Points of convergence between functional and formal
approaches to syntactic analysis

Tavs Bjerré, Eva Engel§ Henrik Jgrgensér& Sten Viknef
(* University of Aarhus & University of Oslo)

I 11 CoTo [0 To{ 1o o APPSR TPPRPPP 132

2. Theoretical and empirical INQUISTICS ... comeeetrrnmiiiiiieiee e 132

3. Radicalism within the formal and the functioppproaches................ccccccrvnnnnnns 134

4. Clausal architecture in the formal and funcicapproaches...........ccccvvvvvvvcinnnnnn. 135
4.1 Diderichsen's fields and SIOtS .........cccceiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 137
4.2 Generative tree StIUCTUMNES .......oi ittt ee e e 142

5. Points of convergence between the formal andtional approaches................... 145
5.1 Topological slots and their equvalents inttke structure ......................... 145
5.2 Topological fields and their equvalents intitee structure........................ 150

B. IMOVEIMENT ... .ttt ettt e e e et et e e e e e e e ea s reea e e e e e e ensna e eeeas 152
6.1 The position of unstressed object pronounS...........ccccoeeeeeeeveeeeeeeeeiiinnns 152
6.2 The position of the finite verb in main andb@dded clauses..................... 154
6.3 The initial position iNn MaiN ClAUSES....cccceeuuiiiiiiiiiieie e 155

7. CONCIUSION ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeneneeeeeesssssnnnnnnn 157

Appendix. Constructed or elicited examples as data............ccceeeeeevvvvviveeiinnnns 158

] (=] (=T o L PP 161

Abstract

The paper discusss two different approaches touiktig theory and their relation {o
empirical issues in syntactic analysis. The tworapphes chosen are probably the two most
widespread ones in Scandinavian linguistics, heen sas representing a functional and a
formal view respectively: The functional approachrepresented by Paul Diderichsen’s
(1936, 1941, 1946, 1964eetningsskemdsentence model’, and the formal approach is
represented by analysis whose main features arenoanto the principles and parameters
framework (Chomsky 1986) and the minimalist prograam(Chomsky 1995).
Section 2 argues that the difference between ¢ieat and empirical lingustics is npt
an opposition but an interdependence, and sectiaincBisses various differences within the
two approaches.
After these preliminary discussions, section 4egia detailed introduction to clausal
architecture in the two approaches, and sectionan® 6 directly juxtapose the two
appproaches, by taking something often consideneidal for one approach (the fields and
slots in the functional approach, and the movenopetations in the formal approach), and
examining what they correspond to in the other aggin.
The paper concludes that the approaches have tmags in common than on might
think, and linguists would therefore be well-addige pay attention to insights gained|in
approaches different from their own.

Working Papers in Scandinavian Syn&X(2008), 131-166
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1. Introduction

The aim of this papéis to discuss two rather different approachesguistic
theory and their relation to empirical issues intagtic analysis. It is based on
our work within a project on object positions cadriout at the University of
Aarhus 2005-2007. The purpose of the project wastabine and compare
what is usually labelled formal and functional aggwhes to linguistics.

Our general experience from the project is thatttho approaches, in spite
of a number of differences, have a high numbeunfiémental assumptions in
common, and that it is therefore not only possilealso fruitful to approach
the same problems and phenomena from the two mrsgpe As we shall try to
show, a great deal of compatibility may be fountieen the two approaches,
in the sense that the conclusions reached by deedgino means exclude what
the other side claims concerning the same phenaomeno

In sections 2 and 3, we shall first be concerngld the common ground
for the formal and functional approaches. In sectiave discuss the two
approaches in detail, in section 4.1 a typical fimm@al analysis of clause
structure and in 4.2 a typical formal one, befoeepresent the points of
convergence between the analyses in section gchlioa 6 and the appendix,
we discuss some more related ideas, viz. syntaxiieement in section 6 and
the status of constructed examples in the appeBéistion 7 is the conclusion.

2. Theoretical and empirical linguistics
The way we see it, both formal and functional apphes completely agree with
the following dictum from Bourdieu (1988:774—7%5)

1 We would like to thank Maia Andréasson, Ken Raméhwistensen, Karen Thagaard
Hagedorn, Johannes Klzach Anne Kjeldahl ChriBtatzack, Carl Vikner, Johanna Wood,
and the audience at th&”AILVN (Nordic Language Variation Network) Sympositmnd
Ph.D. Course, "Dialogue between paradigms", atithigersity of Copenhagen
(Schaeffergé’\rden, Jeegersborg, Denmark) in Octolfit. 20

The research reported here was supported by thisibResearch Council for the
Humanities (Forskningsradet for Kultur og Kommunitn) as part of the Proje@bject
positions - comparative syntax in a cross-theoedfperspectivgGrant 25-04-0347, principal
investigators: Sten Vikner and Henrik Jgrgensen).

2 Bourdieu's formulation here is a paraphrase oft Ka929:93):
Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions aithconcepts are blind. [...] The
understanding can intuit nothing, the senses carkthothing. Only through their
union can knowledge arise. But that is no reasorcémfounding the contribution of
either with that of the other; rather it is a stipneason for carefully separating and
distinguishing the one from the other.
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(1) Theory without empirical research is empty, empirresearch without
theory is blind

I.e. that linguistic theory needs empirical sup@ord linguistic data need
theoretical interpretation. The latter of these points is made more forcefully
by Neil Smith (1989:32):

(2) Any attempt to provide explanations presupposésary. The difference
between so-called theory-neutral and theoretichdged explanations is
not really one between the presence and abserare afppeal to theory,
but a difference in the sophistication and depttheftwo theories
involved.

The two approaches also agree that the optimateheal hypothesis is the one
that by means of the fewest auxiliary assumptittie (jowest cost") yields the
highest number of further testable predictionse('ttighest returns”), cf. e.g. the
"empirical principle" of Hjelmslev (1943:11). Thertal and the functional
approaches only start to disagree when it comdsd¢aming whether the higher
returns given by hypothesis A over other hypoth&es C justify the higher
costs (also e.g. in terms of abstractness) thatthgsis A might have compared
to its competitors.

An objection against rather abstract approacheghwias been raised e.g.
against formal approaches such as generative $tigsiis that the formal
approaches are far too specific and furthermorepleaed by being a priori. But
the claim against an a priori approach is, fronmigogophical point of view,
untenable.

(3) About thirty years ago there was much talk that@gsts ought only to
observe and not theorise; [ ... ] at this rate ammight as well go into a
gravel-pit and count the pebbles and describe tleuwrs. How odd it is
that anyone should not see that all observationtinedor or against some
view if it is to be of any service.

(Charles Darwin in a letter to Henry Fawcett 181881,
www.darwinproject.ac.uk/darwinletters/calendar/eng8257.htm|
cited e.g. in Gould 1992 and in Shermer 2001)
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(4) Bien loin que I'objet précede le point de vue, oaitique c’est le point de
vue qui crée I'objet, et d’allieurs rien ne nous diavance que I'une de ces
maniéres de considérer le fait en question sdié@@ure ou supérieure
aux autres.

Ferdinand de Saussure (1972:23)

[Far from the claim that the object has priorityeothe approach, one
could say that the point of view creates the objatl by the way nothing
guarantees us in advance that one method of agpnggitie facts in
guestion is more fundamental or better than angrdth

No systemic approach to linguistics can avoid arpdoncepts completely, and
hence the claim that a priori concepts are nedagssaralid would seem to
belong to an out-dated version of positivism. Thlg conception of the clause
consisting of phrases as found in traditional gramis:as much a priori as any
generative model.

3. Radicalism within the formal and the functionalapproaches

Often thought of as an across-the board-oppostidinguistics, the distinction
between formal and functional approaches actualyers many different
aspects worth considering separafely.

Both formal and functional approaches are conekwith linguistic form,
e.g. how a word is pronounced, what it means, @ra/it occurs in the
sentence. Formal linguistics is primarily interésie the linguistic form itself,
I.e. in the internal structures of language. Fumal linguistics is primarily
interested in the content and the communicativetfan that a linguistic
expression has in the world outside languageini.#ne connection between
language and external factors.

There are, however, numerous intermediate positibhe main feature
distinguishing the different versions of each applois how "radical" it is.
Radical formal linguists assume content and comoaiivie function to be of no
interest whatsoever, whereas radical functionguists take content and
communicative function to be absolutely essentiatlie distinctions made in
the actual analysis (cf. Newmeyer 1998:17).

Proponents of the non-radical versions of theapproaches are still able

% For a discussion of a linguistic tool which isrséy some as being particular to formal
linguistics, namely that of constructed or elicissdamples, see the appendix.
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to interact and indeed learn from one another. iBhwgtnessed e.g. by the
Increasing interest on the part of formal linguistsliscourse phenomena (e.g.
Rizzi 1997, Newmeyer 1998, Platzack 2001a,b).

In fact, one might interpret the situation asaesbf complementarity
rather than as a state of competition. The obsensthat lead to the
recognition of the formal levels, find their integpation in the functional
domains. The functional domains on their side a@g be deemed relevant for
the investigation if they find a formal expressiotherwise they must be
considered irrelevant. In this sense the rivaltyMeen the two approaches
makes little sense.

Furthermore, certain aspects of the two approaatesgery closely related,
even if sometimes the conclusions drawn are ingéegrin quite different ways.
One of these aspects is the underlying assumgteirianguage is a system.
System in this context is not to be taken in thesSarean way, considering
language to be a superindividual phenomenon. ldstezh the formal and the
functional approaches agree on the basic assump@bianguage is situated in
the mind, and that it interacts with the cognitnaan-linguistic apparatus in the
mind. In other words, both formal and functionagliists would seem to agree
that investigation into cognitive and psychologifeadtures of the brain is crucial
to an understanding of linguistic phenomena. Thisstitutes what we might
call the Chomskyan heritage in modern linguisti@isomsky’s conception of
language as a feature of the mind has becoooaditio sine qua nofor
linguistic analysis, e.g. in the way that almostiafuists find the distinction
between competence and performance to be a useful t

From the conception of language as systemic falamother source of
convergence, namely the need to investigate threygiemic approaches.
Classic formal tests such as commutation, substitutonjunction, and deletion
cannot be claimed as the exclusive property okeithe formal or the functional
approach alone. While such discovery proceduresanésst glance seem more
in line with the formal approach, both approachasally need them and both
approaches also make use of them. It should bemnbered that functional
linguists need to identify formal distinctions irder to postulate the functional
superstructure.

4. Clausal architecture in the formal and functioral approaches
So far, we have set out similarities between foramal functional approaches on
a general, meta-theoretical level. We now wanotatioue on a more concrete
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level, with a comparison between a typical funcileamalysis of Danish clause
structure in section 4.1 and a typical formal ameaction 4.2.

As the typical formal analysis we have chosenralyais very frequently
employed by formal linguists, namely an analysi®sémain features are
common to the principles and parameters framewGho(sky 1986) and the
minimalist programme (Chomsky 1995).

As the typical functional analysis we have chakenanalysis most
frequently employed by functional linguists in Sdaravia, namely the sentence
model of Paul Diderichsen (1936, 1941, 1946, 196¢&n though this
particular model may not be too well-known outs8tandinavia, it contains
enough essential functional features to make ihtEnesting representative for
functional linguistics.

At first glance Diderichsen may appear to be atnetly ordinary
structuralist syntactician. However, his approagles on a number of
assumptions about what sentences do in texts, tygical functionalist
approach. These assumptions also form the basisdaurrent understanding
among Danish (and Scandinavian) linguists that ietieen’s syntactic models
form a natural part of a functional approach.

In order to understand Diderichsen as a functidradry, two aspects of
this theory are crucial: One is his interpretatdmhe surface string as a means
of introducing discourse elements, and the othkisisinderstanding of the
sentence as a speech act. The first is express$iee organisation of the
sentence into fields. The original labels pointhie function of the sentence in
the discourse; the fields were labelfegndamental field, Nexusfield and
Content field, respectively, according to the distribution of tontextual
functions across the sentence, moving from ‘oldnmation’ to ‘new’. That
these labels were given up towards the end ofdrset (see Diderichsen 1964)
Is perhaps less important; given that they weressential part of the concept
when Diderichsen conceived his analytical toolsl te basic idea of
organizing the sentence in such field relies orvibe that information
structure runs along these lines. Without the Rb®? field structure would lose
its meaning.

Another important aspect of Diderichsen’s funcaloaffinities is his
understanding of the sentence as a speech acppdsed to the field structure,
this aspect of Diderichsen’s reasoning had legctinfluence on his syntactic
models. The most important source for this paidkerichsen’s thinking is his
paper on the modal character of the sentence (iOiden 1939). What he really
does in this somewhat enigmatic paper is to explarsentence not as a
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classical logical concept, but as a contributioa tmncrete speech situation.
Unfortunately, his argumentation on this pointustel long-winded and
demands rather complex quotes; for which we havefer the reader to other
treatments, e.g. Jargensen (2000c, to appear).

The present-day interpretation of Diderichsenistay as functional is seen
in this quote from Heltoft (1992:18):

In Danish topological tradition (Paul Diderichsersentence frame) the three
main functions of word order correspond by and &atg the tripartition of the
main clause into socalled fields. (...)

(5) Functional interpretation of Diderichsen's semte frame

anaphors, theme, focus reality grammatical function
semantic content

fundamental field actuality (or nexus) field coritbeld

4.1 Diderichsen's fields and slots

In Diderichsen's (1946) so-called topological ajppig two levels are postulated
in the analysis of the clause: a field level arsliohlevel. The slots may be
defined in different ways, but in general they taed to certain phrase concepts
and their definitions (see Jgrgensen, to appeabiderichsen’s original
approach, the slots were defined by the morphotbgmaterial they contained.
Thus one slot would contain the finite verb, anotlhieuld contain a noun
phrase in nominative etc. (see Diderichsen 1964:3iiTertain cases, slots
could encompass many different elements, e.g.derbial slots.

Slots may encompass constructions of differerdkie.g. relative clauses
may be contained in nominal slots. The slots aterdened by the main verb
carrying the valency and the constructions attagHirectly to it, either through
valency or through adverbial modification.

Within Diderichsen’s line of thinking, constitusrdre shown to be justified
mainly by the method of isolation in the front gasi, i.e. a word sequence is a
constituent if it can precede the finite verb iDanish main clause. (6a,b) thus
showden bla bilandden rgde bito be constituents, whereas (6¢) does not show
thatbil kart is a constituent:
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(6) a. _Den bla bil er kart ind i den rade bil

The blue car has driven in to the red car
b. Denrgdebil er den bla bil kart ind i
The red car has the blue car driven in to
c. *Bil kart er denbla ind i den rade bil
Car driven has the blue in to the red car

Apart from this, we find little to motivate the @gisation of constituents.
Diderichsen hesitated to include relational phenmar@alency, subjects and
objects) in his syntactic universe. In his lasbtieéical approach (Diderichsen
1964), he tried — not quite successfully — to argue¢he choice of nominal slots
on the basis of case, an approach that collapsetbdhe complicated
conditions on pronominal case in Danfsh.

Usually the criteria used to define such slotseadrtwo kinds. One
criterion was that at a certain level of analysestain phrases were considered
equal, e.g. all final adverbs, and were therefargdbed into one and the same
slot. Another criterion was what we might now afambling: If two elements
could exchange positions, they would belong tcstmae slot.

These criteria, however, must be used with capas@er the medial
adverbs. From a part-of-speech point of view, meatiaerbs are defined as a
group and may be confined to one slot. If scranghlhowever, were the
criterion, strict ordering rules might be obserbetween several minor groups
of medial adverbs, a fact that could be used toutete more than 20 different
medial adverbial slots, each of them having onke®y restricted number of
tenants and hence only present in very few cases.

The field level on the other hand is an overalkleof organisation.
Diderichsen’s original approach used the verbaksds boundaries for the
fields. A Danish main clause was seen as splihtgthree fields, (7a): one
before the finite verb slot], one starting with the same finite verb slot, ané
starting with the infinite verb slo¥/(). A somewhat different but similar analysis
was given for an embedded clause, (7b).

*  See Jgrgensen (2000d: 53-90, 101-135), fasusision of the complications of case form

distribution in Danish, and how relational factsynte incorporated into the sentence model.

®  The ordering rules of the medial adverbs werscieed in Mikkelsen (1911: 650-653).
See also Cinque (1999:77-106) and Nilsen (1997).

® Abbreviations and Danish terminology used in(€) Diderichsen 1946, 1964):
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(7) a. Main clause:

Foundation field | Nexus field(Central field) | Content field

F v n a \% N A

Saa har | han| vist glemt Galocherng her
Then has | he probably forgotten|  the galoshes i]ere

Diderichsen (1946:162)
b. Embedded clause:

Conjunctional Nexus field(Central field) | Content field

field

k n a % Vv N A

... fordi han | vist har glemt Galocherne her
... because he probably| har forgotter the galsst]ehere

cf. Diderichsen (1946:186)

These two models have been very influential, aseaseen from the many
treatments that are based on them. The main ctacdel and embedded clause
model above form the basis of the analyses in Ha(l#/7:44, 72-74), Heltoft
(1986a), Allan et al. (1995:491-498), Jargense0@®@®B3-78), Togeby
(2003:56, 72, 97-99) and Hansen & Heltoft (2003:173), among others.

As opposed to the slot level, the field levelefinitely not a matter of
constituency, as argued in Bjerre (forthcoming)erehthe field level of the
Diderichsen model is discarded for this very reag@may be deduced from
the original names in Diderichsen’s papers, thention behind these fields was
to define special areas of the clause where cemanmphemes with particular
functions in the semantic superstructure find tp&ce. This fits well with the
semantic descriptions he gave.

Heltoft (1986a,b) and, following him, Jargense®93, 2000d: 86-89) have
suggested a different layout of the fields: A cle&l encompassing roughly
everything that directly depends on the main vertyding the subject), and a

F foundation £ topic, theme) | "fundament" (1946:190)

v,V verbal "verbal" (1946:169)

n, N nominal "nominal” (1946:169, 1964:369)
a, A adverbial "adverbial" (1946:179)

k conjunction "konjunktional” (1946:183)
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frame field containing elements that fit the sengemto its textual and
pragmatic context. To the right of the core figdocalisation field may be
added, which however is not present in all versi@ree version of this model
looks as follows, again with the main clause versicst, and then the
embedded clause versidn:

" Abbreviations and Danish terminology used in(8)Hansen & Heltoft (2003:156-173)

frame field "rammefelt”
core field "kernefelt"
localisation field "lokaliseringsfelt"
F foundation field (see below) "fundamentfelt”
R reality field "realitetsfelt”
subject "subjekt”
content field "indholdsfelt"
X [anything]
Vi finite verb "finit verbum"
S subject "subjekt"”
SA sentential adverbial "seetningsadverbial”
\A non-finite verb (although in(8b),;\¢ontains | "infinit verbum"
the finite verb, cf. (17) further below)
DO direct object "direkte objekt"
P (non-temporal) predicate "preedikativer”
BA bound adverbials "bundne adverbialer"
TSA | time and place adverbials "tids- og stedsadab=ty
K conjunction "konjunktion”

The termfundamentfelt(approximately. ‘foundation field") is in princgpla rhetorical term,
meant to signify a position in the Danish sentetiad transmits the rhetorical clue of the
sentencex topic, theme). It is defined formally as the piositin front of the main verb in
main clauses. In the syntax of Danish, this pasiti® the only position that is open to
different types of syntactic phrases.
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(8) a. Main clause:

Frame field Core field Localisa-
F R Subject Content field tion field
X Vs S SA Vi DO P BA TSA
maske | har de farst| sendt brevet ud (-) i gar
maybe | have they first| sent letter-the  Out eydsly
hun har O] ) gjort det Feerdigt i hander)
she has done it Finisheby hand

d

(adapted from Hansen & Heltoft 2003:172)

b. Embedded clause:

Frame field Core field Localisa-

R Subject Content field tion field

K S SA Vi DO P BA TSA

hvis de forst | har send{ det ud ) i gar

if they first | have senf it out Yesterday
fordi hun ) har gjort | det feerdig i handef)

because she has done it finishled by hand

(adapted from Hansen & Heltoft 2003:173)

The terms here relate to a conception of the seatenwhich the area around
the subordinating conjunction (and in the main stgaround the finite verb) is
seen as representative of the semantic conditrangrig the sentence in the
context and the rest of the sentence is seen@®awmund which the local
semantic content is structured. This bipartite sginaonception is comparable
to the semiotic approach of A.-J. Greimas, splittimeaning into the
énonciation the local pragmatic situational meaning, @ndncéthe non-
situational meaning which may be seen as trandtetalwther situations. The
localisation field is in between these two inasmasHhocalisation is part of both
sectorsgnonciationandénoncéalike (cf. Greimas 1966, Greimas & Courtés
1979, and Togeby 2003:10).

Regardless of how they are defined exactly, thledido not represent



142

syntactic constituents in a strict application adé€richsen’s model, as they link
up with semantic and functional essentials rathan with distributional facts.
Neither of the two field structures (as opposesldd structures) reflects strict
distributional facts about a Danish sentence, ensémse that the nexus field
cannot be shown to be a constituent by means afléissic tests such as
commutation, substitution, conjunction, and deletizentioned in section 3
above. Notice that it is nevertheless possiblekate the Diderichsen approach
to formal generative approaches relatively closelysection 5.1 below.

Even though the division into fields is thus toamsiderable extent based
on semantic and functional considerations, somatittme distributional facts
have to take priority. To take just one example,@Biderichsen model puts the
subject in the middle field slot where it belongdar as the sequence of the
words in the clause is concerned, even if this doesgree too well with the
semantic and functional considerations. Followiegnantic and functional
considerations, the subject would have to havesdipo within the content field
(as it is closely related to the main verb, just lihe object is). However, as no
actual subjects occur in such a position, the atieen model has to live with
the fact that the subject occurs within one fighek (nexus field) although it at
least in some sense ought to be part of a diffdreldt (the content field).

Diderichsen (1941:21, 35-36) links this to a dracic development of
subjecthood from what was originally thatrafminativus verb{the nominative
of the verb), i.e. closely attached to the verbaisand hence connected with
the content side, towards the present state, whergubject is part of the
actualisation of the meaning and therefore is gltthe nexus. Even if the idea
of such a diachronic development may not be ten#idedouble nature of
subjecthood is described well in this way.

4.2 Generative tree structures
In a generative analysis, syntactic constituerntsaale the same basic structure,
namely one shown in (9), often referred to as "Xdieucture":

8 Notice the parallel with the "VP-internal sulijérypothesis” in recent generative theory

where the subject is taken to start out from thecsier position of VP and move from there
into the specifier position of IP (cf. Haegeman @247-262 and references therein). For
reasons of exposition, this movement has beewlgfdf (14) and (16) below.
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(9) XP

/\
YP X'
specifier T
X° ZP
head complement

There are three projection levels in (9):

(10) XP = phrase / the maximal projection of X

X' X-bar / the intermediate projection of X

X° = head [/ the minimal projection of X (= egword or an even
smaller unit)

Saying that XP and X' are projections of X expresbe idea that these
constituents are built up around X°, such thafjpeacross the hallis built
around §- across.

X (and also Y, Z, and W) in (9), (10), and (12)ynséand for one of the
following categories:

(11) | lexical categories (word classes) "functional” catgories
N  (noun) C ("complementiser”
V  (verb) = subordinating conjunction
P (preposition) | (inflection)
Adj (adjective) D (determinet)
Adv (adverb) etc.

A head is always the head of its own phrase (s maximal projection),
and all maximal projections have a head (are endocg Inside a phrase, there
is also room for two other phrases, namely in treedier position and in the
complement position.

The position of the so-called specifier positismormally considered to be
fixed, i.e. it is taken to always be the left daiggtof XP. The sequence of the
head and the complement may on the other hand depgnding on the
language.

Both heads and phrases (minimal and maximal proje) may move.
Heads may only move into other head positions,pimdses may only move

° A determiner such afen’the’ is here seen as the head (D°) of the DeteemPhrase (DP)
den bl bil'the blue car’. The complement of D° is the NIR bil 'blue car’, and the head
(N°) of this NP ishil 'car’.
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into other phrase positions. X-bar constituentse(mediate projections) may
not move at all.

Both heads and phrases may be adjoined to othetitte@ents. Heads may
only adjoin to other heads, and phrases may onbiratb other phrases. X-bar
constituents may not be adjoined at all.

Adjunction takes the following form, where the@dgd constituent,
WP/W?°, may be adjoined either to the left, as shawrio the right of the
XP/X° that it modifies:

(12) a. XP b. X°
/\ /\
WP XP We X°
adjoined position adjoined position

In a somewhat simplified generative analysis, thecture of a sentence
(irrespective of whether it is a main or an embedclause) is as follows:

(13) Aclauseis a CP,
the complement of its head (= C°) is an IP, and
the complement of the IP's head (= 1°) is a VP

For a sentence with no auxiliary verb and with arfoy)transitive main verb the
structure looks as follows for both a main and reabedded clause:

(14) a. CP
/\
,’Ava C
/\
Ce IP
| _— T
DP I
‘ /\
l° VP
/\
DP \A
/\
\Ad DP
b. Maske polerer han bilen
Maybe ’polishes ‘he ’ ’ car-the
C. hvis han polerer bilen

if he polishes  car-the
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(where movement has taken place in (b), of théefimerbpolerer, from V° to
C°, cf. section 6.2 below.)

Also in the generative analysis, there are testsdastituency, e.g. substitution
tests or movement tests (the latter being a vexdidime commutation test). The
underlying idea is that if two or more words (détge blue cay may undergo
substitution, (15b), or movement (15c) togethezntthey form a constituent,
whereas if two or more wordpdlished the bluecannot be substituted by
anything, (15d), or cannot be moved, (15e), thempmssible reason may be
that they do not form a constituent:

(15) a. Har hun poleret den bla bil ?
Has she polished the blue car ?

b. Har hun poleret den ?
Has she polished it ?
c. Den bla bil har hun poleret
The blue car has she polished
d * Har hun _xxxxx bil  ?
Has she xxxxx car ?
e. *Poleret den bla har hun bil
Polished the bluehas she car

(The asterisks in front of (15d,e) signal that éhiego examples are not well-
formed.xxxxxin (15d) signals that no pronoun (or other profpexists that can
substitute for the stringoleret den blavhenbil is present in the clause but not
included in the substitution.)

5. Points of convergence between the formal andrfational approaches

5.1 Topological slots and their equvalents in theee structure

As said above, although there are a number ofrdiftees between the two

approaches to linguistic analysis, there are abtsotp of convergence. One such

point (even if the convergence is only partial) tado with the slots in the

Diderichsen analysis and what they correspond tbargenerative analysis.
The generative structure in (16a) below correspdaadhe basic generative
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structure in (14) above, with the addition thatextivals (and other adjuncts)
may be adjoined both on the left side and on thiet sSide of a VP. In (16a),
againis adjoined to the right of the \Mias polished the car with steel wool
The tree in (16a) can be directly compared tcstimplified Diderichsen
models of constituent order in modern Danish irbjf6r main clauses and in
(16c) for embedded onees, cf. (7) and(8) above @edences there):

bol

(16) a. CP
S
XP cC
’ /\
c° IP
‘ /\
DP I
’ /\
I° VP
S
AdvP VP
‘ /\
DP V'
/\
A VP
‘ /\
VP AdvP
/\ ‘
DP \A
/\
Ve DP ‘
b.|F Nexus field Content field
F \% n a \% N A
Nu Jhar | han igen poleret bilen med staluld
Nowjhas | he again polished| car-the with steel w
c. | Con;. f. Nexus field Content field
K n a v \% N A
om | han igen har poleret bilen med staluld
If he again has polished| car-the with steel w

bol
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It is perhaps indicative of this convergence betwmrmal and functional
analysis that the first person to suggest the spaiedence shown in (16b,c)
between Diderichsen's analysis of Damsin clauses and Diderichsen's
analysis of Daniskmbeddedclauses was a generative syntactician, Christer
Platzack (1985:71, fn 5). It is also interestingntde that this suggestion was in
turn taken up by the functional syntactician Laedtbft (1986a:108), cf. also
Hansen & Heltoft (2003), as shown in(8) above.

As may be seen in (16a,b,c), the slots in the idsen analysis have
directly corresponding positions in the generatree structure. The following
list shows where either approach should be ablmdizrstand and build on
insights gained in the other approach:

(a7) Diderichsen (1946), cf. (7a,b)
a. F (foundation field)

b. v (finite verb
position in
main clauses)

conjunction
position in

embedded clauses)

c. n (subject position)
d. a (medial adverbial position)

e. Vv (finite verb position in
embedded clauses)

f. V (non-finite verb position)
(NB: only one V per clause)

g. N (object position)

h. A (final adverbial position)

= k (subordinating

Tree structures, cf. (14) & (16)
= CP-spec

= C°

= IP-spec

= positieftdadjoined to VP

V° (the higstev® in the
embedded clause)

VO
(N@Bily one verb per V°)

DP-position whichthe
complement of V°
(if V° is monotransitive)

= positiomght-adjoined to VP

Excursus:

One difference between the approaches is thagiiéthre two or more non-finite verbs in a
clause, the Diderichsen analysis takes them to mplane constituent, namely V, (ia),

whereas in the tree structure this is not the d@se,
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i a ... at han ikke,[kan] [y have mgdt [n den nye minister]  personligt
b. ... athan ikket kan] [~ havé [v- mgdi [op den nye minister] personligt
... that he not can have met the new minister ersgnally

The two approaches agree tdahandnyeandminister(i.e. the direct object) form a consti
tuent, as supported by the observation that theyocaur together in other positions in the
clause:

(i) [Den nye ministerkan han ikke have madt personligt.
The new minister can he not have met personally

Haveandmgdt(i.e. the two non-finite verbs), however, do notar together in other
positions in the clause, and so whether they maka eaonstituent or not is an open question.

The Diderichsen analysis takes them to occupyamaethe same slot, (ia), because they
occur to the right of one established constituté {inite verb) and to the left of another
established constituent (the object).

In the tree structure analysis, (ib), howeveis geen as crucial that there is a
constituent that consists of only one of the naritdiverbs (together with the object and the
adverbial):

(i) [Mgdt den nye minister personligt] kan han ikke have
men han kan maske godt have talt i telefon headie.
Met the new minister personally he cannot have
but he can perhaps well have talked in teleghwith her

The point here is that if the two non-finite vetbgether made up a constituent, then other
constituents (e.g. the initial constituent in sguarackets in (iii)) should conta@ither all of
this constituenbr no part of it (i.e. it should contagither both non-finite verbgr none of
them). Since this is not the case, because thé&dteat constituent in (iii) contains one but not
the other non-finite verb, the conclusion in thegrative analysis has to be that the two non-
finite verbs do not make up a constituent (as notedg. Vikner 1999a:87 and Bjerre 2007).

It is not a particularly constructive line of inquto debate which model
makes most sense from a scientific point of viele §enerative model might
very well fall victim to Occam'’s razor if the ontgsk for syntactic theory
should be to account for the syntax of Danishf assumes many more
positions than are needed to account for the aiterat of Danish syntax. In
this sense a sentence model of the Diderichsenmgyebe sufficient to account
for Danish syntax.

As has been demonstrated from time to time (AdkE@l6, Bleken 1971,
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Bruaas 1970, Jgrgensen 2000d, Jérgensen & Lomdh Lididberg 1973,
Platzack 1985, Thorell 1973, and many others),titue of model is easily
adapted to the other Mainland Scandinavian langiadeere is furthermore a
comparable topological tradition in German and Duteguistics (cf. e.qg.
Wollstein-Leisten et al. 1997:53-75, Shannon 2006; hnd references therein),
but there are very few topological approaches mgr@her languages. It would
seem that topological approaches are particulddyyi to be suggested for
languages that are V2, cf. also that when topold@pproaches have been
suggested to e.g. English or French, they havelynagen suggested by
linguists who want to compare them to a V2-languagg Diderichsen (1953),
Hartvigson (1969), Herslund (2006).

Linear slot models (i.e. topological models) carmake any larger
contributions to direct comparison with e.qg. Sldaicguages with a relatively
free phrase ordering, as emphasized in Askedab{33834). Only if the
ordering rules underlying the model are taken todlections of e.g. case and
information structure, can a sentence model oDilderichsen type form the
basis of comparison with more distant languagess iSha point where e.g. a
generative model is more likely to be successivkmthat the structures
suggested for the analysis have a generality th&emit possible for them to
encompass languages of a widely differing nature.

Take as an example the I°-position, which is dint@® positions in the
generative tree (16a) that are always empty in $har@nd which would
therefore seem to be superfluous. However, in Frendcelandic and in older
stages of Danish, finite verbs occur in 1°, ang fsition in the structure can
therefore be a starting point for saying sometipingcipled about differences
between languages (as e.g. in Vikner 1997, 199905&). When it comes to the
topological models, different languages need diffieépairs of) models in the
Diderichsen view (one pair for Danish/Swedish/Nayiae as in (16b,c),
another pair for old Danish/Icelandic, cf. Didesehn 1941:89, and a completely
different model for e.g. German, cf. e.g. Woéllstegisten et al. 1997:53-75,
etc.). Such an approach would therefore not giyepaimcipled reason why
Danish does not follow the model for German or vidgrman does not follow
the Danish one. This could be seen as the prickljyaihe Diderichsen model(s)
for not containing any positions which are neviedi'°

9 The other two positions in the generative tre@)1Bat have no equivalents in the
Diderichsen analysis in (16b,c) are the specifagifons in the two VPs. As mentioned in
footnote 8 above, a number of formal analyses tiage positions to have contained the
subject at earlier stages of the derivation.
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5.2 Topological fields and their equvalents in th&ree structure
Another point of convergence concerns the DideanHgelds and what they
correspond to in the generative tree.

The main parts of the generative structure, iR.I€ and VP, can be seen
as convergent with commonly accepted domains iotiomal analyses of clause
structure. The layered structure of e.g. Harde0%2001-110) is found in
“classic" Dutch functional grammar (Dik 1997:67rdeited from Christensen
2005:51), where each level takes in more and mamstituents of the clause,
and wherer stands for "grammatical operators" anfbr “lexical satellites"

(e.g. adverbials):

(18) | Level 4: clause (speech act)
o4: “briefly"
74 illocutionary force (declarative, interrogativeperative)

Level 3: proposition (possible fact)

03: “in my opinion”

n3: subjective modality (evaluation, attitude)

Level 2: extended predication (state of affairs)

o2: time, location, space

n2: tense, objective modality (time, space, cognjtio

Level 1: core predication (property or relation)
ol: manner, speed, instrument,

direction, beneficiary
nl: (im)perfective aspect,

(non-)progressive aspect

(Subj, Obj)

Level O: nuclear predication
Predicate and terms (arguments)

The same layered structure is also found in theemarent versions of
generative linguistics, cf. the following illustran adapted from Christensen
(2005:30), which is in turn based on Platzack (200)t
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(19) CP — Discourse Form
Proposition; lllocutionary Force, Topic, Focus

IP —  Grammatical Form:
Subject-Predicate (EPP/“Nexus"), Tense,
Aspect, Voice, Polarity

VP Thematic Form:
Predication; argument structure

____________________________________________________________________

At first sight, this convergence between functiggrammar and generative
syntax may seem not to include the Diderichsen mnddeereas each of the
levels in both (18) and (19) contains the next loleeel, the Diderichsen fields
are discrete entities, which do not contain eabkrofThis difference may be
less crucial than one might expect, however, far teasons.

One reason is that some of the proponents of Ritsen take some fields
to be part of other fields, e.g. in Hansen & Hel{@003:172), the content field
Is part of the core field, as shown in (8) abowei{arly in Togeby 2003:268
and Blom 2006:43, and actually also in Diderich$846:186, text above the
tables).

The second and more important reason is that éneergh Diderichsen's
fields are not part of each other, the insightsbascally the same in all three
frameworks: The generative view of what happerikatP-level (which
comprises the VP, cf. (19)) or Dik's (1997:67) vietwvhat happens at his level
2 (which comprises level 1, cf. (18)) are both venych parallel to
Diderichsen's view of what happens in the nexud,feven if the content field
is not part of the nexus field, cf. (7):

(20) | Foundation field | Orientation towards the context of the sentence
Discourse-relevant elements

Nexus field Interface between communication and content,
e.g. polarity, aspect
Content field Organisation of content: actants, circumstantials

(based on Diderichsen 1941:35; Togeby 2003:50-®ltpH 2005:115-117)
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This is because Diderichsen's nexus field corredptmthose parts of the
generative tree which are part of the IP but not @the VP or those parts of
functional grammar's level 2 which are not parteotl 1.

Summing up so far, in sections 4.1. and 4.2, vesgnted one particular
functional and one particular formal approach, @nsections 5.1 and 5.2, we
showed that there are many interesting convergaret@geen the approaches.

6. Movement

Movement is an important device in many (but nftfakmal approaches, but
seems to be thought of as unnecessary in mosidanatapproaches. However,
whether an approach employs movement or not mapenset crucial. This is so
because insights gained in an analysis assumingment may often be useful
also in analyses which do not assume movementyaad/ersa). Many cases of
"movement of an element" have corresponding desezidevices in other
approaches, e.g. possible alternative positions.

We shall look at three alleged movements, viz pibstion of unstressed
object pronouns, the position of the finite verbmain and embedded clauses,
and finally what elements may precede the finitd e main clauses. For ease
of exposition, examples have been chosen whiclelsiloesemble those used in
(16) above.

6.1 The position of unstressed object pronouns

In this section, we shall focus on what is knowifunctional approaches as

letledsreglen'the rule of light objects', and in formal apprbas a®bject shift
The basic observation has two parts. One is thahgpronominal object

always follows a medial adverbial (i.e. an advdrimdiderichsen's-position

= an adverbial left-adjoined to VP), irrespectievbether the adverbial and the

object are separated by a verb (21a,b) or not {21c)

(21) a. Nu har han__faktisk poleret bilen med staluld
Now has he actually polished car-the with steabiwo
b. .. fordi han _faktisk polerer bilen med staluld

because he actually polishes car-the with steel wool

c. Nu polerer han _ faktisk bilen med staluld

Now polishes he actually car-the with steel wool
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The second part of the observation is that an esstd pronominal object
follows a medial adverbial if the adverbial and tigect are separated by a
verb, (22a,b), or by an object that is stressedeiise the unstressed
pronominal object precedes the medial adverbiat)(28 fact, unlike the non-
pronominal object, the unstressed pronominal olgachot immediately follow
the adverbial, cf. the difference between (21c) @2dl), at least not in
"standard" Danish (cf. Pedersen 1993 for dialetiffdrences in Danish and cf.
Vikner 2005b and references therein for the otlan8inavian languages):

(22) a.  Nu har han faktisk poleret _den med staluld
Now has he actually  polished it  with steel wool

b. ... fordi han faktisk polerer _den med staluld
because he actually  polishes it  with steel wool

C. Nu polerer han__denfaktisk med staluld
Now polishes he it actually with steel wool

d. *Nu polerer han faktisk den med staluld
Now polishes he actually it  with steel wool

In formal approaches (starting with Holmberg 198%¢ Vikner 2005b and
references therein), (22c) is an example of moveifudrject shift) of an
unstressed pronominal object from its base pos(asrseen in (21a,b,c) and
(22a,b)) to a different position to the left of tmedial adverbial. Such a
movement is seen as leaving a so-called trace dahithe base position, which
in turn is part of the account for why nothing ets@ occur in the object
position in (22c¢) although the pronominal objecs keft this position:

(23) Nu polerer han__denfaktisk bilen med staluld
Now polishes he it actually  car-the with steel wool

As for the functional approaches, Erik Hansen (1921 = 2001:72)
introduced a special slot in the sentence modattount for these pronouns,
saying simply that if the V position remains emjihg unstressed object
pronoun is placed in this special position to &fe ¢f the adverbial, but if the V
position is filled, the unstressed object pron@iplaced in the normal object
position. According to Hansen (1970:121), the dbigthus placed in one
position or the other, rather than the object mgJ¥rmom one position to the
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other.

Another possible analysis of these data is thattistressed object
pronoun cliticises to another element, as suggestdwe functional approach by
Jagrgensen (1991, 2000a,c) and in the formal apbropae.g. Josefsson (1992).
The differences between cliticisation and non-@kttion hypotheses (with their
consequences for what qualifies as a host forlitie) @are thus more substantial
than the differences between the formal and thetiomal approaches. For
further discussion of object shift, see e.g. Vik(&05b), Engels & Vikner
(2006), and Bjerre (2007) and references in them&sy

6.2 The position of the finite verb in main and ernedded clauses

In Danish embedded clauses, the finite verb folldvesmedial adverbial and the
subject, and immediately precedes the object, (2a@greas in main clauses,
the finite verb always occurs in the second pasjtpreceding the medial
adverbial and potentially also preceding the sub{@db).

(24) a. .. fordi han faktisk polerer bilen med staluld
because he actually polishes car-the with steel wool

b. Nu _polerer han faktisk bilen med staluld
Now polishes he actually car-the with steel wool

The property that the finite verb always occurthi|m second position in the
main clause (with the exception of main clayes/noguestions and certain
conditional clauses, where the finite verb is ih& £lement, see (25a) below) is
referred to as "verb second" or V2, and it is gprty that Danish has in
common with all other Germanic languages, with arg exception: English.

In formal approaches (starting with den Besten/19@ée Vikner 1995,
chapter 3, and references therein), (24b) is ampkaof verb movement from
V° (via I°) into C°. In other words, the verb s&dut in V° in both (24a,b). In
(24a) the finite verb stays in V°, whereas in (24dlnas moved (via I°) into C°.
Also here, the movement is seen as leaving a beleimd every time it moves
out of a position.

Almost all of the functional approaches have & siowhich has one
position in embedded clauses, F-m-&-N-A, cf. (16c¢), and another position in
main clauses, k-n-a-V-N-A, cf. (16b), rather than movement fromequosition
to another. The fact that even fewer functionalrapphes assume movement
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here (i.e. concerning the position of the finitebjeghan assume movement
concerning pronominal objects (section 6.1) or eoning the initial position in
main clauses (section 6.3) is not surprising, gVt the majority of functional
analyses have two different and unrelated analgsdhe main and the
embedded clause.

6.3 The initial position in main clauses

As we mentioned above, the finite verb is alwayth&second position in
Danish main clauses. This is so because ther®is for at most one
constituent in front of the finite verb in main at®s:

(25) a. Har han faktisk poleret bilen medidd  ?
Has he actually polished -car-the with steel wool?

b. Han har faktisk poleret bilen med staluld
He has actually  polished car-the with steel wool
C. Faktisk har han poleret bilen med staluld
Actually has he polished car-the with steebwo
d. Bilen har han faktisk poleret med staluld
Car-the has he actually polished with steel wool

e. Med staluld har han faktisk poleret bilen
With steel wool has he actually polished car-the

f. Staluld har han faktisk poleret bilen med
Steel wool has he actually polished car-the with

The observation that most constituents of thesdgbut no more than one
constituent) may precede the finite verb is theiaog basis for Diderichsen's
foundational field. This does not mean, howeveat there is movement e.g. of
the adverbials in (25c,e) from their base positionihe initial position, indeed
Diderichsen (1946:185, 190) only talks of placingpastituent in the initial
position, even if some of his followers use movetiterminology: Hansen
(1977:55) directly talks about movement to the fiation field ("opflytning til
fundamentfeltet"), and similar expressions are ¢oumJgrgensen (2000b:69,
82) and Blom (2006:116, 139).
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In formal approaches (starting again with den &ed41977, see Vikner
1995, chapter 3, and references therein), (25befgaamples of movement of a
phrase ("XP" or "maximal projection") from its bgsasition (the empty spaces
in (25b-f)) to the specifier position of CP.

As in the two previous sections, the movement fseseen as leaving a
trace behind every time it moves out of a positemthat the base position of
the moved element cannot be filled by other mater@ampare e.g. (25b,d) to
(26a,b):

(26) a. *Han har hun faktisk poleret bilen med staluld
He has she actually polished car-the with steadlwo

b. *Bilen har han faktisk poleret cyklen med staluld
Car-the has he actually polished bicycle-the wittebwool

In order to make a similar prediction within a ftinnal approach, Blom
(2006:136) introduces the notion of "topologicalgomment" where e.g. a
subject in initial position governs the subjectipos, preventing it from being
filled (25b) vs. (26a). It remains to be seen tachlextent this and the notion of
traces left by movement in the formal approachdistuvn out to be notational
variants of each other, but the similarities asadly striking.

Movement and traces in the formal approaches spored not only to
Blom's (2006:136) "topological government" but aigdhe distinction between
Diderichsen's two levels of analysis "topology" dagntax”, which Heltoft
(1986a:121) describes as follows: "topological gsial (Where are which
constituents placed?) and syntactic analysis (Wbactstituents may a sentence
consist of and how may they be combined?)".

To see how this works in formal approaches, cang@bd), repeated
below:

(27) Bilen har han faktisk poleret _ med staluld

Car-the has he actually polished with steel wool

Bilenis in CP-spec (according to Diderichsen's "topglod is placed in the
foundation field) and it has left a trace in itsbaosition, the object position
(according to Diderichsen's "syntax": it is theeadtjofpolere). This is yet
another case of the different approaches arrivirggnailar insights, but
formulating them in ways that do not make the pealiams immediately
evident.
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7. Conclusion

The conclusion is that syntacticians would be aditised to look further than
the surface of the different formal and functioapproaches. Despite the
occasionally polemic tone, the various approachkasally have much in
common, which also means that they may learn frach @ther's insights.

As one example, a functional syntactician showtddmsmiss too quickly
formal analyses that appeal to the notion of movenia actual fact, movement
IS just one way of representing the intuition thl@gments may or must occur
outside of their canonical position, while it atsaptures certain constraints on
the relationship between the actual position (Datesen's “topology") and the
base position (Diderichsen's "syntax") of a coustit.

Conversely, a formal syntactician should not dgsoo quickly functional
analyses that appeal to the notion of fields. Timegg actually be more
compatible with the formal notion of constituerds,represented by nodes in the
tree, than might appear at first glance.

All syntacticians, regardless of theoretical passon, are ultimately
interested in explaining language data. Given trmeplex subject matter of the
discipline, we need all the help we can get, aredetiore none of us can afford
to ignore the results reached within ‘the opposimp’.

We would like to emphasise that this does not ntleanlinguists should
forget all the differences between the two appreachut merely that they
should not forget that in spite of such differendbsre are areas where the two
approaches can learn from each other and builcon ethers' insights.

At the end of the day, linguists from the two aygmhes will still set out in
different directions when it comes searching foeaplanation, and this is as it
should be, given that "the growth of knowledge delseentirely upon
disagreement” (Popper 1994:x).

This quote is further explained in Popper (199443 "Since the method
of science is that of critical discussion, it isgpéat importance that the theories
discussed should be tenaciously defended. Foriornhis way can we learn
their real power. And only if criticism meets rearsce can we learn the full
force of a critical argument.”
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Appendix. Constructed or elicited examples as data

Whereas formal linguists in general allow the useomstructed or elicited
examples, not all functional linguists do, as sedhe following quote from de
Beaugrande (1998:774):

(28) Instead of painstakingly gathering corpuses of dattne field, you stay
comfortably at home (or in your office) and ratitima about ‘language’ as
represented by handfuls of data which you invegbur role as a ‘native
speaker’, and which you analyze and describe im yale as a ‘theoretical
linguist’. The dualism of roles ensures that thévespeaker (you) and the
linguist (also you) reach the same conclusionsauittihe slogging and
protracted process of fieldwork constructing anstitegy hypotheses about
a language you first have to learn

(28) is part of a larger criticism of formal lingtics in general and of Chomsky
in particular, and it should therefore be emphakikat it is actually not just
formal syntacticians that use constructed examplegeat many functional
syntacticians do the same, e.g. Diderichsen (1846)Hansen (1977), to
mention but a few.

In our view, it is actually not crucial whethermot an example is
constructed, because, as formulated by Popper 2Bg3there are no ultimate
sources of knowledge". What is important is thatdobon relevant examples,
empirical predictions are made as to what is waitried and what is ill-formed,
I.e. predictions that can be checked against tiugions of other native speakers
and against corpora, and which can be comparecdhtorgatical descriptions of
the language in question.

It is obvious and uncontroversial that data inedntst ‘for fun’ (or for
some other reason, e.g. laziness, as alleged Bgaggrande in (28) above)
would constitute a highly annoying waste of otlesearchers’ time, but this
danger exists with any kind of data, constructedatr Whatever the origin of
their data, linguists, like all other scientistispsld feel strongly obliged to
check them constantly and thoroughly.

One potential response to the real problems pobiowe in by de
Beaugrande in (28) above might be to say that istgishould only accept as
data something which have actually been said (ascated by e.g. de
Beaugrande 1998 himself, but not by all functidmeaguists). This approach
immediately runs into two classic problems, famit@many linguist who has
ever worked with a corpus of data:
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(29) a. data which should not occur, do occur
b. data which should occur, do not occur

Concerning (29a), data which should not occur Hewertheless do:
Various kinds of ill-formed sentences are uttereerg day by native speakers.
Consider e.g. the following two widely reportegslof the tongue produced by
George W. Bush (in Florence, South Carolina, o001.2000, and in Townsend,
Tennessee, on 21.02.2001, respectively):

(30) a. Rarelyis the question askedous childrenlearning?
b.  Teach a child to read, and he orWwélbe able to pass a literacy test

If linguists were not allowed to check examplegwite intuitions of native
speakers, they would have to set up grammars atdrhries for English that
allow for such examples, even though native spsakeuld agree that they are
not well-formed ¢hildren may not be the subject of a verb in the singaad,
her may not be a subject at all).

Concerning (29b), data which should occur, buentneless do not occur:
Various kinds of well-formed sentences only ocoureamely rarely. One
example is the so-called "parasitic gap" constouncfsee e.g. Taraldsen
1981:491-495 and Engdahl 1986:130), where thaalretement (the underlined
how many of the boolis (31)) seem to be linked to two different empbyject
positions (gapsHow many of the books (31) is linked both to the empty
object position in the main clause (the object omsiof borrowed and to the
empty object position in the embedded adverbialsgdathe object position of
buying. It turns out that the empty object positionhie embedded clause (the
object position obuying is parasitic on the first one, i.e. it is onlyssble to
have an empty object position in the embedded eldubke object position in
the main clause is also empty, cf. that if the ned@nise object position is filled
by a pronoun, then the embedded object positionatdre left empty either,
(32), but has to be filled as well, (33):

(31) a. _Hvor mange af bggerder du lant ____istedet for at kgbe  ?
b. How many of the booksave you borrowed _  instead of buying _ ?
(32) a. *Hvorfor har du lant __dem stedet for at kebe _

b. *Why have you borrowed themstead of buying _?
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(33) a. Hvorfor har du lant __demstedet for at kebe _ derd
b. Why have you borrowed themstead of buying ther

The point here is that if linguists’ data sets ¢sinsnly of utterances that have
actually occurred, then it is fairly likely thatrestructions such as these would
not be represented, and if linguists are not altbt@echeck with the intuitions

of native speakers, they will have to set up gramsrf@ Danish or English that
do not allow for such sentences. This would thessmertain potentially crucial
facts concerning Danish or English, given thatueaspeakers agree that there is
a significant difference in well-formedness betw€&h), which are possible,

and (32), which are impossibie.

Returning to the de Beaugrande quote in (28) abegere not saying here
that constructed examples are any better thantbaékave actually occurred,
we are merely saying that constructed examplea possible source of data,
just like corpora are, and linguists cannot affiardisregard any type of data
source. Notice also that neither constructed exasmpbr examples that have
actually occurred are any good if they go agaimsttuitions of native
speakers.

Furthermore, we agree that problems might occatdiriguist uses
herself/himself as informant. However, these prolsi@re particularly likely to
arise if a linguist uses ONLY herself/himself a®mmant and no one else (i.e.
the data should be checked and checked and chaglk&t). As opposed to de
Beaugrande in (28) above, we see no reason whatstzetlisqualify oneself as
an informant (among others), nor do we see anyrefis linguists to confine
themselves to working only on languages that tmeynat native speakers of.

We are convinced that, everything else being eda@lgroup of linguists
most suitable to work on a particular languagenis that comprises both native
speakers and non-native speakers of that lang@agene hand every language
has certain distinctions that are just so sub#é tliey are difficult for non-
native speakers to be sensitive to, and on the,atba-native speakers often
notice things which are taken to be trivial anddeenninteresting by the native
speakers.

1 Chomsky (1982:39) uses data such as these to fngimmateness, i.e. to argue for the
point that some of the grammatical knowledge oirthative language that native speakers
possess must be there from birth. Chomsky's arguguoes as follows: Because this
construction is so rare, the knowledge about tfferdnce in grammaticality between (31)

and (32) that all native speakers possess - ewergthmost may not realise this - cannot stem
from having heard the construction before. Thes kinowledge would have to be derivable,
or at least partly derivable, from the innate pértihe linguistic knowledge of native speakers.
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