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Introduction

Hans C. Boas and Mirjam Fried

University of Texas at Austin / Princeton University

Ever since Fillmore, Kay, and O’Connor’s (1988) seminal paper “Regularity
and Idiomaticity in Grammatical Constructions” re-introduced the notion of
grammatical construction into syntactic research, there has been a growing
body of literature reflecting an increased interest in Construction Grammar
as a distinct approach to language and linguistic analysis. However, com-
pared to other major frameworks such as Principles and Parameters (Chomsky
1981, 1995), Head-Driven Phrase Structure Grammar (Pollard & Sag 1994),
Cognitive Grammar (Langacker 1987, 1991), or Lexical-Functional Grammar
(Bresnan 2001), there had never been a single conference devoted to Construc-
tion Grammar. When, at the end of October 2000 we were yet again discussing
this acutely felt gap, it seemed only natural to take it upon ourselves to or-
ganize such a conference, to give construction grammarians an opportunity
to exchange ideas and present new work on issues of shared theoretical in-
terest, and establish a precedent for future gatherings. Since we were both at
that time in Berkeley, the “birth place” of Construction Grammar, we were
in a good position to put together, at short notice, a unique assembly of con-
struction grammarians. Thus, ICCG-1 — the First International Conference on
Construction Grammar — was born, taking place in April 2001.

For anybody connected with Berkeley-based linguistic research of the past
three decades or so, the conceptual basis of Construction Grammar and the
very notion of grammatical construction as a theoretical entity have been com-
mon and familiar knowledge. What is now known as Construction Grammar
developed out of a confluence of interests — linguistic, cognitive, anthropo-
logical, philosophical, computational — which were all centered around the
idea that linguistic form is inextricably bound with its meaning and its com-
municative function and that this connection must be the basis for any de-
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scriptively and explanatorily adequate theory of linguistic structure (Lakoff
1977, 1987; Chafe 1970; Fillmore 1968, 1984, 1985, 1986, 1988, 1989; Slobin
1984; Wilensky 1986; and many others). Different aspects of, and motivations
for, Construction Grammar thus can be traced to the work of a number of
researchers, all of whom have left their mark on the shape the theory has gradu-
ally acquired, including its connection to other theories with compatible goals,
particularly Cognitive Grammar and HPSG.

However, the term ‘construction’ is also a very traditional one, used loosely
by linguists and non-linguists alike as a descriptive label that simply refers to
a linguistic expression consisting of several parts, i.e. something larger than a
word. It is essential to keep this sense of the term ‘construction’ distinct from
the way it is used in Construction Grammar, if we wish to truly appreciate the
nature of Construction Grammar as a theoretical approach to language and to
understand the symbolic, representational status of grammatical constructions
as the basic units of linguistic analysis. One of the objectives of the conference
was to start working toward clarifying this distinction in the perceptions of the
general linguistic community. The present volume, whose title is intended as
reference both to the shared theoretical basis and to its historical origins, now
joins other recent publications (Fried & Ostman 2004a; Ostman & Fried 2005)
in presenting the breadth of Berkeley-based Construction Grammar research,
as well as its possible extensions.

The chapters in this volume, based mostly on a small selection of pa-
pers that started out as papers originally presented at ICCG-1, all reflect the
path that Construction Grammar has carved out for itself over the past two
decades. The path has evolved into various recognizable strands, which, de-
spite differences in methodology and focus, all share a commitment to giving
grammatical constructions, defined as conventionalized associations between
linguistic form and meaning/function, the status of the elementary building
blocks of human language. The range of topics presented here can be grouped
into three broad areas (with obvious overlaps between them), highlighting ma-
jor themes that have always held construction grammarians’ interest and that
also illustrate some of the fundamental theoretical concerns of Construction
Grammar: (1) the questions of representing syntactic patterning in a frame-
work that rejects the autonomy of syntax (Kay; Lambrecht & Lemoine; Ohara);
(2) the relationship between grammatical structure and verb semantics (Iwata;
Nemoto; Tsujimura); and (3) the problems of capturing, in a systematic way,
linguistic variation and change (Langacker; Leino & Ostman; Ohori).

Some chapters are explicitly focused on raising theoretical questions about
the architecture and mechanisms of Construction Grammar, either by bringing
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out its connection to other theoretical models (particularly, HPSG as a sign-
based formal model of grammar in Kay’s chapter, and Cognitive Grammar as
a usage-based cognitive model in Langacker’s contribution), or by extending
the domain of constructional analysis to areas that only recently have started
drawing more focused attention, such as variability in grammatical patterning,
whether in a single language (Leino & Ostman) or across languages and for the
purpose of drawing typologically relevant generalizations (Ohori). Virtually
all of the chapters reflect the universal interest of constructional grammarians
of all stripes in studying grammar in its use, rather than as an abstract entity
independent of its communicative grounding. The volume thus also contains a
wealth of interesting data from a number of languages, testing the applicability
of constructional analysis to various language-particular phenomena.

Finally, let us make a brief comment on the notational practice(s) within
Construction Grammar. Whether in this volume or in other publications on
constructional analysis, the reader will find a variety of approaches to formal
representations of constructions, the major ones being the hallmark boxed-
style notation (e.g., Fillmore 1988, 1999; Michaelis & Lambrecht 1996; Kay &
Fillmore 1999; Fried & Ostman 2004b), HPSG-style notation (Kay 2002 and
this volume), Goldberg’s (1995) argument-construction-style notation, or the
distinctive pictorial notation of Cognitive Grammar, here found in Langacker’s
chapter. This apparent lack of superficial uniformity might seem frustrating to
the outsider, especially to one who is used to the representational discipline of
generative syntax. However, many construction grammarians actually see the
relative freedom in the formalism as a reflection of the fundamental tenet of the
model, which is that linguistic analysis should not be an exercise in accommo-
dating predetermined formal structures consisting of predetermined abstract
variables, but, rather, an enterprise in extracting relevant structures and cate-
gories from the data patterns at hand (argued for convincingly and formulated
most succinctly in Croft 2001). It is the data that will drive the demand for
establishing abstract patterns and their components, and one consequence of
this approach is the realization that different types of phenomena may make
use of different kinds of representation, although the differences are essentially
a matter of emphasis and focus, not any fundamental and internally conflicting
mechanisms. This volume reflects this notational diversity as well.
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Syntactic patterning

Several chapters focus primarily on specific syntactic issues in various lan-
guages. The first syntactic chapter, by Knud Lambrecht and Kevin Lemoine,
was not presented at the conference, but it represents a much-needed contri-
bution to constructional literature concerned with the conditions under which
objects may be omitted. Dealing with issues of null instantiation is a topic that
goes back to the beginnings of Fillmore’s constructional theorizing (Fillmore
1969, 1986, 1988) and yet, it has not been picked up again in any systematic
way. Lambrecht & Lemoine’s study, addressing object omission phenomena
in spoken French, is thus important not only for its rich empirical content
and careful analysis that results in a comprehensive typology of null instantia-
tion in French, but also as a reminder about issues that have been part of the
constructional model from its earliest conception.

Another ‘early’ and persistent topic in Construction Grammar involves the
syntax of complex sentences, here represented by Kyoko Hirose Ohara’s chap-
ter, which presents the analysis of two formally related but functionally distinct
sentence patterns in Modern Japanese: concessive clauses vs. a particular type
of relativization. She argues for a constructional treatment of the relationship
between them, showing that their conventionalized semantic and pragmatic
properties go hand in hand with subtle shifts in their internal structure. This
study is also valuable in that it applies a constructional approach to an area
in which it has not been systematically tested: that of constructional reanaly-
sis, shown to involve the interplay between syntactic form, pragmatic function,
and semantic content in establishing new clausal patterns.

Paul Kay’s chapter addresses the difficult topic of making principled dis-
tinctions between arguments and adjuncts; it offers an HPSG-based formal
representation of the systematic mapping patterns between various types of
event structures as abstract semantic objects, and the valence structures associ-
ated with particular verbs. The analysis, centered on English ditransitives and
a number of caused-motion phenomena, leads to establishing a set of link-
ing constructions that mediate the relationship between event structures and
verbal valences. The work makes an excellently argued case for one of the fun-
damental claims of Construction Grammar, namely, that a given sentence is
not always just a projection of its lexical head but incorporates ‘added’ elements
in a systematic way. It also highlights the fact that sentence-level interpretation
does not reside in grammatical constructions only, but must take into account
the meaning of the verb.
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This aspect of Kay’s work thus simultaneously introduces the main theme
of the next three chapters, which focus explicitly and in great semantic detail
on the relationship between the lexical meanings of verbs and the syntactic
expressions of their arguments.

Verbs and constructions

The first two chapters are dedicated to locative alternation phenomena and
they both, together with Kay’s chapter, can be seen as carefully documented and
persuasively argued ‘responses’ to Goldberg’s (1995) treatment of these alter-
nations, each chapter concentrating on a slightly different aspect of the general
issue. Seizi Iwata’s contribution is concerned with identifying the sources of
polysemy in locative alternations. He gives a convincing account of several
English verbs that enter into such alternations, focusing on the details of the
relationship between inherent verb semantics and the constructional meaning
of phrases in which given verbs occur. Iwata’s conclusion is important for the
correct understanding of the interaction between grammatical constructions
and the words that fill them: both layers of meaning (constructional and lex-
ical) play a role in contributing to multiple interpretations of ‘the same verb’.
The paper thus makes an important theoretical point about potential sources
of polysemy: it is necessary to distinguish between constructional polysemy vs.
verbal polysemy and to acknowledge that not all alternation phenomena fall
into the same type of polysemous behavior.

Noriko Nemoto’s chapter zeroes in on the specifics of verb meaning for
selected verbs in order to find the right level of generalization necessary for
identifying the boundaries between different senses of a verb. She investigates
the distribution of several verbs in the English locative alternation (based on
Levin 1993), and by comparing a verb’s meaning interaction with different
syntactic patterns, she shows Goldberg’s (1995) notion of argument structure
constructions to be too broad because it does not fully account for all of a verb’s
sub-senses. This observation leads to the conclusion that each of a verb’s senses
needs to be described with respect to the different semantic frames it interacts
with, thus echoing the approach to linguistic semantics known as Frame Se-
mantics (Fillmore 1982, 1984; Fillmore & Atkins 1992; Atkins 1994; Atkins et
al. 2003; Fillmore et al. 2003; Fried & Ostman 2003; among others).

The final chapter of this group brings a refreshingly new topic into the
discussion of relating lexical semantics and grammatical patterning through
constructional analysis. Natsuko Tsujimura’s investigation of mimetic verbs in
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Japanese attempts to apply Goldberg’s (1995) general approach to a set of items
whose analysis (formal or semantic) tends to be quite elusive in traditional
accounts. Tsujimura carefully documents the behavior of these verbs, which
represent lexical units with inherently underspecified categorial and semantic
properties, but which are semantically sufficiently distinct to show systematic
constraints in their combinatorial possibilities vis-a-vis larger phrasal units.
Her study presents the first step toward a more comprehensive treatment of
mimetic expressions, including a formalized representation of their use in
grammatical constructions.

Language variation and change

The final set can be seen as an extension of the constructional enterprise into
the domain of variation and language change, drawing attention to the dy-
namic nature of language and highlighting some of the key issues surround-
ing the interaction between grammatical patterning, lexical semantics, and
pragmatic information from that perspective. As the founder of Cognitive
Grammar, Ronald Langacker brings up the intellectual connection between
Construction Grammar and Cognitive Grammar as two frameworks that in
many ways developed in parallel and out of a similar general way of thinking
about language and grammar. His chapter thus serves two objectives: pro-
viding a much-needed clarification of the mutual relationship between the
two grammars, and illustrating the notion of construction as applied within
Cognitive Grammar. On the first point, he gives an excellent, very accessible
overview of the basic features and inner workings of Cognitive Grammar, ad-
dressing major points of both difference from and overlap with Construction
Grammar; his presentation should help remove some of the commonly held
misconceptions about both. On the second point, Langacker emphasizes the
indispensability of the conceptual dimension of constructions as the central
element in linguistic structure, rather than its grammatical form or the exact
mapping between the two poles. He illustrates this point by examining two
cases of grammaticization, one in English and one in Luisefio.

The chapter by Jaakko Leino and Jan-Ola Ostman reminds us that while
Construction Grammar is in principle committed to addressing problems of
variation, this area of research has so far received little attention. Through
the analysis of several specific problems (e.g., the evolution and distribution
of multiple pronominal paradigms in Finnish, or variable case marking in
the content argument of Finnish perception verbs), the authors demonstrate
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the effectiveness and flexibility of the constructional approach in dealing with
variability, but also find it wanting in some details. This prompts them to
make specific proposals for developing the representational apparatus of Con-
struction Grammar so that issues of language variation and change can be
accommodated with greater accuracy.

Similarly, the flexibility of Construction Grammar and its potential for
broader application frames Toshio Ohori’s chapter on switch reference in a ty-
pological perspective. He shows that traditional, configuration-based analyses
of this phenomenon are problematic because they do not take into considera-
tion the underlying semantics and pragmatics of the switch-reference systems.
Arguing for the view that typological generalizations should be sought in terms
of regularities in form-meaning correspondences, Ohori demonstrates that
Construction Grammar has the capacity to handle syntactic variation both
language-internally and cross-linguistically, and is thus a viable conceptual
framework for linguistic typology.

We hope that this brief overview shows the breadth and depth of recent
research in Construction Grammar and that the chapters in this volume will
stimulate further advances within the constructional paradigm. Since the First
International Conference on Construction Grammar, a number of encourag-
ing developments have occurred in the constructional community that we see
as indicators of success of the original Berkeley gathering. The most obvious
consequence are the follow-up constructional conferences. In September 2002,
ICCG-2 at the University of Helsinki attracted more than a hundred partic-
ipants; also well-attended was ICCG-3 at the University of Marseille, held in
July 2004; and plans are under way for ICCG-4, to take place in Japan in 2006.
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CHAPTER 1

Definite null objects in (spoken) French

A Construction-Grammar account

Knud Lambrecht and Kevin Lemoine

University of Texas at Austin

1. Introduction*

In Generative Grammar, modern French is generally classified, as is English,
among the languages that do not permit the omission of a subject or object
pronoun, i.e. that do not allow the null-instantiation of primary grammatical
functions. The following quotes illustrate this claim:

[Hot languages are those for which] pronouns cannot in general be omit-
ted from grammatical sentences, and the information required to understand
each sentence is largely obtainable from what is overtly seen and heard in it.
(...) English and French are among the ‘hot’ languages. (Huang 1984:531f.)

...in languages with object clitics, one never finds a simple sentence where
both the object clitic and the lexical NP object are missing (when the verb
subcategorizes for an object). (Roberge 1990:177)

Statements of this type are common in the generative literature (e.g. Raposo
1986:373; Kihm 1988: 58; and the critical overview in Huang 1995). The expla-
nation for this assumed typological trait is sometimes sought in the absence of
a sufficiently rich inflectional system (cf. Taraldsen 1980; Chomsky 1981, 1982,
1993).!

We intend to demonstrate that this classification of French is inadequate
on two accounts. First, it is inadequate from an observational point of view
because, being based on the selective intuitions of linguists working exclusively
on standard written language, it fails to account for a large class of data from
spoken French. Relying on corpus data, we will show that it is contradicted
by the facts observed in spontaneous speech. Second, the classification is in-
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adequate from an explanatory point of view. By attempting to reduce a large
number of phenomena to two or three general principles of Universal Gram-
mar, combined with parameters of variation across individual languages, this
approach fails to account sufficiently for the variety of semantic interpreta-
tions given to the different types of null complements and for the influence of
pragmatic factors.

It is interesting to contrast the claims cited at the beginning with ob-
servations found in traditional French grammars. For example, two well-
known normative grammarians, Vaugelas (1647) and Grevisse (1959), ac-
knowledge the type of null-instantiation designated as impossible by the au-
thors quoted above:

Plusieurs obmettent le pronom relatif, le, aux deux genres & aux deux nom-
bres. Par exemple, un tel veut acheter mon cheval, il faut que ie luy face voir, au
lieu de dire, il faut que ie le luy face voir (...) Amyot fait tousjours cette faute,
mais ce n'est quauec luy, & leur, pour euiter sans doute la cacophonie de le
luy, & le leur. (Vaugelas 1647:33)

‘Many omit the relative [sic] pronoun le in both genders and numbers. For
example, Such and such wants to buy my horse, I have to show him, instead of
saying I have to show it to him. (...) Amyot always makes that mistake, but only
with Iui and leur [the dative singular and plural forms, KL&KL], no doubt in
order to avoid the cacophony of le lui and le leur.

Dans les combinaisons le lui, la lui, le leur, la leur, les lui, les leur, au moyen 4ge,
on omettait ordinairement le premier pronom; en dépit de Vaugelas (Rem,
p. 33), cela se faisait parfois encore au XVII siecle: ... il a demandé la “Vie
des Saints”, on lui a donnée . ... — Cette haplologie est restée courante dans le
langage populaire ou familier: ... — Tu entends! Je ne lui ai pas fait dire (].
Giraudoux, U’Apollon de Bellag, 8). (Grevisse 1959:547f.)

‘In the combinations le lui, la lui, le leur, la leur, les lui, les leur, in the Middle
Ages the first pronoun was normally omitted; in spite of Vaugelas (Rem, p. 33),
this was still done sometimes in the 17th century: ... he asked for the “Life of
the Saints’, they gave him ... — This haplology has remained common in pop-
ular or colloquial speech: ... — You hear! I didn’t make him say (J. Giraudoux,
L’Apollon de Bellac, 8).

These quotes, especially the second, allow us to state from the outset an im-
portant typological difference between modern French and modern English.
In spite of persistent claims to the contrary, French regularly permits the null-
instantiation of object pronouns denoting specific discourse entities, whereas
English does not; our literal English translations of the two examples quoted
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by Grevisse, they gave him, I didn’t make him say, are clearly unacceptable in
the given discourse contexts.?

The difference between French and English with respect to definite pro-
noun omissibility can be demonstrated on the basis of a simple scenario, orig-
inally used by Fillmore (1986). Arguing against purely pragmatic explanations
of pronoun omissibility in English, Fillmore writes: “Even if it is absolutely
clear to everyone concerned that a particular door is in question, the remark
*Did you lock? cannot be used to ‘refer’ to the door in question” (1986:98). The
argument does not carry over to French. The corresponding French utterance
Tu as fermé? would be perfectly natural in unmonitored speech. We will pro-
vide ample evidence that in modern French null-instantiation of definite object
pronouns is not restricted to the cases of ‘cacophony’ or ‘haplology’ mentioned
by Vaugelas and Grevisse, hence that the phenomenon under investigation can-
not be explained in phonological terms. Rather it is a fully productive, though
strongly stigmatized, grammatical option in the spoken language.

Our investigation is centered on null object complements and deals only
in passing with the problem of null subjects, which we take to be of a dif-
ferent nature. Furthermore, we will consider only objects of verbs, ignoring
for our purposes null complements of adjectival, nominal, and prepositional
predicators (for the latter, cf. in particular Zribi-Hertz 1984). The analysis will
proceed in two stages. First, we will present an overview of the various gram-
matical types of argument instantiation (Section 2) and of null-instantiation
in particular (Section 3). This overview is based on the system proposed for
English in Fillmore (1986) and Fillmore & Kay (1995), with some necessary
adjustments to account for differences between the two languages, as well as
one or two more substantive departures. We will then analyze the specific phe-
nomenon of Definite Null-instantiation in spoken French, taking into account
morphosyntactic, semantic, and pragmatic factors (Sections 4 and 5).

2. Types of complement instantiation

Following Fillmore & Kay (1995), we distinguish five ways in which the valence
elements of a predicator can be syntactically realized, or instantiated, in a sen-
tence: (i) Direct Instantiation, (ii) Distant Instantiation, (iii) Coinstantiation,
(iv) Double Instantiation, and (v) Null-instantiation.’

In Direct Instantiation, the valence element appears in what is taken to be its
‘canonical’ position, that is, as a right sister of the verb (or as a left sister of the
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verb phrase, in the case of subject NPs), as shown in (1a). For easy recognition,
the relevant valence elements are enclosed in square brackets:

(1) a. [Le professeur] préte [ses chaussettes] [a son étudiante].
“The professor lends his socks to his student.
b. [M] [les] [lui] préte.
‘He lends them to her.

(1b) illustrates the syntactic behavior of pronouns of the bound or atonic series
(misleadingly referred to as ‘clitics’ in the transformational generative tradi-
tion). These pronouns do not occupy the phrasal positions of their full lexical
counterparts (shown in (la)) but occur as lexical affixes directly to the left
(and exceptionally to the right) of the verb (cf. Kayne 1975; Lambrecht 1981;
Miller & Sag 1997; among others). We are not concerned in this chapter with
the syntactic differences between full lexical and bound pronominal argument
instantiation and we will simply count the position of bound pronouns as a
special case of Direct Instantiation.

In Distant Instantiation (known as ‘WH-movement’ in transformational
approaches), the valence element appears in an isolated position (the so-called
WH or COMP position) to the left of the clause containing the predicator,
forming an extended syntactic unit with this clause (the Left-Isolation con-
struction of Construction Grammar, the S’ unit of X-bar theory, or the C” unit
of the GB model):

(2) a. Les chaussettes [dont] elle a besoin sont en nylon.
“The socks she needs (lit. of which she has need) are nylon.
b. [LCAMOUR] elle appelle ¢a. (Stempel 1981)
‘LOVE she calls it.

In (2a), the left-isolated (‘WH-moved’) element is the oblique relative pronoun
dont ‘of which’, in (2b) it is a ‘focus-moved’ (Prince 1981; Ward 1988) lexical
NP. Since in Construction Grammar no movement is assumed in (2), the left-
isolated element is not coindexed with a trace or gap in postverbal position.

In non-standard French, the Distant-Instantiation construction in (2a) can
be replaced by the variants in (2') (the unnatural or ill-formed English glosses
are meant to mirror the syntax of the French sentences):

(2') a. Les chaussettes quelle [en] a besoin sont en nylon.
q Y
‘The socks that she has need of them are nylon’
b. Les chaussettes qu’elle [ ] a besoin sont en nylon.
‘The socks that she has need are nylon.
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In (2'a) the argument occurs direct-instantiated as the bound pronoun e ‘of it’
while the WH position (more appropriately labeled QU position in French) is
occupied by the complementizer que. In (2'b) the argument is null-instantiated
(cf. below), as indicated by the pair of empty brackets.

In Coinstantiation, the interpretation of an unexpressed valence element
of one predicator is linked to the interpretation of the overtly (or covertly)
expressed argument of another predicator in the sentence:

(3) a. [I] voulait bien les lui préter.
‘He was willing to lend them to her’
b. Elle [I'] a persuadé de les lui préter.
‘She persuaded him to lend them to her’

In these examples, a valence element of the matrix verb (the subject in (3a),
the object in (3b)) is construed as coinstantiating the logical subject of the in-
finitival clause. The coinstantiated argument, unlike the distant-instantiated
argument illustrated in (2), does not occupy a structural position in the sen-
tence. There is therefore no possible phonetic manifestation of this argument.
The Coinstantiation Construction corresponds to the ‘Control’ structures of
Government and Binding, which give rise to the empty category ‘PRO’.

In Double Instantiation, the same valence element appears in two different
positions within the same clause, as in the cases of Subject Extraposition in (4a)
and (4b) or the so-called ‘Clitic-Doubling’ construction in (4c):

(4) a. [I] est peu recommandable [de préter ses chaussettes a une étudi-
ante].
‘It is not advisable to lend one’s socks to a student.
b. [Il] est arrivé [trois étudiantes].
‘There (lit. It) arrived three students.
c. Je[t’] aivu [toi].
Tsaw you. (lit. ‘T you saw you’)

In these sentences, Direct Instantiation would be equally possible, though prag-
matically divergent (the constructions in (4) mark a normally topical subject or
object as focal): [De préter ses chaussettes a une étudiante] est peu recommand-
able “To lend one’s socks to a student is not advisable’, [Trois étudiantes] sont
arrivées ‘Three students arrived’, and Je [#’]ai vu ‘T saw you’. Notice that each of
the doubled complements in Double Instantiation appears in a canonical ar-
gument position. This instantiation type can therefore be seen as a special kind
of Direct Instantiation.
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Finally, in the case of Null-instantiation, the valence element has neither a
direct nor an indirect phonetic representation in the sentence:

(5) a. Préter ses chaussettes a des étudiantes est peu recommandable.
“To lend one’s socks to students is not advisable.
b. 1IIlui préte.
‘He lends to her. (i.e. ‘He lends them to her’)
c.  Elle n’a pas voulu.
‘She didn’t want.’ (i.e. ‘She didn’t want (him) to. or ‘She didn’t want
them.)

The type of null-instantiation illustrated in (5a) is similar to the coinstantia-
tion type of (3) in that the logical subject of the infinitive préter has no possible
phonetic realization in the sentence. It differs from (3) in that the logical sub-
ject is not coinstantiated with the overt argument of another predicator in
the sentence (this is the empty category ‘PRO arb(itrary)’ of Government and
Binding). The situation is crucially different in (5b) and (5¢). In these exam-
ples, the null element does correspond to a structural position in the sentence
and could be phonetically realized via direct instantiation (compare (5b) with
(1b)). Notice that (5¢) is in principle ambiguous between the reading where the
null element represents an infinitival or finite verbal complement, denoting a
situation, and that where it represents a nominal or pronominal complement,
denoting an entity (compare (16d) below).

With respect to the syntactic difference between the Null-Instantiation
type represented in (5a), on the one hand, and that in (5b/c), on the other,
we adopt the basic dichotomy proposed by Zribi-Hertz (1985) between so-
called empty categories, which are required by the grammar of the sentence
and cannot in principle undergo lexical or pronominal substitution, and struc-
tural ellipses, which alternate in principle with phonetically realized pro-forms
and which are subject to discourse appropriateness conditions. Recall, however,
that the concept of ‘empty category’ as it is understood in the Government-
and-Binding framework is incompatible with the strictly mono-stratal, non-
derivational framework of Construction Grammar. In the latter, the semantic
interpretation of the unexpressed valence element is taken to be directly pro-
vided by the grammatical construction within which the null element occurs
rather than being determined by various movement operations. With this pro-
viso, we can say that sentences (5b) and (5¢) are examples of structural ellipsis
in the sense of Zribi-Hertz; they involve null-instantiated complements proper
and their occurrence is determined by pragmatic rather than syntactic factors.
From a syntactic point of view, structural ellipsis is equivalent to Direct Instan-
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tiation, the only difference being that the argument lacks a phonetic realization.
In the rest of this chapter we will be concerned mainly with Null-instantiation
of this structural-ellipsis type.

Compelling evidence for the syntactic reality of the null-instantiated va-
lence elements in (5b/c) is provided by the French Causative-faire construction.
It is well known that the causee argument in this construction gets ‘demoted’
from direct to indirect object just in case the infinitival complement of faire
has itself a direct object, as shown in (6a) vs. (6b). Interestingly, if the object of
the infinitival complement is null-instantiated, the causee still appears in the
dative case, as shown in (6¢):

(6) a. Je ! ai  fait manger.

I him.Acc have made eat.
‘T made him eat (something).

b. Je les lui ai  fait manger.
I them.acc him.par have made eat.
‘T made him eat them.

c. Je lui ai  fait manger.
I him.paT have made eat
‘I made him eat them.

d. Je lui ai  fait manger chaudes. (Koenig 1993)
I him.par have made eat hot.FEM.PL
‘I made him eat them hot.

Given that the causee has accusative case in (6a), where it is the only argument,
and dative case in (6b), where it co-occurs with a patient argument, its dative
case marking in (6¢) attests to the structural reality of the null object of manger.
Further evidence for this structural reality of the null argument is provided
by the agreement phenomenon in (6d). As Koenig (1993) observes, when the
predicate in (6¢) is followed by an adjective with secondary-predicate function,
as in (6d), this adjective agrees (audibly) in gender and (inaudibly) in number
with the unexpressed complement of manger (assuming this complement to
have feminine plural form).

3. Different types of interpretation of null complements
Following Fillmore & Kay (1995), we distinguish three semantic types of null-

instantiation, regardless of whether the absence of the given element is de-
termined pragmatically or syntactically: (i) Indefinite Null-instantiation, (ii)
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Definite Null-instantiation, and (iii) Free Null-instantiation.* In the first, the
referent of the null complement is left entirely unspecified; in the second, the
referent is a specific entity or situation evoked in the speech context; in the
third, the referent can be either specific or non-specific, the choice of interpre-
tation being left up to the hearer.

In addition to these three interpretive categories, we distinguish, with
Fillmore & Kay, two types of situation licensing the omission of a given ar-
gument: (i) lexical licensing and (ii) constructional licensing. In the first, the
null option is provided by the lexical properties of a particular verb or group
of verbs; in the second, it is provided by the particular grammatical construc-
tion in which the verb occurs. The label ‘lexical licensing’ will turn out to be
something of a misnomer in the sense that it is typically not the semantic prop-
erties of a given verb that license the null-instantiation of the argument but
rather the common occurrence of a real-world situation involving the activity
or state denoted by the verb. In other words, lexical licensing is often governed
pragmatically rather than semantically.®

3.1 Indefinite Null-instantiation

In the case of Indefinite Null-instantiation (hereafter INI), the referent of the
null element is not only ‘indefinite), i.e. assumed to be unidentifiable by the
addressee (Lambrecht 1994: Ch. 3.2), but its interpretation is necessarily inde-
pendent of the context, in other words, the null element cannot represent an
entity or situation directly or indirectly evoked in the discourse. To character-
ize this property of INI, Fillmore (1986) refers to the null element as being
‘markedly indefinite’® In all instances of INI, the focus is on the activity de-
noted by the verb rather than on the object of the activity. If the indefinite null
complement were to be made overt, it would appear as an indefinite expression
with non-specific construal, like ‘someone’, ‘something), or ‘stuff” in the singular
or ‘people’ or ‘things’ in the plural. As Goldberg (2001) notes for certain cases
of INI in English, the referent of the null element lacks discourse prominence
to the point of being neither topical nor focal. Given this non-specific indef-
inite character of the null-instantiated argument, a sentence involving INT is
always construed as describing an aspectually unbounded situation (an atelic
event). All instances of INT seem to be lexically licensed, i.e. there don’t seem
to exist any constructions which specifically license INT construal.
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3.1.1 Non-habitual construal

In one type of INI construal, the sentence containing the omitted complement
describes a particular situation of an agent or experiencer being involved in the
activity or state denoted by the verb:

(7) a. Maman est occupée; elle coud / repasse / lit / peint / etc.

‘Mom is busy; she is sewing / ironing / reading / painting / etc.

b. Est-ce quils embauchent chez Renault?
‘Are they hiring at the Renault plant?’

c. Lafumée était si épaisse qu'on ne voyait plus.
‘The smoke was so thick that you couldn’t see anymore.’

d. TJavais tellement mal 4 la gorge que je ne pouvais ni manger ni boire.
‘My throat hurt so much that I couldn’t eat or drink.

In each of these sentences, the referent of the implicit complement is taken to
be unknown or irrelevant in the context. The unbounded nature of the predi-
cates denoted in (7) is shown by their incompatibility with temporal adverbial
phrases introduced by French en or English in (cf. Maman a repassé pendant
(*en) une heure ‘Mom ironed for (*in) an hour’ etc.). A sentence like Maman a
cousu quelque chose en cing minutes ‘Mom sewed something in five minutes’ is
interpretable only if the indefinite pronoun is taken to denote a specific object
(which may or may not be identifiable for the speaker). In such a situation,
null-instantiation would be impossible.

Sentences of the type illustrated in (7¢) and (7d), which involve modality,
are subject to an aspectual constraint having to do with the stative construal of
the predicate (notice the necessary appearance of the stative modal can in the
English gloss of (7c)). Thus, if one wanted to express a change having taken
place in the situations described in (7¢) or (7d), the verb would still have to
be in the imperfect tense (expressing imperfective aspect) rather than in the
perfective compound past:

(7) c. Une fois sorti de la forét, on voyait (#on a vu) de nouveau.
‘Once you were out of the forest you could see again’
d. Deux heures plus tard, je mangeais (#j’ai mangé) de nouveau.
“Two hours later, I was eating (I ate) again.

In (7'c), the perfect form on a vu ‘you saw” would necessarily be interpreted
as evoking a definite object referent (e.g. on a vu ce qui s’était passé ‘you saw
what (had) happened’). Likewise in (7'd), the perfect form jai mangé would
evoke the idea of a meal rather than some undetermined edible thing (cf. ex.

(10b) below).
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Evidence that the INI construal in the sentences in (7) should indeed be
described as being licensed by particular lexical items is provided by the fact
that other verbs with analogous meanings do not permit, or permit less readily,
this type of construal:

(8) a. ‘Maman est occupée; elle répare / brosse / décore / etc.
‘Mom is busy; she is repairing / brushing / decorating / etc’
b. ‘La fumée était si épaisse qu'on ne reconnaissait plus.
‘The smoke was so thick that you couldn’t recognize anymore.
c. “Pavais tellement mal a la gorge que je ne pouvais ni dévorer ni dé-
guster.
‘My throat hurt so much that I couldn’t devour or taste.

Let us emphasize, however, that nothing in the lexical nature of the verbs
in (8) necessarily prevents INI of their complements. Rather it is the non-
conventionalized status of the situations denoted by these verbs that makes the
examples questionable in the absence of context. Thus in a real-world situa-
tion in which recognizing objects on pictures were a kind of activity routinely
engaged in by a certain group of people, a member of such a group could no
doubt utter (8b) without sounding odd. The same holds true of the activities
of repairing, brushing, decorating, devouring, or tasting described in (8a) or
(8¢). As a matter of fact, the verb déguster lends itself quite naturally to INI in
the context evoked in (8¢/):

(8) . Chezle marchand de vin au fond de la rue on ne peut plus déguster.
‘At the wine merchant’s down the street you can’t taste (wines) any-
more.

As far as French is concerned, we thus depart from Fillmore & Kay’s assessment
(1995:7—4) that lexical licensing in INT is “found in a fairly small class of verbs,
including eat, drink, sing, cook, sew and bake.” Let us also mention the fact,
pointed out by Jacobs (1994b:15) for German, that INT is regularly licensed
in what Fillmore (1982) refers to as ‘across-frame negation, illustrated in such
sentences as Il ne mange pas, il dévore ‘He doesn’t eat, he devours’ or Elle ne
boit pas, elle déguste ‘She doesn’t drink, she tastes, whose communicative point
is to reevaluate a given activity within an alternative semantic frame. This is
consistent with our initial assessment that in INT the speaker’s focus is on the
activity denoted by the verb rather than on the object of the activity.

To prevent misunderstandings, we should emphasize that in characterizing
an indefinite null-instantiated element as ‘unspecified’ we are not concerned
with its lexical semantic properties but with its pragmatic construal in discourse.
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It is irrelevant, for example, that the understood object of the verb iron in (7a)
denotes not just a thing but something made of cloth or that the object of
hire in (7e) denotes not just any people but workers. What counts in INI is
the degree of (non-)specificity which the referent of the unexpressed comple-
ment has in the minds of the speech participants at given points in a discourse
(Lambrecht 1994: Ch. 3).

This is not to say that the lexical properties of a verb cannot be a factor
contributing to the possibility of INI construal. For example Goldberg (2001)
notes that the semantics of the verb recycle favors INT compared to that of the
verb break (cf. My neighbors recycle vs. :My neighbors break) because recycle tells
us more about the nature of its potential objects than does break, thus making
it conversationally less relevant to verbalize the object. Nevertheless, what is
left unspecified in INT is not the lexical nature of the complement (in this case
recyclable items vs. breakable things in general) but the individuality of the
referent in a given discourse situation.

3.1.2 Habitual construal
In another type of INI construal, the predicate is understood as denoting a ha-
bitual activity or state of the subject, or the negation of such an activity or state:

(9) a. Mon oncle construit / vend / exporte / creuse / etc.

‘My uncle builds / sells / exports / digs / etc.

b. Mon chien ne mord pas.
‘My dog doesn’t bite.

c. Le bourgeois ne produit pas: il dirige, administre, répartit, achete et
vend. (Sartre)
‘The bourgeois does not produce: he directs, manages, distributes,
buys, and sells.

d. 1l parait que C’est la lionne qui va chasser et qui amene. (Corpus Gia-
comi)
‘It seems that it is the lioness that goes hunting and that brings back’

e. Les écrivains attirent sexuellement. (M. Duras)
‘Writers attract sexually’

f.  Tu ne tueras pas.
‘Thou shalt not kill”

Unlike (7), the sentences in (9) do not refer to particular instances of the activ-
ity or state described by the predicate (the verbs in the English glosses cannot
be in the progressive form). For example, the sentences in (9a) could serve as
answers to a question like ‘What does your uncle do for a living?’ (cf. Fénagy
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1985:24). The meaning of the different predicates in (9a) is comparable to that
of their nominal counterparts in Mon oncle est constructeur, vendeur, exporta-
teur, etc. ‘My uncle is a builder / seller / exporter’ etc. The habitual nature of the
activity or state is often interpreted as a characteristic property of the subject,
as in (9b/c/d/e) and, mutatis mutandis, (9f) (cf. Fellbaum & Kegl 1989; Levin
1993:39; Blume 1993). This property can be attributed to a specific individ-
ual, as in (9b/f), or generically to a class, as in (9c/d/e). Property construal of a
predicate, and hence use of INI, is favored by the presence of modal verbs such
as ‘be able’ or ‘like), as in Ce type sait masser “This guy knows how to massage’
or Elle aime taquiner ‘She likes to tease’ etc. (cf. Jacobs 1994b and Blume 1993).

As in the case of non-habitual INT construal in (7), the label ‘lexically-
licensed’ is somewhat infelicitous as applied to (9) because there are no obvious
semantic restrictions on the verbs that permit this type of construal. This is es-
pecially clear in the case of the verb amener ‘to bring’ in (9d) (a spontaneously
produced utterance). This verb is not normally understood as denoting a habit-
ual activity but it is naturally construed as habitual in the particular situation
evoked in (9d). The complement of améne (lit. ‘brings’) receives INT construal
because the semantic frame evoked with the words lionne and chasser narrows
down the class of possible objects to that of animals routinely hunted and killed
for survival. Thus any transitive verb is in principle a candidate for this type of
INI construal, provided that the situation evoked by the verb can be construed
as habitual or otherwise typical of the subject.

3.1.3 Subtype construal

One well-known case of lexically-licensed INT is that illustrated in (10), where
the implicit complement denotes a subtype of the type of object selected by the
verb (cf. Blinkenberg 1960:117):

(10) a. Ilaencorebu.

‘He drank again’

b. Non merci, j’ai déja mangé.
‘No thanks, I've already eaten.

c. Je vais emprunter. / J’ai déja contribué. / Ca rapporte.”
‘Tm going to borrow. / I've already contributed. / It brings in (i.e. it
pays well).

d. Je fais ol on me dit de faire. (Poster in Paris representing a little dog,
Fénagy 1985)
T go (lit. ‘T make’) where I am told (to go).
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In (10a), the referent of the implicit complement is understood as ‘alcohol’
(in excesssive quantity), in (10b) as ‘a meal} in (10c) as ‘money’, and in (10d)
as a bodily function. What is important in the classification of these exam-
ples is that, as in (7), the null complement cannot represent a specific referent
recoverable from the discourse context.

The subtype construal in (10) cross-cuts the habitual/non-habitual distinc-
tion established with (7) vs. (9). While (10a) refers to a particular instance of
alcohol consumption, a sentence like Il boit ‘He drinks’ is likely to be under-
stood as referring to a habit. Similarly, while (10d) receives habitual construal,
a sentence like Ton chien a fait sur mon tapis “Your dog went on my rug’ would
be understood as describing a specific instance of the activity in question. It
should also be noted that the complements of the verbs in (10) do not have
to be interpreted in the restricted sense suggested in these sentences, as shown
for example in (7d), where the things which the speaker is kept from eating or
drinking are not meals and alcohol (although the speaker may have those in
mind) but any edible or drinkable substance. Thus one type of INI does not
necessarily exclude another.

3.2 Definite Null-instantiation

In the case of Definite Null-instantiation (hereafter DNI), the null element is
interpreted as representing an entity or situation whose identity is recoverable
from the discourse context (whether linguistic or extralinguistic). The following
quote nicely captures the fundamental difference between INI and DNI:

One test for the (INI/DNI) distinction has to do with determining whether
it would sound odd for a speaker to admit ignorance of the identity of the
referent of the missing phrase. It’s not odd to say things like “He was eating; I
wonder what he was eating”; but it is odd to say things like “They found out;
I wonder what they found out.” The missing object of the surface-intransitive
verb EAT is indefinite; the missing object of the surface-intransitive verb FiND
our is definite. The point is that one does not wonder about what one already
knows. (Fillmore 1986:97)%

One interpretive dimension not taken into account by Fillmore, which we be-
lieve to be crucial for distinguishing different types of DNI, is the pragmatic
dimension of different degrees of discourse salience (the parameter of referent
activation in Chafe 1987), as well as the dimension of the pragmatic relations
of topic and focus (Lambrecht 1994: Chs. 4 and 5). In what follows, we will show



26

Knud Lambrecht and Kevin Lemoine

that different types of DNI can be distinguished in terms of these discourse
categories.

3.2 Constructionally licensed DNI

The clearest example of constructionally-licensed DNI is the case of the
relative-clause construction introduced by the complementizer que. In this con-
struction, the null complement is interpreted as being coreferential with an
antecedent in the sentence containing the relative clause:

(11) a. letruc quej’ai mangé
‘the thing that I ate’
b. les chaussettes qu’elle a besoin
‘the socks that she needs’

(In standard French the relativized argument in (11b) would have to appear
in the form of the distant-instantiated relative pronoun dont, as shown in
(2a) above). As we observed at the beginning with item (2’), in non-standard
French the relative construction in (11) also permits direct instantiation of a
personal pronoun:

(11") a. letruc que je I'ai mangé
‘the thing that I ate it’
b. les chaussettes qu’elle en a besoin
‘the socks that she needs them’

The possibility of overt pronominal expression in (11') is clear evidence that
the clause-introducer gue in (11) is indeed an empty complementizer rather
than a relative pronoun, hence that these sentences can be counted as instances
of DNI of the structural ellipsis type.’

A second, often-cited, case of constructionally-licensed DNI is the Imper-
ative construction, which requires null-instantiation of the subject argument
representing the addressee. As Bally (1932) observes, overt subject expression
is superfluous in the imperative since the deictic status of the addressee in the
speech situation makes the referent uniquely identifiable. Since this case of DNI
is not an instance of structural ellipsis proper (in French the subject of the
imperative cannot be phonetically realized) and since, moreover, it involves
subject rather than object arguments, the finite imperative construction will
not concern us here (but see items (41) through (44) below).

There exists, however, a different kind of imperative construction, which
does involve object DNI. We have in mind the cross-linguistically widely at-
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tested Infinitival Imperative, used in various instructional contexts, such as
cooking recipes or directions for the use of pharmaceutical products:!°

(12) a. Faire revenir dans du beurre. (e.g. les oignons)

‘Sauté in butter. (e.g. the onions)

b. Verser dans de 'eau bouillante. (e.g. les pates)
‘Drop into boiling water. (e.g. the noodles)

c.  Secouer avant 'emploi.
‘Shake before using.

d. Avaler sans macher.
‘Swallow without chewing’

In the situations conjured up by these sentences, the understood objects rep-
resent specific entities which are present in the linguistic or extra-linguistic
context (cooking ingredients in (12a, b), a bottle with medicine in (12c), a
pill in (12d)). Notice that the infinitival construction in (12) involves not only
definite null-instantiation of the object but also free null-instantiation of the
subject of the infinitive, an issue to which we will return in Section 3.3. It is
worth pointing out also that these subjects can be said to have the semantic
role of ‘causee’, a role which we will see favors free construal of a null argument
(cf. the discussion of exx. (23) and (25) below).

3.2.2 Lexically licensed DNI

3.2.2.1 Frame-induced referents. To account for one type of lexically licensed
DN, it is useful to refer again to the notion of a semantic frame as developed
in much work by Fillmore (e.g. Fillmore 1982). Certain verbs permit or fa-
vor the omission of a definite object complement if in a given speech situation
the scene described by the predicate evokes the referent via such a frame rela-
tion. The objects omitted under these conditions can be direct or oblique. Some
examples of null-instantiated direct objects are given in (13):

(13) a. (Upon hearing the doorbell)

Va ouvrir!
‘Go open up.

b. A quelle heure vous fermez?
‘What time do you close?’

c. Ils ont gagné. Ils ont perdu.
‘They won. They lost’

d. Jejouai du piano. Puis nous avons éteint. (M. Duras)
‘I played the piano. Then we turned (the lights) off.
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e. Elle asigné.
‘She signed.
f.  Ne quittez pas!
‘Can you hold, please?’ (lit. ‘Do not leave!’)

In the given utterance context, one has no difficulty supplying la porte ‘the
door’ in (13a) since the ring of a doorbell evokes a given door. Analogous se-
mantic frame relations explain the recoverability, under appropriate discourse
circumstances, of le magasin ‘the store’ in (13b), le match or la partie ‘the game’
in (13¢), la lumieére ‘the lights’ in (13d), and le contrat ‘the contract’ in (13e)."!
In the case of (13f), the sentential structure has become a fixed formula re-
served for one specific conversational purpose (that of keeping a telephone
interlocutor from hanging up), thus making overt expression of the comple-
ment (Pappareil ‘the phone’) unnatural and prohibiting other forms of the verb
(cf. 22Elle w’a pas quitté ‘She held’).

On the other hand, if the frame relation between the verb and its object
is not evoked strongly enough by a given scene, the complement cannot be
omitted with the same ease:'?

(14) a. (Upon hearing someone knock at the window)

*Va ouvrir! [compare (13a)]
‘Go open (i)

b. (Upon hearing the doorbell)
Va entr’ouvrir. [compare (13a)]
‘Go open (the door) half-way.

c. *Ils ont battu. [compare (13¢)]
‘They beat (them).

To let visitors in, one normally opens the door, not the window (cf. (14a)), and
one opens it wide enough to facilitate entry (cf. (14b)). In (14c) the verb battre
‘beat’, unlike gagner ‘win’ or perdre ‘lose’ in (13c), does not seem to evoke the
competition frame clearly enough to make DNI acceptable. In the latter case,
the difference in animacy between the object of win (a game) and that of beat
(a person or group of persons) is likely to be another determining factor.

Some examples of oblique null complements made accessible by the seman-
tic frame evoked by a verb are given in (15):

(15) a. Est-ce quelle est arrivée?
‘Has she arrived?’
b. 1l a contribué trois mille francs.
‘He contributed three thousand francs’
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¢.  (The phone rings)
Va répondre!
‘Go answer the phone!’
d. TLavion n’a pas encore atterri.
‘The plane hasn’t landed yet.
e. Jen’ai pas envie de jouer. Je ne gagne jamais. Je perds toujours.
T don’t feel like playing. I never win. I always lose’
f.  Entrez!
‘Come in!’

In (15a), the implicit complement could be ici, chez elle, a Poitiers ‘here, at
home, in Poitiers, etc., depending on the speech context. In (15b), it refers to
a specific organization to which a contribution was made (e.g. a votre mouve-
ment ‘to your movement’).!® In (15c¢), the hearer mentally supplies au téléphone
‘(to) the phone), in (15d) a l'aéroport ‘at the airport), in (15e) aux cartes ‘at card
games’ (or other games), and in (15f) dans la maison ‘into the house’ (or some
other inhabitable enclosed place). Interestingly, all of the null-instantiated
oblique objects in (15), as in (13), refer to things rather than persons.

The examples of frame-induced DNI in (13) and (15) have an important
feature in common with the subtype construal of INI illustrated in (10). In
both cases, the implicit object represents a subset of the set of objects selected by
a given verb. For example the set of possible objects of the verb gagner in (13¢)
includes not only competitive events but money, a prize, time, a reputation,
someone’s favor, bodily weight, and even certain locations (as in Ils ont gagné le
sommet ‘They reached the summit’). But it is only in the first case (competitive
events) that frame-induced referent construal is possible. Similarly, the verb
quitter ‘to leave’ is commonly used not only for a (particular kind of) place, as
in (13f), but also for people. It would make sense if Ne quittez pas! could also
be used to mean ‘Don’t leave your wife!’, but it can’t.

There is a crucial interpretive difference between these cases of frame-
induced DNI and the DNI cases to be discussed in the remainder of this chap-
ter. In the type illustrated in (13) and (15) the unexpressed referent, although
specific and pragmatically accessible from the context, cannot be anaphoric, i.e.
cannot be a previously activated topic of conversation. This construal property
of frame-induced DNI has a clear formal correlate. If, in the stereotypical situa-
tions assumed for (13) and (15), the null complement were to be made explicit,
the overt expression could not be an unaccented pronoun; rather it would ap-
pear as a definite lexical phrase with prosodic prominence. In other words, the
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null argument would not be a topic but a focus expression (Lambrecht 1994: Ch.
5). Consider these variants of some of the examples in (13) and (15):

(13") a. (Upon hearing the doorbell)
#Va I'ouvrir! / Va ouvrir la PORTE!
‘Go open it! / Go open the poor!’
b. #A quelle heure vous le fermez? / A quelle heure vous fermez le MaGA-
SIN?
‘What time do you close it? / What time do you close the STORE?’
c. #Ils 'ont gagné/perdu. / Ils ont gagné/perdu le MATCH.
‘They won/lost it. / They won/lost the GAME.
d. Jejouai du piano. #Puis nous I'avons éteinte. / Puis nous avons éteint
la LUMIERE.
‘I played the piano. Then we turned them off. / The we turned the
LIGHTS off.
(15") #Est-ce quelle y est arrivée? / Est-ce qu’elle est arrivée chez ELLE?
‘Has she arrived there? / Has she arrived at HOME?’
¢.  (The phone rings.)
#Va y répondre! / Va répondre au TELEPHONE!
‘Go answer it! / Go answer the PHONE!’
e. #Je n’ai pas envie d’y jouer. / Je n’ai pas envie de jouer aux CARTES.
‘T don’t feel like playing it. / I don’t feel like playing cArDS.

®

(It goes without saying that the examples marked as pragmatically inappro-
priate would be perfectly natural in anaphoric contexts.) In some cases, it is
difficult to find an appropriate nominal focus expression, as in the earlier-
mentioned conventionalized case of (13f) (Ne quittez pas! ‘Can you hold?’)
or in the case of atterrir ‘to land’ in (15d), where use of an explicit comple-
ment (‘on the ground;, ‘at the airport’) would be redundant in most situations.
This does not, however, invalidate the theoretical point we are making. In the
case of frame-induced DNI, the referent of the understood complement does
not have the degree of discourse-salience or topicality necessary to justify the
use of an anaphoric pronoun. While, according to our definition of DNI, the
frame-induced referent must be recoverable from the discourse context, it is
not a discourse referent, in the sense of Karttunen (1969).'*

3.2.2.2 Topical referents. Unlike the case of frame-induced DNI, the cases we
will discuss now involve referents which are not only discourse-active, that is to
say, which the speaker assumes to be in one way or another present in the mind
of the addressee at utterance time (Chafe 1987), but which have the pragmatic
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status of ratified topics, i.e. of topical elements whose occurrence in the proposi-
tion is taken to be predictable at the time of utterance (Lambrecht 1994: 322ft.;
Lambrecht & Michaelis 1998). We will refer to this type of null-instantion as
Topical DNL" The pragmatic force of the Topical DNI complement is closely
related to that of an unaccented personal pronoun.

For a large number of verbs permitting Topical DNI the null argument cor-
responds to a (finite or infinitival) subordinate clause rather than to a nominal
complement (cf. the comment on example (5¢) above), i.e. the object denota-
tum is not an entity but a situation. Common instances are shown in (16) (the
parenthetical complements are optional in French):

(16) a. Jen’arrive pas (a me débarrasser de lui).

T can’t (get rid of him).

b. Elle n’a pas envie (de 'embrasser).
‘She doesn’t feel like (kissing him).

c. Elle nose pas (y aller).
‘She’s afraid to (go there).

d. 1l n’apasvoulu (le faire / que je le fasse).
‘He didn’t want (to do it / for me to do it).

e. Elle ainsisté (pour que je le fasse).
‘She insisted (that I do it).

f.  Je vais lui demander (ce qu’il en est).
‘T'm going to ask him (what this is about)

>

The complements of the verbs in (16) are anaphoric and can in principle also
appear in the form of unaccented pronouns, indicating ratified-topic status of
the denoted referents (cf. Je n’y arrive pas, Elle n’en a pas envie, etc.). In some
cases, the null complement and the overt pronoun receive distinct semantic in-
terpretations. Compare (16d), where the understood argument is an infinitival
or finite complement clause, and Il ne I’a pas voulu (‘He didn’t want him/it’),
where the object pronoun is construed as denoting an entity, or (16f), which
involves an understood indirect interrogative, and Je vais le [ui demander (‘T'm
going to ask him for it’), where the overt pronoun is most likely construed as
referring to a thing.

Other verbs selecting infinitival or finite complement clauses do not permit
DN, or do not permit it as freely:

(17) ‘Il ne désire pas (te voir). / ?Je sens (que ca va arriver). / 22Je compte (le
faire) / *Je tiens (a le faire). / etc.
‘He doesn’t desire (to see you). / I feel (that it’s going to happen). / 'm
counting (on doing it). / ’'m anxious (to do it). / etc]
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Given the diminished acceptability of the sentences in (17), at least in contex-
tual isolation, it seems justified to categorize the examples in (16) as instances
of lexically-licensed DNI.

The Topical DNI type we are especially interested in here, and which was
introduced at the beginning of our study, is that in which the referent of the
unexpressed argument represents a specific discourse entity. Some attested ex-
amples are cited in (18).'° Here and in the following examples, we add an overt
complement in parentheses in the English glosses whenever appropriate:

(18) a. (Daughter looking at a wrapped gift presented to her mother) Ouvre!

(corpus Lambrecht)
‘Open (it)!

b. Avant, j’avais mon dossier a Jester, mais j’ai enlevé. (corpus Lemoine)
‘Before I had my file at Jester but I took (it) away.

c. (Talking about a cassette which is at a friend’s house)
Je vais demander si je peux passer ce soir prendre. (corpus Daniel)
‘T'm going to ask (them) if I can come by tonight to get (it).

As in (16), the null complements of the verbs in (18) can in principle also
appear in the form of unaccented pronouns (but see the proviso in Section
4.1 below). Notice that without the given context (18a) would be ambiguous
between the Topical DNI reading and the frame-induced reading illustrated
in (13a) (‘Open the door!’), where no anaphoric pronoun could be used. Ex-
ample (18c) contains two instances of null-instantiation, that of the oblique
object of demander (the source argument of French demander ‘to ask’ is real-
ized as oblique) and that of the direct object of prendre ‘take’. While the second
is clearly an instance of topical DNI, it would seem that the first is better an-
alyzed as a case of Free Null-instantiation (cf. the discussion of (25) and (42)
through (44) below).

It appears that in spoken French the verbs that permit Topical DNI
with nominal arguments do not constitute a natural lexical class. Moreover,
there seems to be no constraint on the semantic role which the definite
null-instantiated complement can have.'” The null option can therefore be
said to be generalized, the constraints on its application being mainly (but
not exclusively) pragmatic or stylistic. We will return to this DNI type in
Sections 4 and 5.
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3.3 Free Null-instantiation

Free Null-instantiation (hereafter FNI) is distinct from INI and from DNI in
that the referent of the absent element is susceptible to either an indefinite or a
definite interpretation, depending on the context of utterance.'® Moreover, the
‘definite’ interpretation in FNT differs from the DNI interpretation discussed
in the previous section in that the null element, though construed as denot-
ing an identifiable referent, is neither anaphoric nor frame-induced and that
this referent strongly tends to be human (or at least animate). Its interpreta-
tion is ‘free’ in the sense that it is up to the addressee to choose the referent
most appropriate to a given speech situation. This freedom of interpretation is
reminiscent of the freedom with which the pronouns you or one in English (on
in French, man in German) can be construed as either referring to the speaker
and the hearer or to some unidentified individual or set of individuals.!” The
set of contexts permitting FNI cannot, therefore, be reduced to the sum of the
contexts permitting either INT or DNI, i.e. FNI is an interpretive category of its
own (pace Schoessler 2000; Larjavaara 2000).

3.3.1 Constructionally licensed FNI

At least two grammatical constructions license free null-instantiation of nom-
inal complements. The first is the well-known case of the Passive Construction
(including passive construal of the Causative-Faire Construction). Depending
on the context of utterance, the unexpressed agent in a passive sentence can
receive an indefinite or definite interpretation:

(19) Nous avons été attaquées. / Elle I'a fait arréter. / Il s’est fait attraper. / Elle
s’est fait renverser. / etc.
‘We were attacked. / She had him arrested. / He got caught. / She got run
over. / etc.

In each of these sentences, the understood agent can be completely undeter-
mined (non-specific ‘someone’) or it can be a specific individual suggested by
the context. To use Fillmore’s earlier-mentioned test, each of the examples in
(19) could be appropriately followed either by ‘but we don’t know by who’ or
‘and you know full well by who’. For instance, in the sentence Il s’est fait attraper
‘He got caught), the unexpressed agent can be either an unidentified person or
group or an individual or set of individuals contextually associated with the
described situation (the police, the parents, the teacher, the speaker, the ad-
dressee, etc). The agent cannot, however, be an established discourse topic, i.e.
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the null argument could not be replaced by an anaphoric pronoun (cf. Koenig
& Mauner 2000).

The second construction licensing FNT is that involving an infinitival clause
with an uncontrolled, i.e. non-coinstantiated, subject, which is necessarily con-
strued as human (cf. (5a) and discussion):

(20) a. Mourir pour son pays n’est pas un triste sort. (Racine)

“To die for one’s country is not a sad fate’

b. Songe ala douceur d’aller 1a-bas vivre ensemble! (Baudelaire)
‘Imagine the sweetness of going there and living together.

c. 1l fallait partir.
‘Tt was necessary to leave. / You should have left.

d. Secouer avant I'emploi. (=12c¢)
‘Shake before using.

As in the case of the understood agent in the passive construction, the under-
stood subject in (20) can be freely construed as either identifiable or unidenti-
fiable by the addressee. In (20a) for example, it suffices to change the possessive
determiner (Mourir pour ton/mon pays. .. “To die for your/my country...’) to
suggest a definite interpretation of the subject of the infinitival phrase. In the
famous verse in (20b), the understood subject of the infinitive is contextually
construed as toi et moi ‘you and I, the poet and his beloved. The same situa-
tion obtains in (20c), except that the impersonal verb falloir ‘to be necessary’
has an additional oblique argument, which is also null-instantiated in this sen-
tence, but whose overt expression would result in coinstantiation instead of
FNI (cf. 11 lui fallait partir ‘It was necessary for her (or him) to leave / She (or
He) had to leave’). (20d) illustrates the earlier-discussed infinitival imperative
construction, which involves both FNI of the subject and DNI of the object. It
shows that FNI construal of the subjects of infinitives is not limited to infini-
tival complements but seems to be an inherent property of any infinitive with
an uncontrolled subject. Since the infinitival construction in (20) does not in-
volve structural ellipsis in the sense of Zribi-Hertz we will not discuss it any
further here.

3.3.2 Lexically licensed FNI

In the case of lexically licensed FNI, it appears that the verbs permitting this
type of null-instantiation can be divided into lexical classes according to the
thematic role type of the implicit argument. A first class consists of verbs
whose object complement has the role of experiencer (the parenthetical com-
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plements in the glosses, which are required in English, are chosen more or less
randomly):

(21) a. Ca fait du bien. / Ca fait mal. / Ca géne. / Arréte d’embéter. / Ca sur-

prend. / etc.
‘It does (me/one) good. / It hurts. / It bothers (us/people). / Stop
annoying (me/everyone). / That surprises (us/people). / etc.

b. Bon ben, j’agace. (La cage aux folles)
‘OK, T irritate (you/everyone/people).

¢. Vos vétements surprennent pour un professeur. (Larjavaara 1998)
“Your clothes surprise (me/people) for a professor.

d. Pourquoi elle reste dans son coin a attendre toute sa vie ce type pas
intéressant? Ca énerve un peu. (Larjavaara 2000)
‘Why does she stay in her corner waiting all her life for this uninter-
esting guy? It irritates (me/one) quite a bit.

In each of these sentences, the intended referent can be either people in general
or a particular individual or group of individuals. This individual is typically
either the speaker (Arréte d’embéter! ‘Stop bothering (me)!’) or the addressee
(Attention, ¢a va faire mal ‘Watch out, it’s gonna hurt (you)’), but it can also
be a third person whose point of view is being expressed by the sentence (Elle
savait que cela allait faire mal ‘She knew it was going to hurt (her)’). The specific
interpretation is naturally dominant if the aspect of the verb suggests a non-
habitual situation.

The lexically-determined nature of this type of FNI is demonstrated by the
diminished acceptability of examples such as the following, whose verbs are
semantically akin to those in (21):

22) *Caennuie. / ¢Ca réjouit. / ?Arréte d’engueuler. / etc.
(22) ie. / ?Ca réjouit. / ?Arréte d’engueuler. /
‘It annoys. / It delights. / Stop yelling (at people, at me). / etc.

As we noted in the discussion of the INI examples in (8), it is not the lexical
meaning of the verbs in (22) that makes these examples questionable but rather
the absence of an established usage convention. Embedded in sufficiently ex-
plicit contexts, these examples may well become fully acceptable.

A second group licensing FNI consists of verbs whose complement ex-
presses the semantic role of causee in a broad sense:

(23) a. La masturbation rend aveugle.?’
‘Masturbation makes (you) blind.
b. Cela permet de mieux dormir.
‘That allows (you) to sleep better.
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c. Le beau temps invitait a rester.
“The nice weather invited (us/them) to stay.

d. Tu fais chier!
“You piss (me/everyone) offl’ (lit. ‘You make (me/everyone) shit.’)

e. Les grands poetes aident a vivre. (Roger Planchon, Le Monde,
12/10/1985)!
‘Great poets help (you) live’

f.  La simplicité et 'élégance des solutions ici proposées amenent a se
demander pourquoi on a attendu si longtemps pour y arriver.
‘The simplicity and elegance of the solutions proposed here lead (one)
to wonder why it has taken so long to arrive at them.

As before, the lexical nature of this type of null-instantiation is shown by the
existence of semantically related verbs that do not permit FNI, or rather that
do not permit it as easily in isolation from context:

(24) ‘La police mautorise pas a circuler dans cette rue. / ?Elle défend de fumer
chez elle. / etc. (compare (23b))
‘The police don’t authorise (people) to drive in this street. / She prohibits
(people) from smoking at her place’

It is interesting to observe that the FNI type illustrated in (23) is not acceptable
in English (compare *Masturbation makes blind, *That allows to sleep better,
*The nice weather invited to stay, etc). It is the unacceptability in English of
this type of sentence that gave rise to what is commonly known as ‘Bach’s
generalization” (Bach 1979), according to which the subject of an infinitive in
Equi-type structures cannot be controlled by a null antecedent.?

Finally, a third group consisting of verbs of communication such as raconter
‘tell’, rappeler ‘remind’, répondre ‘answer’, objecter ‘object’, annoncer ‘announce,
etc., permit the omission of the direct or indirect object expressing the role of
goal or recipient of the communication:

(25) a. La servante rappelait toujours fierement que Mlle Amanda était ar-
rivée a la maison un soir. (G. Prassinos)
‘The maid always reminded (people/us) proudly that Miss Amanda
had arrived at the house one evening.

b. “Les policiers ont cambriolé ma maison”, raconte un matin a ’école

Julie, 6 ans. (Nouvel Observateur, 1990)
““The police burglarized my house,” six-year-old Julie tells (us/people)
one morning at school.
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c.  Apres on avisera. (Fonagy 1985)
‘Afterwards, we’ll notify (you/people).

As the verbs in (25a) and (25c¢) show, the semantic role of goal or recipient of a
communication is closely related to the role of causee (as in (23) above): ‘to re-
. 5. . < > ¢ . >
mind someone’ is equivalent to ‘make someone remember’, ‘to notify someone
to ‘make someone know, etc.
Among the verbs of communication that do not seem to permit FNI as
readily as others we can cite communiquer ‘communicate; informer ‘inform,
décrire ‘describe’, confier ‘confide), etc.:

(26) ‘Elle ainformé qu’elle serait absente pendant quelques jours./ ?Julie a confié
qu’elle était enceinte. / etc.
‘She informed (us/everyone) that she would be absent for a few days. /
Julie confided (to us/them) that she was pregnant.

The acceptability status of such sentences is strongly context-dependant. For
example, the attested sentence in (25c¢), involving the verb aviser ‘to notify),
might well be unacceptable to many speakers unless provided with a suffi-
ciently explicit context.

3.4 Summary

The diagram in (27) represents the range of possible interpretations of null
complements in French as discussed in Section 3. The numbers in parentheses
refer to examples discussed in the text:

(27)
Types oF NuLL COMPLEMENTS

T

INI DNI ENI

NH HB SUB /\ /\
D @ a0 N /\ AN T

REL  IMP PASS ARB EXP CAUS REC
(1 - (12) /\ A (19)  (20) (21) (23) (25)

DO  OBL  SIT  ENT
(13)  (15) (16)  (18)

[Abbreviations used, in left-to-right and top-to-bottom order: ~na: Non-
habitual construal; uB: habitual construal; su: argument denotes subtype
of selected complement type; con: constructionally licensed; Lex: lexically li-
censed; REL: relative clause; 1mMp: infinitival imperative; Fra: frame-induced
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referent; Top: topical referent; pass: agent phrase in passive construction; ARB:
uncontrolled subject of an infinitive; EXP: experiencer; CAUS: causee; REC:
recipient of a communication; po: direct object; oBL: oblique object; siT:
situation; ENT: entity.]

We now turn to the discussion of the DNT type illustrated in (18), in which the
null-instantiated argument denotes a specific entity with ratified-topic status
in the discourse.

4. Definite null complements as ratified topics

In categorizing Topical DNI sentences like (5b/c) or (18a/b/c) as instances of
structural ellipsis, we have been implicitly claiming that the null-instantiation
of the definite complements in these examples results from a choice on the part
of the speaker, the null pronoun alternating with an overt lexical or pronomi-
nal expression. The theoretical question posed by this kind of DNI is then the
following: what are the formal or functional conditions determining a speaker’s
choice between null-instantiation of a referentially specific argument and overt
representation in full lexical or pronominal form?

In the current state of our research, we can offer only a preliminary answer
to this question. We are confident, however, that whatever the definitive answer
will be, it will involve heterogeneous factors from different levels of the gram-
matical system: morphosyntax, semantics, pragmatics, and phonology. In the
rest of our chapter , we will discuss a number of such heterogeneous factors.

4.1 Morphosyntactic factors

One of the advantages of the null option in Topical DNTI is that it allows speak-
ers to compensate for certain gaps in the personal-pronoun paradigm or to
bypass certain constraints on linear sequencing (cf. Zribi-Hertz 1984:19 for a
similar observation regarding null-pronoun use after certain prepositions).*
Consider the following example (the speakers are French instructors; 508 is the
number of a course):

(28) A: Ahnon,ilya pas508été. Cest ca que tu veux dire?
B: Non, y a pas. (corpus Lemoine)
A: ‘Ah no, there’s no 508 in the summer. Is that what you mean?’
B: ‘No, there isn’t.
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In this example, the structure y a pas ‘there isn’t’ contrasts with the explicit
y en a pas ‘there isn’t/aren’t any, contaning partitive en, which would be se-
mantically inappropriate in the context, and *(il) I’y a pas ‘there isn’t it} con-
taining elided accusative le, which is ill-formed (in the relevant sense where il
is non-referential).’* Speaker B in (28) resorts thus to null-instantiation sim-
ply because the grammar of French offers no convenient alternative. The same
motivation seems to hold for the null-instantiation in the English there isn’t.

A slightly different case of morphosyntactic motivation is illustrated in
example (29):

(29) A: TJaiun truc pour toi si ¢a Cintéresse.
B: Clest quoi?
A: Je crois que taimes bien, toi, ce genre de truc. J'ai trouvé hier.
(Corpus Romero)
A: ‘T got something for you if you're interested.
B: ‘What is it?
A: ‘T think you like that kind of thing. I found (it) yesterday’

It is known that the syntactic behavior of unstressed ¢a ‘it’ in object function is
exceptional in that this pronoun occupies postverbal position while belong-
ing to the set of bound pronouns whose other members appear before the
verb. Unaccented ¢a thus constitutes an irregularity in the bound-pronoun
paradigm. It seems likely that the use of DNI in (29) is motivated by the
speaker’s desire to avoid the anomalous structures Je crois que t'aimes bien ¢a,
toi, ce genre de truc and J’ai trouvé ¢a hier, which contain postverbal unaccented
¢a.” The desire to avoid the use of ¢a as an object is clearly manifested in (30):

(30) A: Alors, tu détestes, ce magasin Sam’s?
B: Je déteste pas. Ca me fait peur. (Corpus Romero)
A: ‘So you hate (it), that store Sam’s?’
B: ‘I don’t hate (it). It scares me.

Both speakers avoid the pronoun ¢a in postverbal direct-object position while
speaker B resorts to its use as a preverbal subject.

One syntactic issue arising with Topical DNI is that of the possible gram-
matical functions of the omitted complement. At the present stage of our re-
search, we can only observe that the vast majority of omitted complements in
our corpus are direct objects. However, we have also found examples with indi-
rect (cf. (18c/42/43)) and oblique (cf. (35)) null objects. In the case of indirect
null objects, it seems that these are not instances of DNI but FNI, as in (25)
above (see the discussion of (42/43) below). Further research and a greater
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number of attested examples are needed to make more definitive statements
concerning this issue.

4.2 Semantic factors

In some cases, the speaker resorts to Topical DNI because the available overt
pronouns do not allow for unambiguous designation of the referent. In such
cases, the null option represents a kind of default solution. For example, the
null complement can be selected to avoid the common generic interpreta-
tion of ¢a or the preferred human interpretation of le/la/les with certain verbs
(especially aimer ‘love, like’).?® Consider the following example:

(31) (Tasting a wine)
Jaime. — #J’aime ¢a. — #Je 'aime.
T like (it).

In the suggested speech situation, DNT allows the speaker to refer to the spe-
cific liquid being tasted while avoiding generic construal (J’aime ¢a T like that
(kind)’) or possible human reference (Je ’aime ‘I love him/her’). Example (32)
presents a similar case:

(32) A: Je vais avoir trente ans.
B: Jai déja eu, moi. (corpus Lemoine)
A: ‘Pm going to turn thirty’ (lit. ‘T am going to have thirty years’)
B: Talready did. (lit. T've already had, me’)

In this example, the personal pronoun (#]e les ai déja eus, moi ‘T've already had
them”) would be inappropriate because it would lend to the complement a spe-
cific referential status incompatible with the indefinite quantified antecedent
NP. The neuter form ¢a (#] ai déja eu ¢a ‘T've already had that’) would be equally
inappropriate. The DNT option thus has the advantage of being neutral with
respect to various semantic nuances.

The difference between the overt object pronoun and its null-instantiation
is discussed by Frei (1979:302) in the context of his analysis of the construction
type illustrated in the right-hand side examples in (33). The author contrasts,
among other things, the following minimal pairs (les Marocaines in (33¢) refers
to a cigarette brand):
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(33) a. Le chianti, vous le buvez? — Le chianti, vous buvez?
‘(The) Chianti, do you drink it?” {(The) Chianti, do you drink?’
b. Les bananes, tu les manges? — Les bananes, tu manges?
‘(The) bananas, do you eat them?” ‘(The) bananas, do you eat?’
c. Les Marocaines, vous les fumez? — Les Marocaines, vous fumez?
‘(The) Marocaines, do you smoke them?” ‘(The) Marocaines, do you
smoke?’

(As is well-known, French, unlike English, uses the definite article in generic
contexts.) According to Frei’s “sentiment personnel” (p. 301), the versions
with null complements would refer to Chianti, bananas, and Marocaines “en
général” whereas the versions with overt pronouns would designate the Chianti
in the addressee’s glass, or the bananas or cigarettes the addressee is holding in
her hands, etc. A similar observation is made by Kihm (1988), who discusses
the contrast in (34):

(34) a. Corneille, je connais.
‘Corneille, I know.
b. Corneille, je le connais.
‘Corneille, I know him.

According to Kihm, (34a) would provide “une interprétation rubrique” (‘a cat-
egory interpretation) i.e. Corneille’s works, life, etc.), whereas (34b) could only
refer to a living individual who happens to have the same name as the 17th
century playwright.

We do not wish to contest the native speakers’ intuition according to which
the versions with overt pronouns evoke individuals and those with null forms
types. But we do maintain that the simple opposition between a specific per-
sonal pronoun and a generic null complement does not fully account for the
data. As the majority of the examples of DNI cited in this chapter show, the
null complement permits specific reference just as easily as the overt pronoun.
In judging pairs of sentences like those in (33) and (34) in the absence of a
context, speakers naturally tend to attribute a different meaning to each mem-
ber of a pair. Given that the object forms le/la/les are typically used for specific
referents, the contrasting null forms are naturally given a non-specific inter-
pretation by conversational implicature. The correct generalization concerning
the overt-covert contrast seems to us to lie not in the type-token opposition but
rather in the fact that the null complement represents the unmarked member
of a contrasting pair. The unmarked nature of the DNI option in (33) and (34)
is clearly shown in the last response in (29) above, in which the object refer-
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ent shifts from generic status (Je crois que t'aimes bien, toi, ce genre de truc)
to specific status (J'ai trouvé hier). The fact that despite this referential shift
the speaker uses DNI in both cases demonstrates the semantically unmarked
character of the null complement.

4.3 Pragmatic factors

As we have stated before, the referent of the omitted complement in the DNI
type under discussion must be both active in the minds of the interlocutors at
the time of utterance and it must have the status of an established discourse
topic. With respect to these properties, the null complement is no different
from the unaccented bound pronoun. What, then, is the difference between
the null and the overt form? Could the null-instantiated complement signal a
different degree of cognitive activation than the overt pronoun?

One plausible hypothesis would be that in a sequence of utterances about
a topical referent a cognitive progression would take place leading from full
lexical to pronominal and finally null representation. This kind of cognitive
progression would be in accord with the accessibility hierarchy proposed by
Ariel (1990:Ch. 3) or the givenness hierarchy in Gundel et al. (1993). An
example of such a progression is illustrated in (35):

(35) A: Mais ce qui est super bizarre c’est que c’est un serial killer qui agit qui
agit pas aux Etats-Unis quoi parce que javais jamais entendu parler
de ¢a quoi dans un autre pays.

B: Ouais mais y en a partout, hein?

A: Ben, je...en France j’ai jamais entendu parler, hein. (corpus Lemoine)

A: ‘But what’s so incredibly bizarre is that it’s a serial killer who acts, who
doesn’t act in the United States, ok, because I never heard about that
in another country.

B:  ‘Yeah but they are everywhere, you know?’

A: ‘Well, I.. .in France, I never heard about (it), you know’

Here, the same speaker first uses the lexical noun phrase (un serial killer), then
the pronominal expression (de ¢a ‘about that’), and finally the null form (cf.
also the intermediary use of generic en ‘of that’ in B’s turn). An analogous
situation is observable in the following example (the interlocutors are French
language instructors):
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(36) A:

B:
A:

Mais, euh, et le vocabulaire, en fait, c’est ce qui sort pendant I’heure.
Donc...

Il faut les faire. ...

Je prends des notes pendant le cours. Apres je va [sic] a I'ordinateur,
je le tape, et puis au cours suivant je leur donne. (corpus Lemoine)
‘But, uh, and the vocabulary, in fact, that’s what comes out of the
lesson. So...

“You gotta do them. ..

‘I take notes during class. Afterwards I go to the computer, I type it,
and then in the next class I give (it) to them.

In speaker A’s turns, the linguistic representation of the topic of conversation
(French vocabulary) progresses from full lexical NP (le vocabulaire ‘the vocab-
ulary’), to demonstrative pronoun (c(e) ‘that’), to personal pronoun (le ‘it’),
and finally to null-instantiation.

Plausible though this cognitive-progression hypothesis may be, it is not al-
ways substantiated by the data. It is equally natural to go directly from nominal
representation to a null complement:

(37) A:

B:
A:

B:

Qu’est-ce que je veux dire? Oh j’ai un de mes étudiants tu sais les trucs
des vidéos

la pour euh. ..

Tu as utilisé? (corpus Daniel)

‘What was I gonna say? Ah I have one of my students you know those
video things for uh...

‘Did you use (them)?’

The referent les trucs des vidéos la ‘those video things’ that speaker A has just
introduced into the discourse is taken up by speaker B directly in the form of a
null complement. Consider also the following passage:

(38) non disons a chaque fois qu'on est avec les parents de Marc c’est toujours
un peu difficile de savoir parce que on nous passe la salade bon il y a le
pere de Marc qui qui touille et puis qui me passe la salade alors moi je
sais jamais si il faudrait que je prenne ou si il faudrait que je passe d’abord
a Christine qui est mon ainée quand méme tu comprends pas (Corpus
Jyvaskyld)

‘no let’s say every time we are with Marc’s parents it’s always a little difficult

to know because they pass us the salad ok Marc’s father mixes (it) and then

he passes me the salad so me I never know if 'm supposed to take (it) or

if 'm supposed to pass (it) first to Christine who is older than me after all

you don’t know’
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In her narrative, the speaker switches twice from lexical NP (la salade ‘the
salad’) directly to null representation. Another example is (39):

(39) A: Le film il me semble...
B: TJai pas vu, moi. (corpus Romero)
A: ‘The movie it seems to me. ..
B: ‘Ididn’t see (it), me.’

Here the direct passage from lexical NP to null representation takes place across
conversational turns.

It is common also for null-instantiation to be used exophorically (Cornish
1999: Ch. 4), that is, to refer to discourse-salient entities in the extra linguistic
context. A first example of this was given in (18a) above (Ouvre! ‘Open (it)!).
Further examples are provided in (40):

(40) a. (Speaker just about to leave a colleague’s office, placing her purse on
the desk)
Je laisse ici? (corpus Lemoine)
‘Shall I leave (it) here?’
b. (Mother to her son who just lifted a suitcase too heavy for him) Pose!
(Fénagy 1985)
‘Put (it) down!’

The importance of the extra linguistic context in null-complementation is em-
phasized by Blinkenberg (1960:57, 110), who observes that DNI is especially
common in contexts involving imperatives, where the object referent is typi-
cally provided by the situation, as in (40b) or (18a) (cf. the discussion of (12)
above and (42) and (43) below).

Thus the data do not seem to confirm the idea that the referent of a
null complement possesses a higher degree of cognitive activeness than that
of a phonetically expressed pronoun. More important than referent activation
seems to be the degree of topicality which the referent has in the discourse. For
null-instantiation to be appropriate, it is not sufficient that the addressee be
able to establish the link between the null form and the intended referent. The
pragmatic status of the referent in the discourse must be salient enough for its
occurrence in the proposition to be considered highly predictable for the hearer
at the time of utterance (Lambrecht 1994: Ch. 4).

The need to distinguish between activation state and degree of topicality
can be demonstrated with a simple scenario.”” Picture a speaker carrying a large
stack of books in her arms, accompanied by an interlocutor whose hands are
empty. The book at the top of the stack begins to slide and is about to fall.
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Assuming that the interlocutor is not looking at the pile of books, the utterance
in (41a) seems to be more appropriate than the one in (41b):

(41) a. Attrape-le!
‘Catch it!

b. #Attrape!
‘Catch!

(41b) is less felicitous because, even though the stack of books constitutes a
potential object of communication, the particular book in question does not.
The use of an overt pronominal form seems to be better suited to get the hearer
to accommodate an inactive referent as if it were already active. On the other
hand, if the referent is already a center of interest in the utterance context,
(41b) becomes perfectly natural. Let us suppose that A is holding a book that
B wishes to read. A, being lazy, decides to throw it to B rather than taking it to
her. Just as A throws it, he can utter (41b). The utterance is appropriate here
because the referent is already an established topic of conversation.

Finally, we would like to briefly consider the case of null-instantiation with
ditransitive verbs. The general rule with such verbs seems to be that the direct
object receives DNI and the indirect object FNI construal, at least in proto-
typical cases where the indirect object argument has the role of an animate
recipient, goal, or source (for a counterexample involving a non-animate re-
cipient argument cf. (15b) and Note 13). Some examples of indirect-object
FNI were given in (25), involving verbs of communication (see also (18c¢)). Of
particular interest are sentences in which both the direct and the indirect object
are null-instantiated, a situation that occurs typically (but not exclusively) in
imperative contexts. Consider the following examples:

(42) Donne-le! — Donne! / Montre-le! — Montre! / Apporte-le — Apporte!
‘Give it]” — ‘Give!’ / ‘Show it!” — ‘Show!” / ‘Bring it’ — ‘Bring!’

The verbs donner ‘give’, montrer ‘show’, and apporter ‘bring’ are causative. The
indirect-object arguments in (42) can thus be said to have the role of ‘causee,
which we know to favor FNI (item (23) and discussion). In the minimal pairs in
(42), the indirect-object referent strongly tends to be interpreted as the speaker
when the direct object is also null, but less strongly so when the direct object
is overt. This is confirmed in the attested (43a), where the speech situation (an
artist reluctant to show his work) strongly suggests the speaker as the indirect-
object referent. However, as (43b) shows, the null-instantiated indirect object
can also be construed as denoting a third person:
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(43) a. Ce n’est méme pas une ébauche: trois coups de crayon seulement. —
Montrez quand méme. (Sandfeld 1970)
‘It’s not even a sketch; just three pencil marks. — Show (it) (to me)
anyway.

b. Sije le leur donne, nous n’aurons plus rien, vous et moi! — Donnez

toujours. (Blinkenberg 1960)
‘If I give it to them, we won’t have anything left, you and I! — Give (it
to them) anyway.

In the context of (43b), the omitted indirect object is most naturally construed
as having the same referent as the dative pronoun leur ‘to them’ in the preced-
ing utterance. However, since referential construal is free in FNI, the referent
could also be non-specific, given the appropriate context.

It is important to distinguish the case of inherently ditransitive verbs, such
as those illustrated in (42) and (43), from that of transitive verbs, which can
take an optional third argument. With such verbs, omission of the third com-
plement is clearly less acceptable:

(44) ‘Envoie-le! — *Envoie! / ?Ecris-la! — *Ecris! / etc.
‘Send it (to her)! / Send (it to her)! / Write it (to me)! / Write (it to me)!’

An utterance such as Ecris! can hardly be construed as meaning Ecris-la-moi!
‘Write it to me!” (where the third person pronoun might refer to a letter). The
sentences with an overt direct object in (44) can no doubt be used in situations
where the recipient is implied by the context (as in I wrote him a letter but I'm
afraid to send it off ), but that does not make them instances of FNI, let alone
DNI. On the other hand, utterances such as those in (44")

(44") Envoie-lui! / Ecris-lui!
‘Send (it) to him! / Write (it) to him!’

where the omitted element is the direct object, pose no such problem, following
the general rule of Topical DNI. The contrast between (42) and (44) constitutes
good evidence that the verbs in the second case are not inherently ditransitive.
If there is no indirect object argument, there can be no null-instantiation of
it.?

We are now in a position to reconsider the cases of ‘cacophony’ and ‘hap-
lology’ mentioned by Vaugelas and Grevisse in the passages quoted at the
beginning of our study and which involve both a direct and an indirect object.
Here again are the examples cited by the two grammarians:
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(45) a. Il faut que je lui fasse voir.
‘T have to show (it) to him.
b. Il a demandé la ‘Vie des Saints, on lui a donnée.
‘He asked for the ‘Life of the Saints), they gave (it) to him.
c.  Tuentends! Je ne lui ai pas fait dire.
“You hear! I didn’t make him say (it).

Many speakers seem to accept sentences of this type more readily than those in
which the null complement represents the only object of the verb. In the case
of (45c¢), this tolerance might be explained phonologically, by the imagined
presence of a geminate consonant (le lui > llui >lui). But this line of reasoning
hardly extends to (45b), given that the full vowel in la is not as easily elided as
the schwa in Je. In the absence of a better explanation for the increased tolerance
for DNI with ditransitive or causative verbs, we will adopt the one suggested
by Vaugelas and Grevisse, according to which it is the desire to avoid the ca-
cophonous juxtaposition of two similar-sounding third person pronouns that
leads to haplology.

5. Syntactic and methodological implications

We would like to conclude this study with a discussion of some syntactic
and methodological implications of the analysis of Topical DNI presented in
this chapter.

The fact that in spoken French this DNIT type seems to be generalized to all
transitive verbs has interesting consequences for the formal analysis of certain
constructions commonly assumed to involve Left-Isolation (WH-Movement)
of object constituents. Of particular interest is the often-discussed so-called
Topicalization construction, in which the object complement of a transitive
verb is distant-instantiated in pre-subject or COMP position. It would seem, in
the light of our analysis, that Topicalization does not exist in French, or exists
only in a much more restricted set of environments than in English. In French,
many cases of apparent Topicalization are more appropriately analyzed as in-
stances of Left-Detachment involving DNI of the resumptive pronoun. Let us
consider once again the sentence pairs in (33), repeated here as (46):

(46) a. Le chianti, vous le buvez? — Le chianti, vous buvez?
b. Les bananes, tu les manges? — Les bananes, tu manges?
c. Les Marocaines, vous les fumez? — Les Marocaines, vous fumez?
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Since in French, unlike English, the sentences in the right-hand column are
well-formed without the initial NPs (Vous buvez, Tu manges, Vous fumez are
complete sentences), there is no motivation for analyzing the sentences without
the overt pronoun as containing a ‘gap’ resulting from leftward NP move-
ment. Instead of assigning the initial NP in (46) to the left-detached position
in the first column and to the left-isolate (COMP) position in the second, we
can analyze both sets of sentences as instances of the same Left-Detachment
construction, thus simplifying our syntactic description of French.

One syntactic test concerning the difference between Topicalization and
Left-Detachment involves the possibility of ‘extraction’ out of an adverbial
clause (cf. Lambrecht 2001). Consider the English structures in (47):

(47) a. When I saw [this movie] I was a kid.
b. *[This movie] when I saw I was a kid.
c.  [This movie]; when I saw it; I was a kid.

The Topicalization structure in (47b) is ungrammatical because the pre-clausal
position in which the topicalized NP must occur is filled with the WH-word
when, thus preventing the topicalized NP from functioning as the distant-
instantiated object of the verb see. The Left-Detachment structure in (47c), on
the other hand, is grammatical because the object requirement of the verb is
satisfied by the pronominal argument, the dislocated NP occupying the extra-
clausal TOP position, which precedes the COMP slot. The situation is crucially
different in French, as shown by a comparison between (47) and the analogous
sentences in (47):

(47") a. Quand jai vu [ce film] jétais petit.
b. [Ce film] quand jai vu j’étais petit.
c. [Cefilm]; quand je I'; ai vu jétais petit.

Since the equivalent of (47b) in (47'b) is well-formed it follows that the French
structure is not an instance of Topicalization. Rather it is an instance of Left-
Detachment with DNI of the resumptive pronominal object, which is overtly
expressed in (c). An analogous situation obtains in the DNI examples involving
Right-Detachment in (29) and (30) above.

It should be acknowledged that we are not claiming that French has
no Left-Isolation construction. As mentioned in Section 2, distant instantia-
tion regularly occurs in WH-question formation in French (although spoken
French resorts to ‘WH in situ’ much more freely than English does). Moreover,
(spoken) French makes frequent use of the so-called ‘Focus-Movement’ con-
struction illustrated in (2b), in which the use of a resumptive pronoun is im-
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possible (cf. Lambrecht 2001) and which cannot, therefore, be subsumed under
the Left-Detachment template assumed for (47') (compare (2b) CAMOUR
elle appelle ¢a ‘LOVE she calls that’ with the ungrammatical *UAMOUR elle
Pappelle ¢a ‘LOVE she calls that it’). At the present state of our research, our
observation regarding Topicalization in French is meant mostly as a suggestion
for further research.

As we observed at the beginning, our analysis of DNI contradicts certain
parametric generalizations proposed for French within the Government-and-
Binding framework. In GB, the postulation of empty categories is a logical con-
sequence of the ‘Projection Principle’ (Chomsky 1986), according to which the
lexical properties of each word must be preserved at every level of grammatical
representation. In the constructional approach adopted in the present study,
the Projection Principle is rendered superfluous, since it is the grammatical
construction itself, whether lexical or syntactic, which determines the semantic
interpretation of the sentence (Goldberg 1995). Instead of postulating a param-
eter which would oppose the existence vs. non-existence of null-complements
in a given language (Huang 1984; Rizzi 1986; Roberge 1990, etc.), our analysis
recognizes a multitude of lexical and syntactic options, each subject to par-
ticular semantic and pragmatic constraints. The very complex system of null
complementation is part of the grammar of individual languages and must be
learned as such by the native speaker.?” Of course this does not explain certain
striking differences between languages, such as the fact that object DNI is so
much more widespread in French or Portuguese than in English or German.
But it strongly suggests that explanations in terms of parameter-settings are
empirically inadequate.

The phenomenon of Topical DNI in modern French poses in a particularly
acute fashion the meta-theoretical problem of native-speaker intuitions in the
realm of syntactic argumentation. While undoubtedly belonging to the gram-
matical system of the French language, Topical DNI to a large extent eludes the
native-speaker’s competence to make acceptability judgments independently
of given discourse contexts. We are dealing here with an area of the syntax
of contemporary French to which introspection provides only limited access.
The use of corpora of spontaneous oral production therefore proves essential
in this domain. Given the powerful, and notorious, authority that normative
grammar exerts on the collective linguistic consciousness of French speakers,
it seems likely that the presumed typological difference between French and
other languages freely permitting DNT is in fact only or mainly a difference in a
given culture’s tolerance for deviation from the linguistic norm. Grevisse’s pas-
sage quoted at the beginning of our study is revealing in this respect. According
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to Grevisse, the haplology in question was common in the Middle Ages, then
disappeared gradually from the language, and was observed only rarely in the
17th century, in a slow evolution of which contemporary French would mark
the final stage.

Ifitis true that such an evolution took place, it is difficult to see why Topical
DNI is so prevalent in contemporary spoken French. A more realistic explana-
tion for the presumed evolution is that the phenomenon has always existed
in French but was pushed out of the linguistic consciousness under the influ-
ence of normative grammar, which considers it an unacceptable deviation from
‘clarity’ and ‘logic’?® The general advice given by Vaugelas (1647) at the end of
the passage quoted at the beginning of our study is revealing in that regard: “Il
vaut bien mieux satisfaire 'entendement que loreille, & il ne faut jamais auoir
esgard a celle-cy; qu’on n’ayt premierement satisfait lautre” (‘It is much better
to satisfy reason than the ear, and one should never pay attention to the latter
unless one has first satisfied the former’).

Notes

* The present chapter is a revised and modified version of Lambrecht & Lemoine (1996). We
would like to thank those who helped us with the earlier version, especially Jean Chuquet,
Charles Fillmore, Claude Muller, and Anne Zribi-Hertz. We are particularly grateful to Meri
Larjavaara for a number of thoughtful and challenging comments on the earlier version. For
most helpful comments on the present version we thank Adele Goldberg, Francis Cornish,
Joan Maling and especially Mirjam Fried.

1. Detailed discussions of different GB approaches to null complementation are found in
Huang (1995) and Lemoine (1997:Ch. 2).

2. Interestingly, English permits null-instantiation of the entire infinitival complement of
the causative verb (I didn’t make him) while French does not (*Je ne lui ai pas fait).

3. In our analysis, we will use more or less interchangeably the terms ‘complement], ‘argu-
ment, and ‘valence element’.

4. A similar ternary distinction is drawn by Jacobs (1994a:299ft.), who distinguishes defi-
nite, indefinite, and “definitheitsneutral” (‘definiteness-neutral’), the first requiring “Kon-
textidentifizierbarkeit” (‘context identifiability’). For alternative labels used by various
scholars to designate different null-instantiation types cf. Fillmore (1986).

5. We are grateful to Meri Larjavaara for having drawn our attention to the terminological
(and conceptual) issue at hand. For further discussion cf. Larjavaara (2000).

6. Fillmore’s notion of ‘markedly indefinite’ null elements is related to the notion of ‘a-
definite’ arguments developed in Koenig & Mauner (2000). A-definite arguments are de-
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scribed by Koenig & Mauner as being ‘discourse-inert, i.e. as being unable to serve as
antecedents to anaphoric expressions.

7. Foénagy (1985:25) mentions four different uses of the verb rapporter, each permitting
specialized INT of the kind illustrated in (10).

8. A similar test for the INI-DNI distinction is applied in Jacobs (1994a:299f.).

9. From a sociolinguistic point of view, the relation between the DNI structures in (11) and
their Direct-Instantiation alternatives in (11") is the opposite of that between our model
sentences (1b) (Il les lui préte) and (5b) (Il lui préte). In the latter case, the structure with
the overt pronoun is the standard one while the DNI structure is socially stigmatized. In
the former, the structure with the overt pronoun is (severely) stigmatized, whereas the DNI
structure represents the standard form.

10. For discussions of the construction type illustrated in (12) cf. Sadock (1974), Massam &
Roberge (1989) for English, and Blume (1993), Jacobs (1994a) for German.

11. Native speakers of English seem to interpret sentences like (13b) What time do you
close/open? not with transitive close/open involving an agentive subject and DNI of the pa-
tient object the store, but with intransitive (middle voice) close/open involving a patient or
theme subject and metonymic substitution of you for your store (cf. What time does your store
close/open?) (Joan Maling, p.c.). This interpretation seems to be available also in French,
since it is possible to say Le magasin ouvre/ferme le dimanche ‘The store opens/closes on
Sundays’. The question arises as to whether the metonymy extends from the person to the
thing or from the thing to the person. We must leave this question unresolved here.

12. The examples in (14) are acceptable if the window or the door or the team in question
have the pragmatic status of discourse topics; cf. Section 3.2.2 below.

13. As Fillmore (1986) has pointed out for the English verb contribute, the direct object
of contribuer receives the INI interpretation, as in (10c) above, whereas the oblique ob-
ject receives the DNI interpretation, as in (15b). When both objects are omitted (as in J’ai
déja contribué ‘T have already contributed’), the direct object is necessarily interpreted as ‘a
certain sum of money’ and the oblique complement as ‘to the cause in question.

14. The fact that in frame-induced DNI, overt instantiation of the null complement would
result in a focus expression constitutes an interesting challenge to the theory of focus de-
veloped in Lambrecht (1994), where a focus is by definition an unpredictable element of a
proposition.

15. See the concept of ‘Null-Topik’ in Jacobs (1994a:304f.). Interestingly, the German null
topic (or rather its overt counterpart) occurs necessarily in clause-initial, i.e. topic, position,
as demonstrated by the fact that it triggers V2 syntax (cf. ¢ hab’ ich schon aufgeweckt ‘1 have
already woken (him) up’ vs. ?Ich hab’ ¢ schon aufgeweckt). According to Jacobs, the German
null-topic construction is not lexically but constructionally licensed.

16. For lists of attested examples of Topical DNI taken from various corpora cf. Fonagy
(1985), Lemoine (1997), and the Appendix in Lambrecht & Lemoine (1996).

17. With respect to this property, French differs markedly from English. In English, the
definite null complement cannot have the role of patient (Fillmore 1986; Goldberg 2001).
Lemoine (1997:101ff.) provides a list of semantic roles of French DNI complements found
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in his corpora, which includes patient, content of an experience, theme, goal, recipient, and
locative.

18. The label ‘free’ in FNI corresponds to the label ‘arb(itrary)’ in the GB framework.

19. On the special interpretive properties of French indefinite on cf. Koenig & Mauner
(2000).

20. During the presentation of an earlier version of this chapter (CERLICO, Poitiers 1995),
members of the audience pointed out that the correct version of this adage was La mastur-
bation rend sourd ‘Masturbation makes (you) deaf’. The version in (23a) is culled from a
comic strip by Reiser, which nicely illustrates the possibility of definite construal in FNI. In
the comic strip, an older man sees two boys engaging in the activity in question and says to
them: Vous savez que ¢a rend aveugle? ‘Do you know that makes (you) blind?’ to which the
boys answer: On s’arréte dés qu’on porte des lunettes! ‘We’ll stop as soon as we have to wear
glasses.

21. We thank Hélene Chuquet for providing us with this example as well as the ones in
(25a/b).

22. The fact that Bach’s generalization does not apply to French (or to Italian) led Rizzi
(1986) to postulate that the unexpressed argument of the type of verbs illustrated in (23)
belongs to different empty categories in French and in English.

23. One well-known constraint on linear pronoun sequencing in French is that which pro-
hibits a bound pronoun of the set me/te/se/nous/vous, whose members are both dative and
accusative, from cooccuring either with another member of this set or with one of the
dative-marked 3p forms lui and leur. The constraint is illustrated in (i):

i) *Permettez-moi de me vous/lui presenter.
p
‘Allow me to introduce myself to you/him.

The constraint in (i) can be circumvented via null-instantiation of the second pronoun
form, as in

(ii) Permettez-moi de me présenter.
‘Allow me to introduce myself.

Sentences such as (ii) are instances of FNI rather than DNI and are therefore not taken into
account here (but cf. example (42) below).

24. The sequence il I’y a pas is possible for example in the sentence Il I’y a pas mis ‘He hasn’t
put it there’

25. It should be noted that the NP ce genre de truc ‘that kind of thing in (29) is not the
direct object of r’aimes bien ‘you like’ but occupies right-detached position, as indicated by

its occurrence after the right-detached pronoun toi as well as by its low and flat intonation
contour. Cf. also ex. (30) and the discussion of Left-Detachment in Section 5.

26. Fonagy (1985:7) notes that in his corpus aimer is by far the most common DNI verb.

27. We thank Mary-Annique Morel for having drawn our attention to the type of situation
illustrated in (41).
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28. We are grateful to Mirjam Fried for pointing out to us the theoretical relevance of the
contrast between (42) and (44).

29. Goldberg comes to a similar conclusion in her analysis of patient argument omission
with causative verbs in English: “The evidence leads to the conclusion that the actual distri-
bution of causative verbs cannot be determined by simple, across-the-board generalizations.
Instead their distribution can only be predicted by taking discourse factors, rich lexical
meaning and constructional factors into account” (Goldberg 2001:505). The same point
is made forcefully by Yan Huang (1995).

30. A similar explanation was proposed by Stempel (1981:367) concerning OSV word order
in French. Observing that OSV is attested in certain historical periods but not in others, the
author concludes: “Nicht die Syntax der Wortstellung hatte sich im Falle unseres Typs verin-
dert, sondern dessen Bewertung durch die massgeblichen “Ideologen” des sprachlichen
Selbstverstindnisses in Frankreich” (‘It is not the syntax of word order that had changed
in the case of our type but its evaluation by the standard-setting ‘ideologues’ of linguistic
self-understanding in France’).
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CHAPTER 2

From relativization to clause-linkage

Evidence from Modern Japanese

Kyoko Hirose Ohara

Keio University

1. Introduction*

The so-called internally headed relativization (IHR) in Modern Japanese has
been discussed by various linguists in recent years. Researchers have noted that
the external marking on internally headed relative clauses (IHRCs) is typically
the nominative or the accusative and that IHRCs are generally restricted in
occurrence (e.g. Hirose & Ohori 1992). These facts, however, have not been
fully accounted for. Moreover, researchers disagree as to the nature of the re-
lation between the sentences exemplifying the THR construction such as (1)
and concessive bi-clausal sentences such as (2) (e.g. Kuroda 1999; Martin 1975;
Mihara 1994).

(1) IHR sentence

a. [[ringo ga  teeburu no ue ni attalsy no] ga  otita.
apple NoMm table  GEN above rLoc existed Nom NMmLz fell
i. lit. ‘[That there was an apple on the table] fell.
ii.  ‘There was an apple on the table, and (it) fell.
b. [[ringo ga  teeburu no ue ni attals; nol o  midori
apple NoMm table  GEN above rLoc existed NmMLz Acc Midori
wa totta.
ToP took
i. lit. ‘Midori picked up [that there was an apple on the table].
ii.  “There was an apple on the table, and Midori picked (it) up.
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(2) Concessive bi-clausal sentence!
a. [rei-nen  da to  asa-yuu sukooru  ga  aru] no
every-year COP CONJ morning-evening rainstorm NOM exist
ga kotosi  wa hotondo ame ga  huranai.
this.year TOP scarcely rain Nom fall.NEG
‘Whereas every year we have a downpour in the morning and in the
evening, this year it has scarcely rained. [Asahi Newspaper]
b. kare wa [kesseki sita.hoo.ga.ii] no o muri.o.sita.
he Tor absent had.better.be pushed.oneself.too.hard
‘Whereas he should have stayed home, he pushed himself too hard’
(Lé 1988:86, (66))

This chapter discusses a possible reason for the restricted occurrence of IHRCs,
by specifically investigating the relation between IHR sentences and the con-
cessive bi-clausal sentences. It will be argued that the concessive construction
should indeed be treated as distinct from the IHR construction. I will propose
that the restricted occurrence of IHR sentences in present-day Japanese may be
due to the reanalysis of the IHR construction as the concessive construction.

Kuroda (1999) also argues that the IHR construction and the conces-
sive construction should be recognized as distinct. This chapter gives a new
set of arguments for that claim, employing a different analytic approach. My
treatment assumes an approach in which the basic analytic unit is a conven-
tionalized meaning-form pair (Fillmore, Kay, & O’Connor 1988; Lambrecht
1994; Goldberg 1995; Kay & Fillmore 1999). Furthermore, although it has been
established that the conjunctive particles ga, 0, and i in Classical Japanese rep-
resent extended developments of the case particles ga, o, and ni (Kitayama 1951;
Ishigaki 1955; Kuroda 1992/1974-1977), the development of clausal conjunc-
tions no, ga, and no o in Modern Japanese has not been extensively discussed in
the literature. This chapter gives an account of the mechanism through which
these composite conjunctions have come to be used.

The organization of the chapter is as follows. Section 2 discusses whether
the concessive sentences and IHR sentences should be analyzed as instances of
the same grammatical construction. Section 3 compares the properties of the
IHR construction and the concessive construction. In Section 4, it is hypothe-
sized that the concessive construction in Modern Japanese arose as a result of
reanalysis of the IHR construction.
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2. The need to posit two distinct grammatical constructions

Before examining the relation of concessive bi-clausal sentences to IHR sen-
tences, let us briefly look at the IHR construction first.

2.1 The internally headed relativization (IHR) construction

THR sentences such as (1a) and (1b) have structures that suggest the literal
translations shown in (1a-i) and (1b-i), respectively, but in fact have the mean-
ings shown in (1a-ii) and (1b-ii).

The morpheme no, which follows S1 in the sentences in (1), can be used
as a sentence nominalizer, hence the literal translations in (1a-i) and (1b-i).?
The referent of the subject argument of the main predicate in (1a) must be an
entity and not a proposition. The same is true for the direct object referent in
(1b). Hence, the meanings shown in (1la-ii) and (1b-ii).

There is NP coreferentiality between the two clauses in each sentence
above. The coreferenced NP ringo ‘apple’ is underlined. Also, the case marking
on the nominalized clause (S1 plus no) agrees with the case marking required
by the main predicate for the role of the coreferenced NP: in (1la) it is the
nominative ga and in (1b) it is the accusative o.

These two properties, namely, NP coreferentiality between the two clauses
and the ‘case-matching’ between the actual case-marking on the nominalized
S1 and the one required by the main predicate for the role of the coreferenced
NP, have led researchers to characterizing these types of sentences as involving
IHRCs (Kuroda 1992/1974-1977; 1t6 1986; inter alia).

The schematic representations of IHRC:s is given as follows:

(3) IHRCcf. (1b)

S1

NMLZ case,
ringo-ga teeburu-no ue-ni atta -no -0

The structural description of IHR sentences is given in (4). NP;-casey is pho-
netically present in S1; NP; represents the target and case, is appropriate for the
role of NP; within S1. Strictly speaking, the term ‘target’ is generally used to re-
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fer to the role of NP; in SI. In this chapter, however, I will refer to NP;, which
is coreferenced by S1 and S2, as the ‘target NP’ Case, after the nominalizer
indicates the role of NP; in S2.

(4) The IHR construction
[...[[...NP; casey ... V1]s; no] casey . V2]s,
NP;: the target of relativization
casey: a case marker
V1: the predicate of the THRC
S1: the IHRC
no: nominalizer (NMLZz)
casey: a case marker
V2: the main predicate
S2: the main clause

2.2 The concessive construction

In Modern Japanese, there are other sentences which closely resemble IHR sen-
tences. The sentences in (2) and (5) are taken from a newspaper article, a work
of nonfiction, and a work of fiction, respectively. Just like S1 in typical IHR
sentences, S1 in these sentences is followed by the sequence no ga or no o, as
indicated by the underline.

(5) [saisyo wa noriko ga  syutai deatta] no o itunomanika tatuo
first  Top Noriko Nom leader cop.pasT eventually  Tatsuo
to  gyaku  no iti  ni. natta
from opposite GEN place Loc became
‘At first Noriko was the leader, but eventually (she) got the opposite place
from Tatsuo. (Lé 1988:85, (59))

If these sentences were to be analyzed as IHR sentences, then they should ex-
hibit the two defining properties of the IHR construction. However, they do
not. Example (2a) lacks both NP coreferentiality and ‘case-matching’: here, the
only valence requirement of V2 is satisfied within S2 by the nominative-marked
NP ame ‘rain [noun]’, and there is thus no NP coreferentiality between the two
clauses. Consequently, there is no ‘case-matching’. In (5), there is NP coreferen-
tiality between the clauses but still no ‘case-matching’ is observed: Noriko inside
S1is construed as the subject of V2, but the external marking on S1 is 0, not the
expected nominative ga. [ will call these types of sentences which do not exhibit



From relativization to clause-linkage

61

the ‘case-matching’ phenomenon concessive sentences, due to the adversative
semantic relation between the situations described in the two clauses.

Should concessive sentences still be considered instances of the same gram-
matical construction as [HR sentences, in spite of the fact they do not exhibit
the ‘case-matching’ phenomenon? Some analysts have proposed that the an-
swer is indeed ‘yes’ (e.g. Mihara 1994). Here I will argue against such a view.

First, while IHR sentences do not allow the so-called contrastive wa in S1
and S2, concessive sentences do. In such a case, two phrases to which wa at-
taches are made foci of contrast. In (6a), the two wa-marked adverbials, mukasi
‘old days’ in S1 and ima ‘now’ in S2, are the foci of contrast. In (6b), wa is
attached to the locative of S1 amerika de ‘in America’ and to the grammat-
ical subject of S2 watasi ‘T, making them the foci of contrast. The writer is
contrasting the different ways in which the book was designed: in America by
somebody vs. in Japan by herself.

(6) a. [mukasi wa iti-nen o  hatuka de  kurasu yoi otoko
old.days ToP one-year acc twenty.days Loc work happy guys
datta) noga ima wa iti-nen  roku-basyo dearu.
COP.PAST now TOP one-year six-tournaments COP
‘Whereas in the old days they [sumo wrestlers] were happy fellows
working 20 days a year, nowadays there are 6 tournaments a year.

[Asahi Newspaper]

b. kono hon wa [amerika de wa e-hon no  ookisa

this book ToP America LoC TOP picture-book GEN size
de  syuppansareta) no o watasi wa itumo beddo saido ni
cop publish.pAss.PAST I top always bed side roc
okareru hon mni  natte  hosii to omotta.
put.pass book GoaL become want cmpL thought
‘Whereas in America the book had been published in the size of a
picture book, I thought I wanted (it) to be a book which would always
be kept by the bed.’ [Asahi Newspaper]

On the other hand, attaching wa to two phrases in S1 and S2 of the THR
sentences results in unacceptable sentences, as shown by (7a’) and (7b’).

(7) IHR
a. [[kinoo ringo o  okuttekudasatta] no]l ga  kyoo
yesterday apple AcCC sent.HONOR.PAST NMLz NOM today
tukimasita.
arrived
‘(You) sent me apples yesterday, and I received (them) today.
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a'. *[[kinoo wa ringo o okutte kudasatta] no] ga  kyoo wa
TOP NMLZ NOM TOP
tukimasita.

b. taroo wa [[kinoo ringo o  katte.kita] no] o  kyoo tabeta.
Taro TOP apple Acc bought NMLz Acc today ate
“Taro bought an apple yesterday, and he ate (it) today.

b'. *taroo wa [[kinoo wa ringo o katte kita] no] o  kyoo wa

TOP NMLZ ACC TOP
tabeta.

I have argued elsewhere that the function of IHR sentences is to advance a
narrative within a sentence (Ohara 1996, inter alia). The unacceptability of the
contrastive wa in IHR sentences suggests that the discourse function of IHR
sentences may not be compatible with the discourse function of emphasizing a
contrast in propositions. That function, on the other hand, is congruent with
the concessivity expressed by concessive sentences: they emphasize a contrast
between propositions (see also Section 3.2).

Furthermore, the concessive meaning is conventionalized in these types of
sentences. The fact that the contrastive wa is allowed in concessive sentences
does not, by itself, entail any such conventionalization. It may be argued that
the concessivity found in them is just a conversational implicature and that
the contrastive wa, when it is used, strengthens such a reading. The examples
below, however, show that the concessive relation is not cancellable and thus is
indeed conventionalized in this sentence type:

(8) a. [rei-nen da to asa-yuu sukooru  ga  aru]
every-year COP CONJ morning-evening rainstorm NOM exist
no ga kotosi  wa hotondo ame ga  huranai.

this.year ToP scarcely rain nom fall.NEG
#rei-nen sukooru ga aru kara kotosi hotondo ame ga huranakute
because

toozen dakedo.

follows but

‘Whereas every year we have a downpour in the morning and in the

evening, this year it has scarcely rained.

#From the fact that we have a downpour every year it follows that it

has scarcely rained this year, however’
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b. kare wa [kesseki sita.hoo.ga.ii] no o muri.o.siteita.
he Top absent had.better.be pushed.oneself.too.hard
#kesseki sita hoo ga ii koto ~ to  murio suru koto wa
compL and TOP
muzyunsinai kedo.
conflict.NEG but
‘Whereas he should have stayed home, he pushed himself too hard’
#Being in a condition such that one should stay home and pushing
oneself too hard do not conflict with each other, however.

It thus follows that if we define grammatical constructions as conventionalized
meaning-form pairings, then the concessive clause-linkage must be recognized
as a grammatical construction that is distinct from the IHR construction. In the
concessive construction, the sequences no ga and no o are used as devices for
connecting two clauses, although they are not fully lexicalized into clausal con-
junctions yet, as can be seen from the fact that dictionaries do not list them (see
also Horie 1993). I do not know at this moment whether there exist any seman-
tic or pragmatic differences between concessive sentences with n0 ga and those
with 70 0. I therefore treat them as instances of the same grammatical construc-
tion with variable marking. The concessive construction is thus schematized as
follows:*

(9) The concessive construction
[S1 {”" ‘go} $2]
n

no-ga, no-o: clausal conjunctions (Cony)

3. IHR vs. concessive clause-linkage

Let us now compare the structural, semantic, and pragmatic properties of the
THR construction and the concessive construction.

3.1 Structural comparison

Based on the traditional coordination-subordination distinction, IHRCs are
categorized as [+dependent, +embedded] (cf. Van Valin 1993). IHRCs can-
not be used on their own to refer and must be used in combination with
another clause (Ohara 1996). In this sense, IHRCs are distributionally depen-
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dent. Moreover, the no-nominalized S1 fulfills a syntactic valence requirement
of V2 and is thus embedded within S2.

The syntactic relation between S1 and S2 of the concessive construction,
on the other hand, can be described as [+dependent, —embedded]. First, S1 of
concessive sentences is distributionally dependent, since it cannot stand alone.
It is not, however, embedded in S2, because S1 is not a syntactic argument of
V2, and hence also no ‘case-matching’ between the two clauses. The concessive
construction is, therefore, more ‘coordination-like’ than the IHR construc-
tion. At the same time, IHRCs, even though they are embedded in that they
externally function as NPs, syntactically behave like coordinated clauses with
respect to certain syntactic patterns such as wh-questions and the so-called ga-
no conversion (Ohara 1996:71-73). S1 of concessive sentences also exhibits a
‘coordination-like” behavior with respect to those syntactic patterns. For exam-
ple, in Japanese, while externally headed relative clause (EHRC) allows one of
its constituent NPs to be replaced by a wh-word, as in (10a), IHRC and S1 of
concessive sentences do not, just like S1 of coordinated sentences (10b). (10c)
and (10d) illustrate the behavior of both IHRC and S1 of concessive sentences,
respectively:

(10) wh-Question
a. EHRC (externally headed relative clause)
[[dare ga  kattekita]  ringo] o  hanako ga
who Nom buy.asp.past apple acc Hanako Nom
tabemasitaka?
eat.POLITE.PAST.Q
‘Who bought the apple and Hanako ate?’
b. S1 of coordinated sentences
*[dare ga  ringo o katte kita] ga  hanako ga  tabemasitaka?
NOM CONJ NOM
Intended: “‘Who bought the apple, and Hanako ate it?’
c. IHRC
*[[dare ga  ringo o katte kita] no] o  hanako ga
NOM NMLzZ Acc Hanako Nom
tabemasitaka?

Intended: “‘Who bought the apple, and Hanako ate (it)?’



From relativization to clause-linkage

65

d. S1 of concessive sentences
*[mukasi wa dare garingo o katte.ita]  no-ga ima de wa
old.days Top used.to.buy nowadays TOP
hanako no  yakume desuka?
GEN duty  COP.POLITE.Q
Intended: ‘Whereas in the old days who used to buy apples, nowdays
it is Hanako’s duty?’

3.2 Semantic comparison

In terms of referential structure, the IHR construction is characterized by NP
coreferentiality between the two clauses. In discourse-structure terms, this NP
coreferentiality marks participant continuity. The IHR construction advances
a narrative by reporting two events which share a participant and the target NP
referent corresponds to the participant shared by the two events.

In concessive sentences NP coreferentiality between the two clauses is not
obligatory but can be present, as exemplified in (5). Even when there is no NP
coreferentiality between the two clauses, concessive sentences may contain a
grammatical-topic NP, i.e. a wa-marked topic NP, whose scope is both S1 and
S2, shown in (6b). It is also possible to identify a discourse topic shared by
the two clauses of concessive sentences, even if it is not explicitly realized as
a grammatical-topic NP; in (6a), for example, both of the clauses are about
sumo wrestlers. The concessive construction is thus always characterized by
topic continuity. The THR construction, on the other hand, is characterized by
participant continuity.

I have argued elsewhere that a temporal sequence is often expressed by IHR
sentences (Ohara 1996, inter alia). It is typically observed in concessive sen-
tences as well. Furthermore, in concessive sentences, the contrastive wa often
attaches to a time adverbial in each of the two clauses, emphasizing a contrast
in the situations holding at the two different time frames, as in (6a). Concessive
sentences therefore specifically present a contrast involving two different time
frames on a temporal axis.

3.3 Pragmatic comparison

Even though IHRCs are embedded inside S2, the syntactic behavior with re-
spect to wh-questions argues for the view that V1 of IHRCs makes an assertion,
just like that of coordinated or main clauses (Ohara 1996:Ch. 4). Since S1
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of the concessive construction behaves similarly to IHRCs and S1 of coordi-
nated clauses, V1 of concessive sentences can also be construed as making an
assertion.

To summarize, syntactically, the concessive construction is more ‘coordina-
tion-like’ than the IHR construction, since S1 in the concessive construction is
not embedded within S2. Semantically, the concessive construction expresses
topic continuity, while the THR construction is characterized by participant
continuity. However, the concessive construction often involves a temporal se-
quence just like the THR construction. Finally, in both of the constructions V1
is construed as making an assertion.

4. From relativization to clause-linkage

I suggest that the concessive construction arose as a result of reanalysis of the
IHR construction.

4.1 The reanalysis hypothesis

My proposal concerning the reanalysis of the IHR construction involves the
following two features. First, the sequence consisting of the nominalizer no
and a case marker in ITHR sentences is reanalyzed as a clause-linking device
in concessive sentences. Second, S1 of IHR sentences undergoes a change from
an embedded clause to a non-embedded clause and all the constituents up to
no-ga or no-o are reanalyzed as belonging to S1 in concessive sentences. At the
same time, S2 undergoes a boundary shift, in that all the constituents occur-
ring after the nominalizer plus a case marker in an IHR sentence are reanalyzed
as comprising the S2 of a concessive sentence. The hypothesized processes can
thus be schematized as follows:

(11) a. [[[...NP; ... Vl]g no] ga ... V2]s
NMLZ NOM
— [ 