact classes at a particular 

grade. The reasons for this choice of a criterion of de- 

velopment were largely pragmatic. An alternative crite- 

rion of development would have been to use the score on a 

validated test of general proficiency in English, but 

there was not enough time available to the researcher to 

conduct such a test and to conduct the acceptability 

judgement tests as well. As a measure of the level of 

interlanguage development, the number of years of English 

studied is crude and of questionable validity, and it 

must be recognised that this is a weakness of the present 

study. We shall see when we come to report the results 

of this study that there was very wide variability in 

level of development both within and between levels, and 

that this causes some minor problems in the analysis and 

interpretation of the results. 

We have used the term `level of interlanguage devel- 

opment' here rather than `proficiency', because we wish 

to emphasise that the construct which is being measured 
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by the acceptability judgement tasks used in this study 

is much narrower in conception than the construct of gen- 

eral language proficiency. It is narrower because we are 

assuming that knowledge of grammar, whether it is the 

grammar of the first or a second language, is only a 

part, and perhaps a minor part, of knowledge of language. 

To know a language involves knowing not only the grammar 

of that language, but also the vocabulary, collocational 

restrictions, formulaic phrases, and a range of situa- 

tionally related forms, which together add up to what we 

might call sociolinguistic or communicative competence. 

The fundamental distinction is between interlanguage com- 

petence, which is the unconscious knowledge of the gram- 

mar of the target language, and communicative competence, 

which is the ability to use the target language effec- 

tively. It is a fundamental assumption behind the ap- 

proach to language development which is adopted here that 

the acquisition of these different kinds of competence is 

subject to different kinds of constraints, and is medi- 

ated through the action of independent cognitive modules. 

It is assumed as a methodological tenet that in order to 

study language development it is necessary to study the 

development of these different cognitive modules as far 

as possible in isolation from each other. Therefore when 

we speak of interlanguage development, we refer specifi- 

cally to the development of the unconscious knowledge of 

the grammar of the target language, rather than for exam- 

ple the development of knowledge of the vocabulary or ap- 

propriate modes of address of that language. It is an 

open question of course whether the notion of interlan- 

guage development has any close relationship to the no- 

tion of second language proficiency; in view of the con- 

siderations above it is safer to assume that the rela- 

tionship is indirect. 
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We are interested therefore in the measurement of 

the level of interlanguage development, and the question 

arises as to whether the number of years of English stud- 

ied is a valid measure of this quantity. Clearly, this 

will not always be true for the individual language 

learner, because of the well -known phenomena of backslid- 

ing and fossilization, but it is not unreasonable to as- 

sume that interlanguage development continues to progress 

within the population (as we have defined it) as a whole, 

even if only slowly. This at any rate is the assumption 

which is made in this study. Whether the assumption is 

justified or not is a question which can only be answered 

empirically, and we shall have occasion to refer to this 

question when we come to review the results of this study 

in Chapter 5 (see Section 5.2 for details). 

A number of general considerations lay behind the 

choice of levels at which testing was carried out. In 

the first place, it is clear that acceptability judge- 

ments cannot be used with complete beginners in foreign 

language instruction, since a minimum level of knowledge 

of grammar and understanding of vocabulary is necessary 

before the learner can be expected to make judgements of 

acceptability in any meaningful sense. Secondly, it is 

important that the interval between levels should be 

large enough for consistent and measurable differences in 

the level of development to show up in the results. 

Thirdly, the validity of a cross -sectional study of de- 

velopment depends largely on the extent to which the sam- 

ples selected are representative of the population as a 

whole. For this reason, it was important to test as many 

subjects as was practically possible, and to test approx- 

imately equal numbers at each level. 
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4.1.2 The subject population 

The non -native speaker subjects were tested at four lev- 

els, identified in this study as Low, Mid, High and 

Advanced. The subjects for the first three levels (Low, 

Mid and High) were pupils at a secondary school in Berlin 

and those for the fourth level (Advanced) were undergrad- 

uate students at the Free University of Berlin. The 

tests were also administered to native speakers of 

English (NSs); these subjects were all pupils in the 

fifth year of secondary schools in the Lothian region of 

Scotland. 

4.1.2.1 The Low, Mid and High groups 

The major part of the empirical work for the study was 

conducted at the Walther -Rathenau Oberschule in the 

Wilmersdorf residential district of West Berlin. The 

subjects were members of English classes at Grades 8, 10 

and 12. German school pupils begin the study of English 

at Grade 5, which corresponds roughly to the first year 

of secondary school in England and the final year of pri- 

mary school in Scotland, so the classes selected for this 

study had been studying English at school for approxi- 

mately 3, 5 and 7 years respectively. The average age of 

the subjects at each level was approximately 14, 16 and 

18. The amount of time devoted to English in the 

timetable varies with level and with the subject special- 

ism of the pupil after 10th Grade. For the first three 

years of English study, that is, from Grades 5 through 7, 

German school children study English for three or five 

hours a week, depending on the type of school and on the 

curriculum laid down by the regional education authority; 

in the school which was visited for this study, English 

was studied for five hours a week at this level and by 

students in Grades 8 through 10. At the end of Grade 10, 
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pupils can opt for specialist study of English, which in- 

volves 7 hours of English a week, or for non -specialist 

courses, which involve three hours. It was decided to 

select non -specialist classes at Grade 12, since it was 

felt that they would be more representative of the school 

population as a whole, and therefore more directly compa- 

rable with the subjects in the lower Grades. If we as- 

sume an average of 30 weeks of schooling per year, this 

means that the classes at Grades 8, 10 and 12 in this 

study had had approximately 450, 750 and 930 hours of 

classroom instruction in English respectively. 

In terms of their level of proficiency in English, 

the subjects varied widely, both within and between lev- 

els. We examine the nature and extent of the variability 

in proficiency when we come to discuss the results of 

this study in Chapter 5 Section 5.2. The researcher had 

the opportunity to observe some classroom instruction in 

English at the school before conducting this study, and 

we note here some impressions of the style of instruction 

and the level of proficiency of the students. Styles of 

teaching and the content of lessons varied widely. Some 

teachers made extensive use of a textbook, concentrating 

on reading comprehension and grammar exercises, and 

tended to use German for giving instructions and explana- 

tions. Other teachers, mainly the younger members of the 

English teaching staff, adopted a communicative approach, 

conducting the lesson entirely in English, and concen- 

trating on fluency in oral expression. In general, the 

style of teaching was teacher -centred, in the sense that 

communication in English was always between teacher and 

pupil, rather than pupil and pupil; no group or pair work 

was observed. Instruction at higher levels was topic - 

based, in the sense that the classroom teacher used 

English as the medium of instruction for the exploration 

of issues of interest to the students. Little explicit 
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instruction in grammar was given to the students in 

classes at Grade 12. English seemed to be a popular sub- 

ject among the pupils, and standards of attainment were 

high - probably higher than in comparable foreign lan- 

guage classes in British schools. A factor which should 

be mentioned is that the school is in a prosperous resi- 

dential district of Berlin, and has a reputation for aca- 

demic achievement. The school was of the `gymnasium' 

type, which is roughly equivalent to a British grammar 

school, with a curriculum based on the academic study of 

the humanities. The popularity of English is no doubt 

largely because of the perceived utility and prestige of 

English as an international language, but also because of 

the extensive contact which most German young people have 

with the English language through pop music, newspapers, 

English language films, advertising and foreign travel. 

The researcher was able to communicate without difficulty 

in English with the students at all levels, including the 

lowest, although it was apparent that some of the Grade 8 

students had a limited knowledge of vocabulary. 

4.1.2.2 The Advanced groups 

The subjects for the fourth level of the study (Advanced) 

were students of English at the Zentraleinrichtung 

Sprachlabor (the central language teaching service unit, 

hereafter `the Sprachlabor') of the Free University of 

Berlin. Many of the degree courses at the university re- 

quire that students obtain a language qualification from 

the Sprachlabor before they can graduate, and the courses 

at the Sprachlabor are expressly for the purpose of 

preparing students for the qualifying exams. The courses 

in English at the Sprachlabor are intended for students 

who wish to graduate in the Anglistik (English Studies) 

or Amerikanistik (American Studies) faculties of the uni- 

versity. Most students take the Sprachlabor English lan- 
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guage exams before starting their courses at the 

Anglistik or Amerikanistik faculties, and so most of the 

subjects in this study were at the beginning of their 

university career, in their first or second year of full - 

time university study. Classes at German universities 

are generally open, in the sense that any student who has 

the requisite school -leaving qualification (the 

`Arbitur') is entitled by law to attend any class of his 

or her choice. In practice, students are discouraged 

from attending English classes at the Sprachlabor if 

their English is judged to be inadequate for the demands 

of the courses at the Anglistik and Amerikanistik facul- 

ties. The standard of English of all students wishing to 

attend classes in the Sprachlabor is assessed by means of 

an entry test at the beginning of each semester. The en- 

try test is fairly rigorous, and consists of a multiple 

choice grammar test, listening and reading comprehension 

tests, and an oral interview with a native -speaker 

teacher. Those who fail to reach the required standard 

are discouraged from attending classes, principally on 

the grounds that they are unlikely to pass the course ex- 

ams at the end of the semester. As a result of this se- 

lection procedure, students attending courses at the 

Sprachlabor probably have a higher standard of profi- 

ciency in English than the general undergraduate popula- 

tion. 

4.1.2.3 The Native -speaker groups 

In order to establish a native -speaker standard by which 

the pattern of responses to the test materials could be 

judged, the tests in this study were administered to 

three groups of native speakers of English. These sub- 

jects were members of English language "Higher" classes 

at three secondary schools in the Lothian region of 

Scotland. The average age of these subjects was 17; this 
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age group was chosen because it was felt that students 

who stay at school beyond the age of compulsory schooling 

would be more directly comparable with the non -native 

subjects in terms of their interest in language and gen- 

eral level of academic achievement than students at ear- 

lier stages. Although the three schools were of rather 

different character, with correspondingly different so- 

cial mixes in the school population, it was assumed for 

the purposes of this study that socio- economic background 

and other similar factors are of minor importance in a 

study of the development of grammaticality intuitions, so 

any minor differences in the school populations in these 

respects were ignored; there were in any case no gross 

disparities in such factors in any of the groups who were 

tested. In respect of level of academic achievement, the 

native speakers were assumed to be comparable to the non- 

native speakers. As we shall see from the results re- . 

ported in Chapter 5, the response patterns of the native 

speakers showed a high degree of homogeneity, so there is 

no reason to suppose that these assumptions were unjusti- 

fied. 

4.1.3 Practical constraints 

A number of practical constraints affected the mode and 

schedule of testing. For administrative reasons, sub- 

jects could not be randomly allocated to different groups 

for testing, and it was not possible to withdraw subjects 

individually from their classes, so the groups tested 

were intact school or university classes. This meant 

that provision had to be made in the experimental design 

for unequal numbers in the groups; the question of un- 

equal group size is taken up in Section 5.1.2 fn. 1 be- 

low. The testing was done in school hours during 

timetabled lessons, and the researcher was permitted ac- 

cess to the classes for two lessons, each lasting forty 
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minutes. The two visits were scheduled a week apart. 

The fact that the tests were conducted over two sessions 

separated by a week meant that the composition of the 

groups on both occasions was not identical due to ab- 

sences on one or other occasion. The number of absences 

in all cases was no more than two or three per class, and 

the effect of this difference in the composition of the 

classes was assumed to be negligible. A small minority 

of the school subjects (no more than 5 per cent) were not 

native speakers of German, but most of these subjects had 

been living in Germany for several years, and all were 

fluent German speakers; this factor also was ignored for 

the purposes of this study. The same considerations ap- 

plied in the case of the university subjects, although 

here subjects were asked to participate as volunteers, 

since the testing was done outside the scheduled time for 

their lessons. Two of the groups tested were classes 

taught by the researcher, while the third was taught by a 

colleague. Subjects were tested at the end of their nor- 

mal timetabled English lessons, and all except one class 

member in one of the classes (out of a total of 39 sub- 

jects in all three classes) agreed to participate. We 

assume therefore that the university subjects were will- 

ing and cooperative participants in the study, and that 

they are representative of first and second year students 

of English at German universities. 

4.1.4 The testing schedule 

The testing was done on two separate occasions, with a 

week between each occasion. Two tasks were used to 

elicit judgements of acceptability on the sentence -types 

which we have considered in Chapter 3, a rating task and 

a ranking task. The main task was the rating task, and 

the ranking task was included in order to provide valida- 

tion for the rating task. Since the results of the rank- 
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ing task reflect those of the rating task quite closely, 

and also because of limitations of space we do not report 

the results of the ranking task in this thesisl. 

Together with the time required for administration and 

explanations, the rating task lasted about 25 minutes, 

and the ranking task lasted about 20 minutes. Two other 

minor tasks were used in the two sessions but these are 

not reported here since the results do not bear directly 

on the main concerns of this thesis. The schedule of 

testing was as follows: 

Session One 

Rating task 
Time for explanations, administration etc. 

25 minutes 
5 minutes 

Total 30 minutes 

Session Two 

Ranking task 
Time for explanations, administration etc. 

20 minutes 
5 minutes 

Total 25 minutes 

The schedule of testing was determined by the following 

considerations. First, the ranking task was intended as 

a check on the validity of the results of the rating 

task, and included the same sentences as those used in 

the rating task. It was therefore necessary that the two 

tasks should be separated by a time interval long enough 

to ensure that the responses to the ranking task should 

be independent of the responses to the rating task. 

Therefore the two tasks had to be scheduled for different 

sessions. It was judged that a week was a long enough 

time interval to ensure that there would be no apprecia- 

1 See Sorace (1988, 1990, forthcoming) for considera- 
tion of the relative merits of rating and ranking 
methods. 
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ble contamination of the results of the ranking task by 

the results of the rating task. The rating task was a 

timed task, with all the subjects working at the pace 

dictated by the experimenter. The ranking task was com- 

pleted by the subjects in a limited time period but they 

were able to work at their own pace. Five minutes of the 

lesson time were set aside for explanations and adminis- 

trative tasks, and there was no occasion when this time 

was inadequate for the testing schedule. 
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4.2 The design and construction of the materials 

4.2.0 Introduction 
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In this section we describe the rationale which informs 

the construction of the test materials used in the empir- 

ical study for this thesis. The experimental hypotheses 

we have elaborated in Chapter 3 refer to lexical factors 

and syntactic factors. The primary lexical factor is the 

degree of prototypicality of the lexical predicate, which 

we shall refer to here as the lexical markedness of the 

predicate. The syntactic factors are those involved in 

the acquisition of the configurational properties of 

English. The sentence -types used to elicit judgements of 

acceptability were chosen because their acceptability de- 

pends in most cases on a combination of lexical marked- 

ness and configurationality. The mode of classification 

of the sentence -types used in the test serves as an oper- 

ational definition of the factors referred to in the ex- 

perimental hypotheses. In what follows, our primary con- 

cern is to provide a rationale for the use of the test 

sentences in the light of our experimental hypotheses. 

4.2.1 The rating task: sentence types 

The eighty sentences in this task were divided into five 

groups, with each group (except Group 5) representing a 

particular grammatical structure. The numbers of each 

type of sentence represented in the task are given in the 

table below: 
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Table 1: Sentence types used in the rating task 

Group Type Total 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Tough- movement 

Passive of ditransive verbs 

Locative NP subject 

Non -agentive subject 

Typical errors 

18 

36 

9 

18 

11 

Total number of sentences 80 
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For each group of sentences except Group 5, a pool of 

sentence tokens was constructed for each sentence -type, 

and three versions of the test were constructed by se- 

lecting tokens from the pool. None of the sentences in 

Groups 1 to 4 was included in more than one version of 

the test. In effect, the three versions of the test were 

different lexicalisations of the same sentence types. 

The sentences for Group 5 were the same in each version 

of the test. 

4.2.2 Group 1: tough- movement 

All the sentences in Group 1 were examples of tough -move- 

ment in English. We review here briefly the contrasts in 

the grammar of English and German which are relevant to 

the acceptability of tough- movement in English and 

German. A more detailed consideration of the grammar of 

tough- movement in English and German is included in 

Appendix 4 (see also Chapter 2 Section 2.3.3.1 for tough - 

movement and GB theory and Chapter 3 Section 3.2.3 for 

consideration of the acceptability of tough- movement). 

Tough- movement is possible in German but on a more re- 

stricted basis than in English. The restrictions are of 

two kinds. First, the promotion of the D- structure ob- 
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ject to be the subject at S- structure is limited to the 

objects of accusative Case -marking verbs. Thus the D- 

structure objects of verbs which assign dative case, such 

as glauben (`to believe'), helfen (`to help') and 

gefallen (`to please'), cannot be promoted to be the sub- 

ject at S- structure in German. Similarly, the object of 

a preposition cannot become the subject of a tough -move- 

ment sentence in German. Thus tough- movement sentences 

with D- structure objects which are case -marked dative or 

oblique are not grammatical in German. These contrasts 

are exemplified in the examples below: 

(1) a. Peter ist schwierig zu lehren. 
`Peter is difficult to teach' 

b. *Peter ist schwierig zu helfen. 
`Peter is difficult to help' 

c. *Peter ist schwierig mit zu arbeiten 
Peter is difficult with to work 
`Peter is difficult to work with' 

The second factor hypothesised to be relevant to the ac- 

ceptability of tough- movement sentences was the degree of 

prototypicality of the raising trigger. In German, 

tough- movement is triggered by the following five adjec- 

tives: leicht (`easy'), einfach (`simple), schwierig 

(`difficult'), schwer (`hard') and interessant 

(`interesting') (Hawkins 1986). Thus we have the follow- 

ing contrasts: 

(2) a. Peter ist leicht zu lehren 
Peter is easy to teach 

b. *Peter ist amüsant zu lehren 
Peter is amusing to teach 

(3) a. Betty ist interessant zu zusehen 

Betty is interesting to watch 

b. *Betty ist langweilig zu zusehen 

Betty is boring to watch 
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In Appendix 4 we present Hawkins's (1986) argument that 

the English translation equivalents of the German raising 

triggers are prototypical members of the set of raising 

triggers in English. If this is so, then it is reason- 

able to suppose that sentences with these adjectives as 

raising triggers will be more acceptable, all other 

things being equal, than sentences with non -prototypical 

members of the set of raising triggers. Thus the two 

factors which we suppose to have an influence on the ac- 

ceptability of tough- movement sentences in English for 

German learners are the case -marking properties of the 

German predicate and the degree of prototypicality of the 

raising trigger in English. 

In order to incorporate these two factors into the 

construction of the test sentences, it was necessary to 

establish operational definitions of the two factors, and 

of the levels within these factors. Thus for the Case - 

marking factor, two levels were defined as Core and Pe- 

ripheral, according to whether the raising trigger was a 

member of the set of core raising triggers or whether it 

was a member of the set of peripheral raising triggers as 

defined in the table below: 
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Table 2: Core and peripheral raising triggers 

Core /peripheral English German 

Core 

Peripheral 

easy leicht 
simple einfach 
difficult schwierig 
hard schwer 
interesting interessant 

amusing amüsant 
impossible unmöglich 
fascinating faszinierend 
boring langweilig 
tiring ermüdend 
good gut, schön 
nice schön 
fun nett 
unpleasant unangenehm 

For the factor Case -marking, the following classes of 

verbs were established: 

Table 3: Accusative, Dative and Oblique case -marking 
verbs 

Case English German 

Accusative 

Dative 

Oblique 

visit 
love 
amuse 
watch 
understand 
teach 

please 
believe 
help 
thank 
congratualate 
follow 

talk to 
work for 
look at 
listen to 
dance with 
work with 

besuchen 
lieben 
amüsieren 
zusehen 
verstehen 
lehren 

gefallen 
glauben 
helfen 
danken 
gratulieren 
folgen 

sprechen mit 
arbeiten für 
zuschauen 
hören auf 
tanzen mit 
arbeiten mit 
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We have two factors, Case -marking and Lexical Markedness, 

which we wish to incorporate into the test sentences. 

The factor Case has three levels (Accusative, Dative and 

Oblique), while the factor Lexical Markedness (`LexM' in 

the table below) has two levels (Core and Peripheral). 

Therefore there are 3 x 2 = 6 possible sentence -types, as 

exemplified in the following table: 

Table 4: Tough- movement sentence -types 

No. Example LexM Case 

1 John is easy to understand. Core Accusative 

2 Peter is difficult to help. Core Dative 

3 Mary is interesting to talk to. Core Oblique 

4 Mary is nice to love. Peri Accusative 

5 He was impossible to congratulate. Peri Dative 

6 The spy was boring to work for. Peri Oblique 

It was decided that three tokens of each tough- movement 

sentence type should be used in each version of the test, 

and since there were three versions of the test, nine to- 

kens of each sentence type were required. It was also 

decided that the subjects of the three tokens of each 

sentence -type should be of three different types: a 

proper name, a pronoun and a definite generic noun 

phrase. Since there were six sentence -types, six of each 

of these types of subject was required. Only third -per- 

son pronouns were used since the use of a mixture of 

first -, second- and third -person pronouns would have in- 

troduced an additional factor of discourse -related con- 

text into the acceptability of the sentences; since there 

are only three third -person pronouns marked for case in 

English, each had to be used twice. The subjects are set 

out in the table below: 
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Table 5: Subjects for Group One sentences 
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Proper name Harry, Joe, Fred, Liz, Mary, Betty 

Generic noun phrase the detective, the fat man, the 
clown, the spy, the doctor, the old 
man 

Pronoun he, he, she, she, they, they 

The elements for the sentences were therefore a list of 

18 subjects composed of 6 proper names, 6 generic noun 

phrases and 6 pronouns, a list of 18 raising triggers 

composed of 9 core and 9 peripheral, and a list of 18 

verbs with different Case -marking properties composed of 

6 Accusative, 6 Dative and 6 Oblique Case -marking verbs. 

The sentences were constructed by arranging each sublist 

in random order, with a different random order for each, 

task version. To give an example, the proper name sub- 

jects were ordered as follows: 

Table 6: Proper name subjects 

Version A Version B Version C 

Fred Fred Mary 
Harry Liz Joe 
Mary Betty Fred 
Joe Mary Liz 
Betty Joe Harry 
Liz Harry Betty 

The other lists were similarly arranged in three differ- 

ent random orders, one for each test version. Therefore 

for each sentence -type in each test version there was a 

list of subjects, a list of raising triggers, and a list 

of verbs, each list having been arranged in random order. 

The sentences were constructed by matching each element 

with the other two elements with the same rank order. 

This procedure may seem unnecessarily elaborate, and it 
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certainly requires some justification. The construction 

of the sentences was constrained by two factors of a lex- 

ical nature. First, nine different sentences with proto- 

typical raising triggers were required for each test ver- 

sion, making a requirement for 27 such sentences in to- 

tal. Since there are only five members of the set of 

raising triggers, it was necessary to use four of the 

prototypical raising triggers twice, and the fifth once. 

It was decided to use interesting once, and the other 

four twice, so the list of prototypical raising triggers 

was as follows: 

Table 7: Prototypical raising triggers 

hard (x 2), simple (x 2), difficult (x 2), easy (x 2), 
interesting (x 1) 

There was a similar limitation on the lexical resources 

available for the selection of dative Case -marking verbs. 

It was essential to choose verbs which were typical mem- 

bers of the class, and in common use. These two require- 

ments restricted the choice of dative case -marking verbs 

considerably, since many dative case -marking verbs in 

German are used in restricted or colloquial contexts, and 

have idiomatic meanings; it was also necessary to choose 

verbs which corresponded as far as possible with lexical 

cognates in English, so that comprehension problems would 

be minimised. It will be appreciated that it was diffi- 

cult to find six dative case -marking verbs which met 

these requirements; the verbs chosen were as in the list 

in Table 3. The fact that the lexical resources from 

which the sentences could be constructed were limited in 

these two ways meant that it was not possible to control 

for lexical and contextual factors by random selection 

from a large pool of sentences. Any given sentence was 

constructed by selecting one element from each of three 
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pools: (i) a pool of raising triggers, (ii) a pool of 

verbs, and (iii) a pool of noun phrases. To take an ex- 

ample, suppose we select The detective from the pool of 

noun phrases, follow from the pool of verbs, and diffi- 

cult from the pool of raising triggers. The resulting 

sentence is The detective was difficult to follow. An- 

other sentence might be Mary is amusing to love. It will 

be evident that these two sentences are not equally ac- 

ceptable in terms of the ease with which they can be con - 

textualised, since we can easily imagine a situation 

where a detective is being followed, so the complex pred- 

icate easy to follow is easily contextualised with the 

detective as subject, since following, or being followed, 

is something that detectives typically do. On the other 

hand, the sentence Mary is amusing to love is less easy 

to contextualise, since Mary is a disembodied name, and 

although no doubt there are circumstances where loving 

somebody called Mary would be amusing, the circumstances 

do not immediately spring to mind. Given this factor of 

ease of contextualisation, it is natural to assume that. 

the acceptability of these tough -movement sentences would 

be affected by the lexical content of the sentences in 

the way we have suggested, and since the effect of the 

lexical content of the sentences cannot be controlled by 

random selection from a large population of sentences, 

the effect of lexical content has to be controlled by 

randomisation in the process of selection from the lim- 

ited lexical resources available. The procedure adopted 

here was designed to ensure that every element in the 

three lexical pools had an equal chance of being selected 

for any given sentence token of the appropriate type. We 

shall see when we come to examine the results of this 

task that there are grounds for supposing that the proce- 

dure adopted did not entirely meet the criteria required 
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(see Chapter 5 Section 5.4.2). The sentences selected 

are listed in Appendix 2. 

4.2.3 Group 2: The passive of ditransitive verbs 

4.2.3.1 The grammar of dative shift 

264 

The sentences in Group 2 were all examples of the use of 

ditransitive verbs in the passive. We review briefly 

here the grammar of dative shift and indirect object pro- 

motion in English and German in so far as it is relevant 

to the experimental hypotheses and the construction of 

the test sentences (we consider the grammar of dative 

shift in more detail in Appendix 5). First, we consider 

the contrasts between English and German with regard to 

the possibilty of indirect object promotion. The indi -. 

rect object cannot become the subject of a passive sen- 

tence in German; if the indirect object is moved to the 

sentence -initial position by topicalisation it must re- 

tain its dative case -marking. This is illustrated in the 

sentences below: 

(4) a. Ich habe demd t Schüler einacc Buch gegeben 
I have to -the schoolboy a book given 

`I gave the schoolboy a book' 

(5) a. Demd t Schüler wurde einnom Buch gegeben 
to -the schoolboy was a book given 
`The schoolboy was given a book' 

b. *Dernom Schüler wurde einacc Buch gegeben 

the schoolboy was a book given 
`The schoolboy was given a book' 

c. Einnom Buch wurde demd t Schüler gegeben 

a book was to -the schoolboy given 
`A book was given to the schoolboy' 

The second factor behind the experimental hypotheses is 

the effect of lexical markedness on the possibility of 

dative -shift and subsequent promotion of the shifted in- 
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direct object to be the subject of a passive sentence in 

English (hereafter `indirect object promotion'). In Ap- 

pendix 5 we show that dative shift and indirect object 

promotion is possible in English if the Goal argument can 

be interpreted as the actual or potential Possessor of 

the Theme argument (i.e. the direct object). Thus di- 

transitive verbs such as give and send which have a Re- 

cipient as the thematic role assigned to the indirect ob- 

ject can readily undergo dative shift and subsequent pas - 

sivization, while verbs such as wash and clean which have 

a Beneficiary as the thematic role assigned to the indi- 

rect object do not usually allow dative shift, and the 

indirect object cannot be promoted to be the subject of a 

passive sentence. There are also discourse restrictions 

on the possibility of dative shift and indirect object 

promotion; dative shift is more acceptable when the di- 

rect object is indefinite (6b) than when it is definite 

(7b). 

The contrasts referred to above are illustrated in 

the following sentences: 

(6) a. John gave a carpet to Mary 
b. John gave Mary a carpet 
c. Mary was given a carpet (by John) 

(7) a. Mary sent the carpet to Liz 
b. ?Mary sent Liz the carpet 
c. ?Liz was sent the carpet (by Liz) 

(8) a. Peter bought the carpet for Liz 
b. ?Peter bought Liz the carpet 
c. ?Liz was bought the carpet (by Peter) 

(9) a. Peter cleaned the carpet for Liz 
b. * ?Peter cleaned Liz the carpet 
c. * ?Liz was cleaned the carpet (by Peter) 

It is clear from the examples that the core meaning of 

ditransitive verbs is defined by the prototypical situa- 

tion of transfer by an agent of an object to the posses- 
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Sion of a recipient; to the extent that the situation is 

interpreted as prototypical, dative shift and indirect 

object promotion are grammatical. Thus the grammatical- 

ity of indirect object promotion depends on the degree of 

prototypicality of the verb. This is true most obviously 

with respect to the distinction between to- dative verbs, 

where the indirect object is marked as the recipient by 

the use of the preposition to, and for -dative verbs, 

where the indirect object is marked as beneficiary by the 

use of the prepositon for. As a general rule, to- dative 

verbs allow dative shift and indirect object promotion 

while for -dative verbs do not, unless the indirect object 

can be interpreted as the actual or potential possessor 

of the transfered object. 

While the classification of ditransitive verbs ac- 

cording to the to- dative /for- dative dichotomy provides a 

useful starting point for the development of a taxonomy 

of these verbs, there are exceptions to the general rule 

that to- dative verbs allow dative shift and for -dative . 

verbs do not. The exceptions in the case of to- dative 

verbs relate principally to the stress pattern of the 

verb. Monosyllabic verbs and polysyllabic verbs with the 

stress on the first syllable generally allow dative 

shift, while those with the stress on the second or sub- 

sequent syllables generally do not. This criterion ex- 

plains why 'give allows dative shift while don'ate does 

not; similarly 'promise, 'offer and 'order allow dative 

shift, while re'port, ex'plain, and de'scribe do not. 

There are some verbs, however, with non -word- initial 

stress which do allow dative shift, as for example 

refuse as in He refused me permission to go. 

The exceptions in the case of the for -dative verbs 

can be explained as arising from the possibility of in- 

terpreting the indirect object as the actual or potential 

possessor of the transfered object. Thus we can say Peel 
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me some potatoes, will you? since the speaker expects to 

be given the potatoes after they have been peeled, but 
? *Wash me the window, will you? is not acceptable because 

there is no interpersonal transfer involved. Thus the 

acceptability of dative shift with for -dative verbs 

depends not on the lexical properties of the verb alone, 

but on the combination of the verb and the object, and 

more generally on the general context. It follows that 

it is not possible to distinguish between for -dative 

verbs which allow dative shift and those which do not 

simply on the basis of their lexical properties; context 

is equally, if not more, important. 

4.2.3.2 The classification of ditransitive verbs 

In accordance with the considerations set out above, the 

ditransitive verbs used in the study were classified ac- 

cording to three criteria: (i) whether the verb allows 

dative shift or not, (ii) whether the verb is a to- dative 

or a for -dative verb, and (iii) the degree of lexical 

markedness of the verb. These criteria lead to the fol- 

lowing six -way classification: 
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Table 8: Classification of ditransitive verbs used in 
Group 2 sentences 
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to- dative 

for -dative 

dative shift 

possible not possible 

lexical markedness 

unmarked marked 

give promise explain 
send offer describe 
sell refuse report 

bake clean order* 
make wash prepare 
buy paint open 

* The verb order was mistakenly included in this category 

With hindsight it is now clear that the criteria used to 

distinguish between the categories were not defined with 

sufficient precision and, in addition, they were not ap- 

plied consistently, since order was mistakenly classified 

in the Peripheral category; it also proved difficult to 

find verbs which correspond exactly to the categories de- 

fined by the taxonomy above. As a result of these short- 

comings and difficulties, the taxonomy above is defective 

in a number of respects. The reasons for these defects 

are of some interest and relevance to the theoretical 

framework of this study, so we review the problems of 

classification briefly here. Our discussion also sug- 

gests a means of avoiding the problems that arise from 

the defective classification. 

We consider first the to- dative class of verbs, 

where the problems mentioned above are not so evident as 

they are in the for -dative class of verbs, which we con- 

sider later. The first requirement is to find an opera- 

tional definition of lexical markedness within the class 

of to- dative verbs which allow dative shift. Three cri- 

teria were used to distinguish between prototypical and 
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peripheral to- dative verbs. First, there is the crite- 

rion of frequency of occurrence. By this criterion, 

give, send and sell were judged to be more frequent than 

promise, offer and refuse. Second, there is the crite- 

rion of monosyllabicity versus polysyllabicity; by this 

criterion, monosyllabic verbs were judged to be more pro- 

totypical than polysyllabic verbs. Third, it was consid- 

ered that Anglo -Saxon verbs are more likely to be proto- 

typical than verbs of Latin origin; compare for example 

make and manufacture, give and donate, get and obtain. 

Anglo -Saxon verbs are often monosyllabic where the Latin 

synonym is polysyllabic, and Anglo -Saxon verbs usually 

have a wider range of meanings and uses than their Lati- 

nate synonyms, whose use is often subject to restrictions 

of register or collocation. The hierarchy of lexical 

markedness for to- dative verbs was therefore defined on 

the basis of three criteria: verbs which are (i) frequent 

in occurrence, (ii) monosyllabic, and (iii) of Anglo- 

Saxon origin were judged to be prototypical to- dative 

verbs, whereas verbs which are (i) relatively low in fre- 

quency, (ii) polysyllabic, and (iii) of Latin origin were 

judged to be peripheral to- dative verbs. Thus give, send 

and sell were classified as prototypical, and promise, 

offer and refuse were classified as peripheral. 

The distinction between verbs with one syllable and 

those with more than one syllable provides a crude mea- 

sure of the degree of prototypicality of ditransitive 

verbs, but behind this distinction lies a more sensitive 

diagnostic criterion. It has frequently been observed 

that among verbs with more than one syllable, those with 

the stress is on the first syllable are more likely to . 

allow dative shift than those were the stress is on the 

second or a subsequent syllable (Stowell 1981, 

Mazurkewich and White 1984). Thus 'promise and 'offer 

allow dative shift while don'ate and deliver do not. 
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Nevertheless, the criterion of having word -initial stress 

does not serve to distinguish dative -shift verbs from 

non -dative -shift verbs with complete regularity. There 

are a number of verbs which do not have word -initial 

stress but which nevertheless allow dative shift; among 

these are re'fuse, af'ford, as'sign, a'ward, de'ny. We 

include some examples of the use of these verbs to il- 

lustrate the point: 

(10) a. The detective refused the suspect permission to 
smoke. 

b. The suspect was refused permission to smoke. 

(11) a. The occasion afforded me the opportunity to pay 
tribute to the managing- director. 

b. I was afforded the opportunity to pay tribute 
to the managing- director. 

(12) a. The court awarded the plaintiff nominal dam- 
ages. 

b. The plaintiff was awarded nominal damages by 
the court. 

(13) a. She denied me the pleasure of saying "I told 
you so ". 

b. I was denied the pleasure of saying "I told you 
so ". 

These examples suggest that the operative principle be- 

hind the possibility of dative shift with these verbs is 

not morphosyntactic, but semantic or lexical. In each 

case, the common ditransitive use of the verb is in a 

collocation which is more or less fixed: refuse somebody 

permission, afford somebody the opportunity, award some- 

body damages, deny somebody the pleasure. From a seman- 

tic point of view, these verbs have in common the charac- 

teristic that the transfered object is an abstract or 

concrete object which the agent typically has the power 

to give or refuse; in other words, the meaning of the 
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verb is in many respects close to the prototypical mean- 

ing of interpersonal transfer. It seems therefore that 

the combination of fixed collocation and prototypical 

meaning is sufficient to overcome the morphological cri- 

terion which prohibits dative shift with verbs which do 

not have word- initial stress. In these cases the se- 

mantic and lexical criteria are the determining factors 

in the possibility of dative shift. We cannot conclude, 

however, that the semantic criteria are always the deter- 

mining factor since there are many verbs which are proto- 

typical in terms of their semantic properties, such as 

don'ate, pre'sent, trans'fer, deliver, but which never- 

theless do not allow dative shift. The determining fac- 

tor in these cases seems to be the morphological crite- 

rion of non -word -initial stress. To summarize, we have 

identified three criteria which play a part in the clas- 

sification of ditransitive verbs with regard to the pos- 

sibility of dative shift: the morphosyntactic criterion 

of word -initial stress, the semantic criterion of degree 

of lexical markedness and the lexical criterion of degree 

of fixedness of collocation. It seems that none of these 

criteria is primary; rather, the possibility of dative 

shift depends from case to case on an idiosyncratic ap- 

plication of the different criteria, although in general 

the more common and more prototypical the verb is, the 

more likely it is to allow dative shift. 

We consider now the problems encountered in the 

classification of for -dative verbs. As we noted in the 

discussion above, the possibility of dative shift with 

to- dative verbs depends on a combination of morphosyntac- 

tic and lexico- semantic criteria. These criteria are 

also operative in the case of for -dative verbs, but with 

these verbs, the primary criterion is the semantic one of 

whether the indirect object can be interpreted as the ac- 

tual or potential possessor of a transferred object. As 
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a general rule this is not the case, since the use of for 

identifies the indirect object clearly as having the se- 

mantic role of beneficiary. Thus dative shift and in- 

direct object promotion are the exception with for -dative 

verbs rather than the rule, as is the case with to- dative 

verbs. As a result of the primacy of the semantic crite- 

rion, it is less easy to identify a hierarchy of lexical 

markedness within the class of for -dative verbs which al- 

low dative shift, because the possibility of dative shift 

does not depend on the lexical properties of the individ- 

ual verb but on the meaning of the complex predicate 

formed by the verb and the direct object. As a result, 

it was decided to classify the for -dative verbs on the 

basis of a semantic hierarchy, corresponding to the pos- 

sibility of dative shift. Three levels were distin- 

guished in the hierarchy, as follows: 

Table 9: Semantic hierarchy for the classification of 
for -dative verbs in English 

Core allows dative shift, regardless of context 

Marginal may or may not allow dative shift, depend- 
ing on context 

Peripheral does not allow dative shift, regardless of 
context 

Although morphological and etymological factors play less 

of a part in the syntactic properties of for -dative verbs 

than they do with to- dative verbs, it is not true to say 

that these factors play no part at all in the acceptabil- 

ity of dative shift with these verbs. Compare, for exam- 

ple, Make me a cake with ? *Prepare me a cake, and I built 

them a sandcastle with ? *I constructed them a sandcastle. 

It seems, therefore, that all other things being equal, 

Latin origin and polysyllabicity count against the possi- 

bility of dative shift and indirect object promotion in 
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for -dative verbs. For this reason, these two criteria 

also played a part in the selection of verbs for the Pe- 

ripheral category in the taxonomy above. At the time the 

test sentences were selected for the task, the primacy of 

the semantic criterion was unfortunately lost sight of, 

and these last two categories were in effect used as the 

defining characteristic of the Peripheral category. The 

result was that although the three verbs selected 

(prepare, order and open) are alike in having two sylla- 

bles as against the one syllable of the verbs in the 

other two categories, they are unlike in their semantic 

properties. In particular, note that order easily allows 

dative shift, as in such sentences as Order me a mushroom 

omelette, will you? while the other two verbs do not. 

There is thus an element of inconsistency in the way the 

criteria were applied in the taxonomy of for -dative 

verbs. This means that the classification is effectively 

based on criteria different from those which were in- 

tended. The problem can be overcome to some extent by a 

re- classification of the sentences when we come to review 

the results, but there is an inevitable loss of gen- 

eralizability in the experimental design in respect to 

this sub -class of for -dative verbs which cannot be com- 

pensated for. 

Recall that the experimental hypotheses concerned 

the primacy of syntactic transformations or lexical prop- 

erties in the acceptability of indirect object promotion 

in ditransitive verbs. Given that the focus of interest 

was on indirect object promotion, and the fact that the 

experimental design required that each test sentence 

should be paired with another sentence from which it dif- 

fered by a single syntactic or semantic feature, four 

different transformational variants of each test sentence 

were used, identified here and hereafter as sentence type 

(a) , (b) , (c) , and (d) : 
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(14) Direct object promotion; indirect object is object 
of preposition /object of verb 

a. A book was given to me 

b. A book was given me 
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(15) Indirect object promotion /topicalisation of indirect 
object 

c. I was given a book 

d. Me was given a book 

Since there were six types of verb in the taxonomy, and 

four different sentence -types for each type of verb, 

there were twenty -four different sentence -types in Group 

2. The large number of sentence -types meant that only 

one token of each type could be used in the test; other- 

wise, the number of sentences would have been impracti- 

cally high. The actual sentences chosen for Test Version 

A are given below: 

(16) to- dative, core 

a. The book was given to me 
b. The book was given me 
c. I was given the book 
d. Me was given the book 

(17) to- dative, marginal 

a. A new bicycle was promised to her 
b. A new bicycle was promised her 
c. She was promised a new bicycle 
d. Her was promised a new bicycle 

(18) to- dative, peripheral 

a. The problem was explained to them 

b. The problem was explained them 
c. They were explained the problem 
d. Them was explained the problem 
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(19) for -dative, core 

a. The cake was baked for him 
b. The cake was baked him 
c. He was baked the cake 
d. Him was baked the cake 

(20) for -dative, marginal 

a The car was cleaned for me 
b The car was cleaned me 
c. I was cleaned the car 
d. Me was cleaned the car 

(21) for -dative, peripheral 

a. The tickets were prepared for them 
b. The tickets were prepared them 
c. They were prepared the tickets 
d. Them were prepared the tickets 
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There are a number of additional features of these sen- 
tences which require some comment. The acceptability of 

the (b) type of sentence is a matter of some dispute in 

the literature of generative grammar (see e.g. Jackendoff 

and Culicover 1971, Stowell 1981), but it emerges from 

the literature that there are two factors which affect 

the acceptability of this type of sentence. First, if 

the indirect object is an unstressed pronoun, the accept- 

ability is markedly increased; this suggests that the 

sentence is at least marginally acceptable if the pronoun 

is incorporated into the past participle as a clitic. 

Secondly, the acceptability seems to be increased if 

there is an agentive by- phrase, or some other phrase with 

end -weight, after the indirect object. This factor is 

also probably related to the phenomenon of incorporation. 

(22) a. The cake was baked for John 
b. ? *The cake was baked John by his grandmother 
c. *The cake was baked John 

(23) a. The cake was baked for him 
b. ?The cake was baked him by his grandmother 
c. ? ?The cake was baked him 
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It should be pointed out that there was no attempt to 

control for these factors in the construction of the test 

sentences. The second feature of interest is that in the 

(d) sentences, where the indirect object has been fronted 

by topicalisation but retains its accusative Case -mark- 

ing, the agreement features on the verb are controlled by 

the direct object rather than by the indirect object, 

since this reflects the grammatical German structure 

where the promotion of the direct object is indicated by 

nominative Case -marking rather than by movement to the 

structural subject position. Thus the sentences (18c) 

and (18d) differ not only in the Case -marking on the sen- 

tence- initial noun phrase, but also in the number marking 

on the verb. Although this factor is clearly relevant to 

the acceptability of the sentences, it was not taken ac- 

count of in the construction of the test sentences, since 

it would have introduced an additional complication. 

4.2.3.3 Summary 

The sentences in Group 2 were designed to test the inter- 

action of lexical markedness and the semantic role of the 

indirect object on the acceptability of the passive of 

ditransitive verbs, and in particular on the acceptabil- 

ity of indirect object promotion. A hierarchy of lexical 

markedness was defined for to- dative and for -dative 

verbs, and some problems were encountered in arriving at 

a satisfactory operational definition of lexical marked- 

ness. Four different construction types were included in 

the test, representing (i) direct object promotion with 

the indirect object marked by a preposition, (ii) direct 

object promotion with the indirect object not marked by a 

preposition, (iii) dative shift and indirect object pro- 

motion, and (iv) topicalisation of the accusative case - 

marked indirect object. The combination of the three 

factors of (i) lexical markedness, (ii) semantic type of 
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indirect object, and (iii) construction type leads to a 

complex taxonomy of twenty -four sentence -types. As a re- 

sult of the large number of sentence -types incorporated 

in the design, only one token for each sentence -type was 

included in the test materials (see Appendix 3 for con- 

sideration of some problems connected with the use of 

only one sentence -token). 

4.2.4 Group 3: locative noun phrase subjects 

The sentences in the rating task were designed to inves- 

tigate the development of grammaticality intuitions of 

German learners of English with regard to sentences with 

non -agentive subjects. One of the characteristic differ- 

ences between the subject in English and the subject in 

German is that the subject noun phrase in English can as- 

sume a wider range of semantic roles than it can in 

German (Hawkins 1986). This difference derives from the 

fact that the structural configuration of the noun phrase 

is dominant in the identification of the grammatical 

function of an NP in English to a much greater extent 

than is the case in German, where morphological and prag- 

matic properties are the identifying features of grammat- 

ical functions. One of the consequences of this differ- 

ence is that there are many predicates which can take a 

locative noun phrase as a subject in English but not in 

German (see Hawkins 1986 for a detailed survey of non - 

agentive subjects of this type in German). 

As an example of this contrast consider the English 

sentence: 

(24) a. Portugal will be cold and rainy today. 

This sentence cannot be translated directly into German 

with Portugal as the subject of the sentence; instead, it 
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is necessary to use a topicalised prepositional phrase 

and a lexical expletive or quasi- expletive subject: 

(25) a. *Portugal wird heute kald und regnerisch sein 

b. In Portugal wird es heute kald und regnerisch 
sein 
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Note that the sentence with the topicalised prepositional 

phrase is quite acceptable in English: 

(26) In Portugal it will be cold and windy today. 

Sentences (25b) and (26) differ in that the German sen- 

tence (25b) conforms to the verb -second constraint, since 

the subject appears after the verb. In the English sen- 

tence (26), in contrast, the subject appears before the 

verb. This particular contrast provided the motivation 

for the experimental hypothesis which lay behind the con- 

struction of the sentences in this group. It was hypoth- 

esised that an English sentence which had the appearance 

of conforming to the verb- second constraint would be more 

acceptable to learners in the initial stages than the 

same sentence with a locative subject. The relevant con- 

trast is exemplified in the following pairs of sentences: 

(24) a. Portugal will be cold and rainy today. 

b. *In Portugal will be cold and rainy today. 

To be specific, it was hypothesised that sentences of the 

type of (24b), where instead of a lexical NP subject 

there was a topicalised prepositional phrase, would de- 

cline in acceptability with the level of interlanguage 

development, whereas a sentence such as (24a), where the 

subject is a locative noun phrase, would increase in ac- 

ceptability with level. It is clear with hindsight that 

the hypothesis suffers from the flaw that sentences of 

the (b) type are unacceptable in German, since the German 
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sentence must have an expletive subject, as in (25c) be- 
low: 

(25) c. In Portugal wird es heute kald und regnerisch 
sein 

Thus a potentially more revealing comparison would have 
been between sentence (24a), with the locative subject, 

and sentence (24d) below, which conforms to the verb -sec- 

ond constraint: 

(24) d. In Portugal is it cold and rainy today. 

In view of the shortcomings which underlie the construc- 

tion of these sentences, the results are of limited in- 

terest; there are however one or two points worth noting 

in the results, and we report these in Section 5.6.1 of 

Chapter 5. 

4.2.5 Group 4: middle, unaccusative and `quasi- reflex- 
ive' sentences 

In addition to the sentence -types which we have already 

considered, three further types of sentence with non - 

agentive subjects were included in the test materials. 

We identify these types here as `middle', ` unaccusative' 

and `quasi -reflexive'. All of these sentences share the 

characteristic that the English verb is monovalent and 

has a non -agentive subject, while the equivalent German 

verb is reflexive. We consider first the group of sen- 

tences representing the middle construction (we consider 

the grammar of the middle construction in English and 

German in more detail in Appendix 6). The acceptability 

of the middle construction in English depends very 

largely on semantic factors, in particular on the degree 

to which the subject of the sentence can be interpreted 

as an object or substance which is prototypically af- 

fected or effected by the action of the verb. Thus the 
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sentence This record sold easily is acceptable because 

being sold is typically what happens to records. In con- 

trast, the sentence ?This record washes easily is, al- 

though not ungrammatical, hard to contextualise and 

therefore of doubtful acceptability. These considera- 

tions have led to the suggestion that the middle con- 

struction is generated `in the syntax', i.e. by the ap- 

plication of NP- movement, rather than in the lexicon 

(Keyser and Roeper 1984). If this suggestion is ac- 

cepted, then the acceptability of a middle sentence de- 

pends on the interpretive component of the grammar, i.e. 

on the ease with which the sentence can be contextu- 

alised, rather than on the lexical properties of the 

verb. The equivalent of the middle construction in Ger- 

man is a reflexive sentence (see Appendix 6) and the ac- 

ceptability of the German middle sentence depends also on 

contextual factors. Thus sentence (26a) and (26b) below 

are equally acceptable: 

(26) a. This new magazine sold very slowly. 

b. Die neue Zeitschrift hat sich nur langsam 
verkauft. 

but sentence (27b) below is somewhat less acceptable than 

the English equivalent (27a): 

(27) a. This material washes easily. 

b. ?Dieser Stoff wäscht sich leicht. 

and some German middle sentences are completely unaccept- 

able: 

(28) a. Fresh noodles cook very quickly. 

b. ? *Frische Nudeln kochen sich sehr schnell. 
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In general, the acceptability of the German middle con- 

struction seems to depend more than in English on the 

verb being prototypically transitive. No attempt was 

made in the selection of sentences to incorporate a fac- 

tor of lexical markedness, since there was no identifi- 

able semantic factor which could be used as a definition 

of lexical markedness. Since the German middle verbs are 

reflexive, in contrast to English middle verbs, which are 

intransitive, the primary syntactic factor in the accept- 

ability of these sentences was reflexivity, so each 

English sentence was paired with its equivalent reflexive 

sentence. Three sentence -tokens of both the middle and 

the reflexive type were used in each version of the test 

so that the effects of context would be minimised as far 

as possible, and all the sentences chosen corresponded to 

German sentences which were more or less acceptable. The 

full set of sentences in the middle category is set out 

in Appendix 2. 

The sentences in the unaccusative category were cho- 

sen on the basis of considerations similar to those 

above. Many unaccusative verbs in English convey the 

idea of change of state or change of location; the equiv- 

alent verbs in German are frequently reflexive (see Ap- 

pendix 7 for a more detailed survey of the grammar of un- 

accusativity). The table below gives a complete list of 

the sentences used in this section of the test, togethe4. 

with the presumed German translation equivalents of the 

English verb. The criterion for inclusion in the test 

was that the English sentence should most naturally be 

translated by a reflexive verb in German, although in 

some cases this criterion was not fulfilled, as we see 

from the inclusion of the verb end (Version C sentence 

3), which most naturally translates as the intransitive 

enden in German. In practice this criterion was relaxed 

somewhat, and in effect the sentence was not discarded if 
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a normal reflexive translation equivalent existed in 

German. 

Table 10: Unaccusative verbs used in the rating task 

282 

Version A 

(1) The soup is heating on the stove. 
(2) The window closed suddenly. 
(3) The glass broke in the heat. 

Version B 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

The stone moved during the night. 
The ice melted quickly in the sun. 
The fog cleared during the 
morning. 

Version C 

(1) The door opened slowly. 
(2) Salt dissolves easily in water. 
(3) The symphony ends quietly. 

sich erwärmen 
sich schließen 
brechen 

sich bewegen 
schmelzen 

sich auflösen 

sich öffnen 
sich auflösen 
enden 

We have designated the third category of sentence used in 

this section of the test `quasi -reflexive' because they 

are all examples of verbs which are intransitive in 

English but obligatorily reflexive in German. These sen- 

tences were included in order to determine whether obli- 

gatory reflexivity in German carries over to English. 

The sentences used, and the German translation equiva- 

lents of the English verbs are given in the table below. 

It will be apparent that these sentences are not easily 

classifed by semantic criteria; they share only the fea- 

ture that the verb in each case subcategorizes for a non - 

agentive subject: 
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Table 11: Sentences with `quasi- reflexive' verbs 

Version A 

(1) We'll meet at two o'clock 
tomorrow. sich treffen 

(2) They sat on the grass. sich setzen 
(3) She has changed a lot. sich ändern 

Version B 

(1) She dresses very simply. sich kleiden 
(2) I don't remember the exam. sich erinnern 
(3) The injured man recovered. sich erholen 

Version C 

(1) I rested for about ten minutes. sich ausruhen 
(2) We have decided to go on holiday, sich entscheiden 
(3) I feel much better today. sich fühlen 

To sum up, the Group 4 sentences are of three types: (i) 

the middle construction, (ii) unaccusative verbs, and 

(iii) a miscellaneous group, referred to here as `quasi - 

reflexive' which are characterized by the fact that the 

equivalent German verb is obligatorily reflexive. These 

three types of sentence were included in the test in or- 

der to investigate the acceptability of sentences with 

verbs which are reflexive in German but intransitive in 

English. 

4.2.6 Group 5: A measure of development 

The sentences in Group 5 represent typical errors made by 

German learners of English. It was hypothesised that 

lower -level students would be more likely to accept these 

sentences than higher -level students. If this hypothesis 

were correct, then the number of Group 5 sentences judged 

correct would constitute an inverse measure of the level 

of the subject's knowledge of the target language gram- 

mar; that is to say, the more sentences which the subject 

judged correct, the less advanced in terms of knowledge 
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of the target language grammar the subject could be said 

to be. The intention therefore behind the inclusion of 

these sentences was to provide a measure of proficiency, 

or, to be more precise, a measure of interlanguage devel- 

opment, which was applicable to all subjects in the 

study. This measure was intended to serve the further 

purpose of establishing whether or not there were 

significant differences in the level of interlanguage de- 

velopment between classes at the same Level. It was ex- 

pected that the mean scores on these sentences would be 

significantly different between Levels but not between 

groups at the same Level. The results of this group of 

sentences are reported in Chapter 5 Section 5.2. 

4.2.7 Summary 

In this section our primary concern has been to provide a 

rationale for the design and construction of the test ma- 

terials used in the empirical study for this thesis. The 

test was designed to elicit acceptability judgements on 

sentences incorporating two types of factor: (i) factors 

relating to lexical markedness, and (ii) syntactic fac- 

tors associated with the configurationality parameters. 

The principles used in the classification of the sen- 

tences selected for the tests should be seen as opera- 

tional definitions of these two factors. We had no dif- 

ficulty in finding operational definitions of syntactic 

features, but with regard to lexical markedness it will 

be clear from the foregoing discussion that the attempt 

to operationalise the construct of lexical markedness was 

not entirely successful. We shall see when we come to 

review the results that this shortcoming in the design of 

the materials does not compromise the validity and inter- 

est of the results unduly. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

THE RESULTS OF THE EMPIRICAL STUDY 

5.1 The rating task 

5.1.0 Introduction 

In this section we describe the procedure used in the ad- 
ministration of the rating task, and we describe the de- 

sign of the factorial experiment which forms the basis of 

the analytic procedure used to interpret the results of 

the task. We also outline the procedures used in the 

presentation and analysis of the results of this task, 

using the results for one section of the test for the 

purposes of illustration. In subsequent sections we pre- 

sent the results of the rating task for all the sections 

of the test in detail. 

5.1.1 The administration of the task 

The rating task used in the study was designed to elicit 

acceptability judgments on a set of 80 sentences. The 

subjects were presented with the sentences one at a time 

by means of an overhead projector transparency; each sen- 

tence was also spoken aloud twice by the experimenter. 

Subjects were allowed a few seconds to record their 

judgement before the next sentence was presented. Since 

the sentences were presented one at a time, it would have 

been difficult for subjects to remember precisely the 

wording of a previous sentence, and thus to compare their 

judgement of the acceptability of the current sentence 
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with that of a previous sentence. It was important that 

the subjects should not be able to refer back to previous 

sentences as a basis of comparison since the experimental 

design requires that the judgements on each sentence 

should be independent of the judgements on any other sen- 

tence. 

Subjects were asked to record their judgement of the 

acceptability of each sentence by putting a mark in the 

appropriate box of a row of three boxes labelled 

"Correct ", "Incorrect" and "Not sure ". The time interval 

allowed for responding to each sentence was about eight 

seconds; there was therefore little time for reflection 

and little opportunity to change a response for a partic- 

ular sentence once that sentence had been passed. The 

intention behind this procedure was that the judgements 

should be based on spontaneous impression rather than 

conscious reflection. It was assumed that judgements 

made under limited time constraints are a more accurate 

reflection of interlanguage competence than judgements 

made where subjects have time to retrieve their conscious 

grammatical knowledge. The possibility that the subjects 

would have conscious grammatical knowledge of the struc- 

tures represented in this study was in any case remote, 

since the structures are marginal to the concerns of ped- 

agogical grammar, and none of them figures prominently in 

language teaching syllabuses or textbooks. 

Before the test began the experimenter read aloud a 

list of instructions printed in German on the front of 

the test booklet (see Appendix 1), which had previously 

been distributed to the subjects. The instructions em- 

phasised the fact that the judgement task was not a test, 

and that there were no correct or incorrect answers; the 

subjects were told that whatever response they made was 

useful and of interest to the researcher. It was also 

made clear to the subjects that they should expect to 
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have some difficulty in forming a clear judgement with 

respect to some of the sentences, and that in such a case 

they should use the "Not sure" response. This instruc- 

tion was important especially for the lower level sub- 

jects, who might have become discouraged by persistent 

failure to form a judgement unless they had been prepared 

for this eventuality. The instructions included five 

practice examples which were designed to give the sub- 

jects some experience of the conditions under which the 

test was admininstered. After the practice examples had 

been completed, the subjects were given an opportunity to 

discuss their responses and to ask questions if they felt 

the need for further clarification of any aspect of the 

procedure. The practice examples were deliberately cho- 

sen so as illustrate a number of different types of syn- 

tactic well -formedness or deviance. The examples used 

were as follows: 

(1) My brother is older than me. 

(2) The doctor said me to stop smoking. 

(3) I am cold. 

(4) Did you have breakfast yet? 

(5) I'm thinking to go to America next year. 

Example (1) was chosen because it represents a clear case 

of a syntactically well- formed sentence. Example (2) is 

a clear example of syntactic deviance. Example (3) was 

chosen because the parallel sentence in German (i.e. Ich 

bin kalt) is syntactically well- formed but semantically 

deviant, since the experiencer role in German in such a 

context is typically encoded as a dative pronoun, as in 

Mich friert (`It's freezing', `I'm freezing'). Example 

(4) is not standard British English, but is standard 

American English; this example was included so as to make 
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the point that "Not sure" may in some circumstances be 

the most appropriate answer. Example (5) is another ex- 

ample of syntactic deviance. A further consideration be- 

hind the choice of these practice examples was that none 

of them should exemplify the structures which were the 

subject of investigation in the test itself. 

The test took about twenty minutes to complete, but 

was interrupted at the half way stage (i.e. after 40 

items) by a break of five minutes during which the sub- 

jects were asked to complete a form giving personal de- 

tails of their ages, first language, and foreign language 

learning experience. This was done in order to retain 

the interest and concentration of the subjects as far as 

possible while they were carrying out the rather repeti- 

tive and monotonous task. The need to alleviate monotony 

was also a consideration in the decision not to use a 

tape to present the sentences aurally to the subjects; it 

was felt that the experimenter's live voice would be more 

likely to retain the subject's attention and commitment 

to the task than a tape. 

5.1.2 The design of the factorial experiment 

Three versions of the test materials were prepared. We 

refer to these versions as Version A, B and C. The test 

was administered to groups at five levels of interlan- 

guage development: Low, Mid, High, Advanced and Native 

speakers (see Chapter 4 Section 4.1.2 for details). We 

refer to these levels by means of the following abbrevia- 

tions: Low, Mid, High, Adv, NSs. Each test version was 

used with a separate group at each of the five levels, so 

at each level three different groups were tested, and 

fifteen groups were tested in all. Intact groups were 

used, and the size of group varied from 9 to 29, with an 
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average group size of 181. The basic design of the study 

was as therefore as follows (the number of subjects in 

each group is given in brackets): 

Table 1: The basic structure of the experimental 
design: Test Versions, Levels, and numbers of 
subjects at each level 

Test version 

Level A B C Total 

Low 21 23 19 63 

Mid 19 18 20 57 

High 9 12 16 37 

Advanced 13 13 12 38 

Native speakers 24 29 18 71 

Total 86 95 85 266 

In order to control for the effect of vocabulary and ease 

of contextualisation, the test was designed to elicit 

1 The classes were of different sizes, and this must 
be taken account of in the analysis of variance. In 

a three -factor experiment, the data can be repre- 

sented as a three -dimensional matrix of cells, with 
each cell representing a different treatment combi- 
nation. Each cell contains the observations (i.e. 

test scores, or in this instance sums of coded re- 

sponses) which constitute the raw data for the anal- 

ysis of variance. If the cells have unequal fre- 

quencies, as in this case, two methods of computing 

the variance estimates are recognised: the least - 

squares method and the method of unweighted means 

(Ferguson 1981:266ff). The least- squares method (as 

described in Winer 1962:374) is an exact method and 

was adopted in this study in preference to the ap- 

proximate method of unweighted means for this rea- 

son, although the variance estimates produced by the 

latter method do not become appreciably different 

from those of the exact method until the ratio of 

the largest cell frequency to the smallest is more 

than 3 to 1. 
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judgements of acceptability on sentences which differed 

by only one semantic or syntactic feature. To give an 

example, consider the following set of sentences: 

Table 2: Syntactic factors in Test Version A tough - 
movement sentences 
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1 a. Fred is easy to amuse. 
b. The clown was hard to teach. 
c. He was simple to understand. 

2 a. Joe is simple to thank. 
b. The fat man was easy to please. 
c. She was hard to believe. 

Accusative 

Dative 

3 a. Betty is hard to dance with. Oblique 
b. The detective was simple to look at. 
c. They were easy to work with. 

Group 1, labelled `Accusative', consists of sentences 

where the verb in the infinitive (i.e. amuse, teach, un- 

derstand) corresponds to a German verb which takes the 

accusative case (i.e. amüsieren, lehren, verstehen), 

while the verbs in the Group 2 sentences (thank, please, 

believe) correspond to German verbs which take the dative 

case (gefallen, glauben, danken) and the verbs in the 

Group 3 sentences (dance with, look at, work with) are 

all verb -plus -preposition combinations in English, so the 

object of these compound verbs can be said to be assigned 

oblique case. Thus the sentences differ minimally in 

that the object of the verb is, in the parallel German 

sentence, assigned accusative, dative and oblique case. 

If judgements of acceptability are elicited on sentences 

which differ minimally in this way, and significant dif= 

ferences are found in the sentences which differ only in 

the one syntactic feature, then it is reasonable to sup- 

pose that the differences in acceptability are due to the 

differences in the syntactic feature. This argument 

provides the rationale for the selection of the third 
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factor in the experimental design, which was a syntactic 

or semantic feature such as the case -marking properties' 

of the verb as in the examples above. 

The test materials were designed to collect observa- 

tions suitable for a three -way analysis of variance with 

repeated measures on the third factor. The factors were 

Level (of interlanguage development), within which we 

distinguish five levels2 (Low, Mid, High, Adv, NSs), Test 

Version, with three levels (A, B, C), and Language 

Feature. The number of levels within the third factor 

(i.e. Language Feature) depended on the feature con- 

cerned; in the case of the tough- movement sentences 

above, for example, there were three levels (Accusative, 

Dative, Oblique), but for other syntactic or semantic 

features there were only two levels. Since the accept- 

ability judgements on the sentences representing differ- 

ent levels within the factor Language Feature were 

elicited from the same subjects, the responses of sub- 

jects to these sentences represent repeated measures in 

the experimental design. 

5.1.3 The mean acceptability rating 

The possible responses to the sentences in Task 1 were 

"Correct ", "Incorrect" and "Not sure ". Each response was 

coded according to the following scheme: "Correct" = 2, 

"Incorrect" = 0, "Not sure" = 1. The coding procedure 

therefore had the effect of converting a three -category 

nominal scale into a three -point interval scaled. For 

2 We follow standard procedure in the literature on 

the analysis of variance in referring to the subcat- 

egories within factors as `levels'. We also iden - 
tify the factors by writing them with a capital let- 

ter. To avoid possible confusion, note that the 

factor Level (of interlanguage development) is writ- 

ten with a capital letter. 
3 The legitimacy of this method of data transforma- 

tion, and some of the problems associated with the 
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each sentence -type, there were either one or three sen- 
tence- tokens, depending on the type of sentence. We 

shall refer to the sum of the coded responses for the 
sentence -tokens for a particular type as the subject's 

`score'. The dependent variable in the analysis of vari- 
ance was therefore the subject's score for a given sen- 

tence -type. Where there were three sentence -tokens the 

score was an integer in the range 0 to 6, and where there 

was only one sentence token the score was an integer in 

the range 0 to 2. The score is in effect an operational 

definition of the theoretical construct of the accept- 

ability of the sentence -type to the subject concerned. 

A further measure of importance for the analysis is 

the mean acceptability rating. This is obtained by di- 

viding the subject's score by the number of sentence -to- 

kens for the sentence -type. To illustrate how the scores 

and mean acceptability ratings were arrived at, suppose 

there are three sentence -tokens for a particular sen- 

tence -type (as in the examples in Table 2 above), and 

suppose the subject responds "Correct ", "Correct" and 

"Not sure" to these sentences; this response pattern 

would then result in a total score for this sentence -type 

of 2 + 2 + 1 = 5, and the mean acceptability rating for 

this subject /sentence -type would be 5 - 3 = 1.67. The 

mean acceptability rating is a real number in the range 0 

to 2 for any sentence -type. 

The scores can be summed over a group of subjects, 

and the sum of scores divided by the product of the num- 

ber of sentences and the number of subjects gives a mean 

acceptability rating for a given sentence -type to the 

group as a whole, which we shall refer to as the `group 

mean acceptability rating'. The group mean acceptability 

rating for any sentence -type /group combination is there- 

use of the analysis of variance on this kind of data 
are considered in Appendix 3. 
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fore a real number in the range 0 to 2. We shall inter- 

pret the group mean acceptability rating as a directional 

measure of group consensus with regard to the acceptabil- 

ity of the sentence or sentence -type. A high degree of 

consensus among the group that the sentence -type is ac- 

ceptable results in a group mean acceptability rating 

near 2, the top of the range, while a high degree of con- 

sensus that the sentence -type is unacceptable results in 

a group mean acceptability rating near 0, the bottom of 

the range; if there is a very low degree of consensus, 

the group mean acceptability rating is near 1.00, the 

mid -point of the range. 

5.1.4 Developmental profiles 

The curve traced by the group mean acceptability ratings 

for a given sentence -type across the five developmental 

levels of the study gives an indication of the develop- 

mental pattern of the acceptability of the sentence -type 

for the population under investigation. We shall refer 

to this curve as the `developmental profile' of a given 

sentence -type; the developmental profiles of the sen- 

tence -types represented in this study play an important 

part in the description and interpretation of the re- 

sults, so we outline here some of the general considera- 

tions on which the use of these developmental profiles 

depends. 

We shall distinguish between five basic types of de- 

velopmental profile. If we take into consideration only 

the status of the sentence in the L1 and the L2, we 

should expect four profiles, corresponding to the accept- 

ability or unacceptability of the sentence -type at the 

initial and final stages of the interlanguage grammar, ás 

in the following table: 
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Theoretical developmental profiles 

Initial stages Final stages 

Type 1 acceptable acceptable 

Type 2 unacceptable unacceptable 

Type 3 unacceptable acceptable 

Type 4 acceptable unacceptable 

However, we need also to take into account the factor of 

indeterminacy, which is often high in the initial stages, 

and may also be high at intermediate levels due to re- 

structuring in the grammar, but which is low at the final 

stages4. As a result of the factor of indeterminacy we 

find that in practice there are five basic types of de- 

velopmental profile discernible in the results of this 

study. 

The developmental profiles which we discern in the 

data can be interpreted in the light of these two fac- 

tors: (i) the grammaticality status of the sentence at 

different stages of the interlanguage grammar, and (ii) 

the level of indeterminacy in the intuitions of the sub- 

jects at different stages. The first factor can be de- 

termined by reference to the status of the sentence -type 

in the grammars of the L1 and the L2, but the second fac- 

tor, i.e. the level of indeterminacy at different stages 

is largely an empirical matter and must be inferred from 

the data. 

Consider first the developmental profile of a sen- 

tence -type which is acceptable throughout the range of 

the interlanguage grammar. This will typically show a 

steady linear increase from an initially positive values: 

4 See Sorace 1988, 1990 for discussion of the problem 

of indeterminacy in interlanguage grammars. 
5 Note that in these diagrams we use a scale of ac- 

ceptability from -1 to + 1. The value -1 represents 
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Figure 1: Type 1 developmental profile (acceptable 
throughout the range) 
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The gradual slope is a result of decreasing indetermi- 

nacy, and the linear mode of development is characteris- 

tic of a sentence -type whose status does not change as a 

result of restructuring in the interlanguage grammar. 

The second type of developmental profile which we shall 

distinguish is the mirror image of the first. That is to 

say, it is characteristic of the sentence which is unac- 

ceptable throughout the range of the interlanguage gram- 

mar: 

complete unacceptability, +1 represents complete ad- 
ceptability, and 0 represents intermediate accept- 
ability or indeterminacy. In our presentation of 
the results later in this chapter we shall use a 

different scale, from 0 to 2, because it is simpler 
to use only positive values when processing data y 

computer. 
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Figure 2: Type 2 developmental profile (unacceptable 
throughout the range) 
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Here we see that the curve has a gradual downward slope,, 

which is due to decreasing indeterminacy in the interlan- 

guage grammar. Typically, we find that sentences which 

conform to this developmental profile are characterized 

by higher levels of indeterminacy at the initial stages 

of the range than is the case with sentences which are 

acceptable throughout the range; we ascribe this to the 

fact that it is more difficult for the lower -level learn- 

ers to recognise ungrammaticality than it is to recognise 

grammaticality. 

The third type of developmental profile which we 

find in the data is characteristic of the sentence -type 

which is initially indeterminate in status, then becomes 

unacceptable for the subjects in the middle of the range, 

and then changes status and becomes acceptable for the 

subjects at the Advanced and Native speaker levels: 
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Figure 3: Type 3 developmental profile (restructuring 
from unacceptable to acceptable) 
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We interpret this developmental profile as evidence of 

restructuring in the grammar. We suppose that the ini- 

tial indeterminacy obscures the underlying status of the 

sentence (indicated here by the dotted line) in the ini- 

tial stages of the grammar, where it is, by hypothesis, 

unacceptable. If this hypothesis is correct, this pro- 

file is characteristic of sentence -types which are under - 

lyingly unacceptable in the initial stages of the inter - 

language grammar, and acceptable in the final stages. 

The fourth type of developmental profile is charac- 

teristic of sentence -types which are initially acceptable 

with respect to the interlanguage grammar, but which, as 

a result of restructuring, become unacceptable. The 

characteristic shape of the curve is as follows: 
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Figure 4: Type 4 developmental profile (restructuring 
from acceptable to unacceptable) 
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Here again we find that initial indeterminacy obscures 

the initial acceptability of sentence -types with this 

type of developmental profile (the dotted line indicates 

the hypothesised shape of the curve if the effect of ini- 

tial indeterminacy is excluded). In practice Type 4 is 

difficult to distinguish from Type 5, which is character- 

ized by persistent indeterminacy in the initial stages, 

followed by a sharp decline at the level of the more ad- 

vanced subjects in the study. The shape of Type 5 devel- 

opmental profile is indicated in the figure below: 
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Figure 5: Type 5 developmental profile (initially inde- 
terminate followed by decline to unacceptable after re- 
structuring) 
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We summarise the characteristics of these typical devel- 

opmental profiles in the tables below: 

Table 4: Developmental profiles distinguished by hypo- 
thetical status of sentence with regard to IL grammar 

Developmental 
profile type 

Interlanguage grammar 

Initial stage Final stage 

Type 1 [+ acceptable] [+ acceptable] 

Type 2 [- acceptable] [- acceptable] 

Type 3 [- acceptable] [+ acceptable] 

Type 4 [+ acceptable] [- acceptable] 

Type 5 indeterminate [- acceptable] 

Notice that Types 1 and 2 do not involve restructuring, 

while Types 3, 4 and 5 do, although with respect to Type 

4, this may not be apparent in the shape of the curve be- 

cause of initial indeterminacy. The empirical character- 
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istics of these theoretically determined developmental 

profiles are given in the table below: 
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Table 5: Developmental profiles distinguished by empiri- 
cal characteristics of group mean acceptability rating ' 

Type 1 Acceptable throughout the range. Mean accept- 
ability rating initially positive, thereafter 
increases linearly to maximum value. 

Type 2 Unacceptable throughout the range. Initially 
negative, decreases linearly to minimum value. 

Type 3 Initially indeterminate or negative, decreases 
to negative value at middle of range, there- 
after changes to positive, increasing to maxi- 
mum value at final stage. 

Type 4 Initially indeterminate or positive, decreases 
to minimum value at final stage. 

Type 5 Persistent indeterminacy until late stage of 
interlanguage grammar, followed by sharp de- 
cline in acceptability at the level of advanced 
learners and native speakers. 

It must be borne in mind throughout our presentation of 

the results that the mean acceptability rating is a com- 

plex construct with two dimensions: a measure of group 

consensus and an index of grammaticality. Because of the 

complex nature of the construct, the two dimensions can- 

not be distinguished empirically, so it is necessary to 

make considerable use of inference if we are to distin- 

guish between them theoretically. Unless we bear the 

two -dimensional character of the construct of acceptabil- 

ity in mind, we are in danger of treating the mean ac- 

ceptability rating as an index of grammaticality. The 

danger of reifying the mean acceptability rating is to 

some extent inherent in the method we use in presenting 

the data, since the developmental profile gives the im- 

pression that the mean acceptability rating is an intrin- 

sic property of the sentence -type in relation to the in- 
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terlanguage grammar rather than a two -dimensional direc- 

tional measure of group consensus. What justifies the 

use of this construct, in our view, is that the curve 

traced by the mean acceptability rating across the range 

of our study represents a genuine developmental pattern. 

Thus, although the absolute value of the mean acceptabil- 

ity rating is difficult to interpret meaningfully, com- 

parisons between sentence -types, between groups at the 

same level and between developmental levels are meaning- 

ful, and can be evaluated for significance. 

5.1.5 Summary 

In this section we have described the method of adminis- 

tration of the rating task and the factors which enter 

into the experimental design. We have also described the 

method of coding the responses, and we have shown how the 

dependent variable for the analysis of variance, the sub- 

ject's score, is derived from the responses. We have 

also described bow the group mean acceptability rating is 

derived from the responses of the group, and we developed 

the concept of the `developmental profile' of a given 

sentence type, based on the shape of the curve traced by 

the group mean acceptability rating from the initial to 

the final stages of the interlanguage grammar. Finally, 

we have distinguished, on theoretical and empirical 

grounds, five types of developmental profile which we 

shall use in our presentation and interpretation of the 

data in this chapter. 
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5.2 The measure of development 

5.2.0 Introduction 
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In this section our aim is to establish a picture of the 

rate of interlanguage development between the groups at 

different levels in our study. Recall that we included a 

set of sentences in the sentences for the rating task for 

the purpose of providing a measure of development which 

was the same for all subjects involved in the study. We 

refer to these sentences as Group 5 sentences (see 

Chapter 4 Section 4.2.6). We shall see that there is 

reason to doubt the validity of the Group 5 score as a 

measure of individual interlanguage development, but that 

as a measure of group development the group mean score 

for these sentences has some validity. In this section 

we also consider differences in individual response pat- 

terns. In particular, we are interested in whether the 

tendency of the subject to avoid the "Not sure" category, 

which we might think of as a reflection of the subject's 

confidence in making acceptability judgements, is corre- 

lated with the accuracy of the subject's responses. 

5.2.1 The results for the Group 5 sentences 

All of the Group 5 sentences are examples of typical mis- 

takes made by German learners of English. It was assumed 

that the tendency to reject these sentences would in- 

crease with the level of interlanguage development of the 

subject. On the basis of this assumption the subject's 

score was taken to be an inverse measure of his or her 

level of interlanguage development. The sentences se- 

lected for Group 5, and the mean acceptability ratings 

for each sentence at each level, were as follows: 
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Table 1: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 5 sentences 

S# Sentence Low Mid High Adv NSs 

1 He has hurt the leg. 1.21 0.98 0.70 0.42 0.10 

2 When I have arrived, he 
worked in the garden. 1.06 0.89 0.68 0.08 0.03 

3 I am waiting for you 
since two hours. 1.17 0.98 0.95 0.37 0.03 

4 I have a new 
information. 1.79 1.67 1.62 1.32 0.06 

5 She is student at the 
Technical University. 1.59 1.39 1.22 0.97 0.03 

6 The bank is in the near 
of the post office. 0.67 0.72 0.46 0.24 0.03 

7 My sister is more 
intelligent as me. 1.10 0.58 0.76 0.24 0.06 

8 If it would have 
rained, we wouldn't 
have had the barbecue. 0.98 0.68 0.76 0.55 0.30 

9 Harry and Barbara have 
got married three 
years ago. 1.11 0.93 0.78 0.58 0.00 

10 Before we go to Italy, 
the car is to repair. 1.03 0.56 0.76 0.84 0.01 

11 I have difficulty to 
get up in the morning. 0.94 0.91 0.51 0.87 0.34 

Mean 1.15 0.94 0.84 0.55 0.09 
Standard deviation 0.31 0.34 0.33 0.37 0.12 

The general pattern for most of the sentences is a steady 

decline in the group mean acceptability rating over the 

first four levels, with a sharp decline between the 

Advanced and Native -speaker levels. The exceptions to 

this pattern are sentences 6, 7, 8, 10 and 11, where 

there is a decline over the whole range of development, 

but some unevenness in the rate and direction of change 
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between the first four levels. The overall means show 

that there is a measurable and regular decline in the 

group mean acceptability ratings from level to level, so 

the data give some impressionistic grounds for supposing 

that the test has some validity as a measure of develop- 

ment. Whether this impression is justified depends on ' 

whether the trend is significant or not. We examine the 

significance of the trend shortly. Ultimately, the va- 

lidity of the scores on Group 5 sentences as a measure of 

interlanguage development would depend on establishing a 

significant correlation between the score and other inde- 

pendent and validated measures of development, and prac- 

tical constraints made this impossible in this study. 

In addition to their primary function as a measure 

of development, the Group 5 sentences served two further 

functions. First, in order to avoid the learning effect 

of a high percentage of correct sentences it was neces- 

sary to include roughly equal numbers of correct and in- 

correct sentences; the inclusion of the sentences in 

Group 5 increased the proportion of ungrammatical sen- 

tences in the test. Second, the test was designed to 

elicit intuitions of grammaticality, which is, by hypoth- 

esis, not a matter of conscious knowledge. The subjects 

should therefore not be able to guess the nature of the 

grammatical structure which is being investigated; to 

this end the sentences in Group 5 served as distractors. 

The subject's score is the sum of the acceptability 

ratings for the Group 5 sentences. Since there are 

eleven sentences the maximum possible score is 22, and 

the lowest is 0. The mean score for each group provides 

a measure of the acceptability of the sentences to the 

group as a whole. The mean scores for each group at each 

level are given in the star chart below: 
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Table 2: Group mean scores on Group 5 sentences (`GMS' = 
group mean score; maximum score = 22) 

Level Vrsn GMS Group mean scores 

Low A 14.4 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

B 7.5 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

C 13.0 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid A 9.1 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

B 10.8 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

C 11.0 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High A 9.8 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

B 10.3 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

C 8.0 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv A 7.6 *************** 
B 5.3 ********** 

C 6.5 ************* 

NSs A 0.8 ** 
B 1.4 *** 
C 0.6 * 

It is evident that there is a general decline in the 

group mean score as level increases. It is also apparent 

that there is some variability in the mean scores of 

groups at the same level. This variability cannot be due 

to differences in the test sentences, since these were 

the same for each group at each level, so it must be due 

either to measurement error or to genuine differences in 

the level of interlanguage development of groups at the 

same level. It seems likely that a large part of the 

variability in the group mean scores at the same level is 

due to measurement error, since the range of scores at 

all levels except the NSs level is very wide. This can 

be seen from the distribution of scores at each level: 
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Table 3: Frequency distribution 
sentences (Maximum score = 22) 

of scores for Group 
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5 

Range Low Mid High Adv NNs 

Total n 63 57 37 38 71 

0 - 2 0 2 3 3 65 
3 - 4 2 3 4 10 5 

5 - 6 3 4 2 10 1 

7 - 8 3 7 9 6 0 

9 - 10 11 16 2 4 0 

11 - 12 12 8 10 3 0 

13 - 14 12 11 2 1 0 

15 - 16 7 2 4 0 .0 

17 - 18 10 2 1 1 0 

19 - 20 3 2 0 0 0 

21 - 22 0 0 0 0 0 

Mean score 12.65 10.30 9.19 6.47 0.97 
St dev 3.94 3.91 4.31 3.46 1.28 

The table shows that the variability in scores among non- 

native speakers at all levels is considerable. There is 

almost no variability in the native speaker scores, indi- 

cating that there was a high degree of consensus among 

these subjects that the sentences were unacceptable. 

This difference in the level of consensus between non -na- 

tive and native speakers reflects a general result which 

emerges from this study, which is that non -native speak- 

ers are in general much less confident in judging a sen- 

tence to be unacceptable than native speakers. 

We shall take the view that the main factor behind 

the variability in scores is indeterminacy in the inter - 

language grammar rather than a wide range in proficiency 

within groups, since it is clear from the responses to 

the other sentences in the test that there is a high 

level of indeterminacy in the responses of all the non- 

native subjects to this test for sentences which are not 

part of the core grammar of English. Whatever the reason 

for the variability, it means that the group mean score 

is no more than a crude estimate of the rate and direc- 
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tion of interlanguage development from one level to an- 
other. Although the group mean score provides a measure 
of development in the group as a whole from one level to 
the next, it cannot be used with confidence to assess the 
level of development of any individual subject. 

Despite the doubts we may have as to the validity of 
the acceptability score as a measure of the individual's 
level of interlanguage development, the scores on the 

Group 5 sentences provide an index of the level of devel- 
opment of the groups at each level, and the difference in 

the value of this index can be tested for significance., 
A two -way analysis of variance was carried out on the 

scores for the Group 5 sentences. The factors were Level 

(Low, Mid, High, Advanced, Native speakers) and Group 

designation (A, B, C). The null hypotheses being tested 

were that the variances due to Level and Group designa- 

tion would not be significant. The results of the Anova 

are shown in the table below: 

Table 4: Two -way Anova for Group Five sentences 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Level 3979.18 4 994.80 89.76 * ** 

Group 18.81 2 9.40 0.85 

Level x Group 216.29 8 27.04 2.44* 

Residual 2781.75 251 11.08 

Overall 8353.37 265 

*** p < .001, * p < .05 

The effect of Level is highly significant (F = 98.76, p < 

.001), while the effect of Group designation is not sig- 

nificant, as we should expect. The interaction between 

Level and Group designation is marginally significant (F 

= 2.44, p < .05). On inspection of the group means in 
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Table 2 it is likely that this result is due to the ex- 

ceptionally low group mean for the Low B group (compare B 

group mean (7.5) with the means for A (14.4) and C (13.0) 

groups). The low group mean score for the Low B group 

suggests that this particular group were more advanced in 

their level of interlanguage development than the other 

two groups at this level. If this were true, then we 

would expect that the responses of the subjects in the 

Low B group to other sentences in the test would be sig- 

nificantly different as a general rule to the responses 

of the other Low groups; since this is not the case, we 

conclude that the low score for these particular sen- 

tences by the Low B group is an anomalous result, and we 

shall not ascribe any particular significance to it. 

This conclusion is reasonable in view of the fact that 

the scores are the sum of the coded responses to only 11 

sentences; this is a very low number of items for a gen- 

eral developmental measure. It is a familiar principle 

of test validation that tests with a large number of 

items are more valid, other things being equal, than 

those with few items. The result serves to underline the 

fact that the variability in scores within groups and be- 

tween groups is high, particularly at lower levels. In 

view of the high levels of variability, we should expect 

marginally significant interaction effects of this type 

in all analyses of variance carried out on the responses 

for Task One. 

The Anova table (see Table 4) shows that the effect 

of Level is highly significant, but we cannot use the re- 

sults of the Anova to draw any conclusions about the rate 

or direction of progress from one level to the next. We 

use the Scheffé test for this purpose: 
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Table 5: Scheffé test for comparison of group 
mean scores on Group 5 sentences 

Low Mid High Adv NSs 

Mean 12.65 10.30 9.19 6.47 0.97 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Low 14.18* 23.91* 77.41* 389.71* 

Mid 2.36 28.55* 235.39* 

High 11.83* 140.58* 

Adv 64.13* 

Value of F for df (4, 261) : 2.39 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

* p < .05 
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The critical value of F for the Scheffé test for this set 

of means is 9.561, so the observed values of F for all 

comparisons between group mean scores in the Group Five 

sentences are higher than the critical value except for 

the pair (Mid, High). We conclude that there are signif- 

icant differences in mean scores between all levels in 

the study except between the Mid and the High Level. 

Despite the wide variability within groups in the 

individual scores for the Group 5 sentences, we feel con- 

fident that the group mean score is a reasonably valid 

index of development in view of the results of the Anova 

and Scheffé's test. The general picture of development 

which emerges from these results is as follows: there is 

evidence of some development in the grammaticality intu- 

1 See this chapter, Section 5.3.3 fn. 7 for a note 

about the rationale behind the Scheffé test. In re- 

porting the results of the Scheffé test we shall use 

only one criterion level of significance, namely p < 

.05. Any F ratio which is significant at a level of 

probability higher than that will be marked with a 

single asterisk, regardless of the size of the F ra- 

tio. We are primarily interested in the F ratios 

for adjacent means, i.e. those on the diagonal from 

the top left of the diagram to the bottom right. 
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itions of the learners between the levels Low and Mid, 

but there is no evidence of development between levels 

Mid and High. There is clear evidence of substantial de- 

velopment between levels High and Advanced, and the de- 

velopment between the Advanced level and the Native 

speakers is the most substantial of all. Therefore the 

overall picture is of gradual but measurable development 

in the lower part of the range covered by this study, 

little or no development in the middle part of the range 

and substantial and dramatic development between the mid- 

dle part of the range and the more advanced learners. 

There is wide variability in individual response patterns 

at all levels except for native speakers. 

5.2.2 Interpretation of Group 5 results 

The interpretation of these results requires some consid- 

eration of the factors affecting the selection of sub- 

jects for different levels in the present study. Our 

main concern is to explain why there is some evidence of 

development between the Low and Mid levels, but none be- 

tween the Mid and High levels. If we accept the hypothe- 

sis that the group mean score on the Group 5 sentences is 

an inverse measure of the level of development of the 

group, the most plausible interpretation of the pattern 

of development is that progress in the initial stages of 

language learning for these subjects tends to be more 

rapid and hence more measurable than progress at later 

stages. It will be recalled that the students in the Low 

group had been learning English in school for three 

years, while the Mid Group had had five years and the 

High Group had had seven years of English in school. 

Judging by the criterion of scores on the Group 5 sen- 

tences, there is no measurable progress for these school 

pupils between the Mid and the High levels, i.e. from the 
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fifth to the seventh year of their English language 

learning experience at school. 

While the results of the Group 5 sentences do not 

provide any evidence of interlanguage development between 

the fifth and seventh year of English at school, it is 

notable that there is a marked decrease in group mean 

score (which by hypothesis indicates an increase in the 

level of interlanguage development) between the highest 

school group (High) and the university group (Advanced). 

The reason for this is fairly clear. English is studied 

by all students in German secondary schools from the age 

of 11 until 18 or later. For the first five years (that 

is, for the years covered by the Low and Mid groups in 

this study), English is timetabled for between 3 and 5 

hours a week, depending on the type of school and on the 

curriculum laid down by the regional education authority; 

in the school which was visited for this study, the Grade 

6 through 10 pupils were timetabled for 5 hours of 

English a week. After Grade 10, the students can choose 

to study English more intensively, for up to seven hours 

a week, or to continue with English but less intensively, 

for three hours a week. Therefore the students in 

English classes for the first five years of English are 

representative of the school population as a whole, while 

those at higher levels are either English specialists, or 

have opted for non -specialist English courses. The sub- 

jects for the High groups in this study were chosen from 

the non -specialists since it was felt that they would be 

more directly comparable with the lower groups in their 

general composition. It seems likely in view of the re- 

sults for the Group 5 sentences that the selection be- 

tween levels Mid and High has had some effect, since, as 

we have seen, there is no discernible development between 

these two levels. The development between the High group 

and the Advanced group is also likely to be due to selec- 
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tion, since the subjects in the Advanced group were all 

students of courses in English or American studies at the 

Free University of Berlin. In order to be accepted on 

these courses, the students have to demonstrate that they 

have a reasonably high standard of written and spoken 

English, so the subjects in this group were not represen- 

tative of the university population as a whole. 

5.2.3 Individual differences in response patterns 

We consider now differences in individual response pat- 

terns. We have two purposes in doing so: (i) we wish to 

establish whether there is any relation between the ten- 

dency of the individual to choose the determinate re- 

sponse categories "Correct" and "Incorrect" in preference 

to the "Not sure" category, and we also wish to determine 

what might lie behind the general tendency for the ac- 

ceptability of marked sentence -types to decline over the 

first three levels. We shall see that these two ques- 

tions are related. 

5.2.3.1 Accuracy and confidence 

First, we consider whether there is any relationship be- 

tween measures of accuracy and confidence, which we can 

think of as individual traits. We use the term 

`accuracy' here to refer to the proximity of the sub -. 

ject's responses to the native -speaker mean response. In 

effect we are using the term as a synonym for the term 

`proficiency', but we use the term `accuracy' because we 

prefer to avoid the connotations of the term 

`proficiency'. We have made use of the Group 5 score as 

a measure of development, but as we have seen, there are 

problems with the validity of this score as a measure of 

individual development since there is such a high level 

of variability in the scores within groups at the same 
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level. Nevertheless, we have no other measure of accu- 
racy, so we shall have to make use of the Group 5 score. 
In view of our doubts about the validity of the score as 

a measure of individual interlanguage development, any 

conclusions we draw on the basis of the Group 5 scores 

must of course be tentative. With regard to the term 

`confidence', there is some evidence that the subject's 

confidence in selecting the "Incorrect" response tends to 

increase with level (see the discussion in Section 

5.2.3.2 later in this chapter), so it is of interest to 

establish a general measure of confidence for the indi- 

vidual, and to compare this with the measure of accuracy 

which we have established. 

We are interested in the relationship between accu- 

racy and confidence because of the ambiguity inherent in 

the use of the "Not sure" category in acceptability rat- 

ing scales (Sorace 1988). We shall see when we come to 

examine the to the tough- movement sentences in 

Section 5.3.1 of this chapter that there is a general 

tendency for the acceptability of many of the marked sen- 

tence -types in this study to decline over the range of 

the first three levels in the study. This trend presents 

a problem of interpretation, since it may in principle be 

due either to the subjects' increasing confidence in re- 

jecting sentences of indeterminate status or to a change 

in the status of the sentence -types in the interlanguage 

grammar. 

Consider now the steady decline in acceptability of 

marked sentence -types over the first three levels in our 

study. Suppose that there are two independent factors 

involved in the acceptability of these sentence -types: 

(i) the level of confidence in selecting the "incorrect" 

category in preference to the "correct" or "not sure" 

category, and (ii) the level of determinacy of the sen- 

tence -type in the interlanguage grammar. If we can show 
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that one of these factors remains constant over the range 

of the first three levels, then we can argue that the de- 

cline in acceptability is due to the other factor. There 

are two possible scenarios which we must consider. 

Suppose first that the status of the sentence -type in the 

interlanguage grammar does not change, but remains inde- 

terminate. Then the decline in acceptability of the sen- 

tence -type must be due to the subjects' increasing confi- 

dence in rejecting sentences of indeterminate status. 

If, on the other hand, the level of confidence remains 

constant, then the decline is due to the sentence -type 

becoming increasingly ungrammatical in the interlanguage 

grammar. 

The explanation for the decline in acceptability of 

marked sentences over the first three levels therefore 

depends on the plausibility of two alternative hypothe -, 

ses: that is, whether it is more plausible to believe 

that the status of the sentence in the interlanguage 

grammar remains constant and the level of confidence in- 

creases, or whether the level of confidence remains con- 

stant and the grammaticality of the sentence decreases 

over the range. There is also of course the possibility 

that the two factors are not independent, but are differ- 

ent aspects of the same underlying process. We shall ar- 

gue here that there are a priori grounds for supposing 

that the primary factor in the decline in the acceptabil- 

ity of these sentences is increasing confidence in re- 

jecting sentences which are incompatible with the inter - 

language grammar, and not increasing determinacy in the 

interlanguage grammar. We shall also suggest that the 

evidence of the response patterns supports this line of 

reasoning. Finally in this section we shall show that 

there is some evidence that the traits of confidence and 

accuracy are independent. 
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We have suggested above that the choice between the 

two scenarios could be made to some extent on a priori 

grounds. According to Scenario 1, the sentence has an 

indeterminate status in the interlanguage grammar but the 

subject is increasingly likely with level to choose the 

"incorrect" category for these sentences. According to 

Scenario 2, the level of confidence remains constant, and 

changes in the interlanguage grammar are such that the 

sentence becomes increasingly incompatible with the in- 

terlanguage grammar. We suggest that Scenario 1 is more 

plausible than Scenario 2 on the grounds that if change 

is occurring in the interlanguage grammar, this is likely 

to result in marked sentences becoming more acceptable 

rather than less acceptable. One thing we can be certain 

of is that as the subject increases in level he or she 

has encountered more evidence of the target language. It 

is hard to see how increasing exposure to the target lan- 

guage could result in marked sentences becoming more and 

more unacceptable in the interlanguage grammar2. 

Scenario 1, on the other hand, does not require us to 

make such an implausible assumption. If we assume that 

the interlanguage grammar of these subjects undergoes a 

major restructuring at some time between the High and 

Advanced levels of our study, it is reasonable to assume 

that the marked sentences we are considering are incom- 

patible with the interlanguage grammar at all stages of 

development until the Advanced stage, but that in the 

initial stages the status of these sentences is indeter- 

2 The existence of U- shaped learning curves (Bowerman 
1982b, Strauss 1982, Kellerman 1985) suggests that 
this is not uncharacteristic of certain aspects of 
language development. Note that the sentences we 
are considering are ungrammatical in the L1 grammar, 
but grammatical in the L2 grammar. There is there- 
fore no question of U- shaped learning in this in- 
stance, since the sentences are indeterminate in 

status in the initial stages of learning. 
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minate because of the subjects' lack of confidence in 

rejecting a sentence of whose status they are unsure. If 

the grammar remains unrestructured, but the confidence of 

the subject in rejecting sentences which are incompatible 

with his interlanguage grammar increases, then the result 

is that the acceptability of sentences which are 

incompatible with the interlanguage declines steadily 

with level until the grammar is restructured. This is 

the result which we are trying to explain. On the basis 

of these a priori considerations, we argue that the pri- 

mary factor in the decline in acceptability of marked 

sentences over the first three levels in this study is 

the increasing confidence of the subjects in rejecting 

sentences which are incompatible with their 

( unrestructured) interlanguage grammar. 

5.2.3.2 Developmental characteristics of confidence and 
determinacy 

We now investigate the developmental characteristics of 

individual response patterns with a view to evaluating 

the evidence for the conclusion we have reached above. 

Consider first the pattern of responses to the Group 5 

sentences. As we have pointed out, all of these sen- 

tences are ungrammatical in English, and represent typi- 

cal mistakes made by German learners of English. The 

sentences represent a heterogeneous set of grammatical 

features, and so the responses to these sentences can be 

said to reflect general developmental trends rather than 

trends in specific areas of the grammar. The distribu- 

tion of responses to these sentences was as follows: 
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Table 6: Distribution of responses for Group 5 sentences 

Response category 

Total Correct Not sure Incorrect 

Low 367 63 263 693 

Mid 255 77 295 627 

High 157 26 224 407 

Advanced 102 42 274 418 

Native speakers 29 11 741 781 

Total 910 219 1797 2926 

The pattern in these responses can be perceived more eas- 

ily if we represent the responses in each category as a 

percentage of all responses for that level: 

Table 7: Distribution of responses for Group 5 sentences, 
all groups (R = response category, = percentage of all 
responses for that level) 

Level R Bar chart 

Low Y 52.96 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
? 9.09 * ** 
N 37.95 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Y 40.67 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
? 12.28 * * ** 
N 47.05 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Y 38.57 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
6.39 ** 

N 55.04 ****************** 

Adv Y 24.40 ******** 
? 10.05 *** 
N 65.55 ********************** 

NSs Y 3.71 * 

? 1.41 
N 94.88 ******************************** 

(Responses: Y = Correct, ? = Not sure, N = Incorrect) 
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The significance of the differences in response distribu- 

tion from one level to the next can be estimated by car- 

rying out a Chi square test on the response distributions 

of adjacent levels. The results of this test are as fol- 

lows: 

Table 8: Chi square test on response distributions for 
Group 5 sentences, adjacent levels 

Levels compared Chi square (df = 2) Probability 

Low - Mid 

Mid - High 

High - Advanced 

20.15 

12.01 

20.32 

Advanced - Native speakers 180.30 

< .0001 

< .01 

< .0001 

< 10 -6 

The Chi square test indicates that the response distribu- 

tions of all adjacent levels are significantly different, 

although the difference in the responses for levels Mid 

and High is less significant than the differences between 

the other adjacent levels. Referring back to Table 7, it 

is noticeable that there is a steady increase in the per- 

centage of "Incorrect" responses with level. The corre- 

sponding decrease in the percentage of "Correct" re- 

sponses is not so even; there is no significant differ- 

ence apparent in the percentage of "Correct" response be- 

tween the Mid and High levels. We suggest that these 

patterns reflect an increasing tendency for the higher 

level subjects to select the "Incorrect" response in 

preference to the "Not sure" response. We interpret this 

trend as reflecting an increasing confidence in rejecting 

sentences as ungrammatical as level increases. The re- 

sponses in the "Not sure" category remain at about the 

level of 10 per cent of all responses for all the non -na- 

tive speakers groups. This result suggests that the ten- 

dency to choose the categories "Correct" and "Incorrect" 
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in preference to the "Not sure" category is not a devel- 

opmental factor, but is a matter of idiosyncratic indi- 

vidual differences related to personality factors. 

We turn now to a consideration of the possible 

sources of variation in individual response patterns. As 

we have already noted, this variation is considerable and 

it is not confined to lower levels. Some subjects avoid 

the "Not sure" response entirely, suggesting that they 

have a high degree of confidence, while others use all 

three responses more or less even -handedly. There is 

therefore a question as to whether there is any relation- 

ship between the confidence of a subject's responses, as 

measured by the tendency to avoid the "Not sure" cate- 

gory, and the accuracy of the responses. A measure of 

confidence can be obtained from the ratio of the sum of 

"Correct" and "Incorrect" responses to the sum of all re- 

sponses, as indicated below: 

Confidence "correct" + "incorrect" responses 
Rating (CR) = 

All responses 

The confidence rating (CR) for an individual subject for 

a given set of sentences will be a number between 0 and 

1. A confidence rating of 0 would indicate that the sub- 

ject had not judged any of the sentences to be either 

correct or incorrect, i.e. the subject had chosen the re- 

sponse "not sure" for all of the sentences. A confidence 

rating of 1 would indicate that the subject had not se -' 

lected the "not sure" response for any sentence. The ef- 

fective range of the obtained values of the confidence 

rating is between 0.60 and 1.00. As an indication of the 

extent and nature of the variability in response pat- 

terns, and the relationship to level of development as 

measured by the score on Group 5 sentences, we present 
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here the responses to all the 80 sentences in the rating 

task for the group at Mid level taking Test Version C: 

Table 9: Response patterns, confidence ratings, 
Group 5 scores and rank orders (RO) for group Mid C 

Subject 

Response type Confidence Accuracy 

Yes ?? No CR RO G5 RO 

A 26 16 38 0.80 12 8 5 
B 23 30 27 0.63 18 14 13 
C 33 16 31 0.80 12 11 9 

D 35 5 40 0.94 3 12 10 
E 35 8 37 0.90 5 7 4 

F 36 1 43 0.99 1 4 1 

G 38 16 26 0.80 12 13 11 
H 37 11 32 0.86 8 6 3 

I 27 19 34 0.76 15 17 18 
J 34 9 37 0.89 7 14 13 
K 35 13 32 0.84 10 10 8 

L 30 8 42 0.90 5 14 13 
M 26 23 31 0.71 17 9 6 

N 33 21 26 0.74 16 13 11 
0 27 7 46 0.91 4 4 1 

P 38 14 28 0.82 11 9 6 

Q 36 11 33 0.86 8 14 13 
R 37 2 41 0.97 2 15 17 

Mean 32.6 12.8 34.7 0.84 10.78 
St dev 4.8 7.5 6.1 0.09 3.86 

Pearson's correlation coefficient (CR /G5): -0.301 

As a general rule, the "Not sure" responses represent 

about 15% of all responses, giving a mean Confidence 

Rating of about .85, but the tendency to choose the "Not 

sure" response varies widely, from those who choose it 

hardly at all (subjects F and R) to those who spread 

their responses more or less evenly across the three re- 

sponse categories (subjects B, M and N). We can see then 

that there is very wide variation in the response pat- 

terns of individuals. The question now is whether the 

response pattern is related to proficiency. The Pearson 

correlation coefficient for the Confidence Rating against 



Chapter 5: The Results 321 

the Group 5 scores is -0.301; this is not significant at 

a level of probability of .05 for a one -tailed test. If 

this result is typical of the correlation between the 

Confidence Rating and the Group 5 score, we can conclude 

that there is no significant relationship between confi- 

dence, as measured by the tendency to avoid the "Not 

sure" category, and the level of accuracy as measured by 

the Group 5 score. 

To assess the possibility of a relationship between 

confidence and accuracy as individual traits, the Pearson 

product moment correlation coefficient was calculated for 

the Group 5 scores and the confidence rating for each 

group. The results are shown in the table below: 

Table 10: Pearson's correlation coefficients for 
Confidence Rating vs Group 5 score (one- tailed test) 

Groups 

Level A B C 

Low -0.10 -0.11 0.11 

Mid -0.28 -0.30 -0.27 

High 0.07 -0.11 0.29 

Advanced -0.03 0.22 -0.37 

Native speakers 0.20 0.17 0.19 

If there were a functional relationship between accuracy 

and confidence, we would expect that confident subjects 

would be more accurate than subjects with low confidence 

ratings. This would be reflected in negative correlation 

coefficients, since a high Group 5 score by hypothesis 

indicates low accuracy. As we can see from the table . 

above, none of the correlation coefficients are signifi- 

cant at the level of p < .05, and there is no consistent 

direction in the correlation. This is exactly the pat- 
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tern of results we should expect if there were no func- 

tional relationship between accuracy and confidence. 

Therefore we conclude that, to the extent that the scores 

on Group Five sentences are a valid measure of accuracy, 

there is no functional relationship between accuracy and 

confidence. 

5.2.4 Syntactic restructuring and indeterminacy 

We now interpret this finding in the light of our earlier 

discussion of the appropriate explanation for the decline 

in acceptability of marked sentences over the first three 

levels. To put the matter simply, we wish to know why 

there is a general tendency for marked sentences to de- 

cline in acceptability over the first three levels. 

Consider the choices open to the subject who does not 

have determinate intuitions with regard to a particular 

sentence. He has two options: if he is psychologically 

predisposed to make judgements with confidence, he will 

choose either the "Correct" or the "Incorrect" response 

more or less at random. If, on the other hand, he is 

psychologically predisposed to caution, he will choose 

the Not sure" category. Against this, we must balance 

the general tendency to avoid the "Not sure" category, 

and so we have a picture of massive indeterminacy at 

lower levels, arising out of random allocation of re- 

sponses to the "Correct" and "Incorrect" categories. 

This indeterminacy is reduced somewhat over the first 

three levels as a result of a developing confidence in 

making judgements of unacceptability. The pattern which 

results from these tendencies is for the mean acceptabil- 

ity rating of marked sentences (i.e. those which cause 

difficulty of any kind) to be near the mid -point of the 

scale for lower levels, but to decline with level as con- 

fidence in using the "Incorrect" category develops. Note 

that there is no corresponding increase in confidence in 
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using the "Correct" category. The developmental pattern 

seems therefore to depend on a differential allocation of 

responses made on the basis of uncertainty to the "Not 

sure" and "Incorrect" categories. 

We interpret this pattern of responses as follows. 

The lower -level learners do not have determinate intu- 

itions with regard to marked sentences, and furthermore, 

they are aware of their ignorance, and so their responses 

are more or less random. The higher level learners as- 

sume that their uncertainty is due not to ignorance, but 

to the unacceptability of the stimulus sentence, so they 

are more likely to ascribe their uncertainty to something 

in the sentence than something in themselves. In any 

event, the pattern of results is very consistent for most 

of the marked (i.e. problematic) sentences in this study. 

The lower -level learners sense that there is something 

wrong with these sentences, but they have little confi- 

dence in their intuitions, so they cannot form a judge- 

ment and respond more or less at random. The higher - 

level learners also sense that there is something wrong 

with these sentences, but they suppose that this is due 

to the sentences being ungrammatical rather than due to 

their lack of knowledge. We conclude that the general 

tendency of marked sentences to decline in acceptability 

over the first three levels occurs not because the sen- 

tences become increasingly marked or peripheral in status 

in relation to the interlanguage grammar, but because the 

subjects are more inclined to reject the sentences as un- 

grammatical. If this conclusion is true, we suggest it 

is due to the fact that these sentences are underlyingly 

ungrammatical with respect to the interlanguage grammar 

over the whole of the range from the Low level to the 

High level, but that due to increasing confidence, the 

ungrammaticality does not become apparent in the group 

mean acceptability rating until the level of the High 
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group. This interpretation is consistent with the main 

empirical result of this study, which is that that there 

is a major restructuring in the grammar between the 

stages High and Advanced in our study. 

5.2.5 Summary 

The purpose of this section has been to report the re- 

sults for the Group 5 sentences. The Group 5 sentences 

were included in the rating test as a measure of inter - 

language development which would be common to all the 

subjects in the study. Although we have some doubts as 

to the validity of the Group 5 score as a measure of in- 

dividual development, we have some confidence in the 

group mean score as a measure of group development. The 

comparison of adjacent group mean scores suggests that 

there is some development in the grammaticality intu- 

itions of the subjects between levels Low and Mid, but 

not evidence of development between levels Mid and High. 

There is considerable development between levels High and 

Advanced, and between the Advanced group and the Native 

speakers. 

We have also used the Group 5 score as a measure of 

accuracy, in an attempt to find out if there is any rela- 

tionship between the accuracy of an individual's re- 

sponses and his or her confidence, as measured by the 

tendency to avoid the "Not sure" response. There is no 

pattern of correlation between these two traits, and we 

tentatively conclude from this that confidence is an id- 

iosyncratic psychological trait which is unrelated to ac- 

curacy. In other words, subjects with a high level of 

interlanguage development are no more or less likely to 

prefer the determinate response categories to the "Not 

sure" category than subjects with a low level of inter - 

language development. 
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Finally we have seen that there is a clear develop- 

mental trend over the first three levels for the more ad- 

vanced subjects to be more confident in choosing the 

"Incorrect" category, even if this category is inappro- 

priate. We have suggested that this is due to the fact 

that the lower -level subjects have indeterminate intu- 

itions with regard to marked sentence -types, and ascribe 

this indeterminacy to their own lack of knowledge. With 

increases in level, however, the subjects are more likely 

to ascribe their lack of determinate intuitions to some- 

thing in the sentence rather than in themselves, and this 

tendency results in a higher confidence in choosing the 

"Incorrect" category for marked sentence -types. We in- 

terpret this result as suggesting that the underlying 

status of these sentences in the interlanguage grammar 

over the first three levels is ungrammatical, but that 

this is obscured in the initial stages by the high levels 

of indeterminacy in the response patterns at the first 

two levels. 
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5.3 The data analysis procedure 

5.3.0 Introduction 

In later sections of this chapter we shall adopt a stan- 

dard procedure in the presentation and analysis of the 

results of the rating task. In this section we make ex- 

plicit the conventions used in later sections in order to 

avoid repetition when we come to present the results in 

full. We are interested in the developmental trends in 

the group mean acceptability ratings for a given- sentence 

type (i.e. the developmental profile for the sentence - 

type), and in comparing developmental profiles between 

related sentence -types. Therefore we need a method of 

displaying the developmental profiles, and a test of sig- 

nificance for comparisons between sentence -types. We 

also need a test of significance for comparisons between 

group mean acceptability ratings at different levels. 

5.3.1 The star chart 

For the purposes of illustration we shall use the results 

for the tough- movement sentences with core raising trig- 

gers (see Chapter 4 section 4.2.2 and Appendix 2 for de- 

tails of these sentences). First, we consider the method 

used to display the results. The method used is a `star 

chart' of group mean acceptability ratings. The lines of 

stars (see Table 1 below) represent the relative magni- 

tude of the group mean acceptability ratings, and are in- 

tended as a visual display, for the purposes of easy com- 

parison, of the information in the third column (headed 

'MAR'). 
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Table 1: Group mean acceptability ratings for tough -move- 
ment sentences with core raising triggers ('MAR' = mean 
acceptability rating) 

Lev Case MAR MAR 

Low Acc 1.21 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Dat 0.94 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 0.81 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Acc 1.38 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 0.90 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 0.77 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Acc 1.18 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Dat 0.83 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Obl 0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Acc 1.28 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Dat 0.87 ***************** 
Obl 1.29 ************************** 

NSs Acc 1.69 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 1.48 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 1.53 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The scores for the groups taking all three Test Versions 

(A, B and C) are conflated in the group mean acceptabil- 

ity ratings, with the result that the effect of Test Ver- 

sion is not apparent in the star chart. Despite the fact 

that this method of displaying the data does not show the 

effect of Test Version, we adopt this procedure in gen- 

eral because the variance between Test Versions is usu- 

ally low in comparison to the variance between Levels and 

between sentence -types. Where the variance between Test 

Versions is low, the principal features of the data ma- 

trix are apparent in the star chart of conflated group 

means and there is little or no loss of information in- 

volved in the use of the star chart. Where the variance 

between Test Versions is high, however, there will be a 

loss of information, and it may be necessary to compare 

the group means for each Test Version separately in order 

to determine the source of the variance. 
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Consider now the patterns in the star chart above. 

The most noticeable feature is the steady decline in 

group mean acceptability ratings for all categories of 

the feature Case from the Low groups to the High groups, 

followed by a relatively rapid rise in the overall mean 

acceptability rating across all categories. Other no- 

ticeable features are the striking regularity of the pat- 

tern of acceptability ratings for the Low, Mid and High 

groups, and the fact that this pattern is not reproduced 

in the Advanced and Native speaker groups. It is also 

interesting to note that sentences with the Oblique fea- 

ture are the least acceptable of the three sentence -types 

to the Low, Mid and High groups, but more acceptable than 

the sentences with the Dative feature to the Advanced and 

Native speaker groups. The sentences with the Oblique 

feature are examples of the phenomenon of preposition - 

stranding, and we might interpret the pattern of mean ac- 

ceptability ratings for the Oblique sentences as an indi- 

cation that preposition stranding is perceived as marked 

or ungrammatical by German learners of English until they 

are relatively advanced. 

5.3.2 The analysis of variance 

A star chart such as the one above is useful as a means 

of displaying the principal characteristics of the data, 

but it does not indicate the significance of the trends 

which may be apparent in the chart. Therefore the next 

step in the procedure is to carry out an analysis of 

variance. The analysis of variance for the data above is 

set out in the table below: 
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Table 2: Analysis of variance for tough- movement sen- 
tences with core raising triggers 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 1405.38 265 

Level 468.83 4 117.21 33.86 * ** 
Version 36.45 2 18.23 5.26 ** 
Level x Version 31.11 8 3.89 1.12 
Error (between) 868.98 251 3.46 

Within subjects 1115.33 532 

Case 179.49 2 89.75 58.16 * ** 
Level x Case 76.79 8 9.60 6.22 * ** 
Version x Case 23.41 4 5.85 3.79 ** 
L X V X C 61.05 16 3.82 2.47 ** 
Error (within) 774.59 502 1.54 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 
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The F ratios enable us to estimate the significance of 

the variance due to the main effects and the interaction 

effectsl. In general, we prefer that the effect of Test 

Version should not be significant, since if the effect of 

Test Version is not significant we have grounds for con- 

fidence in supposing that the sentence -tokens in the dif- 

ferent versions of the test are representative of the 

type. This in turn gives us confidence in the validity 

of the test and in the generalizability of the results. 

Where the effect due to Test Version is significant, how- 

ever, we must exercise caution in generalizing from the 

results. Generally speaking we expect that the effect of 

1 We use the term `significant' here, and elsewhere as 
a shorthand designation for `statistically signifi- 
cant'. We shall use the terms `highly significant', 
`significant' and `marginally significant' to indi- 
cate levels of statistical significance correspond- 
ing to levels of probability p < .001, p < .01 and p 
< .05 respectively. This usage is sanctioned by 
custom, but it is important to remember that a sta- 
tistically significant result is not necessarily 
scientifically significant, and vice versa. See 
Lykken 1968 and Carver 1978 for discussion. 
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Test Version will be sensitive to the number of sentence - 

tokens representing each sentence -type. Where there are 

three sentence -tokens, we expect that the effect of Test 

Version will be lower than when there is only one sen- 

tence- token. With regard to the analysis of variance set 

out in the table above, there are three sentence -tokens, 

but the effect due to Test Version is significant (F = 

5.26, p < .01), so we need to exercise caution before 

generalizing from the results. 

The effect of Case is also significant (F = 58.16, p 

< .001), as is the effect of Level (F = 33.86, p < .001). 

The interactions between Level and Case (F = 6.22, p < 

.001) and between Version and Case (F = 3.79, p < .01) 

are also significant, as is the interaction between all 

three main effects (F = 2.47, p < .01). The interaction 

between Level and Version is not significant. 

In general, the fewer significant main effects and 

interaction effects there are, the more straightforward 

the interpretation of the results is, since if there are 

interaction effects, the significance of main effects is 

confounded by their interaction with other effects. In 

this example, the number and extent of significant main 

effects and interaction effects presents a major problem 

of interpretation. In particular, the fact that the ef- 

fect of Test Version is significant means that our as- 

sumption that the acceptability of a given sentence type 

is not affected by the lexical content of the sentence 

tokens by which it is represented is not justified in 

this instance; it follows that the validity of any gener- 

alisations we make about the effect of the factor Case is 

compromised. 
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To investigate the source of the effect of the fac- 

tor Test Version, we compare the group means for each 
Test Version separately: 

Table 3: Group mean acceptability ratings 
for tough- movement sentences with core 
raising triggers 

Version 

Case A B C Mean 

Acc 1.32 1.53 1.27 1.38 
Dat 1.09 1.15 0.89 1.05 
Obl 1.03 1.05 1.04 1.04 

Mean 1.15 1.24 1.07 1.16 

We can see that the overall mean for Test Version B 

(1.24) is higher than those for Test Versions A (1.15) 

and C (1.07). The pattern in the table of data above can 
be more readily appreciated from the the star chart be- 
low, which represents the same information: 

Table 
ment 
Test 

4: Group mean acceptability ratings for tough -move- 
sentences with core raising triggers: the effect of 
Version and Case Feature 

Vrsn Case MAR MAR 

A Acc 1.32 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 1.09 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 1.03 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

B Acc 1.53 ******************************* 
Dat 1.15 *********************** 
Obl 1.05 ********************* 

C Acc 1.27 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 0.89 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 1.04 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

We can see from this chart that the high group mean ac- 

ceptability rating for Test Version B (1.24) is largely 
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due to the effect of the high acceptability of the 

Accusative sentences (1.53) in Test B. The Accusative 

sentences are also high in acceptability relative to the 

other sentence -types for the Test Versions A and C, but 

the differential effect is not so great for these Test 

Versions. 

We have noted that the effect of Test Version is 

significant, and we have determined that the main source 

of variance due to Test Version is the high level of ac- 

ceptability of the Accusative sentences in Test Version 

B. What is not clear from the chart above, however, is 

whether the greater acceptability of the Accusative sen- 

tences in Test Version B is a feature of the data for all 

Levels, or whether there is an interaction between Level 

and Case feature. We can estimate the likelihood of such 

an interaction effect if we look at the star chart for 

the group mean acceptability ratings for Test Version and 

Level: 
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Table 5: Group mean acceptability ratings for tough -move- 
ment sentences with core raising triggers: the effect of 
Level and Test Version 

Level Vrsn MAR MAR 

Low A 1.02 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
B 0.99 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

C 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid A 1.11 ********************** 
B 1.01 ******************** 
C 0.93 ******************* 

High A 0.98 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

B 1.04 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

C 0.72 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv A 1.08 ********************** 
B 1.16 *********************** 
C 1.20 ************************ 

NSs A 1.39 **************************** 
B 1.70 ********************************** 
C 1.56 ******************************* 

It is evident from this chart that the greater accept- 

ability of the Accusative sentences in Test Version B is 

due almost entirely to the high mean acceptability rating 

(1.70) for these sentences to the Native speaker group. 

To determine whether it is the Native -speaker scores 

which are causing the high level of variance between Test 

Versions we remove the Native -speaker scores from the 

data matrix, and carry out an analysis of variance on the 

non -native speaker scores. The analysis of variance is 

set out in the table below: 
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Table 6: Analysis of variance for tough- movement 
sentences with core raising triggers, non -native 
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speaker scores 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 799.00 194 

Level 35.34 3 11.78 2.95* 
Version 14.04 2 7.02 1.76 
Level X Version 19.12 6 3.19 0.80 
Error (between) 730.50 183 3.99 

Within subjects 944.67 390 

Case 179.43 2 89.71 51.41 * * * 
Level x Case 61.87 6 10.31 5.91 * ** 
Version x Case 20.56 4 5.14 2.95* 
L X V X F 44.15 12 3.68 2.11* 
Error (within) 638.65 366 1.74 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 

Note first that the effect of Test Version in this analy- 

sis of variance is not significant. This confirms our 

impression that the effect of Test Version in the analy- 

sis of variance for the full set of scores was due to the 

high acceptability of the Accusative sentences in Test B 

for the Native speaker group. We note also that the ef- 

fect of Level in this analysis is barely significant at 

the p < .05 level, whereas in the analysis of variance 

for the full set of scores including the Native -speaker 

scores, the effect of Level was highly significant. We 

can suppose again that the difference is due to the gen- 

eral tendency for all sentences in all categories to be 

markedly more acceptable to the Native speaker group than 

to the other groups2. 

2 Note that the disparity between the general level of 
scores for the native speakers and the non -native 
speakers for these sentences suggests that the ob- 
servations in this analysis of variance do not meet 
the assumption of homogeneity of variance. For dis- 
cussion of this problem, and the general issues in- 
volved in the assumptions required for legitimate 
use of the analysis of variance, see Appendix 3. 
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A general point to emerge from both analyses of 

variance which we have considered is that the F ratios 

for the main effects tend to be considerably larger than 

the interaction effects. Even if the interaction effects 

are statistically significant, the main effects may be 

significant at a much greater level of probability, and 

in these circumstances we may be justified in according 

less importance to the interaction effects than to the 

main effects. The general rule of thumb we shall adopt 

is that F ratios are significant in proportion to their 

relative magnitude. 

5.3.3 Scheffé's test 

A further point is that the analysis of variance does not 

in itself reveal developmental trends in the data, since 

comparisons between individual Level means are not made. 

In order to evaluate the significance of developmental 

trends which may be apparent on inspection of the data we 

need a procedure which will enable us to make post -hoc 

comparisons of the differences between means, and we use 

the Scheffé test for this purpose3. If we take the data 

set above as an example, we can demonstrate the use of 

Scheffé's test to evaluate the significance of develop- 

mental trends. We are interested primarily in the devel- 

opmental profile of the Oblique sentences, so we carry 

out the Scheffé test on the means for the Oblique sen- 

tences for the five groups, testing all possible compar- 

isons of means for significance. The F ratios for 

Scheffé's test are set out in the table below: 

3 A number of tests have been developed for the pur- 
pose of post -hoc comparison of selected means, in- 
cluding the Scheffé test, Tukey's A and B tests, the 
Newman -Keuls test, and others (Winer 1962:88). Of 
these, the most conservative (in the sense that it 

provides fewer significant results for the same set 
of data than the others) is Scheffé's test. 
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Table 7: Scheffé test for tough- movement 
sentences with Oblique feature (F ratios) ('n' = 
number of subjects at each level) 

Low Mid High Adv NSs 

Mean score 2.43 2.32 1.95 3.87 4.58 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Low 0.14 1.96 17.73* 55.62* 

Mid 1.11 19.83* 58.36* 

High 25.00* 60.78* 

Advanced 4.49 

Value of F for df(4,200): 2.26 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.04 

A level of significance of p < .05 was chosen for this 

test, so the critical value of F for the Scheffé test is 

9.044. As we can see from the table, the F ratios for 

4 The rationale for the Scheffé test is based on the 
fact that the likelihood of finding a significant 
difference between means increases with the number 
of means which are being compared. The critical 
value F' of F is determined by the formula F' _ (k - 

1)F1_a(k - 1,f), where k is the number of means be- 
ing compared, a is the level of probability chosen 
for rejection of the null hypothesis, and f is the 
number of degrees of freedom in the denominator 
(Winer 1962:88). The critical value of F is there- 
fore sensitive to the number of means being com- 
pared. More formally, we can say that the probabil- 
ity of a Type One error (i.e. that a null hypothesis 
will be mistakenly rejected) is at most a for any of 
the possible comparisons (Winer 1962:88). For the F 
ratios in the table above, the number of means being 
compared is 5, so the value of k is 5; the number of 
degrees of freedom in the denominator is equal to 
the total number of observations minus the number of 
means being compared, i.e. 266 - 5 = 261. We choose 
a probability value of p < .05, so we require the 
value of F for df(4,261) at p < .05. The nearest 
tabulated value of F for this level of probability 
is 2.26 for df(4,200), so we take it that the criti- 
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all comparisons between the Low, Mid and High groups are 

less than the critical value, so we have no grounds for 

rejecting the null hypothesis that there are no signifi- 

cant differences between these means. The F values for 

comparisons between the Low, Mid and High groups with the 

Advanced group are all higher than the critical value, so 

for these comparisons the null hypothesis can be re- 

jected. The same applies for comparisons between the 

Low, Mid and High groups and the Native -speaker group; 

the F ratios for these comparisons are higher than those 

for the comparisons between Low, Mid, High and Advanced 

as we should expect. Finally, we note that the differ- 

ence between the Advanced and the Native -speaker mean is 

not significant by Scheffé's test, so we have no grounds 

for rejecting the null hypothesis of no significant dif- 

ference between the means for this particular comparison. 

of responses 

We consider now how these results can be interpreted. It 

was apparent from inspection of the star chart of means 

(see Table 1) that the acceptability of the Oblique sen- 

tences was low compared to the acceptability of the Ac- 

cusative and Dative sentences for the Low, Mid and High 

groups; it was also clear that the Oblique sentences were 

relatively more acceptable than the Dative sentences to 

the Advanced group. We might generalize this pattern of 

acceptability by supposing that preposition- stranding is 

perceived as marked or ungrammatical by German learners 

of English until they are relatively advanced. On the 

basis of this assumption, we would expect that the group 

mean acceptability rating of these sentences would ini- 

tially be low, and then would rise steadily with level. 

cal value for the Scheffé test is 2.26 x (5 - 1) = 
9.04. 
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However, the developmental profile for these sentences 

suggests a more complex picture: 

Table 8: Developmental profile of tough- movement sen- 
tences with Oblique feature 

Low Mid High Adv NSs 

MAR 0.81 0.77 0.65 1.29 1.53 

Recall that the developmental profile is the curve traced 

by the group mean acceptability ratings across the five 

levels. The profile indicates that this sentence -type is 

near the mid -point of the scale of acceptability for the 

Low groups, indicating a low degree of consensus. The 

mean acceptability rating falls to a low point of 0.65 

for the High groups, after which the downward trend re- 

verses and the acceptability rises to a figure of 1.29 

for the Advanced groups and 1.53 for the Native -speaker 

groups. To see what might lie behind this pattern, we 

need to look more closely at the distribution of re- 

sponses for this group of sentences: 
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Table 9: Distribution of responses for tough- movement 
sentences with core raising triggers and Oblique case - 
marking verbs (`Res' = Response, `f' = frequency of re- 
sponses, ` %' = percentage of all responses) 

Level Res f % Percentage of responses 

Low Yes 51 26.98 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
?? 51 26.98 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
No 87 46.03 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Yes 38 22.22 * * * * * * * * * ** 
?? 56 32.75 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

No 77 45.03 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Yes 24 21.62 * * * * * * * * * ** 
?? 24 21.62 * * * * * * * * * ** 
No 63 56.76 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Yes 64 56.14 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

?? 19 16.67 ******** 
No 31 27.19 ************** 

NSs Yes 151 70.89 **** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

?? 23 10.80 * * * ** 
No 39 18.31 * * * * * * * ** 

It is clear from this chart that the principal reason for 

the difference in the mean acceptability ratings of the 

Mid and High groups is the greater confidence of the High 

group in choosing the "Incorrect" response, since the 

percentage of "Correct" responses is almost identical for 

both groups (see also Section 5.2.4 of this chapter for 

discussion). It is interesting to observe the pattern of 

responses as it develops between the first two Levels 

(Low and Mid) and the third Level (High). The percentage 

of "Correct" responses is comparable for all three Lev- 

els, remaining constant at about 25 per cent of all re- 

sponses, but the distribution of the remaining 75 per 

cent of responses is not the same. Between the Mid and 

High Levels, the proportion of responses distributed to 

the "Incorrect" category increases, and the proportion 
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distributed to the "Not sure" category decreases corre- 

spondingly. 

It is instructive to carry out a Chi square test on 

the distribution of responses at adjacent levels, since 

this gives an indication of the probability of the dif- 

ference in the response patterns occurring by chance. 

The distribution of responses is as follows: 

Table 10: Distribution of responses for tough- movement 
sentences with core raising triggers and Oblique case - 
marking verbs 

Response Correct Not sure Incorrect Total 

Low 51 51 87 189 

Mid 38 56 77 171 

High 24 24 63 111 

Advanced 64 19 31 114 

Native speakers 151 23 39 213 

Total 328 173 297 798 

The values of Chi square for the appropriate comparisons 

are as follows: 

Table 11: Chi square test for response 
distributions in Table 10 

Group Mid High Adv NSs 

Low 

Mid 

High 

Advanced 

1.85 3.22 

4.81 

25.68 * ** 

34.45 * ** 

29.62 * ** 

77.23 * ** 

90.28 * ** 

72.95 * ** 

7.19* 

* ** 
** p < .001, p < .01, * p < .05 
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The Chi square test confirms our impression that the dif- 

ference in the response distributions of the first three 

levels is not significant. It also shows that the dif- 

ference between response distributions for the High and 

the Advanced groups is highly significant (p < .001) and 

that between the Advanced and Native speaker groups is 

significant at the level of p < .05. We note that the 

pattern of significant Chi square values for this set of 

responses is very similar to the pattern of significant F 

ratios for the same set of data as determined by the 

Scheffé test. We interpret the results as indicating 

that the grammaticality intuitions of the Low and Mid 

groups of learners are not determinate; the indeterminacy 

is less of a factor in the responses for the subjects in 

the High groups, where the consensus is that the Oblique 

sentences are ungrammatical. In general, the results of 

the analysis suggest that preposition- stranding is inde- 

terminate in status for the Low and Mid groups, unaccept- 

able for the High groups, and acceptable to the Advanced 

and Native -speaker groups. In our survey of the results 

later in this chapter we shall see this pattern reflected 

in the developmental profiles of other sentence -types, 

and we suggest that this is evidence of restructuring in 

the interlanguage grammar between the levels High and Ad- 

vanced. 

5.3.5 Summary: data analysis for the rating task 

We summarise here our conclusions with regard to the 

techniques appropriate for the analysis of the responses 

to the rating task used in this study. First, we inspect 

the data for patterns by means of the star charts of 

group mean acceptability ratings. The star charts are 

used for this purpose because they make it possible to 

recognize patterns in the data which are not so readily 

apparent on inspection of a table of group means. The 
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star chart of group mean acceptability ratings has two 

drawbacks which we must be aware of: first, the chart is 

not three -dimensional, so only two factors can conve- 

niently be represented at a time, and second, the chart 

does not show the extent of indeterminacy in the re- 

sponses. 

The star charts are useful in suggesting hypotheses, 

but we need to conduct tests of significance in order to 

evaluate these hypotheses. The first step in this re- 

spect is the analysis of variance, which allows us to es- 

timate the significance of main effects and interaction 

effects. It may be necessary to carry out further analy- 

ses of variance, particularly where it is suspected that 

the native -speaker scores are obscuring patterns in the 

responses of the non -native speaker groups. Having car- 

ried out the analyses of variance, the final step is to 

test for significance between means using the Scheffé 

test. This procedure provides a method of estimating the 

significance of differences between selected means, and 

thereby the significance of any developmental trends 

which may be apparent in the data. 

Our use of tests of significance is tentative, in 

view of the fact that the dependent variable (i.e. the 

subject's score) may not fully satisfy the assumptions on 

which the appropriate use of the analysis of variance 

depends (see Appendix 3 for discussion). We suppose thát 

the orders of magnitude of different F values provide a 

more useful index of the significance of the results than 

the significance tests themselves. Although many of the 

interaction effects are significant, the level of signif- 

icance for the interaction effects is almost invariably 

lower in order of magnitude than the significance of the 

main effects. We therefore feel justified in affording 

less importance to the interaction effects than to the 

main effects where the former are substantially lower 
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than the latter. Here again we should recall that the 

important patterns revealed by the results are develop- 

mental, so from the point of view of interpretation, ob- 

vious trends in the data are of more interest than levels 

of significance. 

In general we shall report only those results which 

seem to us to be evidence of significant developmental 

patterns. The interpretation of the results will be 

guided by the need to determine which of the theoretical 

developmental profiles we have described in Section 5.1 

provides the best match with the data. 

We summarise the steps taken in the data analysis in 

the table below: 

Table 12: Steps in the data analysis procedure for the 
results of the rating task 

Step 1 

Step 2 

Step 3 

Step 4 

Inspect pattern of group mean acceptability 
ratings in star chart. 

Carry out analysis of variance for main effects 
and interaction effects. If necessary, compare 
analysis of variance for non -native speakers 
only (i.e. for Levels Low to Advanced) with 
analysis of variance for non -native and native 
speakers (i.e. for all Levels) . 

Carry out Scheffé test for comparison of means 
in order to evaluate the significance of devel- 
opmental trends. 

Inspect response distribution. Evaluate sig- 
nificance of difference in response distribu- 
tions of all pairs of groups by means of Chi 
square test. 

In practice we shall not make much use of Step 4, because 

the first three steps in the analysis are sufficient to 

show the main patterns in the data and the significance 

of these patterns. 

With regard to the results for the group of sen- 

tences which we have used for illustrative purposes in 
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this section, it is worth making one or two general 

points. First, we have noted that the significance of 

the effect due to Test Version is an indication of the 

generalizability of the results. If the effect due to 

Test Version is significant, it may be necessary to in- 

vestigate the pattern of responses in more detail in or- 

der to determine the source of the effect. It is to be 

expected that the effect due to Test Version will in gen- 

eral be low when there are three sentence -tokens for a 

given sentence -type in each test version, and when there 

is only one sentence -token we must expect that the effect 

due to Test Version will be significant. Second, the 

level of acceptability of a given set of sentences to the 

native speakers may be very different from the accept- 

ability of the same set of sentences to the non -native 

speakers. This may result in patterns in the non -native 

speaker responses being obscured, so it may be necessary 

to conduct separate analyses of variance for the non -na- 

tive speaker responses. Third, the group mean accept- 

ability ratings for the Low and Mid groups tend to be 

near the middle of the range, indicating a lack of con- 

sensus within the groups at these levels. There is also 

a tendency for the High groups to be more confident in 

choosing the "Incorrect" response than the Low and Mid 

groups, and this results in a developmental profile which 

falls over the first three levels (see the discussion of 

this point in Section 5.2 of this chapter). 
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5.4 Results: tough- movement sentences 

5.4.0 Introduction 

We have already examined the results for a sub -section of 

the tough- movement sentences (namely those with core 

raising triggers) in some detail in the course of our de- 

scription of the procedures used in the analysis of the 

data for this study. In this section we present the full 

set of results for the tough- movement sentences in the 
test. The principal result to emerge from this section 

is that the tough- movement sentences with the Accusative 
and Dative feature (see Chapter 4 Section 4.2.2 for ex- 

planation of these terms) display developmental profiles 

characteristic of incremental lexical learning, while 

those with the Oblique feature have a developmental 

profile characteristic of syntactic restructuring. 

5.4.1 The factors in the design 

Recall that the tough -movement sentences in this study 

were constructed so as to test the effect of two main 

factors on acceptability: (i) the Lexical Markedness of 

the raising trigger, and (ii) the Case -marking properties 

of the German verb. Within the factor of Lexical 

Markedness we distinguish two levels (Core, Peripheral), 

and within Case -marking we distinguish three levels 

(Accusative, Dative, Oblique). The tests were conducted 

at five levels of interlanguage development (Low, Mid, 

High, Advanced, Native speakers) and with three different 

versions of the test (A, B, C). If we had wished to test 

the interaction of the two factors, we would have had to 

conduct a four -way analysis of variance (Level x Version 

x Lexical Markedness x Case), and it was felt that the 

likelihood of multiple interaction effects would unneces- 

sarily complicate the analysis and lead to difficulties 
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of interpretation. For this reason it was decided to 

test the effect of Lexical Markedness and Case -marking 

separately. We therefore have two factorial experiments 

with the following designs: 

Experiment 1: The effect of Case 

Aim 

Anova type 

To test the effect of the interaction 
between the Case -marking properties 
of the German verb and the Level of 
interlanguage development on the ac- 
ceptability of tough- movement sen- 
tences 

Three -way analysis of variance (5 x 3 

x 3) with repeated measures on the 
third factor 

Factorial design Level (Low, Mid, High, Advanced, 
Native speaker) x Test Version (A, B, 

C) x Case -Marking (Accusative, 
Dative, Oblique) 

Experiment 2: The effect of Lexical Markedness 

Aim 

Anova type 

To test the interaction between the 
Lexical Markedness of the raising 
trigger in tough- movement sentences 
and Level of interlanguage develop- 
ment 

Three -way analysis of variance (5 x 3 

x 2) with repeated measures on the 
third factor 

Factorial design Level (Low, Mid, High, Advanced, 
Native speaker) x Test Version (A, B, 

C) x Lexical Markedness (Core, 
Peripheral) 

5.4.2 Experiment 1 results 

We have already reported the results of Experiment 1 for 

the sentences with core raising triggers (this chapter, 

Section 5.3 passim). We begin this section with a sum- 

mary of these results, and we also report the results for 
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the sentences with peripheral raising triggers. In 

Section 5.4.3 we report the results for Experiment 2, and 

we conclude Section 5.4 with a discussion of the signifi- 

cance of all the results for the tough- movement sentences 

(see Section 5.4.4) . 

The effect of Level is highly significant (F = 

33.86, p < .001), and the effect of Test Version is also 

significant (F = 5.26, p < .01) (see Table 2, Section 

5.3.2). The effect of Case is the most significant of 

the main effects (F = 58.16, p < .001). There is a sig- 

nificant interaction effect between Level and Case (F = 

6.22, p < .001) and between Version and Case (F = 3.79, p 

< .01) and also between all three main effects (F = 2.47, 

p < .01). As we noted in our earlier discussion, the 

number of significant interaction effects presents a 

problem of analysis and interpretation, although we also 

noted that the main effects were significant at a differ- 

ent level of magnitude to the interaction effects. 

It is apparent on inspection of the star chart of 

means (Table 1, Section 5.3.2) that the inclusion of thé 

native -speaker responses obscures patterns in the non -na- 

tive speaker scores, and it was therefore decided to 

carry out a further analysis of variance, excluding the 

native -speaker scores (Table 6, Section 5.3.2). This 

analysis showed that the effect of Test Version was not 

significant for the non -native speaker scores. This is a 

welcome result since it gives us some confidence in the 

validity of the tests. The effect of Level was markedly 

less significant than for the full set of scores, though 

it was still significant at the level of p < .05 (F 

2.95). The effect of Case was still highly significant 

(F = 51.41, p < .001) as was the interaction effect be- 

tween Level and Case (F = 5.91, p < .001). 

The effect which requires some analysis is the in- 

teraction effect between Level and Case. On inspection 
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of the star chart of means (Table 1, Section 5.3.2, 

reprinted here below for convenience) it was apparent 

that this interaction effect was due to the fact that the 

Oblique sentences were the least acceptable of the three 

sentence -types for the lower three levels, but markedly 

more acceptable than the Dative sentences to the Advanced 

group. 

Table 1: Group mean acceptability ratings for tough -move- 
ment sentences with core raising triggers 

Level Case MAR MAR 

Low Acc 
Dat 
Obl 

Mid Acc 
Dat 
Obl 

High Acc 
Dat 
Obl 

Adv Acc 
Dat 
Obl 

NSs Acc 
Dat 
Obl 

1.21 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.94 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.81 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.38 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.90 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.77 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.18 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.83 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.28 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.29 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.69 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.48 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.53 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

We suggested that this was due to a change in the status 

of preposition- stranding in the interlanguage grammar be- 

tween the High and Advanced levels. In order to evaluate 

the significance of the apparent change in status of the 

Oblique sentences, a Scheffé test was conducted on the 

group mean scores for the Oblique sentences. This test 

showed that there were no significant differences between 

the means for the three lowest groups (Low, Mid and 

High), whereas the difference between the means for the 

High and Advanced groups was highly significant. An ex- 
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amination of the distribution of responses for the 

Oblique sentences showed that the decline in the mean ac- 

ceptability rating for these sentences over the range of 

the first three levels was due principally to the greater 

tendency of the High group to select the "Incorrect" 

response, a tendency which we have interpreted as the re- 

sult of increasing confidence. We suggested that this 

was typical of the response behaviour of the Mid and High 

groups, who tend to be more confident in rejecting a sen- 

tence as ungrammatical than the Low group. 

A result which we have not reported is the fact that 

the Accusative sentences are consistently more acceptable 

than the Dative sentences for all groups. It will be re- 

called that one of the experimental hypotheses behind the 

construction of these sentences was that the Case -marking 

properties of the German verb would affect the accept- 

ability of the tough- movement sentence. In particular, 

we supposed that the sentences with verbs which corre- 

spond to dative case -marking verbs in German would be 

less acceptable than those with accusative case -marking 

verbs. Such a result, it was supposed, would lend sup- 

port to the hypothesis that the lexical properties of L1 

predicates are transfered to the L2 lexicon (we refer to 

this hypothesis as the `lexical transfer' hypothesis). 

The results show that the sentences with the feature 

Dative are certainly less acceptable than those with the 

feature Accusative, so the empirical evidence is clear. 

The interpretation of this evidence requires some care, 

however, and it would be premature to conclude that it 

provides confirmation of the lexical transfer hypothesis. 

The reasons for our scepticism are as follows. There are 

only a limited number of verbs which assign dative case 

to their objects in German, and of these, only a very few 

are in common use, including glauben (`to believe'), 

gefallen (`to please') and helfen (`to help'). Some 
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other less common dative -case assigning verbs are grat-. 

ulieren (`to congratulate'), danken (`to thank') and fol- 

gen (`to follow'). In contrast, the number of verbs as- 

signing accusative case in German is very large. In gen- 

eral, then, we might suppose that in terms of frequency 

of occurrence, the dative case -marking verbs are consid- 

erably more marked than the accusative verbs. Therefore, 

as a result of the limited pool of verbs which assign da- 

tive case, an intervening variable of lexical markedness 

is built into the selection of sentences for these two 

categories. The verbs with the feature Dative are lexi- 

cally more marked than those with the feature Accusative, 

which means that the sentences with Accusative verbs are 

in general more easily contextualised than those with the 

feature Dative. We can see this particularly from the 

somewhat bizarre nature of some of the sentences in the 

Dative category: 

(1) ?Joe is simple to thank. 

(2) ?They were interesting to please. 

(3) ?He was impossible to congratulate. 

(4) ?She was tiring to follow. 

We conclude that the lower acceptability of these sen- 

tences for the non -native speaker groups is as likely to 

be due to the fact that the sentences are difficult to 

contextualise as to the fact that they have the feature 

Dative. Against, this, however, we can point out that 

for the native speakers, the difference in acceptability 

between the Dative sentences and the Accusative sentences 

is not so great as it is for the non -native speakers. 

Although the empirical result is clear, it is evident 

that there are considerable difficulties in the interpre- 

tation of the result, and in view of these difficulties 

it is safest not to assign too much significance to it. 
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We conclude that this particular result neither confirms 

nor disconfirms the lexical transfer hypothesis. 

We suggest that the true significance of this result 

lies in a comparison of the developmental characteristics 

of the acceptability curve for the three types of sen- 

tence we are considering. The curves for the Accusative 

and Dative sentences have more or less the same profile: 

the acceptability of both types remains more or less con- 

stant for all non -native speakers (recall that the effect 

of Level for the non -native speakers is only marginally 

significant (F = 2.95, p < .05). The curve for the 

Oblique feature, on the other hand, shows a marked dis- 

continuity between the High and Advanced levels, suggest- 

ing that the grammar has been restructured in a way that 

affects the acceptability of the Oblique sentences with- 

out affecting the acceptability of the other two types of 

sentence. 

We consider now the results of Experiment 1 for the 

sentences with peripheral raising triggers. 
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Table 2: Group mean acceptability ratings for tough -move- 
ment sentences with peripheral raising triggers 

Level Case MAR MAR 

Low Acc 1.10 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 1.01 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 0.94 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Acc 1.01 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 0.96 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 1.06 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Acc 0.79 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 0.73 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 0.90 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Acc 0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 0.56 * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 1.25 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs Acc 1.24 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Dat 0.93 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Obl 1.85 ****** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The pattern of results here is very similar to that which 

we observed in the results for the sentences with core 

raising triggers. The main point of interest in this set 

of data is the difference in the developmental character 

of the acceptability of Dative and Oblique sentences. 

The acceptability of the Dative sentences declines 

steadily over the first four levels, whereas the accept- 

ability of the Oblique sentences remains more or less 

constant over the first three levels, and then shows a 

marked increase in acceptability between the High and 

Advanced levels. We suggest that, as in the case of the 

sentences with core raising triggers, the difference in 

the shapes of the acceptability curves is evidence that 

the effect of the interaction of bottom -up inductive 

learning and top -down constraints is different for the 

two sentence types. To be specific, the non -linear de- 

velopmental curve for the Oblique sentences contrasts 

strongly with the more or less linear character of the 
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curve for the Dative sentences. As we have already sug- 

gested, non -linear development is evidence of syntactic 

restructuring. 

The analysis of variance for the full set of scores 

(i.e. including native -speaker scores) is as follows: 

Table 3: Analysis of variance for tough- movement sen- 
tences with peripheral raising triggers, all groups 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 1210.17 265 

Level 254.55 4 63.64 17.77 * ** 
Test Version 6.95 2 3.48 0.97 
Level x Version 47.09 8 5.89 1.64 
Error (between) 901.57 251 3.59 

Within subjects 1144.67 532 

Case 165.42 2 82.71 59.18 * ** 
Level x Case 209.01 8 26.13 18.70 * ** 
Version x Case 39.80 4 9.95 7.12 * ** 
L x V x C 28.91 16 1.81 1.30 
Error (within) 701.53 502 1.40 

*** p < .001 

We note here that the effect of Test Version is not sig- 

nificant, while the effects of Case (F = 59.18, p < .001) 

and Level (F = 17.72, p < .001) are both highly signifi- 

cant. The interaction between Level and Case is also 

highly significant (F = 18.70, p < .001), as is the 

interaction between Version and Case (F = 7.12, p < 

. 001). The analysis of variance for the non -native 

speaker scores (see Table 4 below) shows that this latter 

result is due to the effect of the native -speaker scores, 

since the F ratio (F = 2.17) for the interaction between 

Version and Case is not significant at the level of p < 

. 05 for the non -native speaker scores. 
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Table 4: Analysis of variance for tough- movement sen- 
tences with peripheral raising triggers, non -native 
speakers 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 802.06 194 

Level 36.55 3 12.18 3.03* 
Test Version 3.19 2 1.60 0.40 
Level x Version 26.28 6 4.38 1.09 
Error (between) 736.05 183 4.02 

Within subjects 674.00 390 

Case 26.41 2 13.21 8.84 * ** 
Level x Case 67.87 6 11.31 7.57 * ** 
Version x Case 12.94 4 3.24 2.17 
L x V x C 20.07 12 1.67 1.12 
Error (within) 546.71 366 1.49 

*** p < .001, * p < .05 

We have suggested that the most interesting aspect of the 

results for the sentences with core raising triggers was 

the difference in the developmental characteristics of 

the Dative and Oblique sentences. The results for the 

sentences with peripheral raising triggers are important 

because they show the same developmental patterns, al- 

though with some minor differences. Our claim that the 

developmental characteristics of the two types of sen- 

tence were different rested on the significance of pair - 

wise comparisons of means, using the Scheffé test. It 

remains therefore to carry out the same pairwise compari- 

son of means for this set of data. The results for the 

Scheffé test are set out below: 
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Table 5: Scheffé test for scores on tough- movement sen- 
tences with Oblique feature, all groups 

Low Mid High Adv NSs 

Mean 2.83 3.18 2.70 3.74 5.56 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Low 1.79 0.17 9.63* 122.33* 

Mid 2.45 3.51 88.14* 

High 9.80* 97.31* 

Advanced 40.37* 

Value of F for df(4,261): 2.39 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The Scheffé test shows that the differences in the means 

for the first three levels are not significant. For our 

purposes, the important comparison is that between the 

mean score for the High and the Advanced group. This is 

significant (F = 9.80, p < .05), which shows that the 

rise in acceptability for the Oblique sentences between 

the High and Advanced levels in our study could not have 

occurred by chance. This constitutes strong evidence 

that the developmental curves of the Dative and Oblique 

sentences are different in character. We have considered 

the developmental characteristics of Accusative, Dative 

and Oblique tough- movement sentences with both core and 

peripheral raising triggers, and we have found very simi- 

lar developmental patterns with both sets of scores. 

Perhaps the most significant point to emerge from the 

analysis is the similarity in the pattern of scores for 

the two sentences types (i.e. those with core, and those 

with peripheral raising triggers). This similarity gives 

us some grounds for confidence in the validity of our 

elicitation procedure. 
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5.4.3 Experiment 2 results 

We turn now to the results for Experiment 2. Recall that 

this was designed to investigate the interaction between 

the Level of interlanguage development and the Lexical 

Markedness of the raising trigger in tough- movement sen- 

tences. The analysis of variance for all groups is as 

follows: 

Table 6: Analysis of variance, tough- movement sentences, 
core and peripheral raising triggers, all groups 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 6121.33 265 

Level 2030.41 4 507.60 33.10 * ** 
Test Version 33.48 2 16.74 1.09 
Level x Version 207.74 8 25.97 1.69 
Error (between) 3849.70 251 15.34 

Within subjects 1834.50 266 

LexM 109.17 1 109.17 18.74 * ** 
Level x LexM 139.75 4 34.94 6.00 * ** 
Version x LexM 96.73 2 48.36 8.30 * ** 
L X V X LexM 26.87 8 3.36 0.58 
Error (within) 1461.98 251 5.82 

*** p < .001 

The effect of Test Version is not significant, so we can 

be confident that there are no intervening effects of 

context or lexis. The effect of Level is highly signifi- 

cant (F = 33.10, p < .001), as is the effect of Lexical 

Markedness (F = 18.74, p < .001). There is a significant 

interaction effect between Level and Lexical Markedness 

(F = 6.00, p < .001) and between Test Version and Lexical 

Markedness (F = 8.30, p < .001). There is no significant 

interaction effect between the three main effects. Since 

the effect of Test Version is not significant, we can 

show the main patterns in the data by conflating the 

scores for the three different Test Versions. The mean 
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acceptability ratings for Level against Lexical 

Markedness are shown in the star chart below: 

Table 7: Mean acceptability ratings for tough- movement 
sentences, core vs. peripheral raising triggers (LexM = 
Lexical Markedness, MAR = mean acceptability rating) 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low core 0.99 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
peri 1.02 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid core 1.02 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
peri 1.01 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High core 0.89 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
peri 0.81 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv core 1.15 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
peri 0.89 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs core 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

peri 1.34 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

We note first of all that there is no significant differ- 

ence in the mean acceptability ratings for the two sen- 

tence -types for the two lowest levels in the study. The 

fact that the mean acceptability ratings are at or near 

the mid point of the scale (1.00) for these two groups 

indicates that the intuitions of the Low and Mid level 

subjects in relation to tough- movement, taken as a gen- 

eral sentence -type, are not determinate. The pattern 

thereafter is clear: for the three higher groups, the 

Core sentences are consistently more acceptable than the 

Peripheral sentences, and the acceptability of both types 

of sentence increases linearly with Level. The pattern 

suggests that the tough- movement construction begins to 

acquire some determinate status in relation to the inter - 

language grammar at or around the level of the High 

group, when it is marginally unacceptable, and that 

thereafter the status of these sentences develops under 
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the influence of bottom -up inductive learning mechanisms. 

There is no evidence in the data for any major restruc- 

turing in the grammar in so far as it affects the gram- 

maticality of the tough- movement construction. 

In other words, the acquisition of tough- movement, 

taken as a general sentence type, proceeds through the 

incremental acquisition of the lexical properties of 

tough- movement raising triggers through exposure to the 

use of these sentences in context. This hypothesis gains 

some credence from the fact that the Core sentences are 

consistently more acceptable than the Peripheral sen- 

tences, suggesting that lexical markedness is a signifi- 

cant factor in the acquisition of these sentences. The 

pattern we see here is what we would expect of a sen- 

tence -type which is grammatical in relation to both the 

L1 and L2 grammars, which we might call the `incremental 

lexical acquisition' developmental pattern. 

To establish the validity of our conclusions we must 

show that the patterns in the data are significant. We 

have noted that the native -speaker scores are likely to 

obscure patterns in the non -native speaker scores, so we 

look at the analysis of variance for the non -native 

speakers scores: 
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Table 8: Analysis of variance, tough- movement sentences, 
core and peripheral raising triggers, non -native speaker 
groups 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 3405.84 194 

Level 130.91 3 43.64 2.54 
Test Version 7.00 2 3.50 0.20 
Level x Version 122.03 6 20.34 1.18 
Error (between) 3145.90 183 17.19 

Within subjects 1423.50 195 

LexM 26.16 1 26.16 3.82 
Level x LexM 84.74 3 28.25 4.12 ** 
Version x LexM 44.70 2 22.35 3.26* 
L x V x LexM 14.16 6 2.36 0.34 
Error (within) 1253.74 183 6.85 

** p < .01, * p < .05 

We are interested in the interaction between Level and 

Lexical Markedness, and we note that this is significant 

(F = 4.12, p < .01). We have seen that the effect of 

Lexical Markedness is highly significant (F = 18.74, P < 

.001) when all the groups are taken into account, and it 

is interesting to note that the effect of Lexical 

Markedness is not significant when the native -speaker 

scores are excluded. The importance of the native - 

speaker scores in this instance is that they show that 

the pattern which is barely apparent in the comparison of 

the Core and Peripheral sentence types for the High and 

Advanced groups is part of a developmental pattern. The 

significance of the developmental patterns can be esti- 

mated by means of the Scheffé test for the post -hoc com- 

parison of means. The results for both Core and 

Peripheral sentence -types are shown below: 
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Table 9: Scheffé test for group mean scores on 
tough- movement sentences with Core raising triggers 

Low Mid High Adv NSs 

Mean 8.89 9.16 7.97 10.32 14.07 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Low 0.20 1.82 4.48 83.25* 

Mid 2.93 2.84 70.88* 

High 9.56* 84.01* 

Advanced 32.41* 

Value of F for df(4,261): 2.39 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

Table 10: Scheffé test for group mean scores on 
tough- movement sentences with Peripheral raising triggers 

Low Mid High Adv NSs 

Mean 9.14 9.09 7.27 3.03 12.10 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Low 0.01 7.44 2.69 26.55* 

Mid 6.75 2.34 26.09* 

High 0.98 51.63* 

Advanced 37.37. 

Value of F for df(4,261): 2.39 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The comparisons for the pairs (Low,Mid) and (Mid,High) 

are not significant for either sentence -type, as we would 

expect. We are interested in the comparisons between the 

pairs (High,Advanced) and ( Advanced,Native speaker). In 

the case of the Core sentences, both comparisons are sig- 

nificant, whereas only the comparison (Advanced,Native 

speakers) is significant for the Peripheral sentences. 

This again is what we would expect if lexical markedness 
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plays a significant part in the acquisition of tough - 

movement, since it indicates that the acceptability of 

the Core sentences begins to increase significantly ear- 

lier than the acceptability of the Peripheral sentences. 

5.4.4 Summary 

The tough- movement sentences were included in the test in 

order to test the interaction between the case -marking 

properties of the German verb and the lexical markedness 

of the raising trigger. It was hypothesised that the de- 

velopmental profiles of the three case -marking sentence - 

types would be determined by the interaction of the top - 

down constraints of the parameterized interlanguage gram- 

mar and the bottom -up effect of lexical learning. The 

results are in conformity with this general hypothesis. 

The developmental profile of tough- movement sentences 

with stranded prepositions is characteristic of sentences 

whose status changes as a result of restructuring; this 

restructuring occurs between the High and Advanced levels 

in our study. There is no evidence of restructuring in 

the developmental profiles of the sentences with the 

Accusative and Dative features. This suggests that the 

acceptability of these sentences depends principally on 

the effect of bottom -up incremental learning. Given the 

fact that the sentences with the Dative feature are un- 

grammatical in German, this result suggests that the lex- 

ical properties of predicates in the L1 do not transfer 

to the equivalent predicates in the L2. The results also 

show that tough- movement sentences with core raising 

triggers are consistently more acceptable throughout the 

range than the same sentences with peripheral raising 

triggers; this result suggests that in general, the ac- 

ceptability of tough- movement as a general sentence type 

is determined by incremental lexical learning. The pic- 

ture which emerges from these results is of a construc- 
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tion which is indeterminate in the initial stages of the 

interlanguage grammar, and steadily increases in accept- 

ability throughout the range as a result of incremental 

lexical learning. The exception to this is the develop- 

mental profile of the sentences with the Oblique feature, 

which show a different pattern, which we suggest is the 

result of restructuring in the configurational properties 

of the interlanguage grammar. 
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5.5 Results: ditransitive passive sentences 

5.5.0 Introduction 

In this section we present the results for the Group 2 

sentences. These sentences represent the passive of di- 

transitive verbs, a construction which we have argued is 

a sensitive diagnostic of the [± configurational] proper- 

ties of the interlanguage grammar and also of the inter- 

action of syntax and lexis in determining acceptability 

(see Chapter 3 Section 3.2). In our discussion of the 

rationale behind the construction of the materials for 

this test we noted that there were twenty -four separate 

sentence -types represented in the Group 2 (see Chapter 4 

Section 4.2.3.2). The large number of sentence -types is 

due to the fact that the design incorporates the follow- 

ing factors: (i) the lexical markedness of the verb 

(Core, Marginal, Peripheral), (ii) the semantic role of 

the indirect object (Recipient, Beneficiary), and (iii) 

four syntactic variants of the passive construction which 

we have designated construction types (a), (b), (c) and 

(d) (see Chapter 4 Section 4.2.3.2). It is possible to 

carry out a large number of different analyses of vari- 

ance within this general framework by selecting different 

factors for comparison. Our primary concern in this sec- 

tion is to investigate the effect of two general factors: 

(i) the factor of lexical markedness, and (ii) the syn- 

tactic factors involved in the [± configurationality] pa- 

rameter. In view of this concern, we concentrate on two 

types of comparison in this section. First, we investi- 

gate the effect of lexical markedness on the acceptabil- 

ity of the different syntactic variants of the ditransi- 

tive passive separately, and second, we compare the 

developmental profiles of sentences which have a differ- 

ent status with respect to the configurationality parame- 

ter. The general strategy is to establish the mode of 



Chapter 5: The Results 364 

interaction between the lexical factors and the syntactic 

factors. 

Section 5.5.2.1 The effect of lexical markedness on 
the acceptability of sentences with 
to- dative verbs 

Section 5.5.2.2 The effect of lexical markedness on 
the acceptability of sentences with 
for -dative verbs 

Section 5.5.3.1 The effect of syntactic features on 
the acceptability of sentences with 
to- dative verbs 

Section 5.5.3.2 The effect of syntactic features on 
the acceptability of sentences with 
for -dative verbs 

In section 5.5.4 we summarise all the results reported in 

sections 5.5.2 and 5.5.3. To anticipate the conclusion 

of this section, the results present a complex picture of 

the interaction of lexical effects and syntactic factors. 

We interpret these results as being consistent with the 

hypothesis that the interlanguage grammar undergoes a 

drastic restructuring, from a grammar with semi- configu- 

rational properties to a grammar with strongly configura- 

tional properties, between the High and Advanced levels' 

in our study. The results also suggest that syntactic 

restructuring is the primary mechanism behind the devel- 

opment of the interlanguage grammar, and that lexical 

learning plays only a minor role in comparison. Where 

the two factors interact, the effects of lexical learning 

are apparent only after syntactic restructuring has taken 

place. 

5.5.1 The factors in the design 

We turn now to a more detailed consideration of the fac- 

tors in the design for this section of the test. The 

sentences in this section of the test were constructed so 
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as to test the effect of the following factors on accept- 

ability: (i) Lexical Markedness (Core, Marginal, 

Peripheral), (ii) Prepositional Marker of semantic role 

of indirect object (to, for)1 and (iii) Construction -type 

((a), (b), (c), (d)). Within the classification of sen- 

tences as determined by the factors above we can also 

distinguish two categories of ditransitive verb, namely 

those which permit dative shift and those which don't. 

Therefore a fourth factor which cuts across the classifi- 

cation above is [± dative shift]. This basic design en- 

ables us to conduct a number of experiments, which fall 

into two types, according to whether the focus of inter- 

est is on the factor of Lexical Markedness or the syntac- 

tic features associated with the configurationality pa- 

rameter. We refer to the first type of experiment as Ex- 

periment 1, and the second as Experiment 2. 

Experiment 1: the effect of lexical markedness 

Aim To test the effect of Lexical Marked- 
ness on the acceptability of the pas- 
sive of ditransitive verbs. 

Anova type Three -way analysis of variance (5 x 3 

x 3) with repeated measures on the 
third factor. 

Factorial design Level (Low, Mid, High, Advanced, Na- 
tive speaker) x Test Version (A, B,, 
C) x Lexical Markedness (Core, 
Marginal, Peripheral) 

1 Note that this factor is an operational definition 
of the semantic role of the indirect object. The 
category `to- dative' corresponds to verbs which sub- 
categorize for a Recipient indirect object and the 
category `for -dative' corresponds to verbs which 
take an (optional) Beneficiary argument. We use the 
syntactic feature in preference to the semantic 
feature as the basis for the classification since 
the syntactic feature is clearly identifiable, 
whereas the semantic role of the indirect object de- 
pends on context and interpretation. 
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This experiment can be carried out with both to- dative 

verbs and for -dative verbs, and with the four construc- 

tion types, so there are in effect eight different exper- 

iments which can be carried out with this design, corre- 

sponding to the eight different combinations of these two 

factors. We are interested, however, principally in the 

acceptability of indirect object promotion, i.e. in con- 

struction type (c), so we concentrate on the results for 

this particular construction type. We report the results 

for other construction types only to provide a basis of 

comparison for the results for construction type (c). 

Experiment 2: the effect of syntactic features 

Aim To test the effect of the factor [± 
dative shift] on the acceptability of 
the passive of ditransitive verbs. 

Anova type Three -way analysis of variance (5 x 3 

x 2) with repeated measures on the 
third factor. 

Factorial design Level (Low, Mid, High, Advanced, Na- 
tive speaker) x Test Version (A, B, 

C) x Dative shift (possible, not 
possible) 

In our presentation and analysis of the results of this 

section of the test it is important to bear in mind the 

fact that the scores in some cases are based on the re- 

sponses to only one sentence token. In these circum- 

stances the dependent variable does not fully conform to 

the requirements of the analysis of variance; in particu- 

lar, it does not have a normal distribution (see Appendix 

3 for discussion). We recognise that there are problems 

in the use of the responses to one sentence token only as 

the dependent variable in these circumstances, and it 

must be remembered that the validity of the analysis may 
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be compromised by this failure to meet the conditions for 

the analysis of variance. In spite of these problems 

with the dependent variable, our primary concern is to 

determine the developmental profiles of the sentence - 

types under investigation, and it will be clear that the 

comparison of developmental profiles does not depend for 

its validity on the analysis of variance. 

A further difficulty which must be mentioned relates 

to the classification of the sentence -types. It will be 

recalled that the categories of Core, Marginal and Pe- 

ripheral were intended to define a scale of lexical 

markedness, but that there were difficulties in defining 

the scale with precision (see Chapter 4 section 4.2.3.2 

for details). In effect, the categories Core, Marginal 

and Peripheral are the result of two intersecting cate- 

gories, namely (i) [± lexically marked] and (ii) [± da- 

tive shift] (see Table 2 overleaf for examples). The in- 

tersection of these categories with the categories Core, 

Marginal and Peripheral is set out in the following 

table: 

Table 1: Verb categories for Group 2 to- dative sentences 

Core [- lexically marked] [+ dative shift] 

Marginal [+ lexically marked] [+ dative shift] 

Peripheral [+ lexically marked] [- dative shift] 

Since there are two intersecting systems of classifica- 

tion embodied in the selection of verbs for the test ma- 

terials, we shall find that the results of the analysis 

of variance are sometimes more easily interpreted in 

terms of the factor [± dative shift] than of the factor 

[± lexically marked]. We shall therefore make use of 
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whichever system of classification is more appropriate in 

our interpretation of a particular set of results. 

5.5.2 Experiment 1 results 

5.5.2.1 to- dative verbs 

We consider first the results for Experiment 1, which is 

designed to test the effect of the interaction of Lexical 

Markedness and Level of interlanguage development on the 

acceptability of dative shift and indirect object promo- 

tion. We consider first the to- dative verbs and con- 

struction type (a). The sentences for this experiment 

were as follows: 

Table 2: Sentences for Group 2 to- dative verbs, construc- 
tion type (a), (Vrsn = Test Version, LexM = Lexical 
Markedness) 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core The book was given to me. 
B The pullover was sold to her. 
C The letter was sent to him this morn- 

ing. 

A Marginal A new bicycle was promised to her. 
B A hundred dollars were offered to me. 
C Permission to go was refused to me. 

A Peripheral The problem was explained to them. 
B The picture was described to him. 
C The accident was reported to them. 

Note that there is one sentence -token only for each 

treatment combination. That means that the scores for 

each Test Version are based on the responses to only one 

sentence, and as a result we expect the effect of Test 

Version to be a complicating factor in the analysis. The 

analysis of variance for the full set of responses is set 

out in the table below: 
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Table 3: Analysis of variance, to- dative verbs, 
tion -type (a) (LexM = Lexical Markedness) 

construc- 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 132.05 265 

Level 16.17 4 4.04 10.70 ** 
Test Version 9.95 2 4.98 13.17 ** 
Level x Version 11.08 8 1.38 3.66 * ** 
Error (between) 94.85 251 0.38 

Within subjects 208.00 532 

Lexical Markedness 18.02 2 9.01 27.65 * ** 
Level x LexM 5.76 8 0.72 2.21* 
Version x LexM 12.65 4 3.16 9.71 * ** 
L x V x LexM 8.05 16 0.50 1.54 
Error (within) 163.53 502 0.33 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, p < .05 

We note first that the effect of Test Version is signifi- 

cant (F = 13.17, p < .01), reflecting the fact that the 

scores are derived from the responses to only one sen- 

tence- token. The effect of Level is also significant (F 

= 10.70, p < .01), and the effect of Lexical Markedness 

is highly significant (F = 27.65, p < .001). The inter- 

action effects of Level x Version (F = 3.66, p < .001) 

and Test Version x Lexical Markedness (F = 9.71, p < 

.001) are also highly significant, and the interaction 

effect of Level and Lexical Markedness is marginally sig- 

nificant (F = 2.21, p < .05). As before, the multiplic- 

ity of significant effects presents problems for the 

analysis; in particular, the highly significant effect of 

Test Version means that we should be cautious in making 

generalizations on the basis of these results. 

We can get a reasonably clear picture of the main 

patterns in this set of data from the star chart of mean 

acceptability ratings: 
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Table 4: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 

sentences with to- dative verbs, construction type (a) 

Lev LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 1.76 **** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.30 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.62 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 1.61 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 1.51 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.42 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Core 1.95 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.51 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.68 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Core 2.00 ********* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.74 **** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.95 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs Core 2.00 ********* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.49 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.93 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The important feature of the data from the point of view 

of developmental patterns is that there is little or no 

evidence of a developmental trend. All the sentences are 

accepted by the great majority of all subjects at all 

levels, including the lowest. These particular sentences 

therefore clearly conform to the criteria for Type 1 de- 

velopmental profile, i.e. they are acceptable throughout 

the range of the interlanguage grammar (see Section 5.1.4 

for our conventions regarding the use of the term 

`developmental profile'). The effect of Level is never- 

theless significant, and this is due to the fact that 

there is a rise, albeit rather uneven, in the value of 

the overall Level means for the first four levels; the 

overall mean for the Low groups is 1.56, and this rises 

to 1.89 for the Advanced groups. We can test the signif- 

icance of this apparent trend by means of the Scheffé 

test: 
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Table 5: 

ratings, 
type (a) 

Scheffé test on group mean acceptability 
to- dative sentences, all verbs, construction 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 189 171 111 114 213 

Mean 1.56 1.51 1.71 1.89 1.81 

Low 0.47 3.90 19.41* 14.92* 

Mid 6.40 24.20* 19.92* 

High 4.61 1.64 

Advanced 1.38 

Value of F for df (4, 793) : 2.38 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

None of the comparisons of adjacent means is significant, 

so we conclude that this set of data do not constitute 

evidence for a developmental trend. The significance of 

this result is that it demonstrates clearly that initial 

indeterminacy is not an artefact of the method of mea- 

surement. The developmental profiles for these sentence - 

types demonstrate clearly that there are sentences with 

determinate status in the interlanguage grammar of the 

subjects at the lowest level in the range covered by this 

study. We can therefore have confidence that the elici- 

tation method we have used is capable of distinguishing 

between sentences with different developmental profiles 

in the interlanguage grammar. 

The effect of Lexical Markedness is highly signifi- 

cant (F = 27.65, p < .001), reflecting the fact (evident 

in Table 4 above) that the sentences with Marginal verbs 

are consistently less acceptable than the other two sen- 

tence -types (with the exception of the responses of the 

Mid group). The main reason for the low acceptability of 

the Marginal group of sentences is the low acceptability 

to all groups taking Test Version C of the sentence 
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Permission to go was refused to me (overall mean 1.16) 

compared to the Marginal sentences for Test Versions A (A 

new bicycle was promised to her, overall mean 1.66) and B 

(A hundred dollars were offered to me, overall mean 

1.62). This kind of lexical effect is to be expected 

where there is only one sentence -token for each sentence - 

type. It is worth noting that the sentence Permission to 

go was refused to me is low in acceptability for all the 

non -native speaker groups taking Test Version C as well 

as the native speakers (group mean acceptability ratings: 

Low 1.11, Mid 1.25, High 0.94, Advanced 1.42, Native 

speakers 1.17) suggesting that even the lowest level non- 

native subjects are sensitive to lexical effects in the 

test materials. 

We turn now to the results for Experiment 1 with 

sentences of construction type (b), with to- dative verbs. 

The sentences for this experiment are as follows: 

Table 6: Sentences for Group 2 to- dative verbs, construc- 
tion type (b) 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core The book was given me. 
B The pullover was sold her. 
C The letter was sent him this morning. 

A Marginal A new bicycle was promised her. 
B A hundred dollars were offered me. 
C Permission to go was refused me. 

A Peripheral The problem was explained them. 
B The picture was described him. 
C The accident was reported them. 

Note that these sentences are exactly the same as those 

for construction type (a) except that the indirect object 

is the complement of the verb rather than of the preposi- 

tion to. We have already noted that the acceptability of 

this type of sentence is variable for native speakers of 
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English, and depends on stylistic factors such as whether 

there is a `heavy' Agent -by phrase, and whether the indi- 

rect object is a pronoun or not (see Appendix 5). In 

particular, the sentence -type is markedly more acceptable 

if the indirect object is an unstressed pronoun. 

According to this analysis, we might expect that the ac- 

ceptability of the sentences above would be variable for 

the native speakers in the study. It is therefore of 

some interest to note that all of the sentences are re- 

jected more or less unanimously by the native speakers. 

The analysis of variance is as follows: 

Table 7: Analysis of variance, to- dative verbs, 
tion -type (b) (LexM = Lexical Markedness) 

construc- 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 

Level 

265.49 

107.01 

265 

4 26.75 47.02 * ** 
Test Version 13.33 2 6.66 11.71 * ** 
Level x Version 2.34 8 0.29 0.51 
Error (between) 142.81 251 0.57 

Within subjects 288.00 532 

Lexical Markedness 2.38 2 1.19 2.59 
Level x LexM 5.07 8 0.63 1.38 
Version x LexM 23.91 4 5.98 13.02 * ** 
L x V x LexM 26.13 16 1.63 3.56 * ** 
Error (within) 230.52 502 0.46 

*** p < .001 

The effect of Level is highly significant (F = 47.02, p < 

. 001), as is the effect of Test Version (F = 11.71, p < 

. 001). The effect of Lexical Markedness is not signifi- 

cant. There are also significant interaction effects, 

notably the interaction between Test Version and Lexical 

Markedness (F = 13.02, p < .001) and the three -way inter- 

action effect (F = 3.56, p < .01). 
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The interest in this set of data lies in the overall 

developmental trend in the acceptability of these sen- 

tences. This is clearly evident in the star chart of 

mean acceptability ratings: 

Table 8: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 

sentences with to- dative verbs, construction type (b) 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 0.91 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.61 * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 0.68 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Core 1.00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.05 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 0.73 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Core 0.18 * * ** 
Marg 0.42 * * * * * * ** 
Peri 0.11 ** 

NSs Core 0.08 ** 
Marg 0.07 * 

Peri 0.03 * 

Consider first the fact that the effect of Lexical 

Markedness is not significant. We suggest that this is 

because this construction violates a principle of 

Universal Grammar and so is ungrammatical for all ditran- 

sitive verbs. 

Consider now the overall Level means, i.e. taking 

the means for the three sentence types (Core, Marginal 

and Peripheral) together. The developmental profile of 

the overall Level means is given in the table for the 

Scheffé test below: 
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Table 9: 

ratings, 
type (b) 

Scheffé test on group mean acceptability 
to- dative sentences, all verbs, construction 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 189 171 111 114 213 

Mean 0.90 0.74 0.93 0.24 0.06 

Low 4.22 0.10 55.45* 125.03* 

Mid 4.37 30.37* 76.94* 

High 47.71* 97.40* 

Advanced 4.08 

Value of F for df (4, 793) : 2.38 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

We can see from the overall Level means that the accept- 

ability of these sentences is more or less indeterminate 

for the first three levels, but drops sharply to a low 

figure for the Advanced groups. The results of the 

Scheffé test show that there is no significant difference 

in the group means for Levels Low to Mid and Mid to High, 

but the comparison of the means for the High and Advanced 

groups is highly significant. Note also that the compar- 

ison of the means for the Advanced and Native speaker 

groups is not significant. We take this result as clear 

evidence of top -down restructuring in the grammar between 

Levels High and Advanced. This result is interesting be- 

cause it suggests that the recognition of ungrammatical- 

ity occurs when the sentence violates some principle of 

determinate status in the grammar concerned. Where the 

grammar is indeterminate, there are no degrees of ungram- 

maticality. To look at the matter from the point of view 

of the mean acceptability rating as an index of group 

consensus, it is clear that there is no consensus in the 

judgements of the first three groups, whereas there is a 

clear consensus in the Advanced and Native speaker 
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groups. This is the result we would expect if the status 

of the sentence -type was indeterminate in the interlan- 

guage grammar for the first three levels, and then after 

restructuring, becomes unacceptable because it violates a 

principle of the restructured grammar. 

We consider now the results for construction type 

(c), the sentences with indirect object promotion. The 

sentences for this experiment are printed in the table 

below: 

Table 10: Sentences for Group 2 to- dative verbs, con- 
struction type (c) 

Vrsn 

A 
B 
C 

A 
B 
C 

A 
B 
C 

LexM Sentence 

Core 

Marginal 

Peripheral 

I was given the book. 
She was sold the pullover. 
He was sent the letter this morning. 

She was promised a new bicycle. 
I was offered a hundred dollars. 
I was refused permission to go. 

They were explained the problem. 
He was described the picture. 
They were reported the accident. 

For these sentences, we are principally interested in the 

interaction of Lexical Markedness and Level of interlan- 

guage development. The verbs in the Core and Marginal 

categories permit dative shift whereas those in the 

Peripheral category do not, and it is of interest to de- 

termine the stage of interlanguage development at which 

the learners begin to be able to distinguish between 

verbs which allow dative shift and those which do not. 

The analysis of variance is set out in the table below: 
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Table 11: Analysis of variance for Group 2 to- dative 
verbs, construction type (c) 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 348.84 265 

Level 143.06 4 35.76 48.67 * ** 
Test Version 17.51 2 8.76 11.91 * ** 
Level x Version 3.78 8 0.47 0.64 
Error (between) 184.49 251 0.73 

Within subjects 342.67 532 

Lex Markedness 78.38 2 39.19 99.74 * ** 
Level x LexM 50.08 8 6.26 15.93 * ** 
Version x LexM 2.13 4 0.53 1.36 
L x V x LexM 14.80 16 0.93 2.35 ** 
Error (within) 197.26 502 0.39 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01 

The analysis of variance presents a complex picture of 

significant main effects and interaction effects. The 

effect due to Test Version is highly significant (F = 

11.91, p < .001), although by a lower order of magnitude 

to that of the significance of Level (F = 48.66, p < 

.001) and particularly of Lexical Markedness (F = 99.74, 

p < .001) . 

We consider first the source of the effect due to 

Test Version. The sentences for Test Version A are con- 

sistently more acceptable (overall mean 1.12) than the 

sentences for Test Versions A and B (overall means 0.80 

and 0.81 respectively). The difference in the overall 

version means is largely due to the high acceptability of 

the Test Version A Core and Marginal sentences (i.e. I 

was given a book and She was promised a new bicycle) in 

comparison to the equivalent sentences for Test Version B 

and C. We can see the effect quite clearly if we examine 

the star chart of group means below: 
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Table 12: Mean acceptability ratings for to- dative sen- 
tences, construction type (c); interaction between Test 
Version (A, B, C) and Lexical Markedness (Core, Marginal, 
Peripheral) 

Vrsn LexM MAR MAR 

A Core 1.28 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 1.38 **************************** 
Peri 0.71 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

B Core 0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.20 ************************ 
Peri 0.34 * * * * * ** 

C Core 0.99 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.05 ********************* 
Peri 0.40 * * * * * * ** 

Our interpretion of this pattern is based on the assump- 

tion that the Core and Marginal sentences in Test Version 

A are closer to the prototypical meaning associated with 

indirect object promotion than the Core and Marginal sen- 

tences in Test Versions B and C. The relevant compar- 

isons are set out in the table below: 

Table 13: to- dative verbs, construction type (c), Core 
and Marginal sentences for Test Versions A, B and C. 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core 
Marginal 

B Core 
Marginal 

C Core 
Marginal 

I was given the book 
She was promised a new bicycle 

She was sold the pullover 
I was offered a hundred dollars 

He was sent the letter this morning 
I was refused permission to go 

We suggest that the verbs give and promise are more rep- 

resentative of the prototypical ditransitive verb than 

the verbs sell, offer, send and refuse in the sentences 

for Test Versions B and C because the notion of posses- 

sion is arguably more salient in the interpretation of 



Chapter 5: The Results 379 

the sentences with give and promise than in the other 

sentences. If this argument is accepted, then the pat- 

tern of results in the table above is clear evidence for 

the effect of lexical markedness on acceptability. 

We consider now the effects due to Level (F = 48.66, 

p < .001) and Lexical Markedness (F = 99.74, p < .001) 

(see Table 11). The interaction between these two ef- 

fects can be seen quite clearly in the star chart of 

group means below: 

Table 14: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 

sentences with to- dative verbs, construction type (c); 
interaction between Level and Lexical Markedness 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.98 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 0.56 * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 0.42 * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.68 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Peri 0.37 * * * * * ** 

High Core 0.30 * * * * ** 
Marg 0.46 * * * * * * * ** 
Peri 0.22 * * ** 

Adv Core 1.24 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 1.68 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 0.76 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs Core 1.90 ******* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.97 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Peri 0.48 * * * * * * * * ** 

It is clear from this chart that the highly significant 

effect of Lexical Markedness is due to the consistently 

low acceptability of the Peripheral sentences (overall 

mean acceptability rating 0.48) compared to the accept- 

ability of the Core and Marginal sentences (overall mean 

acceptability ratings 1.04 and 1.21 respectively). It is 

interesting to note that even the lowest -level subjects 
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seem to detect the ungrammaticality of the Peripheral 

sentences (compare the mean 0.56 for Peripheral sentences 

with means 0.95 and 0.98 for Core and Marginal sentences 

respectively). The important interaction effect for our 

purposes is the interaction between Level and Lexical 

Markedness (F = 15.93, p < .001). The effect is due to 

the difference in the developmental profiles of the Core 

and Marginal sentences on the one hand (see Table 14), 

which are of Type 3, and the profile of the Peripheral 

sentences, which does not coincide with any of the typi- 

cal developmental profiles which we have described (see 

this chapter, Section 5.1.4). According to our interpre- 

tive guidelines, we suggest that the Type 3 developmental 

profile of the Core and Marginal sentences (which are 

both [+ dative shift]) is evidence of restructuring in 

the grammar between the levels High and Advanced. The 

Scheffé test for the scores for these two sentence types 

combined confirms this conclusion: 

Table 15: Scheffé test on group mean acceptability 
ratings, to- dative sentences, [+ dative shift] verbs, 
construction type (c) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 126 114 74 76 142 

Mean 0.97 0.55 0.38 1.46 1.94 

Low 20.42* 32.05* 22.69* 123.67* 

Mid 2.69 74.25* 239.27* 

High 86.74* 233.35* 

Advanced 22.17* 

Value of F for df (4, 527) : 2.38 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

Note first that the difference in the means between the 

Low and the Mid groups is significant, suggesting that 
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dative shift is indeterminate in status for the Low group 

but unacceptable to some degree for the Mid group. The 

sentence -type remains unacceptable for the High group, 

but then undergoes a radical change in status, becoming 

acceptable to the Advanced group. The important compari- 

son is that between the means for the High and Advanced 

groups, which is significant. If we compare the develop- 

mental profile of the sentences with [+ dative shift] 

verbs (comprised of the Core and Marginal verbs), with 

that for the sentences with [- dative shift] (i.e. 

Peripheral) verbs (see Table 14), it appears that the [- 

dative shift] sentences are marginally less acceptable 

than the [+ dative shift] sentences for the subjects at 

the first three levels, but the difference is not great. 

It is clear, however, that the two categories of [+ da- 

tive shift] and [- dative shift] sentences are distin- 

guished by the Advanced and Native speaker groups. There 

is the acceptability of the [- dative shift] 

sentences between the levels High and Advanced, which is 

followed by a slight fall between the levels Advanced and 

Native speaker. We suggest that this particular profile 

is evidence of overgeneralisation by the subjects in the 

Advanced group. The reasoning is as follows. Suppose 

the grammar is restructured between the High and Advanced 

levels in such a way as to permit indirect object promo- 

tion. Suppose also that there is a period in the devel- 

opment of the interlanguage grammar after the restructur- 

ing has occurred during which the learner learns the lex- 

ical restrictions on the possibility of indirect object 

promotion. If these two suppositions are correct, then 

we would expect a rise in the acceptability of sentences 

with indirect object promotion after the restructuring, 

followed by a period during which the learner learns to 

distinguish between those verbs which allow indirect ob- 

ject promotion and those which don't. During this period 
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of lexical learning following the restructuring of the 

grammar, we would expect a steady fall in the acceptabil- 

ity of indirect object promotion with [- dative shift] 

verbs and a gradual rise in the acceptability of indirect 

object promotion with [+ dative shift] verbs. If we can 

show that the rise in acceptability in the Peripheral 

sentences between the High and Advanced levels is signif- 

icant, then this would show that the evidence is consis- 

tent with the hypothesis of overgeneralisation which we 

have suggested here. The results of the Scheffé test for 

the Peripheral (i.e. [- dative shift]) verbs are as fol- 

lows: 

Table 16: Scheffé test on group mean acceptability 
ratings, to- dative sentences, [- dative shift] verbs, 
construction type (c) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Mean 0.56 0.37 0.22 0.76 0.48 

Low 1.71 4.39 1.67 0.32 

Mid 0.85 5.81 0.63 

High 9.17 2.74 

Advanced 3.27 

Value of F for df (4, 261) : 2.39 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The difference in the group means for the High and 

Advanced groups just fails to reach the required level of 

significance (although it is significant if we take the 

more liberal level of probability of p < .1), so we must 

conclude that this particular developmental profile is 

not conclusive evidence of overgeneralisation. 

Nevertheless, it is unlikely that the rise in acceptabil- 

ity of the [- dative shift] sentences between the High 
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and Advanced levels is simply a chance result, and the 

overgeneralisation hypothesis seems the most plausible 

explanation of this particular developmental profile. . 

Finally in this section we consider the results for 

construction -type (d). The sentences for this experiment 

were as follows: 

Table 17: Sentences for Group 2 to- dative verbs, con- 
struction type (d) 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core Me was given the book. 
B Her was sold the pullover. 
C Him was sent the letter this morning. 

A Marginal Her was promised a new bicycle. 
B Me was offered a hundred dollars. 
C Me was refused permission to go. 

A Peripheral Them was explained the problem. 
B Him was described the picture. 
C Them was reported the accident. 

These sentences were intended to represent a passivized 

ditransitive verb with a promoted direct object and a 

topicalized indirect object. It was hypothesized that 

learners whose interlanguage grammar had the properties 

of a non -configurational grammar would be unable to de- 

tect the ungrammaticality of these sentences. In this 

instance, the relevant non- configurational properties are 

the possibility of nominative Case assignment within the 

maximal projection of the verb, and the lack of a struc- 

tural subject position. As a corollary of this hypothe- 

sis, we expect that these sentences will be decisively 

rejected by subjects whose interlanguage grammar has been 

restructured in conformity with the principles of a con- 

figurational grammar. 

The analysis of variance for this set of sentences 

was as follows: 
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Table 18: Analysis of variance for Group 2 sentences, to- 
dative verbs, construction type (d) 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 

Level 

236.37 

82.51 

265 

4 20.63 37.27 * ** 
Test Version 4.53 2 2.27 4.09* 
Level x Version 10.40 8 1.30 2.35* 
Error (between) 138.93 251 0.55 

Within subjects 210.00 532 

Lexical Markedness 3.84 2 1.92 5.37 ** 
Level x LexM 3.13 8 0.39 1.10 
Version x LexM 8.32 4 2.08 5.83 * ** 
L x V x LexM 15.46 16 0.97 2.71 * ** 
Error (within) 179.25 502 0.36 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 

The only effect which requires comment here is the effect 

of Level, which is highly significant (F = 37.27, p < 

.001). As we can see from the star chart of means below, 

there is a steady decline in acceptability of these sen- 

tences, taking all three categories (Core, Marginal and 

Peripheral) together, over the whole range: 
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Table 19: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 sen- 
tences, to- dative verbs, construction type (d) 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 0.86 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.89 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 0.68 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 0.61 * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.82 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Peri 0.47 * * * * * * * ** 

High Core 0.43 * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.68 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Peri 0.41 * * * * * * ** 

Adv Core 0.13 * ** 
Marg 0.13 * ** 
Peri 0.08 ** 

NSs Core 0.06 * 

Marg 0.00 
Peri 0.00 

This developmental profile is consistent with the assump- 

tion that the status of these sentences in relation to 

the interlanguage grammar of the lower -level subjects is 

indeterminate, and that as the grammar develops more of 

the characteristic properties of the [+ configurational - 

ity] parameter, the sentences become correspondingly less 

acceptable. The profile is not linear, however, as we 

can see from the results of the Scheffé test, which shows 

that there is a sharp decline in the mean acceptability 

rating between levels High and Advanced. This result is 

consistent with our restructuring hypothesis. 
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Table 20: Scheffé test on 
ratings, to- dative verbs, 

386 

group mean acceptability 
construction type (d) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 189 171 111 114 213 

Mean 0.81 0.64 0.50 0.11 0.02 

Low 5.79 14.18* 74.96* 136.47* 

Mid 2.59 40.84* 79.12* 

High 18.69* 37.52* 

Advanced 1.47 

Value of F for df (4, 793) : 2.38 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

We summarise here our findings with respect to Experiment 

1 for the to- dative verbs. Recall that Experiment 1 was 

designed to test the effect of the interaction of lexical 

markedness and level of interlanguage development on the 

acceptability of the four construction types represented 

in the Group 2 sentences. For each construction -type we 

give an example sentence. 

Construction type (a) e.g. A book was given to me 

i. All the sentences in this group were judged accept- 
able by all groups, and there was no evidence of a 

developmental trend. These sentences therefore con- 
form to the criteria for the Type 1 developmental 
profile. 

ii. The relative unacceptability of the sentence 
Permission to go was refused to me was detected by 
all groups taking Test Version C, including the Low 
group. 
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Construction type (b) e.g. The book was given me 

i. The acceptability of this sentence type showed a 
slight tendency to decline over the first three lev- 
els, but this tendency was not significant. There 
was a significant drop in the acceptability of these 
sentences between levels High and Advanced. This 
pattern is typical of developmental profile Type 5. 

ii. The evidence is consistent with the sentence -type 
being indeterminate in status for the first three 
levels, and thereafter unacceptable due to restruc- 
turing in the interlanguage grammar between levels 
High and Advanced. 

iii. The evidence suggests that learners are unable to 
recognise the ungrammaticality of these sentences 
until after the interlanguage grammar has acquired 
the properties of a strongly configurational gram- 
mar. 

Construction type (c) e.g. I was given a book 

i. There was some evidence of the effect of lexical 
markedness; e.g. the sentences I was given a book 
and She was promised a bicycle were more acceptable 
than other sentences in the same category. We sug- 
gest that this is due to the verbs in these sen- 
tences (i.e. give and promise) being more represen- 
tative of the prototypical ditransitive verb than 
the verbs in the other sentences. 

ii. There was significant interaction between lexical 
markedness and level of interlanguage development. 
In particular, the developmental profile of sen- 
tences with [+ dative shift] verbs was consistent 
with restructuring in the interlanguage grammar be- 
tween levels High and Advanced (i.e. developmental 
profile Type 3), while the developmental profile of 
sentences with [- dative shift] verbs showed that 
the status of these sentences was initially indeter- 
minate and then, after restructuring, unacceptable. 

iii. The developmental profile of the sentences with [- 

dative shift] verbs was distinctive in that it 

showed a rapid decline to very low acceptability at 
level High, followed by a rise at level Advanced, 
followed by a slight decline at the level of Native 
speakers. We suggest that this developmental pro- 
file may be evidence of overgeneralisation in the 
Advanced group of learners. In other words, the 
learners at Advanced level may not have fully ac- 
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quired the lexical knowledge to enable them to dis- 
criminate as clearly as the native speakers between 
those verbs which allow dative shift and those which 
do not. 

Construction type (d) e.g. Me was given a book 

i. The developmental profile for these sentences shows 
a steady decline over the whole range from initial 
indeterminacy, although the decline was most sharply 
evident between the levels High and Advanced. 

ii. There was no evidence of interaction between lexical 
markedness and level of interlanguage development, 
suggesting that this construction is more or less 
unacceptable to all learners regardless of the lexi- 
cal content of the sentence. 

iii. The developmental profile was consistent with ini- 
tial indeterminacy followed by restructuring betweén 
levels High and Advanced. 

iv. We interpret the evidence as suggesting that the 
recognition of ungrammaticality is not possible un- 
til the grammar has acquired determinate status with 
regard to the configurationality parameter. 

To conclude this section, we note first that it is impor- 

tant to bear in mind the limitations of the analysis. 

There are a large number of significant interaction ef- 

fects, generally of low levels of significance in compar- 

ison to the effects which we have reported. It is unde- 

niable that these interaction effects muddy the picture 

which we have presented above, and give grounds for cau- 

tion in interpreting the results. Although the frequency 

of lexical effects gives grounds for caution, it is worth 

noting that where we have investigated unevenness in the 

data, it is usually possible to trace the source of the 

unevenness to differences in the acceptability of indi- 

vidual sentences. As we have made clear, such lexical 

effects are to be expected where the acceptability rat- 

ings are based on the scores for one sentence -token only. 

It is important therefore to recognise that the general- 
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izability of our conclusions rests on foundations which 

are less secure than we would wish. Nevertheless, it is 

fair to say that the results we have reported here build 

up to a consistent picture which is not invalidated by 

the shortcomings of the experimental materials. 

5.5.2.2 for -dative verbs 

We turn now to a consideration of the results of Experi- 

ment 1 for for -dative verbs. We shall be more selective 

in our reporting of the results for these sentences, con- 

centrating on results which are significantly different 

from those which we have found with to- dative verbs. The 

differences we might expect can be related to the fact 

that the acceptability of dative shift and indirect ob- 

ject promotion with respect to for -dative verbs is more a 

matter of context and interpretation than is the case for 

to- dative verbs. It is possible to distinguish fairly 

clearly between those to- dative verbs which permit dative 

shift and those which don't, and the basis for the dis- 

tinction is primarily lexical rather than semantic or 

contextual. This is not the case with for -dative verbs, 

since the acceptability of dative shift with for -dative 

verbs depends on whether the indirect object can be in- 

terpreted as the actual or potential possessor of the 

transfered object, and not on the idiosyncratic proper- 

ties of the verb. Another relevant distinction between 

the two types of verb is that to- dative verbs commonly 

subcategorize for two obligatory internal arguments, a 

Theme and a Goal, whereas for -dative verbs subcategorize 

for only one obligatory argument, a Theme. The 

Beneficiary argument of for -dative verbs is never re- 

quired to fulfill the subcategorization requirements of 

the verb, and it is not therefore surprising that the ac- 

ceptability of dative shift with these verbs is not an 

idiosyncratic property of the lexicon but rather a matter 
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of interpretation. For both types of verb, the primary 

requirement is that the interlanguage grammar should per- 

mit dative shift; if this requirement is satisfied, then 

the acceptability of dative shift with to- dative verbs is 

an idiosyncratic property of the lexicon, while the ac- 

ceptability of dative shift with for -dative verbs depends 

on semantic and contextual factors. For these reasons, 

we expect that the use of dative shift with for -dative 

verbs will be acquired later than with to- dative verbs, 

and that once acquired, the primary factor in the accept- 

ability of the structure will be the semantic role of the 

indirect object rather than the lexical properties of the 

verb. 

In our presentation of the results we shall gener- 

ally not give the full analysis of variance table except 

where this is appropriate. We shall instead report F ra- 

tios and significance levels as and when they are rele- 

vant to the analysis. Our primary method of presenting 

the data will be the star chart of mean acceptability 

ratings, together with the Scheffé test, which we shall 

use in order to determine the significance of developmen- 

tal trends which may be apparent in the star chart. 

We consider first the sentences for construction 

type (a). The sentences were as follows: 
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Table 21: Group 2 for -dative verbs, construction type 
(a), all sentences 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core The cake was baked for him. 
B A new bed was made for them. 
C A new car was bought for me. 

A Marginal The car was cleaned for me. 
B The sheets were washed for me. 
C The door was painted for them. 

A Peripheral The tickets were prepared for them. 
B A bottle of champagne was ordered for 

her. 
C The window was opened for her. 

Since these sentences and their German equivalents are 

compatible with the core grammars of English and German 

respectively we expect that these sentences will be ac- 

ceptable throughout the range, i.e. that they will dis- 

play developmental profiles of Type 1. The results are 

as we expect. The effect of Test Version is not signifi- 

cant, and the effect of Lexical Markedness is only 

marginally significant (F = 3.52, p < .05). There are no 

significant interaction effects. The effect of Level is 

highly significant (F = 15.24, p < .001) and is due to a 

steady but gradual rise in acceptability across the 

range. This trend is evident in the star chart of means 

below: 
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Table 22: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 sen- 
tences with for -dative verbs, construction type (a) 

Lev LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 1.57 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 1.59 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.54 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 1.58 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.72 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High Core 1.70 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 1.68 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.95 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Core 2.00 ********* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.84 ****** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 2.00 ********* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs Core 1.92 ******* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 1.83 ****** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Peri 1.99 ********* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The Scheffé test for the comparison of means shows that 

none of the comparisons for the overall Level means is 

significant, confirming our impression that these sen- 

tences are acceptable throughout the range, and have de- 

velopmental profiles of Type 1: 
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Table 23: Scheffé test on group mean acceptability 
ratings, for -dative verbs, construction type (a) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 189 171 111 114 213 

Mean 1.57 1.62 1.77 1.95 1.91 

Low 0.83 9.69* 32.90* 37.87* 

Mid 5.14 23.36* 25.56* 

High 5.33 4.30 

Advanced 0.32 

Value of F for df (4, 793) : 2.38 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

We turn now to the results for the for -dative verbs with 

construction type (b). The sentences were as follows: 

Table 24: Group 2 for -dative sentences, construction type 
(b) 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core The cake was baked him. 
B A new bed was made them. 
C A new car was bought me. 

A Marginal The car was cleaned me. 
B The sheets were washed me. 
C The door was painted them. 

A Peripheral The tickets were prepared them. 
B A bottle of champagne was ordered 

her. 
C The window was opened her. 

The results for this set of sentences are complex and 

present problems of interpretation which are of limited 

interest, so we shall not report the results in detail. 

The effect due to Test Version is highly significant (F = 

15.82, p < .001), which shows that the acceptability of 
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these sentences is highly influenced by contextual and /or 

lexical factors. This also means that we should be cau- 

tious before drawing general conclusions from these re- 

sults. The main trends in the data (apart from the ef- 

fect of Test Version) are evident from the star chart of 

means below: 

Table 25: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 

sentences with for -dative verbs, construction type (b) 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.19 * * ** 
Peri 0.75 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 0.37 * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.18 * * ** 
Peri 0.51 * * * * * * * * ** 

High Core 0.51 * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.19 * * ** 
Peri 0.49 * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Core 0.13 * ** 
Marg 0.00 
Peri 0.18 * * ** 

NSs Core 0.00 
Marg 0.00 
Peri 0.00 

First, we note that there is a decline in the overall ac- 

ceptability rating of these sentences across the range. 

This is reflected in the high level of significance of 

the effect due to Level (F = 24.27, p < .001). We also 

note that the acceptability of these sentences at the be- 

ginning of the range is markedly lower than that of the 

equivalent to- dative sentences (see Tables 27, 28 and the 

ensuing comments for discussion of this difference). The 

significance of the developmental trend in the star chart 

above can be evaluated from the results of the Scheffé 

test: 
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Table 26: Scheffé test on group mean acceptability 
ratings, for -dative verbs, construction type (b) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 189 171 111 114 213 

Mean 0.53 0.35 0.40 0.11 0.00 

Low 8.21 3.55 36.79* 80.74* 

Mid 0.40 11.88* 33.63* 

High 13.73* 33.02* 

Advanced 2.37 

Value of F for df (4, 793) : 2.38 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

Here again we notice that the most significant comparison 

is that between the means for the High and Advanced 

groups; this result provides more evidence for our re- 

structuring hypothesis. 

Another notable feature of the data which is evident 

in the star chart above is the consistently low accept- 

ability of the Marginal sentences compared to the Core 

and Peripheral sentences. This is a clear demonstration 

of our failure to arrive at a satisfactory operational 

definition of the factor of lexical markedness. The 

failure is most obvious in the mistaken inclusion of the 

verb order in the Peripheral category. The verb order 

was included in the Peripheral category on the grounds 

that it is polysyllabic and of Latin origin, and there- 

fore arguably lexically marked. It is quite clear, how- 

ever, on inspection of the sentences, that the inclusion 

of order in this category is a mistake, since order per- 

mits dative shift, as in the sentences She was ordered a 

bottle of champagne, and the other two verbs in this cat- 

egory (prepare and open) do not. The result of this mis- 

take is that the category Peripheral as it is opera- 
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tionalised by the classification of verbs here is not 

theoretically coherent, and the results of any analysis 

of variance which includes this category are not inter- 

pretable. 

The reason for the low acceptability of the Marginal 

sentences in comparison to the others is fairly clear: 

they are all sentences with indirect objects which cannot 

be interpreted as the actual or potential possessor of 

the transfered object. In fact, the verbs in the 

Marginal category are all examples of verbs where the in- 

direct object has the semantic function of `deputive', to 

use Hawkins's (1981) term. The semantic role of the in- 

direct objects in the Peripheral sentences are a blend of 

`deputive' ( *The window was opened her) and `possessor' 

( ?The tickets were prepared them and ?A bottle of cham- 

pagne was ordered her). Aside from these questions of 

classification, we should of course point out that all of 

these sentences violate the principle of Universal Gram- 

mar that past participles do not assign accusative Case. 

It is therefore interesting that this constraint seems to 

be operating at the earliest level in the range, suggest- 

ing that the acceptability of this sentence type is de- 

termined by invariant principles of Universal Grammar, 

rather than parameterized principles. 

We have noted that these sentences are in general 

lower in acceptability than the equivalent to- dative sen- 

tences, and this is a matter of some interest. We con- 

sider first the difference in acceptability of the to -da- 

tive and for -dative verbs in the Core category for con- 

struction type (b). The sentences were as follows: 
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Table 27: Group 2 sentences with to- dative and for -dative 
Core verbs, construction type (b) (PM = Prepositional 
Marker of semantic role of indirect object) 

Vrsn PM Sentence 

A to The book was given me 
B The pullover was sold her 
C The letter was sent him this morning 

A for The cake was baked him 
B A new bed was made them 
C A new car was bought me 

The star chart of mean acceptability ratings for these 

sentences shows that the to- dative sentences are markedly 

more acceptable than the for -dative sentences: 

Table 
dative 
tional 

28: Mean acceptability ratings, to- dative and for - 
Core verbs, construction type (b) (PM = Preposi- 
Marker of semantic role of indirect object) 

Level PM MAR MAR 

Low to 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid to 0.91 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.37 * * * * * ** 

High to 1.00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.51 * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv to 0.18 * * ** 
for 0.13 * ** 

NSs to 0.08 ** 
for 0.00 

The Anova table 

low: 

for this set of sentences is set out be- 
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Table 29: Anova table for to- dative and for -dative Core 
verbs, construction type (b) 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 215.39 265 

Level 56.62 4 14.16 34.97 * * * 
Version 35.72 2 17.86 44.12 * ** 
Level x Version 21.42 8 2.68 6.61 * ** 
Error (between) 101.62 251 0.40 

Within subjects 123.00 266 

Feature 10.86 1 10.86 27.87 * ** 
Level x Feature 5.12 4 1.28 3.29 
Version x Feature 3.05 2 1.53 3.92 
L x V x F 6.20 8 0.77 2.00 
Error (within) 97.77 251 0.39 

*** p < .001 

The effect of Prepositional Marker is highly significant 

(F = 27.87, p < .001), confirming that this construction 

is in general more acceptable for to- dative verbs than 

for for -dative verbs. The effect of Level is also highly 

significant (F = 34.96, p < .001), as is the effect of 

Test Version (F = 44.12, p < .001). We note that the 

high level of significance of the effect of Test Version 

means that we should be cautious in generalizing from 

these results. Given the fact that these two categories 

of verbs are both [+ dative shift], it is of interest to 

investigate the developmental trend of the overall Level 

means for these sentences treated as a single [+ dative 

shift] category. The Scheffé test for the overall means 

shows that there is a radical discontinuity in the devel- 

opmental profile of these sentences between the levels 

High and Advanced, in conformity with our restructuring 

hypothesis: 
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Table 30: Scheffé test for overall Level means, Core [+ 

dative shift] (i.e. to- dative and for -dative together) 
verbs, construction type (b) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 126 114 74 76 142 

Mean 0.80 0.64 0.76 0.16 0.04 

Low 2.91 0.18 36.74* 72.00* 

Mid 1.14 19.85* 42.31* 

High 25.15* 46.45* 

Advanced 1.24 

Value of F for df(4,527): 2.38 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

Consider now the comparison of to- dative and for -dative 

verbs in the Marginal category. We expect a somewhat 

different picture here because the to- dative Marginal 

verbs are [+ dative shift], while the for -dative Marginal 

verbs are [- dative shift]. The sentences are as fol- 

lows: 

Table 31: Group 2 sentences with to- dative and for -dative 
Marginal verbs, construction type (b) (PM = Prepositional 
Marker of semantic role of indirect object) 

Vrsn PM Sentence 

A to A new bicycle was promised her 
B A hundred dollars were offered me 
C Permission to go was refused me 

A for The car was cleaned me 
B The sheets were washed me 
C The door was painted them 

The star chart for the group mean acceptability ratings 

is set out below: 
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Table 32: Mean acceptability ratings, to- dative and for - 
dative Core verbs, construction type (b) (PM = Preposi- 
tional Marker of semantic role of indirect object) 

Level PM MAR MAR 

Low to 0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.19 * * ** 

Mid to 0.61 * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.18 * * ** 

High to 1.05 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.19 * * ** 

Adv to 0.42 * * * * * * ** 
for 0.00 

NSs to 0.07 * 

for 0.00 

The effect of Prepositional Marker is highly significant 

(F = 87.69, p < .001), as we should expect. The effect 

of Level is also highly significant (F = 18.34, p < .001) 

though less so than for the Core sentences. This re- 

flects the fact that the Marginal for -dative sentences 
are much lower in acceptability for all groups than the 

Core for -dative sentences. The effect of Test Version is 

not significant, so we can have some confidence in gener- 

alizing beyond these particular sentence -tokens. The 

conclusion we reach on the basis of the comparisons above 

is that construction type (b) with for -dative verbs is 
completely unacceptable throughout the range of the in- 

terlanguage grammar, which is to say that these sentences 

display a developmental profile of Type 2, while the con- 

struction for to- dative verbs is of Type 5, which is to 

say that it is indeterminate in the initial stages of the 

grammar, and only becomes determinate (and unacceptable) 

for the Advanced learner. We suggest that this clear 

difference in developmental profiles is evidence that the 

semantic role of the indirect object is an important fac- 
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tor in the acceptability of this construction throughout 

the range of the interlanguage grammar. Evidently, the 

lower -level learners are able to detect the ungrammati- 

cality of the construction where the indirect object has 

the semantic role of beneficiary or deputive, but they 

are not able to detect the ungrammaticality of the con- 

struction where the indirect object has the semantic role 

of recipient. This suggests that where unacceptability 

is determined by semantic factors, the lower -level learn- 

ers in this study have determinate intuitions, but when 

unacceptability is determined by syntactic factors re- 

lated to the configurationality parameter, their intu- 

itions are not determinate until after restructuring in 

the configurational parameter has taken place. 

We consider now the results for the for -dative 

verbs, construction type (c). The sentences are as fol- 

lows: 

Table 33: Sentences for Group 2 for -dative verbs, con- 
struction type (c) 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core He was baked a cake 
B They were made a new bed 
C I was bought a new car 

A Marginal I was cleaned the car 
B I was washed the sheets 
C They were painted the door 

A Peripheral They were prepared the tickets 
B She was ordered a bottle of champagne 
C She was opened the window 

Note that the number of sentence- tokens for each sen- 

tence -type is one only. If indirect object promotion 

with for -dative verbs is acquired at a late stage in the 

interlanguage development, we expect a significant inter- 

action between Level and Lexical Markedness, since it is 
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likely that the construction will be ruled out for all 

verbs before the grammar has acquired [+ configurational - 

ity] status. Only after restructuring do we expect that 

indirect object promotion with for -dative verbs will be 

acceptable, and we also expect that this construction 

will be acceptable to the extent that the indirect object 

can be interpreted as the actual or potential possessor 

of the transfered direct object. The star chart of means 

below confirms our expectations: 

Table 34: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 2 for -da- 
tive verbs, construction type (c) 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 
Marg 
Peri 

0.54 
0.49 
0.60 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * 

* * * * * ** 
* * * * ** 
* * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 0.35 * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.19 * * ** 

Peri 0.46 * * * * * * * ** 

High Core 0.11 ** 

Marg 0.08 ** 

Peri 0.22 * * ** 

Adv Core 0.74 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.16 ** * 

Peri 0.21 * * ** 

NSs Core 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Marg 0.03 * 

Peri 0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The pattern here is striking. The acceptability of all 

the sentences is initially low, and declines uniformly to 

a very low point at the High level. Thereafter, the ac- 

ceptability of the Marginal and Peripheral sentences re- 

mains low while the acceptability of the Core sentences 

rises. Although the consensus of the Advanced group is 

still that the Core sentences are unacceptable, the level 

of consensus is much lower than for the other non -native 
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speaker groups. We may interpret this as an indication 

that the Advanced group are in the process of acquiring 

indirect object promotion in association with the Core 

group of for -dative verbs, but that there are still some 

members of the group for whom this construction is inde- 

terminate or ungrammatical in status. Note that the ac- 

ceptability of the Peripheral sentences to the Native 

speaker group is substantially higher than for the 

Advanced group. This is due to the high acceptability to 

native speakers of the sentence She was ordered a bottle 

of champagne (group mean acceptability rating 1.48) com- 

pared to the acceptability of the other two sentences in 

the Peripheral group (They were prepared the tickets 0.04 

and She was opened the window 0.11). The responses of 

the Advanced group show that they are not as sensitive to 

the difference in acceptability of these sentences as the 

native speakers (They were prepared the tickets 0.08, She 

was ordered a bottle of champagne 0.38, She was opened 

the window 0.17). This is as we should expect if this 

group are still in process of acquiring this construction 

by the process of bottom -up lexical accretion. 

It is relevant at this point to compare the develop- 

mental profiles of construction type (c) for to- dative 

and for -dative verbs which allow dative shift. The rele- 

vant sentences are set out in the table below: 

Table 35: Sentences for Group 2, to- dative and for -dative 
Core verbs, construction type (c) 

Vrsn PM Sentence 

A to I was given the book 
B She was sold the pullover 
C He was sent the letter this morning 

A for He was baked a cake 
B They were made a new bed 
C I was bought a new car 
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The star chart of mean acceptability ratings shows the 

main features of the data: 

Table 36: Mean acceptability ratings for to- dative and 
for -dative Core verbs, construction type (c) 

Lev PM MAR MAR 

Low to 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 0.54 * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid to 0.42 * * * * * * ** 
for 0.35 * * * * * ** 

High to 0.30 * * * * ** 
for 0.11 ** 

Adv to 1.24 ************************* 
for 0.74 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs to 1.90 ******* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
for 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The chart shows quite clearly that both types of sentence 

have developmental profiles of Type 3, but that the ac- 

ceptability of indirect object promotion with for -dative 
verbs is generally lower than with to- dative verbs; this 

is particularly so for the Advanced group, who have al- 

ready acquired indirect promotion with to- dative verbs, 

but are still in the process of acquiring it with for -da- 
tive verbs. This result is what we have predicted. 

We consider now the results for the for -dative 
verbs, construction type (d). The sentences were as fol- 

lows: 
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Table 37: Sentences for for -dative verbs, construction 
type (d) 

Vrsn LexM Sentence 

A Core Him was baked a cake 
B Them was made a new bed 
C Me was bought a new car 

A Marginal Me was cleaned the car 
B Me were washed the sheets 
C Them was painted the door 

A Peripheral Them were prepared the tickets 
B Her was ordered a bottle of champagne 
C Her was opened the window 

We note again that there is only one sentence -token for 

each sentence -type. The pattern of mean acceptability 

ratings for these sentences is shown in the star chart 

below: 

Table 38: Mean acceptability ratings for for -dative 
verbs, construction type (d) 

Level LexM MAR MAR 

Low Core 0.84 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.29 * * * * ** 
Peri 0.73 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid Core 0.42 * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.14 * ** 
Peri 0.33 * * * * ** 

High Core 0.73 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
Marg 0.27 * * * ** 
Peri 0.43 * * * * * * * ** 

Adv Core 0.16 * ** 
Marg 0.08 ** 
Peri 0.08 ** 

NSs Core 0.00 
Marg 0.00 
Peri 0.00 
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There is a curious dip in the acceptability of the Core 

and Peripheral sentences for the Mid group, for which we 

have no explanation, although this kind of effect is to 

be expected occasionally where the acceptability rating 

is based on the responses for one sentence -token only. 

For the sentences taken as a whole there is a sharp de- 

cline in overall acceptability between the High and 

Advanced levels. There is also a significantly lower ac- 

ceptability rating for the Marginal sentences (overall 

mean 0.15) than for the other two categories (overall 

means 0.41 and 0.32 respectively). The developmental 

trends in the data can be determined from the results of 

the Scheffé test: 

Table 39: Scheffé test for overall Level means, 
dative verbs, construction type (d) 

for - 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 189 171 111 114 213 

Mean 0.62 0.30 0.48 0.11 0.00 

Low 26.66* 4.04 54.17* 110.75* 

Mid 6.24 7.35 24.35* 

High 22.49* 48.01* 

Advanced 2.37 

Value of F for df (4, 793) : 2.38 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

The general pattern here shows that these sentences are 

of indeterminate status for the Low group but unaccept- 

able for the Mid and High groups. There is a further de- 

cline in the acceptability of these sentences at the 

level of the Advanced groups, for whom the sentences are 

completely unacceptable. It is difficult to interpret 

the dip at the level of the Mid groups, and we suggest 

that this is due to the combination of initial indetermi- 
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nacy and idiosyncratic lexical effects rather than any- 

thing more significant. The sharp decline in the overall 

mean between the High and Advanced groups is in confor- 

mity with our restructuring hypothesis. 

We summarise here the more important results for Ex- 

periment 1 in relation to for -dative verbs. 

Construction type (a) e.g. The cake was baked for him 

i. All the sentences displayed the developmental pro- 
file Type 1, i.e. they were more or less completely 
acceptable throughout the range covered by the 
study. 

Construction type (b) e.g. The cake was baked him 

i. The effect of Test Version was highly significant, 
so the results can not be generalized with confi- 
dence. 

ii. There was no significant comparison between means 
for the first three levels, indicating persistent 
indeterminacy, but the difference between the over- 
all means for the High and Advanced levels was sig- 
nificant. This pattern is in conformity with devel- 
opmental profile Type 5, suggesting that the 
interlanguage grammar has been restructured between 
these levels. This profile also suggests that the 
ungrammaticality of these sentences cannot be de- 
tected by the learners until their interlanguage 
grammar has acquired the properties of the [+ con - 
figurationality] parameter. 

iii. The Marginal sentences were consistently less ac- 
ceptable than the other two categories of sentence. 
This reflects the fact that the dominant factor in 
the acceptability of these sentences is the semantic 
role of the indirect object, rather than the level 
of lexical markedness. The effect of the difference 
in the semantic role of the indirect object is ap- 
parent even at the earliest level. 
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Construction type (c) e.g. He was baked a cake 

i. The Core sentences (which are [+ dative shift]) have 
developmental profiles of Type 3, which by hypothe- 
sis is indicative of restructuring. 

ii. The Marginal and Peripheral sentences (which are [- 

dative shift]) have developmental profiles of Type 
2, i.e. they are unacceptable throughout the range. 

iii. The native -speaker group detected the mis- classifi- 
cation of order as a [- dative shift] verb, while 
the Advanced group did not. 

iv. The overall pattern is consistent with the hypothe- 
sis that indirect object promotion with for -dative 
verbs is acquired late as a result of restructuring. 

Construction type (d) e.g. Him was baked a cake 

i. These sentences were more or less unacceptable to 
all levels, although there was an anomalous dip in 
the developmental profile at level Mid, for which we 
are unable to offer an explanation. 

ii. The sentences were not decisively rejected by sub- 
jects until the Advanced level. 

We also summarise here the results of the comparisons be- 

tween construction types (b) and (c) for to- dative [+ da- 

tive shift] and for- dative [+ dative shift] verbs. 

Construction type (b), to- dative and for -dative [+ dative 
shift] verbs 

i. The sentences with to- dative verbs displayed a de -' 
velopmental profile of Type 5, i.e. persistent inde- 
terminacy for the first three levels, followed by a 

sharp decline in acceptability at level Advanced. 

ii. The sentences with for -dative verbs were more or 
less unacceptable throughout the range (i.e. they 
have developmental profiles of Type 2). 

iii. The contrast in the developmental profiles of the 
two types of sentence suggests that the learners at 

the lowest level are able to detect ungrammaticality 
when it depends on the semantic role of the indirect 
object, but not when it depends on syntactic fac- 
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tors. The conclusion is that intuitions of grammat- 
icality which are depend on semantic factors are 
more determinate at an earlier stage in the develop- 
ment of the interlanguage grammar than intuitions 
which depend on the status of the configurationality 
parameter. 

Construction type (c), to- dative and for -dative [+ dative 
shift] verbs 

i. Both types of sentences have developmental profiles 
of Type 3, indicating restructuring. 

ii. The acceptability of the for -dative sentences was 
lower than that of the to- dative sentences at all 
levels, but particularly at the Advanced level, sug- 
gesting that indirect object promotion with for -da- 
tive verbs is acquired later than with to- dative 
verbs. 

5.5.3 Experiment 2 results 

In this section we are interested in comparing the devel- 

opmental profiles of the four different construction 

types represented in the test materials. It will be re- 

called that the comparisons of interest are (i) between 

construction types (a) and (b), i.e. between sentences 

such as The book was given to me and The book was given 

me and (ii) between construction types (c) and (d), i.e. 

between sentences such as I was given the book and Me was 

given the book. We can carry out these comparisons for 

six different categories of verb, corresponding to the 

six possible combinations of the two factors Lexical 

Markedness (Core, Marginal, Peripheral) and Prepositional 

Marker of indirect object (to, for). In what follows, we 

shall limit ourselves to those comparisons which are of 

interest; we are particularly interested in the compari- 

son between sentences of type (c), which are compatible 

with a configurational grammar, and sentences of type 

(d), which are not. These comparisons are an important 

part of the evidence in support of our claim that the in- 
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terlanguage grammar is basically non -configurational at' 

the initial stages (i.e. up to and including level High), 

and then undergoes restructuring and takes on the charac- 

teristics of a strongly configurational grammar at the 

Advanced level. In section 5.5.3.1 we compare the devel- 

opmental profiles of the construction types for selected 

categories of to- dative verbs, and in section 5.5.3.2 we 

do the same for selected categories of for -dative verbs. 

Finally, in section 5.5.4 we summarize the more signifi- 

cant of the results for all the Group 2 sentences. 

5.5.3.1 to- dative verbs 

Consider first the developmental profiles of construc- 

tion -types (a) and (b) for to- dative verbs which allow 

dative shift. Recall that both Core and Marginal to -da- 

tive verbs permit dative shift, so we have two sentence - 

tokens for each sentence -type in the analysis of variance 

here. The relevant comparisons will be clear from the 

list of sentences below: 
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Table 40: Group 2 to- dative verbs, [+ dative shift], con- 
struction types (a) and (b) 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (a) The book was given to me. 
A new bicycle was promised to her. 

B The pullover was sold to her. 
A hundred dollars were offered to me. 

C The letter was sent to him this morning. 
Permission to go was refused to me. 

A (b) The book was given me. 
A new bicycle was promised her. 

B The pullover was sold her. 
A hundred dollars were offered me. 

C The letter was sent him this morning. 
Permission to go was refused me. 

The analysis of variance for these sentences is shown in 

the table below: 

Table 41: Analysis of variance for Group 2 to- dative 
verbs, [+ dative shift], construction types (a) and (b) 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 291.22 265 

Level 50.62 4 12.66 14.37 * ** 
Test Version 1.20 2 0.60 0.68 
Level x Version 18.39 8 2.30 2.61 ** 
Error (between) 221.01 251 0.88 

Within subjects 1032.50 266 

Construction 625.81 1 625.81 655.74 * ** 
Level x C 113.55 4 28.39 29.74 * ** 
Version x C 42.14 2 21.07 22.08 * ** 
L x V x C 11.47 8 1.43 1.50 
Error (within) 239.54 251 0.95 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01 
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First, we note that the effect of Test Version is not 

significant, indicating that the results have a degree of 

generalizability. This is as we might expect, given the 

fact that the scores are based on more than one sentence - 

token. Second, the effect of Construction type is mas -, 

sively significant (F = 655.74, p < .001). This again is 

to be expected, since the sentences of construction type 

(a) conform to the principles of the core grammar of both 

English and German, while the sentences of construction 

type (b) arguably violate a basic principle of Universal 

Grammar that past participles do not assign accusative 

case. The interesting effects are the interaction be- 

tween Level and Construction type (F = 29.74, p < .001), 

and between Test Version and Construction type (F = 

22.08, p < .001), both of which are highly significant. 

We consider first the interaction effect between Level 

and Construction. The effect is due to the different de- 

velopmental profiles of the two construction types, as we 

can see from the star chart of mean acceptability ratings 

below: 

Table 42: Mean acceptability ratings for to- dative sen- 
tences, [+ dative shift] verbs, construction types (a) 

and (b) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (a) 1.53 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.91 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid (a) 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.76 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High (a) 1.73 **** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 1.03 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv (a) 1.87 ************************************* 
(b) 0.30 ****** 

NSs (a) 1.75 **** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.08 ** 
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The developmental profile for construction type (a) is 

clearly of Type 1, while that for construction type (b) 

conforms to the criteria for Type 5. The interesting 

feature of the developmental profile for the construction 

type (b) sentences is the consistently high level of in- 

determinacy for the first three levels of the range. The 

sharp drop in the acceptability of the (b) type sentences 

at level Advanced is strongly indicative of the effect of 

top -down restructuring between the levels High and 

Advanced. Scheffé's test confirms that there is no sig- 

nificant change in the acceptability of the type (b) sen- 

tences over the first three levels, and that the differ- 

ence between the group mean for the High and Advanced 

levels is highly significant: 

Table 43: Scheffé test for Group 2 to- dative verbs, 
[+ dative shift], construction type (b) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Mean 0.91 0.76 1.03 0.30 0.08 

Low 2.30 1.05 30.34* 80.09* 

Mid 5.37 16.63* 51.13* 

High 33.83* 75.43* 

Advanced 4.32 

Value of F for df(4,261): 2.39 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

As we noted above, the interaction between Test Version 

and Construction type is also significant. The reason 

for this is of some interest. Consider first the rele- 

vant star chart of mean acceptability ratings: 
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Table 44: Mean acceptability ratings for to- dative 
[+ dative shift] verbs, construction types (a) and (b) 

Vrsn Type MAR MAR 

A (a) 1.80 ************************************ 
(b) 0.40 ******** 

B (a) 1.72 ********************************** 
(b) 0.58 ************ 

C (a) 1.49 ****************************** 
(b) 0.78 **************** 

The pattern here is clear: the acceptability of the sen- 

tences of construction type (a) is inversely proportional 

to the acceptability of the sentences of construction 

type (b). That is to say, the more acceptable a sentence 

of type (a) is, the less acceptable its type (b) variant 

will be. If we look at the relevant sentences, we can 

speculate about the reasons for this pattern (see Table 

40 above). We suggest that the explanation for this pat- 

tern is that the verbs in the Test Version A sentences 

are more representative of the prototypical ditransitive 

verb than the Test Version B verbs, and at least one of 

the verbs in Test Version C (i.e. refuse) is highly un- 

representative of the prototypical ditransitive verb. If 

these suppositions are correct, the sentences in Test 

Versions A, B and C define a scale of lexical markedness. 

The pattern of responses suggests that the level of 

determinacy of intuitions of grammaticality and 

ungrammaticality is directly related to the lexical 

markedness of the verb, at least with respect to the con- 

struction we are considering here. This result is not 

surprising, and lends weight to the hypothesis that the 

acquisition of marked syntactic structures occurs first 

in association with lexical prototypes (see also Table 58 

and the associated discussion for similar observations). 

Note, however, that this hypothesis is not incompatible 



Chapter 5: The Results 415 

with the hypothesis that the primary factor in the ac- 

ceptability of both of these constructions is syntactic. 

We are suggesting that the effect of lexical markedness 

on the acceptability of a structure does not come into 

play until after the grammar has been restructured in 

such a way that the structure is compatible with the syn- 

tactic principles of the grammar. Before this has oc- 

curred, we suggest that lexical markedness has only a 

minor effect. 

We turn now to the results for construction types 

(c) and (d) with the same verbs. The sentences are as 

follows: 

Table 45: Group 2 to- dative [+ dative shift] verbs, con- 
struction types (c) / (d) , all sentences 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (c) I was given the book 
She was promised a new bicycle 

B She was sold the pullover 
I was offered a hundred dollars 

C He was sent the letter this morning 
I was refused permission to go 

A (d) Me was given the book 
Her was promised a new bicycle 

B Her was sold the pullover 
Me were offered a hundred dollars 

C Him was sent the letter this morning 
Me was refused permission to go 

The analysis of variance table is set out below: 
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Table 46: Group 2 to- dative [+ dative shift] verbs, con- 
struction types (c) /(d), analysis of variance 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 353.67 265 

Level 71.43 4 17.86 18.08 * ** 
Test Version 17.55 2 8.78 8.88 * ** 
Level x Version 16.77 8 2.10 2.12* 
Error (between) 247.92 251 0.99 

Within subjects 977.00 266 

Construction 232.90 1 232.90 208.10 * ** 
Level x C 425.10 4 106.28 94.96 * ** 
Version x C 20.18 2 10.09 9.02 * ** 
L x V x C 17.89 8 2.24 2.00* 
Error (within) 280.92 251 1.12 

*** p < .001, * p < .05 

As usual, there is a complex picture of significant main 

and interaction effects. The effect of Test Version is 

significant (F = 8.88, p < .001), indicating that we 

should use caution before we generalize from the sen- 

tence- tokens to the sentence- types. The effect of Level 

is also highly significant (F = 18.08, p < .001). The 

effect of Construction type is massively significant (F = 

208.10, p < .001), as is the interaction effect of Con- 

struction type and Level (F = 94.96, p < .001). The in- 

teraction between Test Version and Construction type is 

also highly significant. The interesting effects from 

our point of view are the effect due to Construction 

type, and more particularly the interaction effect of 

Construction type and Level. These effects are evident 

in the star chart of mean acceptability ratings: 
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Mean acceptability ratings for to- dative 
shift] verbs, construction types (c) /(d) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (c) 0.97 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(d) 0.87 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid (c) 0.55 * * * * * * * * * ** 
(d) 0.72 * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High (c) 0.38 * * * * * * ** 

(d) 0.55 * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv (c) 1.46 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(d) 0.13 * ** 

NSs (c) 1.94 *************************************** 
(d) 0.03 * 

We can see clearly from this chart that the developmental 

profile of the construction type (c) sentences is of Type 

3, while the acceptability of the construction type (d) 

sentences declines in linear mode across the range. The 

difference in the developmental profiles of these two 

sentence types accounts for the highly significant inter- 

action effect between Level and Constructioin type. It 

is worth noting that the sentences of construction type 

(d) are marginally more acceptable to the Mid and High 

groups than the sentences of construction type (c), al- 

though the group consensus is that both types are unac- 

ceptable. This is a result of some importance, because 

it shows that ungrammatical sentences such as Me was 

given the book are marginally more acceptable to these 

two groups of learners than the grammatical sentence I 

was given a book. If this result can be generalized, it 

provides strong support for the hypothesis that the in- 

terlanguage grammar of the subjects in these groups has 

not yet lost its non -configurational status, since sen- 

tences of construction type (d) violate a constraint of a 
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configurational grammar, but are in conformity with a 

non -configurational grammar. 

The results of the Scheffé test for the sentences of 

construction type (c) are as follows (note that this 

table is identical to Table 15; we reprint the table here 

for ease of reference): 

Table 48: Scheffé test for to- dative [+ dative shift] 
verbs, construction type (c) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 126 114 74 76 142 

Mean 0.97 0.55 0.38 1.46 1.94 

Low 20.42* 32.05* 22.69* 123.67* 

Mid 2.69 74.25* 239.27* 

High 86.74* 233.35* 

Advanced 22.17* 

Value of F for df (4, 527) : 2.38 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.52 

The results show clearly that the developmental profile 

of this sentence type is in conformity with Type 3. The 

results of the Scheffé test for the sentences of con- 

struction type (d) are as follows: 
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Table 49: Scheffé test for to- dative 
shift] verbs, construction type (d) 
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Level Low Mid High 
n 63 57 37 

Adv 
38 

NSs 
71 

Mean 0.87 0.72 0.55 0.13 0.03 

Low 2.83 9.50 52.18* 95.42* 

Mid 2.45 31.54* 60.48* 

High 13.40* 26.94* 

Advanced 1.06 

Value of F for df (4, 261) : 2.39 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

Here we note the familiar pattern consistent with devel- 

opmental profile Type 5, i.e. a high level of indetermi- 

nacy for the first three levels followed by a sharp de- 

cline in acceptability between the third and fourth lev- 

els. By hypothesis, this profile is indicative of re- 

structuring between the High and Advanced levels. 

5.5.3.2 for -dative verbs 

We consider now briefly the results of Experiment 2 for 

for -dative verbs. Recall that the aim of this experiment 

is to compare the developmental profiles of sentences of 

construction types (a) and (b) , and (c) and (d) . There 

are eight comparisons we could make in total, but we 

shall report only the comparisons for the Core and 

Marginal categories of verbs (recall that the verb order 

was mistakenly included in the Peripheral category, so 

any comparison for this group of sentences would not be 

interpretable). Note that the categories Core and 

Marginal correspond effectively to the categories [+ da- 

tive shift] and [- dative shift] in for -dative verbs. 
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The sentences for the for -dative Core verbs, con- 

struction types (a) and (b) were as follows: 

Table 50: Sentences for for -dative Core verbs, construc- 
tion types (a) and (b) 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (a) The cake was baked for him. 
B A new bed was made for them. 
C A new car was bought for me. 

A (b) The cake was baked him. 
B A new bed was made them. 
C A new car was bought me. 

The developmental profiles of these sentences are set out 

in the star chart of mean acceptability ratings below: 

Table 51: Mean acceptability ratings for for -dative Core 
verbs, construction types (a) and (b) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (a) 1.57 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid (a) 1.58 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.37 * * * * * ** 

High (a) 1.70 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.51 * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv (a) 2.00 **************************************** 
(b) 0.13 *** 

NSs (a) 1.92 ******* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.00 

As we have already seen the developmental profile of the 

type (a) sentences is clearly of Type 1 (see Table 22), 

while that of the construction type (b) sentences is 

clearly of Type 2 (see Table 25). The difference in the 

developmental profiles accounts for the highly signifi- 

cant effect of Construction type (F = 932.70, p < .001). 
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The results of the Scheffé test for the sentences of type 

(b) are as follows: 

Table 52: Scheffé test for for- dative [+ dative 
shift] verbs, construction type (b) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Mean 0.65 0.37 0.51 0.13 0.00 

Low 6.28 1.16 16.82* 37.21* 

Mid 1.24 3.37 11.30* 

High 7.20 16.88* 

Advanced 1.13 

Value of F for df (4, 261) : 2.39 (p < .05) 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The initially low level of acceptability of these sen- 

tences, coupled with the fact that none of the compar- 

isons between adjacent means is significant, indicates 

that these sentences are unacceptable throughout the 

range, i.e. they have the developmental profile of Type 

2. 

The sentences for the for -dative Core verbs, con- 

struction types (c) and (d) were as follows: 

Table 53: Sentences for for -dative Core verbs, construc- 
tion types (c) and (d) 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (c) He was baked a cake. 
B They were made a new bed. 
C I was bought a new car. 

A (d) Him was baked a cake. 
B Them was made a new bed. 
C Me was bought a new car. 
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The mean acceptability ratings for these sentences pre- 

sent an interesting picture: 

Table 54: Mean acceptability ratings for for -dative Core 
verbs, construction types (c) and (d) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (c) 0.54 * * * * * * * * * ** 

(d) 0.84 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid (c) 0.35 * * * * * ** 
(d) 0.42 * * * * * * ** 

High (c) 0.11 ** 

(d) 0.73 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv (C) 0.74 *************** 
(d) 0.16 *** 

NSs (c) 1.56 ******************************* 
(d) 0.00 

The interest here lies in the strikingly high acceptabil- 

ity of the (d) sentences to the High group. This group 

are almost unanimous in rejecting the (c) type sentences, 

which are of course grammatical, while a sizeable minor- 

ity judge the (d) type sentences (which are ungrammati- 

cal) to be acceptable. This is not due to the chance ef- 

fect of one particular sentence being untypically accept- 

able, as we can judge from the mean acceptability ratings 

of the three sentences (Him was baked a cake 0.56, Them, 

was made a new bed 0.83, Me was bought a new car 0.75). 

There is no obvious explanation for this, but it strongly 

suggests that the status of the interlanguage grammar of 

these subjects with regard to the configurationality pa- 

rameter is indeterminate. The results of the Scheffé 

test for the (d) type sentences show that the difference 

in the means for the Mid and High groups is not signifi- 

cant, while the comparison (High, Advanced) is signifi- 

cant; these results are consistent with hypothesis that 
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the dip in the acceptability of the (d) sentences at the 

level of the Mid groups is anomalous, and that these sen- 

tences are basically indeterminate in status until the 

level of the Advanced groups: 

Table 55: Scheffé test for for -dative 
shift] verbs, construction type (d) 

[+ dative 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Mean 0.84 0.42 0.73 0.16 0.00 

Low 12.03* 0.66 25.20* 53.78* 

Mid 4.87 3.59 12.76* 

High 13.95* 29.48* 

Advanced 1.40 

Value of F for df(4,261): 2.39 (p < .05) 

Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The results for this set of responses indicate clearly 

that indirect object promotion in association with for - 

dative verbs is in process of being acquired by the 

Advanced group, while the ungrammaticality of the (d) 

sentences is detected by all learners including those at 

the lowest level. 

We consider now the results for the Marginal for -da- 

tive verbs. Recall that the verbs in this category can 

effectively be classified as [- dative shift]. The sen- 

tences for the construction type (a) and (b) are as fol- 

lows: 
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Table 56: Group 2 for -dative Marginal verbs, construction 
types (a) and (b) 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (a) The car was cleaned for me. 
B The sheets were washed for me. 
C The door was painted for them. 

A (b) The car was cleaned me. 
B The sheets were washed me. 
C The door was painted them. 

The mean acceptability ratings were as follows: 

Table 57: Mean acceptability ratings for for -dative 
Marginal verbs, construction types (a) and (b) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (a) 1.59 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.19 * * ** 

Mid (a) 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.18 * * ** 

High (a) 1.68 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 0.19 * * ** 

Adv (a) 1.84 ************************************* 
(b) 0.00 

NSs (a) 1.83 ************************************* 
(b) 0.00 

The interest here lies in the fact that the (b) type sen- 

tences are decisively rejected by all the non -native 

speaker subjects, as we have already seen (Table 25). It 

seems that this is due to a combination of two factors, 

namely the constraint of Universal Grammar that past par- 

ticiples cannot assign accusative case, and the fact that 

the accusative pronoun cannot be interpreted as the ac- 

tual or potential possessor of the transfered direct ob- 

ject. The interaction of these factors can be seen if we 

compare the acceptability of this type of sentence for 
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the following categories of verb: (i) to- dative [+ dative 

shift] verbs, as in for example The book was given me, 

(ii) for -dative [+ dative shift] verbs, as in for example 

The cake was baked him, and (iii) for -dative [- dative 

shift] verbs, such as The car was cleaned me. The sen- 

tences for these comparisons are as follows: 

Table 58: Construction type (b) with verb categories (i) 

to- dative [+ dative shift], (ii) for -dative [+ dative 
shift], and (iii) for -dative [- dative shift] 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (i) The book was given me. 
B The pullover was sold her. 
C The letter was sent him this morning. 

A (ii) The cake was baked him. 
B A new bed was made them. 
C A new car was bought me. 

A (iii) The car was cleaned me. 
B The sheets were washed me. 
C The door was painted them. 

The mean acceptability ratings for these sentences are as 

follows: 
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Table 59: Mean acceptability ratings, Construction type 
(b) with verb categories (i) to- dative [+ dative shift], 
(ii) for- dative [+ dative shift] , and (iii) for- dative [- 

dative shift] 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (i) 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(ii) 0.65 * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(iii) 0.19 * * ** 

Mid (i) 0.91 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
(ii) 0.37 * * * * * ** 
(iii) 0.18 * * ** 

High (i) 1.00 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(ii) 0.51 * * * * * * * * ** 
(iii) 0.19 * * ** 

Adv (i) 0.18 **** 
(ii) 0.13 *** 
(iii) 0.00 

NSs (i) 0.08 ** 
(ii) 0.00 
(iii) 0.00 

It appears from the table above that the three types of 

verb define a scale of acceptability for this particular 

construction for all levels in our study. The signifi- 

cance of the difference in acceptability of the three 

sentence types can be judged from the analysis of vari- 

ance for these responses. The analysis of variance is as 

follows: 
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Table 60: Analysis of variance for construction type (b) 

with verb Categories (i) to- dative [+ dative shift], (ii) 
for -dative [+ dative shift], and (iii) for -dative [- da- 
tive shift] 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 188.18 265 

Level 48.88 4 12.22 34.14 * ** 
Test Version 30.42 2 15.21 42.49 * * *. 
Level x Version 19.04 8 2.38 6.65 * ** 
Error (between) 89.84 251 0.36 

Within subjects 216.67 532 

Category 33.48 2 16.74 56.70 * ** 
Level x Category 15.06 8 1.88 6.38 * ** 
Version x Category 9.79 4 2.45 8.29 * ** 
L x V x C 10.15 16 0.63 2.15 ** 
Error (within) 148.19 502 0.30 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01 

The picture given by the analysis of variance is complex, 

since all the main effects and interaction effects are 

significant. The effect of Level is highly significant 

(F = 34.14, p < .001), as is the effect of verb Type (F = 

56.70, p < .001). We have suggested that the three verb 

types define a scale of acceptability for this construc- 

tion. We suggest that the appropriate explanation for 

this scale of acceptability is that the acceptability of 

these sentence types is the result of the interaction be- 

tween two factors: (i) the semantic role of the indirect 

object (Recipient, Beneficiary) and (ii) the absolute 

constraint of Universal Grammar to the effect that past 

participles cannot assign accusative Case. Where the in- 

direct object can be assigned the role of recipient (or 

to be more precise, where it can be interpreted as the 

actual or potential possessor of the transfered direct 

object), as is the case for sentence types (i) and (ii), 

then the status of construction type (b) seems to be in- 

determinate for subjects in the three lowest levels in 
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the range. Note, however, that there seems to be a lexi- 

cal markedness effect here, since the acceptability of 

these sentences with the prototypical ditransitive verb 

give, sell and promise is higher than for the non- proto- 

typical verbs bake, make and buy. This criterion serves 

to distinguish types (i) and (ii) on the one hand from 

type (iii) on the other. On this basis, we intepret the 

very low acceptability of the sentences with type (iii) 

verbs as being due to the fact that the indirect object 

is interpreted as the beneficiary of the action described 

in the sentence, and cannot be interpreted as the actual 

or potential possessor of the promoted direct object. 

Therefore, the semantic factor seems to be the determin- 

ing factor in the unacceptability of the type (iii) sen- 

tences, and this factor is dominant for all groups in the 

range. If the semantic factor were the dominant factor 

in determining the acceptability of sentence types (i) 

and (ii), then they would be acceptable, whereas they are 

in fact indeterminate or unacceptable for the first three 

levels. The fact that the status of these sentences 

changes between the third and fourth levels in the study 

suggests that for the subjects in the Advanced level the 

sentence type has a determinate status in the interlan- 

guage grammar, and the syntactic factor is now dominant. 

The implications of this are that semantic factors appear 

to have progressively less importance in determining the 

acceptability of this type of sentence as the level of 

interlanguage development increases. This conclusion is 

consistent with our thesis that there is a major restruc- 

turing in the interlanguage grammar between the levels 

High and Advanced. 

There are a large number of analyses of variance 

which could be carried out on the responses to the Group 

2 sentences in Task 1. We have reported the results of 

the analyses which are of particular interest with re- 



Chapter 5: The Results 429 

spect to our experimental hypotheses, and since the main 

developmental patterns in the data are clear from the 

analyses we have already presented, we shall not pursue 

the analysis of this group of sentences further. We sum- 

marise here the results for Experiment 2. 

to- dative [+ dative shift] verbs, construction types (a) 
and (b) 

i. The developmental profile of type (a) sentences was 
of Type 1. 

ii. The type (b) sentences were clearly of developmental 
profile Type 5, i.e. indeterminate in status for the 
levels Low, Mid and High, but declining sharply in 
acceptability for the Advanced group. We interpret 
this result as being consistent with our restructur- 
ing hypothesis. 

iii. The acceptability of sentences of type (a) depends 
on the prototypicality of the predicate: sentences 
with core predicates are more acceptable than sen- 
tences with non -core predicates. The same effect is 
apparent in reverse with sentences of type (b). 
That is to say, sentences of type (b) with core 
predicates are more unacceptable than sentences with 
non -core predicates. We suggest that this is be- 
cause intuitions of both grammaticality and 
ungrammaticality are more determinate with core 
predicates than with non -core predicates. 

to- dative [+ dative shift] verbs, construction types (c) 

and (d) 

i. The developmental profile of the (c) type sentences 
was clearly in conformity with our Type 3 develop- 
mental profile, while that of the (d) type sentences 
was in conformity with the criteria for Type 5 de- 
velopmental profile. 

ii. The (d) type sentences were marginally more accept- 
able to the Mid and High groups than the (c) types 
sentences; this suggests strongly that the interlan- 
guage grammar of these learners has not yet acquired 
the characteristics of the configurationality param- 
eter. 
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for -dative [+ dative shift] verbs, construction types (a) 

and (b) 

i. Sentences of type (a) were of developmental profile 
Type 1, i.e. acceptable to all groups across the 
range. 

ii. The type (b) sentences were markedly less acceptable 
than their to- dative equivalents for all groups. 

for -dative [+ dative shift] verbs, construction types (c) 

and (d) 

i. The (c) type sentences showed a developmental pro- 
file of Type 3, characteristic of sentences which 
change their status as a result of restructuring. 

ii. The (d) type sentences showed a seemingly anomalous 
dip in acceptability at the level of the Mid group: 
If we discount this dip, the developmental profile 
of the (d) sentences is of Type 5, i.e. indetermi- 
nate in status for the first three levels, followed 
by a sharp decline in status compatible with re- 
structuring between the High and Advanced levels. 
We hypothesise that this profile is due to the fact 
that the ungrammaticality of these sentences cannot 
be detected by the learners until they have acquired 
the interlanguage grammar has acquired configura- 
tional properties. 

for -dative verbs [- dative shift], construction types (a) 

and (b) 

i. The (b) type sentences are decisively rejected by 
all non -native speakers. We suggest that this is 

due primarily to the fact that the indirect object 
cannot be assigned the semantic role of possessor. 

We have also noted that the following categories of verb 

define a hierarchy of lexical markedness for sentences of 

type (b): (i) to- dative [+ dative shift], (ii) for -dative 

[+ dative shift], (iii) for -dative [- dative shift]. 
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5.5.4 Summary: results for Group 2 sentences 

We summarize the results for the Group 2 sentences by 

considering the developmental profiles of the sentences 

within each construction type in turn. First, construc- 

tion type (a), as represented by the following sentences: 

(1) The book was given to me 

(2) The cake was baked for me 

All the sentences of this type were of developmental pro- 

file Type 1, i.e. they were acceptable at the initial 

stages of the range and increased gradually in accept- 

ability to reach full acceptability at the end of the 

range. There were no significant departures from this 

pattern for any of the sub -categories of ditransitive 

verb. We suppose that the pattern of results is due to 

the fact that these sentences do not violate the con- 

straints of the interlanguage grammar at any stage of de- 

velopment. 

Consider now the pattern of results for the sen- 

tences of type (b), as represented by the following exam- 

ples: 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

The book was given me. 

The bicycle was promised me. 

The cake was baked me. 

Within this type of sentence, there are a number of con- 

trasting developmental profiles. First, the developmen- 

tal profile of sentences with to- dative verbs, such as 

The book was given me, is of Type 5, i.e. initial 

indeterminacy for the first three levels, followed by a 

sudden decline in acceptability at levels Advanced and 

Native speaker. The developmental profiles of the for - 

dative verbs, however, was more typical of Type 2, i.e. 
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unacceptable throughout the range. This contrasting 

pattern indicates that sentences such as The cake was 

baked me, where the indirect object cannot be interpreted 

as the actual or potential possessor of the transfered 

object, are ungrammatical to all levels, including the 

lowest, whereas sentences such as The book was given me 

are initially indeterminate in status and do not become 

ungrammatical until after the grammar has acquired the 

status of a configurational grammar. We suggest that 

this contrast is due to the fact that the lower -level 

learners are able to detect the ungrammaticality of this 

sentence type when the ungrammaticality is a result of 

semantic factors, but not when there are intervening 

syntactic factors. In general, these sentences are not 

decisively rejected by the learners until after the 

hypothesised restructuring has taken place, suggesting 

that the recognition of ungrammaticality in this instance 

is dependent on the grammar possessing configurational 

characteristics. 

The results for the sentences of type (c) provide 

the primary evidence for the hypothesis that the inter - 

language grammar of these learners undergoes a restruc- 

turing between the levels of the High and the Advanced 

learners. The sentences of [+ dative shift] verbs, such 

as I was given a book and She was baked a cake have de- 

velopmental profiles of Type 3; i.e. the acceptability is 

initially near the mid -point of the scale, indicating in- 

determinacy, but then falls to a low point at the level 

of the High group, where they are unacceptable, and then 

subsequently they become acceptable for the Advanced and 

Native speaker groups. This profile is clear evidence of 

restructuring in the grammar, and it is found in both the 

to- dative verbs and the for -dative verbs which allow da- 

tive shift. For those verbs which do not allow dative 

shift, the developmental profile is of Type 5 for the to- 
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dative verbs (i.e. indeterminacy for the first three lev- 

els followed by a sharp decline in acceptability) and of 

Type 2 for the for -dative verbs (i.e. unacceptable 

throughout the range). A distinctive feature of the de- 

velopmental profile for the sentences with Peripheral 

(i.e. [- dative shift]) to- dative verbs, such as, for ex- 

ample They were explained the problem, is that after the 

hypothesised restructuring (i.e. at the level of the Ad- 

vanced subjects) they are markedly more acceptable than 

before restructuring. We suggest that this is the result 

of the Advanced learners overgeneralising to a certain 

extent the construction of indirect object promotion. It 

is only after the grammar has acquired the configura- 

tionality status that the learners learn to discriminate 

clearly between to- dative verbs which allow indirect ob- 

ject promotion and those which don't. 

The results for the (d) type sentences are clearly 

stated. All the sentences have developmental profiles of 

Type 2 or Type 5, i.e. they are unacceptable throughout 

the range, or initially indeterminate and then unaccept- 

able after restructuring has taken place; as we have al- 

ready noted, two types of developmental profile are some- 

times difficult to distinguish empirically. The first 

type of profile is consistent with the hypothesis that 

these sentences are unacceptable throughout the whole of 

the range, while the second is consistent with the hy- 

pothesis that the learners do not have determinate intu- 

itions with regard to these sentences until after the 

grammar has acquired the status of configurationality. 

Other results which we may mention are the fact that 

the categories (i) to- dative [+ dative shift], (ii) for - 

dative [+ dative shift] and (iii) for -dative [- dative 

shift] form a clear hierarchy of lexical markedness for 

all levels in the study. The difference in acceptability 

is particularly noticeable for the Advanced learners, 
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i.e. after the hypothesised restructuring has taken 

place. The implication is that indirect object promotion 

is acquired first with prototypical ditransitive verbs, 

and then only later with non -prototypical ditransitive 

verbs. This result lends some support to the hypothesis 

that lexical learning is the dominant factor after re- 

structuring has taken place. 

In general the results are consistent with a picture 

of an interlanguage grammar with three distinct stages. 

Stage 1 is the stage before the grammar acquires the 

characteristics of a strongly configurational grammar. 

Sentences such as Me was given a book which are compati- 

ble with a non -configurational grammar are indeterminate 

in status, and the learners do not have determinate intu- 

itions with regard to these sentences until after the 

grammar has been restructred. Sentences which are incom- 

patible with a non -configurational grammar such as I was 

given a book or She was washed the car are initially in- 

determinate in status but become increasingly unaccept- 

able to the learners at levels up to and including the 

High level. 

Stage 2 is the stage of restructuring. This occurs 

by hypothesis between the High and Advanced levels for 

most learners. At this stage, the sentences which are 

incompatible with the non -configurational grammar but 

compatible with the configurational grammar change their 

status and become more or less acceptable to the Advanced 

learners, and fully acceptable to the Native speakers. 

Also as a result of the restructuring at Stage 2 learners 

have increasingly determinate intuitions with regard to 

sentences which are incompatible with the configurational 

grammar, which now become increasingly unacceptable. 

Stage 3 is the stage after restructuring has taken place 

when the learners, again by hypothesis, learn to make 

fine distinctions with regard to which ditransitive verbs 
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allow indirect object promotion and which do not. We 

suggest that the picture we have presented is compatible 

with the hypothesis that the primary factor in the devel- 

opment of the interlanguage grammar, at least in so far 

as the constructions under review are concerned, is that 

the configurational nature of the grammar is acquired 

slowly, and as a result of local restructuring in the 

independent syntactic modules which make up the 

configurationality parameter such as NP- movement, [± 

lexical case] and the possession of a structural subject 

position. These properties are acquired independently, 

and according to different time -scales. While the 

configurationality properties are not compatible with 

each other, the status of sentences which depend for 

their grammaticality on the configurationality properties 

having all been acquired remains indeterminate. Only 

after the grammar has acquired a measure of systemic 

equilibrium in its configurationality parameters do the 

learners begin to have determinate intuitions with regard 

to the sentences with distinctive configurational 

properties. Until that time, these sentences are either 

indeterminate, or unacceptable, depending on the sen- 

tence -type concerned. 
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5.6 Results: Groups 3 and 4 sentences 

5.6.0 Introduction 

In this section we report the results for the Group 3 and 

Group 4 sentences. We begin with some general observa- 

tions regarding the sentences in Group 4. The passive is 

only one of a range of possible syntactic realizations of 

a defocused agent (Shibatani 1985). Among the other re- 

alizations are the middle, unaccusative and reflexive 

constructions. The experimental study carried out for 

this thesis was designed primarily to investigate the de- 

velopment of the interlanguage grammar of German learners 

of English with respect to sentences with non -agentive 

subjects, since this is an area where the grammars of 

German and English are fundamentally different. We have 

surveyed the results of the acceptability judgement tests 

for sentences involving indirect object promotion and da- 

tive shift, and we turn now to the results of the test 

for sentences with middle, unaccusative and reflexive 

constructions. 

The evidence of the study with respect to indirect 

object promotion suggests that the interlanguage grammar 

of the subjects undergoes a major restructuring between 

the High and Advanced levels in the range investigated. 

The interlanguage grammar before the restructuring occurs 

is essentially a non -configurational grammar, and after 

the restructuring it is a configurational grammar. For 

the sake of convenience we can then refer to the changes 

in the configurational status of the grammar as being the 

result of a resetting of the [± configurationality] pa- 

rameter. We shall refer to the hypothesis that such a 

restructuring occurs as the `restructuring hypothesis'. 

If the restructuring hypothesis is true, then we expect 

that the change in the setting of the configurationality 

parameter will be reflected in the results for the sen- 
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tences in this group to the extent that the acceptability 

of the sentences is determined by the status of the con - 

figurationality parameter in the interlanguage grammar. 

We shall show that the results for the Group 4 sen- 

tences suggest that the acceptability of the middle con- 

struction is determined by the status of the configura- 

tionality parameter, but that the acceptability of the 

other two categories of sentence in Group 4 is determined 

primarily by the properties of the lexicon. 

5.6.1 Group 3 results 

In this section we report the results of the Group 3 sen- 

tences. The Group 3 sentences were included in the task 

in order to test the acceptability of sentences with 

locative NPs as subjects. In order to provide a basis 

for comparison, three types of sentence were used, corre- 

sponding to the following constructions: 

(1) a. Topicalised prepositional phrase with lexical 
subject 

Example: In London it is often very foggy. 

b. Locative NP as subject 

Example: London is often very foggy. 

c. Topicalised prepositional phrase with no lexi- 
cal subject 

Example: In London is often very foggy. 

We shall refer to these sentences as types (a), (b) and 

(c), as in the examples above. Three tokens of each sen- 

tence -type were included in each version of the test. 

The full set of sentences in the test was as follows: 
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Table 1: Group 3 sentences 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A (a) In London it is often very foggy. 
In this hotel dogs are forbidden. 
In the room it stank of whisky. 

B 

C 

In Berlin it will be hot tomorrow. 
In the camping site loud music is not al- 
lowed. 
In the pub it smelled of cigarette smoke. 

In Portugal it is cold and rainy today. 
In Burma tourists are not allowed. 
In the hotel bathroom it smelled clean and 
fresh. 

A (b) London is often very foggy. 
This hotel forbids dogs. 
The room stank of whisky. 

B 

C 

Berlin will be hot tomorrow. 
The camping site does not allow loud music. 
The pub smelled of cigarette smoke. 

Portugal is cold and rainy today. 
Burma does not allow tourists. 
The hotel bathroom smelled clean and fresh. 

A (c) In London is often very foggy. 
In this hotel are forbidden dogs. 
In the room stank of whisky. 

B 

C 

In Berlin will be hot tomorrow. 
In the camping site is not allowed loud mu- 
sic. 
In the pub smelled of cigarette smoke. 

In Portugal is cold and rainy today. 
In Burma are not allowed tourists. 
In the hotel bathroom smelled clean and 
fresh. 

Sentence type (c) was included in the test in order to 

assess the acceptability of sentences with no lexical 

subject. At the time the sentences were constructed, it 

was thought that these sentences might be acceptable to 

the subjects in the early stages of learning English, 
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since the sentences have the characteristic verb -second 

property of German, at least in so far as the finite verb 

occupies the second position in the sentence (see Chapter 

4 Section 4.2.4). Unfortunately it was not fully appre- 

ciated that weather verbs require a lexical expletive 

subject in German, as for example In Berlin wird *(es) 

morgen heiß, so the German sentences equivalent to the 

(c) type sentences in the test (e.g. In Berlin will be 

hot tomorrow) are highly ungrammatical, contrary to what 

was thought when the sentences were constructed. It 

would therefore have been more illuminating to include in 

the test a set of sentences such as those below, which 

have the V2 property and a lexical expletive subject, and 

and could therefore have been expected to be acceptable 

to the learners in the early stages of the interlanguage 

grammar: 

(1) d. *In London is it often very foggy. 

*In this hotel are dogs forbidden. 

*In the room stank it of whisky. 

In view of the shortcomings of the analysis which lies 

behind the choice of sentences for this part of the test, 

the results are of limited interest, but we report them 

here because they add to the total picture of the empiri- 

cal characteristics of the construct of the mean accept- 

ability rating. The fact that the results show clear 

patterns which are interpretable adds to the confidence 

we may have in the validity of the elicitation procedure. 

The pattern of responses is clear from the star chart of 

mean acceptability ratings: 
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Table 2: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 3 sen- 
tences, types (a) , (b) and (c) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low (a) 1.60 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 1.30 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(c) 0.30 * * * * ** 

Mid (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

1.67 ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.37 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.22 * * ** 

High (a) 1.66 ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(b) 1.38 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

(c) 0.12 ** 

Adv (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

1.73 **** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1.45 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0.09 ** 

NSs (a) 1.68 ********************************** 
(b) 1.84 ************************************* 
(c) 0.03 * 

For all the non -native speakers, the type (a) and (b) 

sentences have developmental profiles characteristic of 

those we have designated Type 1. That is to say, the 

profile is characteristic of sentences which are compati- 

ble with the interlanguage grammar throughout the range. 

The ungrammaticality of the type (c) sentences is de- 

tected by all subjects including those at the lowest 

level. This result is not surprising in view of the fact 

that the sentence -type lacks a lexical subject in circurrt- 

stances where a lexical subject is obligatory in both the 

L1 and the L2 grammar. The interesting feature of the 

data in the chart above is that the type (b) sentences 

are marginally more acceptable to the native speakers 

than the type (a) sentences. This presumably reflects 

the tendency in German to topicalise prepositional 

phrases of time and place in preference to the use of 

locative NP subjects. This is a typological tendency 

rather than a question of parametric variation, so we do 
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not see the contrasting developmental profiles which by 

hypothesis are characteristic of restructuring in the in- 

terlanguage grammar. The change is apparent in the dif- 

ference in responses of native speakers of German as com- 

pared to the responses of native speakers of English, 

rather than in the response patterns of the High and Ad- 

vanced groups of non -native speakers. We can assess the 

significance of the difference in the response patterns 

by carrying out an analysis of variance on the scores for 

sentence types (a) and (b): 

Table 3: Analysis of variance for Group 
(a) , (b) sentences 

3 types 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 536.02 265 

Level 65.60 4 16.40 9.62 * ** 
Test Version 16.36 2 8.18 4.80 ** 
Level x Version 26.16 8 3.27 1.92 
Error (between) 427.90 251 1.70 

Within subjects 519.00 266 

Type 35.80 1 35.80 24.03 * ** 
Level x Type 46.93 4 11.73 7.87 * ** 
Version x Type 45.67 2 22.83 15.32 * ** 
L x V x T 16.62 8 2.08 1.39 
Error (within) 373.99 251 1.49 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01 

The interaction between Level and Type is certainly sig- 

nificant (F = 7.87, p < .001), though the multiplicity of 

significant effects in the analysis complicates the pic- 

ture, so we should be cautious before drawing any general 

conclusions from this analysis. However, if we take it 

that the difference in the relative acceptability of 

these two types of sentence for non -native speakers ver- 

sus native speakers is not a chance result, then we sug- 

gest that it is evidence that the acquisition of the 
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properties of the `subject' in English is not simply a 

question of moving from a non -configurational grammar to 

a configurational grammar, but also involves a shift in 

the notion of `subject' as a primarily pragmatic function 

to one which is primarily syntactic. If the relative 

markedness of these two types of sentence were a result 

of the [± configurational] nature of the grammar, then we 

would expect that the change in the relative markedness 

of the two sentence types would occur between the levels 

High and Advanced, at the same time as the other changes 

we have noticed which are by hypothesis the result of 

top -down restructuring. Since this is not the case, we 

suppose that the change in the relative markedness of 

these two sentence types is the result of essentially 

bottom -up lexical learning, which we have argued results 

in an essentially linear developmental profile. We sup- 

pose that it requires a great deal of exposure to the 

relevant data before the locative NP subject is the un- 

marked option in preference to the topicalised preposi- 

tional phrase with lexical expletive subject. 

5.6.2 Group 4 results 

5.6.2.1 The middle construction 

Three tokens of the `middle' sentence -type were included 

in each version of the test, and each sentence was paired 

with its reflexive equivalent. Therefore the factorial 

design of this experiment was as follows: Level (Low, 

Mid, High, Advanced, Native speakers) x Test Version (A, 

B, C) x Sentence Type (Middle, Reflexive). We are par 

ticularly interested in the effect of the interaction be- 

tween Level and Sentence Type, since the middle type is 

ungrammatical in German but grammatical in English and 

the reflexive type is grammatical in German but ungram- 

matical in English. On the basis of our earlier discus- 
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sion of developmental profiles, we expect that the middle 

type of sentence will have a Type 3 developmental pro- 

file, while the reflexive type will have a Type 4 or 5 

profile. We consider now the results to see if our ex- 

pectations are fulfilled. 

The sentences for this part of the test were as fol- 

lows: 

Table 4: Group 4 middle sentences 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A middle Nylon sheets dry very easily. 
This material washes easily. 
Fresh meat doesn't keep well in summer. 

B 

C 

The record sold very well. 
New wine doesn't keep well. 
The new Mercedes drives very easily. 

This toothpaste sells well. 
This new magazine reads very easily. 
This wine drinks very well. 

A reflexive Nylon sheets dry themselves very easily. 
This material washes itself easily. 
Fresh meat doesn't keep itself well in 
summer. 

B 

C 

The record sold itself very well. 
New wine doesn't keep itself well. 
The new Mercedes drives itself very eas- 
ily. 

This toothpaste sells itself well. 
This new magazine reads itself very eas- 
ily. 
This wine drinks itself very well. 

The analysis of variance for these sentences shows a com- 

plex picture: 
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Table 5: Analysis of variance for Group 4 middle sen- 
tences ( "Type" = middle /reflexive) 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 816.39 265 

Level 61.68 4 15.42 7.01 * ** 
Test Version 174.48 2 87.24 39.64 * ** 
Level x Version 27.81 8 3.48 1.58 
Error (between) 552.43 251 2.20 

Within subjects 1426.50 266 

Type 453.16 1 453.16 226.42 * ** 
Level x Type 368.27 4 92.07 46.00 * ** 
Version x Type 79.65 2 39.83 19.90 * ** 
L x V x T 23.06 8 2.88 1.44 
Error (within) 502.36 251 2.00 

*** p < .001 

The effect of Test Version is highly significant (F = 

39.64, p < .001), and this presents us with a problem, 

since it shows that the lexical content of these sen- 

tences plays a large part in their acceptability. In or- 

der to determine the source of this effect, we need to 

look more closely at the results for each version of the 

test. The overall mean acceptability rating of the mid- 

dle sentences for Test Version C (0.70) is lower than the 

overall version mean for Test Versions A (1.16) and B 

(1.02). In fact, the low acceptability of the Test Ver- 

sion C sentences is accounted for by the exceptionally 

low ratings for the sentences This wine drinks very well 

and This new magazine reads very easily, particularly the 

first of these. We can see this if we compare the over- 

all mean acceptability ratings (i.e. conflating the 

scores of all groups) for each sentence token: 
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Table 6: Mean acceptability ratings for all groups, Group 
4 middle sentence -tokens 

Vrsn Sentence MAR 

A Nylon sheets dry very easily 1.69 
This material washes easily 1.14 
Fresh meat doesn't keep well in summer 1.64 

B The record sold very well 1.25 
New wine doesn't keep well 1.63 
The new Mercedes drives very easily 1.53 

C This toothpaste sells well 1.16 
This new magazine reads very easily 0.84 
This wine drinks very well 0.49 

It is interesting to note that the relatively low accept- 

ability of the sentences This wine drinks very well 

(0.49) and This new magazine reads very easily (0.84) is 

detected even by the subjects in the Low group, although 

these subjects do not discriminate between these two sen- 

tences to the same extent as the other groups do: 

Table 7: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 4 middle 
sentences, Test Version C, all groups 

Level 

Sentence Low Mid High Adv NSs 

This toothpaste sells well 1.00 1.00 0.38 1.50 2.00 

This new magazine reads very 
easily 0.63 0.50 0.38 1.25 1.56 

This wine drinks very well 0.63 0.40 0.25 0.75 0.50 

It is clear that the exceptionally low acceptability rat- 

ing of the sentence This wine drinks very well is obscur- 

ing the overall picture, so we remove the scores of this 

sentence and of the equivalent sentences (i.e. the third 

sentence -token) from Test Versions A and B, and we use 

the scores for the remaining two sentence -tokens as the 
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basis of the analysis of variance. The revised Anova 

table is set out below: 

Table 8: Anova table 
1 and 2 only) (Type = 

for Group 4 middle sentences (tokens 
[± reflexive]) 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 

Level 

413.48 

35.09 

265 

4 8.77 6.36 * ** 
Test Version 18.32 2 9.16 6.65 ** 
Level x Version 14.08 8 1.76 1.28 
Error (between) 345.99 251 1.38 

Within subjects 733.50 266 

Type 
Level x Type 

177.16 
216.47 

1 

4 

177.16 
54.11 

148.36 * ** 
45.31 * ** 

Version x Type 31.60 2 15.80 13.23 * ** 
L x V x Type 8.59 8 1.07 0.90 
Error (within) 299.72 251 1.19 

*** p < .001 

The effect of Test Version is still significant in this 

analysis (F = 6.65, p < .01), but considerably less so 

than when the scores were based on the responses to all 

three sentence tokens. The main patterns in the scores 

are evident in the table of mean acceptability ratings 

below: 
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Table 9: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 4 `middle' 
sentences (tokens i and 2), `middle' and `reflexive' 
types 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low mid 1.07 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

refi 0.95 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid mid 0.94 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

refi 0.85 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High mid 0.77 * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
refi 0.82 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv mid 1.50 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

refl 0.55 * * * * * * * * * ** 

NSs mid 1.93 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
refl 0.42 * * * * * * ** 

There is a steady linear decline in the acceptability of 

the reflexive type, from an initial rating near the mid- 

point of the scale across the whole of the range to a low 

point of 0.42 for the Native speaker group. This is a 

clear example of developmental profile Type 4, although 

the reflexive sentences are not so decisively rejected by 

the native speakers as the ungrammatical passive sen- 

tences which we investigated in Section 5 of this chap- 

ter. We suppose that the difference is due to the fact 

that the unacceptability of this type of sentence is not 

primarily a matter of syntax, but rather a matter of in- 

terpretation. 

The middle type declines steadily from an initial 

rating of 1.07 at the Low level to 0.82 at the High 

level, and then rises sharply to a figure of 1.50 at the 

Advanced level. The acceptability of these sentences to 

the Native speaker group is yet higher, at 1.93, showing 

that the sentence type is accepted by the great majority 

of the native speaker subjects. The developmental pro- 

file therefore conforms to the characteristics of Type 3, 
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and we suggest that the change in acceptability from a 

negative value to a positive value between the levels 

High and Advanced is evidence of restructuring in the in- 

terlanguage grammar. Although we maintain that the de- 

velopmental profile is characteristic of Type 3, the 

shape of the curve is not so pronounced as that which we 

found for the Type 3 developmental profiles in the re- 

sults for the sentences in Group 2 involving restructur- 

ing. The lowest rating in the range is 0.82 for the High 

groups, indicating that a substantial minority of the 

subjects at this level do not reject these sentences. We 

can judge the significance of the difference in the means 

between the High and Advanced levels by means of the 

Scheffé test: 

Table 10: Scheffé test for Group 4 middle sentences 
(tokens i and 2 only) 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Mean 0.71 0.63 0.51 1.00 1.29 

Low 1.88 7.52 15.48* 87.40* 

Mid 2.26 25.55* 110.39* 

High 35.49* 116.23* 

Advanced 16.24* 

Value of F for df(4,261), p < .05: 2.39 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The difference between the means for the comparisons 

(Low, Mid) and (Mid, High) is not significant, while that 

between the means for the High and Advanced groups is 

significant, so we can conclude that the developmental 

profile of these sentences meets the criteria for Type 3, 

and that the scores for this sentence -type constitute ev- 

idence for restructuring in the principles of the grammar 



Chapter 5: The Results 449 

which determine the status of the middle construction. 

If we suppose that the middle construction is the result 

of movement of the D- structure object to the empty D- 

structure subject position, the status of the construc- 

tion will be determined by the setting of the configura- 

tionality parameter. It is therefore not surprising that 

the developmental profile for these sentences should have 

very similar characteristics to the profile of sentences 

with indirect object promotion, since the acceptability 

of both types of sentence is directly affected by the 

change in the setting of the configurationality parame- 

ter. It is worth noting that the subjects at the lowest 

three levels are unable to distinguish between the ac- 

ceptability of the middle and reflexive types in this 

category, suggesting that the status of these sentences 

with regard to the interlanguage grammar is indetermi- 

nate. 

5.6.2.2 The unaccusative verbs 

We consider now the results for the sentences with unac- 

cusative verbs in Group 4. The sentences are set out in 

the table below: 

Table 11: Group 4 unaccusative sentences 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A unaccusative The soup is heating on the stove. 
The window closed suddenly. 
The glass broke in the heat. 

B 

C 

The stone moved during the night. 
The ice melted quickly in the sun. 
The fog cleared curing the morning. 

The door opened slowly. 
Salt dissolves easily in water. 
The symphony ends quietly. 



Chapter 5: The Results 450 

A reflexive 

B 

C 

The soup is heating itself on the 
stove. 
The window closed itself suddenly. 
The glass broke itself in the heat. 

The stone moved itself during the 
night. 
The ice melted itself quickly in the 
sun. 
The fog cleared itself curing the 
morning. 

The door opened itself slowly. 
Salt dissolves itself easily in wa- 
ter. 
The symphony itself ends quietly. 

For this group of sentences, we expect that the effect of 

the lexical content of the sentence will be more pro- 

nounced than it was for the middle sentences. It has 

been argued, notably by Keyser and Roeper (1984), that 

the middle construction is generated in the syntax but 

that unaccusativity is a property of the lexicon. This 

view is plausible if we suppose that the middle construc- 

tion is the result of the operation of Move Alpha in re- 

sponse to an empty D- structure subject position. The ac- 

ceptability of the middle sentences then depends on the 

interpretive component of the grammar. The acceptability 

of unaccusative sentences, in contrast, depends on the 

lexical properties of the verb, since some verbs with 

non -agentive subjects may be used unaccusatively and oth- 

ers may not. Knowledge of whether a verb can be used un- 

accusatively or not is therefore acquired as part of our 

knowledge of the lexicon, and we should expect that the 

developmental profiles of these sentences will have the 

characteristics of sentence types which are acquired 

principally as a result of bottom -up inductive learning. 

It is worth noting also that unaccusativity is also a 

property of the lexicon rather than of the syntax in Ger- 

man, so we expect that much of the variability in the re- 
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sponses will be the result of idiosyncratic properties of 

the German and English lexicons. 

The analysis of variance for the unaccusative sen- 

tences and their reflexive counterparts is set out in the 

table below: 

Table 12: Anova table for Group 
(Type = [± reflexive]) 

4 unaccusative sentences 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 610.77 265 

Level 26.91 4 6.73 3.46* 
Test Version 49.61 2 24.80 12.76 * ** 
Level x Version 46.46 8 5.81 2.99 ** 
Error (between) 487.79 251 1.94 

Within subjects 1236.00 266 

Type 
Level x Type 

572.75 
163.87 

1 

4 

572.75 339.92 * ** 
40.97 24.31 * ** 

Version x Type 35.55 2 17.77 10.55 * ** 
L x V x Type 40.90 8 5.11 3.03 ** 
Error (within) 422.93 251 1.68 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 

We note first of all that the effect of Test Version is 

highly signifiacnt (F = 12.76, p < .001), confirming what 

we have suggested about the predominantly lexical charac- 

ter of the acceptability of these sentences. We must 

therefore be cautious in generalizing from the results. 

Leaving aside the effect of Test Version, the main pat- 

terns in the data are evident from the table of mean ac- 

ceptability ratings below: 
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Table 13: Mean acceptability ratings for Group 4 unac- 
cusative sentences (`unac' = unaccusative, `refl' = re- 
flexive) 

Level Type MAR MAR 

Low unac 1.52 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

reff 1.22 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid unac 1.67 ********************************* 
refl 1.15 *********************** 

High unac 1.56 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

reff 1.20 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv unac 1.82 ************************************ 
refl 0.58 ************ 

NSs unac 1.96 ******** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 
refi 0.90 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The unaccusative sentences are markedly more acceptable 

than the reflexive sentences to all groups, although the 

difference is most marked for the Advanced and Native 

speaker groups. The difference in the overall accept- 

ability of the two categories of sentences is reflected 

in the massively significant effect of Sentence Type (F = 

339.91, p < .001), and the greater discrimination of the 

Advanced and Native speaker groups is reflected in the 

high level of significance of the effect due to the in- 

teraction of Level and Type (F = 24.31, p < .001). There 

is no evidence of restructuring in the developmental pro- 

files of either sentence type. This is as we expect if 

unaccusativity is a property of the lexicon rather than 

of the grammar. It is notable, however, that the accept- 

ability of the reflexive sentences is markedly lower for 

the Advanced group than for any of the other groups, and 

the Scheffé test indicates that this difference is sig- 

nificant: 
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Table 14: Scheffé test 
(reflexive) sentences 

for Group 4 unaccusative 

453 

Level Low Mid High Adv NSs 
n 63 57 37 38 71 

Mean 1.22 1.15 1.20 0.58 0.90 

Low 0.45 0.04 29.87* 10.46* 

Mid 0.15 22.81* 6.05 

High 21.90* 6.53 

Advanced 7.84 

Value of F for df(4,261), p < .05: 2.39 
Scheffé test critical value of F: 9.56 

The difference between the Advanced and the Native 

speaker groups is not significant. The most plausible 

explanation for the drop in acceptability of the reflex- 

ive sentences between levels High and Advanced is to sup- 

pose that it is due to the difficulty of recognising un- 

grammaticality in the lexicon. We presume that it re- 

quires a long period of exposure to the evidence before 

these sentences can be confidently rejected. This is es- 

pecially the case with regard to properties of the lexi- 

con, since there is no positive evidence available that 

sentences such as The door opened itself slowly are se- 

mantically highly marked, if not ungrammatical. The gen- 

eral point here is that where the acceptability of a par- 

ticular construction is determined by the properties of 

the lexicon, it requires long exposure to the data before 

the subject can detect nuances of acceptable and unac- 

ceptable usage. 

5.6.2.3 The `quasi- reflexive' verbs 

Finally we consider the results for the third category of 

sentences in Group 4, which we have designated `quasi -re- 
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flexive'. We shall not devote much space to these re- 

sults, since, as we have already pointed out in Chapter 4 

Section 4.2.5, the operational definition of the sen- 

tence -type is not as precise as we would wish, and there 

are therefore difficulties in interpreting the results of 

the analysis of variance. The criterion used to select 

sentences for this section was that the German transla- 

tion equivalent of the English sentence should require a 

reflexive construction. Thus, to give an example, the 

English intransitive verb change, as in the sentence She 

has changed a lot, is most naturally translated by the 

reflexive verb sich ändern, as in Sie hat sich geändert. 

Many of the verbs in this section can be classified as 

`mutative', i.e. verbs involving a change of state or lo- 

cation, while others are reciprocal or refer to mental 

actions. The intention behind the inclusion of these 

sentences in the test was to investigate the interaction 

between the of development and the 

intransitive or reflexive use of verbs. The sentences 

used are set out in the table below: 

Table 15: Group 4 `quasi- reflexive' sentences ('intr' = 
intransitive, 'refl' = reflexive) 

Vrsn Type Sentence 

A intr We'll meet at two o'clock. 
They sat on the grass. 
She has changed a lot. 

B 

C 

She dresses very simply. 
I don't remember the exam. 
The injured man recovered. 

I rested for about ten minutes. 
We have decided to go on holiday. 
I feel much better today. 

A refl We'll meet us at two o'clock tomorrow. 
They sat them on the grass. 
She has changed herself a lot. 
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B 

C 

She dresses herself very simply. 
I don't remember me of the exam. 
The injured man recovered himself. 

I rested myself for about ten minutes. 
We have decided us to go on holiday. 
I feel myself much better today. 

The analysis of variance for these sentences is set out 

in the table below: 

Table 16: Anova table for Group 4 `quasi- reflexive' sen- 
tences 

Source SSS df MSS F 

Between subjects 410.48 265 

Level 14.64 
Test Version 4.31 
Level x Version 53.82 
Error (between) 337.72 

4 

2 

8 

251 

Within subjects 1528.50 266 

Type 866.62 
Level x Type 195.29 
Version x Type 71.02 
L x V x Type 29.52 
Error (within) 366.06 

3.66 
2.16 
6.73 
1.35 

2.72* 
1.60 
5.00 * ** 

1 866.62 594.23 * ** 
4 48.82 33.48 * ** 
2 35.51 24.35 * ** 
8 3.69 2.53* 

251 1.46 

*** p < .001, ** p < .01, * p < .05 

The effect of Test Version here is not significant, so 

the main patterns in the data (with the exception of the 

interaction between Test Version and Type) are evident in 

the bar chart of means below: 
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Table 17: 
reflexive' 
flexive) 

Mean acceptability ratings for Group 4 `quasi - 
sentences (`intr' - intransitive, 'refl' - re- 

Lev Type MAR MAR 

Low intr 1.58 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

refi 1.16 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Mid intr 1.63 ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

refi 1.08 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

High intr 1.70 *** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

reff 1.04 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Adv intr 1.91 ************************************** 
refl 0.49 ********** 

NSs intr 1.98 **************************************** 
refl 0.71 ************** 

The pattern of acceptability ratings here is very similar 

to the pattern we observed in the results for the un- 

accusative sentences. The acceptability of the intransi- 

tive sentences is initially high, and increases gradually 

across the range, while the acceptability of the reflex- 

ive sentences is lower than the intransitive sentences 

for all groups, particularly for the Advanced and Native 

speaker groups. We notice also that the acceptability of 

the reflexive sentences is lower for the Advanced groups 

than it is for the Native speaker groups. We interpret 

this pattern of results in the same way as for the unac- 

cusative sentences. That is, we suppose that the possi- 

bility of using the verb reflexively depends on the lexi- 

cal properties of the verb concerned, rather than on the 

syntactic principles of the interlanguage grammar. We do 

not therefore expect any evidence of restructuring, and 

we expect the developmental profile to be more or less 

linear in shape. We also suppose that the acquisition of 

the appropriate lexical knowledge requires extensive ex- 

posure to the data, especially since there is no positive 
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data that the reflexive use of these verbs is ungrammati- 

cal or semantically marked in English. In general, we 

are reluctant to place much significance on these results 

because of the failure to define the sentence type 

`quasi -reflexive' precisely. Nevertheless, it is strik- 

ing that the response pattern for these sentences is al- 

most identical to that of the unaccusative sentences, and 

we feel justified in supposing that this similarity is 

not accidental. This gives us some confidence in the va- 

lidity of the method of elicitation. 

5.6.3 Summary 

We present here a summary of the results for the Group 3 

and Group 4 sentences: 

Group 3: locative NP subjects 

i. Sentences with topicalised prepositional phrases and 
lexical expletive subjects (a)) and those with 
locative NP subjects (type (b)) were more or less 
acceptable throughout the range, i.e. they displayed 
developmental profiles of Type 1. Type (b) sen- 
tences, which are by hypothesis less marked than 
type (a) sentences in a configurational grammar were 
marginally less acceptable to all the non -native 
speakers of English, whereas the reverse pattern was 
observed in the responses of the native speakers. 
We suppose that this result is an indication of the 
fact that the properties of the subject involve in- 
teraction between the pragmatic and syntactic compo- 
nents of the grammar, and the pragmatic component 
has more of an influence on the relative acceptabil- 
ity of these two sentence types for the native 
speakers of German than for the native speakers of 
English. 

ii. The ungrammaticality of the sentences with topi- 
calised prepositional phrases and no lexical exple- 
tive subject (type (c)) was detected by the learners 
at all stages, i.e. they displayed developmental 
profiles of Type 2. 
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Group 4: middle sentences 

i. The effect of Test Version was highly significant, 
and this was due principally to the low acceptabil- 
ity of the Version C sentence This wine drinks very 
well to all subjects. The responses to this sen- 
tence and the equivalent sentences in Test Versions 
A and B were removed from the analysis so that the 
scores should more accurately reflect the accept- 
ability of the sentence type. 

ii. The revised analysis of variance showed that the de- 
velopmental profile of the middle sentences was con- 
sistent with the restructuring hypothesis. 

iii. The developmental profile of the reflexive sentences 
was characteristic of Type 4 profile, indicating 
that the initial status of the sentence was indeter- 
minate, and that the acceptability declined steadily 
over the range. 

Group 4: unaccusative sentences 

i. The effect of Test Version was highly significant, 
so the results for these sentences lack generaliz- 
ability. 

ii. The unaccusative sentences were markedly more ac- 
ceptable than their reflexive counterparts for all 
groups. 

iii. There is no evidence of restructuring in the devel- 
opmental profiles of either sentence type. 

iv. The acceptability of the reflexive sentences was 
significantly lower for the Advanced group than for 
the other groups. We interpret this as reflecting 
the difficulty of recognising ungrammaticality in 
the lexicon. 

Group 4: `quasi- reflexive' sentences 

i. The effect of Test Version was not significant, so 
we can have some confidence in the generalizability 
of the results. 

ii. The pattern of responses was very similar to that 
for the unaccusative sentences. 
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iii. The intransitive sentences were more or less accept- 
able to all groups, i.e. they had a Type 1 develop- 
mental profile. 

iv. The developmental profile of the reflexive sentences 
was the same as that of the reflexive sentences in 
the unaccusative group, and for the same reason, 
namely that the non -native speakers have difficulty 
in recognising ungrammaticality in the lexicon. 

The general pattern of results strongly supports the hy- 

pothesis that the properties of unaccusative and `quasi - 

reflexive' verbs are learned through the operation of 

bottom -up inductive learning mechanisms. The responses 

to the middle sentences suggest that the grammaticality 

of this construction changes as a result of the restruc- 

turing which we suppose to take place in the interlan- 

guage grammar between the High and Advanced levels, 

specifically in the configurationality parameter. Since 

both indirect object promotion and the middle construc- 

tion are subject to parametric variation in the mode of 

application of Move Alpha, this result lends support to 

the restructuring hypothesis. 



CHAPTER SIX 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

6.0 Introduction 

We begin this final chapter with a summary of the more 

salient results of the empirical study on which this the- 

sis is based and we interpret these results in the light 

of the modularity thesis of interlanguage development 

which we have outlined in Chapter 3. Then we consider an 

alternative explanation of the results and finally we 

consider the implications of this thesis for future re- 

search. 

6.1 Summary of results 

We have interpreted the results of the empirical study in 

terms of the descriptive notion of the developmental pro- 

file. The developmental profile of a particular sen- 

tence -type is the curve described by the group mean ac- 

ceptability ratings for that sentence -type across the 

range of the interlanguage grammar which is investigated 

in this study. The group mean acceptability rating is a 

directional measure of group consensus with regard to the 

acceptability or unacceptability of a given sentence - 

type. We have interpreted the group mean acceptability 

rating in terms of two factors: (i) the status of the 

sentence -type in the interlanguage grammar, and (ii) the 

level of indeterminacy in the responses of the group. We 

have found that these two factors interact to produce the 

following five types of developmental profile: 

- 460 - 
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Type 1 More or less acceptable throughout the range. 
There is usually a gradual linear rise in the 
shape of the developmental profile from the 
initial stages to the native speaker stage, and 
we interpret this as being the result of in- 
creasing determinacy in the intuitions of the 
subjects. 

Type 2 More or less unacceptable throughout the range. 
Here again, there is a linear mode of develop- 
ment across the range, with the developmental 
profile showing a gradual decline across the 
range. We interpret this again as being due to 
increasing determinacy in the intuitions of the 
subjects, which in this instance results in 
greater confidence in recognising ungrammati- 
cality. 

Both of these types of developmental profile have a lin- 

ear mode of development across the whole range, and do 

not, by hypothesis, involve restructuring in the grammar. 

Where the developmental profile is not linear, we suppose 

that this is the result of restructuring, as in the fol- 

lowing types: 

Type 3 

Type 4 

Type 5 

Initially indeterminate, followed by a decline 
in acceptability to the level of the High group 
in our study, at which point the group consen- 
sus is that the sentence -type is unacceptable. 
Thereafter there is a drastic change in the 
status of the sentence type, because at the 
level of the Advanced groups in our study, the 
group consensus is that the sentence -type is 
acceptable. The upward trend of the develop- 
mental profile continues to the level of the 
native speakers. 

Initially indeterminate or more or less accept- 
able, followed by a decline in acceptability 
over the whole range to a point where the sen- 
tence -type is unacceptable. 

Persistent indeterminacy until the level of the 
High group in our study, followed by a sudden 
decline in acceptability so that the status of 
the sentence -type changes from indeterminate to 
unacceptable between the levels of the High and 
Advanced groups. 
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Type 4 and Type 5 are distinguished in theory by suppos- 

ing that Type 4 is the profile we expect of a sentence - 

type which is basically acceptable in the initial stages 

of the interlanguage grammar and unacceptable in the fi- 

nal stages. In practice this type is difficult to dis- 

tinguish from Type 5 because of the high levels of inde- 

terminacy in the grammar at the initial stages. 

The results of our study can be presented in terms 

of the type of sentence which conforms to each of the de- 

velopmental profiles above. The sentence -types which 

display developmental profiles of Type 1 are given in the 

table below: 

Type 1: acceptable throughout the range 

1 tough- movement with Accusative (a) and Dative (b) 

case -marking verbs: 

(a) Betty is simple to teach. 

(b) Fred is easy to please. 

2 The passive of ditransitive to- dative (a) and for - 
dative (b) verbs with promoted direct object: 

(a) The book was given to me. 

(b) The cake was baked for him. 

3 Sentences with topicalised prepositional phrases and 
a lexical expletive subject (a) and with locative NP 
subjects (b) : 

(a) In London it is often very foggy. 

(b) London is often very foggy. 

4 Sentences with unaccusative verbs: 

(a) The ice melted quickly in the sun. 

(b) The soup is heating on the stove. 
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We suppose that the developmental profile of these sen- 

tences results from the fact that they are compatible 

with the interlanguage grammar at all stages. Sentences 

with the characteristic developmental profile of Type 2 

were as follows: 

Type 2: Unacceptable throughout the range 

1 Ditransitive passive sentences derived by dative 
shift of for -dative verbs followed by promotion of 
the direct object (compare Types 4/5 examples 2a, 
2b) : 

(a) The sheets were washed me. 

(b) The cake was baked him. 

2 Sentences with topicalised prepositional phrases and 
no lexical subject: 

(a) In London is often very foggy. 

(b) In the camping site is not allowed loud music. 

Type 3: Initial indeterminacy /unacceptability followed by 
acceptability 

1 tough- movement sentences with preposition- stranding: 

(a) Betty is hard to dance with. 

(b) The fat man was easy to work with. 

2 Ditransitive passive sentences derived by promotion 
of the indirect object of [+ dative shift] to- dative 
(a) and for -dative (b) verbs: 

(a) I was given the book. 

(b) He was baked a cake. 

3 The middle construction: 

(a) Nylon sheets dry very easily. 

(b) This material washes easily. 
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Types 4/5: Initial /persistent indeterminacy followed by 
decline to unacceptability 

1 Sentences derived by topicalisation of the ac- 
cusative case -marked indirect object, to- dative (a) 

and for -dative (b) verbs: 

(a) Me was given the book. 

(b) Him was baked a cake. 

2 Ditransitive passive sentences derived by dative 
shift of to- dative verbs followed by promotion of 
the direct object (compare Type 2, examples la, lb): 

(a) The book was given me. 

(b) A new bicycle was promised her. 

In addition to the results above, which conform closely, 

to the idealized developmental profiles which we have de- 

scribed (see Chapter 5 Section 1), the following result 

represents a distinctive developmental profile of some 

interest, and we therefore identify this as a further 

type: 

Type 6: Initial indeterminacy followed by decline in ac- 
ceptability, followed by a rise in acceptability after 
restructuring, followed by a fall at the level of the na- 
tive speakers (by hypothesis, evidence of overgeneralisa- 
tion) 

1 Ditransitive passive sentences derived by dative . 
shift of to- dative E- dative shift] verbs, followed 
by promotion of the indirect object: 

(a) They were explained the problem. 

(b) He was described the picture. 

6.2 Interpretation 

It must be emphasised that these developmental profiles 

involve a degree of idealization from the data, and to 

that extent they incorporate a number of theoretical as- 



Chapter 6: Summary and conclusions 465 

sumptions. These assumptions can be stated quite simply. 

We assume that the interlanguage grammar at the initial 

stages of the range is characterised by properties which 

derive from the grammar of the subjects' L1, i.e. German; 

to be specific we suppose that the interlanguage grammar 

at the initial stages is basically a non -configurational 

or weakly configurational grammar. There is no change in 

the status of the grammar with regard to configurational - 

ity until after the level of the High groups in our 

study. At some stage between the levels of the High and 

Advanced groups the grammar undergoes a restructuring and 

acquires the properties of a strongly configurational 

grammar. 

The evidence for this restructuring hypothesis de- 

rives principally from the fact that the sentences which 

display developmental profiles of Type 3, which involves 

a change in status from basically unacceptable to accept- 

able, can all be argued to be sensitive to the status of 

the configurationality parameters. These sentences are 

all sensitive to a cluster of parameterized principles 

involving configurationality, in particular the [± lexi- 

cal case] parameter, the [± NP- movement] parameter and 

the GF- identification parameter. These sentences are re- 

jected by the learners before the grammar is restructured 

because the sentences are incompatible with a non- config- 

urational grammar, but the status of these parameters 

changes as a result of restructuring and the result is 

that the sentences are no longer incompatible with the 

interlanguage grammar. The restructuring hypothesis 

gains credence because it makes the correct predictions. 

All and only those sentences which are sensitive to the 

status of the configurationality parameters in the gram- 

mar have developmental profiles of Type 3 or 4/5. Sen- 

tences which are not sensitive to the status of the con - 

figurationality parameters do not have developmental pro- 
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files of Type 3 or 4/5. Sentences which violate invari- 

ant principles of Universal Grammar have developmental 

profiles of Type 2, which is to say that they are re- 

jected by all the subjects including those in the initial 

stages, while sentences which are compatible with the in- 

terlanguage grammar in both its non -configurational and 

configurational stages are accepted by all the learners. 

Before we consider the implications of the restruc- 

turing hypothesis we should consider an alternative ex- 

planation of the facts. One might argue that the results 

of this study can be interpreted in terms of the notion 

of markedness rather than restructuring. All of the sen- 

tences which we suppose are diagnostic of restructuring 

are arguably marked in one way or another, and one could 

argue that the results indicate simply that marked struc- 

tures are acquired late, and that the only thing that 

these diagnostic sentences have in common is that they 

are marked. On this view, there is no evidence for para- 

metric restructuring in the results of this study. How- 

ever, we suggest that if this interpretation of the facts 

were the correct one, then we should expect that the 

developmental profile of these sentences would reflect 

the general pattern of development with regard to 

difficult or marked structures, which we argue is 

reflected in the responses to the Group 5 sentences. 

Recall that we argued that the developmental profile 

displayed by these sentences gives a reasonably accurate 

picture of the rate of interlanguage development of these 

subjects. The important point in the present context is 

that the developmental profile of these sentences, taken 

overall, showed a steady decline over the whole range of 

the interlanguage from the initial stages to the level of 

the Advanced learners. The major discontinuity was 

between the learners at the Advanced level and the native 

speakers. If the markedness explanation of the results 
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of this study were the correct one, we would expect that 

the major discontinuity in the developmental profile of 

the diagnostic sentences would occur between the levels 

of the Advanced groups and the Native speakers. We find, 

however, that the discontinuity in our diagnostic 

sentences occurs at an earlier stage, and we suggest that 

the coincidence of the distinctive Type 3 developmental 

profile occurring with the diagnostic sentences, and with 

these sentences only, is sufficient evidence to enable us 

to reject the markedness explanation in favour of the 

stronger explanation of the restructuring hypothesis. 

Two leading ideas lie behind the design of the em- 

pirical study for this thesis. The first is the restruc- 

turing hypothesis that we have described above, and we 

are confident that the results of the study are consis- 

tent with this hypothesis. The second leading idea is 

the modularity thesis, which has two aspects. First, we 

supposed that the course of interlanguage development is 

determined by the interaction of a general learning mod- 

ule, which is responsible for, among other things, the 

acquisition of the L2 lexicon, and Universal Grammar, 

which has the effect of a set of top -down constraints on 

the learner's internal representation of the target lan- 

guage grammar. This aspect of the modularity thesis was 

perhaps the primary consideration behind the design of 

the materials for the empirical study. In particular, it 

was hypothesised that the general learning module, whose 

mode of operation is bottom -up, inductive and data - 

driven, was a major factor in the acquisition of syntax. 

In order to test this `lexical priority' hypothesis, the 

materials were designed so as to incorporate a factor of 

lexical markedness. It was hypothesised that the effect 

of inductive learning would be apparent in two ways: (i) 

sentences where the predicate was lexically marked would 

be less acceptable in general than sentences where the 
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predicate was prototypical, and (ii) evidence of induc- 

tive learning would be apparent in the form of overgener- 

alisation of lexical rules. 

Although evidence was found for the effect of lexi- 

cal markedness, and although there was some evidence 

which could be interpreted as being the result of over - 

generalisation, it is clear that the results of this 

study do not support the lexical priority hypothesis. It 

is not clear that the results due to the effect of lexi- 

cal markedness are incompatible with the alternative hy- 

pothesis of syntactic priority, and there is no consis- 

tent and unequivocal evidence of overgeneralisation. 

With hindsight these results are not surprising. In the 

first place, there were considerable difficulties in es- 

tablishing a watertight operational definition of the 

factor of lexical markedness, and in consequence the re- 

sults of the study are difficult to interpret in terms of 

this factor. In the second place, the lexical priority 

hypothesis lacks precision as an empirical hypothesis, 

and the result is that it cannot be falsified. 

There are two conclusions which we might draw from 

the failure to find evidence of inductive learning in the 

results of this study. The first, and weaker, conclusion 

might be expressed in terms of the Scottish legal verdict 

of `Not proven'. In effect, this conclusion amounts to 

saying that inductive learning may play an important part 

in the acquisition of syntax, but that the role of induc- 

tive learning remains unclear. A second, and stronger, 

conclusion is that the lexical priority hypothesis is 

false, and that inductive learning plays only a minor 

role, if any, in the acquisition of syntax. This conclu- 

sion is compatible with the `syntactic priority' hypothe- 

sis, which is to the effect that the primary factor in 

the development of interlanguage grammar is the top -down 

effect of general abstract syntactic principles. We be- 
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lieve that the results of this study support the stronger 

conclusion. 

We have considered one aspect of the modularity the- 

sis, namely the interaction between the general learning 

module and Universal Grammar. We conclude our discussion 

by considering the second aspect of the modularity the- 

sis, the thesis of syntactic modularity. The picture of 

interlanguage development which emerges from the results 

of this study can best be understood as being the result 

of the interaction of independent, and parameterized, 

syntactic modules. Where the parameter- setting of the L1 

is consistent with the L2 setting, then no change takes 

place in that particular syntactic module. Where the two 

parameter- settings are different, however, there is 

change, and the rate of change depends on two factors: 

(i) the availability of evidence, and (ii) the complexity 

of the problem space which is presented by the parameter. 

Where there is no positive evidence that the L1 parame- 

ter- setting is inappropriate, then there will be diffi- 

culty in resetting the parameter to the narrower grammar, 

but where there is positive evidence, there is no diffi- 

culty in resetting the parameter. In either case, the 

difficulty of resetting the parameter is also dependent 

on the nature of the problem- space. Where the parameter 

presents the learner with a highly constrained problem - 

space, which typically has only two discrete values, as 

in the case of word order parameters, then parameter -re- 

setting is likely to be more or less immediate, but where 

the problem space is complex or where it involves non - 

discrete, and possibly multiple solutions, difficulty is 

likely to be encountered. 

Natural language grammars have evolved over an evo- 

lutionary time -scale. Since only grammars which are 

learnable can survive in the long term, the result of 

these diachronic constraints is that natural language 
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grammars are characterized by a high level of systemic 

equilibrium between the independent parameterized princi- 

ples of Universal Grammar. The initial and final stages 

of interlanguage grammars have this systemic equilibrium, 

but the intermediate stages may not, especially if the 

initial and final stages involve major realignments of 

clusters of syntactic principles. While these realign- 

ments are occurring, interlanguage grammars are charac- 

terized by high levels of indeterminacy. When the inde- 

pendent syntactic modules have achieved a degree of sys- 

temic equilibrium, the result is a relatively rapid and 

drastic change in the grammaticality intuitions of the 

learner with regard to sentences of the target language 

which were incompatible with the grammar before restruc- 

turing. The evidence of this study is that the interlan- 

guage grammar of German learners of English undergoes a 

restructuring from a weakly configurational grammar to a 

strongly configurational grammar, and that this restruc- 

turing takes place at a relatively late stage of the in- 

terlanguage continuum. 

6.3 Conclusions 

In this section we identify some of the implications of 

this thesis for second language acquisition research. In 

the first place, there are interesting methodological is- 

sues to emerge from the empirical study. The focus of 

interest of the study was the development of the grammat- 

icality intuitions of non -native learners of English. 

The elicitation instrument used was a trichotomous rating 

scale, and we have mentioned some of the problems con- 

nected with the use of this kind of acceptability judge- 

ment task. In spite of these problems, however, it is 

fair to say that the results which emerge from the study 

are robust and interpretable, and together build up to a 

coherent picture of the development of intuitions of 
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grammaticality in second language learners. Therefore we 

suggest that one of the implications of this research for 

second language acquisition studies is that acceptability 

rating tasks, and the associated notions of the group 

mean acceptability rating and the developmental profile 

are methodological tools of some general utility and 

power, capable of producing results which can be repli- 

cated and validated. 

With regard to the implications of this research for 

second language acquisition theory, we suggest that the 

research provides some support for a modular conception 

of interlanguage development within the context of the 

parameter- setting model of second language acquisition. 

Within this conception we suggest that the major explana- 

tory notions are the nature of the evidence which is 

available to the second language learner, and the rela- 

tionship between that evidence and the parameter- settings 

instantiated in the Ll. A related notion of some ex- 

planatory power is the idea of the problem space. A re- 

maining problem is that the idea of indirect positive ev- 

idence requires to be given more theoretical substance. 

We suggest that the general conception of interlan- 

guage development we have presented in this thesis is 

theoretically coherent, and consistent with a substantial 

body of empirical fact, but if it is to be accepted, it 

requires to be tested thoroughly in a wide variety of 

cross -linguistic situations. Furthermore, it needs to be 

validated through the application of the theoretical 

framework to language production data, particularly of a 

longitudinal kind. Cross -sectional studies of the kind 

which is reported in this thesis have inherent limita- 

tions in the study of language development, because they 

can only reveal general trends rather than fine detail of 

what occurs in the mind of the individual second language 

learner. In particular, we have characterized the notion 
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of restructuring in very general terms as a realignment 

in the perceptions of second language learners with re- 

gard to the target language grammar, and we have sug- 

gested that this realignment occurs at a late stage in 

the development of these learners, and over a substantial 

period of time. However, it is likely that restructuring 

in the mind of the individual language learner needs to 

be characterized in rather different terms, and we sug- 

gest that cross -sectional research needs to be supple- 

mented with detailed longitudinal studies of individual 

second language learners before the nature of restructur- 

ing, and the associated parameter- setting model of second 

language acquisition can be properly understood. 
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Rating Task Instructions (English translation) 

1 This is not a test, but a psychological experiment.. 
I am not trying to find out which of you is good at 
English and which of you is not so good. So 
whatever answers you give in these tests are useful 
and interesting. You shouldn't worry if you don't 
know the answer to a question, because I don't ex- 
pect you to know all the answers. 

2 I am interested in is how people learn foreign lan- 
guages. I am particularly interested in how the 
grammar of German, your native language, affects 
your understanding of the grammar of English. 

3 I'm going to show you some sentences in English and 
I want you to decide whether they are correct 
English or not. You will indicate your opinion by 
putting a cross in a row of boxes, like this: 

correct incorrect not sure 

4 You will see each sentence on the screen, and you 
will hear me say each sentence twice. You will have 
a few seconds to decide whether the sentence is cor- 
rect or not. I am interested in your spontaneous 
impression of the sentence, so please don't change 
your answer once you have decided. You won't have 
time to change it anyway. 

5 If you think the sentence is correct, you should put 
a cross in the box on the left, like this: 

correct X incorrect not sure 

6 If you think the sentence is incorrect, you should 
put a cross in the box in the middle, like this: 

correct incorrect X not sure 

7 And if you are not sure, put a cross in the box on 
the right, like this: 

correct incorrect not sure X 
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8 Some of the sentences in the test are a bit strange, 
even to a native -speaker of English. So if you are 
not sure whether the sentence is correct or not, 
it's possible that an English person would agree 
with you. So don't worry if you can't decide or if 
you don't know. I don't expect you to have a 
definite opinion about every sentence. Remember, if 
you can't decide, put a cross in the box on the 
right. 

9 Please don't copy from your neighbour. This is not 
a test, so it doesn't matter if you can't decide 
whether a sentence is correct or not. I want to 
know what you think, not what your neighbour thinks. 
I know it's a temptation to look at your neighbour's 
paper, but please resist it! If you copy, it will 
spoil the experiment. 

10 It is important that you answer all the questions, 
so please don't leave any blank. Remember, if you 
are not sure of the answer, put a cross in the box 
on the right. 

11 Now let's begin. There are 80 sentences altogether, 
and the test will take about 20 minutes. It's dif- 
ficult to concentrate for that long, so we'll do the 
test in two halves with a break in between. 

Remember 

This is not a test, so please don't copy! 

Please don't change your answer once you have decided. 

Please attempt every question. Don't leave any blank. 

If you are not sure whether the sentence is correct or 
not, put a cross in the middle box. 
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1 correct 

_2 correct 

3 correct 1 

A correct 
j 

5 correct 

incorrect 

incorrect 

incorrect 

incorrect 

incorrect 

not sure 

not sure 

not sure 

not sure 

not sure 
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Rating Task Instructions (German language version) 

1 Dies ist keine Prüfung, sondern ein psychologisches 
Experiment. Ich will nicht herausfinden, wer gut 
Englisch kann und wer weniger gut Englisch kann. 
Vielmehr sind für mich alle Antworten, die in diesen 
Tests gegeben werden, interessant und nützlich. 
Bitte machen Sie sich auch keine Sorgen, wenn Sie 
die eine oder andere Frage gar nicht beantworten 
können - ich rechne ohnehin nicht damit, daß Sie 
alle Fragen beantworten können. 

2 Die Frage, die mich interessiert, ist: wie lernen . 

Menschen eine Fremdsprache? Ganz besonders inter- 
essiert mich, wie die Grammatik Ihrer Muttersprache 
Deutsch Ihr Verständnis der englischen Grammatik 
beeinflußt. 

3 Ich werde Ihnen eine Reihe englischer Sätze zeigen, 
und Sie sollen in jedem Fall entscheiden, ob es sich 
um korrektes Englisch handelt oder nicht. Bitte 
drücken Sie Ihre Ansicht dadurch aus, daß Sie ein 
Kreuz in eines der drei in einer Reihe befindlichen 
Kästchen machen. 

4 Jeder Satz erscheint auf der Leinwand, dazu werde 
ich jeden Satz zweimal sprechen. Bei jedem Satz 
haben Sie dann einige Sekunden Zeit, um zu entschei- 
den, ob der Satz richtig oder falsch ist. Ich bin 
an Ihrer spontanen Ansicht interessiert, und ich 
möchte Sie deshalb bitten, eine einmal gegebene 
Antwort nicht im Nachhinein zu ändern. 

5 Wenn Sie glauben, der Satz sei korrekt, machen Sie 
Ihr Kreuz bitte in das linke Kästchen: 

correct X incorrect not sure 

6 Wenn Sie glauben, der Satz sei nicht richtig, machen 
Sie Ihr Kreuz bitte in das mittlere Kästchen: 

correct incorrect X not sure 
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7 Wenn Sie sich nicht sicher sind und sich nicht 
entscheiden können, machen Sie Ihr Kreuz bitte in 
das rechte Kästchen: 

correct incorrect not sure X 

8 Einige der Sätze, die in dem Test vorkommen, sind 
etwas ungewöhnlich - sie wären es wohl auch für 
einen englischen Muttersprachler. Es ist durchaus 
denkbar, daß in Fällen, in denen Sie sich nicht 
entscheiden können, ein Engländer sich Ihrer Meinung 
anschließen würde. Deshalb noch einmal: machen Sie 
sich keine Sorgen, wenn Sie nicht zwischen 'correct' 
und 'incorrect' entscheiden können. Ich rechne 
nicht damit, daß Sie bei jedem einzelnen Satz eine' 
klare Meinung haben. Wenn Sie sich also nicht 
entscheiden können, machen Sie ein Kreuz in das 
rechte Kästchen. 

9 Noch eine Bitte: schreiben Sie nicht vom Nachbarn 
ab. Dies ist keine. Prüfung, und es spielt deshalb 
für Sie keine Rolle, wo Sie Ihr Kreuz machen. Mich 
interessiert, was Sie denken, nicht was Ihr Nachbar 
denkt. Ich weiß, es ist immer eine Versuchung, auf 
das Papier des Nachbarn zu schauen - tun Sie's bitte 
trotzdem nicht. Wenn Sie anschreiben, stellen Sie 
das ganze Experiment in Frage. 

10 Bitte machen Sie in jedem Fall in eines der Kästchen 
ein Kreuz. Deshalb noch einmal: wenn Sie sich hin- 
sichtlich der Antwort nicht sicher sind, machen Sie 
bitte ein Kreuz in das rechte Kästchen. 

11 Los geht's! Der Test enthält insgesamt 80 Sätze; er 
dauert nicht länger als 20 Minuten. Da es schwierig 
ist, sich 20 Minuten hintereinander zu konzentri- 
eren, werden wir den Test in zwei Teilen durch- 
führen. Zwischen den beiden Teilen gibt's eine 
Pause. 

Bitte denken Sie daran: 

Dies ist keine Prüfung - schreiben Sie bitte nicht ab! 

Ändern Sie Ihre Antworten nicht nachträglich! 

Bitte machen Sie für jede Frage ein Kreuz! 

Wenn Sie nicht wissen, ob ein Satz richtig oder falsch 
ist, machen Sie bitte Ihr Kreuz in das rechte Kästchen. 
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1 correct 

2 correct 

3 correct 

4 correct 

5 correct 

incorrect 

incorrect 

incorrect 

incorrect 

incorrect 

not sure 

not sure 

not sure 

not sure 

not sure 
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Version A 

1 Group 1: tough- movement 

1.1 Accusative, core raising triggers 

Fred is easy to amuse. 
The clown was hard to teach. 
He was simple to understand. 

1.2 Dative, core raising triggers 

Joe is simple to thank. 
The fat man was easy to please. 
She was hard to believe. 

1.3 Oblique, core raising triggers 

Betty is hard to dance with. 
The detective was simple to look at. 
They were easy to work with. 

1.4 Accusative, peripheral raising triggers 

Mary is nice to love. 
The spy was impossible to watch. 
She was amusing to visit. 

1.5 Dative, peripheral raising triggers 

Liz is amusing to follow. 
The doctor was nice to help. 
He was impossible to congratulate. 

1.6 Oblique, peripheral raising triggers 

Harry is impossible to work for. 
The old man was amusing to listen to 
They were nice to talk to. 

2 Group 2: ditransitive passive 

2.1 to- dative, core 

(a) The book was given to me. 
(b) The book was given me. 
(c) I was given the book. 
(d) Me was given the book. 



Appendix 2: The rating task materials 480 

2.2 to- dative, marginal 

(a) A new bicycle was promised to her. 
(b) A new bicycle was promised her. 
(c) She was promised a new bicycle. 
(d) Her was promised a new bicycle. 

2.3 to- dative, peripheral 

(a) The problem was explained to them 
(b) The problem was explained them. 
(c) They were explained the problem. 
(d) Them was explained the problem. 

2.4 for -dative, core 

(a) The cake was baked for him. 
(b) The cake was baked him. 
(c) He was baked a cake. 
(d) Him was baked a cake. 

2.5 for -dative, marginal 

(a) The car was cleaned for me. 
(b) The car was cleaned me. 
(c) I was cleaned the car. 
(d) Me was cleaned the car. 

2.6 for -dative, peripheral 

(a) The tickets were prepared for them. 
(b) The tickets were prepared them. 
(c) They were prepared the tickets. 
(d) Them were prepared the tickets. 

3 Group 3: locative NP subjects 

3.1 In London it is often very foggy. 
London is often foggy. 
In London is often very foggy. 

3.2 In this hotel dogs are forbidden. 
This hotel forbids dogs. 
In this hotel are forbidden dogs. 

3.3 In the room it stank of whisky. 
The room stank of whisky. 
In the room stank of whisky. 
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4 Group 4: middle, unaccusative and `quasi- reflexive' 

4.1 Middle /reflexive 

Nylon sheets dry very easily. 
Nylon sheets dry themselves very easily. 

This material washes easily. 
This material washes itself easily. 

Fresh meat doesn't keep well in summer. 
Fresh meat doesn't keep itself well in summer. 

4.2 Unaccusative/reflexive 

The soup is heating on the stove. 
The soup is heating itself on the stove. 

The window closed suddenly. 
The window closed itself suddenly. 

The glass broke in the heat. 
The glass broke itself in the heat. 

4.3 Quasi- reflexive /reflexive 

We'll meet at two o'clock tomorrow. 
We'll meet us at two o'clock tomorrow. 

They sat on the grass. 
They sat them on the grass. 

She has changed a lot. 
She has changed herself a lot. 
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Version B 

1 Group 1: tough- movement 

1.1 Accusative, core raising triggers 

Betty is simple to teach. 
The detective was difficult to understand. 
They were easy to amuse. 

1.2 Dative, core raising triggers 

Fred is easy to please. 
The clown was simple to believe. 
He was difficult to thank. 

1.3 Oblique, core raising triggers 

Joe is difficult to look at. 
The fat man was easy to work with. 
She was simple to dance with. 

1.4 Accusative, peripheral raising triggers 

Harry is fascinating to watch. 
The old man was tiring to visit. 
They were good to love. 

1.5 Dative, peripheral raising triggers 

Mary is good to help. 
The spy was fascinating to congratulate. 
She was tiring to follow. 

1.6 Oblique, peripheral raising triggers 

Liz is tiring to listen to. 
The doctor was good to talk to. 
He was fascinating to work for. 

2 Group 2: ditransitive passive 

2.1 to- dative, core 

(a) The pullover was sold to her. 
(b) The pullover was sold her. 
(c) She was sold the pullover. 
(d) Her was sold the pullover 
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2.2 to- dative, marginal 

(a) A hundred dollars were offered to me. 
(b) A hundred dollars were offered me. 
(c) I was offered a hundred dollars. 
(d) Me were offered a hundred dollars. 

2.3 to- dative, peripheral 

(a) The picture was described to him. 
(b) The picture was described him. 
(c) He was described the picture. 
(d) Him was described the picture. 

2.4 for -dative, core 

(a) A new bed was made for them. 
(b) A new bed was made them. 
(c) They were made a new bed. 
(d) Them was made a new bed. 

2.5 for -dative, marginal 

(a) The sheets were washed for me. 
(b) The sheets were washed me. 
(c) I was washed the sheets. 
(d) Me were washed the sheets. 

2.6 for -dative, peripheral 

(a) A bottle of champagne was ordered for her. 
(b) A bottle of champagne was ordered her. 
(c) She was ordered a bottle of champagne. 
(d) Her was ordered a bottle of champagne. 

3 Group 3: locative NP subjects 

3.1 In Berlin it will be hot tomorrow. 
Berlin will be hot tomorrow. 
In Berlin will be hot tomorrow. 

3.2 In the camping site loud music is not allowed. 
The camping site does not allow loud music. 
In the camping site is not allowed loud music. 

3.3 In the pub it smelled of cigarette smoke. 
The pub smelled of cigarette smoke. 
In the pub smelled of cigarette smoke. 
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4 Group 4: middle, unaccusative and `quasi- reflexive' 

4.1 Middle /reflexive 

The record sold very well. 
The record sold itself very well. 

New wine doesn't keep well. 
New wine doesn't keep itself well. 

The new Mercedes drives very easily. 
The new Mercedes drives itself very easily. 

4.2 Unaccusative /reflexive 

The stone moved during the night. 
The stone moved itself during the night. 

The ice melted quickly in the sun. 
The ice melted itself quickly in the sun. 

The fog cleared during the morning. 
The fog cleared itself during the morning. 

4.3 Quasi- reflexive /reflexive 

She dresses very simply. 
She dresses herself very simply. 

I don't remember the exam. 
I don't remember me of the exam. 

The injured man recovered. 
The injured man recovered himself. 
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Version C 

1 Group 1: tough- movement 

1.1 Accusative, core raising triggers 

Joe is difficult to understand. 
The fat man was interesting to amuse. 
She was hard to teach. 

1.2 Dative, core raising triggers 

Betty is hard to believe. 
The detective was difficult to thank. 
They were interesting to please. 

1.3 Oblique, core raising triggers 

Fred is interesting to work with. 
The clown was hard to dance with. 
He was difficult to look at. 

1.4 Accusative, peripheral raising triggers 

Liz is fun to visit. 
The doctor was unpleasant to love. 
He was boring to watch. 

1.5 Dative, peripheral raising triggers 

Harry is boring to congratulate. 
The old man was fun to follow. 
They were unpleasant to help. 

1.6 Oblique, peripheral raising triggers 

Mary is unpleasant to talk to. 
The spy was boring to work for. 
She was fun to listen to. 

2 Group 2: ditransitive passive 

2.1 to- dative, core 

(a) The letter was sent to him this morning. 
(b) The letter was sent him this morning. 
(c) He was sent the letter this morning. 
(d) Him was sent the letter this morning. 
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2.2 to- dative, marginal 

(a) Permission to go was refused to me. 
(b) Permission to go was refused me. 
(c) I was refused permission to go. 
(d) Me was refused permission to go. 

2.3 to- dative, peripheral 

(a) The accident was reported to them. 
(b) The accident was reported them. 
(c) They were reported the accident. 
(d) Them was reported the accident. 

2.4 for -dative, core 

(a) A new car was bought for me. 
(b) A new car was bought me. 
(c) I was bought a new car. 
(d) Me was bought a new car. 

2.5 for -dative, marginal 

(a) The door was painted for them. 
(b) The door was painted them. 
(c) They were painted the door. 
(d) Them was painted the door. 

2.6 for -dative, peripheral 

(a) The window was opened for her. 
(b) The window was opened her. 
(c) She was opened the window. 
(d) Her was opened the window. 

3 Group 3: locative NP subjects 

3.1 In Portugal it is cold and rainy today. 
Portugal is cold and rainy today. 
In Portugal is cold and rainy today. 

3.2 In Burma tourists are not allowed. 
Burma does not allow tourists. 
In Burma are not allowed tourists. 

3.3 In the hotel bathroom it smelled clean and fresh. 
The hotel bathroom smelled clean and fresh. 
In the hotel bathroom smelled clean and fresh. 
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4 Group 4: middle, unaccusative and `quasi- reflexive' 

4.1 Middle /reflexive 

This toothpaste sells well. 
This toothpaste sells itself well. 

This new magazine reads very easily. 
This new magazine reads itself very easily. 

This wine drinks very well. 
This wine drinks itself very well. 

4.2 Unaccusative/reflexive 

The door opened slowly. 
The door opened itself slowly. 

Salt dissolves easily in water. 
Salt dissolves itself easily in water. 

The symphony ends quietly. 
The symphony ends itself quietly. 

4.3 Quasi- reflexive /reflexive 

I rested for about ten minutes. 
I rested myself for about ten minutes. 

We have decided to go on holiday. 
We have decided us to go on holiday. 

I feel much better today. 
I feel myself much better today. 
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Group 5 

1 He has hurt the leg. 

2 When I have arrived, he worked in the garden. 

3 I am waiting for you since two hours. 

4 I have a new information. 

5 She is student at the Technical University. 

6 The bank is in the near of the post office. 

7 My sister is more intelligent as me. 

8 If it would have rained, we wouldn't have had the 
barbecue. 

9 Harry and Barbara have got married three years ago. 

10 Before we go to Italy, the car is to repair. 

11 I have difficulty to get up in the morning. 
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1 Introduction 

The appropriate use of the analysis of variance depends 

on a number of assumptions being met, and since it is 

possible that the data in this study do not meet all of 

these assumptions completely it is necessary to examine 

the nature of the data in more detail than is appropriate 

in the body of this thesis. Before the analysis of vari- 

ance can legitimately be applied, the researcher must be 

satisfied that the data which are to be analysed meet the 

following four conditions (Siegel and Castellan 1988:20). 

Table 1: Assumptions underlying the analysis of variance 

1 The observations must be independent. 

2 The observations must be drawn from normally dis- 
tributed populations. 

3 The populations must have the same variance. 

4 The variables must have been measured in at least an 
interval scale so that it is possible to interpret 
the results. 

We consider the empirical data collected for this study 

in the light of these assumptions in order to determine 

the extent to which the application of the analysis of 

variance to these data is valid. 

2 Independent observations 

The first assumption, that the observations are mutually 

independent, imposes two conditions on the selection and 

presentation of sentences in this study. First, the re- 

sponse to any one sentence must not be affected by the 

response to any other sentence. The likelihood of this 

occurring was minimised in this study by presenting the 
sentences in random order, and by ensuring that no two 

sentences with the same lexical content but differing by 
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one syntactic feature were presented in succession. We 

are confident that the randomisation procedures used in 

contructing the materials were sufficiently rigorous to 

minimise the risk of the responses to one sentence being 

contaminated by the responses to any other. 

The second possible source of contamination is less 

easy to control. It is necessary to ensure not only that 

the sentences selected are presented in random order, but 

also that the procedure adopted in the selection of the 

sentences from the pool of possible sentences for that 

sentence -type should have been random. The observations 

are not independent if the selection of any one sentence 

for inclusion in the sample affects the chances of any 

other sentence being included. In the context of this 

study, this requirement means that the sentences for in- 

clusion must have been drawn at random from the total 

population of like sentences. Failure to ensure that 

this condition is satisfied leads to what Clark (1972) 

has called the `language -as- fixed -effect fallacy'. This 

fallacy arises from a failure to ensure that the sen- 

tence- tokens used are representative of the sentence - 

types which are being investigated. Clearly, if the sen- 

tence- tokens are unrepresentative of their sentence -types 

in any way, we cannot use the results of the analysis of 

variance to make valid inferences about the effect of the 

factor concerned on the dependent variable. In effect, 

then, the validity of inference from the particular sen- 

tences used in the study to the general category of sen- 

tence under investigation depends on the assumption that 

the sentences used in the study are representative of the 

sentence -type under investigation. 

This condition is difficult to ensure particularly 

when the language feature being investigated is a grad - 

able rather than a discrete property. The reason for the 

difficulty is that operational definitions of gradable 
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properties, such as for example lexical markedness, are 

to some extent arbitrary, and it is therefore difficult 

to ensure that the sentences selected by the application 

of the operational definition are equally representative 

of the language feature concerned. Consider for example 

the selection of ditransitive verbs which allow dative 

shift and those which do not. As we have made clear in 

our discussion of the construction of the sentences in -. 

volving ditransitive verbs (Chapter 5 Section 5.2), the 

acceptability of dative shift and subsequent indirect ob- 

ject promotion is dependent to a large extent on context; 

to be specific, it depends on whether the indirect object 

can be interpreted as the potential or actual possessor 

of the transferred object. The possibility of assigning 

a particular interpretation to a noun phrase is clearly a 

gradable property, so it is unavoidable that the choice 

of sentences for the categories [+ dative shift] and [- 

dative shift] should be to some extent arbitrary. The 

consequence of this `fuzziness' in the operational defi- 

nition of the factor [± dative shift] is that we must be 

cautious before we use the results of the analysis of 

variance to make inferences about the effect of the se- 

mantic role of the indirect object (and indirectly the 

effect of the lexical markedness of the ditransitive 

verb) on the acceptability of dative shift to the sub- 

jects in the study. Given the nature of dative shift, 

and its relation to the interpretive component of the 

grammar, this difficulty is unavoidable, but it is impor- 

tant to be aware of the limitations it imposes on the in- 

terpretation of the results of this study. 

3 Normally distributed populations 

The second assumption on which the validity of the use of 

the analysis of variance rests is that the observations 

must be drawn from normally distributed populations. The 
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observations in this study are the scores of the individ- 

ual subject for a given sentence -type. The score is de- 

fined as the sum of the codings 2, 1 and 0 corresponding 

to the nominal categories "Correct ", "Not sure" and 

"Incorrect" respectively. As will be clear from our dis- 

cussion of the coding procedure in Chapter 5 Section 5.1, 

the score has very different properties depending on 

whether the number of sentence -tokens is one or more than 

one. Where the number of sentence -tokens is one, the 

score is the same as the acceptability rating for one 

sentence; that is to say, it is an ordinal variable on 

the scale 0 to 2. This variable has a bimodal distribu- 

tion because of the general tendency to avoid the inter- 

mediate "Not sure" category. Where the number of sen- 

tence- tokens is more than one, the scores have an in- 

creasingly normal distribution. The reason for this is 

that non -native speakers are rarely absolutely consistent 

in choosing one particular category of response for the 

sentence -tokens of a given sentence -type, and any incon- 

sistency in the responses for a given sentence -type re- 

sults in a score which is intermediate between the two 

ends of the scale. For the sake of convenience we shall 

assume that the score corresponding to one sentence -token 

is a different variable from the score corresponding to 

more than one sentence -token. We can see the difference 

in the distributional characteristics of the two vari- 

ables quite easily if we compare the raw ratings (i.e. 

the coded responses) for a given group of sentences with 

the scores for that group of sentences. In the table be- 

low, we show the distribution of ratings and the result- 

ing scores for the tough- movement sentences with core 

triggers for the three Low groups: 
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Table 2: Distribution of acceptability ratings and re- 
sulting scores for tough- movement sentences with core 
raising triggers: groups Low A, Low B and Low C (`Freq' = 
frequency of responses in this category) 

Rating Freq Distribution of ratings (scaled down) 

2 199 ********* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1 162 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0 209 *********** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

Score Freq Distribution of scores (not scaled down) 

6 

5 

4 

16 

19 

41 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

********** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

3 38 ******* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

2 33 ** * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

1 19 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

0 22 * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ** 

The distribution patterns make it clear that the empiri- 

cal measure of the subject's score has a bimodal distri- 

bution when there is one sentence -token, but approaches 

normality when there is more than one sentence -token. It 

follows that the assumptions of the analysis of variance 

are not met if there is only one sentence -token, but they 

are not seriously violated if there is more than one sen- 

tence- token. The implication is that any analysis of 

variance where the dependent variable is based on the re- 

sponses for one sentence -token only is of doubtful legit- 

imacy. In the context of this study, the scores for the 

Group 2 sentences were based on the responses to one sen- 

tence -token only, so the analysis of variance may not be 

an appropriate test of significance for these sentences. 

We maintain, however, that the interpretation of the re- 
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sults of this study depends primarily on the comparison 

of developmental profiles, and on the coherence of the 

overall pattern of results with our experimental hypothe- 

sis, so we do not believe that the validity of our con- 

clusions is seriously affected by the failure of the data 

to meet the normality condition for the analysis of vari- 

ance. 

4 Homogeneity of variance 

The third assumption which must be met before the analy- 

sis of variance can be legitimately applied is that the 

populations must have the same variance. In the present 

context this means that if we compare two sentence -types, 

the amount of variability in the acceptability of these 

sentence -types must not be radically different. This as- 

sumption is violated if the level of consensus within any 

particular group or groups is markedly higher than the 

overall level of consensus. In these circumstances, the 

analysis of variance may give seriously misleading re- 

sults. This occurs in our study if we include the re- 

sponses of the native- speaker groups to sentences which 

are clearly acceptable or unacceptable. In these circum- 

stances, the ratios of mean sums of squares (i.e. the F 

ratios) may be seriously distorted by the inclusion of 

the native -speaker responses, and patterns in the re- 

sponses of the non -native speakers may be obscured. 

Therefore it is important to consider the responses of 

the non -native speakers separately from those of the na- 

tive- speakers for sentence -types which we might call 

`clear cases'. As a general point, we observe that the 

justification for including the native -speakers as one of 

the levels in the factor Level depends on the assumption 

that there is no discontinuity between the state of the 

interlanguage grammar of the non -native speaker and the 

native -speaker. If there were such a discontinuity, it 
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would mean that native -speakers constitute a different 

population from non -native speakers with regard to the 

measurement of acceptability. The results of this study 

suggest strongly that native -speakers and non -native 

speakers do form different populations, and if this con- 

clusion is accepted, we must conclude that the assumption 

of continuity between non -native and native grammars is 

not justified. It would therefore have been preferable 

to conduct separate analyses of variance both for the 

non -native speaker scores and the full set of scores 

(i.e. including the native speaker scores). We have not 

done so in general because of shortage of space, but also 

because the main patterns in the data were apparent from 

the developmental profiles and we did not require tests 

of significance in order to interpret these results. 

5 The dependent variable is an interval variable 

The fourth assumption which must be satisfied for the le- 

gitimate application of the analysis of variance is that 

the variables must have been measured in at least an in- 

terval scale. If this assumption is not justified, it is 

impossible to interpret the results. The problem here is 

whether the empirical measure of the acceptability score 

corresponds to a mentally represented quantity which 

varies continuously between the two polarities of accept- 

ability and unacceptability. Here again, the answer 

seems to depend on the number of sentence -tokens which 

are represented in the score, because the score is con- 

ceptually different when there is only one sentence -token 

represented and when there is more than one sentence -to- 

ken. The score for one sentence -token is a measure of 

the well -formedness of a particular sentence, and we sug- 

gest that this measure is essentially, in most circum- 

stances, a dichotomous variable. Where the score repre- 

sents more than one sentence -token, however, it is a mea- 
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sure not only of the well -formedness of the sentences 

concerned, but also of the consistency of the individual 

subject's judgement. Consistency of judgement is clearly 

a continuously variable quantity, so where the score re- 

flects the degree of consistency of judgement, it has 

more of the characteristics of a scalar variable. 

6 Summary 

We summarise here our conclusions with regard to the as- 

sumptions which must be satisfied if the analysis of 

variance is to be used legitimately. First, we have es- 

tablished that there is no reason to suppose that the ob- 

servations are not independent, although the confidence 

with which we can generalise from the results of the 

analysis of variance depends on the extent to which the 

sentences chosen for the study are representative of the 

sentence -types under investigation. Secondly, we have 

established that the dependent variable (i.e. the sub- 

ject's score) has a more or less normal distribution if. 

the score is based on more than one sentence token, but 

if it is based on one sentence token only, it is not nor- 

mally distributed. Thirdly, we have suggested that the 

judgements of native -speakers are qualitatively different 

from those of non -native speakers where the sentence is a 

clear case of syntactic well -formedness, and in this sit- 

uation the scores of native -speakers and non -native 

speakers are drawn from different populations. Thus it 

is preferable in these circumstances to exclude the na- 

tive- speaker scores from the analysis of variance, since 

their inclusion tends to obscure the patterns in the non- 

native speaker scores. Fourthly, we have argued that the 

dependent variable does not have the characteristics of 

an interval variable where it is based on dichotomous 

judgements of syntactic well -formedness, but where on the 

other hand it is based on judgements of semantic well- 
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formedness, or particularly where it is based on the rat- 

ings of more than one sentence -token, we are justified in 

treating the score as an interval variable. 

The general conclusion must be that where the score 

is based on the acceptability rating for one sentence 

only, the assumptions for the analysis of variance are 

not satisfied, but where the score is based on the rat- 

ings for more than one sentence, the departures from the 

assumptions are not serious. It is worth noting that the 

assumptions for the analysis of variance are relatively 

robust, which is to say that even fairly radical depar- 

tures from the assumptions do not greatly affect the va- 

lidity of the analysis of variance. The point is put in 

the following terms by Guilford and Fruchter 

(1942/81:264), quoting a study of Norton which showed 

that: 

One general finding was that F is rather insensitive to 
variations in shape of population distribution [...] 
Another general finding was that F is somewhat sensi- 
tive to variations in variances of populations, but 
that only marked differences in variance are serious 
[...] because the F test is insensitive to non- normal- 
ity and because with equal n's it is also insensitive, 
to inequality of variances, it can be safely used under 
most conditions to indicate that the means in a set 
differ significantly when a significant F ratio is ob- 
tained. 

Finally we reiterate the point we made earlier to the ef- 

fect that since our interpretation of the data depends 

primarily on the comparison of developmental profiles, 

which are descriptive measures rather than inferential 

statistics, the validity of our conclusions is not seri- 

ously compromised by the fact that the analysis of vari- 

ance is not the most appropriate test of significance for 

this kind of data. 
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The typical semantic characteristics of sentences derived 

by the transformation of tough- movement in English are 

illustrated in the following examples: 

(1) a. John is easy to convince. 

(2) a. Tigers are difficult to work with. 

(3) a. Snooker is boring to watch. 

The surface structure of this type of sentence is 

[Subject + to be + Adjective + to + Verb -infinitive]. 

Semantically, the subject is the underlying object of the 

verb in the infinitive. The [verb + surface subject/ 

underlying object] combination thus form a complex 

predicate which denotes a generic activity to which some 

quality such as ease, difficulty, comfort or interest is 

attributed. In the following transformations of the sen- 

tences above, the semantic structure of the sentences is 

more transparent: 

(1) b. It is easy [to convince John] 

(2) b. It is difficult [to work with tigers] 

(3) b. It is boring [to watch snooker] 

We have noted that the qualities attributed to the com- 

plex predicate centre round the notions of ease, diffi- 

culty, comfort or interest. The adjectives used in this 

way as `raising triggers' are relational predicates; that 

is to say, they denote some relation between an individ- 

ual (usually the speaker) or people in general, and an 

activity. The typical tough- movement adjective is there- 

fore a two -place predicate, with arguments (i) a noun 

phrase denoting an experiencer and (ii) a clause denoting 

a generic activity. The relation between the two argu- 

ments is intrinsically evaluative, in that the speaker is 

assessing the actual or potential benefit or drawbacks, 
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in a general sense, of the activity in relation to him- 

self or more widely to people in general. These consid- 

erations are embodied in the following D- structure repre- 

sentations of the sentences above: 

(1) c. e is easy [Cp for [Ip PRO to convince John]] 

(2) c. e is difficult [Cp for [PRO to work with 
tigers]] 

(3) c. e is boring [Cp for [Ip PRO to watch snooker]] 

where e is an empty NP position, and PRO can be either 

arbitrary or exophoric in reference. 

The fact that the typical tough- movement raising 

trigger has an evaluative connotation is clear from the 

following contrast: 

(4) a. John is impossible to work for. 

b. ?John is possible to work for. 

As Akatsuka (1979) makes clear, the evaluative element in 

the meaning of the trigger is such that there is an im- 

plied judgement by the speaker of the worth of the sub- 

ject NP. Thus possible is not a possible tough- movement 

trigger because the assessment of possibility involves 

judgement rather than evaluation. To say John is impos- 

sible to work for, on the other hand, is to make an eval- 

uative comment on John as a boss. Notice that we can say 

John is impossible, meaning usually that we feel exasper- 

ated disapprobation towards him, whereas *John is possi- 

ble is nonsensical. Similarly, to say that Tigers are 

difficult to work with means that we would also assent to 

the proposition Tigers are difficult (in some sense), and 

to say that Snooker is boring to watch commits the 

speaker to the judgement that snooker is boring, whether 

it is watched or not. Bolinger (1961) has argued along 

these lines that tough- movement sentences are syntactic 
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blends, in that they involve the synthesis of two predi- 

cations. Certainly the questionable acceptability of 

such examples as ?Tigers are awkward to work with com- 

pared to Tigers are difficult to work with is related to 

the fact that tigers can more plausibly be said to be 

difficult than they can be said to be awkward. Neverthe- 

less this is not the whole story because the same argu- 

ment would suggest that ?Tigers are unpredictable to work 

with is perfectly acceptable, since tigers can very plau- 

sibly be said to be unpredictable, and yet the sentence 

is of doubtful acceptability. It is likely that the rea- 

son for the marginal acceptability of this last example 

is that the word unpredictable has no evaluative connota- 

tion. We conclude that although there are no syntactic 

constraints on the application of tough- movement in En- 

glish, the acceptability of the resulting sentence de- 

pends to a very great extent on the ease with which the 

situation denoted can be contextualised. 

German possesses a parallel structure to tough -move- 

ment in English, though there are syntactic and semantic 

restrictions on its productivity which do not apply in 

English. These restrictions are described by Hawkins 

(1986:78ff), drawing on König (1971). First, the class 

of raising triggers is small and sharply defined; it con- 

sists of the five adjectives leicht ('easy'), einfach 

('simple'), schwer (`hard'), schwierig ('difficult') and 

interessant ('interesting') and possibly one or two more. 

Thus we have the following contrasts (Hawkins 1986 :78): 

(5) a. He is easy /impossible to convince. 

b. Er ist leicht ( *unmöglich) zu überzeugen. 
he is easy (impossible) to convince 
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(6) a. Linguistics is interesting /boring to study. 

b. Die Linguistik ist interessant ( *langweilig) zu 
the linguistics is interesting boring to 

studieren. 
study 

Second, in German only accusative objects can be promoted 

to be the subject of a tough- movement sentence; the pro- 

motion of dative (8b) and oblique (i.e. prepositional) 

objects (9b) results in ungrammaticality: 

(7) a. It is easy to help the boy /himacc. 

b. The boy /henom is easy to help. 

(8) a. Es ist leicht, demd t Jungen zu helfen. 
it is easy to -tie boy to help 
`It is easy to help the boy' 

b *Dernom Junge ist leicht zu helfen. 
the boy is easy to help 

(9) a. Es ist leicht, mit denacc Junge zu arbeiten. 
it is easy with the boy to work 

b. *Dernom Junge ist leicht mit zu arbeiten. 
the boy is easy with to work 

Finally, objects cannot be extracted out of infinitival 

complements in German, whereas this kind of long -distance 

extraction is possible in English: 

(10) a. This book is easy for me to force Harry to 
read. 

b. *Dieses Buch ist leicht für mich Heinrich zu 
this book is easy for me Henry to 

lesen zu swingen. 
read to force 

Thus there are restrictions on the class of raising trig- 

gers in German, restrictions on the type of NP which can 
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be moved, and restrictions on the syntactic environment 

from which extraction is possible. These restrictions 

exactly match those which apply in the case of passive in 

German. Thus tough- movement in German is syntactically a 

close cousin of the passive. 

One of the interesting properties of tough- movement 

from the point of view of a contrastive analysis of 

English and German is that the class of raising triggers 

in German is a subset of the class of raising triggers in 

English (Hawkins 1986:78). The class of tough triggers 

in English is reasonably large, and, as we have seen, the 

meaning of these predicates centres around the core no- 

tions of ease, difficulty, comfort and interest. It is 

clear that the German raising triggers are in one -to -one 

correspondence with core members of the class of English 

raising triggers; therefore the class of raising triggers 

in German corresponds to the class of prototypical rais- 

ing triggers in English. This raises the possibility 

that the acceptability of the tough- movement structure by 

German learners of English will depend on the degree to 

which the raising trigger is prototypical. This hypothe- 

sis is incorporated into the design of the empirical 

study which we describe in Chapters 4 and 5. 

The analysis of tough- movement on which the account 

above is based applies straightforwardly to the English 

examples. It is not obvious that the same analysis ap- 

plies to tough- movement in German, and in fact an alter- 

native analysis has been proposed by König (personal com- 

munication to Hawkins 1986:223n). König points out that 

many German adverbs are not morphologically distinct from 

adjectives and that the German raising triggers in par- 

ticular can be analysed as adverbial modifiers of the in- 

finitive. He also points out that there is no distinc- 

tion between the active infinitive and the passive in- 

finitive in German, and so the infinitive in German 
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tough- movement sentences can be given a passive interpre- 

tation. The structure of the German tough- movement sen- 

tence is therefore [NP + sein + Adverb + passive infini- 

tive]. The use of sein with the infinitive has a modal 

meaning in German, so according to König's analysis, the 

raising trigger is an adverbial modifier of a passive 

infinitive with modal meaning. We can see what this 

means more easily if we gloss the German sentences in 

English. For example, the German equivalent of the 

sentence He is easy to convince (`Er ist leicht zu 

überzeugen') is interpreted with the meaning He is easily 

to be convinced. König's analysis is given credence by 

the fact that for every tough- movement sentence (11a) 

there is a parallel sentence without the adverbial 

modifier (lib): 

(11) a. Er ist leicht zu überzeugen. 
he is easy /easily to convince 
`He can easily be convinced' 

b. Er ist zu überzeugen. 
he is to convince 
`He can /must be convinced' 

It is relevant also in this connection that English has 

the resource of the preposition for used with the -ing 

form of the verb; this construction carries a similar 

range of meanings to those of the passive infinitive, in- 

cluding especially the ideas of purpose, as in Apples are 

for eating (cf Apples are to be eaten) and prediction The 

lady is not for turning (The lady is not to be turned). 

In German, this resource is not available, since the sub- 

stantive form of the verb is the infinitive, so the En- 

glish for + -ing form corresponds to the German zu + in- 

finitive form. 

If König's analysis is correct, the acceptability of 

tough- movement structures in German depends on the ease 

with which the trigger can be interpreted as an adverbial 
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modifier of a passive infinitive with modal meaning. On 

the basis of this argument, the unacceptability of (6b) 

Die Linguistik ist langweilig zu studieren is a result of 

the fact that it is hard to interpret a sentence with the 

meaning `Linguistics is boringly to be studied'; the te- 

diousness of linguistics has only a marginal degree of 

relevance to the necessity or possibility of studying it. 

Generalising, we can conclude that the unacceptability of 

tough- movement sentences in German is a result of the in- 

teraction of syntactic constraints such as the restric- 

tions on NP- movement we noted above and the semantic fac- 

tors which we just noted. In particular, we suggest that 

that the reason for the class of raising triggers in Ger- 

man being much smaller than its counterpart in English is 

that there are semantic constraints on the interpretabil- 

ity of the sentences in German which do not exist in En- 

glish. 
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In this appendix we examine the grammar of the passive of 

ditransitive verbs in English and German. The meanings 

of ditransitive verbs centre round the prototypical mean- 

ing of interpersonal transfer; an object (the Theme) is 

transfered from the giver (the Source) to the possession 

of the recipient (the Goal). Ditransitive verbs there- 

fore subcategorize for three arguments: a Theme, a Source 

and a Goal. Both Source and Goal arguments are prototyp- 

ically human, while the Theme argument is prototypically 

inanimate. Traditionally, the Goal argument has been re- 

ferred to as the indirect object, and the Theme as the 

direct object; the terms are therefore used to refer to 

semantic rather than syntactic functions. There is po- 

tential for confusion here, since the term `object' is 

also used to refer to the purely syntactic relation which 

exists between a transitive verb and the noun phrase 

which is governed by the verb and occupies the immediate 

post- verbal position. For the sake of convenience we 

shall retain the terms `direct object' (DO) and `indirect 

object' (I0), using them in their semantic sense, al- 

though it should be understood that the term `indirect 

object' strictly speaking refers to the Goal argument 

only when it is adjacent to the verb, i.e. not governed 

by a preposition; when necessary we shall use the term 

`prepositional object' (PO) to refer to the indirect ob- 

ject when it is governed by a preposition. These termi- 

nological problems do not arise in German, where the two 

arguments are unambiguously encoded by means of case mor- 

phology; the Theme is case -marked accusative and the Goal 

is case -marked dative, regardless of their position in 

the sentence: 

(1) a. Ich habe ihmáat einacc Buch gegeben. 
I have to -film a book given 

`I gave him a book' 
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b. Ihmáat habe ich einacc Buch gegeben. 
to -halm have I a book given 
`I gave him a book' 

We shall use the terms `accusative object' and `dative 

object' to refer to the Theme and Goal arguments respec- 

tively in German. 

The importance of terminology is apparent when we 

consider the possibilities of passivization in English 

and German. In English both the direct object (2b) and 

the indirect object (3b) can be promoted to the subject 

function under passivization: 

(2) a. I gave a book to him. 

b. A book was given to him (by me). 

(3) a. I gave himacc a book. 

b. Henom was given a book (by me) . 

We are assuming that the possibility of passivization de- 

pends on the promoted noun phrase being adjacent to and 

governed by the verb in the active sentence, or in other 

words that `indirect objects' can only be promoted to the 

subject function if they have been previously promoted to 

the direct object function. It follows that `indirect 

object promotion' is something of a misnomer, but we re- 

tain the usage for convenience. We shall follow Givón 

(1984) in referring to the operation of promoting the in- 

direct object to the direct object function as `dative 

shift'. The assumption that indirect objects can only be 

promoted if they have previously undergone dative shift 

gains some credence if we consider the following sen- 

tence: 

(4) ? *A book was given him. 

The doubtful acceptability of this sentence can be as- 

cribed to the fact that it has been derived by the regu- 
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lar process of object promotion from an ungrammatical 

sentence: 

(5) *I gave a book him. 

Judgements of the acceptability of sentences like (4) 

vary, however, and seem to depend on the `weight' of the 

complement. There is general agreement among native - 

speakers that sentences where the direct object has been 

promoted leaving the indirect object adjacent to the 

verb, as in (4) above and (6) below, are more acceptable 

with the agent by- phrase than with the bare indirect ob- 

ject. The asterisk outside the brackets indicates that 

omission of the bracketed material results in ungrammati- 

cality: 

(6) The book was given him *(by his parents). 

A further complication lies in the use of pronouns. If 

we replace the direct object nominal in (5) with a pro- 

noun, the sentence is more acceptable but only if both 

the pronominal direct object and indirect object are un- 

stressed: 

(7) ?I gave it him. 

This sentence is still not as acceptable as the unmarked 

order DO + PO: 

(8) I gave it to him. 

The alternative order IO + DO is completely unacceptable 

in most idiolects when the secondary object is a pronoun: 

(9) ? *I gave him it. 

Clearly, the direct object must be adjacent to the verb 

if it is a pronoun. There is a similar constraint on the 
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adjacency of pronominal subjects and objects to the verb - 

second position in German. 

It seems from the examples above that in general the 

acceptability of a passive sentence with a ditransitive 

verb depends on the acceptability of the active sentence. 

If the active sentence is unacceptable, then so also is 

the passive version of that sentence. The exceptions are 

due to non -syntactic factors such as the interaction of 

sentence focus with pronominalization and general prag- 

matic principles such as end -weight. 

In English, as we have noted, many ditransitive 

verbs can directly govern the indirect object, leaving 

the direct object as a secondary object, whose syntactic 

status is uncertain. It is important to note that dative 

shift cannot apply with all ditransitive verbs. In fact 

in English it is limited in its application to the core 

members of the class of ditransitive verbs, such as give, 

offer, send, bring, promise, teach and some others (see 

Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and Svartvik 1985:1208ff for a 

detailed survey of ditransitive complementation). 

The restrictions on dative shift are complex and in- 

volve the semantic and morphological characteristics of 

the verb. We shall not attempt to survey the full range 

of facts in this area since this would be incidental to 

our main purpose; we shall concentrate on those restric- 

tions which are relevant to a contrastive grammar of En- 

glish and German. First there are restrictions on the 

morphological properties of the verb. Generally speak- 

ing, monosyllabic verbs of Anglo -Saxon origin and disyl- 

labic verbs with the stress on the first syllable allow 

dative -shift; verbs of Latin derivation which are two or 

more syllables long, and which have their stress on the 

second syllable do not allow dative -shift (Stowell 1981). 

By these criteria, give allows dative -shift and donate 

does not: 
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(10) a. He gave his books to the library. 

b. He gave the library his books. 

(11) a. He donated his books to the library. 

b. *He donated the library his books. 

Similar restrictions can be found with to- dative verbs 

such as report, explain, address, announce, suggest 

(Mazurkewich and White 1984, Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech and 

Svartvik 1985); an exception to the rule that verbs of 

Latin origin do not allow dative -shift is promise, but 

this is one of the few verbs of Latin origin which have 

their stress on the first syllable (Stowell 1981). This 

suggests that the basis of the distinction between da- 

tive -shift verbs and non -dative -shift verbs is the inter- 

nal stress pattern in the verb; Stowell argues that da- 

tive -shift is the result of an abstract morphological 

process which creates a complex predicate consisting of 

the verb stem plus the indirect object (which is usually 

an unstressed pronoun). If this hypothesis is correct, 

then it is not surprising that the acceptability of da- 

tive -shift should depend on morphological criteria. 

We look now at semantic restrictions on dative -shift 

in English. We have indicated that the indirect object 

of ditransitive verbs has the semantic role of Recipient; 

this is an oversimplification, since there are a large 

number of ditransitive verbs which subcategorize for a 

Beneficiary argument. Recipient indirect objects are 

marked by the use of to when they are prepositional ob- 

jects, while Beneficiary arguments are marked by for; for 

convenience we shall use the terms `to- dative' and `for - 

dative' to refer to Recipient and Beneficiary objects re- 

spectively. Dative shift with for -datives is variable in 

acceptability, as is apparent from the following exam- 

ples: 
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(12) a. I made a meal for her. 

b. I made her a meal. 

(13) a. I baked a pizza for her. 

b. I baked her a pizza. 

(14) a. I peeled an apple for her. 

b. I peeled her an apple. 

(15) a. I chopped some onions for her. 

b. ?I chopped her some onions. 

(16) a. I gutted the fish for her. 

b. ? *I gutted her the fish. 

(17) a. I washed the dishes for her. 

b. *I washed her the dishes. 

There is evidently a scale of acceptability in dative - 

shifted for -objects, which depends on the extent to which 

the Beneficiary is, or can be interpreted as being, the 

intended or eventual possessor of the transfered object 

(Allerton 1978, Stowell 1981). In the examples above, 

the cut -off point between acceptability and unacceptabil- 

ity occurs at example (15); in all of the examples above 

(15) there is no difficulty in contextualising the indi- 

rect object as the eventual possessor of the transfered 

object, and in all the examples below (15) it is diffi- 

cult to contextualise the Beneficiary as the eventual or 

intended possessor. In example (15) itself, the accept- 

ability of the sentence depends not on whether she is the 

recipient of the onions, since she surely is in any con - 

textualisation, but on whether my purpose in chopping the 

onions was so that she could eat them or use them in 

cooking a dish, for example; in other words, the sentence 

is acceptable if she is the intended or eventual posses- 
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sor of the onions. An alternative to Allerton's analysis 

is offered by R.Hawkins (1981), who suggests that the ac- 

ceptability of dative -shifted indirect objects is deter- 

mined by the thematic hierarchy Goal > Benefactive > 

*Source, Deputive. In other words, Goal and Beneficiary 

(to use my term) indirect objects can be shifted, but 

Source and Deputive indirect objects cannot. The term 

`deputive' refers to an individual for whom the agent 

performs a service; thus in the sentence Peter washed the 

dishes for Mary Peter is the agent who performs a service 

for Mary, who has the role of `deputive'. I shall not 

attempt to adjudicate between these two analyses, largely 

because there is a considerable amount of variability in 

the acceptability of dative -shift, both with regard to 

native -speaker judgements and with regard to the effect 

of contextual and pragmatic factors, but also because a 

fine -grained analysis of the thematic role of the shifted 

indirect object is not necessary for a contrastive gram- 

mar of English and German. 

We summarise here the restrictions on dative -shift 

in English, with a view to determining patterns of ac- 

ceptability in the passivization of indirect objects. 

First, there are restrictions of a morphological nature, 

namely that disyllabic verbs with the stress on the sec- 

ond syllable do not generally allow dative shift, and as 

a result do not allow the indirect object to passivize. 

Second, there are semantic restrictions on the class of 

dative -shift verbs: verbs whose indirect object can be 

contextualised as the intended or eventual possessor of 

the transfered theme generally allow dative -shift; other- 

wise dative -shift is generally not possible. In particu- 

lar, ditransitive verbs with `deputive' indirect objects 

do not allow dative shift and do not as a result allow 

the indirect object to be passivized. 
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Prototypical ditransitive verbs in German have two 

object complements, one of which is case -marked ac- 

cusative, and one of which is case -marked genitive or da- 

tive. There are German ditransitive verbs which subcate- 

gorize for two accusative complements, such as lehren 

('to teach'), but they do not concern us here; neither 

are we concerned with ditransitive verbs with genitive 

complements, so we shall concentrate on verbs which sub- 

categorize for a dative and an accusative complement. 

Dative and genitive case -marked complements of intransi- 

tive verbs can not be promoted to be the subject of a 

passive sentence in German. The same is true of the da- 

tive complements of ditransitive verbs. The syntactic 

rule governing the passivization of indirect objects in 

German is therefore simple to state: accusative objects 

can be promoted to the subject function, but dative ob- 

jects cannot. We can see this from the following exam- 

ples: 

(18) Ich gab demd t Schüler einacc Buch. 
I gave to -thee schoolboy a book 

`I gave the schoolboy a book' 

(19) a. Einnom Buch wurde demd t Schüler gegeben. 
a book was to -thee schoolboy given 
`A book was given to the schoolboy' 

b. *Dernom Schüler wurde einacc Buch gegeben. 
the schoolboy was a book given 
`The schoolboy was given a book' 

Recall that the operation of promotion to subject in Ger- 

man does not necessarily involve NP- movement, but it does 

involve change of case from accusative to nominative (see 

Chapter 2 Section 5). Although the indirect object can- 

not change its case to nominative it is often topical - 

ized, while retaining its dative case -marking: 
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(20) Demd t Schüler wurde einnom Buch gegeben. 
to -tie schoolboy was a book given 
`A book was given to the schoolboy' 

It is important to notice that the subject of this sen- 

tence is ein Buch, which is the promoted object, as is 

evident from the fact that it has changed its case 

(although this is not apparent in the surface morphology 

of the example here). Thus a sentence like The schoolboy 

was given a book presents interesting problems of inter- 

pretation for the German learner of English, since the 

subject the schoolboy may be interpreted as a topicalized 

(covertly) dative case -marked indirect object and the di- 

rect object a book may be interpreted as the subject. 

If, on the other hand the German speaker interprets the 

schoolboy as the subject, then this interpretation poten- 

tially leads to the assignment of subject function to two 

different argument NPs. It is not therefore surprising 

that many quite advanced learners find such sentences 

quite unacceptable (see Chapter 3 Section 2 for theoreti- 

cal considerations on the acceptability of indirect ob- 

ject promotion, and Chapter 5 Section 5 for empirical re- 

sults) . 
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There are various morphosyntactic devices which have the 

function of defocusing the agent. In particular, the 

subject of the active sentence can be demoted to a lower 

position on the syntactic function hierarchy, or the 

agent phrase can be deleted altogether. The immediate 

effect of agent- deletion is that there is no noun phrase 

which can function as the subject, or to put it in GB 

theory terms, the subject position is empty at the level 

of D- structure. If we assume that every sentence must 

have a subject, then some operation must be performed on 

the representation of the sentence between the levels of 

D- structure and S- structure so that the subject position 

does not remain empty at S- structure. Perhaps the most 

commonly used syntactic device for filling an empty D- 

structure subject is passivization, i.e. the D- structure 

object is promoted to subject and the voice marking on 

the verb changes from active to passive. However, it is 

possible in English and German to promote the object 

while at the same time leaving the verb in the active 

form. There are two types of sentence which result from 

this particular response to an empty D- structure subject: 

the middle construction, and sentences with unaccusative 

verbs. Both constructions are evident in the syntax of 

English and German, but there are interesting contrasts 

in their realization in the two languages which throw 

some light on the general contrastive typology of English 

and German. 

We examine first the grammar of middle sentences in 

English, exemplified in the following examples: 

(1) This material washes easily. 

(2) The new magazine sold very slowly. 

The middle construction in English has a number of char- 

acteristic features. First, the verb in a middle sen- 
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tence is, when not used in the middle construction, typi- 

cally agentive and transitive, and so cannot normally be 

used without an object. Second, because in the middle 

construction there is no agent, the semantic object is 

promoted to be the subject of the sentence. Third, the 

morphology of the verb remains active. Fourth, the verb 

must be modified by an adverbial phrase of manner; typi- 

cal manner adverbials used to modify middle verbs are 

easily, quickly, (very) well. In this respect the middle 

construction has close affinities with the tough- movement 

construction. There are further similarities with the 

tough- movement construction, in that middle sentences 

typically lack deictic reference, and express some gen- 

eral truth, although this is not a necessary feature of 

the middle construction. 

Verbs which are typical of those which can be used 

in the middle construction are: wash, clean, polish, dry, 

drive, steer, manoeuvre, brake, bake, fry, freeze, sell, 

read, write, drink, smoke. The object of these verbs is 

an inanimate entity or substance which is affected or ef- 

fected by the action or process denoted by the verb. The 

acceptability of the middle construction seems to depend 

on the semantic object being a prototypical object for 

that particular verb; the subject of a middle sentence 

must be an entity or substance which is characteristi- 

cally affected by the action of the particular verb. 

Since the focus is on the process rather than the agency 

the use of an agentive by- phrase is not possible. These 

considerations explain the following constrasts: 

(3) a. (Somebody) sold this record easily. 
b. This record sold easily. 
c. *This record sold easily by someone. 

(4) a. ?(Somebody) cleans this record easily. 
b. * ?This record cleans easily. 
c. *This record cleans easily by someone. 
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(5) a. (People) clean these sheets easily. 
b. These sheets clean easily. 
c. *These sheets clean easily by someone. 

The pragmatic function of the middle construction is to 

focus attention on the process, and on the effect of the 

process on the affected object. The manner adverbial is 

typically necessary for the interpretation of the sen- 

tence since it establishes a relation of advantage or 

disadvantage between the process and an implicit agent; 

without the implicit agent, and the implied relation be- 

tween the focused process and the implicit agent, a mid- 

dle sentence would have no conceivable communicative 

function: 

(6) a. Marlboro cigarettes smoke smoothest of all. 

b. ? *Marlboro cigarettes smoke. 

(7) a. 

b. 

My new car drives very easily. 

? *My new car drives. 

We can see that the requirement for a manner adverbial is 

essentially pragmatic in origin rather than syntactic 

from the fact that where the sentence without an adver- 

bial can be interpreted, the construction is acceptable: 

(7) Dockland properties are selling. 

(8) Strawberries don't freeze. 

These sentences can be interpreted to mean that dockland 

properties are selling very well at the moment and that 

strawberries don't (in general) freeze very well. 

German also possesses a middle construction, with 

the important difference that the verb is reflexive 

rather than intransitive. Thus in addition to the agent 

deletion and object promotion which are characteristic of 

the structure in English, in the German middle construc- 



Appendix 6: The middle construction 517 

tion the object function is fulfilled by a reflexive pro- 

noun. The combination of reflexivity and non -agentivity 

has the effect of removing any potential causative mean- 

ing from the predicate; thus reflexive verbs with non -vo- 

litional subjects typically represent `spontaneous' or 

inchoative situations (Shibatani 1985). 

A common alternative to the reflexive middle con- 

struction in German is the use of lassen as a reflexive 

verb plus an active infinitive: 

(9) a. The new magazine sold very slowly. 

b. Die neue Zeitschrift hat sich langsam 
the new magazine has itself slowly 

verkauft. 
sold 

c. Die neue Zeitschrift hat sich langsam 
the new magazine has itself slowly 

verkaufen lassen. 
to -sell let 

The acceptability of the middle construction in German is 

variable, as in English, and frequently the lassen con- 
struction is a more acceptable alternative. The effect 

of reflexivization on the typically causative verb lassen 
is to de- emphasise the causative aspect of the situation: 

(10) a. This material washes easily. 

b. ?Dieser Stoff wäscht sich leicht. 
this material washes itself easily 

c. Dieser Stoff läßt sich leicht waschen. 
this material lets itself easily to -wash 

Some predicates used in the middle construction in 

English do not permit the middle construction in German; 

in these cases some form of passive construction would be 

used: 
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(11) a. Fresh noodles cook very quickly. 

b. *Frische Nudeln kochen sich sehr schnell. 
fresh noodles cook themselves very quickly 

c. Frische Nudeln werden schnell gar. 
fresch noodles become quickly cooked 

The restriction here is probably due to the fact that 

kochen is not a prototypically transitive verb. We sug- 

gest that this difficulty is a reflection of a more gen- 

eral difference in the nature of `subject' in English and 

German. Subjects in German are more typically agentive 

than they are in English, and the corollary of this dif- 

ference is that non -agentive subjects are less common in 

German than in English, and when they do occur, less easy 

to interpret. 

We have noted above that lassen constructions have a 

close affinity with the passive. One of the characteris- 

tic features of the passive is that the agent is defo- 

cussed, and this feature is shared by other types of 

predication, including causatives, middles and inchoat- 

ives (Shibatani 1985). We have already seen that one of 

the main uses of lassen is as a causative verb, and as 

one might expect, it is also used in middle contexts, and 

as an inchoative predicate. In these latter uses, lassen 

is always used as a reflexive verb, and the infinitive is 

typically passive in meaning. We note first two examples 

of the causative use of reflexive lassen: 

(12) Er läßt sich 
tt 

ein Haus bauen. 
he lets himself a house to -build 
`He is having a house built' (Hammer 1971 :238) 

(13) Er ließ sich um 7 Uhr wecken. 
he had himself at 7 o'clock to -waken 
`He had himself wakened at 7 o'clock' 
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Reflexive lassen with an inanimate subject and an infini- 

tive is the German equivalent of the English middle con- 

struction: 

(14) Diese Stoff läßt sich leicht waschen. 
this material lets itself easily to -wash 
`This material washes easily' 

(15) Dieser Wagen läßt sich leicht lenken. 
this car lets itself easily to -drive 
`This car drives easily' (Hammer 1971 :238) 

Finally, there is the use of reflexive lassen correspond- 

ing to inchoative (i.e. change of state) predications in 

English: 

(16) Die Äpfel lassen sich in der Sonne 
the apples let themselves in the sun 

reifen 
to -ripen 

`The apples ripened slowly in the sun. 

It is interesting to note that the middle construction in 

English derives historically from the use of reflexive 

verbs, which in Middle English were more common than they 

are today. In this respect, as in so many others, the 

syntax of Middle English is closer to that of present -day 

German than it is to present -day English. As Curme 

points out: 

The line of development here is clear. Reflexive force 
often develops into intransitive and intransitive into 
passive. When intransitive force develops, English of- 
ten discards the old reflexive pronoun: `I met a fool, 
who laid him down and basked him (now simply basked) in 
the sun (As You Like It 2, 7, 15)'. As can be seen by 
the examples given above, English still often retains 
intransitive form after it has acquired passive force. 

(Curme 1922:331) 
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In this appendix we survey the use of unaccusative verbs 

in English and German. The term `unaccusative' is used 

by Perlmutter (1978) to distinguish non -agentive intran- 

sitive verbs from agentive transitive verbs, which he 

refers to as ` unergative'. The same distinction is made 

by Burzio (1986), but within the framework of GB theory, 

and using the terms `ergative' (= unaccusative) and 

`intransitive' (= unergative). For Burzio, ergative 

verbs are distinguished from intransitive verbs by the 

fact that ergative verbs do not assign a subject theta - 

role, or equivalently, they have an empty D- structure 

subject position. Thus Burzio's criteria for distin- 

guishing these two types of verb are essentially syntac- 

tic, while Perlmutter's are partly syntactic and partly 

semantic. The term `ergative' has a well -established and 

very different use in language typology, and since noth- 

ing of much importance hangs on the choice of terminol- 

ogy, we shall use Perlmutter's terms for preference. 

Perlmutter provides a classification of unergative 

and unaccusative verbs which is based primarily on seman- 

tic criteria. As he is at pains to point out, his lists 

are no more than a guide to the semantics of unaccusativ- 

ity and unergativity, and alternative classifications are 

possible. We provide here a selection of the verbs in- 

cluded in Perlmutter's ` unergative' category: 

Table 1: Unergative predicates in English 

(a) Predicates describing willed or volitional acts: 
work, play, speak, talk, smile, think, laugh, whis- 
per, shout 

(b) Predicates describing volitional physical activity: 
ski, swim, hunt, bicycle, dance 

(c) Predicates expressing certain involuntary bodily 
processes: cough, sneeze, hiccup, belch 
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We note here that the main criterion used to identify 

unergative verbs is volition, although category (c) is 

obviously an exception. As Perlmutter points out, many 

verbs in English can be used to describe either voluntary 

or involuntary actions, so the classification of a verb 

as unergative or unaccusative depends on the meaning of 

the verb in context rather than simply its lexical mean- 

ing. The table below includes a representative selection 

from Perlmutter's list of unaccusative verbs: 

Table 2: Unaccusative predicates in English 

(a) Predicates expressed by adjectives in English, espe- 
cially adjectives referring to sizes, shapes, 
weights, colours, smells, states of mind 

(b) Predicates whose initial nuclear term is semanti- 
cally a patient: sink, hang, drown, dry, flow, wave, 
languish, thrive, boil 

(c) Predicates expressing change of stance or location: 
fall, drop, sink, trip, lie (involuntary), sit 
(involuntary), bend (involuntary) 

(d) Predicates expressing change of state: burn, melt, 
freeze, brighten, redden, darken, increase, de- 
crease, grow, dissolve, die, open, close, break, 
crack, fill, vanish, disappear 

(e) Predicates of existing and happening: exist, happen, 
occur, take place 

(f) Predicates expressing change of existential status: 
arise, result, show up, end up, vanish, disappear 

(g) Predicates referring to non -voluntary emission of 
stimuli that impinge on the senses: shine, glow, 
smell, stink 

(h) Aspectual predicates: begin, start, stop, cease, 
continue, end 

(i) Durative predicates: last, remain, stay, survive 

It will be apparent that there is some overlap between 

these categories. As with unergative verbs, many unac- 
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cusative verbs can be used transitively and intransi- 

tively; the diagnosis of unaccusativity therefore depends 

on the use of the verb in context. 

The major omission from these lists is the large 

class of `motional' verbs, i.e. those involving voluntary 

change of location such as go, come etc., which in many 

languages can be either unergative or unaccusative ac- 

cording to context. We provide a list of typical mo- 

tional verbs here: 

Table 3: Motional predicates in English 

come, go, arrive, go through, go in, escape, travel, re- 
turn, leave 

We examine now some salient contrasts in the use of unac- 

cusative verbs in English and German. To illustrate the 

use of unaccusative verbs, consider the following transi- 

tive /intransitive pairs; in each case, the verb in the 

(b) version of the sentence is being used as an unac- 

cusative verb: 

(1) a. The storm sank the galleon off Spanish Point. 

b. The galleon sank off Spanish Point. 

(2) a. The sun melted the ice very quickly. 

b. The ice melted very quickly. 

(3) a. The chef boiled the rice. 

b. The rice boiled in twelve minutes. 

A useful diagnostic of unaccusativity is whether the sen- 

tence will admit of a clause of purpose; if it does 

(examples 4a, 5a), it is transitive or unergative, and if 

it does not (examples 4b, 5b), it is unaccusative: 
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(4) a. The chef burnt the steak to please the cus- 
tomer. 

b. The steak burnt ( *to please the customer). 

(5) a. The admiral sank his ship to foil the enemy. 

b. The ship sank ( *to foil the enemy). 

The contrast between the essentially agentive- causative 

meaning of the dynamic passive and the non -agentive non - 

causative meaning of unaccusativity is very clear in the 

light of this criterion: 

(4) b. The steak burnt ( *to please the customer). 

c. The steak was burnt to please the customer. 

(5) b. The ship sank ( *to foil the enemy). 

c. The ship was sunk to foil the enemy. 

As with the middle construction, German unaccusative 

verbs are frequently reflexive rather than intransitive. 

That is to say, in German many non -agentive verbs with a 

single nuclear argument which have an inchoative or muta- 

tive meaning are reflexive. We give here some typical 

examples: 

(6) 

(7) 

Er hat sich geändert. 
he has himself changed 
`He has changed' (Fink 1977:126) 

Die Erde dreht sich um ihre Achse. 
the Earth turns itself on its axis 
`The Earth turns on its axis' (Curme 1922:331) 

In these examples, the single referential argument of the 

predicate undergoes some change which cannot be seen as 

under agentive control; the situation is one of sponta- 

neous mutation. There are similar examples where the ar- 

gument undergoes a change of state: 
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(8) a. The door opened slowly. 

(9) 

b. *Die Tür öffnete langsam. 
the door opened slowly 

c. Die Tür öffnete sich langsam. 
the door opened itself slowly 
`The door opened slowly' 

Der Dampf verflüssigt sich. 
the steam condenses itself 
`The steam is condensing' 

(10) Salz löst sich auf. 
salt dissolves itself 
`Salt dissolves' 

(Curme 1922) 

There are some unaccusative verbs in German which are not 

reflexive. These take sein as the auxiliary in the per- 

fect tense: 

(11) Das Schiff ist im Sturme untergangen. 
the ship is in -the storm sunk 
`The ship sank in the storm' 

Some inchoative verbs in German can be used either re- 

flexively, in which case they must take haben as the aux- 

iliary in the perfect tense, or intransitively, in which 

case they may take sein. The latter form is more likely 

where the emphasis is on the resultative aspect of the 

situation, while the reflexive form is more likely if the 

emphasis is on the gradual, spontaneous nature of the 

change: 

(12) Die Sonne sekt sich am Horizont. 
the sun sank itself to -the horizon 
`The sun sank to the horizon' 

(13) Gestern Nacht ist das Eis geschmolzen. 
yesterday nicht is the ice melted 
`The ice melted last night' 

(14) Meine Taschenuhr ist gestern stehengeblieben. 
my watch is yesterday still -remained 
`My watch stopped yesterday' 
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We summarise here the main contrastive generalisations 

which emerge from our survey of the middle construction 

and unaccusativity in English and German. The middle 

form in English is historically derived from the reflex- 

ive use of verbs. The middle construction in English in- 

volves the intransitive use of a normally transitive 

verb; the equivalent construction in German involves the 

use of a reflexive verb. A common alternative to the 

middle construction in German is the use of lassen as a 

reflexive verb, with an infinitive which is active in 

form but passive in meaning. The acceptability of the 

middle construction in German seems to depend more than 

in English on the prototypically transitive nature of the 

verb: verbs which are not prototypically transitive such 

as kochen do not permit the middle construction in Ger- 

man. Since reflexivity is an agent- defocusing device, 

there are difficulties in interpreting a reflexive verb 

which is not prototypically agentive. 

Intransitive verbs can be divided into those which 

are basically agentive and those whose single argument is 

a semantic object; the first category we have called 

unergative, and the second unaccusative. Unaccusative 

verbs in German fall into two major syntactic classes: 

those which are intransitive and assign sein as an auxil- 

iary, and those which are reflexive and assign haben. 

Significant sub -categories of unaccusative verbs are (i) 

locomotive verbs, which are intransitive and assign sein, 

and (ii) change of location verbs, which are intransitive 

and assign sein, (iii) change of state verbs, some of 

which are intransitive and assign sein, while others are 

reflexive and assign haben. Some change of state verbs 

can be used either intransitively or reflexively. 
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