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19 ¥ERY (A XV M5) oW 83 8.4%
20 EERONEFIZOVWT 7 0.7%
21 1% 20% 2 5 LEEORE 2 0.2%
22 WEBH ([XVD8) OME 18 1.8%
23 HHFM ([ XY M6) Ot 78 7.9%
24 RO NEF: DR 36 3.6%
25 FrHEIFEOFAMEE 172 17.4%

(4) OFFEHEBIE, KRFOHPICHT L4 XY MK 28HE5 18V T, —2 VR
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KT HRETHEE o TV D, RFH01Z 21T T, KR FIAHRE2TH— 2 VOILHE R%E) 35,
LA L, NZ MU, FFHOSTREFMRLEZLE VI BN FRFE) ZITv, 5612, BFHEOTTIET—
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14 FrmiEoRAEE 14 2.1%
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18 # A7 T OWER 5 0.8%
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Y MERMEFICHEEICEALTVE, I FIZOVTORAMEZIIHES FiFEDHKIZ, NZ_M2I2
L 250D TL B0 ZOFFHLD [KE ] ORBA XY FERSH v GRE) 1Tl
TW_F1DOFEE02T (REBE) AR ENZ A, REHD NZ M2IHEFFOSTH L G-%E) DX
ZEEDBE LTV A, FiE, VN_F3X TW_FLIC X 2 %5504~07T (REBKE) 2WRENBD,
72LTH NZ_M2IZ X B55608T (RRFE) »EEN S, Wik 8 T T L OO NFIHETIE,
ROICBET 2 &L S [HlE] 217w, ZORICF Y Y RAYT7T—%2 LTEEZTI LW
IETH o7z VN_F3E TW_FLIC X 2 55510~110 GREFS) &, TE220h LR LD
MEASHEONLBDEFZ D, VN_FIZX 555120 [2—] L) HEM R REERN %%
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An Analysis of Developmental Structure and Agreement/Disagreement on Proposals
in Japanese Problem-Solving Discourse

A Comparison of Native Language Situations and Third-Party Language Contact Situations

Fumio WATANABE

In this study, I investigated developmental structures of wadan, ‘functional paragraph’, and speech
sequences about agreement/disagreement on proposals in Japanese problem-solving discourse derived from
native language situations and third-party language contact situations. The data of this study come from
three-party conversation planning a campus tour for high school students.

Analysis of developmental structures of wadan shows that 1) all the groups of native language
situations and third-party language contact situations had brainstorming wadan before they discussed their
plans in detail; 2) the groups of third-party language contact situations tended to modify the order of their
planning events, and to introduce new events into their existing plans.

Analysis of agreement/disagreement on proposals shows that 1) speakers of native language
situations used co-construction in utterances for proposal and proposal reasons, and modified directness
of their strategies for proposal or objection according to the importance of the topic; 2) speakers of third-
party language situations shifted their topic on proposal to another before they had agreed/disagreed on the
existing proposal because of lack of proposal reasons, and caused gap of communication by the difference
in their recognition of the situation where the proposal had not been disagreed directly.

This study suggests to education of Japanese as lingua franca the importance of teaching
expressions which can be used for proposal, proposal reasons, and concerns for the proposal. Effective way
of making a proposal to avoid gap of communication is to make use of utterances for proposal reasons as

well as ones for proposal.
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Article
Predicate NP Movement in Tough-Constructions ™

Naoto TOMIZAWA

A new analysis of the derivation of tough-constructions in English is proposed in terms of what I
will call “predicate NP movement” and an additional A-movement, supplemented by the late merger of
D. The idea that the NP part of the subject DP of fough-constructions has its origin in the “gap” position
in the infinitival complement clauses of tough-predicates is not a new one: Sportiche (2006) and Messick
(2012). The proposal to be pursued here is different from Sportiche’s in that the extraction of an NP out of
a DP occurs basically in the original gap position. This enables us to give a parallel and systematic analysis
to the formation of infinitival relative constructions and tough-constructions. It is also shown that the
restricted distribution of gaps in subject positions in these constructions observed and analyzed by Postal
(1974), Nakamura (1976), Stowell (1987), Takahashi (1997), Maruta (2013), among many others, are

systematically accounted for.

1. Introduction

This paper proposes a new analysis of the derivation of fough-constructions in English as in (1a, b) in
terms of what I will call “predicate NP movement” and an additional A-movement of a predicate NP to the
subject position of the constructions, with a supplementary late merger of D, as outlined in the schematic

derivation in (2a-c) for the sentence (1a).

(1) a. The book is easy to put on the table

b. The assignment is an absolute pain to do
(2) Derivation for sentence (1a)

a. [,p» PRO put [, D [yp book]] on the table]

| A’-movement of “predicate NP” to Spec,C

% At earlier stages of this work I benefited from the information provided by Tadao Maruta and Masaru Nakamura, to whom
I have been very grateful. Thanks also go to Stephen Ryan and Kotoe Onodera for discussions of empirical data and to an
anonymous reviewer of this journal for valuable comment and suggestions. Any defects remaining are of course my own. This
work was supported in part by Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research (16K02755) from the Japan Society for the Promotion of
Science.
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b. [, [xp b00K] [cp C [1p PRO t0 [\p+ tpro pUt [pp D txp] on the table]]]]
| A-movement of NP to the matrix Spec,T
c. [np book] is easy [, typ [cp C [1p PRO t0 [px toro put [pp D typ] on the table]]]]
| Late merger of D (= the) to the raised NP
d. [pp the [yp book]] is easy [, tap [cp C [1p PRO t0 [(p+ tpro pUt [pp D typ] on the table]]]]

The idea of this A’-movement of a predicate NP stems from the promotion/raising analysis of relative
clause structures and quite similar analyses have been entertained by Sportiche (2006) and Messick (2012).
They, however, suggest that the extraction of NP out of DP occurs not in the original gap position (typically,
object positions) but in the Spec,C position created by A’-movement of the relevant DP operator.

The paper shows that our analysis of NP extraction from within the original gap in tough-
constructions has interesting consequences for the account of the restricted distribution of gaps in subject
positions observed and/or analyzed by many researchers (see Postal (1974), Nakamura (1976), Stowell
(1987), Takahashi (1997), Maruta (2013) and references therein). Specifically, our analysis accounts for the
unavailability of subject gaps in (3a), just on a par with the account offered by Takahashi (1997), and for

the contrast between ungrammatical (3b) and grammatical (3c).

(3) a. ?*John is easy to believe _ to have kissed Mary (Takahashi 1997)
b. *John is difficult _ to solve these problems (Browning 1987)
c. Theroomiseasy to be heated (Nakamura 1976)

In what follows, I will motivate in section 2 the derivation of fough-constructions in terms of an
A’-movement of a predicate NP and its subsequent A-movement to the matrix Spec,T, followed by a
supplementary late merger of D. Section 3 examines consequences of this analysis with respect to the

restricted distribution of subject gaps in the constructions. Section 4 is a conclusion.

2. Predicate NP movement in relative clauses and fough-constructions

This section motivates the derivation of tough-constructions in English in terms of predicate NP
movement as outlined in (2a-d) above. Section 2.1 is concerned with the categorical status of the obligatory
“gap” in the constructions. Section 2.2 turns to an A-movement of predicate NPs into the matrix Spec,T
and gives a couple of pieces of evidence in favor of this analysis, which include new ones not provided in

Sportiche (2006).
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2.1. DP/NP inconsistency in relative clause formation

As noted in section 1, our analysis is motivated by the promotion/raising analysis of relative
clause formation. This subsection aims to introduce a “direct” promotion/raising analysis of infinitival
relative clause constructions so as to provide the foundation for the proposal of the derivation of fough-
constructions. Infinitival relative clauses share some important properties with fough-complement clauses:
they are infinitival, do not allow overt wh-operator of nominal type (who, which), show Subject Condition
effects (see Browning 1987). The unavailability of overt wh-operator of nominal type in infinitival relative
clauses strongly suggests a “direct” raising/promotion analysis of the head/antecedent of the relevant
relative clauses (without the mediation of null operators), which I will adopt in this paper. Since this direct
promotion/raising analysis was proposed by Schachter (1973) for finite relative clauses, I will start with the
discussion of finite relative clauses under the “direct” promotion/raising analysis.

Analyses of relative clause structures are always tied with an issue of the apparent categorical
mismatch between the original gap and the head/antecedent of the relevant relative clause.

Given the DP/NP dichotomy in the DP analysis of noun phrases (see e.g. Abney 1987), it is a common
practice to treat a DP as an element denoting an individual and an NP as one denoting a property (i.e.,
predicate). In this tradition it is quite natural to assume that the gap (_ ) in the relative construction in (4)
is a DP rather than an NP because the verb put semantically selects an individual rather than a property/

predicate.

(4) the book that John put _ on the table

When we turn out attention to the syntactic category of the head/antecedent of the restrictive relative
clause, on the other hand, we have good reason to assume that it is an NP rather than a DP. The structure

for (4) should be (5).

(5) [op thep [xp [xp b0OK] [p that John put _ on the table]]]

Discussions of syntactic differences between restrictive relatives and non-restrictive (appositive) relatives
in Jackendoff (1977) favor this analysis strongly. In the tradition of semantics as well, the treatment of the
head/antecedent of the restrictive relative clause as a predicate (namely, type <e,t>, rather than type e for an
individual) is common. Thus, Heim & Kratzer (1998) assign to (6a) the structure in (6b) and state that both

[xp house] and relative clause [which is empty] are <e,t> (namely, predicates) and they are combined by
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their rule of Predicate Modification (p. 88)." The NP part house which is empty, thus, denotes the function

(6¢), where D, = set of individuals.

(6) a. the house which is empty
b. [p thep [xp [np house] [, Which is empty]]]

c.Ax € D, . x is a house and x is empty

This NP analysis of the head/antecedent of restrictive relative clauses provides a straightforward
account for the ungrammatical status of sentences like (7a): proper nouns are superficially Ds and hence
have no ability to serve as the head/antecedent of relative clauses due to categorical mismatch (NP vs DP)
and/or semantic mismatch (<e,t> vs e). When a proper noun is converted to a common noun, henceforth,
it can serve as a legitimate head/antecedent both syntactically and semantically, as shown by (7b), where it

means “person by the name of Sue Jones.”

(7) a. *John that came to dinner (Jackendoff 1977)
b. She is obviously not the Sue Jones they are looking for.

(Huddleston & Pullum 2002 (hererafter, H&P 2002))

Similarly, the contrast between (8a) and (8b) follows from this NP analysis. John s book in (8a) is a full-
fledged DP denoting an individual and, hence, inappropriate as a head/antecedent, whereas book of John's

is an NP serving as a predicate of the semantic type <e,t>, legitimate as the relevant head/antecedent.

(8) a. *John’s book that you read
b. the book of John’s that you read. (Both examples from Chomsky 1986)

These considerations strongly suggest that the head/antecedent of relative clauses are NPs rather than DPs.
Returning to the syntactic analysis of the internal structure of the relative construction (4), we now
have a DP/NP inconsistency: while the gap (_ ) is best analyzed as a DP from the viewpoint of semantic

selection, syntactic and semantic evidence points to an NP status of its purported antecedent occupying the

1 The rule of Predicate Modification is given in (i), where || 8 || = denotation of 8, D, ,. = set of all functions from D, to D,, 1
— “true.”
(i) Predicate Modification (Heim & Kratzer 1998, p. 65)
If o is a branching node, {B, v} is the set of a’s daughters, and || B || and |y || are bothin D,
then || =axeD.. Bl (0= 1lvI =1
2 See also Jackendoff (1977, p. 181) for a similar contrast.
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head/antecedent position.
A simple solution we pursue here is a variant of the direct promotion/raising analysis whereby an
NP is extracted out of a DP and undergoes an A’-movement to adjoin to CP, as illustrated in the structural

change from (9a) to (9b) (see Schachter 1973).°

(9) a. [cp that [ John put [, D [yp book] on the table]]
b. [, [xp b00K] [cp that [ John put [ D typ] on the table]]]
c. [pp thep [, [xp b0Ok] [p that [, John put [, D typ] on the table]]]]

In (9b), a, with an <NP, CP> structure, is somehow permitted in the light of the labeling algorithm
(LA) (Chomsky 2013). * One possibility worth pursuing is that C in relative clauses is endowed with a
[Predicate]-feature, which is checked by a predicate of an appropriate type: namely NP (but not VP or
adverb, for example). The <NP, CP> under consideration, then, could be labeled as <Pred, Pred> by means
of feature sharing.

Let us suppose this is the case and proceed to the examination of the next stage of the derivation
illustrated in (9¢) above, where the;, is merged with a. In the tradition of the semantic treatment of definite
descriptions it is a common practice to treat the as a function that maps the set of <e,t> denoted by the
relevant NP to exactly one individual e. Thus, if the is applied to president of the US, it yields Donald
Trump (at the time of writing) (see Heim & Kratzer 1998, p. 74). A similar analysis is applied to the
interpretation of (9¢), where the set of denotations of type <e,t> corresponding to book that John put on the
table is defined (narrowly) by the discourse/world of the relevant speaker/hearer. Therefore, it is natural

to assume that D has a function to map a predicate (<e,t>) to an individual (e), insofar as the resulting DP

3 For analyses of relative clause formation, see also Kayne (1994), Sauerland (1998), Hulsey & Sauerland (2006), among
many others.

4 Throughout the paper I will assume that raised nominals such as book in (9b) are actually phrasal rather than heads with the
consequence that they cannot provide the label of the dominating constituent (e.g. o in (9b)) in the light of LA, unlike the
analysis of that-relative clauses proposed by Donati & Cecchetto (2011), as correctly observed by an anonymous reviewer.

The assumption that book in (9b) is phrasal is not implausible at all, given that what we have been referring to as an NP
here is actually a combination of a nominalizer » and its complement N. “NP-movement,” then, is actually nP-movement.
However, I will continue to use the simplified representation [y, booky] as a shorthand for the formal [,, n booky].

Since the head/antecedent of relative clauses is uniformly phrasal, our analysis departs from Donati & Cecchetto’s (2011),
where booky in (i) is a head (rather than a phrase) and transmits its label to o.

(1) thep, [y .xp) boOky [cp that you saw [ D, ty]]]

The head status of the head/antecedent of relative clauses is quintessential for their labeling purposes. Notice that if the head/
antecedent is phrasal, as in (iib), it is unable to label a. In cases like this, they appeal to a late merge of of John to picture after
the latter transmits its label to a as depicted in (iic).

(ii) a. the picture of John that I prefer _ is on the top

b. [, [xe picture of John] [, that I prefer [y, D, ty]]]

C. [ucnp) [ picture] [¢p that I prefer [pp D, ty]]]
They argue that the analysis predicts that constituents “late merged” in this way cannot reconstruct and that this prediction is
borne out correctly. The lack of reconstruction effects is, however, empirically incorrect; for related phenomena see footnote
11.
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denotes an individual (or put differently, insofar as it is referential). In the case of nominal expressions
appearing in the complement position of be, things are a little complicated. Consider the following

examples.

(10) a. She’s secretary of the bushwalking club.
b. She’s the secretary of the bushwalking club. (Both examples from H&P 2002, p. 271)

In (10a), secretary of the bushwalking club denotes a property (namely, serves as a predicate) and does
not accompany an overt determiner. It could be said that syntax and semantics coincide in a sense:
property/predicate reading <> absence of D. This correlation is not bijective, however. This is explicitly
demonstrated by (10b), which has an occurrence of the and can still retain the same property/predicate

meaning as (10a). > We will understand this in the following way.

(11) a. Every NP is merged with D, projecting DP.
b. D has two variants from a semantic point of view:
(i) a function that maps <e,t>to e,

(ii) a semantically vacuous element that maps <e,t> to <e,t>. °

Both (10a) and (10b) have a DP as the complement of be; in the former the empty D is semantically
vacuous and expresses a property that the complement NP originally has (namely, serves as a predicate),
whereas in the latter the D could be understood either as a semantically vacuous element or as a function
that maps <e,t> to an individual e. This semantic-vacuity option is available in the complement position of
be but is strictly prohibited in the object position of, say, put, where an individual e (rather than a predicate
<e,t>) is required for semantic reasons.

An additional comment is now in order on the status of the D that merges with the relative clause ([,
NP CP]) constructed by A’-movement of a predicate NP. We are assuming that this D is a different element
from the empty D stranded by the predicate NP movement. To put it differently, the numeration for the
book that John put on the table contains four different Ds: (i) empty D that takes book, (ii) the that takes

table, (iii) empty D that takes John, and (iv) the that takes book that John put on the table. ’

5 H&P (2002, p. 271) observe that (10b) is ambiguous between a predicative interpretation of the secretary of the bushwalking
club just as in (10a) and its specifying interpretation. No comparable ambiguity holds for the NP without an overt D in (10a).

6 As examples of semantically vacuous elements, Heim & Kratzer (1998, pp. 611) give be in predicative sentences, of in “proud
of John,” and an indefinite article a(n).

7 The fourth instance of D here, which introduces [, NP CP], has two variants in the sense of (11b), too. (11bi) is instantiated
by common referential restrictive relative constructions as well as the example in (ia) below, where [y, scholar] comes from
the predicate complement of the predicative verb be and the whole DP denotes an individual. (ib) can be seen as an example
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This supposition of the presence of the fourth D in this list is inevitable in the predicate NP promotion/
raising analysis and is shared by Schachter. From a semantic point of view, the function of this D is to turn
<e,t> to e. This would mean that the presence of this D is required by the presence of the <e,t> that needs
to be turned into e. Since the <e,t> that needs to be turned into e is the relative clause itself, I will conclude
here that this D is somehow introduced into the relevant numeration by the [Predicate]-feature on C.

Let us summarize our direct promotion/raising analysis of relative clauses.

(12) Restrictive relative clause formation

Syntactic operations Semantic processes
i. A’-movement of NP out of DP Variable introduction (A-abstraction)
ii. NP-CP merger; Labeling Predicate Modification (see fn. 1)
iii. D-NP merger; Labeling Mapping from <e,t>to e °

An essentially similar analysis is extended to infinitival relative clause formation. Take (13a) as an
example. It is derived through the steps in (13b-d). As noted at the outset of this subsection, infinitival
relative clauses of (13a) type do not tolerate overt wh-operators. In this light, the direct promotion/raising

analysis is the simplest and most appropriate approach.

(13) a. the book to put on the table
b. [,p« PRO put [pp D [y book]] on the table]
| A’-movement of NP to Spec,C; Variable introduction (A-abstraction)
C. [ [np D00OK] [cp C [1p PRO tO [,p+ topo put [pp D typ] on the table]]]]
| Merger of D; Mapping from <e,t>to e
d. [pp the [, [xp b0OK] [cp C [1p PRO t0 [p« tpro put [pp D typ] on the table]]]]]

For the discussion that follows, the stage (13c) is important because it is shared by the derivation that

yields fough-constructions.

of (11bii) since the whole DP denotes a (non-)property attributed to the interview.
(i) a. Her book displays the fine skeptical intelligence of [, the scholar she is]
b. The interview turned out not to be [y, the ordeal that I had thought it would be] (Both examples from H&P 2002)
8 This is achieved in Heim & Kratzer (1998) by the rule of Functional Application (p. 44).
(i) Functional Application
If o is a branching node, {B, v} is the set of o’s daughters, and || B || is a function whose domain contains ||y || , then
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2.2. The derivation of fough-constructions

Suppose that we have arrived at the stage (13c) above, where [, book] has merged with CP to satisfy
the [Predicate]-feature on C. In the preceding section we assumed that this [, NP CP] structure is labeled
thanks to the shared feature [Predicate].

Let us now hypothesize that this labeling in terms of the [Predicate]-feature sharing is optional. If this
feature-sharing option is not taken, then [, NP CP] is unlabelable as it is. This type of labeling problem is
typically avoided by movement operations (see Moro 2000, Chomsky 2013, Tomizawa 2016, among many

other implementations of this idea). In our present case, NP is moved out of a, with the consequence that o

is labeled as CP.
(14) a (—CP)
CP
Cprea TP

We now have two points to make clear: (i) the destination of the movement of the extracted NP and
(ii) the treatment of a D that remains in the numeration. Remember that we have a D in the relevant
numeration, which would have merged with a if <Pred, Pred> feature-sharing had occurred as outlined in
the preceding subsection for the derivation of relative clause structures. It is quite plausible to expect that,
in the derivation involving (14), this D is ultimately merged with the extracted NP; otherwise, the relevant
derivation either would not terminate (because the D remains unmerged) or would yield an unintelligible
interpretation (e.g., the D is directly merged with CP in (14): the to put on the table).

How is this merger of D and the extracted NP made possible, then? Drawing upon the suggestions
by Sportiche (2006) and Messick (2012), I will pursue the possibility that the D is “late” merged with the
extracted NP after the latter moves into Spec,T of the matrix clause whose predicate consists of a fough-
predicate such as easy, an absolute pain. This derivation is illustrated in (15), which corresponds to the

sentence the book is easy to put on the table.

(15) a. [, [xp b00k] [cp C [1p PRO tO [\p+ tpro put [pp D typ] on the table]]]] (=13c¢)
| A-movement of [, book] to the matrix Spec,T
b. [ [xp book] [1p T is €asy [ycp) txp [cp C [1p PRO 10 [p« tpro put [pp D typ] on the table]]]]]]
| Late merger of D to NP in the matrix Spec,T
C. [ [or thep [xp boOK]] [1p T is €asy [o-cp) txe [cp C [1p PRO to [\p« tpro put [pp D typ] on the
table]]]11]
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This analysis of fough-constructions has a number of direct consequences. First, the extracted NP can
live a “DP” life independently of the DP life of the NP in original gap position, just as the promoted/raised
NP does in relative clause formation. Overt quantifiers like no, being D, can be added to the extracted/
promoted/raised NP, so that both instances of nothing in (16a, b) can never be understood in the original

gap positions (= no scope reconstructions).

(16) a. Nothing is hard for Melvin to lift (Postal 1974)
b. nothing that I eat (Schachter 1973)

(16a) does not mean that it is hard for Melvin not to lift anything; nor does (16b) imply that I do not eat
anything.

Second, just because the NP in tough-constructions is extracted from [, NP CP], it can lead a more
independent “DP” life than does the NP that stays within a in relative clauses. Given an NP of the form
book of John's, the possessor cannot raise to Spec,D in a relative clause structure as seen in (8a, b), repeated
here as (17a, b), presumably due to some form of an inactivity condition stemming from the <Pred, Pred>

feature-sharing.

(17) a. *John’s book that you read
b. the book of John’s that you read.

N
VAN

NP-<pred, Pred>

C.

that you read __

In the case of an NP moved into the matrix Spec,T of fough-constructions as in (18a), on the other

hand, no such obstruction to possessor raising exists, so that we can derive (18b). °

(18) a. [1p [xp book of John’s] is an absolute pain [p typ [cp to read [pp D typ]]1]]

9 For the need of a similar possessor raising operation, see Takahashi & Hulsey (2009, fn. 10).
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b. [1p [pp John’s D [p book 1] is an absolute pain [¢p typ [cp to read [pp D typ]11]

The distributional differences of proper nouns and pronouns can be accounted for in a similar fashion:

(19) a. *John/he that came to dinner

b. John/he is easy to please

Let us assume that both proper nouns and pronouns are inherently Ns and they are obligatorily combined
with Ds. In relative clause formation, [ John/he] merges with CP with a resulting label <Pred, Pred>, just
as in (17c) above. Movement of N to D, which is required for proper interpretation of proper nouns and
pronouns, is blocked in this structure, again due to some inactivity condition derivative from this feature
sharing. In the matrix Spec,T in fough-constructions, no comparable constraint is imposed on the raising of
Nto D.

The unique behavior of the elements in the edge of D in the Spec,T of tough-constructions is the
highlight of Sportiche’s (2006) analysis: in DP, the edge does not exhibit reconstruction effects (as glimpsed
above with respect to quantifier 7o and possessors), whereas the interior shows reconstructions. Therefore,

we will list the following reconstruction effects as the third immediate consequence of our analysis.

(20) a. Pictures of his; friends are easy to persuade [every photographer]; to sell
b. Pictures of [each other]; would be easy to persuade them, to sell

(Both examples from Sportiche 2006)

Since his and each other occur in the interior of NP, they have copies of their own within the original gaps
(_ ). Therefore, his in (20a) can be understood as a variable bound to every photographer; each other in

(20b) refers to them. '* "'

A fourth immediate consequence of predicate NP movement is the suppression of weak crossover

10 As an anonymous reviewer correctly observes, addition of quantifiers to the subjects in (20a, b) results in ill-formedness.
Thus, Sportiche (2006) reports:
(i) a. *Most pictures of his; friends are easy to persuade [every photographer]; to sell
b. *Most pictures of [each other]; would be easy to persuade them; to sell
The matrix subject DPs cannot satisfy two conflicting requirements simultaneously. Bound pronoun interpretation and
Binding Condition (A), on the one hand, require the subject DPs to reconstruct; the quantifier most, on the other, requires the
DPs to remain in the matrix clauses because it has no reconstruction site within the gap positions in the embedded clauses.
11 A similar reconstruction effect is observed in restrictive relative clauses. The following example from Hulsey & Sauerland
(2006, p. 121) contains a reflexive variable bound to the quantifier everybody.
(i) The picture of himself that everybody sent in __ annoyed the teacher
For himself to serve as a bound pronoun, reconstruction is needed. Therefore, Donati & Cecchetto’s (2011) late merge
analysis of PPs like of himself is untenable and their claim that the head/antecedent of relative clauses are uniformly heads is
weakened.
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effects as observed by Lasnik & Stowell (1991):

(21) a. John, should be easy for his; wife to love

b. John; was hard to persuade his; boss to vouch for

The element that moves over the pronouns in our analysis is not [, John] but [, John], which is not
referential by definition. Binding is a relation holding between referential expressions and, hence, the
structures in (21a, b) do not fall under the genuine weak crossover configurations. The same analysis could
be applied to the lack of weak crossover effects in restrictive relative constructions as in (22), though the

judgement is not uniform among speakers (see Lasnik and Stowell 1991, p. 698).

(22) the man who his mother loved best (Chomsky 1982, p. 91)

A fifth immediate consequence of predicate NP movement is concerned with the A-movement of an
NP that comes from within a predicative complement to be, become. It is often claimed that such examples
do not make well-formed tough-constructions. Thus, H&P (2002, p. 1245) state that (23a) is marginal at

best.

(23) a. ?An ideal husband is not easy to be (H&P 2002)
b. *The best doctor in Boston isn’t easy to become (Longenbaugh 2017)
c. *The strongest woman in the universe is not easy to become

d. *The world’s cheapest full professor is difficult to turn into (c/d from Postal 1990)

However, it does not seem to be right to conclude that these are uniformly ungrammatical, because we have

acceptable examples as shown in (24):

(24) a. What is the hardest type of doctor to be
b. A neurosurgeon is the hardest type of doctor to become
c. What type of doctor is much easier to become

d. The chancellor of that university is (the) most difficult to become

The example in (24c) is very suggestive about the sematic property of the subject expressions in these
examples: it denotes the type/kind of a doctor rather than the identity of a particular doctor. This semantic

characterization of the subject expression is extended to other examples. Thus, for (24d), let us suppose
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that the chancellor of that university is John Smith. Then, what is being talked about in (24d) is not the
identity of the chancellor of that university (= John Smith) but the type/kind/character of the social position
(= chancellor) occupied by John Smith at that university.

The type/kind that the subject expressions denote in (24) is not the denotation type of <e,t>; rather,
it can be viewed as a subcase of individuals (e). Hence, this type/kind reading of the subject expressions
is a good solution to accommodate apparently conflicting semantic requirements imposed on the two DPs
involved. Since the original gaps are predicative complements of be/become, they are <e,t>; the subject
DPs, on the other hand, are e by definition.

Insofar as this line of reasoning holds, it lends additional support for the promotion/raising analysis of
a predicate NP supplemented by late merger of D.

Returning to the examples in (23), consider source(s) of their ungrammaticality. One is the difficulty
to imagine a context appropriate for a type/kind interpretation of the subject DPs. Given an ideal husband
in (23a) and the strongest woman in the universe in (23c), it seems that we are more inclined to seek for the
individuals that satisfy the descriptions. Similar considerations seem to apply to the best doctor in Boston
in (23b) and the world's cheapest full professor in (23d). Because of the superlative forms, we tend to seek
for the individuals appropriate for the descriptions.

Let me add here that an infinitival relative clause is also possible with a gap in the predicative
complement of be, as observed by H&P (2002, p. 1067).

(25) A systems analyst wouldn’t be such a bad thing to be

The following (more or less idiomatic) examples can be viewed as further instances of infinitival relative

clauses with an original gap in the predicative complement of be.

(23) a. a mother to be
b. a new owner soon to be

c. a feeble James Dean wannabe

This concludes the motivation for A-movement of a predicate NP into Spec,T and a subsequent late
merger of D for the derivation of tough-constructions.
Before turning to consequences for the restricted distribution of subject gaps in tough-constructions, I

would like to make a short, critical comment on Hicks’ (2009) “smuggling” analysis of the constructions.

12 Although H&P treat this example as an infinitival relative construction, it could be analyzed as an instance of tough-
constructions insofar as the type/kind reading of a systems analyst is available.
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He proposes that null operator is a DP consisting of a D head and its N complement, which has a null
operator feature and obligatorily selects a DP that serves as the antecedent. In the case of the book is easy

to put __ on the table, the empty object position of put is originally occupied by the DP, in (24a).

(24) a. DP,

/N

D. NP,

/N

Na DP;

VAN

Op the book

b. [cp [pp2 D2 N, [pp1 the book]] [1p to put tpp, on the table]]

C. [1p [pp1 the book] is easy [¢p [ppr Dy N; tppi] [1p to put tpp, on the table]]]

This DP, undergoes operator movement to Spec,C as illustrated in (24b); at a later stage of the derivation,
DP, is extracted out of DP, and moves into the matrix Spec,T, as shown in (24c¢). This smuggling analysis

has both a control-related problem and a “look-ahead”-type problem. Look at the following example.
(25) Among them, John is quite difficult for us to persuade to be easy to please.

In order to generate this “double” fough-construction, we have, first of all, to prepare two instances
of complex null operators in (26ai) and (26aii). The null operator (26ai) is inserted in the complement
positon of please as indicated in (26b). The whole DP, undergoes operator movement to adjoin to Spec,C
of to please and, later, DP, moves out of DP, to become the subject of fo be easy to please, as in (26c).
The resulting structure is combined with persuade, whose direct object position is filled by the second
null operator in (26aii), as indicated in (26d). DP, in (26d) undergoes operator movement to Spec,C of
to persuade to be easy to please and, at the next stage of the derivation, DP; is extracted out of DP, and

moves into the matrix Spec,T, as in (26e).

(26) a.1. [pps D5 [p2 N, [pp1 PROT]]
i [pps Dy [pa Ny [nps John]]]
b. to please [pp, D, [xp2 N, [pp1 PROT]]
c. [pp1 PRO] to be easy [cp; [pp2 D, [wp2 Na tppi]] to please typ, |

13 Examples of this sort came to my attention during the discussions exchanged with Kotoe Onodera in 2012.
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d. persuade [pps Dy [wps Ny [pps Johny]]] [ PRO] to be easy [cpi [pp2 D2 [wr2 N> tppi]] to please tiyp, 1]
€. [pps John] is difficult [cp, [pps D4 [nps Ny tpps]] to persuade typy [[pp; PRO] to be easy [cpy [pr2 Dy ez

N, tpp]] to please tpp, 1]

In this sentence PRO should be understood as John; however, this control is not expected, since the direct
object of persuade is not John but [ps D, [wps Ny [pps John;]]]. In addition, a “look-ahead”-type problem
will arise, if a single element can undergo tough-movement twice, for example. In this case, we have to
prepare a null operator that selects another null operator such as: [pp; Dy Ny [ppa D5 [xp2 Nb [ppr John]]]]. If a
single element can undergo tough-movement three times, then we have to prepare a null operator like [pp,
D, N, [bps D3 Nj [pp2 D5 [wp2 Ny [ppr John]]]]]. These considerations show that the smuggling analysis is not

a solution but a restatement of the problem to be solved.

3. Restricted distribution of subject gaps in fough-constructions

This section shows that the predicate NP movement analysis proposed here provides a neat account
for the restricted distribution of subject gaps in fough-constructions. In section 3.1, the present analysis is
shown to accommodate the distributional facts of gaps in ECM subject positions discussed in Takahashi
(1997). In the discussion, we make a speculation about a possible parameterization of Chomsky’s (2008)
generalized inactivity condition. Section 3.2 shows that the availability/unavailability of “local” subject

gaps follows essentially from our analysis.

3.1. Gaps in ECM subject positions

Takahashi (1997) discusses two interesting phenomena found in tough-constructions. First, when a
gap appears in the ECM subject position, the resulting tough-constructions are degraded (see e.g. Postal
1974, Browning 1987, Stowell 1987, among many others). Takahashi (1997) takes the degradation as
an indication of a Subjacency Condition violation (Subject Condition effects) and pursues a feature
movement analysis of null operator movement, according to which the traditional null operator movement
is reformulated as a movement of a [null operator]-feature out of the feature bundle that makes up a null
operator. The account is very simple and elegant. The degraded status of the rough-construction in (27a)
below, where [F,,..., ,...,F,] is a null operator and __is the trace of the [null operator]-feature (= [Fy])
adjoined to the infinitival CP, is attributed to the general prohibition of extraction from within nominal
phrases in subject position (namely, Subject Condition effects) and is argued to be comparable to the

degradation of regular wh-extraction in (27b).
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(27) a. ?*John is easy [Fy,] to believe [F,,..., ,...,F,] to have kissed Mary
b. 7*Who did you believe [a picture of _ ] to be on sale

(Both examples from Takahashi 1997)

Our predicate NP movement analysis accounts for the same range of phenomena, since an NP is
extracted from within a larger DP. Thus, (27a) has the structure in (28), where extraction of [, John] from

within DP, (which is a subject) yields a Subject Condition effect.

(28) [pp2 D5 [np John]] is easy [, typ [cp to believe [pp, D, typ] to have kissed Mary]]

This account carries over to the degraded status of the gaps in ECM subject positions in infinitival relative

clauses as in (29a, b), cited from Browning (1987, p. 235).

(29) a. *He is not [a man (for us) to expect __ to succeed]

b. ??They found [a man to believe __ to be the Messiah]|

I will take this successful account of the degraded status of these examples as a welcome consequence
of the predicate NP movement analysis proposed here. However, the grammatical status of extraction from
within ECM subjects is not invariant among researchers. Thus, Chomsky (2008) observes an obviation of

Subject Condition effects in the wh-extraction in (30).

(30) Of which car did they believe [the driver ] to have caused a scandal

Since the analysis that Chomsky offers to extractability of elements out of DPs bears a close connection to
the second phenomenon Takahashi (1997) discusses, to which we turn later, let us review his analysis and
consider a possible way out from the (presumably) dialectal variation we now have in front of us: a Subject
Condition effect in (27b) and its obviation in (30).

Chomsky (2008) claims that the paradigm in (31a-d) below follows from his phase theory on the basis

of the two restrictions in (32) and (33).

(31) a. *[Of which car] did [the driver] cause a scandal
b. [Of which car] was [the driver] awarded a prize
c. [Of which car] is [the driver] likely to cause a scandal

d. [Of which car] did they believe [the driver] to have caused a scandal (= 30)
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(32) Anti-deep-search ' (p. 154)
Search that goes too deeply into a phase already passed is disfavored.
(33) Generalized inactivity condition (p. 154)

Extraction from matrix Spec,T is barred.

The contrast between (31a) and (31b) reminds us of Stowell’s (1987) ECP-based account, on which
Takahashi’s analysis is constructed, but Chomsky’s phase-based analysis makes a different prediction about
(31c, d). Anti-deep-search (31) disfavors extraction from within a phase edge. The structures for (31a-d)
are given in (34a-d), respectively, where both t, and t; mark the original or intermediate positions that the

driver drops at on the way to its ultimate destination.

(34) a. *[¢p [of which car] did [rp [, the driver] T [« t, cause a scandal]]]
b. [cp [of which car] was [, [, the driver] T [, awarded t; a prize]]]
C. [cp [of which car] is [1p, [, the driver] T, [,; likely [1p; t; to [,p« t, cause a scandal]]]]]
d. [cp [of which car] did [rp, they T, [,p+ t5 [ypo+ believe [rp [, the driver] to have [, t, caused a

scandal]]]]]

In these examples, Anti-deep-search disfavors extraction of of which car from the containing DP at the
stage of the derivation where the latter occupies the positions marked by t,, since t, is an edge of the
relevant phase head (v*). In (34a), vy is not the right place from which of which car can be successfully
extracted, because it violates the inactivity condition (33). As a result, (34a) is an inappropriate expression.
In (34b), on the other hand, wh-extraction out of the containing DP is legitimately carried out at the stage of
the derivation where the latter occupies t; because t; and its (immediate) destination (Spec,C) reside in the
same phase domain of C, giving rise to no violation of Anti-deep-search. In a similar fashion, wh-extraction
is permitted in (34c) from within the containing DP that occupies t;. In (34d), of which car can be extracted
from vy, without inducing an Anti-deep-search violation, because y and its immediate destination (= t;)
are in the same phase domain of the matrix v*. This wh-extraction from y in (34d) does not violate the
inactivity condition (33) because y is an embedded Spec,T.

Chomsky’s analysis in terms of Anti-deep-search and the generalized inactivity condition has the
following generalization: Extraction from within a subject DP is possible if the DP occupies a non-matrix

Spec,T. This generalization, however, is easily falsified by the lack of an improvement of acceptability

14 This falls under the general conditions of economy. When a phase head o searches for a goal, it can access a term that
occupies the edge of another phase head B insofar as the Phase Impenetrability Condition is respected. Exactly in this
environment, o can in principle access a term within the edge of B, which is a typical instance of extraction from within
subject we are concerned here. However, this “deep” search is more costly than a regular search targeting the edge of B itself.

—34—



IR NS R AR e R 281775 (2020. 3) 19-43

expected of the embedded version (35b) as compared to the non-embedded one in (35a), both from Huang
(1982).

(35) a. *Who did pictures of please you (p. 486)
b. *Who do you think pictures of would please John (p- 497)

Given this inadequacy, it seems to be plausible to drop the reference to “matrix clauses” in the
definition of the inactivity condition (33) and seek for a more appropriate notion. An idea that might come
to mind is to replace “matrix Spec,T”” with “finite Spec,T,” with the consequence that both (35b) and (35a)/
(34a) are excluded but not (34d)/(34c). However, I will adopt a different reformulation: replacement of

“matrix Spec,T” with “the Specifier of T selected by C”:

(36) Generalized inactivity condition (revised)

Extraction from the Specifier of T selected by C is barred.

This revised version singles out the subject of the infinitival complement to ECM/raising predicates as a
legitimate extraction site, with the consequence that (34c)/(34d) are good whereas (34a)/(35a)/(35b) are
not.

Let us now return to the (presumably) dialectal variation concerning the Subject Condition effect
in (27b) and its absence in (30). On the basis of the shared infinitival ECM complement to believe in
these examples, let me speculate that the revised inactivity condition (36) has a parameter in the choice
of the restriction [selected by C]. For those speakers who choose the value [selected by C], the subject of
the infinitival complement to ECM verbs (and raising predicates) is a legitimate extraction site, with an
absence of Subject Condition effects as in (30). On the other hand, those who do not choose the value treat
every instance of extraction from Spec,T as degraded, as in (27b).

With this in mind, we will proceed to the second phenomenon discussed by Takahashi (1997).
Referring to Stowell (1987) and Browning (1987), he reports that there are speakers who judge (37a, b) to
be better than (37¢) (= 27a).

(37) a. John s easy to believe  was arrested by the police
b. Johnis easy to believe  to have been arrested by the police

c. 7*John is easy to believe __ to have kissed Mary (=27a)

The contrast now follows directly from the combination of Anti-deep-search (32) and the revised inactivity
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condition (36), irrespectively of the parameter value to be chosen for the latter condition. The derivations
for (37a) and (37b) are represented schematically in (38a, b), respectively, where the position marked t;

must be filled by a predicate NP. Therefore, the predicate NP must be extracted at t, or t; or t,.

(38) a. [pp D [xp John]] is €asy [cp; t; [ C, PRO to [1px t, [ipx believe [cp t, C; [1p; t, Was arrested t; by

- 11111
b. [pp D [xp John]] is easy [cp; t; [ C, PRO to [+ t, [,p« believe [1p t, to have been arrested t; by ... ]]]]]

For those who do not choose the parameter value [selected by C], the inactivity condition prohibits NP
extraction at t,; Anti-deep-search disfavors extraction from within t,. Neither the inactivity condition nor
Anti-deep-search, however, prohibits extraction from within t,. For those who do choose the parameter
value [selected by C], not only t, but also t, in (38b) (but not in (38a)) is a legitimate extraction site for a
predicate NP. Therefore, both (38a) and (38b) are predicted to be acceptable, irrespectively of the parameter

value for the inactivity condition.

3.2. Gaps in “local” subject positions
It seems to be a general consensus that the subject of fough-constructions does not have its
derivational root in the subject of the infinitival clauses selected by the relevant fough-predicates. Various

ungrammatical examples are reported as in (39a-d).

(39) a. *John is hard __ to laugh (Longenbaugh 2017, fn. 17)
b. *Bob is hard __ to come (Quirk et al. 1985, p. 1229)
c. *John is difficult __ to solve these problems (Browning 1987, p. 66)
d. *John is easy __to like Mary (Chomsky 1981, p. 314)

This prohibition of “local” subject gaps in fough-constructions is not an inviolable one, however.

Grammatical examples are also reported:

(40) a. The room is easy __ to be heated (Nakamura 1976, p. 231)

b. Short love poems are easy __ to be read and understood (Maruta 2013)

This subsection shows that the contrast we now have essentially follows from the analysis proposed in this

15 A question, however, remains about the restricted acceptability of these examples as noted by Takahashi (1997), which will
be left untouched here.
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paper, along with general semantic properties imposed on the constructions. In addition, a small breakdown
in expected parallelism between fough-constructions and infinitival relative clauses occurs, which is to be
dealt with by appealing to a matching version of infinitival relative clause formation.

Let us start with the ungrammatical example with an unergative verb in (39a), which has a schematic

structure in (41).

(41) *[pp D [xp John]] is hard [cp [xp Fohm] [cp C [1p t, tO [p+ t, laugh]]]]

Since t, is an edge of v*, extraction of the predicate NP (= [y, John]) from within it is disfavored by Anti-
deep-search (32); t,, on the other hand, is in the Specifier of T selected by C and, hence, extraction from
within it is prohibited by the inactivity condition (36) irrespectively of the parameter value chosen. Hence,
(41) is illegitimate.

An essentially similar analysis applies to the examples with transitive verbs in (39¢) and (39d), whose

schematic structures are given in (42a, b), respectively.

(42) a. *[pp D [wp John]] is difficult [cp [xp Fohm] [cp C [1p t, to [« £, sOlve ... 1]]]
b. *[pp D [ypJohn]] is easy [cp [xp Foh11] [cp C [1p t, tO [1p t, like ...111]

Extraction from within t, is disfavored by Anti-deep-search; extraction from t, is barred by the inactivity
condition.

It is predicted, therefore, that when the relevant verb is passivized, a legitimate extraction from
an (apparent) subject position is possible. This is embodied by the examples in (40a, b). (40a) has the

following structure.

(43) [pp thep [xp room]] is easy [cp [wp room] [p C [1p t, to be [, heated t 111

Here, extraction of [y, room] from within t; is neither disfavored by Anti-deep-search nor blocked by the
inactivity condition. Extraction from within t, is barred by the latter condition, but we have a legitimate
extraction site at t;. Therefore, grammatical tough-constructions with “local” subject gaps can be
constructed, insofar as the apparent subject originates from an object position. We will return to the reduced
productivity of this type of examples later.

It is also expected that an unaccusative verb provides another environment for a legitimate extraction
of a predicate NP. This prediction, however, is not borne out, as the ungrammatical status of the example in

(37b) shows. This sentence has the following structure.
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(44) *[pp D [yp Bob]] is hard [¢p [wp Bob] [cp C [1p t, to [\p [y cOme I 111

Here, Bob originates within t;, extraction from which is neither disfavored by Anti-deep-search nor
barred by the inactivity condition. Since this reasoning seems to be sound, the inability of the sentence
corresponding to (44) should come from some semantic factor.

As stated in Lasnik & Fiengo (1974, pp. 553f), “controllable actions” are the relevant semantic notion.
Just as #ry and convince require their infinitival complements to denote actions that are controllable by
the subject and object, respectively, as shown by the incompatibility of stative events (= uncontrollable
actions) denoted by to resemble Harry in (45a, b), the infinitival complement in fough-constructions must
also denote an action that can be controlled by the experiencer of the fough-predicates, as shown by the

unavailability of fo resemble in (45a), where the relevant experience is implicit.

(45) a. *John tried to resemble Harry
b. *Mary convinced John to resemble Harry
c. *Harry is easy to resemble (All examples from Lasnik & Fiengo 1974)

Returning to the ungrammatical sentence in (37b) *Bob is hard to come, the event denoted by Bob to come
is usually quite difficult to interpret as an event to be controlled by a person other than Bob. This accounts
for the illegitimacy of (37b).

In relation to the controllability of actions denoted by infinitival complement clauses of ¢y and
convince, Lasnik & Fiengo also note that passive complement clauses are less compatible with these verbs.
This is because passive clauses generally denote states, which are usually uncontrollable. Thus, (46a, b) are

ungrammatical.

(46) a. *John tried to be arrested by the police.

b. *Mary convinced John to be arrested by the police.

However, similar examples are not always judged to be ungrammatical. Insofar as the reading for a

controllable action is contextually established, passive complement clauses can appear, as in (47).

(47) The patient tried to be examined by the doctor.

It seems to be natural to extend this consideration to tough-constructions. Thus, in order for a passive

- 38—



IR NS R AR e R 281775 (2020. 3) 19-43

infinitival complement to appear in tough-constructions, establishment of a context that enables the
“controllable action” reading of the event denoted by the passive infinitival complement is necessary. This
will account for the reduced productivity of sentences like (40a, b).

As a last topic, let us turn our attention to infinitival relative constructions with gaps in “local” subject
positions, as in (48a-c) cited from Quirk et al. (1985, pp. 1267ff). The verb in (48a) is ambiguous between

unergative and transitive.

(48) a. He is the last man to choose (ambiguous)
b. He is the best man to be chosen
c. They were the last guest to arrive

d. the man to fix the sink

Let us suppose that (48d) has the structure below.

(49) [ [vp man] [cp C [1p t, to [ip- t, fix the sink]]]]

Extraction of [y, man] from within t, is disfavored by Anti-deep-search; extraction from t, is barred by
the inactivity condition. Therefore, we have a problem in the case of subject gaps of transitive verbs. A
similar problem arises with the subject gaps of unergatives as in (48a). The rest, namely passive (48b) and
unaccusative (48c), could be predicted correctly if the object positions of the relevant verbs are chosen as
the extraction sites for predicate NPs.

The problems presented by transitives and unergatives as in (48d) and (48a) are not readily
accommodated within the present analysis. As a speculation, let me suggest that these examples are formed
by what is called “matching operation” for relative clause formation, where no promotion/raising of a

predicate NP is involved:

(50) [ [np man] [cp C [7p PRO t0 [yp- tpro fix the sink]]]]

To summarize, this section shows that the restricted distribution of gaps in fough-constructions
and infinitival relative clauses are basically derived systematically from our proposal of predicate NP

movement along with a modified (parameterized) version of Chomsky’s (2008) inactivity condition, Anti-

deep-search, and a sematic requirement of controllability in the case of tough-constructions.
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4. Conclusion

This paper has proposed that in both fough-constructions and infinitival relative construction, a
predicate NP is extracted from the containing DP at an arbitrary stage of its derivation, insofar as this
extraction is not disfavored/blocked by Anti-deep-search and the revised inactivity condition originally
proposed by Chomsky (2008).

The infinitival complement clauses in fough-constructions and infinitival relative constructions are
analyzed as sharing the same numeration, with the difference lying in the optionality of the <Pred, Pred>
feature-sharing. If the features are shared, the resulting structure is merged with a D, projecting a DP. If the
features remain unshared, LA forces further movement of the NP, which (with a subsequent late merger of D)
leads ultimately to the formation of tough-constructions.

The contrast between the unavailability of scope reconstruction (due to the edge property of D) and
the availability of bound pronoun interpretation and anaphoric reconstruction effects (due to the interior
of NP) is shown to follow just as in Sportiche’s original analysis. In addition, the lack of weak crossover
effects and the availability of a kind/type reading of the subject stemming from the predicate complement
to be are shown to follow from this proposal.

The degraded status of gaps in the subject position of the infinitival clausal complements to ECM
verbs and the availability of “local” gaps in the case of passive clauses and their unavailability in transitive

and unergative clauses are also shown to derive from this proposal.
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Predicate NP Movement in 7ough-Constructions

Naoto TOMIZAWA

Abstract

A new analysis of the derivation of tough-constructions in English is proposed in terms of what I
will call “predicate NP movement” and an additional A-movement, supplemented by the late merger of
D. The idea that the NP part of the subject DP of fough-constructions has its origin in the “gap” position
in the infinitival complement clauses of fough-predicates is not a new one: Sportiche (2006) and Messick
(2012). The proposal to be pursued here is different from Sportiche’s in that the extraction of an NP out of
a DP occurs basically in the original gap position. This enables us to give a parallel and systematic analysis
to the formation of infinitival relative constructions and tough-constructions. It is also shown that the
restricted distribution of gaps in subject positions in these constructions observed and analyzed by Postal
(1974), Nakamura (1976), Stowell (1987), Takahashi (1997), Maruta (2013), among many others, are

systematically accounted for.
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Investigation on the effects of screen size and display position on information

presentation, in terms of account memory recollection, eye movement and load

Kaoru HONDA, Tadasuke MONMA

In this study, two monitors of 10 inches and 24 inches were used to display text and the effects of screen
size and display position on information presentation were investigated in terms of memory recollection,
eye movement and load. We found: (1) that the rate of recollection was low for the left and right edges, as
well as the bottom, of the screen, and that the four corners and the bottom of the screen were difficult to
see; (2) that line of sight movement is more rapid with a larger screen. This indicated that acquisition of
information displayed on a full screen for a short time was a heavier load on the user than a larger screen

size.
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Article
Developing Intercultural Competence: recognizing the minimization effect

Stephen B. RYAN

1. Introduction

Recently, many scholars have explored and discussed the notion of intercultural competence,
intercultural sensitivity, and how this relates to our judgments of others’ behavior and thinking. Intercultural
competence results in producing unique perspectives that arise from the interaction of several cultures
and is a part of developing multilingual or multicultural perspectives (Fantini, 2007). In other words,
intercultural competence can give us the ability to adapt to unpredictable multicultural situations, which is
a recurrent theme in English as an International Language contexts as well as English as foreign language
contexts. Bennett (1986) describes how intercultural sensitivity is not natural to any single culture and that
the development of this ability depends on acquiring a new awareness and attitudes. The author introduces
an awareness model called the Development Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS) which consists of a
continuum of six stages (discussed in Section 3.2) of personal growth among intercultural communication
from denial to integration. The latter being the acceptance of behavioral differences, including language,
communication style, and nonverbal patterns. Bennett (1986) emphasizes that developing empathy in
intercultural sensitivity is defined as a temporary shift in perspective such that one interprets events as
if one were the other person. Empathy has been identified as the key factor when trying to understand
and adapt to other worldview belief systems for successful intercultural communication. When the other
person is using a significantly different world view to process reality, the development of intercultural
empathy allows for a shift in our cultural world viewpoint. Chen and Starosta’s (1998) research about
intercultural sensitivity takes a wider approach by relating attitudes, such as self-esteem, self-monitoring,
open-mindedness, empathy as well as non-judgement to the term. Perry and Southwell’s (2011) approach
to developing intercultural sensitivity for successful intercultural interaction is to have an active desire to

motivate interactants to understand, appreciate and accept differences among cultures.

1.1 English as an International Language

Because English is used more widely as a second language than as a first and spoken widely, it can
be defined as an international language. Within the field of English as an International Language (EIL) ,
for example, being international means that the language has developed to where it is no longer linked to
a single culture or nation, but serves both global and local needs as a language of wider communication

(McKay, 2002). In the process of achieving the status as English as a lingua franca, the very nature of
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English has changed in terms of how many of its speakers make use of English and how English relates
to culture (McKay, 2003). This means that the development of English on a global and local scale has
created world Englishes, such Singlish (Singaporean English), which carry unique linguistic and cultural
features. Yet, when someone is speaking our native tongue, albeit in another world English form, there is
a tendency to unconsciously link our dominant culture values to the form of English that best represents
our larger norms and rules of interactions. Because language is a symbol of culture, symbols often have
unique interpretations depending on what culture values and norms underpin it. For example, ambiguous
communication styles (aimai) in Japan is the norm to maintain social harmony; whereas in the American
English ambiguous communication is usually interpreted negatively in face-to-face interaction. Because
different interpretations are often unconsciously derived from each country’s national culture values and
norms, more complex cross-cultural interactions involving migration, economic and business situations (see
Hammer, 2000) can easily lead to miscommunication and negative evaluations of the other speaker. This
is why, acknowledging intercultural competence in first, second and EIL contexts is essential. In this essay,
we shall briefly discuss how to acquire Intercultural Competence and several different models that can
help us along the journey. The main purpose of this paper, however, is to highlight the minimization stage
(Section 3.2.1) of Bennett’s DMIS model (2011) as it is arguably the most important stage in understanding
cultural diversity. First, it is necessary to define and discuss the concept of intercultural competence
within the field of Intercultural Communication, and why it is needed as a critical component to developing

intercultural sensitivity for those in contact with dissimilar cultures.

2. Intercultural and Communicative Competence

2.1 Terms

The term culture in this paper shall be referred to as, “...a learned meaning system that consists
of patterns of traditions, beliefs, values, norms, meanings, and symbols that are passed down from one
generation to the next and are shared by varying degrees by interacting members of a community” (Ting-
Toomey and Chung, 2012, p. 16). Norms tell us what is correct behavior and can be defined as a “standard
of behavior that exist within a group or category of people” (Hofstede et. al., 2010, p. 29). Values tell
us what is right or wrong and are based on what we have learned from interacting with members of our
community. Schema can be defined as being, “...generalized collections of knowledge of past experiences
which are organized into related knowledge groups and are used to guide our behaviors in familiar
situations ” (Nishida, 1999, p. 754). “Schema(ta)” and “background knowledge” are used interchangeably
to imply unrecognized culture-specific groups of knowledge that the speaker uses to interpret a text or

utterance.
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Like culture, the term intercultural competence is a slippery term to define but a needed baseline at
the beginning of any work using it because a study’s interpretations are often influenced by the researcher’s
particular point of view. For instance, one researcher may be focused on how well participants recognize
cultural differences in a particular intercultural context. Another may try to answer how competent
participants performed in the same or similar intercultural context. The former approach concerns
intercultural awareness skills while the latter intercultural competence skills. The two are linked but at
different parts of the same spectrum of intercultural and communicative competence. Lustig and Koester
offer a rather opaque definition of intercultural competence as “..a symbolic process in which people from
different cultures create shared meanings” (p. 57, 1999). However, the creation of a successfully shared
meaning depends on applying our IC knowledge of the norms and values of both cultures to the appropriate
context. How well we can create this meaning determines our level of competence. Unfortunately, it is
problematic to recognize our own level of competency and, hence, the need for the models of intercultural
awareness for didactic purposes.

Communicative competence is an important concept in cross-cultural studies because it implies more
than only linguistic competence. Communicative competence is a term that was first used by Hymes (1971)
to describe a system of rules underpinning communicative behavior. Similarly, the field of ethnography of
speaking or communication (Saville-Troike 1982, Gumperz 1982b) attempts to answer the question, “What
does a speaker need to know to communicate appropriately within a particular speech community, and how
does (s)he learn? (Saville-Troike, p. 2). While intercultural competence is based on a solid understanding
of our own cultural rules and norms in relation to the culture being compared, communicative competence
focuses more on the language part of this cultural understanding and so that a social judgement can be
made of how well a person interacts with others (Lustig and Koester, 1999).

Chen and Starosta define intercultural communication competence as, “...the ability to effectively and
appropriately execute communication behaviors that negotiate each other’s cultural identity or identities in
a culturally diverse environment” (1998, p. 28). However, the terms intercultural competence, awareness
and sensitivity are often muddled in Intercultural Communication literature obfuscating the meanings
and can lead to slightly different conclusions. The differences are summarized below, and thanks to Chen
and Starosta’s (1996, 1998) work in this area, we have a clear starting point to differentiate the terms.
According to their work, intercultural competence is comprised of three interrelated concepts: intercultural
sensitivity, intercultural awareness and intercultural adroitness. Intercultural sensitivity can be described
as our willingness to try and understand and appreciate cultural differences. Intercultural awareness,
which is the focus of this paper, is the cognitive aspect of intercultural communication competence that
seeks to understand cultural tendencies that can affect communication cross-cultural contexts. Developing

intercultural awareness most often occurs in didactic contexts such as university lectures, exchange
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programs, study abroad or cross-cultural role-plays. Finally, intercultural adroitness is the aspect that

emphasizes the “skills needed for us to act effectively in intercultural interactions” (1998, p. 28).

3. Models of intercultural awareness

The purpose of intercultural awareness (IA) models is to understand the deep structure or cognitive
aspects of a culture. Cultural values tell us how to be behave and are the framework of our schema that
holds culture together. Schema itself is based on generalizations, or stereotypes, to help us interpret the
constant stream of complex stimuli in daily life. Seeking to identify cultural values asks the question “why”
as opposed to what or how. Why are Japanese polite? Why do Americans value modesty less? The answer
to these why questions can greatly aid in our understanding and awareness of our own culture and increase
our intercultural awareness and sensitivity.

So, how do IA models work? IA models originally started to identify the basic factual information
of a culture (e.g. Saville-Troike 1978). Hall’s model (1976) classified culture into high and low context
which highlighted different thinking patterns. Kohl’s fifty question model (1984) was aimed to develop the
sojourner’s knowledge of their host country. Questions such as, “who are your country’s national heroes?”
and “what is an important religious ceremony?”, helped participants to understand their own cultural
values better. Chen and Starosta (1998) developed an IA model that investigated cultural value orientations
on 15 items. IA models seek to form a “cultural map” through collecting empirical information and then
showing how to measure intercultural awareness (Chen and Starosta, p. 349). Measuring cultural values,
however, is problematic due the large number of data required to cover the complexity of cultural value
orientations. Therefore, cultural value orientations are often measured using Likert scale questionnaires
to analyze the degree with which participants agree or disagree with targeted statements. More recently,
Hofstede’s (2004) developed six dimensions that contrast national culture: individualism, large/small power
distance, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity, long-term orientation, indulgence versus restraint. Finally,
Bennett’s (2011) Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity (DMIS), mentioned above, describes
a developmental process of how we construct boundaries between our cultural “self” that of the “other”

culture with the ultimate goal of providing intercultural training in deficient areas in corporate contexts.

3.1 Intercultural Sensitivity

Developing sensitivity, it is argued, as opposed to awareness or skills, would be the necessary first
step in order to increase awareness of cognitive cultural differences so that intercultural skills can be
further developed and used for interacting successfully. If the learner is not sensitive to intercultural

topics and issues, becoming more aware and skillful at interacting with intercultural environments
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becomes problematic. Herein lies the problem with developing intercultural competence. Those who often
most need intercultural awareness and adroitness fail to accept the first step of acquiring sensitivity of
intercultural differences by seeking only to address the commonalities between two diverse speakers. In
order to develop greater IC sensitivity, the receiver of the information or knowledge must first recognize
three levels of understanding: 1) the need for better relationships and successful outcomes with people
from different backgrounds 2) an acknowledgement as a starting point to sensitivity that cultural norms
and values are indeed unique to a community of people resulting in distinct communication and behavioral
tendencies. 3) dispelling the naive form of individualism and inaccurate idea that if you treat everyone
equally and communicate openly, you will succeed cross-culturally. Common sense is only common to the

community of speakers to which we derive our culture identity from.

3.2 DMIS model

For didactic purposes, Bennett’s DMIS model (2011) is particularly useful and practical for
highlighting our level of sensitivity to cultural differences. The DMIS is relevant to the discussion of
IC competence and awareness because it highlights problematic areas in thinking that can prevent the
transition from IC awareness to sensitivity. Because of this, it is worth describing in detail here and
becomes the focus of this paper. The DMIS model describes a six stage process (see Figure 1) we undergo,
from denial to integration, to become competent in intercultural contexts or from dissimilar groups within

the same national culture and is described in more detail below.

Figure 1

Developmental Model of Intercultural Sensitivity

Denial Defense Minimization Acceptance Adaptation Integration

—> > >

(Bennett 2017)

The first stage is denial. According to Bennett (2017), this stage is the most ethnocentric because
those within this stage deny that differences are important. The denial stage is characterized by an isolation
from those who different than themselves. Imagining that other people have a different experience and
worldview is difficult mainly because of a lack of exposure to them. For example, many Americans
who have not traveled outside the US cannot tell the difference between a person from China or Japan.
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Likewise, someone from an Asian country is likely to have trouble discerning Europeans from Americans
or Australians. The result of the lack of intercultural competence means diversity and cultural differences
tend to be ignored and negative stereotyping, and dehumanizing more readily occurs. A person in the denial
stage will have the attitude of “I don’t need to know” and have what Bennett calls “aggressive ignorance.”
One step after denial is the defense stage. In this stage, we tend to positively evaluate our own world
view and negatively evaluate “the other” culture. We believe that we are the “good guys” and often feel
that our identity or majority power base is under threat. We have a tendency to have polarizing views that
put others in evaluative categories such as, “immigrants are lazy and taking our jobs” or “foreigners are
loud and don’t understand how to act properly.” According to Bennett, common implications for minority
individuals in this stage is being excluded from dominant group decision making and the denial of equal
opportunities. Those in the minority often feel under siege and threatened to try and protect their identity

and world view.

3.2.1 Minimization

The next state after denial and defense Bennett labels minimization. This stage is quite common in
low context cultures that value social equality and individualistic self identities. It is also the most difficult
stage to recognize and acquire a greater depth of intercultural sensitivity unless we have developed a
deeper culture awareness and recognition of our own specific cultural schema. In the minimization stage,
we tend to recognize superficial cultural differences (e.g. Japanese don’t say their opinions directly or

2

Americans are friendly) but maintain the belief that “all humans are basically the same.” People in this
stage tend to ignore or disregard different world views as a way to reduce the threat to their cultural
norm(s). We unconsciously (via culture specific schemata) look for commonalities that can confirm this
cultural assumption such as personality, character, tolerance of ambiguity, or views of the self. However,
as Bennett argues, when we give use to these psychological systems to find commonality as humans, we
are giving more weight to these descriptions themselves than the fact that people come from distinct world
views with unique values. Assuming what other people would think (e.g. we are all free individuals who
want to live in a capitalistic society) is an ethnocentric problem resulting from this form of minimization
by assuming human alikeness. Bennett cites the example of the US government’s tendency to consistently
believe that if they can remove a particular country’s leader, its people will want to live /ike us. This
comes from the erroneous position of assuming that cultural values are universally the same for all humans

2

resulting in an unrecognized schema of “we are all basically the same /ike me.” The idea of expecting
others to be “just like ourselves” minimizes important unrecognized differences and often results in the
different interpretations of the same behaviors. The minimization of cultural differences is used as a way

of avoiding recognizing our own cultural patterns and prevents us from adapting to understanding others
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(Bennett, 2011). In the unconscious search for the minimization of differences via cultural schemata, or
“cultural constructs” as Bennett uses, information is construed non-evaluatively within familiar categories
of our own world view, not because we believe we are better, but because we believe everyone is
essentially the same. This stage makes it difficult to develop our own cultural awareness and intercultural
sensitivity to others and in the workplace can stifle diversity and creativity from those with divergent
world views. This makes it the most critical and problematic stage to recognize. For most Americans,
for example, believing that “we are all basically the same just like me” is a deeply held cultural belief
because this is underpinned with the cultural values of social equality and individualism. It would be
difficult to apply this social equality norm if we believed that people had different views and opinions on
social hierarchy and individual versus group norms and values. This is exactly the case between Japan and
the US when it comes to the norms of interdependent consensus making in Japan versus defining one’s
individuality and independence in the low context communication US. Both unconsciously assume their
way is the norm and, therefore, most desirable approach. Several examples of intercultural conflict due to
minimization of cultural differences are discussed in section 4.0.

Minimization of the minority culture almost always, and sometimes unintentionally, cedes power
and status to the dominant culture to maintain status quo. This minimization effect is usually evident
in large institutions with a disproportionate number of culturally diverse minorities in the lower ranks
compared with the upper ranks of those with decision making power. Interestingly, for organizations, this
minimization often leads to difficulty in retaining employees from diverse cultural backgrounds because of
an extreme emphasis on conformity, commonalities and a lack of recognition of their own unique cultural
context in the world (Bennett, 2004).

If a person or organization is able to acquire enough intercultural sensitivity through education and
training, the next stage becomes acceptance. In this stage, the dominant cultural group accepts differences.
This means that individuals actively seek out knowledge of different cultures and may even “apply ethical
principles cross-culturally.” Organizations finally see the need for training efforts and those in positions
of power are encouraged to recognize cultural differences. Once this is done, the acceptance stage
manifests itself into behavior that allows us to put ourself in the other’s shoes or what Bennett describes as
“cognitive frame shifting.” Our cultural schema becomes more flexible and we become more confident to
communicate across different cultural contexts. We are able to recognize power discrepancies and the need
for colleagues to have intercultural skills to maintain a climate of respect for diversity.

Finally, adaptation develops into integration which is the final stage of Bennett’s six stage model.
In the integration stage, we define cultural differences as part of our identity and often feel that we do not
belong in any one single culture. We may have multiple frames of references we can draw from and can
move in and out of more than one cultural group seamlessly. Our identity is not based on any one culture
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but a conglomeration of two or more cultures. Unfortunately, few of us are at this stage unless we were

raised in a bicultural and bilingual environment.

4. Minimization and IC conflict

Recognizing the importance of minimization is not solely a phenomenon in Western individualistic
low-context cultures. High-context communication cultures, such as Japan, strongly emphasize group held
norms over individual norms; social hierarchy is assumed in contrast to a low-context way of viewing the
world. What does minimization look like for a high-context culture? “We are all basically the same just like
me” schema also applies but from this cultural construct, assumes others value group consensus building
and the maintaining of strong harmonious interpersonal relationships above all else. So, when a low-
context world view speaker, interacts in this culture, individual opinions are interpreted from the standpoint
of how it affects others in the group. This often leads low-context speakers to feel that their opinions have
little or no weight or that they are being marginalized or forced to fit-in with others and, thus, threatening

their individuality and social equality value world view.

4.1 Example: Japan and the US

Japan as a high context culture that highly values social harmony is a useful contrast to the US.
The cultural emphasis on social harmony and in-group interdependency in Japan makes diversity more
problematic than in other more multicultural diverse societies. Japanese culture is described as a large
power distance, strong uncertainty avoidance culture (see Hofstede et. al. 2010) that highly values
harmonious social relationships. This tendency has many strong points (see Ryan 2012 for merits
and demerits) such as establishing and maintaining strong interpersonal relationships, team building,
teamwork, less workplace stress. However, for those trying to work and live inside Japan as outsiders to
this community of shared norms, Japan can be frustratingly opaque and impersonal because these traits
often result in individual feelings, opinions being excluded or ignored by (fatemae) ambiguous public face
communication values. For the American native English speaker, openness and frankness (honne) are vital
to establishing trust in social relationships rather than anticipating the feelings of others first. These two
conflicting deep structure traits are internalized to help communication run smoothly. Hall describes this as
an “action chain” which relies on these internalized processes to quickly make judgements and decisions
across the entire spectrum of communication behavior. Minimization is often an unintended consequence

to those who are unfamiliar with their own cultural construct or schema for interaction.
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5. Discussion

Intercultural competence is a diverse range of appropriate cognitive, behavioral and affective skills
that can lead to more effective communication with someone from another culture. However, it is argued
here that to have successful cross-cultural outcomes, we need to first acquire intercultural sensitivity.
However, as we have discussed, the process of developing IC awareness, and the sensitivity that follows,
is counterintuitive because we need to become mindful and aware of our own cultural tendencies as we
contrast them with the other culture while suspending any ethnocentric judgements. This is problematic
because most of us take for granted that our norms and values are based upon the centralizing tendencies
of our larger national culture to make “common sense” decisions and judgements. Bennett’s DMIS model
describes six stages of intercultural sensitivity that can help us raise our awareness so that sensitivity may
follow. It was argued in section 3.2.1 that the third stage, minimization, is the most critical to acquiring
the intercultural sensitivity to increase awareness of cognitive cultural differences so that intercultural
skills can be further developed and used for successful outcomes. The minimization of differences as an
unconscious cultural norm (e.g. we all want to live in a free market society that stresses individualism vs.
group consensus and interdependence) is often used to justify the dominant culture’s behavior but often
fails to give real inclusion and empowerment for those in the cultural minority to achieve real diversity.
Cultural diversity means more than simply recognizing that differences exist; it also means becoming
more aware of our own cultural norms of being so as not to impose them on those from difference cultural
backgrounds. Becoming more interculturally competent allows those from diverse cultural perspectives to
feel more included, empowered and productive which can inspire greater creativity and drive innovation in

an organization or in smaller cross-cultural interactions.
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Developing Intercultural Competence: recognizing the minimization effect

Stephen B. RYAN

Abstract

Intercultural Communication studies help us to identify the unique cultural perspectives of others
so that we do not misunderstand people in important situations such as in educational, health or business
settings. To become a competent intercultural communicator, we first need to develop an awareness of our
(lack of) cultural knowledge and not solely focus on the commonalities of two culturally diverse speakers
because this neglects important value differences of the minority second or foreign language speaker.
Intercultural Communication focuses on the study of differences because this is where we can best develop
the sensitivity to speakers who have divergent cultural norms and values on our journey of becoming
more interculturally competent. The goal of this paper is to define and discuss the concept of intercultural
competence within the field of Intercultural Communication, and why it is needed as a critical component
to developing intercultural sensitivity for those in contact with dissimilar cultures. Several intercultural
competence models are discussed with the main focus on how we can become mindful of how our cultural

biases affect the communication process.
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Article
English sentence adverbials and truth-conditional meaning:
A questionnaire study*

Yukiko KOIZUMI

1. Introduction

Modifiers, such as adjectival and adverbial elements, are sometimes considered to be less central
to the meaning of the sentence, especially from a viewpoint of truth-conditional semantics where the
meaning of a sentence is defined as its truth-conditions. For example, the sentence John is happily
walking is typically understood to be true as long as John is walking, and whether he looks happy doing
so may not be taken to be as important as the rest of the sentence. However, modifier meaning can play
an important part in sentence comprehension, and how a modifier might contribute to the meaning of the
sentence can depend not only on its lexical content, but also the context in which it occurs and how it is
spoken in an utterance. The central question of the present paper is how adverbials can contribute to the
truth-conditional meaning of the sentences. I will explore this question by looking into a class of English
adverbials that take the whole clause or sentence as their scope (sentence adverbials).'

There has been a considerable amount of literature on semantic or pragmatic properties of sentence
adverbials, including, but not limited to, Greenbaum (1969), Lehrer (1975), Bellert (1977), Mittwoch
(1977), McConnell-Ginet (1982), as also overviewed in Okada (1985). In particular, I will focus on four
types of sentence adverbials, classified here as illocutionary, attitudinal, evidential and hearsay adverbials,
because they greatly vary in terms of the positions in which they can occur as well as the ways in which
their interpretations interact with the truth-conditional content of the utterances.

Few studies have fully addressed the question of when and why certain adverbials may or may
not be part of the truth-conditions (hence logical form) of the sentence. Ifantidou’s research within the
framework of relevance theory (Sperber and Wilson 1995) proposed the way in which one can test whether
an adverbial is truth-conditional, or part of the truth-conditions of the sentence. However, her research only
laid out intuitive ideas and did not provide empirical data.

In order to fill this gap, the present study reports the results of a questionnaire study using her ‘truth-

conditionality test’ scheme. The results will first confirm that a pragmatic framework, such as the relevance

1 Tshall use the terms “sentence adverbials” to refer to those lexical items which typically modify a clause or a sentence itself,
rather than a mere verbal phrase. In some other studies, they are referred to as “sentence adverbs”, “sentential adverbs”,
and so on, but here I shall follow the terms used in the series of studies pursued in the relevance-theoretic framework, which
I shall also work with here. The term “adverbials” is intended to imply a similar explanation for adverbial phrases (e.g.

parentheticals), though I will not discuss it here extensively.
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theory, would be best fitted for explaining how diversely sentence adverbials may be interpreted in the
utterances in which they occur. The details of the results will also shed more light on how diversely these
adverbials are interpreted in terms of their truth-conditional status, and what might be the source of the
diversity that seems to be at work. Hopefully they will inform us on what is happening at the interface
between semantics/pragmatics and sentence comprehension.

The organization of the present paper is as follows. After introducing the four types of sentence
adverbials in Section 2, I will introduce previous theoretical work on sentence adverbials that discuss
possible ways to treat them in relation to the truth-conditions of the sentences in Section 3. In Section 4, |
will report the questionnaire survey on the sentence adverbials using the ‘truth-conditionality test’. I will

discuss the findings and their implications in the final section.

2. Four types of sentence adverbials

Given below are the four types of sentence adverbials that are of interest in this study. They have
been discussed in the literature for their significantly different and interesting properties especially in terms
of their truth-conditional status. They include adverbials sometimes called “pragmatic adverbials”.

[1] illocutionary adverbials. According to the classic extensive study of adverbials by Greenbaum
(1969), illocutionary adverbials are equivalent with some of the “style disjuncts” which concern the
stylistic properties of the utterance that contains them. In a more recent study, they are considered
to function as modifying an implicit illocutionary verb (Bach and Harnish 1979:225). Adverbs like
frankly, confidentially, honestly, seriously, belong to this type. Examples (1a-1c) would be understood as
communicating (2a-c), respectively.

(1) a. Frankly, ’'m bored.
b. She has, confidentially, failed the exam.
c. Seriously, your new novel is excellent.
(2)a. I tell you frankly that I am bored.
b. I inform you confidentially that she has failed the exam.
c. I tell you seriously that your new novel is excellent.

The remaining group of adverbials, broadly termed as “attitudinal disjuncts” by Greenbaum (1969),
are further classified into three types.

[2] attitudinal adverbials. Attitudinal adverbials are associated with the speaker’s attitude or
judgement to the statement s(he) makes, rather than naming the speech-act performed in communicating
the proposition. Unfortunately, sadly, happily, luckily, are the representatives of this type of adverbial.

(3) a. Unfortunately, John missed the train.
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b. Sadly, Mary lost her wallet.
c. Happily, Bill succeeded in completing the course.
d. Luckily, Jane has got the scholarship.
(4) a. It is unfortunate that John missed the train.
b. It is sad that Mary lost her wallet.
c. It is happily true that Bill succeeded in completing the course.
d. It is lucky of Jane that she has got the scholarship.
(5) a. *I tell you unfortunately that John missed the train.
b. *I tell you sadly that Mary lost her wallet.
c. *I tell you happily that Bill succeeded in completing the course.
d. *I tell you luckily that Jane has got the scholarship.

Examples (3a-c) are understood as communicating (4a-d), rather than (5a-c), suggesting that the
adverbials take a sentential scope, rather than the illocutionary verb tell.

[3] evidential adverbials. Evidential adverbials are seen as indicating the source or the degree
of strength of the speaker’s evidence, or in other words, indicating the different types of the speaker’s
commitment towards the content, or the truth-value of the proposition (s)he makes (Urmson 1963: 228,
Palmer 1986: pp66-76). Adverbials like evidently, clearly, obviously belong to this type. (6a-c) are
understood as communicating (7a-c).

(6) a. Evidently, the money has disappeared.
b. Obviously, John gained weight.
c. Clearly, Jane was irritated with the traffic jam.
(7) a. It is evident that the money has disappeared.
b. It is obvious that John gained weight.
c. It is clear that Jane was irritated with the traffic jam.

[4] hearsay adverbials. Hearsay adverbials, such as allegedly and reportedly, are generally treated
as a subtype of evidentials (Palmer 1986); they are claimed to indicate that the source of the knowledge
that the speaker communicates is not the speaker themselves but someone else. Greenbaum (1969) goes
on to describe them as expressing the “speaker’s doubt” towards the truth of the proposition she expresses:
the speaker thinks the truth of the proposition is somewhat dubious. Examples (8a-b) are understood as
communicating (9a-b), respectively.

(8)a. Allegedly, the cook has poisoned the soup.
b. Reportedly, Jane has killed her husband.

(9) a. It is alleged that the cook has poisoned the soup.
b. It is reported that Jane has killed her husband.
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These four types of adverbials have traditionally been treated as evidence against truth-condition-
based semantics for some lexical items and for speech act semantics (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993). However,
they appear to have more diverse properties than what has traditionally been found, which has motivated

further investigation in the present study.

3. Previous research: three possible approaches

There are three logically possible semantic and pragmatic approaches concerning the treatment
of the truth-conditional contributions of these adverbials. Let us look at each one of them along with
the corresponding previous studies, even though not all of them offered extensive discussion on these

adverbials in particular.

3.1 The ‘non-truth-conditional’ approach: Speech-act theory

Speech-act theory, first introduced by the philosopher J. L. Austin in his book “How to Do Things
with Words” (1962), proposed a series of ideas that are seen as a reaction to truth-conditional approaches
to sentence meaning. According to Austin, language is used not always to “describe” the world, but also to
perform certain types of actions called speech-acts: asking questions, begging, guessing, warning, making
a promise, and so on. One of the central concerns of the speech act theory is to propose the existence of
certain linguistic devices that indicate the “illocutionary force” of the utterance.

Austin also claims that an illocutionary act, such as warning, asserting, or ordering, can be performed
only if there is a conventional means of performing it, i.e. if there is some device that functions to indicate
the performance of the speech act. So-called performative verbs and parentheticals such as “I think”
(Urmson, 1963), as well as certain classes of sentence adverbials, have been treated as illocutionary force
indicators that function as signaling the kind of speech act being performed.

Following this line of analysis, let us consider some examples containing illocutionary adverbials in
(10) and (12):

(10) Confidentially, she failed the exam.
(11) a. She failed the exam.
b. I inform you confidentially that she failed the exam.
(12) Frankly, John is stupid.
(13) a. John is stupid.
b. I tell you frankly that John is stupid.
The adverbials here are also claimed to function as illocutionary force indicators: the speaker of (10)

and (12) communicates (11a)-(11b) and (13a)-(13b), respectively. (11b) and (13b) show what kind of

— 74—



IR NS R AR ZEEHE 281775 (2020. 3) 71-90

speech-act is being performed when the speaker produces the utterance.

In the speech-act theorists’ view, such indicators are considered to be non-truth-conditional, since their
function should not be to describe the illocutionary force of the utterance, but to indicate it. Thus, they
are predicted not to contribute to the truth-conditions of the utterance or, in other words, to the proposition
expressed by the utterance in which they occur. Although sentence adverbials have not been discussed
extensively enough in the speech-act literature, it seems possible to extend this view to analyze other
classes of sentence adverbials. Ifantidou (1994) summarizes the salient features of speech-act approaches
to sentence adverbials as follows:

(a) illocutionary, attitudinal, evidential and hearsay adverbials are standardly treated as non truth-
conditional and,
(b) non truth-conditional expressions are treated as indicating a speech-act or propositional attitude rather
than describing a state of affairs.

(Ifantidou 1994: 132)

According to this analysis, illocutionary adverbials like frankly, confidentially, or seriously, that we
have seen in (10) and (12) above, do not modify any of the propositional content. They merely indicate the
type of speech-act performed (cf. Bach and Harnish 1979).

One advantage of adopting this line of analysis is that it can, for example, capture certain types of
ambiguity in interpretations for (14):

(14) Seriously, is he coming?
(15) a. T ask you seriously to tell me whether he is coming or not.

b. I ask you to tell me seriously whether he is coming or not.

(Bach and Harnish 1979: 221)

The word seriously in (14) has two possible readings, illustrated in (15a) and (15b) respectively, each
successfully indicating the type of speech-act performed by different persons. The speech-act account
captures this difference.

It is important to note that the speech-act view would predict these types of adverbials to be non-truth-
conditional. They would be all considered “semantically external” to the proposition expressed by the
utterances which carry them (Ifantidou 1994). However, as we will see below, sentence adverbials we are
concerned with seem to behave more diversely than this would predict. In later sections, I shall examine

the validity of this prediction in view of the data that I have obtained.

3.2 The ‘truth-conditional’ approach: Lycan’s view and its extension
In contrast with the ‘non-truth-conditional” approach advocated by speech-act theory, the view that all

sentence adverbials, even speech-act related ones, are truth-conditional and hence part of the logical form
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of the sentence, is proposed by Lycan (1984). Lycan (1984)’s claim is based on the assumption that every
linguistic expression should be truth-conditional although there are different ways of encoding information
(not only describing, but also asking, stating, entailing, etc.).

After the Davidsonian treatment of propositional attitude reports (Davidson 1968, cf. McKay and
Nelson 2014), Lycan shows how a paratactic analysis of the semantic contributions made by sentence
adverbials can be represented in its logical form. Consider the example below.

(16) Confidentially, the boss is a moron.
(17) a. the boss is a moron. b. I state that confidentially.
(Lycan 1984)

According to Lycan, the logical form of (16) is (17). In Lycan’s original words, (17a) is ‘displayed’
or ‘introduced simply as an example or token of the kind of thing that speaker is referring to by means of
his demonstrative’ (Lycan 1984:148). The second part that involves the adverbial confidentially, in (17b),
is entailed but not asserted. The result of this analysis is, therefore, that what is asserted by the utterance
(16) is (17a), but the truth-conditions are given by (17b). Hence, on Lycan’s account, confidentially, an
illocutionary adverbial, is truth-conditional.

Although Lycan himself did not go on to provide a comprehensive account of sentence adverbials,
extending Lycan’s analysis would yield interesting predictions. Recall that the truth-conditions of (16)
would be (17b). (17b) would be true whenever (16) is appropriately uttered, because it follows from (17b)
that (17a) is being stated, or asserted. Hence, under this analysis, the illocutionary adverbial confidentially
is predicted to be part of the truth-conditions of the utterance.

Also, this model would predict other types of sentence invariably truth-conditional as well. For
example, consider the following sentences.

(18) Mary, reportedly, failed the exam.

(19) a. Mary failed the exam. b. This was reported.

(20) Mary, unfortunately, failed the exam.

(21) a. Mary failed the exam. b. I think that it is unfortunate.

Extending Lycan’s analysis to a case of a hearsay adverbial reportedly and a case of an attitudinal
adverbial unfortunately, the logical form of (18) and (20) would be something like (19) and (21),
respectively, which contain the adverbials in the truth-conditions given in (19b) and (21b). This analysis

does not predict the variations in the truth-conditional contributions of sentence adverbials.

3.3 The ‘hybrid’ approach: A relevance-theoretic view
The third logical possibility is a somewhat ‘hybrid’ approach, which is that sentence adverbials can,

but do not have to be, part of the sentence’s truth-conditions. This possibility is explored in Ifantidou (1994)
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within the framework of Sperber and Wilson’s relevance theory (Wilson and Sperber 1993, Sperber and

Wilson 1995).

3.3.1 Relevance-theoretic view of communicated information

Wilson and Sperber classify types of communicated information in terms of two factors: (a) whether
the communicated content is explicit or implicit, and (b) whether it encodes conceptual or procedural
information. Let us briefly look at the two factors in turn.

(a): explicature vs. implicature distinction. Sperber and Wilson assume that interpreting utterances
involves deriving both the explicitly communicated content (explicatures) and the implicitly communicated
content (implicatures).

Further extending Grice’s (1975) theory of conversational principles and the notion of “implicit”
communication, Sperber and Wilson defined their original notion of “explicitness” as follows:

(22) explicitness

An assumption communicated by an utterance U is explicit if and only if it is a development of a
logical form encoded by U.

(Sperber and Wilson 1995: 182)

Sperber and Wilson claim that the explicitly communicated content, or the explicatures, of an
utterance typically includes the proposition expressed by the utterance (its logical form or the truth
conditions, similar to “what is said” in Grice’s terms), as well as various more complex information
obtained through ‘developing its logical form’, or embedding the proposition expressed under an
appropriate speech-act or propositional-attitude description. The implicatures of an utterance are
propositions communicated by the utterance but are not developments of its logical form.

Another claim made by Sperber and Wilson is that part of the explicatures of an utterance can be
derived by a combination of linguistic decoding and inference. The explicatures obtained by a process
of context-based inference include higher-level explicatures (Wilson and Sperber 1993) °. Some of these
higher-level explicatures are associated with the type of speech-act performed.

For example, consider (23) below.

(23) It’s raining outside.
(24) The speaker of (23) believes that it is raining outside.

(23) is the proposition expressed by the utterance. If we assume that the speaker of (23) is asserting
that it is raining, then the higher-level explicatures of (23) should include (24), a complex proposition

obtained by embedding the proposition expressed under an appropriate speech-act description.

2 Some part of the proposition expressed (e.g. temporal meaning of the conjunctive and), is also developed through context-
based inference, known as pragmatic enrichment (cf. Carston 1998).
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Sperber and Wilson observe that not all linguistically encoded meanings are part of the truth
conditions: mood indicators and parenthetical verbs are their instances of non-truth-conditional linguistic
encoding. However, their approach is unique in that they do not deal with all non-truth-conditional
meanings in a unified manner. They argue that linguistically encoded information is classified not only as
communicated explicitly or implicitly, but also as conceptual or procedural. Let us turn to examining this
claim further.

(b) conceptual vs. procedural encoding. Following Fodor’s theory of mind (Fodor 1983), Sperber
and Wilson (1993) assumes two types of encoded information: conceptual information, related to
conceptual representations in the hearer’s mind, and procedural information, related to the manipulation of
the conceptual representations.

According to them, a conceptual representation has the following features. First, it has logical
properties: it enters into entailment or contradiction relations, and can act as the input to logical inference
rules. Second, it has truth-conditional properties: it can describe or partially characterize a certain state of
affairs. On the other hand, procedural information is carried by those expressions which help to indicate the
way we should “take” the conceptual representation encoded by a sentence or a phrase in which they occur.

Instances of encoding of procedural information have been elaborated by Diane Blakemore (Blakemore
1987, 1992). According to her, certain discourse connectives, such as so, but, or after all, encode
procedural information. Let us consider the following example. The sequence (25) has two possible
interpretations, which are shown in (26):

(25) a. Peter is not stupid. b. He can find his own way home.
(26) a. Peter’s not stupid; so he can find his own way home.

b. Peter’s not stupid; after all, he can find his own way home.

(Wilson and Sperber 1993)

The interpretation (26a) reads (25a) as evidence for the conclusion (25b); in contrast, on the second
interpretation (26b), the (25a) serves as a conclusion is confirmed by the evidence in (25b). Blakemore
argues that the information that discourse connectives such as so or affer all, convey is not conceptual;
instead, these connectives provide a constraint on the inferential phase of utterance comprehension.
They convey procedural information that helps us reduce the processing effort required to reach the first
acceptable interpretation and hence make the interpretation more relevant. These discourse connectives are
considered not to be part of the truth-conditions of an utterance. It is important to note, however, that not

making contributions to the truth-conditions does not always imply encoding procedural information.

3.3.2 Relevance-theoretic analysis of sentence adverbials

Elly Ifantidou’s work on evidentials (Ifantidou-Trouki 1993, Ifantidou 1994), while discussing many
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examples in Turkish, also discusses quite a wide range of English sentence adverbials and parentheticals
in the relevance theoretic framework. Ifantidou argues that certain classes of sentence adverbials are
truth-conditional, while others are non-truth-conditional, using a ‘truth-conditionality test’. Consider the
following examples.

(27) a. Mary failed the exam.

b. Mary has unfortunately failed the exam.

c. If Mary has unfortunately failed the exam, she can take it again next year.

This ‘truth-conditionality test’ works as follows: we create a bi-clausal sentence by embedding a
target with a sentence adverbial (27b) into a conditional logical connective if-clause (27c), and see whether
it falls within the scope of the connective. Namely, on (27¢), we ask under what circumstance the event
in the consequent clause in (27c) would occur: Under what circumstance is the speaker of (27¢) claiming
that Mary can retake the exam in the following year? In this case, clearly, the speaker is claiming that the
retake will take place under the situation (27a), rather than (27b). Therefore, we can see that the adverbial
unfortunately is outside the scope of the logical reasoning with the connective if and is therefore deemed as
non-truth-conditional. Now consider (28a-c).

(28) a. The cook poisoned the soup.

b. Allegedly, the cook has poisoned the soup.

c. If the cook allegedly poisoned the soup, the police should make an inquiry.

In this example, the question to examine the truth-conditional status of the hearsay adverbial allegedly
is: under what circumstances is the speaker of (28c) suggesting that the police should make an inquiry? In
this case, the circumstance is (28b), rather than (28a), because unless someone makes an allegation that the
cook poisoned the soup, the police would not make any inquiry even if the cook actually did poison the
soup. Hence, it seems that the hearsay adverbial allegedly here is truth-conditional.

Ifantidou discussed the four types of sentence adverbials introduced in this paper in terms of this
truth-conditionality test and argued that hearsay adverbials and evidential adverbials are truth-conditional
in some cases at least, while illocutionary and attitudinal adverbials are non-truth-conditional. That is, not
all sentence adverbials have the same truth-conditional status.

The fact that some types of sentence adverbials contribute to the truth-conditional meaning of a
sentence while others do not appears to be puzzling to the view that the meaning of a sentence is its truth
conditions only. How and why do they differ from one another? What type of linguistic information do
non-truth-conditional adverbials encode? Ifantidou offers an account in the relevance-theoretic framework,
using the conceptual/procedural distinction that we have seen in the previous section. Her first claim is
that all sentence adverbials encode conceptual, rather than procedural, information, even though they may

vary in terms of their truth-conditional status. A series of arguments are provided to support this claim.

— 79—



English sentence adverbials and truth-conditional meaning——KOIZUMI

Firstly, she points out that this analysis explains the fact that non-truth-conditional elements can be
true or false in their own right, even though they do not make any contribution to the truth-conditions of
the utterance in which they occur. Consider (29) and (30) below.

(29) Peter: Frankly, this party is boring.

Mary: You are not being frank. I’ve just seen you dancing with the blonde beauty in blue.
(30) Peter: Unfortunately, John lost his job.

Mary: It’s not unfortunate! He got a fellowship in Oxford instead!

(Ifantidou-Trouki 1993: 208)

The information conveyed by the adverbials in (29) and (30) can be denied by the hearer. This can
be explained if we assume that they encode elements of conceptual representations which can be true or
false in their own right. Secondly, Ifantidou argues that the assumption that sentence adverbials encode
conceptual information is compatible with the intuitive idea that when they are ambiguous between the
sentence and verb phrase (‘manner’) adverbials, the two readings seem to share the encoding of conceptual
information, as we see in (31) and (32) below.

(31) Peter spoke frankly.
(32) It’s unfortunately true that John lost his job.

Thirdly and finally, Ifantidou introduces an argument from compositionality (Wilson and Sperber
1993). As shown in (33) below, illocutionary and attitudinal adverbials can have syntactic and semantic
structures that are quite complex.

(33) Quite frankly, he is a fool.
(34) In the strictest confidence, he is a fool.
(35) Very sadly and regrettably, your fete will be rained off.
(ibid.)

The possibility of these complex structures supports the claim that they encode conceptual
information: they can be combined with other words to create more complex conceptual representations.

Hence, on Ifantidou’s argument, sentence adverbials always encode conceptual information. Then,
how could one characterize the difference in semantic contributions that sentence adverbials make to the
truth-conditions of the sentence? Following Wilson and Sperber (1993), Ifantidou claims that the difference
between those adverbials which are truth-conditional and those which are not manifests itself as a
difference in the “levels” of the explicatures they contribute to: while sentence adverbials which are truth-
conditional contribute to the proposition expressed by the utterance, those which are non-truth-conditional
contribute to its higher-level explicatures. Even though they do not contribute to the truth-conditions of
the utterance in which they occur, they encode conceptual information and can be true or false in their own

right. Recall the examples of frankly and unfortunately in Peter's utterances in (29) and (30). Although
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these adverbials appear to be non-truth-conditional, the information they encode can be true or false in its
own right and thus can be negated, as Mary's response shows.

Thus, according to Ifantidou, the distinction between truth-conditional and non-truth-conditional
adverbials is attributable to the difference in types of information each adverbial conveys: whether they
convey information belonging to the proposition expressed or to the higher-level explicatures. This
analysis allows for variations in sentence adverbials with respect to the degree of contributions to the truth-
conditions of the utterances they occur in. Ifantidou’s analysis is based on intuitive observations, however,
and is limited to certain representative adverbs. More evidence from the interpretations of various adverbs
will help investigate further the aspects of adverbial interpretation and their semantic and pragmatic
contributions to utterance comprehension. The results of a questionnaire study, reported in the next section,

aim to achieve this goal.

4. Adverbials in sentence interpretation: a questionnaire study

This section reports the questionnaire study conducted on native English speakers. It aimed to help us
understand more on how sentences adverbials are interpreted, or more specifically, whether or not they are

part of the truth conditions of the utterance.

4.1 Study protocol

Participants. Twenty-two people voluntarily participated in this pencil and paper questionnaire, who
all identified themselves as native speakers of British or American English. The majority of the participants
were students of the University of London, and there were a small number of non-students who were
referred to the author by some of the student participants.

Materials. Each questionnaire list consisted of twenty sets of sentences and accompanying questions,
randomly selected out of sixty-three sentences prepared in the form of Ifantidou’s ‘truth-conditionality test’
by a native speaker of British English. Each adverbial tested belongs to one of the four types of adverbials
according to Ifantidou’s classification. Let us look at one of the examples used in the questionnaire, given
in (36):

(36) John still manages to stay cheerful, although he is injured, obviously.

Question A: What is obvious, according to the speaker?

a. the fact that John still manages to stay cheerful
b. the fact that he is injured
c. the whole statement

Question B: In contrast to what circumstance is the speaker of this sentence claiming that John still
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manages to stay cheerful?
a. the fact that he is injured
b. the fact that it is obvious that he is injured

Following the target sentence, two multiple-choice questions were posed and the participants were
instructed to choose only one answer per question. The first one (Question A) is intended to check the
scope of the adverbial, and the second one (Question B) concerns its truth-conditional status, or whether it
falls within the scope of the logical relations established between the two events depicted in the bi-clausal
structure. In the sample set (36), with an evidential adverbial obviously, Question A asks what is obvious,
to see the scope of the adverbial obviously. Question B, of our chief interest here, is to test its truth-
conditional status. As for the connective although, which suggests a contrast between the event in the main
clause and that in the embedded clause, the question asked was “In contrast to what circumstances” the
event in the main clause would occur. If a participant chooses the answer a (without the adverbial), then
that suggests the adverbial is judged as being non-truth-conditional (i.e. it does not fall within the scope of
the connective) and if (s)he chooses b (with the adverbial), it is judged as truth-conditional.

In order to further investigate on Ifantidou’s truth-conditionality test scheme, test sentences contained
some additional characteristics. First, even though Ifantidou's discussion used only the non-factive
connective if, we tested using factive connectives, such as although, while, and since. Also, the positions
of the adverbials within the clause or the sentence were varied in order to check whether this affected their
scope. We also checked whether the presence or absence of commas emphasizing parenthetical status
was reflected as a difference in the acceptability of the sentence. The list of test sentence sets is provided
in the Appendix. The sentences were randomly assigned to the three questionnaire lists prepared, and no
participant was given the same sentence twice. Some filler materials (similar to the target sentences) were
also included in the test.

Procedure and data treatment. Participants answered the questions at their own pace. Typically, it
took a participant around 20-25 minutes to complete the questions. Out of all of the answers obtained, there

were participants that chose both alternatives as possible. Those answers were excluded from the analysis.

4.2 Results

The results are summarized in the Table below.
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Table. Adverbials’ truth-conditionality judgements as a function of adverbial type.

Total judgements Part of Truth-Conditions?
Adverbial Type . (n=g) Yes % No %
illocutionary 119 15.1 84.9
attitudinal 76 21.1 78.9
evidential 88 31.8 68.2
hearsay 106 50.9 49.1

Overall results indicate the diversity of interpretations of sentence adverbials occurred within
utterances. It is not the case that these adverbials are always outside of the truth conditions of the sentence,
but it is also not the case that they fall inside of the logical form of the sentence. These overall tendencies
are in line with Ifantidou’s (1993) predictions rather than those made by the other two approaches. Let us
look at a representative example of each of the four types of adverbials. *

[1] illocutionary adverbial: Overall, nearly 85% of the times, illocutionary adverbials were judged as
non-truth-conditional. Let us consider an example of the illocutionary adverbial frankly.

(37) She failed all her exams, frankly.
(38) Mary looks quite well although she failed all her exams, frankly.

To test the truth-conditional status of the illocutionary adverbial frankly in (37), the question (38) is
asked, where (37) is embedded in a clause headed by a factive logical connective although. This allows
us to see if the adverbial falls within the scope of the connective. Being asked what is being contrasted
with the content of the main clause (Mary looking quite well), 26 of the 27 judgments on this particular
item were “the fact that she failed all her exams”, rather than “the speaker tells you frankly that she
failed...” This suggests that the adverbial is not part of the world situations being contrasted with the main
clause, and is therefore non-truth-conditional. Note here that this result does not fit the predictions made
by Lycan’s model discussed in the previous section, because it predicts all the sentence adverbials to be
invariably part of the truth-conditions of the utterance.

[2] attitudinal adverbials. The same point will be suggested for attitudinal adverbials, which were
interpreted as non-truth-conditional 78.9% of the times. Let us look at an example of an attitudinal
adverbial unfortunately.

(39) He was, unfortunately, diagnosed with cancer.
(40) He feels quite well although he was, unfortunately, diagnosed with cancer.

In order to test the truth-conditional status of unfortunately in (39), (40) was presented. Being asked

3 Attention should be paid mainly on the ratio of the truth-conditional and non-truth-conditional judgements since the number
of items for each adverbial type is slightly different from each other.
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what is being contrasted with the fact that he feels quite well, again, 23 of the 25 participants chose
the answer “the fact that he was diagnosed with cancer”, rather than “that it is unfortunate that he was
diagnosed...”, which indicates that the attitudinal adverbial here is read as non-truth-conditional. This
result is also incompatible with what Lycan’s or any other account that predicts all sentence adverbials to
be part of the truth-conditions would predict.

[3] Evidential adverbials. The overall 31.8 percent of the total evidential adverbial judgments were
truth-conditional. Consider an example of evidently.

(41) The money has, evidently, disappeared.
(42) Since the money has, evidently, disappeared, the police are looking into the matter.

In (42), the target sentence (41) is embedded under the subordinate since clause, and this time, 18
out of the 33 subjects given this sentence interpreted the adverbial evidently as falling within the scope
of since, i.e. the reason that the police are looking into the matter is that it is evident that the money has
disappeared, rather than merely the fact that the money has disappeared. This suggests that evidently here
can be part of the sentence’s truth-conditions.

These results suggest that the speech-act account summarized in 2.1, predicting sentence adverbials
to be invariably non-truth-conditional, is not sufficient to capture the whole picture of the semantic
contributions of sentence adverbials. Although the speech-act theorists correctly analyses some sentence
adverbials as illocutionary force indicators, the existence of adverbials that are truth-conditional needs to
be explained in a different way.

[4] hearsay adverbials. The overall truth-conditional judgment ratio for hearsay adverbials was
50.9%, the highest of all the four adverbial types.

Look at an example of the hearsay adverbial reportedly.

(43) He was, reportedly, killed in the accident.
(44) Because he was, reportedly, killed in the accident, his relatives have arrived at the scene.

The sentence (43) is embedded into a clause headed by a factive logical connective because in (44).
The participants were to determine the reason of the man’s relatives arriving at the scene; if they choose
the answer that it is the fact that his being killed was reported, it suggests that the adverbial falls within
the scope of the logical connective and is therefore truth-conditional, and if the reason is interpreted to
be merely his being killed, it is non-truth-conditional. For this item, out of the 27, 17 of them judged
reportedly to be truth-conditional, whereas the other 10 judged it as non-truth-conditional. The data pattern

observed here would not be compatible with the speech-act analysis.

4.3 Discussion

The results above indicate that there is a significant variety in the interpretations of the four types
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of adverbials with respect to the truth conditions of the sentence. This finding would not be explained by
the theories that view sentence adverbials to be invariably part of, or not part of, the truth-conditions. The
relevance-theoretic analysis as developed by Ifantidou’s (1993, 1994), which would predict that adverbials
may vary in degrees of contributions to the truth-conditions, seems to best fit the observations reported in
the questionnaire.

In fact, the questionnaire study revealed more diversity and fuzziness of the truth-conditional
status of adverbials than Ifantidou may originally have anticipated. Not only did more participants than
expected judge evidential and hearsay adverbials to be non-truth-conditional, their truth-conditionality
judgements varied even more. For example, in the case of reportedly in (44) above, 17 judged it as truth-
conditional and 10 participants judged it as non-truth-conditional. However, in a different example of the
same adverbial in (45) below, the pattern was the exact opposite: 17 participants judged it as non-truth-
conditional whereas 10 judged it as truth-conditional.

(45) Jane poisoned her husband, reportedly, although she claims he died of natural causes.

The finding that even a single adverb may be interpreted in various ways seems to differ from
what Ifantidou would expect. She admits in her dissertation: “the truth-conditional status of hearsay and
evidential adverbials is quite complicated” (Ifantidou 1994: 148). The empirical data here confirmed the
complexity of adverbial interpretations.

Then, when and how can a sentence adverbial be important enough to be part of the sentence’s truth-
conditions, and what factors can contribute to this process? Ifantidou offered a line of explanation. In a
nutshell, she pointed out that hearsay adverbials can affect the truth-conditions by marking them as a case
of ‘interpretive use’ rather than ‘descriptive use’, and also that as for the evidential ones, they can affect
the truth-conditions by strengthening (obviously, clearly, etc.) or by weakening (apparently, seemingly) the
speaker’s commitment to the truth of the proposition.

This line of explanation seems promising, though it may require further refinement because the results
of the survey revealed that the truth conditional status of sentence adverbials might vary even within a
single adverb. Let’s recall the example of the hearsay adverbial reportedly in (45). One of the feedback
comments on an earlier version of this paper pointed out that the verb claim in (45) is ‘attributively used’
(e.g. the speaker of the utterance indicates that she attributes the embedded statement to someone else’s and
herself does not commit to the truth of it) and therefore somehow cancels out the meaning of reportedly.
If this is the case, the meaning of reportedly is not central to the meaning of the sentence as a result of
interacting with the rest of the content of the sentence.

Even though the verb claim in this example was intended to be merely an alternative verb choice to a

somewhat colloquial say in ‘she said her husband died of natural causes’, admittedly, there is a possibility
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that the readers interpreted the verb attributively®. To that end, I tested two additional sentences without the
verb in question, which are given below.
(46) a. John, reportedly, attempted to kill Mike.
b. John killed Mary although he, reportedly, attempted to kill Mike.
(47) a. Jerry’s family, allegedly, had a car accident today.

b. Jerry cannot leave work although his family, allegedly, had a car accident today.

In both of the (b) sentences, the adverbial allegedly takes its scope over the embedded clause only.
However, 3 out of 3 native speakers of English judged it as non-truth-conditional. Regardless of the
presence or absence of claim, the similar data pattern was observed for the adverbials here. Yet, the context
given by the rest of the sentences might play a role in determining whether an adverbial can make a
significant contribution to the truth-conditions or not.

Another factor that was not taken into consideration in Ifantidou’s test as well as the present survey
was prosody. Intuitively, the different readings the participants may obtain could be associated with the
different ways that the sentence is presented: if the sentence is presented auditorily, with different prosody,
the results may be very different.

(48) Because he was reportedly killed in the accident, his relatives have arrived at the scene.
(49) Because he was, reportedly, killed in the accident, his relatives have arrived at the scene.

The two sentences above are different from each other only in that there are commas around the
adverbial reportedly, and yet the judgements were different. While all of the 6 participants judged the
adverbial in (48) as truth-conditional, only 3 of the 6 judged it in (49) as truth-conditional, surprisingly.
The presence of the commas is presumed to make the adverbial somewhat parenthetical, which is linked
to the intuition that there is a prosodic boundary separating the adverbial from the rest of the sentence,
perhaps making it less a part of the sentence. In this survey, the materials were presented visually and the
prosody of the materials was not controlled. In the literature, prosody is known to play an important role in
sentence comprehension even in silent reading, as formulated as Fodor’s Implicit Prosody Hypothesis (e.g.,

Fodor 2002). It will be interesting to compare visual and auditory presentations of these sentences.

5. Summary and concluding remarks: preview of further analysis

In this paper, I reported the results of a questionnaire study conducted in order to investigate
how the four types of sentence adverbials may or may not affect the truth-conditions of the utterances,

using Ifantidou’s ‘truth-conditionality test’ scheme. The data pattern of the study suggested that while

4 The intuition is that the verb with the attributive use may bear special prominence in spoken utterances. As the present
questionnaire was conducted with written input only, this possible confounding should be resolved in a spoken presentation.
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illocutionary and attitudinal adverbials tend to be judged as outside of the truth-conditional content of the
sentence, evidential and hearsay adverbials tended to be read as inside of the truth-conditional content.
These results provide empirical support for Ifantidou’s treatment of sentence adverbials: while they all
encode conceptual information, they may vary in terms of their truth-conditional status and the non-truth-
conditional adverbials contribute to the higher-level explicatures of the utterances.

The questionnaire study reported here for the present paper was not fully exhaustive and it was not
fully controlled as a psycholinguistic experiment. For example, there were not enough filler sentences
to prevent the readers from becoming conscious of the construction of interest, or the study did not take
intonation (prosody) factors into consideration. However, the study still provided empirical support to
Ifantidou’s (1993) pragmatic explanation of adverbial interpretations and hopefully it has illuminated
readers on some of the varying ways to treat adverbial elements with respect to the truth-conditions of
sentences. Future research will continue to further investigate how the linguistic (conceptual) meanings
of adverbials and other factors (such as context and prosody) may interact in sentence comprehension in

English and other languages as well.

* This paper is a re-examination and development of the research conducted during my year at the
University College London. I would like to thank Deirdre Wilson, Mariko Kudo and others for their
feedback on the earlier versions of the paper, as well as Steve Ryan for stylistic suggestions. All the

remaining errors are my own.

Appendix: List of sentences tested

Given below is the list of target sentences that appeared in the questionnaire. Four versions for each
base sentence were created where adverbial positions and the presence or absence of parentheses around
the adverbial were varied. An example 4-version set is given below and the rest of the list presents one

variant of each target.

Example: unfortunately

(i) He feels quite well although he was unfortunately diagnosed with cancer.
(ii) He feels quite well although he was, unfortunately, diagnosed with cancer.
(iii) He feels quite well, although he was, unfortunately, diagnosed with cancer.

(iv) He feels quite well, although he was diagnosed with cancer, unfortunately.

1llocutionary Adverbials
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1. Mary looks quite well, although she, frankly, failed all her exams.

2. He still found the time to entertain his friends while, seriously, he was busy.

3. Because the child honestly is spoiled, we must be strict with her.

Attitudinal Adverbials

4. He feels quite well although he was unfortunately diagnosed with cancer.

5. Although the family had unfortunately been evicted, they managed to find a new place to live.
6. All her friends in the class performed quite well, while she, sadly, failed the exam.
Evidential Adverbials

7. John still manages to stay cheerful, although he is, obviously, injured.

8. John’s sister remains very thin while John, obviously, gained weight.

9. Since the money evidently has disappeared, the police are looking into the matter.

10. Since the author is so popular, the book, no doubt, will be a best seller.

11. The play was very entertaining, although the actors, certainly, lacked talent.

12. Although I am not too impressed by the ending, the book, certainly, is very interesting.
Hearsay Adverbials

13. Jane, reportedly, poisoned her husband, although she claims he died of natural causes.

14. While John reportedly won the race, his friends thought he lost it.

15. Because the criminal reportedly has escaped, we must be careful when we go out at night.

16. Because he was, reportedly, killed in the accident, his relatives have arrived at the scene.
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English sentence adverbials and truth-conditional meaning——KOIZUMI
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RELMR] Thotze vy INHE—ERDE L), [NF VI MY 27 + —DEHARE
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Bernard Bastide, « Frangois Truffaut : directe et sans concession », CAS, p. 11.

4 Janine Bazin, « Frangois chez nous », Cahiers du cinéma, numéro spécial, Editions de 1'Etoile, 1984, p. 14.
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HOL LT, LAOREFEANICE (MERER] 2B L TR0 7ERS
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CZRANAFUIZEDE M) 274 =~ OBEPYFEICRTENLEIITH b0 [EZMIERFET
& 72\ ] (L'art n'est pas la science.) &\ 9 —LIHEHEH L TA LI Hlbo@ED, M) 27+ —
1X19754F (0 F 0 [FREEOWE] FATEFE) 12, A S OBEGRE [ ANEOMHES ]
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DG E D NFVIZZOFmELY [aXR—=)V - Ty vDHETIH, F—F 2K b
D IR TFEROMEALICBIT AT 4 F L =l =Fay 7T ELRV] P wnd EHEL—XT
D bo A=F VY2 b XA MDY F ) AWM %2, MEAOBEHGHTT Y v 7 BELYEL
I DBERIILZ LR B0 N VIIEL OWREFD IPRAENII L2 TFEL
TWh, WilFZ, SHLENFYDTFTTF—2a VEERAATHRE S ZDMEADE L W)
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NEHBNFHDPETELRVHIZEATVA EMETAZEREELTERVENVHIZLET
HO. EHIUE FORETELVWEEESINLHBHFHICESTEZEITHHLENHIZELETH
5P M) 274 = ZOEBINF Y O[HERISROHRImOKBZTI L. Hink MMy 2.

F)az74+—d, TLy VOBl & F—F Y2 ERA MDY F ) FRLE DHEBREICA
TWwlo =9 v a=FRA ML [HERKOHGR] YF VUL %25[H LoD, BESLEFHE
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21 Ibid., p. 140.

22 Ibid.
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The Lateness in the Cinema
Discussion on Aging between André Bazin and Frangois Truffaut

Kiyoaki OKUBO

It is well-known that Frangois Truffaut (1932-1984), a French film director, who met André Bazin (1918-
1958), a french film critic, for the first time at the age 16 in 1948, respected Bazin throughout his life, and
called him "my adoptive father". But there are notable differences, rather than affinities, of opinion between
them in how they thought about cinema. This paper focuses on the problem of "the aging" through their
criticisms about "the Auteurs theory"(la politique des auteurs) as well as about adaptation. Praising the
great directors he admires such as Abel Gance, Truffaut rejects the idea of of aging that causes weakness
and inability. Bazin, approving Truffaut's point of view, says that it is the cinema that is getting old even
if the directors doesn't. Their discussion reminds us of "the lateness" that Edward Said argued in On Late
Style in some respects. His insight points us to the possibilities for revising Bazin's and Truffaut's thoughts

on film.
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