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ABSTRACT 

Most generative L2 (second language) research takes two assumptions as premises: One 

is that postpubertal native-like L2 attainment is rare (e.g., Selinker 1972, Bley-Vroman 

1989, White and Genesee 1996, Birdsong 1999), and the other is Li grammar plays a 

critical role in late L2 development (although its nature is in large measure unknown). As 

such, L2 researchers have focused on two issues: the L2 developmental process and the 

way Li properties are involved throughout the process, which are examined on the basis 

of a variety of generative frameworks (e.g., P&P, MP, Lexical Semantics). This research 

program strives to accomplish the goal of formulating a theory of L2 acquisition in the 

absence of an attempt of constructing a theory of L2 grammar (see Schachter 1990, White 

and Genesse 1996). Two problems have plagued this inductive approach. Conceptually, it 

is impossible to formulate a theory of L2 acquisition without some grasp of what a theory 

of L2 grammar constitutes (cf Chomsky, 1955/1975,1999). Empirically, given that 

ideahzation and abstraction are rarely the primary concerns in studies seen in the L2 

literature, it is extremely difficult to make reference to the findings reported, which 

explains that our understanding of the questions remains a minimal, let alone a mature 

theory of L2 granmiar. Conceivably, generative research on L2 development has for the 

most part raised more questions than provided answers. 

The current study aims to formulate a theory of L2 grammar, which we then use to 

account for empirical data collected from L2 subjects whose final L2 state has been 

established at the time of experiments. Three questions were under investigation: (a) 
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What constitutes the final state of a second language (Sil2 or L2 grammar)? (b) What is 

the precise status of an Li grammar in the Sil2? (c) What does the study of the L2 final 

state tell us about the nature of late L2 learners? As for the first question, we hypothesize 

that an L21-language is exactly the same as the I-language attained by native speakers. 

We call this hypothesis "The Chu Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH)." We argue that this is 

the case because linguistic development, regardless of first or second language, is 

constrained by the same set of domain-specific principles made available by human 

biological systems. As for the second question, we hypothesize that Li grammar is not 

involved in L2 development; rather it is the performance systems of Li or of L2 that are 

sometimes observed in operation. Specifically, we show that it is the "Relativized 

Transfer Condition (RTC)," internal to the performance systems, that is responsible for 

the inadequate behaviors sometimes observed in L2 performance. Finally, we hypothesize 

that late L2 learners are basically conservative in character, probably an effect of a full-

fledged cognitive development. 

The English resultatives (Mary painted the house red), which are available in 

Mandarin, and depletives {John ate the meat raw), which are not, were used to examine 

the hypotheses, with multiple subclasses of verbs and secondary predicates being 

examined for each construction. Nineteen Mandarin speakers of English and nineteen 

native speakers of English participated in the study. The L2 group comprised Mandarin 

speakers who met the criteria regarding years in the US, academic training in the US, 

initial exposure to the L2, and degree of immersion in the target culture. All L2 subjects 

had lived in the United States for an extended period of time, ranging fi-om 5 years to 17 
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years, with an average of ten years and 5 months (except for one subject whose length of 

stay was five years, the rest had lived in the US for at least 6 years). The native group 

constituted the undergraduate students from the University of Arizona. The subjects were 

invited to participate in four experiments: the Guided Production (GP) test, the Clause-

combining (CC) test, the Grammaticality Judgment (GJ) test, and the Interpretation (IT) 

test. The results were processed through ?-tests, one-way ANOVA, and factorial ANOVA 

procedures. Several important findings emerged. First, L2 subjects showed knowledge of 

both English resultatives and depletives indistinct fi-om that of the controls in some, but 

not all, tests. Second, while their knowledge of the canonical constructions is completely 

compatible with that of the native subjects, L2 subjects were more reluctant to construct 

resultatives and depictives than the native counterparts in some tests but not all. Given 

that the L2 performance pattems resembles that of the controls, we attribute the 

irregularity to the modality of measurements; specifically, we argue that given various 

tests called for different kinds of processing mechanisms, L2 subjects' performance 

reflected the characteristics of those mechanisms, not their grammatical knowledge. This 

speculation is confirmed in experiments (i.e. the CC, GJ, and IT tests), where choice of 

L2 constructions was narrowed down to resultatives and depictives and L2 subjects 

demonstrated performance coinciding with the controls'. We therefore conclude that the 

final L2 state coincides with the final state attained by native speakers. Furthermore, we 

claim that it is logical to speculate that the linguistic and acquisitional mechanisms that 

led to the final L2 state must constitute exactly the same set of mechanisms as that 

available to native speakers. Therefore, we conclude that the CUH (CHU Uniformity 
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Hypothesis) is true of late La speakers. By the same token, we also conclude that the RTC 

(Relitivized Transfer Hypothesis) consists of adult L2 development. Finally, by alluding 

to these findings, we conclude that late L2 learners are basically conservative, in that they 

tend to be more satisfied with the canonical lexical properties. 

This study presents important impUcations for the three debates in the generative L2 

research: the UG accessibihty debate, the L2 initial state debate, and the Semantics-syntax 

interface debate. It shows that once idealization and abstraction, central to generative 

research (see Chomsky 1980,2000), are satisfied in the experimental design, more 

meaningful and significant Ught can be shined on the questions centering in those 

debates, in particular on the question of Li transfer. The research approach developed in 

the study stems in a critical sense fi*om the Cartesian tradition, according to which 

formation of a linguistic theory procedes experimentation and the posited theory is then 

used to account for empirical data, which nonetheless do not form the basis of theory 

formation (see Chomsky 1966, Moravcsik 1998). Although advocates of the Cartesian 

approach (e.g., Flynn 1987, Borer 1988, Jenkins 1988, Roeper 1996, Epstein, et al. 1996) 

have urged adoption of this approach in L2 research, limited effort has been made in this 

direction. We hope that our study helps lay out the groundwork for the design and 

implementation of experimentation in the spirit of the Cartesian approach to the research 

of second language. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION: GENERATIVE GRAMMAR AND GENERATIVE 
L2 INQUIRY 

1.1 Preview 

Generative research in L2 (second language), since its inception in the early 1980's 

(Eubank and Juffs, 2000: 131), has almost exclusively focused on the maturational stages 

in L2 acquisition, little attention being paid to the final steady state of L2 acquisition (i.e. 

L21-language or S1L2), attained by mature L2 learners. Such a research program, an 

inductive approach in character, is largely informed by an a priori assumption that 

development of a leamability theory of L2 acquisition will eventually lend itself to a 

theory of L2 grammar, the internalized L2 language at the final state reached by L2 

learners. This assumption is sometimes made a bit more explicit such that it is set out as 

the ultimate research objective for L2 generative inquiry (cf Schachter, 1990: 94). 

Needless to say, this approach departs, in a nontrivial way, from the generative enterprise 

outlined systematically by Chomsky (1957,1965,1955/1975). On the basis of the 

classical arguments first presented by such figures as Descartes and von Humboldt' (see, 

Chomsky, 1975,1980a; 1980b, 2000a: 6,1999a: 33-37, and Leiber, 1975 for a review), 

Chomsky (1986: 3; 1995a: 17; 1999a: 38-40) identifies three specific questions that the 

study of language as rational inquiry seeks to answer: 1) What constitutes knowledge of 

language? 2) How is knowledge of language acquired? 3) How is knowledge of language 

' According to Descartes, human language truly marks the separation of human being from animal. 
Wilhelm von Humboldt claims that language involves "infmite use of finite means" (See Chomsky, 2000a). 
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put to use? More recently, deeper questions have been added to the list^ (Chomsky, 

1995a: 17; 2000b: 30; 2001: 2). Nonetheless, the primary goal for generative grammar 

has been kept constant; that is, to formulate a theory of language w^hich can adequately 

describe and explain the final state of language L that its native speakers have attained. 

Chomsky emphasizes repeatedly that the question of how the knowledge of language is 

acquired can "be addressed only insofar as we have some grasp of the first problem, of 

the nature of the knowledge that comes to be mastered" (Chomsky, 1999a; 40; also 

Chomsky, 1985: 80)^ a methodological assumption Chomsky attributes to Humboldt (see 

Chomsky, 1970: 25). 

Another standard practice in the study of generative grammar is to take mature 

speakers' intuitions on the grammaticahty of sentences as the basis of formulating a 

theory of grammar of the language in question (Chomsky, 1957: 13; Lust, 1999; 

Uriagereka, 2000: 36-37; see Katz, 1996 for criticism). Given that the source of such 

intuitions cannot be attributed to the primary linguistic data (PLD), by logic it is 

postulated that they derive from UG (Universal Grammar), a genetically determined 

apparatus consisting of the initial state So of language acquisition. The main function of 

UG is to map PLD (i.e. experiences) to a language. This method can be best described as 

a deductive approach, in that formation of a grammar is constructed based on the 

^ How do these properties of the mind/brain evolve in the species? How are these properties realized in 
mechanisms of the brain? Why are the properties of language the way they are? 
^ See Chomsky (1982: 112-13; 2000b) for discussion on theory formation and data-based research in 
generative studies. Generativists have however been exploring leamability issues, but their goal is mainly 
to determine the nature of UG rather than its components (see Grimshaw and Rosen, 1990; Bloom, et al., 
1994; Hymes, 1994; Wexler, 1994; Babyonshev, et al. 2001, Snyder, 2001.) An exception is Lebeaux 
(2000) who holds that inquiry of child language acquisition can lead to formation of linguistic theory. 
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"relatively stable steady state" with the selected 2, Sil, of the language attained by the 

native speakers, independent of the developmental considerations. The initial state So is 

determined by the gap between the Sil and PLD. In other words, if a particular property 

is not available in PLD and the mature speakers have somehow uniformly attained it, it is 

then attributed to the human genetic endowment. As for the leamability and 

developmental process, it is a domain where questions like what is "the nature of 

Universal Grammar (UG)" are inquired (Babyonshev, et al. 2001), whether UG is set 

intact in the human biological system at So or matures over time (cf Pinker, 1984; 

Chomsky, 1987, 2000a; Lust, 1999). 

La generative study has departed from the deductive approach from the outset, which 

subsequently causes L2 generative linguists to focus on L2 performance for the most part 

instead of L2 competence, a research aspect that Chomsky urges to avoid in the Standard 

Theory (see Chomsky, 1957,1965,1955/1975). This departure is prominent, if one 

simply thumbs through the most recent L2 generative publications, including Flynn and 

O'Neil's (1988) Linguistic theory in second language acquisition', Gass and Schachter's 

(1989) Linguistic perspectives on second language acquisition'. White's (1989) Universal 

grammar and second language acquisition', Huebner and Ferguson's (1991) 

Crosscurrents in second language acquisition and linguistic theories'. Cook's (1993) 

Linguistics and second language acquisition', Juffs' (1996a) Learnabiltiy and the lexicon: 

Theories and second language acquisition research', Flynn et al.'s (1998) The generative 

study of second language acquisition, Klein and Martohardjono's (1999) The 

development of second language grammars: A generative approach', Braidi's (1999) The 
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acquisition of second language syntax', Archibald's (2000) Second language acquisition 

and linguistic theory, Pust's (2000) Linguistic theory and adult second language 

acquisition-, Herschensohn's (2000) The second time around minimalism andL2 

acquisition-, Hawkins' (2001) Second language syntax: A generative introduction, 

Slabakova's (2001) Telicity in the second language, among others. The list is by no 

means exhaustive, but it is obvious that an important part is missing from the generative 

L2 research domain, inquiry of the second language (or non-primary) grammar, the final 

state that late L2 speakers attain of the target language. The logical division which 

separates research of linguistic theory and of leamability theory has been reduced to the 

latter in the generative L2 enterprise, an unfortuante phenomenon eschewed, though not 

so successfully all the time, in child language development studies and processing 

research as well (see Fodor, 2000: Ch 1 for criticism of conflating the two domains 

together). 

This situation has stemmed from a number of widely shared but misconceived 

assumptions about L2 grammar and L2 learners. One is that, given that attainment of 

native-like L2 competence is very rare among adult L2 learners'' (see, e.g., Coppieters, 

1987; Bley-Vroman, 1989; Clahsen, 1990; Long, 1990; Schachter, 1990; Zobl, 1992; 

White and Genesse, 1996; Birdsong, 1999), it would be fruitless to attempt to construct a 

theory of L2 grammar. This assumption can be called "lack of qualified L2 informants." 

Another related assumption is that even among those whose L2 competence is comparable 

to that of natives, the criterion used to determine such comparability is often arbitrary 

Selinker (1972) estimates that only 5% of L2 learners can succeed. 
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(White and Genesse, 1996: 234). Subsequently a self-claimed native-like L2 learner may 

demonstrate deficits in the target language a native child of age 7 would have no problem 

with whatsoever. Finally, assuming a priori that formation of L2 grammar involves the 

native language (Li) of the learner, a theory of L2 grammar is virtually impossible, 

because a Chinese-speaking learner of English would develop a set of knowledge of 

Enghsh different from that of a Francophone learner of English due to the involvement of 

different Lis. To a large extent these three assumptions are so deeply rooted in the current 

generative Li research that their influence can be traced to the bedrock of many dominant 

SLA (second language acquisition) theories, including the Interlanguage Theory 

(Selinker, 1972), EA (error analysis)-based SLA theory (Corder, 1967), the Monitor 

Model (Krashen, 1977), the more recent UG-based SLA theories (see White, 1989; Li, 

XL, 1998; Eubank and Juffs, 2000), and the most current theories on the initial state of L2 

acquisition including the Minimal Tree Hypothesis (Vainikka and Yoimg-Scholten, 1994, 

1996a, 1998), the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1994, 

1996; Schwartz, 1998), and the Weak Transfer Hypothesis (Eubank, 1994). A common 

goal of these theories is to identify and record the transitional stages in the L2 acquisition 

process in hopes that such an incremental and collective effort contributed by the 

generative L2 researchers will eventually give rise to a theory of L2 grammar. While 

tremendous progress has been achieved using such an inductive approach, its 

ramifications are mostly limited to the second domain - documentation of the interim 

properties of L2 grammar Si, S2, S3, S4, S5 ..., leaving the final steady state S1L2 barely 

analyzed. The pitfall of this approach is that although relevant findings demonstrate to a 
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certain extent the processes of L2 acquisition, which can provide some pedagogical 

guidelines for syllabus design, these findings hardly reveal the intrinsic properties of the 

late-acquired grammar or even the nature of the learning processes that L2 learners 

actually experience. This problem transcends the boimdaries of all radically different 

theoretical frameworks; that is, it affects both function-based SLA theory and UG-based 

SLA theory. With virtually no concrete understanding of the final state for L2, generative 

researchers can only rely on intuitions provided by the native speakers. Subsequently, any 

deviant behavior observed of the L2 learners, characterized simply as different fi-om the 

native speakers', is taken as evidence in support of the posited theory. It is not iintil 

recently that the fact has been recognized that L2 data should be analyzed in the terms of 

L2 grammar, not in comparison with the native grammar (cf Schwartz and Sprouse, 

1994). The question as to whether an L2 acquisition theory can be formulated in the 

absence of a theory of L2 grammar is an important and vital one (see Gregg's 1988; 58 

discussion on the distinction between "second language and second language 

acquisition), and our stance is that it is not possible to do the latter without first 

attempting to understand the essentials of the former. This idea has often escaped the 

attention of L2 researchers, with a few exceptions, including Smith and Tsimpli who 

forcefully argue along the same lines that "it seems that questions concerning the absence 

of parameter resetting can be answered only in the light of what constitutes a possible 

final state in second language learning" (1995: 36), and Borer who also unequivocally 

points out that evaluation of the theoretical construct, such as UG accessibility, "can only 

be fully evaluated with respect to the steady state grammar reached by the [L2] learner. ... 
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without its characterization, debates concerning stages of L2 acquisition and direct and 

indirect UG accessibility cannot be resolved" (Borer, 1996; 718). 

Another prominent problem with the inductive approach concerns the developmental 

variables (e.g., the amount and nature of L2 exposure, determination of the learner's L2 

proficiency, use of the target language in the community environment, exposure to the 

cultural paradigm associated with the L2, etc.), which often resist controlling. Failure to 

neutralize these variables or to create ideahzation and abstraction subsequently 

compromises the validity of the results obtained. This actually explains why Gregg's 

observation made in the late 1980's is still much of a truism a decade later, that "I think 

there is fairly widespread agreement that no such theory [theory of second language 

acquisition] exists" (Gregg, 1989: 15). To give a concrete example, up to this point, L2 

researchers still have not been able to pinpoint the nature of Li involvement in L2 

acquisition in general and ultimately in the Siu, the steady state in an L2. There are 

almost as many different guesses about its property as the number of L2 researchers 

interested in the topic, most of which is intuitive in character. Put differently, without a 

theoretical framework of the L2 final state, it is virtually impossible to develop a theory of 

L2 acquisition because properties observed of the L2 learners are still unraveling and 

subject to change; furthermore, critical developmental variables such as the availability of 

PLD are often difficult to control, and as a result the results obtained are wide open for 

interpretation. 
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The current study investigates the nature of L2 grammar, the S1L2, the final state of 

English as an L2, attained by the late Mandarin speakers. Two grammatical modules will 

be focused on: the lexicon and the syntax. We are particularly interested in finding out 

first what is composed of the S1L2 and second in what specific ways the Sil2 resembles 

and/or differs fi-om the Sil attained by the native speakers from an epistemological 

perspective, as opposed to a developmental perspective. It starts with the minimalist view 

about grammar, the most recent generative theory of language starting in the early 1990's 

and still unfolding up to this point in time (see, Chomsky, 1991 to 2001). On this view, 

grammar is hypothesized as consisting of a lexicon, LEX and a CHL system (a human 

language computational system) (Chomsky, 1991; 1995a; 2001), and cross-linguistic 

variation is assumed to be restricted to the lexicon, in particular the inflectional 

morphology, as opposed to syntax proper (Borer, 1983; Chomsky, 1995a, 1999a, 2000a, 

2000b). Furthermore, the minimalist view assumes that language acquisition is for the 

most part constrained and guided by the biologically endowed and language-specific 

principles. It denies the involvement of the general purpose learning mechanisms in the 

build up of linguistic knowledge (a modularity view), at lease not in a significant way 

(see Ch 2 for detail). 

As for L2 grammar and the learning of such a grammar, we assume that there is a 

significant portion, maybe the very critical segment, which can only be explained and 

accounted for by the minimahst framework. This leads us to a related assumption, that is, 

the salient L2 developmental errors do not bear much on the formation of the second 
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language theory; rather their relevance and significance, though sometimes useful, are 

generally trivial and superficial. A posited L2 grammatical theory describes and explains 

the underlying representation of the target language developed by the adult L2 learners in 

an ideal speaker-hearer setting, which results jfrom direct exposure to the positive 

evidence. However, given the fact that development of an L2 grammar and Li grammar 

does follow somewhat different paths, with the former emerging in the context of a prior 

full-blown language and general cognitive capacity, whereas the latter forming with 

neither (see Smith and Tsimpli, 1995), inquiry of L2 grammatical properties in a sense 

boils down to identifying the underpinnings of the involvement of the preexisting 

knowledge. The primary working hypothesis to be tested in the study is that the 

involvement of Li grammar is much more restricted than previously presumed (a 

restrictive view of Li transfer). It is largely limited to the performance systems (to be 

defined in 3.5.2), in particular its effects stem from the process through which the L2 

speakers try to incorporate the novel linguistic properties, mostly lexical, into the 

developing grammar. Contrary to the dominant assxmiption that Li transfer is a property 

of the linguistic domain (see Wakabayashi, 2001), we argue against such a position; In its 

stead, we propose that Li grammar is extrinsic to L2 grammar, because an attained 

grammar is inaccessible to consciousness and retrospection. Moreover, on purely 

conceptual grounds, assuming that L2 learners have access to their native grammar is also 

implausible for a number of critical reasons: first, how do the L2 learners come to know 

the properties of their Li grammar; second, what makes them come to know when to 

draw upon their native language grammar and when to ignore it; third, what causes them 
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to stop utilizing their native language (see Jenkins, 1988: 110). As such, we argue that Li 

grammar, for the most part, is not involved in the development of the target grammar 

development^ As such, in our framework to be specified, Li transfer is used here to refer 

to the process in which an L2 learner utilize the performance systems, one developed for 

their native language or even the one being developed for the target language, to 

decompose the L2 linguistic data as part of the L2 acquisition process. Concretely, we 

propose that Li transfer constitutes two components: (a) the Interpretative Device and (b) 

the Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC) (see below for detail). Combined together, the 

two determine what lexical components are incorporated into the La LEX. 

This study examines native Mandarin Chinese (henceforth Mandarin) speakers of 

English and their stabihzed mental state of English as an L2 (i.e. their Siu), resulting 

firom the direct, long-term exposure to the target language, comparable in degree, nature, 

and extent, to that received by the child bom into the target language enviroimient. Three 

research questions are addressed here: 

(1) (i) What constitutes the final state of a second language (Sju or L2 grammar)? Is the 

L2 linguistic competence the same as or different firom that obtained by the native 

speakers? 

(ii) What is the precise status of an Li grammar in the Sil2? What relevance of the Li 

grammar can be found to L2 development? 

' Nonetheless, we would leave it open whether argument structures is involved in L2 acquisition, an 
empirical question deserves careful scrutiny. 
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(iii) What does the study of the L2 final state tell us about the nature of late L2 

learners? 

The questions are motivated by a paradox unique to L2 acquisition. It goes like this: 

Suppose that the postpubertal language acquisition is indeed largely constrained by UG®, 

i.e., the initial state of L2 acquisition is identical to that of Li acquisition, the L2 

competence is nonetheless a proper subset of that of the native speakers in terms of scope 

and range, though not so much in terms of domain. Suppose further that the L21-language 

is largely attained in the same manner as the Li I-language, but the former consists of less 

than the latter. This second supposition is at least true of the learning of some of the 

target linguistic properties that abound in the PLD, but are never taught formally, in an 

ESL (English as a second language) setting, hi such a case, the only source that adult L2 

lemiers can reply on is the speech environment, if they can ever do so. In other words, 

attainment of the relevant linguistic knowledge derives from nothing but the exposure to 

the sufficient but underdetermined L2 positive evidence. Combining the two together 

forms what we call the "L2 Paradox." This apparently needs specification, which will be 

given in Chapter 5. A general characterization suffices to make the point clear. What the 

L2 Paradox entails is that suppose there exists such an L2 learning environment 

® This may raise an eyebrow right away, but a quick comparison of L2 knowledge with any other cognitive 
knowledge that an L2 speaker may accumulate in adulthood shows unequivocally that the former exceeds 
the latter far more in conqjlexity, range, and subtlety. Also, no convincing evidence has been gathered that 
L2 grammar obtained, albeit may be deviant from the native version, show properties disallowed by the 
constraints of UG (e.g., no "rogue" grammar has been found in L2 acquisition, see Finer, 1991; Thomas, 
1991; Epstein, etal., 1996). 
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resembling that of the child language learners, with sufficient PLD available, the adult L2 

learners who are immersed in this environment consistently show, in experimentation, 

some effects of underleaming with some of the L2 lexical items, but at the same time 

demonstrate native-like behavior in L2 syntax.' If the "L2 Paradox" is proved valid and 

justified through careful experimenting measurement, such evidence constitutes a solid 

foundation for inquiries on other empirical questions in relation to L2 acquisition (see 

below for detail). 

Furthermore, interestingly enough, the "L2 Paradox" is related to two other 

paradoxes, well-known in generative enterprise. One is what Jackendoff (1994: 15) calls 

the Paradox of Language Acquisition, also known as Orwell's Problem (Chomsky, 1986; 

xxvii), which concerns such a fact as to how come we know so much but are still unable 

to explain language. The other paradox, a mirror image of Orwell's Problem, which has 

functioned as the foundation of generative grammar, is the Plato's Problem (Chomsky, 

1986: xxvii), a mismatch existing between the linguistic input and the final state the child 

attains, with the latter surpassing the former far more than one could imagine. It is these 

paradoxes that we believe should comprise the core theses of the generative research of 

L2 grammar and acquisition. Although the current study focuses on the "L2 Paradox"®, the 

other paradoxes are no doubt relevant, in that our proposed theory of L2 grammar should 

provide explanations for them. 

' This may immediately raise a mimber of questions, one of which is how the notion of ultimate attainment 
is defmed. We believe that the best way, at least for the purpose of the present research study, is to define 
the notion in terms of the nature and extent of the target exposure that Ae L2 speakers have received at the 
time of the study, which is exactly how the status of nativeness is granted to someone bom in an English-
speaking country. 
® As for the relevance of Plato's Problem to L2 research, see White, (1985a, 1989). 
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Addressing these research questions provides us with an effective avenue by virtue of 

which more concrete and productive questions can be posed, and answers derived from 

careful experimentation may ultimately lead to a better understanding of the general 

architecture of the components of the nonprimary grammar. To justify the significance of 

these questions, let us elaborate on them a bit more. The first question concerns the 

domain made up of an L2 grammar developed by the Lz speaker. We are particularly 

interested in finding out the domain and range of the internalized L2 linguistic 

competence, in particular whether it is similar to or different from that attained by the 

speaker bom in the target environment. Suppose that the I-language attained by the 

mature English speaker constitutes a relative symmetry in the representations at the 

interface levels (PF and LF), in the sense that in an ideal setting, a single representation is 

equally available for interpretation and grammaticality judgment (i.e. passive knowledge) 

and production (i.e. active knowledge), a combination of which comprises the 

performance module®, can the late L2 speakers obtain the same degree of symmetry once 

they have reached the So? If not, how does a theory of the So account for the 

asymmetry? This question has been largely overlooked so far in the current L2 research. 

As a result, it is not uncommon that sweeping claims are made about L2 grammar, solely 

based on the measurement of one single performance module, mostly the passive 

knowledge of the L2 learners. Such a design may be valid in cases where a specific 

' This seems xmtrue intuitively because any native speakers would feel that their passive knowledge is far 
better. This is obviously true macroscopically, but if our inquiry is restrained to a particular domain (a 
microscopic area), native speakers should show symmetry in their knowledge in "an ideal speaker-listener" 
context, as outlined in Chomsky, 1965: 3) albeit some discrepancy may be observed in an actual speech 
event (i.e. performance). By contrast, late language learners most likely show asymmetry in both conditions 
(see Shi, 2001, 2002 for preliminary evidence). 
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domain (e.g., the L2 CHL) IS under investigation'", but in more recent L2 studies, questions 

of a much wider scope have been explored such as the acquisition of predicate alternation 

in L2 (e.g., inchoative-causative alternation, dative alternation), but grammaticality 

judgment tests are still the only measurement used (see, e.g., Sorace, 1995; hiagaki, 

1997; Juffs, 1998; Montrul, 1999, 2001a; Ying, 1999; Oshita, 2000; among many others). 

Needless to say, this is not appropriate, since we know that in the current linguistic theory 

(e.g., the Principles and Parameters Theory (P&P) and Minimalist Program (MP), the 

linkage between the lexicon and the CHL system has been proven empirically to be so 

intimate that knowledge of the former needs to be analyzed in the context of the latter and 

the best way to do so is through experimentation designed specifically to elicit the 

subject's production knowledge (see, Bowerman, 1974,1978; Maratsos, 1987; Pinker, 

1989; Kroll, et al., 1998; Bowerman and Levinson, 2001). Furthermore, there is 

preliminary evidence showing that it is very likely that the final state of L2 knowledge 

may exist in an asymmetric manner, when the confounding variables carefully subtracted 

out (see. She, 2000a, 2000b, 2001,2002). The question of the asymmetric knowledge in 

the L2 steady state constitutes an important challenge to the theorizing of the nonprimary 

grammar, which in a nontrivial way differentiates the nonprimay grammar fi*om the 

primary grammar. 

This seems untrue intuitively because any native speakers woud feel that their passive knowledge is far 
more advanced than their active knowledge. This is obviously true macroscopically, but if our inquiry is 
restrained to a particular domain (a microscopic area), native speakers should show symmetry in their 
knowledge in "an ideal speaker-listener" context, as outlined in Chomsky, 1965: 3) albeit some discrepancy 
may be observed in an actual speech event (i.e. performance). By contrast, late language leamers most 
likely show asynmietry in both conditions (see Shi, 2001a, 2001b for preliminary evidence). 
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In relation to the first question, we also seek to investigate whether the final state of 

an existing grammar play an role in this L2 final state, an empirical question rarely raised 

in the generative L2 research, with a few exceptions such as Flynn (1987), Flynn and 

Martohardjono (1994), and Martohardjono and Flynn (1995), since most researchers 

assvime that involvement of Li grammar is a given. In doing so, we hope to be able to 

make reasonable inference with regard to the question of whether Li grammar is in fact 

involved in L2 development. Unlike the first question, this question has long occupied the 

center stage of L2 research, tracing back to the heyday of contrastive analysis (Lado, 

1957; Fries, 1945), surviving into the post-1980's UG-based SLA debate (e.g., Flyim, 

1987; White, 1989; Schwartz, 1996; Epstein, et al., 1996, among many others), and now 

once again occupying the current debate on the Full Transfer/Full Access Hypothesis 

(Schwartz and Sprouse, 1994,1996) vs. the Minimal Tree Hypothesis (Vainikka and 

Young-Scholten, 1994,1996a, 1998) vs. the Weak Transfer Hypothesis (Eubank, 1994). 

A consensus among the researchers is that Li involvement" is an integral component of 

L2 development, but its effects are temporary and developmental in nature; thus L2 

research should focus on those Li elements that are prone to transfer at various stages in 

L2 development. Another consensus, which is much more impUcit, is that Li influence 

has a negative correlation with the L2 proficiency in the sense that effects of Li influence 

eventually 'withers away' (cf. Zobl, 1980; White et al., 1998a, 1998b; Montrul, 2001a) as 

a result of the L2 proficiency being enhanced to an more advanced level. 

" The terms, Lj transfer, L] influence, and Li involvement, are used interchangeably in this study without 
the necessary implications often associated with behaviorism, particular the term Lj transfer. 
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We present empirical evidence that calls both assumptions into question in the present 

study. We argue that Li properties are extrinsic to L2 grammar; its effects are restrictied 

to the performance systems developed as a result of the maturation of the Li. The use of 

such prior knowledge is incurred in the processing of the L2 linguistic data in the form of 

interpretation; that is, to make sense, adult L2 learners could not help but convert the 

incoming linguistic data into their native language, a psychological trait derived as a 

result of the maturation of the cognitive system. The interpretation process constitutes 

part of the learning mechanisms available to L2 learners. Along this line of thinking, we 

argue that Li involvement is not temporary and developmental; instead it could be 

permanent and constant, lingering into the S1L2 and constraining the L2 representation 

processes. We show that results from the experiments provide supporting evidence for 

this hypothesis. Furthermore, adopting the generative assumption that there is an intimate 

linkage between the properties of language and the learning mechanisms that are 

involved in the acquisition process (Culicover, 1999: 1), we assume that whatever 

constitutes the S1L2 is in fact a direct result of the learning mechanisms utilized by the 

learner. Based on such an assumption, Li properties, although superficial, are viewed as a 

grammar-selection constraint in the sense as given in Chomsky (1965: 25) (cf 

Kellerman, 1983), not as some kind of performance-enhancement strategy (cf 

Kellerman, 1977, 1978). Such a constraint has multiple dimensions, transcending various 

linguistic modules except for L2 syntax proper, including L2 phonology, L2 lexicon, and 

L2 argument structures. Conceived as such, Li transfer is viewed as part of the learning 

mechanisms uniquely available to L2 development throughout the process, not as a 
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component of the initial state of La grammar development, widely adopted by L2 

researchers, including Vainikka and Scholten-Young (1994), (1996a), (1998); Schwartz 

and Sprouse (1994), (1996); Schwartz (1998). Li involvement is further assumed to be 

choosy (cf. Kellerman, 1983: 113), and more accurately, relativized in that a particular Li 

property is subject to transfer only if it entails the canonical properties, defined in terms 

of semantic features, c-selectional restrictions, and argument structures, which are 

accessed in the performance systems. In other words, an Li predicate X with a set of 

specifications for morphosyntactic features and c-selectional features, which correspond 

to an L2 equivalent, may not be available for transferabiUty if there is a predicate Y 

(which may have the same morphology, an example of polysemy) such that it is 

synonymous with X in meaning, but entails more canonical lexical properties'^. We call 

this constraint "the Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC)". The relativized view 

contradicts the traditional assumption that Li transfer is absolute in the sense that 

matching properties are transferable, but non-matching properties are not or partial 

matching properties are problematic (cf. Kellerman, 1978,1983, Gass, 1979, Schumann, 

1982; Adjemian, 1983: 255; Odlin, 1989,1994; Juffs, 1996a; White et al., 1998b). We 

further argue that employment of the RTC results from a more general cognitive principle 

called the efficiency principle (EP) (cf Chomsky, 1991,1995a; Roeper, 1999), a learning 

strategy that a representation involving less syntactic operations is more valued than an 

alternative involving more syntactic operations, even at the expense of ignoring certain 

This view of Lj transfer is described in the Relativized Lj Transfer Condition (RTC), an earlier version 
has been presented called the Canonical Argument Structure Constraint Hypothesis (CCH) (see Shi, 2001, 
2002). 
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semantic differences. 

The RTC is formally defined such that an Li lexical category X with such a set {a P 

y} transfers to the L2 lexicon only if there is no such an X' with an alternative set {y n \j/} 

that is more canonical, where a set consists of a semantic, morphological, and selectional 

matrix (more specifications in 3.5.2). What this means is that in cases where the same 

proposition can be expressed in two different constructions involving the same 

predicate(s), although minute semantic differences exist, the one that implicates the most 

typical semantic, morphological and selctional features in either Li or L2 takes 

precedence over the one that consists of marginal properties. To illustrate, the predicate 

scare can be projected into either a lexical causative construction as in The movie scared 

the man or a periphrastic construction as in The movie made the man scared, and such 

projections are allowed both in Mandarin and English. For speakers of English whose Li 

is Mandarin, the latter is more likely to be used than the former, since it involves atypical 

properties (cf. Baker, 1988; Hale and Keyser, 1991,1993,1998). The hypothesized RTC 

condition is intended to account for the fact that the final state in an L2 is mostly a proper 

subset of that of the native speakers. 

The RTC nonetheless is not involved in all aspects of L2 grammar construction. For 

instance, where a particular Li property is absent, acqusition of the L2 property coincides 

with that experienced by the native speakers. In other words, absence of Li-based 

properties may enable the L2 learners to leam the related L2 properties in a manner 

reminiscent of the child language learners - incorporating the morphosyntactic and 

semantic features into the L2 LEX directly. This second channel of L2 representation. 
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which can be called "direct representation," provides an account for the oft-observed 

phenomenon that L2 learners are able to learn the target properties nonexistent in their Li, 

whereas at the same time they have difficult retaining L2 properties for which similar Li 

properties are available (Hawkins, 2001: xv). 

The final question bears on the nature of late La learners in general. It has been shown 

in the child language development studies that children are keen and active in 

constructing or more precisely selecting a grammar compatible with the PLD (Pinker, 

1989; Bowerman, 1990).'^ Can the same trait be said of the adult L2 learners who have 

already developed a full-blown linguistic as well as general cognitive capacity? This 

question has not been adequately addressed in the L2 hterature (A few exceptions are 

Leow, 1997 and Truscott, 1998). By manipulating the experimental procedures we show 

that L2 subjects' performance varies in accordance with the options available in terms of 

linguistic structures; specifically, when presented with differing experimental conditions, 

the non-native subjects consistently show the tendency to attend to the canonical 

properties first, and then entertain, or in some cases, not to entertain at all, the non-

canonical properties. We beUeve that such a trait ultimately differentiate the adult L2 

learners fi-om the native speakers, since it directly causes them to fail to incorporate the 

intrinsic hnguistic properties internal to the target language. Furthermore, we believe that 

the oft-observed deficits in late L2 subjects' performance does not reflect their true 

knowledge of the target language, rather it is best analyzed as employment of the 

performance-related strategies somewhat unique to the late L2 learners. 

See Baker's (1979) opposing view that child language acquirers are basically conservative. 
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Given that it is unreahstic to analyze all aspects of Li grammar here, we focus on the 

secondary predicates in English as an L2, also known as complex predicates (see, Alsina, 

et al., 1997; Ackerman and Webelhuth, 1998). We further restrict our inquiry to 

predicates participating in the resultative construction (2) and the depictive construction 

(3), with the secondary predicates itahcized. The experimental results to be reported are 

restricted to these linguistic aspects only and impUcations beyond these aspects ought to 

be made with caution. 

Resultatives 

(2) (a) He sank himself deep into his chair. (Halliday, 1967: 73) 

(Green, 1973: 257) 

(Simpson, 1983: 144) 

(Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 2001: 774) 

(Simpson, 1983: 146) 

(Brugman, 1999: 8) 

(b) Jesse shot him i/eac?. 

(c) He flushed/blushed 

(d) She kickedyree and fled. 

(e) She drank him under the table. 

(f) She kissed him breathless. 

(g) He followed Lassie free of his captors. (Wechsler, 1998: 313) 

Depletives 

(3) (a) I can carry it em/70;. 

(b) Bill ate the meat raw nude. 

(c) Rebecca sold the book used. 

(d) John boiled the lobster angry. 

(e) She will bring them to me alive. 

(HaUiday, 1967: 78) 

(Jackendoff, 1990: 201) 

(Rapoport, 1993a: 178) 

(Rapoport, 1999: 653) 

(Green, 1973: 257) 
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That resultatives and depletives are chosen as the foci of our analysis stems from a 

number of considerations. First, assume that components of grammar consists of complex 

and simplistic aspects, to measure the final state in an L2, it is therefore logical to choose 

a domain that contains fairly complicated components. The rationale behind this is that 

by focusing on the uppermost boundary of knowledge of L2 grammar that late L2 learners 

can possibly master, we can infer, from the analysis, the essential nature of this type of 

grammar, in particular this may reveal, other things being equal, the connections between 

Li and L2 grammar. Second, resultatives and depletives are chosen for analysis, because 

the relevant data are relatively abundant in frequency, which ensures that the L2 subjects 

would have had adequate exposure at the time of the experiments. Third, given that the 

question of Li transfer and its status in the S1L2 is imder investigation here, the validity 

and significance of our inquiry critically depends on the hnguistic properties chosen; 

specifically, we need a pair one of which is widely utiUzed by both Li and L2 grammars, 

and the other of which is only used by the L2 grammar. As will be shown, resultatives are 

available to both English and Mandarin, whereas depletives are used in English only. A 

final prerequisite is that there is a relative uniformity in modality through which the L2 

speakers are exposed to those L2 properties under analysis. To our best knowledge, 

neither resultatives nor depletives are not formally instructed in the typical ESL 

education; therefore, the only channel available to the L2 subjects in our study to 

incorporate the L2 resultative and depictive constructions is through the positive 

evidence. 
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Resultatives and depletives satisfy these pre-conditions perfectly. They both exhibit 

linguistic properties of complexity syntactically, semantically, and lexically. From the 

syntactic point of view, each sentence in (2) involves an atypical or non-canonical 

argument structure associated with the matrix verb. For example, sink typically is a 

monadic or dyadic predicate, taking either a single argument or two at most, but in (2a), 

sink functions as a ditransitive predicate taking three arguments. As for depletives, two 

prominent linguistic properties grant them the status of non-canonical constructions. One 

is that all sentences in (3) exhibit violations of the Theta Criterion, in that there is one 

argument that is predicated of by two verbs. In addition, ambiguity is pervasive with 

depletives; the depictive predicate may either express a conditional attribute (3a), or a 

notion of accompaniment or simultaneousness (3b-3e). Also a depictive phrase may 

either predicate the grammatical subject (subject-hosted) or object (object-hosted). Apart 

from this, resultatives and depletives are abundant in frequency in the PLD. Rappaport 

Hovav and Levin (2001; 767) claim that they have collected 2000 examples of 

resultatives from natural speech events. In our own corpus, new examples of both 

constructions are recorded almost daily. This fact is of absolute importance, in that it 

ensures that the chance that the subjects miss them altogether is virtually out of the 

question. Furthermore, while resultatives are available in both English (L2) and Mandarin 

(Li), albeit some discrepancies exist between them, depictives are allowed by English 

only (see Ch 4 for detail). Similarly, the final condition is also met here, in that 

acquisition of neither resultatives nor depictives can be attributed to the formal 

instructional effect, given that neither is part of the existing ESL curriculum. 
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Finally, it should be emphasized that an important advantage of the deductive 

approach adopted in the study is that by examining the final state attained by the late L2 

speakers for the target language, the developmental variables that may confound the 

experimental results (e.g., extent of L2 exposure, developmental stages, familiarity with 

the target culture, employment of L2 knowledge in speech events, etc.) can be carefully 

eliminated, so that we can focus on those aspects internal to L2 grammar per se. 

Furthermore, proper measure is taken in the design of the experimental procedures such 

that the processing effects are kept to a minimum, which ensures that it is the L2 

knowledge or competence that is measured, not the L2 performance. 

1.3 Bases of the Generative Inquiries in Language 

Generative grammar, as it emerges as an important theoretical framework of language in 

the late 1950's, challenges the very bases of its predecessors, structurahsm (e.g., 

Bloomfield, 1933; Harris, 1951), behaviorism (Skinner, 1957), constructivism (Piaget, 

see PiatteUi-Palmarini, 1980)'". As its modem founder, Chomsky (1955/1975, 1957, 

1965) redefines the goals for the study of language. He stresses that inquiry of linguistics 

should focus on theory construction rather than methodology (i.e. descriptive devices for 

data summarizing) and such a theory of linguistic structure should not just be limited to 

one particular language; rather its ultimate objective is to provide a theoretical framework 

through which particular languages can be adequately described and accounted for - this 
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framework is now known as generative grammar. Such a shift of focus, from method 

invention which examines E(xtemaHzed) language to theory formation which aims to 

investigate I(ntemalized) language, has proved to be nothing short of profound'^ as it 

redefines the objectives of linguistic inquiry as a scientific field. According to such a 

view, linguistic theory is intended to accoxmt for such intricate questions as Plato's 

problem (see 1.2 section), creativity and infinity of language, uniformity of language 

acquisition, etc.'®. Plato's problem, also known as the problem of the poverty of the 

stimulus, points to an undeniable fact that sensory inputs, which the child relies on in 

developing the language spoken in the environment, are underdetermined and noisy, as 

illustrated in (4) (cf Chomsky, 1980b; 1999a; 40; Van Valin and Lapolla, 1997: 10, item 

1.7; Fodor, 2000, Ch 1); 

Assume that language acquisition involves three distinct states with one external and the 

other two internal. As such, X in (4) stands for the external state consisting of the primary 

linguistic data (i.e. parental speech, peer talk, radio, TV, etc.), also known as the triggers 

in the literature. Y in (4) symbolizes the internalized final state of language acquisition, at 

which state, X is a proper subset of Y, creating a gap or mismatch symbolized by Z. 

For a contrast between structuralism and generative grammar, see Leiber, 1975: 33-55. 
For the inqjort of this shift, see Chomsky with Belletti and Rizzi, 2000b. 
For discussion, see Chomsky, 1965: Ch 1, 1986: Ch 3, 1988: Ch 1, 1995a: Ch 1; 1999a: 41-43; 

Jackendoff, 1994: Ch 3; Radford, 1997: Ch 1; Uriagereka, 1998: Ch 1. 

(4) 
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Evidence in support of this critical assumption abounds to such a degree that it often 

escapes awareness of people interested in language, until Chomsky demonstrates with 

such illustrative examples such as John is easy to please and John is eager to please (see 

Chomsky, 1964; Chomsky's response in the discussion with Piaget in Piattelli-Palmarini, 

1980), which show that the very knowledge of John functioning differently with the 

predicate please cannot be possibly induced from the environment. As such, the Y state is 

composed of knowledge of language L "that is untaught, unlearned, and not even 

grounded in experience (i.e. X) in any useful sense of this notion" (Chomsky, 1980a: 6). 

This knowledge referred to by Chomsky, represented as Z in (4), is the genetic 

endowment consisting of the initial state, formally known as Universal Grammar (UG). 

What UG does involves two things. First, it provides the child with a set of pre-wired or 

built in linguistic constructs and principles with opening parametric options to be fixed 

on the basis of experience. Second, it constrains the range of hypotheses that the child 

may entertain in choosing a granunar for the language spoken in the environment. 

For concreteness, the diagram (4) is illustrated in (5), with X equivalent to the PLD, Y, to 

the SiL, the final steady state or the linguistic competence, and Z, to the initial state or 

UG. 

Underdetermination, as described in the preceding paragraph, plays the most 

fundamental role in the formation of generative grammar. It points out the most essential 

fact about the knowledge language speakers attain at the final stage; that is, "the 

knowledge attained vastly transcends the evidence available in richness and complexity, 

... the fineness of detail and the precision of knowledge go well beyond anything that can 
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be explained on any imaginable functional grounds, such as the exigencies of 

communication" (Chomsky, 1999a: 43). This knowledge does not just provide with the 

devices to differentiate the well-formed utterances from the ill-formed expressions, it 

constitutes the mechanisms with which speakers can resolve ambiguity prevalent in 

himian language. As an illustration, any speakers of English would know, without 

instruction, that the sentences in (6a) and (6b) are ambiguous. In the same way, they also 

know that (7a) is grammatical but not (7b), without any conscious knowledge of why. 

And they also know that the pronouns and reflexives should be interpreted differently in 

(8). What is really remarkable is that the knowledge involved is anything but acquired 

from the environement. 

(6) (a) Flying airplanes can be dangerous. 

(b) John rudely departed. (Chomsky, 2000a: 26) 

(7) (a) WhOi does John want ti to help him. 

(b) *Who does John wanna to help him. 

(8) (a) Mary admires her. 

(b) Mary admires herself 

In addition, sensory input is full of imperfect data, such as false starts, fragmented 

utterances, ill-formed sentences, and so forth, which make the learning even more 

challenging. Nevertheless, it is true that all children with the normal mental capacity 

succeed in acquiring the language in their immediate environment. This leads us to 
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asking an inevitable question: where does the missing information come from in the first 

place? One stipulation is that children acquire this covert knowledge through general 

cognitive mechanisms. This hypothesis can be dismissed given that no other cognitive 

computation tasks require the same kind of analysis, as those do in (6) through (8). Thus, 

the only other possibility is that this knowledge is pre-wired at birth, constituting human 

biological endowment. From the very onset, Chomsky (1955/1975,1957) argues that it is 

this biologically determined linguistic capacity that comprises the initial state of language 

acquisition. This state is represented in the diagram above as Z in (4) and So in (5). It 

consists of a set of invariant principles and parameters with limited open values. It is this 

unlearned initial state So (i.e. UG) that defines "the human essence" (Chomsky, 1980a: 7; 

2000a: 3)". Principles refer to those universal properties available to all languages of the 

world, not subject to modification, whereas parameters refer to those principles whose 

final states need to be fixed based on the positive evidence. With such an So in place, the 

child cannot only generalize beyond the data (resolving the problem of 

underdetermination, but also know tacitly to ignore the distractions (resolving the 

problem of noisy data). 

Creativity is another property of language that the theory of generative grammar aims 

to account for. The creative aspect of language has been long attributed to Humboldt, 

what Chomsky (1995: 14) describes as "Wilhelm von Humboldt's aphorism," which says 

that the final state attained by speakers permits "the infinite use of finite means" 

" For an account of biological basis of language, see Chomsky, 1980b, Ch 5; Jackendoff, 1994, Ch 3; 
Jenkins, 2000. 
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(Chomsky, 1995b: 387; 2000a; 6). This observation excludes imitation or rote learning as 

a possible vehicle of language acquisition. Chomsky (1966; 11) defines creativity of 

language as "the speaker's ability to produce new sentences, sentences that are 

immediately understood by other speakers although they have no physical resemblance to 

sentences which are familiar." In other words, a speaker's knowledge of a language 

transcends the experiences he or she has with that language and such knowledge is 

clearly demonstrated in everyday communication contexts. This creativity is saturated in 

every part of language, including morphology, semantics, and syntax. Chomsky (1988; 

25), for instance, points out that any native speakers of English would know, even though 

they have never come across the words, that strid is a possible English word, but not bnid 

(see. Smith, 2002; 3 for more examples). Creativity is relevant to other domains as well. 

For instance, any mature native speaker of English would know that certain monadic and 

dyadic verbs with certain lexical properties can be augmented such that they take a 

complement plus a secondary predicate (i.e. a construction like V + NP + VP/PP/AP/ 

DP). The newly derived verbs express a complex eventuality - an accomplishment - in 

the sense of Vendler (1957) and Dowty (1979). This is illustrated in (9), a few examples 

fi-om the pool that we have collected periodically fi-om the game show "Win Ben Stein's 

Money." In each case, the main verb is used in a novel sense, expressing the profession 

or character of the contestant who is about to be dismissed because he or she has won the 

least amount of money. To put the sum won by the loser back onto the board, the host 

(Ben Stein) utters the expressions in (9), which are accompanied with an action of 
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throwing the money back onto the board (for more examples of such creative use in 

English, see Levin and Rappaport Hovav, henceforth L&RH, 1995: Ch 2); 

(9) (a) I'm just gonna burn it (the money) back onto the board (the contestant is a 

firefighter). 

(b) I'll thumb it (the money) back onto the board (the contestant is a bookseller). 

(c) I'll just smoke it (the money) back onto the board (the contestant is a 

Republican). 

(d) I'm just gonna play it (the money) back onto the board (the contestant is a 

guitarist). 

(e) I'll just lie it (the money) back onto the board (the contestant is a Clinton 

impressionist). 

Another example of the creative nature of language is related to the assignment of 

reference to nouns. This is actually related to the underdetermination issue, because 

without instruction children know that a nominal may take on different references in a 

novel context. For instance, the NP bottle in (10) may denote the actual 

physical container (i.e. the a reading) or the contents (i.e. the b reading)'\ 

(10) a. Mary broke the 6o«/e (container). 

b. The baby finished the bottle (containee) 

For more discussion on creativity of language, see Pustejovsky, 1995, Ch 4. 
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(11) a. The wmJow is rotting (figure). 

b. Mary crawled through the window (ground reversals). 

(12) a. The newspaper fired its editor (producer). 

b. John spilled coffee on the newspaper (product) (Pustejovsky, 1995: 31) 

Creativity of language is possible because the same set of computational principles 

are recursive; they can be applied repetitively in an unbounded manner. (13) exhibits this 

property of language, adopted from Uriagereka (1998: 3, 65), where multiple embedded 

finite clauses are generated and in theory an unlimited number of them can be generated, 

hi a real speech event, (13) is least likely to be heard or uttered, but this is not because the 

sentences are impossible, but because our performance or processing systems have 

limitations. 

(13) (a) You are saying that you are thinking that you are talking to someone, 

(b) The cat the dog the cow the man milked kicked chased left 

The final question that linguistic theory seeks to answer is why children who are not 

raised in a homogeneous environement in terms of cultural, economic, and geographical 

conditions, but the final state they attain of the language in the environment is somehow 

uniform, a phenomenon known as "uniformity of language acquisition." Child language 

acquisition does not seem to be affected in a critical way by such external, seemingly 

important, factors as the amount, the type, and the quality of the input they are exposed 
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to. Furthermore, language development is not subject to affective factors such as 

motivation and interest, nor intelligence of the child. They all develop knowledge of the 

language with high similarity. Chomsky (1972; 79) defends such a view, saying "we 

know that the grammars that are in fact constructed vary only slightly among speakers of 

the same language, despite wide variations not only in intelligence but also in the 

conditions under which language is acquired" (See Chomsky, 1999a: 43; cf. Gleitman 

and Newport, 1995: 2-10). Another related fact about child language acquisition is the 

rate of language development. The rapidity and effortlessness of language acquisition in 

childhood no doubt represents a hallmark of early cognitive development not found in the 

development of other cognitive skills. A general consensus is that child language 

acquisition comes to a completion around the age of 6 (cf Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 

1994). 

Recognition of these questions has turned out to be the backbone of generative 

grammar. So much so any posited theory of language has to provide answers to them. 

Formally, these questions are characterized as the criteria for theory evaluation: 

descriptive adequacy and explanatory adequacy (see Chomsky, 1965, 1986, 1995a, 

1995b). Descriptive adequacy states that any theory of linguistics must characterize 

accurately and sufficiently the final state of a language L attained by its speakers, 

however complex that state is. This requirement has dominated the research program of 

some traditional theories such as the structuralist approach. However, for Chomsky, a 

theory of language can only be illuminating if it not only satisfies descriptive adequacy 

but also explanatory adequacy, such that that the theory provides an adequate account for 
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the properties outlined in the previous paragraphs, in particular underdetermination, 

creativity, uniformity, and so on. According to Chomsky, the goal for linguistic theory is 

after all to explain how language emerges in the mind of the child. But to obtain 

explanatory adequacy, a linguistic theory "must characterize the initial state of the 

faculty of language and show how it maps experience to the state attained" (Chomsky, 

1995b: 386-87). A theory that passes both adequacies will ultimately provide an account 

for the disparity between experience and knowledge. It explains how children come to 

possess complex knowledge of language with such meager and imperfect input. 

The distinction between I-language and E-language constitutes an important part of 

the advances in the most recent development in generative grammar. For this reason, we 

clarify them here briefly. Roughly speaking, the two constructs are synonymous with the 

predecessors, competence and performance. I-language refers to the mentalistic state 

consisting of the attained linguistic knowledge, excluding any of the conceptual and 

encyclopedic knowledge of the univese. It is therefore called the final state, the linguistic 

competence developed by the child at the age of 5 or 6. The attained I-langguage is 

composed of stable, steady, and consistent contents; thus does not succimib to change or 

modification. I-language contrasts with the initial state or LAD (language acquisition 

device) or recently known as the "Faculty of Language" (FL) (Chomsky, 2001: 1). The 

initial state comprises UG or genetically determined principles that give rise to language 

development, which has such traits as being "a species property, close to uniform across a 

broad range" (Chomsky, 2001: 1, see also Chomsky, 1986: 22). I-language, on the other 

hand, describes "an actual instantiation of the initial state, idealizing fi-om actual states of 
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the language faculty" (Chomsky, 2000a: 123; 2001: 1). That is, I-language refers to the 

final state Sjl of language development". 

E-language, by contrast, constitutes the performance systems. According to Chomsky 

(1986: 20), E-language "is understood independently of the properties of the mind/brain," 

in the sense it deals with the communicative aspects of language, which are often 

determined arbitrally by a speech community. For example, making a request indirectly 

may be considered appropriate socially in one speech community, but not so in another. 

In a word, E-language refers to the utterances that speakers actually express or hear in an 

actual speech event. 

As the object of inquiry for generative grammar, Chomsky (2001: 1) claims that the 

focus should be put on the faculty of language, the initial state. However, given that no 

direct access is possible, its characterization can only be entertained indirectly, via the 

scrutiny of the I-language, the Sil- Components of FL is primarily determined based on 

the logic as described in (4), whereby once it is substantiated empirically that speakers of 

language L possess a particular linguistic construct, which is neither available in the 

environment, nor derivable through inductive reasoning, that construct can be attributed 

to the components of the initial state So. 

Before proceeding, let us clarity another two constructs, in fact the two metaphors 

which have turned out quite fundamental but are often misused in the linguistics 

literature. The first is derivation. As originally defined by Chomsky (1971, cited in Green 

" Uriagereka (1998: 36) defines I-language as such: "Given a set of universal principles encoded as the 
initial state So of an idealized language faculty, and a set of parameters of variation for So, an I-language L 
is a complete specification Sf of parametric options." The final state of language acquisition is symbolized 
as SIL in this study, rather than Sf as used in Uriagereka (1998) - just a slightly different notion. 
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and Morgan, 1996) in the TG model, derivation simply represents "an ordered set of 

phrase markers; "it does not exist in time and space" (Green and Morgan, 1996: 8). This 

sharply contrasts with the meaning cognitive researchers often associate the notion with. 

For them, derivation means the actual physical process in which elements are moved 

around in a sentence structure (e.g., Townsend and Bever's 2001 Comprehension Model). 

Another metaphor, also critical to our study here, is generate. Once again, it is often 

mistaken to be something like "a sentence-producing machine" (Green and Morgan, 

1996: 9). Green and Morgan makes it very clear that generate means nothing more than 

the fact that a posited grammar consists of a set of well-formed conditions, which can 

ultimately describe and explain the coming about of an I-language. 

1.4 Criteria for Evaluating a Theory of L2 Grammar 

In Section 1.3, we have laid out the stage for the study under development here. As a 

starting point, we assume that the theoretical and methodological assumptions underlying 

the generative inquiry of language are applicable to the study of second language 

grammar and its development. In other words, we believe that once the idealization 

requirement is met, the biolinguistic approach would provide insights and clues into the 

nature of L2 grammar and how it is attained by late L2 language learners. More 

importantly, the research shift initiated by Chomsky in the mid-1950's should have been 

noted by the generative L2 researchers in the first place, placing emphasis on theory 

construction rather than documentation of developmental data. We believe that the 
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advances seen in the generative studies in general over the past few decades will bear 

tremendous ftuits in the study of second language, once we limit our attention to the 

formation of L2 grammar first and then use it to explain L2 development-related 

questions. Before proceeding, it is vital to be clear about the evaluative criteria for a 

posited theory of L2 grammar. In the paragraphs to follow, we outline those criteria. 

First and foremost, a formulated theory of L2 grammar has to meet the conditions of 

descriptive adequacy and explanatory adequacy, as outlined in Chomsky (1965: 24-25). 

As with the descriptive adequacy, two aspects are relevant here. The first is that the 

posited theory consists of devices and mechanisms for assigning a structural description 

(SD) to each utterance produced by the L2 speaker, and the second, that it can adequately 

distinguish the well-formed utterances from the ill-formed ones. As for explanatory 

adequacy, its implication is that a posited theory of L2 grammar has to be motivated in 

such a way that it contains apparatus to account for emergence of the grammatical 

knowledge in adult L2 learners, when they have reached the S1L2 state. As in the pursuit of 

the questions in regard to linguistic theory, inquiry of language development has to be 

carefully narrowed onto specifics rather than generahty. What we assume to be important 

includes the questions as to how L2 learners acquire or not acquire the target properties 

expUcitly available in the positive evidence, how they acquire or not acquire the 

properties implicitly present in the input, and finally how an S1L2 come to be a proper 

subset of the SIL, given the compatible developmental conditions. Needless to say, the 

second adequacy condition is vital to L2 theory (see White, 1989: 38-43 for discussion). 

To the extent as outUned in Chomsky (1965), a hypothesized theory of L2 grammar is 
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justified, oiily if it provides an account for the tacit knowledge that emerges in adult L2 

learners, although tapping into this knowledge can only be possible indirectly, via the 

performance systems which lacks perfection. In other words, apart from explaining the 

deficiencies and deficits often regarded as the norm in L2 acquisition (see Bley-Vronman, 

1989: 43-49), a valid theory of L2 grammar provides an account for not just L2 errors, but 

also L2 knowledge not expHcitly taught formally, nor existent in the learner's Li. Of such 

properties are constructions with parasitic gaps, various binding properties such as long

distance binding and local binding, island effects, and many others. What this entails is 

that from a pure conceptual perspective, we need to assume that adult L2 learners are able 

and in fact can attain the target knowledge to the level or close to the level of that of 

native speakers, consisting of abstract and complex contents, far more than the other 

cognitive skills they could possibly ever accumulate throughout their whole life. This 

postulation is no doubt subject to empirical evaluation, which in fact motivates the 

present study. 

Another condition, related to the previous one but deserved being treated separately, 

is that an adequate theory of L2 grammar has to offer an account for the unacquired L2 

knowledge the positive evidence for which exists abundantly both in the learner's Li and 

the target language. Put differently, this criterion requires that a plausible L2 grammar 

theory has to determine unequivocally the status of the existing grammatical knowledge 

(i.e. Li grammar). The posited theory needs to be very specific about the domain in which 

Li grammar participates and the directness of this participation. Suppose indirect 

accessibility is assumed, what in fact exists in the interface? Empirically, the theory 
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should shed some light on the contrasting facts, that abundant input sometimes fails to 

trigger the development of certain La linguistic properties, whereas meager input suffices 

to trigger the relevant learning. Internal to this question is a related issue; that is, why the 

ultimate Sil2 is a proper subset of the final state attained by the native speakers. It is an 

undeniable fact that for most L2 speakers their knowledge of the target language tends to 

be less in scope and range, but this is not amount to saying that the intrinsic nature of the 

late developed knowledge is anything different than that attained by the native speakers. 

This is a hard question, but a justified theory of L2 grammar needs to provide an accoimt 

for it. This criterion requires a strict distinction between L2 competence and L2 

performance in the theory formation and also in the actual empirical research. 

Appropriate inquiry most likely forces us to look into the domains external to the 

linguistic module, including the performance systems, the leaming procedures, and even 

the nature of adult L2 learners, in addition to the acquisitional procedures provided by 

UG. 

The final criterion that a satisfactory theory of L2 grammar meets is that suppose the 

asymmetry in L2 comprehension and production domains is attested empirically, that is, 

adult L2 learners' I-language that enters into the interpretation domain is superior to that 

related to the production domain, the proposed theory has to have apparatus to explain 

this. In exploring this, we may have to get into other domains not so intricately linked to 

grammar but to leamability domain and the nature of adult L2 learners in general. In any 

event, the posited theory needs to contain notions that can adequately explain why L2 
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learners can accurately interpret the target sentences of various syntactic complexities 

just like native speakers, but fail to produce the constructions of equal complexity. 

These conditions just outlined ultimately determine whether the theory of L2 grammar 

to be presented is justified. Failure to satisfy any of them will cast doubt on its validity 

and require modification; sometimes radical modification may be called for. Of utter 

importance is the fact that preconditions for theory evaluation are set in advance before 

one dives into the enterprise of formulating the theory. 
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CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND: THE MINIMALIST 
FRAMEWORK 

2.1 Minimalist Assumptions 

In the following paragraphs, I will outline rather briefly the fundamentals of the 

Minimalist Program (MP), a generative approach most recently developed on the basis of 

the P&P model. The MP is first introduced by Chomsky in the early 1990's and has since 

undergone continuous elaboration and modification in a series of pubUcations by 

Chomsky (see Chomsky, 1993, 1995a, 1995b, 1999b, 2000b, 2001) and other proponents 

(see, e.g., Epstein and Homstein, 1999; Lasnik, 1999; Martin, et al. 2000). The MP 

represents the most ambitious attempt to formulate such a generative theory that it 

optimally accounts for the So, the initial state and the SIL, the final state, satisfying both 

the requirements of descriptive and explanatory adequacy (see discussions in 1.3). Not 

only so, the MP has also led linguists, particularly Chomsky himself, to asking more 

critical questions, such as the nature of UG and how it interacts with other cognitive 

systems (see Chomsky's 2000b, 2001a, 2001b discussion on the perfection of language). 

In addition, the lexicon (LEX)^° has continued to be assumed to play a critical role in the 

framework, namely it is the source for syntactic derivation and cross-linguistic variations. 

The term LEX is coined by Chomsky (2001a: 4). In Distributed Morphology (DM), the lexicon is 
eliminated; in its stead, the term Vocabulary is used (see, Halle and Marantz, 1993; Marantz, 1997; Harley 
and Noyer, 1999). The LEX is adopted here as a mnemonic (see more discussion in 2.3.6). 
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According to the MP, any human language consists of two elements; in set-theoretic 

terms the two sets appear as a union relation: the LEX and a CHL (computional system for 

human language) system, as illustrated in (14): 

(14) Language L: the LEX u the Chl system 

The notion of minimalism is critical for both sets. As for the first set, MP assumes that 

the LEX consists of "optimal coding" for idiosyncrasies (Chomsky, 1995a: 235). In other 

words, it contains the minimal amount of information needed to feed the operation of 

Chl, such a theory of the LEX is called "the minimaUst lexicon hypothesis" (MLH) by 

Pesetsky (1995: 10)^'. Likewise, MP also assmnes that as with the CHL system, less is 

better. This assumption is in fact the essence of the Economy Principle (EP)^^ On a 

general level what this means is that components of representation should be kept to the 

minimal and so should be the computational operations (e.g., syntactic movements). 

Formation of a sentence proceeds through derivational steps rather than through a single 

representational schema^\ Accordingly, lexical items may be selected and inserted in one 

position and subsequently moved to a higher position in derivation within the minimal 

domain. For illustration, derivation of a sentence like, Michelle explained the problem, 

starts with selection of lexical items from the LEX, which is subsequently arranged into a 

Other exponents of a restrictive theory of the lexicon include Rappaport and Levin, 1988; Grimshaw, 
1990; Levin, 1995, Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995; Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 1998; among others. 

For inquires on the Economy Principle, see Chomsky, 1991; 1995a, Ch 2; 2000a, 2001). 
For the differences between derivational and representational assumptions, see Chomsky, 1995b: 391-92; 

Chametzky, 2000; Uriagereka, 1998: 160). 
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lexical array, LA, enclosed with a pair of curly brackets called numeration, N. With the N 

formed, a mechanism in CHL called Select picks out items from it and build up a 

preliminary phrase marker via Merge, elements of which may then undergo various 

movements overtly or covertly to achieve interpretative elegance, hi the derivation, there 

comes a point where all lexical items from N have been selected and the derivation 

branches the phrase marker into two separate representations: PF and LF. At PF 

(Phonetic Form), the generated phrase marker is further specified through 

morphophonological rules to meet the A-P requirements (articulatory-perceptual), and at 

LF (Logical Form), the same phrase marker may undergo further operations to meet the 

C-I requirements (conceptual-intentional). (15) exhibits the architecture of such a 

minimalist derivation, adopted from Uriagereka (1998: 157), which will be modified in 

Chapter 3: 

(15) LEX 

I 
LA 

Merge and Move (CHL) 

Spell-Out 
• N 

PF LF 

r performance 
A-P C-I ^ 
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2.2 The Minimalist Syntax 

Let us postpone the description of the LEX for the moment and elaborate on the 

mechanisms involved in syntactic derivation. For illustration, we return to the sentence 

mentioned above, repeated here in (16). Let us be specific on how syntactic operations 

interact with the numeration to engender a phrase marker step by step. The account to be 

given here is not meant to be complete but to set the stage for our account of secondary 

predication, to be discussed in Chapter 3. 

(16) Michelle explained the problem. 

To generate (16), we need to first construct an N, selecting lexical items fi'om the LEX. 

As such, four lexical items are selected in the form of a set of features for each. These 

features consist of four kinds: the phonological matrix (PM), semantic matrix (SM), the 

formal matrix (FM), and semantic selection matrix (SSM)^" (cf Chomsky, 1995a, Ch 4, 

1995b: 394; Uriagereka, 1998: 250). The function of PM is obvious in that it enters into 

the A-P system at PF, providing phonological and phonetic input, which ultimately 

makes it possible for the speaker/hearer to articulate or understand the sentence. SM 

defines the semantic properties of a lexical item (e.g., + animate, - animate), a component 

It is still an empirical question whether lexical representations of predicates need to specify both their c-
selection and s-selection properties or sinply the latter. Researchers including Grimshaw (1979, 1990), 
Pesetsky (1982, 1993, 1995), Chomsky (1986,1995a) claim that only the latter is needed, whereas others 
like Rothstein (1992) argue that both selectional information should be listed in the representations. See 
also Chomsky (2001: 10-11). 
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fundamental for the C-I system at LF. FM comprises such grammatical features as Case 

feature, categorial features (+V, - N), or even zero inflectional and derivational 

morphemes (e.g., CAUS, Pesetsky, 1995: Ch 3 and 4), etc. And finally SSM, which is 

restricted to predicates or argument-taking lexical items (e.g., verbs, adjectives, 

prepositions, nominalizations, etc.), specifies the categorial type and the number of 

argument(s) a predicate subcategorizes for: an animate or inanimate entity, an artifact or 

nonartifact object, a proposition or an indirect interrogative^^ Once lexical items are 

selected, they are constructed in a set-theoretic format (i.e., a set of sets of features). (17) 

illustrates a constructed numeration for (16). Note (17) is not complete, the fiinctional 

elements are excluded. 

(17) {iksplend, [+V-N], [S-S:DP], I, {mijel, [-V+N], [N-Case], U {33> [F], [s-s: NP], H {prablam, 

[-V+N], [A-Case]? U {^5 [caus]» 

Once the N is formed. Select is applied as a CHL operation. In a nutshell, CHL consists of 

such essential operations, drastically different fi-om its predecessor, the P&P model. First, 

all operations applied in CHL need to satisfy the Economy Principle, including Shortest 

Move, Greed, and Procrastinate (Marantz, 1995: 354). Shortest Move requires that if a 

constituent needs to be moved, it must move to the very first available position upward, 

not downward. Skipping an available position makes the derivation crash (i.e. 

According to Pesetsky (1995: 2-3), the reason that speakers of English know that while ask can take a DP 
as its interrogative argument, but not wonder is due to their knowledge of the selectional properties of these 
predicates. 
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ungrammatical). Unlike P&P, MP disallows unmotivated movement; that is, movement is 

incurred because without it, the derivation would crash. For example, if a constituent has 

a strong feature, such as an A-Case feature, that feature has to be checked, before the 

interface level, through movement. Such a phenomenon is metaphorically called an 

instance of Greed, in the sense that an element moves to a higher node for the reason of 

checking or erasing some feature (Chomsky, 1993a). Finally, Procrastinate states that 

movement should be held off as long as possible. In cases where more than one 

derivation is produced, the one that complies with Procrastinate is valued more. A second 

characteristic, which differentiates the MP jfrom the P&P model, is that the former allows 

multiple derivations and the one which satisfies the Economy Principle best rules out the 

other^®. By the same token, a well-formed derivation may be distinguished from an ill-

formed one based on the Economy Principle, as seen in (18), where (18b) involves a 

movement which is not called for; thus it is ungrammatical: 

(18) (a) There seems to be a man here. 

(b) *There seems a manj to be t\ here. (Uriagereka, 1998; 153) 

Let us look at the syntactic derivation proceeding with the N (17). Selection of lexical 

items from the N is carried out in a cyclic manner. As such, one item is selected from the 

N. For illustration, suppose a (= the) is the first item selected to be combined with 

another item, via Merge. And then the combined element (i.e. a phrasal marker) is in turn 

For an illustration, see Uriagereka (1998: 291-92). 
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combined with another item selected from the N (17), which is subsequently merged with 

a p (= problem) to form a more complex object. The property of this object is determined 

by the nature of the a; thus we could name the newly derived node also a, but to 

distinguish the two, indices could be used, as in (19) (cf. Chomsky, 1995b: 397; 

Uriagereka, 1998). The operation Merge" is strictly constrained by the selectional 

conditions (e.g., c-selection) of the head H (Chomsky, 2001: 7). 

(19) CTl 

CTl P 

With (19), another lexical item is selected from the N; this time it is a y (= explained), 

which is then merged with ai. Due to the selectional property of y, the newly derived 

object is named y. As before, to differentiate, the second y is arbitrarily named yi and the 

other, y2, as in (20): 

(20) Yi 

yi 

02 P 

(20) is not yet complete. As first explored by Larson (1988), a VP projection has been 

Merge is fiirther divided into external Merge (argument structure) and internal Merge (derived structure). 
See Chomsky, 2001a: 8-9). 
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assumed to consist of two subparts, the total of which is called a VP-shell. Mounting 

empirical evidence has shown that a VP-shell projection is commonly used as a syntactic 

apparatus in the world's languages. Although it is not a universal property, its projection 

varies cross-linguistically (Chomsky, 1993a, 1995c; cf. Uriagereka, 1998: 300). 

Assuming VP-shell is utilized in English, and thus is projected in the derivation, (20) is 

expanded into (21), with a new object 5 (= Michelle) in the specifier of the top v: 

(21) 

5 V 

V 

Y2 

CJ2 P 

To complete the derivation, functional elements such as T(ense) are Merged with (21). 

Consequently, functional projections are added to (21), including Tense, AGRs, AGRo, 

and Negation. For our purpose here, (21) is illustrative enough. The derivation for (16) is 

given in (22)^®: 

Under the MP, the traditional X-bar theoretic schema are eliminated; in its stead only minimal and 
maximal projections remain, both of which are accessed at LF where bare output conditions and 
interpretation occur. 
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(22) V 

Michelle V 

V VP 

explained DP 

the problem 

Apart from Merge, another fundamental CHL operation is Move, motivated to capture a 

ubiquitous property of language, called displacement, by virtue of which, one lexical item 

may appear in multiple positions in the derivation. As such, interpretation of the item 

may occur from a place where it is base-generated. However, on the minimalist 

assumption, application of Move is heavily constrained. First, movement in general 

observes Emonds' structure-preserving hypothesis (SPH) in the sense that the X° adjoins 

to X° and XP adjoins to XP^'. This dictates that self-attachment is disallowed. When an 

item adjoins to another item of the same category, such an operation may be called either 

adjunction (i.e., a two-segment category) or substitution (i.e., the adjoined items creates a 

new object), with the former functioning as a mechanism for word formation^". Another 

constraint concerns the locality condition, in that an element may only move to the 

nearest available position; that is, skipping an open position is considered a violation. 

Third, movement incurred in the word formation process occurs within the minimal 

Although Chomsky (1995b) claims that in covert movement (e.g., clitic attachment), cross-category 
adjunction is permissible. Also compare Baker's (1988) head-movement constraint. 

For the distinction between substitution and adjunction, see Chomsky (1995b: 399-413). 
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domain or the internal merge. (22) is an example of the minimal domain (see Uriagereka, 

1998, for detail). Finally, movement is allowed only if the lexical item has strong 

morphosyntactic features, which is uninterpretable and thus needs to be checked before 

Spell-Out; otherwise the derivation crashes (i.e. Greed). Take the example of the 

derivation of denominal verbs such as saddle, as given in (23) (cf. Hale and Keyser, 

henceforth H&K, 1991; Uraigereka, 1998). The base form of saddle is first generated as a 

nominal in (24a): 

(23) John saddled the horse. 

(24) (a) 

John 

the saddle[CAUS, BE] on [BE] DP 

the horse 

With (24a), operation Move is applied to adjoin the preposition on (an X°) to saddle, an 

N®, in order to check the BE-feature (roughly BE-feature conveys the semantic notion of 

LOCATION). The derived object then adjoins to the determiner the, and finally the 

complex object fiirther moves upward to adjoin the light verb to check the CAUS feature. 

At the end of the derivation, a causative verbal saddle is formed, as in (24b): 
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(24) (b) 

John 

PP 

the V DP P' 

saddle the 

on saddle 
A 

t 

4 

DP 

the horse 

Throughout the derivation, all constraints including the HMC and SPH are maintained; 

thus, the derivation converges at LF. According to the Word Interpretation principle 

(WI), only X® is submitted to "independent word-interpretation processes WI (Chomsky, 

1995b: 409). The derived saddle, as in (24b), consists of the minimal items. Nonetheless, 

(24b) consists of more than one lexical element under the node of v. The correct verbal 

morphology is assumed to emerge as a result of the morphological rule that is applied to 

the V node, the rule that takes the form of the one posited by Chomsky (1957), the 

morphophonological rule. The employment of the rule gives rise to the verbal saddle. 

This assumption is not simply stipulative; after all, it is the element saddle that projects in 

the final adjunction operation. 
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2.3 The Minimalist Lexicon: Its Components and Relation to Syntax 

We now turn attention to the LEX. Given that the theoretical assumption adopted here is 

that the LEX is the origin of cross-linguistic variation (Borer, 1984; Chomsky, 1995a, 

1999b), we examine more closely a variety of the theories of the LEX which seem to 

represent the leading views on the LEX in the hterature. Three models are examined in 

this section: the Lexical Semantics Model, the Lexical Relational Structure Model, and 

the Distributed Morphology Model. Throughout this exploration, we focus on predicates 

only, namely verbs and predicative adjectives^', because they constitute the object of 

analysis in this study. The LEX has long been postulated as a repository for 

idiosyncrasies and arbitrary pairing of sound and meaning, a notion of arbitrariness often 

associated with Saussure (1996; 67). However, recent inquiry on the lexical 

representation has made it clear, based on the scrutiny of a vast amount of data, mostly in 

English, that there is more to this preliminary assumption (see Grimshaw, 1994: 412). As 

in any other scientific inquiry, to understand the nature of the LEX, researchers working 

in a variety of theoretical frameworks embark on exploring the question. Each research 

program is dictated by its underlying assumptions about the objectives of linguistic 

inquiry, as outlined in 1.1. Three separate camps dominate the current analysis. One 

camp. Lexical Semantics, is made up of linguists whose main interest is in discovering 

properties of lexical items and their functions in syntactic projection. Members of this 

camp strongly beUeve that the assumption that the LEX comprises substantial regularities 

made 
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available by the general morphological or lexical principles is indispensable in the sense 

that without it, other undesirable mechanisms have to be invented to account for the fact 

that predicates with similar semantic properties are projected, in a consistent and 

predictable way, onto the syntactic structures (e.g., Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; Levin 

and Rappaport Hovav, 1995; Pustejovsky, 1992,1995; vanHout, 2000). Jackendoff 

(1987,1990,1997), a prominent figure in this camp, has been promoting, since the early 

1980's, the idea that a correspondence between conceptual categories and syntactic 

categories exists in the X-bar theoretic format and lexical conceptual properties are 

directly projected onto syntax proper. 

The second camp consists of linguists, whose main concern is the CHL itself, (e.g., 

syntacticians adopting the MP) and who, as a starting point, assume that there is one 

grammar available to all human languages and that grammar is the CHL, the computational 

system for himian languages that is biologically determined. The LEX, by contrast, 

differs critically from the CHL, IN that the LEX is characterized by irregular and 

idiosyncratic properties, attainment of which requires attention and conscious learning. 

Also, they believe that it is the LEX that is responsible for the typological differences 

across languages. An oft-cited example is that French but not English allows manner 

adjuncts to intervene between the verb and its direct object (e.g., Jean embrasse souvent 

Marie-, *John kisses often Mary, Pollock, 1989: 367, see also Chomsky, 1995a: 134). The 

reason for the difference between French and English is that French verbs bear strong phi 

(j) feature as a result of its rich morphology and thus they raise to I to check AGR feature 

For discussion on other predicative categories such as nouns, see Pustejovsky, 1995. 



70 

before Spell-out, whereas for English no raising is allowed because its morphology is 

meager and thus there is no (j) feature that needs to be checked. The prominent fig;ures in 

this camp include Borer (1984), Chomsky (1970), (1993a), (1995a), (1995b), (2000a), 

Uriagereka (1998). This view is clearly represented in the seminal paper by Chomsky 

(1970) on Remarks on Nominalization, in which he claims that the only plausible way to 

account for the unpredictability of lexical items is to start with the Lexicalist Hypothesis, 

the essence of which is that syntactic relevant properties are listed or encoded in the LEX 

(see Marantz's 1997 comments). 

The third camp consists of linguists who seek to search for the common ground of 

both properties of the LEX. On the regularity side, they believe that the LEX constitutes a 

set of syntax-related (i.e. morphosyntactic) elements that are employed by the general 

arithmetics, such as incorporation and HMC, in the process of word formation. This idea 

is clearly reminiscent of the Generative Semantics framework, as proposed in McCawley 

(1971), Lakoff (1971) (see H&K, 1991: 12), but the current framework strives to explore 

syntax-based word formation in a much-constrained manner. In other words, it denies 

that all word formation complies with syntactic operations - only some do. Nevertheless, 

linguists in this camp do not by any means converge on where such operations occur. For 

some (e.g., H&K, 1991,1992,1993,1998; Rapoport, 1999), word formation belongs to 

the LEX, but for others (e.g.. Borer, 1991; Halle and Marantz, 1993; Marantz, 1997; 

Harley, 1999; Chomsky, 2001: 10), it occurs in the syntax proper. Apart from this 

difference, which seems to be trivial, the central idea of this approach is that 

monomorphemic lexical items (e.g., sleep, dance) are not primitive units; rather they 
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constitute internal structures, components of which are organized in structural or 

configurational terms. Under this approach, the lexical semantics of a predicate and its 

syntactically relevant properties are represented and defined in what H&K (1991: 1) call 

the Lexical Relational Structure (LRS) which signifies the properties of Argument 

Structure in the traditional sense. The most significant ramifications of this view is that 

the traditional concepts such as theta roles and the LCS (lexical conceptual structure) are 

excluded firom the theory of the LEX all together and the syntactic and lexical derivation 

is assumed to follow the same computational principle, namely HMC. If this is proved 

true empirically, then this fi-amework seems to represent a significant advance toward the 

formation of a linguistic theory that ultimately satisfies the economy and elegance 

conditions since it reduces mechanisms to that advocated by the proponents of the second 

camp. For this reason, from this point one we call the last two groups as the Syntactic 

Approach and the first, still the Lexical Semantics Approach. We will delay the 

discussion on the differences between the LRS and DM models until sections 2.3.3 and 

2.3.6. 

It is important that the intricate differences between the Lexical Semantics (LS) 

Approach and the Syntactic Approach are explicitly differentiated given that the grammar 

of second language, to be discussed in section 3.5.3, is critically contingent on the result 

of this contrast. Thus, in the next few sections we elaborate on the differences and 

similarities between two approaches and evaluate their validity from a minimalist-

theoretic perspective and based on empirical data. A brief description of the two 

approaches will be given below, which is followed by more elaborated accounts. 
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On a general level, the two approaches depart from each other because each is 

designed to address a different set of questions^\ For the LS model, the ultimate goal for 

studying the LEX is to identify and characterize the components of lexical representation. 

This breaks into three more specific questions; 1) What are the non-reducible or primitive 

elements involved in lexical representation? 2) What structure does such a representation 

take? 3) How is the relatedness between alternation predicates accounted for? Pursuit of 

the first question directs lexical semanticists to search for an inventory of the lexical 

conceptual categories (e.g., CAUSE, BECOME, etc.). Based on empirical data, they try 

to narrow down the primitives or atomic elements assumed to be utilized in lexical 

representation in human languages. Furthermore, they are interested in knowing the 

nature these primitive categories, whether they are innately determined or acquired 

through general problem-solving strategies. 

In the pursuit of the second question, lexical semanticists, such as Jackendoff (1983, 

1990: 48), strive to show that a lexical predicate such as break decomposes into a LCS 

representation", composed of functions and constants or variables, resembling the 

predicate-argument structure in propositional logic. The actual composition of an LCS 

representation takes the form of X-bar theoretic format, and likewise, the representation 

Significant scientific advances always stem from the profoundness of the questions that scientists pose 
and what they are supposed to explain. Chomsky has set a remarkable example in this respect, as he keeps 
asking deeper and deeper questions (see Ch 1) in relation to the properties of human language as a whole 
and of its leamability conditions. The LS Approach, by contrast, seems to have a much narrower scope, 
focusing on the specificity of lexical representation, without much regard to other aspects such as the 
creativity and leamability of lexical properties (see more critiques in section 2.3.2). 

Representations of LCS take the shape of predicate deconposition. An alternative is meaning postulate, 
which treats lexical items as atomic. Advocates of this altemative approach include Fodor 1970, 1998; 
Fodor, et al., 1975, 1980; Thomdyke, 1975; de Swart, 1998. For critics of the altemative, see Jackendoff, 
1990: 37-41; Marconi, 1997. 
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itself is made available for UG. A more modem version is presented in Rappaport Hovav 

and Levin (henceforth, RH&L, 1998) which takes the name of event structure template 

(EST). Finally, linguists adopting the LS approach are interested in the relationship 

between items that are somehow related synchronically: polysemy represents such a 

typical relation between words that are indistinguishable morphologically, but 

demonstrate different syntactic representations^''. The denominal verbs like saddle, as 

shown above, exemplify such an instance of polysemy; other denominal verbs include 

shelve, bank, box, house, jail, pocket, etc. Other polysemic instances are causative-

inchoative alternation verbs (e.g., dropj, drop2; slide], slide2, etc.)^^ middle verbs (e.g., 

sell], selh; cut], cut2, etc.), dative alternation verbs (e.g., send], sendz, passi, pass2, etc.) 

and many others^®. Related to this inquiry lexical semanticists also attempt to theorize two 

other questions. One is concerned with the mode in which two related polysemous 

predicates are represented. The question under investigation is whether a polysemous 

morpheme is represented in one single LCS or EST form or two, and if one is required, 

which form is the base and which is the derived. The other is related to the lexical mles 

responsible for the extension of one predicate to the other based on the semantic 

properties of the base. Additionally, a full account of lexical rules also indicates why 

predicates, seemingly synonymous, in fact, behave differently in syntax - the contrast in 

grammaticality in (25b) and (26b). 

For a characterization and examples of polysemy see, Cruse, 1986: 80; 2000:109; Clark, 1993: 11). 
The subscript numerals are simply used here to differentiate the two variants of the same morpheme, so 

break; can be taken to represent breatintransuive, whereas break2, break,ra„smve. 
For a comprehensive coverage of polysemous words and their alternation patterns, see Levin, 1993. 



74 

(25) a. Michaelangelo told a story to his friends. 

b. Michaelangelo told his friends a story. 

(26) a. Michaelangelo expressed his concern to the city council. 

b. *Michaelangelo expressed the city council his concern. 

The Syntactic Approach to the LEX, although it takes Sausstirean arbitrariness as the 

premise, does not necessarily deny consistency or rule-governed operations in the LEX, 

in particular in its interaction with syntax. On this point, Pesetsky (1995: 2) states that 

study of "the lexicon should proceed from the null hypothesis that nothing is acquired 

through experience." Grimshaw (1981: 174) also makes an influential observation in 

which she proposes that semantic categories of particular kinds typically correlate with 

their syntactic counterparts in such a way that while physical objects are realized by 

nominal phrases syntactically and actions are expressed by verbs. This regularity is called 

by Grimshaw the "Canonical Structural Realization" (CSR), reflecting Jackendoff s 

(1987,1990) intuition on how to build up a theory of concepts that readily enter into the 

syntactic operations. Chomsky (1995a: 61; 2001: 10) endorses Grimshaw's view, 

claiming that positions of 0-roles are predictable in syntax, in that AGENT is typically 

placed in the [SPEC, Head] (read as the specifier of the head), whereas PATIENT and 

THEME are in a sisterhood relation with the head. Pesetsky (1995: 11) also claims that 

the mapping of a specific theta-role onto a steady syntactical position is regulated by 
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Other syntactic proposals bearing on the regularity of the association of 0-roles 

with syntactic positions include Baker's (1988: 46) Uniformity of Theta Assignment 

Hypothesis and Perlmutter and Postal's (1984) Universal Ahgnment Hypothesis, both of 

which speculate that 0-roles of particular types are uniformly or largely uniformly 

realized syntactically in the same positions at D-Structure. It is of vital importance that 

we succeed in showing that the LS approach and the syntactic approach are not mutually 

exclusive in terms of assuming the regularities in the LEX. To the contrary, they both 

entertain the possibility that rule-governed properties constitute an intricate part of the 

LEX in the same way as they do in syntax proper. 

The syntax-based research on the LEX is sympathetic with the LS idea that functions 

(i.e. meanings) of predicates are defined in the LEX in some fashion. This is true of at 

least some proposals presented in the syntactic fi-amework, such as H&K's (1993, 1998) 

LRS model. However, unlike the LS approach that assumes that lexical function is 

represented hierarchically in the form of an LCS, as a separate entity of the argument 

structure representation, proponents of the Syntactic approach aim to explore the 

possibilities that may best make the interaction plausible between the semantic properties 

and syntactic projection. To this end, H&K (1993,1998) propose that lexical meaning is 

best characterized in the structural terms, the LRS model. Grimshaw (1990) suggests that 

meaning can be simply defined in the form of argument structure (Grimshaw, 1990). 

Other proposals are keen on the more abstract fi-amework in which lexical meaning is 

A note of caution is in order. The true fimction of theta roles in grammar has been a matter of debate. 
Researchers including Rappaport and Levin (1988), Jackendoff (1990), H&K (1991, 1993), Bouchard 
(1995) argue strongly against the inclusion of theta roles in the study of grammar (see more details below). 
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represented in the form of a handful of semantic feature matrices (see Chomsky, 1995a, 

1995b, 2000b; Marantz, 1997; Uriagereka, 1998). Either way, both lexical and syntactic 

approaches assume that acquisition of a lexical item involves identification of its 

semantic properties and the syntax-related lexical properties. However, the syntax-

oriented research on the LEX does not concern itself so much with the issue of exactly 

what form lexical representations take or how to characterize polysemous words. In fact, 

contra the idea prevalently adopted in lexical semantics that there is only one single 

lexical representation for alternation predicates such as breakt 0=transitive) and breaki 

(i = intransitive), syntacticians tend to assume that two separate representations are needed 

(see Uriagereka, 1998), whose difference is made clear in terms of SM, FM, and SSM. 

For the studies of the LEX in syntactic terms, the research goal is to unravel the minimal 

operations involved in the projection of lexical properties onto the phrase structure. To 

this end, syntacticians attempt to detect the similarities between the lexical derivations 

and syntactic derivations. Recent accomphshment by H&K (1991,1992,1993,1998, 

1999, 2002) has proved empirically that lexical properties can be largely reduced to 

configurational and computational properties of the grammar. 

2.3.1 Theories of the LEX 

Having outlined the central ideas of the three different frameworks on the LEX, let us 

elaborate on their contents in more detail in the sections to follow: the Lexical Semantics 

framework (e.g., Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995; RH&L, 1998, 2001) in 
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section 2.3.2; the Lexical Relational Structure framework, also known as 1-syntax 

framework (H&K, 1991, 1993, 1998, 2002) in section 2.3.3, and finally Distributed 

Morphology (DM) framework and Parallel Morphology (PM) in section 2.3.6, which 

depart somewhat from the MP framework and denies the theoretical apparatus espoused 

by lexical semanticists outright. In DM and PM, it is assumed that the lexicon or 

Vocabulary in the DM terms, is nothing more than a system consisting of bare root 

morphosyntactic features that are employed by the ChlIo generate sentences. 

Subsequently, both theories are named after the critical assimiption that interaction 

between roots and syntax is distributed at all stages of derivation, rather than is restricted 

to one domain, either in the LEX as assumed within the LS framework or in syntax as 

assumed within the MP framework. The DM framework, as presented in Halle and 

Marantz (1993), Marantz (1997), Harley and Noyer (1999), represents a rigorous attempt 

to formulate a theory of the LEX that consists of a minimum of components, but 

powerful mechanisms sufficient to account for the creative aspect of language, a paradox 

that has often undermined explanatory adequacy of linguistic theories posited (e.g., 

Jackendoff s LCS theory). Other issues to be discussed in the rest of the chapter include 

the cross-linguistic variation in the LEX (section 2.3.4) and the status of s-selection in the 

LEX (section 2.3.5). On the basis of this discussion, we will formulate a theory of second 

language grammar (section 3.5.3), which optimally reflects the minimalist assumptions 

underlying the MP model, 1-syntax model, the Minimalist Lexical Hypothesis, and the 

DM model. A theory of secondary predication, in particular regarding the resultative and 
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depictive construction both in English and Mandarin is developed following the same 

minimalist assumptions in Chapter 4. 

2.3.2 The Lexical Semantics Model 

The lexical semantics model can be characterized in terms of the scope of its inquiry, as 

outlined above. Its main objective is almost exclusively restricted to the question 

concerning the components of the lexicon. Although the model is sometimes called the 

semantics-syntax interface^' (Pinker, 1989; L&RH, 1995; Arad, 1998; van Hout, 2000), it 

does not concern itself so much with the structural operations. Unlike the syntactic 

theories, such as P&P and MP, where argument structure is treated as a syntactic entity, 

an integral part of the 0-property of a predicate that needs to be checked by the 0-

criterion, a syntactic operation, argument structure in the LS model is considered as a 

lexical property, namely it is treated as a pre-syntactic lexical representation, a projection 

of the LCS properties. The LS model aims to describe and identify the syntactically 

relevant semantic properties of lexical predicates. In other words, lexical semanticists 

assume that the burden of explaining the syntactic behaviors of predicates should be 

The term, the semantics-syntax interface, as used in the LS model, differs drastically from a seemingly 
interchangeable terminology, "the syntax-semantics interface," as used in the syntax proper. The latter is 
typically used to refer to properties of certain syntactic entities (e.g., QNP) and the assimiption that their 
interpretation involves a syntactic and a logical representation (Huang, 1995:127-75). The phrase with the 
reversed NPs, as used in the LS model, refers to the presumed projection relation between an LCS and an 
AS representation in a non-isomorphic manner. 
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granted to the lexicon (cf. Borer, 1994; Ritter and Rosen, 1996,1998; Marantz, 1997; 

Harley and Noyer, 1998,1999; Travis, 2000). 

To reiterate what has been described above, the LS model focuses on the following 

questions: a) What is the architecture of a lexical representation? What is it composed of? 

b) What are the atomic lexical categories that constitute lexical representations? and 

What is their nature? c) What are the combinatorial rules that organize the lexical 

categories into coherent semantic properties (i.e. lexical meaning)? d) What are the 

constraints on the operation of polysemy? In other words, how come the seemingly 

synonymous predicates are projected onto the distinct syntactic configurations or 

different sets of possible syntactic structures? 

A standard assumption about the structure of a lexical representation is that it consists 

of a hierarchical configuration; a morphophonology (i.e. form and sound) level and a 

Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS) level, and Argument Structure (AS) level (Williams, 

1981; H&K, 1987; Zubizarreta, 1987; Jackendoff, 1990,1997; Grimshaw, 1990; 

Pustejovsky, 1992; Rappaport Hovav, et al. 1993; L&RH, 1995; Chomsky and Lasnik, 

1995: 30; Wechsler, 1995). At the top level (morphophonology), orthographic property of 

lexical items is given, and so is its phonetic form. A phonetic form typically resembles a 

dictionary entry, which may be altered in a phonological context, as a result of 

coarticulation or other phonological operation. 

The LCS level is a simplex entity; it defines the meaning of a lexical item in the form 

of predicate decomposition, which constitutes a set of primitive semantic predicates, also 
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called functions (i.e. non-lexical conceptual entities, e.g., CAUSE), constants (i.e. 

idiosyncratic semantic properties), and variables (to be filled in by lexical arguments). 

An LCS is formed when these elements are combined into a predicate-argument relation, 

whereby the semantics of a lexical predicate is defined. This formation of the LCS is first 

developed by Jackendoff (1983,1990) and has played a significant role in his current 

works (e.g., Jackendoff, 1992,1997)^'. Moreover, Jackendoff s framework has 

inspired other alternatives, including RH&L's (1998: 108) Event Structure Template 

model and Tinker's (1989: 176-188) Representation of Grammatically Relevant Semantic 

Structures. As will be elaborated below, an LCS-based theory of lexical representation is 

motivated by such a theoretical desire known as parsimony, the essence of which is that 

only syntactically relevant semantic information is encoded into the LCS component, 

which seems compatible with the core spirit of MLH, although we show below that parts 

of such a component is not intrinsic to lexical representation and is thus dispensable. 

Another entity that is assumed to be part of lexical representation according to the LS 

model is Argument Structure (AS), also a simplex entity. Its main function is to indicate 

the number of obligatory participants (i.e. valence) required by a predicate that denotes 

The generative view on predicate meaning falls into several different frameworks. The standard Theory 
(Chomsky, 1965) assumes that predicate meaning is defined in subcategorization frames. Generative 
semantics (McCawley, 1971) proposes that lexical semantics is derived syntactically. Then Chomsky's 
(1970) Lexicalist Hypothesis dismisses the generative semantics account, claiming that lexical meaning 
should be defined in the lexicon. Under the P&P model (Chomsky, 1981), lexical meaning, taking the form 
of 0-grids, is defined at D-Structure. In the MP model, theta roles are replaced with semantic matrixes (see 

above). Then, the LS model appears in the 1980's. More current theories of predicate meaning have revived 
some of the key ideas central to generative semantics, that is, word formation occurs in syntax. These 
theories include H&K's 1-syntax model and Halle and Marantz's DM. Other proposals that fit in this model 
include Borer's (1994) account; Ritter and Rosen's (1996, 1998) analysis; and Travis's (2000) analysis. For 
a review of the approaches to lexical representation, see Boguraer and Levin, 1993; Levin, 1995; Levin and 
Rappaport Hovav, 1995: 20-30). 
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an eventuality (e.g., a state or an accomplishment). Thus, for dyadic predicates (e.g., 

destroy, weigh, resemble) a minimum of two arguments is indicated in their AS 

structures, whereas for triadic predicates (e.g., give, put), a minimum of three is indicated, 

but only one is entered into a lexical representation for monadic predicates (e.g., arrive, 

come, exist)^. In addition, some theorists assume that AS structure does not just consist 

of valence, but also the thematic features associated with those participants in the form of 

0-roles, but others hold that thematic roles are not part of lexical representation (see 

below for detail and footnote 37). The components of the model sketched here are 

illustrated in (27): 

(27) Components of lexical representations'" 

Morphophonology 
I Decomposition and Conflation / LexicaUzation 
I 

Lexical Conceptual Structure (universal) 

Template Augmentation Principle 
Argument Structure 

Syntax 

For illustration of the various notations for AS, see Grimshaw (1990; 2). 
Psycholinguists, including Levelt (1989), Bierwisch and Schreuder (1992) and researchers sympathetic 

with cognitive grammar (e.g., Langacker, 1987) tend to believe that (19) is preceded by a prelinguistic 
representation, called conceptual structure (CS), which constitutes "principle of conceptual organization, 
including common-sense ontology, conceptualization of space and time, general conditions underlying 
encyclopedic knowledge or system of belief (Bierwisch and Schreuder (1992: 25) (cf Marantz, 1997; 
Harley and Noyer, 1999: 2). We will return to this issue in section 2.3.4. 
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Let us now elaborate on the components of each individual representation in (27), with a 

focus on the last two levels. An LCS representation is invented as a device to characterize 

the meaning of a predicate. A critical concern that has been raised from the onset is what 

qualifies an entity to be included in an LCS schema. Given the assumption that lexical 

properties of predicates'*^ are systematically projected onto syntax, which is best outlined 

in Chomsky's (1981) Projection Principle, a logical hypothesis is that only the elements 

that have a direct reflex in syntax should constitute an LCS representation (e.g., Pinker, 

1989; Jackendoff, 1990; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1992,1995; Wechsler, 1995). 

According to the LS model, acquisition of unfamiliar vocabulary occurs when the child 

succeeds in identifying the relevant mental constructs (i.e. concepts) from the immediate 

speech context, which are then transformed into an LCS schema via a mechanism called 

decomposition (Jackendoff, 1983: 112), also known as lexicalization or conflation 

(Talmy, 1985: 60; Pinker, 1989). Based on such an assumption, characterization of LCS 

representations is amount to outlining the process of decomposition. 

The notion of decomposition entails a number of significant theoretical premises that 

fimction as the basis of the LS theory. First, it signifies that lexical morphemes are not 

primitive, particularly in the cases of verbal predicates including the monomorphemic 

entities (e.g., love, like, etc.). Thus, the meaning of love is not simply defined as LOVE or 

A clarification is in order as to the usage of predicates. The term has dual usages. In the lambda 
abstraction or Frege's propositional logic or LCS model, predicates are used to refer to argument-taking 
elements as opposed to arguments themselves (see below). In syntax, the same term is used to refer to 
syntactic categories including verbs, predicative adjectives, prepositions, and nominals. For distinction, 
Jackendoff (1990) uses fimctions to represent the predicates in his LCSs (e.g., GO, TO, CAUSE), and 
Rappaport Hovav and Levin (1998), use predicate primitives to indicate the same elements (cf. Rapoport, 
1991; Bmgman, 1999). In this study, predicates are reserved for syntactic usage, unless they are indicated 
otherwise. 
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by virtue of meaning postulate. Rather, it expresses such a relation or property between a 

LOVER and a LOVEE. An adequate characterization of this relation expressed by 

predicates in general has to be made with reference to a more elaborate and indicative 

system, such as the pseudo intentional logic schema, also known as predicate 

decomposition, as in (28) (see, Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995; RH&L, 1998) or the 

lambda abstraction, as in (29) (see Chierchia and McConnell-Ginet, 1999: 441): 

(28) a. love: [x<LOVE>y\ 

b. wash-, [x ACT<wai/!>j^] 

c. operii. [BECOME [ x <OPEN> ] 

d. opent. [[ X ACT ] CAUSE [BECOME [<OPEN> ]]] 

(29) a. love: [love (x, >>)] 

b. wash', 'ky'kx [wash {x, >>)] 

c. opem-. Xjc [BECOME (OPEN (x))] 

d. opent [CAUSE (x, BECOME (open (y)))] 

Given that a predicate decomposition (PD) and a lambda abstraction have the same 

explanatory power, at least for our present purpose here, we will restrict our description 

to the former from this point on. 

From the outset lexical semanticists suspect that not all ontological concepts and 

notions, as utilized in the CS system, are accessible to the PD system; rather only a 

handful of entities are universally utilized by languages of diversified family origins (see 
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Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; Komfilt and Correa, 1993; L&RH, 1995; RH&L, 1998). 

This presupposition leads lexical semanticists to focus on what ontological properties are 

in fact relevant to lexical representation and ultimately to syntactic representation. To this 

end, lexical semanticists commit themselves to scrutiny of empirical data and formulating 

constraints on the requirement of certain lexical operations, whereby they assume that a 

set of lexical properties uniquely relevant to syntactic operations would eventually be 

teased out. Such a research approach apparently symbolizes a remedy of the earlier 

inquiry on decomposition which lacks theoretical criteria and ultimately led the 

generative semantics enterprise to its downfall (see Jackendoff, 1983: 112-115). Careful 

examination of data from languages like English has prompted lexical semanticists to 

believe that there are two types of semantic elements that are closely related to syntax: 

primitive predicates and constants (Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995: 23; RH&L, 1998: 

107). Primitive predicates or functions in Jackendoff s (1990) framework constitute the 

building block which takes various forms. And it is these forms that characterize the 

meanings of verbs. Primitive predicates, when combined into certain structures, signify 

the event structure that a verb expresses. Primitive predicates, nonetheless, do not care so 

much about the idiosyncratic property of the verb meaning, which is expressed by 

constants. Following the standard notations, as given in L&RH, (1995) and RH&L, 

(1998), primitive predicates are presented in capital letters, whereas constants are 

presented in capitalized italics, surrounded by angle brackets, as seen in (28) above. 

Another core assumption of the LS model, stemming from a study on the organization 

of predicates, often credited to Vender (1957) and Dowty (1979), is that verbs are 
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grouped into semantically coherent classes (four in total): State, Activity, Achievement, 

and Accomplishment, rather than scattering around in the lexicon. The import of this 

assimiption is that it reduces the learning burden on the part of the child, in that verbal 

properties do not have to be acquired individually; instead learning of one property may 

prompt the child to know the other related properties. Along this line, the PD approach 

focuses on the characterization of each class in decomposition terms. Research, as 

presented in Pinker (1989), Jackendoff (1990), L&RH (1995), and R&HL (1998, 2001), 

represent such an effort. For illustration, let us look at RH&L's (1998) proposal for a 

moment. RH&L propose that characterization of each verb class takes the form of an 

event structure template composed of primitive predicates and constants. According to 

RH&L (1998; 108), Vendler/Dowty's verb aspectual classes can be expressed in the 

decomposition-theoretic formats, with the last class further divided into two subclasses 

(30): 

(30) An Inventory of the Event Structure Templates 

(a) [ X ACT <MAmER> ] (activity) 

(b) {x<STATE>] (state) 

(c) [ BECOME [ X <STATE> ] (achievement) 

(d) [ X CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <STATE> ]]] (accomplishment) 

(e) [ [ X ACT<MANNER> ] CAUSE [BECOME [ y <STATE>'\'\'\ (accomplishment) 
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RH&L (1998: 107) speculate that (30) constitutes UG, in the sense that the information in 

(30) is unlearned and hard-wired at birth. Besides, it also implies that meanings of lexical 

predicates from remotely related languages could be defined using the same schema, by 

associating them with various event structure templates. This seems to provide a 

plausible answer to the question as to why inter-language translation, for the most part, 

can be achieved with ease and rapidity (see Jackendoff, 1990: 155: de Swart, 1998: 9; 

Davis and Demirdache, 2000: 97; Chomsky, 2001: 4). 

Another property, which RH&L (1998) seem to beheve is intrinsic to the ES (event 

structure) templates in (30), is that lexicalization of events into a single lexical predicate 

is not unbounded; rather it is limited to two at most. Accordingly, lexical predicates that 

denote triple events should not be found with the world's languages without some 

grammatical rules being violated (cf Goldberg, 1992,2001; van Hout, 2000). 

However, an immediate question arises, that is, assuming that predicates are 

organized into the event structure templates, how is the cross-linguistic variation 

accounted for? The answer lies in the pioneer work by Gruber (1965), Green (1973), 

Talmy (1985), Jackendoff (1990) and many others, who suggest that cross-linguistic 

variation can be described at the lexical or morphological level, in particular with 

reference to the ways that certain ontological categories are realized lexically. For 

example, a given category, such as CAUSE, may be integrated into a predicate through 

various processes, such as lexicaHzation or conflation pattems (Talmy, 1985) or 

incorporation pattems (Gruber, 1965; Baker, 1988). In the next few paragraphs, we will 

elaborate on the lexicalization pattems of English which have been widely explored in 
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the hnguistics Uterature. We will return to the cross-linguistic variation in lexicalization 

in section 2.3.4. 

According to L&RH (1995) and R&HL (1998), an EngUsh lexical morpheme is 

always associated with the constant in a template, which explicitly indicates the within-

class distinct lexical property. Nonetheless, a morpheme may be lexicahzed or conflated 

into a template in three distinct ways. It can be either realized as an argument of the 

semantic predicate (i.e. the capitalized letter), or as an adjunct of the predicate, or as the 

predicate itself (see 30). And the way that constants are realized in the event structure 

templates correlates with the semantic properties of the verbs. Accordingly, when a verb 

denotes the MANNER of an activity (e.g., run, walk, shout, murmur), it is most likely 

integrated into the template as an adjunct, or when a verb signifies the result of an 

activity (e.g., open, drop, break, slide), it is typically realized as an argument of the 

predicate BECOME. The third way that a verb can be mapped onto an ES template is that 

it is realized as the predicate itself (e.g., love, hate, like, enjoy). Whichever way, it is the 

constant that accurately identifies the essential semantic property of the verb and 

differentiate it firom other members within the aspectual class. 

For example, verbs like sweep, mop, scrub, wipe all belong to (30a) template, 

traditionally called "verbs of manner" class. When they are integrated into the template, 

the verbs are realized as the adjuncts of the predicate ACT, as shown in (31). The letters 

X and y represents argument variables to be expressed by DP/NPs in syntax. Variables 

marked with bare letters are obhgatorily assigned in syntax; by contrast, those marked 

with underlined letters are optional. 
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(31) a. sweep-. [ x ACT <SWEEP> y ] 

b. mop-. [ X ACT <MOP> y ] 

c. scrub-. [ X ACT <5c/?t«>y] 

d. wipe-. [ X ACT <wiPE>y. ] 

How about stative verbs in English, such as love, likel They are integrated into a 

template as a semantic predicate itself rather than as an adjunct? Within the LS model, 

these verbs are simply treated as primitive as if no internal structure exists (we will revisit 

this issue later). (32) shows how stative verbs are represented in the ES template format: 

(32) a. love-. [x<LOVE>y] 

b. hate-. [iL<HATE>y'\ 

c. like: [ X <LIKE> y ] 

c. enjoy [ x <ENJOY> y ] 

Finally, RH&L (1998) show that verbal morphemes can be realized as the arguments 

of the ontological predicate BECOME in a PD stmctiire. The template itself expresses a 

complex event, with the lexical morpheme being associated with the result subevent. At 

least this is the case with English. (33) presents several examples from English; 

(33) a. break-. [ x CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <BREAK> ]]] 

b. drop-. [ X CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <DROP> ]]] 



c. open\ 

d. close'. 

[ X CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <OPEN> ]]\ 

[ X CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <CLOSE> ]]] 
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According to RH&L (1998), (31), (32) and (33) are drastically different in terms of the 

eventualities they express. For the first two, simplex events are expressed, either denoting 

an activity or a state. By contrast, templates in (33) signify complex event structures, 

which are composed of two subevents: a causing subevent and a change of state (i.e. 

result) subevent (Shibatani, 1976; L&RH, 1994; RH&L, 1998: 116). Composition of a 

complex event structure obtains with an existing subevent, which takes the form of a 

simplex event structure, added with a resulting subevent structure. 

Although the lexicalization or conflation pattern, as illustrated above, is available 

across languages, the actual mapping of the verbs onto an event structure template may 

vary firom language to language. As a result, the English monomorphemic verbs, such as 

dance, sing, drink, jump, sleep, correspond to verbs in other languages (e.g. Mandarin, 

Basque) which are composed of a nominal headed by a light verb. Thus the counterpart 

of dance in Mandarin consists of two morphemes: tiao wii 'jump dance.' We will look at 

the cross-linguistic variation in lexicalization patterns in more detail below and in section 

2.3. 4. 

Let us now turn our attention to the theories of argument structure (AS). The 

conception of argument structure has been inherited firom inquiry in logic, hi 

propositional logic, verbs and predicative adjectives are viewed as entities with "open 

places" which need to be filled up by arguments, called "placeholders" by Frege (1879, 
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as mentioned in de Swart, 1998: 73). Unlike some nominals, verbs and adjectives are 

incomplete without the fiUing of the required placeholders. As such, the meaning of 

predicates is defined in a way that reflects this requirement: 

(34) a. Socrates is mortal. 

Mortal (s) 

M(s) 

b. Jane loves Fred. 

Loy e(j,f} 

(de Swart, 1998:74) 

As seen, an AS representation for a verb contains information about the number of 

arguments that the verb subcategorizes for (i.e. its valence), hiterpretation fails if the verb 

love appears with only one argument, as in *Jane loves. Information about the adicity is 

apparently indispensable, in that its existence explains a classical observation that 

synonymous verbs often behave differently in syntax, as seen in (35) and (36): 

(35) a. Mary ate all the corns. 

b. Mary ate. 

(36) a. Phil devoured the fish. 

b. *Phil devoured. 
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The difference between (35b) and (36b) can be attributed to the lexical property internal 

to the verb eat which allows the Theme to be suppressed or omitted and the lack of this 

property with the verb devour, which explains the ungrammaticality of (36b). Without a 

systematic device that can differentiates the two verbs, the relevant properties have to be 

encoded in the lexicon. 

The current analysis, based on the LS framework, of AS component has adopted this 

fundamental idea from prepositional logic; that is, argument structure is nothing more 

than an indication of the adicity of predicates. This can be clearly seen in Levin and 

Rapoport's (1988: 15) early work, where arguments are marked with variables rather than 

0-roles as often assumed by other linguists (e.g., Williams, 1982; Marantz, 1984; Belletti 

andRizzi, 1988): 

(37) put: X <y, Pioc z> 

According to Levin and Rapoport, inclusion of an AS representation (or a PAS, predicate 

argument structure in their terms) into the lexical representation is justified on both 

conceptual and empirical grounds. Conceptually, they claim that the theoretical shift, as 

witnessed with the introduction of the P&P model (Chomsky, 1981), from a rule-based 

theory of grammar to a principle-based theory, necessitates a more elaborated description 

of the components of lexical predicates, namely the semantics of the predicates and the 

argument(s) they select. And the formation of both components is governed by general 

principles, as has been seen with the formation of the event structure template above. An 
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AS representation is assumed to form systematically by virtue of the semantic properties 

projecting onto the AS structure (see Wechsler, 1995). Subsequently, both 

representations feed into the syntactic operations such as the Projection Principle and the 

implementation of the 0-Criterion. Stemming from such a reasoning, it is generally 

accepted within P&P that some of the grammatical relations, such as the predicate-

arguments relation, are best captured by principles internal to the lexicon rather than in 

syntax (cf Gruber, 1965; Jackendoff, 1983, 1990; Talmy, 1985, Grimshaw, 1990; 

Wechsler, 1995). 

Empirically, Levin and Rapoport (1988) claim that the inclusion of an AS structure 

provides a descriptive mode through which the posited theory of grammar can show how 

the altemation verbs are related and represented in the lexicon. They further claim that 

the linear order of the grammatical functions is actually determined at the AS level of 

representation, where the argument, to be realized as the logical subject, is separated from 

the predication (i.e. the verb and the direct object) (Williams, 1981). Additionally, a 

direct object is also distinguished from an indirect object at the AS level. These 

characteristics of AS representation are illustrated in (37), where variable x outside the 

angle brackets signifies that it is an external argument and is thus projected outside the 

VP projection as a grammatical subject. Variable y, the underlined part, is an internal 

argument and is therefore projected within the VP as a sister of its verbal head. And 

finally, variable z is also projected within the VP but is interpreted as an indirect object. 

Several researchers suggest that AS structure does not just contain the information 

about the adicity of predicates, but also the information about what theta roles each 
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argument denotes (e.g., Gruber, 1965; Williams, 1981; Levin and Rappaport, 1986; 

Belletti andRizzi, 1988; Grimshaw, 1990; Pesetsky, 1995). Accordingly, they believe 

that (37) should be replaced with (38): 

(38) PUT: Agent <Theme. Location> (Levin and Rappaport, 1986) 

Whether 0-roles are part of grammar is still a question of controversy. Bouchard (1995: 

16) explicitly dismisses the relevance of 0-roles to grammar, claiming that their functions 

are restricted to situational semantics, the nature of which is non-linguistic and 

conceptual. Jackendoff (1987, 1990: 46-47) is another ardent critic of the use of 0-roles 

in lexical representation, saying that the ingredients of lexical semantic representation do 

not constitute such things as 0-roles, first because they are not primitives and second 

assignment of 0-roles is sometimes arbitrary and other times simply impossible, as in 

John passed the house; it is not clear what 0-role can be assigned to the DP the house, 

because it is apparently neither a Source nor a Goal nor a Theme. Therefore, Jackendoff 

argues that 0-roles are relational notions whose properties are defined over an LCS 

structure, simply used as convenient mnemonics for the components of a conceptual 

structure. 

Levin and Rapoport (1988) endorse the elimination of 0-roles from the lexical 

representation. Their argument, however, is motivated for a slightly different reason. 

Their criticism of the use of 0-roles is made in relation to a previous proposal that 
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argument structure is the place where the meaning of lexical predicates is defined in the 

form of 6-grids. Levin and Rapoport (1988: 13) argue that 6-grids are too coarse to reveal 

the minute and subtle semantic features of predicates. As such, grammatical operation 

such as the Projection Principle cannot be implemented and consequently no correct 

sentential interpretation ensues. This problem becomes prominent with the locative 

alternation verbs, as seen in (39): 

(39) (a) Jack sprayed paint on the wall. 

(b) Jack sprayed the wall with paint. 

Since the same 0-roles are mapped onto the different grammatical positions, this causes 

problems for the theta assignment process, a device that is postulated to map the 0-roles 

specified in the AS structure to the constituents in syntax, as dictated by the 0-criterion 

principle''^ For this reason, Levin and Rapoport conclude that a theory of argument 

structure'"' constructed on the basis of 0-roles is insufficient. They therefore propose a 

Nonetheless, in many generative analyses, 0-roles are continuously utilized as a theory-internal 

component, including Grimshaw (1981,1990), Stowell (1981), Pesetsky (1982, 1995), Baker (1988). But 
in many other analyses, 0-roles either have no theoretical status at all (e.g., JackendofF, 1990; H&K, 1993, 

1998; Bouchard, 1995) or have been simply used as a mnemonics for exposition (e.g., Chomsky, 1986, 
2001; Chomsky and Lasnik 1995). 

Another issue in relation to the debate on AS structure concerns how AS properties are projected onto 
syntax from LCS representations. L&RH (1994, 1995) propose that argimient structure for a given verb is 
projected directly from its semantic properties via linking rules, whereas Grimshaw (1990) suggests that 
a(rgument)-structure is projected via two mediating dimensions: a thematic dimension (i.e. 0-roles) and an 
aspectual dimension (event structure templates), which explains how verbs with the same set of theta roles 
exhibit different syntactic projections (e.g., fear, frighten). Li, Yafei(1990) applies Grimshaw's theory to 
the analysis of Chinese compounds. However, Levin (2000) and R&HL (2000) argue specifically that 
aspectual properties are non-grammatical and thus should be eliminated from the analysis of lexical 
representation. 
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predicate decomposition model, a two-layer representational model. 

Now let us focus on the lexical rules for a moment. First, a differentiation between 

lexical rules and lexicalization or conflation patterns is in order. For the latter, the 

construct is used to describe a morphological process in which the ontological concepts 

or categories (e.g., CAUSE, MANNER, DIRECTNESS) are regularly associated or 

combined with some lexical items in a particular language. Different languages may 

employ different lexicalization pattems. As shown by Talmy (1985: 69), Levin and 

Rapoport (1988), L&RH (1996: 504), some languages such as EngUsh and Spanish 

lexicalize the semantic categories of MOTION and PATH into a verb root, but not 

French. This contrast is shown in (40a) and (40b). The English sentence has two 

readings, with one meaning that the boat is floating in a location under the bridge and the 

other, the boat is floating toward a location under the bridge. By contrast, the French 

sentence has only the first reading: 

(40) (a) The boat floated under the bridge. 

(b) Le bateau a flotte sous le pont. (Levin and Rapoport, 1988) 

Lexical rules'*^ (Pinker, 1989: 7), on the other hand, deal with the morphosyntactic 

properties of variable behavior verbs (L&RH, 1995: 10) or the relatedness between 

lexical items that share properties morphosemantically (e.g., love vs. lovable) 

Other names have been invented to refer to such rules in the literature, including the redundancy rule 
(Jackendoff, 1975), the conceptual gestalt shift (Gropen, et al. 1989), the inheritance links (Goldberg, 1995: 
72), Principle of Tenplate Augmentation (RH&L, 1998: 111). 
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(Jackendoff, 1975). At the early stage of the study of the lexicon, focus is put on the 

latter. Jackendoff (1975: 643) proposes a set of redundancy rules which take the form of 

(41). A redundancy rule is assumed to function as an indication to the speaker that a verb 

like breaki has such-and-such properties that it is related to another verb breakt. 

(Jackendoff (1975; 643): 

(41) a ^ ^/xrj 

b.r+v 
+[NPi_ 

^ N P i  W  

' +V 
+[NP2 NPi ]  

"NP2 CAUSE (NPl VP) 

The two-way arrow signifies a symmetric relation between the two variants of break. 

That is, both variants are fully specified in the lexicon, leaving the question of which 

variant is more basic to what Jackendoff calls the "Full-entry Theory Evaluation 

Measure" (p. 644). 

Under the current LS analysis, a tremendous number of studies have focused on the 

morphosyntactic relation between the alternation verbs, including the dative alternation 

verbs (42), inchoative-causative alternation verbs (43), and locative alternation verbs (44) 

(e.g., Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1992,1995; van Hout, 2000; RH&L, 

2001); 

(42) (a) Mary threw / pushed the box to Kelly, 

(b) Mary threw / *pushed Kelly the box. 
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(43) (a) The ball slid / rolled / jumped down the hill. 

(b) John slid / rolled / *jumped the ball down the hill. 

(44) (a) Phil loaded / pushed hay onto the truck. 

(b) Phil loaded / *pushed the truck with hay. 

According to Pinker (1989), lexical rules fall into two sets: the broad-range rules and the 

narrow-range rules. The broad-range rules outline the thematic cores (equivalent to 

RH&L's'(1998) event structure templates), whereas the narrow-range rules consist of 

more specific and fine-grained semantic constraints which dismiss some verbs from 

participating in the lexical alternation process. Acquisition of the rules is assumed to 

proceed from the broad-range rules to the narrow-range rules, as a result of more 

exposure to the PLD. Taking the data in (42) for example, the child first has to leam that 

verbs like throw are associated with a direct object that acts as a potential recipient. With 

a few more instances like this, the child is triggered to formulate a tentative lexical rule 

which says that when a verb consisting a semantic structure such that it denotes "X 

causes Y to go to Z" with the Z being an animate, the same verb can express "X causes Z 

to have Y." However, when confronted with an ungrammatical example with the verb 

pushed used in a double object construction, the child modifies the lexical rule so that 

imgrammatical expressions are excluded. Pinker hypothesizes that the child has to fine-

tune the semantic properties of threw and push, particularly the minute semantic feature 

that differentiates the two verbs. In this case, Pinker suggests that the two verbs actually 

belong to two separate subgroups, with the former expressing a sense of ballistic motion 
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and the latter, a sense of continuous force. Based on such experiences, the child can 

supplement the lexical rule with some kind of constraint that says only if a verb denotes a 

meaning of ballistic motion can it participate in the dative alternation (see Pinker, 1989: 

102-103). Pinker's rule-based account of alternation verbs seems justifiable in that it 

specifies the lexical semantic properties of verbs and how they are used in the altemation 

process. Furthermore, Pinker's account has also been attested empirically with child 

acquisition data, showing that children do utihze those semantic features in the 

determination of whether a given verb, either real or nonsense, can participate in the 

altemation process''^ However, as a rule-based accoimt, Pinker's proposal suffers from 

the same problems as seen with the prior-P&P model theories of grammar; that is, given 

that the rule-based theory of the lexicon capitalizes on the notions of construction and 

language-particular properties, it does not in the least satisfy the general considerations of 

conceptual naturalness (e.g., simplicity, economy, symmetry, nonredundancy, etc.) 

(Chomsky, 1995a: 1). hi a recent discussion, Chomsky (1995a: 6, 2001) stresses that 

constructions are nothing but the "taxonomic artifacts," consequences of the general 

linguistic principles. The language-particular property of Pinker's rule-based theory 

further undermines its potential to meet the descriptive and explanatory adequacy. There 

is, in other words, no apparatus that can describe the fact that while dative construction is 

the only available syntactic configuration for French, it is not accessible for most verbs in 

Evidence, both experimental and spontaneous, has shown that children do utilize lexical semantic 
properties and the relevant lexical rules in acquiring unfamiliar verbs and their syntactic properties (see, 
e.g., Bowerman, 1974, 1987). For the studies of the acquisition of the nonsense words, see Maratsos, et al., 
1987; Gropen, et al. 1989; Gropen, et al., 1991. For the productivity of the lexical rule used by children, 
see, Clark, 1981, 1982; Bowerman, 1982; Carey, 1984; Pinker, 1989). 
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Mandarin, nor does it provide an account for how children from different language 

backgrounds come to grasp the relevant grammatical properties of their home language. 

An alternative approach is to construct a theory that abstracts from the semantic features 

to form more general principles to account for the alternation patterns. RH&L's (1998) 

makes such an attempt in their account of the derived resultative verbs, although it opens 

up other empirical questions. 

RH&L (1998, 2001) present the Principle of Template Augmentation (TA) as an 

account for the variable behavior verbs. The proposed TA is proposed to be a lexical 

principle of generality. In contrast to Pinker's (1989) lexical rules, no semantic 

constraints are imposed onto the implementation of the TA principle. Along with this, the 

traditional assumption that lexical items are organized around a few coherent semantic 

classes is also abandoned (see, e.g.. Pinker, 1989; Levin and Pinker, 1992; L&RH, 1994; 

1995). In its stead, RH&L suggest that event structures are the only organizational 

categories under which verbs are subsumed. Acquiring an unknown verb is thought to 

associate it with a particular ES template. As has been elaborated above, each ES 

constitutes a structure with invariant predicate primitives supplemented with a constant. 

This idea of verbal organization in RH&L's framework is illustrated in the diagram 

below (see also (30) above): 

(45) I^ES 
ES 

Verbs ES 
ES 

~ E S  

> Predicate Primitives + Constant 
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RH&L claim that any verbs with certain event structure templates should be, in principle, 

augmented or expanded into other templates. Accordingly, a verb belonging to ES 1 

(ACTIVITY) should be augmented into a verb with properties of ES 2 (STATE), ES 3 

(ACHIEVEMENT), ES 4 (ACCOMPLISHMENT), or ES 5 (ACCOMPLISHMENT). 

RH&L present two types of general principles assiuned to oversee such a lexical 

derivation process: one principle stating the augmentation operation and the other, the 

licensing conditions, a reflex of the set of principles posited in the syntactic operations, as 

in the P&P model (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1995: 27). Specifically, the Principle of 

Template Augmentation expresses the first principle (RH&L: 1998: 111; 2001: 779): 

(46) Principle of Template Augmentation (TA): 

Event structure templates may be fi-eely augmented up to other possible templates in 
the basic inventory of event structure templates. 

Nonetheless, the TA principle operates within the boimdries imposed by two well-

formedness conditions: the Subevent Identification Condition (SIC) and the Argument 

Realization Condition (ARC) (RH&L, 1998: 112-13; 2001: 779). For reasons of clarity, 

the two conditions are rephrased here (see the original proposals in RH&L): 

(47) The Subevent Identification Condition (SIC): 

Each subevent structure must be headed by a lexical predicate (V, A, N, P) in 

syntax. 
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(48) The Argument Realization Condition (ARC): 

a. There is only one argimient in syntax for each participant variable in the ES. 
b. There is only one participant variable in the ES for each argument in syntax. 

The SIC condition dictates that a sentence is grammatical if and only if each subevent of 

an ES structure associated with a verb is headed by a lexical predicate. In other words, if 

an ES representation consists of two subevents, then two lexical heads are expected to 

appear in syntax; an5'thing fewer than 2 will make the sentence ungrammatical. The ARC 

condition is nothing but a paraphrasing of Theta Criterion (Chomsky, 1981), except theta 

roles are substituted for participant variables. 

There is an additional condition appended to the TA principle, which seems to be 

inherited from the HPSG framework (Head-driven Phrase Structure Grammar, see Davis, 

2001: 10). This condition, to be called Monotonicity Condition (MC) here, states that all 

expansion should be conducted in a monotonic manner (RH&L, 1998: 111), meaning that 

a derived variant maintains all existing features of the root; none can be overridden or 

deleted, a condition seemingly compatible with the general consideration of conceptual 

naturalness, but closer scrutiny proves that such a line of thinking is empirically 

unjustified (see Goldberg, 2001; and analysis below). 

Within the framework formulated by RH&L (1998, 2001), it is this set of principles, 

as given in (46)-(48), in conjunction with the MC condition, that accounts for the contrast 

in grammaticality of the sentences in (49)-(50). 

(49) (a) The dog barked continuously. 
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(b) The dog barked the sleeping man awake. 

(c) *The dog barked the sleeping man. 

(50) (a) The dishes broke. 

(b) *Phil broke the dishes off the table [meaning that Phil broke the dishes and as a 

result the dishes fell off the table.] 

(c) Phil broke the dishes. 

To see the effects of these conditions, let us have a closer look at (49). (49a) exhibits 

a simplex ES expression, where an unergative verb or what Burzio (1986) calls true 

intransitive verb bark is reahzed as an adjunct of the function ACT in the ES 

representation, as seen in (51), but the same morpheme is projected as a lexical head of 

the VP in syntax, as in (52): 

(51) bark. [ x ACT<s^ijA> ] 

I 
X 

(52) VP i47 

NP V 
A 

the dog V PP 

bark 

For illustration, the configuration used here is what is known as VP-shell, as used in Larson (1988), 
Chomsky (1995a), Uriagereka (1998). More current analysis of syntactic configuration can be found in 
Chomsky (1999b, 2001). 
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Under the event structure approach, (51) is the base form for bark, in that it defines its 

semantic and AS properties. (52) simply exhibits those properties in syntactic terms with 

the functional projections being omitted. Given the TA principle, (51) may undergo 

further expansion, giving rise to a new ES representation, as in (53): 

(53) [ ;c ACT<5^if^ ] CAUSE [BECOME [<AWAKE>\] 

I I 
^ y 

In contrast to (51), (53) is a derived lexical representation of the root bark, which takes 

on a complex event structure, both in its ES and AS components. It is these 

modifications, according to RH&L, that give rise to the essential properties of the 

sentence in (49b), which vastly differs from the source sentence in (49a). In this derived 

variant, the base ES structure of bark is embedded within a complex ES representation 

constituted of two subevents: a causing subevent and a resulting subevent, separated by 

the primitive predicate CAUSE. Whether the representation in (53) is permissible can 

only be determined with reference to the SIC condition (47). As stated above, the SIC 

condition dictates that an ES structure is allowed if and only if each of its subevents is 

headed by a lexical predicate in syntax. (49b) shows that two subevents are involved 

(ACT and BECOME), with the first being headed by the matrix verb bark and the second 

by the secondary predicate awake, respectively. In other words, the adjunct, the subscript 

surrounded by the angle brackets in the ES structure, is projected as the matrix verb in 

the syntactic structure, whereas the semantic argument ofBECOME, AWAKE, is inserted 
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into the syntax as a secondary predicate. Under the RH&L's approach, this suggests that 

the SIC condition is fully satisfied and therefore, (49b) is well-formed. 

Furthermore, (49b) satisfies the ARC conditions as well, as illustrated in (54) below: 

the dog V 

bark NP 

the sleeping man awake 

In light of the ARC condition, a sentence is grammatical if each participant variable in 

the ES representation is aligned with an argument in syntax; otherwise, the derivation is 

considered illegal. Comparing (53) with (54), it is clear that variable x is mapped onto 

the DP the dog and y, on another DP the sleeping man-, thus all variables are accounted 

for in syntax. Therefore, (49b) is a well-formed sentence. 

In the same vein, the ungrammaticality of (49c) is accounted for, namely the sentence 

is ill-formed because it violates both the SIC and ARC conditions. Given bark is an 

unergative verb in its base form, and thus selects a single participant variable, the 

appearance of the additional DP the sleeping man in syntax entails that it should be 

associated with another lexical head. Since no secondary head is available, this renders 

(49c) ungrammatical as a violation of the SIC condition. Furthermore, the extra DP 

means that the ARC has also been violated. 
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The event structure-based approach is problematic on many fronts, although we will 

not elaborate them at the moment. Still it suffices to point out that this line of analysis 

lacks face validity. Recall the TA principle states that any verb can undergo the 

augmentation process, insofar as the derived form satisfies the licensing conditions. We 

have already seen that bark can be expanded to fit in template (30e), which derives the 

sentence the dog barked the sleeping man awake. However, there is no mechanism in 

RH&L's framework that would prevent bark from associating with (30d), resulting in 

(55a) and then in turn (49c), repeated here again in (55b): 

(55) a. [ X CAUSE [ BECOME [ y <BARK> ]]] 

b. The dog barked the sleeping man 

Native speakers of English would know immediately that (55b) is not perfect, but not 

completely impossible either. Supposed the latter is the case, then we may resolve this 

problem by either assuming that (55a) is not the right template for bark, which means that 

TA principle is actually implemented under constraints, or bark in (55b) is in fact not 

derived from the imergative bark. Either way, RH«&L's framework seems to be facing a 

daxmting task, which we will come back to later. 

Now let us look at the data in (50). According to RH&L, (50b) is a violation of the 

general principles of a rather different kind. In this sentence, the root break is a causative 

verb, whose semantic representation is mapped onto a complex ES structure (cf Dowty, 

1979; H&K, 1987: 44-45), as shown below: 



(56) [[ X ACT] CAUSE [BECOME [ y <BREAK>]\ 
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As described above, RH&L assume that (56) represents the maximum complexity that a 

sentence can possibly express. If (56) is the only ES representation available for the verb 

break, a question arises as to how the ES structure in (56) generates the grammatical 

sentences in (50a, 50c), without violating MC and how (50b) is dismissed as being 

impossible for English. Let us first focus on the grammatical sentences. 

As argued by L&RH (1994,1995), verbs like break denote an externally caused 

eventuality and are systematically associated with a complex ES structure as seen in (56). 

However, a severe problem can be quickly detected; that is, (50c) has only one lexical 

head, although the ES template it is supposed to be associated with consists of two 

subevents. This means one subevent is actually headless, an apparent violation of the SIC 

condition. As an ad hoc remedy, RH&L's (1998: 116) suggests that because the verb is 

"paired directly with" the template through the lexicalization patterns identified with 

English, what they call the "canonical realization rule," the verb break is thus allowed to 

head two subevents. RH&L insist that such lexicalization patterns are language-

particular, and thus may vary from language to language. So for English there is a 

canonical lexicalization rule which specifies that verbs denoting an externally caused 

eventuality is lexicalized as follows: 
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(57) externally caused state ^  [ [ x  ACT] CAUSE [BECOME [y<STATE>]r 

The function of (57) is to allow a single lexical predicate to be mapped onto an ES 

template which is complex in character, requiring two lexical heads and can alter the 

grammaticality of the predicate. 

What about (50a), where break is used as an inchoative? What kind of ES 

representation does it take? According to L&RH (1995) (cf. H&K, 1987: 47), the 

inchoative form starts with the ES schema as in (56), and then the external variable x is 

fused in the linking process (i.e. mapping fi-om the ES representation to AS 

representation) in such a way that only the internal argimient is projected onto the 

syntactic configuration, which is subsequently moved to the external position to get 

CASE via Move a. This notion of "fusing" is nothing but an ad hoc speculation and is 

not subject to falsifiability. We will come back to this problem below. 

Contra RH&L's (1998) analysis, this mismatch can be dealt with differently so that a more strict version 
of the SIC condition can be maintained (i.e., each subevent can be headed by one and only one lexical 
head), without reference to the notion of "fusing the external 0-role). Pesetsky's (1995) suggests that 
ObjExp verbs (e.g., scare), seemingly monomorphemic causative psych verbs, consist of a phonologically 
null morpheme called CAUS, the existence of which has some syntactic ramifications. Zero-derived 
causative psych verbs cannot take another derivational morphology such as a nominalizer, a violation of 
Myers' (1984: 62) Generalization, which says that "No zero-derived word could appear inside a 
derivational suffix, i.e. no such suffix could be added to a zero-derived word," as shown in (a) and (b): 
(a) *The boy's agitation of his parents is silly. 
(b) ""The comedian's amusement of the audience is surprising. 
Pesetsky claims that zero-derived causative psych verbs have a morphological structure like that in (c), 
where the symbol V indicates the lexical item is in its root form and the low case, capitalized QAUS stands for 
the phonologically null morpheme. 
(c) [V amuse] Oc^c/s] 
This argument of Pesetsky can sufficiently rescue the dilemma faced by RH&L's analysis. Instead of 
begging the question, monomorphemic psych causative verbs are now treated as complex morphemes with 
a covert CAUS morpheme, heading the causing subevent whereas the lexical form break hsa&s the resulting 
subevent. 
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What is left is (50b). RH&L (1998) ascribe the ungrammaticality of (50b) to a 

problem just the opposite that of (49c), in that an additional lexical head (i.e. the PP) is 

dangling in the structure with no subevent to be associated with. Put differently, from the 

previous analysis of the causative break, the relevant ES representation consists of two 

subevents. The addition of a PP phrase means that the sentence denotes a triple event 

expression, but since there are only two grammatical arguments to be assigned with 0-

roles, the sentence is thus ungrammatical, because a lexical head is argumentless. A 

reminder is in order. This line of reasoning provided by RH&L only stands on the 

premise that lexical expansion or augmentation is constrained by the Monotonicity 

Condition; that is, no lexical semantic properties can be reduced in the process of lexical 

expansion'^'. 

Central to the question of lexical relatedness and expansion is the question concerning 

the root form of the alternation verbs. There is a consensus, among the lexical 

semanticists, that with polysemous predicates only one lexical entry exists in the lexicon 

(e.g.. Pinker, 1989; L&RH, 1995; RH&L 1998), one that is constituted of the basic 

semantic properties and morphological components. It is conjectured that acquisition of 

the two forms proceeds from the base to the derived, although empirical evidence is 

See Goldberg (2001) for a counter-analysis, which will be elaborated below. 
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sparse'". Nonetheless, some progress has been made in the study of the resultative and 

depictive constructions in Enghsh^'. In both cases, the morphological features that often 

become indetermiant factors in the study of the inchoative-causative alternation verbs are 

abscent (see Haspelmath, 1993 for illustration). This makes it possible for RH&L to rely 

on the ES structure to determine the root form. The general criterion is that a predicate is 

a root if associated with an ES structure with fewer constraints; otherwise, it is to be 

derived. This approach is obviously an improvement on the morphological approach 

(e.g., Haspelmath, 1993), which does not seem to be informative given the recent 

research in zero morphology (see Pesetsky, 1995; H&K, 2002). Nonetheless, the 

theoretical construct of event structures in the form of predicate decomposition needs to 

be justified empirically, but it appears to be untenable. 

In summarizing, the lexical semantic approach to lexical representations is formulated 

to address two major questions as to what constitutes lexical representations of verbs and 

how the verbal polysemy is accounted for. In dealing with the first, lexical semanticists, 

including Pinker (1989), Jackendoff (1990), L&RH (1995), RH&L (1998), among many 

others, start with the assumption that lexical representations constitute a two-level 

Empirically this dispute is far from settled. The inchoative-causative alternation is a case in point. 
Conflicting analyses have been presented in the literature. The first suggests that the intransitive form is the 
root and the transitive, the derived (cf. Chomsky, 1965; 189; Fillmore, 1968: 27; Williams, 1981). The 
second singly reverses the order, suggesting that causative verbs are basically dyadic and thus the 
transitive form is the root (L&RH, 1995: 83). Another account assumes that determination of the root form 
depends on the number of selectional restrictions on its argument (L&RH, 1994: 47), which means both 
intransitives and transitives can be roots; however this generalization does not apply to causative verbs (p. 
52). This final account shares with Haspehnath's (1993) no imified and a hybrid account. And finally, 
Pesetsky's (1995) account for psych verbs demonstrates another promising account (see fii 43 above). For 
an overview of these accoimts, see Shi, 2000a. 

See also the seminal work of H&K, 1991, 1993, 1998 on denominal predicates such as shelve, saddle, 
butter, etc. 
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hierarchy, with an event structure or a predicate decomposition and an Argument 

Structure (a syntactic representation in the lexicon). They further attempt to tease out the 

components that actually enter into each level. As a starting point, lexical semanticists 

rightly assume that elements constituting a representation should be limited to those 

relevant to syntactic derivation. As for AS, some of the lexical semanticists, not all, 

postulate that only adicity enters into an AS representation, excluding theta roles all 

together. With regard to the relationship between the ES and AS levels, there is a 

consensus that the former projects its properties onto the latter via linking rules (Pinker, 

1989; Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1994; 1995; RH&L, 1998). What the two-layered lexical 

hypothesis proposes is that syntactic derivation results from a chain of causal relation, 

whereby an ES provides input for an AS representation, which in turn gives rise to a 

syntactic derivation. Embedded in such a Une of thinking is the assumtion, vital though 

inadequate attention has been given in the proposal, that the core of the sentential 

semantics is derived from the lexical representation of the predicate, a time-honored 

question occupying the modem generative study from the very begirming (see Chomsky, 

1957/75). The origin of this assumption comes from a even deeper presupposition that 

UG constitutes a set of event stucture templates universally available to the world's 

languages. 

As for the question on polysemy, lexical semanticists assume that the answer lies in 

the lexical rules although they vastly disagree on what form the rules should take. Lexical 

semanticists fiirther assume that lexical rules are composed of UG, meaning that the child 
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at birth would know that a verb of giving can possibly alternate between a double object 

construction and a dative construction. 

In the account given here, we have pointed out some of the potential problems with 

the lexical semantics account both on theoretical as well as empirical grounds, hi section 

2.3.6, we will revisit these problems showing that they are in fact the impetus for an 

alternative approach - a minimalist account for lexical representations. 

hi the next subsection, we focus on a quasi-syntactic account of lexical 

representations, which has been known as 1-syntax framework in a series of work by Hale 

and Keyser (1987,1991,1992, 1993,1994,1998, 2002). The 1-syntax approach aims to 

address the same set of problems as the lexical semantics framework, but it differs 

drastically from the latter, in that it strives to keep the mechanisms to a minimum, 

employing all operations utilized in the linguistic domain and refraining from introducing 

any additional apparatus. The purpose of this review is to show that the 1-syntax 

hypothesis bears far more advantages both on theoretical and empirical grounds than the 

lexical accounts, although there is compelling reason to propose that it can be 

incorporated into DM (Distrbuted Morphology) framework that assumes that word 

formation occurs in syntax proper. 

2.3.3 Lexical Relational Structure: The 1-Syntax Model 

Since the mid-1980's, Hale and Keyser (H&K) have launched a research program that 

attempts to flesh out a key theoretical thesis - the Projection Principle, as outlined in the 
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P&P model (Chomsky 1981: 29), the essence of which is that syntax is projected from 

the lexicon. In their research, H&K aim to pursue the rationale behind the interrelation, 

(not a one-way relation as presumed in the Projection Principle), between the two 

linguistic domains. To them the critical question to be inquired is what must exist for 

syntax and the lexicon to be dependent on each other? To this question, H&K 

hypothesize a solution that assumes that both lexical and syntactic projections comply 

with the same set of general principles and constraints intemal to grammar, namely the 

Unambiguous Projection (UP), the Full Interpretation (FI), and the Head Movement 

Constraint (HMC) (H&K, 1991, 1993). 

The idea that lexical representations constitute the same structures as syntactic 

representations has been entertained for quite some time since the heyday of Generative 

Semantics (e.g., Lakoff, 1971; McCawley, 1971) and JackendofPs (1987,1990) X-bar 

semantics framework (see also the recent exploration along this line of thinking by 

Culicover, 1999), but H&K, in what they call the "Lexical Relational Structure (LRS)" 

or "Lexical Argument Structure (LAS)," shortened as "1-syntax" modeP^ (1991: 6; 1993: 

53), start with Chomsky's (1970) Lexicalist Hypothesis, namely that certain lexical 

properties can only be identified in the lexicon, not in syntax, and claim that lexical 

representations of, say, predicates, take the form of syntactic configurations, in which 

categorial elements are identified in structural terms (i.e. specifier, head, and 

complement). Furthermore, H&K (1991, 1993, 1998, 1999, 2002) claim that word 

Note that H&K's notion of 1-syntax entails different contents from Grimshaw's (1994: 413) 1-syntax. For 
the latter, lexical syntax is reserved to refer to mformation about the syntactic category and the 
subcategorization frames of a lexical item that the child has to attain in acquiring unknown vocabulary. 
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forniation, such as derivation of the complex predicates (e.g., ergatives and denominal 

verbs) or even the monomorphemic predicates (e.g., intransitives), follow the same 

principles as syntactic derivation. 

Contra lexical semanticists (e.g., Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990, 1994; Rapoport, 

1993, L&RH, 1994, 1995; RH&L, 1998, 2001), who set out to formulate a theory of 

lexical representations, H&K argue that lexical properties should be represented 

structurally, without recourse to additional grammatical devices, for the very reason of a 

violation of parsimony or the economy principle. H&K demonstrate that lexical items can 

be represented using the same set of syntactic categories and categorial structures, 

without implicating such categories as CAUSE and BECOME, whose existence has not 

yet been adequately justified. While H&K (1988,1991,1993) do think that lexical 

representations consist of such a level where the event denoted by the predicate is 

specified, a level equivalent to RH&L's (1998) ES template or Jackendoff s (1990) LCS, 

they insist that the essence of a lexical representation hes in the LRS itself or 1-syntax. It 

is the 1-syntax representation that encodes the relational properties of a predicate in terms 

of such elements as specifier, head, and complement, with the latter two forming a 

predication and subsequently hcensing a specifier in the 1-syntax. In the same vein, H&K 

(1991: 16,21,40) claim that the complete lexical semantics of predicates is not 

determined in the lexicon alone, rather the lexicon houses only the "fundamental lexical 

grammatical relations" of the lexical items, which are at best coarse and underrepresented 

(c£ Pesetsky, 1995: 62; Huang, 1995). And these relational lexical representations are 
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supplemented with the non-linguistic information that speakers of language accumulate 

in a speech community, which is stored in what H&K (1991; 21) call the "'dictionary,' a 

repository of ethnographic, encyclopedic, historical and idiosyncratic information" on 

how the words are used in real speech events. This contrasts the LS model dramatically in 

that the LS model assumes that the nitty-gritty of a lexical entry in the lexicon is its LCS 

or ES representation which accurately defines its syntactically relevant semantics in the 

form of the combinations of primitive predicates and argument variables, the formation 

of which is mostly based on the intuitions of the researchers, which are often not subject 

to empirical verification. The result of such a representation formation in turn gives rise 

to an argimient structure representation which can be further modified by lexical 

operations such as fusing. Furthermore, in the LS model, different verb classes are 

differentiated in the different LCS or ES template structures that each is associated with. 

By contrast, under the LRS model, verbs of different classes are differentiated in 1-

syntactic terms; in other words, they are associated with different types of LRS 

representations (see illustrations below). 

Related to these aspects is the assumption of how lexical items are acquired by the 

child, and here H&L's LRS approach departs fi-om the LS model in a critical way. For the 

latter, acquisition of lexical predicates starts with the identification of the LCS properties 

of the predicates, which is followed by formation of AS structures. Only then will the 

child be able to produce or decode the grammatical sentences in which these predicates 

appear. For H&L (1991: 16), attainment of lexical predicates involves something much 

simpler. All the child needs to do is to recognize the "pure lexical relations which 
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constitute the core of those lexical predicates, which suffices for the child to further 

decode the full meaning of the predicates by virtue of the additional clues made available 

by the syntactic structure in which the predicates are inserted. To emphasize, while 

adherents of the LS model represents an extreme version of the Projection Principle, in 

which the burden of lexical acquisition lies in the appropriate formation of an LCS, 

H&K's 1-syntax reallocates the burden, attributing some to other cognitive domains 

whereas limiting an LRS representation to the fundamental contents usable for 

subsequent derivations; in other words, H&K distribute the burden of acquisition beyond 

one domain, which seems to be a substantial improvement toward the Minimalist 

Lexicon Hypothesis. 

H&K also posit that the seemingly monomorphemic intransitives (i.e. unergatives in 

RH&L's accounts) are actually composed of an abstract verbal predicate and a 

complement that resembles the morphological structure of the intransitive, and the actual 

morpheme is derived via conflation, a subordination under incorporation (Baker, 1988). 

By contrast, these predicates are treated as primitives under the LS approach. 

H&K also propose that not only should the lexical representation be given in 

structural terms, transitivity alternation (e.g., inchoative-causative alternation) and 

derivation of lexical items (e.g., denominal verbs, deadjectival verbs) should be 

accounted for structurally as well. They hypothesize that grammar consists of a pre-

syntactic process where variants of verbs are derived following such general principles, 

including HMC, UP, and FI principles, although this lexical process is not visible to 

syntax. This contrasts with the theory of lexical semantics, which assxmies that lexical 
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variants come into being as a result of modification of their base LCS or ES template by 

virtue of expansion or augmentation, but not by reduction, and the results are evaluated 

by some well-formedness conditions, as suggested in RH&L (1998,2001). This lexical 

approach apparently requires more theoretical mechanisms than H&K's LRS theory-

this will become clear when we show some examples below. 

Most importantly, H&K's 1-syntax approach has an invaluable advantage over the LS 

approach, in that the former exhibits a continuous effort initiated by Chomsky (1957; 

1965) in the late 1950's in which he calls for shifting the goal of linguistic inquiry from 

documentation of empirical data, as advocated by such fi-ameworks as Structuralism 

(Bloomfield, 1933) and the Prague School of Linguistics (see Newmeyer 2001 for a 

review) to theory formation. Specifically, in their work, H&K endeavor to formulate a 

theory of the lexicon that touches upon the "nature of lexical items," a theory formulated 

so that it can best accoxmt for not just the existing data but also the "possible lexical 

items" (H&K, 1991: 12) that are completely outside the realm of the LS research. Even 

more importantly, H&K inherit a theoretical assumption that the primary function of the 

posited framework is to shed light on the empirical data, not the other way aroimd". In 

this respect, lexical semanticists seem almost to exclusively restrict their inquiry to 

existing data, data that are observed in the real speech events, in such a way that the non

existent data are taken as evidence in support of their theory, without taking into account 

whether such an absence is due to general cognitive reasons (i.e. non-linguistic factors) or 

Moravcsik (1998: 20) makes the similar observation that "we account for the observable with reference 
to it [the assumption that what is most "real" that is, explanatory, lies beneath the surface], and not the 
other way around." 
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to the violation of some potential linguistic principles. Under H&K's (1991: 38) 

approach, a distinction between what they call the "notional categories" and the syntactic 

categories is vigorously made, almost to the same extent that Bouchard (1995: 17) 

attempts to differentiate between "S(ituational)-semantics" and "G(rammatical)-

semantics" with the former dealing with non-linguistic background information and the 

latter information relevant to syntactic operations. The attempt to differentiate the two 

within the LS model (e.g., Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995; RH&L, 1998, 

2001) is far less vigorous. This leads to several significant consequences. First, it gives 

H&K's 1-syntax model with an invaluable theoretical basis to account for the creative 

aspect of predicates used to express novel senses, senses that obviously violate the s(-

emantic)-selectional constraints, but are pervasive in everyday communication. Second, 

separating s-semantics from g-semantics provides H&K with a plausible vehicle to 

account for the non-uniformity of grammaticality judgments provided by native speakers, 

which will be seen in regard to resultatives and depletives in Chapter 4. In what follows, 

we will look more closely at H&K's 1-syntax framework in the hope that the import and 

depth of the questions that H&K explore will be made explicit, and that this will function 

as a bedrock to the formation of a minimalist lexicon theory to be given later on. 

H&K's investigation on lexical representations is motivated by two critical questions, 

overlooked in the lexical semantic studies: (1) Why are there so few thematic roles? (2) 

Why does the UTAH exist? (H&K, 1991: 38; 1993: 65). As for the first question, despite 

the fact that H&K do not suppose that 0-roles are in fact the primitive constructs for 

grammar, they wonder why only a handful of theta roles are allowed to function as the 
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arguments of a predicate. The minimal number, they assume, should be understood in 

two distinct senses. First, in terms of the kinds of 0-roles that have been postulated as the 

components of UG, the number is very small; not more than a dozen have been named, 

including Agent, Patient, Theme, Goal/Source/Location (cf. Gruber, 1965; Levin and 

Rapoport, 1988; Grimshaw, 1990; Dowty, 1991; Pesetsky, 1995: 59; Wechsler, 1995: 7; 

Baker, 1996:7-8). Second, the number of 6-roles that a predicate can select is also very 

limited, at most three, as in Mary put the jar on the shelf (Agent, Theme, Location). 

The second question that interest H&K concerns a proposal that has been entertained 

by a number of researchers including Perlmutter and Postal (1984), Baker (1988), and 

Pesetsky (1995), namely that projection of 6-roles onto syntax is largely predictable, such 

that Agent is always projected onto a specifier position where its grammatical function is 

identified (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1995: 30). This idea has been expressed under two 

proposals. (58) constitutes one made by Baker's (1988: 64), called the Uniformity of 

Theta Assignment Hypothesis (cf. Perlmutter and Postal's (1984) Universal AHgnment 

Hypothesis): 

(58) Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis (UTAH) 

Identical thematic relationships between items are represented by identical 

structural relationships between those items at the level of D-Structure. 

For H&K, the two phenomena (although their status in grammar theory is not so 

significant) reflect some deep underlying principles of the lexicon; that is, the lexical 
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properties of predicates are best postulated in hierarchical structures which 

unambiguously differentiate verbs of different classes through the differing components 

of the LRS representations. 

hi the pursuit of the first question, H&K (1991,1993) adopt a view posited by 

numerous researchers (e.g., Vendler, 1957; Dowty, 1979; Grimshaw, 1979; Talmy, 1985; 

Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; RH&L, 1998; Culcover, 1999), that the small number of 

0-roles has to do with a cross-linguistic fact that only a small number of "'notional' 

categories" are commonly expressed in linguistic forms in the world's languages. These 

notional categories, also known as ontological or conceptual categories, are non-linguistic 

in nature, expressing such notions as event, entity, state, and relation. Their 

corresponding syntactic categories are verbs, nouns, adjectives, and prepositions. This 

attempt does not, however, provide a direct answer to the first question; nonetheless, it 

entails that whatever is at issue is closely related to the fact that syntactic categories that 

are commonly utihzed in natural languages are kept at a minimum, and so are the 

notional categories. 

Assuming that various notional categories can be differentiated by their 

characteristics, H&K (1991, 1993, 1998, 1999) suggest that their syntactic counterparts 

can only be differentiated in structural terms, via syntactic operations. Two of them, 

H&K (1991, 1993) hypothesize, are Kayne's (1984) Unambiguous Paths Principle and 

Larson's (1988) Single Complement Hypothesis. According to H&K, both principles 

entail that whatever configuration a lexical item may project in the lexicon, it must 

consist of "an unambiguous projection of its category - to a phrasal level, XP - and an 
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unambiguous arrangement of its arguments, as specifier and complement" (H&K, 1991: 

39; 1993: 66), as illustrated in (59) (see H&K, 1999: 5): 

(59) H 

H B 

The notion of unambiguity is very important to H&K's framework, given that it presumes 

that semantics of individual words as well as those of related words are defined in 

configurational terms. This is achieved by a number of syntactic measures, none of which 

is particularly invented for lexical derivation. One of these is the binary principle (cf 

Kayne, 1984,1994). Under this principle, there are two types of structural relations 

available: the sisterhood relation between a head and its complement and the relation 

between a specifier and its X-bar projection. Specifically, the syntactic nodes H, B, H' (-

projection of H and B), A, H (=maximal projection) are differentiated structurally, such 

that H is the lexical head and its categorial property determines the notional type of the 

maximal projection; B is the complement selected by the head and the relation between 

them is local; A is the specifier selected by the head and the relation is non-local, and 

finally the non-terminal H is an intermediate projection and is limited to one per 

projection. Furthermore, the existing asymmetric c-command relation between the 

specifier and the complement is also unambiguously represented in (59). The last way 

that unambiguity is achieved is that the configuration in (59) may expand or reduce, 

depending on the syntactic category of the head (H&K, 1991, 1993, 1998, 1999), which 
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ultimately determines that the four major syntactic categories (V, N, A, P) are 

differentiated syntactically. 

For instance, the true intransitives (e.g., sing, sleep) are derived as follows. H&K 

consider these verbs to be denominal verbs, whose surface lexical morphemes consist of 

an intemal structure with an abstract verb and a nominal corresponding to the 

phonological entity of the names, but no specifier, which is merged in syntax as a true 

"external argument". The final morphological forms are derived via conflation, as seen in 

(60): 

(60) v 

V DP 
• 

I I 
\ I 

An adjectival head, in contrast, is assumed to be merged with a verb and their projection 

subsequently selects a specifier, which, according to H&K (1991: 48), follows from the 

requirement of Full Interpretation (Chomsky, 1986: 98) in conjimction of Rothstein's 

(1983) notion of predication. In a nutshell, Rothstein claims that a predicate in the 

complement position requires the insertion of an element in the specifier position; failure 

to do so results in a violation of the FI principle (see for discussion H&K, 2002: 9). This 

lexical derivation is shown in (61): 

(61) VP 

V AP 
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Such a distinction in the lexical projections of intransitives and adjectives, H&K (1991, 

1993, 1998,1999) claim, is required, for it not only distinguishes the two categories in 

syntactic terms, it also accounts for the fact that adjectives participate in transitivity 

alternation, whereas intransitives do not (see more detail below). 

What about the other two syntactic categories? H&K (1998,2002) state that 

prepositional projections are similar to adjectival projections, in that they constitute a 

lower predication which licenses a specifier, as shown in (62a). And the final possible 

type category is simply a head, with no complement licensed and no specifier projected, 

which is shown in (62b); 

(62) (a) PP (b) N 

P DP 

With (60), (61), (62), H&K (1998: 82; 1999: 52; 2002 13) claim that the four types of 

syntactic categories can be adequately differentiated if a definition of Argument 

Structure, as given in (63), is adopted: 

(63) The fundamental relations of argument structure (H&K, 1998: 82; 2002: 12) 

a. Head-Complement. If X is the complement of a head H, then X is the unique 

sister of H {X and H c-command one another). 

b. Specifier-Head. If X is the specifier of a head H, and if Pi is the first projection 

of  H ( i .e . ,  H',  necessar i ly  nonvacuous) ,  then X i s  the  imique s is ter  of  Pj .  
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What these unambiguous properties signify is that assuming that each notional type is 

matched with a syntactic category, by logic a minimum of four distinctive lexical 

projection types is required and H&K propose that each lexical item in the lexicon is 

associated with a particular projection type. H&K (1991: 41; 1993: 68) further argue that 

a syntactic category is not directly associated with a notional type, but rather they are 

mediated by what they call the representation of the "elementary semantic relations," 

which implicates nothing other than the event type the lexical item conveys. Therefore, 

the existing LRS representation, as given in (60), (61), and (62), is supplemented with the 

elementary semantic relations. The modified representation resembles in a trivial sense 

that of the LS model, in that each LRS representation consists of two-layered 

components, with the top housing a representation of fundamental semantic relations, 

whose elements are fleshed out in an LRS representation, which in turn gives rise to an s-

syntactic representation (i.e. D-Structure representation) in conjunction with other 

parametric principles (c£ Jackendoff s (1990) and Culicover's (1999) correspondence 

rules and RH&L's (1998) Subevent Identification Condition. This is illustrated in (64): 

(64) Derivations of Syntactic Representations 

Elementary Semantic Relations (semantics) 

Lexical Syntactic Structure (1-syntax) 

Syntactic Representation (s-syntax) 

Note that this elementary semantic relation proposed by H&K (1991, 1993) is far more 

abstract than the similar proposals presented by lexical semanticists, such as Pinker 
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(1989), Jackendoff (1990), L&RH (1995), van Hout (2000), and many others. As 

signified by the words in the phrase "elementary semantic relations," H&K assume that 

the sole function of such a semantic composite is to indicate the following relations: two 

events, an event and an entity, an event and a relation, or an event and a state, which may 

be expressed by a single predicate or two predicates, but not more than two. It is this 

combination of the ESR (elementary semantic relations) and LSS (lexical syntactic 

structure), as given in (64), that comprises an LRS representation. Finally, the internal 

structure of an LRS representation is invisible to syntax, which H&K takes as required by 

Fodor's (1970) well-known argument against lexical decomposition (H&K, 1991: 12). 

It is important to note that H&K expunge the fundamental semantic relations 

representation from an LRS structure in their later modification of their framework (see 

H&K, 1999, 2002). For the purpose of our discussion, it is included here in the inventory 

of the LRS types that are proposed by H&K (1991,1993,1998,1999); 

(65) The Inventory of LRS types (H&K, 1998: 82, see also H&K, 1991, 1999, 2002): 

(a) n>(e]  -> i )  (b) n > (ei -> r)  (c) n > s)  (d) 
H H H* H 

H Cmp Spec H 

H Cnp 

Spec H* 

H* H 

The LRS structures in (65) are assumed to exhaust the complete set of all possible LRS 

representations that lexical items can be related to. They differ from each other in terms 

of two structural relations, namely the head-complement relation and the head-specifier 

relation. According to H&K (1998), the simplest relation is the one given in (65d), where 
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the head projects no complement and no specifier; thus the "atomic" type, typically 

realized categorially by nominals. The second, represented in (65 a), consists of a head 

that takes a complement, but no specifier, which H&K call a monadic projection. No 

specifier is licensed due to the nature of the complement, which takes the form of either a 

VP projection or a DP projection, neither qualify as a predicate in Rothstein's (1983) 

sense. The third kind of projection comprises a head that takes both a complement and a 

specifier, as shown in (65b), which H&K (2002: 8) name "the basic dyadic" projection. 

In this case, both a complement and a specifier are licensed due to the semantic nature of 

prepositions. And the final possible lexical projection is a head that takes a specifier, but 

no complement (65c). H&K (1998: 82) speculate that the complement is excluded from 

this projection is possible under the assumption that the head itself functions as a 

complement of another head, symbolized as H*, and its appearance "endows H* with the 

ability to project a specifier." This final kind of projections is often associated with 

predicative adjectives. 

In addition, H&K (1998: 82,1999: 52) claim that the set in (65) has other 

characteristics. First, each configuration is "neutral" in the sense it is not associated with 

a particular syntactic category. For example, H&K (1993: 73-74) show that the head H in 

(65 a) can be realized by either transitive verbs like destroy or monadic verbs like sleep. 

This implies that variation should be expected in terms of realization of the head in each 

configuration cross-linguistically or even within one given language. Thus, the H in (65b) 

can be realized by either a preposition or a verb in English. Second, mapping of a lexical 

head with the configuration is predictable with some types but not others. Thus, (65a) and 
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(65d) are comparatively stable, but the same can not be said of (65b) and (65c). 

Nonetheless, predominant realizations do exist for a language. For instance, the canonical 

lexical realization patterns for English is as follows; (a) V, (b) P, (c) A, (d) N. Finally, 

H&K (1999: 52) attribute the mapping of a lexical head onto an LRS to the determination 

of the lexical properties of a head that will enter the syntactic projection. 

Now let us look more closely at how lexical heads are hooked up with various 

structural configurations in (65). We will start with (65a), a structure consisting of a V 

and a DP. H&K (1993,1998,1999) argue that this structure is often related to verbs, 

particularly the non-alternating transitives (e.g., destroy, paint) and unergatives (e.g., 

sleep, laugh). A lexical projection is formed when a transitive verb merges with a DP as 

its complement (for a definition of Merge, see 2.2) (H&K, 1999, 2002). Likewise, 

projections of the intransitives form the same way; the only difference is that in this case 

an abstract verb is selected and merged with a DP, which happens to be the empty 

phonological matrix of the verb. To erase the uninterpretable phonological feature, the 

intransitive verb is conflated with the licesing head, an operation resembling the Head 

Movement, as illustrated in (66): 

H&K justify this hypothesis with cross-linguistic data, such as Basque, whose 

equivalents of English verbs like sleep, laugh, work are composed of two separate 
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morphemes, a hght verb and an NP. Mandarin equivalent translations behave much like 

Basque except the equivalent of laugh\ 

(67) Basque: lo egin 'sleep' 

barre egin 'laugh' 

Ian egin 'work' (H&K, 1991: 20) 

Mandarin: shuijiao 'sleep sleep' 

xiao 'laugh' 

gong zuo 'work do' 

H&K point out that it is important to assume that the configuration in (65a) does not have 

the capability of projecting a specifier, which is not totally speculative, in that this 

explains why no causatives can be derived from intransitives (H&K, 1991: 46; 1999: 51), 

as in *The clown laughed the child; *We'll sing Petronella this evening; and why non-

alternating transitives contrast with causatives, in that only the latter participate in 

transitivity alternations (H&K, 1998). For this reason H&K (1998: 75; 2002: 5) call the 

lexical configuration (65a) "Ip-monadic" meaning that the lexical projection (i.e. Ip) 

consists of only one argument (the complement) and no specifier. 

(65b) exhibits an "Ip-dyadic" lexical projection with the nucleus (i.e. the head) 

expressing a notion of birelation. This contrasts with the Ip-monadic projection, since the 

nucleus projects both a complement and a specifier, as shown in (68): 
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(68) P 

the books P DP 

I A 
on the shelf 

H&K (1998: 76-78) attribute this property to the "elemental lexical properties" of the 

head and the properties of the complement (i.e. the DP the shelf m. (73)) shared with 

adjectives; namely that both categories "must be attributed of something." Along this line 

of reasoning, H&K argue that the specifier position is needed in (68), because without it, 

the DP in the complement position will be empty. As for the head, H&K argue that it is 

typically associated with prepositions since they are "prototypically 'birelational.'" 

Another property internal to (68) is that it can be combined with an Ip-monadic 

projection, functioning as the complement of the head of the higher projection (of 

H&K's 1991,1993 earlier VP-shell accounts) via the Merge operation (H&K, 1999: 58; 

cf Chomsky, 1995a). The result of such a combination appears as in (69), which depicts 

the LRS representations of those phrases in (70): 

(69) V 

put DP 
A 

the books P DP 

A 
on the shelf 
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(70) (a) put the book on the shelf 

(b) get the cows into the corral 

(c) pound nails into the wall 

(d) drip paint on the floor (H&K, 1998: 76) 

Furthermore, H&K (1991,1993,1998, 1999) argue that denominal location verbs 

(e.g., shelve, box, jail) and denominal locatum verbs (e.g., saddle, carpet, salt) are 

derived, through conflation (equivalent to 'visible incorporation' in their earher work, 

1991) (see their reason why conflation is used instead of incorporation, H&K, 1998: 81), 

on the same configuration. The only difference is that in this case the prepositional and 

verbal nuclei are phonologically empty or abstract as of the initial lexical projection. 

Derivation of denominal verbs proceeds in accordance with the HMC and ECP principles 

(cf H&K's 1991,1993 earlier works): 

(71) 

V P 

P V DP P 

N P the books P DP 

1 I A 
shelf t t 

t I I 

Now let us turn our attention to (65c), an LRS configuration typically associated with 

adjectives and deadjectival causative verbs (e.g., clear, narrow, redden) (H&K, 1991, 

1993,1998, 1999). This configxjration exhibits the third possibility in relation to the 
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specifier-head and head-complement relation; that is, it consists of a specifier-head 

relation, but no head-complement relation. In this case, the adjectival head merges with 

another head, symbolized as h*, fimctioning as the complement of h*. The appearance of 

h* makes it possible for a specifier position to be projected (H&K, 1998; 82). As such, 

H&K claim that this configuration resembles the lexical projections of preposition in the 

sense that both embody an Ip-dyadic configurations, as shown in (72): 

the leaves V2 AP 

turn red 

This initial lexical projection can be merged with another Ip-monadic verb in the same 

way as shown in (69), giving rise to a complex structure in which the structure in (72) 

fimctions as the complement of the higher Vi. And then, V2 can move to Vi generating 

the transitive alternant: 

(73) 

Vi V2 

I ^ 
turn DP 

the leaves V2 AP 
I ^ 
t red 
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H&K (1999: 55) also argue that deadjectival verbs such as clear, narrow are derived 

via the same procedure. The only difference is that the initial projection consists of an 

adjective plus an abstract verbal head, which together force the projection of a specifier, 

and then the adjective adjoins the verbal head, deriving the deadjective verb. The derived 

verb is in fact an unaccusative variant of the causative-inchoative alternation verbs under 

the assumption that the specifier position of V2 is designated for the direct object (74a). A 

causative variant can be derived, according to H&K (1999:55), only if the configuration 

consists of a specifier and a verbal head. This requirement accounts for why verbs like 

put, place and denominal verbs (e.g., saddle, house) are not permitted to undergo such an 

alternation process (see H&K, 1999 for detail). To derive the causative alternant, a Vi is 

first adjoined to the maximal projection of V2 via Merge, arising as a complex lexical 

projection. And then the derived verb {clear) moves fiuther into Vi, with the whole 

derivation proceeding in a successive cycUc manner (74b). H&K (1999: 54) call the 

derived verb "synthetic" in the sense that it is derived via both Merge and concomitant 

conflation, in contrast to "analytic" which is derived via Merge only. 

(74) (a) 

DP V2 

the screen V2 AP 
A 
clear 

(b) 

Vi DP 

clear V2 the screen V2 AP 

+ I A 
; t 

• . . J  
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The final structural type of lexical argument structure proposed by H&K (1998,2002) 

is a head that projects neither a complement nor a specifier, which is presumed to be 

associated with nominal heads. Due to this property, nominals are regarded as atomic in 

the sense that they consist of the simplest configuration. 

To summarize, H&K endeavor to formulate a theory of word formation that involves 

nothing additional other than the already existing syntactic principles such as HMC, ECP, 

FI, UP, etc. Their major claim, which separates their firamework from the LS analyses, is 

that lexical derivation can be accounted for with reference to the same set of arithmetics 

as employed in syntactic derivation. Such a line of thinking echoes the spirit of Baker's 

(1988) "Mirror Principle." On this approach, H&K reanalyze the derivation of such 

syntactic categories as verbs and adjectives, claiming that the two categories can be 

differentiated in purely syntactic terms; that is, their syntactic properties can be made 

distinct with reference to the LRS representations they are associated with, which in 

essence have different internal components. This approach contrasts with the feature-

based analysis as given in Chomsky (1981, 1995). H&K conclude that there are four 

possible structural relations available to human languages: a head-complement relation; a 

head-complement and a specifier-head relation; a specifier-head relation; and a zero 

relation (head only): 



133 

(75) Types of LRSRepresentations: 

Type I head-complement 

Type n head-specifier and head- complement 

Type in head-specifier 

Type rV head 

Types II and III can be combined into a lexical V projection or a Larsonian v''' via Merge, 

giving rise to a complex LRS configxiration in which the lower V is "subordinate" to the 

higher one (H&K, 1991: 41; 1993, 2002). In contrast, the same operation does not apply 

to Type I, which explains why true intransitives (e.g., talk, cry) do not participate in 

transitivity alternation. 

Therefore, Type I consists of nonaltemating transitives (e.g., destroy, paint)-, it 

represents "Ip-monadic" type of argument structure. Type n is the LRS representation 

typically connected with prepositions, a "basic dyadic" type of argument structure. Type 

ni represents the LRS structure for adjectives, deadjectival verbs (e.g., clear, thin), and 

causatives (e.g., break, drop), the "composite dyadic" verbs. And finally. Type IV is the 

LRS representation typically reahzed by nouns, the "'atomic' and simplest type" (see 

H&K, 2002: 5-13). 

H&K's theory of argument structure has significance on many fronts. First, 

conceptually, H&K's hypothesis, that lexical properties can be adequately described and 

accounted for in syntactic terms, represents another attempt to formulate a linguistic 

For an alternative, see Harley and Noyer, 1998: 120. 
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theory that optimally satisfies the Economy Principle, namely word formation and 

syntactic operations actually employ the same set of algorithms or linguistic principles 

(cf. Baker, 1988; Borer, 1994; Chomsky, 1995, Marantz, 1997; Ritter and Rosen, 1998, 

Harley and Noyer, 1999). Hypothesizing that word formation and sentential derivation 

involves the same set of computational operations is certainly a positive move tov^ard one 

of the most critical theoretical themes designated by Chomsky early on that a theory of 

grammar is adequate both descriptively and explanatorily. Second, empirically H«&K's 

approach seems to better characterize the distributions of various lexical properties 

without making appeal to additional mechanisms. For instance, H&K's framework makes 

no reference to the linking rules or the mechanism of fusing, nor does it require the well-

formed conditions such as Subevent Identification Condition and Argviment Realization 

Condition, as suggested in RH&L (1998, 2001). The invented notions such as function 

predicates (e.g., CAUSE, BECOME) becomes redundant and dispensible in H&K's 

model; rather they can described in structural terms. 

This constitutes a significant improvement from a theoretical point of view, in that it 

ensures that no ill-formed lexical derivation is entertained in the first place, signifying a 

critical difference between the P&P model and the MP model in syntax. Furthermore, 

H&K's framework differs from the LS model in another respect. For the latter, 

acquisition of predicates involves decomposing the semantic properties of the predicates 

and identifying their components in terms of primitive predicates and argument variables 

and then associating them with various ES templates. For H&K, acquisition of predicates 

occurs if the child succeeds in recognizing the structural relations internal to the predicate 
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in terms of the head-complement and/or specifier-head relations. This is the only task that 

the child needs to deal with. This assumption leads H&K to another often-recognized but 

mis-identified theoretical construct; that is, lexical representation is choosy in the sense 

that its make-up involves nothing but information in relation to the syntactic derivation. 

Although theta roles are denounced as irrelevant by some researchers adopting the LS 

approach, formation of ES or LCS representations is critically dependent on them given 

the nature of the lexical representation alluded to (i.e., flat and no hierarchy). This 

problem is worsened by the fact that appeal to ES structure as the organizing principle for 

lexical represenation is not subject to empirical verification. In other words, it is equally 

possible that an ES representation is simple an artifect of structural represenations. 

Since the LS model is much embedded in P&P (the Principles and Parameters 

model), in particular in proposals such as the Projection Principle, it dismisses the real 

difference between linguistic and non-linguistic features. As such, sentences below are 

treated as ungrammatical: 

(76) (a) *Bill only sings songsj unpopular!. 

(b) ?Bill filled the cupi dirtyi. 

(c) *Bill entered the roomj noisyj. 

(77) (a) #The library donated John to this books 

(b) #The library donated his books to John. 

(c) #John donated the library to his books. 

(Jackendoff, 1990) 

(Wechsler, 1995: 1) 
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The ungrammaticality of the sentences in (76) and (77) is attributed to a violation of 

s(emantic)-selection. hi more recent inquiry, mounting arguments have been offered 

against imphcation of theta roles or situational semantics-related constructs (see 

Grimshaw, 1990; Bouchard, 1995). Chomsky argues vigorously that "s-selection should 

be dispensable" (Chomsky, 2001: 10), so that sentences like those in (76) and (77) do not 

"block convergence but yield deviance" (Chomsky, 2001: 11). Evidently, H&K's effort 

to distinguish notional categories fi-om syntactic categories and fundamental meaning 

from 'dictionary' meaning is compatible with Chomsky's call to expunge s-selection (see 

the accounts of Distributed Morphology below). 

Additionally, sole rehance on intuitions could lead to another severe problem. 

This is mainly due to the fact that derived predicates can be paraphrased in multiple 

ways, in which case unless an independent way is conceived that shows one derivation 

superior to the others in the sense that no principles are violated, no definitive 

conclusions can be drawn. H&K adequately show that there are at least two possible 

ways to derive denominal verbs (e.g., saddle). The first is that verbs like saddle are 

derived from an underlying structure like cause the saddle to be on the horse, and the 

other derived from an underlying structure like cause the horse to come to be with the 

saddle. The dilemma, H&K claim, can only be resolved empirically, and thus they 

demonstrate that only the second option is plausible because if the first is adopted, then 

the ungrammatical double object construction, as in John churched the money (meaning 

'John gave the money to the church'), is not accounted for (see H&K, 1993, Ch 2 for 
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detail). We will see in Chapter 4 that formation of LCS representations based on intuition 

leads to serious problems. 

H&K's theory of the lexicon is not without problems. First, it is unclear in their 

proposal that what actually motivates or licenses lexical displacement. A theory of 

featural lexicon might provide a remedy to this problem. Second, H&K's theory is 

developed for the most part by examining the English data, leaving out variations across 

languages. As such, a monomorphemic complex verb in English (e.g., break) can be 

translated into a bimorphemic verb in another language, such as Mandarin {ddpub 'hit-

break'). Finally, their assumption that 1-syntax is separate from s-syntax, although both 

employ the same set of principles, seems to be counter-intuitive and unfriendly to the 

Economy Principle. As a remedy, one may assume that both lexical and syntactic 

derivational processes belong to syntax proper, with the lexicon being a repository for 

information about the lexical roots (Marantz, 1997; Chomsky, 2001). 

Next we will briefly consider a contingent question central to the theory of 

morphology, namely how the typology of lexicalization of the ontological categories 

across languages is accounted for. Various attempts have been made in pursuit of the 

question (e.g., Talmy, 1985; Pinker, 1989; H&K, 1991; RH&L, 1998; Stede, 1999; van 

Hout, 2000; among many others), which are characterized by their rule-based approaches 

and their assumption that cross-linguistic variations should be treated as a lexical matter. 

Below, we intend to show that the scope of this variation is much wider and more 

diversified than originally conceived, so that a theory of the lexicon has to be equipped 
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with the mechanism to account for such variation, which leads us to believe that DM 

(Distributed Morphology) is the model with the required potential. 

2.3.4 Crosslinguistic Variations in Lexical Representation 

One of the two facts that we assume to know about the mapping of the ontological 

concepts onto morphology is that there seems to be a lack of correspondence. That is, the 

same notional concept is often encoded differently in morphological forms across 

languages. For instance, the notion of LIKING is lexicalized as a verb in both English 

(78a) and in Mandarin (78b), but not in German, for which LIKING is lexicalized as an 

adverb (78c) (see Stede, 1999; 1). Further, even English and Mandarin do not coincide 

completely; English like is monomorphemic, whereas its Mandarin counterpart is a 

compound or some kind of duplication, xi 'happy' and hudn 'happy.' 

(78) (a) Tom likes to swim. (English) 

(b) Tom xihuan yuyong. (Mandarin) 

Tom like swim. 

(c) Tom schwimmt gem. (German) 

Tom swims likingly 

The other fact that we seem to know a priori is that even with the variations, there is a 

tremendous degree of overlap among languages in terms of the lexicalization patterns 



employed. As first shown by Talmy (1985), languages often utilize the same 

lexicalization patterns to transform ontological or notional concepts into morphological 

forms, giving rise to a one-to-one correspondence between languages. Such an 

overlapping is not restricted to languages from the same typological origins. Languages 

that are different typologically demonstrate similar or identical properties in terms of 

argument structure and subcategorization, or c-selection restrictions, which ultimately 

lend themselves to resembling syntactic representations. For the purpose of illustration, 

we show the similarities between the ESs in English (79) and Mandarin (80) of various 

verb classes: 

(79) (a) love'. [x<LOVE>y] (state) 

(b) run: [x ACT</}[/?/>] activity) 

(c) arrive". [BECOME [x <AR1UVE>]] (achievement) 

(d) break: [x CAUSE [BECOME [y <BREAK> ]]] (accomplishment) 

(e) sweep clean-, [[x A.CT<SWEEP>'\ CAUSE [BECOME [y <CLEAN>]]] 

(accomplishment) 

(80) (a) dv. [x<A>y\  (state) 

(b) pdo: [x ACT<p^o>] (activity) 

(c) ddo: [BECOME [x <DAO>\] (achievement) 

(d) dd [x  CAUSE [BECOME [y <DA> ]]]  (accomplishment) 

(e) sdo gdnjing: [[x ACT<mo>] CAUSE [BECOME [y <G^iV-JWG>]]] 

(accomplishment) 
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An adequate linguistic theory ought to attend to the two phenomena. It needs to have 

mechanisms that can describe and explain the existence of both overlapping and 

disassociation. Below, we will review briefly the recent research attempts in both regards. 

The overlapping properties, as seen between EngUsh and Mandarin, are not 

accidental; rather, they may stem from the intrinsic properties of UG in such a way that 

the set of morphological/lexical mechanisms available to human languages is much 

constrained, so that there is only a certain range of options available to languages as to 

how to lexicalize non-linguistic categories. Such an assumption is not without basis. 

First, it is relevant that cross-linguistic translation is not just possible but in most cases is 

effortlessly available, a rarity contrasting with other cognitive domains we manage to 

master - think of a physic or biological equivalent to the linguistic constituent to be 

translated into a different categorical system. 

Second, UG accounts for the fact that children as well as adults can acquire multiple 

languages to an impressive degree of proficiency, the magnitude of which can hardly be 

accomplished by humans in other cognitive domains (e.g., mathematics, physics, etc.). A 

general estimate of the amount of vocabulary that a mature native EngUsh speaker can 

master is around 60,000 to 80,000 thousands of words (Miller, 1996; Aitchinson, 1994, 

see also Bloom, 2000: 5 for the formula for the calculation). Although the same estimate 

is not readily available, to our best knowledge, an L2 learner can master a conservative 

estimate of a couple of thousands of L2 words (see Laufer, 1997: 24), although admittedly 

it is much less than what native speakers can learn, but this does not minimize its 

impressiveness. To see this, simply imagine that an adult is asked to memorize only a 
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thousand telephone numbers along with the names, which would be a daimting task, let 

alone involving critically different cognitive skills (This scenario inspired by Richards, 

2000: 4). 

How are the lexical similarities among languages captured in linguistic theory? A 

standard assumption is that such similarities stem from the internal structure of the 

lexicon common to languages; namely, it constitutes a hierarchical structure, 

supplemented with a Umited set of lexical mechanisms (e.g., lexicahzation, the Template 

Augmentation Principle, lexical rules, etc.), made available by UG. Within the 

Chomskyan framework, it is generally assumed that there is a non-linguistic system 

called the "cognitive conceptual system" that is external to the faculty of language (FL), 

although it interacts closely with FL in a predictable fashion (cf Chomsky, 1980a: 11)". 

However, the number of the cognitive concepts that are systematically lexicalized in 

languages is largely constrained. Consequently, according to Talmy (1985), Pinker 

(1989), Jackendoff (1990,1992,1996), only a small number of the ontological or 

notional constructs are used by languages, even though logically speaking, the 

possibilities should be limitless (see Pinker, 1989: 173, for discussion). As pointed out by 

Talmy (1985), the following meaning-related elements are rarely incorporated into the 

verbs of languages, even though there is no logical reason for their non-existence: mood, 

attitude, degree of hedging, state of mind of the speakers, the rate of a moving or 

changing objects, the physical properties of the setting of the event (i.e. temperature. 

This assumption separates the Chomskyan framework from Cognitive Grammar, with the latter assuming 
no division between the conceptual system and the linguistic system. For the analysis of the lexicon within 
Cognitive Grammar, see Langacker (1987), Goldberg (1995, 1996). 
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indoors vs. outdoors, land vs. air vs. sea). Even though individual verbs may express 

these features, for instance, redden in EngHsh indicates the color feature of an object in 

the event, incorporation of these features is not at all transparent to syntax, nor to 

morphology. 

Following the Chomskyan tradition, Pinker (1989: 169) suggests that it is imperative 

to differentiate a cognitive categorization of events, which is formed based on such 

mechanisms as "schemas, scripts, or stereotypes," from a linguistic categorization, which 

is based purely on hnguistically relevant semantic features. This prompts Pinker to claim 

that language is "choosy" when it comes to selecting cognitive categories for 

lexicalization. Pinker calls this hypothesis the "Grammatically Relevant Subsystem" (p. 

166). 

Tremendous progress has been made in this respect by researchers including Talmy 

(1985), Jackendoff (1983,1990), Pinker (1989), Pustejovsky (1995), Stede (1999), and 

many others. The inventory of the syntactically relevant semantic features includes, but is 

not limited to, STATE, ACT, PATH, DIRECTION, LOCATION, CAUSE, MANNER, 

PROPERTIES OF A THEME OR ACTOR, ASPECT, PURPOSE, 

COREFERENTIALITY, TRUTH VALUE. Crosslinguistic studies demonstrate that 

different languages often employ the same set of semantic features in their lexicalization 

patterns, as seen above in (79a) and (80a), where the construct, STATE, is directly 

lexicaUzed in the lexical forms, love in English and di in Mandarin, respectively. 

More specifically, the examples just given show that not only are these semantic 

features accessible to both languages, the way they are lexicaUzed also coincides. In 
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RH&L's (1998) event structure framework, this similarity is characterized as evidence 

that both languages employ the same Canonical Realization Rule (CRR), or in Talmy's 

(1985) analysis, both languages have the same conflation pattern (81): 

(81) STATE [;c<STATE>y_] (e.g., love 'ai,' hate 'hen,' admire 'jingpei,' respect 

'zunjing') 

Of course, one still has to specify the nature of the CRR. RH&L do not have much to say 

about this except attributing it to UG, to which we will return later on. 

However, semantic elements are for the most part bundled together, bearing certain 

relations to each other, in a monomorphemic form (i.e. a root or base morpheme). This 

phenomenon is often characterized as "lack of isomorphism" between a conceptual 

construct and its morphological realization. The opposite is also true, in that a single 

concept is expressed by a combination of morphemes (The English 'negative' is a case in 

point) (Talmy, 1985; Pinker, 1989; Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995). Such a multiple to 

one or one to multiple correspondence is ubiquitous among languages. We leave the 

cross-linguistic variation aside for the moment, focusing on the similarities displayed by 

languages in using the same set of semantic features and the same lexicalization patterns. 

Look at the multiple to one correspondence first. Talmy's (1985: 62) analysis has 

provided numerous examples of this kind. He shows that both English, Chinese, and most 

hido-European languages systematically lexicalize the conceptual constructs such as 

MOVE and MANNER into a single morpheme, which signifies a movement with the 

manner specified. (82) illustrates some examples of this kind fi-om English and Chinese: 



(82) English: The rock slid / rolled down the hill. 

Mandarin: na-ge shltou hud / gun xiaLE shan. 

That-cl rock slide / roll down-asp hill. 
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Acquisition of the shared properties of lexical representations among languages has 

been speculated. According to RH&L (1998: 107), UG makes a set of ES templates 

available at So, along with a learning mechanism guiding the child to associate a lexical 

morpheme with a particular ES template. As such, the child, without formal instruction 

and consultation, would know tacitly at birth that acquisition of words involves matching 

their morphological forms with the relevant ES templates that best express their intended 

meanings. Evidently, this view is not at all innocent; controversies abound. Nonetheless, 

it points out an a pirori presumption that overlapping exists at some level that makes it all 

possible for cross-linguistic translation, although linguists disagree, sometimes 

substantially, on the exact characterization of the level involved. For de Swart (1998: 9), 

semantic representation represents uniformity and constancy, because "all languages are 

equal in that they have the same communicative possibilities." Chomsky (2001: 4), on the 

other hand, claims from a minimalist perspective that parameters are a property of LEX, 

but he also suggests that So (i.e. UG) provides a set of "features" {F}, available for 

individual languages to select to form words, impliying extensive overlapping at the level 

of lexical formation should be expected, given that selection of features is much 

constrained. 
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However, though much cross-linguistic similarity exists, dissimilarity pervades the 

lexicons of languages, often drawing more attention in the literature, to which we now 

turn our attention. A predominant view on crosslinguistic variation in lexical items 

assumes that it stems from two major sources: lexicalization patterns employed by 

individual languages and the degree of polysemy permitted by the individual languages 

(e.g., Tahny, 1985; L&RH, 1996; RH&L, 1998). Such variations have been identified as 

four kinds along two dimensions. 

First, according to Schwarze and Schepping (1995: 284), two languages may contrast 

in that a particular ontological concept is lexicalized in one language but not in the other; 

they call this phenomenon a "contrast of lexical gap" (CLG). For example, in German, 

there exists a discrete concept conveying a notion of 'immobilizing by including' which 

is lexicalized in stecken. French, by contrast, does not combine the two concepts into a 

morphological structure, although it utilizes each individual concept, IMMOBILIZING 

and INCLUSION. Thus, the French equivalent entails less information, as seen in (83). 

English coincides with German in this respect (Troike, pc): 

(83) German: DerSchlussel^fec^imSchlop. 

French: La clef est sur la porte. 

The key is in the lock. 

English: The key is stuck in the lock. 
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Cross-linguistic variations like those in (83) raise a serious problem for RH&L's (1998) 

CRR, since more CRR rules than desired would be needed to describe the data in 

question. This does not, on the other hand, seem to pose a problem for H&K's theory, 

assuming the German stecht is a derived variant of some root. 

Another way that lexical items of various languages may differ is that the same set of 

conceptual categories are lexicalized differently. This line of work is first explored by 

Talmy (1985) and is subsequently adopted by other researchers, including Pinker (1989), 

L&RH (1996), RH&L (1998), among others. For illustration, we resort to RH&L's 

(1998) approach. While English lexical causatives (e.g., excite, please, disappoint) are 

typically lexicalized by replacing the last predicate primitive STATE in an ES template 

representation, as in (84a), their Mandarin counterparts lexicalize both conceptual 

categories, CAUSE and STATE, as in (84b); 

(84) (a) [[x ACT] CAUSE [BECOME [;;<£ZC7ZE>]] 

(b) [[ X REN] CAUSE [BECOME [<XINGFEN>'\] 

Likewise, English and Mandarin contrast in the way that MOTION and MANNER is 

lexicalized. In Enghsh both notions are conflated into a root, but not in Mandarin, where 

they are lexicalized individually, with MANNER being attached as an adjunct 

constituent. 

(85) (a) Phil hurried to the store. 
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(b) Phil hen kuaiDE pao-dao shangdiki. 

Phil very quickDE run to store 

(86) (a) The rock bounced down the hill. 

(b) nakuai shitou tiaoZHE guexiaLE shan. 

That-cl stone in a jumping manner roll down-asp hill. 

hi the formalism given by RH&L (1998), the notion of MANNER is regularly 

incorporated in the verbs of activity as a constant, functioning as a modifier of the 

predicate primitive ACT in English, as in (87). By contrast, MANNER in Mandarin is 

realized not as a constant, but as a syntactic adjunct external to the lexical representation, 

as in (88): 

(87) English: MANNER -> [ x ACT <MANNER> ] 

(88) Mandarin: MANNER [ x ACT] 

As expected, H&K's 1-syntax and RH&L's lexical semantics jframework would deal with 

the difference seen above differently. For the latter, it is a matter of lexicalization, but for 

the former, the difference derives fi-om the employment of conflation. 

Crosslinguistic variation may take on another form. According to Schwarze and 

Schepping (1995), a global concept may be lexicalized in two languages, but under the 

global concept, one language further differentiates it into two separate subconcepts 

whereas the other does not. Such variation is called by Schwarze and Schepping (1995: 
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285) "contrasts of lexical differentiation" (CLD). Take French and German as an 

example. The concept of SEEING or LISTENING is regularly verbalized into the verbs 

of perception, but for French and not for German, a further distinction is systematically 

made between SEEING with and SEEING without the organs of perception. Enghsh is 

compatible with French in this regard, whereas Mandarin, with German (cf Felser, 

1999). 

(89) SEEING SEEING 

WITH ORGAN WITHOUT 

French regarda vit 

EngUsh look at see 

German sah sah 

Mandarin kan kan (as in kan shtiei neng ying 'see who will win') 

Once again, resort to CCR rules might not be the best solution since it means that a 

colossal amount of rules are called for. Nonetheless, an analysis of polysemy might 

provide a more optimal description along the lines of assuming that the fundamental 

semantic property associated with the lexical item see and its equivalents in other 

languages denotes an activity involving the use of the human seeing organ and leaving 

the other use as an instance of polysemy. 

Another area where lexical variation is often found concerns flexibility of lexical 

properties. This line of research has proven very productive in the study of polysemy 

(Cruse, 1986; L&RH, 1992, 1995; Schwarze and Schepping, 1995). Polysemy, in 
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contrast to homonymy, is defined as a lexical property in which a single lexical 

morpheme carries multiple related senses (Cruse, 1986: 80; Clark, 1993:11). In L&RH's 

(1992,1995) terms, predicates embodying this property are called "variable behavior 

verbs." A typical example is provided by Ritter and Rosen (1996) in their analysis of the 

English verb run. As they demonstrate, English run has roughly 21 usages (See their 

appendix). (90) lists just some of the examples they provide: 

(90) (a) Martha ran to the store. "dash" 

(b) Tears ran down the child's face. "flow" 

(c) Matha ran Fred to the station. "take" 

(d) Matha ran a successful campaign. "manage" 

(e) Fred knows how to run the fax machine. "operate"(Ritter and Rosen, 1996: 39) 

Obviously the English verb run permits a wide range of semantic interpretations - this 

property of run is attributed to the fact that run is a weak predicate, in that it does not 

carry much semantic content (Ritter and Rosen, 1996). This notion of weak vs. strong 

predicates runs squarely against the theory of lexical semantics, which does not tolerate 

the sloppy or indeterminate characterization of verb meaning, particularly since the 

various complements that run subcategorizes for do appear in a variety of syntactic 

categories, evidence that their properties are syntactically relevant. Furthermore, this 

variable behavior of the English verb run appears to be language-particular, since 

Mandarin pao behaves more like the English walk in that its distribution is very limited. 
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Schwarze and Schepping (1995: 286) call this interlanguage lexical variation the 

"contrast of lexical variation" (CLV). Again, lexical semantic theories seem to be 

untenable in the face of the problem with CLV. Under H&K's 1-syntax framework, 

variants of run can be accounted for assuming that they are all associated with lexical 

projections of different kinds and some root, as in (90c), undergoes the causative 

derivation in the lexicon before s-syntax. 

Apart from the cross-linguistic variations in the mapping from ontological concepts to 

morphology, some variations are simply restricted to the morphological properties. A 

much-analyzed area is related to causative verbs, in that cross-linguistic data show that 

derivation of causatives exhibits regularity. For example, as demonstrated in Haspelmath 

(1993), L&RH (1994), Pesetsky (1995), Travis (2000), causative verbs of the following 

languages in (91) are derived via affixation, in particular a stem or a root is attached with 

an affix (bolded) denoting the semantics of cause: 

(91) Inchoatives Causatives 

Mongalian; xajl-ax 'melt' xqjl-unl-ax 'melt' 

Georgian: duy-s 'cook' a-duy-ebs 'cook' 

Japanese: atum-aru 'gather' atum-eru 'gather' (Haspelmath, 1993) 

Tagalog: t-um-umba 'fall down' w-zjag^-tumba 'knock down' (Maclachlan, 

1989, cited in Travis, 2000: 155) 

Malagasy: m-i-hisatra 'move' m-an-hisatra 'move' (Travis, 2000: 156) 

English: flat flaten (L&RH, 1994) 
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The CRR, as given above (57) and repeated here in (92), does not accommodate the data 

in (91), because the rule itself is formulated to match a complex ontological concept with 

a monomorphemic word, with no reference to the internal structure of the word itself In 

other words, what a CRR rule does is to assign an arbitrary sign to a conceptual or event 

construct without attending to the origin of such assignment. To account for the data in 

(91), under RH&L's (1998) framework, two solutions are plausible. One is that CRR 

rules are not uniform in the sense that different languages often utilize different CRR 

rules. The other is that the variation can be accounted for via parameters. Thus, for 

languages like English, complex causative verbs (e.g., break, tear) are consistently linked 

with the constant STATE, but other languages like those in (91) still map the stems onto 

the constant, but the causative morphemes are linked with the predicate primitive 

CAUSE. Even though this second solution is possible, the question of how the causative 

morpheme is actually combined with the stem still remains unaswered, and it is not 

foreseeable at the moment how the solution can be formulated. 

(92) externally caused state —> [x ACT] CAUSE [BECOME [ y <STATE>]]'\ 

Let us focus on the intralanguage variation for a moment. Again, a lexical semantics 

analysis faces some daunting questions. Languages like English seem to have a 

homogeneous mechanism for encoding the complex ontological event such as T -» P 5 

(Pustejovsky, 1992: 58), where T symbolizes transition (i.e. a complex event), P, process 

(i.e. ACT in RH&L's 1998 analysis), and S, state. So, an externally caused eventuality, to 
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use L&RH's (1994) term, is consistently lexicalized by predicates with a 

monomorphemic structure, ?Lsm scare, excite, frighten, disappoint, anger, etc. (see 

Haspelmath, 1993: 97 for more data), with a few exceptions such as deadjectival 

causative verbs (e.g., whiten, blacken, darken, see L&RH, 1994: 50; generalize, see 

Keyser and Roeper, 1984: 389). However, such relative consistency is lacking in other 

languages. Mandarin is one of such languages. While as has been shown above, 

causatives in Mandarin are mostly constituted of compounds (see also Li and Thompson, 

1976: 481), some consists of monomorphemic units. Although the latter group is smaller, 

its size is not typical. Thus, Mandarin shares some but not all predicates with English. 

This lack of consistency is shown in (93)'®: 

(93) Verbs of externally caused eventuahty in Mandarin 

Monomorphemic Verbs Compounds 

hud 'melt' dd-pb 'hit-broken' 

kdi 'open' tiii-kai 'push-open' 

gudn 'close' Id-chdng 'pull-lengthy' 

shuai 'drop' jid-kudn 'widen' 

qi 'anger' sud-dudn 'shrink-short' 

guen 'roll' ski xingfen 'excite' 

xid 'scare' rang shtwdng 'disappoint' 

Even English is not a totally homogeneous in causative formation. As pointed out by Wilhams (1997), 
some verbal phrases consist of V + A/Particle, as in pick up, wipe clean, resembling Mandarin. 
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An adequate account of the paradigm in (93) is apparently beyond what the CRR rule can 

handle, and the data themselves show a parametric account inappropriate given that the 

variation is too idiosyncratic or irregular to be captured by a set of parameters. By 

contrast, H&K's 1-syntax provides a more plausible and seemingly correct to approach 

the Mandarin data, in that it can be hypothesized that Mandarin causatives are derived via 

conflation, with only a slight morphological variation; that is, in some cases the feature 

CAUS is incorporated in the lexical stem covertly, as in the monomorphemic variants, 

and in other cases, realized by individual morphemes, as in the compound variants (see 

more in the next section). 

This problem with the lexical semantics analysis becomes even more detrimental 

from a typological perspective. As Haspelmath (1993) shows, for some of the European 

languages, including Russian, Rumanian, Greek, French, German, and English, the 

causative variants of inchoative/causative alternation verbs are consistently composed of 

monomorphemic structures, whereas inchoatives, causative stems plus some derivational 

morpheme, such as -sja in Russian, and se in French. However, there is a a large number 

of non-European languages that derive casuatives from inchoatives or vice versa. 

Data in (94) display some examples from Arabic and Finnish, as given in Haspelmath 

(1993), where the first in each pair is the inchoative and the second the causative. 

Evidently, regularity is lacking in theses examples, since both inchoatives and causatives 

can be regarded as roots. 
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(94) Arabic: Causatives as the roots Inchoative as the roots 

in-kasara/kasara galaa/?-aglaa 

in-qafala/qafala waqafa/waqafa 

Finnish tuho-utua/tuhota palaa/pol-ttaa 

kok-oontua/koota oppia/ope-ttaa 

Other languages that share the morphological property with Arabic and Finnish include 

Armenian, Georgian, Hebrew, Hindi-Urdu, Hungarian, Japanese, Lezgian, Lithuanian, 

Mongolian, Swahili, Turkish, and Udmurt, for which a dual morphological process is 

required. What this implies is that the set of the CRR rules has to be further expanded to 

accommodate these data, which inevitably raises a serious question of how leamability is 

dealt with under this framework. What the lexical semantics account faces is the same 

dilemma encountered by the standard theory of syntax; that is, how to balance the 

demand of descriptive adequacy and explanatory adequacy. With the data given here, a 

lexical semantics-based theory faces a serious challenge from the second adequacy 

requirement. 

An alternative has been explored by Pesetsky (1995) with regard to the formation of 

causative psych-verbs or what Pesetsky calls ObjExp verbs (object experiencer verbs). 

For reasons that will become clear soon, we will review Pesetsky's framework here. 

Along the same line as H&K's analysis on denominal verbs, Pesetsky argues that psych 

verbs are derived through syntactic operations. Specifically, Pesetsky claim that psych 

verbs, either the SubjExp psych verbs (e.g.,/ear, worry over) or the ObjExp psych verbs 
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(e.g., scare, excite), are derived bound roots, symbolized with V. As bound roots, verbs 

like •/amuse, "/surprise cannot occur independently. Based on the data in French and 

Russian, Pesetsky claims that these bound morphemes can only be licensed into syntax 

when they are affixed with either a reflexive clitic {se for French and sja for Russian) or a 

causative morpheme, resulting in a reflexive-causative alternation. Given that English 

does not have reflexive clitics (one exception is pride), Pesetsky proposes two 

morphological operations. Roots hke ^amaze can be affixed either with an adjectival 

morpheme, deriving a SubjExp psych verb (95a) or with a phonologically null CAUS 

morpheme, deriving an ObjExp psych verb (95b). 

(95) (a) Vamaze-> A-Causer/amaze + edpassive0 Va/nazed+Oadj (SubjExp verb) 

(b) Vamaze -> A-Causer ^amaze + CAUS -> 0 Vamaze + CAUS (ObjExp verb) 

Such a morphological process, Pesetsky claims, is syntactic in nature, given its 

employment is constrained by syntactic principles, and is universally available to the 

world's languages, although the result may take on differing morphological structures. 

Based on Pesetsky's analysis, Japanese and Mandarin ObjExp verbs differ from their 

English counterparts only superficially. Where as a phonologically null morpheme, 

CA US, is attached to the English root, an overt derivational morpheme sase (96) is 

affixed to the Japanese root followed by an inflectional morpheme ta. And the same 

covert CAUS is realized in Mandarin by a lexical item, probably a light verb, which, 

together with the psych predicate, forms a complex predicate (97): 
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(96) Sono sirase-ga Tanaka-o kanasim-sase-ta 

That news-NOM Tanaka-ACC be sad-CAUSE-past 

That news saddened Tanaka. (Pesetsky, 1995: 7) 

(97) na xiaoxl rang Tanaka hen shangxln. 

that news make Tanaka very sad 

That news made Tanaka very sad. 

Treating the variation as seen in Japanese, English, and Mandarin as a manner of 

mapping from an LCS to an AS representation would miss an important generalization 

that seems to apply to all three languages. In other words, the superficial 

morphophonological discrepancies among Enghsh, Japanese, and Mandarin should not 

be the reason to stipulate that this is actually a lexical matter; rather with a closer look, 

fine-grained syntactic principles can be found constraining lexical derivation, as Pesetsky 

has demonstrated. 

To summarize, what this subsection shows is that languages vary in morphological 

structures. The lexical semantics approach does not seem to be adequate to describe and 

explain these variations since the lexical rules (e.g., CRR) are arbitrary and ad hoc. More 

importantly, a rule-based account is problematic with the intralanguage variations as seen 

in Mandarin and those non-European languages. As an alternative, we have been 

entertaining the possibility that a syntactic approach might be more plausible to account 

for both the regularity and irregularity that exist in languages as seen in the 

morphological make up of causative verbs. 
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2.3.5 S-Selection in Lexical Representation 

Both lexical semantics and 1-syntax accounts focus on the lexical representations of 

predicates expressing varying semantic properties (i.e. event structures) and the causal 

relation between event structures and the lexical representations. A secondary theme both 

frameworks deal with concerns the morphology of predicates derived from roots. 

Specifically, their primary aim is to identify the lexical derivation process that transforms 

activity verbs, causatives, and nominals into causatives, inchoatives, and de-nominal 

verbs, respectively, along with the argument structures being altered. As for the nature of 

AS per se, the two frameworks departs. With lexical semantics analysis, AS is nothing 

other than an indication of the valency of a predicate. In contrast, in the 1-syntax account, 

AS is basically a configuration consisting of hierarchical structures where distinctive 0-

roles are represented (e.g.. Agent is associated with the SPEC of Vi, and Theme with the 

SPEC of V). Neither framework pays much attention to the semantic attributes of the 

arguments of a predicate (i.e. elements inserted in the SPEC of Vi or in the SPEC of V). 

For lexical semanticists, semantic properties of the arguments are obviously relevant 

although they are not too important in the theory. For instance, L&RH (1994, 1995) 

resort to these properties in terms of "selectional restrictions" to determine which variant 

of the alternating verbs such as lengthen is the basic root. The generalization they arrive 

at is that "the basic use of the verb will impose less stringent restrictions on its 

arguments" (L&RH, 1995: 86). H&K (1991, 1993), by contrast, dismiss the semantic 

involvement in lexical representations, claiming that lexical representations contain only 
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the fimdamental semantic features, the complete interpretation of which is supplemented 

with the 'dictionary' meaning that speakers utihze in the interpretation process. Chomsky 

has recently modified his view on the requirement of s-selection restrictions in lexical 

representation. These restrictions are considered as an integral part of lexical 

representation in the P&P model and the earlier version of the MP model, but recently 

Chomsky (2001; 10), adopting H&K's argument that theta roles are represented in 

configurational terms, claims that s-selection is dispensable because it is first redundant 

and because it violates the restriction of SPEC-head relation. 

In the paragraphs to follow, we briefly review the arguments regarding whether s-

selection constitutes grammar, in hopes of showing that Chomsky's current view on the 

elimination of s-selection is justified if one assumes that g-semantics should be 

differentiated fi"om s-semantics, as Bouchard (1995) proposes. Pesetsky (1982) is the first 

to point out that the lexical entry contains information about the semantic properties of 

the arguments that a syntactic predicate selects or subcategories for, calling this 

restriction the s(emantic)-selection. Pesetsky's observation is obviously connected to 

Chomsky's (1965) claim that a lexical entry imposes c(ategory)-selection on the potential 

complements, in a form called the "subcategorization frame." Subcategorization frames 

are assumed to specify in syntactic terms what kinds of complements can be inserted in 

the direct object position. (98) shows a few examples Chomsky (1965; 94) gives; 

(98) a. eat, [+V, + — NP] 

b. elapse, [+V, + — #] 



c. grow, [+V, + — NP,+ — #, + — Adj ective] 
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According to Chomsky, the information given in (98) is necessary because it indicates to 

the speaker or hearer that sentences in (99) are well-formed: 

(99) a. John eats food. 

b. A week elapsed. 

c. John grew a beard. John grew. John grew sad. 

Pesetsky (1982: 129) dubs such categorial specification that a given verb is supposed to 

select as "c-selection" (categeorial selection). Pesetsky, however, claims that c-selection 

can be eliminated in favor of s-selection, because all the information c-selection provides 

is predictable from s-selection in conjunction with the Case assignment property of the 

verb. This view contrasts with Grimshaw's (1979,1981) stipulation that verb learning 

involves identifying both the subcategorization and the s-selection properties. 

Grimshaw's argument stems from the assumption of the autonomy of syntax, which 

entails that cognitive categories are not compatible with syntactic categories in any 

principled way and thus correspondence is often rare". Nonetheless, Grimshaw 

" The mismatch between notional and syntactic categories is widely recognized and empirically attested 
(see Section 2.3.4 for examples). Jackendoff (1990: 23) claims "not every conceptual constituent in the 
meaning of a sentence corresponds to a syntactic constituent, because (for one thing) many conceptual 
constituents of a sentence's meaning are completely contained within lexical items" (see also Pinker, 1989; 
L&RH, 1995). However, the miscorrespondence that Grimshaw discusses exists only if one does not 
assume the separation of g-semantics from s-semantics, which seems to have gained more and more 
recognition, as in H&K, 1991; 1993; Harley and Noyer (1998); Harley, 1999; Chomsky, 2001). 
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acknowledges that certain semantic categories transform to their syntactic counterparts in 

a predictable way - a phenomenon she calls "a Canonical Structural Realization (CSR). 

CSR, an entity in UG (LAD) Grimshaw assumes, comprises such information as: CSR 

(object) = N, CSR (action) = V. Grimshaw speculates that the child starts with the CSR 

principle and resorts to the learning of c-selection only in cases where the CSR does not 

work. Thus, acquisition of pairs like ask and wonder, believe and complain would require 

the child to pay special attention to the c-selection properties of ask and believe, because 

they not only s-select a proposition, P, but also permit a nominal to realize P, a deviation 

from the CSR, as seen in (100)-(103) (see more examples in Grimshaw, 1981; Rothstein, 

1992; cf Chomsky and Lasnik, 1995: 31): 

(100) a. John asked what the time was. 

b. John asked the time. 

(101) a. John wondered what the time was. 

b. *John wondered the time. 

(102) a. Cathy believed that the story was true. 

b. Cathy beUeved the story. 

(103) a. Cathy complained that the story was untrue. 

b. *Cathy complained the story. 

Pesetsky (1982) rejects the necessity of including c-selection into the lexical 

representation; instead he claims that s-selection and the Case-assignment property of 
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individual verbs are sufficient to predict the kind(s) of complements they license. 

Accordingly, the ungrammaticality in (101b) and (103b) is explained assuming that 

the verbs wonder and complain are marked for [-Case] in their lexical entries. Pesetsky 

argues that the Case property of verbs does not have to be arbitrary; rather its availabiUty 

correlates with its capability of passivization. In other words, if a verb can passivize, it is 

then a Case assigner, marked with [+Case] and if not, then it is not a Case assigner and 

marked with [-Case], as shown below'^: 

(104) a. The detective asked the time. 

b. The time was asked. 

(105) a. *The detective inquired the time. 

b. *The time was inquired. 

Rothstein (1992) challenges Pesetsky's theory of s- and c-selection, claiming that 

Pesetsky's passivization diagnostic is too inclusive and, if adopted, would grant the 

sentences in (106) the status of grammaticality^'. 

(106) a. It was hoped that Billy would become a doctor. 

b. It was pretended that the damage was trivial. 

c. It was claimed that the experiment was a success. 

For further discussion on redundancy of c-selection, see Chomsky, 1986: 86-92. 
For other arguments for the inclusion of c-selection in the lexicon, see Rothstein, 1993. 



(107) a. 

b. 

c. 

*Billy's parents hoped him to become a doctor. 

*They pretended the triviality of the damage. 

*The scientist claimed the success of the experiment. 
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In response to Rothstein (1992), Pesetsky (1993) points out that even though the 

diagnostic test may be ill-formed, that should not be the reason that his original proposal 

should be thrown out. Instead, he suggests that a fine-grained analysis of the Case 

property on verbs like wonder may resolve the problem. Instead of following the lead as 

suggested by Pesetsky, we here introduce several arguments made by Chomsky (2001) 

for eradicating both selectional requirements. We beheve Chomsky's argument is 

convincing given that it is motivated on the basis of a variety of aspects. First, he adopts 

H&K's (1991, 1993) "pure-configurational theta theory" (Chomsky, 2001: 10), according 

to which thematic properties of predicates are projected in well-defined structural terms, 

in that arguments bearing different theta roles are projected in specifically designated 

positions with Theme in the SPEC of the inner VP and Agent in the SPEC of the upper 

VP. This makes c- and s-selection utterly redundant (Chomsky, 2001: 10). Second, based 

on the SMT (strong minimalist thesis) that Chomsky attempts to develop, a head-to-

SPBC relation, R(H, SPEC) is disallowed since such a relation implies the existence of 

m-command, although a reversed relation, R(SPEC, H) is allowed given that SPEC c-

commands H. So what SMT requires is that s-selection be eliminated because it is a 

superfluous grammatical device. Chomsky also points out that if we assume that 

predicates, when projected in syntax, do not exhibit categorial properties, only roots with 
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SEM(H) (i.e. semantic properties of the predicate), selectional information is of no use 

(see Chomsky's illustration with arrive, 2001: 10). Finally, Chomsky claims that if a 

predicate has multiple s-selectional restrictions, it is not at all clear which s-selectional 

features should be satisfied first, hiterestingly, Chomsky's view of s-selection coincides 

not just with H&K's 1-syntax theory, but with Marantz's Distributed Morphology (DM). 

In the next section, we turn out attention to DM to show that it embodies the most 

fundamental ideas of the minimalist view and has advantages over both the LS theory and 

1-syntax theory. 

2.3.6 Distributed Morphology: A Hybrid Theory of Morphology 

The lexical approach®", including lexical semantics and the 1-syntax framework, has been 

informed by an assumption that grammar consists of discrete and autonomous modules, 

one of which is the lexicon, where word formation occurs. The output of the lexicon 

feeds into syntactic operation. Borer (1991: 120,1998: 152) calls this framework the 

"linear model," as exhibited in Borer (1991: 121,1998: 153) (cf. (27) above): 

Note the name lexical approach conceals a critical difference between the LS model and the 1-syntax 
model, in that only the latter is compatible with Chomsky's (1970) lexicalist hypothesis, which assumes 
that lexical representation consists of subcategorization features and contextual features which take the 
form of what Chomsky (1970: 21) calls "the neutral lexical entry," allowing the related lexical items of 
distinct syntactic categories to be inserted in syntax (e.g., refuse, refusal) with the semantics of the item 
being assigned in D-Structure - a theoretical view which has been inherited in DM and the 1-syntax model. 
In contrast, the LS model, as given in L&RH (1995), starts with the assumption that with altemating 
predicates, one form is the base and the other is derived, and lexical semantics is defined in the lexicon. 
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(108) Word formation component®' (composed of some sort of lexicon, 

i and a rule component covering both 
inflection and derivation) 

Syntactic level 1 
Minimal mapping operations (possibly only 
wA-movement, if anything) 

Syntactic level 2 

Proponents of linear models (e.g., Jackendoff, 1975,1990; Di Sciullo and Williams, 

1987; H&K, 1991, 1993,1998,1999; L&RH, 1995; RH&L, 1998, among many others) 

attribute the burden of description of word formation (WF) operations to the lexicon. 

The products of such WF operations are then to be used as input for syntactic operations. 

Linear models have dominated the study of syntax for quite some time, tracing back to 

the Standard Theory (Chomsky, 1965) and even showing up in the current MP model 

(Chomsky, 1995), where, for instance, fiilly-inflected verbs are assumed to constitute a 

numeration or lexical array (LA)". 

Another conceptual assumption underlying the hnear models stems from a time-

honored construct, which is eloquently described by Chomsky (1970; 13): 

(109) In general, it is to be expected that enrichment of one component of the grammar 

will permit simplification in other parts. Thus, certain descriptive problems can be 

handled by enriching the lexicon and simplifying the categorial component of the 

base, or conversely; or by simplifying the base at the cost of greater complexity of 

transformations, or conversely. The proper balance between various components 

See Borer (1998: 153-54) for a feature bundles-based lexicalist approach. 



165 

of the grammar is entirely an empirical issue. 

Chomsky's remarks entail that theoretically, analysis of the grammar can be partitioned 

into various components, and as such, when the burden of description and explanation is 

allocated to one component (e.g., the lexicon), the burden allocated to account for the 

other component(s) is lessened. Based on such an assumption, Chomsky (1970: 17) states 

that two possible research approaches to the study of the lexical representation such as 

nominalization can be adopted: the lexicaUst position (i.e., the LS model) and the 

transformationalist position (i.e. WF in syntax). However, Chomsky quickly (1970; 17) 

points out that this does not mean that the two approaches are mutually exclusive, instead 

he suggests that the third possibility is a hybrid approach to WF, claiming that "it is, 

furthermore, quite possible to imagine a compromise solution that adopts the lexicahst 

position for certain items and the transformation list position for others." Following such 

a strategy, Chomsky (1970: 60) concludes that whereas the gerundive nominals (e.g., 

John's refusing the offer) should be accounted for using the transformationalist approach, 

the derived nominals (e.g., John's refusal of the offer) and possibly the "mixed" forms 

(e.g., John's refusing of the offer) should be analyzed using the lexicalist approach. Borer 

(1998: 180) calls this alternative approach the "'mixed' model," which basically weakens 

the strength of the assumption expressed in (109)®^. Borer (1998) specifies that the 

assumption cannot be true, that the existence of an independent WF component in the 

See Chomsky (2001: 4) for the difference between a numeration and a lexical array. 
® For discussion on autonomy of morphology, see Borer (1991; 134-35). 
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grammar precludes the existence of syntactic interaction with word-internal structure or 

vice versa. Starting with such a modified assumption, researchers hypothesize a variety of 

syntax-morphology interface models, including Borer's (1991, 1998) Parallel 

Morphology (PM) and Halle and Marantz's (1993) Distributed Morphology (DM), which 

Borer (1991,1998) calls non-isomorphemic models in contrast to linear models. Since 

both frameworks are formulated based on the initial proposals given in Chomsky (1970), 

we review both below in conjimction with Harley and Noyer's (1998, henceforth H&N) 

application of DM in describing nominalizations and their licensing conditions. We 

intend to show that a mixed model, as assumed in DM and PM, can better satisfy the 

conditions of descriptive and explanatory adequacy in dealing with resultatives and 

depictives. 

PM and DM diverge fi"om linear models in their assimiptions about the structure of 

grammar in Chomsky's sense. For the purpose of exposition, we outline the architecture 

of grammar as hypothesized in PM and DM, in connection with empirical evidence 

various researchers have made available. As a first approximation, both PM and DM 

assume the non-existence of an independent and autonomous linguistic component called 

the lexicon as presumed in the LS model; rather an interaction between various modules 

is assumed necessary not just conceptually but also empirically, although PM 

and DM differs in terms of the degree and extent to which various modules interact with 

each other. As such, DM hypothesizes that the grammar of a given language takes the 

form, as shown in (110) (Marantz, 1997: 4; H&N, 1999: 2), and PM that takes the form 

shown in (111) (Borer, 1991: 138): 
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(110) Moiphosyntactic features 
([Det], [1^'], [± cause], [± v], [± be], [+pst], [DP], etc.) 

Syntactic Operations 
(Merge, Move, Copy) 

Morphological L F 
Operations (mor merge, impo, fission) 

PF (Spell-Out) ^ Conceptual Interface 
(Insertion of V ocabulary Items, (Meaning) 
Readjustment, Phonological rules) 

Encyclopedia 
(Non-linguistic) 

Word Formation Syntax 

lex. List M-projection D-structure 

-en* 
V 

/ 
/ 
* 

[ v A - ]  A T< 
wide 

1 \ 
-en \ 

* , r 

S-structure 

DM and PM departs from each other with regard to how to characterize the interaction of 

the lexicon and syntax in word formation. For the former, the interaction is distributed 

throughout the derivation (Marantz, 1997; H&N, 1999: 3), whereas for the latter, certain 

word formation processes, such as causative verb formation, proceed so that the output 

feeds into the formation of the syntactic configuration and vice versa (i.e. a parallel 

process) (Borer, 1991: 135, see (111) above). Put differently, the PM model hypothesizes 
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that an initial phrase marker undergoes syntactic operations (e.g., head movement) in 

light of some morphological subcategorization associated with a given lexical item. The 

DM model, on the other hand, assumes that the relevant process should be treated in 

terms of syntactic operations so that a lexical verb moves to the little v, a functional 

category, in order to be transitivized (see H&N, 1998). This entails that syntactic 

categories do not have any status in grammar; their functions exist in terms of 

configurational structures (see, Chomsky, 1970: 21; H&K, 1991: Ch 3; 1998: 82; H&N, 

1998: 121). Consequently, the syntactic configuration into which the verbal refuse and its 

nominalization refusal are inserted in exactly the same position and their categorial 

difference becomes noticeable only in their syntactic context, so that refuse takes a DP as 

its complement whereas refusal takes a PP as its complement (see details below). 

In the paragraphs to follow, we overview the main ideas of DM and PM, with 

emphasis on the former since Borer's (1991,1998) PM is primarily concerned with WF, 

whereas ours is concerned with lexical representations in general. A secondary purpose 

of this overview is to show how a mixed model differs in a significant way from the 

lexical semantics approach and what advantages it offers over the linear models that can 

ultimately satisfy descriptive and explanatory adequacy. 

First, both DM and PM question the assumptions that lexical representation consists 

of a double-decker kind of hierarchical structures, with the LCS representation 

determining the properties of the argument structure. In contrast, DM and PM models 

assume that determination of lexical semantics is computational as opposed to 

representational (Borer, 1991,1998; Marantz, 1997; H&N, 1998, 1999). In other words, a 
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lexical predicate is not assigned in advance an LCS representation; instead its semantic 

interpretation derives in syntax where its morphosyntactic features are inserted in a 

particular syntactic context. Given such a radical departure, DM replaces the discrete 

lexicon with several distributed units; this idea does not seem to be shared by PM. For 

DM, one of the components of language constitutes an inventory of atomic elements as 

the basic vinits for syntactic operation, called List 1 or "the 'narrow lexicon'" in 

Marantz's (1997: 3) terms. This inventory consists of the atomic roots with bundles of 

grammatical features (Halle and Marantz, 1993; Marantz, 1997: 4), also called 

syntactico-semantic features (Marantz, 1997; H&N, 1999: 7), such as [± v], [± be], [± 

CAUSE], [DP], etc. (see more in (110)). These feature bimdles resemble Chomsky's 

(1970: 21) proposal that lexical items are encoded in the catgeorial components of the 

base in terms of their categorial and contextual features. In the same way, these 

grammatical features are assumed to be constituted of UG in the present model, but 

combinations of particular features may have parametric effects or are determined by 

language-particular principles (see Marantz, 1997: 3) and can be formed in a generative 

manner. As an illustration, whereas a typical English ergative verb contains a causative 

feature with two alternating values [± cause], a Mandarin counterpart contrasts, in that its 

causative feature is set in the minus value (see H&N, 1998: 126 for more English 

examples); 

(112) English: sink [± v], [± DPi], [± CAUSE], [DP2] 

Mandarin: chen [- v] [+DP], [- CAUSE] 
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Formation of causatives in Mandarin consists of the combination of the root chen with 

the little v, morphologically realized by dd. The root and the v can be adjoined via 

conflation (H&K, 2002: 11), giving rise to a compound dachen 'hit-sink.' Central to this 

framework is that assumption that the phonological expression of syntactic terminals is 

not available until SPELL-OUT, which entails that derivation starts with a set of abstract 

block-building syntactico-semantics features, with the actual morphemes inserted in 

syntax much later, a process known in the literatvire as Late Insertion. Additionally, both 

DM and PM assume that lexical entries are underspecified, as the examples in (112) 

show, namely a lexical entry like English sink may have an indeterminant or 

underspecified grammatical feature such as [± CAUSE], which grants sinkihe status of 

alternating between the causative and inchoative sense. Nonetheless, the option is fixed at 

the time a numeration forms; in other words, if the speaker picks [- CAUSE] as one of the 

root features for sink, the construction it eventually maps onto is an inchoative one, as in 

The ship sank. Otherwise, when [+ CAUSE] is picked, the verb is associated with a 

causative structure, as in The enemy sank the ship (see H&N, 1998: 125 for discussion). 

This notion of underspecification is not an a priori postulation. In fact, Chomsky (1970) 

provides convincing empirical evidence that lexical items of variable categorial 

properties consist of "the feature structure of the 'neutral' lexical entry. This, Chomsky 

(1970; 21-23) demonstrates, captures the commonality shared by morphemes used in 

different categorial contexts, such as refuse, destroy, easy, eager. 

(113) (a) John refused the offer. 
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(b) John refused to take the offer. 

(c) John's refusal of the offer was puzzling. 

(d) John's refusal to take the offer was puzzling. 

(114) (a) The enemy destroyed the ship. 

(b) *The enemy destroyed to sink the ship. 

(c) The enemy's destruction of the ship was unexpected. 

(d) *The enemy's destruction to sink the ship was unexpected. 

Examples like (113) and (114), for Chomsky, corroborate the postulation that lexical 

items such as refuse and destroy should be represented in such a way that their verbal as 

well as nominal phrasal categorial properties are optimally expressed. Representing the 

same properties in nominal and verbal entries of refuse and destroy is unnecessary ~ a 

violation of the Economy Principle (see Chomsky, 1998: 114-27). 

The import of imderspecification in the lexical entry is substantial in several aspects. 

It first provides an account for the postulation that syntactic categories are not primitive, 

but derivative, originally explored by Chomsky (1970). If syntactic categories were 

primitive, then it would be difficult, though not entirely impossible, to explain the 

subcategorization properties shared by nominals and verbs with polysemous morphology. 

Second, underspecification opens up the possibility that categorial properties of lexical 

items are determined structurally; for instance, a vocabulary item is recognized as a 

nominal only when it appears in a position licensed by a c-commanding determiner (see 

H&N, 1998). Third, assuming lexical items are underspecified means that semantic 
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inteqjretation of lexical items is not determined pre-syntactically; rather a full 

identification of their semantics has to make reference to the syntactic context in which 

they appear. Harley (pc) further claims that semantics of lexical items including 

predicates is in fact determined in the same way as idioms such as kick the bucket. This 

contrasts drastically with the LS approach because for the latter, semantics is constructed 

at the LCS or ES level, which in turn provides the information for the formation of the 

AS (argument structure) representation. Whether DM has advantages over linear models 

is purely an empirical question; no a priori assumption can settle this, hi our opinion, a 

significant piece of evidence in support of DM account lies in the creative aspect that 

Chomsky (1955/1975) vigorously emphasizes for human language, an apparent 

inspritation fi"om Galieo and Humbolt; that is language involves "infinite use of finite 

means." Pinker (1994: 9) also echoes the creativity of language in the following terms: 

"virtually every sentence that a person utters or understands is a brand-new combination 

of words, appearing for the first time in the history of the universe." Creativity is not just 

limited to sentence formation, it is also involved in generating novel semantics of the 

roots, as has been shown in Chapter 1 (more examples in Chapter 4). If the creativity of 

words and language in general is real, as hypothesized by Chomsky 1965:8; 1966: 11; 

Pustejovsky, 1995: Ch 3 for a variety of creative uses of language), then DM seems more 

likely, both conceptually and empirically, to account for this property in that the initial 

feature bundles or roots used to form linguistic strings are subject to syntactic 

manipulation, which subsequently gives rise to new meanings to the morphemes that 

realize those roots. By contrast, a linear model, such as the one presented in RH&L 
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(1998, 2001), involves cumbersome procedures, in that a derived meaning starts with the 

combination of two or more ES templates, which subsequently projects a new AS 

structure, which then in turn projects its properties onto a syntactic derivation. This 

apparently calls for more unnecessary mechanisms, some of which are not amenable to 

empirical verification. 

Within DM, vocabulary items fall into two classes: l(exical)-morphemes and 

f(unctional)-morphemes (see H&N, 1998,1999). Lexical predicates, which carry unique 

bundles of morphosyntactic features that contribute to the determination of their semantic 

properties, are the members of l-morpheme class. Thus, any content words are regarded 

as l-morphemes in the DM framework. On the other hand, morphemes expressing 

grammatical properties including [Tense], [Aspect], [Cause], etc., are assumed to belong 

to the f-morpheme class. Thus, the little v, an equivalent to the upper v in Larson's (1988) 

VP-shell configuration, is regarded as an f-morpheme in DM, as proposed in H&N, 1998: 

120-21,1999). The two classes are also differentiated in terms of the projections they 

generate. While l-morphemes generate l-nodes,f-morphemes generates f-nodes. The 

filling off-nodes is tightly constrained under the assimiption that properties off-nodes are 

fiilly specified (H&N, 1998: 121), although the actual items that may fill in a particular/-

node may vary from structure to structure. For instance, the little v may be reahzed by 

any of the light verbs including cause, become, be, etc., which are provided by UG. By 

contrast, the lexical realization of l-nodes is not at all constrained, in that a particular /-

node does not contain information about the kind of syntactic categories to be inserted in; 

rather, the theory assumes that different syntactic categories are licensed by various 
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headed by a determiner; likewise, a transitive verb like destroy is licensed if it is headed 

by a httle v. An important ramification of this theorizing is that syntactic categories are 

non-primitive. 

This distinction between f-nodes and l-nodes sets the DM model apart from the LS 

model. Under the latter, characterization of lexical items starts with the assumption that 

they should be grouped based on the events they denote (Dowty, 1979; Pinker, 1989; 

Jackendoff, 1990; RH&L, 1998; van Hout, 2000, and many others). As such, verbs are 

classified as belonging to one of four major groups: state, activity, achievement, and 

accomplishment. This idea has been escalated to an extreme position in RH&L's (1998) 

analysis of variable behavior verbs, where they claim that UG provides a set of event 

structure templates so that acquisition of a lexical item involves associating its 

morphological form with a particular ES template. In DM, the notion of events is 

immaterial, being treated as artifacts of syntactic derivations. As elaborated in H&N 

(1998), the Uttle v can be realized by a variety of light verbs, whose morphosyntactic 

features are ultimately interpreted in terms of event structure. For instance, selection of a 

feature BE in the numeration as v head results in a sentential interpretation of stativity. 

Accordingly, predicates such as know and tall select BE as a member of the numeration 

and are interpreted as expressing states. Alternatively, a choice of BECOME or CAUSE 

as V head leads to an interpretation of eventivity, and so predicates including give, 

destroy, grow, arrive select such light verbs, producing a dynamic reading. 
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Given a set of grammatical features, an initial phrase marker is generated which 

subsequently undergoes various syntactic operations (e.g., X°-movement, Merge, etc.). 

However, both DM and PM assume that after syntax, some morphological operation may 

still be applied, which completes the WF process. Nonetheless, DM and MP differ in 

terms of what motivates such morphological operations. For the former, it simply follows 

from the so-called Morphological Merger (Marantz, 1984) which assumes that "a relation 

between X and Y may be replaced or expressed by the affixation of the lexical head of X 

to the lexical head of Y." By contrast, in PM such morphological maneuvering is called 

for by the discrepancy between the subcategorization fi-ame associated with a verbal 

morpheme, such as -en and the syntactic configuration (Borer, 1991: 136-37). A much-

studied morphological operation is called Local Dislocation, which is schematized in 

(115) (see Harley and Norer, 1999: 14-15 for the application of Local Dislocation to the -

que placement in Latin): 

(115) Local Dislocation 

X [ Y . . . ]  - > [ Y  +  X . . .  

Other morphological operations needed include Impoverishment, which simply 

deletes certain morphosyntactic feature from morphemes and Fission, which deals with a 

situation where more than one Vocabulary item is mapped onto one single morpheme. An 

illustration of the Fission operation would be the resultative syntax in Mandarin, where 
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the /-node is inserted with two vocabulary items (116a); that the /-node houses two items 

is evidenced by (116b) where the secondary predicate is conflated into the /-node. 

(116) (a) Canonical construction 

John chdngde zlji hen lei 

John singDE self very tired. 

'John sang himself very tired.' 

(b) Derived construction 

John chdngleiLE zifi 

John singtiredASP self 

'John sang himself tired.' 

The next derivational step is called phonological form (PF), resembling the PF 

(phonetic form) in MP. It is PF that assigns phonological values to the Vocalubalry items 

inserted at the terminal nodes, so the SM (sensorimotor) system could be put to work (see 

Chomsky, 2001). We have not yet considered at this point how a phonological 

expression, called a Vocabulary Item (VI) (Marantz, 1997; Harley and Noyer, 1999; 3) is 

inserted in syntax. According to Marantz (1997), each VI consists a set of syntactico-

semantic features, which forms its "licensing environment" (see Harley and Noyer, 1998: 

126), a notion that apparently traces back to Chomsky's (1970: 21) "selectional and strict 

subcategorization features." Assuming these features are underspecified and that 

categorial properties of VI (vocabulary item)are not pre-determined, the potential Vis that 

may be inserted are not in competition, which is exactly what happens to /-nodes (see 

below); therefore, a completed syntactic derivation may be filled by words with different 
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meanings and different categorial properties, as shown below, where (117) is adopted 

from Harley and Noyer (1998: 120): 

(117) (a) The cat chased a mouse. 

(b) The shark chased a fish. 

(118) (a) the cat's chasing a mouse 

(b) the shark's chasing a fish 

Two points are at issue here. First, the verbal VI chase and its gerundive form chasing 

have exactly the same kind of licensing environments, subcategorizing for a complement 

and an external argument. Second, the two argument positions involved are nothing but 

some syntactic slots which can be filled by nominals expressing different semantics. For 

illustration, we show some Vis along with their licensing environments, adopted from 

Hailey and Noyer (1998: 126): 

(119) Phonology Licensing Environment 

(a) sink [± v], [+ DP], [± cause] 

(b) big [-V], [+DP] 

(c) arrive [+ v], [+ DP], [- cause] 

(d) , destroy [+ [+ DP], [+ cause] 

(e) grow [± v], [+ DP], [± cause] 
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To emphasize, under DM, a syntactic configuration is open to insertion of any Vis insofar 

as their licensing environments are compatible. Thus, (119a) and (119e) should be 

plugged into a structure with no difference whatsoever. 

We have not discussed the components on the right hand side yet of the diagram 

given in (110). What we have elaborated is that a numeration consisting of initial 

syntactic-semantic feature bundles generates a PF representation which is supplemented 

with phonological properties at SPELL-OUT. Following the Minimalist Program 

framework, DM assumes that a separate set of LF representation (sometimes the set 

consists of one single member) is generated simultaneously, which provide some, but not 

all, of the semantic information for the sentential interpretation (cf May, 1994: 4; Huang, 

1995: 128). Rather, the LF representation(s) feed into the C-I (conceptual-intentional) 

system, a performance component, from which the semantic interpretation of the 

sentence derives (cf Chomsky, 1995; Uriagereka, 1998). hi DM terms, it is postulated 

that the final interpretation is reached through a calculation of both the syntactic 

derivation and the Encyclopedia entries related to the vocabulary items (Marantz, 1997; 

H&N, 1998,1999). Encyclopedia information is considered as non-linguistic in the sense 

that its status is contingent on experiences. So far DM does not depart from MP. 

However, H&N (1998) claim that Encyclopedia may be impUcated inappropriately in 

grammaticality judgments and syntactic derivations can be misdismissed as 

ungrammatical as a result. In their analysis, H&N (1998) show convincingly that this 

accoimts for the classic contrast between the paired sentences involving destroy and 
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grow, first brought up by Chomsky (1970: 25), as exemplified in (120) and (121), 

adopted fi-om Harley and Norer (1998: 127): 

(120) (a) The insects destroyed the crop. 

(b) The insects' destruction of the crop. 

(121) (a) John grows tomatoes. 

(b) #John's growth of tomatoes. 

The unacceptability of (121b) has been attributed to either the different 

subcategorizational features that grow and destroy are associated with, as given in 

Chomsky (1970), or a violation of Myers' GeneraHzation (Myers, 1984), as given in 

Pesetsky (1995: 75), which forbids a lexical item from obtaining another derivational 

morpheme if a prior morpheme has been affixed to a zero-derived morpheme. H&N 

claim that the unacceptability of (121b) has nothing to do with its linguistic properties; 

rather it is due to our encyclopedia knowledge of what L&RH (1994,1995) call the 

internally caused eventuality and externally caused eventuahty®^. hi other words, H&N 

argue that we judge (120b) and (121b) differently, not because (121b) is ill-formed or 

imgrammatical, but because we perceive the activity of growing and destroying 

differently. Specifically, H&N argue that based on our cultural experiences, we come to 

an understanding that whereas an activity of destroying required external force, growing 

Note L&RH (1994, 1995) treat the notion of internally vs. externally caused eventuality as a linguistic 
component, but by contrast, Marantz (1997) and H&N (1998) assume it constitutes our Encyclopaedia 
knowledge. The difference is fundamental. 
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is basically dependent on the internal and intrinsic properties of the object involved and 

thus externally exerted force is best regarded as a "facilitator," not as a causer. To 

corroborate their hypothesis, H&N furnish the following data, where they claim the 

lexical heads share the same semantic properties as grow, but they had no problem being 

inserted in a nominalization position as destroy (H&N, 1998: 129-30): 

(122) (a) The army's explosion of the bridge 

(b) John's accimiulation of wealth 

(c) The teacher's separation of the children 

(d) Bismark's unification of the German principalities 

In the same way, H&N (1998) also attribute the unacceptability of such sentences to the 

influence of our encyclopedia knowledge rather than our I-language: 

(123) (a) #I saw three oxygens in the kitchen. 

(b) #The tomatoes' growth by John. 

(c) #The crop destroyed. 

(d) #Sincerity admires John. 

Chomsky (2001: 10) has reiterated the same point, claiming that sentences like those in 

(123) that involve non-licensed theta roles do not cause the derivation to crash; they only 

"yield 'deviant' interpretation of a great many kinds." 
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Without diminishing the significance of H&N's argument that sentences can be 

uninterpretable, but still grammatical, we suspect that rejection of (121b) is still due to 

grammatical reasons, as originally proposed by Chomsky (1970) and further explored by 

Pesetsky (1995). Specifically we beUeve that (121b) is bad because it violates Myers' 

Generalization following Pesetsky's (1995) analysis. Accordingly, grow, when used 

transitively, consists of a bound root affixed by a phonologically null causative 

morpheme, CAUS\ thus, the causative grow is from a morphological component like 

(124a) (see Pesetsky, 1995: 85), which, when undergoing nominalization, exhibits a 

morphological structure like (124b): 

(124) (a) [[Vgrowv] CAUSy]  

(b) [[VgroWv]C4C/5v]th„] 

According to Pesetsky, (124b) is an apparent violation of Myers' Generalization, in that 

the nominalizer -th is affixed to a root that has already been attached with a derivational 

morpheme CAUS. This, for Pesetsky, explains the ungrammaticality of (121b). If 

Pesetsky's analysis is on the right track, it leaves us with a serious question as to why the 

phrases in (122) are well-formed. Pesetsky's (1995: 81) response is that if a causative 

verb is not homophonous with its inchoative counterpart, then a speaker or language 

learner does not hypothesize zero derivation and consequently would find (122) 

grammatical. This explanation is only applicable to (122a), for the rest do not have 

homophonous or more accurately polysemous counterparts. On the other hand, H&N 
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attribute the ungrammaticality entirely to the non-linguistic involvement (i.e. 

employment of Encyclopedia). What we would like to suggest is that both accounts are 

actually relevant. Speakers find DPs in (122) grammatical because they assign a result 

reading to the nominalizations, which, on the one hand, results from their perception of 

an internally caused event expressed by the nominalization (H&N's explanation) and on 

the other, because it is required by Myers' Generalization. 

Having outlined the central ideas of DM as well as PM, let us now turn our attention 

to their ramifications to linguistic theory in general and the advantages they have over the 

linear models. First, DM expunges hierarchical lexical representations, lexical rules, and 

the linking of the various representation components. Within DM, grammatical relations 

are represented structurally. Both innovations reduce the characterization of grammar to 

its minimal. Other mechanisms heavily utilized in linear models are dispensed with in 

DM and PM, including syntactic categories, aspectual classification, although this does 

not entail their entire irrelevance, just they are not intrinsic to syntax proper. 

Most importantly, DM and PM dismiss the assimiption that lexical semantics 

is the basis of syntactic derivation and interpretation; in its place, they assimie that 

interpretation is compositional. At the center of the DM framework Ues the assumption 

that lexical entries are composed of coarse but frindamental syntactic-semantic features 

relevant for syntactic derivation. The assumption that lexical entries are underspecified 

provides a plausible explanation for the phenomenon of polysemy which is much more 

ubiquitous in human language than generally supposed (Moravcsik, 1998; 36). We have 

already shown Ritter and Rosen's (1996) analysis of the English verb run and its 
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polysemous usages. Based on linear models, such flexibility and variability are almost 

untenable, but under DM, since run is underspecified, its final meaning is only 

determined when it is inserted in a position that is associated with various DPs. What this 

entails is that a lexical root contains only the basic syntactic-semantic input that is used to 

derive an initial syntactic derivation via Merge. Its final semantic interpretation emerges 

when other elements are merged into the configuration, which ultimately makes a 

semantic contribution to the verbal root. According to H&N (1998,1999), this is exactly 

how the conventional idioms such as knock my socks off are interpreted, and there seems 

no reason that average verbs cannot be interpreted similarly. Such a presupposition, in 

fact, provides a very plausible account for language creativity, so keenly observed by 

scholars going back to centuries including Plato, Aristotle, and Chomsky (see Moravcsik, 

1998: 22). DM cannot only account for creative uses of language as described by 

Chomsky (1966:11), but also for the spontaneous uses of words, particularly predicates, 

in a completely novel sense, which can be observed almost every day, as given in (9) in 

Chapter 1. The following includes a few that we have collected from sit-coms and 

movies, with the relevant parts italicized: 

(125) (a) I you to stare your problems away ("Meet the Parents") 

(b) This thing (the script) writes itself (Spin-City) 

(c) I am not sleep tired. ("Six Feet Under") 

(d) This is first kiss good, shoe-shopping good, academy good. (Commercial) 
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In (125a), stare, an intransitive verb, is used in a resultative structure. (125b) shows that 

write, a typical two-place predicate, appears in a middle construction. (125c) is an 

interesting case to look at because a secondary predicate, sleep, is adjoined to the main 

predicate, forming a so-called compound. Finally, (125d) shows that nominals can 

modify adjectives (see Lieber, 1992 for more examples). Most native speakers of English 

may not have encountered these expressions before, but they probably have no trouble at 

all interpreting them. What this signifies is that novel uses of words have to comply with 

some general rules or principles, in the same way as novel combinations of words in 

sentences. Construal of these iimovative usages does not come from our conceptual 

systems. As Baker (1988) and H&K (1991,1993) have eloquently shown, external 

argument incorporation is disallowed universally, even though it is perfectly innocent 

conceptually, because it violates the grammatical principle. 

Another significance of DM is that it revives Chomsky's (1970) original proposal of 

the Lexicalist Hypothesis (LH), which according to Marantz (1997) is commonly 

misunderstood. Despite the similarity in terminology, the Lexicalist Hypothesis strives 

for a line of inquiry showing more theoretical assumptions with DM than with the linear 

models. Nonetheless, DM does depart from LH in a non-trivial way; that is, it does not 

assume that the lexicon is at any point involved in word formation as LH assumes. 

Theoretically, DM starts with the assumption that all WF strictly follows the general 

principles (e.g.. Head Movement Constraint). H&K's 1-syntax model, not a linear model 

by definition except in its assumption that WF is a business of the lexicon, has a lot to 

offer to DM, except for its idea that there is a separate, pre-syntax LSR (lexical structural 
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relation) structure, whose products feed into syntactic derivation. Based on DM, it is 

simply the case that those lexical derivations actually occur in syntax. 

Finally, the fact that DM redistributes some of the burden of explanation of linguistic 

analysis to the Encyclopedia, a non-linguistic, experience-based system, is very 

significant. This highhghts the most fundamental theoretical assumption Chomsky bases 

generative grammar on (Chomsky, 1957,1965), that inquiry in generative grammar 

requires idealization and abstraction and that it engages UG-related questions only; as for 

the questions of how people construct or interpret utterances in speech events, they 

belong to the study of the performance system (see Chomsky, 1965: 9, Ch 2; 1987: Ch 3; 

2000a: Ch 2). To cite Chomsky's (1965: 9) original statement, he claims "a generative 

grammar is not a model for a speaker or a hearer. It attempts to characterize in the most 

neutral possible terms the knowledge of the language that provides the basis for actual 

use of language by a speaker-hearer." In the studies of linguistics, particular those in the 

applied domain (e.g., psycholinguistics and SLA studies), such a distinction is often 

blurred, sometimes unintentionally, which leads to erroneous conclusions. Under DM, 

H&N adequately demonstrate that separation of linguistics from performance can be 

maintained if we recalculate notions of grammaticality and interpretability with the latter 

involving world knowledge. In particular, they show empirically that certain 

nominalizations, which have been considered ungrammatical, are in fact uninterpretable 

in the sense that speakers of English dislike them not because certain linguistic principles 

are violated, but because their meanings conflict with their Encyclopedia knowledge. 

This endeavor by H&N is reminiscent of Chomsky's (1970: 27) distinction between 
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"acceptability" and "grammaticalness," the import of which is that grammaticahty 

judgment may derive from various sources: linguistic and non-linguistic, and it is up to 

the linguists to identify their nature. Consideration of the Encyclopedia in grammaticahty 

judgments sheds hght on another puzzling phenomenon that informants often judge 

sentences in a non-uniform way, which we will pick up in the Experiment, Chapter 5. 

To summarize, this chapter consists of two major parts, hi the first part, we reviewed 

the Minimalist Program. Central to MP is a set of posited principles, including the 

Economy Principle, Merge, the Locality Principle, also known as Shortest Move, Greed, 

and Procrastinate. The second part reviewed the lexicon, in particular its components and 

its relationship to syntax. We have examined two contrasting approaches: the linear 

model, also known as the lexical semantics approach and the non-isomorphemic model, 

such as Distributed Morphology and Parallel Morphology. Under the first model, lexical 

representation is posited to be hierarchical, consisting of an LCS or ES template 

representation, which defines the semantics of the lexical items including predicates in 

the form of predicate decomposition. An LCS or ES template representation is posited to 

be a linguistic representation in that it constitutes only syntactically relevant input, input 

that feeds into syntactic derivation. There are basically two different kinds of 

components: predicate primitives and constants. The former determines the kind of event 

structure template that a particular predicate is associated with and the latter distinguishes 

one morpheme from other members in the template or class. Featural components, 

including cp-features, structural Case, and OCC-features, are not posited to be relevant 

within the lexical semantics approach. Another integral part of lexical entries is argument 
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structure, indicating the valence of predicates. Under the linear model, there is a 

dependency relationship between the LCS representation and the AS structure. Syntactic 

derivation starts with the AS structure of a predicate. 

We also reviewed the Template Augumentation Principle, as proposed in RH&L 

(1998), which is designed to describe lexical extension. According to the principle, 

predicates of any class can be augmented, but not reduced, a constraint known as 

monotonicity, and the derived form denotes a more complex ES structure, which in turn 

needs to satisfy the well-formedness conditions. 

We next look at an alternative lexical framework - the 1-syntax model. Its central 

assumption is that lexical representation is basically structural and that word formation 

complies with syntactic principles. The 1-syntax model contrasts with the LS approach in 

a non-trivial way, in that it strives to describe lexical properties in structural terms and to 

further narrow the scope of inquiry into the lexicon to purely linguistic aspects, reducing 

or eliminating a number of constructs central to the LS approach. 

We then look at two separate issues closely related to the study of the lexicon. One 

concerns cross-linguistic variation in the lexicon and the question of whether s-selection 

is a primitive component required by the lexicon. Inclusion of these two topics is to show 

that an adequate theory of the lexicon should provide such an account. 

The final model we consider is the syntax-based accounts - Distributed Morphology 

and Parallell Morphology. What sets DM and PM apart from the lexical approach is their 

assumptions regarding the components of lexical entries, elements involved in syntactic 

derivation, the timing for lexical insertion, and factors involved in interpretation. We 
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have shown that in numerous aspects, DM has advantages over the other approaches, 

which will become even clearer and more convincing when we look at resultatives and 

depletives in Chapter 4. In the next chapter we present a proposal concerning second 

language grammar, an I-language that comes into being after a first language has 

matured. As will be clear, the overview given in this chapter has laid the foundation for 

the proposed theory of L2 grammar. A fundamental requirement for such a posited theory 

is that it be able to adequately describe and explain L2 data. 
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CHAPTERS 

THEORIES OF SECOND LANGUAGE GRAMMAR 

The goal of this chapter is to propose a theory of second language (L2) grammar as 

opposed to a theory of L2 acquisition, on the basis of the Minimahst Program outlined in 

the preceding chapter, hi its simplest form such that it satisfies the condition of 

parsimosity (Pinker, 1984) or conceptual naturalness (Chomsky, 2001), we propose that 

L2 granimar®^ defined as the steady state of a language late L2 learners have internalized 

after the maturation of their native language, constitutes a Chl2 (a computational system 

set to completion in accordance with the L2 input) and an L2 LEX, largely free of Li 

grammatical properties. The essential nature of this L2 competence, S1L2, distinctive from 

the L2 performance system, is no different in principle from that attained by the native 

speakers. From an epistemological perspective, the two are virtually the same in 

character. We call this proposal "Generative L2 Grammar®®" (GLG). For GLG to be true, 

not only does the L2 final state consist of the innately endowed UG principles, but all the 

intermediate states as well. In addition, GLG implies that the CPH (Lenneberg's 1967 

Critical Period Hypothesis) is for the most part immaterial, at least in the domain of the 

linguistic module. Within GLG, questions regarding Li transfer need to be a priori 

assumed differently, in that components of Li grammar are extrinsic to GLG and their 

effects ought to be addressed with reference to the non-linguistic factors such as 

"Grammar" is often used for two contrastive senses: the I-language that a speaker attains at the final state 
or the linguist's description of such an I-language (See Chomsky, 1969: 116). 

L2 should be understood as any language learned after the first language. 
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processing or effects of the "epistemological priority" (Pesetsky, 1982) developed by L2 

learners, hi the same way, the superficial non-native-like behaviors (e.g., foreign accents 

or errors, of grammatical or non-grammatical nature) often observed of adult language 

learners are examined in light of the effects of such factors as influence from their 

conceptual-intentional or encyclopedic knowledge or perhaps the learning or discovery 

procedures they use. Before we proceed, let us reiterate some of the most essential 

assumptions underlying the generative framework, which, we believe, have often been 

ignored in the current generative L2 research. It will be seen later on that it is these 

assumptions that lay the foundation for the formation of Generative L2 Grammar. These 

assumptions concern the notions of idealization, competence vs. performance, the initial 

state vs. the final state, components of language and language acquisition, and the 

methodological requirements for researching the abstract grammatical principles. 

Of all the theoretical assumptions underlying generative grammar, ideahzation is 

probably the most fundamental. As Chomsky redefines the study of language as part of a 

rational inquiry, he claims that "linguistic theory is concerned primarily with an ideal 

speaker-listener, in a completely homogeneous speech-community" (Chomsky, 1965: 3, 

also see Chomsky, 1988). He argues that "in rational inquiry, in the natural sciences or 

elsewhere, there is no such subject as 'the study of everything.' Thus, it is no part of 

physics to determine exactly how a particular body moves under the influence of every 

particle or force in the universe, with possible human intervention, and so on. This is not 

a topic. Rather, in rational inquiry we idealize to selected domains in such a way (we 

hope) as to permit us to discover crucial features of the world" (Chomsky, 1992: 102). 
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Moravcsik (1998: 166) characterizes Chomsky's idealization in these terms: "There is a 

third type of case [idealization] in which we study something under the hypothetical 

conditions that certain limitations of the subject are taken away; thus we get an abstract 

characterization of phenomena. The notion of a competent speaker-hearer falls into this 

category, considered apart from limitations on memory and attention span." Along with 

Chomsky (2000a), Jenkins (2000: 15) shows that requirement of idealization in the study 

of language as a scientific inquiry is no different from that in the study of physics. He 

corroborates Chomsky's claim with Ruelle's statement, which says "Typically, if you are 

a physicist, you will not try to understand everything at the same time. Rather, you will 

look at different pieces of reality one by one. You will idealize a given piece of reality, 

and try to describe it by a mathematical theory" (Ruelle, 1991: 11). When the formation 

of a posited theory is set in an idealized setting, that theory, such as P&P or MP, deals 

with only those aspects of language free of any speaker-hearer-related limitations, as 

stated by Moravcsik (1998). Chomsky (2000a: 19) calls such an approach a "naturaUstic 

inquiry" which focuses on the "the character of work and reasonable goals, in abstraction 

from actual achievement." 

Adoption of idealization in the study of language amounts to saying that the research 

focuses on the speaker's competence, not the speaker's perfomance. While the two 

notions are intimately related, competence is mainly reserved to referring to a series of 

states language acquirers internalize successively over time (Chomsky, 1999a: 41, 2000a: 

60). As posited, at the initial state So (see Chapter 1 above), the unraveling competence 

consists of a set of genetically determined principles (i.e. UG), with some set in neutral 
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positions whose parametric values are waiting to be fixed. As the child is exposed to 

sensory input (i.e. PLD), open switches are fixed in some kind of sequence or in an 

interactive way and as a result, a series of states or competence emerges, until the age of 

6 or so when all the parameters are fixed and the child's competence is entering into the 

steady state, SIL- At SIL, the child's competence matures and his or her I-language comes 

into a stable, steady state, which is internal, individual, and intensional in character and 

does not vary much. Chomsky calls this process of competence maturation "transitory 

states of the language faculty" (Chomsky, 2000a: 27; see also Chomsky 1999a: 41), 

illustrated in (126): 

(126) Maturation of competence 

So (==UG or FL), Si —> S2 —^ s3 s4 —> S5 —> Sg Sil (~ I-language) 

PLD 

Such a characterization of the maturation of competence does not warrant that each state 

can or should be identified by collections of children's spontaneous speech data; in fact 

Chomsky and Lasnik (1995: 70) claim that that should be avoided for reasons to be made 

clear in the following paragraph. 

The relevance of competence in linguistic theory only makes sense in comparison 

with another related though distinct notion, performance. For Chomsky, the two should 

be vigorously kept separate so that serious questions of language can be posed. 
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Performance, Chomsky claims (2000a: 27-28), stands in sharp contrast to competence, in 

that the former is a system that concerns "articulation, interpretation, expression of 

beliefs and desires, referring, teUing stories, and so on." Chomsky (2000a: 28) assumes 

that "the performance systems fall into two general types: articulatory-perceptual, and 

conceptual-intensional," with the former consisting of a sensorimotor system and the 

latter, a conceptual system. As for the question of the relation between the two systems, 

Chomsky has adopted the modular view that while the competence system, or more 

accurately the Sil that a speaker-hearer has attained, constitutes the performance systems, 

the former only functions as a basic component which is accessed somehow by the 

performance systems and put to use (see Chomsky, 1999a: 39). The assimied 

independence of the two systems is made even clearer by Chomsky in "Aspects of the 

Theory of Syntax," that "No doubt, a reasonable model of language use will incorporate, 

as a basic component, the generative grammar that expresses the speaker-hearer's 

knowledge of the language; but this generative grammar does not, in itself, prescribe the 

character or functioning of a perceptual model or a model of speech of production" 

(Chomsky, 1965: 9; see also Uriagereka, 1998: 96)®^ These ideas have remained the core 

of the current MP fi-amework, although they are expressed with reference to the 

minimalist constructs, making them more concrete. Within MP, it is assumed that a 

generated expression contains two interface levels, one providing instructions for the 

articulatory-perceptual systems, the other for the conceptual-intentional systems. One 

interface consists of the phonetic representation (Phonetic Form, PF), and the other, the 

For the posited theories of performance, see Hawkins 1994; Towsend and Bever, 2001. 
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conceptual representation (Logical Form, LF), the nature of which is more controversial. 

This idea of the relation between an Sil and a performance system is exhibited in the 

following diagram (see (15) and (110) above): 

(127) ^ 

Competence "S Lexical Array Merge, Attach-F 

V S (a syntactic object) 
PnO  ̂ \^ach-F 

PF LF (E<.p>) 

Performance it t 
LA-P C-I 

What (127) points to is that the theory of generative grammar assumes that an I-language 

attained by a speaker-hearer within a particular speech community is a set of knowledge 

structure that "provides the basis for actual use of language by a speaker-hearer" 

(Chomsky, 1965: 9, see also Chomsky, 1998, 2000a: Ch 2, cf Townsend and Bever, 

2001). This basis constitutes the components of the language-specific competence in 

(127), which Chomsky claims "say(s) nothing about how the speaker or hearer might 

proceed, in some practical or efficient way, to construct a derivation (a sentence). These 

questions belong to the theory of language use - the theory of performance." In other 

words, the competence model is only meant to be viewed in the context of idealization, 

out of which the actual production or comprehension elements are factored (Chomsky, 

1998: 115). Any components beyond the interface levels (i.e. PF and LF) consist of the 
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perfomiance systems. The instruction provided in the PF and LF representations are 

accessed by two performance systems: sensorimotor systems or articulatory-perceptual 

systems and the conceptual and intentional systems (Chomsky, 1998: 116-21). It is 

important to be clear about the directionality between the interaction of the two distinct 

systems. Chomsky (1998: 121,2000a: 29) specifies that due to the specific properties of 

the performance systems, they are able to "access" the information furnished by the PF 

and LF representations, which contrasts the the model given in Uriagereka (1998: 157, 

see also (15) in Ch 1 above), where the arrows are reversed, which we think is misleading 

in that it entails that the decision as to whether the interface levels will enter into the 

performance systems lies in the competence component, which we think should be the 

other way around (see more discussion on this in section 3.5.1.). 

The second generative assumption concerns the question of how the Sil, the steady 

state of language L, is attained by the child. Chomsky's idea has been formulated through 

two stages. At the first stage extending from the standard theory to EST (extended 

standard theory), Chomsky (1999a: 50) believes that two factors determine that 

acquisition of human languages is possible: "the nature of the language faculty and the 

principles of learning theory or, more properly, growth theory," which is supplemented 

by the availability of PLD (growth theory is formerly called "a discovery procedure for 

grammars" by Chomsky, 1957: 51)®'. Growth theory is called for because, as conceived 

by Chomsky, UG or So constitutes both invariant principles and principles with open 

In Chomsky and Lasnik (1995: 31), a related though distinctive notion is brought up, which is first 
proposed by Pesetsky (1984). It is called "the acquisition procedure." We will come back to it in Chapter 5. 
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parametric switches, and it is up to growth theory to determine how switches are set in 

the presence of the relevant sensory input, hi other words, growth theory is needed to 

account for the transition from the initial state of the FL to the steady state of adult 

competence, as shown in (126) (see also Chomsky, 1965: 59). To sum up, Chomsky, at 

this stage, assiraies that language acquisition becomes complete as a result of the 

interaction of three factors, as shown in (128); 

(128) (a) PLD 
(b) So (UG principles) 
(c) Principles of growth theory 

the final state (SIL) 

More recently, Chomsky (2001) asks deeper and sharper questions on the nature of So 

or UG with reference to the question of language acquisition. Specifically, Chomsky asks 

what there must be that makes UG or So the way it is. hi pursuit of this question, 

Chomsky (2001: 1) assumes that it has to do with the general character of organic 

systems. Put differently, components of UG are such that they best satisfy the general 

properties of computational efficiency. Incorporating this concern into the theory, 

Chomsky reframes his hypothesis, claiming that the attained steady state results from the 

interaction of the following three factors: 

(129) (a) individual experience (PLD), which select 
among the options allowed by So 

(b) So itself, a product of evolution 
(c) general properties of organic systems. 

The steady state (SIL) 
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Details aside, (128) and (129) outline Chomsky's central working hypothesis about 

language acquisition, formulated on the basis of two classical problems intrinsic to the 

nature of language (i.e. (a) Plato's problem; (b) Wilhelm von Humboldt's claim that 

language involves "the infinite use of finite means" (Chomsky, 1965: 8,1999a: 37,2001: 

6; Chomsky and Lasnik, 1995: 14). Chomsky predicts that language acquisition is 

possible, first because of the nature of UG or So, which is allowed by the general 

properties of organic systems. When this genetically determined system is exposed to 

PLD, changes or transitions are incurred, giving rise to a state different from the So-

Chomsky further assumes that transitions of this kind are guided by the principles of 

growth theory, and consequently a uniform developmental pattern or process should be 

observed of children of similar ages. Finally, Chomsky predicts that under the normal 

circumstances, a steady state, Sil, emerges in the child's mind/brain after all parameters 

with open switches are set and all transitions are completed, and from that point on, 

changes are barely detectable. 

The final assumption important to the generative enterprise concerns the methodology 

used to verify hypotheses concerning the abstract grammatical principles. Since the 

inception of the generative framework, Chomsky has stressed that "Only under the 

idealization ... is performance a direct reflection of competence. Li actual fact, it 

obviously could not directly reflect competence. A record of natural speech will show 

nvunerous false starts, deviations from rules, changes of plan in mid-course, and so on. 
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The problem for the linguist,..., is to determine from the data of performance the 

underlying system of rules that has been mastered by the speaker-hearer and that he puts 

to use in actual performance" (Chomsky, 1965: 4). Chomsky and Lasnik reiterate this 

methodological import, claiming that "The explanatory model outlined deals specifically 

with language acquisition under the ideahzed conditions of a homogeneous speech 

community" (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1995: 19). Furthermore, they stress that without 

careful experimentation, random collections of spontaneous data children utter in natural 

circumstances is not of much use for linguistic theory (Chomsky and Lasnik, 1995: 7, see 

also Uriagereka, 1998: 36-39; Babyonyshev, et al. 2001: 2). Moravcsik explains 

eloquently the nature of abstractness in the study of language which Chomsky subscribes 

to, stating that his (Chomsky's) conception ... takes the empirically observable to be 

merely evidence (and not all of the evidence) for the nature of facts to be explained, 

where these facts themselves are not subject to observation by the senses. ... the 

empirically observable is twice removed from the (ultimately) real (Moravcsik, 1998: 

19). In summarizing, it is important that these assumptions and requirements constitute 

the core of the empirical design whose goal is to reveal the properties of the abstract 

linguistic principles internalized by language learners, Li or L2 design alike. 

In the next few sections, we present an overview of theories of L2 grammar in the 

current literature, or more accurately theories of L2 acquisition or interlanguage in most, 

if not all, cases. The reason that almost all generative L2 researchers concern themselves 

with the L2 developmental issues is partly due to the fact, as identified by Gregg (1996: 

49), that the field "has grown out of practical or applied concerns, such as language 
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teaching," and partly, in our opinion, due to the a priori assumptions primarily 

contributed by Bley-Vroman (1989) and adopted unfortunately by most La researchers 

with a few exceptions (e.g., Flynn, 1987; Martohardjono and Flynn, 1995), which are 

basically faulty. In the present study we call for a shift of research focus, which we 

believe is long overdue. Instead of analyzing the developmental patterns of L2 acquisition 

(an inductive approach), we believe it would be more fixiitful if we redirect our research 

attention to formulating hypotheses on L2 grammar, the final state in an L2 acquisition 

(So). We show that the inductive approach, which leads to a "transition theory" (Gregg, 

1996: 51), is counterproductive since in most reported studies, with the amount of 

variables involved, it is very difficult, if not completely impossible, to control them (see 

Gregg, 1996: 50). These variables are pertinent to, but not limited to, the nature and 

amount of L2 PLD exposed to L2 acquirers, age of the initial exposure, native language 

(Li) of the acquirers, state(s) of the L21-language imder analsys, linguistic 

characterizations of the learner's Li and L2, and last but not leaset, research method 

utilized in evaluating hypotheses. Consequently, basic questions, such as in exactly what 

fashion the native language of adult L2 learners is involved in L2 acquisition, is untenable 

in spite of all the research that has been conducted (see Gass and Selinker, 1992). 

Partially, we think this is because misconceived questions have been posed, in which 

differentiation of competence and performance is not at all at issue. This is particularly 

the case in the early 1950's when the contrastive analysis approach was in its prime time 

(Fries, 1945; Lado, 1957). Later on, since the inception of P&P, L2 researchers have 

adopted the generative approach to mainly examine L2 acquisition problems. It is not a 
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surprise that the same set of research questions that occupy the center stage a few decades 

ago but now appear under a new name, still resist any meaningful solution despite all the 

efforts expended. The same research problems that have plagued and imdermined the 

rehability and vahdity of the results can often be read in the current literature. This is all 

due to the negligence of the warning as given by Chomsky, Lasnik, Moravcsik, Jenkins, 

and Uriagereka. 

This problem is compounded by another practice commonly adopted in L2 research, 

resembling a practice of experimental psychologists, in which they often "shift in focus to 

work in areas that are better insulated firom theoretical modification elsewhere" in the 

face of the notorious changes in theoretical assumptions, and they present themselves as 

someone who "tests ideas developed elsewhere but does not contribute otherwise to their 

proper formulation." Chomsky (1999a: 45) specifically criticizes this practice, stating "to 

insulate one's work from theoretical modifications elsewhere is to keep to topics of 

limited significance, close to the surface of phenomena. If one's work is important 

enough to have consequences beyond its immediate scope, then it cannot be immune to 

new understanding outside of this scope." He further claims that "research into language 

should obviously be a cooperative enterprise. There is no privileged sector of this 

discipline that provides theory, which is tested by others" (Chomsky, 1999a: 45). What 

Chomsky urges researchers from other disciplines such as language processing and 

language acquisition to do is to partake in the theory formation process itself It is fair to 

say that generative L2 researchers have not done this yet, at least up to this moment. 
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This overview of the current L2 acquisition theories is divided into three parts: 

hypotheses concerning accessibiUty of UG (3.1), hypotheses related to functional 

projection in Lz (3.2), and hypotheses on the lexicon-morphsyntax interface in L2 

acquisition (3.3). This chapter ends with our proposal of L2 grammar in section 3.4. 

3.1 Accessibility of UG in L2 Acquisition 

Historically, studies in second language learning are inextricably motivated by a wholly 

practical desire to find solutions to the learning problems faced by the L2 learners who 

are leaming a second language after mastery of their native language and the pedagogical 

problems faced by the instructors who desperately yeam to find the best and most 

effective way to teach the language (see Newmeyer and Weinberger, 1988: 34; Gregg, 

1996: 49). In modem times, since the inception of P&P (Chomsky, 1981), the goal of 

SLA (second language acquisition or learning)® research has been redefined; instead of 

searching for pedagogical solutions, SLA researchers have shifted their attention to 

xmderstanding the L2 developmental process per se and the epistemological properties of 

the L2 knowledge developed by the L2 leamer at each stage. Assuming the P&P model to 

be relevant to SLA, L2 researchers started to adopt the model in the mid-1980's in terms 

of its goal, research questions, methodology, and research program, with some 

® Krashen's (1985) distinction of acquisition and leaming is not of relevance in the current study, although 
we do think that the theoretical import of such a distinction can be better differentiated in terms of L2 
knowledge and performance. 
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modifications (Newmeyer and Weinberger, 1988; 34; White, 1989: Ch 2; Gregg, 1996: 

49; Eubank and Juffs, 2000: 131). Not only did the L2 researchers begin to see how 

a rationalist approach can provide insights into the SLA problems, they also came to the 

realization that as an intellectual discipline, inquiry of the deeper questions, as opposed to 

finding an optimal pedagogy, cannot be put aside any more. Given the assumptions 

mentioned above, the simplest starting point is to adopt the set of questions raised by 

Chomsky (1965: 24-25; 1986: 3) and raise them in the context of SLA. As such, L2 

researchers, including White (1985a, 1985b), Flynn (1988), Clahsen and Muysken 

(1988), Schachter (1989), among many others, started to explore questions the basis of 

which is outlined in P&P. However, there is a twist in this endeavor, histead of adopting 

the deductive research program typically utilized in theoretical linguistics, L2 researchers 

decided to adapt it by skipping the epistemological question and going directly into 

examining the developmental question, a research strategy which probably mainly 

stemmed from the tacit assumptions about the fundamental differences between Li and L2 

acquisition, even though empirical evidence is meager or even non-existenct. This 

revised mode of research approach is clearly seen in White's goal statement in her 1989 

book, announcing "we shall focus on Chomsky's answer to the second question, and 

explore the extent to which his answer holds for non-primary language acquisition" 

(White, 1989: 1). This assumption, which we believe is basically flawed (see discussion 

below), is shared by most L2 researchers who have adopted the generative framework. A 

quick look at the most recent empirical studies published in the field can readily verify 

this (e.g., Clahsen and Muysken, 1986; Flynn, 1988; White, 1985a, 1988; 1989; Epstein, 
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et al., 1996,1998; Yusa, 1998, Hawkins, 2001, among others) - all focus on the question 

of how L2 development proceeds in the absence of a posited theory of L2 grammar, with 

just a few exceptions including Travis (1988), Gregg (1989) (1996), Rutherford (1994), 

Li, XL (1998), Shi (2002), (2003), who advocate, along with Chomsky (1977,1999a), 

that a theory of L2 grammar needs to be formulated prior to the addressing of the 

questions concerning L2 development. Thus, it is almost inevitable that L2 researchers 

engage themselves with questions of a general nature, namely to what extent UG is still 

available constraining the adult L2 acquisition process. Three working hypotheses have 

been proposed in the debate. 

3.1.1 Direct Access Model 

The first L2 acquisition hypothesis is that adult L2 learners have full access to UG (Flynn 

and Manuel, 1991; Flynn, 1987,1989; White, 1989, 1990; Thomas, 1993; Uziel, 1993; 

Epstein, Flynn, and Martohardjono, 1996; among others), and L2 acquisition is in fact 

constrained by UG principles, no other cognitive systems required. This view is 

illustrated in the diagram below (cf White's 2000: 135 "No Transfer/Full Access"): 

(130) Direct Access Model (DAM) 

L2PLD—• [UG"] •...83,84,85, 
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As posited, DAM assumes that adult L2 acquisition process coincides with the child Li 

acquisition process, in the sense that both processes are fully constrained and guided by 

the genetically determined abstract principles and learning mechanisms. It needs to be 

pointed out though that in the original proposals such as those described by Cook (1988: 

182) and White (1989: 37), no explicit statement has been made that DAM is concerned 

with the transitional stages of L2 development only, with no reference to the initial state 

So nor to the final state, Siu, but this seems to be the case when one reviews the empirical 

studies conducted between mid-1980's to mid-1990's one of which is to be reviewed 

below. Cook (1988; 175) makes an exception, claiming that a steady state is irrelevant for 

adult L2 learners, given his acceptance of the assimiption that hardly any adult L2 learners 

can reach the native-like competence, and thus Cook suggests that they can only reach a 

"terminal state S", as opposed to Ss (= SIL). This explains why in (130) SO and SIU are 

missing, an indication that appUcation of UG theory m L2 acquisition may be 

inappropriate from the very beginning, namely as pointed out in Chapter one, a linguistic 

theory like P&P (the Principles and Parameters model) and MP (Minimahst Program) 

characterizes the final state, determined via logic and empirical evidence, but L2 

researchers use such fi:amewords to measure transitory state(s), a non-trivial departure. 

What DAM predicts is that at the transitional stages, adults L2 acquisition is constrained 

by UG principles, although it does not say anything about whether these principles are at 

work at the initial state, which is exactly what UG theory offers. 

Advocates of DAM do not just think that UG is available for adult L2 learners to use, 

the whole set of parameters is also there for them to fix and to incorporate the values into 
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their existing state. Nonetheless, their assumptions on the relation between UG and an 

interim grammar stand in sharp contrast to Chomsky (1999a), in that to Chomsky, the 

interaction between the two is a two-way function, in that UG feeds into a state and then 

the state with the UG information goes back to UG components again. To generative L2 

researchers, the relation is causal in that UG provides information, but no information is 

given back (see, Cook, 1988: 182; White, 1989: 37). If our interpretation is justified, then 

DAM is only concerned with UG computational principles, leaving aside the involvement 

of Growth Theory completely, which turns out to be a very unfortunate practice. 

Furthermore, DAM assumes, although this assumption was never directly considered and 

tied into the debate until several years later (see Birdsong, 1999), that CPH (critical 

period hypothesis, Lenneberg, 1967) is immaterial, in that it does not affect the adult L2 

acquisition process, which implies that Lz and Li differences have to be accounted for via 

other means. 

Proponents of DAM justify their position on both conceptual and empirical grounds. 

Conceptually, they argue that the problem known as the "poverty of the stimulus" or 

"underdetermination" is very much as true of L2 acquisition as it is of Li acquisition, in 

that knowledge attained by L2 learners transcends the positive input in complexity and 

quantity (Flynn and Manuel, 1991: 134; White, 1989: 38; Epstein, et al., 1996; Schwartz 

and Sprouse, 2000: 169). Second, empirically it is provable that certain types of 

grammatical errors are simply never observed as part of the error repertoire, which is 

often taken to be the result of UG (Flynn and Manuel, 1991: 135; White, 1989: 52). And 

finally, it is argued that Wilhelm von Humboldt's aphorism, that language permits its 
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users to have "infinite use of finite means," is as true of L2 learners as it is true of child Li 

learners (Flynn and Manuel, 1991: 135). These conceptual arguments are supplemented 

by empirical studies. Below we will review just one, which we believe is representative 

of the research design that still very much dominates today's generative Li acquisition 

research. The purpose of this review is to show that because DAM is formulated in such 

general and imprecise terms, its explanatory effects are critically undermined. 

Additionally, because the design of the study lacks "the idealized condition of a 

homogeneous speech community" Chomsky and Lasnik (1995: 19), the findings are 

largely invalid. 

White (1989: 144-68) investigates whether the Subjacency Principle is still accessible 

to adult French-speaking learners of English. A total of 66 French-speaking ESL subjects 

participated in the study, divided into three groups. The first consisted of 18 subjects 

whose ESL proficiency was identified as low intermediate and intermediate (average age 

31). Another comprised 25 subjects whose ESL proficiency was identified as 

intermediate or advanced (average age 27). Still another was made up of 23 adolescents 

(average age 15), whose ESL proficiency was not reported. A control group composed of 

14 native speakers of English was also involved. All participants were subjected to a 

proficiency test, and the results showed as follows: 23.92 (control group), 13.23 (Group 

1), 13.84 (Group 2), and 3.95 (Adolescent Group). While White reported that the score 

difference between Group 1 and 2 was not statistically significant, she does not report on 

the differences between the control and the non-native groups. Even without it, more than 

10-point difference makes it certain that the difference would be statistically significant, 
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which means that White was measuring subjects whose hnguistic states of EngUsh were 

simply not at all compatible. This problem raises questions in the design of the study, to 

which we will return. 

There were three tests in the experiment: the multiple-choice judgment task (MCGJ), 

Paced GJ, and the Comprehension task. These tests were designed to measure subjects' 

knowledge of Subjacency Principle in terms of Complex NP Constraint (CNPC), wh-

island effects, extraction from the complex NP in the subject and object positions, and 

That trace effects. No production tests were used. In the first two tests, there were 

grammatical and ungrammatical sentences. White predicted that if the non-native 

subjects accurately identified the grammatical sentences, they should be able to 

successfully identify the ungrammatical sentences, or vice versa. 

The results obtained are mixed and irregular. We will not report on all the results, but 

instead focus on some to make a point. It is pointless to refer to White's statistical results, 

given that diversified jp-level values were used in her calculations, which might help her 

reach the desired conclusions, but substantially reduced their probability. For this reason, 

we look at the raw scores in percentages. On the MCGJ test. White reported that the 

controls have 81% and 96% accuracy in identifying the grammatical and ungrammatical 

sentences involving the CNPC, the three ESL groups obtained much lower percentages: 

on the grammatical sentences 76% for Group 1, 53% for Group 2, and 60% for 

Adolescents and on the ungrammatical sentences 80% for Group 1,81% for Group 2 and 

47% for Adolescents. What these scores showed is that intragroup behaviors on the 

judgments of grammatical and ungrammatical are not predictable; for instance, while 
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Group 2 got 53% group means of accuracy on the grammatical sentences and 81% on the 

ungrammatical sentences. The same trend was observed of the control group and 

Adolescents group, but not so much to Group 1. Second, the ESL proficiency, assigned 

almost arbitrarily, proved not to be a reliable predictor. Thus, whereas Group 2 obtained 

53 percent on grammatical sentences. Group 1 obtained 76 percent. Irregularity like this 

occurs across the board. For example, Group 1 gained 80% accuracy on the grammatical 

sentences involving wh-island effects, but only 65% on the ungrammatical sentences. 

Likewise, Group 2 obtained 83% accuracy rates on the grammatical sentences involving 

that-trace effects, but only recognized the ungrammatical sentences at the rate of 67%. 

The Paced GJ task presented even more problems. Since the subjects were instructed 

to judge each sentence for its grammaticality within 3 seconds, it is not clear whether it is 

the subjects' knowledge of English being measured or their processing skills, contained 

in the performance systems. For this reason, the Paced GJ task, in our opinion, is 

completely inappropriate. As for the comprehension test, where subjects were asked to 

form interrogatives based on the sentences provided, White provided no analysis of 

variance on the differences between the control and experimental groups. Nonetheless, 

raw scores showed substantial differences. 

The problem with DAM, it seems to us, has nothing to do with the hypothesis in and 

of itself, but with the research methodology adopted. In a deeper sense, the problem starts 

with the researcher insulating herself from linguistic inquiry and employing the P&P 

model as a "methodological convenience" (Chomsky, 2000c). Another problem, 

conceptual in nature, stems from a misunderstanding of UG theory. As outlined above, 
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components of UG consist of what is hypothesized to be the species-specific biological 

principles and are determined logically via a comparison of the PLD (primary linguistic 

data) and its final state attained by the speakers. The question on UG accessibility in late 

L2 learners can only be adequately assessed if similar conditions exist; that is, the steady 

state has been established and PLD has been verified to be sufficient, neither of which 

was present in White's study. 

There is another conceptual confusion worth mentioning. Language acquisition, as 

conceived by Chomsky (1995a, 1999a, 2000c), constitutes two parts: UG and growth 

procedures. Obviously, DAM is intended to characterize the UG part, not the learning 

process, but given that the L2 subjects' state had not reached its fainal state, findings 

elicited are essentially invalid, a point vigorously expressed by Travis (1988), Borer 

(1996). If White had intended to measure the growth process, she should have used the 

child EngUsh-speaking subjects whose L2 development was comparable with those of the 

French-speaking subjects as the controls. This suggests that DAM, as formulated, lacks 

clarification and specificity. 

Li addition, DAM is open to challenge in another critical aspect. Formation of DAM 

and any other hypotheses on UG accessibility to be seen shortly is set on an a priori 

presupposition that posing the question of UG accessibility is viable, even in the absence 

of a posited theory of mature L2 grammar. What this entails is that verification or 

refutation of a UG access-related hypothesis could be done without a theory of L2 

grammar. This assumption is not just flawed, but its effects have proved detrimental. 

Borer (1996: 718) specifically criticizes such a presupposition, claiming "UG 
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accessibility can only be fully evaluated with respect to the steady state grammar reached 

by the learners." Along the same line, Travis (1988: 103) also expresses the same concern 

that it is very necessary in debating UG accessibility in L2 acquisition to distinguish 

qualitative and quantitative differences. For her, the question on UG accessibility is only 

concerned with qualitative difference, not quantitative difference, and such an 

understanding of the qualitative difference can only be deduced by positing a theory of 

the steady state of an L2, Sil2-

A further related problem for White's study and other UG accessibility-related studies 

in general has to do with the measurement. In almost all cases, all tests used are 

grammaticality judgment tasks, which probably reveal more of the subjects' performance 

system than their competence system. As seen in White's study, the paced GJ task is 

designed to tap into the subjects' competence system by pressing them to give answers 

within 3 seconds, but such an experimental situation is exactly the opposite to what 

Chomsky (1965) call "an ideal speaker-hearer" situation under which linguistic theory 

should be evaluated. It is not that there is a perfect metalinguistic task that measures 

nothing but subjects' competence system (see Gordon, 1996: 212), but certainly some 

tasks are more likely to reveal subjects' competence than others. In Li acquisition 

research, it has been debated extensively how a combination of measurements can bring 

out the best results (see McDaniel, et al. 1996; Grain and Thornton, 1998). For example. 

Lust (1999: 115) claims that it is absolutely vital for child language acquisition 

researchers to utilize a combination of tasks (e.g., production, comprehension, or 
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grammaticality judgment task), which can best reveal the grammatical competence of the 

child. There is no doubt that the same is true of adult L2 acquisition research. 

The problem for White is that even supposing that the experiments were to measure 

the interim stages of L2 acquisition, the results are still far from clear or useful to draw 

conclusions from. This is mainly because there are so many confounding variables not 

controlled at all, including the exposure of the L2 input, non-native subjects' L2 

proficiency, and their L2 developmental stage(s). Failure of eliminating or controlling 

these confounding variables is probably the main contributor to the irregularity as seen in 

the results reported and ultimately absence of evidence in support of her predictions. 

3.1.2 No Access Model 

The second L2 acquisition hypothesis to be reviewed here is called No Access Model (cf 

Cook's, No Access to UG, 1988: 183). Within this view that is antithetical to DAM, L2 

generative researchers, including Bley-Vroman (1989), Clahsen (1988, 1990), Clahsen 

and Muysken (1988), claim that adult L2 acquisition is fimdamentally different firom child 

Li acquisition. As Clahsen suirmiarizes this view, "child first language (LI) acquisition 

and adult second language (L2) acquisition are guided by distinct sets of principles. In 

particular, I argue that adult L2 acquisition follows from general learning strategies, 

while child LI acquisition primarily follows from principles of Universal Grammar 

(UG)" (Clahsen, 1988: 47). The No Access Model is illustrated in the diagram below: 
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(131) No Access Model (NAM) 

• So, Si, S2 S3, S4, S5, ... L2PLD General-purpose arithmetics + L] 

In contrast to DAM, proponents of NAM assume that inductive principles or general-

purpose principles, which are non-domain-specific by definition, are available to adult L2 

learners at the initial state, which might either occur in a formal ESL setting or in a 

natural target-language environment. It further specifies that throughout the L2 

acquisition process, there is only this set of general problem-solving strategies that is at 

work. Subsequently, the steady state in L2 acquisition differs fundamentally from that 

attained by native speakers regardless of how proficient and sophisticated it actually is. 

In fact, NAM assumes that no native-like L2 proficiency is attainable for adult L2 

learners. This idea is signified in diagram (131) by the absence of Siu at all. Prima facie 

NAM seems impossible, but before we dismiss it, let us look at the rationale behind it. 

The person who is probably most responsible for the view expressed in terms of 

NAM is Bley-Vroman, who published a seminal paper in 1989, where he makes a bold 

claim that child Li acquisition and adult foreign/L2 acquisition™ are fundamentally 

different. Bley-Vroman's claim follows fi^om a comparison of the steady state, Sil that 

the child attains in a speech community, as characterized by Chomsky (1965: 58), 

including the conditions under which this Sil is reached, to a possible steady state that the 

™ Bley-Vroman uses foreign language learning and second language learning interchangeably in his study, 
a sign that he does not appreciate the difference so much (see below). We disagree, in that we think the 
difference is real, but in some respects the difference can be critical, particularly in terms of the quality of 
the Lz PLD. 
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foreign/L2 learner is assumed to attain, and thus concludes that the two types of language 

learning are fundamentally different. Despite Bley-Vroman's view being for the most 

part based on intuitions and unverified superficial observations, it is shared by most 

people, including generative researchers, and has continuously influenced the field (see 

Newmeyer, 1998: 74-75). Moreover, Bley-Vroman's analysis is severely undermined by 

the same problem as seen above with DAM; that is, mechanically transforming 

Chomsky's theory, which is in essence concerned with the steady state, into the analysis 

of L2 acquisition process, does not prove so helpful. To the contrary such a research 

endeavor is simply counterproductive, since it often involves misunderstanding and 

misinterpretation of the linguistic theory, which is not a rarity in the field. 

Taking Chomsky's (1965: 58) characterization of the components of a mature 

grammar as a starting point, Bley-Vroman (1989: 43-50) then checks those components 

against the components of a putative L2 grammar, or more accurately against the 

components of an interim or a developing L2 grammar, and concludes that in every 

aspect, whatever is true of an Li grammar is false of an adult L2 grammar. Bley-

Vroman specifies nine aspects that tells apart the adult L2 acquisition from the child Li 

acquisition: (a) lack of success, (b) general failure, (c) variation in success, course, and 

strategy, (d) variation in goals, (e) fossilization, (f) indeterminate intuitions, (g) 

importance of instruction, (h) negative evidence, (i) role of affective factors. With the 

premise that all nine points are valid of L2 learning, Bley-Vroman (1989: 50) presents 

what he calls "The Fundamental Difference Hypothesis" (FDH), which supposedly 

pinpoints the sources of the differences between adult L2 and child Li learning. Bley-
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Vroman claims that the sources fall into three kinds: internal, linguistic, and qualitative. 

The internal difference refers to the fact that a child and an adult differ cognitively at the 

onset of language learning, namely the adult starts with a fully developed general 

cognitive system whereas the child starts with nothing in that respect except for UG, the 

unlearned principles. Bley-Vroman specifically points out that external factors such as 

the L2 input is totally irrelevant. Second, the adult differs from the child linguistically in 

the sense that attainment of a native language would no doubt change the FL (faculty of 

language) of the adult, a view apparently contributed by the acceptance of the premise of 

CPH, and thus UG is no long available. Finally, Bley-Vroman speculates that the final 

difference lies in the fact that the two groups use different learning procedures, with the 

child using that provided by Growth Theory, which is "unavailable. Period" to the adult. 

Bley-Vroman does not clarify why this is the case, but it will not be so hard to imagine 

that he would attribute it to the effect of CPH. 

Let us now have a close look at an empirical study reported by Clahsen (1988), in 

which he vigorously defends NAM by arguing that adult L2 learners of German acquire 

German word order and inflectional morphology via a route completely different from 

child Li learners of German. Given that verbs may appears in a variety of positions in 

German clauses, one problem for the learners is to figure out the conditions that constrain 

the insertion of verbs. As illustrated by Clahsen and Muysken (1986), inflected verbs 

appear in the second position of the sentence regardless of the syntactic categories of the 

preceding items (German data are adopted from Clahsen and Muysken, 1986): 
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(132) (a) Ich fenwe den Mann. 

I know the man 

(b) Den Mann heme ich sehr gut. 

The man know I very well. 

However, when a verb is companied by an auxiliary, the inflected verb still appears in the 

second position, but the bare verb, in the clausal final position. 

(133) Ich den Mann ATewneo. 

I must the man know 

What makes German word order more complex is that in subordinate clauses and 

infinitivals, the tensed verb is always in a final position: 

(134) (a) Hans sagt [dass er den Mann kennt] 

Hans says that he the man knows 

(b) Hans behauptet [ PRO den Mann zu kennen\ 

Hans claims the man to know. 

Based on the spontaneous data collected from child Li learners of German, Clahsen 

(1988: 53-53) claims that development of word order by the German children proceeds 

through 4 stages. At stage 1 they assume a verb-final word order, SOV, and at stage 2, 

they still stick to SOV word order. But at stage 3, drastic change occurs in which they 

start producing sentences in verb-second structures (132a, b) and the structures where the 
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auxiliary verb appears in the second position and the lexical verb, in the final position 

(133). This learning process ends up with stage 4 where the children start producing 

sentences like those in (134). Clahsen (1988: 55) claims that the emergence of stage 3 co-

occurs with the acquisition of inflectional morphology of -st (second person singular), 

and thus attributes the setting of parametric values on the V2 word order in German to the 

acquisition of the inflectional morphology. Specifically, Clahsen speculates that learning 

of the agreement morpheme -st makes the child reaUze that it has strong feature and thus 

needs to move to a position in COMP, which gives rise to the attainment of a V2 word 

order in German. Clahsen claims that this kind of learning is exactly what UG permits, a 

cluster learning effect. 

Clahsen claims, on the other hand, that adult L2 learners of German rely resort to a 

completely different kind of learning mechanism. Acquisition of German word order by 

L2 learners are constrained by a set of processing strategies; The Canonical Order 

Strategy (COS), The hiitialization-FinaUzation Strategy (IFS), and the Subordinate 

Clause Strategy (SCS). Based on the spontaneous data collected from a longitudinal 

study, Clahsen shows that Italian, Spanish, and Portugal-speaking learners of German go 

through different stages than children. They first imiformly use the SVO word order 

regardless of the L2 input. This Clahsen attributes to the function of the application of the 

COS strategy. And then they undergo a stage where they move lexical items either to the 

sentence initial or final, but not internal position, which Clahsen assumes results from the 

application of IFS strategy. Eventually, L2 learners reach stage IV, where these La 

learners start producing the SOV word order in subordinate clauses in German, which 
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Clahsen attributes to the appUcation of the SCS processing strategy. On the basis of the 

analysis of these production data, Clahsen concludes that adult L2 acquisition undergoes 

very different developmental stages in learning German, not permitted by UG, and thus 

we should take this as evidence in support of NAM. 

Let us comment on Clahsen's study first. Clahsen's study is designed to provide 

evidence for NAM, but it has provided nothing to that effect. First of all, from a 

conceptual perspective, Clahsen seems to have failed to clarify the distinction between 

UG principles and learning procedures. His study is more concerned with the latter than 

the former, as they show that L2 learners use completely different strategies in learning 

the German order than their child Li counterparts. As it stands now, it is as likely that the 

difference between adult L2 and child Li acquisition lies in use of different learning 

procedures just as it is that the difference lies in the accessibility of UG principles. In 

other words, it is very possible that UG principles are intact all along, but it is the 

different learning procedures used by adult and child learners that cause them to produce 

different word orders in German. 

Empirically, Clahsen's sole reliance on production data to draw conclusions has 

proved problematic. In recent developmental studies, moimting evidence has been 

accumulated showing that children's linguistic knowledge is much richer and 

sophisticated than what they appear. For example, Grimshaw and Rosen (1990: 187) 

show empirically that it is quite possible that children may well possess linguistic 

knowledge, such as Principle B, but when it comes to apply it, they may not do as well as 

adults due to the interference of some performance or processing constraints. McKee 
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(1994: 202-203) also argues against the use of the children's production data as a sole 

measurement to draw theoretical conclusions. She claims that data produced by children 

spontaneously reveal nothing about their internal grammar but the output of that grammar 

plus some non-linguistic performance-related factors. Other empirical evidence, along the 

same line, include Bloom, Barss, Nicol, and Conway's (1994: 68) study showing that 

children are endowed with Principle A and B at So and attribute the findings in other 

studies showing that children disobey Principle B to the fact that even though they have 

the principles at their disposal, they still have to leam the lexical properties of different 

pronouns and how each may interact with different principles. In other words, they 

suggest that developmental data do not directly reflect chidlren's grammatical 

knowledge, but only what they can do with the language at a particular stage. Bloom 

(1990, 1993), in accounting for the pro-drop phenomenon in the child utterances, also 

came to the same conclusion that children's tendency to drop the obligatory subject 

should not be taken as evidence for lack of appropriate grammatical knowledge; it may 

well be a strategy they invent to ease the processing burden. What is even more 

interesting is that in a more recent study, Babyonyshev et al. (2001) argue that the 

opposite case does not hold either, in that even when children do produce certain 

syntactic structures, that cannot be taken automatically to mean that their linguistic 

knowledge resembles adults'. They show that Russian children, although they correctly 

use imaccusative verbs at an early age, actually have a representation different fi-om that 

of the adult speakers of Russian. 



What about Bley-Vroman's claim, the Fundamental Difference Hypothesis? 

Conceptually, Bley-Vroman's hypothesis is certainly plausible, but empirically it opens 

up more problems than provides explanatory solutions with regard to adult L2 learning. 

Although the hypothesis itself seems to be more precisely conceived, the foundation on 

which it rests is shaky and problematic. The nine attributes that Bley-Vroman ascribes to 

adult L2 learners, although they are seemingly right, are nothing but speculations in the 

absence of empirical date to justify them, let alone evidence, even though it is still 

probably preliminary and tentative in nature, is emerging showing that adult L2 

acquisition can be as successful as child Li acquisition in that their L2 knowledge 

resembles that of their native counterparts (e.g., SeUger, 1981; Novoa, et al., 1988; 

Schneiderman and Desmarais, 1988: Birdsong, 1992; loup, et al., 1994; White and 

Genesee, 1996). Furthermore, relevance of the incorporation of Selinker's (1972) 

construct offossilization is simply not clear. Except for a few incidental cases, no more 

systematic experimental evidence has been offered in the literature showing that 

fossilization can be explanatory to L2 acquisition in a significant way. It has often been 

used as an umbrella term referring to both the descriptive as well as explanatory issues. 

As for "indeterminate intuitions" that Bley-Vroman says of the adult L2 learners, this 

seems to be nothing out of ordinary, as Moravcsik (1998: 19) claims "Well-formedness 

and intuitions about grammaticality need not be an all-or-nothing affair. Indeed, in the 

ensuing literature there are plenty of uses of degrees of grammaticahty." Finally, what 

about Bely-Vroman's claim that L2 acquisition needs instruction, negative evidence, and 

appropriate motivation? None of these has been proven empirically as playing an 
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inextricable role in adult Li acquisition. In the same way, the learning mechanisms that 

Bley-Vroman (1989: 54) ascribes to adult Li learners, including "distributional analysis, 

analogy, and hypothesis formation and testing, are speculative and even wrong, because 

if analogy is the learning device in L2 acquisition, that would leave a high percentage of 

L2 acquisition phenomena untenable. 

Even though the underlying assumptions are questionable, the FDH does point out 

the critical aspects where potential differences between adult L2 and child Li acquisition 

may be found; nonetheless, it seems to us that more precise and detailed questions should 

be raised for each aspect. As in their present status, no fruitful results can be expected, 

which partially explains why the studies Bley-Vroman cites in his paper cannot in any 

way be taken as supportive evidence for his claim. Like White's (1988) study mentioned 

in the previous section, the problem for Bley-Vroman is his unawareness that unless the 

confounding variables (e.g., positive input, L2 knowledge, etc.) are carefully controlled, it 

is almost impossible to tease out the differences between child and adult language 

learning. Like the Direct Access Model hypothesis, NAM is also incomplete, in that it 

concerns the initial and intermediate states of an La acquisition, but not the steady states. 

No empirical evidence has been offered at the moment that shows complex L2 

grammatical knowledge can be acquired via Li grammar and the general problem-solving 

strategies. 
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3.1.3 Indirect Access Model 

The final posited L2 acquisition model we look at is the hidirect Access Model (LAM). 

On a general level, proponents of lAM assume that UG is accessible to the adult L2 

learners only indirectly, via their internalized Li grammar. Like the proponents of DAM, 

researchers adopting lAM reduce UG theory to UG principles only and thus leave 

Growth Theory out of the discussion almost entirely. Nonetheless, lAM exhibits a 

fundamental difference from the other two models; it allows variations. As expected, 

three propositions have been put on the market. Bley-Vroman (1989) speculates that UG 

is not operative in adult Lz acquisition any more, but whatever principles and parametric 

values are activated in Li remain available to be accessed in acquiring the L2. Tsimph and 

Smith (1991) and Smith and Tsimpli (1995) propose a different hypothesis along roughly 

the same line. They suggest that while UG principles still remain accessible including 

those not activated by an Li, parameters are available only partially. That is, only those 

parameters whose values have been set in the Li remain accessible to L2 learners and the 

rest are gone. Finally, Schachter (1989) presents a slight different version, in which UG 

principles are available and so are the Li parametric values, which consequently interfere 

the L2 acquisition process. She further suggests that with adequate L2 input, Li 

interference will disappear. Variations aside, advocates of lAM seem to converge on the 

assumption that the innate language-specific mechanisms (i.e. UG) are no longer the 

same as they used to be once the puberty is passed, which is often attributed to the effects 

of lateralization that occurs in brain in the teen years (see Flynn and Manuel, 1991: 121). 

To supplement this inadequacy caused by biological development, adult L2 learners resort 
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to other available cognitive mechanisms to deal with the learning task. This view is 

shown in (140), which is often identified with White (1985a), Bley-Vroman (1989), 

Flynn (1989), Schachter (1989), Tsimpli and Smith (1991), Smith and Tsimph (1995), 

and many more: 

(135) Indirect Access Model (lAM) 

Li UG Principles 
L2 PLD —^ ?Li parameter 

Other Mental Processes 
> So, Si, S2 S3, S4, S5, 

Of the three models, lAM touches upon an aspect that has proved of absolute importance 

to the inquiry of L2 acquisition and even to the study of L2 grammar, and as a result all L2 

acquisition models including the previous two that have been mentioned appeal to that 

aspect, though often imphcitly. This aspect is the involvement of the learner's native 

language, Li in the development of an L2. Li involvement has, for the first time, been 

analyzed within the mentahst framework. By abandoning the traditional view that treats 

Li transfer in general and vague terms (see more detail below), proponents of lAM 

make an attempt to examine the properties of Li grammar in L2 acquisition in terms of 

UG principles and parameters, or at least this is what they intended to do. On this view, 

structural errors committed by adult L2 learners are explained with reference to how their 

Li UG principles or parametric values get in the way and prohibit the learners from 

resetting the parameter appropriately. Clearly this view, although it has pushed the L2 

research as an intellectual discipline to a higher level, is incomplete. Recall that Chomsky 
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assumes that in language acquisition two components are involved: UG principles and 

growth theory. The current lAM view leaves out the second component. Moreover, we 

are inclined to believe that the assumption that transfer is confined to Lj competence, 

excluding other systems, such as the Li performance system, is groundless both from a 

theoretical as well as an empirical point of view. With no solid empirical evidence, it 

seems likely that performance mechanisms, like UG mechanisms, would transfer. 

Below we will review one study conducted by Schachter (1989) in which the 

Subjacency Principle is tested on adult ESL learners whose Lis are Chinese, Indonesian, 

and Korean. Based on the information provided by her consultants and Huang's (1982) 

analysis of Chinese, Schachter claims Chinese and Indonesia differ from Korea in that the 

former allow element extraction in the way EngUsh does, whereas the latter does not. 

According to Schachter, if the Subjacency Principle is accessible to these L2 learners, 

they should be able to judge both grammatical and ungrammatical sentences involving 

the principle like the native controls. Sixty-one non-native speakers participated, whose 

L2 proficiency, Schachter claims, is at the advanced level, as determined by their passing 

the ESL requirement at the University of Southern California. No individual length of 

stay in the U.S. has been furnished, but as groups, the Chinese subjects had studied in the 

U.S. for 4 years, Indonesians, for 2 year and 3 months, Koreans, for 3 years and one 

month. In addition, 17 native speakers also participated as controls. The results show that 

while the controls' judgments of grammatical as well as ungrammatical sentences are 

consistently accurate, the non-native speakers do well with the grammatical sentences, 

but failed overwhelmingly to detect violations of the Subjacency Principle in 
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ungrammatical sentences. However, with the non-native groups, Chinese and Indonesian 

students did much better than Korean students. Accordingly, Schacter claims that the 

results suggest that Li grammar is involved in L2 acquisition because it aids Chinese and 

Indonesian ESL learners to acquire extraction properties in English, but does not affect 

Korean students at all since their native language does not instantiate the Subjacency 

Principle. 

Schachter's study exposes some of the persistent problems that have been seen in the 

review of the previous studies; that is, lack of control of confoimding variables, including 

L2 exposure and L2 states. Besides, Schachter's study brings to our attention a couple 

more. First, according to Ramsey (1987: 87), languages in China, including Taiwan, fall 

into 7 major groups, with each consisting of a large number of dialects. As claimed by 

Ramsey (1987: 7). From a linguistic point of view, the Chinese "dialects" could be 

considered different languages, just as French and Italian are." If this is true, then treating 

Chinese speakers as a homogeneous linguistic group, as Schachter does, is probably a 

mistake. Another problem for Schachter is the use of grammaticality judgment (GJ) tasks 

only. As has now been well-known, with GJ tasks, extralinguistic or even non-linguistic 

factors are hard to control. That is, there is no independent way to decide that the 

responses given by the non-native speakers are actually deduced from their linguistic 

knowledge rather than the equivalent translations from their native language. If the latter 

is the case, the Schachter's analysis reveals nothing but the subjects' performance. 

Theoretically, lAM faces a daunting challenge, which we believe has not received 

enough attention yet except for Jenkins (1988); that is, appeal to Li grammar in 
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explaining L2 acquisition "pushes the problem back one step. We must then ask how the 

second language learner comes to know that the principle holds of the LI, again in the 

absence of explicit instruction or relevant evidence" (Jenkins, 1988: 110). In other words, 

we cannot credit L2 learners with the capacity of transferring their Li grammar to the L2, 

if we cannot show that they do not have conscious knowledge of their native grammar. In 

other words, the logic is that one cannot transfer something that that person has no access 

to. This, according to Jenkins, forces us to accept the Direct Access Model, which is the 

line of thinking we will pursue later on. 

3.2 Hypotheses on the Initial State in L2 Acquisition 

In the mid-1990s generative L2 researchers shifted their attention to an area that is more 

defined and focused - the shift, which is no doubt directly influenced by child language 

acquisition research, as has often been seen in the short history of generative L2 research. 

One of the important questions that child Li researchers have been asking is what is the 

initial state of the child like when he or she is first exposed to a language. Two 

propositions have been made. The first, known as the "Continuity Assumption" (Pinker, 

1984) or "the Full Competence Hypothesis" (Poeppel and Wexler, 1993: 3) posits that 

"yoimg children have the same cognitive and grammatical capacities as adults" (Pinker, 

1984: 7; cf Bloom, 1993: 721; Lust, 1999: 118). The opposing view is, known as the 

"Tadpole Hypothesis" (Gleitman, 1981) or the "Discontinuous Theory" (cf Lust, 1999, 

Clahsen and Penke, 1992). Advocates of this second position often refer to what 
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Babyonshev, et al. (2001: 2) call the "problem of late knowledge," as supportive 

evidence. In searching for an answer, researchers, including Platzack (1990), Radford 

(1990,1992), Roeppel and Wexler (1993), Lust (1994), Wexler (1992,1994,1999), 

initiated a research program in which they looked mostly at the children's spontaneous 

data to determine if functional categories (e.g., tense and agreement markers, medals, 

articles, complementizers, etc.) and functional projections (i.e. DP, IP, CP) constitute the 

initial state of the children. 

Since the mid-1990's, generative L2 researchers started raising parallel questions on 

the status of the initial state the adult L2 learner brings to the task of learning an L2, 

particularly with respect to phrase structures. Two specific questions have been formed; 

(a) What is the status of UG at this initial state? (b) And in what specific ways are Li 

phrase structures involved? Three hypotheses have been presented: the Full Transfer/Full 

Access Model (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1994,1996); the Weak Continuity Hypothesis 

(Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1994,1996a, 1996b, 1998); the Feature-based Account 

(Eubank, 1994). The Full Transfer/Full Access Model, also known as Absolute LI 

Transfer, assumes a continuation between an Li and an La in such a way that the initial 

state of Li acquisition is the final state of Li grammar. In the areas where the appropriate 

UG principles have not been instantiated in the Li, UG is accessed to fill up the gap. The 

Weak Continuity Hypothesis, also known as the Bare VP Projection, posits that L2 

development begins with a set of syntactic representations involving lexical categories 

and lexical projections only, a direct transfer from the Li. Functional categories and the 

relevant projections are missing at the initial L2 acquisition stage, which are acquired as 
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the acquisition process proceeds, fully guided by UG (e.g., X'-theoretic principles) and 

more Li input. The Weak Continuity Hypothesis predicts that at an early stage of L2 

development subject-verb agreement marking, use of auxiliaries and modals, use of 

complementizers, and WH-movement are consequently not observed in adult L2 speech 

(Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a: 16). The Feature-based Account, on the other 

handj provides a more fine-grained view heavily influenced by Wexler's (1994) research 

on child language development. Eubank (1994) proposes that the missing agreement 

morphology in adult L2 speech is attributed to the L2 learner's transfer of the native 

lexical formal features, in particular when these <t>-features (i.e. number, person, gender) 

are weak, and thus do not require movement, they are carried over to the L2 as the 

learners misidentify their properties. Subsequently no functional nodes are projected and 

no agreement is marked at the initial state of L2 acquisition. 

3.2.1 The Weak Continuity Hypothesis 

Vainikka and Young-Scholten's the Weak Continuity Hypothesis (WCH) offers a mirror 

image account for adult L2 acquisition of Radford's (1990) lexical-thematic hypothesis in 

relation to the child Li acquisition process, in that it assumes that adult L2 learners 

undergo development stages in a sequence as VP > IP > CP (Vainikka and Young-

Scholten (1996a: 18). The central idea is that syntactic knowledge of an L2 is developed 

incrementally, starting with the partial Li syntax, namely VP projections only, which are 
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then supplemented by the addition of functional projections (e.g., IP, CP), triggered by 

more L2 input and the initiation of UG X'-theoretic principles. What the WCH entails is 

that Li grammar is not available for transfer in its entirety. Instead, only syntactic 

categories that denote specific semantic properties are carried over to L2 acquisition and 

functional categories are off limits in Li transfer (Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a: 

15). Clearly, this is the core component of the WCH, as Vainikka and Young-Scholten 

emphasize that "the initial state in L2 acquisition is thus not equivalent to the learner's 

entire knowledge of the LI" (Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a; 13). The WCH is 

illustrated in (136): 

(136) The Weak Continuity Hypothesis (WCH) 

L] L-Projections at So = L2 Input => F-Projections at S3, S4 

F-Projection Learning 

The WCH assumes that the initial state of L2 acquisition constitutes the L-Projections 

(lexical projections) only, borrowed from an existing grammar (i.e. the learner's Li 

grammar), without F-Projections (functional projections). With more exposure to the L2 

input, L2 learners start to incorporate F-Projections into their interim grammar, which is 

made possible by X'-theoretic principles. At a certain stage, this incorporation becomes 

complete as the L2 leamers begin to produce sentences with agreement morphology, 

complementizer that, and so on. The WCH is not pertinent to the steady state, but by 

logic it would predict that the ultimate attainment of an L2 by adult leamers should be 
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compatible with that as seen in child Li acquisition, at least in Lz syntax proper. Evidence 

for the WCH constitutes the production data collected mostly from longitudinal and 

cross-sectional studies (see, e.g., Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a, 1996b, 1998). 

The subjects whose L2 productions were used to substantiate the WCH were a group of 

learners of German whose Li backgrounds are Korean, Turkish, Italian, and Spanish and 

their learning of the target language is characterized as "untutored or naturalistic." The 

data, according to Vainikka and Young-Scholten, exhibit the developmental patterns as 

predicted by the WCH. The first stage constitutes "the VP stage," where L2 subjects are 

observed producing utterances consisting of VP projections only, consisting of the native 

headedness property of their Lis. At this stage, very few auxiharies and modals are used 

(1% to 8% across L2 subjects). The VP stage is followed by what Vainikka and Young-

Scholten call "the FP stage," at which auxiharies and modals began to appear along with 

verb raising in the L2 subjects' utterances, although often on an irregular basis, and 

agreement morphology, complementizers, and WH-movement are still missing. An 

explanation offered by Vainikka and Young-Scholten regarding the missing of agreement 

marking is that at this stage the L2 speakers of German still have trouble figuring out 

which fiinctional features (i.e., number, person, and tense features) are associated with 

which particular fiinctional nodes (Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a: 21). They also 

claim that while the L2 learners transfer the headedness properties in projecting VP nodes 

at the initial stage, their acquisition of the functional projections seems to be constrained, 

firom the very beginning, by UG principles compatible with those observed in the child Li 

German learners. At the final stage "the CP stage," the L2 subjects start producing 
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constructions such as WH-questions in the L2. This developmental process is illustrated 

in (137) (cf. Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a: 24; 1996b: 142) 

(137) VP FP 

Spec V Spec F' 

NP V F VP 

Spec V 

NP V 

CP 

Spec C 

C AGRP 

Spec AGR' 

VP AGR 

Spec V" 

NP V 

Finally, Vainikka and Young-Scholten claim that supportive evidence can be found in 

the data collected in case studies from the L2 subjects of different Li backgrounds who 

are learning L2 languages other than German, such as child English-speaking learners of 

French as an L2, as reported in Grondin and White (1996), child Romance-speaking L2 

learners of English reported in Lakshmanan and Selinker (1994). As has been discussed 

above, exclusive use of production data to test a hypothesis raises numerous questions, 

one of which is of course how we can infer, from the performance data observed, the 

properties of the L2 states that are still unraveling. What if these L2 learners can 

accurately assign a structural description (i.e. SD) in the interpretation of the target 

constructions? How can we account for such an asymmetry, if it is ever the case? Given 

that Vainikka and Young-Scholten have not offered any evidence in this domain, the 

WCH, as it stands now, is really an open question. Even more problematic is their claim 
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that lack of certain morphology is due to transfer of certain native syntactic properties. It 

makes one wonder what causes L2 subjects to transfer the lexical projections from their 

LiS and at the same time suppress the use of the functional projections of their Lis. From 

a logical point of view, it is hard to imagine a coherent computational system consisting 

of a variety of projections and syntactic operations. Why is one set transferable, but not 

the others? Unless an explanatory account is offered for this, the WCH falls short. 

Roeper (1999) offers an alternative to accounting for the missing of agreement 

morphology in child speech, along the line of the Continuity Hypothesis. Roeper (1999: 

171) repeats an argument that he and Rohrbacher (1994) make that the structure like "me 

want," is not something beyond what UG allows; in fact "UG allows adult grammars that 

lack AGR." Following Chomsky (1995a), Roeper argues that given AGR is a feature on a 

Tense Phrase, in an utterance like "me want" it is simply not the case that an entire 

fimctional node is missing, rather just a formal feature. What this argument entails is that 

the child comes to the language learning task with fully-equipped categorial and phrasal 

projections, a view of the Continuity Hypothesis (see also Roeper, 1992: 333). 

Roeper further argues that the economy principle plays a vital role in child language 

acquisition, such that children start with the default structures characterizing of the most 

economical structures. Along this line of thinking, Roeper postulates that it is possible 

that children are found using "me" instead of "I" in a subject position because the former 

represents a default case which carries no AGR feature and thus is treated as a more 

economical representation by the children. Contra the traditional view, Roeper claims 

that speakers of a language have command of multiple grammars as opposed to one 
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single grammar, and one of these grammars allows the construction like "me want." It is 

often dismissed as unacceptable not because it violates some UG principle, but because it 

is considered deviant by the established social register. In addition, Roeper also argues 

against the use of stages in the description of language development process, claiming 

that "there is no coherent concept of Stages because separate lexical word-classes may 

independently use 'earlier' or 'later' forms of grammar (see also Roeper, 1992: 333). In 

other words, the notion of stages has no place in a theory that aims to account for 

language development; it is only of use, though, in talking about various issues pertaining 

to language development. Finally, Roeper offers a view on Li transfer, saying that Li 

transfer or "interpenetration" in his terminology is incurred whenever an L2 learner 

misidentifies lexical feature properties or is driven by the principle of economy (Roeper, 

1999: 177). Of course, this does not mean Roeper's account is correct, but it certainly 

pushes the inquiry forward so that more specific empirical questions can be raised. In this 

respect, Roeper's analysis certainly has advantages over Vainikka and Young-Scholten's 

the WCH. 

3.2.2 The Full Transfer/Full Access Model 

The Full Transfer/Full Access (FT/FA) model, as proposed by Schwartz and Sprouse 

(1994,1996), Schwartz (1998), contrasts sharply with Vainikka and Young-Scholten's 

hypothesis, in that the Continuity Hypothesis has been adopted here. Nonetheless, 

Schwartz and Sprouse almost depart from the Continuity Hypothesis from the onset as 
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they conjecture that L2 acquisition begins not with the language-specific principles, but 

with a grammar internalized by the L2 learners prior to the initial exposure to the L2 

input, with UG principles hanging around, ready to aid. This point has been made very 

clear by Schwartz and Sprouse (1996: 41) in claiming that "the entirety of the Li 

grammar (excluding the phonetic matrices of lexical/morphological items) is the L2 initial 

state (hence "Full Transfer')." Thus, as Schwartz and Sprouse (1996: 41) themselves 

have realized, such a hypothesis signifies that adult L2 acquisition differs from child Lj 

acquisition in a non-trivial way. L2 development proceeds, when the L2 learner is faced 

with incompatible data which prompt him or her to retrieve the awaiting UG principles 

and to restructure the existing Li final state by "drawing fi-om the options of UG (and 

hence "Full Access')." As an illustration, the FT/FA model predicts that ESL learners 

who speak Korean and Turkish would assume that English is a head-final language just 

like their native languages, and only when they hear or read a sentence such as "Mary ate 

an apple" do they reaUze the differences between the target language and their native 

languages and then proceed with the restructuring process. This model is presented in 

(138): 

(138) The Full Transfer and Full Access (FT/FA) Model 

Restructuring ^ 

Li SiL L2 PLD L2 Si, S2, S3, S4 

UG 
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It should be noted that the FT/FA model does not assume that adult L2 learners can attain 

the target language to the same degree as their child Li counterparts. To the contrary, a 

full attainment of an Li is a rarity, for which Schwartz and Sprouse (1996; 42) offer two 

possible explanations. One is that "the data needed to force restructuring simply do not 

exist," and the other, "the positive data needed are highly obscure, being very complex 

and/or very rare." The two sources are of completely different characteristics. The first 

one is external, namely it is not controlled by the learners, but its effects or validity can 

be readily tested through empirical procedures. Offhand we think it is almost a priori true 

that if one learns EngUsh as a foreign language, the L2 exposure is no doubt not as rich as 

if one learns the language in an English-speaking enviroimient, but the difference has 

probably more to do with the proportion or quantity of the data rather than the quaUty of 

the data. The second source is perception- and processing-related, rather than linguistics 

relevant. We suspect that there might be more to this general conception, for instance, 

there is empirical evidence that L2 learners may be able to accurately assign SDs to the 

target sentences, but when asked to produce certain L2 constructions, they often fail (i.e. a 

phenomenon of asymmetry, see Shi, 2002). 

To support their FT/FA model, Schwartz and Sprouse appeal to a reanalysis of the 

production data collected from a case study reported by Klein and Perdue (1992) (see 

Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996), and a reanalysis of the Turkish or Korean syntax (see 

Schwartz, 1998). In the reanalysis, Schwartz and Sprouse claim that Cevdet, the Turkish-

speaking subject of the case study, learning German as an L2, goes through four stages. 

At Stage 0, the Turkish word order is directly transferred into German, but Schwartz and 
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Sprouse provide no data to support this claim whatsoever. At Stage 1, V2 structure has 

been found with the subject preceding the verb, which Schwartz and Sprouse attribute to 

the interaction of Cavdet's Li syntax and the universal property of C projection as 

claimed by Kayne (1994). The fact that the subject goes before the verb is, according to 

Schwartz and Sprouse (1994), transferred from Turkish in which subjects get case in the 

[SPEC CP] position. At this stage, Cavdet is also observed producing strings in a 

sequence like XV[+F]S[+Pron], but this construction is only restricted to pronominals. At 

Stage 3, this construction is extended to non-pronouns, showing that Cavdet's V2 

grammar matures. 

As for the claim that the L] grammar is subject to transfer in its entirety, Schwartz 

and Sprouse provide no logical argimients at all, except simply to say that "it is difficult 

to imagine what sort of cognitive mechanism would be involved in extracting a proper 

subpart from the LI grammar and using that property subsystem as the basis for a new 

cognitive state" (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996: 66). 

Let us focus on this claim for a moment. It would seem that the Full Transfer part 

cannot be true for the following reasons. First, we have aheady seen above Jenkins' 

(1988:110) robust logical argument that one cannot expect an La learner to transfer a 

linguistic principle that he or she has no knowledge of whatsoever. Second, for Full 

Transfer to be true, a premise has to be in place; that is, the L2 learners start with the 

assumption that all the world's languages share the same set of syntactic structures and 

they are interchangeable. This premise is simply counterintuitive. 
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Another logical problem for the Full Transfer assumption concerns the requirement of 

economy principle in language acquisition. As we will argue later on with Chomsky 

(1995a) and Roeper (1999: 177), in language acquisition in general, in cases where 

optionality exists, both Li and L2 learners would choose the one option with the more 

economical representation at one point, which may be overridden (i.e. substituted) or 

added to, at a later point, by a less economical representation, as a result of the discovery 

of certain distinctive semantics between the representations or of some social factors (the 

latter point is borrowed from Roeper, 1999). The Full Transfer is simply orthogonal to 

this economy view on language acquisition. The negative effects of the Full Transfer 

hypothesis would be so substantial that learning of an L2 would involve a tremendous 

amount of unlearning. For any L2 aspects that are incompatible with the Li, the L2 learner 

has to first unlearn or suppress the relevant L] aspects and then acquire the new grammar 

- this of course is only possible if one assumes that L2 learners do have access to their Li 

grammar. This conceptual impossibility becomes even clearer if we consider the 

following analogy. A medical doctor is asked to save an injured horse with a broken leg 

when no veterinarian is available to help. Based on the Full Transfer view, the doctor will 

automatically assume that the anatomy of horses is exactly the same as human's and then 

go ahead to restructure its broken leg. But we know that the leg structure of horses is 

different from that of humans, so the doctor will encounter problems. The alternative is 

that the doctor assumes that although some similarity between the horses' leg structure 

and human's can be expected, the difference outweighs the similarity; therefore, it is a 
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good idea to consult a Veterinarian's Manual first before doing anything. This alternative 

approach may be called "constrained transfer," which seems to be more viable. 

Another formidable problem that Full Transfer faces is a phenomenon which has 

rarely been discussed in the generative L2 literature". This is related to a process 

commonly utilized by L2 learners who have just started learning a second or foreign 

language, that may even linger on for a while, which we call "the Interpretation Device" 

(ID). When the ID is in use, what happens is that an La speaker first forms a non-

linguistic proposition in his or her mind, and then transforms that into two interface 

representations: PF and LF, which in turn feed into two performance systems: A-P and C-

I. Recall according to the generative framework, the speaker has no access to the PF and 

LF representations, but only to A-P and C-I systems. Within such a model, Li transfer 

technically really reflects a performance representation that is formed in Li and then is 

mapped onto an L2 structure. This representation may not contain any of the syntactic 

operations or properties at all, if it does then Jenkins' (1988) claim on Li transfer would 

be wrong. Suppose that ID is true, at least of the L2 beginners, then the production data 

invoked by both Vainikka and Young-Scholten and Schwartz and Sprouse are really 

inappropriate, in that they have nothing to do with the hierarchical phrase structures that 

they claim to examine. 

" Exceptions are Hudson (1989), Seliger (1989), and Hirakawa (1994). 
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3.2.3 Feature-based Account 

Eubank (1994) presents apre-MP (Minimalist Program) account for the development of 

functional projections, focusing on the optionality of the use of these projections in L2 

performance, instead of the incremental acquisition of them at sequential stages. Like 

Schwartz and Sprouse, Eubank assumes that L2 acquisition starts with the transfer of both 

L- projections and F-projections from the Li. However, what is lacking is that the prime 

features associated with the F-projections are missing at the initial state. Acquisition of 

this abstract morphology is much constrained by UG just as in child language acquisition. 

This view is manifested in the diagram (139): 

(139) The Feature-based Account of the L2 hiitial State 

Li L- and F-Projections at So => L2 Input => Si, S2, S3, S4 

Prime Feature Learning A 

UG-— " 

Eubank's proposal differs from Vainikka and Young-Scholten's WCH and Schwartz and 

Sprouse' FT/FA model in several respects. First, while it alhes with FT/FA in assimiing 

that both L- and F-projections are transferred from the Li at So, it does not assume the 

prime feature associated with those F-projections are included; thus whatever properties 

they have in the Li have to be acquired all over again. Second, Eubank's proposal 

contradicts Vainikka and Young-Scholten's assumption that only L-projections are 

transferable. Third, Eubank calls into question the assumption, embraced by both 
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alternatives, that acquisition of various projections precedes incrementally. Rather, 

Eubank assumes, following Wexler (1994), that La learners' use of phrase structures may 

vary from time to time just like their child Li counterparts, as documented by Wexler 

(1994). In other words, the La learner may use two constructions interchangeably, and as 

a result agreement morphology is provided optionally and so is the head movement. (140) 

illustrates such a phenomenon, adopted from Eubank (1994: 369), where in the (a)-

sentence, it shows the verb appears in situ, but in the (b)-sentence the verb raises to a [C, 

C] position and the subject, to a [SPEC, IP] position. 

(140) a. vielleicht ich kommen auch 

perhaps I come too 

b. hierhaus hab icheine t 

J 
here home have I one 

Optionality is a case that both the WCH hypothesis and the FT/FA model rule out, given 

that once a particular projection is added to the learner's syntactic repertoire, it should 

appear in obligatory contexts all the time. However, this does not mean that optionality is 

not accounted for. Along the line of reasoning proposed by Wexler (1994), Eubank 

explores how acquisition of prime features (e.g., agreement, tense) is related to the 

optinality of subject-verb inversion, as seen in (140). Specifically, based on the analysis 

of the data from the spontaneous production by an La learner of German, named Jose, 

Eubank (1994: 379) suggests that optionality of inversion coincides with the acquisition 

of AGR, which, according to Wexler (1994), can comply with either V-raising or I-
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lowering. (140a) exhibits an instance of I-lowering. This optionality comes to an end 

when the tense feature is acquired, which leads the L2 learner to the understanding that V 

to I raising is the only option, because the reverse will be a violation of Lasnik's (1992) 

Filter (see Wexler, 1994). 

In comparison with the FT/FA model and the WCH hypothesis, Eubank (1994: 385) 

claims that his feature-based account represents "a middle ground." In his analysis, 

Eubank claims that both L-projections and F-projections are directly transferred from the 

native language and so are the values of the parametric headedness, but not the prime 

feature values internal to the functional nodes. Therefore, L2 speakers undergo a 

developmental stage paralleling that experienced by their child counterparts, where 

optional uses of obligatory inflections are prevalent. However, this behavior stops when 

the triggering information, that the I-node consists of a <+tns> feature in the target 

language, comes to their attention. 

Eubank's morphology-based account of irregular uses of inflections by L2 learners is 

consistent with the leading generative hypothesis, that parametric variation is restricted to 

the inflectional morphology, as jSrst proposed by Borer (1984: 27) and adopted 

afterwards by Chomsky (1995a, 1999b: 2). In this regard, Eubank's study seems to have 

moved in the right direction. However, his acceptance that Li syntactic structures are 

transferred to the L2 acquisition at So faces the same challenges as outlined above, 

namely one cannot transfer an abstract system that is not accessible; empirical evidence is 

needed to show that the early L2 production data have not resulted from the use of ID 

(Intrpretation Device); and finally, an analysis based on the case study data is inadequate 
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to draw any generalizations. In a recent study, Zobl (1998) proposes a rather similar 

analysis, except that he does not assume the involvement of Li grammar in the L2 initial 

state. Rather he suggests that L2 acquisition proceeds through two stages: a hsting stage 

and a computational stage. The difference between the two stages is that at the former 

stage, L2 learners reply on rote-leaming and association, but when they enter into the 

computational stage, inflectional morphology is generated computationally. 

In the foregoing subsections, we have overviewed the two debates on L2 acquisition 

theories: the UG-based L2 acquisition and the L2 initial state. To this, we will add a 

review of another L2 research program which emerged almost at the same time as the 

studies on the L2 initial state did. As the latter which is heavily influenced by Pinker's 

(1984), Radford's (1990) and Wexler's (1994) studies on child language development, 

this new research program is developed out of the Lexical Semantics framework, as given 

in Simpson (1983), Levin and Rapoport (1988), Levin (1985), Jackendoff (1990), Levin 

and Pinker (1992), and many others, and of its application to child language 

development, as in Bowerman (1974, 1982), Baker (1979), Maratsos, et al. (1987); 

Pinker (1989), Gropen et al. (1989,1991,1992). Nonetheless, it bears a lot of similarities 

with the other two dominant frameworks. 
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Since the inception of the P&P model, theoretical linguists have focused their attention to 

empirically testing the individual principles or subsystems, such as the Projection 

Principle, Argument Structure, Theta Theory, etc., against cross-hnguistic data or within 

a particular language. In such a context, the Lexicon Project was organized at MIT in the 

mid-1980's (see Levin, 1985), which brought linguists together in an ambitious effort to 

compose dictionaries of languages that specify the syntactically relevant information of 

predicates, including their semantics and argument structures which are lacking in 

traditional dictionaries. In other words, the Project aimed to characterize systematically 

the lexical competence of the mature speakers of a language, which is purported to be the 

basis of their syntactic knowledge based on the P&P framework. Inquiries conducted in 

this Project have proved of tremendous significance, in that it pushes lexicon-based 

linguistic research, as has been previously explored by pioneer linguists including Oehrle 

(1967), Gruber (1965), Fillmore (1968), Dowty (1979), Jackendoff (1983), and others, to 

a higher level. The lexicon module is no longer viewed simply as a repository of 

idiosyncrasies or what Di Sciullo and Williams (1987: 3) characterize as "the lawless" 

based on a non-grammarian view. Rather, the lexicon is conceived of as constituting a 

high degree of regularities and generalizations, just as in the syntax (Levin, 1985: 2; Di 

Sciullo and Williams, 1987; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995: 1), and thus the mapping 

of lexical properties onto the syntax is also predictable and computational. This 

theoretical assumption constitutes what is known as "the semantics-syntax interface 

framework" (see L&RH, 1995; Pesetsky, 1995). 
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The semantics-syntax interface theory has subsequently incited an amazing amount of 

interest not just among those sympathetic with the lexical semantics framework (e.g., 

Hale andKeyser, 1986,1987, Jackendoff, 1990,1995; Levin and Pinker, 1992; Frawley, 

1992; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995, Pustejovsky and Boguraev, 1996; Emonds, 

2000), but also those whose interest is elsewhere, including argument structure (e.g., 

Grimshaw, 1990; Williams, 1994; Butt and Geuder, 1998), cognitive grammar (e.g., 

Talmy, 1985; Shopen, 1985; Bloom, et al. 1996; Langacker, 1987, 2000), construction 

grammar (e.g., Goldberg, 1995, Shibatani and Thompson, 1999), the event structure 

framework (e.g., Parsons, 1990; Tenny and Pustejovsky, 2000). Moreover, this Lexicon-

based research has found admirers in other related disciplines, such as psycholinguistics 

or child language development (e.g., MacWhinney, 1987; Pinker, 1989; Gropen, et al., 

1989,1991,1992; Bowerman, 1981,1988,1990,1996; Levin and Pinker, 1992; Bloom, 

1993; Clark, 1993; Gleitman and Landau, 1994; Bowerman and Levinson, 2001). In these 

applied fields, scientists are interested in a general question as to whether the logical 

problem (or Plato's problem) is appUcable to the acquisition of lexical knowledge. 

Specifically, they want to know if children learn words on an item-by-item basis or by 

virtue of combinatorial rules. In a sense, the question boils down to whether children are 

conservative in nature, a view endorsed by C. L. Baker (1979) and Culicover (1999), or 

creative, a view held by Bowerman (1982, 1990), Di Seiullo and Williams (1987), Pinker 

(1989) and many others. Another question that centers in the child language acquisition 

research is how the acquisition of lexical items is related to that of syntax. One position is 

that the child can infer the syntactic properties from word meaning, the so called 
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"semantic bootstrapping" (Pinker, 1984; see also Grimshaw, 1981; Bierwisch, 2001 for 

discussion), and the other is the reverse, postulating that it is via the syntax that the child 

acquires word meaning; this view is known as "syntactic bootstrapping" (Gleitman, 

1990). A large amount of empirical studies has been reported in the psycholinguistics 

literature (see Pinker, 1989; Bloom, 1993; Levin and Pinker, 1992; Gleitman and Landau, 

1994; Bowerman and Levison, 2001 for a sample), which contain detailed information 

about the theoretical rational, experiment design, and statistical procedures that are 

employed in these studies based on the semantics-syntax interface. This information 

provides an off the rack model for the SLA researchers to adopt and naturally this is 

exactly what has happened. Justification of this comes from a quick review of the lexical 

semantics-based SLA research, to be given below, from which it is more than obvious 

that a large number of the studies reported in the SLA literature are designed based on 

one single model, as given in Pinker (1989) (see Juffs, 2000: 187-217; Eubank and Juffs, 

2000: 144-154), particularly in the early trial. The problem for this apphcation should be 

famihar by now; that is, first the theoretical framework appealed to by the SLA 

researchers is really secondary by definition; evidence for this comes from the fact that 

generative SLA researchers rarely engage themselves in the formal debate, which to them 

is the job of theoretical linguists (see also Ferguson, 1991; White, 1995 for the relevant 

discussion). For SLA researchers, their primary concern is to adopt the linguistic theory, 

made available by theoretical linguists, to explain SLA problems. A detrimental 

consequence of this practice is that whenever the theory changes, the results derived from 

SLA studies become irrelevant. More recent studies in SLA have adopted other theories 
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of lexical semantics (e.g., Montrul, 2000), but the orthodox obligation does not seem to 

have changed at all. Second, in this apphcation of the psycholinguistic model-based 

theory, issues central to adult L2 acquisition are still left untouched or at best are dealt 

with indirectly. The question of Li involvement is an example in point. In exactly the 

same way as other SLA models reviewed above, such as UG-based SLA models and the 

models on the L2 initial state, Li transfer is still a priori assumed to constitute L2 

acquisition, without any deep analysis of its nature. Consequently, as has been witnessed 

repeatedly, Li use has once again been presented as a kind of all-purpose solution to SLA 

problems, even though the Li-based predictions are almost as rehable as saying the 

gender of the L2 learner can predict his or her success in L2 acquisition. 

Before proceeding with the review of the SLA studies conducted under the semantics-

syntax interface, let us just highlight the tenets of the interface theory. As expected, 

within their approach there are variant proposals and the questions under analysis in those 

proposals are nothing but complex and challenging, hi this overview, we will just focus 

on the general components that linguists working with the interface theory generally 

agree constitute the semantics-syntax interface framework, even though their views often 

diverge on specific issues. Some of the points to be mentioned here have been alluded to 

by SLA researchers, which will be stressed. 

As has been discussed in Chapter 2, the central theme of the semantics-syntax 

interface is that the syntactic structure is largely determined by the semantic properties of 

the predicates by virtue of the number of the arguments they license (i.e. their valency) 

and the event structures they express. A number of propositions have been made as to 
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what form the lexical meaning of the predicate should take, including Jackendoffs 

(1990) Lexical Conceptual Structure (LCS), RH&L's (1998) Event Structure Template, 

or H&K's (1991,1993) Lexical Relational Structure (LRS) or Lexical Argument 

Structure (LAS). It is this representation of lexical meaning that in turn designate the set 

of the arguments, presented in a form of 0-grids. It is further assumed that the argument 

structure projects its properties onto a syntactic configuration, which means that the AS 

structure mediates between the lexicon and syntax (Zubizarreta, 1987; L&RH, 1995). 

This general architecture of the lexical representation, as purported in the semantics-

syntax theory, is exhibited in (141) (cf. (27) in Ch 2): 

(141) Lexical Representation 

Lexical Conceptual Structure (Lexical meaning) 

Lexical Rules or Template Augmentation 
Argument Structure (Syntax-related property) 

Linking or Mapping of 0-roles onto syntax 
Syntax 

In addition, the interface theory also assumes that members of the lexicon are organized 

around a number of semantic predicate classes, such that predicates denoting similar 

semantics project exactly the same AS structures and structural configurations. This facet 

of the lexicon centers in the research by H&K (1987) on middle verbs. Pinker (1989) on 

locatives, causatives, and datives, Grimshaw (1990) on psych verbs, L&RH (1991) on 
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change of state verbs, Rapoport (1991) on resultatives and depletives, RH&L (2001) on 

resultatives. Conceivably, this enterprise turns out very complex and sometimes even 

very confusing. Just to give the reader a flavor of this, here are a few verb classes, 

nothing representative, which are used in the literature: verbs of change of state (e.g., 

melt, break, soften), verbs of change of position (e.g., slide, float, drop), verbs of affect 

(e.g., cut, crush, smash), verbs of ingesting (e.g., eat, drink, sip), verbs of placing (e.g., 

put, place, sit), verbs of giving (e.g., give, send, lend), verbs of creating (e.g., cook, build, 

make), verbs of surface contact (e.g., hit, struck, shot), and many more (see Levin, 1993 

for more). 

Added to this complexity is the phenomenon known as polysemy, where the same 

morpheme is inserted in various syntactic contexts or subcategorizes for different 

categories. Thus, a single predicate may alternate between two or more constructions, 

forming what is known in the literature as alternation constructions - we have some in 

Chapter 2. Those most closely studied are listed below: the inchoative-causative 

alternation (142), the locative alternation (143), the dative shift alternation (144), and the 

SubExp-ObjExp alternation (145): 

(142) (a) The vase broke, (inchoative) 

(b) The wind broke the vase, (causative) 

(143) (a) Michael loaded the furniture onto the truck. 

(b) Michael loaded the truck with the furniture. 

(144) (a) Mary bought a box of chocolate for Bill. 

(b) Mary bought Bill a box of chocolate. 

(145) (a) The linguist puzzled over Plato's problem . 
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(b) Plato's problem puzzled the linguist. 

From the lexicalist point of view, as given in Jackendoff (1975), the best way to deal with 

polysemy is to assume that for each pair there is only one lexical entry, whereby 

redundancy is avoided. As such, one morpheme structure is represented and the other is 

derived via some kind of lexical rules. Three kinds have been proposed: the Redundancy 

Rule (Jackendoff, 1975), the lexical rules (Pinker, 1989), and the Template Augmentation 

Principle (RH&L, 1998); one example is given in (146): 

(146) Lexical rule for dative alternations (Pinker, 1989: 63) 

To cause Xt go to F To cause Yto have X 

It is still debatable whether lexical rules are unlearned or innate, a view RH&L (1998) 

would be inclined to, or developmental, as Pinker (1989: 52) claims. 

However, some researchers such as Pinker (1989) suggests that application of the 

productive rules needs to be constrained to prevent overgeneralization errors from 

happening. These constraints are purported to constitute elements from various modules 

including phonology, morphology, syntax, and semantics. For illustration, in their 

analysis of middles, H&K (1987) discover that the factor that differentiates middles from 

non-middles is that the former are verbs of change of state whereas the latter are simply 

two-place predicates. The contrast is shown between (147b) and (148b): 
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(147) (a) John cut the bread. 

(b) The bread cut easily. 

(148) (a) John wrote the poem. 

(b) *The poem wrote easily. 

Pinker (1989: 52) dubs such constraint-based lexical rules as "the criteria-governed 

production." Not all posited lexical rules utilize constraints. RH&L's (1998) Template 

Augmentation (TA) is such an example. As has been shown in 2.3.2, RH&L propose that 

TA is applicable to verbs of any kind so long as the derived variant satisfies the well-

formedness conditions. 

Another question considered important within the semantics-syntax framework 

concerns the mapping of the thematic roles or 0-grids onto the syntactic positions. Two 

conjectures have been proposed. One assumes that 0-roles are arranged hierarchically, in 

a form like Agent > Theme > Path (Baker, 1996: 8, cf. Jackendoff, 1972; Larson, 1988; 

Grimshaw, 1990), whereby a theta role higher on the hierarchy is projected 

correspondingly on a higher position in syntax. The problem for this assumption is that 

the posited hierarchy often varies in conjunction with the verb class. For example, 

Pesetsky proposes a hierarchy for psych verbs as in Causer > Experiencer > 

Target/Subject Matter (Pesetsky, 1995: 59). The other conjecture is that thematic 

structures of predicates are imiformly projected onto the syntactic structures (Baker's 

1988 Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis) or are likely to be projected onto the 

predictable positions (Perlmuter and Postal's 1984 Universal Alignment Hypothesis). 
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Accordingly, when an Agent is selected into a predicate's 6-grid, it is most likely that it 

be inserted in an external argument position (see Chomsky, 1995a, Pesetsky, 1995). 

Since the mid-1990's SLA studies designed based on the semantics-syntax 

framework have started to emerge, focusing on some aspects, as outlined in the preceding 

paragraphs. Below we will present just a few samples, which we beheve represent state 

of the art. The purpose here is to demonstrate the time-honored problems plaguing the 

generative SLA research. 

3.3.1 The Dative Shift Alternation 

First of all it is important to note that analyses of dative shift alternations have not met 

descriptive nor explanatory adequacy yet. Many of the thorny issues still remain 

unexplained in relation to the licensing conditions for verbs to alternate between the 

dative or prepositional construction and the double object construction as well as the 

conditions that prevent such an alternation. Generalizations or constraints offered in 

Fillmore (1965), Green (1974), Wierzbicka (1986a, 1986b), Oehrle (1976), Dryer (1986), 

Randall (1987), Pinker (1989), Jackendoff (1990), Levin (1993), Goldberg (1995), 

Wechsler (1995) can account for some data but not all. For instance, it is not at all clear 

why Green's (1974) analysis explains that sentences like John brought the table some 
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flowers is imgrammatical because the indirect object is non-animate, but there does not 

seem to be any problem with John sent the newspaper a letter (pc Lehrer, 1997)^^. 

Furthermore, it is still an open question what the double object phrase structure should be 

like (see, Barss and Lasnik, 1986; Larson, 1988; Jackendoff, 1990, Pesetsky, 1995). To 

emphasize, the L2 studies about to be reviewed are conducted under a context where only 

partially adequate description of dative shift alternations is available. 

The L2 studies on dative shift alternations, which we review here, include those by 

Mazurkewich (1986), Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga (1992), Wolfe-Quintero (1992), 

hiagaki (1997), all, except Mazurkewich, are heavily influenced by Pinker's (1989) 

seminal research on the analysis of Enghsh dative shift alternations and child acquisition 

of these alternations. Nonetheless, all these studies aimed to discover the developmental 

patterns in L2 acquisition and the correlation between the L2 proficiency and the 

development of dative shift construction, hi addition, most are also concerned with the 

influence of Li grammar. 

Mazurkewich (1986) aims at examining two questions: (a) Do L2 learners acquire the 

unmarked (i.e. canonical) prepositional construction prior to the double object 

construction? (b) Do they have access to the Lexicalist Approach (Oehrle, 1976), as 

opposed to the Conservatism Approach (C. L. Baker, 1979)? Forty-five French-speaking 

and thirty-eight Inuktitut (Eskimo)-speaking learners of English are tested on a 

grammaticality judgment task. Their responses are then compared with the native 

Some of the issues can be better explained under the current theories, such as DM or Economy Theory, 
but we will not deal with them here, leaving them for future research. 



252 

controls'. The results show that while the L2 subjects judged the prepositional 

constructions in the same way as the controls, no comparable results have been found 

with the double object constructions. Furthermore, tremendous intra-group variations 

exist among the Lz subjects in such a way to suggest that the proficiency of the L2 

learners coincides with their performance. Clearly, L2 learners are able to acquire the 

marked grammatical properties of an L2 even though their knowledge may not be 

compatible with their native counterparts'. As such, Mazurkewich concludes that L2 

learners do not learn alternating constructions simultaneously and they are not completely 

conservative. 

Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga (1992) developed two empirical studies based on 

Pinker's (1989) lexico-syntactic analysis of the dative alternation. In this study, Bley-

Vroman and Yoshinaga hypothesize that an asymmetry should be expected in the 

acquisition of verbal properties governed by the broad-range lexical rules and the narrow-

range lexical rules, given that the former constitutes UG, but the latter, language-

particular properties. That is, while L2 learners are able to acquire what Pinker (1989: 73) 

calls "the thematic cores," they will not be able to acquire the narrow conflation classes 

unless their Li utilizes the same set of semantic properties determinant of the dative 

alternation (Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga, 1992: 168). Two semantic constraints were 

chosen to test their hypotheses: the possession constraint and ballisticness constraint, with 

the first available in Japanese but not the second. Novel and real English verbs were 

measured by virtue of grammaticality judgment tests. The elicited results show that the 

Japanese speakers behaved just like their native counterparts with regard to the double 
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object sentences involving the possession constraint. By contrast, the Japanese L2 subjects 

judged the target sentences involving the ballisticness constraint much more randomly 

than the native controls. The difference between the two groups are statistically 

significant, which Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga attribute to the influence of Li transfer 

and further take as evidence in support of Bely-Vroman's (1988) the Fundamental 

Difference Hypothesis. Although the experiments seem to be well-designed, three 

problems are prominent. First, Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga indicate that the L2 subjects 

should be categorized as highly proficient, but the range of TOEFL score obtained is 498 

to 670 for one group and 500 to 670 for another. To lump all subjects with such 

diversified L2 proficiency levels into a group would no doubt leave an important variable 

uncontrolled. Second, information regarding no length of stay in the U.S. is provided, so 

it is not clea- whether the L2 subjects had had enough experience with the target language 

at the time of experiments, another potential confounding variable. Third, the analysis of 

the Japanese dative properties seems to be amazingly minimal, and more vigorous 

research on them may turn out to be different, and if this is the case, then the purported 

cross-linguistic variations is questionable. 

Wolfe-Quintero (1992) also examined the acquisition of the dative alternation by 

Japanese and Chinese L2 learners of English. In her study, she focused on the relationship 

of Li influence and L2 proficiency to the L2 developmental stages. Ninety-five L2 subjects 

participated, whose L2 proficiency levels ranged, on the TOEFL test, from lower than 400 

to higher than 500. Two production tasks were administered to the L2 subjects: a free 

production task and an elicited production task, with the latter intended to test the 
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relevant constraint. The results show that the L2 subjects' accurate use of the double 

object constructions in English correlates with their L2 proficiency and reflects their Li 

grammar. In other words, both variables present themselves as reliable predictors for the 

L2 subjects' production performance in the L2. The first conclusion is highly anticipated 

given the same has been reported so frequently in the L2 Uterature and thus is really rather 

trivial. The second conclusion, although it is also highly expected, is more troublesome, 

in that the cross-linguistic differences between English, Japanese and Chinese datives 

may be more complex than what appeared to be in Wolfe-Quintero's study, particularly 

given that her analysis almost exclusively relied on one single source - Dryer's (1986) 

study. We have nothing to say about the Japanese datives, but as for the Chinese (i.e. 

Mandarin) dative shift alternations, they involve morphosyntactic properties lacking in 

English, the nature of which is a subject of debate. For example, in contrast to Enghsh 

dative alternations for which the preposition is assumed to be deleted in the double object 

structures, the preposition moves along with the dative NP to a higher node in Mandarin, 

as seen in (149): 

(149) (a) JohnsongLE }aben shu geiMary. 

John sendASP oneCL book to Mary 

John sent a book to Mary. 

(b) John song geiiLE Mary2 jiben shti t\ t2. 

John sent to ASP Mary oneCLbook 

John sent mary a book. 
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It is not all clear to which element gei is attached to. Zhang (1998: 180) assumes that it 

adjoins to the matrix verb song to form a complex predicate, since the aspect marker LE 

encloses both. To the contrary, we believe that gei should be analyzed as a constituent 

adjoined to the NP Mary. Evidence for this comes from the fact that the derived 

constituent can be topicaUzed, as in (150): 

(150) [pp geii Mary2]3, John songLE >aben shu t\t2. 

to Mary, John sendASP oneCL book. 

To Mary, John sent a book. 

Furthermore, some Chinese linguists (see Sybesma, 1999: Ch 4 for discussion) propose 

that in Chinese prepositional dative constructions, there is a zero or phonologically null 

predicate in the secondary predication. Also, as we have noted, the possession constraint 

does not apply to Chinese double object structures at all, which has also been pointed out 

by Lehrer (ps). In any event, it seems that Chinese and English dative alternations 

probably have as much similarities as differences. Even though this is the case, Wolfe-

Quintero's general claim that Li grammar may either aid or hamper L2 learners in 

acquiring the narrow-range lexical rules may still stand, but the nature of such interaction 

has to be reexamined more carefully. 

Inagaki (1997) reported another study that repUcated the previous studies by Bley-

Vroman and Yoshinaga (1992) and Wolfe-Quintero (1992), but a different set of English 

verbs were tested. Like Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga, Inagaki is also interested in finding 
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out if adult Japanese and Chinese learners of English are still able to acquire narrow-

range lexical rules, as identified by Pinker (1989). Inagaki reinforces the conclusions 

reached in the previous studies; that is, Li grammar determines if adult L2 learners can 

acquire the target construction successfully. But Liagaki's analysis of Chinese dative 

alternations is very questionable. For instance, he claims that neither of the Chinese 

equivalents to the English throw-clsss andpush-cl2tss can appear in the double object 

constructions. This is apparently not true; in fact, both in our opinion can participate in 

the dative shift alternation. 

To sum up, these studies, just reviewed, aim to tackle the time-honored question, viz 

Li transfer in L2 acquisition, in light of the semantics-syntax interface theory. From a 

transfer theory perspective, this represents some progress, since specificity of the nature 

of Li influence has seriously been taken into account. Unlike the traditional approaches, 

Li transfer is treated as an interaction between the prior linguistic representation and one 

under development. What undermines this attempt is the confounding variables: an 

accurate analysis of Li grammar and adequate L2 exposure. At it stands, function of Li 

grammar in L2 acquisition is still stuck in the traditional understanding that is non-

formalized and intuition-based at best. Consequently, the best known criteria is still at 

work; that is, compatible properties are transferable positively and non-compatible 

properties are error-prone. Nonetheless, none of these problems is more detrimental than 

the fact that in these studies, L2 development is studied in the absence of a theory of L2 

grammar, the final state in an L2. 



3.3.2 The SubjExp-ObjExp Alternation 
257 

The SubjExp-ObjExp alternation is a terminology coined by Pesetsky (1995: 20), which 

describes the alternating pair of constructions, as seen (145) above, repeated here as in 

(151): 

(151) (a) The linguist puzzled over Plato's problem . 

(b) Plato's problem puzzled the linguist. 

(151a) exhibits an instance of a SubjExp (i.e. subject experiencer) predicate that is a two-

place verb by definition. (151b) manifests a sentence involving an ObjExp (i.e. object 

experiencer) predicate, also a two-place verb. What makes the pair interesting is that the 

6-roles are projected in the reversed positions in the pair, an apparent violation of Baker's 

(1988) UTAH (Uniformity of Theta Assignment Hypothesis). Another interesting facet is 

that the verb puzzle, when used as a SubjExp predicate, expresses a simplex event, but the 

same verb, when used as an ObjExp predicate, denotes a complex event. These 

properties, L2 researchers hypothesize, may cause leamability problems for adult L2 

learners. In particular, complex predicates may be formed differently cross-linguistically, 

following Talmy's (1985) seminal work. Also, the alternating predicates may not be 

acquired simultaneously; rather one should be expected to be acquired prior to the other, 

functioning as scaffolding. Finally, Li word formation may dictate and affect how adult 

L2 learners acquire psych verbs. The L2 studies to be reviewed here include Juffs (1996a, 

1996b), White et al.'s (1998a, 1998b), Montrul (1998), and Shi (2000a). 
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Juffs (1996b), based on Talmy's (1985) work on word formation and Tinker's (1989) 

research on child language acquisition, proposes that cross-linguistic variation regarding 

psych verbs can be reduced to what he calls a conflation parameter, "+/-

[ACT[GO[STATE]]]" (Juffs, 1996b: 186), such that languages setting the parameter 

positively allow lexical causatives whereas those setting the parameter negatively, 

disallow. Juffs claims that this parameter does not just characterize the lexical differences 

between English and Chinese root verbs (i.e. monomorphemic predicates), but also has 

an across the board effect, viz, it affects both the psych and locative verbs of the two 

language. Thus the contrast is expected given the parameter: 

(152) (a) The book disappointed Mary. 

(b) *Nei ben shu shiwang le Zhang San. 

that CL book disappoint ASP Zhang San. 

(153) (a) John covered the bed with a blanket. 

(b) ?Zhang San yong tanzi ai le chuang 

Zhang San use blanket cover ASP bed 

Contra the standard use of the term parameter, what Juffs means is that Chinese and 

Enghsh have different ways to lexicalize cognitive elements into a single morpheme. 

Whereas English systematically allow both CAUSE and STATE to conflate into a 

monomorphemic verb, Chinese has to express them in separate morphemes, so an 

equivalent translation of disappoint is shi... shiwang 'make disappointed.' 

Juffs tested his parameter on 120 Chinese university students in Hunan province and 

19 native speakers of English participating in two experiments. None of the Chinese 



259 

subjects had been to an English-speaking country. The results show that both on the 

production and grammaticality judgment tasks, the Chinese EFL (English as a foreign 

language) subjects' performance correlated with their proficiency level, and this trend 

was true of both causative psych and locative verbs. Juffs ultimately attributes this to Li 

transfer, and claims that this was especially true of the La subjects of lower proficiency. 

Juffs' proposal faces two problems. The first is that the Chinese or more accurately 

the Mandarin lexicon does constitute monomorphemic causative psych verbs, including, 

qi 'anger,' ddu 'amuse,'yan 'annoy,''scare' as well as contain or locative verbs, such 

as gai 'cover,' du 'block,' as EngHsh does. In addition, monomorphemic causative verbs 

abound in number, such as fan 'capsize,' dd, 'break,' zd 'crack,' cei 'break,' shiiai 'cause 

to fall and break,' ke 'knock' 'empty' and many more. Based on our native Mandarin 

intuition, (153b) is grammatical, not questionable as Juffs indicates. Thus, the disparity 

that Juffs attributes to English and Mandarin in terms of lexicahzation of complex 

predicates are at best proportional instead of qualitative". Refutation of Juffs' parameter 

proposal means that his claim, that poor L2 performance is caused by the interference of 

Li lexical representations, is also invaUd. Explanation of the L2 problem has to be derived 

from somewhere else. Even if we accept Juffs' proposal as it is, it is still inexplicable, 

which constitutes the second problem. In a nutshell, apart from the fact that Mandarin 

does not have a causative interest, as Juffs rightly claims, when licensed by a light matrix 

verb, the Mandarin equivalent has to be selected by a verb of its own. Thus, the Mandarin 

See Shi, 1999 for more discussion on Juffs' study. A caveat is in order. We are not suggesting that 
'Mandarin and English equivalents are coirpatible in all morphosyntactic aspects; they certainly differ with 
respect to selectional restrictions. 
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translation of the English verbal interest is make ... have interest (gloss). If Li 

lexicalization patterns are transferred to the L2 as Juffs suggests, then this pattern should 

be discovered. With no raw data provided, there is no way to evaluate it. Nonetheless we 

would suspect that the probability of its occurrence is minimal or nil. To conclude, Li 

transfer is apparently not as telling as it appears as an aspect of inquiry where explanation 

of the L2 grammar construction can be found, and certainly in Juffs' study, this is the 

case. As we will see later on, Li transfer has become a buzz word in L2 inquiry with its 

true meaning often evaporating in the air. 

Montrul (1998) examined the thematic hierarchy and CASE assignment in the 

acquisition of Spanish as an L2. Assuming the thematic hierarchy as part of UG she 

predicts that both French- and English-speaking learners would have no problem 

acquiring the SE (subject experiencer) type of psych verbs (e.g., temere 'fear'). But no 

such prediction can be made with the OE (object experiencer) type of psych verbs (e.g., 

preoccupare 'worry'), because insertion of an OE verb in syntax involves CASE 

assignment, which is not a universal property (LI negative influence). Montrul claims 

that both predictions are confirmed. Designed as a longitudinal study, Montrul's study 

clearly shows a development pattern of LI involvement in L2 acquisition, but does not 

tell us much about what role LI transfer may ultimately play in the construction of L2 

grammar. 

White et al. (1998a) resort to Baker's (1988) UTAH and Belletti and Rizzi's (1988) 

analysis of psych verbs to predict that ESL learners of Malagasy, Japanese, French, and 

Spanish would have trouble with the ObjExp psych verbs as they require move a, but not 
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with the SubjExp psych verbs. The results show that though L2 subjects performed 

poorly with the ObjExp verbs across the board, those with Malagasy and Japanese Lis 

did even worse, which they blame for LI transfer. Like Juffs' and Montrul's studies this 

study involves L2 learners whose L2 acquisition is still at the early stage; thus it shares 

the problems observed above. Besides, a possibility is left wide open; that is, L2 learners 

could know the linking properties without recourse to the thematic hierarchy so long as 

they could decompose the semantic structure of the verb. Further, given that Belletti and 

Rizzi's analysis has been called into question (see Pesetsky, 1995:19-53), use of such an 

analysis has critically weakened the foundation of the study. 

White et al. (1998b) studied the acquisition of the SubjExp-ObjExp alternation by L2 

learners of EngUsh whose native languages are Malagasy, Japanese, French, and Spanish. 

Based on UTAH and the Thematic Hierarchy, they predicted that constructions involving 

the Subj-Exp verbs would be acquired prior to those involving the ObjExp verbs. In other 

words, the latter type of psych verbs are problematic for the L2 learners. Malagasy and 

Japanese ESL subjects, whose L2 proficiency was at the low and high intermediate level, 

were tested via a written elicited production task, where the subjects were asked to 

construct sentences with words provided that describe the pictures. The results show that 

no significant difference was found on the L2 subjects' performance on SubjExp verbs 

versus ObjExp verbs, although for each type their production differed significant from 

the controls'. However, White et al. pointed out that this difference was mainly 

caused by the errors the L2 subjects made with just two test verbs,year and disgust. This 

apparently shows the irrelevance of UTAH and the Thematic Hierarchy which White et 
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al. hypothesized would dictate L2 acquisition. Rather, the L2 subjects had not been able to 

master the meaning of these verbs and thus had resorted to a guessing strategy. Also, 

given that Malagasy and Japanese differ from English typologically, Li transfer was not 

at issue here at all. In a second experiment that involved the high intermediate 

francophone and Japanese ESL subjects, strikingly different results were found. A picture 

identification task was used in this experiment where the subjects were asked to 

determine if a sentence and the accompanied picture matched. Unlike the previous study, 

a significant difference was found on the L2 subjects' performance on the two types of 

verbs, which White et al. attribute to the problems that the Japanese-speaking subjects 

had with the ObjExp type of psych verbs, hi a third experiment. White and her colleagues 

looked at Malagasy and French ESL learners, and the results obtained basically replicate 

those of the first experiment, since only a near [emphasis] significant difference was 

found on the L2 subjects' performance on the Subj-Exp verbs versus the ObjExp verbs. 

Overall, the working hypothesis, that the Subj-Exp verbs are easier to learn than the 

ObjExp verb as consfrained by UTAH and the Thematic Hierarchy principle, has not 

been confirmed. As White et al. rightly realized themselves, this failure is mainly due to 

the failure demonsfrated by the L2 subjects in identifying the semantics of the test verbs, 

particularly those belonging to the ObjExp subgroup. Apparently, the translation task 

used in these studies to determine whether the L2 subjects knew the target verbs is not at 

all reliable. 

Shi (2000a) examined a group of 10 Mandarin-speaking ESL speakers who had hved 

in the U.S. for an average of 7 years and 6 months, in terms of their knowledge of 
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English psych verbs, using Pesetsky's (1995) framework and DM (Distributed 

Morphology). The study aimed to test a hypothesis called "The Canonical Constraint 

Hypothesis" (CCH), which predicts that "L2 grammar is largely constrained by the 

canonical lexical and mophosyntactic properties of Li grammar" (Shi, 2000a; 673). The 

CCH dismisses the traditional notion of Li transfer - treating Li transfer as an absolute or 

either or relation. Under CCH, Li transfer is relativized in the sense that an Li property is 

incorporated into an L2 grammar only if there is no form that is more canonical or basic. 

Assuming that the SubjExp verbs in Mandarin are the canonical forms, we predict that 

Mandarin ESL speakers will acquire the EngUsh Subj-Exp verbs prior to the ObjExp 

verbs. As has been pointed out. Mandarin psych verbs fall into two subgroups. One 

consists of bimorphemic predicates with a zero morpheme -C^L'S'just as the English 

psych verbs and the other, serial or complex predicates with an overt morpheme 

expressing the CAUSE. Thus, Shi divided the test verbs into two groups: Group A 

comprised verbs that are identical morphosyntactically with Mandarin and Group B, 

verbs that are not. The most robust evidence would be obtained if the CCH affected the 

acquisition of both groups. Two experimental tasks were administered to the L2 subjects 

and the native controls: a Sentence Completion (SC) task and a Grammaticality Judgment 

(GJ) task. Results from the SC task show that the Mandarin-speaking subjects behaved 

exactly the same as the native English speakers with the Subj-Exp verbs from both Group 

A and B, compatible with the CCH, but a significant difference was found between the 

two subject groups on the ObjExp verbs from both groups. This second result is 

extremely important because it clearly demonstrates that the traditional idea, that if an Li 
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property matches that of an L2, then it is transferable, is faulty. Rather, transfer of an Li 

property depends on whether there is something that is more basic. On the GJ task, the 

results obtained were a surprise. Similar performance has been found with both the 

SubjExp and ObjExp verbs, which means that the CCH is only partially justified. Also, it 

indicates the possibility that L2 knowledge is ultimately asymmetric. This expected result 

is very significant in that points to the possibiUty that Li transfer is actually restricted to 

the performance domain, not the competence domain at all. This is the line of thinking to 

be pursued in the present study (see Chapter 5). 

3.3.3 The Inchoative-causative Alternation 

The mapping problem, which we have just seen with the SubjExp verbs versus ObjExp 

verbs, has a much wider scope; it affects any verbs that alternate between an inchoative 

and a causative construction, including wove, dry, melt, roll, form, improve, thicken, 

capsize, reduce and many more, hi recent research, a leading analysis has become 

dominant, known as the Unaccusative Hypothesis (Perlmutter, 1978; Perlmutter and 

Postal, 1984; Burzio, 1986; Pullum, 1988), which assumes that verbs like those above -

call them causative alternating verbs - have the causative forms as the root, from which 

the inchoatives derive via movement. In other words, derivation of the causative variants 

is like that of a typical unaccusative verb as in (154): 

(154) e arrived [NP the band] 
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According to Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1994,1995), inchoatives are derived via the 

same process, except that the external argument can be suppressed through a binding 

process as first proposed by Grimshaw (1990) or if the argument satisfies the 

Recoverability Condition (Brisson, 1994) in the sense that it is a "prototypical" causer. 

This derivation process is shown in (155): 

From a leamability perspective, the proposal implies that the child should have the 

xmleamed knowledge that the Theme or Causer is always in the intemal argument 

position, but may move to an external position when certain conditions are met. To give a 

concrete example, this so called detransitivization process goes as follows; 

(156) (a) E broke [NP the vase] [NP the vase] broke 

This line of analysis has been analyzed in the SLA studies. Below we will give an 

overview of some of these studies. 

Montml investigates the SLA developmental process using the Unaccusative 

Hypothesis framework in a series of papers. Montrul (1999) reported on the results 

(155) LSR [ X DO-SOMETHING ] CAUSE [BECOME BROKEN ]] 
4 

Lexical binding 0 
Linking rules 
Argument structure <;;> 



266 

elicited from an empirical study on the overgeneralization errors made by the English-

and Turkish-speaking learners of Spanish, which reflect the type of errors made by 

children learning their native language. Montrul used a Picture Judgment task to ehcit L2 

subjects' intuitions on the uses of different verb classes (i.e. alternating verbs, directed 

motion verbs, suppletives, and unergatives) in two syntactic constructions (i.e. 

inchoatives and causatives). L2 subjects' responses showed that they misidentified the 

Spanish unergatives used in a causative construction as grammatical. Montrul attributes 

this to the function of Li argument structure influence and use of the default causative 

syntactic template (Montrul, 1999: 203). 

While Montrul's study clearly shows a developmental pattern that the L2 subjects 

went through in learning Spanish lexical items, it faces a number of problems. First, 

given that all L2 subjects were identified as the intermediate-level L2 learners and lived in 

non-Spanish-speaking countries at the time of the study, it was not at all clear if adequate 

L2 exposure was available to the L2 subjects. If this is the case, then the subjects' accurate 

responses to the alternating verbs (e.g., romper 'break,' abrir 'open') are due to the fact 

that they constitute the positive evidence, whereas their inaccurate responses to the non-

alternating verbs (e.g., aparecer 'appear,' morir 'die,' caer 'fall,' reir 'laugh') are 

because of these verbs' absence from the positive evidence, causing the subjects to guess 

rather than utilize their lexical knowledge. Second, our suspicion is reinforced with two 

facts from the data Montrul provides. On one the hand, the data shows that the L2 

subjects' erroneous judgments on the transitive violations fell around the zero range, 

which means they really could not decide or had no opinion about grammaticality of 
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those sentences. On the other hand, the L2 subjects apparently did better on the 

suppletives than the other two non-alternating verb classes, which should be the case 

based on our reasoning, given that the suppletives are available in the PLD. Finally, 

reliance on a judgment task really leaves the question wide open as to whether it is the L2 

subjects' competence that was tapped or their performance skills. Overall, this study 

seems to show the effects of the L2 input. 

Montrul (200la)^" reported the results from another study in which she examined the 

acquisition of Enghsh causative alternating verbs versus non-alternating verbs by the 

Turkish and Spanish EFL learners (47 in total), whose L2 proficiency was at the low-

intermediate and intermediate levels and who had never been to an English-speaking 

country, the same experimental context as seen in Juffs' (1996b). Assuming Schwartz 

and Sprouse' (1996) FT/FA hypothesis, Montrul predicted that English verbs that have 

similar morphological structures as the Turkish and Spanish equivalents would be 

acquired prior to those that do not have morphological resemblance. Thus, transitive 

variants such as open, close, break and intransitives melt, sink would be easier to leam 

and intransitives variants open, close, break and transitive variants melt, sink would be 

more difficult. As in the previous study, a single picture judgment task was used to test 

the hypotheses. The results show that while the EFL subjects were accurate in judging the 

causative constructions, they were not accurate with the inchoative constructions, in 

particular Spanish-speaking subjects tended to prefer the get-construction, as in The door 

Part of the results was reported in Montrul, 2000 and 2001b. Comments given in here apply to those 
studies as well given that exactly the same experimental task has been used. 
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got opened, which Montrul ascribed to the possibiUty that Spanish Lj subjects equated 

the Spanish reflexive clitics se to the English get. But this left the accurate performance 

of the Turkish-speaking subjects on the causatives imexplained, given that Turkish 

requires overt causative morphology. Mixed results in relation to Li transfer also existed 

with the measure of the unaccusatives used transitively. Even though Turkish requires 

overt causative morphology, the Turkish EFL subjects failed to reject the transitive use of 

unaccusatives. Montrul explained that this might be contributed by a misanalysis of the 

Li input on top of the Li influence. Overall, the results seem to indicate a strong 

correlation between L2 performance and L2 proficiency. 

With so many confounding variables floating around, it is very difficult to see what 

actually is the etiology of the L2 errors. Montrul (2001a; 100) herself realizes this, saying 

that conclusive results on the status of the semantics-syntax interface in L2 acquisition 

maybe obtained fi-om an examination of near-native L2 speakers. A more critical 

problem with Montrul's study is her inheritance of the lexical semanticist's assumption 

that analysis of lexical properties should be based on real or existing data. Chomsky 

(1999a) explicitly contradicts such an assumption, claiming that allowable linguistic 

properties may not necessarily be utihzed by natural languages. As such, the typical 

lexicalist claim that unergatives or true intransitives (e.g., laugh, cry) do not have a 

causative alternant, because they express internally caused eventuality (L&RH, 1994, 

1995) may not be justified. As has been noted in the literature, unergatives are used 

transitively (157a) or in causative constructions (157b): 
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(157) (a) The nurse burped the baby. (see discussion in Pinker, 1989) 

(b) The robber bled the victim to death. 

hi such a case, the errors that are often identified as deviant or erroneous such as, Don't 

giggle, may not be so bad. hi fact, treating them as ungrammatical has nothing to do with 

linguistics but our encyclopedic knowledge (Harley, 1999). 

Yuan (1999) investigated the acquisition process of what he calls the Chinese 

unaccusative verbs by the English-speaking learners of various levels of proficiency. 

Yuan claims that unaccusatives in Chinese are different from those in English, in that 

Chinese unaccusatives, such as dudn 'break,' diao 'fall,' allow the internal argument to 

remain in situ, whereas for English, the internal argument moves out of the VP to get 

case. However, Yuan also claims that there is a restriction; that is, only indefinite NPs 

may stay in situ, in order to be assigned the inherent partitive case. These properties of 

Chinese unaccusatives under Yuan's analysis are shown in (158a) with an example firom 

Yuan (1999: 283): 

(158) (a) e [vP V NPindefinite] 

(b) zhe tiao malu shang, duan le yi gen dian xian. 

this CL street on break PFV one CL electric line 

'In this street, an electric line broke.' 
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In cases where the internal argument moves to the external position, Yuan assumes that 

such movements are to get a focus effect. Nonetheless, like English, Chinese does not 

permit the argument of unergatives to move to a postverbal position. With such 

typological differences between Chinese and EngUsh, Yuan predicted that acquisition of 

the Chinese unaccusatives would show heavy Li influence, but gradually the L2 learners 

would be able to detect the lexico-syntactic properties of the Chinese unaccusatives. 

Forty-eight native English speakers of Chinese participated, divided into four 

proficiency groups. They were tested on two experimental tasks: an oral picture-

description task and a grammaticality judgment task. The first is best characterized as an 

on-line production experiment where subjects were asked to produce as many sentences 

as they could that described the picture, using the words provided. The results from both 

tasks showed that the L2 subjects across all proficiency levels preferred constructions 

with preposed arguments, as in (159a) with examples from Yuan (1999: 283) given in 

(159b), rather than constructions with the internal argument staying in situ (159c): 

(159) (a) NPi[vpVfi] 

(b) zai wo qianmian, yi wei lao taitai diedao le. 

in my front, one CLold lady fall PFV 

'In front of me, an old lady fell.' 

(c) zai wo qianmian, diedao le yi wei lao taitai. 

in my front, fall PFV one CL old lady 

'In front of me, an old lady fell.' 
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Although such a preference has been observed with all verb classes (externally caused 

verbs, directed motion verbs, and unergatives), it declined in line with the subjects' Lj 

proficiency. In other words, more advanced EngUsh-speaking subjects allowed the 

structure like (159a) as grammatical, with a small group of L2 subjects behaving almost 

exactly hke their native controls. Thus, Yuan concludes that while early acquisition of 

Chinese unaccusatives is much constrained by the properties of the Li grammar, native 

like knowledge of the L2 grammar can be attained as a result of the enhancement of the 

subjects' L2 proficiency. 

Yuan's study faces with two potential problems. The first is that although L2 

proficiency can predict L2 performance, availability of the appropriate L2 input is 

probably just as important, hi other words, the advanced English-speaking subjects' 

better performance is most likely because they had received the instructional input 

whereas the other groups had not. If this is the case, then the measurement Yuan 

administered to the subjects was really an evaluation of their consciously learned 

knowledge, not internalized L2 grammar. This would make his claim that Li grammar is 

involved in L2 acquisition irrelevant. Second, Yuan's characterization of Chinese 

unaccusatives is problematic from a theoretical point of view. As Yuan describes, the 

Chinese externally caused verbs such as duan 'broke in half and the directed motion 

verbs like diedao 'fall' all belong to unaccusatives that allow the internal argument to 

stay in situ unlike Enghsh. He also says that the internal argument may move to an 

external position for pragmatic reasons. What Yuan misses is that the syntactic 

configurations that he gives, as exhibited in (158a) and (159a) above, are only partial, in 
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that in both structures a locative PP is obligatorily c-selected. Thus, ungrammaticality 

ensues with the internal argument based-generated (160a) or preposed (160b) in a 

discourse-neutral context; 

(160) (a) *duan /*shang/*zhe le jagendian xi^ 

break / bum / band ASP a CL electric wire 

broke/burned/banded an electric wire 

(b) *diedao / *tiao xialai / *diaoxiao le yi wei lao taitai 

trip down / jump down come / fall down ASP a CL old lady 

tripped/jumped from/fell down an old lady 

Nonetheless, when (160) is inserted with either a locative PP or a temporal AdvP, all 

sentences are fine. Another remedy, at least for (160a), is that when an external argument 

is c-selected instead of a locative PP, the sentence will also be grammatical. In the latter 

case, movement of the argument is simply an instance of inchoative-causative alternation 

rather than for some pragmatic reasons as suggested by Yuan. This implies that Yuan's 

collapsing of externally caused verbs and directed motion verbs into one coherent 

unaccusative class is wrong; rather the former should be treated as the "shatter" class and 

the latter, "happen" class (see Hoekstra, 1984). 

What makes Yuan's account of Chinese imaccusatives even more problematic 

concerns his incomplete account of the internal argument preposed. Based on our 

intuitions, (158b) and (159b) are not base-generated; rather they are derived, via head-

movement, from a base structure along the lines of that given in (161a), with an example 
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given in (161b). For reasons of space, we will focus on (158b) only, but the same analysis 

applies to (161b): 

(161) (a) [PPPP]VP[NPNPAP] 

(b) zhe tiao malu shang yu yi gen dian xian duan le 

this CL street on have a CL electric wire broken APS 

On this street there was an electric wire broken. 

(158b) is derived by moving the AP duan upstairs to substitute for the constitute yu. This 

is plausible because the element yu and duan cannot co-exist side by side, as seen in 

(162): 

(162) zhe tiao malu shang *[yu duan le] yi tiao dian xian. 

this CL street on have broken ASP a CL electric wire. 

On this street there is broken an electric wire. 

What about the preposed NP, its dislocation results in the disappearance of the VP, yu 

(see the example in 159b)? 

All in all, it seems to us that at issue is not the Chinese unaccusativity, but rather a set 

of different kinds of alternations in Chinese, and L2 subjects seem to start with a 

construction that is most compatible with both their Li and the target language as well. Li 

other words, we suspect that L2 grammatical properties available in the positive input 

affect L2 acquisition as much as the presumably Li interference. 
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Another hne of L2 research in the area of unaccusativity, has been initiated by Zobl 

(1989a) in his influential paper on ergativity or unaccusativity in L2 acquisition. Zobl 

found the construction [ NP [be Vunaccusative-ed ]] in an examination of the written 

compositions by L2 writers, mainly from Japanese Li background, which is exemplified 

in (163): 

(163) (a) The most memorable experience of my life was happened 15 years ago. 

(b) Most of people are fallen in love and marry with somebody. 

(c) My mother was died when I was just a baby. (Zobl, 1989: 204) 

Zobl ascribes this deviant unaccusative verb formation to the effect of an interaction of 

the universal mapping principle and the overgeneralization of the English passive 

morphology to unaccusatives. Zobl argues that because L2 learners are equipped with the 

innate knowledge on the mapping of Theme-object and Agent-subject, they knew that the 

single argiiment associated with verbs like happen, fall, die is inserted as an internal 

argument, which in turn moves to the subject position to get case. However, this 

configuration coincides with passives in English, except that the latter require the 

insertion of an auxiliary be. As such, Zobl postulates that the unaccusative errors are 

incurred as the passives were overgeneralized to the ergative verbs. Furthermore, Zobl 

specifically argues that such L2 acquisition is developmental and exempt from 

Li influence, and thus is constrained by UG principles, namely the mapping principles. 

For Zobl's approach to be plausible, two issues need to be considered with care. One is 

that empirical evidence needs to be collected showing that unaccusative errors appear 
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only after the acquisition of the passive construction is complete or at least under way. To 

our best knowledge, no such evidence exists at this moment. Second, unaccusativity in 

English needs to be looked at more closely. There is lack of consensus on how to 

characterize or define its properties. Criteria, proposed in Hoekstra (1984), Grimshaw 

(1990), Levin and Rappaport Hovav (1995), consist of two diverging components. 

Questions still remain as to whether we can treat the two subclasses of unaccusativity as 

if they formed a unified class. When these issues are carefully scrutinized, other plausible 

explanations may emerge. 

In more recent research, L2 researchers have tried to replicate Zobl's findings based 

on the framework Zobl presents. Balcom (1997), using a grammaticality judgment task 

and a cloze passage task, tested 38 Chinese ESL learners with a variety of Chinese 

dialects as their Li backgrounds. The results confirmed Zobl's observation as the L2 

subjects were xmable to detect the ungrammaticality of unaccusatives used in a passive 

construction, and their rate of failure with the unaccusatives was statistically significant 

fi-om that with the non-unaccusatives. Nonetheless, from the aggregate data Balcom 

provides, a fascinating fact, which Balcom barely mentioned, is that the percentage at 

which the L2 subjects' used and judged unaccusatives correctly is much higher than the 

percentage at which they made mistakes, with middles being an exception. It is highly 

likely that the middle construction involves some kind of syntactic operation not shared 

by the other construction. Given the incomparable percentages, there is good reason to 

believe that Zobl's original conjecture is flawed that L2 unaccusative errors reveal a 

learning mechanism that L2 learners utilize in acquiring the L2. Rather, Balcom's findings 
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seem to show that they simply reflect some random and probably misconceived 

performance-based strategy, irrelevant to grammatical acquisition. 

Oshita (2000) reached the same conclusion in a study where he examined a large 

corpus consisting of productions by English learners of Italian, Spanish, Japanese, and 

Korean native backgrounds. In his analysis Oshita focused on the happen-type 

unaccusatives including appear, arise, arrive, die, disappear, exist, fall, happen, occur, 

and rise. Out of 941 uses of the unaccusatives, 851 correct uses and 90 incorrect uses 

were found, respectively. And of the 90 mistakes, only 38 instances of be Vunaccusative-^d 

strings were found. Thus, this shows that the nimiber of unaccusative errors was quite 

small, but this may not reduce their significance from a theoretical perspective. Next 

Oshita attempted to dismiss other alternative explanations, including involvement of Li 

transfer and an adjectival passive account, and then by logic concluded that the only 

plausible account is Zobl's overgeneralization of passives account. Such a move might be 

too hasty in that the analyses Oshita dismissed as impossible might be just as plausible as 

Zobl's, if not more. We will focus on the possibility of Li transfer, particularly the 

involvement of a lexical incorporation mechanism. 

Cross-linguistically, the non-altemating unaccusatives may not be uniform. 

Typological variation should be expected, as with Pesetsky's (1995) psych verbs in 

Romance, English, and Japanese, particularly with respect to morphology. Details aside, 

it seems to us English and Mandarin differ drastically in terms of the non-altemating 

unaccusative class. While unaccusatives in English are monomorphemic or seemingly 

consist of one single morpheme, Mandarin equivalents are bimorphemic across the board. 
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That is, all the Mandarin translations of the verbs Oshita studied are composed of two 

morphemes. From an aspectual perspective, Mandarin unaccusatives express two 

temporal points, ti tj, with the former indicating an activity and the latter, a state, which 

stands in sharp contrast to Vendler/Dowty's characterization of the event these verbs 

lexicalize that it occurs instantly. For illustration, here are some of the Mandarin 

equivalent translations: 

(164) (a) chu xian 'appear' 

out appear 

(b) fa sheng 'happen' 

take happen 

(c) cuen zai 'exist' 

stay at 

If our analysis is on the right track, then Mandarin unaccusatives are like the underlying 

lexical relation structures of imergatives in Enghsh, as proposed in Hale and Keyser 

(1991, 1993, 1998), in that a seemingly monomorphemic lexical item comprises two 

components: an abstract morpheme and the morpheme identical to the lexical item. If the 

Mandarin data reflect the true internal structure of unaccusatives, then we can conceive of 

the English counterparts consisting of the same structure, and what differentiates English 

firom Mandarin is that the former undergoes a lexical incorporation process, whereas the 

latter does not, marking both morphemes overtly. If this is the case, then the unaccusative 

errors, observed by Zobl (1989), Balcom (1997), and Oshita (2000), are caused by two 



278 

factors in our account. One is that activation of the lexical incorporation mechanism takes 

time, although the operation itself consists of the initial state and the other is that failure 

to activate incorporation forces L2 learners to insert an auxiliary verb be to satisfy the 

morphological requirement characterizing their Li equivalents. So what we are 

suggesting is that Li lexical properties are probably very much involved here. This seems 

to explain why the unaccusative errors were quite small in number and their existence is 

rather irregular. Our analysis seems to be supported by the data of the so-called "pseudo-

passive" errors that have been observed of the Chinese ESL learners (see Yip, 1995; Ch 

4, Han, 2000), as seen in (165); 

(165) (a) *New cars must keep inside. 

(b) *Erhu [Chinese violin] can play like this. (Yip, 1995; 97) 

As Chinese linguists have discovered, Chinese passives fall into two types; one is marked 

overtly with passive morphology and other is not. Given that the Chinese translations of 

(165) belong to the second type, (165) is apparently a function of Li influence. By the 

same logic, the unaccusative errors examined are derived from the same source. 

hi summarizing, we have provided an overview of the L2 studies within the 

semantics-syntax interface framework in this subsection. The goal of these studies is to 

identify the developmental pattern of the L2 predicates and its relation to the acquisition 

of the L2 syntax. All studies, except for Zobl's (1989), suggest that L2 development in 

this domain is constrained by the native language of the L2 speaker. In our comments, we 
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have pointed out a number of serious problems, namely that uncontrolled confounding 

variables seriously weaken the claims made by the researchers. First, use of a translation 

task as in (Juffs, 1996a, Montrul, 1998,1999, 2000,2001a) to measure the L2 subjects' 

lexical knowledge is far from adequate. As claimed by Pinker (1989), Bowerman (1978, 

1981), Clark (1993), Bloom (2000), development of lexical knowledge often takes 

substantial experiences for the child to detect the minute semantic features internal to 

predicates (see also Pavlenko, 2000: 1 on the differences in lexical knowledge between 

FL and L2 Russian learners of English). Bowerman (1978: 980) points out that children 

do not start integrating predicates into coherent semantic classes until they are 2-4 years 

of age. A little calculation show the disparity between the input the child receives from 

the target language environment, compared with that the adult L2 learners receive, in 

terms of hours. Pick the average of years that children need to develop complete 

knowledge of the lexicon; that is, 3 years. Multiply 3 years by 365, and we have 1095 

days, and then deducting 10-sleeping hours from each day, we end up with 15,330 hours 

of exposure to positive evidence in a period of 3 years. Apply the same procedure to the 

adult L2 learners who studied the target language in a non-target-language environment. 

We pick 5 years which represents the ballpark figure for the experiences L2 subjects 

report. Suppose they receive 4-hour of formal instruction per week and 6-hour of private 

study, which gives them a total of 2,600 hours of L2 exposure in a period of 5 years. The 

difference is so substantial in quantity, let alone in quality, that it would be inconceivable 

to presume that the L2 subjects' lexical knowledge would be comparable with the native 

controls'. Thus, neither a L2-to-Li translation test (White, et al, 1998a, 1998b; Montul, 
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1999, 2001a, 2001b), or a picture to lexical items matching test (Juffs, 1996b), or a 

proficiency test (Yuan, 1999) would be sufficient to accurately measure their knowledge 

of the L2 lexicon. The consequence of the lack of adequate L2 input leave wide open 

almost all the solutions alluded to by the L2 researchers. Poor performance by the non-

native subjects of lower proficiency may be attributed to the inaccess to the appropriate 

L2 data, which subsequently gives them incomplete lexical representations. 

Another problem concerns the empirical methodology employed in these studies and 

the experimental context. In all studies reviewed, a grammaticality judgment test was 

used to test various hypotheses, including Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga (1992), Wolfe-

Quintero (1992), Juffs (1996a), White et al. (1998a, 1998b), Inagaki (1997), Montul 

(1999,2001a, 2001b), Yuan (1999). As has been widely recognized by now, the 

reliabihty of this kind of metalinguistic measurement depends on several important 

factors, including overall design of the experiments, formulation of test items, numbers of 

tokens tested, and modes of tests (e.g., production and grammaticality judgment tests) 

(for discussion see, e.g., Bialystok, 1982; Chaudron, 1983: 369; Gass, 1994; Cowan and 

Hatasa, 1994; Davies and Kaplan, 1998; Mandell, 1999). In addition, other variables need 

to be carefully controlled for, including Li background, mode of presentation, the 

dependent measures used (i.e. categorizations vs. dichotomous or trichotomous ratings), 

and mode of judgments (i.e. paired vs. independent comparisons) (Chaudron, 1983; 368-

69). EUis (1991: 161), based on an thorough overview of the assumptions and design 

features of grammaticaUty judgment tasks and the results of an experiment, concludes 

that "grammaticality judgment tasks elicit a particular kind of performance that needs to 
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be understood much more thoroughly before it is used as a basis for investigating second 

language acquisition." Mandell (1999), however, shows that a grammaticality judgment 

test can be reliable if the comparable results are provided by the same L2 learners from a 

semi-production test. 

In several studies, a production test is also included, including Wolfe-Quintero 

(1992), Juffs (1996a), Inagaki (1997), Yuan (1999), but given that a time limitation was 

imposed, it raises the question as to whether such an imposition would "detract from the 

fullest use of knowledge resources" on the part of the L2 subjects (Chaudron, 1983: 367). 

As a result, what was really tested is not the subjects' knowledge of L2 grammar, but their 

processing skills in the L2. 

Another related problem that has not received enough attention is related to the L2 

learners' irregular responses; that is, they are able to assign a right representation to one 

verb, but not the next one, even though they belong to the same verb class. In almost all 

studies reviewed, only a small number of tokens from each verb class, there is no reliable 

measurement to determine if such behavior results from random use of performance or 

processing strategy (e.g., by analogy) or from their grammatical representation. We 

suspect the former is the case. 

From a linguistic theory perspective, conclusions reached in relation to Li transfer 

can be regarded as sound if only there are adequate analyses of the cross-linguistic 

variation which has been attested empirically. As has been shown above, we believe that 

the analyses developed or adopted lack such adequacy, which subsequently casts doubt 

over the results generated. This problem seems to be very serious in the generative SLA 
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research framework that theoretical Hnguists are responsible for providing. As Chomsky 

(1999a) emphasizes, until serious work is put into the deep aspects of language 

components will our understanding of language and language acquisition remain 

superficial. 

3.4 Li Transfer 

In this subsection, we focus attention on theories of Li transfer. We define the notion of 

Li transfer in a neutral sense so that both negative and positive influence is subsimied 

under the rubric. Nonetheless, we confine our discussion of Li transfer to the facets of 

linguistics proper; the psychocultural aspects, as studied by Lado (1957) and Gardner and 

Lambert (1972) in relation to Li transfer, will not be addressed. To avoid ambiguity, we 

avoid the terms such as interference given its psychological and sociolinguistic 

impUcations (see Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982: 98). In other words, we refer to Li 

transfer as the "structural transfer" as given in Corder's sense (1994: 22), the pure 

hnguistic facets that involve properties of at least two languages. In our discussion, Li 

transfer, Li influence, and Li involvement are thus used interchangeably''^ We do not 

think that the notions of negative and positive transfer are particularly helpful in the 

absence of a clear characterization of the nature of transfer. In fact, we strive to show that 

contrary to the dominant view, a native language plays only a minor and superficial role 

" For discussion of the terminology, see Dulay, Burt, and Krashen, 1982: 98-102; Corder, 1992: 21-23; 
Sharwood Smith, 1996: 71) 
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in L2 acquisition from a purely linguistic point of view. But obviously denial of the 

involvement of the native language at all is boimd to fail. Therefore, in our analysis, what 

makes an Li relevant is its function in the performance system, particularly the sentence 

comprehension process, which hes at the forefront of L2 acquisition. 

Li transfer represents a problem in SLA research that is reminiscent of a scenario 

eloquently described by Pinker (1989). He says "Nature does not go out of its way to 

befunddle us, and if some phenomenon seems to make no sense no matter how we look at 

it, we are probably in ignorance of deep and far-ranging principles" (Pinker, 1989: 1). 

The problem of Li transfer has proved to be "one of the most formidable challenges 

facing second language researchers" (Odlin, 1994: 29, see also Odlin, 1989). What is at 

fault is that Li transfer has been freated as a linguistic or computational process. Our 

hypothesis stands in sharp contrast to this dominant view. We claim that Li transfer 

belongs to the performance module and its relation to linguistics proper is nothing but 

indirect and non-observable. It has more to do with the leamability process rather than 

the actual linguistic representations consisting of the final state. To justify our stance, we 

strive to focus on the nature of Li transfer by controlling for as many variables as 

possible. In the preceding studies, results are often compromised because of the failure to 

hold those confounding variables in check. Our analysis is informed by the 

presupposition, that Li transfer, for the most part, is a conscious activity, part of the ID 

(Interpretation Device) briefly mentioned above. It is a truism that speakers of natural 

languages have no access to the abstract linguistic system purported to be the base of our 

communicative system (i.e. the performance module). In keeping with Jenkins (1988), 
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one cannot make use of something that is inaccessible. By contrast, we do have access to 

our performance system; it is accessed by our conscious thinking and other cognitive 

mechanisms. Crosslinguistic translation can be taken as a piece of evidence for this 

assumption. It would be difficult to imagine how the professional translators working for 

the United Nations could perform their job if they did not have access to their native as 

well as the adopted languages, but it would be equally difficult to imagine that they could 

retrieve into the linguistic systems (for the adopted language, partial access might be 

possible, though) in the Chomskyan sense unless they are linguists by training (see 

Jackendoff, 1994). However, in this practice, the substances that are accessed must be 

shallow, superficial, intuitive, and perceptual, but not explanatory. This does not exclude 

the possibility that they do sometimes retrieve into their linguistic system when the right 

stimulating context exists (see Tovrasend and Bever, 2001). 

We have been rather vague on the relationship of Li transfer to the linguistic system 

and the employment of ID (Interpretation Device) so far. We assume that Li transfer is 

only indirectly associated with the linguistic system; there is no direct avenue between 

the two objects. As for its interaction with ID, we assume that Li transfer results fi"om use 

of the ID, in that an Lz learner translates the target sentence into their native language in 

order to comprehend its meaning. The result of this translation then functions as the basis 

for the acquisition of the lexical items and the syntax. This does not mean that the ID use 

affects the two domains equally. In particular, we suspect the former (i.e. the lexical 

learning) is much more susceptible and therefore is affected by a leamability constraint, 

called "Relativized Transfer Condition" (RTC). 
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The RTC condition manifests the fact that Li transfer is not as straightforward as has 

been presumed. Occurrence of Lj transfer depends on both the properties of the learners' 

native language and the target language they are acquiring, in particular adult L2 learners 

incorporate a linguistic feature if and only if they perceive that it is of a canonical 

characteristic. The RTC is intended to characterize such a condition. Under such a 

leamability system, overt properties are more valued than covert properties. Development 

of L2 syntax is basically immune to Lj transfer, but the L2 lexicon development is largely 

constrained by it. 

We start with an overview of the existing theories of Li transfer, and against this 

backdrop, we present the Relativized Transfer Condition, which is followed by specific 

predictions as to what constitutes the final state of L2 acquisition. 

3.4.1 Traditional Views 

An early view of LI transfer takes behaviorism (Skinner, 1957) as the theoretical basis 

and is couched under the rubric of the Contrastive Analysis Hypothesis (CAH) (Lado, 

1957)^®. Central to the CAH is the assumption upheld by behaviorists that language 

learning in general is a habit formation. To acquire a second language is to replace an 

old set of habits with a new set. The success and ease of the acquisition of the L2 

For more historical overview, see Gass and Selinker, 1992; Sharwood Smith, 1996. 
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critically depends on the extent to which the learners' Li and the L2 overlap (Lado, 1957: 

2, Kellerman, 1977). A matched property facilitates the learning and a mismatched 

property causes problems. Thus, L2 errors are assumed to stem from the discrepancies 

between the native language and the target language. Given that the CAH does not look 

at language as a system of modules, Li transfer is studied both in terms of L2 

performance and L2 acquisition. As such, Li transfer is ascribed as functioning in a real

time communication context via a process of relexification (i.e. use of the L2 words to fill 

up the native syntax) or as a learning strategy, encoding lexical meanings based on the Li 

translations. Furthermore, Li transfer is assumed to occur beyond the linguistic domain, 

in that cross-cultural values are transformed from one language to another. 

Kellerman (1978: 3) claims that L2 learners are somehow capable of sensing the 

"distance" between Li and L2 and thus fransferring the Li properties accordingly. Under 

this traditional view, Li transfer, as a learning mechanism, is hypothesized to involve 

several stages including making errors, self-corrections, hypothesis-testing, etc. In this 

view, Li transfer is basically developmental and temporary, with its effects withering 

away when the L2 acquisition advances into its more proficient stages. From an ESL 

pedagogical point of view, Li transfer is largely predictable in terms of what is prone to 

transfer and what is not. 

This traditional view is flawed on almost all fronts. First, conceptually, it would be 

too much to expect that L2 learners can detect the differences and similarities between 

their native language and an L2. Although L2 learners may have some knowledge of the 

characteristics of their mother tongue, nothing they know of is profound or deep; rather in 
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most cases their knowledge is school-learned consisting of the socially valued know-how 

as required by the curriculum. As such, this knowledge comprises conscious 

representations of language rather than abstract and coherent linguistic principles. As for 

the latter, we know that adult L2 learners, even though their general cognitive 

development has come to an end, are not up to the challenge of understanding those 

principles. As Jackendoff (1994: 26) says, thousands of theoretical linguists throughout 

the world have been trying for decades to develop complete accounts of languages, and 

only limited success has been obtained so far. It is implausible that L2 learners can figure 

them out independently. 

Second, failure to narrow down the scope of the inquiry on Li results in a mission that 

proves to be too grand to be fhiitful, in that to study everything at one time is a violation 

of the scientific law (Moravcsik,1998; Chomsky, 1999a, Weinberg, 2001). hi other 

words, facets of Li transfer have to be partitioned first and then studied individually. 

Nonetheless, some aspect may have to be understood prior to the others, particularly the 

nature of Li transfer and how it interacts with other cognitive systems. 

The final problem, which turns out to be most detrimental, is that the CAH-based 

predictions on when Li properties should be transferred are, in many cases if not in most 

cases, not substantiated empirically. Where there is complete compatibility between an Li 

and an L2, transferring is not necessarily called for (Kellerman's 1978 oft-quoted 

evidence showing Dutch-speaking EFL learners of English are selective in transferring 

the uses of Dutch breken 'break' into English, they accepted She broke her heart, but not 

The workers broke the strike even though both are acceptable in Dutch). Dulay, Burt, and 
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Krashen (1982: 5) estimates that at most only 20% of the errors adult L2 learners make 

can be traced to "crossover from the first language." The reverse is even more true, in 

that no empirical evidence exists showing that L2 learners utilize their native language 

grammar knowing that it is vastly different from the target grammar they are 

internalizing. 

Another traditional view, proposed as an opposing theory to the CAH, is Dulay, Burt, 

and Krashen's (Henceforth DBK) (1982: 6) the Creative Construction Model (CCM). 

The formation of the CCM stems from the Standard Theory, central to which is 

Chomsky's proposal that language is a rule-go vemed psychological object most of which 

is biologically determined. Adopting Krashen's (1977) theory of L2 acquisition, DBK 

assumes that adult L2 acquisition differs from child language acquisition in that it 

undergoes two processes absent from Li acquisition: Affective Filter and Monitor. The 

former concerns the function of motivation, which Krashen assimies is critical to L2 

learning and the latter, their awareness of grammaticality in the use of the L2. Between 

the two, there is the Organizer, purported to take charge of putting sensory input into 

order. DBK relegates Li transfer to a performance process which L2 learners tend to fall 

back on when attempting to express ideas in the L2 that consist of grammatical properties 

not attained by the L2 learners yet. DBK attributes such a premature use of the target 

language to the etiology of Li transfer (Duley, Burt, and Krashen, 1982; Ch 5). DBK 

argue that in child language development there is a silent period during which the child 

builds up his or her competence by virtue of Hstening and observing, but in adult L2 

acquisition, such a period is often lacking; instead there is a tremendous pressure to 
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communicate in the L2 from the very first exposure. Another possible source of L] 

transfer is the lack of the appropriate L2 inputs, to accommodate this inadequacy, adult L2 

learners resort to their native language for resources. 

We believe that DBK's Creative Constructionism is basically in the right direction. 

However, what needs to be specified is exactly what the performance process that 

involves Li properties consists of and what principles, if any, constrain this process. The 

Affective Filter, in our framework, is basically irrelevant in the sense one can acquire an 

L2 to a very successful level without much appreciation of the target language and culture 

insofar as the right learning mechanisms are put to use supplemented with the right input. 

Contra DBK, we assxmie that the Growth Theory for L2 acquisition does not change over 

time, but the procedures developed in the Li performance system consistently get in the 

way in the implementation of this theory. The key to the success of L2 acquisition is to 

suppress this interference. 

3.4.2 UG-based Li Transfer Accounts 

The introduction of Chomsky's (1981) Principles and Parameters (P&P) framework into 

the study of language provides SLA researchers with a completely different way to view 

Li transfer. Unlike the previous attempts where theories of Li transfer are formulated on 

the basis of observed L2 productions, this P&P-inspired approach starts with the 

assumption that Li transfer should be analyzed as an effect in the developed L2 linguistic 

representations (see White, 1992: 220-21; Sharwood Smith, 1996: 74-76). Specifically, 
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Li transfer is presumed, on this approach, as an interaction between an existing 

grammatical system (i.e. Li grammar) and a system that is still under development. 

Breaking with the traditional assumptions that Li transfer depends on such factors as 

markedness (Eckman, 1977), perception of "distance" (Kellerman, 1978), or similarity 

(Lado, 1957), integration of the Li properties into an La grammar is viewed as an abstract 

activity that Li learners maneuver in building up a new representational system. In 

particular, such maneuvering involves transferring one set of abstract parametric values 

from one language to another one. Furthermore, Li transfer is no longer viewed as a 

discrete or piece-by-piece endeavor. Rather, it is assumed that transfer of one principle 

may affect a whole set of linguistic features clustered together around that principle. 

To illustrate with an example, in the original P&P model, it has been hypothesized 

that the pro-drop or Null Subject principle consists of several related properties apart 

from allowing missing subjects, including free inversion, violations of the that-trace 

effects, and a few more (see Chomsky, 1981: 253-54). Researchers, including White 

(1985b, 1986), Hilles (1986), Phiimey (1987), Liceras (1989), and Al-Kasey and Perez-

Leroux (1998), tested the pro-drop parameter on the L2 subjects of various Li 

backgrounds, and the results showed that L2 subjects did carry over some of the 

parametric values from their native languages, but not in its entirety. In other words, the 

predicted clustering effects were not found in these experiments except for Al-Kasey and 

Perez-Leroxix (1998), who did find evidence for the co-occurrence of null expletives and 

null thematic subjects. Critically, this disconfirmation is due to the adoption of an interim 

linguistic theory without an attempt of validation, which seems to be a norm in SLA 



291 

research, h-onically, in the original proposal all L2 studies alluded to, Chomsky (1981: 

253-54) claims forcefully that the clustering subcomponents may only contain the 

missing subject and free inversion, not the six as originally conceived of In addition, 

nothing makes these studies more dubious than the finding, given in White (1985b, 

1986), which shows that the same L2 individuals provided accurate responses to the well-

formed sentences like the native controls, but not to the ill-formed sentences. This raises 

the question as to the validity of the measurement employed in these studies. Are these 

studies really tapping into the abstract linguistic representations of the subjects, as so 

claimed or something that is more superficial such as their performance system? Other 

methodological matters include failure to control the experimental groups' L2 proficiency 

(Phinny, 1987), only one L2 subject xmder study (Hilles, 1986), and flawed experimental 

design with only two options of responses fimiished (Liceras, 1989; Al-Kasey and Perez-

Leroux, 1998). All this has undermined the validity and rehability of the studies and 

subsequently the conclusions reached. 

Other L2 studies, conducted within the P&P framework, include Flynn's (1987,1996) 

studies on the headedness parameter, Bley-Vroman et al.'s (1988) and Schachter's 

(1990), on the subjacency principle, Broselow and Finer's (1991) experiment on the 

governing category parameter, Thomas' (1993) study on reflexives, Epstein, et al. (1996, 

1998) on functional projections, and Vainnika and Young-Scholten's (1994, 1996a, 

1998) and Schwartz and Sprouse' (1994,1996), on functional projections. None of the 

studies has presented converging results at all. While all studies suggest that native 

language seems to be involved at the initial stages of L2 acquisition to some extent, data 
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that cannot be traced to the Li is often observed in the findings; for instance Thomas 

(1993: 94) discovered that Spanish-speaking subjects of English tolerated the sentence-

external antecedent binding even though Spanish, like English, disallows such a binding 

property (see also MacLaughlin, 1996). 

These studies also highlighted the same problems seen above. When developmental 

variables, such as L2 proficiency and L2 exposure, failed to be constrained, two things 

should be anticipated. One is that there is much variation in L2 subjects' responses, which 

merely reflects their proficiency levels; subsequently those with more L2 experience 

perform better than those with less experience. The other is that there should be 

differences between the L2 subjects' performance and that of the natives, regardless of the 

experimental tests employed because the two groups simply do not have the same kind of 

representational state. It is analogous to asking a child of 5 years of age to race an adult; 

the winner is predecided. This is particularly bad when only an insufficient measurement 

was employed, either a standard grammaticality judgment test or a set of spontaneous 

production data, since we know that abstract linguistic knowledge will not be discovered 

so easily unless carefiil experimentation is administered (Chomsky, 1995a; Babyonyshev, 

et al. 2001; see also Eubank and Juffs, 2001; 132). Finally, all studies reviewed in this 

subsection assume that L2 learners have ways to retrieve into the mental grammar of their 

native language and to utilize it as guidance to develop the new grammar. Theoretically, 

this is simply not possible as Moravcsik (1998: 19) explains eloquently that the 

empirically observable should be taken as "merely evidence (and not all of the evidence) 

for the nature of facts to be explained, where these facts themselves are not subject to 
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observation by the senses. The explanations, such as the function representing the 

grammar of a language, are then on an even higher level of the abstract. If the 

explanations concern the most fundamental elements of a science, then we can say that 

the empirically observable is twice removed from the (ultimately) real." What Moravcsik 

reiterates is that neither the linguistic knowledge and the learning mechanism that leads 

to the formation of the former can be observed directly, not by scientists nor the speakers 

themselves. Therefore, the assumption that adult L2 learners somehow can transfer their 

native language properties as outlined in the linguistic theory to another language is 

simply groundless. However, this does not exclude that they can have access to some 

other Li-based system (to be explored in the next subsection, 3.5). 

3.4.3 Other Theories of Li Transfer 

Probably because the question of Li transfer has largely resisted L2 researchers' inquiry, 

this motivates some of them to break with the mainstream and embark upon new and 

more innovative exploration, hi this subsection, four will be reviewed. 

Zobl (1980: 47) proposes that occurrence of Li transfer depends on two dimensions: 

the developmental and formal axes. Li transfer is not assiraied to exist at the onset of L2 

development; rather it is triggered only in a context where certain L2 grammatical 

properties have been attained. Li transfer is therefore viewed as a by-product of L2 

development. Framing his proposal within structuralism, Zobl also claims that an Li 

feature is prone to transfer only if it corresponds to the property of the target language 
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both in terms of syntax and morphology. These two dimensions combined constitute 

what he calls "the principle of selectivity." Given that Li transfer is viewed as a 

developmental phenomenon, Zobl maintains that its existence is only transitory, saying 

that native language impinges not on the "synchronic grammar of L2 eidult competence," 

but only on the interlanguages of L2 learners (Zobl, 1980: 47). 

Adjemian's (1983) presents a lexicalist approach to Li involvement in SLA, on the 

basis of Chomsky's (1970) Lexicalist Hypothesis. Its essence is that Li transfer results 

from Li lexical properties, such as selectional restrictions (i.e. subcategorization frames) 

and the lexical redundancy rules (see Jackendoff, 1975: 254). It is assumed that L2 

learners have Ml access to the native mental lexicon at the outset of L2 development. 

Adjemian's major claim is that "learners will use ready-made hypotheses wherever they 

perceive them to fit the available primary data" (Adjemian, 1983: 255). 

Schachter (1994), Uke many other L2 researchers including Gass (1979), Zobl 

(1980), Adjemian (1983), presupposes that adult L2 learners are active hypothesis testers, 

just like child Li learners. As such, Schachter claims that Li transfer is an artifact of the 

preexisting linguistic knowledge which functions as "a constraint on the learner's 

hypothesis testing process" (Schachter, 1994: 32). According to Schachter (pp. 38-39), 

second language acquisition proceeds in such a way that the learners select an Li-based 

linguistic domain to formulate hypotheses and then evaluate them against the input. 

When a chosen domain matches that of the Li, positive transfer ensues; otherwise, 

negative transfer occurs. Schachter's proposal seems to bear a lot of resemblance to 
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Zobl's (1980), except that she assumes that Li transfer affects linguistic domains rather 

particular linguistic features. 

Finally, Juffs (1996a, 1996b) presents a semantic parameter to account for the 

presumed Li transfer effects documented in an EFL setting. Drawing heavily upon the 

ideas provided by Talmy (1985) and Pinker (1989), Juffs claims that formation of 

causative and locative predicates varies cross-linguistically. For example, English 

conflates both the semantic features of ACT and STATE into a single lexical root, 

Chinese does not; instead it lexicalize them with separate morphemes. The parameter, 

Juffs, suggests may take the form of +/-[ACT[GO[STATE]]]. Presumably, the Chinese 

EFL learners adopt the value of Chinese and gradually switch to that of EngUsh. As a 

result, the Chinese speakers of English are observed, at the early L2 stage, to construct 

sentences like The news made me disappointed, and then later on a more native-like 

construction, The news disappointed me. Juffs' proposal reinforces the dominant view 

that use of Li grammar correlates with the L2 proficiency and thus is developmental in 

nature (see Juffs' 1998 a more extended study). 

Other innovative proposals on Li transfer include the following. Odlin (1994) argues 

that employment of Li grammar is much constrained and presents evidence to show that 

when multiple competing Li linguistic features are available for transferability, L2 

learners are seen to converge on one particular feature to transfer. Odlin attributes this to 

L2 leamers' perception of the congruence between the semantic and syntactic properties 

of their Li and the L2. Pavlenko (2000) claims that Li transfer may occur as an artifact of 
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an L2 speaker's attempting to transform a native concept, which is non-Unguistic in 

character, to the target language. Evidence for this occurrence is when an L2 

learner names an object that is indicative of a concept in contrast to that associated with 

the target lexical item. Jarvis (1999) also argues to the same effect, claiming that some Li 

transfer problems are best attributed to the experience-based conceptual representations 

connected with the L2 learner's Li. 

Slabakova (1999,2000) looked into the problem of Li transfer in terms of aspect, in 

particular the aspectual parameter in relation to telicity. Slabakova found that L2 learners 

of English are able to switch from the native setting to that of English, and such a 

transition parallels the increasing proficiency of the L2 learners. Moreover, Slabakova 

also discovered the clustering effects associated with aspect in L2 performance. That is, 

the acquisition of telicity co-occurs with the learning of double object, resultative, and 

verb-particle constructions. The studies have provided more evidence for the assumption 

that Li transfer is a learning mechanism whose existence is not immortal. 

Muller and Hulk (2001) explore Li involvement in bilinguals. Through analysis of the 

longitudinal data, they show that bilinguals tended to stick with their native grammatical 

properties at first, but gradually broaden their grammatical representations. They argue 

that use of Li properties is induced by the compatibility between the two languages and 

the use of universal strategies such as the "pragmatic onto syntactic principles," which 

assigns a construction with a linguistic representation that constitutes what Roeper (1999) 

calls "a Minimal Default Grammar." As such, they call Li involvement "mapping 
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induced influence." They conclude that linguistic representations in bilinguals and 

monolinguals differ in terms of quantity, not quality. 

Rroll and Tokowicz (2001) propose a processing model of Li transfer in adult second 

language acquisition. They claim that the Li lexicon is accessed at the initial 

developmental stage to mediate the identification of the semantics of L2 words, but vv^ith 

increasing proficiency, L2 learners are able to learn to access to the meanings of L2 words 

directly. In keeping with the dominant view held in SLA researchers working on Li 

transfer theory, Kroll and Tokowicz stress that Li involvement is "a temporary scaffold 

for L2 that disappears entirely when the L2 learner is able to conceptually mediate L2 

directly" (Kroll and Tokowicz, 2001: 51). Aside firom the improved L2 proficiency, some 

control mechanisms are needed to suppress the activity of Li. 

3.4.4 The Most Recent Theories of Li Transfer 

The most recent endeavor to unpack the nature of Lj transfer in the second language 

acquisition inherits the continual debate in the first language acquisition between the 

"continuity assumption" (Pinker, 1984: 7) and the "tadpole hypothesis" (Gleitman, 1981). 

Its relevance is restricted to the computational domain only. Three positions have formed, 

some of which have been mentioned above. 

Vainikka and Young-Scholten (1994, 1996a, 1998) claim that only the thematic 

categories and projections are available fi-om the learner's native language at the initial 

state of the adult L2 acquisition. The functional projections, such as IP and CP, do not 
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carry over from the learner's native language at all. Rather they have to be acquired all 

over again, regardless of whether they have been instantiated in the learner's prior 

language. Vainikka and Yoxmg-Scholten allude to a collection of L2 spontaneous 

production data to support their position. As has been pointed out above, this research 

methodology lacks strength and logic. If IP and CP projections are absent, then how 

could L2 learners comprehend or decode a sentence containing such projections? 

Vainikka and Young-Scholten's solution is that adult L2 learners would acquire them 

with the presence of such a sentence. Then logically, this entails that those projections do 

exist from the very beginning, because denial of this means that human beings can grow 

wings when seeing birds flying in the sky (cf. Chomsky, 1999a; Lust, 1999). 

In response to Vainikka and Young-Scholten's proposal, Schwartz and Sprouse 

(1994,1996) and Schwartz (1998) argue that the computational system of an Li should 

be fully accessible to the adult L2 learners at the onset of the Lj development. They claim 

that "the entirety of the LI grammar (excluding the phonetic matrices of 

lexical/morphological items) is the L2 initial state" (Schwartz and Sprouse, 1996: 41). 

They call this "Full Transfer." Evidence in support of their hypothesis is meager since it 

is largely based on case studies. Just like Vainikka and Young-Scholten's proposal, the 

Full Transfer Hypothesis is unprovable, because there simply do not exist methodologies 

that would provide researchers access to examining the true initial state of language 

acquisition. As numerous linguists and psycholinguists have concluded, including 

Grimshaw and Rosen (1990), Bloom (1990,1993), Bloom, Barss, Nicol and Conway 

(1994), McKee (1994), child language acquirers always imder-demonsfrate their 
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linguistic development in that they may have developed some linguistic knowledge, but 

when it comes to apply it, they often misuse it due to processing constraints. Empirical 

evidence shows that the reverse is also true in that the child does demonstrate adult-like 

linguistic knowledge, but it is disparate from the adult grammar (see Babyonyshev et al., 

2001). 

Methodologically, both proposals face serious problems. If it is valid to base a 

linguistic theory on speech data, then phonologists should study phonetics and phonology 

by running after one-year-old children and docvimenting each phoneme they utter. In the 

same way we cannot construct an La theory that would describe and explain the initial L2 

state solely based on what L2 learners can produce. 

Flynn and Martohardjono (1994) and Martohardjono and Flyim (1995) explore a line 

of research which assumes that the native language is somewhat immaterial in L2 

acquisition. That is, Li grammar is not used in the acquisition of another grammar; rather 

Flynn and Martohardjono argue that L2 acquisition resembles Li acquisition, a claim 

Duley and Burt (1977) made a few decades ago. It is guided and constrained by the 

genetically determined principles and rules. Flynn and Martohardjono call this the 

"Separation Hypothesis," which basically assumes that UG remains intact even when a 

mature grammar is developed (Flynn and Martohardjono, 1994: 321). The alternative is 

the "Identity Hypothesis," which postulates that when a grammar develops, UG becomes 

integrated into it and thus its entirety is no longer available for ftirther implementation. 

Justification of their proposal comes from empirical results showing the L2 ESL learners 

of Japanese, Indonesian, and Chinese do not show, even at the early L2 development 
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stages, the properties of their native languages in terms of the head-direction parameter, 

control-constructions, and WH-island effects. Thus, Flynn and Martohaijono claim that 

Li computational system is exempt from the L2 development. Although we think that 

Flyim and Martohaijono's assumption of no Li transfer is basically right, the evidence 

they used to support their proposal is very troublesome. First, none of the L2 subjects are 

true beginners, and therefore, it is highly possible that the linguistic principles under 

study might have already been attained by the L2 subjects, either through formal 

instruction or from the environment at the time of the experiments administered. 

If the former is the case, then what they measured is the explicit knowledge of L2 

grammar, not the instantiated. Second, Flynn and Martohaojnon's comparative analysis 

of the target language and the leamers' native languages is not strict enough. For 

instance. Mandarin does allow certain WH-fronting, even with the argument WH-word, 

as seen below: 

(166) (a) shenmerii zuei xihuan? /m zuei xihuan shenme? 

what you most like? /youmost like what? 

What do you like the best? 

(b) naben shu nl bii xihuan? / rii bu xlhum naben shu 

whichCL book you not like? / you not like whichCLbook? 

Which book do yo not like? 

(c) wo maiDE naben shu nl bii xihuan? / rii bu xihuan wo maiDE naben shu? 

I buyPoss whichCL book you not like? / you not like I buyPoss whichCL book? 

Which book I bought did you not like? 
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These data cause tremendous problems for Flyrni and Martohaijono's conclusion of no Li 

involvement in La acquisition since they basically undermine the logic of their argument 

that given nothing can be gleaned from the Li, the acquired L2 knowledge has be to be 

facilitated by UG. 

To summarize, all theories of Li transfer, except for Duley, Burt, and Krashen (1982), 

Flynn and Martohaijono (1994), and Martohaijono and Flynn (1995), have converged on 

the following three points about the native language involvement in L2 development. 

First, the adult L2 learners have either complete or partial access to their Li grammar, viz. 

the final steady state of their first language, which enables them to detect the "distance" 

between the two languages involved. A corresponding property entails the effortlessness 

and ease in learning; otherwise, the laboriousness and difficulty in learning, or even 

resulting in fossilization (i.e., maintained ill-formed representations in the face of more 

L2 input, see Selinker and Lakshmanan, 1994). Second, Li transfer, in the sense of 

Corder's (1994) structural transfer, is transitory and temporary. Its employment 

correlates with the L2 learner' level of proficiency, with more uses at the early stages of 

L2 development, but less at more advanced stages. Third, adult La learners are active 

hypothesis formulators and testers, just like their child acquirers. Attainment of L2 

grammar is achieved by virtue of a process where the L2 learners decode the incoming L2 

sensory input based on their aheady estabUshed Li grammar and thereby form hypotheses 

about the L2 grammar and then test them in a real communication context. 
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In the next subsection, we attempt to formulate a theory of Li transfer, which differs 

drastically from the current views in terms of its nature and its status both in L2 

development and L2 grammar (i.e., the final state, Sil2)-

3.5 Li Influence and L2 Grammar 

We challenge all three dominant assumptions on Li involvement in L2 acquisition. We 

argue that adult L2 learners do not have access at all to Li grammar; what they can really 

retrieve into, in the process of analyzing the L2 sensory input, is a subset of some 

superficial linguistic properties made available by their Li performance system, not their 

Li grammar. We beUeve that the notion that adult L2 can sense the "distance" between 

the grammars is misconceived and untenable. Looking at Li transfer in this light, we 

therefore argue that Li influence can be permanent and ever-lasting. The observed 

correspondence between L2 proficiency levels and the extent to which Li properties are 

observed in L2 learners' performance are in large measure superficial, in the sense that it 

does not involve any underlying Li grammar-particular property. And finally, we argue 

that adult L2 learners are best characterized as being conservative and relatively inactive. 

They are often content with a small set of grammatical objects for which positive 

evidence is readily available. In contrast to Zobl (1994: 177) who claims that Lz learners 

"formulate a wider grammar than is warranted, due to Li transfer" we argue the opposite; 
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that is, the final state of an Lz grammar is a proper subset of that attained by the native 

speakers. 

In addition, to specify the Li involvement in the performance module, we elaborate 

on the "hiterpretation Device (ID)," mentioned previously. We believe that the ED 

process is internal to involvement of L] properties in L2 acquisition. This process is 

unavoidable in adult L2 acquisition process, although it is accessible to monolinguals as 

well, in the form of paraphrasing. As tentative explanations, we explore the function of 

economy principles (Chomsky, 1998, Roeper, 1999) and the "Relativized Transfer 

Condition" (RTC) as a plausible account for the interference of Li features in L2 

performance. As with the former, empirical evidence exists showing that canonical 

grammatical properties are often acquired by the child prior to those more complex or 

derived constructions, since the former comphes more with the economy principle. The 

formulation of the RTC condition in a more formal way stems from our assumption that 

the procediure guiding L2 acquirers in incorporating Li features consists of the economy 

principle. Besides, the RTC directly argues against the traditional view that 

correspondence leads to positive transfer and disparity, to negative transfer. Rather, the 

RTC specifies that transferability depends not just on the linguistic property of the 

entities involved, but also on those of competing entities. 
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We argue here that Li transfer is extrinsic to Li grammar (i.e. the I-language that La 

speakers have attained at the time they start acquiring an L2) and its effects are in large 

measure limited to the performance systems, outside of the faculty of language (see 

Chomsky, 1998). To recapitulate the minimalist view of language assumed in this study, 

the general architecture of language constitutes the following components, as exhibited in 

(127): the competence system and the performance systems. As with the former 

component, a mature competence, developed by virtue of UG and the positive evidence, 

consists of two elements: the lexicon and a set of recursive procedures. The lexicon 

consists of the repository of exceptions and the procedures. Merge and Attach-F. A 

sentence or a structural description (SD) is derived through a process that starts with a set 

of primitive features formed in a lexical array or numeration, which are then combined 

via Merge invoked repetitively. The combined structure then undergoes Attach-F that 

eliminates the uninterpretable formal features, such as structural case or agreement 

features, before the LF. At the end of the derivation, two separate structures form: PF and 

LF, each of which consists of information and instructions that are then accessed by the 

sensorimotor systems, i.e. articulatory-perceptual (A-P) systems, and "pragmatic 

competence," i.e. the conceptual-intentional (C-I) systems. The latter two constitutes the 

performance systems, which are non-language-specific in character. Thus, PF and LF can 

be regarded as two interfaces between the FL (faculty of language) and other cognitive 

systems of the mind/brain (see Chomsky, 1998: 116). 
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From this point on, we leave the PF/sensoimotor connection aside and focus on the 

LF/C-I systems, particularly the latter performance component. Empirically, Chomsky 

(2000a: 26) alludes to the experimental evidence obtained by Yamada (1990) and 

Marshall (1990) to support the separation of the grammatical competence from the C-I 

systems, showing that the competence component can remain intact, while pragmatic 

competence can be "selectively impaired and developmentally dissociated." Smith and 

Tsimpli (1995: 67-79, Ch 5) have also provided compelling spontaneous and 

experimental evidence, elicited from Christopher, a savant, which shows that while 

Christopher has knowledge of as many as twenty different languages, his pragmatic skills 

are far less developed to the point that normal communications often break down. 

Conceptually, Chomsky (2000a) argues for the inaccessibility of the FL in an actual 

communication event in the following terms. Chomsky claims that when one sees a 

straight line or understands a language, that is because that his/her brain implements a 

certain computational algorithm; but if the person carries out the actual instructions 

mechanically or consciously, mapping some symbolic representation of the input to a 

representation of the output, neither the person nor the person plus-algorithm-plus-

extemal memory is able to do these activities (Chomsky, 2000a; 28-29). And the reason 

for this is simply that the computation involved is virtually instantaneous, unconscious, 

inaccessible to consciousness or introspection (Chomsky, 1988: 93-99). 

Chomsky also argues that in contrast to the FL that undergoes a series of states, 

"performance systems are fixed and invariant: they do not undergo state changes" 



306 

(Chomsky, 1998: 116). They are non-language-specific". The performance systems (PS) 

enclose the grammatical competence (GC), as diagramed in (167) (cf Smith and Tsimpli, 

1995: 170): 

(167) 

If Chomsky's claim of the encapsulation of the FL from performance systems 

presents serious challenge to the posited theories of Li transfer overviewed above. 

Provided that speakers of languages do not have direct access to their I-language, it is 

very unlikely that access would become available in acquiring the second language. This 

echoes Jenkins' (1988: 110) argument that one cannot transfer something that he/she has 

no knowledge of The misconception that L2 researchers, including psycholinguists such 

as Townsend and Bever (2001), create derives from their treatment of Chomsky's 

ideaUzed theorizing of language as a model of production or comprehension. Chomsky 

(1988: 93) makes it very clear that "there is no contradiction when we say that the 

mind/brain assigns an interpretation that differs from the structure determined by the 

language faculty or fails to assign a structure determined by the language faculty. The 

actual use of language involves elements of the mind/brain that go beyond the language 

faculty, so what the speaker perceives or produces may not precisely reflect the properties 

of the language faculty taken in isolation." In other words, in generative grammar it is 

In theoretical linguistics (see Chomsky, 2000a), the notion of language-specific differs from language-
particular, with the former entailing modularity property and the latter, cross-linguistic variation. This 
distinction has often been made murky in L2 generative studies. 
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assumed that the actual formation or comprehension of utterances involves both the 

functions of performance systems and linguistic competence, although none of these 

relationships is direct. As Moravicsik (1998) forcefully points out, evaluation of an 

utterance is twice away from the actual linguistic representation. However, indirect 

access to I-language does not mean that grammar caimot be studied. In a monolingual 

situation, the standard practice is to construct sentences and subject them to native 

monolingual speakers to assess their grammaticality. When consensus is obtained, it is 

taken to reveal the grammatical knowledge (competence) of the speakers. Furthermore, in 

cases where that knowledge is underdetermined in the positive evidence, linguists 

conclude that that knowledge constitutes UG. In the studies of second language grammar 

and acquisition, the research context is much complicated, involving many more 

variables. We see below that taking both conceptual and empirical factors into account 

lead us to hypothesize that Li grammar (i.e., the abstract Li grammatical knowledge 

attained by L2 learners) is not utihzed in the formation of L2 grammar. 

Assuming Li grammar is accessible in L2 acquisition raises several immediate 

questions the answers to which should be negative on the basis of conceptual and 

empirical considerations. First, conceptually we need to ask what is in fact subject to 

transfer - the whole Li I-language or parts of it. The recent research on the L2 initial state 

aims at providing answers to this question (see 3.2) with no settlement in sight. The 

former possibility seems to satisfy the "conceptual naturalness" (Chomsky, 1998: 120) 

(i.e. Occam's Razor) better than the latter, but the "excess baggage," to borrow a phrase 

from Chomsky (1998: 120), which comes along with such an assumption, is so colossal 
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and substantial that it should be dismissed, because it entails that for whatever L2 

properties in any of the domains of phonology, phonetics, morphology, semantics or 

syntax, an L2 learner would have to put twice as much effort in acquiring the target 

language, at least in most cases, except where there is perfect match between the Li and 

the L2, which is probably much rarer than usually thought. Suppose the learner has the 

devices to compare the two abstract linguistic systems involved, which is dubious given 

no evidence exists in its favor; the learner can then do the unlearning first by suppressing 

the Li representations incompatible with the L2 input, and then leam the new L2 

properties. The same process has to be repeated in the learning of all linguistic domains. 

The majority of the studies reviewed above start with this fiill transfer assimiption along 

with the assumption that transferability correlates with the degree of compatibiUty 

between languages. Nonetheless, a theory of L2 grammar formulated on the basis of this 

assumption does not meet the condition of descriptive adequacy, given there is mounting 

empirical evidence that L2 learners do not employ the linguistic features of their native 

language even though they do match with those of the La (Dulay and Burt, 1977; Flynn, 

1987; Hawkins, 2001). 

On the other hand, adoption of the second option (i.e. partial transfer) does not seem 

implausible either. It first raises the question of what determines which Li linguistic 

features are transferable and which are not. And second it forces us to inquire how L2 

learners come to know which are subject to transfer and which are not. In the UG-based 

L2 studies, one hypothesis is that imiversal principles constitute the candidates for 

transfer, whereas principles with parametric values belong to the non-transferable 
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category (see Smith and TsimpH, 1995). The problem with this proposition is that 

evidence alluded to as support for the employment of Lpbased UG principles may likely 

reveal the direct use of the FL, not via Li grammar, as Jenkins (1988: 110) rightly points 

out. The other criterion implicitly used by L2 researchers is that whatever L2 properties 

that the learners tend to find easier to acquire is taken to consist of the transferable 

domains, whereas those posing difficulties for L2 learners constitute untransferable 

properties. As before, this prediction has not been consistently borne out in the studies; to 

the contrary, L2 grammatical properties share by the Li have been found to be learned late 

whereas those absent from the Li are acquired early and with ease (Hawkins, 2001). 

A second question that needs to be considered seriously is that when an Li grammar 

is transferred to an L2 grammar, what happens to that grammar? Does it still remain 

whole or are parts missing? The former possibility seems to be case in the absence of 

evidence showing that a late acquired second language replaces the native language of 

the speaker, although some researchers argue that L2 acquisition leads to Li attrition. This 

is an empirical question, but no evidence has been made available showing that L2 

learners lose their Li I-language once the L2 acquisition is under way, but this does not 

exclude the possibility that acquisition of an additional language may modify the existing 

grammatical representations. However, even when this happens, it does not amount to 

saying that Li grammar is accessed or used in L2 acquisition, because to prove this, the 

theory has to explain why only parts of the Li grammar undergo modifications. 

Another critical question pertaining to Li transfer is that to assume Li grammar is the 
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starting point or the initial state of L2 acquisition, as proposed by Schwartz and Sprouse 

(1996), one has to first determine that no other processes or domains are involved. In 

other words, accessibility of Li grammar is not mediated by some other systems. This 

question has not been entertained in the generative L2 studies so far. From the generative 

perspective, we know that grammatical representations are mediated by performance 

systems which give rise to the actual utterances. Adopting this view, we claim that Li 

grammar is not directly accessed or used in L2 acquisition; rather it is the translated 

utterances that are mediated by the RTC (Relativized Transfer Condition). The RTC 

indicates that in cases where two competing linguistic properties are available, the learner 

should incorporate the canonical ones first. The RTC resembles what Pesetsky (1982) 

calls "the condition of epistemological priority" (see also Chomsky, 1995a: 31). For this 

reason, we assume that it constitutes the acquisition procedures, outside of the linguistic 

domain, in particular the CHL system (computational system for human languages). 

Specifically, we assume that the RTC condition belongs to the performance systems (for 

reasons see 3.5.2). 

Advocates of L] grammar transfer face another problem; that is, assuming L2 learners 

can access to utilize their native grammar in L2 acquisition, wouldn't they be able to have 

the same kind of capacity with the target grammar as well, so that they can keep 

modifying it until it reaches the native-like state? Evidence for this has not been provided 

at the moment. 

In sum, it seems to us that compelling conceptual reasoning suggests that the 

assumption that adult L2 learners have access to their native grammar and employ it in 
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acquiring a new grammar, is flawed since it opens up a huge amount of conceptual 

questions for which no favorable answered can be anticipated. 

On empirical grounds, evidence is not in favor of the Li transfer assumption either. 

We have seen in the previous review that no coherent and systematic evidence has been 

found that shows that transfer of corresponding linguistic properties results in successful 

learning, and lack of correspondence gives rise to L2 errors. Kellerman's (1978) findings 

of the ESL speakers' selective use of Dutch lexical selectional restrictions presents such a 

piece of evidence. On the other hand, conflicting empirical evidence abounds, even 

though often deemphasized in the literature, which shows that Li grammar is not used in 

the L2 performance in a systematic and predicable way (see, e.g., White, 1986,1991, 

White et al., 1998a, 1998b; Thomas, 1993; Yip, 1995; Juffs, 1996b; Liceras, et al. 1998; 

Yuan, 1999; Montrul, 1999, 2001a, 2001b, and many more). Rather, its occurrence is 

largely sporadic from a statistical point of view, which raises the question mentioned 

above; that is, does this kind of L2 behavior stem from Li grammar or some other 

systems? Until we find answers to this question it is oversimplistic and even 

unproductive to attribute such L2 performance to Li grammar. Furthermore, matched 

properties are often found not to be transferred across L2 subjects or across the related 

linguistic properties (see Thomas' 1993 on L2 reflexives). While some L2 learners 

showed behaviors traced back to their Li grammar, others did not. Similarly, they may 

transfer some properties, but not in entirety, of the related linguistic properties. L2 

proficiency that has been taken as a predictor for L] transfer often produces unreliable 

results (see Juffs' 1996a and 1996b on studies on Chinese speakers of English acquiring 
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the EngHsh locative and causative constructions). It is more than accidental that results 

reported in the literature contain data where learners of lower proficiency levels 

performed much better than those of higher proficiency levels. 

All these problems and questions motivate us to explore other possibilities to the 

question concerning the nature of Li grammar in adult L2 acquisition. Refusal to discard 

the established assumption that Li grammar is internal to Lz acquisition seems to 

constitute a prototypical instance of what Pinker (1989: 1) describes as a research path 

where some fundamental principles have been missed all along. As he says, "nature does 

not go out of its way to befuddle us." In the next subsection, we propose a different 

theory of Li transfer, resembling the tenets of the proposals made by Flynn, (1987), 

Flynn and Martohaijono (1994), and Martohatjono and Flynn (1995), we do intend to 

pinpoint the role of Li grammar in the architecture of L2 grammar construction which has 

been left open in their proposals. Nonetheless, our proposal is only vaUd for the 

Unguistics domains examined; that is, knowledge of resultatives and depletives in English 

as an L2. 

3.5.2 Li Transfer: A Component of the Performance Systems 

We present an externalist view of Li transfer here, the essence of which is that adult L2 

acquisition is constrained by exactly the same set of genetically determined universal 

principles and rules that constrains child language acquisition, independently of the 
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already attained I-language. In keeping with Chomsky's (1988,1998, 2000a) arguments 

on the role of grammatical competence in relation of performance systems, we claim that 

Li grammar, as an internalized linguistic competence, is impermeable to conscious 

awareness and introspection, and is thus not accessed in an L2 acquisition process, at least 

not directly. An Li grammar is external and extrinsic to the intemaUzation process of L2 

grammar; its relevance is only peripheral and indirect, although its footprint may be 

everlasting and permanent. Specifically, we present evidence that the seeming Li 

properties found in L2 performance data are in fact the artifacts of the mediation of the 

RTC (Relativized Transfer Condition) and other acquisition-related assumptions, 

components of the performance system. In this externalist view, Li grammar is 

"embedded in [the] performance systems ... that play a role in articulation, interpretation, 

expression of beliefs and desires, referring, telling stories, and so on" (Chomsky, 2000a: 

27-34) in the Li. Aside from the articulatory-perceptual and conceptual-intentional 

systems that constitute the performance systems, the Li performance systems are also 

equipped with the capacities for employing "the fixed mechanisms of mind, set to operate 

in a specific way by choice of language-particular parameters and lexical items with their 

semantic properties" (Chomsky, 1988: 99). What this entails is that the performance 

systems developed with the Li grammar are not aware of the computational processes, 

such as movement, that are internal to the FL, although parts of the performance systems 

may have direct connection to the FL insofar as their functions are dedicated to language 

(see Chomsky, 1998: 114). In this hght, the UG-based debate in generative L2 research 

on whether adult L2 learners have access to UG principles including those not instantiated 
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by the native grammar is immaterial, given that late L2 learners are assumed to have full 

access to UG. In other words, the initial state in L2 acquisition correlates with that in Li 

acquisition. This assumption has a few apparent advantages. Without it, acquisition of L2 

grammatical properties not utilized in Li grammar will have to be explained by other 

means, for instance, through explicit formal instructions or use of analogy. Neither 

alternative is desirable and plausible because it implies that the encoding of the L2 

properties takes the form of taxonomic rote memorization or some other forms, but 

neither is possible, given that adult L2 leamers are capable of applying the non-activated-

Li principles to such a wide range of novel or not-yet-encoimtered linguistic entities that 

rote memory or application of analogy can not provide an adequate account for it. In 

other words, the alternatives fails to account for creativity in L2 acquisition. 

What about the claim that L2 acquisition is mediated by Li grammar? This is also 

implausible because for the proposition to be true, a precondition has to be met that Li 

grammar is accessible to adult L2 leamers, which we know no unifying evidence has been 

presented to support this hypothesis. For whatever evidence has been presented, there are 

conflicting data to contradict it. Therefore, an interim conclusion can be drawn that the 

Identity Hypothesis (discussed in Flynn and Martohaijono, 1994) ought to be dismissed, 

given it assumes that after UG grows into an I-language, its original constituents are no 

longer available for further application. This is apparently not true because even though 

adult L2 acquisition does not, for most leamers, mature to the native-like extent, no "wild 

or rogue grammars," exhibiting properties outside of the UG constraints, have been 

systematically documented (see, Finer, 1991, Thomas, 1991 for evidence, and Klein, 
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1995 for counterevidence). Therefore, we believe the Separation Hypothesis should be 

adopted, which assumes that UG remains intact even when a grammar grows out of it. As 

for the Li grammar, its involvement is restricted to the performance systems. Next we 

need to specify what the performance systems actually consists of and what is indeed 

involved in L2 acquisition with respect to the previously acquired linguistic system. 

Performance systems utilize a nimiber of resources provided by the general cognitive 

systems outside of the FL (Faculty of Language). The former consists of background 

assumptions, guesswork, or any artifice available to the interlocutors (see Chomsky, 

2000a: 29) or a set of principles such as the Principle of Relevance (see Sperber and 

Wilson's 1986 original proposal; for discussion see Blakemore, 1992; Smith and Tsimpli, 

1995; Smith, 2002) or Early Immediate Constituents (EIC) (Hawkins, 1994). The 

Principle of Relevance, assumed to be part of human cognition, concerns "a joint 

function of the achievement of contextual effects and the amount of effort need to 

achieve them" (Smith and Tsimpli, 1995; 28). An utterance is considered "optimally 

relevant" if the intended meaning can be detected without causing any imdue processing 

problems. Guided by such a principle, speakers engage themselves in communication 

with the assumption that whatever is spoken should be worth their attention and thus 

relevant to them. EIC, on the other hand, states that "the human parser prefers linear 

orders that maximize the Immediate Constituent-to-non-Immediate Constituent ratios of 

constituent recognition domains" (Hawkins, 1994: 77). In other words, when the 

immediate constituents to non-immediate constituents ratios are maximized, the 

constituent recognition domain is minimized as a result of the reduction of a mother node 
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and its immediate constituents, and consequently, processing can be efficient and fast. 

According to Hawkins (1994), EIC accounts for the preference of a construction with 

heavy NP movement over one without. 

As for the involvement of the FL in performance systems, Chomsky (1965,1988, 

1998,2000a) has been quite exphcit, claiming that the FL or an I-latiguage provides 

instructions in the form of SDs (structural descriptions), with the computational processes 

being unreflective and inaccessible to introspection, and the performance systems can 

somehow utilize the instructions in deriving interpretations. Specifically, in idealization 

an I-language helps a hearer or reader assign the words to their syntactic categories and 

then refer them to the appropriate principles of phrase structures, with fixed parametric 

values. At the end of this process, the hearer or reader arrives at an interpretation by 

virtue of his or her own comparable expression (see Chomsky, 2000a: 30). Aside from 

the principles of phrase structures and recognition of syntactic categories of lexical items, 

it would not be implausible to imagine that lexical rules (e.g., RH&L's 1998 Template 

Augmentation Principle) would be among those linguistic components that are available 

to the performance systems. 

What else constitutes the performance systems, particularly the ones that are actually 

involved in real time communication, not in idealization? To emphasize, the distinction is 

a critical one, because for one thing a real time performance system may involve more 

components than an idealized model. Townsend and Bever (2001: 5) present a 

comprehension model of this kind, which they characterize it as "hybrid" systems. While 

their model differs from Chomsky's view in a non-trivial way in that Chomsky assumes 
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an encapsulation of the FL whereas Townsend and Bever do not, it provides more 

relevance to our task at hand given that acquisition of a second language does occur in 

real time, not in idealization. Formulating their theory along the line of an analysis-by-

synthesis framework, Townsend and Bever propose a two-part comprehension model; the 

frequency-based canonical sentence templates and syntactic mechanisms. The former 

analyze high frequency structures, such as the transitive construction, the dative 

construction, and the unaccusative construction, while the latter contain rules necessary 

for decoding complex or unusual expressions, such as the garden-path constructions. 

Townsend and Bever (2001: 5) summarize the relation between the two components in 

the following words: "we mostly behave out of habit, except when we do something 

novel." 

Townsend and Bever propose that comprehension proceeds via two stages: First, 

canonical construction templates assign an initial preliminary interpretation to the 

utterance, and then it undergoes a checking process in which the syntactic derivation is 

reconstructed by virtue of syntactic operations including displacement. Note that this 

second step contrasts sharply with Chomsky's (1988, 1998,2000a) view on the extent to 

which syntactic operations are utilized by performance systems. For Chomsky the I-

language differs from the E-language in character, in that only the latter is temporal. 

Townsend and Bever, on the other hand, seem to suggest other computational processes, 

including those purely abstract ones, are accessible to performance systems in an actual 

speech event, a position Chomsky is implicit about (see Chomsky, 1988: Ch 4; see 

Townsend and Bever, 2001: 159). 



318 

What constitutes a set of templates and what brings it about? As for the motivation, 

Townsend and Bever explain that templates or probabilistic knowledge is necessitated to 

tackle the problem of real time speech that is often defective in the sense it is Ml of 

"mispronunciations, slips, false starts, and outright ungrammatical sentences." Even in 

normal speech, phonemes are not pronounced in a neatly segregated series; rather they 

are often co-articulated. Thus, a sentence hke (168a) can be pronotinced Uke a string of 

sounds like (168b): 

(168) (a) The horse races. 

(b) thuoarseraysez (see Townsend and Bever, 2001: 158-59) 

According to Tovmsend and Bever, knowledge of templates constitutes two sets of 

information: structural and probabiKstic information. With structural knowledge, once the 

definite article is recognized, the following element can be inferred as nothing but a 

nominal. And then based on the probabilistic knowledge that is non-linguistic or 

encyclopedic in the DM (distributed morphology) terms, the hearer would know that 

horses race more often than they raise or ease', therefore, (168b) is more likely to be in 

the form of (168a) than anything else. What Townsend and Bever describe as 

probabilistic information resembles the selectional restriction information in linguistic 

terms, only in their framework it includes both c(ategory)-selection and s(emantic)-

selection information. We would like to explore the relevance of this proposal to Li 

transfer, with our reservation to the involvement of syntactic operations in perception. 
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As we have claimed above, Li transfer, defined in the sense of employment of a prior 

I-language in the acquisition of a second or foreign language, is inaccessible and 

unreflective, and thus is not involved in the Li acquisition process, at least not in a direct 

way as UG is. In its stead, we propose that it is the performance systems, as characterized 

by Townsend and Bever, developed in conjunction with the Li I-language that are 

accessed and utilized by the adult L2 learners in internalizing a new and different 

grammar. These performance systems consist of a set of perceptual principles and 

knowledge that plays a fundamental role in producing and comprehending linguistic 

utterances in the Li, as well as in the acquiring of the target language. Adult L2 learners 

rely on these systems, particularly in the areas of the lexical and categorial properties of 

their Li, to interpret the incoming L2 sensory data by constructing comparable 

expressions in their native language. This Interpretation Device (ID) provides an efficient 

avenue for the L2 learners to quickly detect the lexical and syntactic properties and 

eventually incorporate them into their L2 LEX (lexicon). We call this process the "Li-

based ID Process" or IDu. 

A word of caution is in order. Although we assume that IDLI is at work at the initial 

or early stage of L2 acquisition, this process can be supplemented by learned L2 

properties; hence, it is named the Interpretation Device rather than the Translation 

Device. We assume that this ID process may utilize the learned L2 features as the L2 

learner tries to interpret the target sentence, just the way Chomsky (2000a: 30) 

conjectures that a native speaker of English comprehends an utterance by creating a 

"comparable expression" (see also Smith, 2002 for discussion of the similar phenomenon 
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in child language acquisition). Thus, the ID process, to be precise, actually constitutes 

both Li and L2 properties accessed from the respective performance systems, which we 

assume form the ID process, distinct from the IDLI process. Application of the IDLI is 

presimiably dependent on a number of factors, including the degree of compatibility 

between the L2 data and the Li equivalents in terms of the argument structure and 

selctional restrictions involved, L2 exposure, L2 proficiency, and the status of the L2 

representations. In a general sense, involvement of the IDLI proceeds from being 

dominant to being heavy to being minimal in accordance with the correlating L2 exposure 

and L2 proficiency. In an ideahzed sense, the IDLI should come to a point where the two 

factors correspond to those received by the native speakers and consequently only L2-

based ID process is at work. The use of the ID thus proceeds along a spectrum that starts 

with an exclusive Li-based process (Dominant Stage), which is followed by a stage 

where Li is still quite heavy but partial L2 performance system starts to be implicated 

(Heavy Stage), and then there is stage where Li properties is substantially reduced and 

the L2 performance system because somewhat dominant (Minimal Stage), and finally 

when L2 acquisition reaches the S1L2 state, the L2 performance system is dominant in 

large measure and the Li system is kept to a minimal (Zero Stage). This spectrum is 

illustrated in (169): 

(169) Involvement of IP in L2 Acquisition 

Dominant Heavy Minimal zero 
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In the SLA literature, effects of the HDli are often treated as L2 grammatical errors. 

Within our framework on Li transfer, the pseudo-passives (e.g., is happened) or 

persistent use of periphrastic constructions instead of causative constructions are 

explained as instances of the IDli involvement. 

In addition to the IDli aiding the L2 production and comprehension, it functions as an 

important scaffold for partial L2 acquisition. It is partial because only Li performance 

systems, not inborn or genetically determined principles, are assumed to participate in the 

L2 acquisition process, in particular information such as categorial types, selectional 

restrictions, and argument structures of predicates. Late L2 learners use this ready-made 

information stored in their Li performance system as a scaffold to analyze and internalize 

the L2 lexical information. Contra the traditional view, we propose here that employment 

of this Li information is relativized rather than absolute, in the sense that transfer depends 

on whether a competing candidate exists that may be incorporated into the L2 system. 

Our proposal stands in sharp contrast to the dominant view on Li transfer, which assumes 

that use of Li properties is absolute and direct in that matching properties would give rise 

to positive transfer and unmatching properties would cause learning difficulty. In our 

view, transferabiUty is a function of relative canonicality of the properties involved. The 

more canonical the properties are, the more likely they are transferred to the L2 system. 

Before proceeding to specify our hypothesis, let us illustrate the IDli niodel 

schematically. We conjecture that Li system is involved in the construction of L2 

grammar in the following manner (170): 
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(170) The hiterpretation Device (IDLI) Model 

=» L2LEX L2 sensory input hiterpretation equivalents 

t 
ID 

Evidence for the IDLI abounds both on the conceptual and empirical groxmds. 

Conceptually, the IDLI process is probably induced by the maturation of pragmatic 

systems, including the Principle of Relevance in such a way that from the initial 

exposure, adult L2 learners have a strong wish to make sense of L2 expressions that are 

either spoken to them or appear before them. This desire is directly driven by the 

substance of the Principle of Relevance that has been well-developed by the time the L2 

acquisition begins. And in order to make most of contextual effects with the least effort 

(the central spirit of the Principle of Relevance), adult L2 learners are forced to rely on 

their existing performance system in the L2 comprehension or production. This option is 

obviously not available to the child learners of Li and L2, which explains why children 

are often observed to experience "a silent period" according to Duley, Burt, and Krashen 

(1982: Ch 5), which differentiates child language acquisition from adult language 

acquisition. According to these researchers, some of the adult L2 errors can be attributed 

to the lack of such a silent period and the rushed desire to produce in the target language. 

The IDli is a specialized mechanism for comprehension of L2 sensory data, just as the 

motor theory of speech perception (see Miller, 1990: 74), which assumes that speech 

perception proceeds by virtue of the capability on the part of the hearer that helps him or 
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her to recreate the process of pronunciation. According to the motor theory, upon hearing 

a string of sounds, the hearer first determines which articulatory gestures the speaker has 

made and then identifies the individual phonemes that have been articulated. The IDli 

works in a similar manner, except that the task faced by the La learner is not just to 

recognize each sound signal, but to determine the meaning of each word and the structure 

as a whole, and given that a performance system is already in place and readily available 

for use, L2 learners cannot help but to turn to that system. 

Empirically, evidence has been presented, particularly in the processing studies, 

which shows that retrieval of L2 lexical semantic features are achieved via Li lexical 

items. This process is particularly true of L2 begirmers or those at lower proficiency 

levels (see, Kroll, 1993; Kjroll and Tokowicz, 2001; Forster and Jiang, 2001). For 

example, Kroll (1993) presents a bilingual processing model based on the work she and 

Stewart have done. In this model, Kroll and Stewart propose an asymmetry in bilingual 

processing, in that translation from the L2 language to the Li is lexically mediated, 

whereas a reversed translation is conceptually mediated. According to this model, which 

assumes a separation of morphology and conceptual structures, processing an L2 lexical 

item proceeds from the retrieval of a translation equivalent, namely an Li morphological 

form associated with the target lexical item, and then to the identification of its semantic 

properties. From an L2 acquisition perspective, what this process entails is that at the 

initial stage, L2 learners simply set up an association between and an L2 and Lj 

morphology, without direct access to the conceptual structures of the L2 words, which 

seems plausible. Kroll (1993: 70) attributes this process to a learning strategy employed 
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by adult L2 learners in which they connect an L2 word with a word from their native 

language with the closest meaning in order to encode its properties in the memory. Kroll 

also predicts that such a processing preference alters in accordance with relative fluency 

in L2. In other words, with improved L2 proficiency, L2 learners would rely less on the 

lexically mediated learning strategy; rather they would encode L2 lexical items directly 

both in terms of their morphology and semantics. Furthermore, Kroll claims that this 

prediction is borne out with empirical evidence showing that Dutch-English bilinguals 

treat the processing differently, with no difference in latencies on the task of translating 

words of similar semantics vs. non-similar semantics from the L2 to the Li, but significant 

difference in latencies on the task involving a reversed translation. Hudson (1989) has 

also found empirical evidece for what he calls a "translation (or transfer) process, or 

deductive process," which is believed to be utilized by L2 learners. Sorace (1995) also 

discovered that the Enghsh- and French-speaking learners of Italian consistently relied on 

the linguistic properties of their Lis. And finally, Hirakawa (1994) reported results 

showing that Japanese speakers of English tend to passivize the unaccessative verbs in 

English like fall only if ther is a transitive equivalent in Japanese. 

Now let us now specify the relativized notion of Li transfer. As indicated above, we 

conjecture that since Li transfer is external to the linguistic computational system (i.e. the 

PL), its employment is constrained by performance-based principles such as the 

Acceptability Principle (cf Chomsky, 1965) or the Economy Principle (cf Chomsky, 

1995b, 1998, 2001; Roeper, 1999). In addition, we show that this use of the IDLI is 

heavily constrained by what we call the Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC). In this 
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view, the conventional idea that corresponding properties are transferable to L2 is 

discarded; rather we hypothesize that only canonical linguistic properties that apply to 

both Li and L2 are transferred to the L2 LEX and non-canonical properties are delayed 

and in some cases this delay can be quite long. The addition of the constraint would make 

the model presented in (170) look a bit different: 

(171) The Interpretation Device (IDLI) Model 

L2 sensory input 

t 
IDLI 

Interpretation equivalents => L2LEX 

RTC 

Under the IDli, it is assumed that any L2 expression may be interpreted into a number of 

Li variants, and it is the function of the RTC (Relativized Transfer Constraint) to decide 

which variant is to be transferred to the L2 lexicon. Let us define RTC in more formal 

terms to gain some specificity and accuracy: 

(172) The Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC) 78 

An Li lexical item x with a feature set {a, P, y} transfers to the L2 lexicon only if there 

is no an X' with an alternative set {u, CT, \|/} that is more canonical, where a set consists of 

a semantic, morphological, and selectional matrix. 

Versions of this hypothesis have been presented under various names, including the Canonical Constraint 
Hypothesis (CCH) (Shi, 2000a), The Canonical Argument Structure Constraint Hypothesis (CCH) (Shi, 
2001), and Relativized L, Transfer Condition (RTLIC) (Shi, 2002). Significant changes have been made to 
accommodate theoretical and empirical concerns. 
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We have to be careful and precise about the nature of the matrices. Setting the 

phonological matrix aside, we assume that each matrix belongs to what Chomsky (2000a) 

calls the E-system, that is non-linguistic and externalized, given that each set is indeed 

accessed by performance systems. As a result, the sets of p and y may consist of what 

Bouchard (1995: 17) calls the "situational semantics" (i.e. context-based semantics) and 

situational selectional restriction, a term apparently inspired by Bouchard's theory. We 

believe that Bouchard (1995) and Chomsky (2000a) are justified in differentiating the 

two categories: linguistics vs. non-linguistics, which are often mixed together in the 

linguistics literature. Information constituting the semantic and selectional matrices in 

performance systems is perceptual in nature, in the sense that it is accessible to 

consciousness and awareness (i.e., observable), but the trade off is that it is rather shallow 

and superficial, concealing the intricate computational processes leading to the final state. 

Before illustrating the RTC with examples, let us define the notion of canonicahty. We 

restrict our discussion to predicates because the experiments discussed below are 

designed to test La predicates. A characterization of canonicahty involves two aspects. 

First, for polysemous lexical items, canonicahty is defined in terms of the variant that 

imposes fewer selectional restrictions and thus is of high firequency in use, which is given 

in (173): 

(173) Definition of Canonicahty (cf. L&RH, 1995: 86; Jackendoff, 1975: 644; Chomsky, 
1970) 

Verb roots are defined as the base variants that impose less stringent c-selection on 

their arguments and constitute the canonical syntactically relevant semantic and 
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argument structure information. A root variant gives rise to the derived variants 

Under the standard assumption, when an extended form derives computationally, it 

constitutes more structures than its base variant. Thus, the notion of canonicahty has its 

basis in the Principle of Economy (Chomsky, 1995, 1998), which indicates that UG 

requires that the minimal amount of structure be projected. In a recent study, Roeper 

(1999) also argues for the status of the Principle of Economy and claims that speakers of 

languages do not have just one I-language but multiple I-languages, with some being 

more compatible with the economy of representation principle than others. He further 

argues that variation is allowed because it serves to make semantic distinction (see 

Roeper, 1999: 176). However, in keeping with Chomsky (1988), we do not assume that 

adult L2 learners are aware of the actual movement involved, although they are aware of 

the difference between the base structure (e.g., an active construction) and the derived 

(e.g., a passive construction). Following Roeper (1999: 171), we define Economy of 

Representation as follows: 

(174) Economy of Representation (ER) 

A construction is favored if it consists of less structure and shorter or fewer 

movement rules. 

To illustrate how RTC constrains L2 acquisition, let us look at the verb laugh inserted 

both in a base and a derived construction. When laugh is used in an expression, such as 

The audience laughed, an adult L2 learner of Mandarin can quickly work out its matrices 
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on the basis of his or her interpretation in Mandarin (i.e. IDLI) and thus generate the 

following information of laugh. Note English is used here for reason of convenience. 

(175) laugh: [+V -N] 

[ X ACTiaughing] 

[head-specifierAnimate] 

The lexical information that is perceivable to adult L2 learners via RTC typically 

includes: the syntactic category, the semantic structure (i.e. activity), LRS (lexical 

relational structure, cf Hale and Keyser, 1991,1993) and selectional information. With 

(175), the L2 learners can then assign linguistic representations to any sentences 

involving the verb laugh and determine their grammaticality, in conjunction of the 

principles provided by UG: 

(176) (a) The boy laughed. 

(b) The boy's mom and dad laughed. 

(c) *The boy laughed the cartoon (meaning the cartoon made the boy laugh). 

(d) *The wind laughed. 

(176a, b) are judged as grammatical because they are constructed on the basis of the 

information in (175). In contrast, (176c, d) are ungrammatical because they do not 

comply with the requirements given in (175). While (175) exhibits the canonical lexical 

properties of laugh, these properties can be manipulated in a certain manner so that an 

extended meaning can be assigned to the base form. For instance, laugh can be used both 
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in English and Mandarin as a causative predicate that takes a tenseless complement, as 

shown in (177): 

(177) The boy laughed himself silly. 

Compared with (175), laugh is used in a non-canonical sense known as the resultative 

construction in the linguistics hterature. This is true of both English and Mandarin. The 

causative laugh can be paraphrased into an expression in which the canonical properties 

of laugh are kept intact as given in (175). For illustration, the English paraphrases are 

provided here: 

(178) (a) The boy laughed until he became silly. 

(b) The boy became silly by laughing. 

(c) The boy laughed and became silly. 

If RTC is formulated on reasonable grounds, then sentences in (178) would be expected 

to be found among the repertoire of L2 production. When these are observed, they are 

taken to be evidence in support of RTC in L2 acquisition. 

Details aside, there seems to be sufficient evidence to support RTC. For example, 

Juffs' (1996b) findings of Chinese speakers of English preferring periphrastic 

constructions over causatives in L2 production can be explained in terms of RTC, in that 

periphrastic constructions constitute canonical lexical properties and involve the most 
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economical derivations, whereas causatives consist of non-canonical and less economical 

derivations. In the same way, Kellerman's (1978) discovery that Dutch-speaking ESL 

learners mark the sentences involving break and leg much higher than the sentences 

containing break and waves can be accounted for by virtue of the fact that Dutch speakers 

of English could somehow discover the semantic canonicality. 

A critical question is why adult L2 learners would resort to the IDLI process in the La 

acquisition. Apart from the driving force of the Principle of Relevance, other more 

fundamental elements should be discovered. Here we would like to stipulate two which 

we believe constitute the initial state of L2 acquisition. These assumptions are inspired by 

Markman's (1990) proposals on child lexical acquisition, including the whole object 

assumption and the taxonomic assumption. Following Markman's line of thinking, we 

propose two parallel assumptions which should be proved psychologically real if 

appropriate experimental measurements are set up: 

(179) The Interchangeability Assumption 

Li and L2 lexical items are interchangeable in all lexical domains, except for 

phonology and orthography, including morphology, semantic structure, and LRS. 

(180) The Uniqueness Assumption 

Each L2 lexical item has one unique and fixed representation consisting of a set of 

matrices. No extension or reduction is possible. 
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With (179), adult L2 learners assume that for each L2 lexical item there is an Li 

equivalent and vice versa. They match roughly in meaning and other syntax-related 

properties. Correspondence may vary in degree and dimension, but none of these violates 

interchangeability assumption, hi other words, L2 learners' perception of the similarity 

between an Li and L2 word is anything but fine-grained, which has to be worked out as 

their L21-language improves (cf. Kellerman, 1978). 

The Uniqueness Assumption (180) restricts the scope of searching for a complete 

inventory of semantic components of L2 predicates by L2 learners. As a result, they are 

tuned to be satisfied with the canonical properties. This assumption drives the L2 learners 

to construct a false belief that each L2 predicate consists of one set of matrices and 

change to a matrix results in overt morphological modification, hi cases of diathesis 

alternations, the Uniqueness Assumption prevents the adult Li learners firom developing a 

complete set of lexical possibihties. 

To summarize, we propose an IDli model to account for Li transfer. Under this 

model, Li transfer is viewed as an integral part of an interpretation process that L2 

learners utilize in identifying the semantics and morphosyntactic features of L2 

predicates. However, contra the dominant view, we assume that not all detected 

properties are transferable; rather only those that meet the conditions of RTC would be 

transferred, hi addition, we explored the underlying forces behind IDli and RTC, 

suggesting that maturation of general cognitive development and assumptions about 

cross-linguistic interchangeability are among the relevant factors. If our hypotheses are 

supported empirically, then a number of immediate consequences ensue that would 
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disprove the dominant views on Li transfer. First, no absolute, systematic Li transfer is 

plausible; that is, matching properties do not quaUfy to be candidates for interpenetration 

(see Roeper, 1999: 176); rather an Li property is incorporated into the La LEX because it 

satisfies the canonicality condition defined in coarse and sketchy linguistic terms, which 

have to be polished and fine-grained by the FL. Second, as part of the performance 

system, the IDLI is utihzed whenever conditions exist such that an analysis of the 

incoming L2 data cannot come through using the L2 system. Logically, this means that L] 

transfer can be permanent. Finally, because of the existence of the Uniqueness 

Assumption, adult L2 learners are basically conservative, as opposed to being active as 

often assumed by numerous L2 researchers such as Zobl (1980), Adjemian (1983), 

Schachter (1994), and Juffs (1996b), among others. Empirical evidence will be presented 

for these proposals from experiments on the English resultatives and depictives. In the 

next subsection, we propose a theory of L2 grammar. 

3.5.3 L2 Grammar 

If L] grammar is not imphcated in adult L2 acquisition, as we have proposed, what 

constitutes the initial and final state of the second or non-primary language? In other 

words, from a purely linguistic point of view, is there a fundamental difference between 

child Li acquisition and adult L2 acquisition? We have seen from the earlier parts of the 

chapter that L2 researchers are widely divided on this question. Our stance, drawing 

heavily upon considerations of conceptual naturalness and empirical data, is that no 
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fundamental difference should be assumed between the two kinds of linguistic 

development. Language acquisition, regardless of Li, L2 or L3, is constrained by UG 

principles which constitute the himian biological system. Specifically, the initial state of a 

second language is exactly the same as that of a first language; L2 acquisition is 

constrained and guided by the genetically determined apparatus from the very beginning 

and therefore, no rogue or wild hypothesis is ever made by adult L2 learners irrespective 

of the developmental stages learners pass through. This identicality, however, does not 

necessarily extend to the final state of second language, partially because of the discovery 

procedures that adult L2 learners employ, which are xmavailable to child language 

acquisition, namely the performance system adult L2 learners have developed in 

conjunction with their native I-language. We have argued for the involvement of the Li 

performance system on the grounds that it is accessible to conscious awareness of the 

adult L2 learners, in contrast to the Li competence which is not. Overwhelming evidence 

collected mainly in processing studies such as Kroll (1993), Kroll and Tokowicz (2001), 

which it has not come to the attention of the generative L2 researchers imtil now, points to 

the fact that adult L2 learners tend to base their processing of L2 data on the use of their 

native language and this use of the Li system correlates with the relative proficiency 

level. If what we are pursuing is on the right track, L2 grammar should be like child Li 

grammar in a critical way, except that the ID process imposes on the PLD, which affects 

the beginning processes but withers away gradually. The acquisition of a non-primary 

language would proceed as follows: 
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(181) The Li Acquisition Process 

U G  ( S o )  — r — r  ,  
^ i i i i i 

T T T T T 
PLD => Si, S2, S3, S4, SiL2 

ID < Performance Systems 

Throughout the L2 acquisition process, the computational system remains intact, not 

affected by the features of Li grammar. We call this the Chl2 Uniformity Hypothesis 

(CUH): 

(182) The Chl2 Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH): 

Li grammar is external to the L2 CHL module, such that the internalized L2 CHL (S1L2) 
coincides with that of the native speakers. 

If CUH is justified, then the final state of a second language includes all syntactic 

operations instantiated by the target language. 

And the final state Sil2 should take a form that resembles an Sil attained by the native 

speakers; that is, it constitutes the LEX (the lexicon) and the CHL system with all 

parametric values fixed and set based on the L2 PLD: 

(183) Siu: theLEXL2 the Chl2 system 
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On the basis of the assumptions that DD can hnger into the final state and the adult L2 

learners are basically conservative, an Siu is generally assumed to be a proper subset of 

that attained by the native speakers. In other words, the two may differ in terms of 

quantity but not quality, as shown in (184): 

This native vs. non-native difference largely lies in the lexical domain - whereas native 

speakers have command of a much richer repertoire of expressions and lexical items, 

non-native speakers often develop an L2 vocabulary of much less size. Evidence in 

support of this fact is abundant. For instance, Laufer (1995) estimates that while 18-year-

old native speakers of Enghsh know about 18,000 words, their ESL or EFL coimterparts 

know only about one-sixth, or 3000 words. Schmitt (1998) tracked the acquisition of 11 

L2 words by 3 adult ESL speakers of various Li backgrounds over a period of one year 

and found that they tended to fail to incorporate the extended meaning and 

morphologically related forms into their LEXl2. Alterberg and Granger (2001) analyzed 

the use of the English verb make by Swedish- and French-speaking EFL learners in 

written compositions and foxmd that even at the advanced level they still had problems 

with the delexical meaning (as in make a distinction) and the causative meaning (as in 

make someone believe), particularly the former, which they tended not to use as much as 

their native counterparts. Wong (1983) also found that Chinese ESL students used more 

than twice as many mafe-periphrastic constructions as ESL speakers of other Li 

(184) 
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backgrounds, and showed that their use represented strong Li-induced constructions (e.g., 

It makes me annoyed. Drinking makes me feel disgusted). Finally, Harley and King 

(1989) showed that English-speaking learners of French tended to stick with high 

frequency words, to avoid using morphologically complex L2 words and L2 words that 

were incongruent with English semantically and syntactically, and when they tried to use 

them, they tended to make errors. 

hi idealization, the L2 grammar works in a manner invisible to perception and 

introspection just as the Li grammar does. It starts with a set of abstract lexical features 

selected from the L2 mental lexicon, LEXl2, which is then combined via Merge to form 

larger constituents. A preliminary configuration may then undergo movement constrained 

by principles of economy. If a derivation proceeds without violation of general principles 

it converges at SPELL-OUT; otherwise it crashes. The LEXu consists of two 

components: a set of individual lexical items, with each comprising matrices of 

phonology, morphology, semantics, and formal features, and a set of lexical rules. The 

lexical rules are mainly responsible for deriving polysemous lexical items by virtue of the 

same set of computations used for syntactic derivations, such as the head movement 

constraint (HMC). Based on the DM model, complex predicates (e.g., causatives and 

resultative predicates) are derived in syntax, and the LEXu is reserved as a repository for 

idiosyncrasies mid exceptions (see Chapter 2 for discussion). 

Under our approach, the ill-formed expressions by L2 learners should be analyzed as 

variation permitted by UG in the way Roeper (1999) suggests, not simply as 

ungrammatical entities, as often seen in L2 research (cf. MacLaughlin, 1996). Some of 
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these L2 variations that deviate only when judged by the native intuitions, not UG 

principles, should be explained by virtue of the factors imposed by the Li performance 

systems, whereas others might be a direct reflex of UG operations. 

Versions of our posited L2 grammar have been proposed before. Dulay and Burt 

(1977), Dulay, Burt, and Krashen (1982), Flynn (1987), Flynn and Martohaijono (1994), 

Martohaqono and Flynn (1995), and others, have been exploring this line of thinking for 

several decades by now. The central idea is that L2 acquisition involves the same set of 

UG principles as Li acquisition does; we call this the Hypothesis of Equahty (HE). What 

makes our proposal different from the previous one is in the following aspects. First, we 

argue from a conceptual perspective that HE is parsimonious and thus meets the 

requirement of conceptual naturabiess best, hi other words, in idealization an L2 grammar 

is required to meet the same interface conditions or "bare output conditions" (Chomsky, 

1998: 119). The alternatives, such as the Bare VP Hypothesis (Vainikka and Young-

Scholten, 1994,1996a, 1998), Full Transfer and Full Access (Schwartz and Sprouse, 

1996), various UG-based hypothesis (e.g.. White, 1989; Schachter, 1990), simply carry 

"excess baggage," such that experimental results show no or very rarely consistent and 

systematic evidence that can be used to support any of these alternative hypotheses. 

Conflicting results are the norm rather than the exception. Most seriously, the alternatives 

are based on an unattested presupposition that adult L2 learners have direct access to their 

native I-language, which Chomsky (1965, 1988, 1998, 2000a) argues against forcefully. 

Therefore, the most economical and parsimonious starting point is to assume that adult L2 

learners depend on the same set of UG principles as their child counterparts. 
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Secondly, our proposal differs from the current hypotheses in the way that we have 

explored the relevance and significance of the posited division of competence from 

performance to L2 acquisition. We believe such a division is significant to research in L2 

acquisition, and have thus argued that L2 research can be finitfiil and illuminating only if 

the condition of idealization is satisfied. On the basis of this, we propose that Li 

knowledge, but not Li grammar, is accessed and employed in L2 acquisition by virtue of 

the performance system that L2 learners have developed along with their Li I-language. 

We believe if an experiment is designed in such a way that the L2 subjects' S1L2 is tapped 

into, the documented so called Li interference would disappear. In addition, we also 

explore the basis of the employment of Li knowledge in L2 acquisition, namely it is 

driven by the maturation of the general cognitive development. 

Thirdly, our approach differs from other similar proposals in that we assume that a 

valid research design has to start with a strenuous effort to control for any conceivable 

variables that may confound the results. The current inductive approach, characterized by 

its intention to study developmental trends in order to construct a theory of L2 grammar, 

is fundamentally wrong. Failure to eliminate the confounding variables makes it 

impossible to pinpoint the relevance of the research. These variables include insufficient 

L2 exposure, inadequate L2 proficiency, and fmally use of the IP process. 

Methodologically, our deductive approach has advantages over the inductive approach, in 

that research on language acquisition can be more productively explored with a well-

formulated theory of L2 grammar. In the current situation, L2 acquisition has been dealt 

with without a theory of L2. 
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CHAPTER 4 

SECONDARY PREDICATION: RESULTATIVES AND DEPICTIVES 

The purpose of this chapter is to outUne the hnguistic properties that are under 

investigation in the experiments to be presented in the next chapter, namely the 

resultative construction (RC) and the depictive construction (DC). We focus on the 

anatomical components of the constructions in terms of the lexical elements, the 

grammatical relations, and the syntactic operations involved in the formation of the 

constructions. We aim to show that a minimalism-based analysis can better satisfy 

considerations of descriptive and explanatory adequacy than the alternatives. We will 

claim that both RC and DC are derived by virtue of the X°-movement operation applied 

to a base-generated configuration consisting of canonical lexical properties. This chapter 

is divided as follows. We start with a paradigm of resultatives and depictives in a variety 

of languages, including English, Mandarin, Japanese, in 4.1. The discussion is intended to 

show the scope of the constructions commonly used cross-linguistically. This is followed 

by two separate subsections dedicated to resultatives and depictives. Section 4.2 focuses 

on the resultative construction, providing an overview of the current hypotheses, 

including syntactic accounts (e.g., WiUiams, 1980; Simpson, 1983; Kayne, 1984; 

Hoekstra, 1988; Stowell, 1991; Bowers, 1993, 1997; Carrier and Randall, 1992) and 

lexical semantic accounts (e.g.. Green, 1973; Rothstein, 1992; Rapoport, 1993a; Levin 

and Rappaport Hovav, 1992,1995; Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 1998), and event 

structure accounts (e.g., Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 2001; Rothstein, 2000). We will 
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end this subsection with the presentation of our minimalist account. In the next 

subsection, 4.3, we shift our focus to the depictive construction. Once again we start with 

an overview of the existing theories including Halliday (1976), Green (1973), Jackendoff 

(1990), Rapoport, (1993a, 1999), and Rothstein (2000). Against this backdrop, we 

present our derivational account of depictives. In subsections 4.4 and 4.5, we look at 

Mandarin in regard to RC and DC, examining pre-minimahsm accounts, including 

Huang, J. (1988, 1992), Li, Yafei (1990,1998), Huang, C-R and Lin, Fu-Wen (1993), 

Cheng, et al., (1995); Sybesma (1997), Cheng, L. et al., (1997), Chang, (1998), and 

Zhang, (2001). We then present a minimalism-based analysis of Mandarin resultatives 

and attempt to account for the lack of depictives in Mandarin. 

4.1 Paradigms of Resultatives and Depictives 

Let us first define the grammatical constructs of predication and secondary predication. 

Since the Standard Theory (Chomsky, 1957, 1965), a clause has been viewed as 

consisting of such minimal relations as a nominal expression (e.g., an NP) that bears the 

"Subject-of relation to the clause and a Predicate that bears the "Predicate-of relation to 

the clause (Chomsky, 1965: 71). A Predicate, an abstract unit that is not necessarily 

equivalent to a verb or a predicative adjective, may be composed of a verb and a direct 

object, forming a VP constituent and the elements within a Predicate are so tightly related 

that anything else, such as a subject, is excluded. It is also assumed that such an 
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asymmetric relation is defined structurally such that the subject is assumed to be 

generated in a Specifier position and everything else under a VP node. According to 

Bovvers (2001: 299), predication, generally in generative grammar, is used to refer to the 

relation between the subject constituent and the VP constituent. On a minimalist view, 

predication is defined in terms of the checking domain vs. the rest of the minimal domain 

(see Uriagereka, 1998: 330, 414), as shown in (185): 

(185) 

Mary v 

saw the cat 

It needs to be pointed out that the use of the notion predicate is by no mean consistent 

in the literature. There is an alternative, which defines predicate in a semantic sense, 

dating back to Gottlob Frege. Unlike the syntactic definition, a predicate is defined as an 

unsaturated lexical item, with open places that need to be filled with arguments (i.e. place 

holders) (cf Napoli, 1989, Ch. 1; de Swart, 1998: 72-75; Uriagereka, 1998: 416; Bowers, 

2001: 299). Based on this semantic view, a variety of lexical items, including verbs, some 

adjectives, some prepositions, and some nouns, can function as predicates. For our 

purpose of discussion, we define the notions of predicate and predication in both 

structural and semantic terms. 

What is a secondary predicate and how is secondary predication differentiated from 

primary predication? As Napoli (1989: 89) defines it, "a secondary predicate is any 

predicate other than a primary predicate." Furthermore, the most striking difference is 
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that while a primary predicate is marked morphologically for tense and agreement, a 

secondary predicate is never marked for these properties. Given the definition of 

predication, secondary predication is simply a grammatical relation between a secondary 

predicate and its external argument. As dictated by the EPP-feature (Chomsky, 1981) or 

the OCC-feature (Chomsky, 2001: 11) of the head, the projection of this secondary 

predicate merges with a SPEC position, where its syntactic subject is inserted and as 

such, a relation of secondary predication emerges (cf Napoli, 1989: 89). As should now 

be clear, the existence of secondary predication is dependent on the existence of primary 

predication, the relationship of which will be elaborated in detail below. Secondary 

predication is schematically shown in (186), where a secondary predicate is embedded in 

a clause headed by a primary predicate, with XP standing for a categorial variable (e.g., 

AP, PP, NP/DP, VP) and the bracketing of the DP meaning optionality of the constituent 

in some cases such as in RCs or DCs. 

(186) [vpV(DP)XPr 

Comparative studies have shown that secondary predication is prevalent cross-

linguistically (see Hoekstra, 1988; Snyder, 1995,2001; Washio, 1997; Kim and Maling, 

1997)80 Moreover, it occurs with a wide range of lexical semantic classes, as seen in 

(187)-(191) (categorization of the constructions is only for reason of illustration): 

(189) is only intended to show the S-Stmcture of secondary predication, with no reference to the 
grammatical relations between the constituents (cf. Kayne, 1994; Napoli, 1989; Williams, 1983, 1997, 
L&RH, 1995). 

See examples below. 



(187) The periphrastic construction 

(a) The present made Sara very happy. 

(b) The boss had his staff work late. 
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(188) The small clause construction 

(a) The voters considered the candidate competent. 

(b) The judge found the witness believable. 

(189) The perception verb construction 

(a) The detective saw the suspect sneak into the bam. 

(b) Michelle heard a plane fly by. 

(190) The resultative construction 

(a) The politician J himself hoarse. 

(b) The blacksmith hammered the metal flat. 

( 1 9 1 )  T h e  d e p i c t i v e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

(a) The package arrived broken. 

(b) John sold his books new. 

The description from this point on focuses on the restulative construction (RC) (190) 

and the depictive construction (DC) (191) only, given that they are the objects of inquiry 

here. First let us provide a paradigm of resultatives and depictives respectively, which is 

then followed by specific analyses. 
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4.1.1 Resultatives 

The resultative construction is first described. HaUiday (1967: 62-65) observes that 

clauses, either intensive or extensive in his characterization, may take an "attribute" 

which further characterizes one of the participants (i.e. arguments) in the clause, apart 

firom the characterization expressed by the matrix verb. As a first approximation, such an 

attribute is inserted in a structure like that in (186). The relationship between the verb and 

the attribute has long been recognized as being multiple; that is, there are two kinds, 

which differ on semantic grounds. The semantic account has largely been inherited in the 

current linguistic theories although alternatives such as syntactic and aspectual accounts 

have been proposed as well. 

According to Halliday (1967: 63), when a clause takes an attribute XP apart from the 

matrix verb in such a way that the XP denotes a result of the activity denoted by the 

matrix verb, that XP bears a resultative feature (cf. Simpson, 1983; 143; Hoekstra, 1988: 

121; Carrier and Randall, 1992: 174; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 1995: 34; Washio, 

1997: 4; Rappaport Hovav and Levin, 2001: 2; Rothstein, 2000: 2). In current terms, 

clauses that constitute a resultative XP and matrix predicate are called resultative 

constructions or resultatives for short. A resultative construction expresses an event 

structure comprising two subevents, as shown in (192) (cf. RH&L, 1998, 2001): 

(192) Event Structure 

Subeventcausing SubeventResuit 
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Such a resultative XP is obhgatory in some cases but optional in other cases (see below 

for more detail). And as with most constructions, interpretation of RC constructions is 

predictable and regular on the premise that propositional meaning is structurally 

determined, which is true not just of intralinguisitic expressions but also of cross-

linguistic expressions. For instance, (193) or equivalents from other languages, is 

interpreted as: he caused the door to become green by painting it (Rapoport, 1993a; 164; 

cf. Halliday, 1967: 63): 

(193) He painted the door green. (Halliday, 1967: 63) 

Since Halliday's pioneering work, tremendous attempts have been made to identify 

the constraints under which a resultative XP can be coextensive with a matrix verb, in 

particular to identify what verb classes can license a result XP. The description to be 

given below represents the ideas shared by the lexical semanticists cited above, some of 

which will be challenged under our minimalist view. 

The first in the paradigm is that a transitive verb (Vt) takes a hcensed DP (DPL) plus a 

secondary predicate expressing a result (XPR). We call this category the "transitives-

based RC" (cf L&RH, 1995), given in (194): 

(194) [Vt DPL XPR] 

(a) John poked his mom awake. 

(b) Mary kicked the intruder to death. 

(c) Sara painted her house a hideous shade of green. 
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(e) Jack hit the paper bag broken. 

The matrix verbs inserted in transitives-based RCs are root verbs, as defined in the sense 

originally given in Lakoff (1970) and adopted by Pesetsky (1995: 70). A root verb is a 

morpheme free of any kind of derivational morphology, either overt or covert. The 

subscript L, following Chomsky (1986,1995a), signifies that the DP is lexically 

marked/licensed by the matrix verb, as opposed to being marked by a functional 

predicate. A result XPR is a variable that may be realized by an AP (194a), a PP (194b), a 

DP (194c), or a past participle (194d). The interpretation of the structure (194) is such 

that the first of the two participants involved in a complex event (i.e. the logical subject) 

initiates an act upon the second participant, which leads to a result affecting the second 

participant only. 

The second category has three related subcategories all of which involve a true 

intransitive or unergative verb that takes an unlicensed DP and an XPR. The three differ 

with respect to the categorial properties of the DP. The first to be introduced comprises a 

true intransitive or xmergative verb which takes a pronominal reflexive and an XPR. We 

call this "Intransitive-based Reflexive RC" as in (195): 

(195) [VIDPREFXPR] 

(a) The audiences laughed themselves helpless. 

(b) The baby cried herself to sleep. 

(c) The customer complained herself calm. 
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In (195) the subscript i represents the transitivity of the V(erb), namely it is intransitive or 

unergative in Perlmuter's (1978) sense, and DPRef refers to the fact that a reflexive 

pronouns is licensed in this context although it does not exclude other pronominal 

categories, as seen 'ml cried my eyes blind/out (Simpson, 1983: 146). Given the 

transitivity nature of the verb, we know that the DPRef is not L-marked. However, it needs 

to be pointed out that although (195) contains true intransitives, transitive verbs that can 

appear intransitively should also be permitted into the Intransitive-based Reflexic RC 

construction. Technically, these verbs belong to the transitivity-intransitivity alternation 

verb class (cf Levin, 1993, sec 1.2). Here are some examples: 

(196) (a) They danced themselves into shape. 

(b) The politician drank himself imconscious. 

(c) The depressed man ate himself to death. 

Within the Intransitive-based Reflexive RC, the XPR is in a sense predicated of both the 

direct object and the logical subject, given that the latter is the antecedent of the former 

(cf L&RH, 1995). The insertion of the reflexive has been attributed to the requirement of 

the DOR condition (Direct Object Restriction), first proposed by Simpson (1983) and 

then developed by L&RH (1995) and then eliminated by RH &L (2001), which will be 

under analysis later on. The interpretation of the structure (195) contrasts that in (194), in 

that it involves only one participant upon whom both the act and the result are imposed. 

The second subcategory concerns an intransitive that takes an inahenably possessed 

DP which is followed by an XPR (cf L&RH, 1995: 36; see also Brugman (1996: 9-12) 
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for discussion on inalienability). Below are some examples adopted from L&RH (1995; 

36): 

(197) [ViDPpossXPR] 

(a) Sylvester cried his eyes out. 

(b) Sleep your wrinkles away. 

hi this construction, the possessor corefers with the subject or the body part of the subject 

to be more precise. 

The third subcategory associated with the intransitives-based RC is a construction 

where a true intransitive subcategorizes for a non-licensed DP (DPNOH-L) and a result XPR. 

The derived intransitive verb in this construction functions more like a hght verb, as seen 

in (198). We call this subcatgory "the Intransitive-based DPnoh-l RC." 

(198) [ViDPNon-LXPa] 

(a) He washed the soap out of his eyes. 

(b) He rubbed the tiredness out of his eyes. 

(c) They ate us out of house and home. 

(d) The sopranos sang us asleep. (Hoekstra, 1988: 116) 

(e) You may sleep it [=the unborn baby] quiet again ... 

(f) I... ruthlessly roused Mr. Conreras by knocking on his door until the dog 

barked him awake. (L&RH, 1995: 36) 

Any native speaker of English would know that the verb wash does not license the DP the 

soap, nor the PP out of his eyes, which can be proved by leaving either one out, making 
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the sentence ungrammatical. This can generahze to all other cases in (198). There seems 

to be ample reasons to differentiate (198) from the other two related entities, given that it 

implicates two references with the first reference engaging in some activity which give 

rises to a result imposed on a completely different reference. Linguistically, the three 

categories differ from each in a minor way, but from a processing point of view, (198) 

apparently requires a lot more - we will come back to this point later on. 

The next RC class is related to the transitive-based RC construction, except in this 

case it is passivized, as shown in (199), which we call the Passive RC: 

(199) [DPIVPASS^Y XPR] 

(a) John's mom was poked awake. 

(b) The intruder was kicked to death. 

(c) Sara's house was painted a hideous shade of green. 

(d) The paper bag was hit broken. 

Sentences in (199) share the thematic and argument structures with those in (194) except 

that the postverbal DP is dislocated to the front of the sentence, which alters their 

semantics. Given this, whatever accoimt is available for the data in (194) is applicable to 

those in (199). 

Another RC class involves unaccusative verbs or ergative verbs in Burzio's sense, as 

shown in (200), which we call Ergatives-based RC: 

(200) [DPI VuNACCU XPR] 

(a) The river froze solid. 
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(b) The door rambled open. 

(c) The curtains creaked open. 

(d) The Ud of the boiler clunked shut. 

(e) The cookies burnt to a crisp. 

(f) The fugitive froze to death, (see L&RH, 1995: 39,1996: 496 for more data) 

Following the standard analysis of the Unaccusative Hypothesis (UH), the seeming 

violation of DOR (Direct Object Restriction) in (200) turns out to be harmless since the 

single argument is assumed to be base-generated at the direct object position at D-

Structure, where DOR is checked. This account is of course problematic within the 

minimalist framework because D-Structure is eliminated. Due to this unique property, 

these verbs, known as unaccusative verbs, also as ergative verbs in Burzio's (1986) in the 

P&P-based analysis, are differentiated from other classes such as true intransitives, both 

in terms of lexical semantics and syntactic configurations (see Perhnutter, 1978; 

Perlmutter and Postal, 1984; Burzio, 1986; Pullum, 1988; Levin and Rappaport Hovav, 

1995). With regard to the aspects of lexical semantics, unaccusatives incorporate the 

semantic notion of change of state, understood in a broader sense to include change of 

location as well. Under the event stracture analysis, telicity is assumed to be the core of 

unaccusative verbs (Van Valin, 1990; Dowty, 1991). Thus, verbs like arrive, come, go, 

descend, rise belong to the unaccusative class. By contrast, intransitive verbs do not 

lexicalize telicity and change of state; rather they lexicalize the notion of manner and 

express agentivity and atelicity. Verbs like run, swim, dance, walk, are true intransitive 

verbs. Syntactically, unaccusatives are differentiated from intransitives in that whereas 
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the former assigns an internal argument the latter can assign both an external and an 

internal argument even though the internal argument is not L-licensed - the essence of 

Burzio's Generalization, which specifies that a verb assigns Case to an internal argument 

if and only if it assigns an external theta role. Based on this line of reasoning, the verbs in 

(203) do not license external arguments and the superficial logical subjects are base-

generated in the direct object positions, and they move to the subject positions to receive 

Case assignment. 

In simi, we present a paradigm of the resultative constructions in English, consisting 

of four different subclasses instead of six as given above: (a) Transitives-based RC, 

which includes the Passive RC; (b) Intransitives-based Reflexive/Possessive RC; (c) 

Intransitives-based DPnoh-l RC; (d) Ergatives-based RC. This description, which we call 

the standard view, has been contributed by various researchers including Halliday (1967), 

Simpson (1983), Green (1973), Hoekstra (1988), Carrier and Randall (1993), L&RH 

(1995), RH&L (1998, 2001), Williams (1997), and many others. This view will be 

evaluated within the minimalist framework below. But before we proceed, let us present 

a paradigm of the depictive constructions. 

4.1.2 Depictives 

The depictive construction, a name originally attributed to Halliday (1967: 63), is in 

striking contrast to the resultative construction. Halliday (1967: 63) characterizes the 

difference in semantic/functional terms; "the 'depictive' element is an attribute which 
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characterizes the attribuant in relation to a process, but as a concomitant, not a result, of 

the process; the resultative is one which results from the process." In other words, a 

depictive XPd is differentiated from a resultative XPr, in that it is predicated of either the 

subject argument or the object argument in relation to the activity denoted by the matrix 

verb as a concomitant and not a result (cf Rapoport, 1993a: 164), as shown in (201): 

(201) John drinks his coffee black. (Halliday, 1967: 63) 

(201) is ambiguous: on the one hand, it can be interpreted as meaning that John drinks his 

coffee and at the time he drinks it, it is black (see Halliday, 1967: 63; Rapoport, 1993a: 

164)^'. In this reading, the XPd is predicated of the direct object his coffee, but such a 

depictive predication is interpreted in relation to the activity expressed by the matrix 

predicate, drinks. Due to this property, Rothstein (2000: 1) call this XPd an "aspectual 

modifier" because it introduces a new event. Following Halliday (1967: 62), we call this 

reading the "attributive reading." On the othr hand, (201) can be interpreted as meaning 

that John drinks his coffee if/when it is black. Again following HaUiday (1967: 78), we 

call this reading the "conditional reading." 

Unlike some RC constructions, where the result XPR is obligatory, depictive XPDS are 

always optional, except in cases where it is used with what Halliday calls the "intensive" 

verbs, or "raising verbs," such as seem, appear in current terms. For this reason, depictive 

phrases are regarded as adjuncts and are assumed to project their structure independently 
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(cf. Jackendoff, 1990: 200; Rapoport, 1993a: 168,1999). As adjuncts, XPds are not L-

selected by matrix verbs (Jackendoff, 1990: 200). As pointed out by Halliday (1967: 78), 

an attributive XPd can never co-occur with another attributive XPd, but can co-occur 

with a conditional XPp (see below for examples). 

In the literature, three subtypes of DCs have been identified. The first DC 

construction is what we call the "object-hosted DC" construction, a term inspired by 

Jackendoff (1990: 201), where the XPd is associated with the direct object, viz the host. 

Following the standard notation, we use coindexing to indicate such a relationship: 

(202) [DP VTDPIXPOI] 

(a) John sold his booksi used]. 

(b) Phil chewed the meat] rawi. 

(c) Sara bought the cari usedi. 

(d) Mary cut the breadi hoti. 

(e) Michelle froze the vegetable i freshi. 

An object-hosted DC construction is interpreted such that the depictive predicate is 

construed as being predicated of the direct object, specifying its attribute, in Halliday's 

(1967: 62) sense, at the moment when the activity expressed by the matrix verb occurs. 

So the construal of (202a) goes like this: John sold his books and at the time he did the 

selling, his books were used. However, (202a) does not have a reading such as John sold 

Some researchers (e.g., Jackendoff, 1990: 200) interpret (204) in a reversed manner by switching the 
main and subordinate clauses around, which we think is inappropriate. 
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his used book. Furthermore, the XPP camiot be associated with the grammatical subject, 

nor be interpreted as a result XPr, which is constrained by semantic and structural 

conditions (see Jackendoff, 1990; Rapoport, 1993a, 1999). 

The second subtype of DC, called here the "subject-hosted DC" construction, has a 

configuration where the depictive XPD is predicated of the syntactic subject only: 

(203) [DP, VTOPXPOI] 

(a) Billi cooked the meal drunki. 

(b) Howard] phoned his boss regretfuli. 

(c) Michellei chased the cat angryi. 

(d) Ami] washed her car hatlessi. 

(e) Georgei mopped the floor tired]. 

Like the previous subtype, interpretation of the structure in (203) is much constrained. 

The depictive predicate can only be predicated of the logical subject, not the direct object. 

So (203b) imposes such an interpretation as: Howard phoned his boss and at the time he 

did the phoning, he (Howard) was regretful. It cannot mean that Howard phoned his boss 

and at the time he did the phoning, he (his boss) was regretful. Nonetheless, as pointed 

by Jackendoff (1990) and Rapoport (1993a, 1999), (203b) does have a resultative reading 

like Howard phoned his boss and as a result his boss became regretful. We will come 

back to this point. 

The third subtype involves an XPD co-occurring with a raising verb or an intensive 

verb in Halliday's terms, also known as unaccusative verbs in the current terminology. 
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This subtype exhibits a predication that the depictive XPd is predicated of the surface 

subject. 

(c) The guestsi came to the party drunki already. 

(d) The passengersi flew worried]. 

(e) The vegetable] froze fresh]. 

hiterpretation of the sentences in (204) is simpler since there is only one nominal 

argument involved, which is the only candidate of which the depictive XP can be 

predicated. Thus, (204a) is construed as The package arrived and at the time it arrived, it 

was broken. 

Besides these three subtypes, certain verbs can alternate between (202) and (203), 

with the XPd being predicated either of the subject or the object (see, Rapoport, 1993a, 

1999; Femald, 2000: 30). Association of the constituents are constrained by the 

selectional properties of the matrix verb. Several examples are given below; 

(204) [DP] VI XPDI] 

(a) The package] arrived broken]. 

(b) She] lay drowsy). 

(Barss, p.c.) 

(Halliday, 1967: 63) 

(205) [DP] VtDPaXPoid 

(a) The chef cooked the lobster] fresh]. [object-host] 

(b) The chef] cooked the lobster drunk], [subject-host] 

(c) The hostess cut the cake] frozen]. [object-host] 

(d) The hostesS] cut the cake barefoot], [subject-host] 
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A Standard way to explain this alternation pattern is to examine the semantic properties of 

the matrix verbs and the conceptual structure of these verbs, as in Jackendoff (1990), 

Rapoport, (1993a, 1999) (see more detailed discussion on the constraint-based account 

below). 

A general property of DC and RC constructions is that an XPD and an XPR normally 

cannot appear in the same clause, a point emphatically made by Halliday (1967; 78). 

Nevertheless, a conditional XPD may co-occur either with an attributive XPD (206a, b) or 

with a result XPD (206C, d), as shown below (examples adopted from Halliday, 1967: 

80); 

(206) (a) Hei can't sit stilli himgryi. 

(b) Iti can be held firmi dryi. 

(c) You can rub iti smoothi weti. 

(d) Theyi soon cook tenderi youngi. 

A striking observation can be readily made; that is, the depictive XPD always is more 

locally related to the nominal it is predicated of, whereas the result XPR is somehow 

attached outside of this combined constituent (cf Halliday, 1967; 78). To distinguish the 

two, we call the conditional depictive phrases XPc while reserving XPd to attributive 

depictive phrases. (206a) is thus construed as he can't sit still if or when he is hungry. 

Halliday (1967; 80) specifies the differences between XPd and XPc in that while the 

former is related to both the pivotal argument and the process denoted by the matrix verb, 

the latter, only to an argument regardless of its status. Therefore, multiple XPcs may 
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appear in a single clause, as in they keep warm naked young (they keep warm even when 

they are naked while they are young). Another convenient example is collected from 

George W. Bush's speech given to a joint session of Congress soon after the terrorists' 

attack onto the World Trade Center in New York on September 11"^, 2001, in which he 

said; 

(207) We want himi (Bin Laden) [dead or alive] i. 

It needs to be pointed out here that occasionally more than one attributive XPd may also 

appear in the clause, as in Bill ate the meat\ raw\ nude\ (Jackendoff, 1990: 201). 

Two more important general points are the following. First, Rothstein (2000) points 

out that XPd cannot be equivalent to nominal modifiers for reasons related to 

pronminalization and entailments. Specifically, an XPD grants a particular property to a 

nominal, which must hold within the time frame when the matrix event is occurring, but a 

prenominal modifier is not bound by this restriction; thus the following contrasts: 

(208) (a) I met the drunk man again, but this time he was sober. 

(b) #I met the man drunk again, but this time he was sober. (Rothstein, 2000: 4) 

Pronominalization is another test that effectively differentiates an XPD from a prenominal 

modifier in the way that pronominalization replaces the DP containing the prenominal 

modifier, but does not affect the XPD at all: 
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(209) (a) I met the drunk man today -> I met him today/*! met drunk him today, 

(b) I met the man drunk today -)• I met him drunk today. 

Second, evidence has been presented to show that XPdS should be distinguished from 

adverbs for a number of reasons. Semantically, adverbs express the MANNER of the 

process or activity denoted by the main verb, whereas XPqS express the attributive 

feature of the argument predicated of by the matrix verb (Halliday, 1967). Put differently, 

manner adverbials focus on the event of the sentence, but depictive XPdS focus on a 

particular participant, either the Agent or the Patient, by providing more information 

about the attributive qualities of that participant (see also Rothstein, 2000: 5 for the 

difference). 

In addition, depictive XPDS and adverbs have different distributional patterns. For 

instance, the former, but not the latter, may co-occur with raising verbs, as seen below: 

(210) (a) Maryi seems happyi. 

(b) *Mary seems happily. 

Furthermore, not all adjectival predicates have adverbial equivalents. This is particularly 

true of color words and measurement words, as shown below: 

(211) (a) The lighti shone yellowi / *yellowly. 

(b) The building] arises talli / *tally. 
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Another difference lies in the fact that a manner adverb can be 'theme-predicated,' 

but not the attributive XPD (Halliday, 1967: 64). (212a) is well-formed because adverbs 

but not XPdS are "modifiers of events (see Chomsky, 2000a; 26, Rothstein, 2000; 6 for 

discussion). 

(212) (a) It was very quickly that he drank his coffee. 

(b) *It was very hot that he drank his coffee. (HalHday, 1967: 64) 

A final property worth mentioning is that ambiguity may occur between an attributive 

depictive reading and a resultative reading, as shown below: 

(213) (a) The water ran cold. 

(b) She cooked it dry. 

(c) They held the meeting open. 

(d) Her hair fell loose. (HalHday, 1967; 65) 

Take (213d) as an illustration. Two readings are available: A depictive reading, meaning 

her hair fell and at the time it fell, it was loose, and a resultative reading, her hair fell and 

as a result it became loose. 

As a summary, in this subsection, we have presented paradigms of resultatives and 

depletives and outlined the general properties of these constructions that any analysis has 

to explain, hi the next few sections, we look more specifically at the empirical questions 

that any linguistic theory needs to answer and then provide an overview of some of the 
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proposals that aim to answer those questions, hi section 4.4 we present our own account 

on the basis of the minimalist framework. 

4.2 Theories of Resultatives 

The current inquiries on the resultative construction (RC) have focused on the following 

set of empirical questions: 

(214) (a) What determines the grammatical relation between the resultative secondary 

predicate XPR and the DP where a secondary predication is established? 

(b) How is the secondary predication represented syntactically? 

(c) What licenses or assigns a secondary predication? 

(d) How is the relationship between the matrix verb and the DP, L-licensed 

or non-L-licensed, characterized? 

The first question (214a) concerns how in a sentence such as John hammered the mental 

flat, speakers or hearers come to know that the secondary predicate flat is predicated of 

the direct object rather than the logical subject. The second question (214b) concerns how 

resultatives are represented in syntactic terms, assuming that sentential interpretation is 

determined structurally or syntactically? hi other words, what should tree diagrams of 

resultative constructions look like? The third question (214c) concerns the fact that 

resultatives are choosy in that some verb classes may c-select non-L-licensed arguments 

in resultatives and other may not. Thus this question attempts to identify the lexical 
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semantic constraints presumably responsible for governing such a selection. The last 

question (214d) relates to the status of the DP that follows the matrix verb, hi some cases, 

it is c-selected by the verb, whereas in others it is not. The assumption behind the 

question is that such a difference is relevant syntactically. 

Most current studies are intended to shed light on some aspects, while leaving the 

others unaccounted for, which is not an unusual research strategy. But there seems to be 

compelling reasons to believe that these questions can be better accounted for in light of a 

minimalist approach, in particular a derivational approach. Before we proceed, let us first 

review some of the proposals that have been presented, which fall roughly into four 

categories with tremendous discrepancies within each: syntactic accounts, aspectual 

accounts, semantic accounts, and morphological accounts. 

4.2.1 Syntactic Accounts 

Within syntactic accounts of resultatives, there are tremendous discrepancies in terms of 

the foci and the understanding of the notion of syntax. L&RH's (1995), the syntax-lexical 

semantics interface account, which we will review shortly, is a case in point. In their 

analysis of resultatives, syntax is treated as nothing but argument structures. As such, 

variation of foci should be anticipated within each approach adopted by various linguists. 

L&RH (1995: Ch 2) present an analysis of resultatives within the P&P model and the 

Unaccusative Hypothesis framework, the central idea of which is that "unaccusativity is 

semantically determined but syntactically represented" (L&RH, 1995: 21). They start 
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with the observation, contributed by a number of linguists including Halliday (1967: 72), 

Green (1973: 263), and Simpson (1983: 146), Roberts (1988: 704), Hoekstra (1988: 107, 

1992: 153), Jackendoff (1990: 226), that a resultative XPR phrase is always predicated of 

the immediately postverbal NP but not of a grammatical subject or of an oblique NP, a 

generalization that L&RH call "the Direct Object Restriction (DOR)" (L&RH, 1995: 34, 

cf RH&L, 2001). The DOR is in essence concerned with the first question; that is, how is 

the grammatical relation between a secondary predicate and a DP characterized? 

Evidence in favor of the DOR includes Simpson's (1983: 145) observation that when a 

true intransitive verb appears in a RC construction, a "fake reflexive" is required, as 

shown below: 

(215) (a) I danced myself 

(b) I cried cried/sobbed myself to sleep. (Simpson, 1983:145) 

Other evidence that seems to attest the DOR constitutes ill-formed resultatives in which 

an XPR fails to have a predication relation with the direct object, as given in (216): 

(216) (a) *John was shot at dead, (oblique) (meaning John was shot at and as a reulst he 

was dead) (Simpson, 1983: 147, see WilUams, 1980) 

(b) *I ate the food full/sick, (meaning I got full/sick by eating the food) (p 144) 

(c) *Terry wiped the table clean (meaning Terry got clean by wiping the table) 

(L&RH, 1995: 52) 
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These violations can be accounted for without making reference to the DOR or the 

violations do not generahze over to crosshnguistic data, in which case, the DOR is simply 

fundamentally ill-formulated. For (216a), we know from a superficial perspective that the 

monomorphemic shoot and its related phrase shoot at are not interchangeable 

semantically. While shoot belongs to the result verb class, as defined in RH&L (1998), 

shoot at does not. This very fact can be the source for the explanation, although we will 

explore later on that the real account lies in structural terms. What about (216b,c) where 

the resultative XPRS are predicated of the subjects rather than the objects as dictated by 

the DOR? Crosslinguistically, this kind of violation is permitted. For example, in 

Mandarin transitive verbs can select a secondary predicate that is predicated of the 

subjects contrary to L&RH's (1995: 52) claim: 

(217) (a) Johnzou leiLE 

John walk tiredASP. 

John walked himself tired. 

(b) Michelle tiao f^LE. 

Michelle jump boredASP 

Michelle jumped herself bored. 

This seems to point to the possibility that the DOR is justified. But for the sake of 

illustration, let us continue reviewing L&RH's analysis. L&RH explain that the DOR is 

necessitated by what they call the Change-of-State Linking Rule, which says: 
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(218) The Change-of-State Linking Rule:^^ 

An NP that refers to the entity that undergoes the change of state in the eventuaUty 

described in the VP must be governed by the verb heading the VP. 

The function of the linking rule is to dictate whether or not the postverbal DP is an L-

selected argument, it has to be inserted in a syntactic position where it is properly 

govemed by the matrix verb. An immediate question comes to mind, that is, what is the 

nature the linking rule? L&RH, for a long period of time, were convinced, 

following Carter (1988), that the linking rules constitute the components of human 

language. But with closer look, it seems to us that linking rules are nothing but 

speculation and are untenable, as discussed below. 

Another important claim that L&RH have made is that lexical expansion or 

augmentation proceeds under the condition of monotonicity (see L&RH, 1995:47; c£ 

RH&L, 1998). That is, the argument structure of a verb remains consistent and 

unchanged whether it is used in a resultative construction or in isolation. So a transitive-

based RC sentence consists of a two-place predicate to which is added with a secondary 

predicate that expresses a change of state brought about by the activity denoted by the 

matrix verb. The grammatical relations between the elements are basically dual. The 

matrix verb and the direct object still maintain the predicate-complement relation, to 

which is added for an XPR (p. 47). This is illustrated below for the sentence, "The mental 

hammered flat"(We have created the structure since L&RH do not provide one (cf 

Carrier and Randall, 1992: 180): 

L&RH present two versions. For our pvirpose, we discuss just one. 



(219) VP 

flat 

hammer the metal 
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Alternating ergative verbs freeze, open) are also projected onto the structure as 

given in (219) at D-Structure where the DOR rule is applied. By contrast, an intransitive-

based RC sentence should look different since the DP is not hcensed by the verb, but 

rather by the XPR. Based on the conditions set by Monotonicity and the Linking rule, the 

following configuration should be expected according to L&RH's analysis: 

the metal flat 

The account L&RH pursue goes like this. The verb hammer is still projected as a one-

place predicate, dictated by the condition of Monotonicity, but it governs the DP the 

metal, as required by the linking rule. But what about the relation between the XP^flat 

and the DP? L&RH assume that it is established by the requirement of predication, which 

is really just begging the question. As a summary, the central features of L&RH's 

analysis comprise three things. First, verbs keep their lexical properties regardless 

whether they are projected onto a complex structure such as an RC or a simplex structure 

such as an intransitive configuration. Second, the DP that bears the Theme thematic role 

is governed by the matrix verb whether or not it is L-selected, which is dictated by the 

(220) VP 

hamrr 



366 

Change-of-State Linking Rule, and which in turn supposedly provides an account for the 

DOR. 

There are serious problems with L&RH's unaccusativity account. First of all, given 

what we would call a non-unified analysis, the DOR is virtually superfluous and 

insignificant. Since L&RH base their account on the principle of Monotonicity, the 

grammatical relation between the XPR and the DP, as they characterize it, is basically 

triviaUzed because the terms do not imply their usual meanings at all. Specifically, their 

conjecture that the matrix verb needs to govern the Theme DP does not give rise to an 

explanation that the secondary predicate XPR has to be grammatically related to that DP. 

Furthermore, the DOR is not borne out with crosslinguisitic data. Last but not least, no 

empirical basis has been offered as to why the linking rule is called for in the first place. 

Carrier and Randall (1992) launch another attempt for a syntactic account for 

resultatives, which differs from L&RH's (1995) in that it mainly concerns properties of 

constituency and the grammatical relation between the DP and the XPR across verb 

classes. Suggestions have been made that both constituents should be postulated to 

appear within a VP node (see, Kayne, 1985; Hoekstra, 1988; Roberts, 1988: 704; Napoh, 

1992: 55; Rapoport, 1993a: 169; L&RH, 1995: 49). For illustration, Roberts (1988) 

presents empirical data showing that in the absence of such an assumption, the contrasts 

in VP fronting, tough movement, and pseudoclefts would be unexplained, as shown 

below: 
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(221) (a) John wanted to hammer the metal flat - and hammer it flat he did. 

(a') *John wanted to hammer the metal flat -and hammer it he did flat. 

(b) Hammer the metal flat though John may ... 

(b') *Hammer the metal though John may flat... 

(c) What John did was hammer the metal flat. 

(c') *What John did flat was hammer the metal. (Roberts, 1988: 705) 

Carrier and Randall aim at providing a detailed syntactic representation of resultatives. hi 

particular, they argue that a resultative representation constitutes a ternary structure 

which applies to all verb classes: 

(222) VP 

water the tulips flat 
run their Nikes threadbare (Carrier and Randall, 1992: 176) 

They assume an asymmetry in argument structure and syntactic structure associated with 

verbs. As such, thematic properties of various verb classes can be detected at AS level, 

while appearing indistinguishable at S-Structure level, ha other words, with transitive 

verbs, the c-selected DP functions as the hcensed argument in resultatives just as used in 

isolation. In contrast, with intransitive verbs, the DP is not recognized as an L-selected 

argument. Unexpectedly, Carrier and Randall argue that in either case the resultant XPR 

is an L-assigned argument even though the status of the DP depends on the categorial 

property of the main verb. Carrier and Randall argue that their approach has advantages 

over the alternatives such as small clause-based account as given in Kayne (1985), 

Hoekstra (1988), and others. The evidence they provide in support of their ternary 
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analysis ranges from s-selection restrictions to various constructions allowed with 

different verb classes. For example, Carrier and Randall claim that middles may be 

allowed for transitive verbs, but not for intransitives; thus the following contrast: 

(223) (a) Those cookies broke t into pieces (easily). 

(b) *Delicate feet walk to pieces (easily). (Carrier and Randall, 1992: 191) 

The contrast extends to word formation of adjectival passives and nominalization, in that 

the morphological processes apply to transitives but not to intransitives. This is shown in 

the data below: 

(224) (a) the stomped-flat grapes vs. *the danced-thin soles 

(b) the spun-dry sheets vs. *the talked-unconscious audience 

(225) (a) The watering of tulips flat is a criminal offense in Holland, vs. 

*The drinking of oneself sic\i is commonplace in one's freshman year. 

(b) The Surgeon General warns against the cooking of food black. Vs. 

*What Christmas shopping means to me is the walking of my feet to pieces. 

It seems to us that Carrier and Randall's analysis is plagued by several potential 

problems on both theoretical and empirical grounds. On theoretical grounds. Carrier and 

Randall's analysis developed within the P&P model faces the challenge along with, any 

account within the EST theory, of describing and explaining RC constructions without 

reference to layered syntactic representations. Second, their assumption that grammar 

allows an asymmetry between argument structure and syntactic structure departs from the 
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generality that syntactic representation is the basis for interpretation. Thus, the transitive-

based RC construction and the intransitive-based RC construction are differentiated by 

the respective argument structures of the matrix verbs such that whereas with transitive 

verbs, the DP and the XPR are both "0-marked" by them, with intransitive verbs, neither 

is "0-marked" by the verbs; rather an intransitive verb s-selects what they call "r-event" 

(p. 178), which contains the DP and the secondary predicate. Accordingly, learning the 

RC constructions amounts to figuring out what AS structures each verb takes. This 

analysis inevitably entails more grammatical mechanism given its assumption that AS 

structvires and syntactic structures are asymmetric, which consequently deviates from 

conceptual naturalness. Empirically, Carrier and Randall's analysis faces serious 

methodological challenges to confirm their hypothesis that it is the AS structure that is 

responsible for the syntactic differences exhibited in various RC construction, let alone to 

explain the leamability issues. Nonetheless, Carrier and Randall's assumption (p. 174) 

that modification occurs to the internal lexical structure of verbs once they are combined 

into an RC construction should be endorsed, even though they do not provide the details 

on how the two verb classes (i.e. transitive vs. intransitive) would be affected by the 

process. 

The final syntactic analysis to be reviewed is Kayne's (1985) small clause account. 

Kayne's account contrasts with Carrier and Randall's (1992) in a nontrivial way, in that 

Kayne presents a unified analysis on the assumption that "not every understood semantic 

relation is necessarily syntactically represented, even for objects" (Kayne, 1985; 122). As 

such, he proposes that both transitive- and intransitive-based RC constructions take 
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exactly the same syntactic structure as given in (226a), which differs from that which 

presumably represents depletives as in (226b) (see also Hoekstra, 1988: 115-123, 1992 

for more arguments for small class analysis of resultatives): 

(226) (a) V [ NP XP] 

(b) [V NP] [PRO AP] (Kayne, 1985: 122) 

Kayne alludes to two diagnostics that differentiate resultatives from depletives, 

applicable to verbs across the board. The first relates to the restriction that elements in a 

small clause are not subject to nominalization, as the contrasts in (227)show (where 

(227a) is intended for a reading of the depictive DP and the rest for a reading the 

resultative DPs), and the second, extraction is viable for the licensed or L-marked DPs, 

but not for the non-hcensed or non-L-marked DPs (demonstrated in (228)). Note that all 

examples are from Kayne (1985: 123), except for (227d), (227e), and (228b): 

(227) (a) The eating of one's meat raw is not a good idea. 

(b) *The starving of one's enemy out is unjustifiable. 

(c) *The hammering of mental flat is exceedingly difficult. 

(d) *The talking of John into joining was not easy. 

(e) *The eating of his parents out of house and home is unethical. 

(228) (a) the hunter that the lion ate the knuckles of t raw. (as a depictive) 

(b) *the hunter that the lion ate the knuckles of t raw. (as a resultative) 
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In addition, Kayne claims that while a depictive XPD may predicate an oblique NP, a 

resultant XPR may not (cf. Simpson, 1983; L&RH, 1995). Finally, Kayne argues that in 

cases where the result XPR is next to the matrix verb, it is the NP that moves rightward, 

instead of the XPR being dislocated and attached to the verb. We will come back to 

Kayne's proposal. 

In a word, Kayne's syntactic analysis seems to be more enduring than L&RH and 

Carrier and Randall in the sense that even the general framework (i.e. the P&P model) is 

used in Kayne's account, the notion of small clauses is maintained, in the name of VP-

shell. 

4.2.2 Aspectual Accounts 

Aspectual accoimts, also known as event structure or Aktionsart (German for form and 

action) (Van Valin and LaPolla, 1997: 91) accounts, for resultatives have been proposed 

as an alternative to dealing with counterexamples assumed to be impossible in syntactic 

accounts (see e.g., Kayne, 1985; 122; Hoekstra, 1992; 152; L&RH, 1995; 52), in 

particular the data that show the XPRS can be predicated of the grammatical subjects 

rather than the objects, in an apparent violation of DOR. (229a, b) are provided by 

Wechsler, (1997; 313) and (229c, d) by Verspoor, (1997; 151) (see RH&L, 2001 for 

discussion): 
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(229) (a) The wise men followed the star out of Bethlehem. 

(b) The sailors managed to catch a breeze and ride it clear of the rocks. 

(c) John danced mazurkas across the room. 

(d) John swam laps to exhaustion. 

RH&L (2001; 773) cite another reason that puts the DOR in disfavor; they claim that 

verbs from the same class may take an XPR to be predicated either of the subject or the 

object, evidence that severely undermines the legitimacy of the assumption so important 

to the lexical semantics framework that verbs fall into classes and that members within 

each class share the same syntactic predictability and regularity. RH&L (2001; 773) 

provides the following data to show this is the case, with the original sources omitted: 

(230) Verbs of manner of motion 

(a) They [the dogs] padded behind him up the path to the cottage ... 

(b) ... Walk yourself into a coma and see what your subconscious comes up with. 

(231) Verbs of sound emission 

(a) The elevator creaked to the ground floor ... 

(b) If the telephone bell rang, it could ring itself silly. 

More prominent evidence against the DOR includes the fact that the same verbs appear in 

a construction both with and without a postverbal DP; the latter type should be ruled out 

by DOR. The data below are adopted from RH&L (p. 774) with the relevant parts 

italicized: 
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(232) (a) A man grabbed and groped her and tried to get under her clothing, but she 

kicked free and fled. 

(b) 'Laughing uproariously, Beckett lunged around the office with one leg of his 

pants on fire, trying to kick himself free.' 

In face of these counterexamples, RH&L propose an event-structure-based account as an 

alternative that, instead of relying on the syntactic mechanism, makes reference to the 

temporal relation between the eventuality expressed the matrix verb and that expressed 

by the XPR, in particular they propose that the two distinct structures derive from 

different semantics associated with each configuration. The central idea is that (232a), 

named by RH&L as the bare XP resultative and (232b), as the reflexive resultative, differ 

in terms of their temporal dependence even though both involve two events. While for 

the former, the two subevents (i.e. the kicking event and the result event of getting free) 

are "temporally coextensive and unfold at the same rate," the phenomenon named by 

Hoekstra (1992: 154) as "cotemporality," for the latter, dependence of this kind is 

immaterial. This lack of temporal dependence is illustrated by RH&L with these 

examples (p. 775): 

(233) (a) Sam sang enthusiastically during the class play. He woke up hoarse the next 

day and said, 'Well, I guess I've sung myself hoarse.' 

(b) Matt Leblanc has his Friends' co-stars worried he is about to party himself out 

of a job. 

Evidence for temporal dependence, on the other hand, includes the following kinds. First, 

verbs denoting punctual events in isolation still maintain this aspectual property when 
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used in resultatives. Likewise, durative verbs defined in isolation denote the same events 

in resultatives. Thus the contrast remains: 

(234) (a) The trapdoor banged/thudded shut. 

(b) The gate creaked/rumbled shut. (RH&L, 2001: 776) 

Second, rate adverbs may impose different effects on the two types of resultatives. In the 

resultative pattern in (232), a rate adverb affects both subevents, given the temporary 

dependence relationship. In contrast, in resultatives that take a postverbal DP, use of a 

rate adverb need not have reference to both subevents (see RH&L, 2001: 776). 

RH&L (p. 777) make a vigorous attempt to diminish the role of the syntactic 

classification of verbs and argue that all it matters is the event structure or aspectual 

nature of the predicates involved in a resultative, which in a sense is another way to claim 

that it is the lexical semantics that determines the interpretation. They further claim that 

the temporal relation of the resultative clause depends on the nature of the event 

expressed by the matrix verb and the nature of the event signified by the XPR phrase. 

This means that the temporal relation is determined compositionally in the Frege's sense. 

But then they add that "when a verb-result XP combination could represent either 

temporally dependent or independent events, then it should be found in both patterns" 

(i.e. the bare XP pattern and the reflexive pattern) (p. 777). Something seems dubious 

here. What RH&L is saying is that certain verbs may have multiple event structures or 

aspectual properties, which seems to be a paraphrase of the lexical semantics notion that 
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some verbs exhibit "variable behavior verbs" (L&RH, 1995: 10), meaning they are of 

flexible semantic properties that entitle them to appear in different syntactic structures. 

With the lexical semantics accoimt, it is postulated that the child may rely on the lexical 

semantic properties to leam the syntactic construction that each verb may be associated 

with, a viable way to resolve the leamabihty issue. Within the event structure framework, 

given that RH&L provide no clues on what the child may reply on in identifying the 

verbs' aspectual properties, the logical solution is that the child will resort to the lexical 

semantic features of each verb, which then raises the question of whether the event 

structure theory really helps us advance our understanding of the problem here or is 

simply an instance of old wine in a new bottle. Moreover, for RH&L's reasoning to be 

true, kick in (232) has to be assumed to denote both the punctual meaning as well as the 

durative meaning. However, any native speakers of Enghsh would know intuitively that 

the root kick generally conveys a punctual meaning, but when inserted in a certain 

syntactic context, an iterative meaning can be construed, supplemented by our world 

knowledge, an argument that proponents of DM defend vigorously (e.g., Marantz, 1997; 

Harley and Noyer, 1998,1999). This is not simply a speculation given that morphological 

evidence can be found in Mandarin where the equivalent fi is always marked for munber: 

(235) (a) JohnfiLE men jaxia/wuxia 

John kickASP door oneCL / fiveCL 

John kicked the door once/five times. 

(b) * John tiLE men 

John kickASP door 
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Other Mandarin verbs that fall into the fi class have the same morphology, including da 

hit, shan slap, paipat, chupoke, chiiai kick, jiupull, and many more. 

RH&L's aspectual account thus fails in this regard since their claim simply does not 

go through. Their claim that the event properties of a verb and the secondary predicate 

contribute to the formation of the temporal dependence relation signifies that syntax is 

basically determined by lexical properties. But the Mandarin verbs show that this cannot 

be the case; rather syntax is very relevant in the determination of the sentential 

interpretation. Within DM, lexical entries constitute a set of basic root properties and the 

rest is not determined until they are inserted in a syntactic configuration. We will pursue 

this line of research later on. 

Abandonment of verb class classification and attributing the whole business of what 

determines the structure of resultatives looks attractive, but a critical question arises as to 

the nature of event structure. RH&L implies that it resides in the lexicon, but other 

linguists, such as Borer (1994), Ritter and Rosen (1996, 2000), Travis (2000) and the 

collections in Tenny and Pustejovsky (2000), argue that aspectuality ought to be 

accounted for in syntactic terms. 

The next task faced by RH&L is to account for the differences between the bare XP 

resultatives and the reflexive resultatives, namely what determines the respective 

syntactic structures. For the latter, RH&L fall back on a previous study they presented in 

1998; they claim that reflexive resultatives or any RC constructions that involve a 

postverbal DP represents a complex event structure: a subevent expressing an activity and 

a subevent denoting a result. The DP or an anaphor is required to satisfy the general 
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linking principle, called "Argument-Per-Subevent Condition," which says "There must 

be at least one argument XP in the syntax per subevent in the event structure" (RH&L, 

2001: 779; also see RH&L, 1998 and Ch 2 above). 

This account of complex or causative resultatives is apparently problematic for the 

bare XP resultatives, since two predicates are involved but there is only one argument, a 

clear violation of the condition given above. This forces RH&L to speculate that a bare 

XP resultative constitutes only one single Aktionsart, and their argument rests on one 

speculation, that in a sentence like Kim ran into the room, "there is not a single meaning-

form correlation for the verb and the result XP" (RH&L, 2001: 781), specifically they 

argue that the meaning expressed by the PP is entailed or lexicahzed by the verb ran such 

that the PP simply reinforces that meaning. This account, given it is so intuition-driven, is 

really not satisfactory at all. There has to be some more profoimd exposition for the 

formation of the bare RC construction. Below we will make such an attempt by 

proposing a derivational account. 

Rothstein (2000) proposes a more formalalized aspectual account for resultatives and 

depletives; we focus first on the former at the moment. In this account, Rothstein starts 

by arguing that secondary predicates are aspectual modifiers, permitted as a result of a 

summing operation that defines a relation between the event denoted by the matrix verb 

and that conveyed by the secondary predicate. Nonetheless, the summing operation is 

subject to two constraints: a temporal PART-OF relation and a constraint of argument 

sharing. For Rothstein, the critical questions concerning resultatives are: what licenses 

the secondary predication? And why are resultatives not predicated of subjects? 
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As for the first question, Rothstein starts with the assumption that events constitute "a 

part structure; i.e. they form a Boolean semilattice," which consists of the sum operation, 

• t, and the part of relation, v •, which works like this: xvDy iff xDty = y. This can be 

paraphrased as x is part of y iff x + y = y. In formal terms, this generalized summing 

operation looks like (236) where S stands for summing: 

(236) S(a(ei), |3(e2)) = >.e.3ei3e2[e=® (eit 62) A a(ei) A p(e2)] (Rothstein, 2000: 8) 

According to Rothstein, (236) is the basic mechanism responsible for the combination of 

two events expressed by the matrix verb and the secondary predicate XPR. Specifically, it 

is the secondary predication, defined in the sense given at the beginning of the present 

chapter, that initiates the generalized summing operation, only if there is a temporal 

dependency between the two events involved and the two events must share an argument. 

Rothstein claims that it is the latter that rules out a depictive like John drove May drunk, 

the intended reading being John drove while Mary was drunk. This apparently contradicts 

the small clause account given by Kayne (1985) and Hoekstra (1988,1992), particularly 

Rothstein explicitly claim that while the XPR assigns a 0-role to the complement DP, both 

do not form a constituent (p. 2-4). This constraint is proved too strict in the face of RC 

constructions that involve true intransitive verbs subcategorizing a non-thematic 

argument plus an XPR. 

Given the close relatedness of the two constraints, Rothstein claims that they can be 

reduced to one single entity with some modification of the second constraint, called the 
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non-transitive PART-OF relation constraint, which states that the first event is PART-OF 

the second event while both are independent and atomic, which is formalized as in: 

(237) If PART-OF(ei, ej), then T(EI) v x(E2) (i.e., EI is temporally contained in EA) A 

6m(ei)=0m(e2). (Rothstein, 2000; 11) 

However, it is given that the PART-OF relation differs with depletives and 

resultatives in terms of the assignment of the PART-OF relation on the combined 

complex event structure. With resultatives, the result event does not begin until the 

activity event ends, roughly equivalent to RH&L's (2001) so-called non-temporal 

dependent resultatives. In Rothstein's terms (p. 14), "the PART-OF relation relates the 

culmination of the matrix verb, ei and the event argument of the adjectival predicates," 

formalized as in (238a), with the summing operation, formahzed as incorporating (238a), 

for resultatives given in (238b); 

(238) (a) Xe.3ei3e2 [e=^ (ei 162) A PART-0F(cul(ei),e2)] 

(b) S^(a(ei,y), P(e2, y)) = ?iyA,e.3ei3e2[e=^ (eite2) A a(ei,y) A p(e2,y) A 

PART-0F(cul(ei),e2)] 

The problem for Rothstein's aspectual account is simply that her prediction is not borne 

out with empirical evidence. As shown above with data in (233) provided by RH&L 

(2001: 775), the result event can be interpreted as in relation to some other event that may 
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have ended quite some time ago. In other words, a temporal gap can be expected between 

the occurrence of the two events as opposed to one taking place right after the other as 

Rothstein predicts. For this reason, we believe that the aspectual properties discussed by 

Rothstein should be analyzed in the context of pragmatics or as part of the components of 

our encyclopedic knowledge. 

4.2.3 Semantic Accounts 

Hoekstra (1992) presents a proposal making reference to aspectual and lexical semantic 

features of verbs and secondary predicates while denying the relevance of lexical rules 

outright. He restricts his discussion to the licensing conditions on the selection of 

resultative XPRS. TO this end, Hoekstra adopts the standard theoretical assumptions 

within the lexical semantics framework (see Ch 2 above, also Dowty, 1979; Talmy, 1985; 

Pinker, 1989; L&RH, 1994; 1995; Pustejovsky, 1995, among many others). One of these 

is that lexical verbs can be decomposed into semantic primitives relevant to syntax, and 

another is that verbs fall into coherent semantic classes. On the basis of these 

assumptions, Hoekstra identifies two verb classes; stage-level and individual-level 

predicates, with the former defined as verbs attributing some properties to a segment or 

stage of an individual and the latter as verbs describing some properties of an individual 

as if they are constant and intrinsic to the individual. Hoekstra claims that only the stage-

level verbs may L-mark a resultative small clause whereas the individual-level verbs may 

never do so (see also Van Valin, 1990). Accordingly, the cognitive state predicates, such 
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as love, know, are disallowed to take a result XPR, as evidenced by the data Hoekstra 

provides (p. 161): 

(239) (a) *This encyclopedist knows all books superfluous. 

(b) *The rejected lover hated his girlfriend dead. 

In addition, Hoekstra claims that even within the stage-level class, not all members 

can L-mark a resultative small clause. For instance, perception verbs and causative verbs 

are excluded. As for the former, Hoekstra suggests that since perception verbs such as 

see, hear, smell, be sick entail no progression or dynamic change in the events they 

describe, no resultative XPRS are permitted, a long-standing observation that has centered 

the core of the semantic constraints; that is, unless the lexical semantics of the matrix 

verb entails "a contact with or effect on its object," no resultative phrase can be licensed 

(see, HaUiday, 1967: 63; Simpson, 1983: 146; Jackendoff, 1990: 228; Rapoport, 1993a: 

171; L&RH, 1995: 34; RH&L, 1998: 102-03). Accordingly, RH&L (1998) claim that 

verbs of directed motion (e.g., go, arrive, come) are disallowed to take XPRS for the same 

reason in contrast to verbs of manner (e.g., sweep, wipe, run, march). The data below are 

often used to justify the existence of such a semantic constraint: 

(240) (a) *Medusa saw the hero into stone. 

(b) *I heard the song boring. 

(c) *I saw myself blind. (Hoekstra, 1992: 161) 

(d) *I appeared my head off. 

(e) *I arrived myself sick. (Rapoport, 1993a: 170) 



382 

(f) *The jetsetters went themselves ragged. 

(g) *The coach went the athletes around the track. (RH&L, 1998: 103) 

Based on the data in (240), Hoekstra concludes that any verbs that are marked for 

[-dynamic] in their lexical semantic structures, indicating no progression, are excluded 

from the resultative paradigm. 

In addition, Hoekstra argues that verbs that explicitly lexicalize the culmination of an 

event are also prevented from co-occurring with XPRS, given that they are inherently 

bounded^^ This argument stems from the contrast between tehcity vs. ateUcity. As such, 

if a verb such as Mil is inherently bounded, meaning that it entails, as part of its lexical 

meaning, an end-point of the event, then no further culmination can be added, and 

therefore, no resultative XPR can be selected in that it would give rise to redundancy in 

terms of delimitation. 

It seems to us that the general approach developed by Hoekstra is on the right track; 

that is, to account for the productive nature of the RC construction, promising solutions 

probably lie in general principles instead of lexical rules which would prove inadequate. 

Nonetheless, we show that semantics-based constraint principles that Hoekstra develops 

are too strong to accommodate the cross-linguistic data. We will have a close look at 

Mandarin and evaluate Hoekstra's theory relative to it. First, contrary to Hoekstra's 

predication. Mandarin cognitive state verbs are permitted to be combined with XPRS, 

which is shown in the data below (cf. Cheng and Huang, 1995: 194): 

Pustejovsky (1992: 49) differentiates termination, culmination, and boimdedness, and suggests the 
combinatorial properties of these elements. 
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(241) (a) Phil BA taDE mao ai siLE®' 

Phil BA himPOSS cat love deadASP. 

Phil loved his cat dead. 

(b) John BA taDE diren hen siLE 

John BA himPOSS enemy hate deadASP 

John hated his enemy dead. 

(c) Bob bingDE (zlji) dou buchengyangzlLE 

Bob sickDE self already unlookableASP. 

Bob was sick and became unlookable. 

Hoekstra's prediction that perception verbs are forbidden from participating in the RC 

construction does not fare well with Mandarin either, as Mandarin allows its perception 

verbs to take XPR predicates freely, as in (242): 

(242) (a) zhe yinyue fingDE wo hen f&i. 

This music listenDE I very bored/irritated 

This music bored me as I was listening to it. 

(b) Michelle fingDE zheGE jangyue hen fkn. 

Michelle listenDE thisCL music very bored/irritated 

Michelle listened to this music and got bored. 

(c) Bill kanDE Mary you dian buhao5asl. 

Bill sawDE Mary a little bit embarrassed. 

Bill saw Mary a little bit embarrassed. 

(242a, b) are ambiguous in Mandarin, whereby si 'dead' can be interpreted as a secondary predicate or a 
degree adverbial, roughly an equivalent to very much in English. 
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(d) MarkwenDE zljiDE tou jmn. 

Mark smellDE selfPOSS head dizzy. 

Mark smelled himself dizzy. 

This prediction even runs into problems with EngUsh, as both Simpson (1983: 154) and 

Kayne (1985; 121) have cited the sentence in (243) as a well-formed English RC 

construction involving the verb stare: 

(243) John stared Bill down. 

To account for this apparent exception, Simpson, who discoverd the problem 

independently, explains in a similar fashion that only verbs affecting the Object can select 

a resultative secondary predication, as such perception verbs and touching verbs are 

excluded; 

(244) (a) *Medusa saw the hero stone/into stone. 

(b) *Midas touched the tree goW/mto goW. (Simpson, 1983; 146) 

To explain (243), Simpson makes reference to the lexical semantic properties of the verb 

stare, claiming that it is permitted to select a resultative phrase because it focuses "on the 

manner or intensity, rather than on the act," whereas see focuses on the act. This 

exposition echoes Talmy's (1985: 62) observation of the relatedness of the semantic 

primitives of Manner and Cause, such that if a verb lexicalizes one, then it is often 

capable of conflating the other in its variants (e.g., roll, bounce, pop, slide, bounce, etc.). 
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However, this does not rescue Simpson's account; to the contrary it leads to 

contradiction. The verb touch expresses Manner, but (244b) shows that it is not allowed 

to take a resultative phrase, an indication that the posited primitives Manner or Intensity 

may not be at play here at all and the answers lie elsewhere. 

Our conjecture that Manner is not involved in meaning shift with Mandarin verbs can 

be corroborated by the fact that there is a related lexical verb in Mandarin that lexicalizes 

Maimer just as the English stare does. The verb is ding 'stare' that can be allowed to L-

mark a resultative phrase just as its variant kdn 'see.' This is shown in (245). 

(245) naGE shengren dingDE Mary juciabuan 

that stranger stare Mary nervous. 

That stanger stared Mary nervous. 

The absence of contrast between kdn and ding with resultatives furnishes strong evidence 

that the posited semantic constraints are questionable. Li other words, Mandarin does not 

seem to care whether the semantic structure of a verb root implicates such primitives as 

maimer or affectedness. 

In addition, with a closer look, English is not completely free of expressions 

involving a perception verb embedded in a resultative construction. The idiomatic 

expression in (246) is a case in point. 

(246) The hostess saw her guests off. 
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Furthermore, Simpson's claim that touching verbs cannot participate in resultatives 

due to the lack of affectedness in their lexical semantics, which is in line with Hoekstra's 

dynamic constraint, is not borne out empirically (see also Carrier and Randall, in press, 

cited in L&RH, 1995; 61). First, Bowerman (1990) documents productive uses of 

resultatives involving touching verbs by children at the age of 4;0-5:10, as shown in 

(247): 

(247) 4;0 I'm patting her wet (meaning patting sister's arm after dipping her won hand 

into a glass of water) 

5; 10 Feels like you are combing me baldheaded. (Bowerman, 1990, cited in 

Hoekstra, 1992: 172) 

In addition, English expressions in which main verbs can be categorized as touch verbs 

are well-formed: 

(248) (a) John poked the sleeping man awake. 

(b) The handsome man kissed his girlfriend alive. 

(c) Bill scrubbed his knuckles raw. 

Resultatives based on touching verbs abound even more in Mandarin, as in (249): 

(249) (a) Mark BA shuei peng fanLE. 

Mark BA water touch overtumedASP 

Mark touched the glass of water and as result it overturned 

(b) Mike tian / muo / cuoDE naZHANG zhf dou biioLE 



Mike lick / feel / twistDE thatCL paper already broken 

Mike licked/felt/twisted that piece ofpaper broken. 
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Finally, Hoekstra claims that verbs like kill are disallowed into resultatives because 

their lexical semantic structures consist of an inherent culmination and delimiter and 

therefore, no further lexical expansion is possible, as in (250), a restriction that L&RH 

(1995; 60) describe in the following statement: "there may be at most one delimiter per 

clause." 

(250) *The psychopath killed the village into a ghost town (Hoekstra, 1992; 161) 

This constraint once again seems too powerful in the presence of the data below where 

the result verbs (RH&L, 1998; 101) co-occur with XPRS, as in (251); 

(251) (a) The bottle broke open. 

(b) The lake froze solid. 

(c) John smashed the glass into pieces. 

(d) The suspect was shot dead. 

One explanation is that the resultative XPRS express meanings of state internal to the 

lexical semantic structures of the matrix verbs. In other words, there is no basic meaning 

shift when these result verbs are used in RC constructions; the use of XPR phrases simply 

repeat or reiterate the meaning inherent to the semantics of the verbs rather than add an 
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extra or extended meaning to it (see L&RH, 1995: 59). However, Goldberg (1991b) cites 

numerous examples invalidating L&RH's explanation, as in (252): 

(252) (a) We broke the walnuts into the bowl. 

(b) The cook cracked the eggs into the glass. 

(c) Daphne shelled the peas onto the plate. 

L&RH's (1995; 60) attempt to account for the exceptions proceeds like this. The 

nominals walnuts, eggs, and peas are instances of polysemy, each expressing both the 

thing as a whole (i.e. both the shell and the meat) and the meat alone. As such L&RH 

argue that the restriction that one delimiter per clause can be maintained in that the 

surface nominal is in fact treated as two separate entities in AS structure, and thus, the 

main verb (e.g., break) is associated with the whole whereas the secondary predicate 

(e.g., into the bowl) is related to the meat. As a general statement, RH&L (1998: 100-03) 

argue that result verbs differ from manner verbs in that the latter are more elastic in 

meaning shifting or expansion whereas the former are much more rigid and whereby they 

can only take resultative phrases if the states expressed are compatible with that 

expressed by the main verb. This, according to RH&L (1998: 103), accounts for the 

ungrammaticality of the data below: 

(253) (a) *Kelly broke the dishes off the table, 

(b) *Kelly broke the dishes into a pile. 

(meaning: Kelly broke the dishes and as 

a result they went off the table), 

(meaning: Kelly broke the dishes and 
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made a pile out of them. 

Goldberg (2001) provides more examples that show L&RH's analysis is simply not 

true, as in (254), although they do not deal with the data in (253): 

(254) (a) Chris broke the dishes to pieces. 

(b) She broke the vase in half. 

(c) The pastry chef sliced the bread into triangles. 

(d) Sam shredded the paper in strips. 

(e) Pat burned the souffle black. 

(f) Pat froze the water into little shapes. (Goldberg, 2001: 121-22) 

Goldberg argues that the resultative XPRS in (254) are not entailed by the meaning of the 

matrix verbs in that "things such as applicances, automobiles and bubbles can be broken 

without being in pieces." In fact, Goldberg claims that none of the states described by the 

XPRS in (254) is necessarily entailed by the semantics of the verbs. As for the data in 

(253), one plausible explanation is that it is not ungrammatical but unacceptable 

(contrast as defined by Chomsky (1965: 11,1970: 27), and in DM sentences marked with 

asterisks * are simply ascribed to the involvement of the non-linguistic encyclopedic 

knowledge, meaning unacceptable, but not ungrammatical (see Harley and Noyer, 1998; 

Harley, 1999). 

Two more related semantic constraints are worth mentioning. Rapoport (1993a) states 

that only the verb class that denotes activity is allowed to take the XPRS (see also Dowty, 

1979, Jackendoff, 1990, RH&L, 1998). Carrier and Randall (1992) also observe that if a 



390 

verb cannot dispense with its selected internal argument in all cases, then it cannot take a 

resultative XPR either, as shown in (255); 

(255) (a) *The bear frightened the campground empty. 

(b) *The baby shattered the oatmeal into portions. 

(c) *The magician hypnotized the auditorium quiet.(Carrier & Randall, 1992: 187) 

From the approach that we are developing here, the fact these sentences are marked with 

asterisks probably has nothing to do with linguistics, rather they are found imacceptable 

due to some processing constraints or conservatism internal to the speakers. 

Goldberg (1995: 193) adds a few more constraints, including (a) an (animate) 

instigator argument has to be selected; (b) direct causation is required of the action and 

the state; "no intermediary time intervals are possible;" (c) the XPR must convey the 

endpoint of a scale; and (d) deverbal adjectives are excluded from being XPRS. Item (b) 

turns out to be too strong, the source of which seems to the failure of separating the pure 

linguistic elements from non-linguistic and general cognitive elements. The central idea 

of (b) is that "the change of state must occur simultaneously with the endpoint of the 

action denoted by the verb. This constraint rules out cases in which there is any time 

delay between the action denoted by the verb and the subsequent change of state" 

(Goldberg, 1995: 194). Extra care is called for here. If this constraint were described in 

syntactic terms, characterizing the locality condition imposed on the matrix verb and the 

argument that is somewhat related to it, it would make sense. But as Goldberg envisions 

it as constituting the semantic constraints, this makes one feel dubious. As shown above 
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in (233), we have seen that no requirement of temporal continuation of the two events is 

necessary in that the activity may occur in one day and the result becomes obvious or felt 

in the next. The others, except for (d), seem to be derivative from general grammatical 

principles; for instance, all verbs that denote causative events would require an external 

argument regardless of whether an XPR is selected for. 

Summarizing, in this subsection we have examined semantic accounts for the 

formation of resultatives. In doing so, we have shown that while the posited semantic 

constraints apply to some of the data, exceptions abound. In other words, there are always 

data that defy the constraints both within a particular language and across languages. As 

such, we argue that the proposed constraints overlimit the possibilities and thus do not 

meet descriptive adequacy. In the next subsection, we proceed to the morphological 

accoimt. 

4.2.4 Morphological Accounts 

Snyder (1995, 2001) explores another line of research regarding resultatives. He focuses 

on the correlation between morphology and the formation of resultative constructions or 

what he calls "complex predicates," which subsume, aside from resultatives, verb-

particle, periphrastic construction, perceptual report, double-object and dative 

constructions, and put-locative construction. Snyder's analysis stems from the 

observation that complex predicates do not constitute a homogeneous class across 

languages, rather they demonstrate cross-linguistic variation; for instance they are 
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excluded in Romance languages, first discussed extensively by Green (1973) and briefly 

by Levin and Rapoport (1988) and L&RH (1996). To account for this variation, Snyder 

proposes a Compounding Parameter that states "The grammar {disallows*, allows} 

formation of endocentric compounds during the syntactic derivation. [*unmarked value]" 

(Snyder, 2001: 328; cf. Snyder, 1995: 63). Furthermore, Snyder argues that the 

Compounding Parameter applies to across-the-board syntactic categories, including the 

nominal compoimds such as frog man. Most importantly, Snyder (2001: 328) claims that 

when a language chooses the marked value of the parameter, formation of complex 

predicates as well as the nominal compounds for that language follows exactly the same 

syntactic derivations (i.e. head-to-head movement), and interpretation of these derived 

items is compositional. These properties, Snyder argues, are absolutely critical in 

explaining the fact that once a language L sets the parameter to the marked value, 

complex predicates and nominal compounds are productive and ubiquitous. However, 

languages like French and Spanish would lack these categories except for a few what he 

calls "deliberate coinages" whose meaning is mostly fixed (e.g., French homme 

grenouille 'man fi"og,' the only meaning is underwater diver). By contrast, Englishyrog 

man could convey any of the following: a man who resembles a firog, behaves like a fi-og, 

or collects fi-ogs (see Snyder, 2001: 32). 

Snyder (1995, 2001) claims that his morphological parameter proposal is borne out 

with cross-linguistic data. The survey is conducted using native informants instead of 

reference grammars, which Snyder argues gives more accuracy and advantages than 

reliance on reference grammars. We find both approaches very problematic. Using native 
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informants may cause problems of the same degree if not more. For illustration, in his 

1995 study, Snyder lists Mandarin as belonging to the French/Spanish group, in that it 

disallows nominal compounds and complex predicates. This conclusion is based on one 

single sentence, ta ba fangzi qi cheng hongse 'he painted the house red' (Snyder, 1995; 

33), where cheng is translated into 'become,' and one NP, zhuang chong DE guan 'can 

that holds worm.' Snyder takes this as evidence that Mandarin sets the parameter to the 

unmarked value. Any native speakers of Mandarin would know right away that this 

conclusion is erroneous. Mandarin does not just allow resultatives; it actually is a 

superset of English resultatives. In addition, Mandarin does have a nominal compound 

like chong guan 'worm can' just like EngUsh. hi this respect, we endorse L&RH's 

philosophy that unless one is very familiar with a language, extra caution should be taken 

when using the data from that language. 

Snyder claims that the survey does show the predicted correlation; that is, if a 

particular language allows NP compoimds, it allows complex predicates as well. 

Specifically, languages such as ASL (American Sign Language), Austroasiatic (Khmer), 

Firmo-Ugric (Hungarian), Germanic (Enghsh, German), Japanese-Korean (Japanese, 

Korean) Sino-Tibetan (Mandarin), and Tai (Tai) all permit NP compounds and 

resultatives. hi contrast, languages like Afroasiatic (Egyptian Arabic, Hebrew), 

Austronesian (Javanese), Bantu (Lingala), Rommance (French, Spanish), and Slavic 

(Russian, Serbo-Crotian) do not permit either. Furthermore, Snyder has also found 

evidence by appealing to child language acquisition. Through an examination of the 

spontaneous production data from ten children from the CHILDES database 
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(MacWhinney and Snow, 1985, 1990), Snyder has found a perfect positive correlation of 

the acquisition of nominal compounds and complex predicates (see Snyder, 2001: 332, 

Figure 1). 

We will develop an account of resultatives independently shortly, which resembles 

Snyder's approach in several aspects, by following the MinimaUst and the DM 

frameworks. Contra Snyder's approach, we pursue the problem by assuming that an 

adequate description and explanation of resultatives needs to make reference to several 

domains including both the lexicon and the syntax. Furthermore, we are also interested in 

discovering the detailed derivational processes which Snyder simphfies as head-to-head 

movement. Before introducing our proposal, let us have a close look at Mandarin, which 

we beUeve can shed light on the issue at hand. 

4.2.5 Resultatives in Mandarin 

At first glance. Mandarin verbs appear more elastic than their English counterparts as 

resultatives are more common in Mandarin than in English, in the same way as Dutch 

relative to English (see Hoekstra, 1988, 1992). But this observation turns out to be 

obscuring and misleading. We show that Mandarin and English for the most part differ 

only in terms of quantity rather quality. In regard to verb classes that can participate in 

resultatives, English is on a par with Mandarin, except for limited peculiar lexical 

properties characteristic of Mandarin but absent from the English lexicon. In other words, 
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Mandarin exceeds English in terms of the numbers of verbs within a class that are 

allowed to license XPRS into their base forms, but not in terms of the categories of verb 

classes. Subsequently, while certain verbs in Mandarin may well be allowed to take XPRS 

to form resultative structures, their English equivalents do not exhibit the same property, 

although other members from the same class may license XPRS. This seems to be an 

important facet about the nature of cross-linguistic variations which has just begim to be 

noted (see Roeper, 1999); that is, languages differ only in terms of degree, not in 

category. Mandarin resultative verbs do contrast their English counterparts, however, in 

terms of morphological components. When co-occurring with XPRS, Mandarin verbs 

across classes are overtly marked morphologically when inserted in what is called bi-

clausal or V-de syntactic structures, whereas their English counterparts are marked 

covertly. An important goal for this subsection, aside from presenting a Mandarin RC 

paradigm on which the experiment in the next chapter is contingent, is to lay out the 

groundwork for a derivational theory of resultatives formulated on the basis of the 

minimalist and DM frameworks. In so doing, we review the current theories of Mandarin 

resultatives, which fall into three types: a lexical / representational approach (e.g., Huang 

J., 1988; Li, YF, 1990,1993,1998; Cheng and Huang J. 1995), a derivational approach 

(e.g., Huang J., 1992; Zou, 1994; Cheng, 1997; Sybesma, 1997; Hwang, 2000), and a 

hybrid approach (Cheng, 1998). Our approach, which we call the "DM-based approach" 

since it is formulated based on the key theoretical assumption developed in MP and DM, 

departs from these analyses in important aspects. It embodies advantages over the current 

approaches, on both theoretical and empirical grounds. Contra the dominant view, we 
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attempt to show that Mandarin resultatives based on verb classes are indeed derived 

syntactically and the matrix verbs, when used in resultatives, undergo morphological and 

semantic changes. An important goal for our approach is to formulate a uniform theory 

such that it applies to both Mandarin and English, which can describe and account for 

both the similarities and differences between the two languages. Besides, our approach 

will accommodate the productivity of resultatives as shown in both Mandarin and 

English, and at the same time will provide a plausible account for ambiguity in 

interpretation in Mandarin but not in English. Let us start with a paradigm of the 

resultative constructions in Mandarin. 

The present description of the distribution of Mandarin resultatives benefits 

tremendously from the discussions presented in the current literature (e.g., Thompson, 

1973; Huang, J., 1988, 1992; Li, YH, 1990,1993, 1998; Gu, 1992; Zou, 1994; Cheng and 

Huang, J., 1995; Cheng, et al., 1997; Sybesma, 1997,1999, Hwang, 2000; Zhang, 2001, 

among many others). A distinction has been made between phrasal resultatives (see 

Huang, J., 1988) and resultatives verb compoimds (Cheng and Huang, J., 1995; Li, YF, 

1998), with the former showing a separation of the matrix verb and the XPR and the 

latter, an adjacency. We look at the phrasal resultatives first. 

In the early inquiries, Chinese linguists analyze various resultative constructions in 

Mandarin as independent entities mostly (e.g., Thompson, 1973; Huang, J., 1988, 1992; 

Li, YF, 1990). For example, Huang, J. (1988: 293-94) identifies two what he calls phrasal 
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resultatives: inchoative resultative constructions (256a) and causative resultative 

constructions (256b)^^: 

(256) (a) zhangsanizui de^® [ejhudiiLE] 

zhangsati drunk DE confusedASP 

Zhangsan was so drunk that he became confused (cf. Huang, J., 1988:293,(53)) 

(b) zheplngjiii ziii de [Zhangsmdou hudM^E] 

thisCL wine drunk DE Zhangsan already confuseASP 

This bottle of wine got Zhangsan so drunk that he became confused. 

According to Huang, J. (1988: 297, cf. Huang, J. 1992), the two types of clausal 

resultatives are differentiated at D-Structure. With the inchoatives as in (256a), an 

intransitive V' is projected whereby the secondary predicate is treated as adjunct, which 

contrast with the causatives as in (256b), in that a transitive V is projected. This contrast 

is illustrated in (257) (see Huang, J. 1988: 297): 

For convenience we change the finite secondary predicates as used in Huang, J. (1988: 293) to adjectival 
secondary predicates without iirqjlying that they are identical. We save the potential differences for future 
research. 
^ Chinese linguists are not in agreement on the meaning of de. Huang, J. (1988: 275) argues that it is a 
suffix or a clitic, claiming that it derives historically fi:om the verbal de 'obtain' with a modification in the 
tone, whereas Li, YF (1998: 290) insists that it be treated as a preposition that heads a resultative 
complement rather than a complementizer and assumes that it is related to the preposition ddo 'to or at' and 
is an allophonic variant de. We are sympathetic with Huang's analysis based on the Chinese character that 
resembles the verbal form 'obtain,' an instance of homographs (see Starosta, et al. 1998: 348). We will say 
more on de. 
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S 

NP, VP 

V 

VI SVAP 

(pro) V2 
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(b) Causative RC Structure 

S 

NP, VP 

NP, V 

V, SVAP 

(pro) V2 

Huang, J. specifies that in causative RC constructions, the theme argument is projected in 

[SPEC, V], resulting from by the head-final property of Mandarin, and Vi moves to an 

Infl node to assign CASE to NP2. (256a) exhibits an apparent violation of DOR (see 

Simpson, 1983; Kayne, 1985; Hoekstra, 1988; L&RH, 1995). We will come back to this 

example. 

The second category of resultatives Huang, J. identifies is called resultative verb 

compounds (RVC), which is grouped into the same paralleling pairs, as seen in the 

phrasal constructions, as in (258): 

(258) (a) ta xiao-si le. [Inchoative] 

He laugh-die ASP 

He laughed to death 

(b) rii xiao-sl ta le [Causative] 

you laugh-die he ASP 

You laughed him to death (see Huang, J., 1988: 298, (69)-(70)) 
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Huang, J. calls (258a) a lexical inchoative compound and (258b) a causative verb 

compound. For Huang, J., the syntactic structures of the verbal compounds including 

both inchoative and causative variants differ from those associated with the phrasal 

resultatives, as in (256), in that the two predicates are combined into one single V° with 

their categorial properties maintained respectively. Furthermore, Huang claims that 

derivation of the causative compounds (258b) proceeds from its inchoative counterpart 

(258a) by virtue of lexical causativization, whereby the addition of the Causer m 'you' 

internalizes the external argument of the inchoative construction so that it becomes a 

Causee in the derived form. This hypothesis stands in direct contrast to L&RH's (1994, 

1995) claims that with inchoative-causative alternation verbs, the latter are the base verbs 

from which the inchoatives are derived when certain semantic conditions are satisfied via 

fusion. We will argue shortly that both compounds in (258) are derived from their root 

verbs respectively (i.e. structure as given in 256), instead of one deriving from the other. 

Li, YF (1998) discusses a few more RC constructions in Mandarin. He distinguishes 

transitive-based RC constructions from intransitive-based RC construction, claiming that 

the objecthood differs crucially with the two kinds of resultatives. The contrast is 

illustrated below with some minor modification from Li, YF's examples: 

(259) (a) Y6uy6u kua-de Taotaoi [cp proi buhaoyisl-le] 

Y ouyou praise-de T aotao embarrassed-asp 

Youyou praised Taotao and as a result Taotao felt embarrassed. 

(b) Youy6u ku-de [cp Taotao hen f^] 

Youyou cry-de Taotao very irritated 

Youyou cried Taotao very irritated. (see Li, YF, 1998: 288) 
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The central idea behind Li, YF's analysis is that the argument structure of predicates is 

kept intact whether used in isolation or in derived forms; thus, in (259a) kua 'praise,' a 

two-place predicate in its base form, maintains its categorial property even when used 

with an XPR phrase. Likewise, in (259b), ku 'cry' is an intrinsic one-place predicate, and 

so when projected with an XPR, it is still treated as an intransitive. Li, YF's proposal is 

apparently motivated by general principles, such as the Theta Criterion and Projection 

Principle as introduced in Chomsky (1981), both of which have undergone drastic 

modification in MP. 

Even evaluating Li, YF's analysis in light of the P&P model, two questions still need 

answers. First, how is the presence of de accounted for? and second, Li, YF assumes that 

the secondary predication is a CP, which sometimes takes an adjectival predicate and 

other times, a finite verbal phrase, and if this is true, how can we explain verbal 

compounds, assuming they are derived via X°-movement? In answering the first 

question, Li, YF speculates that a matrix verb, either an intransitive verb or a transitive 

verb selects arguments, as dictated by its AS structure and then a resultative CP headed 

by de\ thus, a transitive verb that appears in an RC construction looks like a three-place 

predicate, just like the tell verb class. But while the tell class verbs may select a CP 

complement consisting of either a pro or a lexical nominal, this does not seem to be the 

case with the transitive-based bi-clausal resultative structures. Below is a sentence that 

appears to be an exceptin, but with a closer look, it is not. 
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(260) Yuehan da-de MaFi gebo teng. 

John hitDe Mary arm hurt 

John hit Mary's arm hurt. 

According to Li, YF's analysis, (260) should be parsed so that Mary is related to the 

matrix verb dd and the nominal gebo to the secondary predicate teng, as in (261): 

(261) [cpYuehan daDE Mali] [cp gebo teng]" 

An alternative is to assume that Mali and gebo form a DP with the former functioning as 

a possessive pronoun, as in (262): 

(262) [cpYuehan da-de] [SM Mah geb5 teng] 

To justify (262), we may convert it into an interrogative, which gives: 

(263) Yuehan da-de MaK nd teng? 

John hit Mary where hurt 

This does not seem very informative; we cannot decide if Mali and the WH-word tia 

form a constitute or belong to two separate constitutes. However, a simple interrogative 

This analysis may receive an additional support by the fact there is a brief pause between MdR and gebo, 
but we would argue that the pause is a replacement of the otherwise inserted possessor marker de. In other 
words, with de affixed to MdR, the pause is no longer observed. 
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involving the two key elements provides an explicit clue that the two elements form a 

single constitute, as shown in (264): 

(264) Yuehm da-de Malina? 

John hit Marywhere? 

Where did John hit Mary? 

Going back to (259a), if we are correct with (264), the postverbal DP should be assumed 

to form a constituent with the secondary predicate instead of with the matrix verb, given 

that kUa like dd is transitive and the latter in (263) does not take Mali as its direct object, 

evidenced by the data in (264) that clearly shows Mali and the following WH-word forms 

a single constituent. What our critique entails is that both Huang and Li, YF's 

assumption, that in RC constructions the matrix verbs, regardless of the types of RC 

constructions they are in, maintain their base thematic and argument structure status, is 

questionable, a view that echoes the word formation constraint known as "monotonicity" 

(see, e.g., L«&RH 1995, RH&L, 1998,2001). 

In addition, Li, YF (1990, 1993,1998), demonstrates effectively that certain RC 

constructions in Mandarin are ambiguous, a characteristic not found with English 

resultatives. This observation is of extreme importance, as it reveals the nature of the 

formation and interpretation of resultatives. According to Li, YF, when a base verb that is 

transitive categorially is combined with a resultative XPR, either in a phrasal or 

compound configuration, the derived sentences embody ambiguity (1998: 297, see also 
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Li, YF, 1993,1995). Li, YF claims that for the V-de or phrasal resultative construction, 

there is a two-way reading, as shown in (265): 

(265) Yuehan zhiii-de MaH hen lei. (cf. Li, YF, 1998; 297 (27)) 

John chase-de Mary very tired 

(a) Base reading: John chased Mary and as a result she got tired. 

(b) Object-focussed reading: Mary chased John and as a result she got tired. 

Li, YF contends that a third reading is absent, which he attributes to the fact that the 

secondary predication in (265) constitutes a pro rather than a nominal DP. We find this 

third reading not just available, but in fact it is not insalient when uttered in an 

appropriate context (we will come back to this point). 

(c) Subject-focussed reading: John chased Mary and as a result he got tired®®. 

For convenience, we call the first reading reflecting the surface theta structures "the base 

reading," the one in which the grammatical subject is the argument of both Vi and V2 

"the subject-focussed reading," and the one where the grammatical object is the argument 

of both Vi and V2 "the object-focussed reading." With the resultative compounds, Li YF 

claims that a three-way ambiguity can be granted to (266): 

We nonetheless do not assume that interpretation (c) is derived from the same imderlying structure as 
interpretations (a) and (b). While we assume that interpretation (a) and (b) stem from the polysemous 
property of zhui 'chase,' which results in an activity-causative altemation, interpretation (c) derives from a 
more complex construction. We contend that in Mandarin, any activity verbs and more specifically 
adjective verbs can participate in the activity-causative altemation. 
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(266) Yuehan zhui-lei-LE MaFi. (cf. Li, YF, 1998; 296-97) 

(a) Base reading: John chased Mary and as a result she got tired. 

(b) Object-focussed reading: Mary chased John and as a result she got tired. 

(c) Subject-focussed reading: John chased Mary and as a result he got tired. 

To account for ambiguity, Li, YF makes reference to structural and thematic 

structures associated with the individual predicates. He suggests that attainment of the 

base reading requires that John is related to the matrix verb whereas Mary is related to 

both the main verb and the secondary predicate. By contrast, the subject-focussed reading 

derives from the thematic relations such that John is related to both the matrix and the 

secondary predicate but Mary is only connected with the former. An immediate question 

arises as to what general grammatical principles govern the assignment of such complex 

thematic relations in Li, YF's analysis, given that his structural prominence-based 

proposal does not seem to provide a viable description (see Li, YF, 1998: 293 for his 

proposal for theta role assignment). According to Li, YF, theta roles are determined in 

structural terms only in the sense as defined by Grimshaw (1990). This leaves subject-

focussed readings unexplained. (265c) is a case in point. That is, how could the 

association of Yuehan to both the matrix verb and the secondary predicate be explained in 

thematic terms? Li, YF's remedy is to assume Mali is not an argument of the secondary 

predicate, Yuehan is granted with double theta roles (p. 295). 

What about the object-focussed reading? Li, YF (1998: 296) proposes a thematic 

constraint, noting "The two NP arguments of Vcause can have inverted readings only if 

the NP in the subject position also has the Causer reading and the one in the object 
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position also has the Causae reading." Such a semantic is not satisfactory since it appears 

ad hoc. A line of analysis we will pursue later on is that semantic constraints are better 

construed as consequences following from some existing general grammatical principles. 

As an approach to the discrepancy in ambiguity between the phrasal resultatives and 

the compound resultatives, Li YF claims that the two types are formed in different 

domains, with the former generated in syntax and the latter, in the lexicon. This claim is 

of course undermined under the assumption that the subject-focussed reading is available 

for the V-de constructions in Mandarin. Furthermore, in view of the fact that not all 

compound resultatives are ambiguous, as in (267), an alternative analysis is called for: 

(267) (a) Yuhan dou-xia le wo. 

John cheer-laugh asp I 

John cheer me laugh 

(b) Yuhehan da-puo le beizi. 

John hit-broken asp glass. 

John broke a glass 

All examples in (267) are non-ambiguous; the only reading available is the base reading. 

A final type of Mandarin RC construction is presented by Li, YF (1998), which 

constitutes bd. This construction, like the phrasal resultative, lacks the subject-focussed 

reading. The example is provided by Li, YF (1998: 300): 
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(268) Youyou ba Taotao zhui-lei-le. 

Youyou ba Taotao chase-tired-asp 

(a) the base reading; Youyou chased Taotao and as a result Taotao became tired. 

(b) the object-focussed reading: Taotao chased Youyou and as a result Taotao 

became tired. 

(c) *the subject-focussed reading: Youyou chased Taotao and as a result Youyou 

became tired. 

Li, YF's explanation for the absence of (268c) is that "6a must introduce the Causee 

argument of a resultative compound" (Li, YF, 1998: 300). Accordingly, Youyou is not a 

Causee in the (c)-reading and thus the third reading is excluded. Contra this semantic 

account, our approach can lead to a more viable explanation. In our view, the fact that the 

first two readings are available is because ba has two polysemous variants. For one, it is 

used as an object marker, which gives rise to the base reading, and for the other, it is used 

as a light verb like make, get, in English, which makes the second reading possible. When 

used as an object marker, ba serves a pragmatic effect, namely for emphasis. But when 

used as a light verb, ba is interchangeable with rang 'let' and shi 'make.' 

Above all, the toughest challenge that Li, YF's analysis faces is the restriction of 

ambiguity to certain kinds of verbs. For instance, a root intransitive verb, when combined 

into a resultative, irrespective of whether it is a phrasal or compound RC construction, is 

always interpreted in a straightforward and direct maimer. This is shown in (269): 
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(269) (a) Yuehanku-de MaHhenfan. 

John cry-deMary very irritated 

John cried Mary irritated. 

(b) Yuehan ku-fan-le MaH. 

John cry-irritated Mary 

John cried Mary irritated. 

In both cases, only the base reading is available. For this reason, we will argue shortly 

that ambiguity is made available because the speaker has access to the derivational 

process of the construction. In other words, to retrieve the intended interpretation, the 

hearer is required to reconstruct the derivation to estabUsh the thematic relations between 

the arguments, not to rely on some pre-established constraints as suggested by Li, YF. 

So far we have shown Mandarin resultative types including the transitive-based RC 

construction (259a) and the intransitive-based RC construction (256a, 256b, 259b), all 

consist of the [VJ DPNOU-L XPR] pattern. Other variants within the intransitive-based RC 

construction are also available including [VI DPAEF XPR] and [VI DPPOSS XPR]. Other 

categories taxonomized in 4.1.1 include the passivized RC construction and the ergative-

based RC construction. For reasons of space, these constructions will not be illustrated 

here, but all are available in Mandarin. Before proceeding to present our proposal, we 

want to draw attention to the point where Mandarin and English diverge in resultative 

formations. As we have shown, in Mandarin whenever a base verb is combined with an 

XPR phrase, it is either marked morphologically with -de or has to have an adjacent 

relation to the resultative phrase. In English, while the latter does occur (see Kayne, 

1985; Williams, 1997), no morphological change is allowed, at least not overtly. 
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Let us introduce our DM-based derivational approach to resultatives in Mandarin, an 

approach we assume should be applicable to resultatives in any languages including 

English. It is based on the following fundamental ideas. First, resultatives across the 

board are causative in character (cf. Chen and Huang, J., 1995, 191; L&RH, 1995; 

RH&L, 1998,2001; Williams, 1997), whether they are constructed in a phrasal or 

compound construction. Second, the semantics of resultatives are compositional, in that 

the meaning of a resultative sentence is generated by virtue of the morphological 

components and their grammatical relations in the sentence. Third, polysemy is a norm in 

natural languages and resultatives are available only because of it (see Moravcsik, 1998). 

Due to polysemy, all verb classes should be assumed to be subject to meaning shift and 

expansion unless empirical evidence shows otherwise. Fourth, unlike simplex predicates 

that are base-generated in syntax, formation of complex predicates occurs in syntax 

proper. An important consequence is that we can show that phrasal and compound RC 

constructions are connected in structural terms. We are aware of the debacle initiated by 

Fodor's (1970) criticism against decompositional analysis of lexical items, but we argue 

that if one adopts Chomsky's (1986, 1995a, 2001) fundamental distinction between the I-

system and E-system, the problems identified by Fodor are immaterial. As a tentative 

attempt, we want to emphasize that the derivation to be proposed here has nothing to do 

with actual sentence production and comprehension, which constitute the performance 

systems. What we attempt to do is provide a formal account that meets descriptive and 

explanatory adequacy, without taking into account what actually happens in real time 

word formation. For the latter case, an E-LEX is focussed in the performance systems, 
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and in the E-LEX system, the resultative compounds are plausibly listed as taxonomic 

items. Fifth, we start with the assumption following Hale and Keyser (1991, 1993, 1996, 

1998) that lexical derivation complies with the same principles as syntactic derivation, 

particularly the head-movement constraint, Merger, locaUty condition, etc. Finally, we 

eliminate the requirement of monotonicity for word formation, implicated by linguists 

including L&RH (1995), RH&L (1998, 2001) (see also Huang, J., 1988, 1992; Li, YF, 

1990, 1993; 1998; Cheng and Huang, J., 1995). Central to the DM framework is the 

theoretical assumptions that occurrence of word formation is distributed throughout 

Unguistic domains, rather than restricted to either the lexicon or syntax, and that lexical 

items are necessarily underspecified, consisting of only the basic and canonical feature 

bundles. This latter assumption basically invalidates the basis of monotonicity. 

The general idea behind our derivational approach is that complex predicates are 

derived from the root or canonical forms by virtue of syntactic theorems. Following H&K 

(1991,1993) and Pesetsky (1995), there is more to the eye when we examine 

morphosyntactic structures of predicates. Crosslinguistic variation is accounted for by 

appeal to the strength of the featural values or encyclopedia. To illustrate these points we 

will look at a Mandarin RC construction that appears to be different from English, but we 

will show that the difference is trivial. 

As shown above. Mandarin has a construction that is lacking in English, where a true 

intransitive verb takes a bare secondary predicate and both are predicated of a single 

argument in the external position, as in (258a) given above, a structure that violates DOR 

(Direct Object Restriction) which has been assumed as a constraint for the well-
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formedness of resultatives (Halliday, 1967; Simpson, 1983; Kayne, 1985; Hoekstra, 

1988, 1992; Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995; RH&L, 2001, and many others. While we 

do not commit ourselves to the status of DOR in linguistics, we do think that the unusual 

grammatical relations incurred by the addition of an XPr need to be accounted for given 

that it is critical for the construal of the sentence. We look at (270) where the (a)-sentence 

corresponds to (256a) with an anaphor added and (b)-sentence, to (258a), both of which 

embody a characteristic of having two predicates related to a single argument. Our 

conjecture is that the (b)-sentence is actually derived from the (a)-sentence, made up of 

more canonical lexical properties. That interpretation is possible because speakers of 

Mandarin are aware of the relatedness. 

(270) (a) Yuehanku-de zlji henshang-xln. or (b) Yuanhan ku-shang-xln le. 

Within the DM framework outlined in 2.3.6, we assume that verbs are encoded in the 

lexicon with root feature bundles, which may either be projected in those forms or 

modified as the projection proceeds. In the pair in (270), we suggest that the (a)-variant is 

projected in the base or root form and the (b)-variant is a derived form; both derivations 

are presumed to occur in syntax proper. We focus on the root form for the moment. On 

the DM approach, certain lexical items are underspecified in the sense that +/- optionality 

of features constitute their semantic structures. The Mandarin ku and its English 

John cry-de self very hurt-heart 

John cried himself heart-broken. 

John cry-hurt-heart asp 

John cried himself heart-broken. 
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counterpart cry are two instances of underspecification. They both are marked with such 

featural elements as [± v], [± cause], amount others. Assignment of these features is 

dictated by the following theorem (c£ Pinker, 1989; RH&L, 1998)®': 

(271) Lexical Expansion Theorem 

Monomorphemic predicates can be expanded insofar as no internal semantic 

feature is such that it entail directionality. 

Given that ku and cry do not convey the meaning of directionality or directed motion as 

defined in L&RH (1995), they possess feature bundles such as [+ v], [± cause], which 

ultimately entitle them to belong to the class of variable behavior predicates. From this 

point on we will focus on the Mandarin ku, but will show that a parallel analysis ought to 

be found with the resultative cry. 

According to DM, derivation of a sentence starts with a set of feature bundles made 

available by UG, instead of the actual lexical morphemes. Selection of the feature 

bundles are arranged in a lexical array (LA) (see, Marantz, 1997; Harley and Noyer, 

1998). In our present case, an LA is constructed based on the lexical entry of ku, which 

consists of such components that define its basic semantic and syntactic properties, as 

shown in (272) (see discussion in Ch 2, (124)), 

The cry in English can be causativized is evidenced in the expression such as "John cried his eyes out" 
(see Sinqjson, 1983; Kayne, 1985). 
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(272) Phonology Licensing Environment Encyclopedia 

ku [± v], [+ DP], [± R], [+ cause] What we mean by ku 

The actual LA (lexical array), formed on the basis of (272), looks like (273), which is the 

starting point of the derivation of (270a): 

(273) ku: [+ v], [+ DP], [+ cause], [+ SPR] 

The selected features signify important information about the structure of the syntactic 

configuration to be derived. The selection of [+ v] means that the target sentence is 

eventive in character, and [+ cause] is selected to indicate that the verb ku will be 

projected into a causative configuration (see H&K, 1991,1993). Existence of 

[+ cause] in the internal structure of ku is determined by the general theorem in (271). 

Two arguments are also selected, [+ DP] indicating that a nominal of some kind will be 

inserted and [+ SP], that a secondary predicate is selected. The external argument is not 

included in the LA, since it is determined through structural properties (see H&K, 1991, 

1993; Harley and Noyer, 1998). 

The syntactic derivation proceeds as follows. First, select ku marked with features 

[+ v] and [+ cause] and Merge it with the feature [+ SPR]. The merged node takes either 

ku or [+SPR] as its identification, and we assume, following Chomsky (1995a, 1998), that 
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ku is the head. Based on Harley and Noyer (1998: 123), the projected node has an option 

of selecting a SPEC, and in our case, it apparently does since the feature [+ DP] is 

Merged with the projected ku. And then the combined configuration is fiirther Merged 

with the feature [+ v], giving out a higher v that is then Merged with a SPEC under which 

a lexical item expressing Causer is eventually inserted. This whole process observes the 

inclusiveness condition (Chomsky, 2001: 4), as illustrated in (274) 

(274)' 90 

Causer 

V ku 
[+v] 

[+cause] [+NP] ku 

[+v] [+SPR] 
[+ cause] 

(274) represents the initial derivation of the resultative ku. The next step is that given ku 

is accompanied with additional features, they need to be checked before SPELL-OUT. 

Thus, ku raises upwards to the v node to check features and the SPR, to the position where 

kuis base-generated in a successive-cyclic fashion, as defined in H&K (1991,1993), and 

in accordance with the HMC (head movement constraint), as proposed in Travis (1984) 

It needs to be en:5)hasi2;ed that lexical items are not involved in the derivation process; rather it is their 
feature bundles used. The actual lexical items are inserted later on after some morphological process is 
implemented. The aspectual projections are omitted here for reason of space. 
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(275) 

Causer 

ku 

ku ^ V [+NP] ku 

SP 

SP t 

With (275), lexical insertion follows. We are presented with a problem as to how the 

bound morpheme -de is inserted. Harley and Noyer propose that after the syntactic merge 

and move a, certain morphological operations including more merge and fission, can be 

applied (see 115 in Ch 2). Along these lines, we conjecture that the boimd morpheme -de 

is affixed to a verbal root by virtue of a morphological merge. Once the lexical 

morphemes are combined properly, they are inserted into the diagram in (275). Intemal to 

DM, any lexical items can be inserted in the structure (275), insofar as their licensing 

environments are compatible with those indicated in the structure. Thus, other verbs with 

the same licensing enviromnents would likewise be able to be inserted in the appropriate 

opening slots, including other members firom the verb class ku, such as han 'yell,' chang 

'sing,' xiao 'laugh,' but also verbs from other classes including members fi-om the 

transitive-intransitive altemation class such d&xie 'write,' he 'drink,' kan 'read,' 
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members from the alternating unaccusative verb class like da 'break,' kai 'open,' suo 

'shrink,' etc. The configuration looks like (276) with words inserted in the opening slots: 

(276) V 

Yuehan 
'John' 

V ku 

kui de ziji ku 
'cry' -de 'himself 

ti t2 

hen shangsin2 ti 
'very heart-broken' 

In the same way, any DPs can be inserted in the [SPEC ku\ position as long as their 

licensing frames are compatible with that indicated in the configuration. Likewise, any 

SP (secondary predicates) that possess the same kind of licensing environments can be 

inserted (275). A potential problem for assuming such a linear insertion principle is that 

sentences like those in (277) can be generated. English gloss is used here for 

convenience: 

(277) (a) Zhangsan cried Lisi very sad. (gloss of Cheng and Huang, J., 1995:191, (6b)) 

(b) Bill drank Mark under the table. 

(c) Mary read the book broken. 

Under the non-DM view, these sentences are ill-formed and xmgrammatical (see, e.g., 

Jackendoff, 1990; L&RH, 1995), but by contrast, DM treats them as being anomalous, a 
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direct consequence of the involvement of the real world knowledge in the interpretation 

process. A Mandarin translation of (277a) is in fact well-formed (we will come back to 

this construction). On the DM view, (277) is only xmacceptable, but not ungrammatical in 

the sense as given by Chomsky (1965, 1970). 

Now let us try to account for (270b). Two properties are prominent that distinguish it 

from the phrasal resultatives. One is the anaphora pronominal is phonologically null and 

the other is that the secondary predicate is adjacent to the matrix verb. Given that for the 

most part the compound structure resembles the V-de construction, an important 

generalization would be missed to assume that formation of the two variants involves 

different derivations. For this reason, we conjecture that the resultative compounds are 

derived from the phrasal constructions, a process that comphes with the same general 

principles governing the syntactic derivation, contra some proposals that compounds are 

formed in the lexicon whereas the V-de resultatives are constructed in syntax (see Li, YP, 

1998: 298 )®'. We still have not provided an explanation for (270b). Two plausible 

accounts are considered here. One is to assume that the reflexive pronoun is 

phonologically suppressed as a result of a phonological rule applied at PF, as defined in 

DM (see the diagram in (110) above). The other is that after ku raises to the little v, the 

XPr follows suit to adjoin it. And then in the lexical insertion, ku will not undergo the 

morphological operation as before; instead it will be inserted in its root form. As for the 

reflexive pronoun, it is suppressed for some non-linguistic reason, such as to gain more 

The idea that the resultative compounds in Mandarin are derived from their corresponding phrasal 
resultatives has been proposed elsewhere (e.g., Thompson, 1973; Sybesma, 1997; Zhang, 2001; and many 
more, but our DM-based analysis differs from them in several critical respects, one of which is that no 
additional derivational mechanisms are required other than those already available in syntax proper. 
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contextual effects. We suggest that the latter is the case, given that empirically no 

evidence has ever been attested where both -de and an XPR are attached to the matrix 

predicate, *ku-shangxin-de, an observation Zhang (2001: 193, (7b)) has independently 

made as well. Furthermore, the plausible linear order of ku-de-hen shangxin seems to 

support our conjecture that the reflexive pronoun is suppressed phonologically, not as a 

result of some kind of syntactic operation. The argument for no movement in the 

sequence is also supported by Sybesma's (1997) contention that in Mandarin adjectival 

predicates may either appear in bare forms such as shangxin 'heart-broken or sad' or in a 

form where it is preceded with an intensifier such as hen 'very,' with the former entailing 

a comparative meaning and the latter a predicative meaning. It is a salient characteristic 

that whenever an XPR adjoins to the matrix verb, only a bare form is allowed, which in 

turn gives out a comparative meaning. This therefore shows a piece of robust evidence 

that no movement occurs in a sequence like ku-de-hen shangxi 'cry until sad.' (270), as 

presented, does not exist in Enghsh, but on the basis of our analysis the difference is 

reduced to the availability of the proposed phonological and morphological mechanisms. 

As for the XPR raising, English is on a par with Mandarin, as in The farmers shouted 

down the proposal (see Kayne, 1985; Williams, 1997). 

Next let us examine a Mandarin RC construction that seems to be disallowed in 

English, but we will argue otherwise. This construction is called the causative RC 

construction by Cheng and Huang, J. (1995), as given in (256b), repeated here as (278): 



(278) zheplngjiu zui de Zhangsandou hudu-le 

thisCL wine drunk de Zhangsan already confuse-asp 

This bottle of wine got Zhangsan so drunk that he became confused. 

418 

On the basis of DM, the monomorphemic verb zui 'drunken"^ is underspecified in the 

Mandarin LEX as such with other features omitted here: 

(279) zui'. [± v], [± cause] 

Selection of a negative feature for the little v automatically implies that a negative feature 

for [± cause] should be chosen. In such a case, the verb is projected as a stative predicate. 

Likewise, when a positive value is chosen for v, the same value has to be selected for 

cause, and then the verb is projected as a causative predicate. In the present case, 

obviously a positive value is picked, and a complete LA forms as follows: 

(280) zui-. [+ v], [+cause], [+ DP], [+ SP] 

Derivation of (278) starts with a selection of features [+ v] and [+cause], which is merged 

with the feature [+ SP] to derive (a); L here stands for lexical, following the convention 

invented in Harley and Noyer (1998): 

The verb 'drunken' does not constitute the English lexicon, but its formation is not inconceivable given it 
complies with the morphological rule as described in L&RH (1994, 1995), according to which a causative 
verb derives from its adjective form suffixed with a derivational morpheme -en. 
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(281) (a) L' (b) L' (c) 

[+v], [+SP] [+DP] L' V 
[+ cause] [+ v] 

[+ v] [+ SP] [+ cause] [+ DP] V 

[+ cause] 
[+v] [+SP] 

[+ cause] 

Once L' is fonned, it merges with the feature [+ DP] to derive (b), which is subsequently 

merged with the little v. Recall that imder DM, the external argument of a causative 

predicate is lexically projected; however, its projection and its semantic interpretation 

depend on the type of the little v. In our present case, the extemal argument will be 

construed as a Causer, given a causative v has been chosen. With (281c), any lexical 

items can fill the opening slots so long as their lexical insertion environments are 

compatible with those as shown in (281c). As such, not just ziii 'drunken,' but any verb 

whose lexical entries contain such featiu-es as [+ v] and [+ cause]. 

This causative RC construction is permitted with English as well. As has been 

presented in L&RH (1995; 42), the sentences below demonstrate exactly the same 

properties as that given in (278); 

(282) (a) You may sleep it [= the unborn baby] quiet again ... 

(b) ... the system does not "hallucinate" arbitrary meanings into an expression ... 

All sentences in (282) should be interpreted as "cause DP to do to get adjective." 

Accordingly, (282a) is construed as expressing that you can have the baby sleep and as a 

result he or she will become quiet. 
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A derivational approach can also better describe the ambiguity in interpretation. In 

contrast to Li, YF's (1990,1993) analysis that makes appeal to thematic structures, we 

suggest that construal of different meanings derives from the relevant underlying 

structures that speakers of Mandarin have access to. Let us focus on an example 

originally provided by Li, YF (1998: 297), given in (265) above and repeated here as in 

(283): 

(283) Yuehan zhui-de MaVi hen lei. (cf Li, VP, 1998: 297 (27)) 

John chase-de Mary very tired 

(a) Base reading: John chased Mary and as a result she got tired. 

(b) Object-focussed reading: Mary chased John and as a result she got tired. 

(c) Subject-focussed reading: John chased Mary and as a result he got tired. 

Following May's (1985), Huang, J.'s (1995) and many others' account for ambiguity in 

quantified expressions, we suggest that the same principle applies to (283) as well, in that 

multiple readings are possible because the superficial structure is actually derived from a 

variety of different derivations, which are somehow accessed by the speakers. We look at 

the derivation of (a)-reading first, which is straightforward. In the LEX, zui 'chase' 

consists of feature bimdles including [± v], [± cause]. To derive the (a)-reading, positive 

values are chosen and as a result ziii is base-generated in the lower L and then raises to 

the V. In addition, a [+ DP] is projected in the [SPEC L'] position where Mali is inserted. 

The adjectival predicate lei is inserted in the XPR position. An interim configuration 

looks like: 
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(284) 

zuii de Mali L' 
'chase' -de 

tl 

hen lei2 t j  
'very tired' 

As for the (b)-reading, it is most ideal if it can be accounted for without implicating 

addition mechanisms, semantic or syntactic. We think this is plausible in Mandarin in 

assuming, not completely without empirical grounds, that the little v is subject to multiple 

interpretations. It maybe construed either as a light verb, leaving the lexical verb 

expressing the manner in which the activity is carried out, or as a causative verb to which 

the semantics of the lexical verb is intrinsic. In the latter case, the verb is understood as 

the average monomorphemic causative verbs like the Obj-Exp psych verbs (e.g., scare, 

worry, disappoint) elaborately discussed in Pesetsky (1995) (see above). Accordingly, zui 

is interpreted for the (b)-reading, its morphological structure in fact consists of a 

phonologically null morpheme, which is made available through the morphological 

process as described above. Thus, zui actually looks like zuicAUS- This hypothesis is not 

completely inconceivable. Talmy (1985) argues that semantic elements such as manner 

and cause are often conflated into the same lexical item across languages. In our present 

case, the (a)-reading is accessed if the hearer interprets the verb inserted in the v node as a 

manner indicator, but by contrast, the (b)-reading is arrived at if the verb is interpreted as 

expressing the cause of action or as a causative predicate. However, this option of 
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interpretation of the little v should be subject to some semantic constraints, which will not 

be explored here and be saved for future research. 

hi regard to the (c)-reading, recall Li, YF (1998) argues that it is absent, but we 

disagree. We think that it is derived from an entirely different underlying structure. Our 

attempt here is simply tentative and experimental. We suggest that it is derived from a 

complex syntactic structure consisting of a verbal adjimct and an RC structure; for 

convenience, we call it the PP-VP construction, with PP being the adjunct phrase and VP, 

the RC structure. Based on our postulate, a subject-focussed reading is derived from the 

following underlying construction: 

(285) Yuehanzhui Mali zhui-de ziji hen lei. 

John chase Mary chase-de self very tired 

John got himself tired by chasing Mary. 

We suggest that the phrase zhui Mali 'chase Mary' is in fact headed by a zero 

phonological prepositional head. To derive the surface structure as in (283), (285) 

undergoes incorporation at LF, with the second verb zhui-de raising to the adjunct 

position to achieve some contextual effects as defined in relevance theory. And then the 

anaphora is suppressed as before. This process is illustrated in (286): 

(286) Yuehanzhui MMi zhui-de ziji hen lei. 
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If OUT analysis is on the right track, what we are suggesting is that a surface structure with 

multiple interpretations stems from different syntactic structures. That is, it is syntax 

proper that is responsible for distinguishing the different readings. Under our approach, 

differences between Mandarin and English are best described in terms of quantity rather 

than quality. Most of the differences are attributed to lexical differences, in particular in 

terms of phonological suppression. Syntactically, Mandarin and English are largely 

identical. 

This posited DM approach differs drastically from the alternatives (e.g., Li, YF, 1990, 

1993, 1998; Cheng, et al., 1997; Cheng and Huang, J., 1995; Sybesma, 1997; Chang, 

1998; Hwang, 2000; Zhang, 2001). Developed within the P&P model, all the existing 

proposals approach derivation of resultatives in Mandarin uniformly by appealing to such 

hnguistic app^atus as thematic structures, aspectuality, argument structures, and the 

mapping principles supposed to link argument structures to syntactic structures. Roughly 

these proposals fall into three types. The first, a lexical approach, starts with the 

assvimption that Mandarin compoimds (e.g., ku-shangxin 'cry-heart-broken') are 

generated from individual lexical predicates in the lexicon (e.g., Thompson, 1973; 

Huang, J. 1988; Li, YF, 1990,1998, 1999; Huang, CR and Lin, 1993; Cheng and Huang, 

J., 1995; Zou, 1994; Chang, 1998, Hwang, 2000). Central to this analysis is that lexical 

representation of monomorphemic verbs comprises two components: an aspectual 

representation indicating the event structure of a verb and its semantics and an argument 

structure containing syntactically relevant thematic information of the verb, with the 

former feeding into the latter. This approach entails that lexical representation is fully 
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specified in the lexicon, given that syntactic derivation depends on it. On this view, 

polysemy is dismissed as an idiosyncratic property of individual predicates and thus is 

excluded from consideration. According to the lexical approach, an account for the 

composition of resultative compounds in Mandarin is contingent on how these aspectual 

and thematic structures represented in isolation interact with each other when combined 

into compounds and what lexical rules are involved. Issues such as theta identification or 

fusion, as given in (Li, YF, 1990, Huang, CR and Lin, 1993; Cheng and Huang, 1995; 

Zou, 1994; Chang, 1998), constitute the primary concern of the linguists, because theta 

structures or argument structures are hypothesized to be critical to the mapping of 0-roles 

to syntactic positions, particularly assuming that such a mapping has to comply with 

UTAH. Efforts have focussed on the mechanisms necessary to modify the thematic 

structures of the individual predicates before syntactic projection. Another question that 

has drawn tremendous attention is once the two predicates are integrated, what 

determines the headedness of the combined phrase (see Huang, J. 1988, Cheng and 

Huang, J. 1994; Starostra, et al. 1998). 

Most of the problems raised in the lexical approach are theory-internal in nature. For 

example, all accounts are developed under the underlying assumption that transitivity of 

verbs is static in that each verb has a steady and fixed syntactic category. Thus, chi 'eat' 

takes an internal argument, and therefore is granted with a transitive 0-structure in the 

lexicon in Mandarin. To describe how chi is combined into a resultative compound such 

as chi-bao 'eat-full,' amoimts to explaining how the 0-structvires of each individual 

predicate combine into a coherent one so that an appropriate syntactic configuration can 
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be generated (see Li, YF, 1990; Cheng and Huang, 1994; Chang, 1998 for illustration). 

Of course this kind of problems disappear if polysemy is assumed to be a universal 

property of natural languages, whereby lexical items are underspecified in the lexicon, as 

assumed in DM. Furthermore, elimination of the multiple syntactic representations would 

resolve the problem at hand as well. In addition, UTAH can be much better maintained if 

theta roles are determined configurationally rather than within the lexicon, hi the same 

way, if one assumes that phrasal heads are syntactic properties, in particular determined 

based on the steps carried out in the derivation, the answer to the question of headedness 

is readily available. 

Hwang (2000) proposes a lexical semantics account by making reference to Levin 

and Rapoport's (1988) Lexical Subordination Rule. Developed within the lexical 

semantics framework, Hwang suggests that predicates consisting of Mandarin 

compounds are represented in isolation in the lexicon in the form of LCSs, as outlined in 

Jackendoff (1990). To derive resultative compounds, the two event structures represented 

by the separate predicates are first combined into one, as shown in (287): 

(287) [x ACT y] CAUSE [ y to become STATE z] 

And then this interim lexical representation is subjected to the Lexical Subordination 

Rule, which lowers the first LCS structure to an adjunct position, which is interpreted as 

indicating the means through which the state is obtained. Subsequently, a new LCS 

structure is generated: 
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(288) [x CAUSE y to become STATE z] [by x ACT y] 

This account is heavily informed by the intuitive interpretation of sentences consisting of 

resultative compounds It is not at all clear on what general principles the rule is based. 

Furthermore, to assume formation of resultative compounds is the business of the lexicon 

leaves the relation of these forms to the phrasal constructions unexplained, along with 

other properties such as the semantic similarities and differences between the two 

resultative variants. In addition, postulation of extra linguistic mechanisms that are not 

found relevant to any other linguistic domain needs some justification that they are 

derived from other more general principles. From a language acquisition perspective, any 

lexical rule-based analyses, including the current one, Thompson's (1973: 369) lexical 

rule, and Huang, J.'s (1988: 298) lexical causativization rule, face the question of how the 

child comes to know these lexicon-restricted rules. The positive evidence would be of 

much help given that no exphcit information is available fi-om real time communication. 

A second approach assumes that Mandarin resultatives should be described via 

syntactic apparatus (see, Huang, J., 1992; Sybesma, 1997; Zhang, 2001). Huang, J. 

(1992) proposes that in a phrasal resultative construction or a V-de construction, a 

secondary predication is licensed by a matrix verb comprising a bare verb and the 

morpheme -de, if it consists of a pro which is controlled or bound by a preceding 

referential NP. Derivation of a resultative compound starts with a bare verb, rather than a 

verb plus -de, selects a bare XPR, which then somehow raise together to a higher node. 

As for the intransitive compounds, as seen in (270b), Huang suggests that it is simply a 
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case of subject control. This account is open to a number of questions. One is why 

different verbs select different types of XPRS. The other is why predicate(s) move 

anyway; what motivates them to raise in the first place. As for the second question, our 

DM-based approach assumes that predicates move because they consist of features that 

are not recognizable to the performance systems; therefore, they have to be checked 

before the derivation reaches LF. The first question does not apply to our derivational 

approach at all, since it is assumed that all resultative variants are derived via the same 

procedure; that is, fi-om a base structure to a derived structure. 

Sybesma (1997) presents another syntactic account for formation of resultative 

compounds and the V-de construction. Sybesma claims that both types are formed in 

syntax proper. Central to his proposal is that there is a fimctional projection, what he calls 

Extent Phrase (ExtP), which requires that at PF this ExtP has to be granted some 

phonological value(see, Sybesma, 1997: 221). Sybesma suggests that phonological value 

can be realized in two alternative ways. A secondary predicate may raise and incorporate 

into the head of ExtP and then further incorporate into the matrix verb, giving rise to a 

resultative compound. Or in some unspecified cases, secondary predicate incorporation is 

blocked and thus to satisfy the phonological condition, a dummy de is inserted in the 

head position of ExtP. The syntactic configuration Sybesma proposes is illustrated in 

(289): 
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(289) VP 

V ExtP 

Ext (H) XP 

NP X 

Zhang (2001: 193) presents a syntax-based approach resembling Sybesma in many 

respects. She argues that a functional projection (FP) is necessitated for Mandarin, whose 

head is either reahzed by a raised XPR via X°-movement or by the insertion of the 

morpheme de made available by a PF operation. As we have shown above, on the basis 

of DM, lexical incorporation can be accounted for without making reference to a 

functional projection that is not attested elsewhere. It is certainly not unusual to propose 

functional projections in lexical derivation (e.g.. Borer, 1994; Ritter and Rosen, 1996; 

among others), but justification is required for their existence. Neither Sybesma nor 

Zhang has provided sufficient evidence. Under the DM-based approach, for one thing, we 

have shown that an XPR is incorporated into the matrix verb because there is an opening 

slot that can be either filled by the bound morpheme -de or by a raised XPR. We will 

argue in the next subsection, the raising option is universal given that it is in line with the 

economy principle. The fact that in some languages XPRS are not raised at the superficial 

structure level is not due to linguistic constraints but to the inference of encyclopedic 

knowledge. Sybesma refrains fi-om giving any reasons why in some cases movement of 

an XPR is blocked. In our approach, whether an XPR is raised to adjoin the matrix verb is 

directly related to different semantic effects (see Roeper, 1999). 
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The third approach is a hybrid method that assumes that resultative compounds in 

Mandarin are basically formed in the lexicon as defined in Hale and Keyser (1991) and 

alternation is ascribed to a syntactic property. Cheng, L. (1997) proposes such an LRS-

based approach. The basic idea, following H&L (1991), is that lexical items are 

represented in the form of lexical relational structures in the lexicon (see detailed 

description in 2.3.3), and that an LRS structure is then used as the basis for syntactic 

derivation. Alternations such as the inchoative-causative alternation, according to Cheng, 

L. (1997), is accounted for as a syntactic operation given that dislocation of an elements 

is constrained by HMC. Since Cheng, L. is exclusively concerned with resultative 

compounding, it is not clear how the formation of bi-clausal resultatives should be 

described under the LRS approach. As has been pointed out numerous times, a sound 

account of Mandarin resultatives has to take all paradigms into account; partial 

description is not justified. 

4.2.6 A DM-based Derivational Approach to Resultatives in English 
and Mandarin 

In the preceding subsection, we have made an attempt to show that various resultative 

constructions in Mandarin can be described by virtue of a unified approach. The 

formation of the approach is guided by a number of fundamental assumptions. First, 

whatever approach one invents, it has to meet descriptive and explanatory adequacy; that 

is, the approach does not just separate well-formed from ill-formed expressions but 



430 

provides a viable leamability account for how the child comes to the knowledge of these 

expressions. Second, with the competing approaches, the one that utilizes general 

principles without making reference to any construction-particular rules should be more 

valued. And finally, the proposed approach should provide mechanisms to account for the 

productive aspects of resultatives across languages. On the basis of these assumption, we 

have developed an account incorporating the key ideas from the Distributive Morphology 

and the minimalist frameworks, called the "DM-based derivational approach." 

The DM-based approach comprises the following empirically verified assumptions. 

First, lexical items are underspecified in the LEX, in the sense that each entry is 

composed of feature bimdles that indicate the basic or root semantics; this pattern can be 

manipulated in the syntax. Interpretation is strictly compositional and contingent on 

syntactic structures. This is an important assumption that separates the DM-based 

approach from the other alternatives discussed in subsections 4.2.1 - 4.2.5. A second 

assumption, closely related to the previous one, is that polysemy is prevalent with lexical 

items, but lexical expansion is somehow constrained. Third, monotonicity, which requires 

that in lexical augmentation semantic features can only be added but not deleted, is 

immaterial. The final assumption that has been discussed is that the traditional construct 

of lexicon has two variants: the LEX and the lexicon (or the working lexicon (WL)), with 

the former constituting the competence and the latter, the performance systems. Below 

we look at these assumptions in more detail and justify them with empirical data. 

Given that the first three assumption are intertwined, we discuss them together. In 

(271), we propose a tentative theorem for lexical augmentation, repeated here as (290): 
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(290) The Lexical Expansion Theorem 

Monomorphemic predicates can be expanded insofar as no internal semantic 

feature is such that it entails directionality. 

(290) is designed to exclude verbs of inherently directed motion, also known as 

achievement verbs, from participating in resultatives, which Simpson (1983: 147), 

Rapoport (1993a: 170), L&RH (1995: 58), RH&L (1998), and Tortora (1998) have 

repeatedly argued based on the EngUsh data that verbs from this class cannot be projected 

onto a resultative structure: 

(291) (a) *Willa arrived breathless, [meaning Willa became breathless as a result of 

arriving] (L«&RH, 1995: 58) 

(b) *Kelly broke the dishes off the table, [meaning: Kelly broke the dishes and as a 

result they went off the table] (RH&L, 1998: 103) 

(c) *She carried John giddy, [meaning: John became giddy as a result of being 

carried] (Simpson, 1983: 147) 

(d) *I appeared my head off. [meaning: I arrived and as a result my head was off[ 

(e) *I arrived myself sick, [meaning: I arrived and as a result I became sick] 

(Rappoport, 1993: 170) 

This lexical semantics-based constraint is too strong because it excludes the grammatical 

sentences, as given in Goldberg (1995, 2001): 

(292) (a) 

(b) 

(c) 

Sam broke the vase in half 

The butcher shced the salami onto the wax paper. 

Sam shredded the papers into the garbage pail. 
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Therefore, the proposed lexical expansion theorem needs modification. On the basis of 

DM, we assume that lexical alteration makes reference to semantic features internal to 

lexical items, such that it is allowed only if no identical features are associated with each 

other in the derived form. This theorem is expressed in the Semantic Feature Matrix 

Alteration Principle (FAP): 

(293) The Feature Alteration Principle (FAP): 

A semantic feature matrix associated with a predicate can be altered to be 

connected with another semantic feature matrix iff (i) the combination does not 

exceed a maximum of two; (ii) the two matrices are not alike in character. 

According to the FAP, activity verbs are automatically allowed to be augmented given 

that they are constituted of V[ACT] semantic feature. When combined with an XPR, an 

activity root, V[manner] IS expanded into a complex predicate, V[manner+cause] via 

incorporation. Such a process is not affected by the transitivity property of the activity 

verb. What condition (ii) states is that a predicate with certain feature is not permitted to 

be combined with another with the same kind of features. Achievement verbs are a case 

in point. They are not permitted to join with an XPR, simply because the internal semantic 

feature of the verb exhibits exactly the same feature expressed by the XPR. This 

constraint explains the ungrammaticality of (29Id, e). 

As has been pointed out, linguists disagree on whether result verbs (e.g., break) 

should be allowed to take XPRS. We side with Goldberg (1995,2001) assuming that they 

should be permitted. The concern that underlies the opposing view, that monotonicity 
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should be assumed given it helps ease the leamability burden on the part of the child, is 

imcalled for in our view, because in natural languages it is an intrinsic fact that 

morphological structures are subject to modifications (see Haspelmath, 1993 on 

crosslinguistic inchoative-causative morphology). We have also seen in the preceding 

subsection that in Mandarin when a result compound verb is used with an XPR, one 

morpheme expressing the result is expunged to make room for the addition of an XPR. 

Based on this, we believe that alteration of lexical meaning ought to be expressed as the 

following: 

(294) Directionality of Lexical Alteration (DLA): 

The semantic feature matrix of a predicate can be either expanded or reduced in the 

derivation of its polysemous variant. 

With FAP and DLA, it suffices to call the principle of monotonicity into question. 

Treating it as a component of the theory of the LEX impedes one from supplying a full 

account of the variable behavior predicates, let alone to describing the problem of 

polysemy in an adequate manner. However, the ultimate way to judge which position is 

correct is to see which can account for the data better. To this end, we look at some of the 

arguments brought up by RH&L (1998) in support of their upholding of monotonicity. 

According to RH&L (1998), altemation verbs such as break, open are result verbs, 

meaning their morphological structures denotes result or culmination of a complex event 

structure. They belong to the most complex event structure template ever possible, and 

thus no expansion can be imposed onto the result verbs. This assumption is hardly true 



434 

considering that verbs from the same class including cut, roll, slide can readily be taken 

to mean activity or process when inserted in the right syntactic context or modified by 

durative adverbial adjuncts. 

RH&L (2001: 769) bring up another argument, which in fact cuts against their own 

claim. Following Burzio (1986: 185), they claim that unergatives and unaccusatives 

differ in that the former is a case-assigner, but not the latter (see also Bresnan and 

Zaenen, 1990: 47-8; L&RH, 1989: 323; L&RH, 1995: 39). If this is the case, then what 

they call the alternation unaccusative verbs like break are subject to some kind of lexical 

operation anyway, so that break turns out to be a case assigner in its causative use. As an 

approximation, a CAUS feature is added, as shown in (295); otherwise, the form has to 

take a periphrastic construction where the root itself turns into a adjectival passive. 

(295) vP 

BREAKCAUS + R^VP^ 

the vase V 

breakiiNA the vase 

On the other hand, when break is used with resultatives, a further cut-back is required in 

that the R(esult) feature is dropped. 
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(296) vP 

breakcaus+oVP 

the vase break 

breakuNA the vase 

RH&L (2001: 769) allude to the following data to justify their claim that when 

alternation unaccusatives are inserted in an unaccusative construction, no XPR should be 

allowed, which explains the ungrammaticality of the sentences in (297). This does not 

apply cross-linguistically, because the translation equivalents of (298a, b) are well-

formed. 

(297) (a) *The bomb exploded the watermelons into the air. 

(b) *The ice melted the floor clean. 

(c) *The water evaporated the pan dry. 

(298) (a) zadan za-de xlgua mantian fei. 

Bomb explode-de watermelon all over the sky fly 

Bomb exploded and as a result the watermelon flew over the sky. 

(b) blnhua-de di hen ganjing. 

ice melt-de ground very clean 

Ice melt the ground clean. 
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Formation of the FAP and DLA signify a minimaUst view of lexical alteration. It keeps 

restriction to its minimal degree, and at the same time grants the most liberal view on 

word formation. This view is illustrated in the diagram below: 

(299) Diagram for Lexical Alterations: 

Achievement (Telic) 
(light, hit, catch, arrive, appear) 

State (Atelic) ^ • Accomphshment (Telic) 
(want, love, hate,) (break, drop, open) 

I 
Activity (Atelic) 

(work, walk, talk, see, smell) 

The diagram is inspired by Pustejovsky (1992,1995) and Uriagereka (1998), both of 

whom have demonstrated that the semantics of a predicate are much influenced by the 

configuration in which it appears. Just to highUght two points about the diagram. First, 

the achievement vs. accomphshment relation is a one way direction, in that 

accomplishment verbs give rise to achievement verbs but not the other way around, a 

view argued for by Chomsky (1965), L&RH (1994, 1995). The implication of this is that 

inchoative-causative alternation verbs uniformly have the transitive variants as the roots 

and the inchoatives as the derived, at least within the LEX framework imder 

development. According to this view, it is permissible for a language to have an 
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inchoative morpheme but not a causative alternation form at all. The second point to 

emphasize is that the two-way arrows imply that both expansion and reduction apply to 

the two related verb classes. Accordingly, the resultatives with activity verbs functioning 

as the matrix verbs are derived by virtue of expansion, whereas those with 

accomplishments are derived by means of reduction. This process is not totally beyond 

awareness of the speakers. In fact, lexical modifications is detectable via interpretation or 

comprehension. This resolves the leamability problem. For instance, in a resultative 

involving an accomplishment, as in Sam broke the dish in half, the original result 

meaning is interpreted as that of the phrase in half, the two do not co-exist. 

If our argument about lexical expansion is on the right track, then derivation of 

EngUsh resultatives would follow the same procedures as demonstrated for Mandarin. It 

starts with a set of feature bundles or semantic matrices formed in an LA. And then 

syntactic configuration is build up stepwise until a preliminary structure emerges, which 

is then subject to syntactic maneuvering, driven by the general principles such as Full 

Interpretation. At the end of this derivation process, lexical items are inserted on the basis 

of the compatibility of the licensing environments of the words and the configuration. 

We are still faced with the problem of how to account the sentences below, which 

have been regarded as ungrammatical: 

(300) (a) *The bears fiightened the campground empty. 

(b) *The magician hypnotized the auditorium quiet.(Carrier & Randall, 1992:187) 

(c) *I ate him sick /to death. 

(d) * He drank her into the grave / to death. (Simpson, 1983: 145) 
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Under the approach developed here, the unfavorable judgments that native speakers of 

English may provide has nothing to do with the grammaticality of the sentences. Rather, 

it is due to the fact that these speakers allow their encyclopedia knowledge to get in the 

way of their making judgments, hi other words, it is a problem of pragmatics not 

linguistics. This actually leads us to another issue which is only implicitly mentioned 

above. That is, in our framework, we distinguish the LEX and the lexicon. The former is 

reserved to the lexical domain in which we unravel our theory of resultative 

constructions. As for the latter, it is a linguistic unit that is directly connected and 

manipulated by the performance systems. For this reason, we would call the latter 

category the "working lexicon." It is this working lexicon that causes the speakers to 

grant ungrammaticality to sentences in (297). We contend that the LEX is accessed and 

utilized in the cases where creativity is called for (see the examples in Ch 1). 

In this section 4.2, we have overviewed the current theories on resultatives in English 

and Mandarin, which is followed by the presentation of our DM-based derivational 

approach. It is our aim to show that a feature-based theory has advantages both on the 

conceptual and empirical grounds. Theoretically, it offers increases in both descriptive 

adequacy and explanatory power. Empirically, it enables us to account for the resultative 

data both in Enghsh and Mandarin. Finally, we suggest that the conventional notion of 

lexicon needs to be distinguished into the LEX and the working lexicon. In the next 

section, we shift our attention to the depictive construction. We will follow the same 

strategy by looking at the existing theories and then presenting an alternative hypothesis. 
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4.3 Theories of Depictives 

This section develops an account of depictives in the spirit of the DM and minimalist 

frameworks, which is guided by the fimdamental principle that the posited theory meet 

the conditions of descriptive and explanatory adequacy. As before, we start with an 

overview of the current theories on depictives in the hope that this will lead us to posing 

more penetrating questions and ultimately searching for the answers to them. 

4.3.1 Halliday's Account 

In his account of depictives, developed within a construction- and semantics-based 

approach, HalUday (1967) is concerned with the following questions; (a) how are 

depictives differentiated from resultatives in interpretation? (b) what is the grammatical 

nature of depictives? (c) how is the grammatical relation between a depictive phrase and 

a nominal recognized? 

As for the first question, Halliday points out that depictive phrases can be interpreted 

in two different ways, either as an attribute or as a condition predicated of an argument in 

the clause, whereas resultative phrases are construed as the result that ensues from the 

action denoted by the matrix verbs. Semantically, a depictive XPD functions as a 

"concomitant," but a resultative, as a consequence. Following this, HalUday characterizes 

depictives as attributive depictives and conditional depictives'^ with the former in 

From this point on, unless indicated otherwise, both types are referred to as depictives. 
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contrast with adverbial adjuncts (301a) and the latter in contrast with conditional 

subordinate clauses (301b): 

(301) (a) Romance novelsi sell cheapi vs. Romance novels sell cheaply. 

(b) Romance novelsi sell cheapi vs. Romance novels sell iCwhen they are cheap. 

As such, it is the attribute depictives that cannot just predicate an element in the argument 

structure of the matrix verb, but also the event denoted by the verb itself. By contrast, 

conditional depictives are predicated of the argument only, bearing no relation 

whatsoever to the eventuality (see Halliday, 1967: 62, 80). In current terms, there is some 

kind of temporal relation between the event described by the XPd and the event expressed 

by the matrix verb (see Rothstein's 2000 theory below). Furthermore, the attributive 

depictives are restricted to the Theme argument, "the pivotal participant" in association, 

but the conditional depictives can be associated with any argument in the clause 

including, the Beneficiary/Recipient, as in (302): 

(302) You shouldn't have given Johni that book so youngi'" (Halliday, 1967: 80) 

Syntactically, the attributive and conditional depictives contrast in two other aspects. 

When they co-occur, it is always the conditional depictives that appear at the coda (i.e. 

cf. Rothstein's (1983) restriction on the host and depictive relation and Jackendoff s (1990: 203) 
counterexamples. 
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the end of the clause), italicized as shown in (303). Also, HaUiday claims that selection of 

conditional depletives seems to be restricted to only a handful of adjectival predicates 

bearing certain kinds of semantics. 

(303) (a) I drink iti neati^re^/z. 

(b) Iti can be held firmi dry. 

(c) He found iti heavyiyw//. 

(d) Theyi are reckoned more fashionablei 5/jor^. (Halliday, 1967: 80) 

However, according to Halliday (1967: 62), attribute and condition depictive XPps do 

have properties in common. Neither can function as grammatical subjects, nor can they 

be realized by proper nouns {John, Mary), regular pronouns (/, you), expletives {it, there), 

or determiners {a, the). But other syntactic categories such as APs (303) and NPs (304) 

can be used as attribute and condition XPDS: 

(304) (a) She brought himi up [an honest man]i. (a conditional XP) (Halliday, 1967: 62) 

(b) Nancyi returned home [an Olympic silver medallist] i. (an attributive XP) 

(c) Seani left the army [a fervent noninterventionist]i. (McNally, 1993) 

As for the question concerning the nature of depletives, Halliday claims that 

attributive depictives are for the most part adjuncts, except when they are used in what he 

calls the intensive clauses (= raising verbs) where the depictive phrase is obligatory 

(HaUiday, 1967: 63): 



(305) (a) [The wounded man] 1 seemed happyi. 

(b) [The customer] 1 appeared satisfied]. 
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And the final question Halliday discusses is how the predication can be established, given 

that depictives and resultatives often appear in the same surface structures. Halliday 

approaches this question in terms of Case paradigm and thematic properties of the 

nominal elements. He points out that in extensive clauses (i.e. clauses that do not involve 

raising verbs), an attributive XPD is always related to the 'pivotal' participant,' that is, the 

argument bearing the Theme 0-role in Gruber's (1965) sense. In addition, association of 

an XPD and a nominal is assisted with the Case property of the latter. As such, an 

attributive depictive phrase may either be predicated of a 'nominative subject' or an 

'accusative' subject (see HaUiday, 1967: 63). Such a semantic constraint turns out to be 

too lenient since it resolves the ambiguity problem (see below). 

In sum, Halliday accounts for the behavior of depictive XPs in terms of the way they 

are associated with various constructions including effective, descriptive, and operative 

constructions. For each type, a "the pivotal participant" can be identified and a depictive 

phrase is selected to be associated with that participant only. This account is much 

reminiscent of the current account of Construction Grammar (Goldberg, 1995). As for the 

ambiguity observed of sentences like The water ran cold, which may mean either that the 

water was cold at the time it was running or the water was running and as a result it 

became cold, Halliday resorts to the phonological explanation, in particular the tonic 

stress. 
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Now let us turn our attention to Jackendoff s (1990: 200 - 207) account on depletives. 

Jackendoff characterizes the properties of depictives within the X'-semantics framework. 

According to this framework, lexical conceptual structures (i.e. meanings) are assumed to 

be organized in the same way as syntactic structures, in that representation of a 

proposition consists of conceptual constituents in the form of ontological categories (e.g., 

Thing, Event, State, Action, Place, Path, Property, and Amount) at the conceptual 

structural level, whereby the sentential interpretation is defined (Jackendoff, 1990: 22). 

In his account, Jackendoff restricts himself to the attributive depictives only, leaving the 

conditional depictives untouched. The primary question Jackendoff explores is the 

relation between a depictive secondary predication and the main clause and how such a 

relation is interpreted. Jackendoff argues that this relation has to be encoded at the LCS 

level, where a depictive XP, dictated by its semantic structure, carries a BE-function with 

two arguments, the depictive XPd itself and an argument it relates to, the latter called the 

host. The depictive phrase is proposed to function as "a modifier of accompaniment" in 

LCS terms, encoded with the semantic predicate WITH, a subordinating function of 

accompaniment, as seen below: 

(306) Bill ate the meat raw. 

- EAT ([BILL], [MEAT]) 

Jvent [WITH [ BEident ([MEAT], [AT [RAW]])]]_ 
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Jackendoff also shows that multiple depictive XPx may co-occur within a clause, but they 

have to be controlled by separate hosts, as seen below: 

(307) Billi ate [the meat]2 raw2 nudei. (Jackendoff, 1990: 201) 

Coindexing plays an important role in Jackendoff s theory. Jackendoff (1990: 205) 

proposes that the host-depictive relation is marked in syntax by virtue of the coindexing 

conventions. Assuming isomorphism between syntax and LCS, but not the other way 

around (p. 22-23), Jackendoff suggests that whatever properties a syntactic description 

has, it will be mapped onto the corresponding LCS, by virtue of the correspondence rule 

(p. 205): 

(308) Depictive Predicate Adjunct Rule 

If NP corresponds to [X] and AP corresponds to [Y], then [s ... NP' ... AP^ ...] may 

~ correspond to F (... [X]" ...) ~ 

_EVENT [WITH [BEident ([a], [AT [Y]])]] J 

The predicate WITH indicates the nature of the relationship between the main clause 

headed by X and the adjunct clause headed by Y (i.e. [vp [NP meat] [Apraw]]), in that it is 

"closer than mere conjunction" (e.g., John ate the meat and was nude) and "something 

less than full causation" (Jackendoff, 97-98), which is first proposed by Rothstein (1983). 

Specifically, Jackendoff (1990: 202) claims that a depictive adjunct bears a "nonspecific 
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mutual dependence" relation to its matrix clause. Jackendoff further claims such a 

relationship as an explanation for the restriction on the aspectual property of the depictive 

XPD, first observed by Rothstein (1983), that only stage-level predicates are qualified to 

be inserted in the depictive position. Jackendoff (1990: 203) argues that given that the 

appearance of the eventuality expressed by the matrix verb depends on the property of the 

eventuality expressed by the secondary predicate, that property has to be transitory (cf. 

Rapoport, 1991: 171). If it were permanent, then the dependence relation would not exist. 

Jackendoff shows that due to this interclausal relation, the following sentences are 

anomalous: 

(309) (a) *Bill ate the meati tastyi. 

(b) *Billi ate the meat talli. 

As for the kinds of syntactic catgories to be used as XPDS, Jackendoff claims that PPs 

and gerundive XPs can also be used as depictive XPDS, in addition to APs and NPs. 

Examples are illustrated in Jackendoff (1990: 206): 

(310) (a) Billi entered the room in a good moodi and left it out of sortsi. (subject only) 

(b) Billi encountered Harryi leaving the roomi. (subject or object) 

(c) Billi encountered Harry without leaving the roomi. (subject only) 

Also, Jackendoff claims that when a nominal fimctions as a depictive, it can only be 

related to a subject host, not an object host, which is illustrated in (304): 
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(311) (a) Billi encountered Harry2 happyi/2. 

(b) Billi encountered Harrya out of sortsi/2. 

(c) Billi encountered Harry*2 a pauperi/2. (Jackendoff, 1990: 206) 

This apparently contradicts Halliday (1967), who claims that a nominal depictive phrase 

can be controlled by a grammatical object (see above). It seems plausible that an XPr can 

be related to a direct object if and only if it is conditional instead of attributive. 

Finally, Jackendoff states that while the subject-hosted depletives are more common 

than the object-hosted depletives in distribution, the latter is often restricted in 

interpretation. The examples below are provided by Jackendoff, the interpretation of 

which are confined to the conditional reading as defined in Halliday (1967): 

(312) (a) You can depend on Billi [even drunk] i. 

To summarize, in his analysis, Jackendoff focuses on the characterization of the 

semantic representation of depictive clauses. Also Jackendoff claims that interpretation of 

a depictive clause is constrained by the Depictive Predicate Adjunct rule applied to a 

structural description, whereby if the SD contains the required elements, the sentence is 

rendered felicitous and is accordingly interpreted; otherwise, no interpretation is 

available. In other words, in Jackendoff s framework, well-formedness of depictive 

constructions is governed by the Correspondence rule, posited to map the properties of a 

(b) What do you make of Billi drunki? (Jackendoff, 1990: 206) 
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lexical conceptual structure to the syntax. Such a rule-based analysis stands in sharp 

contrast with the DM and minimalist framework. 

4.3.3 Rapoport's LRS Account 

Rapoport has scrutinized the depictive construction at length in a series of studies (1991, 

1993a, 1993b, 1999), the key ideas of which are summarized in the following few 

paragraphs. The purpose of her studies focuses on five questions: (a) what is the nature of 

the depictive phrase and how is it related to the matrix verb? (b) Is the licensing of 

depictive phrases a property of the lexicon or the syntax? (c) What is the syntactic 

representation of the depictive construction? (d) How is the depictive construction 

interpreted? (e) How is ambiguity described? 

Rapoport (1991,1993a) starts with the established assumption, as given in Halliday 

(1967) and Jackendoff (1990), that XPdS are adjuncts, but defines them as constituents 

that are not obligatory, but still need to be licensed by the matrix verb - not a typical 

characterization of adjuncts (cf. Jackendoff, 1990: 159). Departing further from the 

traditional definition, Rapoport argues that an XPd as an adverbial modifier is not a non-

argument; instead it constitutes the argument structure of the matrix verb and as such, its 

appearance in the clause is licensed. The rationale behind viewing depictive XPds as 

arguments stems from a number of properties internal to depictive adjuncts. First, 

depictive adjuncts differ from adverbial modifiers morphosyntactically. Unlike the latter 

that are PPs, NPs, and APs, depictive adjuncts are projected as predicative APs, 
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predicative NPs, and gerunds. And further while adverbial modifiers supplement the 

eventuality denoted by the matrix verb with additional information in terms of place, 

time, or manner, depictive adjuncts provide additional information about one of the 

participants in the argument structure of the verb in relation to the eventuality expressed 

by the verb (c£ Halliday, 1967; McNally, 1993: 569). Finally, inserted as predicative 

categories, depictive XPRS are constrained by the 0-requirement imposed on the 

argument-taking lexical items. Because of these characteristics, Rapoport claims that 

XPds need to be differentiated from the ordinary adverbial adjuncts; they are like "free 

adjuncts" (see, Stimip, 1985; 4). 

The question of licensing conditions has been explored at several stages. Focusing on 

the object-hosted depictive constructions, Rapoport (1991) suggests that an XPd is 

licensed if the event it expresses is compatible with that of the matrix verb. Specifically, 

Rapoport claims that only when both predicators denote a change of state eventuality, can 

the depictive adjunct be Ucensed into the syntax. This hypothesis is illusfrated in the 

contrast below: 

(313) (a) Ayala sold the book] usedi. 

(b) * Ayala sold the booki interesting]. 

(314) (a) Mixa broke the glassi newi. 

(b) *Mixa broke the glass i bluei. 

(315) (a) Shuli ate the berriesi rawi. 

(b) * Shuli ate the berriesi largei. (Rapoport, 1991: 168) 
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Given that all the matrix verbs are stage-level predicates as opposed to individual-level 

predicates, secondary predicates are permitted only if they are of stage-level type as 

welP. 

Specifically, Rapoport proposes that for each lexical entry, there is a 0-structure, 

consisting of an a(rgument)-stmcture and an e(vent)-structiire, the former responsible for 

projecting positions in syntax and the letter for licensing additional elements. Formally, 

Rapoport proposes the following: 

(316) Licensing Principle (Rapoport, 1991: 170) 

Every phrase in a syntactic structure must be Ucensed through the direct linking of 

a position in its 0-structure to a position in the 0-structure of the head of its clause, 

within the govenraient domain of that head. 

Finally, Rapoport (1991: 164) posits that XPds are projected in different positions 

depending on which host they are associated with. She suggests that when attached to 

VP, the XPd is hosted by the grammatical subject; otherwise when bearing a sisterhood 

with the direct object, an object-hosted reading is intended. 

The distinction is motivated because it has grammatical reflexes, in that it accounts for some aspects of 
adverbial modification (see Kratzer, 1989). Individual-level predicators are defined as denoting the 
properties of an individual that are atemporal, intrinsic, and permanent, whereas stage-level predicators 
denote the properties that are transitory, temporary, and subject to change (see, Carlson, 1977: 57; Kratzer, 
1989; Rapoport, 1991: 167; McNally, 1993: 561). The distinction is made to differentiate "the basically 
atemporal nature of individuals as opposed to their time-bound stages" (Carlson, 1979: 57). Nominal 
predicators, for the most part, are used as individual-level predicators (cf Milsark, 1974), and other 
predicative APs that are of the individual-level property include those that describe shapes, colors, 
intelligence, beauty, boringness, and many more. As for the stage-level predicators, more entities are 
available including, sick, hungry, tired, alert, naked, drunk, stoned, closed, open (see, Milsark, 1974, as 
cited in Femald, 2000: 4). 
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(317) 

NP VP AP 

Noa V nude 

V NP AP 
I A I 
ate meat raw 

The licensing condition proposed by Rapoport (1991) is apparently too strong. It 

excludes many well-formed sentences. Second, it implies that both subject-controlled and 

object-controlled depictive constructions are governed by the same licensing condition 

and their difference can be identified through the syntactic configuration, as shown 

above. McNally (1993: 564-65) and Femald (2000: 31) have shown that individual-level 

secondary predicates are allowed to function as depictive XPdS, at least in English. The 

following are the examples given in McNally (1993): 

(318) (a) Theyi leftthe Army [fervent noninterventionistsji. 

(b) Poei died [a pauper]]. 

(c) [My dad]i was bom compulsivei and will die compulsivej. 

(d) [The tablecloth]] went to the cleaners white] and came back yellowish]. 

Furthermore, the tertiary syntactic representation is also not desirable both on descriptive 

and explanatory grounds. 

To resolve the problems, Rapoport (1993a, 1999) presents two solutions. First, she 

suggests that the subject-controlled and object-controlled depictive constructions are 
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constrained by the semantic properties of the matrix verb. That is, an XPD can be 

predicated of an object NP if the verb has the LCS property as [x CAUSE [y ...]], 

conveying a change of state or location (Rapoport, 1993a: 178). This excludes state and 

activity verbs from taking an object-hosted XPD- This is illustrated in examples provided 

by Rapoport (1993a: 177): 

(319) (a) *Mira phoned Rutii sicki. 

(b) *Herman kicked [the bearji tiredi. 

(c) *Ned hugged Edi warmi. 

This solution leaves the problems with syntactic configuration and ambiguity in 

interpretation still unexplained. To these issues, Rapoport (1999) explores a syntactic 

accoimt, within the Lexical Relational structure (LRS) framework, as proposed in Hale 

and Keyser (1991: 13, 1993). Rapoport (1999: 656) develops an AS (aspectual structure) 

Model, the central idea of which is that the basic lexical unit is an aspectual structure, 

three in total (analogous to Hale and Keyser's 1993 Argument Structure or Lexical 

Relational Structure), over which lexical meanings are specified: 



(320) (a) Activity (b) Accomplishment/causative 
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VP 

MP V 

V NP 
(DO) 

VP 

NP V 

V VP 
(CAUSE)/-^ 

NP V 

(c) Achievement/unaccusative 
VP 

V AP/PP 

NP V 

V AP/PP 
(BECOME/GO) 

The AS structure also outlines the 6-property and the aspectual property of a verb, 

depending on the particular structure it is associated with. For instance, the verb run can 

be related to (320a) and thus denotes an activity event, justified by the fact that it can 

typically co-occur with a/or-adverbial phrase (Vendler, 1957), as in John ran every day 

for an hour. However, mapping of the verb onto configurations in (320) is free and 

unlimited in character, in that the same verb run can be associated with (320c) as well, 

and the resulting verb would express an achievement event, typically modified by an in-

adverbial phrase (Vender, 1957), as in John ran to the store in five minutes (p. 659). 

Furthermore, verbs of variable behavior have only one single representation, which 

comprises the basic and unmarked structural association properties of the verb (p. 657). 

Illegal mapping of a verb onto AS structures is prevented by a constraint on the 
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interpretation, namely each configuration contains at least one aspectual focus (AF), 

which is defined as "the foregrounding, or emphasis, of a particular structure®®" 

(Rapoport, 1999: 659). What this constraint entails is that elements in a clause do not 

bear the same weight in interpretation. Although aspectual foci are freely assigned to 

words in a clause in theory, their placement is dictated by the configuration that a verb 

associates itself with. Put differently, Rapoport argues that each configuration, as given in 

(320), carries an aspectual focus, integral to interpretation. Accordingly, (320a) denotes 

an activity event and its AF is granted to the initial point of the event, normally realized 

by the grammatical subject. As for (320c), it expresses the endpoint or the result of some 

event and its AF is thus assigned to the grammatical subject. The two are distinct in terms 

of aspectual foci. And the last configuration (320b) represents a complex event involving 

an activity event and a result/state event; thus it consists of two AFs, with each falling on 

the specifiers of the two VPs. 

As such, Rapoport proposes that relation of an XPp to its host nominal is determined 

based on the aspectual focus of the configuration onto which the depictive phrase is 

projected. That is, a depictive secondary predicate can be selected if and only if it 

predicates the specifier of the configuration. Rapoport formulate this constraint in 

structural terms: 

(321) The host of a depictive predicate must be a subject in AS structure. 

This is analogous to Halliday's (1967) "pivotal participant." 
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According to Rapoport (1999: 673), the AS structure and its AF interact in such a way 

that the former "constrains the interpretation possibilities of adjuncts" and the latter 

"narrows these possibihties still further." Placement of the AF in a clause is, however, 

constrained, particularly in cases involving accomphshment verbs. Rapoport (p. 661) 

reiterates that even though two subevents are conveyed by accomplishment verbs, only 

one event can be stressed in the AF structure. This condition prevents two adjuncts with 

conflicting semantics from functioning as XPqS in a clause. This is illustrated in (322): 

(322) (a) * Jonesi paintedz the picture drunki [in an hourja. 

(b) *Jonesi rani to the store drunki [in three minutes]2. 

Departing from her previous analysis, Rapoport proposes a parallel-structure, a 

structure that has been proposed to represent coordination and dislocated relative clauses. 

On this parallel-structure approach, the matrix verbal phrase and the depictive phrase are 

first constructed separately and then are merged to form an aligned or parallel 

configuration, coimected by a dotted line. This is illustrated in the diagram below 

(Rapoport's 1999 (27a), in contrast to the standard adjunction approach (317): 
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(323) (a) VP 

NP 

Jones V 

V 

cut] 

VP 

VP 

NP 

bread V AP 

bread hot 

Jones V 

cuti NP 

bread V 

V APiNP A 

t\ t\ bread hot 

Rapoport (1999: 668) argues that the parallel-structure analysis provides an account for 

the contrast in extraction of elements as seen below (see also Green, 1973), in that only 

aligned elements can be questioned: 

(324) (a) Whichi bread did Jones cut t\ hoti? 

(b) Whati did Jones boil t\ alivei 

(c) *Hot is howi Jones cut the bread t\. 

(d) *[How hotji did Jones cut the bread t\> 

Rapoport's analysis, although it sheds light on some issues, in particular how an XPd 

is associated with a host nominal, fails to distinguish conditional depletives from 

attributive depletives. As such, ambiguity as in John likes his coffee hot is not accounted 
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for, with a reading like 'John likes his coffee only if it is hot' and another 'John likes his 

coffee and at the time he hkes his coffee it is hot.' We will present an alternative which 

we believe consists of a solution to this problem with ambiguity. 

4.3.4 Rothstein's Aspectual Account 

Part of Rothstein's account of secondary predication has been reviewed in 4.2.2. To 

recapitulate, Rothstein claims that two events are permitted to adjoin via a summing 

operation, as in (325), made available by the appearance of a secondary predication, 

consisting of either a secondary depictive predicate or a secondary resultative predicate. 

(325) The summing operation 

(a(ei), P(e2)) = A,e.3ei3e2[e=®(ei 162) A a(ei) A p(e2) A PART-0F(ei,e2) 

This operation is constrained by two conditions: there is a temporal dependency relation 

between the two events and a shared thematic argument. Combined, these conditions are 

reduced to one PART-OF constraint, non-transitive in character: 

(326) PART-OF Constraint for Depletives: 

Xe.3ei3e2[e=® (ei t e2) A PART-0F(ei,e2)] (Rothstein, 2000: 14) 
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In contrast to the case of resultatives, the event e2 introduced by the secondary predicate 

XPd constitutes a superset of that ei conveyed by the matrix verb, where ei is PART-OF 

e2 if the running time of ei is contained in the running time of e2. This relationship of the 

two events can be represented as in [e(sp) [e(matrix) ] ], where e(SP) and e(Matrix) are atomic 

eventualities but related in temporal terms. This PART-OF relation is further defined in 

terms of the shared thematic argument, as in (327): 

(327) If PART-OF (ei, 62), then t(ei) v t(e2) a 6m(ei)=0n(e2) 

The function of (327) rules out sentences like (328) where no shared thematic argument 

exists: 

(328) *John drove Mary drunk [meaning: John drove while Mary was drunk] 

Details aside, Rothstein proposes that the reading of an object-hosted and a subject-

hosted depictive construction is derived by applying the summing operation in (318) to 

the individual predicates and applying them to the shared thematic argument, although 

the two readings involve shghtly different operations (see Rothstein, 2000: 13 for 

details). 

As mentioned above, while Rothstein's PART-OF account is inadequate as a 

description of resultatives given that the result event does not have to occur at the end of 

the activity event, it applies better to depletives. Nonetheless, it still leaves unexplained 
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the question of how the conditional and attributive depictive construction are 

differentiated. In other words, the interpretation framework Rothstein develops fails to 

differentiate the pair below with the (a) intended as an attributive reading and (b), as a 

conditional reading; 

(329) (a) John bought his books used. 

(b) John bought his books cheap. 

Summarizing the central ideas in relation to depictives, as discussed in the leading 

works reviewed above in addition to others including Green (1973), Rothstein (1983), 

McNally (1993) and Femald (2000), yields the following themes: (1) a depictive phrase 

is an adjunct in the sense that its appearance in syntax is not obligatory (Halliday, 1967; 

Jackendoff, 1990; Rapoport, 1991,1993a, 1999); (2) There are two kinds of depictive 

phrases - one is predicated of the grammatical subject (subject-hosted depictive phrase) 

and the other is predicated of the direct or obligatory object (object-hosted depictive 

phrase) (Jackendoff, 1990; Rapoport, 1993a, 1999; Rothstein, 2000); (3) only stage-level 

predicates can ftinction as a depictive XPd (Rothstein, 1983; Jackendoff, 1990; Rapoport, 

1993a; Femald, 2000); (4) a depictive phrase is represented as an argument of the WITH 

predicate at the LCS level (Jackendoff, 1990); (5) interpretation of depictive XPs is 

constrained by the lexical semantic properties of the matrix verb which is represented in 

an AS structure, supplemented with an AF (aspectual focus) structure. Given that the 

association of a verb and an AS structure is free, it is the AF structure that prevents illegal 
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mappings (Rapoport, 1999); (6) Depictive phrases are base-generated and are inserted in 

a parallel-structure syntactic configuration (Rapoport, 1999); and finally (7) such a 

parallel-structure syntactic structure provides an explanation for the impossibility of the 

fronting of a depictive phrase (see Green, 1973; Rapoport, 1999). 

Rapoport's (1999) AS model, apart fi-om other potential problems, faces a question of 

circularity, in that she claims that the semantics of a verb are defined in term of the AS 

structure it is associated with, which means that lexical meaning is defined in LRS terms. 

But the association process itself is determined by the AF (aspectual focus) structure of 

the verb, which is critically dependent on the semantic properties of the verb. The only 

way out of this circularity is to assume that lexical meaning is not subject to the LRS 

structure exclusively, rather a verb is equipped with some semantic description before 

mapping onto an LRS structure. 

Halliday's analysis focuses on a narrower scope of questions, restricted to the 

differences between depictives and resultatives on the basis of different semantic 

interpretations. It leaves out all together questions as to the licensing conditions and 

syntactic representations. 

Jackendoff and Rothstein do not take into account the differences between 

conditional and attributive depictives at all, and neither does Rapoport. Halliday does 

identify the problem but his discussion is exclusively descriptive. We propose an 

alternative account to be formulated on the basis of the DM framework in the next 

subsection in the hope that it provides some tentative solutions to the problems above. 
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4.3.5 A DM-based Analysis of Depictives 

First of all, it is worth reiterating the status of depictive phrases XPdS used in a depictive 

construction. The general consensus is that it is an adjunct (Halliday, 1967; Green, 1973; 

Jackendoff, 1990; Rapoport, 1991,1993a, 1999; Femald, 2000) and is projected by itself 

not the matrix verb (Rapoport, 1993a). If adjuncts are defined as non-obligatory 

elements, then XPdS are adjuncts, but other properties internal to them demonstrate that 

they are not typical adverbial adjuncts, a point emphatically made by Halliday (1967) and 

Rothstein (2000). Secondly, contra Halliday who claims that only adjectival predicates 

can appear as XPdS, we contend that almost all types of predicates, insofar as they are 

permitted to appear in a regular clause, are allowed to be XPds; this includes adjectival 

predicates (e.g., hungry, happy), nominal phrases (e.g., a good girl, a fanatic politician), 

adjectival passives (e.g., excited, tired), and present participials (e.g., singing and 

dancing). Third, the depictive construction is underrepresented in interpretation; as such, 

the grammatical relation between an XPd and the argument it is predicated of is often not 

so marked in a surface structure. There seem to be two solutions to this problem. One is, 

as suggested in Rapoport (1993a), that such a grammatical relation is determined by the 

semantic features of the matrix verb, and the other that the relation is determined both in 

lexical semantic and structural terms, as in Rapoport (1999). Even more complicated is 

the problem that depictive phrases can be interpreted either as a conditional or attributive 

clause. 

These three aspects seem to constitute the problems that any posited theory of 

depictives has to deal with. In the next few paragraphs we propose an analysis, based on 
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the DM and minimahst frameworks, which consists of the necessary mechanisms for 

providing answers to the questions. In this analysis, we assume that lexical words are 

represented in their root forms, consisting of a set of feature bundles, which lay out the 

basic information about the roots with regard to their properties in phonetic/phonology, 

semantics, and syntax. Recall that lexical licensing environments play an important role 

in DM, in that they determine what syntactic configuration a verb can be inserted into. In 

addition, it is integral to DM that lexical items are underdetermined so that syntactic 

categories of various kinds are allowed to appear in the same configuration, which 

contrasts with the lexical semantic account in that the latter fi"amework advocates that 

lexical meaning is not just fully represented in the lexicon but everything else including 

the syntactic derivation depends on such a representation. 

On this approach, we assume that verbs of any kinds, as defined in Vendler (1957) 

and Dowty (1979), can take a depictive XPD, including verbs of activity, state, 

achievement, and accomplishment. No restriction is imposed whatsoever. The addition of 

an XPd to a main clause is nothing but providing additional information about an 

argument c-selected by the main verb either in relation to the event described by the 

primary predicate (as in attributive depletives) or not (as in conditional depletives). In 

principle, the number of XPqs to be attached to a main verb is unlimited (see Halliday, 

1967; Jackendoff, 1990). Moreover, an XPd can co-occur with an XPr (i.e. a resultative 

phrase) so long as the XPd appears in a c-commanding position (see Halliday, 1967; 80). 

Nonetheless, a conditional XPD can never co-occur with an attributive XPD, although 

XPds of the same kind can be selected for the same clause (see Jackendoff, 1990). The 
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association of an XPd and an argument is determined structurally, specifically, as 

suggested in Rapoport's (1999: 662), an XPD can only be connected with an argument in 

the SPEC position. Nonetheless, we depart from Rapoport's claim that such a 

determination is made in an AS (aspectual structure) structure; instead we claim that it 

occurs in syntax proper. As mentioned above, we assume, following the minimalist view, 

that the LRS (H&K, 1991, 1993) representation is in fact a syntactic component rather 

than a lexical one. 

Within this DM-based analysis, we suggest that derivation of a depictive sentence as 

in (330), which may be interpreted either as a conditional or attributive XPD, involves the 

following steps: 

(330) John drinks his coffee warm. 

In the LEX, we know that the lexical entry for the verb drink consists of, but is not 

limited to, the following information: 

(331) Phonology Licensing Environment Encyclopedia 

drink [+ v], [- cause], [+ DPI], [+ DP2], [+ XPD] What we mean by drink 

The features [+ v], [+ cause] indicate that drink is a causative verb in the traditional 

sense. The rest of the licensing environment consists of the arguments c-selected by the 

verb, which do not exhaust the totality of arguments licensed by drink. As for the exact 
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properties of these arguments, the LEX does not care so much, so that DP2 can be 

realized as either an anaphor or a referential expression. Likewise, the XPD may either be 

a conditional or an attributive phrase, which is determined compositionally via the 

encyclopedia. (331) defines the syntactic context with which drink can be associated. To 

derive (330), an LA (lexical array) is constructed, as in (332): 

(332) drink: [+ v], [+ cause], [+ DPI], [+ DP2], [+ XPD] 

^ [+CP],[+IP],[+DP] 

Contra the current accounts, we assume that an XPD is base-generated in a tensed clause, 

consisting of abstract syntactic categories. The lexical morpheme undergoes a series of 

X°-movements and incorporation in a successive-cyclic manner, as described in Baker 

(1988) and H&K (1991, 1993), which gives rise to an XPD- This process is syntactic in 

character, not lexical, in the sense that it is not dictated by the matrix verb and its 

semantic/syntactic properties; rather it is a component of UG, given that no extra 

mechanisms other than the existing ones are required. In theory, this process should apply 

to all languages of the world in a linguistic sense, but as for individual languages, it is 

highly likely that such an incorporation is not utihzed with many verbs due to non-

linguistic reasons. 

Like the derivation illustrated above for resultatives, to derive (330) a feature is first 

selected fi-om the LA and is then Merged with another one. In the current case, we select 

[+ v], [+ cause] and Merge it with [+ DP2]. To project the feature [+ XPD], we suggest, 
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following H&K's (1991, 1993) account for derivation of denominal verbs, that this 

feature is derived from a full clause, with an abstract complementizer and external 

argument, which is then subject to X°-movement in a successive-cyclic manner. The 

derived CP is then Merged with the substructure consisting of [+ v] [+ cause] and [+ 

DP2]. And then a little v is combined with the structure to which the pair [+ v], [+ cause] 

raises. This process is illustrated in (333): 

(333) 

V 

A 

LP 

DP2 L' 

V CP 

- [+ V] 4 C' 

[+ cause]j 

- C 
A 

I 
A 

r 

AP 

A' 

[+XPR] 

After X*'-movements and incorporation, the structure looks like; 
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(334) 

[+ cause] L 

DP2 L' [+XPR] 

According to DM, any verbs that have the same hcensing environment as in (331) are 

able to be inserted in (334). In other words, any causative verb, such as eat, buy, break, 

drop, etc., is ehgible to be inserted in the configurtion given above. 

How is (330) interpreted? First of all, applying Rapoport's (1999) generaUzation, we 

know that the XPD can be predicated of an argument inserted in a SPEC position, so in 

this case, the XPD may either predicate DP2 or DPI since the latter appears in a [SPCE, v]. 

As a result, the sentence John drinks his coffee warm carries two interpretations: 

(335) (a) John drinks his coffee and at the time he drinks it is warm, (object-hosted) 

(b) John drinks his coffee and at the time he drinks he is warm, (subject-hosted) 

Furthermore, we know that our target sentence has a third reading; that is, the XPd can be 

interpreted as a conditional phrase (XPc), as in (c): 

(c) John drinks his coffee only if / when it is warm. 
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We would like to argue this ambiguity is settled by virtue of encyclopedia that a 

speaker/hearer applies to the configuration in (334), which in many cases can be 

determined syntactically; for instance, when the XPc is preceded by an adverbial such as 

even, then the sentence can only be interpreted as a conditional, as in: 

(336) John drinks his coffee even warm, [meaning John drinks his coffee even if it is just 

warm] 

To sum up, this subsection introduces a DM-based analysis of depletives, which 

contrasts with the current accounts on several fi-onts and fills up the gaps in those 

accounts. In particular, our account does not just explains how an XPD/C is associated 

with an argument, but also how its interpretation is determined. None of the alternatives 

has dealt with the latter aspect. We fiuther claim that whether a depictive phrase is 

interpreted as a conditional or attributive is determined compositionally and by virtue of 

encyclopedic knowledge. Finally, as a general syntactic principle, we claim that verbs of 

any class should be allowed to take XPD/CS. 

4.3.6 Depletives in Mandarin 

Following the general principles outlined above, it is indisputable that Mandarin allows 

depictive phrases to be added to the main clause. However, contra Zhang (2001) who 

assumes that Mandarin resembles English in XPD/C distribution, we argue that the extent 
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to which Mandarin verbs are allowed to take XPdS is much more restricted while XPc is 

disallowed all together. Except for a few verbs, the majority are not observed conjoining 

XPdS with a main clause. This contrast between English and Mandarin is illustrated 

below: 

(337) (a) Billy cooked the vegetablei fireshi. 

(b) *Billy xlanZHE chaoLE cm. 

Billy freshASP stir-fiy-asp vegetable. 

(338) (a) Sara broke the vasci newj. 

(b) *SaraxlnZHE tapuoLE naGE huaplng. 

Sara new ASP hit-break-asp thatCL vase. 

(339) (a) Rebecca bought the car; usedj. 

(b) *Rebecca jiuZHE maiLE yiEang che. 

Rebecca usedASP buy-asp oneCL car. 

Native speakers of Mandarin will find the (b)-sentences in (337)-(339) odd or even 

ungrammatical. For them, a much preferred constructions for those sentences would be 

such that the secondary predicates appear in a finite clause, as shown in 

(340) (a) ZheGE cai hii hen xlan-de sMhou, Billy BA ta chaoLE. 

This-cl vegetable still very fresh when, Billy BA it stir-fiy-asp. 

When the vegetable is still quite fresh, Bill stir-fried it. 

(b) NaGE huaplng hai hen xln-de shlhou, Sara BA ta daLE. 

That-clvase still very new when, Sara BA it breakASP. 

When that vase is still very new, Sara broke it. 
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(c) *Na-riang che shi jiu-de, Rebecca mm ta. 

That-cl car be used, Rebecca buy it 

Rebecca bought the car when it was used. 

This generalization is not even completely true since Mandarin can only take a tensed 

clause to express depictive phrases, as (340c) is very bad for a native Mandarin ear. The 

only possible construction would be: 

(341) Rebecca mai-le ja-Hangjui che. 

Rebecca buy-asp one-cl used car. 

Rebecca bought a used car. 

We leave (340c) out of the discussion for the moment and focus on the contrast between 

the unacceptable depictives and their tensed clauses. One plausible account would be that 

the reason that Mandarin depictive phrases cannot be inserted into the syntax as bare 

phrases, but that their full argument structure has to be mapped onto the syntax as it is, is 

that incorporation is not available to Mandarin. But in the face of the resultative 

formation in Mandarin, this explanation can be dismissed as being invalid. Another 

possibility has to do with the syntactic position onto which the XPD is projected in the 

two languages. Perhaps, in English, an XPD is always projected onto a position that is 

governed by the matrix verb, but in Mandarin a different position is selected. But this 

cannot be true either, given the data below showing that depictive phrases conjoined with 

the main verbs are completely acceptable: 
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(342) (a) John sheng-zhe chl-le yi-tlao yu. 

John raw-asp eat-asp one-cl fish. 

He ate a fish raw. 

(b) Maryre-zhe he-le yi-bei kafe 

Mary hot-asp drink-asp one-cl coffee 

Mary drank a cup of coffee hot. 

(342) shows the availability of depictives in Mandarin, although unlike English, 

Mandarin depictives involve both syntactic movement and morphological changes to the 

secondary predicates. Specifically, they raise to a position above the matrix verb and the 

root verb is suffixed with the derivational morpheme -zhe. Another piece of evidence that 

depictives are legitimate constructions for Mandarin is that only stage depictives are 

allowed to function as XPds, as claimed by Rothstein (1983), Jackendoff (1990), and 

Rapoport (1993a), among others. 

How do we explain the restricted paradigm of depictives in Mandarin? It is true that 

only a handful of secondary predicates in Mandarin are observed being used as depictive 

phrases, including Jong 'fi-ozen,' sheng 'raw,' re 'hot,' huo 'alive,' sn&shi 'wet.' One 

plausible explanation for this restriction Ues in the morphological structure of depictive 

phrases in the two languages. For Mandarin, before an XPq is inserted into the syntax, it 

undergoes a morphological operation in which a bare predicate is attached with a bound 

morpheme indicating state, whereas in English the bare secondary predicate undergoes a 

zero morphological derivation, with no overt morphological change. Given that variation 
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is the norm in morphology, this explains why certain Mandarin predicates can appear as 

XPdS and others cannot. This is shown in (343): 

(343) English: Mikci cut the bread drunki / tiredi. 

Mandarin: MikCi zaei-zhci / *lei-zhei qle-le mianbao. 

Mike drunk-asp / *tired cut-asp bread. 

Furthermore, as mentioned above, in English a variety of syntactic categories can 

function as XPdS, including predicative adjectives, nominal phrases, adjectival passives, 

and present participials, but in Mandarin only adjectives can appear as depictive phrases. 

This difference can be accounted for by the fact that since EngUsh depictive phrases 

imdergo zero or null morphological derivation whereas Mandarin equivalents undergo 

overt morphological derivation, the latter is more restrained in the selection of syntactic 

categories as XPds. Another related restriction is that only the bare adjectival forms can 

be suffixed with the bound morpheme -zhe in Mandarin. As such, an attributive adjective 

has to be reduced to the root form before the -zhe morpheme can be associated with it, as 

shown below: 

(344) (a) zhe-ge yu shi sheng-de. 

This-cl fish be raw-de. 

This fish is raw. 

(b) John sheng-zhe /*sheng-de-zhe chl-le 3^-tlao yu. 

John raw-asp eat-asp one-cl fish. 

He ate a fish raw. 
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To summarize, Mandarin contrasts with English in allowing depictive phrases to be 

connected with main clauses. Whereas English has a much wider paradigm of depictive 

constructions. Mandarin is restricted to just a few secondary predicates. We speculate that 

these predicates can function as XPds because they somehow are permitted to take the 

morpheme -zhe. We would argue that the number of secondary predicates allowed to 

participate in depletives should be much bigger and the reason it is not involves some 

non-linguistic factors. 

In the next chapter we shift our attention to the report of an experiment on the L2 

knowledge of resultatives and depletives in English. We show that once we manage to 

hold the other confounding variables constant, we can much better explore the important 

questions concerning adult second language acquisition, questions regarding the nature of 

the ILl2, the intemahzed language in an L2, the flmction of ILu, and the intrinsic nature 

of adult L2 learners in general. 
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CHAPTERS 

EXPERIMENT: Lj KNOWLEDGE OF RESULTATIVES AND 
DEPICTIVES 

This chapter consists of a description of the experiments designed specifically to measure 

the mature knowledge of English attained by the adult L2 speakers of EngHsh, in 

particular their knowledge of English resultatives and depletives. This measurement will 

then be compared with that of the native speakers of English. We are interested in 

investigating to what extent the two resemble each other. As has been outlined above, we 

hypothesize that once the critical variables including the target exposure, L2 proficiency, 

and the interference of the performance system are carefully controlled for, Lz knowledge 

and native knowledge are comparable and ahke in domains such as the computational 

system and the LEX to a significant degree. In other words, the I(ntemalized)-language 

system, whether it is developed prior to or after puberty, constitutes the same set of 

components qualitatively when irrelevant elements are abstracted firom consideration, but 

the former forms a proper subset of the latter; that is, that an SO is smaller than an SILI-

This results from the fact that the E(xtemalized)-language systems are developed in 

completely different circumstances. We hypothesize that substantial discrepancies should 

exist between the two groups in E-language, in particular in the domain of the lexicon. As 

has been suggested above, we believe that the traditional notion of the lexicon actually 

falls into two categories. As a branch of epistemology, the lexicon should be analyzed as 

an idealized lexical representation system, identical in all speakers of a language; the 

lexicon studied under such an approach is called the "LEX," a term originally coined by 
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Chomsky (1998,2001). Or the lexicon can be studied as an individual lexical system 

developed with experiences and much affected by non-linguistic factors. Analogous to 

Chomsky's theory of competence and performance, we assume that the former provides 

the base for the latter. But the latter may prevent the former from being utilized. 

To illustrate, the first-year college native-speaking students, demonstrated, in a carefully 

controlled experimental context where they were urged to produce sentences in their 

native language, that they preferred constructing periphrastic constructions (e.g., The job 

made me tired) over constructions involving the monomorphemic causative verb (e.g.. 

The job tired me) (see, Shi, 1999). The key word here is preferred, which is defined in 

the sense that they tend to produce the periphrastic constructions only even though the 

prompts for the alternative are provided, but this is true only with certain verbs, not all 

verbs. In some cases, they produced the causative constructions only. It would thus be 

inconceivable to draw a conclusion on the basis of these conflicting data that knowledge 

of monomorphemic verbs is absent from these subjects; rather, it should be concluded 

that the knowledge on which causative constructions are based does exist in the subjects' 

LEX, but use of this knowledge is often affected by other factors in a real time 

communication event as it involves the working lexicon. Put differently, in an ideal 

speaker-hearer sense, the LEX constitutes I-morphology and I-semantics (Chomsky, 

2000a). The lexicon by contrast is composed of E-morphology and E-semantics, which 

varies from speaker-hearer to speaker-hearer. 

The secondary goal of these experiments is to seek a plausible explanation for the fact 

that adult L2 knowledge is a proper subset of the native speakers' knowledge. To this end. 
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we will focus on the performance systems involved, in particular how the native language 

and more specifically the native performance systems are involved in the postpubertal 

language acquisition process. To begin with, we assume that Li involvement is extrinsic 

to the linguistic system (competence), which entails the impossibility of transfer of the 

final state of a native language (i.e. Sjl), at least to our best knowledge, no consistent 

evidence has been provided showing that it is the Li grammar that is accessed by adult La 

learners, which leaves the possibility open that it might be UG that actually guides late L2 

learners in acquiring the target language from the very beginning. As argued above, 

conceptually, it is more desirable to assume that no Sili is accessed in the acquisition of 

an L2. As a component of the performance systems, we have proposed that Li properties 

are deployed as a translation mechanism in the interpreting and comprehending of the 

incoming L2 data and the producing of L2 expressions, and in some cases the acquired L2 

properties may be used in the translation process as well. This translation process is 

further hypothesized to constitute an important part of L2 acquisition, in that it determines 

what in the end is incorporated into the L2 system. Internal to this translation component 

is the condition that constrains the employment of Li properties. Departing from the 

current view, we have argued that Li transfer does not proceed in an absolute manner, 

rather Li features are applied in a relativized fashion. Specifically, an Li property is 

incorporated into the L2 system only if there are no competing elements that are more 

canonical, as defined in terms of syntactic operations and s-selection (see section 3.5.2). 

This Relativized Transfer Condition, RTC, we have argued, is dictated by the more 

general principle of economy, as proposed in Roeper (1999), the essence of which is that 
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representation involving fewer syntactic operations is more valued at one stage of 

language development. However, what differentiates Lj acquisition from Li acquisition is 

that for the child, economy principle-controlled language development eventually gives 

in so that other alternative grammatical paradigms are acquired as the child is able to 

detect the semantic differences involved. For the adult, such a transition, although it is 

available in theory, is often impeded by the availability of the translation or interpretive 

process or other maturity-related processes. However, this study does not test the 

interpretive process per se, though this should be doable. We aim to deal with the more 

fundamental question relating to the nature of Li transfer. We'd like to show with 

empirical evidence that a shared linguistic property may not be transferred to the target 

system, and vice versa, that a non-shared property can be incorporated into the L2 system, 

all depending on whether the property in question consists of the canonical features. 

The final question we hope the experiments can provide some answers to concerns 

the nature of adult L2 learners, which is related to the question of why the mature L21-

language is a proper subset of that of the native speakers. We would like to resort to the 

data to show that adult L2 learners are largely conservative, which is not defined in the 

sense as given in Baker (1979) that the child is conservative in that he or she develops the 

environment language only based on the positive evidence available. We define 

conservatism as a trait unique to mature L2 learners, meaning that they tend to be satisfied 

with the canonical paradigms, even at the expense of ignoring the minute semantic 

differences existing between the different structures. 
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5.1 Research Questions and Hypotheses 

In the present study, three research questions are under investigation, outlined in 1.2. We 

repeat them here in (345) 

(345) Research questions under investigation 

(i) What constitutes the final state of a second language (Sil2 or L2 grammar)? Is 

the L2 linguistic competence the same as or different from that obtained by the 

native speakers? 

(ii) What is the precise status of an Li grammar in the Siu? What relevance of the 

Li grammar can be found to L2 development? 

(iii) What does the study of the L2 final state tell us about the nature of late Lj 

learners? 

An important assumption underlying the formation of these questions is that questions in 

relation to language development cannot be effectively addressed without a theory of the 

knowledge that is acquired by humans, a point that Chomsky has made emphatically 

(1999a: 40; see also Roeper, 1999). This assumption applies to the study of a second 

language as well, insofar as a non-primary language constitutes a natural language. In the 

current state of the art in generative inquiry in L2, this assumption has rarely been 

adopted. In its stead, L2 researchers assume that a theory of L2 language would emerge as 

a result of careful documentation of the developmental stages that adult L2 learners 
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undergo, and therefore, for them, the primary task is to study and analyze the acquisition 

process of the L2 acquirers. This approach has been identified as the inductive approach 

or bottom-up approach in Chapter 1. As has been discussed, the inductive approach is 

selected as a logical methodology, given the widely held assumption that native-like 

proficiency is a rarity in postpubertal L2 acquisition (see Bley-Vroman, 1989 for the most 

vigorous presentation of this assumption). 

In our study, we believe that this orthodox assumption is fundamentally wrong, 

namely it is derived fi'om a rather simphfied view of epistemology. It first fails to 

distinguish competence from performance, assuming L2 behaviors, either in the form 

of production or grammatical judgments, are the direct reflection of the inner linguistic 

representations of L2 speakers. Secondly, it fails to recognize the problem with the 

pervasive practice in which evaluation of L2 performance is made in comparison with 

that of the native speakers, which is then used to conclude the hypotheses under study. 

This methodology can be a viable measurement if the two groups share nearly the same 

developmental conditions critical to language acquisition, in terms of exposure to PLD, 

mode of acquisition, and chances to use the language in real time communication. 

Unfortunately, in almost all L2 studies reported in the literature, some of which has been 

reviewed in Chapter 3, these shared conditions are either lacking or are poorly controlled 

for. Subsequently, adult L2 learners are, from the very beginning, put at a disadvantage 

because it is their developing knowledge that is measured against the mature native 

speakers' knowledge. To use an analogy, this is equivalent to asking an adult to race a 

five-year-old child. The experiments to be reported presently are designed to overcome 
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these problems. In particular, they are constructed to define and characterize the final 

state mastered by the adult L2 learners in a target language context very close to that of 

the native speakers. As presumed, components of this final state comprise the basis of a 

theory of the non-primary language. Therefore, the first question we address is concerned 

with the components of the final state in an L2, Sil2 (state of an intemaUzed L2), which 

will ultimately lead us to the formation of a theory of second language. We claim that 

once these relevant variables are carefully controlled, the Sil2 demonstrates the same 

properties as the Sil. This claim is formally presented in the Chu Uniformity Hypothesis 

(CUH), given in (182), repeated here as in (346): 

(346) The Chl2 Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH): 

Li grammar is external to the L2 Chl module, such that the internalized L2 Chl (s1l2) 
coincides with that of the native speakers. 

What CUH predicts is that L2 leamers have no access to Li computaional systems 

throughout the L2 development. 

The second question to be addressed through the experiments concerns the status of a 

prior language knowledge in the development of an additional language. First, following 

generative grammar, we argue that involvement of a prior language ought to be examined 

firom two dimensions: its final state and its performance system. On conceptual grounds, 

we have argued that the Li final state could not be involved in L2 acquisition, given that 

the assumption made by Chomsky (1988,1993,1999a) that the abstract final state is 
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inaccessible to conscious awareness. In this study, we provide empirical evidence 

showing that this assumption is substantiated. When this verification is obtained, it puts 

the debate to an end on whether Li grammar is involved in L2 development in its entirety, 

as argued in Schwartz and Sprouse (1994, 1996), or in parts, as proposed in Vaimika and 

Young-Scholten (1994,1996a, 1998), or in some other forms, as proposed in Ghatt and 

Hancin-Bhatt (2002). Our assumption starts with the conceptual reasoning; that is, 

hypothesizing the use of Li grammar entails that for every Li grammatical property 

distinct from that of the L2, the learners have to disleam or suppress it so that it does not 

interfer their acquisition process. Taking all grammatical aspects into account, including 

phonology, semantics, syntax, morphology, it is hard to conceive that these are all 

accessed by L2 learners before being able to attain the L2 properties. Furthermore, it is not 

at clear what motivates the inclusion of the Li grammatical features, if any. Empirically, 

adult L2 learners show that they can succeed in learning the target properties way beyond 

what is offered in the environment, including mastery of the completely creative or novel 

features of the L2. This leaves us with the second possibility; that is, the involvement of 

the Li performance systems. Details aside, a critical component of the performance 

system is that learners are aware, consciously, of what properties are more typical than 

others. For instance, with regard to argument structure or word order, they know that 

each verb is associated with a certain typical AS structure, and other AS structures are 

ascribed as "marginal." This sense of canonicality or typicality (cf. Townsend and Bever, 

2001), we have argued, consists of the involvement of Li system, in that it dictates to the 

late L2 learners what properties are subject to transfer and what are not. This claim is 
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formed formally in the Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC), described in (172), 

repeated here in (347): 

(347) The Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC) 

An existing lexical item x with the feature set {a, |3, y} transfers to the L2 LEX only if 

there is no x' with a competing set {71, a, v|/} that is more canonical, where a 

set consists of a semantic, morphological, and selectional matrix. 

The last research question we hope these experiments will provide some clues to is 

what characterizations adult L2 learners have. We know that children are active 

hypothesis-constructors and -testers, as argued in (Pinker, 1989; Bowerman, 1990), but is 

this also true of the adult L2 learners? We will show that the same cannot be said of the 

latter group and will argue that this explains why an S1L2 (the final state attained by L2 

learners) is a proper subset of an Sil (the final state mastered by native speakers). 

On the basis of these research questions, we formulate three working hypotheses: 

(348) The working hypotheses: 

Null hypothesis (1): The CHL Uniformity Hypothesis does not have control over 

the So-

Null hypothesis (2): The Relativized Transfer Condition has no effect on the L2 

LEX. 

Null hypothesis (3): Adult L2 learners are not conservative. 
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The null hypothesis (1) is refuted if the Lz subjects demonstrate knowledge of the 

computational processes and principles governing word formation and sentence 

derivation, similar to that of their native counterparts. This would disregard the 

occasional cases where the subjects rule out or fail to produce the target construction with 

certain verbs. In other words, we assume that it is normal that individual subjects may 

treat certain verbs differently, probably due to the involvement of other cognitive 

systems, but if enough tokens are provided to the subjects, and their performance 

indicates the knowledge of the linguistic properties under study, this will be taken as 

valid evidence, even in the face of minor variations in the data. 

The null hypothesis (2) is rejected in a general sense, if the empirical data show that 

adult L2 subjects are able to produce and judge the canonical L2 constructions better than 

the non-canonical constructions, even in cases where ready-made Li properties can be 

transferred readily. In other words, the RTC is maintained if subjects' performance, both 

in production and comprehension, does not make any difference for resultatives, 

available in Mandarin, and depictives, xmavailable in Mandarin. That is, if the subjects 

treat them both in exactly the same way. 

The null hypothesis (3) is tested indirectly in the sense that if the second hypothesis is 

rejected, then a logical conclusion can be reached that the S1L2 forms a proper subset of 

the SiL, which entails that the adult L2 learner is basically conservative. With this result, 

we will have to reject the null hypothesis (3). 
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5.2 Subjects 

An experimental group consisting of Mandarin-speaking subjects was set up to test the 

hypotheses. Selection of the subjects comprises the following criteria: (a) subjects are 

either bom in Beijing or in a Mandarin-speaking region, as defined in Ramsey (1987:16) 

or lived in Beijing for a consecutive period of five years at least; (b) subjects had lived in 

the United State for at least five years continuously at the time of experiments; (c) 

subjects had earned at least one college degree firom an American university; (d) subjects 

are completely immersed in the American society, using English as the primary 

communication language; (e) the initial exposure to the target language occurred after 

puberty and in a formal ESL setting back in China; (f) subjects are able to follow the 

instructions given in the tests; (g) subjects' performance data were processed in analyses 

only if they demonstrated that they had developed the lexical knowledge of the predicates 

under analysis, which was determined by the subjects' performance on the canonical 

forms; and finally (h) subjects must demonstrate the linguistic knowledge of resultatives 

and depletives even though it diverged firom that of the native speakers; in other words, if 

a non-native speaking subject consistently failed producting or recognizing the target 

constructions in all four experiments, that subject would be eliminated. 

The first criterion is intended to control for the native language variations. In the 

current Lj studies, researchers tend to characterize anyone from China as a speaker of 

Mandarin (e.g., Schachter, 1989; Johnson and Newport, 1989,1991; Juffs, 1996b; Cheng, 

DD, 1996; Jiang, 2000). This presents potential problems in the studies designed to tease 

out the influence of the native language, because as Ramsey (1987: 7) points out "fi-om a 
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linguistic point of view, the Chinese 'dialects' could be considered different lang;uages, 

just as French and Italian are." Mandarin was selected for analysis for two reasons. First, 

inquiry on the Mandarin linguistic properties under study here (resultatives and 

depletives) is abundant. Second, the author is a native speaker of the dialect. 

Criteria (b) to (d) are of extreme importance; complete satisfaction of them signifies 

increases in the conditions critical to the measurement, including adequate exposure to 

the target language, an acquisition context compatible or roughly identical to that of the 

native child language learners, familiarity with the target cultural paradigm, and direct 

access to the L2 systems. Insufficient control for these factors can seriously confound the 

results of the studies, as has been seen in Chapter 3. The 5-year cut-off point of residence 

in the United State was adopted in the study based on the general claim that child 

language acquisition comes to completion within a period of 5 or 6 years (see Pinker, 

1989; Jackendoff, 1994). We do not, nonetheless, claim that L2 acquisition completes at 

that point, an empirical question warranted for carefiil research, but comes to a relative 

stability after a full immersion in the target language environment. Therefore, we assume 

that subjects that satisfy the 5-year minimal residency condition have relatively reached 

the final state in the L2. 

Criterion (e) is included to ensure that the L2 subjects had roughly the similar initial 

experience with English as an L2, so that it would not become a potential confounding 

variable. This insures that after a formal initial exposure to the target language, the 

subjects then received the target input in natural settings. 
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Criterion (f) is relevant in cases where the preceding conditions are met, which is 

included to deal with the situation where subjects disobey or fail to comply with the 

instructions given in the tests, a phenomenon often neglected in the current L2 generative 

studies. Of course, occasional disobedience or failure to follow the instruction is 

unavoidable, but consistent failure is of relevance, and subjects woho did not follow the 

instructions were eliminated from the study. 

Finally, Crieria (g) and (h) are intended to determine objectively whether the L2 

subjects had reached the final state by examining their linguistic knowledge of the target 

language. In parituclar, the non-naitve subjects need first to demonstrate that they have 

adequate lexical knowledge of all 110 predicates measured in the study, and second, they 

have to show that they have some knowledge of resultatives and depictives. In other 

words, if an L2 subject shows complete lack of knowledge of resultatives or depictives, 

that subject would be elminated from the analyses. 

Thirty Chinese speakers of English originally participated in the experiments, but 

twenty-one completed the whole set of tests, and the rest stopped voluntarily before 

completing all four experiments. Of the twenty-one subjects, two turned out to be bom in 

a non-Mandarin areas in China and had never Uved in Beijing at all. In the end, nineteen 

Mandarin speakers were selected for the analysis that satisfied the criteria. Their 

biographical and Li-related information is summarized in Table 1 below, which is 

solicited through a questionnaire (see Appendix A). To highlight a few points, all 19 L2 

subjects had Uved in the United States for an extended period of time ranging from 5 to 

17 years, with an average of 10; 5 (ten years and 5 months) Eexcept for one subject 
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whose length of stay was five years, the rest had hved in the US for at least 6 years. They 

all had received a college degree fi-om an American university, some of whom had 

received advanced degrees (doctoral or master degrees). Their age ranged fi^om 45 to 26. 

There were ten female subjects and 9 male subjects. Ten of the subjects were bom in 

Beijing and the rest lived in Beijing at least for a few years. At the time of experiments 

they were employed as engineers, researchers, managers, and so forth, and English was 

used as the only primary language in their employment. 

Table 1 Mandarin-speaking Subjects 

Subje 
cts 

Birth 
Place 

Sex Years in 
US 

Age 
Arrived in 
US 

Degree(s) 
Attained 
In US 

Major Profession 
In US 

Age of 1®' 
ESL 
Exposure 

1 Dalian M 17;0 28 Ph.D. & 
Postdoctoral 

Polymer science Sr Chemist 22 yrs old, 
Dalian 

2 Nanjing M 14;0 34 Bachelor, 
Master, 
Ph.D. 

Chemistry Software 
Engineer 

19 yrs old, 
Hanzhong 

3 Kxmming F 13;9 27 Ph.D. Geological 
Engineering 

Adjunct 
Professor 

13 yrs old, 
Yangbi 

4 Beijing F 13;0 27 MS Geophysics Engineer 12 yrs old, 
Beijing 

5 Beijing F 13;0 27 N/A International 
Business 

Sr. Business 
Analyst 

15 yrs old, 
Beijing 

6 Beijing F 12;11 30 MA Geophysics & 
computer science 

Software 
Engineer 

17 yrs old, 
Beijing 

7 Beijing F 12;10 35 MBA Business 
Administration 

Account-
Ant 

20 yrs old, 
Beijing 

8 Hefei M 12;0 26 Ph.D. Mechanics Manager in 
Mechanical 
Engineer 

14 yrs old, 
Hefei 

9 Beijing F 11;10 26 MA Biology Medical 
Researcher 

13 yrs old, 
Beijing 

10 Wuhan M 10;0 27 Ph.D. Forestry Software 
Engineer 

13 yrs old, 
Wuhan 

11 Beijing F 9;4 30 MIS/MBA Management of 
Information 
System 

Software 
Engineer 

17 yrs old, 
Beijing 

12 Tonghua F 9;4 25 MIS/MBA Management of 
Information 
System 

Software 
Engineer 

14 yrs old, 
Honghua 
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13 Qingdao M 9;0 31 Ph.D. Geophysiccs Software 
Engineer 

N/A 
Qingdao 

14 Nanjing F 9;0 14 Bachelor Business Manager 12 yrs old, 
Nanjing 

15 Beijing M 8;4 21 Bachelor Telecommunica
tions 

Software 
Engineer 

11 yrs old, 
Beijing 

16 Beijing F 7;0 24 Postdoctoral Molecular 
Biology 

Research 11 yrs old, 
Beijing 

17 Beijing M 6;9 32 MBA Taxation State Tax 
Auditor 

14 yrs old, 
Beijing 

18 Beijing M 6;0 23 MS Electrical 
Engineering 

Electrical 
Engineer 

12 yrs old, 
Beijing 

19 Beijing M 5;0 21 Bachelor Electrical 
Engineering 

Engineer 12 yrs old, 
Beiiing 

A total of thirty-seven native speakers of Enghsh participated in the experiments, 

forming the control group, but only twenty of them completed the whole set of the tests. 

The majority were recruited from the University of Arizona; they were enrolled in a 

variety of courses and programs, including Introductory Linguistics at various levels, 

Freshman Composition, MA program in ESL and Ph.D. program in Second Language 

Acquisition and Teaching (SLAT). The background of the information is solicited from 

those subjects that completed all the tests through a questionnaire (see Appendix A). The 

background of the subjects is summarized in Table 2: 

Table 2 Native Speaker Subjects 

Subjects Age Sex Birth Place Education 
Level 

Major Degree 
Attained 

L2 Experience 

1 36 M Washington Ph.D. SLAT MA Spanish, French 
2 44 M New York MA Bilingual 

Education 
MA Japanese, 

Spanish 
3 32 M New York MA ELL Bachelor Spanish, Russian 
4 33 F Saskatoon, 

Canada 
MA ELL MA French, Spanish 

5 22 F New York JD Political Bachelor Spanish 
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Science 
6 28 F Arizona Bachelor English 

Literature 
Bachelor Spanish, ASL, 

7 22 F Illinois Bachelor English 
Literature 

Bachelor Spanish, Arabic 

8 21 F Michigan Senior Geography Diploma French, Spanish 
9 22 F California Senior English 

Education 
Diploma Spanish 

10 25 F Arizona Senior Secondary 
Education 

Diploma German, ASL 

11 21 F New Jersey Junior Joumahsm 
& 
Linguistics 

Diploma None Joumahsm 
& 
Linguistics 

12 21 M Massachusetts Junior communi
cation 

Diploma Spanish 

13 20 F Texas Sophomore English & 
Creative 
Writing 

Diploma Spanish, Itahan 

14 19 F Pennsylvania Sophomore Nursing Diploma Spanish, German 
15 19 F Rhode Island Sophomore Political 

Science 
Diploma Spanish, French 

16 19 F Hawaii Sophomore Undeclared Diploma Japanese, 
Spanish 

17 19 F California Freshman Elementary 
Education 

Diploma Spanish 

18 19 F Utah Freshman Pre-Med Diploma Spanish 
19 N/A F N/A Freshman N/A Diploma N/A 

5.3 Resultatives and Depictives under Analysis 

To test the working hypotheses given in (348), a set of resultatives and depictives in 

English was tested on the subjects, with each subtype being subjected to testing both in 

its canonical and derived constructions. We describe the resultative constructions tested 

first. As we have argued in 4.2.6, resultatives can be roughly divided into three types: the 

causative lexical resultative (CLR), the inchoative resultative (IR) and the derived 

resultative (DR), within each subtypes are identified. We have also contended that verbs 
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of different classes, as defined traditionally, undergo exactly the lexical derivation 

process, the end result of which looks like the following: 

(349) [VCAUSDPXPR] 

The argument structure in (349), we have argued, is true not just of transitives, but also 

intransitives (e.g., sing, laugh), statives (e.g., love, miss), perception verbs (e.g., see, 

hear), etc. The DP may be realized either as a referential expression or an anaphora. 

This categorization of resultatives differs drastically from the estabUshed description 

which serves to show that different derivations are involved depending on the syntactic 

category class the verb is associated with (see, e.g., Simpson, 1983; Hoekstra, 1988, 

1992; Rapoport, 1993a; Cheng and Huang, J.,1995; Carrier and Randall, 1992; L&RH, 

1995,2000). We believe such an approach reflects the perceptual properties of the verbs, 

but linguistically, lexical expansion is the norm, the only general principle that governs 

lexical alteration is the lexical expansion theorem, as in (271). 

However, for our present purposes, we present the RC constructions tested using the 

conventional categorization, but note this does not entail our understanding of resultatives 

from a theoretical perspective. We will wait until Chapter 6 to discuss the tension 

between perception and linguistics in language acquisition in general. We turn our 

attention to the CLR first (see also Cheng and Huang, J., 1995), which falls into several 

subtypes, all being characterized of a shared property that the external argument of the 

matrix verb functions as a causer and that of the secondary predicate, the patient. Both 
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the CLR construction (i.e. the non-canonical construction) and the alternative (i.e. the 

canonical construction) are given as the (a)-sentence and (b)-sentence, respectively. The 

relevant parts are italicized: 

(350) [VtDP(+e)XPR] 

(a) Jack painted all the doors of his house red. 

(b) Wendy was dying for a change in her life, so she painted her house to be 

yellow. 

The first subtype (350a) within the CLR type is traditionally called the "transitive-based 

resultative." As the words imply, in this construction a transitive main verb takes an L-

licensed internal argument and a secondary resultative predicate. In the DM-based 

framework that we have outlined above, we contend that a lexical derivation occiirs to the 

transitive verb to mark the verb with the causative morphosyntactic feature. As a result, 

the verb functions as a light predicate. By contrast, the canonical construction, as in 

(350b), constitutes the same lexical predicates, but their 0-structures are maintained and 

thus painted still assigns the theme 0-role to the internal argument and the infinitival 

phrase assigns the same 0-role to PRO. Two pairs of the matrix verb-XPa were tested for 

the subtype of the RC construction: kick, unconscious', water, flat. 

The next subtype bears almost the same morphosyntactic properties, except that at the 

superficial structure, the same transitive verb takes a negatively 0-marked anaphor this 

time instead of its usual internal theme argument. Traditionally, it has been proposed that 
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only transitives that have intransitive variants can be inserted in this type of construction 

(see Section 4.1.1). We have argued that perceptually this change of transitivity seems 

substantial, but linguistically, it is nothing but trivial in the sense that the verb simply 

takes on a new morphosyntactic feature of causation. The canonical construction (b), on 

the other hand, allows the verb to maintain its usual argument structure. 

(351) [VtRef(.e)XPR] 

(a) Larry is a man who can drink himself stupid with cheap whisky. 

(b) Every day Mark drinks until he becomes stupid. 

There were two pairs of the main verb-XPo measured in the test for the subtype: read, 

angry, eat, sick. 

The third subtype involves a typical intransitive or unergative verb that is turned into 

a causative verb via lexical derivation, which then selects a DPAEF and an XPR. hi the 

literature, this subcategory is called "the intransitive-based Reflexive RC" (see L&RH, 

1995). Verb-XPO pairs tested include complain, calm; joke, out of his job. 

(352) [ViRef(.9)XPR] 

(a) The doctor told Mark that he had to stop smoking or he would cough himself to 

death. 

(b) Nancy knew that if she didn't stop smoking, she would die soon by coughing. 
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Given that the anaphor and the external argument share the same reference, this RC 

subtype should not create much of a problem from a language acquisition perspective, 

even though cough is associated with a non-typical argument structure. 

The next subtype is also related to intransitive verbs, but what makes it differ is that 

the verb takes an non-L-licensed DP instead of an anaphora; 

(353) [VIDP(.6)XPR] 

(a) The sleeping driver was barked awake by the policeman's dog. 

(b) Elaine's dog barks at 6 o'clock every morning until she is awake. 

There were two pairs of verb-XPo that were tested, including sleep, away and run, stiff. 

Compared with the previous subcategory, this RC construction can be more 

problematic for L2 learners since the association of bark with a non-L-licensed DP, the 

sleeping driver, may impose a burden in terms of perception and processing on the part of 

the leamers. 

The next RC subtype is related to (351), in that a transitive verb that has an 

intransitive variant L-selects a DP, rather than an anaphor, and an XPR. The connection of 

such a verb with an unusual nominal may, just as with the previous subtype, cause 

perceptual difficulty, which may delay the acquisition process. 
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(354) [VtDP(.e)XPR] 

(a) George's parents told their friends that it was George who ate them poor. 

(b) Nancy's visiting relatives ate so much that she feared that she would become 

poor soon. 

The verb-XPR pairs that were tested were wipe, off the table and sweep, into a pile. 

The second RC category is the inchoative resultative (IR), where an ergative or 

unaccusative verb takes an XPR, both predicating the single argument. We characterize 

this category as non-causative mainly due to the lexical derivation we assume verbs in the 

category undergo. This category constitutes a single type: 

(355) [VErgativeXPa] 

(a) Sara managed to kick free, as her kidnapper fell asleep. 

(b) The cowboy caught the baby horse, but before he could tie it up, it kicked and 

got free. 

Two pairs of verb-XPa were tested for this type; they were slide, open and break open. 

The third category is the derived resultative (DR), where a matrix verb selects an L-

licensed argument and a PP, but the secondary predicate phrase modifies the external 

argument instead of the internal argument: 
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(356) [VTIDP(+E)XPR,] 

(a) The detectives followed the footprints of the suspect back to the main road. 

(b) John followed his girlfriend to go back to his hotel. 

Verb-XPR pairs that were tested for this class is follow, out of the forest and fly, to 

France. 

A control construction was also included in the experiments to ensure that the 

subjects had knowledge of lexical causative derivation at their disposal, which we argue 

forms the basis of the CLR (causative lexical resultatives). Two lexical causative verbs 

were tested in the GP test: disappoint, interest. 

A total of eight resultative constructions are designed and presented to the subjects to 

measure the validity of the hypotheses. Other constructions tested include middles and 

other secondary predication constructions such as constructions involving perception 

verbs. A summary of the verb-XPR paris and the relevant constructions in which each 

pair appears is given in Table 3: 
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Table 3 RC Types and Verb-XPR pairs Tested in the GP Test 

RC Types (n = 8) Matrix Verb XPR (Secondary Predicate) (n = 16) 

[VTDP(H-E)XPR] kick unconscious 
water flat 

[VTREF(.6)XPR] read angry 
eat sick 

[VIREF(.E)XPR] complain calm 
joke out of his job 

[VI DP(.E)XPR] sleep away 
run stiff 

[VTDP(.9)XPR] wipe off the table 
sweep into a pile 

[VERGATIVE XPR] slide open 
break open 

[VTI DP(+9)XPRI] follow out of the forest 
fly to France 

[VCAUS DP{+9)] Disappoint 
Interest 

We now look at the depictive constructions measured in the experiments. Again, we 

follow the traditional approach in categorizing depletives into two general categories: the 

Object-oriented XPD construction and the Subject-oriented XPD construction. Within 

each category, conditional and attributive depletives are tested. For convenience, we 

focus on the general categories at the moment; for the depictive types, we leave the 

discussion until the analysis. 

Within the Object-oriented depletives, three subtypes have been identified and tested. 

The first involves the state verb taking a depictive phrase, XPD, which expresses either a 

condition or an attribute of the internal argument. The subscript number indicates the 
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predication relation between the DP and the secondary predicate. As before, the depictive 

construction is given in the (a)-sentence and its canonical counterpart, in the (b)-sentence. 

(357) [VstateDPiXPoi] 

(a) Jonathan likes his boots new even though he can rarely afford them new. 

(b) John, a stamp collector, dislikes the stamps if they are new. 

Two verb-XPo pairs were tested in the experiment: like, broken-, hate, warm. 

The second subtype consists of a causative verb that L-licenses a DP and an XPd with 

the secondary predicate characterizing the DP. The verb-XPo pairs tested include buy, 

unpainted; open, wet. 

(358) [VCAUSDPIXPDI] 

(a) Do not clean the refrigerator unplugged. 

(b) The repairman cleaned Diane's TV after unplugging it. 

The last subtype constituting the Object-oriented depletives involves a causative verb, 

which may expresses repetitive reading, an instance of lexical polysemy. For 

convenience, we categorize them as causative/activity verbs. Verbs that belong to this 

subtype differ from the pure causative verbs in that the latter do not take a durative 

adverbial phrase, such as for an hour. For this subtype two verb-XPo pairs were tested: 

boil, alive and use, unsealed. 
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(359) [VcAUS/ActDPiXPoi] 

(a) Bob was exhausted from chopping the wood wet. 

(b) No one believed that Jack could chop the wood up so quickly while it was so 

wet. 

The Subject-oriented depletives tested are of two subtypes. One involves typical 

transitive verbs of activity that take an internal argument and a secondary depictive 

phrase with the XPd predicating the external argument. 

(360) [DPi[VActDPXPDi]] 

(a) Frank's neighbor complained that he often washed his car shirtless. 

(b) The thief was forced to wash the street without wearing a shirt for a whole 

month. 

Verb-XPo pairs that were measured for this subtype are deliver, drunk and phone, crying. 

The other subtype is composed of an ergative or unaccusative verb and an XPd that 

characterizes the sole argument appearing in the external position. There were two verb-

XPD pairs tested, including arrive, broken and leave, feeling sick. 

(361) [DP, [VErgativeXPoi] 

(a) Maiy couldn't open the door because it shut tight. 

(b) The poUce couldn't open the door because it was shut and tight. 
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A final type is added that involves a nominal XPd rather than an adjectival predicate, 

an adjectival passive phrase, or a present participial. The verb-XPo pairs tested were 

enter, a poor man and went, a non-politician. This is shown in (362): 

(362) DPI [V (DP) XPDI] 

(a) He entered the game show a poor man. 

(b) He entered the game show as a poor man. 

The depictive constructions tested and the verb-XPo pairs are summarized in Table 4. 

Note that unlike RC constructions for which only the adjectival secondary predicates 

were measured, a variety of secondary depictive XPs are included: 

Table 4 Depictives Types and Verb-XPo Pairs Tested in the GP Test 

Depictives Types (n = 6) Matrix Verb XPD (n = 12) 
[VstateDPi XPDI] like broken 

hate warm 
[VcAus DPI XPDI] buy unpainted 

open wet 
[VcAus/ActDPi XPDI] boil ahve 

use unsealed 
DPI [VACTDPXPDL] deliver drunk 

phone crying 
DPI [VErgative XPDI] arrive broken 

leave feeling sick 
DPI [V (DP) XPDI] enter a poor man 

went a non-politician 
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On the Guided Production test, there were two trial items involving a dative construction 

{kicK) and a perception construction {see), arranged at the very beginning of the test. 

Results produced by the subjects with the two items were not counted in the analysis. 

The Clause-combining test used the same categories of verb-XPR and verb-XPO pair 

classes, but different pairs were used, which we feel was absolutely important as it would 

dramatically reduce the possibility that unsatisfactory behavior of the subject was due to 

unfamiUarity with the lexical properties of a verb or secondary predicate in question. In 

other words, by testing more verbs within each class, we increase the validity of the 

testing method used. The verb-XPR and -XPD pairs are presented in Table 5 along with 

the RC and depictive construction types: 

Table 5 Verb-XPa and Verb-XPo Pairs Tested on the Clause-Combining Test 

RC Classes (n = 8) Matrix Verb XPR(n = 16) 

[VtDP(+e)XPR] smash into pieces 
shoot dead 

[VtRef(.e)XPR] serve tired 
work to death 

[ViRef(.6)XPR] scream hoarse 
walk exhausted 

[ViDP(.e)XPR] sneeze off the table 
gamble away 
cry blind 

[VtDP(.e)XPR] smoke away 
boil dry 
drink empty 

[VErgative XPR] froze solid 
roll open 

[Vti DP(+9)XPRI] wear to the New Year's party 
choke to death 

[VcAus DP(+e)] Bore 
Frustrate 
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Depletives Classes (n = 6) Matrix Verb XPD (n = 12) 
[VstateDPi XPDI] prefer heavy 

love fresh 
[VCAUS DPi XPDI] buy used 

sold new 
[VCAUS/ACTDPI XPDI] serve fresh 

drink unheated 
DPi [VActDPXPDl] watch sad 

talk polite 
DPL [VErgative XPDI] come broken 

leave excited 
DPi [V(DP) XPDI] join a young man 

becorhe a college student 

The Grammaticality Judgment test comprises the same set of construction types, but 

each type consists of different members from the various verb classes. A summary is 

given in Table 6. Note that only the verb-XPR/o pairs used in RC and depictive 

constructions are included in the table; those used in the canonical sentences are left out. 

Table 6 RC and Depictive Classes and Verb-XPR/D Pairs Tested in the GJ Test 

RC Classes (n = 8) Matrix Verb XPr ( i i  = 16) 

[VtDP(+e)XPR] paint red [VtDP(+e)XPR] 
kiss breathless 

[VtRef(.e)XPR] drink stupid 
lick clean 
read angry 

[ViRef(.e)XPR] cry to sleep 
cough to death 
grumble calm 

[ViDP(.e)XPR] sleep away 
bark awake 
fish away 

rVtDPr-e^XPR] buy empty 
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eat poor 
[Vgrgative XPR] kick free 

swmg shut 

[Vti DP(+9)XPRI] follow to the main road 
drive from New York to San Francisco 

[VcAUS DP(+0)] Lengthen 
Awake 

Depictives Classes (n = 6) Matrix Verb XPD (n = 12) 
[VstateDPi XPDI] love rich or poor 

like new 
[VCAUSDPI XPDI] clean unplugged 

buy used 
[VcAus/ActDPi XPDI] chop wet 

cut frozen 
DPi [VActDPXPDl] wash shirtless 

play shoeless 
DPL [VErgative XPDI] return out of breath 

shut tight 
DPi [V (DP) XPDI] Not included 

A total of 81 test items constitutes the Grammaticality Judgment test, with 28 sentences 

consisting of either resultative XPRS or depictive XPDS and another 28 forming the 

canonical constructions. There were 23 fillers which were composed of ungrammatical 

sentences or sentences of grammatical properties not under analysis in the study. 

The Interpretation Test is composed of three types of sentences. The first type 

consists of sentences that are two-way ambiguous between a resultative reading and a 

depictive reading or between a subject-oriented reading and an object-oriented reading. 

(359) illustrates an example of ambiguity between a resultative reading and a depictive 

reading, whereas (360), a sentence that is ambiguous between a subject-oriented reading 

and an object-oriented reading: 
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(363) Henry fried the fish dry. 

(364) Bob sawed the board wet. 

The second type involves non-ambiguous sentences, which can only be assigned one 

single reading, as in (365); 

(365) The ice melted the floor clean. 

And the final type consists of a set of distractors that are all ambiguous but in some other 

ways such as ambiguity in terms of quantifier scope or adverb scope. Two examples are 

given in (366): 

(366) (a) Every student saw a movie. 

(b) John left the party rudely. 

A summaiy of these types tested in Interpretation Task is presented in Table 7: 
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Table 7 Sentence Types Tested in the Interpretation Test 

+ Ambiguous 
Matrix Verb XPR/D 

- Ambiguous 
Matrix Verb XPR/D 

Distractors 

saw wet talk blue in the face Every student saw a movie. 
fall loose drink under the table Seeing wild bears can be 

dangerous. 
fry dry jog stiff Helen saw a movie. 
chase angry Melt clean The believed that someone 

had entered the room. 
run hot run sweaty The FBI agent saw the spy 

with a binocular. 
slap awake John left the party rudely. 
scrub shine 
grow tall 
buy sick 

In summarizing, 14 secondary predicate constructions were tested in four separate 

experiments, supplemented with a few more constructions functioning as distractors 

including middles and violations of the constructions under analysis. All constructions 

are measured both in the production and grammaticality judgment tests, except for the 

subject-hosted depictive construction. In all four experiments, a total of 94 different verb-

XPR and verb-XPO pairs in English was tested on the subjects; in addition, 6 lexical 

causative verbs in EngUsh were tested on the subjects. In the next few subsections, we 

will describe the tasks in more detail. 
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5.4 Experiments 

Four experimental tasks were designed and administered to the subjects. The first two 

were constructed specifically to measure the subjects' tacit knowledge of grammar by 

urging them to respond to the prompts in writing. The two production tasks were set up 

such that the subjects were directed to access their relevant grammatical knowledge, 

without conscious awareness, in the process of responding to the prompts. With the 

realization that the subjects would resort to their formulaic knowledge inevitably, the 

experiments were set up so that the subjects would go beyond that and dig into their 

competence system as they tried to respond to the prompt. The other two tasks, designed 

to tap into the subjects' tacit knowledge of grammaticality, provided the subjects with 

sentences, well-formed or ill-formed, for each of which they were instructed to determine 

the grammaticality. Adoption of this experimental measurement apparently derives from 

our acceptance of the very fundamental assumptions underlying the generative approach 

that grammaticality judgments are a reflex of the subjects' assignment of the structural 

representation to the sentence in question (see Chomsky, 1980a). 

To reiterate, our research goal in the present study is to investigate adult L2 learners' 

final state (i.e. their competence) of the target language, not their interim developmental 

processes. We start with the assumption that an I-language, although its properties form 

the basis of the performance systems, is not necessarily directly utilized in a real time 

communication context, true of both production and comprehension, a point that 

Chomsky has emphatically made on numerous occasions (Chomsky, 1988,1999a, cf 

Townsend and Bever, 2001). However, this does not mean that competence cannot be 
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tapped into at all; rather under appropriate experimental circumstances, we assume that I-

language can be examined and measured. Under such an assumption, the four tests were 

designed: (a) the Guided Production (GP) Task, (b) the Clause-combining (CC) Task, (c) 

the Grammaticality Judgment (GJ) Task, and (d) the Interpretation (IT) Task. As 

mentioned above, the first two were intended to measure the subjects' production 

knowledge whereas the other two, measured their comprehension knowledge. Design of 

the tasks within each group differs, in that the first one provides an open-ended context 

whereas the latter imposes more restriction. For instance, on the GP task, subjects were 

asked to respond to a question by constructing as many different answers as possible, 

without any restriction on the type of constructions they produced. By contrast, on the CC 

task, subjects were asked to construct sentences consisting of one single clause, defined 

as a sentence comprising one single tense and agreement marking. In the same way, the 

GJ task prompted the subjects to judge the grammaticality of sentences, whereas the IT 

task asked them to determine the ambiguity of sentences assuming they are grammatical. 

It should be noted however that even though such a rigorous effort has been taken, 

this does not guarantee the tasks would tap into the subjects' unconscious linguistic 

knowledge; after all what we measured was their performance systems in a strict sense. 

Nonetheless, we do assume that when an appropriate experimental context is created, the 

subjects' I-language can be activated. To this end, three measures were taken. First, we 

created the tasks in such a way that the subjects were made to produce or judge the 

construction in question by exhausting their knowledge, at least relatively speaking. 

Second, for each construction at least two tokens were included in the test, to set off the 
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individual verb effect. Third, a wide variety of subclasses of resultatives and depictives 

were tested, so that the scope and range of the subjects' knowledge, not just a specific 

piece of knowledge, could be determined, which we think is imperative with regard to the 

understanding of the nature of linguistic knowledge. Below we look at each task in detail 

5.4.1 The Guided Production (GP) Test 

The Guided Production test (GP) consists of 30 items. Each starts with a short narrative 

made up of no more than three lines, which describes an event. The narrative is followed 

by a question and a set of italized words given in a box. The subjects were instructed to 

read the description and the question carefully and then answer the question using only 

the words provided. No change of the word form was permitted, except for capitalization. 

In some cases, the beginning parts of the answers were provided, and subjects were 

instructed to complete the parts using the words provided. While five spaces were 

provided, the subjects were urged to produce as many different answers as possible. A 

total production of 150 sentences was anticipated if each subject filled up the five spaces 

for every testing item, which could include both RC and DC constructions and their 

canonical counterparts. Two samples are provided here for illustration (for the complete 

test see Appendix B): 
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Sample 1 

When Sally heard that she was not going to get a raise, she became very upset and rushed to her boss's 
office and started complaining. Instead of stopping her, her boss decided to let her continue, as he 
figured that she would cahn down soon. 

Question: What could possibly have happened to Sally in the end if her boss was right? 

herself she, complained, calm, complaining, got, gotten, until, by, and, as a result 

(1) She could have 

(2) She could have 

(3) She could have 

(4) She could have 

(5) She could have 

Sample 2 

Maiy couldn't believe what she saw when the chef took the live lobster right out of the water tank and 
threw it into the boiling oil. 

Question: Mary was shocked because ... 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

There was no time limit since an integral part of the task is to make the subject search for 

any possibihty in their I-language system (see more detail on Procedure). 



507 

5.4.2 The Clause-combining (CC) Test 

The Clause-combining (CC) test is designed to supplement the GP task, which becomes 

relevant particularly when the subject failed to produce the target constructions on the GP 

task. On the CC test, subjects were restricted to constructing the RC and DC 

constructions only, if they had the knowledge of them. The canonical constructions were 

not measured at all. To complete the task, subjects were instructed to change a sentence 

with two clauses, defined in terms of tense marking, into a single-clause sentence by 

using the key words provided. Given not all necessary words were provided, subjects 

were allowed to use their own words to fill up the gap, but the sentence they produced 

had to contain the key words. As before, they were urged to produce as many sentences 

as possible, but they were allowed to leave an item blank if they did not know how to 

combine the two-clause sentence into a one-clause sentence, still well-formed. Three 

spaces were provided although it was expected that most subjects would be able to 

produce only one sentence for each test item. Specific definition for single clauses was 

provided in the instructions. Thirty items constitute the CC test. Two sample are given for 

exhibition (see APPENDIX C for the complete test): 

Sample 3 

The parcel came when it was aheady broken. 

broken^^can^ 

(1) 

(2) 
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(3) 

Sample 4 

Michelle does not like her furniture unless it is heavy. 

pr̂ ersĵ eav̂  

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

5.4.3 The Grammaticality Judgment (GJ) Test 

Given the fact that a clause involving a secondary predicate can be ambiguous, extra care 

is employed in the construction of the experimental sentences in the Grammaticality 

Judgment (GJ) Test to ensure that each sentence is designed such that that ambiguity is 

excluded, which contrasts v^^ith the IT test vv^here some of the experimental sentences are 

purposefully designed to convey multiple readings, as seen in the next subsection. 

This is mainly achieved either via s-selection restrictions or sentential context. For 

example, the experimental sentence (Item # 2, see the test in the Appendix), Bob and 

Kathy had an argument over the car they had just bought used. Even though the matrix 

verb buy in the relative clause can co-occur v^ith either a result secondary predicate or a 

depictive secondary predicate, the use of the secondary predicate used dictates that only a 

depictive reading is intended. Another way to limit the reading to the intended meaning is 

to make reference to the saliency of the intended reading. For instance, in the test 
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sentence (# 75), The young man kissed his girlfriend breathless, the secondary predicate 

may either be interpreted as a result predicate or a subject-hosted depictive predicate, but 

given the context, the former is the salient reading. 

Following the standard procedure in the literature, a 7-point scale is provided, instead 

of the use of a dichotic option, so that subjects can more accurately differentiate the 

grammaticality of the test sentences, where a +3 is defined as completely possible, +2, 

fairly possible, +1, slightly possible, 0, unable to decide, -1, slightly impossible, -2, fairly 

impossible, -3, completely impossible. Extra care was given to the definitions of each 

grade, and subjects were strongly urged to familiarize themselves with the definitions 

before starting. In addition, the subjects were also instructed to underline the word(s) 

which seemed to cause a problem in the sentences for which they choose a number other 

than +3. This step is added to exclude cases where the subjects' response was affected by 

an element not immediate concerned here, such as use of an adverb in a particular 

position, hi other words, only when the subject's judgment is concerned with the property 

under analysis, would his or her response be considered in the analysis. Eighty-one items 

constitute the GJ test. An illustration is given below (for the complete test, see Appendix 

D): 

Sample 5 

(a) Adam locked himself out as the door swung shut. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

(b) Bob and Kathy had an argument over the car they had just bought used. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 



(c) The taxi driver arrived the passengers to their hotel. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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5.4.4 The Interpretation Test (IT) 

The Interpretation Test (IT) is to further measure the subjects' interface representations. 

In particular, when given a grammatical sentence with ambiguity, the subjects were asked 

to associate the sentence with the appropriate interpretation or reading. If they felt that an 

interpretation reflected a sentence with equivalent truth value, a T(rue) was underlined; 

otherwise, an F(alse) was underlined. The underlying assumption behind this design is 

that ambiguity in interpretation is resolved as the hearer or reader is able to assign 

multiple syntactic representations to a single utterance (May, 1985; Aoun and Li, 1993). 

Subjects were urged to read each sentence very carefully before determining the 

compatibility of the interpretations with the original sentence. Twenty items made up the 

IT test, as illustrated below (for the complete test, see Appendix E): 

Sample 6 

(a) j^ob^awe^iebo^dj^^ 

(a) Bob sawed the board and as a result the board became wet. 
(b) Bob sawed the board and at the time he sawed it, he was wet. 
(c) Bob sawed the board while it was wet. 

T / F  
T / F  
T / F  

(b) Mike talked himself blue in the face.j 

(a) Mike talked when he was blue in the face. 
(b) Mike talked and as a result he became blue in the face. 

T / F  
T / F  
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5.5 Procedure 

Distribution of the tests was conducted via electronic mail. All but four subjects 

completed all four tests electronically; those four they completed the GP test 

electronically and the rest with a paper and pencil. All tests were administered 

individually, in the order of the GP test, the CC test, the GJ test, and finally the IT test. 

On all tests, there was no time limit. The subjects varied substantially in the time for 

completing the test, ranging firom a few hours to several weeks, although we suspect that 

the actual time spent was roughly the same. Subjects were permitted to redo any part of 

the test or add more responses if they wished, so long as they had not turned it in. Once it 

was returned to the researcher, no changes were allowed. The GP test was first distributed 

to the subjects, along with a brief message outlining the procedures. Once the subject 

returned the completed the test, the CC test was provided to the subject immediately with 

no time lapse. However, after the completion of the CC test, there was a two-week 

interval, presumably to offset any testing effects. Next the GJ test was distributed to the 

subjects, and when this was completed, the IT test was passed out immediately. Only if 

the subjects completed all four tests were their data included in the statistical analysis. 

5.6 Results 

The experimental results to be reported here constitute critical empirical evidence in 

relation to our primary hypothesis; that is, the postpubertal linguistic competence or the 
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L2 I-language attained by the NNS speakers is not significantly different from that 

developed by the NS counterparts. Specifically, the final state obtained by the Mandarin 

speakers of Enghsh matches the final state of the monolingual English speakers. For 

verification, collected data were processed in the following ways. First, we wanted to 

know whether under the same experimental conditions the NNS subjects and NS subjects 

behaved in a similar or dissimilar manner with regard to the number of sentences they 

produced involving various constructions of resultatives and depletives, categorized as 

the canonical vs. non-canonical constructions. Second, we were interested in knowing if 

the production as well as the comprehension patterns demonstrated by the experimental 

and control groups were similar at all. hi other words, did the two groups behave 

similarly or differently in dealing with the different verb subclasses within the resultative 

construction and depictive construction? Third, related to this question we would like to 

find out if patterns displayed by individuals reflected the patterns displayed by the two 

populations as a whole, a question critical to deciding whether the results can be 

generalized. Fourth, we want to know whether the observed patterns within each group 

are statistically significant; in other words, are the variations within each group 

significant or random from a statistical perspective. Finally, we want to ascertain whether 

the similarity or difference, if any, observed in the performance of the two groups, is 

statistically significant. Given that the theoretical assumption adopted here that 

resultative and depictive verbs are derived syntactically, it is important that knowledge of 

the relevant syntactic procedures constitutes the linguistic knowledge of the subjects at 
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the time of the experiments. To verify this, we will look at the data collected on the 

causative constructions. 

5.6.1 The Causative Test 

Central to our analysis of resultatives and depletives is the theoretical assumption, 

proposed by Marantz (1984) and Baker (1988), that lexical causative verbs (e.g., break, 

drop) are derived structurally, a view opposite to the lexicaUst hypothesis. According to 

the syntactic view, the lexical root is base-generated in a lower position and is 

subsequently incorporated into a position where a causative morpheme is situated via 

move-a or adjunction. In this study we have argued that this syntactic procedure can be 

extended to the derivation of verbs used in resultatives and depletives; namely, a verbal 

root or base is initially Merged in a lower position and then moved to a higher position to 

obtain the causative feature. With such an assumption, it is imperative, logically, to know 

in advance that the L2 subjects have attained the relevant syntactic mechanism before 

examining their grammatical knowledge of resultatives and depletives in the target 

language. A total of six Obj-Exp causative verbs were tested on three tasks, with two 

measured in each test implemented, including the GP test, the CC test, and the GJ test: 
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disappoint, interest, bore, frustrate, lengthen, awake^\ Table 7 shows the performance of 

the NS and NNS subjects: 

Table 8 Causative Data Collected from the GP, CC, and GJ Tests 

^\\^bs/Task GP task CC Task GJ Task 
Groups disappoint interest bore frustrate lengthen awake Total/Mean 

NS 19/1 15/0.789 16/0.842 11/0.579 106/5.579 107/5.632 274/45.667 
(n=19)  

NNS 18/0.947 13/0.684 14/0.737 4/0.211 108/5.684 84/4.421 241/40.167 
(n=19) 

Note The number prior to the slash represents the total number obtained by the group, 
whereas the number behind it is the mean. For the GP and CC tests, the ideal total 
number is 19 for each verb, with the ideal mean number, 1. For the GJ task, the ideal total 
number is 114 for each verb, with the ideal mean number, 6. 

The performance of the two groups is further illustrated in Figure 1, where it is clear that 

the mean scores obtained by the two groups differ slightly, with about 40 points in total 

and 7 points in average. To ascertain the degree of significance of the difference, a t-test 

procedure has been implemented on the data, which shows that the difference is not 

significant at all, with t = 0.208, df= \0,p< 0.001. This result is desirable, in that it 

proves that the NNS subjects had developed the necessary syntactic mechanisms intrinsic 

to constructing and judging the target sentences which are employed in the derivation of 

Analyses of disappoint and interest have been reported in the literature (e.g., Juffs, 1996b; Chen, 1996); 
the results suggest that Chinese-speaking ESL subjects had trouble mastering the verbs including those 
whose L2 development had reached the advanced stage, as defined by the researcher. 
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resultatives and depictives. As for the observed NS-NNS difference with certain verbs, 

such as awake, frustrate, we assume that mastery of a certain grammatical principle does 

not warrant employment of it in all appropriate contexts, a point demonstrated 

empirically by Grimshaw and Rosen (1990), Bloom, et al. (1994), Babyonyshev, et al. 

(2001). Whether the subjects have obtained the relevant grammar should be determined 

with enough test items being measured, hi our case, the result clearly shows that the NNS 

subjects' I-language mirrors that of the native subjects, since for the most part both 

groups demonstrated the same performance pattern. 

120 1 
105 -

• IMS sujbects 

• NNS subjects 

disappoint interest bore frustrate lengthen awake 

Verbs 

Figure 1 NS and NNS Productions of the Causative Construction from the GP, CC, 
and GJ Tests 



5.6.2 The GP Test 

Recall that the GP (Guided Production) test is designed so that the contextual cues are 

kept to a minimum as to what grammatical construction is under analysis. The subjects 

were required to read a total of 30 narratives and then to provide as many different 

answers as they could to a question following each narrative, using the words provided. 

Lexical items were carefully chosen in such a way that the subjects could use them to 

construct both resultatives and depletives as well as their canonical counterparts. The 

description below focuses on the following aspects. First we are interested in discovering 

the production patterns of the NS and NNS subjects, in particular we want to know 

whether the two groups who have obtained the I-language can produce the target 

constructions (i.e. resultatives and depletives), and if not, what is the nature of the 

difference ~ whether it represents a quantitive or qualitative dimension. Second, we want 

to know how the experimental group (i.e., the NNS group) deals with the production of 

resultatives and depletives; does the linguistic construction differentiate them in their 

production patterns or it makes no difference whatsoever? What implication does the 

result have for the question of Li transfer? Third, we would like to know how the control 

and experimental groups handle the canonical constructions for resultatives and 

depletives, and how this pattern reflects or contrasts with that seen in the production of 

resultatives and depictives. 

To consider the question of the group performance patterns, we need to know before 

hand that the NNS subjects are able to produce the target constructions at all. For 
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illustration, we have paired the NS and NNS subjects based on the total number of the 

constructions each has produced in Figure 2. 

a NS subjects 

• NNS subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  1 2  1 3  1 4  1 5  1 6  1 7  1 8  1 9  
Subjects 

Figure 2 Individual Productions of Resultatives from the GP Test 

Figure 2 presents three facts: (1) NNS subjects were able to produce the resultative 

construction, as in John hammered the metal flat, just like the NS subjects; (2) the NNS, 

nonetheless, produced far fewer resultatives than the control group; (3) intra-group 

variation exists for both groups, but is not so substantial. For details, let us look at Table 

9: 

Table 9 NS and NNS Group Productions of Resultatives on the GP Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal number Total number Mean s.d. 

NS (n=19) 14 

NNS(n=19) 14 

266 

266 

135 

64 

7.105 1.761 

3.368 1.64 
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Given that 14 verbs were tested, if each subject had produced at least one resultative 

construction, a total of 266 resultative constructions should have been produced. The 

results obtained show that while the NS group produced a total of 135 resultatives, the 

NNS group produced just 64 resultatives, almost half the number of the control group. 

Furthermore, for the former group, the mean score is 7.105, which means that for every 

two verbs tested for each subclass, each NS subject produced a resultative construction 

for at least one verb, a ratio of 2 to 1. By contrast, for the NNS group, the mean is 3.368, 

meaning that out of every 4 verbs, an NNS subject constructed about one resultative 

construction, a ratio of 4 to 1. Nonetheless, both groups demonstrate almost the same 

standard deviation, a sign that subjects in both groups behaved in a consistent manner. 

Evidently, the data show that it is not the case that resultatives are totally out of the I-

language attained by the NNS subjects; to the contrary, knowledge of resultatives in 

English has been shown to exist in the developed Sil2. However, it is equally true that 

compared with the NS subjects, the NNS subjects produced far fewer resultatives. We are 

faced with a deUcate fact that the contrast between the NS and NNS groups, with regard 

to the GP test involves not a qualitative dimension but a quantitive one. As such, we 

would like to know what had actually caused such a division. For this, we look more 

closely at the verbs tested. 

Figure 3 below presents the data categorized on the basis of verb subclasses, 

following the standard exemplified by RH&L (1998, 2001). Accordingly, Vi and Vi 

indicate that the matrix verbs are presumed to belong to the same verb subclass, 

determined mainly in terms of categorial as well as thematic properties of the matrix 
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verbs in resultatives. What strikes us is the compatible patterns demonstrated by the two 

groups, except for three verb pairs, slide, open; break, open; follow, out of the forest. The 

overall pattern is so similar that it can hardly be due to coincidence. This reinforces our 

preliminary finding that underneath the superficial difference between the two groups, the 

NNS subjects behave in a manner remarkably compatible to that of the NS group. 
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NS subjects 

NNS subjects 

VI VI V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V5 V5 V6 V6 V7 V7 

Verb classes 

Note: Vi = kick, conscious, Vi = water, flat, V2 = read, angry, V2 = eat, sick, V3 = 
complain, calm, V3 - joke, out of his job, V4 = sleep, away, V4 = run, stiff, V5 = wipe, off 
the table, V5 = sweep, into a pile, Ve = slide, shut, Ve = break, open, V7 = follow, out of 
the forest, V7 = fly, to France 

Figure 3 Resultative Productions, Categorized by Verb Subclasses, from the GP Test 

Compatibility can be summarized in the following terms. First, except for one verb 

subclass, [Vt DP(-e) XPr], involving such matrix-result verb pairs as wipe, off the table; 

sweep, into a pile, where both verb pairs were treated almost equally, subjects from both 
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groups generally did not deal with each member of a verb subclass in exactly the same 

way, a plausible consequence of the interference of the processing factors. For instance, 

while both the NS and NNS subjects produced resultatives with the verb kick, as in The 

defendant kicked the victim unconscious, neither group was willing to allow the co

occurrence of water and flat, even though the latter verb pair shares the same 

morphosyntactic properties as the former pair. That is, while only three subjects from the 

control group produced the construction He could have watered the plants flat, none from 

the experimental group did so. What is important is that the way the two groups dealt 

with each member followed exactly the same trend. Second, the NNS subjects failed 

completely to produce any sentences for three matrix-secondary verb pairs, including 

water, flat; read, angry; and complain, clam, but the NS subjects' productions with these 

verb pairs were also comparatively low, indicating the same degree of reluctance on the 

part of the NNS subjects. Of the three verb pairs, not one single datum, from either group, 

involving the verb pair, read, angry, has been found. The target sentence is She read 

herself angry, but no subject, native or non-native, thought of constructing the sentence 

as expected even in the presence of all the relevant words and contextual cues provided. 

Overall, the compatibility of the two groups' performance rests in the fact that the NNS 

subjects were consistently underproducing, compared with the native counterparts, with a 

variation pattern matching that of the native subjects' production for the most part. 

The verbs that strikingly differentiate the NS and NNS subjects are the ergative verbs 

that takes a bare result XP, slide, open; break, open and a regular transitive verb that 

takes a result XP predicating the matrix subject, yb//ow, out of the forest. We will leave 
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the analysis to the discussion, but we would emphasize one fact regarding the ergative-

based resultatives. Mandarin has exactly the same form as English, and thus this 

contradicts the prediction of the dominant view on Li transfer, since only two to three 

Mandarin-speaking subjects did produce the target constructions. 

Does the difference observed between the NS and NNS groups bear any significance? 

A ^-test procedure has been run on the data and the result shows a significant difference, 

an expected result, given the Figures 2 and 3, with t - 6.77, df= 36, p< .05. However, we 

are curious to know whether the significane would be maintained if the scores on the verb 

pairs (i.e. slide, open; break, open; follow, out of the forest) for which the NNS's 

productions deviated from the control are excluded. For this, another f-test was processed 

and the result is as follows: t = 3.35, df= 36,p < .05. Even though the obtained ?-value 

cannot override the critical value, it is obvious that the number improves a great deal, 

when the data involving the low productions are excluded. This suggests that to some 

extent, the inter-group difference obtained in the GP task is restricted to a few individual 

verb pairs, rather than resulting from a lack or insufficiency in the relevant L2 

grammatical knowledge on the part of the non-native subjects, a point we will come back 

in the discussion section. 

Now let us turn our attention to the results for depletives in the GP task. As before, 

we present the individual productions in the figure below, where NS and NNS are paired 

based on the number of depletives each subject produced. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9  1 0  1 1  1 2  1 3  1 4  1 5  1 6  1 7  1 8  1 9  

1 

• NS subjects 

• NNS subjects 

Subjects 

Figure 4 Individual Productions of Depictives from the GP Test 

The performance characteristics observed on the resultatives have been repeated here on 

the depictives. The NNS subjects have evidently demonstrated knowledge of the English 

depictive construction, just like their native counterparts, even though it is absent from 

their native Mandarin; productivity and reluctance characterizing the native group find 

matches in the non-native group. However, as in the case of resultative performance, the 

NNS subjects formed fewer depictives than the NS subjects. And finally, some intra-

group variation occurs in both groups, with two NNS subjects not constructing any 

depictives at all with 10 trials. Details are given in Table 10. 
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Table 10 NS and NNS Group Productions of Depictives from the GP Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal number Total number Mean s.d. 

NS (n- 19) 10 199 92 4.842 1.74 

NNS(n= 19) 10 199 55 2.895 1.76 

A total of 12 matrix-secondary depictive verb pairs were measured in the GP test, but 

given that two of them (i.e. a matrix-nominal secondary verb pairs) were not included in 

the other tests, they are not included in the calculation in Table 10. The control group 

produced a total of 92 depictives out of 199 chances, whereas the non-native group 

produced a total of 55 out of 199 chances. For every two depictives the NS group 

produced, NNS group produced at least one. The group mean scores reflect this inter-

group difference. Nonetheless, with regard to the intra-group variation, the two groups 

differ minimally. 

Next we would like to know the group performance based on the verb types. In other 

words, did the two groups treat each verb similarly or differently? 
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• • NNS subjects 

VI VI V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V5 V5 

Verb classes 

Note: Vi = like, broken, Vi = hate, warm, V2 = buy, unpainted, V2 open, wet, V3 = boil, 
alive, V3 = use, unsealed, V4 = deliver, drunk, V4 = phone, crying, V5 = arrive, broken, 
V5 = leave, feeling sick 

Figure 5 Depictive Productions, Categorized by Verb Subclasses, from the GP Test 

Obviously, the NNS group and the NS group treated verb pairs of various kinds in a 

strikingly similar manner, resulting in such similar production patterns, except for the V4 

subclass {deliver, drunk; phone, crying) and one member of V5, arrive, broken. Of the ten 

verb pairs, there are six where the control and the experimental groups demonstrated 

remarkably similarity in the production patterns, vt^ith a margin of 3-point difference. 

Even with the observed difference, we still need to determine if the relationship is 

significant or random. For this a t-test was run on the data, and the result indicated clearly 

that the difference is significant a.tp< .05: t = 3.429, df= 36. Nonetheless, compared 
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with the difference generated on the resultatives, the difference on depictives is actually 

somewhat smaller, which warrants explanation. 

The data collected in the Guided Production task, an open-ended test consisting of the 

fewest contextual cues has yielded preliminary evidence for the inter-group difference 

such that the native-speaking subjects consistently outproduced the Mandarin-speaking 

subjects both in resultatives and depictives, and such a difference bears statistical 

significance. Importantly, we need to know the sources of this difference. To this end, a 

factorial ANOVA test was run on the data, where two independent variables were 

analyzed: Nativeness and Construction type, and a possible interaction effect and the 

dependent variable, test scores obtained by the two groups, were also analyzed. The 

results are presented in Table 11. 

Table 11 Two-way Analyses of Variance for Nativeness and Resultatives/Depictives 

Sources df MS F 

Resultatives/Depictives 1 35.58 11.94* 

Nativeness 1 51.51 51.51* 

Nativeness X Resultatives/depictives 1 5.11 5.11* 

Error 72 2.98 

*/7<.01 

With the critical F value being 7, there are significant effects of the construction type and 

nativeness, but no significant effect of the interaction of nativeness and construction 
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types. As anticipated, the nativeness effect is significant, in that the native status of a 

subject critically predicts his or her production performance on resultatives and 

depictives. But the moderating effect jfrom the construction types on both NS and NNS 

performance obviously needs to be considered careMly. Absence of the interaction effect 

signifies that it is not the case that the NNS subjects outperformed the NS subjects in 

either resultatives or depictives. In the other words, the construction types did not 

facilitate or worsen the performance of the non-native speaking subjects. The general 

difference between the two groups is further illustrated in Figure 6, which shows that the 

control group outperformed the experimental group. 
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Figure 6 Group Mean Scores of Resultatives and Depictives from the GP Test 

To determine how the construction types moderate the subjects' performance, two 

separate one-way ANOVA tests were run and the results are presented in Table 12. 
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Table 12 One-way Analysis of Variance with Repeated Measures on 
Resultative/Depictive Productions by the NS and NNS Subjects 

Sources NS Subjects NNS Subjects 
df SS MS F df SS MS F 

Construction Type 1 48.66 48.66 475.46* 1 2.13 2.13 7.15* 

Types X Subjects 18 1.84 .1 18 5.37 .3 

Total 19 50.5 19 7.5 

*/? < .01 

A striking contrast has obtained, in that while production of resultatives and depictives 

did have a significant effect on the NS subjects, F (1,18) = 475.46, j? < .01, such an 

effect is lacking with the NNS subjects, F (1,18) = 7.15,/> < .01, a result not expected on 

the basis of the traditional Li transfer hypothesis. 

The native-normative contrast may have a number of implications. One is that an L21-

language differs from an Li I-language in character, a conclusion repeatedly made in the 

generative L2 literature. The other is that the native language of the NNS subjects played 

a role, resulting in such a group difference. Another possibiUty, more on the theoretical 

side, is that adult or postpubertal language acquisition is incomplete, a CPH (critical 

period hypothesis, Lenneberg, 1967) effect. However, we will show that none of these 

possibilities stands further experimental scrutiny. 
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5.6.3 The Canonical Resultative Construction on the GP Test 

Recall that resultatives and depletives can be expressed in canonical constructions, where 

a matrix verb and another matrix verb are combined into a complex clause. The canonical 

construction contrasts with the resultative or depictive construction in that the former is 

constituted of the lexical properties of the root in terms of argument structure and c-

selection. As such, a verb that is transitive when used in isolation maintains its categorial 

status being inserted in an expression that denotes either a resultative or depictive 

utterance. The contrast is shown in (367)-(368): 

(367) (a) The defendant kicked the victim until he became unconscious. 

(b) The defendant kicked the victim unconscious. 

(368) (a) The customer bought the chairs while they were still unpainted. 

(b) The customer bought the chairs unpainted. 

The means of the canonical productions are summarized in Table 13, which stand in 

sharp contrast with those means collected on resultatives and depletives. 

Table 13 Mean Scores of the Canonical Productions from the GP Test 

Canonical Resultatives Canonical Depletives 

NS (n= 19) 13.947(265) 8.789 (167) 

NNS(n= 19) 14 (266) 9 (171) 

Note Numbers in brackets are the total numbers of sentences produced. 



529 

Unlike the results given before, the NNS group produced slightly more canonical 

constructions than the native controls, but no significant difference was found, with 

t = 0.145, df= 36,p< .001 on the canonical resultatives and t - 0.676, df-7>6,p < .001 

on the canonical depletives. Compatibility in behavior between the groups on the 

canonical constructions is further illustrated in Figure 7: 
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Figure 7 Group Mean Scores of Productions of Canonical Resultatives and 
Depictives from the GP Test 

This result suggests that the representations of L2 verbs in their root form resembles that 

of the native speakers, but when these verbs are inserted in a syntactic context consisting 

of non-canonical syntactic properties, NNS subjects showed reluctance in employing 

them. In addition, this analysis furnishes strong evidence that the experimental subjects 

had not just acquired the verbs under analysis here, but used them correctly, even 

outperforming the native subjects slightly. 
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In the next subsection, we will look at the results of the Clause-combining task, which 

is designed to create such an experimental context where the subjects were prompted to 

produce the resultatives and depictives, only if they found the formed that clauses created 

were well-formed. 

5.6.4 The CC Task 

The Clause-combining task provides more opportunities for the subjects to demonstrate 

their knowledge of English resultatives and depictives. It differs from the Guided 

Production task in that the subjects were restrained and directed to produce resultatives 

and depictives only if they felt that the constructed clause was well-formed; otherwise 

they should leave the test item blank. For instance, (369a) is the sentence that the subject 

was presented with, which consists of two fmite clauses, and (369b) is the target clause 

the subject was urged to produce only if he or she felt the modified clause was also well-

formed. The same is true of (370). 

(369) (a) The parcel came when it was already broken. 

(b) The parcel came already broken. 

(370) (a) Michelle does not like her furniture unless it is heavy. 

(b) Michelle prefers her furniture heavy. 
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As in the GP task, subjects were encouraged to produce as many sentences as possible. A 

well-formed sentence furnished by the subject is assigned a numeral 1 and blanks are 

counted as zero. Then, the total number of sentences each subject has combined 

grammatically is tabulated. Table 14 shows the production of resultatives jfrom the CC 

test: 

Table 14 Resultative Productions from the CC Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal numbers Total number Mean s.d. 

NS (n= 19) 16 304 254 13.37 1.21 

NNS(n= 19) 16 304 229 12.05 2.25 

Sixteen resultative verbs were measured in this experiment. If each subject from every 

group produced one target sentence, a total of 304 combined resultatives ought to be 

observed. However, neither group quite reached the ideal number, but it was quite close, 

with the NS group obtaining a total of 254, with a mean of 13.37, and the NNS group 

obtaining, a total of 229, with a mean of 12.05. Variation within each group seems to be 

limited although the NNS group shows more variation. Most importantly, the striking 

group difference, as seen in the GP task, has been reduced to a significant degree, as 

shown in Figure 8. 



532 

• NS sujbects 

• NNS Subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

Subjects 

Figure 8 Individual Productions of Resultatives from the CC Test 

Compatibility between the NS and NNS subjects in terms of the numbers of grammatical 

resultatives they produced on the CC test is substantial. In particular, the latter group 

proved that they were just as capable of constructing resultatives in English as their 

native counterparts. Nonetheless, we would still want to know if such compatibility 

reflects a pattern of the NS and NNS subjects dealing with the different verb subclasses, 

or is simply a cumulative number. To find out, we present the data in Figure 9 where the 

production pattems, categorized by verb classes, were shown. 
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NS subjects 

NNS subjects 

V1 V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V4 V5 V5 V5 V6 V6 V7 V7 

Verbs 

Note: Vi = smash, into pieces, Vi = shoot, dead, V2 = serve, tired, V2 = work, to death, 
V3 = scream, hoarse, V3 = walk, exhausted, V4 = sneeze, ojf the table, V4 == gamble, 
away, V4 = cry, blind, V5 = smoke, away, V5 = boil, dry, V5 = drink, empty, Vg = freeze, 
solid, Ve = roll, open, V7 = wear, to the New Year's party, V7 = choke, to death 

Figure 9 Resultative Productions, Categorized by Verb Subclasses, from the CC Test 

Undoubtedly, the NS and NNS subjects shared the same kind of morphosyntactic 

knowledge of the verbs under analysis, without which the matching patterns exhibited in 

Figure 9 would be impossible. To further substantiate our observation, the data were 

processed via ?-test. The result shows no significant difference between the NS and NNS 

groups, with t = 2.25, df=36,p< .001. 

Now let us turn our attention to the production of depictives in the CC experiment. 

Table 14 provides a quantitive description of the verbs under analysis and total numbers 

of productions expected and the actual numbers of productions by the subjects. 
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Table 15 Depictive Productions from the CC Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal number Actual number Mean s.d. 

NS (n=19) 10 190 68 3.58 1.87 

NNS (n = 19) 10 190 58 3.05 1.75 

Ten verbs were measured and so, the ideal number is 190, assuming that each subject 

produces one target construction for each verb. The actual result shows that for the NS 

group, a total of 68 depictive clauses were produced, whereas, for the NNS group, a total 

of 58 depletives were produced, with a means of 3.58 for the former and 3.05 for the 

latter. What this means is that out of ten chances, each subject succeeded in constructing 

about three depletives, while they treated the other seven possibilities or so as 

ungrammatical. The individual production performance is further illustrated in Figure 10. 
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Figure 10 Individual Productions of Depletives from the CC Test 

For the most part, the NNS subjects behaved in a way compatible with the NS subjects, at 

least in terms of the numbers of sentences produced, and the difference between the two 

groups is mostly contributed by two NNS subjects, one of whom is the same subject that 

failed to produce any depletives on the GP task. We would next like to know if the two 

groups treated verbs of different classes similarly. The next figure presents this 

information. 
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NS subjects 

NNS subjects 

V1 V1 V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V5 V5 

Very types 

Note: Vi = prefer, heavy, Vi = love, fresh, V2 = buy, nerw, V2 = sell, new, V3 = serve, 
fresh, V3 = drink, unhealed, V4 = watch, sad, V4 = talk, polite, V5 = come, broken, V5 = 
/eave, excited 

Figure 11 Depictive Productions, Categorized by Verb Subclasses, from the CC Test 

As before, the NS subjects ou^erformed the NNS subjects, except for three verb pairs 

{drink, unheated; watch, sad; talk, polite), where the latter actually constructed more 

target sentences. To determine the significance of the difference, a t-test is run on the 

data, the result showing t = 0.898, df= 36, p < .001, where no degree of significance was 

found on the difference between the groups. With this result obtained for the CC task, a 

factorial ANOVA is apparently not warranted, but to illustrate the compatibility of the 

subjects' performance from the two groups in the CC task, Figure 12 is furnished, which 

stands sharp contrast with Figure 6. 
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Figure 12 Mean Scores of Resultatives and Depictives from the CC Test 

In summary, we have found conflicting results from the GP and CC experiments, in 

that while the GP test has generated results showing that the NS and NNS subjects treated 

English resultative and depictive constructions differently under the same experimental 

conditions, this difference was not replicated in the CC test. In other words, in the first 

experiment, the NS subjects consistently outperformed their non-native counterparts in 

quantity, indicating that the latter group were reluctant to construct resultatives and 

depictives even when prompted; however, in the second experiment which contained a 

rather different eliciting procedure, both the NS and NNS subjects succeeded in 

producing the target constructions and no difference whatsoever was found between the 

two groups. We will consider the implications of these results in the discussion section. 
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Next we turn our attention to the results for the GrammaticaUty Judgment and 

Interpretation Tests. 

5.6.5 The GJ Test 

Results from the Grammaticality Judgment test are presented in this subsection. The GJ 

test is designed to measure the subjects' passive knowledge of resultatives and depictives 

along with their canonical constructions, accompanied by distractors. The subjects were 

instructed to read carefully each of the 81 sentences, and then determine its 

grammaticality on a 6-point scale, with -3 representing completely ungrammatical, +3 

completely grammatical, and 0, no opinion. For purposes of calculation, a + 3 is coded as 

a numeral 6, a -3, a numeral 1, and a 0, a numeral 0. 

As in the previous test, little variation was observed across all four categories 

between the control and the experimental groups, with a strikingly compatible behavior 

pattern emerging in both native and non-native subjects' judgments. Furthermore, 

individually the subjects from both groups seemed to have agreed, to an overwhelming 

degree, on the grammaticality of the sentences in the test. The striking difference, seen in 

the GP test, is lacking in the GJ test. This result makes the use of graphic figures 

imnecessary; therefore, a table is used to present the findings. 
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Table 16 Results from the GJ Test 

NS Subjects (n = 19) NNS Subjects (n = 19) 

Number of verbs 17 17 
Resultatives Ideal mean score 102 102 

Actual mean score 83.84 81.42 
s.d. 9.16 10.88 

Number of verbs 14 14 
Canonical Ideal mean score 84 84 
Resultatives Actual mean score 71.05 71.95 

s.d. 7.36 5.65 

Number of verbs 10 10 
Depletives Ideal mean score 60 60 

Actual mean score 49.53 47.26 
s.d. 5.57 7.51 

Number of verbs 10 10 
Canonical Ideal mean score 60 60 
Depletives Actual mean score 53.79 54.79 

s.d 4.48 4.09 

Seventeen resultative verbs were measured in the GJ test, for each of which the subjects 

were asked to evaluate its grammaticality, the definition of which was specified in the 

instructions. Each experimental sentence was designed such that ambiguity between a 

resultative and a depictive reading was deterred, so that the subject is only judging the 

linguistic properties associated with either resultatives or depletives, but not both. 

Avoidance of ambiguity in the GJ test is mainly achieved via s-selection restriction and 

sentential context, as such an experimental sentence like Bob and Kathy had an argument 

over the car they had just bought used. Without the proper context or placement of the 
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predicate used, the sentence might convey multiple readings. Ideally, where all subjects, 

native and non-native, granted a 6 point to each well-formed test sentence, a mean score 

of 102 should have been obtained, not entirely impossible so long as they could all have 

managed to suppress processing factors in formulating their judgments to the same 

degree, such as undue length, interference from the non-linguistic conceptual schemata, 

stylistic concerns, all of which may eschew their judgments one way or another in the 

actual testing setting. Due to these factors, the actual group mean scores obtained for 

resultatives are 83.84 for the NS group and 81.42 for the NNS group, respectively, with 

both group exhibiting larger within-group variations, resulting in an average deviance of 

9.16 points for the control group and 10.88 points for the experimental group from the 

mean. In other words, the overall data spread out from the mean. 

Similar results have been found with the canonical resultative constructions. Fourteen 

verbs, some of which are also measured in the resultative constructions, were tested. The 

obtained mean scores fell short of the ideal mean of 84 by roughly ten points, with the NS 

group producing a mean of 71.05 and the NNS group, a mean of 71.95. The s.d. is 

smaller than that obtained with the resultative construction, 7.36 for the control and 5.65 

for the experimental. Interestingly enough, the within-group variation in the resultative 

and canonical resultative judgments is reversed, in that on the former, the NNS subjects 

demonstrated a bigger s.d., whereas on the latter, it is the NS that demonstrated a larger 

s.d. We will come back to this phenomenon in the next section. 

As for depictive predicates, ten verbs were measured for both depletives and 

canonical depletives, some of which overlapped. The ideal mean scores for both were 60. 
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On depletives, the NS group obtained a mean of 49.53 with an s.d. of 5.57, whereas for 

the NNS group, a mean of 47.26 with an s.d. of 7.51 was obtained. On canonical 

depletives, the NSs received a mean of 53.79 with an s.d. of 4.48 , while the NNSs 

received a mean of 54.79, with an s.d. of 4.09. Similar to the resultatives, the NS and 

NNS groups contrasts in the way they judged resultatives and depletives in comparison 

with the canonical resultatives and depletives. Specifically, while the NS judged the 

resultatives more favorably than their NNS counterparts, the latter favored more the 

canonical resultatives than the former. The same phenomenon was repeated with the 

depletives and canonical depletives. 

We next would like to know if the compatibility would hold up in the subjects' 

judgments when characterized according to the verb classes. It would be significant if the 

subjects from both groups not only converge in quantity, but also viewed the verbs from 

the same subclasses similarly. Figure 13 shows the performance patterns of the native and 

non-native subjects on each verb class, measured on the resultative test items. 
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V1 VI V2 V2 V2 V3 V3 V3 V4 V4 V4 V5 V5 V6 V6 V7 V7 

Verb classes 

Note: Vi = paint, red, Vi = kiss, breathless, Yz = drink, stupid, Va = lick, clean, V2 = 
read, angry, V3 = cry, to sleep, V3 = cough, to death, V3 = grumble, calm, V4 = sleep, 
away, V4 = bark, awake, V4 =fish, away, V5 = buy, empty, V5 = eat, poor, Vg = kick, 
free, Ve = swing, shut, V7 = follow, to the main road, V7 = drive, from New York to San 
Francisco. 

Figure 13 NS and NNS Performance Patterns of Resultatives, Categorized by 
Verb Classes, from the GJ Test 

Except for one verb pair {drink, stupid), as in Larry is a man who can drink himself 

stupid with cheap whisky, the two groups demonstrated a striking similar behavior pattern 

in the judgments of the resultative construction. In particular, they all rated verbs of 

various subclasses as permitted to take a resultative secondary predicate, given that both 

groups rated them above 51, on average, a cut-off point, any number below which would 

be an indication of ungrammaticality. The lowest mean score obtained by the NNS group 

was 58. Statistically, the difference between the NS and NNS group scores was not 

significant at all (/ =. 742, df= 2>6,p < .001). 
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The grammaticality judgment patterns on the canonical resultative constructions of 

the NS and NNS groups are given in Figure 14; 
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VI VI V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V5 V5 V6 V6 V7 V7 

Verb classes 

Note: Vi = paint, red, Vi = cook, black, V2 = drink, stupid, V2 = drive, disillusioned, V3 = 

scream, exhausted, V3 = cough, to death, V4 = shout, off the stage, V4 = bark, awake, V5 

= drink, empty, V5 = eat, poor, Ve = kick, free, Ve — click, dead, V7 = follow, to the main 
road, Vj- fly, to Paris. 

Figure 14 NS and NNS Performance Patterns of Canonical Resultatives, 
Categorized by Verb Classes, from the GJ Test 

The overall pattern resembles that observed with the resultatives, in that the group scores 

for each verb cluster around the same hne, forming a close-to-unified pattern. Although 

slight variation does exist, it seems clear that it all occurs within the range of 

grammaticality, in the sense that subjects from both groups disagree with one another on 

the grammaticality of particular syntactic structures involving certain verbs in degree, not 

in quality, plausible evidence for non-linguistic factor interference in judgments. 
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Let us now turn attention to the results from depictives. Figure 15 presents the 

performance patterns of the groups categorized in verb subclasses. 
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VI V1 V2 V2 V3 V3 V4 V4 V5 V5 

Verb classes 

Note: Vi = like, new, Vi == love, rich or poor, Yj = clean, unplugged, V2 = buy, used, V3 

= chop, wet, V3 = cut, frozen, V4 = wash, shirtless, V4 =play, shoeless, V5 = shut, tight, 
V5 = return,, out of breath. 

Figure 15 NS and NNS Performance Patterns of Depictives, Categorized by 
Verb Classes, from the GJ Test 

Exactly the same patterns have been observed with the depictives, where both NS and 

NNS subjects rated the depictives in a very similar fashion, except for one verb pair (buy, 

used), which we will examine in detail in the next section. 

Finally, we would like to know if the same performance patterns are observed for the 

canonical depictives. Figure 16 exhibits the raw scores on the canonical depictives from 

the GJ test. 
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NS subjects 

NNS subjects 

Note: Vi = like, new, Vi = enjoy, icy cold, V2 = clean, unplugged, V2 = photograph, 
happy, V3 = chop, wet, V3 = cook, dirty, V4 = wash, shirtless, V4 = write, drunk, V5 = 
shut, tight, V5 = roll, open 

Figure 16 NS and NNS Performance Patterns of Canonical Depictives, 
Categorized by Verb Subclasses, from the GJ Test 

As predicted, a performance pattern resembling the depictives has been found, where the 

minor intra- and inter-group variation mostly reflects difference of degree rather than of 

nature. Subjects all agreed that the sentences were grammatical, but when it came down 

to how grammatical they were, their opinions diverged a little bit. 

The overall behavior patterns of the control and the experimental groups are 

presented in Figure 16, which shows explicitly that the group means of the two groups 

fall almost on a horizontal level, which means that differences are simply minimal. 



546 

90 1 
80 -

70 -

• 

» •m Resulttives 

Depletives 

i 30 -
S on 

10 -

0 -

NS subjects NNS subjects 

Subjects 

Figure 17 Mean Scores of Resultative and Depictive Productions from the GJ Test 

But to ascertain the significance of the observed differences, we subject the data to a set 

of ^-tests, the results of which are presented in Table 17. 

Table 17 ?-test Results on Resultatives and Depletives from the GJ Test 

Resultatives* Canonical Resultatives* Depletives* Canonical depletives* 

t value 0.74 0.42 1.05 0.72 

df 36 36 36 36 

*p < .001 

No significant difference has been found between the control and experimental groups at 

the level p <.001, across all four different constructions. That is, native and non-native 
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subjects of English basically have judged the relevant EngUsh constructions in exactly the 

same manner. 

5.6.6 The IT Test 

As in the CC task, the hiterpretation Task is designed to further measure the subjects' 

knowledge of resultatives and depictives through a rather different modality. In the IT 

task, the subjects were presented with a set of well-formed target sentences, each 

followed by a set of evaluative sentences, mostly three evaluative sentences, but in a few 

cases, two evaluative sentences were presented. They were asked to determine if the 

evaluative sentence accurately matches the target sentence in meaning. In contrast to the 

experimental sentences in the GJ test, designed to convey mono-construal interpretations, 

some of the test sentences in the IT task are ambiguous. There are four different kinds of 

target sentences: three-way ambiguous, two-way ambiguous, non-ambiguous, and 

distractors. The subjects were instructed to read each target sentence very carefully, and 

then decide if the evaluative sentences that follow the target sentence are the paraphrases 

of the target sentence. The assumption is that accurate identification is possible only if 

the subject is able to assign a syntactic representation such that it allows them to detect 

the sameness between the target and the evaluative sentences. Table 18 contains the verbs 

tested in this experiment: 



548 

Table 18 Verbs Tested in the IT test 

3-Way Ambiguous 2-Way Ambiguous No Ambiguous (Resultatives) 

saw, wet fall, loose talk, blue in the face 
fiy, dry run, hot drink, under the table 
chase, angry grow, tall jog, stiff 
slap, awake melt, clean 
scrub, shiny run, sweaty 
buy, sick 

Note 3-way ambiguous constructions involves resultatives, subject-hosted depictives, and 
object-hosted depictives. 2-way ambiguous constructions consist of resultatives and 
object-hosted depictives. And no ambiguous constructions involve resultatives only. 

When a subject correctly identifies the compatibility of an evaluative sentence and a 

target sentence, he or she is granted a numeral number 1. Li Figure 18, the individual 

scores are presented on the sentences that are 3-way ambiguous. 

• MS subjects 

• NNS subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

Subjects 

Figure 18 Individual Performance on the 3-way Ambiguous Constructions on the IT 
Test 



As in the GP test, the 3-way construction consists of the least amount of contextual clues, 

yet the most complex and subtle semantic and syntactic properties. Therefore, variation 

among the subjects should be anticipated. Table 19 shows the detailed numbers. 

Table 19 Group Scores on the 3-way Ambiguous Constructions from the IT Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal number Actual number Mean s.d. 

NS (n= 19) 6 342 168 8.84 6.14 

NNS (n= 19) 6 342 131 7 1.22 

What is prominent is that neither native nor non-native subjects seemed to be willing to 

assign multiple syntactic configurations to the 3-way target sentences. Instead, they 

tended to assign just one syntactic representation, without entertaining the possibility that 

other semantic interpretations might exist. Nonetheless, the NS and NNS subjects 

demonstrate a critical contrast, with the former showing huge intra-group variations and 

the latter, very little variations, as shown in the s.d.s, respectively. As with the difference 

between the NS and NNS group means, r-test result shows that it is significant, with t -

2.96, df= 36, jt? < .01. And the verb pairs that put the NS and NNS subjects apart are the 

first two verbs, as seen in Figure 18, where group performance is presented, categorized 

by verbs: 
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•4— NS subjects 

-a— NNS subjects 

Verbs 

Note: Vi = saw, wet, V2 =fry, dry, V3 = chase, angry, V4 = slap, awake', V5 = scrub, 
shiny, Ve = buy, sick. 

Figure 19 NS and NNS Data on the 3-way Ambiguity, Categorized by Verbs, from the 
IT Test 

Specifically, while the NS group obtains a total of 30 and 33 for Vi and V2, the NNS 

group, only total of 20 and 21. What this means is that while the native subjects 

recognized the ambiguity and assigned proper syntactic configurations accordingly, the 

non-native speakers treated the sentences as mono-construal or they were just 

conservative or reluctant to entertain other possible readings once one prominent reading 

had been found. We suggest that the latter is the case, a point we will come back later on. 

Let us look at the results concerning the 2-way ambiguous constructions. There are 

three verb pairs tested, with all being ambiguous between resultatives and object-hosted 

depletives. One of the pairs, grow, tall, was treated unanimously by all subjects as 



551 

conveying the resultative meaning only. Mdividual subjects varied somewhat in terms of 

detecting the ambiguity of the sentences from both groups, as illustrated in Figure 20: 

H MS subjects 

• NNS subjects 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

Subjects 

Figure 20 Individual Performance on the 2-way Ambiguous Constructions from the IT 
Test 

In contrast to Figure 18, NS and NNS subjects came to the same judgments most of the 

time, either correctly associating two evaluative sentences with the target sentence, as 

they should have when the interfering processing factors had been kept in check, or 

conservatively relating only one evaluative sentence with the target sentence. The 

detailed descriptive statistics are given in Table 20: 
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Table 20 Group Scores on the 2-way Ambiguous Constructions from the IT Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal number Actual number Mean s.d. 

NS (n= 19) 3 114 74 3.89 .65 

NNS (n= 19) 3 114 63 3.32 .56 

In the present test, an ideal number obtains if each subject assigns two reading for each 

target sentence, which adds up to 114 for each group. This was not the case, since the 

control group obtained a total of 74, whereas the experimental group obtained a total of 

63, with 3.89 and 3.32 means, respectively. Intra-group variation was minimal. Group 

performance is further illustrated in Figure 20, where it is categorized by verbs. 

NS subjects 

NNS subjects 

Verbs 

Note: Vi - fall, loose; V2 = run, hot, N2, = grow, tall. 

Figure 21 NS and NNS Data on the 2-way Ambiguity, Categorized by Verbs, on the 
IT Test 
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There are more native subjects assigning two readings to the target sentence involving the 

verb pair, run, hot, and as a result, the two groups differ in means. Nonetheless, this 

difference is not significant at/? < .01, with t = 2.29, df- 36, but is significant at < .05. 

We will come back to this issue in the next section. 

Finally, we look at the results in relation to the mono-construal sentence, namely the 

resultatives. As anticipated, subjects of both groups have demonstrated a remarkable 

convergence, choosing the resultative reading only. This compatibility is shown in Table 

21: 

Table 21 Group Scores on the Non-ambiguous Constructions from the IT Test 

Subjects Verbs Ideal number Actual nimiber Mean s.d. 

NS (n = 19) 5 95 83 4.37 A1 

NNS (n = 19) 5 95 91 4.79 .18 

By the same calculation, the ideal number, which is 95, was almost reached by the two 

groups, with the NS group obtaining a total of 83 and the NNS group, a total of 91. 

Similarly, the group means also shows substantial compatibility. This is illustrated in 

Figure 22: 
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—•— NS subjects 

—NNS subjects 

Resultative verbs 

Note: V] = talk, blue in the face; V2 = drink, under the table; V3 =jog, stiff, V4 = melt, 
clean; V5 = run, sweaty 

Figure 22 NS and NNS Data on the Non-Ambiguity, Categorized by Verbs, from the 
IT Test 

A ^-test result shows that there is no significant difference between the NS and NNS 

judgments on the mono-construal sentences, with t = 2.29, df=2>6,p<.Q\.'h\ fact, the 

NNS subjects outperformed the NS subjects, which is mainly contributed by the verb 

pair, drink, under the table, for which many native subjects rejected on the basis of non-

hnguistic reasons, which we will come back in the discussion. 
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5.6.7 Discussion 

In section 5.1, we identify three research questions under investigation in this study, as 

given in (345). For convenience, they are repeated here as in (371): 

(371) Research questions under investigation 

(i) What constitutes the final state of a second language (Sil2 or L2 grammar)? Is 

the L2 hnguistic competence the same as or different from that obtained by the 

native speakers? 

(ii) What is the precise status of an Li grammar in the So? What relevance of the 

Li grammar can be found to L2 development? 

(iii) What does the study of the L2 final state tell us about the nature of late L2 

learners? 

As has been indicated in Chapter 1, the starting point for any theory of language, primary 

or non-primary, is the formulation of the most plausible theory of an I-language, the final 

state of an ideal speaker-hearer of a language L, which best satisfies the "conceptual 

naturalness" (Chomsky, 2000a). Inquiry in the other related disciplines, including child 

language development, language use, language processing, physiology of language, etc., 

critically depends on the success of the construction of such a theory, the essence of 

which takes seriously into account the issues of "Plato's problem," "Orwell's problem," 

and creativity of language. Nonetheless, the current generative research in second 

language has deputed from this fundamental assumption from the very onset. Instead of 
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adopting the deductive approach, generative L2 researchers have deployed an inductive 

approach, through which they have focussed mainly on the characterization of the L2 

developmental processes, in hope that such an effort would eventually lead them to the 

formation of a theory of L2 grammar. Employment of the induction approach seems to be 

a logical choice, given the widely accepted, but poorly attested, assumptions including 

the critical period hypothesis (Lenneberg, 1967), the rarity with which La speakers reach 

native-like target proficiency (Bley-Vroman, 1989; Schachter, 1990; White and Genesse, 

1996), and conspicuous irregularities in L2 performance. These misconceived 

assumptions were often reinforced by the lack of appropriate control procedures in the 

research designs and methodology employed. Consequently, the results reflect more of 

the confounding variable effects or methodology-induced effects than the effects of the 

dependent variables, such as insufficiency of the relevant target positive evidence, 

unreliable measurement of L2 proficiency, mistaken measurement of performance as 

competence, analysis of the intermediate state rather than the final state, and insufficient 

experimental procedures deployed. As a result, the moderating effects of the confounding 

variables substantially weaken the validity of the research. 

The crucial rationale behind the design of the present study is to tackle these 

problems by first reexamining the a priori assumptions and raising a different set of 

research questions, as given in (371). As for the former, we suggest that the established 

practice of measuring L2 nativeness by means of the standardized proficiency tests or 

translation tests be replaced with a nominal criterion for nativeness; namely the extent 

and property of exposure to the target input, the very criterion conventionally used to 
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determine the nativeness of the language learner. Specifically, we suggest that if we can 

determine that an L2 learner has received the amount of L2 input comparable to that 

obtained by the child language acquirer and in a comparable environment; namely by 

being immersed in the target setting for an extended period of time, say eight years, then 

we can regard the L2 learner as having reached the final state, hi other words, the 

complexities of his or her linguistic knowledge of the L2 would be taken as being 

comparable to that of the people exposed to the L2 at birth. Methodologically, we assume 

that measurement of error pattems in L2 acquisition is relevant, but such an effort would 

be fhiitful only if we have a better understanding of the extent and nature of the well-

formed L2 knowledge, i.e., the Sil2 that is relatively error-free and native-like. An 

establishment of this knowledge forms the baseline for other types of L2 analyses, 

including analyses of error pattems or variations in L2 performance. 

To this end, we propose that three research questions be looked at closely. The first 

concerns the components of a second language grammar, defined in the sense of the final 

state attained by the second language leamer (i.e., the Sil2)- The second question, 

exploration of which is critically dependent on the answers to the first, is concerned with 

the role that the native language of the L2 speaker plays in the formation of the Siu- Is the 

Li grammar accessed directly in the process, or is it that some other cognitive process is 

at work, which constitutes the performance systems? The last question, of equal 

importance, concems the characteristics and attributes of adult second language learners 

in general. Are they active or conservative hypothesis-testers? If active, they are willing 
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to explore the repertoire of linguistic properties associated with the target language. By 

contrast, when conservative, they are often satisfied with a subset of the repertoire. 

For each research question, a null hypothesis is proposed, as given in (348), repeated 

here in (372): 

(372) Null hypothesis (1); The CUH does not have control over the Sil2. 

Null hypothesis (2): The RTC has no effect on the La LEX. 

Null hypothesis (3): Adult L2 learners are not conservative. 

The first null hypothesis, in relation to the question on the components of L2 grammar, 

says that no difference exists between the S1L2 (the L2 grammar) and the Sjl (the Li 

grammar). That is, the final state attained by the adult L2 speaker is compatible, in 

character, with that attained by the native speaker. This null hypothesis is specified in the 

form of the Chl2 Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH), as given in (346), which assumes that 

the Li final state is extrinsic to the L2 computational system (the L2 CHL), such that the 

internalized Siu (the I-language state in an L2) is in fact the same in nature as the Sil 

attained by the native speakers. 

As for the second question, a working hypothesis is set out that assumes that while 

the LI CHL is inaccessible to L2 development, the LJ LEX may be utilized via the 

mediation of the performance systems or the acquisition procedures, neither of which is 

constitutes the linguistic module. As a starting point, we dispense with the conventional 

assumption that an Li linguistic system may either faciUtate or impede L2 development. 
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depending on whether the linguistic property in question matches or diverges in the two 

languages involved. Instead, we argue that a component of the performance systems, 

probably part of the acquisition procedures, mediating the L2 acquisition, is the 

Relativized Transfer Condition (RTC), as given in (347). With RTC, we hypothesize that 

an existing lexical item x, either from the Li or L2, with a feature set {a, P, y}, 

incorporates into the L2 LEX iff there is no such an x-bar with a competing feature set {n, 

a, v|;} that is more canonical, where a feature set consists of the semantic, morphological, 

and selectional matrices. The notion of canonicality is defined in terms of semantic, 

morphological, and selectional features. As such, a verb is typically taken as an 

expression of an event, whereas a noun is taken, as an expression of an object or thing 

(see Radford, 1990, Van Valin and LaPolla, 1997). Morphologically, a derived word, 

including zero-derived items, is typically treated as less canonical than its root (see Levin 

and Rappaport Hovav, 1989; Haspelmath, 1993; Shi, 1999). As for selectional features, 

the contextual environment typically associated with a predicate is considered canonical 

and those less typical, as peripheral ones. For instance, the verb hope typically s-selects a 

tensed proposition whereas the similar verb want may s-select either a tensed or an 

infinitival root proposition, following Pesetsky (1982,1995). The RTC hypothesis 

predicts that lexical canonicality is irrelevant to L2 development, in that adult L2 learners 

can encode both canonical and non-canonical lexical properties in L2 LEX. The 

predication we hope to verify is that the non-canonical lexical properties are largely 

absent from the S1L2 attained by L2 learners, regardless of whether they exist in the 

learner's Li grammar. Furthermore, we show that the RTC condition is in fact a reflection 
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of lexical frequency effects, giving rise to much variability. For this reason, we argue that 

the RTC condition affects the performance system, rather than the linguistic module. 

For the final question, we hypothesize that adult L2 speakers are basically 

conservative, in the sense that they tend to be satisfied with the canonical lexical features 

and ignore the non-canonical features at the expense of losing sight of the minute 

semantic differences between them. We ascribe this attribute to the effect of a fully 

developed cognitive system, that is, mature L2 learners and child Li learners are different 

in that for the former, acquisition of the target language is often accompanied by 

elements made available by a full-fledged general cognitive system, imavailable to the 

child language acquirers. One of these elements is related to the motive for acquiring the 

additional language. For the child acquirer, the motive is largely biological (see 

Chomsky, 1988; Jenkins, 2000; Smith, 2002). By contrast, even though this motive may 

still be in existence, it is often supplemented by the non-biological elements, such that 

adult language acquirers are more efficiency- and goal-oriented, even at the expense of 

losing the minute lexical semantic subtitles. 

5.6.7.1 Evaluation of the Hypotheses 

hi this subsection, we evaluate our proposed hypotheses on the basis of the results in fair 

detail. For this, we look more closely at the thorny problems revealed in the results in the 

following subsection, where we explore explanatory accounts for the problems faced by 

the adult L2 subjects in the study. 
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The CUH (CHL2 Uniformity Hypothesis) predicts that the computational procedure 

employed by adult La learners is exactly the same as that accessed by the child language 

acquirers. Since a grammar, defined as an I-language attained by language acquirers, 

consists of a CHL system and LEX, when the results show positive evidence for the CUH 

and the L2 predicates constituting L2 LEX, we can conclude that an L2 and Li grammar 

are the same in nature; no fundamental differences should be found in the components of 

the two grammars. Nonetheless, the CUH hypothesis does not say anything about the 

ultimate size of the L2 grammar, implying that it may either presents itself as a superset 

or a subset of the native grammar attained by the child bom in the target envirormient. Li 

other words, the CUH hypothesis is confirmed if empirical evidence shows that adult L2 

speakers' representations of the target grammar resemble that of the native speakers in 

domain, although it may contain variation or constitute a subset in range; otherwise, the 

hypothesis is maintained, signifying that adult L2 grammar differs in nature from that of 

the native speakers. 

Evidence, regarding whether adult Mandarin-speaking subjects of English have the 

same L2 representation as their native English counterparts, consists of measurement in 

the following types of constructions consisting of both target and canonical structures: 

the causative construction, the resultative construction, and the depictive construction. 

Determination of the inter-group similarity and difference alike is made by virtue of 

implementation of ?-test procedures, the results of which have been given in the 

preceding sect ion.  For convenience,  they are summarized in Tables 22-24:  
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Table 22 ?-test Results from the Production Tests 

GP Task CC Task 
NS NNS NS NNS 

M sd M sd df t M sd M sd df t 

Causatives 1.79 .18 1.63 .36 36 .94* 1.42 .59 .95 .39 36 2.09** 

Resultatives 7.11 3.1 3.37 2.69 36 6.77®* 13.37 1.47 12.05 5.05 36 2.25'* 

Canonical 8.79 .73 9 1.11 36 -.676*** 
Resultatives 

Depletives 4.84 3.03 2.89 3.89 36 3.43'* 3.58 3.48 3.05 3.05 36 .9" 

Canonical 8.79 .73 9 
Depletives 

1.11 36 -.68*** 

Note significant difference between the experimental and control groups. *p < .05, ** p 
< .01. *** p < .001. Blanks mean the linguistic properties are not measured. 

Table 23 ?-test Results from the Comprehension Test (GJ) 

GJ Task 
NS NNS 

mm M sd ^ t 

Causatives 11.21 3.95 10.11 4.43 36 1.66* 

Resultatives 83.84 83.81 81.42 118.26 36 .74*** 

Canonical 71.05 54.16 71.95 31.94 36 
Resultatives 

- 42*** 

Depletives 49.53 31.65 47.26 56.43 36 LOS" 

Canonical 53.79 20.06 54.79 16.73 36 
Depletives 

_ '72*** 

Note ^ significant difference between the experimental and control 
groups. *p< .05, ***/? < .001. 
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Table 24 r-test Results from the Comprehension Tests (IT) 

IT Task 
3-wav Ambisxiitv 2-wav Ambiguity Non-ambieuitv 
NS NNS NS NNS NS NNS 

M sd M sd t M sd M sd ^ t M sd M ^ # t 

Resultatives 3.63 .69 4.47 .93 36 -2.88'* 2.79.18 2.63 .25 36 1.06* 4.37 .47 4.79.18 36 -2.29** 

Depictives 5.21 4.62 2.42 .92 36 5.16"* 1.11 .43 .68 .56 36 1.84* 

Note ® significant difference between the experimental and control groups. * p< .05, ** p 
< .01. Blanks means the category is not measua"ed. 

Recall that inclusion of the test of the causative construction is motivated by the 

theoretical assumption that fonnation of causatives (e.g., John broke the vase), undergoes 

the same syntactic operation as that of resultatives (e.g., John hammered the metal flat) 

and of depictives (e.g., John bought the dog sick.)-, that is, X°-movement is invoked, 

constrained by the principles of economy and locality. As such, to ascertain the validity 

of the experiments, it is important that the relevant operation is part of the L2 subjects' 

knowledge (i.e., the I-language of Enghsh). For this reason, L2 subjects' knowledge of 

causatives is measured and compared with the controls'. As has often been assumed in 

the Li developmental literature (see, e.g., Juffs, 1996b), Mandarin contrasts with English 

in that the latter allows lexical causatives, as given above, whereas the former does not, 

only allowing the periphrastic construction or compounds (e.g., John hit-broken the 

vase). As has been argued in Section 4.2.5 above, this assvimption is home out 

empirically. Mandarin does not just consist of lexical causative predicates, their number 

is larger than usually assumed. Nonetheless, with regard to individual lexical items, it is 
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true that some exist in the Mandarin LEX, but others do not; the opposite is also true of 

the English LEX. To ensure that the L2 subjects do not simply employ the Li lexical 

properties, the L2 causative verbs chosen are those whose Mandarin translations can only 

appear in compounds or periphrastic constructions, including interest, disappoint, bore, 

frustrate, lengthen, and awake. Results from the production experiments, the GP and CC 

tests, show that the NNS and NS subjects treated Enghsh causative predicates in exactly 

the same manner, with t = .94, df= 36, p < .05 for the GP test and t = 2.09, df= 36, p< 

.01, indicating no significant difference has been found. Likewise, the result from the 

comprehension experiment replicates this finding (see Table 21), with t = 1.66, df= 36, p 

< .05. This shows that the Mandarin L2 speakers of English did have the syntactic 

mechanisms under analysis as part of their L2 knowledge. What this means is that 

whatever is found with the results for resultatives and depletives would result from 

an54hing other than the relevant computational operations. 

With this, we are interested in knowing whether the L2 subjects would be able to 

fransfer the syntactic mechanism to resultatives and depletives. The prediction, couched 

in the terms of the CHL Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH), is that the relevant computational 

operation is internal to adult L2 learners, regardless of whether it is activated in the 

development of their Li grammar. Findings eUcited from four experiments manifest 

mixed results. Interestingly enough, such conflicting results are found in the two tests 

designed to measure the same kind of performance, i.e., production and comprehension, 

as opposed to the usual contrast, as often reported in the literature, characterized of the 
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asymmetric performance in L2 learners' production and comprehension (e.g., Juffs, 

1996b). This result signifies that methodology plays a critical role in L2 research. 

In the Guided Production experiment, characterized of the least contextual cues, the 

non-native Mandarin speakers of English show more reluctance in constructing 

resultatives and depletives, compared with the controls, although their behavior in 

producing the canonical resultatives and depletives resembles the controls, in fact they 

produced more canonical sentences than their native counterparts, indicated by the 

negative /-obtained values in Table 22. What this means is that under the same 

experimental condition, the native speakers produced more the target constructions in 

number than the non-native speakers, and the differences are significant, with t = 6.77, df 

= 36,p < .05 for resultatives and t = 3.43, df= 36,p < .05 for depletives. However, in the 

Clause-combining experiment, the second production test administered after the GP test, 

which is designed so that it asks the subjects to reconstruct an existing bl-clausal 

sentence, composed of a main and a subordinate clause, into a mono-clausal sentence, 

either a resultatlve or a depictive, only if they feel the reconstructed sentence is well-

formed. The canonical resultatives and depletives are not under analysis here, given they 

are presented as the existing sentences. Contrasting the results found on the GP tests, no 

significant difference was obtained between the experimental and control group in either 

resultatives or depictives, / = 2.27, df = 36,/? < .01 for resultatives and t= .9, df= 36, 

p< .001. This seems to suggest that the difference foimd on the GP test reflects a 

methodological artifact; in other words, the difference was probably brought about by the 

fact that the stimulus is wide open and resultatives and depletives were not, for whatever 
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reasons, among the constructions that they would think of in answering the prompting 

questions. However, when the options were narrowed to the degree that the subjects were 

compelled to construct the target constructions only if they felt the sentences produced 

were indeed grammatical, the non-native subjects demonstrated a production pattern 

completely compatible with that of the controls. Taking the two tests into account 

together, the data clearly suggest that the underproduction observed of the non-native 

subjects on the GP test manifested nothing but an attribute of the late L2 learners given an 

open-ended communication context, where they tended to resort to the canonical 

constructions instead of the derived constructions, even though the latter is constituted in 

their L2 linguistic competence. 

The tentative conclusion drawn above can be reinforced when considering the data in 

a bit more detail. Several facts are prominent. First, as shown in Figures 3 and 5, non-

native subjects provided resultatives and depictives representing all subclasses (7 for 

resultatives and 5 for depictives, exhibited in Table 25: 
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Table 25 Group Row Scores by Verb Subclasses from the GP Test 

Resultatives Depletives 
Verb subclasses NS NNS Verb subclasses NS NNS 

[VTDP(+E)XPR] 9 3 [VstateDPl XPDI] 4 1 

3 0 12 4 

[VtRef(.E)XPR] 0 0 [VCAUS DPI XPDI] 16 14 

5 2 2 2 

[ViREF(.E)XPR] 4 0 [VCAUS/ACTDPI XPDI] 16 12 

14 8 1 1 

[Vi DP(.9)XPR] 13 3 DPI [VACTDP XPDI] 13 3 

2 1 7 4 

[VTDP(.E)XPR] 18 18 DPI [Vergative XPDI] 9 3 

17 15 12 11 

[V Ergative XPR] 18 2 

18 3 

[Vti DP(+e)XPRi] 12 3 

2 5 

Given that there were two verb-pairs measured for each verb subclass, the non-native 

subjects produced resultatives and depletives of all verb subclasses like their native 

counterparts. Nonetheless, the former group did fail to provide constructions for three 

verb-pairs, one of which was absent from the native production pool as well. Specifically, 

with the minimal contextual cues provided, the non-native subjects not only demonstrated 

knowledge of the resultative construction involving the minimal derivation, but those that 

are derived via complex syntactic operations, those resultative types where the matrix 

verb s-selects an unconventional theta role. Likewise, as for depletives, the L2 subjects 

have shown their capacity for producing both object-hosted and subject-hosted 

depletives. 
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Another aspect that needs to be noted especially is that with regard to depictives, the 

Mandarin subjects of English could not only produce the attribute depictives (the 

dominant type) but also the conditional depictives (the first subclass in Table 25), the 

semantic properties of which are very subtle, even for the native speakers. The same 

result was found on the GJ test. 

Still another fact revealed in the data that lends support to our conclusion is that not 

only were the non-native subjects were able to handle a wide variety of matrix verb 

classes used in conjunction with secondary predicates, but they could also recognize that 

the secondary predicates may take on different morphological properties, including 

predicative adjectives, prepositional phrases (PP), and past and present participles. Our 

conclusions should take all this, and other related facts, into account. 

Now let us turn attention to the comprehension experiments in detail. On the GJ test, 

no significant difference was found between the control group and the experimental 

group across the board. On all four constructions (resultatives, canonical resultatives, 

depictives, and canonical depictives), the ^-tests showed uniform results. On resultatives 

and depictives, the native subjects favored resultatives a bit more than the non-native 

subjects; nonetheless, the difference is trivial enough to show no significant effects, 

t = .74, df= 36,p < .001 for resultatives and t = 1.05, df= 36, p < .001. As for the 

canonical resultatives and depictives, the same results was found, with t = -.42, df = 36, 

p < .001 for the former and t = -.72, df^ 36, p < .001 for the latter. The only difference is 

that this time it is the experimental group that favors the canonical constructions more 

than the controls - thus the negative t values. However, on the IT test, the results are 
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mixed. On the 3-way ambiguity test items where a resultative, a subject-hosted depictive, 

and an object-hosted depictive reading is available, the L2 subjects apparently were more 

keen on resultatives, but less on depictives, as they picked more resultative readings, 

ignoring the depictive readings. As such, the t value for resultatives is in negative, 

meaning that L2 subjects marked more resultative readings for each 3-way ambiguous 

sentence than the controls, t = -2.88, df= 36, p < .05. This contrasts sharply with the 

results on the depictive readings. While the control group obtained a mean of 5.21, the 

experimental group obtained only a mean of 2.42. 

hi contrast, on the resultative and object-hosted depictive, 2-way ambiguous test 

items, such an inter-group difference was not found at all. To the contrary, the L2 subjects 

and the controls judged the sentences in a compatible manner and thus no significant 

difference was found, with 1 = 1.06, df= 36, p < .05 for resultatives and t = 1.84, 36, 

p < .05. And finally, on the items conveying resultative readings only, the result simply 

replicated what had been obtained on the GJ test; that is, no inter-group difference was 

found at all, with t = -2.29, df= 36, p < .01. 

Li light of the results obtained, how do we evaluate the Null Hypothesis (1), that the 

L2 Computational system is no different than the Li computational system. Before 

proceeding, we need to reiterate one more time the crucial underlying assumptions that 

motivate the formation of generative grammar. In a nutshell, generative grammar aims to 

study the nature of language, not language use, not real time communication, etc. In 

particular, generative grammar deals with two problems: provide an adequate description 

of human language and explain how such language arises in the child, a point vigorously 
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made and repeated on many occasions by Chomsky (1957,1965,1986, 1988,1995a, 

2000c). In this inquiry, idealization is called for, in that analysis should be carried out on 

the relevant linguistic entities, assuming that they are formed by an ideal speaker-listener, 

not affected by his or her limitations of memory and attention span (Chomsky, 1965: 3; 

Moravcsik, 1998: 166). In the same vein, generative grammar intends to identify the 

legibility conditions, also known as "bare output conditions" (Chomsky, 2000c: 18) or 

"an interface condition IC" (Chomsky, 2001: 3), which is then accessed by two separate 

performance systems: the A-P (articulatory-perceptual) and the C-I (conceptual-

intentional) systems. On the methodological side, generative grammar assumes that the 

generation of expressions is not the same thing as the production of them (see Chomsky, 

1988: 93-94; 2000c: 67; Green and Morgan, 2001: 11), with the former being an abstract 

operation and the latter, a real-time performance procedure, which may be affected by 

numerous non-linguistic factors. Subsequently, there is no contradiction when a native 

speaker utters an ungrammatical sentence or assigns an interpretation of an utterance, not 

intended by the speaker. Another methodology-related assumption is that the empirical 

data "is twice removed from the (ultimately) real" (Moravcsik, 1998: 19, see also 

Chomsky, 1972: 115), meaning that whatever is spotted in a spontaneous or experimental 

setting reveals little of the competence of the speakers, although it is not completely 

impossible to tease out its linguistic relevance. 

So how do we interpret the data presented above in hght of the null hypothesis under 

investigation, taking into accoimt these assumptions? Namely, we want to know if the 

NNS subjects possess the same computational procedures as the controls in the face of 



571 

the mixed results? There are three possible answers. One is that they do; the other is that 

they do not, and still the other is that the data are insufficient for us to make a decision. 

The last seems wrong, given the results fi-om the GP test, the test containing the least 

contextual cures, clearly showing that the non-native group did produce a total of 64 

resultatives out of 266 chances and a total of 55 depletives out of 199 chances. While 

compared with the controls, who produced as a group a total of 135 for resultatives and 

92 for depletives, the L2 subjects did come up with smaller numbers in totality, but still 

each produced 3.5 resultatives and almost 3 depletives on average, in a completely 

neutural context. Without the appropriate syntactic mechanism, the number should have 

been even more meager or more sporadic. Furthermore, adopting this answer, there is no 

way to explain the native-like behavior observed on the CC test and how the L2 subjects 

assign successively the SDs (structural descriptions) to the target constructions like the 

native controls in the comprehension tests. 

What about the second possibility, that is, the L2 subjects do not have the relevant 

computational procedure? To account for the observed data, one has to assume that the L2 

subjects' behaviors result fi-om other cognitive sources, including use of analogy or 

memorization, known as generalized learning procedures, learning on an item-by-item 

basis, or even apphcation of knowledge from the prior formal ESL education. In other 

words, L2 subjects managed to give the target constructions either because of some kind 

of past experiences (memorization or ESL formal education) or because they encountered 

some other constructions that bear similar syntactic structures (i.e., by analogy), or 

because they picked them up firom the environment (item-by-item learning). None of 
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these is plausible for the following reason. First, the La subjects constructed resultatives 

and depletives of various verb sub-classes, as shown in Table 25. For the analogy account 

to be valid, one has to assume that all verb-pairs tested had been experienced by the L2 

subjects, at least those that did construct them or judge them correctly, which can hardly 

be the case for the reason to be given below. Second, if analogy were in operation, it 

would leave the failures or misidentification on the part of the L2 subjects unaccounted 

for; that is could they apply the mechanism for some verb-pairs, but not the others. 

Memorization can be ruled out as a possible sowce of linguistic knowledge, simply by 

the fact it assumes that behaviorism is valid. Formal ESL education cannot be the proper 

contributing factor either, as has been pointed out, to our best knowledge, neither 

resultatives nor depletives constitutes the ESL curriculum across the world. 

Even supposing that the reasoning above is erroneous, the fact below is still forceful 

enough to stand. As described above, a total of 86 verb-pairs, plus 6 causative verbs, 

were tested on the subjects, with one verb-pair tested in all three tests (i.e., read, angry). 

With such a gigantic number of verbs representing a vast variety of subclasses, the 

possibility, that acquisition of them may be attributed to those acquisition procedures 

mentioned above, including memorization, analogy learning, or item-by-item learning, or 

formal ESL education, can be dismissed outright as a plausible source for the relevant L2 

linguistic knowledge, simply because for each to be true, one has to prove that all L2 

subjects had the uniformed experiences and cognitive capacity regarding the lexical items 

and construction examined here in the study. Furthermore, such speculation that the L2 

knowledge is derived jfrom an interaction of those alternatives does not sustain scrutiny. 
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considering the fact that there is no way that one could explain the cases where the non-

native subjects deviated from the native behavior. Following this train of thought, we 

have to say that none of the alternatives, single or combined, would satisfy the 

requirement of explanatory adequacy, hi addition, it is most likely that most of the verb-

pairs tested had not been experienced by the L2 subjects at all before participating in the 

experiments, which actually originally motivated us to include such a large number of 

verb-pairs to offset the possible prior encounters effects. 

If our reasoning is on the right track, which we believe it is, then we have to admit 

that the results show nothing but the CHL system at work, giving rise to the performance 

data, as seen above. As such, we have to conclude that the first possibility is the only 

plausible answer; that is, the late L2 acquisition utilizes exactly the same computational 

systems available to the children, thus the essence of the CHL Uniformity Hypothesis. 

Adult L2 acquisition is not fundamentally different from the child language acquisition, 

except in terms of temporality and general cognitive development, in that both processes 

involve employment of the faculty of language, fixing the open parametric values, and 

constructing a target LEX. However, what is still at stake is how to explain the individual 

variation and reluctance demonstrated among the Mandarin speakers of English in 

producing the target constructions, a question that is far less daunting compared with the 

other problems faced if assuming the alternatives. For the moment, we can tentatively 

conclude that it is not the syntactic operation to blame for the inadequacy observed in the 

L2 production, but some other elements characterized of the performance system, in 

particular some attributes characteristic of late language acquirers in general. 
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As a summary, the general analysis of the data has compelled us to the conclusion 

that the null hypothesis concerning the CUH be rejected, given the consideration of all 

aspects of the data. This entails that the computational procedure is composed of the 

linguistic knowledge of the late L2 acquirers, although it does not contain information on 

whether it is transferred from their Li grammar or simply is extracted from UG or the 

faculty of language. In other words, empirical evidence showing that the computational 

processes are intemal to the adult L2 learners does not automatically extend to the origins 

of the processes, which is the question that our second hypothesis is intended to deal 

with. 

The second null hypothesis is for the most part motivated by the time-honored 

question in relation to the role of an existing grammar at the outset of L2 acquisition, as 

elaborated in Chapter 1, for which a persistent a priori assumption, true of almost all 

proposed L2 developmental hypotheses, with just a handful of exceptions (e.g., Duley and 

Burt's the Creative Construction Model, 1982: 6; Flynn's Parameter Model in L2, 1987; 

Martohardjono and Flynn's the Universal Grammar (UG) approach, 1995: 205) that 

assume no fundamental difference between the child Li acquisition and the adult L2 

acquisition, in the sense both processes are constrained and guided by precisely the same 

range of genetically determined linguistic principles. As has been pointed out in Chapter 

1, the main source for the dominant assumption is the L2 production data collected in 

natural settings, which generative L2 researchers have relentlessly relied on over the past 

few decades, although in some cases experimental procedures are employed, but the 

conclusions reached are far from conclusive and even misleading, given the research 
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approach utilized, namely the inductive approach, which makes the confounding 

variables very difficult, if not completely impossible, to control for. As a remedy to the 

problem, we have adopted the deductive approach, following the generative tradition, by 

first proposing, mainly on purely conceptual grounds, a working hypothesis, which we 

feel best meets the requirement of conceptual naturalness. Putting aside the critical 

period-related issues, we assume that it cannot be the case that L2 development starts with 

an existing grammar, either in its entirety or in part; rather from the very onset L2 

acquisition is completely constrained by the faculty of language (i.e., UG), the initial 

state. As in child language acquisition, late L2 acquisition simply undergoes a series of 

state changes, largely determined by UG. These changes represent nothing but some 

superficial modifications of the existing systems intrinsic to UG. Following Chomsky 

(2000c: 29), typological discrepancies are in fact trivial, at least as far as the mind is 

concerned, which are largely restricted to the LEX. Thus, attainment of an additional 

linguistic system is much more effortless and efficient than it appears to the eye. Under 

this assumption, the critical period-related effect is irrelevant, insofar as an existing 

linguistic system has been instantiated in the early biological development, meaning it 

may only effect a person for whom no prior I-language has been fixed, as Genie is 

probably a case in point (see Ciutiss, 1977). 

The proposed hypothesis is couched in the terms of the Relativized Transfer 

Condition (RTC). Assuming that the whole set of the computational procedures are 

available to late L2 acquirers all along, what about the LEX, the other component of 

human language? Is it involved in L2 development or not? Two assimiptions are 



available. The strong assumption is that the Li LEX is completely beyond the L2 

acquisition process, and the weak assumption is that the abstract (j)-features of functional 

categories are subject to transfer, but not the so-called "Saussurean arbitrariness," the 

sound-meaning pairing (Chomsky, 1995 a: at least not in the sense of linguistic 

development assumed here. The present study starts with the strong assumption, by 

which we assume that Li grammar, the components of the computational system and the 

LEX, is external to L2 acquisition, and the sporadic observations of the use of Li 

properties are exemplified of the employment of the "epistemological priority" (EP), a 

term borrowed from Chomsky (1995a: 31), developed by adult L2 learners. According to 

EP, lexical items composed of canonical categorial and s-selectional properties are more 

favorably subject to incorporation into the L2 LEX, and those, which are examples of 

zero derivation or even overt morphological modifications are often replaced with 

alternatives with more canonical properties and are put aside for later incorporation. This 

intuition is formalized in the RTC condition, elaborated in (347). 

The null hypothesis under investigation is that the RTC condition does not affect the 

development of the L2 LEX. To test the null hypothesis, two constructions, resultatives 

and depletives, are chosen, with the former, but not the latter, available in both English 

and Mandarin. The way to determine the effects of the RTC condition is to see if 

development of the knowledge of resultatives and depletives in English makes any 

difference at all, under the condition that the possible confounding variables are strictly 

It is a common practice in psycholinguistic studies that mistakenly conflate the non-linguistic, conceptual 
entities, into the linguistic system, which is constituted of the performance systems in the theoretical 
framework adopted (see Chomsky, 2000a). For such a study, see Jiang, 2000. 
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controlled. The traditional view roughly assumes that an Li matching property would be 

readily transferred to the target language, whereas in cases where no corresponding 

properties are in existence, errors ought to be spotted and learning is delayed. Radically 

departing from the traditional view, we assume that neither cross-linguistic similarities 

nor differences are relevant at all, playing no role whatsoever in Li development. This 

prediction is borne out if the Mandarin speakers of English, whose L2 development has 

reached its final state, treat English resultatives and depletives in experimental settings in 

a non-distinctive manner and the only factors that alter their behavior are the canonical 

constructions available to both English and Mandarin; otherwise, if the L2 subjects show 

more proficiency with resultatives over depletives, and canonical constructions do not 

affect their behavior, then we have to maintain the null hypothesis, evidence showing that 

Li grammar is involved in L2 development. Keep in mind though, that evaluation of the 

null hypothesis (2) is conducted by measuring the final state attained by the L2 subjects, 

with confounding variables kept strickly controlled. 

As has been described above, the experimental group differed from the confrols on 

the GP test and 3-way ambiguity subtest, in that it consistently underproduced or deviated 

from the behaviors exemplified by the native group. However, we now want to know if 

the non-native subjects treated resultatives and depletives not just across the groups but 

within each group, favoring resultatives over depletives, but not the other way around. 

We then would be interested in finding out how they behaved with respect to the 

canonical resultatives and depletives, particularly in comparison with the derived 

constructions, better, the same, or very differently? 
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First of all, let us look at the non-native subjects' performance on resultatives and 

depictives, since the results would outline in a general sense whether Li grammar is in 

fact involved in L2 knowledge. As illustrated in Table 9 and 10, the L2 group obtains a 

mean score of 3.7 for resultatives and 2.9 for depictives, respectively, in the GP 

experiment, whereas the controls, an average of 7.1 for resultatives and 4.8 for depictives. 

Analysis using the one-way ANOVA with repeated measures (see Table 12) has shown 

that in contrast to the native speakers whose treatment of the two target constructions is 

significantly different (F (1,18) = 475.46,p < .01), in favor more of resultatives than 

depictives, the L2 group basically treated the two constructions on the same footing and 

the difference is not statistically significant (F (1, 18) = 7.15,p < . 01). This contrast is 

clearly illustrated in Figure 6, repeated here as in Figure 23 for convenience: 

Resultatives 

Depictives 

NS subjects NNS subjects 

Subjects 

Figure 23 Group Mean Scores on Resultatives and Depictives on the GP Test 
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This result suggests that Li grammatical properties neither helped nor impeded the L2 

development at all, given that the L2 group did not show any superior behaviors with 

resultatives over depletives, even though the former constitutes the Mandarin grammar, 

but not the latter. The minimal difference observed is so trivial that it does not bear any 

significance statistically. We take this as evidence that Li grammar does not constitute 

the L2 final state, and by logic, if a certain linguistic property is absent from the final 

state, it does not likely exist in the initial state. 

This conclusion is further confirmed by the factorial ANOVA test conducted above, 

given in Table 11, which indicates that while there are significant main effects for the 

variables, the native status (native vs. non-native subjects), withF(l, 72) = \\.9A,p < .01 

and the construction type (resultatives vs. depletives) with F (1, 72) = 51.51, jd < .01, 

meaning both independent variables attributed to the group difference obtained show no 

interaction effect, F (1, 72) == 5.11,/j < .01. The finding of no interaction effect is of 

critical relevance. With this, the possibility is virtually excluded that the non-native 

subjects outperformed the controls, with one construction, say, resultatives, which 

ultimately led to the inter-group difference. Put differently, in the absence of the 

interaction effect, we can say with more confidence that the observed differences 

between the experimental and control groups are not contributed to by the construction 

type, confirming our tentative conclusion that Li grammar is involved in the L2 final 

state. 
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While the derived constructions separate the NS subjects from the NNS subjects, the 

canonical constructions brought them together, which is shown in Figure 7, repeated here 

as in Figure 24 with the means provided this time: 
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Figure 24 Mean Scores on the Canonical Constructions by NS and NNS Subjects 

In contrast to the results from resultatives and depletives, the Li group achieved slightly 

higher mean scores than their native coimterpart group, a frend consistent with the 

proposed RTC condition. But such a difference bears no significant value at all. 

What has just been shown in the preceding paragraph is that Li grammatical 

components, lexical and syntactic alike, have not been found constituting the L2 final 

state. This result, although relevant, does not bear on the null hypothesis (2) directly. For 

this, we need to determine whether the subjects, native and non-native, are more keen to 

the canonical constructions over the derived, or the other way around, in tests where both 
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types of constructions were measured. For this purpose, two one-way ANOVA with 

repeated measures were implemented. Table 26 consists of the results from the GP tests: 

Table 26 One-way Analyses of Variance with repeated measures for effects of 
Canonical vs. Derived Constructions on the NNS and NS Subjects - GP test 

Variable and source ^ ^ MS F 

NS Subjects 
Construction type 3 894.36 284.79 305.16^* 
Types X Subjects 54 50.4 .93 

Total 57 944.76 

NNS Subjects 
Construction type 3 1197.21 399.07 369.7^* 
Types X Subjects 54 58.29 1.08 

Total 57 1255.5 

^ significant difference between the experimental and control groups. *  p <  .05. 

For the NNS group, the independent variable, the construction type, played a significant 

role, critically differentiating the non-native subjects' behavior in carrying out the 

production task; as such, the differences demonstrated in the means of all four 

construction types are statistically significant, with F (3, 54) = 369.7, ji? < .05. In the same 

way, the NS group exhibits the same patterns, with subjects in the group producing 

significantly more canonical constructions than resultatives and depictives, F (3, 54) = 

305.16,p<.05. 
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What does this result imply with respect to the RTC condition? First, it shows the 

empirical evidence for the effects of the RTC condition, in that in a completely neutral 

experimental context where both the target and canonical constructions were ehcited, 

subjects consistently resorted to the latter constructions rather than the former, evidence 

for their preference in construction type. However, extra caution is called for here, since 

this does not imply, in any significant sense, anything about the nature of the RTC 

condition, whether it consists of the linguistic competence or performance. In other 

words, it is reasonable to say that such a preference is a direct reflection of the subjects' 

linguistic knowledge? On conceptual grounds, we have already argued, by alluding to the 

arguments provided by Chomsky (1988, 2000a), Moravcsik, 1998, and others, that this 

can not be true. Furthermore, evidence elicited from the GP experiment has also yielded 

information to the effect that this cannot be true. First, it has been exphcitly shown that it 

is not the case that the L2 subjects were unable to produce resultatives and depletives; 

rather, the difference between their production and that of the controls simply reflects a 

degree of willingness or likelihood to construct the target constructions under comparable 

experimental conditions. In the least controlled testing setting the L2 subjects were more 

likely or probable to think of the canonical constructions first and the target constructions 

second. By contrast, when the test situation is modified to contain more specific 

information on the construction type (i.e. the CC test), the production of the experimental 

group is just as good as that of the controls. The data suggest that the canonical 

constructions comprise the top most frequently used linguistic structures in the subjects' 

production repertoire, part of their performance systems. Another fact, very much 
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relevant to the question under consideration here, is that the controls demonstrated 

exactly the same production patterns on the GP test. Like the non-native subjects, the 

native subjects showed preference for the canonical structures over the target 

constructions. This signifies two very important implications regarding the nature of the 

RTC condition. One is that it consists of the performance systems, and the other is that it 

does not just operate in the late L2 learners, but also in the native speakers. In fact, we 

suspect that the same RTC may continuously constrain the L2 performance systems that 

learners have developed in the L2 up into the final state, which accounts for the "deficits" 

or insufficiency as often observed in the late L2 learners. 

We now turn our attention to the GJ experiment, designed to measure both the target 

and the canonical constructions. First, as has been shown above, the NNS subjects judged 

resultatives and depletives in almost exactly the same manner as their native counterparts; 

this is illustrated in Figure 17, repeated here as Figure 25; 
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The same performance pattern has been found with the canonical resultatives and 

depletives, which is shown in Figure 26: 
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Figure 26 Mean Scores on Canonical Resultatives and Depletives on the GJ Test 

The inter-group differences are so small that they do not yield any significance at all, 

according to the results of the Mests given above. However, it would be of interest to 

know how members from each group deal with the target vs. the canonical constructions. 

In other words, did they judge them similarly or differently? For this purpose, two one

way ANOVA with repeated measures were carried out, the results of which are presented 

in Table 27. 
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Table 27 One-way Analyses of Variance for effects of Canonical vs. Derived 
Constructions on the NNS and NS Subjects - GJ test 

Variable and source ^ SS MS F 

NS Subjects 
Construction type 
Types X Subjects 

3 
54 

7319.62 
1676.13 

2493.87 
31.04 

78.61* 

Total 57 8995.75 

NNS Subjects 
Construction type 
Types X Subjects 

3 
54 

13898.99 
542.76 

4632.1 
10.05 

460.94* 

Total 57 14441.75 

* p < .05. 

As with the analyses implemented for the data from the GP test, both the native group 

and the non-native group evaluated the target and the canonical constructions differently, 

more in favor of the latter than the former for the controls, F (3, 54) = 78.61,/? < .05 and 

for the L2 group, F (3, 54) = 460.94,;? < .05. Nonetheless, this does not indicate the 

source of the discrepancy. For this, a quick look at the mean scores for each category will 

be illustrative. Keep in mind that the test items for the target and canonical constructions 

are completely identical; thus, the means ought to be the same in an ideal situation, but 

the obtained data show a different picture, as given in Table 28: 
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Table 28 Mean Scores from the GJ Test 

NS NNS 
Target Canonical Target Canonical 

Resultatives 71.05 71.05 81.42 71.95 

Depictives 49.53 53.79 47.26 54.79 

Of interest is the fact that while the controls judged the resultatives and canonical 

resultatives in the exactly the same way, the L2 subjects favored the resultatives more 

than the canonical resultatives. This fact is not replicated with depictives. While the non-

native group showed an asymmetry in favor of the canonical depictives, so did the 

experimental group. This result seems very revealing with regard to the nature of the 

RTC condition. As has been claimed above, we hypothesize that the RTC is constituted 

of the performance systems, outside of the hnguistic module. The imbalanced results 

shown on the GP and GJ tests suggest that this is probably true, given that 

implementation of the RTC condition can be readily affected by the modality of the test, 

hi other words, while it affects subjects in tests calling for active linguistic knowledge, it 

does not do so when such a need is absent. Furthermore, the unexpected results from the 

experimental group, in which they favored more resultatives on the GJ test, but fewer on 

the GP test, present us with an asymmetric phenomenon, which, by definition, can only 

be an attribute of the performance system. Specifically, on the basis of the generative 

framework, the matured linguistic competence, i.e., the fmal state, is constant and intact 
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in idealization, but when accessed by the other cognitive systems, such as the 

performance systems, numerous erroneous factors, including fatigue, lack of attention, 

temporary memory loss, and possible the RTC condition, and many more, could get in 

the way, and as a result, the access is not complete. Assuming this is true of L21-

language, the observed asymmetry is nothing but the occurrence of the defects in the L2 

performance systems. 

Let us now examine the last working hypothesis in light of the data, which assumes 

that late L2 learners are not as active as child Li acquirers. This hypothesis is, in essence, 

concerned about the attributive characteristics of adult La learners in comparison with 

their younger counterparts, not about their linguistic apparatus. For this reason, its. 

validity can be evaluated directly in the context of the performance data generated. Three 

tests are directly relevant to the question at hand: the GP test, the 3-way ambiguity 

section of the IT test, and the 2-way ambiguity section of the IT test, although the tests 

where choice is not available are still relevant including the CC test, the GJ test, and the 

non-ambiguity section of the IT test. The null hypothesis is rejected if evidence is found 

where the non-native subjects demonstrate comparable performance with the controls in 

all measurements; otherwise, it is maintained if their behavior is in large part dependent 

on whether some option is available; specifically, in the context where either the 

canonical or the secondary constructions is called for, their performance tended to show 

that they are more likely to resort to the former, and that such behavior is absent in cases 

where no option is available. 
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We look at the easier cases first, where no option is offered. On the CC test, it has 

been shown in Table 22 that the L2 subjects' productions on both resultatives and 

depictives do not differ from the controls' in any significant sense, with t = 2.25, df= 36, 

p < .01 for resultatives and t = .9, 36, p< .01. Similarly, in the section involving non-

ambiguity items on the IT test, the non-native subjects were found outperforming their 

native counterparts in judging resultatives, resulting in ^ = -2.29, df- 36, p < .01. As 

discussed above, the negative t value indicates that the L2 subjects accurately judged 

more resultatives than the native subjects in dealing with the target sentence accompanied 

by two or three sentences, one of which, a resultative construction, matched with the 

target sentence in meaning. Along the same lines, data from the GJ test exhibit exactly 

the same trend; that is, L2 subjects judged the non-ambiguous sentences, each of which 

convies one of the four categories of linguistic constructions, in a way compatible with 

the native subjects, such that the minor difference found is not at all significant (see Table 

23). With this, we cannot arrive at any conclusion regarding the null hypothesis (3), but it 

will make sense in conjunction with other cases where an option is offered. 

The strongest case that shows that an option may play a role in L2 performance is the 

GP test, where subjects were provided with a prompt formed in a narrative and were then 

instructed to answer a question in relation to the prompt, using the words provided. The 

experiment was set up so that subjects could construct either a resultative or depictive 

construction or alternative, (i.e., a canonical resultative construction or a canonical 

depictive construction). What was foxmd is that the L2 subjects consistently 

underproduced resultatives and depictives, in comparison with the controls, giving rise to 
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the f-test results in favor of the latter group. What is of interest, nonetheless, is that with 

the canonical constructions, the reverse was found, in that the non-native subjects 

consistently outperformed the native subjects, resulting in the /-test results in favor of the 

former group (see Table 22). This clearly indicates that the L2 subjects' preference for the 

canonical constructions takes precedence over the secondary constructions. This 

conclusion is further confirmed by a comparison of the GP test and the CC, where we 

found that for the subclasses that divert the L2 subjects from the controls no such result 

has been discovered on the CC test. Specifically, while the L2 subjects did poorly 

compared with the controls on the resultative subclasses on the GP test (Figure 3), 

namely, Ve {like, open; break, open) and V7 (follow, out of the forest), their production on 

the same subclasses on the CC test is nearly identical to that of the controls (Figure 9). 

The possibility that this is just a coincidence can be dismissed since the tests on 

depictives show exactly the same phenomenon. Even though the non-native performance 

with some members of the depictive subclasses diverges from the controls,' including Vi 

{hate, warm), V4 {deliver, drunk), V5 {arrive, broken) (Figure 5), identical or very close 

production performance has been found on the CC test. 

We now attend to the 3-way ambiguity test items on the IT test. Recall that in this 

section, a target sentence is presented accompanied by two or three clauses, which may 

be interpreted as a resultative, a subject-hosted depictive, or an object-hosted depictive 

construction. This section is comprised of 6 verb-pairs, meaning that if each subject 

accurately identifies every item, a total of 114 points should be obtained for resultatives 

and a total of 228 for depictives. Table 29 contains the distribution of the group scores: 



590 

Table 29 Distribution of the Row Scores on the 3-way Ambiguity Test Items 

NS NNS 
Idea score Actual score Mean sd Idea score Actual score Mean sd 

Resultatives 114 69 3.63 .69 114 85 4.47 .93 

Depictives 228 99 5.21 4.62 228 46 2.42 .92 

Several things are prominent in Table 29. First, the native controls' performance pattern 

is logical in the sense that they identified more depictives than resultatives, given that the 

former account for more. By contrast, the L2 subjects' performance did not follow suit; 

instead, they identified more resultatives than depictives. From the previous analysis we 

know that the Li subjects are capable of producing and judging resultatives and 

depictives just as accurately as the native subjects, whereas Table 29 clearly shows that 

for the L2 subjects, given ambiguity, depictives give way to resultatives. Put differently, 

the non-native subjects seem to be content with the identification of one construction 

(resultatives in our case), though at the expense of other constructions (depictives). What 

can we make of this finding? The only conclusion, it seems to us, is that these findings, 

taken together, show that late L2 learners tend to be conservative, not in the sense as 

defined in Baker (1979), but in the sense that they tend to be satisfied with one solution, 

even at the expense of omitting some other properties. 

This conclusion is reinforced by the results fi:om the 2-way ambiguous test items 

between a resultative and depictive reading. In contrast to the preceding finding, the 

minor difference found in the L2 subjects' judgment and the controls' judgment cannot be 
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granted any significance at all. In other words, the inter-group differences, as exhibited in 

Table 21, are simply random and impattemed. This finding is consistent with our 

conclusion, in that with options reduced, the non-native subjects demonstrated the same 

performance patterns as the native subjects. 

Furthermore, results from the one-way ANOVA with repeated measures given above 

are of relevance since when faced with options between the target and the canonical 

constructions, the subjects tended to turn to the latter rather than the former. Taking all 

this into account, we can reasonably reach the conclusion that adult L2 learners are 

basically conservative and that this is often reflected in their Lz performance. 

5.6.7.2 Detailed Analyses of Data 

In this subsection, we want to focus attention on the problematic data, as exhibited in 

Figures 3, 5,13,15,19,21, 22, which show that L2 behavior is divergent from the native 

model, in particular we feel it necessary to explore the most likely explanation in light of 

the grammatical model that we have proposed in this study for the non-primary language, 

the Continuity Model. As a first approximation, it is assumed that a limited number of 

elements may have contributed to the divergence: (a) Li transfer, (b) lexical errors, (c) 

lack of the relevant computational mechanism, (d) limitations imposed by the 

performance system. Li transfer is defined in terms of the conventional criterion; that is, 

the absence of the correct data results from the lacking or mismatch in the native 

language of the L2 speakers with respect to the grammatical property in question. By 
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lexical errors, we mean that errors are incurred as a result of the lacking of the 

appropriate knowledge of the lexical items measured or of the subclass being examined, 

hi other words, the subjects had not acquired the lexical properties, syntactic and 

semantic alike, of those words, leading to the erroneous performance. Lack of the 

relevant computational mechanism can be characterized as a possible explanation if and 

only if two conditions are met: First, (b) is true, and second the same syntactic 

mechanism is not utilized by the subjects in all cases. The final possibility can be true if 

all the others are proved false and the un-native-like performance by late L2 learners is 

mainly attributed to the performance factors, including, but not limited to, interference of 

the general cognitive system, constraints imposed by the sensory-motor or conceptual-

intentional modules, memory limitations, or even the consequences of formal ESL 

education. If this solution is proved right, then the difference observed is relegated to 

nothing but the artifacts of some superficial system. The following exploration proceeds 

in accordance with this line of reasoning. 

Let us first look at the GP test, where five verb-pairs involving four sub-classes. The 

first constitutes the Vi sub-class, as shown in (373): 

(373) [VtDP(^)XPR] 

According to the categorization system adopted, the resultative subclass is composed of a 

matrix transitive verb, an L-licensed DP, and a resultative secondary predicate. As with 

this combination type, 3 samples are observed fi-om the native controls, out of a possible 
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19 (374a), whereas none is observed from the L2 group. By contrast, both groups show 

preference for the canonical structures (374b-d for the native group; 375a-c for the 

normative group). The samples given here are not meant to be exhaustive, but those 

composed of a matrix verb and a result secondary predicate are included: 

(374) (a) He could have watered them flat/dead. 

(b) He could have watered them too much until they were dead/flat/flat dead 

(c) He could have watered them until dead. 

(d) He could have gotten them dead/flat by watering them too much. 

(375) (a) He could have watered them until they died/until they were dead/ 

(b) He could have watered them too much and gotten them dead. 

(c) He could have gotten them dead/flat by watering (them) too much. 

(d) He could have gotten them too much watering until they were flat. 

Note that one non-native subject did construct a sentence as in "He could have gotten 

them watered dead," which is not counted as an example of the resultative construction 

because it is assumed that it differs from the target construction "He could have watered 

them dead" derivationally. As an exposition, Li transfer is probably not possible, since 

English water is a denominal verb and no equivalent exists in Mandarin. A lexical 

problem is not possible either, given that (375) clearly shows that the L2 subjects had 

acquired the relevant lexical properties. Likewise, lack of the syntactic operation cannot 

be an answer given the data show that L2 subjects did not just construct resultatives, but 
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those belonging to the subclasses both on the GP and CC tests. We are left with the last 

option; that is, resultative data are missing due to the effects from the performance 

system. Though we may not be able to pinpoint the source accurately, several possible 

reasons might be relevant here. One is related to the conceptual system, which, to some 

subjects, is that watering the plants flat or dead is not a possible event that humans would 

experience. The other is that the target construction is a possible structure, but not 

desirable on the basis of the "school grammar;" in other words, it is "acceptable" because 

it violates artificial grammatical rules. As for this, we found an interesting comment 

made by a native subject, who, after supplying the canonical constructions, that "there are 

other possible sentences that don't really work for me: 'He could have watered them flat. 

He could have watered the plants flat.' The same concem could have constrained the Lz 

subjects as well. Admittedly, this is simply speculative, but the data from the GJ test 

explicitly show that not only could the Li subjects accurately judge the resultatives 

composed of the verb-pairs, but also their judgments resemble the native controls', with 

85 (total) and 4.47 (mean) on kiss, breathless and 114 (total) 6 (mean) on paint, red for 

the native group and 81 (total) and 4.26 (mean) on kiss, breathless and 96 (total) and 5.05 

(mean) on paint, red for the L2 group. We take this as strong evidence that low or even 

zero production rates reflect the subjects' knowledge of individual lexical items which for 

some reason is susceptible to the interference of factors internal to the interface system. 

The next category that differentiates the NS from the NNS subjects concerns 

structures as in (376), where an intransitive root selects a reflexive pronoun and a 

secondary resultative predicate: 
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While four samples have been found for the native controls, none has been found for the 

L2 group. Li transfer, as an account for the absence of the data in the non-native subject 

pool, is not possible, because in Mandarin there is an almost perfect match to the Enghsh 

combination, as shown in (377): 

(377) (a) She could have complained herself calm. 

(b) ta jluhui baoyuan-de zlji jing-xia-lai. 

she could have complain-de self calm-down-asp 
She could have complained herself calm. 

Li lexical properties are not utilized, probably because the verb-pair, complain, calm, was 

not part of the L2 subjects' LEX, and as such, Li transfer could not be used as a learning 

procedure. This exposition carmot be true in the face of the data collected on the 

canonical construction. Clearly, while the L2 subjects failed completely to form the 

resultative construction using the verb-pair, they had no trouble constructing the 

canonical constructions, like their native counterparts: 

(378) (a) She could have gotten herself calm by complaining. 

(b) She could have complained until she got calm. 

(c) She could have complained until she got herself calm. 
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With this, we can exclude both Li transfer and lack of L2 lexical knowledge as possible 

explanations, evidence for the RTC condition. Is the computational system to blame? 

This cannot be true because that the L2 subjects did manage to produce resultatives with 

the verb-pairs of the same subclass, including^o^e, out of his job on the GP test, and 

scream, hoarse-, walk, exhausted on the CC test. By the same logic, the only plausible 

answer is that the non-native subjects failed for the performance system-related reasons. 

One of these could be that the VP string is somewhat categorized as peripheral and could 

thus slip their minds, a preference-related effect. Nonetheless, the robust evidence comes 

from the GJ test, which shows that for the verb-pair grumble, calm, expressing the almost 

identical meaning as complain, calm, the L2 group obtained a total of 84 and a mean of 

4.42, whereas the native group got a total of 64 and a mean of 3.37. Both groups scored 

high on the other verb-pairs from the subclass (see Figurel3). 

Another verb-pair that confrasts the L2 productions with the native subjects' is sleep, 

away, belonging to the subclass (379a), and the target construction sought is given in 

(379b): 

(379) (a) [ViDP(+0)XPR] 

(b) She would sleep her headache away. 

Thirteen sentences are found with the native group, but only 3 with the non-native group. 

How do we account for this contrast? First, Li fransfer does not seem to be at work, given 
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that the Mandarin equivalent of sleep is permitted to take a resultative secondary phrase, 

although the latter takes on a rather different morphological form, as exhibited in (380): 

(380) ta hui shuei-detou biiteng-le. 

she will sleep-de head not-ache-asp. 

She would sleep her headache away. 

If the Li grammar is not to blame, is it possible that the problem hes with the L2 LEX, 

meaning the verb-pair tested is missing from the L2 subjects' LEX. The data collected on 

the canonical constructions show that this is clearly not the case: 

(381) (a) By sleeping, her headache would go away. 

(b) She would sleep and her headache would go away. 

(c) She would sleep until her headache went away. 

(d) She would get her headache away by sleeping. 

The subjects not only knew the lexical properties of the predicates measured, they were 

also aware that they might be inserted in a variety of syntactic constructions. Rejection of 

the first two options leads us to the third possibility, i.e., lack of the appropriate 

computational mechanism. This can be dismissed outright in the face of the data from the 

CC and GJ tests. Both show that the L2 performance is completely compatible with the 

controls.' On the CC test, while the native group obtained 18 and 18 for the verb-pairs. 
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sneeze, off the table and gamble, away, the experimental group obtained 18 and 19 for the 

corresponding verb-pairs. Likewise, on the GJ test, the control group got a total of 107 

and 97 for shout, off the stage and bark, awake, while the experimental group got a total 

of 107 and 96. All this points to the conclusion that some elements from the performance 

systems somehow constrained the L2 subjects from forming the target construction, and 

that such a constraint also affected the native subjects. 

The next problem data are related to two verb-pairs belonging to the same subclass: 

(382) DPi [VErgativeXPRi] 

For this subclass, the native group produced a total of 18 resultatives for the verb-pairs, 

slide, shut and break, open, respectively; by contrast, the L2 group formed far fewer, 3 for 

each of the verb-pairs. Li transfer can quickly be dismissed as a possible source, because 

while Mandarin has an almost word-for-word franslation for one of the verb-pairs tested 

(383), the other one is non-existent (384): 

(383) They (canned sodas) broke open. 
tamen pu6-qai-le. 

they break-open-asp 

(384) They saw the door slide shut. 

The fact that two verb-pairs have exactly the same lexical properties calls the hypothesis 

that Li grammar plays a role in L2 accusation into question. One way to account for this 
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is to say that even supposing all this is true, native-like use of the individual verb-pairs in 

a secondary construction still depends on the L2 subjects' lexical knowledge of the target 

language, which amounts to saying that the L2 subjects in the study failed completely to 

produce the construction in (382) because they were imfamiliar with the predicates, slide 

and shut. This can be readily proved to be impossible by a quick look at the canonical 

sentences they constructed using the verb-pair, listed partially in (385): 

(385) (a) The door was sliding and shut. 

(b) By sliding, the door was shut. 

(c) She saw the door sliding until it shut on its own. 

(d) She saw the door get shut by sliding. 

(e) She saw the door slides and get shut by sliding. 

(d) She saw the door shut by sliding. 

(e) She saw the door slide and shut. 

(f) She saw the door sliding until shut on its own. 

Evidently, the L2 subjects had known that both slide and shut are ergative verbs, but for 

some reason it did not occur to them, at least most of them with two exceptions, that they 

could also occur together. The third option cannot be true either, since the L2 subjects' 

judgments on the similar verb-pairs on the GJ test are no different from the native 

controls'; in fact, on both verb-pairs tests shut, tight and roll, open, the former group 

exceeded the latter, with 84 and 83 for the native group and 93 and 91 for the L2 group. 
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This leaves us with only the possibility that the non-native subjects did not produce as 

many target constructions as the controls due to the interference of some performance 

factors, one of which might be the effect of the instructional knowledge to the effect that 

English does not allow two verbs to occur in an adjacent position unless they are 

separated by a conjunction or infinitival marker. 

The error type to be examined from the GP test involves a resultative construction 

where the result secondary predicate is predicated of the matrix subject position instead 

of the direct object. The subclass schemata is given in (386a) and the target construction 

sought, in (386b): 

(386) (a) DPi [VtDP(+e)XPRi] 

(b) He (the hiker) followed the stars out of the forest. 

hi contrast to the native subjects who produced a total of 12, only three L2 subjects 

succeeded in forming the construction. The problem faced by these subjects cannot 

derive from their Li grammar or LEX, because there is really no match between it and the 

target grammar. In English the complex preposition out of can be used as a predicate as in 

(386b), but this is not the case in Mandarin. Details aside. Mandarin incorporates the 

preposition into the verb root in the same way the English verb enter does; as such, the 

Mandarin equivalent of (386b) is as follows: 
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(387) ta gen-zhe xlng-xlng zhou-chu-le senlin. 

he follow-asp star-star go-out-asp forest 

Conceivably, (387) is not observed in the data pool. Instead, the canonical structxires 

produced by the L2 subjects are represented in (388): 

(388) (a) By following the stars, he got out of the forest. 

(b) Following the stars, he got out of the forest. 

(c) He followed the stars to get out of the forest. 

(d) He followed the stars and got out of the forest. 

(e) Following the stars got himself out of the forest. 

(f) The stars got him out of the forest. 

With nothing close to (387) in (388) or elsewhere, we can say with relative certainty that 

Li properties cannot be what prevented the subjects from forming the construction, and in 

addition, (388) shows that lack of the appropriate L2 lexical knowledge cannot be the 

source either, because we have found on the CC test that the Lz production performance 

is almost identical on the verb-pairs of the same subclass, wear, to the New Year's party 

and choke, to death, 19 and 19 for the native group and 19 and 17 for the L2 group. 

Furthermore, this finding is replicated in the GJ test, where the verb-pairs, yb//ow, to the 

main road and fly, to Paris, were measured, with the control group obtaining 85 and 107 

and the experimental group, 83 and 88. With these results, the third possibility has to be 
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dismissed as well, which leaves us with the last. As pointed out, since Li lexical 

properties are so different that they are virtually irrelevant in L2 acquisition, one very 

possible candidate is that most L2 subjects were constrained by the learned L2 knowledge, 

probably as a result of their formal ESL education or observation from the environment, 

and failed to activate their true L2 tacit knowledge. 

For convenience, we summarize the contrasts just discussed in Table 30, where the 

problematic data are placed in squares. The striking contrast between the squared data 

and the rest indicates convincingly that underproduction on the part of the L2 subjects 

cannot be due to Li transfer, deficit in L2 LEX, nor lack of the appropriate syntactic 

mechanism. 

Table 30 Contrasts of Verb-pairs across Experiments 

NS NNS 
cc 

NS NNS 
GJ 

NS NNS 

[V.DP(.e)XPR] 
kick, conscious 9 3 

water, flat 3 0\ 

smash, into pieces 
shoot, dead 
paint, red 
kiss, breathless 

19 19 
19 17 

114 96 
85 81 

[V.Ref(.e)XPR] 
read, angry 
eat, sick 

0 
5 

0 
2 

serve, tired 
work, to death 14 4 
drink, stupid 
lick, clean 
read, angry 

111 58 
110 111 
59 60 

[ViRef(.B)XPR] 
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\complain, calm 

joke, out of his job 
scream, hoarse 
walk, exhausted 
cry, to sleep 
cough, to death 
grumble, calm 

4 

14 8 
18 
0 

14 
2 

107 
101 
64 

90 
102 

84 

[ViDP(.9)XPR] 

sleep, away 13 3| 

run, stiff 2 1 
sneeze, off the table 18 18 
gamble, away 18 19 
cry, blind 17 18 
sleep, away 96 106 
bark, awake 67 97 
fish, away 94 84 

[VtDP(.e)XPR] 
wipe, off the table 18 18 
sweep, into a pile 17 15 
smoke, away 19 18 
boil, dry 19 16 
drink, empty 18 16 
buy, empty 65 78 
eat, poor 78 80 

DP, [VXPr,] 

^lide, open 18 

break, open 18 

freeze, solid 18 18 
roll, open 18 19 
kick, free 107 90 
swing, shut 109 105 

DP, [VDP(.9)XPri] 

)follow, out of the forest 12 

fly, to France 2 
wear, to the New Year's party 
choke, to death 
follow, to the main road 
drive, from New York to San Francisco 

-J 
5 

19 
19 

19 
18 

112 
114 

113 
112 
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To emphasize, what we have attempted to do is to show the low scores on resultatives 

by the L2 group on the GP test are associated with performance factors other than Li 

properties, incomplete L2 LEX, or absence of the computational procedure. Following the 

same line of analysis, we show that the problems observed on depictives on the GP test 

can be accounted for by exploring performance-related elements. 

The category that L2 subjects had trouble with is that in (389a), with the target 

construction given in (389b): 

(389) (a) [VtDP(H.0),XPDi] 

(b) I hate it (my coffee) warm. 

(389) conveys either a conditional depictive or a attributive depictive. Native speakers of 

English produced a total of 12, while the L2 speakers produced only 4, and for the rest 

they provided the canonical constructions, as shown in (390): 

(390) (a) I hate it to be warm. 

(b) I hate it if my coffee is warm. 

(c) I hate my coffee which is warm. 

(d) I hate my warm coffee. 

Since both depictive readings are not available in Mandarin, Li transfer as a source of the 

problem is out of the question. The closest translation would be (390d) with the adjective, 
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warm, functioning as a prenominal adjective instead of a secondary predicate. 

Nonetheless, the data pool shows that (390b) and (390c) represent the most typical 

answers to the question, a canonical conditional and attributive depictive, which means 

that whatever the reason that held L2 subjects back from constructing the target 

construction, it was not induced by the prompt. It cannot be the lexical or computational 

problems either, since results from the CC and GJ tests show that their behavior is 

compatible with that of the native speakers; on the CC test, the controls accurately 

produced 10 and 3 for the verb-pairs, heavy and love, fresh, whereas the non-

native subjects, 6 and 1 for the same verb-pairs, and on the GJ test, the similarity is even 

more robust, with the former group obtaining 88 and 100 on the verb-pairs like, new and 

love, rich or poor and the latter 88 and 104, respectively. This strongly suggests that the 

problem faced by the L2 subjects, (and in a way by the native speakers as well), is 

anything but of a computational or syntactic nature. 

Another verb subclass, for which the non-native subjects' production is significantly 

different from the controls' on the GP test is given in (391a) and the target construction 

elicited in (391b): 

(391) (a) DPi [VtDPXPoi] 

(b) He (the speaker) delivered the speech drunk. 

While the native subjects produced a total of 13 of (391b), the non-native subjects 

produced only 3. We know that Li transfer cannot be the source, because no equivalent is 
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possible in Mandarin. The closest Mandarin translation would be a construction where 

the secondary predicate is used as a sentential adverb, which Halliday (1967) specifically 

argues is fundamentally different from a depictive secondary predicate syntactically and 

semantically (see Section 4.3.1). If the Li grammar is not at work, maybe it is that the L2 

subjects had problems with the predicates or the subclass. However, results from the CC 

and GJ tests adequately exclude both as possible explanations. First, their productions of 

the canonical depletives show that their knowledge of the predicates involved is 

complete, as shown in (392): 

(392) (a) While he was drunk, he delivered the speech. 

(b) He delivered the speech while drunk. 

(c) The speech was delivered while he was drunk. 

(d) He was drunk and delivered the speech. 

The postulation that the whole subclass, the subject-hosted depletives, is missing from the 

subjects' L2 knowledge can be dismissed as well on the grounds that the subjects did 

show accurate productions on the verb-pair such as leave, feeling sick on the GP test, 

with 11 observations found, in comparison to 12 for the controls. In addition, results from 

the GJ test show overwhelming compatibility between the judgments from the two 

groups on verb-pairs such as wash, shirtless; play, shoeless; shut, tight; return, out of 

breath, with the native controls obtaining, 98, 104, 91,112 and the L2 subjects, 97, 94, 
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90, 100. The CC test echoes this conclusion, where depletives are found in the L2 data 

pool, some of which are shown in (393): 

(393) (a) George watched the movie Titanic (very) sad. 

(b) Michael always talked to this friends polite. 

(c) Michael talked polite to his friends. 

(d) Polite, Michael always talked to his friend in such way. 

(e) The parcel came broken. 

(f) Susan left home excited. 

Based on (393), not only do the L2 subjects know about the subclass, the data themselves 

constitute strong evidence that the relevant computational mechanism is in place. With 

this, the only plausible explanation is that the low L2 performance on the verb-pair, 

deliver, drunk, found on the GP test, can be ascribed to some performance-based 

interference, not just unique to the non-native group, but to the control group as well, thus 

the fluctuating performance patterns observed of both groups. 

As a summary, the analysis on the problematic L2 depictive production on the GP test 

shows that the only possible source ought to be elements from the performance systems, 

one such element under investigation being the RTC condition. Nonetheless, by 

excluding the other possibihties as the origins of the problem, including Li transfer, lack 

of L2 lexical knowledge, lack of L2 computational principles, we conclude that it is most 

likely that L2 underproduction of resultatives and depletives are incurred by the 
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implementation of the RTC; in other words, as a performance strategy, speakers of a 

language, Li or L2 alike, tend to resort to the most frequently used constructions for 

pragmatic reasons. If our assumption is on the right track, then the so-called deficit in L2 

productions observed here on the GP test, or discussed in the L2 literature, does not 

reflect anj^hing like L21-language at all; it should be treated as performance-induced 

behavior which is temporary and context-dependent. Most importantly, such a 

performance strategy is intrinsic to the L2 rather than the Li. 

We now turn attention to the problems found on the CC test. As shown in Figure 9, 

the native and non-native subjects demonstrate differing behaviors on only one verb-pair, 

work, to death. According to the characterization by RH&L (1998, 2001), the subclass 

involved here constitutes a transitive matrix verb whose internal argument is omissible, a 

non-selected reflexive, plus a secondary result XP, as given in (394a), with the target 

construction sought in (394b): 

(394) (a) [VtRef(.9)XPR] 

(b) Mark worked himself to death. 

The L2 productions are lower compared with the controls' since most subjects formed the 

construction without the reflexive pronoun, as shown in (395), except for 4 L2 subjects: 

(395) Mark worked to death. 
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An analysis based on Li transfer hypothesis would treat (395) as a direct interference 

from Mandarin, given that a translation is available taking roughly the similar form as 

given in (395). However, this cannot be the cause for the following reasons. First, data 

involving other verb-pairs on the CC test and additional data from the GP, GJ, and IT 

tests show that the hi deviation with the verb-pair work, to death is really just incidental, 

not constituting evidence for the absence of the subclass in L2 knowledge at all. (396) 

lists the structures produced or judged accurately by the non-native subjects: 

(396) (a) He ate himself sick. (2 tokens out of 19 on the GP test) 

(b) He joked himself out of his job. (8 tokens out of 19 on the GP test) 

(c) Margaret screamed herself hoarse. (14 tokens out of 19 on the CC test) 

(d) Cats like to lick themselves clean. (110 points out of 114 on the GJ test) 

(e) Ann read herself angry at the government's proposal of drilling oil in Alaska. 

(59 points out of 114 on the GJ test) 

(f) The little girl who had just lost her dog finally cried herself to sleep. 

(107 points out of 114 on the GJ test) 

(g) The doctor told Mark that he had to stop smoking or he would cough himself 

to death. (101 points out of 114 on the GJ test) 

(h) Mike talked himself blue in the face. (19 points out of 19 on the IT test) 

(i) Donald ran himself sweaty. (19 points out of 19 on the IT test) 
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Secondly, Li grammar cannot be responsible for the La behavior shown in the data, 

because the corresponding PP to death does not consist of Mandarin LEX. Thirdly, 

taking all data involving the subclass into account, the problematic datum is sporadic and 

incidental, which points to the possibility that for whatever reasons, it was the 

performance-related factor(s) that induced the datum. Finally, details aside, we strongly 

suspect that (395) is not that really bad at all, given the similarity and contrast between 

work and walk, as in (397) and (398): 

(397) (a) John walked 

(b) John walked his dog to the park. 

(c) John walked to the park. 

(d) ?John walked himself to the park. 

(398) (a) John worked. 

(b) John worked his colleagues to sweat. 

(c) ?John worked to death. 

(d) John worked himself to death. 

If (397d) is unacceptable to someone, so would be (398c), and it is probably for the same 

reason, largely irrelevant to the linguistic module at all. 

Results from the GJ test show two items differentiating the L2 group from the control 

group; one concerns resultatives, drink, stupid, and the other, depletives, buy, used. The 

experimental sentences given in the test are as follows: 
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(399) (a) Larry is a man who can drink himself stupid with cheap whisky. 

(b) Bob and Kathy had an argument over the car they had just bought used. 

For the resultative, the native group obtained a total of 111 out of 114, whereas the 

experimental group obtained a total of 58. A close examination of the data shows that 

those with low scores underlined either zero (3 subjects), meaning they had no opinion, 

or the secondary predicate and the PP, or the secondary predicate alone, or the modal 

auxiliary and the matrix verb. One subject attributes her giving a score of 2 to the 

semantics of the secondary predicate, suggesting to death would be much better. There 

were only three who actually underlined the phrase drink himself stupid and gave a low 

score. This consideration provides more evidence that grammatical judgments are 

susceptible to non-linguistic inference. 

By contrast, the majority of the subjects who assigned low scores to (399b) did 

underlie the phrase bought used, which indicates their judgments were right on the target. 

Nonetheless, we suspect that the L2 unfavorable judgment is probably induced by the fact 

that the relative pronoun is moved out of its canonical position, causing the matrix and 

secondary predicate to be adjacent to each other. This seems to be a plausible answer, 

given the evidence from other depletives that L2 subjects are able to produce and judge 

them accurately, just like their native counterparts. 

In summarizing, we show that L2 problematic data can be sufficiently explained by 

appeal to factors intrinsic to the performance systems rather than the grammatical 

module. This further reinforces our tentative conclusion that L2 development is, in a 
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critical sense, constrained and guided by UG and the existing grammar is completely 

external to this process. Our finding departs from the current La developmental theories, 

in that we examined the L2 final state of the target language attained by L2 speakers. A 

strict adherence to Chomsky's (1955/1975) deductive approach entails that Li grammar is 

not involved in the initial state and there are other conceptual reasons for believing that 

this is so, though this remains an empirical question. Of course our results have provided 

tentative conclusions to our claims only in regard to resultatives and depletives, which 

does not entail that they can be extended to the other domains automatically, rather they 

should be subjected to empirical examination with care. 

5.6.7.3 Implications for the debate on accessibility of UG in L2 development 

hi this subsection, we relate the findings from the present study to the current debate on 

whether UG is accessible to L2 grammatical development, a persistent question that has 

dominated the generative L2 research for well over several decades, since the heyday of 

Contrastive Analysis in the 1950's. Critical to the question is the set of tacit assumptions, 

outhned in Chapter 1, one of which is that native-like proficiency in the target language is 

a rarity in L2 acquisition, an assumption that has not lost its force yet (see most recent 

work by Herschensohn, 2000; Slabakova, 2001,2002). With no qualified L2 informants 

available, L2 researchers have resorted to a research methodology characterized by data-

based and inductive procedures in reasoning and approaching the issues at hand. As such. 
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they often focus on examining spontaneous production data or experimental data, in the 

hope that this would lead them to the formation of a non-primary language eventually. 

Although the research foci have undergone constant modifications as a direct result of the 

advances in theoretical linguistics, the methodological procedures have for the most part 

remained intact, in that on the basis of some posited theoretical hypothesis, L2 researchers 

examine its relevance to second language acquisition by looking at L2 developmental 

data, without probing into the validity of the theory itself 

Another tacit assumption underlying most, if not all, of the generative L2 studies is 

that the native grammar of the learners is accessible to L2 learners in their attempt to 

acquire the additional language. This assumption is taken for granted mostly because a 

quick look at L2 performance data show the traces of the Li of the learners, although it is 

not at all clear what is the nature of the relationship of the traces to the target language, 

histead of probing into that relationship, Lj researchers tend to presume that the observed 

traces have to do with the learner's grammar. 

Related to this preceding assiraiption is a methodological misconception that 

developmental data, naturally collected or experimentally elicited alike, directly reveal 

the nature of the grammar under development. Subsequently, the separation of linguistic 

competence from performance often becomes murky and irrelevant in the inquiry itself 

hi most cases, since the researcher is often so caught up with the data, often sporadic and 

small in quantity, in particular in searching for their relevance, without a formulated 

theory of L2 grammar in place, that they are oblivious of the fact that whatever is 
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revealed in the data is nothing but direct and straightforward. This problem is worsened 

by the failure to control for variables critical to the inquiry. 

As discussed in Chapter one, the view that L2 acquisition is fundamentally different 

from L] acquisition does have face value, but the alternative that such a difference is 

trivial is also plausible; that is, as far as the formation of the target grammar is concerned, 

it is all the same, but given that such a development is composed of three components on 

the basis of the generative model, outlined from the onset by Chomsky (1965,1957), 

including UG, the genetically determined initial state, acquisition procedures, and the 

positive input, the difference resides with the last two. Put differently, learning another 

language after puberty is nothing complex as far as the mind is concerned, figuring out a 

limited set of grammatical feature-based properties based on the sensory input. However, 

what could complicate the process is the limitations imposed by the performance 

systems, including the sensorimotor system, critical in detecting the 

phonetic/phonological properties of the new language, and the conceptual-intentional 

system, crucial for interpreting the linguistic representation generated by the narrow 

syntax. In addition, the latter may consist of other acquisition-related components, 

indirectly determining the outcome of the acquisition process, including the 

Interchangeability Assumption (179) and the Uniqueness Assumption (180). Or simply 

because the generative cognitive system is fully developed in adult L2 learners, it is often 

utilized, though at a rather superficial level, in the L2 acquisition process, which cause the 

learner to be more conservative. 
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To our best knowledge, the second assumption that the final state of an attained 

grammar is accessible to Li acquisition has not been subjected to empirical testing at all. 

Chomsky has discussed on many occasions that grammatical representations are opaque 

and inaccessible to consciousness (see Chomsky, 1988; 2001). Chomsky (1955/75, 

2000c) points out that while performance is "temporal," competence consists of the 

linguistic representation in its "most neutral possible terms" (Chomsky, 1955/1975: 7). 

As such, it is nothing strange that a speaker may produce a deviant expression, but it 

should not be taken as a component of his or her attained linguistic knowledge 

(Chomsky, 1988). Jackendoff (1995) makes a similar observation by describing this 

inaccessibility of linguistic knowledge under the name of the Paradox of Language 

Acquisition (Jackendoff, 1995), meaning that while the child knows about UG even with 

an underdeveloped cognitive system, the theoretical linguist knows very little and all the 

academic training in theoretical linguistics is of no avail. Following this line of thinking, 

if it were the case that Li grammar is accessible to L2 acquisition, then L2 learners would 

be better able to construct a grammar for their native language than the monolingual 

theoretical linguist, but nothing nearly like this has happened. 

What makes the matter even worse is that the conception that grammar differs from 

performance is often ignored in L2 experimental studies, in that performance data are 

interpreted as if they were direct indications of L2 linguistic knowledge. The problems 

revealed in those studies, such as poor or non-native like performance by L2 subjects, are 

nothing but "problems suggested by the available technology," an observation made by 

Chomsky (1955/1975: 40). As often seen in L2 studies, experimental procedures are often 
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inadequate, presenting such a limited opportunity to demonstrate L2 linguistic knowledge, 

that the data simply reflect the subjects' preferences. This problem is often accompanied 

by the lack of controlling for variables in relation to the availability of the positive L2 

input, the rehable measurement of L2 lexical knowledge, the overall proficiency of the 

target language, and even the target cultural paradigm. Subsequently, in these studies 

more questions have been raised than answered (see Chapter 3). 

In the present study, from the outset we depart from the conventional approach, 

arguing, both on conceptual and empirical grounds, that this research methodology is 

fruitless and counterproductive, resembling the taxonomic approach criticized by 

Chomsky (1955/1975). Conceptually, we believe that the very reasoning, provided by 

Chomsky on numerous occasions (see Chomsky, 1955/1975; 1986; 2000a, and also 

Moravcsik, 1988), is much of relevance to the study of non-primary languages, which 

claims that generative grammar, as opposed to the more dominant approach, namely 

structuralism, is superior in that with a hypothesized theory of grammar we can shed hght 

on the problems observed in the data, but examining data themselves would not lead us to 

the formation of the theory. Adoption of the deductive approach is also motivated by the 

recent empirical findings in the domain of child language acquisition, showing that 

possession of the relevant linguistic knowledge does not guarantee its implementation 

in an actual communication situation, the essence of the separation of linguistic 

competence from performance (see Grimshaw and Rosen, 1990; Bloom, et al., 1994; 

Babyonyshev, et al., 2001; Smith, 2002: 51). Realization of this limitation urges us to 
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invent more rigorous experimental procedures through which linguistic knowledge can be 

better measured and examined. 

As has often been witnessed in scientific inquiry, problems with a particular domain 

are better recognized by people whose interest is not central to the domain. It is no 

exception this time. Theoretical linguists have expressed arguments against the adoption 

of the inductive approach. Borer (1996: 718), in response to the study conducted by 

Epstein, et al. (1996), claims that "UG accessibility can only be fully evaluated v/ith 

respect to the steady state grammar reached by the learner. ... Yet, without its clear 

characterization (of the steady state of an L2), debates concerning stages of L2 acquisition 

and direct and indirect UG accessibility cannot be resolved." What Borer says reflects the 

very essence of generative grammar as a scientific inquiry; that is, to probe into the 

related issues, one needs first to know about the components and structures of the object 

itself; in our case, one has to deal with the components of the L2 grammar xmder 

investigation, without which inquiry of its developmental processes is counterproductive. 

But adoption of this deductive approach entails the necessity to eliminate a number of 

assumptions, one of which is the function of Li grammar. This step is critical, because 

any view of Lj involvement would create a number of difficulties. The first is that if Li 

grammar is in place in the initial state of L2 development, then the L2 learner is faced 

with double tasks: acquiring the L2 grammatical properties and unlearning or suppressing 

those Li properties irrelevant to the target language. Li fact, the learner may have to 

spend more time and effort doing the latter than the former. The second pertains to the 

logical problem acutely observed by Jenkins (1988), present if assuming, to any degree. 
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that Li is relevant to L2 acquisition. Jenkins (1988: 110) argues that assuming Li 

involvement "pushes the problem back one step. We must then ask how the second 

language learner comes to know that the principle holds of the LI, again in the absence of 

explicit instruction or relevant evidence. A natural assumption here is that this is known 

not by learning, but is known antecedently by the L2 learner; i.e., is part of the innate 

schemata he has available when learning a new language." This is in fact another way to 

convey what was said above about the empirical burden in assuming the function of Li 

grammar, that is, to prove that it is the case that grammatical knowledge is accessible in 

the first place, which has not been found yet. This leaves us with the altemative that from 

the learner's mind, the learning of the grammatical properties, regardless of whether they 

are similar to or different from his or her Li language, makes no difference at all, because 

for the mind it is all the same. 

Hale (1996: 729) also casts serious doubt on whether the Li knowledge is "fully 

accessible to learners of L2, always." Hale indicates that languages are often so 

intertwined that it is difficult, if not entirely impossible, to say that one grammatical 

property is completely devoid of or exists in the learner's Li (see also Bickerton, 1996). 

Because of such considerations, we propose that L2 grammar, defined as the final 

state or I-language attained by mature Lz speakers, should be composed of elements 

indistinct from that attained by the native speakers, and as such that Lz grammar consists 

of the base components (Chomsky, 1957,1955/1975) with a lexicon and a set of context-

free syntactic principles and rules. This idea is exhibited in (14), repeated here as in 

(400): 



(400) SiL2: the LEXl2 ^ the Chl2 system 
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The subscripts are simply an indication for convenience, with no theoretical implications 

at all. (400) is just another way to express the Hypothesis of Equality (HE); that is, the 

same set of principles internal to the FL (faculty of language) guide and constraint the 

late L2 acquisition. However, this proposal does not exempt us from dealing with the so-

called L2 deficit, as often shown and discussed in the literature. To this end we argued 

that L2 deficit reflects only the limitations made available by the performance systems, 

namely the effects from the Interpretation Device (171), in conjimction with a number of 

assumptions, such as the hiterchangeability Assumption (179), Uniqueness Assumption 

(180), Economy Representation Hypothesis, which together comprise epistemology 

priority. We beUeve that the Hypothesis of Equality is justified because it can deal with 

the tension between the descriptive and explanatory adequacy. In other words, the HE 

can describe the problem of expressiveness - infinite expressions with finite means - in an 

L2 on the one hand, and account for the acquisition problem - learning a complex 

linguistic problem with meager input on the other, without making reference to additional 

mechanisms. Besides, oixr proposal provides a plausible explanation for the fact that L2 

grammar constitutes a subset of the final state attained by the native speaker, namely, it 

results from the continuous employment of the ED (Interpretation Device) process, which, 

although true of the native speakers, involves one language and exists to a much less 

extent. On the basis of the HE, we propose a model for second language acquisition, 

taking the form of (181), repeated here as in (401); 
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(401) The Li Acquisition Process 

UG(So)—T 
4^ 

T t • T T 
PLD => SI, S2, S3, S4, .... SIU 
t 
ID ^ Performance Systems 

It is assumed here that at the onset of L2 acquisition, both UG and the ID process enter 

into such a process, although the two carry completely different sets of information, with 

UG fumishing input related to the narrow syntax and the ED some of the superficial 

surface Li properties of the expressions in L2, which may be incorporated into the L2 

LEX, but never into the syntactic module. This latter idea is expressed in the Chl2 

Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH), given in (346), repeated here in (402): 

(402) The Chl2 Uniformity Hypothesis (CUH): 

LI grammar is external to the L2 CHL module, such that the internalized L2 CHL (S1L2) 
coincides with that of the native speakers. 

Implementation of the ID process may be fed from different sources: either from Li or L2, 

but neither of which is related to the intrinsic linguistic properties. For example, 

confronting an expression of complex structures, such as a resultative construction (e.g., 

John ate himself silly, an adult L2 learner may transform it into a more canonical 
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construction (e.g., either John became silly by eating too much or John ate until he 

became silly.). Given that the ID is not part of UG, it does not exist in the initial state of 

L2 acquisition; that is, late L2 learners do not antecedently know that the ID constitutes 

the acquisition process; rather, it is utilized as the learner tries to interpret or make sense 

of an encountered L2 expression. Nonetheless, the extent to which this process is used 

correlates with the proficiency level the learner accomplishes with the language in 

question. As such, a child language learner does not make reference to this process in his 

or her native language until enough linguistic knowledge has been mastered. By contrast, 

for late L2 learners, this process may come into play at a much earlier stage, but not the 

very onset. 

The experiments reported in this study show three things. One is that linguistic 

knowledge attained by adult L2 speakers in its final state, defined on the basis of L2 

exposure, is no different fi-om that of native speakers. That is, the L2 speakers 

demonstrated via experimental procedures knowledge of syntactic operations 

independent of their native language. Specifically, they showed beyond random 

possibility that they had developed knowledge of English resultatives and depletives, 

without the aid of Li grammar (true of depletives), formal and informal instruction, 

generalized learning procedures, or good memorization. With this, we reason that this 

result can be possible only if UG is operative in the initial state of L2 acquisition; 

otherwise, nothing else can activate or introduce it into the learning process. We conclude 

that the CUH is justified. 
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In addition, the almost identical performance across all four experimental tests by the 

La subjects have confirmed our hypothesis that Li grammar is not involved in the 

representational development of the target language; instead their preference for the 

canonical properties is incurred by some learning procedure constituting epistemology 

priority. 

And finally, looking closely at the performance patterns of L2 subjects shows that 

they are conservative in general in dealing with experimental tests in the sense they 

tended to focus on fewer answers than entertaining the whole range. This finding 

suggests that tapping into the linguistic knowledge requires rigorous research procedures, 

in particular multiple experimental stimuh should be designed and implemented to the 

subjects. 

What kind of implication does our study have for the generative L2 research in 

general? As with the UG-based Li research on the basis of the P&P model (e.g.. White, 

1985, 1986; Hilles, 1986, Flynn, 1987, 1996; Phinney, 1987; Liceras, 1989; Schachter, 

1990; Broselow and Finer, 1991; Thomas, 1993; Al-Kasey and Perez-Leroux, 1998), our 

study has provided explicit evidence that abstract and complicated L2 computational 

properties, namely X°-movement, do not pose a problem of any kind at all for late L2 

learners. Acquisition of these properties emerges as a direct result of adequate positive L2 

input, not as a carry over from Li grammar. The individual or intra-group variations that 

pose serious challenges in the results reported in such studies as presented in White 

(1985,1989) are nothing but artifacts caused by the employed experimental procedures 

or the failure of controlling for the confounding variables such as Lz proficiency. The 
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conflicting and unfavorable results, as presented in Clahsen (1988) and Schachter (1989), 

can be accounted for in the same way, in that it is not UG under analysis, but 

performance elements, since our study shows that once the variables are carefully^ 

controlled for, unified evidence is elicited showing that L2 representational schemata are 

no different fi"om the native speaker's. 

The findings from our research have also provided important relevance to the debate 

on the initial state of L2 development, between the Weak Continuity Hypothesis (WCH) 

(Vainikka and Young-Scholten, 1996a, 1996b, 1998), the Full Transfer/Full Access 

Model (FT/FA) (Schwartz and Sprouse (1996; Schwartz, 1998), and the Feature-based 

Account (Eubank, 1994). First, it has been shown that the whole set of UG principles are 

available to La acquisition all along, since the evidence shows that the deficit-free 

performance from the L2 subjects in our study, hi addition, as we argue in Chapter 3, 

assuming that functional projections are actually added as a result of input opens up the 

question as to whether other properties can be added as well, which simply violates 

conceptual naturalness. As for the FT/FA hypothesis, our study provides direct 

disconfirming evidence, in that if FT/FA were true, then the Mandarin speakers of 

English should have treated resultative and depictive production on the GP test 

differently, but they did not, whereas the controls did. Furthermore, both on conceptual 

and empirical grounds, the FT/FA model cannot be true, at least at this stage of our 

understanding of the crosslinguistic variations. Specifically, when someone is observed 

using an Li property, either the person has his or her Li grammar in place, waiting to be 

utilized, or that the person learns about the L2 expression and then relates it to his or her 
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native language in an attempt to interpret its meaning. Proposals like the FT/FA represent 

the kind of illusion, not uncommon in scientific inquiry, that the L2 learner had succeeded 

in accessing his or her Li grammar. This is a really hard question, and at this moment 

there is no answer available. Based on the logic we have presented above, the first cannot 

be the case, because it would entail that the L2 learner not only has to acquire the target 

grammar, but also to unlearn the existing grammar. Furthermore, if the first option were 

true, many more Li-based errors should have been observed. Considering the possible 

differences at all levels, in particular at the lexical and semantic levels, transfer effects 

should be all over the place, but the reaUty is that they are quite limited. Relating to our 

study, the results from all four experiments show no advantage or head start for 

resultatives over depletives. Under the Full Transfer hypothesis, this should have been 

found, since Mandarin has a construction very similar to Enghsh resultatives, but not 

depletives. 

Finally, what implications does our study have for the semantics-syntax interface 

studies (e.g., Bley-Vroman and Yoshinaga, 1992; Wolfe-Quintero, 1992; Juffs, 1996b; 

Inagaki, 1997); White, et al, 1998a, 1998b; Montrul, 1999, 2001; Yuan, 1999; Whong-

Barr and Schwartz, 2002; Slabakova, 2002)? One of them pertains to the fact that L2 

lexical knowledge cannot be measured by such standard measurement procedures as 

translation or word and picture matching. In our study we start with Bowerman (1990) 

and Clark (1990) who claims that lexical development is much more complex than 

previously thought, so complex that no existing proficiency tests can meet the reliability 

and validity requirements. For this reason, we propose that lexical knowledge should be 
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measured by a nominal factor, namely the extent and range of the exposure of the target 

language. Only when this variable is carefully controlled for can we evaluate the question 

of whether adult Li learners can apply lexical features in syntactic derivations. In his 

respect, our study clearly shows that the L2 lexical deficits claimed to be found in studies, 

such as Juffs (1996b), White et al, (1998a, 1998b), Montrul (1999), and Slabakova 

(2002), are absent from our findings at all. Without proper control for L2 proficiency, it is 

not at all clear if the errors or failure to produce certain L2 constructions is due to the 

absence of the syntax-relevant semantic features or something else. The second problem 

observed of those studies concerns the number of tokens examined. In most studies, a 

very small number of tokens were included, so small that it is difficult to generalize 

beyond the study. In our study, a total of 121 verb-pairs were tested on the subjects, with 

a few overlaps, on four different experiments, and the results from all four tests provide 

evidence in favor of the working hypotheses. 

A final aspect in which our study has some advantage compared with the existing 

studies is that instead of simply adopting a theoretical proposal, we made a vigorous 

attempt to develop an analysis of resultatives and depletives on the basis of the recent 

advances in syntax, namely the Minimahst Program (MP) and Distributed Morphology 

(DM), and crosslinguistic data of English and Mandarin. It is not uncommon, 

unfortunately, that in the studies cited above, researchers tend to either adopt an 

established theory offered by theoretical linguists, as in the cases of White et al. (1998a, 

1998b), Montrul (1999,2001), Slabakova (2002), or formulate a hypothesis based on 

very limited research on the languages involved, as in the case of Juffs (1996b). In either 
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case, the results are seriously undermined. For instance, in a recent study conducted by 

Slabakova, she adopts Snyder's (1995, 2001) proposal on the nominal compounds and 

resultatives, without questioning Snyder's analysis critically. In a quick look at Snyder's 

analysis, one would find it dubious, in that in the formulation of the parametric 

hypothesis, which says there is correlation between the formation of N-N compounds and 

resultatives, Snyder relies on native informants rather than on expert analyses. As a 

result. Mandarin is characterized as a language disallowing N-N compounds and 

resultatives by Snyder in his 1995 thesis, but he has to recant and then reallocate 

Mandarin to the group the correlation applies, while as shown in this study, both 

linguistic properties not only exist in Mandarin, they are more productive than in English. 

Juffs' characterization of Mandarin causative verbs in his 1996b study has the same 

problem. Even though he attempts to propose a theory instead of simply adopting an 

existing theory, his relying on native informants results in serious consequences, leading 

to his mischaracterization of Mandarin causatives. In our study, we chose resultatives and 

depletives on the basis that there is a rich Hterature on both aspects and we not only know 

about Mandarin and English, we also possess the native or native-like intuition and 

linguistic knowledge, a point that Levin and Rappaport Hovav made emphatically in their 

1995 book. 
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CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSION 

The primary goal of this study is to formulate a grammatical theory for the non-primary 

language. On the basis of conceptual and empirical criteria, we propose that such a theory 

consists of exactly the same UG principles and mechanisms which exist in the initial state 

and which evolve into a full-blown linguistic system in its final state, resulting in a 

grammar uniformly available for everyone in the speech community. As in child 

language acquisition, an L2 final state comes into being primarily as a result of an 

interaction of three factors: UG principles, positive evidence, and learning procedures. As 

with the function of Li grammar, we assume that it is not implicated in the formation of 

such a post-pubertal grammar, although it is involved at a rather superficial level via the 

performance systems. In addition, we adopt a number of critical methodological 

assumptions, the first of which is that questions pertaining to language acquisition or use 

can be productively pursued only if a theory of the grammar under analysis is formulated. 

We call this approach the "deductive approach," the vaUdity of which has been 

emphasized by Chomsky on numerous occasions (Chomsky, 1955/1975: 58; 1988, 

1995a). Nonetheless, unlike Li grammar, the question concerning the final state of L2 

speakers needs empirical confirmation, because of the overwhelming and extensive 

variations often observed in L2 learners. In addition, our posited theory of L2 grammar is 

also intended to provide an explanation for the involvement of Li grammar. Three null 

hypotheses were formed: (1) UG-determined computational principles are not uniformly 
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available to Lz speakers; (2) adult L2 learners are not constrained by the Ralativized 

Transfer Condition (RTC) which hypothesizes that only the canonical lexical properties 

associated with particular verbs or predicates are incorporated into the L2 LEX, via 

Literpretation Device; (3) late L2 learners are not conservative; instead they are just as 

active and acute as the child language acquirers. Results from all four experiments, the 

Guided Production test, the Clause-combining test, the Grammaticality Judgment test, 

and the Literpretation Test, rejected all three null hypotheses. As such we believe that 

these results are compatible with our posited theory of L2 grammar, which is not different 

in nature from that attained by people bom in the L2 speech community. 

This study does not constitute conclusive findings, which should be anticipated given 

that Chomsky (1980c: 190) rightly claims that "no empirical evidence can be 

conclusive." Nonetheless, it does demonstrate that once idealization and abstraction are 

vigorously obtained in the design of experiments, the hypothesized theory of L2 grammar 

can shed new light on L2 puzzles, which may ultimately advance our understanding and 

provide adequate explanation, ha the present study, we have shown that examining the 

final steady state of late L2 learners' acquisition process has yielded evidence showing 

that Li grammar is extrinsic to the internalization process of L2 grammar. Nevertheless, 

we do want to emphasize that our proposal needs to be examined and studied in other 

domains of second language, apart from those analyzed in this study, including areas of 

various syntactic and semantic domains. Regardless of the outcome, either in favor or 

not, such an endeavor would further our imderstanding of the non-primary language, and 

ultimately suggest more efficient ways to instruct and teach the non-primary languages to 
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late L2 learners. We have a long way to go in this enterprise, but with the recent advances 

in theoretical linguistics and cognitive science in general, significant breakthrough ought 

to be reasonably anticipated. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questionaire 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

The purpose of this study is to identify the representations of the Enghsh grammatical properties as attained 
by the native speakers of English and the native Mandarin speakers of English. In addition to the exercises 
that you are invited to do, a questionnaire is provided here for you to fill out. Its objective is to collect 
information about you, which solely pertains to the research questions under analysis in this study. If the 
questionnaire is conpleted, consent for use of the information is granted. You are absolutely ensured that 
the only person who has access to your identity is the researcher himself, Enchao Shi. Thank you very 
much for your time and help. 

1. Name: Age: Sex: M / F (Underlie one) 

2. Place of birth (city and country): 

3. Are you a native speaker of English? Yes / No (Underlie one). If yes, then skip to Questions 8 to 11. If 
no, then answer all the following questions. 

4. At what age did you first start learning English: ; at what school level (i.e. elementary 
school, middle school, etc.); where (city and country): ; and how many hours 
did you spend studying English per week (roughly): 

5. Do you speak Mandarin (Beijing dialect)? Yes / No (Underhe one) 

6. What is your TOEFL score if you have ever taken the test? 

7. In what year and month did you come to the U.S., at what age, and how long have you lived here? 

8. What is the highest degree you have obtained: diploma (high school). Bachelor, Master, Ph.D., or 
Postdoctoral ? (Underhe one or more), and what is the name of the school? 

9. If you are still attending school, what year are you in: freshman, sophomore, junior, senior, 
graduate student (MA), or graduate student (Ph.D.)? (Underhe one) 

10. What's your major? 

11. What foreign language(s) have you ever learned? For how long? And how will you rate your fluency in 
the language(s)? 
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12. What is your profession, software engineer, businessman, doctor, professor, or others (specify)? 

13. If you are a native Chinese speaker, estimate how many hours you use English every day, including 
reading, writing, speaking, and watching TV where Enghsh is the medium of communication? 

14. What language do you use at work? 

15. Do you have difficulties further improving your Enghsh? What are they (name a few)? 



APPENDIX B 

EXERCISE I (Part I): Read Short Descriptions and Answer the Questions 

Instructions: The purpose of this exercise Is to find out the number and the 

variety of sentences that you can construct by using the words provided. It Is 

important that you make an effort to produce as many sentences as you can, 

but limit the number of sentences you produce for each Item to TEN. 

The procedures for doing the exercise are as follows: 

1) Read each description carefully to ensure that you understand Its contents 

completely. 

2) Then read the question carefully that Is given bolded and preceded by an 

arrow f. 

3) And then answer the question by using the words given in the box. Note that 

you don't need to use all the words in constructing an answer, but you CAN 

use any word as many times as you want. However, it Is important that you 

DO NOT change the form of the words that you use, except that you can 

capitalize a word, so he can be written as He (see Sample I below). DO NOT 

use your own words that are not in the box. 

4) Once you've constructed an answer, then go back to the box and select 

words from it to construct another answer. You should repeat this process 

until you cannot produce any more answers. 

5) Sometimes part of the answer has been provided. In this case, simply 

complete the answer by using the words from the box (see Sample II below). 

6) Make sure that the answers you construct are grammatical. 

7) There is no time limit. You can spend as much time as you need doing the 

exercise. You can always go back to an Item and construct more answers if 

you can. For each item, five spaces are provided, but you can always write 

more than 5 answers if you can. DO NOT use a dictionary or ask somebody 

else for assistance. 

Thank you so very much for your time and help. Your generosity will always be 

deeply appreciated. 
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Sample I 

When Sam got the ball from Pat, he inmiediately tried to kick the ball to Donald, but missed, so Sam tried 
again and passed the ball to Donald for the second time. 

Question: What did Sam do? 

(1) He kicked the ball to Donald. 

(2) He kicked Donald the ball. 

(3) The ball was kicked to Donald by Sam. 

(4) Donald was kicked the ball by Sam. 

(5) Sam tried to kick at the ball. 

Sample II 

When John woke up early one morning, he heard some noise outside his house. He decided to go out and 
have a look. As he opened the door, John saw Mrs. Smith, his next door neighbor, in his garden, who was 
trying to catch a cat. 

•=> Question: What did John see? 

a cat, Mrs. Smith, she (= Mrs. Smith), chasing, being, chase, chased, trying, was, to ruT\ 

{V) He iflw Mrs. Smith chasing a cat. 

(2) He saw Mrs. Snaith and she was chasing a cat. 

(3) He saw Mrs. Smith and a cat. 

(4) He saw a cat trying to run away from Mrs. Smith. 

(5) He saw a cat being chased by Mrs. Smith. 

Note: The italicized parts are provided, so Sample II shows an example of sentence completion. 
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EXERCISE I (Part I) 

1. The unexpected storm struck the fishing boat so hard that it went to the bottom of the sea within 15 
minutes. 

<=> Question: What did the storm do to the fishing boat? 

itJ^jhestorm)^jheJis}iin^^boal^^^sin]^^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

2. When a severe earthquake struck southern Cahfomia at 6:30 a.m., Mike was taking a shower. Realizing 
how serious the earthquake could be, he rushed out of the shower and onto the street. 

=» Question: What did Mike do to save his own life? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

3. When Sally heard that she was not going to get a raise, she became very upset and rushed to her boss's 
office and started complaining. Instead of stopping her, her boss decided to let her continue, as he 
figured that she would calm down soon. 

^ Question: What could possibly have happened to Sally in the end if her boss was right? 

herse^jhe^^com^lained^^^calnh^con^la^^ 

(1) She could have 
(2) She could have 
(3) She could have 
(4) She could have 
(5) She could have 
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4. Tom was a poor man, but he became very rich when he was selected to participate in the Who Wants to 
be a Millionaire game show and won the first prize. 

=> Question: What happened to Tom? 

a£Oorjmrhjajnillionai^^ 

(1) He entered the game show 
(2) He entered the game show 
(3) He entered the game show 
(4) He entered the game show 
(5) He entered the game show 

5. Mary couldn't beheve what she saw when the chef took the live lobster right out of the water tank and 
threw it into the boiling oil. 

=> Question: Mary was shocked because ... 

the^che^jhejobster^^^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

6. The defendant finally admitted to the judge that he did kick the victim a couple of times, but denied that 
it was his kicking that caused the victim to lose consciousness. The jurors saw the case differently. 

•=> Question: What did the jurors believe actually happened? 

kickingj^^and^ 

(1) The defendant 
(2) The defendant 
(3) The defendant 
(4) The defendant 
(5) The defendant 
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7. The hiker, who happened to be an expert on stars, was lost in the forest, but managed to find his way 
back to the city by following the stars. 

•=> Question: What did the hiker do to get himself out of the difficult situation? 

the stars, he, himself, got, followed, following, to go, out of the forest, 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

8. Michaelangelo, a talented carpenter, just made a set of beautiful chairs and before putting the paint on 
he decided to display them in the window. A customer came by and bought them just as they were. 

Question: What did the customer do? 

when, still, without, she (- the customer), the chairs, they (= the chairs), paint, bought\ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

9. Tom's wife noticed that he had put on some weight lately and suggested that he should work out. Tom 
used to be a dedicated runner, but he hadn't run for ahnost 10 years. Nonetheless he was certain that he 
could still run 10 miles. 

>=> Question: Imagine what Tom may say to his wife the next day about his running? 

ran, running, are, got, stiff I, my legs, so, too much, by, and, yesterday, tod^ 

(1) Honey, I 
(2) Honey, I 
(3) Honey,! 
(4) Honey, I 
(5) Honey, I 
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10. One day when Mary came home from work, she saw a package lying at the front door and quickly 
picked it up. To her surprise, things started falling out of the package, so she decided to call the post 
office immediately. 

•=> Question; What do you think Mary would say to the clerk at the post office? 

the package, it (the package), was, broken, arrived, being, when, in a bad condition\ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

11. When the little boy was brought to the hospital with a stomachache, the doctor quickly figured out 
what went wrong after talking to the boy's mother. She told the doctor that while she was away at 
work, her son had eaten 3 bananas, a big bag of popcorn, lots of potato chips, and a whole box of ice 
cream. 

Question: What did the doctor figure actually happened to the boy? 

until, by, and, so much, that, ate, got, sick, keeping, eating, he, himsel) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

12. You may read this note on a window: Wet paint! Don't open the window! 

^ Question: If Robert didn't see the note and wanted some fresh air, what did he do? 

wet, opened, was, the window, he, it (= the window), while, when, still, tha\ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
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13. Sara is a cat lover. One morning she read a story in the newspaper about some people mistreating their 
cats by putting them in small boxes with no food and water. Sara became very angry reading the story. 

=i> Question: What happened to Sara? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

14. John went to the local drug store to get some painkillers because he got a back pain. He picked up 
a bottle and started reading the instructions on the bottle, which say "Do not use this product if the seal 
is broken." 

•=> Question: What do the instructions say? 

this£roduct^JtJthi^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

15. While watching a horror movie on TV alone on a windy night, Michelle heard a creaking noise at the 
door of the kitchen and turned aroimd to have a look when the door closed slowly on its own. Michelle 
was so scared that she turned off her TV immediately and ran into her bedroom. 

^ Question: What did Michelle see that scared her? 

the^door^Jt^^jhe^dborj^shuU^^et^jUd^^ 

(1) She saw 
(2) She saw 
(3) She saw 
(4) She saw 
(5) She saw 
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16. When Kelly received a phone call from Bob about his lost dog, she knew immediately that Bob had 
been crying. 

=> Question; What did Bob do? 

phoned, crying, in a sad mood, was, when, he, Kell)\ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

17. Mary was trying to book an airline ticket to France to see the Eiffel Tower. The clerk at the ticket 
window asked her what kind of airplanes she would prefer: Boeing 747 that accommodates over 400 
passengers or Airbus 307 that accommodates about 300 passengers. Mary told the clerk that she 
preferred bigger planes. 

•=> Question: What did Mary do in the end? 

toJFrmce^^^by^^jhe^^^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

18. To everyone's amazement, the invited speaker looked very confused and had difficulties standing still. 
It was obvious that he had been drinking before the speech. As he dragged on with his speech, the 
audience started leaving. 

Question: How do you describe the way that the spealcer delivered the speech? 

he, the speech, that way, while, and, was, drunk, delivered 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
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19. After the final exams Sally was exhausted and had a severe headache. Her mother told her to take a nap 
and her headache would go away. 

Question: If Sally's mother was right, what would happen to her? 

her headache, sleep, get, would, go, went, sleeping, away, by, and, as a result, unti^ 

(1) She would 
(2) She would 
(3) She would 
(4) She would 
(5) She would 

20. Mark was not interested in politics at all when he went to the war, but by the time he had returned, he 
was interested in nothing but politics. 

•=> Question: How do you describe Mark? 

(1) He went to the war 
(2) He went to the war 
(3) He went to the war 
(4) He went to the war 
(5) He went to the war 

21. George is known in the office for being very funny. He enjoys making people laugh by making fim of 
others, including his own boss. Bob, a close friend of George, warned him not to joke with his own 
boss because he might jeopardize his job. George didn't pay attention. 

•=> Question: If Bob was right, what would happen to George and his job? 

he^jiimsel^ljiisjob^^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
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22. John's parents always wanted him to be a mathematician, but he is more interested in Hnguistics and 
decided to major in linguistics in college, even against his parents' objection. 

Question: What did John do to his parents? 

disappointed, got, made, were, he, them (= his parents), badl^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

23. Mark is a forgetful man. Once he bought a couple of canned sodas and left them in the back seat of his 
car, which was parked outside, when the temperature was well over 120 degrees. When he came back 
in a few hours, he found the back seat covered with hquids. 

^ Question; What might happen to the sodas while Mark was gone? 

they, open, broke, breaking, became, were, as a result, and, 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

24. Bill likes his car so much that he washes it every day, even though it was made 40 years ago and its 
paint started peeling off and it broke down all the time. 

^ Question: How do you describe Bill and his car? 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
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25. As soon as Mary was seated at her table in the restaurant, she asked for an ice water. Before she had a 
chance to drink it, she knocked it over with the menu. Fortunately, the waiter who led her to her table 
had a cloth in his apron. 

•=> Question: What could the waiter possibly do when the accident happened? 

jclo^ 

(1) He could quickly 
(2) He could quickly 
(3) He could quickly 
(4) He could quickly 
(5) He could quickly 

26. Even when Mary was a little girl, she was always fascinated with stories about animals. 

•=:> Question; What did the stories about animals do to Mary? 

about^anm 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

27. Sam was scheduled to go to Stockholm on business, but he caught a cold the day before. When he 
kissed his wife goodbye, he simply couldn't stop sneezing and coughing, which really worried his 
wife. 

=> Question: Sam's wife was worried because... 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 
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28. Bill was depressed, so his therapist suggested that he should buy some plants. So he did. Without any 
knowledge about plants, Bill watered them too much. 

=> Question: What could Bill have done to the plants? 

Ylat, dead, watered, watering, were, gotten, them (= the plants), they (=the plants), 

[yo much, too much, unti\ 

(1) He could have 
(2) He could have 
(3) He could have 
(4) He could have 
(5) He could have 

29. Jerry was very disappointed when the waiter brought him his coffee, which was just warm. He thought 
he had made it quite clear to the waiter that he only drank his coffee if it was hot. 

=> Question: What could Jerry have actually said to the waiter when he ordered his coffee? 

if, which, warm, I (= Jerry), hate, hates, is, to be, my coffee, it (= my coffee)! 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

30. There is a gigantic tree in front of Kevin's house. In the fall season, a lot of leaves come dowoi from the 
tree. Kevin, a five year-old-boy, knows that his mom doesn't like leaves on the driveway, so he makes 
sure that he always has a good broom when the fall season comes. 

Question: What can Kevin do with the broom? 

o^^ree^o^l^awa^^JntOjjnake^^clea^^ 

leaves, the driveway, it (= the driveway), a pil^ 

(1) He can 

(2) He can 
(3) He can 
(4) He can 
(5) He can 
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APPENDIX C 

EXERCISE I (Part II): Combine Two Clauses into One 

Instructions (Part II): In this part you are asked to change a sentence with two 

clauses into a sentence with one clause (see the definition below) by using the 

key words provided. Note this part differs from Part I, in that only the KEY 

WORDS are provided in the box, which means you can use YOUR OWN WORDS to 

fill in the gap in order to combine the two clauses Into a single clause. But also 

note each single-clause sentence you produce must contain All THE KEY 

WORDS. The single-clause sentence should maintain the meaning of the original 

sentence as much as possible. Like before, you are urged to construct as many 

sentences as you can for each item; nonetheless, it is fine if you can construct 

only one single-clause sentence for each item (see samples below). If you have 

difficulties with an item and cannot combine the two clauses into one, you may 

move on to the next one, leaving the space blank, but please DO NOT give up 

too easily. If you produce multiple sentences for an item, limit the number of 

the sentences you produce to three. 

Definition of a single-clause sentence: A single-clause sentence contains only 

one verb that is marked for tense and agreement, as in (1). Sentences (2) and (3) 

are NOT single-clause sentences by this definition. 

(1) Bob encounteredDan, and Richard. 

(2) Phil /e//asleep and woke up again. 

(3) The table was so heavy that George couldn'tmove it one inch. 

Sample I 

John left the party when he was really rude. (a two-clause sentence) 

lejUjrude^ 

(1) John left the party rudely. (a one-clause sentence) 
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Sample II 

Mary has a bird that sings. (a two-clause sentence) 

(1) Mary has a singing bird. (a one-clause sentence) 

Sample III 

George considered that Bill was intelligent. (a two-clause sentence) 

considered, intelligent 

(1) George considered Bill intelligent. (a one-clause sentence) 

There Is no time limit, but do not use a dictionary or consult with somebody 

else. Thank you very much for your help and time. 

EXERCISE I (Part II) 

1. The parcel came when it was already broken. 

broken, cawel 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

2. Michelle does not like her fiimiture unless it is heavy. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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3. Bob walked 20 miles and became completely exhausted. 

sxhausted^jmlke^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

4. George was very sad to watch the movie, Titanic, 

watchedj^s^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

5. Diane choked, and as a result she died. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

6. Simon was elected to the Congress when he was still a senior in college. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

7. Michael always talked to his friends when he was polite. 

^oUte^Jalke^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 



8. When Mary went to the New Year's party, she wore her best dress. 

(1) 

(2) 
(3) 
9. Bill, a chain smoker, let his youth pass away meaninglessly while he was constantly smoking. 

smoked, awa^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

10. The curtain rolled upward in front of the audience. It opened up. 

ô en̂ Tojĵ  ̂

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

11. Mark was a workaholic and died while working. 

woHied^Jodea^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

12. Jonathan buys books only if they are new. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 



13. Margaret screamed and as a result she became sore in her throat. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

14. Kate sneezed so loudly that the handkerchief went right off the table. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

15. The hostess served the bread that was freshly baked. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

16. The robber shot Tom and he died instantly. 

shot̂ ê  ̂

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

17. When Sara smashed the plates, they broke into pieces. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 



18. Lisa was very impatient. She hated waiting in line. 

frustrated, waiting in line, always\ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

19. Sam drank until there was nothing left in the bottle of whisky. 

drank, empt^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

20. The lecture was so long that Jack became bored. 

bored, the lectur\ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

21. The waiters served all day long and they got so tired at die end of the day. 

]^ired^erve^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

22. Susan left home while she was feeling excited. 

accUed̂ ĥ̂  

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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23. Sharon forgot the water she boiled, and as a result the kettle became dry. 

dry, boil^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

24. John jomed the company when he was 20 years old. 

joined, a young mar^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

25. Bob sold his car when it was still almost new. 

almostj^ew^^^so^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

26. Elizabeth cried until she lost her eyesight. 

cried, blind, her eye^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

27. Mary loves flowers if only they are fresh. 

fresjhjov^ 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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28. Don't drink the water unless it is heated. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

29. Terry, a wealthy man, gambled until all his fortune was gone. 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

30. The lake froze and became solid in the winter. 

froze, soU3i 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
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APPENDIX D 

Exercise II (Part I): Determine If the Sentences Are Possible English 
Sentences. 

Instructions: The purpose of Exercise II (Part I) is to find out how you judge and 

evaluate the structures of sentences in English. That is, you are asked to 

determine the possibility of sentence structures for English. The notion of 

possibility\s defined such that a given sentence is completely possible if its 

structure is well-formed (i.e. grammatical) based on your knowledge of English, 

even though you have never come across or utter the sentence yourself 

(see specific criteria below). In other words, a sentence is possible if native 

speakers of English may use it in an appropriate context to express the meaning 

the sentence denotes. For instance, if one says, "Everybody knows that the sky is 

blue," we know that this is a possible English sentence because we all agree 

what it means. By contrast, if the same person says, 

"Everybody knows that sky the blue is," we know that it is not a possible English 

sentence because even though the first part of the sentence is well-formed, the 

second part is not (although its meaning is not so hard to figure out). Your 

decision should be made based on your unconscious knowledge of English, not 

what you were taught in a grammar class. The procedures for doing the exercise 

are as follows; 

1) Familiarize yourself with what each number represents (see the specific 

criteria below). 

2) Read each sentence very carefully, focussing on its structure and the 

meaning it expresses. 

3) Determine the degree of possibility's.^., grammaticaiit^ for the sentence by 

either 

underlying or circling the appropriate number (see the examples below). 

4) If you decide to select a number other than +3 for an item, please also 

underlie the part(s) 



653 

of the sentence that you think is problematic. In other words, if you feel that 

the sentence is not completely possible, then you should underlie the part(s) 

that you think is the source of the problem. 

5) Select one number for each sentence that best indicates its grammaticality. 

6) There is no time limit. You can spend as much time as you need, but please 

work on your own. Do not use a dictionary or consult with someone else. 

Specific Criteria 

+ 3 = completely possible (The sentence sounds perfectly grammatical to you.) 

+2 = fairly possible (The sentence sounds largely grammatical to you, 

but some part of the sentence has minor problems. 

For example, the order of words in the sentence is 

not correct or the third person agreement marker is 

missing (see example 3 below.) 

+ 1 = slightly possible (Overall the sentence is grammatical, but it needs 

major changes to make it completely possible.) 

0 = unable to decide (Don't know or have no opinion.) 

-1 = slightly impossible (Overall the sentence is ungrammatical and major 

changes are required to make it completely 

possible.) 

fairly impossible (The sentence is overall ungrammatical. More than 

major changes are needed.) 

-3 = completely impossible (The sentence is completely ungrammatical. It 

needs to be restructured totally.) 
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Examples: (1) Went the store to Tom. 

- 3  - 2  - 1  0  + 1  + 2  + 3  

(2) Mary bought her husband a book. 

-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

(3) Bob ride his bicycle everyday. 

- 3  - 2  - 1  0  + 1  @ + 3  

(4) John's house destroyed by the flood. 

- 3 Q  - 1  0  + 1  + 2  + 3  

Exercise II: Part I 

1. Adam locked himself out as the door swung shut. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

2. Bob and Kathy had an argument over the car they had just bought used. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

3. The taxi driver arrived the passengers to their hotel. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

4. The caught thief was forced to wash the street without wearing a shirt for a whole 
month. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

5. Larry is a man who can drink himself stupid with cheap whisky. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

6. The boys were so poor that they had to play basketball shoeless. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

7. Sara managed to kick free, as her kidnapper fell asleep. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

8. The chef cooked the kitchen walls black. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

9. The detectives followed the footprints of the suspect back to the main road. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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10. Bob broke his mirror off its hook by accident. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

11. [A note you may see on the box of a cheesecake] CUT THE CAKE FROZEN. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

12. The sleeping driver was barked awake by the police's dog. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

13. Howard resembles his father tall and strong. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

14. Marie cooked the chicken until it turned completely black. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

15. The author wrote the masterpiece while he was utterly drunk. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

16. Rebecca's doctor told her that the best way to get rid of her wrinkles is to sleep them 
away. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

17. Mary wants her skirt to be lengthened. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

18. The sobbing bride said: "I'll love you rich or poor." 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

19. The young man stared at Helen uneasy. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

20. Nancy knew that if she didn't stop smoking, she would die soon by coughing. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

21. Fred intentionally drank Phil under the table. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

22. No one believed that Jack could chop the wood up so quickly while it was so wet. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

23. The politician said his listeners motivated. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

24. Susan cooked the potato while it was still dirty. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

25. [A warning you may read on a refrigerator] Do not clean the refrigerator unplugged. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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26. Before Maria could say anything into the phone, the line clicked and then went dead. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

27. John followed his girlfriend to go back to his hotel. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

28. Jack painted all the doors of his house red. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

29. The boxer hit his opponent unconscious. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

30. The police couldn't open the door because it was shut and tight. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

31. Bob ate at his apple whole. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

32. The tourists walked their feet sore. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

33. All Bill's friends know that he enjoys his beer only if it is icy cold. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

34. Cats like to Uck themselves clean. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

35. Mary usually flew American Airlines to go to Paris. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

36. The accused man was charged with kicking at his victim black and blue. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

37. The runner returned to the stadium completely out of breath. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

38. The speaker Ut his cigarette hot in front of the audience. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

39. Nancy's visiting relatives ate so much that she feared that she would become poor 
soon. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

40. Larry's mistress grumbled herself calm. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

41. Jonathan likes his boots new even though he can rarely afford them new. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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42. The strong wind suddenly awoke the bear. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

43. Bob was exhausted from chopping the wood wet. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

44. Mike fished the whole afternoon away on the lake. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

45. Mary couldn't open the door because it shut tight. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

46. The little girl who had just lost her dog finally cried herself to sleep. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

47. The ash lengthens on Michael's cigarette. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

48. The audiences didn't like the singer, so they shouted until he went off the stage. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

49. The comedian was applauded onto the stage. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

50. Wendy was dying for a change in her life, so she painted her house to be yellow. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

51. The wooden floor in Carey's house mops clean. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

52. Ann read herself angry at the government's proposal of drilling oil in Alaska. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

53. Marie drove her 30-year-old car from New York to San Francisco. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

54. The magician appeared a pigeon out of the sleeve of his shirt. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

55. George's parents told their friends that it was George who ate them poor. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

56. Michelle danced dizzy. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

57. A very rich man came to Anna's gift store one day and bought it empty. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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58. John, a stamp collector, dislikes the stamps if they are new. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

59. The police came the criminal exhausted. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

60. The audience cheered when the curtain rolled to open. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

61. Ron filled the water into the bottle. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

62. The cowboy caught the baby horse, but before he could tie it up, it kicked and got 
free. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

63. Every day Mark drinks until he becomes stupid. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

64. Frank's neighbor complained that he often washed his car shirtless. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

65. The fugitive drove for 3 days continuously until he became disillusioned. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

66. Old houses were collapsed into pieces in the earthquake. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

67. [An unspoken rule for tea drinkers] Never drink until the teapot is empty. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

68. Sarah encountered Susan into sadness. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

69. Tom photographed his sister while she was happy. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

70. This wooden table wipes clean. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

71. The angry couple screamed at each other until they were exhausted. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

72. The repairman cleaned Diane's TV after unplugging it. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

73. Elaine's dog barks at 6 o'clock every morning until she is awake. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 



74. The burglar was caught upset. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

75. The young man kissed his girlfriend breathless. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

76. The doctor told Mark that he had to stop smoking or he would cough himself to 
death. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

77. The sleeping bear awoke as the hunter was trying to walk away quietly. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

78. John's mother told him that his cooking of food black was dangerous. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

79. Matt was mad at his drinking of himself sick the night before. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

80. In Holland people can be punished for their watering of tulips flat. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 

81. No one believes Mary's story about her walking of her feet sore on the beach. 
-3 -2 -1 0 +1 +2 +3 
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APPENDIX E 

Exercise II (Part II): Determine If the Interpretations of a Sentence Are 
Possible 

Instructions: In this part you are asked to determine if the interpretations of a 

sentence are possible or impossible for English. Each sentence, which is 

grammatical and well-formed, is accompanied with two or three interpretations. 

These interpretations may or may not represent the meaning of the sentence. 

You are asked to determine which interpretation or interpretations actually 

express the meaning that the sentence is intended to denote. If you feel that an 

interpretation does represent the meaning of the sentence, then circle or 

underlie T (= True). Otherwise, if you feel that the interpretation does not reflect 

the meaning of the sentence, then circle or underlie F (= False). Since the 

meaning you are asked to examine can be subtle, you are urged to read the 

sentence and the interpretations VERY CAREFULLY, before you actually make 

your choice. 

No time limit is required for this exercise. You may spend as much time as you 

want. But do NOT use a dictionary or consult with somebody else. 

Sample I 

|ohn_toldJBNUl^^ 

(a) John told Bill that John's friend had just left. 

(b) John told Bill that Bill's friend had Just left. 

Sample 11 

Mai^__£rom|s£d_Sar^^ 

(a) Mary promised Sara that she (Mary) was buying her (Sara) a gift. T / F 

(b) Mary promised Sara that she (Sara) was buying her (Mary) a gift. T / F 

Sample III 

jejT^^wantedJon^^ 

(a) Jerry wanted to sit down. T / 

(b) Jerry wanted that Tom sat down. F 
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Exercise II: Part II 

1. teob^sawe^i^boM^w^ 

(a) Bob sawed the board and as a result the board became wet. T / F 
(b) Bob sawed the board and at the time he sawed it, he was wet. T / F 
(c) Bob sawed the board while it was wet. T / F 

2. Mike talked himself blue in the face.| 

(a) Mike talked when he was blue in the face. T / F 
(b) Mike talked and as a result he became blue in the face. T / F 

3. Every student saw a movie.| 

(a) There are three students and each saw the same movie. T / F 
(b) There are three students and each saw a different movie. T / F 
(c) There are three students and Student A and B saw the same movie, but Student C saw 

a different movie. T / F 

4. jS^hletheHia^ainoo^ 

(a) Sarah let her hair fall while she herself was loose. T / F 
(b) Sarah let her hair fall imtil it became loose. T / F 
(c) Sarah let her hair fall while it was loose. T / F 

5. 

(a) Henry fried the fish while it was dry. T /F 
(b) Henry fried the fish and as a result the fish became dry. T / F 
(c) Henry fiied the fish and at the time he fried the fish, he was dry. T / F 

6. jSusm^^M^^a^^iderft^tab]^ 

(a) Susan drank with Larry and at the time she started, she was already imder the table. T / F 
(b) Susan drank with Larry and in the end Larry slipped under the table. T / F 
(c) Susan started drinking when Larry was akeady under the table. T / F 

7. jSe^^^^^^^^^^^^^erouy 

(a) It can be dangerous to see wild bears. T / F 
(b) Wild bears that can see can be dangerous. T / F 
(c) Wild bears can be dangerous. T/F 

8. j^Helm saw^novi^ 

(a) There was a movie and Helen saw the movie. T/F 
(b) There is a person named Helen and she saw a movie. T/F 
(c) There are three movies and Helen saw them all. T/F 
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9. Kelly jogged her legs stiffj 

(a) Kelly ran when her legs were stiff. T / F 
(b) Kelly ran and as a result her legs became stiff. T / F 
(c) Kelly ran while she herself was stiff. T / F 

10. Th^co^eUevedtotsonteOTK^^entoedtiv^ocraj 

(a) It was the cop's belief that there was some person and that person had entered the room. T / F 
(b) Both the cop and the speaker of the sentence held the belief that there was some person 

and that person had entered the room. T / F 
(c) There was some person and that person believed that the cop had entered the room. T / F 

11. Jdu^hase^Nto^Mig^ 

(a) John chased Mary and as a result she got angry. T / F 
(b) John chased Mary while he was angry. T / F 
(c) John chased Mary and at the time he chased her, she was angry. T / F 

12. |nie^FBIageiUsawA^g^wi^^^inocd^ 

(a) The FBI agent saw the spy that carried the binocular. T / F 
(b) The FBI agent saw the spy using the binocular. T / F 
(c) The FBI agent saw the spy and at the time the agent saw the spy, the spy had the binocular. T / F 

13. |^^c£^hed^||^orc^^J 

(a) The ice melted and as a result the floor became clean. T / F 
(b) The ice melted when the ice was clean. T / F 
(c) The ice melted when the floor was clean. T / F 

14. jAnneJe^ie^^te^Tui^oy 

(a) Anne let the water run when it was hot. T / F 
(b) Ann let the water run when she was hot. T / F 
(c) Anne let the water run until it became hot. T / F 

15. jj^nJefV^e^OT^^mdel^ 

(a) John left the party in a rude manner. T / F 
(b) It was rude for John to leave the party. T / F 
(c) John left the party because people were rude at the party. T / F 

16. 

(a) Donald ran and at the time he started he was already sweaty. T / F 
(b) Donald ran so much that he became sweaty. T / F 
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17. 

(a) Sam's mother slapped him and at the time she slapped him, Sam was awake. T / F 
(b) Sam's mother slapped him and as a result Sam became awake. T / F 
(c) Sam's mother slapped him and at the time she slapped him, she was awake. T / F 

18. 

(a) Jack scrubbed the pot and at the time he did it, he was shiny. T / F 
(b) Jack scrubbed the pot and at the time he started doing this, the pot was aheady shiny. T / F 
(c) Jack scrubbed the pot and as a result it became shiny. T / F 

19. ^arg^et^rewtdj 

(a) Margaret grew and became tall. T / F 
(b) Margaret became tall. T / F 
(c) Margaret grew while she was aheady tall. T / F 

20. Bil^ough^i^og^sk^ 

(a) Bill bought the dog and at the time he bought it, it was sick. T / F 
(b) Bill bought the dog and at the time he bought it, he was sick. T / F 
(c) Bill bought the dog and as a result the dog became sick. T / F 
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APPENDIX F 

Approval Letter from the Human Subjects Protection Program 

THE UNIVERSITY OF 

Human Subjects Protection Program 
http://vpr2.admin.arizona.edu/human_subjects 

ARIZONA. 1350 N, Vine Avenue 
P.O. Box 245137 
Tucson, AZ 85724-5137 
(520) 626-6721 

TUCSON ARIZONA 

24 May 2002 

Enchao Shi, Ph.D. Candidate 
Advisor: Douglas Adamson, Ph.D. 
Second Language Acquisition/Teaching Program 
Transitional Office Building 
1731 E. 2nd St., Room 208 
P.O. Box 210014 

RE: SECOND LANGUAGE GRAMMAR: EVIDENCE FROM SECONDARY 
PREDICATION 

Dear Mr. Shi: 

We received documents concerning your above cited project. Regulations published by the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services [45 CFR Part 46.101 (b) (2)] exempt this type of research 
from review by our Institutional Review Board. Note: Copies of your subject's consent forms (2), 
with IRB approval stamp affixed, are enclosed for duplication and use in enrolling subjects. 

Exempt status is granted with the understanding that no further changes or additions will be made 
either to the procedures followed or to the consenting instrument used (copies of which we have on 
file) without the review and approval of the Human Subjects Committee and your College or 
Departmental Review Committee. Any research related physical or psychological harm to any 
subject must also be reported to each committee. 

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions concerning the above, please 
contact this office. 

Sincerely, 

Rebecca Dahl, R.N., Ph.D. 
Director 
Human Subjects Protection Program 

RD/js 
cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 
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